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CONCLUSIONS. MONUMENTALITY AMONG STRATEGIES OF CONCEALMENT AND EXHIBITION 
 

 
Juan Antonio CÁMARA SERRANO, José Andrés AFONSO MARRERO and Liliana SPANEDDA 
 
Depto. Prehistoria y Arqueología 
Universidad de Granada 
 
 
Among the many ways Ideology materializes, 
monuments stand out for their permanence and their 
capacity to clearly display power above and beyond 
funerals and other ritual ceremonies (Bard 1992,8; 
Bradley 1998,189; Fahlander and Oestigaard 2008, 9; 
Lindgren 2008,158; Naso 2007,145; Rodríguez Becerra 
2000,262-263; Scarre 2008,15; Smith 2007,165), 
although determining what is understood by “monument” 
can sometimes be a problem. This is because an intuitive 
or perceptive definition often predominates, privileging 
certain constructions over others (Kolb 2005,156, 171-
175), and only occasionally with regard to dimension 
(Muñoz 2007, 256). It has been pointed out that 
monuments are public structures designed and 
constructed, in terms of scale and detail, to produce a 
strong impact on the environment (Johansen 2004, 319; 
Moore 1996, 92), (Bretschneider et al. 2007a,1; 
Cunningham 2007,26; Driessen 2007,73; Scarre 2007,34; 
García Sanjuán and Wheatley 2009,140-143; Tilley 
1993). The main debate evidently could be about the 
definition of public character when it is assumed solely 
by ideological steering, through emphasis on its 
commemorative aspects (Bloch 2000, 50).  
 
Perhaps the best way to overcome these problems is to 
attend to the monumental character3 of the elements 
rather than monuments as perfectly defined elements. In 
this respect, one can “anthrophize” or play the role of 
Nature, endowing monumentality to an immovable 
element, either natural or constructed, or a movable one 
(i.e., monumental literary works). The former includes 
“sculptures” (without useful internal spaces) as well as 
“architectures” (including natural ones) and most of the 
discussion that follows centers around them (especially 
the real, or constructed, ones). What happens is that an 
ideological message is anchored to a more or less 
permanent medium that serves as a framework within 
which, or from which, ritual activities are deployed 
(carried out). These activities are present in the 
construction of an architectonic element, the erection of a 
sculpture, the fabrication of a tool or the 
inscription/writing of a more or less encoded message. 
From that point forward, from the 
construction/erection/fabrication/inscription and from the 
accompanying consecration, successive ceremonies 

                                                 
3 We are grateful to our Postgraduate Masters 

students, and especially Abel Berdejo, for their valuable 
comments concerning this point. 

become integrated and different forms of materialization 
are articulated. In this respect, even within the so-called 
natural monuments (Driessen 2007,73, 92; Gradoli 
2009,50-51), it is necessary to differentiate between those 
that configure an internal space, especially those that 
even form a three-dimensional space with volume, and 
those other ones that only offer an image, a sculptural 
dimension. Furthermore, since man is always the 
producer, no radical opposition exists between a natural 
landscape and a cultural landscape (Comba 2008, 177), 
although the definition of monument and, thus, 
monumental function are subject to continual changes in 
space and time (Barrett 1999, 256, 260). 
 
In any case, in relation to the immovable architectonic 
elements, either constructed in the strict sense of the term, 
or excavated (which are what predominantly interest us 
here and also have the particularity of being convertible 
to a container/setting for all other types of ideological 
formalization), four features have been underscored as 
defining a monument: contrast with the 
surroundings/context, prominence (or relevance), clarity 
of form and sufficient mass for emphasizing presence 
(Johansen 2004, 319) and a series of variables for 
evaluating its impact: permanence (by material type, 
construction method and duration of use/maintenance), 
scale, centrality, ubiquity and visibility (exhibited or 
hidden as in the case of caves) (Johansen 2004, 323-326; 
Kaliff and Oestigaard 2008, 47), and elements have been 
suggested for qualifying a place as ritual according to the 
findings, location and structure type (Venclová 1993; 
Adams 2004; Kyriakidis 2007). Naturally, not all features 
have to be present (Bretschneider et al. 2007a, 1; 
Cunningham 2007, 23; Driessen 2007, 74).  
 
