arXiv:2301.00410v1 [econ.GN] 1 Jan 2023

Designing organizations for bottom-up task allocation: The role of incentives

Stephan Leitner

University of Klagenfurt, Universitätsstraße 65-67, 9020 Klagenfurt, Austria

Abstract In recent years, various decentralized organizational forms have emerged, posing a challenge for organizational design. Some design elements, such as task allocation, become emergent properties that cannot be fully controlled from the top down. The central question that arises in this context is: How can bottom-up task allocation be guided towards an effective organizational structure? To address this question, this paper presents a novel agent-based model of an organization that features bottom-up task allocation that can be motivated by either long-term or short-term orientation on the agents’ side. The model also includes an incentive mechanism to guide the bottom-up task allocation process and create incentives that range from altruistic to individualistic. Our analysis shows that when bottom-up task allocation is driven by short-term orientation and aligned with the incentive mechanisms, it leads to improved organizational performance that surpasses that of traditionally designed organizations. Additionally, we find that the presence of altruistic incentive mechanisms within the organization reduces the importance of mirroring in task allocation. Keywords: Agent-based modeling and simulation, guided self-organization, learning, Bayesian belief updating, modularization

1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been a trend towards less hierarchical organizational forms in both research and corporate practice (Vergne, 2020; Lee and Edmondson, 2017; Ben-Menahem et al.,

Email address: stephan.leitner@aau.at (Stephan Leitner) Preprint submitted to arXiv January 3, 2023

2016; Puranam et al., 2014; Zárraga and Bonache, 2003). This trend has given rise to a number of corresponding concepts. One such concept is that of holacracies (Robertson, 2015), which describes organizations composed of multiple teams with decentralized management structures. In holacracies, individuals can be members of multiple teams, hold multiple roles, and exercise leadership functions. This flexible design promotes individualization and responsiveness within the organization (Bernstein et al., 2016; Kumar and Mukherjee, 2018). Another concept is that of self-managing organizations, in which employees are granted more rights than they are in holacracies (Lee and Edmondson, 2017). In self-managing organizations, decision-making authority is radically decentralized, formally and systematically. As a result, every employee has a certain degree of decision-making authority, and once decisions are made, they cannot be overruled by others. Self-managing organizations are related to the concepts of boss-less organizations (Puranam and Håkonsson, 2015; Burton et al., 2017) and self-organizing organizations (Daft and Lewin, 1993), which allow employees to make both strategic and tactical decisions at all levels of the organization, including initiating new projects and self-selecting to work on them (Puranam, 2018; Raveendran et al., 2022). These recently emerging concepts belong to the class of evolutionary approaches to organizational design. These approaches differ from traditional ones in that they view organizational design as an emergent property rather than the result of intentional planning (Tsoukas, 1993; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Galbraith, 1974).

The study of organizational design has a long history, with early research focusing on bureaucracies and multi-divisional organizations (Chandler, 1969; Weber, 2009). Later, contingency theory introduced the concept of differentiation based on contextual factors and emphasized the importance of internal coherence in organizational structures (Miller et al., 1984). The related literature discusses a range of organizational design elements, including objectives, technology, participants, social structure, and the environment (Scott, 1998). Baligh et al. (1996), for example, distinguish between contingency factors (e.g., technology, strategy, environment) and organizational design parameters, with the latter including organizational structures and their properties such as complexity, rules, and procedures. Daft (2015) argue that size and culture are also relevant design parameters and particu- 2 larly focuses on the structural properties of organizations. In a similar vein, Gebauer et al. (2010), among others, focus on culture, structure, and human resource management practices. Good et al. (2019) review the literature on organizational design elements and argue that there is a substantial overlap in previous attempts to identify these elements. They conclude that there are a number of elements that are consistently considered important. In particular, the organizational purpose (e.g., codified in objectives) is their starting point, from which the following three additional design parameters are derived: (i) The activities the organization must perform to fulfill its purpose, (ii) the structure that supports the performance of these activities, and (iii) the people who belong to the organization, the incentive mechanisms to induce certain behaviors, and the organization’s internal culture. This paper focuses on (ii) structures, with a particular emphasis on the division of labor, i.e., how tasks are divided between individuals inside the organization (Good et al., 2019), and (iii) incentive mechanisms to guide individual behavior. The (i) activities required to fulfill the organization’s purpose are considered fixed in this paper, meaning that organizations cannot affect them. However, the paper takes into account activities of different complexity.

Previous research has shown that a good fit between organizational design elements is crucial for performance, while a misfit often leads to disorganization and lower performance (Schlevogt, 2002; Donaldson and Joffe, 2014; Baligh et al., 1996). Much of the previous research on organizational design has focused on this fit from a top-down perspective, in which organizational design elements are planned by a central designer before implementation. However, this paper focuses on designing organizations for bottom-up task allocation, in which the structure becomes an emergent property of the organization rather than an element that can be planned top-down. As such, a central question arises: How can the process of bottom-up task allocation be guided towards an effective structure, in the spirit of guided self-organization (Prokopenko, 2009)? This study aims to contribute to this body of research and advance the understanding of emergent organizational design by exploring the relationship between bottom-up task allocation, incentive mechanism, and organizational performance. In particular, the following research questions will be addressed:

(1) How do bottom-up task allocation mechanisms and incentive mechanisms interact and influence organizational performance?

(2) To what extent is the structure that emerges from bottom-up task allocation modular and how does this affect organizational performance?

(3) How does task complexity impact the results observed in relation to the interactions between bottom-up task allocation and incentive mechanisms and modularity?

To answer these questions, we present a novel agent-based model of an organization that features bottom-up task allocation and includes various incentive mechanisms to guide the behavior of agents. Through our analysis, we find that bottom-up task allocation motivated by short-term objectives and aligned with the appropriate incentive mechanisms leads to improved organizational performance, even outperforming traditionally designed organizations. Additionally, we discover that the presence of certain incentive mechanisms within the organization can reduce the importance of mirroring in task allocation. By using this model, we aim to address the challenges of guiding bottom-up task allocation towards an effective organizational structure.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In Sec. 2, the concept of mirroring in task allocation is discussed. In Sec. 3, we introduce the agent-based model, detailing the simulation setup and data analysis. The results of the simulation are presented and discussed in Sec. 4. Finally, we summarize and conclude the paper in Sec. 5.

2. Mirroring in task allocation

Organizational design research often recommends following the ‘mirroring hypothesis’, which suggests that an organization’s formal structure (in terms of task allocation) should reflect the technical characteristics of the tasks it faces, particularly in terms of interdependencies (Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996; Langlois and Robertson, 1992; Colfer and Baldwin, 2016). To align with this hypothesis, organizations may consider implementing a modular structure that minimizes dependencies between modules (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). The mirroring hypothesis can be grounded in the concept of complex systems (Simon, 1991). These systems consist of many components that often interact nonlinearly (Langlois, 2002). When designing such systems, modularity—decomposing the system into interdependent modules with decoupled interfaces (Ulrich, 1995)—is a useful strategy for managing complexity. This logic can be applied to organizational design, where modularity is a spectrum, with full modularity (independent modules) at one end and integrality (no decomposition or recombining of modules into one system) at the other (Schilling, 2000; Chen, 2017).

For the context of product design, Ulrich (1995) provides a more detailed definition of modular design, including modularity at the level of functional components and interfaces between modules (see also Schilling, 2000; Sanchez and Mahoney, 1996; Sanchez et al., 2013). Peng and Mu (2018) also distinguishes between two levels of modularity: component modularity (the independence of a module within a complex system) and product modularity (the modularity of the entire system). They argue that even if some modules are highly decoupled, the system as a whole may not be modular if there are any interdependencies between other modules. Modular product architecture creates an information structure that is self-contained within the modules, and from an organizational design perspective, this structure allows for creating organizational units that reflect the product architecture and enable coordination within decoupled units. This can decrease the need and cost of coordination (Colfer and Baldwin, 2016), making modularity a promising long-term organizational design strategy as long as the underlying product or task characteristics do not change.

