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Introduction 
“America Runs on Dunkin”  

 
 

“We are making the symbol of Palestine. This scarf is the history and the heritage of our 
country.” 
–Yasser Herbawi, last remaining Palestinian manufacturer of the keffiyeh  
 
“In a recent ad, Rachael Ray is wearing a black-and-white silk scarf with a paisley design that 
was purchased at a U.S. retail store. It was selected by her stylist for the advertising shoot. 
Absolutely no symbolism was intended. However, given the possibility of misperception, we are 
no longer using the commercial." 
–Dunkin’ Donuts, May 2009 (emphasis added) 
  

Last year, Dunkin’ Donuts issued the above statement announcing their plans to 

abruptly cancel a new series of advertisements starring the American food industry 

celebrity Rachael Ray, following a myriad of attacks in the media and growing threat of 

boycott led by conservative Fox News-commentator Michelle Malkin (Beggy and 

Shanahan 1). The “offending” television advertisement featured Ray smiling and sipping 

a cup of coffee and dressed with a black-and-white checkered scarf around her neck. 

Malkin and others in the right-wing media took issue with her wardrobe choice, 

identifying the scarf as a Palestinian keffiyeh.1 Malkin soon began a sensational 

                                                
1 In this paper, “keffiyeh” – although a transliteration of an Arabic word – refers simply to the 
black-and-white scarf as an object. When neccesary, distinctions will be made between 
Palestinian and American readings of that object. 
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campaign against the advertisement, explaining in an online post: “The keffiyeh, for the 

clueless, is the traditional scarf of Arab men that has come to symbolize murderous 

Palestinian jihad. [The keffiyeh was] popularized by Yasser Arafat and [is] a regular 

adornment of Muslim terrorists appearing in beheading and hostage-taking videos” 

(Malkin 1).  

As their official response indicates, Dunkin’ Donuts, Ray, and her stylist were 

blindsided by the accusations of endorsing or even alluding to “terrorism.” In response, 

the corporation agreed to take down the advertisement, yet maintained that Malkin’s 

reading was a “misperception” and that “absolutely no symbolism was intended.” In 

other words, Dunkin’ Donuts insisted that Ray’s wardrobe choice was solely intended to 

make her appear fashionable, not revolutionary. 

The Dunkin’ Donuts defense is wholly understandable: the American 

corporation’s ad featured the scarf on the heels of it emerging as a must-have fashion 

accessory in the West bereft of any Palestinian contextualization. As Yassir Herbawi – 

the 76-year-old owner of the last remaining Palestinian-owned keffiyeh factory – attests, 

the scarves the likes of which Ray wore are imported from China, not Palestinian 

territories (Shabi 1).2 As Ted Swedenburg catalogues in “Bad Rap for a Neck Scarf?,” the 

keffiyeh’s impact in Western fashion was initiated by W magazine dubbing the keffiyeh 

one of “Fall 2007’s Top Ten Accessories,” and was further popularized as celebrities 

such as Justin Timberlake, David Beckham, Mary-Kate Olsen, and Meghan McCain 

publicly wore the scarf (Swedenburg 184).  

                                                
2 “The factory used to produce more than 1,000 scarves a day, but now makes less than 100 — 
and struggles to sell those. A shutdown seems almost inevitable” (Shabi 2). 



 

3 

Before long, the trend-setting retailer Urban Outfitters began selling the keffiyeh 

in their Winter 2008 catalog as a “houndstooth scarf,” making the product available for 

mass consumption in the United States (185). A New York Times’ article on the 

keffiyeh’s newfound salience in fashion confidently claimed that the keffiyeh, “appears 

to be the dubious successor to last year’s Che Guevara T-shirts, a symbol denuded of any 

potent political associations by pop culture” (Kim 1). In light of the established fashion 

trend, Rachael Ray’s decision to wear a Chinese-manufactured fashion-vetted 

“houndstooth scarf” appears as in-step with American culture as the very donuts sold in 

one of Dunkin’ Donuts’ 6,400 U.S. locations (DunkinDonuts.com, 1). However, when 

confronted by the Malkin-led criticism, Dunkin’ Donuts apologized, removed all trace of 

the ad, and the resulting “controversy” was covered by every major American newspaper. 

The Dunkin’ Donuts’ advertisement controversy is rife with puzzling and often 

contradictory dimensions of the keffiyeh’s meaning in American culture. The controversy 

reveals two distinct interpretative narratives of the keffiyeh. The first is that of Dunkin’ 

Donuts: The keffiyeh is a symbol of fashion. The second is that of Michelle Malkin and 

other protestors: The keffiyeh is a symbol of Palestinian solidarity.3 The Dunkin’ Donuts’ 

advertisement controversy was puzzling because these two narratives are mutually 

exclusive and contradictory. As both camps argued, only one reading of the keffiyeh’s 

significance is “correct.” Indeed, this paper will examine how in American culture the 

interpretation of the keffiyeh as fashionable was read at the expense of the interpretation 

of the keffiyeh as Palestinian resistance; a non-coincidental reading which performed a 

tremendous cultural violence.  

                                                
3 While Malkin very wrongly (and offensively) constructs “Palestinian” as “terrorist,” she still 
understands the keffiyeh broadly as Palestinian support. 
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I will explore how the keffiyeh has been re-interpreted in contemporary American 

culture as a fashion symbol in a way that forcibly removes its political Palestinian 

significance. I argue that a history of Western imperialism is continued through the 

United States’ cultural appropriation of the keffiyeh in its domestic markets. The fact that 

a long-established Palestinian symbol was de-historicized and commoditized by and for a 

Western capitalist society reveals a significant intersection between imperialism and 

globalization. 

I begin by arguing that in order to grasp the scope of the keffiyeh’s imperialism-

produced travel it is imperative to first understand the rich historical legacy of the 

keffiyeh in Palestinian culture. Section one is devoted to re-historicizing the keffiyeh by 

examining how it became an intentional Palestinian symbol of resistance. In section two, 

I will frame the discourse that made an American re-signification of the keffiyeh possible 

by tracing the legacies of imperialism embedded within American culture. The second 

section will illustrate how the keffiyeh’s travel, from Leila Khaled to Rachel Ray, was the 

product of a violent American interpretation. Lastly, I will argue in section three that 

even though the American interpretation of the keffiyeh is seemingly totalizing, it can 

and must be contested.  Here I will argue that there is an individual responsibility as 

consumers to create alternative interpretations in the wake of popular culture’s harmful 

appropriation.  
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Section One 
Same Intent, Different Contexts: The Palestinian Production of the Keffiyeh 
 
“When we hijack a plane it has more effect than if we killed a hundred Israelis in battle. For 
decades world public opinion has been neither for nor against the Palestinians. It simply ignored 
us. At least the world is talking about us now.” 
 – Dr. George Habash (founder of the PFLP)  
 
“The use of symbolic language works only if those symbols relate to an audience’s previous 
experiences. That is, that audience must be able to draw on a personal fount of knowledge to 
make sense of the symbol. And it takes time to build that memory bank. Repetition of like or 
similar images, both within individual pieces and in reports broadcast over time, are crucial to 
this process.”  
– James Lederman, Battle Lines: The American Media and the Intifada, 184 
 

In Battle Lines, James Lederman writes the above passage to explain how the U.S. 

media created a “visual language” to represent Palestinians during the intifada; a 

language he labels “imagespeak.” “Intifada imagespeak as a visual language was created 

from scratch within a remarkably short period of time,” Lederman argues, “no less 

remarkable is the fact that each of the three main U.S. commercial television networks 

independently adopted virtually the same elements of ‘grammar’ and the same ‘lexicon’ 

of images as the language evolved” (175). Throughout his analysis, Lederman 

compellingly illustrates how a new visual vernacular (i.e. burning tires, open sewers, 

wandering youth) emerged from American coverage of the intifada to create a narrative 

that was pervasive, reductive, and wholly problematic (185). Lederman provides a vital 

term to semiotics with “imagespeak,” a term which equally describes how actors outside 

the West generate forms of shared symbolic language. In particular, the productive force 

of “imagespeak” has been used by different Palestinian political organizations – from the 

Marxist-inspired Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) to the paramilitary-

equipped Islamic Hamas – over time to lend a contextual symbolism to different objects, 

namely the keffiyeh.  
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In object-form, the keffiyeh has been present in the Middle East since ancient 

Mesopotamia – commonly under the name of “Ghutrah” – as a practical item of clothing 

for men to avoid direct exposure to the sun and protect the mouth from sand and dust 

storms (Al-Rasheed 202). After the Arab Revolt of the 1930s, the keffiyeh became a 

heavily used symbol that, despite different political contexts, has consistently signified 

the same intent: Palestinian solidarity for independence. In this section I will analyze how 

the keffiyeh was intentionally symbolized by different actors in two distinct acts of 

Palestinian-led resistance – Black September (1970) and the first intifada (1987-1993) – 

and how these events revealed a conscious Palestinian mission to affect global public 

opinion. Throughout these contexts a unique Palestinian imagespeak emerged and created 

lasting cultural meanings for objects like the keffiyeh. 

The Marxist-inspired pan-Arab PFLP has condoned the use of guerilla activism as 

a legitimate and necessary form of resistance from its inception. In his 1967 inaugural 

address, PFLP founder Dr. George Habash stated: “the only language which the enemy 

understands is that of revolutionary violence,” and continued to assert that the expected 

outcome of the struggle against the enemy is “turning the occupied territories into an 

inferno whose fires consume the usurpers” (Halsell 2). The PFLP has repeatedly acted 

upon Habash’s appeal for violence, as evidenced by the public hijacking of four Western 

airline flights from Israel, Los Angeles, and Rome in September 1970, or the event 

referred to as “Black September” (Al Jazeera, 2008, 1). During Black September, PFLP 

operatives hijacked the planes mid-flight and landed them at a Jordanian airstrip, after 

which they evacuated all passengers and crew and exploded the airliners (ibid). As Dr. 

