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Abstract 
This qualitative study examines the roles, obstacles, and strategies employed by educators 
and policymakers in pursuit of test validity and accountability in Omani higher education. 
The study provides an insider's perspective on the process of test validation based on in-
depth, semi-structured interviews with a small, diverse sample of exam committee members 
and policymakers. The findings highlight the central role of instructors in assuring the 
validity of tests, as well as the supporting roles of policymakers and exam committee 
members. The absence of comprehensive assessment literacy is identified as a significant 
challenge, prompting the proposal of a customized Accountability Interpretive Use Argument 
(IUA) framework. This revised IUA supports a collaborative, iterative validation process, 
highlighting the need for ongoing professional development in the assessment field and the 
recognition of expertise. While the study focuses on the Omani context, the proposed 
solutions may be applicable to other educational contexts with similar characteristics. The 
implications of the research contribute to the ongoing discussion about effective assessment 
practices in higher education, providing a foundation for future research on test validity and 
accountability. 
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1. Introduction 
 
Classroom assessment (CA) is a crucial, systematic procedure that allows for the 
accumulation, analysis, and application of information regarding students learning. It seeks to 
disclose student capabilities and areas for refinement, monitor progress, designate grades, and 
facilitate communication with parents (McMillan, 2013, p. 4). The interdependence of 
language instruction, learning, and evaluation highlights the significance of evaluating 
students, a fundamental educator responsibility requiring specialized expertise and 
knowledge. According to multiple studies (Coombe, Vafadar, & Mohebbi, 2020; Latif & 
Wasim, 2022), the burgeoning field of assessment literacy encompasses these necessary skills 
and knowledge for designing and evaluating assessments. 
 
Validity remains a crucial metric in assessment, with significant implications for decision-
making processes such as course completion, student placement, and accurate diagnoses 
(Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010). In fact, since the 1960s, scholarly discourse on the validity 
of language testing and the development of models to operationalize the concept has gained 
momentum and continues to evolve (Lado, 1961; Cronbach, 1988; Messick,1989; AERA, 
APA, & NCME, 1999; Chapelle, 1999; Kane, 2001; Embretson, 2007; Hoeve, 2020). 
 
Traditionally, validity is defined as the capacity of a test to measure its intended construct 
accurately (Heaton, 1975; Henning, 1987; Hughes, 1989). For example, when assessing 
reading comprehension, the valid test should evaluate the students' reading skills and not their 
background knowledge. Nonetheless, this definition of validity is more nuanced than it 
initially appears. Messick (1989) and Glass & Metternich (2020) argue that it is difficult to 
measure and assess competencies directly and precisely. Moreover, Chapelle (2021) argues 
that validity is not inherent but rather depends on the expertise of professionals. This 
demonstrates the need for professionals to establish a shared comprehension of validity, 
continuously revise these definitions, and assume responsibility for attaining validity and 
accountability in assessment. 
 
In the realm of higher education in Oman, accountability, symbolizing quality assurance and 
accreditation, is essential to education policy. Assessment has come to be associated with 
accountability, which has become associated with the quality of education because of the 
significant role test results play in determining the quality of outcomes (Smith, 2016). The 
quality of education is mandated by the Oman Authority for Academic Accreditation and 
Quality Assurance of Education (OAAAQA), which was established by Royal Decree No. 
9/202. This authority employs quality indicators that align with Higher Education Institution 
(HEI) and program standards. This study specifically meets criterion 2.8 regarding 
"Assessment Methods, Standards, and Moderation," as outlined in the OAAAQA's 
Institutional Standards Assessment Manual. In order to fulfill this criterion, the Higher 
Education Institution (HEI) possesses efficient mechanisms to guarantee the rigorous 
implementation of assessment procedures, thereby ensuring the validity, reliability, and 
effectiveness of assessments in upholding academic standards. 
 
Despite the exhaustive description of this criterion, the responsibility for ensuring rigorous 
assessment procedures varies across Oman's higher education institutions. Notably, the 
quality of each standard in HEIs is made accessible to the public prior to being archived on 
the website (https://oaaaqa.gov.om/). The outcomes range from 3 to 0, with a value of 0 
indicating that the institution does not meet the specified criterion. The aforementioned 
website provides a total of twenty-six reports on various institutions of higher education. The 



results indicate that one institution did not meet the criteria, six institutions partially met the 
criteria, 18 institutions met the criteria, and one institution received the highest score of 3. 
The selection of institutions for this study is based on an analysis of these reports, specifically 
those with a score of 2 (2 out of 3). This investigation centers on a comprehensive 
examination of assessment accountability in Oman's higher education institutions. 
 
