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Meaning-making is the central focus of all ethnographic writing. However, a methodical approach to mean-

ing-making remains under-represented in literature and it is undermined in academic discourse. Taking two 
anecdotes of presenting preliminary senses of the ethnographic field materials of my doctoral research, I explore 
some issues central to meaning-making processes in ethnographic research on inclusive school governance. 
The paper argues that rather than adopting the ‘phased approach’ consisting of ‘data gathering’ and ‘meaning-
making’, ethnographic research can better interweave these two for revealing a more comprehensive and insider 
view of reality. Moreover, reflecting on my experience and learning, I emphasize involving participants in the 
meaning-making process, which is not only desirable but possibly a reasonable option for neophyte ethnog-
raphers.  
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Context. The idea of this paper may not be ‘novel’, but ‘revealing’ to me – a novice qualitative 

researcher plunging into the ocean of what may be a ‘private’ method of social anthropology without 
being armed with the much-needed lifesavers. Although ‘making sense of ethnographic field texts or 
qualitative “data” in general’ is not a new topic – this paper takes a different angle with specific 
reference to my doctoral research on ‘inclusive school governance in rural Nepal’ and I believe it will 
be relevant for the neophyte researchers who hanker after ethnography to ruminate on the 
ethnographic meaning-making process. In this study, I have used field texts, field narratives and field 
materials interchangeably. 

My initial thinking on this qualitative research project began with a call for PhD fellowship by 
Kathmandu University School of Education (KUSOED). I prepared a research proposal on school 
governance, applied for the fellowship and got selected. The fellowship was funded under the grant 
from Danida Fellowship Center (DFC) – and thus the project was popularly called ‘DFC project’ 
between the close network of its partners – Martin Chautari (Nepal) - lead partner, KUSOED 
(Nepal) – my degree-awarding institution, and the Danish School of Education, Aarhus University 
(AU/DPU, Denmark). Therefore, my study and academic engagement spread over these three 
institutions. In this paper, some instances of my engagement in the first two institutions are referred.  

The overall purpose of my doctoral research project was to explore the gendered dynamics of 
School Management Committee (SMC). The fieldwork for the study was conducted from mid-2016 to 
end of 2017 in a rural community school in Gandaki Province and the participants included six SMC 
members (three male and female each). In this paper, I reflect on my experience and learning of 
engaging in ethnographic fieldwork and meaning-making of the field materials without making a 
boundary to separate each – though the focus is on the latter one. Here, my focus is on women SMC 
members since the problems in my research lie in meaning-making of the women’s life experiences 
regarding school governance. Therefore, the three women participants in my study, pseudo-namely 
Nirmala, Tara and Sharmila, are quoted in this paper. 

With meaning-making also comes the idea of presenting and representing such meanings. 
I found multiple creative and expressive ways [1–3] to present, represent and reflect on ethnographic 
field materials such as narratives, vignettes, poetry, monologues, dialogues, episodes, acts, scenes 
among others, and I have used poetry, vignettes, dialogues, scenes and episodes in various 
occasions throughout the research process. In this paper also, I have utilised my knowledge of 
literary genres (especially poetry) to be emotive, expressive, empathetic and to reach a different level 
of abstraction [4]. Moreover, the poetic texts are not different from the narrative texts since these 
boxed poems are also part and/or product of the meaning-making process.  
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In the following section, I present my ‘case’ – a conundrum I faced in the initial days of 
engaging in meaning-making of field materials and sharing of them.  

Making Sense or Nonsense. I begin this section with a short poetic expression of my 
experience of sharing my initial senses of the field materials in a larger scholarly community.  

 

Will I Ever Make Sense of Field Narratives?  
Poor me! 

When I make literal meaning of the ‘field narratives’, I am not academic! 
“You’re just retelling what the ‘data’ says, where is your ‘analysis’? 

You have to do it again. Draw more meanings.” 
Oh, yes. I should draw more meanings. 

Implied meanings, sarcastic meanings, emotive meanings. 
Or even meanings maybe not stated (or intended?) by the participants. 

 
When I make possible ‘implied’, ‘further’ and ‘associated’ meanings,  

I was not doing justice to my ‘data’. 
“Does your ‘data’ speak that?” 

“How come you make such meanings from your ‘data’?” 
I wonder what my field narratives tell me, and what they tell others! 

