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The relation between reasons and generalities is reviewed from the point of view of moral particularism. We start with reasons being facts and not psychological items such as desires or beliefs. Endorsing reasons as facts is related to the rejection of generalist nature in the underpinning of reasons. The positive rendering of moral particularism involves holism of reasons and the adjoined picture of the rich dynamical particular landscape. Such a landscape is a resultance base involving local variation and varied unique protruding points which support direct formation of moral judgment. The resulting judgment formation is an outcome of an encounter with the resultance base background, a unique case of morphological content's direct involvement. This explains specific phenomenology of moral judgments, such as their experienced felt independence. Given that moral particularism resultance base is diversified and rich, multi-dimensional, it turns out that the argument concerning the flattening of moral landscape against particularism must be wrong. A plethora of proposals recently tried to counter the presumed particularism's flattening of moral landscape by the introduction of generalities, disciplined in their exceptionless direction pretensions by particular patterns, so that they came in the form of hedged principles, soft laws and generalities with ineliminable exceptions. All in recognizing the need for some protruding features upon the unique resultance basis landscape, one needs to discipline generalist pretensions in relation to their interpretation by that non-flat particular resultance basis. Non-flatness of the underlying landscape is due to the particular rich variability and not to the generalist proposal and presuppositions. One follows relevance of beautiful patterns, according to the unique moment that counts, as opposed to the relevance taken under the view of eternity and of generality. The real relevance comes with the strategy of the disciplined generalities and of disciplining pure particularist pretensions by the inclusive disjunction strategy. Particular reasons come from facts and from the unique particular non-flat resultance basis landscape. The presumed generalities turn out to be beautiful patterns involving relevant forces in the resultance base rich and diversified particularist factual directly forthcoming background. Hedged principles, soft laws and their kin should be reinterpreted by disciplining from the part of unique particularist patterns.

1. The relation between reasons and generalities is reviewed from the point of view of moral particularism.

Moral particularism is a view according to which the structure of morality does not consist in general codified principles and rather in unique particular situations. According to moral particularism thus a moral agent builds his judgment and then proceeds to action not as based upon several general principles or upon one monistically understood generality
 but upon the just mentioned particular landscape that he encounters in a given unique situation. One may think of reasons for action, according to this approach, as coming from the particular structure and not from generalities. This is in opposition to most of other approaches to morality that take reasons to be grounded in some kind of moral principles.


It turned out that focus of particularism is the investigation of reasons' activity. The outcome is a puzzle about how to link the nature of reasons, as conceived by Dancy's holism, and reasons as facts
 to moral generalities. Recently
 people practically agreed about the need to involve generalities. But what kind of generalities? Hedged principles? There are several proposals in the offing, while Dancy himself did not step forward and did not decide. How to relate specific views of reasons' activities to generalities? The question is whether this should succeed in direction of particularism. 

2. We start with reasons being facts and not psychological items such as desires or beliefs.

As just stated, reasons look like an important venue in the moral particularism project. And reasons are facts, according to Dancy (Practical Reality). 


This is opposed to other views about reasons. There is Humean view which takes desires and beliefs to be reasons for action, and then specifically for moral action. The reason that he went to the fridge was his desire to have a beer and his belief that there is beer in the fridge. The reason for him to help her was his belief that she's in need and his adjoined desire to help her. Given that desire is active, it has priority in respect to belief. Beliefs and desires are also motives for action, including moral action. Two questions may be asked about reasons for action: Why did the agent act? Was that action good? This last question may arise for any action, and it seems to be specially fitting or appropriate for the case of moral actions. The first question asks for motivating reasons, and the second one for normative reasons. These kinds of reasons seem to be separated, for one can well explain why one acted, without that specifying reason for action would also involve a good, appropriate reason for that action. It may have been that I acted for some reason, but that this was not a good reason for me to act. Contrary to this, one may say that there is just one reason for action available, with both motivating and normative power, that actually come as two aspects to it.


