TO POSSIBILITY FROM PARALYSIS:
MORALITY IN STAMFORDTOWN
What transcends Stamfordtown morally beyond material consumption? For people to flourish there with . . .
· more pleasure than pain
· more satisfaction than frustration
· more connectiveness than alienation

· more meaning than despair,
does it take a higher level of moral consciousness? 
How much does our awareness of the moral elements we choose daily in living and working make in our difference to flourish as headlined above? How socially conscious does experiencing pleasure, satisfaction, connectiveness and meaning – and contending less with their opposites – require individuals in community to be?
In shifting from sectors of paralysis to spheres of possibility, do we link our level of moral awareness with our feeling of happiness to our scope for possibility? If we do, how might we keep moral consciousness in the forefront of minds – our own and others’?

Does this suggest a core question in Stamfordtown is: “How do we elevate the attention we give to what is right?” 
I sometimes ask people deliberate questions which, upon reflecting here, I am now wondering might have the effect of inviting them to link moral awareness with happiness and possibility. One question I ask (is it from NLP?) is: “What’s important in your saying that?” (Or in “believing that”? Or in “holding that view”? Or in “wanting to do that”?) 
This question (if I can pose it genuinely with curiosity) can shift a taken-for-granted remark from the other person into the start of a more reflective dialogue. It can help me appreciate another person’s value assumptions behind ‘what is right’ to them. 

I might even repeat the question two or three times. Peeling back the layers of values behind beliefs drills into the centre of a person’s moral consciousness (better than simply probing, as with a ‘Why’ question: “Why do you hold that belief . . .?”)
Another question I keep in mind (more selectively, when somebody asserts something strongly implying they speak on behalf of others) is: “Who is the we behind (or in) your view?” This question can also provoke higher level reflection on deeper level moral values. 

(And it too can be challenging to pose constructively, genuinely: “I’m curious to hear that. Who is the we in there . . .?”)
So does a relationship exist among moral consciousness, happiness (more pleasure than pain / more satisfaction than frustration / more connectiveness than alienation / more meaning than despair) and possibility? Does valuing and acting at higher or broader levels on what is morally right lead to less paralysis? 
And, finally, how do we frame what we take for granted is right in life? Below are seven levels in our behaviour and attitudes of what we can construe as ‘right’: 

Instinctual, physical stage 

· What is right does not hurt (what is wrong does)
· ‘If you’re going to make me do it, I’ll do it.’

Imaginal stage 
· It is right if it is what I need
· ‘What am I entitled to from this?’
Magical stage 
· What is right is what I do

· ‘I could be in charge if only I can just figure out the (secret) formula.’
Mythical stage 
· Right is having rules which you can follow

· ‘If you do this, then that will happen.’
Tribal stage  
· Right is doing what you have agreed to; conforming to what the system tells you to do

· ‘If I sign up, I will deliver.’

Logical stage
· Right is relative (it might be good for me, but not for others)
· ‘I’m free: I have freedom to reason and to question – and [this is the rub] do my own thing . . .’
Beyond logical, rational stage 
· Right is non-coercive, exercised in the service of others

· ‘I am prepared to take ‘right action’ which is universally true.’
Where are we on this ‘spectrum of consciousness’? Does our morality vary depending upon the circumstances we find ourselves in / justify? Is it ‘right’ that it does . . .? 
(with acknowledgements to the writing of Ken Wilber and of Lawrence Kohlberg and to the scholarly practice of Al Pesso, of Sandy Cotter and of Andy Logan)
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