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Introduction 

Thank you Todd. 

It’s a pleasure to be here as a guest of Friends of Israel WA and the United Israel 

Appeal. 

And it’s a real honour this evening to be together with so many supporters of Israel - 

supporters among the Jewish community here in Perth, and also from across the wider 

community. 

I want to join Todd in recognising Minister Ken Wyatt and MHR Andrew Hastie. I am 

very honoured to have you here. 

I also want to recognise the Rabbis here with us, the Patrons of the Friends of Israel, 

Shula Lazar, Principal of Carmel School, and the leaders of Jewish community 

organisations, along with their members and supporters 

The Jewish community here in Perth is far smaller in size than the community in 

Melbourne or in Sydney but manages, nonetheless, to have an extraordinary impact: 

• in making the case for Israel 

• in raising funds for Israel, and  

• in forging close relationships with the kind of influential people here tonight. 

I want to start by acknowledging the traditional owners of the land on which we meet, 

and by paying my respect to their ancestors, their culture and their aspirations for a 

better, fairer future.  

Before I launch into my address, I also want to pay tribute to the late Joe Berinson, 

who left such a powerful, enduring legacy to this community, to this state and to the 

nation overall. 
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Earlier today, I had the pleasure of addressing students, parents and staff at the 

Carmel School, where Joe Berinson’s legacy is most tangible.  

The theme for my speech was the history of empathy and mutual support between 

Aboriginal Australians and Jewish Australians.  

I quoted Noel Pearson from an essay he wrote back in 2004, describing the 

symmetries between Jewish and Aboriginal peoples.  

He identified three primary connections: 

• the importance of a strong, united community that does not hinder individual 

pursuit  

• the necessity of engaging in the western world, while maintaining tradition and a 

land-based identity, notwithstanding persecution and non-recognition, and 

• the reinforcement of identity that comes from never forgetting, and always 

defending, the truths of history.   

While my theme for tonight is a different one, it does encompass Israel’s engagement 

with the world, and the importance of truth-telling. 

My focus is the high profile clashes between Israel and Hamas on the Gaza border in 

May of this year, and the astounding lack of objectivity with which so much of the 

western world viewed and judged what initially took place. 

Of course, a lot has transpired since then, including the destruction of large tracts of 

Israeli forest and farm land earlier this month from fire kites launched across the 

border.  

And the necessary and predictable response from Israel just a week agoover the last 

week. 

But this period of conflict can be sourced back to the so-called Great March of Return 

protests, and the lens with which so much of the world viewed them. 
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• The lack of objectivity from media outlets, for whom the searing image of a dead 

child was all that mattered, because the story behind the image was far too 

complicated to convey in a 90 second news clip. 

• Lack of objectivity from high-minded individuals, certain that their knee-jerk 

criticism of Israel was righteous and moral.  

• And lack of objectivity from governments, whose actions were, and remain, far 

more difficult to comprehend, and infinitely more worrying. 

When Hamas followed up the protests with rocket attacks on civilian targets in Israel, it 

was somewhat heartening that broader international censure with the exception, of 

course, of the UN Security Council, was appropriately directed at the Hamas 

leadership.  

But perhaps if the international community had taken a similarly principled stance 

during the border violence that preceded these more recent attacks, Hamas would 

have been less inclined to execute them. 

How many Israeli kindergartens need to be targeted before Israel’s efforts to prevent 

these strikes are recognised as being justified and necessary?  

It is a wicked conundrum that this question needs to be asked at all - even more so 

because there is no clear answer.  

Which is why I want to use my time here this evening to wrestle with the idea of how to 

engender more consistent objectivity with which different audiences view Israel.  

I’m going to start by setting out the facts around what so many commentators 

described at the time as a “peaceful protest”. 

Not propaganda, not opinion, just facts. Facts which were either provided or 

corroborated by Hamas itself. 

I’m then going to muse on why it might be that so much of the western world chose to 

ignore these facts, preferring a simpler, more easily digestible narrative of what took 

place. 
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And I want to finish by calling on everyone here tonight, everyone who supports the 

State of Israel, to take responsibility for cultivating objectivity.    

For telling the truth. 

