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File status 02 is currently under-specified, especially in regards to the new file sharing modes of file access being introduced by this 200x Standard.  First I will mention a minor problem, and then discuss the major issue.  

The minor problem:  There are currently no rules under READ detailing the conditions that cause FILE STATUS 02 to be raised.  On their own the rules under the file status on page 153 are not quite correct and insufficient.   On page 153, u> 
> > nder file status 02, section a): It says “in the next or > 
> > previous record” > 
> > - which is not quite right.   It should be “next” record > 
> > afterafter a READ or > 
> > READ NEXT; “previous” record after a READ PREVIOUS.  Without additional explanation under the rules for READ, after > 
> > READing NEXT across > 
> > duplicates the current wording would result in a 02 when > 
> > there were no more > 
> > duplicates (because the prior record was a duplicate).

The major problem: I do not believe the issues of the unreliability of file status 02 with shared files have been considered by J4. The way file status 02 has typically (always?) been implemented, file status 02 is not useful in any situation where one program does not have exclusive write access to the file:  

a)
If the program gets a file status 02 from a READ, there is no assurance that the record will in fact be there when that program executes a READ NEXT (as some other task may have deleted the record).

b)
If the program gets a file status 00 from a read, there is no assurance that there isn’t a duplicate when it next issues a READ request, because some other task may have inserted a record resulting in a duplicate key prior to this programs next READ request.

Either situation can cause a program’s logic to fail.  In fact, for programs to operate correctly, then must ignore the “02” file status and explicitly read the next record themselves to determine whether it is a duplicate.  Thus the 02 is pointless.

It is worth noting that the current draft of the Standard (CD 1.6) does not say how file status 02 is expected to behave in these situations:  Either it can be declared unreliable (because of the problems explained above); or file systems must be required to make it reliable:


If an 02 is returned, the next record must be locked so this program can count on finding the duplicate on the next READ NEXT;


If an 02 is not returned (on a successful READ), the key value must be locked so no duplicate can be inserted!

I am not aware of any file system which does the latter; and I expect all existing file systems take the former approach: at the moment of the READ either there is a duplicate or not.

It is worthwhile to know after a WRITE or REWRITE that a duplicate was created.  After a READ of a file that is shared at the record level though, the 02 status amounts to noise.  No one should dispute that the file system should be capable of answering the question at the point in time the file status was returned, but what value is this status to the COBOL programmer?  None!  It must be filtered as noise and other means of determining duplicates implemented by the COBOL programmer.  This filtering is a burden on the COBOL programmer.  On the other hand, the absence of documentation in the standard regarding the unreliable nature of 02 status returned by READ for files shared at the record level puts the burden on the implementor to defend and support this poorly conceived specification.

Programmers will assume they can rely on the file status 02 – since it is a defined behavior of COBOL I/O – and this will result in program failures because file status 02 cannot be relied upon in this environment.  In a file sharing environment, file status 02 is an unreliable piece of information, hence is a useless and time wasting:

a) programs must ignore it for them to work properly, while

b) file systems must go to extra effort to unnecessarily report it.

It does not make a positive contribution to COBOL to extend the > 02 status into the new area of shared files.  > 
> Action needs to be taken on this issue by J4.  For file sharing modes where a program does not have exclusive write access to a file, COBOL should just not return file status 02.  By defining that the status is returned, programmers will believe that they can rely on its accuracy.  And they can not and must not.

Could the following motions be brought to a vote by J4:

“File Status 02 should not be returned for file connectors opened with the SHARING WITH ALL OTHER sharing mode.”

If this motion fails (which I hope it doesn’t), then please take the following vote:

“File status 02 should be defined so that a programmer can rely on it:  if the program gets a file status 02, then the next READ NEXT will retrieve a record with a duplicated key in the key of reference; if the program did not get an 02 (on a successful READ), then it can count on the next record not being a duplicate.”

If that motion fails, (which I expect and hope it does), then please take the following vote:

“An iso note should be added explaining the unreliability of file status 02 when a program does not have exclusive write access to a file, and the concepts section also updated to reflect this information.”

Thank you for your consideration of these issues.

