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FERT A U B AEF Frank Chin (1940-) @ Donald Duk (1991) i%, &Hi
@ San Francisco DF ¥ A 7% U 2 BT, 12 D4 Donald Duk 73,

—U— (FJ) &L TREZREME T, SRk atEd Tho 7 E A ED
BhRLEVIRER, Fo. KBILB U, KALD & OBFEMF CORERZ @
LT, BODTAT T 4T 4 ZBVEL TN A =32 — gy A b—
V—Th2s,

ATl A =vxz—a & [ 8L BBFOMEBUI T L T & O f:
ISV EN O, MERORE LZEEoND L) RRBRET 52 L) (LN
2014: 2) LEF L. Donald 20, HEHEPEMLTD [T AU #
EREL, EORIRTAT T AT 4%/ LIEONE, BHRICELI et
AZPLITERT D,

1
TAV I CTHEZBROZEEIZE -7 Donald (X, HHE & LTiE NHHE
NI = FHT7 AV BHENGIE THRERT AV AN L0 T a5 X
. BROTELEW) ATEENTLEDNDL ZOORBREEZHRN TN D, #i
ZO_HORBREORABHINOHEITIE L, [T AV BN IZRDHZEEHEAT
W%, Donald %, “Everything Chinese in his life seems to be awful.” (8)
&L THEAN] THDZEEEENTEZTVWD, ZOGEMNEEFITNS &
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ZATHILNZEINDD, FICEREOmATCTH L7 “Hey, everybody’s gotta
give up the old and become American. If all these Chinese were more
American, I wouldn’t have all my problems” (42) &\ EETIE, 72V
AN 720 ENRVE DTN LR FTEDITR > TN D, TOHE 2 XHIE
think Donald Duk may be the very last American-born Chinese-American
boy to believe you have to give up being Chinese to be an American” (42) &
R4 52, ThiE Donald DEEZDNWIZbDIZA 5, TD KT,
Donald ®Hizix THEAN], THERT AV AN, 7 AV AL L) 35
DOREMENRIELTWD EEDNDN, ENENDOERERIIHHICHEETET
BOP, HMLEI LB LRV, ZORR. MITELE Lo LT AT~
T AT A BN TERNTIN D,

Z ZTDonald D\ 95 7 AU N EIEIfIHE 2 THEE2\W, Writers on

America Zim ¥ 2#iEa TH R, ZOBROFEH LN RIICEE L
T2 7 AV AN Lid, 7T AV ABREREE CERT Ot —e—THH |V
DPLWASPH) 7 AV AN BERKRTLLEZLNLTNDHAA—TVTH
52V ILBEITIE THHAR ) ICB W T T A0 2RO LD
(g —my RO A=y JHEFHOZ) (21) LB TWDHA, 2 2Tk WASP
EVWIBREEZZIOLIIIT AU N TEREEDDEHALHNL, 7VTRRE
DvA VT 4 LiF—HEemdERE LTH<, Donald M2 DiE, 20
LEIDBEW & 720 AR LTMifEBl A ~—R 2L [T AU ) ThbH, FEl
FEHIZ, TAYDHEOERICH DA E F~ b« A=T12flx, Th=
b 2A=T7TiE, NXEUREr YR EREKRAET 2O b5 2 &
HoThH, WTIIFIN—AD F~ FE—KMELTHELZ & LR 2>TLZE
91 @21 kD, bBAA, MY METORA=TFHRRRL . ZRREM O
FFAEIC L2 TR =TI A D D 7243, Donald I3Z UK 307, RKED
RKENPRT LI, BEMORKIZHEL, BRICA—TIETiATLZ &, B
MTIER b~ MIR5 2L, ZEZATVDNDL ) THD,
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Donald iZED L5772 [7 AV AN BEWNTNDDTEAS S D, st
D00, FHEMF W — Fred Astaire TH Y, i —m—0D—ANTh
%, “One day they will look up and see him dancing in one of his old
movies. ‘Oh, it’s Fred Astaire!’ they will say. ‘Why, he used to be
Chinese from Chinatown. His name was Donald Duk then.’” (45) &
Donald A BB T HEHIC, Foh—& LTT7 AU ABEICHE L, FE
ANELTTIERLS Fred DL 572 IT7AUIAN) Xo¥h—LLTRONDZ E
BERTCND, v~/ V7T 41287 % Donald (Z& > T, BEOFHRIZRD &
WO ZEN, [TRAUIN] THDHIENGTZ,

O TO Fred & ORDEFENS . Donald DFEENE L HiLd,

“I...] You know why after all the years they’ve [Chinese have]
been here, they’re not more American?” Donald Duk asks.

“More American?”

“American! Like you and me. The kind of people who make
American history. The kind of people actors play in American
movies.”

“Oh, yes, those kind of people.”

“You know why the Chinese can’t be that kind of people?”

“Why?”

“Passivity.”

“That?”

“Not only that! They’re not competitive. Can’t stand the
pressure.” (92)

TAVHORELEZEL LA, TAVDME T 7 AU B A & L THEEET
58 EEN, Donald D707 [T7 XY DAl THY, FEALLTO
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TATUTATAEEEL, ZOLI7% 7 XAV AN ITD 2 L2V ER
ERWTNDZEDNRENTND

Donald ZHEMEZ SET2HHEE S 5 — 2T T, ZOEEIL/NHRD
B R L ROIEH A -> TWDH EZAICHLENATVD,

Oh, no! Here comes Chinese New Year again! It is Donald
Duk’s worst time of year. Here come the stupid questions about
funny things Chinese believe in. The funny things Chinese do.
The funny things Chinese eat. And, “Where can I buy some Chinese

crackers?” (3)

WEEHE T, EFIICZ0EMEAANBYED BT 523, Donald 28 B3 A H R
7250 % L CHOBEME BRI 25w 2 & 5 (82), fidH 6P EICET 5 &R
HENDZEERESETH2OIE, BRshsZ T, AnA THEAI Th
LI EEWIGRL EMSELNDINDTE

. O ZOTEMNTEBIZE ZNDAEFENTELEDES I )y, Tl
EBUERRICIE, FHERFERPROZEPRE VN, ETFERFEICOVT, 28
EOBBRETLICH E TV, BROFELOFREE LT, EORM, I 72b
LEOPTIXE b ZE, EOIMMNC—HHD L7 AV & B ERSELN
D&V JHMRZETF b D, Donald b F v A 1% U L TOFEEE DATETIT
PEER S OPRFITITHFEL, EOMEBLEZI L ST bid, JTURRAXT O
B"HT, BIE VAN UERKRET DEIT-2V T Donald 728 “Everything
Chinese in his life seems to be awful. His father is awful.” (8) Lk~ 2% D
He RE»D THEAN] THLZ EaMdERSEONINGTE, £,
“Only the Chinese are stupid enough to give a kid a stupid name like
Donald Duk” (2) &\, “His own name is driving him crazy!” (2) &. H%y
DATNZE L TH X A~DOAR 2R~ T,
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R DJRR T 5, KBUZ K > TAHHT 4172 Donald Duk & W9 A4 Hi1IC
DVWTHRTEZ 9, Donald Duk I\ 9H £ T 7 < Walt Disney O #H |2 %
%9 % Donald Duck |[ZH13%9 %, ° Donald Duck (37 # U 71 & 3 5 (F1E
T, BB ZDOARITE DT IZDOUHEOIMUTHD 7 AV T ez Bk
MHETHA A9, LL—F T, Donald 28 “Looking Chinese is driving him
crazy!” (2) LI DIE, FDOT AV IMAFNZ L b BT (FENZS ST 72
AHETTIEH 503, BUR, BB LTD 72V 0] 28, RECAEBRPEAT
HHIED, BNERERFELE LTLPZIT AR T NN E~DED 728
BEAbND, ZOFESITIE, ZOABPERHTER~DRG, MAIcLk->THh
EA L LTOHRE Donald Duk & W I A DOMICF ¥ v T &AL LI L
WX D RBA~DO RS RNLTEBY | HOPEERCO—EIZZR > TV D,

RBUIHIUFATIR ZAE > TV D2, B CTH /D S HEIZIT—#—#ic b
Eod i [KEHE] OFMEE NAORIIANTEY | T bITREOREZIC
KEDFTRITEND Z L2 o TV D, £ ZITiE, FESULORIEIZH
[Ren] EWVWOIBEBZXHFNRRML TWD, TR Lid, Bl King OFH CTIX

