AT MORROW

JANUARY 7, 1981

PAGE 51

PRODUCT COMPARISON

ach time wc review
the current crop of
high-power  profes-
sional word process-
INg pPIOErams, we
marve’ al the inge-
nuiity and creativity
that continues o be
invested in these relatively prosaic prod-
ucts. Despite the simple charter of word
processing programs, with every advance
in computer technoiogy we see the

| software advancing as well. Unlike the

first versions of Volkswriter and
Wordstar, which could run on an IBM PC
with 64K of memory and a 360K floppy
drive, the latest powerhouse programs,
like Word for Windows and Legacy, are
best served by 386 PCs with many
megabytes of RAM and huge hard disks.

This group of programs neatly illus-
trates the state of the art and the direction
of word processing development. The
programs fall into two main groups.

On one side are programs with roots in
the distant past of Volkswriter or Word-
star, character-bessd programs that trans-
late the model of the iypewriter to the
computer screen. Although  they  are
enhanced with features and capabilities,
these character-based programs remain
irrevocably tied to that past. 1

The best of these. Word Perfect 5.1,
remains exceptionally powerful and effec-
tive. The worst of these, Multimate 4.0,
remains bogged down by its obsolete
design. In between (liese two, the
programs range from the high perfor-
mance of Microsoft Word 5.5,
through the solid competence of
Wordstar 6.0, to the clumsy Dis-
playwrite 5 with its add-on graphi-
cal Composer? :

On the other side are the three
graphical user interface programs
for Windows 3.0. These have very
similar user interfaces, drawing as
they do on the underlying model of
the Windows ogerating system and
approaching text much more from
the typesetting vantage than the
typewriter metaphor.

Windows programs let graphics
and text interact as objects with
equal claims on the paper's white
space, while character-based pro-
grams see graphics as intruders. The
Windows programs think in propor-
tionally spaced text, they print to laser
printers naturaily, and they work the
text and graphics on paper as if for a
printed book, not a typed page.

The Windows products range from
the powerful and effective Word for
Windows to the somewhat limited but
wonderfully structured Legacy with
its elegant” frames for text and
graphics elements. In the middle
of this pack lies Ami Professional,
with graphical controls like Legacy

—

hy

but with betier case of use,

NEW POWER, NEW FEATURES. Among the
new features thal manufacturers use 1o
provide product differentiation, grammar
checkers stand out Offering self-confi-
dence to the executive or SECretarny unsure
of the quality or readability of their prose,
these programs find simple grammatical
errors, flag obviously poor word choices,
and in some cases offer readability in-
dexes and comparisons with user selected
text styles.

Whether this feature will take hold asa
major element in top-of-the-line word
processors remains 1o be seen, but
InfoWorld readers have indicated on
surveys that they value this tool. Malti-
male is the only program in this review
that offers a grammar checker.

Graphics support continues 1o be an
area of considerable competition. Some
pragrams experiment with color pranting,
and others with elaborate graphics edit-
ing. Many olffer table editors with
spreadshectlike facilities included within
the programs, and one can translate table

data into simple charis. Other programs
include hot links 1o a2 wvanciy of
products, particularly 1o those tha
support Windows’ Dyvnamue Data
Esthoeae (DDE), a standard that
permits uve links between data or text

in different applications.

The key determinant in the acceptance
aad spread of high-power features will be
the © ity and paciag of more
advanced hardware. As memon, dish
display == i printer pnces have come
down anu capanilities have gone up, word
processing software has been right m step
with features requinng the new hardsware
Giuphical interfaces depend on heavs
duty hardware, graphics on cacoplional
prnier: and 3o forth

Finally, because the word procesing
market 15 o larpe and hecause the
hardware platforms required for the best
word processing are so ¢xpensive, we can
expect many different word processing
products to survive in the marketplace for
a long time. Products based on characier-
oriented DOS — such as Mulumate,
Total Word, Displaywrite 3. or Wordstar
will keep large user bases simplh
becavse you don’t have to spend o fortune

