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Abstract: Looking back to the past development and looking forward to the future development of semiology, the wiiter of this paper is
at the same time delighted at its achievement and worried about some serious problems existing in the process such as : Semiology has not
yet established itself as an independent course of study, not yet formed a complete system of theory and semiologists have not yet reached an
agreement on the nature, scope and methodology of the study; besides, there are such problems as diametrically opposite opinions existing
between major schools yet no contention between them, attempts to cover all branches of study by semiotics, theory being separated from
practice, intricacies existing in definition and typology etc.He thinks that semiology should be an interdisciplinary methodology applied to
social and humane studies and that the philosophical ideas of dialectical materialism and stucturalism and basc theornes of Saussure and
Pierce should be adopted as the guidance to the study. He appreciates and suppoits Eschbach’ s proposals: A foundamental and citical
semiology, an applicable and social semiology, and a historical semiology for recognizing the orgin, the achievement and the drawbacks in
the development of semiology should be established.
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