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ABSTRACT 

This thesis examines Australia‘s current political response towards the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

It analyses the domestic factors that have the potential to shape Australia‘s foreign policy on the peace 

process. It also looks at what it will broadly mean for Australia should the current policy be 

maintained in relation to Australian values and commitment to issues of human rights and upholding 

international law. The domestic factors analysed in this thesis include the mass media, public opinion, 

lobby groups and business groups. 

 

An analysis of two Australian newspapers found that the Australian press coverage lacked depth and 

discussion of final status issues (the status of Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and Palestinian refugees). 

Relatively few articles address these issues within frames of their historical context and significance 

in international law. On the other hand, a national survey conducted shows that the majority of 

Australians identify with the Palestinian narrative, especially regarding final status issues. Moreover, 

Australians support their Government in adopting a policy on the conflict that is based on 

international law. This support, however, is not reflected in the Government‘s political response.  

The Australian Government supports the right for both Israelis and Palestinians to live in peace but 

since 2004, contradicts this stance by voting against key UN resolutions concerning the rights of 

Palestinians. As the media and the Australian public have had a minimal impact on the Government‘s 

political response, this allows other domestic forces with more specific agendas to influence policy-

makers. This study finds that the pro-Israel lobby and Jewish organisations in Australia play a 

significant role in persuading Australian politicians to adopt a political stance that reflects the Israeli 

narrative. Australian politicians appear more willing to acknowledge the importance of safeguarding 

Israel‘s security over restoring Palestinians‘ rights. These findings have also been confirmed through 

extensive interviews conducted with former and present Australian diplomats and politicians from 

both major political parties. 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process will have an impact on the way the 

international community regards Australia. Australia prides itself as being a good international citizen 

which values the rule of law, justice and human rights. Voting against key UN resolutions that 

advocate the rights of Palestinians questions this commitment as it portrays a government that is only 

capable of paying lip service but not transcending its stated beliefs into actual practice. This study‘s 

overall finding is that certain domestic factors are able to influence foreign policy more than others 

depending on specific socio-political context as well as other external geopolitical dynamics.   
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Introduction 

 
Foreign policy and diplomacy have always assumed a private role, an arm of the government 

whose activities are usually perceived to be carried out in secrecy and away from scrutiny. 

Given the executive nature of foreign policy, it can be said that ―even the most public 

diplomacy tends to originate in the private calculations of foreign ministries‖ (Gyngell and 

Wesley 2007, 16). While the making of foreign policy remains the responsibility of the 

elected members of parliament, it is increasingly difficult for the government to implement a 

policy away from public scrutiny.  To what extent are media, public opinion and lobby 

groups able to constrain foreign policy-making? Are they making governments more 

responsive to their people and accountable for the policies they pursue? 

This thesis is concerned with the study of Australia‘s diplomacy in international politics. It 

seeks to understand the domestic factors that influence Australia‘s foreign policy on one of 

the modern world‘s most enduring political dilemmas, the Israel-Palestine conflict. Domestic 

factors are seldom discussed in terms of the making of foreign policy in Australia. In 

addition, much of the existing literature that discusses Australia‘s foreign relations and its 

role in international politics focuses on explaining Australia‘s place in the world and its 

foreign policy process. What lacks in the current discussion is an in-depth study of how the 

media, public opinion, lobby groups and business groups influence the making of Australia‘s 

foreign policy. Focusing on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process also 

contributes to existing literature. Few studies have looked at Australia‘s relationship with the 

Middle East; most studies focus on the United States (U.S.) and its role in the Israel-Palestine 

conflict. By focusing on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict, this thesis makes 

an original contribution to the literature on Australia‘s relationship with the Middle East. 

At a time when most Western nations are taking a more critical stance against Israel, 

Australia has continually sided with the U.S. and Israel. A study of Australia‘s foreign policy 

towards one of the most salient conflicts in international relations is important in identifying 

the domestic factors that have the potential to influence Australia‘s policy on the Israel-

Palestine peace process. This study is not only significant as the Israel-Palestine conflict 

remains important for Islam-West relations, but no study has looked at Australia‘s 

engagement with this issue in detail (Mansouri 2006).  
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This thesis examines the domestic factors that influence Australia‘s foreign policy. More 

specifically, it will test the extent to which domestic factors shape Australia‘s policy towards 

the Israel-Palestine peace process. Australia‘s foreign policy and its diplomatic relations with 

the international community have been widely discussed amongst politicians and scholars 

(Barwick 1962; Copley, Pickford, and Patterson 2007; Evans and Grant 1995; Leaver and 

Cox 1997; Lee and Waters 1997; McDougall 1998, 2009; McDougall et al. 1987; Mediansky 

1997; Renouf 1986; Ungerer 2008). Studies have also been done to explain the making of 

Australian foreign policy and the various international and domestic factors that shape it 

(Firth 2005; Jaensch and Teichmann 1987). Amongst the extensive literature, Allan Gyngell 

and Michael Wesley‘s (2003, 2007) research, arguably, provides the most detailed 

examination of the Australian foreign policy-making process. The authors raise a key 

discussion concerning the role of domestic factors in shaping foreign policy. This thesis seeks 

to test the extent to which domestic factors identified by Gyngell and Wesley (2003, 2007) 

shape Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. These domestic factors include 

the media, public opinion, lobby/interest groups and business groups.  

Through the study of the Australian Government‘s policy statements, an analysis of the 

Australian press, a national survey of the Australian public and extensive interviews with 

politicians, diplomats, lobbyists, and business leaders, this thesis tests the extent to which 

domestic factors shape the Australian Government‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process.   

It is important to note that the Middle East is considered as the most volatile and dangerous 

region by many Australian politicians (Evans and Grant 1995; Howard 2003). In addition, 

peace in the Middle East, according to former Prime Minister John Howard (2003, 87) is 

critical for peace and security: 

[Peace in the Middle East] is important not just for the peoples of that region but for 

the long-term stability and security of the world. A settlement between Israelis and 

Palestinians will further strengthen the international front against terrorism. It will 

address a sense of injustice which has fuelled anti Western sentiment and provide a 

rallying point for those who seek to recruit people to the terrorist cause. 

Regarding Australia‘s relationships with the Middle East and Africa, former Foreign Minister 

Gareth Evans and Bruce Grant (1995) note that Australia has always played the role of a 

good international citizen as it sought to secure the destruction of apartheid in South Africa 
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and attempted to achieve the reconciliation of competing claims between the Jewish and 

Palestinian peoples. Australia played a significant role in bringing down the apartheid regime 

in South Africa and some politicians and scholars believe that Australia has ―been moved by 

the great moral and humanitarian issues in these regions‖, has ―made practical contributions 

to these efforts‖  and have maintained ―an even-handed appreciation of the merits of the 

Palestinian side of the argument‖ (Evans and Grant 1995, 276-83). However, these 

statements gravely overlook what this thesis argues to be Australia‘s role in directly and/or 

indirectly maintaining Israel‘s occupation of Palestine through Australia‘s reluctance to 

openly criticise Israel‘s policies and practices that violate the inalienable rights of 

Palestinians. 

It is important to note that Australia played an important role in the establishment of the State 

of Israel. Australia‘s then Deputy Prime Minister and Attorney-General and Minister for 

External Affairs, Dr H. V. Evatt, led the special ad hoc committee in the United Nations (UN) 

that was in charge of achieving a resolution towards the partition of Palestine. Under Evatt‘s 

leadership, Australia was the first country to accord full recognition to the State of Israel and 

since then, successive Australian Governments have maintained strong ties with Israel. 

Arguably, Australia‘s voting records at the UN on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of 

Palestine‘ resolution are reflections of its close bond with the State of Israel; since 2004, 

Australia has consistently voted with Israel and the U.S. by maintaining a ‗no‘ vote. A 

detailed discussion of Australia‘s role in the establishment of the State of Israel, its voting 

records at the UN and its policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace process will be examined 

in Chapter 1.  

This thesis is concerned with Australia‘s foreign policy; it is also a political-sociological 

study of how certain social actors and institutions influence policy-making. Political 

sociology is simply understood as ―the social bases of politics‖ (Hicks, Janoski, and Schwartz 

2005). It is the study of the relationship between state and society and looks at how 

significant social phenomena and forces affect the political process and instigate change 

(Hicks, Janoski, and Schwartz 2005; Nash 2010). More specifically, political sociology is 

concerned with the process and impact of social movements, civil society, mass media, 

electoral politics and public opinion. It is a discipline that is influenced by post-

structualist/postmodern and feminist theories whereby the concept of power is understood by 

the former as entrenched in informal political processes on top of formal political institutions 

(Dyrberg 1997; Foucault 1977) and for the latter, in the private rather than public spheres in 
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society (Enloe 1990). Focusing on the impact that domestic factors such as the media, public 

opinion, lobby/interest groups and business groups have on foreign policy, this thesis reaches 

across the disciplines of political science, international relations and political sociology. At 

this point it is essential to present a review of existing literature relevant to this thesis.  

Literature Review 

The Making of Foreign Policy 

 

The seminal works of James N. Rosenau (1969, 1974, 1976) and Charles W. Kegley Jr.  et al 

(Kegley et al. 1975) are among the first few studies to have sparked the increase in the 

comparative foreign policy studies debate. While there are some who have argued for the 

decline in studies in this area and have criticised the way the discipline has been approached 

(Faurby 1976, 1976; Korany 1983), it is difficult to downplay the significance of studying 

foreign policy given that globalisation and communications technology have intrinsically 

connected governments and people. 

 

Many scholars have attempted to establish theories to understand foreign policy and have 

argued for the need to base the studies on definitive theories. Scholars such as McGowan and 

Shapiro (1973)  argue for the need of forming general theories or middle-range theories to 

explain relationships rather than basing assessments of foreign policy on predictions. Richard 

Cottam (1977) developed a general theory that focuses on foreign policy motivation, while 

Margaret Hermann (1987) and Stephen Walker (1987) looked at ―role theory‖ which looks at 

the impact of an individual‘s perception and values that influence foreign policy orientations. 

James N. Rosenau (1987) even went so far as to argue for the significance of a ―single-

country‖ theory that if special care is exercised, specific cases can be used for the 

development of theory that could lead to explaining wider sequences of events. As noted by 

Davis Bobrow and Steve Chan (1987), not all countries have equal weight, significance and 

opportunities in foreign relations, hence, the application of Rosenau‘s (1987) ―single-

country‖ theory might be useful in these instances.  

 

Foreign policy is an amalgamation of both domestic and international politics (Alley 2000; 

Bobrow and Chan 1987; McDougall 2009; Rosenau 1987). Rosenau (1987) notes the 

multiple sources of influences of any given policy such as the reinforcement of historical 

traditions, the values and decisions of a dominant elite, the deliberations of a committee, the 
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product of public opinion and the pressures of various interest groups. More specifically, Joe 

Hagan (1987) highlights four basic sets of actors that seemingly affect foreign policy. They 

include the competing personalities in leadership (Hermann 1987; Walker 1987) and 

factional and bureaucratic differences; the sharing of power between the executive, non-

executive and legislative actors of the political system; segments of the society that are 

politically active such as interest groups and the less structured and informed opinions of the 

mass public (Hagan 1987). 

The Making of Australian Foreign Policy 

 

Charles Kegley (1987) proposed a general set of assumptions about the nature of the process 

of foreign policy decision-making. Kegley (1987) argues that foreign policy-making 

routinely evolves from an accumulation of past decisions, created through the articulation of 

interest factors. It is a social process that considers the norms and values held by the society, 

requires the justification of policies in order to fit the overall goals, requires planning and 

collaboration that takes place usually in a stable environment, and often reinforces an 

important consideration which is the likelihood of policy continuity and predictability. In 

addition, Martin Sampson (1987) argues for the significance of the culture of the 

country/society as an influence on foreign policy-making. 

The study of the making of Australian foreign policy is relatively new. Prominent works 

include those of Gyngell and Wesley (2007), Firth (2005), and Jaensch and Teichmann 

(1987). Allan Gyngell and Michael Wesley‘s (2007) book Making Australian Foreign Policy 

is one of the key studies for understanding the processes and influences behind foreign 

policy-making in Australia. Four interrelated levels have been identified by Gyngell and 

Wesley (2007) in which foreign policy-making in Australia occurs. The levels are the 

strategic
1
, contextual

2
, organisational

3
 and operational.

4
 They argue that each level ―plays a 

                                                           
1
 At the strategic level, policy-making is seen as a conscious attempt to reconcile factors that define Australia’s 

position in the world. At this level of policy-making, Australia attempts to articulate its vision of Australia in the 
world, the definition of its national interest and whether a bilateral or multilateral foreign policy in a given 
area is more effective in an international context. 
2
 At the contextual level, policy-making in Australia takes into consideration the various contexts in which 

different issues occur and determines what is at stake for the state, its values and the type of problem the 
issue represents. 
3
 At the organisational level, policy-making involves both the processes of guiding policy responses while 

organising and allocating resources to understand policy issues 
4
 At the operational level, the bulk of foreign policy-making is carried out by bureaucrats and diplomats 

although policies can be enacted by leaders and ministers. This level of policy-making refers to the activity of 
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connected and crucial part in the production of actual foreign policy initiatives and 

responses‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 22). 

Gyngell and Wesley (2007) further suggest that the media, public opinion, lobby groups and 

business groups affect the making of Australian foreign policy by setting the parameters of 

government action, and only when the interest of the public is engaged. Young (2007) 

recognises that interactivity and active participation by the public are not normally 

encouraged by the government, and dissenting voices are usually sidelined. 

Domestic Factors and Foreign Policy 

The Media and Foreign Policy 

 

Many studies have focused on the relationship between media, public opinion and 

interest/pressure groups in the foreign policy process. In the area of the relationship between 

media and foreign policy, the most common theories that have risen to explain this 

relationship are the Cable News Network effect or the ―CNN effect‖ (Robinson 1999, 2002), 

the ―propaganda model‖ (Chomsky and Herman 1988) and ―indexing hypothesis‖ (Bennett 

1990).  

 

Many scholars have attempted to articulate their interpretation of the ―CNN effect‖ (Feist 

2001; Livingston and Eachus 1995; Neuman 1996; Seib 2002). The ―CNN effect‖ literature 

generally surrounds the idea that the mass media can influence policy-making and ―that real-

time communications technology could provoke major responses from domestic audiences 

and political elites to global events‖ (Robinson 1999, 301). Many scholars note that the media 

play active roles and are able to influence foreign policy-making (Freedman 2000; Mowlana 

1997; O'Heffernan 1991; Robinson 2002; Wheeler 2000).  

 

Other scholars, however, conclude that the power of the media has been exaggerated and it is 

unclear as to the extent to which the media are able to influence foreign policy-making 

(Balabanova 2010; Gilboa 2005; Gowing 2000; Herman 1993; Jakobsen 2000; Minear, Scott, 

and Weiss 1996; Natsios 1996; Seib 2002; Strobel 1997). These studies contend that while 

the media do to some extent affect certain policies that surround issues such as the 

environment, and law and order, the media are less effective on issues surrounding foreign 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
state representatives who monitor and implement the most detailed aspects of the content of foreign policy 
whether it is via bureaucratic, diplomatic, media or other channels. 
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policy and economic issues (Walgrave, Soroka, and Nuytemans 2008). The ―propaganda 

model‖ states that the media are influenced by elite opinion and information sources (Bennett 

1990; Cassara 1997; Chomsky and Herman 1988; Entman 1991; Hallin 1986). This is 

because government officials are usually the main source of political news and have the 

ability to constrain debate within the media (Page 1996). The ―indexing hypothesis‖ theory 

also contends that the mass media usually settle for ―a comfortable role‖ as they safeguard 

the official government or elite position on major issues ―while abdicating [their] traditional 

mandate‖ as the Fourth Estate under appropriate circumstances (Bennett 1990, 106). 

 

In the context of Australia, Stewart Firth  (2005, 87) argues that ―foreign ministers have a 

symbiotic relationship with the press‖ as the media have the capacity to influence 

international and domestic perceptions of them. Other scholars, however, argue that the 

capacity of the media to publish and persuade the public is constrained by the government 

(Cotton and Ravenhill 2007).
5
 In the Australian context, therefore, ―the media have the 

potential to play an important though sporadic role in the foreign policy process by adding an 

additional criterion for relevance to policy-makers‘ existing criteria‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007, 160). The media‘s potential for influence and power in Australia also stems from the 

argument that they are the most important means of political communication for the majority 

of Australians (Jaensch and Teichmann 1987). 

Public Opinion, Issue Publics and Foreign Policy 

 

The seminal works of Walter Lippmann (1922) and Bernard Cohen (1963, 1973, 1995) 

opened the debate surrounding public opinion and the impact of the public on foreign policy. 

Some scholars contend that public opinion has an impact on foreign policy to the extent that 

it creates an environment of encouragements or limitations that guide preferred behaviour 

(Sobel 2001). On top of that, scholars such as John Zaller (1994), Maxine Isaacs (1994) and 

Ole Holsti (2004) argue that the public is capable of arriving at positions that do not parallel 

those put forth by government officials or the media.  

                                                           
5
 Cotton and Ravenhill (2007) note that since the 2003 invasion of Iraq and the experience of ‘children 

overboard’, government officials were very reluctant to provide journalists with ‘privileged’ information. The 
‘children overboard’ incident took place in 2001 prior to the 2001 Australian election and started when 
Australian political leaders claim that asylum seekers had thrown babies off their boats with the aim of 
pressuring the Australian Navy to take all the asylum seekers into Australia. In addition, rather than deriving 
information from the Australian press, Australians first learnt of Australian forces already under combat in Iraq 
even before Saddam Hussein responded to the forty-eight-hour deadline imposed on him to leave the country, 
and of the flawed intelligence process through the U.S. and United Kingdom’s media.  
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Valdimer Orando Key‘s (1961, 1966) metaphor of public opinion as a ―system of dikes‖ 

parallels the treatment of public opinion in this study. Public opinion does not make policy. 

Rather, it is a ―system of dikes‖ that channel the flow of policy, which suggests that ―opinion 

has a guiding or limiting influence on policy‖ (Sobel 2001, 10). Along the same lines as Key 

(1961, 1966), Robert Putnam (1988) and Richard Sobel (2001) argue that scholarship could 

concern itself more with the question of how and under what circumstances public opinion 

can have an impact on foreign policy. Moreover, scholars suggest that the public‘s position 

on specific policies and what policy-makers perceive to be the attitudes of the public is 

important in shaping their approach towards policy formation (Cohen 1973; Sobel 2001). In 

addition, the public‘s approval of the present government and, more importantly, the main 

person at the forefront of making foreign policy decisions impacts on the ability of the 

president, prime minister or foreign minister to work their will across all levels and personnel 

in the policy process (Sobel 2001). 

 

In this context, ―issue publics‖ or lobby/interest groups represent another aspect of public 

opinion (Gyngell and Wesley 2007; Herbst 1998). Like public opinion, analysis of the 

relationship between ‗issue publics‘ and the state should not focus on whether this group 

affects policy, but rather under what circumstances can ‗issue publics‘ enable a guiding or 

limiting influence on policy. 

 

In the Australian context, there are arguments to suggest that public opinion plays a role in 

influencing the thoughts and actions of foreign policy-makers (Jaensch and Teichmann 1987; 

McDougall et al. 1987). However, studies by Goot (2007) show that the extent to which 

public opinion affects foreign policy is very much dependent on existing beliefs held within 

the Australian Government. Perhaps then, it is more useful to ask under what circumstances 

can public opinion influence Australia‘s foreign policy rather than if public opinion influence 

policy-making. 

Media, Public Opinion and Foreign Policy 

 

On the issue of media and public opinion, some scholars argue that the media should be 

understood ―more as a mover than a mirror of society‖ (Bonafede 1997, 118). There are 

many arguments in support of the power of the media in influencing public opinion. Some 

scholars argue that the media have the capacity to dictate the issues it feels the public should 
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pay attention to and activate public opinion when foreign policy issues receive extensive 

media coverage that sits well with the publics‘ frames of reference (Iyengar and Simon 1994; 

Powlick and Katz 1998; Soroka 2003; Weaver 1984).  

 

On the relationship between media, public opinion and foreign policy, Robert Entman (2004) 

argues that public opinion arises from how the media frame their coverage of events, rather 

than from the public‘s direct contact with the actual foreign affair. Other scholars argue that 

the media will only have the potential to influence public opinion if news commentary is of 

the views of popular and credible government officials, commentators and experts (Jordan 

and Page 1992). There are also other arguments to suggest that the media play ―a mediating 

role‖ between the Government and the public in Australia (Malek 1997; Renouf 1986) but in 

most instances, the media are not a direct influence on how governments deal with its foreign 

affairs (McDougall 2009). 

Lobby Groups and Foreign Policy 

 

While it can be argued that the large majority of the public remains passive with regards to 

political issues, there are certain groups within society who remain deeply involved (Gyngell 

and Wesley 2007; Jaensch and Teichmann 1987). These groups are commonly known as 

‗issue publics‘, ‗interested generalists‘, interest groups or lobby groups (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007). In general, literature surrounding the relationship between lobby groups and foreign 

policy argues that in a liberal democracy, lobby groups, especially ethnic lobby groups, have 

the potential to influence foreign policy (Glazer and Moynihan 1975; Shain 1994/1995). 

Some scholars argue that the agenda espoused by lobby groups resonate better with 

government officials if it parallels the usual traditions that the country and society supports 

(Mathias 1981) and that under certain circumstances, both lobby groups and the government 

mutually benefit from sustaining close relations (Haney and Vanderbush 1999; Watanabe 

1984).  

 

In the Australian context, there are arguments surrounding the assumption that lobby groups 

have an impact on the foreign policy-making process (Bubalo 2007; Jaensch and Teichmann 

1987; Loewenstein 2007; McDougall et al. 1987).
6
 Other scholars, however, argue that it is 

                                                           
6
 For example, there were observations made regarding Australia’s voting record at the UN regarding the 

illegality of the “Wall” or “security fence” built by Israel which stated that the Government’s opposition 
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difficult to evaluate the extent to which lobby groups have an impact on the foreign policy-

making process and contend that the influence of lobby groups is insignificant given the 

closed nature of foreign policy-making in Australia (Bergin 1983; Smith 1997).
7
 In addition, 

there are arguments that suggest that although lobby groups depend on the media to promote 

their cause, lobby groups greatly influence the media content itself as well as on the foreign 

policy-making process (Mowlana 1997).  

Existing Studies on the Media, Public Opinion, Lobby Groups and the 
Israel-Palestine Conflict 

 

Many studies have been done regarding the news coverage and public opinion of the Israel-

Palestine conflict (Anonymous 2003; Friel and Falk 2007; Gutmann 2005; Khouri 2002; 

Liebes 1997; Philo and Berry 2004; Rydelnik and Easley 2007; Shamir and Shikaki 2010; 

Vane 2002; Wall 2002; WorldPublicOpinion.org 2008). Some studies highlight the 

deficiencies in the media coverage of the conflict and seek to provide a more informed 

account of the conflict based on the historical, biblical and prophetic contexts (Rydelnik and 

Easley 2007). Bias and unfair reporting in the Western media have also been noted. In this  

respect, some studies demonstrate the inherent bias and asymmetry in the Western media‘s 

coverage of the conflict as the Western media do not question the restrictions placed by the 

Palestinian Authority on media access to stories and unquestioningly accept their version of 

the story (Gutmann 2005). Others note that the Western media continuously abandons their  

role as the ‗Fourth Estate‘, or a watchdog role, and support the dominant ideology which is 

what they deem to be ―right‖ at that point in time (Liebes 1997). Also, it is argued that while 

the media maintain a pro-Israel slant in its news coverage that this bias has no particular 

impact on U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East (Khouri 2002). This argument is supported 

by another study that was done a few years before which contends that the U.S. has always 

favoured the inherent right of Jews to exist in the Holy Land and largely ignores Palestinians‘ 

legitimate concerns over that same right as a native population (Christison 1999). 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
towards referring this issue to the International Court of Justice was the result of undue influence by sections 
of the Australian Jewish community (Bubalo 2007). 
7
 For example, Smith (1997) attributes the limited success of lobby groups in Australia on three main reasons: 

first, he argues that there is no lobby group in Australia that is particularly powerful compared to lobbies in the 
U.S. such as the Cuban or Israeli lobby; second, lobby groups in Australia tend to compete with one another 
and the government is usually able to balance off one group over the other; and third, it is difficult for lobby 
groups to break into the highly institutionalised nature of foreign policy-making in Australia.  
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Two prominent studies that have been done on the Western media reporting of the Israel-

Palestine conflict are those of Philo and Berry (2004) and Friel and Falk (2007). They 

provide valuable direction for undertaking media and public opinion research on Australia‘s 

reporting and public understanding of the conflict. In Bad News from Israel, Philo and Berry 

(2004) find that the Israeli narrative received greater coverage, that news tended to focus on 

the narrow reporting of violent events within a framework of Palestinian ‗action‘ and Israeli 

‗retaliation‘, and the audiences‘ modest understanding of the conflict is a result of the 

media‘s lack of discussion of the history of the conflict. Also, in Israel-Palestine on Record: 

How the New York Times Misreports Conflicts in the Middle East, Friel and Falk (2007) note 

the Times refusal to hold the U.S. and Israel accountable when they engage in controversial 

foreign policy initiatives as well as the newspaper‘s neglect in considering Palestinians‘ 

perspectives.  

On the issue of lobby groups and foreign policy, scholars such as Findley (2003), Petras 

(2006), Mearsheimer and Walt (2007), and Loewenstein (2007) argue that U.S.‘ uncritical 

and unconditional support for Israel is mainly the result of an effective pro-Israel lobby. The 

most common rationale behind U.S.‘ unconditional and uncritical support for Israel rests on 

the assumptions that not only do both countries share an intimate, historical relationship and 

common threats to their national security, it is also believed that maintaining U.S.‘ strategic 

interests, such as guaranteeing the steady flow of Middle Eastern oil, requires a stable and 

secure Israel (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). Regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict, the U.S. 

has supported Israel to the extent that they have been reluctant to criticise and act on Israel‘s 

violations of Palestinians‘ human rights which run contrary to cherished principles of 

freedom, self-determination and equality. 

In the Australian context, there has not been a detailed analysis of the Government‘s policy 

towards the Israel-Palestine conflict or a comprehensive analysis done on the media 

coverage, public opinion and lobby groups concerning the issue. This study fills the gap in 

the existing literature and looks into these areas extensively. This study examines the role of 

media, public opinion, lobby groups and business groups in shaping Australia‘s policy on the 

Israel-Palestine peace process. It does this through a multi-method approach. Firstly, a 

framing perspective is used in conducting a content analysis of the Australian press‘ coverage 

of the Israel-Palestine conflict over the past decade. Secondly, a national survey was 

conducted using a quantitative approach to identify Australian public opinion on the conflict. 

Thirdly, in-depth interviews were conducted with representatives of relevant business and 
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lobby groups. The data gathered from these three dimensions of the study was analysed and 

then measured against the views and insights of current and former Australian diplomats and 

politicians in order to examine the extent to which these domestic factors influence policy-

making with respect to the issue of Israel-Palestine.  

Limitations of the Current Study 
 

Like any study, there are limitations toward the arguments made in this thesis. This study 

acknowledges that as useful as studying the psychological factors that affect the decision-

makers may be, the field of psychology, cognitive studies and neuroscience is beyond the 

scope of this thesis. Given the limited resources and timeframe, it is also impractical to study 

the psyche and experiences of each decision-maker as that would mean analysing the 

psychological and behavioural patterns of members of the foreign policy bureaucracy, 

journalists, lobby groups and the public. It is also important to note that understanding the 

psychology of the decision-maker has been proposed by the school who defines decision-

makers as officially elected members of government. This study, however, proposes that the 

decision-makers themselves and even where the decision is made is hard to locate given the 

interconnectedness of the political and social echelons in Australia. Even within the foreign 

policy bureaucracy, the roles and functions of its members are so intertwined that attributing 

the decision to one single individual is inappropriate.  

This thesis also recognises the importance of international factors that influence Australia‘s 

foreign policy on the conflict and the Middle East on the whole. Mansouri (2006) argues that 

historically, Australia‘s relationship with the Middle East is often a continuation of its 

commitment to the British Empire, its Middle East engagement in the First World War and its 

strategic alliance with the U.S. Australia‘s foreign policy and strategic interests are often 

shaped by aligning its foreign policy ideals with the most significant actors in world politics. 

This includes countries that have the ability to shape world politics through their political, 

military, economic and ideological might. Australia‘s foreign policy is also constrained by its 

geography and countries of close proximity, hence, establishing stable relationships with 

countries in Southeast and Northeast Asia is of special significance to Australia. While 

recognising the significance of the international landscape in shaping Australia‘s foreign 

policy, this thesis will only be focusing on domestic factors that have the potential to shape 

foreign policy in Australia as it is difficult to monitor ongoing political trends while tying it 

to historical and current experiences. 
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A rationale for excluding the study of the international landscape also stems from allowing 

this thesis to make a significant contribution to the existing literature regarding Australia‘s 

political response towards the Israel-Palestine conflict. While there is some available research 

regarding Australia‘s foreign policy approach towards the conflict mirroring that of the U.S. 

(such as studies by Burchill (2006), Mansouri (2006) and Loewenstein (2007)), there has 

been very little discussion regarding domestic influences that shape Australia‘s foreign policy 

towards the conflict. In-depth studies of the reasons behind the Australian Government‘s 

uncritical support of Israel are rare, nor has there been a detailed study conducted on the 

Australian media‘s coverage of the conflict. In addition, the Government‘s policy on the 

conflict has yet to be tested against public opinion (Burns 2007).  

This thesis also recognises its limitations in providing a complete picture of all the factors 

that have the potential to influence Australia‘s foreign policy towards the Israel-Palestine 

conflict. While recognising the significant impact of lobby and community groups on 

Australia‘s foreign policy particularly in Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process, this study does not claim that its arguments is a reflection of all other foreign policy 

commitments. 

Chapter Structure 

 

Chapter 1 discusses and analyses the failure of the peace process and the existing 

international law that surrounds final status issues. This chapter will also look at Australia‘s 

response towards the Israel-Palestine peace process, specifically its significant role in the 

formation of the State of Israel, how Australia has voted in the UN on the ‗Peaceful 

settlement of the question of Palestine‘ issue since 2000, and Australia‘s current policy on the 

peace process. In addition, this chapter will discuss what the Government of Australia means 

by an ‗even-handed‘ approach towards the conflict and finally suggests what a balanced 

approach should entail.  

Chapter 2 is dedicated to giving an overview of Australia and its international diplomacy. It 

begins with a discussion of Australia‘s place in the world, followed by the question of a 

unique Australian identity. The chapter then proceeds to look at Australia‘s historical 

engagement in dealing with countries experiencing issues of self-determination. Finally, the 

chapter ends with a discussion of Australian foreign policy, its political institutions and the 



 
 

22 

international and domestic environments that impact on the development of Australia‘s 

foreign policy.  

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 present the findings of an analysis of Australia‘s media discourse on the 

Israel-Palestine conflict and peace process, the findings of a national survey on Australians‘ 

understanding and attitudes toward the conflict, and a study of the lobby groups respectively. 

The findings and discussions presented in these chapters suggest that there is no obvious 

relationship between the media, public opinion and Australia‘s foreign policy towards the 

Israel-Palestine peace process. More importantly, the various analyses, research and 

interviews have shown that the pro-Israel lobby in Australia is very effective in its access to 

prominent figures in the Australian society, has the ability to articulate its agenda so that it 

impacts on and is received by those key sectors, and has the resources and finances to keep 

up-to-date with and respond to issues and policies that might affect its agenda. Chapter 5 

shows that the pro-Israel lobby and community groups that are supportive of Israel have been 

effective in influencing the position of existing politicians and silencing dissent in key areas 

of politics and the media, even when Israel‘s ongoing treatment of Palestinians deserves 

criticism. 

The concluding chapter sums up the main arguments made in this thesis and the implications 

for Australia should the current policy maintain. This chapter explains how lobby groups and 

organisations in Australia are able to influence Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine 

peace process. Finally, it looks at the implications of Australia‘s political approach towards 

the issue. It examines the level of congruence between Australia‘s professed values and 

identity and its position on a resolution of the Israel-Palestine peace process. This chapter 

argues that Australia‘s unconditional support for Israel and reluctance to openly speak out 

against Israel‘s policies and practices that violate Palestinian human rights highlight the 

inconsistency in Australia‘s professed values of being a good international citizen, 

encouraging a fair-go for all and supporting the rights of indigenous peoples. 
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Chapter 1 - Australia and the Israel-Palestine Conflict  
 

The history of the Israel-Palestine conflict is shaped by competing narratives, and any effort 

to achieve a genuine peace between both parties rests on understanding the conflict through 

an appropriate framework. The dominant narrative that has informed the peace process stems 

from the assumption that the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 marked the 

beginning of hostilities between Israel and Palestine. However, some scholars and historians 

have argued that the conflict between Israel and Palestine began with the rise of political 

Zionism and subsequent events such as the Balfour Declaration in the First World War 

through to the ethnic cleansing of Palestine by Israel in 1947 (Pappe 2007; Quigley 2005; 

Rane 2009; Rubenberg 2003).  

This chapter begins by providing a discussion and analysis of the failures of the milestones of 

the peace process that have attempted to achieve reconciliation between the two parties and 

the existing international law that surrounds final status issues. There are four main themes 

that emerge from existing literature surrounding the discussion of the failure of the peace 

process: the asymmetry of the conflict that the main negotiating parties fail to take into 

consideration; the religious dimension, especially the use of religiously motivated violence by 

both Israelis and Palestinians; the ambiguity of the terms and conditions that lie at the 

foundation of the peace process; and the failure to base the peace process on international law 

that was set up to guide the conditions for achieving a just peace between Israel and Palestine 

(Pappe 2007; Quigley 2005; Rane 2009; Reinhart 2003, 2005, 2006; Rubenberg 2003; Said 

2001, 2004). This chapter adds a fifth dimension to the failure of the peace process. It argues 

that another contributing factor to the failure of achieving peace between Israel and Palestine 

stems from the international community‘s approach towards the conflict. More specifically, 

Western governments‘ political approach to Israel and Palestine is commonly based on their 

political and economic ties with the respective parties and not upon principles of justice and 

human rights that Western governments usually advocate.  

While there has been much debate on the U.S. approach towards this issue, this chapter will 

look at Australia‘s response towards the Israel-Palestine peace process specifically its 

significant role in the formation of the State of Israel, how Australia has voted in the UN on 

the ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ issue since 2000, and Australia‘s current 

policy on the peace process. This chapter will also discuss what the Government of Australia 
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means by an ‗even-handed‘ approach towards the conflict and finally suggests what a 

balanced approach should entail.  

The Failure of the Peace Process 

 
The Israel-Palestine conflict has been on the agenda of the UN since 1947 and has 

consistently ranked as one of the most important issues to be considered by both the UN 

General Assembly and the Security Council. The main broker of the peace process, however, 

has been the U.S. The U.S. led several peace mediation efforts in the 1950s and was 

intimately involved in peace talks during the Nixon and Ford administrations (1969-1977) 

with Henry Kissinger‘s ‗shuttle diplomacy‘ to mediate the conflict between Israel and the 

Arab states after the 1973 Yom Kippur War. In the 1980s, the so-called Reagan Plan also 

called for Palestinians‘ participation in peace talks without giving mention to the Palestine 

Liberation Organisation and sought a confederation between Jordan, the West Bank and Gaza 

(Dowty 2008). The U.S.‘ role in the peace process took a more formal turn when it hosted the 

Madrid Peace Conference in 1991 where initial negotiations rested on Security Resolutions 

242 and 338 and the principle of ‗land for peace‘. This was accepted by the Palestinians but 

rejected by Israel (Shlaim 2000). The next three significant initiatives in promoting peace 

included the 1993 Declaration of Principles (popularly known as the Oslo Accords), final 

status issues that were discussed at Camp David in 2000, and the 2003 U.S.-designed 

‗Roadmap‘ towards a lasting solution between Israel and Palestine. These steps toward a 

permanent resolution for both Israel and Palestine, however, have failed.  

Some scholars and commentators such as Pundak (2001), and Miall, Ramsbotham and 

Woodhouse (1999) argue that the Oslo Accords were a breakthrough for the peace process as 

the talks had seen ―dramatic progress on all the most important issues‖ (Pundak 2001, 44). 

Other scholars, who have more in-depth knowledge on the nature and origins of the conflict, 

argue that from the beginning, the peace process was set to fail (Philo and Berry 2004; Rane 

2009; Rubenberg 2003; Said 2001, 2004). Four key factors can be identified in the existing 

literature, which explain the failure of the peace process in achieving a just peace between 

Israel and Palestine. Firstly, the main negotiating parties failed to take into consideration the 

asymmetry of the conflict. Secondly, there is a religious dimension to the conflict especially 

in the use of religiously motivated violence by both Israelis and Palestinians. Thirdly, there is 

an inherent ambiguity in the terms and conditions that lie at the foundation of the peace 
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process. Finally, the peace process was not based on international law that was set up to guide 

the conditions for achieving a just peace between Israel and Palestine.  

This thesis adds a fifth dimension to the existing literature - it argues that the international 

community‘s approach towards the conflict is another contributing factor to the failure to 

achieve peace. More specifically, Western governments‘ approaches toward Israel and 

Palestine are commonly based on their political and economic ties with the respective parties, 

their close relationships with the lobby groups in the respective countries, and not upon laws 

of justice and human rights that their governments usually stand for. To emphasise the 

importance of the impact of the international community‘s approach towards Israel and 

Palestine, it is significant to note that the conquest of Palestine was not solely due to the 

extension of political Zionism. It was, as Rubenberg (2003, 4) argues, due to a more complex 

series of interactions between international players: ―Great Powers (primarily Great Britain) 

and, after 1947, the United States and the Soviet Union, as well as the United Nations, 

contributed mightily‖. 

It is important to note here that scholars such as Alan Dershowitz (2003, 2005, 2008) states 

that Palestinians rejection of the UN Partition Plan in 1947 through to the successive rejection 

of the terms of the peace process are the reasons behind the failure of peace negotiations. 

Dershowitz (2003, 46-118) notes that as ―soon as partition into two states or homelands was 

proposed, the Jews accepted it and the Arabs rejected it‖ and that Arafat‘s rejection of the 

peace process suggests that ―he will be unwilling to accept any peace offer that leaves Israel 

in existence‖. While it is true that Palestinians rejected both the UN Partition Plan and some 

of the terms of the peace process, it is important to understand the reasons behind their 

rejection. The following discussion seeks to analyse both issues of why the peace process 

failed and why Palestinians were not supportive of it. 

One of the most fundamental factors that explain the failure of the peace process stems from 

the power imbalance between Israel and Palestine. In political terms, Israel is regarded by the 

international community as a sovereign state with full membership in the UN. Palestine, on 

the other hand, is not a fully recognised and viable state, is mostly a population of refugees, 

and possesses only ―observer‖ status in the UN. In social terms, Israel has strong diplomatic 

ties with the U.S., which is not only the main broker of the peace process but is the world‘s 

only superpower. For Palestinians, however, the international community often refuses to 

negotiate with the Hamas government, which is considered a terrorist organisation by 
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international standards, although Palestinians democratically voted them into power. In 

economical terms, Israel has the largest economy in the region while Palestinians‘ economy 

is mainly controlled by Israel, which controls Palestinians‘ access to foreign aid as well. In 

military terms, Israel is, arguably, a nuclear power with the strongest military in the region 

and ranked the fourth most powerful in the world, and since the Second World War, Israel 

has been the largest recipient of U.S. military aid (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). The power 

asymmetries between the two parties, therefore, prevent any meaningful negotiations 

resulting from (or taking place as part of) the peace process.  

As mentioned above, the U.S. has been the main broker of peace between Israel and 

Palestine, however, the close diplomatic ties between U.S. and Israel prevent the PLO from 

even influencing basic elements of the peace process. As noted by Rubenberg (2003), the 

PLO entered the negotiations at one of its lowest points and this did not help its position in 

the peace process when Israel, on the other hand, was allowed to demand new concessions 

from Palestine with every peace initiative. Also, ―when Israel failed to implement the 

agreements to which it did commit itself, the Palestinians were powerless to compel it to do 

so or to make it pay a price for noncompliance‖ (Rubenberg 2003, 86).  

It is highly improbable for negotiations to reach a common ground and for the terms to be 

fully accepted when the immense power imbalance between the respective parties constrains 

the negotiating ability of the weaker party. Moreover, a fundamental aspect of the asymmetry 

of the conflict rests on the ―disparity in their images, particularly in the West‖ (Rane 2009, 

37). Israel is commonly seen as a liberal democracy with similar goals as its Western 

counterparts. Sympathy with the Jewish cause is not only maintained by the West‘s 

favourable image of Israel, but their cause is greatly sustained by the powerful pro-Israel 

lobby with certain Jewish organisations constantly raising memories of the events of the 

Holocaust and protecting Israel from terrorism to garner international support (Finkelstein 

2003b; Loewenstein 2007; Mearsheimer and Walt 2007).  

For the Palestinians, the events of September 11 and the election of Hamas to political power 

has, arguably, weakened their cause as countries and statesmen do not want to be seen as 

supporting a ‗terrorist-led‘ government. Palestinians‘ image in the West is also marred by the 

historical ―Western prejudice against Islam‖ (Galtung 1989, 49). The various themes that 

arise from the asymmetry of the conflict should be taken into consideration in the peace 

process. Taking for granted that both parties possess equal powers hinders the progress of any 
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meaningful negotiation and fails to understand the factors preventing Palestinians from fully 

embracing the terms of the peace process.  

While recognising the asymmetry of the conflict, it is also crucial to highlight the centrality 

of religion in the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict and, hence, the importance of 

incorporating and recognising the significance religion plays in the peace process. Political 

Zionism in Europe, alongside the belief that Israel has been their ―promised land‖, their 

―national home‖ and they are the ―chosen people‖ (Rane 2009; Quigley 2005; Rubenberg 

2003; Philo and Berry 2004), gave rise to the mass influx of European Jews to Palestine. Up 

until the late 1980s, Palestinians have centred their debate on their ownership of the land 

based on secular-nationalist narrative. However, Nusse (1998) contends that Jewish claims of 

being the ―chosen people‖ and the belief that their rightful claim of Palestine rests on it being 

their ―promised land‖ has shifted Palestinians‘ narrative from the more secularist debate to 

one based on Islam.  

The use of Islamic–religious narratives in Palestine‘s struggle for self-determination became 

popular with the rise of Hamas in 1987, a group formed as an Islamic alternative to the 

weaknesses of the PLO, with an aim of liberating Palestine from its past injustices, in the 

hope of acquiring the lost lands (Mishal and Sela 2006). Hamas‘ rejection of the peace 

process was based on its argument that the only reason behind Israel‘s support for the peace 

process was that it ―needed a pause in order to successfully integrate the Jews that 

immigrated from the former Soviet Union‖ and to continue its settlement expansion (Nusse 

1998, 128). Referring to Islamic theological teaching, ―the peace process was interpreted as 

the continuation of the Western ‗conspiracy‘ or ‗plot‘ (tamurra al mu’amara)‖ (Nusse 1998, 

129-31). When Hamas dismissed the peace process, Israel opposed the participation of the 

PLO. Hence, the Madrid peace initiative in 1991 had representations from Israel, Egypt, 

Syria and Lebanon, but none from Palestine.  

Grenimann (2005), Cohen (2005) and Telhami (2005) argue that religion is a central element 

in the conflict between Israel and Palestine. As such, Grenimann  (2005, 170) advocates a 

reinterpretation of the respective religious commitments and beliefs ―in such a way that they 

might become a contributing factor in a positive direction‖ for future peace processes. The 

author contends that religious fundamentalists should play a greater role in the peace process 

as it is unlikely that liberals in both Israel and Palestine are able to lead the various religious 

camps toward ―the necessary change of attitude‖ (Grenimann 2005, 170).  
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This is evident in Lybarger‘s (2007) study of the shifting political identities of Palestinians in 

respect to their support for a secularist or Islamist government in Palestine. Palestinians‘ 

democratic support for Hamas brings attention to a new dimension in the significance of 

religion in Palestinian politics. Consequentially, this reveals the kind of leadership 

Palestinians think will best represent them, especially regarding peace negotiations with 

Israel and the international community. Lybarger (2007) argues that the extreme religious 

forms in Palestinian society will only moderate if Israel and the international community are 

willing to deal with a Hamas-led Palestinian National Authority through meaningful 

negotiations that include the discussion of important issues such as refugee repatriation, the 

status of Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and the establishment of a viable Palestinian state. In 

summary, religion and representatives of religious sects have often been avoided in the peace 

process. However, a large factor behind the conflict‘s intractability rests on the assumptions 

by both Israel and Palestine about their innate claim to land rights that are solely based on 

their respective religious beliefs (Cohen 2005). Steering clear of theological arguments and 

opinions of influential religious representatives in the peace process inhibits meaningful 

progression as commonly held religious beliefs of the other, and more importantly the 

conflict, continues. 

Another factor that is central to the continual failure of the peace process lies in the ambiguity 

of the peace process, especially the Declaration of Principles (DOP) initiated in Oslo in 1993. 

The DOP is an important document in the peace process as it lays the foundation for 

successive initiatives. It states that negotiations should lead to the establishment of a 

Palestinian Self-Government Authority for a transitional period not exceeding five years, and 

permanent settlement should be based on UN Security Council Resolution 242 (calling for 

Israel to withdraw from all occupied territories) and UN Security Council Resolution 338 

(cease-fire in the Middle East). Although it is stipulated that permanent peace would be based 

on Resolutions 242 and 338, the resolutions meant different things to both parties.  

Charles Smith (2004) and Avi Shlaim (2000) note that the ―obscure language‖ used in the 

DOP allowed two very different interpretations of what the DOP really meant for both Israel 

and Palestine. The PLO accepted and adhered to these resolutions as understood by the 

international consensus as to what these resolutions meant for peacemaking. This 

understanding rests on the commitment of Israel to withdraw to the June 1967 borders and 

entails withdrawing from all territories in East Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza which it 

occupied during the Arab-Israeli war of 1967. Israel, however, never accepted this 



 
 

29 

interpretation of the resolutions arguing that Israel needs only to withdraw from some, and 

not all, territories. Moreover, Israel contends that it never agreed to a sovereign Palestinian 

state.  

Rubenberg (2003, 57) notes that the DOP ―was ambiguous, open to interpretation, and 

contained no Israeli commitments on Palestinian nationalist aspirations for an independent 

state‖. The author further contends that the ―DOP does not clarify the two contradictory 

interpretations of the resolutions, and it does not mention a Palestinian state, self-

determination, or Palestinian national rights‖ (Rubenberg 2003, 59). Rane (2009, 27) argues 

that this ―ambiguity allowed it [the DOP] to be ‗sold‘ to the Palestinian population in the 

initial instance, but once the real terms of the Accords became apparent on the ground, 

support could not be sustained‖. In the first peace initiative held in Madrid, the term 

―disputed areas‖ was used instead of ―occupied territories‖. This was carried forth to the 

DOP documents and as such, the words occupied or occupation do not appear in it. These 

omissions show Israel‘s lack of commitment to end its occupation as there are no ―occupied 

territories‖ but ―disputed areas‖ only. The ambiguity of the peace process has since seen 

Israel interpreting the terms of the initiatives for its own advantages as settlement expansion 

in the occupied territories continues, allowing Israel to possess a ‗matrix of control‘ over 

every aspect of Palestinian life (Halper 2008; Philo and Berry 2004). This ‗matrix of control‘ 

has three main elements: settlement expansions through house demolition programs; the 

intensity of hundreds of military checkpoints created to monitor and limit Palestinian 

movement; and the creation of a ―Security Wall‖
8
 which is a proposed ―barrier‖ that has been 

erected between Israel and the West Bank. These prevent ―Palestinians from achieving any 

territorial, infrastructural or political gains‖ (Halper 2008, 168). 

The neglect of international law is the fourth factor that is mentioned in existing literature as 

an explanation for the failure of the peace process. The achievability of a just peace between 

Israel and Palestine is hindered because terms like ―occupation‖, ―occupied territories‖ and 

―self-determination‖ are excluded from the peace process (Quigley 2005; Rane 2009; 

Rubenberg 2003). This along with the failure to make any reference to UN Resolutions such 

as Resolution 194 (stipulating the right of return of refugees), 2253 (determining the status of 

Jerusalem), 2535B (determining the inalienable rights of Palestinians), 2649 (affirming 

                                                           
8
 Similar to the Berlin Wall, this “Security Wall” is a physical barricade that surrounds all Palestinian towns and 

neighbourhoods. Israel justifies the building of this “wall”, although they use the word “fence” instead, by 
stating that it needs to maintain its security from hostile Palestinians (Halper 2008). 
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Palestinians right to self-determination) and other relevant resolutions in peace initiatives add 

to the problematic nature of achieving a just peace. The failure to include international law in 

the peace process brings another dimension to the asymmetry of the conflict; with its 

exclusion, the position of Palestinians is greatly weakened, as these laws are probably the 

most internationally recognised and legitimate approach in advancing their aim towards 

achieving a viable Palestinian state. Although Resolution 242 was referred to in the 

formulation of the DOP, it was ambiguously worded to allow for Israel‘s interpretation of the 

resolution (that it did not have to withdraw from all the territories it occupied) and 

Palestinians then having to negotiate for what proportion and from which areas Israel should 

withdraw (Rubenberg 2003). 

Renowned scholar of the conflict, the late Edward Said (2001, 2004), also contends that  the 

Oslo Accords were doomed to fail as they did not centre on ensuring the inalienable rights of 

Palestinians. The DOP, Said (2001) argues, did not guarantee Palestinians real sovereignty 

and fulfilment of their inalienable rights which form the basis of a just peace from 

Palestinians‘ perspective.  Like Rubenberg (2003), Said (2001, 2004), Rane (2009), and 

Galtung, Jacobsen and Brand-Jacobsen (2002) all argue that by excluding international law in 

the peace process, the DOP has not only steered clear of dealing with the fundamental issues 

of the conflict, in hindsight, it promoted solutions that further enforce the structure of 

violence, and hegemony and domination of one party over another. 