Products Reviewed

Ami Professional Version 1.28.
Displaywrite 5 Mocification Ui

Legscy Version [.1..
Multimate Version 4
Word for 005 version 5.
Word for Windews Version 1.1
Word Perfect Version 5.1
Wordstar Version 6.0.....
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to get the hardware to suppori these.
applications. Consequently, the hlgh«end
products will have an ever greater need to
import and export many different docu-
ment and graphic formats. Further,

because graphical word processing works
much the same for every program, people
will find it easier to switch back and forth
among Windows-based word processors.
This adds to the emphasis on strong
import/export procedures to move files
from dne Windows system to another,
This trend is evident in the current crop |
of Windows products, all of which have
superigr import/export facilities,

d Windows, there are two pow-
erful word processors available for 0S/2.
Mierosoft just started shipping Word for
05/2, which is a complete transfer of
Word for Windows. Describe is another
word processor that has been available for
0S/2 for quite some time, This is a strong
product for people who need sephisticat-
ed layout capabilities. (See product com-
parison, January 29, 1990, Page 89.)

In short, the word processing evolu-
tion proceeds rapidly, with the contend-
ers constantly offering new features and
capabilities. However, this is the first
comparison in which a graphical program
has surpassed the word processing stan-

dard-bearer, Word Perfect.

Executive Summary

he products compared here fall
easily into two groups: the con-
tinuing contenders and the declin-
ing standards. The continuing
contenders are Ami, Lepacy, Word for
Windows, Word, and Word Perfect.
The declining standards are Display-
write 5, Wordstar and Multimate, The
Windows products have a distinct

-advantape over the character-based
. products; however, Word and Word
"Perfect are still strong because of the

features they offer. Displaywrite 5,
Wordstar, and Multimate represent
technology from  another computing
context that is characterized by limited
memory, character-based screen dis-
plays, and mono-spaced printing re-
quirements. These three products speak
to the word processing office environ-
ment for which graphics and complex
layout requirements are rarely needed.
Microsoft Word for Windows is the
strorigest product in our roundup. The
program’s basic editing features are
especially robust, and its layout features
are solid and include WYSIWYG

b

i

preview and editing. Word for Windows ;
has powerful basic features as well as
advanced style sheets and macro capabili-

ties, and it is amazingly easy to learn and |

use. :
Word Perfect is the champion of the
character-based programs. Although the
user. interface isn't as friendly as the
Windows products, Word Perftct still
sportsstrong layout capabilities including
WYSIWYG page preview and graphics
preview. Basic cditing and reférence tools
are especially strong, and Word Perfect’s
- support policies are hard to beat. :

performer, and its strengths lie in its
layout and graphics capabilities. Ami's
reference tools are the product’s weakest
point, as the product lacks an outliner and
supports only one table of contents and a
single-level index.

Word 5.5, Microsoft's latest version’ of
its strong DCIS program, is cutstanding in
its editing capabilities. It was the quickest
program in our benchmark tests as well,
Word 5.5's proofing tools are not as
strong as products such as Multimate and

Waord Perfect, but the program’s capa-

-bilities and-ease of learning make it a

solid choice for many applications.

Wordstar, while it no longer com-
petes wit / products such as Word
Perfect, is’still holding its own in the
market. The program has superior
mail-merge capabilities, but its layout
featuresare weak.

Legacy is a solid Windows product,
although its proofing tools and mail-
merge capabilities are not as strong as
its: outstanding layout features. The

| product also does not support macros,
Ami Professional is an overall strong |

nor does it work well on networks,

' Displaywrite 5 is an odd program: It
works in conjunction with but is very
separate from its Composer céunter-
part. Displaywrite on its own is not
overly strong in any area, although its
proofing tools and mail-merge facilities
are suitable for most office uses.

Multimate is the weakest product in
the bunch. Although it is the only
program with a grammar checker, this
does not make up for other editing
features it lacks.

