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The Challenge of Naturphilosophie: Kant, Schelling, and Hegel
1. The action of the universal attraction immediately exerted by each matter on all matters, and at all distances, is called gravitation; the tendency to move in the direction of greater gravitation is weight. The action of the general repulsive force of the parts of every given matter is called its original elasticity. Hence this property and weight constitute the sole universal characteristics of matter, which are comprehensible a priori, the former internally, and the latter in external relations. For the possibility of matter itself rests on these two properties. Cohesion, if this is explicated as the mutual attraction of matter limited solely to the condition of contact, does not belong to the possibility of matter in general, and cannot therefore be cognized a priori as bound up with this.  This property would therefore not be metaphysical but rather physical, and so would not belong to our present considerations. (MFNS, Dynamics: 4, 518)

2. So long, therefore, as there is still for chemical actions of matters on one another no concept to be discovered that can be constructed, that is, no law of the approach or withdrawal of the parts of matter can be specified according to which, perhaps in proportion to their density or the like, their motions and all the consequences thereof can be made intuitive and presented a priori in space (a demand that will only with great difficulty ever be fulfilled), then chemistry can be nothing more than a systematic art or experimental doctrine, but never a proper science, because its principles are merely  empirical, and allow of no a priori presentation in intuition.  Consequently, they do not in the least make the principles of chemical appearances conceivable with respect to their possibility, for they are not receptive to the application of mathematics. (Preface: 470-71)

3. Remark to the Second Proposition: The inertia of matter is, and means, nothing else than its lifelessness, as matter in itself. Life is the capacity of a substance to determine itself to act from an internal principle . . . [But] all matter, as such, is lifeless. The principle of inertia says this and nothing more. . . The possibility of a proper natural science rests entirely and completely on the law of inertia (along with that of the persistence of substance). The opposite of this, and thus also the death of all natural philosophy, would be hylozoism. (Mechanics: 544) 

4. This philosophy must admit, therefore, that there is a graduated development [Stufenfolge] of life in nature. Even in mere organized matter there is life, but only life of a limited kind. This idea is so old, and has been preserved until now in the most varied forms up to the present day—(already in the most ancient times the whole world was [regarded as] penetrated by a living principle, called the world-soul, and Leibniz’s later period gave every plant its soul)—that one can well surmise in advance that some ground for this natural belief must lie in the human spirit itself. And it is in fact so. The entire mystery surrounding the problem of the origin of organized bodies rests on the circumstance that in these things necessity and contingency are united in the most intimate way. Necessity, because their existence is already purposive, not only (as in the case of the work of art) their form; contingency, because this purposiveness is nonetheless only actual for an intuiting and reflecting being. (SW 2, 46-7)
5. Therefore, already in the chemical properties of matter there actually lie the first, although still completely undeveloped seeds of a future system of nature, which can unfold into the most varied forms and structures, up to the point where creative nature appears to return back into itself.  Thus, at the same time, further investigations are marked out, up to the point where the necessary and the contingent, the mechanical and the free, separate from one another.  Chemical phenomena constitute the middle term between the two.  It is this far, then, that the principles of attraction and repulsion actually lead, as soon as one considers them as principles of a universal system of nature. (SW 2, 187)
6. Nature should be the visible spirit, spirit the invisible nature. It is here, therefore, in the absolute identity of spirit within us and nature outside us, that the problem of how a nature outside us is possible must be solved. (SW 2, 56) 
7. [In Kant’s] natural science, on the one hand and in general, insight into the possibility of fundamental forces is something impossible, and, on the other hand, such a natural science, for which nature is a matter, i.e., something absolutely opposed [to Reason], something not self-determining, can only construct a mechanics. [Even] with the poverty of attractive and repulsive forces, it has already made matter too rich; for force is something internal, which produces something external, something self-positing = I, and such a thing, from a purely idealistic standpoint, cannot pertain to matter. [Kant] conceives matter merely as objective, that which is opposed to the I; these forces are for him not only superfluous, but either purely ideal, in which case there are no forces, or transcendent. There remains for him no dynamical but only a mathematical construction of appearances. (GW 4, 69-70)