Because there is no doubt in my mind that if we are to achieve peace for Israel and the 

Palestinians, and better living standards for the Palestinian people, it won’t happen if 

we are unable to shift the current biased mindset.  

The Facts 

So let’s start by looking at the facts.  

While I want to run through this information in a rather clinical manner - have no doubt 

that I grieve the loss of innocent civilian lives, particularly those of children, very 

deeply. 

It is to prevent this tragic and futile loss of life that we must widen the lens through 

which the world is currently viewing it.  

And the facts are these: 

Contrary to reports attributing the border violence to the opening of the United States 

Embassy in Jerusalem in mid-May, large scale gatherings of Palestinians and attempts 

to breach the fence began in earnest on March 30. 

Earlier in March, a page had been established on Facebook inciting Palestinians in 

Gaza to take part in mass “Great March of Return” rallies on Israel’s border. 

The organisers made it plain in the media from Day 1, that the rallies were not about 

the so-called “occupation” of Gaza. For all the misreporting, the people of Gaza were 

mobilized for what their terrorist leaders told them was an imminent return to their 

rightful homeland.  

In other words, the transparent objective of Hamas with these rallies was the same 

objective as always - the destruction of Israel. 



 
 

5 

On Monday, May 14 - the day the US Embassy opened - Hamas issued explicit 

instructions for Gazans to collectively breach the security fence, where they would be 

aided by bulldozers.  

They were to bring weapons - knives, grenades, and fire kites - to enter nearby 

villages, kill and capture Israelis, and ultimately “liberate” Jerusalem. 

Some 40,000 people responded to the call, effectively shielding Hamas operatives, 

who were instructed to remove their uniforms and hide among the civilians.  

The leader of Hamas in Gaza, Yahya Al-Sinwar told Al-Jazeera TV, and I quote: 

“When we decided to embark on these marches, we decided to turn that which is most 

dear to us - the bodies of our women and children - into a dam, blocking the collapse in 

Arab reality.” 

Acutely aware of the threat, Israel sought to prevent casualties by distributing 

thousands of leaflets and broadcasting numerous social media messages, warning 

people to stay away.  

They employed every crowd control method at their disposal to disperse the masses - 

tear gas, water hoses and rubber bullets - and then even tried firing at people’s feet. 

But any army would be hard pressed to control 40 thousand people, obscuring an 

unknown number of armed terrorists, using these means.  

Sixty-two people were killed that day. Hamas has claimed 50 of them as their own 

fighters. Three others were claimed by another terror group, Islamic Jihad. 

Hamas has admitted publicly that its initial strategy of describing the rallies as 

“peaceful protests” was a deliberate deception, when what it really had in mind, 

according to Yahaya Al-Sinwar was to “tear down the border” and “tear out” the hearts 

of Israeli men, women and children. 

Last month, in Israel, I had the opportunity to meet with the IDF’s Head of International 

Media, Jonathan Conricus, for a personal briefing on the events I’ve just described. 
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Lt. Col. Conricus was on the ground every single Friday, including May 14, and saw 

events play out with his own eyes. 

He told me that had the Israeli army believed for one second that the protestors were 

simply there to provoke a response, they would have acted very differently. 

But the clear understanding was that Hamas terrorists and their supporters were there 

to breach the fence in order to infiltrate Israeli communities close to the border, and 

abduct and/or kill Israelis. 

Conricus told me, and I am quoting him directly now:  

“Had there been more tolerance in terms of time and space between the fence and 

Israeli communities then fine, let them cross, let them walk around, understand that 

there’s nothing to do and go back. 

“But that wasn’t the case - we didn’t have that leeway.” 

Which brings me to some broader, contextual facts that should inform any truly 

objective analysis of what took place. 

And one of those facts is that the immense suffering in Gaza is not the result of Israeli 

occupation, because there is no Israeli occupation.  

Ariel Sharon obligated thousands of Jewish settlers to leave the Strip in 2005, along 

with any army presence. 

The terrible truth is that Hamas has miserably failed the 1.8 million people it purports to 

represent, two thirds of them aged under 25. 

Rather than using significant international aid to build a robust economy and healthy, 

well-educated society, the Palestinian leadership redirects these funds to its military 

operations against Israel. 

