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Abstract

Purpose: Miles and Snow’s conception of strategic types is the most popular and extensively stud-
ied typology of strategic choices. Consequently, in recent years it has been related to organizational 
performance measures. Despite numerous studies conducted in different environmental and organ-
izational settings, the research results of relationships between strategic types and organizational 
performance are ambiguous. In this paper, we seek to advance the knowledge regarding how 
a chosen strategic type affects organizational performance measures in the transition economy of 
Poland. 

Methodology: Using quantitative research results, on the basis of data from 96 organizations we 
statistically test four research hypotheses. 

Findings: Research results reveal the existence of “clear” strategic types in majority of companies 
but highlight moderately strong relationships between declared strategic type and organizational 
performance. In turn, they suggest that Prospector and Analyzer strategic types promise slightly 
higher performance than Reactor and Defender types. 

Originality: This research project on strategic types in SMEs in a transition economy is one of few 
dealing with this topic that have been conducted in Eastern European countries to date. 
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Introduction

In the last 50 years, researchers have published numerous studies on strategic issues 
in general (Mantere, Schildt and Sillince, 2012; Ozcan and Eisenhardt, 2009) and 
strategic types in particular. Among the most studied typologies of strategic types, 
one can identify Porter’s strategies (Kotha and Vadlamani, 1995), Mintzberg’s typology 
(Doty, Glick and Huber, 1993), Walker and Ruekert’s (1987) strategic types, Ansoff’s (1987) 
typology, and Miles and Snow’s (1978) typology. Among these, the typology created 
by Miles and Snow (1978) has acquired significant attention and has been studied 
extensively all over the world (Laugen, Boer and Acur, 2006; Tang and Zang, 2012; Hu 
and Hafsi, 2010; Pittino and Visintin, 2009; Oosthuizen, 1997; Rodriguez and Ventura, 
2003; Fiss, 2001). Although Miles and Snow’s typology of strategic choices, understood 
by the authors as the decisions by which a company adjusts to the nature of and 
changes in the environment (Desarbo, Di Benedetto, Song and Sinha, 2005), has been 
the subject of extensive studies in different parts of the world, we were able to locate 
only a few studies employing this typology in transition economies in post-Communist 
countries (Csepeti, 2010). 

The management approach in transition economies, due to these economies’ histori-
cally shaped specificity, strongly differs from that of other countries in the same region 
(i.e., Western European countries), as well as in the rest of the world (Shinkle and 
Kriauciunas, 2012). These differences will most likely disappear over time, but now, 
20 years after the transition, they continue to influence the way organizations operate. 
The exogenous shock that significantly changed the external business environment 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s influenced not only individual behaviors (Tonoyan, 
Strohmeyer, Habib and Perlitz, 2010) but also the way organizations act (Kriauciunas 
and Kale, 2006) and make their strategic choices. This is specifically because of 
so-called imprinted modes of operation that are entrenched in both individuals’ minds 
and organizations. These imprinted, socialistic values and approaches to management 
problems imply that, despite more than 20 years of transformation, Polish organiza-
tions tend to act differently in comparison to other organizations located in Western 
Europe (see Kriauciunas and Kale, 2006). The above arguments allow us to reason 
that it would be not only interesting but also beneficial for theory and practice to 
examine one of the prevailing strategic perspectives – specifically, Miles and Snow’s 
typology of strategic choices in transition economies, especially since such attempts 
are scarce in the literature and may differ from the ones used by companies located 
in well-developed economies. Moreover, researchers suggest the need for enriching 
future research with different business or cultural contexts of other countries, such 
as those of the European Union or Eastern European countries (Desarbo, di Benedetto, 
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Song and Sinha, 2005). Therefore, the main objective of this paper is to test Miles and 
Snow’s strategic types in transition economy conditions, as well as to assess relation-
ships between firms’ strategic choices and organizational effectiveness. 

In order to fulfill the aim of the paper, we first review the previous literature, on the 
basis of which we formulate hypotheses. In the next part, we present the methodology 
of an empirical study carried out in 96 production enterprises located in southern 
Poland in September–November 2012. In the next part research results are presented. 
The paper finishes with discussion and implications for theory and practice.

