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ABSTRACT

This study critically analyzes the Greiner model’s applicability to family
businesses, addressing gaps in its empirical indicative support for the
applicability, the sequential nature of its crises, and its relevance in developing
countries. The research aims to provide insights for management and
organizational development for sustaining family businesses. Using a non-
probabilistic sample of 131 Brazilian family businesses, this quantitative
research employed cluster analysis and confirmatory factor analysis to
segment organizations into developmental stages. The study identified
cumulative and overlapping crises across stages, challenging the deterministic
assumption of sequential crises. Organizations exhibited varying adherence
to developmental stages, particularly in early stages like creativity and
direction. Greiner’s model remains a useful framework for understanding
organizational growth, especially for family businesses. However, adjustments
are needed to reflect non-linear crisis dynamics and diverse organizational
environments. The research contributes by offering practical insights into
improving management control and fostering sustainability.
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Andlise Empirica do Modelo de Greiner em Empresas Familiares

RESUMO

Este estudo analisa criticamente a aplicabilidade do modelo de Greiner em empresas familiares,
abordando lacunas quanto ao suporte empirico para sua aplicagdo, a natureza sequencial das
crises e a sua relevincia em paises em desenvolvimento. A pesquisa busca oferecer subsidios para
a gestao e o desenvolvimento organizacional visando a sustentabilidade das empresas familiares.
Com base em uma amostra nao probabilistica de 131 empresas familiares brasileiras, esta pesquisa
quantitativa utilizou andlise de cluster e andlise fatorial confirmatéria para segmentar as organizagoes
em estdgios de desenvolvimento. O estudo identificou crises cumulativas e sobrepostas entre os
estdgios, desafiando a suposi¢io deterministica de crises sequenciais. As organizacoes apresentaram
diferentes niveis de aderéncia aos estdgios de desenvolvimento, especialmente nos estdgios iniciais,
como criatividade e diregao. O modelo de Greiner continua sendo uma estrutura atil para
compreender o crescimento organizacional, especialmente em empresas familiares. No entanto,
s30 necessdrios ajustes para refletir dindmicas de crise nao lineares e ambientes organizacionais
diversos. A pesquisa contribui ao oferecer insights préticos para aprimorar o controle gerencial
e promover a sustentabilidade.

PALAVRAS-CHAVE:
Estdgios de desenvolvimento organizacional, Modelo de Greiner, Empresas familiares, Crises
organizacionais.

1. INTRODUCTION

Analyses of planning and control artifacts often generalize the need for and availability of
mechanisms (Simons, 1995; Ferreira & Otley, 2009; Malmi & Brown, 2008), ignoring the
unique and evolving demands of organizations. To address this, a model of organizational
evolution is necessary to identify changing needs and planning and control system configurations.
Organizational life cycle (OLC) models have generally served as a theoretical foundation for
examining the management practices adopted by organizations (Lester et al., 2003; Kallunki &
Silvola, 2008; Wang & Singh, 2014).

Organizations can be segmented by size, sector, region, and strategic maturity; however, a
model is needed to clarify expectations (e.g., Mosca et al., 2021; Angeles et al., 2022; Mousavi
et al., 2022). Even after their most growing stages, organizations require elements to compare
and understand their characteristics and opportunities. An OLC model helps identify elements
of change for improvement and sustainability, establishing what to expect from them. A model
simplifies reality, with its usefulness and goals varying over time. Choosing an organizational
development model is crucial for comparability throughout an organization’s life, creating synergy
for different needs (Dobbs & Hamilton, 2007; Mosca et al., 2021).

Greiner (1998) model was chosen for its adherence, versatility, and comprehensiveness. First
published in 1972, it was republished by Harvard Business Review (1998) and Family Business
Review (1997) due to its significant research impact. Greiner’s (1998) model is considered one
of the seminal OLC frameworks (Mosca et al., 2021), particularly contributing to the debate of
“Evolution and Revolution as Organizations Grow”. Greiner (1998) proposes that organizations
progress through five consecutive stages, with each phase being followed by a transitional period
triggered by a significant organizational challenge. Advancement to the next and more mature
stage depends on the organization’s ability to resolve the issues inherent in each developmental
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phase (Quinn & Cameron, 1983; Greiner, 1998). Greiner (1998) discussed organizational
development, emphasizing that management’s critical task in each revolutionary period is to
find new practices for the next evolutionary growth phase. These practices eventually lead to
another period of revolution.

Mosca et al. (2021) point out that only a limited number of empirical studies have tested
firm’s stages of development. They observed that only three studies were developed to empirically
validate the OLC models, with only one that analyzed Greiner model, with evidence from only
six large automotive firms in Czech Republic (Sukova, 2020). These authors also point out
the limitations of the deterministic trajectory of organizational development, which is limited
in explaining evolution in contemporary organizations (Mosca et al., 2021). In their words,
“the limited empirical support for the predictions of the OLC models casts doubts about their
suitability in describing companies’ development” (Mosca et al., 2021, p. 11).

As noted, Greiner (1998) has a long history in a context of great change. The difference of a
few years demands for changes in scenarios and operationalization. The past decades have raised
the question of analyzing the validity of the model as it is, demanding researchers explore the
field empirically: Is the model able, in a contemporary way, to segment stages, to support the
management control of family businesses and to provide understanding in different stages and crises?

Hence, this paper aims to analyze the model’s validity due to its extensive history and application.
The model is very important for organizations because it serves as parameter of a diagnostic stage
perspective (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019), and provides understanding of organizational crisis and
as well as solutions (Zhou et al., 2021). In other words, if organizations ignore or do not have
success in solving crisis, they will face challenges for firm growth (Jenssen, 2020). This paper
employs a quantitative approach, based on a non-probabilistic sample of 131 organizations,
analyzes clusters of family businesses using elements such as focus of operations, organizational
structure, control system, management style, and reward system (Greiner, 1998).

Building on these discussions, our paper addresses key gaps in OLC research and offers several
contributions. First, there is a lack of empirical evidence regarding the adherence of the elements
at each stage of the model in an empirical application and its consistency (Huy, 2001; Jenssen,
2020; Mosca et al., 2021). Hence, we empirically validate the distinguishing elements that delimit
the adherence of organizations in each stage.

Second, we tackle the lack of guidance and challenges in managing a deterministic model (Mosca
etal., 2021), which assumes sequential evolution in overcoming crises (Huy, 2001; Jenssen, 2020;
Srinivasan, 2007). Thus, this paper provides a spotlight on the crises organizations face at each
stage, and which push them to the next stage; and when not resolved, they are accumulated over
stages. Previous empirical research has primarily focused on firm stages (Sukova, 2020; Mosca et
al., 2021), our study fills this gap by emphasizing the impact of crises on organizational transitions.

Third, we provide other two empirical contributions by addressing the limited research on
organizational development in family businesses and also in developing countries, such as Brazil.
Addressing these empirical gaps will help bridge the theoretical gaps, bringing the typification
model closer to the taxonomy model. Details of the gaps and connection with the research model
are included in section 3.