George Habash explained to a German newspaper on the day of the event in the quote 
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that leads this section, the hijackings were designed to influence public opinion and draw 

global attention to the Palestinian condition; indeed, the event is well-documented mainly 

because the PFLP invited television cameras to broadcast the explosions live (Halsell 1). 

The PFLP’s commitment to influence public opinion is best exemplified in Leila Khaled, 

who participated in the 1970 hijackings only to become “the international pin-up of 

armed struggle” (Viner 1). 

Leila Khaled’s meteoric rise into notoriety happened soon after she enlisted with 

the PFLP. Born in Haifa, Khaled grew up homeless in the wake of the 1948 Arab-Israeli 

war until she sought exile in Lebanon (Abdallah 1). In 1967, she quit her job as a teacher 

to enlist with the PFLP. When asked in a 2003 interview “Why didn’t you want a normal 

life?” Khaled responded: “I primarily had dreams about taking our cause into our own 

hands. Also I had sisters and comrades in Palestine in Israeli jails and I thought those of 

us abroad should not be different than those inside” (Abdallah 2).4 Soon thereafter, 

Khaled was given her first assignment: hijacking TWA Flight 840 from Rome to Athens 

in 1969 (Baum 1). The objective of the hijacking was to free Palestinian prisoners and, 

“bring the world's attention to the Palestinian cause, since the world was dealing with and 

seeing Palestinians as just refugees who need humanitarian relief, not as a political cause 

of a people who aspire for their rights and to return to their land” (Abdallah 2). Khaled’s 

primary intent was to humanize the global perception of Palestinian suffering through the 

1969 hijacking. However, more than Palestinian suffering, Khaled became the focus of 

the media coverage. 

                                                
4 In addition, Khaled was drawn to the PFLP’s view on women involvement: “That she is able to 
be equal to a man in the national struggle, and therefore can carry out any mission that can be 
done by a man” (Abdallah 2). 
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In the wake of her successful hijacking, Khaled attained a newfound global 

celebrity. Her fame can be attributed to the heavy circulation of one striking photograph 

used the world over in news coverage: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(Viner 1) 

As a 2001 retrospective piece on Khaled in The Guardian writes of the iconic 

photograph: “The gun held in fragile hands, the shiny hair wrapped in a keffiyeh, the 

delicate Audrey Hepburn face refusing to meet your eye. But it's the ring, resting 

delicately on her third finger. To fuse an object of feminine adornment, of frivolity, with 

a bullet: that is Khaled's story, the reason behind her image's enduring power. Beauty 

mixed with violence” (Viner 1). Many global observers were intrigued and scandalized 

by the picture of a female hijacker. Unlike her male counterparts, media reports 

constructed Khaled as “sexualized celebrity” more than a “terrorist threat.” For example, 

a Time Magazine article from 1970 describes Khaled as “a stunning Palestinian ex-

schoolteacher” and references her primarily by her first name: “in her brassière Leila 

carried two hand grenades” (“Drama of the Desert: The Week of the Hostages,” 2). The 
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hyper-sexualized representations continued, making Khaled an exception to the rule in 

the male-dominated sphere of “terrorism” the media had created. Khaled openly resisted 

this gendered categorization, claiming in the midst of the media-frenzy: “I represent 

Palestinians, not women" (Viner 4). For better or worse, Khaled came to represent both 

of these identities through the photograph: a representation that had the keffiyeh 

embedded within it. 

While observers may never know precisely why Khaled chose to wear the 

keffiyeh in the famous photograph, adorning the scarf around her neck bestowed it with a 

broader symbolic weight than ever before. “In the beginning, all women had to prove that 

we could be equal to men in armed struggle," Khaled says on the initial adversities she 

faced as a woman in the PFLP, "so we wanted to be like men – even in our appearance" 

(ibid). At this point in history the keffiyeh was gendered in that it was worn primarily as a 

practical garment by men; however, Khaled’s choice to wear and thus claim the scarf as a 

means to subvert her position as a woman in a resistance movement transformed the 

purpose of the keffiyeh into a non-gendered signifier of “Palestinian resistance.” As 

Lindisfarne-Tapper and Inghram argue in Languages of Dress in the Middle East, the 

meaning of dress is relational: “clothing is not some added extra, some post facto 

‘symbol’ of difference; rather, the medium is the message and, in this very basic sense, 

clothing indeed maketh the woman or man” (5). Khaled’s aim to wear the keffiyeh and 

thus “maketh” herself equal to a man directly contrasted the global notion that Middle 

Eastern women dressed uniformly. Most Western accounts of the Middle East use the 

image of a “veiled woman” to “create apparent similarities among the people studied” 

(Lindisfarne-Tapper 13). By wearing the masculinized keffiyeh, Khaled challenged such 
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imposed reductions and her alteration moved the scarf away from male practicality 

toward an interpretative exercise. Khaled’s symbolic subversion was soon replicated in 

many of the PFLP’s political posters, which more explicitly interpreted the keffiyeh as a 

representation of greater Palestinian resistance. 

In the following official PFLP political posters, it is evident how symbolic the 

keffiyeh has become in conjuring notions of Palestinian solidarity: 

  5 

The poster on the left, which commemorates Black September and the Sabra-Shatilla 

massacres (1992), features the keffiyeh wrapping a baby and covered with Palestinian 

blood. Here the national symbolism is strong, as it associates the pain of Israeli-led 

massacres with staining the fabric of the keffiyeh. The more recent poster on the right, 

which the PFLP created to celebrate International Women’s Day, echoes the famous 

photograph of Leila Khaled in order to portray Palestinian women as the embodiment of 

                                                
5 Image Source: Official PFLP Wesbite, http://www.pflp.ps 
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mother, fighter, prisoner, and resilience. The keffiyeh pattern is interwoven throughout 

two of the females’ dress, symbolizing how, as with many nationalist narratives, women 

are the state. Both political posters evoke strong emotional responses from viewers, and 

the crux of that emotional connection to Palestinian resistance is tied explicitly to the 

keffiyeh. Among Palestinians, the keffiyeh signifies the same intent regardless of the 

context in which it appears, which is made especially clear when examining how – 

eighteen years after Black September and in even worse political conditions – Islamic 

Jihad and Hamas used the same symbolism while striving to affect public opinion during 

the first intifada. 

In Palestine and the Arab-Israeli Conflict: A History with Documents, Charles 

Smith provides a useful historical analysis of the intifada which further clarifies 

Palestinian imagespeak and locates the intentionality of the keffiyeh’s political 

symbolism. Smith catalogues the horrendous conditions of the Gaza Strip in 1987, which 

was the impetus for the ensuing West Bank intifada (1987-1993) against Israel (412-435). 

In the years leading up to the intifada, conditions for Palestinians had become inhumane. 

Under the leadership of Defense Minister Yitzhak Rabin, the Israeli military (IDF) had 

developed a new “iron first” campaign, which included frequent Palestinian beatings, 

daily imprisonment, and a surge of new Israeli settlements between 1977-1987 (Smith 

415, 417). In one Jabalya refugee camp, over sixty thousand Palestinians were living in 

one-half square mile of land – “double the density of Manhattan” – of which almost half 

of the population were children fourteen years and younger (ibid). Under these conditions 

many frustrated Palestinian youth joined the Islamic Jihad as a means of responding to 

the egregious abuses they suffered (ibid). The intifada arose from the escalating tension 
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between the IDF and Islamic Jihad, which reached a boiling point on December 7, 1987 

when mass Palestinian protests started at a public funeral service for Arab civilians who 

had been intentionally run down and killed by an angry Israeli tank (419).6 

 “At its heart, the intifada was a rebellion of the poor and the young, the less-

advantaged sectors of the population, who organized popular committees,” Smith argues; 

however, it was a movement that was thought out extensively and soon expanded to a 

larger Palestinian middle class throughout the West Bank (419, 422). Indeed, despite the 

spontaneity of its inception, the intifada was carried out with a methodical intentionality 

that media accounts often ignore. For example, the Palestinian leadership made conscious 

decisions to restrict resistance to non-violent demonstrations and stone-throwing, 

uniformly banning the use of knives and guns (419). Yet, although this strategy was 

directed at affecting world opinion similar to Habash’s Black September by promoting 

“the image of the Palestinian populace confronting with stones armed Israeli troops who 

shot to kill,” in practice it was a process that also led to disproportional Palestinian deaths 

and a staggering number of imprisonments (ibid, 421).7  

 In The Palestinian Uprising, F. Robert Hunter paints a similar picture of the 

Palestinian leadership as media-savvy. “Palestinians seized every opportunity to expose 

their suffering,” Hunter writes, “they understood the media, and took full advantage of its 

presence to show the Palestinian ‘David’ bravely battling the Israeli ‘Goliath’ – all before 

the eyes of the rolling cameras” (82). These images reversed the roles of Palestinians and 

Israelis in the Western media, going so far as to illicit concern from the American people 

on the Palestinians’ behalf; allegedly, even President Reagan expressed concern. By 

                                                
6 “Intifada” literally translates to “shaking off” (Smith 406). 
7 Within five weeks of the intifada 2,000 Palestinians had been imprisoned (Smith 421) 



 

13 

restraining the use of violence, the Palestinians effectively publicized the message that, 