In this respect, the differences between free-
standing/elevated “architectures” and excavated 
“architectures” assume varying forms of transcendence 
and have different connections to particular aspects of the 
ritual expression of Ideology. Nonetheless, we believe 
that the differences between monuments respond less to 
the manifestation of expressed feeling (Thomas 1983, 
551) than to the expression/concealment of the concrete 
ideological message to the number of people for whom it 
was destined. Hence, not only do they indicate 
differences in underground and free-standing ideological 
expression but they also protect relationships of unequal 
access to the ceremonies performed in the two 
environments (Whitehouse 1984, 2007; Skeates 2007,  
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Malone 2007) and to their knowledge, even when access 
to hypogean interment is relatively widespread (Stoddart 
and Malone, this volume; Grima 2007; Stoddart 2007).  
 
In fact, for certain authors, free-standing architecture 
derives from excavated (and in the last instance, natural) 
architecture (Aguado, this volume), such that the 
character of the container (in this case for ritual activities, 
which might not be spatially separated from domestic 
activities) precedes the configuration as the true setting, 
the exhibition. In the last instance, while Architecture, in 
the strict sense of the term, turns inward, it is the 
(external or internal) “sculptural” side that looks to 
exhibition and, ultimately, any mobilized content in ritual 
might express the differences better, as we will see  (Pau, 
this volume). 
 
Other forms of ideological materialization develop 
around the monuments that, in the funerary case, take 
concrete form in periodic interments (and offerings), the 
construction of these same monuments or 
commemorative celebrations (Renfrew 2007, 118). Their 
importance grows rather than declines after the funeral 
(Peltenburg 1999; Schwartz 2007, 45), since through 
them the past justifies and explains the present (Schwartz 
2007, 46) and projects it (García Sanjuán 2006; Scarre 
2008). Debate about the paramount component, container 
versus content, opens up interesting prospects about the 
processes, on the one hand, of the sacralization of nature, 
which prioritize the container or placement, thereby 
giving rise to debate about the extent to which 
monuments camouflage, imitate or overcome the natural 
element in which they are situated or towards which they 
are oriented and, on the other hand, of the sacralization of 
man, of some men, which prioritize content, even when 
within a monumental container. 
 
What is important is the location of ritual activity (Biehl 
2008, 186). More complex systems involve more 
crystallized locations where at times diverse rituals are 
performed (Kyriakidis 2007, 14), although there tend also 
to be specialized locations within the general one, and the 
problem of ritual performance in non-specific spaces 
(housing) also exists (Kyriakidis 2007, 18); therefore, 
they should not be included among our monuments. 
 
However, in conceiving of architecture as the creation-
demarcation of places for the evolution of human time 
(Richards 1993, 147-148; Harrison 2004, 7, 23, 25), any 
space (especially constructed ones) becomes susceptible 
to being used ideologically, principally in the 
preservation of memory (Halbwachs 1992, 24; 
Halbwachs 1992, 24; Jones 2003; Williams 2003; 
Chesson 2007, 115; Hastorf 2007, 78; Laneri 2007, 9; 
García Sanjuán 2008, 36; Gee 2008, 61; Kaliff and 
Oestigaard 2008, 47; Rajala 2008, 79; Scarre 2008, 14; 
Wickholm 2008:89; Chapman 2009; Kilmurray 2009; 
Muller 2009; Schulz Paulsson 2009), to legitimize the 
social order (Plumb 1974, 11, 23-25, 31-32, 67) and to 

perpetuate it by means of temporal reiteration (Eliade 
2007, 5-6, 30-31, 40. 97, 100).  
 
Undoubtedly, with their permanence, monuments 
facilitate the use of the past for the legitimization of the 
present (Crumley 2001, 29-30; Driessen 2007, 73, 86, 92; 
Fitzsimons 2007, 113-114; Laffineur 2007, 122-123; 
Oliveira 2008, 97, 106). In some cases in which reference 
is made to distant forebears or ancestors, justification has 
its place as an opposition (the construction of others) 
(Oliveira 2008, 106). Meaningful elements can be 
retained for the present by contextualizing them in space 
and time, through the collective imaginary that tradition 
reformulates (Oliveira 2008, 105). This process can 
involve a practical use (for instance, as in coats or 
warehouses) or in the way stones are reused (Oliveira  
2008, 98-101) (for instance, to this day for marking 
routes or limits (Martinón-Torres  2008, 93; Oliveira 
2008, 106)), sacro-superstitious attributions and 
attributions to the distant past (Martinón-Torres 2008, 93-
94; Oliveira 2008, 101-104) and abandonment (Oliveira  
2008, 98), in addition to  historiographic endeavors 
(Martinón-Torres 2008, 94).  
 
