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 Writing is hard for students who are learning English; they often find it 

challenging to transform what is on their mind in writing. Therefore, this study 

examined the relationship between the writing test and assessment writing 

through argumentative writing. Data was analyzed using the correlation test 

to determine the close relationship between independent and dependent 

variables. This study involved 100 students from the Department of English 

Education at the University of Riau, Indonesia. The results showed that the 

writing test and assessment writing was closely related, as evidenced by the 

influence and significance between the writing test and assessment writing, 

which was tested through argumentative writing. The results revealed that the 

writing test and assessment writing have similar results. Overall, both 

variables are equally important and related. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Writing is difficult for students and teachers. One of the most common methods for determining an 

English language learning (ELL) student's competence and knowledge level is to have them compose an essay 

or present a writing sample. Evaluation holds a crucial role in the university student journey as the initial course 

placements profoundly influence the chosen academic paths, duration of enrollment, and, ultimately, the 

probability of attaining educational objectives. As per research, English as a second language (ESL) placement 

significantly impacts ELL students' access to and success in higher education [1]. A previous study found that 

enrolling students in community college ESL classes can delay their enrollment in college-level coursework 

and hinder their success in transfer-level courses, delaying their ability to achieve an associate's degree or other 

credential [2]. 

Many standardized writing assessments include essay writing as a constructed-response problem. The 

spontaneous, scheduled nature of the essay writing examinations has triggered increasing criticism for their 

lack of realism compared to real-world writing in classrooms and workplaces [3]. The growing use of 

automated essay scores to grade these items has raised additional concern about essay writing evaluations 

failing to accurately reflect the writing form [4]. Teachers of writing have raised concern that the absence of a 

diversity of genres on these timed exams, and the lack of opportunity for student learning in the writing 

processes, is having a negative impact on writing instruction. 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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The scoring methods' reliance on the identification of superficial faults in writing classes, as well as 

their proclivity for producing useless techniques, has been blamed for these difficulties. With the growing 

criticism and concerns over the construct-based interpretations and consequences of timed essay exam, more 

data is needed to support the accuracy of higher-grade exams using essay type collaborative reasoning (CR) 

questions. Moss [5] has emphasized that assessments differ in the range of educational goals they support and 

document. We must analyze the "consequential validity" of standardized exams before assigning them high-

stakes. The greater social ramifications of utilizing a particular test for a certain purpose are the consequential 

element of validity. As a result, the current study examined the relationship between the writing test and 

assessment writing through argumentative writing. 

Investigating relationships between standardized tests and outer requirements of involvement, such as 

total score on some other tests (same or distinct fabrication), curriculum sub-scores, cumulative test scores, 

and comprehensive conviction of learning achievement, and thus attempting to address the various strands of 

construct, is a popular form of authenticity data proving an evaluation use assertion [6]. External variables, 

such as learners' self, instructor evaluations, educational classification, and specific institutional tests, were all 

used to moderate the relationship between testing results and student achievement indicators [7]. Several more 

conversational analysis theories argue for an undergraduate perspective of assessments, recognizing ideas like 

truthfulness, exam subject matter, and instructional significance as demonstrating the factors that should be 

discussed in a single, overarching rationalization for construct validity. This viewpoint has been demonstrated 

to be as important for checking as it has been for other domains of evaluation [8]. 

Plakans [9] discovered that writing-only and read-to-write tasks elicited different composition 

behaviors on either side, stimulating a more active approach. The formulation of test tasks has also been 

influenced by studies that used student and instructor opinions to determine the significance and utility of test 

activities for academic success [10]. The goal of the test was to determine how well pupils could communicate 

in English for academic purposes. Once, trying to compare crucial grammatical structures, discursive 

characteristics, and vocabulary utilization between the study variables, an in-class speaking task, and an out-

of-class speaking task, the researchers discovered a partial overlap, prompting some rebuttals to the 

assessment's overall validity claim. 