“Israel was violating the human rights of a defenseless civilian population living under its 

control and protection” (Hunter 83). Hunter’s point is well-taken: the Palestinians were 

fully conscious of their configuration in the media as “violent hijackers” and – with an 

understanding that they had few other material resources to muster – used their resistance 

in the intifada as a means of subverting that image of violence. Hence, Palestinian 

political actors actively tried to influence how an ever-reducing global camera lens 

signified them.8 

 

Ironically, the keffiyeh re-emerged as a popular head garb for Palestinian youth 

(as pictured above right) in the intifada largely as a practicality. The constant threat of 

arrest meant that the scarf served as a way to hide one’s identity from Israeli soldiers and 

potentially escape an Israeli jail sentence.9 However, the keffiyeh as a practical garment 

also retained the symbolic weight of standing for Palestinian resistance. In 1993, when 

                                                
8 Image Sources: http://www.commondreams.org/headlines03/images/1007-09.jpg, 
http://poppiesofpalestine.files.wordpress.com/2010/02/tl_1987_2-kopie-kopie.jpg. 
9 Torture of detainees was notoriously horrible and violated many international conventions. As 
Israeli P.M. Rabin publicly claimed: “beatings never killed anybody” (Smith 421). 
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the intifada ended – with little Palestinian political gain – through an agreement made by 

new PLO leader Yasser Arafat and a U.S.-Israeli alliance, the keffiyeh still carried strong 

political significance as a symbol of the Palestinian resistance movement (Smith 435).  

The keffiyeh as a symbol of nationalism was utilized by Arafat himself (pictured above 

left) and heavily co-opted by the new, preeminent Palestinian resistance group to emerge 

out of Islamic Jihad: Hamas (Smith 436). 

By the end of the intifada, a new era of Palestinian resistance led by religious 

groups had begun with Hamas at the forefront. Unlike the secular and Marxist PFLP or 

the Arafat-led PLO, Hamas strives for Palestinian liberation using Islamic rhetoric. “The 

new Islamic discourse became the primary means of preserving collective identity and 

unity, as well as legitimizing political movements and regimes,” explains Mishal and Sela 

of the post-intifada political scene in The Palestinian Hamas (28). Hamas’ mission is to 

establish an Islamic state on Israeli soil though a violent uprising, a goal they have 

attempted to reach with the utmost awareness of the power of nationalist symbols (Mishal 

vii). Indeed, even though Hamas markets itself as a strictly religious organization, they 

have tried from the onset to incorporate (or co-opt) a secular nationalist narrative within 

their rhetoric. 

As Glenn Edwards explains, “Palestinian Islamicist symbolism had taken on 

considerable nationalist overtones in the years leading up to the Intifada, and the Hamas 

Covenant reflected this” (Edwards 283). The Hamas Covenant details that they consider 

nationalism as “part of our religion,” showing a clear, concerted effort to reconcile 

nationalist attitudes with their strict religious codes (ibid). However, Hamas differentiates 

that their conception of nationalism includes divinity and faith as foundations of the 
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nation-state, hence producing statements such as: “nothing in nationalism is more 

significant or deeper than [waging jihad against an enemy and confront it] in the case 

when an enemy should tread on Muslim land” (Mishal 44). Therefore, it is no surprise 

that in their quest to attain an Islamic-nationalism, Hamas has heavily used culturally 

engrained symbols of nationalism such as the keffiyeh. 

To return to Lederman’s useful definition of “imagespeak,” symbolism works 

only if an audience can collectively make sense of the symbol from “a personal fount of 

knowledge” and he notes that, “it takes times to build that memory bank.” As a newer 

political organization, Hamas’ use of the keffiyeh – worn among leadership, in political 

posters, and at rallies – makes sense. By using the keffiyeh, Hamas accesses the already-

cemented national consciousness of the object in attempt to forge a seemingly continuous 

and larger narrative of nationalism. Hence, although Hamas has a completely different 

philosophical basis than the PFLP, both groups can use the keffiyeh in the same ways 

without contradiction. While Marx is a unique symbol in the context of the PFLP, and the 

Muslim Crescent is a unique symbol in the context of Hamas, the keffiyeh has proven to 

symbolize a national sentiment larger than any of the particular political groups that use 

it.  

The national symbolism of the keffiyeh within Palestinian territories is strong 

enough to thread through different times, contexts, and groups. It is this very intricate 

history that was violently removed by the United States in their commoditized 

appropriation of the keffiyeh. Indeed, while this section has studied the multiple efforts 

explicitly among violent and non-violent Palestinian actors to draw public attention to the 

injustices facing Palestinians, their long-term influence on how (or if) their struggle is 
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covered has been minimal. I will now argue that Western nation-states – in particular the 

United States – have managed to categorically dismiss the direct repeated pleas of 

Palestinians because of an adherence to a larger imperial mindset. Furthermore, it is this 

modern American imperialism that made the keffiyeh’s re-interpretation possible within 

the United States, or in other words, forcibly removed it from the “personal fount of 

knowledge” from which it drew a larger political significance for Palestinians. 
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Section Two 
Commodifying Imperialism: The Violence of Cultural Appropriation in the 
American Domestic 
 
"I believe, however, that it can be safely said that no social category should remain invisible 
with respect to an analysis of empire."  
– Anne McClintock, Imperial Leather, 9 
 
"Time just goes on and on. And, almost helplessly, we cut out shapes to make it our own or to 
dispossess others of the time in which they lived or live. In this new mirage, or allegory, still not 
far from being shadows on the cave wall, possession, dispossession, and repossession become 
territorial rites that make space for time."  
– Jonathan Hart, “Translating and Resisting Empire,” 145 
 
 Thus far, this paper has established the historical intentional symbolism of the 

keffiyeh by Palestinians and the recent resurgence of the same object in Western popular 

culture as a fashion symbol.10 In this section I will connect these points of travel in order 

to examine how the keffiyeh’s reconfiguration was made possible at the expense of 

Palestinian agency. I argue that what happened with the keffiyeh is an extension of a 

well-documented history of Western imperialism and a practice that has become more 

subtle and pervasive than the legacy of direct colonization on which it is based. Put 

differently, the same societal framework that previously enabled colonial conquest 

presently enables the United States to culturally appropriate the Palestinian keffiyeh. 

 I will draw on the works of Edward Said, Jonathan Hart, Douglas Little, and Anne 

McClintock to make sense of how the keffiyeh was reconfigured in American society. 

First, Said provides a concrete theoretical method for understanding movement vis-à-vis 

different contextual interpretations, which will help me examine the consequences of 

“traveling” for an object over time and space. Second, I will use Hart to outline what 

“cultural appropriation” means in relation to “traveling” and Empire. Third, Little 

                                                
10 I use “West” in this paper as a shorthand for the United States, Great Britain, France, and other 
European powers. The term is problematic, and when possible I will try to distinguish 
particularities so as to avoid constructing the “West” as a monolith. 
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identifies how the U.S. has crafted an imperially tinged historical narrative of 

Palestinians, which enables the keffiyeh’s appropriation. Finally, I will use McClintock to 

examine how the consumer culture which has created – and mass-produced – the keffiyeh 

trend is rooted in imperial logic. Together, these authors help contextualize how 

America’s violent appropriation was undetected or, at very least, unchallenged. In 

addition, these authors help me to trace how the American re-signification of the keffiyeh 

is part of a broader existing imperial framework, and to explicitly connect the objects 

resurgence to the refusal of rights that makes it possible.  

In “Traveling Theory,” originally published as a chapter in The World, the Text, 

and the Critic (1983), Edward Said examines how theory transforms as it travels over 

time and space. Said argues that theories regularly circulate in different directions over 

time because they are constantly being reinterpreted. In other words, different authors can 

apply the same theory in a range of contexts with great ease (Said 226).11 Theory travels 

frequently, and with consequences: "Such movement into a new environment is never 

unimpeded. It necessarily involves processes of representation and institutionalization 

different from those at the point of origin. This complicates any account of the 

transplantation, transference, circulation, and commerce of theories and ideas" (ibid). In 

other words, “traveling” entails transformation rather than a “direct translation.”  

Said examines the process of transformation through the travels of Lukacs’ 

analysis of reification (Hungary, 1923) across literature (230-5). Lukacs challenges 

capitalism from a Marxist perspective, arguing that capitalism creates passive and 

increasingly atomized subjects, hence commodifying society itself. In short, Lukacs 

                                                
11 For example, Marxist theories were used in very different contexts by Lenin, Mao Zedong, and 
the PLFP. 
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argues that society’s passivity is fostered by a process of “reification,” which transforms 

subjects into objects insomuch as they accept truths instead of discovering them. Lukacs 

ultimately asks readers to resist reification and fight the impulse by creating a more 

critical class consciousness  (234). 

