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Intuitionist particularism is traced back to its two sources. There is the generalist pluralist coming together of several reasons in a situation where intuition is needed for a judgment to get formed. And there is the unique pattern of the overall situation offering itself as supporting strict particularism. Intuitionist particularism provides a form of generalist particularism joining both of these sources.
Particularist pluralist generalism builds upon the distinction between basic and derived reasons, which is designed to counter the flattening of the moral landscape argument against strict particularism. The structure of the moral landscape is then provided by basic reasons. One problem with such a picture is with efficacy of basic reasons in the overall situation. Gestalt examples vividly show that there cannot be any direct presence of basic reasons in the judgment supporting the overall situation. And once as a basic reason is pointed out in the overall situation we have to do with a different pattern.
I. Generalist pluralism and strict particularism as sources of intuitionist particularism
Intuitionist particularism is traced back to its two sources. There is the generalist pluralist coming together of several reasons in a situation where intuition is needed for a judgment to be formed. And there is the unique pattern of the overall situation offering itself as supporting strict particularism. Intuitionist particularism provides a form of generalist particularism joining both of these sources.

0. Overview of the first part.
Moral particularism is intuitionism, where intuition refers to moral judgments in respect to overall situations. Moral particularism builds upon holism of reasons. Reasons come either from generalities or from the overall situation. According to strict particularism reasons are in the shape of the overall situation, so that this shape provides the only non-generalist attuned reason. Intuition is then needed in order to provide the reason upon the non-general shape that would otherwise provide none. According to the pluralistic interpretation, the overall situation consists of several reasons each of which provides an independent generality. The reason proper to the overall situation is then arrived at via intuition, judgmentally assessing the shape of the situation produced by the coming together of these reasons. Again, intuition provides one reason that is proper to the overall situation. One proposal is to see reasons as tendencies in the overall situation, i.e. neither without any independent force as this happens in strict particularism, and nor as a bunch of independent generalities without any ultimate oomph as is the case for pluralism. Reasons are then soft generalities that are more naturally attuned to the moral judgments producing intuitions in the overall situations. Through assessing reasons as tendencies, moral intuitionism reveals itself as particularist generalism, where soft generalizations figure as moral judgments produced by coming together of tendencies in the overall situation. Phenomenology of moral judgment supports this interpretation. 

1. Moral particularism is intuitionism, where intuition refers to moral judgments in respect to overall situations.

Moral particularism
 is an approach in ethics that – as its name indicates – originally
denies the importance of generalities in moral judgment. Generalities are then not relevant in building of the moral judgment, whereas the particular specific situation turns out to be so relevant. This may be supported by examples of reversal and silencing of the relevance proper to generalities that figure as reasons in several situations. General principles, such as the one that identifies lying as morally wrong doing, according to their basic understanding, should not have any exceptions to start with, if they are to stay in their power as principles. But here is a case where it seems more morally appropriate to make an exception in respect to the general principle. A lady invites me to the dinner that she cooked and that is objectively seen a very un-tasty piece of food. I may choose to tell the truth, offending her and straining our relation, or I may choose to lie by praising her cooking abilities. Here is one example that seems at least support exception to the strict mechanical following of moral principle as more appropriate in judgmentally assessing the situation than this would be with the mentioned mechanical following of the general exceptionless rule. In some cases, it turns out that the relevant moral judgment requires reversal of the value of general principle. Our phenomenological assessment of moral judgment commands us to do the opposite as what is required by the general exceptionless principle prohibiting lying in the situation where crooks or murderers are asking me about the whereabouts of an innocent victim. The appropriate moral judgment invites you to lie to the crooks in such a situation, reversing the valence of the principle. Again, there are situations where silencing the power of the principle is the morally appropriate thing to do. Such is a case where the general principle commands me to return to you the things that you lend me. But then I find out that you have stolen the book that you lent me from the public library. In such a case the appropriate moral judgment commands me to silence the impact of the principle and rather return the book to the library. The phenomena of exception, reversal and silencing in respect to general principles may invite you to embrace the attitude according to which generalities have to be abandoned as judgment supporting so that only the judgment attuned to particular situations then has normative authority. This is an outline of what particularism claims as it opposes itself to generalism and to the exceptionless power of its principles.