 
I recalled my professor saying “What’s not said is as important as what is said.” 

Was he wrong?  
I think I misunderstood. 

Which I often do. 

 
The first stanza is my reflection on the comments on my paper by the participants in a seminar 

at Martin Chautari in late 2016, who saw my draft paper empirically rich but lacking my meanings and 
‘analysis’. I agreed. Maybe I was struggling with the novice-researcher syndrome – relying on “a mere 
summarisation of other texts as if the other texts represent fixed and accepted meanings in the form 
of knowledge claims” [5, p. 159]. I worked further on the paper and became sure that I have my 
meanings drawn and also ‘analysis’ done. I presented this ‘substantially revised’ paper at a seminar 
at KUSOED in early 2017. The commentator was a professor from another university who was 
introduced as a subject expert on my research issue. The commentator this time rated the paper 
above average but questioned on the meanings I added and wondered whether I made sense of and 
did ‘justice to’ the field narratives. To borrow the commentators’ words: “Does your ‘data’ speak that?” 
This question pushed me into further self-reflection. I even started wondering: a) why field materials 
tell me one thing and my readers another, and also b) whether the field narratives should always tell 
the readers and the researcher the same thing. I discuss this predicament in the following section. 

Do Field Narratives Tell Me One Thing, and Others Another? Relating to the comments 
from the second seminar participants “Your interpretation seems like that of an ‘armchair academic’, 
did you really go to the field?” Here, I was more punched by ‘armchair academic’ than by questioning 
my field engagement. I did not wish to respond to the commentator because I have had rich empirical 
evidence in store (as commented in an earlier seminar at Martin Chautari) and happily agreed that 
the evidence was not so profoundly spread over the paper this time. Here, I want to pause for a 
minute to situate my ‘field’ in the broader context of ethnographic inquiry. Field, may that be for pure 
‘data collection’ at the first stage or ‘data collection with meaning-making’ at the later stages referred 
to all locations and processes where and whereby I got in touch with the research participants. 

Now I return to answer the comment on my paper in the seminar. I believe, following my 
qualitative research orientation since my Master of Philosophy study programme, that people are 
value-laden and thus choose meanings based on what they value [6], especially, following their 
instinct, subjective assessment of the available evidence, individual disposition towards the 
phenomenon in question. It is therefore according to one’s subjective thinking that people ascribe 
meanings to an object, action or idea [7]. Again, reflecting on my position as a researcher and the 
critics as well-versed scholars in the field did not allow me to stick to my partial knowledge of 
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subjective meaning-making. Again, a crucial limitation in my research is that women’s world is 
interpreted from a man’s perspective. I think there could be a different kind of interpretations if the 
same texts (of female voices) were interpreted by a woman researcher.  

As indicated by commentators at both the seminars, I, a hill-Brahmin1 male researcher studying 
the inclusion of women in school governance, needed to be extra cautious to reduce possible ‘macho’ 
bias that could creep in from using gender insensitive language or even ‘flawed expressions’ [8]. 
In fact, researchers studying the other gender and doing the gendered research point out this 
challenge and caution researchers to ‘have the “balls” to negotiate certain situations and emotions 
[9]. I therefore aware my readers to take my interpretation as one made from a male researcher’s 
perspective but trying to voice women’s experiences. Therefore, regarding my meanings and 
interpretations, I was somehow confident because those were what I sensed after multiple readings 
of the field ‘notes’, re-assessing the participants’ social relations, their patterns of interactions, and 
using my memory to visualize their expressions.  

With a feeling that I could not make ‘academically valid’ meanings of the field texts, I started 
thinking over and over again on how I could improve my meaning-making ability. I went through 
literature [7; 10–13], discussed with my peers and faculty at the University, and also discussed with 
some ‘ethnographers’ (including ‘methodologists’) but remained inconclusive. As such, I felt that 
though meaning-making is the major process of the ethnographic knowledge construction [14], 
it remains understudied, especially as an embedded process of ‘data gathering’.  

