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Six Interrelated Themes

• Cooperative Threat Reduction…Global Security Engagement… Cooperative Risk 
Management

• Complex, unpredictable environment, compressed timelines
• Impacted by technological change

• Increased need for scientific and technical cooperation
• Full spectrum, nimble and responsive toolkit; soft to hard (non-kinetic)
• Coordination of more actors, activities, and modalities
• Metrics (see bullet 1)



Cooperative Threat Reduction, 2.0…3.0?

• 25+ year Trajectory: concept based on addressing Cold War legacies in the FSU

• Decade 2 – global expansion; sea change from elimination to capacity building; 
shifting priorities and opportunities 

• Broader range of actors: governments, IOs, NGOs, industry

• Russia cooperation at a standstill; what now?  

• Global Security Engagement (CTR 2.0, 2008); Cooperative Risk Management (2017)



DOD’s “CTR Scorecard”

• Destroyed 2,531 missiles—ICBMs, SLBMs, and air-to-surface missiles, thereby deactivating up to 
7,616 associated warheads, including those from Belarus, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine

• Decommissioned more than 1,300 delivery systems (silos, mobile launchers, submarines, and 
strategic bombers)

• Upgraded security at 24 nuclear weapons storage sites

• Executed over 600 shipments of nuclear warheads from less secure storage to more secure 
storage or destruction

• Secured 10 chemical weapons sites

• Eliminated over 4,700 tons of chemical weapons agent 

• Upgraded nuclear weapons inventory systems from paper to real-time electronic inventory

• Engaged more than 30 countries on three continents in biological threat reduction efforts.  
These efforts include: construction or renovation of more than 100 laboratory and storage 
facilities, and over 300 cooperative research projects 



Predictability and Time Compression

• Technological change is a driver in unpredictability 

• Technological advances also compress the timelines for emergent threats to 
become imminent

• Requires greater situational awareness – more engagement, transparency, 
connectivity…

• Need for greater predictive capability (use of intelligence vice all-source 
data streams)



Full Spectrum of Tools at the ready

• Responding to the unknown, unknowns (technological change, strategic surprise) 
within compressed timelines

• Tools?  It is not either/or, it’s all of the above 
• Ex. BTRP expanding to over 30+ countries since 2008 for “capacity building”; punctuated by 

Syria 

• Requires all tools to be in warm, ready-standby mode
• Quickly exploit unforeseen opportunities

• Justification for capabilities not in use



Scientific and Technical Cooperation

• Entry point with no (?) “exit strategy”

• Conduit for transparency and enhanced situational awareness

• Foundation for increased cooperation at greater levels of sensitivity; building trust

• Means of conveying best practices, bolstering safety/security standards

• Lynchpin for sustainment of capacities/procedures put in place

(Vacuum of international agreements on new technologies: cyber, drones, AI, additive 
manufacturing, etc.)



Coordination of more actors, activities and 
modalities

• US and other government programs working with IOs, NGOs and regional 
organizations

• Coordination of US efforts remains difficult; more actors increases the difficulty

• Greater coordination with international organizations to enforce “norms”

• Greater collaboration with industry needed to address threat reduction objectives

• Comparative advantage of different agencies in working with industry

• How to engage and incentivize greater industry participation?



Metrics
• Doable, but difficult…

• No longer doing “threat reduction”…or it’s 2-3 steps from an actual threat

• “Engagement.”  Too warm and fuzzy… Is # of countries a measure of success 
or sign of confused priorities?  # of cooperative research projects indicates 
lots of activities, but toward what ends?

• Need a different framework, perhaps label (labels are important), against 
which to measure success

• Cooperative Risk Management?



Questions?                Discussion.



Metrics

• Today, cooperation between and among governments and nongovernmental agencies and the private sector are critical parts of reducing threats to the United 
States. The “cooperative” part of CTR makes the concept unique and especially valuable in an increasingly interconnected world.

•
• • It is important for CTR programs to communicate how engagement improves the security of the United States, showing explicitly, through detailed examples, 

how their work is done and what threats are being reduced. CTR can do a better job to “sell” its programs to policy makers by designing and using simple 
(outcome) metrics, but only where appropriate.

•
• •The United States and Russia have years of experience working together on arms control and CTR programs, and these efforts have created longstanding 

positive relationships that could be used to renew technical cooperation and improve transparency and trust between the United States and Russia.

•
• •CTR programs will continue to focus on reducing threats but can also support efforts that build relationships and scientific partnerships, the foundation of 

sustainable CTR. Scientific partnerships often lay the foundation for larger cooperation efforts and can eventually lead to more transparency between 
governments, creating sustainable long term security.

•
• •Labels are important. Sometimes cooperative efforts stall because the CTR partner country thinks that the United States has deemed the partner a threat. 

“Global Security Engagement” or “Cooperative Risk Management” as opposed to Cooperative Threat Reduction might be a better way to describe some programs 
with certain countries.

•
• •The United States can enhance the impact of CTR by creating government-industry collaborations, including flexible arrangements to more easily partner with 

industry and create incentives for companies to support national and international security goals.

•
• •The United States can do a better job to engage and partner with multilateral organizations like the UN and the WHO to strengthen global and international 

norms against the acquisition and use of WMD.
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