After summarizing Lukacs’ theory of reification, Said catalogues how Lukacs’ 

text was then reinterpreted by Lucien Goldmann (Paris, 1955) and again by Raymond 

Williams (Cambridge, 1970), with varying results. Although Goldmann studied under 

Lukacs, his attempt to interpret Lukacs’ theory of reification in his own work produced a 

conflicting result (234).12 Said argues that Goldmann’s reinterpretation of Lukacs was a 

flawed project at the onset because Goldmann failed to consider the context and “point of 

creation.” Instead, Goldmann assumed he could access Lukacs’ theories because he read 

the text “neutrally” – an assumption that makes his analysis rife with partialities and 

inconsistencies (236).13  

Here it is critical to consider Said’s assertion that Goldmann’s interpretation of 

Lukacs was not “wrong.” In fact, Said clarifies that he does not view the episode as 

problematic because Goldmann “misinterpreted” or “misread” Lukacs. Those terms do 

not address what is at the root of the problem with the Lukacs-Goldmann issue; instead 

they draw conclusions which allow readers to dismiss Goldmann rather than learn from 

his mistakes. Alternatively, Said offers, “it seems to me perfectly possible to judge 

misreadings (as they occur) as part of a historical transfer of ideas and theories from one 

setting to another” (236). Said asks readers to avoid the simplistic categorizations of 
                                                
12 “Conflicting” because Lukacs’ theory of reification itself was reified by Goldmann, creating 
the very institutionalization Lukacs cautions against (Said 235). 
13 As Said distinguishes: “Lukacs wrote for as well as in a situation that produced ideas about 
consciousness and theory that are very different from the ideas produced by Goldmann and his 
situation" (236). 
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“correct” and “incorrect” interpretations and offers a challenge to critically analyze the 

journey and not merely the take-off and destination.14 

Nevertheless, Lucien Goldmann – an “expatriate historian at the Sorbane” – 

greatly altered Lukacs’ theory, which he wrote “as a participant in a struggle (the 

Hungarian Soviet Republic of 1919)” (236). As Said summarizes:  

In measuring Lukacs and Goldmann against each other, then, we are also 

recognizing the extent to which theory is a response to a specific social and 

historical situation of which an intellectual occasion is a part. Thus what is 

insurrectionary consciousness in one instance becomes tragic vision in another, 

for reasons that are elucidated when the situations in Budapest and Paris are 

seriously compared. I do not wish to suggest that Budapest and Paris determined 

the kinds of theories produced by Lukacs and Goldmann. I do mean that 

"Budapest" and "Paris" are irreducibly first conditions, and they provide limits 

and apply pressures to which each writer, given his own gifts, predilections, and 

interests, responds. (237) 

Indeed, the harm of “traveling” is that, although it pretends it can, the “destination” is 

simply incapable of recreating the situations which brought the original theory into being. 

The dramatic social struggle which Lukacs endured in Hungary made his theoretical 

Marxist rebellion against capitalist-produced alienation a reasonable circumstantial 

product. Said explains that Lukacs’ theory was “organically provoked by real historical 

circumstances” (“Traveling Theory Reconsidered,” 251), which I argue is also the case 

for the original signification of the keffiyeh as representative of Palestinian resistance. On 

the other hand, Goldmann’s interpretation of Lukacs tried and failed to capture the power 

of the theory because he was writing in a completely different context. Goldmann did not 

                                                
14 I include this caveat briefly, but it will be explored in greater detail in section three, which 
analyzes the interpretative possibilities of the keffiyeh as it travels between Palestinians and the 
U.S. 
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approach a theory of reification to challenge or dismantle a larger capitalist framework, 

instead he wrote about it as an academic exercise, which ironically commodified Lukacs’ 

ideas. Goldmann ostensibly removed the political weight from Lukacs’ theory, creating 

an approach Said calls a “tragic vision” that further produces a “bad infinity” for future 

reading projects. 

Ultimately, Said claims Goldmann’s shortsightedness is a common trope of 

traveling theory: "Once an idea gains currency because it is clearly effective and 

powerful, there is every likelihood that during its peregrinations it will be reduced, 

codified, and institutionalized" (239). Said continues, “if a theory can move down, so to 

speak, become a dogmatic reduction of its original version, it can also move up into a sort 

of bad infinity" (ibid). Said locates the pitfalls of purported “critical reading” as creating 

this “bad infinity.” In other words, the flawed assumptions made by Goldmann are made 

by scholars and critics by and large. In response, Said calls for a revised reading project 

that not only forces readers to locate their own positionality in relationship to the text, but 

also keep intact the context and point of origin of the text. 

Said’s argument in “Traveling Theory” is particularly salient in relation to the 

travels of the keffiyeh, which currently moves in a “bad infinity” due to America’s 

“tragic vision.” The problems of the current “reading” project can be extrapolated to 

make visible similar problems with an ongoing “semiotic” project. In this modified 

model, Lukacs’ original theory is comparable to the keffiyeh as signified by the 

Palestinians, and Goldmann’s interpretation is equivalent to the keffiyeh signified as 

fashion trend in the United States. Just as Lukacs’ analysis of reification was born out of 

his need to resist, so too was the keffiyeh symbolized by Palestinians as mode of political 
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resistance. And just as Goldmann removed the political weight of Lukacs’ theories 

through his “tragic reading,” so too did the United States as they reinterpreted the 

Palestinian object as a symbol of fashion. Hence, Said’s “Traveling Theory” reveals the 

scope – and problematic components – of interpretative practices that assume “neutral 

readings,” and consequently disfigure a theory or object’s historical context.15 Hart’s 

discussion of “cultural appropriation” may provide a framework for understanding the 

implications of the processes of traveling and resignification that have occurred in the 

case of the keffiyeh. 

In the chapter, “Translating and Resisting Empire: Cultural Appropriation and 

Postcolonial Studies,” cultural theorist Jonathan Hart (1997) analyzes how the history of  

“cultural appropriation” is inextricably linked to the Western history of imperialism – in 

both colonial and post-colonial contexts. In addition, Hart’s study of cultural 

appropriation better articulates how the harmful traveling of “bad infinity” is produced in 

the teleological structure of imperialism. Hart begins by arguing that, throughout history, 

cultural appropriation has directly enabled “the expansion of political property through 

the acquisition of colonies” (137). While imperialism used to be about the acquisition of 

land and migration of people – as evidenced in the “conquest of Africa” – it has 

transformed over time into a process wherein the “dominant culture” appropriates 

“colonized cultures” without any neccesary physical movement (ibid). In other words, 

modern imperialism functions as a culture-based model of Said’s notion of “traveling.” 

                                                
15 "No reading is neutral or innocent, and by the same token every text and every reader is to 
some extent the product of a theoretical standpoint, however implicit or unconscious such a 
standpoint may be" (Said 241). 
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Hart’s working definition of “cultural appropriation” acknowledges foremost the 

complexity of the terms involved.16 After parsing both of the individual terms, Hart 

concludes, “Cultural appropriation occurs when a member of one culture takes a cultural 

practice or theory of a member of another culture as if it were his or her own or as if the 

right of possession should not be questioned or contested” (138) (emphasis added). 

Hart’s broad definition not only describes what happens within imperial practices in 

general, but specifically points to the process by which the keffiyeh “traveled” from the 

Palestinian to the American context. 

From the Greek Empire to the United States of America, cultural appropriation 

has served as an apparatus of Empire. Even by using English to discuss cultural 

appropriation, practitioners use a language built by cultural appropriation. “To use this 

language, like so many others, especially in this age of rapid travel and information 

exchange,” Hart writes, “is to bear witness, consciously or not, to culture as a commodity 

to be traded, fairly and freely or not" (Hart 142). Indeed, the spoils of cultural 

appropriation are deeply embedded within modern American society even if citizens are 

not conscious of the imperial harm that produced those spoils. For example, Europeans 

appropriated aboriginal words for locations such as “Mexico” and “Canada,” while 

simultaneously displacing the people who created these words (ibid).  

Appropriation at the behest of Empire is further evidenced in England’s 

perception of the Americas: at first contact, the British – and Europeans in general – 

failed to understand Native Americans as people with a unique contextual history and 

instead placed their existence within the historical framework of Western thought and 
                                                
16 Indeed, the idea of “culture” for the sake of this definition is relatively static (i.e. as in 
American Culture), but in section three I will examine how culture itself is an ever-changing 
space creates room for resistance. 
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language (Hart 147). By interpreting Native Americans within already-established 

European notions of humanity, the British revealed an impulse to remake the world into 

their own image. Since the Native Americans were “uncivilized” and their land 

“uncultivated,” Great Britain had no hesitation appropriating Native American land as an 

extension of their own. Hence, cultural appropriation – as evidenced by Britain’s 

“speaking for” instead of “speaking to” – creates and maintains the power imbalance 

between colonizer and colonized. After all, “the American Indian Nations did not think of 

their lands as new; nor did they decide to name them after Amerigo Vespucci" (Hart 

150). 

In the quote that leads this section, Hart captures how cultural appropriation is 

found not only within the imperial past, but still continues to manifest within territorial 

claims of present. In fact, what is particularly harmful about the keffiyeh’s cultural 

appropriation is that there is no trace of origin left in the American signification of the 

scarf purely as a fashion object. The harm is not only “reducing” Palestinians, but 

eliminating them. Figure 1 diagrams the path of travel, by which imperially-enabled 

cultural appropriation of the keffiyeh works.17 

                                                
17 While Fig 1 illustrates how cultural appropriation works with the keffiyeh specifically, it also 
indicates how appropriation works in general. 
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Fig. 1 : Flow of the Keffiyeh’s Cultural Appropriation 

 
In order to make sense of Fig 1, it is important to first consider a quotation from 

Ross Chambers, which articulates the connection between semiotic and political 

appropriation: 

Mediation is the necessary precondition and ally of appropriative practices. 

Unmediated discourse, if such a thing could exist, would be perfectly literal and 

so absolutely dictatorial; it is the fact of mediation that introduces into any 

discursive situation the element of distance and otherness that splits what is said 

into "what is said" and "what is understood," and it is this possibility of 

understanding otherwise that makes appropriative (re-)interpretations possible. 