Notice that generalism commands our moral judgment to be guided by rules. In principle, this then amounts to the situation where the decision what judgment to take in a specific setting is arrived at mechanically, without any excessive deliberation on the side of the one who judges. If particular situations without any exceptionless role of generalities now hold their sway over principles, then intuition naturally seems to be the appropriate method leading to the falling of moral judgment. Here we come to the long standing intuitionist tradition in the area of morality. Intuitionism builds upon the insight into the situation while one performs a moral judgment. And this goes contrary to the rule governed procedures guided by exceptionless general principles. 

Moral particularism, in its opposition to generalism, then naturally turns out to be a piece of intuitionist heritage. But just why was this not widely acknowledged as it perhaps should have been? The answer may be that moral intuitionists tend to be generalist, i.e. that in several ways they acknowledge the role of principles going along with the situation. Just how this happens will be clarified in the discussion of moral pluralism.


As a species of intuitionism, moral particularism should further comply with requirements of moral realism, moral cognitivism and non-naturalism that are the basis of intuitionist tradition. This tells us something about intuitionism. Its moral judgments are understood as objectively true or false (moral realism), as genuine beliefs and not as emotional expressions (moral cognitivism), being attained though upon the non-naturalist basis of insight (moral non-naturalism: although such a basis of insight may be seen as compatible with naturalist subvenient basis from which moral properties result). Moral particularists indeed endorse moral realism, cognitivism and the mentioned version of non-naturalism. Dancy as the main proponent of moral particularism thinks that moral judgments are true or false indeed (avoiding thus pitfalls of relativism) and that the reasons leading to them are objective
. Moral judgments and their related reasons are also genuine beliefs and they are not emotive matters. And finally, the relevance of moral judgment results from insight into the situation and so from the non-natural basis, although naturalist support may be seen as compatible with this, without itself providing relevance.

Overall situations are of importance for moral particularism and for its intuitionist link. Overall situations are opposed to the atomistic piece-like ingredients tinkering. In counterdistinction to separate general principles, overall situation invites moral insight and intuition as consideration in the basis for moral judgment. 
2. Moral particularism builds upon holism of reasons.

Generalists build upon general principles providing reasons for moral judgment in respect to situations. To the contrary, moral particularists build upon holism of a given situation in order that they attain such a judgment. Normally there would be several reasons forthcoming in a situation. The particularist does not stress the weight of each reason therein present but rather the specific interaction and shape proper to several reasons such as they come together in a certain situation. Notice that according to the holistic setting several subtle relations among forces may be more important than is the weight of each reason taken separately. If there are several reasons in a situation holism of reasons supports their interaction and intertwining. So we may talk about holism of reasons in a situation. As situations are different from each other in respect to their inner structure, including the structure of involved partial reasons, the outcomes of the overall holistic situations will be different from each other as well. Holism of reasons in this way leads to an immense diversity of reasons resulting from each of these overall holistic situations. This is in counterdistinction to the atomism of reasons that tend to be generalist, tractably accessible and calculable, finishing with a surveyable quantity of reasons. Notice again that this diversity of reasons as resulting form different situations kind of naturally goes in direction of intuitionism. If there are no tractable rules and final amount of principles leading to moral judgments, then the intuitive insight for each of these holistic situations might do the job.
3. Reasons come either from generalities or from the overall situation.

