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Abstract: This study develops a measurement instrument for assessing sustainable
financial performance (SFP) through environmental, social, and governance
(ESG) practices, digital transformation (DT), management innovation (MI), and
circular economy practices (CEPs), and reports initial evidence of its content
validity. The instrument is intended for Omani state-owned enterprises and is
designed to capture organizational capabilities relevant to long-term financial
sustainability, workforce readiness, leadership, innovation, responsible resource
use, and organizational transformation. Six academic and professional experts
evaluated item relevance, representativeness, and clarity using the Content
Validity Index (CVI) and interrater agreement (IRA). Most items demonstrated
strong expert agreement, while weaker items, particularly within MI and
selected SFP-related dimensions, were identified for revision rather than treated
as fully established measures. The findings therefore support progression to
pilot testing but do not constitute evidence of construct validity, reliability,
convergent validity, discriminant validity, or predictive validity. The study
contributes an initial, context-specific measurement framework that can support
subsequent psychometric validation and offers HR practitioners a structured basis
for identifying capability, training, leadership, and change-management needs
associated with ESG and digital transformation.

Keywords: ESG practices, digital transformation, sustainable financial
performance, sustainable social development, Oman Vision 2040, state-owned
enterprises

1. Introduction

Sustainable development has become a central priority for governments,
businesses, and international organizations as they strive to achieve economic
prosperity while safeguarding environmental resources, promoting social
well-being, and strengthening institutional governance. This global agenda has
been reinforced by the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs),
which encourage organizations to integrate sustainability into their strategic and
operational activities to create long-term value for both stakeholders and society.
As a result, organizations are increasingly expected to generate not only financial
returns but also positive social and environmental outcomes that contribute to
inclusive and sustainable development.

Within this context, sustainable financial performance (SFP) has become an
increasingly important topic as organizations seek to balance financial success
with broader sustainability objectives (Moussa et al., 2024). It reflects an
organization’s ability to achieve consistent financial performance while integrating
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) considerations into its strategic
planning and day-to-day operations (Chung et al., 2021). Unlike traditional
financial performance, which often emphasizes short-term profitability, SFP
focuses on creating long-term value through financial resilience, responsible
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resource management, and sustainable business practices (Gong et al., 2019).
When sustainability is embedded within organizational strategy rather than treated
as a separate initiative, it strengthens long-term competitiveness and supports
wider national development goals (Fernando et al., 2019; Gupta et al., 2021).
In this way, sustainable financial performance not only benefits organizations
but also contributes to sustainable social development by promoting responsible
governance, resource efficiency, and long-term economic resilience.

Evidence from leading international utility companies demonstrates that
sustainability and strong financial performance can be achieved simultaneously.
For instance, Veolia generated €45.35 billion in revenue in 2023 while committing
to a 50% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2032. Similarly, Suez
enhanced its environmental performance alongside a €100 million investment
in water infrastructure projects in Angola (Europa Wire, 2024; Waste Dive,
2024; Suez, 2024). These examples illustrate how sustainability initiatives can
strengthen organizational performance while delivering broader environmental
and social benefits. In Oman, these principles are reflected in Oman Vision
2040, which aims to build a diversified, knowledge-based economy driven by
innovation, sustainability, and private-sector participation (Ministry of Economy,
2025). The vision also promotes the integration of ESG principles across
both public and private institutions, with strategic priorities including renewable
energy, efficient resource management, innovation, and economic diversification
(Times News Service, 2022; Oman Vision 2040, 2024; World Bank, 2025).
These priorities are closely aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), particularly SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), SDG 9
(Industry, Innovation and Infrastructure), SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and
Production), and SDG 16 (Peace, Justice and Strong Institutions).

The Oman Investment Authority (OIA), established in 2020, plays
a strategic role in advancing these national priorities by managing a
diversified portfolio of state-owned enterprises and attracting investments that
support economic diversification (Al Murshidi, 2025). Beyond generating
financial returns, OIA companies are expected to contribute to public
value through sound governance, transparency, and sustainable business
practices. Nevertheless, several governance-related challenges continue to
affect public-sector organizations, including limited ownership transparency
and weaknesses in accountability mechanisms (Devdiscourse, 2024). The
International Monetary Fund (2024) further reported that transparency remains
one of the most significant concerns facing OIA companies, with more
than 80% of analysts identifying governance and disclosure as major areas
requiring improvement. These challenges highlight the importance of developing
reliable measurement instruments that can evaluate organizational capabilities
supporting both sustainable financial performance and broader sustainable social
development.