Now one may claim that desire cannot be a reason for action and for moral action, for desire may be understood as a belief, although with a different direction of fit in respect to descriptive beliefs. Descriptive beliefs have their direction of fit to the world as it is, and they may be improved following the checkup in respect to their fitting the world: one may be mistaken in one's descriptive beliefs. On the other hand, there are beliefs about how the world should be. These kinds of beliefs do not involve a possible feedback following the checkup with the world improvement; they are one's beliefs about how the agent thinks the world should be. Beliefs about what the world is like may be a part of explanation why the agent acted in the way he did. So there are is-beliefs and ought-beliefs combined in a situation, that both lead to action, with different directions of fit, to the actual and to the envisioned possible state of the world. Distinction between explanatory reasons and normative reasons may all happen in the realm of ought beliefs, although is-beliefs, with their direction of fit, will usually be involved. The position involving two kinds of beliefs as reasons and motives for action may be called pure cognitivism, for there are just beliefs in it figuring as reasons and motives for action. This approach actually translates former Humean desires into beliefs, recognizing thereby that beliefs, with variability in their direction of fit, may appear as passive is-beliefs and as activity involving ought-beliefs.


At this point one may ask whether there is plausible support for the thesis that reasons and motives for action are either desires or beliefs. It may be that neither of these psychological states is a good reason for action, and thus a reason for action at all. Consideration to this effect is as follows. Is my desire to help her or my belief that she needs help a good, appropriate reason for me to help her? No, it may be claimed, for my desire is not an appropriate basis for action, since it can be in big disparity with the real reasons that require action and that are there in the world. Similarly it also goes for beliefs of the agent, which again may be in conflict with the reasons for action residing as facts in the world. My desires and beliefs may be misguided, while the facts in the world offer a firm basis for a reason to act, which, as a unique explanatory and normative reason, if it happens to be a good reason, trumps psychological states as candidates for reasons, embracing thereby anti-psychologism. Just facts, then, are appropriate reasons for specification why one acted, and for normative appreciation of this action. Following this line of thought, facts and not desires or beliefs, are the appropriate reasons for action. 

3. Endorsing reasons as facts is related to the rejection of generalist nature in the underpinning of reasons. 

Embracing facts to be reasons, with detriment to desires or beliefs as psychological states to be appropriate candidates for reasons may seem to be unrelated to the position of moral particularism. As we said, moral particularism is a position that reasons do not consist in generalities, but in a unique particular patterns upon which moral agent forms its judgment. And one may argue that holding reasons being desires, beliefs or facts is orthogonal to the issue of moral particularism. One may thus embrace particular unique patterns as the basis of moral judgment, and either hold explanatory reasons and motivating reasons to be desires and beliefs on the one hand, or to be facts on the other hand. According to this train of thought there may well be moral particularists who embrace psychologism in their story about reasons and motivation, as also there may be moral particularist claiming that facts are reasons. The first ones would be psychologism embracing moral particularists, whereas the second ones would be anti-psychologism endorsing moral particularists. On the other hand, there may also be generalists of both kinds: some generalists, such as Humeans, will construe reasons as desires and beliefs, then other will embrace pure cognitivism (claiming that beliefs and the differences in their direction of fit are all generalist kind of reasons), and yet some generalists will embrace facts as appropriate reasons for action.


The relation between reasons portrayed as facts and between particularism would thus pose no problem, if seeing reasons as facts or as psychological states is orthogonal to the issue of whether to embrace moral particularism or generalism. From this perspective it would thus be puzzling if one would try to bring reasons as facts together with the issue of moral particularism.


