For Pofessi’onals
and Offices

By Juiin Lombardi, Review Beard

o other microcomputer
software application
has the universality of
word processing, for
virtually everyone with
& a keyboard and screen
B8 wants to process words.
i The heavy-hitting mar-
i ket campaigns and fea-
= iure races have given us
products that are bigger, better, and
easier to «se, but individnal users
can seldom sort out the value of
their competing claims.

In this product comparison, we
fook at 12 high-end office and pro-
fessional word processors, generally
the most powerful packages avail-
able. If your only need is to generate
memos, you’d be better off with an
executive word processor, like PFS
Write or Q&A Write. The packages
compared here are so powerful that
using one only for simple tasks is like
buying an 18-wheeler to haul your
weekend groceries.

However, for those responsible for
producing the final copies of large,
complex documents, form letters,
extensive mailing-list projects, or
technical materials, the capabilities
of the products in this review are
essential. Even so, it’s hard to
evaluate the performance and capa-
bilities of word processing systems as
complex and varied as these. While
two products may, for example,
handle multiline formulas (as found

in technical papers) with equal-

facility, each will do it in a different
way. Others claiming special fea-
fures such as graphics mdy badve
significantly different capabilities
and approaches.

The recognized market leader in
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this field 1s still Word Perfect, but its
leadership is closely challenged by
Microsoft Word and, more recently,
Wordstar 2000. Other challengers,
further back in the race, include:
Displaywrite 4, Big Blue's self-
imitation of a dedicated word pro-
cessing system; Lanier’s Deskworks,
a translation of the vendor’s dedicat-
ed word processing system; Mass-11,
a recasting of a DEC minicomputer
word processor; Multimate II, that
venerable imitator of Wang word
processing, which has siipped from
leadership with the dechne in the
installed base of dedicated Wang
systems; Office Writer, = another
Wang workalike; Samna [V, & La-
pier carryover, Xywiite HI Plus, an
infinitely customizable editing en-
gine; and Lotus Manuscrigi, 2 niche
product that is gaining a wider audi-
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ence among those who create compley,
highly structured documents. i

Because the matket for word process-
ing software is so large and diverse, the
kind of market dominance once enjoyed
by Wordstar Professional is currently out
of reach. Indeed, Version 4.0 reallyisn't
competitive in the field Wordstar once
‘dominated. Instead, several of the major’
products divide -the responsibility for

" setting- the standards, while a sizeable

number of competitors gain sufficient

nrarket share to ‘introduce vigorous,_

competition and force continual product
improvement. :

As the fight for the minds and hearts
of usérs grows ever more intense, the-
products become increasingly complex
and powerful. Each wave of revision and
improvement demands more from both
the hardware and the user, and most
developers attempt to deliver one major

* update yearly.
A COMPLEX ISSUE. To take full

advantage of the products in this review
you need a hard-disk. Without it, there is

little point in spending money for the
software which either requires it or works
less effectively without it. You would also
benefit from a full 640K of memory and
possibly an° AT-class machine.’

Using these feature-rich, complex
packages can often demand a lot from
the user. For example, creating a news-
letter involves mastering font selection,

page layout, and printer interface, not to .

mention drop-in graphics. These kinds of
demands on the user create similar
demands for expertise on the part of the
vendor’s technical support staff, to whom

they turn with increasing frequency for-

help. But even the manufacturers have a
hard time explaining things to perplexed
users who call a support line. While most
support lines have helpful technicians,
they rarely can handle truly complicated
questions.

In our discussions with word process-
ing supervisors, skilled users, and train-
ers, we find a universal recognition that
most users end up with a very good
command of a relatively limited subset of
a word processing system’s functions.

Very few can do it all, and fewer still can
teach others what they know.