Theoretical background
Miles and Snow typology: 40 years of research

In recent years, Miles and Snow’s strategic choices typology has been one of the most 
important and intensively studied typologies on this subject throughout the world (Aragon- 
-Sanchez and Sanchez-Marin, 2005; Csepeti, 2010; Fiss, 2001; Hu and Hafsi, 2010; Lau-
gen, Boer, and Acur, 2006; Oosthuizen, 1997; Rodriguez and Ventura, 2003; Slater and 
Olson, 2000; Tang and Zang, 2012). The popularity of Miles and Snow’s typology can 
be attributed to different reasons; however, its comprehensiveness (Zahra and Pearce, 
1990), organizational level of analysis, and simplicity are key factors that draw research-
ers’ attention. To show the extent to which the typology has been used, we conducted 
a literature review employing three basic assumptions (since the papers were too numer-
ous to present an exhaustive list): (1) we reviewed all papers containing empirical 
research results that were published after year 2000; (2) we reviewed older studies if pub-
lished in highly influential journals (i.e., Academy of Management Journal, Academy of 
Management Review, Journal of Management, Administrative Science Quarterly, Strategic 
Management Journal, Journal of Business Venturing, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 
Journal of Management Studies); and (3) we reviewed papers only if they are available 
in the EBSCO or ProQuest database. Results of our research are presented in Table 1.

Several conclusions can be drawn from the literature review. First, Miles and Snow’s 
conception is widely used all over the world; however, studies in transition countries 
are scarce and do not appear in well-recognized journals. Second, the typology is 
mostly studied in relation to organizational performance and competitiveness measures, 
as the conceptualization of strategies tends to be perceived as a variable directly 
affecting financial and non-financial performance of organizations. Third, studies are usu-
ally carried out in for-profit companies, though there is also some evidence of the concept 
being used in not-for-profit organizations. Fourth, in most cases, the conceptualization 
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is characterized by a high level of internal consistency; however, Cronbach’s alpha was 
not calculated in all cases. All of this evidence leads to the conclusion that the typology 
is widely known and well-studied; however, it has mainly been used in well-developed 
economies, and research results on Miles and Snow’s strategic types in transition 
economies have not appeared in recognized sources. 

Several premises underlie the typology. The first of these is that there are four generic 
strategic orientations that are observable in business, and the variable that helps to 
distinguish them is the ability and willingness to accept change in the organizational 
field of operation. Miles and Snow (1978), in developing their framework, examined inter-
relationships of various attributes—product/market entry behavior, technology, structure, 
managerial processes, and power distribution—within each strategic type (Miles and 
Snow 1978; Snow, Miles and Miles 2005). The four orientations are outlined below.

Prospectors endeavor to pioneer in product/market development by offering a frequently 
changing product line, and they compete primarily by stimulating and meeting new 
market opportunities. They generally devote more resources to entrepreneurial tasks, 
monitor evolving trends in the marketplace and new product development, and are led 
by a dominant coalition that possesses expertise in marketing and R&D (DeSarbo, Di Ben-
detto, Song and Sinha, 2005; Kabanoff and Brown, 2008). They largely avoid commit-
ment to a single type of technological process and facilitate flexibility in organizational 
operations. As Miles and Snow conclude, they rely on participative and decentralized 
decision making and tend to have complex coordination and communication mecha-
nisms (Miles and Snow, 2003).

In contrast, Defenders engage in little or no new product/market development, place 
a high priority on improvements in efficiency, focus on engineering tasks, and are led 
by a dominant coalition composed of finance and production personnel (Andrews, 
Boyne, Law, and Walker, 2009; Pittino and Vistin, 2009; Tang and Tang, 2012). They 
typically prefer to create a stable set of products and customers, and they make sub-
stantial efforts toward rationalizing production and delivery of their goods and services 
(Laugen, Boer, and Acur 2006; Tandon, Sharma and Uma, 2010). Unlike prospectors, 
Defenders prefer to control relatively secure niches within their industries, competing 
primarily on the basis of price, quality, delivery, or service. As Miles and Snow conclude, 
they rely on centralized decision making and tend to have relatively simple coordi-
nation mechanisms (Saba and Sharma, 2012; Snow, Miles and Miles, 2005).

