17

“Why Groundwork III Failed: The Dogmatism of Kant’s Pre-1787 Theory of Freedom”
Bernd Ludwig (Göttingen)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 		Many thanks to Steven Tester for improving my English prose.] 


It is often asked: Why did Kant write a second Critique in 1787? Was there still something missing in the Groundwork’s account of freedom? Or was there something wrong with the book from 1785? And furthermore: Why was there no anticipation of either of these two books in the first Critique from 1781? – Is there an overarching story that gives a coherent answer to these questions? I think there is and that there is much to be learned from it about Kant’s Transcendental Idealism.

In my talk I want to argue for three points:
1) Kant already offers an exhaustive theory of human freedom in 1781 in the Critique of Pure Reason, and this theory reappears without any significant modifications in the Groundwork from 1785.
2) In the Groundwork Kant for the first time claims a conceptual connection between freedom and the moral law: The doctrine of autonomy. Unfortunately his theory of freedom is incompatible with this new doctrine.
3) In 1786, Kant became aware that his theory of freedom from 1781 was incompatible even with Transcendental Idealism – but he could correct the failure in 1787/88 in the Critique of Practical Reason thanks to his doctrine of autonomy from 1785.

I

The first thing I will consider is this: Which fundamental metaphysical questions were left unanswered by the first Critique and thus had to be treated in Kant’s later writings?
When we look at the book from the perspective of someone who was reading it in say 1782 or 1783 and who doesn’t know (as nobody then in fact did) that the Groundwork or the Critique of Practical Reason would ever be written, the astonishing answer is: none at all. There is some technical stuff to be added (predicabilia,  predicaments &c.), as Kant freely admits, and a Metaphysics of Nature and a Metaphysics of Morals need to follow in order to give a complete account, but the fundamental metaphysical doctrines are already in place, especially those concerning the critical remnants of the classical metaphysica specialis: freedom, God, and immortality. To see this, one need only focus on some architectonic details of the book:
The Critique of 1781 closes with the Transcendental “Doctrine of Method” (“Methodenlehre”), which contains the famous “Canon of pure reason” which does not belong to transcendental philosophy in the strict sense (A 801). Here God and the immortality of the soul are shown to be necessary conditions (or presuppositions) for the obligatory force of the moral law. To understand this force, Kant claims, we have to postulate that there is a God who adds threats of eternal punishment to assure the compliance of the truly unwilling and rewards for those who are already sufficiently motivated by hope for a happy afterlife. And consequently God and the immortality of the soul have to be postulated for practical use. If we bracket out all Kantian doctrines that we can know only from his later writings, we see that in 1781 he sticks in part to the classical account of obligation, for which Leibniz provides a concise formulation: “obligatio est necessitatio sub justae poenae metu,” “Obligation is necessitation under the fear of just punishment” (see A 634 and A 810f.).
Kant states explicitly that for his doctrine of God and immortality he has to presuppose the existence of moral laws – and he overtly declares that he is justified in doing so since nobody doubts it anyway: Neither the philosophical  moralists nor the man on the street (A 807). Hence there is nothing left for the subsequent publications to show concerning the status of the transcendental ideas of God and immortality – as long as we presume that Kant’s account is in fact valid.
But what about the third transcendental idea, the idea of transcendental freedom? The existence of God and the immortality of our soul would be pointless if we were not free. For a full-fledged metaphysical account of morality, we need the concept of imputability (A 448, A 551), because otherwise punishments and rewards could not be applied justly, that is, they could not be applied according to guilt and merit but would be nothing more than sophisticated techniques of behavior control – God would treat humans like any other animal.
And indeed, the problem of freedom too is not left for treatment in future writings. In fact, it is just the opposite. In the Canon, Kant insists that this problem has already been solved in the main text of the Critique in the “Doctrine of Elements” (“Elementarlehre”). As he claims in A 802, it has already been treated there “conclusively”. The German term is “abgethan”, which Kant uses as well when a mathematical problem is finally solved by a proof. And two pages later he reaffirms that transcendental freedom has already been treated “sufficiently” (“hinreichend”) in the Antinomy. While the other two transcendental ideas have to be treated in the practical Canon, namely as presuppositions of an obligation provided by the moral law, the problem of transcendental freedom is merely speculative and can thus be solved without any specific reference to the moral law. 

