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Abstract

This paper introduces a conceptual, yet quantifiable, tactire framework by extending the notion of system modtylan

its broadest sense. Acknowledging that modularity is notnary feature and comes in various types and levels, theogeap
framework introduces higher levels of modularity that mally incorporate decentralized architecture on the onedhand
autonomy in agents and subsystems on the other. This makefatimnework suitable for modularity decisions in Systems of
Systems and for analyzing the impact of modularity on broaderounding ecosystems. The stages of modularity in tbpgsed
framework are naturally aligned with the level of variasoand uncertainty in the system and its environment, a ogistiip that
is central to the benefits of modularity. The conceptual #aork is complemented with a decision layer that makes tabie to
be used as a computational architecture decision tool &rm@ie the appropriate stage and level of modularity of aesysfor

a given profile of variations and uncertainties in its erminent. We further argue that the fundamental systemicrdyifbrces
and trade-offs of moving from monolithic to distributed hitecture are essentially similar to those for moving framegral
to modular architectures. The spectrum, in conjunctiorhwite decision layer, could guide system architects wheectrf
appropriate parameters and building a system-specific otatipnal tool from a combination of existing tools and teicues.
To demonstrate the applicability of the framework, a cagefifactionated satellite systems based on a simplified defrtbeo
DARPA F'6 program is presented where the value of transition from aatithic architecture to a fractionated architecture, ag tw
consecutive levels of modularity in the proposed spectiignealculated and ranges of parameters wheaetionationincreases

systems value are determined.
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|I. INTRODUCTION

Lthough modularity has long been suggested as an effeatnglexity management mechanism in natural and man-
made systems, interests in modular design and modulaiigynee have recently surged as a result of the increased
complexity level of most engineering systems and more &tterto new architecture schemes suchVézdular Open Systems

Approachand flexible systemd [1]/ [2]. The definition of modularity, this sense, goes beyond simply having modular
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components, and refers to “a general set of principles tefi tvith managing complexity through breaking up a complex
system into discrete pieces, which can then communicate avie another only through standardized interfaces” [3].

The significance of modularity for complex systems was fishtified by Herbert Simon in his classic 1962 papér [4], in
which a complex system was regarded as one made up of a langeenwf distinct parts that interact in a non-trivial way.
One way to reduce this complexity, Simon suggests, is toedser the number of distinct parts bpcapsulatingsome of
them into modules, where the internal information of eacldot® is hidden from other modules. He referred to the notibn o
near-decomposabilitgs a common feature of many natural systems that enablesthespond effectively to external changes
without disrupting the system as a whole. More recent stufliether validate Simon’s hypothesis and demonstrateouari
forms of biological modularity in protein-protein netwagkneural cells, and gene regulation networks [5], [6]. Madty has
also been recognized as an essential concept in archggutialucts, processes, and organizations and has been\anaaet of
research in many academic disciplines such as managenienteas, systems and mechanical engineering, and organiazkt
design. It has been shown to increase product and orgamzatariety [[7], the rate of technological and social inaibon
[8], market dominance through interface capture [9], coafien and trust in networked systems|[10],![11], and to oedu
cost through reuse [[9]. FollowinGonway'’s law[12], it has been argued that modularity in products gives to modularity
in organizations that manufacture them|[13] and can resubkdme benefits at the enterprise and organizational level. A
comprehensive list of studies related to the advantage afutadty in products and organizations can be found_in [14],
[15], [16].

With all these advantages, we might be encouraged to makensysas modular as possible, limited only by physical
and practical considerations. However, the observed srémchatural and engineered systems indicate that, undegircer
circumstances, some systems follow an opposite pathmaving away from modularity toward more integration. Therot
electronics industry provides the best example where nmaegiation has been pursued not only for electronic computsne
but also mechanical and biomedical parts, resulting in tieadledsystem on a chigolutions. Such reverse trends remind us
to also investigate costs of modularity and disadvantafj@ver-modularity. Increasing modularity often requiressdloping
additional interfaces and standards, and thus can incthasaverall cost of the systern [17], can result in static ieckures
and excessive product similarity [18], and might hampeoiation in design([19]. Moreover, increased levels of madity
can adversely affect the system performance under limitadadle margins. For example, designing some microaleats
and communication systems requires combining variouslar@hmodules into an integral architecture to increase Veeat
system performancé [20],_[21], [22]. Finally, when certanmodules are equipped with decision-making autonomy, tteay c
result in coordination difficulties and sub-optimal aggegbehavior| [23],[[24],[125].

These opposing effects mean that system architects fadenarda in deciding between modular versus integral archites.
Moreover, since modularity is not a binary property, defeiny the rightlevel of modularitpecomes a complicated decision
that requires formal frameworks and methods. Several ganaeframework and decision analysis methods and algosth
for modularizing an otherwise integral system have beemyesstgd in the literature, examples of which are models based
complex network analysis [26], Fractal Product Design (23], Modular Product Development (MPD) [28], Modelingeth
Product Modularity (MPM)[[2B8], Modular Function DeploymegiMFD) [30], Design Structure Matrix (DSM) [31], Axiomatic
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Design (AD) [32], and methods based on Real Options [8]. Henehe majority of these methods treat modularity as arina
feature rather than a continuum and do not relate moduldetysions to characteristics of the environment as defiaeiee
DSM a representation method for the interactions among sgstemponents [33], in particular, has been widely used inyman
modularity decision methods [34], [35], [36]. Although thethod uses a natural representation of internal systesrairtions
and is simple to use, it is only effective in modularity démis for relatively simple systems. DSMs have serious sbantngs
when used in systems with higher levels of complexity, sittogy are static, do not incorporate the system’s interastio
with the environment, and do not allow for clear presentaté multiple relations or time domain evolution [37], [3&8ome
extensions of the method, such as Domain Mapping Matrix (DM88] and Engineering System Matrix (ESM) _[38], have
been proposed in order to overcome these limitations. Heweékiey haven't advanced much beyond framework definitions
and multi-attribute relational descriptions of the systemd more research is needed to make these methods applfcabl
real problems.