Brooks and Swain [11] examined spoken information from a large English as foreign language (EFL) 

exam. The test aimed to see how effectively students could speak in English lessons. The researchers identified 

a significant agreement by examining major grammatical characteristics, conversational characteristics, and 

word use throughout the study variables, the discussing task, and the talking task, leading to some rejoinders 

to the assessment's general accuracy claim. However, Weigle and Friginal [12] compared linguistic aspects of 

spontaneous test essays to the characteristics of good students’ writing on academic projects in various 

disciplines and multiple fields using a multidimensional analysis technique. For some fields, such as arts and 

humanities, there was more overlap between the properties of the two corpora than for others, such as health 

and natural sciences. Researchers examined the examination writings prepared concerning various test of EFL 

(TOEFL) individual questions and discovered that the overlapping between both the various corpora's features 

was largely affected by the issue.  

Typically, all applicants to graduate school must take the graduate record examination (GRE), and 

those whose first language is not English must also take the TOEFL test. Both evaluations include literature as 

one of the elements, and both include two types of exercises lasting 30–45 minutes. The activities that better 

reflected the support-a-position-on-an-issue (argumentative) genre in this study were the GRE issue and 

TOEFL independent exams. The topic pressure from various examinees to assess a subject and generate 

arguments using explanations and evidence to defend the author's viewpoint, while the TOEFL individual 

activity requires students to advocate a viewpoint on a subject [13]. 

A genre-based approach to teaching writing assumes that preparing students for specific writing tasks 

necessitates explicit instruction in the key characteristics that distinguish these types of writing from one 

another [14]. Differences between genres include characteristics that identify the genre's social and 

communication environment. The rhetorical profiles differ by writing genre, and this research looked at the 

logical characteristics associated with argumentative writing, an instructional crucial type to include in elevated 

exams [15]. To support the validity argument for timed essay writing tests and strengthen the assessment use 

argument for the writing assessments studied, researchers conducted a study examining the relationship 

between the writing test and assessment writing through argumentative writing. 

 

 

2. METHOD 

In this study, data were analyzed using the correlation test, one of the statistical tests used to determine 

the close relationship between independent and dependent variables. In the correlation test, the determination 

of the strength or weakness of a relationship is assessed based on the value being closer to 1 or -1. However, 
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closer to 0 means the relationship between the two variables is weak. In the correlation test, several tests can 

be used, namely Pearson, Kendal's, and Spearman's. In this study, the Pearson correlation test was used. 

After the correlation test had been carried out, the Chi-square test was conducted to examine the 

relationship between the two calculated variables (count data). The basis of the test used is the difference in 

the proportion value of the observed value and the expected value. Some associate the Chi-square test as a test 

to see the relationship between two qualitative (categorical) variables. Generally, the relationship between two 

qualitative variables is descriptively displayed as a contingency table (cross tabulation). There are many types 

of proportion difference test/Chi-square tests proposed by many authors and literature, each type of test is based 

on certain assumptions that must be met by the data to be tested. Pearson Chi-square test is used to test the 

relationship between two categorical variables where the assumption is that the expected value for each cell is 

at least 5 or more, in other words the more data needed for the Pearson Chi-square test. 

Most of the data for this study came from two groups of participants. The total number of participants 

was 100 from the Department of English Education, University of Riau. This research was conducted on first-

semester students in the Department of English Education. Examination impressions of the state of the written 

test were collected through a questionnaire administered to candidates who had recently completed the writing 

test. 

The teachers were the last group to provide information, and they took part in focus groups and 

completed surveys. The workings and consequences of the writing test were examined in the focus group 

interviews. After the focus group discussion, the instructor filled out an anonymous questionnaire after the 

interview to learn more about how the writing test was administered, how assessment writing was conducted, 

and how it impacted their writing results. Although these discussions were not recorded, stakeholders were 

provided with notes and summaries at a later date to ensure that they accurately reflected their experiences and 

opinions. 

The study's data came from student writing under three conditions and situations: test writing 

(assessment writing), course-related writing samples from various genres (instructional writing), argumentative 

writing samples from several academic subjects (argument writing across fields of study), and opinion articles 

from various writers [16]. In the process of assessing written data, the researchers employed essays that 

received high scores, specifically those with scores of 4, 5, and 6 on either a 5-point or 6-point scale. Writing 

samples in the genre of argumentation, developed as part of an advanced writing course focused on teaching 

students how to write successfully in multiple genres, were the key academic external criterion. Researchers 

used grade-A writing samples in the argument genre performed for course assignments in various academic 

disciplines by students in the Department of English Education for the second academic external criterion. 