It is on time to systematize the thought up to this stage. Reasons for moral judgment may be affirmed to come either from one generality, from several generalities, or from the shape of the overall situation. If there is just one reason or one principle, we have to do with monism, an example of which figures consequentialism: utility or the highest good for many, say, then provides reasons for moral judgment in several possible situations. Another way for generalist is through his acknowledgment of several generalities, a way to proceed that is then entitled pluralism. For the pluralist, each of generalities involved into a situation gives a partial reason for moral judgment. Intuition may then be needed to assess the result of coming together of these reasons in a certain specific situation, and this intuition then provides reason proper to the situation in question, as the result of several principles coming together there. But notice that the overall situation may also be conceived not as the result of several general principles coming together and of their statistical calculation, but as providing specificity itself as a whole and reason upon which to build the needed moral judgment. It may be said that that the overall situation already has some Gestalt independent weight for pluralists. But it is yet much more important for particularism. The question naturally arises about the structure of the overall situation. The expression “overall situation” may be understood in several ways, such as coming together of several reasons in a holistic situation that then presents a specific overall reason. Or there may be the prevalence of the shape proper to the overall situation which then provides the reason upon which to build a moral judgment. The following seems to be a sound judgment: if a strict particularist (such as Dancy) acknowledges the structure of the overall situation, then he should have acknowledged the presence of forces in building of this structure, thus he should go softly generalist. This line of thought will be taken over in the second part of this paper.
4. According to the strict particularism reasons are in the shape of the overall situation, so that this shape provides the only non-generalist attuned reason.
Particularists put the stress upon the overall situation in providing reasons as the basis of moral judgment. But it is not just particularists who endorse the importance of the overall situation; generalist pluralists do like that as well and thereby they have recourse to intuition in the building of judgment. Actually the temptation is here to recognize traces of pluralism-intuitionism in particularism.
 And particularists as well may come in several brands, between which we can point out strict particularists, the ones who tend to reject any generalities as reasons or at least diminish their weight as far as possible. Again there are other kinds of particularists, who endorse at least some influence of generalities, be that as default reasons, or as soft generalities. But the just mentioned strict particularism accepts just the non-generalist attuned reasons, such as these come forward through the shape of the overall situation. The shape of the overall situation may also be recognized as that of the complete duty, in counterdistinction to partial duties.

5. Intuition is needed in strict particularism in order to provide the reason upon the non-general shape that would otherwise provide none. 

Notice that just the shape of the overall situation cannot provide reason for generalist, if overall situation should be understood holistically. As there are no general exceptionless principles in the overall shape of the situation, no tractable calculation, but just something such as intuition can lead to reasons from the overall situation. Strict particularism puts the stress upon the shape of the overall situation, with the exclusion of principles. Just the mentioned shape, however, would provide no reasons as support of judgment if it would not be for the intuition operating upon it. Intuition or evidential assessment gives support to realism (truth or falsity) and to cognitivism (belief like judgment). 
6. According to the pluralistic interpretation, the overall situation consists of several reasons each of which provides an independent generality.

The mentioned pluralistic interpretation of the overall situation recognizes several independent general reasons. If I promised to meet you, but on my way to our meeting I happen to encounter a person injured in a traffic accident where I am the only person around that might help, I have two generalities in the overall setting between which I may be torn: keeping my promise and help the needy in distress. Each of these reasons is based upon an independent generality according to the pluralist. But in assessing the overall situation I need to use intuition in order to arrive to a judgmental outcome in respect to those.
7. Reason proper to the overall situation in pluralism is then arrived at via intuition, judgmentally assessing the shape of the situation produced by coming together of these reasons.

There is thus the reason proper to the overall situation according to a pluralist, a reason that may be different from each of the independently existing generalities being operative in it. Thus specific unique reason is arrived at via intuition. What intuition does is the following: it assesses in judgmental manner the shape of the situation which is the product of coming together of several reasons. Although intuition may be interpreted as outcome of the calculable relations between generalities, it may as well be understood as bringing its independent reason as this particular shape.
8. Again, intuition in pluralism provides one reason that is proper to the overall situation.
The intuition which is operative in pluralism then provides one reason that is proper to the overall situation. This reason as the intuition based outcome of the situation may be interpreted as either the outcome of tractable relations between several generalities appearing in overall situations, or as already kind of an independent reason proper to this situation.
 9. One proposal is to see reasons as tendencies in the overall situation, i.e. neither without any independent force as this happens in strict particularism, and nor as a bunch of independent generalities without any ultimate oomph as is the case for pluralism. 

One may also see reasons as tendencies that are present in the overall situation. The resulting picture is then different from strict particularism where generalities are not allowed to exercise any independent force and only the ultimate overall general shape of the situation is in charge for the production of reasons. It is also different from the pluralist setting, where the real relevant features are just independently existing generalities, which nevertheless get suppressed in their efficiency by the independently existing shape of the overall situation, no matter in which way it really came about.

