Concepts and Definitions:
Care Ethics = a world of relationships and psychological truths where an awareness for the connection between people gives rise to the recognition of a responsibility for one another, a perception of the need for response… recognition of a relationship.  Key virtues include: perceptiveness, imagination, sensitivity, skill in responding + nurturing, patience and creativity, and acceptance.  Also known as feminist ethics.
Relationship = we are social beings as well as individuals.  We are born to other humans, grow up in families, and take on traditions and heritages and communities.  And we all live, in turn, in deep interrelation with the larger-than-human natural world.  Values central to relationship are caring, participation, and community.  Recognizing how much our communities make us who we are also calls forth not only gratefulness but also a responsibility to protect, sustain, and attend to them.
Moral Development = researched by psychologists to understand people’s moral reasoning.  According to Lawrence Kohlberg, they start begin with obedience to authority figures.  Then, when self-interest hits, their thinking becomes “conventional”, where they do things for social approval, the law, obligations and duty.  Finally, people do things that will benefit society as whole (like utilitarianism). Some are able to reach a high level of ethical maturity and later move on to ethics of universal principles. Kohlberg only used males for his study, and Carol Gilligan (see below) believes that females have different moral reasoning + moral development.
Carol Gilligan = a psychologist who studied the moral reasoning of moral development in women, because she believed that Kohlberg’s study, which only studied males, did not apply to females.  Females “pondered the nature and character of relationships, tending to derive relevant ethical values from specific relationships and responsibilities among persons”, and as such, approach ethics using “a different voice”.
Lawrence Kohlberg = a psychologist who researched the moral development of children, and all the research subjects were male.  He concluded that most children go through several different stages of moral reasoning.  First, they start with obedience to authority figures (parents/teachers).  Self-interest then begins operating and at its middle stages, moral thinking becomes “conventional”, whereby children act for social approval and later toward the law + responding to the obligations of duty.  Finally, they act for the good of society as a whole, essentially a form of utilitarianism.  However, as Kohlberg only tested on boys, his theory is biased and possibly flawed. 
Nel Noddings = author of “Caring”.  Used Carol Gilligan’s findings to show that women are focused more on care ethics, a form of relationship ethics, as their moral reasoning and for moral development.  She focuses on a feminist view of ethics.  She believes that caring is required for relationships, and that the motivation to be in a relationship is what makes us moral and enables us to stay in a relationship.  She rejects ethical principles because they imply there are always exceptions, and care ethics has no exceptions.  We need to maintain positive conditions to enable a relationship to flourish, as relation identifies feelings of joy as a “basic human affect”.  Overall, we need to focus on how we meet each other morally and the uniqueness of human encounters.
Ethics and Community = the belief that an ethical relationship is with a group of others.  Some communities you can leave, but others you can’t.  Some relationships are culturally specific because of legacy and history. We also need a form of balance → can’t have a one-sided self-sacrifice.  Similar to Gilligan → moral maturation is based on balance.  Contribution is a necessity (job, sustain, adjust, improve, rebuild, etc.).
Communal Identity = A person’s identity is always communal → wouldn’t be who you are without history, family, etc.  Throughout history, much of humanity has lived in groups.  Today we are more anonymous, but we still retain communal encounters.  We need to be grateful and do our part to respect and sustain communities and their values.
Kwasi Wiredu = a philosopher from Ghana and author of “The Moral Foundations of African Culture”, which focuses on community ethics in African cultures/societies.  In Africa, ethics is deeply constituted by family and communal relations, particularly in his own people, the Akan.  He writes of a form of explicit communal ethics from the inside, and shows how they have evolved and are used in African-American communal ethics today.
Akan society = a society/ tribe in Ghana whose lives/laws are heavily based on community ethics.  Kwasi Wiredu is a member of the Akan people (see Kinship among the Akan people of Ghana).  
The expanding circle = expands community ethics even further: to environmental ethics.  Living in harmony with nature is considered as being “sane”, or being in the right relation.  Biologically speaking, humans are also animals.  Utilitarianism argues that animal suffering that animal suffering is just as immoral as human suffering because animals are our kin → they have a relation to us.  Animals and nature are what make us human, and shape the climate, terrain, the sounds, sights, and the mysteries of our surroundings.  Because of this, we need to be grateful, show respect, commit and respond to the environment.   Some also want to extend ethics to all of life, as everything is “living” to some extent.  Also, ecology is a holistic science, and some believe that moral values should be attached to entire ecosystems.