This is exacerbated by the Palestinian Authority cutting off payments for fuel and 

electricity for Gaza, and payment to public servants, to try to pressure Hamas to cede 

control of the Strip to it.  
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As a result, Gaza is mired in poverty.  

And to make a miserable situation even more miserable, three times during the 

clashes in May, terrorists in Gaza burned gas lines and set fire to the Kerem Shalom 

border crossing, cutting off supplies of medicine, fuel and other essentials from Israel. 

On any objective analysis, what would one say about a regime that cares so little for 

the welfare of its women and children - and makes no pretence of caring? 

Back in 2007, the United States, the European Union, the United Nations and Russia 

set out the conditions for progressing a plan to provide international support for the 

residents of Gaza.  

The conditions required Hamas to recognise Israel, support past treaties and 

obligations relating to the Middle East and commit to non-violence. 

Hamas refused then and still refuses to meet these conditions.  

Because the leadership in Gaza is about as interested in making arrangements with 

Israel as it about caring for its people. 

In other words, not at all interested. 

The only thing Hamas is interested in is wiping Israel off the face of the earth, 

regardless of how much suffering this fruitless mission imposes on its own citizen 

population.  

And here we must recognise that any objective appraisal of the present needs to factor 

in lessons from the past. 

It is now 51 years since the Six-Day War. 

And so many of the objective truths of the situation then remain objective truths of the 

situation today. 

After winning the war of survival in 1967, Israel hoped that the additional territories it 

had acquired from Egypt, Jordan and Syria could be negotiated as part of a mutually 

beneficial, land-for-peace accord with its neighbours.  
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Approaches were made and the formal response came back, when on September 1, 

1967 the Arab Summit Conference declared in Khartoum:  

“No peace, no recognition, no negotiations” with Israel. 

So, yes, ignoring history is one way to undermine objectivity.  

Re-writing history is another, even more effective strategy. 

It is too easy for people, who don’t know the facts, to believe that there was once a 

Palestinian state. There was not. 

Nor were there any fixed borders between that fictitious state and Israel. There was an 

armistice line between Israel and the Jordanian-controlled West Bank and eastern 

Jerusalem. 

Given how much misinformation abounds, it’s also too easy for people to believe that 

Israeli settlements are now the main obstacle to peace. 

Rather, as the Six-Day War demonstrated, the main obstacle to peace is the enduring 

reality that the Palestinians, and some states in the larger Arab world, do not accept 

the right of the Jewish people to have a state of their own.  

And yet? 

And yet, in defiance of all this history and all these facts, the United Nations Human 

Rights Council resolved to establish an inquiry into the deaths of the 62 Palestinians 

who were killed on May 14. 

The resolution is more than 800 words long but doesn’t mention the role of Hamas in 

what transpired that day.  

Rather, it pre-determines the outcome of the so-called inquiry by repeatedly referring 

to Israel as the “occupying power”, and condemning what it describes as the 

“disproportionate and indiscriminate use of force by the Israeli occupying forces 

against Palestinian civilians … in the context of peaceful protests”. 
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In one of a number of acutely observed columns published in The Australian over 

recent weeks, Janet Albrechtsen sought to inject some objectivity by explaining that 

since its creation in 2006, the UNHRC has condemned Israel in more than 70 

resolutions, almost more than all the rest of the world combined. 

She describes the anti-Israel bias as being so entrenched that the Council has only 

one permanent agenda item aimed at one country: Item 7, which is dedicated to 

“Human rights abuses in Israel”. 

Nonetheless, when member countries voted for the resolution on May 18, the vote 

proceeded like this: 

• 29 in favour, including Belgium, Spain, Mexico and Slovenia, alongside the usual 

suspects 

• 16 abstentions, including the United Kingdom, Germany, Switzerland and Japan, 

and  

• just two “no” votes, from the United States and Australia. 

Foreign Minister Julie Bishop called the resolution for what it was by saying that, as far 

as the Australian Government was concerned, it “failed the test of balance and 

impartiality”. 

As we know, the US has gone further, withdrawing altogether from the UNHRC, citing 

among other reasons the body’s bias against Israel and its protection of true human 

rights abusers.  

It was a principled and courageous stance that reflected very poorly on western 

countries that voted yes and those that chose to abstain. 

