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ture ‘facilities, "now come with virually |

full programming language capabilities.

These make some of the word processors

truly eﬁ‘ect:ve as programming environ-

ments” for complex word and number
| management tasks.. Very -sophisticated
automated systems can be built with
| these tools when combined with the
.! powerful mail merge and forms manage-
[

ment capabilitics of some products. *

All this increased sophistication has
alsp increased the demands on ' user
expertise and training. While the new
graphma]i:, based products are signifi-
cantly casicr 10 learn and use. the effective

| exploitation of their capabilities requires
| study and experimentation. At an ad-
| vanced level of expertise, both Word
| Perfect 5.1 or Word' for Windows: will
require about ‘the same amount of
préparation, and trammg. even ihough
their approaches to text prepamnon are
sagmf icantly.different: 3
| -1n short, as the new decade gets
| underway we are entering vet another era
| in word processing on microcomputers.
As the. hardware required to support the
| graphically based products’ declines In
| price. we should expect to see fewer text-
| based products excelling in the"profes-

sional word processing class, aithough the |

huge installed-base of -products such as |
| Word Perfect.
| Displaywrite will delay the transition 1o |
| Windows-based products. = [
| In this comparison. we have taken
| another step in our approach to reviewing
! word processing. In'the past, our method-
| ology focused much more directly on in-
| depth discussions and analysis of the

Microsolt “Word. and | |

_Among ‘the Windows

programs. the, edge mfm W
prrmmly hmnse it hasa stmhgcr :set'of offi oelpmfessmna]
mbined with strong ‘layout and

graphics but mich-less 1 1 :
parts. ‘One critical: consideration. is. the. limited- amoum of
pnm:rsuppcrtavaﬂabfc for OS/2 producns. T

Within the DOS character-based group, the winner remains

ord” for \Windows, - |

look-ahkc Wang cmulators, Office’ Writer and
‘do ot mecrﬁze standards set by Word Perfect or
‘Word, although: serve a form-letter/mail-merge office

*environment quite well. We prefer Office Writer for its better

handling of fonts and proportionally spaced text. g
Wordstar 5.5 shows -its age, although it.has a simply

wonderful page preview, and a number of features common to

‘Wordstar 2000 Plus have been incorporated into it, Wordstar

-‘offers a Tess ‘effective | environment. for heavy-duty word

prromugm spma of its msonab]e collection of features, add-
an; ‘support programs, and optimization for !Dl.ll:h—t)‘p‘lsts.

“‘The least effective. product in this group is Displaywrite 4,
Versnon 2, whase clunky mterfaoe and limited’ featul‘ﬁ place it
at the bottom of the heap..’ : $

"Can any character- based’ program s;mrwe the comipetition |
with Ami Professional or Word for Windows? We think so, at
least for a while. Windows-based products require a fast 286 or

. 386 with lots of memory, graphics displays, and ideally laser

‘printers. Without this minimal hardware platform, much of

the utility of these pac‘k:iges is lost in slow response and
primitive prioting. Until the minimum hardware requirements
decline in price and become more cummonplace, Word Perfect
5.1 and Word: 5.0 should continue to enjoy widespread

popularity.

involvad with document preduction and
use of the product. We have enhanced
and. in some cases. overhauled our testing
criteria to incorporate more of a “hands-
on” analysis of the mynad components

ing.  The.leatures are sull taken into
consideration. but as an integral part of
accomplishing 2 task. While vou, will not
read Jlengthy iterations of features sets
wiathin the body of each product’s wnite-

features chart for vour reference.

