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Introduction Metrics as a Viable System

Thales have been developing a technical metrics program in an attempt to: i) better understand The VSM originates in the field of cybernetics. The VSM depicts the organisation as homeostatic, i.e.
technical progression of projects; and ii) avoid the apparent sudden failure of projects. Previous capable of maintaining independent existence in response to changes in their environment [2], and
research has focused on developing an effective analysis process, and this work looks to further this each VSM is characterised by the principle of recursion, i.e. that every viable system both contains
understanding from a whole system point of view. Building upon the ideas of the Viable System Model ||and is contained within other viable systems which share a generalised system structure [2,3,4,5].
(VSM) established by Beer, and using the essence of Checkland’s Soft Systems Methodology (SSM) [1], Initial observations proved that metrics themselves could not fulfil the role of a Viable System.

we compare and contrast the existing elements and communication channels of the technical metrics However, they are suitable for investigation as a System 2, responsible for: coordination activities of
program to a theoretically viable model. This forms one case study of a wider research program. 3 VSM; attenuation of any system oscillations; and providing feedback to recursive systems.
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II. Can we explore this through the Viable Systems
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assess the
management balance.
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made by the Inner
Decision Loops and
reports these into
System 3. This aids
with the Audit Loop
and Management
Balance. Adapts
behaviour depending
on output from inter-

\dependency loop.
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oscillatory activity for
the System 1. It takes
its goals and purpose
from System 1, and
System 2
measurement
requirements to set
measures that allow
System 1 to remain
semi-autonomous.
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