In order to discuss Kant’s theory of freedom from 1781, I will turn now to the closing passage of Kant’s discussion of the 3rd Antinomy. This passage (A 557f.) is generally misjudged as Kant’s declaration that the problem of freedom has not yet been completely resolved in the Critique of Pure Reason and will thus be the object of later treatment. 
The passage is indeed complex, but when we cut it down to a quarter of the original to capture the essential claims, Kant says approximately the following: 
‘I have not proven the reality of freedom, not even its possibility, the only thing that I could achieve was to show, that there is no contradiction between freedom and the natural order.’
Indeed, we can read this as: 
‘I have not yet proven the reality and not even the possibility of freedom, but, up to now, only the absence of a contradiction between freedom and nature.’ 
And as far as I know most contemporary Kant-scholars read it like this. But in the light of the other passages informing us that the problem of freedom has been solved in the Antinomy (where A 557 is in fact the last word on the matter in the whole Critique) we could read the passage in the following way: 
‘I have neither proven the reality of freedom, nor how freedom is possible (because both is unachievable to us), the only thing a critical philosophy can show is that freedom is possible, since it is compatible with the order of nature.’ 
This second interpretation is not only favored by the passages already mentioned, but it turns out to be the only feasible interpretation if we look a little closer at the passage itself.[footnoteRef:2] Kant provides a qualification to the first point, regarding the direct proof of existence or reality. He states that we can never prove any kind of existence through concepts alone. But for natural causes at least we have the proof of their reality through experience. But this is definitely not applicable in the case of transcendental freedom, which is not given in experience. A third option that might help out of this dilemma is neither explicitly mentioned nor anywhere in sight. Hence a direct proof of freedom is impossible. [2: 		For the following see: Bernd Ludwig: ‚Die Kritik der reinen Vernunft hat die Wirklichkeit der Freiheit nicht bewiesen, ja nicht einmal deren Möglichkeit.’ Über die folgenreiche Fehlinterpretation eines Absatzes in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft. [to appear in: Kantstudien 2015].  ] 

When we consider (secondly) what a proof [sc. “beweisen”] of at least the possibility of freedom could look like, we should look at a passage from the beginning of the discussion of the 3rd Antinomy where Kant states the scope of any possible inquiry into causes whatsoever:
Hence that in the question of freedom of the will which has always put speculative reason into such embarrassment is really only transcendental, and it concerns only whether [“ob”] a faculty of beginning a series of successive things or states from itself is to be assumed. How [“wie”] such a faculty is possible is not so necessary to answer, since with causality in accordance with natural laws we likewise have to be satisfied with the a priori cognition that [“dass”] such a thing must be presupposed, even though we do not in any way comprehend how [“wie”] it is possible for one existence to be posited through another existence, and must in this case keep solely to experience. (A440)
[bookmark: _GoBack]In short, for any kind of causality, be it natural or merely intelligible, we cannot answer the question how it is possible, but we can only answer the question whether it is possible (or not). This is for Kant – as he claims in numerous other places – the groundbreaking message of Hume’s critique of traditional theories of causality: We become acquainted with particular causes only by something “foreign to the cause” (EcHU, Sect. VII,2) be it a regular connection of events in similar settings or our natural expectation of an effect. In Kant’ words:
[F]rom mere concepts we cannot cognize anything about the possibility of any real ground or any causality. (A 557)
When we look again at the closing passage of Kant’s theory of freedom, we can see precisely what he means when he says: We didn’t prove [“beweisen”] the possibility of freedom, but
…that nature at least does not conflict with causality through freedom - that was the one single thing we could accomplish, and it alone was our sole concern. (A 558)
To sum up in other words: We didn’t want to show how freedom is possible [“nicht die Möglichkeit der Freiheit beweisen wollen”] – and thanks to Hume we know that nobody else will ever achieve something like this. We could only expose that it is possible – by showing that the seeming conflict between freedom and nature can be removed by the critical philosophy of transcendental idealism. Once again in other words: We don’t have any theoretical knowledge of freedom as an unconditioned causality, but it is nevertheless possible to presuppose freedom. And this is – as we will see – already sufficient for the purpose of a full-fledged theory of imputability. 
I won’t dwell on the details of Kant’s proof that freedom (as an unconditioned causality) is possible. What is important for my purpose here is only that, according to Kant, Transcendental Idealism is supposed to show that the alleged conflict between freedom and nature is nothing but an artifact of dogmatic philosophy. In Kant’s words:
Here I have only wanted to note that since the thoroughgoing connection of all appearances in one context of nature is an inexorable law, it necessarily would have to bring down all freedom if one were stubbornly to insist on the reality of appearances. Hence even those who follow the common opinion about this matter have never succeeded in uniting nature and freedom with one another. (A 537)
When we know that freedom is possible in general, a second question arises in the context of the freedom of will. How do we know that we as human beings in particular are in fact free (in contrast with other natural beings like minerals, plants or beasts) – and that our actions can thus be imputed to us? Kant’s answer is straightforward. Since it is metaphysically possible to presuppose our freedom, it will be sufficient if we can show that it is necessary as well. This two-step-procedure is the only way to decide about the existence or non-existence of non-empirical objects. This second-best method of proof is also familiar, for example, from Leibniz’s improved version of the ontological proof of God’s existence: Since we can prove that the most real being is necessary and (as Descartes did neglect) possible as well, we have to take it for real. 