The concept of the mirroring hypothesis is also rooted in transaction cost economics (TCE) (Williamson, 1985). Chen et al. (2019) argue that conflict resolution and information exchange are easier and more cost-effective within a firm than between firms, so the costs of governing transactions are higher when interdependent tasks are allocated to different firms than when they are allocated to the same firm.^1 However, the administrative costs of hierarchical governance within a firm are likely to be lower than the corresponding transaction costs. Therefore, organizations should allocate interdependent tasks to agents

1Note that, depending on the scope of the analysis, this argument can be applied to units within a firm as well as to firms. 5 within a single firm to optimize transaction and administrative costs. Thus, TCE suggests that the boundaries of organizations should be set to minimize transaction costs (Baldwin, 2008), and the mirroring hypothesis states that these boundaries should reflect the technical characteristics of the underlying tasks (Colfer and Baldwin, 2016).

Previous research has provided support for the mirroring hypothesis in various contexts. For example, Cabigiosu and Camuffo (2012) found a positive correlation between the coupling of product and organizational architectures in the air-conditioning industry. Tee et al. (2019) showed that modularization can help overcome coordination problems but may hinder collaboration in project settings. Wei et al. (2021) analyzed mirroring in Chinese multinational enterprises and identified the boundary conditions and performance effects of different organizational archetypes. Alochet et al. (2022) and Chen et al. (2019) found evidence for partial mirroring (‘misting’) in organizations producing electric vehicles. Previous research has also supported misting as an effective strategy in industries with changing product architectures (Kosaka, 2021; Burton et al., 2020).

However, not all studies support the mirroring hypothesis. Colfer and Baldwin (2016) reviewed 142 empirical studied and found that 70% of the descriptive studies (focusing on the ties between technical task characteristics and organizational structures supported the mirroring hypothesis, 22% provided partial support and 8% rejected it. Their analysis of normative studies (focusing on the performance of mirrored and unmirrored architectures) showed that partial mirroring is superior in industries with dynamic technologies. However, 56% of the analyzed studies on collaborative projects did not support the mirroring hypothesis. Colfer and Baldwin (2016) suggested that new forms of coordination due to technological advances may explain these results. Similarly, Sanchez and Mahoney (2013) argue that (i) cognitive, risk and capability, and commitment and discipline factors may explain why organizations fail to adopt the mirroring hypothesis.

3. The agent-based model

3.1. Model overview

The main aim of this paper is to study organizations with bottom-up allocation of decision-making tasks (e.g., operational or procurement decisions) and and to analyze the effects of the incentive mechanism in place in the organization as well as task complexity on performance. The concept of decision-making tasks is abstract and can be applied to other domains, such as social interactions and team resilience (Massari et al., 2023) or product development (Ma and Nakamori, 2005).^2

The model considers agents who represent organizational departments comprised of human decision makers, and together, the agents represent an organization with decentralized decision making. This decentralized structure is in line with the recently emerging organizational concepts, such as self-organizing or self-managing organization. Coordination across decision-making agents is solely facilitated through the incentive mechanism. Inspired by literature on information processing in organizations, the model also assumes that physical constraints make communication too costly (Marschak and Radner, 1972). However, the model assumes that agents still behave selfishly, which is why coordination is required to assure coordinated actions across departments, and coordination through incentives is a feasible to do so (Fischer and Huddart, 2008).

The agents are characterized by limitations such as limited time and cognitive capacity. These limitations prevent them from solving the complex decision problem on their own, so they form a group to tackle the problem together. The agents have full autonomy regarding the division of labor. This means, they can autonomously make decisions on how to allocate sub-tasks, and they can also revise the task allocation over time. They are aware that there might be interdependencies between decision-making tasks, but they do not have complete information on the exact interdependence structure. However, they have the ability to learn about these missing pieces of information over time. The model considers two types of agents: those who make short-sighted decisions, focusing on immediate utility

2In this paper, the terms ‘task’ and ‘decision’ are used interchangeably to refer to decision-making tasks. 7

Figure 1: Model architecture and sequence of events

maximization without considering long-term effects, and those who consider long-term effects when allocating tasks. Agents of the latter type aim to minimize the interdependencies between sub-tasks assigned to different agents and maximize interdependencies within their own areas of responsibility, which is in line with the mirroring hypothesis. It is expected that optimizing for interdependencies will be beneficial in the long run.

Figure 1 gives information on the model structure and sequence of events during the simulations. After initializing the performance landscape (Sec. 3.2) and agents as well as the initial task decomposition (Sec. 3.3), agents begin a hill-climbing search for solutions to their partial decision problems (Sec. 3.4) and learn about the complexity of the task (Sec. 3.5). Every τ ∈ N periods, agents are given the possibility to autonomously adapt the current task allocation (Sec. 3.6). We observe the overall task performance and the task allocation resulting from the autonomous allocation process for t ∈ {1, . . . , T } ⊂ N periods. The simulation model is implemented in Matlab^® R2022a.

3.2. Task environment

The model of a stylized organization builds on the NK-framework (Levinthal, 1997; Wall and Leitner, 2021). An organization consists of M ∈ N agents who face a complex decision problem. We denote the decision problem by the N-dimensional vector d = (d_1, . . . , d_N ) , (1) where d_n ∈ 0, 1 for n ∈ 1, . . . , N.^3 The number of solutions to the overall problem is 2^N and each solution is an N-digit bit-string. There are at most K ≤ N − 1 interdependencies between the decisions d_n, which means that the contribution of a decision d_n to the task performance is affected by at most K other decisions. This relationship can be formalized in the payoff function c_n = f (d_n, d_{i1} , . . . , d_{iK} ) , (2) where {i_1, . . . , i_K } ⊆ {1, . . . , n − 1, n + 1, . . . , N}. The performance contributions are independently drawn for the uniform distribution so that c_n ∼ U (0, 1). The overall task performance for a solution d is the mean of the individual performance contributions c_n:

c(d) = 1 |d| |d|∑ n=1 c_n , (3)

where the function | · | returns the length of a vector.

The mapping of solutions to the decision problem d and their corresponding performances, as defined in Eqs. 2 and 3, is used to create performance landscapes. The interdependencies between decisions shape the complexity of the decision problem in terms of the ruggedness of the resulting landscapes. As the number of interdependencies K increases, the number of peaks (and local maxima) increases. For example, if K = 0, the landscape is smooth the global maximum is relatively easy to find. In contrast, if K = N − 1, the landscape is maximally rugged landscape with numerous local maxima, and it becomes more difficult to search for the global optimum.^4

3For readability, the notion of t is suppressed in Sec. 3.2.

4In this case, the expected number of global optima is 2^N /(N + 1). For landscapes with intermediate values of K, the number of peaks interpolates between the extreme cases of 1 and 2^N /(N + 1) (Kauffman, 1993; Tomassini et al., 2008). 9

3.3. Agents and task decomposition

Agents in the organization have limited capabilities and/or resources, such as limited cognitive capacities, time, or other resources to solve the entire N-dimensional decision problem alone. Therefore, they need to collaborate and work together to find solutions to the problem. Let us denote the maximum number of decisions that an agent can handle at a time by Q ∈ N. To prevent agents from dropping out of the group, every agent must be responsible for at least one decision at a time. This means that 1 ≤ Q < N.

Agents decompose the decision problem d into M disjoint sub-problems. We denote the decisions in agent m’s area of responsibility at time t by

d_{mt} = [d_{ji} , . . . , d_{jQ} ] , (4)

where {j_1, . . . , j_Q} ⊂ {1, . . . , N} and m ∈ {1, . . . , M} ⊂ N. The complement of d_{mt} in d is referred to as agent m’s residual decisions in period t:

d_{−mt} = d \ d_{mt} (5)

Initially, the sub-tasks are allocated sequentially and symmetrically to agents, so that in period t = 0, every agent is in charge of the same number of decisions, i.e., |d_{m0}| = M/N. During the simulations, agents can adapt the task allocation following the procedure described in Sec. 3.6. We assume hidden action during the decision making procedure, which means that agents are always aware of the solutions to their sub-problem d_{mt}. However, the decisions taken by other agents, i.e., the solutions to the residual decision problem d_{−mt}, can only be observed in t + 1, after they have been implemented.

