Mind Your Language: A Review of Music Metaphors in Business Networks Research
Abstract 
While the benefits of collaboration in networks have been heralded for some time the question of how these networks are best managed remains unresolved. A concept that has emerged of late to understand managing in networks is that of ’orchestration’. In this regard researchers have used the language and concepts from orchestras in order to help them better understand business networks. This is consistent with scholarly use of metaphor which borrows concepts and language from a more familiar domain, to enable researchers to conceptualise unfamiliar terrain. While the metaphor of network orchestration has become part of the network discourse, there has been little research on the implications of using this metaphor. This paper set out to systematically work through a number of music metaphors, some of which are already being used to understand business networks and some of which provide novel insights. Our issue is not whether one metaphor reflects reality better because such an endeavour is futile given that metaphors create their own realities (see Brown, 1976). Rather, we have considered the inferences that result from the use of different metaphors (see Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). Thus, in our analysis we have reviewed different music metaphors in order to understand what they reveal us considering leadership, interaction, sources of innovation and skills needed in innovation activities.
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Introduction

Successful business practices in the 21st Century revolve around the formation and maintenance of collaborative networks that create and share value amongst participants. While the benefits of collaboration have been heralded for some time (see for example Thorelli, 1986) how these networks are best managed remains unresolved. Indeed, some authors assume that networks are appropriately and un-problematically managed by a single actor who effectively adopts a leadership role (Santos and Eisenhardt, 2005). This is consistent with the idea of a “hub organisation” (Edwarsson et al., 1995; Gulati et al., 2000; Jarillo, 1988), holding a “nodal position” (Möller and Rajala 2007) and coordinating the innovation processes (Santos and Eisenhardt, 2005). The term “orchestrate” has been coined (Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006) to capture this process. The use of orchestrate is consistent with an understanding of the network as having clear, identifiable and formal leadership by a single ‘hub’ organisation or actor. This places an emphasis on the qualities and characteristics of the key player or conductor and how they influence the network. Thus, researchers have used the language and concepts from orchestras in order to help them better understand business networks. 
This is consistent with scholarly use of metaphor which borrows concepts and language from a more familiar domain, to enable researchers to conceptualise unfamiliar terrain (Semino and Masci, 1996). However, when metaphor is employed within academic research it should be used with reflexivity and criticality (Brown 1976; Lakoff and Johnson 1980). As such, we need to unpick the elements and assumptions of particular metaphors and interrogate their implications for our research. For metaphor is never neutral. It always highlights some elements of a phenomenon while hiding others (see O’Malley et al., 2008; Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). Metaphor does not simply provide a new, or different, way of looking at something, nor does it reveal what the facts really are: “Rather, the metaphor in a fundamental way creates the facts” (Brown, 1976: 176) through a process of naming and framing. Those Things that are selected for attention are named in such a way as to fit the frame of reference (Schön, 1993) and become the salient features to be studied and understood. For example, the metaphor of orchestra implies that the nodal firm possesses the capabilities to vision and influence the emerging business (Möller and Svahn, 2003), directs the other actor’s actions and activities, combines resources from a variety of sources and facilitates their utilisation (Möller and Svahn, 2003). Here the orchestrator [conductor] is ‘in front of the group’ combining capabilities of managing the outcome of a symphony, inspiring the players and delegating tasks.
“We define network orchestration as the set of deliberate, purposeful actions undertaken by the hub firm as it seeks to create value (expand the pie) and extract value (gain a larger slice of the pie) from the network” (Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006, 659).