Why then is it necessary to presuppose transcendental freedom in human beings?
First, it is important to realize that Kant claims that this presupposition is only necessary with respect to our consciousness of being agents. We will see later that Kant calls this kind of necessity a practical necessity. The relevant aspect of our freedom here is that we are conscious of an “ought.” And any ‘ought’ points to causes or reasons (the German term ‘Grund’ is ambiguous here) of action that are, as Kant states, “mere concepts.” Being subject to imperatives of any kind whatsoever, we cannot but assume that there is a causality of our reason since otherwise it would be absurd to expect any effects of our reasoning in nature. As Kant says:
Now that this reason has causality, or that we can at least represent something of the sort in it is clear from the imperatives that we propose as rules to our powers of execution in everything practical. The ought expresses a species of necessity and a connection with grounds which does not occur anywhere else in the whole of nature. (A 547)
But bare imperatives alone would not be sufficient to show the necessity of assuming an unconditioned causality, or transcendental freedom of the human will. Prima facie the more sensible supposition seems anyway to be that all acts of reasoning are in fact predetermined by antecedent desires and beliefs even if most of them remain for the most part undisclosed to us: Man is an automaton spirituale guided by beliefs; reasonableness is not madness. 
From whence does an unconditioned “ought” arise? Kant’s answer in 1781 is unambiguous that it comes from our ideas in general: 
Whether it is an object of mere sensibility (the agreeable) or even of pure reason (the good), reason does not give in to those grounds which are empirically given, […] but with complete spontaneity it makes its own order according to ideas, to which it fits the empirical conditions and according to which it even declares actions to be necessary that yet have not occurred and perhaps will not occur (A 548),
Our action-guiding reason is an intelligible causality because it
is distinguished quite properly and preeminently from all empirically conditioned powers, since it considers its objects merely according to ideas and in accordance them determines the understanding, which then makes an empirical use of its own concepts (even the pure ones). (A 547)
So in the end we have a three-step account of human freedom in 1781:
(1) Transcendental Idealism shows that it is possible to presuppose transcendental freedom in general as an intelligible causality.
(2) Since our reason is the capacity to frame ideas through an absolute spontaneity, we are part of the intelligible world. Hence it is possible to presuppose that human beings in particular are free in a transcendental sense.
(3) And it is in fact necessary to presuppose transcendental freedom of the human will since otherwise it would be impossible to understand what it means that there is any ‘ought’, that is entirely foreign to nature, especially when this ‘ought’ depends on ideas (concerning “the agreeable” or „the good”).

When we now turn to two central passages of the Groundwork, we will see immediately that Kant in 1785 makes use of this very theory of freedom from 1781 without any significant modifications.
I just mention two quotes that almost speak for themselves – at least when we read them in the light of the observations made so far:
Moreover, to presuppose this freedom of the will is (as speculative philosophy can show) not only quite possible (without falling into contradiction with the principle of natural necessity in the connection of appearances in the world of sense); it is also practically necessary – that is, necessary in idea, without any further condition – for a rational being who is conscious of his causality through reason and so of a will (which is distinct from desires) to put it under all his voluntary actions as their condition. 
But it is quite beyond the capacity of any human reason to explain how pure reason, without other incentives that might be taken from elsewhere, can be of itself practical. (4:461)
This indeed reads like an abstract of Kant’s discussion of freedom in the Antinomy, and indeed, it is one – as Kant tells us some pages earlier:
Nevertheless it cannot yet be said here [when we discuss freedom of the human will] that the boundary of practical philosophy begins. For, the settlement of that controversy does not belong to it; instead it only requires of speculative reason that it put an end to the discord in which it entangles itself in theoretical questions, so that practical reason may have tranquillity and security from the external attacks that could make the land on which it wants to build a matter of dispute. (4:456)
To sum up to this point: Kant claims to have solved the problem of the freedom of will, the problem of imputation, finally and conclusively (sc. “abgethan”, “hinreichende Erörterung”) in the Critique of 1781. And he reaffirms this solution in the Groundwork in 1785 (sc. “zu Ende bringen”). He has shown that the presupposition of freedom of the will is both possible and necessary in humans (in 1785 he calls this his “deduction of freedom from pure practical reason”, 4:447) – and that any further proof would amount to theoretical knowledge of freedom, which is impossible. 

