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here is a w
idespread perception that the new

 head of the International
A

tom
ic E

nergy A
gency (IA

E
A

) has tilted the U
N

 agency decisively against
Iran in the standoff over the Islam

ic R
epublic’s nuclear activities.

     T
he prim

ary evidence against Y
ukiya A

m
ano, D

irector-G
eneral since 1

D
ecem

ber 2009, is the latest (18 February) IA
E

A
 report on Iran. (A

ll IA
E

A
B

oard reports on Iran are available from
 the IA

E
A

 w
ebsite—

w
eb links for

references are all on the JN
V

 w
ebsite.)

     T
here’s w

idespread agreem
ent that the new

 IA
E

A
 report is strikingly

different in tone and language to previous reports. T
he B

B
C

 described it as
‘blunt’ and ‘unusually forthright’; the W

ashington P
ost said the IA

E
A

 report
w

as ‘unusually frank in scolding Iran’. T
he G

uardian observed (also on 19
Feb.): ‘T

he w
ording goes m

uch further than reports by A
m

ano’s predecessor
M

oham
ed E

lB
aradei, w

ho refrained from
 explicitly spelling out the

im
plications of evidence on w

eapons-building his inspectors had gathered.’
     A

ccording to one observer quoted by the G
uardian, the report reflected

the view
s of inspectors in the IA

E
A

 w
ho felt that the agency should be m

ore
forthright: ‘T

his is the safeguards departm
ent unleashed’.

     T
he N

ew
 Y

ork Tim
es quoted tw

o highly-placed governm
ent sources: ‘M

r.
A

m
ano’s attitude tow

ard Iran is being closely w
atched; som

e officials w
ere

concerned that he w
ould be unw

illing to confront the Iranians directly in his
first m

onths in office. B
ut as one A

m
erican official said T

hursday, “It’s been
clear to us that he recognizes the severity of w

hat’s
going on.” ... A

 E
uropean diplom

at w
ho w

orks w
ith

the nuclear agency praised the report as tough and
m

ore tightly w
ritten than som

e of the m
ore equivocal

assessm
ents of the past, under the direction of

M
oham

ed E
lB

aradei.’ (19 Feb.)
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im
portant, please circulate it, and consider m

aking a donation to ‘JN
V

’,
29 G

ensing R
d, St Leonards-on-Sea, E. Sussex T

N
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 Inspecto
rs H

arden T
heir A

ttitude T
o

w
ards Iran

have provided to the agency. T
he problem

 w
as noted in a M

ay 2008 IA
E

A
report (paras. 16, 21) and a call issued in Feb. 2009: ‘T

he D
irector G

eneral,
at the sam

e tim
e, urges M

em
ber States w

hich have provided such
docum

entation to the A
gency to agree to the A

gency’s providing copies
thereof to Iran.’ (para. 21) T

his call w
as repeated in June 2009, (para. 23)

and as late as N
ovem

ber 2009 (para. 32).
     N

o such call is m
ade in the Feb. 2010 report.

C
U

R
R

E
N

T
 C

O
N

C
E

R
N

S?
T

he Feb. 2010 report expresses concern ‘about the possible existence in Iran
of past or current undisclosed activities related to the developm

ent of a
nuclear payload for a m

issile.’ T
he IA

E
A

 also expresses the desire to clarify its
concerns ‘about these activities and those described above, w

h
ich

 seem
 to

h
ave con

tin
u

ed
 b

eyon
d

 2004.’ (paras. 41, 43)
     A

 m
ainstream

 U
S foreign policy think tank, the C

entre for Strategic and
International Studies, com

m
ented: ‘T

his report represents a m
arked shift in

tone from
 previous reports, and for the first tim

e the IA
E

A
 has raised

concerns over the possibility of current w
ork on a w

eapons program
 rather

than sim
ply the possibility of past efforts.’ (22 Feb.)

     T
his part of the report reflects a secret appendix to the A

ug. 2009 IA
E

A
report on Iran. A

ccording to the A
P

 press agency, this secret annexe
suggested that Iranian scientists had engaged in ‘probable testing’ of
explosives arranged in a hem

isphere (as w
ith an im

plosion-type nuclear
w

arhead), and had w
orked on a cham

ber to carry a w
arhead on top of one of

its m
issiles ‘that is quite likely to be nuclear’. (G

uardian, 18 Sept. 2009)
     H

ow
ever, the evidence to support these assertions has not been produced,

or even hinted at. H
ence the conclusion of the editors of T

he B
ulletin of the

A
tom

ic Scientists: ‘th
e rep

ort ad
d

s n
oth

in
g n

ew
.... n

o n
ew

 in
form

ation
h

as b
een

 revealed
.... th

e rep
ort d

oesn
’t con

tain
 an

y evid
en

ce th
at th

e
p

u
b

lic h
asn

’t alread
y seen

.’
     A

ll that is new
 is a harder tone from

 the new
 IA

E
A

 D
irector-G

eneral.



as in the w
hole of 2008, including three m

entions of ‘possible m
ilitary

dim
ensions’ and one unqualified reference to ‘m

ilitary related
 d

im
en

sion
s’

(the final w
ords of the section on this topic).