This study seeks to investigate and comprehend the processes and strategies employed by 
exam committee members and policymakers in Oman's higher education institutions in order 
to ensure test validity and accountability. Specifically, this research intends to: 

1) Investigate how exam committee members in Oman's higher education institutions 
ensure test validity; 

2) Determine how policymakers assure accountability and evaluate the validity of these 
institutions; 

3) Apply and refine the Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) framework for Accountability 
within the Omani context. 

 
This research is an exhaustive examination of the validation process and accountability 
mechanisms in Omani higher education institutions with the intent of proposing a modified 
IUA framework that improves these processes. Understanding the practices, challenges, and 
shared understanding of validity among the main stakeholders is emphasized. This research 
not only contributes to the Omani context, but also to the larger literature on test validity and 
accountability in higher education. 
 
2. Literature Review 
 
Extensive research has been conducted on the multidimensional concept of validity, eliciting 
a variety of perspectives and numerous validation methodologies (Brown & Abeywickrama, 
2010). In lieu of a dichotomous classification (valid/invalid), validity is viewed as a 
continuum (Messick, 1989; Reeves & Marbach-Ad, 2016), encouraging researchers to 
consider the extent to which a test is valid. Importantly, validity is not inherent to a test; 
rather, it refers to the use of a test for a particular purpose (Sireci, 2007). This perspective 
suggests that the validity of the same test may vary depending on its intended application. 
Consequently, understanding validity entails determining whether the correlation between 
intended and accomplished knowledge justifies the use of measurement for decision-making 
(Hughes, 2018). 
 
Brown and Abeywickram (2010) emphasize the diversity of the evidence supporting validity, 
which has led to the identification of various categories of validity. Face validity, for 
example, refers to the appropriateness of a test for examiners and test-takers, whereas content 
validity ensures that the test accurately reflects the curriculum on which it is founded. 
Criterion validity, subdivided into concurrent validity and predictive validity, requires 
statistical analysis of student scores (Cronbach & Meeh, 1955; Davies, 1968). Construct 
validity refers to a test with a valid rationale founded on theories. Modern validity theories, 
however, tend toward a unitary validity concept, rendering it unnecessary to provide evidence 
for each category of validity (Reeves & Marbach-Ad, 2016). 
 
Carlsen and Rocca (2021) argue that traditional methods for validating abstract constructs 
may not be accurate. They propose divorcing validity from whether or not the test measures 
the construct and concentrating more on whether test developers or test users are able to 
construct a convincing argument for their use. Consequently, a test's validity depends on its 



intended use (AERA et al., 1999, cited in Sireci & Faulkner-Bond, 2014) and should not be 
deemed valid or invalid in and of itself. 
 
Existing literature has a tendency to emphasize psychometric characteristics, reliability, and 
traditional test validity while disregarding stakeholder input (Im, Shin, & Cheng, 2019). 
Consequently, traditional quantitative methodologies predominate in validity research 
(Liskinasih, 2016; Hashemi & Daneshfar, 2018; Furwana, 2019). However, Bonner and Chen 
(2019) caution that research findings on validity may not be entirely applicable to classroom 
assessments due to their specific requirements. 
 
Several frameworks for validation have emerged to elucidate the concept of validity and 
establish systematic validation methods. Notable approaches to testing validity include 
Argument-Based Validity (ABV) by Kane (2006, 2013, 2017), the Integrated Framework for 
Construct Validity by Embreston (2007, 2008, 2017), and the recently developed 
Accountability Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) validity framework by Hoeve (2022). 
Hoeve's IUA framework, designed with the American context in mind, requires further 
examination of its applicability in other contexts, such as higher education in Oman, to assure 
robust, systematic procedures (Hoeve, 2022). 
 