The agents derive utility from the implemented solutions to the decision problem (Sec. 3.4). The organization uses a linear incentive scheme to reward agents for their contributions. For each agent m, the incentive scheme distinguishes between the contribution to task performance generated from the decision in the agent’s area of responsibility and the residual performance. Agent m’s utility function is given by:

U(d_{mt}, d_{−mt}) = a · c (d_{mt}) + (1 − a) · c (d_{−mt}) , (6) where c (d_{mt}) and c (d_{−mt}) are agent m’s own and residual performances in period t, respectively (see Eq. 3). The parameter a = [0, 1] ∈ R^+ is the incentive parameter that defines to which extent the two performances contribute to the the agent’s compensation.

3.4. Sub-model A: Hill climbing search

Agents can use the following hill climbing algorithm to improve their utility in periods where t mod τ ≠ 0. The algorithm involves searching for solutions in the neighborhood of the previously implemented solution d_{mt−1} that offer higher utility. We define the neighborhood in terms of the Hamming distance of 1. Upon finding a candidate solution d^∗_{mt} in the neighborhood, the agent evaluates it together with the other recently implemented solutions. This allows the agent to adapt and improve its decision-making over time.

In this phase, direct communication among agents is not allowed, so agent m must rely on the other agents’ decisions from the previous period, d_{−mt−1}, when evaluating potential solutions. The agent makes its decisions about which solution d_{mt} to implement in period t according to the following rule:

d_{mt} = d_{mt−1} if U(d_{mt−1}, d_{−mt−1}) ≥ U(d^∗_{mt}, d_{−mt−1}) , d^∗_{mt} otherwise . (7)

The first case describes situations where the candidate solution does not offer a higher utility than the previous one, so the agent sticks with d_{mt−1}. In the second case, the candidate solution offers a higher utility, so the agent decides to implement it in period t.

The solution to the entire decision problem that is implemented in period t is the combination of the individual decisions made by all M agents: d_t = [d_{1t}, . . . , d_{Mt}] , (8) and the performance achieved by the organization in that period is c(d_t) (Eq. 3). Therefore, the organization’s performance results from the combined actions of all agents.

3.5. Sub-model B: Learning interdependencies

Agents are aware of the potential interdependencies between decisions, but they do not know the exact structure of these interdependencies. However, agents have beliefs about 11 them based on observations of the consequences of their decisions in their areas of responsibility. The number of cases in which agent m observed and did not observe an interdependence between decisions d_i and d_j up to period t are stored in α^{ij}_{mt} ∈ N and β^{ij}_{mt} ∈ N, respectively. We can formalize agent m’s belief about the interdependencies between decisions d_i and d_j based on these observations using a corresponding Beta distribution: μ^{ij}_{mt} = E(X) = α^{ij}_{mt} α^{ij}_{mt} + β^{ij}_{mt} , (9) where X ∼ B(α^{ij}_{mt}, β^{ij}_{mt}). At the start of the simulation, all observations are set to one, which means that the initial value of α^{ij}_{m0} and β^{ij}_{m0} are equal to one for all m, i, and j such that i and j are not the same. This results in initial beliefs of 0.5, indicating that agents initially assume that there is a 50% chance of interdependencies. Then, in every period t mod τ ≠ 0, agents perform the search procedure introduced in Sec. 3.4 and also update their beliefs in line with the following procedure:

1. Recall that the solution to agent m’s partial decision problem implemented in period t is d_{mt}. If the agent decides to flip a decision (i.e., the second case in Eq. 7), we indicate this decision by i, where d_{it} ∈ d_{mt}. After implementing d_{mt}, agent m observes the performance contributions c_{jt} of all other decisions d_{jt} ∈ d_{mt} within their area of responsibility, with i ≠ j.

2. Next, agent m updates the observations for all decisions j ≠ i in the area of responsibility as follows:

( α^{ij}_{mt}, β^{ij}_{mt} ) = ( α^{ij}_{mt−1}, β^{ij}_{mt−1} ) if d_{mt} = d_{mt−1}, ( α^{ij}_{mt−1} + 1, β^{ij}_{mt−1} ) if c_{jt} ≠ c_{jt−1} and d_{mt} = d^∗_{mt}, ( α^{ij}_{mt−1}, β^{ij}_{mt−1} + 1 ) if c_{jt} = c_{jt−1} and d_{mt} = d^∗_{mt},

(10)

whereby ∀i : d_{it} ∈ d_{mt} and ∀j : d_{jt} ∈ d_{mt} : j ≠ i. Whenever agent m observes a change in the performance contribution of decision j from period t − 1 to period t due to a flip in decision i, α^{ij}_{mt} is increased by one (as shown in the second case in Eq. 10). 12

Figure 2: Interrelations between sub-models A and B: Learning paths

Otherwise, β^{ij}_{mt} is increased by one (as shown in the third case in Eq. 10). If agent m does not flip a decision in the current period, the observations are the same as in the previous period (as shown in the first case in Eq. 10). These learning paths are illustrated in Fig. 2.

3. Finally, agents recompute their beliefs in period t according to Eq. 9.

Please note that agents can only observe the performance contributions within their own areas of responsibility. If the decision problem is decomposed such that there are interdependencies with decisions from outside an agent’s area of responsibility, there may be an external influence on performance contributions that the agent cannot identify. As a result, there is the risk of learning errors as agents may wrongly induce the existence of interdependencies from their observations.

3.6. Sub-model C: Task allocation

Every τ periods, agents can re-organize the allocation of tasks. During these periods, agents do not adapt the implemented solutions to their decision problems or make observations and update their beliefs about interdependencies. Instead, they exclusively focus on task-reallocation. It is important to note that re-allocating tasks can alter the agents’ areas of responsibility and, thus, may affect the tasks from which they experience utility.

To begin the process, agent m offers a decision in their area of responsibility to the other agents. We will refer to the decision offered by agent m as i_m ∈ {1, . . . , N}.^5 Next, all agents (except for the one who is offering) indicate their interest in taking over the tasks by sending signals. In the process, agents can follow two strategies: they can be myopic and focus only on immediate performance without considering long-term effects (as described in Sec. 3.6.1), or they can make long-sighted decisions and aim to maximize the interdependencies between the decisions in their areas of responsibility (internal interdependencies) and minimize the interdependencies with the decision allocated to the other agents (external interdependencies) (as described in Sec. 3.6.2). Once all signals have been received, the task is re-allocated to the agent who sent the strongest signal, and the agent who offered the decision receives a compensation payment equal to the value of the second-highest signal.

3.6.1. Performance-based approach

Agents who follow this strategy are myopic decision makers, focusing only on the immediate performance contributions of the decisions they are in charge of. They offer decisions with relatively low performance contribution to other agents„ and submit signals for other decisions and hope of being allocated a task that will lead to a higher performance contribution than the amount of the corresponding compensation that they will have to pay to the offering agent. In this way, the agents’ actions have an immediate effect on their utility. The task allocation process is organized as follows:

1. Agent m selects the decision i_m that they are willing to exchange in period t and informs the other agents r ∈ {1, . . . , m−1, m+1, . . . , M} about the offer. Selecting the decision i_m is based on the previous period’s performances, specifically it is the decison in agent m’s area of responsibility that is associated with the minimum performance contribution in t − 1:

5Note that every agent is required to be responsible for at least one task, so an agent can only participate in the task allocation process and offer tasks to other agents if they are currently responsible for two or more tasks.

i_m ∈ arg min i^′:d_{it}∈d_{mt−1} c_i′_{t−1} . (11)

2. In addition, agent m fixes a threshold p_{imt} for re-allocating this decision in t. The threshold is the performance contribution of the offered decision, so p_{imt} = c_{imt−1} . (12) The offered decision will only be re-allocated to another agent if the signal sent by that agent is greater than p_{imt}.

3. Once all agents have selected the tasks they want to offer, they can submit their signals.

However, only agents with available resources can participate in the allocation process. This means that an agent m will only proceed to the next step only if |d_{mt−1}| < Q.