Analyzers are an intermediate type, blending attributes of both Defenders and Pros-
pectors. Given their hybrid nature, they make fewer and slower product/market changes 
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than Prospectors, and they are less committed to stability and efficiency than Defenders 
(Pleshko and Nickerson, 2008; Wang, 2008). Depending on the environment, they may 
emphasize production and strive for improved efficiency when product-market domains 
are stable, or, in more turbulent product markets, they may closely monitor key com-
petitors and adopt only those innovations that appear to have strong market potential 
(Hassan, 2010). 

Reactors usually do not follow any conscious or consistent strategy and will not change 
their courses unless forced to do so by the environment (Mantere, Schildt and Sillince, 
2012). Doty, Glick, and Huber (1993) describe Reactors as those organizations that fail 
to achieve a coherent configuration among strategic variables, while Miles and Snow 
conclude that they tend to be short-term oriented and environmentally dependent 
(Miles and Snow, 1978). Some argue that, due to its short-term orientation and envi-
ronmental dependency as well as the lack of a clearly defined strategy, the category 
of reactor is not a generic strategy type but rather represents, in essence, an absence 
of strategy (Aragon-Sanchez and Sanchez-Martin, 2005), and therefore it does not 
necessarily have to be studied. 

Miles and Snow’s typology has been studies extensively in different parts of the world, 
and most studies conclude that these four (or three, if not counting reactors) generic 
strategies exist all over the world. As studies on Miles and Snow’s typology have also 
been carried out in transition economies (e.g., in China; Hu and Hafsi 2010), as well 
as in other European countries (e.g., Laugen, Boer and Acur, 2006; Pittino and Visitin, 
2009; Rodriguez and Ventura, 2003), similar results should also be obtained in other 
European transition economies (Poland in particular). 

The second premise suggests that, over time, organizations create and reveal an observ-
able tactic of dealing with environmental pressures and changes (Fiss, 2011). It describes 
the manner in which organizations adapt and react to major problems arising from 
interactions with the environment. These problems are related to market-product 
choices, as well as to technical and administrative aspects (Andrews, Boyne, Law and 
Walker, 2009). Therefore, there are multiple discernable strategies functioning in 
organizations in practice. 

Miles and Snow’s strategic types and organizational performance

The third premise of this typology is that only three out of four strategies, if adequately 
introduced, lead to increased organizational performance. These strategies are Defend-
ers, Prospectors and Analyzers. According to Miles and Snow (1978), these types 
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outperform Reactors, who lack a coherent strategy. Although there is an ongoing 
discussion on the effectiveness of the strategic types developed by Miles and Snow 
(Andrews, Boyne, Law, and Walker 2009), researchers generally agree with Miles and 
Snow’s assumptions (Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan, 1990; Wright, Kroll, Chan, 
and Hamel, 1991). The discussion of empirically proven financial effectiveness of 
Reactors in the air industry was also raised (Snow and Hrebiniak, 1980). Despite 
inconsistencies in the research results, the performance of Defenders, Prospectors and 
Analyzers is continuously perceived to be similar and to be strongly dependent upon 
adaptation and alignment with environmental conditions (Tang and Tang 2012). This 
leads to the following hypothesis:

H1: The strategies of Defenders, Analyzers and Prospectors lead to significantly higher 
organizational performance than the strategy of Reactors.

While there is agreement regarding the performance of three of the four Miles and 
Snow strategic types, there is also a question regarding performance differences among 
these three archetypes. While some argue they are equally effective, some studies 
argue that Prospectors should outperform Defenders and that Defenders should perform 
better than analyzers (Aragon-Sanchez and Sanchez-Martin, 2005). Therefore, the 
subsequent hypotheses can be posed:

H2: Prospectors outperform Defenders and analyzers in Polish manufacturing enter-
prises.

H3: Defenders outperform analyzers in Polish manufacturing enterprises.