Research employing qualitative methodologies to investigate validity emphasized validity 
from multiple perspectives. Some studies focused either on the perspectives of test takers 
(e.g., Cheng & DeLuca, 2011; Sato & Ikeda, 2015; Zhan & Wan, 2016; and Hamid, Hardy, & 
Reyes, 2019) or test designers (e.g., So, 2014; Buckley-Walker & Lipscombe, 2022; and Al 
Lawati, 2023), as well as the scrutiny carried out by researchers (e.g. Al Fraidan, 2019;  and 
Bax and Chan, 2019). The perceptions of exam committee members, who play vital roles in 
ensuring test validity, are rarely addressed in these studies. In addition, studies examining the 
practices of these stakeholders in Omani higher education institutions are uncommon. Some 
studies focused on a type of validity (face validity like in the studies of Tsagari, 2014, and 
Sato and Ikeda, 2015; consequential validity like in the study of Saglam and Tsagari, 2022; 
construct validity like in the studies of Xie, 2011; Sun, Wan, and Kim, 2022; criterion 
validity like in the study of Clemente et al., 2022); or different types of validity (e.g., 
Pellegrino, DiBello & Goldman, 2016; Runalika et al., 2023). Some studies used a particular 
test validity framework. Al-Buraiki's (2020), for example, study employs Weir's socio-
cognitive framework, which was developed in 2005, to analyze the overall validation 
procedure of the reading questions in the Oman General Education Diploma of English 
Language Test (GEDELT) for the academic year 2016–2017 using a checklist and document 
analysis.  Weir (2005) delineated five distinct categories of validity, namely: context validity, 
theory-based validity, scoring validity, consequential validity, and criterion-related validity. 
Several other studies have incorporated widely recognized and significant contributions 
towards establishing validity, without adhering to a particular framework.  For example, 
Buckley-Walker and Lipscombe (2022) argue that instructors' assessment processes must be 
thoroughly examined before analyzing classroom assessment. The educators engaged in 
discourse that centered on overarching concepts that contribute to the establishment of 
validity, which include: (1) alignment with curriculum and instruction, (2) catering for 
student abilities, (3) the scoring rubric; and (4) using CA data to meet students’ needs. 
 
Chapelle (2012) argued that the notion of validity as an argument places significant emphasis 
on the involvement of the socio-academic community. “if validity entails demonstrating the 
meaning of test scores and justifying their use, the issues are how one goes about doing this 
and who is responsible for getting it done. In other words, what are the rules of the validity 



game?” (p. 21). Chapelle and Lee (2021) present an extensive overview of argument-based 
validation in the context of language testing. They examine the fundamental elements of a 
validity argument and explore various factors that may pose a risk to validity, along with 
strategies to mitigate them. Bai (2020) argues that validity studies in the domain of language 
testing should take into account the complex and evaluative relationships between factors 
such as test takers' motivation to learn, their attitudes toward test use, and other test-related 
elements in relation to their test performance in order to assist test users and other interested 
parties in making equitable decisions based on test scores, promoting positive outcomes, and 
ensuring test accountability. That is to say, one of the fundamental elements of test validity, 
that is directly related to this study, is the multi-part argument about the interpretation and use 
of the test scores. 
 
2.1. Accountability Interpretation and Use Argument (IUA) Validity Framework 
(Hoeve, 2022) 
 
Hoeve's framework provides valuable contributions and practical implications for test 
validation, rectifying a deficiency in Embreston's framework, which disregards the 
significance of aggregate scores and their implications for the accountability system. As 
outlined by Hoeve, the IUA framework provides a standard procedure for authenticating 
tests, beginning with the identification of the intended interpretation and applications of the 
test and test scores. This emphasizes the significance of contemplating the test's intended 
purposes and applications during the design phase. The validity of inferences and actions 
based on test scores should be adequately supported by identifying the evidence required to 
support these interpretations. 
 
Significantly, the IUA framework acknowledges the accountability system's function in test 
validation. It suggests collecting evidence for both student-centered and group-centered 
factors to support the validity of conclusions drawn from accountability indicator data. This 
indicates that the framework recognizes the importance of both individual and aggregate 
scores and emphasizes the need for test developers and policymakers to collaborate. 
 
The IUA framework promotes stakeholder collaboration by integrating the accountability 
system into the validation procedure. This ensures that testing needs and objectives are 
aligned, resulting in a more consistent and locally pertinent interpretation of test validity, 
especially in the context of higher education in the Sultanate of Oman. 
 