Aldo Leopold = an environmentalist who wrote the essay “The Land Ethic”.  He is considered to be the father of the modern-day environmental protection movement.  He roots human communities in the character of the land they inhabit, and believes that it our duty to “preserve the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community”, and that it is wrong to not do so.
The ethical sequence = Leopold’s proof as to how environmental ethics should be considered a form of ethics.  He believes that environmental ethics is caused by ecological evolution.  “Ecologically, ethics is a limitation of freedom of action in the struggle for existence, and is a differentiation of social from anti-social conduct” → relation.  Interdependent groups or individuals have a tendency to evolve modes of cooperation, or symbioses, and politics and economies are merely advanced forms of that.  However, there is no ethics surrounding man’s relation to land, animals and plants, yet we are obligated (according to Leopold) to protect it.  Hence, why Leopold created the Land Ethic.
The community concept = how Aldo Leopold relates the land ethic to community/relationship ethics.  To Leopold, the boundaries of community have been expanded to include the land (soils, water, plants, animals, etc.).  As we are part of a community, we are in a give-and-take relationship with the land.  We cannot just use the land for our own ends, we have to give back to the land and protect.  By using an ecological interpretation of history, Leopold proves how American settlers prospered by working together with the land and treating it with respect and care, and how the land refused to cooperate when humans did the opposite.  There must always be a balance in any relationship or community ( it cannot be one-sided.
Gesture = how you stand, walk, reach out to people, etc. are also forms of “speech”, and therefore have moral content.  People will notice your gestures before you start speaking with your mouth, so they will notice if you are or are not interested in what they have to say before you even start talking.  Give them your full attention, give a firm handshake, maintain eye contact, and don’t stand/sit too far away from them.  Moderate your tone in response to what they need.  Staying close to someone is a form of support, even when you are not talking.
Political Correctness = a form of mindful speech. Although it was once viewed as perfectly acceptable conduct to use racial of sexist slurs publicly, nowadays we are expected to respect fellow citizens in the language we choose, at least when we enter the “public sphere”. Some critics have argued that these efforts to modify how people think and speak are harmful—they conjure up George Orwell’s image of a society ruled by “Big Brother”. On the other hand, Weston’s discussion of the power of language seems to respond to such critics. Those already disadvantaged or disempowered—for example, ethnic and racial minorities—are likely to be even further marginalized if their status is not fully respected as they enter the public sphere.

Freedom of speech = 

Deepening ethical dialogue = When we speak we extend ourselves to others, and in doing so our talk becomes a way to put a voice to ethics.  Instead of thinking of speech as just an individual behaviour that translates our thoughts into words, we should think that because our speech is directed at another person, it is inherently value laden.  We deepen ethical dialogue via: acknowledgment, going from monologue to dialogue, going from polarizing to connecting, public dialogue, and dialogue and reconciliation.
Acknowledgement = a way to harness the power of language. It creates the space for others to enter our lives, and in doing so welcomes others to continue the conversation we start.  It came up forcefully in the ethics of the person, particularly in Levinas’s selection, where he argues that the very act of meeting another person’s gaze can lead to a certain respect and acknowledgment. It is as simple as recognizing that in ethical debates we should give others the type of equal respect and dignity that most of us would like to receive ourselves—a form of the ‘golden rule’. 

Monologue/dialogue = Dialogue occurs when speech is ethical, appreciates the values of others, creates new meaning, genuine, engages others fully w/ support, sense of community, honest + heartfelt communication, unconditional regard for well-being.  Monologue occurs creates distance with others b/c one is only concerned with his/her own agendas.  Media + textbooks actually act as a form of monologue.
Public dialogue = dialogue about public issues.  Many organizations (i.e. The National Issues Forum, Public Conversations Project, The Democracy Project, etc.) work to bring people with differing views together in order to learn from one another and make decisions about their collective future.  Citizens generally meet to discuss a relevant topic, listen to the stories others tell about their understanding and experiences, consider opinions, explore choices, pursue consensus and/or public judgment, and discuss the values inherent in each position.  People share their own views and listen to those of others before analyzing possible next steps and taking public action.  Issues include: campaign issues, the environment, religion, educational reform measures, health issues, domestic + foreign policy, etc.