This heavy investment in training,
combined with the fact that each manu-

“facturer works hard to make its system

unique, means that large organizations
hate to change word processing systems
once their people are trained. :

CHANGES IN THE MARKET. Most
of the current competition in word
processing focuses on two related but
quite separate areas. First are document
processing tools. The ubiquitous mailing
list and form letter represent the funda-
mental applications, but the category
includes 1ools for assembling complicat-

ed documents from standard text (boiler-

plate) and various systems for managing
preprinted forms or standardized forms
printed by the word processor. Even
more sophisticated systems include quite
powerful flai-file database management
systerns. While not exactly word process-
ing in our traditional understanding of
that term, the professional products
compete fiercely in this domain.

The second related area is document
appearance tools. Originally, when we
discussed document appearance we
meant justified text, boldfacing, under-
lining, and perhaps the capability 1o
change typeface or print wheel, But with
the advent of the popularly priced laser
printer, our expectations have changed.
We now expett the word processor to
handle proportionally spaced fonts in
multiple sizes and styles, justified and
printed to any printer. Graphics capabili-
tics, both to import graphics and to
create lines and boxes, are also much in
demand. o

Other significant capabilities include
footnoting, tables of contents, indexes,
math, sorting, dictionary hyphenation,
spelling checkers,. thesaurd, and 1ables of
authorities.

Word processing systems must cope
with an immense number of choices and
combinations. For example, the HP
Laserjet, the bestiselling laser printer,
offers a proliferation of font cartridges
and other add-ons that make standard-
izati_cm by a word processing vendor

—r

How the Word Processors Were Reviewed

[ o evaluate products of this complexity and sophisti-

catidn, we first identified and listed the features

included in each package; the InfoWorld Test Center

then tested thosc features to see that they do what thev

' are supposed o do; and finally, we evaluated how well
they accomplished the intended task.

For this product comparison, we have redefined our
standards for word processors based on a recent survey
of InfoWorld readers who buy them. As word
processing packages have improved, standards have
risen. In adjustivg our scorecard to reflect these
changing standards, we find that many word proces-
sors in this product comparison carn different scores,
often lower, than they earned in earlier reviews.

- Much of a word processor’s score is based on its
capability to produce specific types of documents,
I combined with the availability and variety of certain
features. To Tﬁvc at a final score, we have come up
with a weighting scheme based upon the “‘average™
user’s needs. You may want to adjust the weightings to
reflect your use of such products.

In addition to identifying the capabilities and
performance characteristics of these products through
testing and benchmarks, we closely examine their ease
of learning and ease of use. We make a careful
distinction between ease of learning and ease of use, for
we find many products that are somewhat difficult to
learn may well be very easy to use. Conversely, many
products are very easy to learn but turn out to be
clumsy for experienced users.

Small differences in the evaluations may be of little
importance to any individual user. For mple, we
have found that preferences for the style and appear-
ance of the screen and user imterface are often as
important 10 users as incremental variations in speed or
power. We also know the cost of retraining is so high
that most people give up considerable power and effec-
tiveness to maintain a familiar working environment.

Most of these products are quite good and provide a
satisfactory solution to office and professional word
processing needs. Still, there is no substitute for an
expert individual evaluation of products within your
own specific operating environment.

PERFORMANGE
Correspondence: To eamn a satisfactory score
requires basic cut and paste, search and replace, a full
range of cursor movemsnt, 1abs, and a status line that
includes the current page number, A good adds a
variety of redefinable tabs,'search and replace that
maintaing capitalization, and the capability to insert
the current date and time. A very good score reflects a
redefinable date function or the capability to center
text vertically on the page. An excellent combines all
these features and iz clearly a top performer.
Spelling Checker and Thesaurus: A satisfac-
* tory score requires inclusion of a spelling checker and

thesaurus that offer you a seleftion of altcroative

words. A good score calls for a spelling checker and
thesaurus that are very easy to use, offer ample choices,
and "'have both discretionary and global replace
features. Cross-referencing and an optional list of
choices warrant a very good rating. An excellént scare
is given to products that combine all of these features,

Mail Merge: Mail merge provides the capability to
merge data from document files to form-letter files. A
satisfactory includes error checking for the proper
number of fields per record and automatic reformat-
ting. A good includes simple templates and tabular
formats. A very good merges user-prompted informa-
tion and offers conditionals. An cxcellent mail merge
adds a variety of flexible templates.

