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A. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The impact of antisemitism on Jewish life in Australia has been profound, to the point that in 
some circles it has prompted questioning about whether there is a secure future for Jews in the 
country. The Executive Council of Australian Jewry’s annual monitoring recorded 2,062 
antisemitic incidents between October 2023 and September 2024, representing an increase of 
more than 300 per cent on the previous twelve-month period, during which 495 incidents were 
documented. While levels in 2024–2025 appear to be marginally lower, they nonetheless remain 
close to a historically high level. 

The central question addressed in this report is whether this heightened level of antisemitic 
activity reflects a broad shift in public opinion. In particular, it considers whether there is 
evidence of growing acceptance of antisemitic tropes, whether portrayals of Israel as an 
illegitimate colonial enterprise have gained traction within the mainstream, and what impact 
the Israel–Hamas war has had on public opinion.  

Attitudinal surveys provide one measure of the prevalence of antisemitism. Their particular 
value is that they have the potential to map the distribution of attitudes within a society. Unlike 
qualitative research, they can provide a broad perspective. But they cannot provide full 
understanding of the impact of antisemitic behaviour and they cannot provide immediacy and 
tangible reality. Both forms of evidence gathering is required, and here the focus is on the 
quantitative. 

Attitudinal surveying is not an exact science. It requires asking people, who may or may not be a 
representative sample of a population, to respond to questions on which they may have no 
existing views or formed opinions. Even small differences in a survey instrument, including the 
order and wording of questions, response options, and the political and global context at the 
time that the survey is conducted, may influence the results obtained.  

As such, survey findings require critical scrutiny, and too often the presentation of findings lack 
transparency, including failure to disclose full details of methodology and findings. 

In this report the main focus is on the Crossroads25 survey which I conducted in 2025, and on 
locating its findings in the context of other surveys with relevance to antisemitism. The surveys 
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discussed are Crossroads21, the 2024 survey conducted for Australia’s Special Envoy to 
Combat Antisemitism, the Scanlon Foundation Mapping Social Cohesion survey, the Combat 
Antisemitism Movement survey conducted in 2025, the 2024 Anti-Defamation League Global 
100 survey, and the 2025 Pew Research Centre Global Attitudes Survey.   

For the Crossroads25 survey the Generalised Antisemitism Scale was used.  This survey 
instrument was designed to provide a measure of antisemitism consistent with the 
International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance Working Definition of Antisemitism (the IHRA 
Definition). The scale was designed to capture two dimensions of antisemitism, each 
containing a balance of reverse-coded questions, 12 in total: 

a. Judeophobic Antisemitism subscale, the “old” antisemitism, to measure 
endorsement of traditional or classic prejudicial attitudes toward Jews as a 
group. 

b. Anti-Zionist Antisemitism subscale, the “new” antisemitism, to measure 
endorsement of antisemitic attitudes directed at Israel and its supporters.  

This report identifies that traditional, Judeophobic attitudes continue to be held by only a small, 
although not insignificant, minority of the population.  The size of this minority appears broadly 
consistent with findings of the earlier Crossroads21 survey. 

With regard to attitudes to Israel, Crossroads25 finds that only 6% of respondents deny the right 
of Israel to exist as a homeland for the Jewish people and 7% deny its right to defend itself. 
However, there are complexities in interpreting findings on Israel.  Views on the conflict between 
Israel/Palestine obtain different results to questions related to the legitimacy of Israel. A 
substantial minority of respondents (33%) agree to a proposition that draws a parallel between 
the conduct of Nazi Germany and Israel, with higher proportions of agreement in some 
population segments. A further complication is the finding that the largest proportion of 
respondents have no firm views on the conflict.  

The 2025 Pew Research Centre Global Attitudes Survey asked respondents whether their view 
of Israel was favourable or unfavourable. It found that when compared with other major 
English-speaking countries, Australia recorded the highest proportion (74%) of respondents 
indicating unfavourable views.  The report considers the significance of these findings, and the 
evidence indicating a correlation between extreme criticism of Israel and antisemitism. 

The central conclusion of this report is that understanding the extent of antisemitism in 
Australia requires not only an assessment of the proportion of attitudes adverse to Jews within 
the general population as a whole, but also close attention to population segments whose 
responses are characterised by heightened negative attitudes towards Israel. The focus of the 
report is on the balance of attitudes across a population or parts of the population. For a fuller 
understanding of the impacts of antisemitic attitudes, focus is required to be placed on 
activism: that is, on those who are driven to act, amongst the part of the population that do hold 
antisemitic attitudes. The total proportion of people in a population who hold antisemitic 
attitudes is a different matter to the level of antisemitic activity in a society. The latter is a 
function of the extent to which people who are antisemitic act on their attitudes.    

 

Overview of professional background  



3 
 

1. I am Emeritus Professor of Jewish Civilisation at Monash University and a Fellow of the 
Academy of the Social Sciences in Australia. I am one of Australia’s practitioners of 
large-scale public opinion and social survey research. My scholarly interests span 
social cohesion, public opinion surveying, Jewish communities, immigration, and 
race relations, and my empirical work has generated a body of longitudinal data rarely 
matched in Australian social science. 

Origins and Early Survey Work 

2. In 1988 I was commissioned to prepare a report on How Australians See Each Other 
for the Fitzgerald Committee, which advised the Hawke government on immigration 
policy. In the 1990s, I conducted my first dedicated survey of Australian attitudes 
towards immigrants in south-east Melbourne. These early projects established the 
intellectual foundations for my subsequent research and reflected my conviction that 
survey data must be brought to bear on issues of genuine social consequence. 

3. My contribution to the book Immigration Revolution (2011), co-authored with leading 
ANU researchers Peter McDonald and James Jupp, situates survey findings within a 
broader historical analysis and illustrates how my survey research is embedded in 
long-run social analysis. 

The Scanlon Foundation Mapping Social Cohesion Surveys 

4. The centrepiece of my contribution to survey research is the Scanlon Foundation 
Mapping Social Cohesion series, which I was commissioned to initiate in 2006. I 
conducted the annual social cohesion surveys between 2009 and 2021after the 
benchmark 2007 survey. Each survey built on the findings of the previous year and 
informed the development of the Scanlon–Monash Index (SMI) of Social Cohesion. 
The SMI continues to be measured annually, providing—for the first time in Australian 
social research—a detailed longitudinal series on social cohesion, immigration, and 
population issues. 

5. The surveys employ large, nationally representative samples and consistent core 
instruments, enabling time-series analysis of attitudes towards immigration, 
multiculturalism, national identity, interpersonal trust, and perceived discrimination. 

6. My work integrates empirical survey design with a clearly articulated conceptual 
framework. In the chapter Conceptualising Social Cohesion, I outline a 
multidimensional understanding of social cohesion encompassing the domains of 
belonging, social justice and equity, participation, acceptance and rejection, and 
worth. 

7. The technical discussion in the annual Mapping Social Cohesion report details the 
methodology of the surveys.  The appendix to the 2019 report discusses the transition 
from Random Digital Dialling (RDD) to the Social Research Centre’s probability based 
Life in Australia panel, to maintain population coverage in response to the challenge 
of low response rates. Collectively, these publications demonstrate my 
responsiveness to methodological change while preserving longitudinal continuity. 
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8. In 2019, together with Anthea Hancocks, CEO of the Scanlon Foundation, I visited 
leading research centres in Washington DC (Pew Research Centre), Toronto 
(Environics Institute of Social Research, York University, and government agencies), 
Los Angeles (RAND Corporation), and individual researchers in the USA and Canada, 
including the research methodologist Dr Paul Lavrakas. In 2020, I was commissioned 
by the Department of Home Affairs to develop an Australian Cohesion Index, which 
combined subjective survey data with objective ABS official statistics, culminating in 
a report published in 2021. The development of this approach is discussed in 
Measuring cohesion and wellbeing: The development of international and national 
indexes, available through the Scanlon Foundation Research Institute. 