Against this background, this study develops a self-administered
questionnaire (SAQ) and evaluates its initial content validity through expert
review. The research gap is not simply the absence of measures for ESG,
DT, MI, CEPs, or SFP individually; rather, existing measures are commonly
applied as separate scales and provide limited context-specific guidance for
assessing how these organizational capabilities can be examined together in
Omani state-owned enterprises. The proposed instrument therefore brings the
constructs into one coordinated measurement framework while retaining them
as theoretically distinct constructs. For HRM scholarship, this framework is
relevant because implementation of ESG and digital transformation depends on
workforce competencies, sustainability-oriented training, leadership development,
innovation-supportive culture, talent planning, and change readiness. The present



Human Resources Management and Services 2026, 8(3), 6303.

article is limited to the instrument-development and content-validation stage. It
does not test causal relationships among the constructs. Its immediate contribution
is to establish the conceptual content and expert-assessed clarity of the items
before pilot testing and subsequent empirical psychometric validation.

2. Theoretical and conceptual framework

The instrument is organized around five theoretically distinct constructs:
ESG practices, digital transformation (DT), management innovation (MI), circular
economy practices (CEPs), and sustainable financial performance (SFP). In
the broader research model, ESG practices and DT are treated as antecedent
organizational capabilities, MI and CEPs represent organizational mechanisms
through which sustainability- and technology-oriented strategies may be translated
into organizational outcomes, and SFP is the focal outcome construct. These
proposed relationships provide the conceptual logic for the instrument; however,
they are not tested in the present content-validation study.

The framework is consistent with a stakeholder perspective, which
emphasizes organizational responsibilities to multiple stakeholder groups;
a resource-based perspective, which views organizational capabilities and
knowledge as sources of sustained performance; and a dynamic-capabilities
perspective, which emphasizes the ability to reconfigure resources and routines in
response to technological and sustainability-related change. Within HRM, these
perspectives also draw attention to human capabilities: ESG implementation
requires sustainability competencies and responsible leadership; DT requires
digital skills and workforce adaptability; MI depends on leadership, learning,
and an innovation-supportive culture; and CEPs require employees to adopt
resource-efficient and circular work practices.

Conceptually, the subsequent empirical phase will examine ESG and DT as
antecedents of SFP and will assess the mediating roles of MI and CEPs. The
present study does not infer causality from expert ratings. Instead, expert review
is used only to determine whether the proposed items adequately represent and
clearly express the intended construct domains. This distinction separates the
current content-validity stage from later testing of the measurement and structural
models.

3. Materials and methods

3.1 Instrument development

The questionnaire was developed through a construct-by-construct process.
The domains of SFP, ESG practices, DT, MI, and CEPs were first defined
from the theoretical and empirical literature used in the study. Candidate
items were then adapted and consolidated to reflect the organizational context
of OIA-affiliated state-owned enterprises. Items were screened for conceptual
relevance, duplication, breadth, clarity, and suitability for managerial respondents.
The purpose of this stage was to achieve adequate domain coverage rather
than to claim that the resulting items already possessed psychometric reliability
or construct validity. Expert review subsequently served as an independent
content-validation stage in which the wording and representativeness of the
candidate items were evaluated before pilot testing.

3.2 Expert selection and review procedure

Six experts were purposively selected to provide complementary academic
and practitioner perspectives. Eligibility required relevant academic expertise
in management or measurement and/or professional experience in sustainability,
ESG, investment, circular economy, or organizational management. The panel
included senior sustainability and ESG practitioners as well as university
academics. Individuals without relevant subject-matter or methodological
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experience were not included. Diversity of role, sector experience, education, and
professional background was used to reduce dependence on a single perspective.
Experts completed their assessments independently, and their quantitative ratings
were considered together with written qualitative comments. Potential bias was
further limited by reporting the expert profile and by documenting substantive
comments and the actions taken in response.

