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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,

REPORV CARD
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Word for
Windows
Version 1.0

Offlce Writar
vearsion &1

Word
Ferfoct
Version 5.1

Waorlistar
Version 5.5

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.

(ST

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

i

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.
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catch them. Ideally (though this would
merit a bonus), the finished document
would have corrected these errors.

For a satisfactory score, each office/
professional word processor should in-
clude at least a 100,000-word spelling
checker and a 75,000-word thesaurys, as
well as a single-user dictionary, word
replacement suggestions, and a replace-
ment feature that maintains capitaliza-
tion-and punctuation. Bonus items in-
clude synonym definitions, multiple
dictionaries, anddahe capability to globally
replace words. We lower the score for the
absence of a thesaurus or case sensitivity.

The mail.merge model consisted of a
form-letter template with variables repre-
senting names, addresses, salutations, and
fictional . products. ordered; We also in-
serted a date-stamp code. The data file
consisted of 10 or more records with field
names matching the template. The model
for this procedure wias a umf’esmona.l
looking business letter,-properly punctu-
ated and formatted on the.page. The task
we undertook was to use each product to
create and combine both the. template
and data files, then generate the desired
output. Since it is common practice to
print labels for mass mailing, we included
this task in our mail merge, as well. Qur
lable output consisted of one sheet of 30
labels (in a three-by-10 configuration).
We basically require each package to
perform error checking (skipping incor-
rectly entered records) and  automatic
paragraph reformatting. Bonus features
can include may-merge templates, flat-
file managers, programming featurcs
(such as conditionals), and database links
(DBF or WK, for example). 2

Our layour model was one of the most
extensive of the group; as such, it was the
maost time-consuming. The model con-
sisted of 2 multipage document with
numerous font and margin changes.
including an 18-point underlined head-
ing, two subheadings, and two | 2-point
paragraph styles. It was here that we were
able to determine "how well a word
processor handled style sheets; thus, this

category complemented our style sheet
category. The products that passed this
test were capable of effectively using style
shezts or some other method to obtain
the same results,. We looked at paragraph
hanging indents, and font- and style-
changing capabilities, too. Basic scored
features include multiple columns, right/
lefi-page orientation, column balancing.
multiple views/zoom in and out, and
other factors affecting page compaosition.

The graphics model was a single page
of two-column text with a straddling
headline at the top of the page. Between
the eolumns of text was a vertical dividing
line, upon which was centered our TIFF
image. To pass this test, each word
processor needed to snake text in the

columns, flow it around the image, ‘and.
draw the line so that the picture overlaps,

it. To be able to see this process while it
was performed (WYSIWYG-style) was
preferable. We require each package to
import at least PCX and PIC graphics
files and to preview graphics in the
document 1o some degree. We also
require the capability to draw at least t&o
styles of lines on the page. Bonuses are
given for free-form drawing capabilities,
box or circle drawing, fill patterns, and
the capability to rotate, scale, crop. or
capture screen shot images.

The outlining model was the smgle-
most difficuit to reproduce in most of the
word processors wé tested. This was
because few of the products eould per-
form “true” electronic outlining features
well enough to meet our criteria. While
we still considered 1t satsfactory if basic
outimes could easily be constructed, we

‘have updated the criteria to require the

capability 1o automatically collapse/ex-
pand sections as well as easily and
automatically shufTle sections in order 1o
get a score higher than satisfactory. Our
17-page test document was used as the
backbone of our outlining sessions. The
nurmcrous headings and subheadings
were marked for inclusion in an outline.
numbered appropriately, and the text
belonging to each heading was collapsed.

| BENCHMARKS

e

WORLD

Office,/Professional Waord Processors

386 Platform

AmiPro- AmlPro-
fosslonal fessional
(Layout) (Draft)

Dapcribe  Word

Word for  Word for

(normal)  (drafi)

Fiia

Load

Save

import ASCH

Export:ASCl

Import DCA/RFT

Cursqr movement

Top to bottom. <1

=1

Manual scroll| 17

2:03

Layout only 14

Search

Lastword 32

Giobal replace 12

9 10

Append file 3

13 I4

Time in seconds unless atherwise noted.

Tests performed on-a Compag Deskpro 386/20e with 2 megabytes of RAM, a 1 | 0-megatyle hard drive,
and on-board VEA renning wnder Compag DOS 3.31

Managern,

{Descnbe tested under 05/2 and Presentation

when possibie. The result, when executed
carrectly. was a siandard outline with
three levels and a uile. We looked at a
product’s capability to move a heading
from one level 10 another and retain the
text belongmng to it, For packaged that
could not perform this seres of tasks, we
generated &om scratch an automatcally
numbered outline 1o match our model;
this capabality earned a satisfactory score.

The table of conierus and indexing
model was reasonatbly elementary, with
stvles applied to certain sublevels, Our
method of achieving this, however, was
not so simple. We used our |7-page

- desirable  goal.

document and marked each heading for
inclusion in a generated table. If this was
possible. we also looked 10 see il leader
characters (typically a pericd) were avail-
able for use. The inclusion of. the first
entry as a table-of-contents title was also a
Style sheets or their
equivalent came in handy, for those
packages that supported them. For index-
ing. the word processor should be capable
of creating an index aulomatically by
‘marking” words| in some manner. Bo-
nuses were given for the capability to |
‘creat multiple indexes in  the same

document or creale “concordance” in-

GENCHMARHKS

INFO

Arml Pro-

Off'ce/ProfessmnaI Word Processors
Ami Pro-

(draft)

Word for
Windows
[draft)

Word

Perfect . Wordstar

(layout)

Load 29
Save 13

© Import ASCH 25
Expart ASCIH 12

Impaort DCA/RFT 38

Curser movement

Top to bottom ! = |

Manual scroll 1:37

1:36

f i 25

3:534

Layout onky

Search

Last word - 21 K 12
Global replace 48 11
Append file 21 5

*File size dpproumatety SOK,/ 17 pages.
Time in minules-seconds. uniess otherwise noted,
. Tesis performed on an 8.MHz |BM AT Model 339 80286 with a 30-megabyle hard drve, EGA, anc 540K of RAM
“Worgslar combemnes two Umings: opening the file and reformatting text.
?"'hlq time included the 20 seconds i took in Dhsplaywrite to manuzlly Select 3 document one page at a Ume for P:u:rrunp_ to ASCH
Secorid wming was sigrificantly faster in Word Perect {three seconds). “

- #The time for paganation wn Desplaywnte included how long it took to manually adjust margns on several rubers (over thres minutes).
*LOTUS ManUsCnpt paginates separately mom edmng.
“WE Na 10 manually anes Bach ruier in Mulimate.
‘We could not globally aiter rulers/style sheets in Word Pedfect. Trme ndicates how long it took to ahter each ruler/style shest indnaduatty
*Desplaywnte allows up 1o three search stnngs at one time. To replace all occumences of “the. ' we had 1o repiace two stnngs 1 Tha' and “the ™)

INFOWDRALD
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dexes (an index that sutomatically re- | ,ucts, we also tesied on a 386 platform.

irieves different words used in a docu-
ment and lists them alphabetically so an
index can be created from the Iist). An-
other enhancement is the capability ta
create tabie-ofcontents Jevels from ‘an
outhne,

For both automatic indexing and

table-of-contents generation. we required
1hat each word processor support al least
one subtopic. lgvel and: perform hasic
formatting. Bonuses were given-for cross-
referencing capabilitics

To score satisfactory in sivle sfecrs.
each word processar should be capable of

storing a sl of- siyles that include
paragraph and character  information
{line widths, fonis. ete). Bonuses arc

given [or the capability 1o, store named -

DOCUMENTATION. Scores reflect the quanti-
ty and quality of both written and on-line
information. At a minimum, documenta-
tion should describe the product and how
10 use it. Bonuses are awarded for a quick-
start guide. on-line tutonal and help
programs, a guick-reference card, and a
writien tuioral. Poor organization, miss-
ing information. or an incomplete index
lower the score Error messages are aisp
considered under documentation.

. EASE OF LEARNKIE. Scores depend on the

stvles. to record styles by eximple. or 10

view stves Before they are selected. The
gor contnbuted
1o the style sheet ratngaswell.

FoOr most users. fonl yupper? 15 a must

Each package should be capable ‘of
changing fonts within the text and. pro-
ducing underiined. boldfaced. or nale
cized fonis. You should also be able 1o
edit the font as 1t will appear on- the
screen; this is callcd WYSIWYG editinig.
Bonuses are given for WYSIWYG fonts
appeanng on the screen. Each product
performed at least sansfactonly in fonts
overall. We also eapected packages o
supporl $oft fons,

Each office/professional word proces-
sor should support feedaoies and end
netes For a sausfactons score. theres
should be automauc numbenng wih
notes embedded in the 1est and format-
ting and sulomane supsrscnplng Bo-
nuses are given or crossrelerencing
capabihinies and on-screen numbenng.

AMgoros are actually short programs
that provide automauon for manual
tasks. Macros provide the capability o
customize and perform basic program-
ming [uncuons 0 2 word processor.
Many users Customize Iulomauc Com-
mands. embed funcuions. ang reassign
kevs 10 suit therr individual tastes and
needs, kach word processor should be
capable of recording macros and entening

commands, as well as saving macros by

storing them in 1thé program (not 2
separate - filg). Bonuses are given for

conditionals or sanahles suppon and the

capabitity 1o reassign funcuon keyss

Frinter suppor; Each word processor
should be capable of printtng-an an -HP
Laserjet. & dul-mains pomer. and'a
Diablo-ty pe daisy-whi
are given for H F“_Dcs}qu ar color-pnnter
support as well as support for Postseript
ar for soft fonts such as Bistraam %

Compatibelity Each word processor
should import and ewport ASCHL and
DCA/RFT files. Bonuses are given for ad-
ditional file tormal support. with an em-
phasis on reading and wrilng Curment ver-
sions af Word Perfect 3.0 Microsalt
Ward 5.0,

We scored speed by companng the
results of 2!l the packages performance 1n
11 tests: file loading. file saving, import-
ing an ASCH file. exporuing an ASC file.
importing a DCA/RFT fle. cursor speed
moving from the op 1o the bortom of 2
documeni. manually scrolling 1o the
m of a document. reformatnng et
rching for the Jast word in a document,
searching and replacing & sinng of
characters throughout 3 dogument. 2nd
appending 3 i to the test document. For
a sausfactony scorel the word processor
nad to perform guickly and efficientls 10
2 majonty of the tests, Higher scores
meant [he 'word prutessur Gid bericr
overall generally f pot abwass, exceeding
mean tumes for all tesis. For the hugher-
end packapes and some graphical prod-

‘primicr, Bunusés -

user interface and the intuitive design of
the products. Other factors that influence

this score include the compiexity of the
word processor and the quality of docu-
mentation and tutorials. A graphical
interface can help make ledrning an easier
task, yet switching from a character-based
prrnur:l to one running under a graphical
environment can be intimidating and
require reorientation. To earn a satisfac-
tory score in this producl companson, a
program must be learnable by novices,

EASE OF USE. Fase of use is largeiv a func-
tion of the program’s design. We evaluate
how easy the user would find the word
Processor to use once the basics have been
mastered. An easy-to-follow menu sys-
tem and command shortcuts can simplify

usmg a program. A full macro program-
ming feature enhances ease of use hecause
much of the program can be automated

ERROR HARDLING. To carn a sausfactor:
score in error handling. a program musi
prompt you 1o save les and shouldn't do
anything to corrupt data or mahe it cas
for you 1o lose information. Bups or
scrious performance problems can aflect
sconng. An undo command. which lets
you undo” an editing action such ac
deleting a block of text or placement of
graphics, can enhance the score, as can an
aulo_matic save or timed backup Bonuses
are also awarded for ermor messages that

See How We Tosted, Page 111
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PAGE 102 -
Ami Professional, Version 1{1

mi Professional is a full-featured Microsoft Win-
dows-based word processer, with full WYSIWYG
editing and extensive graphics capabilities. The
stronpest competitor for Microsoft Word for
| Windows and Word Perfect, Ami Pro sports most of the
tools required. for office word processing: It easily
handles graphics mixed with text, imports a host of text
and graphics formats effortlessly, and does other office
chores such as mail merge with ease and power. [t also
comes in a scaled-down executive version, Ami.

