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  It is my hope that I will create a more comprehensive paper to address ALL

the reasons why I am voting "NO" on approving 99-0606, "Mixed alphanumeric

and national data".  However, I felt it important to get the "major" issues

out as quickly as possible.  (Hence, I am CC'ing all of the J4 and WG4

distribution lists on this note.)

The most critical issue (although there are several others), is the wording

from Proposal item 3 which states (in part),

"An implementor may permit a combination of characters from the computer's

alphanumeric coded character set and the computer's national coded character

set in the content of data items and literals of category alphanumeric. ...

All syntax rules and general rules associated with mixed alphanumeric and

national data shall be defined by the implementor.   "

Mr Takagi (of ITSCJ) made a comment during discussion of the earlier version

of this paper which only "sank in" for me several days AFTER the meeting.

What I believe he was indicating (and which I think is a very DIFFERENT issue

than what the current proposal addresses) is that the thing that is

"implementor defined" is the ability to DISTINGUISH between alphanumeric and

national characters within an alphanumeric data-item and NOT whether or not

you can actually have them.

To make this distinction clearer, consider the following example:

 05 Alpha1   Pic X(06).  *> add/subtract more bytes if national items

                         *> are not twice the size of alphanumeric

 05 Grp1 Redefines Alpha1.

    10  Alpha2   Pic X(02).

    10  Nat1     Pic N(02).

       ...

  Initialize Grp1

I believe that it is the intent of the current revision (or at least what I

understand it to say) that it is REQUIRED that an implementation supports

this syntax (and that Alpha1 "shall" have valid alphanumeric spaces in it -

and Nat1 will have valid national spaces in it - after the INITIALIZE).

8.5.2 Class and category of data states,

  "all other group items have class and category alphanumeric."

so "clearly" Grp1 HAS to include mixed alphanumeric and national data. Even

if you want to make "group items" a special case, the same is also true for

Alpha1.

Therefore, I do not accept the fact that an implementor may "disallow" the

mixture of alphanumeric and national data in an alphanumeric item (unless you

want to allow an implementor to DISALLOW any mixture of alphanumeric and

national items in the same group).  HOWEVER, if you consider the exact syntax

listed above, it IS entirely implementor defined (or possibly processor

dependent) whether or not you can distinguish the national and alphanumeric

data in Grp1 or Alpha1.

Let's look at one example where an implementation could tell the difference

and one that could not.

Let's assume that you are in an implementation (processor) that used only

Standard ASCII (the 7-bit, not the 8-bit extended version) as its

Alphanumeric Character set - and used Shift-Jis (high-order bit turned on to

indicate that the next 2 bytes form a single National Character). In this

system, it is (common?) that X'20' would be an ASCII space and X'8140' (I

think) would be a national space.  Therefore, both Grp1 and Alpha1 in the

sample above would (after the INITIALIZE statement) include X'202081408140'.

Given this implementation, it would be entirely possible for the "compiler"

(run-time, whatever) to distinguish which of the "bytes" represented

alphanumeric characters and which represented national characters - and which

byte(s) made up which characters.

On the other hand, if you had an implementation (processor) that used

*EXTENDED* ASCII (all 8-bit patterns are valid) as the Alphanumeric character

set - and still used SHIFT-Jis as National Character set.  In this case, you

would STILL have X'202081408140' as the Hex value in Alpha1 and Grp1 - but

the implementor (processor, whatever) would have NO WAY of determining which

bytes make up which characters - or which characters in the data-items was

alphanumeric and which were national.

NOTE WELL: Even though you couldn't tell the difference, it would still be

VALID to have mixed data in those alphanumeric fields; the group would work

as expected; the elementary items would work as expected - and all would be

"fine".

This shows the difference between allowing mixed data and being able  to

distinguish between the types of data in the alphanumeric field (and I

believe was the point that Mr Takagi was making at the J4 meeting.)

  ***

The second issue with the proposal is one that is NOT introduced by this

proposal but is "made MUCH worse" by it.

I (strongly) believe that the Revision must FIX the currently incorrect and

incompatible definition of "incompatible data" - which disallows alphanumeric

items from having "incompatible data".

This proposal makes it clear (although it really has been in the Revision

almost from the start) that each implementor MAY define their own set of hex

values (for bytes) that are part of its alphanumeric (and national) character

set.  HOWEVER, the current definition of incompatible data makes it

impossible to say what it is when an alphanumeric (or national) data-item

includes data that is explicitly prohibited from its corresponding character

set.  This leaves a HOLE (that was not there in the '85 Standard where the

alphanumeric character set and computer character set were

"interchangeable".)

Take the example of a system that uses X'0E' and X'0F' for

Shift-out/shift-in.  Then consider the following sample,

  05 Grp1.

     10  Grp2.

         15  Num1 Binary-Char Value 14.

     10  Grp3.

         15  Num2 Binary-Char Value 15.

  05  Red1  redefines Grp1 Pic XX.

If the implementation has explicitly disallowed X'0E' and X'0F' from its

alphanumeric character set, then WHAT happens (what is the condition) if you

use Grp1, Grp2, Grp3, *OR* Red1 as a sending item? Either this must be

considered INCOMPATIBLE data (contrary to the current definition) or

something needs to be changed to handle the movement of data that is outside

the character set - but still "compatible".

Note: This is not just an issue for alphanumeric characters - although that

is the place where an incompatible change from the '85 Standard may have been

introduced.  If an implementor explicitly disallows some hex byte-values in

the national character set, then there needs to be some definition of what

national items (or Group-National items) are, that get this "invalid - but

not incompatible" stuff in it.

   ***

While we are on the subject of implementations that support

shift-in/shift-out in a mixed-data environment,  I am really curious as how

you should "fill in the question marks" in the following code example,

  01 Grp1 Value X'?????'.

     05 Alpha1  Pic X.

     05 Nat1    Pic N.

Must the programmer put in the Shift-in/Shift-out characters/bytes in the hex

(alphanumeric) literal - or not?  Even if we leave the formation rules for

mixed data as implementor defined, I really think that it should be

"portable" as to how many characters are required (allowed?) in the value

clause specified at the group level.  (Can it be larger than the size of the

full data item?)

  ***

The bottom-line is that this paper will need to be significantly refined and

expanded before I would change my NO vote to a YES vote.

