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"Igor Tandetnik" <itandetnik@mvps.org> wrote in message
news:OKwHYohAEHA.3048@tk2msftngp13.phx.gbl...
> It _is_ handled this way. Or rather, IUnknown is not remoted at all −
> it's a [local] interface. Except for the final Release, the proxy can
> satisfy any IUnknown calls locally.

Well, on a call to CoCreateInstance, you specify the interface you want
back, right? So wouldn't COM have to call QI remotely once if a client QI'd
for the IUnknown when it specified a different interface to
CoCreateInstance? (Because of the IUnknown identity rule.) Alternately, COM
would have to specify IID_IUnknown to the remote server's CoCreateInstance,
and then remotely QI for the interface that the client specified (this could
of course be wrapped in one remote call in the implementation of COM). But
anyway, I don't think that that would definitely be equivalent (because the
guarantees for IUnknown don't have to apply to other interfaces).

Of course, I am just guessing about the remoting implementation here,
because I take the general view of "it just works" (aka "I don't care")...
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