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PROPOSED REVISION:
This brings the continuation of literals (especially where a double quotation symbol is used to create a single “output” quotation mark in an alphanumeric literal) into a consistent state for fixed form and free form reference format as well as guaranteeing that this revision is compatible with amended third Standard COBOL – as interpreted by a published CIB. This also removes the requirement for the continued or continuation portions of literals to be non-empty (in accordance with a published interpretation).

JUSTIFICATION:
At meeting 223, the following motion was made and approved (as reflected in the minutes of that meeting),

“Mr. Klein moved and Mr. Karlin seconded to:

	Extend free-form reference format to allow the two quotation symbols within a literal to be split across the continued and continuation line and to allow the portion of a literal that appears on either a continued or a continuation line to be empty.


The motion passed with a vote of:

	YES --
	6
	NO --
	3
	ABSTAIN -- 
	0


“

COMPATIBILITY:
This feature is compatible with ANSI X3.23-1985 as amended by ANSI X3.23a-1989 and ANSI X3.23b-1993. (especially as interpreted in CIB-27).

DISCUSSION:
Initial Investigation

After the direction at meeting 223 was given but before the meeting ended, I thought about an incredibly obscure case where breaking a “doubled quotation symbol” might cause a problem (with new style continuation – whether in fixed or free reference format. Consider the following case:

88 With-one-or-more literals.


Value
"abc""-

*> Possibly a comment with a "

"""-

*> Possibly a 2nd comment with a "




"xyz"  


            .
Unfortunately, this example (no matter HOW obscure) was conforming in’85 Standard COBOL.  What this “meant” was that there were 3 separate alphanumeric literals – any one of which would prove “true” when tested against the 88-condition-name. With the “enhancement” of new-style alphanumeric literal continuation (along with inline comments), the previous source code could be read (and/or intended by the programmer to mean) that this was a single alphanumeric literal – continued across 3 lines; with inline comments on the first two lines; and a quotation mark “broken” (continued) across the first two lines.

This type of code could ONLY be ambiguous where you have what appears to be an inline comment (ending with a quotation mark) following a continued  or continuation quotation mark.  Furthermore, it could only be conforming in an 88-level specification, as no where else in the Standard is it allowed to have two alphanumeric literals follow each other with no intervening syntax.

Given how “obscure” this case is, I have gone ahead and allowed the continuation of quotation marks (via new-style continuation) – but have added a rule to make this obscure case work “as previously defined”.  Unfortunately, I think the rule does seem a little “arbitrary” (and counter-intuitive).  I will be happy to modify (or even remove) this rule if the committee feels that this is a “non-issue”  in the real world.

NOTE: I have included as an “open issue” the question of whether or not the committees really want to allow the inclusion of an inline comment between the two parts of a “new-style” alphanumeric continuation.  I can find no rule to prohibit it – but I am not positive that this was an “intentional” or accidental feature in the revision.

Meeting 223:

See the justification.
PROPOSED CHANGES TO BASE DOCUMENT:
1. Page 24, Under “6.1 Indicators”

· Add the following sub-section after 6.1.3 (and immediately before the section “6.2 Fixed-form reference format”

“6.1.4 General Rules

1) After an opening alphanumeric or national literal delimiter and before a matching closing delimiter, if the hyphen character immediately follows an even number of characters that match the quotation symbol used in the opening literal delimiter and the remainder of the line includes any non-blank characters, then these quotation symbols shall be treated as sets of the contiguous quotation symbols that represent a single quotation symbol in the value of the literal (as described in the rules for alphanumeric and national literals).  If there are no non-blank characters following the hyphen which immediately follows an even number of quotation symbols, then the last quotation symbol and the hyphen shall be interpreted as the floating continuation indicator.

NOTE  This means that the both of the following two examples are conforming source code:


01 Alpha1 
"abc""-    *> this is part of the literal".

01 Alpha2
"abc""-

              

""def".

  ”   (This quotation mark is the end of the insertion into the draft)

2. Page 26-27, “6.3.1 Continuation of lines” (for free form reference format)

· Delete the following from  the 2nd paragraph,

“At least one alphanumeric character, national character, or hexadecimal digit of the literal content shall be specified on the continued line and on each continuation line.”

· Delete the following from  the 3rd paragraph,

“A pair of quotation symbols indicating a single quotation symbol within a literal shall be specified on the same line.”

RESOLVED ISSUES:
NONE

OPEN ISSUES:
1. Should the revision allow for an inline comment to appear between the continued and continuation lines when “new-style” alphanumeric literals are used? Does it matter whether or not the alphanumeric literal includes a quotation mark (symbol?) itself.  Consider

"ABC"-     *> Is this user friendly "
"LMN" 


versus  

"ABC""-     *> How about this "
"LMN" 



or even this (with “old style” continuation)  

 "ABC""-     *> How about this 

-
   "LMN" 


when compared with this  

"ABC""      *> How about this 

-
  "LMN" 

2. Is my placement of the “general rule” introduced by proposal item 1, the best place to put this (obscure) rule?  Does the committee agree that IF this rule is included, then the note (with examples) is “useful”?
3. Is it intentional that “6.1.3 Syntax Rules” is under “6.1 Indicators” and not under “6.1.2 Floating indicators”?  (In other words, do these syntax rules apply to all indicators – or just to floating indicators?) Every one of the existing rules SEEMS to apply only to floating indicators.  The answer to this question will “impact” where my new General Rule should be placed (depending, obviously, on what happens with the previous open issue).

