
he following commentary

is  from the flu rry of e-

mails  that were p os ted

on the .NETDJ W eb  s ite

(www.s ys -con.com/ d otnet/ )  lis t

regard ing the article entitled

“ D ecomp iler R ou nd u p ”  (.NETDJ,

V ol. 2 , is s u e 8 ) .

T his  article is  b iz arre. T he au thor

mak es  a lot of effort to d ownp lay

.N E T  R eflector, which is  the tool

ev eryb od y on the s treet is  u s ing (it

was  rated  one of the top  1 0  d ev elop er

tools ) . N ex t, he is  comp aring more

ex p ens iv e tools  b u t only along the cri-

teria that mak e D ecomp iler.N E T  look

good . T he cod e ou tp u t ex amp le is n’t

correct or mayb e ju s t ou td ated  (again

it mak es  D ecomp iler.net look  good ) .

T he comment “ how each cou ld  han-

d le p ointers , b ecau s e they are my

fav orite as p ect of p rogramming”

mak es  this  way too ob v iou s . 

–Mario

I  was  p leas ed  to s ee the au thor’s

u nb ias ed  rev iew confirming his  p os i-

tiv e ex p eriences  u s ing ou r p rod u ct.

I ’v e d one my b es t to s end  b u g rep orts

regard ing cod e generation is s u es  to

each of my comp etitors  regard ing

their p rod u cts , inclu d ing the b u gs

ex p os ed  b y the ex amp les  the au thor

has  chos en in this  article. I  rep orted

mos t of thes e b u gs  to the au thors  of

the p rod u cts  mentioned  here inclu d -

ing R eflector 4 .0  b ack  as  early as

0 4 / 2 0 0 4 . T he news grou p  d is cu s s ions

in which I  had  p articip ated  regard ing

cod e generation accu racy occu rred

p rior to this  article b eing written and  I

p ers onally mad e all of the v end ors

mentioned  in the article aware of

cod e generation p rob lems  in their

p rod u cts . E ach v end or had  amp le

time to ad d res s  thes e cod e generation

is s u es  p rior to this  article b eing writ-

ten, and  their res p ons e time is  a good

meas u re of the lev el of s u p p ort that

they p rov id e for their p rod u cts . 

T he au thor ju s t as k s  each d ev elop -

er to tak e the time to ev alu ate each

p rod u ct on his / her own. H is  conclu -

s ions  are s till accu rate, ev en with

newer v ers ions  of each of the p rod -

u cts  av ailab le that he rev iewed .

D ecomp iler.N E T  s till generates  high-

er-lev el and  more accu rate cod e that

the other tools  rev iewed  b y the au thor

in this  article, and  I ’m aware of s ev eral

ad d itional cod e generation p rob lems

that s till ex is t in cu rrent v ers ions  of

the p rod u cts  mentioned  here that

cau s e them to continu e to generate

cod e that won’t comp ile or ru n cor-

rectly. T he au thor’s  conclu s ions  are

s till 1 0 0 %  accu rate and  each d ev elop -

er can confirm this  b y d ownload ing

the trial v ers ions  of each of the p rod -

u cts  as  the au thor recommend s  in his

article. P leas e d ownload  a free trial

v ers ion of ou r p rod u ct you rs elf and

confirm that it is  s till the b es t alterna-

tiv e for you r need s  at www.ju ngle-

creatu res .com.

–J on ath an  P ie rc e

T he au thor is  not u nb ias ed . Ju s t

read  this : 

“ I  chos e to leav e thes e two tools

ou t of this  article. W hy?  W ell, for the

s ame reas on I  d on’t d o my own elec-

trical work .”  

“ T hey d o not offer the need ed

lev el of s u p p ort.”  

[ T hree times  in a row. A p p arently

they d o, his  ex amp le ru ns  fine in the

cu rrent v ers ion.]  

“ D ecomp iler.N E T  with ob fu s cator

is  av ailab le for $ 5 0 0  p er C P U , giv ing it

lev erage ov er its  tou ghes t comp etitor”  

[ P leas e click  here to p u rchas e withou t

think ing]

–A n on y m ou s

R eflector is  an ex cellent tool that I

u s e for cas u al b rows ing and  cod e

generation comp aris on. H owev er,

there are s till many ins tances  where

D ecomp iler.N E T  generates  higher-

lev el and  more accu rate cod e, which

is  imp ortant to mos t p rofes s ional

d ev elop ers . T he cu rrent v ers ion of

R eflector was  releas ed  after this  article

was  p u b lis hed  and  ad d res s es  thes e

s p ecific b u gs  ov er 4  months  after they
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all fields in constructor methods and

prov iding only property getters

and/or methods that retriev e data

from the object, without any mutator

logic whatsoev er. M any classes in the

.N E T Common Type System are

immutable: System.String, System.