“Nothing is good forever. What goes up will come down. Times change.”
(12) &5 Z & TH A, Donald 2% HICHfiF cEd, TOHO—#
ERPICEAHUSLLTCLE D, ZOTENCE, FESUYEICEBT 528~
DEILBBN TN D,

L LARAER D END— 5T, AHIZOWTIE, “He is the best cook
there [Chinatown].” (8) &. EANZEIEIZIY flTe X D=2 > 7 & LTORi%E &
KSFHBELTWD, 7=, KPICMEEZ ST, fHzA st by

INZTHIDDT AL 2A%Z1FT2L &4, “Donald does not like his dad
waking him up like that and yelling him. But what the old man says
works.” (4) ERXBIOBIS DIEL S EZRDH TN 5,

ZD X H IR King Duk 1Z, #RE% 8 L CREONAIOMA L ET LHE L
L CHER 72 M8 %2 & % LLC Donald 127~ LT 5 % #|% 4 5, Donald ®
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PEHNEZRESEDLFETH D, EBRFEFHIC, Nz b7z b bE#ET
ELFETLH D,
TIE, BEOIMAL, FIELE 950y, EEOHRNIZETRD L 912> TV D,

“The Chinese in America were made passive and nonassertive by
centuries of Confucian thought and Zen mysticism. They were
totally unprepared for the violently individualistic and democratic
Americans. From their first step on American soil to the middle of
the twentieth century, the timid, introverted Chinese have been
helpless against the relentless victimization by aggressive, highly

competitive Americans. [...]" (2)

S0 Fred & ORIV ITIX, ZOFKAOH S 2% O FE F Donald DH 2 51T
KWL T %, Donald |3 Z Ol Z 5> TV 2523, PEIEFEORERS H D A
WORTHSLVENRNTNDELEEZ TWAHD, HORSEZOEEZIT AN
TLEH, TOFER, Ra) 1225V TH, Donald i “Chinese are artsy,
cutesy and chickendick” (3) &, WS TICAFIR L CTL & 9, Donald 2#fii DR
B EIRLZIT CND T ERbND,

Catherine Gouge X, ZDOHHEZRD L DT L T\ 5,

At the start of Chin’s Donald Duk, Donald’s access to history is
typically “American.” He knows what he knows about the Chinese
primarily from what he has learnt in his American prep school, from

American movies, and from what he has seen on American television.

(275)

TSN D “American” X, LRI WbHWS 72U AN TH
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D, TSI 7 AV AN BELEESL DI, BRZHALON, TOHAD
O fE#l 2 Donald IZHEHLICHSDE X L L THYIAATWVWS, Donald
MEEI DB Z ZNFIZARPREE b HOOZNITGR TE RV DL, Gouge 73
B ESIC, HXfbE “self-identify” (276) TZCTWWARNNMELTE, ZHZ b
Donald (ZIZHULZBEL L 5 LT 2BETHRML TV,

PLERTE7 X 51Z, Donald iZH3® THEA] L LTOHBOAREBEE
WHRWAR &2 b > TV D, RO ESEO OME#EZ I I1X, Donald Duk &
DA, FDOXITAFT BRSO HEUIZZEDVFIT 28, b2,
EANDAT VA Z A TIpA T2 A2 TV DHEREEDFENH 5, Donald
. Baofich s, THEANL THEZRT AV BN 7 AVIAL 0D
3ODEMEETSICHMECTE T, [TAU DA BIOELITEAGEZA LD
MEAL, THESR] OFEEE LTHEILLTLE>TWD, EO7DHIE
(7 AV N 222 50F, THEAN) OFEEZYET 2 2 ENEELLEZ DD
Th D,

2

WIZ, Donald ZEARE T2 [7 AU A BOREL & B LN E
DESREDESTeDD, HEMFUICBT 2FEHTOF v A 72 7 TORER
& BEORTOREMBEFERBRORER L V) ZOORBRNLELZL T,

FEiZHz, HeErBnhE—f@IcYE %%, Donald ® A ADK A Arnold
Azalea BWEDOFITHHMAET H Z L1272 %, Azalea —F % Arnold 721} CT72
<, WE G ELFEUEIZEWELEZRFS, Duk —F B L ZRL TW
%, wiett, Duk —F® Arnold R DOWPLA~OFED 2B LT, FEHRT AV
TIND B ARSI OERA2mD Z L3 TE 5,1

ZORMOBIFEMFCTHRL L R D HIRFDO 273, Donald 2RI THE %
RLTENWHITTAHTHD, Hid, BLIZENE BBINLH~OHFEEZRD 5
Nl BT, o LS REiE M5,
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“I...] T know how that snooty private school you go to has
pulled the guts out of you and turned you into some kind of engineer
of hate for everything Chinese, but your real name is your Chinese
name. And your Chinese name is not Duk, but Lee. Lee, just like

Lee Kuey. [...]7 (23)

By OREE 2 ZBICHER SN D & & bI2, Duk & & T HRIO—F DN
Lee TH Y. MWOVARS UTRITHEICHE itz [/KTHMB] O350 Lee Kuey (4=
#) LHEAFFULSTABDTHAZLEHAOLNADTHD, = OEMIT
Donald IZ& > THRKTH D, RERD, Duk &) HEEAIZ K - T Lee &1
IHLOHEANL LTOHABRBEVR SN TN I LIRS0 SN0 bIZ,
Donald X8t L5 KEtERiEkE D2 % “bad dreams” (23) EFEY, B LI
FOELFET, BUIL, §SHARTOEESLTEH W a iz, &
% FL& TR S 1172 Golden Spike Ceremony 5 EZ-5 T Donald (2R D

L OICFED,

“Did you ever wonder why there are no Chinese in that picture?
Your great-great-granddaddy and lots of other Chinese were there.
So why don’t you find a picture of your great-great-granddaddy
there? [...]7 (24)

“Look at how young we were when we came to build the railroad.
Look at that kid. He’s on foot in the snow, and smiling. He can’t
be more than sixteen. Your great-great-granddaddy was even

younger than that. More like your age, kid. [...]" (24)

Donald iZ. “He [Donald] has been there. His feet say so. He recognizes



Frank Chin Donald Duk #F4t
Donald DF LWT A 727 4 7 4 RO T a & A 9
the snow. It is the first winter the Chinese will spend in the mountains.”
(24) L. ZOLEHHOTARDRTNDEZRERTH D00 & 5 2ER %
boTHART D, ZL T, MOBBIALDT AT 2T 4 7 4 TEROMRIET 2
B~ LMo TN,

Perhaps Donald Duk is too anxious to get to sleep and dream.
The other nights the dreams came, they are all bad because they are
all about Chinese he does not understand. Now he wants to dream
for a look at his great-great-grandfather. He counts it off on his
fingers before his eyes. The father of the father of the father of the
father. Great-great-grandfather. Four generations. He is the
fifth. Five generations ago. Five Duks or Lees ago, a relative is
young and working on the transcontinental railroad, from the west
end of the line. “Okay, I'll tell him [Duk’s father]. Okay. Tl
build it [the model].” (25)

ZOEIITEEHERE V) BRI RFEEDA A=V 2 bl 2 b H 2 T, 2
NETIZFEAERHE L o mBEOFEANT BB SICHER 2 OV 17
fE& LT Donald IZE SN D L5127 d, £ L TR, AL, ShEkk
WZHEDDLHETHOPICAV AR, FOWMRZHETHLNOLIITESDH L
T, HIEOTHEE - b OITERE 2 2 BRI 2 HRFE L LGRERL TS, £
DOFEERIL, BLFEHES TORBA~OHGE, FHRHOMEY ELIZH D203 > T,
FHiLH, Duk —% & Arnold ITE RO EWH LICHIAT %, JLRIZREE
PIRERNDMNE 212D Arnold 12 Donald DA2E 1L, “The first day is for
the close family” (31) &\, 3 U Donald N RWAEIHE L FKETHY . #
BENEBADANEZBLICHRELS5FE220 0 THD AT 5, HEAI
EDTOMNNIFIENKYITH D03, ZDOFEFEOFFHA NIRRT S
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%, FEITIRD Y HEHTORLE L, Arnold & OAFRIX, HAHESLZ
sk L7tz ETWAD Z & % Donald 1258 < EHik S H 5,