II

What then is the innovation Kant presents to his readers in the Groundwork – if it is not the proof of freedom? Apart from all the important accounts of duty and imperatives in the first and second section, the systematically significant innovation is the theory of autonomy, which is a doctrine about a conceptual connection between freedom and the moral law:
If […] freedom of the will is presupposed, morality together with its principle follows from it by mere analysis of its concept. (4:447)
And hence the moral law is the law of freedom, the law of an intelligible cause: 
freedom, although it is not a property of the will in accordance with natural laws, is not for that reason lawless but must instead be a causality in accordance with immutable laws but of a special kind, for otherwise a free will would be an absurdity. (ibid.)
The doctrine of this close connection between freedom and the moral law is, of course, the most prominent feature of Kant’s critical moral philosophy (and from now on I will use “freedom” as a shorthand for “freedom of the will”). And rightly so, since in the Third Section of the Groundwork Kant relies on this connection when he tries to explain how a categorical imperative is possible. This question is another formulation of a question intentionally left unanswered in the second section, namely the question of “how the necessitation of the will, which the [categorical] imperative expresses […], can be thought” (4:417). And an answer to precisely this question is required because Kant’s reconstruction of the semantics of morals presented in the first two sections can only give a valid account of morality if categorical imperatives are in fact possible. If they were not possible, a pure, non-empirical morality as delivered in the earlier parts of the book would be merely chimerical. 
Today I won’t focus on these topics. The core of Kant’s argument can be sketched easily when we bear in mind that since 1781 we are already justified in presupposing human freedom – and as long as we do not follow Herbert James Paton who, more than 60 years ago, started the wild-goose chase for a “deduction of the categorical imperative” – something Kant never talked about.[footnoteRef:3] Here is the sketch (4:453f.): The concept of transcendental freedom as an intelligible causality provides for the deduction of yet another idea, that is, for the deduction of the idea of a pure law-giving will, which was already presented as a key concept before (in the Preface and in the third formula of the categorical imperative). And with reference to this idea we can indeed think of a non-sensible necessitation of our impure will. It is (if I may speak in shorthand here) a necessitation of our sensible nature by our own intelligible nature. In Kant’s words, a categorical imperative is possible,  [3: 		For details see: Bernd Ludwig: Was wird in Kants Grundlegung eigentlich deduziert? – Über einen Grund der vermeintlichen Dunkelheit des „Dritten Abschnitts“, in: Jahrbuch für Recht und Ethik 16 (2008), S. 431-463.] 

since to my will affected by sensible desires there is added the idea of the same will but belonging to the world of the understanding - a will pure and practical of itself, which contains the supreme condition, in accordance with reason, of the former will.
And – as Kant adds – “this deduction” is confirmed by the observation that “even the most hardened scoundrel” proves by his regret about immoral deeds,
that with a will free from impulses of sensibility he transfers himself in thought into an order of things altogether different from that of his desires.
What the Groundwork in 1785 links up to the deduction of freedom from 1781 by its new doctrine of Autonomy is thus threefold: (1) A second deduction, “our deduction of the highest Principle of Morals” (4:463) and (2) a third deduction, the deduction of the Idea of a pure lawgiving will (all these three deductions are explicitly mentioned in the text). And by help of all this Kant (3) can finally give an answer to the vital question, how categorical necessitation, how a categorical imperative is possible.

