
 
 

   

 

 
1. Opening  
1.1 The Jewish Independent (TJI) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the Royal Commission 
into Antisemitism and Social Cohesion. 
 
TJI is an Australian not-for-profit media organisation and registered charity established in 2015 as 
Plus61J Media. Through journalism, events, research and community engagement, we document 
issues affecting Jewish Australians and create space for nuanced discussion of antisemitism, Israel, 
the Middle East and Jewish identity. 
 
Through the Crossroads surveys, commissioned in 2021 and 2025 and designed by Emeritus 
Professor Andrew Markus, TJI has also contributed quantitative evidence regarding Australian 
attitudes towards Jews, antisemitism and Israel. This submission draws on both those findings and 
the lived experiences captured through our media and community work.  
 
1.2 We aim to use our standing within the Jewish community to foster conversations and dialogue to 
connect with other communities, promote liberal values and mutual respect within Australia’s 
broader and multicultural society. 
 
Through the expert testimony and submission of Emeritus Professor Andrew Markus, the 
Commission has already heard of the pioneering Crossroads surveys which examine Australian 
attitudes towards Jews, antisemitism and Israel, which were commissioned by The Jewish 
Independent in 2021 and 2025. 
 
In this submission, we provide further examination of the results of that survey and draw on lived 
experiences of Jewish Australians captured through our media work, public events and community 
engagement.  

2. Watershed moments for Jewish Australians 
2.1 For the Jewish communities in Australia there have been two watershed moments in the past 
years. One was October 7, which was experienced profoundly by Jews globally through the lens of 
existential vulnerability, and historical and intergenerational trauma. Voices from the community 
regarding that experience are collated at  October 7: The one-year candle - The Jewish Independent 
The second was 14 December which was an October 7 on our own shores. The Bondi attack was an 
event of unparalleled antisemitism. Voices of grief from the community were collated here Bondi: a 
space for collective grief - The Jewish Independent 
 
Many Jewish Australians experience a clear connection between the two events. Our research 
supports the idea that anti-Israel and anti-Zionist attitudes since October 7 and the war in Gaza have 
soared above the stereotypical antisemitic attitudes, but victims of both forms of hatred are Jewish 
Australians, regardless of intentions or attitudes.  
 
2.2 As a Jewish Australian media organisation, TJI has become a repository of experiences of shock, 
isolation, discrimination and exclusion, particularly among Jews who identify with progressive and 
liberal values. Our editors and social media team regularly encounter antisemitic abuse while 
moderating content and protecting audiences from harassment. 
 

https://thejewishindependent.com.au/tji-series/how-has-october-7-2023-changed-your-life
https://thejewishindependent.com.au/tji-series/a-space-for-collective-grief
https://thejewishindependent.com.au/tji-series/a-space-for-collective-grief


 
 

   

 

At the same time, our platforms reflect the diversity of Jewish experience and seek to encourage 
nuance, respectful disagreement and thoughtful engagement. Following October 7 and Bondi, we 
created spaces for grief and reflection, supported Jewish creatives affected by exclusion, initiated 
Action Against Antisemitism, and produced projects aimed at fostering understanding, including an 
award-winning series on Palestinian citizens of Israel and the documentary Pita with Vegemite – An 
Israeli Australian Story (available on SBS). 
 
3. What we know about antisemitic attitudes in Australia – Crossroads surveys 
3.1 The Jewish Independent’s contribution to the Commission is not limited to the repository of lived 
experience testimony of our community, evidenced through our coverage. Crossroads is a series of 
large surveys commissioned by The Jewish Independent (formerly Plus61J Media), designed and 
analysed by Emeritus Professor Andrew Markus since 2021.  
 
The surveys provide rigorous quantitative research designed to provide longitudinal insight into 
Australian attitudes towards Jews, antisemitism and Israel. These surveys provide an additional layer 
of evidence regarding prevalence, intensity, uncertainty and population segmentation, 
complementing the lived experiences presented to the Commission.  
 
The first survey looked at Australian attitudes to Israel, Jews and antisemitism, and the second survey 
in 2023, looked at the attitudes of Australian Jews in relation to Israel. We commissioned 
Crossroads25 to provide rigorous, longitudinal data, and measure changes in antisemitic attitudes 
and views of Israel over time.  
 
Crossroads 25 was conducted by YouGov in August 2025 with a sample of 2,270, including a sample 
boost of 802 respondents aged 18-30. Participation was limited to Australians eligible to vote.  
 