The Road Map faces the same criticisms as the DOP, although it also places a heavy 

emphasis on Israeli security. Allain (2005) and Rane (2009) note the competition between 

norms in the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict, arguing that since September 11, Israel‘s 

norm of self-defence has downplayed the salience of Palestinian self-determination. 

Therefore, the absence of international law in the peace process has greatly hindered the 

achievability of a just peace. Rubenberg (2003) adds that because the DOP is not based on 

international law but on a political agreement between two parties that are portrayed as 

symmetrical, the Palestinians had no chance of accessing the international legal instruments 

that are applicable to them. 

This study adds a fifth dimension to the existing literature in explaining the failure of the 

peace process. As noted before, the conquest of Palestine was not solely due to the expansion 

of political Zionism but that Great Powers have significantly contributed to achieving that 

outcome. Additionally, the international community‘s approach towards the conflict sustains 
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the conflict‘s intractability as ―contrary to the advancement of the peace process, the major 

response of the international community to the conflict has been in the form of managing the 

status quo largely shaped by Israel‖ (Rane 2009, 29). Touval (1982) argues that third party 

bias might not necessarily hinder an effective outcome of negotiations in a conflict, but other 

scholars such as Said (1992, 2001, 2004), Chomsky (1999, 2003), Ramsbotham, Woodhouse 

and Miall (2005), Mearsheimer and Walt (2007), and Rane (2009) have documented the 

detrimental effects of external parties‘ unbalanced approach towards one side of the peace 

initiative. These scholars argue that U.S. military, financial and diplomatic support for Israel 

has perpetuating effects on the Israel-Palestine conflict and that moderation of U.S. policy 

towards the conflict is essential for the success of any peace process (Rane 2009). The 

unwillingness of most of the international community, and especially the U.S., to firmly 

condemn Israel when it violates international law in its settlement expansion programs and 

refuses the right of return of Palestinian refugees, is in stark contrast to the readiness of the 

international community to criticise Palestinians‘ terrorist acts. Palestinian terrorism should 

not be condoned and could be one of the reasons that add to the failure of the peace process, 

however, Palestinians should also be entitled to the norm of ―self-defence‖ against Israel‘s 

military occupation, just as Israel does. 

Great Powers, like the U.S., its allies and the international community have largely 

influenced the peace process. In some instances, the influence has been direct, through the 

provision of military and financial aid to Israel for ―security reasons‖. At other times, it has 

been indirect by an ―abstention‖ or a ―no‖ vote in the UN on the ‗Question of Palestine‘. 

However the influence manifests, the international community‘s approach towards the peace 

process is one of the main factors in explaining the failure of peace initiatives and the 

intractability of the conflict, even after being on the agenda of the UN for more than 60 years.  

It is also important to note the works of Ilan Pappe (2007, xvi) who, after analysing Israeli 

military reports and Arab sources, contends that the peace process has failed because of the 

failure to include ―the paradigm of ethnic cleansing‖
9
 in its discussions. Pappe (2007) notes 

                                                           
9
 In Pappe’s (2007, 3)  terms, which also parallel that of the UN Council for Human Rights, “ethnic cleansing is 

an effort to render an ethnically mixed country homogenous by expelling a particular group of people and 
turning them into refugees while demolishing the homes they were driven out from. There may well be a 
master plan, but most of the troops engaged in ethnic cleansing do not need direct orders: they know 
beforehand what is expected of them. Massacres accompany the operations, but where they occur they are 
not part of a genocidal plan: they are a key tactic to accelerate the flight of the population earmarked for 
expulsion. Later on, the expelled are then erased from the country’s official and popular history and excised 
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that both psychological and actual warfare have been used to expel Palestinians from the land 

that included acts of intimidation, destroying properties and goods, and the siege and 

bombing of Palestinian villages. Benny Morris (2004) notes the idea of ‗transfer‘ was 

inevitable and inbuilt in Zionist thought and although he did not go to the extent of 

suggesting that Palestinians were ethnically cleansed and faced forced eviction, he contends 

that Zionism sought to transfer a land that was ‗Arab‘ into a ‗Jewish‘ state and this could not 

be achieved without a major displacement of the existing Arab population. 

The ‗Question of Palestine‘ still remains one of the main issues that the UN seeks to deal 

with since its formation. Achieving peace between Israel and Palestine is not only important 

for both Israelis and Palestinians but also in bridging relations between ‗Islam‘ and the 

‗West‘, and relations with the Muslim world in general. As reflected in a poll conducted by 

the Pew Research Centre between March and May 2006, the Israel-Palestine conflict is one 

of deep concern for both the governments and people of the Arab and Muslim world. The 

poll showed that 97 per cent of both Egyptians and Jordanians sympathised with the 

Palestinian cause, while 72 per cent of Indonesians, 63 per cent of Turks and 59 per cent of 

Pakistanis shared the same concerns (Kohut 2006). 

Across the Western world, over 85 per cent of Americans mentioned that a resolution to the 

conflict should be one of the main foreign policy goals that the U.S. should try to achieve. 

Over a third of Americans who were polled argued that a permanent settlement between 

Israel and Palestine should receive top priority on the U.S. foreign policy agenda, while 42 

per cent said a peaceful settlement should be a high priority (Allen and Tyson 2006). Also, 

the majority of Americans, together with former British Prime Minister Tony Blair, who is 

the current envoy to the Middle East, agree that Palestine is the key to peace in the Middle 

East (Government of UK 2002; WorldPublicOpinion.org 2006).  

Peace between Israel and Palestine is crucial to maintaining regional and global stability as 

the Palestinian cause is often advocated by Islamic fundamentalists (Halper 2008). Halper 

(2008, 256) writes that a ―resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is so intertwined with 

the global struggle for political, social and economic justice‖, however, most governments‘ 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
from its collective memory. From planning stage to final execution, what occurred in Palestine in 1948 forms a 
clear-cut case, according to these informed and scholarly definitions, of ethnic cleansing”.  
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foreign policy accentuates the conflict further by disregarding international law as the basis 

of their policies.  

International Law and Final Status Issues 
 

In his book, Reconstructing Jihad amid Competing International Norms, Halim Rane (2009) 

notes the significance of international law in achieving a just and lasting peace between Israel 

and Palestine. Rane (2009) argues that while the UN does not have an effective mechanism 

for the enforcement of laws in which states should comply, he contends that international law 

and UN resolutions provide a normative framework in which a solution to the conflict can be 

reached. Rane (2009) also provides an in-depth analysis of relevant UN Security Council 

resolutions that relate to the peaceful settlement of the ‗Question of Palestine‘. He notes that 

because the position of the UN Security Council is based on the belief that ―justice is a 

fundamental condition of peace, which is intended to be both comprehensive and lasting‖, 

ongoing negotiations between Israel and Palestine will only lead to the advancement of a just 

peace depending ―on the extent to which the international community is prepared to exert 

pressure on Israel‖ to adhere to these UN Security Council terms (Rane 2009, 64-65). 

The UN has identified five key issues in a permanent settlement: inalienable rights of the 

Palestinian people (Resolution 3236, 22 November 1974), Jerusalem (Resolution 181, 29 

November 1947), refugees (Resolution 194, 11 December 1948), Israeli settlements 

(Resolution 446, 22 March 1979; Resolution 465, 1 March 1980) and water. These issues are 

commonly understood to be the main ―obstacles‖, ―obstructions‖ or ―barrier‖ to peace. 

According to the UN, the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people include the right to self-

determination without external inference, the right to establish an independent and sovereign 

Palestinian state and the right of Palestinians to return to their homes and land from which 

they had been displaced.  

On the issue of Jerusalem, UN Resolution 181 retains the unity of Jerusalem and affirms its 

status as corpus separatum that should be managed by the UN. Also, the UN reaffirms the 

right of return of Palestinian refugees, and compensation should be awarded for the property 

of those who do not choose to return and for the loss or damage of property. In addition, 

Israeli settlements on occupied Palestinian land since 1967 remain illegal under international 



 
 

34 

law and are a violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention.
10

 Although there are no formal UN 

resolutions on the issue of water, a document put together by the UN on the rights of both 

Israelis and Palestinians to access water and natural resources contends that there should be a 

fair allocation of the water resources from the Jordan River basin, West Bank aquifers and the 

Gaza aquifer (United Nations 1992). 

This study acknowledges that Palestinian violence and suicide bombings are obstacles to 

peace as these practices pose a threat to Israel‘s security. The UN has also addressed the issue 

of Palestinian suicide bombings under Resolution 1402 and 1435, however, it has done so by 

recognising the context such as the ongoing occupation and repression that these acts are 

taking place under (Rane 2009).  

This study will only be focusing on the issue of Jerusalem, refugees and Israeli settlements in 

the media analysis presented in Chapter 3. This should not be seen as downplaying the 

significance of the other obstacles to peace.  Rather, this study contends that should a peace 

agreement be reached on the issue of Jerusalem, refugees and Israeli settlements, this will set 

the foundation for resolving all other issues such as achieving the inalienable rights of 

Palestinian people, equitable access to water and natural resources and maintaining Israel‘s 

security.  

The next section deals with Australia‘s relationship with the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

While there exist a large number of studies on the relationship of the U.S. and the peace 

process, there are no studies done  that have focused on an in-depth analysis on Australia‘s 

relationship with the Middle East, much less Australia‘s approach towards the Israel-

Palestine peace process. The study of Australia‘s political response towards the peace process 

is important in two ways: first, Australia played a major role in the establishment of the State 

of Israel and second, Australia headed the committee that was dealing with the Israel-

Palestine issue.  

It is also important to recognise that while many studies have focused on the role of Great 

Powers like the U.S. in the peace process, very few studies have focused on the role of 

middle powers, like Australia, and their potential to exacerbate the intractability of the 

conflict which results from their approach towards the peace process. The next section seeks 

to document the significant role Australia played in the establishment of the State of Israel, 
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 The Fourth Geneva Convention was established for the purposes of protecting civilian persons in time of 
war. 
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how Australia has voted in the UN on the ‗Question of Palestine‘ issue since 2000, and 

Australia‘s current policy on the peace process. It will also discuss what the government of 

Australia means by an ‗even-handed‘ approach towards the conflict and finally suggest what 

a balanced approach should entail.  

Australia and the Establishment of the State of Israel 

 
The First Committee of the Special Session of the UN convened in May 1947 and an agenda 

was put forth by Sir Alexander Cadogan of the United Kingdom, requesting this committee 

deal with the question of the future government of Palestine. During this time, the situation 

between the indigenous Palestinian population and Israeli settlers had escalated to the point 

where Britain was ready to relinquish its hold on Palestine. Cadogan, therefore, 

recommended that the Secretary-General form a Special Committee to advance this process. 

This Special Committee was to be the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine 

(UNSCOP).  

UNSCOP consisted of various countries that had not been directly involved with the 

Palestinian and Jewish case. These 11 ―neutral‖ countries consisted of two Commonwealth 

nations (Canada and Australia), two Western European nations (Sweden and the 

Netherlands), two Eastern European countries (Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia), two Asian 

nations (India and Iran), and three Latin American countries (Guatemala, Peru and Uruguay) 

(Adelman 1992). The major powers and the Arab countries were excluded from this 

committee.  

The goal of UNSCOP was to reach a decision, based on a democratic vote, on whether the 

partition of Palestine was the best way forward. The final advice of these 11 countries 

resulted in the recommendation of partition by a vote of seven for, three against, and one 

abstention – Australia. With this recommendation, a special ad hoc Committee was formed 

and Rt Honourable Dr H.V. Evatt, then Deputy Prime Minister of Australia, Attorney-

General and Minister for External Affairs chaired it. In the ad hoc Committee, Evatt as chair 

and representative of Australia was the first to cast a ―yes‖ vote in support for the partition of 

Palestine. On 29 November 1947, the UN General Assembly voted with more than two-thirds 

majority for Palestine‘s partition. Moreover, in ―January 1948 under Evatt‘s leadership and 

inspiration, Australia was the first government to give de jure, that is, full recognition, and 

not just de facto recognition to the new [S]tate of Israel‖ (Adelman 1992, 355). 
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Since taking on the role as chair of the special ad hoc Committee, Evatt has since been 

greatly concerned with the Palestine problem. It is important to note Australia has been close 

to Britain during this period and that Evatt‘s sympathies were with the British Labor Party, 

who were disgruntled with Ernest Bevin‘s sentiments towards the Palestine issue. Bevin was 

a prominent figure in British foreign policy, served as foreign secretary in the British Labor 

Party, and shared different views on the solution to the Palestine problem from his Labor 

party. Bevin ―had been struck by the miseries of the Arabs and was inimical to the Israelis‖, 

while Evatt was focused on the persecution the Jews had faced (Tennant 1970, 194). 

The basis for Evatt‘s support for the establishment of the State of Israel lies on two 

convictions: it is crucial for the Jews who were persecuted in Europe to have their own place 

of sanctuary and that Israel was to be the only democracy in the Middle East (Tennant 1970). 

Evatt was also heavily influenced by the positive profile of Jewish collectivist settlements 

and labour movement in Palestine, and pro-Israel advocacy groups such as the Jewish 

Council to Combat Fascism and Anti-Semitism which the Australian Left respected (Mendes 

2009). It has been noted that the Zionist movement‘s lobby played an important role in 

influencing Evatt‘s pro-Israel stance as the Australian Government at this time could very 

easily have taken the anti-Zionist view of the British Labour Government (Mendes 2009). 

Also, there does not appear to have been any lobbying, propaganda or trade union movements 

from the Arabs or Palestinians to combat those of the pro-Israel lobby and that Israel was 

seen as acting in justifiable self-defence against the Arabs (Mendes 2009). Therefore, the 

rights of the Palestinians and Arabs were rarely discussed. Moreover, Evatt had developed 

close ties with prominent Jewish figures in Australia such as Max Freilich (President of the 

State Zionist Council of New South Wales) and Abram Landa (Labor member of the New 

South Wales parliament); he even appointed Landa as an observer to the Australian 

delegation to the UN (Mendes 2009). 

In addition, two compelling studies document Evatt‘s involvement in support for the partition 

of Palestine. Howard Adelman (1992) and Daniel Mandel (2004) highlight the impact of 

Evatt‘s publicly neutral position and his initial ―abstention‖ vote on the issue in UNSCOP, 

and his support for partition in the Ad Hoc Committee when he was chair. Adelman (1992) 

noted that commentators had only briefly discussed Australia‘s initial abstention from voting 

to the switch to a convincing support for partition while Allan Dalziel  (1967, 9), Evatt‘s 

secretary for twenty years, reported that ―Evatt worked for the establishment of the promised 

national home for the Jews and the creation of the autonomous State of Israel‖. Kylie Tennant 
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(1970, 236-37) adds to Dalziel‘s comment saying that Evatt ―supported the cause of Israel 

because he felt that Jewish people were a race that must have sanctuary‖. Alan Renouf (1983) 

further contends that while Australia abstained from an earlier vote to support the partition of 

Palestine, Evatt‘s eventual decision to support it and the establishment of a permanent Jewish 

national home was based on justice. 

It can be said that Evatt‘s pursuit of justice was demonstrated in his support for the partition 

of Palestine, based on the reasoning that Israel is the promised home for the Jews and that 

this, together with the atrocities of the Holocaust, justifies the creation of an independent 

Israel. However, if Evatt had based his decision on justice, this does not appropriately explain 

his initial vote of ―abstention‖ in the UNSCOP for partition. Evatt was also one of the 

architects behind the UN trusteeship system and was tasked with overseeing the 

administration and progressive development of Trust Territories towards the eventual goal of 

self-government or independence (United Nations 2009). Evatt‘s initial support of the 

trusteeship system as a solution to the issue was premised on two principles: the ―first was his 

refusal to go any further than self-government as the end goal of trusteeship‖ and the ―second 

was his insistence on no interference with the sovereignty of the countries to hold 

trusteeship‖ (Renouf 1983, 248). Therefore, if Evatt‘s passion for justice was the reason 

behind his outright support for the partition of Palestine, this does not justify his eventual 

opposition of trusteeship and support for independence. This led Dr John Burton, who was 

appointed by Evatt as Secretary of External Affairs, to accuse Evatt of ―abandoning principle 

in policy for expediency‖ (Renouf 1983, 117).  

Evatt‘s two most trusted lieutenants John Hood
11

 and Sam J. Atyeo
12

 from Australia joined 

Evatt on the UNSCOP, a Commission that played the pivotal role in changing the future of 

both Israel and Palestine. As UNSCOP was set up as a ―neutral‖ committee, Evatt‘s, Hood‘s 

and Atyeo‘s representation in UNSCOP was on the basis that they were not to possess prior 

commitments to any outcome of the final decision, that their existing commitments do not 

predetermine one outcome rather than another and that they have no vested interest in the 

overall outcome of the issue (Adelman 1992). Australia, however, did have a vested interest 

in one outcome. Mandel (2004, 273) notes that Evatt‘s support for partition stems from 

furthering his career ambitions and more importantly, ―to further the cause of Zionism which 
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 John Hood served various roles in the Australian Government during his time in politics. His more significant 
roles in the later part of his political life involved taking up a position as departmental head of the Australian 
delegation in the UN, Ambassador to Indonesia, Germany and Israel, and when he was appointed to UNSCOP. 
12

 Sam J. Atyeo served as the Australian alternate to UNSCOP. 
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he had adjudged to be right‖. Having gained access to relevant sources, Mandel (2004) 

contends that Evatt believed that Israel would be the mainstay of Western civilisation in the 

region and admitted that his approach towards partition was based on strategy rather than 

justice. 

As succinctly argued by Adelman (1992, 365), ―the real motives for the Australian policy on 

Palestine were a combination of the White Australia policy
13

... of which both Evatt and Hood 

were strong defenders, and Evatt‘s personal ambition‖. Adelman‘s remarks parallel 

arguments made that the White Australia policy, alongside the fear of the ‗yellow peril‘ and 

generally of people who are not of European descent, could have indirectly influenced 

Australia‘s support for Israel over that of acknowledging the aspirations of Palestinians 

(Camilleri 1979; Meaney 1985). 

The link between Australia‘s support for partition and sustaining its White Australia policy 

stems from Hood‘s interpretation of Article 73
14

 of the UN Charter. In a general sense, 

Article 73 simply stipulates that the UN would consult existing inhabitants prior to any final 

decision on the constitution of its population, and should the majority disagree to the 

proposed plans, the UN would not make any binding agreements. Hood assumed that the UN 

would indirectly influence Palestine into further admitting Jewish immigrants and this would 

in turn extend to Australia‘s immigration policy; Hood was concerned that the UN would 

attempt to open the doors of Australia to allow for more Asian immigrants arguing that non-

compliance might endanger Australia‘s peace or worse still, lead to the UN accusing 

Australia of having an immigration policy that discriminates immigrants based on their race 

(Adelman 1992). 

Besides the aim of preserving White Australia, the second factor that influenced Evatt‘s, 

Hood‘s and Atyeo‘s decision to support the partition stems from sustaining Evatt‘s political 
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 According to the Commonwealth of Australia (2009), the 'White Australia' policy “describes Australia's 
approach to immigration from federation until the latter part of the 20th century, which favoured applicants 
from certain countries... The origins of the 'White Australia' policy can be traced back to the 1850s. White 
miners' resentment towards industrious Chinese diggers culminated in violence on the Buckland River in 
Victoria, and at Lambing Flat (now Young) in New South Wales. The governments of these two colonies 
introduced restrictions on Chinese immigration”. 
14

 Article 73 states that members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the 
administration of the territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self-government 
recognise the principle that the interests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept as a 
sacred trust the obligation to promote to the utmost, within the system of international peace and security 
established by the present Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories. See Osmanczyk and 
Mango (2003, 2419). 
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ambitions. Evatt was an intelligent and ambitious politician who played a significant role in 

establishing Australia‘s place in international politics, and after gaining independence from 

Britain (Renouf 1983), Evatt was committed to strengthening his position within Australia 

and the international community. He was well aware that his stance on the Palestine-Israel 

issue was crucial in maintaining his legitimacy.  

As documented by Adelman (1992), this decision proved to be an easy one for Evatt. By the 

time Australia decided to cast a vote, a two-thirds majority had already voted in favour of 

partition. Therefore, in order to avoid the risk of being alienated from most of the General 

Assembly, Australia shifted its initial vote of ―abstention‖ to the support for partition. During 

the course of the debate, Evatt became more receptive to the idea of partition put forth by the 

international community, although these arguments were based on achieving a practical 

rather than a just solution to the issue. Dalziel (1967), Tennant (1970) and Renouf (1983) 

contend that Evatt was guided by the principle of justice in his political dealings and 

especially with regards to this issue. However, much analysis has proven otherwise, and it 

was ―expediency and practical politics‖ that guided Australia‘s final decision to support the 

partition of Palestine (Adelman 1992).  

 

The period from 1947 to 1948 saw a decisive shift amongst the international Left from one of 

mild sympathy for the Jews and the Zionist cause to an assertive pro-Zionist position. This 

shift in attitude was also prominent within the Australian Labor Party and Communist Party 

of Australia. It has been noted that the pro-Zionist position was based on an overwhelming 

sympathy for persecuted Jews, an indifference towards the aspirations and rights of 

Palestinians and Arabs and the successful influence of the pro-Israel lobby (Kelemen 2000, 

2006; Mendes 2009). 

Australia and the ‘Peaceful Settlement of the Question of Palestine’ 

 

Australia supported self-determination in South Africa, Kosovo and East Timor, and has 

generally a ―self-interested preference for the peaceful resolution of conflict [and] acceptance 

of international law‖ (Evans and Grant 1995, 344). However, regarding the Israel-Palestine 

conflict, Australia aligns its foreign policy approach uncritically with Israel, which is hardly 

representative of international law to which it usually subscribes. Voting in the UN on the 

main ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ resolution, Australia went from a ‗yes‘ 
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in 2000 and 2002, to ‗abstaining‘ in 2001 and 2003, to a consistent ‗no‘ since 2004 as shown 

in Table 1. 

Table 1: Australia voting record at the UN General Assembly on the ‘Peaceful 

settlement of the question of Palestine’ resolution 

Year Date Resolution Vote 

2000 1 Dec A/RES/55/55 Yes 

2001 3 Dec A/RES/56/36 Abstain 

2002 3 Dec A/RES/57/110 Yes 

2003 3 Dec A/RES/58/21 Abstain 

2004 1 Dec A/RES/59/31 No 

2005 1 Dec A/RES/60/39 No 

2006 1 Dec A/RES/61/25 No 

2007 10 Dec A/RES/62/83 No 

2008 26 Nov A/RES/63/29 No 

2009 2 Dec A/RES/64/19 No 

2010 30 Nov A/RES/65/L.17 No 

 

The ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ resolution states that both Israelis and 

Palestinians have the right to self-determination, that the inalienable rights of Palestinians 

should be adhered to with the formation of an independent Palestinian state, condemns all act 

of violence and terror, and that Israel‘s settlement expansion programmes violate 

international law.  

Destiny, a magazine of The Melbourne Hebrew Congregation (2007), published a speech by 

Australia‘s previous Foreign Minister Alexander Downer at the dedication of a synagogue. 

Downer‘s speech on 9 November 2006 explains his vote that would be cast in December that 

year at the forthcoming General Assembly‘s agenda on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the 

question of Palestine‘ (The Melbourne Hebrew Congregation 2007, 30-31):  

…we cast our votes in the United Nations against some of what I call the  

extreme Palestinian resolutions. I mention this today because at Melbourne airport I 
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was signing off on how we would vote on a number of these resolutions that are 

coming up over the next couple of days. 

These resolutions are deeply anti-Israel, and big majorities always carry them.  

And we are always being told the best thing for diplomacy is: ―All right minister, you 

don‘t like the resolution, but in the interests of diplomacy why don‘t you abstain?‖ 

And I say, let‘s vote against it because it is wrong. 

And the more we and other countries stand up to this sort of behaviour, the  

more we stand a chance of success… the more we will encourage. And it is 

enormously important to remember that.  

A look at General Assembly Resolution A/RES/61/25 on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the 

question of Palestine‘ in 2006 which sparked Downer‘s response, shows that any reference 

made to Israel can hardly be considered anti-Israel. A/RES/61/25 condemns the use of 

violence and terror on civilians that include suicide bombings and excessive use of force. The 

Resolution also calls for the peaceful settlement of the conflict to be based on international 

law and that includes the cessation of Israel‘s settlement activities and occupation of 

Palestinian territories. It also calls for Israel‘s withdrawal from Palestinian territories that 

have been occupied since 1967, the recognition of the inalienable rights of Palestinians and 

the resolution to the Palestinian refugee problem according to international law.  

Australia‘s consistent ‗no‘ vote since 2004 in the UN on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the 

question of Palestine‘ supports ―principles of behaviour that buttress the post-war 

international environment‖ as this resolution is at the centre of international efforts to bring 

peace between Israel and Palestine (Burns 2007, 3). Ross Burns (2007, 11), a former 

Australian Ambassador to Israel, argues that Australia should employ ―a more even-handed 

approach‖ as ―Australia is missing the real warning signs of the ‗war on terror‘ by tolerating a 

situation of perpetual confrontation over Palestine‖. It is necessary, therefore, to understand 

the factors that influence Australia‘s foreign policy approach towards the Israel-Palestine 

conflict, and its implications for Australia. While recognising the significance of international 

factors that influence Australia‘s policies, this thesis solely focuses on the domestic factors 

that shape Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace process. However, before 

providing an in-depth analysis of the domestic factors that shape Australia‘s political 

response such as politicians, lobby/interest groups, business groups, the media and public 
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opinion, it is essential to discuss Australia‘s current policy on the peace process and what a 

‗balanced‘ approach towards the conflict means for the current Government. 

Australia’s Policy on the Israel-Palestine Peace Process 
 

According to the Australian Labor Party (ALP) National Platform in 2007, Australia‘s 

national security under successive Labor governments rests on three fundamental principles: 

Australia‘s membership in the UN; Australia‘s alliance with the U.S.; and Australia‘s policy 

of comprehensive engagement with Asia. This has impacted on the way that Australia has 

approached the Israel-Palestine conflict thus far. 

Labor has long maintained its support of Israel and often details its party‘s role in the 

establishment of the State of Israel since 1948 (Rudd 2004, 15). Present Australian Foreign 

Minister Kevin Rudd (2004), then spokesperson for Labor‘s foreign affairs, wrote in The Age 

that modern Labor supports Israel for three basic reasons: ―the legacy of the Holocaust‖; the 

significant ―role of the UN in the creation of the [S]tate of Israel as a construct of 

international law; and the fact that Israel is a vibrant, democratic state in a region where 

democracy remains far from the norm‖. During his time as Prime Minister, Rudd, in an 

unprecedented move, commemorated Israel‘s 60
th

 anniversary in Parliament by commending 

on Israel‘s democratic achievement. Again, Rudd highlighted the important role Australia 

played in the formation of the State of Israel and acknowledged the unique relationship 

between both countries (Senate 2008).  

As well as the recognition and pride associated with Australia‘s important role in the 

establishment of Israel, Hyland (2009) highlights three common points identified by 

academics and commentators about the influences on Australia‘s relationship with Israel. 

Hyland (2009) suggests that it is widely accepted that these include Australia‘s close alliance 

with the U.S., who is also Israel‘s strongest ally; the effectiveness of the pro-Israel lobby; and 

Australia‘s enduring personal affinity with Israel. The late Dr. Andrew Vincent (2006), 

former Director of the Macquarie University Centre for Middle East and North African 

Studies, argues that Australia practices a low-key policy of ―even-handedness‖, and this has 

been harmful for achieving Palestinians‘ aspirations. At a UN Asian meeting at Hanoi in 

2000, Vincent argued that the two factors driving Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-

Palestine peace process were the desire of Australia to maintain its close alliance with the 

U.S., and the need to appease the powerful pro-Israel lobby in Australia (United Nations 
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2000; Vincent 2006). Joseph Wakim (founder of the Australian Arabic Council) and 

academic Dennis Altman reiterate Vincent‘s argument and state that Australia‘s strong 

alliance with the U.S. is the key to its strong support of Israel (Hyland 2009).  

Antony Loewenstein (2007), a vocal and ardent Australian writer on the influences of 

Australia‘s political response towards the conflict, argues that Australia‘s policy on the 

Israel-Palestine peace process reflects that of the U.S. In addition, he (Loewenstein 2007, 

300) notes that ―the Israeli perspective is far better understood in the West, largely because of 

the Zionist lobby‘s activities, but also because Israel‘s struggle against ‗terrorism‘ is now 

framed – even more so since September 11 – as ‗our‘ struggle against Islamic 

fundamentalism‖. In an interview with Tom Hyland  (Hyland 2009) from The Age, Wakim 

says that by ―turning Israel‘s neighbours into terrorists, it undermines the other narrative, 

about the dispossession of the indigenous Palestinian people‖. These arguments will be 

further discussed in Chapter 5. 

The argument that Australia shares an enduring personal affinity with Israel is most 

frequently put forth by Dr. Colin Rubenstein, Executive Director of the Australia/Israel and 

Jewish Affairs Council. Rubenstein is often noted as reaffirming Australia‘s shared values 

with Israel and commends the Australian government for its enduring commitment to secure 

Israel (Hyland 2009; Levin 2008). It is interesting to note that while it can be said that 

Australia and Israel share the same political and economic values, academic Lorenzo 

Veracini (2003, 334-44) argues that both countries share the same historical past of 

―Indigenous dispossession, the founding violence of a settler society‖ and that ―Australia and 

Israel remain exceptional among settler societies in their inability to develop any genuinely 

postcolonial framework of institutional action‖. However, the Rudd Government (2007-2010) 

made progress in its reconciliation with the indigenous Aboriginal population through Rudd‘s 

unprecedented ‗Apology‘ speech on February 13, 2008 and his Government‘s adoption of the 

UN General Assembly Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples on April 3, 2009. 

While it is a remarkable step for Australia to recognise the significance of this Declaration 

and assert its commitment to continue its international support for the promotion of human 

rights of indigenous people, it raises the question of why Australia has consistently voted ‗no‘ 

at the UN on the ‗Question of Palestine‘ as seen in Table 1. This action brings to question 

Australia‘s genuine support for the self-determination and full entitlements awarded to all 

indigenous peoples. According to UN General Assembly Resolution 3236, 
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1. Palestinians are also entitled to indigenous rights as stipulated in the UN: Palestinian 

culture has been destroyed and fundamental freedoms taken away by Israel‘s house 

demolition programmes (Halper 2008); 

2. Palestinians were forcibly removed from their land by Israel which led to the mass 

exodus of Palestinians from 1947 to 1948, the formation of the State of Israel in 1948 

and the Six-Day War in 1967 (Pappe 2007); and  

3. Palestinians continue to be forcibly removed from their land by Israel‘s daily military 

occupation of their land, hundreds of checkpoints that hinder the movement of 

Palestinians, and the limited access to economic, land and water resources imposed by 

Israel on Palestinians.  

 

Numerous monitoring agencies and other sources document the daily occurrence of these 

practices, including the Israeli human rights group B‘Tselem.
15

 

A comparison between the ALP National Platform in 2004 and its National Platform in 2007 

shows a stark difference in the ALP‘s commitment towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. The ALP National Platform in 2004 provides a more detailed and comprehensive 

explanation of its role in the conflict as compared to their National Platform in 2007. The 

ALP National Platform in 2004 states that 

Labor strongly supports the negotiation of a just, enduring and comprehensive  

peace settlement in the Middle East, based on United Nations Security Council 

Resolutions 242, 338, the Middle East Road Map to Peace and the Oslo Declaration 

of Principles agreed between Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organisation, 

representing the Palestinian people, in 1993. Labor considers it to be a matter of 

great regret that Israel and the Palestinian Authority were unable to reach agreement 

on permanent status issues at the Summit held under the auspices of [U.S.] President 

Clinton at Camp David between 11 and 24 July 2000. 

Labor urges the commitment from both sides to continue their efforts to  

conclude an agreement on all permanent status issues as soon as possible, thereby 

seeking to put an end to decades of conflict and achieve a just and lasting peace. 

Labor further urges both sides of avoiding unilateral action that prejudge the 

outcome of negotiations. 

                                                           
15

 See www.btselem.org. 
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Labor urges both Israel and the Palestinian Authority to resume substantive 

negotiations to achieve a permanent status agreement as quickly as possible. 

Labor continues to support the right of Israel to exist in peace and security within 

secure and recognized borders. At the same time Labor supports the right of self 

determination for the Palestinian people, including their right to their own 

independent state. 

Here it appears that Labor‘s position on the Middle East peace process is premised on 

international law and is committed to achieving a just and lasting peace for both Israel and 

Palestine. This hint of a balanced approach is further reiterated in Labor‘s 2004 National 

Platform, which states that 

Labor condemns all acts of terrorism, including Palestinian suicide bombing and 

urges all parties to the peace process to exercise maximum restraint and deprive the 

enemies of peace the opportunity they seek through violence to disrupt negotiations. 

Labor does not believe the current dividing barrier being constructed by the Israeli 

government will assist in bringing about a lasting peace settlement with the 

Palestinian people. 

In 2007, the year in which ALP won the national election, the ALP‘s stand towards the 

conflict took a significant change. Its policy on the Israel Palestine conflict now reads: 

Labor is convinced that all Australians seek a lasting and equitable solution to the 

problems that have worked against stability and development in the Middle East. 

Labor will pursue a sustained Australian engagement in the Arab/Israeli conflict 

based on the rights of all people in the Middle East to peace and security and 

livelihood and their desire for better access to land, water and financial assistance 

than they have had in the past, regardless of their race, religion or origins. Labor 

believes that urgent attainment of a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict is the best way to reduce violence and conflict across the Middle East. 

Labor‘s 2004 National Platform reflected urgency in achieving a just and lasting peace 

between Israel and Palestine. However, not only was Labor‘s 2007 statement on the Middle 

East peace process brief (consisting of only one paragraph as compared to the 2004 platform 

which contained close to eleven paragraphs which focused on Labor‘s commitment to the 
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peace process), it made no reference to international law. The platform also made no mention 

of achieving a ―just peace‖ nor did it provide a clear definition of what a two-state solution 

meant. In their 2009 National Platform, the Labor party stated its commitment to support an 

enduring and just two-state solution, and the latest peace initiatives for both Israelis and 

Palestinians to live peacefully within secure borders (Australian Labor Party 2009).  

For a Government that aspires to play a role in preserving international peace and security, 

voting against supporting the inalienable rights of the Palestinians at the UN highlights an 

inconsistency in Australia‘s professed values. In the first instance, it is contradictory and 

counterproductive to support a two-state solution while not voting in support of Palestinian 

rights for them to form a viable state. Supporting the latest peace initiatives also suggests a 

lack of policy on the part of the Australian Government and preparedness to accept the failed 

peace process of the U.S. in complete disregard for current realities.    

Labor doubled its aid to Palestinian territories in 2008 and reversed Howard‘s decision to 

abstain from voting in the UN General Assembly‘s resolution that opposed illegal colonies in 

the West Bank. Labor also chose to support the resolution by pressuring Israel to abide by 

international law, and stated its commitment was to maintain an ‗even-handed‘ approach 

towards the peace process (Loewenstein 2007; Senate 2008). However, constantly focusing 

only on Israel‘s right to self-defence mars the reality of the daily military occupation of 

Palestine by Israel through the latter‘s settlement expansion programs, checkpoints and the 

erection of a concrete barrier that hinders the movement of Palestinians. A focus on the self-

defence justification also limits criticism of the significant control Israel has over Palestine‘s 

access to financial and basic resources like food and water (Halper 2008; Loewenstein 2007; 

Rane 2009). In an interview with Paul Daley (2008) who reports for The Sydney Morning 

Herald, former Foreign Minister Stephen Smith, who is the current Defence Minister, said 

that Australia would adhere to a policy that acknowledges Israel‘s right to exist and the rights 

of a Palestinian nation state as that is ―an even handed approach which Labor has had as its 

policy for a long period of time. It‘s a two-nation solution. That‘s even-handed‖.  

Academics such as Halper (2008) and Rane (2009) argue that the two-state solution is hard to 

implement at present given the ‗facts on the ground‘ that Israel has created over 60 years of 

occupation. These ‗facts on the ground‘ include the expansion of Israeli settlements and the 

erection of road blocks and military checkpoints that obstruct the movement of Palestinians. 

If the Labor Party is genuine in supporting a viable nation state for both Israel and Palestine 
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as its approach of ‗even-handedness‘ towards the peace process would suggest, this does not 

explain its ‗no‘ vote in the UN regarding the ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of 

Palestine‘.  

An ‗even-handed‘ approach towards the peace process demands that the means used to attain 

a two-state solution should be just. Politicians ―unquestioning acceptance of Israeli 

government policy has sanctioned decades of occupation and encouraged growing Arab 

radicalisation in opposition to the Jewish state‘s existence‖ (Loewenstein 2007, 320). Pierre 

Allan and Alexis Keller (2006) argue that a peace that is just is premised on law rather than 

power. They also highlight the central need for the mutual recognition of both parties in the 

conflict even before peace can be considered. As discussed earlier, the failure of the peace 

process stems from the disregard of international law as its foundations and the disregard of 

the asymmetry between Israel and Palestine. Hence, for Australia to support an ‗even-

handed‘ or a ‗balanced‘ approach towards the conflict, its stated commitments and means of 

achieving a genuine peace between Israel and Palestine should be premised on international 

law and on the support for the UN resolutions that have been established to achieve that. It is 

also crucial that Australia recognises that the principle of ‗self-defence‘ is applicable to both 

Israel and Palestine and a constant focus on Israel‘s right to self-defence accentuates the 

asymmetry between them. More importantly, in addition to supporting an ‗even-handed‘ or 

‗balanced‘ approach towards the conflict, Australia should be critical by basing its policies on 

what is most important to maintain its national interests, which include preserving its 

international and regional security and integrity, maintaining its economic ties, enhancing its 

credibility in the UN and promoting Australia as a fair and reliable global citizen. 

Arguably, the shift in Labor‘s policy towards the Middle East peace process from 2004 to 

2007 and 2009 has considerable implications for Australia. First, Australia has a strong 

history of commitment to international law. However, maintaining an unbalanced approach 

towards the Israel-Palestine peace process brings into question its overall commitment to 

international law and whether that is based on Australia‘s strategic interests rather than an 

acknowledgement of the significance of international law in bringing about peace and justice 

in the international community. Supporting the abolishment of apartheid in South Africa, 

encouraging self-determination in East Timor and Kosovo, and supporting the declaration of 

rights of indigenous peoples prove to hold a certain value for Australia‘s interests. Whether it 

is to maintain Australia‘s strategic alliances with ‗like-minded‘ countries, or to position itself 

as a responsible and effective global and regional player, supporting these causes under 



 
 

48 

international law has benefited Australia‘s strategic interests in one way or another. It is 

possible that Australia does not view the Israel-Palestine conflict as affecting its interests in 

any direct way, and in this sense taking a neutral stance would be ideal. However, Australia‘s 

current policy on the conflict is inconsistent with the Government‘s rhetoric concerning the 

upholding of international law as well as its professed support for peace, indigenous rights 

and self-determination of peoples.  

Secondly, it can be argued that there is one important proviso in Government‘s policies and 

that is ―that there is effective ‗whole of government‘ policy coordination‖ (Miller 2002, 200). 

It is important for the Australian Government to ensure consistency in its policy initiatives as 

during times of public and international scrutiny, policies that contradict the Party‘s core 

beliefs and principles could be questioned. Discrepancies can affect the Party‘s credibility 

with certain groups in society and impact on its international image. For example, the 

Howard Government was criticised because it ―lacked an overarching national security and 

intelligence strategy‖ in their approach towards the War in Iraq (Ungerer 2004, 575). There 

was much dispute between the various intelligence agencies on the problem of weapons of 

mass destruction (WMD) in Iraq. There was also much debate between the Coalition and its 

opposition party, with then Labor opposition criticising the Coalition for only selecting 

intelligence assessments that supported their case for war (Banham 2004). However, between 

―all the finger pointing and attribution of blame, little attention was given to the fact that the 

Iraq WMD issue was more a failure of policy than a failure of strategic intelligence‖ 

(Ungerer 2004, 576). Not only was the Iraq War inconsistent with Australia‘s stated 

commitments to the UN, Australia was heavily criticised for supporting and participating in 

an unpopular war by both its citizens and the international community.  

Writing in The Australian, Paul Heywood-Smith and Bassam Dally (2008, 23), the Chairman 

and Secretary of the ‗Australian Friends of Palestine‘ respectively, argue that as ―an aspirant 

to a seat on the UN Security Council and close [U.S.] ally, Australia is well positioned to play 

an important middle-power role in the resolution of these issues. Its capacity to do so, 

however, will not be realised unless it develops a reputation as a sensitive honest broker that 

is prepared to intelligently engage with all parties to the conflict‖. 

Various factors underlie Australia‘s capacity to develop an independent and credible foreign 

policy on the issue. One of them lies in its perception of its place in international politics. The 

next chapter will look at Australia‘s place in the world, its past involvement with issues of 
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self-determination and the factors that have the potential to influence Australia‘s foreign 

policy.  
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Chapter 2 - Australia’s Place in the World 
 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process reflects a unique diversion away from 

its approach to similar issues. While supporting the anti-apartheid system in South Africa, 

and independence of Kosovo and East Timor from their respective occupations, Australia‘s 

political response towards the Israel-Palestine peace process presents a distinctive case for 

scholars studying Australia‘s foreign policy. It is significant in how the language and the 

entire discourse are framed in policy statements and speeches in a way that is consistent with 

the terms of a just peace (Rane 2009).  

Gyngell and Wesley (2007, 283) argue that Australia constantly wrestles with the mix 

between pragmatism and principle politics and that the current formula driving Australia‘s 

foreign policy is ―pragmatism informed by principle‖. The authors argue that this is best seen 

in Australia‘s initiation of new stabilisation and governance-building interventions in the 

Soloman Islands, Papua New Guinea and East Timor, and that ―it is hard to avoid the 

conclusion that such a level of commitment would be unlikely in the absence of a perceived 

security interest for Australia‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 283). On the other hand, however, 

it can be argued that in the face of injustice, like the case of Kosovo, Australia was willing to 

forgo its usual pragmatic approach and, according to the then Prime Minister Kevin Rudd, 

base its policy from a principled perspective.  

In a radio interview with ABC‘s Jim Middleton on 20
 
February 2008, Rudd provided reasons 

for his determination ―to act early and decisively‖ to recognise Kosovo. He said that what has 

happened in Kosovo is ―very sad‖ and ―we‘ve seen what‘s happened in terms of loss of life... 

So we took a principled decision this was the right way to go. We did so in consultation with 

our friends and allies around the world‖.  

As highlighted in the previous chapter, however, not only has the Australian Government 

failed to recognise the shortcomings of the peace process and the seemingly ―balanced‖ 

approach of the Road Map which they endorse, Rudd‘s unprecedented speech in 

commemoration of Israel‘s 60
th

 anniversary brings to light a different dimension to 

Australia‘s foreign policy. Should Australia‘s strong support of Israel be based on 

pragmatism, it will only be pragmatic to the extent that it will satisfy its alliance with Israel 

and the U.S., and the powerful pro-Israel lobby, Jewish organisations and business groups 

domestically. This reflects the fact that Australia has consistently defined its core national 
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interests in terms of national security and economic prosperity (Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade 1997; Gyngell and Wesley 2007). The focus of this chapter is Australia, 

specifically in terms of its Western orientation and status as a middle-power. This chapter 

examines how successive Australian governments have responded to conflicts involving 

questions of self-determination and how both international and domestic conditions have 

influenced policy-making. 

In terms of Australia‘s security interests, states that are important will include the U.S., which 

Australia has a formal security agreement with, Papua New Guinea, Singapore and Malaysia, 

which Australia has formed security commitments to, and Indonesia and China, which has 

the potential of directly impacting on Australian territory (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). In 

terms of Australia‘s economic interests, Australia‘s focus is on its main trading partners and 

its major export markets from China, Japan, Republic of Korea, India, U.S., United Kingdom, 

New Zealand, Taiwan, Singapore and Thailand. In 2010, Australia‘s top ten goods and 

services export markets accounted for 75 per cent of total exports (Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade 2011). In descending order, the following are Australia‘s top ten export 

markets in 2010: China ($64.4 billion), Japan ($45.7 billion), Republic of Korea ($22.4 

billion), India ($19.6 billion), United States ($14.5 billion), United Kingdom ($12.4 billion), 

New Zealand ($11.4 billion), Taiwan ($9 billion), Singapore ($7.5 billion), and Thailand 

($6.9 billion) (Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2011). In addition, members of the 

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) accounted for almost 71 per cent of Australia‘s 

total trade while European Union members accounted for 14.1 per cent (Department of 

Foreign Affairs and Trade 2011). 

Therefore, in terms of both security and economic prosperity interests, Israel does not directly 

factor into Australia‘s immediate consideration. In fact, maintaining a pro-Israel foreign 

policy places Australia in a compromising position as its neighbours and major regional 

trading partners either sympathise with the Palestinian cause, or have abstained from having 

an opinion on the issue. The only practical reason for Australia to maintain its current policy 

on the peace process is, arguably, either to keep its policy interests in line with the U.S or that 

other domestic factors such as powerful organisations are able to influence Australia‘s 

position. This argument will be addressed in Chapter 5. 

It is also inadequate to define Australia‘s policy approach towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process as based on a principled decision. As the previous chapter discussed, supporting a 
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two-state solution based on the Road Map while rejecting the ‗Peaceful settlement of the 

question of Palestine‘ resolution in the UN contradicts Australian values, such as the 

promotion of human rights, international law and indigenous rights (Evans and Grant 1995; 

Gyngell and Wesley 2007).  

Australia‘s political response towards the peace process is unique in the sense that it is hardly 

principled diplomacy but an enduring relationship that shapes it. In Rudd‘s (Senate 2008) 

speech commending Israel‘s 60
th

 anniversary and its ―achievements‖ in Parliament, he moves 

that the House  

remember with pride and honour the important role which Australia played in  

the establishment of Israel as both a member state of the United Nations and as an 

influential voice in the introduction of Resolution 181 which facilitated Israel‘s 

statehood, and as the country which proudly became the first to cast a vote in support  

of Israel‘s creation…[and] acknowledge the unique relationship which exists between 

Australia and Israel a bond highlighted by our commitment to the rights and liberty of 

our citizens and encouragement of cultural diversity. (emphasis added) 

Foreign policy ―is about the actions of governments in the international arena, but it stems 

from the population‘s perceptions of its place in the world‖ (Edwards 1997, 3-4).  This 

chapter will first discuss Australia‘s place in the world before discussing specific Australian 

values and identity as articulated by the Government and the Australian people. This chapter 

will also look at Australia‘s previous involvement with issues of self-determination as the 

Israel-Palestine conflict is based on similar concerns. Finally, this chapter will look at 

Australia‘s foreign policy and the international and domestic environments that have the 

potential to shape it.  

Australia and its Place in International Politics 
 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Australia was involved in the reshaping of its national 

identity. As Evans (former Australian Foreign Minister) and Grant (1995) argue, during those 

years Australia was engaged with building a more internationalist and regionally focused 

identity. The authors outline the importance of maintaining a new Australian identity that 

reinforces domestic perceptions of how Australia should present itself to the international 

community (Evans and Grant 1995). According to Evans and Grant (1995), a central element 
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of Australia‘s identity is how it responds to international challenges; this will reveal the type 

of country Australia is and how in turn other countries respond to it.  

In many ways, the way Australia has positioned itself in international politics amongst the 

complexities of rules, institutions and expectations assumed by the international society of 

states, has influenced the foundations of its foreign policy. Gyngell and Wesley (2007) 

identify four major conceptions of Australia‘s international roles: as a nation apart
16

, as a 

member of the Asia-Pacific region
17

, as a ―Western‖ country and as a middle power. The next 

section will only look at the last two conceptions as they directly apply to this study. 

Australia‘s perception of itself as a Western nation and as a middle power has the potential to 

affect the way it conducts its diplomacy and formulate its policies. More specifically, it could 

have an impact on the way it approaches the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

Australia as a Western Country 

 

Australia‘s identification as a Western country came in two phases. First, its Western identity 

came amidst Australia‘s founding and the continuation of a certain sense of Britishness that 

has connected Australia to Britain ever since. As a white colony of Britain in a region largely 

inhabited by a non-white population, Australia‘s first conception of its place in the world was 

―imbued with conceptions of racial hierarchy, and the implementation of the White Australia 

Policy [that] was intended to preserve their society as racially pure from the burgeoning non-

white population in the countries surrounding Australia‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 210). 

Such racial visions, however, were severely critiqued with the advent of international law and 

international norms such as racial equality. During this time, Britain was slowing its status as 

a global hegemon to the U.S., therefore, Australia was made to readjust both its racial 

policies and form new alliances with a stronger global power.  

                                                           
16

 Australia, as a country apart, has the least dominant self-conception of the four. Proponents of this 
conception argue that Australia should practice independence in its political decisions and away from 
international obligations. Those who advocate this idea of an independent Australia believes that Australia 
should be self-contained politically, economically, and militarily. 
17

 As argued by Firth (2005), the last 30 years has seen Australia define its relationship with Southeast Asia and 
the South Pacific in terms of security and how to maintain security in the region. Australia has worked with 
numerous states in pursuit of ensuring the stability of the region, and continuously deal with matters such as 
drug and people trafficking, terrorism and threats to the environment. Critics of the conception of Australia as 
an active member of the Asia-Pacific region, however, are uncomfortable with defining Australia in these 
terms as not only does it narrowly confine Australia’s international engagement with one region, it does not 
accurately portray the diversity and broader foreign policy commitments. 
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This gave way to the second phase of Australia‘s identification as a Western nation which 

saw the emergence of an enduring alliance with the U.S. Arguably, this relationship started 

with the onset of the Cold War that, to date remains Australia‘s strongest alliance. World War 

II and the onset of the Cold War gave rise to solidarity in relation to countries who sought 

membership as a Western nation. As argued by O‘Hagan  (2002, 11), the West is ―perceived 

not just as a military or political alliance, but as a broad or diffuse community distinguished 

by a common culture, histories and traditions‖. During the period of the Cold War, the U.S. 

constantly promoted ideas of democracy, human rights and free markets to overcome 

communist regimes, which they contended pose a threat to domestic and international 

stability. More importantly, the U.S. believes that communist regimes have the potential to 

undermine these foundations that bind Western countries together.  