The network management as orchestration frame has clearly provided creative insights (particularly in recognizing the collective nature of actor activity, and the leadership provided by a focal firm). This metaphor has both practical and theoretical implications for network research and it therefore behoves us to formally review the impact of this metaphor choice on network research. The orchestration metaphor is used in relation to “managing” efficient value chain (e.g. Hinterhuber, 2002), innovation networks (Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006) or “emerging networks” as they are called in strategic net literature, and the language of orchestration has become part of the network discourse. 
In this paper we argue that a more systematic review of different music based metaphors will inform business network research in more precise and more helpful ways. In particular, researchers are exploring leadership in networks whether that understanding of leadership comes from an exploration of the competences of a conductor of an orchestra, the leadership evidenced in conductorless ensembles, such as chamber groups, or the nature of innovation and soloing in improvising jazz groups? Indeed, more recent work has attempted to move outside the traditional western music canon to explore the insights to be gained from African drumming circles (O'Malley and Ryan, 2006), which are characterised by distributed leadership and dynamic innovation emerging from the interplay of complex rhythms which compose the overall polyrhythm being played. To further this, we review a number of music based metaphors and delineate these in relation to leadership, network/participant interaction and sources of innovation and change. In doing so the paper builds upon the insights emerging from the usage of music metaphors in the management and leadership literature (e.g., Atik, 1994; Boerner et al., 2005; Dennis and Macaulay, 2007; Young, 1982; Walzer and Salcher, 2003), and the authors personal experiences with music. We explore the impact of the dominant orchestrator metaphor. By using the metaphor we are able to learn about different aspects of network phenomenon. By using a metaphor we pick up certain elements, evidence that the phenomenon in focus (network) has something in common with the metaphor (orchestra, ensemble, jazz or drumming), and that insights might be transferrable from one context to another. With the help of metaphor we are also able to more profoundly understand and describe certain issues we are struggling with, for example in innovation networks. 
In the following analysis we have closely examined the metaphors of orchestra, self-directed classical ensemble, jazz and African drumming circle. We have divided our analysis into themes we have found interesting considering our aim to analyse their ability to explain and describe network innovation, facilitation and change; leadership, nature of interaction within the network, source of innovativeness and special skills needed in network activities. The orchestra metaphor foregrounds the idea of centralized leadership, hierarchy and predetermined roles and activities. In contrast, metaphors of self-directed ensemble and jazz foreground distributed leadership, common cognitive base and rules among the actors. The jazz metaphor in particular highlights the role of autocommunication and improvisation as a basis of creativity and innovativeness. Finally, African drumming raises additional elements that are particularly crucial for innovation communities including openness, equal participation and unforeseeable results. 
Leadership and Music Metaphors
In the management literature, music metaphors have been reviewed in order to generate insights into the nature of leadership and change. Management researchers and practitioners have considered conductors of orchestras, self-directed leaders in chamber groups and the improvised nature of leadership in the jazz group. Researchers have also considered the potential of African Drumming circles as a metaphor for understanding business relationships and networks (O’Malley and Ryan, 2006). We will begin our review with the often referred to orchestra, which we are defining as an instrumental ensemble working within the classical repertoire, under the guidance of a musical director or conductor, with the purposes of performance. 
Orchestras are generally regarded as highly hierarchical structures, with the leader (conductor) maintaining a dominant position in a clear superior/subordinate relational form (Atik, 1994). This hierarchy is reflected in the nature of relationships between the members of the orchestra and the conductor and, indeed, between the players themselves (first violin etc). Tasks are highly specialized, roles are clearly and strictly defined and knowledge is explicit and standardised in sheet music.