3.2 In contrast to other studies, the survey provides data on attitudes, but not on incidents, relating 
to antisemitism. 
 
The survey instrument comprised 25 substantive questions; it included 12 questions that comprise 
the Generalised Antisemitism Scale (GeAS), which is designed to capture two dimensions of 
antisemitism, specifically: 

• Classical antisemitic stereotypes, for example beliefs about Jewish power, money, or loyalty 
and instrumentalization of the Holocaust (Judeophobia subscale)  

• Israel-related statements that go beyond legitimate criticism of Israeli policy into 
delegitimising and conspiratorial views of Israel and its supporters (anti-Zionism subscale). 

 
We refer the Commission to the full Crossroads reports provided in the attachments, in addition to 
Professor Markus’ testimony on 12 May. 
 
Crossroads25 provided such a plethora of relevant data that it can be tempting to focus the headline 
responses. It also allows for additional and further dissection of the data given the many variables 
provided in YouGov’s methodology. As noted by Professor Markus, the patterns are where the real 
picture can be gleaned, and in addition to the reports already provided, further segmentation 
research was conducted in March/April 2026 to reveal ‘clusters’ in order for government and other 
institutions to correctly target interventions.  
 
3.3 Segmentation/Cluster research using respondent data  

https://www.sbs.com.au/ondemand/tv-program/pita-with-vegemite-an-israeli-australian-story/2418191939556
https://thejewishindependent.com.au/crossroads


 
 

   

 

Segmentation analysis groups respondents according to shared attitudes and characteristics, 
revealing patterns that are often hidden by national averages. Using additional demographic, social, 
economic and political variables available in the YouGov dataset, further cluster analysis was 
undertaken in 2026 to better target interventions. The dataset is available if so requested by the 
Commission. 
 
The analysis is not intended as a definitive typology of Australian society, but demonstrates how 
advanced statistical techniques can reveal important differences in attitudes and behavioural 
tendencies. 
 
3.4 Within this analysis, Crossroads25 identified four main clusters that give a portrait of how 
attitudes are distributed across the population.  
 

• Cluster 1 (≈24%) 
Low Judeophobia , low anti-Zionism  

This group shows relatively higher levels of engagement with both the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and 
with politics more broadly. It includes a higher proportion of respondents with postgraduate 
education and those in more financially secure circumstances, including higher rates of outright 
home ownership.  
 
Within this cluster, there is also a lower likelihood of respondents reporting support for the Voice 
referendum or voting for Labor, and a lower emphasis placed on climate change relative to other 
clusters. In terms of demographic profile, this cluster includes a somewhat higher proportion of male 
respondents and is less secular compared with other groups. They tend to sympathise with Israelis 
rather than Palestinians, and are more likely to accept reports that Hamas killed around 1,200 Israelis 
on October 7. 
 

• Cluster 2 (≈62%) 
Moderate Judeophobia, moderate anti-Zionism  

Respondents in this group are less engaged with both the conflict and politics than other clusters, 
more likely to hold mixed or uncertain views, and more sceptical about the 1,200-deaths figure of 
October 7.  
 
They are more likely to be secular, climate-concerned, Labor supporters, lower-qualified and 
mortgage holders. This cluster most closely resembles the broad centre of the sample. 
 

• Cluster 3 (≈8%) 
Low Judeophobia, high anti-Zionism 

This cluster reflects respondents who are strongly pro-Palestinian, and very hostile to Israel but fairly 
low on the Judeophobia scale, although moderately higher than the low base in Cluster 1.  
 
Respondents in this group are more likely to be younger, particularly within the 18-44 age range, and 
more likely to be female. They are also more likely to identify as secular and to express strong 
positions on issues such as climate change. They show higher levels of engagement with the conflict 
itself and are more likely to sympathise with Palestinians, and more doubtful about the 1,200-deaths 
figure on October 7.  
 



 
 

   

 

In terms of political alignment, respondents in this cluster are more likely to have supported the 
Voice referendum and to vote Greens. Socio-economically, they are more likely to be renters and to 
report less secure financial circumstances. 
 

• Cluster 4 (≈6%) 

Very high Judeophobia, very high anti-Zionism 
Cluster 4 is the most consistently hostile cluster overall. Compared with Cluster 1, this group is more 
male, more middle-aged, and more likely to report financial strain, precarious housing, and more 
disrupted relationship profiles (divorced/separated/widowed). They are somewhat less interested in 
the conflict and politics, and are strongly pro-Palestinian in sympathies and views, with extreme 
scepticism about the October 7 death toll.  
 