TATHED Z L 2 A 5 LEIFEIZ A > TE 72 Donald |2, TT&HEDORITED L
FMBETHELRNL, EETHLIEAAZHL 5121, < OHlKIN210 %
KR BHIL & BMMP LB & x LFELNT, $IRT 5B

“If he wants to make a model airplane, he doesn’t have to ask
me. If he wants to replace the plane he stole, I don’t okay talk.
Only action.” (70)

L. WMBRESECTIRCBETETLOWT., REMLUD L EOLEX, RHE
THEBERL, TNERXBAENETOHORTHEEL TS, BOICITE
L<, L L AICIEERTE K ERICE W) PESEEZEA L RE 04 X T
AHEBEARBRT 5 Z LA, BUE MR T Donald 2MlifE#E 2 BE -+ — 2> D ERIZ
oo TS, £HV ) ERTIE, ZBIE, BL Donald & &bz, f=v=—
Yar e A=V —ilBF LA —L LTOKREZRZLTND,

—Ji. BORTIISGEBE OMRGEREED LW I GHEAERT 5, LT
. BB o, BIEOWD L ZATilGEREEN & B FE 585 & Crocker
LGSR Kwan & ORFTH 5,

“I want our guests to be comfortable when I make the new
record.”

“You make the record?” Kuwan shouts. Kwan grabs the
hammer out of Doong’s son’s hands and throws it up to Crocker on
horseback. “You better be use some of that to break the record,
don’t you think?” [...]

“I own the railroad, Kwan. You can’t order me...”
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“I build a railroad, Ah-Mist. Croker. You do no own nutting
me.” (76-77)

ZORDERY E, BEFEMAOCEARRARERZ FEERIC L TV ZDng
9 ERIIFIC, “made passive and nonassertive” (2) & ZHliNH#EH X 53T
WD LT R DR E NG A ST D,

S5z, Donald 1T Arnold & — A, — H O8EHERGEEMR DO H D
BhRL, WMREHEBTL20THA S, MFHEOHY FDO— AL LT Donald
ILZDOBIGIZSI LR > TS, —HIZI6F v 2 HGER Ltk a T b Tz &
& WHENORUNADRMET B A Z FEEHIZR > TL b,

“Who are they?” Donald asks.

“You don’t know them?” the girl his age asks, full of surprise
and a little suspicious. He’s surprised himself. He knows them.
He knows them, so why does he ask in his dream?

“T have only heard about them. I don’t know what they look

like. TI'm from San Francisco, not China.” (115)

Donald ¥ TIZENAD BT B MiIE ThH 2038 > TNDHIZHE b 6T,
1 S IMIFH D E AT DL OIT TV D, Zhuded s, O 7=
AT AR LT Z &b b2 D K912, AHOL—Y LFBDNNHIE,
ZOHMLFORG A E LT LMES % R T& T2 Donald (2 & - T,
IR R D EEER A DR T Do OICEN - B HIix, #RENETEZT
W B LI FE oK AR D FEEE L TEBR SN BT, RO Soong
Gong (RiT) ®F#EY | Donald ICHOHEORELEZESLHDE 57,

“You have no reason to remember anyone as ignorant and
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without skills as myself. But you would do me a great honor if
when the world turns harsh against the honest and incorruptible,

you look me up before you sell out. [...]" (116)

ZOEH%, Donald (XHILEE D Kwan 706, EOAICOFEATZD
LRICEDICHEGOARZEZ AL L S I2Wbivd, LarL, Donald i3 “He
does not know what to say, or what he wants to say.” (117) & 72>, “Are
you ashamed of laying The World Record, boy?” (117) & Kwan (2 4L,
Fh o7 AT, bR INENLRD D,

Donald @ Z D FEMIAMTES 9 Dy, RREERBISITIZN 23T - & T
D> TW b TIERY, FBREMR T, 2O LD L@l a skt
T WEEREEEZ RO TWEREALZ LR NZE NS ZE LR -
oo TAVUBOREEEZED 2N ENWERNE, BEOREHRNEREZMAS S &b
Liginole, ZTNETAHSOHTEMEEZGE Lk, #HAE72boiiiRodriHic i
WEFEDHZ E b, HETLENOBIRALIE L HIBORME- H~DRLL
Lo, IV o B L~OBMICKT I SR H o T2 b Tl
D

Donald 2B LA H BN LIZKS»INH =Y — Rz b H 5,
HHH], ABETH— FIcHin iz Soong Gong % RolF, TN EERIC
=425, “Where are you from, boy?’ the woman asks. ‘You a Chinatown
kid?’” (120) &\ 9 JEBE D, Donald 78 Soong Gong %5722 L2
BERATWORRFBA TN D,

F72. Arnold & RIEHE CEOERRMEOARL HC, & ZICHADARITTZT N
B SNHEADOLFIN— AL H TN LIRS SBiE b B DEm % [
WEREDLHDIE o7, FTRBUCEDZ L &FET L. KBUTKD KL 1209,

“They don’t want our names in their history books. So what?
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You're surprised. If we don’t write our history, why should they,
huh?”

“It’s not fair.”

“Fair? What’s fair? History is war, not sport! You think if
you are a real good boy for them, do what they do, like what they
like, get good grades in their schools, they will take care of you
forever? Do you believe that? You're dreaming, boy. That is
faith, sincere belief in the goodness of others and none of your own.
That’s mysticism. [...] You gotta keep the history yourself or lose
it forever, boy. That’s the mandate of heaven.” (123)

INHDOERIL, Donald (2 [7 AU ) ICELHEROSLBALEZ, K0 #
WICER IS, 2L T, BB RENLHA LTI E b 5T,
(K] 25, BOOMIRTH S “Chinese are artsy, cutesy and chickendick”
(B LIFEIBDTHD Z LERET D,

ZOKD B AE LT, PEEEVE WD O MEEIEGR 2 I2ZE L,
Donald ® R7=Z DD VI WWGHE TiE, S bICHICAlERB O RE L 28
Do PEIANDAFIOE NN MARZHENTHZ L 2ERLZAS~OPE A
H o2 RN T, Crocker [ZKD L 51209,

“[...] The Last Spike will be hammered home, the telegram
sent, our photograph made to preserve a great moment in our
nation’s history, without the Chinese. Admire and respect them as
I do, I will show them who built the railroad. White men. White

dreams. White brains and white brawn.” (131)

F AN DOEAL DGR 41, Donald A ZAETEZXTWz [T XU AN OF
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HIZEEHNEL D, £, HEHENOMEY EARHER S LTz, SHENOZR
Dol BICRE SNTGEHIZ, PEARGE S TORNo7 2 L 2 HER L= 2
& ¢, Donald XA ARHEAN & WIS BREARS BT 5 L9127 D,

ZHOLTHLDTATUT AT AICDVWTEHELS B DLWNE 2 b,
Donald i B 5 Offifli#l 2 FIE Uik 503, 1A Arnold & ORI HiLIgE % A4
#¢, Donald & Arnold 7% Duk —5% & —#EICELESER H DEHE %2 LT\ A HHE
Th D,

“See, there were soldiers to keep us out of the picture. Don’t you
think we belong in this picture more than any of these white men?”

“I'm white,” Arnold Azalea says.

“You’re white, but you are not white like these guys. I like
you. Idon’t care what you are.”

“I care what you are.”

“What am 1?7

“Are we fighting? Why?” Arnold asks. “I thought we were on
the same side.”