Miles and Snow’s strategic types have usually been related to organizational perfor-
mance measures, and such relationships have been confirmed in multiple studies (e.g., 
Fiss, 2011). Despite numerous studies on the aforementioned relationships, there are 
also studies describing the relationships between strategic archetypes and competi-
tiveness, especially competitive position (Peng, Tan and Tong, 2004) and market share 
(Tang and Tang, 2012). We assume that marketplace performance constitutes an impor-
tant component of organizational performance (O’Cass and Weerawardena, 2009). 
Company position on the market is understood in terms of what the enterprise offers 
to the marketplace (Wickham 2006, p. 493–494) in comparison to its competitors. 
Therefore, the following research hypothesis can be posed:

H4: There is a relationship between Miles and Snow’s strategic types and organizational 
competitiveness level, such that companies employing Prospector, analyzer and 
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Defender strategies lead to a higher level of organizational competitiveness than the 
reactor strategy does.

Methodology
Sample selection and data gathering

The research was carried out between September and November 2012 in manufactur-
ing enterprises from the largest cities located in southern Poland (Silesia region; criteria: 
number of inhabitants greater than or equal to 100,000 citizens). The cities were (from 
largest to smallest): Katowice, Częstochowa, Sosnowiec, Gliwice, Zabrze, Bytom, Bielsko- 
-Biała, Ruda Śląska, Rybnik, Tychy, Dąbrowa Górnicza, and Chorzów. The number of 
companies from each city included in the sample was calculated in relation to the 
number of its inhabitants (data from Polish Central Statistical Office). We decided 
there would be 101 companies interviewed in the sample. Companies were located in 
the Teleadreson database. We employed a semi-random sample selection procedure, 
in which every third manufacturing company from the sample (in a given city) was 
phoned and asked to agree to participate in the research project until the limit of 
companies for the given city was achieved. If respondents agreed to participate, the 
interviewer was sent and data were gathered. If the respondent did not agree, the next 
third company from the database was chosen. 

Table 2. Sample characteristics

Number of 
employees

Number of 
companies

Company 
 Age

Number of 
companies Legal form Number of 

companies

10–49 58 0–5 years 8 Individual 
activity 11

50–100 16 6–10 years 19 Civil law 
partnership 20

101–249 8 11 and more 
years 69 Limited 

corporation 44

>250 14 Joint stock 
company 7

Other 14

Total 96 96 96

Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.
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Data were gathered using face-to-face interviews with top managers or owners of these 
companies (the presented research results are only a part of a larger project, and the 
questionnaire size necessitated using the aforementioned data gathering method). In 
total, 101 interviews were conducted, of which 5 were dropped due to missing answers. 
Therefore, data from 96 companies were included in the final sample and further quan-
titative analysis. Table 2 presents characteristics of companies in three layers: size of the 
company measured by the number of employees, age of the company (numbers of years 
on the market), and the company’s legal form. 

Variables

We adapted Miles and Snow’s typology of strategic choices following DeSarbo, Di 
Bendetto, Song, and Sinha’s (2005) questionnaire instead of the paragraph method 
used by several other researchers. The questionnaire was forward-back translated.

Performance measures
Miles and Snow’s strategic types have usually been related to organizational perfor-
mance measures (Dvir, Segev and Shenhar, 1993; Forte, Hoffman, Lamont and Brockman, 
2000; James and Hatten, 1989; Rodriguez and Ventura 1999; Slater and Olson 2001; 
Tang and Tang 2012), organizational effectiveness (Govindarajan, 1986), and organi-
zational strategic marketing response (McDaniel and Kolari, 1985). When measuring 
organizational performance, both objective and subjective scales are used (Liu and 
Fu, 2011), because using only objective measures (e.g., financial) has numerous limi-
tations (Dess and Robinson, 1984). Usual measures of performance/effectiveness were: 
ROI, ROA, ROE, ROS, sales growth, profitability, and costs, among others (see Table 1 co- 
lumn 8). In regard to performance measures, we have chosen the popular Antoncic 
and Hisrich (2003) performance scale, which, to our knowledge, is not linked to the 
Miles and Snow strategies. The scale combines both financial and non-financial meas-
ures of organizational performance in relation to competitors. It was assessed on 
a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (significantly lower than in competing organ-
izations) to 5 (significantly higher than in competing organizations). In addition, we 
also employed a subjective measure of organizational competitiveness. To measure it, 
we decided to use a single, subjective item as follows: Please rate the competitiveness 
of your company in relation to other companies in the branch: (1) We are much more 
competitive than other companies; (2) we are more competitive than other companies; 
(3) we are equally competitive to other companies; (4) we are less competitive than 
other companies; (5) we are far less competitive than other companies. Cronbach’s 
alpha for the combined scale equaled 0.797, proving that the scale is reliable and 
consistent in measuring organizational performance.
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Contextual variables
We have chosen 2 contextual variables for the research project. The first was organi-
zational size, measured by the number of employees in the company (10–49 employees, 
50 to 250 employees, or more than 250 employees). Additionally, we also included 
organizational age (number of years on the market) as a contextual variable. The sec-
ond variable was standardized using alogarithmic scale, following Doty, Gluck, and 
Huber (1993) and Tang and Tang (2012).