Content validation is a foundational step in survey instrument development
that ensures that the items included in a questionnaire accurately represent the
theoretical constructs being measured (Lambert & Newman, 2023). Content
validity focuses on the degree to which individual items and the overall instrument
representatively sample the full domain of the construct of interest (Almanasreh
et al., 2019). In other words, ensuring content validity means confirming that all
significant facets of a construct, such as ESG practices, digital transformation, or
management innovation, are adequately covered by the survey items. Researchers
commonly use expert judgment, systematic item reviews, and quantitative indices
such as the content validity index (CVI) to establish this form of validity (Polit
& Beck, 2006). Mokkink et al. (2025) explained that in the absence of rigorous
content validation, a measurement instrument may yield misleading or invalid
results, even if other psychometric properties are satisfactory. Thus, content
validation strengthens the appropriateness, relevance, and comprehensiveness of
questionnaire items before pilot testing and full-scale data collection (Kim, 2009).

Although content validity has traditionally been viewed as relying heavily
on expert judgment and therefore subject to potential subjectivity, recent
methodological research indicates that this limitation can be addressed through
structured and transparent quantitative procedures (Almanasreh et al., 2019;
Lim, 2024). In particular, the content validity index (CVI) enables expert
assessments to be converted into numerical indicators of item relevance,
clarity, and representativeness, thereby strengthening the rigor of the validation
process (Rubio et al., 2003; Mokkink et al, 2025). Accordingly, the
present study applied CVI procedures to validate the measurement items
developed for Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) practices, Digital
Transformation (DT), Management Innovation (MI), Circular Economy Practices
(CEPs), and Sustainable Financial Performance (SFP) within Oman Investment
Authority—affiliated organizations. Given the multidimensional and strategically
interconnected nature of these constructs, CVI-based expert evaluation is
particularly important to ensure that each item adequately represents its
intended domain while minimizing construct overlap and ambiguity (Lim, 2024).
Furthermore, documenting content validity evidence through CVI is consistent
with internationally recognized measurement standards and best practices
endorsed by leading professional bodies, including the American Educational
Research Association, the American Psychological Association, and the National
Council on Measurement in Education (Plake & Wise, 2014).

In addition to assessing item relevance through the content validity index
(CVI), methodological scholars recommend examining interrater agreement (IRA)
to evaluate the consistency and reliability of expert judgments during the content
validation process (Rubio et al., 2003). IRA analysis determines the degree
to which experts provide consistent ratings across items within each construct,
thereby strengthening confidence in the objectivity of the validation outcomes.
Technically, IRA is calculated by dividing the total number of agreed ratings
across items by the total number of items within a given dimension, allowing
researchers to assess agreement at the construct level rather than relying solely on
individual item evaluations. In the context of the present study, which involves
multidimensional constructs such as ESG practices, digital transformation (DT),
management innovation (MI), circular economy practices (CEPs), and sustainable
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financial performance (SFP), assessing IRA was particularly important to ensure
that expert evaluations were stable and consistent across diverse but conceptually
related domains. Accordingly, this study adhered to the CVI and IRA reporting
procedures proposed by Rubio et al. (2003) to provide robust and transparent
evidence of content validity for the questionnaire items, thereby reinforcing the
methodological rigor of the instrument prior to pilot testing and empirical analysis.

For this study, an expert rating of 3 or 4 on the four-point scale was treated
as endorsement of an item for the relevant criterion. I-CVI was calculated as the
number of experts providing an endorsed rating divided by the total number of
experts (n = 6). Construct-level CVI was summarized across the items within
each construct. IRA was used as a complementary indicator of consistency in
expert judgments and was reported at item and construct levels. A value of
0.80 was used as the reference criterion for adequate agreement. Accordingly,
values below 0.80 are described in the revised manuscript as indicating weaker
or insufficient agreement requiring item review, rather than as automatically
acceptable.

3.3 Planned empirical validation

Following revision of the content-validated item pool, the next phase will
involve pilot testing and empirical validation with managers from OIA-affiliated
entities. The planned minimum sample is 129 respondents, based on an
a priori power-analysis target for the broader model. Respondents will be
drawn from middle and senior management positions because the constructs
require organizational-level knowledge of ESG, digital transformation, innovation,
circular-economy practices, and financial performance. The empirical phase
will examine internal consistency and measurement-model properties, including
indicator reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity, before testing
the proposed structural relationships and mediation effects. These analyses are
outside the scope of the present expert-based content-validation study.

