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Objective. Identify behaviors that can compose a measure of organizational citizenship by pharmacy
faculty.
Methods. A four-round, modified Delphi procedure using open-ended questions (Round 1) was con-
ducted with 13 panelists from pharmacy academia. The items generated were evaluated and refined for
inclusion in subsequent rounds. A consensus was reached after completing four rounds.
Results. The panel produced a set of 26 items indicative of extra-role behaviors by faculty colleagues
considered to compose a measure of citizenship, which is an expressed manifestation of collegiality.
Conclusions. The items generated require testing for validation and reliability in a large sample to
create a measure of organizational citizenship. Even prior to doing so, the list of items can serve as
a resource for mentorship of junior and senior faculty alike.
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INTRODUCTION
In recent years, academia has seen a renewed focus in

the literature on organizational citizenship behaviors, par-
ticularly within institutions of higher learning. Organ
originally defined the term organizational citizenship be-
havior (OCB) as “individual behavior that is discretion-
ary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal
reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the
effective functioning of the organization.”1(p4) Prior to
this formal definition, Katz described what he called in-
novative and spontaneous behaviors by employees in an
organization.2 Since most employees know the major re-
quirements and primary benchmarks for performance of
their job, spontaneous, or extra-role behaviors were de-
scribed as “actions not specified by role prescriptions
which nevertheless facilitate the accomplishment of or-
ganizational goals.”2(p132) He further argued that “an or-
ganization which depends solely upon its blueprints of
prescribed behavior is a very fragile social system.”2

The degree to which employees see their behavior as
either in-role or extra-role may vary considerably across

persons and situations.3 Organ refined his original def-
inition of OCB to reflect this, later defining OCBs as
“contributions to the maintenance and enhancement of
the social and psychological context that supports task
performance.”4(p91) The revised definition byOrganwas
a move towards a similar construct of contextual perfor-
mance, or “those contributions that sustain an ethos of
cooperation and interpersonal supportiveness of the
group,” in which the definition does not specify just
extra-role or non-rewarded behaviors.5(p31) As such,
the definition of OCBs should include tasks other than
routine functions of the job that contribute in some way
to the effective organizational functioning and recog-
nize discretion, variance, and volition in employee
behavior.5

Empirical evidence suggests that OCBs may facili-
tate organizational performance.6-9 Bolino and col-
leagues proffered a theoretical framework supporting
this link.10 Specifically, they suggested a framework in
which OCBs lead to greater social capital for employees,
which in turn enhances organizational performance.10

The relationship between organizational investments in
social capital and employee organizational citizenship
has been studied in employees from several different in-
dustries.11 Organizational investments in social capital
have a positive relationship with OCB.11 Further, OCBs
directed at individuals are positively associated with
social support.12 These relationships support Organ’s
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redefinition which emphasized the social and psycholog-
ical context of OCBs.4

Citizenship behaviors not only enhance organiza-
tional effectiveness, but also facilitate greater reward rec-
ommendations from managers.6,7,13-19 Elements of OCB
have been implicated on both performance output (quan-
tity) and quality by individuals in an organization.6 In
addition, employees’ demonstration of OCBs also may
enhance their manager’s (in academia, the chair’s) per-
sonal productivity, success, and evaluation of others.7

Organizational citizenship behaviors have a positive
impact on managerial evaluations of performance and
might be as important as in-role behaviors in this
regard.13-15 This relationship has been found to be medi-
ated by howmuch the manager likes the employee and by
the manager’s perception of the employee’s affective
commitment.19 To that end, OCBs may impact manage-
rial evaluations and resultant reward allocation decision
recommendations.15,18 The affinity a manager has for an
employee has been found to mediate the relationship be-
tween OCBs and reward recommendations.19

Organ proposed 5 factors of OCB: altruism (ie, be-
haviors affecting a specific person in awork-related task),
conscientiousness (ie, behaviors that go way beyond the
role requirements), sportsmanship (ie, ability to tolerate
less than ideal circumstances without complaining), civic
virtue (ie, behaviors that indicate an employee partici-
pates, is involved, or is concerned about the organization),
and courtesy (ie, behavior aimed at preventing problems
from occurring).1 Although many researchers have cited
Organ’s conceptual definition of OCB, there does not
appear to be consensus on one single means of measuring
OCB or on its operational definition. Smith and col-
leagues were probably the first to develop a scale for
OCB.20 They identified 2 domains from a factor analytic
procedure: altruism behaviors directed at individuals and
generalized compliance behaviors that contribute in
a more general fashion.20 Podsakoff and colleagues de-
veloped a 5-factor OCB scale more closely reflecting the
dimensions proffered by Organ.21

Graham derived a measure of OCB comprised of 4
dimensions: interpersonal helping, individual initiative,
personal industry, and loyal boosterism.22 Additionally,
Moorman and Blakely developed ameasure that included
items from the 5 dimensions proffered by Organ with
Graham’s 4-dimension measure.23 Van Dyne and col-
leagues reconceptualized OCB based on a political phi-
losophy framework, suggesting that citizenship is
multidimensional and is made up of obedience, loyalty,
and participation behaviors.24Williams andAnderson sug-
gested that categories of OCB be based on the target of the
citizenship behavior: those that benefit the organization