The literature describes ethnographic meaning-making in several ways. Some scholars suggest 
incubation, which is “the process of living and breathing the data, by which the researcher tries to 
understand its meanings, find its patterns, and draw legitimate yet novel conclusions” [12, p. 389], 
and immersion in the data but do not give practical ideas on how to go about in the ethnographic 
meaning-making process. Likewise, some suggest “circling in and out of the field” – researcher 
visiting and leaving the field time and again [15]. They suggest observing and interacting in the field, 
and structuring and writing up analysis out of the field (e. g. at home) and revisiting the field to 
verifying their analysis and to gain more detailed insights into the unanswered issues. Likewise, some 
scholars discuss some models of meaning-making [13]; however, they do not touch how that meaning-
making is an embedded process of ‘data gathering’. For some, it is through mutual interaction between 
the researcher and the participants that meanings are co-constructed [16], but these authors do not 
evidently articulate how. Though these ideas might be useful for mid-career researchers, these did not 
actually prepare me to venture into the ethnographic meaning-making process. 

I then was thinking of visiting the participants, sharing my meaning of their experiences with 
them and asking them whether my meanings of their experiences made sense to them. Meanwhile, I 
got an opportunity to attend a workshop on ‘participatory research’ at the University, which fortified 
my ideas of going back to the participants for meaning-making. In fact, my research was on inclusive 
governance, then why could I not think of doing ‘inclusive research’ [17]? Though I did not adopt 
‘participatory’ or ‘inclusive’ research methodology, the insights from these designs pushed me to go 
back to the participants. The extensive reflection on the field narratives and also prolonged 
engagement with them helped me gain a richer understanding of their thinking, responding and 
negotiation processes in their varying phases of participation within the school decision-making body, 
i.e. School Management Committee. 

Whose Meanings Count? One of the most important aspects of social interaction is the 
meanings people attach to everyday objects, events or phenomenon or to their (or others’) ideas, 
actions and experiences. For Lofland and Lofland (1996), meanings are also referred to as culture, 
norms, values, understandings, beliefs, worldview, perspective, or social reality [7]. Moreover, 
meanings are the products of intellectual (reflective) reasoning and that people form meanings not 
only when they interact with people or texts, but also through all senses [18]. Therefore, individuals 
have varying meaning-making abilities and processes based on their physical, psychological, 
emotional, social and cultural circumstances (so my meanings and other researchers’ meaning of the 

                                           
1 As per the sociocultural practice in Nepal, Hill-Brahmin refers to a so-called high caste group who/whose 
ancestors lived in highlands. In terms of the classical Hindu caste system (that groups people into four broad 
social classes or vernas, namely Brahmin, Kshatriya, Vaishya, and Sudra), Brahmin is the high caste. 
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field text may differ). Therefore, rather than how we make meanings (which are the secondary level of 
meanings) of the participants’ lifeworld, how the participants themselves make meanings (primary 
level of meanings) shape their understandings of the roles and their enactments thereof in everyday 
practice. Reflecting on the comments on my paper in both the seminars, I realised that I largely failed 
in meaning-making (thus my meanings did not count) and then I felt that a ‘field-based meaning-
making’ approach could be a possible way out for me.  

To further understand this complex dynamics of meanings, I take Krauss’ (2005) elaboration of 
Erikson’s (1963) typology of common or shared meanings and unique meanings. These typologies 
are elaborated by stating that “what has a common meaning to a group of people may have a unique 
meaning to an individual member of the group” [7, p. 763]. For example, a woman SMC member not 
being vocal in most of the meetings may mean she is introvert and that she does not have anything to 
speak for; however, the meeting room full of men was restraining for her to speak up (Nirmala, 
reflecting on her tenure as the only one woman in the earlier SMC). Therefore, individual construction 
of meanings is shaped by different factors and that it was the most challenging job for me to unearth 
these unique meanings.  

I believe that knowledge and understanding are embedded in our everyday world and thus, 
understanding of life can emerge from people's life experiences. This encouraged me to involve the 
research participants in meaning-making through a dialogical process engaging in social interactions. 
Thus, the dialogue between me and the research participants became not merely an opportunity for 
me to collect information about the participants but rather an opportunity for each to develop new 
meanings together [19, p. 11]. The dialogic interaction allowed for constant, active communication 
and engagement between myself as a researcher and the women SMC members paving the way for 
creating shared meanings during the conduct of this inquiry.  

Following this, I adopted participant-engaged meaning-making process so as to co-construct an 
understanding of their socio-cultural lifeworld and developed field narratives into ethnographic 
research (product) through a complex process of reflexivity and description [20]. This way of meaning 
construction may be called ‘inter-subjective knowledge construction’ [16], which allowed me to build 
rich local understandings of how the women SMC members make sense of their experiences. This 
insight allowed me to claim that meaning-making should not be isolated from participants and their 
context, and the best idea would be to involve them in the process of co-construction of meanings 
and knowledge. 