(Hart 154) 

Chambers makes a crucial point here, which helps to conceive of how the keffiyeh’s – or 

any object’s – travel is made possible. According to Chambers, interpretation is a form of 



 

26 

mediation; a process that prevents direct translation. In other words, mediation prevents 

the transfer of the keffiyeh as symbol of Palestinian resistance in both Palestinian 

territories and the United States. Chambers then usefully distinguishes that mediation 

(between U.S. and Palestinians) forms a disparity between “what is said” and “what is 

understood.” To apply this framework to Fig 1, “what is said” is located at the arrow 

leaving the Palestinian space: “what is said” is the keffiyeh’s intentional symbolism – 

what Lederman calls “imagespeak” – previously outlined in Section One. As that same 

object enters the U.S. space, readers can locate “what is understood,” which, as evidenced 

by the fashion impulses of Rachael Ray’s wardrobe assistant, radically differs from “what 

is said.” Using the work of Douglas Little, I will now examine why there is a gargantuan 

divide between the two significations in the Palestinian and American contexts. 

In American Orientalism, Douglas Little (2002) provides an explanation for the 

environment in which I argue the keffiyeh’s re-interpretation could take place. Over eight 

thematic chapters, Little applies Said’s foundational theory of Orientalism directly to the 

United States’ historical relationship with the Middle East. The crux of his project is to 

explore the United States’, “irresistible impulse to remake the world in America’s image 

and a profound ambivalence about the peoples to be remade” (3).18 Here, the concept of 

“remaking” helps to explain the intention behind America’s cultural appropriation of the 

keffiyeh, which is diagramed as an arrow into the bottom square of Figure 1, representing 

the productive work that occurs as the keffiyeh travels to the United States.  

Little depicts the Orientalist scope of the West’s rhetoric in relation to 

Palestinians; a theme he explores in depth when analyzing how the Jewish struggle for 

                                                
18 Said makes this same point in Culture and Imperialism, as he quotes Kiernan: “America loved 
to think that whatever it wanted was just what the human race wanted” (287). 
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the state of Israel was constructed in the American media (35). The United States’ 

discourse of the Palestinian-Israeli conflict – dating back to the creation of Israel – has 

two distinguishable components. First, it consistently represents Arabs as “culturally 

backwards” and Jews as “modern,” and second, it ties the goals of Zionism directly to the 

horrors of the Holocaust (Little 17). This first facet of American discourse is abundantly 

apparent in a 1934 article published in National Geographic magazine, which insists that, 

“thousands of Jewish settlers were transforming ‘the land of milk and honey’ into a 

Western outpost in the Eastern Mediterranean,” and continues that these settlers were, 

“developing pastoral people [the Arabs] to a higher plane of life” (Little 18-19). This 

selection poignantly exemplifies the pervasive American discourse, which imagines 

Israel as an extension of a larger Western colonial project to develop and civilize 

uncultivated Arab places and people. 

A second element of America’s prevalent discourse about Israel is the repeated 

inclusion of the Holocaust in order to justify Israeli actions. The Western construction of 

“Israel” is inextricably tied to the tragedies committed in Nazi Germany, wherein Jewish 

statehood was perceived as a form of compensation. “As they had during the mid-1940s,” 

Little writes, “so too during the Eisenhower era many Americans seemed to regard 

sympathy for a Jewish homeland in the Middle East as a form of symbolic atonement for 

having done too little too late to prevent the Holocaust in Europe” (29) (emphasis added). 

The Eisenhower-era conception of Israel has remained the predominant mode of 

discourse for the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, which even today dismisses any critique or 

opposition to Israel as inherently anti-Semitic.19 The persistent inclusion of Holocaust-as-

                                                
19 In Precarious Life, Judith Butler’s analysis of a series of 2002 remarks made by Lawrence 
Summers – then Harvard president -  supports Little’s observation. Butler illustrates how 
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justification in American discourse about Israel produces stifling perimeters for U.S. 

citizens to actively recognize Palestinian rights. 

In light of Little’s text, it is clear how the United States has crafted a discourse 

which unanimously ignores “what is said.” To recall, this paper previously considered 

two instances where Palestinians directly tried to influence global opinion: the PFLP 

through Black September and Hamas through the first intifada. It is no surprise that these 

events were dismissed by the United States discourse as no more than “acts of terrorism.” 

At the time, President Nixon denounced Black September as the work of “international 

outlaws of the worst sort who will stoop to anything in order to accomplish their goals” 

(Little 33).  On the intifada, where no guns were used by Palestinians precisely in order to 

not affect public opinion negatively, Little writes, “most Americans still seemed to 

identify Israel as more like David than Goliath” (39). Just as Hart elaborated that the 

cultural appropriation of Native Americans was made possible by England fitting the 

people of the “New World” into their already-established narratives of world history, so 

too are Palestinians reduced as a static culture within America’s grand imperial narrative. 

It is this same narrative that strips the keffiyeh of its rich historical context and point of 

origin, and reinterprets its significance without hesitation in the context of the United 

States. 

“All attempts are being made to conform to America's desires and demands for 

the Middle East, especially after the invasion and occupation of Iraq,” observed Leila 

Khaled in a 2003 interview (Abdallah 3). Khaled makes a strong point here: the U.S. does 

not only practice imperialism within its rhetoric, but has a long-standing active imperial 
                                                                                                                                            
Summers claims exemplify the current American framework for discourse which renders any 
critique of Israel, regardless of its intention, as “anti-Semitic.” (Butler, “The Charge of Anti-
Semitism”) 
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presence in the Middle East. For example, in the lead-up to the current Iraq War, Vice 

President Dick Cheney stated one benefit of invading Iraq was that, “our ability to 

advance the Israeli-Palestinian peace process would be enhanced, just as it was following 

the liberation of Kuwait in 1991” (Cheney 299). Here Cheney’s claim takes considerable 

liberties with history and reveals a troubling imperial impulse to justify the ongoing Iraq 

War. As if to steal a page from former European colonial narratives, he earnestly argued 

that the U.S. should invade another state in order to gain stronger regional influence. 

Perhaps even more alarming is that this justification worked and citizens strongly 

supported the thinly-disguised imperial motives. Little’s exploration of American 

Orientalism explains how U.S. citizens are conditioned to support imperialism by default, 

which is especially apparent with the keffiyeh’s interpretation. In fact, the urge to remake 

the world in America’s image has become so culturally engrained that the keffiyeh’s 

appropriation occurs within the domestic markets. Indeed, it is within U.S. borders that 

the re-interpretation becomes commoditized wholesale and further extends America’s 

imperial legacy. 

 In Imperial Leather, Anne McClintock (1995) studies how dimensions of 

imperialism intersected with gender, race, and sexuality in the European conquest of 

Africa. McClintock provides a model of analysis which is useful to apply to the 

intersection of the keffiyeh with American popular culture. McClintock argues that, 

“mass-marketing of empire as a global system was intimately wedded to the Western 

reinvention of domesticity, so that imperialism cannot be understood without a theory of 

domestic space and its relation to the market" (17). Indeed, the keffiyeh’s cultural 

appropriation (see Fig 1) takes place in the reinvented domestic sphere, and its journey 
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within this sphere supports McClintock’s assertion that imperialism is threaded through 

domestic markets. To recall, in this paper’s introduction, the American of the keffiyeh as 

a trendy fashion object was outlined: it was renamed a “houndstooth scarf,” featured in 

fashion magazines, adorned by celebrities like Justin Timberlake, mass produced in 

China, and sold at Urban Outfitter retail stores. McClintock’s investigation of imperial 

market structures usefully connects the dots between Little’s explanation of how 

reinterpretation is made possible and the reality of a mass-produced American keffiyeh.  

A central concept McClintock uses to illustrate the relationship between the 

imperial project and domestic markets is “commodity racism.” She first locates 

“commodity racism” in the marketing of Victorian soap in Europe and colonized West 

Africa (207). Before the late nineteenth century, “commodity” was no more than 

consumers buying and using trivial objects, but that soon changed (McClintock 208). In 

the wake of colonial conquest abroad, which generated new imperial wealth 

domestically, and the development of capitalism, the “commodity” became a cultural 

system in Britain that consumers used to represent their own social worth. As the middle-

class soon bought “furniture, clocks, mirrors, paintings, stuffed animals,” and more on a 

previously unimagined scale, they created an economy, “not only of things but of signs” 

(ibid). 

In this new capitalist-produced (and capitalist-centered) culture, consumption 

became a form of spectacle. Citizens were not only consuming on a larger scale, but 

creating World Exhibitions to applaud their own consumption. “By exhibiting 

commodities not only as goods but as an organized system of images,” McClintock 

observes, “a new kind of being, the consumer, and a new kind of ideology, 



 

31 

consumerism,” was created (208-9). Hence, as the ideological racist logic of imperialism 

institutionalized itself into commodity advertising (such as soap representing “racial 

hygiene”), that racism embedded itself within the domestic sphere of consumers (ibid). In 

fact, because commodity was now culture, “commodity racism” could, “package, market 

and distribute evolutionary racism on a hitherto unimagined scale” (ibid). The 

“unimagined scale” is what made the colonial conquest of Africa acceptable for the 

Victorian domestic sphere, and, as Little helped prove, modern United States’ consumers 

share the same limitless imagination. 

 “Commodity racism” is an apt description of the ideological work which 

facilitates the keffiyeh’s appropriation from Palestinian territories onto the necks of 

fashionable American urbanites. Returning to Fig 1, if imperial logic – sustained by 

American Orientalism – dictates that the keffiyeh is intelligible in the U.S. domestic 

sphere only after it has been dehistoricized of its unique social history, then that same 

logic will become embedded more deeply as the keffiyeh becomes commercialized. In 

other words, “what is understood” of the object leaves the mediated space and becomes 

“what is consumed” in the domestic sphere.  