There is the following thought. If reasons are tendencies in the overall situation, then both the shape of the overall situation gets recognized, and also the contribution of generalities that now rather come as generalities with exceptions or soft principles – attuned to the shape of the overall situation, and assessed through its lens. Generalities in the pluralist shape exercise their effect in the overall situation. This is a commendable proposal that will however be questioned in the second part of this paper.
10. Reasons as tendencies are then soft generalities that are more naturally attuned to moral judgments produced by intuitions in the overall situations.
Reasons as tendencies in the form of soft generalities in the overall situation are then recognized in the holistic setting, together with their independent force that shapes the overall situation, without that they would be atomistically and tractably forthcoming there. Or is this the case? Perhaps generalities should keep some of their atomistic flair in order to be relevant according to such a picture

Moral judgments are produced by intuitions in the overall situation. Notice that tendencies or soft generalities kind of naturally fit to such assessment or to such efficacy produced by tendencies. Just like an independent Gestalt, overall situation retains its specific power, all in being grounded in the dynamical coming together of tendencies. This is thus the proposal.
11. Through assessing reasons as tendencies, moral intuitionism reveals itself as particularist generalism, where soft generalizations figure as moral judgments produced by coming together of tendencies in the overall situation.
Let us first take a short look at the commendable side of this proposal, before turning to its critical assessment.

It is understandable that one overall reason, attuned to the overall situation, gets often grounded in several reasons. But at the same time as these partial reasons do produce the overall reason, they are not the ultimate reason underpinning generalities which would not allow for any exceptions. They rather operate in establishing the overall shape, as tendencies. And this is understandable, for they should alter their behavior if many of them find themselves in a situation, in respect to the weight that they would have in the case they would be all alone in that situation. In a way, such tendencies are generalities, in that they provide independent reasons. But once as these independent reasons get softened with exceptions and other similar features, they rather become effective as tendencies in the one reason that is provided by the overall situation. This is well summarized by intuition operating in establishing overall situation’s shape. Intuition is in search for evidence, and the evidence which is centered at the overall situation cannot really envisage each separate generality involved; it can rather envisage these in the form of tendencies, i.e. as contributing to the overall shape. It is thus natural to see generalities with exceptions or soft generalities as tendencies, in opposition to exceptionless generalities. 

An important methodological desideratum is recognized with this picture of generalities as tendencies in the overall situation. Strict particularism and generalism of monistic or pluralist brand initially appeared as incompatible interpretations. Bringing in the intuitionist nature of particularism brings it closer to the non-exclusivist generalist particularism. Generalities are still there, and they exercise a power, however this power appears in the particularist setting displayed by what may be called generalist particularism. 
12. Phenomenology of moral judgment supports reasons as soft generalist tendencies in the overall situation interpretation.

Let us come back to the moral judgment that now has to be attuned to reasons as tendencies appearing in the overall situation. It is natural to suppose that phenomenology of moral judgment will support such an interpretation. Notice just that in forming a moral judgment, several generalities are felt to be involved into it. But they are not felt from this perspective as being effective as ultimate grounds. Rather, they are felt as tendencies or forces that are involved in the overall situation. At the time as one falls moral judgment, one seems to feel the work of generalities underneath the overall situation resulting shape. But one feels these generalities as tendencies, rather coming with ineliminable exceptions, and not explicitly ruling the situation. So phenomenology shows and supports the importance of intuition in the overall judgment producing situation.

But here is another interpretation of the same situation that will lead us to the next stage. Is it really true that one feels the impact of generalities acting as forces in the overall situation at the time one forms a judgment in respect to the overall situation. Phenomenological data might show that what really matters in forming such a judgment is the overall situation as such, and not separate general forces that are involved into it. After all, the constitutive idea of pluralism is exactly that the impact of the overall actual situation assessment is qualitatively different from the partial assessment of the contribution of each specific involved generality. And one would now end up with proposal that phenomenology should bear testimony to this difference. One phenomenologically experiences the overall actual situation in a different manner as one experiences each tendency involved into this situation. If one would zoom in to experience a specific tendency between all these involved then it seems obvious that one would have to do with a different kind of the overall situation and with a different kind of phenomenological experience.
II. Flattening of the moral landscape argument and the overall level independency
Particularist pluralist generalism builds upon the distinction between basic and derived reasons, which is designed to counter the flattening of the moral landscape argument against strict particularism. The structure of the moral landscape is then provided by basic reasons. One problem with such a picture is with efficacy of basic reasons in the overall situation. Gestalt examples vividly show that there cannot be any direct presence of basic reasons in the judgment supporting the overall situation. And once as a basic reason is pointed out in the overall situation we have to do with a different pattern.
1. Particularist pluralist generalism builds upon the distinction between basic and derived reasons, which is designed to counter the flattening of the moral landscape argument against strict particularism.