Besides accommodating a non-binary notion of modularity mcorporating environment parameters, a novel modylarit
decision framework needs to extend to open architectureésSgatems of Systems and be able to capture the impact ohsyste
modularity on various parameters of the surrounding ed¢esysThese extensions must incorporate two important festu
namely decentralized/distributed schemes and autonomsystém components. These features contribute to systeplexity,
yet at the same time provide new capacities for complexitpagament mechanisms which in turn require a transformation
the notion of modularity from static to dynamic in which thedular structure of the system can dynamically and autonsigo
change in response to variations in the environment by dgieg available autonomy in the system as well as its unihgrly
decentralized network structure [40]. This notion of meudlity is generally missing in the literature of product arygtem
design.

This paper introduces a conceptual, yet quantifiable moitufeamework that is a step toward addressing these shiaittgs.
First, it acknowledges that modularity is not a binary featand comes in various types and levels. Second, the frarkewo
introduces higher stages of modularity that naturally ipooate decentralized architecture on the one hand anch@mutpin
agents and subsystems on the other. This makes the framewitabkle for modularity decisions in systems of systems and
analyzing the impact of modularity on broader surroundiogsgstems. Third, stages of modularity in the proposed dramnk
are naturally aligned with the level of variations and utaiety in the system and its environment; a relationship iaentral
to the benefits of modularity. Finally, the conceptual framgk is complemented with a decision layer that makes italet
to be used as a computational architecture decision toatterahine the appropriate stage and level of modularity ofstes,
for a given profile of variations and uncertainties in its ieoement. We further argue that the fundamental systemidndy
forces and trade-offs of moving from monolithic to distriéd architecture are essentially similar to those for mgviiom
integral to modular architectures. In both of these two diohmies, increased uncertainty, often in the environmsriine of
the key contributors for pushing a system toward a nuteentralizedscheme of architecture, in which subsystems are loosely
coupled. Trends in processing units in computer systemsbeaitlustrative here. Depending on the relative rate of gean
and uncertainty, the CPU can be an integrated part of thermy&t.g., Smart phone), be modular at the discretion of tee us

(e.g., PC), transition to client-server architecture toaaemodate smoother response to technology upgrade, tsettugads,
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or computational demand, or finally migrate to a fully fleeitlslystem with dynamic resource-sharing (e.g., cloud coimgut
The organization of the rest of the paper is as follows: IntiBedll] a method for characterizing the complexity of the

environment and its impact on systems modularity is progoNext, in Section Tll, a conceptual five-stage modulargatrum
is introduced together with a computational decision ldlat quantifies the value of architecture transitions atbigyspectrum.
In Section 1V, a formal method to quantify such transitiorid®mns is presented. To show the applicability of the fraword,

one representative example is discussed, quantified, endaged in detail using a case study related to fractionspedecraft
systems. Finally, Sectidn]V summarizes conclusions angiges direction for future studies. Following the genetesrhe
of the paper, its structure is designed quite modular; thasréader who is interested in the conceptual parts, thedtieal

foundation and the setup of the framework can skip Secfiohwifiout loosing much of the core message of the paper.

Il. THREEDRIVERS OFMODULARITY AND A SPACE-TIME MODEL OFA SYSTEM'S ENVIRONMENT

Much of the increase in systems’ complexity can be attrithitte mechanisms that enable systems to deal witernal
complexityresulting from variations and uncertainties in their eomiments. In other words, the complexity of the system
is driven by the complexity of the environment in which it ilapned, architected, and operatéd| [41].] [42]. The notion of
environment goes beyond the physical context and inclualeterfs such as consumers and stakeholders requiremeritgisva
market forces; and policy, budgetary, and regulatory isghat can affect the performance of the system, and to whieh t
system is expected to respond. The increasexiernal complexityneans that the system should be able to respond to a
wide range of scenarios, many of which are not entirely knaluning earlier phases of the system’s life cycle and can
be subject to unanticipated changes. From this perspeciraplexity managemeig a set of mechanisms that keep the
system’s complexity (internal complexity) at an approf@ikevel that can respond to an expected level of externapteiity,
while staying robust, resilient, and within budget|[43].\iz¢ing from this level can result in performance degraatatiwhere
the system is unprepared to respond to the environmerdef-complexity or unnecessary cost and damaging unintended
consequences, where the complexity is above the requivet! ({@/er-complexity.

In an earlier work [[40], using a dynamic network formation deb[44], we demonstrated that the appropriate level of
modularity in a heterogeneous complex networked systenbeadtescribed by three factors: level of heterogeneity (dityg
in the environment, average cost of resource exchange,emudince processing capacity of systems constituentsotRes’
can have different interpretations depending on the coraed can refer to information, power and energy or materiais
showed, using analytical and computational methods, thaherease in the first two factors pushes networks towardemor
modularity, while the third factor has an opposite effece Véfer to [40] and[[45] for thorough description, assumpsio
results, and implications of this framework.

These factors, once translated properly, help us to ideatifl categorize key drivers of modularity in complex engingg
systems. It is worth mentioning that even though many complestems do not have network architecture—which was a
fundamental assumption that lead to these results—rakitip and dependencies among their constituents can besesped
using network structures, as is the caséDigsign Structure Matrixhat can also be considered as the adjacency matrix of a

graph [46].
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Fig. 1: Hypothetical case in which environment is represénby two binary parameters, e.g., Demand (D) and Tem-
perature (T) which can be either Low (L) or High (H). There domir possible states for the environmerf; €
{(D,D|(L,L),(L,H),(H,L),(H,H)}. Environment states that the system needs to respond toepresented for (a)
single stakeholder with constant requirements over tirbg,s{ngle stakeholder with uncertain requirements ovestiift)
two stakeholders with constant requirements over time,(dhdwo stakeholders with uncertain requirements.

