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Appendix I

Team member E sent a message after the meeting

/9:17PM Feb 26, 1988/

Re: [name of the team] Language decision

Avid followers of the debate about the "front-end" language fér [name of team]

will be interested to note that we have jointly decided that Standard ML is our
prime candidate. This does not mean that we have set aside all thoughts on other
areas but that our planS will be revolving around ML rather than Scheme or Prolog.
The key factors which made us take Standard ML seriously were its type diéciplinc,
which supports ADTs, its basic cleanliness, and associations with bacademic work

that support [name of the group]. We also believe that providing the next level
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type system and can achieve a suitable level of efficiency.

The other candidates, namely Scheme and Prolog, were faulted on the grounds of
needing remedial work (addition of ADTs) before we can start. It is almost needless

to say that the prospect of remedial work is not encouraging.

So, there you have it. We are now especially keen on tracking work in the ML
and functional program translation worlds. If you get hold of '_cuiy hot news,

let us know!

[Team member E]
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Appendix II

The topography of the e-mail discussion
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