Dialogue and Reconciliation = it is vital to recognize the importance of reconciliatory gestures to help us move through conflicts and pain.  Confronting difficult things that happened in the past (either to you, your family, your religion, your race, your country, etc.) are necessary to acknowledge injustice (whether we aere the victims, bystanders or perpetrators) and to heal.  An example of doing so would be trying to forgive yourself/others that wronged you, or setting up a Truth and Reconciliation Commission to prompt dialogue that can lead to reconciliation.  
Compromise = a way of integrating values, and something that happens in everyday life with non-ethical issues.  Can also be like splitting the difference.  While it sometimes perceived to be disgraceful or weak-willed, here it is a clear-headed acknowledgment of the diversity of values at stake, no big deal, and an attempt to answer at least partly to both of them.
Integrating Values = done to answer all the important values at stake + to try to honor what is right in each of them instead of just a few.  This is done via compromise (see above) by working from compatible values, and/or by realizing that some of the values you + the other person share are exactly the same.
Splitting the difference = what to do when truly opposite values conflict.  Both sides can be and often are partly right.  Even when we have trouble seeing what the other side is about, splitting the difference affirms and sustains the shared moral community.  Not necessarily true for the most sensitive issues. 
Common Ground = when disagreements are framed by deeper values, work from those shared values toward jointly agreeable resolutions.
Holding Firm = hold firm on to an idea when the other side is absolutely, 100% “wrong”, when there is no room for compromise.  First, keep the basic families of values in mind ( if major violations are proposed w/o a genuine reason of equal seriousness proposed in justification, warning flags should go up. Second, really listen to people ( most people on the other side are reasonable, well-intentioned, well-informed and therefore speak for something important, so only hold firm if they’re not like that.  Third, it is much easier to do in practice than it sounds ( many of the most difficult moral conflicts occur within groups/between people who are in other ways in regular contact + already respectful of each other, so the other side’s intelligence + good intentions are not in question.
Compatible Values = finding values that relate to each other to create a win/win situation, as some competing desires/views are actually compatible.  This can sometimes be taken a step further; as the values we share may be the exact same values others share.  Background agreements are sometimes more important than our disagreements.
The land pyramid = an analogy used by Aldo Leopold in his essay “The Land Ethic”.  He says that evolution has added more layers/levels to the pre-existing food pyramid.  Food chains keep the cycle continuing, as there is always a purpose for each part in the chain.  According to Leopold, the interdependence between the complex structure of the land and its smooth functioning as an energy unit is one of its basic attributes.  When a change occurs, things must be adjusted or else the system will fail/collapse altogether.    However, a disruption doesn’t always occur, as it can enable the circuit to lengthen.  However, man-made evolution, which is unnatural, destroys ecosystems, and that disrupts the chain + can cause the pyramid to collapse.  To protect the land/pyramid, one needs time, forethought, skill and faith, not economics.
Leopold’s outlook/principle = Ethics has evolved to extend towards the environment, or ethics concerning the land. According to Leopold, the land ethics is an enlargement of community ethics.  While it is impossible to prevent the alteration, management and use of resources, it does not deny their right to a continued existence.  We are members of and coexist with the land; we don’t rule it.  Ruling and ownership enables us to make destructive mistakes that we can’t fix.  Humans are simply members of a biotic team, and this can be proved if you look at an ecological interpretation of history.
Kinship among the Akan people of Ghana = an example of community ethics, an extension of relationship ethics.  Focuses on a continued stress of kinship identity in matriarchal societies.  There is a circle of obligations and responsibilities, but with it come rights and privileges.  Their philosophy is that a human being will need help and deserves to be helped, and that humans depend on other human connection.  It is so strong that it can’t be fully destroyed, even when one grows up and matures.  This basic sense of belonging brings psychological stability, and enables one’s moral standing to be asserted.  There are also different changes in language to represent the closeness of family, and one’s extended family is just as important as one’s immediate family.
Anthropocentrism = Anthropocentrism describes the tendency for human beings to regard themselves as the central and most significant entities in the universe, or the assessment of reality through an exclusively human perspective.  Anthropocentrism is a major concept in the field of environmental ethics and environmental philosophy, where it is often considered to be the root cause of problems created by human interaction with the environment. 

