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COMMENTS:

ISO Note 1 in Proposal Item 3 of 00-0152 states (in part),

“Some included characters may have an appearance similar to basic special characters specified in COBOL or may appear strange to speakers of some languages, but are necessary for representing certain languages.  They are permitted in COBOL on the assumption that no confusion will result for user-defined words written by programmers fluent in the languages for which those characters are essential.”

I am not positive if this means that there may alphabets that include characters that “look like” but ARE DIFFERENT THAN the characters that are identified as “basic special characters”.  If this is the case, then this probably causes no real problem.  HOWEVER, if such characters are actually those used for the “basic special characters” – then there is at least one critical problem. What to do about “:” (the colon)?  The current Standard (’85 Standard) and the draft allow for an identifier such as:


Data-name (start-pos:leng)

where there is no space before or after the colon.  If the “colon” (or the character used as the colon in an alphabet) is allowed in user-defined words, this would be impossible to “parse.”  Similarly, there has been discussion of allowing a period (full-stop) to be used as a qualification symbol in some future COBOL Standard.  If “basic special characters” can be used in identifiers (as a part of a single user-defined word), then it will be impossible ever (compatibly) to make the following a valid COBOL identifier.


Data-name1.Data-name2

My recommendation would be that “basic special characters” be explicitly disallowed in COBOL user-defined words (except for “-” and “_” which are explicitly discussed). Even with this restriction, there is the “built-in” problem that we will never be able to add any new “basic special character” that doesn’t require spaces before and after it.  I don’t see this as a “show-stopper” – but it is something that we need to think about now.

I have a couple of other minor questions/issues with proposal 00-153:

1) Proposal item 3 – in rule a uses the term “special characters” which I don’t think exists any more in the COBOL revision (although I may be mistaken on this). It seems to be referring to a “concept” in TR-10176 (I think).  If so, I think that we need to introduce this into the COBOL Standard so that the distinction between “basic special characters” and “special characters” will be clear. It is possible (but I think unlikely) that all that needs to be done is to change the entry in the last column of the last row of Table 1.

2) As far as Open Issue 2 goes, I think that “special characters” (and/or basic special characters – if allowed in user-defined words) should be limited to the same places that we already limit “-” and “_”, i.e. only in the “middle” of  COBOL defined words.  Otherwise, we end up with yet another rule for placement of characters – which I don’t see as advantageous.
3) I am confused about how the new Upper-/Lower-case mapping will work in practice.  If you have an alphabet that maps both the lower-case “a” and lower-case “b” to the upper-case character “C” and you have a COBOL program with:
01 X.

05 a Pic x.



01 Z.

05 b Pic x.

but never have a data-item called “C,” does that mean that the items “a” and “b” do or do not need to be qualified when referenced? (In other words, are they or are they not “equivalent”?)  If they aren’t equivalent when you do NOT have a data-item called “C” – does adding another item called “C” (possibly as a GLOBAL item in a containing program) suddenly change the qualification rules for these two items? If so, then I think this needs some clarification in the revision – and probably an example would be nice.

