I Define Myself

Although I project myself all over, I can never find me in my projections, only some clues to my being.  Defining the self of me is like defining a hole in a piece of wood.  There can be no tangible description of the hole that does not include some attributes of the surrounding board and background, as anyone who attempts this exercise will immediately discover. ()  Accordingly, I am unable to define me without resort to physical, vocational (what do I do?) and other tangibilities that only beg the ultimate question: who is it that is doing the defining?

When tangibility is omitted as a criterion, I can define the self of me with great precision: my self is that which knows that it is me.  This definition, too, begs the original question.  Reasoning is always circular when tangibility is omitted as a criterion for definition, because referring to tangibles is the essence of the defining process.  Thus the question of who I am cannot be answered in words.  Only being who I am, as authentically as possible, can speak for who I am.  

The basis of my self-defining conundrum is suggested in the 11th sutra of the Tao Te Ching: 

                 The wheel's hub holds thirty spokes;

             utility depends on the hole through the hub.

                  The potter's clay forms a vessel;

                 it is the space within that serves.

                  A house is built with solid walls;

                 the nothingness of windows and door

                       alone renders it usable.

                That which exists may be transformed.

               What is non-existent has boundless uses. ()

Note what is actually being said here:

        The hole in the wheel's hub enables the wheel to turn;

       The hollow space within the vessel enables it to serve;

    The openings (windows and door) enable the house to function.

        Therefore, while that which exists may direct action,

             it is the non-existent that enables action.

And so the essence of me, that which enables me, is to be found in my openness, in that which remains unspecified when all else has been described:  

                          I am not my acts.

                       Neither am I the acting

                       that results in my acts.

                         Nor am I the actor.

                     While I am in all of these,

                          I am not of them.

                  I am, instead, that which remains 

                  after the subtraction of my acts,

                              my acting,

                              my actor.

                    I am that which is acted out:

                            being, itself,

                            being itself,

                                as me.

In my selfhood's non-specifiability resides its ultimate power, for my inability to pin myself down means that my self is not the effect of anything that surrounds it.  Being the effect of nothing, my self is at one with the cause of all things.  This is the power of my self-dominion..

(From "RSC Commitment")