Facts and Sources = Many disagreements in ethical debates are about facts, not values.  A few simple facts can change everything.  Because of this, we must seek facts out honestly and persistently → need to know more, understand better, even if our views change in the process.  You need to figure out what’s at stake.  Clarify underlying factual questions where there is pure, hard evidence → not just beliefs + theories.  Then, check out claims you think are obvious → they may not be as obvious as you think if they’re central to serious moral disagreements.  Get the facts; it could end disagreements, as not everything is as obvious as you think it is.  It’s only possible to think intelligently about issues if you have hard facts/real evidence. Go to the source where you can.  Look for thorough and careful coverage of issues.  Check to see who the authors are → reliability.  Always crosscheck, particularly for Internet sources, to see if some authors agree or disagree with each other on certain issues.  Watch the tone and seek out sources that responsibly and thoroughly engage the argument and examine the other side.  Be wary of Internet sources → not as they appear, so you need to go deeper.
Inferences = we make inferences when we move from certain facts to further conclusions.  We may generalize from a few cases to many, or use a similar case to draw conclusions about a case that interests us, or notice the correlation of tow events and conclude that one causes the other.  Each kind of inference can be tricky.  There are two types of inferences: generalizations and comparisons.
Factual claims = Statements that can be proven either true or false.  Statements that can, in principle, be scientifically measured or proven.
Moral claims = Statements in which we typically find language like “should” “ought”, “right”, “wrong”, “duty” and so on.  Statements based on the “universal language of morality”.
Generalizations = take small/limited data to stand for the whole. A good generalization: Cites specific and clear examples, cites many examples, and cites representative examples with enough background information.  However, a failed generalization does not prove the opposite; it sometimes shows that neither side can be proved.
Comparisons = comparing one kind of situation with another seemingly similar situation about which more is known.  A good comparison: Cites as comparison a clear case about which true claims are made and cites as a comparison a relatively similar case → the cases compared must be as similar as possible in ways that matter to the conclusion, though they can be different in other, less relevant ways.
Definitions = need to even clarify basic terms/categories in popular debates.  Clarifying/forming a clear, solid definition solves this problem.  When a new term is at issue, just agreeing on a definition can clear misunderstanding away.  Be precise; don’t just replace a word with a synonym, get technical.  Keep the dictionary handy, but it can’t solve everything.  Make the term more precise on you own; explain carefully and use neutral, concrete and definite terms.  However, definitions alone do not settle ethical questions.  You need to have an argument for some unclear definitions, because they can’t function by themselves.  They contribute to clarity, but can’t take you all the way towards a solution.
Clarifying contested terms = formulating a definition of an unclear/complex term (i.e. drugs) to be agreed on by both parties by: Including all things that the term clearly fits, excluding all the things that the term clearly doesn’t fit, drawing the plainest possible line in-between and explaining why the line belongs there and not somewhere else.
Consistency = not making an exception for yourself, doing things equally.  Moral consistency is known as “judging like cases alike” → judging similar situations the same/equally.  Don’t make an exception for one circumstance unless you have a lot of good, clear reasoning to back it up → need to prove there is a morally significant difference between the two cases.  Don’t be hypocritical because no one wants to be accused of hypocrisy. 

Inconsistency = the opposite of consistency.  When one claim/s and another claim/s have nothing to do with the other/what you’re trying to prove.  Almost like hypocrisy.  

Invented Cases = inventing a situation that is similar to yours to prove a point.  Some of these are exaggerated cases, but there has to be a clear similarity between the core points of the real case and the invented one.
Restoring Consistency = Three possible options: argue that the alleged “like cases” are not really alike; figure out the morally relevant difference between the cases and explain what difference the difference makes, change you judgment about the “like cases”, or change you judgment about the original cases.
Judith Thomson = the philosopher who wrote the invented case of “The Right to Life and the Unconscious Violinist”, which compares the situation in the story to the abortion debate of an unintentional and involuntary pregnancy.
The right to life & the unconscious violinist (2 terms) = an invented case by Judith Thomson for the abortion debate.  Here, you are kidnapped and are involuntarily tied to a famous, unconscious violinist’s circulatory system.  He has kidney failure and you are the only person in the whole world with the same blood type as the violinist.  If you unplug yourself, the violinist will die.  The violinist depends on you for life, just like a fetus.  However, you were kidnapped against your will; doesn’t that give you the right to unplug yourself → similar to involuntary pregnancy.  Thomson believes that if you are pregnant against your will, you have the right to an abortion because you didn’t ask for it, and your body takes precedence over unintentional ties to other lives.