Research results

In our sample, we identified four strategic types: Prospector (P), Analyzer (A), Defender 
(D) and Reactor (R). In the event of equal numbers of indications made by respondents, 
we identified adequate mixed strategic types. Defender (more than 35 percent of com-
panies) was the dominant strategic type. Nearly 21 percent of companies characterized 
themselves as Analyzers. The Reactor strategy was characteristic of 15 percent of com-
panies, and the Prospector strategic type was identified in 12.5 percent of companies. Apart 
from clear strategic types, we identified mixed types, and 15 percent of companies fit 
into this group. 

In the next step, we carried out correlation analysis. We decided to use Kendal’s Tau, 
as it is not strongly affected by the normality of the distribution. Results are presented 
in Table 3. 

Correlation table analysis leads to the following conclusions. First, strategic types 
correlate with organizational performance and increase according to the number of 
employees; strategic types are also related to subjective measures of competitiveness 
of an organization. Most organizational performance measures are related, and there 
is also the evidence for a relationship between measures of organizational performance 
and the competitiveness of a company. Number of employees is related to return on 
equity and the computed overall level of organizational performance, and age of the 
company is related to increased number of employees and market share. These findings 
lead to the conclusion that the studied constructs are related and that further analy-
ses are necessary to assess the nature of the relationship.

During the analysis of clear strategic types, we also considered control variables: 
company size and company age. Research results are presented in Tables 4 and 5, 
respectively.
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Table 4. Relationships between strategic type and organization size

Size of a company

Strategic type 
(number of companies in the sample)

Prospector Defender Analyzer Reactor Total

10–49 employees 9 21 10 11 51

50–100 employees 1 5 5 2 13

101–249 employees 1 4 0 1 6

>250 employees 1 4 5 1 11

Total 12 34 20 15 81

Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

On the basis of further analysis, we have not found a significant relation between clear 
strategic types and company size; however, some differences do exist. In particular, the 
Defender strategy was the most popular in small companies, as in the whole population; 
however, the second most popular strategic type among small companies is Reactor. 
Analyzers and Prospectors are less popular among small companies, while they are 
more characteristic of medium and large companies. 

Table 5. Relationships between strategic type and organization age

Age of a company  
(in years)

Strategic type
(number of companies in the sample)

Prospector Defender Analyzer Reactor Total

0–5 years 3 1 3 1 8

6–10 years 2 5 3 3 13

11 and more years 7 28 14 11 60

Total 12 34 20 15 81

Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

Analysis of clear strategic types in different groups of organizations distinguished by 
age allows us to state that company age is related to the number of occurrences of 
different strategic types (Table 5). In the first group (organizations existing for less 
than 5 years), the most prevailing strategic types are Prospector and Analyzer. Mixed 
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strategic types are characteristic of small companies; nearly half of the 15 companies 
with mixed strategic types were small (employing fewer than 49 people).

The second aim of the research was to address the relationship between identified 
strategic type and organizational performance. In order to analyze the relationship 
between the type of strategic choice, aggregated organizational performance and 
reported levels of competitiveness in relation to competitors, we used a one-way 
ANOVA with post-hoc tests (NIR) for competitiveness in relation to main competitors. 
Research results are presented in Table 6 and Table 7, indicating that the strategic type 
and organizational performance measures are not significantly related. In turn, the level 
of competitiveness was significantly affected by the type of strategic choice. Therefore, 
NIR tests were performed to identify which strategic type is significantly more related 
to the competitiveness of an organization in the sample. Results are presented in Tables 6 
(one-way ANOVA) and 7 (NIR Tests). 