This study focuses on Brazilian family businesses, henceforth the unique characteristics of
Brazil as a developing economy are not merely contextual details — they significantly shape
organizational behavior, growth trajectories, and crisis dynamics. Brazil presents a complex
institutional environment marked by regulatory instability, bureaucratic hurdles, and informal
governance practices (e.g., Berrone et al., 2012; Frezatti et al., 2021). These institutional frictions
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often delay or distort stage transitions predicted by Greiner’s model, such as the formalization
of delegation or the effective decentralization of decision-making. Furthermore, cultural traits
typical of Latin American societies (e.g., high power distance, interpersonal trust within closed
networks, and family-centered authority structures) may intensify the challenges of leadership
and autonomy crises (Hofstede, 2001). Economically, many organizations operate under resource
constraints and volatile market conditions, which can lead to overlapping or prolonged crises
rather than linear progression. Therefore, the deterministic assumptions of Greiner’s model may
not fully apply to emerging market firms.

Our findings suggest that in such environments, organizational growth often entails hybrid
models and non-sequential crisis management, warranting adaptations to Greiner’s framework
to reflect the realities of developing contexts. This expands the theoretical applicability of OLC
models and bridges a relevant empirical gap in international management research.

Finally, this research helps identify elements that promote operational sustainability in
organizations and families, enhancing management in heterogeneous environments. It significantly
impacts entrepreneurial families due to their economic role, providing strategic insights for
managers. The study provides the perception of utility of Greiner’s model by classifying and
identifying crisis accelerators through non-deterministic segmentation and corresponding
cumulative impacts. It highlights the model’s ongoing relevance, offering insights into each
development stage and crisis dynamics. This approach to understanding organizational crises
enhances management profiles and supports sustainability for both family and business.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In this section, we present the research constructs, taking into account Greiner’s (1998) stages
of development and the corresponding crises. We also try to explore the limitations of the basic
model that inspired the theoretical model and the characterization of family businesses, the
empirical focus of this research.

2.1. GREINER'S MODEL

Greiner (1998) defines organizational life as a continuum with five sequential stages: creativity,
direction, delegation, coordination, and collaboration. These stages alternate between periods
of stability (evolution) and major disruptions (revolution). During an evolutionary stage, the
company experiences steady growth without significant disruptions in its management practices.
Conversely, a revolutionary stage is marked by substantial challenges operationalized as crises
requiring stage transitions to adopt new defining characteristics (Scott & Bruce, 1987). Despite
varied naming and perspectives from other authors (Scott & Bruce, 1987; Kazanjian & Drazin,
1990; Lester & Parnell, 2008), the model emphasizes sequential evolution and revolution. Each
crisis resolution leads to new challenges due to internal and external factors. Greiner (1998)
stresses learning from each stage for subsequent success, viewing crises as inevitable yet rich in
opportunities for organizational change and learning. At the end of the day, some organizations
follow the path, others skip stages, others return to prior one (Jenssen, 2020). If we can use the
word consensus, (Jenssen, 2020; Hanks, 1990; Nicholls-Nixon, 2005) support the trend that
the changes are a combination of gradual changes and changes through phases.

The model has been cited by various researchers from different perspectives: to report on
governance evolution (Steier, 2001), organizational evolution (Burkert et al., 2014; Dyer,
2006; Chenhall & Euske, 2007; Mosca et al., 2021; Whetten, 1987; Scott & Bruce, 1987),
organizational change (Simons, 1994), managerial actions (Silvola, 2005), life cycle studies
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(Silvola, 2005; Lester & Parnell, 2008; Lester et al., 2008), evolutionary stages and life cycles
comparison (Lester & Parnell, 2008), accounting in initial stages (Moll, 2015), the model’s logic
in technological evolution (Kazanjian & Drazin, 1990), small business evolution (Mount et al.,
1993), entrepreneurial family evolution (Lissoni et al., 2010), and management and organizational
evolution (Davila & Foster, 2009). The model’s broad applicability influenced its selection due
to expected impact.

2.1.1. Stages and crises

The discussion on organizational development relates to how growth impacts firm characteristics
like structure and strategy (Fombrun & Wally, 1989) and management artifacts (Lee & Tan,
2001). Greiner (1998) defines stages based on elements such as focus of operations, structure,
control system, management style, and reward system, that Phelps et al. (2007) identified as
the basic set of key issues that you will find in a moment of the organization. These elements’
importance varies over time, shaping each stage’s evolution driven by crises inherent to the
current organizational phase (Greiner, 1998) and it is important to implement changes in the
right moment (Phelps et al., 2007).

2.1.1.1. Creativity stage

The creativity stage usually represents the birth stage of organizations. The values of the
organization are the founders ones, direct supervision, uncertainty and low level of forwarding
plan are characteristics of this stage (Zhou et al., Zhang, 2021). Attention is focused on developing
skills to create, produce, and sell products or services (Greiner, 1998). Thus, the founders have
technical and entrepreneurial profiles (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019). Little attention is paid to
administrative activities (Kimberlin et al., 2011), and management is focused on responding to
customers, and efforts are directed toward production and sales .

Communication between people is frequent and informal, and behavior is guided by the
norms and values established by the founder (Greiner, 1998). Controls are more physical, face-
to-face, and visible and usually result from problems that are perceived reactively. The studies
that deal with evolution or stages adopt different perspectives, such as that of Silvola (2005),
which indicates that the stage corresponding to creativity can include accounting information,
but that in practice it is hardly used. This is possible because different company profiles can be
observed. Simons (1995) deals with the issue of creativity and control and observes that there is an
initial tendency towards the former, with the provision of simple, precarious control mechanisms
that do not necessarily have the potential for repeatability. The informality profile is the main
characteristic of creativity (Davila & Foster, 2009).

At this stage, growth cannot be managed with the enthusiasm and creativity of the founders
alone, especially if they are unable to cope with new demands and responsibilities (Bachtiar &
Amin, 2019). At the same time, they see the need to bring in new knowledge and skills, but
they do not feel motivated to give up their positions. This characterizes a leadership crisis, as
the founders cannot meet all the demands and the organization moves to a new stage (Bachtiar
& Amin, 2019). Greiner (1998) also predicts turnover at the top of the firm as other leaders are
needed to add the knowledge and skills required to introduce new business techniques. These
descriptions suggest that this leadership crisis is closely related to the need to adopt management
accounting and control practices.
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2.1.1.2. Direction stage

In the direction stage, formal structure is introduced (Kimberlin et al., 2011), such as separating
division of activities, like marketing from manufacturing, and establishing goals and incentives,
with centralized hierarchy where the managers and supervisors hold the responsibilities. Hiring
new people, is expected to lead to agency problems with costs to adjust the new specialists that
solve the leadership crisis (Zhou et al., 2021). Communication becomes hierarchical, and the
original group’s professionals provide direction, while lower-level staff are treated as specialists
rather than decision-makers (Greiner, 1998; Bachtiar & Amin, 2019).

