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1. Introduction 

The viability criterion as a special case of verifiability and falsifiability (Coimbra, 

2010), was presented in the III Iberian American Congress of Philosophy of Science 

and Technology that took place in 2010 in Buenos Aires, Argentina.  

An inquiry was carried out by electronic mail to people from the area of Philosophy in 

which they were requested to comment the viability criterion. 

The results obtained in the inquiry were classified like references for related concepts, 

positive criticisms, negative criticisms and suggestions. 

The results classified as related concepts, was treated and presented in the 25th 

International Baltic Conference on the History of Science that took place in 2012 in 

Vilnius, Lithuania (Coimbra, 2012).  

In this work are treated and presented the results classified as positive criticisms, 

negative criticisms and suggestions. We are going to give a description of the positive 

criticisms, of the negative criticisms, and of the suggestions made to the viability 

criterion. It is also given a comment to each one of the negative criticisms. 

This work finishes a cycle made by three works, in which the first one (Coimbra, 2010) 

presented the viability criterion, the second one presented the comparison of the 

viability criterion with related concepts (Coimbra, 2012), and the third work presents 

criticisms and suggestions to the viability criterion. 

In the conclusions we present a summary of the work done about the viability criterion 

and we also suggest a course to follow in future research. 
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2. Viability Criterion  

The work about the viability criterion (Coimbra, 2010) analyses viability as a special 

case of verifiability in which was taken as an example Ayer (1936) and of falsifiability 

(Popper 1935). 

Viability means the approval as viable by the peers of an accomplishment plan of 

something that has interest and doesn't exist yet. 

Examples of accomplishment plans are technical specifications of products, production 

processes definition or the social coordination mechanisms definition. 

The relevance of this special case is the exclusive focus in the analysis of things that 

begin to exist only in human imagination and that only can be accomplished by human 

action. 

Viability puts in highlight the fact that research does not need to have like starting point 

facts and problems. Research can have as a starting point imagination and interests. 

Viability puts in highlight the fact that research does not need to have as a result the 

elaboration of explanations. Research can have as a result the elaboration of 

transformations plans. 

Finally, viability also puts in highlight the fact that is not always necessary to build 

prototypes to make an evaluation. 

 

3. Inquiry performed 

The purpose of the inquiry was to find an evaluation of the viability criterion by 

comments, suggestions or critiques, in a number over what it was possible to obtain, by 

the presentation of the work in congress. 



http://www.ViabilityCriterion.net  Pág. 3/16 

 

Second Lisbon International Conference on Philosophy of Science: Philosophy of Science in the 21st 

Century – Challenges and Tasks, Lisbon, 2013. 

The inquiry was performed in the end of 2010 and during the year of 2011. 

The number of inquiries to perform was not determined in the beginning of the inquiry. 

The initial variability of subjects obtained in the answers lead to the increase of the 

number of inquiries until the variability of subjects obtained in the answers stabilized. 

The amount of inquiries carried out was 1218. It was obtained 4.8 per cent of answers 

which correspond to 58 inquiries. 

The means used to perform this inquiry were electronic mail. The work about the 

viability criterion was sent as an attachment in the email for the inquiry. This inquiry 

consisted on an only question of open answer, in which were requested comments, 

suggestions and critiques to the viability criterion.  

The inquiry email text was changed after the first eighty-three inquiries according to 

suggestions put by these first respondents. The inquiry final text as it was sent to the 

other respondents is in Attachment 1. 

The selection of the population to who was carried out the inquiry was based in its 

connection to the Philosophy of Science. Their names and electronic mail addresses 

were obtained by search in the internet. 

From the population inquired, 90 per cent belonged to the list of members of European 

or American associations connected to the philosophy of science or had mentioned in 

their curriculum to belong or to have belonged to one of them. The remainder 10 per 

cent ones were mentioned as faculty members and researchers in the area of philosophy 

in Higher Education Institutions. 