Outlining: A satisfactory outliner allows text to be
printed in outline form, and it automatically renum-
bers edited sections. A product scoring good must
include widow and orphan control and allow the user
to switch between the outliner and the documen: file.
A very pood product includes the capability to extract
an outline from text. An excellent product combines all
of these features to facilitate easy sutlining.

Table of Contents and Indexing: To score a
satisfactory, the program must be able to prepare a
table of contents with proper page numbers, and the

index feature must include at least one subtopic. A
good score requires automatic updating of page
numbers if the text is edited and the capability to
generate a table from an outline. The index feature can
be applied through multiple documents, and it must

have scveral subtopics. A highly automated table of -

contents is very good, and the index includes cross-
referencing and compound numbers. Once again, an
excellent score demands top performance in all of these
features and their functions. )
Footnotes: Satisfactory footnotes include
superscripting, automatic renumbering, and space
preservation. A good score requires end notes,
automatic paragraph indentation, and widow/orphan
control. A very good footaote feature provides a choice
of markers and allows the user to jump between the
footnote and its reference. Excellence in footnoting
allows the user to create footnotes quickly and
efficicntly, and offers all of the features listed above,
Document Tracking: A <atisfactory score re-
quires visible redlining and strikeout. The document
file history must include more than a summary
comment (e.g., revision date). A good score includes
additional information in the document history. A very
good requires extensive document history and redlin-

INFOWORLD READER

SURVEY RESPONSES

We conducted 2 survey of 1,000 randomiy selectedinfoWond readers to determine which aspects of word processing are the most
impartant to them. The chart below shows (in percentages) the responses to our question about features — which features are

required, and how important i each ene?

: Mot Very Somewhat Vary
Feature Required Important important Important
Auto Reformat 709 - 10.8 25.7 634
Documaent History 20.1 47.0 35.6 .5
File Transfers
ASCI 73.8 8.8 228 6816
DCA 232 43.0 364 20.7
Other 347 24.1 451 308
Footnotes 456 252 472 276
Graphics Integration 45.6 18.3 527 24.0
Indexing 409 21.3 55.0 238
Laser Support 735 12.1 18.5 69.4
Macros 40.1 247 429 325
Mail Merge 651.8 22.4 447 329
_“". Support 3.0 40.8 31.5 275
_Outlining 33.0 235 503 25.8
Spefiing Checking 78.4 55 252 | 69.0°
Styls Shests 353 26.0 45.5 288
Table of Contents 441 223 96.6 21.1
Text Ratriaval 57.4 15.0 356 49.4
Thessurus 51.5 23.8 45.1 311
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Product Comparison——
S ,

The InfoWorld Test
Center has just com-

parison of 12 office/
professional word pro-
cessors, and we're deliv-
ering what we think is
the most significant ad-
vance in testing useful-
ness ever. The produocts
were tested not only
quantitatively, but alsp

Jeff Angus

tative weaknesses and
7= strengths.

- The testing for this comparison, like the Teport
cards, was shaped by a survey of InfoWorld readers
who run sites where word processors are used
intensively. They told us what they use their word
processors to do, which helped us design test
documents, They told us what they are looking for in

their next package — and a lot of them are looking for

pleted a product com-

for their various quali-’

We Test Word Processors the Way You Would _

a change — and that told us what features we should
test for. They told us how they would test for the
strengths of these features, and we implemented the
strongest of the suggestions.

This truly was testing word processors the way the
readers could if they had a sophisticated test center
and extraordinary technicians at their command.

