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ABSTRACT 

 
Organizations perform a numbers of organizational activities in order to achieve its business success. 
Among these activities, the most critical ones are termed organizational critical activities (OCAs). This 
research proposes that organizations adopt different strategic typologies perform OCAs differently. To 
examine this proposition, this research particularly focuses on the OCAs in three functional areas in 
high-tech organizations: “research and development”, “marketing” and “manufacturing”. The results 
support that organizations with different typologies perform OCAs differently. It is hoped that this 
research can help the high-tech industry develop their strategies and choose suitable OCAs when 
encountering the more intensified global competition nowadays. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The strategic typologies chosen by organizations are always an important topic for strategic management 
scholars to advance our knowledge on competitive strategies [18]. Accorting to the concept of strategic 
typologies, organizations can be categorized into several strategic types. This research adopts 
organizational strategic typologies proposed by Miles and Snow in 1978 [15], in which there are four 
types of strategies: Prospectors, Analyzers, Defenders and Reactors. Reactors is excluded in most of 
later research due to its lack of consist strategies [5] [16] [22]. Miles and Snow’s typology is considered 
as well recognized and one of the most completed typologies [3] [8] [13] [14] [21]. It fits into industries 
and organizations well [19], and has been applied to banking industry [12], human resources [4] and 
cross-industries researches [20]. 
The notion of organizational critical activities (OCAs) is firstly proposed by Hung in 2006 [10], and it is 
tightly related to guiding organizations’ success. The OCAs is an organizational priority that is 
recognized as being essential to short, medium and long-term success in that industry, has been 
significantly resourced, and receives regular senior management monitoring and direction [10] [11] . 
Therefore, OCAs are highly related to organizational strategies as well. On one hand, OCAs should 
support organizational strategies, and be aligned with the target direction to bring organizations success. 
On the other hand, organization strategies also should direct organizations to set their OCAs. Thus, it is 
critical for organizations to clearly define a strategic position and clarify what OCAs should act while 
facing extremely competitive environments, so that is able to help achieve organizational success. 
Besides, organizational strategies can influence the activities conducted by organizations and the 
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resource allocated. Hence, different strategic typologies may be corresponded to different focusing 
activities, which is also means different priorities of OCAs. 
In line with above discussion, this research tends to examinate the relationship between OCAs and Miles 
and Snow’s typology by choosing the high-tech industry in Taiwan as the study objective in order to 
answer following research questions: 
1. What are the OCAs performed by the organizations in Taiwan high-tech industry currently? 
2. Is there any relationship between Miles and Snow’s typology and OCAs? In other words, do 

organizations with different strategic typologies give different priorities to their OCAs? 
3. What are the priorities of OCAs should Prospectors, Analyzers and Defenders set? 

 RESEARCH DESIGN 

While this research chose the high-tech industry in Taiwan as the study object, semi-structure interviews 
were carried out in order to elicit a list OCAs of the industry. Analytic hierarchy process (AHP) 
questionnaires were utilized to set the priority of OCAs for different strategic typologies and provides 
more understanding in the relationship between OCAs and strategic typology. 

Sem-structured interviews 

This research interviewed the managers in Taiwan high-yech industry in order to investigate their 
opinions on the OCAs of high-tech industry. There were 11 Taiwan high-tech companies and 15 
experienced managers participated in the interview process. Interviewees nominated the OCAs of their 
companies, and after revision and confirmation, the results were tabulated. The 15 interviewees are 
qualified for this reserach as they have long-term services in this industry, and having a great 
understanding on the environments of their companies and high-tech industry. A list of OCAs was 
summarized and revised from the interview results. After interviews, every interviewee also filled up the 
questionnaire regarding their overall organizational strategies based on Conant et al’s [2] instrument. In 
order to ensure the completeness of the list OCAs, the later version of OCAs list of Taiwan high-tech 
industry was confirmed by another two senior managers in high-tech industry subsequently. 
Since the notion of OCAs is new, the interview guide, interviewing skills and qualitative analytical skill 
utilized in this research were based on Organization Critical Activity Web Support Evaluation 
Methodology (OCAWSEM) as proposed by Hung in 2006 [10]. During each interview, the definition of 
OCAs was given first without offering extra OCA information. If the interviewee had hestatation to give 
more OCAs, examples of OCAs would then be revealed and confirmed with the interviewee. 