The integration of Hoeve's Accountability Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) validity 
framework provides additional insights into resolving the shortcomings of existing models 
and highlights the need to consider both individual and aggregate scores within the 
accountability system. This collaborative approach between test developers and policymakers 
can lead to a more robust and contextually relevant interpretation of test validity. 
 
As Moss (2013) suggests, it is essential to evaluate the framework's applicability in real-
world settings. Different stakeholders may have diverse data requirements and interpretations 
of test validity, which should be addressed in a transparent manner during the validation 
process. Effective implementation of the IUA framework and attainment of a shared 
understanding of test validity require policymakers, test developers, and instructors to have a 
shared understanding of test validity. 
 



In this research, the perspectives of policymakers and instructors will be explored to 
determine the best methods to implement Hoeve's framework in practice. The purpose of this 
study is to contribute to the practical application of the IUA framework and its congruence 
with the context of Omani higher education by examining their perspectives and experiences. 
This research will cast light on the framework's strengths and weaknesses and provide 
recommendations for its successful implementation in the field of language assessment in 
Oman. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
In order to better understand how exam committee members and policymakers in Oman's 
higher education institutions actually ensure test validity and accountability, the current study 
employs a qualitative case study approach using semi-structured interviews. The researcher 
made the decision to use this method of data collection as the qualitative method is better 
used for comprehending social phenomena like people's views, beliefs, experiences, attitudes, 
behavior, and interactions, as well as for viewing the data more extensively (Banister et al., 
1994; Pathak, Jena, & Kalra, 2013). Thematic analysis was used to identify patterns and 
themes from the elicited data (Braun & Clark, 2006) in a pragmatic and reflexive manner 
whilst placing the needs of the local context at the heart of the research (Braun, Clark & 
Hayfield, 2022). 
 
3.1. Study Design and Participants 
 
This study selected participants from four universities in Oman, including both public and 
private institutions, to ensure a diverse sample. From the cohort, fifteen individuals were 
chosen, including ten members of the examination committee and five policymakers. The 
selected universities all received a score of 2 on criterion 2.8 (Assessment Methods, 
Standards, and Moderation), ensuring a consistent foundation for handling sensitive data. 
This diversified yet interrelated participation will facilitate a comprehensive understanding of 
assessment procedures and cast light on the practices of test validity and accountability 
within the Omani higher education framework. 
 
Purposeful sampling was used to identify individuals directly involved in shaping the design 
and validation of teachers' tests and making important decisions based on test scores. In light 
of the limited number of exam committee members and policymakers within these 
institutions, fifteen was regarded as a sufficient sample size for attaining data saturation in 
this context. This is consistent with the opinion of researchers like Bertaux (1981), who 
contend that fifteen participants are sufficient for qualitative research studies. It is essential to 
observe that the members of the examination committee also teach at their respective 
institutions. 
 
The responsibilities of participants within their respective institutions have a significant 
impact on the assessment procedure. Exam committee members, who are also instructors, 
perform essential academic and assessment duties that are only stated within the institution 
and are not generalized to all institutions. Their primary responsibility is to evaluate and 
approve mid-semester and final examinations administered by instructors. 
 
On the other hand, the policymakers, as members of the institution's council, are responsible 
for approving students' evaluations after department councils have given their approval. The 
diverse yet interdependent roles of these participants guarantee a comprehensive 



comprehension of the assessment procedures, casting light on the practices of test validity 
and accountability in these Omani higher education institutions. 
 
3.2. Data Collection 
 
This qualitative investigation was based on a methodology of semi-structured interviews. The 
interview questions were derived from Hoeve's (2022) Accountability IUA validity 
framework, ensuring a solid and trustworthy foundation for the interviews. These queries 
were then divided into two categories: one for evaluation committee members and one for 
policymakers. The interviews were conducted online via Zoom and lasted between 40 and 50 
minutes, providing a comprehensive look at the experiences and perspectives of the 
participants. 
 
The interviews were digitally recorded and then transcribed using Otter.ai, an online 
transcription service, which assisted in converting the spoken words into text and thereby 
facilitated data analysis. This process was conducted over the course of three months, 
yielding a large corpus of data for subsequent analysis. 
 