A MATTER OF TASTE. Qualitative testing is one of the
most valuable — and touchy — areas for testing word
processing. Word processors are like underwear —
preferences among them are a matter of taste and very
personal. So while qualitative analysis of word
processing is an absolute necessity for any kind of
meaningful evaluation, it’s also a mine field for
testers.

To neutralize the taste factor as much as we could,
we first divided the products among several testers (to
gain perspective). But we also made sure that all

Lesters tested certain products in common to serve as -

teference points. The testers then negotiated a
definition for satisfactory performance for each

| Notes From the Test ¢

elhler ' [

By Jeff Angus B 1]|est Center Dirs!ctor !
[ .y
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I
feature and compated noltes frequemtly. |
The testers designed sample documents to cover
each of the nine document types, from simple memos
and correspondence 10 lengthy documents with
version-control informatjon. We tested eadh product
against each kind of document it was capable of
handling, then we analyzed the product for toherence,
ease of use, and capability. [
At the end, the testers|produced a consehsus in the
form of a written analysis of each product based on
functionality with each Kind of document. The result
is a product comparison jbased on actpal u.%ers‘ actual
needs. | I|

—1

and Tested for This Product Compunson :

[ 1
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ing that is complemented by hidden text. An excellent
score reguires ini

redlining and document tracking
features that extensively describe how and when the

document was changed, by whom, and when. This
must be created and accessed easily and quickly.

Fonts and Style Sheets: A satisfactory is given’

1o programs that have the capability to change fonts
within a document, store rulers, and name and recall
single styles (macros can be substituted). A good offers
prepared or usercreated files apd stores files in
libraries. A very good score reflects ease of use and a
large glossary of styles, and an excellent program will
allow a large number of styles to be recalled easily at
Tumerous points anywhere in the document, including
all of the features listed above.,

Graphics Integration: A satisfactory score is

given to programs that incorporate graphics (PIC,

PCX, TIF). A pood score includes the capability 10
view graphics while editing, print preview, and a

program that supports several graphics formats. A very
good program alters graphic size and image or offers

Postscript support. An excellent means the program
offers substantial graphics support and includes a great

variety of manipulative functions in addition to the
capabilities already enumerated.

Speed: Our speed scores are based upon the results
of a series of benchmark tests on all word processing
packages. We have listed the actual times (in seconds)

that It took the products to achieve the various tasks.

The field of tests was divided broadiy into three types:
translating or converting files from one format to
another; saving and loading files; and editing files (e.g.,

search and replace).

Scores represent a compilation of how each product
behaved in all tests and how its results compared with
othei products of its type. To achieve a satisfactory
score, the product had to perform quickly and
efficiently in the majority of tests. For a good score, the
word processor had to perform all tests quickly and
generally exceed the mean time, For a very good, it had
10 exceed the mean time ik all cases, and for an
excellent it had to be significantly better than its mates
in & majority of categories.

Compatiblitty: Word processors store, in addition
to 2 document’s text, all formatting commands asso-
ciated with the text. Unfortunately, each stores this
information in its own umique file format. While
ASCH is adequate for transferring text between in-
compatible word processors, it does not provide for
transferring a document’s formatting commands. DCA
(Document Control Architecture) format also allows
the transfer of the mest commonly used format
commands (boldface, center; headers, footers, foot-

notes, line spacing, and others). Many vendors rely on
DCA as a “standard” format for transferring docu-
ments between incompatible word processors.

A safisfactory score in compatibility requires the
capability to import and export ASCII and DCA

format files. A good program lets the user import and
export ASCII, DCA, and at least one other character-
onented format file. A very good includes at least two
additional formats. An excellent in compatibility
includes at least three additional file formats.