“That’s what I thought too.” (133)

ZZIWZHEBAREICR L TE T HE WS Z &1Txd % Donald & Arnold
DEZODENBITSETV RINTWDS, ALZ [ TRXAUIAN] £FZ2D
Donald i%, £ DHi# & LT Arnold ZFHE L THEZX TS, ENHHAT
bHoTH TKITLRW] OTHD, —J, Arnold (ZMERFIHTITARNZ &
ZRIRICL TV DO TIERND, RUEE R, HEADENNIZISLEGN ED L
IO THLINEHEL TWVWDLENE ZZ, 41X “we were on the same
side” & Donald & [F UM > TWAH EHREIZFELZ ENTE S, LiL,

Arnold IZFB A MHEATRNWZ EZBRLTWS, 206, HEZMA S &
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L. TEATH % Donald Did % [KIZT 5] OTHDH, LnL, £D
Arnold @3 % Ji % Donald [ZBMETEX T2\, Tz, #oxcxkto7
Arnold (ZxF L TIROH#T & R85 “Gone with the tourists. Arnold will be
gone by now too. Another tourist.” (135) &IX& . HE SALICHEHR & =
THADKATH 7= Arnold IZRELTLESIDTHDH, ZOHKFEL 7
Donald (2 By O HEMEZ B S22 L 70 5,

FORET, ZETKEEDLXBCEB LDOEE RO 7 Donald 3708 Z A
Rzt ETLHONmRDL L, KEPIL “Tradition.” L&z, B UM “Its
everybody’s birthday, today. The sixth day of the first month of the new
year.” (137) &iiAENNZ 5, ZZTHELTEOGHEZRRTHZ LI -
7z Donald 1%, RICEGOEDFEEED D,

“Everything I dream is true. Or was true. I dreamed we set
a world’s record, and it’s true. [...]”

“We?”

“The Chinese. The Chinamans who built the railroad. I
dream I'm laying track with them when I sleep, and nobody knows
what we did. Nobody, just me. And I don’t want to be the only one
who knows, and it makes me mad to be the only one who knows, and
everything I dream makes me mad at white people and hate them.
They lie about us all the time.”

“No, don’t hate all the white people. Just the liars,” Dad says.
(138)

“But you know truth. The truth came looking for you in the dreams.
You go look for the truth in the library. You know what is true.
[...] That makes your life hard, kid. You have the choice. If you
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say Chinese are ching chong, you have to choose to do it and lie about
what you know is true. And you remember one thing too: Soong
Gong, the Timely Rain, came to you in your dreams and asked you to
go to his hideout and join his heroes. Boys and girls don’t dream

like that over here. You must be something special. Maybe. (139)

KL Donald 12, FEANZBEICLIELZDEHIT LD, FhvE bHEANE
LTOHREZ b HAELZED DOERZIE S, Donald 13 2 ORWANTICEE
EZTIEWARy, LrLZOEE, EEBEXR0N 5, “Why do you call
them [doughnuts known as demons boiled in oil] yow jow gwai” &ER L.
“Please, please, I'm listening this time. I really want to know. I'm not
faking.” (141) E RBUCEZ ZFFEL T D E 2 AL, HENITHEDOPNMIL,
HUb~DOB LA EE>TNDZ &R Dn5d, F72, Donald HHIE-> & V&
DTV, AZEte “we” L0 ) ABMUATIOM L, Donald 23
EAD—BIZRo72Z LERL TS,

FRTIE, BHEIATEAZBIIMOBR E RRVEEEOEEZ 2T
“sojourners” (150) & FEEAL, SRERBRNMEFH = BIX “Crocker’s Pets” (151)
EFEEN Tz E# % O “Their passive philosophy and noncompetitive
nature rendered them ripe for exploitation and victimization.” (151) &,
EANNDRAT VA XA TR #5685, £ DOANFFIZ, Donald iZ “You
are incorrect, sir” (151) & K& 72 % EiF, “You are. . . sir, Mr. Meanwright,
not correct about us being passive, noncompetitive.” (151) &\ > T, £ Dk
L\ Sierras TO k> RV LH, RIEWEE~D A N T A 5 REEEEE O
RLERR L BB DIEMAI P E MG & T RIS W EAOTTE &
207, “And it is badly informed people like you who keep us out of that
picture there.” (151) & i3 5, & ®HF, Arnold % 7= “That’s right.
Mr. Duk is correct, Mr. Meanwright. We checked the books out of the
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library, and here they are.” (152) & Donald Z 4T 2% 5% T 5, T DU
12, ZEhX “Gentlemen, boys, you have caught me completely unprepared
for...” (162) L& X 2 L7,

—EOHFF T, FREED Donald DB x FICKE R BE 52 Tn
T2l BMOWS ZENRETELWDITTIEARWI &, DFEVIEICAE
“Donald’s access to history is typically ‘American.’” (275) &\ 9 HE|ZR D
D L RFFIZ, Donald ICHANHEANTH D Z L% “self-identify” (276)
SELLVSTVNES S, E6IT, FEALXZT AV DOELOIEY FT
B2 EVIFEMBIFT=DTIIRNIES S D,

Azalea —% & D) L. Donald MR #H King & Arnold 0 4 H 23 AU TS TR
D% L, Arnold O R HUIF A TRITHEIZ DT “It is too fragile not to
destroy. To see it burn up in midair or explode in flight —that is how an
airplane should die. In flight. Inits medium, so to speak.” (157) &. H S
LT AP L T2 Z L 2559, ZhiE. King @ “Times change.” (12)
VS TR OB LIEBBT 200D 5, ZoHHEIZ, AN, HEAL
Wolz Nz, HETEXHLLONRFET LI LA LT D o IcEbh
2o

ZOR TR King 12, B O X EHfiFHE TH 5 Arnold EMED 35 L 512
S 4. Donald IE Arnold & Fifg4 %, Z OFfifiL, RKOXFEIRIND LD
\Z Arnold AHE UL EZ RS B L TV AL ZEHAEH T D &
Donald AEHRTHZ LICL>THEHEINTND

“I bet we're the first kids to make Mr. Meanwright read books,
huh?”

“Can you believe it? He never even heard of Kwan Kung
before.”

“The god of war, plunder, literature . ..”
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“Yeah, the god of fighters, blighters and writers.”
“Wow, what a great day it’s been, huh, Donald?” (159)

FHUAATH-TH, FEbLEZREAIZ LB L TR WERRIZ R, H
E3bd L& HRE TH D Arnold PAZICE > TRERFIETHDLZ L %
Donald IF#Rfi L 72 1ZE W72, WIEE D Fctk D T Donald & Arnold 23§E D
—IE o TP E AL — R D v — 0, CABAREE M2 TR AR5
LTVDZEEREBLTND LI THD,®

PALERCE 7 X 512, Donald £ 0 H CREEBM#OE HR% & W ) Hisk$i %
HOEBRTHH T, BETTEZONRVWEL OELEELZHKELL, 72V
FREOHNFE LT, FEAORE LIEESH G RE Do EE2MDL, TD
KBRIL, FHICIRD S HEMATHRICADOPEANE LTOTA T T 4T 4
AR ST AEME L ol UL, BB UL bIZLoTRENTE T
FEOMEBZES S EET22LTHH o, BADOROHE L THELN D PHE
ANIZxF L, Gouge »° “his inability to recognize such inaccuracies (to tell
what is ‘fake’ from what is ‘real’)” (275-6) & f&fii L TV 4 WIDHES) KN D
K6, “fake” & HEMD, FNICKEw L, BXEEZEL FETDHZ &N
TEDHRAZEB/LIZE V- TRV, . AUEOME 2 BT 5121%
Arnold ® L 5 B LA B L L 5 &35 L&, BMEOFES £
AR ToHDH I ENRDONPSTZDTIIIRNTES D,

b
ThEA THERT AVAN] EWITAT T 4T 4 B TE RN
Donald iZ& - T, [7AUANAN) IZ7257-0I121F, TOFEMELZTE LT
ME7R B 722572, Donald IZRBLA 4D Z < OHFERO A= b3 PEMIC 2
bkt A7-018, FERT AU D ANTZBIEARYO 72U I AN 12727
WEBZ TV, ZOMERBOIERIZIE, FRTEHTZPEANCHT D
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Donald DFH LT A F 2T 4T 4 MFOT k2 19
“Passivity”. “not competitive” (92) & W o 7ZFHIiNA KX < B L T 5, F
7= Fred Astaire lIZ&E b, AT 4 TIZE>TEGRT 7 AU A B
b OBHMETD [T AU BN EWOMEBRORSICH D, LovL, i
ZNOEMMME L TR S Z A TETEIHICZIT AN, ZOBREZALDRD
REREBPHBL, B ERLZEZNTETICHESUIC Z 720 D Rl #E L
TWz,