(organizational citizenship behavior of organizations or
OCBOs) and others that benefit other individuals (organi-
zational citizenship behavior of individuals or OCBIs).25

Meta-analytic findings support the idea that OCBOs are
distinguishable from OCBIs.15 A considerable amount of
research also has reflected the idea that OCBs are directed
toward different groups.15,25-31

Because of the organization-specific nature of OCBs,
several researchers have developed their own instruments to
measure citizenship behaviors in environments such as
unions,32,33 schools,29,34-37 and universities.28,30 The Orga-
nizational Citizenship Behavior in School Scale, whichwas
adapted from Smith and colleagues, supported a single
dimension factor.35 This is reflective of Lepine and col-
leagues, who argued against the need to investigate dif-
ferent dimensions of OCB.38

Research on OCB initially was conducted by orga-
nizational behaviorists. It was examined primarily in non-
autonomous jobs where the difference between in-role
and extra-role performance was very distinct.39 Since
then, OCB research has expanded to several other fields,
such as the military and healthcare service industry.39 As
the information age promotes the era of knowledge
workers whose jobs are becoming more autonomous in
nature,40 the distinction between in-role and extra-role
citizenship behaviors may be more blurred.39

Faculty positions in postsecondary education are
typically autonomous by nature. Although there has been
a measure devised to study OCBs for teachers in second-
ary education,34 the role of a teacher in these settings
differs from that of most faculty members in postsecond-
ary education. In academia, certain objective criteria are
listed for tenure and promotion; however, “routine” in-
role performance is less objective.Deckop and colleagues
were among the first to study OCBs in a postsecondary
education setting.30 In studying OCBs, they adapted
a measure by Smith and colleagues.30 They found that 3
main factors emerged: OCB-teaching, OCB-faculty, and
OCB-university; however, their study was conducted in
a unionized environment, which may have considerable
impact on citizenship antecedents and outcomes.30

Latham and Skarlicki developed an instrument to
measure OCBs among faculty members using a critical
incident approach, from which 2 dimensions similar to
those of Williams and Anderson emerged: behaviors di-
rected toward the university and behaviors directed at
individuals inside the organization.28 Nearly 2 decades
have passed since Latham and Skarlicki developed their
OCBmeasure, and since that time, academia has changed
considerably. Among the changes is increased pressure
from internal and external stakeholders for greater ac-
countability even in the face of shrinking budgets, in
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addition to the continued proliferation of academic spe-
cialization, resulting in changes in department and report-
ing structures.41

Additionally, the measure employed by Latham and
Skarlicki was developed using a critical incident approach,
which may inherently limit the composing universe of
items and domains in the measure; and finally, their mea-
sure was created from and used for assessing facultymem-
bers from basic fields of study.28 Professional programs
such as medicine, law, and pharmacy are multidisciplinary
in nature, with departmental and divisional lines often
drawn across relatively disparate fields with divergent
views on the preparation of students and benchmarks for
scholarly productivity, but which must be reconciled for
the purposes of program accreditation. As such, the need to
examine the antecedents and ramifications of citizenship
behaviors is especially salient. The study of OCBs in such
an environment requires the creation of an appropriate
measure as a key first step. The objectives of this study
were to describe the unique components of the perceptions
of OCBs by faculty members at colleges and schools of
pharmacy and to inform the creationof ameasure forOCBs
in a health profession academic environment.

METHODS
The institutional review board of Touro University

California reviewed and approved the study as being un-
der exempt status from full review. A four-iteration (four
round)Delphi procedurewas conducted in 2010 and 2011
to induct items potentially comprising a measure of phar-
macy faculty member’s perceived OCBs. A Delphi tech-
nique is a systematic procedure for arriving at a reasoned
consensus.42 It elicits opinions from a group with the aim
of generating a consensus response.43 The Delphi proce-
dure has three primary features: anonymity, iteration, and
controlled feedback, and provides a statistical group re-
sponse.44 There have been numerous applications of the
Delphi technique, with one of the main uses concerning
the formation of items to compose measures used in sub-
sequent studies.45-47 The Delphi was chosen over other
face-to-face techniques (eg, a focus group) to minimize
the bias of dominating individuals, group think, and irrel-
evant communications.44 Delphi procedures tend to yield
more accurate group estimates because of the controlled,
anonymous feedback they acquire.44 Moreover, a Delphi
procedure is efficient for gathering the opinions of experts
in disparate locations.