This stage often challenges family businesses’ views on autonomy for non-family managers,
making management mechanisms, especially accounting, crucial. Lee and Tan (2001) highlight
the need for new employees to understand organizational values to reduce conflicts and speed
up integration. The autonomy crisis arises as family control requires involving family members
(Berrone et al., 2012), leading to governance mechanisms and formal accounting controls, though
the founder’s influence remains significant (Davila & Foster, 2009; Greiner, 1998).

2.1.1.3. Delegation stage

Greiner (1998) argues that in the delegation stage, managers assume greater responsibility
with the decentralization (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019). This movement reduce the direct control
of the senior managers and transfers that to the lower level managers (Zhou et al., 2021) with
the consequence that a new kind of leadership is required (Kimberlin et al., 2011). Cost centers,
incentive plans, and periodic reports are implemented to provide standard and exception guidelines,
managed through visits and phone calls.

While management control mechanisms are expected in the previous stage, empirical studies
rarely identify rigid patterns of change (Davila & Foster, 2009) and the control systems gradually
becoming inappropriate (Zhou et al., 2021). This implies existing artifacts may not reach full
potential, including diagnostic and interactive approaches (Simons, 1995). Here, operational
managers assume more responsibility, expected to enhance technical efficiency and foster innovation.
The control crisis emerges as senior managers may feel less control over diversification, possibly
leading to renewed centralization by the owning family to regain control and advance to the
next stage. Top management demands controls mechanisms to cope with their duties (Bachtiar
& Amin, 2019).

2.1.1.4. Coordination stage

In the coordination stage, formal information systems are used to enhance activity coordination
under management (Greiner, 1998). The organization turns to be too big with high complexity
and red tape consequences due to excess of regulation (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019). The decentralized
structure requires from the management justify decisions autonomy through documentation
(Kimberlin etal., 2011). It is expected that spontaneous actions, social control and self-discipline
skillful individuals tend to be substantial (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019). Decentralized units are created
as formalized business units with implemented and reviewed plans. Central office structures
are strengthened for control over developed areas, with capital expenditure decisions evaluated
across the organization (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019). Product lines are managed as investment
areas, emphasizing return on investment. Some support functions centralize, while operations
decentralize. Financial incentives like bonuses and equity are crucial for long-term managerial
retention.
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Davila and Foster (2009) view this as a formalization phase where behavioral and financial
controls intertwine. Mechanisms are expected to be more present and intensively used compared
to the previous stage, learning how the parent company establishes control and monitoring.
This stage faces a bureaucracy crisis, where excessive formal controls, rules, and rigid systems
complicate overall coordination and management.

2.1.1.5. Collaboration stage

In the collaboration stage, Greiner (1998) emphasizes managers’ spontaneity in handling
interpersonal differences, countering the bureaucracy of the coordination stage (Bachtiar & Amin,
2019). Social control and self-discipline replace formal controls, challenging specialists usual to
previous bureaucratic methods. Kimberlin et al. (2011) consider building the cross-department
teams to allow coordination without excess of documentation. It is expected that this movement
could provide any return back of the creativity perspective.

Here, Greiner’s model focuses on collaborative problem-solving through multi-oriented groups,
with the central office decentralizing decision-making to subunits (Bachtiar & Amin, 2019).
Team-focused economic rewards replace individual evaluations. Greiner (1998) identifies the
crisis of “psychological saturation,” where managers face exhaustion from intense teamwork and
pressure for innovation. Davila and Foster (2009) view this stage as a rebalancing phase, hiring
professional managers and formalizing behaviors to balance standards and personal interactions
effectively.

2.2. FAMILY BUSINESSES

This involves an organizational environment with its own characteristics, which needs to be
specified. For this study, we followed the approach of Zellweger et al. (2011), which used the
definition of Chua et al. (1999), adjusting it to make it contemporary:

A family business is a business that is governed and/or managed with the intention of shaping
and pursuing the vision of business maintenance by a dominant coalition controlled by members
of the same family or a small number of families in a way that is sustainable across generations
of the family or families.

One notable aspect is the family’s long-term ownership vision across generations, demonstrating
determination and feasibility. This enduring perspective can positively impact the company,
provided other family-organization dynamics are managed. However, it does not preclude the
possibility of the company being sold, going public, or involving financial partners in the future.
For a founder, envisioning their great-grandchild continuing their legacy is deeply valuable and
prideful, beyond economic dimensions, fostering profound commitment and engagement. This
perspective aligns with Berrone et al.’s (2012) theoretical framework on socio-emotional wealth
in family businesses.

The company’s “face” reflects choices by controlling or managing families, forming the
dominant coalition that resolves key issues and determines how they are handled (Almeida et
al., 2021). This value structure, rich with beliefs, personalities, and circumstances, often forms
unconsciously and influences the company’s management model significantly.

The definition of who is “in charge” of the company (i.e., the coalition), refers to a potential
pragmatism regarding the power to direct the organization. The definition separates two features
that are similar but different throughout the history of companies: control and management.
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There are companies in which families control and manage, others that in which they control but
where there is the provision for a huge dilution of management participation by family members,
and others in which control and management are relatively diluted. Depending on the profile,
we will observe very different organizations (Frezatti et al., 2021).

The phrase “in a way that is sustainable” refers to a number of issues, including an approach that
balances the needs of the family, the organization, and management. There may be a balance
between actions that benefit the family and potentially destroy the business and a time when
the business is maintained at the expense of the family. This long-term balance (and imbalance)
allows us to think about sustainability through management. For this to happen, the management
control structure must be able to deal with these issues in different ways, depending on the stage
the company is in. The long-term view that connects the families and the organization is very
powerful. Family businesses potentially have a level of pressure for results that is quite different
from other types of organizations, such as multinationals and publicly traded companies. Of
course, the analysis becomes more complex when it is recognized that a company can still be
classified as a family business even if it is publicly traded or operates in hundreds of countries.

3. THEORETICAL RESEARCH MODEL

The two empirical gaps provide the context for the research development based on which we
propose a theoretical model to address these gaps (Mosca et al. 2021; Sukova, 2020).

First, we highlight the lack of evidence regarding the adherence of the elements at each stage of
the model in an empirical application and its consistency (Huy, 2001; Srinivasan, 2007). More
than this, the time spent in each stage is not equal or even similar (Nicholls-Nixon, 2005). Each
stage is characterized by five elements: focus of operations, organizational structure, control system,
management style, and reward system (Greiner, 1998). Once the focus of operations is defined,
the other elements are identified, determining the stage the organization is in and completing the
profile. Organizations vary in their use of management mechanisms and models. The statements
about the elements aim to capture profiles by examining the “baseline,” the minimum adherence
expected at each stage. Research may find organizations where the framework does not fully
align with what is expected at each stage and its corresponding elements, i.e., it does not fully
align with what is expected based on the business focus element with the other four elements
(Huy, 2001; Jenssen, 2020).