The first factor, i.e., the heterogeneity of the environmeah now be defined in such a way that captures variations and
uncertainties in the environment over timertiporal heterogeneityas well as variations in the system’s environment at a
given point in time ¢patial heterogeneily Examples ofspatial heterogeneitynclude diversities that exist in stakeholders’
requirements, in product consumers preferences, or inceagenissions for multi-mission systems. For a single stakker,
single mission, and no environmental uncertainty (e.ghneal failure, technology evolution, market fluctuatidanding
availability, etc) one will get the highest value by going fine most integral architectlﬂeWe then expect to gain more
value from modularity if the stakeholders needs or expeatéstsions become heterogeneous, since modularity protiaes
option for customization. From this perspective, havingrayle stakeholder whose needs might change over time (texhpo
heterogeneity), once adjusted using discount factorgtesea similar impact as having multiple heterogeneougbtdélers at
a given point of time. Here, the basic intuition is that we oamdel the environment as a finite set of possiibesand design
the architecture in order to be able to respond to thesesstatem this perspective, increase in both types of heteige—

i.e., spatial and temporal—adds to the number and diveo$isuch states and results in higher levels of adaptabiéired
for the system.

The simple hypothetical case shown in Figlite 1 can furthanifglthe notion ofspace-time heterogeneityo keep things
as simple as possible, we limit the number of time steps todmm assume the environment can be modeled by two binary
parameters. These parameters, for example, can be assarbednarket demand and temperature, both may take low and

IHere we assume the possibility of the hypothetical scerafriofully vertical design. In practice, even for zero sptioge heterogeneity in the environment,
some level of modularity still exists as a result of usinghdrd components.
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high values. This results in a total of four states in the mmunent, represented hy; to S;. Depending on whether the
environment is expected to be static or dynamic, and the eumifstakeholders (one or two), one can identify four sdesar
each represented by a separate panel in Figure 1. Paneld@a® she states of the environment against time for a single
stakeholder with a static environment. In Panel (b), rezraints of the single stakeholder are uncertain and cart ieswo
different states of the environment. Panel (c) depicts thes of the environment for two stakeholders with statipibeements
over time that result in two different states of the enviremtn Finally, Panel (d) shows states of the environmentiar t
stakeholders with uncertain requirements over time, whéshilts in four possible states for the environment. Thig, wgastem

(a) needs to respond to one environment state and system f@)r; thus we can expect system (a) to have low modularity an
system (d) to be highly modular. Systems (b) and (c), althalifferent in number of stakeholders and environment dyingm
both need to respond to two environment states (fg.andS3), thus we can expect them to be both similar in their level of
modularity.

The heterogeneity level of the environment determines ¢kiel lof responsiveness needed for the system, but to ttansla
this into the actual modularity level, one needs to consttlerother two factors. These two factors, namely the praugss
capacity of the system'’s constituents and the cost of resoexchange among them, are intertwined in engineeringmegst
The cost of resource exchange, which defines the cost tolisetaimd maintain a connection between two parts, includes
various components such as the cost of interface desigmtanaing an information link, losses and inefficiencies lag t
interface, and noise impacts. These cost components Bewth the heterogeneity among the system’s constitublaseover,
the increased range of customization options can resultdrermanintended consequences, including security riskis céa
ultimately compromise the robustness of the system. Thegssging capacity of nodes, as the third factor in the sugdesbdel,
captures various notions of budget in the system, and iesldiactors such as monetary budgets for development/cizsttom
of interfaces, information processing capacity on eaclsystiem, information link and noise budget for wireless ayst, and

cognitive budget for real-time decision-making where tiistam has human-in-the-loop.

IIl. SPECTRUM OF MODULAR ARCHITECTURES AND DECISION OPERATORS

As discussed earlier, and as been pointed out by other gshialananagement sciences and engineering, modularitytis no
a binary property and needs to be considered as a spectrumriotis levels and forms [47]._[48]. This continuous nature
exists for the level of a component’s modularity, as well tas inodularity level of certain subsystems or that of a sysiera
whole. For some systems, continuous modularity can be raddmid quantified in a more intuitive and systematic way. For
example, in theComplex Networkéiterature, network modularity is naturally defined as atoarous parameter ranging from
zero to one, and continuous measures of modularity have indéeluced for a subset of components in the network [49],
[10]. For most other engineered systems, however, dealitly eontinuous spectrums in systems architecture decistam
be challenging for several reasons. One reason is that asganeral continuous spectrum would turn the decision probl
into an optimization problem that can easily become contjmurtally intractable and might not be easily reconcilabiéhvthe
engineering design intuition that is needed for such deessiFurthermore, treating modularity as a single contiistgpectrum

does not lend itself to hierarchical and layered architestuwhere adding a new layer to the system results in a digcity
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Fig. 2: A five-stage modularity spectrum and M+ operators.cAesnatic example is depicted for each stage. Description of
the framework and more examples for each stage are prowd&edtior 1.

in the level of modularity. As a result, the real-world irgegtation of a given point on a continuous spectrum of maiyla
can become difficult and often subjective.

To address this dilemma, we suggest a hybrid solution thepkehe spectral nature of modularity, yet discretizestd in
multiple stages, each representing a different modulaldtys. Within each stage, modularity can be approximatedtsnuous

(or can be further discretized if needed), while a changdéémodularity stage is considered as discontinuous shifts.

A. Modularity spectrum

Following the broad definition of modularity|[3], our promkframework is composed of five stages of modularity, indita
by M, to M,, and is shown in Figurlg 2. Higher stages represent more @mapthitectures from the perspective of a particular
elements in the functional domain and are able to respondgteehlevels of complexity in the environment.

Stage M, is considered as the lowest level of modularity and dessribtegral products where there is an unstructured
mapping from functional elements to physical componentwifieering systems that are fully integral are rare, yetesom
products or subsystems such as pipes, communication tisgiemlines, or certain analog integrated electronicuiischelong
to this stage M, can be considered as zero modularity level and be used ashneai®m modularity quantification.