W T7 AV DN BEWETOICREREEND IO, KEREEE
BEEOET, BORTIEHLNEZCOWHHLALKRBRL, RETHI LN
VHIREY TR DR N OIS N TE T &0 ) FEAES —mm 72 75T
BV, LELIFTEALDZ L% Donald (XEfET 5, HEANT A U B EFEIC—
TEH S TWeFEELL, THERT AV A] b7 AV D EHEET HHFETH
L2 EHEARLIZITHRNZRN,

B DfRERIE Donald DBLEM R OZEOM G EL 52, FHiP, K
BB UL bH AN PESUE~ORELEZED D, T OEBR A < Bfif
L. 6720 THGOPEANE L TORMEIZ Donald 1T H ZmITi50 5, B
King WHH#ERIBLE WO ME O [HA ) TEZL DT AV DAL EEEE, 7
AV HIOBRAEEZECL, b FTEHZRS THEA] EWvwH THA) LT
A—TITHY BIRADEE EZ R LTS Z LIZK-S3&, Donald 37 AU 7
T D NFED b OLERZREE], MBMIZK SN D TIX W, £, £
I B ED X EERENARAIRTHDHZ EH AR T S, Donald & Arnold
DEED L2 N — T 52— %, oD AR —ODOFEE/EY FIFT
WHRT, TAVBDERHEL TN D,

ZH9 LT rERAERET, Donald (X ZHVETHPWT W [7 XU %
N BR—HRRbDOTHLZEHHR L. BoD—> baE<S BVE
TIET, ZNETELIFERD THERTAVIAN] ELTOELDOT AT
TAT A BT DN LDTH D,
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pes
A =vxz—var -« Ab—=U—{ZoTiL, #iFH [“The Island of Doctor
Death and Other Stories” #fE—KiEDA /& A~DiR ) [ KB FBE
KEEHMERESE] 5675 (2014) 2R,
fhia [ Writers on America \ZR%7 A U B OB EERZ OS] [RIKE
Be R ANEREmEE] 7675 (2018) S,
K7~ b~ kw7 —n%, Donald Duck % H.0xZ Disney 1Edh % 30k
7 [E E R 22 0 5@ U, Disney 23 TTKEIRAETFERK] 0 E56%)
171) THH LHER L, rﬁ@’%’}ﬁﬂi\ e 23 K= 19 70 A TEHES (American
way of life) DAR—T A~ Th2H I LTI, HAKENZ AR
D# (American dream of life) #AFLTVEZ LIchs ) (171) &k
RTWD, ZOBRIE, [TYVTRT AV A LV EEELDTE
BOT =7 v Vua v —0fFED— ANTHD Frank Chin ©, B AL EIX
—RR AR Ll T 5 A 55, Donald Duk &9 £RGICIE
ZDOEIBREHGIADLATNDNE LIV,
Kignr oD LT ND0R, ZHEHEEICHEUEE B 5O DO FETH
V. Writers on America DIEZ 1= GIRIER, HESRIER E L CTH LA A
<RBLTH BV W E W I {EH Chin DERMBE L b, FAMIC
5L, Chinid, HHERT AV IANELEF/BROLZART LFZA T ORE
P (106) LB R, TN 2L DODANCHARSELS L LTV LI TH
D, WDA v HFEa—0bi%, Chin BHERGLED, K< B bE M-
TEHRLWEEZTNWDE I ERNDN5,

Everyone is saying, “Gee, I hate Chinatown. I'm not typical of
Chinese at all. I want to get out.” But they don’t say what
Chinatown is good for, or what the people who live in Chinatown

and like Chinatown, like about it. And so I said, “Hey, there’s a
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big hole there. Let me fill that hole.” ( 7 23)

F7o. AL Chin Z X COFERT AV I AMEROANETEENZ DU
T, (] AV XY XA EROVMNOE b EMH L., [FRECH
HOEFENE ST L—2 LOBMRER B L, SMESIZHT TR 57
DOMBERARIGIEETH -T2 EBZDND ] (xix) EIBRTNDHN, R
IV, ZOERPBIRONESMNIANT TRIESNTND Z LA R/RT 5,

5 ZOHWEIZHOWT, FEEMIE. TBADANFEZAENEZHE WD IZEZITH
FRT AV HAND LD RRIFEH~A 7 VT 412 5T, RFNVROERE
L3 omE—AANTBANSL, TEAPBAT D — L0 5 O
ELLHENLVIBETH S, FILNFELZE L TEORKOTEL 5
HTpllblo, BEEXZT-TEY, MBETEEO T Tl %% 5%
HaE20oTWnh] (111) &b~ BACKT 2 FEAN OB Z7~7
EWVWOR FE LTV,

5| LR

Chin, Frank. Donald Duk. Minneapolis: Coffee House Press, 1991.

Gouge, Catherine. “The ‘Glorious National Problem’ Frontierism and
Citizenship in Frank Chin’s Donald Duk.” The Journal of American
Culture, 31:3, 2008. https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/epdf/10.1111/
1.1542-734X.2008.00675.x/ Accessed 25 Nov. 2021.

TARMREE [7U7RT7 AV AIXFEFSAOOIC] HREEHE 2011
&

F . 7 F v 7 “I See Asian Culture, Asian Civilization in America
Threatened.” [HFFHFEAIE] 27 5 WFJEtE  19944F

V7<= A ~hyT— A [RTVE - Zyreitel WD T v
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PEILFEAT TBRXET 2V A] 5 EHE 20164F

IiE{&  [“The Island of Doctor Death and Other Stories” fJF7E — 7kiz A
/e ASDRI [RICFBERFAME ] 25675 20144

—  [Writers on America ({557 AV 7 OB&E EAEZOEE] ) [RIKFERBTR S
S ERERREE] #5765 20184F

FHW 7T - FUERERT AU I [HE21] 42 PIEET-R
HHEM  20154F
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A Study of Frank Chin’s Donald Duk: A Process
of Acquiring Donald’s New Identity

Osamu Yamaguchi

This paper shows that Frank Chin’s Donald Duk is an initiation story
of the main character, Donald Duk, and clarifies the process of how Donald
changes his old idea of his identity, and acquires a new identity as a
Chinese American.

Donald Duk is a story of a Chinese American boy, Donald Duk, who
wants to be not a Chinese American, but an “American.” Donald lives in
Chinatown in San Francisco, but he denies his Chinese identity and the
Chinese culture to which he belongs. He cannot stand that people around
him are satisfied with being Chinese Americans. He wants to be an
“American,” but this means an “American” who has mainstream American
cultural values, so called WASP values.

During Chinese New Year, he dreams about building a
transcontinental railroad every night with his white friend, Arnold.
Donald appears in this dream, and experiences what his Chinese ancestors
who worked as laborers did when they built the railroad in the 1860’s. In
this dream, he finds that the Chinese were not passive and nonassertive, as
his teacher had taught him in class. Further, he discovers the fact that in
a photograph after the completion ceremony of the railroad, there were no
Chinese men, and that there were no Chinese names recorded in books

about the railroad. Through this experience in his dream and experiences
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with his father, his uncle, and his friend Arnold in Chinatown, Donald
changes his images about the type of “American” who he wants to be and
accepts to live as the Chinese American that his father wants him to be,

and acquires a new sense of values about his identity as Chinese.
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Remarks on Double Objects — a Syntactic Insight’

Masahiro Kawakami

1. Introduction

Double object constructions (DOCs) and their alternative,
prepositional dative constructions (PDCs), in English show some
similarities in terms of their syntactic fashion. Specifically, both
constructions have two objects. In DOCs such as example (1), the verb
give takes two objects, the Goal noun phrase (NP) Mary and the Theme NP

a book, as its complements.
(1) John gave Mary a book. (Double Object Construction)

Alternatively, both objects in (1) are reversed in PDCs, but the

complements are the same, as seen in example (2).
(2) John gave a book to Mary. (Prepositional Dative Construction)

In terms of DOCs, Barss and Lasnik (1986) points out that the Theme NP,
which is the second object, occupies the binding domain of the Goal NP,
which is the first object; however, not vice versa. For instance, the
R-expression John is available as an antecedent of the anaphor himself in

(3). This clearly indicates that the Theme NP himself is inside of the
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binding domain of the Goal NP John.?

(3) I showed John; himself; (in the mirror). (Barss and Lasnik 1986)

In (4), however, the Goal NP seems to be outside of the binding domain of

the Theme NP, as the anaphor binding effect fails.

