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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 field 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 great quantity of results obtained in the inquiry made not possible to treat all of 

them in the same work. 

In this work are treated and analysed the results classified as related concepts. 

The purpose of this work was to show resemblances and differences of the viability 

criterion with the concepts mentioned as related ones 

 

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). 
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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. 

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. 
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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 field 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 

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 
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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. 

Related concepts are references for concepts that were mentioned in the inquiries 

answered. 

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, 8.62 per cent had paragraphs that 

were classified as related concepts and grouped on the topic of probabilities, as they had 

in common the reference for that concept. 
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The following list of related concepts was obtained from the data processing. Each 

concept is preceded by the percentage of inquiries answered that remit for the concept. 

The list obtained was: 

8.62% - Probability 

6.90% - Pragmatism 

5.17% - Abduction 

5.17% - Philosophy of Action 

5.17% - Selection of Theories 

5.17% - Viability Theory 

3.45% - Counterfactuals 

1.72% - Acceptance (van Fraassen) 

1,72% - Study of Scientific Practice 

1,72% - Transdisciplinarity 

1.72% - Experiment 

1.72% - Concrescence (Whitehead) 

1.72% - Schematism (Kant) 

1.72% - Belief (Samaja) 

1.72% - Adaptability in Biology 

1.72% - Factual Adequacy 

 

5. Data Analysis 

The purpose of the data analysis is to show resemblances and differences of the viability 

criterion with each one of the concepts mentioned as a related one. 

It was necessary to adopt a definition for each one of the concepts mentioned as related 

in order to perform the comparison and indicate resemblances and differences between 

them. 
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Due to the great quantity of concepts mentioned as related it was not possible to 

perform an exhaustive analysis of them, neither a complete discrimination of 

resemblances and differences of them with the viability criterion. 

The definition adopted for each one of the related concepts is succinct and is presented 

out of its historical context and from the conceptual structure to which the related 

concepts belong. 

There are related concepts that evolved with time, which allows us to make several 

interpretations of them. The adopted definition was chosen among the possible ones and 

it was the best to point out resemblances and differences.  

The data analysis consisted of considering a definition for each of the concepts 

mentioned as related ones, followed by the indication of resemblances and differences 

with the viability criterion. 

 

Related concept analysis – Probability 

Definition: There are several possible interpretations of the probability concept such as 

the classical, the logical, frequencies, propensity, and the subjective one (Fitelson, 

Hájek, Hall, 2006). 

Resemblances: The viability concept resembles the concept of subjective probability if 

the researchers that give the subjective probability are experts in the relevant field of the 

project in which viability is proposed. 

Differences: The viability concept is different from the frequencies definitions because 

viability deals with what did not happen yet and frequencies are made based on 

statistics about what already happened.  
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Related concept analysis – Pragmatism 

Definition: Pragmatism is a philosophical movement that includes those who claim that 

an ideology or proposition is true if it works satisfactorily, that the meaning of a 

proposition is to be found in the practical consequences of accepting it, and that 

unpractical ideas are to be rejected (McDermid, 2006). 

Resemblances: The viability concept is similar with the pragmatism concept as it 

concerns and focuses the utility and the existence of consequences. 

Differences: The viability concept is different because viability is linked to a 

correspondence theory of truth and not to a utility theory of truth, and because 

pragmatism considers useless and excludes what has not practical consequences. 

Viability does not intend to exclude anything; it only calls the attention for something 

that must be taken into account: imagination and interest. 

Related concept analysis – Abduction 

Definition: The governing idea is that explanatory considerations are a guide to 

inference, that the hypothesis that would, if correct, best explain the evidence is the 

hypothesis that is most likely to be correct (Lipton, 2006). 

Resemblances: If we change evidence to interests and explanation to accomplishment 

plan we have got instead of" make an explanation that better explains the evidence" to 

“make the plan that better accomplishes an interest". 

Differences: Abduction is made by someone who makes the inference. Viability is not 

made by a certain person. It is made by a group of people who analyse a certain 

proposal. 
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Related concept analysis – Philosophy of Action 

Definition: The main questions of philosophy of action are to find out what an action is 

and how we can explain one action (Cadilha, Miguens, 2012). 

Resemblances: The action is a relevant element of viability, insofar as the 

accomplishment plan of viability is constituted by specifications of actions to perform. 