There is another take on this question though. One may claim that moral particularist is constrained to embrace reasons as facts, in opposition to psychological features being reasons, because of the nature of facts that is close to particularism's take on reasons, in opposition to the generalist take on reasons that rather embraces psychological features, such as desires or beliefs, as reasons for moral action. The puzzle is then on what grounds one may engage into such reasoning. What were grounds for embracing facts and not desires or beliefs as reasons? One of these grounds seems to consist in arbitrariness, subjectivity of psychologism compatible, i.e. desire and beliefs shaped reasons. Especially in cases of moral deliberation, reasons, in order to be relevant, have to be objective, independent from the subjective whims of the one who forms moral judgment – although one cannot dispute that some desires and beliefs will be usually involved into such a procedure. The ground of moral deliberation should better be objective, if it is to be relevant – closer to what one objectively ought to do as based upon independently existing facts than to what one desires and believes is the right thing to do. 


Notice now that desires and beliefs are psychological, whereas facts are anti-psychological in their nature. Be also aware in what follows that language and thought, which are on the side of the psychological, both operate as generalities-based, in opposition to facts. In very simple terms, facts are just there, independently of ourselves – although this does of course not exclude our ability to speak or think about these facts. The very instant though as we start talking or thinking about facts, generalities become involved into the picture. Take the fact that the cat is on the mat. As a fact, it is just there, a situation in the world. All we can say is that the mentioned fact has a certain shape, a structure that is different from the one proper to that other fact, say, that the dog is barking. Actually, there is no generality involved into any of these facts, as facts. Once we start talking and thinking about these facts though, as we just did, generalities get involved into the picture. Saying something or thinking about cat involves conceptualization, and thereby it involves generalities. In language and thought we even cannot refer to a specific cat without surpassing its particularity into the direction of the general concept, namely cat. Concept of course involves all the underlying background stereotypical and categorical structure, which is usually not present (and perhaps it is even not accessible to the cognizer) in the formation of that concept. But concepts are made in order to enable communication by throwing a generalist net over innumerable specific differences in appearance of particular items. As desires and beliefs basically involve concepts, they are thereby homely with generalities. This is not so with facts, which cannot be conceptualized without the involvement of language and thought. The puzzle is then that all the facts are unique and particular, but that access to them usually happens through the generality involving language and thought. So there comes a natural reasoning that generalities are necessarily involved into taking facts as reasons. Thereby desires and beliefs become reasons, as based upon these generalized facts. Though, there are some forms of access to facts by language and thought that are not conceptualized and that may escape generalization. We are talking here about intuition based judgments, including moral judgments, that have a direct access to the underlying landscape that leads to them, in all of its complexity. Then this complexity of the particular situation may be the reason that such judgment as a direct access to the situation, without the involvement of generalities, gets formed. So some forms of intuitions, namely these directly proceeding from complex facts, may lack generality, but still point to the possibly appropriate, relevant direction. 


If all this holds, then there are some grounds to conclude that endorsing reasons as facts is indeed related to the rejection of a particularist nature in embracing of reasons. So reasons as facts and moral particularism would have some necessary connection between them, given that facts as such (not conceptualized facts though) do not involve any generalities. This would then go contrary to the thought that reasons as facts and moral particularism are not related between themselves.

4. The positive rendering of moral particularism involves holism of reasons and the adjoined picture of the rich dynamical particular landscape. 

In order to see if the above hypothetical rumination concerning relation between reasons being conceived as facts and between moral particularism has a further and hopefully a firmer basis, one may review some of data that particularism involves. One positive rendering of moral particularism concerns holism of reasons. Generalism may come in the form of monism or of pluralism. Consequentialism is an example of moral monism, where the basis for moral deliberation is acceptance of one general law, say the striving towards maximal good for maximal quantity of the involved population. There may be and indeed will be a plethora of practical reasons while one is engaged in pursuing this unique basic reason. But the bottom line is that there is just one such basic reason, also providing motivation, to which other may be finally reduced. Moral pluralism again involves basic reasons, which come in their plurality this time around. Empirical contextual situations namely often contain several general principles that may count as reasons and motivating reasons. Some of them may be in conflict in a certain situation, and so the judgmental deliberation is necessary in order that these reasons would lead to the practical action. Both monism and pluralism are generalisms, as they involve general principles in their basis. This is different for moral particularism, which has holism of reasons in its basis. This may be interpreted in the sense that the whole situation is the basis of moral deliberation, and that it provides reason and motive for action. Holism of reasons thus brings along with it primacy of the whole over the supposed individual reasons. 