At the next stage); represents systems of identifiable physical componentsabslystems, each responsible for specific
elements in the functional structure. For most engineesygiems, this stage represents the lowest bound of magulari
Components at this stage, although have identifiable fansficannot easily be customized, replaced, or upgradedgdur
later stages of systems lifecycle. Some types of modulanitypduced in the literature such adodularity-in-design[8],
or certain types ofSlot Modularity [47] can fall underM; stage. Smartphones or tablet hardware, most home apgdiance
most car components and medical devices can be consideridis ahodularity stage. Following our stream of examples
regarding computer processors, smartphone’s centrakpsoc (CPU) shows a good exampleMf where the design of the
entire electronic board is such that it prevents users freptacing, customizing, or upgrading. Similar to other sgagn the
proposed spectrum, there are potentially different agchitres that can all be at/;, so it is important to keep in mind that
stages do not represent unique architectures.

To allow additional flexibility, one needs to go to the nexdgs, M,. Here, similar toM;, there is a structured mapping
between functional and physical structure, however coraptminteract with each other throufbxible standard interfaces.

These standard interfaces allow the components to be sxplac upgraded without disrupting the rest of the systems Thi
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stage represents what is often referred to in the literaggrproduct modularity in general and can itself take se\difi@rent
forms such as component-sharing, component swapping,sectional and bus modularity [47], [29], [50]. Returningcor
processor example, contrary to in smartphones, persomapui@rs’ CPUs are at/s stage, which allow users to customize
or upgrade the processing units according to their preéa®nThe extent of such customization or upgrade dependleon t
limitations of standard interfaces. In the case of the CPah®le, limited bit-rate capacity or signal interferenceoatboard
interconnections are often limits that make users unableép upgrading beyond a few years, as newer technologiessinp
stricter requirements on interface latency, noise, arerfiatence shielding.

StagesM to M, represent modularity schemes for monolithic systems irckviaill components are in the same, and often
compact, physical unit. These components might be decaabfm®r M>-modular, using standard interfaces. Extending the
notion of modularity from monolithic to decentralized ssis is crucial since much of the trends in Cyber-Physicaledys,
critical infrastructure systems and Internet-of-Things moving toward decentralized architectures. Moreovemynt these
systems include a set of autonomous agents, either in thedbautonomous machines, or interactive human agent tleatsne
to be rigorously considered in the design process. Dedastiascheme and autonomy contribute to systems’ compteydt
at the same time provide new capacities for complexity mamsgnt mechanisms which in turn require a transformatiohen t
notion of modularity from static to dynamic in which the mdaustructure of the system can dynamically and autonomousl
change in response to variations in the environment by &gieg available autonomy in the system as well as its unihgrly
decentralized network structure. In light of this, the nexb stages of the modularity spectrum are formulated.

Considering modularity as an architecture mechanism thables the system to respond to a given complexity levelén th
environment, as this was the motivation for moving from gnét to modular in the first place, one can extend the notion of
standard interfaces beyond what was defined inithelevel so that it includes platform architecture, wireleemndards and
web protocols to also cover decentralized systems. In systlerms, certain functionalities of the otherwise monddiyste
are transferred to different, and often remote, physicéisuilere, we refer to these units as systdmastions Systems at
Ms and M, stages are composed of more than one (and, in certain systelagye number) of fractions. These distributed
fractions then communicate and coordinate either in pe@etr schemes, or using standard wireless or web-bastatpin

At M3, some critical resource-extensive functionalities aréedded in one fraction (or a small subset of fractions) that
provide service to other fractions according to a pre-aeiteed resource-allocation protocol. This creates a Oisteid yet
static scheme, since the relationships of clients and seese fixed and are decided in advanté;, has several advantages
compared taV/,. It improves system responsiveness to market and techypalognges by facilitating and expediting upgrade
and maintenance of critical subsystems, thus adding to theath system'’s flexibility. It also results in some scaldyi(not
much though, as will be discussed in th&, description), since more client fractions can be added éostistem during later
stages of systems life cycle. Following our thread of exampklated to computational components, starting from neho
CPU (M;) and moving to desktop computer CPW/{), at M3 multiple fractions can use the computational power of a
dedicated fraction in a hub-and-spoke architecture. Osleever-type fractions can also be considered for datatnéter,
sensors, navigation units, or memory and storage, depgmdirthe nature of the system.

2We use monolithic as opposed to distributed/decentraliaed integral as opposed to modular.
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Fig. 3: Quantifying the value of the M+ operation. Considgrivarious technical and economic parameters, we compate th
system value at two adjacent modularity levels and compadvto values.

Moving toward these stages adds another layer of complexitha new set of parameters to modularity decision models.
When moving fromM; to Ms, for example, in addition to component-level modularitpeoneeds to also decide about
the number of fractions; allocation of functionality, pige components, and resources across these fractionsgctivity
structure (what is connected to what); and communicatiotogpls (peer-to-peer vs. web-based, for example). Thesisidns,
together with the component modularity decisions (deciatethe M- level), determine the overall adaptability of the system
in response to environment variations and uncertainties.

The static nature of\/3 can limit the flexibility and scalability of the system. Maneer, systems with\/3 architecture are
not highly resilient in general, especially in response to targeted attacksheagritical fractions are easily identifiable and
the overall performance of the system depends on suchdractThese limitations motivate moving to a dynamic schefe o
connectivity and resource sharing, formulated as Mhestage.M, stage is similar tal/s in having multiple fractions with
heterogeneous functionality, which perform different dtions and communicate and coordinate resource allocatinong
themselves. It is, however, different frofd; in the way the resource allocation is realized. Unlikig, in which clients and
servers are fixed and pre-planndd, systems have multiple resource-sharing possibilities itherease both flexibility and
scalability. This difference significantly affects the wetk connectivity structure of these two schemes wheretibas are
nodes of the network and resource sharing paths are the Miksreas the connectivity structure df; systems are closer
to tree or two-mode networks with no loops, the structurelf systems have numerous loops and multi-path connections
that can take the complexity of the system to a much highesl lamd cause new systemic problems such as coordination,
cooperation and proneness to cascading failure [51], [24] .

