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SCENARIO BUILDING AS A HEURISTIC AND
LOGICAL PROCEDURE
The study examines scenario building as the secondary procedure of the
“heuristic logic”. Scenario building is the extreme case of heuristic and
logical procedure. The procedure involves constructing certain sequences

of fictional utterances to realize certain goals and tasks (in the case of

heuristics and logic to solve cognitive problems). Fictional utterances
constitute fictional worlds, which can include possible and impossible worlds.
Scenario building is a creation of a fictional world, which evaluation as the
possible or impossible world depends on the conditional denotation (matter-
object or designation) of fictional utterances and the plausibility of relations
between the conditional denotation and the fictional utterances. The

plausibility of fictional utterances is characterized by such properties of

fictional utterances as a possibility, credibility, and relevance. These
properties arerelated to the concretizations of the selected types of plausibility
(referential, logical, poetic, and topical) and the selection and combination
of elements transferred from the actual world to the fictional world.
Keywords: fictional utterances, heuristic logic, plausibility, possible worlds,
scenario building.

The Italian philosopher Emiliano Ippoliti develops the so-called “heuristic
logic”. By “heuristic logic” E. Ippoliti understands “[a] set of rational proce-
dures for scientific discovery and ampliative reasoning — specifically, the rules
that govern how we generate hypotheses to solve problems” [Ippoliti 2019:
191]. E. Ippoliti divides these rational procedures (or rules) of “heuristic logic”
into primary and secondary ones. Primary procedures include analogy and
induction of various kinds. Secondary procedures include the so-called “inverse
heuristics” and “heuristics of switching”. Among the secondary heuristic and
logical procedures stand out the extreme cases: thought experiments and sce-
nario building (planning). The study examines the procedure of scenario build-
ing as a heuristic and logical one.

Scenario building as a procedure is related to another procedure, the
thought experiment. Thought experiment as a heuristic and logical procedure
in the search for solutions to problems uses scenarios because thought experi-
ment requires thinking about scenarios and their possible consequences [Ippoliti
2019: 204]. Hence: those advantages that thought experiment has can also
have in the construction of a scenario; these are the advantages: “[1.] It en-
ables us to overcome technical or technological limitations, and hence to
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consider situations that cannot be set up practically at the time of their
conceptualization (e.g. a macroscopic object moving to the speed of light). 2. It
is particularly effective to highlight surprising or paradoxical consequences of
a theory or hypothesis” [Ippoliti 2019: 204].

By “scenario” E. Ippoliti understands a scheme of the natural or antici-
pated course of events, in simple terms: stories or narratives that describe
plausible predictions of a certain part of the future. Importantly, scenarios
answer the question “What if?” to explore what the consequences might be,
for example, of a decision made. At the heart of the construction of a scenario
is the storyline: “[a] combination of events whose unfolding can be foreseen
and of other events for which it cannot be foreseen” [Ippoliti 2019: 204].

In general, E. Ippoliti believes that scenarios are projections of a possible
future: “[TThe scenarios do not, in fact, intend to prove that what is projected
will take place: they simply highlight possible trajectories for critical events”
[Tppoliti 2019: 204]. This is the heuristic function of scenario building. From a
logical point of view, however, projection is not enough; the scenario must be
plausible based on assumptions and justifications that are possible (to show
that the projected story can take place), credible (to show how the projected
story can take place), and relevant [Ippoliti 2019: 204-205] (to show the
relevance of the projected story in already defined or known circumstances).
Scenario building then appears as the construction of plausible reasoning, in
which there is a transition from the actual state of the world to an interesting
(interesting for us) version of the future. This transition can be apprehended in
two ways [Ippoliti 2019: 205]: 1) first, interesting variants of the future are
chosen, and then attempts are made to form paths leading to these variants;
here the point of account of the forming paths is often the actual situation; 2)
first, the actual situation is analyzed (the so-called “factual forces™), and then
a plausible future (plausible developments) is designed based on the results
obtained in the analysis. One way or another, both ways involve knowledge (or
information) about the current state of the world and probably background
knowledge, only the first way requires first making an assumption and then
finding justification with the help of what is already known (the “facts” are
“fitted” to the assumption), while the second way requires “deducing” pos-
sible consequences from what is already known (“facts™).

Subsequently, scenario building, and thus the creation of a story or
narrative, can be seen as the construction of plausible reasoning. If the
conceptualization of scenario building as the construction of plausible reasoning
is recognized (“legitimized”) as something quite justified or meaningful, then
one can look at plausible reasoning not simply as a connection between, for
example, the premises and the conclusion, but as a transformation of some
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given elements into a causal sequence: the premises are the causes of the
conclusion. Plausible reasoning (as, however, probably also demonstrative
reasoning) can be viewed as a series of interrelated discrete elements (events,
facts; judgments in inferences may well be viewed as facts, that is, as judgments
about the actual state of affairs, or as fixations of events), that is, as a kind of
narrative.

