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PREFACE:

A) Although I am submitting this document in order to have it available by the end of January 3, 2000, I am doing so as a “draft” or “temporary” Letter Ballot and reserve the right to modify the details (but not the actual Yes/No decision) before the January 12, 2000 Letter Ballot deadline. (Should I issue a revised version of this letter ballot, I will rely on the opinion of the Chair as to whether it should or should not have this same document number.  I assume not,  but will do as directed on this.)

B) If J4 procedures allowed it, I would probably vote “ABSTAIN with comments” on this proposal. I still have difficulties with understanding both the details and the “model” for Object Orientation as it appears in the current COBOL draft (and to a great extend, OO in general).

C) I have distributed copies of the document being voted upon to a number of non-J4 members who understand OO (and in many cases are using OO COBOL – with various implementor extensions already).  I am including some of their comments in this document, even though I do not always fully understand them – or know whether they actually apply completely to the OO model and implementation in the draft.

COMMENTS:

I am voting “NO” on this letter ballot and do not expect to change my vote to a “YES” vote without significant changes to this proposal. Even at this stage, I have both general and specific comments on the proposal which I list below.

1) At this time, I cannot vote “YES” on any full revision proposal which contains “OPEN ISSUES.” In the case of issues that need resolution to clarify or correct the existing proposal, it is clear that these need to be resolved before a proposal should be included in the Base Document. In the case of items that are “tangential” to a specific proposal, I expect to see separate (“trackable”) documents that will appear on the Agenda but which are submitted before the approval of the first proposal can occur.

2)  I am concerned by the specific proposal’s rejection of the J4 direction at the preceding meeting.  Although anyone who has ever prepared a proposal has probably been “tempted” to do this, I think it is important that a significant rationale be presented.  Furthermore, I have found it beneficial to at least show (if possible) what the proposal would like following committee direction and then to also show the recommended “correction” that goes against committee direction.  The phrase “seeing the awkward wording without this term” does not justify (to me) this change.  I might feel differently if I could see an example of the “awkward wording” – but without such examples, I believe the original direction should be followed.

3) When the committees address Open Issue 3, I think that it is important to remember that one of the goal’s of this revision was to “improve” the predictability of inter-language programs.  I do not know if this will be possible, but I think this goal needs to be kept in mind. When it comes to OO (where we have yet to provide ANY real Standard Class library – and therefore COBOL applications will most likely be using non-COBOL objects), this becomes even more important.

4) I have had “negative” input from non-J4 members about not using the term “garbage collection” which (seems to be the de facto standard in OO environments).  This paper does follow previous J4 direction, but I think this issue may need to be re-examined (and this may tie into Open Issue 1).  Furthermore, I have been told that the industry standard for this “finalize” method (or auto-method) is “destructor”.  If that is truly what is expected by others involved in OO applications, I believe it should be consider for COBOL as well. This person was particularly concerned about the use of the word “destroy” when the rest of the industry uses “destructor.”

NOTE: I remember how long the committee took in reaching consensus on “::”.  I do not believe that J4 should consider any “terminology” decision even semi-permanent until it has been reviewed by the impacted public.

5) One commenter indicated that adding the new “AUTO-METHOD” paragraph and the  “EXIT AUTO-METHOD” statement (and possibly the entire distinction between “auto-method” and “method”) seems wrong.  I have read that doing this made the work of the Standard’s writers “easier” – but if it makes the language itself more complex or “unwieldy” then I believe the work should be done to upgrade all the rules concerning “methods” and not to add an unneeded feature to the language. (I also noticed that there are a significant number of rules that STILL needed changing to specify both terms.) I should say that another commenter said,

“this <having garbage collection details be implementor defined> is what is killing 'our' language. It is absolutely PARAMOUNT that even if they concede implementor-designed, that they EMPHATICALLY demand that all compilers use the same RESERVED word for this feature, and I don't care if they use "destruct", "destroy" or "finalize"

6) If the term “destructor” is used (even to “describe” a FINALIZE (auto-)method), then the term “constructor” should also be added (somewhere) to the discussion of the “NEW” method.

7) I received the following comment,

“There is mention early in the notes about having the finaliser running once per class, this is useless.”

I assume that this relates to the first straw vote recoded for Meeting 218.  I do not find such a rule in the current proposal, but if it is there, then this user comment should be considered.  

8) I received the following comment,

“There are three aspects to auto garbage collection, as I see them :-

(a) Destroy when application is finished (STOP RUN)

(b) Destroy when currently called program is terminated

(c) Destroy when no longer required by this method.”

I am not positive if this person believed that all 3 of these are not adequately handled by the current proposal or not, but would ask those more familiar with the current draft and proposal to insure that they are.

* * * *

As I indicated at the beginning of this document, I am still working on collecting input and reviewing the actual document.  I do expect to revise this paper before January 12th and will distribute it as it is “finalized” (as it were).

