
Longer bar indicates better performance.

Note: Graphics WinMar k 95 and Disk WinMark 95 benchmarks were run with 16M bytes of RAM.
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MACRO, GRA PHICS, DISK PERFORMA NCE: WARP WIT H WIN-OS/2 OFT EN BEATS NT, SEL DOM OUTDOES WINDOWS
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Word and Excel macro test:
Win-OS/2 improves Warp performance

Note: IBM OS/2 2.11 could not run t he Word and Excel macro test. Windows NT 3.5
was tested st arting at its minimum memory configu ration of 12M bytes.
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