Researchers used essays from two different large-scale high-stakes examinations that were composed 

in response to two different tasks. Both writing assessments were created to evaluate the students' abilities to 

write. The GRE essays were written in response to the issue task, which requires the test taker to evaluate an 

issue and develop arguments that support the writer's point of view on the subject using reasons and examples. 

Reduced essays fail to acknowledge and perform accordingly, commonly due to defects in the text component 

of the process or misinterpreting the topic/task. Scores 4–6 corresponded to expository writing that effectively 

handled the task of attempting to express a personal viewpoint on a problem supported by arguments; low-

scoring essays fail to acknowledge the task appropriately, frequently due to flaws in the text component of the 

process or misinterpretation of the topic/task. 

The pool was limited to submissions that received the same score from two independent raters for 

each score level (4, 5, and 6), and one essay per prompt was chosen randomly (112 entries for each score level). 

Similarly, for the independent assignment, in which test takers must support their opinion on a topic, 

researchers chose two sets of TOEFL essays, one for each score level of 4 and 5. This task is scored on a 5-

point scale. For various reasons, argumentative writing has been chosen as the focus. It is necessary for 

academic performance as well as everyday life. Argumentative writing has a reputation for being difficult [17]. 

Recent interpretations, however, call into question both this viewpoint and the concomitant belief that young 

writers should not be assigned argumentative writing. Given the importance of argumentative writing, various 

perspectives on its difficulty, and competing perspectives on how to teach writing, it seems worthwhile to 

investigate the roles of development, direct instruction, and experience in the development of expertise in this 

type of writing [18].  

Researchers sampled a single item per topic from the New York Times topic index, keeping the 

articles under 2,000 and 200 words. Researchers maintained track of the authors and resampled from the 

provided topic if an article from the same author on a different topic had previously been chosen. A total of 

920 articles were produced as a consequence of this approach. Researchers believed this corpus covered a wide 

range of public-interest themes without focusing on one in particular. Argumentative (i.e., supporting a position 

on an issue) writing is crucial for everyone. 

First-semester outcomes for both listening-speaking and reading-writing students were utilized to 

assess the writing sample's capacity to predict student performance. The utilization of letter grades or grade 



                ISSN: 2089-9823 

J Edu & Learn, Vol. 18, No. 3, August 2024: 753-761 

756 

point averages (GPAs) in these inquiries has been recognized as problematic because of the limited scope of 

outcomes. Instead, the results have been expressed as a final percentage. Additionally, where instructors 

provided appropriate content, non-target language use (TLU) domain competencies had limited impact on final 

outcomes. As an illustration, evaluating factors such as attendance, participation, and imposing penalties for 

late submissions do not accurately represent language proficiency, an aspect that could be addressed by a 

writing test. As a result, those items' influence on course results was reduced and disclosed where possible 

[19]. 

The assessment that examinees who earn higher ratings on the assessed skills demonstrate a greater 

understanding of the construct under consideration than those who receive lower ratings [20]. Furthermore, the 

outfit mean square estimations for each rating category are determined to be within the allowed range, implying 

that the rating scales are working well [21]. While average candidate ability rises with each step up the rating 

system, there is reason to be concerned about one or both of the following: this indicates that examinees who 

receive higher ratings on the measured skills demonstrate more of the construct being examined than those 

who receive lower scores [20].  

Furthermore, the outfit mean square estimations for each rating category are determined to be within 

the allowed range, implying that the rating scales are working well [22]. While average candidate ability rises 

with each of the rating system, there is reason to be concerned about one or both of the following: This indicates 

that examinees who receive higher ratings on the measured skills demonstrate more of the construct being 

examined than those who receive lower scores [20]. Furthermore, the outfit mean square estimations for each 

rating category are determined to be within the allowed range, implying that the rating scales are working well 

[23]. 

While average candidate ability rises with each step up the rating system, there is reason to be 

concerned about one or both of the following: the quantity of discernible proficiency levels identified among 

test takers does not align with the quantity of scale levels; the implemented writing test at the institution is 

capable of consistently distinguishing between more scale levels than the strata of proficiency levels, and the 

raters may not uniformly comprehend or consistently apply the rating scales [24]. At least two English 

professors graded each composition. The scoring was carried out using a locally devised analytic scoring rubric. 