3.3. Data Analysis 
 
NVivo, software for qualitative data analysis, was utilized for the data analysis. Utilizing 
Braun & Clarke's (2006) six-step procedure, a systematic and exhaustive analysis of the data 
was conducted. This process began with acquainting oneself with the data, was followed by 
initial classification, the search for themes, the review of themes, the definition and naming 
of themes, and ultimately the production of the report. 
 
The initial phase of coding consisted of perusing through the transcripts and labeling 
significant sections with pertinent codes. Based on their similarities, the codes were then 
categorized into potential themes. These potential themes were evaluated, refined, and 
renamed to reflect their underlying concept. 
 
NVivo was used for categorizing and identifying themes, and the entire process was routinely 
double-checked for consistency and accuracy. This process of double-checking ensured the 
accuracy of the analysis and enhanced the credibility of the research findings. 
 
4. Results 
 
The analysis of the interviews with members of the examination committees and 
policymakers at Oman's universities has yielded a number of significant findings regarding 
the approach to testing validity and accountability in these institutions. Five major themes 
emerged from the data, each revealing significant aspects of the current assessment 
landscape. 
 
4.1. Assessment Literacy 
 
The first important conclusion concerns the significance of assessment literacy. All 
participants highlighted the significance of instructors' ability to devise legitimate 
assessments and accurately interpret test results. According to one participant, " .. a teacher 
may have a PhD in linguistics, but that doesn't mean that that teacher knows much about 
education… We presuppose that everybody who teaches in universities is a teacher, that's not 



correct. Very few teachers in education are actually teachers..." (Participant S). Another 
example is “.. somebody may have a PhD in education, but if that person doesn't have a PhD 
in assessment or a PhD in curriculum, it doesn't mean that that person understands how the 
curriculum works. It doesn't mean that I don't want to say that the person is a bad teacher or 
something as the person may be the best in the college” (Participant Q). The comments 
highlighted the distinction between academic knowledge and pedagogical and assessment 
expertise. This understanding was shared by all participants, indicating a shared belief in the 
need for assessment-specific training or professional development. Regarding writing on a 
test blueprint, which makes it easier to match different skills with the course material and the 
right type of evaluation, which increases its validity (Patil, et. al., 2015; Raymond & Grande, 
2019), all exam committee members mentioned that when they receive exams to be reviewed, 
they are not attached with blueprints or any certain details like objectives and question types. 
M. mentioned that “ teachers only bear these details in mind when designing their exams”. 
That is due to the lack of guidelines from exam committee members themselves and 
policymakers to attach blueprints along with exams for reviewing, as stated by one of the 
exam committee members, “We can review only what they give us." 
 
4.2. Professional Development in Assessment 
 
A second major theme was the significance of professional development in assessment. 
Participants suggested that instructors would benefit from seminars that facilitate discussions 
on curriculum development, assessment, and other crucial issues. For instance, one 
participant stated, "...I believe we should hold seminars that include curriculum-related 
dialogues about how to plan and evaluate courses. We should not assume that everyone 
knows this" (Participant S). 
 
4.3. Teacher Autonomy 
 
Regarding teacher autonomy, a third main motif emerged. Teachers at these universities 
resisted external evaluation or review of their evaluations, citing the uniqueness of their 
courses and their specialized knowledge. For instance, one participant stated, "We are 
problematic people, we do not like to follow instructions, and teachers do not follow 
instructions. And we will always respond affirmatively, but my course is unique. This is my 
coursework" (Participant M). Another quotation by one participant is “We are difficult 
people, teachers, so it's I don't feel comfortable sometimes telling each teacher as a teacher. I 
find that your exam is too one-sided. Because we don't have rules. So for example, in, we I 
sent, I sent a couple of times a model, using Bloom's Taxonomy and allotting the marks in 
line with Bloom's Taxonomy, only 10% from memory, maybe 20% for application, blah, blah, 
blah, blah. So, if we did this, only very few students would have an A, which would be the 
normal situation, only a student that has met the whole has gone up the ladder of Bloom's 
Taxonomy should get A”. This finding suggests a potential barrier to the institution-wide 
implementation of standardized practices to ensure test validity. 
 