The monitoring of time (García Sanjuán 2008, 37-39) 
begins with the monitoring of astronomic movement 
(Stout 2002; Morley 2007; Hoskins 2008), of genealogy 
through the succession of corpses and their manipulation 
(Thomas 1993, 35) (including the circulation of relics and 
other objects), of developed iconographic programs in the 
sepulchers (Parker Pearson and Ramilisonina 1998; 
Bueno Ramírez and Balbín Behrmann 2006; Bueno 
Ramírez et al., 2008), including reuse (Kirk 1993; Patton 
1993; Cassen 2002), of a continuity in placement, and 
with previous monuments or with connections between 
domestic and funerary spaces (with superimpositions, 
reuse and close placements) (Delibes de Castro and 
Zapatero Magdaleno 1996; Criado Boado et al., 2000; 
Robb 2008, 19; García Sanjuán 2008, 37; Scarre 2008, 
21). Images often are used in the structuring of memory 
(Koortbojian 1996, 210-234) involving size, decoration 
(including the façade) and design (including inscriptions 
and titles) (Gee 2008, 62, 66). To develop these 
functions, undoubtedly the dimensions, complexity and 
durability of certain spaces simplified the work, even 
though at times secrecy was emphasized over 
dissemination. 
 
Hence, we need to revisit the connection between 
artificial (excavated) caves and free-standing megalithic 
monuments, not only because of their character as 
containers which, as we mentioned, in both cases 
conceals the interior, but because the same elements very 
often show structures/parts that correspond to the 
opposite phenomenon (Lo Schiavo 1980; Carrasco et al., 
1993; Spanedda, this volume; di Fraia, this volume; 
Montufo et al., this volume). We are referring to the 
expression of the assimilation of similar constructive 
answers in a referential framework that also seeks 
inseparable objectives, the justification of cohesion or 
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differentiation (also by masking), and of appropriation 
(also by different sectors) (Bard 1992; Nocete Calvo et 
al., 1995; Zvelebil 1998; Cámara Serrano 2001; 
Depalmas 2001; Wierzbicki 2006; Wallin & Martisson-
Wallin 2009). In any case, all of these objectives tend to 
be related (Bukach 2003, 23; Adams 2004, 26, 30; Díez 
de Velasco 2006, 7, 13, 15-16, 17, 99, 199, 223; Fabietti 
2007, 238, 322; Scarduelli 2007a, 20-22, 2007b, 46-49; 
Comba 2008, 15) or inverted, as can be observed in the 
justification of hierarchy even in rituals of presumed 
cohesion (Barley 2005, 181), and their articulation 
changes depending on the society that uses them (Cámara 
Serrano 2001, 62-145; Laneri 2007,5). Thus, the 
articulation of the different types of monuments acquires 
special importance in sequences that are divided into 
phases; they break down into modules that are articulated 
(or not) in diverse ways, according to the function to be 
emphasized/concealed. Naturally, this takes place around 
the appropriation of territory exercised by the sculptural 
dimension of the monument (and its necessary position), 
but it is aimed at a different social layer (the community 
or a section of it), as different as access to monuments 
can be in life or death. 
 
One possibility is to transmit the different versions 
(which are sometimes contradictory for the purpose of 
maintaining the flexibility of the system) of the 
ideological message by means of different types of 
architectonic containers in the same territory (Cámara 
Serrano 2001; Spanedda and Cámara Serrano 2004; Loi, 
this volumen; Malone and Stoddart, this volume) or use 
different dimensions (position and visibility, form and 
content) for the monuments (independently of their 
hypogean or free-standing character) to express the 
different realities (functions) (Montufo et al., this 
volume; Spanedda, this volume; Pau, this volume). For 
that matter, reference has been made to different 
meaningful oppositions at different scales (from the outer 
to the innermost settings) in order to explain the functions 
of megalithic monuments (Whittle 1988; Thomas 1993; 
Criado and Vaquero 1991; Villoch 2001). 
 