Support, organization, sentence variability, diction, and grammar errors were among the requirements [25]. 

The institution has no additional information or documents detailing the criteria. To assist the rater in judging 

application writing, several descriptors were provided for each criterion, and the rater checked the description 

that best described the candidate's work [26]. There were six descriptors available for each criterion, aligning 

with scores ranging from one to six. The final score of 6 was obtained by averaging the results of all criteria. 

 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1.  Descriptive statistics 

Descriptive statistics serve as an initial method of analyzing data, offering a summary of the measured 

variables. In descriptive statistics, the analysis can manifest through measures of data central tendency (mean, 

mode, and median) and data dispersion (standard deviation, variance). The mean and standard deviation of all 

variables in the study are presented in Table 1. 

 

 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of research variables 
Variable Mean SD MnSq Z Std 

Argument 3.62 1.53 15.35 6.12 

Opinion/position 3.75 1.56 16.41 6.31 

Issue 3.62 1.67 15.79 6.35 
Topic 3.49 1.54 14.52 6.02 

Reasons 3.52 1.46 14.45 5.91 

Support 3.63 1.43 15.16 5.98 
Organization 3.55 1.52 14.85 6.04 

Sentence variation 3.48 1.47 14.23 5.89 

Diction 3.57 1.55 15.11 6.12 
Grammar errors 3.58 1.52 15.05 6.07 

Example 3.61 1.52 15.32 6.11 

 

 

Table 1 shows a description of the mean, standard deviation, mean square, and standardized Z. 

Average opinion/position of 3.75 is the highest average value compared to other variables (SD = 1.56). The 

mean square error value is the average difference between the measurement and forecasting values. The lowest 

average measurement error is the sentence variation variable (14.23). While the highest average measurement 
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error is the opinion/position variable (16.41). Table 2 compares the response values or statements that are not 

expected from each variable or criterion. 

 

 

Table 2. Total instances of unexpected responses by criteria 
Items Instances % total instances 

Support 27 0.023 

Organization 37 0.031 
Sentence variation 41 0.034 

Diction 39 0.033 

Grammar errors 35 0.029 
Example 31 0.026 

Total unexpected responses 210 0.175 

Total response 1,200  

 

 

Overall, there were 210 unexpected responses from all variables, and the most widely found in the 

sentence variation variable was 41 responses. Meanwhile, the lowest number is found in the support variable, 

with 27 responses. In total, there are 210 unexpected responses, or around 0.17%. Generally, it is very small 

(< 1%). Table 3 shows the writing test variable, the percentage of students who score more than 3 is 63%, 

while students who score less than 3 are only 16%. This shows that the writing test ability of the students tested 

in this study is quite good. 

 

 

Table 3. Average candidate ability measures 
Category score Times category used % Cumulative % 

1 6 6 6 

2 10 10 17 

3 20 21 38 
4 15 16 53 

5 18 19 72 

6 27 28 100 

 

 

3.2.  Chi-square test 

Chi-square test is a non-parametric comparative test performed on two variables where the data scale 

of the two variables is nominal. If of the two variables, there is one variable with a nominal scale, a Chi-square 

test is carried out with reference to that the test at the lowest degree must be used. The Chi-square test is the 

most widely used non-parametric test. The results of the Chi-Square test are presented in Table 4. 

 

 

Table 4. Chi-square test results 
Items Group N Observed proportion Expected proportion X2 Φ Sig (2-tailed) 

Argument Agree 80 0.80 0.50 87.756 92.889 0.000 
 Disagree 20 0.20     

 Total 100 1.00     

Topic Agree 80 0.80 0.50 89.304 92.889 0.000 
 Disagree 20 0.20     

 Total 100 1.00     

 

 

In the argument item, 20% of the research subjects stated that they did not agree with the argument 

variable statements related to the writing test. In other words, 1 out of 5 respondents disagreed with the 

statement in the argument variable. When viewed from the X2 
yates value of 87.756 with a significance of 0.000, 

it can be concluded that the item argument has a relationship with the writing test variable. 

On the topic item, 20% of the research objects stated that they disagreed with the topic variable 

statements related to the writing test. In other words, 1 out of 5 respondents disagreed with the statement in the 

topic variable. Therefore, based on the X2 
yates value of 89.304 with a significance of 0.000, it can be concluded 

that the topic item and the writing test variable are related. 