If there is primacy of the whole as the basis of moral consideration, then the supposed individual reasons shift into the background, whereas the whole situation, with a certain context involving may become a reason for action, namely for moral action. It thus becomes interesting to find out what is the shape of moral landscape which makes it a candidate for reason providing basis. It is then not just that there is primacy of the whole over parts, but that the whole does not actually involve any individual parts that may count as separate reasons entering the produced whole. No, the whole really has the primacy in being able to function as a reason. 


The holistic contextual unique situation that is the basis for moral particularism features a rich dynamical multi-dimensional landscape. If so, then this landscape is the basis for reasons and motivation. This is as well what moral particularism is committed to, if generalities are not in the foreground of the reasons providing business. Reasons must then come directly from the unique shape of the particular situation. But is so, then the basis of particularism involving reason are patterns, which in fact are relevant patterns, relevant in the formation of reasons. The richness and dynamics of the landscape as holistic basis for reasons brings the relevance for action along with it. Because of the mentioned rich dynamics, generalities may be left out of the picture. Still, the basis for reasons may be built upon the rich dynamical landscape that will naturally involve intuitive judgment formation.

5. Such a landscape is a resultance base involving local variation and varied unique protruding points which support direct formation of moral judgment. 

The positive rendering of particularism offered a holism of reasons friendly unique moral landscape as the basis for moral deliberation. Reasons for action, and specifically for moral action are grounded in this rich moral background landscape. We may call such a rich multi-dimensional landscape the resultance basis, for reason and motive in direction of action come directly from the encounter with it, they result from this encounter.


Resultance has indeed been proposed to be the appropriate relation between moral and non-moral, i.e. naturalistic properties for the case of moral particularism, in its opposition to the generalism-friendly account of supervenience trying to asses the same kind of relation. A case of supervenient relation would be the account of St. Anthony being a morally good person, by the help of realization that for any physical/natural double of St. Anthony, inhabiting the same kind of physical or natural circumstances, it could not have been possible that he would not be a morally good person as well. Involving such counterfactual deliberation thus, the supervenience account of moral and non-moral features relation in a situation which basically involves generalities and builds upon them.


This is different to the resultance as an account of moral/non-moral properties or features relation, where there is no counterfactual generalizing support as the presupposition, but just the unique resultance non-moral base, from which the moral properties result in a unique manner.

6. The resulting judgment formation is an outcome of  an encounter with the resultance base background, a unique case of morphological content's direct involvement.

According to the particularism friendly resultance account of moral/non-moral properties relation, the structure of the involved unique non-moral landscape directly produces the appropriate moral judgment. This means that moral judgment will be based upon a direct encounter with the resultance basis, which may be portrayed in two dimensions as a varied hilly landscape. (Dancy, Strahovnik account, picture). One example to illustrate the point given by Dancy is the property of this cliff being dangerous to climb resulting from this cliff's wetness and moisture, falling and decaying rocks and materials, and so on. The property of the cliff being climber-unfriendly and dangerous directly results from this resultance basis, without involvement of any generalities.


It may be argued that the resultance basis, in its richness and multi-dimensional intractability, offers a case of what was dubbed morphological content (Horgan and Tienson; Potrč). This is not the explicitly forthcoming content, in a form of the occurrent total cognitive state, but the background content, all that one knows about a certain item, without that this knowledge would be explicitly represented, but nevertheless having a decisive role in the process. The content in question is, to use a metaphor coming from connectionist model of mind, “in the weights” of the system, in a dispositional and not in an explicit manner. Now it seems that the resultance basis, especially for the case of moral deliberation, provides a unique case of morphological content having a direct impact on judgment, that is, the moral judgment.

