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Letter from the Editor-in-Chief

Dear Readers,

Welcome to the third edition of the Chicago 
Journal of History. This special issue is particularly 
exciting as we feature two of our very own editors: 
Sammy Zimmerman ‘24 and Henry Hong ‘25. 
Sammy and Henry have worked tirelessly toward the 
advancement of the Chicago Journal of History since 
its inception two years ago. Today, we proudly present 
their work to you.

Henry Hong’s Double Decker Dualism: 
Discourse on Display probes the Chinese American 
Museum of Chicago’s exhibitions and their challenge 
to spatially and focally balance Chinese heritage and 
the experiences of the Chinese-American community. 
Through this obstacle, Henry draws conclusions 
on the formation, organization, and presentation 
of cultural museums with respect to their external 
missions.

Sammy Zimmerman investigates the literary 
aftermath of the Meiji Revolution in her thesis: 
Gothic Japanism in British Literature of the Fin de 
Siècle. As Japan underwent profound political and 
cultural changes, British writers grappled with their 
perceptions of this evolving identity and the sense 
oǟ ștȖƺngeneșș ǩt eΚoǷeǏঀ ^ƺǾǾy oАeȖș ƺ nȣƺnǉeǏ 
framework that transcends traditional Anglo-centric 
interpretations, revealing the intricate and reciprocal 
relationship between the Gothic and the evolving 
“Idea” of Japan.

We are also honored to feature a foreword from 
�Ȗঀ Peggy Heffingtonॹ ƺn eșteeǾeǏ ȒȖoǟeșșoȖ ƺnǏ 
Associate Director of Undergraduate Studies at the 
University of Chicago, as well as a recent author of 
ǦeȖ ЙȖșt ǈooǷॹ Without Children: The Long History 
of Not Being a Motherঀ �Ȗঀ Heffingtonঢ়ș ȣnΛƺΚeȖǩng 
dedication to the discipline of history is only matched 
by her own passion for teaching and inspiring future 
generations of historians. We are immensely thankful 
for her support of the Chicago Journal of History and 
beyond.

As we present this special edition to you, we 
want to extend our heartfelt thanks to our readers all 

across the globe for your continued support. We look 
forward to seeing you again in the spring.

Sincerely,
Jack Sanders

Editor-in-Chief
Chicago Journal of History

Foreward

Dear Readers,

As a graduate student in the fall of 2009, I was 
lucky enough to audit a European History survey 
course at the University of California, Berkeley. The 
professor was one of the greats of German history–in 
my mind, as close to a legend as an academic could be. 
2t Λƺș ǦeȖ Йnƺǹ tǩǾe teƺǉǦǩng ǩt ǈeǟoȖe șǦe ȖetǩȖeǏঀ 2n 
her bi-weekly lectures, the professor told her three or 
four hundred assembled undergraduate students the 
story of Europe from the fall of Constantinople to 
the fall of the Berlin Wall, demonstrating the kind of 
magisterial command of history and historical narrative 
that can only be earned by spending decades reading, 
researching, writing, and teaching. Yet the professor 
was fully aware that not every student in that cavernous 
lecture hall was there out of genuine passion for the 
Holy Roman Empire or the Weimar Republic. Many 
ΛeȖe ǟȣǹЙǹǹǩng ƺ gȖƺǏȣƺtǩon ȖeȕȣǩȖeǾentॹ ǉǦeǉǷǩng ƺ 
box on their way to Computer Science degrees and 
ǉƺȖeeȖș ǩn ^ǩǹǩǉon tƺǹǹeyঀ ^oॹ on tǦe ЙȖșt Ǐƺy oǟ ǉǹƺșșॹ 
she stood at a podium onstage and asked, “why are we 
here? Why is it important to study history?”

^Ǧe ЙȖșt ȖeǴeǉteǏ tǦe tǩȖeǏ ǉǹǩǉǦe tǦƺt ৚tǦoșe 
who do not know history are condemned to repeat it” 
(history doesn’t repeat, she said, at least not exactly, 
and besides, plenty of people who did study history 
have screwed up pretty badly regardless) and then the 
dismissive idea that historical knowledge is primarily 
useful for making a person more interesting at 
dinner parties (though, she added, it certainly will do 
that). Instead, the professor said, we know history is 
important because people who have wanted to wield 
power and control others have long believed that history 
was important. When Napoleon became Emperor of 
France, he made sure that the history taught in schools 
was a historical narrative that made his rise to power 
as legitimate as it was inevitable. Hitler mandated that 
the history taught in German schools supported his 
nationalist and anti-semetic political aims. If people 
like that knew that history was important, she told the 
students, then we probably want to recognize it too.

