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 On April 20, 2013, the general membership of the Association for Asian American 

Studies (AAAS) passed a resolution in support of the academic boycott of Israel.  In light of 

the complicity of Israeli academic institutions with Israel’s violations of international law and 

human rights and the denial of Palestinians’ right to education, the AAAS resolution 

foregrounds our commitment to academic freedom and our support for the call from 

Palestinian civil society for the academic boycott of Israeli institutions.  The AAAS became the 

first US academic organization to support the boycott, followed by the Native American and 

Indigenous Studies Association (NAISA), the American Studies Association (ASA), the 

Critical Ethnic Studies Association (CESA), the African Literature Association (ALA), the 

National Association of Chicana and Chicano Studies (NACCS), the National Women’s 

Studies Association (NWSA), the Association for Humanist Sociology (AHS) and several 

other organizations; deliberations continue in other academic organizations.  Yet inasmuch as 
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Asian Americanists see the passing of this resolution as signifying our engagement in a global 

solidarity movement, we had already become much more intimately implicated in events 

taking place in Palestine and Israel than we could have imagined.  Asian American histories of 

civil rights struggles, like those of other minority groups in the US, were being swept into the 

service of Israeli settler state violence and crimes against humanity in the operations of what I 

refer to as the “yellowwashing” of Israel.   

Yellowwashing is but one of the more recent washings of the state of Israel in a 

spectrum of hues—red, black, brown, green, pink and rainbow—deployed to represent it as a 

nation fully engaging liberal discourses of diversity in alliance with indigenous, minority, and 

environmentalist groups, including American Indians, Blacks, Latinxs, Arabs, women and 

LGBTQI communities (See Schulman, Toensing, Alasaafin, Israel Ministry of Environmental 

Protection, Shivone, Lef).  These washings are part of a 2005 campaign to “re-brand” apartheid 

Israel as “relevant and modern” in the international imaginary (Schulman, Popper).  These 

color washings pivot on the representation of Israel as the subject of anti-Semitism, sharing 

with indigenous and minority groups histories of genocide and persecution, yet what is clear is 

that these campaigns do not advance justice for these groups and instead appropriate their 

histories to camouflage Israel’s own status as an apartheid state.  

While the 2005 re-branding tactic is ostensibly about the marketing of Israel in a global 

economy, color washings as public relations campaigns have sought to redirect international 

attention away from the brutalities of Israeli occupation, apartheid, and state racism, the 

Palestinian uprising in the Second Intifada, and the historic 2004 Advisory Opinion of the 

International Court of Justice (ICJ) that the Israeli Separation Barrier / Apartheid Wall violates 
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international law and Palestinian human rights.  Color washings work in the service of 

normalization to conceal evidence of Israel’s apartheid operations.   

We can track the yellowwashing of Israel in the ways that the state of Israel and 

American Zionist lobbyists have produced and circulated a narrative of Israeli alliances with 

Asian Americans through the figure of U.S. Senator Daniel Inouye.  At the time of Inouye’s 

death in December 2012, former AIPAC president Robert Asher advised Israeli Prime 

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu that Israel should act to honor Inouye’s memory (Solomon). 

In January of 2014, Israel announced that it would name its missile facility the Daniel K. 

Inouye Arrow Anti-Missile Defense Facility after the Hawaiʻi-based senator. 

Much has been made of the fact that this was the first time that Israel had named a 

military facility after a non-Israeli, and we can trace in this act of memorializing Inouye the 

complex underpinnings of a story of origins and racial rearticulations that attribute US aid to 

Israel to a Japanese American member of Congress.  Robert Asher, former president of 

AIPAC, refers to Inouye as “Israel’s greatest supporter in Congress” and explains that in the 

mid-1980s, he had witnessed an exchange between Inouye and Israeli prime minister 

Shimon Peres where Inouye stated,  

We speak kind[ly] of Israel in Congress and loan to Israel at high interest rates, but 

give grants to others[.]  That is not right.  Mr. Prime Minister, I have studied the 

situation—there will be no more loans to Israel.  (Solomon) 

Inouye thus advocated for giving Israel grants instead of loans.  Asher concludes by 

insisting that without Inouye, there would have been no US aid.   