In any case, public monuments represent a clear message 
of power because of their appearance and, often, 
durability (Trigger 1990; Collins and Chalfant 1993, 319; 
Saitta 1994, 215; Cooney 1999, 52, 61; Bradley 1998, 
189) and they express a divided society better than any 
other element (Laffineur 2007, 117). They are the best 
way to display control over nature and men (Criado 
Boado 1993; 1998, 198-200; Collins and Chalfant 1993, 
319; Saitta 1994, 215; Cooney 1999, 52, 61; Bradley 
1998, 189) since they tend to require considerable work 
(Parain 1975, 236 ff.; Bretscheneider et al., 2007a, 1; 
Laffineur 2007, 118, 120), in the case of constructed 
elements and when within them the dimensions expand to 
uncommon values. Thus, they involve the ability to 
organize and mobilize a work force, instruments and 
basic materials (Cunningham 2007, 27-28), but they also 
point to restrictions of access (Whittaker 1997, 144; 
Bradley 1998,190; Schoep 2007, 229). Furthermore, the 

constructive process can involve years (sometimes it 
extends beyond the lives of the first participants) and 
implies different activities, and possibly even the loss of 
life (Richards 2008b). 
 
In this context, artificial caves and dolmens are not 
divided by their (ritual) character or the ceremonies that 
can take place within each type of monument. The 
possible differences between the two architectonic 
manifestations are not defined beforehand, and they often 
respond to chronological nuances as a response to 
different ritual phases (of demarcation, exhibition or 
masking, in the illation between real division and 
necessary unity, although a definitive dissolution of the 
ideological person in the generic ancestor does not 
always occur), and less so to membership in diverse 
chronocultural horizons (Hernando 1994); an aspect that, 
in terms of the periods considered, is highly improbable 
in absolute terms, even if there are particular cases of 
change at least in the relative frequency of certain areas 
(Moravetti 1998; Cicilloni 1999; Chambon 2000; 
Gonçalves 1994; this volume; Loi, this volume). If 
neither functionality nor cultural or chronological 
opposition explains funerary diversity, then the selection 
of a free-standing (sculptural) monument or a hypogean 
one possibly can be related to processes of segregation 
between groups within the same community, to the point 
of concealing differences within the interior of the 
underground container. 
 
In this regard, meaning can dissolve and change with 
time (Holtorf 1997, 60; Thomas 1998, 211; Barrett 1999, 
258, 263; Bradley 1998, 190; Wrigglesworth, 2006, 148-
149; García Sanjuán 2008, 36, 41-44), since participation 
in construction (Fahlander and Oestigaard 2008, 6; 
Kristoffersen and Oestigaard 2008, 137) is not the same 
as in ceremonies that took place when the monument was 
in use or as when it was perceived in relation to its past 
importance and was reused with new objectives 
(Bernardini 2004, 333). A greater audience supplies 
greater potential to memory, which coordinates 
experiences and creates a communal identity (Kondoleon 
1997, 321; Gallou and Georgiadis 2006, 145; Hastorf 
2007, 77; Gee 2008, 67-68) but also helps to maintain 
social differences. 
 
Within the monuments, legitimization of the social order 
is produced through the interaction between divinity, the 
ancestral and the living (Fahlander and Oestigaard 2008, 
9, 10). This implies a justification of the appropriation of 
space and established frontiers (Bard 1992, 5; DeMarrais 
et al., 1996, 18), but it cannot be disseminated by itself, 
through transmission of the idea only, perhaps modified 
in time and space (Bradley 1998, 190). 
 
These processes have two fundamental implications: the 
inability of those who have few resources to compete, 
and the difficulty of subverting the dominant ideology if 
forms of support cannot be reproduced (DeMarrais et al., 
1996, 17). For that matter, architecture, which is linked to 
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specific places that are often related to the actions of the 
dead/ancestors (Fahlander and Oestigaard 2008, 12), 
becomes a mechanism of indoctrination, control and 
propaganda (Bretscheneider et al., 2007b, 3-4; Alconini 
2008 67, 72-73, 78, 79) and a means of spreading the 
“naturalness” of the social situation and its “eternality” 
(Harris 1990, 336-337). The monumentality is eternal 
because it transcends death and seems to have escaped 
time (Fahlander and Oestigaard 2008, 9).  
 