The data analysis results show that the coefficient of determination (R) between the writing test and 

reading and writing is quite high at 0.997 (99.7%). This indicates that reading and writing are able to explain 

the writing sample variability by 99.7%. Therefore, this strong correlation indicates that the ability to read and 

write has a significant influence on the variability present in the writing samples. 
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The results in the final result adjusted 1 and final result adjusted 2 categories are almost similar to 

those in the final result category; each coefficient of determination value is 0.995 (99.5%) and 0.991 (99.1%). 

Furthermore, the coefficient of determination (r2) between the writing test and listening and speaking is also 

high at 0.995 (99.5%), indicating that the listening and speaking variability explains the writing sample 

variability by 99.5%. The results in the final result adjusted 1 and final result adjusted 2 categories are similar 

to those in the final result category, with the coefficient of determination of 0.991 (99.1%) and 0.985 (98.5%), 

respectively. Comparing the two, the coefficient of determination of the reading and writing variables is slightly 

better than the listening and speaking. 

Table 5 presents the coefficient of determination between writing samples categorized by course. This 

analysis allows for a deeper understanding of how different courses may influence the writing proficiency of 

students. Table 6 displays the correlation between the writing test and courses. This analysis provides an 

overview of the extent to which the writing test correlates with specific subjects within the curriculum. 
 

 

Table 5. Coefficient of determination between writing sample by course 
Course Result Items Level 1 

Reading and writing Final result r2 0.997 
  n 100 
 Final result adjusted 1 r2 0.995 
  n 81 
 Final result adjusted 2 r2 0.991 
  n 60 

Listening and speaking Final result r2 0.995 
  n 100 
 Final result adjusted 1 r2 0.991 
  n 81 
 Final result adjusted 2 r2 0.985 
  n 60 

 

 

Table 6. Correlation of writing test and course 
Course Items Reading comprehension Sentences skills Total accuplacer 

Writing Sample r 0.995 0.995 0.997 
 p 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 n 100 100 100 

 

 

The correlation coefficient between the writing sample and reading comprehension, sentences skills, 

and accuplacer total are all above 95% (strong correlation). This result means that the writing test is closely 

related to reading comprehension, sentence skills, and total accuplacer. Therefore, of the three variables, when 

compared, the total accuplacer variable has the greatest correlation with the writing test. In other words, the 

total accuplacer variable has the highest correlation with the writing test. 

 

3.3.  Wilcoxon test 

The wilcoxon signed rank test is a nonparametric statistical test used to assess the significance of the 

contrast between two sets of paired data on an ordinal or interval scale, particularly when the data is not 

normally distributed. Especially when dealing with smaller sample sizes or data that does not meet the 

assumptions of parametric tests. Wilcoxon test results on the writing test variable are displayed in Tables 7 to 

9 offer insight into the specific statistical comparisons between the paired data of the writing test variable, 

shedding light on any significant differences identified through this nonparametric analysis. 

The descriptive statistics in Table 7 show the mean, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum 

values of each data group (pretest and posttest). The posttest mean is 3.5606, smaller than the pretest (3.6630). 

The difference in means between the post-test and pre-test indicates a decrease in the average scores of the 

writing test from the initial assessment to the subsequent test. This decline suggests a potential change or 

reduction in performance between the two tests. Table 8 presents the ranks test results. This statistical analysis is 

conducted to compare the relative performance of participants across different conditions or groups. 

 
 

Table 7. Descriptive statistics 
Descriptive statistics 

 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Pretest 100 3.6630 1.55115 1.20 6.00 

Posttest 100 3.5606 1.49596 1.03 5.89 
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Table 8. Ranks test 
Ranks 

 N Mean rank Sum of ranks 

Posttest - pretest Negative ranks 100a 50.50 5050.00 

Positive ranks 0b 0.00 0.00 

Ties 0c   

Total 100   

Note: a. Posttest < pretest, b. Posttest > pretest, c. Posttest = pretest 

 

 

The wilcoxon signed rank test results in Table 9 show the Z value of -8.718 (p = 0.000), meaning the 

pretest and posttest groups on the variable writing test are significantly different. The low Z value and the very 

low p-value indicate a highly significant difference between the pretest and posttest groups concerning the 

writing test variable. These significant results affirm a noticeable disparity in performance or scores between 

the initial assessment and the subsequent one, suggesting a substantial change or improvement. Therefore, the 

evidence from the wilcoxon signed rank test in Table 9 unequivocally supports the assumption that there is a 

significant difference in writing test scores before and after the intervention or testing period. 