What is remarkable here is the way that the naming of the facility is being narrated 

along the trajectory of a particular kind of origins story of U.S. federal aid to Israel.  In this 
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grand narrative of $130 billion in U.S. largesse dating back to 1948, Inouye figures in as the 

moral and ethical conscience who ushers in a new era marked by the erasure of Israel’s debt 

to the United States.  Although US Senator Alan Cranston who had sponsored what is 

known as the 1984 Cranston amendment which makes clear that Israel would never have to 

repay any grants or loans from the United States, it is Inouye who has been publicly credited 

with orchestrating the approval of the amendment by the Appropriations Committee, putting 

the commitment into law and, in effect, wiping out Israel’s debt to the United States while 

generating what is today $3 billion in aid from the US each year. (NYT, “Senate Panel 

Proposes Minimum Aid to Israel”).  These narratives provide us with an index of how 

Inouye’s support for the state of Israel is popularly perceived, narrated, and circulated, and, 

as I will illustrate here, how central Inouye’s positionality as a Japanese American is to this 

founding narrative of federal aid to Israel. 

In this essay, I trace the circuits of yellowwashing narratives representing U.S. aid to 

Israel through the historical figure and substance of Inouye.  Through a critical analysis of 

such yellowwashing, I consider the articulations of the US settler state with the Israeli settler 

state and the ways they are mutually constitutive.  I also argue that this yellowwashing of 

Israel opens up another dimension to these color washings: as Israel circulated the figure of 

Inouye, the substance of Inouye’s actions make evident the ways that US settler colonialism 

is constitutive of Inouye’s positionality as a Japanese American.  I then foreground what has 

been erased in these displacements: Palestinian political agency under deadly Israeli assault.  

In contrast to the state-sponsored color washings of Israel, the Boycott, Divest, and Sanction 

(BDS) movement has enabled broader alliances in an international movement to end Israeli 

apartheid. 
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        Zionists narrate Inouye’s support for the state of Israel as driven by the twinned 

histories of the internment of Japanese Americans and the internment of Jews. (Solomon).  But 

Zionist narratives go well beyond the resonances between concentration camps in their 

celebration of Inouye’s heroism on the battlefield against anti-Semitism.  Douglas Bloomfield, 

legislative director of AIPAC, tells us that Inouye was named by the people of Israel 

“Trumpeldor” after a champion of Zionism who fought against Arabs in 1920 over the 

settlement of Tel Hai, a battle which has since taken on mythic proportions as the event 

marking the inception of the state of Israel:  

[Inouye’s] integrity, his quiet modesty, his firm belief in bipartisan cooperation won 

him the admiration and trust of his Senate colleagues and all who knew him.  

Nowhere more than among the supporters and people of Israel, where he was 

affectionately nicknamed “Trumpeldor” for the one-armed early Zionist hero.  

Joseph Trumpeldor, who died in the 1920 battle of Tel Hai in the Upper Galilee, had 

lost his left arm in the Russo-Japanese war in 1904; Inouye lost his right arm in Italy 

in the closing days of World War II.   For his heroism, Lt. Inouye was awarded the 

Medal of Honor, but it took 55 years to get that recognition because Japanese-

American Nisei servicemen were denied appropriate recognition for their heroism at 

the time because of their race. (Bloomfield) 

The fantasmatic equation of Inouye as a Japanese American war hero with a Zionist war hero 

is made in part through the visual congruities of their bodily sacrifices and a teleological 

narrative that casts Inouye’s sacrifice as his contribution to the founding of the state of Israel.  

This comparison of Inouye and Trumpeldor, however, is only made possible by a series of 

temporal and geographical displacements and a suturing over of erasures and absences.  The 
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historical moment of Inouye’s heroism as an American patriot fighting to liberate Jews from 

the anti-Semitic forces of Nazi Germany is removed from its original context and renarrated in 

sepia tones against the backdrop of Zionist settlements across Palestinian lands decades 

earlier.  If the Zionist mantra has long been “a land without a people for a people without a 

land,” we can see here that Arabs have been made to disappear from Bloomfield’s historical 

narrative of Tel Hai.  

 Looking beyond this incorporation of Japanese American history into a Zionist 

mythos, I return to Bloomfield’s narrative and the way he ends with a particularly barbed 

reminder of a history of US racism.  Not only was Inouye fighting in a segregated unit for 

Japanese Americans, he was not awarded the Medal of Honor until 2000, fifty-five years 

after he had fought in San Terenzo, Italy.  We can situate Bloomfield’s narrative in the 

context of strained Israeli-US relations of that particular moment.  The selection of Inouye 

for the naming of the facility occurs as part of an assemblage of events that include the UN 

General Assembly’s 2012 de facto recognition of East Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza 

as the Palestinian state, Israel’s belligerent expansion of settlements in East Jerusalem and 

the West Bank, and the US condemnation of all Israeli settlements as “illegitimate.”  