Australia, having established its Western identity since its formation years, realises its 

country‘s vulnerability in being situated in a region with countries that are either communist 

or that are vulnerable to communist incursions. Australia‘s vulnerability and feelings of 

isolation increased when communism reached China, Asia‘s largest country. As the Cold War 

was more a conflict of ideologies rather than traditional military warfare, it felt that as a small 

country amidst Asia‘s ―teeming millions‖, Australia had little option than to seek comfort and 

assurance from its Western alliance (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 212).  

Since then, Australia has maintained its strong alliance with the U.S. and the larger Western 

collective in the international society of states. As espoused by the ALP‘s National Platform 

in 2009, Australia‘s alliance with the U.S. is a fundamental principle in its national security 

agenda (Australian Labor Party 2009). This commitment to the U.S. has seen Australia 

support unpopular wars of the U.S. from Vietnam to Afghanistan and Iraq; Australia is now 

an active advocate for the ‗War on Terror‘. Also, with regards to the Israel-Palestine peace 

process, the previous chapter discussed Australia‘s strong alignment with the U.S. on most 

matters regarding the conflict (Loewenstein 2007). Vincent (2006) even goes on to argue that 

―the whole of Australia‘s foreign and security policy is predicated on the [U.S.] alliance, and 

on keeping Washington happy, no matter who is in the White House or what misguided 

policies the White House may follow‖. There are some voices of dissent amongst Australians 

on the state‘s close friendship with the U.S. These critics argue that Australia‘s strong 

dependence on its allies has inhibited its ability to independently decide on policies and are 

generally wary of Australia being coerced into participating in conflicts that would have been 

against its interest. However, it is unlikely that Australia will abandon its close alliance with 
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the U.S. and the larger Western collective in the near future, as alliance formation and unique 

bonds have governed Australia since its formative years. 

The end of the Cold War greatly enhanced Australia‘s position in international politics: not 

only has it managed to sustain its alliance with the U.S. and other  important players in world 

politics, it ―became a more important player among those international forces projecting a 

more liberal or values-oriented agenda in response to new emerging issues‖ (Hanson and 

Tow 2001, 5). This emergence of a more liberal or values-oriented agenda in Australian 

politics is played out by Australia embracing the middle-power credos of ―comprehensive 

engagement‖ and ―good international citizenship‖ that will be discussed in the next section 

(Evans and Grant 1995, 344-55). 

Australia as a Middle Power 
 

In an interview with Robert Macklin (2007, 205), Rudd spelt out his top priorities when he 

was Prime Minister and stated that part of his government‘s approach to international politics 

would be about making Australia a part ―of the global solution, in the best traditions of 

middle-power diplomacy‖ as Australia ―can be a force for good‖ which he believed Australia 

is ―squandering‖.  

The conception of Australia‘s role as a middle power in international politics has been the 

most dominant of the four. Starting with the Whitlam Government (1972-1975) to the 

Hawke-Keating Governments (1983-1996), which developed Australia‘s middle power role 

to its full potential, and specifically with Gareth Evans, who further developed it into a 

comprehensive doctrine, Australia, as a middle power, was to be a source of diplomatic 

initiative (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). Other scholars note that as a middle power, Australia 

maintains a preference for peaceful resolutions in international conflict, hold high regards for 

international law and is involved with coalition building with ‗like-minded‘ countries (Evans 

and Grant 1995).  

Evans and Grant  (1995) then point out four conditions that have to be met in order for 

middle power diplomacy to be effective: first, middle powers have to carefully identify where 

opportunities lie for potential effective action by a middle power; second, middle powers 

should have the capabilities of following the respective issue through; third, in most cases, 

there has to be a degree of creativity and intellectual imagination applied to the issue – 

middle powers should have the ability to see a way through impasses and to lead either by 



 
 

56 

force of authority, or at least by the force of ideas; and finally, an effective middle power 

diplomacy stems from the credibility of the state, its standing in the international community 

and perceived independence from the influence of larger powers. 

Australia is well positioned to play an important role in the resolution of international 

conflicts such as the Israel-Palestine conflict, but its capacity to do so ―will not be realised 

unless it develops a reputation as a sensitive broker that is prepared to intelligently engage 

with all parties to the conflict‖ (Heywood-Smith and Dally 2008, 23). Taking into 

consideration the four factors of effective middle power diplomacy, the failure of Australia to 

develop a comprehensive and just political approach towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process can be explained in relation to the respective conditions.  

In response to the first condition, it can be said that Australia has not fully explored the 

contradictions, or failures, of the peace process to which it has the potential to provide an 

alternative solution, one that is in line with international law. In response to the second and 

third conditions, Australia, having played a major role in East Timor and the Solomon 

Islands, has the capacity to encourage genuine peace between Israel and Palestine. Finally, 

concerning the last condition of effective middle power diplomacy, Australia is generally 

regarded as a credible and valuable player in international politics. However, its alignment 

with the U.S. on most issues and having an uncritical policy towards the Israel-Palestine 

conflict could explain Australia‘s ineffective role as a middle power in this instance. 

Thus far, this chapter has discussed Australia‘s place in the world and the idea that the 

current formula driving Australia‘s foreign policy is pragmatism rather than principle. This is 

especially the case in the context of the Palestinian problem. This chapter has also 

highlighted that given its place in the world and its position as a middle-power, values, norms 

and interests continue to shape Australia‘s identity and its perception of its place in 

international politics. Understanding this, it is then important to highlight discussions 

surrounding the idea of a distinct Australian identity and, more importantly, the vision of 

Australia according to the Government and its people. 

The Australian Government, its People and their Vision of Australia  
 

After much debate about what constitutes Australian values, the Government 

(Commonwealth of Australia 2007, 1) has agreed that: 
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Australian values include respect for the equal worth, dignity and freedom of the 

individual, freedom of speech, freedom of religion and secular government, freedom 

of association, support for parliamentary democracy and the rule of law, equality 

under the law, equality of men and women, equality of opportunity and peacefulness. 

They also include a spirit of egalitarianism that embraces fair play, mutual respect, 

tolerance, compassion for those in need and pursuit of the public good.   

In addition to this definition, the various literatures, political speeches and media coverage on 

Australian political leaders and their vision of Australia‘s national image reveal three 

overarching common visions in the articulation of Australian values and identity. The three 

visions of ―good international citizen‖, ―fair-go‖ and ―multiculturalism‖ encompass the main 

guiding principles underlying the contemporary Australian foreign policy approach and 

beliefs valued by Australians (Australian Labor Party 2009; Commonwealth of Australia 

2003; Curran 2006; Evans and Grant 1995; Fraser 1981; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; Howard 

2005; Keating 1992, 1996; Kent 2009; Rudd 2008; Smith and McMullan 2009).  

Research done by Gyngell and Wesley (2007) note that the significance of Australian values 

in the constitution of its foreign policy arises in two senses. The first highlights ―the national 

preferences and ideals that should inform a country‘s foreign policy‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007, 274). In an interview with Matt Peacock  (Australian Broadcasting Corporation 1999), 

former Prime Minister John Howard contends that  

it is very important in the conduct of the foreign policy of any country that its  

Government always makes certain that there isn't a serious disconnect between the 

goals of that policy and the aspirations of the Australian people. And the reason for 

that… is that the Australian people normally get it right. That the instincts of the 

Australian people are transparent, decent, open instincts and if governments conduct 

foreign policy understanding the attitudes of the Australian people they won't go far 

wrong no matter what their political complexion may be.
18

  

The second ―concerns the objectives of a state‘s foreign policy, referring to the ideals it seeks 

to promote through its diplomacy‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 274). It has been noted that 

Australians believe that the world would be a better place should people endorse Australian 

values and that Australians have visions of playing a greater role in international politics 
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 It is important to note that while Howard recognised the importance of policy being a reflection of the 
aspirations of Australians, he still authorised the 2003 Iraq War despite mass public protest. 
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(Jones 1997; McAllister 1997). Australians value equality, freedom and care and concern for 

others (Gelber 2005). Values such as giving everyone a fair-go, mateship, tolerance and 

multiculturalism have given shape to the factors that constitute ‗Australianness‘ and what it 

means to achieve the Australian way of life (Horne 2005; Kapferer 1988; Phillips and Smith 

2000; Thompson 1994). Phillips and Smith (2000) conclude that these values are important 

for Australians as they foster solidarity, a sense of community and important institutions such 

as that of the family. However, it is important to note Horne‘s (2005) argument, which will 

be further discussed in greater detail, that although egalitarianism ranks highly on the scale of 

‗Australianness‘, this does not extend consistently throughout all groups in Australia or in 

Australia‘s international engagements. Also, Chant, Knight and Smith (1989) demonstrate 

this argument from their findings which illustrate that not only is one in five Australians 

xenophobic, a considerable number of Australians do not support movements pertaining to 

issues surrounding multiculturalism or Aboriginal land rights. 

Thus far, this chapter has discussed Australia‘s place in international politics and values that 

represent the nation. Before studying Australia‘s foreign policy and the international and 

domestic factors that have the potential to influence it, it is imperative for this study to 

include a discussion of Australia‘s past involvement with the issue of self-determination. The 

Israel-Palestine conflict is based on similar concerns surrounding issues of self-

determination, therefore, an understanding of Australia‘s historical engagements with this 

issue may reveal Australia‘s current political approach towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process.  

Australia and Self-Determination 

 
As this thesis is concerned with Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace process, 

which is essentially a conflict that rests on the struggles of occupation and self-determination, 

it is important to understand how Australia has traditionally dealt with these issues. Not only 

does the discussion demonstrate Australia‘s long-term support for human rights and 

international law, it also questions how its usual support for these causes are not reflected in 

Australia‘s policy on the issue of Palestinian self-determination. 

As noted by the Hon. Sir Garfield Barwick (1962, 6): 

I find it difficult to believe that there are any who would wish this country to adopt a 

neutral attitude to the great political issues on which the survival and progress of our 
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civilisation depends; but perhaps there are. These might remember that man does not 

live by bread alone, and that nations ignore crucial issue of human freedom at their 

peril. I do not believe for one moment, having in mind the Australian character, that 

Australians would choose neutralism for the sake of peace and quiet in the hope that 

we might be forgotten, if ever bombs were dropped or missiles aimed. Each nation, of 

course, is entitled to act in accordance with its own judgement, and we have many 

good friends who believe that they can make a greater contribution, both to their own 

security and to the general well-being, by avoiding participation in any struggle. We 

must and we do respect their honest choice of what is best for their own 

circumstances. But the Australian Government has steadily taken the view that neither 

isolation nor neutralism is congenial to our temperament and that either is positively 

dangerous to our security. 

The growth of human rights issues in the post-colonial era sparked the increase in discussions 

surrounding states‘ demand for self-determination. According to Daniel Moynihan (1993), 

self-determination is a major focus in international politics and William Maley (2001, 68) 

notes that it is worthwhile for Australia to invest ―effort and resources in the development of 

mechanisms for the peaceful self-determination of peoples and for the peaceful ascertaining 

of  collective opinions‖. As noted before, Australia‘s support for self-determination for the 

people of South Africa, Kosovo and East Timor is noteworthy and deserves recognition for 

its efforts in championing human rights in these countries (Hanson 2001).  

In a radio interview with ABC‘s Jim Middleton on 20
 
February 2008, Rudd provided reasons 

for his determination ―to act early and decisively‖ to recognise Kosovo, and said that 

Australia‘s decision to take a principled decision, in consultation with Australia‘s allies, was 

the right way to go. The then Foreign Minister Stephen Smith (2008) also said that ensuring 

―the rights and safety of minorities, as well as protection of cultural heritage sites, must be 

key priorities for Kosovo‖. It is important to understand Australia‘s engagement with the 

issue of self-determination as it highlights the contradictions in policies and difficulties faced 

when engaging with Palestinian self-determination. In the following section, Australia‘s 

engagement with South Africa will be briefly highlighted while attention is given to the 

discussion of Australia‘s eminent role in East Timor‘s independence. 
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Australia and Self-Determination in South Africa 
 

It can be argued that Australia‘s anti-apartheid policy stems from ―a close connection, often a 

source of internal tension, yet also strength, between action against apartheid and fighting 

local racism‖ (Limb 2008, 908). The White Australia Policy and Pauline Hanson‘s 

engagement in the One Nation Party have faced much criticism. This, together with 

Australia‘s history of indigenous dispossession, has seen the Government attempting to 

reverse its national image as a country founded upon racism to one that has matured to 

welcoming multiculturalism and supporting indigenous rights.  

Besides the Government‘s support for anti-apartheid, Australians themselves sympathised 

with the many South Africans who were subjected to racist policies. Penny O‘Donnell and 

Lynette Simons (1995) document testimonies of Australians in social movements against 

apartheid, and like Limb (2008), they note that most of these social movements stem from 

Australians fight against domestic racism, especially with regards to the White Australia 

Policy and indigenous dispossession. The anti-apartheid social movements in Australia aim to 

influence public policy-making by the state, trading and sporting groups and domestic public 

opinion on apartheid (Jennett 1989). Christine Jennett (1989, 105) also argues that alongside 

these aims, ―activists attempt to remake the cultural understandings about race and human 

rights which underpin the thinking of all sectors of Australian society‖.  

Not only have social movements played a part in the liberation of racist policies in South 

Africa, the change in attitudes in the Australian Government has also put an immense amount 

of pressure on the South African Government, especially in terms of economic relations. As 

Australia matures from its history of indigenous dispossession and legislations towards its 

indigenous peoples that are similar to South Africa‘s Bantustan, the Australian Government 

was determined to restore its nation‘s image while promoting its support for anti-apartheid.  

The Whitlam Labor Government played a prominent role in applying pressure on trading 

groups and sporting competitions between both countries and showed great support for the 

African National Congress (Goldsworthy 1973; Jennett 1989). The Fraser Government took 

the domestic struggle against apartheid to the international level and continued to lobby 

against apartheid and encourage economic sanctions on the South African Government even 

after losing office (Ayres 1987; Jennett 1989; Limb 2008). The Hawke Government allowed 

social movements to establish information offices and encouraged visits of anti-apartheid 

speakers (Goldsworthy 1985; Jennett 1989). The Australian Labor Party from 1983-1996 also 
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played an important role in shifting the Commonwealth‘s stance on apartheid away from 

Margaret Thatcher‘s pro-apartheid policies (Limb 2008). This demonstrates that Australia is 

capable of taking an independent stance in its foreign relations and encouraging just policies 

that its allies do not necessarily support. 

Australia and Self-Determination in East Timor 
 

In late 1999, Australia undertook one of its most significant external military operations to 

ensure the peaceful transition to self-determination for East Timor. This action ―not only 

represented a major shift in Canberra‘s traditionally accomodationist policy toward Jakarta‖, 

the ―intervention also generated significant questions‖ regarding Australia‘s future 

engagement with Jakarta, Southeast Asia and its U.S. alliance (Chalk 2001, 1). Australia was 

the only Western country, which acknowledged Indonesia‘s claim over East Timor as the UN 

and U.S. rejected Indonesia‘s incorporation of the territory (Chalk 2001; Cotton 2001, 2004). 

Since 1979, the year that Australia recognised Indonesia‘s claim over East Timor, both 

Liberal and Labor Governments admit that Australia‘s relationship with Indonesia outweighs 

the issue of East Timor‘s right to self-determination. As argued by Cavan Hogue (2000, 145), 

―neighbours always have a specially sensitive relationship because of their proximity‖. 

Therefore, according to McDougall (1998, 212), ―Australian relationship with Indonesia has 

always taken precedence over human rights considerations‖. 

However, late 1998 saw a shift in Australia‘s traditional accomodationist policy towards 

Indonesia to one that is openly critical of Indonesia‘s sovereignty over and violations of 

human rights in East Timor. The change in Australia‘s foreign policy towards East Timor 

highlights the dilemma between national interests and values, and was a consequence of both 

historical and political factors (Cotton 2001; Gorjao 2001). The discussion of Australia‘s 

support for East Timor‘s right to self-determination will be outlined as follows: first, 

Australia‘s broader engagements with Indonesia will be discussed to provide the foundation 

for understanding the difficulties in balancing national interests and values; and second, the 

historical and political factors that led to Australia‘s support for East Timor‘s independence 

will be highlighted.  

Australia and Indonesia 

 

The violent Indonesian invasion of East Timor territories sparked a huge outcry amongst 

Australians as images of gross violations of human rights in East Timor by the Indonesian 
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army were published through various media. Although Australians voiced their outrage with 

the Indonesian Government throughout the 1970s to the 1990s, the Australian Government 

was still prepared to accept or support Indonesia‘s occupation of East Timor (Chalk 2001).  

It can be argued that Australian foreign policies were nothing but ―a series of opportunistic 

moves‖ (Leaver 2001, 19). In 1979, Australia was the only Western state in support of 

Indonesia‘s occupation of East Timor. According to McDougall (1998) and Chalk (2001), 

this support opened the way for negotiations for drilling rights off Australia‘s north-western 

coast and joint exploration of hydrocarbon deposits between the two countries. However, 

Australians were becoming aware of Indonesia‘s violent military occupation of East Timor 

and started to vocally oppose the occupation. Realising that public opinion was at odds with 

the views of Canberra, ―Australian policy-makers therefore discussed ways in which they 

could support the Indonesian plan while distancing themselves from it in public‖ (Fernandes 

2004, 12). 

There are two main rationales for this support: first, the belief that a ―good‖ East Timor 

policy was an essential part of the broader regional engagement and the upholding of a 

―good‖ Southeast Asian policy; and second, pressuring Indonesia into issues of self-

determination might stimulate separatism in areas like Aceh, Irian Jaya and West Kalimantan 

which would result in regional instability (Chalk 2001). However, the regime transition in 

Indonesia from Suharto to Habibie, seemed to make way for the possibility of balancing both 

national interests and values in Australian foreign policy towards the issue (Gorjao 2001). 

The Asian financial crisis, alongside the fall of Suharto and increasing pressure from the 

Australian public, led Canberra to reassess its relationship with Indonesia and, most 

importantly, the question of East Timor (Gorjao 2001). Additionally, the support for East 

Timor‘s right to self-determination was a consequence of both historical and political factors 

as well. 

Historical and Political Factors that Shaped Australia’s East Timor Policy 

 

According to former Foreign Minister Alexander Downer  (2000, 8), a  

commitment to a peaceful and enduring resolution of the East Timor problem has 

been the primary objective underlying Australia‘s policy approach to the East Timor 

question. Giving the East Timorese people the right to decide their future destiny was 

an important objective, but an equally important goal was resolving conclusively an 
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issue that for decades had been a major regional concern, particularly in the context of 

Australia‘s relations with Indonesia. Australian support for the UN in its efforts to 

bring a genuine act of self-determination for the people of East Timor needs to be 

understood from this perspective. The considerations that drove Australia to respond 

as it did to the post-election violence were essentially humanitarian – namely, the 

pressing need, in the face of Indonesia‘s incapacity to do so, to bring a halt to the 

wanton destruction and suffering that engulfed East Timor… and to re-establish 

security in the territory.  

However, as noted earlier, Australia supported (or accepted) the Indonesian military‘s violent 

occupation of East Timor. Australia was also the only Western state that recognised 

Indonesia‘s sovereignty over East Timor territories when the UN and U.S. rejected the idea. 

Hence, to say that Australia‘s intervention was solely based on humanitarian considerations 

and in support of UN efforts towards the issue seem to downplay Australia‘s role in 

accentuating the conflict in the first instance. Other historical and political factors should be 

discussed in order to understand the shift in Australia‘s political approach towards self-

determination in East Timor.  

Historically, East Timor played a critical role in supporting Australian guerrilla operations 

against Japanese forces in World War II, which resulted in the deaths of almost 40,000 East 

Timorese (Chalk 2001). Arguably, a sense of debt repayment and guilty conscience
19

 towards 

East Timor are two of the reasons which led to Australia‘s support towards East Timor‘s right 

to self-determination (Bell 2000, 2000; Chalk 2001; Dunn 1983; Gorjao 2001; Salla 1995). 

Cotton  (2004, 100) argues that one of the most important factor that underlies Australia‘s 

eventual support for East Timor self-determination ―was the assuaging of Australian guilt for 

the long complicity in Jakarta‘s policy of repression and integration‖. He (Cotton 2004) 

remarks that not only did Australia allow serious violations of human rights to happen at its 

doorstep, it was even responsible for training the very forces responsible. Hence, Cotton 

(2004, 100) notes that part of Australia‘s approach towards supporting self-determination in 

East Timor ―was a policy in keeping with the ‗new interventionism‘, as demonstrated in 

Kosovo‖. While historical factors are important, the political calculations and analysis that 

factors in policy-makers‘ decision-making in support of enhancing Australia‘s national 
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 Australia invaded East Timor in World War II after the events at Pearl Harbour and supported the Indonesian 
military in its violent operations against East Timorese. See Bell (2000, 2000). 
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interest, arguably, plays a more important determinant in understanding the objectives of the 

East Timor intervention. 

According to Chalk (2001), four factors appear to have influence and encourage the shift in 

Howard‘s thinking on East Timor‘s self-determination. First, the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade concluded that East Timor was not of particular importance to the survival 

and transition of Indonesia towards a democratic nation, hence, Indonesia would still achieve 

stability without gaining territorial sovereignty over East Timor. Second, a comprehensive 

government review regarding East Timorese opinions on issues surrounding autonomy versus 

independence saw the majority voting in favour of independence, with the slightest 

connection to Indonesia unacceptable. Third, the question of East Timor and the atrocities 

that have been committed there gave rise to public concern over the issue in Australia. As this 

sparked a great public interest in Australia, Downer saw this as a historic opportunity to take 

the lead in resolving this long-standing conflict which could be a positive step towards his 

candidacy (Cotton 1999). Finally, Habibie‘s ―unexpected declaration in January 1999 that a 

rejection of his offer of autonomy would result in separation and independence‖ not only 

allowed for ―the more activist agenda that Downer was beginning to push at that time, it also 

essentially presented the Australian government with a fait accompli that simply could not be 

ignored‖ (Chalk 2001, 41). Habibie argued that East Timor‘s dissatisfaction with being a part 

of Indonesia was a liability that Indonesia could not afford. It was also a threat to Indonesia‘s 

international image as a stable country and the establishment of Habibie as a credible 

democratic leader (Anwar 2000; Cotton 2004). Hence, East Timor‘s independence would be 

a better alternative for both Indonesia and East Timor. 

James Cotton (2004) shares Chalk‘s (2001) views and highlights three objectives behind 

Australia‘s East Timor intervention. First, Cotton (2004, 100) argues that ―a perennial 

problem in Australia-Indonesia bilateral relations
20

 was being addressed‖ and that this claim 

―was accurate to the extent that the perception of Indonesia‘s human rights record in East 

Timor had certainly hindered a more favourable public assessment of that country for a 

generation‖. Second, relinquishing Indonesia‘s hold over East Timor will allow the 

Indonesian Government to play a more positive role in international politics in light of the 

UN‘s rejection of Indonesia‘s occupation of East Timor territories. Third, the decision to 

intervene in the question of East Timor was largely to appease growing public concern in 
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Australia over the violations of human rights in East Timor by the Indonesian military. 

Cotton (2004), therefore, argues that Australia‘s Timor intervention was in keeping with 

Australia‘s national interests such as promoting itself as a ‗good international citizen‘ and 

restoring regional order and ending uncertainty. 

This chapter has looked at Australia‘s place in international politics, Australian leaders‘ 

vision of an Australian identity and values, and Australia‘s past engagements with issues of 

self-determination. The last section of this chapter will finally turn to understanding 

Australia‘s foreign policy, and the international and domestic factors that have the potential 

to shape it.  

A Distinct Australian Foreign Policy? 
 

Australia‘s history, geography and current realities place it in a unique position in the world 

of international politics. The First and Second World War, the Cold War and transnational 

terrorism have influenced Australia‘s perception of threats to its national security. These 

events have shaped the dynamics of international relations in many ways and they continue to 

do so in the form of alliance and coalition building, intelligence sharing and foreign aid. 

While these issues affect most countries in the world, Australia has its own unique set of 

issues with which it is confronted.  

As a country, Australia continues to face the challenge of closing the divide between its 

indigenous and larger populations. Successive prime ministers continue to be judged on how 

the nation moves forward in dealing with these issues of inequality and, more importantly, 

whether the Government in power recognises the injustices that have been perpetrated on 

indigenous Australians by ways of an apology and practical policies that seek to address the 

issues at hand. While it can be argued that progress has been made with the election of the 

first indigenous member of parliament into Government in Australia‘s 2010 elections, there 

still is much to be done (Wilson 2010). While this may seem to be an issue within domestic 

politics, there is an argument to be made that this divide feeds into the larger international 

perception of Australia as a racist country given Pauline Hanson‘s infamous One Nation 

policy, her comments on Asian and African immigration, and recent events such as the 

murder of an Indian national student in Melbourne (Borah 2010). 

Australia has also had to continuously balance its identity as a Western democracy against its 

Southeast Asian neighbours and Northeast Asian trading partners who do not necessarily 
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share the same ideals and alliances as Australia. With the rise of China and India and their 

strategic importance for Australia, there is reason to argue that Australia has to rethink its 

current alliances and policies in international politics as these countries may have a different 

commitment and approach toward the international arena.  

A Distinct Liberal/Labor Tradition of Australian Foreign Policy? 
 

Since the late 1960s, the topic of foreign policies of Australian parties has often been focused 

on discussions on whether there is a distinctive Liberal or Labor tradition. D. W. Rawson 

(1969) notes that while the Liberal Party has generally welcomed alliance and dependence on 

powerful friends and the Labor Party is usually suspicious of these relationships, there has 

never been an absolute clash of opinion between both parties on issues related to foreign 

policy. Rawson (1969, 27-28) contends that ―Australia has never had on the one hand a 

neutralist party and on the other a party committed to alliances, let alone a clash between two 

parties committed to seeking different and incompatible alliances‖. In addition, Rawson 

(1969, 39) makes a bold observation by saying that it is easy 

to forget not only how powerless and dependent is Australia‘s world position  

but how much the knowledge of this fact has influenced the policies of Australian 

parties, sometimes in unexpected and paradoxical ways. The foreign policies of 

Australian parties are lightly adopted and as lightly discarded. Even those which seem 

to have a firm ideological foundation are often particularly subject to variation 

according to what other countries are doing, and this is not surprising not necessarily 

deplorable in a minor and vulnerable country.  

It is appropriate to contend that Rawson‘s arguments persist today. Australia‘s commitment 

to allied wars continues and its understanding of security has very much been shaped by 

those relationships. While it is fair to say that at present, both the Liberal and Labor Parties 

value alliances to the same degree as compared to the period in which Rawson writes from, 

the only differentiating point is probably the significance given to the parties‘ commitment 

and engagement with Asia. As noted by Alexander Downer (2001, 338), the Liberal Party‘s 

longest serving foreign minister, Australia‘s role in the region ―is based on the principle of 

mutual respect. We do not crave acceptance by the region at any cost. We contribute actively 

to its affairs in a clear-minded, practical and respected way‖. By contrast, Labor has always 



 
 

67 

treated Australia‘s engagement with Asia with high importance (Brereton 2001; McDougall 

et al. 1987; Waters 1997). 

Australian governments from Whitlam to Gillard have generally shared similar foreign policy 

objectives, albeit each government has their personal interests, motivations and perceptions 

of their ideal Australia (Curran 2006). At the time of writing this thesis, the present Julia 

Gillard‘s Government in Australia is still too young to present an extensive analysis 

compared to previous prime ministers. However, it is unlikely that the Gillard Government 

will differ from its predecessors as not only was she the Deputy Prime Minister in the former 

Rudd Government, she admitted that foreign policy has never been her passion and was not 

something that she had set her political career out to accomplish (Wald 2010). Gillard has 

also commented that ―she had no plan for big changes in foreign affairs‖ (Hartcher 2010, 1).  

It is also important to note that the issue of ‗security‘ that have dominated most foreign 

policies of successive Australian governments since the Second World War, the Vietnam 

War, the Cold War and the Gulf Wars, is now even more pronounced since the terrorist 

attacks in Washington and New York on September 11, 2001 (Conley 2004; Flitton 2003; 

Gurry 2002; Lee 2007; Mason 2002; O'Neil 2003; Ungerer 2004, 2008). There has been a 

marked increase of interest in security studies in government intelligence services and even 

within academia, which has led to an enhancement in airport security checks and public 

transport systems. It almost seems that the language of ‗security‘ in political rhetoric now 

triumphs all other reasons and motivations, and is often used as a proper justification behind 

any popular or unpopular decision the Government chooses to make or support. This 

argument has been discussed throughout this thesis and will be further discussed in Chapter 

5. Australia‘s uncritical support for Israel, participation in the Afghanistan and 2003 Iraq 

War, policy on asylum seekers and border security and whether wearing the burqa in 

Australia should be banned as opposition party leader ―Tony Abbott believes most 

Australians find the burqa "confronting"‖ (Owen 2010), all stem from the much emphasised 

language of ‗security‘. This language of ‗security‘ has often been used as the trump card over 

other human rights and international law considerations, and even real political calculations 

in securing Australia‘s long-term interests.  

From this discussion, it can be argued that there is nothing distinctive about Australian 

foreign policy regarding the kind of issues that successive governments have had to deal 

with. However, the present distinctiveness of a unique Australian foreign policy lies with how 
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it deals with international affairs amidst its historical and geographical realities, and the 

extent to which international and domestic factors are able to influence it. 

The International Environment and Australia’s Foreign Policy 
 

It is difficult to overlook the importance international politics have on the impact of 

Australia‘s foreign policy. Since 1788, Australia has always maintained close relations with 

at least one other country in the international system. It will also be difficult to argue against 

the fact that foreign policy considerations in Australia are very much affected by what the 

international society, and especially, what its allies think and pursue (Camilleri 1979; 

McDougall et al. 1987). It has also been argued that Australia has always supported the 

importance and maintenance of alliance relationships from its understanding that 

international politics is a struggle between the ‗Western‘ and ―Eastern‖ blocs  (Camilleri 

1979). Three intellectual frameworks guide the conceptual ordering systems of Australia‘s 

foreign policy and the extent to which the international policy landscape has on Australia: 

―the way the world‘s states are ranked in terms of priority‖; ―the trends and forces that have 

the potential both to impact directly on Australian foreign policy interests, and to change the 

prioritisation of states under the first framework‖; and ―the network of Australian policy 

interests at any given time, which establishes the patterns of significance and priority of the 

other two frameworks‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 183). 

 

Identification and prioritisation of important actors and events are parts of the ―conceptual 

ordering‖ process that the foreign policy bureaucracy have to be involved in as it is necessary 

to easily identify the events and actors that are most important in maintaining Australia‘s 

national interests (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 183). It is fair to say that the sovereign state is 

the most significant actor in world politics. This thesis, while recognising that the definition 

of the state is meaningless without the individuals and institutions that make it, comes from 

the standpoint that the state is seen to be the overarching representative body of all the 

political, societal and economical units. Foreign policy-makers in Australia recognise that 

and, therefore, conceptually rank states according to their significance in maintaining 

Australia‘s interests. As has been noted throughout this chapter, the most significant country 

in terms of maintaining Australia‘s security interests is the U.S. (Camilleri 1979; Coldrey 

1983; Evans and Grant 1995; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; Miller 1968). Within the region, 

Australia also recognises the importance of Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Papua New 
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Guinea and China to which it has either security commitments to or recognise the country‘s 

potential in affecting Australia‘s security environment (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). 

Australia‘s main export market and trading markets also come from most of Northeast Asia‘s 

economy such as Japan, China and South Korea (Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

2008). 

 

Australia also recognises the importance of major international and regional organisations. 

These include the UN, the World Trade Organisation, the International Monetary Fund, 

ASEAN and the European Union. General key alignments on world issues, countries of 

geographic proximity, and countries that Australia has affective links with such as Turkey, 

Ireland, Greece and Sri Lanka, which stem from either shared historical experiences or 

reflecting an important make up of the ethnic and/or cultural community in Australia, are also 

significant. More importantly, Australia has generally tended to prioritise and align its 

policies towards what it deems as ―like-minded countries‖ which is a group of countries who 

think about the world, more or less, under the same terms of reference (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007). These countries include the U.S., Britain, Canada, New Zealand, Scandinavian 

countries and Israel.  

 

The prioritisation of states and its significance for promoting and/or maintaining Australia‘s 

interest forms the conceptual framework that lies at the foundation of engaging other issues 

such as monitoring ongoing trends and changes. Bearing this conceptual framework of 

priorities in mind, foreign policy-makers have to stay abreast on issues regarding ongoing 

shifts in global polarity and power hierarchies, navigate between patterns of alignment and 

enmity in international politics, identify new actors in the international system that may not 

be states but organised communities and  recognise the trends affecting world politics (Firth 

2005; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; McDougall et al. 1987; Mediansky 1997). These trends 

extend beyond international phenomena such as globalisation into the realm of being aware 

of ―significant shifts in norms governing the legitimacy of different forms of international 

actions‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 201). As much as the notions of sovereign states and 

political independence persist, it is difficult for states to act outside what is increasingly seen 

to be the norms, values and institutions that constrain statecraft.  

 

The discussion thus far focuses on the first two intellectual frameworks that guide the 

conceptual ordering systems of Australia‘s foreign policy. While the first two focuses on  
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―what should be important to Australian foreign policy makers‖, the last one indicates ―what 

is important at any given time‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 202-03). With the constantly 

changing international environment, it is not possible for the foreign policy-making 

bureaucracy to be aware of and attend to every single trend and event. The third conceptual 

framework  of overriding priorities, therefore, focuses on Australia‘s commitments, goals, 

aspirations, policy initiatives, and crucial relationships and memberships (Gyngell and 

Wesley 2007). This third conceptual framework determines what is and is not important for 

the other two. From here, Australia‘s foreign policy positions can develop in the following 

ways: through maintaining and consolidating Australia‘s existing commitments, alliances or 

memberships; through making progress towards a diplomatic objective; or through the 

capacity to protect Australian values (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). 

 

It should be noted that the idea of a foreign policy ‗event‘ is debatable as not all that develops 

in the international arena can be considered an ‗event‘. However, ultimately, a foreign policy 

event can be determined by going back to understanding what Australia‘s national interests 

are and employing them to an international development. It is also important to realise that 

while foreign policy events are determined by what is seen to be Australia‘s national interest, 

the ongoing developments in the political arena will also constantly shape what Australia 

views as its interests. In the international policy landscape, how Australia acts is determined 

by what constitutes its overall position that governs its foreign policy positions. Australia‘s 

whole-of-government approach then determines who the priority countries and relationships 

are and what is recognised to be a significant change or development in international politics. 

The Domestic Environment and Australia’s Foreign Policy 
 

Like most sovereign governments, the Australian Government has to constantly adjust its 

foreign policy to suit its interests in the international sphere and to balance that with its 

domestic demands and values held within society. There has been much support for the 

argument that the extent to which Australia‘s domestic environment influences foreign policy 

rests mainly on the processes within formal institutions such as DFAT and the foreign policy 

bureaucracy (Gyngell and Wesley 2007; Trood 1997). As part of the domestic environment, 

for example, most Australians continue to remain disinterested, believing that foreign policy 

is an area that is inaccessible and that do not directly affect them. While these arguments hold 

a certain truth as people in general are more concerned about public policies that affect them, 
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there are other arguments that state that foreign policy is not necessarily different from other 

areas of policy in terms of the way domestic factors can influence it (Smith, Cox, and 

Burchill 1996). What is different is that ―other states have a direct interest in aspects of 

Australian foreign policy, and domestic pressures need to be balanced by governments 

against foreign reactions‖ (Smith, Cox, and Burchill 1996, 49). There are also arguments to 

suggest that the domestic context is limited in the extent to which it can affect foreign policy 

and can only influence foreign policy in the way the policies are presented (McDougall 

2009). 

 

The domestic environment in Australia consists of the formal political institutions that have 

been briefly discussed, as well as the media, public opinion, business groups, lobby groups, 

academics, think tanks and other foreign policy interest organisations. Focusing on the 

foreign policy bureaucracy first, there is a general consensus amongst scholars that within the 

formal political institutions in Australia, the executive has the most influence as it is in the 

executive that foreign policy-making is most concentrated (Firth 2005; Gyngell and Wesley 

2007; Knight and Hudson 1983; Smith 1997). This is so as only ―the executive, it is 

maintained, can guarantee the constant attention, rapid reaction and secrecy required for an 

effective, clear and consistent foreign policy‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 145). Some 

scholars have noted that it is not possible to identify who exactly in the executive makes 

foreign policy as power over foreign policy in Australia is held by the foreign policy elite 

which consists of people like the prime minister, foreign minister and members of parliament 

(Firth 2005).  

 

On the other hand, the Australian Parliament, unlike that of U.S. Congress, is not tasked with 

analysing the practical details of foreign policy, hence, the contribution of Parliament to the 

foreign policy agenda rests on  creating public awareness of the ongoing debates and strategic 

foreign policy statements though Question Time and parliamentary committees (Firth 2005; 

Gyngell and Wesley 2007). Question Time allows for debate within parliament over various 

issues and is publically broadcasted, and while it is valuable and good practice for 

Australians to have access to some of the issues debated, the contributions of Parliament 

remains limited.  Within Parliament lies two important bodies known as the Joint Standing 

Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade (JFADT) and the Joint Standing 

Committee on Treaties whose main contribution ―lies in the information which they bring to 
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light and in the public debate which they can generate‖ (Smith 1997, 21). Both committees, 

however, do not appear to have a significant impact on the foreign policy process.
21

  

 

The Australian Cabinet is gradually playing a significant part in the foreign policy-making 

process as it has established itself to be a powerful platform that is able to engage all sides of 

politics. However, it is important to note that its impact should be kept in context as it is only 

able to ―consider a fraction of all foreign policy issues confronting Australia‖ but ―where it 

does become involved, its influence can be authoritative‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 149). 

Also, among the various political parties in Australia, it is hard to locate the effectiveness of 

each political party in general or what the parties bring to the debate on foreign policy as 

there is a lack of debate on foreign policy issues. According to Gyngell and Wesley (2007), 

the various political parties tend to continue rather than re-evaluate the policies of previous 

governments. Within the various political parties in Australia, they might debate on various 

aspects of domestic politics, but when it comes to foreign policy, major parties like the Labor 

and Liberal Parties seem to hold similar stances in the broader foreign policy.
22

  

 

The last aspect of the discussion on formal political institutions in Australia rests on the 

various states and territories in Australia. It is important to note that states in this context 

refer to the six states in Australia namely Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, South 

Australia, Western Australia and Tasmania. The two territories in Australia refer to the 

Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Territory. The greatest impact that states and 

territories have on the foreign policy process is its ability to inform and speak on behalf of the 

public‘s reaction to foreign policy issues. They also have a great impact at the strategic and 

contextual levels of policy-making, but their impact is minimal over the more reactive and 

detailed aspects of policy at the organisation and operational stages (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007). However, it is crucial to note that generally ―the Australian states and territories have 

substantial stakes in foreign policy‖ given the various make up of the populations. The 

immigrant population tend to maintain close ties with other countries and groups of people 

overseas from which they originally came from (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 151). For 

example, Sydney and Melbourne have a large population of communities from Jewish and 

Asian backgrounds. This has influenced the way the states have dealt with specific foreign 
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 Maria Vamvakinou (member of parliament, Federal Member for Calwell), in discussion with the author, 
October 1, 2010. 
22

 Claire Moore (senator, Queensland), in discussion with Eulalia Han, October 6, 2010. 
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policy concerns pertaining to immigrant populations‘ country of origin or affiliations with 

other communities abroad.  

 

Having looked at the impact of existing domestic political institutions in Australia on the 

foreign policy-making process, the following chapters will look at the domestic factors within 

Australia and analyse the potential these factors have on the impact of the foreign policy 

process. Gyngell and Wesley (2007) identify the most prominent of these factors to be the 

media, public opinion, lobby groups and business groups.  A multi-method approach is used 

to examine the potential of each of these factors to influence foreign policy making in respect 

to the Israel-Palestine peace process. 
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Chapter 3 – Media Analysis  
 

The Israel-Palestine conflict remains one of the top UN agenda items since the organisation‘s 

inception in 1946 and is an issue that receives much coverage in the media and political 

discourse of even geographically distant countries like Australia. A number of studies have 

been conducted on the news coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict. These studies usually 

address issues concerning accuracy and objectivity in journalistic practice, the use of 

language, operational realities of reporting the conflict and the relationship between image 

and reality (Finkelstein 2003; Friel and Falk 2007; Khouri 2002, 2006; Liebes 1997; Philo 

and Berry 2004; Rydelnik and Easley 2007; Vane 2002; Wall 2002). To date, a 

comprehensive study of the Australian press coverage of the conflict has not been 

undertaken. 

 

As discussed in the previous chapter, Australia‘s media and public opinion were significant in 

influencing the Government‘s response toward self-determination in South Africa, Kosovo 

and East Timor. This study seeks to test the extent to which domestic factors such as the 

media, public opinion and lobby groups influence Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine 

conflict. As noted by Gyngell and Wesley (2007), media reporting can highlight questions 

surrounding the conduct of Australian foreign policy or raise important public concerns or 

issues that require politicians to address. This chapter will present and discuss the findings of 

an analysis of Australia‘s media discourse on the Israel-Palestine conflict and peace process.  

Media and Society 

 
Information communication technology has seen the transformation of printing in the Middle 

Ages to the present age of digital media (McQuail 2005). The importance of the media in the 

transformation to what McQuail (2005, 45) calls ―the information society‖ highlights the 

significance of the role of the media in disseminating information to accommodate its diverse 

audience, shareholders and sponsors. The power of the media stems from their ability to 

reach mass audiences, and act as a means of social integration or disintegration by providing 

scattered individuals with information about people and events locally or globally. McQuail 

(2005, 52) also argues that the media could also be ―a potent force for public enlightenment, 

supplementing and continuing the new institutions of universal schooling, public libraries and 

popular education‖. 
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The media are perceived to perform various roles. The media can be the primary source of 

information from which society gathers its information about events and people. They are 

also often seen as a reflector of ongoing events, a gatekeeper in charge of the information that 

is published or even an interpreter in making sense of complex issues (McQuail 2005). It is 

also useful to highlight that media use the technique of agenda-setting, priming and framing 

in their news coverage.  

The term ‗agenda-setting‘ was advanced by Maxwell McCombs and Donald Shaw (1972, 

1993) to explain that the media indicate to their audience what are the most important issues 

of the day. These issues are either influenced by what the media think are important for their 

organisation, the public or government. As an extension of agenda-setting, the priming effect 

as advanced by Shanto Iyengar and Donald Kinder (1987), ―refers to the ability of news 

programs to affect the criteria by which political leaders are judged‖ as it ―addresses the 

impact of news coverage on the weight assigned to specific issues in making political 

judgements‖ (Iyengar and Simon 1994, 170). The more important an issue is, which can 

normally be determined by the frequency and extent of its coverage in the national 

information stream, the greater its weight in how politicians will be judged in responding to 

the respective issues. The media also have the ability to encourage these evaluations (Iyengar 

and Kinder 1987; Iyengar and Simon 1994). In sum, the priming effect is understood as the 

media having the potential to influence the audience on what to think about regarding specific 

issues. Finally, compared to agenda-setting and priming, the framing effect is more specific 

with the fundamental idea that news frames, or the language in which news is reported 

―activate certain inferences, ideas, judgements and contrasts concerning issues, policies and 

politicians‖ (McQuail 2005, 511). This refers to the media having the potential to influence 

how their audience should think about the specific issues. 

While the public is influenced by the agenda-setting, priming and framing methods of the 

media, it is also important to note that the way people learn and retain information from the 

media varies widely; prior knowledge, relevance and interest regarding the information 

received affect how the receiver retains and employs the information in shaping their 

opinions and attitudes towards an issue (Hall et al. 1980; McQuail 2005). However, because 

it is unlikely that most people get the opportunity of having first-hand or direct experiences of 

events and the people involved, the media generally become the key sources of information 

(Bryant and Zillman 2002; Rane and Abdalla 2008). In relation to this study, the role of the 

media is more specifically seen as taking on the function of the Fourth Estate, where the 
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media act as a ―check on the government, executive and judiciary‖ (Rane, Ewart, and Abdalla 

2010, xviii). 

The techniques of agenda-setting, priming and framing will be used to shape the three main 

questions that will guide the analysis of both The Australian and Sydney Morning Herald’s 

news coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict. Relevant articles were also examined in 

reference to the ‗framing‘ perspective as news frames have the potential to influence how the 

media‘s audience should think about specific issues (Entman 1993). The framing perspective 

has also been employed by other studies analysing the United Kingdom‘s (UK) news 

coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict (Philo and Berry 2004), UK news coverage of the 

Cold War (McNair 1988) and the British media‘s coverage of the conflict in Northern Ireland 

(Curtis 1984). 

Media and Foreign Policy 
 

Taking on its role as the Fourth Estate in society, the media are perceived to be the watchdogs 

for democracy, and are obligated to act as a check and balance on the other estates such as the 

government, the executive and the judiciary (Ewart 2010; Schultz 1998). The media should 

be critical in their assessments and reporting of events, and highlight to society the 

credibility, accuracy or inconsistency in policies espoused by governments. More 

specifically, in addition to its role as the Fourth Estate, the media have also taken on other 

roles in shaping foreign policy. The media function as useful sources of information for 

policy-makers, agenda setters which influence the priorities of government, diplomatic 

proxies and tools used by non-traditional actors to influence policy decisions (O'Heffernan 

1991). 

There have been many attempts in scholarship to determine the relationship between media 

and foreign policy decision-making. There are arguments that contend that the media ―are a 

pervasive influence in the foreign policy process‖ as they are able to shape the agenda and 

tone of governments‘ policy outputs (O'Heffernan 1991, 61). Patrick O‘Heffernan (1991) 

notes the evolution of the study regarding the relationship between media and foreign policy. 

In one of the first few prominent studies on the relationship between media and foreign 

policy, Bernard Cohen (1963, 1967) contends that the media are participants in foreign 

policy-making, and this participation has produced a symbiotic media-government 

relationship. At the time of his study, Cohen (1963, 1967) argues that foreign policy concerns 
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are usually constrained to that of the policy community; this reflects the ―mood theory‖ put 

forth by Gabriel Almond and G. B. Powell (1966) which states that society‘s concern with 

foreign policy initiatives are generally low and heavily dependent on the issue. There are also 

research that contend that arguments to justify media‘s influence on foreign policy have been 

exaggerated, and the media should instead be seen as tools used by governments in conjuring 

public support for their policies (Reston 1966). This argument parallels the symbiotic media-

government relationship advanced by Cohen (1963, 1967). 

With the advancement of technology, later scholarship highlights the impact of the media on 

foreign policy. Lloyd Cutler (1984) argues that the media affect the timing and substance of 

major policy decisions as they act as watchdogs, influencing governments to be critical of the 

policies that they advocate in order to satisfy the masses. In addition, the media are able to 

provide the government with warning signs of an unpopular policy and increasingly, 

governments realise the importance of adjusting to satisfy the influence of the media (Cutler 

1984).  

It is difficult to downplay the existence of a relationship and impact of the media on the 

policy process. For example, WikiLeaks, a not-for-profit media organisation, seeks to 

uncover the truth behind governments‘ propaganda over their foreign engagements as well as 

exposing other issues that might be of concern to the public, such as climate change, 

corruption, cults and religious organisations, and war crimes. Its exposé of the main 

operations manual and propaganda team of Guantanamo Bay and classified U.S. intelligence 

report on the war in Iraq has pressured the U.S. Government to address the respective 

allegations such as cables revealing that ―Washington has been allowing fighters from the 

Kurdish separatist group the PKK safe havens in northern Iraq to stage attacks on Turkey‖ 

(Taylor 2010). U.S. envoys have also been forced to apologise in advance as some of the 

leaked State Department cables ―are thought to include candid assessments of foreign leaders 

and government‖ and this ―could erode trust in the U.S. as a diplomatic partner‖ (Lee 2010).  

In his study of  news coverage of the 1987 Palestinian Intifada, Gadi Wolfsfeld (1997) argues 

that the media played a substantial role in influencing the U.S. intervention into the crisis and 

the way Israeli authorities responded. The media frames of ‗injustice and defiance‘ took the 

side of the Palestinian cause, and in response ―Israelis spent a considerable amount of time 

and effort attempting to control the damage from the news reports coming out of the 

territories‖ as news coverage of the Intifada was damaging their image (Wolfsfeld 1997, 168-
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206). Wolfsfeld (1997) argues that the Israeli authorities had lost control of the media during 

this period as news coverage had instantly levelled the Palestinian cause to that of Israel, and 

that Israeli authorities were unable to control their own political environment much less the 

image portrayed in the media of unarmed Palestinians versus Israeli soldiers.  