4. Results

Validity is widely recognized as a foundational requirement for ensuring that
research instruments accurately and meaningfully capture the constructs they are
intended to measure. Lim (2024) conceptualizes validity not as a single statistical
outcome but as a cumulative and multistage process that evolves throughout the
research lifecycle. This perspective emphasizes that validity evidence should be
built progressively, starting from conceptual clarity during instrument design and
extending to theory testing and outcome prediction. At the initial stage, content
validity and face validity play critical roles (Polit & Beck, 2006).

Table 1. Profile of the Experts and Practitioners.

Expert Code Gender Education Designation (Organization) Relevance
Expert 1 Male PhD T ooy Susanabiliy and Ciretr Bconomy
Expert #2 Male Masters Sustainability Manager 15 years' experience in Sustainability
Expert #3 Male Masters Head —Investments & ESG 9 years' experience in Sustainability and ESG
Expert #4 Female PhD Senior Lecturer (UUM) 21 years' experience in STML teaching
Expert #5 Female PhD Senior Lecturer (UUM) 21 years' experience in STML teaching
Expert #6 Male PhD Assistant Professor (UTAS) 5 years' experience in UTAS teaching

Methodological research shows that including multiple experts in content
validation strengthens the credibility of the evaluation (Yamanaka, 2025).
Although earlier guidelines suggest that at least three experts are sufficient to
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begin content validation, recent studies recommend involving a larger panel,
typically between five and six experts, to improve the consistency and quality of
judgments (Boateng et al., 2018). In addition to the number of experts, scholars
emphasize the importance of having a diverse panel that includes individuals with
different perspectives, such as subject-matter specialists, methodological experts,
and professionals from the intended population who use or are affected by the
instrument (Carpenter, 2018; Yang et al., 2025).

Following these recommendations, this study, as shown in Table 1,
assembled a panel of six experts representing a range of expertise relevant to
the research context. The panel included academic researchers with content and
methodological experience, an industry consultant, and practitioners drawn from
the target population. This composition satisfies the current standards for both
the number and diversity of experts recommended in the literature. On the basis
of the experts' comments and suggestions, the required corrections for the items
were determined as presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of suggestions from academics and experts.

Representative

Comments and suggestions

Expert #1

Expert #2

Expert #3

Expert #4

Expert #5

Expert #6

The instrument is theoretically sound and contextually relevant to Oman Vision 2040 but requires
correction of a duplicated MI item and clearer instructions for the 7-point scale to enhance
measurement quality.

The constructs are relevant and aligned with OIA and national ESG expectations, but several items are
overly broad or compliance-focused, risking generic agreement and limiting differentiation,

highlighting the need for clearer timeframes and stronger maturity- and performance-oriented measures.

The items are well designed, but the demographic section should be refined by removing the narrow

employee range (1-10) and expanding the list of sustainability representatives to include administrative

roles.

Provide clear explanations of key concepts (e.g., Al and digital services) and revise Question 7 to
ensure it is complete and easily understood by respondents.

Overall, the instrument shows high clarity and representativeness, with only minor revisions needed,
including small refinements to SP3 and EP3 and the removal or revision of the redundant MI2 item.

The survey questions are clear and easy to understand.

Following data collection, the focus shifts toward construct validity,
particularly convergent and discriminant validity (Lambert & Newman, 2023).
Convergent validity assesses whether indicators intended to measure the same
construct are sufficiently correlated, whereas discriminant validity ensures
that theoretically distinct constructs remain empirically separate (Lim, 2024).
Establishing both forms of validity is essential to avoid construct overlaps and
to ensure meaningful interpretation of structural relationships in multivariate
analyses (Lambert & Newman, 2023).

Beyond measurement adequacy, higher-order validity evidence is needed
to demonstrate theoretical and practical relevance (Lim, 2024). Likewise,
nomological validity examines whether the relationships among constructs are
consistent with established theoretical frameworks, thereby confirming that the
measurement behaves as expected within a broader network of constructs.
Predictive validity further extends this logic by assessing the ability of constructs
to explain or predict relevant outcomes, reinforcing the applied value of the
instrument (Lim, 2024).