Fifteen years later, I am not sure the college 

students of today–even the tech industry-bound 
ƺǾong tǦeǾ৅ΛoȣǹǏ ȖeȕȣǩȖe ƺș ǾȣǉǦ ǉonΚǩnǉǩng 
about the importance of history. Russia’s invasion of 
Ukraine was premised on a spurious historical claim to 
Ukrainian land and culture. Disagreements about how 
the history of the United States should be told have 
reached the presidential debate stage and the Supreme 
Court. The protests that erupted on campuses last 
spring in response to the war in Gaza were, at least in 
part, about history: about historical claims to land and 
about how injustices in the past should weigh on and 
inform the present. Every presidential election in the 
average undergraduate’s memory has been framed by 
the media and by the candidates themselves as one of 
historic, possibly even existential, importance. (I am 
old enough to remember presidential elections that 
were more or less centered on policy disagreements.) 
State legislatures across the country have proposed 
monitoring or even censoring syllabi in disciplines like 
history–a statement about the power of history and 
how we tell it if there ever was one. Far from a novelty 
that might only be useful at dinner parties, today the 
weight of history seems impossible to avoid.

Because history has come to loom so large in 
recent years, the vitality of the Chicago Journal of 
History–an entirely undergraduate student-run and 
-led publication–and the fact that it has attracted 
such a passionate group of editors to lead it may 
not be entirely surprising. But that makes it no less 
heartening. The issue that follows this note is the third 
post-pandemic edition. The last two issues published 
papers on everything from the role of European ideas 
oǟ șǉǩentǩЙǉ ȖƺǉǩșǾ șǦƺȒeǏ �onǟeǏeȖƺte Ȓoǹǩtǩǉș ƺnǏ 
policy to the fetishization of French laundresses in the 
early nineteenth century and the impact of reports 
of German atrocities in World War I-era Britain, by 
undergraduate authors from the University of Arkansas 
to Columbia University to the London School of 
Economics. All of them were selected out of dozens 
of submissions and meticulously edited, formatted, 
and compiled by CJH’s editors into editions that 
brilliantly showcase the intellect, historical research 
skills, and passion of undergraduate History students 
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Double Decker Dualism: Discourse on Display
Henry Hong, University of Chicago

 Chicago’s metro population of almost 
9.5 million people includes dozens of cultures, 
nationalities, and ethnicities. These diverse groups 
of people share an identity as residents of the city of 
�Ǧǩǉƺgoॹ ΛǦǩǹe ștǩǹǹ Ǿƺǩntƺǩnǩng tǦeǩȖ oΛn ȣnǩȕȣe 
cultures and backgrounds. To help tell the stories 
that make up Chicago, the city is dotted by “little” 
cultural museums, a term used by Dominic Pacyga 
when exploring the various ethnic enclaves and their 
institutional representatives throughout the city.1 
Museums like the Swedish American Museum, the 
Polish Museum of Chicago, the Hellenic Museum and 
Cultural Center, and the Haitian American Museum 
of Chicago not only tell the stories of each titular group 
but also create a web of a larger stories connecting the 
diasporic and migratory experiences of all the people 
ΛǦo ǾƺǷe ȣȒ tǦe ǉǩty oǟ �Ǧǩǉƺgoঀ eǦeșe eАoȖtș ƺȖe 
particularly clear at the Chinese American Museum of 
Chicago (CAMOC). 

The Chinese American Museum of Chicago 
(CAMOC), a little cultural museum which opened in 
2005, is located in the heart of Chicago’s Chinatown. 
Occupying only a single lot, it is a four-story building 
tǦƺt ȖeșeȖΚeș ǩtș ЙȖșt tΛo МooȖș ǟoȖ eΠǦǩǈǩtǩon șȒƺǉeঀ 
However, despite its small stature, this museum’s 
exhibitions play an outsized role both within the 
Chinese American community and the city of 
�Ǧǩǉƺgoঀ eǦe teǾȒoȖƺȖy eΠǦǩǈǩtǩonș on tǦe ЙȖșt МooȖ 
educate visitors about Chinese traditions and culture 
broadly, while the permanent exhibitions on the 
șeǉonǏেМooȖ ǟoǉȣș on tǦe eΠȒeȖǩenǉe oǟ tǦe �Ǧǩneșe 
American community in Chicago and the Midwest. 
The permanent exhibition of “the Great Wall to the 
Great Lakes” explores the migration story of Chinese 
Americans to the Midwest and Chicago, functioning 
ƺș ƺ șǩte oǟ ǾeǾoȖy to ǦeǹȒ ȖeǾeǾǈeȖ tǦǩș șȒeǉǩЙǉ 
community’s story, struggles, and successes. However, 
this exhibit also attempts to appeal universally. Through 
inscriptions in English, Spanish, and Chinese, it speaks 

-�oǾǩnǩǉ �ঀ Pƺǉygƺॹ ৚�Ǧǩǉƺgoॸ �ǩty oǟ tǦe �ǩg ড়@ǩttǹeঢ় Eȣșe ੋࢲ
ums,” Journal of American Ethnic History 28, no. 3 (2009): 55.

to a larger audience of Chicago residents who have 
șǩǾǩǹƺȖ oȖǩgǩn ștoȖǩeșঀ eǦeșe eАoȖtș to eǏȣǉƺte ȒeoȒǹe 
both within and outside of the Chinese American 
community on the stories of Chicago’s Chinatown 
helps to connect diasporic communities. 