Why embrace particularist generalism as rooted in the pluralist intuitionist tradition as a viable version of particularism? One powerful consideration comes from flattening of the moral landscape objection to strict particularism. Notice that strict particularism rejects the role of generalities as being relevant in the shaping of moral judgment. If generalities are allowed, they actually come without any real relevance in the judgment formation. They may be acknowledged as default reasons, but then these reasons do not have any real weight for the strict particularist.


We should take a look at holism of reasons again, which is characteristic for particularism. Holism of reasons is based upon the following three considerations:

(a) Holism supports an open set of reasons, and this means that anything can become a reason given the variation in the surrounding circumstances.

(b) Each reason can become a reason for or against something, or again it may be not a reason at all, considering the impact of contextual variation.


(c) Reasons do not add in a simple mechanical manner.

If anything can become a reason, depending on the contextually variable circumstances as (a) claims, then there is no limit to the set of items that may become reasons given these circumstances. But if such is the case, then no reasons stick out from the moral landscape. And this then flattens this moral landscape. We are with a loss in respect to our moral compass. 


As if this would not be enough, take the example of default reasons that are allowed by particularists. These default reasons are generalities. But (b) now subtracts any authority from these generalities, for it implies that, given any moral principle, its authority may be undermined in its valence by having either positive, negative or neutral charge, depending upon the arbitrarily variable change in contextual circumstances. This now means that our moral compass (which is provided by unchanging value of a generality) is at a loss again. It is not only that everything can become a reason, as (a) claims. But also, if something happens to be a reason, this is never due to its unchanging nature; it just depends upon an arbitrary variation in contextual circumstances. So the few remaining generalities get undermined in their authority. So we finish up with total flattening of moral landscape.

The item (c) is not crucial anymore. It just underlines the fact that, given the absence of any stable general reasons, we are also at a loss in respect to the tractable procedure according to which the outcome of the overall situation (the judgment based upon this overall situation) would result from partial reasons involved in its basis and underlying its formation. Moral landscape gets finally flattened thus if we stick to the position of strict particularism buying all the features (a), (b), (c) involved into holism of reasons.

Here is one way particularist who would like to escape the objection figuring flattening of the moral landscape can respond. He may say that (a) and (c) do not really bother him, for they can be retroactively improved. Both open set of reasons (a) and no mechanical addition of underlying stuff building the overall moral landscape (c) may be preserved. The crucial move is with (b). Here, in difference to strict particularism, we have to allow for basic reasons, the ones that will not have any silencing effectuated upon them, no matter how the situation may change. But if basic reasons are allowed, then, derived reasons may be allowed as well, fixing thereby concerns related to (a). For all except of basic reasons in the open set can be silenced. But this silencing just cannot happen to basic reasons. With this move, the particularist can escape the flattening of moral landscape objection to strict particularism. In this manner, he also preserves intuitionism. The intuition comes form the presence of several basic reasons as underlying the overall situation upon which the judgment is exercised, and from the need to assess them as contribution to the overall actual situation. This is just the move characteristic for moral pluralism. The nature of basic generalities may now be elucidated as well. These will come out as being a kind of prima facie duties or reason supporting considerations, underpinned by ineliminable exceptions, thus as ceteris paribus generalities. Reasons in the basis of judgment forming overall situation will be recognized as forces or tendencies. As such, they will be generalities that provide structure to the moral landscape. So flattening of moral landscape objection to the strict particularism will be countered by the generalist pluralist version of particularism. 