In addition to dynamic resource sharing, one can add andtgree of flexibility atV/, by allowing for dynamic connectivity
structure in response to changes in the environment. Datemgnthe connectivity structure of systems with hetercamrs
components in response to the environmental uncertaingy isnportant design decision and creates an array of itileges
and challenging research problems at the junction of eeging, economics and computer scierice [45]. The sheer nuafbe

possibilities for connectivity structure and resourcersttapaths, even for a small set of fractions, makes prerptanof such


HTTP://DOI.ORG/10.1002/SYS.21348

TO APPEAR IN SYSTEMS ENGINEERING JOURNAL, DOI: 10.1002/S¢3$348 10

systems unfeasible. As a result, in maddi, systems network nodes (fractions) are given some level whamy to create

and delete links and prioritize resource allocation retjudshe autonomous, dynamic, network nature of systemssasthge
makes analysis and design of such systems challenging archmvexpect to see these challenges to motivate considerable
volume of interdisciplinary and systems-oriented reseancthe coming decade.

It is wroth emphasizing that a given architecture can be fi¢réint stages at the same time for different elements in the
functional domain. For example, a cloud computing system loa at M/, stage for data processing, while beingidb or
evenM; from the perspective of data storage (relying on local tdrides). However, a portion of the cost of moving toward
higher stages are shared by more than one functionalityighwihi turn means that once the system is transferred to a ighe
stage for one function (e.g. computation), transfer of ofhactionalities to this new stage can be performed witls lesst.

This path dependency in architecture transitions need tcobsidered in quantitative decision models.

B. M+ Decision Operators

In order to transform the proposed conceptual framework &@ntomputational tool, we need to add a decision layer to the
model that determines thaptimal level of modularity for a given functionality of a system andder a certain profile of the
environment. This decision involves selecting the stagenotiularity, as well as the design instantiation within tetge.
Here, we focus on the former by introducing a set of operattdfs- Operators) that calculate the value of transition from
one stage of modularityM,) to its next immediate stagé\{,.1). The proposed decision operators compare the value of the
system prior to the operation to the value of the systemaétat by calculating the probability distribution of valuéference
of two consecutive stages. This will allow decisions to bedenaot only based on the value difference average but also on
the level of the risk tolerance.

One can consider transitions between different levels alutarity as a value-seeking process to also enable futnietéon
of the system. This view towards complex systems matchesimgyitheoretical conjectures that natural selection avoore
evolvable systems [52]. Building on this metaphor and ateréng variation and selectionas two of the key elements of
the value-seeking evolutionary process, one can think oh eaodularity stageV/,, as determinant of limits ofariations
Moreover, within each stage, selectionprocess is needed to decide the fittest design instantiation

Here, we introduce a set of operators that address the finstegit by determining theptimal stage of modularity. However,
as noted by[[B], variation and selection in human design gg®@re more intertwined than what appears to be the case in
biological systems. This fact underscores a simplifyinguagption in the decision layer of our proposed framework ficly
these two steps need to be done sequentially. This can bena ssgumption if one uses multiple iterations of these value
determining steps. One can further assume that the valudrafsition operator between two stages should use thechsst-
design instantiation of the source (the one with the higlkekie in its modularity stage), since this instantiatioraiseady
determined in the previous round of iteration.

As mentioned in the previous sectial; is the lowest modularity for most engineering systems,efwee, the first decision
operation,Splitting Operation refers to the transition fromd/; to M, by developing and using proper standard interfaces.

Fractionation operatiortakes a system from/» to M3 by moving one or more of its subsystems to otfractions
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Fig. 4: Calculating the value of the decentralization opera()M3 to M,), the last stage on the modularity spectrum, based
on agent-based simulation of the networked system. Iniaddib space-time environmental parameters, Network trctire
and physical limitations are given to the engine as inputs.

Although the specifics of M+ evaluation depend on individsidtems and their parameters, we can provide a procedural
algorithm that would act as the evaluation engine for denisiperations. To measure the value of the M+ operation we toav
compare the value of the system prior to the operation to ahge\wvof the system afterward. Such evaluation requires letye
of the system and its environment. Figlile 3 shows the inpdtaariput of the evaluation engine. The value of the system at
each modularity level can be calculated via any of the stahdgstem evaluation methods (e.g., scenario analysisouliged
cash flow analysis) and should consider the following patarse

« Technical Parameters: For example probability densitytifoe to failure, time to availability of an upgrade, maximum

number of modules allowed, maximum communication bandwidt

« Economical Parameters: For example number of modules iradémat a given time, launch and operational cost of a

module, rate of value generation for various module types.

« Life Cycle Parameters: Total operation time, budget, andimam time to initial deployment.

Calculating the value ofiecentralization sharingperation—i.e., moving frond/3 to M4—is more challenging because of
the dynamic nature of the resulting system. The cost of ngpwind/, depends on the ratio of clients to servers, the total
heterogeneity of the system, and resource capacity of #utidns. Given the autonomous behavior of systems unitg,aénd
the dynamic nature of sharing resources and connectivitgtsire, calculating the associated cost and benefitsy asialytical
methods, is difficult for this level of modularity.