The list of associations and centres considered was: 

Academie Internationale de Philosophie des Sciences 

Asociación de Filosofia e Historia de la Ciencia del Cono Sur 
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British Society for the Philosophy of Science 

Centre de Recherche en Epistemologie Appliqué 

European Philosophy of Science Association 

Minnesota Center for Philosophy of Science 

Philosopyh of Science Association 

Polish Association for Logic and Philosophy of Science 

Sociedad de Lógica, Metodología y Filosofía de la Ciencia en España 

Società Italiana di Logica e Filosofia delle Scienze 

Société Canadienne d'histoire et de philosophie des sciences  

Société de philosophie des sciences  

Society for Philosophy of Science in Practice 

Swiss Society for Logic and Philosophy of Science 

The work about the viability criterion, as well as the inquiry, were given whenever 

possible to each individual in its own language, having been used Portuguese, Spanish, 

English, French and Italian languages, to make it easier to answer the questions. 

 

4. Data processing 

The inquiries answered show variation in the subjects approached and in the size of the 

answers. 

The smallest of the 58 inquiries answered is constituted by 23 words and the biggest one 

by 1153 words. The average of words in the inquiries answered is 166 words. 

Each paragraph of each answer to the inquiry was classified as being a reference for a 

related concept, a positive criticism, a negative criticism or a suggestion. 

Positive criticisms are evaluations that express agreement with the principles set out in 

the viability criterion. 
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Negative criticisms are evaluations that express disagreement with the principles set out 

in the viability criterion. 

Suggestions are comments that indicate to follow a particular course of action. 

From the displayed classification, the paragraphs of the different inquiries answered 

were grouped by topics. 

For example, we can say that from the 58 inquiries, 50% had paragraphs that were 

classified as positive criticisms and grouped on the topic of proposal with interest, as 

they had in common a reference for the interest of the viability criterion. 

The following list of criticisms and suggestions was obtained from the data processing. 

Each criticism or suggestion is preceded by the percentage of inquiries answered that 

refer to the criticism or suggestion. The list obtained was as follows: 

 

Positive criticisms: 

50.00%- Interesting proposal 

05.17%- Promotes creativity 

05.17%- Accepted as a special case of verifiability and falsifiability 

03:45%- Original proposal 

01.72%- Avoid wasting resources 

 

Negative criticisms: 

36.20%-Verifiability and falsifiability are obsolete concepts  

29.31%- The paper with the proposal is too concise 

17.24%- It is necessary more examples  

15.52%- The application scope of the proposal is not clear 

15.52%- Points indicated to justify the relevance 

12.07%- The structure of the proposal is not clear 

01.72%- Analyze the viability of the viability concept 
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Suggestions 

03.45%- Send the proposal for publication  

03.45%- Analyze similarities between the present time, the 16th and early 20th century 

01.72%- Analyze the role of viability in the unity of science 

01.72%- Analyze if imagination and interest can be justified empirically 

01.72%- Analyze operation in a degraded state 

 

5. Data Analysis 

In the data analysis, we present a description of each positive criticism, of each negative 

criticism, and of each suggestion made to the viability criterion.  

We agree with the positive criticisms. In what concerns the positive criticisms, we do 

not make any individual comment to each positive criticism. 

We agree with some negative criticisms and we disagree with other ones. We make an 

individual comment separately for each one of the negative criticisms. It is indicated for 

each negative criticism if we agree or not with the negative criticism and why.  

We agree with the suggestions made. We do not make any individual comment to each 

suggestion. We consider that the suggestions are valid. Following them will be a 

question of opportunity. 

 

5.1. Data Analysis - positive criticisms - description 

Positive criticisms: Interesting proposal  

Description: The work about the viability criterion presents an interesting and attractive 

idea that deserves to be worked on and developed. 
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Positive criticisms: Promotes creativity 

Description: The viability criterion promotes the existence of creativity in the scientific 

research process.  

 

Positive criticisms: Accepted as a special case of verifiability and falsifiability 

Description: Viability is accepted as a special case of verifiability and falsifiability.  

 

Positive criticisms: Original proposal 

Description: The viability criterion is original. It applies the verifiability and 

falsifiability criterion not to statements about facts, but to statements about procedures. 