There are arguments to suggest that it is policy-makers who influence the media rather than 

vice versa. The media‘s influence on foreign policy is usually issue-specific with certain 

issues having the potential to successfully utilise the media to encourage elite support 

(O'Heffernan 1994). However, a media-sophisticated organisation or a government which is 

media savvy ―can mitigate or even reverse the influence of the media on an issue‖ as they 

―can redirect media attention away from unpleasantness‖ (O'Heffernan 1994, 240). Scholars 

have also noted that journalists overwhelmingly depend on official statements and policy 

stance to shape and frame their reports (Bennett 1994; Cohen 1963; Gans 1979; Sigal 1973; 

Tuchman 1978). Moreover, there are arguments made in regards to governments‘ decisions to 

go to war, that negative media coverage and public opinion in fact do not play a part in 

influencing that decision (Bennett 1994; Smith 1992). This is evident in the U.S. involvement 

in the Gulf War against Iraq, and more recently in regards to the unpopular 2003 invasion of 

Iraq that was instigated by the U.S. and supported by its allies such as Britain and Australia. 

Regardless, the significance of the relationship between the media and foreign policy 

decision-making is evident. O‘Heffernan (1991, 97) notes that foreign policy-makers view 

the media as comprising new categories of players in international relations as they operate 

―by informing other players‘ decisions and lending themselves to other players‘ uses‖, and 

―by acting according to their own incentives, standards, and self-interests, lending themselves 

to foreign governments who try to influence... policy‖. This results in a media-government 

relationship that is one of ―interdependent mutual exploitation‖ (O'Heffernan 1991, 82). 

Analysis  

 
This study examines Australia‘s print media based on an analysis of The Australian and 

Sydney Morning Herald‘s coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict and peace process. The 

Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald are selected as they represent the two main 

influential newspapers of the two key news media organisations in Australia, Murdoch and 

Fairfax respectively. It is also useful to point out that scholars such as Chanan Reich (2002) 

have noted that news coverage in The Sydney Morning Herald during the formative years of 
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Australia‘s engagement with Israel have largely called on the Australian Government to 

refrain from fully recognising Israel, arguing that Israel‘s borders have yet to be defined. 

Television is the most dominant medium in Australia. However, the analysis of newspapers is 

more appropriate for this research as newspapers have the capacity to provide more in-depth 

information about events and issues compared to television. Also, the press in Australia, 

particularly newspapers such as The Australian and Sydney Morning Herald, tends to play an 

agenda-setting role among Australia's media (Pearson et al. 2001). In addition, this study 

argues that it is appropriate to conclude that the analysis of Australian newspapers is 

representative of news coverage in the Australian media as media ownership in Australia is 

heavily concentrated and, therefore, have the tendency for news and opinions to be similar 

(Jaensch and Teichmann 1987).  

The analysis looks at articles from both newspapers from the years 2000-2010. A total of 

9660 articles were analysed. As mentioned, the techniques of agenda-setting, framing and 

priming will be used to shape the three main questions that will guide the analysis of both 

The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald‘s news coverage of the Israel-Palestine 

conflict. As the media are often viewed as setting the agenda, it is important to note the extent 

of news coverage awarded to the Israel-Palestine conflict and, more importantly, how the 

conflict has been covered. This extends to the priming technique whereby the media has the 

potential to decide what its audience should think about and in this case, what the audience 

should know about the Israel-Palestine conflict. The framing technique takes this further by 

highlighting how the audience should understand issues reported. From these, the three main 

questions which guide the analysis of both The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald 

are: 

• To what extent is the historical context of the conflict presented and discussed in The 

Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald? 

• To what extent is international law discussed in The Australian and The Sydney 

Morning Herald as central to achieving a just and lasting peace between Israel and 

Palestine? 

• How are issues such as the right of return of refugees, settlements and the status of 

Jerusalem, identified by the UN as the main obstacles to achieving a just resolution to 

the conflict, discussed in The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald? 
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The three main questions that guide this thesis‘ analysis of The Australian and The Sydney 

Morning Herald are important towards analysing the media‘s coverage of the Israel-Palestine 

peace process. The extent to which the historical context is discussed is significant given the 

competing narratives of the origins and causes of the conflict. Without placing news coverage 

of the conflict in context, the motives and aspirations that underlie Israelis‘ and Palestinians‘ 

responses during negotiations in the ongoing peace process cannot be fully understood.  

The importance of including a discussion of historical events and placing news coverage in 

context is reiterated by Philo and Berry (2004) who, in their analysis of newspapers and 

television news in the UK, found that without the knowledge of such perspectives, it can be 

very difficult to understand the motivations of the various parties and why the conflict 

remains intractable. The authors argue that news coverage ―has largely denied its audiences 

an account of these relationships and its origins, and in doing so has both confused viewers 

and reduced the understanding of the actions of those involved‖ (Philo and Berry 2004, 258).  

In addition, the extent to which UN resolutions are highlighted as an important foundation to 

which the Israel-Palestine peace process should be based on promotes the credibility of the 

press in recognising the role of international law towards achieving a just and lasting peace 

between Israelis and Palestinians. Discussion of international law and its relevance in the 

peace process in the respective news frames will also allow readers to understand that certain 

motives and aspirations of Israelis and Palestinians are acknowledged under international 

law, that this conflict is internationally recognised and that both parties are not simply 

engaged in irrational hostilities (Boyle 2003; Mallison and Mallison 1974; Quigley 2005; 

Rane 2009; Rubenberg 2003).  

Finally, issues such as Palestinian refugees, settlements and the status of Jerusalem are noted 

by the UN, most governments around the world and scholars such as Qumsiyeh (2004) and 

Rane (2009) as being the main obstacles to peace. The extent to which The Australian and 

The Sydney Morning Herald discuss these issues in their coverage demonstrates the degree of 

importance to which they attach these issues to the peace process. The discussions will 

provide readers with a better understanding of the conflict‘s complexities and the solutions 

that are recognised by international bodies such as the UN towards achieving a viable and 

just peace. 

These themes have also been identified by Philo and Berry (2004), and Friel and Falk (2007) 

as important when covering news regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict. It is also important 
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to study how the inclusion or exclusion of emotive language and the description of certain 

events affect public understanding (Philo and Berry 2004). The media, according to Philo and 

Berry (2004, 96), ―are central to the exercise of power in society‖ as they are able to ―set 

agendas in the sense of highlighting some news stories and topics‖, but also ―severely limit 

the information with which we understand events in the world‖.  

In their study, Philo and Berry (2004) examined themes in the UK news coverage of the 

conflict where there are competing ways of representation; these themes include the 

descriptions and images of the conflict, casualties and funerals; peace negotiations; tactics 

used by Israelis and Palestinians in response to events; and mention of the history and causes 

of the conflict (Philo and Berry 2004). Philo and Berry‘s (2004) study found that audiences 

are often left confused, and their lack of understanding of the reasons behind the violence 

between Israel and Palestine results from the media‘s lack of discussion on the history of the 

conflict. 

Friel and Falk‘s (2007) research notes the importance of finding a common ground to solving 

historical disputes between Israel and Palestine, while arguing that it is important to take into 

consideration the various claims regarding the conflict‘s history. In their analysis of the New 

York Times, they focused more on the extent to which the newspaper took into account the 

significance of international law in aiding the achievement of a just and lasting peace to the 

conflict. The authors contend that the U.S. has dealt with the conflict in favour of Israel 

without considering the international rights and laws that govern the conflict and the 

respective parties (Friel and Falk 2007). Friel and Falk (2007, 8) argue that the values of a 

democracy and of a peaceful and equitable world depend very much on the ―willingness by 

all political actors, especially those who purport to be world leaders, to shape their foreign 

policy with a due regard for the restraints of international law‖. Additionally, they believe 

that an influential press of the free world with an esteemed reputation in the eyes of the 

public should, along with its political leaders, promote the importance of international law in 

news coverage when addressing international conflicts (Friel and Falk 2007). 

Approach and Methodology 

 
This study‘s analysis looks at 11 years of articles from The Australian and The Sydney 

Morning Herald from 2000-2010. In order to analyse and identify trends in reportage, a 

number of key search terms were identified and selected based on the three questions that 
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were being explored. These terms (listed below) were keyed into the search engine Factiva 

from the dates 01-01-2000 to 31-12-2010. Factiva is a search engine that provides archived 

research information from sources such as newspapers and journals in various languages. 

This thesis acknowledges the limitations posed by basing the retrieval of newspaper articles 

from Factiva as certain reports from newswires or copyright materials might have been 

excluded. However, Factiva is, nonetheless, a credible and appropriate resource for the 

purposes of this study. 

Table 2 shows the key terms that were used in relation to the main research questions that 

guided this analysis. The significance of these terms will be discussed later in their respective 

sections. 

Table 2: Key Terms in Relation to Research Questions 

Question Terms 

To what extent is the historical context of the conflict discussed in 

The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald? 
 1947 
 1948 
 1967 

To what extent is international law discussed in The Australian and 

The Sydney Morning Herald as central to achieving a just and 

lasting peace between Israel and Palestine?  

 Resolution 

How are issues such as the right of return of refugees, settlements 

and the status of Jerusalem that are identified by the UN as the main 

obstacles to achieving a just resolution to the conflict discussed in 

The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald? 

 Refugee 

 Settlement 

 Jerusalem 

 

Before running the individual key terms in Factiva, a search for the terms ‗Israel‘ and 

‗Palestine‘ was keyed to retrieve all articles regarding Israel and Palestine from The 

Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald from the years 2000-2010. It is acknowledged 

that newspaper articles may not always use the terms ‗Israel‘ and ‗Palestine‘ but ‗Israeli‘, 

‗Israelis‘, ‗Palestinian‘, or ‗Palestinians‘, therefore, an asterisk is used at the end of the terms 

to capture all the above. Next, each individual search term was keyed into Factiva to get the 

overall number of articles for each key term that relates to ‗Israel‘ and ‗Palestine‘.  

A total of 9660 articles were retrieved from Factiva and all 9660 articles were analysed. Not 

all articles that were retrieved were relevant to this study. Each article was read to determine 

its relevance in relation to the questions being explored within the analysis. Articles that 

involved sports medals won by Israel and Palestine or news coverage of other events that 

mentioned Israel and Palestine in passing were left out. An example of this would be Sacha 
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Vukic‘s (2004, 28) article in The Sydney Morning Herald mentioning a musical performance 

by an artist of Palestinian descent and a short film on Israel‘s aggression in Lebanon. After 

reading and analysing all 9660 articles that were retrieved from Factiva, the total number of 

relevant articles from The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald is 9237. These articles 

include news articles, media commentary and opinion pieces. 

For this study, the analysis of the Australian press does not seek to examine whether balanced 

reporting is present in the news coverage of the Israel-Palestine peace process. Rather, this 

study looks at the extent to which news coverage has shown accuracy and fairness in the 

framing of significant issues, and the extent to which news frames represent a variety of 

views and perspectives. The term ‗balance‘ is commonly used to refer to the provision of two 

sides of a story, indifference towards an issue by the writer and an equal divide in the space 

allocated to opposing views per story.  

Loewenstein (2007, 253) questions the relevance of balance when reporting the Israel-

Palestine conflict and argues that news report should be about fairness and not ―meeting some 

artificial measure of balance‖ as it results in skewed journalism. Loewenstein (2007) supports 

the idea that reporters have the right to express compassion for the victims and anger towards 

the perpetrators of injustice and that responsible journalism should not be based on 

indifference but should be about truth and fairness in the presentation of facts and terms used, 

based on the voices of the respective parties. Additionally, it is important to note here that in 

this study of the Australian media, fairness in news reporting is defined as the extent to which 

the media report opinions from both Israelis and Palestinians that are an accurate reflection of 

their aspirations, and the extent to which the media provides a clear explanation of factors 

that influence motivations and actions on both sides of the conflict. 

Israel and Palestine 

 
A total of 9237 relevant articles regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict were analysed: 6085 

articles from The Australian and 3152 articles from The Sydney Morning Herald. This shows 

that over the span of 11 years, The Australian has covered approximately 553 articles each 

year on the Israel-Palestine conflict, while The Sydney Morning Herald‘s coverage averages 

286 articles each year. Coverage of the issue has been extensive as there are close to two 

articles published in The Australian each day about the hostilities between Israel and 

Palestine, and almost one article per day in The Sydney Morning Herald. According to the 
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agenda-setting perspective, it can be said that these newspapers place a certain level of 

importance on the Israel-Palestine conflict and that it is an issue of which the public should 

be informed. It is important to note that this level of reporting is consistent with the degree of 

importance attached to the issue globally (Rane 2009). 

In general, reporting from both newspapers are fair to the extent that the motives and 

aspirations of both Israel and Palestine are covered. For example, in an article published in 

The Australian on how barriers and checkpoints that have been erected by Israel affects 

Palestinians, Greg Sheridan (2007, 7) writes:  

 

[To] understand something of the frustration of Palestinian life in the West Bank, it is 

only necessary to negotiate one of the hundreds of Israeli checkpoints that impede 

movement there. These checkpoints are a huge barrier to the resumption of routine 

economic life, much less development, which all analysts agree is essential to 

normalising life on the West Bank -- and any peace between Israel and the 

Palestinians… The Israelis say the checkpoints are necessary to stop terrorist attacks. 

That is true, but there is no doubt the quality of Palestinian life has suffered as a 

consequence.  To hear more of the Palestinian viewpoint, I went to meet Saman 

Khoury, a member of the Palestinian National Congress and the chief of the Peace 

and Democracy Forum, in predominantly Palestinian East Jerusalem… He believes 

Israeli policy needlessly harms Palestinian life: `Israel could definitely run a security 

system with less impact on Palestinian life‘.  

 

Another example which sees newspapers presenting fair coverage to the extent that 

aspirations and motives of both sides of the conflict are published can be seen in The Sydney 

Morning Herald‘s report on violence where Ross Dunn and Agencies (2001, 12) writes that a  

 

Hamas official, Mr Abdel-Aziz al-Rantissi, said: ``The continuation of the Israeli  

occupation and Zionist aggression will be faced by resistance and it is the legitimate 

right of the Palestinians.'' A spokesman for the Prime Minister, Mr Ariel Sharon, said: 

``The Government of Israel does not make any differentiation between a mortar attack 

against Israeli towns and villages in the Negev and a suicide or terrorist attack in Kfar 

Saba  the ultimate or overall responsibility lies squarely on the shoulders of the 

Palestinian Authority''.  
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Neither newspaper exhibited open support for either party. Letters to the editor were also 

carefully selected so as to ensure that both the Israeli and Palestinian perspectives were 

represented. Articles from both newspapers generally focus on the issue of violence and 

hostility, rather than peace negotiations. This is common in news reporting as newspapers are 

concerned about circulation and themes such as violence, which are characterised under 

―sensational news‖, are prioritised (McQuail 2005, 51).  

Wolfsfeld (2004) argues that the focus of conflict and war in news coverage together with the 

amount of research that goes into the study of the relationship between media and conflict, 

hinder the potential of the media to play a role in the promotion of peace. As seen in the 

discussion of the significance of Australia‘s media coverage of the conflict in South Africa 

and East Timor, the focus on the promotion of peace in those countries pressured those 

governments to achieve reconciliation. Wolfsfeld‘s observation not only highlights the 

significance of this study‘s focus on analysing the media‘s discourse about the key factors 

that are essential to achieving peace between Israel and Palestine, it also illustrates the 

media‘s role in exacerbating the intractability of the conflict by focusing on violence instead 

of peace. The failure of the press to report on the origins, resolutions and international law 

dimensions of the conflict is found to work in favour of the status quo, as news frames fail to 

provide readers with the information necessary for them to determine for themselves a just 

and viable resolution. Instead, the conflict between Israel and Palestine is presented as 

hopeless and, thus, people become disengaged (Philo and Berry 2004). 

As noted, news coverage about violence and hostility was fair to the extent that it included 

voices from both sides of the conflict. However, the terms used to describe the respective 

parties differ and may conjure certain images for the readers. From the manner news 

coverage was framed, both newspapers usually referred to Palestinians as ‗terrorists‘
23

 and 

‗militants‘, while Israeli settlers are referred to as ‗right wingers‘ or ‗extremists‘.
24

  

                                                           
23

 It is important to note that Palestinians need not be directly referred to as terrorists to conjure up images of 
their resistance as a form of terrorism. For example, a report by John Lyons (2010, 10) note that “in the lead-
up to the new peace talks, the Israel Defence Forces had prepared a plan that included three key conditions for 
any Israeli withdrawal from the West Bank. There was a commitment that rockets would not be smuggled into 
the West Bank, a commitment that Palestinians would not resume terrorist attacks against Israel and a 
commitment that if Iraq were one day to pose a new threat to Israel, Palestinians would not allow it or any 
other country to deploy military forces in the West Bank”. Rocket attacks from Hamas and violence from 
smaller groups within Palestinian society can be considered as terrorism but to not differentiate these from 
other peaceful acts of resistance from the wider community gives an impression that all forms of resistance 
are of a terror nature. In addition, an article by Rupert Murdoch (2010, 23) contends that “*t+errorists targeted 
Israelis both home and abroad from the massacre of Israeli athletes at Munich to the second intifada. 
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As noted by Philo and Berry (2004, 170), the ―choice of word to describe a social action can 

have a crucial influence on how the action is understood and the legitimacy which is granted 

to it‖. Since the events of September 11, 2001, the terms ‗terrorists‘ and ‗militants‘ have the 

potential to evoke certain meanings and images. Although the words ‗right wingers‘ and 

‗extremists‘ create a negative impression, compared to words like ‗terrorists‘ and ‗militants‘, 

the former creates a softer, gentler alternative when describing violent practices or beliefs. 

Philo and Berry (2004, 173) also argue that in the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict, ―the 

use of a label such as ‗terrorist‘ can actually obscure the proper consideration of causes and 

possible solutions‖, and the frequent label of Palestinians as terrorists ―can obscure what for 

them is central, that this conflict is a war of national liberation against what they see as a 

brutal military occupation‖.  

Additionally, a reading of the news articles shows a number of reports of Israel having to 

make ‗major concessions‘ or ‗painful sacrifices‘ to meet Palestinian demands. The manner 

stories have been framed gives the impression that Palestinians are an obstacle to peace, and 

that they are somehow obtaining concessions from Israel that they do not necessarily deserve. 

Statements in The Australian such as the ―most complex issue is that of Jerusalem but Israel 

is reported ready to make a major concession by relinquishing Arab neighbourhoods to the 

authority of the Palestinian state that is to emerge from the negotiations‖ by Abraham 

Rabinovich and Agencies (2000, 11), and statements like ―[Tzipi] Livni, Israel's Foreign 

Minister, wants the world to know that if peace is not reached between Israel and the 

Palestinians, it will not be because the Israeli Government is unwilling to take risks or make 

painful concessions‖ by Greg Sheridan (2007, 28), show that news frames reinforces the 

image of Israel as the only party that is making compromises so as to achieve peace. These 

statements are also reflected in The Sydney Morning Herald as seen in Ross Dunn‘s (2000, 

10) report which states that the ―Israeli Prime Minister, Mr Ehud Barak, is preparing to make 

bold sacrifices to reach an agreement with the Palestinians over Jerusalem, the most divisive 

issue at the Camp David peace summit‖.  

                                                                                                                                                                                     
Terrorists continue to target Jews across the world. But they have not succeeded in bringing down the Israeli 
government nor weakened Israeli resolve”. He later goes on to talk about Palestinians and that there is a war 
waged by many people against Israel such as that of blowing up cafes, rockets into civilian areas, and through 
international boycotts and resolutions condemning Israel. His article did not directly mention Palestinians as 
terrorists but placed in the larger context that the article was written in, it potentially allows audience to form 
certain images of Palestinians and the insecurity that Israel faces. 
24

 Articles by Beeston (2010, 10) and Koutsoukis (2010, 3) mention Israeli or Jewish extremists. 
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Framing Palestinians‘ actions in terms of terrorism and news coverage that reports on the 

extent to which Israel is willing to make painful concession, reinforce the idea that peace is 

only attainable through Palestinians willingness to adhere to peace agreements. According to 

the priming and framing effect, statements such as the ―key to the peace process was the 

Palestinians‖ (Rabinovich 2001, 11), or that Israel ―offered to transfer [international] aid to 

Gaza from an Israeli port‖ (Associated Press 2010, 12), or Palestinians‘ rejection of what 

Israel has offered in the past (Lyons 2010, 5), invoke an image that Palestinians are the 

obstacles to peace. These statements are often not the words of news reporters or 

commentators but of people they have interviewed. But by excluding the context in which 

these words are said or the events that have taken place, reporters and commentators fail to 

present a complete picture of what Israel actually offered to the Palestinians and why 

Palestinians rejected.  

 

It is also useful to note the difference in reporting approaches by both newspapers. Each 

seems to portray a different stance in the key event or year in which hostilities between Israel 

and Palestine started. For The Australian, news frames suggest that the establishment of 

Israel in 1948 sparked the beginning of the conflict and Arabs‘ hostility towards the State of 

Israel. The Sydney Morning Herald, on the other hand, seems to identify the Arab-Israeli War 

of 1967 as the main event that sparked hostilities between Israel and Palestine. Comparing 

the two newspapers, The Australian provides a more in-depth coverage of this issue
25

, while 

The Sydney Morning Herald is more detailed in its explanation of key events and key terms 

that this research seeks to analyse such as ‗1967‘ and ‗refugees‘.
26

 This will be further 

discussed in later sections of this chapter. It is important to note here that both newspapers 

use news agencies such as Reuters, Associated Press and Agence France-Presse, and the 

choice of news selected from the respective news agencies influences the manner of coverage 

in both The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald.  

Both newspapers recognise Israel‘s occupation of Palestine, however, the rise of Hamas into 

the political arena saw a shift in news reporting in The Australian. Before the election of 

                                                           
25

 For example, Lyons (2010, 1) provides a broad discussion about the situation in Gaza and the wider concerns 
of both Israelis and Palestinians. 
26

 For example, there are articles that talk about “the right of Palestinian refugees to return to their homeland 
and be paid compensation in accordance with UN resolution 194” (Jamal and Agencies 2003, 13). Through the 
analysis of news coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict in the Australian press, the Palestinian refugee 
situation is usually reported at face value, and  rarely does it mention “the right of Palestinian refugees to 
return to their homes” as stipulated in the UN (McGeough 2010, 1). 
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Hamas to power, news coverage seemed to have a greater focus on Israel‘s occupation, a 

fairer coverage of the motives of both parties and the atrocities committed by them. However 

as seen in articles written by Martin Chulov (2006, 1) and Greg Sheridan (2007, 23), after 

2006, the year Hamas entered Palestinian politics, news frames focused on Hamas‘s call for 

the destruction of Israel and terrorism.  

Since Hamas‘ election into power, Israel‘s occupation of Palestine was rarely noted by The 

Australian. In addition, there was a change in the way news was framed specifically in the 

terms used in news coverage to describe the concrete barrier that Israel builds in and around 

Palestinian territory. After the rise of Hamas, this concrete barrier, which was initially 

referred to as ‗the Wall‘, is now commonly described as the ‗security barrier‘.
27

 The shift in 

the way these terms are framed in the news plays an important part in influencing the way the 

conflict is understood. Israel‘s rationale behind the construction of the ‗security barrier‘ or 

‗security fence‘ is to protect Israelis from Palestinian terrorist attacks. Referring to this 

concrete barrier as a ‗security barrier‘ rather than ‗the Wall‘ takes the focus away from 

discussions surrounding its illegality under international law and places greater importance 

on Palestinian terrorism as a more central problem.  

Israel‘s building of the concrete barrier that stretches in and around Palestinian territories, and 

terrorism of any kind are both illegal under international law. While the Berlin Wall was 

heavily criticised, the illegality of the wall built by Israel, which is wider and taller than the 

Berlin Wall, hardly receives media mention or government criticism (Halper 2008). The 

Sydney Morning Herald was more consistent in its coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict. 

Although there were various articles that highlight Hamas‘s call for the destruction of Israel, 

especially in the lead up to and after their 2006 election such as Ed O‘Loughlin‘s (2007, 29) 

article, there was not a distinctive shift in the way the Israel-Palestine conflict was framed in 

news coverage. 

                                                           
27

 In 2005, it was likely to find an article that states that the “wall and sentry posts are the latest stretch of the 
controversial 680km barrier that Israel is building through Jerusalem and the occupied West Bank” (Farrell 
2005, 15). After the election Hamas into power in 2006, news coverage is likely to focus on the purposes of the 
security barrier from the perspective of Israel. For example, an article could state that in the Palestinian 
territories, “militancy in the territories remains resilient, despite the Israeli security barrier that prevents most 
would-be terrorists from crossing the border” (Chulov 2007, 14).    
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History, Context and Origins of the Conflict 

 
The years 1947, 1948 and 1967 are of significance to understanding the origins and causes of 

the ongoing conflict between Israel and Palestine. As noted, some scholars and historians 

have argued that the conflict between Israel and Palestine began with the rise of political 

Zionism and subsequent events such as the Balfour Declaration in the First World War 

through to the ethnic cleansing of Palestine by Israel in 1947 (Pappe 2007; Quigley 2005; 

Rane 2009; Rubenberg 2003). While recognising the importance of the rise of political 

Zionism and post World War I events in the origins of the conflict, the years 1947 and 1948 

are particularly more significant in the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict. In 1947, the 

UN voted in favour of the partition of Palestine into a Jewish and Arab state (UN General 

Assembly Resolution 181),  and Israel commenced what is referred to as the ethnic cleansing 

of Palestine, which was the main catalyst for the Palestinian refugee problem (Pappe 2007). 

In 1948, the State of Israel was established and neighbouring Arab countries invaded Israel, 

which came to be referred to as the first Arab-Israeli War (Shlaim 2000). It is important for 

news coverage to place reporting of the conflict within the context of the events between 

these years. News frames that make mention of the historical context provide more depth and 

allow a deeper understanding for the issues covered. It also aids in the understanding of the 

motives, aspirations and hostilities that are felt within and between Israelis and Palestinians.  

Understandably, due to the limited space allocated to every story in newspapers, this study 

does not suggest coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict to constantly provide an in-depth 

historical discussion. However, in order to maintain the standards of fair reporting, the 

historical context can be provided within a story or feature even if it is just with a well crafted 

sentence. The articles from The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald were analysed to 

determine the frames in which these terms were used.  

Statements from The Australian recognise that the ―creation of Israel in 1947-48 involved 

ethnic cleansing, including executions, massacres and rapes by Jews, and Israel's subsequent 

conduct has often been brutal, belying any claim to moral superiority‖ (Mearsheimer and 

Walt 2006, 24). Peter Manning‘s (2008, 13) article in the The Sydney Morning Herald also 

states that while  

Israelis and Jewish people everywhere may celebrate May 8 as the day Israel was 

created 60 years ago, for Palestinians the catastrophe of the loss of their land spread 



 
 

90 

over months. It began when the United Nations voted on November 29, 1947, to 

partition Palestine, and it continued throughout 1948... [Many] have argued that the 

period from December 1947 to May 1948 involved a series of massacres designed to 

terrorise the native population into abandoning their homes and fleeing to safety.  

 

In The Australian, a total of 761 articles were relevant for the study of the extent to which 

The Australian covers the history, context and origins of the conflict in their news coverage 

of the Israel-Palestine conflict: ‗1947‘ (48 articles), ‗1948‘ (278 articles) and ‗1967‘ (435 

articles). For The Sydney Morning Herald, there were 494 relevant articles: ‗1947‘ (27 

articles), ‗1948‘ (162 articles) and ‗1967‘ (305 articles). A total number of 1255 articles were 

analysed from both newspapers. 

The Israel-Palestine conflict has been identified as an important issue as it has been 

significantly covered by both newspapers, yet only a small percentage of articles mention the 

events that took place in the years 1947 (less than one per cent), 1948 (less than five per cent) 

and 1967 (less than ten per cent). Given the extensive coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict 

in both newspapers, the lack of historical discussion reflects a severe deficiency in news 

reports as these years are key to understanding the reasons behind hostilities between Israel 

and Palestine. 

On the whole, both The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald presented similar reports 

on the coverage of the years ‗1947‘, ‗1948‘ and ‗1967‘. A number of articles referred to 

‗1947‘ as the year Palestinians experienced dispossession from their homeland, however, 

‗1947‘ was most commonly referred to in terms of the ‗UN Partition Plan of 1947‘.
28

 Hardly 

any articles detailed the events that led to the dispossession of Palestinians from their land, 

why they were dispossessed or the experiences of Palestinians and Israelis during the period 

from 1947-1948. The UN Partition Plan was also only briefly mentioned with minimal 

explanation of what it entails and its consequences for both parties.  

As noted earlier, the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 seems to be depicted in the 

news coverage from The Australian as the year in which hostilities began with Palestine and 

Israel‘s Arab neighbours. Although scholars and historians have noted the continued 

dispossession of Palestinians from their homeland from 1947-1948, the year ‗1948‘ was 
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 See Dunn (2000, 34) and Rubenstein (2008, 13). 
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usually used in reference to Israel‘s founding year, or when mentioning Israel‘s ‗War of 

Independence‘ with the neighbouring Arab states after its establishment.
29

 The events that led 

up to the creation of the State of Israel and the consequences of its establishment, however, 

were rarely discussed. On the whole, most news reports that cover the year ‗1948‘, ‗Israel‘ 

and ‗Palestine‘ were mainly about the year Israel gained independence and the resulting 

Palestinian and Arab hostilities when the State of Israel was declared.
30

 This focus creates a 

problem as it only tells one side of the story of the events that took place in that year. To 

Israelis, 1948 is often remembered as the year they fought the victorious ‗War of 

Independence‘ and gained the establishment of their sovereign state. However, to the 

Palestinians, 1948 is remembered as the Nakba, the ‗catastrophe‘.
31

  

Renowned Israeli academic Ilan Pappe (2007) has researched the events that occurred in 

1948 from declassified Israeli documents. He argues that the ‗War of Independence‘ should 

not be viewed as a war in the traditional sense but that the events of 1948 should be seen as 

Israel‘s ethnic cleansing of Palestine. Pappe (2007, xvi) argues that the ―absence so far of the 

paradigm of ethnic cleansing is part of the reason why the denial of the catastrophe has been 

able to go on for so long‖ and that the war that the Zionist movement embarked on did not 

―tragically but inevitably‖ lead ―to the expulsion of ‗parts of‘ the indigenous population‖ but 

―the main goal was the ethnic cleansing of all of Palestine‖. 

Pappe contends that the Nakba and the issue of the right of return of refugees that resulted 

from the catastrophe have also been consistently left out of peace negotiations. The inclusion 

of Pappe‘s work in this analysis is not to suggest that the Australian media take on the 

perspective that the Zionist movement‘s main goal was the ethnic cleansing of all of 

Palestine. However, it is necessary for news coverage to be framed within such perspectives 

that have been gaining recognition and seconded by other scholars such as Halper (2008), as 

they explain the ‗other-side of the story‘, allowing for a different narrative. 

As mentioned, the Arab-Israeli War in 1967 is generally interpreted by The Sydney Morning 

Herald as the event that sparked current hostilities between Palestine, Israel and its Arab 
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 See feature article by Ungerer and Bergin (2010, 12). 
30

 For example, in a feature article in The Australian by Martin Peretz (2009, 12), he writes that the “bitter fact 
is that, while the Jews prepared for a homeland state from the early 1920s until 1948, when Israel was 
proclaimed in accordance with the 1947 UN partition plan, the Palestinians did almost nothing except resent 
and resist the future”. See also Dunn (2001, 8). 
31

 An article by George Bisharat (2010, 10) notes that the “notorious massacre by Jewish troops of Palestinian 
citizens occurred in Deir Yassin on April 9, 1948, five weeks before Israel was founded”. 
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neighbours.  This could explain The Sydney Morning Herald’s more extensive coverage of 

the 1967 Six Day War compared to The Australian. Based on the total number of relevant 

news articles, The Sydney Morning Herald‘s coverage of the 1967 War was almost three per 

cent more than The Australian. Compared to The Australian, The Sydney Morning Herald 

provides a more in-depth coverage of the 1967 War with more frequent mention of the 

consequences of the war such as the annexation of East Jerusalem, Gaza and the West 

Bank.
32

 The Australian, on the other hand, mainly reported the year ‗1967‘ with reference to 

the Arab-Israeli War or Israel‘s 1967 borders.
33

 Hardly any discussion detailed the 

consequences of the war, what is internationally recognised as Israel‘s 1967 borders, or what 

it means for Israel to retreat to its 1967 borders. 

International Law 

 
The significance of international law and its role in achieving a just and lasting solution on 

the Israel-Palestine conflict has already been established in this thesis.  An analysis of the 

extent to which UN resolutions are covered in news reports on Israel and Palestine is 

important in determining the degree to which journalists recognise its importance when 

covering issues relating to the peace process and the negotiations between Israel and 

Palestine. These frames have been identified in existing literature as particularly important in 

terms of audience understanding of the conflict (Philo and Berry 2004). It can be argued that 

media organisations are not necessarily responsible for including such information in their 

news coverage as their main purpose is to report a specific event as fairly as possible. 

However, the lack of the inclusion of UN resolutions in the discussion of hostilities between 

Israel and Palestine, and more importantly, when news coverage relates to negotiations and 

the ongoing peace process, brings to light a deficiency in the report as it fails to provide a 

comprehensive account of an internationally recognised solution to achieving a just peace. As 

noted by Boyle (2003), Philo and Berry (2004), Friel and Falk (2007) and Rane (2009), it is 

difficult to begin to understand the intractability of the conflict or its main issues without 

knowledge of the international laws pertaining to it. 

The term ‗resolution‘ was keyed into Factiva alongside ‗Israel‘ and Palestine‘ to determine 

the number of articles that mention UN resolutions or the recognition of basing the peace 

process on international resolutions. The term ‗resolution‘ was used as Factiva will identify 
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 See McGeough (2010, 17). 
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 See Weisser (2008, 25). 
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all articles that mention UN Resolution or international resolutions. Articles that relate to 

achieving a resolution of the conflict are left out of the total number of relevant articles 

identified as they do not directly relate to analysing the extent to which international law is 

discussed in relation to ongoing negotiations or the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

 

A total of 343 articles were relevant for the purposes of this study (211 articles from The 

Australian and 132 articles from The Sydney Morning Herald). This means that the number 

of articles that relate to the extent to which resolutions was discussed in the context of 

international law averages out to be slightly over three per cent of the overall number of 

relevant articles from The Australian and a little over four per cent from The Sydney Morning 

Herald. This brings the number of relevant articles to about 19 per year for The Australian 

and about 12 for The Sydney Morning Herald. Again, the statistics demonstrate that 

discussion of international law in relation to the Israel-Palestine conflict is unsubstantial 

compared to the frequency of reports that focus on the conflict in both newspapers. As 

mentioned, the discussion of international law in relation to the conflict and peace process is 

significant as it recognises the importance of international law as the foundation for achieving 

a just and lasting peace of the conflict. 

News coverage regarding UN resolutions or international resolutions was reported in a 

similar manner in both The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald. Most articles 

mention UN resolutions in passing
34

 and very few articles identified the specific UN 

resolutions that pertain to the issues regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict. Most of the 

articles mainly mention resolutions in relation to the UN discussing or implementing 

resolutions towards achieving peace. The term ‗resolution‘ is also normally mentioned in 

terms of ‗international resolutions‘ that surround the conflict or instances whereby both Israel 

and Palestine are expected to adhere to international resolutions should they aspire towards 

peace. In most articles, specific UN resolutions were rarely identified.  

Whenever UN resolutions are identified, UN Resolution 242 (―emphasizing the 

inadmissibility of the acquisition of territory by war and the need to work for a just and 

lasting peace in which every State in the area can live in security‖) and Resolution 338 (―calls 

upon the parties concerned to start immediately after the cease-fire the implementation of 

Security Council Resolution 242 (1967) in all of its parts‖) are the two most commonly 
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 See Munro (2008, 7). 
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recalled UN resolutions in news coverage.
35

 This reflects and reinforces the shortcomings of 

the peace process (Rane 2009).  

As Rane (2009) notes, there are more relevant and specific UN resolutions than Resolution 

242 and 338 which address the central issues of the conflict. Therefore, it is important to note 

that resolutions that lie at the crux of final status agreements between both Israel and 

Palestine such as Resolution 181 and 452 which deals with the status of Jerusalem, 

Resolution 194 which deals with the right of return of Palestinian refugees and Resolution 

446 which deals with the illegality of Israeli settlements are never, or very seldom mentioned 

by both newspapers.  

Additionally, a Factiva search of the term ‗international law‘ retrieved a total of 355 articles, 

217 from The Australian and 138 from The Sydney Morning Herald. This means that out of 

9237 relevant articles from both newspapers, less than four per cent included an international 

law perspective in the news coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict. Overall, the findings 

show that less than five per cent of the articles about the Israel-Palestine conflict mention the 

resolutions of the UN or contain an international law perspective. 

Final Status Issues 

 
Following from the discussion of UN resolutions and international law, it is useful to identify 

the extent to which the issues of Jerusalem, refugees and settlements are discussed in both 

The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald. It is also important to understand how these 

final status issues are framed within the context of achieving peace between Israel and 

Palestine. Although issues such as the depletion of water resources in the Palestinian 

territories are a prominent problem, the aforementioned three issues have been noted by 

scholars and the UN as the three main obstacles to peace between Israel and Palestine. 

Therefore, in the discussion of any negotiations or peace process between the two parties, it is 

important to include the issues of the status of Jerusalem, the plight of Palestinian refugees 

and the continuous expansion of Israeli settlements. In light of September 11 and the ongoing 

focus on the issue of terrorism in government‘s strategic think tanks and foreign policy, 

Palestinian terrorism is now deemed by Israel as an obstacle to achieving peace. Palestinian 

terrorism and violence should be condemned and it impedes the peace process, however, it is 

not identified by the UN as one of the main obstacles to peace. A possible explanation could 
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 See Jamal and Agencies (2003, 13), and Carter (2006, 17). 
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be that Hamas, which is viewed as a terrorist organisation and the group that is mainly 

responsible for the attacks on Israel, was established with the goal to secure Palestinian rights 

that have been taken away by Israel. Hence, if Israel had adhered to UN resolutions and 

honoured their role in resolving the issues that surrounds the status of Jerusalem, Palestinian 

refugees and its settlement expansion program, there is a lesser possibility that certain 

members of the Palestinian community would gather to form Hamas, and even 

democratically voted them into power in the 2006 Palestinian elections. Analysing the frames 

in which final status issues are discussed in news coverage provides more depth and 

understanding of the issues reported. Additionally, news coverage can only be considered fair 

when violence and attacks between both parties are framed within the context of the main 

obstacles to peace. 

In search for the terms ‗Jerusalem‘ and ‗settlement‘, Factiva generated articles that also 

included violence in Jerusalem and the settlement of the Israel-Palestine conflict. These 

articles were left out of the total number of articles that were considered to be relevant for 

this study as these themes do not directly relate to final status issues. Articles pertaining to 

Palestinian settlements were also left out.  

Jerusalem 
 

A total of 4183 articles were retrieved from Factiva that contained the word ‗Jerusalem‘. 

Concerning the status of Jerusalem, a total of 974 articles were identified. Almost 10 per cent 

of articles from The Australian (584 articles) and 12 per cent of articles from The Sydney 

Morning Herald (390 articles) address the status of Jerusalem. This volume of coverage is 

quite significant as it amounts to 53 articles per year from The Australian and 35 articles per 

year from The Sydney Morning Herald which averages out to be almost one article per week.  

 

The Australian press recognise the significance of Jerusalem as a main obstacle towards 

achieving peace. However, news frames hardly addressed why the status of Jerusalem is an 

obstacle to peace or how it became an issue. In The Sydney Morning Herald for example, 

Jason Koutsoukis (2010, 13) notes that Ismail Haniyeh, the Prime Minister of the Hamas 

Government in Gaza, said that any peace agreement between Israel and Palestine must 

include ―a Palestinian state within the pre-1967 borders, Jerusalem as its capital, a just 

solution for Palestinian refugees; and the release of Palestinian prisoners incarcerated in 

Israel‖. Nowhere in this article does it state the significance of Jerusalem, why Palestinians 
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are laying claims to it as its capital, or why peace agreements should include this term. Along 

similar lines, in The Australian, it was noted that after Netanyahu ―avers that he has accepted 

the principle of two states for two peoples‖, ―he immediately rushed to set impossible 

conditions: he demanded that the Palestinians recognise Israel as a Jewish state and declared 

that East Jerusalem, the Ariel bloc and the Jordan Valley would be annexed to Israel‖ (Eldar 

2010, 8). A statement like this will not make much sense to a reader who is unfamiliar with 

the division between East and West Jerusalem, or why Netanyahu wants Palestinians to 

acknowledge Israel‘s claims over East Jerusalem. Israel captured the West Bank including 

the Gaza Strip from Egypt and Jerusalem from Jordan during the 1967 Six-Day War. In 

addition, the UN Security Council regards Israel‘s presence in East Jerusalem as an 

‗occupation‘ as the acquisition of Jerusalem was by force. In not less than 10 resolutions has 

the UN Security Council determined Israel‘s demographic, physical and cultural alterations 

of the character of Jerusalem to be ‗null and void‘. 

 

However, such views of the UN Security Council are not reflected in the Australian press 

coverage of the status of Jerusalem analysed in this study. When the status of Jerusalem was 

discussed, both newspapers mainly identified Jerusalem as an issue due to its nature as a 

religious site for both Jews and Muslims; only a handful of articles provided a discussion on 

the significance of Jerusalem and that Jerusalem is important as an economic and cultural 

centre for both parties.  

 

The Australian press were careful in their news coverage of Jerusalem through recognition 

that it is only annexed East Jerusalem to which Palestinians are laying claims to. For 

example, an article by Abraham Rabinovich (2000, 9) in The Australian recognises that at 

―issue is not all of Jerusalem, only the part of it that was Arab territory until the 1967 Six-

Day War. This part, however, known as East Jerusalem, constitutes two-thirds of the city‖. 

Journalists such as Jason Koutsoukis and Anne Davis (2009, 13) from The Sydney Morning 

Herald also note Palestinians‘ aspirations for East Jerusalem when they report that ―Gilo is 

home to 40,000 Jewish residents and completes a ring of Jewish neighbourhoods through east 

Jerusalem that Palestinians say prevents the eastern side of the city from becoming a future 

capital of a Palestinian state‖. 

 

 



 
 

97 

Refugees 

 

On the extent to which the issue of refugees is reported in the media, a total of 1528 articles 

were retrieved but only 1186 articles were relevant (810 articles from The Australian and 376 

articles from The Sydney Morning Herald). Most of the articles excluded from this analysis 

focused on discussions about refugees that do not directly relate to Palestinian refugees in 

terms of final status issues. On average, 13 per cent of articles made reference to Palestinian 

refugees: 73 articles a year for The Australian and about 34 articles a year for The Sydney 

Morning Herald.  

Like the issue of Jerusalem, articles from both newspapers recognise that the fate of the 

Palestinian refugees presents an obstacle to achieving peace between Israel and Palestine. 

However, it is evident that news frames in both newspapers rarely explained how Palestinians 

were made refugees in the first place. An article by John Lyons (2010, 9) for example, notes 

that the ―core issues are generally regarded as the borders of any Palestinian state, the future 

of Palestinian refugees in places such as Gaza, Jordan and Lebanon, and whether Jerusalem 

would be shared as a capital of both Israel and a Palestinian state‖. Gaza is generally regarded 

as Palestinian territory and to mention Palestinian refugees in Gaza without an accompanying 

statement of how this has come about is likely to confuse news readers. Another example of 

this would be Jason Koutsoukis‘ (2010, 6) article in The Sydney Morning Herald which 

mentions that Israel‘s defence forces fired white phosphorus artillery shells ―that caused a fire 

in the food warehouses of the UN Relief and Works Agency, the organisation responsible for 

distributing food to Palestinian refugees in Gaza‖. 

News frames generally details incidents of Israeli attacks on and the situation within 

Palestinian refugee camps. Two examples would be Gavin Rabinowitz‘s (2010, 14) article in 

The Sydney Morning Herald reports on an Israeli raid that ―destroyed a workshop in the 

refugee camp of Nuseirat, in central Gaza‖ and another article in The Australian which 

reports on a situation in Gaza ―when mortar shells fired by advancing Israeli forces killed 43 

civilians in the Jabalya refugee camp in the Gaza Strip‖ (Koutsoukis et al. 2009, 15). 

 

In addition, compared to The Australian, The Sydney Morning Herald is more detailed in its 

reporting of the refugee issue. For instance, when covering the Pope‘s visit to Israel and the 

Palestinian Occupied Territories in 2009, The Australian reports that the Pope ―was to spend 
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the day in the occupied West Bank, holding a mass at the site where Christians believe Jesus 

was born in a manger, and visiting a nearby Palestinian refugee camp as part of a week-long 

visit to the Holy Land‖ (Lyons 2009, 11) while The Sydney Morning Herald reports that ―the 

Pope was scheduled to visit the Aida camp for Palestine refugees of the 1948 Arab-Israeli 

war‖ (Koutsoukis 2009, 12). In the latter instance, this would at least give the reader an 

indication of how Palestinians were made refugees. 

A useful observation is that for The Sydney Morning Herald, the years 2000-2001 seem to be 

the most comprehensive in detailing the events that led to the creation of Palestinian refugees. 

After 2001, however, news frames rarely included in-depth discussions of these events, 

Palestinians‘ aspirations and the issue of the right of return of Palestinian refugees. For 

example, in 2000 and 2001, articles from The Sydney Morning Herald were more likely to 

report peace negotiations that were based on resolving key issues ―in the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict, notably the status of Jerusalem, the final borders of a Palestinian state, the rights of 

Palestinian refugees and the Jewish settlers in the West Bank and Gaza Strip‖ (Dunn 2000, 

12). They were also more likely to have an in-depth discussion on the problems faced by the 

two parties such as David D. Knoll‘s (2001, 8) article which states that the  

Palestinian claim of a right of return to land they once occupied, now under Israeli 

rule, is far from new. Since 1949 it has been a claim based on the view that Israeli 

occupation of Arab lands is wrong. A people wrongly displaced must be allowed to 

return to their homes. The Israeli position has long been that the Palestinian refugee 

problem is the making of Arab acts of illegal aggression against Israel. Some Arab 

residents of Palestine were displaced as the Arab armies invaded. They were promised 

a swift victory and a rapid return to their homes. Some were forcibly expelled by the 

Israeli forces, as the Israelis turned back the invasions and succeeded in defending 

themselves.  

After 2001, however, articles such as those like Ross Dunn and Agencies (2002, 10), Ed 

O‘Loughlin and Agencies (2004, 14) and Jason Koutsoukis (2008, 42) were mainly focused 

on reporting attacks in refugee camps and only briefly mentioning the conditions in the 

respective Palestinian refugee camps. The Australian has generally maintained a consistent, 

albeit, modest coverage of Palestinian refugees. 

The Australian press coverage of the issue of Palestinian refugees was not discussed within 

the frame of any historical context. The amount of coverage of the refugee issue within an 
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international law frame is even more limited. Between the years 1947 and 1949, half the 

Palestinian population at the time were made refugees. Under article 13 of the Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights, all people have a right to return to their homes and land. This 

right has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the UN General Assembly since Resolution 194 was 

passed in 1948 and in the UN Security Council resolutions 89, 93, 237 and 242 (Rane 2009). 

However, the issue of Palestinian refugees in the Australian press is not covered within this 

particular frame. 

Settlements 
 

Regarding news coverage on the issue of Israeli settlements in the Australian press, there 

were a total number of 2156 relevant articles: 1314 articles from The Australian and 842 

articles from The Sydney Morning Herald. This amounts to almost one-quarter of the total 

number of articles, which means that the issue of Israeli settlements is by far the most 

covered of the final status issues. Most of the articles that were deemed irrelevant surrounded 

articles that discussed the possibility for achieving a settlement of the Israel-Palestine 

conflict. Only articles that discussed Israeli settlements on Palestinian land were included in 

the final sample.  

On the issue of Israeli settlements, it appears that both newspapers treat the problem of the 

Israeli settlement expansion program as the most important obstacle towards achieving peace 

between Israel and Palestine. From The Sydney Morning Herald, Jason Koutsoukis (2010, 8) 

notes that the ―biggest obstacles to peace‖ are the issue of Israeli settlements, Palestinian 

refugees, Jerusalem, and to ensure the security of both Israelis and Palestinians. Additionally, 

Martin Chulov (2008, 11) from The Australian reports that  

Palestinian negotiators last night reacted warmly to Mr Bush's strong opposition to 

Israel's mooted expansion of Jewish settlements in East Jerusalem and the West Bank, 

which Mr Abbas and Arab states had branded as a deal-breaker. Mr Bush told the 

Israelis that ``illegal'' outposts in disputed land must go. He also backed Secretary of 

State Condoleezza Rice's earlier stance against settlement expansion, including 

construction within areas that had been claimed in past years.    

It can be said that both newspapers recognise the settlement issue as an obstacle to peace and 

treat the issue of Israeli settlements similarly in that they seem to agree that Israeli 

settlements are illegal. However, the lack of reports on UN resolutions in relation to the 
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Israel-Palestine peace process also means that Israeli settlements are seldom mentioned as 

illegal under international law. There are a number of articles by journalists, such as Sam 

Kiley (2000, 8), Roy Eccleston and Agencies (2001, 21), Ed O‘Loughlin (2007, 15), and 

Jason Koutsoukis and Anne Davies (2009, 13), who frame discussions surrounding Israeli 

settlements in the context of its illegality under international law. Most articles, however, 

merely state that Israel has been asked to freeze its settlement expansion program without 

explaining why it is illegal to begin with or why Israeli settlements are an obstacle to peace. 

For example, reports state that the ―Palestinians have in turn accused Israel of failing to 

honour its obligations to halt the building of illegal Jewish settlements in the West Bank and 

Gaza‖ (O'Loughlin 2003, 9) or that Israel is asked ―to dismantle illegal settlement outposts as 

laid out in President George W. Bush's "road map" for peace‖ (Farrell 2003, 9) without 

discussing why Palestinians are expecting Israel to honour its obligations of freezing its 

settlement expansion program, and why the dismantling of settlements is crucial for peace.  