Speciesism = the belief that one species is superior to another.  Many animal rights activists are against this belief. Could we defend our treatment of animals without resorting to speciesism?  Yes, animals’ brains are different + so are their cognitive abilities, but isn’t there some social discrimination amongst humans that is also illegal?  Not being intelligent does not mean you deserve to be abused or eaten.  If it’s so immoral, then why do we do it? → History.  McGinn compares speciesism to child labour +slavery, which used to be morally acceptable in civilized countries, now considered illegal.  Because of this, speciesism should be illegal b/c it is just as immoral.

Colin McGinn = focuses on the treatment of animals and animal rights.  Uses two analogies (one of vampires who have the option of drinking orange juice instead of human blood and another where some humans are superior than others and the inferior ones are used for sport, are slaves, etc.) to show how we should not tolerate speciesism.
Vance Ricks = wrote the essay “Which Facts are Relevant”. With some difficult moral issues, it is hard to discern which facts are considered relevant to a discussion.  In order to figure out for ourselves which facts are relevant, we should: Read and listen widely, approach the topic from the perspective of different families of values, and be wary of “research by opinion polls”.
Mindful Speech = a way of speaking and listening with careful attention to what is being said, in what ways, and with what impact or consequence.  Speaking is an ethical act.  When we speak, we speak to someone → different way of speaking for different people based on our relationship with them. Being mindful causes us to consider the degree of sensitivity with which we construct our words, the attitude in which we enter a conversation, the responsibility we assume for the quality of our interactions, and the actions that arise from our talk.  We represent something, and our word choices portray that. 
Spoma Jovanovic & Roy Wood = write the essay “Speaking from the Bedrock of Ethics”.  They explore what they believe to be “the bedrock of ethics in speech” by drawing on examples of care, rescue, and sacrifice from 9/11 and the days that followed, and of how people responded to the needs of others.  The believe that “the ethical imperative to respond conditions every rhetorical situation, and that this is no more clearly seen than in times of crisis.”
Linguistic shading = happens when one word is substituted for a near equivalent that conveys a specific meaning and creating a particular suggestion. It can also be considered a form of a spin, doublespeak, euphemism b/c it attempts to alter our understanding/view on things to make us feel better, compare one thing to another to convince others to hold the same view on both things.  Paired with loaded language (see below).
Loaded Language = language that exaggerates and depolarizes people and issues in an attempt to persuade us to think a certain way.  It can make people believe that the topic is not even worth engaging in b/c it forms stereotypes. Some terms are debated over as to whether they depict the truth or are loaded language (i.e. torture).  Paired with linguistic shading (see above).
Change-Making communities = communities of all sorts can be essential to ethical change.  To join one, first explore what is actually happening ( what change is underway, what do I want to change, who is doing the work where you want to join, etc.  Second, show up ( meet people, recommit, go + listen for a bit, start off with small commitments + see what grows on you, make yourself visible.  Third, bring your ethical toolbox ( think outside the box, know your values, use your dialogue skills, keep your skills sharp + ready, ask yourself what you can change + where change is needed, get creative, always look to the next step.  Finally, don’t polarize, connect ( be collaborative, integrate values, listen, work together with others, embrace others’ issues + concerns
Polarization/Connection = Polarization occurs when you believe that you are right + that the other person is wrong, so no dialogue happens. Depolarized communication requires dialogue, open-ended questions.  Absence of dialogue leads to conversations filled with technical arguments or settled/insistent/self-righteous moral judgments.  Dialogue gets rid of judgments as it opens up the floor for true discussion, extend a hand.  Communication is a desire to be with other people!  So we need to connect with them + listen to what they have to say ( it’s how we make a connection ( goes both ways.
Restorative Justice = a community-based response to crime that speaks to the needs + better possibilities to everyone involved: victim, offender, and the larger community.  On a restorative view, “justice” becomes much more than a traction between civic authority + an individual offender.  Crime on all scales degrades whole communities. Ultimately, then, the most ethical response is an attempt to restore what has been lost – to knit back together the fractured relationship that, yes, include the offenders themselves, and to build social peace and alternative skills for dealing with tension and conflict so that community relationships are less likely to fracture so badly again.
Environmental Justice = an ethical movement that is combined with social justice concerns.  It is he attempt to confront “environmental racism” + the transformative effects of such struggles on disempowered communities.  Many environmental injustices cause social injustice in all forms of countries (developed, developing, third-world), and many believe that changing the environment will also help end social injustice that many living in poverty experience.