Let me return now to Kant’s theory of freedom of the will from 1781/85. Starting with the Groundwork there is a strong ambiguity now in Kant’s use of the term “Gesetze der Freiheit” (which may be translated literally as “freedom’s laws”) since it is left open whether this is a genitivus obiectivus (laws for freedom) or subjectivus (laws of freedom). Before 1785, the moral laws are always laws for freedom only, laws that restrain freedom, while freedom in itself is lawless. The boldest statement of this can be found in the 3rd Antinomy:
Freedom (independence) from the laws of nature is indeed a liberation from coercion, but also from the guidance of all rules. For one cannot say that in place of the laws of nature [“Gesetze der Natur”], laws of freedom [“Gesetze der Freiheit”] enter into the course of the world, because if freedom were determined according to laws, it would not be freedom, but nothing other than nature. (A 447)
Of course, this is a quote from the antithesis, where the empiricist is speaking rather than Kant. But we have to keep in mind here that Kant insists that in the 3rd and 4th conflict of the Antinomy both sides can be true – and they are in fact true when duly understood in the framework of Transcendental Idealism. Indeed, Kant makes similar statements in other contexts as well – and there he makes them on his own account. For example, he says:
[I]n regard to the principle through which reason places limits on a freedom which is in itself lawless, [moral concepts] can nevertheless serve quite well […] as examples of pure concepts of reason. (A 569)
It is not until the Groundwork that we find Kant using the expression “Gesetze der Freiheit,” “freedom’s laws” as a genitivus subjectivus to denote the moral laws, that is, with the meaning as “laws of freedom.” And the first appearance of this can be found as early as in the second paragraph of the Preface where the new doctrine is introduced – as if it were a self-evident eternal truth:
[The laws of philosophy] are either laws of nature or laws of freedom. The science of the first is called physics, that of the other is ethics; the former is also called the doctrine of nature, the latter the doctrine of morals.
Freedom is not lawless anymore, but instead it now has, like nature, its own laws. The difference between freedom and nature is only a difference in the kind of laws. And in both cases the laws are laws that don’t constrain the operation of the causes in question, but that, in a way, determine the mode of their operation virtually ‘from inside’, 
[s]ince the concept of causality brings with it that of laws in accordance with which, by something that we call a cause, something else, namely an effect, must be posited, so freedom [must] be a causality in accordance with immutable laws but of a special kind. (4:446)
This now gives rise to what Kant calls a “positive concept of freedom”: Freedom is thus the capacity to act in accordance with its own law (which is not a natural law but) the moral law. The (mere) “negative concept” of freedom, which is “unfruitful for insight into its essence,” by contrast is nothing but the independence of determination by “alien causes.” Already in 1781, in the Critique, Kant had declared that
freedom can not only be regarded negatively, as independence from empirical conditions (for then the faculty of reason would cease to be a cause of appearances), but also indicated positively by a faculty of beginning a series of occurrences from itself. (A 554)
But what was this ‘faculty of beginning from itself’ in 1781? What was the positive concept of freedom then? This question is perplexing because freedom has to be a capacity (“ein Vermögen”), but at the same time it cannot be the capacity to act in accordance with the “law of morality,” as it is 1785, because Kant had not yet discovered the conceptual connection between freedom and the moral law in his theory of autonomy.
The answer to the question is nevertheless evident if we recall some of passages from 1781 we already quoted. The capacity in question is the capacity of the subject to act 
with complete spontaneity [as] it makes its own order according to ideas, to which it fits the empirical conditions and according to which it even declares actions to be necessary that yet have not occurred and perhaps will not occur, nevertheless presupposing of all such actions that reason could have causality in relation to them; for that, it would not expect its ideas to have effects in experience. (A 548)
In 1781, freedom is thus (positively) defined as the capacity to act according to ideas which are themselves produced by an absolute spontaneity of reason. This is indeed the concept an intelligible causality, and this is no less unconditioned than the capacity to act according to the categorical imperative in 1785. Our perplexing question is answered, but now we have (and Kant will have) a serious problem instead, since we become aware that in the Groundwork Kant makes use of two different positive concepts of freedom which are supposed nevertheless to be concepts of one and the same freedom, the freedom of the human will. 
Why is this so? The answer should be obvious by now. It is because Kant’s argument for the presupposition of freedom has to rely on the first positive concept (just because it is the argument from 1781 which depends on the causal role of ideas – which Kant emphasizes in 1785 as well, 4:452). And his derivation of the moral principle has to rely on the second positive concept because the first concept doesn’t have any connection to the moral law (recall that in 1781 this independence allowed for the different epistemologies for freedom and for the other two transcendental ideas of God and immortality). 
In fact, this one problem shows up in several different dimensions. One of them was already noticed, for example, by Carl Leonard Reinhold. I will only mention it briefly and ignore it afterwards because I don’t think that Kant himself became aware of it before he already had developed a general solution for the whole problem. The problem concerns the impossibility of imputing immoral actions: As long as a free will is spontaneous insofar it is the capacity to act according to ideas (which are produced with “complete spontaneity,” “völliger Spontaneität”), immoral actions are imputable because ideas are not necessarily in conformity with morality (sc. ‘the perfect crime’). But when this very capacity is (at the same time) restricted to the capacity to act according to the moral law in special, any action that is not brought about by an execution of this law (that is: not “from duty”) cannot be an act of freedom. Rather, it is an effect of those (natural) inclinations that interfere with freedom. (Compare the case of a law of nature. If the sun didn’t succeed in melting the wax according to its proper law of heating just because the wax was shaded by a sunscreen, it is not the sun that caused an effect of ‘not-melting’ of the wax. If anything did cause anything at all here, it was the sunscreen that caused the sunbeams to miss their target.) 