(4) *I showed himself; John; (in the mirror). (Barss and Lasnik 1986)

This asymmetry in (3) and (4) is also grammatically parallel to PDCs.
Below, (5) and (6) claim that the first object is structurally higher than the

second object, but not vice versa.

(5) I showed John; to himself; (in the mirror).
(6) *I showed himself; to John; (in the mirror).

Based on these views, a variety of possible analyses of DOCs and
PDCs have been advanced by Larson (1988), Aoun and Li (1989), Fujita
(1996), Takano (1998), and Oba (2005), among others. Moreover, Kayne
(1984), Horstein (1995), Harley (1995, 2002), and Harley and Jung (2015)
claim that the objects in DOCs form a small clause®.

In light of these backgrounds, this study aims to propose an
alternative analysis for DOCs and PDCs. We also examine this analysis
using some empirical phenomena observed in DOCs and PDCs. The
remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 presents our
theoretical assumptions and proposals. Section 3 examines the arguments

using some empirical data that consists of backward anaphor binding,
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scope freezing, and pseudo-gapping. Section 4 summarizes this article and

indicates directions for further research.

2. Proposals

This section presents an overt object-raising analysis for both DOCs
and PDCs. First, note that this article follows the Uniformity of the Theta
Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH), advanced by Baker (1988). This work
claims that every structure that consists of identical theta-role assigned
arguments has an identical original structure, the D-structure, which is
within the framework of the Lectures on Government and Binding,

developed by Chomsky (1981). This is defined in (7) below.

(7) The Uniformity of the Theta Assignment Hypothesis
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical

structural relationships between those items at the level of D-structure.

(Baker 1988:46)

In a more current fashion of syntax, this article assumes that UTAH is
updated as in (8), as the Minimalist Program established by Chomsky (1992),

in which the notion of “D-structure” has been theoretically eliminated.

(8) Uniformity of Theta-Role Assignment Hypothesis (updated)
Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical

structural relationships between those items at the merge level.

Considering the updated UTAH, we first consider DOCs. First, this

article proposes that Agr’P, which is a functional projection for Case-
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checking for objects, developed by Chomsky (1992) and Koizumi (1993,
1995), 1s assumed. In addition, this projection is structurally sandwiched
between verb phrase (VP) shells, which is first proposed by Larson (1988).
The Goal NP Mary occupies [spec-VP]. In contrast, the Theme NP a book
is at the end of the structure.* The Agent NP merges in [spec-vP]. Below,

(9) demonstrates how each argument, John, Mary, and a book, merges.

(9) [wp [xe John] [« [i] [Ang [Agm’ [Agm] [ve [xe Mary] [v [v give] [ @ book]]]]]]].

The derivations of (9) are as follows. First, the Goal NP Mary is
obligatorily attracted to [spec-Agr°P], as the Goal NP must have its Case

checked, as shown in (10).

(10) [vp [ John] [ [L] [AgroP [xe Maryi] [Agro’ [Agro] [ve [xe &l [ [v give] [xe &
book]]]]]]].

Second, the verb give is also triggered to move to [vP-head] via [Agr’P-head],

following head movement, as in (11).

(11) [vp [xe John] [¢ [v givej] [AgroP [xe Maryi] [Agro’ [Agro ) [ve [ne ti] [v [v tj] [xr a
book]]]111].°

However, in PDCs, the Goal prepositional phrase (PP) to Mary
occupies [spec-VP], instead of the Goal NP. The Agr’P sandwiched
between the VP-shells and the lowest Theme NP a book is parallel to that
of DOCs. Based on the UTAH principle, each identical theta-role assigned
item, the Agent NP, the Goal NP and the Theme NP, clearly represents the
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identical insight of the structure between DOCs and PDCs. This is

represented in (12) below.

(12) [» [ve John] [ [J] [agor [ago [age] [ve [pp to Mary] [v [v give] [ a
book]]]]1]].

Unlike in DOCs, the item that is attracted to [spec-Agr°P] is the Theme NP
a book. The reason Agr® prefers the Theme NP to the NP Mary or the Goal
PP to Mary is that the Case of the NP Mary, which is inside of the Goal PP,
has been checked by a preposition t0.° Further, PP itself does not need to
be checked, as only NP without Case violates the Case Filter, which states
that every overt NP must be assigned a Case (Chomsky 1981). These are

structurally represented in (13).

(13) [vp [ne John] [y [] [agror [Np @ DOOK:][agro [agro] [ve [pr to Mary] [v [v give] [ne
)11

As is similar in DOCs, the verb give moves to [vP-head] via [Agr°’P-head] by

head movement.

(14) [vp [xe John] [ [ give] [agop [xp @ DOOK ] [agro’ [ago ] [ve [pp to Mary] [v [v £] [xe
ANNIE

Considering these arguments, each structure exhibits the syntactic fashion
that the first object asymmetrically c-commands the second; therefore, the
anaphor binding effect reported by Barss and Lasnik (1986), as seen in (3)

and (4), is obviously without any problems, similar to what is seen in (10)
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and (11). Furthermore, the asymmetrical binding in PDCs seen in (5) and
(6) are, according to this analysis, clearly expected in (13) and (14) as well.
This article calls this an object-raising analysis. This article also points
out that all movements contained in (10)-(14) are obligatory, triggered by
each driving force. This respects “economy principle” within the
framework of the Minimalist Program, which abandons any optional
transformations.

In summary, both DOCs and PDCs involve obligatory object-raising to
the specific Case-checking position [spec-Agr°P]. Further, each phrase in
both constructions follows the updated UTAH approach. In the object-
raising analysis, the aim of object-raising causes some differences in their
surface approach. In the next section, we aim to enhance the empirical

suitability of this analysis.

3. Discussions

3.1 Backward Anaphor Binding

As mentioned in the previous section, the data of an anaphor binding in
(3)-(6) clearly shows that the first object asymmetrically c-commands the
second object, in DOCs and in PDCs. Fujita (1996), however, discusses the
outstanding data; that an anaphor takes its antecedent backwardly if the

anaphor is embedded by a larger NP in PDCs, as shown in (15).

(15) ?John introduced each other;’s friends to Bill and Mary;.® (Fujita 1996)

This is rarely possible in DOCs, even if an anaphor is involved.
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(16) *John introduced each other;’s friends Bill and Mary;. (Fuyjita 1996)

Given (15) and (16), this article assumes that any traces in a sentence are

available to satisfy Condition A of Binding Theory.

(17) Binding Theory
(A) An anaphor is bound in its governing category.
(B) A pronominal is free in its governing category.

(C) An R-expression is free. (Chomsky 1981:188)

Note that, in view of the assumption here, once an anaphor satisfies
Condition A at any stage of derivations, an anaphor is successfully licensed,
even if an anaphor appears backward in a surface sentence.

In light of this, we first consider DOCs. The Goal NP each other’s
friends is in [spec-VP], and the Theme NP Bill and Mary is at the end of
the structure. In (18), without any movements, the Goal NP each other’s
friends is out of the binding domain of the Theme NP Bill and Mary; thus,
Condition A is not satisfied at this stage.

(18) [yp [np John] [¢ [] [agwop [agro’ [ago] [vp [np each other’s friends] [v [v
introduce] [xp Bill and Mary]]]]1]].

Following the derivation, the Goal NP moves to [spec-Agr°P] for its Case.

(19) [vp [np John] [ [i] [Ang [xp each other’s friendsi] [Agro’ [Agro] [ve [ne 8] [v [v
introduce] [xp Bill and Mary]]]]1]].
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Given object-raising in (19), neither the structural hierarchy of the Goal NP
each other’s friends nor the Theme NP Bill and Mary is ever changed.
Because of this, the Goal NP each other’s friends is never licensed; thus, the
backward anaphor binding effect in DOCs like (16) is not allowed.

PDCs before any movements apply are nearly parallel to DOCs’. The
Theme NP each other’s friends is asymmetrically c-commanded by certain
items in this structure. At this stage, Condition A is successfully satisfied,
because the potential antecedent Bill and Mary in [spec-Agr°P] c-commands

the anaphor each other, as depicted in (20).°

(20) [vp [xp John] [ [1] [agror [agro’ [agro] [ve [pp to Bill and Mary] [v [v introduce]
[xp each other’s friends]]]]]]].