AHP 

AHP is a series of decision making methods developed by Tomas Saaty in 1971. After obtaining a list of 
OCAs of Taiwan high-tech industry through interviews, the AHP questionnaire was further developed 
according to the list OCAs. The purpose of AHP questionnaire was to carry out a bilateral comparison of 
OCA and then sought out the priority of the OCAs as chosen by each type of organizations in Miles and 
Snow’s typology. This research invited the middle- and senior-level managers in Taiwan high-tech 
industry to fill out the AHP questionnarie. After the researchers’ confirmation, the Internet URL for the 
on-line questionnaire was released to the managers for filling up. The whole process took one month 
from AHP questionnaire distribution to fully collected, and a total of 47 questionnaires were received. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
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The interview result found 12 OCAs which can be grouped into three functional areas. Research and 
development (R&D) that includes activities of developing new products, developing new services, and 
developing new technology; marketing that includes activities of conducting marketing research, 
expanding international customer base, expanding marketing sales points, advertising, and branding; 
manufacturing that includes activities of guaranteeing the quality of products, improving the efficiency 
of products and services, improving internal efficiency, and controlling costs. 

As mentioned earlier, this research focuses on eliciting OCAs from three functional areas. According to 
the literature, organizations with different strategies tend to pay more attention to one than the others 
when certain strategic typology orientation is undertaken. Thus, this research proposes four propositions: 
Proposition 1: Concerning the three typologies, Prospectors will set up the OCAs in R&D domain as 
higher priority. 
Proposition 2: Concerning the three typologies, Prospectors will set up the OCAs in marketing domain 
as higher priority. 
Proposition 3: Concerning the three typologies, Defenders will set up the OCAs in manufacturing 
domain as higher priority. 
Proposition 4: Organizations with different typologies will give different priorities on OCAs. 
Based on the four propositions and 12 corresponding OCAs, 13 hypotheses are developed and listed as 
belows: 

H1a: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “developing new products” than the other two 
typologies. 
H1b: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “developing new services” than the other two 
typologies. 
H1c: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “developing new technology” than the other two 
typologies. 
H2a: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “conducting marketing research” than the other 
two typologies. 
H2b: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “expanding international customer base” than 
the other two typologies. 
H2c: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “expanding marketing sales points” than the 
other two typologies. 
H2d: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “advertising” than the other two typologies.  
H2e: Prospectors set up higher priority to the OCAs of “branding” than the other two typologies. 
H3a: Defenders set up higher priority to the OCAs of “guaranteeing the quality of products” than the 
other two typologies. 
H3b: Defenders set up the priority on OCAs of “improving the efficiency of products and services 
(O32)” than the other two typologies. 
H3c: Defenders set up higher priority to the OCAs of “improving internal efficiency” than the other two 
typologies. 
H3d: Defenders set up higher priority to the OCAs of “controlling costs” than the other two typologies. 
H4: In comparison, Prospectors, Analyzers and Defenders give different orders to their OCAs lists. 

Hypothesis test 

The result analyzed from AHP questionnaire is able to test if the 13 hypotheses are supported or not.The 
result details are shown as Table 1. The analytic results of AHP survey found that H1a, H1b, and H1c 
are all supported. Prospectors set higher priority to R&D than Defenders and Analyzers. Prospectors 
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focus more on developing new services and new markets, which is a typical demonstration of a crucial 
characteristic of an innovative organization to devote itself to handling changes and innovation. 
Therefore, Prospectors ensure high expenses in R&D, and willing to take higher risks, put more efforts 
into adopting new technologies, and provide the services of higher technologies. In contrast, H2a, H2b, 
H2c, H2d, and H2e are not all supported. In comparison, Analyzers set up higher priority to “conducting 
marketing research”, “expanding marketing sales points”, and “advertising” than the other two 
counterparts. 

Table 1 The comparison of the proportions and hypothesis tests among three strategic typologies. 

Hypothesis OCAs involved 
P  

Weight 
 % 

A  
Weight 

% 

D  
Weight 

% 

Comparison 
of  

Weights 

Hypothesis 
tests 

H1a Developing new products 25.95 25.43 14.12 P>A>D + 

H1b Developing new services 14.74 12.72 10.01 P>A>D + 

H1c Developing new technology 17.11 10.95 9.57 P>A>D + 

H2a Conducting marketing research 7.40 7.45 6.86 A>P>D - 

H2b Expanding international customer 
base 10.32 6.20 5.49 P>A>D + 

H2c Expanding marketing sales points 3.70 5.13 3.98 A>D>P - 

H2d Advertising 3.37 5.10 4.16 A>D>P - 

H2e Branding 2.82 5.93 5.99 D>A>P - 

H3a Guaranteeing the quality of products 4.77 7.60 11.13 D>A>P + 

H3b Improving the efficiency of products 
and services 3.36 3.80 7.66 D>A>P + 

H3c Improving the efficiency of internal 
management 2.39 5.06 9.14 D>A>P + 

H3d Controlling costs 4.07 4.66 12.01 D>A>P + 

“P” means Prospectors,“A” means Analyzers,“D” means Defenders; “+”means supported, “-” means not 
supported. 

