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To: "'BERRISFORD, Graham'" <Graham.BERRISFORD@london.sema.slb.com>,

   "'edbark@nist.gov'" <edbark@nist.gov>,

   "Mullins, Chalon"  <Chalon.Mullins@schwab.com>

Cc: adtf@omg.org, mda-users@omg.org

Subject: RE: ROI Query

Pulling out what I think is Ed's most important statement:

        My general feeling is that good software management

        practices and good design practices and competent

        journeyman programmers have a lot more to do with the

        time and cost of a reliable system than what languages

        and features were used to document and implement it.

I've said it differently over the years but the intent

is exactly the same:

        It's not important how object-oriented the particular

        programming language is, what's important is how

        object-oriented the developer is. Good OO developers

        can write OO programs in any language and bad

        programmers, OO or not, can make an awful mess in

        any language.

To answer your questions directly, do I believe that the OO

paradigm shift has been justified? Yes.

Has widespread use of C++ and Java made my developers more

productive than the were? No, but the careful use of an MDA-

motivated approach to OOA & OOD certainly have. Even when

we've short-circuited the OOD at the last minute and actually

implemented in ANSI C or, gasp, Fortran-77.

Has inheritance - across the board - demonstrably increased

reuse or raised programmer productivity? I would say "no" but

then I'd add that I think the question is somewhat misguided

in that it gives too much weight to a single "mechanism" and

not enough weight to the underlying principles of, exactly

as you say, encapsulation, coherence & coupling, designing to

interfaces, and service-oriented architectures. Well, I'll

have to back off on that just a bit because I've yet to hear

a consistent, meaningful definition of service-oriented

architectures but that's a whole 'nother story...

Did the OOPL learning curve delay the refinement of older modular

design ideas (encapsulation, coherence & coupling, designing to

interfaces, and service-oriented architectures) into what we now

call component-based development and the like? Well, I'd counter-

propose that exactly the opposite has happened. In fact, the

OOPL learning curve accelerated the refinement of those ideas.

Why? One, because it helped crystalize those fundamentally good

principles and two, because it offered them in a way that

people were willing to buy into--sometimes hype isn't ALL bad.

Ok, maybe I'm overly Mary Poppins here but "a spoonful of

sugar helps the medicine go down" so if the sugar of a hip-and-

trendy way to develop software forces the medicine of making

more people think more carefully about exactly those timeless

principles you call out then I'm not about to argue. Very much,

anyway.

Could not all those ideas have been supported by the development

of procedural languages? Hmmm... We'll probably have to discuss

this in the pub, over many pints of Britian's finest ales...

I couldn't do much more than assert this, but I'd say no. I

think that the OO way of thinking--in which one balances the

cohesion <errrr, "coherence"> & coupling of the data with the

cohesion/coherence & coupling of the function--encourages one

to think about the system in a way that isn't necessarily

encouraged in purely procedural languages. But again, let me

not get too wrapped up in the languages themselves. The

important component is the analytical thinking that happens

before one's fingers even touch the keyboard. The trick to the

so-called OOPLs is not that they *force* one to be OO, they

simply make it easier to express OO-ness and, sometimes, make

it harder NOT to express OO-ness.

Have OOPLs steered people into coding on app servers where

they should be coding on data servers? Have they distracted

attention from development of database management systems with

better declarative rule definition features, and closer

adherence to modern SQL standards? Well, now I guess I can't

argue nearly as strongly against these. I do wish that OODB

research and technology advanced as fast as OOPLs did but

the fact is that they didn't. The marketplace had a lot to

do with that. All I can do is pull out yet another quote

(although I can't remember anymore who said it):

        What's right isn't always popular and what's popular

        isn't always right.

C'est la vie.