Perhaps those governments felt vindicated in taking the stance they did by the 

avalanche of media coverage portraying Israel as being to blame - morally to blame, 

politically to blame and historically to blame. 

They certainly fell for the oft-repeated line, or pretended to, about Israel’s response 

being “disproportionate” to the threat. 
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As did Bob Carr - no surprise there. But it was somewhat of a surprise to hear Anthony 

Albanese spout the line. 

Is he, and all the other self-righteous commentators who made that claim, suggesting 

that dead Israelis would have made the action of soldiers more acceptable? 

Before they utter an opinion on the subject, they should be required to consider what 

might have happened if Israel hadn’t acted as it did and when it did on May 14.  

What if Israel had waited and allowed the fence to be breached, by the 40,000 

demonstrators already gathered and the many thousands of others, who would have 

been swiftly summoned by Hamas?  

Do any of these people seriously believe that, given the brutal instructions issued by 

Hamas to both its fighters and supporters, Israel was not justified - indeed obliged - to 

take action to protect its civilian population?  

The facts, including what has transpired since, suggest that any other response would 

have led to thousands of deaths on both sides of the border - a humanitarian 

catastrophe, with far reaching consequences too awful to imagine. 

Let me quote Julie Bishop’s predecessor, Alexander Downer, from an opinion column 

in the Australian Financial Review:  

“The west needs to toughen up. It should … not be buffeted by stunts, particularly 

stunts that cost human lives.” 

Mr Downer went on to praise the current Foreign Minister:  

“Bishop helped lead the way at the Human Rights Council,” he wrote. 

“We need more Julie Bishops running western diplomacy - people who don’t fall for 

stunts.” 

I couldn’t agree more. 
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Psychological asymmetry 

So, let me move now to the thorny question of why people are inclined to view Israel in 

a poor light, and the Palestinians as its victims. 

As I was trying to work through the flagrant lack of objectivity on display over recent 

weeks, I came across a thesis in an article in The New York Times.  

It was authored by a Doctor of Psychology, Irwin Mansdorf, from the Jerusalem Centre 

for Public Affairs, and it particularly resonated with me. 

In essence, Mansdorf describes the relative advantage human beings tend to assign to 

the weaker party in a conflict to engage in otherwise immoral or illegal behaviour 

against a stronger opponent.  

He calls it psychological asymmetry, and refers to the Gaza protests as a prime 

example. 

“The difference in perception among people who support and those who criticise Israel 

for civilian casualties in Gaza,” he explains, “is not due to facts or the logic of the 

situation. 

“Rather, it is a result of an ideology of intersectionality that sees Gaza civilians as 

victims and, as such, immune from any responsibility for their fate.”  

Not only immune from responsibility for their fate, but also for their actions, no matter 

how depraved, immoral or brutal. 

For supporters of Israel, Mansdorf says the situation is quite simple: “A terrorist regime 

organizing as much of its citizenry as possible under the guise of peaceful 

demonstration, to taunt, provoke and provide cover for others to violently attack Israeli 

soldiers and attempt to infiltrate into Israel proper.” 

For critics of Israel, what is taking place is seen as nothing short of a massacre - “a 

denial of rights and oppression …. of people who simply have the desire to return to 

their original homes and live a better life.” 
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Mansdorf poses the obvious question: “How can people witnessing the same events 

have such grossly divergent views of what they are seeing?”  

While Mansdorf doesn’t mention Laurel and Yanny, I couldn’t help but reflect on how 

audio-visual experts have explained the social media phenomenon as an example of 

how perceptions we have of the world are largely constructed in our own heads. 

In the case of Israel, those who choose to ignore the facts of what takes place, are 

choosing to live in some parallel universe, isolated from reality. 

And as a consequence, they render themselves pawns in the psychological warfare in 

which Hamas has become increasingly adept.  

Israel’s Prime Minister spoke of it in London recently, when responding to former Tory 

Leader, Michael Howard’s falsehood that lives would have been spared on May 14 if 

the Israeli army had limited itself to crowd control. 

Let me read you what Bibi said: 

"Hamas, at a certain point, said 'not enough people have been killed, push more, let 

the Jews kill more'. 

"Their goal was to maximise casualties, our goal was to minimise casualties and avoid 

fatalities. This is a new tactic, it's a new form of warfare." 