Sub-national, Targeted, and Community Surveys 

9. Beyond national surveys, I have extended the research program through targeted 
studies of sub-populations. The Australia@2015 project was among the most 
ambitious undertakings in this program. It included a survey conducted in 20 
languages, completed by more than 10,000 respondents, and supported by more than 
fifty focus groups across four states. The multilingual design represented a major 
methodological advance, enabling meaningful engagement with recent immigrant 
and refugee communities that are frequently under-represented in mainstream 
surveys. 

10. Local area surveys were conducted as part of the Scanlon program in 2007, 2009, 
2012, and 2013. I have also undertaken targeted surveys commissioned by federal 
government departments and by four state governments. In 2018, I conducted a 
qualitative study of public opinion in the context of protests in Bendigo against the 
construction of a mosque, commissioned by the Victorian Research Institute on 
Social Cohesion. 

11. My research into Australian Jewish community life is similarly extensive. I have led two 
national surveys of attitudes within the Jewish community. The first, comprising 
approximately 200 questions, was completed by 4,100 respondents in 2007–08. The 
second, conducted in 2017 and known as Gen17, was completed by 8,600 
respondents. Gen17 is one of the largest community-level surveys of a Jewish 
population conducted anywhere in the world, examining migratory histories, Jewish 
education, identity, and partnership across the full spectrum of Australian Jewish life. 
I conducted surveys of Australian attitudes to the Jewish community in Crossroads21 
and Crossroads25, and attitudes in the Jewish community towards Israel 
(Crossroads23). 

Methodological Contribution and Broader Significance 

12. Several features of my approach warrant particular emphasis. My sustained 
commitment to longitudinal survey design, with consistent methodology maintained 
across survey waves, has substantially enhanced the analytical value of each 
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instalment. My attention to mode effects1 has produced findings of broad 
methodological relevance, including confirmatory findings as to the relative 
willingness of respondents to express socially undesirable opinions in the context of 
anonymity when completing an online survey, when compared with a telephone 
interview. 

13. My systematic integration of focus groups alongside large-scale quantitative surveys 
reflects my belief that survey data requires interpretive context if it is to be properly 
understood. Given the central importance of immigration to Australian development, 
there was remarkably little systematic public opinion research on attitudes towards 
immigration and cultural diversity until recent years.  

14. With a citation count exceeding 4,000, my research legacy is both methodologically 
and substantively enduring. The findings have been widely utilised in academic 
research, policy development, and public debate, providing a rare time-series 
perspective on how attitudes towards diversity, trust, and national belonging evolve 
over time. Taken together, this body of survey research provides a rigorous empirical 
foundation for the analysis of social cohesion in Australia. 

3. EXPERIENCE IN ADMINISTERING AND INTERPRETING ATTITUDINAL SURVEYS 

15. As part of the Scanlon Foundation social cohesion program, I conducted or played a 
leading role in 14 national surveys (2007-2021); four local area surveys; and six 
experimental surveys. Social cohesion issues were explored in reports commissioned 
by federal and four state government departments. 

16. Other surveys included the major Jewish community studies Gen08 and Gen17. 
Australian attitudes to the Jewish population were explored in two national surveys of 
Australian opinion, Crossroads21 and Crossroads25. I also surveyed Australian 
Jewish attitudes to Israeli government policies in 2023. In 2024 I led a survey of 
antisemitism within university contexts. In 2025 I was part of the expert group advising 
the survey work conducted by Australia’s Special Envoy to Combat Antisemitism. The 
demographic studies that I undertook include reports on key findings for the Victorian 
Jewish community in the Australian census (2006, 2011, 2016, and 2021). A recent 
qualitative research project explored social cohesion in the context of the pandemic 
in the Springvale region of Melbourne. 

4.  GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON INTERPRETING ATTITUDINAL SURVEY RESULTS (For 
elaboration of the issues noted, see Annexure 1) 

17. Surveying is not an exact science.  False confidence in survey results may result from 
the ability of polls to predict election results with a small margin of error (+/-3%). 

18. Polls of voting intention are different from attitudinal polling.  People have more 
certainty in responding to questions about voting: how they will vote, or whether they 

 
1 Mode effects refer to biases in survey responses that occur because of the specific method used to 
collect the data; here the reference is to the difference between a participant answering questions 
anonymously on an online questionnaire versus speaking directly to an interviewer. 
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are still to decide on their vote. Voting is an issue on which people being surveyed 
have understanding of what is being asked them.  

19. Further, election pollsters are able to calibrate the results they obtain on the basis of 
past election results obtained by their organisation. Typically, they will survey using a 
panel of respondents, who have been respondents in past election surveys, enabling 
the polling organisation to make corrections, for example in their weighting formula, if 
results obtained indicate that correction is required. 

20. In contrast, surveying attitudes in response to questions that may be asked about 
attitude to Jewish Australians and antisemitism involves asking about issues that 
many respondents may not have previously thought about or on which they have not 
formed opinions. Even small differences in the survey instrument, including the order 
and wording of questions (order effects, question wording bias), response options 
(response options bias), and survey context (timing effects), may influence the results 
obtained.  

21. Issues to be considered in evaluating results of individual surveys include:  

a. Sample size 

b. How the sample is obtained: is it a probability sample (meaning each person in 
a population has a known chance of being asked to participate) or is the sample 
obtained from a panel recruited on an opt-in basis (which people may join out of 
interest, and/or for financial reward)? 

c. What is the margin of error (MOE) for the sample?  Is the calculation of the 
margin on a sound basis? Note also that the MOE applies to topline results, not 
to sub-group analysis.  

d. Is data weighted? Using what approach to weighting? 

e. Is there a Technical Report including the full questionnaire; full data output for 
each question, including all response options; explanation of how “don’t know” 
and “decline to answer” responses are treated? 

22. In the interpretation of survey responses, additional questions to be considered 
include:  

f. Were the questions that were asked in the survey under consideration used in 
earlier surveys? Is there an indication of how questions with identical or similar 
wording were answered in the past? If not, are results interpreted in the 
abstract, for example, on the basis of assumptions, such as significance 
attached to whether “majority” (+50%) respondents indicate agreement/ 
disagreement?  

g. Is there a time series, or indication of change over time, to provide a context for 
interpretation of the results obtained? 

h. Is there statistical validation of the survey instrument?  Have there been tests of 
significance in interpreting findings? 
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5. SURVEYS ON ANTISEMITIC ATTITUDES IN AUSTRALIA IN WHICH I HAVE BEEN 
INVOLVED 

23. In the main part of the report, I discuss surveys on which I worked: the annual Scanlon 
Foundation surveys on social cohesion, which include discussion of attitudes to faith 
groups; the Crossroads25 survey which deal with Australian attitudes to Jewish 
people; the earlier Crossroads21 survey and the parallel 2024 survey conducted for 
Australia’s Special Envoy to Combat Antisemitism. 

24. The Scanlon Foundation Mapping Social Cohesion Survey is a long-running, nationally 
representative survey that has tracked Australians’ attitudes toward social cohesion. 
It is the country’s most important longitudinal survey for understanding changes in 
public opinion. Social cohesion is understood with reference to five domains, tracked 
annually with eighteen survey questions. The domains are:  

a. Belonging 

b. Worth 

c. Acceptance and rejection 

d. Participation 

e. Social inclusion and justice 

25. Eighteen questions have been used to calculate the annual Index of Social Cohesion, 
which measures change since the benchmark survey of 2007, which is scored at 100. 

26. The survey has been conducted annually since 2009, using a probability-based 
methodology and typically samples around 2,000 adults per year. Since 2020 the 
sample size has increased, with a sample of over 8,000 in 2025, including sample 
boosts for some minorities, with a supplementary survey conducted to correct for 
possible under-representation of conservatives on the Life in Australia panel, which is 
used for surveying.  Frequencies for questions and technical details are provided in 
the detailed reports that accompany each survey.  Copies of the Scanlon survey 
report for 2021, 2024 and 2025 are at Annexure 4. 

27. The annual social cohesion index, given its broad scope, does not provide scope to 
track attitudinal change that impacts only segments of the population. Thus, the 
broad impact of the Covid19 pandemic produced marked change in the social 
cohesion index, moving from 82 in 2017 to 92 in 2020, indicating greater social 
cohesion. But despite the cost-of-living crisis in recent years, most social cohesion 
indicators have been stable over the last three years. In each of 2023, 2024, and 2025, 
the Scanlon Index of Social Cohesion has recorded a score of 78. 
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Source: James O’Donnell et al., Mapping Social Cohesion 2025, Scanlon Foundation Research Institute, 
2025. 