Considering plausible reasoning as a “narrative” lets me look at the plausi-
bility of such reasoning differently, for example, from the structural-semiotic
point of view. In structural semiotics, there is such a concept as “ideology,”
which refers to a system of secondary signifiers (connotations) [Umeun 1975:
456]. Ideology is based on the relation between a given discourse (mechanisms
of generation of statements or texts) and topics (concepts accepted in a given
community). This relation itself is accepted as plausible. However, here plausi-
bility can be of four kinds: 1) referential plausibility: the relation to “reality”
accepted in a given community; 2) logical plausibility: “laws of the genre,” the
rules of a given discourse or narrative; 3) poetic plausibility: used figures of
rhetoric; 4) topical plausibility: common places (“tops”) dominant in a given
discourse [MmbuH 1975: 456-457].

If we accept the structural-semiotic consideration of plausibility and look at
plausible reasoning from the position of this understanding, we can propose
the following typology of plausible reasoning: 1) referentially plausible
reasoning; 2) logically plausible reasoning; 3) poetically plausible reasoning,
and 4) topically plausible reasoning.

Referentially plausible reasoning is such reasoning, the plausibility of which
depends directly on what and how “reality” is understood, what types or kinds
ofreality are accepted, etc. (here, too, the question of actual/possible/impossible
worlds, the problem of truth, the problem of fact, and the problem of the event
can play a special role).

Logically plausible reasoning is such reasoning, the plausibility of which
depends on the rules of the preferred discourse (super-phrasal, stable unity, the
mechanism of generation of statements or texts). Here logic is understood not in
a narrow sense (as a discipline of philosophy or mathematics), but in a broad
sense — as ways of transition from some statements (or texts) to other state-
ments (or texts) on certain grounds. In this context, the various formal and
informal logic, starting from Aristotle’s syllogistic, seems as discourses, and
logic as a whole as a set of certain kinds of discourses. The logical constructions
themselves are seen as super-phrasal unities arranged according to logical rules
or schemes.

Poetically plausible reasoning is such reasoning, the plausibility of which
depends on the rhetoric that has been preferred to capture the imagination of
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the person they want to convince, whom they want to impress, or whom they
want to manipulate.

Topically plausible reasoning is such reasoning, the plausibility of which
depends on appealing to someone’s authority (e. g., in the form of quotations,
references to research data, references to authority, references to similar cases)
or on assumptions that are accepted or agreed upon by members of that
community.

Combinations of these four types are possible. At the same time
combinations are possible according to the number of the types of plausible
reasoning involved: from two to four. Combinations according to a co-subor-
dinating principle are possible. For example, adequate or relevant discourse
(logic), rhetoric, and topics are selected for the chosen understanding of
reality. Combinations according to the free principle are possible, when, for
example, between the chosen reality, discourse (logic), rhetoric, and topics
there are no adequate, relevant, possible, probable, or necessary connections,
but only random, contingent connections.

In the meantime, it is important to think that plausibility in any of its forms
is responsible for creating a referential illusion, that is, the illusion of imitating
reality or representing reality, but not the imitation or representation itself.
Plausibility (like fiction) functions based on a relation of contiguity between
the reality of the text and actual reality [3erxun 2017: 176]. Plausible reasoning,
then, does not represent actual reality but is in a metonymic relation to actual
reality, which is achieved through reference, logic, rhetoric, or topics. The
metonymic relation is a semiotic fixation of ontological relations in things,
including an identifying function [Paiixept 2015].

Based on the above, plausible reasoning is reasoning based on a
referential illusion. And further: scenario building, viewed as the construction
of plausible reasoning, is the creation of a referential illusion. In heuristic-
logical terms this can be expressed, for example, as follows: “[T]o construct a
plausible future, of course, we must use knowledge of the past, or better, of
how past events unfolded in circumstances similar to those of the present,
circumstances similar to those that characterize the present state of the world,
and then we can project parts of the past into the future” [3enxun 2017: 205].
In other words: to reason plausibly about the future, one must refer to
connections already known in or between things; this reference is the
referential illusion.

