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The rules for matching of conditional phrases with their appropriate verb (a concept that does not appear in this draft) and of “terminating” a conditional or imperative statement have changed dramatically from the ’85 Standard to the draft revision document.  It is my assumption (belief?) that the intent was NOT to introduce any incompatibilities in the changes – but without an answer to the interpretation reflected in (the “not yet produced”) E‑373, I don’t know how J4 can figure out if they are or are not compatible with the ’85 Standard.  This document points out the impact of the new wording (after mentioning a few “simple” errors).

Since I first began drafting this paper, I have been told that there is already an “informal” consensus concerning the interpretation that will appear in E-373.  However, until such an interpretation document is created (and processed thru ANSI and ISO channels), I still question that J4 (or WG4) can know what will or will not be compatible in this area – when making significant wording changes.

Error/Problem 1:

14.6.3.1 Imperative statement states, (in part),

“The imperative statement names are: ..”

and then goes on to CORRECTLY list the names of the imperative statements. However, for many of the statement NAMES, there are footnotes such as,


“Without the optional ON SIZE ERROR and NOT ON SIZE ERROR phrases”

It is INCORRECT to say that the name of a statement differs depending on whether or not there are conditional phrases.  Therefore, either the footnotes should be reworded – or the lead-in should be changed.

Error/Problem 2:

“14.6.5 Explicit and implicit scope terminators” provides the rules for explicitly or implicitly terminating statements.  However, it does not handle the case of two consecutive imperative statements, e.g.


Para1.


Perform ABC


Continue



   .

It indicates that the Continue statement is terminated by a period but (as the two imperative statements are NOT nested within any other statement), it provides no rule for terminating (implicitly?) the PERFORM statement. Some rule or set of rules need to be introduced to indicate that a “simple” imperative can be terminated by the presence of another imperative (or conditional) statement – in a sequence of statements.

Error/Problem 3:

With the new rules allowing for the “positive” and “negative” conditional phrases to be interchanged, there is no warning (in the draft) that the following two statements have RADICALLY different results:


Compute ABC = XYZ + 1



On Size Error



Continue



Not On Size Error



Add 1 to B


End-Compute

When compared with the following code which LOOKS like it is just “reversing” the order of the phrases, but (assuming interpretation E-373 goes as I expect) will cause a compiler-error.


Compute ABC = XYZ + 1



Not On Size Error


Add 1 to B



On Size Error



Continue


End-Compute

As there are a number of compilers that perform best when the “most commonly” reached logic branch is coded first, I can foresee many programmers expecting this “simple” switch of the order of phrases to produce better performing but identical results – which they most certainly will not get.

Error/Problem 4:

14.6.4.1 Scope of statements (which seems to be the “crux” of the solution to the interpretation request to be answered in E-373) states (in part),

“When statements are nested within other statements that allow optional conditional phrases, any optional conditional phrase encountered is considered to be the next phrase of the nearest preceding unterminated statement with which that phrase is permitted to be associated according to the general format and the syntax rules for that statement, but with which no such phrase has already been associated.”

One problem I see with this “solution” is that it limits the determination of which conditional phrases may or may not be matched with an “unterminated” statement to syntax rules and general formats.  Problem code that I feel this either does not handle or does not handle in a “compatible” way with the ’85 Standard is something like the following:


Select File1 Assign to “File1”



Organization Indexed

Access is Sequential

.

Select File2 Assign to “File2”


Organization Indexed


Access is Random



.

. . .

Add 1 to NumField


On Size Error

Read File1


At End





Read File2


Not At End





Display “Must go with Sequential Read”

End-Read


Not On Size Error



Display “This is after a nested Imperative”

End-Add

The problem is that it is the access of File2 which requires (at least in the ’85 Standard) for the “Not At End” to be matched with the first and not the second READ statement.  I believe that the rules (limiting the determination of when a conditional phrase is matched with a preceding statement – to syntax rules and general formats) would seem (at least to me) to require the “Not At End” to be matched with the second read statement.  If this is true, it would be a substantive change (affecting) from the ’85 Standard – and would require existing conforming code to now be treated as non-conforming.

Of course, it is always possible that interpretation E-373 would actually end up saying that this code would be non-conforming in the ’85 Standard.  However, (to the best of my knowledge) every conforming compiler accepts such code – and does not flag it as an extension (when ANSI flagging is requested).