BBCUMENTATION
In word processing documentation we look for clarity,
good examples, a thorough index, and easily accessible
information. A satisfactory score in documentation
also requires complete explanations of all aspects of the
product combined with an adequate table of contents
and index. A good score includes the same, but adds
better examples describing the product’s features, A
very good score demands additional special documen-
tation, such as startup booklets, installation and printer
driver booklets, and the like. Exceilent documentation
is, of course, the most complete of all, requiring
flawless eapiaauuvns and an exceptional level of
completeness, ;

EASE BF LEARNING
Ease

of learning is a function of clarity and the intuitive
nature of the user interface and the command
structure. Generally, we look for complete written
guides and instructions as well as on-Hne help and
tutorials (on-line or written). s
Good error messages, while judged separately under
error handling, support ease of learning as well. To gain
a satisfactory, the word processor must have reasonable
on-line help, a booklet tutorial, sample document files,
and a “pefting started” booklet. A good score calls for
an on-line tutorial and an all-around better help Sys-
tem. Very good includes 2 more elaborate on-line
tutorial with added features combined with a compre-
hensive help system. To earn an excellent, the praduct
must include a superb on-line help system with full
descriptions, almost to the point of making the manual
obsolete. The full on-line tutorial should show each
special feature. Special features such as the capability
10 access the tutorial from the screen help system can
hoost the score.

EASE OF USE .

A better score in ease of use typically reflects feza%ij:s

such as customization of the user interface anc the
capability to turn "off learner aids. Macro capabii ties
and the complexity of special features are also
considerations. For a satisfactorwscore, the product
should operate as it claims it can with.no surprises,
with the user interface arranged in a graceful, efficient,
manageable manner. For a good score, you should be .
able to choose to use command keys instead of the
menu. Toming off the help function is another
expected option.

For a very good rating, the word processor must
have reasonable macro capabilities and some custom-
ization features. An excellent program combines all

[t |
these features plus is flexible in default arangements
and has a highly consistent command structure. The
macro capabilities for this score should be élxiensive.

1

ERROR HANDLINE | £
Data Integrity: A satisfactory in data integrity means
the program handles errors and mistaken bser entries
without data foss or an’ unexpected exit from the
system. A good score requires the provision of options
o back up .files automatically comhin:ed with a
reasonable Undo comniand, A very goed sports a
multilevel Undo command and the loss bf no more
than one page of data in the event of a system crash due
1o a power failure. An gxcellent score requires all of
these featurcs combined with ho data Joss in the event
of a power failure. | 1

Error Massages: To score a satisfadtory in this
category requires fully doc d error messages in
the manual and basic accuracy and readability of on-
screen messages. A good 'Fcore 1s awarded fpr short but
informative on-line messages, and a very g od 15 given
for error messages that suggest solutions. flin excellent
score demands that the messages suggest solutions
combined with a compléte description of alternatives.
In all cases, the manual should include clear and
ACCUTALE EITOT MESSages. | '

1
SUPPORT |
Technical Support: A satisfactory scord requires an

accessible support num er with support personnel who
know the product and can answer qresliotjs adequate-

ly. A good requires thg same, bui the support staff
should be helpful. For :Ii very good, technical staffers
should know the product and offer technical hints or
other additional helpful advice. An excellent requires
technical personnel to go above and beyond the call of
duty. Bonuses are awarded for toll-free npmbers and
on-line support, and points are subtracted when the
user must leave a message and be called back.
Support Policies: Support policies are calculated
by awarding bonuses to the basic policy |for product
usability warranties, money-back guarhintees, “and
corporate cxtended support. We subtraql points for
limited support periods or no cost-free support. Points
are also subtracted for copy protection. i
1
VALUE i | :
Value is always a trade-off among performance,
features, case of learning andwuse, and, of gourse, price.
Within a competitive, range, value is| judged by
determining how well' a program scortd in other
categories compared tg its own and other products’
pricing. The better the performance/price mix, the
better the value. An excellent: score fequires top
performance at a reasonable price. It shclhld be noted
that a product that does not perform |well but is
inexpensive could not rate an excellent. If must have,
within reason, the best of both worlds.
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