Faith groups in the Scanlon Foundation Survey 

28. Of direct relevance in the Scanlon Foundation survey for tracking attitudes to Jewish 
Australians is a question that asks respondents for their attitude to each of six faith 
groups, Buddhists, Christians, Hindus, Jews, Muslims, Sikhs. The question is worded 
“‘Is your personal attitude positive, negative or neutral towards … [faith group]”  with 
five response options provided: “very negative”, “negative”, “neutral”, “positive”, “very 
positive”.   

29. There are four findings of significance arising from the Scanlon Foundation survey in 
relation to attitudes to people of Jewish faith. 

30. First, a relatively small proportion of respondents, 15% in 2025, indicate that they are 
negative towards people of Jewish faith.   

31. Second, there is a context for interpreting the significance of the proportion indicating 
negative attitude to people of Jewish faith; in 2025, it is marginally lower than the 
proportion indicating a negative attitude toward Sikhs (16%), Christians (18%), 
substantially lower than for Muslims (35%), and almost equal to the proportion of 
respondents identifying a negative attitude toward Hindus (14%). Negative attitude is 
lowest for Buddhists at 4%. 

32. Third, the proportion of respondents to this question expressing a negative attitude 
towards people of Jewish faith has increased since 2023, from 9% to 15%. The context 
provided by responses to other faith groups indicates that this increase is not unusual 
and is found for all faith groups.   The negative response since 2023 can be seen to 
have increased respectively for Christians, Hindus, Sikhs and Muslims, as shown in 
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Figure 2 (by 2%, 4%, 4%, and 8% respectively). With allowance for margin of error, 
small differences in the respective increases are not significant. 

Figure 2: Proportion of adults with a negative and positive attitude to faith groups, Scanlon 
Foundation, 2023-2025 (percentage) 

 

Source: James O’Donnell, et al., Mapping Social Cohesion 2025, Scanlon Foundation Research Institute, 
2025 

33. Fourth, an examination of the full response range shows a high proportion of “neutral”, 
and a small proportion of “don’t know” responses in relation to attitude towards 
people of Jewish faith. These responses may indicate a way of hiding true opinions by 
a respondent not wanting to appear prejudiced, a response in surveying that is termed 
“social desirability bias”.  

34. The likelihood of “social desirability bias” as an explanation for the high proportion of 
“neutral” and small proportion of “don’t know” responses is, however, diminished 
when it is noted that the survey was not interviewer administered but self-completion.   
That is, the respondent (if motivated by a desire to hide true negative opinions) would 
only be hiding opinions from themselves, not in an interaction with an interviewer.  A 
more likely explanation is found when it is noted that the largest proportion of 
responses for all faith groups was “neutral” or “don’t know”; in 2025, such non-
substantive responses were at 50% for Buddhists, 59% for Hindus, 55% for Jews, 57% 
for Sikhs, 44% for Christians, and 48% for Muslims. The possible explanation is that, 
in Australia, people’s faith is regarded as their own business, not a matter warranting 
judgement in the view of a substantial proportion of the population.  
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Table 1: Attitude to faith groups, Scanlon Foundation, 2025 (percentage) 

 Buddhists Christians Hindus Jews Muslims Sikhs 

Very 
positive 15 19 6 9 4 8 

Somewhat 
positive 31 19 20 20 12 19 

Neutral 50 44 59 55 48 57 

Somewhat 
negative 3 13 11 11 22 11 

Very  
negative 1 5 4 5 13 4 

Refused/ 
Don’t know 0 0 0 0 4 1 

 

Positive 46 38 26 29 16 27 

Neutral 50 44 59 55 48 57 

Negative 4 18 14 15 35 16 

 

Source: Scanlon Foundation, Mapping Social Cohesion survey 2025, full response frequencies, 
unpublished data provided on request 
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Figure 3: Attitude to faith groups, Scanlon Foundation, 2018-2024 (percentage) 

 

 

Source: James O’Donnell, et al., Mapping Social Cohesion 2024, Scanlon Foundation Research Institute, 
2024 

 

(2) The Crossroads25 Survey  

35. The Crossroads25 survey was conducted between 5-25 August 2025 by the YouGov 
survey company, a top tier pollster in Australia. The survey was administered online to 
members of YouGov’s research panel comprising 71,000+ individuals who have 
agreed to take part in surveys. It was in the field at a time of major escalation in the 
Israel-Hamas war, a time of failure of truce negotiations, and an advance of Israeli 
forces on Gaza City amid a severe humanitarian crisis.  
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36. The survey was completed by 2,270 respondents, including a sample boost of 800 
aged 18-30, and comprised 25 questions. After survey completion, the data was 
statistically weighted to the national profile of adults aged 18+. The margin of error 
associated with the effective sample size is ±2.65. A copy of the survey questions is at 
Annexure 2. 

37. The survey was commissioned by The Jewish Independent, and the survey instrument 
was developed by me, Emeritus Prof. Andrew Markus. 

38. The Crossroads25 survey included, but was not limited to, questions from the 
Generalised Antisemitism Scale. The Generalised Antisemitism Scale was developed 
by Dr Daniel Allington, Reader in Social Analytics at King’s College London, Dr David 
Hirsh of Goldsmiths and Louise Katz of the University of Derby, in conjunction with the 
UK charity Campaign Against Antisemitism2. The scale was also employed in the 
survey commissioned in 2024 by Australia’s Special Envoy to Combat Antisemitism, 
referred to below. One section of the survey was also included in the 2021 
Crossroads21 survey. The three surveys provide insight into the extent of consistency 
of response, not otherwise available in Australian surveys of antisemitic attitudes. 

39. The Generalised Antisemitism Scale provides a measure of antisemitism consistent 
with the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance Working Definition of 
Antisemitism (the IHRA Definition). It comprises two six-item subscales, each 
containing a balance of reverse-coded items. 

a. Judeophobic Antisemitism subscale, the “old” antisemitism: measures 
endorsement of traditional or classic prejudicial attitudes toward Jews as a 
group. 

b. Anti-Zionist Antisemitism subscale, the “new” antisemitism: measures 
endorsement of antisemitic attitudes directed at Israel and its supporters.  

40. Elements of the scale consistent with the IHRA Working Definition include the issue of 
Jewish loyalty to Australia, allegations of Jewish and Israeli control of the media, 
allegation of Jewish use of the Holocaust for gain, and comparison of Israeli and Nazi 
policy.   

41. Allington and his colleagues justify the inclusion of both the “old” and “new” forms of 
antisemitism on the ground that in today’s world antisemitism has evolved beyond 
religious and racial hostility toward Jews to anti-Zionism, which demonises Israel and 
those who support it.  

42. Allington and his colleagues undertook tests of the validity of the Generalised 
Antisemitism Scale using four trial samples (n = 602, 428, 809 and 1853), to test 

 
2 Daniel Allington, David Hirsh, and Louise Katz, “The Generalised Antisemitism (GeAs) Scale: A 
Questionnaire Instrument for Measuring Antisemitism as Expressed in Relation Both to Jews and to 
Israel”, Journal of Contemporary Antisemitism, 2022; Daniel Allington, David Hirsh, and Louise Katz , “The 
Generalised Antisemitism (GeAs) Scale: Validity and Factor Structure”, Journal of Contemporary 
Antisemitism, 2022 
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correlation between subscales and intra-survey reliability. Factor analysis and 
measurement of invariance indicated that the Generalised Antisemitism Scale is 
reliable and valid, with the finding that statements characteristic of “old” and “new” 
antisemitism express a single underlying trait.  