The underlying network structure together with the dynamaigtonomous behavior of some systems constituents require
designers to useulti-agentsystems approaches that incorporate dynamics and evohift®ystems with strategic, autonomous
behavior of interconnected constituents|[53]. A high-lesketch of the method that calculates the value of the dealgrdtion
operation is depicted in Figuid 4. Further details, mordaiate methods and illustrative case studies for e to My

transition create a number of interesting and challengésgarch questions that can be pursued in future publisation
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IV. VALUE OF THE FRACTIONATION OPERATION FOR ASPACECRAFT

As mentioned earlier, the specific details of the model arglémentation of the proposed operations depend on thextonte
of the problem, depth and time-scale of analysis, systermdbeny, and types of uncertainties to consider. Moreovaerilai
to Real Options Analysjghere are different ways to implemehi+ operations depending on the underlying assumptions and
available computational resources. To show an illusteatixample of how this framework can be implemented, we apply i
to a simplified case of fractionating a spacecraft. We use ékample to show a real-world realization of modularitygsta
(M2 and M3 in this case) on the one hand, and show the way that the propasaework extends the notion of modularity
by considering distributed systems, on the other hand. Wagh emphasizing that the case in this section is not meant t
demonstrate the full capability of the framework, the coexjiles of implementation, or a detailed solution for a fiawated
spacecraft.

The presented case is constructed based on a simplifiedemtcine that is proposed as a part of DARPA program,
whose objective is to determine the feasibility of replgcannumber of large, expensive, and rigid monolithic saéelliystems
with agile, flexible, and evolvable systems based on recordlge fractions([54]. Traditional monolithic satellitese at the
M, stage of modularity and have limited ability to respond toiatgons and uncertainties in the environment. In fracieol
architecture, however, subsystems are placed into segaaations that communicate wirelessly to deliver the bdjig of the
original monolithic systen [55]/ [56], thus moving the st to levelM;s (fractional) in the proposed framework. Clearly, this
transition does not make sense for all satellite systenus, time system architect needs to know conditions in the syated
its environment, under which transition towardctionatedarchitecture increases the overall value of the systern [BTjle
dynamic resource sharind4, Stage) has been proposed to further increase the flexibflitsactionated satellite systems, we
restrict our attention to a static scheme and considgras the ultimate level of flexibility for this case and caldaléhe value
M+ operator for moving to this level.

The system in this case study contains four fractions flymbpiv earth orbit; one fraction carries the payload (sensorg
fraction carries a high performance computing unit, onetioa provides high-speed downlink capabilities, and al firection
provides broadband access to a ground network through gank# GEO constellation. Data collected by the sensor sieed
to be processed and transmitted to earth via a high-speedlid@ywhile a connection from earth to the system is neeaed f
maintenance. In fractionated architecture, these funstaoe separated into four fractions while relations betwegctions are
fixed and no reconfiguration/reuse of assets is planned. fEaction in the system carries a Systdii Tech-Package (F6TP),
which enables fractions to wirelessly communicate. Fidilustrates the allocation of subsystems for the monialitnd
fractionated architectures.

In order to make the calculations feasible for a small casdystwe make a number of simplifying assumptions. Most
of these assumptions, as will be explained, do not changéotiie behind the proposed framework, yet they are needed to
keep the case calculation tractable. In some other cagesxémnple for limiting the number of uncertainties, the difgmng
assumptions are made in order to retain the focus of the pSpuilar to many other computational methods, such as NPV
and Real Options, curse of dimensionality can also creatgpatational problems for the framework. We discuss thishim t

last part of the paper and in our future publications.
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To evaluate the fractionation operatioh/ ¢ : My — Ms), we compare this fractionated architecture with a mohlit
system comprised of the same four subsystems atfhé&evel of modularity. Note that since we are comparing theigalf the
fractionated system to the monolithic system, design oofs&dl subsystems are already taken into account. For diicgtion
we assume project lifetime is fixed, and the system is mansm&dep uninterrupted functionalities to the end of the grbj
lifetime. This assumption results in gaining the same befrefin both systems. As a result, the value of fhe+- operation can
be represented by the cost difference of the two systemsinfgify calculations we compare the cost of running the pcoj
to the end of its lifetime in the two different modularity kdg. However, a similar method can be used to compare the tota
value of the system even if the benefits are not identical. ¥hér simplify by considering only the following uncertties
in our calculations:

« Component Failure: We assume time to failure for a subsystdiows a known distribution that can be approximated

using historical data, and we assume various subsystenesihdependent failure times.

« Technological Obsolescence: We assume that subsysteniscame obsolete via technology upgrades and assume each

technology has its own obsolescence time distribution. W& assume that different subsystems have independent time

to obsolescence.

We also assume that obtaining the subsystem has a fixed cosgthtime, but future expenditures are discounted by a
given interest rate. We are effectively assuming that m@pteent is immediate once it is needed. However, this assomgan
easily be lifted without changing the underlying methodeTgarameters we use for the calculations include subsysbets c
and masses; bus cost, mass, and capacity; distributiompéees for component failure and technological obsolesseand
launch costs, assumed to be proportional to mass.

First let us consider the replacement time for a fractionhia fractionated system. The fraction has to be replaceeéreith
because it has failed, or because it is obsolete. Given lilesettwo are independent events, we can analytically canthat
probability distribution function for the time to replacent given the probability distributions of time to failurand time to
obsolescence. Similarly, the monolithic system has to placed when any of its components require replacement,amdlso
be calculated analytically (Sectign TWA). Once the distition for time to replacement is calculated, replacing ftiaetions
becomes a renewal process with a known distribution. Duéécfdct that finding analytical solution for cost distrilautiis

not easily tractable, we rely on simulation to approximaistdistributions.

A. Computing replacement time probability distribution

Given the probability distribution of the time to failurerf@ach subsystem, the bus and the F6TP, and the probability
distribution of each subsystem'’s obsolescence time, waulzde the probability distribution for replacement tinfée can also
assume that time to failure, and technology obsolescenwestare independent random variables.

