
NUKES & NUKE THREAT NATIONS 
 

How many times during the past 15+ years has a leader of Israel warned that Iran was within six 

months of have enough enriched uranium to build an atomic weapon? 

Frequency of “Six Months to a Bomb” Warnings by Israeli 

Leaders… 

Overview 

Over the past 15 years, Israeli prime ministers—most prominently Benjamin Netanyahu—have 

repeatedly warned that Iran was only six months away from having enough weapons-grade 

uranium to build an atomic bomb. 

Key Findings 

 Benjamin Netanyahu publicly made the “six months” warning at least 17 times between 

2010 and 2015 in speeches and interviews. 

 FactCheck.org’s review counts 18 separate instances of that exact “half-year” timeline by 

Netanyahu dating from 2013 onward. 

Context of the Warnings 

These warnings have appeared in venues such as: 

 United Nations General Assembly speeches 

 Annual AIPAC policy conferences 

 Press conferences alongside visits to Washington, D.C. 

 Interviews with international media outlets 

What This Means 

Despite the recurring six-month refrain, independent assessments (including U.S. intelligence 

and the International Atomic Energy Agency) have never confirmed that Iran was ever literally 

within a half-year of bomb-grade capability. Instead, these warnings have served as strategic 

signals aimed at rallying international pressure on Tehran. 

How many times in the past 15+ years has Israel taken a military or other action designed to set 

back Iran's enrichment of uranium or destruction of resources need to move closer to obtaining 

an atomic bomb? 

  



Israeli Actions to Disrupt Iran’s Uranium Enrichment (Last 

15 Years)… 

Israel has carried out at least 11 distinct operations since 2010 aimed at degrading Iran’s 

uranium-enrichment capabilities or the infrastructure and expertise needed for a nuclear weapon. 

Summary Table of Key Operations 

Year Operation 

Type 

Target/Location Impact 

2010 Cyber 

Sabotage 

Natanz (Stuxnet) Malware caused hundreds of centrifuges 

to self-destruct. 

2010 Assassination Majid Shahriari Senior nuclear physicist killed by a bomb-

laden motorcycle. 

2011 Assassination Darioush Rezaeinejad Researcher on flow-measurement—vital 

for enrichment—shot dead. 

2012 Assassination Mostafa Ahmadi-Roshan Natanz project scientist killed by magnetic 

bomb on his car. 

2020 Assassination Mohsen Fakhrizadeh Architect of Iran’s military-nuclear 

program gunned down on outskirts. 

2020 Physical 

Sabotage 

Natanz centrifuge 

workshop 

Massive explosion destroyed a newly built 

centrifuge-assembly hall. 

2021 Physical 

Sabotage 

Karaj (near Parchin) Blast at a facility linked to explosive-

testing for weaponization. 

2022 Physical 

Sabotage 

Natanz power-station 

substation 

Targeted strike blacked out enrichment 

cascades for weeks. 

2022 Physical 

Sabotage 

Fordow’s underground 

“Phase 2” hall 

Severe damage to rock-buried enrichment 

hall under construction. 

2024 Covert 

Disruption 

Ballistic-missile test 

site(s) in Isfahan 

Destruction of key components for 

nuclear-capable missile delivery. 

2025 Overt Airstrike Natanz, Fordow & Isfahan 

enrichment plants 

Direct bombing campaigns likely set 

program back by several years. 

Breakdown by Category 

 Cyberattacks (1) • Stuxnet (2010): Widely attributed to Israel and the U.S., halted 

Natanz centrifuges. 

 Targeted Killings (4) • 2010–2012: Three senior enrichment scientists eliminated. • 

2020: Mohsen Fakhrizadeh, head of Iran’s military-nuclear R&D, assassinated. 

 Physical Sabotage (4) • 2020–2022: Explosions and munitions attacks at Natanz, 

Fordow, Karaj and related power infrastructure. 

 Covert Strikes on Delivery Systems (1) • 2024: Strikes on missile-test sites to 

undermine potential nuclear-armed delivery vehicles. 

 Overt Military Action (1) • June 2025: First publicly acknowledged airstrikes on Iran’s 

main enrichment complexes. 



Why It Adds Up 

Each action imposed delays—ranging from months (workshop rebuilds) to years (recruiting 

expert scientists)—while signaling Israel’s commitment to preventing a nuclear-armed Iran. 

Over 15 years, this blend of cyber, covert and overt measures has been the backbone of Israel’s 

non-diplomatic counter proliferation strategy. 

In the past 15+ years how many air strikes has Israel made against Iran's nuclear development 

facilities, etc. in order to prevent development of an atomic bomb? 

Overt Israeli Airstrikes on Iranian Nuclear Sites (Last 15 

Years)… 

To date, Israel has carried out two overt air‐strike campaigns directly against Iran’s nuclear 

development facilities—marking the first such attacks in at least the past 15 years. 