4.4. Teacher Collaboration 
 
However, the fourth finding revealed that a substantial quantity of teacher collaboration is 
occurring. One participant explained that instructors of the same course collaborate in the test 
creation process: "We have a coordinator for the course, so I was the coordinator last term, 
and we sit together and put together the exam. And we ensure we are aligned with the 
learning outcomes at the same level as the students." (Participant M). 



4.5. Institutional Framework for Assessment 
 
The need for an institutional framework was the fifth recurring motif. Participants 
emphasized the significance of a precise, well-communicated set of assessment guidelines or 
frameworks. They believed that the current practice was less formal and lacked specific 
directives: "We are simply managing the situation." Therefore, I continue to assert that we 
require an institutional framework. That is evident. It must originate from the bottom up, 
from us through consultation, and also from experts. This is then the framework, which we 
adhere to" (Participant F). 
 
The interviews revealed that teachers play a crucial role in policymaking, which is an 
intriguing finding given that this is traditionally the responsibility of administrators and 
policymakers. One policymaker participant stated, "We refer to the teacher's work/test if we 
suspect that the students' grades are uniform." The data revealed that instructors have 
considerable control over their assessments, suggesting that they play a larger role than 
previously believed in ensuring test validity and accountability. 
 
These results disclose a complex picture of test validity and accountability in universities in 
Oman. While there are challenges associated with assessment literacy, professional 
development requirements, and institutional guidelines, there is evidence of effective 
collaboration among teachers, and teachers play a significant role in policy-making. Future 
efforts to enhance practices in these areas should take these aspects into consideration. 
 
5. Discussion 
 
This discussion sheds light on the answers to the research concerns, illuminating how exam 
committee members and policymakers ensure test validity and accountability. 
 
5.1. Ensuring Test Validity: Exam Committee Members' Perspective 
 
The findings indicate that exam committee members encounter substantial obstacles in 
ensuring test validity due to a variety of factors. First and foremost, the data indicate that not 
all instructors possess the pedagogical expertise required to design valid and reliable 
assessments, corroborating the results of previous research (Stiggins, 2004; Xu & Brown, 
2017). Members of the examination committee appeared to perceive this difficulty and 
express the need for additional assessment literacy training and seminars. 
 
In addition, examination committee members appeared to grapple with teachers' resistance to 
having their assessments reviewed, which is consistent with findings from a larger body of 
research on professional autonomy and resistance in education (Ingersoll, 2006). This 
opposition appears to hinder the examination committee's ability to assure the validity of 
institution-wide assessments. 
 
Nonetheless, it was also discovered that exam committee members and instructors engage in 
some collaborative processes when constructing exams. This is encouraging and in line with 
research (Voogt, Pieters, & Handelzalts, 2016) highlighting the benefits of teacher 
collaboration in devising assessments. That might be related to the different terms held by 
different people, "reviewing from the exam committee’ and ‘discussing from other teachers". 
 
 



5.2. Ensuring Test Validity and Accountability: Policymakers' Perspective 
 
The role of policymakers in ensuring test validity appears less clear-cut. The data indicate 
that policymakers rely significantly on teachers and examination committee members, 
suggesting a lack of active participation in the validation process. They appeared to be more 
involved in problem-solving and data collection for quality assurance. 
 
Their reliance on instructors and examination committees may be indicative of systemic 
deficiencies. Policymakers have expressed the need for additional training to better support 
instructors and stakeholders in the assessment process, indicating that they may be 
unprepared to carry out their responsibility of ensuring test validity. 
 
In accordance with research on teacher leadership (York-Barr and Duke, 2004; Danielson, 
2007), it has been observed that teachers play a central role in shaping test validity policies. 
Even though this finding is encouraging, there is cause for concern if teachers lack the 
assessment literacy required to make informed decisions about test design and validity. 
 
5.3. Proposed Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) Framework for Accountability 
 
This study proposes an Accountability Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) framework specific 
to the Omani context in order to resolve these challenges and improve the assessment 
procedure. This framework recognizes the central role of instructors in ensuring test validity, 
the supporting roles of policymakers and exam committee members, and the critical need for 
ongoing professional development in the assessment field. The IUA framework encourages 
an iterative validation process initiated by teachers and supported by policymakers and exam 
committee members, with a focus on effective communication and collaboration to ensure 
valid assessments and accountability. 
 
