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pant told of a returning adult student who refused to re-
spond to her prompt on the ground that she believed the
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Many of the participants, particularly those from CUNY,
were interested in the discussion of "agree-disagree”
prompts (CUNY uses this format for its Writing Assess-
ment Test). Though research suggests the superiority of
this type of prompt, participants pointed to problems. The
phrasing of the question may give agreers an edge, since
the question offers suggestions on what to say. For the
insecure writer, agreeing generates more verbiage, while
disagreeing, which permits and may even enforce a
narrower focus, may generate better essays from those
for whom verbiage generation is no problem.

Besides the sample prompt, participants were given
two other handouts: “Guidelines for Developing Topics for
Writing Assessments” and “An Evolving Model for Study-
ing the Writing Assessment Episode,” the latter detailing
relationships among participants (test-maker, test-taker
and test-rater), processes and products. The handouts
turned out to have anticipated many of the participants'
questions and concerns. Additional handouts can be
obtained from Professor Leo Ruth, Bay Area Writing Pro-
ject, University of California, Berkeley.
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