Simulating scenarios is vital to prevent them – breaks down biases and opens up possibility for imagining new worlds 
Baum et al. ‘18 (Global Catastrophic Risk Institute. 2018. “A Model for the Probability of Nuclear War.” SSRN Electronic Journal. Crossref, doi:10.2139/ssrn.3137081.)
For as long as some states possess nuclear weapons, there will be some chance that these weapons will be used in war. How high of a chance this is—the ongoing rate of nuclear war, or its probability over some time period—is an important factor in several major policy issues. However, there have been few attempts to model or quantify this probability. This paper presents a detailed model of nuclear war that can be used to understand and quantify the probability of nuclear war. This paper stops short of quantifying the probability because that would require more detailed analysis than one paper can provide. However, some important conclusions are nonetheless obtainable. First and foremost, the probability of nuclear war can be modeled and quantified. Attempting to do so is not doomed to hopeless guesswork. This paper presents one approach to doing so, drawing on prior studies by Hellman (2008), Barrett et al. (2013), and Barrett (2016). The approach is based on identifying and modeling nuclear war scenarios, i.e. the range of ways that nuclear war can occur. Scenario modeling is attractive because it breaks the probability of nuclear war into smaller, more manageable parts, many of which can be informed by historical incidents. Scenario modeling is valuable both for quantifying the probability and for helping people understand how nuclear war is likely to occur. Scenario modeling provides quantitative and qualitative insights that are valuable for crafting policies to efficiently and effectively reduce the probability of nuclear war. This paper models fourteen different nuclear war scenarios. Six scenarios occur when a nuclear-armed state intentionally makes a first-strike nuclear attack: three involving intentional escalation and three involving inadvertent escalation. Eight scenarios occur when a nuclear32 armed state falsely believes that a nuclear attack has already occurred and makes what it believes is a retaliatory nuclear attack. The three intentional escalation scenarios are the traditional focus of nuclear weapons debates. These are the scenarios for which nuclear deterrence should be most effective. The other eleven scenarios all involve some sort of mistake, either in inadvertent escalation or in the false perception of a threat. The preponderance of inadvertent and false-belief scenarios raises questions about the reliability of nuclear deterrence. Exactly how reliable nuclear deterrence is requires quantification of the probabilities of the various scenarios, which is beyond the scope of this paper. Several factors cut across all fourteen scenarios. One is the severity of geopolitical tensions felt by nuclear-armed states. Higher tensions make states more inclined to use nuclear weapons. Wars and crises are more likely to commence and to escalate. Non-war nuclear detonations are more likely to be blamed on other states. False alarms are more likely to be mistaken as real attacks. Reducing tensions and improving relations with nuclear-armed states is a clear means of reducing the probability of nuclear war, and it could be an especially effective one. Another cross-cutting factor is the strength of the norm against nuclear weapons use. This norm appears to have played a role in the avoidance of nuclear war since WWII (e.g., Tannenwald 1999). It works by raising the threshold required for states to decide to use nuclear weapons. The higher the threshold, the less likely some incident will cross it. This holds for incidents across all fourteen scenarios, though it may hold to a lesser extent for the four scenarios involving non-war nuclear detonations, because in these scenarios, the norm has already been broken. Efforts that strengthen the norm against nuclear weapons use, such as the recent humanitarian initiative to stigmatize nuclear weapons (e.g., Borrie and Caughley 2013), could be another effective means of reducing the probability of nuclear war. Strengthening the norm against nuclear weapons use may be an underappreciated benefit of the humanitarian initiative. A third cross-cutting factor is the reliability of nuclear weapons systems. This includes the weapons themselves and the technologies and people who use them. It also includes everything from systems for monitoring for incoming attacks to systems for launching and detonating the weapons. The more reliable they are, the less probable nuclear war is, especially for the eight false-belief scenarios.
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