On the whole, news coverage generally mentions Palestinians‘ disapproval of Israeli 

settlements and Israel‘s ongoing settlement expansion programs, however, the Palestinian 

resentment is seldom supported with an explanation behind their displeasure, and the impact 

of these settlements on the lives of both Israelis and Palestinians. The UN Security Council 

has determined by way of resolutions 446, 452, 465, and 471 that the Israeli settlements on 

the Palestinian territories occupied since 1967 are ‗illegal‘, ‗null and void‘, and should be 

‗dismantled‘ as they constitute a violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention and a serious 

obstruction to achieving a lasting peace. Moreover, the UN Security Council has called on the 

international community not to support Israel in the pursuit of its settlement policy (Rane 

2009). Overall, this study finds the coverage concerning Israeli settlements framed within the 

context of peace negotiations and the various parties‘ obligations according to agreements 

brokered by the United States, rather than international law expressed by the UN. 

The Media’s Impact on the Australian Government’s Approach towards the 

Israel-Palestine Peace Process 
 

According to John Pilger (2011), a prominent Australian journalist who is based in London, it 

―is not enough for journalists to see themselves as mere messengers without understanding 

the hidden agendas of the message and myths that surround it‖. Media analysis from The 

Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald suggests that these two newspapers demonstrate 

a lack of context and consistency in their discussion of the main issues that underlie the 
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foundation for achieving a just and lasting peace between Israel and Palestine. Table 3, at the 

end of this chapter, presents a summary of the media analysis from The Australian and The 

Sydney Morning Herald on the Israel-Palestine conflict from 2000-2010. Given the 

newspapers‘ wide coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict, it can be argued that the conflict 

is seen as an issue of importance and significance. However, there is a lack of discussion 

about the history, context and origins of the conflict; the recognition of international law as 

the foundation for achieving peace between Israel and Palestine; and the lack of in-depth 

coverage on final status issues. Less than five per cent of the articles analysed included a 

discussion of the history, context or origins of the conflict.  

On the extent to which discussions surrounding the peace process should be premised on 

international law and UN resolutions, less than five per cent of the articles analysed 

mentioned the importance of international law or relevant UN resolutions that apply to the 

conflict. By not duly establishing the significance of international law towards the 

achievement of a just and lasting peace, it is difficult to begin to understand the intractability 

of the conflict or its main issues. Additionally, the lack of in-depth coverage of final status 

issues of the conflict such as the status of Jerusalem, Palestinian refugees and the illegality of 

Israeli settlements on Palestinian land also highlights the deficiency in the respective 

newspapers‘ discussions of the main obstacles to peace that have been identified by the UN, 

most governments and scholars. On average, less than 15 per cent of the articles discussed 

these issues and given the extent to which both newspapers cover the Israel-Palestine conflict 

from 2000-2010, final status issues should be discussed more extensively in order to 

contextualise reports on the ongoing hostilities between Israel and Palestine. 

On the whole, the media analysis of The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald suggests 

that, like the news media in the UK and the U.S. that have been analysed by Philo and Berry 

(2004) and Friel and Falk (2007), the Australian press is deficient in providing Australians 

with an alternative perspective on the conflict and the main issues that underlie the peace 

process. The mass media have the potential to influence foreign policy-making and, in turn, 

contribute to peace-making through their ability to inform politicians, public opinion and 

raise awareness of important issues. However, the lack of in-depth and meaningful coverage 

in the Australian press‘ coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict is unlikely to pose a direct 

challenge to the Australian Government‘s policy; moreover, it is unlikely to generate 

sufficient public arousal to challenge the Government‘s current political approach towards 

the issue.  
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Additionally, the findings of this chapter suggest that there is no obvious relationship 

between the media and Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace process. The 

Australian government has always articulated its strong support and close relationship with 

the State of Israel, while the Australian press has not demonstrated an overt support for one 

particular side of the conflict. The Australian press should be acknowledged for publishing 

the perspectives of both Israelis and Palestinians and concerns of the Australian public who 

support the Israeli and Palestinian causes. This balance, however, is not reflected in the 

Australian Government‘s approach towards the Israel-Palestine peace process as the 

Government continues to vote against the inalienable rights of the Palestinians at the UN. 

Interviews and correspondence with past and present politicians and diplomats from both 

major Australian parties support the arguments in this chapter that the Australian media do 

not have a significant influence on Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. Maria Vamvakinou, Federal Member for Calwell, notes that the Australian media 

have an effect on Australia‘s political culture as they play an important role in the way the 

Israel-Palestine conflict is perceived to the extent that they intended to inform the way people 

view the conflict.
36

 Claire Moore, Senator for Queensland, also notes that media frames can 

lead to public opinion and advocacy.
37

 In addition, there are other politicians such as Andrew 

Robb, Shadow Minister for Finance, Deregulation and Debt Reduction, and Chairman of the 

Coalition Policy Development Committee, who contend that the media will only have an 

impact on policy-makers when there are notable developments in the Israel-Palestine conflict, 

such as the breakout of a war, intensified violence and the recommencement of peace 

negotiations.
38

 He states that this is because major developments would usually see the 

increase in more considered and influential news pieces. That said, it is fair to conclude that 

most politicians do not believe that the media play an important role in influencing policy- 

makers‘ decision on this issue. Like Vamvakinou, most of them contend that the Australian 

media are relatively ignorant on the important issues of the conflict and on the Middle East in 

general.
39

  

                                                           
36

 Maria Vamvakinou, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, February 9, 2011. 
37

 Claire Moore, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, January 29, 2011. 
38

 Andrew Robb (Shadow Minister for Finance, Deregulation and Debt Reduction, Chairman of the Coalition 
Policy Development Committee), telephone interview with Eulalia Han, February 4, 2011. 
39

 Maria Vamvakinou (member of parliament, Federal Member for Calwell), in discussion with Eulalia Han, 
October 1, 2010. 
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In addition, Ross Burns, a former Australian ambassador to Israel, notes that the media only 

provide superficial day-to-day coverage and lack independence in their news coverage to 

create an impact on policy.
40

 He further explains that ―the sort of coverage the media give to 

the events in the Middle East allows the Government to conduct a policy which pays little 

respect to Australia‘s real interests or to the realities of the situation on the ground‖.
41

 Former 

Australian politicians from the Liberal Party, such as Michael Baume and Peter Baume, note 

that there is no evidence of the media playing an influential role in Australian policy-makers‘ 

approach towards the Israel-Palestine conflict
42

 but are more influenced by Australian foreign 

diplomats and officers instead.
43

  

As noted in the findings, the news media in Australia do not give significant attention to the 

main issues of the conflict nor the historical context in order for the public to fully understand 

the intractability of the conflict. In addition, the general lack of substance in the Australian 

press‘ coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict is unlikely to generate sufficient public arousal 

to challenge the Government‘s current political approach towards the issue. While the public 

may not be able to gain a sufficient understanding of the details of the Israel-Palestine 

conflict, the coverage is arguably sufficient to gain a general understanding of the ongoing 

events. If only informed about the killing of innocent civilians, demolition of homes, 

dispossession from land, restrictions on movements and deprivation of basic needs and 

human rights, the public is likely to recognise an injustice and form an opinion about the 

inconsistency between Australian values and the Government‘s policy on the conflict.   

Michael Baume also notes that Australian politicians are much more influenced by the impact 

of Australia‘s policies on the country‘s international alliances than by the media.
44

 For 

example, Kevin Rudd was the first Australian foreign minister who openly called for an 

international inspection to determine Israel‘s nuclear facilities (Lyons 2010, 4; Sheridan 

2010, 14). Arguably, this move follows from the U.S.‘ concerns over nuclear Iran and its 

attempts to have Israel sign the UN non-proliferation treaty (Norington 2010, 10). It is an 

unprecedented step for Rudd to speak openly on this issue and even to demand that Israel halt 

building Jewish settlements in both the West Bank and East Jerusalem, however, it is 
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important to note that these statements were said to an Australian journalist prior to his visit 

to Israel and that he made no mention of these when he met Israeli foreign minister at a press 

conference in Israel (Lyons 2010, 4; Sheridan 2010, 14). This has also been reaffirmed by 

Andrew Robb
45

 during my interview with him. 

As seen in the news coverage of apartheid South Africa and East Timor, the media have the 

potential to influence and/or instigate change in the Australian Government‘s political 

approach towards issues. For the case of the Israel-Palestine peace process, however, the 

media have insignificant or no impact on Australia‘s policy as determined by this chapter‘s 

findings, and interviews with past and present Australian politicians and diplomats. It has 

been noted by Andrew Robb, for instance, that while the Australian media have considerable 

degrees of influence on other issues, they have not been significant factors in shaping 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict.
46

 Robb notes that at best, the Australian 

media reflect and reinforce Australia‘s current policy but does not shape the decisions of 

policy-makers. 

The next chapter will examine the media‘s representation of the conflict and peace process in 

relation to its potential to influence public opinion, understanding and attitudes towards the 

conflict. As mentioned earlier, most people will obtain information about international events 

from the media. Some current politicians like Robb note that the Australian media do not 

mould but reflect the views of the broader community.
47

 Understanding Australians‘ attitudes 

toward the Israel-Palestine conflict provides an idea about the framing of news coverage and 

how audiences perceive news on this issue. In addition, the study of public opinion is also 

crucial in determining Australia‘s political response towards the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. The next chapter will discuss the impact of public opinion on foreign policy, present 

the findings of a national survey conducted to find out Australian‘s understanding and 

attitudes towards the Israel-Palestine conflict, and if these attitudes are reflected in the 

Government‘s current policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 
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 The Australian The Sydney Morning Herald Analysis 

 

 

 

Number of 

Relevant Articles 

 

 

 

6058 

 

 

 

3152 

 The Israel-Palestine conflict is extensively covered. 

 Coverage is fair to the extent that motives and aspirations of 

both Israelis and Palestinians are noted. 

 Neither newspapers exhibited open support for either party. 

 Violence and unrest were the most common themes. 

 Incomprehensive coverage of key events. 

 Coverage lacked historical context. 

 News frames usually referred to Palestinians‘ act of resistance as 

‗terrorism‘ and Israeli settlers as ‗extremists‘. 
Key Terms Number of 

Relevant Articles 

Coverage Ratio Number of 

Relevant Articles 

Coverage Ratio  

 

1947 

 

48 

 

0.8% 

 

27 

 

0.9% 
 1947 was most commonly referred to as the ‗UN Partition Plan 

of 1947‘ and not the year Palestinian dispossession started. 

 The UN Partition Plan was often made in passing with hardly 

any explanation of what it entails and its consequences. 

 

1948 

 

278 

 

4.6% 

 

162 

 

5.1% 
 1948 was usually referred to Israel‘s founding year or Israel‘s 

‗War of Independence‘ with the Arab states during its creation. 

 1948 was rarely noted as the Nakba (catastrophe) that saw the 

intensification of Palestinian dispossession by Israeli armies. 

 

1967 

 

435 

 

7.1% 

 

305 

 

9.7% 
 Coverage of the 1967 Six Day War rarely mentioned its 

consequences or what it means for Israel to retreat to its 1967 

borders. 

 

Resolution 

 

211 

 

3.5% 

 

132 

 

4.2% 
 Specific UN resolutions that pertain to the conflict were rarely 

mentioned but when mentioned, Resolution 242 and 338 were 

the most common. 

International Law 217 3.6% 138 4.4%  There was minimal mention of international law playing an 

important role in achieving a peaceful resolution of the conflict. 

Jerusalem 584 9.6% 390 12.4%  The issue of Jerusalem is recognised as an obstacle to peace but 

coverage hardly addressed why or how it became an issue. 

 

Refugees 

 

810 

 

13.3% 

 

376 

 

11.9% 
 The fate of Palestinian refugees is considered an obstacle to 

peace but coverage hardly addressed how Palestinians became 

refugees. 

 

Settlement 

 

1314 

 

21.6% 

 

842 

 

26.7% 
 Both newspapers treat the problem of Israeli settlement 

expansion as the most important obstacle towards achieving 

peace but settlements are seldom mentioned as illegal. 

Table 3: Summary of the Media Analysis of The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald on the Israel-Palestine Conflict from 2000-2010 
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Chapter 4 – Public Opinion 

 
This chapter examines Australian public opinion on the Israel-Palestine peace process. It 

adopts the perspective that in democracies like Australia, the media, ―as the prime means of 

conveying political information and a powerful means of shaping public attitudes, are 

significant holders of power‖ and ―are not just conveyors of messages‖ but ―are powerful 

shapers and reinforcers of opinion as well‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 155-56). Therefore, in 

addition to the analysis of the media, it is important to examine Australian public opinion 

towards the Israel-Palestine peace process, and the type of policies Australians would like to 

see their government adopt on the Israel-Palestine peace process, in order to understand the 

extent to which this domestic factor is consistent with Australia‘s foreign policy on the issue 

of Israel-Palestine. 

Compared to the previous chapter‘s discussion on the relationship between the media and 

foreign policy, this chapter argues that the relationship between public opinion and foreign 

policy is much less contested. The Australian public‘s outward concerns with apartheid South 

Africa, human rights violations in East Timor and Australia‘s refugee and asylum policies 

have each compelled the Government to respond accordingly. Governments seek to gain 

public support for their policies (Cohen 1973). However, this does not mean that 

governments necessarily reflect the aspirations of the people but that the relationship with 

and influence of the people is reflected in the nature of governing where it is important for 

the people to be appeased.  

To date, there has not been an in-depth analysis of Australian public opinion on the Israel-

Palestine conflict. While Reich (2002) notes that Israel enjoys widespread support from 

Australians, Loewenstein (2007) contends that there are dissenting voices even among the 

Jewish community in Australia against Israel‘s treatment of Palestinians. In addition, 

according to a BBC World Service (2010) poll, almost three times as many Australians hold 

negative views (47 per cent) of Israel as those who have positive views (17 per cent). In the 

most recent BBC World Service (2011) poll, negative evaluation of Israel amongst 

Australians rose by 11 points from 2010 to 58 per cent in 2011. In addition, a study 

conducted by Roy Morgan (Manning 2008, 13) looked at Australians‘ perceptions of Israel 

after its 2008/09 attack on the Gaza Strip, sympathies towards Israelis and Palestinians and 

perceptions of the Australian Government‘s policy on the conflict. The study found that more 
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Australians considered Israel‘s aggressions as ‗not justified‘ (42 per cent), compared to those 

who consider them ‗justified‘ (29 per cent). It also found that slightly more Australians 

sympathised with Palestinians (28 per cent) than Israelis (25 per cent) while 25 per cent did 

not sympathise with either party and 23 per cent did not respond. The study also found that 

42 per cent of Australians think that their Government do not specifically favour any side, 

while 20 per cent said the Australian Government is more inclined towards Israel and only 

one per cent say it favours Palestinians (Manning 2008, 13).  

A poll conducted by McNair Ingenuity Research (2006) group shows that 42 per cent of 

Australians believe that the Australian Government‘s policy tends to support Israel over the 

Arab countries while 39 per cent believe that the Government has maintained an even-handed 

approach. Only four per cent of respondents believe that the Australian Government‘s policy 

supports the Arab countries over Israel. It was also noted in this poll that when the same 

question was posed to Australians in 1981, only 21 per cent of Australians then believed that 

federal policy was more supportive of Israel. When asked if respondents are more 

sympathetic towards the Jewish people or Arabs, 67 per cent of Australians said that their 

sympathies are more or less equal. 13 per cent responded that they were more sympathetic 

towards the Jewish people and 10 per cent of Australians said that they were more 

sympathetic towards the Arabs. This question was also posed in a survey done in 1981 and 

the McNair Ingenuity Research (2006) group notes a drop in sympathies towards the Jewish 

people and an increase towards Arabs. The poll shows that in 1981, 28 per cent of Australians 

sympathised with the Jewish community while only four per cent sympathised with the 

Arabs. There was also an increase from 1981 (55 per cent) of respondents who agree that 

they are equally sympathetic towards both the Jewish people and Arabs. 

Public Opinion and Foreign Policy 

 
Public opinion and its impact on foreign policy has received much attention in which most 

scholars, such as Eugene Wittkopf (1990) and Matthew Baum, (2003) argue that it is difficult 

to overlook the importance of public opinion, especially when an issue is able to arouse a 

substantial portion of the population. This is not to say that public opinion will always be 

taken into account and affect the eventual policy. Public opinion places constraints on 

governments whereby if they have pursued unpopular policies like the war in Vietnam or the 

2003 Iraq War, they will have to find ways of pacifying the public should they choose to 

continue the policy. Other studies have also concluded that popular and credible government 
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leaders, news commentators and experts have a positive impact on public opinion (Page, 

Shapiro, and Dempsey 1987) and suggest that public opinion will have an impact on foreign 

policy only when the public strongly demands for change (Erikson 1976).   

 

In addition, some scholars argue that public opinion will only affect change when the public 

has definite opinions, when these opinions are shared by a large portion of the public, when 

these opinions endure over time, when the issue resonant well with the society and the 

political institutions that are present, and when public opinion on the issue shifts from a less 

conservative to a more liberal direction (Page and Shapiro 1983). This argument is supported 

by a study which argues that public opinion matters for the behaviour of political leaders and 

was critical in the outcome of the 2000 Camp David talks, the disengagement from the Gaza 

Strip in 2005 and the results of the 2006 Palestinian elections which saw the election of an 

opposition party in Palestine for the first time (Shamir and Shikaki 2010). 

 

Going further, a study conducted by Thomas Risse-Kappen (1991) on the impact of public 

opinion on the foreign policy-making process in four liberal democracies (U.S., Germany, 

France and Japan) shows that the domestic structure and coalition-building process in the 

respective countries are more significant in influencing policy than public opinion or 

particular patterns of public attitudes. Domestic structure refers to the current political 

institutions, features of the society, and the institutional and organisational arrangements that 

are present to channel society‘s demands to the relevant political systems (Risse-Kappen 

1991). Understanding the domestic structure of a society is important as a vibrant and 

effective channel of communication increases the likelihood of what scholars call ―political 

opportunity structures‖(Kitschelt 1986; Tarrow 1989; Risse-Kappen 1991). Focusing on 

domestic structures emphasises the distinction between weak and strong states where the 

former is based on a fragmented political system that is open to lobby/pressure groups, and 

the latter consist of a centralised political institution that is more resistant to public pressure 

(Risse-Kappen 1991).  

 

In addition to understanding the domestic structures of a society, it is also important to 

acknowledge the coalition-building process within societies that looks at the extent to which 

political actors are able to build consensus among processes of interest representation within 

the various political parties and lobby groups in the society (Risse-Kappen 1991). In sum, 
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Risse-Kappen (1991, 510) notes that ―the main role of the public in liberal democracies is to 

influence the coalition-building process among elite groups‖. 

The extent to which public opinion affects foreign policy is contentious; while it can be 

argued that public opinion is ―significant only in terms of their potential to be aroused and to 

set the parameters of foreign [policy-makers‘] freedom of action‖, its significance lies in its 

potential ―to set limits and to impose additional criteria of judgement on policy-makers‘ 

reactions to international developments‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 170). Indeed, political 

leaders, especially those who seek to garner electoral votes, take great care in managing 

public opinion and leading it toward goals that the public support (Zaller 1994). This 

additional criteria of judgement is not only crucial in garnering and maintaining majority 

support and credibility, a hostile public will be identified by the media, which will then 

potentially expose the government to both domestic and international criticisms. Therefore, 

―public support and confidence may be undermined if state action produces consequences 

which fundamentally violate public expectations‖ (Snyder et al. 2002, 62).  

Additionally, not only does public opinion possess the potential to set the boundaries for 

foreign policy, the international community rewards and punishes a state and its people on 

their response towards foreign affairs. It can be argued that ―some clues to the way any state 

behaves toward the world must be sought in the way its society is organi[s]ed and functions, 

in the character and behavio[u]r of its people and in its physical habitat‖ (Snyder et al. 2002, 

61). Therefore, while it is common for a government‘s political response to differ from what 

its electorate and society demand, the perceptions and image of the people in the international 

arena are often based on the values, practices and ideas that the state supports. 

Online Survey 

 
A national online survey was conducted for this study. A survey was selected as the most 

appropriate form of research as it is a useful method to understand the attitudes, values, 

beliefs and opinions of a large population that is too diverse and scattered to observe directly. 

Mail-out surveys, telephone surveys and internet based surveys were all considered, however, 

after factoring in issues such as cost, research efficiency, random distribution of sample and 

accuracy of results, an online survey was deemed the most appropriate and effective 

methodology for this study. 
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Compared to mail-out and telephone surveys, online surveys can be considered a relatively 

new method for data collection. Criticisms of surveys include the nature of surveys whereby 

they do not provide the opportunity for people to explain their choices and reasoning 

(Reinarman 1987; Weakliem 2005). In addition, criticisms surrounding the disadvantages of 

online surveys as a research method concern the validity of data collection through the 

internet, as well as the external validity whereby not every population member has access to 

or knowledge of how to use the internet (Schillewaert and Meulemeester 2005). It has been 

noted that concerns ―about internet access, technology unevenness, overage error and sample 

representativeness, limited the early use of web surveys to finite populations, such as 

‗internet users,‘ or ‗technology innovators‘‖ (Roster et al. 2004, 359-60). In the context of 

Australia, however, the problem of external validity is countered by the fact that 72 per cent 

of Australians have internet access at home (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2009). This 

figure, coupled with the fact that nearly two-thirds of Australian households have broadband 

access, offsets the argument regarding external validity as most Australians have access to the 

internet either at home or at work (Australian Bureau of Statistics 2009). Additionally, 

scholars have argued that mail-out and telephone surveys have reached maturity as a research 

method for data collection and that the use of mobile phones has led to a decline in 

subscriptions for fixed home phone lines (Cobanoglu, Warde, and Moreo 2001; Schillewaert 

and Meulemeester 2005).  

Online surveys have many advantages and are an appropriate research method for this study 

for the following reasons: the cost of doing an online survey is significantly cheaper than 

doing surveys through mail or the telephone; results obtained from online surveys are much 

faster; surveys are conducted at the respondent‘s convenience and do not suffer from 

interviewer bias and is less intrusive compared to both mail-out and telephone surveys 

(Schillewaert and Meulemeester 2005); population sample size is kept random and is able to 

reach large audiences easily; and a study conducted by Roster et al (2004) shows that not 

only do online surveys yield a higher response rate, online surveys are equally, if not more, 

accurate than telephone surveys in predicting the behaviours of people. 

Methodology 

 
A self-administered online survey was designed for this study. Respondents were asked a 

series of short multiple choice questions with no right or wrong answers. A total of 17 

questions were asked. Out of the 17 questions, five questions were related to the 
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demographics of the respondents such as age, gender, education level, and religious and 

political affiliations. The following 12 questions were specifically formulated for this study 

and sought to understand respondents‘ knowledge of the conflict between Israel and 

Palestine, and the type of policies they would like to see the Australian Government support 

on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

This study employed the services of Research Now, a leading international online fieldwork 

and panel specialist, to host and provide the sample for this survey. The survey is sent out to 

almost 200,000 active Australian panellists from Research Now‘s database. To ensure the 

validity of responses from panellists, checks were conducted for duplicate electronic-mail 

addresses, and a unique identification was assigned to each panellist‘s computer so that 

surveys could only be accessed once to prevent multiple entries from one person. 

Additionally, during the programming and hosting process, surveys that were answered too 

quickly or that did not meet the minimum reasonable time and surveys whereby respondents 

selected the same option for all questions were screened out.  

A total of 1021 respondents make up the total sample size for this study. Representative of 

the Australian population in terms of gender which is 51 per cent female and 49 per cent 

male, this study is based on the responses from 518 females and 503 males. The survey 

results are also reflective of the general Australian population in terms of age distribution, 

educational qualification and population size of the various States in Australia. Respondents 

for this survey were between the ages of 18-82 years of age: 18-24 years (10 per cent), 25-34 

years (19 per cent), 35-44 years (20 per cent), 45-54 years (19 per cent), 55-64 years (15 per 

cent), and 65 years and older (18 per cent). Respondents were also representative of the 

education levels in Australia: Primary School education (close to one per cent); Secondary 

School education (31 per cent); TAFE (Technical and Further Education Commission) 

certificate, Trade certificate or a Diploma (34 per cent); Bachelor‘s degree (21 per cent), 

Post-Graduate degree (11 per cent); Doctorate or Post-Doctorate qualification (one per cent). 

Respondents surveyed were also representative of the various population size in the various 

states: New South Wales (33 per cent), Victoria (25 per cent), Queensland (20 per cent), 

South Australia (eight per cent), Western Australia (10 per cent), Northern Territory (less 

than one per cent), Tasmania (two per cent) and Australian Capital Territory (one per cent). 

Most respondents generally support the Labor Party (48 per cent) in federal elections, with 37 

per cent supporting the Liberal-National coalition, seven per cent support the Greens and two 

per cent support Family First. 
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Findings 

 
This section presents the findings from a national survey conducted to understand the 

Australian public opinion on the Israel-Palestine peace process and the type of policies that 

they would like to see the Australian Government adopt in terms of the issue. The survey 

sought to understand public opinion on the Israel-Palestine peace process through three 

central themes: the public‘s understanding and main source of information regarding the 

issue; Australians‘ attitude towards achieving a just resolution of the conflict; and finally, 

Australians‘ opinions regarding final status issues such as the status of Jerusalem, Israeli 

settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees, and the type of policy they expect 

the Australian Government to hold regarding the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

Australian’s Understanding and Main Source of Information regarding 
the Israel-Palestine Peace Process 
 

The Israel-Palestine conflict is open to an array of competing narratives as to what constitutes 

the main cause of the conflict. What the media, public and government bodies determine to 

be the main cause of the conflict is important as it provides a platform from which they 

believe a resolution should be based on. In order to understand what Australians understand 

to be the main cause of the Israel-Palestine conflict, the survey provided respondents with 

four options: ‗Ancient hostility between Jews and Arabs‘, ‗Dispossession of Palestinian 

people by Jews who migrated to Palestine last century‘, ‗Hostility of certain Arab nations 

towards Israel since its creation in 1948‘ and ‗Other‘ whereby respondents were expected to 

provide an answer should they have another opinion. As the Israel-Palestine conflict is 

subject to multiple narratives, the wording of the questions and options provided were 

designed to reflect pro-Israeli, pro-Palestinian and neutral narratives in order to determine the 

particular narrative with which respondents most closely identify.  
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Table 4: Main Cause of the Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Ancient hostility between Jews and Arabs 381 37.3 

Dispossession of Palestinian people by Jews who migrated to 

Palestine last century 

280 27.4 

Hostility of certain Arab nations towards Israel since its creation 

in 1948 

273 26.7 

Other 87 8.6 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘Now thinking about the Israel-Palestine conflict, what do you think is the main cause of the conflict?’ 

The results shown in Table 4 suggest that Australians are split in terms of their opinion on the 

main cause of the Israel-Palestine conflict. 37 per cent of respondents viewed the conflict as a 

result of an ancient hostility between Jews and Arabs while 27 per cent understood the 

conflict to stem from the dispossession of Palestinian people, and Arabs hostility towards the 

establishment of the State of Israel in 1948. Out of the respondents who picked ‗Other‘ as an 

option, one per cent suggested all three factors as causes of the conflict with three per cent 

saying they are unsure, and two per cent suggesting religion as the main cause. 

Additionally, how Australians view the nature of the conflict is indicative of the parties they 

are likely to support and their idea of a resolution.  

Table 5: Nature of Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Palestinians trying to end Israel's occupation and form their own state 559 54.8 

Israelis fighting for security against Palestinian terrorism 324 31.7 

Both Palestinian self-determination and Israeli self-defense 42 4.1 

Other 96 9.4 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘‘Which of the following do you think best describes the Israel-Palestine conflict?’ 

As shown in Table 5, more than half (55 per cent) of the respondents view the nature of the 

conflict as Palestinians trying to end Israel‘s occupation and form their own state. 32 per cent 

viewed the conflict as Israelis fighting for security from Palestinian terrorism, and four per 

cent saw the conflict as a combination of both the struggle for Palestinian self-determination 

and Israel‘s self-defense. Out of the respondents who selected the ‗Other‘ option, one per cent 
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suggested that the conflict is of a religious nature, while four per cent said that they were 

unsure. 

It is also important to understand the sources of information from which Australians get their 

knowledge of the conflict. This information is useful as it suggests the nature of discourse in 

Australian society and the materials available on the conflict in Australia. 

Table 6: Main Source of Information on the Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

News media (television, radio, newspapers, magazines, or on-line news 

sources) 

839 82.2 

Books 43 4.2 

Religious/community organisation 37 3.6 

Friends/relatives/colleagues/associates 51 5 

School/university 16 1.6 

Other 35 3.4 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘‘What is your main source of information about the Israel-Palestine conflict?’ 

Table 6 shows that an overwhelming majority of Australians (82 per cent) get their 

information about the conflict from the news media. Discussions amongst friends, relatives, 

colleagues and associates make up five per cent, while books and religious/community 

organisations totalled four per cent.  

The conflict‘s portrayal in the news media has generally been found to be associated with low 

levels of understanding of the nature of the conflict. Philo and Berry (2004) of the Glasgow 

Media Group conducted a study that sought to understand Britain‘s news coverage of the 

Israel-Palestine conflict and its effect on public opinion. Their study found that the lack of 

attention given to the historical context and international law in the media‘s coverage of the 

conflict led to a general sense of confusion and incomprehension for its audiences as to why 

the conflict remains intractable (Philo and Berry 2004).  

The link between media‘s representation of the conflict and audience understanding is 

important for this study‘s purposes in testing the extent to which the media and public 

opinion in Australia influences Australia‘s foreign policy on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. The previous chapter found that The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald 

provided their audience with very little information about the history, causes and nature of 
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the conflict, therefore, it will be significant to observe if this gap in representation in 

knowledge is reflected in Australians‘ overall understanding of the conflict. 

As noted in Table 6, the vast majority of Australians get their information of the conflict from 

the news media, and this could explain their level of understanding of the conflict as 

demonstrated in Table 7 below. 

Table 7: Understanding of the Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Very good 81 7.9 

Good 183 17.9 

Moderate 469 45.9 

Low 187 18.3 

Very Low 101 9.9 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘How would you rate your own understanding of the Israel-Palestine conflict?’ 

A combined total of 24 per cent mentioned that they have a very good or good understanding 

of the conflict. Almost half of the respondents (46 per cent) stated that they have a moderate 

understanding of the issues, while 28 per cent of respondents admitted to having low or very 

low levels of understanding. Given that the conflict is extensively covered in the media, this 

suggests that while Australians are aware of the Israel-Palestine conflict, the lack of in-depth 

discussion in the media of the history and events that allow for the continuation of the 

conflict (Chapter 3) have led to a mediocre level of understanding of the conflict amongst 

Australians. 

In terms of Australians‘ overall understanding and main source of information about the 

issue, both males and females were similar in the way they have responded. The state in 

which respondents reside also did not affect their responses. However, it is interesting to note 

that while a large majority of respondents relied on the media for their main source of 

information about the conflict, this reliance decreases with respondents who attain a higher 

education qualification: Primary school (100 per cent), Secondary school (85.6 per cent), 

TAFE/trade certificate/Diploma (83.5 per cent), Bachelor‘s degree (78.4 per cent), Post-

Graduate degree (77 per cent), Doctorate/Post-Doctoral degree (58.3 per cent). This suggests 

that Australians with a higher education level are more critical of information from the media 

and rely on personal reading, such as books. Also, respondents who are aged 45 and older 
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admitted to having a better understanding of the conflict compared to those from a younger 

age group. It could be that older respondents have been more exposed to the conflict that has 

been going on for more than 60 years. It is also interesting to note that most Australians‘ with 

a higher education qualification identify more with the Palestinian narrative.  

 

Philo and Berry (2004) note a tendency for the coverage to reflect the Israeli perspective in 

terms of narrative and terminology and for journalists to more closely identify with the views 

of Israeli representatives and spokespersons. However, the authors also observe a widespread 

identification among audiences with ‗common or universal values‘, including concern with 

‗human suffering‘, ‗oppression‘ and the ‗use of power‘. In respect to the Australian press 

coverage, it could not be said to reflect an Israeli perspective. Rather, the coverage tends to 

be more balanced. Consequently, this might explain an even stronger identification among 

Australian with what Philo and Berry (2004) refer to as ‗common or universal values‘, 

including concern with ‗human suffering‘, ‗oppression‘ and the ‗use of power‘. This, in turn, 

may explain the strong humanitarian sentiments that tended to characterise many to the 

survey participants‘ responses to the questions concerning the final status issues that will be 

discussed in the next few sections below. 

Australians’ Attitude towards a Resolution of the Israel-Palestine 
Conflict 
 

To understand the extent to which public opinion affects Australia‘s policy on the Israel-

Palestine peace process, it is useful to find out how important achieving a just resolution of 

the conflict is for world peace in the Australians mindset, what Australians identify to be the 

most appropriate foundation for a resolution and if Australians would like to see their 

Government involved in the peace process.  

Table 8: Importance of Resolving the Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Very important 583 57.1 

Important 367 35.9 

Not very important 47 4.6 

Not at all important 24 2.4 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘How important is a just resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict for world peace?’ 
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As demonstrated in Table 8, when asked, ‗How important is a just resolution of the Israel-

Palestine conflict for world peace‘, over 90 per cent of respondents said that it was either 

very important or important, with five per cent saying that it is not very important, and two 

per cent saying that it is not at all important. This is consistent with other international poll 

results such as the BBC World Service (2009). 

In addition to the question of the importance of a just resolution of the conflict for world 

peace, respondents were asked of their opinion on what they think a resolution should be 

based on (Table 9). 

Table 9: Basis of Solution for the Conflict 

Response Frequency Percentage 

The resolutions passed by the United Nations 290 28.4 

The ongoing negotiation process 622 60.9 

Other 109 10.7 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘Do you think the solution to the Israel-Palestine conflict should be based more on:’ 

In response to what should form the basis of a solution for the conflict (Table 9), 61 per cent 

of respondents viewed the ongoing negotiation process as the most adequate, with 28 per cent 

suggesting that a solution should be based on the resolutions passed by the UN. Amongst 

those who selected the ‗Other‘ option, less than one per cent thought that a solution should be 

a combination of both options; two per cent suggested that there would not be a solution, and 

another two per cent stated that they were unsure. 

The results indicate a possibility that Australians are not exposed to the relevant UN 

resolutions that apply to the conflict. Most Australians get their information on the conflict 

from the news media (Table 6). As the previous chapter has shown, less than five per cent of 

the articles about the Israel-Palestine conflict mention the resolutions of the UN or contain an 

international law perspective. In the analysis of The Australian and The Sydney Morning 

Herald, discussions in the media on the resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict have pre-

dominantly focused on the ongoing negotiation process, rather than resolutions passed by the 

UN. As suggested in the study conducted by Philo and Berry (2004), the media have been 

found to offer inadequate and often superficial coverage of the conflict, therefore, the 

constant exposure to ongoing peace negotiations rather than UN resolutions in the media 

could explain Australians‘ support for the former, rather than the latter. 
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Additionally, respondents were also asked if they would like the Australian Government to be 

more involved in efforts to resolve the Israel-Palestine conflict (Table 10). 

Table 10: Australian Government Involvement 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Yes 196 19.2 

No 520 50.9 

Unsure 305 29.9 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘Would you like the Australian government to be more involved in efforts to resolve the Israel-

Palestine conflict?’ 

Consistent with Australians‘ views concerning Australia‘s involvement in international 

conflicts, Table 10 shows that 51 per cent were opposed to the idea, 30 per cent of 

respondents were unsure, and 19 per cent were supportive of Australia playing a greater role. 

The lack of public pressure on the Australian Government to be more involved in the conflict 

coincides with the Labor Party‘s diminishing policy on the issue over the years. As noted by 

Philo and Berry (2004), the lack of understanding of the conflict consequently left audiences 

disengaged. While this study does not confirm that the Australian public suffers from a lack 

of understanding of the conflict, there certainly seems to be a lack of arousal concerning the 

issue which perhaps explains the fact that the Government has not experienced significant 

public pressure for policy change.  

In terms of Australians‘ attitudes toward a resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict, on the 

whole, a large majority (over 90 per cent) thought that achieving a just resolution of the 

conflict for world peace was either very important or important and that recognition of this 

importance was consistent for both genders and across all age groups, states, educational 

qualifications and respondents with different political affiliations. Additionally, respondents 

who thought that it was very important to achieve a just resolution of the Israel-Palestine 

conflict for world peace increased with age: 18-24 years (46 per cent), 25-34 (47.9 per cent), 

35-44 (53.8 per cent), 45-54 (55 per cent), 55-64 (63.7 per cent), 65 and above (72.6 per 

cent).  

A possible explanation could be that older respondents have been exposed to this conflict for 

most of their lives and have probably witnessed the failures of the peace process, the change 

in public opinion and possibly recognise that a just resolution of the conflict is the only 
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solution to counter its persistence. However, older respondents were more likely to support 

the ongoing negotiation process, rather than resolutions passed by the UN as the basis of a 

solution. On the other hand, respondents from the age groups 18-24 (31 per cent) and 35-44 

(32 per cent) had the highest support for a solution to be based on UN resolutions. This could 

be explained by the fact that older respondents had been more exposed to the negotiation 

process rather than UN resolutions. The younger generation, in contrast, may have been more 

exposed to international law and human rights issues as these issues have gained prominence 

over the years, particularly in today‘s educational institutions and social movements.  

While more than half of Australians (51 per cent) are opposed to their Government becoming 

more involved in efforts to resolve the Israel-Palestine conflict, it is interesting to note that 

respondents who would like to see more effort increased with education qualification: 

Primary school (zero per cent), Secondary school (18.4 per cent), TAFE/trade 

certificate/Diploma (16.2 per cent), Bachelor‘s degree (20.6 per cent), Post-Graduate degree 

(27.4 per cent), Doctorate/Post-Doctoral degree (33.3 per cent). This suggests a relationship 

between education and the public‘s view on their Governments‘ responsibility and capacity to 

address issues of this nature. It also suggests that Australians who are more educated may 

have been more frequently exposed to ideas regarding government‘s responsibilities toward 

issues of upholding human rights in their work, education institutions, affiliations and social 

networks. 

Australians’ Opinions on the Type of Government Policy they would 
Support and Attitudes towards Final Status Issues 
 

So far, this survey sought to understand Australians‘ knowledge and opinions of the conflict, 

their main source of information about it, their views on the importance of achieving a just 

resolution of the conflict for world peace, their attitudes toward the basis of a solution and the 

extent to which they would like the Australian Government to be more involved. More 

importantly, this survey seeks to understand the type of policy that respondents expect the 

Government to hold with regards to the Israel-Palestine peace process and their views on 

final status issues such as the status of Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and the right of return of 

Palestinian refugees. Understanding Australians‘ attitudes toward these issues is important as 

they have been identified by the UN and most of the international community as the three 

main obstacles to peace.  
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While most Australians are opposed to their Government getting more involved in the 

conflict, a strong majority are supportive of the Australian Government holding a policy on 

the Israel-Palestine conflict that is based on international law and human rights (Table 11).  

Table 11: Policy based on International Law and Human Rights 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Strongly support 240 23.5 

Support 573 56.1 

Oppose 143 14 

Strongly oppose 65 6.4 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘To what extent would you support the Australian Government adopting a policy on the Israel-

Palestine conflict that calls for negotiations to be based on international law and human rights?’ 

As shown in Table 11, close to 80 per cent of respondents are supportive of the Australian 

Government adopting a policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict that calls for negotiations to be 

based on international law and human rights. This suggests that Australians acknowledge the 

significance of international law, support human rights and recognise the importance of a 

solution that is based on justice. This is further reiterated in their attitudes toward final status 

issues (Table 12, Table 13 and Table 14). This finding of strong support for a resolution of 

the conflict based on human rights and principles of international law is consistent with the 

findings of other studies which found that people have a widespread  identification with these 

‗universal values‘ (Philo and Berry 2004). 

Table 12: Status of Jerusalem 

Response Frequency Percentage 

The capital of Israel 223 21.8 

The capital of Palestine 61 6 

The shared capital of both Israel and Palestine 399 39.1 

Under the international trusteeship of the UN 256 25.1 

Other 82 8 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘Which of the following would you prefer to be the final status of the city of Jerusalem?’ 

As demonstrated in Table 12, 39 per cent of respondents preferred Jerusalem to be the shared 

capital of both Israel and Palestine, while 25 per cent agreed that it should be under the 
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international trusteeship of the UN. Only 22 per cent of respondents said that Jerusalem 

should be the capital of Israel, and six per cent suggested that it should be the capital of 

Palestine. This finding is consistent with that of a study conducted by ICM Research (2011), 

which found that more Europeans (45 per cent) agree that Jerusalem should become a neutral 

international city rather than the capital of Israel (nine per cent) or the capital of a future 

Palestinian state (six per cent).   

 

On the issue of Israeli settlements, a large majority of Australians agreed that Israel should 

withdraw from the settlements it has constructed on Palestinian land (Table 13). 

Table 13: Israeli Settlements 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Strongly agree 247 24.2 

Agree 546 53.5 

Disagree 180 17.6 

Strongly disagree 48 4.7 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘To what extent do you agree Israel should withdraw from the settlements it has constructed on 

Palestinian land?’   

Close to 78 per cent of Australians opposed Israeli settlements, with less than a quarter who 

were in favour. Opposition to the settlements is also present in the U.S. and even in Israel. In 

a study conducted by the Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA), they found that 

75 per cent of Americans are opposed to Israel‘s settlement expansion policy 

(WorldPublicOpinion.org 2009), and that 60 per cent of Israelis themselves agreed that Israel 

should dismantle its settlements as part of peace agreements (Richman 2010). 

Another major issue in terms of a resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict is the right of 

return of Palestinian refugees. Just like Australians‘ attitudes toward Israeli settlements, an 

overwhelming majority of respondents agreed that Palestinian refugees should be allowed to 

return to their homes and lands (Table 14). 
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Table 14: Right of Return of Palestinian Refugees 

Response Frequency Percentage 

Strongly agree 374 36.6 

Agree 572 56 

Disagree 58 5.7 

Strongly disagree 17 1.7 

Total 1021 100 

Question: ‘To what extent do you agree that Palestinian refugees should be allowed to return to their homes and 

lands?’ 

Table 14 shows that more than 90 per cent of those surveyed supported the right of return of 

Palestinian refugees, with less than eight per cent who opposed. These results suggest that 

Australians are supportive of human rights and international law, and that they would like to 

see these values translated in Australia‘s policy towards the Israel-Palestine peace process 

(Table 11). 

As noted, close to 80 per cent of respondents support the Government in adopting a policy on 

the Israel-Palestine conflict that is based on international law and human rights. This wide 

support is consistent amongst respondents from all states, genders, age groups, education 

level and political affiliations. This consistency is even reflected in Australians‘ responses to 

the status of Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees. 

More importantly, the results suggest that Australians are supportive of government policies 

which reflect justice, and considerations of international law and human rights. However, 

while these findings are consistent with an international law perspective advocated by the UN 

as well as numerous scholars (Quigley 2005; Rane 2009; Rubenberg 2003), the issue of 

Palestinian refugees has been sidelined in peace negotiations since the early 1990s.  

The Australian Media, Public Opinion and the Israel-Palestine Peace 

Process 

 
Media and public opinion scholarship suggest that the media and their audiences have a 

relationship that can affect the development of news stories (Bennett 1994). Furthermore, 

―there is an implicit, if often strained, relationship between journalists and citizens that 

reflects and affirms the basic assumptions of the political culture‖ regarding definitions of 

who Australia is as a nation, the type of actions taken by the Government that the people will 

support, and ―what values are at stake in political conflicts‖ (Bennett 1994, 30). 
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Understanding the Australian press‘ coverage of the Israel-Palestine conflict is important 

given the agenda-setting role the press plays among other news media in Australia (Pearson 

et al. 2001). In addition, the findings of this national survey suggest that an overwhelming 

majority of the Australian public relies on the media as their primary source of information 

about the conflict. Based on the sample used for this content analysis, the Australian press 

has extensively covered the Israel-Palestine conflict. That 90 per cent of respondents to the 

survey considered a resolution to be important or very important for world peace could, 

therefore, be interpreted from an agenda-setting perspective (McCombs and Shaw 1972) in 

relation to the extensive press coverage of the conflict and its framing in terms of global 

significance.  

 

The Australian press coverage of the conflict gives modest attention to the issues of 

Palestinian refugees, the status of Jerusalem and Israeli settlements which have been 

identified by the UN, world leaders, and experts as the main obstacles to peace. Despite its 

importance, relatively few articles address these issues within frames of their historical 

context and significance in international law. The preferred frames tend to be confined to 

perspectives of the conflicting parties or agreements brokered by the U.S. as part of the 

ongoing negotiated peace process. News frames generally exclude any significant role for the 

UN or any meaningful discussion of international law. However, consistent with the findings 

of other studies – that the public is capable of deriving perspectives that do not parallel those 

put forth by government officials or media (Holsti 2004; Zaller 1994) – it could be argued 

that in spite of the absence of reference to an international law or human rights perspective in 

the Australian press, 80 per cent of respondents to the survey support the Australian 

Government adopting a policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict that calls for negotiations to be 

based on international law and human rights. 

 

Thus far, the findings from the discourse within the media and Australian public demonstrate 

the disparities in knowledge, beliefs and opinions in Australia on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. As mentioned, Gyngell and Wesley (2007) note the importance of the mass media as 

powerful conveyors of information and influences of public opinion. In this instance, 

however, the extent to which The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald influenced the 

Australian public is only reflected in the public‘s limited knowledge of the conflict and belief 

in the ongoing negotiation process, rather than on UN resolutions as the basis for a solution.  
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From the findings presented in this study, the majority of Australians depend on the media to 

get information about the Israel-Palestine peace process. This finding reflects that of surveys 

conducted by the PEW Research Centre that found that a plurality of U.S. respondents say 

their views on the Israel-Palestine conflict have been shaped more by what they have seen in 

the media than by any other source (Allen and Tyson 2006).  

Arguably, the newspapers‘ focus on violence and the ongoing negotiation process has led to 

the majority of Australians supporting the negotiation process, rather than basing a solution 

of the conflict on UN resolutions. However, when Australians were asked whether they 

support the dismantlement of Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian 

refugees, which were defined by the UN as the main obstacles to peace, an overwhelming 

majority supported both the former and latter. This overwhelming support is despite the fact 

that the media have rarely provided in-depth coverage of these final status issues, nor have 

they widely focused on issues of international law in their coverage. This could suggest that if 

the media had included more discussions on UN resolutions, which state the importance of 

the dismantlement of Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees, 

Australians may be more aware of and support the relevant UN resolutions that directly apply 

to achieving a just resolution. More importantly, Australians will then be more likely to 

recognise an injustice, form an opinion about the inconsistency between Australian values 

and the Government‘s policy on the conflict, and feel empowered to initiate a change in 

policy that better reflects the human rights traditions that Australia usually supports.   

Additionally, the lack of news coverage, which included the historical context, nature and 

causes of the conflict in The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald, coupled with news 

frames focusing more on violence and hostilities rather than peace negotiations, could have 

led Australians to acknowledging that they have a modest understanding of the issues of the 

conflict. News frames in The Australian and The Sydney Morning Herald that focus on 

violence and hostilities without accompanying it with relevant documentations of history, 

motives and aspirations from both sides of the conflict have the potential to result in their 

readers not understanding why the conflict remains intractable. This is reflected in the 

survey‘s results where 37 per cent of respondents believed that the main cause of the conflict 

stems from an ancient hostility between Jews and Arabs, which is the dominant narrative in 

popular culture including films and television programs. More than 27 per cent thought that 

the dispossession of Palestinian people by Jews who migrated to Palestine last century is the 

main cause, and less than 27 per cent thinking that the conflict stems from hostility of certain 
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Arab nations towards Israel since its creation in 1948. As mentioned above, this suggests that 

Australians are split in terms of their understanding of the main cause of the conflict, and this 

suggests that this maybe the result of the gap in coverage provided by news reports. 

This study‘s results can be compared to a study conducted by  Philo and Berry (2004) of the 

Glasgow Media Group that sought to understand Britain‘s news coverage of the Israel-

Palestine conflict and its effect on public opinion.  Philo and Berry (2004) found that 

journalists assumed a level of knowledge amongst their audience, which resulted in news 

coverage mentioning nothing about the origins of the conflict, the illegality of the ongoing 

occupation or the international opinion regarding this issue. The lack of representations of 

these perspectives and their links to motivation in the British press has made it generally 

incomprehensible for its audiences on why the conflict remains intractable (Philo and Berry 

2004). Philo and Berry (2004) have also noted that the level of understanding of the conflict 

also affects the audiences‘ interest in the conflict and this could possibly explain why the 

majority of the Australian public opposed their Government getting involved in this conflict. 

However, it is important to note that most Australians do not generally support their 

country‘s participation in international conflicts. 

The lack of public pressure and support for the Australian Government to be more involved 

in the conflict could suggest the lack of substance in the Government‘s Middle East policy. 

The results may also explain the decline in urgency and substance in the Australian Labor 

Party‘s political response towards the conflict as described in their National Platform over the 

years. The lack of commitment and a comprehensive political approach towards one of the 

most important conflicts in international relations could either be the result of a Government 

willing to go along with any peace negotiations between Israel and Palestine that are mainly 

brokered by the U.S., or that Australian public opinion has not been aroused enough to 

support and pressure the Government in getting more involved. 

The findings of the media‘s discourse and public opinion on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process, therefore, suggest no obvious relationship between the media, public opinion and the 

making of foreign policy in Australia. As noted, Gyngell and Wesley (2007) argue that the 

media are conveyors of messages and are also significant shapers and reinforcers of public 

opinion. In the case of news coverage of the Israel-Palestine peace process, however, the 

media not only assume an independent stand from the Government‘s political response, their 

capacity lies in shaping the type of news to which Australians are exposed. The type of news 
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coverage, however, does not seem to reflect and share Australian values and the wide support 

for a just resolution of the conflict, based on UN resolutions such as the dismantlement of 

Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees.  