Ami's search-and replace can look for attributes such as
boldface; italic, and whole or partial words. Tabs can be
right, left, center, and decimal, inserted by pointing and
clicking on a ruler, Paragraph alignment includes left,
right, center, or justified. A variable puts in the time and
date of last revision or loday’s date, and full document
tracking is available. Hyphenation is effective.

Score: Excellent.

While a little slow'in operation, the spelling function is
very well implemented and designed. Some of the
suggested word choices are odd. The thesaurus includes
good definitions. Global replacements can be made.
Although not quite as good as Word Perfect’s spelling
checker/thesaurus combo, this is still one of the best
spelling checkers we've seen. Score: Excellest t

Ami Pro data files can include imports from many
database programs. Producing merged form letters or
mailing labels takes hitile effort with’a merge to screen,
merge to ‘print, or merge to file for further editing.
Programming {unctions are numerous. Score: Excelient.

Layoul 1ools are extensive and complex. using a frame-
based system to include graphics. You have full
WYSIWYG control over the document; a non-
WYSIWYG mode 15 also available for quick text entry.
Text can be wrapped around graphics and lines drawn
virtually anywhere on the screen. Tables and charis
(generated from a spreadsheet or other data) can be
drawn on-screcn and automatically laid out. You can
easily create multiple columns. Score: Excellent. -

Aml Prof B i, C

i on Page 104

PRODUCT COMPARISON

Describe, Version 1.0

ne of the first of the new generation of 08/2

applications, Describe comes in both 2 286 and a

386 version but is currently unavailable for DOS.

Describe offers superior layout and publishing
capabilitics combined with competent — though not
putstanding — word processing capabilities, It has many
elegant features, but as it lacks, for example, indexing and
outlining, it does not meet the graphical word processing
standards set by Samna's Ami Professional or Microsoft
Word for Windows. .

*

"EDITING

Search and replace includes several full-featured alterna-
tives. Tabs are complete, with user-definable leaders.
Paragraph formatting is comprehensive although some-
what clumsy. Date and time stamping is available and
hyphenation is highly custormizable. Seore: Very Goed.

. SPELLING CHECKER

Spélling checking worked very well. The checker displays
hyphenation and definitions, and generales fine sugges-
tions. Dictionaries are available in many specialized
topics and foreign languages. The thesaurus is superior,
with great entries. Score: Exeellent. :

. "MAILIMERGE

Describe’s simple mail merge runs by means of a macro.
Though user prompting and conditional statements are
available and much more complex mail merge tasks can
reasonably be programmed, the shipped model is very
basic, Score: Satisfactory.

Describe’s layout tools are outstanding. with multiple
columns, frames, sidebars, and other tools. Although the
frames feature is extensive, it is not guite as elaborate as
Legend's linked frame capabilities. Score: Excellent.

Deserfbs, Continued on Page 104

Displaywrite 4, Version 2

omething of a dinosaur amidst these classy

powerhouses, Displaywrite continues a venerable

IBM tradition in word processing with its page-

oriented, character-based system, and currently
ranks at the bottom of this caiegory in performance and
functionality. Nevertheless, it is a competent text cngine
for IBM-standardized organizations.

Search and replace is easy 10 use, but you must identify
the case of the word for which you're locking. Tabs can
be center, left, right, and decimal, although you cannot
generate leader-dots (which we consider standard). Date
and time stamping appears in footers and headers only.
Hyphenation does not occur during editing sessions. but
only as a separate operation while paginating or checking
spelling. Overall, a limited set of editing features.

Score: Poor. i .

Displaywrite’s spelling checker suffices for most needs
and allows word, page. and full-document spelling
checking. Suggestions are rcasonable, and there is a

| synonym finder. Score: Good.

Mail merging is jone of Displaywrite's strong suits. The
program lets you manage complex selection critena, and
i supports a large range of external data file types. While
the system for creating data filcs and template documents

: appears clumsy, the features available are gquite exten-
. sive. Score; Yery Good.

While layout is primitive in companison with the other

| systems in this summary, Displaywrite does support

column balancing. Editing changes requirc cxplicit
repagination, and paragraphs have only left and full

' justification. Score: Satisfactory.

Displaywrite, Continued on Page 104

| | PRODUCT SUMMARY

Ami Professional
VERSION .1

Company: Samna Corp.; 5600 Glenndge Drve. Atlanta.
GA 30343; (S00) 8319679,

List Price: $435. |
Requires: IBM PC AT or compatibie; |0-megatyte has
gnve; M5-/PC-D0S 3.0; 640K of RAM; mouse recom-
mended; Microsoft Windows 2.X (run-time version
included).

Pres: Powerful graphics-bDased program with superior
WYSIWYG editing; excellent tables and charting; outy
standing compatibility: SIrong fant suppor; capable
editing;: strong mail merge and macro programmimng; full
sel af drawing tqols: can manipulate TIFF files.

Cons: Considerable compiesty: substantial memory /hard-
ware requirements; siow, especially an lower-end hard-
WOrG Gunfguratons,

Summary: Aine Professional is a fine, capabie Windows
praphical office,/professional word processor, with many
high-end fealures and capamities.

| Describe Word Publisher

PRODUCT SUMMARY

[
il | PRODUCT SUMMARY

VERSION 1.0

Company: Descrbe Inc., 4047 M. Freeway Blvd.. Sacra-
mento, CA 95834: (916) 646-1:11.

List Price: $595. :

Requires: IEM-compatible 386 or 286; 05/2 Presenta-
ton Manager 1.1 or later; 3 megabytes of RAM; 20-
megabyte hard disk: recommended configurstion beging
at 16-MHz 386, 4 megabytes of RAM, VGA, 40-mega-
byte hard_djsk, and a mouse.

Pros: Outstanding frames management: very good dictio-
nary and Uiesaurus; superior macro language; 05/2 com-
paubility and services available.

Cons: MISSINg S0MEe WOrd processing featufes; limned file
compatibility; imited prnter support; Significant hardware
requirements {like Ami Pro and Word for Windows).
Summary: Describe will serve users using OS2 wall with
good editing and excellent 1ayout 1ools. Howsver, ns fea-
tures offer little that is not avadable in Word for Windows
or Ami Professional, and its features do not compara

with Word Perfect 5.1,

' | 1M shops with major document assembly and list

Displaywrite 4
VERSION 2

Company: IBM Cormp.. Displaywnte Product Support Cen-
ter, 5 W. Kirkwood Bivo., Rpanoke, TX 76299; (800)
IBM.2488, Ext. 126 for dealer information.

List Price: 5495, :

Requires: IBM PC; PC-DOS 2.1 er iater (3.3 recommend-
ed); 350K of RAM: hard drve: versions available for
0%/2 Standard of Extended Edition {compaubility mode)
1.0, 1.1: works with Movell and 3Com networks; also
suppaors IBM PC Network and Token Ring Metwork.
Pros: Effective mail merge; strong document assemily;
good support of IBM-brand accessones; improved printer
sSUppor; compauble with 1BM word processors on large
syslems.

Cons: Less-efremwe‘eamng commands; no graphics sup-
part: clumsy reformatting for page bBeeake.

Sommary: Displaywrite 4, Version 2 is an office/profes-
sional word processor that 1= raaly only suitaple for 2l

processing 1asks using mostly IBM brand equipment.

i
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Legend, Version 2.01

er designated it as a word processor — before that,

it rode the cusp between word processing and desk- |

0 nly in the last six months has Legend's manufactur-

top publishing, and it could still be considered
mare of a “word publisher™ than a werd processor. This
Windows product has the most sophisticated frames

management (frames are on-screen boxes containing |

graphics or text, which can be manipulaied), some of the
best graphics editing tools, and perhaps the weakest word
processing tools in high-end word processing. Its user
interface is much like Ami Pro’s, although each has varj-
ations on the Windows screen. Not the best office
product, it's'surely the graphics apd frame-layout champ.

Search and replace allows case-sensitive searches. Tabs
work through the styles, and permit a chick on the ruler to

establish styles. Columnar cut and paste is supported, as™ |

is 1able generation. There is no date and time stamping.
Score: Good.

Legend's spelling checker is relatively easy to use but
much less sophisticated than some of the competition.
The context of flagged words is not visible, suggestions
are often unlikely or odd. and hyphenated words or those

| with apastrophes are commonly tagged as misspellings.
| There is no thesaurus. Score: Poor.

Legend has a very simple manlim_er'ge Program, using
formatted ASCII text files with various field and record
separatars but without vanable selections. Legend will
produce standard form letters and mailing labels, but the
implememtation is primitive in comparison with prod-
ucts like Ami Professional and Word for Windows.
Score: Satisfactory.

Legend has superb frame linkir;g that connects frames on

| different pages so that the text stream will continue
across pages through linked frames fnearly identical to

Pagemaker’s method), Flowing text around graphics is a
snap. Legend supponts dynamically linked spreadsheets

through DIF, easily laying out spreddsheet data in a table. - |

Layout capabilities are on a par with or a little better than
Ami Professional. Score: Excelfent.

Legend, Continued on Page 105

W
|

otus Manuscript, the spreadsheet user’s word pro-
cessor, has a highly structured, outlinelike organiza-
tion. It has matvred and gained substantial
flexibility for fonts, graphics. and mail merging. It
also is a [ine tool for working with outline structures and
table management. It is optimized for working with
complex documents; for use in financial and -scientific
organizations, supporting equations and tables; and for
linking easily with spreadsheets such as Lotus 1-2-3.

Most cut and paste operations, as well as search and
replace, work nicely. Tabs include left, right, center, and
decimal; procedures for setting them are easy. “Finan- -
cial™ tabs, which handle trajling non-numeric signs (such
as minus or parenthesis signs), are also supported, as arc
“comma’ tabs, which are common in international

| documents. Date and time stamping is available.