”An orchestra consists of diverse members performing specialised tasks (instruments) using standardised organisational procedures (musical scores), within an implicit hierarchy (such as first and second violins) under executive leadership (conductor) producing a coherent output (music)” (Young, 1982: 264).
Given this kind of structure and organisation it is clear that predictability of outcome is important and that the control and influence of the conductor is essential. Thus, the orchestra metaphor foregrounds the role and qualities of the conductor. The success or failure of the orchestra relies very heavily upon the skills and leadership qualities of the conductor who is seen to be able to envision a future for the network, and enable participants toward that goal. However, unlike business networks, it is important to note, and while there are exceptions, orchestras are generally regarded as stable structures, with clear membership and goals (Boerner et al., 2005). Thus, the metaphor of conductor and orchestra is most appropriate for certain kinds of business networks, particularly those that are characterised by a strong “hub organisation” with, stable, well-defined value systems comprised of well-known actors, with well-defined roles and competencies, processes and value activities (Möller and Rajala, 2007). 
However, even within hierarchical context there is recognition that complete control is not possible, and that certain capabilities are required to mobilise group of professionals (communication skills and personality, for example). Moreover we can see that the conductor’s charisma is emphasized, with socialised charisma (responds to followers needs and wants) and personalised charisma (source of actions are private motives and intentions) being discussed (Boerner and Freirherr von Streiss-Berlin, 2005; Atik, 1994.). In addition, the orchestra metaphor highlights the meaning of conductor’s capability to create and clearly communicate one’s vision and sense of mission (Boerner and Freirherr von Streiss-Berlin, 2005; Atik, 1994) and to see where he wants an orchestra to go (Shaw, 2004). Thus, the conductor seems to take the full responsibility of the strategic direction. Indeed, in charismatic ideas of orchestra leadership, power seems to reside in the conductor himself. 
Möller and Svahn (2003), however, also use the term orchestrate to refer to ‘putting together a jazz band’, where “new talented players can only be attracted if the reputation and tune of the lead player are interesting. When new players with their individual skill sets join the session, a novel melody may emerge through joint improvisation. In other words, the emphasis is on the exploration and co-creation of innovation based on both codified and tacit knowledge” (ibid pg 223-224). In redeploying the metaphor to include a jazz ensemble the metaphor has been extended. Indeed, because, as a musical format, Jazz is very different to an orchestra, Möller and Svahn (2003) have unwittingly conflated both metaphors. This limits the creative potential of both metaphors. As such, it is likely to prove particularly insightful to systematically explore a number of different music metaphors including traditional orchestras and Jazz. 
While orchestras denote a large scale ensemble with a clear leader/conductor in chamber ensembles the production process is considered as a partnership, no single leader/conductor. Indeed as a genre, chamber orchestras emerged as a counter-culture to mainstream orchestras, with their strict hierarchy, to a more democratic model, where each player takes leadership and responsibility. 

“The performing groups are not large, there is no conductor, and the coordination and acknowledgement of leadership comes about spontaneously…. group functions as an auto-organisation” (Sicca 2000, 147).

These are self-directed ensembles where the role of leader shifts between players depending on the nature of the task (Megginson, 2000). Thus, when this metaphor is used, the focus is not on the competences of the conductor, rather, there is a clear need to understand the group itself. For example, Sicca (2000) introduces the concept of listenability to express the competences of players in these ensembles. 
There are certain jazz orchestras which can be considered to fall into this category of ensemble and are characterised by a mix of instruments and roles, individual competences and contributions, diversity, and flow; ’democracy’ is the core idea that supports and sustains this ensemble. However, with modern improvising jazz groups we can say that “leadership emerges as spontaneous and emergent. Within this understanding of music making and performing improvisation emerges as essential and is “the art of composing and performing contemporaneously, [where] independent playing takes place around a predefined chord structure” (Dennis and Macaulay 2007, 609). Pavlovich (2007) suggests that in these kinds of self governing network groups, leadership becomes self-maintaining and the coordination mechanism is determined by the “soloist” most appropriate for each specific situation. Thus, the role and characteristics of the soloist becomes very much context dependent. This resonates with recent work in innovation networks which recognises that leadership may be fluid and passes from one actor to another based on the requirements of the time (or phase of innovation) as well as the individual competences of the various actors (see e.g. Davis and Eisenhardt, 2007; Story et al., 2008). 
According to Pavlovich (2003), fundamental to this improvisation is the fluidity that emerges between musicians as they switch from soloist to supporter in a seemingly unprepared way. To the untrained eye the work of improvising jazz musicians seems random and unstructured. However, it has become more apparent that there is not only a structure underpinning soloing, there is also a specific pattern being followed (e.g. Dennis and Mcaulay, 2007). According to Dennis and Mcaulay (2007) a jazz piece starts with series of chords, which establishes the grove of the piece, then the frontline, lead, player will bring in the melody, and at this stage there will be very little improvisation beyond embellishment of melody. Then there will be a number of single solos, which will involve dialogue between players, and both comping (Improvised background for solo, and secondary solo if you like) and soloing roles explored. After the solo round there will be some drum ‘eights’ which serve as a form of refrain, bringing the structure and grove back to the piece. This sets the group up this for another solo round, but simultaneously now with all players. Finally the piece returns to the frontline player to finalise the performance. 

“The melodic, harmonic and rhythmic content, along with the dynamics of the tune will vary throughout and are the result of the ideas generated and diffused amongst the players throughout the performance (Dennis and Mcaulay 2007, 615).