Taken together, this layered view of wvalidity underscores that rigorous
empirical research requires more than post hoc statistical testing. Instead, an
integrated validation strategy that combines expert evaluation, statistical evidence,
and theoretical coherence is needed (Lim, 2024). Such an approach enhances the
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credibility, interpretability, and applicability of research findings, particularly in
studies relying on self-report instruments and latent constructs (Lim, 2024).

Table 3. Summary of expert representativeness and clarity ratings.

RepresentativenessClarity

E#3 E#4 E#5 E#6 nr na E#1 E#2 E#3 E#4 E#5 E#6 nr na

E #2

Item
Code

4
4
4
4
4
4

SFP01
SFP02
SFP03
SFP04
SFP05
SFP06

EP1
EP2
EP3
EP4
EPS
EP6
SP1

SP2
SP3
SP4
SP5
SP6
GP1
GP2
GP3

GP4
GP5S
GPo6
DT1
DT2
DT3

DT4
DTS
DTé
MI1

MI2

MI3

MI4

MI5

MI6

CEP1

4
4
4
4
4

CEP2

CEP3

CEP4

CEPS

Note. Nr = number of experts who rated 3 or 4, na = individual item's agreement
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To ensure the adequacy and representativeness of the measurement
instrument, content validity was assessed via the content validity index (CVI)
in conjunction with interrater agreement (IRA) (Polit & Beck, 2006). A panel
of subject-matter experts evaluated the relevance of each questionnaire item via
a four-point ordinal scale ranging from “not representative” to “representative,”
as recommended in the measurement validation literature (Polit et al., 2007)
(Table 3). Indeed, consistent with established guidelines, ratings indicating minor
revision or full representativeness were considered acceptable indicators of item
relevance, and the item-level CVI was calculated as the proportion of experts
endorsing each item relative to the total number of experts (Almanasreh et al.,
2019).

In addition, interrater agreement was computed to assess the degree
of consistency among expert judgments across items within each construct,
thereby complementing the CVI results by capturing consensus among evaluators
(Mokkink et al., 2025). As shown in Table 3, the combined application of CVI
and IRA strengthens the methodological rigor of the instrument validation process
by confirming both content relevance and expert agreement prior to pilot testing
and full-scale data collection.

In line with established methodological recommendations, both the content
validity index (CVI) and the interrater agreement (IRA) were examined at the item
level and the construct (dimension) level to ensure a comprehensive assessment of
the measurement instrument (Rubio et al., 2003). To clearly differentiate between
these two levels of analysis and enhance clarity in reporting, the terminology
proposed by Polit and Beck (2006) was adopted, whereby the I-CVI refers to the
content validity of individual items and the S-CVI represents the overall content
validity of each construct. Following the same logic, this study applied the terms
I-IRA and S-IRA to denote interrater agreement at the item and construct levels,
respectively.

This approach is particularly relevant given the multidimensional nature
of the study variables: environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practices;
digital transformation (DT); management innovation (MI); circular economy
practices (CEPs); and sustainable financial performance (SFP), where both
individual indicators and overall construct representations must be carefully
evaluated. Consistent with prior measurement research, a CVI threshold of 0.80
was considered sufficient to establish acceptable content validity for survey-based
instruments, whereas an IRA value of 0.80 or above was interpreted as evidence
of adequate agreement and reliability among expert ratings (Davis, 1992; Lynn,
1986). All the item-level and construct-level CVI and IRA results are summarized
in Table 4, which provides transparent and systematic evidence of the instrument's
content validity and expert agreement prior to pilot testing and empirical analysis.

As shown in Table 4, for item representativeness, the majority of the
items achieved [-CVI values of 1.00, indicating unanimous agreement among the
experts. Several items had [-CVI values of 0.83, reflecting agreement by five
out of six experts, whereas only a very limited number of items, mainly within
the Management Innovation construct, had lower values of 0.67, suggesting the
need for minor wording refinement. At the construct level, the S-CVI values
for representativeness ranged from 0.91 to 1.00, demonstrating particularly strong
content coverage.