Score: Very Good.

I SPELLING CHECKER

| There's nothing out of the ordinary about how the

spelling checker operates, although its suggestions are dot

| always the best and the number of alternatives suggested

is limited. There is a thesaurus. Score: Satisfactory.

Mail merging is well-implemented in a standard fashion
by merging a data file with a text document. The mail
merge accepts conditional selections for data and will
take in most file formats. Seore: Very Good.

Manuscript includes a wide range of document format-
ting commands for handling blocks of text. There is a
print preview, but no WYSIWYG editing. You can
assign attributes to parts or all of the text with ease.
Multiple columns are supported quite well, as are the
inclusion of graphics. Score: Very Good. "

Manuseript, Continued on Page 105

g Microsoft Word, Version %

l

icrosoft Word 5.0, one of the Finest character- I;

hased word processing programs in the business. |

is the closest competitor 10 the market leader |

‘Word Perfect. but now lags somcwhat behind its
Windows-bascd namesake in features and WYSIWYG
flexibility. Overall, however, it is a fine choice for the
vast majority of office word processing chores.

Word is especially adept at creating and cutting and

-pasting columns, and its hyphenation options are handy.

Search and replace is full-featured, including support for !

| mid-word caps. Left. right, center. and decimal tabs are
| easily set and time and date stamping is fully supported.

You can generate leader dots with tabs. Selected text can
be fully, left, ight, and center justified. Score: Excellent.

The Sp_c!lirlg checker offers suggestions and normally
maintains capitalization and puncluation. The thesaurus
works well. Score: Good.

Forms management and mailing-label capabilities in-
clude vanables, formatting, and selection cntena. Word
accepts standard ASCII files produced by many database

| “and spreadsheet programs. Seore: Very Good.

Word supports multiple columns and table gencration.
and layout tools in general cover most needs. The page
preview offers a good view of final copy. You have fine
control over the layout of documents. although vou
cannot edit ina WYSIWYG mode. Score: Yery Good.

Microsoft Ward, Continued on Pege 105

| PRODUCT SUMMARY

FPRODUCT SUMMARY

Legend
YERSION 2.0t

Company: NEBI Inc., 3450 Mnchell Lane. P.0. Box 3001,
Boulder, CO BO301; (800) 334-4189.

List Price: 3495,

Requires: IBM PC or compatinle; PC/MS-DOS 3.0 or lat-
er, 20-megabyte hard dnve; mouse meommendad; 380K
of RAM: Windows 2.X (run-ime version included).

Pros: Exceptional frames management and knking; very
good tables and linking with spresdsheets; outstanding
grapmics tools.

Cons: Less effective editing andrword processing fea-
tures in general; imited mail marge; No Macmos; réason-
ably high hardware requirements, as with most Windows
produets. :

Summary: Legend 1S an outstanding layout and docu-
ment design too! but & much less effective word pro-
cessing program. Its stongest attributes are manage-

| ment of complex layout tasks, but it is not recommended
| for offices with compiex document or mail-merge
requIrements.

Lotus Manuscript
VERSION 2.1

Company: Lotus Development Corp., 55 Cambridge Park-
way, Cambridge, MA 02142; (800) 343-5414, BLT)
623-6572 in MA.

List Price: $495; network versions cost extra.”
Requires: IBM PC or compatible; PC/MS-DOS 2.0 or lat-
er; hard drive; graphics monitor for preview; 512K of
RAM minimum, 540K recommended.

Pros: Highly structured program with excellent outhning
and table management; good formatting and strong mail
merge: strong links with Lotus 1-2-3; includes graphics
inclusion capabilities and strong font support for laser
printars; handles scientific equations well.

Cons: Relatively difficult to leam; less effective editing
and formatting; limited file.export and import for text;
{imited ronnanlng/layom; Weystroke-only macros.
Summary: Manuscnpt 2.1 remains 2 highly competent
produst best suited for users with a need for highly stric-
tured documents or links with Lotus 1-2-3. It is |east ef-
fectve I Managing neavily Hustrated, comples taxt
layouts, atthough it does have a geod formula writer

T
|
| PRODUCT SUMMARY

Microsoft Word
VERSION 5.0

Company: Microsoft Com.. 1 Microsoft Way, Redmand,
WA 9BDR2: {206) BE2-B080.

List Price: $450.

Requires: |BM PC or compatible: PC/MS-DOS 2.0 or lal-
er; two floppy dnves; mouse supported; 384K of RAM.

| Pros: Powerful features list and fine performance; wide
applicability: strong ease of use; mouse and keyboard .
terface; very strong laser panater support.

Cons: High power includes considerable complewty, hnut
ed page preview.

| Summary: Microsoft Word 5.0 offers extensive woed pro-
cessing and printing tools with a host of special features
for mail merges or complex documients. With its sirong
editing and formatting plus muitiple dispiay formats and
graphics inclusion, Word is well suited for demanding £n-
vironments with muitiple printers. It 15 less affective than
Word for Windows, but requires less hardware support.

INFOWORLD
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WYSIWYG text and graphics can be edited on-screen in
Ami Pro. lcons at left are for accessing features.

Describe runs under 05/2 and PM and has a graphical
interface with extensive style-sheet capabilities.

Displaywrite’s essentially simple screen features
various commands and functions displayed on-screen.

Ami Professlonal, Continued From Page 102

One of the best of its class in working with graphics and
formatting layouts that include graphic images (sur-
passed only by Legend), Ami Pro offers great freedom in
the placement and sizing. of graphic images. You can
perform free-form drawing with curved lines, circles,
boxes, and a set of somewhat primitive {but useful) clip-
art images is included. TIFF {scanncd] files can also be
cdited. Score: Exuellmt. !

Ami Professional’s paragraph numbering schemes have
multiple levels but not true electronic outlining with
collapsed text under headings. The style-sheet templates
include a preformatted outline style. Score: Satisfactory.

Tables of contents have three levels and use styles defined
in the document. While somewhat less powerful than
multiple-level functions, they are easy to use. Though not
as feature-laden as Word for Windows' indexing feature,
when you mark a word and then generate your index in
Ami Pro. every page number where the word occurs is
listed (Winword does not do this). Indexing is automatic
but words cannot be tagged for indexing in draft mode,
forcing you to use the slower layout mode for creating
indexes. Also, index generation does not support words
with punctuation marks. These nuisances lower the score
of otherwise excellent indexing. Score: Very Good.

Styles are both easy to define and to implement; Amj Pro
uses a complex system of style storage for documents as
well as paragraphs. Most styles can be implemented with
a click of the mouse, and you have control over all
attributes, including hyphenation, margins, columns,
lines, and fonts. A number of predesigned styles are
included with Ami Pro. Score: Very Good.

Font support is thorough and complete, as with most

Windows products, and supports a variety of soft fontsas | |
| supporting Ppsiscript but not the HP Laserjet PCL |
| Soft fonmts are nol supporied. Because of the font

well as printer fonts that look great both on-screen and in
print. A nicety is that you can scc the varous fonts and
font sizes in the font selection window. In drafi mode,
various font styles appear in different customizable
colors. In layout mode, fonts look better than in
Winword. Score: Excéllent.

R

| Footnoles can be placed at the end of the page or the end
of the document, but not both. Entering and numbéring
is easy and eflective, and styles can be applied to
lootnotes. Score: Good.

| An exlensive macro capability includes elaborale pro-
| gramming constructs, but the free manual must be
ordered separately. Score: Excellent.

Aml P

d on Page 106

Describe, Contineed From P;!ga 102
Though Describe has superior graphics manipulation
through its frames, cropping, and sizing tools, 1t takes in

compatibility with other programs. Score: Yery Good.

“OUTLINING

Describe does not support outlining. Score: H/A.

Describe does not support tables af contents or indexing.
Score: N/A.

Describe’s powerful style sheets offer complete fexibility
for formatting paragraphs and other text objeets. Style
sheets permit differem languages in different-paragraphs
of the same document. Score: Yery Good. :

Fonts are only as goad as the supporied pnntr:rs that will
print thern: The printer list is quite limited for O5/2,

| language fully. In general, on-screen fonts are managed
gracefully, much like Windows word processors, and the
program will do kerning and tracking. Screen fonts are
limited but basic styles are available. Describe’s high font
score is due to its handling of the fonts that are available.
Smre; Very Good.

| Automatic footnotes or cndnotes arc not available.
Score: N/A.

Describe hay a supenior macio language, although the
documentation we received could only be accessed on-

easily rates a top-notch score. Score: Excellent.

Daseribe, Continued on Paga 106

graphics only through the OS/2 clipboard, limiting its I

| Displaywrite supporis

screen and was not final. Nevertheless, the capability

Displaywiite, Continued From Page 102
Displaywrite includes no graphics suppon beyond simple.
line drawing. Score: Poor.

Outlining is fast and easy with automatic definition of
outline levels. You can revise the original outline and

| change levels, but it does not cullapse or cxpand text.

Scora: Satisfactory.

Displaywrite does .not support indexing or tables of

| contenis. You can purchase a separate add-on module

for table-ofcontents suppor. Score: N/A.

According to our cntena, Displaywnte does nct support

. style sheets. Score: N/A

A reasonable set of fonts come with Displaywrite,
although you can’t change font pitch in the middle of the
line or use text columns with proportionally spaced text.

inflexibility and lack of soft font support, we must limit

| the rating. Score: Poor.

foownotes or endnotes in a
document (but not both in the same document), and
supports a footnole library. Score: Good.

Macros arc available but support keysiroke automation
only. Score: Satisfactory.

.Displaywrite, Continued on Page 108
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Legend's similarity to 8 deskiop publishing package is
evident in this view of & multicolumn document.
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Lotus Manuscript's outline format is distinctive from
other character-based word Processors.

Microsoft Word's familiar screen features a full set of
commands at the screen bottom.

Legend, Continued From Page 103 |
Legend's ‘superb graphics manipulation capabilities, |
similar to Ami Pro's, let you import images from many
packages. A finc graphics editor has all the tools for
drawing, entering texi, sizing, fTlling. and constructing
circles, reciangles, or. other objects. Graphics objects can
be sized, scaled. rotated. and cropped. Unfortunately,
EPS files and Windows Metafile graphics and gray-scaled |
TIFF images cannot be imported. Score: Yery Good.

Legend's outlining is basic multilevel paragraph number-
ing without collapsed/expanded text,
Score: Satisfactory.

Legend supporis mubtilevel unformatted  tables of
contents and generates additional indexes. Score: Geod.

F3

Manuscript, Continued From Page 103

Manuscript has a ‘long list of compatible graphics
formats. Graphics are imported intd a block and can be
sized to fit, though text does not flow around a graphics
image. Score: Good.

*

Outlining is superior, especially as the program itseif is

structured as an outline. Sections can be set at various
levels, and texi can be collapsed underneath the section
heads in true electronic-outlining style. Score: Excellent.