Implementing the IUA framework could potentially improve the administration of 
accountability and test validity in Oman's higher education system. It could cultivate a culture 
of accountability that respects disciplinary norms and local customs, thereby encouraging 
continuous progress. Future research should seek to validate and alter this framework for use 
in a variety of educational settings. 
 
This study examines the extant obstacles and possible solutions for ensuring test validity and 
accountability in Oman's higher education institutions. By addressing these challenges and 
implementing the proposed framework, institutions will be able to improve the validity of 
assessments, cultivate stakeholder collaboration, and promote effective assessment practices 
that are aligned with global standards. This study contributes to the field of educational 
assessment in Oman and possibly beyond by providing valuable insights and proposing a 
context-specific assessment framework. 
 
6. Pedagogical Implications 
 
The findings of this study and the existing literature suggest a number of universally 
applicable, yet Omani-specific pedagogical implications: 

1. The critical role of teachers in test design and ensuring validity necessitates an in-
depth understanding of assessment procedures (Sultana, 2019; Stiggins, 2004). 
Therefore, emphasis should be placed on introducing professional development 
programs geared toward enhancing the assessment literacy of teachers. 



2. Given policymakers' critical role in ensuring test validity and accountability, their 
participation in initiatives to improve assessment literacy is essential. Their 
participation can contribute to the validation of test design and scoring procedures, as 
well as cultivate a nuanced comprehension of the complexities of test validity and 
accountability. 

 
3. Validation and accountability procedures require effective communication and 

collaboration between instructors, exam committee members, and policymakers. This 
research demonstrates that a lack of precise guidelines and communication hinders the 
validation process. These issues can be mitigated by adopting a systematic validation 
approach in which responsibilities are clearly defined and understood. 

 
4. Encouraging Parallel Validation Processes: Although instructors frequently use their 

own validation methods, a parallel, collective validation process should be 
encouraged to maintain consistency in assessment criteria without compromising 
individual autonomy. 

 
5. Iterative IUA Validity Framework Implementation: According to Hoeve (2022), the 

Accountability Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) validity framework should be 
iterative. Teachers should initiate the validation procedure, and the process should 
include a continuous feedback cycle. Policymakers should validate the process before 
delineating the consequences, whereas evaluators can validate in the opposite 
direction, with the two groups meeting in the middle to determine the consequences. 

 
These implications, which resolve the identified challenges in the Omani context, can have 
far-reaching benefits in the field of education. When instituting adjustments to pedagogical 
practices, it is essential to take into account the specific context and requirements of 
educational institutions. 
 
7. Conclusion 
 
This study illuminates the crucial role instructors play in ensuring test validity and 
accountability in Oman's higher education sector. In addition, it emphasizes the need for 
knowledgeable and well-prepared policymakers who can guide the process in collaboration 
with instructors and exam committee members. The proposed modified Accountability 
Interpretive Use Argument (IUA) framework provides an innovative strategy for promoting 
knowledge exchange, nurturing consensus, and augmenting assessment validity in Oman's 
higher education sector. 
 
The fluid nature of validity, which is a dynamic process requiring the active participation of 
various stakeholders, is a key finding of this study. The active involvement of instructors as 
evaluators and policymakers as validators is essential for optimal test validity. In addition, the 
validation process should be conceptualized as a collaborative, two-way endeavor in which 
decisions and repercussions are deliberated upon after extensive consultation. 
 
Based on these findings, this study advocates for instructors, exam committee members, and 
policymakers to participate in assessment practices-centered seminars. Such seminars could 
promote enhanced comprehension, stimulate validation practices, and promote assessment 
uniformity. As Chapelle (2021) suggests, it is possible to cultivate a culture of test validity 



that adheres to disciplinary standards, regional traditions, and the philosophy of continuous 
improvement. 
 
The study also suggests the introduction of assessment qualification certificates as a means of 
recognizing the proficiency of those involved in the process of test validation. In accordance 
with Oman's Vision 2040, such recognition could further professionalize the education sector 
by highlighting essential pedagogical competencies. 
 
Although the context of this study was uniquely Omani and the sample size was relatively 
small, it provides the groundwork for future research in other contexts. Additional research 
could substantiate the applicability and adaptability of the Accountability Interpretive Use 
Argument (IUA) framework across diverse educational environments and geographies. 
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