In PDCs, the Theme NP each other’s friends rather than the Goal PP to Bill
and Mary moves to [spec-Agr°P] for Case reasons. This is described in (21)

below.

(21) [vP [NP JOhD] [Vv [v] [AgroP [Np each other’s friendsi] [Agro’ [Agro] [VP [PP to Bill
and Mary] [v [v introduce] [xp t]]11111.

Given the anywhere theory of Condition A, an antecedent and an anaphor
appearing backwardly in a surface sentence is not a problem, as Condition
A has been licensed at the stage of (20).

In summary, this section contends that the Goal NP/PP and the
Theme NP in DOCs and PDCs occupy parallel position in the UTAH
approach. Considering this view, Agr® attracts the closest NP that does

not have its Case checked; these attracted items are distinct in both
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constructions. Specifically, the target of attraction of Agr® is the Goal NP
in DOCs and the Theme NP in PDCs. As a result, this distinction allows
for backward binding effects in PDCs, but not in in DOCs.

3.2 Scope Freezing

Following the standard view of scope relations in English, May (1985)
establishes that a variety of quantifiers in a sentence exhibits ambiguity in
terms of its interpretation. For instance, (22), which includes multiple

quantifiers someone and everyone, has two interpretations, as illustrated in

23).

(22) Someone loves everyone.
(23) a. some > every

b. every > some

May (1985) also suggests the following definition as a principle for how a

quantifier in a sentence takes scope over the other.

(24) Scope Principle
For any occurrence of operators O; and O; where O; c-commands O; and O;
c-commands O;, O; and O; are free to take on any relative scope relation.

(May 1985)

Considering (24), the judgement that exhibits a scope ambiguity is due to a
c-command relation between the quantifiers in a sentence. May’s

definition of c-command '° is provided in (25).
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(25) A c-commands B iff every node that strongly dominates A strongly

dominates B.

According to these views, the scope ambiguity in (23) is accountable, in that
both quantifiers someone and everyone in (23) mutually c-command each
other at some stages of its derivation.

Next, we examine DOCs and PDCs. First, PDCs exhibit scope

ambiguity between the objects, as shown in (26).

(26) John gave a book to everyone. (a > every, every > a)

In May’s (1985) analysis, the sentential ambiguity in (26) demonstrates the
fact that the Theme NP a book c-commands the Goal PP to everyone;
moreover, the Goal PP/NP c-commands the Theme NP. Given the object-
raising analysis, the Theme NP a book is originally merged with the verb
give at the end of the structure. Note that, at this stage, it is enough for
the Goal PP to everyone to c-command the Theme NP a book; therefore, the

interpretation every > a has been licensed, as depicted in (27).

@27) [ve [xe John] [ [ [agor [age [aeo] [ve [pe to everyone] [v [v give] [xe a

book]]]111].

Furthermore, the Theme NP a book rather than the Goal PP to everyone
moves to [spec-Agr°® P] for Case reasons. Given object-raising, the Theme
NP a book is structurally high enough to c-command the Goal PP to
everyone; this generates the other interpretation a > every, which is

represented in (28).
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(28) [vp [xe John] [v [o] [agrop [xp @ b0OK][agre [agro] [ve [ppto everyone] [v [v give]
[ne 110011

As a result of (27) and (28), PDCs like (26) exhibit two possible
interpretations.
In contrast, DOCs show a rigid scope relation, which refers to its

surface the [Goal NP- Theme NP] order, unlike PDCs, as exemplified in (29).

(29) John gave someone every book. (some > every, *every > some)

This strange circumstance, called “scope freezing”, is also straightforwardly
accountable within the object-raising analysis. The rigid scope in (29)
shows the fact that the Goal NP someone is never in the domain of the
Theme NP every book; thus, the Theme NP every book cannot take scope
over the Goal NP. The Theme NP every book originally merges at the end
of the structure; hence, there is no chance for the Theme NP to c-command

the Goal NP, as depicted in (30).

(30) [vp [ne John] [ [] [agrop [agro' [agrol [ve [np someone] [v [v give] [xp every

book]]]]]]]-

Agr® prefers the Goal NP to raise to [spec-Agr°P] in DOCs within the object-
raising analysis; further, the Theme NP is never attracted from its original
position. In this consequence, the Theme NP is never out of a c-command

domain of the Goal NP through derivations, as shown in (31).

(31) [vP [NP John] [v' [v] [AgroP [NP Someonei] [Agro’ [Agro] [VP [NP ti] [V' [V give] [NP
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every book]]]]]]].

This structural circumstance also causes scope freezing on DOCs.

In summary, the standard English ambiguity in a sentence is widely
recognized as a consequence of a c-command relationship between
quantifiers in terms of May’s works. This section extends this legacy to
resolve why PDCs show sentential ambiguity between the objects, but
DOCs do not. The object-raising analysis clearly captures the c-command
relationships among objects in both constructions. Specifically, both
objects in PDCs are in a mutual c-command relationship through
derivations; however, both objects in DOCs are in an asymmetrical
c-command relationship. These differences provide the empirical outcome

that (26) contains an ambiguity, but (29) does not.

3.3 Pseudo-Gapping
This section addresses how pseudo-gapping applies to DOCs and
PDCs. 1In (32), we see a standard example of pseudo-gapping.

(32) John does not like rice, but he does }ike beans.™

Since Jayaseelan’s (1990) works on pseudo-gapping constructions, it has
been widely recognized as one of the VP-Ellipses, rather than a single verb
ellipsis. The remnant beans in (32) moves out of the VP, and this VP is
eliminated. According to Jayaseelan, the remnants of pseudo-gapping
move out of VP via Heavy NP Shift (HNPS)'?, meaning that the VP
becomes a target of VP-Ellipsis. More recent works discuss what kind of

movement(s) dislocate the remnant(s) of pseudo-gapping constructions out
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of the eliminated VP.

Lasnik (1999), in contrast, proposes his analysis as an alternative to
the standard HNPS analysis. He makes two critical arguments against
the HNPS analysis. One of his counterexamples stems from the property
of the indirect object in DOCs. Specifically, the indirect object in DOCs is

never allowed any A’ -movements, as shown in (33).

(33) a. *Who; did John give ¢ a book? (Wh-movement)
b. *[The man];, John gave # a book. (Topicalization)
c. *It was [the man]; that John gave # a book. (It-cleft construction)

d. *John gave t; a book yesterday [the man who was in his syntax class];.

(HNPS)

In Jayaseelan’s view, HNPS is responsible for remnant movement; hence,
the HNPS of the Goal NP in DOCs as remnant must be prohibited, as
indicated in (33d). However, this does not support the HNPS analysis, as

examined in (34).

(34) ?John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Sue alot-of money.
The other set of data, which is against the HNPS analysis, states that only
a single pattern of pseudo-gapping is available in DOCs. Specifically, let

us consider (35)-(37). First, the remnants are restricted to single

constituents, but not to multiples.

(35) *John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Sue a lot of advice.
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Second, the Theme NP in DOCs cannot be a single remnant.

(36) 7*John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will giveBill a lot of advice.

(87) (=(34)) is only acceptable as a pseudo-gapping construction in DOCs,
where the Goal NP is a remnant and the other elements, the verb and the

Theme NP, are both eliminated.

(37) ?John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Sue alet-of money.

Based on the above, it is difficult for the HNPS analysis to account for the
grammatical distribution in (35)-(37). Alternatively, Lasnik (1999)
proposes the A-movement analysis. Within Lasnik’s analysis, each NP
overtly rises to the closest [spec-AgrP] for Case reasons. He notes that the
middle VP is the target of pseudo-gapping. Because these NP movements
to each [spec-AgrP] are A-movements rather than A’ -movements, (33) and
(34) are resolved. Furthermore, the unexpected elements of pseudo-
gapping in (35) and (36) are structurally eliminated, if it is assumed that
the middle VP is eliminated after the higher NP rises to [spec-Agr® P].
This is represented in (38) below.

(38) [ver [ne Mary] [v [vi] [agep2 [np Sue] [agp [agre] [vpe ettt el faers e a
lot-of moneyiHag fagest tvps e tvsgivet-tae ] 111111111

Lasnik also points out that PDCs display a similar behavior. In

particular, pseudo-gapping with multiple remnants is prohibited.
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(39) *John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give a lot of advice to

Sue.