Throughout 2012, Israel intensified attacks on Gazans, and rockets were fired from the Gaza 

Strip into southern Israel as a response to these attacks, the Israeli blockade of the Gaza 

Strip, and the expansion of settlements in the West Bank.  On November 14, 2012, Israel 

launched Operation Pillar of Defense in the Gaza Strip, an eight day offensive which killed 

174 Palestinians and injured hundreds.  The United Nations General Assembly condemned 

the offensive, and on November 29, 2012, the UN voted to recognize the West Bank, East 

Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip as a “non-Member Observer State.”  Netanyahu revived plans 
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to construct new housing units in the E-1 area that would cut off East Jerusalem from the 

West Bank and prevent the formation of a contiguous Palestinian state.  In October of that 

year, US Secretary of State John Kerry then issued an unequivocal condemnation of all 

Israeli settlements (Good).  Kerry’s statement gained international attention for superseding 

previous statements by the United States that had not included the established settlements.  

To counter Kerry’s denunciation of the Israeli settlements, the state of Israel selected 

Inouye for the naming of the facility precisely because he refused to condemn the Israeli 

settlements.  The Jerusalem Post reports that former Israel Defense Minister Moshe Arens 

stressed that Inouye had visited the Israeli settlements with him and that “he was not overly 

concerned about the settlements” (Solomon).  In these Zionist narratives, Inouye’s eventual 

triumph over racism in the United States as a Japanese American is used to leverage his 

advocacy for Israel in negotiating continuing aid packages and in defense of the settlements 

through a public narrative of US hypocrisy. 

The synedochical illogics of yellowwashing here operate through the very rhetorical 

slippages through which Inouye’s singular story also comes to stand in for Asian American 

collective histories of struggle.  Bloomfield syntactically transforms Inouye from a Japanese 

American subject into the category of “Asian American”: he argues that Inouye was “the 

first Japanese-American in the House and later in the Senate, eventually becoming the 

highest-ranking Asian American politician in American history.”  Such elisions reiterate and 

rely upon model minority representations of Asian Americans, painting in broad strokes 

what Zionists sought to depict as collective Asian American support for the state of Israel, 

despite the lack of any material basis for this claim. 
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 If Zionists were producing a figure of Inouye that then travelled in global circuits to 

defend Israeli settlements, I’d like to turn to the substance of Inouye’s support for Israel and 

what it tells us about the symmetries of settler states and their interlocking logics of 

occupation.  From our vantage point in Hawaiʻi, which has been under U.S. occupation 

since forced annexation in 1898, we have seen the ways that Inouye’s political actions have 

been historically motivated by his own interests as an Asian settler in an occupied territory 

where 40 percent of the State Legislature is dominated by Japanese settlers who make up 

only 22 percent of the general population and an overall 75 percent of the legislature is 

made up of Asian settlers (Fujikane, “Asian American Critique” and “Intro” to Asian Settler 

Colonialism).    

Inouye has long been criticized for the ways in which he has promoted US federal recognition of a 

Native Hawaiian governing entity in a way that has actually obstructed Hawaiians’ efforts at restoring 

Hawaiʻi’s independence. What Inouye supported was federal recognition of Hawaiʻi as a nation-

within-a-nation that would allow Hawaiians sovereignty only insofar as Hawaiʻi remained a domestic 

dependency under the US Department of the Interior.  Inouye advocated for a contained form of 

sovereignty that would not pose any significant challenge to the foundations of the US settler state nor 

its occupation of Hawaiʻi.  Federal recognition, as American Indian, First Nations, and Kanaka ‘Ōiwi 

scholar activists have argued, is yet another way for the United States to consolidate its settler state 

power and to further the processes of land accumulation by dispossession (Glen S. Coulthard, 

“Subjects of Empire: Indigneous People and the ʻPolitics of Recognition’ in Canada,” Contemporary 

Political Theory 6 (2007): 437-460; Red Skins, White Masks: Rejecting the Colonial Politics of 

Recognition (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2014); Audra Simpson, Mohawk 
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Interruptus: Political Life across the Borders of Settler States (Durham: Duke University Press, 

2014)). 