' Automatic generation of a table of contents from

Style sheets are well-thought-out, support a variely of |

attributes., and are easy 10 define and apply 1w

paragraphs. Score: Very Good.

Fonts handled through Windows are very strong, and
Legend adds extensive typographical options, such as
track and pair kerning, Score: Excellent.

Footnotes are supportad and will run across frames and |

restart numbering. Endnotes are supported but are not
automatic. Score: Good.

Legend does nol Support macros. Score: N/A.

Legend, Continued on Page 107

structured text is easy, but 1o do so iy an unstructured
mode is much more difficult. You can have multiple
levels of an index, and you can generate @ -table of
contents from an outline. Score: Yery Gopd.

Templates carry a set of formatting specifications from
one document to another. Named blocks are analogous

10 style sheets in sume other packages, although they arc
certainly not up to the standards of Microsoft Word.

Score: Good.

Fonts are handled well by Manuscript, and a print
preview shows graphics and text more or less as they will
appear, Soft fonts are supported nicely. Seore: Very Good.

Manuscript supports footnotes and endnotes, though not
both in the same document, as well as chapter and
section notes. Score: Good.

Manuscript features macros for the automation of

keystrokes only. Score: Satisfaetory.

tManuscript, Continued on Page 107 ‘

. Microsoft Word, Continued From Page 103
- In,Word, graphics are’ imported through a'tag line that

you insert in the text stream; it calls the illustration at
print or preview time. Graphics can be placed across

columns. Score: Yery Goed.

The complete outlining function supports multiple levels
with the option to collapse or expand text and futl
formatting control alohg with numbering options.

Cutlines can be sorted. Score: Excellent.

Tables of contents can be generated with invisible codes
or through automatic capturing of outline levels. A good
indexing facility supports additipnal lists: as with Word
for Windows, & concordance indexing macro is available
on request. Score: Very Good.

Word 5.0"s style sheets blazéd the trail in word processing
style-sheet standards, and they continue (o led the pach
These fully featured and multilevel capabilities can be

- maintained in glossaries and are ecasily applied to

paragraphs. Word’s style sheets arc the best wehse seen
yet. Score: Very Good.

Font support is cxtensive, including soft fonts. although
the menus for selection are somewhat confusing, Yword
5.0 can apply fonts to paragraphs through sty les or o ans
selected text, Score: Good.

with  notes

Footnote/endnole support s standard.
printing cither at the bottom of the page or at the cod of

the document. Score: Good.

Macros are reasonably extensive and include not unly
keystrokes but comples programiming siruciures, macros
can he nested. Score: Very Good. 1

Microsoft Word, Continued on Page 107
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| was just published by Samna. Scrl‘e: Very Good.

PRODUCT COMPARISON
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Ami Professional, Continued From Page 104
Ami Professional supports all printers carried by
Windows, which is an extensive list. It supports printing
on mast types of laser {(including Postscript), dot-matrix,
and inksjet printers. Score: Very Good.

\ s

export formats for both text and graphics. While Ami
Pro supports one-way links using DDE {(dynamic data
exchange), Word for Windows™ hot-links are. two-way.
Score: Excellent. :

| Ami Pro is no speed demon. Limited by Windows
somewhat, the layout mode is cumbersome for entering
text: draft works much better. Manval scrolling was
especially slow. A fast system with lots of memory is
almost a must; on the 386 platform, Ami Pro was
acceptable. Overall, its speeds are not poor, but they trail
behind most in this group. Score: Satisfactory.

Documentation is generally good.: but the macro manual

program fully, though some descriptions tend o be
skeichy. There is good indexed and context-sensitive on-

line help, and error messages are adequate. Score: Good.

Ami Pro is very easy for Windows users, and certainly
easy for users of Ami Executive. but less easy for those
unfamiliar with a graphical environment. The style sheet
system takes getting used 1o, even for word processing
fans. The WYSIWYG environment eases the learning
curve considerably, however, and virtually anyone can
be up and running within an hour. Score: Very Good.

The graphical interface, customizing capability, user-
selected icons, multiple editable text views, and shortcut
keys contribute to ease of usc. Word for Windows is just
a tad easicr due 10 the accessibility of fonts. The extensive

| customization and style sheet capabilities in Ami Pro
also lend case of use @ hand. Seore: Very Goed.

Mast crrors are captured. and with an automatic timed
save and backup. it takes a real effort to lose data. A four-
level undo reverses most activities. A recent bug release

Samna provides a 90-day, unconditional money-back
puarantee. Free technical support on a regular phone line
is augmented by support available by fax and on

| Compuserve. Score: Very Good.

We called technical support for help and found the |

technicians informed, accessible, and correct: They often
provided extra information about Windows,

Score: Very Good.

|
| Al $495. Ami Professional is on par in price with the |

| competition, and offers a great deal more than most —
| cspecially in its graphics capabilities, which border on
what lower-end desklop publishing packages can do. Itis
a supcrior graphical office/professional word processor.

|
Score: Excellent.

This program has a wide range of common import and |

PRINTER UPPDRT

|' Deseribe, Continued From Page 104
S/2 printer support is limited to few printers other than
Postscript machines at this time. No HP support is

included. The low score here is due mostly to the current

limitations of OS/2 rather than Describe. Seore: Poor.

L COMPATIBILITY

supported, plus a limited number of graphics file types.

| document applications. Score: Poor.

SPEED .

)

Only OS/2-compatible and ASCII file formats are
| and DCA-format or ASCII text files. Score: Good.

| Describe remains isolated from the mainsiream of PC |

Displaywrite, Continued From Page 104

This product now supports many non-1BM printers but
no Postscript printers. For the non-IBM printers
supported, no! all printer features are implemented.
Score: Poor.

Displaywrite imports a large number of database files

Displaywrite, while acceptably fast, was one of the slower

must be obtained by mail The manuals cover the |

! The documentation. though ejcgan!_ is

Tt is difficult to compare Describe’s speed .with DOS-
based systemns because the operating systems are

| - processors on the 386 platform, Describe ran through the

same tests reasonably quickly and did not feel sluggish or,
cumbersome in speed of operation. Score: Good,

substantially different: In comparison with other word !
A
1
!

I exceedingly
sparse. New users will.have a tough Iime! learning the
features of this program from the manual. a problem
compounded by the additional obstacle of dealing with a
new operating environment. Scare; Poor.

Describe is intuitive and easy to learn for simple office.
tasks and correspondence once the underlying aperaling

| systern and the graphical interface are understood. It will
| take alittle ime to master the program but the results are

worth the effort. The lack of descripiive documentanon

programs we tested. It was nol as stoggish overall as Amm
Professional, but it sull-was in the lower end.
. Score: Satisfactory. !

“ The documentation vou get with Displaywrte is
reasonably complete, covering most features and prob-
lems you might encounter. The indexing 1s quite well put
together. Score: Good.

This version of Displaywnite inclpdes claborate context-
sensitive help screens that greatly enhance ease of
learming. While some functions are cumbersome o |
operate. they are not hard 1o learn. Score: Good. [

impedes learning. Score: Good.

| As you.become familiar with Describc’s features and
| concepts and overcome the limitations of the manual.

I' the program becomes quite easy to use. Score: Very Good.

In dddition to an automatic backup capabilitv. Describe

| automatically takes adjustable-timed “snapshois” 1hat
capture the document being edited to prevent a loss of
data input since the last save; this is slightly different
from a timed save in that it occurs in the background.
Score: Very Good.

! Describe comes with a 30-day money-back guarantes
through its dealers, but there is only 50 davs of free
support on a non-toll-free phone line. Extended support

i is available, as well as fax support. Score: Good.

| Though the staff didn't go out of its way. our calls to
| Describe chicited accurate, qualified information.
| Score: Satisfactory

| i

Al $595, Describe is more expensive than most DOS
| 'word processars. but it is one of few word processars now
| available for 0S/2. Describe is a good ward processor

and a very good publishing tool. Hs word processing is

about equal to Wordstar or Office Writer, but its graphics

and layout tools and macros are far superior: its'interface
| is competitive with the Windows word processors. For
! the limited OS/2 market, this s a good value, though nol
| good encugh to justify switching platforms from Ami
| Professional or Word for Windows. Score: Good.

Gaod menus and extensive help screens facilitate ease of

use. but most funcuions require selection from a menu.
Displaywrite does not go out of its way to make things

Score: Satisfactory.

There is a backup file, but a power failure can leave

portions of teat ugrecoverable; a special recovery utility |

may get data back. The Undp command recovers the |

most recent block delete only. Score: Satisfactory.

Only after the current product shipped did IBM add one
vear of free support on a toll-free line to its suppart
package. As a result. you won't find a tech suppor
number in vour documeniation. Score: Good.

IBM technical support personnel knew the product very
well. were helpful and friendlv. and answered our
questions carrectly and guickly. Score: Very Good.

For 5495, Displaywrite falls considerably shart of the
office/professional word processing competition, though
it sells for the same price. It dees not begin to match a

Ward Perfect or Microsoft Waord. and doesn't come close |

toc Word for Windows. If IBM standardization is
required, Displaywrite 1s worth considering.
Scare: Satistactory.

INFOWODRLD
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|| i e " T7 7 'PRINTER SUPPORT

| Lageand, Continued From Page 105
Handled through Microsoft Windows, printer support is
highly effective and capable. Score: Very Good.

i
maunlrlpt.‘-._canunmd From Page 105
| Manuscript’s long list of supported printers includes
| Postseript and HP [aser printers. Score: Very

B COMPATIBILITY.
|

Indicative of its deskiop publishing roots, support for text
file and graphic imparts s excellent, but Legend will only
export to an ASCII format. Score: Good.

Manuscript's compatibility score is determined primari-
ly by its great links to Lotus 1-2-3 spreadsheets. File
exchanges also include import and export of ASCII files
and import of DCA/RFT text. Several word processor
formats, though supported, are only available optionally.

Score: Good.

from the manuals, a bit unorthodox. Score: Good.

I'. Legend is reasonably easy 1o leamn. Yet, for those
J unfamiliar with the concepts of deskiop publishing or |

graphical user interfaces, it may take some effort to | format. Most users will find mastering sorme of the
concepts difficult. Nevertheless, considering the amount

master the concepts. Tasks such as linking frames must
| of power this package has, it is learnable in an acceptable

be studied carefully before they can be used 10 advantage.

Score: Good.

P

|| Legend becomes easy to use over time, although it is

| much better as a layout tool than it is as a word processor.,
| For those producing graphically intensive memos and
| correspondence, it is one of the casicr word processors to
| use. Score: Good.

Legend maintains a one-level undo that can restore most
actions; a redo is also offered. All saved files have &
backup created at the same time, but there 15 no timed
'| backup. Seore: Good.