4. If agents have available resources, they will compute their signals for all offers except their own. The signals p̃^r_{imt} submitted by an agent r for a given offered decision i_m is the performance contribution that the agent expects from this decision in period t. However, since the offered decision i_m falls outside of agent r’s area of responsibility, they can only estimate the related performance contribution using the following formula: p̃^r_{imt} = c_{imt−1} + ϵ , (13) where ϵ ∼ N(0, σ) indicates an error term that accounts for the uncertainty in the estimate.

3.6.2. Interdependence-based approach

If agents follow this strategy, they will not only focus on immediate performances, but they will also consider the mirroring hypothesis. This means that agents will aim to maximize the interdependencies between decisions within their own areas of responsibility. The task allocation process is organized as follows:

1. Agent m identifies the decision i_m that is being offered to the other agents in the current round using the following criteria:

i_m ∈ arg min i^′:d_{it}∈d_{mt−1} 1 |d_{mt−1}| − 1 ∑ j:d_{jt}∈d_{mt−1} j≠i^′ μ^{i′j}_{mt} (14)

As a reminder, agents want to maximize internal and minimize external interdependencies in this strategy. Equation 15 returns the decision that is associated with the minimum average belief about interdependencies between decision i_m and the other decisions in agent m’s area of responsibility.

2. Again, agent m will fix a threshold p_{imt} for re-allocating decision i_m to other agents in period t. For simplicity, the average belief about internal interdependencies is used as the threshold value: p_{imt} = 1 |d_{mt−1}| − 1 ∑ j:d_{jt}∈d_{mt−1} j≠i_m μ^{imj}_{mt} (15)

3. Once all agents prepared their offers, they cab proceed to compute and send their signals. However, they will only move on to the next step if they have sufficient resources, i.e., if |d_{mt−1}| < Q.

4. In period t, agents r ∈ {1, . . . , m − 1, m + 1, . . . , M} send a signal containing the average belief about the interdependencies between the offered decision i_m and the decisions within their areas of responsibility d_{rt−1}. Agent r’s signal for decision i_m in period t is computed according to: p̃^r_{imt} = 1 |d_{rt}| ∑ j:d_{jt}∈d_{rt} μ^{imj}_{rt} (16)

3.6.3. Task allocation

Once all agents sent their signal, there are exactly M − 1 signals for each offer i_m . Recall that agent m offered decision i_m at a threshold signal of p_{imt} and the other agents sent their signals p̃^r_{imt}. We can denote the set of signals received for decision i_m in period t by the vector P_{it}, and we can compute the maximum signal for decision i_m in period t 16 by p^{r∗}_{imt} = max_p′_{∈Pit} (p^′). The agent who sends this signal is denoted by r^∗. The tasks are (re-)allocated as follows

1. If the the maximum signal p^{r∗}_{imt} is equal to or exceeds the threshold p_{imt}, the decision i_m is re-allocated from agent m to agent r^∗ according to d_{mt} = d_{imt−1} \ {d_{imt−1}} and (17a) d_r∗_t = [d_r∗_{t−1}, d_{imt−1}] , (17b) where \ indicates the complement. If the second highest signal exceeds (does not exceed) the threshold, agent r^∗ gets charged the second highest bid (threshold).

2. If the the maximum signal p^{r∗}_{imt} does not exceed the threshold p_{imt}, agent m remains responsible for decision i_m, so d_{mt} := d_{mt−1} . (18)

3. Finally, agents do not update their beliefs about interdependencies in periods in which task are re-allocated. Therefore, the observations are the same as in the previous period, i.e., (α^{ij}_{mt}, β^{ij}_{mt}) = (α^{ij}_{mt−1}, β^{ij}_{mt−1}).

Comparison of the two approaches. The two approaches for determining offers and computing signals define the agents’ behaviors in different ways. The performance-based strategy focuses on increasing immediate performance contributions without considering long-term effects. Agents using this strategy offer tasks in their area of responsibility that are associated with the minimum performance, and they hope for compensation payments that are higher than the utility they would receive from performing the tasks on their own. This behavior aligns with the concept of myopic utility maximization (Simon, 1967). In contrast, the interdependence-based strategy does not prioritize short-term utility. Instead, it follows the concept of the mirroring hypothesis, which means that agents aim to minimize interdependencies between their own and other agents’ areas of responsibility (Colfer and Baldwin, 2016). They hope that this will lead to greater control and higher utility in the long run. Overall, the choice of strategy affects the way that agents behave and the decisions they make. 17

3.7. Simulation setup and observations

This paper focuses on the analysis of the effects of four main parameters on the performance and emergent task allocation. These parameters are:

(i) The information used in the task allocation process, specifically the performance-based and interdependence-based strategies introduced in earlier sections of the paper.

(ii) The parameter a of the linear incentive scheme introduced in Eq. 6, which ranges from very altruistic to very individualistic incentives. In particular, values for a between 0.05 and 1 in steps of 0.05 are considered.

(iii) The frequency of the task allocation process indicated by parameter τ. The paper considers the values of 5, 15, 25, and 35. In addition, benchmark scenarios in which the task allocation is exogenously fixed and cannot be changed thereafter. For the benchmark cases, τ = ∞.

(iv) The eight patterns of interactions between tasks included in Fig. 3, which feature big and small diagonal blocks along the main diagonal (Figs. 3a and 3b), reciprocal interdependencies between these blocks (Figs. 3c and 3d), and ring-like interdependencies (Figs. 3e and 3f). In addition, Figs. 3g and 3h add random interdependencies to the pattern of small diagonal blocks. The benchmark task allocation is indicated by shaded areas and reflects a sequential and symmetric task allocation. This means that agent 1 is responsible for tasks 1 to 3, agent 2 is responsible for tasks 4 to 6, and so forth. Thus, the task allocation in the benchmark cases reflects the interdependencies included in Fig. 3a.

During the simulation experiments, three variables are subject to observation: task performance, the emergent task allocation, and the number of tasks re-allocated. The performance of the solution to the entire decision problem is observed in every period t and simulation run s ∈ {1, . . . , S} ⊂ N and denoted by d_{ts} (see Eq. 8). The performance of that solution is then measured by c(d_{ts}) (see Eq. 3). To compare the performance across

(a) Small diagonal blocks (K = 2) (b) Big diagonal blocks (K = 4)

(c) Small blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6) (d) Big blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6)

(e) Small blocks: Ring (K = 5) (f) Big blocks: Ring (K = 9)

(g) Random pattern (K = 4) (h) Random pattern (K = 6)

Figure 3: Interdependence patterns

Table 1: Simulation parameters

Type Name Notation Values

Independent variables

Basis for computing offers/signals — Performance, interdependencies Incentive parameter a {0.05 : 0.05 : 1} Periods between task re-allocation τ {5, 15, 25, 35, ∞} Task complexity — see Fig. 3

Dependent variables Task performance c̃(d_{ts}) [0, 1] Task allocation d_{mts} Vectors of decisions Number of re-allocated tasks d^{swap}_t {1, . . . , 5}

Other parameters

Time steps t {1, . . . , 200} Observation period T 200 Number of decisions N 15 Number of agents M 5 Cognitive capacity Q 5 Number of simulations S 800

simulation runs, we normalize the observed performance c(d_{ts}) by the maximum attainable performance on that landscape, c(d^∗_s), using the formula:

c̃(d_{ts}) = c(d_{ts}) c(d^∗_s)

. (19)

In addition to the performance, we also observe the allocation of tasks to agents at every period. Specifically, we record the areas of responsibility d_{mts} of all agents in all periods and simulation runs. It is important to note that the performance is measured based on the solution to the entire decision problem, whereas task allocation is based on the decisions included in the agents’ sub-problems. Therefore, the first observation provides a performance perspective, while the second observations offers insights into the emergent organizational structures. Finally, to understand the dynamics of emergent task allocation, we also track the number of re-allocated tasks during each simulation run.