The success of anyDelphi procedure hinges upon the
characteristics of its composite panel members. Panel
members should be willing and able to take part in an
iterative process and have the potential to submit valuable
contributions to the process.48 Purposive sampling often

is used to gather an appropriate sample of persons with
diversity in certain characteristics, such as gender, age,
experience, rank, etc. As such, their representativeness
does not imply such in a statistical sense, but rather,
“the inclusion of a range of relevant interests and perspec-
tives.”48(p175) A common method of choosing panel “ex-
perts” is typically from a pool of candidates from an
informal network of possibilities.48 Typically, a Delphi
panel is composed of eight to 12 members.49 While Del-
phi procedures have been conductedwith a higher number
of panel members, this is not typical, and it is important
not to confuse the Delphi method with a conventional
quantitative survey.49

The authors of the study created a list of possible
faculty candidates. Candidates were identified not neces-
sarily because of specific expertise in OCBs, but due to
their track record of leadership in academic pharmacy,
publication of papers related to faculty quality of work
life, and/or holding positions or titles indicative of interest
in or concern with academic governance. Potential can-
didates were chosen in a manner which ensured represen-
tation of public and private, as well as research-intensive
and teaching-intensive, institutions. They also were se-
lected to include representation from the basic, clinical,
and social/administrative sciences of pharmacy. Aca-
demic rankwas a consideration, as the researchers invited
assistant, associate, full professors, as well as a limited
number of faculty members in administrative roles, such
as deans and department chairs.

All identified participants (n522) were sent a letter
of invitation via email. The email explained the Delphi
procedure and asked for consent to participate. After re-
ceiving consent (n513), an email with the attached ques-
tionnaire was distributed to participants. The round
1 questionnaire included 6 open-ended questions asking
participants about various aspects of OCBs. The round
1 questionnaire and directions as well as subsequent
rounds can be found in Appendices 1-3. The participants
were provided a brief definition of the organizational cit-
izenship construct based onOrgan’s definition4; however,
the investigators believed that the round 1 questionnaire
should be devoid to the extent possible of any information
that could be leading. To that end, the participants were
provided with a relatively “blank slate.”

The responses from round 1 were reviewed for clar-
ity and redundancy, reordered, and tabulated.50 This list
of items served as the basis for the second round ques-
tionnaire. Participantswere asked to rate each of the items
on a Likert-type scale of importance ranging from 1 to 4
(15not important at all, 25slightly important,
35important, 45extremely important) for its potential
contribution to a measure, or appropriate component of
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OCBs in pharmacy faculty members. We emphasized to
participants not to evaluate the items based on what they
had experienced or exhibited personally, but instead on
the importance of that item toward contribution of orga-
nizational citizenship behavior in general.

Round 3 consisted of a slightly altered list of the
items from round 2. Items were excluded from further
consideration in the study if their responses from round
2were below amedian of 2.5.50Aggregate quartile ranges
and individualized responses from round 2 were also in-
cluded in the round 3 questionnaire. Respondents were
asked to review their responses in light of the aggregate
results from their peers. Those respondents who chose to
remain outside the quartile rangewere asked to provide an
explanation. Round 4, which only included the additional
items added to round 3, was conducted with the same
structure as round 3.

After observing and calculating responses in rounds
3 and 4, we concluded that little variation in responses
among participants remained, thus evidencing the forma-
tion of a consensus opinion and obviating subsequent
rounds.49

RESULTS
The 13Delphi participants consisted of five assistant

professors, three associate professors, and five full pro-
fessors. Fourwere from the basic pharmaceutical sciences
(eg, medicinal chemistry, pharmacology, pharmaceu-
tics), six represented the clinical practice sciences, and
three were from the social and administrative pharmaceu-
tical sciences (eg, pharmacymanagement, pharmacy law,
pharmaceutical economics). Eight participants were from
public institutions and fivewere fromprivate universities.
Usable responses were obtained from 12 faculty mem-
bers, resulting in a 92.3% response rate for round 1.
One basic sciences associate professor from a public in-
stitution failed to return the round 1 survey and discon-
tinued participation in the project. The responses from
round 1 culminated in the generation of 30 items (Table 1).
Some of the participants made unique contributions,
while the majority of participants provided answers that
were similar. The task for the researchers then was to
eliminate redundancy and refine answers from round 1
into putative items to be judged in round 2. Appendix 4
provides several direct responses from round 1, which
ultimately informed subsequent rounds.

Based on comments and suggestions from the partic-
ipants in round 2, six items were omitted from the round 3
questionnaire, two items were added, and five items were
modified. Four of the 6 items removed failed to meet an
a priori criterion with a median importance rating of at
least 2.5. The remaining two items (items 6 and 25) were

removed because of participants’ comments regarding the
strong similarity between them. Another item more ap-
propriately worded and in accordance with participant
feedback was substituted for these two items. Based upon
additional feedback, item 31, “The faculty member at-
tempts to monopolize or control discussion at meetings,”
and item 32, “The faculty member keeps confidence with
information when asked to do so,” were added to the
round 3 questionnaire.

Five of the items from round 2 were modified in re-
spect to participants’ comments. Item 1, “The faculty
member creates negative energy in the organization,”
was modified by incorporating the additional explanation
of gossiping and bullying. Item 5, “The faculty member is
disrespectful to colleagues, was made more specific by
including faculty as an adjective. Item 19 was altered
based on feedback that “interdisciplinary”may have been
too specific, and “scholarly endeavor” would be more
appropriate to incorporate all types of research, especially
collaborations within the college or school of pharmacy
itself. Item 21 was modified to be more inclusive of the
academic triad rather than just the pharmacy profession
itself. Finally, item 28 was altered to include other schol-
arly work, such as grant proposals, rather than only
manuscripts.

