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COMMENTS:

While working on my “main” mini-quality review comments and thinking about future enhancements (and interpretations) of the draft Standard, I have thought of (at least) four “terms” that I think are missing from the draft Standard.  None of these are critical (or significant technical changes) – but I believe the Standard would be enhanced if some terms were added to describe (group) these things.

1. A common term for the usages: FLOAT-SHORT, FLOAT-LONG, and FLOAT-EXTENDED.  This might be a term for these three usages, or it might be a term for data items described with these usages – adding either or both would be useful.  My suggestion for a possible term would be one based on “internal floating point.”  I know that some people use the term “binary floating point” – to distinguish these from “decimal floating point” (such as the S.I.D.I.).  However, I don’t think the draft prohibits items with these usages from being stored in a “decimal floating-point” method, so the “internal” terminology seems better to me.

2. A common term for the usages: BINARY-CHAR, BINARY-SHORT, BINARY-LONG, and BINARY-DOUBLE.  This might be a term for these four usages, or it might be a term for data items described with these usages – adding either or both would be useful.  My suggestion for a possible term would be one based on “storage-based binary.”  Personally, I am “used to” the term “true binary” – but I believe that makes an incorrect implication that USAGE BINARY is not “truly binary”. Another possibility would be something based on “non-truncated binary” but that might be misleading when moving a larger one of these to a smaller one.

3. Terms to distinguish (what I call) “old-style” and “new-style” continuation (particularly of alphanumeric literals).  That is continuation of literals by using the fixed versus floating continuation indicators. It might be possible to write a sentence that references the type of indicator used (without any other term) but this becomes difficult in some cases as the floating continuation indicator is placed on the continued line while the fixed continuation indicator appears in the continuation line.  Therefore, it is difficult to reference a literal that uses one or the other of these without distinguishing which line you are talking about.

4. I am not positive about this, but should there be a “joint” term that includes both level numbers and level indicators (RD, FD, CD, and SD)?  I am not even positive that it was not intended that “level indicators” should include both types of COBOL words.  Speaking of which, it is “odd” (probably wrong) that nowhere under “8.3.1.1 COBOL words” does it include the term “level indicator” (although it does talk about “level numbers”).  The bottom-line seems (to me) that the whole meaning and “intersection” between level indicators with level numbers should be looked at. (Also a possible error is the fact that although the term “level indicator” is used, there is no glossary entry for it, nor any index entry for it.)

* * *

NOTE: If any of these terms are developed and added to the Standard, I do not think that it would be required to go back and “revise” all current places in the Standard where the new term would make a rule easier to write.  On the other hand, if any of those rules ARE being revised, I would hope that the new terminology could/would be used.