That Israel chose to name a defense military facility after Inouye is an attempt to 

disseminate a narrative of settler innocence as the state of Israel is threatened by an enemy it 

often refuses to name.   This selective focus on defense, however, cannot hide the 

widespread devastation of Israel’s multiple military offensive operations, including, most 

recently, Operations Cast Lead (2008-2009), Pillar of Defense (2012) and Protective Edge 

(2014), all made possible by the tremendous military aid that the US gives to Israel.  For 

seven weeks, in July and August 2014, Israel’s brutal Operation Protective Edge assault on 

Gaza massacred over 2191 Palestinians, including 527 children, while by contrast, 71 

Israelis were killed (“Fifty Days of Death and Destruction”).  Over 11,100 Palestinians were 

wounded; out of this number, 3374 were children (Puar).  Brian Wood, Head of Arms 

Control and Human Rights at Amnesty International, explains that a week into the seven-

week assault, 4.3 tons of US-manufactured rocket motors arrived in the Israeli port of Haifa. 

(Wood).  Two weeks later, it was reported that the Pentagon resupplied Israel with 

munitions, approving the transfer of grenades and mortar rounds to the Israeli armed forces 

from a US arms stockpile in Israel.  Wood explains that reports concerning this resupply 

were released on July 30th, the same day the US government condemned the shelling of a 

UN school in Gaza which killed at least 20 people, including children and UN humanitarian 

workers.  Wood writes, “It is deeply cynical for the White House to condemn the deaths and 

injuries of Palestinians, including children, and humanitarian workers, when it knows full 

well that the Israeli military responsible for such attacks are armed to the teeth with 

weapons and equipment bankrolled by US taxpayers.”    
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I turn now to the BDS movement and the efforts of PACBI scholars to lay bare the 

violence of Israeli academic institutions that serve the Israeli occupation forces.   The 

Palestinian Campaign for the Academic and Cultural Boycott of Israel (PACBI) was 

established in the West Bank city of Ramallah in July 2004, and it utilized the strategies of 

the anti-apartheid BDS movement in South Africa.  A year later, on July 9, 2005, the 

Boycott National Committee (BNC) sent out a call from over 170 groups representing 

Palestinian civil society for an international solidarity movement to boycott, divest and 

sanction Israel based on its 38-year occupation of East Jerusalem and the West Bank, the 

Gaza Strip and the Syrian Golan Heights and its continued expansion into the West Bank by 

means of the Wall (“Palestinian Civil Society Call for BDS”).  

 The BDS call articulates three main goals: 1) ending [Israel’s] occupation and 

colonization of all Arab lands and dismantling the Wall; 2) recognizing the fundamental rights of 

the Arab-Palestinian citizens of Israel to full equality; and 3) respecting, protecting and 

promoting the rights of Palestinian refugees to return to their homes and properties as stipulated 

in UN resolution 194.  As editors of Against Apartheid: The Case for Boycotting Israeli 

Universities, Ashley Dawson  and Bill V. Mullen argue, “By challenging Israeli apartheid using 

some of the same strategies as the movement against apartheid in South Africa, the BDS 

movement has a vital role to play in bringing about a democratic transition in occupied 

Palestine.” (Dawson, Ashley and Bill V. Mullen, eds., Against Apartheid: The Case for 

Boycotting Israeli Universities, eds. Ashley Dawson and Bill V. Mullen (Chicago: Haymarket 

Books, 2015), 8). 

 The BDS movement makes possible a platform for criticisms of Israeli apartheid as well 

as representations of Palestinian political agency.  As Noura Erakat reminds us, what is erased 
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again and again is the violence that facilitated Israel’s original colonization of Palestinian lands, 

the ongoing forced population transfer of Palestinians from the occupied Palestinian territory and 

from Israel in the Negev region, and the present attacks on the BDS movement.  She writes, “In 

its short existence, without any central leadership, and barely any funding, the global BDS 

movement has achieved significant milestones. . . .While none of these victories have changed 

the reality for Palestinians on the ground, they have changed the decades-long attitude that Israel 

can act with impunity, and they have helped to put Israel’s structural violence on trial.  More 

importantly, the BDS call has restored a sense of political agency for Palestinians” (Erakat, 

Noura, “Structural Violence on Trial: BDS and the Movement to Resist Erasure,” Against 

Apartheid, 109). 