Standing for Participant-Engaged Meaning Making. With the commentators’ scepticism on 
my preliminary analysis, I reckoned that just like how I engaged with participants to generate field 
narratives, it is also important to consider how I draw meanings and conclusions out of those 
narratives. Thinking over different approaches to ‘data analysis’ or ‘meaning-making’, I thought of at 
least involving the participants themselves since it was them who were the owner of the experiences 
and narratives and none would understand what their experiences meant better than themselves. It 
may seem like ‘audit trail’ [21] or ‘member checking’ [22] whether what I sensed out of their narratives 
were actually capturing what they meant. In fact, once the field texts are generated, it might even 
suffice for some researchers to conclude the field engagement process and that they may solely rely 
on their own interpretation and ‘analysis’ of the field texts and reach a ‘solid’ conclusion, and others to 
feed the once collected field texts into some software and rely on its outputs. However, my ‘fear’ of 
possible misinterpretation of the field narratives, or even inability in making any interpretation at all 
and the possible ‘injustice’ to the research participants and the research itself forced me to work with 
the participants in ‘preliminary’ meaning-making and make field engagement a reiterative process. 

My readings thus far did not show it explicitly that researchers are really doing this way or 
probably everyone knows this is how ethnographic ‘meaning-making’ or ‘data interpretation’ should 
be done by default – which I was partially aware of. Though scholars recognize that any attempt to 
separate the research process into “data collection followed by analysis is futile” [23, p. 121] since 
this process is ongoing simultaneously all the time [24], they have not explicitly put this practice in a 
methodical way. 

Although scholars agree that ethnographic ‘data analysis’ begins with the pre-fieldwork phase 
and continues into the process of writing up, many of them [25, 26, 27, 28, 29] seem to separate two 
major phases in the research process: ‘data-gathering’ and ‘data analysis’. According to this practice, 
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data gathering is the first phase in which the researcher engages with the participants with research 
instruments and notes, gathers or develops field narratives. And later, based on the ‘gathered data’, 
the researcher constructs knowledge by “interpreting and interacting with written text and other visual 
and sense-based information sources” [13, p. 1]. Some scholars bring ‘fieldnotes writing’ as a halfway 
activity [30]. However, I now do not see a clear boundary between these two ‘phases’. These two go 
simultaneously – often the so-called ‘data-gathering’ is also part of the analysis, and the ‘meaning-
making’ is also part of data gathering.  

Based on the above elucidation, I stand against the ‘phased research approach’ in conducting 
ethnographic research. To argue for this, I stand with the researcher who also advocates that splitting 
‘data collection’ and returning home or office for ‘data analysis’ will not be of much help for 
ethnographers [23]. Therefore, there are no ‘collection’ and ‘analysis’ phases but one whole ‘field 
engagement’ during which the researcher begins by recognizing the agency of the participants, works 
with them together for getting their stories and getting meaning from their stories. I adopted this idea 
in my research once I got this sense of one whole chunk of fieldwork unseparated by the boundary of 
‘data collection’ and ‘data analysis’. 

Being fully self-assured of going for ‘participant-engaged meaning-making’ or ‘meaning-making 
with and through participants’, I, however, am not blinded – I claim that ‘participant-engaged 
meaning-making’ is a worthwhile approach, but I also recognize that there are plenty more options 
available to meaning-making in ethnographic research. However, I want to reflect on my own 
experience of inviting participants to engage in the process. Therefore, I view making senses emerge 
as not just a workable option to be considered but an integral part of ethnographic meaning-making 
with some inherent benefits that ‘typical sense-making’ out of ‘data’ may not offer. Thus, I chose 
working with the participants for listening to them and involving them in getting meanings from what 
they tell me. So I invited the participants themselves or each other to shed light on what they meant 
by what they felt, experienced and said, and how they said in a particular context (time, space, logic 
and rhetoric). Such reflection on the participants’ experiences by themselves helped me find not only 
alternative but insider meanings [31]. In this process, I highlighted the key narratives from the field, 
went to the participants and asked them to clarify what they meant by those narratives and if there 
were any changes in perspectives lately. As a researcher, my task became more focused and 
easier – putting the narratives and their meanings in a context and viewing that from or against a 
particular (theoretical) perspective. 

