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PROPOSED REVISION: 

1. Provide definition of object interface

2. Clarify definition of SPACE and QUOTE concerning character set dependency

3. Clean-up precedence list of identifiers

4. Remove runtime checking for functions

5. Clarify purpose of CALL-CONVENTION option

6. Combine USAGE SR 14, SR 15 

7. Clarify boolean conversion functions concerning character set dependency

8. Disallow PROPERTY clause together with BASED and TYPEDEF.

JUSTIFICATION:

1. Reference 2, item # 2b:

“Page 18, 4.240, interface (for a method):   

b.   It's not clear exactly what is in an interface?   This definition does not help.  Either delete it or improve it.  The following is a start at defining it. 

"The name of the method; the ordered list of its formal parameters and the description and passing technique associated with each; and the returned value (if any) and its description."

2. Reference 3, item # 3:

“Page 83, 8.3.1.2.5, Figurative constants, second paragraph, item 2 (SPACE):    The draft should more clearly indicate that the space value is from the runtime computer's character set (it's said somewhere in unclear terms, but should be said here).  When a given character set has more than one space character (such as UCS-2), there should be only one value for a given category of figurative constant SPACE, and that value should be explicitly implementor-defined.”

3. Reference 4, item # 6:

“Pages 89 and 90, 8.4.2.1.3, Identifiers, GR 1-a, 1-g:    delete subrules a and g of GR 1:   No one in J4 can explain the meaning of "elementary" in these rules.  I asked the author (Raymond Obin) what it meant.  He thought it meant that these identifiers referenced elementary data items.   If so, this is the wrong place to say it.  It's already said for functions in section 15.   It is obvious (to me) that predefined object references are elementary data items - - however, if it should be said at all, it should be said under predefined object references.

Rule 1a addresses only "elementary identifier", so it should be deleted.  If you take away the part about "elementary identifier" from 1 g, there is no meaning left – the specific syntax and meaning of a function identifier is defined elsewhere, so all of 1 g should be deleted.”

4. Reference 5, item # 3:

“Page 92,  8.4.2.2  , GR  6d)

GR 6d) should be deleted.  This rule implies that run-time checks are done for type conformance, and this is unnecessary in this scenario. 

When a prototype-name is specified for a function invocation, the type conformance checks are done at compile time, not at run time.  This is specified by 8.4.2.2 SR9.  The function invocation is checked statically against the function prototype, which is either specified in the external repository, or is coded in the same compilation group.  There should not be any  checking left to do at run time, and there should never be a need for EC-PROGRAM-ARG-MISMATCH exceptions, in this scenario.”

5. Reference 6, item # 4a:

“Page 180, CALL-CONVENTION clause,  11.9.5.

a.   The CALL-CONVENTION rule should clearly state that the call convention specified is the convention for the invocation of the run time element representing the source element in which this clause is specified  (and not for the conventions used for invoking other run time elements from the run time element representing this source element). “

6. Reference 7, item # 6:
“Page 367, 13.17.58, USAGE clause, SRs 14 and 15:   

SR 14 and SR 15 contain seemingly contradictory statements regarding whether the usage OBJECT-REFERENCE can be specified for a non-01 level item. “  

7. Reference 8, item # 15:
“Page 562, 15.11.3, BOOLEAN-OF-INTEGER function:   In returned value rule 1, the meaning of "The returned value is a boolean item of usage bit representing the binary value equivalent of the absolute value in argument-1. ..." is not clear given that the representation of a binary value is implementation dependent. 

This applies to 15.33.3, INTEGER-OF-BOOLEAN function (page 584) as well. “

8. Reference 3 item # 8:

“Page 253, 13.15 Data description entry, insert a new syntax rule:

"The PROPERTY clause shall not be specified in the same data description entry as the TYPEDEF clause, or its subordinate data descriptions."

The reason is the same as item 6.”

COMPATIBILITY:

This proposal is compatible with ANSI X3.23-1985 as amended by ANSI X3.23a-1989 and ANSI X3.23b-1993.

DISCUSSION:

Initial Investigation

Meeting 218

The comments listed under justification were accepted, and Mr. Reimann was directed to write a change proposal. Concerning reference 3, item # 8, it was noted that the PROPERTY clause should also be prohibited for based items.

Post-Meeting 218

Mr. Kiesel, Munich, pointed out that SR 9 of the METHOD-ID paragraph erroneously references 14.9; this should be 9.3.6.1.2 conformance between interfaces. Although this is not directly related to the comments addressed by this proposal, I’m including this change here, because of its importance and urgency.

PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:

1. Page 18, 4.237 interface (for a method), replace by:

“4.240 interface (of an object): The names of all the methods defined for the object, including inherited methods; for each of the methods: the ordered list of its formal parameters and the description and passing technique associated with each, and the returned value (if any) and its description.”

2. Page 83, 8.3.1.2.5.3 figurative constant values, GR 1, third sentence, change “in the computer’s character set” to “in the computer’s runtime character set”; last sentence, change “specify the representation” to “specify the unique representations”.

3. Page 84, 8.3.1.2.5.3 figurative constant values, GR 3, change “from the computer’s character set” to “in the computer’s runtime character set”.

4. Page 84, 8.3.1.2.5.3 figurative constant values, GR 4, change “from the computer’s character set” to “in the computer’s runtime character set”.

5. Page 85, 8.3.1.2.5.3 figurative constant values, GR 7, change “in the computer’s character set” to “in the computer’s runtime character set”.

6. Page 93, 8.4.2.1.3 identifier, GR 1, replace by:

“1) The order in which the various components of an identifier are applied is as follows, with the first to be applied listed first:

a) a qualified-data-name-with-subscript; a predefined-object reference; a function-identifier without arguments; a qualified-report-counter; or a qualified-linage-counter are atomic identifiers

b) an address-identifier applies to an identifier on the right

c) an object-modifier applies to the identifier on the left

d) OF for object properties applies the property-name on the left to the identifier on the right

e) the inline method invocation operator applies the literal method-name with optional arguments enclosed in parentheses on the right to the identifier on the left

f) a function-identifier with arguments applies the function-name on the left to a list of arguments enclosed in parentheses on the right 

g) a reference modifier applies to the identifier on the left.

7. Page 95, 8.4.2.2.3 function-identifier, delete sub-rule d) of GR 6, renumber e) through g) as d) through e), and update references to 6g to 6e throughout GR 6.

8. Page 180, 11.6.2 METHOD-ID paragraph SR 9, change in part to read:

“… shall obey the rules of conformance according to 9.3.6.1.2 Conformance between interfaces, such that the interface described by the FACTORY or OBJECT unit containing this method definition conforms to the interface described by the FACTORY or OBJECT unit containing the inherited or implemented method definition.”

9. Page 185, 11.9.5.3 CALL-CONVENTION clause, add following new GR 1 and renumber GR 1 as 2:

“1) The CALL-CONVENTION clause specifies the convention to be used for activating the run time element corresponding to the source element in which this clause is specified.”

10. Page 254, 13.14.2 data description entry, SR 2, change to read:

“2) The PROPERTY clause shall not be specified in the same data description entry as:

a) a BASED clause, 

b) a TYPEDEF clause, 

c) an object reference with an ACTIVE-CLASS phrase.”

11. Page 368, 13.16.58.2 USAGE clause, delete SR 13, change SR 14 in part as follows, and renumber subsequent SR:

“… specified only for an elementary data item with level 1 or subordinate to a type declaration …”.

12. Page 565, 15.11.3 BOOLEAN-OF-INTEGER function, returned values rule 1, first sentence, change in part to read:

“… usage bit representing the bit configuration of a binary data item described as USAGE BINARY-DOUBLE UNSIGNED whose value is equal to the absolute value of argument-1.”.

13. Page 587, 15.33.3 INTEGER-OF-BOOLEAN function, returned values rule 1, first sentence, change to read:

“1) Argument-1 is treated as a binary data item described as USAGE BINARY-DOUBLE UNSIGNED.”.

RESOLVED ISSUES: 

1. None

OPEN ISSUES:

1. I have assumed that the BOOLEAN-OF-INTEGER is to return the bit configuration of argument-1, converted to a binary representation. I have arbitrarily picked BINARY-DOUBLE, but any choice yields an implementor-defined result. 

As an alternative, the function could return the actual bit configuration of the argument (even if the argument is packed-decimal or display?), but that’s not what the current rules say. 

Also, it is not quite clear how to interpret “where the rightmost boolean position is the low-order position”. What happens when the implementor chooses to represent binary items in, let’s say, “little-endian”? Would the function convert the result to big-endian to comply with that rule? Or would it return the actual bit configuration chosen by the implementor for BINARY-DOUBLE? I’ve eliminated that half-sentence.

Of course, INTEGER-OF-BOOLEAN is affected by these considerations as well.

