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1. CD 1.4, June 1998

Several comments have already come in recommending removal rather than correction of the SAME AS clause.  I just wanted to voice my opinion that I consider SAME AS a very useful feature for COBOL and urge the committee to make corrections as needed rather than removing the facility.  Along those lines, I have some comments that may help whomever volunteers to correct the various problems. 

First some comments about its use with groups:

1. If we want to allow SAME AS for group items, I suggest that it only creates a data item of the same size as the referenced group item (a place to hold a copy of the information) of category GROUP.  To protect strongly typed groups, we would also need to make these items the same type as the referenced item.  If users want all the internal data items in the group, they could use a TYPEDEF or a COPY. This avoids problems with synchronization of internal items to the new group definition, as they cannot be seen unless this is moved back to a group that has access to the internal elementary items, as well as all the other problems of name qualification. This would be a quick and easy way to resolve the group problems and still provide quite a useful feature.

2. Since most of the problems currently reported against SAME AS relate to its use with groups, a time efficient solution for now would be to simply restrict the facility to elementary fields – it can always be extended to groups in a future standard.

And some corrections/comments: 

1. Currently SR5 prohibits data-name-1 from having an OCCURS clause.  I believe we do not need this restriction – but we should say that if data-name-1 has an OCCURS clause, this data items shall be defined the same as a single occurrence of data-name-1.  In effect OCCURS gives you lots of data areas which are the “same as” each other – so it seems SAME AS should do the same.

2. However SR5 currently says that items subordinate to data-name-1 may contain OCCURS clauses.  This presents a problem.  The implicit qualification rule introduced for TYPEDEFs will rescue references within data-name-1 (such as ascending or descending key clauses and the like), however index-names are a problem because they may not be qualified.  Consequently I would recommend that SR5 be changed at the end to say “OCCURS clauses, however any index-names defined in data-name-1 are not also defined in this data item.”

3. If SAME AS is used in a TYPEDEF, data-name-1 should be defined within that same TYPEDEF.

4. If data-name-1 has a WITH POINTER data-name-7 phrase, it does not seem very useful to have several items all based upon the same pointer.  The new data item should be defined as if the WITH POINTER phrase had not been specified, or if it had been specified without the data-name-7 clause in the WITH POINTER clause (this needs some discussion).

5. I do not know if the Standard makes clear that 66 items at the end of a group should be considered part of the group or not.  I believe they should be, and certainly should be for the purpose of SAME AS if we allow data-name-1 to be a group:  I would expect that this new data item should get a set of the same RENAMEd data items (and of course, it must be clear that their level numbers are still 66  - I believe some else brought up that difficulty already though).

6. Assuming ANY LENGTH comes back, data-name-1 should not have an ANY LENGTH clause (there is no way at compile time to know how large an area to allocate for the new data item).

