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Abstract: As the basic framework of semiotic
cognition indexicality plays a function of setting
different cultural texts in order and incorporating
signs memory and identification into a unity. Spe—
cifically indexicality can be found in the spatial
distribution of the architecture of different ethnic
groups as well as in the cultural concepts in vari—
ous ethnic languages. These are often hierarchical
within the context of the levels of geographic dis—
tance as well as within the relationships between
family members. Such indexicality is clearly dem—
onstrated in the following two cases. First with re—
gard to Mongolia yurts the distance between the
yurts of the younger generation and the central one
occupied by their father explicitly refers to the de—
grees of kinship in the clan. Also the ring struc—
ture and seating arrangement inside the yurt is con—
nected to the shared family memory by way of me-
tonymy. Secondly people in the Pumi ethnic
group use the concept of “bones”(or Gu ju™) to
distinguish the social relationships within the clan
and the ethnic group and such a sign is a typical
index. When members in the group communicate
or interact with each other multiple references to
“signs” construct the collective memory of a fami—
ly combining them into a continuum thereby giv—
ing rise to a sense of kindred and formulating self-
identity. Thus not only is indexicality the “base”
of ethnic memory but it is a mechanism for form—
ing identification as well.

With the effects of elements such as consan—
guinity geography or resources the present ethno—
narrative in turn influences the indexicality of a
sign in different aspects. Driven by affective pref—
erence ethnic memory may vary in different peri-
ods and could be possibly built into a new one
distinct from the historical texts or the other ethnic
cultures and then worked accordingly into the ex—

pansion or contraction of ethnic identity. For exam—

ple the Qiang people located in western Si-
China have absorbed both Han culture

and Tibetan culture into their ethnic cultural mem-

chuan

ories thereby forming their own culture. In this way
the boundaries of identification are flexible. Conse—
quently whether it is within a family a clan an
ethnic group or a nation a sense of community can
be constructed with a self-awareness.

Signs which are important resources in mem—
ory can summon the sense of community by conju—
ring up indexicality by producing common emotion—
al feelings among community members. Therefore
from the perspective of the theory of indexicality
the symbol Long( or dragon ) can be examined
as a representation of the common memory of

There

are two aspects to this representation as follows.

Zhonghua Minzu ( or the Chinese nation) .

Firstly there is a diachronic aspect namely Long
is that which anchors the relationship between one—
sell and the world shared by all Chinese ethnic
groups which points to a common ancestor of the
Chinese nation. Secondly there is a synchronic as—
pect. Long is a significant symbol linked with the
naming of solar terms and ceremonies of various
ethnic groups. On the basis of indexicality people
of different ethnic groups perform different folk rit—
uals yet together they completed the narration
that Long is taken as an ancestor and the worship
of its image as a god. In this way the common
memory of the Chinese nation has been formed. It
can be concluded that via an examination of the
mechanism of indexicality we can reflect upon what
measures can be taken to construct national sym-
bols and national narratives for the Community of
the Chinese Nation.

Key Words: indexicality; ethnic memory;
the Community of the Chinese Nation; sign; iden—

tity