Legend offers a toll-free support line, 2 90-day money-
back guarantee, and fax support. Score: Very Good.

guestions and always received a quick response and
| accurate information: the stafl was very knowledgeable
| about the product and gave us plenty of useful data.
| Score: Very Good. = :
|
.! ;
| At 3495, Legend offers superb layout and graphics
| capabilities but midrange word processing features. [t
| should be considered primarily by users who really need
the graphics capabilities and can do without some of the
i other high-end word processing bells and whistles.
| Sgore: Satisfactory. |

As a Windows product, Legend is quite fast. It was
actually the fastest to reformat a document, and
performed global - replacements  reasonably quickly. |

Legend's documentation is well presented and features
good explanations and examples. On-line help is
extensive but not context-sensitive. The index is separatc

We called the Legend technical support line for several .

Score; Good.

|
I
:
8
i

Manuscript's handsome documentation has no alphabet-
ized reference manual; furthermore, it is organized by

not complete and include insufficient examples.

i category rather than by function. Some explanations are
| Score: Satisfactory.

Marnuseript turned in several ‘speed results that were |
quite fast, and overall, had no ‘slow resuits. It was
especially fast in search and replace tasks. L
Score: Very Good. ;i

i ft Word, C |

d From Page 105

This program offers printer support for a long list of l

printers and has a printer editor for creating or modifying

drivers. Score: Excellent.
| %

| Compatibility includes ASCIl and DCA/RFT plus a
large number of graphics file formats. Seere: Good.

Microsoft Word was this comparison’s jel-stream
performer in speed. It blazed through virtually all of the
tests (importing a DCA/RFT file being the one
exception), meeting or beating all the other packages
reviewed here. Score: Excellent. . !

Word 5.0's manuals are full of exampies and explana-
tions, and the indexes are full and complete.
Score: Excellent.

| Lotus Manuseript is not one of the easier packages to | The learning of Microsoft Word is facilitated by great

] amount of ime. Score: Satistactory.

. Manuseript handles errors generally easily. It maintains a
backup file for files being edited, and there is a timed
backup that can be turned on and off. Score: Yery Good.

A sperial six month toll-free support line is followed by
unlimited technica! support on a regular phone line.
| There is a 30-day money-back guarantee and corporate
support plans are available. Phone lines are open maore
than 10 hours daily. Score: Very Good. .

Repeated calls 1o Manuscript's regular (not toll-free) lines
| produced nothing but busy signals. Score: Unacceptable.

| At a price of $495, Manuseript's strong.outlining and
mail-merge capabilities, improved management of fonts
and printers, reasonable graphics, and block structured
| design will prove ideal for producing technical reports
| and manuals as well as for linking to financial tasks. Asa
| mainsiream office/professional word processor, its value
| lessens. Score: Good. |

learn due 1o its highly structured, unorthodox outline

| Users who need to create tables and technical documents
or those who need to use formulas will find that
Manuscript's special characteristics improve its ease of
use. Once you're up to speed. it is convenient to use and
an especially good tool if you are involved in financial
operations that involve spreadsheets. Score: Yery Good.

documentation and a fine tutorial, although the sheer

the uninitiated. Score: Very Good.

} complexity of the program may take getting used fo for
|

|'[ The complete set of speed keys, complex macros with

conditionals and control statements, on-line help. and
excellent manuals all combine to make Word casy [0 use
for experienced users. Score: Very Good.

Word provides a timed backup, automatic backup on
save, an audible “beep” before exiting unsaved files. and
special files that accumulate ediing changes. The one-
level Undo command can even reverse a sort or hyphen.
ation change. Score: Very Good.

Microsoft provides a 30-day moncy-back guarantee
through its dealers; there is alse a product usabiliy
warranty. There is unlimited techmical support on 2
regular phone line, as well as fax and BBS suppor
Score: Very Geod.

Telephone technical support is very good. Our calls
produced a short-wait on hold and then a well-informed.
competent technician provided good answers.

Score: Very Good. :

At %450, Word 5.0's wide range of features and
outstanding performance make it an excellent value,
Word 5.0 is less hardware-hungry than the more
graphically intensive word processors. such as Ward far
Windows or Ami Professional. so Word 15 2 good chowe
for any office with lower-end systems installed. Its high-
quality performance is exceeded in the character-based
products category only by Word Perfect, and 1s
compatibility with other products such as Word for
Windows is an assci. Score: Excellent.

T INFOWORLD
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J. Multimate, Version 4.0

i
|

processing veterans will be very meaningful to its
considerable following, but to few others. While
Multimate is a' strang performer when producing
office correspondence and mail merge, it does not have
the brilliance or capabilitics of leading text-based office/
prufissional word processors sych as Word Ferfect or
Microsoft Word. It,is somewhat more powerful than
Displaywrite, and equal to Officewriter 6.0. Neverthe-
less, this word processor does its job well and is sturdy
and faithful. Multimate's Wang-emulation roots contin-
ue 1o serve that audience well.

This new version adds some interesting  features
uncommon in other products, such as a full-featured
grammar checker and support for electronic mail. These
are very nice added values. -

Thls significant upgrade to ome of the word

Multimate's search and replace is somewhat minimal,
finding words if you know the case they are in. Left and
decimal tabs only work if you define them before you
type in the text; leader dots can be created. Paragraphs
can be formatted left, centered, or justified, but not right.
There is good date and time stamping for documents.
Score: Satisfactory.

Multimate’s spelling checker works reasonably well,
although it flags hyphenated words as misspellings and is
somewhat awkward to operate. There is also a thesaurus
and an excellent, elaborate grammar checker
{Grammatik V), which boosts the score. Score: Good

As an office-oriented product, Multimate has strong
merge capabilities, accepts many external data file
formats, and can select records for inclusion in a merge.
It creates labels with ease. Score: Yery Good.

msertion of format rulers. You can underline, boldface,
and indent with relative ease and you can apply fonts.
However, in general, formatting for anything but the
most standard layouts is cumbersome,

Score: Satisfactory.

Multimate, Continued on Page 112

Multimate offers relatively primitive layout through the

Office Writer, Version 6.1

ollowing much the same style as Multimate and
Displaywrite, Office Writer 6.1 provides a reason-
able selection of features within a smoothly
functioning but highly structured user interface.
About as powerful as Multimate, but more effective with
fonts and graphics, Office Writer 6.1 is a solid office
product. Office Writer is now published by Software

1
|
R

|
|

Publishing Corp., makers of Professional Write (our |

highest-rated executive word processor).

EDITING.

| Office Writer's tabs aren’t as complete as we'd like, with |

only lefl and decimal stops, and existing text’does not
adjust to new tabs. Columns can be copied or moved.
The search-and-replace function is reasonably quick.

Time and date stamping are available and hyphenation is

dictionary-based. Score: Good.

The spelling checker works well and offers nice
suggestions. You can specify global replacements, with
capitalization maintained. Officc Writer includes a
complete thesaurus. Score: Very Good,

'll',_;ll-'l,'._M._E-I!fﬁE:.. EE

The facilities for document assembly and list manage-

~ment are handled by a traditional mail merge feature,

with conditional selections, mailing labels, and a fine
forms management tool called Inform. Score: Very Good.

Document formatting uses codes and a format line.

Word for Windows, Version 1. 0

icrosoft’s Word for Windows offers an elegant
user interface and a powerful set of features that
do almost everything we expected of a high-end
program with ease and effectiveness. Ami
Professional, which also runs under Windows, is its most
formidable compctitor and outdoes “Winword™ in
graphics capabilities. Still, Word for Windows is the best
averall of the new breed of graphical word processors,
utilizing many of Word's advantages (such as stylc sheets)
and boasting an interface reminiscent of the Macintosh
Word screen. Discounting the interface, only Word
Perfect can win in a feature-for-feature showdown.

. We reviewed this same version of Word for Windows |
onJanuary 15. In part, the scores here differ from those
in the review because of our new critenia lmplcmemed in
this cl:lmpanson

Winword's search-and-replace facility is fully featurcd,
allowing whole word and upper/lower case matching and
replacement confirmation. Tabs are excellent and simple |
to apply to paragraphs or the document, and columns
can be cut and pasted. Date and time stamping is easy 10
use. Hyphenation works automatically. Editing 1s
WYSIWYG at several levels. Score: Excellent.

 ISPELLING CHECKER/ZTHESAURUS ™ &

: The spelling checker is easy to usc but not flawless; we

Adding holdfacing. indents, margins, and spacing is |

relatively straightforward. Office Writer explicitly pagi-
nates 10 wrap columns correctly and automatically

| balance them. Score: Good.

Office Writer, Continued on Page 112
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PRODUCT SUMMARY

found some words that it missed. Also. you can't do glob-
al replacements. You can begin spelling checking from
anywhere in the file, and supgestions can appear
automatically, The thesaurus works well. Score: Good.

Mail merging in Word for Windows has mynad |
programming construcis available for complex merge |
1asks. It can handle labels, form leners, fill-in forms, and
some external files. The program can call macros in its |
merge function, permitting exceedingly powerful auto- |
mated functions. Score: Excellent. :

Layout options work with great ease, in part due 1o the |
icons provided for justification. styles, margins, and |
spacing. Spacing is displayed on a special ruler at the top |
of the screen. or you can use a dialog box. Everything
appears on-screen as it will in print, which makes layout a
snap. As with Ami Pro, a special draft mode for entering
large amounts of text will avoid any slower operations in
any of the layout modes. Table generation is easy and
completely WYSIWYG. Score: Excellent.

Word for Windows, Continued on Page 112

‘ PRODUCT SUMMARY

Multimate
VERSION 4.0

Company: Ashion-Tate, 20101 Hamilton Ave., Torance,
CA 90502; (213) 329-8888.

-List Price: $565.

Requires: |[BM PC or. compatible; PC/MS-DOS 3.1 or lat-
£r; hard dnive; 384K of RAM, 464K recommended for

| use of all functions.

Pros: Wang emulation; structured organization; very
stong mail merge; electronic mail for other users with
the same program; good file compatibility.

Cons: Much less effective and less powerful than com-
petitors; limited macros; minimal outlining. ! J
Summary: Multimate 4.0 has some specialized features.
such as a proprietary electronic-mail system, and others
that are more traditional, such as graphics and propor-
tional font support. However, the program is clumsy to
use, does not integrate its proportional font and graphics
support with other features — especially forms and
merge — and 15 not as full-featured as many competi-
tors. Nevertheless, what 1t does, It does guite well.

Office Writer

VERSION 6.1

Company; Sofiware Publishing Corp., 1801 Landings
Drive. Mountain View, CA; 84039; (415) 362-8910.

List Price: 34595,

Requires: |BM PC or compatible; F‘C,-’MS—DOS 2.0 or lat-
er; two floppy drives, hard drive recommended; 384K of
HAM,

Pros: Structured organization; good forms and mail-
mErge SUPPOT; reasonable font and gréphics manage-
ment; good file compatibility.

Loas: Not as powerful or effective as others in this pace
class; limited macros; minimal outlining and tabs.
Summary: A standard office product, Office Writer 6.1
handles fonts with style and does a fine job with forms
or merge activities. Ils editing is satistactory and formmat-
ting tools relatively primitive. Cverall it is comparable to
Multimate 4.0, i

Microsoft Word for Windows
VERSION 1.0

Company: Microsoft Comp., | Microsoft Way, Redmond,
WA 88052; (206) 882-8080.