7. This explains specific phenomenology of moral judgments, such as their experienced felt independence.

It was stated that there is a specific phenomenology coming along with the moral judgment formation (Horgan-Timmons), namely that of the experiences felt independence of reasons that are imposed upon the moral agent, as ought-judgments that do not come from the agent as a source only, but from a source that is felt as existing independently from that agent. 


Moral phenomenology may be explained by the direct encounter with that multi-dimensional rich morphological landscape, which is immediate, and is not felt to have moral agent as its only or prevailing source, or not at all. 

8. Given that moral particularism resultance base is diversified and rich, multi-dimensional, it turns out that the argument concerning the flattening of moral landscape against particularism must be wrong.

One main argument against moral particularism is the argument of moral landscape flattening (Strahovnik 2009). Holism of reasons takes no reason or presumably general consideration to be immune from counterexamples. Each of general rules and laws may be trumped, overridden in some situation. Lying is wrong as a generality may not be a reason at all, or in most of situations, considering the case of white lies. On the other hand, the color of one's shoelaces may become a reason in some situations. But if this is the case, then moral compass that is usually provided by generalities seems to be completely lost. This is then the flattening of moral landscape argument that is opposed to moral particularism.


But the flattening of moral landscape argument against moral particularism must be wrong if we simply take a look at the resultance basis (Dancy, Strahovnik. Potrč), which may be depicted as a two dimensional hilly rugged terrain landscape depiction, rendering the multi-dimensional richness of the unique pattern setting. The resultance base as rendered by particularists is not flat at all, it is as hilly and varied as it takes.

9. A plethora of proposals recently tried to counter the presumed particularism's flattening of moral landscape by the introduction of generalities, disciplined in their exceptionless direction pretensions by particular patterns, so that they came in the form of hedged principles, soft laws and generalities with ineliminable exceptions.

The flattening of moral landscape argument was taken though, in an explicit or even more in an implicit manner, to be the main fault of moral particularist approach. It served as call to arms from the side of generalists (Bled symposium, Challenging moral particularism book) for reintroduction of generalities into the moral landscape, so that a direction, a compass would be given to moral deliberation and reasoning.


These generalities though did not come in full, exceptionless form, as it would be the case for full-blooded generalism. They rather came as disciplined by the encounter of particularist moral landscape, so that they were portrayed as generalities with ineliminable exceptions, hedged principles, or again as soft laws. (Lance-Little, McKeever, Horgan-Potrč, Strahovnik)

10. All in recognizing the need for some protruding features upon the unique resultance basis landscape, one needs to discipline generalist pretensions in relation to their interpretation by that non-flat particular resultance basis.

Certainly, no one would really opt for sleazy throughout flatness of moral landscape. So the particularist resultance basis acknowledges the moral background landscape variability and mountainous profile. 


The usual proposal though is that protruding points on the landscape that would otherwise be completely flat, have to come from generalities. Rossian pluralism (Potrč-Strahovnik, in preparation) would provide disciplined tendencies, i.e. generalities that give moral direction by protruding upon this landscape and giving it the needed direction so that reasons and motives may be formed.


Now, if the resultance basis is mountainous shaped and variable anyway, the idea is that it may be taken as a basis for reasons-formation, and not generalities. If so, then the pretensions of generalists to give direction and variability to moral landscape need themselves be disciplined. First, as we just said, they are already disciplined by coming in exception riddled hedged or soft forms. But this may still be seen as generalities taking the lead. The catch is now that the lead needs to shift to the unique resultance basis of particularist landscape, so that the pretensions of generalities to have upper hand may be dismissed.