43. Analysis of survey the findings obtained by the Generalised Antisemitism Scale was 
also undertaken by Darren Pennay, Founder of the Social Research Centre, Honorary 
Professor of the Practice of Survey Methodology, ANU, using data obtained by the 
survey commissioned by Australia’s Special Envoy to Combat Antisemitism (ASECA). 3 

44. Factor loadings above 0.4 are generally considered as a threshold for demonstrating 
that the factor makes a meaningful contribution to the latent construct. All of the 12-
items exceeded this threshold, with factor loadings in the range 0.566 – 0.744. The 
overall scales and both subscales were also found to exhibit a high level of internal 
reliability, meaning that respondents tend to answer similar items in a similar way. The 
Cronbach’s alpha score for the Generalised Antisemitism Scale, Judeophobic 
Antisemitism subscale and Anti-Zionist Antisemitism subscale scales respectively is 
0.879, 0.831 and 0.824. This confirms that the scales and the two subscales have a 
high degree of internal reliability. 

45. Allington points out that the correlation between anti-Jewish and anti-Israel attitudes 
is demonstrated in many independent studies.  In one of the most cited studies, 
Kaplan and Small (2006)4, based on a survey of 500 respondents in ten European 
countries (5,000 total), found that anti-Israel sentiment is a consistent and significant 
predictor of antisemitism in Europe. Their study found that fewer than one-quarter of 
those with low anti-Israel sentiment harboured antisemitic views, but among those 
with the most extreme anti-Israel views, 56% harbour antisemitic attitudes — 
supporting the view that one can be critical of Israeli policies without being 
antisemitic, while also showing a strong correlation at the extreme end, where 
demonization’ and ‘delegitimization’ of Israel abounds. 

Findings of Crossroads25 

46. The Crossroads25 survey, consistent with the findings of the ASECA and 
Crossroads21 (referred to below), found that stereotypical antisemitic attitudes are 
held by a small minority of the population.  

47. An average of 12% of respondents agreed with six Judeophobic statements; a higher 
average of 17%, but still a minority, agree with anti-Zionist statements (see Tables 2 
and 3 below).  Among questions in the Anti-Zionist subscale, a key finding is that few 
disagree with the right of Israel to exist as the homeland for Jews (6%) and its right of 
self-defence (7%).  Only in response to the proposition that “Israel treats the 

 
3 Darren Pennay, “Analysis of the Generalised Antisemitism Scale”, unpublished paper, June 2025; 
ASECA, Antisemitism in Australia. Findings of research commissioned by Australia’s Special Envoy to 
Combat Antisemitism, November 2025, p.6 
4 E.H. Kaplan and C.A. Small, “Anti-Israel sentiment predicts anti-Semitism in Europe”, Journal of Conflict 
Resolution, 2006 
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Palestinians like the Nazis treated the Jews”, did more agree than disagree (33% when 
compared to 22%), but the largest proportion, (45%) are non-committal.  

48. The willingness of respondents to agree with the comparison to Nazi treatment of 
Jews – selected by a substantial minority and by a majority in some population 
segments – is a significant finding. The International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance Working Definition of antisemitism states that “drawing comparisons of 
contemporary Israeli policy to that of the Nazis” may be antisemitic, depending on the 
context. The agreement by respondents with the Nazi comparison in Crossroads25 
reflects a deliberate choice; other than the option to disagree, respondents could also 
indicate that they “neither disagree nor agree”, “don’t know” or “prefer not to say”.  

49. Each of Crossroads25, Crossroads21 and the ASECA 2024 employed questions in the 
Generalised Antisemitism Scale.  Each used questions contained in the Judeophobic 
subscale; and Crossroads25 and ASECA 2024 also contained questions from the 
Anti-Zionist subscale.  

50. Comparison of Crossroads25 with other surveys employing some or all of the 
questions in the Generalised Antisemitism Scale – Crossroads21 and ASECA 2024 – 
supports the findings that antisemitic attitudes are held by only a small minority.  The 
level of agreement with negative statements about Jews in the Judeophobic subscale 
was 17% in the Crossroads21 and ASECA surveys, and, as noted, this was even lower 
(12%) in the Crossroads25 survey.  

51. For the two surveys employing the Anti-Zionist subscale, Crossroads 25 and ASECA5, 
an average of 17% and 21%, or close to one-in-five respondents, gave a negative 
response. The major difference in the surveys (conducted in 2024 by ASECA and 2025 
by Crossroads 25) was that a marginally higher proportion of respondents to ASECA 
indicated a negative response on this subscale, as was the case with the Judeophobic 
subscale.  But the pattern of response is similar; the lowest level of negative response 
is with regard to questions about Israel’s right to exist and defend itself, the highest 
level of negative response is with regard to questions about the conduct of Israel’s 
government.     

 

Table 2: Judeophobic subscale (percentage) 

 Crossroads25 
August 2025 
(n=2,270) 

ASECA 
November 
2024 
(n=2,192) 

Crossroads21 
Australian 
attitudes  
Jan.-Feb 2021 
(n=3,459) 

Jewish people are just as loyal to 
Australia as other Australian people - 
disagree and strongly disagree   

10 14 18 

Jewish people can be trusted just as 
much as other Australian people in 8 11 16 

 
5 The Anti-Zionist subscale was not included in the Crossroads21 survey. 
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business - disagree and strongly 
disagree 
I am just as open to having Jewish 
friends as I am to having friends from 
other sections of Australian society - 
disagree and strongly disagree 

3 8 8 

Jewish people talk about the Holocaust 
just to further their political agenda – 
agree and strongly agree 

14 19 15 

Australian Jewish people chase money 
more than other Australian people – 
agree and strongly agree 

18 26 27 

Agree or disagree: Compared to other 
groups, Jewish people have too much 
power in the media - agree and strongly 
agree 

17 24 20 

 
AVERAGE 
 

12 17 17 

 

Table 3: Anti-Zionist subscale (percentage) 

 Crossroads25 
August 2025 

(n=2,270) 

ASECA 
November 
2024 
(n=2,192) 

Q4.   I am comfortable spending time with 
people who openly support Israel - disagree and 
strongly disagree 

16 19 

Q4.   Israel has a right to exist as a homeland for 
the Jewish people - disagree and strongly 
disagree  

6 10 

Q4.   Israel is right to defend itself against those 
who want to destroy it  - disagree and strongly 
disagree 

7 11 

Q4.   Israel can get away with anything because 
its supporters control the media - agree and 
strongly agree 

18 25 

Q4.   Israel and its supporters are a bad 
influence on our democracy - agree and strongly 
agree 

20 25 

Q4.   Israel treats the Palestinians like the Nazis 
treated the Jews - agree and strongly agree 

33 34 

 
AVERAGE 
 

17 21 

 

Understanding the relevance of non-Committal Responses in Crossroads25 

52. A data point often ignored in survey reports is the extent to which respondents give a 
non-committal response: that is, “neither agree nor disagree”, “prefer not to say”, or 



16 
 

“don’t know”. 
  

53. There were a total of eight statements concerning Israel in the Crossroads25 survey. 
Of the eight questions, five were from the Anti-Zionist subscale, three from a 
Canadian survey.6  In relation to these eight questions, an average 47% of 
respondents (in the range 29% - 62%) selected one of the non-committal response 
options, with almost identical average proportions selecting “neither agree nor 
disagree” (24%) or “don’t know” (21%). For the questions from the Anti-Zionist 
subscale, the non-committal response was in the range 29%-48%.   

54. The highest uncertain response at 62% was obtained in response to the statement 
that “… Israel is an apartheid state”.  There were 60% of respondents who stated they 
were uncertain in response to the statement that “Israel is the only democratic 
country in the Middle East”. In response to the statement that “Israelis are more 
responsible than the Palestinians are for the past three years of violence in Israel, the 
West Bank and Gaza”, 51% were uncertain. 

55. In the response to a question that asked respondents for their level of interest in the 
Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict: 21% indicated that they were “not at 
all interested”, a further 24% “a little bit interested”, a total of 45% in these categories. 