Mean ratings for 19 items from round 2 were higher
than 3.0, and mean ratings were equal to or exceeded 3.5
on seven of the items (Table 1). Panel experts rated all of
the 26 items from round 3 with at least a mean of 2.7.
Mean ratings of 21 items were higher than 3.0, and mean
ratings were equal to or exceeded 3.5 on 10 of the items.
Mean ratings of only 5 of the items remained below 3.0.

The results from round 3 evidenced formation of
a consensus (n512 respondents), or convergence of opin-
ion, as the participants changed a number of their ratings
to be in agreement with their peers. The standard devia-
tion narrowed on all other items, further evidencing opin-
ion convergence.49 Round 4 (n511 respondents) was
used only for evaluation of items generated in the middle
of the process, and likewise, evidence of consensus was
prevalent. All retained items had a final standard devia-
tion of less than or equal to 0.9; 13 items had a standard
deviation of less than 0.5. The final 26 OCB items are
found in Table 2.

DISCUSSION
TheDelphi procedure produced a list of 26 items that

can comprise a measure of OCBs of pharmacy faculty
members, and potentially can be adapted for use among
faculty members in different fields of study, pending ap-
propriate validity and reliability testing. While created
specifically within academic pharmacy, the items
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Table 1. Participant Responses to Items in Rounds 2, 3, and 4 of a Delphi Procedure

Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Perceived Organizational Citizenship Behaviors Mean (SD) (SD)a Mean (SD)a Mean (SD)a

1c The faculty member creates negative energy in the
organization (eg, gossiping, bullying).

3.25 (1.0) 3.58 (.5)

2 The faculty member takes a personal interest in the
well-being of colleagues.

3.17 (.7) 3.42 (.5)

3b The faculty member complains about insignificant
or minor things at work.

2.42 (.5)

4 The faculty member voluntarily helps others who
have heavy workloads.

3.00 (.6) 3.08 (.5)

5d The faculty member is disrespectful to faculty
colleagues.

3.50 (.6) 3.83 (.4)

6b The faculty member shows empathy to colleagues’
problems and worries.

3.08 (.5)

7 The faculty member passes along work-related
information to colleagues, as appropriate.

3.17 (.8) 3.33 (.7)

8 The faculty member does not show up to meetings. 3.08 (.7) 3.25 (.5)
9 The faculty member consistently volunteers to do

things.
2.67 (.7) 2.75 (.6)

10 The faculty member performs above and beyond
the job requirements.

2.67 (.8) 2.92 (.5)

11 The faculty member does not do his or her fair
share of work in committees or other group
activities/ assignments.

3.50 (.5) 3.80 (.4)

12 The faculty member refuses to accept
responsibilities.

3.83 (.4) 4.00 (0.0)

13 The faculty member goes out of the way to help
junior colleagues.

3.17 (.7) 3.33 (.7)

14 The faculty member is disrespectful to persons in
position of authority.

3.33 (.8) 3.67 (.5)

15 The faculty member sacrifices personal time and
resources to assist others.

2.83 (1.0) 2.92 (.9)

16b The faculty member assists with non-mandatory
college or university events.

2.58 (.8)

17 The faculty member provides informal mentorship
outside of any formal mentoring program.

2.83 (.7) 3.00 (.4)

18 The faculty member takes credit for the work of
others.

3.58 (.8) 3.83 (.4)

19e The faculty member invites colleagues to
participate in scholarly endeavor.

2.50 (1.0) 2.67 (.5)

20 The faculty member goes above and beyond for
students (e.g., writes many recommendation
letters, provides career counseling).

2.83 (.7) 2.83 (.6)

21f The faculty member continually strives to improve
in teaching, research, and service through
development.

2.58 (.7) 3.00 (.6)

22 The faculty member reneges on commitments. 3.58 (.5) 3.75 (.5)
23b The faculty member provides guidance on teaching

methodologies.
2.33 (.5)

24g The faculty member tries to empower others in the
organization.

3.08 (.9) 3.33 (.5)

25b The faculty member is courteous to colleagues. 3.25 (.8)

(Continued)

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 2016; 80 (10) Article 168.

5

 b
y 

gu
es

t o
n 

M
ay

 2
3,

 2
02

3.
 ©

 2
01

6 
A

m
er

ic
an

 A
ss

oc
ia

tio
n 

of
 C

ol
le

ge
s 

of
 P

ha
rm

ac
y

ht
tp

://
w

w
w

.a
jp

e.
or

g
D

ow
nl

oa
de

d 
fr

om
 

http://www.ajpe.org


generated can be compared with the dimensions of con-
scientiousness, altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, and
civic virtue proposed by Organ.1 For example, “The fac-
ulty member returns communications (voice, email) in
a timely fashion,” might fit in a conscientiousness do-
main. Further, “The faculty member takes a personal in-
terest in the well-being of colleagues,” could be said to
fall within the auspices of altruism. An item potentially
belonging to a courtesy domain would be, “The faculty
member passes along work-related information to col-
leagues, as appropriate.” Finally, “The faculty member
engages in political maneuvering sometimes at the ex-
pense of the organization (reverse scored),” could be seen
as a negative component of civic virtue.