III

Did Kant get rid of one of one of the two incompatible positive concepts of freedom of will afterwards? Of which one? And why? 
In 1787/88, in the second edition of the first Critique, and in the Second Critique, all three questions are answered at once. The first two answers are easy since the positive concept of the first Critique from 1781 never shows up again in any of the texts Kant wrote after 1785 – but the new positive concept from 1785 does. Here are just two prominent passages: 
That independence [of sensual determination], however, is freedom in the negative sense, whereas this lawgiving of its own' on the part of pure and, as such, practical reason is freedom in the positive sense. Thus the moral law expresses nothing other than the autonomy of pure practical reason, that is, freedom. (5:33)
And the same in the Metaphysics of Morals from 1797:
Freedom of choice is this independence from being determined by sensible impulses [Antriebe incentives]; this is the negative concept of freedom. The positive concept of freedom is that of the ability of pure reason to be of itself practical. But this is not possible except by the subjection of the maxim of every action to the condition of its qualifying as universal law. (6:214)
The reason why Kant dumped his first positive concept of freedom does not show up as evidently as the fact that he did so.
When analyzing Kant’s 1781 proof of the freedom of the will, we distinguished three elements (which reappear in the Groundwork):
(1) The general proof that transcendental freedom is possible as an intelligible causality
(2) The proof that humans are part of the intelligible world by appeal to the fact that our ideas of reason transcend the sensible world.
(3) The necessity of presupposing a causality of reason according to these ideas by appeal to the “ought” of imperatives. 
There is no indication at all that Kant ever doubted that the first Critique had – and still has – given a perfect and everlasting solution for the first element since this was an entirely speculative task. Thus the second Critique affirms in the Introduction that it makes use of 
a concept of causality justified by the Critique of Pure Reason although not capable of being presented empirically, namely that of freedom; and if we can now discover grounds for proving that this property does in fact belong to the human will […] then it will not only be shown that pure reason can be practical but that it […] is unconditionally practical. (5:15)
This leads us to the second and third element: the proof, that freedom “does in fact belong to the human will.” 
In 1781 it was crucial, that this proof did not rely on the consciousness of the moral law, since otherwise freedom couldn’t have been treated “hinreichend” in a transcendental Dialectic. It would have had to move into the practical ”Canon” along with God and immortality (see A 14f.). And, even worse, in 1785 this reliance would have made “our deduction of the highest Principle of Morals” from freedom circular (as Kant himself was, of course, aware: 4:453). Hence for Kant the important task was to show that we are part of the intelligible world by means of theoretical considerations, by means of speculation alone. And this was in fact achieved by Kant’s doctrine of the spontaneity of Ideas, which is prominent in 1781 and in 1785 – and even in the Prolegomena in 1783 (4:344f., which I only mention now for the sake of completeness). 
But if this is the case, it leads to a severe problem for Transcendental Idealism. This is evident in the passage of the first Critique where Kant tries to show that we have knowledge of our existence in the intelligible world (you are already familiar with the end of the quote from above):
Yet the human being, who is otherwise acquainted with the whole of nature solely through sense, knows [“erkennt”] himself also through pure apperception, and indeed in actions and inner determinations which cannot be accounted at all among impressions of sense; he obviously is in one part phenomenon, in another part, namely in regard to certain faculties, he is a merely intelligible object, because the actions of this object cannot at all be ascribed to the receptivity of sensibility […] since it considers its objects merely according to ideas and in accordance with them determines the understanding” (A 547).
That is indeed puzzling: Man knows [!] himself through pure apperception, and he is [!] a merely intelligible object since his reason considers its objects merely according to ideas. 
It was Hermann Andreas Pistorius who in two reviews from May 1786 pointed to this puzzling passage – and to its counterpart in the Groundwork (4:450f.). There is strong evidence from Kant’s letters and unpublished notes that these reviews in the Allgemeine deutsche Bibliothek were a kind of eye-opener for Kant. Pistorius asks: How can humans have any knowledge of the intelligible world? In particular, how can they know that they are part of it or that the intelligible world has parts at all? For Kant, as Pistorius correctly insists, knowledge supposes the application of categories, and this application in turn presupposes an intuition. And since human intuition is sensible only, how can there be any knowledge of a mere intelligible existence at all? 
One year later Kant published the second edition of the first Critique. While the second half of the book, starting with the Antinomy, was reprinted untouched (because Kant ran out of time), three parts of the first half were written entirely new: most of the Paralogism, the whole Transcendental Deduction and a big part of the Phaenomena-and-Noumena chapter. When we look closely enough at these new texts, we become aware of one unifying principle: They all now fiercely deny any possibility of knowledge of mere intelligible objects, whereas the previous versions did allow for this kind of knowledge especially in the case of our own minds (as we saw in the last quote). Here is just one example of the new spirit:
The consciousness of oneself is therefore far from being a cognition [“Erkenntnis”] of oneself, regardless of all the categories that constitute the thinking of an object in general through combination of the manifold in an apperception. (B 158)
For the purpose of this talk I don’t need to look into the details of Kant’s self-critique during 1786/87.[footnoteRef:4] It is just sufficient to recognize that from 1786 onward Kant was aware that any theoretical knowledge of our intelligible existence would presuppose either a special kind of knowledge without intuition or an intellectual intuition in human beings – two options that are definitely not available for the Transcendental Idealist. [4: 		For details see: Bernd Ludwig: Was weiß ich vom Ich? Kants Lehre vom Faktum der reinen praktischen Vernunft, seine Neufassung der Paralogismen und die verborgenen Fortschritte der Kritischen Metaphysik im Jahre 1786, in: Mario Brandhorst, Andree Hahmann, Bernd Ludwig (Hrsg.): Sind wir Bürger zweier Welten? Freiheit und moralische Verantwortung im transzendentalen Idealismus, Felix Meiner Verlag, Hamburg 2012, S. 155-194.] 