Jahn. Lombardi is pruuos: of a major
university and author of five DOOKS. He

has been working with computers since |

| features than on .the actual process | now common to high-end word process- up. we have construciad a gomprehensive 1967.
| REPORT CARD - ENFG
Office/Professional Word Processors i
Ami: % : ; ; Lotus Micrasoft .
i Infoworld  Your Profaasi I i Displaywrite & Legend Manuscript Word Multimate
‘ 1 weighting  weighling Version 1.1 Version [.0 Yersion 2 Version 2.01 version 2.1 Version 5.0 Version 4.0
| Price . $455 $595 $455 $495 5495 $450 - $565
| Performance i o {
! | “pasicediting (60) ()  Excellent very Good Poor Good " VeryBood . . Excallent Satistactory
| Spelling meckmy i i - : ; i 2 5 .
_tnesaurus i {B0) { e Excellent Excellent v Goed - Poar Satsfactory Good Good
| Mail merge T (20) i } Excellent i Satisfactory Mery Ggod Smau.nry Vary Gopd . Vary Good Very Good
| | _tayout 180} ) Excellent _ Excellent Satsfacton ~Excellent very Good - _ very Good Satistactory
[| craphies (50} ()  Excétent veryGooo | . - Poor, Very Good Govd  VeryGood very Good
Ie _Outhning (20} {55 Satisfactory N/A | Baustactory Satsfaciory | Excéllent Excellent - Satisfactory.
: ! TOC & indexing {20) Fete} Very Good N/A N/A : Good Very Good Very Good Good
| | Style sheets 20 { 1 Very Good Very Good N/A Very Good : Good Very Good MAA
| | Font support (60 £ L) Excellent Very Good Poor .+ Excellent very Good Good Good
| Foolnoting i _[_25]_ [ 1 Good RS Good Good Good Good very Good
Macros (25) { ) Excellent Exceliemt Satistactory N/A Satstactory Very Good ~ Satistactory
Printer support 160 { ] Very Good Poor O .ol Very Good Wery Good EacérI;;;r Very Good
Compatibility {80} i Excelient Poor Good - Good Good Good Excellent
Speed {50} () Saustactory Goond Satstaciory _ Gowed very Gooc-. Escellent Satisfactory
Documentation = [75] { } Good Poor Good Good Satstaciory Excellent Good
| Ease of learning 175} { j Very Good Good GI_]-’_‘»EI Good Sansfaciony very Good Good
E_ase of use 5 o130 £ RT ) Very Good Very Good Satisfactory Good Very Good Very Good Good
Error handling 40) Sl very Goad very Good Satisfactory Goog Very Good very Good Goad
Support
ﬂ@f poilcies {20} { 1 Very Good Good Good Yery Good Very Good Very Good Very Good
Techmical suppon a2 R | Very Good Satisfactory Very Good Very Gogd ) "L-.lnacceptahlc Wery Good Satisfactory
| value _{50) el e _Exr_,_éuep'-. Good Satisfactory Satsfactory Good ' Excellent Good
! Final score 8.3 : &.0 4.7 8.5 ., 8.5 8.0 8.2
Use your own welgntings. ! 7 % .
to calc your score
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| Tackling the Giants: Testmg fouce/Prsfesss@nai Word Processors

n this product companson, you will
find that our write-ups are maore terse
than in previous word processing
comparisons. This is due, m part, to:
our new criteriz and system of scoring

|
|
q

~word processors: but it is also a result of |

dur “side-by-side™ format. in which we
only list outstanding or exceptional traits
rather than enumerating ail the capabili-
ties of a given feature. Conversely,” we
have expanded our features chart (Pages
98-99) to include more features, in much
more detail, :
i This year. we enhance the. review
|- process by incorporating ‘additional rea B
- life elements; Models were' drawn up
representing  the standard  oulput
hoped 1o achieve with each officet
professional word processing package, In
the course of attempting 10 duplicate the
models with all the products. extensive
notes were taken on accomplishing the
various jobs at hand. The data and results
we came up with contributed not only 1o
individual performance scores. such as
mail merging or outhning. but -also 1o
other areas such as case of use and
documentation. The information pro-
duced by 1he Test Center was passed on o
our Review Board contmbuting editor.
who is a specialist in word processing.
The resulting evaluations were critiqued
and edited by InfoHurld editors for
accuracy, consistency. and sivle. The
results. consequently, have been scruu-
mized by several word processing expenis.

Much of the critena. as well as the

WRSTE

0

volved with the use or purchase of office/
professional word processors. These sur-

" veys also helped us determine how to

weight-repor! card scores.

With the new breed of graphical word
frocessors bccoming guile common,
sconng considerations between graphical
and character-based products were
thrown inte relicf, such as WYSIWY.G
font handling. Yet character-hased prod-
ucts can still receive high scores for most
features if they are implemented fully
given their interface.

Products that receive satisfactory
scares in vanous performance tests were
capable ol completing the requisite mod-
els: but required unnecessarv machina-

» tons. Products that completed the model

products chosen for review, are'the resull
- of an JnfoWorld ‘survey of readers in-’

with little fanfare or few obstacles receive
a score of good. If special features were
offered that substantially added to the
process of completing the model, very
good scorés or, in truly exceptional cases,
cxcellent scores were in order.

The testing models we used compriscd
mail merging (including labels), graphics,
spelling checking, basic editing, format-
ting, outhning, and table-of-confents gen-
eration. We alsp performed benchmark
tests while performing a standdrd set of
tasks {such’'as search and. replace:and
cursor fovement) to obtain speed results.
The remaining categories were evaluated

| according o our traditional ‘method” of

‘assessing the compler.eness and effective-
ness of features..