List Price: $495.

Requires: IBM PC AT or compatible; 540K of RAM: nard
disk; | to 2 megabytes of EMS memory recommended;
Micosoft Windows/286 or /386 2.x or later {run-ume
version mcluded); mouse recommended.

Pros: Great use of Windows environment; exceptional
macro ianguage; powerful formatting and style sheets;
very capable word processing features overall; easy 1o
leam and use; strong data-exchange and document-corn-
vETsION capahilities: superior table-generation facility.
Cons: Very powerful features create some complexity:
Macro language requires separately ordered manual;
some functions slow on slower {1 0-MHZ or lower) sys-
tems. 4 1

Summary: Microsoft Word for Windows is a supenor
graphical office/professronal word processor with finely
implemented and intuttive features. it competes admira-
bly against Ami Professional as well as texi-based hign.
|- end word processors such as Word Perfect and Word for
|' Window's soul mate, Microsaft Word 5.0.

|
Ll e e i

INFOWDRLD




JANUARY 28, 18890

PRODUCT COMPARISON

| added.

f ord Perfect has built its reputation by offering an

if effective working environment, endless features,
cominuous updales, and vastly superior customer

& support. While still the features champion of
word processors, Waord Perfect’s user interface cannot
compete with the new Windows-based products, espe-
cially Word for Windows. The latest update ‘1o Word
Perfect, Version 3.1, adds equation editing, table

| generation, label suppon, spreadsheet imports, context-
¢ sensitive help,
Furthermore, technical support hours have been expand- |

and automation of mail merging.

ed to 24 hours per day and weekend support has been

Word Perfect's basic editing capabilities are extensive —
with casy management of text columns, painless
hyphenation, thorough search and replace, and a
complete sel of tabs (including center, lefi, nght, and
decimal). The program supports date and time stamping
and revision marking, Score: Excelient.

usin5s

he classic word processing program for microcom-
puters, Wordstar no longer represents the state of

the art but certainly offers 2 full complement of |

features. Somewhat less powerful than Microsoft
Ward 5.0 or Word Perfect 5. f, Wordstar 5.5 ranks above
| Officewriter and Multimate,
! Displaywrite. 1
1 There are a number of stand-alone modules in
| Waordstar, many of which werejborrowed from Wordstar
3000 Plus. such as a telecommunications Program,
graphics, and outlining. While effective in their own
right. they are not fully 1nu:grated with the basu: word
processor.

Search and replace offers oplmns to prompt, auto-
replace, and maintain case. Tabs are handled through
embedded rulers and can be defined as left or decimal,
but no right or centered tabs are permitted. Paragraph
styles can be applied from predefined styles, but there is
! no way to center or right-justify blocks of text, Autohy-
phenation is the default and easy to turn off. Score: Geod.

Spc![ingchcc‘kinglakP_sEp]ace quickly and effectively, and
the program offers many suggestions. There is also a full

5: thesaurus. The'best of the group. Seore: Excallent.

Mail merge includes a Lii!lty that converts data files into
the Ward Perfect merge format. This update also lets you
set up a merge autbmatically. The merge permits
selections and conditionals that use the same fields and
functions as the macro programming language. {
handles labels effortlessly. Score: Excellent.

Word Perfect formats. through ‘vodes in the 1ext.
Farmatting can be applied to blocked paragraphs ar
sections of text. Word Perfect also features automatic
table generation (dong in frames). which s very useful.
For a texi-based product lacking WYSIWYG editing,
none does layout any better Score: Yery Good,

¥ord Parfect, Continued on Page 113

The Wordstar spelling checker 15 fast and easy to use, It

performs global replacements, word counfs, and offers a
| good list of guesses for unrecognized word.s There 15 a
| useful thesaurus. Score: Very Goodl.

Waordstar's mail merge feature is reasonably powerful,
with multiple selections and conditionals. It uses
' standard ASCIi-delimited. files, and complicated form
letter applications are easy 1o produce, Score: Very Good.

Wordstar uses embedded codes 1o handle layout tasks
and has added a paragraph style capability that can be ap-
plicd 1o generate new formatting characteristics. How-

ever. the program’s use of dot commands and other em-

bedded codes is clumsy for highly formatted document
designs. But the preview function is dynamite {except for
the bug we found: see Error Handling below) and shows a
variety of single- and multipage document layouts. This
feature enhances the layout score. Score: Good

Weordstar, Continued an Page 113

B -
: PRODIJ_G_T_SU_MP&ARY

Word Perfect

VERSION 5.1

Company: Worg Perfect Comp.. 1555 N Technoiogy Way.

Orem UT 84057, (BQ1) 225- 5000 ¥

List Price: 5495. ° |

{ Reguires: IBM PC or compatible: PC/MS-DO5 2.0 or 2t
er; two 720K foppy dnves; 384K of RAM
Pros: Extraordinanly nchoin features: powerful graphics
and tables; ISTS and iNdexes; very complete formarung
contrel and font suppor.
Ceons: Non-WYSIWYG bser intedface; formidable menu
structure; cannot edit in graghics preview.
Summary: Word Perfect remains the features champion
of high-powered word [processing, 2ithough Its user inter-
face and somewhal ohsolete Oesign struggle under the
purden of managing multple prapmcs elements and bos-
es or frames. 1 remains the Dest i s class, but only
when you take N0 consigeration s multiplicty of fea-

| tures Otharwisa it preesded by Word for Windows

£ —
| PRODUCT SUMMARY

Wordstar
VERSION 5.5

Company: Wordstar International Inc., 33 San Pablo Ave.,
San Rafael. CA 94903; (800) 227-5608.

List Price: $493. f

Reguires: 1BM PC or compatible: PC/MS-DOS 2.0 or [al-
er; two fioppy drives; 384K of RAM {for preview and
graphics, 512K}

Pros: Strong editing tools; fine mail merge: telecommuni-
cations module; add-on gutliner; excellent page preview.
Cons: Inconsistent user interface; limited headers and
footers; limited graphics integration.

Summary: Wordstar shows i15s 3ge, in spile of recent en-
hancements. While reasonably well-provided with fea-
ues and capabcli‘iies, It does not measure up to the
standards of the best in this class. Wordstar 5.5 does
most of what the best do. but not 8s easily and, in many
cases. not as well.

and easily ahead of |

| How We Tested

Continued From Page 97

significantly enhance error handling or contain informa-
[ tion that helps identify or solve the problem.

I SUPPORT. Support scores are divided into two areas:
suppaort policies and technical support.

Support policies: In scoring for support policies, we
begin with a satisfactory score and award bonuses for |
product usability warranties (a wrilten policy that if the |
product does not do what the documentation says it will,
the vendor will fix the problem or refund your money). |
money-back guarantees, a toll-free line, support hours
longer than 10 hours per day, fax support, and available
corporate extended support! plans. We subtrct points
" when vendors provide no technical support or limit the
support to 30 or 90 days. i

. Technical support; Technical support scores are based
on the quality of service we actvally received i the
course of multiple anonymous calls to the vendor and the
availability of knowledgeable 1echnicians.

VALUE. The value scores reflect the price vs. the
performance and features of cach package tested, wking |
into account the competition. Most office/professional
word processors are priced at or close to $493, 5o we look
closely at the overall advantages and features of each 1o
determine contparative values.

This product comparison was developed by Jeff EckerT.
InfoWornid Test Center; Steve Irvin, InfoWord Test
Center; John Lombardi, Contributing Editor; Michael J.
Miller, Editor; Gregory 5. Smith, Test Development
Specialist; and Serge Timacheff, Associale Reviews
Editor.

CAIRDON STULER

Werd ?rocessing, Desktop
Publishing Use Different
Tackle to Catch the Big Fish

@ou're out to nab that trophy-size Nish. Should
you use the deep-sea tackle and power cruser
or take the Lloyd Bridges stealth approach with

& your four-band spear gun?

The answer, of course. depends on which system
is the best for you. While both methods can cawh
fish, the hunting styles of each and the iy of [sh
that can be caught realistically differ greatlhy. The
same is true of layout-capahle word provessors and
desktop publishing programs.

There is a lemptation — one promoled by
product marketing — 1o pick 2 Utotabsolution™ fora
range of tasks. There is. of course. rarcly such o
solution. Depending on your needs, a sophisticated
word processing package may be sutficient for vour

“publishing” peeds, hut perhaps you need 4 word
pracessor for'some tasks and 1 desktop publisher tor
others. Or maybe you need cverything 1o be fully
deskiop published: To kugw How and) when o apply
which tools, consider the task you've et out 1o do

Publishing has three basic editonal’ comIponents:
content editing, ‘copy editing. and copy g, In

See Fish, Page 113
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Like Multimate and Wordstar, Office Writer is charac-

Multimate's character-based screen supplies needed
ter-based and optimized for on-screen text work.

information, but leaves plenty of room for text editing.

‘ : DB Lt GRAPHICS

s {1 e

peswress 1]
il

Ward for Windows displays a ribbon of accessible fonts,
font attributes, and document styles on-screen.

Office Writer, Continued From Page 110 -
Office Writer imports a range of graphics formats, which
it will display in a preview. You can scale. crop. and
| resize graphics. Tags for graphics objecis open up white
| expanded, and edited. Score: Very Good. | space but do not support text wraps. Score: Good. |

[ {

1

J Multimate, Continued From Page 110

Multimate supporis many graphics formats. White space
is created manually. Graphics, which can cross columns,
can be caplured from a screen and cut. rotated,

I QUTLINING

Outlining uses outline tab markers that establish levels
graphs for automatic numbering. 1t will not collapse or | and permit variable numbering systems. The program
expand text or. shuffle outline segments automatically. does not collapse or expand different outline .levels.
Score: Satisfactory. | Score: Satistactory. -

|
|
‘ Multimate’s outlining feature involves flagging para- !
|
t

SOFICONTENT

The . 1able of contents feature works by manually | Office Writer's table of contents can be generated from
assigning: tags 1o each heading; tabs define the varous ] either outline tabs or section markers. The program will

handle various indenting and leader options. Indexes arg
performed with concordance lists. afier the document 18 |
explicilly paginated. Score: Good. |

levels. Automatic indexing is supported. Score: Good.

‘ Style sheets are not supporied in Multimate. Seare: H/A. | Style sheets are not supported. in Office Writer.
| Score: N/A, L

While Multimate supports soft fonts, its system for | While generally strong in font management and the use
previewing and preparing documents using proportional- | of soft fonts, Office Writer can’t automatically adjust line
Iv spaced fonts is clumsy and limited. Score: Good. | height for proportionally spaced fonts. Score: Good.

Footnotes work well and can be placed either at the
bottom of the page or the end of the document. You can
i change a document's footnoting format. Score: Good.

| Multimate supports feotnotes and endnotes in docu- |
ments, with automatic numbering and other options.
!- Score: Very Good.

| While macros are available in Office  Writer. they
| automate keystrokes only. Macros can alsa be used
| outside of Office Writer. such as for DOS commands.
| Score: Satisfactory.