D rawing.F ont, etc. In addition, care

should be taken that any v alues

returned from property accessors, etc.

are immutable as well. O therwise, this

data may be copied to insure the

integrity of the object itself. E x ample

1 1  shows the performance benefit 

of immutable objects ov er 

synchroniz ation.

Data Copying

This flies in the face of the adv ice

giv en earlier, to minimiz e the use of

objects. H owev er, it’s really the other

side of the coin from immutable

objects. O bject copying allows you to

use the data in a non-immutable

object, but in a way that still com-

pletely av oids synchroniz ation. The

more highly multithreaded the env i-

ronment, the more strategies like this

make sense.

R e ad - W r ite  L oc k s

Synchroniz ation issues in man-

aged code mirror those in databases.

In some situations, optimistic con-

currency strategies can be used; in

some dirty reads are acceptable, etc.

F or situations in which a structure is

seldom updated and often read, the

R eaderW riterL ock class can giv e sig-

nificant performance benefits ov er

simple synchroniz ation. It allows

either multiple read access or single

write access at once. E x ample 1 2

compares R eaderW riterL ock to sim-

ple synchroniz ation in a read-heav y

scenario.

�M in imiz in g  Sy n c h ro n iz ed  

B lo c k s

The use of the [M ethodImpl

A ttribute(M ethodImplO ptions.Sync

hroniz ed)]attribute should be 

av oided, as it always locks an entire

method and is also non-standard C#

usage. Instead, the lock keyword or

one of the System.Threading classes

should be used.  W herev er possible,

adjust the start of a synchroniz ed sec-

tion forward and the end backward.

D o whatev er you can to decrease the

number of synchroniz ed operations.

Su g g es ted  R ea d in g

• L idin, Serge. (20 0 2). Inside Microsoft

.N E T  IL  A ssemb ler: M icrosoft P ress.

• A rcher, Tom, and W hitechapel,

A ndrew. (20 0 2). Inside C# , S econd

E dition. M icrosoft P ress.

• R ico Mariani’s W eb log:

http://blogs.msdn.com/ricom

• G arb age Collector B asics and

P erformance H ints:

http://msdn.microsoft.com/

library/default.asp?url=/library/e

n-us/dndotnet/html/dotnetgcba-

sics.asp

• Improv ing .N E T  A pplication

P erformance and S calab ility :

http://msdn.microsoft.com/librar

y/default.asp?url=/library/en-

us/dnpag/html/scalenet.asp

• A n Introduction to C#  G enerics:

http://msdn.microsoft.com/library/d

efault.asp?url=/library/en-

us/dnv s0 5 /html/csharp_ generics.asp

• W ik iW ik iW eb :

http://c2.com/cgi/wiki?Uniformly

SlowCode

were reported to the author. There are many other code

generation bugs in the current v ersions of the tools men-

tioned here that were not cov ered by the article. 

The author also made the point that D ecompiler.N E T

was the only tool that generated code that had correct

compile and runtime behav ior for all of the test cases

that he attempted including his H ypersonic ex ample.

This is not the case for any of the tools that he ev aluated,

including the current release of R eflector 4 .0 .1 8 . I’v e sent

sev eral bug reports to R eflector’s author that still ex ist in

his current release regarding many code generation

issues not cov ered by this article. 

– J onath an P ie r c e

D id the author of this article report those bugs to the

tool authors or did you tell him what to write about? 

– A nonym ou s

The author of this article contacted each of the v en-

dors on his own and req uested permission to include

their product in his ev aluation. The article was written

entirely by the author including his code ex amples

chosen by him based on his own ex periences with

each of the products he tested for his own needs. H e

was trying to identify unusual test cases to measure the

robustness of all of the products included in his ev alu-

ation. F rom his conclusions, it appears that he was

unable to identify any cases where D ecompiler.N E T

didn’t generate correct code to meet his needs. There

are many other cases where the other products fail, so

I’m not surprised that the author was able to identify

some common cases that affected him personally. 

I hav e always encouraged dev elopers to try each of

the products themselv es and form their own opinions

about their accuracy. This article seems to point them

in the correct direction so that they can confirm its

conclusions themselv es before purchasing any of the

products mentioned.

– J onath an P ie r c e

O kay, let’s leav e it that way. The article has too many

coincidences and you are too well informed on what the

author did and didn’t do to make it believ able. A ll the

tools mentioned are v ery nice and no harm done if

ev erybody is doing his own ev aluation...  

– A nonym ou s

The author isn’t unbiased. The scoring card and the

careful phrasing to ditch Spices and Salamander shows

this. A lso, he is leav ing half the tools (A nakrino, R eflector,

L SW ) out, only giv ing a “doing his own electrical work”

argument as a rationale so it isn’t a good ov erv iew in

the first place. 

– A nonym ou s
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