The disparity between public opinion and the Australian Government‘s policy on the Israel-

Palestine peace process is even greater. Over 90 per cent of Australians recognised the 

importance of a just resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict and its significance for world 

peace. This, too, suggests that Australians view conflicts of this nature as crucial for the 

stability of peace in the international community, and that a resolution of such conflicts 

should be based on justice in order for peace to be achieved. Additionally, most Australians 

also supported a just resolution of the conflict, the dismantlement of Israeli settlements and 

the right of return of Palestinian refugees.  However, the Government maintains a policy that 

does not reflect Australians‘ recognition of the importance of achieving a just resolution for 

world peace and support for international law and human rights. This is reflected in the 

unsubstantial Middle East policy that the Australian Government holds and its support of the 

ongoing negotiation process, rather than UN resolutions as the basis of a solution. Moreover, 

this is reflected in Australia‘s voting records at the UN, which goes against ensuring the 

inalienable rights of Palestinians. 

The results of this study reflect most of the findings of other international public opinion 

polls, which have been done to determine how members of the international community view 

certain aspects of the Israel-Palestine conflict. WorldPublicOpinion.org, managed by PIPA at 

the University of Maryland polled 18 countries
48

 and found that 14 countries preferred their 

governments to maintain an even-handed approach towards the conflict 

(WorldPublicOpinion.org 2008). Only Egypt, Iran and Turkey favoured taking the 

Palestinian side and India was divided. It is useful to note that no countries favoured taking 

the Israeli side, including the U.S. where 71 per cent of the population favoured remaining 

neutral (WorldPublicOpinion.org 2008). Most respondents favoured the UN playing a robust 

role in achieving a resolution of the conflict, and should a peace agreement be reached that 

the UN would be the main body to send a peacekeeping force and security arrangements 

(WorldPublicOpinion.org 2008).  

                                                           
48

 These 18 countries make up 60 per cent of the world’s population and include countries like China, India, the 
United States, Indonesia, Nigeria, Russia, Mexico, Peru, Britain, France, Spain, Azerbaijan, Ukraine, Egypt, Iran, 
Turkey, Thailand and South Korea. 
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As noted in this chapter, close to 80 per cent of Australian respondents are supportive of the 

Government adopting a policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict that is based on international 

law and human rights. That said, Australians differed in their responses for their expectation 

of the UN‘s role in achieving a resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict. Australians are 

more supportive of the ongoing negotiation process (61 per cent) as compared to resolutions 

passed by the UN (28 per cent). 

Public Opinion and its Impact on the Australian Government’s Approach 

towards the Israel-Palestine Peace Process 

 
The challenge of understanding public opinion and foreign policy ―is to identify the 

underlying linkages among reporters, publics, and political elites‖ (Bennett 1994, 19). While 

highlighting the disparities in knowledge and values held in achieving a resolution towards 

the Israel-Palestine conflict, this chapter has shown that Australians‘ support for a solution 

that is based on international law and human rights is not reflected in the media‘s coverage of 

the conflict. Additionally, the vast majority of Australians support the Government in 

adopting a policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict that is based on international law and human 

rights. The public recognises the illegality of Israeli settlements and the importance of the 

right of return of Palestinian refugees, who were dispossessed by Israel‘s occupation. These 

views, however, are not currently reflected in the Australian Government‘s policy on the 

Israel-Palestine conflict, considering Australia‘s voting patterns at the UN on the ‗Peaceful 

settlement of the question of Palestine‘ resolution. At present, the Australian Government 

supports a two-state solution, however, it is contradictory and counterproductive to support a 

two-state solution while voting against the inalienable rights of Palestinians at the UN which 

is crucial for them to form a viable state in the first place. 

The findings of this chapter suggest that like the Australian media, Australian public opinion 

does not have a significant impact on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

These findings are also shared by past and present Australian diplomats and politicians of 

both major Australian political parties who contend that Australian public opinion on this 

issue has a very limited effect on Australia‘s policy. Ross Burns, Australia‘s former 

ambassador to Israel, notes that while support for Israel amongst Australians is declining, 

successive Australian governments continue to be uncritically supportive of Israel.
49

 Burns 

                                                           
49

 Ross Burns (former Australian ambassador to Israel 2001-2003), in discussion with Eulalia Han, September 
14, 2010. 



128 
 

remarks that the pro-Israel lobby is so strong in Australia that it is able to ―cancel out 

dissenting views that might come from other elements in the community‖ and that the 

Australian Government‘s disregard of the sentiments of the wider public ―results from the 

reality that there is no critical media to channel the broader thrust of public opinion‖.
50

 He 

also notes that dissenting views from the Australian public and pro-Arab elements in society 

have not been effectively coordinated; thus, the Government ―feels there is little risk in going 

against the trend of public opinion in an environment where the issues are presented in the 

media in a highly simplified or even distorted form‖.
51

 

Maria Vamvakinou, Federal Member for Calwell, shares similar sentiments as Burns and 

contends that while public opinion has an impact on policy decisions in Australia, it has to be 

mobilised in a particular direction before it can be influential.
52

 She adds that public opinion 

about the Israel-Palestine conflict is not arousing vigorous public debate that could lead to 

pressuring the Australian Government as Australians are generally unaware of the realities of 

the Israel-Palestine conflict, and the majority are not interested in foreign affairs.
53

 Along 

similar lines, Andrew Robb, Shadow Minister for Finance, Deregulation and Debt Reduction, 

and Chairman of the Coalition Policy Development Committee, notes that public opinion on 

the Israel-Palestine conflict has not yet reached that level of sophistication in order to arouse 

significant policy change.
54

  

In addition, Michael Baume (a former Australian politician and diplomat) and Graham Perrett 

(Federal Member for Moreton) note that foreign affairs in general, much less the Israel-

Palestine conflict, do not necessarily carry electoral clout, nor do these issues factor into 

topics that the majority of Australians are interested in,
55

 except for constituencies where 

Jews or Muslims tend to congregate.
56

 Additionally, Baume notes that anti-Muslim 

sentiments are increasing in Australia since September 11 and that appears ―to leave a 

residual element of sympathy for the Israeli cause‖.
57
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 Ross Burns, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, March 8, 2011. 
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 Ross Burns, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, March 8, 2011. 
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 Maria Vamvakinou, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, February 9, 2011. 
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 Maria Vamvakinou (member of parliament, Federal Member for Calwell), in discussion with Eulalia Han, 
October 1, 2010. 
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 Andrew Robb (Shadow Minister for Finance, Deregulation and Debt Reduction, Chairman of the Coalition 
Policy Development Committee), telephone interview with Eulalia Han, February 4, 2011. 
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 Michael Baume, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, January 7, 2011. 
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 Graham Perrett (member of parliament, Federal Member for Moreton), in discussion with Eulalia Han, 
October 7, 2010. 
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 Michael Baume, e-mail message to Eulalia Han, January 28, 2011. 
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The Australian public supports the Australian Government in adopting a policy on the Israel-

Palestine conflict that is in line with international law and human rights. Therefore, the 

Government should take into consideration the public‘s support for the dismantling of Israeli 

settlements, the right of return of Palestinian refugees and recognition of the importance of 

achieving a just resolution between Israel and Palestine, and translate that into the 

development of a new position on the Israel-Palestine conflict that reflects the values 

Australians support. This should then be reflected in Australia‘s vote in the UN on the 

‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ resolution. Understanding and reflecting 

public opinion are not only crucial in garnering the continued support of the people but that 

the perceptions and image of a country‘s citizens are often based on the values, practices and 

ideas that the Government purports.  

These sentiments aside, this chapter finds that Australian public opinion is inconsistent with 

current Government policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict. While Australian Government 

policy tends to endorse a pro-Israel narrative, the Australian public seems inclined towards a 

narrative that supports Palestinian rights and aspirations. Moreover, based on the interviews 

conducted with current and former Australian diplomats and politicians, public opinion 

concerning the conflict is not well understood and has not influenced policy-making on the 

issue.   

The next chapter will look at a more specific area of public opinion, which is the relationship 

between lobby and business groups in Australia, and their influence on Australia‘s policy 

towards the Israel-Palestine peace process. Bernard Cohen (1973) argues that public opinion 

can only affect foreign policy if the political institutions are established in a manner whereby 

the mechanisms, be it institutional, formal, informal or personal, allow for it. Therefore, 

―public opinion can impinge on foreign policy only to the extent that, and in such ways as, 

policy makers are aware of and/or receptive to it‖ (Cohen 1973, 43). As noted by Gyngell and 

Wesley (2007), the majority of Australians are ―largely passive‖ in their engagement with 

foreign policy matters, yet it is difficult to ignore the impact of ―issue publics‖ or interest 

groups, or a small number of ―interested generalists‖ in shaping the various foreign policy 

issues. 
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Chapter 5 – Australian Lobby Groups and the Israel-Palestine Peace 

Process 
 

In the previous two chapters, studies of Australia‘s media coverage and public opinion were 

conducted to identify the extent to which these domestic factors influence Australia‘s policy 

on the Israel-Palestine peace process. There are arguments suggesting that ―how a story is 

framed... affects how people following the debate think about policy options and preferred 

outcomes‖ (Bennett 1994, 31). The findings from previous chapters, however, suggest that 

there is no obvious relationship between the media, public opinion and Australia‘s foreign 

policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. It also highlights the gaps in understanding 

between these levels of the Australian society and suggests that the media‘s coverage and 

public opinion of the Israel-Palestine peace process do not have a substantial influence on 

Australia‘s policy on this issue.  

This chapter turns to analysing another domestic factor which plays an important role in the 

formation of foreign policy in Australia. It will look at the extent to which lobby groups, or 

what Gyngell and Wesley (2007) calls ―issue publics‖ or interest groups,  can influence 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. First, this chapter will provide a 

definition of issue publics, or lobby or interest groups, and the ways they might affect foreign 

policy. The four conditions that Gyngell and Wesley (2007) identify as having an impact on 

the effectiveness of lobby groups will also be discussed. Using the term ―lobby groups‖ may 

be generalising the activities of these groups, however, in the interviews conducted for this 

research, the various interest groups have largely used the term ―lobbying‖ when describing 

the advocacy that they do and seemed comfortable when referred to as lobby groups. Also, 

the meanings of these terms are not substantially different as lobby groups, pressure groups 

and interest groups are all focused on setting an agenda (Fitzgerald 2006).  

This chapter will also look at the impact of lobby groups and their effectiveness in shaping 

U.S. political approach towards the conflict as not only has the U.S. been the main broker for 

peace negotiations between Israel and Palestine, the U.S. is arguably Australia‘s closest ally 

and the nation that most influences Australia‘s policy on the Middle East (Mansouri 2006). 

The extent to which lobby groups influence U.S. foreign policy could be telling of the 

potential of Australian lobby groups in shaping Australia‘s foreign policy on the issue. 

Finally, the extent to which lobby groups influence Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine 

peace process will be discussed.  
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In the context of Australia, there has not been much debate and analysis done on the extent to 

which lobby groups influence foreign policy. This last section will first start by looking at the 

role of religion and migrant settlement in Australia, and more specifically at the role of 

religion and key concerns of Muslim and Jewish communities in Australia. It is important to 

note here that the Israel-Palestine conflict is not a conflict between the Jews and Muslims as 

the conflict is not based on the clash between Judaism and Islam. Secondly, there is a 

considerable proportion of Christians that make up the Palestinian community. While this 

conflict affects the three main monotheistic religions, the Israel-Palestine conflict is of 

particular concern for the Jewish and Muslim world, hence, only the Muslim and Jewish 

communities will be analysed. It is important to note here that the National Council of 

Churches in Australia, which supports the right of Israel to exist within secure borders and 

also wants the end of the Israeli occupation of Palestine, as well as the rise of Christian 

Zionists (Christians who deeply share the Zionist cause), is playing an influential role in the 

way society and government respond to the issue.  

The extent to which lobby groups influence foreign policy will then be analysed from three 

angles: first, it is important to look at the narratives that Israeli and Palestinian lobby groups, 

and Israelis and Palestinians themselves, adopt as this is telling of the policy and solution 

toward the conflict that the lobby groups would like the Australian Government to support; 

second, the way these lobby groups operate and their perceptions of Australia‘s relationship 

with and policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process will be discussed; and finally, this 

section will highlight the effectiveness of their operations and the extent to which their views 

are taken into account by how the government approaches the issue.  

Lobby Groups and Foreign Policy  

 
Gyngell and Wesley (2007) note that with regard to how the process of foreign policy-

making is in Australia, public opinion and the media only become significant when the 

Government‘s interest is engaged; moreover for most Australians, attention given to domestic 

policy concerns far outweighs those of foreign policy. However, the authors state that 

perhaps, ―the one aspect of the domestic landscape of foreign [policy-making] that remains 

actively engaged in monitoring and trying to influence the foreign policy process is the range 

of foreign policy issue publics, more commonly thought of as interest groups‖ (Gyngell and 

Wesley 2007, 165). These groups of people often belong or contribute to an organisational 

core that tries and maintains some form of relationship with individuals who have 
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connections to part of the policy process (Bubalo 2007; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; 

Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). There are arguments to suggest that lobby groups have an 

impact on the foreign policy-making process in Australia (Loewenstein 2007; McDougall et 

al. 1987; Yunus 2003), while other scholars argue that it is difficult to evaluate the extent to 

which lobby groups have an impact and contend that the influence of lobby groups is 

insignificant given the closed nature of foreign policy-making (Bergin 1983; Smith 1997).  

Lobby groups ―routinely contend to shape perceptions of the national interest and to convince 

legislators... to adopt their preferred policies‖ and depending on their agenda and the extent to 

which they are politically adept, lobby groups have the potential to influence policy that may 

either be positive or negative for the country‘s overall national interests (Mearsheimer and 

Walt 2007, 111). It is important to note that even the most effective lobby group does not 

make foreign policy. This means that ultimately, the government is the one who decides its 

foreign policy approach, how it wants to act in the international arena and which policies and 

political regimes they support. An analysis of lobby groups should only go so far as 

understanding the extent to which their opinions inform and are considered in the eventual 

policy process.  

In the context of Australia, lobby groups that are permanently functioning are generally more 

influential and effective in the process of policy-making compared to groups that lobby on a 

one time basis. Often, permanent functioning lobby groups are more effective as they have 

already formed close connections with relevant government officials and are generally 

established in the media and amongst the public (Firth 2005; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; 

Rosenau 1987; Yunus 2003). In relation to the foreign policy process, these lobby groups are 

mostly concerned with the broader issues of international human rights, issues that may 

impact national concerns, environment issues and issues that generally affect the standard of 

living for people. More significantly, there is a rise in the number of ethnic group lobbies in 

diaspora communities; they will usually lobby in response to events that are happening in 

their country of origin (Firth 2005; Goldberg 1990; Mathias 1981; Shain 1994/1995). 

Additionally, there are lobby groups with more specific concerns and seek to influence their 

government‘s economic or trade policies though supporting multilateral economic 

engagements, or policy towards a specific group of people, country or region (Firth 2005; 

McDougall et al. 1987).  
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Lobby groups generally seek to influence various sectors of the society. The activities that 

lobby groups are able to engage in and how effective they are heavily depend on their level of 

experience, available sources of funding, and their resources and connections. They are 

usually involved in direct or indirect efforts to convince an elected political member or party 

of their agenda, putting pressure on the media to ensure favourable coverage of their area of 

concern, or holding conferences to educate or shape the publics‘ perception of their group 

and message (Findley 2003; Loewenstein 2007; Mearsheimer and Walt 2007; Petras 2006). 

More importantly, on the whole, lobby groups ―try to gain impact by influencing the political 

calculations of the government: by arguing that a consequence of the message may be 

political gain or the avoidance of significant losses‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 168). In 

saying that, Gyngell and Wesley (2007, 168) note that a crucial component to the extent to 

which the government will take into consideration a submission put forth by a lobby group is 

measured against the government‘s ability to maintain ―the credibility and consistency of the 

rest of its policy and the other commitments it has made‖. It has also been suggested by both 

Milbrath (1967) and Gyngell and Wesley (2007) that the lesser the importance and impact the 

issue is on the general public, the easier it is for lobby groups to encourage the policy process 

in adopting its agenda. 

Gyngell and Wesley (2007) remark that the capacity and the potential lobby groups are able 

to influence the policy process depend on four conditions: access, receptivity, impact and 

timing.  Access relates to both the government‘s willingness to engage these groups, and the 

lobby groups‘ ability to build and maintain contact with the people who preside over foreign 

policy decisions. Even in a democracy, it is often difficult to meet with the main leaders in 

charge of foreign affairs, hence, the effectiveness of a lobby group will also depend on the 

channels of communication between other members of parliament who have the capacity to 

take up these concerns to the respective leaders. Lobby groups that are well-funded and well-

organised will usually employ a wide range of direct and indirect tactics, which includes 

sending bureaucrats formal submissions, engaging local members of parliament with the view 

that their concerns be raised in parliament, contacting the media should they feel the need to 

publicise or present an alternative narrative to a published news story, or sending members of 

parliament their organisation‘s newsletter or magazine and making it publicly available 

(Gyngell and Wesley 2007; McDougall 2009; Yunus 2003).  

Once policy-makers are contacted, lobby groups will then try to establish a personal 

relationship with these bureaucrats and convince them to consider their agenda. Lobby 
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groups will usually approach politicians who are already sympathetic to their views or who 

share a common understanding of the issues proposed as it is more likely for these issues to 

be taken to parliament (Firth 2005; Gyngell and Wesley 2007). How successful lobby groups 

are hinges on the extent to which policy-makers are receptive to their ideas and are convinced 

by the respective arguments. Politicians will then consider these submissions in relation to the 

extent they reflect current government policies and how they contribute to maintaining the 

wider national interests. The impact of lobby groups‘ demands, therefore, ―depends on 

whether they can be couched in ways that significantly affect the relevant policy calculations 

or the general political calculus, or both‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007, 168). By this stage, 

lobby groups would have already gathered an extensive amount of research to back their 

proposed agenda should politicians, or competing lobby groups, require them to support their 

claims or question their submission. Additionally, lobby groups will often justify their 

arguments by highlighting similar views held by ally states or by questioning the 

government‘s commitments which are at odds with the public‘s sentiments. The extent to 

which a lobby group is effective very much depends on previous involvement and 

participation in politics, an in-depth knowledge of the policy process, and an understanding 

of the logic and practical calculations behind foreign policy decisions (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007; McDougall 2009; Yunus 2003).  

Timing  affects lobby groups‘ ―capacity for influence by determining how quickly they must 

respond to an issue or policy change, and whether they are dealing with established policy or 

the process of policy formulation or change‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). Lobby groups, 

especially permanently functioning lobby groups, have to be constantly aware of events 

happening locally and globally. Lobby groups will also have to be aware of the current 

position and resources that are present in government and determine whether they are seeking 

to enforce an established policy, justify the continuation of that policy, or change it. Each of 

them has to be carefully considered and thoroughly researched before a submission is 

proposed. The extent to which all four considerations are addressed impacts on the 

effectiveness of the lobby group. Gyngell and Wesley (2007) note that in the context of 

Australia, there has been an increase in interest for foreign policy-makers to engage and 

maintain a good rapport with prominent stakeholders and constituencies. It is these four 

considerations that will guide this chapter‘s analysis of the impact of lobby groups on the 

U.S. and Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 
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Lobby Groups and United States’ Approach towards the Israel-Palestine 

Conflict 

 
The U.S. has been the main broker of peace for the conflict between Israel and Palestine. 

According to the White House (2010), its current policy ―strongly supports the goal of two 

states, Israel and a Palestinian state, living side by side in peace and security‖. In his 

unprecedented speech in Cairo 2009, U.S. President Barack Obama presented the Israel-

Palestine conflict with much hope and seemingly paved the way for a sustainable just 

resolution between both parties. In his speech, Obama recognised Israel‘s unbreakable bond 

with the U.S. and the anti-Semitism and persecution of Jews that have led to aspirations for a 

national homeland. Obama (The White House 2009) reaffirms this enduring relationship with 

Israel as it is 

 

  based upon cultural and historical ties, and the recognition that the aspiration for a  

  Jewish homeland is rooted in a tragic history that cannot be denied... Denying that  

  fact is baseless, it is ignorant, and it is hateful.  Threatening Israel with destruction –  

  or repeating vile stereotypes about Jews – is deeply wrong, and only serves to evoke  

  in the minds of Israelis this most painful of memories while preventing the peace that  

  the people of this region deserve.  

 

Obama, however, advanced his sentiments in a way that most U.S. presidents have carefully 

avoided. Obama acknowledged the sufferings Palestinians have endured for more than 60 

years through ―the daily humiliations – large and small – that come with occupation‖ and that 

―America will not turn [their] backs on the legitimate Palestinian aspiration for dignity, 

opportunity, and a state of their own‖ (The White House 2009). He further acknowledged that 

the ―only resolution is for the aspirations of both sides to be met through two states, where 

Israelis and Palestinians each live in peace and security‖ that ―Hamas must put an end to 

violence, recogni[s]e past agreements, recogni[s]e Israel's right to exist‖ and that the U.S. 

―does not accept the legitimacy of continued Israeli settlements. This construction violates 

previous agreements and undermines efforts to achieve peace.  It is time for these settlements 

to stop‖ (The White House 2009). Through this speech, Obama reinforced the idea that peace 

between Israel and Palestine is to the benefit of Israel, Palestine, the U.S. and the world. 



136 
 

On May 31, 2010 when Israeli armed forces attacked an aid ship that was sent to break the 

siege on Gaza by Israel, the U.S. was unwilling to openly criticise Israel‘s action in spite of 

international condemnation. This confrontation happened in international waters, and it was 

reported that Israel‘s Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu supported this raid as Israel had 

continuously objected to this mission, which it was seen as undermining Israel‘s legitimacy, 

(British Broadcasting Corporation 2010). U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton ―called for 

"careful" responses to Israel's attack on a Gaza-bound flotilla‖, ignoring widespread 

international condemnation on the deadly assault (Quinn 2010). In addition, U.S. proposed 

that Netanyahu support an independent Israeli commission and the participation of an 

American observer to look into the events of the flotilla incident (Harel and Ravid 2010). In 

addition, as Israel remains U.S.‘ largest aid recipient and a strong ally, the U.S. has the 

capacity to influence Israel in upholding a freeze on settlement expansion. However, while 

Obama‘s speech in Cairo highlights that the U.S. is against continued Israeli settlements, this 

did not transcend into action as ―a tough-talking Obama ended up backing down last year 

when Netanyahu said no to a comprehensive freeze‖ (Miller 2010, 57).  

These incidents are just some of the many policies that the U.S. has failed to be critical of. 

Scholars such as Findley (2003), Petras (2006), and Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) have 

documented various occasions where there seems to be a culture of fear and resistance in 

criticising Israel‘s policies and actions that outwardly defy international law and human rights 

conventions.
58

  

Understanding the U.S. political approach towards the Israel-Palestine conflict brings to 

question the factors that have the potential to influence the policy process. As a pluralist 

democracy and like most Western democracies, the foundations of the U.S. rest on the 

principles of freedom. It is inevitable, therefore, that lobby groups which represent various 

sectors of the society would take their concerns to parliament and often dominate the policy 

process (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). In the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict, there are 

lobby groups in the U.S. actively working to promote relationships between the U.S and 

                                                           
58

 In addition, Miller (2010, 57)  notes that U.S.’ close relationship with Israel gives the U.S. “leverage and 
credibility in peacemaking when [they] use it correctly. But this special relationship with the Israelis, which can 
serve U.S. interests, has become an exclusive one that does not. [The U.S.] lost the capacity to be independent 
of Israel, to be honest with it when it does things *the U.S.+ don’t like, to impose accountability, and to adopt 
positions in a negotiation that might depart from Israel’s. It’s tough to be a credible mediator with such 
handicaps”.  
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Israel, or the U.S. and Palestinians. More specifically, the aim of these lobby groups seeks to 

justify and advance their concerns on why the U.S. should support either party. Some of the 

more prominent groups that seek to encourage and maintain U.S. support for Israel include 

the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC), arguably the most powerful 

international lobby group in the U.S., Christians United for Israel (CUFI), Anti-Defamation 

League (ADL) and Washington Institute for Near East Policy (WINEP). On the other hand, 

Palestinian lobby groups in the U.S. include the American Association for Palestinian Equal 

Rights (AAPER), If Americans Knew and Al-Awda (The Palestinian Right to Return 

Coalition). Recognising the importance of various factors that come into play, the next 

section focuses specifically on the extent to which lobby groups influence U.S. policy on the 

Israel-Palestine conflict (Carter 2006, 17; Findley 2003; Loewenstein 2007; Mearsheimer and 

Walt 2007; Petras 2006). 

Palestinian Lobby Groups and U.S. Foreign Policy on the Israel-
Palestine Conflict 
 

The main aim of Palestinian lobby groups in the U.S, such as the American Association for 

Palestinian Equal Rights (AAPER)
59

, If Americans Knew
60

 and Al-Awda
61

 rests on their 

belief that it is crucial to recognise the basic human rights of Palestinians. As global public 

opinion on the Israel-Palestine conflict shifts in favour of supporting the Palestinian cause, 

and as the public becomes more aware of the human rights violations that have affected 

Palestinians, Palestinian lobby groups have gained a substantial voice in politics, more media 
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 The mission of AAPER “is to inform the American public about the human and national rights of the 
Palestinian people and the role of the United States in the Middle East” as for “too many years, Americans 
have seen narrowly-focused, but highly-effective, special interest groups help forge a misleading American 
discourse about Palestine and an inequitable U.S. policy toward Israel and Palestine that has tragically and 
dramatically failed the peoples of the United States, Israel, Palestine and beyond” (American Association for 
Palestinian Equal Rights 2010). AAPER believes that Americans should be encouraged to support an equitable 
U.S. foreign policy that promotes equality for both Israelis and Palestinians, a secure Middle East, which will 
eventually lead to a sustainable and secure U.S. 
60

 Like AAPER, If Americans Knew believes that as the U.S. is the most powerful country and democracy, its 
citizens should be entitled to unbiased and accurate information. Therefore, they seek to provide Americans 
with undistorted and factual information in order for Americans to develop an accurate understanding of the 
conflict between Israel and Palestine. 
61

 These objectives are in line with that of Al-Awda but Al-Awda is more specific in that it is “committed to 
comprehensive public education on the rights of all Palestinian refugees to return to their homes and lands of 
origin, and to full restitution of all their confiscated and destroyed property in accordance with the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, International law and the numerous United Nations Resolutions upholding such 
rights”(Al-Awda 2010). Al-Awda aims to educate politicians and the public on the human rights violations that 
have affected Palestinians and to increase coverage of the issue in the media in hope of educating the public.     
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coverage and increased public support. However, compared to the pro-Israel lobby in the 

U.S., Palestinian lobby groups are considerably weaker. This is because their membership 

numbers are smaller and these groups are relatively new compared to pro-Israel lobby groups 

such as AIPAC. Therefore, Palestinian lobby groups do not have the experience, connections 

and knowledge of countering competing lobby groups. Palestinian lobby groups do not have 

sufficient sources of funding at their disposal which means that they are not able to contribute 

financially to political campaigns, organise well-attended corporate functions nor do they 

have the capacity to organise large-scale public events. Therefore, ―U.S. politicians rarely, if 

ever, complain about pressure from an ―Arab-American lobby‖ and have little reason to 

adjust their behavio[u]r to accommodate it‖ (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 141-42). Also, as 

Mearsheimer and Walt  (2007) note, Arab Americans are often seen as a distant and hostile 

community and are a significant minority who are neither as wealthy, well organised or 

politically active as Jewish Americans. More importantly, Arab Americans, who are 

Christians and Muslims, come from various countries and ―are unlikely to speak with a 

unified voice on Middle East issues‖ (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 142). 

On the whole, Palestinian lobby groups have not been effective in affecting the way U.S. 

policy-makers approach the conflict as the U.S. remains uncritical regarding Israel‘s practices 

that violate the rights of Palestinians. Unlike AIPAC who has overtly articulated their 

objective in maintaining the U.S.‘ pro-Israel stance on their website, Palestinian lobby groups 

have generally steered away from emphasising a ―pro-Palestinian‖ stance but focused instead 

on the need for governments, the media and the public to acknowledge the human rights 

violations committed against Palestinians, and for the U.S. to adopt a more balanced 

approach towards the conflict. If they were effective, the U.S. might start to question their aid 

to Israel and would also adopt a more considered policy towards the aspirations of both 

Israelis and Palestinians. Additionally, on December 10, 2004, the U.S. along with six other 

countries (Israel, Australia, the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru and Palau) voted against 

UN General Assembly Resolution 59/124 which condemned ―Israeli Practices Affecting the 

Human Rights of the Palestinian People‖. Given the minimal impact Palestinian lobby groups 

have in their influence of U.S. foreign policy, this chapter will now turn to understanding the 

impact of the pro-Israel lobby on U.S. policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict.  
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The Pro-Israel lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy on the Israel-Palestine 
Conflict 
 

The pro-Israel lobby in the U.S. is a loose coalition of individuals and organisations made up 

of Jews and gentiles ―that actively work to move U.S. foreign policy in a pro-Israel direction‖ 

(Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 5). In general, the pro-Israel lobby pursues two broad 

strategies: first, ―they exert significant influence on the policy-making process in 

Washington‖; and second, these organisations go to considerable lengths to maintain a 

favourable image of Israel amongst Americans (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 151). 

Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) believe that the pro-Israel lobby is very effective in 

influencing U.S. foreign policy on Israel which benefits Israel and what they think will 

benefit the U.S. as well. This argument will be addressed later as it is first important to 

highlight the objectives of AIPAC, which is arguably the most powerful pro-Israel lobby in 

the U.S. (Carter 2006, 17). 

AIPAC ―has worked to help make Israel more secure by ensuring that American support 

remains strong‖, has been described by The New York Times as "the most important 

organi[s]ation affecting America's relationship with Israel‖ and ―is involved in more than 100 

legislative and policy initiatives involving Middle East policy or aimed at broadening and 

deepening the U.S.-Israel bond‖ (American Israel Public Affairs Committee 2010). In 

addition, AIPAC works closely with political leaders from both mainstream political parties 

(the Republican and Democratic Parties) and engages in enacting policy that advances U.S.-

Israel relations.  

Scholars such as Findley (2003), Petras (2006), Mearsheimer and Walt (2007), and 

Loewenstein (2007) have analysed the main influence behind U.S. foreign policy toward the 

Israel-Palestine conflict. They argue that U.S.‘ uncritical and unconditional support for Israel 

is mainly the result of an effective pro-Israel lobby. The pro-Israel lobby in the U.S. is 

successful for various reasons. The political and social environments in the U.S. allow for 

such groups to gain prominence and access politicians from the different levels of the policy 

process especially if the group is highly motivated, well connected and well financed. The 

majority of members in the pro-Israel lobby are Jewish Americans who have immigrated to 

America much earlier than Arab Americans (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). Therefore, they 

have established close relationships with prominent political leaders, institutions, the media, 

grass-roots networks, and have acquired important positions in think-tanks, academia, the 
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media and businesses. The basis of the lobby‘s power is ―rooted in the high proportion of 

Jewish families among the wealthiest families in the United States‖ and ―stems from the fact 

that they function collectively‖ (Petras 2006, 14-40). As noted, the lobby also benefits from 

the reality that competing lobby groups are considerably weaker, less organised and lack 

finances.  

Most importantly, the lobby‘s work is ―facilitated by Israel‘s generally favourable image in 

the United States‖ (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 141). Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) note 

that this ―favourable image‖ has in part been cultivated by the pro-Israel lobby which 

emphasises  the common culture and traditions that the U.S. and Israel share. The events of 

September 11 have also been used to their advantage in emphasising the common threats of 

terrorism that affects both U.S. and Israel, hence, promoting the lobby‘s argument that Israel 

is the only democracy in the Middle East and is worth protecting (Loewenstein 2007; 

Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). The lobby has also managed to encourage the election of 

Congress people who are passionate supporters of Israel, and silence and intimidate 

politicians, members of the media or public who are critical (Petras 2006).  

Criticisms against the Argument that it is the Pro-Israel lobby that Mainly 
Drives United States’ Foreign Policy on the Israel-Palestine Conflict 

Mearsheimer and Walt‘s (2007) argument that the power of the pro-Israel lobby is the reason 

why political leaders in the U.S. maintain an uncritical support for Israel has received both 

praise and criticism from prominent personnel who support both Israel and Palestine. In 

response to Mearsheimer and Walt‘s first article published on the pro-Israel lobby, 

Dershowitz (2006) argues that one ―has to wonder just how powerful this pro-Israel lobby is 

if, since exposing the Lobby and decrying its tactics and objectives, Walt and Mearsheimer 

have become international celebrities and campus rock-stars‖. Alan Dershowitz  (2008), one 

of U.S.‘ most prominent voices in support of the Israel cause, observes that the cover of 

Mearsheimer and Walt‘s book, that is of the American flag in the colours of Israel‘s, implies 

that the ―Israel lobby‖ controls not only U.S. foreign policy but the U.S. itself. Dershowitz 

(2008) argues that Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) fail to take into consideration other 

important lobby groups such as the Saudi Arabia lobby and instances whereby pro-Israel 

activists have disagreed with the U.S. Government.  
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Dershowitz (2008) highlights many instances whereby the pro-Israel lobby have been unable 

to influence U.S. policy-makers to adopt their point of view, such as the sale of U.S. Airborne 

Warning and Control System jets to Saudi Arabia in 1981 and the failure to convince 

Washington to move its embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem. He further criticises the 

authors‘ argument that should the pro-Israel lobby stop influencing the U.S. Government in 

maintaining support for the Israeli Government, the threat of international terrorism would be 

greatly reduced (Dershowitz 2008). Dershowitz (2008) is not only against the argument but 

notes instead that much of it had to do with U.S.-Saudi Arabia relationship. He justifies his 

arguments by identifying that international terrorism post-September 11 targeted countries far 

less supportive of Israel such as England, Spain and Australia (Dershowitz 2008). 

Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) are also critiqued as their traditional position as ―realist‖ 

thinkers contradict their arguments that lobby groups are able to influence a country‘s foreign 

policy (Dershowitz 2008; Zunes 2006) as in ―the Middle East, realists have often backed 

stronger relations with Arab states that supply the United States with oil‖ (Dershowitz 2008, 

56). The traditional realist school argues that states act in their own interest to maximise their 

power and that power politics in international politics constrain the space for international 

organisations, popular movements and moral considerations (Burchill et al. 2005). The 

argument that it is the ―oil lobby‖ that influences U.S. Middle East policy has also been taken 

up by Martin Peretz (2006), and even prominent critics of Israel such as Noam Chomsky 

(2006) and Stephen Zunes (2006).
62

  

Arguing against these assumptions, Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) contend that if it was Arab 

petrodollars that shape U.S. foreign policy in the region, one would expect that the U.S. 

distances itself from Israel as Saudi Arabia has constantly pressed the U.S. to adopt a more 

balanced approach towards the Israel-Palestine conflict. It is also important to note that if the 

oil lobby is mainly the source of influence behind U.S. policy, it will be hard to explain why 

arms sale from the U.S. to Saudi Arabia warrants statements of affirmation that the balance of 
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 Zunes (2006) argues that in “a region where radical nationalism and Islamist extremism could threaten U.S. 
control of oil and other strategic interests, Israel has played a major role in preventing victories by radical 
movements, not just in Palestine but in Lebanon and Jordan as well. Israel has kept Syria, with its radical 
nationalist government once allied with the Soviet Union, in check, and the Israeli air force is predominant 
throughout the region... [Therefore,] oil companies and the arms industry exert far more economic and 
ideological influence over Washington's policy in the Persian Gulf region than does the Israel lobby”. 
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power in the region will still ultimately lie with Israel. Moreover, the 2007 proposal of 

military sale to Saudi Arabia that ―made Israel and some of its supporters in Congress 

nervous‖ saw the U.S. administration resolving ―those concerns, in part by promising Israel 

$30.4 billion in military aid over the next decade, a significant increase over what Israel has 

received in the past 10 years‖ (Cloud 2007).  

In addition, Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) note that one of the pro-Israel lobby‘s aim is to 

maintain U.S. aid to Israel. As this aid is unconditional, meaning Israel does not have to 

justify how this aid is spent, the U.S. has, arguably, indirectly supported the continuation of 

settlements and occupation of Palestine. The lobby has also managed to suppress criticisms 

that the U.S. might have of Israel and have ―made it impossible for Washington to convince 

Israel to abandon this counterproductive policy‖ (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 336). More 

importantly, it has been suggested that Israel‘s security could be assured if it allows the 

establishment of a viable Palestinian state as this would significantly reduce its adversaries 

such as Palestinian extremists (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007). 

As the main broker of peace and being the most powerful country which continues to provide 

aid to Israel, the U.S. has the power to bring peace between Israel and Palestine. In political 

terms, the U.S. President holds both the ‗carrot and the stick‘ and is able to ―control the 

resources that can quickly bring realistic promise of a safe, dignified life to both Israelis and 

Palestinians‖ and champion the belief in the rule of law and human rights for all people 

(Findley 2003, 373). Mearsheimer and Walt (2007) make an important point in their 

argument that prior to events such as the 1967 Six-Day War, the U.S. has always maintained 

a transformative role in the region. This even applies to its support for Israel whereby the 

U.S. has in fact steered away from formal commitments to Israel in order to balance its other 

interests in the region. Therefore, ―it makes little sense to try and explain current U.S. policy‖ 

by ―referring to the religious beliefs of a bygone era or the radically different forms of past 

American engagement‖ as there was ―nothing inevitable or predetermined about the current 

special relationship between the United States and Israel‖ (Mearsheimer and Walt 2007, 7). 

This chapter will seek to understand the impact of lobby groups and Australia‘s policy on the 

Israel-Palestine conflict. As noted, Australia, more often than not, has consistently pursued its 

policy on the peace process in line with the U.S. While many factors regarding the lobby‘s 

influence and arguments of common national interests between U.S. and Israel applies to 

Australia‘s relationship with Israel as well, it might be useful to highlight that while the U.S., 



143 
 

according to Mearsheimer and Walt (2007), did not have a predetermined or inevitable 

relationship with Israel, it could be argued so differently in the case of Australia.  

As cited in The Australian by Cameron Stewart  (2003, 13), former Australian Foreign 

Minister Gareth Evans notes that there "are some areas of foreign policy where not just hard-

headed calculations of interest are involved – a little sentiment intrudes as well – and that is 

certainly true about Australia's and the Labor government's attitudes towards Israel‖. This 

reflects the significance of ideas and values that impact on the conception of Australia‘s 

foreign policy and diplomatic relations. This thesis has highlighted Australia‘s prominent role 

in not only leading the UN partition of Palestine but was the first country to recognise Israel 

as a sovereign nation. In addition, the Australian Jewish community has also the most number 

of Holocaust survivors and their descendents. Also, there was a proposal in the early 

twentieth century ―that a large tract of Western Australia be set aside for a Jewish state, a safe 

haven and homeland‖ but ―became redundant with the establishment of the State of Israel‖ 

(Bouma 1994, 11). Therefore, it can be said that the historical relationship between Australia 

and Israel differs from that of the U.S. and could be one of the reasons for successive 

Australian governments‘ unconditional support for Israel.  

Before analysing the impact of lobby groups on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine 

peace process, the next section will first look at the role of religion and migrant settlement in 

Australia. More specifically, it will look at the role of religion and the key concerns of the 

Muslim, Jewish and some Christian communities in Australia. This is an important area to 

analyse as, while the vast majority of the Australian public remain unaffected by the Israel-

Palestine conflict, the Muslim and Jewish communities have a vested interest in the conflict, 

be it inwardly or outwardly. 

Religion and Migrant Settlement: Concerns of the Muslim and Jewish 

Community in Australia 

For most Muslims and Jews in Australia, religion plays a central role in their lives and the 

way they interact with society (Bouma 1994; Levey and Mendes 2004). The governments of 

Australia often pride themselves on their embracing multiculturalism, which is founded on 

the principles of democracy and secularism. However, given Australia‘s geographical 

position in the world and its international economic ties, scholars argue that Australia‘s 

emphasis on secularity, ―is not an adequate response in an environment both local and 
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international in which religion is important‖ and that Australian institutions themselves were 

―formed in a framework of mainstream Protestantism which still informs their basic ethos‖ 

(Bouma 1994, 90-92). In addition, the first large-scale migration of Muslims and Jews into 

Australia have had to deal with the White Australia Policy, and an Australia that was critical 

of multiculturalism and Asian immigration (Bouma 1994; Markus 2004). The discussion on 

the experiences of the Muslim and Jewish communities in Australia must be analysed, noting 

the Anglo-Celtic religious environment that they find themselves in, and the extent to which 

these communities influence lobby groups or the Government on matters pertaining to the 

Israel-Palestine peace process.  

The presence of Muslims in Australia dates back to at least two centuries ago with Malay 

fishermen and Afghan camel drivers who were either working or visiting the continent. 

Large-scale Muslim settlement in Australia, however, only began after the Second World 

War, and subsequent events such as the civil war in Lebanon, Iran‘s Islamic Revolution and 

the Bosnian ethnic war (Saeed and Akbarzadeh 2001). Therefore, like most immigrant 

communities, Muslims in Australia come from a diverse political, social, economic and 

ethnic background (Omar and Allen 1996; Saeed and Akbarzadeh 2001). 

Since the first large-scale Muslim migration, concerns of the Muslim community in Australia 

vary. The concerns of Australian Muslims centre around the issue of employment, education, 

learning a new language, adjusting to Australian institutional laws, dealing with the negative 

images of Islam in the media and the specific needs of Muslim women (Bouma, Daw, and 

Munawar 2001; Brasted 2001; Clyne 2001; Hussain 2001; Kamalkhani 2001; Omar and 

Allen 1996). Through the years, Australia has seen some prominent figures in its Muslim 

communities, such as previous Chief Executive Officer and Executive Director of National 

Australia Bank Ahmed Fahour, John Ilhan (founder of Crazy John‘s mobile stores) and 

Melbourne telecom entrepreneurs Orhan Buday and Kazem Ates (McDonald 2007, 1). 

However, compared to the Jewish, Chinese, Vietnamese and Taiwanese communities in 

Australia, Muslims participation in society is continually challenged and they also feel like 

they are often the target of anti-terror laws (Aly 2005; Bartlett 2006; Bouma, Daw, and 

Munawar 2001). 

There is a ―perceived incompatibility between Australian culture and Islam‖ (Aly 2005). For 

example, a Liberal Party hopeful candidate, David Barker, was sacked when he ―declared the 

Muslim faith had no place in Australia‖ and that Australian politics is not ready for a Muslim 
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in parliament (Maley and Salusinszky 2010, 8). Muslims have often had to ―justify their 

existence in Australia‖ and how their religious beliefs sit with Australian values as the wider 

Australian society and the Government are ignorant of the fact that one ―of the great secrets 

of early Islamic expansion was the ability of Muslims to adopt the mainstream culture of the 

civilisation‘s frontiers without compromising religious integrity‖ (Aly 2005). It is important 

to note that while the Israel-Palestine conflict remains a significant issue for the Muslim 

world, in the case of Australia, discussions of the conflict among Australian Muslims usually 

take place in private conversations and in mosques, and rarely is it voiced publicly (Bartlett 

2006). Perhaps, the reality of having to continuously adjust to and justify their existence in 

Australia overshadows other important issues.  

The Jewish community in Australia is, to date, the most established immigrant community in 

Australia (Levey and Mendes 2004). In the beginning, Jews downplayed their Jewish 

distinctiveness by ―stressing their equal status as British subjects and Australian loyalty‖  but 

while integrating into the Australian way of life, have ―resisted state and societal pressures to 

assimilate‖ (Levey 2004, 181). While sharing similar concerns of early immigrant 

communities such as issues of unemployment, adjusting to a new language and access to 

education, a large proportion of the Jewish community today is upper-middle class and 

successful business people, such as Frank Lowy and Albert Dadon, who continue to hold 

prominent positions in Australian society (Baume 2004; Markus 2004; Rubinstein 2004).  

The Jewish community in Australia is concerned with the proliferation of racial hatred on the 

internet and what they see as an overall trend towards an increase in anti-Semitism in 

Australia.
63

 They are also deeply concerned with terrorism; maintaining their Jewish identity, 

autonomy and communal survival; criticisms of Zionism; anti-Semitism; the media‘s 

coverage of the Israeli-Palestinian struggle; and the sovereignty and security of Israel (Ben-

Moshe 2004; Markus 2004; Medding 2004; Rutland 2004). The majority of the Jewish 

community is affected by what they view as the Australian media‘s bias towards Israel. For 

example, evidence ―of a Jewish grass roots reaction to media bias was seen in mid 2003 when 

The Sydney Morning Herald published a cartoon comparing Israel‘s security fence on the 

West Bank with the Warsaw Ghetto behind which Nazis herded Jews in 1943.‖ (Ben-Moshe 

2004, 132). The pro-Israel lobby and Jewish community are also affected by what they 
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 Peter Wertheim (executive director, Executive Council of Australian Jewry), in discussion with Eulalia Han, 
August 10, 2010. 
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believe to be an ―endless one-sided propaganda‖ that is being promoted and taught in 

Australian universities which will eventually lead to graduates entering areas such as the 

Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade ―with a one-sided view of the conflict in the Middle 

East‖ (Stewart 2006, 23). Jewish Labor Member of Parliament, Michael Danby, alongside 

pro-Israeli groups, contend that ―students of Middle Eastern studies are being fed an 

increasingly biased and distorted anti-Israeli view of the region by ―Arabist‖ academics‖ 

(Stewart 2006, 23).  

Unlike the majority of Australian Muslims, a large proportion of the Jewish community in 

Australia is vocal in its concerns and support for Israel as ―tribal solidarity with Israel 

remains the core defining aspect of contemporary Australian Jewish identity‖ (Mendes 2004, 

78). Commitment to Israel also manifests in the community‘s ―fundraising for Israel‖ which 

―remains a core Jewish activity‖ (Ben-Moshe 2004, 130). Australia has the highest rate of per 

capita emigration to Israel (Aliyah) and this ―indicates how deep Zionist feelings runs in the 

Australian Jewish community‖ (Ben-Moshe 2004, 131). This solidarity with Israel is heavily 

supported and promoted by Jewish leaders and the pro-Israel lobby in Australia. The majority 

of the Jewish community recognises that the official ―Australian policy remains pro-Israel‖ 

and seeks to maintain this through generous donations to party funds of both major political 

parties and ―by talking to its leaders and making them aware of Jewish wishes and views‖ 

(Baume 2004, 91). The pro-Israel lobby and Jewish leaders ―are particularly effective 

because they are well-organi[s]ed and articulate, they include a disproportionately large 

number of successful business leaders, and they serve as a singular model of what migrants to 

this country can achieve‖ (Baume 2004, 91). The next section will detail the relationship 

between lobby groups and Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process.  

Lobby Groups and Australia’s Policy on the Israel-Palestine Peace Process 

As in the U.S., lobby groups in Australia are part and parcel of the political and social 

processes. As an immigrant country with increasing migrant populations, it is common for 

these communities to form social networks where issues are raised, addressed, and changed if 

necessary at the political level. More specifically, in a study on ‗Ethnic Minorities and 

Australian Foreign Policy‘, Coral Bell, Hugh Collins, James Jupp and W.D. Rubinstein 

(1983, 7) highlight the increase and continuation of ―the level of interest and involvement of 

the ethnic and religious groups concerned with Middle Eastern policy issues‖. 
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In the context of the Israel-Palestine conflict in Australia, both Palestinian and pro-Israel 

lobby groups have formed with the aim of creating an environment of understanding and 

support for their respective causes at both the political and social echelons of Australia. Some 

of the most prominent Palestinian lobby groups in Australia include Australians for Palestine 

and Australian Friends of Palestine Association. These groups seek to engage politicians, 

media and the public by presenting the Palestinian narrative of the conflict and the violations 

of human rights that Palestinians have suffered under Israel‘s occupation. These groups do 

not specifically advocate for either Muslim or Christian Palestinian rights but speak for 

Palestinians as a whole. On the other side, the prominent groups of the pro-Israel lobby in 

Australia include the Australia/Israel and Jewish Affairs Council (AIJAC) and Executive 

Council of Australian Jewry (ECAJ), with the various States‘ Jewish Board of Deputies that 

comes under it. These groups also seek to engage with politicians, media and the public, and 

present the Israeli narrative of the conflict and rationale behind its policies and practices. In 

addition, these groups also deal largely with concerns of the Jewish community in Australia. 

It is important to note that it is erroneous to generalise the staff and membership of these 

organisations as being Jews and Muslims only, as participation in these groups include other 

religious affiliations, including Christians as well. 

In order to understand the extent to which lobby groups affect Australia‘s policy towards the 

Israel-Palestine conflict, it is important to understand the narratives of the conflict held by 

each side, the operations of the lobby and how effective they are. All three areas of analysis 

are significant as the narratives held influenced the methods employed, which then determine 

the level of effectiveness in their advocacy. Except for Loewenstein‘s (2007) work, few 

studies have looked at the impact lobby groups and specific sectors of the community have 

on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict.  

The following discussion is drawn mainly from face-to-face interviews with various 

Australian lobby groups, community organisations, Australian politicians, a former 

Australian ambassador to Israel and relevant personnel. Under circumstances whereby face-

to-face meetings were not possible, telephone interviews and e-mail correspondence were 

employed. As a research method, interviews are a technique that provide more accurate 

responses on certain topics that are considered sensitive or taboo (Wimmer and Dominick 

2000). It also allows for the interviewer to probe further on points made by the interviewee 

that are ambiguous or that require further elaboration. This study also recognises the 
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disadvantages of interviews as it is subject to interviewer bias (Wimmer and Dominick 2000). 