Witness = what Doctors Without Borders is committed to.  They don’t simply deal with medical need + suffering they see on the ground.  They also aim to make it visible to others as a way of making change.  It is carried on by other change-oriented organizations (i.e. Greenpeace).  Another aspect is making unethical acts visible in a new way to the perpetrators themselves.  Stopping the action isn’t always enough, we need to be made aware + understand what happened so that the perpetrators don’t become victims + so it won’t happen again.
Ethical Change 

Greenpeace International = an environmental direct-action group, an organization for direct action.  They use the same concept of “witness” that Doctors Without Borders uses.  They “shine the light of day” on injustice by sending dramatic + gruesome images around the world of what an industrialized whale hunt actually looks like, as well as other animal/environmental abuses in order for everyone to become witnesses so they wouldn’t turn away + ignore it any longer.
Organizations = religious institutions make change, as religion commands/inspires people to make ethical choices + act on them.  Businesses also support ethical causes + make changes themselves, can make long-term changes in their own practice to expand opportunity + justice for others.  There are also voluntary ones.  Some are more service-oriented than change making, but some are change makers too, as well as others that are primarily about change. 
Big Decisions = the stakes are high, everyone in community/nation is affected, and there will be lasting consequences.  Stakes are also high for integrative decision-making.  Here, integrative thinking must draw explicitly and centrally on basic and broadly shared values.  Because of this, it takes more time + patience.  Democracy is required to make sure that decision sticks.  
Roger Rosenblatt = had a solution to the abortion debate in America.  Relies on social science data + empirical studies that provide conflicting views on how Americans view abortion, view through contradictory lens.  Not murder, but form of conduct/procedures that should be discouraged.  Abortion should be permitted/tolerated, but to do so grudgingly.  He uses the same advice that Weston advocates by wanting to take a reasonable approach.  However, this is not the way that people tend to view the debate.  Humans hold these views for deep-seated reasons, issue from conviction of free choice/autonomy or religion.  Neither side is looking to get anything more other than the position they already hold.
Sharable Terms = A moral vision (see below) appeals to shared terms and common values.  The types + values/understandings that come from the four major families of values but may not be only inventory of concepts.  Common values appeal to others, so we should focus on those the most.  Some of these values are national (i.e. from the Constitution), others are religious (i.e. from the Bible) ( put values/ideals into practice.
Permit-but-discourage = the solution to the abortion debate/ how to end the abortion war.  Roger Rosenblatt says that while abortion is legalized + is an option for unwanted/fatal pregnancies, it should discouraged.  Abortion should be tolerated + only used as a last resort.  Discourage abortion until abortion is the only option available to ending a pregnancy.  That way, a compromise may be reached ( pro-choice people will be happy, and pro-life people can still advocate pro-life w/o saying that abortions are outright murder.
Integrative Thinking = draw explicitly and centrally on basic and broadly shared values.” Democracy → persuasion, open discussion, consensus-building around shared values, but still need some form of majority to finalize an ethical decision.  Basic moral commitments can end conflict/controversy.  Common values are the norm → need to be clear + settle for major decisions.  If you can’t find shared values, then you may not have a plausible argument.  You need a give-and-take ( listening + talking needs reciprocation.
Moral Vision = evolves from a dream + something that helps us paint a “picture of a morally better world in a way that deeply engages and attracts us.  It is to draw us toward something grand and lovely.”  Most moral visions are based on shareable terms.
Working from a Vision = aiming for more than a collection of criticisms + negative moral judgments.  What truly motivates + inspires is a picture of what the world might be instead.  Paint a picture of a morally better world in a way that deeply engages + attracts.  Speak the dream.
Dreams = positive moral visions, as seen in Martin Luther King Jr.’s “I Have a Dream” speech.  They are visions framed not simply as a set of complaints but in terms of ideals + hopes.  They are explicit + open invitations to  what morality explicitly asks of us. 
Inclusive Vision = In order to realistically make a difference, the vision must be attainable.  Need to imagine vision inclusively + how they will affect other things, it needs to be inclusive ( speak to multiple values + to our practical vision as a whole.  

Whole Vision = evolves from an inclusive vision by integrating one set of moral values + moral actions with a larger encompassing set of values + actions so that the whole is “compelling and lovely and grand”.  You need to see how some arguments relate to others, and open up some other questions.  Give it substance, look at the bigger picture, and make connections.