Mansdorf explains the tactic this way: 

“In the age of microwave news and instant Twitter, psychological asymmetry is being 

used by Hamas to both supplement and mask a ‘terror approach’ that includes the use 

of civilian casualties to publicise grievances against Israel, and garner international 

sympathy.” 

Coincidentally, I read the Mansdorf article just after viewing the episode of Q&A in 

which Greg Sheridan was steamrolled by Randa Abdel-Fattah, with ample assistance 

from the program’s presenter, Tony Jones. 
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Randa Abdel-Fattah is masterful at employing psychological asymmetry that rallies an 

audience and makes it difficult for her opponent to combat blatant, highly emotive 

untruths. 

Let me give you an example from Q&A: 

In her opening remarks, she describes the Gaza strip as “the largest concentration 

camp in the world”, where the Israeli colonisers calculate the number of calories 

needed for Palestinians to live, just short of starvation.  

In this re-imagined horror story, Randa Abdel-Fattah tells viewers that when the 

Palestinians “protest against something we would all protest against, they are 

considered terrorists, and they are blamed for their own murder.” 

This is pure fiction, but it was delivered in emotive terms that would have resonated 

with the many viewers, who have no ready access to the facts, and little incentive to go 

look for them. 

If the audience had been given the opportunity to score the two panellists, as they do 

with pre-election debates, there’s little doubt that Randa’s use of psychological 

asymmetry would have had the impact she intended.  

Clearly, the ABC had the same intention.  

Because while Greg Sheridan was well-placed to provide appropriate objectivity, every 

time he tried to counter one of Randa’s lies, he was shut down by Tony Jones. 

For those of you who didn’t see the program, I suggest you take a look.  

It was proof positive that Mansdorf’s theory is alive and well in parts of the Australian 

media.  

And, just as a brief aside, let me also say that journalist balance is not a matter of 

interviewing the most extreme voice from either side of a conflict, as 60 Minutes did 

when one of its reporters visited Israel recently. 
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Achieving journalist balance requires media organisations to cover the whole story, 

and ensure that extreme views are put into context alongside the views of mainstream 

stakeholders. 

When it comes to analysing why western governments respond to Israel in the way 

they do, Mansdorf’s thesis is useful but unsatisfactory.  

Because western governments ought to know better and do know better.  

Make no mistake, those countries who abstained from voting on the UNHRC resolution 

took a position that day.  

Not voting in favour of such a resolution is no substitute for voting against it. 

In Europe, with the memory of the Holocaust starting to fade, one can’t help but fear 

there is something dark and unspeakable playing out.  

Geopolitical landscape 

Taking a very brief look at the geopolitical landscape, more broadly, I’d say this: 

Donald Trump is not a person on whom I would want my grandchildren to model 

themselves. 

I must be a glutton for punishment because I follow the President on Twitter. 

And I’m as horrified as most people by a lot of the things he has to say. 

But he is the leader of free world, arguably the most powerful political figure in the 

world, and we have to judge him more on what he does than what he says. 

Each of the three US Presidents who preceded Trump, going back to Clinton, vowed to 

move the American embassy to Jerusalem. 

Trump went ahead and did it. 

It would be wrong to suggest that President Obama was anti-Israel, given the level of 

military support provided under his administration. 
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But during his Presidency, Israel was never defended like a fellow democracy, dealing 

with the very real threat of terrorism. 

Today, we have Nikki Hayley as the US Ambassador to the UN, and it’s a completely 

different story. Her performance is outstanding. 

If we widen the geopolitical lens, it’s Trump who has brought North Korea to the 

negotiating table for the first time.  

For the first time, China has been inspired to use sanctions to pressure the rogue 

state. 

And there is some prospect that Trump’s decision to walk away from a bad deal with 

Iran could reap rewards.  

It was a bad deal because it was only ever going to delay Iran’s entitlement to pursue 

its nuclear ambitions, while doing nothing about Iran’s continuing rogue behaviour in 

other spheres, such as its support for many terrorist organisations and its use of these 

to destabilise its neighbours. 

And, in any case, given the lack of access to military sites, there was no credible way 

to determine whether Iran was even complying. 

One would have to be deeply suspicious, given the cache of documents Israel 

squirrelled out of Iran. 