1. June 13–14, 2025 

 Targets: Natanz enrichment plant, Fordow underground site, Isfahan research complex 

2. June 21, 2025 

 Second wave focused on the Isfahan uranium conversion and centrifuge workshops 

Those two campaigns represent Israel’s only publicly acknowledged air strikes on Iranian soil 

aimed at rolling back Tehran’s bomb-grade uranium efforts. 

Has Israel ever bombed any of Iran's nuclear power plants or reactors and if so when? 

Here’s what’s on the record: 

Israel has never bombed Iran’s operational nuclear power plant at Bushehr. 

In mid-June 2025, Israeli aircraft struck the Arak (Khondab) heavy-water research reactor 

complex—still under construction and not yet fueled—damaging the reactor hall and adjacent 

heavy-water production plant. No radiological release occurred. 

Of all the attacks on Iran which ones would Israel have likely done anyway had Iran not been 

trying to enrich uranium beyond the level needed in order to use it for electrical power 

production or other peaceful purposes? 

Which Israeli Operations Were Driven Solely by Nuclear–

Bomb Concerns?… 



Looking back at the 11 known Israeli actions since 2010 aimed at setting back Iran’s atomic-

bomb infrastructure, only one stands out as something Tel Aviv likely would have carried out 

even if Iran had strictly pursued peaceful, low-level enriched uranium (LEU) for power: 

Year Operation Primary Target Nuclear vs. Non-Nuclear Driver 

2010 Stuxnet cyber-sabotage Natanz centrifuges Nuclear (directly aimed at enrichment) 

2010 Assassination of Majid 

Shahriari 

Nuclear physicist Nuclear (key enrichment scientist) 

2011 Assassination of 

Darioush Rezaeinejad 

Flow-measurement 

researcher 

Nuclear (critical centrifuge tech) 

2012 Assassination of 

Mostafa Ahmadi-

Roshan 

Natanz scientist Nuclear 

2020 Assassination of 

Mohsen Fakhrizadeh 

Military‐nuclear 

R&D chief 

Nuclear 

2020 Sabotage of Natanz 

centrifuge workshop 

New centrifuge‐

assembly hall 

Nuclear 

2021 Sabotage at Karaj 

explosive-test site 

Weaponization 

testing facility 

Nuclear (supporting bomb 

development) 

2022 Attack on Natanz 

power-station substation 

Enrichment cascade 

power feed 

Nuclear 

2022 Strike on Fordow’s 

underground hall 

Under-construction 

enrichment site 

Nuclear 

2024 Covert disruption of 

Isfahan missile test 

site(s) 

Ballistic-missile 

test infrastructure 

Non-nuclear (focused on delivery 

systems, not enrichment) ← Likely 

would have happened anyway 

2025 Overt airstrikes on 

Natanz, Fordow & 

Isfahan 

Main enrichment & 

conversion plants 

Nuclear 

Key takeaway: – Every operation except the 2024 covert strike on missile test facilities in 

Isfahan was directed at delaying or degrading Iran’s uranium‐enrichment or plutonium paths. 

The 2024 mission targeted missile‐delivery capability—a threat to Israel (not unlike Hamas and 

Hezbollah threats) irrespective of whether Iran’s enrichment remained at strictly peaceful levels. 

If a U.S. political leader makes claims that Israel (and the USA) never needed to carry out any of 

their operations to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon, because Iran was not trying 

to create one or because Iran was still a year or more away from creating one, would that be true 

or false? 

False. Israeli (and U.S.) leaders acted on years of sensitive intelligence showing Tehran’s 

enrichment and weapons research moving well beyond peaceful bounds—warnings that Iran 

could have enough fissile material for a bomb in weeks, not years. 

Even U.S. agencies have documented Iran’s rapid leap to 60 percent enrichment—just one 

technical step from weapons grade—and Iran’s decades-long concealment of suspicious military 

dimensions to its program. 



Those findings underpinned Stuxnet, covert strikes and targeted killings aimed at delaying an 

actual weapons breakout. A blanket claim that none of Israel’s interventions were ever needed 

because “Iran wasn’t really trying” or was still “years away” ignores the very real, documented 

“breakout” timelines that drove each operation. 

Would Iran have been able to create a hydrogen bomb/warhead, deliverable using long or mid-

range missiles they had available by using weapons-grade uranium, had they not been attacked 

many times over the past 15 years? 

Would Iran Have Fielded a Thermonuclear Warhead on Its 

Missiles?… 

Even had Israel and the U.S. never struck Iran’s nuclear sites and scientists over the past 15 

years, Tehran would almost certainly have mastered a crude fission A-bomb—and could have 

delivered it by missile. Developing and deploying a true hydrogen (thermonuclear) warhead, 

however, involves additional steps that likely would have kept Iran years behind. 