Table 4: Statements concerning Israel, non-committal or “don’t know” response 
(Crossroads25 survey, percentage)  

 Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Prefer not 
to say 

Don’t know Total 

… Israel has a right to exist as a 
homeland for the Jewish people 19 2 13 34 

Israel is right to defend itself against 
those who want to destroy it 19 2 8 29 

… Israel treats the Palestinians like 
the Nazis treated the Jews 22 2 21 45 

… Israel can get away with anything 
because its supporters control the 
media 

25 2 21 48 

… Israel and its supporters are a bad 
influence on our democracy 29 2 18 49 

… Israelis are more responsible than 
the Palestinians are for the past 
three years of violence in Israel, the 
West Bank and Gaza 
 

25 3 23 51 

Israel is the only democratic country 
in the Middle East 24 2 34 60 

 
6 Robert Brym, “Jews and Israel 2024: A survey of Canadian attitudes and Jewish perceptions”, Canadian 
Jewish Studies, volume 37, 2024 
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… Israel is an apartheid state 
27 2 33 62 

Average 24 2 21 47 

56. The significance of these findings for an understanding of antisemitism in Australia is 
the indication that a substantial proportion of the population have no firm views with 
regard to the Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, with 45% indicating no or 
little interest. While often ignored in surveying, the level of non-committal response 
and lack of interest may be an important consideration in the development of 
education level programs.  

Survey results in Crossroads25 from population segments  

57. I consider that a key to understanding the extent of antisemitism in the Australian 
population is not only to be found in analysis of the levels of surveyed antisemitic 
attitudes of the general population as a whole, but by understanding surveyed 
antisemitism levels within population segments that are characterised by heightened 
levels of antisemitism. 

58. Segments of the population in which there is heightened antisemitism are partially 
indicated in the Crossroads25 and ASECA surveys: prominent are younger 
respondents (aged 18-34), current university students and graduates, and supporters 
of left-wing causes. These categories are largely but not exclusively over-lapping. 

59. Other variables of interest, identified on the basis of media coverage of anti-Zionist 
activities and surveys of Jewish university students, include geographic and 
occupational segments: some inner-urban suburbs, creatives, academics, health 
workers and trade unionists.  

60. Tables 5 and 6 below indicate the level of variance by age group and political 
alignment as indicated by the Crossroads25 survey. 

61. To enable analysis by political alignment, respondents were categorised by their 
stated vote in the 2025 federal election. Greens voters indicated the lowest level of 
agreement with negative statements on the six questions that comprise the 
Judeophobic subscale, but the highest level on the Anti-Zionist subscale. 

62. When asked “regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, who do your sympathies 
mainly life with?”, by a ratio of more than 10:1 (49% to 4%), Greens voters indicated 
Palestinians over Israelis, 25% responded “equally with both”; 27% Labor voters 
indicated Palestinians, 7% Israelis, and 40% “equally with both”;  among Coalition 
voters, 8% indicated Palestinians, 31% Israelis, and 38% “equally with both”. 

63. In response to the statement that “Israel treats the Palestinians like the Nazis treated 
the Jews”, 52% of Greens voters agree, 42% of Labor votes agree, and 20% of 
Coalition votes do.  

64. Indication of division in attitudes is also evident when responses are disaggregated by 
age. As noted, the proposition that “Israel has a right to exist as a homeland for the 
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Jewish people” obtains disagreement at 6% in the national sample, but more than 
double that proportion at 15% among those aged 18-24.  

65. Agreement with the Nazi comparison is the majority response at 54% among those 
aged 18-24, compared to 31% aged 55-64. 

 

Table 5: Judeophobic and Anti-Zionist subscales (six questions respectively), average 
proportion in agreement with negative view by political alignment (Crossroads25, 
percentage) 

 
National 
sample 

Greens Labor Independent Coalition 
One 
Nation 

Judeophobic 
subscale 

12 8 13 10 9 17 

Anti-Zionist 
subscale 

17 30 20 17 10 12 

 

Table 6: Anti-Zionist subscale, selected questions, average proportion in agreement with 
negative statements by age, political alignment (Crossroads25, percentage) 

  Israel has a right to 
exist as a homeland 
for the Jewish people 
- disagree 

Israel is right to 
defend itself against 
those who want to 
destroy it – disagree 

Israel treats the 
Palestinians like 
the Nazis treated the 
Jews – agree  

National sample 6 7 33 

Ages: 18-24 15* 22* 54* 

25-30 11 16* 43* 

31-44 9 10 32 

45-54 6 3 27 

55-64 4 4 31 

65+ 2* 4 30 

Vote: Greens 14* 20* 52* 

Labor 6 8 42* 

Independent 5 5 37 

Coalition 3* 3* 20* 

PHON 6 5 17* 

* The difference from the national benchmark is statistically significant at p < 0.05 
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Connection in Crossroads25 between antisemitism and refusal to accept occurrence of 
October 7 atrocities 

66. Central to the understanding of the Hamas-Israel war are the attacks launched from 
Gaza on 7 October 2023.  

67. There was extensive documentation of large-scale deliberate massacre of civilians by 
human rights organisations, including Amnesty International and United Nations 
agencies, and including video and photographic evidence and the recovery of Hamas 
operational documents. 7  

68. One of the questions in Crossroads25 stated: “it has been reported that Hamas killed 
around 1,200 Israelis in the attacks on 7th October 2023. From what you have seen or 
heard, do you think these reports are …?” Four response options were provided: 
““broadly true”, “broadly untrue”, “not sure”, “prefer not to say”, and “don’t know”;  

69. Less than half of Crossroads25 respondents answered that the reports were “broadly 
true”, while 5% responded that the reports were “broadly untrue” and 44% responded 
that they were “not sure”. 

Table 7: “It has been reported that Hamas killed around 1,200 Israelis in the attacks on 7th 
October 2023. From what you have seen or heard, do you think these reports are …?” 
(Crossroads25, percentage) 

 

 

 

 

 

70. While only a very small proportion (5%) of respondents gave answers that the reports 
were “broadly untrue”, the proportion is substantially higher within some sub-groups, 
particularly those aged 18-24, the slightly older GenZ age group (up to age 28 in 2025), 
and the overlapping grouping of current university students, where  12%-13% of 
respondents in each of these categories answered that the report of casualties was 
“broadly untrue”. The proportion of “broadly untrue” responses is also relatively high 
among Greens voters at 9%. 

71. This pattern of response provides insight into the relationship between anti-Zionism 
and antisemitism. While it is not suggested that all anti-Zionists are antisemitic, the 

 
7 See, for example, Amnesty International, Amnesty International’s research into Hamas-led attacks of 7 
October 2023 and subsequent treatment of hostages (Q&A), 2024, Amnesty International; 
United Nations Office of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General on Sexual Violence in 
Conflict, Mission report: Official visit of the Office of the SRSG-SVC to Israel and the occupied West Bank, 
29 January – 14 February 2024, United Nations.  

 
Response 

 
Percentage 

Broadly true 48 

Broadly untrue 5 

Prefer not to say 3 

Not sure 44 
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evidence indicates that a proportion are, consistent with research in the field, 
including the studies of Allington and his colleagues and of Kaplan and Small (2006).   

72. In this respect, there is substantial heightened agreement between those who 
responded “broadly untrue” to the question about the October 7 attacks and 
statements hostile to Jews and Israel.  The data from the Crossroads25 survey is set 
out in Tables 8.1-8.5 below. 

73. Among those who viewed the reports of the attacks on 7 October as “broadly true”, 
14% agreed with the statement that “Jewish people talk about the Holocaust just to 
further their political agenda”.  Among those who responded that the reports of the 
attacks on 7 October were “broadly untrue”, 43% agreed with the statement that 
“Jewish people talk about the Holocaust just to further their political agenda”.  This is 
close to three times the proportion than for those respondents who accepted the 
truth of the reports from 7 October.  

74. In response to the statement that “Jewish people are largely to blame for the 
economic troubles of the world”, the relative levels of agreement were 7% (for 
respondents who answered that the 7 October reports were ‘broadly true’) and 28% 
(for respondents who answered that the 7 October reports were ‘broadly untrue’). 

75. In relation to the statement that “Israel can get away with anything because its 
supporters control the media”, the relative levels of agreement were 19% (for 
respondents who answered that the 7 October reports were ‘broadly true’) and 64% 
(for respondents who answered that the 7 October reports were ‘broadly untrue’). 

76. Agreement with the statement that “Israel is right to defend itself against those who 
want to destroy it” was at 80% (for respondents who answered that the 7 October 
reports were ‘broadly true’) and 31% (for respondents who answered that the 7 
October reports were ‘broadly untrue’). 