Yet, not only plausibility but also fiction can be responsible for creating
a referential illusion. Fiction characterizes the “[c]Jonditional denotation of
literary statements” (i.e., fictional statements), different from actual reality
[3enkun 2017: 169]. The concept of fiction is associated with the concepts of



132 A6éo. / qoxeca. 2021. Bun. 2(36)

possible and impossible worlds. Possible worlds are holistic worlds that contain
fictional, non-existent things, but have sufficient coherence like our own: “[i]n
every single work of literature such a special world is formed” [3enxun 2017:
172]. Possible worlds are characterized by incompleteness; “[t]hey are always
less rich than the actual world, although the degree of their relative scarcity
may, as we have seen, vary for different reasons” [3enxun 2017: 172]. This is
because the possible world is relatively abstract, thinned out compared to the
actual world. At the same time the possible world still somehow communicates
with the actual world; otherwise, this world would not be realized as a world.
The communicability of the two worlds, the possible world, and the actual
world, is based on the presence of common elements, such as characters, ev-
eryday life, places, customs, typical actions, etc. [3enkun 2017: 174]. Something
similar can be said about the communicability of impossible and actual worlds.
For example, the world of fantasy is impossible, since this world is built on
notions of impossible probabilities in contrast to possible worlds, which are
built on possible probabilities (such include worlds in works in the genres of
drama, detective, science fiction, even utopia, and dystopia). However, even
though the fantasy world is impossible, it still borrows something from the
actual world, for example, in a fantasy world characters may fight with swords
or may show behavioral traits characteristic of the people of the actual world.

It is important to understand that possible worlds are not models of the
actual world, at least those models which are based on analogy, based on
similarity. Possible worlds, being fictional worlds, do not metaphorically “reflect”
the actual world, but are metonymically adjacent to the actual world. Possible
and actual worlds “[a]re connected by a relation, not of similarity but juxtaposi-
tion, or, more precisely, of partial overlap; the sets of their elements overlap”
[Benkun 2017: 174]. Such juxtapositions and intersections arise through the
selection of elements of the actual world, which are transferred from the actual
world to the fictional world, and combinations of these elements, which may
take on unusual configurations in the fictional world that differ from the actual
[3enkun 2017: 174]. The selection and combinations of elements themselves
may depend on the intention (intent) of the author of the fictional statements
and on the plausibility that the author of the fictional statements achieves. Here
plausibility turns out to be a technical accompaniment of fiction, namely a way
to create the illusion of reality in fictional utterances or worlds.

Based on the above, plausible reasoning can be viewed as a sequence of
fictional statements, the plausibility of the conditional denotative of which is
created using reference, discourse (logic), rhetoric and/or topics, and the sce-
nario building is the creation of a sequence of fictional statements, the plausi-
bility of the conditional denotative of which is created using reference, dis-
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course (logic), rhetoric and/or topics.

Thus, a scenario is a sequence of fictional utterances. The plausibility of
the scenario will depend on the goals and objectives of the author of the sce-
nario. If we are talking, say, about forecasting, the scenario should be, first of
all, referentially and logically plausible, and here the referential plausibility should
be directly related to physical reality and the logical plausibility — to the “logic”
that works most effectively with physical reality. In the case of prediction, one
creates a scenario not just of a possible world, but of a probable world. This
requires such a selection and combination of elements of the actual world that
would greatly increase the probability of a particular possible world occurring.
Such an increase in probability can be achieved, for example, by the rules of
incomplete induction, which apply to inference by analogy, modeling, perhaps
abduction, and in general to all plausible reasonings. Such rules include, for
example, 1) the elements should be as many as possible; 2) the elements should
be the most varied; 3) the elements should be the most typical; 4) the elements
transferred from the actual world to the possible world should be as uniform as
possible [Vémon 1997: 273-280]. In this case, prediction is presented as plau-
sible reasoning in which elements of the actual world (facts) are the premise,
elements of the possible world are the conclusion, and the transition from the
premise to the conclusion is a highly probable connection between elements of
the actual and possible worlds. Here the referential illusion comes closest to
ceasing to be an illusion.

To summarize everything said above, scenario building is such a heuristic
and logical procedure to which knowledge-seeker resorts in extreme cases,
because this procedure implies constructing certain sequences of fictional ut-
terances to realize certain goals and tasks (in the case of heuristics and logic to
solve cognitive problems). Fictional utterances constitute fictional worlds, which
can include possible and impossible worlds. Scenario building is a creation of a
fictional world, which evaluation as the possible or impossible world depends
on the conditional denotation (matter-object or designation) of fictional utter-
ances and the plausibility of relations between the conditional denotation and
the fictional utterances. The plausibility of fictional utterances is characterized
by such properties of fictional utterances as a possibility, credibility, and
relevance. These properties are related to the concretizations of the selected
types of plausibility (referential, logical, poetic, and topical) and the selection
and combination of elements transferred from the actual world to the fictional
one.
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Kocmanmun Paitxepm
CTBOPEHHS CHEHAPIIO IK EBPUCTUKO-JIOT'TYHA ITPOLIETYPA

