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Introduction
Introduction to innovation strategies require the explication of both evidence-based methodologies that have worked or failed in given organizations and improvisation of situation-based approaches. The two provide a balance between exploitative innovation drive and exploration for more opportunities. This paper analyzes elements that compound strategic innovation as brought out in articles by Wood (2007) and Hamel & Prahalad (1989). It does this by comparing and contrasting the innovative ideas that each article brings out. The paper takes the comparison and contrast of idea discussions based on the paradigms of goal setting, competition edge and rules aiding the operational processes assumed by the two articles. In summary, the paper looks at how the two articles approach and depict innovation.
Comparison and Contrast Based on Goal Setting
Both Hamel and Prahalad (1989) and Wood (2007) posit that innovation requires setting goals and ambitions that are out of ordinary proportions to the organization’s resources and capabilities. It is setting goals higher than ordinary expectations that have resulted in high-end Japanese corporations beating those corporations in the United States. Hamel and Prahalad (1989) discuss that setting a goal such as “We have to beat such and such corporation” helps divert the mindsets of all organizational stakeholders to one specific orientation or goal. It is this kind of goal setting approach that enabled Komatsu to outperform the number one leading Japanese corporation Caterpillar as shown by Hamel & Prahalad (1989). Likewise, the same ambitious goal-setting permitted Monsanto, a multi-dimensional agricultural company to rise on top competitors over many decades as stipulated by Wood (2007). The company diverted from creating innovation using commonly laid out plans for innovation. Its leadership created a powerful and well-deﬁned goal that the organizational staff emotionally connected with. In summary, both articles depict a strategic uniqueness in goal formation different from often provided outlines.
In contrast, Wood (2007) discusses that innovation is initiated based on recognizing the change imperative from a crisis while Hamel and Prahalad (1989) view innovation to be initiated by a distinct strategic intention. This is like a burning desire to achieve a milestone. Although the goal is similar in the two articles, the reasons and the roadmap for innovation requirement remains different. According to Wood’s article, innovation goals are realized centrally when the company goes through a critical turning point such as after stagnating product valuation or outperformance by rivals. Conversely, Hamel and Prahalad (1989) envision innovation as a result of a dire need to remain objectively the best among the best in an area. According to Hamel and Prahalad (1989), innovation is projected by a leadership positioning that establishes the criterion organization can use to frame its growth.
Comparison and Contrast Based on Competition
Hamel and Prahalad (1989) article and that of Wood (2007) view competition as the central force that will determine the sustainability of a corporations’ innovations. Hamel and Prahalad (1989) discuss that most Western companies imitated strategies from the well-established corporation which soon enough came out as a lee-way that led to their underperformance in market competition. In conclusion, the article posits that successful competition seldom stands still and that is why strategies have overshadowed competition, mainly in the United States companies. As discussed by Wood (2007), competition requires improvising new procedures of how to carry out and operate in business. For Hamel and Prahalad (1989), competition is when there is acceleration on the pace of organizational learning in its quest to attain improbable goals on the face of current operations. The same approach is discussed by Wood (2007) when organizational leaders improvise subsequent competitive techniques.
The point of departure of the two articles is outlined by Wood (2007) in theorizing that organizational leadership is not all dependent and determinate of the kind of structure and culture which is needed to propel competitive innovation in an organization. Hamel and Prahalad (1989), however, argue that its “strategic intent” to competitive innovation requires an active management process that embraces the entire organization’s devotion on the spirit of winning through inspiring its people in communicating the value of the set competition and innovation objectives. Hamel and Prahalad (1989), continue to suggest that individual and team contributions fueled by constant enthusiasm also provide practical approaches of beating competitors. In a nutshell, the two articles deviate on the roles of leadership and management in steering all processes of competitive innovation in organizations.
Comparison and Contrast Based on Rules of Innovators Practices
The two articles contend that whichever the roadmap organizations take, they should all lead to impeccable innovation practices.  Wood (2007) describes a rule approach that aims to imitate what acclaimed innovation corporations have done. Although he considers the innovation success rules practiced by companies like Monsanto, NIPSCO Industries and GE Capital, he stipulates that recognizing a crisis as the need for fundamental transformation is key before all elements whirl into action. Other subsidiary rules such as creating inspiring but vague goals, actual innovation and boosting developed tactical innovation routines, are all complimentary to innovation processes. Similarly, Hamel and Prahalad (1989) proceed that the rules of engagement should be likened with concepts like segmentation, the value chain, opponent benchmarking, and flexibility barriers in order for the managers and other stakeholders to realize the absolute potential of innovation.  Intuitively, the illustrated concepts are attained when the organization offers timely learning and training implications to its employee powerhouse.
In dissimilarity, Wood (2007) looks at the structural composition of what must be in place to achieve a desired innovation milestone. Wood (2007) article looks more poignantly at the organizational structuring that will engage the leadership in achieving ultimately sustained innovation success. On the other hand, Hamel and Prahalad (1989) center their vision on capturing the essence of winning against all odds. In an example used, United States centrally embarked on being the first country to make the astronomical landing on the moon through The Apollo program. The intention was to conclusively have the initial moon exploration before other technologically advanced countries like The Soviet Union. The Hamel and Prahalad (1989) article focuses more on achieving the task than concentrating on internal alignments. This is not to denounce that the Hamel and Prahalad (1989) article does not focus on organizational structure. It does. The difference is that it largely concentrates on achieving or winning the grand prize than how Wood (2007) looks at the organization’s structural composition that builds innovation.
Conclusion
Innovation is attached on many elements depending on the approaches that organizations choose to transverse.  Correspondingly, each approach employed determines the end result as had been the target for an organization. Arguably, “Strategic Intent” and “How strategic innovation really gets started” articles provide the best expeditionary innovative concepts that can impact organizations that aim to carry out large scale operations or international level setups. The two articles respectively exploit similarities in goal setting, innovation competition and rules that affect the desired innovation outcomes. Like many research studies, the articles differ on various standpoints pertaining to the purpose of initiation and roadmap approach to implementing the desired innovation results.
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