While this does not suggest that the music being played is predictable, it does follow a recognised set of rules, which musicians follow. Jazz is therefore about limited rules, which give ordered framework without which there would be too many degrees of freedom (Eisenhardt, 1997). This ordered framework facilitates improvisation, a concept which became popular with management researchers in the 1990s.
“Organisational improvisation contributes to and is an outcome of organisation absorptive capacity for new knowledge, structural flexibility, market flexibility, operational flexibility, intrapreneurial culture and of the organisation path dependence of exploitation and exploration adaptations” (Lewin, 1998: 539). 
In innovation networks, a certain level of loose coupling (Orton and Weick, 1990) can be seen as a prerequisite for flexibility and an ability to adapt and innovate (see Ravasi and Verona, 2001). However, problems may occur if the knowledge base common to the network members is not strong enough to create a common understanding, language, rules and goals. 
Metaphors of self-directed ensembles and jazz reveal the important aspect of distributed leadership and the related importance of common cognitive base as a coordination mechanism. Common rules and “language”, and prior understanding among the actors form the base for knowledge absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002), an ability to learn more from the interaction and keep track of the group, which further allows members to utilise wide spectrum of knowledge in their “improvisation” – in process of creating something new. This is prevalent in innovation network, both aiming for step-by-step developments and radical changes (see Möller and Rajala, 2007). 
The emergent nature of leadership inherent in improvising jazz groups is something also seen in African drumming circles where leaders can emerge from anywhere in the circle and changes can be triggered by accident or design. Apart from the master drumming role, who tends to lead the music, there can also be another role which resembles most that of conductor is that of the ‘joker’ or ‘shaman’ like character. Here however, rather than inspiring participants towards a pre-ordained goal, the ‘joker’ attempts to enrich the music by merely ‘stirring the pot’ and moving people out of their comfort zones. This can be achieved by encouraging people to move from the drum rhythm to playing shakers, by encouraging others to dance or perhaps by overlaying the drumming with singing. All these methods are employed to ensure that the rhythm doesn’t ‘die’ and new life continues to be interjected. Rather than maintaining a routinised structure as occurs with jazz, in the African drumming circle newness of direction is encouraged in order to keep the rhythm alive. This resonates with open source innovation communities where people work for something they believe in and are ready to share their ideas in order to just get respect from their reference group (von Hippel and Krogh, 2003).
In summary then, we can say that while the traditional orchestra can inform us as to the competences required to mobilise a group of professionals, in general the legacy of orchestra frame seems to be caught up in rhetoric of inspiration and attaining predetermined performance levels. This results from the scripted nature of classical repertoire together with strongly held beliefs as to how music should sound (Atik, 1994). In terms of network research, we can see that the question of centralized vs. distributed leadership is central in this context. While there are suggestions that shared leadership offers potential for innovation activities (Davis and Eisenhardt, 2007), several authors continue to rely upon the metaphor of orchestration (e.g. Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006) even in this context. The work of Boerner, and Freiherr von Streiss-Berlin (2005) gives some key insights about why orchestra and innovation are not a good match and therefore, this metaphor is best avoided for networks that rely heavily upon innovation.
Nature of music and interaction within the group
It would seem obvious that to completely utilise the music metaphor in business network research, an understanding the nature of the music itself, as well as how that music is produced is required. Interestingly from an orchestra perspective, in the management research at least, there has been almost no attention given to the nature of either the music or the interaction between musicians in the making of that music. When interaction is discussed, this tends to be at the dyadic level of musician-leader (see e.g. Atik, 1994, Megginson, 2000). However, Boerner and Freirherr von Streiss-Berlin (2005: 34) suggest that a unified overall sound “is achievable only if all the participatory musicians precisely match their intonations and dynamics as they play…a uniform intensification of volume (crescendo) requires that all musicians to increase their volume at the same pace”. Thus, the authors suggest music cannot be achieved only through technical competence (i.e. coming in and out at the same time), but emotional competence. This observation gives the idea that social integration between players is necessary (see von Hippel and von Krogh, 2003), even in orchestras. This climate, if achieved, would indicate particular willingness of musicians to integrate themselves into a collaborative music making structure. For this to be possible the players need to at least adapt to conductors artistic vision but also to synchronise their contributions with that of other player; for the former a transformational leadership style is required and the latter a cooperative climate within the orchestra. In terms of performance the former is not enough to achieve high quality, the latter is a prerequisite. However, the role of conductor is still emphasized which reminds as of the current business net with a strong hub (Möller and Rajala 2007).
In network discourse, a common identity building and inter-organisational socialisation are seen as important motivators to participate the cooperation and facilitators of knowledge transfer, especially related to innovation activities (Dyer and Nobeoka, 2000; Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006). Furthermore, the importance of trust, mutual interdependence and reciprocity are often highlighted (Larson, 1992). Orton and Weick (1990) suggest that in the loosely coupled system, meaning of trust as a guiding mechanism is important. The metaphor of orchestra highlights the conductor´s capability to influence such things (Dhanaraj and Parkhe, 2006), whereas metaphors of self-directed ensemble and jazz emphasize the emerging nature of these group phenomenon and the meaning of formal and informal linkages needed in order to create new and innovative combinations of knowledge (see, e.g. Kale et al., 2000). For example, Sicca (2000) brings up the conception of listenability in a self-directed ensemble, which describes the manner in which musicians socialise and set up coordination process among themselves and is defined as the “ability that the performers have to listen, first of all to themselves, in order to be perfectly in tune with their colleagues” (Sicca 2000, 153). This involves communication between musicians as well as with oneself, which is termed autocommunication. 
“The atmosphere and intimacy, which is naturally embodied in the intimacy of the chamber, in which it is ideally produced, is obviously a premise for conducting dialogue with one’s self. The members of a performing group producing chamber music embark on a voyage of self discovery which depends on autocommunication, and leads to a qualitative change in both the individual and the group.” (Sicca 2000, 153). 
Sicca also compares the practices of musicians in orchestra versus chamber, where in the former there is competition between soloist and orchestra where the soloist strives to affirm their own identity and works against the group. In a chamber context the practice shifts to where the musician becomes a sensitive and discreet interlocutor in a give and take relationship with his/her partners. It requires identification with the group, self knowledge and restraint. There “must be a sense of belonging amongst the social actors and of adherence to the ‘rules of the game’ in the “interests of working together to achieve an aesthetic experience” (Sicca 2000, 153). Interestingly, it is also recognised that in orchestras, musicians will also affiliate on a sub-group level, however, even within these subgroups (brass, stings etc) a strong hierarchy presides
. However, while both classical orchestras and chamber ensembles differ dramatically on the nature and structure of the organization, they both tend to rely on the classically cannon of music, set out and therefore predetermined in musical scores and notation. 