3.8. Data analysis

To analyze the functional dependencies between the dependent and the independent variables included in Tab. 1, we use regression neural networks and compute partial dependencies. This approach is consistent with the data analysis methods suggested in Patel et al. 20

(2018), Law (2015), and Blanco-Fernández et al. (2021), which recommend using regression analyses to study parameter importance and understand the emergence of patterns. Let X be the set of all independent variables included in Tab. 1. The subset X^s includes the independent variable(s) that are in the scope of the analysis, while X^c consists of the complementary set of X^s in X. Then, f(X) = f(X^s, X^c) represents the trained regression model. The partial dependence of the performance on the independent variables in scope is defined by the expectation of the performance with respect to the complementary independent variables, as follows:

f^s(X^s) = E_c(f(X^s, X^c)) ≈ 1 V V∑ i=1 f(X^s, X^c_{(i)}) , (20)

where V is the number of independent variables in X^c and X^c_{(i)} is the i^{th} element. By marginalizing over the independent variables in X^c, we obtain a function that depends only on the independent variables in X^s.

To study the modularity of the emergent task allocation, we employ the following metric (Leitner, 2022): We already know that agent m’s decision problem in period t and simulation run s covers the decisions included in d_{mts}, and the parameter K describes the interdependencies of a particular decision and all performance contributions. Let K^{int}_{mts} be the number of interdependencies within agent m’s sub-problem in period t and simulation run s, and K^{all}_{mts} = |d_{mts}| · K be the number of all interdependencies between the decisions in agent m’s area of responsibility and all performance contributions.^6 The modularity metric is then defined as the ratio of interdependencies within agent m’s decision problem (K^{int}_{mts}, numerator) to the total number of times the decisions assigned to agent m affect all performance contributions (K^{all}_{mts}, denominator):

Mod_{mts} = K^{int}_{mts} K^{all}_{mts} . (21) To illustrate how the modularity metric works, consider the case where we focus on agent 1 and the task allocation follows the benchmark case of a symmetric and sequential

6Recall that | · | returns the length of a vector. Therefore, |d_{mts}| is the number of decision for which agent m is responsible in period t and simulation run s. 21 allocation, as shown by the shaded areas in Fig. 3. In this scenario, agent 1 is responsible for decisions 1 to 3. For small diagonal blocks (Fig. 3a), the number of internal interdependencies for agent 1 is K^{int}_{1ts} = 6 and the total number of interdependencies for the decisions allocated to agent 1 is also K^{all}t_s = 6. In this case, the modularity of the benchmark solution is Mod_{mts} = 1. If we move to small blocks and reciprocal patterns (Fig. 3d), the number of internal interdependencies remains K^{int}_{1ts} = 6. However, due to a more complex decision problem, the total number of interdependencies increases K^{all}t_s = 18. As a result, the modularity of the benchmark solution becomes Mod_{mts} = 0.3˙3. It is important to note that for the analysis, the task allocation that emerges from the agents’ decisions (and not the benchmark task allocation) is used to compute the respective modularity, and the goal is to compare the modularity of the emergent solution with that of the benchmark solution. A review of related modularity metrics can be found in Peng and Mu (2018). They identify three desired features of such metrics^7: (i) Does the metric consider modularity at the levels of the task and the organization? (ii) Are interdependencies between tasks and performance contributions considered? (iii) Does organizational modularity consider task assignment to agents? The task allocation metric used in this paper satisfies these requirements because it measures the actual task allocation (requirement (iii)) against the benchmark task allocation derived from interdependencies between tasks (requirements (i) and (ii)).

4. Results and discussion

4.1. The effects of incentives in bottom-up task allocation

This section examines the effects of bottom-up task allocation on performance and compares it with the more traditional top-down mode of task allocation. As introduced in Sec. 3.8, we trained regression neural networks using the simulated data and estimated functions representing the partial dependence of the achieved performance on selected parameters.

7Please note that the context of their analysis included product modularity and this paper focuses on tasks rather than products. Therefore, whenever Peng and Mu (2018) refer to components and functions, this refers to tasks and performance contributions in the context of this paper

The corresponding functional dependency of the organizational performance (y-axis) on the incentive parameter (x-axis) is plotted in Fig. 4 for all analyzed interdependence patters. The red lines (triangles) and black lines (circles) represent the scenarios in which agents behave according to the performance-based and interdependence-based strategies, respectively. The benchmark scenarios in which the organizational structure is (exogenously) fixed top-down are indicated by dashed lines. It is worth noticing that relatively low values for the incentive parameter (on the left on the x-axes) indicate altruistic incentive schemes that put more emphasis on residual performance, while high values of the incentive parameter (on the right of the x-axes) result in very individualistic incentive schemes that place a stronger emphasis on the performance coming from the agents’ areas of responsibility (see Eq. 6).

The effectiveness of top-down, interdependence-based, and performance-based task allocation strategies depends on the incentive mechanisms in place within an organization. When incentive mechanisms are relatively altruistic (on the left of the x-axis), the performancebased strategy consistently outperforms the other strategies, regardless of the interdependence patterns. In terms of organizational performance, the benchmark case and interdependence based strategies perform equally well. These findings are robust across all interdependence patterns, although they are most pronounced for more complex and non-decomposable tasks (as shown in Figs. 4c to 4h) and least pronounced for decomposable and almost decomposable tasks (as shown in Figs. 4a and 4b).

As we move from altruistic to individualistic incentive mechanisms (to the right on the xaxis), the performance of scenarios with bottom-up task allocation decreases. Interestingly, the results achieved with the performance-based strategy appear to be most sensitive to variations in the incentive parameter. As a result, performance-based task allocation—which is the superior strategy when altruistic incentives are effective—becomes the inferior strategy when incentives are more individualistic. For all interdependence structures, the shift in which task allocation strategy is to be preferred, can be observed at intermediate values of the incentive parameter. The performance of the interdependence-based task allocation strategy also decreases, but to a significantly lesser extent than the performance-based strategy.

It is important to note that for cases with very individualistic incentive mechanisms, the 23

(a) Small diagonal blocks (K = 2) (b) Big diagonal blocks (K = 4)

(c) Small blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6) (d) Big blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6)

(e) Small blocks: Ring (K = 5) (f) Big blocks: Ring (K = 9)

(g) Random pattern (K = 4) (h) Random pattern (K = 6)

Figure 4: Partial dependencies of performances on hte incentive parameter

benchmark case outperforms the other approaches in almost all cases. However, the results also indicate that higher levels of performance can be achieved if incentives are balanced or altruistic, and if the task is complex enough to have externalities between allocated tasks (as shown in Figs. 4c to 4h). In contrast, for decomposable and almost decomposable tasks (Figs. 4a and 4b), the incentive parameter does not have a strong effect on performance.

4.2. Modularity and bottom-up task allocation

This section investigates the effects of independent parameters on the agents’ behavior during task allocation. Examining these effects is crucial for understanding the dynamics of bottom-up task allocation. By studying how these parameters impact the agents’ behavior, we can gain insights into how self-organization can be effectively guided to enhance organizational performance.

Figure 5 illustrates the average number of tasks exchanged when agents are allowed to reallocate tasks. As shown in the figure, the red lines (triangles) represent scenarios where agents follow a performance-based strategy, while the black lines (circles) depict cases where agents base their reallocation decisions on interdependencies. The results suggest that task allocation is more dynamic when agents follow the performance-based strategy, as evidenced by the stabilization of the number of exchanged tasks at a value of 4 after about 4 periods of reallocation. In contrast, the interdependence-based strategy results in a lower number of exchanged tasks, which eventually converges to zero after approximately 7 periods of reallocation. Additionally, the results indicate that the interdependence pattern (Fig. 5a), the incentive parameter (Fig. 5d), and the number of periods between task allocation (Fig. 5c) do not or only marginally affect the average number of exchanged tasks. However, a slightly higher number of tasks are reallocated when agents have more time to learn about interdependencies (Fig. 5c).