REPORT CARD INFO"
Professional Word Processors
|
Microsoft H
= - Aml Microsoft Word for Word |
(Infoworld  (Your Professional Displaywrite 5 Legacy Multimate Word Windows Parfoct Wordstar
weighting) welghting) Version 1.2B Modification 01  version 1.1 Version 4.0 Version 5.5 Version 1.1 Version 5.1 Version 6.0 |
Price $495 $495 $495 5495 5450 5455 £495 $495 X =
i Performance 7 |
Basic editing (80} (=] Very Good Satisfactory Very Good Poor Excellent Excellent Very Good Very Good
ik Proofing tools (80) (| Very Good Good Satisfactory Very Good Good Satisfactory Very Good Good '
Mail merge (=] ( 1 Very Good Good Satisfactory Good Good Good Very Good Excellent
Layout S Eel i AR Excellent Poor Excellent " Satisfactory Good Very Good Very Good Saustactory
o Style sheets {50) (i At Excellent N/A Very Good N/A Very Goad Very Good Satisfactory  Sausfaclory
1' Font/Printer sup- ! s . !
i port {50) =4 ) Very Good Yy Excellent Poor Good Excellent Excellent Gogd
'i Reference tools (50) (il Satisfactory Good Satisfactory Poor Very Good Very Good' ‘Very Good Very Good
4 Import/Export (50} ) Excellent Good Excellent ., Excel Good Excellent Excellent Satisfactory
. Networking ¥ (50} El Very Good Poor Poor % Sati ¥ Satisfactory Very Good Very Good Satisfactory .
Speed (50) Bl very Good Good Satisfactory: fg, Satisfactory Excellent Very Good Excelient Excellent :
g Macros (30) ] llent Satisfactory N/A RS v Very Good Excellent Very Good Satisfactony i
Documentation (75) ) A Good Satisfactory Very.Good SatiSfactory Very Good Very Good Very Good Very Good
Ease of | i (75) el Very Good Ty Very Good 5 ry Very Good Exceilent Very Good Good
! Ease of use (130) {1 Very Good Y St iy Satlsfactory Very Good Escellent Very Good Good
: Error handling {40y ) Very Good Good Good Isfactory Good Good Excellent Good
! Support’ .
\ Suppun'pulicies (20) (I Very Good: y Good Satisfactory Very Good Very Good Excellent “_Gow
£ Technical support (20) & Very Good oy Good ¥ Very Good ery Good Very Good Very Good
1 Valus (50) {1} Excellent Poor Good Poor Very Good Excellent Excellant Good
Final score 7.8 4.7 6.3 4.6 7.3 8.3 8.0 8.8
Use yonr own weightings
1o calculate your score
GUIDE TO REPORT CARD SCORES & U IS B
InfoWorld reviews only finished, fuduction versions of products, never beta test versions. Poor = 0.25 — Falls short in essential areas. i
‘Products rec\;ive rlgtings rangigtg from unacceptable to excellent in various categories. Scores  Unacceplable or N!l 0.0 — Fa:ls to meel minimum standards or lacks this feature. i
are derived by multiplying the weighting (in parentheses) of each critaricn by Its rating, where: Scores are summed, divided by 100, and rounded down 1o one decimal place to yield the tnat | |
Excellent = 1.0 — Outstanding in all areas. scare out of a maximum possible score of 10 {plus bonus). Products rated within 0.2 paints of one i
| Yery Good = 0 75 ~— Meets all essential criteria and offers significant advantages. another differ little. Weightings represent aversge relative importence o infolWord readers i
Good = 0.625 — Meets essential criteria and Includes some speclal fﬁatures Involved In purchasing and using that product categaory. You ¢an customize the report card 1o your l
Satisfaetory = 0.5 — Meets essential eriteria. company's needs by using your own welghtings o caleulate the final seore. |
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the high-power praphical

word processors, Ami Pro 1.2B

offers an extremely effective editing

environment. Although Ami does
not do outlining and offers no tables of
autherities. it offers very strong layout
capabilities. similar in some regards 1o
Legacy. For users who need a strong
‘graphical word processing system for
general office work, Ami Pro is hard to
beat. L

offices that use Displaywnite tech-
nology. Displaywrite 5 is available
with a module called Composer that adds
some desktop publishing and layoul
capabilities. Like Mulumate. Display-

isplaywrite 5 has a large installed
hase of 1BM users and [its well into

correspondence. mail merge. and docu-
ment assembly. In this companson we
score Displaywrite 5 for the most part,
but we consider the Composer program
as well where it is indispensable for a
particular task {such as layout).