“One criticism of musical analogies is that the music was composed by someone else (usually in art music a dead, white, European male) and it is the composer that determines everything. It could be argued that the score is like a product specification, rather than a strategy, and who would want to run a factory without a product specification?”  (Megginson 2000, 220). 

This contrasts strongly with our understanding of the nature of interaction between jazz musicians in their production of music, where real time interaction keeps musicians working to continuously find balance between flexibility and execution (Eisenhardt, 1997) and where players listen and respond to each other, spontaneity and creativity are encouraged (Megginson, 2000).
“Improvisation produces music that is more spontaneous, and adaptive than, for example, classical symphonies, but also more melodious and indeed ‘musical’ than simple Radom play” (Eisenhardt 1997, 2)

Therefore while performing music from the classical cannon requires a structured and prepared arrangement, improvisation is an activity that occurs spontaneously and instinctively (Hatch and Weick, 1998). “It is the structure of the alternating configurations that create different couplings and patterns, and it is this process that contributes directly to new interpretations and adaptability”. “A fundamental feature of jazz arrangement is the negotiation around the shared beat as the musicians “find the groove”… It is a process of co-development, a growth of harmony and rhythm, as the musicians become the “World of sounds”….  Integrated state of learning”. (Pavlovich, 2003: 445-446.) Eisenhardt (1997) comments on structured nature of the foundations for improvisation, which is reliant on 2 key factors: intense communication between actors in real time, and reliance on a few, very specific rules.