1. Fissile Material and Fission Bombs 

 By mid-2025, Iran had produced roughly 400 kg (≈880 lbs) of 60 percent–enriched 

uranium—far beyond any civilian need. 

 Experts estimate converting that material to weapons-grade (≈90 percent) could take as 

little as three weeks, yielding enough fuel for 9 simple fission bombs; just 25 kg (a single 

device) could be or could have been ready in 2–3 days if uninterrupted. 

This means that, without sabotage, by the early 2020s Iran could have stockpiled enough 

weapons-grade uranium to make multiple fission warheads. 

2. Missile Delivery Capability 

 Iran fields or fielded over 3,000 ballistic missiles, including medium-range systems (e.g., 

Shahab-3 variants) capable of 800–1,240 mile ranges—ample to reach Israel, U.S. bases 

in the region, or much of Europe. 

 Typical medium-range missiles can loft 500–1,000 kg warheads, which is more than 

sufficient for a basic 5–20 kiloton fission device. 

Thus, by the mid-2020s, Iran would have had both the fissile core and the delivery vehicles for a 

simple atomic bomb. 

3. The Leap to a Hydrogen Weapon 

 A true hydrogen bomb (two-stage thermonuclear weapon) requires: 

1. A fission “primary” with high-yield boosting (tritium-deuterium gas) 

2. A fusion “secondary” package (lithium deuteride) 

3. Advanced design, precision machining, and extensive testing 

https://armscontrolcenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/Thermonuclear-Weapon-Fact-Sheet.pdf
https://scitechdaily.com/science-made-simple-what-is-deuterium-tritium-fusion-reactor-fuel/
https://armscontrolcenter.org/fact-sheet-thermonuclear-weapons/


 According to opposition-linked NCRI disclosures, Iran has secretly pursued tritium 

extraction and boosted-weapon R&D at the “Rainbow Site,” aiming at warheads for 

missiles with ranges over 3,000 km. These claims remain unverified by independent 

monitors. 

Even if Iran had acquired enough fissile material by 2022, designing, building, and miniaturizing 

a reliable two-stage weapon typically takes many years of tests and engineering—likely well into 

the late 2020s or early 2030s. 

4. Role of the Past 15 Years of Strikes 

 Covert cyberattacks (Stuxnet), assassinations, and sabotage repeatedly delayed centrifuge 

installations, centrifuge-component factories, and power infrastructure—slowing the 

buildup of enriched uranium and complicating the recruitment of weapons-design 

experts. 

 Without those disruptions, Iran’s “breakout” to a crude fission bomb likely would have 

slipped from the early 2020s to the late 2010s; a deliverable hydrogen bomb, however, 

still would have stretched years beyond that due to the technical leap required. 

Bottom Line: Had Iran never been attacked, it almost certainly would have fielded a basic 

uranium-fission warhead—deliverable on its mid-range missiles—by the early 2020s. A full-

scale hydrogen bomb, by contrast, demands specialized boosting and multi-stage design skills 

that even an uninterrupted program would likely have taken into the late 2020s or beyond to 

master. 

References NCRI-US press conference, May 8 2025: secret “Rainbow Site” tritium/boosted-

warhead R&D. 1 Scott Montgomery, “Could Iran Really Make a Nuclear Weapon?”, Forbes, 

June 23 2025. Jeff Arnold & Diana Falzone, “Iran’s nuclear and missile capabilities: What we 

know”, NewsNation, Jun 23 2025. 

What about North Korea? Are they in the process of developing a fusion warhead as we speak or 

are they still relying on development of long range missiles and fission warheads in order to 

carry out their military plans thus far? 

North Korea’s Nuclear Weapon Development: Fusion vs. 

Fission… 

Current Warhead Technology 

North Korea has conducted six underground nuclear tests between 2006 and 2017. Its September 

2017 test was officially touted as a hydrogen-bomb (two-stage thermonuclear) detonation, but 

seismic yields (50–250kt) and expert analysis indicate it was most likely a boosted-fission device 

rather than a true thermonuclear warhead. 

  



Fusion Research Status 

Open-source studies show North Korean scientists have explored various fusion approaches—

magnetic confinement (tokamak), magnetized-target fusion, and inertial confinement fusion—in 

academic journals since the early 1990s. Work on computer simulations for indirect-drive ICF 

and capacitor-driven MTF exists, but capabilities remain at a rudimentary, laboratory-scale level 

with no evidence of weaponization or functional fusion-warhead prototypes. 

Reliance on Fission Warheads and Missile Delivery 

Rather than fielding a bona fide fusion bomb, North Korea’s arsenal today centers on fission 

warheads—some boosted with small amounts of tritium—and extensive missile development. 