Environmental Vision = many consider those who hold this vision to be naysayers.  But it is really a vision of love (for the Earth, for Creation, more-than-human wonders) and with hopeful dreams for a healthy environment for the future. The key has been changed to something positive ( we are pulled toward something, not pushed ( a better picture of the world is what inspires us
Celebratory Environmentalism = Using creativity for environmentalism in order to celebrate it (create holidays/festivals to celebrate milestones/life events in nature/the environment).  The word “holiday” comes from “holy day” where we remember what really matters.  If nature/the environment is so important to us, then we should celebrate it like we would on a normal holiday: with love and joy.
Ursula K. LeGuin = wrote the essay “May’s Lion”.  She believed that the deepest lesson of moral vision is that things do not need to be the way they are.  The world could be different: worse, better, but, for sure, emphatically and systematically different.  It is the imagination that makes this leap and that enables us to look at the world as it is + ask how else might it be.  Imagination can itself be examined through action and trained in order to make a difference, and hopefully for the better.

Radical Imagination = how Ursula K. LeGuin’s tells May’s story “May’s Lion” that is a form of re-imagination.  In the story, people in the future treat aging + death in a more welcoming + rich way.  We are able to overcome death if we think we already own it.  LeGuin also intertwines the stories to show us that the “other culture” is already partially present today.  The distance between imagination + reality shrinks.  Death becomes an offering + a solicitation to share death with the lion.  In both cases, May responds with her powers that are greater than we think.  We need more powers, songs for animals as well as humans like we have had in the past, in order to seek meaning in everything (not just in human life).  It is a very attainable goal.
Self-Possession = the capacity to choose for yourself who you will be and what you will do ( thinking + choosing in a way that is relatively free from the familiar social pressures that are questionably ethical (i.e. the pressure to conform) and from old habits that may seem the most natural of things in the world but still need rethinking.  Also known as response-ability (according to John Sullivan)
Cultivating Response-Ability = Response-Ability must be cultivated. It does not come naturally: forces push it away, we don’t want to step out of line, unhelpful habits, conformity.  We need willpower, determination, courage, commitment, and persistence.  We truly need methods.  Give ourselves time to think, rearrange our inputs (figure out what makes us productive in what we need to truly accomplish), get informed, remember your critical thinking skills and enjoy yourself.
Perversion = turning something aside from its proper use or nature.  Sexually, it is the proper object of sexual attraction (a living body capable of sexual feelings + desires).  If sexual desire becomes detached from such an object, it has been perverted from its proper course.  It is a failure (or inability?) to respond to another person as a person, and thus a failure of respect for them as well.  
Sexual Choices = influenced by: Society at large, friends and colleagues, partners in relationships and mass media.  Sexual choices should be response-able.
Sexual Response-Ability = sexual choices should be response-able. Response-ability is the capacity to choose one’s responses, or more specifically, the capacity to observe one’s own habits of responsiveness, and then to re-think them and alter them if necessary.  It is making sexual decisions without any pressures/influences from others.  Pressures are not necessities.  There are other ways to respond, whatever other people expect + whatever your past responses have been.
Keith Clark = wrote the essay “Being Sexual… and Celibate”. He believed in the ideal of celibacy because “sexual activity which is not more than the gratification of urges and drives is ... eventually disappointing, not because they are bad but because they are not enough.” If there is no pure emotion involved (i.e. love or some form of caring for the partner, then sex loses its value and it’s not as satisfying.  Believed the opposite of Carol Queen (see below).
Carol Queen = wrote the essay “Real Live Nude Girl”.  She believed in “sex-positive”: “a simple yet radical affirmation that we each grow our own passions on a different medium, that instead of having two or three or even a half dozen sexual orientations, we should be thinking in terms of millions”.  Believed the opposite of Keith Clark (see above).
Moral vegetarianism = Choices we make about food are significant for ourselves, for others, and even more for the world at large.  Our diets are full of the bodies of non-human animals.  This requires massive suffering among non-humans and this suffering demands ethical consideration.  Utilitarianism has taken the lead in arguing for moral vegetarianism.  Pain is pain and suffering is suffering.  Peter Singer is the utilitarian who first made this argument. Some people believe that animals are “subjects of a life”, therefore should be treated in accordance with the “ethics of person”.  Alice Walker and Tom Regan also give arguments for animal rights (term 1).
The Ecology of Food = the argument for eating meat (anti-vegetarianism).  Similar to what Ted Kerosote argues, being a vegetarian is not being fully ecological b/c animals will die if we eat all their food.  Also, many fruits and vegetables are seasonal, shipped cross-country in trucks that use the same fossil fuels that fertilizers + tractors use.  Also, even though Buddhists condemn suffering, they also say suffering is a part of life, so we should take care to cause the least amount of suffering possible.  We have obligations to ourselves, animals, and the Earth ( need balance + being all-out meat eater/vegetarian/vegan will break the balance + destroy the environment.  Food is also a communion with the Earth.  Eating local/seasonal foods is a way to respect the environment w/o being full out carnivore/herbivore.