Moreover, the Goal PP as a remnant is prohibited.

(40) 7*John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give-alot-of money to

Sue.

In addition to DOCs, the Theme NP is allowed as a remnant in pseudo-

gapping.

(41) 7T didn’t give a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give a lot of advice to
Bill.

Based on Lasnik’s view on PDCs, the Theme NP a lot of advice overtly
raises to [spec-AgrP;]. In addition, the Goal PP to Bill raises to [spec-
AgrPs]. After all requirements of movements of NPs are satisfied, VP-

Ellipsis applies to VP, in the PF component. This is demonstrated in (42).

(42) [ve1 [xe Mary] [v [v1] [agepz [xp @ lot of advice] [agp [age] [vps bt fet-Haxes
terto Bt age fagrst-fups e besgivet-tae 11111111111

Following Lasnik’s work, this section extends their statements in a
much more economical way, enough to account for the data in Lasnik
(1999). First, according to Lasnik’s analysis, (38) and (42) contains two
AgrPs and three VPs. According to the object-raising analysis, a single
Agr°P and VP-shells are sufficient to appropriately merge with each
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argument in DOCs and PDCs. Let us first consider DOCs. In (43), the

Goal NP Sue moves to [spec-Agr°P] for Case reasons.

(43) [wp [xe Mary] [y [1] [agop [nP Suej] [agro’ [agro) [vp [neti] [v [v give] [xp a lot of
money]]]]]]].

At this stage, if we suppose that pseudo-gapping is an ellipsis that
eliminates the large/capital VP, the unexpected distinction in (35)-(37) is
explicable. Specifically, the VP, which includes the verb give and the
Theme NP a lot of money, is eliminated before head-movement of give

applies, as depicted in (44).

(44) [vp [xe Mary] [ [] [agrop [vp Suei]l[agro’ [agro] [vefeptittetvgivetfaratotof
money]|]]]]]].

As a result of (44), the acceptable example in (37), as repeated in (45), is
generated without any problems, as the Goal NP Sue remains as a remnant

after the verb give and the Theme NP a lot of money are eliminated.

(45) ?John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Sue alot-of money.
This is, however, structurally impossible for the unacceptable instances in
(35) and (36). First, there is no constituent that include a verb give but

not others. This grammatically excludes (35), as repeated in (46).

(46) *John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will give Sue a lot of advice.
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Additionally, the verb give and the Goal NP Sue but not the Theme NP «
lot of advice cannot form a constituent at any level of derivations, as in (43)

and (44). Thus, (36), as repeated in (47), 1s excluded.

(47) 7*John gave Bill a lot of money, and Mary will giveBill a lot of advice.

In PDCs, Agr® attracts the Case-less NP to [spec-Agr°P] based on the
object-raising analysis. In PDCs, the Theme NP is responsible for this, as
depicted in (48).

(48) [wp [xe Mary] [ [+] [agor [xp @ lot of advicei][agro [agro] [ve [pp to Bill] [v [v
give] [xe G1111111.

Recall that pseudo-gapping applies to the VP before head movement of the
verb give takes place. This is described in (49).

(49) [wp [xe Mary] [v [1] [agor [xp @ lot of advicei][ago [agro] [voTtertoBittvtv
givelharti] 11111

Consequently, the Theme NP a lot of advice is structurally licensed as a
remnant in pseudo-gapping. This is clearly captured in (41) and repeated

in (50).

(50) ?John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give a lot of advice to
Bill.

Furthermore, (49) successfully excludes the ungrammatical instances.
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First, (51), which shows multiple remnants, is not allowed, as the Goal PP

to Sue does not remain.

(51) *John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give a lot of advice to

Sue.

Moreover, the Goal PP to Sue cannot be a single remnant, as in (40) and

repeated in (52).

(52) 7*John gave a lot of money to Bill, and Mary will give-alot-of money to

Sue.

In summary, this article indicates that the standard HNPS analysis
established by Jayaseelan (1990) involves some difficulties with regard to
Lasnik’s data. Note that the structures in (43) and (44) in DOCs and (48)
and (49) in PDCs within the object-raising analysis capture the
counterexamples found by Lasnik (1999) against the HNPS analysis, in
that (i) a remnant movement is responsible for A-movement, and (ii) the
inexplicable instances in (35)-(37) and (45)-(47) are clearly solved in terms
of structural reasons. The gist is that the structures under the object-
raising analysis are economically more adequate than (38), in light of the

current fashion of syntax.

4. Summary and Direction for Further Research
Using an object-raising analysis, this article argues that overt object-
raising to the functional specifier position, Agr°P, takes place in both DOCs

and PDCs. This analysis is supported by three empirical confirmations of
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syntactic phenomena on DOCs and PDCs: backward anaphor binding (3.1),
scope freezing (3.2), and pseudo-gapping (3.3). The gist of the discussions
in this article is that all syntactical phenomena discussed in section 3 are
forthrightly accounted for within the object-raising analysis, which assumes
a single Agr°P and the Larsonian VP-shells. This adheres to the Principle

of Parsimony, a widely accepted principle in research, as defined in (53).

(53) The Principle of Parsimony
Entities should not be multiplied beyond necessity.

Within Minimalism, the object-raising analysis of DOCs and PDCs
successfully captures at least three factors in this article, and it might be
expanded to more data for the further research.

As is widely recognized, Postal (1974), Lasnik and Saito (1991), and
Tanaka (1999), among others, developed a raising to object analysis while
researching believe-type constructions. In future, I expect that the object-
raising analysis will be an universal analysis in English. In particularly,
spray-type constructions are the next challenges in the object-raising

analysis.

Notes

1. I would like to thank two anonymous reviewers of Osaka Gakuin
University Foreign Linguistic and Literary Studies for comments and
criticisms on various aspects of this article. I am responsible for all
the remaining errors.

2. According to Barss and Lasnik (1986), not only an anaphor binding,

but also a quantifier binding, weak crossover, superiority, and each--
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the other expression, as well as negative polarity are discussed in
detail. All these details indicate the conclusion that the Goal NP
asymmetrically c-commands the Theme NP in DOCs.

This article does not address this theme in detail. See Kawakami
(2018) for some empirical evidence that is strongly against the small
clause analysis on DOCs.

A Theme argument is widely recognized as a bottomed item in a
syntactic structure. See Wilkins (1988) and Takano (1998) for this
discussion.

This structure is not without limitations. We must account for the
mechanism of Case-checking of the Theme NP a book, as the Theme
NP without Case causes a violation of Case Filter. One possible
reason for this stems from the inheritance of some syntactic features
from phase heads, which are the heads of CP and vP, according to the
Complete Functional Complex. For instance, it might be true that a
Case of the Theme NP in DOCs has been checked by an inherited Case
feature from a phase head. More discussions on this topic are
needed.

A preposition is recognized as one of the Case licensers (Chomsky
1981).

This is not acceptable if an anaphor stands alone, as exemplified in (1).

(1) *John introduced each other; to Bill and Mary:;.

An anaphor needs to be inside certain phrases not to directly
c-command the Goal PP, which causes a violation of Condition C.
A forward binding style of (15), of course, gives us a perfect

grammaticality.



10.

11.

12.

Remarks on Double Objects — a Syntactic Insight 45

(2) John introduced Bill and Mary; to each other;’s friends.

There are some suggestions that a preposition does not disturb a

binding domain of NPs.

(3) John talked to Mary; about herself:.
(4) John talked to Bill and Mary; about each other;.

There is also a suggestion that a preposition does not disturb a strong

dominating.

(5) John talked to someone about everyone.

(some > every, every > some)

The strikeout lines in this section describe the unpronounced
materials.
Note that the HNPS moves the “heavy” NP (PP) to a sentential final

position, as exemplified in (6).

(6) a. John read [yp the book that he bought last week] this morning.
b. John read ¢ this morning [yp the book that he bought last week].

What makes NP “heavy” enough to move depends on the five factors,
which are: complex of NP, separability of NP, relative weight of NP,
early versus late attachment of NP, and new information that
precedes old information. See Ross (1967) for more detailed

distributions.
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