Table 6. Relationship between strategic types, combined organizational performance  
 and competitiveness – one-way ANOVA analysis

Sum of 
Squares df Mean 

Square F Sig.

Combined 
organizational 
performance

Between Groups 3.971 4 0.993 1.840 0.128

Within Groups 49.097 91 0.540

Total 53.068 95

Competitive- 
-ness

Between Groups 8.582 4 2.145 4.986 0.001

Within Groups 39.158 91 0.430

Total 47.740 95

Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

Analysis of Table 7 reveals that companies adopting the Prospector strategic type 
report significantly higher level of competitiveness in relation to main competitors. 
Actually, from the point of view of increasing competitiveness, the Prospector strate-
gic type is significantly preferable to any other strategic approach. 

In the next step, we analyzed relationships between the strategic type and detailed 
measures of organizational performance. Research results are presented in a contin-
gency matrix with χ2 statistics and its empirical level of significance, as well as Yule’s 
φ correlation, Pearson’s C, and Cramer’s V. 
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Table 7. Relationship between strategic types and competitiveness – NIR Test results

De
pe

nd
en

t 
Va

ri
ab

le (I) 
Strategy

(J) 
Strategy

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J)
Std. Error Sig.

95% Confidence 
Interval

Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Co
m

pe
tit

iv
en

es
s 

in
 re

la
tio

n 
to

 c
om

pe
tit

or
s

Reactor

Defender 0.00980 0.20333 0.962 -0.3941 0.4137

Analyzer -0.26667 0.22406 0.237 -0.7117 0.1784

Prospector -0.91667* 0.25406 0.001 -1.4213 -0.4120

Mixed -0.33333 0.23953 0.167 -0.8091 0.1425

Defender

Reactor -0.00980 0.20333 0.962 -0.4137 0.3941

Analyzer -0.27647 0.18485 0.138 -0.6437 0.0907

Prospector -0.92647* 0.22026 0.000 -1.3640 -0.4889

Mixed -0.34314 0.20333 0.095 -0.7470 0.0608

Analyzer

Reactor 0.26667 0.22406 0.237 -0.1784 0.7117

Defender 0.27647 0.18485 0.138 -0.0907 0.6437

Prospector -0.65000* 0.23953 0.008 -1.1258 -0.1742

Mixed -0.06667 0.22406 0.767 -0.5117 0.3784

Prospector

Reactor 0.91667* 0.25406 0.001 0.4120 1.4213

Defender 0.92647* 0.22026 0.000 0.4889 1.3640

Analyzer 0.65000* 0.23953 0.008 0.1742 1.1258

Mixed 0.58333* 0.25406 0.024 0.0787 1.0880

Mixed 
strategic 
type

Reactor 0.33333 0.23953 0.167 -0.1425 0.8091

Defender 0.34314 0.20333 0.095 -0.0608 0.7470

Analyzer 0.06667 0.22406 0.767 -0.3784 0.5117

Prospector -0.58333* 0.25406 0.024 -1.0880 -0.0787

*  The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level
Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

A statistically significant relationship was identified between strategic type and 
increased employment (Table 8) as well as for strategic orientation and increase of 
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sales (Table 9). Regarding the increase of employment, it can be noted that Prospectors 
are more willing to employ more people than other strategic types. On the other hand, 
Analyzers reported higher sales growth than companies with other strategic types. 

Table 8. Relationship between strategic type and increase of employment

Increase of employment
Strategic type

P D A R Total

Less then 5 percent 5 29 14 10 58

5–9 percent 1 2 3 2 8

9 percent and more 6 3 3 3 15

Total 12 34 20 15 81

χ2 = 12,04 (0,06), φ = 0,39, C = 0,36, V = 0,27
Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

Table 9. Relationship between strategic type and sales growth

Sales growth
Strategic type

P D A R Total

Less then 5 percent 5 20 7 8 40

5–9 percent 4 7 4 3 18

9 percent and more 3 7 9 4 23

Total 12 34 20 15 81

χ2 = 5,17 (0,52), φ = 0,25, C = 0,24, V = 0,18
Source: own calculations using SPSS for Mac.