77. Agreement with the statement that “Israel has a right to exist as a homeland for the 
Jewish people” was at 77% (for respondents who answered that the 7 October reports 
were ‘broadly true’) and 35% (for respondents who answered that the 7 October 
reports were ‘broadly untrue’.  

78. Consistent with the research of Kaplan and Small, who concluded that individuals 
with the most extreme political views harbor a higher proportion of antisemitic 
attitudes, a similar finding emerges from the Crossroads25 survey. An extreme 
position in this context can be identified as the outright denial of the substantive body 
of evidence regarding the 7 October 2023 attacks rather than selecting the non-
committal response option "not sure." Cross-tabulation of responses indicating an 
outright denial of the 7 October attacks yields the finding of heightened agreement for 
those respondents with a range of antisemitic statements, including tropes that 
assign hidden motives for "talking about" the Holocaust and that assert that Jewish 
people are "largely to blame" for the world’s economic troubles. 
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Table 8.1: “Jewish people talk about the Holocaust just to further their political agenda” 
(Crossroads25, percentage) 

Talk about the Holocaust Reports of 1,200 Israeli casualties 
 Broadly true Broadly untrue Not sure 
Strongly agree/ agree 14 43 9 
Strongly disagree/ disagree 65 37 42 
Neither agree nor/ disagree 15 16 29 
Don’t know 6 4 19 
Prefer not to say 0 1 1 

 

Table 8.2: “Jewish people are largely to blame for the economic troubles of the world” 
(Crossroads25, percentage) 

Largely to blame Reports of 1,200 Israeli casualties 
 Broadly true Broadly untrue Not sure 
Strongly agree/ agree 7 28 6 
Strongly disagree/ disagree 75 49 55 
Neither agree nor/ disagree 14 18 22 
Don’t know 4 6 16 
Prefer not to say 0 1 1 

 

Table 8.3: “Israel can get away with anything because its supporters control the media”  
(Crossroads25, percentage) 

Control the media Reports of 1,200 Israeli casualties 
 Broadly true Broadly untrue Not sure 
Strongly agree/ agree 19 64 15 
Strongly disagree/ disagree 50 16 20 
Neither agree nor/ disagree 21 16 29 
Don’t know 0 4 1 
Prefer not to say 11 2 35 
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Table 8.4: “Israel is right to defend itself against those who want to destroy it”  
(Crossroads25, percentage) 

Right to defend itself Reports of 1,200 Israeli casualties 
 Broadly true Broadly untrue Not sure 
Strongly agree/ agree 80 31 47 
Strongly disagree/ disagree 6 37 8 
Neither agree nor/ disagree 11 29 26 
Don’t know 2 2 17 
Prefer not to say 1 2 2 

 

Table 8.5: “Israel has a right to exist as a homeland for the Jewish people” (Crossroads25, 
percentage) 

Right to exist as a homeland Reports of 1,200 Israeli casualties 
 Broadly true Broadly untrue Not sure 
Strongly agree/ agree 77 35 45 
Strongly disagree/ disagree 5 35 5 
Neither agree nor/ disagree 12 25 25 
Don’t know 5 4 24 
Prefer not to say 1 2 1 

 

 

E. OTHER REPORTED SURVEYS AND CONSIDERATION OF PUBLISHED FINDINGS 

79. The findings of Crossroads25 do not indicate the level of negative opinion that are 
found in some other surveys, which may raise questions about its reliability. Is there 
reason to suspect that the timing of Crossroads25 or gaps in its questionnaire may 
have led it to overlook issues that warranted consideration? 

80. That is always a possibility in surveying, but the broad consistency of its results with 
those of Crossroads21 and the ASECA survey, conducted at different times, may 
partially mitigate these concerns.  

81. To further consider this possibility, the following discussion examines three additional 
surveys: the 2024–25 Combat Antisemitism Movement survey, the Anti-Defamation 
League’s Global 100, and the Pew Research Centre’s Global Attitudes Survey. 

  



23 
 

(1) Combat Antisemitism Movement (CAM), 2025 

82. The Combat Antisemitism Movement, usually called CAM, is a global anti-
antisemitism advocacy coalition, formed to oppose antisemitism and other forms of 
hate. It was founded in the United States in 2019 by Adam Beren, a philanthropist. 
Prior to its conduct of a 2025 survey, it seems to have had little presence in Australia. 

83. CAM conducted a survey between 27 June and 1 July 2025, apparently to inform the 
Emergency Summit Against Antisemitism held from 3–5 September 2025 on the Gold 
Coast, which brought together mayors, local leaders, government officials, faith 
leaders, educators, and community advocates. CAM announced that 250-300 local 
government leaders and federal politicians would attend.  

84. The CAM survey attracted attention in the mainstream, national and overseas Jewish 
media.8 The responses given to a question that asked “How would you describe 
general public attitudes towards Jewish people in Australia at this time?”, were 
publicised as indicating that only 24% of respondents considered that “general public 
attitudes” were positive. 

 

 

30 July 2025 

 

 

 

30 July 2025 

 

 
8 See The Guardian, 4 September 2025, Sky News, 6 September 2025, Australian Jewish News, 2 
September 2025, ABC News, 4 September 2025 
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85. The full distribution of responses, presented in the table obtained from press 
coverage, was: 

Table 9: “How would you describe general public attitudes towards Jewish people in 
Australia at this time?”, Combat Antisemitism Movement survey, 2025 

 

86. To my awareness, the full survey instrument, with results for each question, was not 
publicly released. I understand that there was also no technical report released.  

87. It seems from the material I have been able to access about the CAM survey that there 
was no consideration of other survey findings to provide a context for interpreting the 
results obtained, and the emphasis of the press release from CAM is open to 
question. While the reporting stressed that only 24% of respondents were positive 
toward Jewish people, with equal validity it could have reported that only 28% were 
negative. Further, the significance of the 48% of respondents who indicated that they 
were “neutral” or “unsure” seems not to have warranted attention. 

88. In the context of the Scanlon Foundation surveying, the figure of 28% reflected in the 
CAM seems high: as has been noted, the Scanlon Foundation, using a probability 
sample of more than 8,000, in 2025 obtained a result indicating a negative attitude to 
those of the Jewish faith of 15% of the population. 

89. Additional factors when considering reported results of the CAM survey is that, in 
other surveys on antisemitic attitudes such as Crossroads 25, respondents are 
typically asked for their own attitudes.  That is, they are not asked “how would you 
describe general public attitudes …” , which is how the question was framed in the 
CAM survey. Justification for this indirect wording was warranted.  

(2) ADL Global 100 – 2024 

90. The Global 100 is an international survey conducted by the major American 
organisation, the Anti-Defamation League. 

91. First launched in 2014, the ADL Global 100 survey is presented as the most extensive 
study of antisemitic attitudes globally. For the latest survey, over 58,000 adults from 
103 countries and territories were surveyed (an average of 563 per country), stated to 
be representative of 94 percent of the global adult population. 
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92. Results released on 14 January 2025 presented the finding that “46% of Adults 
Worldwide Hold Significant Antisemitic Beliefs”, being a proportion that was more 
than double compared to ADL’s first worldwide survey in 2014. 

93. The potential significance of the ADL survey for Australia is that it provides an 
international benchmark to gauge the level of antisemitism amongst Australians.  

94. The ADL explains that its survey was conducted via telephone, face-to-face, and 
online using nationally representative probability sampling in each country or territory. 
The survey has a margin of error of ±4.4% for sample size 500 (the sample size for the 
vast majority of participating countries) and ±3.2% for sample size 1,000 (possibly the 
United States, Canada, and some European countries). Fieldwork and data collection 
were conducted and coordinated by Ipsos in all countries outside of the Middle East 
and North Africa region. All interviews were conducted between July 23 and 
November 13, 2024. 