Greiner’s model was based on the author’s experience and perceptions, not on a statistical
empirical basis. Typologies and taxonomies are both classification strategies (Rich, 1992).
According to McKelvey (1982), typology is a creative invention, while taxonomy is an empirical
classification tool that interprets from the particular to the general. Each member of a class in
taxonomy possesses most characteristics of that class, but not all members share the same set of
properties (McKelvey, 1982; Priem et al., 2002; Rich, 1992). Taxonomies, which may or may
not accompany typologies, require empirical evidence and a deductive approach. Taxonomy
categories must be reality-consistent, show interdependence and interaction among attributes,
and be comprehensive, with essential elements (Rich, 1992). The Greiner model has potential
usefulness, needing to be broad enough to cover a scope and focused enough to credibly define
possibilities.

Second, we highlight the gap in dealing with the deterministic model, which assumes crises
are sequential and specific from one stage to the next to drive organizational change (Huy, 2001;
Mosca et al., 2021). Each stage depends on passing through the previous one, except for the
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creativity stage. The model assumes a crisis triggers and drives change in a predictable sequence,
without considering jumps or incomplete movements, which empirical analysis can capture. The
model does not clarify what happens when an organization reaches the collaboration stage and
faces a saturation crisis. Although organizations can revert to previous stages, this research does
not explore this movement longitudinally. These reflections are aligned with the limitations raised
by Mosca et al. (2021) about OLC models. They argue that “OLC models propose a deterministic
trajectory of organizational development showing limited explanatory power when confronted with
the challenges of the actual business environment” (Mosca et al., 2021, p. 4) and advise that the
‘engine’ of the trajectory are the changes.

The reality observed is more complex, and the dynamics underlying the model derived from
the typological view can be enriched by the adaptability offered by the taxonomy process, which
enables a more nuanced understanding of a specific segment of the environment and fosters
relevant learning (Jenssen, 2020). Even considering the limitations and issues to be addressed, the
model is relevant to support the discussion of emergent patterns of the organizations (Stubbart
& Smalley, 1999). This motivated us to provide an empirical analysis of the model. Our paper
is guided by two exploratory research questions, from which we derived three hypotheses:

To what extent do the five elements of Greiner’s model (focus of operations, organizational
structure, control system, management style, and reward system) differentiate organizational
developmental stages, henceforth validating the model’s applicability?

As consequence, the hypothesis H1: Greiner’s Model Validation is:

e H1,: The five elements of Greiner’s model (focus of operations, organizational structure,
control system, management style, and reward system) do not significantly differentiate
the organizational developmental stages.

e Hl.: The five elements of Greiner’s model significantly differentiate the organizational
developmental stages, confirming the model’s applicability.

How does the presence of unresolved organizational crises (leadership, autonomy, control,
bureaucracy, and psychological saturation) impact an organization’s ability to progress through
Greiner’s stages of development?

As consequence, the hypothesis are:

H2: Impact of Unresolved Crises on Growth Delay:

e H2,: The presence of unresolved organizational crises (leadership, autonomy, control,
bureaucracy, and psychological saturation) does not significantly impact an organization’s
progression through Greiner’s stages.

e H2,: The presence of unresolved organizational crises significantly delays an organization’s
progression through Greiner’s stages.

H3: Non-Deterministic Progression of Organizational Development

e H3,: Organizational development follows a strictly deterministic sequential crisis model,
where each stage is entered only after resolving the previous stage’s crisis.

e H3.,: Organizational development does not strictly follow a sequential crisis model; firms
exhibit stage skipping, regression, or hybrid characteristics.
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In this sense, the theoretical research model is described in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Theoretical research model
Source: Developed by the authors

4. METHODOLOGY

4.1. POSITIONING AND RESEARCH SAMPLE

This paper aims to develop theory by empirically testing a theoretical model of organizational
development based on the stages and their respective crises (Ketokivi & Choi, 2014). As noted
by Ketokivi and Choi (2014, p. 236), the “context is not known well enough to obtain sufficient
detailed premises for deducing testable hypotheses.” This research incorporates concepts, artifacts,
and relationships not included in Greiner’s (1998) basic model, allowing for balanced interaction
between the established theory and observed empirical data.

Data were collected using a questionnaire via Surveymonkey® software from Brazilian family
businesses, with a stratified sampling approach by size. When studying life cycle, it is important
to have a heterogeneous sample which represents the frame population. Approximately 30
companies per cluster were targeted, segmented by employee numbers: (1) up to 49 (small); (2)
50-249 (medium); (3) 250-1000 (large I); (4) over 1000 (large IT). Although the EU defines large
companies as those with more than 250 employees, this research included two large categories to
explore potential particularities. The stratified sample aimed to reduce bias due to size differences.
Managers were invited to participate via email and LinkedIn® based on existing contacts.

This study’s innovative approach involved immediate individual feedback to respondents via
specific reports. This method aimed to (i) improve data credibility with possible corrections, (ii)
enhance the image of research for future studies, and (iii) establish long-term relationships by
providing respondents with valuable knowledge.
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Table 1 shows the characteristics of the companies and respondents based on a final sample

of 131 respondents. In terms of size, we can see a relatively low variability between the segments
of number of employees, with differences in the distribution of annual turnover according to
the stratification of the sample. In terms of industry distribution, 25.2 % of the firms operate in
wholesale and retail, 38.2 % in manufacturing, and 36.6 % in services. Within the service sector,
the main segments are Specialized Services (11.5 %), Technology and Telecommunications (7.6
%), and Transportation, Logistics, and Related Services (7.6 %). In the manufacturing sector,

the leading segments include Agribusiness (8.4 %), Fashion and Apparel (7.6 %), and Food and

Beverages (5.3 %).

Table 1
Descriptive analysis of the sample
n % n %
Panel A. Number of employees Panel E. Industries
Up to 49 28 21.4%  Wholesale and Retail 33 25.2%
Between 50 and 249 30 22.9%  Manufacturing 50 38.2%
Between 250 and 999 34 26.0%  Service 48 36.6%
Between 1000 and 4999 29 22.1%
Over 5000 10 7.6%  Panel E Industry segments
Wholesale and Retail 33 25.2%
Panel B. Annual turnover in millions (based on 2017) Specialized Services 15 11.5%
Up to 50 51 38.9%  Agribusiness 11 8.4%
Between 51 and 100 11 §.40, lechnologyand 10 7.6%
Telecommunications
Between 101 and 300 23 17.60p  Iransportation, Logistics, and 10 7.6%
Logistic Services
Between 301 and 500 11 8.4%  Fashion and Apparel 10 7.6%
Between 501 and 1000 12 9.2%  Food and Beverages 7 5.3%
Over 1000 23 17.6%  Capital Goods and Electronics 6 4.6%
Steel, Mining, and Metallurgy 6 4.6%
Panel C. Shareholding control Health and Healthcare Services 5 3.8%
100% family control 83 63.4% Real EStat? and Civil 5 3.8%
Construction
0 .
Berween 50 and 100% family 25 19.1%  Pharmaceuticals and Beauty 4 3.1%
control
Below 50% family control 23 17.6%  Qil and Chemicals 3 2.3%
Financial Market 2 1.5%
Panel D. Hierarchical level of respondent Pulp and Paper 2 1.5%
Level 1 100 76.3%  Sanitation and Environment 1 0.8%
Level 2 17 13.0%  Energy 1 0.8%
Level 3 and below 14 10.7%

Authors source: Survey results.