With economic sanctions now re-imposed and having an impact, there is a very real 

possibility, I believe, that Trump’s decision to dump the near-to-useless deal could 

actually move the dial on Iran. 

Of course, how these geopolitical situations pan out in the end is unknown.  

What we do know, is that apparently intransigent leaders feel threatened by Trump.  

He makes a whole lot of others feel uneasy.  

Quite apart from the impact he’s having on the leadership in China and North Korea, 

he seems to have Putin’s measure.  
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Bibi isn’t sure what to make of him. 

Because Trump is a consummate disrupter - expertly unpredictable. 

Meanwhile, Israel’s relations with Russia are very good, which is critically important in 

terms of security.  

The two countries don’t want to bump into each other in Syria.  And it’s clear the 

Russians understand Israel’s concerns about Iranian involvement in Syria. 

Relations between Egypt and Israel are also excellent. Regardless of what’s said 

publicly, Iran is the common enemy. 

And, behind the scenes, there’s engagement with Saudi Arabia and some of the Gulf 

States 

In this overall geopolitical context, it’s intriguing that the Palestinian leadership should 

think it strategic to be so disruptive, so antagonistic and so threatening to the United 

States. 

Cultivating objectivity 

I started this address saying that those who support Israel have a mission to redress 

the bias that rewards Hamas and their ilk at the expense of both Israel and the 

Palestinian people. 

This increasingly broad-based, increasingly entrenched bias made the “Great March of 

Return” rallies a win-win operation for Hamas: 

• have your people breach the fence and kill some Israelis, and/or  

• incite Israelis to kill Palestinians, and bask in the world’s condemnation of Israel. 

That Hamas knew exactly how the West would react must be our siren call to action. 

Because it demonstrates that western countries who blame Israel rather than calling 

out Hamas bear real responsibility for the continuation of Hamas terror activities, and 

its neglect and abuse of its own people.  
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The actions we can take as individuals and as communities may seem small and 

insubstantial, but they create important momentum. 

I direct this call to action to the non-Jewish supporters of Israel here in this room as 

much, if not more, than to fellow Jews. 

When it comes from Jews, an appeal for objectivity about Israel is treated with a 

measure of suspicion that perhaps we ourselves cannot be objective.  

It is for this reason that I take my responsibility for advocating on behalf of Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander Peoples so seriously.  

My arguments, coming as they do from a white Jewish tax lawyer, are more difficult to 

rationalise in terms of “Well, of course he’d say that”. 

It is not my place to instruct you on how to open the eyes of people who are more at 

ease with half-truths. 

Changing attitudes is not an exact science. 

What I will say is that you must always equip yourselves with the facts - source your 

information from people you respect, and be prepared to expose yourself to 

perspectives that are at odds with your own.  

You must insist from politicians, from the media, from colleagues, friends and family 

that their opinions on events involving Israel are also informed by facts and evidence. 

Don’t expect them to reverse their views overnight. Don’t expect them to agree with or 

praise everything Israel says and does. 

But insist on a decent level of objectivity.  

I recommend from decades of personal experience that you will be more effective if 

you go about this calmly, reasonably and respectfully. 

You will be more effective if you have, and can convey, genuine empathy for innocent 

Palestinian suffering that will not end while the international community rewards 

Hamas for using its people as cannon fodder on the path to a glorious victory. 
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An editorial published in the New York Times soon after the May 14 riots put it this 

way: 

“No decent Palestinian society can emerge from the culture of victimhood, violence 

and fatalism symbolized by these protests. 

“No worthy Palestinian government can emerge if the international community 

continues to indulge the corrupt, anti-Semitic autocrats of the Palestinian Authority or 

fails to condemn and sanction the despotic killers of Hamas. 

“And no Palestinian economy will ever flourish through repeated acts of self-harm and 

destructive provocation.” 

To paraphrase David Horovitz in a piece from the Times of Israel: 

If peace-loving western democracies truly wish to alleviate the suffering in Gaza, they 

must make plain to the Palestinians that they deserve a leadership that doesn’t lie to 

them and abuse them. 

Be honest that their independence and a better life can only be achieved through a 

genuine readiness to coexist with the Jewish State of Israel. 
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