PRODUCT COMPARISON

write offers solid preduction of office |

Version 1.1 :

‘!

i egacy, 4 reincarnation of a previous
! NBI product called Legend, resem-
| bles other Windows word processing
i products while it emphasizes the
i desktop publishing concept of frames.
These rectangular boxes hold text, graph-
ics, and any other separate document
object. Each frame ean be treated as o
separate document, and frames can be
linked as well a5 conwin other frames.
Working like deskiop publishing pro-
! grams, it is an added feature that offers

i
|
H
1
i
|
|
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, Muitimate
Verslon 4.0

nce 4 major foree in office word
processing, Mulumate has fallen
behind the leaders of professional
word processing software. Still an
| elfective characler-based program  for
| many standard office tasks, Multimate's
| editing and layout capabilities prohibit
|

the product from competing at the op of |

the market.

word processor users greater [lexibility in |

I, layout and document design.

Ami performs columnar cut and paste in

tables but not in: free-form wext. The
product has & strong scarch-and-replace.
capability, which maintains capitaliza-
tion. The program also offers redefinable
labs as well as three different tab-leader
characters. Automatic hyphenation and
paragraph justification also allow Ami to
handle basic editing well. Like Legacy.

| the program can’t open multiple docu-

menis — you need to run the program
separately {or cach file. Score: Very Good.

Ami's thesaurus is robust. The product
also” has user dictionaries and maintains
capitalization when replacing misspel-
lings. However. the product cannot back-
track. during spelling checks. Ami will
capture double words and unusual punc-
tuation. but it docs not check spelling
while entering 1ext. There is no grammar
checker. S:’ore: Very Good.

PERFORMANCE: BASIC Enl‘!ll"ﬁ

I Although Displaywrite 5 is a standard

| character-based application, the product

! supports a mouse. The product’s basic
editing features include the capability 1o

| center and fully justify paragraphs. There
is also automatic hyphenation and there
are redeflinable tabs. Displaywrite 5's
search-and-replace tools will - maintain
capitalization. The program also offers
windowing and lime-stamping capabili-

. tics. Lacking are facilitics for generating

| tab leaders, and columnar cut and paste.
Score: Satisfactory.

Displaywrite 5's user dictionary main-
tains capitalization on rteplaced words.
and the program will also perform global
replace. The program will look up a word
| that you enter as a correction. There is a
thesaurus that includes synonyms with'
parts of speech. On the down side. the
spelling checker does not check header
and footer text. Score: Good.

PERFORMANCE: PROOFINGTOOLS

Basic editing is strong with all of the
required cot and paste elements. Lepacy

offers [lexible sedrching thal maintzins |
eapitalization. redefinable tabs with lead- |
ers, complete paragraph justification op- ||

tools are particularly strong. although the
program will not let you edit two or more
documents in separate windows. To
accomplish this you must run multiple
versions of Legacy under Windows and
use Windows facilities 1o cut and paste

|
|
il tions, and automatic hyphenation. Search
|
|
I between documents. Score: Very Good.

! Legacy has a fine dictionan that offers
| pans of speech gr definitions, and an
| eiceptionally complete thesaurus. Al-
though it cannot backtrack during a
spelling check. Legacy maintains capital-
izations and can do global replace as well
as check headers and footers. Legacy has
exception lists, as opposed to user dictio-
naries — an awkward way to manage the
list of words not in the default dictionary.
- Score; Satisfactory.

1 Multimate has far fewer and less effective

| ‘editing tools than any of the products we
review. The product can cut and copy
rectangular columns. Search and replace
is minimal and does not maintain capital-
ization in the replaced word. Centering
i and justification can only be done on an
entire document, The only kind of 1ab
leader you can use is the dot character.
| There are no windowing capabilities and
| pagination options are very clumsy.
| Score: Poor.