Macros arc provided to automate keystrokes only.
Score; Satisfactory.

| capabilities. however. Score: Very Good.

. ,' Word for Windows, Contlnued From Page 110
| WYSIWYG graphics imported from various supported

file formats can be sized, rotated. or. clipped. although
there are no editing tools. Ami Professional and Legend
have more extensive graphics support and editing

the structure of the style sheet for the document. You can
move or change levels, and they collapse and expand in
true electronic obtlining form. Score: Excellent.

|

|

; |

This program zutomatically generates outlines based on |

| Word for Windows automatically creates a table of
| gontents from a formarted document, taking the levels

from the documents structure. Indexing is fully
supporied; concordance indexing is available in a special
macro available on request, There are many indexing

\ options. Score: Very Good.

Following a Microsoft Word tradition, Word for
Windows style sheets have complete lexibility. can be
derived from preformatted text, and are easy to apply
and change. Styles can be applied to virtually anything
quickly and efficiently. This is top-notch style-sheet
suppon. Seore: Very Good.

Fons are WYSIWYG and managed by Windows. Fonts
can be applied easily through styles or to selected text;
you don't have to access a special menu te choose fonts
{as you do with Ami Professional), Score: Excellent.

Footnotes and endnotes, which can both be in a

document simultaneously, also suppor cross-referenc- |

ing. Score: Excellent.

Macros use a complete programming language based on
Quick Basic, complete with block strugtures, variables,
types. and ather intricate programming features. Unfor-
tunately. the excellent free macro manual must be
ordered separately (although it is free, and there is an on-
line chapier shipped with Winwaord for macro informa-
tion). Score: Excellent.

Multmate supports a long list of printers. including laser | The long list of supported printers includes HP and
and Fosiscript printers. Score: Very Good. Postscript laser printers: Office Writer also provides a
printer driver editor. Score: Excellent.

Multimate, Continued on Page 114 Office Wrlter, Continued on Page 114

Top-notch printer support is provided through Win-
dows. and additional drivers are included that boost the
scaore, Score: Excellent

Weord for Windows, Contlnued en Page 114

f

|
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Word Perfect's preview mode shows document compo-
nents, including graphics, very realistically.

Wordstar's familiar dot commands are evident, as are
its ribbon of commands at the top of the page.

Word Perfect, Continued From Page 111 . ‘
Boxes serve as frames for imported graphics, which can
be sized, rotated, and cropped. There is a scréen-caplure
program and a conversion program for a wide range of |
graphics formats, Graphics Doxes can Tun across |
columns, and the program flows text around boxes.
Boxes also contain a powerful tables capability. Word
Perfect’s graphics support is the best available for
character-based word processing. Score: Very Good.

Wordstar, Continued From Page 111

Wardstar's graphics are handled through Inset, an add-
on'screen-capture and editing program. Wardstar putsa .
graphic image into the text with a tag but does not create-
white space. This cimbersome method lags behind the
current standard set by products such as Word Perfect
and Microsoft Word. Score: Poor.

Word Perfect supporis up 1o eight levels of outlining.
While sections of an “outline can be moved and
automatically renumbered. wxt cannol be collapsed or
expanded. Score: Satisfactory.

Multiple-level truc electronic outlining is supported by
PC-Outline which, unfortunately. does not support
Wordstar formatting (other than through an import).
While the outliner is useful, the incompatibility limits the
otherwise higher score. Score: Good.

By marking text. vou can generate a table of contents
with leading characters before page numbers. The table
of contents can be placed anywhere in the document and
edited or formatted. WordrTerfect also supports multple
ndexes and lists. Score: Excellent.

We found the table of codtents ‘and indexing. féature
difTicult to use with Wordstar's dot'command structure.
While you can achieve multilevel tables of contents. the
process is needlessly tedious. Score: Good.

Style sheets are extensive and can include a variety of |
information about formatting. fonis. and other informa-
tion. but they are not quite as sophisticated as those
inWord for. Windows or Word 3.0. Sull, the suppori is
strong. Score: Good.

Wordstar supports simple paragraph shles but. littde
more, Score: Satlsfac'tnry.

Word Perfect has extensive font suppon with automatic
downloading. and handles soft fonts with ease.
Score: Very Good.

Full font suppon for laser printers and complete editing
of printer drivers is supported. Fonts display in preview.
Score: Yery Good. L

Footnotes. endnotes. and annotations can all be entered i
in the same document with separate formatiing and
numbering. Score: Excellent.

Endnotes, annotations, and footnotes can be entered in
the same document. Cross-referencing is not available.
Score: Very Good.

The macro language is very powerful, with mynad
programming constructs, variables. and block structures. -
Score: Excellent.

Wordstar has keystroke macros but no programming
constructs. Score: Satisfactory.

The printer support for this program is extensive and |
endlessly expanding. Score; Excellent.

Word Perfect, Continued on Page 115

Wordstar printér support is supenor. with the capability
to customize printer tables and create new ones.
Score: Excellent.

Wordstar, Continued on Page 115

| copy fitting, you make the text fit the space available

|

Fish i

Continued From P}age 111

content cditing, copy editing, and copy fitting, In

content editing, you don't pay attention to point size. |
typeface, leading, and other formatting, since these

are irrelevant to the task at hand. You do. of course, |
pay attention to basic character formatting — like
boldface and italics — where it’s used to enhance the
content (by stressing meaning). In copy editing. you
check grammar, spelling, and style, and you add
coding (or style-sheetl tags) to indicate headlines.
bylines, and other visually distinet text elements. In

while preserving its meaning,

< Whether you have a staff ‘of one or 100, vou'll
want to perform these tasks separately: If you're
editing for meaning, simultaneously proofreading for
spelling errors will likely resultin one or both 1asks
being compromised:

_Desktop publishing programs assume that vou
usé 'a word processor for “the comtent and copy
editing. They -make no. -pretense .of being editing
programs. It's after these steps are completed that
you must decide whether to involve deskiop |
publishing in your layout and production or to stay |

|
|

with your word processor.

What differentiates a desktop publisher from a
word processor is that publishing is the merger of
verbal and visual presentation. To be effective. vou
must merge the two forms of presentation inter-
actively and synergistically. The crucial factors are
layout type. number of clements. the need to do copy
fitting, and fine typographic control. You must |
decide how crucial each area is — whether you are |
truly publishing or merely producing a document. |

In a memo, basic formatting is all that’s needed
for layoul: paragraphs. underlining. spacing — 0
short, what typewriters have done effectively for
more than a century. In an inlernal agwsletter, 4
word processor’s rudimentary layout features are
probably sufficient. since you just want a preter
version of what vou used to do on mimeograph ar
copy machines. In a manual. the lavout is usually
sequential and straightforward. and {ine 1ypography
is not a major consideration. Again. 2 word processer
i5s probably fine. although large manuals would
benefit from a document processor that can handle
cross-references and multiple chapters. In an adver-
{isement, annual report. subseription newsletter. or
magazine, youw'll want high-gualits design and
production.

For this last category, vou must use 1 deshiop
publishing program. Layvout-capable, word proves-
sors. even WYSIWYG engines such as Am
Professional or Microsolt Word for Windows. stmpis
don't have the lavout and tvpogriphic
fundamental 10 both the verbal and visual presenta
tion. NBI's Légend docs a reasonable job ol
straddling the two categories. as il was desipned and
sold originally as a desktop pubhshing program and
then remarketed as a high-end word processor. Bul
integrated packages such as Legend must sacniioe
certain higher-end features or else they become so
top-heavy that they are extremely compley to learn

cantrols

_and use (see, for example, [BM Interleaf Pubhisher).

A desktop publishing package offers much more
sophisticated multielement contral. A newsletter or
magazine is compesed of several text gnd graphics
elements; the capability to manage mubtiple threads
oftext and the graphics associated with edch thread -
crucial. Samething you publish [not mercly produce)
is ot a sequence of stories where one enus hefore the
next begins. Instead. text begins on a page and i
position determined by both its size and relanse
importance to the ather elements, and test jumps Lo
a different page and position, also derermined by s
size and relative importance. This ssoe of fde 1 orid
is an example of such multiple threads and Dies
When vou start haviog a hall-dosen or more
elements that weave throughout the publwation. 4
desktop publisher is the only wiy 1o po.

The third arca distinet to deskiop publishing s
topy Titting. into which come arcane features Tihe
tracking and widow control. Muost augasines and
newsletters must fit onte a certan number ol pages

See Fish, Page 115
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Multimate, Continued From Page 112

Excellent word processor and graphics conversion
routines translate numerous common formats for both
impor and export. (See features chart. ) Score: Excellent.

Multimate was on the lower end of the speed results,
turning in several sluggish results. Times were not out of
line, however. Score: Satisfactory.

Although comprehenswe and well-written in general, the
documentation 'is difficult to follow when expla.nmg
fonts and proportibnally spaced printing. Score: Good.

Multimate is easy io learn for simple documents, but
more difficult for ¢omplex ones and those using fonts on
laser printers. Allow a few hours to get up and running.
Score: Good.

Multimate is reasonably easy to use once you're up to
speed, but its clumsy structure, need 1o repaginate under
some circumstances, and -limitations on using the
preview feature and proportionally spaced fonts compli-
cate the management of complex tasks. Scare: Good

Multimate handles errors easily with a one-level undo for |
all deletions. There is a built-in undelete for files, but no
timed backup. Error messages are sufficicntly informa-
tive, Score: Good.

COMPATIBILITY

Office Writer, Continued From Page 112

The program has a long list of file conversions and
compatible graphics for'mau; (See features chart, Pages
08-99.) Score: Very Good.

| Office Writer was about average in speed. coming in with

| reasonable scores on most tests. It was especially fast in
saving a filc and in global searching and replacing. Yet it
was slow in a few other operations, such as manually
scrolling through a document. Score: Good.

The training and reference midnuals are'both necessary

Learning Office Writer is easy for simple office
comespondence. More complicated applications using
Inform or the mail merge are more difficult to learn. The
help system, book tutoral, apd other learning aids help
significantly. Score: Good.

-,

Because of the need to explicitly paginate documents, the
clumsy operation of some menus, and the highly struc-
tured and inflexible format, OfTice Writer does not get
substantially easier to use with experience. Yet it is
basically easy to use, and most accomplished users are
quite comfortable with its interface. Score: Good.

Office Writer has a one-level undo that must be imple-
mented right after the error occurs. There Is a timed
backup and there are multiple warnings when destructive
changes or editing changes might be lost. Score: Gosd..

A free, regular technical support line is availablg, and |
special support is available at vanous levels and special
prices. In addition, there is support on Compuserve anda |
recorded set of answers lo common questions on 2 toll- |
free line. There is a 90-day product usability warranty.
Score: Very Cood.

While on occasion the Multimate phone lines were
interminably busy, the several times we did reach the
technical support team, the help was plentifyl and
knowledgeable. Score: Satisfactory.