Pistorius’ critique was in fact mainly addressed at Kant’s use of knowledge concerning the intelligible world in his proof of human freedom. And this was in fact the fundamental role for this knowledge in 1781, 1783 and 1785: Without human participation in the intelligible world freedom of the will would be impossible. And because any illusion about theoretical knowledge of the intelligible world was destroyed for Kant in 1786, there needed to be a genuine practical access to it – or freedom of the will would be impossible (and the whole critical theory of transcendental freedom entirely pointless). 
When we look back at the “Canon” of the first Critique, the solution is right in front of our eyes – but only if we already take into account the positive concept of freedom from the Groundwork, which Kant himself did not yet have at his disposal in 1781. Since this concept links freedom and the moral law, the consciousness of the moral “ought” can not only prove the existence of God and the immortality of our soul, but, from 1785 onward, our freedom and thus our intelligible existence as well. But it was not before May 1786 that Kant saw any reason for any further development of his epistemology of human freedom from 1781.

It is not necessary for the purpose of this talk to give a detailed account of the new doctrine of freedom Kant delivers in the second Critique, but some short remarks are appropriate nevertheless.
The first is that in a footnote of the preface Kant already gives us a clear indication that he reverses epistemic priorities. In the Groundwork, we are told (as quoted above) that since we presuppose (“voraussetzen”) freedom by right, “morality together with its principle follows from it by mere analysis of its concept” (4:447). In 1787, the moral law becomes the “ratio cognoscendi” of freedom, even though freedom remains the “ratio essendi” of the law. Hence Kant proves freedom by a regressive argument now, and this is only possible if freedom is not only one sufficient presupposition/condition of our consciousness of the moral imperative among others, but if it is the only one. The task of §§ 1-6 in the “Analytic of [Pure] Practical Reason” is the elaboration of what is commonly called the “reciprocity-thesis” (which is, pace Allison, not yet intended by Kant as a reciprocity-thesis in 1785): We can not only infer the law from freedom (§ 6 – as the Groundwork did) but freedom from the law as well (§ 5). Since only the consciousness of the law is given as a datum, only the latter option is at the disposal of a critical philosopher. What follows is the famous doctrine of the “Factum.”
It is important to recognize that it is only the epistemic role of the consciousness of the obligation by the moral law that changes in 1786, not the epistemic status (“Factum“) of this consciousness itself. From the first Kantian texts available to us up to the last notes in the opus postumum, Kant claims that even “the most hardened scoundrel” has this consciousness and would like to obey the law – if only he could. Consequently for Kant there is no need to give a subtle account of the “Factum”. On the contrary, he insists in 1781 and even in 1785 that anyone is conscious of the moral imperatives before philosophy appears on the scene just as we have to be aware of our existence in space and time before philosophers can give any account of it. 
What is essential when studying the Second Critique is to be fully aware of the fundamental change that took place in Kant’s theory of freedom during 1786/87: Otherwise it is entirely impossible to understand certain parts of the book at all, especially when we look for authors or texts that might be the object of Kant’s particular criticisms. There is no author and no text that will more often prove to be Kant’s target than Kant himself and his Groundwork. Just one example: The categorical imperative is a