The results of this study also attest to dimensions of
OCBs proposed by Williams and Anderson; that is, the
inclusion of behaviors directed to other individuals in the
organization versus those directed at the organization itself.
For example, “The faculty member shows empathy to col-
leagues’ problems and worries,” exemplifies behaviors di-
rected at an individual; whereas, “The faculty member
consistently volunteers to do things,” describes a behavior
directed toward the benefit of the organization. Similarly,
Skarlicki and Latham, in training union members on

organizational justice principles found that the training in-
creased employees’ perceptions of their leaders’ and their
peers’ behavior.33 Organizational justice was found to par-
tiallymediate the effect of behavioral training on behaviors
directed toward the organization but not fellow members.
In other words, the benefits of such training had a direct,
unmediated effect on perceptions of citizenship. This begs
whether such training, adapted for more autonomous
workers as those in this study, could significantly impact
perceptions toward peer citizenship behaviors and those
behaviors that more directly affect the organization as
a whole. Moreover, Oplatka laid the foundation for such
training in an academic environment, even though it was
for faculty members of secondary schools rather than fac-
ulty members in a university.34 Therefore, the framework
for creating an environment of citizenship behaviors
through a collegial atmosphere does exist.

As such, OCBs can be said to be a manifestation of
collegiality and thus of a collegial atmostphere.51 Colle-
giality is critical because it has been associated with fac-
ulty effectiveness.52,53 It is especially important for the
productivity and success of new faculty members.54 As
collegiality depends on the mutual respect and the inter-
relationships among colleagues, achieving any sort of

Table 1. (Continued )

Round 2 Round 3 Round 4

Perceived Organizational Citizenship Behaviors Mean (SD) (SD)a Mean (SD)a Mean (SD)a

26b The faculty member dedicates time and energy to
worthy causes.

2.17 (.7)

27 The faculty member shirks responsibilities and
leaves them for others to do.

3.67 (.5) 3.83 (.4)

28h The faculty member provides quality feedback on
others’ scholarly works (e.g., papers, grant
proposals).

3.08 (.7) 3.17 (.4)

29 The faculty member engages in political
maneuvering sometimes at the expense of the
organization.

3.50 (.5) 3.58 (.5)

30 The faculty member returns communications
(voice, email) in a timely fashion.

3.08 (.5) 3.08 (.5)

31i The faculty member attempts to monopolize or
control discussions at meetings

3.33 (.5) 3.04 (.1)

32i The faculty member keeps confidence with
information when asked to do so.

3.92 (.3) 4.00 (0.0)

aLikert-type scale of importance ranging from 1 to 4 (15not important at all, 25slightly important, 35important, 45extremely important)
bRemoved after round 2
cRound 2 item read as: The faculty member creates negative energy in the organization
dRound 2 item read as: The faculty member is disrespectful to colleagues
eRound 2 item read as: The faculty member welcomes interdisciplinary collaboration
fRound 2 item read as: The faculty member continually strives to learn more about the profession
gRound 2 item read as: The faculty member does whatever possible to empower others in the organization
hRound 2 item read as: The faculty member provides good feedback on others’ scholarly works (eg, papers, grant proposals)
iItem added for Round 3
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collegial harmony is even more challenging under strains
such as a scarcity of human resources.55 Pharmacy aca-
demia has been facing a faculty shortage for quite some
time, even though vacancies and/or lost positions have
recently decreased. Lack of collegiality has been cited
as one of the most frequent reasons for faculty members
leaving an institution.56 AnAmericanAssociation of Col-
leges of Pharmacy (AACP) task force on pharmacy fac-
ulty workplace issues suggested that colleges and schools
of pharmacy inspire collegiality among faculty and staff
members.57 Collegial leadership, trust, and achievement
have been found to promote OCBs.58 If, as it has been
suggested, citizenship can create social capital,10 then
citizenship behaviors by faculty members also may pro-
mote a collegial environment, although this relationship
requires further study.

One study found that collegial cultures facilitate
higher trust and solidarity among colleagues in acade-
mia.59 Collegial cultures are deemed paramount for qual-
ity of work life and productivity; thus, it has been argued
that collegial acts be “psychologically required.”60 Doing
so facilitates a positive and reciprocal relationship be-
tween employees and the organization, which in turn cre-
ates an image of the organization to external stakeholders
as one treating its internal clients well and thus likely to

manifest in similar positive outcomes in dealing with ex-
ternal clients, be they students, customers, or future job-
seekers.61 Ross and colleagues spoke at least indirectly to
this issue when opining toward preparation of faculty
members and students to be citizen leaders and advocates
in pharmacy.62 While the crux of their thesis focused on
advocating for pharmacy, they more than intimated that
doing so effectively required careful examination of in-
ternal culture and collegial behaviors as ones to role
model inwardly and outwardly. Likewise, the collegiality
and consensus behaviors are viewed as inextricable in
establishing strategic priorities and even success in a cul-
ture of scholarship.63,64