Here is a short reasoning to the same conclusion:
i. Intuition naturally comes in pluralist situations (several principles are coming together there and the need for judgment being fallen is felt).

ii. Strict particularism subtracts the force of the general principles, and recognizes just the overall situation (Gestalt) force, buying thereby a version of perceptual intuitionism.

iii. But this move is implausible, for it flattens the moral landscape. Particularists should therefore acknowledge the structure of the overall situation, and this is only possible by recognition of a limited number of basic principles, acting as forces/tendencies at the level underlying the overall actual total situation upon the basis of which the judgment is being fallen. The existence of derived principles is allowed for, which may undergo the change of their valence.
iv. So, particularists should be softly generalist, by allowing for some basic reasons and by recognizing the structure to the overall situation (responding thereby to the moral landscape leveling objection to the strict particularism).

2. Particularist generalism provides the structure of moral landscape by basic reasons. 

We can summarize the above proposal. There is no interesting moral landscape according to the strict particularism, because anything can become a reason and each reason can change its valence, depending upon the arbitrary variability of contextual circumstances leading to the overall basis of judgment. But the shape can be provided to the moral landscape by allowing for existence of several basic principles, in the manner as pluralists do. In this manner we then find again the moral compass that was lost on us in strict particularism. In other words, we appropriate again the structure of the moral landscape. The structure comes with the force of tendencies being recognized as underlying the formation of moral landscape. Thereby we have found again the moral compass that was lost on us by the moves of strict particularism. Moral landscape is not flat anymore once as basic moral principles give the support and the needed shape to it. It is not anymore the case that everything would be on the same footing with everything else.
3. One problem with particularist generalism picture concerns the efficacy of basic reasons in the overall situation.
Pluralist inspired particularist generalism is thus an outcome for the search of the way how to escape the flattening of moral landscape objection.

I will now claim that there is another way to avoid the flattening of moral landscape objection as that which is proposed by pluralist generalist particularism. It simply consists in allowing for relevance of particularist patterns, in opposition to the only considered option of relevance proper to generalist patterns, which is also being bought by pluralist generalist particularism. The presupposition is:


(G) Relevance only belongs to generalities.

I think that this presupposition is wrong, and that it should at least allow for the following opposite presupposition:


(P) Relevance is the property of particular patterns.

In order to see how (P) may discipline (G), a closer look will be opened at the generalist particularism picture. If one takes a glance, then one may discover that a crucial difference between two levels at which things succeed is not really taken into account in all of its consequences. Let me call these 

(C) Contributory level, and


(O) Overall level.

These levels are basic for pluralist generalism, but also for particularism, just that there are different weights put upon them for each of these cases. As I see matters, pluralism accentuates the importance of (C), whereas particularism accentuates the importance of (O). 

The contributory level (C) is also sometimes called parti-resultant level. It is the level where the subvenient ingredients of partial or elementary nature are assembled that underlie the forming of the overall level.

The overall level (O) is the one upon which judgment is being made. It may also be called toti-resultant level, or the actual overall level. If duties are involved, we talk about the overall actual duty here, as opposed to its constituent elementary and atomistic duties.

Now I claim that generalist particularism, inspired by pluralism, just stays with the relevance of the contributory (C) level, whereas particularism really should underlie the forming of the overall (O) level, as the level supporting the overall judgment. If relevance is allowed to the particularist patterns (P), then this goes contrary to the exclusivity of the generalist patterns (G) recognition, to which generalist particularism succumbs as well.

The problem for the pluralist particularist is thus to account for efficacy of basic reasons in the overall situation. My feeling is that he can only do this by dismissing the efficacy of particularist patterns (P), being thereby involved into confusion of the role to be attributed to basic reasons. Simply expressed, generalist particularist conundrum consists in the following: 

If basic reasons get spelled out at the (C) level, then it is not clear how their efficacy can move to the actual (O) level.
And if basic reasons get spelled out at the (O) level, they are not contributory basic reasons anymore, because their being so spelled out results in a different overall pattern. This different pattern is produced by zooming into the involved reason taking it thereby from (C) level to the (O) level. Another overall pattern thus results, different from the originally considered overall pattern.
So, how are basic reasons efficient in the overall situation? Well, an answer that offers itself given the above reasoning is that they are not efficient in the overall situation at all, and that the particular shape (P) of the overall situation is.


I suspect that generalist particularist confuses levels (C) and (O) in respect to the efficacy of basic principles. Thereby he stays with (G) and continues to be blind in respect to the relevance of (P).