In the sample, 63.4 % of companies are 100 % family-owned, while 36.4 % have other
shareholders. The average company age is 24 years, ranging from just over a year to 111 years.
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Regarding respondents, 76.3 % report to shareholders or the Board of Directors (level 1),
13 % report to senior management (level 2), and 10.7 % report to middle management (level 3).
This respondent profile ensures data quality due to their comprehensive company knowledge
and experience.

4.2. VARIABLES

Development stage elements. According to Greiner’s (1998) model, there are five stages
of development: creativity, direction, delegation, coordination, and collaboration. Each stage
consists of five characteristics (the focus of operations, organizational structure, control system,
management style, and reward system). We asked respondents five questions, each corresponding
to one of the five characteristics. For each question, they were provided with five statements,
each representing a different stage of organizational development. Respondents were instructed
to select only one statement that best described their organization’s current stage: (1) Creativity,
(2) Direction, (3) Delegation, (4) Coordination, or (5) Collaboration (see Appendix 1).

Crises in the developmental stages. The crises were measured using statements developed by
the authors based on considerations presented in Greiner’s (1998) seminal study. Organizations
face five types of crises at each stage and that drive stage change: the crisis of leadership, the crisis
of autonomy, the crisis of control, the crisis of bureaucracy, and the crisis known as psychological
saturation. Each crisis construct was measured using five statements on a five-point Likert scale
(totally disagree to totally agree, shown in Appendix 2). The level of each crisis was measured by
confirmatory factor analysis (Hair et al., 2009) using SmartPLS® software. The validation parameters
of the latent crisis variables are presented in the Results Analysis section. We also included firm
characterization variables such as size (by number of employees), industry and age, which are
commonly used in life cycle and organizational development cycle studies (e.g., Lester et al., 2008).

4.3. DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

We used various statistical techniques for data analysis (Hair et al., 2009). First, we performed
a cluster analysis (hierarchical and K-means) with the five elements characterizing development
stages (Greiner, 1998). We aimed to create five clusters representing the five stages, as suggested
by the hierarchical cluster after excluding outliers. Second, we conducted a confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA) to validate the latent variables representing the crises. Third, we performed
descriptive analysis, ANOVA, and chi-squared tests (Fdvero & Belfiori, 2017; Hair et al., 2009)
on the clusters, considering the stages, crises, and contingency factors like size, industry and age.
The sample size met the CFA criteria and was representative for cluster analysis.

5. RESULTS ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

According to Greiner’s (1998) model, there are five stages of development: creativity, direction,
delegation, coordination, and collaboration. Each stage consists of five elements (the focus of
operations, organizational structure, control system, management style, and reward system) that
comprise the variables studied.

Hypothesis H1: Greiner’s Model Validation

e H1,: The five elements of Greiner’s model (focus of operations, organizational structure,
control system, management style, and reward system) do not significantly differentiate
the organizational developmental stages.
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e Hl.: The five elements of Greiner’s model significantly differentiate the organizational
developmental stages, confirming the model’s applicability.

First, we applied hierarchical cluster analysis (between-groups linkage and squared Euclidean
distance) using the five variables characterizing development stages (focus of operations, organizational
structure, control system, management style, and reward system). We interpreted the preliminary
results through the dendrogram. Although these qualitative variables represent stage characteristics,
they were treated as quantitative variables to indicate the level of organizational development from
the first stage (creativity) to the last stage (collaboration) in Greiner’s (1998) model.

Using hierarchical cluster analysis, we identified 13 outliers over the course of a few rounds,
which were excluded from the sample. Using this technique, we have two suitable solutions with
four or five clusters. Therefore, we carried out the cluster analysis using the K-means technique,
with the basic pillar being the solution based on five clusters, which could theoretically represent
each stage of development, according to Greiner’s (1998) model as a theoretical justification.
With the five clusters, it was possible to differentiate the means between the groups at a 5 %
significance level (see ANOVA results in Table 2).

A joint analysis of the levels presented in Table 2 was carried out for the characteristics, from
which the designation of each cluster emerged, taking into account Greiner’s (1998) five stages
of development, creativity (cluster 1), direction (cluster 2), delegation (cluster 3), collaboration
(cluster 4), and coordination (cluster 5). Of note is the distribution of organizations in the
collaboration and coordination stages, which are theoretically the most advanced stages or
associated with more complex profiles in Greiner’s foundational study.

Table 2
K-means cluster analysis and ANOVA test

Cluster 1  Cluster2  Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5

Cluster size (n) 23 40 38 5 12

Elements that characterize ANOVA
the stages of development (sig.)
Focus of operations -0.253 -0.261 0.216 0.830 0.327 0.027
Organizational structure -0.596 -0.268 -0.321 1.701 2.342 0.000
Management style -1.119 0.081 0.732 -1.442 0.160 0.000
Control system -1.128 0.517 -0.087 -0.518 0.932 0.000
Reward system -0.681 0.887 -0.756 0.005 0.743 0.000

Name assigned to the
cluster after analyses of the ~ Creativity =~ Direction Delegation Collaboration Coordination
characteristics

Note 1. The values presented for each stage element are standardized, i.e., the mean is 0 and the standard deviation
is 1. Therefore, extreme positive values indicate a characteristic at a higher level than the mean and closer to the last
developmental stage of the model (collaboration). On the other hand, extreme negative values indicate proximity
to earlier stages (i.e., creativity).

Note 2. Based on the interpretations, we proceeded to name each cluster according to the most relevant characteristics/
elements presented, using the organizational development model proposed by Greiner (1998) as a reference and
perfecting the typology using the logic of taxonomy foreseen in the literature.

Font: Developed by the authors
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Table 2 shows a similarity between cluster analysis results and the stages of development proposed
by Greiner (1998), validating the conceptual structure. We can see three clusters with a significant
number of companies, the largest being cluster 2 with 40 companies, with two smaller clusters
with only 5 and 12 companies. Furthermore, we can see in Table 2 that all the characteristics
show statistical significance (ANOVA test) at a 5 % level of significance, confirming the five-
cluster solution as a valid solution. The values presented for the levels of each characteristic at
each stage of development are standardized (i.e., mean 0 and standard deviation 1). The H1
was not rejected and it can be interpreted that the clusters are significantly different when
analyzed from the perspective of the five elements.