Figure 6 presents the probability distributions for the modularity metric, which measures the alignment between the organizational structure and the interdependence pattern (as defined in Eq. 21). As discussed in Sec. 2, a better alignment is expected to result in higher organizational performance. Each subplot in the figure represents the distributions for the

(a) Interdependence patterns (b) Periods with re-allocation

(c) Periods between re-allocation (d) Incentive parameter

Figure 5: Partial dependence of the number of re-allocated tasks on selected parameters

interdependence patterns introduced in Fig. 3. The red lines indicate the performance-based task allocation strategy and the grey lines represent the interdependence-based strategy. The colored areas show the probability ranges for different incentive parameters. In all cases, altruistic incentives result in the highest degree of modularity (at the upper edge of the colored areas), while individualistic incentives lead to the lowest degree of modularity (at the lower edge of the colored areas). For example, on the left side of Fig. 6a, we can see that with a probability of around 45%, the modularity of the emergent structure is equal to or lower than 0.2 if agents follow an interdependence-based allocation mechanism. For scenarios with a performance-based task allocation strategy, the corresponding probability is approximately 60%. Additionally, the grey area is wider than the red area, indicating that the modularity in the performance-based strategy is less sensitive to the incentive parameter than in the interdependence-based strategy, particularly for high values of the modularity metric.

The dashed lines in Fig. 6 represent the modularity metric of the benchmark solution. It is worth noting that for more complex decision problems, the modularity of the benchmark solution decreases due to the large number of interdependencies between decisions. For instance, Fig. 6a shows the results for the small diagonal block pattern in Fig. 3a. In this pattern, the benchmark solution allows for internalizing all interdependencies within the agents’ areas of responsibility, resulting in a maximum modularity of 1. On the other hand, Fig. 6f illustrates the results for the small blocks and a ring-like interdependence structure in Fig. 3f. Due to the relatively high task complexity, the benchmark solution only internalizes a fraction of interdependencies within the agents’ areas of responsibility, resulting in a modularity of 0.4. Please also note that for the structures with large diagonal blocks, not all sub-problems in the benchmark solution have the same modularity, which leads to the step-like pattern of the benchmark modularity in Figs. 6b, 6d, and 6f.

Overall, we observe that when agents follow a performance-based task allocation strategy, there is a higher likelihood of low modularity in the emergent task allocation pattern. On the other hand, if agents learn about interdependencies over time and optimize their task allocation based on this information, the resulting task allocation pattern is more likely to be more modular. However, it is surprising that in most cases, the modularity of the emergent task allocation is lower than that of the benchmark solution. For example, in Fig. 6c, we see that in around 20% of cases with an interdependence-based approach and in around 10% of cases with a performance-based task allocation, the modularity of the benchmark solution is achieved or exceeded. For most other scenarios, this pattern is even more pronounced. For instance, in the results for small diagonal blocks and ring-like interdependence patterns, the benchmark modularity is achieved in less than 10% of cases.

4.3. Discussion

The results presented in the previous sections are summarized and brought in the context of the research questions that were defined in the introduction in Tab. 2. The results show that basing task reallocation on performance considerations tends to lead to less modular structures, while allowing agents to learn about interdependencies over time and base their task allocation on this learned information results in slightly more modular structures. Pre-

(a) Small diagonal blocks (K = 2) (b) Big diagonal blocks (K = 4)

(c) Small blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6) (d) Big blocks: Reciprocal (K = 6)

(e) Small blocks: Ring (K = 5) (f) Big blocks: Ring (K = 9)

(g) Random pattern (K = 4) (h) Random pattern (K = 6)

Figure 6: Cumulative distributions of modularity metrics

vious research on organizational design has yielded mixed results regarding the mirroring hypothesis, with some studies supporting it and others rejecting it (see Sec. 2). The results presented in this paper provide further insight into this topic and may help to explain the ambiguous findings in previous research.

The findings of this study suggest that when designing organizations for bottom-up task reallocation, mirroring should be considered in a broader context, taking into account factors such as internal fit with other design elements, such as incentive mechanisms and task uncertainty. Previous research has demonstrated that an internal fit between routines for autonomous task reallocation and other design elements, as well as task uncertainty, can impact organizational performance (Donaldson and Joffe, 2014; Schlevogt, 2002; Burns and Stalker, 1961; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). In the model presented in this study, task uncertainty arises from the interdependencies between individual decisions, leading to uncertain decisionmaking outcomes for each agent. More complex tasks result in greater uncertainty. It should be noted that organizational design involves many complex choices beyond the elements considered in this paper.^8 Optimizing for a fit across all design elements is infeasible (Simon, 1967). Therefore, in line with the idea of considering autonomous task allocation as a selforganization process and guiding it towards a desired outcome (Prokopenko, 2009), this paper focuses on the interplay between bottom-up task allocation routines, the incentive mechanisms that control behavior, and organizational performance, particularly in relation to the resulting modularity of the structure.

The following two sections explore the emerging dynamics. In particular, Sec. 4.3.1 examines situations with uncertainty due to complex tasks and explains why there is a good fit between altruistic incentives and performance-based task reallocation mechanisms based on the results and previous research. Section 4.3.2 focuses on cases with individualistic incentive mechanisms and highlights the importance of considering mirroring in order to mitigate negative impacts of misfit in organizational design.

8For comprehensive discussions on the complexity of organizational design choices, the reader is referred to Puranam et al. (2012) and Caspin-Wagner et al. (2013) and the literature referenced therein.

Table 2: Summary of results

Research Question Results

(1) How do bottom-up task allocation mechanisms and incentive mechanisms interact and influence organizational performance?

• The highest performances are observed when the organization uses altruistic incentives and a performance-based approach to task re-allocation.

• If individualistic incentives are present, the best performances are achieved through interdependence-based or top-down task allocation.

• The sensitivity of performance to the incentive parameter is greatest when task allocation is based on performance.

(2) To what extent is the structure that emerges from bottom-up task allocation modular and how does this affect organizational performance?

• The modularity achieved by the emergent structure falls below the benchmark solution.

• Altruistic incentive mechanisms tend to produce slightly more modular structures compared to individualistic incentives.

• Interdependence-based strategies result in higher modularity compared to performance-based strategies.

• Modularity is particularly important when individualistic incentive mechanisms are in place.

(3) How does task complexity impact the results observed in relation to the interactions between bottom-up task allocation and incentive mechanisms and modularity?

• The impact of incentive mechanisms on organizational performance is more pronounced for tasks with high complexity.

• The sensitivity of performance to the incentive parameter is stronger for tasks with high complexity • The results are robust across interdependence structures.

4.3.1. Altruistic incentive mechanisms and bottom-up task allocation

The findings in Sec. 4.1 reveal that combining altruistic incentives with performancebased task allocation strategies is particularly effective in situations where tasks are complex and interdependent. This may seem counter-intuitive, as one might assume that self-oriented and myopic behavior from agents would not result in improved performance for the organization. However, our results suggest that this may not always be the case.

The micro-level dynamics of combined selfish and altruistic behavior may help to shed light on these findings. Previous research has suggested that individual behavior is often influenced by both selfish and altruistic motivations. For instance, on online platforms that feature user-generated content, people may engage in behaviors such as contributing information in an effort to gain reputation and recognition, as well as to help others (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Daugherty et al., 2008; Qiao et al., 2017). It is often assumed that altruistic motives are primarily intrinsic, but this model suggests that such behavior may actually be motivated by a desire to maximize utility and the expectation of reciprocation from others (Gneezy et al., 2011; Deci, 1971). The altruistic incentive mechanism places a great deal of emphasis on the performance contributions of other individuals. As a result, an individual may align their actions with those of others in an attempt to increase their own utility and may expect similar behavior in return, a concept known as reciprocity (Fehr and Gächter, 2000; Fehr and Schmidt, 2006; Falk and Fischbacher, 2006). Thus, while the mutual support between individuals may appear to be prosocial in nature, it may actually be motivated by self-interest rather than genuine altruism.