 “Of particular significance is the manner in which jazz routines can achieve a synchronised state of “being in the groove”, an infectious feeling of coherence of effort, fulfilment and harmony.” (Pavlovich, 2003: 442)

This highlights an important issue from the innovation network perspective: how to find the right balance of tight and loosely coupled structures in order to maintain the ability to “groove”, and how to be able to utilise both internal and external sources of knowledge, to efficiently exploit existing knowledge and explore new one (March, 1991) through different kind of weak ties (Möller and Rajala, 2007). The metaphor of orchestra highlights the exploitation aspect, whereas other metaphors, especially African drumming bring up aspects related to knowledge exploration where loose coupling in a network allows wide spectrum of external knowledge to be utilized, however, common rules of interaction guarantee the sufficient tightness, thus the network is also able to harness that knowledge collectively.
The style of music and the manner of its ongoing creation during performance in Jazz actually has its origins in African music, in particular the polyrhythmic drumming cultures throughout the continent (greson). While jazz has evolved in line with western culture, in terms of the nature of performance and the development of repertoire, African drumming circles stay closer to the origins of this musical tradition. We can see that in the classical repertoire that creativity and structure are often in discord, causing a trade of to be made…;”to encourage creative expression and improvisation by members, controls may be relaxed“ (Young, 1982: 265). However in African music, and also Jazz, the structure is seen as a platform from which creativity emerges. While jam sessions are common in classical ensembles there is less discussion as to the subtle control mechanisms that allow both coordination and innovation in such a session. Looking closely, the rules that govern such behaviour become apparent, with strict procedures of when people are allowed to solo etc. As we discussed above this is also true for a jazz group, where each musician is given their turn to solo, and others in support, where they build on the work of the group up to that point. However, the system is not wholly open, and the work is not wholly path dependent. There is an end point in sight, which the lead player will work towards achieving in the last set, when resolution is found. In the African Drumming circle tradition, there is no one single end point in a rhythm, no singular resolution point is required. This is mainly because this form of music is not preformed to an expectant and passive audience; everyone participates. The drummers call the dancers, the dancers inspire the drummers, and each drum rhythm feeds into the overall sound, the light percussion adding a sparkle throughout. A piece of music can be, in this tradition, played for hours, going through a myriad of states throughout that period; slower, faster, potentially falling into chaos, only to find its path again. The system is open and the outcome is unpredictable; with the music kept consciously alive and each person contributing fully in order for everyone to experience the best overall sound. 
This metaphor reveals the ambiguous relationship between existing and emerging knowledge which is also characteristic to the knowledge in innovation networks; there is a degree of uncertainty concerning the knowledge structures and goals of the network (e.g., Möller and Rajala, 2007). It also highlights an important issue of network stability. Whereas in orchestra, jazz and ensemble, the group combination is relatively incessant, in African drumming the participation is based on voluntariness and roles are dynamic (people come and go). In network theory it is often suggested that a certain level of stability, long-term relationships and bonds between the actors are needed in order to develop (Håkansson and Johanson, 1992). However, in innovation networks certain level of dynamism and change in actors is as important in order to guarantee a sufficient innovativeness and to ensure sufficient diversity in the common pool of knowledge. This is one of the network paradoxes. The metaphor of African drumming highlights the innovation potential of voluntary participation and dynamism (needed in open source innovation communities, for example), but also brings up an issue of the importance of creating common vision to create sufficient stability in such situations (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). In addition, voluntary collaboration is appealing if the core actors and network itself has a strong and trustworthy image (Turnbull et al., 1996). 
A sufficient level of stability also facilitates sharing of tacit knowledge which is transferable only in close interaction and for the limited audience (Polanyi, 1966). What do these metaphors tell us about is tacit knowledge which is an important component in innovation activities? To some extent in jazz and ensemble we can see the aim to create a field of interaction prevalent in sharing tacit knowledge (Nonaka, 1994: 24), but in addition to that, especially African drumming highlights the elements crucial from an innovation point of view; openness, unforeseeable results and that there is also room for making mistakes which often are a source of creativity.
Skills and Competences Required