This evidence is aligned with prior empirical studies that support firm development stages in
the OLC and management literature (Lester et al., 2008; Davila & Foster, 2009). This evidence
also addresses the concerns in the literature (e.g., Mosca et al., 2021) about the suitability of OLC
model and stages. This conclusion is based on the results of the cluster analysis and ANOVA,
which revealed statistically significant differences in OLC elements between at least two clusters.
However, some elements did not show significant variation across all clusters, for example, the
Focus of Operations showed a minimal difference between Cluster 1 (-0.253) and Cluster 2
(-0.261), suggesting a lack of statistical significance in this case.

Hypothesis H2: Impact of Unresolved Crises on Growth Delay

e H2,: The presence of unresolved organizational crises (leadership, autonomy, control,
bureaucracy, and psychological saturation) does not significantly impact an organization’s
progression through Greiner’s stages.

e H2,: The presence of unresolved organizational crises significantly delays an organization’s
progression through Greiner’s stages.

After the cluster analysis and the characterization of the groups based on the elements of
Greiner’s (1998) model, we also extended the discussion to the five crises faced in each of the
five stages of the development cycle, as can be seen from the details in Appendix 2. The latent
variables of the crises met the convergent validity criteria suggested by Hair et al. (2016) through
the cross-loading matrix and other parameters, such as Cronbach’s alpha greater than 0.7 and
average variance extracted greater than 0.5 for all crises. We also carried out a discriminant
analysis using the Fornell-Lacker matrix (Table 3), showing a positive correlation between the
crises in the different stages.

Table 3
Fornell-Lacker Matrix
1 2 3 4 5
1. Creativity crisis (Crisis of leadership) ‘ 0.769
2. Direction crisis (Crisis of autonomy) 0.456 0.773
3. Delegation crisis (Crisis of control) 0.640 0.641 0.816
4. Coordination crisis
(Crisis of burcaucracy) 0.666 0.533 0.722 0.764
5. Collaboration crisis (Crisis of
psychological saturation) 0.486 0.300 0.506 0.597 0.729
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Table 3

Cont.

1 2 3 4 5
Cronbach’s alpha 0.828 0.778 0.875 0.821 0.792
Composite reliability (rho_a) 0.846 0.830 0.892 0.824 0.809
Average variance extracted (AVE) 0.591 0.598 0.666 0.584 0.532

Note. The values on the diagonal are the square roots of the average variances extracted; since these values are
greater than the correlations between the latent variables (off-diagonal values), there is discriminant validity (Hair
Jr. etal., 2016).

The creativity stage (cluster 1) ends up being strongly affected by all the crises because the
organizations operate in an environment where the stimuli affect everyone, regardless of their

stage of development (Table 4).

Table 4
Descriptive analysis of crises and organizational characteristics associated with clusters
ANOVA or
Cluster 1 Cluster2 Cluster3 Cluster4 Cluster5 chi-squared

(sig.)
Cluster size (n) 23 40 38 5 12
Crises of the developmental stages
Creativity crisis
(Crisis of leadership) 0.498 -0.190 0.037 0.089 -0.475 0.040
Direction crisis 0525  -0.142 0139  -0253  -0.867 0.001
(Cirisis of autonomy)
Delegation crisis 0582  -0.090  -0.028  -0.136  -0.669 0.007
(Cirisis of control)
Coordination crisis 0.252 0.069 0012  -0.663  -0.474 0.164
(crisis of bureaucracy)
Collaboration crisis . 0.123 0.070 0020 0576  -0.167 0.646
(crisis of psychological saturation)
Age (years since foundation) - 15.55 26.84 28.03 16.00 27.91 0.348
mean
Size (number of employees)
Up to 49 8 4 2 2
Between 50 and 249 5 11 1 3
Between 250 and 999 7 8 11 2 5 0.376
Between 1000 and 4999 3 13 8 0 1
Over 5000 0 4 0 1
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Table 4

Cont.
ANOVA or
Cluster 1 Cluster2 Cluster3 Cluster4 Cluster5 chi-squared
(sig.)
Industry
Wholesale and Retail 4 12 11 1 3
Manufacturing 7 14 16 1 7 0.462
Service 12 14 11 3 2

Note 1. The values presented for each developmental crisis are standardized, i.e., the mean is 0 and the standard
deviation is 1. For age, the mean in years is presented, for size and industry, the frequency of organizations within
the size and industry categories in each cluster. The frequencies differ from those in Table 1, as the cluster analysis
resulted in a final sample of 118 organizations (after excluding outliers).

Changes to the direction stage and from there to delegation have the least relative impact of all
the crises, except for creativity and direction itself. In both coordination and collaboration, the
crises of the previous stages (i.e., creativity, direction, and delegation), no longer have an impact
in terms of change. It can be said that the crises have different intensities in terms of provoking
change, being stronger in creativity and with less impact in coordination and collaboration.
The H2, was not rejected and it can be interpreted that the unsolved crisis impacts the path
of the sequence of stages.

This evidence is important because prior empirical literature that applied Greiner’s model did
not put emphasis on organizational crisis (Mosca et al., 2021; Sukova, 2020), as we observe in
our results, they are important to understand organizational development throughout the stages.
Another interesting finding that was not explicitly debated in the seminal article by Greiner
(1998) is that the five crises are not only present in the transition from one stage to another, but
they haunt different subsequent stages.

We also analyzed whether contingency variables differed across clusters, as this could help
explain the intensity of the crises associated with different developmental stages. However, the
results of the ANOVA and chi-squared tests based on contingency tables did not reveal any
statistically significant differences in age, size (measured by number of employees), or industry
across the clusters (Table 4).

Hypothesis H3: Non-Deterministic Progression of Organizational Development

e H3,: Organizational development follows a strictly deterministic sequential crisis model,
where each stage is entered only after resolving the previous stage’s crisis.

e H3.: Organizational development does not strictly follow a sequential crisis model; firms
exhibit stage skipping, regression, or hybrid characteristics.

