The Elusive Nature of Wholeness

A human being is part of a whole, called by us the “Universe,” a part limited in time and space. He experiences himself, his thoughts and feelings, as something separated from the rest - a kind of optical delusion of his consciousness. This delusion is a kind of prison for us, restricting us to our personal desires and to affection for a few persons nearest us. Our task must be to free ourselves from this prison by widening our circles of compassion to embrace all living creatures and the whole of nature and its beauty. Nobody is able to achieve this completely, but the striving for such an achievement is in itself a part of the liberation and a foundation for inner security -Albert Einstein

The quality that we call “wholeness” exceeds our individual and collective human capacity to perceive, experience and describe it. When all has been said and done with reference to wholeness, there is still as much and even more about wholeness that can never be completely said and done.

Wholeness exceeds the ability of any semantic or mathematical construct to exhaustively define or describe it. Words, numbers, formulas, and other symbols, whether individually or collectively, only approximate and never arrive at an all-inclusive statement of what omni-inclusive wholeness ultimately is. Nonetheless, perspectives of wholeness are more inclusive than mere perspectives on wholeness, because the latter are peculiar to local subsets of the whole, i.e., of wholeness as seen by a part thereof. Wholeness is more than all that appears, because it represents the even-more-ness that exceeds all of what appears. Wholeness is all that appears to be, and then some, both as evidenced in quantum strictures and as witnessed in inspired scriptures, e.g., “Things which are seen are not made of things which do appear.” (Hebrews 11:3)  

And so it likewise is with whole-sum being. Perspectives of wholeness seamlessly blend my beholding with what is thereby beheld. They perceive what is universally integral to all things even while beholding all parts that are thereby integrated, including the very parts that are doing the beholding. While whole-sum perspectives are unitary, all others are fragmentary. Though beholding from wholeness is all-inclusive, looking at wholeness is necessarily from a less comprehensive perspective. Even so-called “holistic” perspectives are those of lesser assemblages that are part of a greater whole. Insofar as every such assemblage is born of some greater whole, that child is wise indeed (as Shakespeare noted) who knows the implications of its parentage.

Wholeness as perceived is always less inclusive than is wholeness’s own perceptivity. Accordingly, the term “whole-sum being” is less definable than the “goal-and-role-sum me-ing” with which I sometimes contrast it, i.e., the equation of my identity with the sum of whatever I have plus whatever I do. While the nature of goals and roles is well understood by mindsets conditioned to perceive things only as parts of other things, the nature of wholeness is such that it cannot be understood as a part of anything else, no matter how well the “understanding” part may have its perceptual act together.

Wholeness is integral to all things, yet impartial to every thing. Accordingly, while goal-and-role-sum me-ing tends toward self-fragmentation, whole-sum being is an impartial mode of self-expression that transcends all fragmentary distinction. Some define whole-sum being as “being all you can be,” yet the integrity of this or any other definition is easily co-opted. For instance, those very words have been uniformly goal-and-role-summed-up by the U.S. Army on behalf of its self-fragmenting and far from impartial purpose of standardizing its members’ thoughts, feelings and being. 

The so-called “building” of a person’s character by conforming it to a one-fits-all standard of character is far from being the whole-sum process that facilitates emergence of the character that is innately unique to each individual. Whole-sum being emerges from the composure of inner guidance that is inimitable by others. Goal-and-role-sum me-ing converges from exposure to outer stridence that is imitative of others.

Though I may hypothesize that there is such a thing as the whole-sum perspective, which exists independently of human perceptivity, my own whole-sum perspective – assuming that I even have one – is the only one I can ever know and articulate. Nothing that is stated in this report, therefore, is the word on its subject. No matter how whole-sum being is defined, described, explained, formulated, simulated, synthesized, or symbolized, the resulting representation is always and only an approximation. I thus behold even my own beholding as a way to perceive, rather than the way to perceive.
Definitions are to whole-sum being what fingers are to the objects at which they point. I am therefore content to point to whole-sum being with words I have already employed to characterize its mode: overall coherence of perspective, innate character, and intention; overall alignment of feeling, thought and purpose; and the overall integral satisfaction of being a beneficial presence. Though more can be said in definition of whole-sum being, never can all be said. I accordingly share the following perspectives of whole-sum being as approximate rather than final. In the final analysis of wholeness, there is no final analysis, for wholeness is forever in the realm of the more I know than I am able to say. 