It is clear that musicians in each tradition be that the classical orchestra, self-directed ensemble, jazz group or those participating in an African drum circle, are all skilled people. However, the nature of the music and the particular traditions in each form, means that those skills are different in each. To play in an orchestra will require years of training and the development of highly specialised skills (Boerner and Freirherr von Streiss-Berlin, 2005; Megginson, 2000). However, the hierarchical nature of the orchestra means that each specialism is some what cut of from the other, and also that individual expression is highly curtailed; “Surpassing his/her needs for individual expression for the sake of the collective task” (Atik, 1994: 22). Therefore individuality is submerged for the sake of the whole; the sum is greater than the parts (Megginson, 2000). 
In self directed ensembles, the skill set is different, and according to Sicca (2000: 149) requires “sensitive musicians who enjoy working closely with a few other colleagues. First you have to mast your own part, and then put the piece together and agree on interpretation, jointly, because final performance is not just your affair, but a truly joint effort”. 
In a jazz group, for musicians to achieve the synthesized state of being “in the groove”, there is a unique combination of timing, switching and accumulation of interdependent skills and performance (Pavlovich, 2003). This is significant in that the jazz composition has a different formula to conventional classical music (planned and predetermined). Dennis and Mcaulay (2007) identified particular competences required of jazz musicians, which besides the obvious need for musical knowledge, they also suggest that role definition, open communications and self-reflexivity are require. Role definition involves recognition of the clear roles that are needed, but that these can be embodied by different musicians at different stages in the piece (solo, comping etc). The role of the grove is to give others a reference point to improve around, perhaps going behind the beat to create tension. The solo is not for its own sake, however, but to add life to the piece, and send it in new directions. As there is no specific time for this to happen ongoing and open communications are essential. “Players typically deal with the entire spectrum of possibilities embodied by these separable by related applications of improvisation” (ibid: 617). Different forms of dialogue and communication occur, including eye contact, but it is also done via the music itself, with the mimicking of another player or in the use of call and response. In order to protect against creative dissonance, which occurs when a musician ‘over improvises’ and moves away from the grove…harmonic foundation of the piece. Players should know when the improve is working, when others expand on it, or detract from what they were doing and allow it to fill the piece.

Given the nature of the music and its origins, the skills set required for jazz groups are very similar to those required for participating in an African Drum circle. What is most difficult, in many ways, is to maintain a consciousness of what is going on, i.e. the subtle changes in the music becoming faster or slower, or if the rhythm is faltering and needs support in a particular section, while at the same time, in order for the fullness of the music to be achieved, each participant has to give their all, give themselves wholly over to the music. Staying conscious of external happenings, while playing ones part to their maximum ability is part of the drummers art; this is practice each time and a whole mythology of stories have been created over time to help the drummer to achieve this state.
Source and nature of innovation
The nature and source of innovation in each musical form is limited by its structure and tradition. For example, orchestras working with a classical repertoire have to work with highly scripted musical cannon. Innovation therefore is limited to interpretation of that music and the nature of the performance itself. Atik (1994) sees is as a phased process in an orchestra, where if the conductors are right, the transformational phased can be reached – first a testing phase, test each other in terms of authority and trust; transactional phase, establishes acceptable set of expectations; inspirational phase, where both are motivated to perform beyond expectation. Atik (1994) also recognises the lived experience of orchestra and musicians and the possibilities that can be generated in particular time and space; 
“you have sometimes a hundred people, sometimes more on stage who develop….I would say and energetic field, a psychological energy field, which is very strong and has a substance of its own. And the conductor has to be forming that field and be part of it” (Atik, 1994: 26)