With respect to item clarity, similar patterns were observed. Most of the
items had I-CVI values between 0.83 and 1.00, indicating that the experts
generally agreed that the items were clearly worded and easy to understand. A
small number of items recorded clarity scores of 0.67, again primarily within the
Management Innovation and Sustainable Financial Performance dimensions. At
the construct level, the S-CVI values for clarity ranged from 0.92-1.00, confirming
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that the overall wording and structure of the questionnaire were coherent across
all dimensions.

The IRA results show substantial variation across constructs. Digital
Transformation and Circular Economy Practices achieved the strongest
construct-level agreement. Management Innovation produced the weakest S-IRA
values (approximately 0.72-0.75), which fall below the 0.80 reference criterion
used in this study. These values are therefore interpreted as evidence that the
MI item set required substantive review rather than as acceptable agreement.
The lower scores, together with the experts’ qualitative comments, were used to
identify potentially redundant, broad, or unclear items for revision before pilot
testing. The combined CVI and IRA evidence supports progression of the revised
item pool to the next development stage, but it does not establish reliability or
construct validity.

Table 4. CVI and IRA results.

. . Representativeness Clarity
Dimensions Item Code
Nr I-CVI S-CVI na TIRA SIRA nr ICVI S-CVI na IIRA S-IRA
SFPO1 6 1 4 0.66 6 1 5 0833
_ SFP02 6 1 5 0.833 5 0833 5 0833
Sustainable SFP03 5 0.833 5 0.833 6 1 5 0.833
Financial 0.94 0.75 0.92 0.81
Performance SFP04 6 1 4 0.66 6 1 5 0833
SFPO5 5 0833 4 0.66 5 0833 4 0.66
SFP06 6 1 5 0.833 5 0833 5 0833
EP1 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
EP2 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
' EP3 5 0833 5 0833 6 1 4 0.66
Environmental 0.92 0.833 0.972 0.81
Practices EP4 5 0833 5 0833 5 0833 4 0.66
EP5 5 0833 3 0.5 6 1 5 0833
EP6 6 1 6 1 6 1 5 0833
SP1 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
SP2 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
, . SP3 5 0833 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
Social Practices 0.92 0.916667 1 0.92
SP4 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
SP5 5 0833 5 0833 6 1 5 0.833
SP6 5 0833 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
GP1 6 1 6 1 6 1 5 0833
GP2 6 1 6 1 6 1 5 0833
GP3 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
Governance 0.97 0.88 0.97 0.833
Practices GP4 6 1 5 0.833 5 0.833 5 0.833
GP5 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
GP6 5 0833 5 0833 6 1 5 0833
DTI 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
DT2 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
ioi DT 1 1 1 1
Digital . 3 6 ! 6 0.97 6 ! 6 1
Transformation DT4 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
DTS 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 6 1
DT6 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
MI1 6 1 5 0.833 5 0.833 3 0.5
MI2 4 0.66 3 0.5 5 0.833 4 0.66
MI3 5 0833 3 0.5 6 1 4 0.66
Management 0.92 0.72 0.94 0.75
Innovation MI4 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 5 0833
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Continued table:

Dimensions  Ttem Code Representativeness Clarity
Nr I-CVI S-CVI na IIRA S-IRA nr I-CVI S-CVI na [I-IRA S-IRA
MI5 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 6 1
MI6 6 1 5 0.833 6 1 5 0.833
CEP1 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
Circular CEP2 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
Economy CEP3 6 1 0.96 6 1 0.966 6 1 1 6 1 1
Practices CEP4 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 1
CEP5 5 .833 5 0.833 6 1 6 1

5. Discussion

This study examined the initial content validity of a measurement instrument
designed to assess SFP alongside ESG practices, DT, MI, and CEPs. The findings
indicate generally strong expert judgments of item relevance and clarity, but they
should be interpreted as evidence from one early stage of instrument development.
They do not demonstrate empirical reliability, construct validity, convergent
validity, discriminant validity, nomological validity, or predictive validity. The
principal value of the current results is therefore to identify which items are
sufficiently clear and representative to progress to pilot testing and which require
revision.