This study attempts to address this issue by documenting and analysing interviewee‘s 

responses as accurately as was dictated, and clearing any ambiguity with follow-up questions.  

The interview technique employed in this research is a structured survey interview as 

compared to an ordinary conversation. A structured survey interview is more dependent on 

the answers of the respondent whereby only the respondent‘s opinions are revealed, and the 

interviewer tries to obtain specific answers to specific questions (Gorden 1980; Neuman 

2006; Sudman and Bradburn 1983). An ordinary conversation, on the other hand, is based on 

an open exchange of opinions between the interviewer and interviewee, and allows for the 

correction of factual errors that the parties are aware of (Gorden 1980; Neuman 2006; 

Sudman and Bradburn 1983). 

The duration of each interview was two hours on average. Interviews were conducted at a 

location determined by the interviewee. The interview questions were designed specifically to 

reflect the interviewee's area of competence and experience but sought to determine his or her 

views and insights concerning the impact of the various domestic factors on the making of 

foreign policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. All interviews were recorded using a 

digital voice recorder and then transcribed. Analysis was then conducted to identify the 

various themes concerning the issue. 

Australian Lobby Groups on Final Status Issues 

The Israel-Palestine conflict remains one of the most contested conflicts in international 

relations as various narratives have come to dominate and cloud the process towards 

achieving a sustainable and just peace. Australian lobby groups, therefore, have to be aware 

of competing claims and to ensure that their arguments are backed by credible research. 

Specifically for lobby groups and Australians who are concerned about the conflict, various 

reasons underlie their affection and commitment toward their cause. For Palestinian lobby 

groups and their supporters, their commitment is generally based on the issue of human rights 

and the restoration of Palestinian‘s dignity, which in their view have been violated by Israel‘s 

occupation. For the pro-Israel lobby and much of the Jewish community, ―there‘s a cultural 

identity and religious identity, and also personal identity with Israel‖.
64

 David Paratz, Vice-
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President of the Queensland Jewish Board of Deputies, contends that a lot of commentators 

who are writing about the Middle East today see the conflict in terms of their own lifespan 

but for the Jews, ―it‘s a history that goes back thousands of years of attachment. Israel is not 

to many Jewish people a new state – it‘s a state that was, got forced out of, and has been re-

established‖.
65

 In addition, Peter Wertheim, Executive Director of ECAJ, notes that over 80 

per cent of the Australian Jewish community shares the concerns of Israel and ―defines itself 

as Zionist in the fundamental sense of believing in the right of the Jewish people to sovereign 

statehood in its homeland‖.
66

  

Palestinian Lobby Groups in Australia on Final Status Issues 

 

It is interesting to note that Palestinian lobby supporters and Australian critics of Israel‘s 

policies such as  Loewenstein (2007) share a concerted view on final status issues such as the 

status of Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees. Their 

sentiments reflect much of the arguments that have been identified in this thesis that in 

accordance with international law and UN resolutions, Israel should end its occupation of 

East Jerusalem, freeze its plans for settlement expansion, and that ―refugees have an 

inalienable right to return to their homes, properties and lands and/or be given compensation 

for their losses‖.
67

 As many of these arguments have already been taken up in previous 

chapters, discussions will largely focus on the narratives of the pro-Israel lobby and Jewish 

organisations in support of Israel. It is important to note that the resistance behind Palestinian 

lobby groups and supporters of the Palestinian cause is not targeted at Israel‘s sovereignty 

but, rather, Israel‘s political practices toward Palestinians.  

On the status of Jerusalem, Australians for Palestine (2010) contends that East Jerusalem 

should be the capital of a future Palestinian state, although the most desirable outcome is for 

Jerusalem to be ―an open city where all people are free to move and worship‖. In addition, 

the issue of settlements has always been regarded as an obstacle to peace between Israel and 

Palestine (Asser 2010). Australians for Palestine (2010)  notes that the dismantlement of 

Israeli settlements is necessary in order for both Israel and Palestine to form a sovereign state 

along the 1967 borders. In an interview with Reverend James Barr of Melbourne Welsh 
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Church and Chairman of a Steering Committee, which advocates for a just peace in Palestine, 

he argues that Palestinian and Israeli supporters should work toward a fair outcome; however, 

this is hindered when Israel intends to resume settlement expansion in the West Bank during 

peace talks, while expecting Palestinians to remain in negotiations.
68

 Israeli settlements have 

not only been an obstacle to peace but are illegal under international law though ―Israel 

disputes this and has pressed ahead with its activity despite signing various agreements to 

curb settlement growth‖ (Asser 2010).  

On the issue on the right of return of Palestinian refugees, Moammar Mashni, Manager and 

Co-Founder of Australians for Palestine, contends that this issue is the most central to the 

conflict. As a son of a Palestinian refugee family, he argues that the right of return of 

refugees is ―contrived in international law‖ and that ―it‘s not those third country‘s 

responsibilities to take care of those refugees‖.
69

 It is important to note here that Andrew 

Robb, Shadow Minister for Finance, Deregulation and Debt Reduction, and Chairman of the 

Coalition Policy Development Committee, contends that it has been a political convenience 

on the part of Lebanon to not integrate the Palestinian refugees from the 1967 War.
70

 Robb 

also believes that many Palestinians from the West Bank would object to the return of 

refugees. In addition, former Australian ambassador to Israel, Ross Burns is not necessarily 

convinced that the right of return of all of Palestinian refugees is possible or feasible. Burns 

add that ―compensation is really what would unlock the angle to a solution‖ as the problem of 

the right of return is that Israeli armies have destroyed and developed on most of the Arab‘s 

villages since 1948.
71

 

Pro-Israel lobby Groups in Australia on Final Status Issues 

 

Pro-Israel lobby groups and Jewish organisations have a different perspective on final status 

issues. On the status of Jerusalem, Jeremy Jones, AIJAC‘s Director of International Affairs, 

states that ―it would be a pity if it wasn‘t able to stay as a city‖ but that it would not be that 

problematic if Palestinians‘ claim over East Jerusalem as their capital allowed for equal 
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access to holy sites and that people who are already residing there could continue to do so.
72

 

Wertheim extends the argument further and states that he realises ―that there are now parts of 

what used to be called East Jerusalem that are predominantly Jewish neighbourhoods which 

would have to be incorporated into Israel but there are still predominantly Palestine-Arab 

neighbourhoods in East Jerusalem as well which ought to be rightfully part of the Palestinian 

state and where the Palestinian capital would be located‖.
73

 As Australia is predominantly a 

Christian culture, he notes that Australians tend to support the idea of internationalising that 

area.
74

 The findings from the survey in Chapter 4 suggests otherwise in that 39 per cent of 

Australians support Jerusalem to be the capital of both Israel and Palestine and only 25 per 

cent support internalising the area. Taking it into account the context of Israel, David Paratz 

says that should Israel be guaranteed security from Palestine, they would consider the 

partition of Jerusalem and even joint control of the city. He also sees the division of 

Jerusalem as the most workable solution. However, he adds that ―Jerusalem is the hardest 

question of all‖ because two thousand years ago, ―there was no question. Jerusalem was a 

Jewish city‖.
75

 

The issue of Israeli settlements has also received various responses and rationales behind 

Israel‘s settlement programmes. As noted, settlements are an obstacle to peace. There are also 

arguments to suggest that because of the continuing expansion of settlements, Israel‘s borders 

remain undefined. Burns explains this point succinctly and contends that pro-Israel groups 

frequently mention that Palestinians and countries that have signed on to the Arab cause do 

not recognise Israel, ―but what are X, Y and Z suppose to recognise. Whatever Israel decides 

will be its borders eventually or the borders of 1967?‖
76

  

Settlements, like the status of Jerusalem, remain an emotional issue especially for religious 

Jews and Israeli settlers. Paratz notes that the original idea behind the construction of 

settlements rests on a combination of historical, cultural and religious reasons, and even 

included an argument for the building of strategic settlements in key areas to safeguard 
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Israel‘s security. However, he argues that these settlements, like everything else, are 

negotiable. He also emphasises the point that Israel has pulled out of certain settlements just 

like it did with Gaza.  

Alex Whisson from Australians for Palestine, however, contends that ―Israel has not 

withdrawn from Gaza‖ and that ―expert legal opinion has suggested that Israel remains 

formally legally speaking, the occupying power in Gaza‖ as it controls the airspace, its 

borders, and the freedom of movement of people and goods.
77

 Philip Mendes (2005), an 

Australian academic, also argues that Israeli settlements are immoral as it leads to the 

confiscation of Palestinian land, which results in the dispossession of Palestinians.  

In response to the recent renewal of Israeli settlement expansion programme in the midst of 

peace talks
78

, AIJAC‘s policy analyst Bren Carlill, says that Israel had honoured its proposed 

ten-months freeze on settlements and had only continued after that timeline. He adds that 

Israel has ―only built within existing settlements and within the circumference of existing 

buildings. In other words, the settlements aren‘t increasing outwards, they‘re increasing 

upwards‖.
79

 Carlill acknowledges that Palestinians see settlement building as proof that Israel 

does not want peace, but in Israeli society, ―there is a consensus that essentially, they‘re only 

building inside settlements that everyone knows Israel will keep and as such, in the Israeli 

perspective, it doesn‘t make much difference‖.
80

 He adds that Israel will have to withdraw 

from some of its settlements but says that there is a general consensus between Israelis and 

Palestinians on which settlements will stay and which will go.  

Wertheim suggests a system of compromise as a solution for Israeli settlements whereby in 

return for the lands lost to Israeli settlements, Palestinians should get land from pre-1967 

Israel rather than uprooting and dislocating thousands of Israelis. He recognises that there are 

Israeli settlements in the West Bank which was intended to be Palestinian territory, but that 

any suggestion of getting Israelis out of the West Bank is just a way ―of putting them in a 
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weaker position so that the Palestinians can prosecute their historic dream of wiping Israel off 

the map and claiming the whole of country for themselves‖.
81

  

The right of return of Palestinian refugees is probably the main issue that the Israeli and 

Palestinian lobby cannot agree on. For instance, Palestinian lobby groups and supporters of 

the Palestinian cause contend that the right of return of Palestinians is unconditional under 

UN Resolution 194. Philip Mendes (2010), however, sees Resolution 194 as conditional as 

the resolution states that, ‗refugees wishing to return to their homes and live at peace with 

their neighbo[u]rs should be permitted to do so at the earliest practicable date‘. Mendes 

(2010) suggests that most Palestinian refugees want revenge and that, ―both the Palestinian 

leaders and the Arab governments initially rejected the resolution precisely because it implied 

recognition of Israel‘s legitimacy‖. 

The issue of the right of return of Palestinian refugees is also the only final status issue the 

pro-Israel lobby holds similar views. They all identified that the UN applies a different 

definition and entitlements of a refugee in the case of Palestine and that it is not possible to 

expect Israel to absorb the mass influx of refugees who choose to return. The pro-Israel lobby 

also contend that discussions surround Jewish refugees that have had to flee Arab states are 

rarely discussed in the media nor the literature surrounding the Israel-Palestine conflict. 

Wertheim views the notion that the 1948 refugees and their descendants‘ entitlement to return 

to their original homes and lands as ―nonsensical‖; not only is it ―not a definition of a refugee 

that applies in any other conflict or any other context‖, it is no longer ―possible for some of 

the 1948 refugees who survived to return to Israel proper because their homes and their farms 

no longer exists!‖
82

 Jones reiterates this point and notes that no one ―will rationally talk about 

returning everybody to where they were in 1947‖ and that the UN‘s ―definition of refugee in 

any other circumstances other than the Palestinians would mean that none of the Palestinians 

alive today are refugees‖ as there are no second or third generation refugees.
83

 Carlill adds to 

this argument by admitting that while it is a huge concession on the part of Palestinians, the 
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Palestinian leadership should have ―the courage to tell the people that the refugees are not 

going to return‖ as ―no Israel Government will ever agree to that‖.
84

  

Israelis and Palestinians: Their Vision of Peace 
 

The ongoing peace process, and international law and institutions put in place to achieve 

peace between Israelis and Palestinians are often questioned by both parties. The reasons 

behind the failure of the peace process have been noted in the first chapter of this thesis and 

have been well-documented by various scholars who sought to explain the reasons from their 

perspective of the conflict (Dershowitz 2005; Findley 2003; Rane 2009; Said 2001). 

Champions of the Israeli and Palestinian cause in Australia are no different as the various 

individuals and organisations continue to advocate their vision of peace. In order to further 

their respective aspirations of securing justice, security and sovereignty for Israelis and 

Palestinians, Australian lobby groups maintain close ties with their various counterparts in 

both Israel and the Palestinian Occupied Territories. Visions of what peace entails are not 

only influenced and constrained by what various community organisations and Australian 

Israeli and Palestinian lobby think are necessary and achievable, they are first and foremost 

influenced by the visions of peace espoused by Israelis and Palestinians respectively.  

Before discussing the visions of peace promoted by Australian lobby and community groups, 

it is important to first highlight what peace means for Israelis and Palestinians. Indeed, lobby 

groups advocating either for the Israeli or Palestinian cause in Australia recognise that, 

ultimately, Israelis and Palestinians should hold the power to determine the basis of peace. As 

noted by Wertheim, ―my own views about the settlements [which have been identified as an 

obstacle to peace] is pretty much besides the point. It‘s what the government of Israel itself 

has declared to be its views that are important‖.
85

 Sharing the same sentiments but in the 

context of the Palestinian cause, Michael Shaik, a former spokesperson for Australians for 

Palestine, ―don‘t think it‘s solidarity for people in Australia to... decide for the Palestinians on 

what position they should take because they‘re the ones who are actually suffering‖.
86

  

A study conducted in Israel and the Palestinian Occupied Territories between 2009 and 2010 

shows that the majority of both Israeli and Palestinian publics want to reach a peace 
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agreement, are supportive of the Middle East peace process and want the U.S. to play the 

mediating role (Richman 2010). The study found that the majority of respondents believe that 

the U.S. will have to present Israeli and Palestinian negotiators a comprehensive peace plan 

that includes the most critical issues such as Jerusalem/holy sites, refugees/compensation, 

borders/settlements and viable security arrangements (Richman 2010). More specifically, the 

study found that the issue of Jerusalem is of the highest concern for both publics and is, 

therefore, the most difficult to resolve or arrive at a concession (Richman 2010). Amongst 

Israelis, the top five priority issues are the security for Israel (77 per cent), the future of 

Jerusalem (68 per cent), rights to natural resources (62 per cent), management of the Holy 

Sites (57 per cent) and reaching an agreement on borders for Israel and Palestine (49 per 

cent). Amongst Palestinians, the issues of highest priority include establishing an independent 

sovereign Palestinian state (97 per cent), the rights of refugees (95 per cent), reaching an 

agreement on the future of Jerusalem (94 per cent), management of the Holy Sites (91 per 

cent) and settlements in the occupied territories (89 per cent). The following discussion is 

mainly based on personal interviews done in Israel and the Palestinian Occupied Territories 

in May-June 2010 for this purpose. 

The dialogue of peace in both Israel and the Palestinian Occupied Territories has moved 

beyond the one-state and two-state solution. This sentiment is open to much debate, however, 

various discussions with Israelis and Palestinians on the topic of peace seem to focus much 

more on dealing with the ongoing political situation on the ground first: both parties seem to 

acknowledge that if Israeli‘s security and Palestinian‘s rights are not guaranteed, any talk of a 

one or two-state solution is meaningless.
87

 Paz Carmel, an Israeli student from the Hebrew 

University, says that ―in Israel, we have a recurring state of fear‖ and a ―sense of 

insecurity‖.
88

 He says that as someone who grew up as a member of a family of Holocaust 

survivors, he hopes Palestinians and Arabs will understand that Jews want their 

independence, and that Jews and Arabs have the right to be there. 

The Arab hostility factor is constantly mentioned as a threat to Israelis‘ security. Tal Shahar, 

also an Israeli student from the Hebrew University, mentions the ―stupid slogans‖ that Arabs 

create that speaks of ―when they decide they are going to throw us to the sea‖.
89

 He adds that 

this ―has created an environment where you are unable to feel the other narrative‖ and ―an 
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environment that makes it very hard to make any kind of compromise especially when it 

deals with security‖.
90

 

It is also important to note that not only are they affected by Arab‘s hostility towards their 

presence, Palestinian terrorism and criticisms from other countries, Israelis are also wary of 

foreign intervention
91

 and what they perceive to be the neglect of the U.S., especially with 

Obama in office.
92

 Palestinians, however, see U.S. intervention in a different light. Maher 

Ghniem, a minister in the appointed Palestinian Authority Cabinet (confiscated lands), 

recognises ―Israel‘s right to exist‖, ―the two-state solution to 1967 borders‖ and believes that 

in order for peace to be achieved, it is important that international government officials 

observe the reality on the ground as this will lead to ―a new story about the Palestinian issue, 

the Palestinian case [that] will change international and public opinion‖.
93

 On the issue of 

U.S. intervention, Ghniem contends that ―the unlimited support from the West and America‖, 

―the financial support, the unlimited support in terms of military powers and tools... to a large 

extent affect Israeli policy against Palestinians‖.
94

  

As noted, the U.S. continues to support Israel in aid, military intelligence and equipment; 

more importantly, it supports through the lack of criticisms against Israel‘s policies and 

practices that violate international law and human rights. Israel frequently justifies its policies 

through the arguments that they are implemented to protect Israel‘s security. Understandably, 

a large portion of this security is threatened by Hamas and Palestinian terrorism. Nomika 

Zion, an Israeli who lives in Sderot, the town affected by Qassam rocket attacks from Gaza, 

says that the people of her town have turned to extremism as their hostility towards Gaza 

increases and that Palestinian terrorism has created a vicious cycle of revenge and fear within 

the community. However, she argues that over the years, ―Israel became more and more 

racist‖ and adds that there can only be peace when Israel breaks the siege in Gaza.
95

 In a 

much publicised article, she directs her arguments towards her Government and their attack 

on Gaza from late 2008 till 2009: ―Not in my name and not for me did you go into this war. 

The bloodbath in Gaza is not in my name nor for my security‖ (Zion 2009). She also notes 
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that ―the only solution today is for the international community to put pressure on both 

sides‖.
96

 

The idea of entrusting peace to the UN and the international community though is not always 

accepted in Israel. Carmel questions the capability and credibility of the UN in resolving the 

conflict and believes that the UN applies different standards amongst the various member 

states. More importantly, he believes that because the ―UN declared Zionism as racism‖, 

―Israel cannot see the UN or the Hague or any other international groups of justice as 

someone they can trust‖ and ―unless there would be an implementation which is equal to 

every country and every citizen, you cannot expect someone to trust these decisions‖.
97

  

Palestinians, on other hand, rely heavily on UN resolutions and international law. They 

believe that these rules have safeguarded their aspirations and strengthened their arguments 

toward the restoration of their basic rights. As noted by Muhammad Jaradat, the coordinator 

for Badil, a Palestinian centre for residency and refugee rights, the problem between both 

sides are ―not really territorial issue but mostly people rights problems‖.
98

 Ashraf Jubeh, a 

shop owner in Jerusalem, says that the problem with current peace negotiations is that they 

are conducted between a stronger and a weaker power. He adds that ―for the Palestinian 

people living in Jerusalem, we live under Israeli government... and we pay tax... but we don‘t 

get any services‖.
99

 Other conversations with Palestinian refugees, including a refugee from 

1948, and the wider Palestinian population, call for the right of return of refugees, a freeze on 

settlement and house demolition programmes, East Jerusalem as their eventual capital, the 

easing of checkpoints, freedom of movement and access to their olive plantations - these will 

lead to the possibility of a viable Palestinian state.  

Israelis, however, generally have a different response to this, especially on the status of 

Jerusalem, Israeli settlements and the right of return of Palestinian refugees. Jerusalem, in 

their opinion, should remain as one city and it is impossible to divide it. However, there are 

disagreements on whether the whole city should be kept as one or just the holy areas of 

Jerusalem. On the issue of settlements, Carmel argues that it very much depends on where 

those settlements are, how they were erected and that the Jewish community prior to the 

establishment of Israel in 1948 had ―built houses in places that were important to Jewish 
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presence [and] this was the right thing to do at that time because without that, we will never 

have a state‖.
100

 However, Rona Tal, an Israeli student of Hebrew University, notes that 

present settlements was ―done like in lines to cut the West Bank into pieces‖ and that it is 

―planned to stop the two-state solution‖.
101

 Amongst the issues of the status of Jerusalem and 

Israeli settlements, the right of return of Palestinian refugees remains the most contentious 

issue. On whether he supports the right of return of Palestinian refugees, Carmel says that at 

present, he would not support that but only ―if there would be a state that will treat both 

nationalities with equality‖ and they can be assured security.
102

 

Amongst themselves, Palestinians and Israelis differ on what the most ideal solution 

regarding final borders would entail. Zoughbi Zoughbi, founder and director of Wi‘am, a 

Palestinian Conflict Resolution Centre, argues for a ―one bi-national multifaith state‖
103

 while 

Constantine Dabbagh, Executive Director of the Middle East Council of Churches 

Department of Service for Palestinian Refugees in the Gaza Strip, prefers a return ―to 1967 

borders‖.
104

 Israelis differ on their preferences as well. Carmel argues for a ―one bi-national 

state‖
105

 while Tal Shahar prefers a ―two-state solution‖ as ―a one-state solution is not a 

realistic idea. It‘s not a good start‖ and ―a one-state solution is not a way for us as Jewish to 

create our national home‖.
106

  

The views discussed thus far are reflections of the Israeli and Palestinian publics. It is 

important to acknowledge these aspirations and visions of peace as these perspectives do 

impact on both the perception and practices of Australian lobby groups.  

Australian Lobby Groups: Their Vision of Peace 
 

Israeli and Palestinian lobby groups in Australia share much of the same concerns as their 

counterparts in Israel and the Palestinian Occupied Territories. The issue of ensuring Israel‘s 

security and Palestinians‘ rights are the most prominent themes that come up during 

discussion of the conflict in Australia. The pro-Israel lobby in Australia shares similar views 

to some Israelis, and questions the legitimacy of the UN and international law in achieving 
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peace between Israelis and Palestinians. Their arguments mainly rest on the capacity of 

international law to adapt to changing political circumstances that are not centred on threats 

by sovereign nations but by international terrorism networks.  

Wertheim argues that ―Israel has every interest in upholding international law and 

international legitimacy‖ but that ―the great difficulty that Israel faces is that whilst 

international law was framed very much with a state-centric role in mind‖, at present, ―threats 

of force against states no longer come from others states or no longer principally come from 

other states‖.
107

 He cites the example of Israel using force against defending its sovereignty 

against Hamas and other terrorist groups where the traditional language of international law 

does not provide for. He contends that Israel‘s argument had been the right of self-defence, 

which is legitimate under Article 51 of the UN Charter, however, ―what that right of self-

defence consists of has to change to meet changing circumstances‖ and the ―law has to adapt 

itself to meet new sources of threat and new forms of warfare‖.
108

  

More specifically, on the issue of ensuring Israel‘s security, there is a unanimous consent 

among the pro-Israel lobby that Hamas has to be politically and militarily defeated before a 

genuine peace can be established. The problem is ―Israel can‘t destroy Hamas because that 

will just create popularity for Hamas. Hamas has to be destroyed by Palestinians‖ and only if 

―Fatah regained popularity and credibility and if it militarily defeated Hamas, there would be 

a chance for peace‖.
109

 

Palestinian lobby groups are against the acts of terrorism that have been perpetrated by 

Hamas as well and, arguably more so, because these acts of terrorism fit into the international 

―propaganda around the war on terrorism [that has] absolutely blanketed and suppressed an 

open dialogue and debate around the Israel and Palestine [issue]‖.
110

 Alex Whisson notes that 

before any discussion regarding the injustice that Palestinians face, politicians and journalists 

will first engage in conversations about the problem of Islamic terrorism.
111
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Palestinian lobby groups acknowledge the concerns over Israel‘s security and continue to 

condemn acts of terrorism. However, while these issues are recognised as significant 

obstacles to peace, it is also important to acknowledge that unless Palestinians‘ aspirations 

are fulfilled and their rights restored, it is likely that Palestinian terrorism by certain factions 

of the Palestinian society will continue, and that a genuine peace may never be achieved. 

Therefore, the adherence to UN conventions and international law, according to Palestinian 

lobby groups, is paramount to achieving this goal. While international law recognises the 

sovereignty of Israel and the unlawful nature of terrorist acts, international law also stipulates 

the restoration of Palestinians‘ rights. Additionally, Israel‘s ongoing occupation of Palestinian 

land and the practices that violate the dignity of Palestinians are in fact encouraging 

terrorism, and do not serve to address their security concerns (Howard 2003). 

The importance of identifying these narratives amongst the various supporters and lobby 

groups from both the Israeli and Palestinian side is significant. Not only is it important to 

understand the struggles and aspirations of Israelis and Palestinians, these narratives 

alongside that of Israeli and Palestinian lobby groups in Australia are telling of the lobbies‘ 

agenda and the message presented to politicians, the media, the public and other areas where 

they deem necessary to promote their cause. The next section looks mainly at the two most 

prominent Israeli and Palestinian lobby groups in Australia, AIJAC and Australians for 

Palestine respectively, how these lobby groups operate in Australia and the various strategic 

forms of communication and mechanisms that they engage.  

The Operations of the Israeli and Palestinian Lobby Groups in Australia  
 

The mechanisms behind the way the Israeli and Palestinian lobbies in Australia seek to 

influence politicians, the media, the public and other strategic areas mirror that of the 

activities in lobby groups in the U.S. According to Jeremy Jones, AIJAC‘s primary ―concern 

is explaining the rationale behind what Israel does, rather than say it‘s right or wrong‖.
112

 As 

an organisation, AIJAC purports to represent the interest of the Jewish community in 

Australia, tries ―to put a good image forward of Australia in Israel‖ and ―a good image 

forward of Israel in Australia‖.
113

 For instance, Carlill notes that AIJAC puts forward the 

Israeli narrative to politicians and if AIJAC thinks that ―Israel is being disproportionately 
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criticised in the media, we will attempt to put an opinion piece which we think will readdress 

that balance‖.
114

  

In addition, AIJAC would often provide submissions to government officials who have 

enquiries into Middle East policies, organise meetings between Israeli academics and 

bureaucrats, put in place a programme for politicians visiting Israel, distribute the monthly 

magazine Australian/Israel Review to politicians, ―help journalists be more informed‖ and if 

AIJAC ―were to argue about why Australia should vote a certain way in the United Nations‖, 

they would submit a dossier to politicians with credible research to back their argument.
115

 

AIJAC also believes in exposing politicians, the media and the public to Israel as they 

―believe that Israel is a very positive product in all its flaws‖.
116

 Carlill also contends that 

AIJAC tries to ―create an understanding of Israel‘s situation to Australian opinion makers‖ 

and has ―been very successful‖ in building Australia‘s relationship with Israel.
117

 He also 

notes that the Australia Israel Chamber of Commerce (AICC) has been successful in building 

mutual trade relations between the two countries, and that the Jewish National Fund has 

sponsored links between Australian and Israeli environmental organisations to be engaged in 

water preservation projects.  

Australians for Palestine, according to Moammar Mashni, surrounds its advocacy along 

similar lines as that of AIJAC. They brief members of parliament, universities, the media, 

religious institutions and the general public on their perspective of the Israel-Palestine issue. 

They also bring in overseas speakers and organise events for Al-Nakba in May every year.
118

 

Australians for Palestine also note that they aspire to provide resources and services to 

businesses; however, unlike AIJAC which maintains close ties with AICC, the main 

governing body that presides over Arab trade relations with Australia, the Australia Arab 

Chamber of Commerce (AACCI) has no affiliation with them.  
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In an interview with Cynthia Dearin, Chief Executive Officer of AACCI, she argues that 

―AACCI is not a political organisation so when you‘ve got things like Israel and Palestine 

conflict, we really try to steer away from that issue‖.
119

 Even if Australians for Palestine 

establishes close ties with AACCI, Australia‘s ―trade with Palestine is pretty limited and 

pretty difficult to do because of the circumstances there‖.
120

 Dearin also notes that while the 

Arab League has placed a boycott on Israeli products, ―life goes on with or without the Israel-

Palestine conflict‖ and the Arab countries will continue trading with Australia even if 

Australia carries Israeli products.
121

 It is important to note here that it is not a deliberate 

attempt to include the viewpoint of AACCI while excluding that of AICC. Rather, AICC 

kindly rejected offering any perspective as according to Simon White, Chief Executive 

Officer of the Queensland branch of AICC, ―AICC is a business association focused on 

growing trade and business opportunity between Australia and Israel... We do not involve 

ourselves in political matters in anyway, and remain impartial to any matters not pertaining to 

our core charter of reciprocal trade‖.
122

 

On the whole, the operations of both AIJAC and Australians for Palestine do not differ 

greatly. Both lobby groups seek to target politicians, the media, the public and relevant 

community groups with the purpose of advocating their perspective on the Israel-Palestine 

conflict and the policy Australia should adopt. What differs, however, is the capacity and 

degree to which these groups are able to access various sectors of the Australian community 

especially the media and politicians. This is determined by the extent to which access, 

funding and resources are available to them. More importantly, the potential of influencing 

politicians and the media heavily depends on the existing perceptions held by politicians and 

their ongoing relationship with the media. These arguments will be addressed in the next 

section as it is important to first discuss the existing perceptions of lobby groups on 

Australia‘s relationship with, and policy on, the Israel-Palestine peace process.  
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Lobby Groups, Community Organisations and their Perception of 
Australia’s Policy on the Israel-Palestine Peace Process 

AIJAC and other supporters of Israel‘s cause in Australia have a positive image of Australia‘s 

relationship and policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. Jones notes that having 

travelled to Israel 45 times in his life, in Israel, ―Australia is [often] spoken of as an honest 

broker‖ which inspires ―some confidence that it‘s trustworthy when it comes to Israel‖.
123

 In 

the perspective of AIJAC, therefore, Australia has generally taken an independent and moral 

stance in its foreign policy approach. AIJAC believes that more than ―virtually any other 

country, the Australian government successively, going back over 30 years have looked at 

how [to] achieve the best possible outcome for everybody. They‘re not into grandstanding, 

they‘re not into condemning [and] they‘re not into giving one side support of the other‖.
124

  

These sentiments are confirmed by Australian politicians such as  Michael Baume, a former 

Australian politician and diplomat, who contends that successive Australian governments 

believe Israel to be the only effective democracy in the Middle East and that the Holocaust 

and the many survivors who came to Australia have had  

a significant impact on attitudes of war and post-war generations of Australians,  

particularly in business and for those interested in the Arts, where Jewish immigrants 

have made such an enormous positive impact. This positive contribution to Australia's 

status has yet to be matched by the Muslim intake. 
125

 

Baume also suggests that there is ―widespread public admiration for Israel's effectiveness in 

defending its interests‖
126

 in Australia, especially regarding Operation ―Entebbe
127

, the Six 

Day War and taking out Iraq‘s nuclear capacity‖.
128

 

It is useful to note here that Gerald Steinberg, a prominent professor at Israel‘s Bar Ilan 

University, argues that ―Australian leaders, from both major parties, maintain a principled 

approach, in contrast to the ideological approach of many European and other states‖, and 
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that this approach is based on ―the recognition of Israel as embodying the values such as 

democracy, defense against terror and multicultural tolerance that are also common to 

Australian values‖.
129

 On the whole, he notes that Australian political officials and policy-

makers  

generally view Israel as a fellow democracy, attacked by radical terrorists, and in need  

of moral, diplomatic and military support, and also able to provide assistance in these 

areas to Australia... While maintaining interactions with Arab leaders, including 

Palestinians that are not engaged in terrorism (officials of the Palestinian Authority) 

and the Arab League, there is a recognition of the realities of the region, and the 

failure of these actors to actively promote peace. This is both a realist position, which 

also reflects Australian interests in terms of responding to terror threats, and a 

principled position, which seeks to promote common values.
130

 

Carlill shares this view and says that Israel maintains a positive image of Australia that goes 

back to the time of Australia‘s involvement in the First and Second World War. More 

importantly, this positive image stems from ―Australia‘s firm political support of Israel since 

Israel‘s creation‖ and because ―most mainstream Australian politicians have a favourable 

view of Israel‖.
131

 He adds that AIJAC‘s and Australia‘s policy on the conflict are ―pretty 

much inline. Australia supports a two-state resolution towards the conflict as does AIJAC‖.
132

 

However, Carlill adds that AIJAC is occasionally concerned with the way Australia votes in 

the UN and hopes that Australia consistently votes with those resolutions that help bring 

about peace. 

Wertheim acknowledges the Labor Government‘s strident support for the Jewish cause and 

the establishment of the State of Israel even before 1948. He also notes that the way the 

Liberal Party of Australia has approached the issue has been appropriate.
133

 Therefore, 

AIJAC and Australian Jewish organisations believe that Australia has always ―had a strong 
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understanding of the Israeli position‖ and that ―Australian politicians probably have a much 

better understanding than some other country‘s politicians‖.
134

 

Carlill extends these arguments and explains ―the reasons why Australia would have a pro-

Israel foreign policy‖.
135

 The factors he highlights include the importance of strategic 

interests, servicing the U.S.-Australia alliance, Australian access to valuable Israeli 

intelligence, economic interests and tourism. Economically speaking, Carlill notes that ―there 

are only benefits and no disadvantages to being pro-Israel‖ as ―Arab and Muslim states would 

continue selling Australia oil‖ and they would ―continue investing in Australia regardless of 

Australia‘s position so there‘s no reason for Australia not to be‖.
136

 He also says that while 

newspapers such as The Age and to a certain extent, The Sydney Morning Herald lean toward 

pro-Palestinian news coverage, he contends that ―Australia politicians are not influenced by 

either of them‖ and that ―Australian politicians do tend to take, apart from [interests he 

listed]...a moral stand‖.
137

 Carlill‘s argument parallels discussions in Chapter 3 on the lack of 

media‘s impact on Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

Like the Israeli lobby groups and advocates for Israel‘s cause, Palestinian lobby groups in 

Australia contend that Australia has always been supportive of Israel and that its policy 

towards the conflict has always been pro-Israel. However, Palestinian lobby groups and 

advocates of the Palestinian cause are critical of this support, arguing that both sides of 

politics have been very reluctant to criticise Israel‘s position for many years.
138

 In their view, 

not only has Australia maintained a bias, uncritical and unconditional support for Israel, it 

continues to play a destructive role rather than a constructive role in the peace process.
139

 

They argue that there really ―is no good reason why Australia takes its stance‖: given the 

amount of trade that Australia does with the Middle East, versus its trade with Israel, 
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―Australia‘s foreign policy as far as not even being pro-Palestinian, as far as neutrality is 

concern, you would think would skew Australia‘s foreign policy to actually be neutral‖.
140

 

Palestinian lobby groups and advocates for the Palestinian cause argue that it is crucial for 

Australia to maintain a balanced approach towards the Israel-Palestine conflict. Paul 

Heywood-Smith, Chairperson of Australian Friends of Palestine, notes that regarding the 

relationship between Australia and the Middle East, Australia is regarded very poorly and 

that its reputation has been affected by its uncritical support of Israel.
141

 He states that this is 

the reason ―why there‘s no support for Australia to be a non-permanent member of the 

Security Council‖.
142

 This view is also shared by Ross Burns who argues that it is important 

for Australia to have a more critical and balanced policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict as  

these things are important in terms of the credibility of foreign policy because a whole  

  raft of international legal issues relate to these political postures... [Also,] we wouldn‘t  

  have any chance of getting into the Security Council because the whole point of  

  getting into the Security Council is that you‘re elected as Australia, not as the country  

  that‘s always covering for Israel... It‘s not just important in our bilateral stance with  

  Israel. It‘s important in terms of our relations with our region and with the United  

  Nations, and the whole multinational system. So I think that a country of our size, the  

  fourteenth or fifteenth biggest economy in the world, has got to have a credible  

  foreign policy and it‘s got to look [like] it‘s voting in its own national interests‖.
143

  

Burns adds that it is important for Australia to maintain a balanced policy which respects 

Australia‘s interests that have to be balanced against 21 or 22 other countries in the Middle 

East, the Islamic world, including Australia‘s own beliefs that countries should respect 

minorities. He adds that Australia needs ―to have the same balanced attitude to Israel than we 
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do to any other country, still recognising that there are big community concerns but they can‘t 

just overwhelm all your foreign policy or economic interests‖.
144

 

Palestinian lobby groups highlight that Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict 

contradicts Australian values such as that of a fair-go as ―the way in which the Australian 

Government tackles the foreign policy issue of Israel-Palestine is anything but a fair-go. 

They‘re certainly siding with the aggressor in the situation‖.
145

 Taking the argument further 

on why the Australian Government and Australians in general should push for a balanced 

policy, Whisson argues that if Australians are ―concerned about a bomb going off at Southern 

Cross station‖ for example, they should be pushing the Australian Government ―to pursue an 

independent foreign policy in the Middle East because this is actually the thing that is 

principally motivating people who might want to one day plant a bomb at Southern Cross‖.
146

 

Just How Effective are they? 
 

The effectiveness and success of advocacy through lobbying is hard to measure. The very 

nature of lobbying itself proves that advocacy is an ongoing process especially when it 

surrounds an issue like the Israel-Palestine conflict. It is easier to measure the success of a 

lobby group if the issue requires immediate attention and change. These issues are normally 

one-off issues, such as lobbying against the mining tax or improving the pension system 

whereby once addressed, lobbying for these agenda generally stop. Lobbying towards the 

Israel-Palestine conflict is set within a different framework as it is very much to do with 

establishing and maintaining a positive relationship between Australia and a country or a 

group of people. It is difficult to quantify the success of these movements, however, it can be 

argued that how effective the Israeli or Palestinian lobby groups are in Australia can be 

gauged by the extent to which their concerns are reflected in Australian society and especially 

at the political level as this issue mainly involves the establishment and sustenance of positive 

diplomatic relations.  

Lobbying, as noted by Julian Fitzgerald (2006, 33), ―is a very time-consuming and expensive 

business‖. Adequate funding, therefore, is a crucial factor for successful lobbying campaigns 

as it allows lobby groups to access the various sectors of the community, organise events, 
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sponsor press and political trips, contribute to election campaigns of potential and existing 

parliamentarians, fund advertisements in the media, sponsor key events, and hold publicity 

campaigns through conferences or functions. In addition, when a lobby group faces an 

opposing advocacy campaign, funding becomes an important factor as it is able to determine 

the range of activities that can be carried out and access to key bodies of influence in society 

over their opponents. While funding is not the only factor that affects the success of a lobby 

group, it is a significant factor in providing a foundation for all other conditions to be met 

(such as access to key areas of society, the receptivity and impact of their agenda in those 

areas, and the timing to which major issues pertaining to their advocacy can be addressed). 

In Australia, the Jewish community has generally been prosperous and influential. Since 

White settlement in Australia, Jews have ―generally assimilated within society, achieving 

positions of influence in politics, business, the profession and the arts‖ (Loewenstein 2007, 

200). The Arab and Muslim communities, however, are not as assimilated into Australian 

society as not only are they relatively recent migrants to Australia, the communities are 

generally disparate and not as well-financed (Loewenstein 2007). These factors have played 

into the degree of effectiveness of Israeli and Palestinian lobbying in Australia. They have 

impacted on the extent to which the lobbies have built relationships with key contacts in the 

relevant sectors of society, gained access to those areas and the extent to which their narrative 

has been received. 

Arguably, AIJAC is the most effective pro-Israel lobby group in Australia. Their staff and 

members are well-organised, articulate, resourceful, influential, well-connected in important 

areas in Australian society, and the organisation is well-funded by private donations 

(Loewenstein 2007). These attributes have allowed AIJAC to access various levels of the 

Australian society and more importantly, it allows AIJAC to fund politicians on political or 

study trips to Israel as they ―believe that Israel is a very positive product‖.
147

 According to 

Claire Moore, Senator of Queensland, the Israeli lobby in Australia ―has been very effective 

on all sides of parliament and if you look at Hansard,
148

 [you] regularly have politicians from 

both sides getting up making defensive statements about Israeli actions‖.
149

 She adds that the 

pro-Israel lobby has created ―a very effective process in Australia of politicians being taken 

to Israel‖ on ―funded trips‖ where they ―tend to meet up with people who share their view but 
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also reinforcing the wonderful way that Israel has been formed in adversity [and] growth‖.
150

 

Maria Vamvakinou, a Member of Parliament and Federal Member for Calwell, shares this 

view and also says that the Israeli lobby is very effective, well-resourced, ―work very hard in 

capturing the hearts and minds of members of parliament‖ and ―have programmes where they 

send members of parliament to Israel‖.
151

  

Moreover, ―the Jewish community has developed the most sophisticated structure of any 

Australian ethnic community to monitor its enemies, to provide information and briefings to 

journalists and politicians, and to work to influence opinion makers‖ (Markus 2004, 120). 

The pro-Israel lobby in Australia has also maintained an influential role in the media. This is 

not to say that they control the media or that articles are reviewed by them prior publication. 

The lobby is often effective in the sense of being able to set the perimeters of discussion 

regarding the Israel-Palestine conflict or any articles to do with Israel generally. In his book 

My Israel Question, Loewenstein (2007) extensively documents the impact the lobby has on 

the media in Australia. He (Loewenstein 2007) argues that AIJAC finds it impossible to 

accept articles that do not sit well with their agenda or challenge the policies of the Israeli 

Government. More importantly, ―AIJAC and other lobbyists are wearing down journalists 

and other media professionals‖, and these campaigns have contributed to ―staff departures‖, 

―low morale‖, and ―impoverishing the culture of media organisations‖ as ―the fear of being 

attacked by lobbyists is directly leading to certain subjects or perspectives being ignored or 

side-lined‖ (Loewenstein 2007, 255). The analysis of the media‘s coverage of the Israel-

Palestine peace process in Australia in Chapter 3 reflects Loewenstein‘s observation. The 

Australian media have neglected crucial discussions surrounding the history of the conflict 

which is important as it provides the aspirations and motives of Israel, and Palestinians‘ 

ongoing discontent with Israel and its policies which violate the rights of Palestinians.  

In response to the critique of the impact of the pro-Israel lobby on the media, Paratz notes 

that if Australian Jews controlled the media, there would not be as many reports attacking 

Israel. He adds that the Jewish community has probably benefitted from the fact that a lot of 

them are now second or third generation Australians that have been brought up and educated 

in the Australian system, ―completely understanding the idiom of the journalists, can 

understand the implications of the questions they‘re asked‖, and ―has probably been able to 
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project to Australian politicians its message effectively but that doesn‘t mean there‘s any 

undue influence‖.
152

 

Palestinian lobby groups in Australia are generally small in size, more diverse, less 

uniformed and not particularly well-organised.
153

 Australians for Palestine, for example, only 

consists of three full-time staff and do not have the finances to match groups such as AIJAC. 

Whisson notes that ―there is an obvious difference there in terms of resources, finance‖ and 

―social-political networking‖.
154

 Whisson contends that the Australian pro-Israel lobby has a 

far more advanced and well-entrenched network of influence among key journalists, and ―the 

affinity and sympathy of the key power brokers in Government‖ that is ―difficult to 

dislodge‖.
155

 He adds that this gives the pro-Israel lobby an advantage as they are already 

talking to people who are already friends or sympathisers at the outset. 

As in the U.S., the Arab and Muslim community in Australia are not as assimilated and well-

established in the Australian society as they are considered relatively recent migrants 

compared to the Jewish community. This has impacted on the extent to which these groups 

have connections with people in key sectors of the Australian society. Maria Vamvakinou 

notes that the Jewish Diaspora is highly resourced and a lot more engaged in the Australian 

political process while the Palestinian community have not been as engaged in formal 

political process, and much of the promotion of the Palestinian cause is done through 

advocacy.
156

 

Palestinian lobby groups contend that they have been successful in educating the Australian 

public on the Palestinian narrative and what they believe to be the important issues of the 

Israel-Palestine conflict. The findings in Chapter 4 suggest this to be the case. The main 

question for them now ―is how and when that will translate to a sea-change at the media 

level, and more importantly at the level of federal politics and Federal Government‖.
157

 

Whisson further contends that the pro-Israel lobby controls ―the perimeters of the debate‖ and 

―the agenda or the terms of references of what is permissible to say and what is not‖ in the 
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media consequently Palestinian lobby groups ―end up having to spend a great deal of time 

and resources getting through all the preliminaries of no we‘re not terrorists, no we‘re not 

anti-Semites, no we‘re not in favour of an Islamic caliphate, we don‘t think Hamas suicide 

bombing is a good thing‖ before they can begin to talk to the media about what they want 

to.
158

 

The language and propaganda of terrorism have made it more difficult for Palestinian lobby 

groups to successfully put their agenda across without crossing the line of being considered 

supportive of terrorism. Not only does this difficulty persist in Palestinian lobby groups‘ 

relationship with the media, it is also present in the way politicians understand the conflict. 

Vamvakinou notes that the reality is that many politicians may not have this great awareness 

of the details of this conflict. This results in a simplified way of viewing the conflict as one of 

Palestinians ―constantly firing rockets into Israel and that Israel has a right to defend 

itself‖.
159

 Vamvakinou adds that this simplistic view ―holds true for a lot of members of 

parliament‖ which makes it ―easier for the Israeli committee to win its argument‖ as 

Palestinians are not seen as a group of people who were dispossessed from their land but as 

perpetrators of terrorism.
160

 

The discussions have shown that Israeli and Palestinian lobby groups in Australia employ 

similar techniques in articulating their agenda in the political and social spheres of Australian 

society. These techniques generally seek to establish and maintain close ties with politicians, 

the media and the public. The difference, however, lies in the degree of financial assistance, 

availability of resources and how Australian politicians understand their respective concerns. 

More importantly, the extent to which the existing socio-political climate in Australia allows 

these views to penetrate determines the obstacles these groups have to overcome in order to 

articulate their agenda. As Australia is part of the allied force on the ‗War on Terror‘, most 

politicians are able to identify with Israel‘s argument for security and the right to self-defence 

much easier than the Palestinian narrative of self-determination as the latter is often perceived 

to be part of the terrorism debate that has dominated foreign policy since September 11 and 

the Bali bombings in Jakarta. 
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As noted in the present and earlier chapters, there is no obvious relationship between the 

media, public opinion and Australia‘s foreign policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. 

The question then returns to: what, if any, is the main domestic factor that influences 

Australia‘s policy on the conflict? There are arguments that contend that Australia‘s support 

for Israel stems from its enduring alliance with the U.S.  Paratz points out that Australia has 

―generally voted with the United States on most votes in the Middle East‖ and that Australia 

is ―seen as part of the U.S. block and there‘s strategic reasons for that‖.
161

 Wertheim shares 

this view and contends that the major determinant of Australia‘s attitude to the Israel-

Palestinian conflict has been the American alliance.
162

 There are also arguments that speak of 

the history of the intimate relationship between Australia and Israel, insisting that ―most 

Australians who go to Israel feel an affinity with the people in a funny way‖ and ―there‘s a 

political affiliation based on the view of the principles [of] democracy‖.
163

 

In response to these suggestions, as a former Australian ambassador to Israel, Burns argues, 

―it‘s not the alliance with the U.S.‖ that has shaped Australia‘s political approach towards the 

Israel-Palestine conflict.
164

 According to Burns, Australia has carefully avoided signalling 

some of the negative things that the U.S. has signalled in relation to Israeli settlements which 

does not help the U.S.
165

 He is also against the argument that Israel is a strategic asset for 

Australia and that Australia‘s unquestioning support for Israel prevents Australia from 

―having full credibility with the countries we may want to have strategic relationships with 

which happens to be Muslim like Indonesia‖.
166

 This argument parallels one that was put 

forth in the late 1960s, which states that Australia‘s uncritical alliance with the U.S. and its 

participation in the Vietnam War has not only put Australia in a dangerous position but also 

questioned the country‘s values (Teichmann 1969). In addition, Teichmann (1969) argues 

that Australia should be bold enough to be neutral in situations that do not benefit Australia‘s 
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national interests and recognise that it is justifiable to adopt an unsentimental and neutralist 

foreign policy. 

Burns has been criticised for precisely this argument by an editorial piece in The Australian 

on August 25, 2006. The article (The Australian 2006, 13) states that  

Australia's support for Israel hardly rates as a concern for Indonesia, Malaysia, or any  

of our other neighbours with whom John Howard has built strong relations over the 

past decade. Topics such as Papuan asylum-seekers, terrorism, drug trafficking and 

Asian security and development drive our relationship with Indonesia; Israel has 

never been a feature of bilateral talks between us. And in any case one does not 

abandon principles for convenience. Indonesia is a democracy with as much to lose 

from Islamic fundamentalism as Australia or Israel. Much the same can be said for 

Malaysia as well. Nor would abandoning Israel help the cause of peace.  

In response, Burns contends that it is not that he supports abandoning Israel nor is he 

questioning Australia‘s support for a sovereign Israel. He believes that maintaining an 

approach to the Australia-Israel relationship that is uncritical of Israel‘s policies, which 

violate the rights of Palestinians, is detrimental to Australia‘s long-term credibility in the 

international community. More importantly, it brings to question the values that Australia 

holds, and that its support for the UN and international law is contradicted by its uncritical 

support for Israel whose practices toward Palestinians violate the very foundations that those 

institutions have been built on.  