Architecture gives shape to space because monuments of 
the past integrate the past and the present, and buildings 
are primarily the context of life (Fahlander and 
Oestigaard 2008, 9). Nonetheless, that same architecture 
can become a clear objective of revolt and we often see 
the destruction of monuments for what they represent 
(Bretschneider et al., 2007b, 8; Cunningham 2007, 28, 
41; Manoukian 2007, 101; Schwartz 2007, 46, 53) and, in 
moments of the affirmation of social inequality, they can 
be sealed and, sometimes, reconstructed/respected 
(Strathern 1982, 124; Tilley 1999, 44; Brück 2001, 151; 
Croucher 2006, 20-21) in order to mark a sometimes 
illusory identity (Gallou and Georgiadis 2006, 127). The 
absence of a complete elimination brings change to mind 
(Manoukian 2007, 102); in this respect, even in the 
context of appreciation, reconstruction and 
deconstruction prove to be selective (Manoukian 2007, 
113). In the transformation of public space, there is 
special recourse to the destruction of names and 
dedications and the erection of new monuments, texts and 
images (Manoukian 2007, 108, 111), which leads to a 
damnatio memoriae or editing even of texts, causing 
them to be put back into circulation even when they are 
fragmented (Manoukian 2007, 117-119). Sometimes, 
however, we can speak of forgetting (Schwartz 2007, 53), 
since the more total the aspirations of the new regime, 
the more imperiously will it seek to introduce an era of 
forced forgetting (Connerton 1989, 12). 
 
In short, funerary ritual, in particular, can include all of 
the aspects through which Ideology tends to materialize 
itself (Miller 1985, 35; Bard 1992, 3, 18-19; DeMarrais et 
al., 1996, 15; Criado Boado 1998, 196; Johansen 2004, 
322 Potter 2000; Muir and Driver 2004; Harrison 2004, 
133; Gallardo Ibáñez  2005, 38); that is, the performance 
of ceremonies, the mobilization of symbolic objects, the 
construction of monuments and the addition of written 
texts (epitaphs). Emerging from this is the conclusion that 
all ritual implies: (1) a scenic space (with movable and 
immovable elements), (2) a temporal structure, (3) a 
series of (real and imagined) agents, and (4) a specific 
organization of symbols (Molina Castaño 2007, 155-
156). This takes place within megaliths as well as 
hypogea, if the two types of monuments are not already 
integrated. 
 
Society is represented in cemeteries (Ariès 1987, 419; 
Molina Castaño 2007, 148, 154). The affirmation of 
identity is produced by the use/creation of the past largely 
in times of change, especially in relation to elements 

useful for reinforcing social, visible and monumental 
memory (Burström 1996, 25, 32; Wickholm 2008, 95). 
Necropolises are established in places of memory 
(Molina Castaño 2007, 148, 150), spaces of reference for 
a human group, although they also can be spaces of 
anonymity for a given social group since certain 
cemeteries take on more visibility (ideological 
representivity) and cemeteries contain areas that are more 
marked than others (Molina Castaño 2007, 149-151), 
because memory sometimes is linked with specific 
individuals, thereby projecting inequality from the past 
onto a permanent future (Rowlands 1993, 146-147), and 
the tomb of the ruler becomes a sort of axis mundi of the 
society’s cosmology (Laneri 2007, 9; Morris 2007; 
Schwartz 2007; Pollock 2007). We are referring to social 
biographies narrated to the community through the 
remains of the dead. They imply the incorporation of 
memory (Chesson 2007; Laneri 2007, 10), thereby 
formalizing the ideology of the elite, which uses memory 
to sanction its authority (Earle 1997, 143, 150; Schwartz 
2007, 40, 45, 45 n. 18). Justification and the promotion of 
inequality are produced through funerary ritual (Laneri 
2007, 5), to the extent that, according to S. Pollock 
(1999:216-217), there is competition over who has 
control of the dead just as there is competition over the 
workforce and production (Laneri 2007, 5), thereby 
causing not only the external material culture but also the 
bodies themselves to be fundamental, since everything 
communicates an intention (Laneri 2007, 10). Costly 
funerals often are used to highlight the ambitions of 
relatives, their desire to display power (Barley 2005, 
152). This includes taking on extra expenses (Barley 
2005, 188) that do not correspond to their real economic 
means, which has generated some, often surprising, 
problems in interpretation. 
 
