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This document answers some of the comments submitted along with the Letter Ballot on FINALIZE method.

<00-0118 member ballot (Reimann)>

 AUTONUM 
Comment #4

I personally don't care whether a FINALIZER is called a method or auto-method.  The committee might want to change the direction from what they gave us explicitly.  However, changing this term will be a big work.

<00-0120 member ballot (Wallace)>

 AUTONUM 
Comment #1

I recommend changing the timing as follows:

"During execution of the run unit, the timing for finalizer invocation is undefined except that the runtime system invokes a finalizer only on the following occasions:

a) when control is being transferred to a statement, or,

b) during the execution of ALLOCATE statement, or,

c) during the invocation of the New method defined in the standard class BASE."

 AUTONUM 
Comment #2

Because "Reachable" is defined as "... it is determined that the object can be referenced from one or more runtime elements ...", this comment is not true.  Factory object can be referenced by specifying its class name in the INVOKE statement.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #3

I like the idea of eliminating finalizers from factory objects; it simplifies the specification.  But users may still want finalizers in factory objects.  If the committee thinks that the finalizer invocation on the factory object that has never been invoked is a problem, we can add a rule that the finalizer shall not be invoked on such a factory object.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #4

The committee might want to change the direction from what they gave us explicitly.  I have no preference.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #5

We thought STOP RUN under a finalizer is appropriate because this situation is not under the control of program proper.  If we want that the STOP under normal finalization becomes normal termination, we have to specify what to do with the object being finalized when the STOP statement is executed.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #6 and #25

Ask for the committee direction.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #7

I agree.  Ask for the change of previous committee direction.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #8

We do not have to control the side effects caused by finalizers.  We have to specify when side effects occur.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #9

Ask for the committee direction.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #10

Because the timing and algorithm is implementor defined, and because flow of control had not been defined for the finalizer invocation, implementing simultaneous execution of finalizers had been valid.  We eliminated this situation.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #11

We think the rule is there.  See page 435, 14.10.4.3, CALL statement GR 3e).

 AUTONUM 
Comment #12

a.  Yes, we should re-instate the phrase "in which the reference to SELF or SUPER appears."

b.  Sorry, I do not understand the question.  What is "operating system object"?

 AUTONUM 
Comment #13

AUTO-METHOD should be a context-sensitive word.  But we wait for the committee direction on how they want to call the finalizer.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #14

It is clear that the requirement is for the implementor because users cannot invoke finalizers.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #15

I agree.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #16

I don't think it is really needed.  We ask for the committee direction.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #17

Since an auto-method is not a method, I don't think the first change "With the exception of auto-methods, the subclass has ..." is appropriate.  But it may become needed by other change.  We agree that the second suggested change clarifies the specification better.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #18

Proposal item 54 does this restriction.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #19

No.  Format 3 is for factory definitions and instance definitions.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #22

Although the introduction may not be precise, the rules are.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #23

a.  the code in finalizer is responsible for resource cleanup.  As for memory resources, proposal item 25 and 26 state that they are reclaimed.

b. I do not understand what is going to be changed.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #24

Currently, no rule prohibits invocation of a method defined in BASE using arbitrary class-name.  New method is the typical example.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #27

I agree.  It should be implementor-defined.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #28

Ask for the committee direction.

<00-0121 member ballot (Takagi)>

The comments state all.

<00-0123 member ballot (Klein)>

 AUTONUM 
Comment #2

I was wrong in saying that we saw awkward wording.  We could not make the sentence completed without the term.  They are in proposal items 29 (NOTE), item 70 (rule 1a)), item 89 (GR2b).  If you can invent better wording without naming the "reachable" state and referring it, help us.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #4

Introducing the term "garbage collection" is not the aim of this paper.

I understand that there are two terms in the industry: finalizer and destructor.  They are differently used.  I think the word usage in the industry is stable now and we call "C++ style" deletion of objects a destructor and "Java style" finalizer.  Our proposal is "Java style."  I also understand that Ada has "C++ style" deletion of objects and it is called finalizer.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #7

No, there isn't.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #8

(a) is fine.  (b) and (c) seem irrelevant to the COBOL object orientation model.  When we start having objects in the activation records, or stack frame of the activated runtime entity, then we should address (b) and (c).

<00-0124 member ballot (Schricker)>

 AUTONUM 
Comment #1

I agree.  But the committee might change the finalizer construct.

 AUTONUM 
Comment #2 and #3

It is OK to say that the factory objects are destroyed at the runtime termination.  But we should also specify when the finalizers for the factory objects are invoked.  Currently the timing is when a factory object is in unreachable state.