The cluster analysis results are presented below, taking into account the results of both the

ANOVA test and the chi-squared test, based on the contingency tables drawn up for each element
characterizing the stage of development (Table 5).
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Table 5
Contingency table and chi-squared test between each element and the clusters

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5

Cluster size (n) 23 40 38 5 12
Cluster names Creativity Direction ~ Delegation  Collaboration Coordination
Focus of operations (chi-squared test, p-value=0.064)

1. Production and sales, leaving

. e . 8 6 4 0 2
aside administrative activities
2. Incr.easmg the efficiency of 6 18 1 ] 3
operations
:’). Expflndlng in the ma.rk.e.t, 5 10 5 0 1
including through acquisitions
.4. Consolidating the organization 5 5 13 3 3
in the market/sector of activity
5. Solving problems in order to ) ] 4 ! 3

innovate

Organizational structure (chi-squared test, p-value=0.000)

1. Informal 9 2 6 0

2. Functional 14 38 30

3. Geographically decentralized 0 0 2 0

4. Defined by advisory line and 0 0 0 ) 4
product group

5. Matrix-based and designed to

encourage collaboration among 0 0 0 2 8

employees
Management style (chi-squared test, p-value=0.000)

1. Individualistic and

. 11 1 0 4 0
entrepreneurial
2. Emphasmes low autonomy for 5 4 ] 0 ]
subordinates
3. Empbhasizes delegation and area
managers have a lot of decision- 5 31 16 1 10
making autonomy
4. Coercive with a strong top- 0 ) s 0 0
down tendency
5. Participative and focused on
behavioral rather than technical 0 2 6 0 1

issues
Control system (chi-squared test, p-value=0.000)

1. Focused on commercial results

11 1 4
(basically revenue) 0 0
2. Focused on standards and cost
centers (basically revenue and 7 4 1 0 1

costs)

3. Geared toward management
reporting and focused on profit 5 31 16 1 10
centers and exceptions
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Table 5
Cont.

Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5

4. Bas.ed on the frequently revised 0 5 I 0 0
planning process

5. Simplified control systems

focused on the internal value chain 0 2 6 0 !

Reward system (chi-squared test, p-value=0.000)

1. Emphasizes what the owners

13 0 20 1 0
value
2. Emphasizes salaries and merit 8 6 17 ] 3
pay
.3. EmPh351zes individual financial 0 8 1 ) )
incentives
4. Emphgsues profit sharing and ) 11 0 1 3
stock options/quotas
5. Emphasizes financial incentives
for groups, not just individual 0 15 0 0 4

recognition

Note 1. The full wording of the elements characterizing the developmental stages used in the questionnaire can be
found in Appendices 1 and 2. For this table, we have simplified the phrases used, focusing on the essential characteristic.
Note 2. The numbers before each statement represent the five stages of the development cycle of Greiner’s (1998)
model.

The focus of operations differs more between the first two clusters than the last three, as
does the structure, which stands out and differs from the other stages. On the other hand, the
differentiation in management style is most pronounced in the delegation stage. Finally, control
systems and reward systems are greater in clusters 2 and 5, which makes sense because the
reward system must have a control system as its antecedent. Regarding the focus of operations,
it can be understood that although there is a predominant profile, the focus characteristic of
the creativity stage can also be found in the next stages, which are direction and delegation. The
same goes for the other stages. With regard to the focus of the predominant businesses, we find
organizations with characteristics from both the earlier and later stages. A possible explanation
is that organizations move continuously and the change in profile is part of this evolution based
on a cumulative configuration in terms of antecedents. Given that the business focus is the
dimension that drives all the others, the heterogeneity of the characteristics makes this possible.

Similarly, in terms of organizational structure, we find the same phenomenon in which a
given profile, for example, the creativity structure, can be found in companies that are in clusters
1, 2, and 3. On the other hand, the structures of the coordination and collaboration stages are
not found in clusters 1 to 3, but only in clusters 4 and 5, confirming the logic of antecedence.
Management control requires an organizational structure with a certain degree of formalization,
which appears from the direction stage and is maintained in the other stages, and which is a
relevant antecedent. The structure is the basis for operationalizing management control, as it
allows responsibilities to be defined, goals to be set, performance to be assessed, and rewards to

be provided.
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Management style is a more abstract variable to capture than the previous elements. In this
case, the creativity stage is the most adherent in terms of the element, which can be explained
by the scarcity of resources and the initial momentum with respect to the element. On the other
hand, by analogy, a given style can be found in stages other than the predominant one, and this
occurs more frequently between the creativity, direction, and delegation stages. This may lead us
to understand that an organization would not necessarily be led to change its structure and/or the
people in its positions in a change of stage, which would depend on the hegemonic group of its
governance, which may stem from a long-term vision. From the point of view of management
control, increased autonomy requires objective mechanisms in order to be developed.

Table 5 deals with the element of the control system, focusing on what would be basic for this
element. The initial stage of creativity is the most fragile due to its weaknesses at the beginning
of the trajectory, where spending on the structure of control systems is not compatible with
the possibilities. On the other hand, the profile of the control system element of the delegation
stage, where the existence of a structured system is essential for proper management, is relatively
very representative for the direction and coordination stages. As far as management control is
concerned, the control system element becomes structured to meet expectations when it exceeds
the profile established by the direction, delegation, and coordination stages.

As far as the reward system is concerned, while there is an influence from the stage, there is also
an impact from the profile of the people, which explains the fact that the reward is derived from
what is valued by the owners at a stage such as delegation, for example. The emphasis on salaries
and merit pay is a widely accepted discourse and permeates the different profiles of organizations,
allowing intra- and inter-organizational mobility. Incentives such as profit sharing, stock options,
and group incentives are likely to be driven by the size and segment of the organization.

The contingency table (Table 5) shows that the profile of the elements of the organizations by
stage does not occur in the way envisaged in the original model, i.e. at each stage and for each
cluster there are companies that have different characteristics for some of the elements studied,
such as focus of operations, organizational structure, management style, control system, and reward
system. The H3, was not rejected, and it can be interpreted that organizational development
do not follow a strictly deterministic sequential crisis model. This interpretation is limited
to our sample and based on the contingency table.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Like all models, the Greiner (1998) model has a guiding purpose. Its operationalization offers
advantages based on the conceptual vision and the empirical sampling reality. The main goal of the
research was to capture trends that can be perceived, regardless of absolute precision. The idea of
applying exactly the same approach to a mature organization and another still in the early stages
of development contributes little to the growth of knowledge. Considering Greiner’s model, it
is still useful since it considers a non-deterministic perspective and also the crises inventory. The
model provides a direction of attention for what is adequate or not according to the moment
of organization life.

One important contribution of this research was to identify aspects of Greiner’s (1998) model
that were presented as “deterministic” and sequential, as in the case of the framework for a single
stage and multiplicity and perpetuity, as in the case of crises, where they can lead the organization
to different stages and different future influences for crises that are not faced and dealt with. With
this, it is possible to understand the model as very suitable and useful in understanding trends,
adjusting future expectations. This observation contrasts with previous studies that challenge
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the real-world applicability of OLC models (Mosca et al., 2021). The concern arises from the
limited empirical evidence on OLC, particularly regarding Greiner’s (1998) model (Mosca et
al., 2021; Sukova, 2020).

Other important finding is that it is easier to identify companies in the early stages of
organizational development than in the more advanced stages, and that they can be partially
grouped into a single predominant stage, recognizing the dynamism of change that organizations
undergo. Greiner’s (1998) model works well enough to discriminate between different stages at
the extremes, such as creativity and cooperation, but there are limitations when we look at stages
closer together, mainly because organizations undergoing change present advances and setbacks
that are the transitions from one stage to the other. Thus, the determinism of identification
with a complete framework becomes rare when analyzed through the empirical field of existing
organizations. In any case, the direction of the stages is extremely useful for possible messages
to management.