The high content validity scores indicate that the questionnaire items
adequately represent their intended constructs, while the clarity ratings suggest
that the items are generally easy to understand and interpret. This supports
previous studies arguing that content validity is strengthened when measurement
items accurately reflect theoretical concepts and are refined through systematic
expert feedback (Rubio et al., 2003; Almanasreh et al., 2019). Although
several experts recommended minor revisions to improve wording and remove
overlapping items, these changes enhanced the overall quality of the instrument
without altering its conceptual foundation.

Digital Transformation and Circular Economy Practices showed the strongest
expert agreement, whereas Management Innovation showed weaker agreement.
The MI S-IRA values below 0.80, together with item-level I-CVI values as low
as 0.67, indicate that this construct required more than minor wording refinement.
Expert feedback identified a potentially redundant MI item and highlighted the
need to improve specificity and clarity. Selected SFP and ESG-related items
also received comments concerning breadth, compliance orientation, or wording.
These findings were treated as substantive item-development evidence: redundant
content was removed or revised, unclear wording was refined, and items were
retained for the next stage only where their conceptual contribution remained
justified.

5.1 HRM implications

The framework has direct relevance to HRM because sustainable
organizational performance depends on the capabilities and behaviors through
which ESG, digital, innovation, and circular-economy strategies are implemented.
HR professionals can wuse the revised item framework as an initial
diagnostic structure to identify areas requiring sustainability-oriented training,
digital-skills development, leadership development, workforce planning, and
change-management support. For example, weak organizational responses to
DT-related items may indicate capability gaps requiring reskilling, while
MIl-related weaknesses may point to leadership, learning, job-design, or cultural
barriers to innovation. Similarly, ESG and CEP-related assessments can inform
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competency frameworks, employee awareness programs, and HR practices that
reinforce responsible and resource-efficient behavior. Because the instrument has
not yet undergone empirical psychometric validation, these applications should
presently be viewed as potential uses to be evaluated in subsequent research.

5.2 Theoretical and practical contribution

The study’s contribution lies in developing a coordinated, context-specific
item framework rather than claiming a new fully validated scale. Its conceptual
novelty is the joint organization of five distinct constructs within an Omani
state-owned-enterprise setting and the explicit connection of these constructs to
workforce capabilities and organizational transformation. The content-validation
evidence provides a defensible basis for pilot testing and for later examination of
the proposed antecedent and mediating relationships. Subsequent research must
determine whether the proposed structure is supported empirically and whether
the instrument demonstrates adequate reliability and validity.

6. Conclusion and limitations

This study reports an initial content-validation stage in the development of
a self-administered questionnaire covering ESG practices, DT, MI, CEPs, and
SFP. Six experts with relevant academic and professional backgrounds evaluated
the representativeness and clarity of the proposed items. CVI and IRA results,
considered together with qualitative feedback, indicated that many items were
suitable for progression while several weaker items, particularly within MI and
selected SFP-related dimensions, required substantive revision.

The revised questionnaire should therefore be regarded as a content-reviewed
instrument prepared for pilot testing, not as a fully validated or reliable measure.
Its potential practical value lies in providing organizations and HR professionals
with a structured way to examine sustainability-related capabilities, including
leadership, employee competencies, digital readiness, innovation support, and
resource-efficient practices. These potential applications require confirmation
through empirical testing.

The study has several limitations. First, the evidence is based on expert
judgment from a six-member panel and does not include data from the target
respondent population. Second, reliability and construct validity have not yet
been established. Third, lower agreement for several MI and SFP-related items
shows that the item pool remains subject to refinement. Finally, the instrument
was developed for the Omani state-owned-enterprise context, so its applicability
to other sectors and countries cannot be assumed. Future research should
conduct pilot testing and full empirical psychometric validation, assess internal
consistency, convergent and discriminant validity, and test the proposed structural
and mediation relationships using an adequately powered managerial sample.

Accordingly, the present contribution is methodological and preliminary:
it establishes documented content-validity evidence and a clearer conceptual
basis for the next phase of scale development. The revised instrument offers a
foundation for future research on how ESG practices and digital transformation
may relate to SFP through management innovation and circular economy
practices, while also enabling future examination of the HR capabilities required
to support these organizational transformations.
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