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What we know about typography 
• Mixed-case is easier to read than all upper case 

• Emphasizing text helps but too much emphasis can be distracting 

• Serif and sans serif are equally legible 

• Leading and line length affect legibility 

• Ragged right alignment is preferred by document designers 

• Typefaces have emotional content 

Mixed-case is easier to read than all upper case 
Research shows that reading speed is optimal when uppercase and lower 
case letters are used. Reading speed is slower when text is all capital 
letters (Schriver 1997; Felker and others 1981).10

Although its relationship with printed documentation may be tenuous, 
Clearview-Condensed, a font developed for road signs provides some 
additional arguments against using all capital letters. The developers of 
the font found that when the upper/lowercase Clearview-Condensed was 
compared to the most commonly used all-capital-letter typeface, “there 
was a 14 percent increase in recognition when viewed by older drivers at 
night, with no loss of legibility. When the size of Clearview-Condensed 
was increased by 12 percent to equal the overall footprint of the 
uppercase display, the recognition gain doubled to 29 percent with little 
change in overall sign size” (Meeker & Associates; Garvery, Pietrucha, 
and Meeker 1997). 

  

Emphasizing text helps but too much emphasis can be distracting 
Research reviewed by Felker and others (1981) shows that emphasizing 
specific information in text, using typographic clues, such as bolding, 
italics, font style, font size, and case, can help readers understand and 
remember the information. The research shows that readers understand 
and remember highlighted information better. However, combining 
techniques or overusing them can be confusing for the reader. The 
research also shows that bold is a better way to show emphasis than 
UPPERCASE. 

                                                
10 Reading lower case text faster is the result of practice; most readers spend 
most of their time reading lower case text and so are better at it (Larson 2004). 
However, we believe that this will most likely continue to be the case. 
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Approach 

Our ultimate goal is to form a solid set of guidelines, based on evidence 
and best practice, that technical communicators at voting system 
companies can use to ensure that the documentation they provide as part 
of their product works efficiently and effectively for the users of the 
material.  

Our final guidelines will incorporate what we learned from reviewing the 
relevant research literature and from a parallel review of existing style 
guidelines from various sources.  

In an interim step, we will use what we have learned in this phase of the 
project to assess current voting system documentation and the VVSG 
guidelines related to documentation. By doing so, we expect to gain an 
understanding of the gaps between best practices and the communication 
products that are in use.  

We can then focus our proposed guidelines for the VVSG Technical Data 
Package at the appropriate level of detail for use by our audience, the 
people who are responsible for developing information products to 
support voting systems.    
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Current guidelines: 
technical communication and information design  
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