For a fraction, we consider its payload, the F6TP and thedmrsh having time to failuré; with f; and F; being Probability
Density Function (PDF) and cumulative distribution funct{CDF), respectively. The payload’s obsolescence tinadsis given
by a random variabl®; with probability density and cumulative distribution fuimns g; and G,. We can then compute the

CDF of the fraction’s replacement timé&,, as follows. Note that the fraction has to be replaced ifegithne of its three
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Fig. 5: The allocation of subsystems in a monolithic systemd a fractionated system based on a stylized case inspired by
DARPA F'6 mission (a) Monolithic satellite system (b) Fractionateteflites system. PR: Processor, DLK: Downlink, CMM:
Communication Link, F6TP: F6 Tech-Package, PLD: Payload

components fail, or if its payload is technologically oletel Therefore:

Fit) = p(T'<t)

= 1—p(T1 >t, Ty >t,T; >t,01 >t)

1— (1= Fi(t)(1 = F(t)(1 = F3(t))(1 - Gi(t)).
Thus, the probability density function @f is:

f(t) = fr(t)(1 = Fa(t)(1 — F3(t)) + fa(t)(1 — F1(2))(1 — F3(t)) + f3(t)(1 — Fi(t))(1 — F(t)).

We can compute the probability density function and the datiwe distribution function for the replacement time okth
monolithic system in a similar way, with minor differencéise F6 tech-package will not be part of a monolithic systend a
as such its time to failure will not enter our calculations e other hand, we have to consider all four subsystems, the

time to failure, and their technology obsolescence times.

B. Simulation setup to calculate value distribution

In this section, we calculate the probability distributimn the value of the fractionation operatiof(+ : My — Ms) based
on the cost of building and launching of subsystems, and thbability distributions of their replacement times.

For monolithic satellite systems to remain functional, thieole system has to be replaced once one of its components
become obsolete or fails. However, for a fractionated systnly the fraction associated with the dysfunctional comgnt
has to be deployed and launched again. Hence, a lower bournleforalue of fractionated architecture can be calculated b
comparing the cost imposed by each component replacemarfrattionated to an equivalent monolithic architecturerats
lifetime

We can formulate the cost of running the system as follows:€@ah fractionj, suppose a sequence of random variables
Rij, Rej, ..., Ry; represents the time between two consecutive replacemfentsy instance of a fractiop has to be deployed

3Higher value can be achieved through scalability and ewilitqa that are intrinsic to fractionated architecture
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TABLE I: Component cost, mass, and reliability parameters

| Component | Weibull Alpha | Weibull Beta| Component Cost (k$) Mass (kg)|

Payload - Figuré&l6 15 1.7 27,000 50
Payload 1 - Figur&l7 15 1.7 1,600 25
Payload 2 - Figurgl7 15 1.7 11,600 350
Communication 870 1.7 35,000 70
Downlink 190 1.7 40,000 10
Processor 90 1.7 30,000 20

F6TP 600 1.7 2,000 5

Bus (Monolithic) 108 1.7 34,000 260
Payload Bus (Fractionated) 108 1.7 28,000 180
Communication Bus (Fractionated)108 1.7 29,000 200
Downlink Bus (Fractionated) 108 1.7 25,000 150
Processor Bus (Fractionated) 108 1.7 26,000 160

at timesRy; =0, Ro; + Rij,...,Roj + Ri; +- -+ Ry  in order for the system to function without interruption ilittie end

of its lifetime. » is the largest integer such th&h; + R.; + --- + R,; < T, whereT is the project lifetime. Suppose that
Crj is the cost of building and launching a new instance of foacji. The cost of running a syster;, with m fractions is
the sum of the costs of its fractions, discounted to the pitetime (discount rates, i.e., for a monolithic architecture, we

can consider a single fraction in this model.

C=Cm Z e " Th=o Bul 4 Oy Z e T Xi=o B2 {4 O Z e~ Xheo Brm (1)
i=0 =0 i=0

In the Monte Carlo simulation setup, we sample componeertdacement times based on their probability distributite.
find the component with the earliest replacement time ancltate the cost associated with its replacement in both iitbiwo
and fractionated architecture. We continue this for botthiéectures until the earliest replacement time is gretitan the
given lifetime. For each run of the simulation, we calcultite cost difference of running the fractionated systemresjahe
monolithic system and discount it to the present time. Reépgahis process a large number of times yields an apprakama
for the value distribution of the fractionated architeetaver the monolithic architecture.

Table[] presents the values that are used in the simulatibe.ifput to the simulation includes subsystems’ costs, esass
and failure and obsolescence probability distributionapseters. We adopt the typical values and distribution fonstfor
satellite systems design suggested_in [58]. For approkimaubsystems’ failure, we use Weibull probability distrion. For
technological obsolescence approximation, we employ anbogal distribution and assume subsystems’ obsolescénes t
are independent. We assume mean value of 1 year with staddsaiation of 3 years for the obsolescence distribution. We
also assume buses and F6TP do not become obsolete. Moremveannsider $30k per kg for launch cost. We consider an
interest rate of 2% in our simulation for a project lifetime2® years. All these assumptions and values can be eadiyedi

to other projects and circumstances.
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represent expected values and boxplots depict distribatio expensive than Payload 1. Curves depict expected values and
the costs. boxplots show value distributions.

C. Results

Figure[® illustrates the cost of operating a fractionatedli@ system, where each main subsystem is assigned tpaaate
fraction, versus a monolithic system. The solid curves iguFe[6 represent expected cost for each architecture dthing
lifetime. The curves have relatively low slopes in the bagig of the system lifetime due to the low probability of oleszence
and failure in the early years. The initial cost of running fhactionated system is greater than that of the monolghstem
due to fractionation cost, i.e., the cost of building addifil subsystems such as F6TP. However, the expected Ketist of
the monolithic system increases more quickly over time dubée fact that the whole system must be redeployed and ladnch
when a component fails or becomes obsolete.