It is the cluster that most clearly combines hostility toward Jews and hostility toward Zionism. There 
is also a higher prevalence of respondents who speak a language other than English at home.  
 
3.5 What the Cluster approach reveals 
Results show that antisemitism in Australia is not a single, uniform phenomenon, but a set of distinct 
patterns that vary in form as well as in intensity. 
This segmentation shows that hostility towards Jews and hostility towards Zionists are not evenly 
distributed or appear in the same combinations. That matters because interventions aimed at a 
single undifferentiated “antisemitic audience” are likely to miss important differences between a 
broad middle group, a Zionist-only hostile group, and a smaller segment that is both Judeophobic 
and anti-Zionist. 
 
3.6 Uncertainty and lack of knowledge 
As noted by Professor Markus in his report, Crossroads25 highlights the importance of uncertainty 
and disengagement. Nearly half of respondents reported little or no interest in the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict. Less than half accepted reports that Hamas killed approximately 1,200 Israelis on October 7, 
while 44% were unsure. 
 
This supports a submission argument that attitudes are shaped not only by prejudice but also by low 
levels of information and exposure to highly polarised information environments or ‘zeitgeist’. Across 
all clusters, the role of the information environment remains central.  
 
Cluster 2 representing the majority of respondents, is characterised by uncertainty rather than 
strongly held views. This suggests significant scope for educational and informational interventions.  
 
Cluster 3 demonstrates that anti-Zionist attitudes can exist independently of classical antisemitic 
attitudes. However, given that Crossroads23 found that 86% of Jewish Australians regard Israel's 
existence as essential to the future of the Jewish people, these attitudes can nevertheless be 
experienced as hostility by many Jewish Australians. 
 
Cluster 4 remains the segment of greatest concern because it combines both Judeophobic and anti-
Zionist hostility. 
 
4. Responses - No one size fits all response 
4.1 Crossroads25 suggests most Australians are not ideologically committed but are underinformed, 
uncertain or disengaged. Nevertheless, even relatively small but highly engaged groups can have a 



 
 

   

 

disproportionate impact on the lives of Jewish Australians when attitudes are amplified through 
activism, online networks or public mobilisation. 
 
Different patterns of hostility therefore require different responses. Legal responses may be 
appropriate for unlawful conduct, hate crimes and discrimination. Educational and informational 
responses may be more effective for low-information audiences. Media and civil society responses 
are needed to address misinformation, polarisation and delegitimising discourse.  
 
4.2 Disengaged audiences may become more susceptible to polarised or hostile narratives during 
periods of heightened international tension, when overseas events increase the salience in people’s 
lives. Further longitudinal research would assist in identifying whether attitudes are static or 
changing as these events unfold. 
 
Further research could also examine behavioural indicators such as protest participation, online 
engagement and political mobilisation to better understand pathways to radicalisation.  
 
4.3 Civil discourse in the information space 
One of TJI's foundational values is modelling respectful intracommunal and intercommunal dialogue. 
As polarisation has increased precisely on the topics that are TJI’s main concern, such as Israel, 
Zionism and the Australian Jewish community, intelligent respectful dialogue has remained a key 
guiding principle. 
 
Our experience demonstrates that contentious issues can be discussed constructively if participants 
are willing to engage with discomfort, challenge assumptions and reject abuse or intimidation.  TJI’s 
articles, events and community action are testament to the ability to speak about sensitive topics in a 
mature, informative and respectful way. It all begins with a willingness to challenge thinking rather 
than reaffirming existing positions, or as our tagline has previously said ‘broaden the conversation’. 
This differs from free speech approaches which place no limits and focuses simply on individual 
rights. 
 
4.4 Rather than avoiding difficult topics, institutions should model respectful disagreement and 
create environments where robust discussion can occur safely. The Voller case (Fairfax Media 
Publications Pty Ltd v Voller [2021] HCA 27), in which the High Court attributed responsibility to 
media for defamatory content posted by third parties to the media’s social media groups also shows 
that social media need not be an unfettered and unsafe space by default. Instead elevating, 
modelling and promulgating good practice examples of respectful discourse allows speech to be free 
with a framework that also supports social cohesion. 
 
5. Social cohesion and intercommunal resilience  
5.1 This submission is guided by four principles.  

• First, the Jewish community sees itself as an integral part of Australian society.  