95. The ADL Global 100 Index sought to establish the extent of antisemitic attitudes by 
asking for responses to eleven negative stereotypical statements about Jews.  The 
statements employed were developed in 1964 and do not capture newer forms of 
antisemitism that are Israel focused. The statements are: 

a. “Jews are more loyal to Israel than to [this country / the countries] they 
live in].” 

b. “Jews have too much power in the business world.”  
c. “Jews have too much power in international financial markets. 
d. “Jews still talk too much about what happened to them in the 

Holocaust.” 
e. “Jews don’t care what happens to anyone but their own kind.”   
f. “Jews have too much control over global affairs.”  
g. “Jews have too much control over [their country’s government].”  
h. “Jews think they are better than other people.”  
i. “Jews have too much control over the global media.”  
j. “Jews are responsible for most of the world’s wars.”  
k. “People hate Jews because of the way Jews behave.”  

96. If respondents agreed with 6 or more of the 11 statements by indicating "probably 
true" or “definitely true” they were classified as antisemitic. 

97. Negative attitudes toward Jewish people are one part of how ADL assesses levels of 
antisemitism. ADL also accounts for the number and nature of antisemitic incidents 
annually, polls of Jewish communities about their experiences with antisemitism, 
government policies and other factors. 

98. The Index Score for Australia is 20, ranking it 15th out of 103 countries. It is stated that 
“4.2 million people in Australia harbor elevated levels of antisemitic attitudes”. With 
Australia’s population aged 18 and over at 22.2 million, 4.2 million represents 19% of 
the adult population.   
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99. In the context of four major English-speaking countries, Australia is ranked with the 
most negative Index Score by a considerable margin. 

Table 10: ADL Global 100 survey, Index Scores for main English-speaking countries, 2024 

 Index score 

Canada 8 

USA 9 

UK 8-10 

Australia 20 

 

100. I have not had access detailed findings of for the ADL survey in Australia, nor is there 
explanation in published reports of how exactly the Australian proportion was 
obtained from the underlying data. There is no published technical report and my 
direct requests to the ADL for access to data made in January and May 2025  were 
declined.   

101. While clearly an important study commanding international attention, there have 
been criticisms of the ADL survey. It has been argued that the 6/11 cut-off for 
classification of antisemitism is crude, obscuring distinctions between mild bias, 
misinformation, and virulent hatred. Other critics have drawn attention to lack of 
transparency, the absence of questions on Israel, the observation that all statements 
for which a response is sought are negatively worded, and the use of essentialising 
terms that may bias responses: “Jews”, not “Jewish people”, question construction 
using terms such as “their own kind”, “people hate Jews”, “think they are better”, and 
frequent (in six questions) use of the term “too much”.  

(3) PEW RESEARCH CENTRE, GLOBAL ATTITUDES SURVEY, 2025  

102. The Pew Research Centre survey of attitudes to Israel does not directly address the 
issue of antisemitism, but it is important as a high quality survey which provides a 
benchmark to gauge Australian attitudes to Israel in the context of twenty-four 
countries.  

103. The Pew Research Centre survey was conducted in twenty-four countries, with a total 
sample of 28,333. Fieldwork was conducted between 17-31 March 2025 and findings 
were released on 3 June 2025, with a detailed report on methodology. The sample size 
was 1,829, conducted on a probability panel, yielding a margin of error of +/-2.5%. A 
sophisticated weighting formula employed eight variables. 

104. The full indication of responses finds that when Australia is compared with the main 
English-speaking countries (US, Canada, UK), the proportion of its population with 
negative views of Israel was the highest, indicated by 74% of respondents, including 
39% with a ‘very unfavourable’ view, compared with 19% in the US and 31% in 
England.  
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Table 11: Proportion of respondents who have a negative view of Israel, Pew 
Research Centre, 2025 (percentage) 

 Unfavorable 
(Very Unfavorable) 

USA 53 (19) 

Canada 60 (33) 

UK 61 (31) 

Australia 74 (39) 

 

105. Analysis by ideological identification found that a very high (90%) proportion of those 
on the left indicated an unfavourable view, sharply differentiated by those on the right 
with 46% indicating an unfavourable view. The margin between those on the left and 
the right is equal largest for the 12 countries for whom statistically significant data 
was obtained.          

 

Figure 4: Negative views of Israel by country, Pew Research Centre, 2025   
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Figure 5: Negative views of Israel, people on the ideological left by country, Pew Research 
Centre, 2025   

 

 

F. SYNTHESIS AND CONCLUSIONS 

The impact of antisemitism on Jewish life in Australia has been profound, to the point that in 
some circles it has prompted questioning about whether there is a secure future for Jews in the 
country. The central question addressed in this report is whether this heightened level of 
antisemitic activity reflects a broad shift in public opinion. 

The report concludes that traditional, stereotypical antisemitic attitudes—often described as 
“old antisemitism”—continue to be held by only a small, although not insignificant, minority of 
the general population. The size of this minority appears broadly consistent with findings from 
earlier research, including the Crossroads21 survey conducted in 2021. While some recent 
surveys indicate higher levels of antisemitism, their findings may be queried. Two examples 
discussed in this report—the 2025 Combat Antisemitism Movement survey and the 2024 ADL 
Global 100—report higher, even alarming, proportions of antisemitic attitudes within the 
population; however, as discussed, I consider that due to methodological weaknesses and a 
lack of transparency in the methodologies, these results should be interpreted with caution. 

What has not prior to 2025 been measured in detail in the Crossroads surveys is the extent of 
negative opinion and hostility towards Israel. Crossroads25 finds that only 6% of respondents 
denied the right of Israel to exist as a homeland for the Jewish people and its right to defend 
itself was denied by 7%.  However, as discussed in the report, there are complexities in 
interpreting survey data. Views on the current conflict in which Israel is engaged obtain different 
results to questions related to the legitimacy of Israel. As to the proposition that “Israel treats 
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the Palestinians like the Nazis treated the Jews”, while the largest proportion of respondents 
(45%) are non-committal, of those with an opinion more agree than disagree with the Nazi 
analogy, 33% to 22%, and 52% agree among Greens voters and 54% among those aged 18-24.  

Recent research by the Pew Research Centre provides a significant supplement to the 
Crossroads25 survey. As part of its 2025 Global Attitudes Survey, Pew asked respondents for 
their “opinion of Israel”, whether favourable or unfavourable. It found that in Australia a relatively 
high proportion expresses negative views. When compared with other major English-speaking 
countries, Australia recorded the highest proportion (74%) of unfavourable views. This contrasts 
with 53% unfavourable in the United States, 60% in Canada and 61% in England. A further 
finding relates to polarisation: an overwhelmingly high proportion of Australian respondents 
identifying with the political left—around 90%—reported unfavourable views of Israel, 
compared with 46% among those on the right. The gap between left and right in Australia is 
among the largest observed in the twelve countries for which statistically significant data was 
obtained by Pew.  

While it is not suggested that there is a simple direct link between criticism of Israel and 
antisemitism, research indicates that there is a correlation. In one of the most frequently cited 
studies, Kaplan and Small (2006), drawing on surveys of 5,000 respondents across ten 
European countries, found that fewer than one quarter of respondents with low levels of 
anti-Israel sentiment held antisemitic views, compared with 56% among those with the most 
extreme anti-Israel views. This supports the proposition that it is possible to criticise Israeli 
policies without being antisemitic, while also demonstrating a strong correlation at the extreme 
end of opinion, where processes of demonisation and delegitimisation of Israel tend to be most 
evident. Evidence from Australian universities provides one basis of support for this finding.9 

One important finding of the Crossroads25 survey is that a substantial proportion of Australians 
have no firm views on the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Approximately 45% of respondents 
indicated little or no interest or indicated no opinion. Although such non-committal responses 
are often overlooked in survey analysis, they may have important implications for the design of 
education and public information initiatives. 

 Among those who hold definite views, analysis by age and political alignment reveals 
polarisation, with markedly higher levels of negative opinion towards Israel within some 
segments of the population, alongside increased (but less common) support in others. 

Population segments in which heightened levels of antisemitism are evident are partially 
identified in the Crossroads25 survey. These include younger respondents aged 18–34, current 
university students and graduates, and supporters of left-wing causes. While these categories 
overlap to a significant extent, they are not identical. Other variables suggested by media 
reporting and by surveys of Jewish university students bring to notice geographic and 
occupational variables, such as the level and nature of activism in some inner-urban suburbs, 
and professions including creative industries, journalism, academia, healthcare, and trade 
union membership. Behaviour observed on university campuses provides further evidence 
relevant to these patterns. 