synthetic a priori proposition that is not based on any intuition, either pure or empirical, although it would be analytic if the freedom of the will were presupposed; but for this, as a positive concept, an intellectual intuition would be required, which certainly cannot be assumed here. (5:31)
Who, in the whole realm of occidental philosophy since 400 BC, could be the target of this kind of rebuke – if not the author of Groundwork III? Any suggestions are highly appreciated!
With this kind of Kant’s criticisms in mind, it is evident what Kant wants to tell his readers when he writes in the preface of the second Critique that this book 
presupposes, indeed, the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, but only insofar [“aber nur in sofern”] as this constitutes preliminary acquaintance with the principle of duty and provides and justifies a determinate formula of it. (5:8)
This is a very precise account of what the first and the second sections of the Groundwork provide. The implicit message of the “but only insofar” is this: ‘Please forget Groundwork III … please!’

IV

Now I can sum up in order to offer an answer to the question in the title of my talk: Why did Groundwork III fail?
There were two reasons for the failure. First, it shared a flaw with the doctrine of freedom of the will Kant developed in the first Critique four years earlier: Both relied on the dogmatic assumption that there is knowledge of the intelligible world independent of our consciousness of the moral law. Indeed, this is not a great deal of knowledge since it covers only one single ‘intelligible object’: an inscrutable, non-sensible entity supposedly denoted by the word “Ich”, “I”. But even this is already too much for any critical philosophy (see 5:05f.).
And beyond this, Groundwork III failed (secondly) due to an internal inconsistency because it connected two different positive concepts of freedom to one and the same object, freedom of the will, a traditional concept and a groundbreaking one. This new concept already paved a way to a doctrine of freedom that is compatible with the “consequente Denkungsart der spekulativen Critik” (5:06, 23:42), the doctrine of the second Critique: Freedom in the positive sense is “lawgiving of its own [eigene Gesetzgebung] on the part of pure and, as such, practical reason,” (5:33) the law in question being the moral law. The former concept, as Kant himself states clearly in the Vigilantius-Lectures from 1793, was just a hangover from the German Schulphilosophie:
It is further assumed, indeed, e.g., by Wolf and Baumgarten [and Kant before 1787: A 550f., 4:344f., 4:447f.], that the agent is independent of all natural necessity, insofar as his actions have been governed by motives, and thus determined by understanding and reason; but this is false. Man is not set free from the mechanism of nature by the fact that in his action he employs an actus of reason. Every act of thought or reflection is itself an occurrence in nature. (27:503)
If this is the case (as it is for Kant since 1787), freedom of the human will has its place in morality alone. It cannot be deduced from any operation of the theoretical mind (not even from self-consciousness or technical rationality), and it has no use in theoretical reasoning at all. Freedom cannot be explained, “we cannot even formulate without contradiction the wish to understand it” (6:144), and “nothing in appearances can be explained by the concept of freedom” (5:30). Through consciousness of the moral law, we become aware that we are free. And from Kant we learn to understand why this consciousness can shape our lives – even though these lives are predetermined by the laws of nature. Any further inquiry is nothing but the dogmatic mischief of the Schulphilosophie, being noteworthy only because it was the breeding grounds of skepticism already for “millennia” (B XXXIII; 5:96). 