 

Positive criticisms: Avoid wasting resources 

Description: Make studies using the viability criterion can be a mode of avoid wasting 

resources. 

 

5.2.  Data Analysis - negative criticisms – description and comment 

Negative criticisms: Verifiability and falsifiabili ty are obsolete concepts 

Description: i) The verifiability and falsifiability concepts are obsolete concepts that 

have themselves many problems. The way viability treats these problems is not clear. ii) 

There were many developments after the verifiability and falsifiability concepts. The 

reason to present viability as a particular case of these obsolete concepts is not clear. 

Comment: 

i) We do not intend to solve existent problems in the verifiability and falsifiability 

concepts presenting the viability concept. 

ii) The same concept can be used in different scientific domains (CPSUL, 2004), and 

what is obsolete in a domain may not be obsolete in another domain. We agree that in 
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the philosophy scope verifiability and falsifiability concepts may be considered 

obsoletes. We disagree that the verifiability and falsifiability concepts may be 

considered obsolete in every scientific domain, namely in engineering.  

Verifiability and falsifiability are current concepts in engineering that are considered a 

warranty for objectivity and the opposite to imagination. Verifiability and falsifiability 

are concepts associated in engineering to a research based in the observation of facts 

and in the resolution of problems. 

Viability is presented as a special case of verifiability and falsifiability in order to show 

that a research with a starting point based in imagination can be an objective research 

 

Negative criticisms: The paper with the proposal is too concise 

Description: The paper about the viability criterion is too concise, which makes it vague 

and does not allow to clarify concepts expressed in it.  

Comment: 

The initial article about the viability (Coimbra, 2010) was written in a concise way in 

order to make it easier to be read by many people from different scientific areas. The 

explanation of the concepts expressed can be found in other articles, namely, in the 

comparison of viability with related concepts (Coimbra, 2012), in this article with 

analysis of criticisms and suggestions to viability, and in the interdisciplinary study of 

the viability concept (Coimbra A., Coimbra S., 2013). 

 

Negative criticisms: It is necessary more examples 

Description: It is necessary more examples in order to clarify the concept. There should 

be examples in which the viability criterion applies, and examples in which it does not 

apply. There must be a detailed example with an accomplishment plan. There must be 
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analyzed cases of the history of science in order to show how the viability criterion 

applies or not to them. 

Comment: 

We agree. More examples are necessary and in different scientific domains.  

 

Negative criticisms: The application scope of the proposal is not clear 

Description: It is not clear if the application scope of the viability criterion is basic 

science, applied science or technology. 

Comment:  

The distinction between the concepts depends on the authors. Considering the notions of 

basic science, applied science and technology (Jansen, 1995) as being or not concerned 

with the practical application of knowledge, the viability criterion is included in the 

practical application of knowledge.  

 

Negative criticisms: Points indicated to justify the relevance 

Description: i) There were already imagination and interest in researches. It is unclear 

what is new in the viability criterion. ii) It is also unclear how someone can start a 

research without a problem. iii) It is not also evident the possibility, neither is explained 

how to evaluate an accomplishment plan without making a prototype. 

Comment: 

i) Imagination and interest already existed and exist in researches, but tendentially 

during the research, what viability talks about is imagination in defining the research 

purpose and not in its accomplishment. 
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ii) It is possible to start a research without a problem, basing it in an existing interest. 

Interests do not restrict to the resolution of problems.  

iii) The evaluation of a plan without making a prototype is made by mental simulation 

of its accomplishment. Viability indicates that there are situations in which that can be 

made and that there are situations in which that cannot be made. 

 

Negative criticisms: The structure of the proposal is not clear 

Description: The structure of the paper with the proposal is not clear, or does not follow 

what is current in philosophy. 

Comment: 

We agree that the structure of the paper does not follow what is current in philosophy. 

The paper of the viability criterion was written to be analyzed in different areas.  

 

Negative criticisms: Analyze the viability of the viability concept 

Description: The application of the criterion to itself must be analysed. The viability 

concept viability must be analyzed. 