The next section will be a reasoning in direction of separating the involved levels, opening thus a room for recognition of efficacy proper to the upper overall level, of (O), and thus for recognition of efficacy and relevance proper to particular patterns (P).
4. Gestalt examples vividly show that there cannot be any direct presence of basic reasons in the judgment supporting the overall situation. And once as a basic reason is pointed out in the overall situation we have to do with a different pattern.


A useful illustration concerning the underlying and upper levels comes from Gestalt examples. Take the known rabbit/duck psychological example. You will find out that the same underlying level (a certain shape of the line drawn upon the paper) can give support for two totally different perceptual assessments. At the time as we see the drawn line as a rabbit, we just cannot see it as the duck, and other way round. This clearly shows separate role of things going on at the underlying level (line drawn on a piece of paper) and on the upper level (recognition of the line as a duck, or again, by strict exclusion of the former, recognition of the line as a rabbit).

Here is another example. The five depicted dots offer the possibility for our recognition of several geometrical figures. Again, the recognition of each of these figures has the existence of dots, depicted at the underlying level, as necessary precondition. But there is again the exclusivity of several figures, quite independently from each other, and from the mentioned dots, at the upper level.


A third example involves psychophysics. The upper overall (O) level understanding of the pronounced word “cat” is possible only upon the existence of independent level of pronounced phonemes, say /c/, /a/, /t/. It is easy to see that these phonemes are necessary for pronouncing of the word “cat”. But it is also easy to see that the phoneme /t/, say, has nothing to do with the word cat in the following sense: once as the word cat is produced, the phoneme /t/ is not centered at in the psychological sense. And once as we happen to center our attention at the phoneme /t/, we have to do with quite another upper overall (O) pattern as we have in the case of the word cat pattern.
Take the example from moral judgment again. Suppose that there are basic moral reasons, such as the need to keep the promise, and again the need to help the person in danger of loosing her life, as it happens in already mentioned well known example discussed by the intuitionist, where I promise my friend to meet him and while driving to the meeting I happen to encounter a injured person in the situation where I am the only one who can help this person to survive. In such a case, my judgment is made considering the overall situation (O), with its specific particular pattern (P). Both mentioned constitutive reasons (C) may underlie the overall situation, and they are necessary for it perhaps to come in the shape in which it does. But notice that the overall situation (O) does not contain any of the separate reasons. It is namely a supervening overall situation upon which the judgment is made, of quite different quality as each of the underlying reasons. Once as we understand this qualitative specificity of the overall situation (O) and of the reason inhabiting it, the way is wide open to recognize the specific relevance of the particular overall pattern (P). Generalist particularism is seriously under the question then, in respect to the problem how exactly constitutive elements (basic principles) at the underlying level contribute to the specific quality of the upper overall level (O). Notice that judgment is made upon this overall (O) level pattern. And once as we happen to point out, in an explanatory effort, say, how a basic reason supports the judgment, we will finish up with quite different judgment, with a quite different attention and quality.

I suspect the following to be the key to this uneasiness: there is the deep generalist presupposition (G), according to which there just cannot be any relevance to the overall strict particularist pattern. This presupposition is wrong, if we look at the relevance of the aesthetic beautiful patterns, just to start with. 

I do not have an ultimate answer to all of this. On the one side I am sympathetic to the inclusivist attitude of generalist particularism. On the other side I think that the particularist patterns’ relevance should be acknowledged.
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Notes
� This paper is written as a feedback proposal inspired by my reading of Vojko Strahovnik PhD work on moral particularism and intuitionism. I would like to express my gratitude for his long years’ support and many discussions we had on this topic, including discussions related to this paper. The outcome of generalist particularism is inspired by my elaboration of the overall methodological ideas by Terry Horgan who originally set me on the path to the area of moral particularism (see our collaborative 2008 chapter).


�  This is claimed by Dancy in a separate argumentative piece (Dancy 2000), and it is supported by several examples, such as the one demonstrating that the real reason for my moral action should be objective and not emotion or desire guided. The reason for me to help her is not that I desire to do so but such a reason is rooted in her actual objective situation.


� This is the way Lance and Little (2008) go as they allow soft generalities, i.e. principles with exceptions, to figure in support for particularism.


� The distinction was already present in Ross as the one between duties resulting from partial features and from the ones resulting from total situations (toti-resulting).
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