When re-examining the Dunkin’ Donuts’ advertisement controversy, it is clear 

“commodity racism” undeniably thrives within modern American culture. Firstly, we 

have Rachael Ray representing the cutting-edge of consumer fashion, proving that she 

knows what is “trendy” in order to gain greater social capital among fellow consumers. 

Secondly, Dunkin’ Donuts’ defense statement claims that any interpretation of the 

keffiyeh as other than a symbol of fashion is categorically a “misinterpretation.” Put 

differently, there is a right way to make sense of the keffiyeh among the entire consumer 
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culture and the Dunkin’ Donuts corporation is performing that reading.  Lastly, the 

imperially-produced narrative of the keffiyeh presented in the advertisement is marketed 

towards the domestic sphere. Consider the text of a Pears’ Soap’s advertisement from 

1899: 

The first step towards lightening THE WHITE MAN’S BURDEN is through 

teaching the virtues of cleanliness. PEARS’ SOAP is a potent factor in 

brightening the dark corners of the earth as civilization advances, while amongst 

the cultured of all nations it holds the highest place – it is the ideal toilet soap.  

(McClintock 32) 

With the benefit of hindsight, the majority of today’s readers can take issue with the 

racial overtones and implications of this advertisement, but the Dunkin Donuts’ 

commercial markets the keffiyeh in the same symbolically harmful manner. The 

advertisement for Pears’ Soap is directed towards the domestic sphere, but it references – 

and hence socially reinforces – the concurrent narrative of colonial conquest taking place 

in Africa (McClintock 33). The Dunkin Donuts’ advertisement less overtly reinforces the 

U.S.’s imperial policies towards Palestinians by presenting a “neutral” reading of the 

keffiyeh that neuters its unique history. 

 To return to Said’s notion of the traveling keffiyeh, the historical currents 

underpinning the object’s movement are more disturbing than initially considered. Unlike 

Goldmann’s reading of Lukacs – which also stripped the original theory of its political 

weight – the United States’ interpretation of the keffiyeh is more directly malicious. Little 

and McClintock have illuminated that there is a long-standing history of Western 

imperialism of which the keffiyeh’s dehistoricization, reinterpretation, and mass-

production is a new chapter. Indeed, America’s reading of the keffiyeh is violent because 

it is a self-sanctioned purge of any potential challenge the Palestinian signification posed 
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to American imperialism. The Palestinian keffiyeh symbolizes “resistance,” which 

pushes the viewer to have an awareness of what is being resisted: Israeli occupation, 

expansion, torture, imprisonment, and, in short, imperialism. For the United States to 

accept this interpretation of the keffiyeh is for them to accept their own active 

participation in these processes. As evidenced by the keffiyeh’s commodity 

domestication, the U.S. is not willing to entertain this “threat” to their imperialist 

policies. 

Reading Imperial Leather in light of Said’s “Traveling Theory” brings the full 

scope of the keffiyeh’s harmful travel (or cultural appropriation) into focus. If a “sign” 

travels with the same vigor as theory through time and space, then the damage that “sign” 

does is much greater because the audience it reaches is an entire commodity culture 

instead of a select group of readers. My analysis of the keffiyeh’s travel draws this 

connection to argue that the travel from a distinct Palestinian context to a radically 

different American context reveals an unchallenged dimension of imperialism. However, 

this imperialism – ideologically upheld since Victorian England –  does not and should 

not need to remain unchallenged. 

While this paper has attempted to document the imperial processes enacted by the 

United States’ cultural appropriation of the Palestinian keffiyeh, there remains a sticking 

point as evidenced in the Dunkin’ Donuts’ advertisement controversy. To recall, the 

event only became a “controversy” when Dunkin’ Donuts hastily pulled the 

advertisements from circulation when confronted with allegations of “supporting 

terrorism.” Why, when presented with a forcefully absent social history, did Dunkin’ 

Donuts remove their advertisements? Why does the New York Times’ article on the 
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keffiyeh’s recent popularity include interviews with people who know what it represents 

to Palestinians, such as a Jewish student, but choose to wear it intentionally as merely a 

fashion object instead? What possibilities for new readings does one object with multiple 

cultural histories create? In section three, I will investigate if there are possibilities of 

intervention of the keffiyeh’s mass-market imperial interpretation in these moments of 

rehistoricized awareness. In other words, I will explore whether there is a way for the 

keffiyeh to re-enter the same mediated space and produce different results. 
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Section Three 
Personal Responsibility in Popular Culture: Intervention Through Alternatives 
 
“Popular culture, commodified and stereotyped as it often is, is not at all, as we sometimes think 
of it, the arena where we find who we really are, the truth of our experience; it is an arena that is 
profoundly mythic. It is a theatre of popular desires, a theatre of popular fantasies. It is where we 
discover and play with the identifications of ourselves, where we are imagined, where we are 
represented, not only to the audiences out there who do not get the message, but to ourselves for 
the first time.”  
–Stuart Hall, “What is this ‘Black’ in Black Popular Culture?,” 382 (emphasis added) 
 

Until now, this paper has examined how modern imperial practices made the 

United States’ cultural appropriation of the keffiyeh possible; a cultural appropriation 

which first re-interpreted and then commodified the keffiyeh within the American 

domestic sphere (see Fig 1). However, the imperial machinery that mass-produces the 

newly interpreted keffiyeh in the United States is given strength chiefly by one group of 

political actors: consumers.20 Indeed, the entire appropriative process exists to produce 

commodities for domestic actors. I will now examine how these actors have the potential 

to create alternative significations of the keffiyeh that intervene in America’s current 

harmful interpretative practices. 

In this section I argue there is a personal responsibility among consumers to 

challenge the imperial practices that bring the American keffiyeh into being. First, I will 

examine how Raymond Williams’ revised framework of “traveling” –  explored in 

“Traveling Theory” – outlines possibilities for alternative cultural interpretations. 

Second, using Homi K. Bhabha, I will study how culture’s fluidity generates “in-between 

spaces” where these alternative interpretations can take place. Third, I will return to 

Said’s work to examine how individuals can create new interpretations and the acts of 

“resistance” created by alternative articulations. Lastly, I will argue that it is the 

                                                
20 To recall, McClintock argues that in the Victorian-created domestic commodity culture, a 
citizens social worth is directly tied to their amount of consumption. 
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individual’s personal responsibility to add intentionality into their consumption. In the 

wake of the violent imperial processes which create the domestic American version of the 

keffiyeh, I believe that as readers, consumers, and citizens, we must generate new 

interpretations of the keffiyeh. 

In “Traveling Theory,” Said examines the problematic nature of Goldmann’s 

interpretation of Lukacs’ theories on reification. In sum, Goldmann’s interpretation 

purports to work as a comprehensive analysis when in actuality it is partial, reductive, 

and disregards Lukacs’ “point of origin.” After analyzing the harm of the Goldmann-

produced “travel” – to which this paper compares America’s appropriation of the 

keffiyeh – Said then articulates how a more nuanced interpretative model is found in the 

writings of Raymond Williams (Cambridge, 1970). Williams – who studied under 

Goldmann – approaches both the work of Goldmann and Lukacs in his own critical 

writing, but notably makes a series of caveats that Goldmann was unwilling to make 

(Said 238). Williams acknowledges his own critical limits by stating that he is incapable 

of performing an all-encompassing reading of the authors’ texts. Instead, Williams claims 

that his project is a “collaborative” reading (239).  

By reading the work of Goldmann and Lukacs collaboratively, Williams 

catalogues his own specific context, while also accounting for the points of origin of the 

texts he studies. To re-extrapolate this approach to the keffiyeh, Williams’ interpretation 

engages with – not dismisses – the object’s original context. Lukacs and Goldmann are 

not manipulated to fit his argument, but his argument is created by comparatively 

analyzing their texts.  Here we have a framework for an interpretative practice that does 

not prohibit new iterations of an already signified object (i.e. arguing the keffiyeh should 
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never leave Palestinian culture), but rethinks the manner in which interpretations are 

performed.  Fittingly, Williams specifically addresses the potential for alternative 

interpretations when faced with seemingly totalizing readings/interpretations: 

However dominant a social system may be, the very meaning of its domination 

involves a limitation or selection of the activities it covers, so that by definition it 

cannot exhaust all social experience, which therefore always potentially contains 

space for alternative acts and alternative intentions which are not yet articulated 

as a social institution or even project.” (Said 240) (emphasis added) 

Williams provides a useful framework for challenging the American notion that their 

signification of the keffiyeh as a fashion symbol is the only correct interpretation. 

Although the dominant social system of imperialism produced the American 

interpretation, there remains space for alternative cultural readings of the same object. 

Indeed, imperial practices are deeply embedded within the U.S. domestic space – as 

evidenced through American Orientalism and commodity racism – but new 

interpretations of the keffiyeh remain possible because these forces don’t eliminate the 

potential for alternative acts. However, Williams' argument that there is always “space 

for alternative acts and alternative intentions” raises a new set of questions when 

considering the keffiyeh’s cultural appropriation. First, where is the space for alternative 

acts located? Second, how do individuals create alternative acts? Third, what do 

alternative acts look like? I will now answer these questions to illuminate how American 

consumers can intervene within the cultural appropriation of the keffiyeh. 