On the other hand, Prospectors (mean 2.85) obtain better results than Analyzers (mean 
2.82) and Defenders (mean 2.41), which results in support for Hypothesis 2. In regard 
to Hypothesis 3, it can be noted that Reactors are characterized by the weakest organi-
zational performance. Hence, there is no reason to reject Hypothesis 2, while Hypothesis 
3 does not receive support from the empirical evidence. Comparing research results 
obtained from Defenders and Analyzers, we can state that Analyzers are characterized 
by higher organizational performance measures (mean 2.82) than Defenders (mean 
2.41). This also provides partial support for Hypothesis 3. Analyzed relations between 
strategic type and subjective assessment of the competitiveness of a company in rela-
tion to its main competitors offer partial support for Hypothesis 4. The Prospector 
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strategy is significantly more related to measure of organizational competitiveness 
than other strategies; however, the Reactor strategy is not significantly less important 
for competitiveness than the Analyzer and Defender strategies are. 

Discussion and implications

Research results prove that, within Polish manufacturing enterprises (with a majority 
of SMEs), all strategic types proposed by Miles and Snow (1978) can be identified. In 
84 percent of companies, clear strategic types appeared, while in 16 percent we iden-
tified mixed strategies. Defender was the most common strategic type, accounting for 
more than 35 percent of the companies, which suggests that organizations primarily 
tend to be located in a market niche and concentrate their efforts on maintaining their 
position on the market. Prospectors – innovative companies that introduce new prod-
ucts and focus on market opportunities – accounted for the smallest percentage of the 
sample. Analyzers accounted for a significant number; more than 20 percent of com-
panies declared that they employ a mix of the strategic behaviors characteristic of 
Prospectors and Defenders. Relatively few companies characterize themselves as 
Reactors (16 percent), or companies without a concise strategy. Research results reveal 
that the Prospector type is similarly uncommon. Research results also disclose that 
the number of companies characterized by each strategic type differs from the findings 
of other studies conducted in Europe (O`Regan and Ghobadian 2006). For example, 
results of research conducted in Great Britain in electric and engineering trade de- 
monstrate that Prospectors and Defenders comprise the most significant percentage 
of companies, while Reactors accounted for only 2.6 percent of the sample. On this 
basis, O’Regan and Ghobadian suggest that these two strategic types are characteris-
tic of the SME sector (2006, p. 615). Thus, imprinted values and modes of behavior  
are still existent in Polish companies, while, to some extent, they tend to focus on adopt-
ing an ad-hoc strategy (Reactor) instead of a more profitable Analyzer or Prospector 
strategy.

It should also be noted that O’Regan and Ghobadian’s (2006) study, as well as other 
research projects, confirmed the existence of all strategic types (Pittino and Visitin, 
2009). Confirmation of the validity of Miles and Snow’s strategic typology is also given 
by results of research carried out in Spain (Aragon-Sanchez and Sanchez-Marin, 2005). 
Therefore, we assume that the majority of research projects on this subject carried out 
in the world, regardless of the size of companies, trade or geographic location, offer 
support for the existence of all strategic types suggested by Miles and Snow (Desarbo, 
di Benedetto, Song and Sinha, 2005).
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Results of research carried out in Poland reveal significant differences in the distri-
bution of diverse strategic types; therefore, hypothetical reasons for this differentiation 
constitutes an interesting topic. There are several factors potentially explaining stra-
tegic behaviors of Polish enterprises. Among the most obvious are sector, type of 
environment, economic context, economic crisis and slow rate of economic growth 
in recent years. The last two of these factors may justify employing the Defender and 
Analyzer strategic types. The relatively small percentage of Prospectors may be related 
to the low level of innovativeness in comparison with other EU countries. This low 
level of innovativeness of Polish enterprises is reported by numerous research results 
published yearly by different institutions. On the other hand, the relatively large 
number of Reactors in small companies may be perceived as a result of difficulty in 
adapting to rapidly changing external environmental conditions. Therefore, research 
results confirm the inability to prepare a concise strategic response to environmental 
changes, which may be caused by low competencies in management and the limited 
potential of human capital within SMEs. 