 As opponents of the boycott focus solely on the academic freedom of Israelis, our work 

has been to foreground the denial of academic freedom to Palestinian students and faculty who 

must survive the daily violence of Israeli occupation.  The MLA Members for Justice in 

Palestine has compiled a document of evidence recording the systematic ways in which Israel 

has violated Palestinians’ academic freedom and right to education in preparation for the 

membership discussion of a possible boycott resolution in January 2017 (“MLA Resolution: 

Supporting Material”).  As this document and the work of other scholars have pointed out, 

including that of Saree Makdisi and Kristian Davis Bailey, Palestinian universities and schools 

have been shut down or destroyed by Israeli assault, while Israeli universities expand into 

Palestinian territories (Makdisi, Bailey, Kristian Davis,  “Building Unity and Wrecking Walls: 

Centering the Palestinian Right to Education,” Against Apartheid).  Students and faculty are fired 

upon with live ammunition and tear gas canisters by the Israeli military forces.  In the fall 2015, 

students and youth were killed, arrested, kidnapped, brutally tortured, and placed in indefinite 
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detention by Israeli soldiers and settlers (“Israel Arrests 90 Students at West Bank University”). 

In December 2015, Israel arrested 90 students at Birzeit University, and at the Palestine 

Technical University–Kadoorie in Tulkarem, the Israeli military has set up a military base on the 

campus, injuring 726 Palestinians with live ammunition and rubber-coated metal bullets from 

October to November of that year (White).  

 Israeli universities, such as Tel Aviv University, Technion, the Weizman Institute, the 

Hebrew University, and Ben Gurion University all work with the arms industry, providing not 

only technological research and development of weapons systems, but also the academic 

“rationale” for assault operations.  PACBI co-founders Lisa Taraki and Omar Barghouti point to 

one of the most devastating products of Israeli universities: Tel Aviv University’s Institute for 

National Security Studies’ development of “doctrine of disproportionate force,” described by the 

2009 UN Fact Finding Commission as the use of “widespread destruction as a means of 

deterrence” involving “the application of disproportionate force and the causing of great damage 

and destruction to civilian property and infrastructure, and suffering to civilian populations” 

(“Report of the United Nations Fact-Finding Mission on the Gaza Conflict”).  The Mission 

concluded that these acts can be defined as “crimes against humanity.” 

This “academic” doctrine of disproportionate force has been consistently used by 

Israel in its military offensives in Gaza.  In addition to the academic freedom denied to these 

children killed in the more recent Operation Protective Edge, Israeli occupation forces 

destroyed civilian structures necessary for sustaining life, including  Gaza’s only power 

plant, water and sewage systems and medical facilities.  As a result of Operation Protective 

Edge, 252 schools in Gaza remain closed, affecting 248,000 students.  In summer 2015, the 

United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA) announced that it would have to close 
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700 additional schools to 500,000 students in 2016 because of the continuous Israeli siege 

on the Gaza Strip (“UNWRA to Close Hundreds of Schools”).   Barghouti points out that 

Israeli academic institutions publicly supported the massacre in Operation Protective Edge 

as a matter of national security and have rewarded faculty and students who served in the 

attack on Gaza.  Tel Aviv University awarded 850 scholarships to students who took part in 

Operation Protective Edge (“Tel Aviv U: 850 Scholarships for Gaza Attack Service”).   

Our work in the BDS movement, then, is to foreground Palestinian accounts of the 

effects of Israeli occupation on their academic freedom.  One recent collection that does this 

is Life in Occupied Palestine, co-edited by Cynthia Franklin, Morgan Cooper, and Ibrahim 

Aoudé (Franklin, Cooper, Aoudé, Life in Occupied Palestine).  In contrast to the grandiose 

Zionist narratives of war heroes at Tel Hai, one story in Life in Occupied Palestine provides 

an account of a young girl defying the rule of Israeli shells.  Refaat R. Alareer describes 

how during Israel’s 2008-2009 Operation Cast Lead, he told his three children his mother’s 

story, drawing continuities between his own childhood under the first Intifada to his 

storytelling beneath the booming sounds overhead, in whatever room was least likely to be 

hit by Israeli “stray” missiles launched according to the academic doctrine of 

disproportionate force (Alareer, “Gaza Writes Back: Narrating Palestine,” Life in Occupied 

Palestine).  He writes: 

As children living in the first Intifada, for us the stories of my mother and those of 

my grandparents were our solace, our escort in a blind world controlled by soldiers 

and guns and death.  One day, Mom told us, she was going to school when a shell 

exploded a few meters away from her.  The following day she woke up and went to 

school like nothing had happened the day before, like she was rejecting the rule of 
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the shells.  (In retrospect, I believe that’s why I almost never skipped a class in my 

life.)  But my mother has outlived Israel’s brutal invasion, and so have her stories.  