Multimate has a strong spelling checker

including headers, footers, and footnotes.
It also alerts you to double words and
unusual punctuation. The thesaurus of-
i fers parts of speech and definitions, and
i the program includes an elaborate gram-
mar checker with multiple readability
and style tools. Score: Yery Good.

Ami's merge will skip bad records and
reorder fields. You can have user
prompts: make conditional selection of
records; merge from Dbase, 1-2-3, and
some other data files; and use the ready-
made label facility. However, there is.no
included flat-file manager.

Score: Yery Good.

A strongly graphical product running
‘under Windows, Ami Pro's layout tools
permitmultiple columns, margin control,
and editing in WYSIWYG with various
levels of magnification. The product can
use frames, like  Legacv. to change
formatting on a page. You can even
change pagEé onentation (portrait and
landscape) in - the same document,
Graphics include frec-form drawing and
advanced shape creation. Ami Pro will
also’ create a chart (bar or pie, for
example} ffrom a table in the text. The
program also imports 3 wide range of

graphics formats. Score: Excellent.

: | Aml Pro, Continued on Page 58

" PERFORMANCE: MAIL MERGE

Displaywrite 5's sophisticated merge fa-
cility will handle quitc complex docu-
ment assembly tasks including selection
criteria, form letters, address labels, and
other documents. Displaywnte 3 sup-
ports conditionals. and there is an effec-
tive method of using data from foreign
data files as ASCII information. There is
no flat-file manager, but there is a
methodology where a data file description
can be created as an ASCII file. Score:
| Good.

Using it's own tools, Displaywrite 5
supports multiple columns, page preview,
line draw, and graphics preview, There is
no graphics editor. The program offers
only minimal widow and orphan contral.
Displaywrite 5 Composer, an extra-cost
add-on to Displaywrite 5, has a graphics-
orented page layout facility that is
reasonably sophisticated, although its
editing and document tools are minimal.
| It is possible to do elaborate lavouts with
| Composer, using files built into Display-
| write, but the solution is clumsy and
requires much patience. Our score re-
flects Displaywrite 5's capabilities up-
|” graded to reflect Composer’s capahilities.
Score: Poor.

pisplaywrite 5, Cuntinued on Page 58

PERFORMANCE: LAYOUT

Legacy's merge capabilities let vou handle
routine mailings and labels, but without
record selection or prompted user entry.
_Legacy will skip bad records and reorder
fields. However, the program does not
have the capability to handle condition-

three-up mailing labels. The program will
merge from ASCII delimited data files as
well as it's own text format. Score:
- Satisfactory. l

Legacy’s layout 100ls are very strong. The
program supports multiple columns and
it allows you to control column balancing
in addition to inside and outside margins.
There 1s WYSIWYG page preview and
| editing as well. Lepacy’s frames permit
i construction of complex documents with
multiple text streams, which are casily
moved throughout the document. Text
can flow from one frame to another,
unlike in Ami. Legacy supports graphics
preview and editing, and includes line-
drawing tools. There is also a table editor.
Score: Excellent.

Legacy, Continued on Page 56

als. There are no special arrangements for”

With a useful information handler tem-
plate systeni. which is similar 10 a
miniature flat-file database, Multimate
works well for merge tasks, although the
information handler system is limited to
only 250 records. In contrast, Wordstar’s
database can store more information.
The merge commands permit conditional
selection of records but no user-prompted
merging. The merge will take Dbase and
ASCIL Score: Good.

Multimate’s age shows in its layout tools.
It has multiple columns. both snaking
and parallel, but its. page preview is
primitive and works very clumsily for
proportionally spaced text and postscript
output. Although it can import, scale, and
crop graphics, it does not have styles nor
does it show true line endings on-screen
for proportionally spaced text. There is
simple math capability, but it only
supports decimal tab numbers and can-
not cross page boundaries. Only one
format line per document, which is
similar to a ruler, controls centering, tabs,
and justification. Multimate vses a design
of format line for pfoportionally spaced
text that requires hand calculation of
formulas to approximate line endings and
positioning. Score: Satisfactory.
Muitimate, Gontinued on Page 58

that checks throughouwt the document, .
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