While improving OCBs may be beneficial for pro-
ductivity and efficiency in any organization,6,7,15-17 the
proliferation of such behaviors might be particularly im-
portant to the success of new faculty members.54 New
faculty members find challenges in coping with work-re-
lated stress, allocating their time between teaching, re-
search, professional development, and other areas of
service, job expectations and navigating the faculty re-
view process. A collegial atmosphere and mentoring can
have a profound impact.54 The aforementioned AACP
task force emphasized the importance for colleges and
schools of pharmacy to incorporate effective mentoring

Table 2. Final Set of Organizational Citizenship Behavior Items Included in Round 4 of a Delphi Procedure

The faculty member creates negative energy in the organization (eg, gossiping, bullying).
The faculty member takes a personal interest in the well-being of colleagues.
The faculty member voluntarily helps others who have heavy workloads.
The faculty member is disrespectful to faculty colleagues.
The faculty member passes along work-related information to colleagues, as appropriate.
The faculty member does not show up to meetings.
The faculty member consistently volunteers to do things.
The faculty member performs above and beyond the job requirements.
The faculty member does not do his or her fair share of work in committees or other group activities/ assignments.
The faculty member refuses to accept responsibilities.
The faculty member goes out of the way to help junior colleagues.
The faculty member is disrespectful to persons in position of authority.
The faculty member sacrifices personal time and resources to assist others.
The faculty member provides informal mentorship outside of any formal mentoring program.
The faculty member takes credit for the work of others.
The faculty member invites colleagues to participate in scholarly endeavor.
The faculty member goes above and beyond for students (eg, writes many recommendation letters, provides career counseling).
The faculty member continually strives to improve in teaching, research, and service through development.
The faculty member reneges on commitments.
The faculty member tries to empower others in the organization.
The faculty member shirks responsibilities and leaves them for others to do.
The faculty member provides quality feedback on others’ scholarly works (eg, papers, grant proposals).
The faculty member engages in political maneuvering sometimes at the expense of the organization.
The faculty member returns communications (voice, email) in a timely fashion.
The faculty member attempts to monopolize or control discussions at meetings
The faculty member keeps confidence with information when asked to do so.
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programs to help retain junior faculty members.57 Men-
tors are critically important for the success of junior fac-
ultymembers in academia58 and in conducting research.61

Positive mentoring relationships enhance the level of
OCBs by the mentee.65,66 Mentors model OCBs by being
good mentors.61 By its very nature, informal mentoring
(not compensated and not formally mandated) can be
conceptualized as a form of citizenship.61 The presence
of such citizenship behaviors and a culture promoting
themhas been advocated in pharmacy academia for junior
faculty members in evaluating potential positions.67 This
type of culture likewise helps to maintain engagement for
and enliven the intellectual arena for more senior faculty
members.68

As such, the proliferation, or culture ofOCBsmay be
helpful to new and junior faculty members with promo-
tion, tenure, and other organizational rewards. In other
fields, OCBs have been shown to affect managerial eval-
uations and reward recommendations, even though such
a direct relationship has yet to be tested in the academic
environment.13-15,18,19 Additionally, while tenure and
promotion criteria are accompanied by benchmarks noted
in an academic organization’s policies and procedures,
the recommendations of the department chair and dean
are critical. The department chair’s annual evaluations
also are important for keeping junior faculty members
on track for advancement. Based on results from previous
studies,6,11,12,55,69 it might be suggested that the perfor-
mance of OCBs by a faculty member may have an influ-
ence on a department chair’s evaluation of that faculty
member. Overall, creating a culture with positive citizen-
ship and a collegial, positive work environment should
help faculty members be productive and successful in
their academic careers.55,70

The OCBs generated from these procedures might
describe behaviors found in most jobs; however, some
are items that specifically reflect academic autonomy
and the tripartite mission of scholarship, teaching, and
service. Indeed, “The faculty member creates negative
energy in the organization (reverse scored),” is an item
that could describe many workplaces. Whereas one
item, “The faculty member continually strives to im-
prove teaching, research, and service through develop-
ment,” drives home the importance of all three
components of the academic triad. There are other
items pertaining specifically to teaching; others reflect
scholarship specifically; and others evidence the im-
portance of service. Academic institutions, or even de-
partments, can use the citizenship items not only to
gauge perceptions of collegiality, but also to bench-
mark desired extra-role behaviors that presumably
shape the entire ethos of a college or department and

may affect faculty quality of work life, perceived sup-
port, and productivity.

The results of any Delphi procedure are limited by
the expertise of the panel participants and the level of
diligence with which they carried out the process. For
example, judging by comments to the investigators and
responses to open-ended questions, the Delphi partici-
pants in the study seemed to approach this responsibility
with diligence; however, the possibility that, in latter
rounds, some participants conformed their ratings on cer-
tain items to those of their peers for the sake of conve-
nience rather than earnest beliefs cannot be ruled out. No
matter how expert, a different set of participantsmay have
generated a slightly different set of items. A purposive
sampling strategy was employed to gain representation
from the basic, clinical, and social/administrative phar-
maceutical sciences, in addition to representation by type
of institution, faculty rank, and participation in adminis-
trative activities.