• Second, Jewish Australians are entitled to safety, inclusion and respect, and to live free from 
fear like all other Australians.  

• Third, they are entitled to maintain their identity as both a faith and ethnic community.  

• Fourth, they are entitled to maintain a connection to the historical and modern State of Israel. 
Regardless of views about Israeli governments or policies, events in Israel must never be used 
to justify hostility, discrimination or violence against Jewish Australians. 

 



 
 

   

 

 5.2 We face two related challenges. The first is the need to combat all forms of racism while 
recognising the distinctive characteristics and history of antisemitism and anti-Zionism. The second is 
the need to strengthen social cohesion as a response to the current manifestations of antisemitism 
experienced by Jewish Australians. While social cohesion cannot eliminate antisemitism, it can 
strengthen societal resilience against it. 
 
 At the heart of this inquiry is a simple question: how can Australia strengthen social cohesion?  
 
We suggest policy should support two complementary forms of social capital: bonding and bridging.  
 
5.3 Bonding social capital strengthens connections within communities. Since the emergence of 
multiculturalism in the 1970s, Australia has supported communities to preserve and celebrate their 
cultural, ethnic and religious identities through schools, cultural centres, places of worship and 
community organisations. These institutions build resilience, confidence and belonging and should 
continue to be supported. 
 
However, bonding social capital alone is insufficient. While it strengthens communities internally, it 
does little to build understanding between communities – indeed, can produce social silos. During 
periods of tension, communities can retreat into themselves, reducing contact with others and 
increasing the risk of misunderstanding, polarisation and hostility.  
 
5.4 For this reason, greater emphasis should be placed on bridging social capital – connecting the 
silos. Bridging social capital creates meaningful relationships across cultural, ethnic and faith 
communities. It builds trust, mutual understanding and a shared sense of citizenship. As the song 
goes: ‘I am, you are, we are Australian’. 
 
Most importantly, it creates relationships that remain resilient when international events place 
pressure on domestic social cohesion. The deterioration in intercommunal relations following 7 
October 2023 demonstrates the consequences of insufficient bridging capital. 
The times call for commitment to both bonding and bridging capital.  
 
5.5 The role of communal leaders can be key in this. Take for example the Sydney Alliance which 
brings together diverse communal organisations working to advance a regional common good.   
 
Government funds can scale the work of community initiatives like Together for Humanity which 
conducts focused intercultural programs in schools, enabling students to explore their commonalities 
rather than their differences. 
 
Government can help fund institutions like the former Trade Union Training Authority (TUTA) that 
brought workers together for learning and accreditation across industries and regions. A similar 
multicultural-centred Institute could build long-lasting organic connectedness between silos. 
Government can also model and promote social cohesion. 

6. Key Recommendations  
6.1 Support ongoing longitudinal and quantitative research and analysis such as Crossroads as an 
important complement to lived-experience testimony and incident reporting. 
 

https://www.sydneyalliance.org.au/
https://togetherforhumanity.org.au/


 
 

   

 

6.2 Recognise that different forms and intensities of antisemitism may require different legal, 
educational, informational or social responses based on real data regarding subgroups, rather than a 
national average approach. 
 
6.3 Prioritise populations where polarisation is more concentrated or threatening. Cluster 4 may 
pose a direct threat; younger cohorts that tended to show much higher rates of anti-Zionism could 
indicate future risks. 
 
6.4 Include Jewish Australians lived experience in analysis and activities.  
Testimonies from Jewish Australians indicate that the community at large is extremely affected 
regardless of how widespread antisemitic and anti-Zionist attitudes actually are.  
 
6.5 Bolster government support, funding for actions supporting civil discourse and respectful 
dialogue in the information space. Crossroads25 shows the scale of uncertainty, low knowledge and 
selective information. Activities such as the speaking tour TJI initiated with Israeli and Palestinian 
peacemakers should be elevated over polarising voices.  
 
6.6 Create infrastructural bridges between siloed communities based on shared interests such as 
sport, media or education. Bringing communities together under umbrellas of what they have in 
common is more effective than trying to force engagement around non-specific social cohesion 
agendas. 
 
6.7 Create an intercommunal leadership training centre for practical skill building to bring leaders 
together, to encourage them to invest in these pathways, incentivise eligibility for government 
funding, advertising and support. Leaders could be from culture, faith, sports, local government, 
youth or other fields to ensure that cluster hotspots of antisemitism can be addressed.  
 


