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Part I:  Answer three of the following five questions.  It is possible to write much more on these topics, but part of the challenge here is to be concise, so keep your responses to a paragraph or two. 
1. In both Comfort Woman and Once in a Promised Land, the characters’ lives are greatly affected by large-scale tragedies in which they played no part (the devastation of war and the ‘comfort woman’ camps in Keller; 9/11 in Halaby). For both books, give two specific examples of how these events create and limit the characters’ lives.   
2.  In Once in a Promised Land, Salwa’s parents were immigrants to the country from which Salwa emigrated to the United States.  Explain this — where is Salwa’s family from originally, why did they leave, and where did they settle? This is further complicated by where Salwa was actually born — explain this too.   
3.   Why did both Rivera and Yamamoto choose child narrators?  In some ways, this is limiting; a child will not have the analytical abilities or knowledge of social codes to understand everything he or she sees.  Then again, for the same reasons, a child narrator can be useful: less is filtered, and the reader may be able to understand what the child does only imperfectly.  Try to include an example from each work that illustrates why the authors chose a child narrator.    
4. In Borderlands/La Frontera, Anzaldúa reconsiders the Aztecs.   What do they become in her version of        history?   How is this surprising in the context of our course?  
5.  Near the end of “America and I,” Yezierska’s narrator has an epiphany inspired by the Pilgrims (of Plymouth Rock fame): “Then came a light — a great revelation!”   What is the narrator’s revelation, and how does she apply it?   What does Yezierska accomplish with the comparison to the Pilgrims — how does this validate what the narrator (and Yezierska) are doing?  A reader might find this comparison surprising — why?   

Part II:  This is how Edith Maude Eaton concludes her memoir, “Leaves from the Mental Portfolio of an Eurasian”:
After all, I have no nationality and am not anxious to claim any.  Individuality is more than nationality.   “You are you and I am I,” says Confucius.  I give my right hand to the Occidentals [Westerners] and my left to the Orientals, hoping that between them they will not utterly destroy the insignificant “connecting link.”  And that’s all.   
How well does Eaton’s sentiment here reflect our syllabus authors?   Do some or all of our writers privilege ‘individuality’ over ‘nationality’?  (Do any do the opposite—downplay individuality in favor of the collective?)   Do they present a conflict between the self and broader categories like nation or ethnicity?   
Pick any two course authors (from either half of the course) and imagine what their response to Eaton would be.   Try to be detailed and specific.   