I learned several things from this experience. An important learning while adopting this strategy 
was ‘giving them the choice of how (Nirmala, Tara and Sharmila all liked individual, women only or 
small group interaction), when (during school time) and where (at school) they would like to discuss 
their experiences, reflect on their everyday practices. Given the social structure and values, women 
participants wanted to meet me at school, rather than in their houses with their family members 
surrounding them. I sensed that they wanted to be ‘free’ from the structure of the family. They wanted 
to go out from this structural domain and feel free while talking with me. However, they did not 
choose a more open, freer space. So a boundary is there around them. Men, on the other hand, 
wanted to meet me anywhere they were readily available – at their home, nearby chowk, teashop or 
at school. Therefore, social relations and gender considerations are important in engaging in 
ethnographic fieldwork [8]. I introspect, if I were a woman, the scene would likely to have changed as 
Tara (a participant) shared, women community members are more likely to open up with women 
teachers even in school. Therefore, they might have taken it as discomfort talking to an outsider man. 
Besides gender, other categories like class, ethnicity, etc. may also influence the participants [32]. 
Though they agreed to discuss their meanings with me, I sensed that they were not much 
comfortable initially. So I adopted another strategy to allow them an option to discuss in their group 
and one (who seemed more vocal since the beginning) to share their discussion with me. After the 
second session, the roles of sharing the discussion were swapped, every time another member 
would lead the discussion and sharing. This activity was also empowering them – as Sharmila 
(another participant) reflected ‘Now I think I can also lead the SMC meeting or a sub-committee.’  

I became aware that bringing ethnographic narratives is not like bringing mere interview texts 
and their ‘stories’, but also their way of storytelling in relation to their socio-cultural context, and also 
about the ‘blissful’ or ‘troubled’ sides of their story. Besides, as an ethnographer, I needed to write my 
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field experiences or reflect on those into the writing [33]. Cautions were to be made to also record the 
tone, language, and other gestures and facial expressions among others while they talk. Also, I 
learned to trust the research participants more than myself – in terms of making meaning of their 
narratives and experiences. I learned to relax their hesitation to talk openly to an outsider man. If they 
are not verbalizing, they might be having a ton of hesitation internally. I learned that we need to 
constantly question our meaning-making process, interpretations, conclusions, and critically evaluate 
what effect they have on what we know and how they impact the participants.  

When to ‘Stop Making Sense’. Let me talk about when and why ‘stop making sense’ strategy 
work in ethnographic research. While I had collected so much rich data being there – observing them 
in context with their social lives and their involvement in school decision-making table, I could get 
contextual interpretations and meanings from the participants. Though my interpretation followed by 
their explanation would still be an option (that was what I was planning initially), I sensed that 
something went afield in between and thus their meanings at times were different from mine. 
I was still okay since these would get rectified in subsequent interactions. However, comments from 
the reviewers at the seminars indicated partially that I was going astray from field narratives and 
partially that I was not making sense of them. This required me to take refuse to the research 
participants’ meanings, interpretations and reflections on the earlier narratives as well as changed 
understanding if any.  

Following this, I intentionally picked some highlighted statements, or seemingly contradictory or 
ambiguous remarks by the participants and raised a few in each sitting with them and asked them to 
explain to me why they think, feel, sense, and experience that way. For example, Sharmila, a women 
SMC member said, ‘I didn’t want to be a quota woman.’ I took this very literally that she was ‘self-
respectful’, ‘reliant’ and was not accepting any ‘alms’ (as explained by her in a small group interaction 
at school), however upon engaging in the meaning-making process in the second round at her home, 
she revealed how that idea came to her and why she unintentionally said so. She elaborated how 
a Non-governmental Organization (NGO) worker who always spoke against the ‘quota’ system 
had influenced her – due to which she did not want to fill the ‘quota’. She, however, suspected 
the NGO worker when the latter openly said in the SMC formation meeting that only if she would be 
given the ‘Chair’, she would be interested in coming to the SMC otherwise she won’t stand just 
to be a ‘quota woman’.  