In addition, Robb notes that the Australian media and public opinion have minimal impact on 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process and suggests that it is the pro-Israel 

lobby and business groups that have an impact on Australian policy-makers.
167

 Robb argues 

that the pro-Israel lobby in Australia and the Australian Jewish community are effective 

because Australian Jews have not only successfully integrated into Australian life, they have 

held prominent positions in Australian society, business and the arts. Therefore, he suggests 

that it is inevitable that the concerns of the Jewish community are heard as they have 

established extensive networks and relationships in Australian society. 
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The pro-Israel lobby, however, argues against suggestions that it has influence over 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine issue.
168

 Carlill says that Australia‘s foreign policy 

has been pro-Israel even before AIJAC existed, and it appears that AIJAC has ―‖influence‖ 

because it wants the Government to do what the Government is already doing‖.
169

 He adds 

that AIJAC‘s task ―is particularly easy because the overwhelming majority of politicians in 

Australia are in support of the Israeli narrative‖, which is not the result of AIJAC but ―of 

them being in a position that ordinary Australians aren‘t. They have access to information. 

They have time to think and consider what their opinions are‖.
170

  

These sentiments are also shared by Michael Baume, a former politician from the Australian 

Liberal Party, who believes that Australia‘s strong support for ―Israel's right to exist and to 

defend itself‖ and Australia‘s ―opposition to attempts to destroy Israel (the only truly 

effective democracy in the region) has been striking as it puts principle above self-interest as 

Australia's trade with anti-Israel countries massively exceeds that with Israel‖.
171 Baume also 

notes that while ―pro-Israel lobbying (and Jewish influence in general) in Australia is far 

more effective than the often ill-considered activities of the anti-Israel lobby‖, Australian 

politicians are much more influenced by the impact of Australia‘s policies on issues like 

Israel-Palestine on international alliances (which appear to have overwhelming electoral 

support) than on local pressure group presentations.
172

 Andrew Robb shares Baume‘s 

concerns and notes that it is difficult to arrive at a lasting solution to the Israel-Palestine 

conflict if most of the 21 Arab countries surrounding Israel do not accept Israel‘s legitimacy 

and maintain a hostile view of it.
173

 

Julia Irwin, a former Australian Labor Party Member of Parliament for the seat of Fowler, 

however, contends that  

in Australia there is a significant degree of residual sympathy for Jewish people and  

for the State of Israel. This makes the task of the Israeli lobby easier since it only has 
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to maintain an accepted position rather than change the minds of a proportion of the 

population.  [However,] this makes it harder for politicians to step outside the 

accepted views of a large proportion of the population.  While there has been some 

erosion of these attitudes particularly following the Gaza War and the relief flotilla, it 

will not change overnight.  For politicians, supporting Israel is a safe option, no 

criticism from colleagues or the media and very little criticism from the electorate.
174

 

Speaking of his experiences as a diplomat, Burns contends that while his job includes 

consular work, bilateral work and ensuring the concerns of Australians in Israel are met, he 

notes that much of the relationship between Australia and Israel ―is usually done through the 

lobby organisations in Australia, so the embassy is not really in the loop in all of them‖.
175

 

For example, he notes that during his time as Australia‘s ambassador to Israel, Australia had 

about six or eight ministerial frontbench opposition visits and only one of them was handled 

through the embassy. The others were handled by the lobby groups. 

Burns argues that lobby groups ―complicate the business of government‖ and spoil 

Australia‘s ―ability to perceive things from the point of view of purely Australian 

interests‖.
176

 Commenting on the impact of business groups and the influence they have on 

foreign policy, Ross Burns notes that ―on the Arab side, they tend not to be at all political and 

to avoid that. On the Israeli side, there is a Chamber of Commerce which is very effective‖ 

and has ―a soft political agenda‖ which entails ―sending subsidised visitors to Israel all the 

time. A lot of these ministers I said who went to Israel came under the Chamber of 

Commerce banner‖. 
177

 He adds that when these funded visitors reach Israel, they are usually 

exposed to the Israeli narrative and government propaganda, and that is the reason why these 

trips are handled independently because the embassy will try and bring ―balance which will 

remind people that there is more to one‘s eye‖.
178

  

Julia Irwin agrees and contends that Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict is 

―impossible to justify in diplomatic or commercial terms‖ as it is irrational to ―give 
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unquestioning support to a distant country of six million people and jeopardise good trade 

relations with over 300 million people in the region‖.
179

 Irwin acknowledges Burns‘ views 

about how Australian ―diplomats are well aware of the cost of backing Israel, but the policy 

direction is set in concrete at home‖ and that the ―only justification can be domestic 

considerations and the influence of the Israeli lobby‖.
180

 

Vamvakinou shares similar sentiments. As a Member of Parliament, she highlights that while 

the Government did not necessarily become pro-Israel because of the lobbying, the pro-Israel 

lobby in Australia ―does impact on the consideration of a lot of people‖ as this is a 

community that will political power because it also has economic power‖.
181

 She adds that 

the pro-Israel lobby has had much more political connections and clout, compared to the 

Palestinian lobby groups, and asserts that ―it‘s not the justice of the issue that is driving our 

policy, but it‘s the relationship it has with one side‖.
182

  

Australia and Israel have always shared a close relationship. This relationship has not only 

been founded on arguments of sharing a common culture, history, strategic interests and 

security interests, but as noted, there are also very intimate and emotional ties that bind the 

two countries. For example, Malcolm Fraser, Australia‘s Prime Minister from the years 1975 

to 1983, strongly believed that Israel has to be supported because it was the ―Western bastion 

in the Middle East‖. While he described ―the Palestinian question as probably the single most 

serious threat to peace‖, Fraser was not in favour of a policy of even-handedness for the 

conflict, as demonstrated by a series of Australian votes in the UN, and ―almost whatever 

Israel asked of Australia, the Fraser Government would do its utmost to give‖ (Renouf 1986, 

127-28). Renouf (1986) notes that Fraser believed that the progress of peace in the Middle 

East would not only have repercussions in the region but in the world, yet Fraser still 

remained uncritical of Israel. 

Australia has always maintained a policy that supports Israel and has been reluctant to 

criticise its practices against Palestinians even when such practices violate international law 

and human rights. It is important to note that Australian politicians, such as Andrew Robb, 

confirm that Australian politicians are generally more sympathetic towards Israel. He adds 
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that the human rights commission in the UN ―is a joke‖ as some countries on the human 

rights committee are in violation of human rights themselves, and most human rights 

resolutions are targeted at Israel rather than countries like Uganda, Rwanda, Sudan or Iran.
183

  

AIJAC makes a valid point when it purports that their job is made easier because Australia‘s 

policy has been and continues to be pro-Israel. For the pro-Israel lobby in Australia, the task 

is not one of having to affect policy change but the comparatively less difficult task of policy 

maintenance. While this argument stands, it is also difficult to downplay the effectiveness of 

the lobby in ensuring that the Government maintains a pro-Israel policy given the extent to 

which the pro-Israel lobby is able to access politicians and the media, and is even largely 

involved in maintaining the relationship between Australia and Israel at a diplomatic level. 

Burns sums up the argument of the effectiveness of the pro-Israel lobby in Australia by 

asserting that under international law, everyone has the right to self-defence, therefore, when 

Australian politicians come out and say ―things like Israel has the right to defend itself as the 

answer to everything, then you know that person has been got at‖.
184

 

This chapter discussed the extent to which lobby groups have an influence on Australia‘s 

policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict. As noted in the beginning of this chapter, lobby groups 

do not make or control foreign policy. Ultimately, the government is the one that decides its 

foreign policy approach, how it wants to act in the international arena and which policies and 

governments to support. An analysis of lobby groups should only go so far as understanding 

the extent to which their opinions inform and are considered in the eventual policy process. 

According to Bell,  Collins, Jupp and  Rubinstein  (1983, 7), the important factors in 

determining the significance or clout of political lobbyists rests on their ―access to the 

media‖, ―levels of prosperity‖, ―levels of political activism, intensity of conviction about the 

issues‖ and ―strategic acumen‖. Based on these factors, ―the friends of Israel have inherently 

constituted a far more effective lobby, on the whole, than the friends of Palestinians‖ (Bell et 

al. 1983, 7). 

The various analyses, research and interviews presented in this chapter have shown that the 

pro-Israel lobby in Australia is very effective as it has built significant relationships with 

prominent figures in the Australian society. It also has the ability to articulate its agenda so 
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that it impacts on and is received by those key sectors. Additionally, it has the resources and 

finances to keep up-to-date with and respond to issues and policies that might affect its 

agenda. The pro-Israel lobby in Australia, therefore, fulfils the four conditions outlined by 

Gyngell and Wesley (2007) that have to be met in order to be effective in their advocacy. On 

the other hand, Palestinian lobby groups are not able to compete in these four areas due to 

lack of resources, finances and most importantly, existing perceptions held by politicians who 

are not able to move pass the ‗Israel has the right to self-defence‘ rhetoric towards a position 

that supports the rights of all people and states to self-defence, self-determination and a 

guarantee that their basic rights are met. 

Accordingly, it is fair to conclude that the pro-Israel lobby is the main domestic factor that 

influences Australia‘s enduring unconditional support for Israel in spite of Israel‘s practices 

that violate the rights of Palestinians. The pro-Israel lobby has been effective in influencing 

the positions of existing politicians, creating an environment of fear and silencing dissent in 

key areas of politics and the media even when Israel‘s ongoing treatment of Palestinians 

deserves criticism. Israel‘s policies and practices run contrary to standards of international 

law and human rights to which Australia usually subscribes. The reluctance of the Australian 

Government to criticise Israel‘s violations of human rights yet strongly condemn Palestinian 

terrorism brings into question the credibility, values and independence of Australia‘s 

approach regarding its foreign policy on the Israel-Palestine issue. 
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Conclusion 
 

In his speeches and cable responses to the Secretary-General of the UN, the U.S. Secretariat 

and other prominent figures at that time, H. V. Evatt had always recognised the importance of 

the position and solution toward the Palestine Question as being the issue that would make or 

break the UN. With confidence and much certainty, Evatt (1970, 219) contended that the 

―Palestine work is finished‖. More than 60 years on, however, not only is the ‗Palestine 

work‘ unfinished, the situation between Israel and Palestinians has exacerbated to the extent 

whereby reconciliation would require an overhaul and a rethink of Israel‘s, Palestinians‘ and 

the international society‘s political approaches toward the issue.  

 

The failure of the peace process and ongoing peace negotiations have been well-documented, 

however, the failure to highlight the international community‘s political approach as a 

significant factor in prolonging the conflict narrows the scope for understanding its 

intractability. Government‘s foreign policy, especially that of the U.S. and its allies, has aided 

in the prolonging of the conflict for two reasons: first, countries like the U.S. and Australia 

have remained vocal in criticising Palestinian terrorism while staying taciturn in criticising 

Israel‘s occupation of Palestine and practices that violate human rights; and second, on the 

few occasions where Israel‘s practices receive criticism, it is meaningless. For example, to 

speak out against the illegality of Israeli settlements while still continuously awarding them 

diplomatic support, and financial and military aid does not advance a resolution of the 

conflict. 

This thesis was primarily concerned with understanding the key domestic factors in shaping 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process and the implications of maintaining 

the current policy in relation to Australian values, identity and commitment to issues of 

human rights and upholding international law. It first identified the existing literature 

surrounding these issues and notes that domestic factors such as the media, public opinion 

and lobby groups have rarely been discussed in relation to the making of foreign policy in 

Australia. In addition, understanding Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process 

and its voting patterns at the UN on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ 

resolution is particularly significant given the leading role Australia played in the partition of 

Palestine in 1947. Although Australia has not played a major role as a peace broker between 

Israel and the Palestinians, it was not only the country which led the UN committee that dealt 
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with the partition of Palestine in 1947, but Australia was also the first country to recognise 

Israel as a sovereign state.  

More broadly, very few studies have focused on analysing middle powers like Australia and 

their role in the peace process of what is, arguably, the most important conflict for achieving 

international security, particularly in terms of Islam-West relations. As a middle power, 

Australia may not have the decisive voice, but according to His Excellency Professor Kim 

Woo Sang, Korean ambassador to Australia, Australia can have an influence and can play a 

leadership role in areas such as human security especially in setting the agenda.
185

 Professor 

Kim adds that there are certain roles that great powers cannot play as countries can be ―very 

sensitive when great powers jump in but middle powers don‘t actually threaten... Australia 

can be [the] perfect candidate [as] middle powers can cooperate together and figure out a way 

to deal with these issues with great powers‖.
186

 

The study of Australia‘s policy on one of the most salient conflicts in international relations 

stems from a common recognition that in order to promote a stable world order, states should 

be aware of their own actions in the international arena, the values they  hold or are  

perceived to hold, and how these values enmeshed with statecraft affect international 

relations. The next part of this thesis then looked at Australia‘s place in the world of 

international politics, its past involvements with countries and peoples facing the issue of 

self-determination, and the Australian values purported by the Government that shape 

Australian society. As a middle power that is located in a region whose history, values and 

beliefs may not necessarily parallel that of Australia, Australia has had to constantly balance 

its ideals to that of the reality that it finds itself. Coupling geopolitics and other factors such 

as its own history of White settlement, dispossession of the native population and large 

migrant community, the Australian society and especially its politicians have to be aware of 

the values, aspirations and ideas held by the various groups and how domestic ambitions are 

met at both the national and international levels.  

Australia‘s enduring relationship and support for Israel since 1948 stem from a belief that 

both countries share common values. At a lunch organised by the Executive Council of 

Australian Jewry, Stephen Smith (2009), Australia‘s former Foreign Minister and present 

Minster for Defence, said that Australia‘s relationship with Israel is very much premised on 
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―Australia's historical support for Israel and our shared commitment to freedom, security and 

democracy‖. This belief in shared values between both Australia and Israel was first espoused 

by Evatt and successive Australian governments have articulated shared values as the reason 

for the close bond between both countries. Perhaps this belief is itself enough to explain 

Australia‘s uncritical support for Israel, however, this study goes a step further and analysed 

the extent to which domestic factors such as the media, public opinion, and lobby and 

business groups have in influencing Australia‘s support for Israel and its policy on the Israel-

Palestine peace process.  

The Israel-Palestine conflict has been extensively covered in the Australian press with an 

average of more than one article per day in both The Australian and The Sydney Morning 

Herald. The analysis of 11 years of news reports reveals that the media tends to take a clichéd 

approach and focus news frames on the cycle of violence without providing adequate and 

appropriate historical context to which may help explain why the violence persists. As 

shown, the Australian public gets most of its information about the conflict from the media. 

Therefore, the lack of reference to the origins or historical context of the conflict has left the 

Australian public uninformed and perhaps uncertain over the motives and aspirations behind 

the violence. Nonetheless, the national survey done for the purposes of this study showed that 

the majority of Australians identify more with the Palestinian narrative and support their 

Government in adopting a policy on the conflict that is based on international law and human 

rights.  

While there was no evidence of the Australian press maintaining an open support for one side 

of the conflict, the views of the conflicting parties are presented uncritically and 

unquestioningly even when they clearly contrast with international law, human rights and the 

decisions of the UN. On this point, international law and UN resolutions concerning the 

conflict are rarely mentioned. No alternative perspective to a resolution other than the 

ongoing negotiation process is presented. Moreover, while news articles recognise the key 

issues such as Jerusalem, settlements and Palestinian refugees, very few discuss them in 

relation to UN resolutions or international law. In addition, the focus on ‗Palestinian 

terrorism‘ as posing a threat to Israel and international security, while disregarding the 

respective UN resolutions and international law that equally condemn Israel‘s occupation of 

Palestinian land reinforces the ‗language of security‘ that have dominated political discourse 

especially since September 11, 2001. 
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An overwhelming majority of Australians support the right of return of Palestinian refugees, 

the dismantlement of Israeli settlements, and for Jerusalem to be the shared capital of both 

Israel and a future Palestinian state. These findings parallel the beliefs of the majority of 

Australians that a resolution of the conflict should be based on UN resolutions and human 

rights, with an overwhelming support for Australia to adopt a policy that is based on 

international law. These findings suggest that should the media properly address the 

significance of international law that surrounds the main obstacles to peace, the public‘s 

interest might then be aroused to challenge the Australian government‘s current policy on the 

issue. Therefore, if only informed about the deprivation of Palestinians‘ basic needs and 

legitimate rights, on top of the need to maintain Israel‘s security, Australians might be more 

likely to further recognise the injustice and form an opinion about the inconsistency between 

Australian values and the government‘s policy on the conflict. 

The findings of the media‘s discourse and public opinion on the Israel-Palestine peace 

process suggest no obvious relationship between the media, public opinion and the making of 

foreign policy in Australia. It can be said that the media reflect and reiterate the Australian 

Government‘s concern with maintaining Israel‘s security. However, news coverage of the 

Israel-Palestine peace process suggests that the media assume an independent stand from the 

Government‘s political response. This is so as the media has acknowledged the perspectives 

of both Israelis and Palestinians and recognise the illegality of Israeli settlements. The 

Australian Government has, however, been reluctant to criticise Israel‘s violations of 

international law and human rights, and very seldom does it openly acknowledge the 

aspirations of Palestinians. For example, in one of his speeches, Stephen Smith (2009) only 

mentioned the illegality of Israeli settlements and the need to find a solution to ease the 

situation for ordinary Gazans once, while supporting Israel‘s security was mentioned at least 

five times. Smith failed to mention that collective punishment is illegal under international 

law and that the UN has stipulated that the siege on Gaza be lifted. 

In addition, the findings of this study suggest that the relationship between media and public 

opinion lies solely in the media‘s capacity in shaping the type of news Australians are 

exposed to. The type of news coverage, however, does not seem to reflect and share 

Australians‘ wide support for a just resolution of the conflict that is based on international 

law and human rights. Also, Australians‘ overwhelming support for their Government to 

adopt a policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process that is based on international law and 

human rights is also not reflected in Australia‘s current political approach towards the issue. 
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The only probable relationship between public opinion and foreign policy is seen in the lack 

of public pressure and support for the Australian Government to be more involved in the 

conflict, which could explain the lack of substance in the Government‘s Middle East policy 

as mentioned in Chapter 1.  

The decline in dedication and a comprehensive political approach towards one of the most 

important conflicts in international relations could either be the result of a government that is 

willing to go along with any peace negotiations between Israel and Palestine that are mainly 

brokered by the U.S., or that the Australian public have not developed a vested interest in a 

resolution of the conflict to the point where a critical mass is prepared to pressure the 

Government for policy change or at least the adoption of a more balanced approach. 

However, the Government maintains a policy that does not reflect Australians‘ recognition of 

the importance of achieving a just resolution, based on international law and human rights. 

This is reflected in the Australian Government‘s political approach towards the Israel-

Palestine peace process. The Government supports the ongoing negotiation process rather 

than UN resolutions as the basis of a solution and has voted against supporting the inalienable 

rights of Palestinians at the UN since 2004. 

Establishing that there is no obvious relationship between the media, public opinion and the 

Australian Government‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process, this study looked at the 

extent to which business and lobby groups have an influence toward maintaining Australia‘s 

enduring support for Israel. The research and interviews with prominent figures including 

former and present Australian politicians and diplomats suggest that the pro-Israel lobby in 

Australia, alongside some of the funds from AICC, play an important role in maintaining 

Australia‘s support for Israel in spite of Israel‘s ongoing occupation and practices that violate 

Palestinians‘ aspirations and human rights.  

The pro-Israel lobby in Australia has maintained close ties with prominent figures in the 

Australian society, is able to articulate their agenda so that it impacts on and is received by 

those key sectors, and has the resources and finances to keep up-to-date with and respond to 

issues and policies that might affect their agenda. The pro-Israel lobby has been effective in 

influencing and/or maintaining the postures of existing politicians even when Israel‘s 

ongoing treatment of Palestinians deserves criticism. This brings to fore a question regarding 

the relationship between domestic factors and foreign policy: under what circumstances can 



184 
 

domestic factors such as the media, public opinion and special interest groups influence 

foreign policy? 

There is capacity for the media and public opinion to affect foreign policy-making in 

Australia (Firth 2005; Goot 2007; Gyngell and Wesley 2007; Jaensch and Teichmann 1987; 

McDougall et al. 1987). This has been discussed in the introduction of this thesis and in 

Chapter 2 where it was shown that the media and public opinion played an important role in 

pressuring Australian politicians to support self-determination in South Africa (Limb 2008) 

and East Timor (Cotton 2004). The images and in-depth news coverage of the events, 

alongside an organised and assertive public opinion, indicated to the Australian Government 

the society‘s stand on the political approach they would like their Government to support. For 

the case of the Israel-Palestine conflict which centres along similar issues of self-

determination, there are possible explanations as to why the Australian media and public 

opinion not have a significant impact on the Government‘s policy. 

Although the media are extensive in their coverage of the issue in terms of the frequency of 

news report on the Israel-Palestine conflict, the contents lacked depth, neglected discussions 

surrounding the core issues of the conflict, and overlooked the international law perspective 

and its importance in achieving peace between both parties. Politicians, therefore, are not 

confronted with the difficult questions posed by journalists and are not exposed to new 

information that questions their current understanding. They rarely have to justify their 

political stance, and their beliefs are left unchallenged as the media‘s coverage of the Israel-

Palestine conflict usually focuses on instances of violence, attacks and the ongoing peace 

process. Without providing adequate discussions on the historical context and the important 

issues that surround this conflict in news frames, politicians are not confronted with 

information that they are unfamiliar with or that questions their current political stance. 

The media also have the potential to mobilise public opinion (Powlick and Katz 1998; Soroka 

2003; Weaver 1984) and are the main sources of information for most Australians on 

international affairs (Gyngell and Wesley 2007) as confirmed by the findings from Chapter 4. 

Arguably, the media‘s inadequate coverage of the issue has not been able to arouse public 

opinion to the extent that it did for the cases of self-determination in South Africa, East 

Timor, and other issues such as asylum-seekers and climate change. Australians‘ recognise 

the importance of the Israel-Palestine conflict for world peace, support their Government in 

adopting a policy on the issue that is based on international law and human rights, and 
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support the dismantlement of Israeli settlements, the right of return of Palestinian refugees 

and for Jerusalem to be the shared capital of Israel and a future Palestinian state. However, 

their lack of arousal concerning the conflict prevents them from taking a more active 

approach in pressuring the Australian Government to adopt a more balanced approach 

towards the conflict. 

The lack of pressure from the media and the Australian public, therefore, allows other 

domestic factors to influence the Australian Government on this issue. The pro-Israel lobby 

and Jewish organisations in Australia are the main domestic factors that have been effective 

in influencing and maintaining Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict. The media 

and public opinion have yet to pose a challenge to the status quo, therefore, the pro-Israel 

lobby is only required to maintain the status quo amongst Australian politicians who are 

already mostly pro-Israel. This observation parallels that of Sobel  (2001) who contends that 

the opinions of elites and the ―attentive‖ publics are more influential on the policy process 

compared to opinions from the general public. 

Accordingly, an argument can be made that lobby groups can have a significant impact on 

foreign policy especially when the media coverage is inadequate and public opinion 

concerning a particular issue does not challenge the established beliefs held by policy-

makers. Moreover, it can be argued that lobby groups resonate better with politicians when 

they demonstrate the usual traditions that the country supports (Mathias 1981), and when 

both lobby groups and the government mutually benefit from close relations (Haney and 

Vanderbush 1999; Watanabe 1984).  

As suggested by this study, the economic relationship between Australia and Israel is not the 

main factor that underlies Australia‘s uncritical and enduring support for Israel. Compared to 

Australia‘s trade with Northeast Asia and the Arab League, Australia‘s trade with Israel is not 

that significant to the extent that it warrants, for instance, a 17-person delegation of 

Australian Federal Ministers, Opposition frontbenchers, members of parliament and 

journalists to visit Israel to discuss bilateral relations (Lyons 2010, 6).  

 

It could then be said that perhaps morality, religious affiliations and shared values shape 

Australian politician‘s sentiments toward supporting Israel as a state for the Jews who have 

experienced and have to live with the painful memories of the Holocaust. Peter Baume, a 

former politician from the Australian Labor Party, says that he is ―saddened by the shortness 
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of memories of too many people and think they might have forgotten many of the details of 

the long and complex conflict‖ and affirms that ―the world acted as it did in 1948 as a result 

of the memory of the Holocaust. That memory (and the moral high ground) might have 

gone‖.
187

 He adds that ―people do not realise that you cannot make winners without making 

losers too‖, ―that if the Jews got a homeland (winners) then the Arabs who lived in that area 

were displaced (losers)‖. 

 

However, it can be argued that from Evatt to Rudd, successive Australian governments and 

their respective foreign ministers have not forgotten about the impact of the Holocaust and 

continue to speak of the memories as one of the reasons behind Australia‘s continued support 

for Israel. Foreign Minister Rudd  (2004) wrote:   

 

Modern Labor supports the [S]tate of Israel for three basic reasons: the legacy of the 

Holocaust; the central role of the UN in the creation of the [S]tate of Israel as a 

construct of international law; and the fact that Israel is a vibrant, democratic state in a 

region where democracy remains far from the norm.  

 

This statement by Rudd demonstrates that for the Australian Government, moral 

considerations, international norms and shared values have shaped Australia‘s strong support 

for Israel.  

 

This study recognises the various arguments and perspectives on the factors that shape 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process and specifically Australia‘s uncritical 

support of Israel. This study also acknowledges the reality that sentiments do shape certain 

policies and political relationships. As noted earlier, in an article for The Australian, Foreign 

Minister Gareth Evans said that there "are some areas of foreign policy where not just hard-

headed calculations of interest are involved – a little sentiment intrudes as well – and that is 

certainly true about Australia's and the Labor government's attitudes towards Israel‖ (Stewart 

2003, 13). In this research, analysis of Australia‘s approach to foreign policy since Federation 

and interviews conducted with former and present Australian politicians and diplomats 

demonstrate that Australia‘s uncritical support for Israel is also based on practical politics. 
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As a politician, it is more convenient to carry on the tradition of uncritical support for Israel 

especially when that support has not cost electoral votes or widespread criticism within the 

media and the public. Foreign policies in Australia ―are determined to a large degree by 

prevailing structural conditions‖ and if the government has not found itself in a situation 

whereby its support for Israel is questioned, the current policy is more likely to continue 

(Burton 1997, 26). In addition, even when committees within the Australian Government, 

such as the Parliament‘s Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence, and Trade, 

submit an inquiry questioning Australia‘s relations with the Middle East, the impact was 

negligible (Bubalo 2007). Also, as the Australian pro-Israel lobby and Jewish community 

make up some of the most influential people in Australia, it is probably more beneficial to 

maintain a policy that sits well with their beliefs and agenda. Moreover, when politicians are 

critical of Australia‘s uncritical support for Israel, and their criticism is met by an active and 

forceful lobby, keeping silent may be more beneficial for their political careers. 

 

Julia Irwin, a former Federal Member for Fowler, argues that the reasons as to why the 

majority of Australian politicians are uncritically supportive of Israel are that some of them 

―accept generous donations‖ from the pro-Israel lobby or Jewish organisations especially in 

their first campaign, ―accept fully paid trips to Israel and attend events in Australia sponsored 

by Israeli organisations‖.
188

 In addition, she adds that ―any comments contrary to accepted 

views are quickly met with criticism and requests from Israeli organisations to meet and 

"discuss" the issue. In the end it must be easier to go along with the lobby rather than make 

waves‖.
189

 Accordingly, there are various ways to understand the impact of lobby groups and 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. In order to understand this, we have 

to first consider post-structuralism‘s focus on the institutional structures of a society and 

constructivism‘s arguments that emphasise the significance of identity, values and ideas in 

affecting the way the state interacts with its domestic and international environment. 

 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process is based on both the exercise of 

practical politics and the assumption that both countries share similar belief systems. It can be 

said that the ―identities of states emerge from their interactions with different social 

environments, both domestic and international‖ (Katzenstein 1996, 24). As demonstrated 

throughout this study and specifically in Chapter 2, the domestic and international 
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environments have influenced Australia‘s identity and behaviour in world politics. 

Australia‘s involvement in international politics, its dependence on alliances, the values and 

identity that it purports, and its vision of Australia‘s place in the world are testaments to how 

the domestic and international environments have shaped the country‘s identity and 

perception of allies, threats and what constitutes the nation‘s interests.  

 

Gyngell and Wesley (2007) argue that post-structuralist thought, especially Foucault‘s (1994) 

concentration on the analysis of institutional structures in the society and the assumption that 

the operation of power is situational, relational and highly varied, is most relevant to 

characterising the Australian foreign policy-making process. Gyngell and Wesley (2007) note 

that modes of communication are significant in determining the levels of involvement and 

influence in the policy process. They highlight the prominence of the intimate relationship 

between communication and policy action in Australia, and that the exercise of power  is 

constantly shaped and transformed through various instrumental modes in the institutional 

environment like the types of communication and the communication process in foreign 

policy-making (Gyngell and Wesley 2007). The modes of communication in Australia‘s 

foreign policy-making process are important carriers of influence on the policy process as 

they ―determine the forms of influence open to each of the different participants by allowing 

each to structure the choices and information of others in certain ways‖ (Gyngell and Wesley 

2007, 47).  

 

The modes of communication within the Australian Government are relatively open to 

influences from within the political institutions and the Australian society (Jaensch and 

Teichmann 1987). As a democracy, Australians are generally able to easily gain access to 

politicians and their local members of parliament to voice their concerns. Under this system 

of open communication, the pro-Israel lobby and Jewish organisations are able to fund trips 

for local politicians to visit Israel, invite politicians to events that build Australia‘s 

relationship with Israel, fund political campaigns for specific political candidates and 

approach politicians to discuss why they should vote for or against specific UN resolutions 

where Israel is concerned. Therefore, the lack of pressure from the media and public opinion 

as discussed earlier, alongside the institutional environment in Australia, allow the pro-Israel 

lobby and Jewish organisations to advance their cause, influence politicians, and maintain 

Australia‘s pro-Israel stance. 
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Given the open modes of communication within Australian society, how can we understand 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process and the impact of the lobby on 

maintaining Australia‘s pro-Israel stance? Writing from a constructivist‘s perspective on the 

study of foreign policy, Richard Snyder et al (2002), Robert Jervis (1976, 1989) and Richard 

Ned Lebow (1981) contend that states, power system structure and ideas are all important in 

understanding a state‘s foreign policies.
190

  

In his study exploring the relationship between identity formation and alliance formation 

through various episodes of inter-Arab and U.S.-Israeli relations, Barnett (1996) concludes 

that it is Israel‘s collective identity, especially its promotion of its Western democratic values, 

and the U.S.‘ acceptance of those identical values that reproduced the U.S.-Israel alliance, 

thus allow the U.S. to view Israel differently from its neighbours. In short, Barnett (1996, 

446-47) argues that identity ―potentially signals whom to balance against and whom to 

bandwagon with‖ and the relationship between the U.S. and Israel ―suggests how the state‘s 

membership in the community and the basis of the association is dependent on mutual 

identification that is, shared identities‖.  

The same can also be said for the relationship between Australia and Israel as both countries 

recognise the other as espousing similar values of democracy. Australia‘s pro-Israel stance 

may be the result of a few factors. First, like Australia, Israel has pledged its Western identity 

and promises to uphold democratic values. Palestine, on the other hand, identifies itself with 

the Arab nations. Second, it is expected that Australia maintains a pro-Israel stance as Israel 

has a close alliance with the U.S, Australia‘s most important ally. Third, as mentioned in the 

last chapter, Israel and Australia shares a common narrative of its history, allowing both 

states to share a common understanding of the perils of state formation under similar 

conditions. Fourth, Australia played a fundamental role in the formation of the State of Israel 

and to date, Evatt, who proposed the partition plan, is greatly admired by the current Labor 

Government (Macklin 2007). Fifth, as a pious Christian, it is possible for Foreign Minister 

Rudd to sympathise with the Jewish cause that looks to preserve the ‗promised land‘ 

(Macklin 2007). The only likely explanation for Rudd‘s choice of words in saying that 

supporting Israel is ―in my DNA‖ possibly lies in his Christian heritage and sentiments 

toward the past sufferings of Jews (Goldberg 2008, 20). Therefore, the ―unique relationship‖ 
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that Rudd speaks of between Australia and Israel and that his support of Israel was ―in my 

DNA‖ can be better understood as a reflection of a sense of identity and values that both 

states share (Goldberg 2008, 20). There are a minority of Palestinians who are Christians, 

however, the conflict has so often been framed as one that is between Arab Muslims and 

Jews that the reality of Palestinian Christians are overlooked. Finally, like Australia, Israel is 

a main ally in the U.S.‘ War on Terror while Palestine, with the Hamas Government, is seen 

as a problem.  

Scott Burchill (2006, 123) argues that until 9/11,  

there was a pretence of even-handedness towards the dispute, even though in reality  

successive Australian governments had been strong supporters of the [S]tate of Israel 

and only belatedly acknowledged that Palestinians might have similar rights. After 

9/11 much of the pretence of even-handedness was abandoned – arguably a victory 

for honesty in diplomacy – although the cost was an independent voice on the 

question. 

The assumptions of constructivism also allow us to understand the impact of lobby groups on 

Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process. Not only has Australia always 

maintained its shared values and identity with the State of Israel, the arguments put forth by 

the Australian pro-Israel lobby and Jewish organisations reflect similar sentiments that are 

shared by Australian politicians. These arguments include maintaining Israel‘s security as the 

only democracy in the Middle East and combating Palestinian terrorism. This is not to say 

that the Australian Government does not understand the arguments put forth by the 

Palestinian lobby regarding issues of self-determination and restoration of the inalienable 

human rights of Palestinians. Rather, in the case of Australia‘s approach towards the Israel-

Palestine peace process, the values, identity and language of ‗security‘, ‗democracy‘ and 

‗terrorism‘ are prioritised over Australia‘s usual emphasis on human rights and commitment 

to international law.  

Australia’s Policy on the Israel-Palestine Peace Process: Influences and 

Implications 

 
Foreign policy continues to be increasingly determined by Australian leaders‘ perceptions of 

Australian ‗values‘ and how they should be articulated in international diplomacy. This study 

argues for the importance of maintaining a coherent and consistent foreign policy approach. 
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This approach is the main foundation on which Australia, its values, identity and credibility 

as a good international citizen would be judged (Vromen, Gelber, and Gauja 2009). 

As noted in Chapter 2 on the discussion of Australia‘s historical engagements with the issue 

of self-determination, Australia was the only Western state which granted recognition over 

Indonesia‘s occupation of East Timor. Although pressure from the U.S. and the UN did 

eventually play a part in influencing Australia to reconsider its stand on the issue, from 

Australia‘s initial support for Indonesia‘s occupation and later commitment to East Timor‘s 

independence, it can be argued that Australia held a relatively independent policy that was 

founded on its own conceptions of national interests and values. According to Bell (2000, 

172), ―Canberra shamefully ‗broke ranks‘ with the other Western powers on that issue, 

according recognition to East Timor as a province of Indonesia‖, whereas the U.S., the UN 

and Western states have rejected Indonesia‘s occupation of East Timor.  

Australia‘s relationship with Indonesia ―has always taken precedence over human rights 

considerations‖ (McDougall 1998, 212). However, as noted in Chapter 2, there was a shift in 

Australia‘s traditional accomodationist policy towards Indonesia to one that was openly 

critical of Indonesia‘s sovereignty over and violations of human rights in East Timor in the 

late 1998. Amidst other historical and political factors that was discussed in Chapter 2, this 

shift in Canberra‘s policy was mainly the result of Australian guilt over its long complicity in 

Indonesia‘s policy and practice of repression and human rights violations (Chalk 2001; 

Cotton 2004). Accordingly, it can be argued that Australia‘s East Timor intervention and 

support for self-determination were in keeping with Australia‘s national interest in upholding 

its image as one of a ‗good international citizen‘, compliant with international law and human 

rights (Cotton 2004). 

Australia‘s engagement with Indonesia and East Timor suggests its capacity and willingness 

to break away from close alliances in pursuit of an independent policy, one which is with 

Australia‘s national interests and commitments to international law. More importantly, it 

highlights the potential for Australia to play a greater role in international politics, and more 

specifically issues concerning self-determination. As noted, Australia‘s political approach 

towards the support of self-determination in South Africa, Kosovo and East Timor played a 

significant part in establishing the groundwork for peaceful coexistence within warring states. 

However, Australia‘s policy on South Africa, Kosovo and East Timor also reveals its 
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inconsistencies in the way Australia deals with issues of self-determination and human rights 

internationally.  

There are many similarities between these cases of self-determination and the question of 

Palestinian‘s independence. South Africa‘s Bantustan and apartheid policies are similar to 

Israel‘s division and separation of Palestinian land, while Indonesia‘s violent occupation of 

East Timor parallels Israel‘s military occupation of Palestine. These cases highlight the 

inconsistencies in Australia‘s stated commitment to human rights and its approach towards 

issues of self-determination. It also brings to question how Australia can be openly critical of 

apartheid and East Timor‘s occupation but not the ongoing occupation of Palestine.  

Australia has the capacity to have an independent voice and base its policies on international 

law and human rights. However, its policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process is largely 

influenced by the pro-Israel lobby and Jewish organisations in Australia and reflects 

inconsistencies with international law. Should Australia endeavour to maintain an image of a 

good international citizen and if its stated foreign policy commitments are to reflect its 

national interests and values, Australia‘s political response towards significant issues in 

international politics should be consistent (Chalk 2001). Australia‘s past engagements with 

issues of self-determination and its current political approach towards the Israel-Palestine 

peace process highlight Australia‘s selective support of states‘ right to self-determination and 

the right of minorities. 

Since 1947, the pro-Israel lobby and supporters of the Zionist cause in Australia have 

influenced Evatt‘s decision in supporting the partition of Palestine and successive 

government‘s attitude towards the conflict. Australia has always been concerned with the 

injustices suffered by Jews who have been persecuted. This concern is justified and 

condemnation of anti-Semitism is valid. Indeed, governments should continue to combat 

racism, support religious freedom and the rights of humanity. That said, Australia should be 

consistent in its support and opposition towards any government or group of people who is in 

violation of or whose basic human rights have been violated.  

Australia is justified to maintain its support for Israel‘s security. However, the continual 

playing of the security card as a defence of Israel‘s practices amidst its ongoing military 

occupation, suggests that Australia will support Israel at all cost and that this support 

precedes assuring Palestinians‘ security and rights. The Australian Government maintains 

their support for a two-state solution towards the Israel-Palestine conflict. Supporting a two-
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state solution, however, is meaningless when Australia does not openly criticise Israel‘s 

occupation of Palestine through the establishment of illegal settlements, demolition of 

Palestinian homes, control of Palestinian economy and access to much needed resources such 

as water, restriction of freedom of movement, and the erection of the wall and checkpoints 

which hinders the establishment of a viable Palestinian state. One of the few occasions in 

which Australian politicians was critical of Israel was when former Prime Minister John 

Howard (2003) and present Foreign Minister Kevin Rudd (Lyons 2010, 4) mentioned the 

illegality of Jewish settlements and that Israel should halt its settlement expansion program 

respectively. These statements, however, are meaningless as Australia continues to vote 

against the main UN resolution that guarantees the restoration of Palestinians‘ rights. 

 

The U.S. has voiced its concern over Israel‘s intention to continue its settlement expansion 

programme amidst peace negotiations in 2010, suggesting that Israel extends its moratorium 

which is deemed necessary for peace talks to continue (Rabinovitch 2010). If Australia‘s 

policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process is mainly influenced by its U.S. alliance, 

Australia would not undermine U.S. concern and send the ―largest ever Australian 

parliamentary delegation to visit Israel‖ a few months after Israel expressed its intention to 

continue the building of illegal settlements (Lyons 2010, 6). Led by Foreign Minister Kevin 

Rudd, this dialogue is ―hosted by the privately funded Australia Israel Leadership Forum 

[AILF]‖ and will see ―a record 17 members of the House of Representatives and Senate‖ 

from both the Labor and Liberal Party participating in this delegation (Lyons 2010, 6). In 

addition to ministers and parliamentary secretaries, the Australian Broadcasting Corporation 

―will break with long-held tradition‖ and allow its political editor to attend (Lyons 2010, 6). 

AILF is  a project managed by a prominent Jewish figure and businessman in Australia, 

Melbourne property developer Albert Dadon, who praised the record number of participants 

as the continuation of good relations between Australia and Israel (Lyons 2010, 6). 

Commenting on this, former Australian ambassador to Israel Ross Burns says that this 

delegation ―is basically content-less‖ and that ―bilateral relations with Israel do not need such 

intensive discussion‖ and is ―particularly inappropriate given that Israel is dragging its feet 

over peace talks and providing another stumbling block to the whole idea of reconciliation 

with the Arabs of its own community through demanding an oath of allegiance to a ‗Jewish 
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State‘‖.
191

 He adds that ―this is another indication of the major political parties being spooked 

by pressure from the pro-Israel lobby to provide another political gesture of support for Israel 

at a time when its Government is largely being cold-shouldered by the rest of the Western 

world‖.
192

  

As argued by Aubrey (2000, 135), ―the Australian Government has been quite calculated in 

tolerating war crimes and human rights abuses directed at non-Australians‖. Australia‘s 

uncritical support of Israel brings into question the level of congruence between Australia‘s 

professed values and identity, and its position on a resolution of the Israel-Palestine peace 

process. Australia prides itself as a country that promotes values such as freedom, equality, 

upholding the rule of law, and the belief in a ‗fair-go‘ is very much engrained in the 

Australian society. However, Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process and 

uncritical support of Israel questions the government‘s professed values and whether these 

values of equality, fair play, compassion and pursuit of the public good actually translate into 

its foreign relations and approach towards international conflicts.  

This discrepancy between the values that Australia traditionally support and its actual 

political response towards issues of human rights is also prevalent in the Australian asylum 

policy (Palmer 2008). It has been noted that policy-makers‘ perceptions of asylum issues are 

shaped by the ideas of nation building and good governance, and while values such as human 

rights, international obligations and compassion are by no means absent in the Government‘s 

political response, these values are ―subsumed within and harnessed to the desire to be a good 

engineer and responsible governor‖ (Palmer 2008, 307). This means that Australian policy-

makers generally deem the debate on asylum to be meaningful when it centres around the 

―primary values‖ of nation building and good governance (Palmer 2008). Values such as 

human rights, international obligations, international reputation and compassion are often 

viewed as ―second tier values‖ which will only be harnessed to meet the end goals, or 

primary values, of what the Australian Government perceives as appropriate for national 

building and good governance (Palmer 2008). 

Australia may not be able to play a decisive role in the Israel-Palestine peace process. As a 

middle-power, however, Australia is in an ideal position to play a constructive role by 

establishing a foreign policy that does not prolong the intractability of the conflict. Australia 
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can also be in a position of achieving balance in its foreign policy that addresses both its 

national interests and aspirations of playing the role of ‗a good international citizen‘. As it 

hopes to play an important role in the UN, maintain close relations with its allies, increase 

trade relations with the Middle East, combat international terrorism and establish close 

relations with its Northeast and Southeast Asian neighbours, it is imperative that Australia 

demonstrates consistency in its articulation of its professed values and its reflection in 

Australia‘s political approach in the international arena. 

The Middle East and North Africa is currently undergoing significant political changes. 

These political changes have also impacted on the dynamics on the peace process; what has 

been formally negotiated in the peace process may no longer be sufficient given the 

geopolitical upheaval of the region. Amidst the changing political and social dynamics in the 

region, there appears to be a shift in Australia‘s policy on the Israel-Palestine conflict. In a 

speech in Greece on February 2, 2011, Foreign Minister Kevin Rudd (2011) remarked: 

The geopolitics of what flows to the region from the streets of Cairo are likely to have 

significant implications on the current state of negotiations between Israel and the 

Palestinian Authority. Many of us who are friends of Israel and friends of the 

Palestinian people are familiar with the broad architecture of a comprehensive 

settlement which would create a two state solution — an independent and secure 

Israeli state and an independent and secure Palestinian state. These elements include 

the 1967 borders, with mutually agreed land swaps; the question of the right of return; 

the question of Jerusalem and the holy sites; as well as necessary security 

guarantees... Countries such as Australia, while a long way removed geographically, 

from this region, are nonetheless deeply engaged with the countries and societies of 

the region... Australian foreign policy is animated by the principles of good 

international citizenship — and what we can do through the agency of creative middle 

power diplomacy with our friends and partners in the world to contribute to the 

development, maintenance and improvement of the regional and global order.   

Rudd‘s speech reveals a marked development from the usual rhetoric of the Australian 

Government. There is now mention of achieving a secure Israeli and sustainable Palestinian 

state, a comprehensive settlement that includes the final status issues, and Australia taking on 

the role of a good international citizen by contributing constructively to achieve international 

stability. As the past has shown, official policy statements are meaningless unless 
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accompanied by actual reforms. The real test now is to see how this translates in Australia‘s 

year-end vote on the ‗Peaceful settlement of the question of Palestine‘ resolution in the UN.  

This thesis shows that there are currently domestic factors in place to enable the Australian 

Government to respond to the Israel-Palestine peace process in a manner that Rudd 

suggested. Media discourse is prepared to be fair with its coverage. Public opinion supports 

Palestinian self-determination, and there is a pro-Palestinian lobby that can play some role in 

countering the narratives of the pro-Israel lobby. In addition, a local council in Sydney has 

also highlighted the significance of boycotting Israeli products that support or profit from 

Israel‘s occupation of Palestine (Aikman and Salusinszky 2011, 1).  The changing dynamics 

in the Middle East and North Africa coupled with the reunification of Hamas and Fatah 

(Lyons 2011, 10) have the potential to encourage a policy change in Australia‘s political 

approach towards the Israel-Palestine peace process.   

Such a change will certainly be opposed by the pro-Israel lobby. However, the Government is 

equally likely to find support from pro-Palestine and human rights groups. Additionally, such 

a policy change would not necessarily have negative political consequences as far as media 

coverage is concerned. As this study has shown, the Australian press tends not to be either 

pro-Israel or pro-Palestine but is largely unbiased and balanced. Perhaps most importantly, 

policy change would find support among a majority of an Australian public that tends to be 

concerned about the upholding of human rights and such principles of international law and 

self-determination. In sum, while certain domestic factors do play a role in influencing the 

making of Australian foreign policy on the Israel-Palestine peace process, the degree of 

influence of the various domestic factors is likely to shift depending on specific socio-

political contexts as well as changing external geopolitical dynamics.   
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Appendix A:  

Survey on the Israel-Palestine Conflict 

This survey seeks your opinions about the ongoing conflict between Israel and the Palestinians. We 

are interested in your views about the causes and nature of the conflict and how it might be 

resolved. Your participation is highly appreciated. Thank you. 

Firstly, a few questions about yourself: 

1. Gender:  

a) Male   
b) Female 

2 Age:   

a) 18-24 
b) 25-34 
c) 35-44 
c) 45-54 
d) 55-64 
e) 65+ 

3. Education (highest qualification): What is your highest educational qualification? 

a) Primary school 
b) Secondary school 
c) TAFE/Trade certificate / Diploma 
d) Bachelor degree 
e) Post Graduate (Post Grad. Diploma, Masters)  
f) PhD or Post-Doctoral degree 

4. Religion: Do you belong to any particular religion and if so which one? 

a) No Religion  
b) Christianity 
c) Catholicism 
d) Protestantism 
e) Anglican 
f) Methodist 
g) Seventh Day Adventist 
h) Islam 
i) Judaism 
j) Hinduism 
k) Buddhism 
l) Confucianism 
m) Other: ________________________ (specify) 

 

 



199 
 

5. Political affiliation: Which party do you generally support in federal elections? 

a) Labor 
b) Liberal/National 
c) Greens 
d) Family First 
e) Other: _________________________ (specify) 

6.  Now thinking about the Israel-Palestine conflict, what do you think the main cause of the 
conflict? 

a) Ancient hostility between Jews and Arabs; 
b) Dispossession of Palestinian people by Jews who migrated to Palestine last century; or 
c) Hostility of certain Arab nations towards Israel since its creation in 1948 
d) Other: ______________________ (specify). 

 

7.  Which of the following do you think best describes the Israel-Palestine conflict? 

a) Palestinians trying to end Israel’s occupation and form their own state; or 
b) Israelis fighting for security against Palestinian terrorism. 
c) Other: ______________________ (specify). 

 

8.  How important is a just resolution of the Israel-Palestine conflict for world peace? 

a) Very important 
b) Important 
c) Not very important 
d) Not at all important 

 

9. Do you think the solution to the Israel-Palestine conflict should be based more on: 

a) The resolutions passed by the United Nations; or 
b) The ongoing negotiation process 
c) Other: _____________________ (specify) 

 

10.   Would you like the Australian government to be more involved in efforts to resolve the Israel 
Palestine conflict? 

a) Yes 
b) No 
c) Unsure 

 
11. To what extent would you support the Australian government adopting a policy on the  

Israel-Palestine conflict that calls for negotiations to be based on international law and human 
rights?  

a) Strongly support 
b) Support 
c) Oppose  
d) Strongly oppose 
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12. To what extent do you agree Israel should withdraw from the settlements it has constructed on 
Palestinian land? 

a) Strongly agree 
b) Agree 
c) Disagree 
d) Strongly disagree 

 

13. To what extent do you agree that Palestinian refugees should be allowed to return to their 
homes and lands? 

a) Strongly agree 
b) Agree 
c) Disagree 
d) Strongly disagree 

 

14. Which of the following would you prefer to be the final status of the city of Jerusalem? 

a) The capital of Israel; 
b) The capital of Palestine; 
c) The shared capital of both Israel and Palestine; or 
d) Under the international trusteeship of the UN 
e) Other: ___________________ (specify) 

 
15. What is your main source of information about the Israel-Palestine conflict? 

a) News media (television, radio, newspapers, magazines, or on-line news sources) 
b) Books 
c) Religious/community organisation 
d) Friends/relatives/colleagues/associates 
e) School/university 
f) Other: ________________ (specify) 

 

16. Who do you think is most responsible for the continuation of the Israel-Palestine conflict? 

a) Israel; 
b) The Palestinians; 
c) The United States of America; 
d) The Arab states; or 
e) Other: ________________________ (specify) 

 

17. How would you rate your own understanding of the Israel-Palestine conflict? 

a) Very good 
b) Good 
c) Moderate 
d) Low 

e) Very Low 
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