P&F; Prof. Boedeker; worksheet on phenomenology 
as the analytic description of intentionality in its a priori: HCT, pp. 72-94
1. How does Heidegger interpret the a priori (p. 73)?  How does his interpretation differ from that of Descartes and Kant?
2. For Heidegger, any field of “scientific” research, including phenomenology, has 3 elements: (1) the field of research (sometimes called the science’s “object-domain”: e.g., physics studies physical objects, biology studies living things, psychology studies mental things, etc.); (2) the guiding approach that the science takes to this field, i.e., what the science is trying to find out about the things in its field (e.g., laws of motion in physics, chemical functioning of cells and organs in biology, statistical laws of personality and behavior in psychology); and (3) the basic concepts (space, time, etc.) and method (e.g., logical deduction in the mathematical sciences, experimentation in the natural sciences, statistics in social sciences) that the science employs in its research.  Furthermore, every kind of “scientific” research is guided by the goal of making both (2) and (3) appropriate to (1) – so that the science illuminates the things it studies as they really are in themselves, without distorting biases or an overly one-sided perspective.

Identify (1), (2), and (3) for phenomenology (p. 78).  (This is Heidegger’s way of “cashing out” Husserl’s phenomenological call to arms: “To the matters themselves!”)

(Heidegger calls this characterization of phenomenology a “formal indication” (HCT, p. 79) of it.  A formal indication is like a sign-post; it both points away from what phenomenology shouldn’t do, and toward what it should try to do.  Heidegger’s picture is that as we actually follow the path of phenomenology by doing it, this initially formal indication gets progressively filled in with “material content”: its phenomenological results.)
(The “great man” mentioned on HCT p. 80 is Friedrich Nietzsche.)

(On pp. 81-83, Heidegger distinguishes several meanings of “phenomenon” (φαινόλενον), which literally means “what shows up”, “what shows itself”, “what’s pointed out”, or “what’s seen (in a very broad sense)”.  He then distinguishes the basic sense of phenomenon from 2 of its “modifications”: semblance and appearance.)
3. What’s semblance (p. 81)?  Give an example of one.  How is it related to phenomenon?
4. What’s appearance (pp. 82-3)?  Give an example of one.  How is it related to phenomenon?  
5. *VERY IMPORTANT QUESTION* Recall Descartes’s maxim “appearing precedes being” (II A 2 on handout p. 2).  What does Descartes have primarily in mind by “appearances”?  In what way does this cause “havoc and confusion in philosophy” (HCT, p. 81), by failing to see the real relation between appearances and phenomena?  That is, in what way do the “traditional epistemology and metaphysics [founded by Descartes] live off this confusion” (HCT, p. 83).
6. What’s Heidegger’s definition of “phenomenology” (p. 85)?  (Note that this would really apply equally well to all kinds of “scientific” research.  Thus Heidegger calls this definition of “phenomenology” the “formal” definition, as opposed to the phenomenological one, BT pp. 30-31.)
7. Recall that what phenomenology studies is intentionality in its a priori.  The a priori of intentionality consists in categories, i.e., ways of being of the intended as such.  Thus phenomenology is a way – Heidegger claims the only way (HCT p. 72; BT p. 31) – to do ontology: the study of being as being.  What makes phenomenological research difficult (HCT pp. 86-7)?  

8. What’s Rickert’s criticism of phenomenology, and what’s wrong with it (pp. 88-9)?
