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Abstract

It is very important to assure the software quality , The static and dynamic testing are

to be performed on the program to find some error in it and it’s purposes are to assure

the software quality with cost-effectiveness, For it we use the automated tool ,

In this paper, it suggest the design of the software tool for COBOL static testing.
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11,
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16,
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22.
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26,
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35.
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37.
38,
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40,
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data line read
Qegin
initialize
while(BLANK-FLAG=YES) do
begin
IO-INDEX = IO-INDEX + 1
if IO-INDEX > 65 then
begin
SPACE -> BLANK-FLAG:
YES -> SPACE-FLAG:
end :
else
begin
if COL(IO-INDEX) = SPACE then
next sentence;
else
begin
SPACE —-> BLANK-FLAG:
IO-INDEX —-> TOKEN-START:
end
end
while (SPACE-FLAG=SPACE) dec
if COLCIO-THNDZX = QUOTE and
NOTE-FLAG = SPACE then
begin
SPACT = QUOTE-FLAG:
while ! OQUNTZ-FLAG=SPACE, do
hegin
LITERAL-PROCESS:
end
YES -> LITERAL-FLAG:
end :
else .
if COL{IJO-INDEX) = PERIOD then
begin
NUMERIC-LITERAL~-PROCESS:
end :
else
if COL({(IO~INDEX) = SPACE
begin
SPACE —-> PERIOD-FLAG:
YES -> SPACE-FLAG:
end
else

begin

123



124

ol FA

. x‘lookj_

44, TOKEN-INDEX = TOKEN-INDEX + 1
45. COL (10~ INDEX) -
TOKEN-COL {TOKEN-INDEX) :
46, IO-INDEX ~> TOKEN-END:
47, [O-INDEX = [O~-INDEX + 1i:
48, if I0O-INDEX > 65 therx
49. YES —-> SPACE-FLAG:
530. end
51, end:
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