Use of a focus group rather than a Delphi procedure
might have resulted in the opinions important to disci-
plines with lesser representation or from junior faculty
members being diminished due to groupthink, intimida-
tion, or other limitations inherent to focus group method-
ology.71 In spite of its limitations, the Delphi procedure
incorporates inherent strengths in its design, including
mitigation of groupthink and, potentially, arrival at a con-
sensus from knowledgeable experts highly engaged in the
process. The investigators provided participants with
a cursory definition of organizational citizenship behav-
iors based upon Organ’s conceptual framework.4 A more
detailed explanation could have been provided, and this
could have led to alternative results in the first round pro-
cedure, thus, impacting information generated from sub-
sequent rounds. It is believed that the “blank slate”
provided to participants created more flexibility and di-
versity of answers that led to successful subsequent Del-
phi rounds.

Another putative limitation is researcher bias. This
was possible in that the research team selected the orig-
inal definition, the first set of instructions, and the de-
velopment of the round two list of items from the
comments and suggestions from the first round. Al-
though there are several ways to define OCBs, the re-
search team chose only to provide one definition. This
was intentional so as to lower participant burden/confu-
sion and allow the generation of items to transpire under
the auspices of a well-renowned and accepted concep-
tual definition. The list was developed based on the com-
ments and suggested items from the participants. This
limited the influence of the researchers in an attempt to
maximize participant input.
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The Delphi panel procedures were conducted over
4 years prior to the paper’s construction. The effects of
history and maturation always have to be considered;
however, there were no specific salient events that would
have substantively altered the findings.

The proposed list of items requires validation and re-
liability testing for use as a measure of OCBs in a depart-
ment or college or school. The items generated from this
process should be employed in studies with larger sample
sizes and validated using quantitative designs. Further re-
finement of the OCBmeasure would include factor analy-
sis to evidence construct validity and comparing the
resultant domains with those of Organ and others, in addi-
tion to reliability testing and examination of its convergent
and discriminant validity properties. The use of this study’s
procedures to inform item generation followed by the
aforementioned quantitative approaches is commensurate
with recommendations for the development of measures
used in survey research.72 Once completed, an OCB mea-
surement should be useful for post-secondary professional
programs like pharmacy in assessing and benchmarking
the citizenship behaviors of its faculty and determining
how such behaviors affect the productivity and effective-
ness of constituent faculty.

The items proffered to measure OCBs were gener-
ated from a process that included only pharmacy faculty
members. An additional strength, particularly beginning
with open-ended questions composing the round 1 pro-
cedure, allowed perceptions of citizenship behaviors to
manifest from the lived experiences of these facultymem-
bers. As such, it might be said to have some unique prop-
erties related to pharmacy. However, the fact that the
participants were not provided instruction to, nor did they
comment overtly on, items particular to pharmacy make
the items generated here particularly more useful, or at
least readily adaptable to faculty members in other areas,
which lends further strength to this study’s design.

CONCLUSION
A Delphi procedure was used to develop a list of

perceived OCBs by faculty members in the field of
pharmacy. The generated list contains items that are
reflective of previously proposed dimensions of OCB
for workers in less autonomous environments, but also
offers measurement of facets unique to the job of an
academician in general, perhaps with some uniqueness
to those in a professional program. The items generated
by the procedure provide appropriate guidance for fac-
ulty members by which to comport and to mentor/
model onto others, in addition to providing a map for
administrators for establishing a positive culture in the
organization.
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Appendix 1. Pharmacy Faculty’s Perceptions of Important Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Delphi Procedure

Round 1 Survey
Thank you for agreeing to participate in ourDelphi process.Your contributionswill be invaluable toward defining organizational

citizenship behaviors (OCBs) among pharmacy faculty that will eventually lead to a larger study examining faculty quality of work
life and productivity. The purpose of Round 1 in the Delphi process is to identify OCBs that are unique from in-role job functions, or
performance. In-role job performance “refers to employee’s formal role requirements” and includes examples such as publishing
scholarly work, preparing for class, serving on committees, providing high quality clinical services, etc. A conceptual definition of
OCBs is behaviors that go beyond requirements of your job that are not directly recognized in your formal reward system and
facilitate organizational functioning, yet are discretionary in nature. They can be comprised of behaviors that include altruism,
conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, civic virtue, reliability, helpfulness, and cooperation. OCBs are behaviors that benefit
the organization in general, even if immediately benefiting specific individuals, because this indirectly benefits the organization.With
this background we are asking you to answer the following questions:

1. Please identify up to 5 OCBs that you feel you have done for others and/or your institution.
2. Please identify up to 5 OCBs that you feel others and/or your institution have done for you, or other colleagues.
3. To what sources would you most attribute pharmacy faculty engaging in positive OCBs.
4. Please list up to 5 behaviors in which you have engaged that could be interpreted as anti-citizen-like or retaliatory in

response to unfair treatment or policies by colleagues or administrators.
5. Please list up to 5 behaviors in which others have engaged that might be interpreted as anti-citizen-like in response to

unfair treatment or policies by colleagues or administrators.
6. To what sources would you most attribute pharmacy faculty engaging in anti-citizen like or retaliatory behaviors.