The Power of One = it takes one person to make a big change in society.  The Nobel Peace Prize is given out in recognition of this.  People who have proved this include: Wangari Maathi (Green Belt Movement), Nelson Mandela, Desmond Tutu, Muhammad Yanus, Martin Luther King, Jr., Lech Walsea (solidarity movement in Poland), the Dalai Lama, Mother Theresa, Betty Willians and Mairead Corrigan (Northern Ireland Peace Movement).

The Good Banker = what Muhammed Yanus is called.  He was a banker who wants to eradicate world poverty, and does this by giving out small loans to destitute village craftspeople, mostly women, and managed to make them successful entrepreneurs + earn enough money to be taken out of poverty.  His loans aren’t even paid back with money ( they’re repaid with gratitude.
Becoming a change-maker = find your own way, as there is no single way to make ethical change.  Keep at it because persistence pays off.  Don’t expect that you will always know what difference you are making/have made; just have faith.  Don’t judge yourself or others as failures/ineffective, just because the effect wasn’t immediate, as not all results are quick/clear.
Realism/Beyond Realism = always remember that much more is possible than we usually imagine, as there are always hidden possibilities.  We need to be aware of the self-satisfied “realism” that looks at the world as it is (or seems), and remember to go beyond it, to reach to goals of our vision/dream.  What’s realistic becomes more open by adding to its fundamental uncertainty + committing ourselves to working for a change ( makes a difference in itself.
Creativity = sometimes the most crucial skill, as it enables you to think up ways that may seem out of the ordinary in order to change something and/or make a difference.  
Self-Righteousness = change does not come when we are self-righteous.  It is imperative to be open to complexity, need to have confidence that dramatic change is possible.  Your self-righteousness needs to be moral; otherwise you are just like the defenders of the status quo.  Be flexible, build alliances find an unlikely alternative to bring in a variety of moral values into a more balanced picture.  Avoid stereotyping like the plague ( being different will help you accomplish that.  
Benjamin Spock = a famous doctor who ended up protesting with women against nuclear testing b/c her realized their cause must have been important.  Because he had a lot of influence and ended up gaining more when he protested the Vietnam War, they were able to stop nuclear testing.  This proves that you should keep at your cause b/c you never know when help or more motivation will come + surprise you. 
Mohammed Yanus = winner of the 2006 Nobel Piece Prize.  A banker from Bangladesh known as “The Good Banker” (see above), who is trying to end world poverty by giving out small loans to craftspeople to become entrepreneurs.  He started out teaching economics when the famine of 1974 changed his life, and he started learning about life from the poor.  He worked with farmers to set farmers’ cooperatives, but realized he needed to do something more.  Yanus created his lending system, and his bank, Grameen Bank, is now the largest rural bank in Bangladesh with millions of borrowers, with spinoffs around the world.
Hometown heroes = people who have made a difference in their hometowns.  They remind us that “the power of one” is inspiration.  They are ordinary people, friends, family, and/or neighbours.  The challenge is to step up to more of a leadership role.  But the opportunity and the role models are already here, and they are usually right in front if us.  They prove that anyone can make a difference even if they don’t win a Nobel Peace Prize.
Localities = we are inevitably in community with those around us.  Specific ones bring in/focus on specific issues.  Some come together to rebuild, to protest, to protect/defend, to serve justice, but most importantly, to make a difference.  You don’t need to act alone ( community is always with you, always in action.

Doctors Without Borders = an independent international medical humanitarian organization that delivers emergency aid to people affected by armed conflict, epidemics, natural or man-made disasters, or exclusion from health care in more than 70 countries.  An example of an organization for direct action, their website even states: “There is so little care available that the only ethical position is to take action”.  
Ordinary people = all the Nobel Peace Prize winners listed above were “ordinary people”.  They were doing ordinary things, were from ordinary places.  Even though no one believed in them at first, they still managed to work hard to achieve their dreams.  And even though you many never be win a Nobel Prize, your work can change the world + make a difference, no matter how small or hoe “ordinary” you are.  We have role models in front of us, and now it’s our turn to step up to the plate + change something.