Due to both focal and physical dislocation of 
tǦe ЙȖșt ƺnǏ șeǉonǏ МooȖॹ tǦe teǾȒoȖƺȖy ǉȣǹtȣȖƺǹ 
exhibition and permanent experience focused 
eΠǦǩǈǩtǩonș ǉȖeƺte tΛo Κƺștǹy ǏǩАeȖent eΠȒeȖǩenǉeș 
within the same museum. CAMOC physically 
separates the exhibitions of traditional Chinese 
heritage and the Chinese American experience. The 
two exhibitions are forced to work back-to-back, with 
tǦe teǾȒoȖƺȖy eΠǦǩǈǩtǩonș on tǦe ЙȖșt МooȖ ƺnǏ tǦe 
permanent exhibitions on the second, rather than 
side by side. This creates a tension between the two 
as this physical barrier only emphasizes the change in 
subject in which CAMOC positions Chinese heritage 
and the Chinese American experience as two distinct 
and separate concepts from one another. This tension 
tǦƺt eΠǩștș ǈetΛeen ��EK�ঢ়ș tΛo МooȖș ƺnǏ Ǿƺǩn 
exhibitions uncovers a larger institutional attempt to 
serve as a representative and advocate for the Chinese 
American community within the social and political 
spheres of Chicago, Illinois, and the Midwest. To 
Ȓoșǩtǩon tǦǩș ǩnștǩtȣtǩon ǩn tǦǩș Λƺyॹ ��EK� ȖeȕȣǩȖeș 
both the stories of experience and heritage to be 
present but does not need them to be organized in 
a way that unites these two exhibitions. A thorough 
examination of exhibitional, institutional, and societal 
contexts of the two types of exhibitions presented by 
CAMOC helps one understand how this tension is 
necessary to achieve this institution’s goal. While this 
tenșǩon ǉȖeƺteș tΛo ǏǩАeȖent ΚǩșǩtoȖ eΠȒeȖǩenǉeșॹ tǦey 
provide CAMOC with the necessary foundation to 
serve as a mediator building connections between 
other communities in Chicago. 

Through a combined understanding of the 
organizational setup and the exhibitional minutiae, 
CAMOC’s role within and outside of its institutional 
walls will be explored. For example, the exploration 
oǟ tǦe Ȗoǹe oǟ ǾȣǹtǩȒǹe ǹƺngȣƺgeșॹ șȒeǉǩЙǉƺǹǹy ΛǩtǦǩn 

toǏƺyঀ 2t ǩș onǹy Йttǩngॹ tǦenॹ tǦƺt tǦǩș 'ƺǹǹ ࢵࢳࢱࢳ ǩșșȣe oǟ 
the Journal is dedicated to two of the CJH’s longtime 
and most dedicated editors: Henry Hong (UChicago, 
A.B. ‘25) and Sammy Zimmerman (UChicago, A.B. 
‘24)

Hong’s paper, “Double Decker Dualism: 
Discourse on Display,” is an analysis of the Chinese 
American Museum of Chicago’s physical exhibition 
space. Due to the constraints of the building that 
houses the museum, temporary exhibits on Chinese 
ǉȣǹtȣȖe ƺnǏ ǦǩștoȖy ƺȖe ȒǹƺǉeǏ on ƺ șeȒƺȖƺte МooȖ ǟȖoǾ 
the permanent exhibit on the Chinese American 
experience. Hong’s observation that the physical 
separation between the exhibits helps to create 
a narrative in the minds of visitors, in which the 
experience of diaspora is both intertwined with and 
separate from the place of origin. This insight is not 
just a useful metaphor for understanding Chinese 
American history; it also is deeply revealing about the 
power of place to shape how public history is told and 
received. Zimmerman’s paper, “Haunted Empire: 
Gothic Japanism in British Literature of the Fin de 
Siècle,” is an exploration of how the literary genre 
of “Gothic Japanism” came into vogue in Britain 
at precisely the moment that the British public was 
ǈeǉoǾǩng ƺΛƺȖe oǟ =ƺȒƺn ƺș ƺ geoȒoǹǩtǩǉƺǹ eȕȣƺǹ৅eΚenॹ 
possibly a rival. Zimmerman’s argument–that the 
emergence of this genre was an attempt on the part 
of British readers to interpret Japan–is as elegant and 
subtle as it is revealing about the power of cultural 
objects to shape both public opinion and political 
action.

As the reader will undoubtedly come to see, 
both of these papers attest to the extraordinarily 
talented historians that have helped to lead the revival 
of the CJH over the past year. It is wonderful to have 
the opportunity to honor their work in these pages.

Warmly,

Peggy Heffington