Appendix 2. Pharmacy Faculty’s Perceptions of Important Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Delphi Procedure

Round 2 Survey

Part 1
From your Round 1 responses and a careful review of the literature we have proposed an initial set of items listed below that are

potential items representative of both positive and negative Organizational Citizenship Behaviors. The purpose of Round 2 is to
determine the appropriateness of these items to compose an OCBmeasure, ANDNOT to report which of these you have experienced
or engaged. We are asking you to rate each of these items for IMPORTANCE to compose the OCB measure. In other words, how
impactful (either positively or negatively) is this behavior by a colleague on other colleagues and the organization (college/school of
pharmacy), as a whole? Please circle your answer according to the scale below.

Part 2
Please identify any additional items not listed in Part 1 and/or make any suggestions for rephrasing or even combining any items

from Part 1.
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Appendix 3. Pharmacy Faculty’s Perceptions of Important Organizational Citizenship Behaviors: A Delphi Procedure

Rounds 3& 4 Surveys*

Part 1
Below are the Round 2 [3] items, the inter-quartile range and your response for each item. Some items have been modified,

eliminated, or newly created based on your comments and those of your colleagues from the second round. In this third round of the
Delphi you are asked to re-evaluate the IMPORTANCE of each of these items in potentially composing a measure of organizational
citizenship behavior (OCBs). In other words, how impactful (either positively or negatively) is this behavior by a colleague on other
colleagues and the organization (college/school of pharmacy), as a whole? Please remember that your responses SHOULD NOT be
based on the extent to which you, personally, have experienced or engaged in these behaviors; but rather, the extent to which you feel
this item is IMPORTANT in composing an instrument to measure OCBs. This is NOT to measure YOUR personal experiences with
OCBs. Instead, it is to help us design ameasure of OCBs. Please indicate in the Revised Response column your new response, even if
your response is exactly the same as the previous round. Response Scale: 15 not important at all; 2 5 slightly important; 3 5
important; 4 5 extremely important.

Part 2
Please briefly justify any responses that remain outside the 1st or 3rd quartiles of your colleagues’ responses.
* Round 3 & 4 Surveys were separate procedures, but identical instructions were used.

Appendix 4. Samples of Pharmacy Faculty Participants’ Direct Responses to Round 1 (open-ended) of the Delphi Procedure

“I appreciate it when faculty volunteer to do things that they don’t HAVE to do, especially since they are the ones often the busiest in
the first place.” (Public, associate professor; led to item #9 in Table 1).

“Some faculty are almost always the first to help out and volunteer based on what is in their heart (and mind) to help the
organization. Others, on the other hand, can never be found, even when really needed. (Private, full professor; also led to item #9 in
Table 1).

“We have a mentoring program. It works, but people have to be careful not to step on any toes. A really good faculty member
provides good counsel and mentorship when asked or given the opportunity. He or she doesn’t make a big deal about it or ask for
attention or reward. They just go around helping people without fanfare and without stamping down the pride of other faculty.”
(Public, full professor; led to item #17 in Table 1).

“A good citizenship behavior, knowing howmuch we are under pressure to produce scholarship, invites others to participate on
projects. He or she doesn’t have to do this, but it is a good gesture, and doing so probably enhances or strengthens the project,
anyway.” (Public, associate professor and assistant dean; led to item #19 in Table 1, that was then modified in subsequent rounds).

“Good citizenship, or what I would call collegial is when a faculty member keeps his word and makes good on his promises. On
the other hand,we know faculty that do not. This sets a bad example for junior faculty.And besides, it probably leaves another faculty,
most likely a junior one, left holding the bag.” (Private, full professor and department chair; led to #22 in Table 1).

“Ohmy goodness. I can tell you that there aremore senior faculty . . .well, faculty in general, who keep their word. By that Imean
make good on their commitments. There are others who like to say in a general faculty meeting or somewhere else on public record
that they are going to do so-and-so. Then they don’t. Their going back on their word ends up hurting others,mostly people likeme, but
not just people like me—everybody.” (Private, assistant professor; also led to #22 in Table 1).

“We are all busy. I really don’t know anyone who isn’t. Yet it is amazing how different people are in something so simple like
returning emails. There are somewho you can count on to respond immediately. Others practically never do so. This creates stress for
the person sending the email, and often stress upon others needing that response, and perhaps even entire committees, students, staff,
the whole school”. (Public, full professor; led to #30 in Table 1).

“Agoodcitizenshipbehavior is prompt returnof communication! It does not take long to return anemail. If itwouldbea long response,
you can pick up the phone or walk down the hall and speak to the person.” (Private, full professor; also led to #30 in Table 1).
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