Consistent with the research of Kaplan and Small which concluded that individuals with the 
most extreme political views harbour a higher proportion of antisemitic attitudes, a similar 

 
9 Andrew Markus and Efrat Eilam, Survey of Antisemitism in Australian Universities, Australian Academic 
Alliance Against Antisemitism, 2025 
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finding emerges from the Crossroads25 survey. An extreme position in this context can be 
identified as the outright denial of the substantive body of evidence documenting the Hamas 7 
October attacks on Israel. Cross-tabulation of outright denial of 7 October finds heightened 
agreement with a range of antisemitic statements, including tropes that assign hidden motives 
for "talking about" the Holocaust and agreement that Jewish people are "largely to blame" for 
the world’s economic troubles. 

The central conclusion of this report is that understanding the extent of antisemitism in 
Australia requires not only an assessment of attitudes within the general population, but also 
close attention to particular population segments, some of which are characterised by 
heightened negative attitudes. This report has sought to understand attitudes and their 
distribution.  For fuller understanding, beyond the issues here discussed, focus is required on 
activism: that is, on those who are driven to act, the specifics of motivation, and strategies. 
Establishing the proportion of people who hold antisemitic attitudes does not explain the level 
of antisemitic activity in a society. 
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Annexure 1 

 

Selected methodological challenges and biases in surveying 

 

Order effects 

This can arise when the position of a question influences how a person responds; for example, 
the issue raised in an early question in a survey can influence the response to later questions. 

 

Question wording bias 

The language or phrasing of a question may lead respondents to answer in a certain way – the 
use of leading or loaded questions is one example of the potential problem of question wording; 
wording may limit the way a question is understood. 

 

Response option bias 

The number of response options (for example, five, seven or ten options) and their wording may 
influence responses.  

 

Timing effects 

The date(s) on which a survey is administered may impact responses; for example, if a survey is 
conducted during a period of heightened attention to the issue that is being surveyed, as during 
an election campaign, the results obtained may reflect short-term or immediate concerns, 
rather than stable, long-term attitudes. 

  

Sample size 

Sample size is determined by balancing statistical requirements against practical limitations, 
especially budget and available time. Statistical requirements include acceptable margin of 
error, the confidence level, and expected variation in the population surveyed. If reliable 
estimates for sub-groups is required each sub-group requires adequate sample size. 

 

Margin of error  

The margin of error accounts for the fact that the survey is reaching a small number of 
respondents in a population. It gives a range within which the true answer probably lies. 

For example, if a poll shows 50% support for a party with a ±3% margin of error, the real figure is 
likely somewhere between 47% and 53%; if the confidence level was set at 95% with a random 
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sample of 1000, the expectation is that results would fall within the stated range 95 times out of 
100. Technically, a margin of error cannot be calculated for a non-probability sample. A biased 
sample of 50,000 people can be far less accurate than a random sample of 1,000.  

 

Obtaining a sample  

 

A fundamental distinction is between a probability-based sample, where every member of the 
population has a known chance of selection, and a non-probability-based sample, where 
selection is not random. The latter risks coverage error, meaning the sample may not accurately 
represent the broader population.  

Random Digit Dialling (RDD) was once the "gold standard" for creating a random, representative 
sample, but it has been largely abandoned due to low willingness to answer calls from an 
unknown number. The reliability of a survey depends heavily on the response rate. In the 1990s, 
RDD response rates were often above 30%; today, they are typically below 5% (often as low as 
1-2%). 

To get around the problem of low participation rate and high cost, survey companies recruit very 
large numbers of people who agree to repeatedly participate in surveys out of interest and/or for 
monetary reward. Problems of reliability can arise, which the companies attempt to limit or 
overcome by a number of strategies, including sophisticated weighted formulas.  
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Annexure 2 
 
Crossroads25: Survey instrument 
 

Q1 In your understanding, what proportion of the Australian 

population is Jewish? 

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select, reverse  

1.  Less than 1%  

2.  Between 1%-2%  

3.  Between 2% and 4%  

4.  Between 4% and 10%  

5.  Between 10% and 14%  

6.  More than 14%  

7.  Don’t know Fixed 

8.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q2 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about Jewish Australians? 

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Rows; randomise order  

1.  Jewish people are just as loyal to Australia as other Australian 

people   

 

2.  Jewish people can be trusted just as much as other Australian 

people in business  

 

3.  I am just as open to having Jewish friends as I am to having 

friends from other sections of Australian society  

 

4.  Jewish people should be admired for their resilience in the face 

of adversity 

 

5.  Jewish people should be admired for their achievements despite 

discrimination against them  

 

6.   Compared to other groups, Jewish people have too much power 

in the media  

 

7.  Jewish people talk about the Holocaust just to further their 

political agenda  
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8.  Australian Jewish people chase money more than other 

Australian people  

 

9.  Jewish people consider themselves to be better than other 

Australian people  

 

10.  Jewish people are largely to blame for the economic troubles of 

the world 

 

   

 Columns; single select; 

reverse scale 1-6 

 

1.  Strongly agree  

2.  Agree  

3.  Neither agree nor disagree  

4.  Disagree  

5.  Strongly disagree  

6.  Don’t know Fixed 

7.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q3 Thinking about the conflict involving Israel, how interested are 

you in the Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict? 

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select, reverse 1-4   

1.  Very interested  

2.  Somewhat interested  

3.  A little bit interested  

4.  Not at all interested  

5.  Don’t know Fixed 

6.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q4 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements about Israel? 

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Rows; randomise   

1.  Israel is the only democratic country in the Middle East   
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2.  I am comfortable spending time with people who openly support 

Israel 

 

3.  Israel has a right to exist as a homeland for the Jewish people  

4.  Israel is right to defend itself against those who want to destroy it  

5.  The Australian government should not impose sanctions on 

Israel  

 

6.  Israel and its supporters are a bad influence on our democracy  

7.  Israel can get away with anything because its supporters control 

the media 

 

8.  Israel treats the Palestinians like the Nazis treated the Jews  

9.  Israel is an apartheid state  

10.  The Israelis are more responsible than the Palestinians are for 

the past three years of violence in Israel, the West Bank and 

Gaza 

 

   

 Columns; single select; reverse scale 1-6  

1.  Strongly agree  

2.  Agree  

3.  Neither agree nor disagree  

4.  Disagree  

5.  Strongly disagree  

6.  Don’t know Fixed 

7.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q5 Regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, who do your 

sympathies mainly lie with? 

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select; reverse 1 and 2  

1.  Israelis  

2.  Palestinians  

3.  Sympathies lie equally/equally with both Fixed 

4.  Don’t know Fixed 

5.  Prefer not to say Fixed 
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Q6 Regarding your views on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, has it 

changed, if at all, over the past five years?    

 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select; rotate 1,4 and 2,5  

1.  My views have not changed Fixed 

2.  I was supportive of Israelis and that support has increased Rotate with 4 

3.  I was supportive of Israelis and that support has decreased Rotate with 5 

4.  I was supportive of Palestinians and that support has increased  

5.  I was supportive of Palestinians and that support has decreased  

6.  Don’t know Fixed 

7.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q7 It has been reported that Hamas killed around 1,200 Israelis in 

the attacks on 7th October 2023. From what you have seen or 

heard, do you think these reports are ... 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select, reverse   

1.  Broadly true  

2.  Broadly untrue  

3.  Not sure Fixed 

4.  Prefer not to say Fixed 

   

Q8 Which of the following best describes your financial 

circumstances today 

Please select the option that best applies 

Ask all  

 Single select, reverse  

1.  Poor  

2.  Struggling to pay bills  

3.  Just getting along  

4.  Living reasonably comfortably  

5.  Living very comfortably  

6.  Prosperous  
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communities, immigration, and race relations 
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Arts, Monash University, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 
2019, 2020, 2021  
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Faculty of Arts, Monash University, 2016 
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Arts, Monash University, 2013 
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of Arts, Monash University, 2013  
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