It is explained that Analyzers possess the characteristics of both Prospectors and Defenders, and 
Prospectors concentrate on the OCAs of R&D more, which results in a limited resources for “marketing” 
domain and is unable to ensure the most attention OCAs in that domain. However, Prospectors are the 
typology focusing on “expanding international customer base” the most. This means that organizations 
adopted such typology often expand and improve their products and services, and are always aggressive 
to be “the first” in the market [15]. In addition, the organizations categorized as Prospectors appears to 
be an innovative organizations [1]. Prospectors are interested in actively discovering the potential and 
fast-growing markets [9], and they must also unceasingly survey their external environments in order to 
position themselves and expand the markets of new products [19]. 
Concerning the OCA of “branding”, Defenders focus on it the most among the three typologies. It may 
be due to the characteristic of Defenders which emphasizes on protecting the current market share of 
their products [9]. Miles and Snow in 1978 also revealed that Defenders provide comparatively a series 
of stable services in the markets [15]. They are seeking a stable and transparent environment [17], and 
favor narrow and stable markets [6]. 
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H3a, H3b, H3c and H3d are all supported. Defenders tend to focus on the OCAs of “manufacturing” 
domain more than Prospctors and Analyzers. They seek stable ways to control their operation in order to 
reach the highest efficiency, and use the core technologies with cost-saving way to improve their current 
operation. That means Defenders have to devote themselves to the improvement of the manufacture in 
the regard of production cost decreasing and efficiency increasing. Concerning H4a, the results show 
that the three strategic typologies give different priorities to their OCAs lists. It can be said that 
Hypothesis H4a is supported.  
This research illustrate that different typologies of overall strategies will generate different priorities to 
OCAs of organizations. This perhaps may be resulted from the differences on the environments they 
adapted to and their organizational adaption.  

CONCLUSION 

The research found that different strategic typologies will give different focuses on OCAs. For the OCAs 
related to marketing domain, no any typology focuses on them specifically. However, Defenders tend to 
pay more attention on the OCAs related to manufacturing domain than Prospectors and Analyzers. The 
strategic literatures in the past have mentioned that Prospectors focus on R&D activities more. Shortell 
and Zajac in 1990 indicated that Prospectors will focus on new services and new strategies of market 
development more [19], yet Defenders focus more on manufacturing activities. For examples, Miles and 
Snow in 1978 proposed that Defenders concentrate on tightly controlling and continually seeking lower 
costs in operation [15]. Gao et al in 2008 also indicated that Defenders devote themselves to the 
improvement of efficiency on production and cost control [6]. In addition, this research also found that 
Prospectors focus more on the OCAs related to R&D domain, and Defenders emphasize more on the 
OCAs related to manufacturing domain. 
However, previous literature concerning strategies revealed that Prospectors focus on marketing 
activities more, such as Shortell and Zajac [19]. They indicated that organizations categorized into 
Prospectors, in comparison with other typologies, invest more efforts to strengthening their marketing 
researches [19]. Snow and Hrebiniak in 1980 [21] and Hambrink in 1983 [7] also proposed that 
Prospectors will allocate more resources to the activities related to marketing domain than Defenders; 
nevertheless, this research showed that Analyzers focus more on the OCAs related to marketing domain 
rather than Prospectors [7] [21]. Concerning this inconsistency with prior literature, a research to find 
out the reason may be worthwhile of research in the future. 
Contributions of this research can be divided into three aspects. Regarding academic aspect, the notion 
of OCAs is new, and an investigation into more details is necessary. Regarding industrial aspect, the 
OCAs list and detailed can help high-tech industries invest resources and develop proper activities. The 
results can also help the organization belonging to a certain strategic typology develop proper OCAs list 
and further to think if the organization has proper resource allocation portfolio and future direction. 
Regarding to governmental aspect, this research can uplift the governmen’s awareness on industries and 
providing assistance of industrial projects in the future.  
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