11. Non-flatness of the underlying landscape is due to the particular rich variability and not to the generalist proposal and presuppositions.

This is the particularist way to go: The non-flatness of the underlying landscape of resultance basis is given by its rich variability and it is therefore not imposed upon it by generalist proposals and presuppositions. 

12. One follows relevance of beautiful patterns, according to the unique moment that counts, as opposed to the relevance taken under the view of eternity and of generality.

What is the plot all about? The weighing of wether generalities or particular patterns will get the upper hand may be spelled out as the question of relevance. If generalities give the guide for relevance, the disciplining patterns are generalist. They come under the temporal mode of eternity and of generality. The eternity mode means the tendency to wrap up the questions as being solved in a final manner, such as providing an ultimate definition of something that would be then in value for all ages. Generality and eternity mode are thereby related. (Potrč, Chinaglia)


As opposed to this generalist relevance model there is the model of the unique moment that counts providing relevance. (Potrč, Chinaglia) This kind of relevance comes through unique particular patterns which may also be called beautiful patterns (Potrč, Bartelj, Potrč and Strahovnik) Something important and real, non-repeatable is touched in unique judgment formation, as based upon the particular varied rich landscape.

13. The real relevance comes with the strategy of the disciplined generalities and of disciplining pure particularist pretensions by the inclusive disjunction strategy.

As portrayed by now, the issue seems to present general patterns on one side of the divide and particularism inspired beautiful patterns on the other. So we seem to be before the task of making decision either for one or again for the other of the offered choices. This may be called exclusive disjunction approach to the relevance.


The real relevance, in opposition to this inclusive disjunction approach may come through the inclusive disjunction strategy. This would be the case where both generalities and particularist patterns would be recognized in providing the relevance. Now, if both generalities and particular patterns are involved, there may be disciplining of particular patterns from the side of generalities or again the other way round. We may decide for disciplining of generalities from the side of particular patterns instead. But we should not forget that the inclusive disjunction strategy also provides disciplining of a presumed all-flat particularist pretensions. This disciplining actually succeeds through the structure and the basis for reasons involving matters in the resultance background, the recognizing of the particularist structure in the unique beautiful patterns.

14. Particular reasons come from facts and from the unique particular non-flat resultance basis landscape.

Reasons will thus be particular, from this perspective. They will be particular because they proceed from facts. Facts may be now seen as non-moral resultance basis variable landscape, as potential support for immediate reason and motive formation. Facts actually involve morphological content in act, through a non-moral landscape, which supports the formation of moral judgment and of related reasons. Particular reasons come from facts and from the unique particular non-flat resultance basis landscape.

15. The presumed generalities turn out to be beautiful patterns involving relevant forces in the resultance base rich and diversified particularist factual directly forthcoming background.

It is still possible to interpret the presumed generalities as forces being active upon the rich varied multi-dimensional landscape of particular beautiful patterns, aiming in the direction of the unique moment that counts relevance, for each one. The resultance basis is a case of directly morphological content involving beautiful, i.e. relevant pattern. In the case of moral deliberation, this background gets directly involved into moral deliberation and in providing of reasons. 

16. Hedged principles, soft laws and their kin should be reinterpreted by disciplining from the part of unique particularist patterns.

Now the task is to take several generalism relevance inspired proposals that aimed to provide some structure to the moral landscape. Once as we have realized that the real relevance is inclusive disjunction particularist disciplining beautiful patterns power, each of these proposals – hedged principles, soft laws, tendencies, generalities with ineliminable exceptions – should be disciplined from the side of the real particularist relevance.

�	Such as a monistic principle of maximizing happiness that is embraced by consequentialism.


�	Practical Reality is Dancy's book where he elaborates his view of reasons being facts.


�	At a Bled conference, the choice of proceedings from that event being now published in Challenging Moral Particularism (edited by Lance, Potrč and Strahovnik), which remains an authoritative state of art overview of the area.
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