8. Nature, moreover, has freedom, for it is not a static [ruhendes] being, but at the same time a becoming, a being that is not divided and synthesized from outside, but rather separates and unites itself in itself, and does not posit itself as something merely limited, but rather posits itself freely as the whole. Its unconscious development is a reflection of living force [lebendigen Kraft], which divides itself endlessly, but in every limited form it posits itself and is identical; and, in so far as it is limited to no [single] form of nature, it is free. If, therefore, the science of nature as such is the theoretical part of philosophy, the science of intelligence [Intelligenz] the practical part, then each of these, in turn, has at the same time its own theoretical and practical part for itself. (GW 4, 72-3)
9. One glimpses this idea [“the identity of such inhomogeneities”] through the surface of the Deduction of the Categories, and, in relation to space and time, not there, where it should be, in the Transcendental Exposition of these forms, but in what follows, where the original synthetic unity of apperception first comes to the fore and also becomes known as principle of figurative synthesis or the forms of intuition, and space and time themselves [become known] as synthetic unities, and the productive imagination, spontaneity, and absolute synthetic activity are conceived as principles of sensibility, which had been previously characterized only as receptivity. This original synthetic unity must not be conceived as the product of opposed [factors], but as a truly necessary, absolute, original unity . . . One and the same synthetic unity—and what this means here has just been determined—is the principle of intuition and the understanding. (GW 4, 327) 

10. But space and time are represented a priori, not merely as forms of sensible intuition, but as intuitions themselves (which contain a manifold) and thus with the determination of the unity of this manifold (see the Transcendental Aesthetic*). Therefore, unity of the synthesis of the manifold, outside us or in us, and thus a combination with which everything that is to be represented in space or time as determined must accord, is itself already given simultaneously, with (not in) these intuitions. But this synthetic unity can be no other than that of the combination of the manifold of a given intuition in general in an original consciousness, in accordance with the categories, only applied to our sensible intuition. Consequently all synthesis, even that whereby perception becomes possible, stands under the categories, and, since experience is knowledge through connected perceptions, the categories are conditions of the possibility of experience, and thus are a priori valid for all objects of experience. (B160-1)

M. Friedman, “Space and Geometry in the B Deduction,” in C. Posy and O. Rechter, eds., Kant’s Philosophy of Mathematics, Vol. I: The Critical Philosophy and its Background (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming).
11. *Space represented as object (as is actually required in geometry) contains more than the mere form of intuition—namely, [it contains] the grasping together [Zusammenfassung] of the manifold, given in accordance with the form of sensibility, in an intuitive representation, so that the form of intuition gives merely a manifold, but the formal intuition gives unity of representation. In the Aesthetic I reckoned this unity to sensibility, only in order to remark that it precedes all concepts, although it in fact presupposes a synthesis that does not belong to the senses but through which all concepts of space and time first become possible. For, since through it (in that the understanding determines sensibility) space or time are first given as intuitions, the unity of this a priori intuition belongs to space and time, and not to the concept of the understanding (§24).
12. Here I may add that the concept of alteration and, along with it, the concept of motion (as alteration of place) is possible only in and through the representation of time: so that, if this representation were not an a priori (inner) intuition, no concept, whatever it might be, could make an alteration—i.e., the combination of contradictorily opposed predicates (e.g., the being and not-being of one and the same thing at one and the same place)—conceivable. Only in time can two contradictorily opposed determinations in one thing be met with, namely, successively. Therefore, our concept of time explains as much synthetic a priori knowledge as is set forth in the general doctrine of motion, which is by no means unfruitful. (B48-9)
13. In accordance with the constitution of our understanding, by contrast [to an infinite, divine understanding], a real whole of nature is to be regarded only as the effect of the concurrent moving forces of the parts. (CPJ, §77: 407)

14. [Kant] recognizes that, in and for itself, it may be possible that the mechanism of nature, the causal relation, and its teleological technicism are one. . . Although Kant recognizes this as not impossible, and thus as one form of thinking, he still remains with that way of thinking on which [nature] is simply divided, and what knows it is a correspondingly contingent, simply finite and subjective cognitive faculty, which he calls the human cognitive faculty, and declares the rational cognition for which organism, as [truly] real Reason, is the higher principle of nature and the identity of the universal and the particular, to be transcendent. (GW 4, 341-2) 
15. If we take away from the practical faith of the Kantian philosophy (namely faith in God,—for the Kantian presentation of the practical faith in immortality lacks all originality that would make it worthy of philosophical attention) some of the unphilosophical and popular trappings with which it is decked, then there is nothing else expressed in it but the idea that Reason at the same time has Absolute Reality, that in this idea all opposition between freedom and necessity is overcome, that infinite thought is at the same time Absolute Reality, or the absolute identity of thinking and being. (GW 4, 344-5).