The model methodolegy expands and
builds on frfpHorid s tradivional evalua-
_Ilon system, but does not replace the
rompanson of capabilities and features
that define these products. For eaample,
some tasks attempted in the modsls may
well have been very difficult for novice
uscrs but relatively trivial for experienced
users. Alsg, the models place very heavy

. 'emphasis on output appearance while the

traditional InfoWHorfd product compari-
s0n5 siress the completeness and effec-
tivencss of tools. The combination of
ithese two approaches — model building
and tool companson — provides consid-
erably more depth to our review results.
All ‘tests (except for Describe) were
performed on an 8-MHz IBM AT Model
33% 0256 with a 30-megabyte hard disk,
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Price

54585 2495

3495 $495

Performance

Basic ediing

Good Excellent

Good

EGA. and 640K of RAM. Several higher-

end packages — Ami Professional, Word

for Windows, Microsoft Word. and Word
| Perfect — were also benchmarked on a
| Compaq Deskpro 386,20 with 2 mega-
| bytes of RAM, a | 10-megabyte hard disk.
| and on-board YGA runming under
Compag DOS 3.31 for comparison be-
tween our standard confighration and a
more optimal sctup for these powerhouse
word processors. Descnibe. which runs
under Presentation Manager and 05/2,
was also tested on. this platform.

PEIIFumHI::E. Bagic- edrfrh;: was checked
against. an ‘existing document ‘with a
multiple calumn table and. three differ-
ently justified paragraphs. Also examined
were search and replace functions and the
capability to ‘revise ‘a document by
placing time-stamping codes n L We.-
started with an unformatted document
and went 10 work with gach pachage,
i attempting to define and move columns
with tab functions. To brecze through this
model, the word processor should casily
accomplish all these things. in addition w0
being capable of cutting and pasting
columns within tables’ and providing
i automatic hyphenation options
I We expected a number of features to
qualify a package for a sausfactory score
There should be left. nght. decimal, and
center tabs as well as some means al
providing left. right, and full paragraph
justification. We also looked for case-
sensitive. search and replace. siatus-line
information (page number. cic ! win-
dowing different documents or the same
docurment, and date/time stamping
Our spelling Thecking model
prised a two-page document with numer
ous rmisspeliings, some phoncuc  and
| some with transposed letters. The result
| we wanted from cach product was'Tor the
same document o be printed out with no
spelling mistakes, We also examined (he
thesaurus and noted the was 1l operated
and 1ts functionality. Two gramman
errors.were inserted in the model s w
in the event @ product wis

Coum

syuipped 1o

Speling checkng,
Thesaurus

wery Good Good

Excellent

E_x:arleril { ‘Very Good 3

E hail Merge

Very Good Excelent

Excellent - very Good,

Layout

Good Excellent

Very Good Good

Graphics

Good

Vgry Good Poor

Quthming

Satistaciony Excellent

TOC & indexing

Sanstaciory Guug

Good Very Good

Excellent Good

Siyle sheets

N/A very Good

=zood Satistactory

Font support

Good Exceilent

Very Good Very Good

Footnotng

Good Excelient

Excelient ~ very Good

Macros

Satisfactory Excelient

Excellent Satisfactory

Prnnter supparnt

Facalient Excellent

Excelient Excelient

Compatibility

very Good Excellont

Vary Good Vary Good

Speed

Good Good

very Good Good

Good Very Good

Excellent Good

Ease of learning

Good Very Good

Very Goad Good

GUIDE TO REPORT CARD 5CORES -

InfdWorld reviews anly. fished poode,
tion ¥ersIons of progucts, nevd Del jes!
VEFSIONS

Producls receive ratings rangr
unacceplable 1o excelient N
categones. Scores are detved Dy
plying the welghung {in pareninesest v
each cntenon by its ranng, where
Excellent - 10 Qulstam
Breds.
Very Good = 075 — Meels dlt ¢anenton
eritena and-offers sigrmificant Juv ant g
Good = 0625 — Meels #as
and includes same speaiai féat
Satisfactory = 05 Meets essenl
critena.
Poor + 025
ATRAS.
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Falls shat e gessanila g

table or M/A a4 Fowis 1o

Easacfuse

Good Excellent

very Goog Good

Error handling

Good Good

Excellent Good

Suppert

Support pohicies

Good Very Good

Exceilent very Good

Technical support

Very Good Very Good

Excellent

Yalue

Good Excellent

Excellent

mieet fTpmem stankas
leature

[ Scores ae summest dnited Dy 10
and rounded duwn 10 oo devinn, o
to yield the fnal score oul of 3 imaaniam
possible score of E0F{plus Donusk Prod
ucls rated within 00 pomts of
anotner differ ile. Werglfungs epesen

W ke T
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Final score

&.4 8.7

a8

Use your own weightings
T

your score

refative imparane B ol vk
readers involved 0 purchasmg and osmng
that procise! category - Y ous A customre
the report card 1o your Conglan, s needs
DY USINE Your own weiphhngs o caliulate

the final score.