With this as our starting point, only the study of content 
(Molina González and Cámara Serrano 2005; Gonçalves, 
this volume; Pau, this volume), of figurative 
representations (Bueno and Balbín 2006, Bueno Ramírez 
et al., 2008; Gonçalves 2004, 2006, this volume) and of 
cadavers, can open paths to determining the expression of 
social differences within the context of Late Prehistory 
(the fifth to the third millennia B.C.), in which 
inequalities were still mostly hidden. Even these aspects 
can be diluted by the abstraction (of the representations) 
and collectivization (of the inhumations) (Molina 
González and Cámara Serrano 2002), and even within the 
sepulture grave goods can be moved around or hidden 
(Juárez Martín et al., 2009:3342) within the framework of 
the dissolution of individual identities (Bloch 2000). 
 
Nonetheless, independently of the perspective offered to 
us by diachronic analysis, which reveals the expression of 
inequalities once they have been assumed ideologically, 
we can come to develop hypotheses about 
hierarchization, still within concealment, if the cemetery 
is not assumed as a globality (a homogeneous “place”) 
but rather as a network of routes that are ordered 
according to landmarks constituted by the significant 
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tombs situated within it (Molina Castaño 2007, 152). 
Attention should not be given exclusively to the main or 
most central monumental tombs because peripheral 
centers also form and secondary tombs are also relevant, 
as regards their social significance (Cámara Serrano 
2001; Molina Castaño 2007, 157). These differences are 
especially relevant in relation to the displacements that, 
moreover, structure memories and fix them to particular, 
meaningful points (tombs), often but not only because of 
the individuals interred there (Molina Castaño 2007, 151-
152). In this respect, territorial studies demonstrate the 
differences not only between free-standing and hypogean 
tombs but also within each group (Spanedda and Cámara 
Serrano 2004, in press; Afonso et al., 2006, 2007; Loi, 
this volume.; Montufo et al., this volume; Spanedda, this 
volume). 
 
Thus, ritual has an important role in the structuring of 
territory and of the activities performed within it 
(Zvelebil and Jordan 1999, 101; Barley 2005, 173), and 
its representation, even when favoring only a section of 
society (Cassola Guida and Corazza 2002, 56). Location 
is important in relation to not only past society but also to 
those that will come after us, since it is also used in the 
search for/consolidation of identity (Barley 2005, 171, 
173), and it is for this reason that one can speak of the 
desire for transcendence (García Sanjuán 2000, 173-177). 
This is a form of territorial sacralization, the creation of a 
landscape (Criado Boado and Vaquero Lastres 1993:240-
242; Silva 1993, 97-98; Criado Boado 1997, 7; Villoch 
Vázquez et al., 1997, 19; Scarre 1998, 162; Kirk 1998, 
103, 110, 114, 122; Johansen 2004, 310) that includes the 
demarcation of travel routes (Galán and Martín 1991-92; 
Criado Boado and Vaquero Lastres 1993; Gómez and 
Sanz 1994; Vaquero Lastres 1995; Villoch Vázquez 
2001; Gómez Vila 2005; Fabián et al., 2006, 51; Bueno 
Ramírez et al., 2007, 76; Wheatley and Murrieta 2008, 
29-30) and interaction between different types of sites 
(Wheatley and Murrieta 2008, 30). Foundation and 
appropriation take place (Harrison 2004:29-30), albeit 
diffusely if the tombs are not visible (desert, sea), when 
there exists the awareness (even if it is made-up) that 
forebears reside in the zone (Harrison 2004, 30). Even the 
justification of conquest is provided this way (Harrison 
2004, 30, 32) since, in most cases, the foundations are 
unreal because they are developed over already occupied 
terrain (Harrison 2004, 36), and they are justified by the 
mythic heroes that were deified or adopted by the gods. 
 
But here also the monument’s limits are diffuse, and the 
environment is made sacred by the actions of the 
forebears-ancestors (although not necessarily by their 
tombs, which facilitate identification with the 
corresponding group [Comba 2008.180]). In any case, the 
house-deceased person union is frequent, not only due to 
the imitation of houses in tombs (Hodder 1990; Sherratt 
1990, 1993; Cámara Serrano and Spanedda 2002; 
Lizcano Prestel et al., 2005), but also due to the literal 
presence of the dead in the houses (Lull Santiago 2000b; 

Cámara Serrano 2001; Harrison 2004, 28, 31, 48) or due 
to the presence of ancestor worship in the houses 
(Harrison 2004:46).  
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