Differences: The viability concept is different because viability does not refer to actions. 

It refers to the possibility of performing actions. The accomplishment plan can be 

considered viable and not be accomplished. 

Related concept analysis – Selection of Theories 

Definition: In this topic are grouped references made about the relationship between 

successive theories in the history of science and attributes that these theories must or not 

have to be adopted. (Post, 1971) (Kuhn, 1977)(Laudan's.1977)(Whitt,1992). 

Resemblances: We have to decide to follow or not a way. In the selection of theories it 

is considered if a theory must or not be adopted. In viability is considered that a 

methodology can or not be followed in order to reach a certain purpose that is 

considered relevant.  

Differences: There is an expectation in the selection of theories concerning what will be 

possible to obtain in the future with this theory. Thus, attributes like “promise", 

"fruitful", "fecundity" or "fertility” are considered relevant. In the selection of theories 

we can also have the notion of scientific progress, in which the successive theories 

contribute for a common purpose. 

There is in viability essentially an expectation about what will be possible to obtain in 

the present with the accomplishment or not of the object considered as viable. In 
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viability the objects to accomplish do not have necessarily a sequence or chaining. They 

are observed case to case. 

Related concept analysis – Viability Theory 

Definition: Viability theory designs and develops mathematical and algorithmic 

methods for investigating the adaptation to viability constraints of evolutions governed 

by complex systems under uncertainty. It involves interdisciplinary investigations 

spanning fields that have traditionally developed in isolation (Aubin, Bayen, Saint-

Pierre, 2011, p. 1).  

Resemblances: Concern about common principles such as what is viable, the 

interdisciplinary study and the evolution of the systems. 

Differences: Viability theory imposes a mathematical formalization and the viability 

criterion concept does not. 

Related concept analysis – Counterfactuals 

Definition: We call counterfactual to a conditional because its use seems to presume 

that who says it believes that its preceding is opposite to the facts. (Hughes, 2010).  

Resemblances: In the viability criterion one of the points to evaluate is the interest about 

what we intend to accomplish. The counterfactual conditionals are relevant to validate 

interest. For instance, if we start from the point that we already successfully 

accomplished what we considered viable then we imagine what we can do next with 

that. 

Differences: The evaluation of the accomplishment plan in the viability criterion is not 

made by counterfactuals.   Example: IF you execute the accomplishment plan THEN 

you get a result. So, the preceding is not against the facts and thus this is not a 

counterfactual conditional. 
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Related concept analysis – Acceptance (van Fraassen) 

Definition: Acceptance of a theory, according to constructive empiricism, 

correspondingly differs from acceptance of a theory on the scientific realist view: the 

constructive empiricist holds that as far as belief is concerned, acceptance of a scientific 

theory involves only the belief that the theory is empirically adequate. A theory is 

empirically adequate exactly if what it says about the observable things and events in 

the world is true (Monton, Mohler, 2008).  

Resemblances: They concern with the acceptance by the academics of a theory (a way 

of demarcation). The accomplishment plan must be empirically adequate. 

Differences: Viability is a special case of verifiability. The constructive empiricist 

follows the logical positivists in rejecting metaphysical commitments in science, but she 

parts with them regarding their endorsement of the verificationist criterion of meaning 

(Monton, Mohler, 2008).  

Related concept analysis – Study of Scientific Practice  

Definition: Apart from those who make science, who study it, who defend it or who 

submit to it, there exist, fortunately, a few people, either trained as scientists or not, who 

open the black boxes so that outsiders may have a glimpse at it (Latour, 1987, p. 15).  

Resemblances: Viability is a proposal of a scientific practice to be used together with 

the existing ones. 

Differences: Viability does not intend to study the existing scientific practice but to help 

to define new scientific practices. 
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Related concept analysis - Transdisciplinarity 

Definition: Transdisciplinarity is complementary to the disciplinary approaching; it 

causes the emergence of new data from the confrontation of distinct disciplinary 

approaching which articulate them among each other; it gives us a new view of the 

nature of reality. (Freitas, Morin, Nicolescu, 1994). 

Resemblances: The emergence of what is new when we don't keep restricted just to one 

disciplinary approaching. One of the elements mentioned in the justification of the 

relevance of the viability criterion is that a start of research focused in interest and 

imagination allows the researcher not to stay restricted to the study of the problems 

typified, enables the crossing of different scientific areas. 

