A map of this floor is posted near the elevator marking the evacuation route and the
Designated Rescue Area. This is an area where emergency service personnel will go
first to look for individuals who need assistance in exiting the building. Students who
need assistance should identify themselves to the teaching faculty.

COURSE TITLE: Theoretical Semiotics (CODI 601) — Last updated on October 1, 2007

(1:44pm)

INSTRUCTOR: John Oller, Ph.D., Hawthorne Regents Endowed Professor
962-4649 cell

PLACE: University of Louisiana Foster 202

TIME.: 3:15-5:45T

TEXT: Readings (see below)

Abstract:

This course surveys relevant ideas and authors in theoretical semiotics depending on the interest of
students who take the course. It looks toward a general theory of sign systems (semiotics) along the
lines of our own current work but keeping in mind contributions from C. S. Peirce and others.

Objectives:

Surveys and critiques theoretical semiotics as applied to an area of interest of the student. Semiotics is
the umbrella referring to studies of sign systems. Logically it includes the study of cognitive and
social actions, linguistics, meaningful motoric systems, perception, and phenomenology. We study
various theories in order to understand how communication systems work, break down, and can be
fixed, or managed. Better theoretical understanding, it stands to reason, can lead to better diagnosis,
intervention, and comprehension of the etiologies of disorders. We seek a comprehensive theory on
account of the fact that reasoning piecemeal about synergistic sign systems is inadequate because of
their complex interactions. The desired theory ought to be possible to discover or construct because
signs of all kinds, including language systems, are conquered and learned by infants.

Course requirements:

1. Read and digest, and be prepared to talk about readings relevant to the dynamically shifting
themes that we consider throughout the course. You should always be prepared to put in
your own words, ideas, concepts, and principles in the materials we are reading in preparation
for any given class meeting. You should also read additional materials relevant to your own
developing research agenda:

2. Write down your own ideas when they occur to you. A good idea is one that helps to explain
some controversy, some mystery, some unanswered question. An idea of that kind that is not
written down is apt to be hard to recover and develop later on. So write it down when it
occurs — in the middle of the night, on the plane, bus, or in class...

3. Communication and discourse, but especially reading and writing, are the key methods by
which we develop new knowledge: (1) read what other people have written, (2) think about
their discourse and what it means, (3) write your own original ideas as you go along, (4) share
the developing thread of discourse with others, and (5) persist in all this until comprehension
is attained. In doing so, you will be able to develop and contribute new ideas of your own.

4, Write an abstract or outline of the problem or question with an annotated
bibliography. (recall the Latin rule: legdegdegeora, égetrebge Read, read, read, pray, read
and read again.”)
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5. At a later stage, a progress draft may be written and critiqued by other readers. This is
an important step and is an excellent preliminary to submission for publication where the
process will be repeated with a critical board of peers.

6. By the end of the semester, but not later than the second week before finals, a
progress report is prepared to hand in. After one or more drafts you should submit or
“put in the mail” your best draft.
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