The boxplot in Figuré16 depicts the probability distributiof cost. The cost variance at each point is the result of two
opposing forces. On the one hand, the intrinsic propertyhefunderlying stochastic process results in increase éance
over time. On the other hand, during the lifetime, whenevédraation is deployed and launched, the replacement time of
its components is reset, which suppresses variance of loogte monolithic architecture, when a component fails, tilee
of replacement for the whole system is reset with a high ddetvever, in case of failure of the equivalent component in
the fractionated architecture, the replacement time ferdther components do not change but the failure results awarl
cost. Figuré b shows that the cost variances of both systeonsase by time. However, the monolithic architecture liglsen
variance at every time step due to dominance of the impacosf @sociated with each incident of subsystem replacement

At this point, we will only look at the value of the fractioman operation. Figuré]7 shows the value of fractionated
architecture for two different payloads as listed in Tdbl€4yload 2 has higher mass and is more expensive than Payload
1. It can be observed that fractionation does not resultgniicant value to the system with Payload 1 over the simdlate
lifetime. However, the system having Payload 2 has a pesftizctionation value earlier in the project lifetime.

Since F6 tech-package will only be a part of a fractionatedesy, it is important to analyze how its characteristicecff

the value of fractionation. Figufg 8 depicts the effect diat@lity parameters of F6TP on the system fractionatiotugaln
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Figure[8, 3, is the shape parameter, and average lifetime is the meae walWeibull distribution. The results in Figuré 8
suggest that the value of fractionation is highly sensitivéhe reliability of F6TP. If the average lifetime of FT6T®less than
a certain value (e.g., average lifetime=35 (years) for4}tafractionation would impose unnecessary costs to teeenry. This

is due to the large number of replacements of fractions ddailiare of F6TP when compared to the monolithic architeetur

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

As a common feature in many complex systems, modularity isragny mechanism for complexity management in natural,
social, and engineering systems, with several associateahtages and disadvantages identified in the literatuneth® one
hand, modularity increases the adaptability and evolitglnf systems and enables local changes without disrugtiegvhole
system. On the other hand, it introduces additional costdkes finding global optimized design more difficult, and leired
those innovations where a major change in the architectumeeded. These fundamental trade-offs make it necessary to
determine under what conditions modularity increases tlegatl system value. Moreover, with the increasing comipjesf
large-scale engineering systems, in which features sude@ntralized architecture and autonomy of systems coemisiare
becoming increasingly common, we need to extend the notianamlularity. Modularity must be a complexity management
mechanism that incorporates these novel schemes suchythatsarchitectures can take advantage of them within cexitpl
management in future generations of engineering systems.

In this paper, we used a general definition that recognizedutadty as a set of principals that enhance the managenfient o
complexity by breaking up a complex system into discretegsethat communicate through standard interfaces. Thisitiefi
encompasses a wide spectrum of modularity in complex systibiat goes beyond component modularity and extends to
decentralized and autonomous networked systems. We mdpodomain-independent framework that helps with undedsig
trade-offs of modularity and the dependency of these trdffeon the characteristics of the system and its surrogndin
environment. The proposed framework accommodates differlasses of architecture and allows designers to decide th
class and the stage and level of modularity for a system asetifun of uncertainty parameters in the environment. This

unification originates from a theoretical complex networ&dal in which structural (architectural) mechanisms of ptaxrity
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management are divided into three general categoriesedpae heterogeneity in the environment, transactior-cbsesource
exchange between system components, and the availablercedoudget per system component. This paper argues that the
same combination of factors that push an integral systemartbwnodularity, once intensified, are responsible for puglit
further to higher stages of structural complexity as notadttee proposed spectrum. The paper also provides a novel way
of looking at environment complexity by unifying complexifactors related to static variations such as heterogeneit
customers preferences or stakeholders requirementsthvasie factors related to temporal variation of an uncestakfurther
guantification of this notion of environment complexity aitgl impact on architecture decisions of a system can be durth
explored in future work.

To make this framework computationally feasible, we diSzesthe spectrum into five major stages of modularity, idaig
fully integral (M), integral yet decomposablé4;), modular yet monolithic /), static distributed (client-server architecture
Ms3), and dynamic distributed architectur®/{). We introduced a set of value operatokd+ operator) that quantify the net
value of changing the level of modularity on this spectrunween two adjacent stages. The spectrum in conjugation with
M+ operators can guide designers in selecting appropriatapers and building a system-specific computational tawh f
a combination of existing tools and techniques. To illustrdne functionality of the proposed framework in a rathenge
system, we apply it to the case of fractionated satellitéesys, as a part of the DARPA Systeft program. We analyze the
value of fractionation as a function of uncertainty parareby quantifying the\/ + : M, — M3 operation in the proposed
framework.

The proposed framework has also some limitations that caaddeessed further in future research: First, while conciyt
general, the framework might not scale well when the numlbemaertainty parameters increases. As a result, one peodpos
direction for the future of this research is to devise methibdit alleviate theurse of dimensionalitySecond, the key drivers
of modularity in the paper are based on a theoretical workithenathematically verified, but not empirically validatétlhile
several examples are provided in this work to shape an iotuiegarding these drivers, a thorough empirical work tahier
validate the assumptions of the framework seems to be aatatext step for this work. Third, this paper treated ihg to
M, transition at the very general level. Systemsg\at stage are becoming exceedingly crucial given that manysechnical
systems are now moving toward peer-to-peer resource sharid autonomous schemes. The decision layer will require a
more specific computational procedure to formulate thisgiteon. Finally, the relationship between the proposednework
and other taxonomies of system architecture, especialpriecise relationship ttayered system§9], that can fall under
Ms; and M, stages, can be further elaborated. As for the case studgniessin this paper, our primary intention was to
illustrate the applicability of the framework to real systg so we made a series of simplifying assumptions: We ldnite
uncertainties to technology obsolescence and technidatdaThe model of the environment can be expanded by addinig
sources of uncertainty and inclusionggatial heterogeneitiesuch as diversity in stakeholders preferences. Finallymaaly
focused on flexibility and uncertainty management, and rigddhe values of scalability, resilience, and evolvapilitat are
all important aspects of distributed architecture. Herbe, value presented is a lower bound for the proposed acthite
Integrating the added value related to resilience, evditatand the impact of architecture and modularity traiasis on

innovation [60], collaboration, and market competitibd][6vill add another set of interesting questions for futugsaarch by
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Systems Engineering community.
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