The expectation that a given crisis will manifest itself only at one stage has not been proven.
Based on the empirical data, the interpretation is that although a given crisis can be perceived
at any stage, there would be a better time for it to be resolved and provide an opportunity for
mobility to another more suitable stage for the organization. An example of this is the creativity
stage, which should be affected by a single crisis, but in fact, is affected by crises that would be
typical of later stages. This is because organizations compete and operate in the same environment,
and external pressures occur regardless of the stage the organization is in. Thus, the demands
that cause crises affect different organizations and the responses are also different.

There is a cumulative effect of crises in the life of organizations, in which those not resolved
at the stage perceived as most appropriate interfere with the development of the other stages. In
addition, it is important to note the evidence that crises do not necessarily lead to a single stage,
but potentially to several simultaneously, which was not foreseen by Greiner (1998) and, thanks
to the dynamism of companies, the model ends up capturing this mobility from the perspective
of multiple crises and multiple movements, including the logic of antecedents and consequents.

In any case, studies on management control, based on a segmentation of stages, can be seen,
structured, and maintained in a way that is aligned with the challenges experienced by the
organization, in the configuration desired by managers, advancing or maintaining the set of five
elements according to their strategic vision.

While the statistical techniques applied (cluster analysis and CFA) provided interesting patterns
in relation to the Greiner model, we fully acknowledge the limitations inherent in the sample
structure. Specifically, the relatively small number of firms classified in the “collaboration” (n=5)
and “coordination” (n=12) stages limits the statistical power for generalization and hinders robust
inferences regarding more mature stages of organizational development. Consequently, our
interpretation of the results should be viewed as exploratory rather than confirmatory. Instead
of asserting that the Greiner model is “validated,” we clarify that the findings provide indicative
support for the applicability of the model’s elements and crisis constructs within a subset of
Brazilian family firms.

The results should be seen as a basis for theory refinement and hypothesis development, not as
definitive empirical validation. Future research with larger and probabilistically selected samples
is essential to strengthen external validity, test stage transitions more rigorously, and explore the
potential influence of industry, governance structure, and market dynamics on developmental
paths. Replication studies, especially those encompassing diverse geographic and institutional
environments, are particularly needed to assess the model’s adaptability beyond this context.
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As previously noted, the context of emerging economies such as Brazil may give rise to hybrid
elements in the organizational life cycle and non-sequential approaches to crisis management,
underscoring the need for an adapted interpretation of Greiner’s model.

Finally, a deeper understanding of the development and crises of firms in the early stages
(creativity) could help update Greiner’s model. The cluster of companies in this stage presented
crises that should be dealt with in other stages, which can be interpreted as the need for companies
to be born understanding all the structure and artifacts necessary for their management.
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BBR APPENDIX

Appendix 1. Greiner model of organizational evolution. In each block of five statements, identify which statement best

25

reflects your organization today.

Construct | Statements
" 1. The main focus of our operations is production and sales, leaving aside administrative
g activities.
=]
g 2. The main focus of our operations is to increase operational efficiency.
5S 3. The main focus of our operations is to expand in the market, including through acquisitions.
2 4. The main focus of our operations is to consolidate the organization in the market/sector in
3 which it operates.
o

5. The main focus of our operations is to solve problems in order to innovate.

Organizational structure

1. Our organizational structure is informal, focused more on people and circumstances than on a
predefined and informed structure.

2. Our organizational structure is functional (formalized by Finance, Marketing, Operations, IT,
HR) and centralized.

3. Our organizational structure is geographically decentralized.

4. Our organizational structure is defined by advisory line and product group.

5. Our organizational structure is matrix-based and designed to encourage collaboration among
employees.

Management style

1. The executives’ management style is individualistic and entrepreneurial.

2. The executives’ management style emphasizes low autonomy for subordinates.

3. The executives’ management style emphasizes delegation and area managers have a lot of
decision-making autonomy.

4. The executives’ management style is coercive with a strong top-down tendency.

5. The executives’ management style is participative and focused on behavioral rather than
technical issues.

Control system

1. The control system is focused on commercial results (basically revenue).

2. The control system is focused on standards and cost centers (basically revenue and costs).

3. The control system is geared towards management reporting and focused on profit centers
(basically income, costs, expenses, interest, and taxes to achieve profit) and exceptions (anything
that is different from the forecast is of interest).

4. The control system is geared towards the planning process, which is frequently revised, and the
focus is on the business units and investments in long-term assets.

5. The control system is focused on setting targets in the internal value chain, through simplified
control systems.

Reward system

1. Rewards for managers emphasize what owners value.

2. Rewards for managers emphasize salaries and merit pay.

3. Rewards for managers emphasize individual financial incentives.

4. Rewards to managers emphasize profit sharing and stock options/quotas.

5. Rewards for managers emphasize group financial incentives and not just individual

recognition.

Source: Adapted by the authors from Greiner (1972, 1997, 1998).
Note. The statements numbered 1 refer to the creativity stage, 2 to direction, 3 to delegation, 4 to coordination,

and 5 to collaboration.
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BBR Appendix 2. Greiner model of organizational evolution - crises in the evolutionary stages.

Crises Statements

Lack of technical knowledge to improve efficiency.

Lack of accounting and financial procedures and information.

26

Demotivation of new employees due to workload and lack of direction.

Leadership

Founders bogged down in administrative responsibilities.

Difficulty integrating new employees due to informal communication and controls.

Structure centered on managers who direct the actions of the organization without input from
lower-level employees.

Lower-level employees are viewed as technical specialists who must be directed by managers.

Lower-level employees are not used to making decisions.

Autonomy

The organization does not prepare lower-level employees to make decisions.

Lower-level employees have more knowledge about markets and operations than higher-level
employees.

Loss of senior management control over complex and segmented operations.

Managers prefer to manage their own areas to the detriment of the entity as a whole (fiefdom
power).

Communication between directors and managers is infrequent and formal (emails, phone calls,
and brief visits).

Control

Managers resist the use of unified coordination tools (plans, financial resources, personnel,
information systems, etc.).

Attempt to return to a centralized management style.

Proliferation of information systems outpacing benefits.

Excessive bureaucracy hinders management.

Proliferation of decisions that don’t become reality.

Complaints from support professionals about the lack of cooperation from line managers, and

Bureaucracy

complaints from line managers about the lack of support knowledge of units.

Lack of trust in the relationship between headquarters and the units.

High psychological pressure to innovate.

People crying out for rest, reflection, and revitalization.

Challenge of balancing personal and professional life.

Psychological
saturation

Need to respond very quickly to demands.

Difficulty navigating complex (matrix) structures.

Source: Adapted by authores from Greiner (1972, 1997, 1998).
Note. Scale: five-point Likert.
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