A second important aspect of the research results is related to the relationship between 
strategic types and organizational performance. It should be emphasized that Miles 
and Snow have not focused on these relations, and their work suggests strenghts of 
every strategic type (Miles and Snow 1986, p. 66). However, numerous researchers 
argue that effective implementation of any strategic type may lead to acceptable results; 
thus, lack of effectiveness is related to the lack of fit among strategy and environmental 
conditions and organizational potential.

Research results on the relations between strategic types and organizational perfor-
mance are ambiguous, which is consistent with other studies (Aragon-Sanchez and 
Sanchez-Marin, 2005). We were not able to identify statistically significant relation-
ships between strategic types and organizational performance. Our research results 
reveal that Defenders are characterized by lower organizational performance than 
companies representing other strategic types; however, the difference is not statistically 
significant. This finding contradicts several other research results that confirmed the 
low effectiveness of Reactors; for example, Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan (1990) 
used subjective profitability evaluations of managers to prove that, while the profita-
bility of Defenders, Prospectors and Analyzers were not significantly different, all of 
these strategies were more profitable than Reactors (1990, p. 377). 

Studies carried out in Great Britain categorized organizations into two types: high- and 
low-performing firms. Prospector was the prevailing type in high-performing firms while 
Defenders, in most cases, were low-performing (O’Regan and Ghobadian, 2006, p. 615).
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Our research reveals that Prospectors were more willing to employ more employees 
then companies representing other strategic types. Considering return on sales, Ana-
lyzers were significantly more effective than other strategic types. To summarize the 
abovementioned considerations, our research results provide vague answers to ques-
tions on relations between strategic types and organizational performance. In com-
parison to other research results, it should be noted that other studies were carried 
out in different countries, in different economical and political conditions, and in 
different trades. Studies were also carried out in companies of different size. Metho-
dologies of organizational performance measurement were also diverse. In our research, 
we employed Antoncic and Hisrich’s (2003) scale. In this regard, our study differs 
from other studies carried out on other countries.

Additionally, we included market performance measures in our research results eval-
uating the relationship between strategic type and subjective evaluation of firm com-
petitiveness in relation to competitors. Research results reveal that Prospectors are 
definitely more competitive (according to the subjective evaluations of respondents), 
due to their potentially higher innovative potential.

Conclusions and limitations

Results of research on Miles and Snow’s strategic types carried out in the growing, 
rapidly changing transformation economy of Poland provide support for the existence 
of all strategic types in manufacturing enterprises. Relationships between strategic 
types and organizational performance are ambiguous, but they confirm a positive, 
albeit weak relationship, as suggested in prior studies carried out in different parts of 
the world. 

Despite the research results, the significance of the Prospector strategic type should 
be emphasized. As research results carried out in SMEs in Italy prove (Pittino and 
Visitin, 2009), the Prospector type is characterized by a strong orientation towards 
innovativeness (especially product innovativeness); therefore, this type of strategic 
behavior might help to increase the innovativeness that is currently at a low level in 
Polish companies. In the meantime, the effectiveness of strategic orientation is dependent 
upon the ability to adapt it to environmental conditions as well as on company com-
petencies and potential. Therefore, the choice of the Prospector strategic orientation 
probably requires a focus on creating competencies and building company potential 
and is thus related to a long-term perspective. It seems that owners of numerous SMEs 
in Poland are oriented toward quick results, and their management style lacks strategic 
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thinking, which in turn strongly affects (and explains) our research results (i.e., the 
relatively high number of Reactors in the sample).

A significant limitation of the project was the relatively small research sample as well 
as the study’s regional character (Southern Poland). The sample itself was dominated 
by SMEs, which is generally relevant to the structure of the firm population, both in 
Poland and in other European countries. Our ability to compare research results with 
other studies is also limited, because both scales for measurement of strategic types 
and organizational performance measures used around the world are different. 

Our research project on strategic types in SMEs in a transition economy is among the 
few dealing with this topic that have been carried out in Eastern European countries 
to date. Therefore, it is worthwhile to conduct this type of research with larger samples 
considering branches specificity as well as the size of companies. In our opinion, 
future research should also consider environmental conditions as well as organiza-
tional competencies.
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