A1 %565, Multimate 4.0 costs more than Programs with
far superior capabilities. If your office is set up on
Multimate. or 1f you do extensive mail merges but little
clse. this upgrade is certainly worth consideration. The
addition of the grammar checker and support for
electronic mail are benefits 1hat will enhance word
mecss:ng and, consequently, s otherwise satisfactory
value. Store: Good.

Telephone support is free but on a toll line: fax supportis |

also offered. There is a 90-day product usability
warranty. Score: Good.

’

| The friendly and Kknowledgeable iechnicians who
manned the Office Wnter support Iime answered aur
questions quickjyland correctly. Score: Yery Good. ' |

At $495, Office Writer represents a reasonable value,
about on a par  with Multimate but better than
Displaywrite. We prefer Office Writer w Multimaie
beeause of its better preview and font management. its
graceful forms management. and consistent interface.
Score: Good.

for a clear undermndm,g of the program. The usefui_
printer manual descrlbcs how  to edit pnmcr files.

| Word for Windows, Continued From Page 112

| Word for Windows features a slew of text file import

| filters and strong graphic file conversions, many of them
automatic. Score: Excelient.

In speed, Microsoft Word for Windows did better than its
closest competitor, Ami Professional. Winword was
actually remarkably fast in manually serolling through a
document, yet it was quite slow in plobal searching and
replacing. Still, considering its Wmdows overhead, it was
quite fast Sm Good. -

The six manuals are well-wrtten, have clear explana-
tions, and sport good examples. The main manual is.in
hardback —- a bit unusual but eéffective. The macro
programnting reference marual. while a fine work
only available separar.e!y Score: Yery Good.

Winword' is very easy to learn for standard office
documents, but mastery of all the program’s features will
take considerably longer. Learning will be easier for those
accustomed 1o a graphical interface, but the operation is
surprisingly intuitive for the novice. especially with
| niceties such as font selection placed directly on-screen.

Tackling the sheer complexity and wealth of features can
| be a formidable undertaking, but Winword docs
everything in its power to ease the 1ask. Score; Very Good.

| As you learn the product and the graphical environment,

| Word for Windows becomes extremely easy to usc
thanks 1o the multiple vicws, speed keys, on-line help,
and the graphical environment. Winword can be

| substantially customized, to the point of changing the |
menus. This inmterface is a remarkable hybnd of PC Word |

| and Mac Word, in many cases exploiting the best of both
worlds. Score: Excellent.

\ There isno timed backup, but rather a timed reminder 1o

| save. A onelevel undo reverses actions such as

i formatting and sorting immediately after the action.
There is also a Redo feature. Score: Good.

Winword support includes a 30-day money-back guaran-
| tee: you must return the product to your dealer for the
refund. There is also a 90-day product usability warranty,
! which guarantees that the: product will meet the
specifications in the documentation. Microsoft operates
| a regular phone technical assistance line and offers fax
support. Score: Yery Good.

| Support from the technicians on the Microsoft support |
line was good. They answered quickly, were informed
about the praduct. and could respond to a range of issues.
Score: Yery Good.

| Word for Windows is less sophisticated as a layout tool or

i graphics editor than Ami Pro or Legend, but a much
better word proccssing program overall, with neverthe-
less fine lavour and good graphic capabilities. AL 3493, it
meets mast and exceeds some standards set by Word
Perfect 3.1 and will serve any office very well, as long as
vou have the hardware to handle it. Seore: Excellent.

INFOWORLD
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Word Perfect, Continued From Page 113 K
With its conversion program for most major text, spread- |

Word Perfect was very fasl in most tests, and the only
faster package overall was Microsoft Word. You won't
experience any sluggishness with this product. {
Score; Yery Good. |

The main alphabetical reference manual features every
command with examples, hints, and other information
needed to understand its use. Documentation is plentiful,
and includes a generous quantity of tutonal help.
Score: Excellent. ,

Wordstar, Continued From Page 113

Text file imports and exports cover most common word
sheet, and graphics file formats, Word Perfect has quite | processing formats and a few graphics formats.

good support for software programs. (See features chart.) | Score: Very Good.

Score: Very Good. !

‘Wordstar speed results were mixed, with several very fast
scores (exporting an ASCI document, lpading a
document, and appending a file), but with some slower
scores on other procedures (importing a DUA/RFT file,
jumping from the top to the bottom of a document),
Overall, Wordstar was quick. Score: Good.

Wordstar's documentation includes sepamately presented
material for the add-on packages, but a common index.
Mast of the documentation is wel-written. Score: Good.

LBERNINDEETC 0

s

The drop-down menus, mouse support, and indexed and
context-sensitive on-line help will permiit most users to
produce standard office correspondenice quickly, al-
though more complicated tasks will take longer. While
Word Perfect’s blank opening screen can be a little
intimidating — as can its complexity and huge features |
list — almost'as soon as you dive into the program you
realize that it is very intuitive, and learning to use it is
actually quite easy. Score: Yery Good.

Word Perfect’s flexibility makes the program very easy to ,]
use, The page preview. menuing, instantly accessible
help, and the reveal-codes screen all contribute to ease of
use. It is also customizable. so advanced users will be able
to tweak and streamline the ‘program to their liking.
Score: Very Good.

3

Word Perfect features plenty of document protection,
including a timed backup, prompting before exits, and a
very effective three-level undo. Score: Excellent.

Word Perfect's support policies are without a doubt the
best in the industry. Literally half of this 1.000-plus
employee firm works in 1echnical support. The product
includes a money-back guarantee, a product usability
warranty, extended support, 1oll-free support (except at
night), fax support, weekend support. phone lines open
24 hours. and BBS support. An excellent scorc |
understates the gencrosity of Word Perfect's support |
policies. Score: Excellent. - )

Highly accessible, toll-free telephone lines specialized by |
product and function are manned by technicians who |
know all about the product and its peculiarities. They go
out of their way to help with your problem.

Score: Excellent

Al $495, Word Perfect represents a fine value. Its
extensive features arc cxceeded by none, and only
Microsoft Word and Word for Windows come close to
equalling them. Ami Professional and Microsoft Word
for Windows outdo Word Perfect with a graphical
interface, but for true powerhouse word processing,
‘Word Perfect retains its world championship tite.
Score: Excellent.

i

Wordstar is somewhat hard to learn because of its user
interface. It has a “touch-typing™ orentation, optimized
for the fast typist. While the commands are not
necessarily intuitive at first, they quickly become innate,
The good tutorial helps. Score: Good.

With experience, Wordstar gets much easier to use, and
those with an enthusiasm for touch typing will appreciate
the control key approach to managing the various
functions. For secretaries who spend a majonity of their
time typing massive documents and correspondence,
Wordstar is really worth considering from an ease-ofuse
standpoint. Score: Good.

Wordstar has a single-level undo, backup files created -

automatically when you save, and a timed backup. We
found that the page preview function could be unstable
sometimes: When you hit Escape while in page preview,

| the program can lock instead of displaying an error

message; the technical support department led us
through a debugging routine that worked, however. This
bug detracts from the averall error handling score.
Score: Good.

S SUPPORTPOL

Support includes toll-free technical support open more
than 10 hours daily, seven days a week, in addition to
BBS support on Compuserve and extended support plans
available. Score: Very Good.

Wardstar support has been notoriously difficult to reach,
with a nearly constant busy signal being the standard
fare. We did get through one time after four tries, and the

| support we received was helpful and friendly, and
| successfully solved our bug problem. However, the
| inaccessibility overall lowers the score. Score: Poor.

|
|

At $495, Wordstar 5.5 competes at the price level of !

other heavy-duty products. In this league, Wordstar falls
somewhere ahead of Officewriter 6.0, just barely, but
well behind the likes of Word Perfect and Microsoft
“Word. For the touch Typist, it is worth a louk,

Score: Good.

Fish

Continued From Page 113

based on press, design, and budget requirements.
You can’t have a 33-page magazine — it must be in
multiples of at least four pages, and typically in
multiples of eight. And you probably have ads to fit
your text around (you can’t shorten or lengthen an ad
to make your fayout work): and you can't leave parts
of pages blank because your copy is too short or just
drop text because it’s too long.

One of the first things you do is scroll through
your layout and start killing widows and tails. A
widow is the last line of a paragraph that appears at
the top of a column. It is considered unsightly
because it is shorter than the other lines in the
column and creates unwanted white space in an area
that should have none. Some people accept widows if
-they are at least half the width of the column. A il is
the last line of any paragraph whose length is only a

few characters — few” s a subjective decision. It is

both unsightly and wastes a precious line.

You eliminate widows and tails by rewording text |

more concisely and by tightening the spacing selec-
tively (tightly tracking) in preceding fines in the hope
of getting the tail 1ext 1o move up 1o previous lines.
Tails and widows can easily occupy 5 percent of an
article’s length, which can be enough to get your text
to fit. You can also add widows and 1ails by loosely
tracking text if your ‘article is a tad short for the
space, although this is less common. If the copy is
much too long to fit with these techniques. you must
go back to the word processor and re-edit it to make
it smaller. 2

This copy fitting requires typographic controls
available only in high-end desktop publishing
packages such as Xerox Ventura Publisher or Quark
M press (for the Macintosh). It also requires editable
WYSIWYG capabilities (not just a full page view
that can be seen but not changed), since it's crucial to
see the effects of your copy fitting as you do it. The
only packages with editable WYSIWYG modes 1n
this comparison, are Ami Professional. Legend.
Describe, and Word for Windows.

Copy fitting is both an editorial and a design task.
An editor must be involved in rewording text, and a
designer (or typographer) must be involved in
ensuring that the text’s appearance is not marred Dy
cxoessive tracking.

The last area is the art of typography, which only
desktop publishing programs truly provide. Unforu-
nately, this important publishing component is

usually the first to be ignored by ncwcomers o |

desktop publishing. If you look closely al a
magazine, whether Scientific American. Yanuy Fair.
Time. or InfoWorld, you won’t notice how well the
spacing between letlers ‘and words help carm you
along from paragraph to paragraph. You also wont
observe how. the typography reinforces both the
overall feel of the publication and the feel of the
content. The fact that you don’t notice these things
durning normal reading is a tribute (o the typography.
just as not getting confused or bored while reading an

article is a tribute to the writer and editor, and not |

finding grammatical or typographic errors is a
tribute to the copy editor.

The crux of this discussion 15 that @ word
processor is not a desktop publisher, and a deskiop
publisher is not a word processor — and there is
virtually no need for either of them to be the other,
Perhaps some day someone will offer a program that
lets you tacklc content editing, copy editing, layout.
typography, and copy fitting adroitly. But even then,
the tasks will be dore scparately, whether by
different people or by one person performing cach
task in turn. Layout is a component of publishing.
but it by itselfis nor publishing. Whether yvou choose
to solo on a word processor or to bring in deskiop
publishing power depends on which publishing
components you need for the job at hand.

— Galen Gruman

Galen Gruman has set up an electronic publishing
system for a bimonthly trade magazine and a
quarterly national assoclation newslatter. He has
evaluated MS-DOS deskiop publishing and graph-
ics programs for infoWorld for several years.
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