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PROPOSED REVISION: 

Change the wording of the INVALID VALUE clause and the INVALID clause.

JUSTIFICATION:

1. There is an ambiguity: the clause INVALID VALUE 1 is either an INVALID clause without the WHEN option, followed by a VALUE clause, or it is the INVALID option of a VALUE clause.

2. I feel pretty unhappy with the way currently the INVALID VALUE clause and the INVALID clause are defined. When you check a program, you must read the word after the word INVALID to see whether the word INVALID is referring to the VALUE clause or to the INVALID clause. 

I think that the INVALID VALUE clause is in contradiction with the way that this language has been defined throughout the document. Normally, the first keyword of any clause specifies that clause, but here we have created an exception.

I am prepared to take this action item, if J4 decides to accept my suggestions.

COMPATIBILITY:

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

DISCUSSION:

PROPOSED CHANGES:

I suggest the following changes:

a. Change Format 5 of the VALUE clause such that the INVALID/VALID phrase get positioned just before the WHEN condition-1 phrase, preceded by the IS/ARE option:

{VALUE}  {
         }



[ IS ]
{ INVALID }



   { literal-5 …..}   … [ IN alphabet-name-1 ] 



[ WHEN condition-name-1 ]

(VALUES   {
         }



[ ARE ]
{ VALID }

Example:


VALUES 5, 8, 12 ARE INVALID 

b. This, however, would still keep the ambiguity: the phrase VALUE 5 INVALID is either a VALUE clause followed by an INVALID clause, or the INVALID option of a VALUE clause.

Therefore, we need to change the INVALID clause too,  e.g. to INOPERATIVE or to NOT VALID.