 In order to locate where alternative interpretations can take place, we must first 

re-evaluate the assumption that culture is a fixed space. Thus far, this paper has defined 

culture as a communally identifiable unit with clearly marked borders. In other words, 

“the material, spiritual, and artistic expression of a group that defines itself or that others 
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define as a culture, both according to daily lived experience and according to practice and 

theory” (Hart 138). In a broad sense, this definition adequately charts culture. For 

example – as illustrated in section one – shared Palestinian experiences, practices, and 

theories create a “culture” that signifies the keffiyeh as “resistance.” In addition, U.S. 

consumers understand the keffiyeh as “fashionable” partly because of their shared 

cultural belief in capitalism. However, conceiving of “culture” in the terms of sharedness 

is like drawing a “line of best fit” for a data set: it illustrates the overall trend, but not the 

outliers. In fact, culture’s “outliers” are the spaces that reveal its dynamisms. In other 

words, the location of culture’s “hybridity”: where identity is negotiated, borders are 

obfuscated, meanings are mediated, and traditions are invented. 

 In The Location of Culture, Bhabha investigates how cultural notions of identity, 

difference, and power are formed at the “in-between spaces” – particularly, between the 

colonizer and colonial subject. In-between spaces, “provide the terrain for elaborating 

strategies of selfhood – singular or communal – that initiate new signs of identity, and 

innovative sites of collaboration, and contestation, in the act of defining the idea of 

society itself” (Bhabha 1-2). Indeed, when two “cultures” interact, the in-between space – 

a terrain Bhabha interchangeably refers to as the “hybrid space” and the “Third Space” – 

is the site of both “contestation” and “collaboration.” Put differently, the in-between 

space is where both imperial cultural appropriation and Williams’ alternative acts can 

occur.  

To recall, this paper has previously examined the “in-between space” as a place of 

violence by using Chambers’ concept of “mediation” (see Fig 1). Bhabha raises a similar 

caution: “It is that Third Space, though unrepresentable in itself, which constitutes the 
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discursive conditions of enunciation that ensure that the meaning and symbols of culture 

have no primordial unity or fixity; that even the same signs can be appropriated, 

translated, rehistoricized and read anew” (37). This process describes the travel of the 

keffiyeh precisely: the keffiyeh was stripped of its symbolic Palestinian “fixity” at the 

whim of an imperial American reading. Elsewhere, Bhabha refers to this travel as the 

“‘middle passage’ of contemporary culture,” which displaces interpretations by 

“disenfranchised minorities” as an apparatus of colonialism (5-6). 

The displacement of unique identity and cultural meanings in the “Third Space” is 

a product of colonial mimicry. Colonial mimicry is the, “desire for a reformed, 

recognizable Other, as a subject of a difference that is almost the same, but not quite” 

(86). In other words, mimicry is an imperial scheme which imposes a flawed identity on 

colonized people who are imposed with the burden of mimicking the colonizer. Mimesis 

is presented as a method for the colonized people to “advance” to the same status as the 

colonizer, while in actuality the structure is created so that the colonized can never realize 

this “advancement.” Hence, the colonized are “almost the same, but not white” (89). For 

example, recall the British construction of the “New World” examined in section two: 

Native Americans’ existence was configured within the European notions of civility and 

language, which justified the appropriation of their land. The same logic was employed in 

the U.S. support of Israel’s formation: Israel was conceived as a Western outpost to 

cultivate backwards people. The only way both the Native Americans and Palestinians 

could “civilize” in the narratives of their respective colonizers is if they imitated their 

colonizers’ cultural practices. Using Bhabha, it is clear that these moments of imperial 

appropriation occur at the “in-between space” of two cultures. However, while colonial 
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mimicry creates violence in this hybrid space, the process can also generate alternative 

acts. Just as Williams created an alternative model of “travel” with his collaborative 

readings of Lukacs and Goldmann, Bhabha views collaborative formations of cultural 

meanings as possible within the “in-between space.” 

 Bhabha argues that the site of hybridity where colonial mimicry takes place can 

provide “signs of spectacular resistance,” because, ultimately, colonial mimicry is a self-

defeating system that internally subverts itself: a “strategic failure” (121, 127). In the 

schema of mimicry, if the colonizers want to maintain power then the colonized can 

never become their equal. Hence the colonizers will continue to shift the “metrics of 

success” for the colonized and inadvertently produce a slippage in meaning. In other 

words, imperial narratives are always forced to make adjustments in order to sustain their 

narrative of cultural dominance, which makes the meanings generated “in-between 

spaces” unstable. Therefore, citizens can understand mimicry not just as a colonial 

strategy, but a battleground where one can generate alternative cultural meaning. 

McClintock states that Bhabha’s revision of mimicry, “offers the important promise of a 

theory of resistance and, at the same time, new areas for historical elaboration” 

(McClintock 64). Indeed, Bhabha identifies a viable space for alternative cultural 

interpretations, but American consumers remain without a template of how to create these 

alternative readings. Said articulates a method of accessing the “in-between spaces” 

through performing a “contrapuntal analysis.” 

 In Culture and Imperialism (1993), Said presents an approach for producing 

alternative interpretations from within dominant social systems with “contrapuntal 

analysis” or “contrapuntal reading.” Similar to Williams’ revised reading project, 
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“contrapuntal reading must take account of both processes, that of imperialism and that of 

resistance to it, which can be done by extending our reading of the texts to include what 

was once forcibly excluded” (Said, 1993, 67) (emphasis added). In other words, readers 

must simultaneously engage with the text – or symbol – as it exists and as it formally 

existed in different or even oppositional contexts. Hence, for American citizens to 

contrapuntally read the keffiyeh necessitates a re-inclusion of the Palestinian context, 

which was “forcibly excluded” by American imperialism. By concurrently considering 

these multiple contexts, readers can conceptualize the points within an object’s travel and 

the scope of “in-between space.” Moreover, comparing an object’s different contextual 

readings reveals the change produced in the hybrid space and can lead to explaining why 

that difference exists. 

 Unlike present American consumers – who widely accept presented cultural 

interpretations – readers who perform contrapuntal analysis, “connect the structures of a 

narrative to the ideas, concepts, experiences from which it draws support” (67). 

Therefore, contrapuntally reading the keffiyeh connects its travel into domestic 

commodity with the framework of imperialism which made the re-signification possible. 

This analytical approach renders visible the violent appropriation of the keffiyeh that 

occurs within the “in-between spaces.” In other words, it exposes how imperialism 

creates a version of reality that is presented as the only reality. Said undertakes a similar 

contrapuntal reading project in Orientalism (1978). 

 At the onset of Orientalism, Said states that “men make their own history” and 

“what they can know is what they have made” (Said, 1978, 5) (emphasis added). Put 

differently, cultures create their own self-sustained meanings through adherence to 
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ideological narratives. This claim is as true for the Palestinian culture that bestowed the 

keffiyeh with its original significance (national resistance), as it is for the American 

culture that re-configured it (fashionable). The difference is that the American ideological 

commitment to imperialism creates processes such as colonial mimicry, which demands 

that other people and cultures conform to the U.S. narrative. For example, “the Orient is 

an idea that has a history and a tradition of thought, imagery, and vocabulary that has 

given it reality and presence in and for the West” (5). The ideological construct of 

Orientalism – as other imperial manifestations before it – reconfigures world history to fit 

a cultural idea. As evidenced by Little, the lasting harm of this particular reading of 

history is that it becomes the only accepted History. By performing a contrapuntal 

analysis of this History to reveal alternative readings, Said’s Orientalism provides a 

model example of Williams’ claim. In addition, the project illustrates what alternative 

acts can look like: what both Bhabha and Said refer to as “resistance.” 

 Thus far, Bhabha has articulated where alternative acts can occur (in-between 

space) and Said has explained how individuals can access that space (contrapuntal 

analysis). Now, this paper will examine how creating alternative interpretations under a 

social dominant system is a process of “resistance.” In Humanism and Democratic 

Criticism (2004) – a posthumous collection of lectures delivered shortly after the start of 

the Iraq War – Said most strongly expresses his vision of resistance. In the chapter “The 

Return to Philology,” he writes:  

This is what resistance is: the ability to differentiate between what is directly 

given and what may be withheld, whether because one’s own circumstances as a 

humanistic specialist may confine one to a limited space beyond which one can’t 

venture or because one is indoctrinated to recognize only what one has been 
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educated to see. … Does one accept the prevailing horizons and confinements, or 

does one try as a humanist to challenge them? (76) 

With this question, readers are challenged with a personal responsibility to generate 

alternative meanings as a form of resistance. Furthermore, Said makes this appeal a 

humanistic one, underscoring that alternative acts serve as a resistance for humanity. 

Individuals can create alternatives by challenging the horizon as a marker of all 

intelligible interpretation. Instead of uncritically accepting pre-defined meanings, one 

must imagine the interpretative possibilities that exist beyond these borders (i.e. in the in-

between space). In sum, resistance requires actors to conceptualize alternatives beyond 

indoctrinated ideological thought and practices. 

 In the final paragraph of Culture and Imperialism, Said reiterates his challenge for 

individuals to engage with multiple contexts in reading by claiming that “it is more 

rewarding – and more difficult – to think concretely and sympathetically, contrapuntally, 

about others than only about ‘us’” (Said, 1993, 336). Here Said presses that “contrapuntal 

thought” empowers actors to avoid over-simplified interpretations and engage in 

collaborative readings. This considerate Williams-like approach is exactly what current 

American consumers need to enact with the keffiyeh. However, I understand individual 

alternative acts not quite generating a “resistance” as much as a moment of hesitation. 