Differences: The viability criterion is also applicable to a study strictly in the scope of 

an only discipline.  

Related concept analysis – Experiment 

Definition: A central feature of experimentation is the manipulation of, and the 

interference with, material things (Radder, 2006). 

Resemblances: In viability, the manipulation to do of the material objects is defined in 

the accomplishment plan. 

Differences: In viability we do not intend the manipulation of the material objects. We 

want the execution of the accomplishment plan to be simulated mentally, and as a result 

to consider if the manipulation of the material objects leads or not to the 

accomplishment of the expected result. 
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Related concept analysis – Concrescence (Whitehead) 

Definition: Concrescence is the growing together of a many into the unity of a one. It is 

the real constitution of a particular existent (Whitead, 1929). 

Resemblances: The contribution of several points that mix together to make a new 

thing. 

Differences: Viability performs a distinction between the specification of the 

accomplishment plan and the execution of this one that can happen or not. 

Concrescence is a unique action in which this differentiation does not exist. Concerning 

the object considered viable, concrescence includes the emergence of this object and 

viability does not.  

Related concept analysis – Schematism (Kant) 

Definition: An empirical concept or intuition is one which 'contains sensation' and 

thereby 'presupposes the actual presence of the object' (Caygill, 2000, p. 170). The 

schematism of judgement 'schematises concepts a priori and applies these schemata, 

without which no experiential judgement would be possible, to each empirical 

synthesis'. They play a necessary part in the doctrine of judgement by enabling 

categories to be applied to appearances (Caygill, 2000, p. 360).  

Resemblances: The existence of a judgement that classifies. 

Differences: In viability the object is not present. In viability we refer to the idea of an 

object, that can only give origin to an empiric synthesis after the execution of the 

accomplishment plan.  
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Related concept analysis – Belief (Samaja) 

Definition: If we do not “arrange" beliefs in each circumstance of our existence, we 

cannot carry out the inherent actions to an autonomous life, that are: to take decisions 

and to proceed in consequence. In a state of total vagueness, the person that is found 

facing a decision-making will not be able to be the protagonist of the subsequent event 

(Samaja, 2006). 

Resemblances: The approval as viable is a decision-making and it implies the existence 

of beliefs. It also expresses an active position from the person who makes it who 

believes in the possibility of change and transformation. 

Differences: Samaja makes a distinction between beliefs as a function for an individual 

auto-regulation and the scientific researches as a function of auto-regulation for our 

social life. The viability criterion belongs to the level of scientific researches but 

researchers as individual human beings are people with beliefs. 

Related concept analysis – Adaptability in Biology  

Definition: Adaptability is the capability of living beings to acquire and develop organs 

and functions that allow them to live and reproduce in their habitat. (Legrand, 1986, p. 

22).  

Resemblances: The similarity between viability and adaptability is that both refer to the 

adaptation between the living being and its habitat. 

Differences: The difference between viability and adaptability is that in viability we 

speak about adequating the environment to the living being and in adaptability we speak 

about adequating the living being to the habitat.  
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Related concept analysis – Factual Adequacy 

Definition: The factual adequacy of a theory is understood to be some kind of adequate 

correspondence between the theory and the portion of the world represented by it 

(Tuomela, 1985, p. 169).  

Resemblances: The factual adequacy of viability is expressed in the correspondence 

between what is pointed that will be the result of the execution of the accomplishment 

plan and what effectively results or not from the execution of this plan. 

Differences: Viability expresses the conviction of the factual adequacy and not the 

factual adequacy, because viability does not require the execution of the 

accomplishment plan.  

 

6. Conclusions 

The purpose of this work was to show resemblances and differences of the viability 

criterion with the concepts mentioned as related ones. 

The list of concepts mentioned as related ones was obtained from an inquiry performed 

by email to individuals who belong to the field of Philosophy.  

The great amount of concepts mentioned as related ones did not enable us to do an 

exhaustive analysis of them, neither a complete discrimination of resemblances and 

differences of them with the viability criterion.  

In the analysis performed we could show resemblances and differences between the 

viability criterion and each one of the concepts mentioned as related ones.  

The viability criterion has differences relatively to each one of the concepts mentioned 

as related ones.  
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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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