 

 

Table 9. Test statistics 
Test statistics 

 Posttest–Pretest 

Z -8,718 b 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 0.000 

Note: a. Wilcoxon signed ranks test, b. Based on positive ranks. 

 

 

3.4.  Discussion 

This study aimed to examine the relationship between writing tests and assessment writing through 

argumentative writing. These research findings may help teachers’ knowledge on the influence and relationship 

between writing tests and assessment writing have on students' writing scores. Understanding how writing tests 

and evaluative criteria, particularly in argumentative writing, contribute to assessing students' writing abilities 

is crucial. The potential findings of this research can enhance educators' comprehension of how specific 

elements within writing assessments influence students' overall writing scores. By delineating a clearer 

relationship between these factors, educators can adapt teaching strategies and assessment approaches to better 

align with students' needs, ultimately improving their writing abilities. 

RQ1: relationship between writing tests and assessment writing through argumentative writing 

The Chi-square test results in Table 4 indicate the relationship between certain variables and the 

writing test. It was found that 20% of the research subjects disagreed with the statements in the argument and 

topic items related to the writing test. Data analysis also revealed a high coefficient of determination between 

the writing test and reading, as well as writing, and between listening and speaking, indicating a significant 

influence of reading and writing abilities on the variability in writing samples. The final results in the adjusted 

categories showed nearly identical coefficient of determination values, with the reading and writing variables 

slightly outperforming listening and speaking. 

The test results in Table 5 show the coefficient of determination between the writing sample or 

argumentative writing on the course, the correlation between writing and reading, and writing and listening 

and speaking, with reading having a stronger relationship with the writing test than listening. The coefficient 

of determination (r2) between the writing-reading and writing tests is high (0.997 or 99.7%). This demonstrates 

that reading and writing may account for 99.7% of the variability in the writing sample. However, the 

coefficient of determination (r2) between the writing and listening-speaking tests is also high (0.995 or 99.5%). 

It is slightly better than the listening and speaking variables. The results of this study are supported by Plakans 

[9], stating that the writing-only task and the reading-to-write task elicited different compositional behaviors, 

with the latter lead to a more interactive process. It means that the writing-only task and the reading-to-write 

task have a strong relationship with the writing test and are carried out in an interactive process with various 

compositional behaviors. The research results reveal that the correlation between writing tests and assessments 

writing through argumentative writing is significant, as shown in Table 6. The correlation between the writing 

test and the course, namely the reading comprehension and sentence skills items, is above 95%, indicating a 

strong relationship. In other words, reading comprehension and sentence skills items correlate highest with the 

writing test. 

The results of the questionnaire administered to the students in this study show that the argument and 

topic items have a substantial relationship to the writing test. This finding is supported by the questionnaire 

results, showing that 20% of the study objects disagreed with the statement of the argument variable associated 
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with the writing test on the argument item. The argumentation item does, however, associate with the writing 

test variable, as evidenced by the X2 score of 87.756 (p = 0.000). Concerning the topic item, 20% of the research 

objects said they disagreed with the topic variable's assertion about the writing test. As a result, the topic item 

is linked with the writing test variable, as evidenced by the X2 value of 89.304 (p = 0.000). This finding agrees 

with Beck and Jeffery [15], who said that argumentative writing is an important pedagogical genre in writing 

that should be included in high-risk assessments. 

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

Research findings reveal a close relationship between writing tests and assessment writing. Overall, 

both variables have the same strength and are equally important and related. The questionnaire results given to 

participants reveal that the items of argument and topics have a significant relationship with the writing test. 

Furthermore, in the correlation test between reading and writing and listening and speaking, the outcome of 

the writing assessment reading has a stronger relationship with the writing test compared to listening. This 

study has several limitations, some of which could be improved upon in future research. Future research should 

use a wider component and a larger number of participants. The consequences of this research for language 

learning and teaching are numerous. 
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