 To consider Said’s vision of “resistance” – achieved by contrapuntal analysis in 

order to re-access Bhabha’s hybrid space – I believe a model of intervention is made 

possible for present-day American consumers. At this point, I must distinguish that I do 

not believe “resistance” – in Said’s sense – is a feasible individual response to America’s 

imperial appropriation of the keffiyeh. To apply Said’s “contrapuntal analysis” onto the 

current American interpretation of the keffiyeh, the results do not directly resist the 
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imperial machinery that produces the keffiyeh as a commodity. Concrete “resistance” 

would attempt to dismantle America’s imperial economic machinery in order to eliminate 

the commodified presence of the keffiyeh. At best, a contrapuntal reading re-historicizes 

the keffiyeh to create possibilities for new interpretations within American culture. 

Indeed, “resistance” does not capture the possible response to the keffiyeh’s current 

interpretation because individual consumers can never “give back” to the Palestinians the 

right to signify an already de-signified object. However, articulating alternative 

interpretations and contexts does create a moment of intervention in the imperial 

processes. In other words, consumers cannot retroactively erase the keffiyeh’s travel, but 

they can strive to create complex future iterations of the keffiyeh. 

 To return to Fig 1: Flow of the Keffiyeh’s Cultural Appropriation, readers can 

now apply Williams’ call for alternative acts within the imperial structure that culturally 

appropriates the keffiyeh. Figure 2 reconsiders the framework of imperial interaction – 

after the cultural appropriation has taken place – to envision a method of intervention21: 

 

 
                                                
21 The process of cultural appropriation is not illustrated in Fig 2, but its presence is implied. 

Fig. 2: Alternative Interpretations through Intervention 
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To recall, in Fig 1 the imperially enabled cultural appropriation of the keffiyeh ended 

with the American consumer; that is precisely where the model of intervention begins. 

First, by performing a “contrapuntal analysis,” the consumer moves the keffiyeh back to 

the mediated – or in-between – space where imperial violence was originally enacted on 

it. This first step requires the consumer to engage with the object on a personal level 

instead of passively accepting the keffiyeh as it has been interpreted for them by larger 

imperial structures. Put differently, the move to the hybrid space reinserts intentionality 

into interpretations of the keffiyeh, which has been noticeably absent in its modern travel. 

By locating herself in relation to the contexts that give the keffiyeh cultural meaning, a 

consumer is forced to take an intentional stance on the object. 

 Once the keffiyeh is back in the mediated space, the consumer must personally re-

engage in the process of mediating the two cultural readings of the keffiyeh. As 

Chambers stated, this is the space in-between cultures where the disparity between “what 

is said” and “what is understood” is formulated. As individuals re-engage in this same 

process, they access the potential to create alternative interpretations. The contrapuntal 

analysis, which returns the keffiyeh to the hybrid space, necessitates that the consumer 

re-historicize the keffiyeh. Hence, while back in-between, the object carries symbolical 

significance in both American and Palestinian domestic spheres. From here, consumers 

must actively interpret the keffiyeh, which is now a floating signifier, to create an 

alternative to the current American reading.  

 As consumers confront the dual significations of the keffiyeh, they must finally – 

as Williams exemplified – engage in a collaborative interpretation of their own. The 

American consumer, once they have considered their own context and the contextual 
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cultural readings of the keffiyeh, must now choose which way they personally want to 

interpret the keffiyeh. This is precisely the moment of intervention: the consumer can 

either read the keffiyeh with its original political symbology of Palestinian resistance, 

continue to understand it primarily as a fashion statement, wear it as a symbol of both, or 

generate a completely new reading. These alternative acts do not cancel the harmful 

imperial processes that have been committed against Palestinians, but they do contest the 

fixity of the current American reading. 

 Presently, there are consumers who create alternative interpretations of the 

keffiyeh within American culture. For example, a consumer can purchase a keffiyeh from 

the shelves of Urban Outfitters –an imperial output – and wear it to a pro-Palestinian 

demonstration without anyone knowing the difference. The creation of an Urban 

Outfitters-Palestinian hybrid keffiyeh reveals the true flexibility of cultural meanings and 

the powerful impact of personal intent. However, as stated previously, this is not an act of 

resistance. The consumer has still consented to the cultural imperialism which made the 

keffiyeh readily available in an American domestic space. Alternatively, there are 

consumers who have confronted the mediated space yet chose to ignore the Palestinian 

cultural symbolization. In a recent New York Times’ article on the keffiyeh, readers are 

introduced to Liz Chernett who claims to wear the keffiyeh as “an aesthetic thing,” even 

in the face of critics: “I’ve gotten a lot of comments about it, like, ‘Doesn’t that support 

terrorists?’ ‘Aren’t you Jewish?’” (Kibum 2).  Ms. Chernett is a version of a consumer 

who proves to have a borderline awareness of the Palestinian context, but has chosen to 

consent to a reading that ignores that context. Although Ms. Chernett’s reading is no 
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longer a passive acceptance, it is still a far cry from the alternative acts that Williams 

claims are possible in the wake of a dominant social system. 

 As is clear from these new possibilities for interpretation, American consumers 

have a plethora of presently unused power at their disposal. Indeed, the irony is that 

imperialism has enabled the American interpretation of the keffiyeh by forcibly removing 

Palestinians right to signify, yet American consumers currently do not fully exercise this 

same right. To examine the Stuart Hall quote that begins this section, popular culture is 

an arena not only for larger narratives to create interpretations for consumers, but a 

theatre that holds great stakes for individuals. Popular culture is “where we are 

represented, not only to the audiences out there who do not get the message, but to 

ourselves for the first time” (Hall 382). The call to create alternative interpretations is not 

for the sake of “others,” but for a larger shared personal responsibility. Generating 

alternatives is, in Said’s terms, a humanist project. 
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Conclusion:  
The Urgency of Intervention 
 
 In this paper, I have traced the imperial violence embedded within the travel of 

the Palestinian keffiyeh and the potential for alternative interpretations by consumers 

within the same social framework. For more than fifty years and in multiple cultural 

contexts, the keffiyeh solely signified support of Palestinian resistance and independence. 

This changed, of course, when W magazine declared it 2007’s top fashion accessory. 

What I have tried to parse is how this re-interpretation performed an imperial violence 

swiftly, unquestioned, and with presumptive finality. 

Although I have academically studied imperialism as practiced throughout 

multiple contexts and time, the epistemological violence has never been more apparent in 

my own life than with the keffiyeh. I spent the formative years of my youth in Beirut, 

Lebanon, where the keffiyeh was culturally understood as a support for Palestinians in 

exile facing atrocious conditions. It was a symbol of solidarity, a gesture of resistance, 

and, in sum, a wearable flag. Hence, I cannot express how befuddled I was in the mid-

2000s when many of my peers started wearing the same object in the name of fashion. I 

was deeply disheartened as more people claimed to wear the keffiyeh as a mimicry of 

pop icons like Kanye West, rather than as a political stance against injustice. As an Arab-

American, the travels of the keffiyeh feel like the “American” part of my identity 

reaching over the hyphen to commit violence on the “Arab” part. That is precisely why I 

look towards the hyphen for a potential moment of intervention. Intervention creates a re-

mediation where consumers can consider the keffiyeh’s multiple significations to better 

actively interpret the object for themselves. 
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If, as American consumers, we do not intervene in the current mass-produced 

imperial interpretation, then we consent to the machinery of imperial violence. We 

consent to a violence that is only expanding its reach. For example, a Guardian article 

from 2008 catalogues how the keffiyeh is now being worn by Iranian youth as a symbol 

of fashion and not Palestinian solidarity: “the keffiyeh has become an unlikely fashion 

item for young Iranians drawn to the same western pop culture that country's leaders 

disdain” (Tait 1). Indeed, the keffiyeh has now traveled back geographically to the 

Middle East, but with the American interpretation and not the Palestinian one. Although 

Iranian youth here are using fashion as their own form of political resistance, their 

reading only further solidifies the United States’ imperial interpretation. This recent 

travel speaks to the troubling success of the entire imperial-enabled cultural appropriation 

force to produce the interpretation of the keffiyeh. 

 “As popular culture has historically become the dominant form of global 

culture,” writes Stuart Hall on America, “so it is the same time the scene, par excellence, 

of comodification, of the industries where culture enters directly into the circuits of 

dominant technology – the circuits of power and capital” (378). Hall captures exactly 

how American popular culture is itself commodified to create scales of value for the 

global scene; the American reading of the keffiyeh is not only interpreted for American 

culture, but through its comodification it is interpreted for the world.  Hence, Iranian 

youth will wear the keffiyeh, and “what is said” becomes inaudible as “what is 

understood” grows deafeningly louder. 

However, all is not lost. Consider Sherbanu Hayat, a third-year psychology and 

law student at the University of Cape Town and the founder of international “Keffiyeh 
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Day” (Kamaldien 1). Hayat acted on her belief that “pop culture has diminished the 

ideals invested in [the keffiyeh]” by starting a campaign on the global social-networking 

website Facebook urging people to wear their keffiyeh as a political statement on the 

same day (ibid). As worn on “Keffiyeh Day,” the object represents an alternative 

interpretation: the keffiyeh not only represents Palestinian resistance, but adds a new 

layer of resistance to the American reading. Indeed, after the Dunkin’ Donuts’ 

advertisement controversy, events similar to “Keffiyeh Day” spread across American 

cities – such as “Wear Your Keffiyeh With Pride Day" – as a direct response (ibid). 

These articulations of alternative interpretations within American culture are hopeful, but 

unfortunately rare. 

I truly believe as consumers we need to forcefully insert moments of thoughtful 

hesitation into our cultural practices. We need to create instances of intervention wherein 

we explore the potential results of hybrid spaces. As it stands, the keffiyeh’s travel is an 

unresolved political issue of crimes against humanity. In the commodity culture of the 

domestic sphere, consumers have an active duty to challenge this crime.  
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