Posensidaemob s cmeopenst cyenapito K 6mopunHa npoyeoypa « e6pUCMUYHOT
nocikuy. Cmeopenns cyenapiio — ye KpauHii 6Unadox eepucmuKo-102iuHoi

npoyedypu. L npoyedypa nepedbauae no6yoo8y negHux nociioosHocmel
BUCAOAHUX BUCTI08TIOB8AHD OJIA peanizayii negHux yinet i 3a80ams (V 6UNAOKY
espuCmuKy ma N02iku O0isl po36 A3aHHs Ni3HABANbHUX npodnem). Bueadani
BUCTOBTI08AHHA POPMYIOMb BUAOAHT C8IMU, 00 AKUX MONCYMb HATEHCAmU
Mooicaugi ma Hemooicausi ceimu. CmeopenHs cyeHapio — ye cmeopeHHs
8U2A0AHO20 CBIMY, OYIHKA AKO20 K MONCTUBO2O0 YUl HEMONHCIUBOSO 3ANENHCUMb
68i0 YyMO6HO20 OeHomamy (npeomema 4Yu OecuecHamy) 6ueadaHuUXx
BUCTI0BNIOBAHD [ NPABOONOOIOHOCT BIOHOULEHb MIdIC YMOBHUM 0EHOMAMOM i
8UcA0AHUMU BUCLOB8NI0G8AHHAMU. [Ipasdonodibnicms 6ueadaHux
BUCNIOBNII08AHb XAPAKMEPUZYIOMbCA MAKUMU AKOCMAMU 6U2AO0AHUX
BUCTIOBNIOBAND, K MONCIUGICMDb, 8ipo2iOHicmb 1 penesanmuicmy. Lli axocmi
nog’s3ami 3 KOHKpemusayicio o06panux 6udié npasdonodionocmi
(peepenyitinoi, n102iunoi, noemuunoi ma MoniuHoi), a MaxKoxc 3 8i060POM i
KoMOIHayicto elemenmie, AKi NepeHoCAMbCsl 3 PeaibHO20 C8Imy V 8Ueadanull
ceim.

KarouoBi cinoBa: sueadani eucnosnosanns, espucmuyna 102ika, MONCIUSE
ceimu, npagoonodioHicmb, CMEOPeHHs CYEHAPITO.

Koncmanmun Paiixepm
CO3JJAHUE CHEHAPUS KAK O9BPUCTUKO-JIOT'MYECKAST
MMPOLEIYPA
B uccnedosanuu paccmampugaemcs co30anue cyeHapus Kax mopuyHas
npoyedypa «dgpucmudeckou noeuxuy. Cozoanue cyenapus — 3mo Kpaunul
CAYYAL I8PUCTIUKO-TOSUYECKOU npoyedypbl. Dma npoyedypa npeononazaem

Aoa. / lokca. 2021. Bun. 2(36) 135

nocmpoenue onpeoderéunblx nocied08amenbHocmen UKYUOHANIbHBIX
BLICKA3LIBAHULL 0151 Peanu3ayuy OnpeoerénHulX yeael u 3a0ay (8 ciydae
IBPUCMUKU U TO2UKU O PeUteHUst KOZHUMUBHBIX npobaem). QuKyuoHatbHble
8bICKA3LIGAHUSL 0OPA3YIOM DUKYUOHATbHBLIE MUPLL, K KOMOPHIM MO2YM
NPUHAONEHCANb BOZMOIUCHBLE U He803MOdICHble Mupbl. Coz0anue cyenapus —
9Mo Co30aHUe PUKYUOHATLHO2O MUPA, OYEHKA KOMOPO20 KAK BO3MOICHOO
WU HEBOZMONCHO20 MUPA 3ABUCUM OM YCIOBHO20 OeHomama (npedmema uiu
decueHama) QUKYUOHATLHBIX GLICKA3LIBAHUI U NPABOONOO0OUS OMHOULEHUL
MedHCOY YCIOBHBIM OCHOMAMOM U PUKYUOHATbHBIMU 6blCKA3bIEAHUSMU.
IIpasoonodobue hurkyYUoHAILHBIX 8bICKA3LIBAHUL XAPAKMEPUIYENCS MAKUMU
c60UCMBAMU PUKYUOHATLHBIX 8bICKA3bIGAHUU, KAK 603MOJCHOCHD,
00CMoOGepHOCMb U PENe6AHMHOCMb. Dmu CBOUCMEA CBA3AHbL C
KOHKpemu3ayuetl 8bl0eleHHbIX MUNno8 npagoonooodus (pegepenyuanvbhoeo,
JIO2UYECKO20, NOIMUYECKO20 U MONULECK020), a makKice ¢ ombopom u
couemanuem MeMeHmo8, NEPEHOCUMbL U3 PedbHO20 MUPA 8 PUKYUOHATLHBIIL.
KuroueBblie ¢J10Ba: 8603M02ICHbIE MUPBL, NPABOON0A00OUE, CO30ANUe CYEHAPUS
DUKYUOHATbHBIE BLICKA3LIBAHUSL, IBPUCMUYECKAS I02UKA.
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