Comment: 

The acceptance of the viability criterion by the scientific community defines its 

viability. 

The acceptance of the viability criterion by the scientific community was expressed by 

the acceptance of the criterion for presentation in academic conferences (Coimbra, 

2010), (Coimbra, 2012), (Coimbra A., Coimbra S., 2013) and in this conference.  
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The acceptance of the viability criterion by the scientific community was also expressed 

by half of the respondents to the inquiry, who stated spontaneously the interest of the 

viability criterion. 

 

5.3.  Data Analysis – suggestions – description 

Suggestion: Send the proposal for publication  

Description: Publish the document about the viability criterion in a journal instead of 

being a presentation in congress. 

 

Suggestion: Analyze the similarities between the present time, the 16th century and 

early 20th century 

Description: Analyze the similarities between the present time, the 16th century 

(scientific revolution) and to the beginning of the 20th century (Ayer and Popper). 

 

Suggestion: Analyze the role of viability in the unity of science 

Description: It is discussed in philosophy of science if the scientific explanation can be 

homogeneous in all areas of science. Analyze in what extent the viability criterion and 

the accomplishment plan can play a unifying role. 

 

Suggestion: Analyze if imagination and interest can be justified empirically 

Description: Analyze how we can determine the existence of possible evidences to 

justify a certain interest as justified empirically.  

 

Suggestion: Analyze operation in a degraded state 

Description: The proposal concerning the viability criterion should consider the 

possibility of operating projects in a degraded state, or with long pauses in the middle of 

its execution. 
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6. Conclusions 

This work finishes a cycle made by three works, in which the first one (Coimbra, 2010) 

presented the viability criterion, the second one presented the comparison of the 

viability criterion with related concepts (Coimbra, 2012), and the third work presents 

criticisms and suggestions to the viability criterion. 

In the comparison of the viability criterion with related concepts (Coimbra, 2012) we 

analyzed the resemblances and differences of the viability criterion concept with related 

concepts. It was possible to point resemblances and differences between the viability 

criterion and each one of the concepts indicated as related ones. None of the related 

concepts is equal to the viability criterion concept. 

The analysis of the criticisms and suggestions of the viability criterion was made in this 

work. From the criticisms and suggestions it is highlighted that the viability criterion is 

considered as presenting an interesting and attractive idea. All the negative criticisms 

were answered. We agree that more examples of application of the viability criterion are 

necessary. 

Thus, we consider that future research should focus the elaboration of examples of 

application of the viability criterion. 

Being this paper presented in a conference in which challenges and tasks for the 

philosophy of science are nominated, we point out the discrepancy about the timeliness 

of philosophical concepts as verifiability and falsifiability between the area of 

philosophy and other domains, such as engineering. It is a useful task and a challenge, 

to contribute to the adoption of up to date philosophical concepts in areas distinct of 

philosophy, such as engineering.  
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The placing of new concepts as particular cases, of existent concepts that are accepted 

in a scientific area, is one of the ways to contribute to the understanding of new 

concepts in that area, as it expresses the new concept in a language and framework 

known by the area. 
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Attachment 1 – Email of inquiry 
 

Subject: Philosophy of Science and Technology - the Viability Criterion 

Dear X, 

I get in touch with you because I look for an evaluation of the Viability Criterion, by 

comments, suggestions or critiques, in a number over what it is possible to obtain, by 

the presentation of the work in congress. 

I will be grateful in case you are available to reply to this email with a comment, 

suggestion or critique to the Viability Criterion. 

The Viability Criterion, described in the enclosed document, was presented in the III 

Iberian American Congress of Philosophy of Science and Technology that took place in 

2010 in Buenos Aires. 

I got your email address by research in the internet. 

My curriculum is available in the web site www.ViabilityCriterion.net 

The work about the viability criterion, this email and, the above mentioned web site, are 

a personal project and initiative. They don't belong neither are done in name of no 

institution or task force. 

 

Thank you for your attention, 

Alexandre Coimbra 

(The work about the viability criterion was sent as an attachment in the email) 
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