During the attack, the more bombs Israel detonated, the more stories I told, and the 

more I read.  Telling stories was my way of resisting.  It was all I could do. 

As we hear the detonation of bombs accelerate, so too, do we hear Alareer’s voice 

deepening with urgency, telling the stories that sustain them through this assault.  His 

children will carry the memory of his storytelling as he carries the memory of his mother’s, 

and we, too, bear witness to the stories that enabled them to live through the bombings, to 

refuse the rule of the shells that sought to silence them (see also Mohammed Omer, Shell-

Shocked: On the Ground Under Israel’s Gaza Assault (Chicago: Haymarket Books, 2015). 

Against this violence, students at Al-Quds University in Abu Dis have been chipping 

away at the Apartheid Wall and what they describe as a crumbling “wall of fear.”  In 

November 2015, when Israeli violence against Palestinian students had escalated to new 

heights, students in keffiyehs carrying Palestinian flags marched to the Apartheid Wall that 

runs the perimeter of the Al-Quds campus and took turns hitting it with a sledgehammer, 

chipping away a deep hole in it, returning week after week (Gostoli).  School children join 

them, throwing stones over the Wall.  A fourth-year media student at Al-Quds explains that 

students are fighting back with more than stones:   

For me, it’s clear why they do it: because education is a stronger weapon than stones.  

The idea of limiting us – it’s not just limiting our movement, it’s about limiting our 

thinking.  [The Wall] is not just to separate us from Jerusalem.  It’s a symbol of power 

and it works somehow because some people are afraid of saying anything about what 

they witness.   
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She explains that the “wall of fear” is coming down precisely because the intensification of 

violence has empowered students to speak back.  Such testimonies cannot but render 

undeniably visible the attacks both on the academic freedom of Palestinians and the obligation 

of the international community to intervene.  

 Asian American, South Asian and South Asian American scholars Sunaina Maira, David 

Palumbo-Liu, Rajini Srikanth, Malini Johar Schueller, Titthi Bhattacharya and Jasbir Puar have 

been at the forefront of the movement for the academic boycott of Israeli institutions.  Their 

work points to the urgency of an Asian American critique that challenges the erasure of 

Palestinian narratives.  The 2013 AAAS academic boycott of Israel was accomplished largely 

due to the work of Srikanth, Maira, Lucy Burns, Sarita See, Anna Guevarra, Susette Min, and 

many others.  The American Quarterly’s December 2015 forum on solidarity movements with 

Palestine illustrates these cross-racial solidarity efforts, and Junaid Rana and Diane Fujino’s 

essay on Asian Americans standing in solidarity with Palestine cites Srikanth’s argument that 

South Asian solidarity activism for Palestine is driven by a shared colonial experience, 

continuities that we see in the governmental targeting of Muslims, Arabs, and South Asian 

Americans after 9/11, as well as the transnationally linked circuits and geographies from the 

Philippines to Palestine (Rana and Fujino. “Taking Risks, or The Question of Palestine Solidarity  

and Asian American Studies.” American Quarterly 67:4 (December 2015): 1027-1037).  

 As I have argued in this essay, our work in Asian American studies against settler 

colonialism in the occupied Palestinian territories must also consider the broader contexts of 

settler colonialism across settler states and the ways that the United States’ own operations 

of settler colonialism articulate with those of the Israeli settler state.  By analyzing the 

mutually constitutive modalities of settler colonialisms in a global context, we can better 
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trace how a historical figure like Daniel Inouye has not only been circulated by settler states 

in the global imaginary but also how his material support for settler states reminds us of the 

ways that settler colonialism is constitutive of our positionalities as Asian Americans.  

Decolonial and international solidarities, however, are also constitutive of Asian American 

positionalities.  Examining the limits of Asian American critique offers us new possibilities 

for genuine decolonial futures in the United States and in Israel and Palestine.   

 As PACBI co-founder Barghouti states, “Israel may soon be facing its South African 

moment” (Barghouti, “The Academic Boycott of Israel,” Against Apartheid, 56).  Co-

founder Lisa Taraka also writes, “We have hope that the resounding calls from around the 

world to boycott Israel and its institutions will contribute to the struggle for justice and 

liberation for the Palestinian people.” (Taraki, “The Complicity of the Israeli Academy,” 

Against Apartheid, 29).  In standing with the people of Palestine, we reclaim our Asian 

American histories from Zionist yellowwashing projects to help build an international 

movement for the end to Israeli occupation and apartheid. 
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