Thus, the innovation aspect is not emphasized, and at best the source of innovation is conductor himself, he is in the core of innovation whereas the meaning of interaction within the network is discussed. Working with scripted music, again self directed ensembles are somewhat limited in the form that innovation in their music can take. However, given the structure of their ensemble we can say that new directions in the group, what ever form that may take, can emerge collaboratively. 
However, when management researchers have gone over to the arts to understand the nature and sources of innovation it is largely to the jazz ensemble that they have turned. Barret (1998) observes that in jazz groups there is a shared orientation toward minimal structures that allow maximum flexibility, where deliberate efforts are made to interrupt habit patterns, and where errors are embraced as a source of learning. 
Pavlovich (2003) specifically brings to bear the nature of jazz ensemble to understand innovation in networks. By using this metaphor, she emphasizes the meaning of variety of knowledge bases/competences as a source of innovation, and also to offer insights into the organizing patterns of these interdependent knowledge owners and the optimal structural configurations from the interaction point of view. By using the jazz metaphor she emphasises that considerable fluidity and change processes are important, as the network is not a static entity but in constant, not predetermined movement. She suggests that by using this metaphor we would understand how networks can be managed to build strategic knowledge that resides within the network. The concept of improvisation in particular offers an opportunity to observe the interplays of collective organizing within semi-structured contexts. From innovation point of view the soloist has its meaning; it can provide a mechanism for new ideas to be introduced, like a visionary leader can facilitate the innovation process (Pavlovich 2003). 
As already discussed the African Drum circle will share many resemblances to the jazz group, in particular to the lived and creative aspect of the music making ‘in the now’. We also recognise that African Drum circles are characterised by distributed leadership and dynamic innovation emerging from the interplay of complex rhythms which compose the overall polyrhythm being played. What is perhaps most interesting is that the written script for African drumming merely sketches out the basic structure of the music and creatively is encouraged by exploring ‘new notes’ to be found in the complex music. Moreover, not every space is filled, and silence between the notes is also encouraged, thus allowing for interesting dynamics between noise and silence to emerge. When the rhythm is ‘cooking’ it is possible for it to take on very different trajectories, moving into new territory, while remaining true to the original spirit of the rhythm. The potentiality for this innovation rests therefore not into the role of one single conductor but in the complexity of the music itself. 
Conclusion

This paper set out to systematically work through a number of music metaphors, some of which are already being used to understand business networks and some of which provide novel insights. Our issue is not whether one metaphor reflects reality better because such an endeavour is futile given that metaphors create their own realities (see Brown, 1976). Rather, we have to consider the inferences that result from the use of different metaphors (see Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). Thus, in our analysis we have reviewed different music metaphors in order to understand what they reveal us considering leadership, interaction, sources of innovation and skills needed in innovation activities. 
A starting point for our work was the notion, that the orchestra metaphor did not seem to function well related to innovation networks, where leadership is provided by different actors at different times (Story et al., 2008), or resources and wisdom needed are not in a one man only but dispersed in the network. Whereas orchestra represents us relatively stable structure with highly interrelated, goal-oriented and interrelated activities, innovation networks are often more about interplay between static and dynamic elements (e.g., Koch, 2004). Indeed, how much influence and coordination can individual participants (like conductor) exert without sacrificing the flexibility needed. How much it is about coping in a spontaneous, unconscious, uncontrolled and even wild process? 
Thus, it seems that metaphors of self-directed ensemble, jazz and African drumming tell us more about leadership and interaction in such networks, for they highlight interesting elements of autocommunication and improvisation, although at the same time those metaphors bring up the importance of common cognitive base and rules as a basis for creativeness
Areas of Future Research
In this article we have looked at what different metaphors reveal and what kind of connotations we have found. However, it would be also interesting to discuss, what the kind of metaphors hide, and what phenomenon they do not highlight at all. Metaphors presented here highlight the nature of leadership (e.g., centralised vs. distributed leadership), nature of interaction within the network (e.g., searching for balance between loose and tight coupling, or between knowledge exploitation and exploration, stability and dynamism), likewise the nature of skills needed and sources of innovation. What are the network elements these metaphors do not bring up at all?
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� The idea of such strong “communities of practice” (e.g. Wenger, 2005) is relevant especially in networks aiming at incremental, local improvements (like research and development, business process improvements etc.) (see Möller and Rajala 2007). In the kind of groups, cohesion among people conducting similar tasks and with similar kind of expertise is sprung up. That cohesion is based on their willingness to cooperate with experts they feel similar to, with a similar education and background, similar values and norms, for example (e.g. Empson, 2001). Fluent cooperation among these groups is a central prerequisite for innovation, however, it is considered extremely challenging. The interest of working together is a key point here; for communities of practice it is often difficult to find a mutual respect and language, thus, cooperation becomes difficult. (Nätti and Still, 2007.)
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