The results suggest that the performance-based task reallocation mechanism promotes the efficient allocation of tasks by ensuring that each agent is responsible for the tasks that they can perform best. This finding may be due to the mutually reinforcing mechanisms of an incentive mechanism that encourages agents to support each other by aligning their decisions and a task reallocation mechanism that assigns each agent the tasks that they can perform best, given the mutual support between agents. Additionally, our results indicate that these mechanisms are particularly effective when there are interdependencies between the agents’ areas of responsibility. 31

The dynamic nature of bottom-up task allocation may also contribute to the effectiveness of altruistic incentive mechanisms and performance-based task reallocation in complex tasks. As shown in Fig. 5, the performance-based strategy results in frequent swaps of tasks between agents, which creates a mechanism similar to job rotation. In this process, agents take on different tasks within the organization and, thanks to the performance-based reallocation mechanism, eventually work on the tasks they are best suited for. By combining altruistic incentive mechanisms with performance-based task reallocation, we not only address the job assignment problem identified in Ortega (2001)—which suggests that organizations can learn about employees through job rotation (see also Jovanovic, 1979; Meyer, 1994)—but we also allow agents to learn for themselves which tasks they can perform best. This knowledge is then used to determine the division of labor, and the altruistic incentives ensure coordinated action across organizational units, ultimately improving organizational performance.

4.3.2. Individualistic incentive mechanisms and bottom-up task allocation

As soon as tasks are sufficiently complex so that they are no longer decomposable, organizations are worse off if they employ individualistic incentives (Fischer and Huddart, 2008). The model introduced in this paper replicates this finding and additionally generates insights into the dynamics of bottom-up task allocation in the case of individualistic incentives. Contrary to the findings discussed in Sec. 4.3.1, individualistic incentives work best with either top-down task allocation or interdependence-based bottom-up task approaches to task allocation, while the organization’s performance is substantially lower if task allocation follows a performance-based approach.

Internalizing interdependencies within the areas of responsibility of organizational units can reduce the need for behavioral control to prevent selfish behavior among agents (Foss and Dobrajska, 2015). This approach aligns with the recommendations given by transaction cost economics, which usually assumes selfish behavior on the part of agents, similar to the behavior induced by individualistic incentive mechanisms (Williamson, 1985; Boyacigiller and Adler, 1991; Erez and Earley, 1987). Top-down approaches to task allocation follow this logic by internalizing a large number of interdependencies, which helps to mitigate the negative effects of individualistic incentives and leads to better organizational performance compared to bottom-up task allocation. This is supported by the results in Fig. 6, which show that bottom-up approaches do not achieve the desired modularity, while interdependence-based approaches are more modular than performance-based approaches. The achieved organizational performances follow this pattern. Therefore, we can conclude that either top-down or interdependence-based bottom-up approaches to task allocation can be effective in organizational design if individualistic incentives are in place. However, as discussed in Sec. 4.3.1, a combination of altruistic incentives mechanisms and performance-based incentives may lead to even higher performances.

5. Summary and conclusion

This paper presents an agent-based model of a stylized organization with bottom-up task allocation to examine the interplay between task allocation and incentive mechanisms, as well as the impact of task complexity. The results suggest that bottom-up approaches can be effective in certain circumstances, particularly when incentives are relatively altruistic and tasks are complex with externalities between allocated tasks. In these cases, performance-based task allocation outperforms both the traditional top-down approach and interdependence-based task allocation. However, as incentives become more individualistic, the performance of bottom-up approaches decreases, and the traditional top-down approach becomes the superior strategy. These findings are consistent with previous research on incentives in organizations (e.g., Fischer and Huddart, 2008). The results also indicate that the modularity of top-down designed organizations is generally not achieved through bottomup task allocation. However, this paper also highlights that modularity only is relevant individualistic incentives are present in the organization.

This research has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results. First, the model assumes that coordination occurs only through the incentive mechanism and does not account for communication between agents. While this may be realistic in some cases, future research could improve the validity of the results by incorporating com- 33 munication between agents. Second, the model focuses on a single organization and does not consider external influences. Future research could examine the co-evolution of multiple interdependent organizations (Volberda and Lewin, 2003) that might be organized using less hierarchical concepts, such as self-organized or self-managed forms. Finally, the analysis in this paper is based on the symmetrical NK-framework, which assumes that interdependencies are evenly distributed across the landscape. However, in reality, interdependencies may be concentrated, resulting in plateaued landscapes (Hebbron et al., 2008) that were not considered in this study.

References

Alochet, M., MacDuffie, J.P., Midler, C., 2022. Mirroring in production? Early evidence from the scale-up of battery electric vehicles (BEVs). Industrial and Corporate Change dtac028. doi:10.1093/icc/dtac028.

Baldwin, C.Y., 2008. Where do transactions come from? Modularity, transactions, and the boundaries of firms. Industrial and Corporate Change 17, 155–195.

Baligh, H.H., Burton, R.M., Obel, B., 1996. Organizational consultant: Creating a useable theory for organizational design. Management Science 42, 1648–1662.

Ben-Menahem, S.M., Von Krogh, G., Erden, Z., Schneider, A., 2016. Coordinating knowledge creation in multidisciplinary teams: Evidence from early-stage drug discovery. Academy of Management Journal 59, 1308–1338.

Bernstein, E., Bunch, J., Canner, N., Lee, M., 2016. Beyond the holacracy hype. Harvard Business Review 94, 38–49.

Blanco-Fernández, D., Leitner, S., Rausch, A., 2021. Dynamic coalitions in complex task environments: To change or not to change a winning team?, in: Proceedings of the Operational Research Society Simulation Workshop 2021, pp. 346–355.

Boyacigiller, N.A., Adler, N.J., 1991. The parochial dinosaur: Organizational science in a global context.

Academy of Management Review 16, 262–290.

Burns, T., Stalker, G.M., 1961. The management of innovation. Tavistock Publishing. Burton, N., Sarpong, D., O’Regan, N., 2020. Architectural correspondence, architectural misting, and innovation: New perspectives. Strategic Change 29, 5–11.

Burton, R.M., Håkonsson, D.D., Nickerson, J., Puranam, P., Workiewicz, M., Zenger, T., 2017. Github:

Exploring the space between boss-less and hierarchical forms of organizing. Journal of Organization Design 6, 1–19.

Cabigiosu, A., Camuffo, A., 2012. Beyond the “mirroring” hypothesis: Product modularity and interorganizational relations in the air conditioning industry. Organization Science 23, 686–703.

Caspin-Wagner, K., Lewin, A.Y., Massini, S., Peeters, C., 2013. The underexplored role of managing interdependence fit in organization design and performance. Journal of Organization Design 2, 34–41.

Chandler, A.D., 1969. Strategy and structure: Chapters in the history of the American industrial enterprise.

MIT press.

Chen, Y., 2017. What is behind mirroring hypothesis? Dynamics between modularity and integration in the market creation: Case from electric vehicle industry, in: 77th Academy of Management Annual Conference, Technology Innovation Management Workshop, pp. 1–5.

Chen, Y., Chowdhury, S.D., Donada, C., 2019. Mirroring hypothesis and integrality: Evidence from Tesla Motors. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management 54, 41–55.

Colfer, L.J., Baldwin, C.Y., 2016. The mirroring hypothesis: Theory, evidence, and exceptions. Industrial and Corporate Change 25, 709–738.

Daft, R.L., 2015. Organization theory and design. Cengage learning.

Daft, R.L., Lewin, A.Y., 1993. Where are the theories for the "new" organizational forms? An editorial essay. Organization Science 4, i–vi.

Daugherty, T., Eastin, M.S., Bright, L., 2008. Exploring consumer motivations for creating user-generated content. Journal of Interactive Advertising 8, 16–25.

Deci, E.L., 1971. Effects of externally mediated rewards on intrinsic motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 18, 105–115.

Donaldson, L., Joffe, G., 2014. Fit-the key to organizational design. Journal of Organization Design 3, 38–45.

Erez, M., Earley, P.C., 1987. Comparative analysis of goal-setting strategies across cultures. Journal of Applied Psychology 72, 658.

Falk, A., Fischbacher, U., 2006. A theory of reciprocity. Games and Economic Behavior 54, 293–315. Fehr, E., Gächter, S., 2000. Fairness and retaliation: The economics of reciprocity. Journal of Economic Perspectives 14, 159–181.