     D
uring 2008, there w

ere an average of 12 references in
 each

 IA
E

A
report to the ‘alleged studies’ or the ‘allegations’. In the A

m
ano report, there

are three. Instead, there are five blunt references to ‘activities’ (not ‘studies’)
and an additional tw

o references to ‘undeclared’ or ‘undisclosed’ activities.
     T

he m
ost pow

erful phrase in the 2010 report is the reference to Iran’s
possible ‘developm

ent of a nuclear payload for a m
issile’. T

he B
ulletin of

A
tom

ic Scientists editors com
m

ented: ‘N
o m

atter the context, the phrase
“nuclear payload for a m

issile”, w
h

ich
 w

as ab
sen

t from
 p

reviou
s rep

orts
and w

hich the m
edia have w

idely cited, w
ill alw

ays sound disconcerting.’
     W

hen one includes the use of softer phrases such as ‘issues’, ‘inform
ation’

and ‘docum
entation’ to refer to the m

atters under suspicion, w
e find the ratio

of ‘soft’ to ‘hard’ language during 2008 w
as 6 hard phrases to 96 soft: about

6%
 hard. In 2010, the ratio w

as 50:50, w
ith 12 hard and 12 soft phrases.

O
M

IN
O

U
S O

M
ISSIO

N
S

W
hen w

e undertake the com
parison they suggest, it is difficult to agree w

ith
the B

ulletin editors that ‘any change in tone [in IA
E

A
 reports] is largely

im
agined’. Furtherm

ore, there are elem
ents of the E

lB
aradei reports that are

m
issing from

 the 2010 report.
     T

he m
ost im

portant difference betw
een 2008 and 2010 is the m

issing
caveat. E

very single report in 2008 contained an em
phatic finding along

these lines: ‘It should be noted that the A
gency currently has n

o
in

form
ation—

apart from
 the uranium

 m
etal docum

ent—
on

 th
e actu

al
d

esign
 or m

an
u

factu
re by Iran of nuclear m

aterial com
ponents of a nuclear

w
eapon or of certain other key com

ponents, such as initiators, or on related
nuclear physics studies.... It should be em

p
h

asised
... that th

e A
gen

cy h
as

n
ot d

etected
 th

e actu
al u

se of n
u

clear m
aterial in connection w

ith the
alleged studies.’ (M

ay 2008 IA
E

A
 report, paras. 24, 28; see also Feb., para.

54; Sept., para. 21; N
ov. paras., 24, 28)

     T
here is no such statem

ent in the 2010 report (and at the sam
e tim

e no
indication that this kind of evidence has recently been discovered).
     O

ne problem
 Iran has cited in dealing w

ith the accusations against it has
been the refusal of W

estern and Israeli intelligence agencies to allow
 the

IA
E

A
 to give Iran full access to the allegedly incrim

inating docum
ents they

     T
he Independent com

m
ented: ‘U

nder M
r A

m
ano’s predecessor at the

IA
E

A
, M

oham
ed E

lB
aradei, the agency w

as seen as dow
nplaying w

orries
that Iran w

as using the cover of civilian nuclear developm
ent to conceal

m
uch m

ore dangerous goals. M
r E

lB
aradei, for a long tim

e regarded w
ith

som
e suspicion by W

ashington and other w
estern capitals, has since

expressed an interest in running to be the P
resident of E

gypt.’ (19 Feb.)

C
O

N
T

IN
U

IT
Y

?
T

he editors of T
he B

ulletin of A
tom

ic Scientists thought this topic im
portant

enough to justify an extra com
m

ent, in addition to their editorial on the
distortion of the IA

E
A

 report by the m
edia (see JN

V
 B

riefing 121). T
hey

w
rite: ‘B

ecause of [sic] there is a large elem
ent of subjectivity, argum

ents
about tone are difficult to defend and put us in the realm

 of literary analysis.
H

ow
ever, w

e do not believe that the February report had a jarring difference
in tone, especially w

hen com
pared to E

lB
aradei’s m

ore detailed reports of
2008.’ (Federation of A

m
erican Scientists Strategic Studies B

log, 22 M
ar.)

     Ivanka B
arzashka and Ivan O

elrich m
ake the reasonable proposal: ‘W

e
invite you to lay out the latest report next to other IA

E
A

 reports, especially
those from

 2008, and consider differences in tone.’

T
H

E
 “A

L
L

E
G

E
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U

D
IE

S”
T

he key differences in tone concern nuclear proliferation-related docum
ents

said to have been found on an Iranian governm
ent laptop by a foreign

intelligence agency—
and provided to the IA

E
A

. W
hile Iran has m

ade
several attem

pts to deal w
ith these apparently dam

ning docum
ents, the

IA
E

A
 continues to have concerns, partly because, since M

ay 2008, Iran has
refused to provide the access to docum

ents and individuals that the IA
E

A
believes is necessary to resolve the m

atter.
     Som

e parts of the new
 report hark back to the E

lB
aradei period. For

exam
ple para. 41 of the February report, w

hich says there is ‘extensive’
‘consistent and credible’ inform

ation ‘collected from
 a variety of sources’, is

alm
ost identical to para. 19 of the IA

E
A

 report of 28 A
ugust 2009.

     H
ow

ever, other aspects are quite clearly different. T
here is a distinct shift

hardening of the language used.
     In the four reports of 2008, a total of six ‘hard’ phrases w

ere used:
‘possible m

ilitary dim
ensions’ (5) and ‘studies’ (as opposed to ‘alleged

studies’) (1). In the Feb. 2010 report, tw
ice as m

any ‘hard’ phrases are used