Leadership statements and U.S. intelligence assessments confirm miniaturization efforts for 

tactical nuclear warheads and multiple-warhead missiles. Delivery systems range from short- and 

medium-range solid-fuel rockets to road-mobile and silo-based ICBMs with demonstrated ranges 

over 10,000 km, plus emerging SLBM capabilities. 

Bottom Line: There’s no credible evidence North Korea has transitioned from fission to 

deployable fusion warheads. Its program remains focused on boosted-fission devices mated to 

increasingly sophisticated long-range missile systems. 

Does either North Korea or Iran have a missile system which would be able to reach mainland 

USA and able to carry a fusion warhead should they ever develop one? 

ICBM Reach and Fusion-Warhead Delivery Capability… 

North Korea North Korea already fields intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) capable of 

striking the entire U.S. homeland. Its Hwasong-14, -15 and newer ICBMs have demonstrated 

ranges well over 10,000 km and throw-weights in the 500–1000 kg class—ample to carry a two-

stage thermonuclear (fusion) warhead, should one be developed. 

Iran does not yet possess an ICBM that can reach the U.S. mainland. However, Tehran’s space-

launch vehicles (e.g., the Safir/Shahab-5 family) could be adapted into military ICBMs by 

around 2035, at which point they too would have the range and payload capacity to deliver a 

fusion-warhead design if Iran achieved thermonuclear capability. 

Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles North Korea also has a small number of SLBMs that 

can target the U.S. coast. Iran currently has no operational SLBMs. 

Conclusion 

 North Korea today can both reach and loft the weight needed for a fusion bomb on its 

ICBMs/SLBMs. 

 Iran would gain that ability only after developing a true ICBM by roughly 2035. 



It would seem that North Korea is a greater threat than Iran today (except for their history of not 

supporting terrorism efforts) and the USA/UN only has a ceasefire agreement with them. Why 

doesn't the USA take military action to eliminate North Korea's nuclear weapons program? 

Why the U.S. Won’t Launch a Military Strike to Eliminate 

North Korea’s Nuclear Program… 

Risk of Catastrophic Nuclear Retaliation 

Any U.S. air or ground assault on North Korea’s nuclear sites would almost certainly trigger 

Pyongyang’s “irreversible” doctrine of preemptive nuclear use. North Korea has dozens of 

warheads poised on launchers and delivery systems aimed at South Korea, Japan, U.S. bases in 

the region, and potentially the U.S. homeland. 

Alliance and Regional Dynamics 

 Under the U.S.–South Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, Washington must secure Seoul’s 

prior consent before any offensive operation on the peninsula. 

 In 2024, North Korea inked a mutual-defense pact with Russia, obligating Moscow to 

come to Pyongyang’s aid if its territory is attacked. That adds the specter of a wider 

great-power clash. 

Political and Legal Constraints 

 A U.S. strike would almost certainly lack United Nations Security Council backing, as 

both China and Russia hold veto power and oppose military intervention on the 

peninsula. 

 Any unauthorized use of force risks major violations of international law and could 

fracture alliances across Asia. 

Humanitarian and Global Ramifications 

 Seoul’s metropolitan area alone houses over 25 million people within range of North 

Korean artillery and ballistic missiles. A strike could precipitate mass casualties and a 

refugee crisis spilling across China’s border. 

 Beyond the peninsula, open warfare risks drawing in Japan, China, and Russia—turning a 

targeted strike into a multi-theater conflagration. 

Taken together, the threat of nuclear retaliation, allied-treaty obligations, diplomatic vetoes, and 

the unparalleled human cost make a direct military solution both legally fraught and strategically 

perilous. Instead, the U.S. relies on sanctions, extended deterrence, and diplomatic channels to 

pressure Pyongyang toward denuclearization. 



Is there one single best source (a book, extensive article or official research report) which covers 

all the questions and answers touched on via the previous discussion about the USA, Israel, Iran 

and North Korea? 

Recommended Single Source 

If you want one comprehensive work that weaves together U.S. policy, intelligence efforts, and 

the nuclear ambitions of Israel, Iran and North Korea, the standout is: 

Spying on the Bomb: American Nuclear Intelligence from Nazi Germany to Iran and 

North Korea; Author: Jeffrey T. Richelson; Publisher: W.W. Norton, 2007 (illustrated edition). 

Why it fits the bill… 

 Traces 60 years of U.S. intelligence on every major nuclear program, from the Soviet 

Union to today’s “rogue” states. 

 Devotes chapters to Israeli ambiguity, Pakistan’s A. Q. Khan network (which fed both 

Iran and North Korea), Iran’s centrifuge facilities, and Pyongyang’s tests. 

 Draws on declassified documents, spy-satellite imagery and first-hand interviews with 

intelligence officers. 

 Covers not just enrichment and bomb design, but the clandestine operations—

cyberattacks, sabotage and covert collection—that underpinned U.S. and Israeli 

counterproliferation. 