This kind of participant-engaged meaning-making enabled me to see the meanings not 
expressed in the spoken texts. This also indicated my failure to understand their context, sociality 
(“social relationships and meanings” [34, p. 230] and intentionality. Moreover, the researcher’s socio-
cultural background and interpretative capacities are also important (sometimes helpful and 
sometimes hindering) to understand the everydayness of the participants [35]. I further realized that 
being in context also enriched the meanings and credibility of my interpretation from a particular 
(theoretical) lens. Moreover, possible qualms I might otherwise have and ignored while interpreting 
the field narratives are gone, and thus increased credibility of the research findings. For example, 
If one is not fully aware of the ‘context’ and ‘patterns’ of the participants’ utterances, it is best to avoid 
making sense, and instead engage the participant themselves in the meaning-making process.  

One advantage over the conventional phased process of field engagement was more precise 
meaning-making of the “naturally occurring” [36, p. 1163] texts (i. e. non-verbal language and cues) 
which often give a lot of extra information [37] useful for situating their meanings. Of course, there 
could be an entirely different meaning of a person’s yawning or ‘winking of an eye’ in the middle of a 
conversation. A yawn may normally indicate a person’s need for rest or sleep, or it could also mean 
their unwillingness or disinterest in the conversation. And sometimes asking about such empirical 
material may not lead the participants to answer honestly – especially when a man researcher is 
talking to women participants [38; 39]. Nevertheless, being sensitive, emotive and empathetic to such 
unspoken materials leads a researcher to make a more precise meaning than making ‘any’ sense, 
and thus it guides them to act accordingly. 

Closing Thoughts. I know from my own experience of meaning-making in an ethnographic 
study that in the journey of seeking the research participants’ socio-cultural world, feelings, hopes, 
despairs, life experiences of being included or excluded in school governance, I need to allow for the 
participants to live and breathe in my research during the field process. By doing so, I could get a 
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more comprehensive and insider view of reality. What I was doing is opening myself up to 
learn. Having experienced so, I assert that meaning-making is to be intertwined with the ‘data 
collection’ and involving participants is not only desirable but possibly a reasonable option for 
neophyte ethnographers, who then might further enlarge their ‘analysis’ – a second or third level 
meaning-making – with reflection, literature critique or drawing inferences from the evidence so as to 
bring new insights to the field of research. This process also indirectly encouraged (if not empowered) 
the research participants to discuss gender dynamics in school, their experiences and further ideas 
and some emergent governance issues or ‘gendered’ participation issues in school governance. If 
only I did not adopt that approach, I think I would have certainly missed some important ‘nuances’ 
and ‘everydayness’ of women SMC members in School Governance.  

Having gained such revealing experience during this research journey, I learned that engaging 
in the fieldwork is actually the most important part of the research process in ethnographic research. 
And thus research processes (field visits and meaning-making procedure) have become my favourite. 
I hope that my experience and reflection will inspire those who are facing similar challenges in 
‘meaning-making’ of qualitative data generally. 

On a closing note, even today I often sit on my chair and go down the memory lane to that 
moment when I first presented the preliminary ‘interpretation’ of the field texts, and reflect how I can 
better make sense of or let senses emerge from the field narratives. I should thank the critics who 
helped me rebuilt my meaning generation, sense-making or ‘data analysis’ and interpretation skills 
brick by brick. The following poem is my reflective account of the ethnographic meaning-making 
process I lived through. 

 

Will I Ever Call It An ‘Elephant’?  
I am an observer, information seeker, reflector, questioner, and learner;  
They’re the knowers, doers, experiencers, feelers, creators, sense-makers of 

their lifeworld. 
Who am I to make sense of their lifeworld? 
Will my senses CAPTURE who they are and why they act the way they do? 
 
Tch, tch, tch! Poor me, a six-blind-men1 replica!  
Will I ever assemble the ‘body parts’ and call it an ‘elephant’?  
 
Uff, I think I won’t.  
Until I submerge, assimilate, live the life they live.  
Can I do that?  
I think I can’t.  
Until I become one of them. 
 
So what can I do? 
Stop making sense, make senses emerge.  
From them. Least, from someone like them.  
Let them make sense of their lifeworld.  
Batcha, then senses become clearer. 

 
  

                                           
1 ‘Six Blind Men and the Elephant’ is a popular folk tale from South Asia that beautifully narrates how six blind 
men describe an ‘elephant’ by touching different parts of its body. Based on their limited observation and experi-
ence, they develop distinct senses of the parts of an elephant, rather than grasping the idea of a whole elephant. 
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