Fehr, E., Schmidt, K.M., 2006. The economics of fairness, reciprocity and altruism–experimental evidence and new theories, in: Handbook of the Economics of Giving, Altruism and Reciprocity. Elsevier. volume 1, pp. 615–691.

Fischer, P., Huddart, S., 2008. Optimal contracting with endogenous social norms. American Economic Review 98, 1459–75.

Foss, N.J., Dobrajska, M., 2015. Valve’s way: Wayward, visionary, or voguish? Journal of Organization Design 4, 12–15.

Galbraith, J.R., 1974. Organization design: An information processing view. Interfaces 4, 28–36. Gebauer, H., Fischer, T., Fleisch, E., 2010. Exploring the interrelationship among patterns of service strategy changes and organizational design elements. Journal of Service Management 21, 103–129.

Gneezy, U., Meier, S., Rey-Biel, P., 2011. When and why incentives (don’t) work to modify behavior.

Journal of Economic Perspectives 25, 191–210.

Good, M., Knockaert, M., Soppe, B., Wright, M., 2019. The technology transfer ecosystem in academia. An organizational design perspective. Technovation 82, 35–50.

Hebbron, T., Bullock, S., Cliff, D., 2008. NKalpha: Non-uniform epistatic interactions in an extended NK model, in: Artificial Life XI: Proceedings of the Eleventh International Conference on the Simulation and Synthesis of Living Systems. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, pp. 234–241.

Hennig-Thurau, T., Gwinner, K.P., Walsh, G., Gremler, D.D., 2004. Electronic word-of-mouth via consumeropinion platforms: What motivates consumers to articulate themselves on the internet? Journal of Interactive Marketing 18, 38–52.

Jovanovic, B., 1979. Job matching and the theory of turnover. Journal of Political Economy 87, 972–990. Kauffman, S.A., 1993. The origins of order: Self-organization and selection in evolution. Oxford University Press, USA.

Kosaka, G., 2021. Realising partial mirroring in a component specialised firm: Evidence from the hard disk drive industry. Technology Analysis & Strategic Management 34, 989–1003.

Kumar, V., Mukherjee, S., 2018. Holacracy–the future of organizing? The case of Zappos. Human Resource Management International Digest 26, 12–15.

Langlois, R.N., 2002. Modularity in technology and organization. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 49, 19–37.

Langlois, R.N., Robertson, P.L., 1992. Networks and innovation in a modular system: Lessons from the microcomputer and stereo component industries. Research Policy 21, 297–313.

Law, A.M., 2015. Simulation Modeling & Analysis. 5 ed., McGraw-Hill, New York, USA. Lawrence, P.R., Lorsch, J.W., 1967. Differentiation and integration in complex organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly 12, 1–47.

Lee, M.Y., Edmondson, A.C., 2017. Self-managing organizations: Exploring the limits of less-hierarchical organizing. Research in Organizational Behavior 37, 35–58.

Leitner, S., 2022. Collaborative search and autonomous task allocation in organizations of learning agents.

doi:arXiv.2206.02142.

Levinthal, D.A., 1997. Adaptation on rugged landscapes. Management Science 43, 934–950. Ma, T., Nakamori, Y., 2005. Agent-based modeling on technological innovation as an evolutionary process.

European Journal of Operational Research 166, 741–755.

Marschak, J., Radner, R., 1972. Economic Theory of Teams. The Cowles Foundation. Massari, G.F., Giannoccaro, I., Carbone, G., 2023. Team social network structure and resilience: A complex system approach. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management 70, 209–219.

Meyer, M.A., 1994. The dynamics of learning with team production: Implications for task assignment. The Quarterly Journal of Economics 109, 1157–1184.

Miller, M., Friesen, P., Mintzberg, H., 1984. PH (1984): Organizations: A quantum view. Prentice-Hall, NJ, Englewood Cliffs.

Ortega, J., 2001. Job rotation as a learning mechanism. Management Science 47, 1361–1370. Patel, M.H., Abbasi, M.A., Saeed, M., Alam, S.J., 2018. A scheme to analyze agent-based social simulations using exploratory data mining techniques. Complex Adaptive Systems Modeling 6, 1–17.

Peng, G., Mu, J., 2018. Do modular products lead to modular organisations? Evidence from open source software development. International Journal of Production Research 56, 6719–6733.

Prokopenko, M., 2009. Guided self-organization. HFSP Journal 3, 297–289. Puranam, P., 2018. The microstructure of organizations. Oxford University Press. Puranam, P., Alexy, O., Reitzig, M., 2014. What’s “new” about new forms of organizing? Academy of Management Review 39, 162–180.

Puranam, P., Håkonsson, D.D., 2015. Valve’s way. Journal of Organization Design 4, 2–4. Puranam, P., Raveendran, M., Knudsen, T., 2012. Organization design: The epistemic interdependence perspective. Academy of Management Review 37, 419–440.

Qiao, D., Lee, S.Y., Whinston, A., Wei, Q., 2017. Incentive provision and pro-social behaviors, in: Proceedings of the 50th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences. HICSS, pp. 5599–5608.

Raveendran, M., Puranam, P., Warglien, M., 2022. Division of labor through self-selection. Organization Science 33, 810–830.

Robertson, B.J., 2015. Holacracy: The new management system for a rapidly changing world. Henry Holt and Company.

Sanchez, R., Galvin, P., Bach, N., 2013. ’Closing the loop’ in an architectural perspective on strategic organizing: Towards a reverse mirroring hypothesis. Working paper, Department of Innovation and Organizational Economics, Copenhagen Business School.

Sanchez, R., Mahoney, J.T., 1996. Modularity, flexibility, and knowledge management in product and organization design. Strategic Management Journal 17, 63–76.

Sanchez, R., Mahoney, J.T., 2013. Modularity and economic organization: Concepts, theory, observations, and predictions, in: Handbook of Economic Organization. Edward Elgar Publishing, p. 383–399.

Schilling, M.A., 2000. Toward a general modular systems theory and its application to interfirm product modularity. Academy of Management Review 25, 312–334.

Schlevogt, K.A., 2002. The art of Chinese management: Theory, evidence and applications. Oxford University Press.

Scott, W.R., 1998. Organizations: Natural, rational and open systems. Prentice-Hall International. Simon, H.A., 1967. The business school a problem in organizational design. Journal of Management Studies 4, 1–16.

Simon, H.A., 1991. The architecture of complexity, in: Facets of Systems Science. Springer, pp. 457–476. Tee, R., Davies, A., Whyte, J., 2019. Modular designs and integrating practices: Managing collaboration through coordination and cooperation. Research Policy 48, 51–61.

Tomassini, M., Verel, S., Ochoa, G., 2008. Complex-network analysis of combinatorial spaces: The NK landscape case. Physical Review E 78, 066114.

Tsoukas, H., 1993. Organizations as soap bubbles: An evolutionary perspective on organization design.

Systems Practice 6, 501–515.

Ulrich, K., 1995. The role of product architecture in the manufacturing firm. Research Policy 24, 419–440. Vergne, J.P., 2020. Decentralized vs. distributed organization: Blockchain, machine learning and the future of the digital platform. Organization Theory 1. doi:10.1177/26317877209770.

Volberda, H.W., Lewin, A.Y., 2003. Co-evolutionary dynamics within and between firms: From evolution to co-evolution. Journal of Management Studies 40, 2111–2136.

Wall, F., Leitner, S., 2021. Agent-based computational economics in management accounting research:

Opportunities and difficulties. Journal of Management Accounting Research 33, 189–212. Weber, M., 2009. The theory of social and economic organization. Simon and Schuster. Wei, J., Yang, Y., Li, S., 2021. Mirror or no mirror? Architectural design of cross-border integration of chinese multinational enterprises. Asia Pacific Journal of Management 38, 1399–1430.

Williamson, O.E., 1985. The economic institutions of capitalism. Free Press.

Zárraga, C., Bonache, J., 2003. Assessing the team environment for knowledge sharing: An empirical analysis. The International Journal of Human Resource Management 14, 1227–1245.