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​ARCHIVIST NOTE
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The materials collected in this volume were recovered during the partial cataloguing of the Valencia Archive between August 2019 and February 2021, after the transfer of eight cardboard storage boxes from the Valencia family residence in Los Baños to the University Research Annex in Quezon City. The deed of donation identifies the donor as M. Valencia, next of kin to Dr. Ernesto M. Valencia, formerly of the Department of Anthropology. Dr. Valencia's fieldwork, conducted between 1978 and 2009, focused on regional survivals of babaylan-associated visitation practices, primarily in Panay, Quezon, Bohol, and selected coastal communities in northern Negros.

The family’s accompanying statement described the papers as “academic,” “unfinished,” and “not to be read aloud in the house.”

No such restriction appears in the deed itself.

The archive consisted of field journals, typed interview transcripts, parish correspondence, cassette labels without corresponding cassettes, damaged devotional notebooks, partial glossaries, medical intake documents, research permits, weather records, and loose papers Valencia had marked with the word visitation in English. The word is retained here for consistency, though it should be understood as provisional.

Earlier translations in the archive render the same or adjacent terms as returning, recognition, crossing, permitted arrival, and, in two missionary documents, the opening of the second mouth. No single English equivalent has been judged adequate. The editorial board considered replacing visitation with a more literal phrase in the present edition. The recommendation was withdrawn after the linguistic consultant advised against increased accuracy in this instance.

Her memorandum did not elaborate.

The physical condition of the materials varied. Boxes One and Two contained ordinary academic records: grant correspondence, field schedules, bibliographies, early interview releases, and receipts for provincial travel. Boxes Three through Five contained the principal field materials. Box Six contained parish copies and translated extracts from earlier religious records. Box Seven was empty except for a mold-damaged cardboard divider labelled RAIN / DO NOT REORDER. Box Eight contained the latest typescript, several incomplete tables of contents, and an envelope addressed to a nameless recipient.

The envelope contained no letter.

The present order does not correspond exactly to the arrangement in which the materials were received. Valencia’s own ordering systems were inconsistent. Some folders were chronological. Others were grouped by respondent, object, symptom, or word. A small number appeared to have been arranged according to sequence, though the nature of that sequence remains disputed. Where possible, the editors have prioritized historical intelligibility over speculative reconstruction.

This decision was not unanimous.

Several documents referenced in Valencia’s journals remain missing. These include the first interview tape with Rosa M., the item cited as Appendix C: Vocal Reconstruction Notes; a parish list of “false healers” believed to have been copied in 1904; the final notebook from Valencia’s last field season; and a map of visitation sites referred to in three separate inventories. Their absence should not be taken as evidence that they never existed. Later documents quote from some of them. Others survive only as folder labels, index cards, or disputed cross-references.

The most frequently cited missing item is Box C-07. No such box was present at accession. The designation appears in Valencia’s 1994 index, two later medical summaries, and one internal memorandum by T. Arguelles, the first archivist assigned to the collection. Arguelles described C-07 as containing “rain sequence materials” and recommended that the folder order be photographed before conservation. No photographs have been located.

It is possible that C-07 was a mistaken shelf mark.

It is also possible that C-07 referred not to a container, but to an order of reading.

The editorial policy adopted for this volume has been conservative. Orthographic inconsistencies, untranslated terms, contradictory dates, respondent evasions, and evident mistranslations have been retained except where legibility required intervention. Bracketed insertions indicate editorial additions. Ellipses indicate damaged or withheld material. Untranslated terms have not been italicized consistently, as Valencia’s own practice changed over time and appears to have reflected increasing familiarity rather than carelessness.

No pronunciation guide has been supplied.

This omission follows the recommendation of Dr. L. Santos, whose final memorandum states only: “A reader does not need the sound in order to understand the relation. Providing the sound reduces the distance further.” The committee was unable to determine whether this was a linguistic, ethical, or personal objection. Santos declined to attend the final review meeting and requested that all discussion of certain lexical items proceed in writing.

The request was granted.

The reader will encounter repeated references to babaylan practice. The term is used cautiously. The materials do not support a simple identification of the visitation rites with any single historical office, region, lineage, or surviving ritual community. Valencia’s early notes are often imprecise on this point. Later annotations indicate that he understood his error and attempted to distinguish between ritual specialists, healers, midwives, Catholic custodians, family elders, former assistants, and persons who knew only household prohibitions. The present edition has not standardized these distinctions beyond the evidence available.

It is important to state that the archive does not present babaylan knowledge as malevolent. Many of the most disturbing materials suggest the opposite: that earlier custodians withheld, distorted, or fragmented information in order to prevent harm. The danger, where it appears, arises from broken transmission, excessive clarification, and the conversion of situated oral knowledge into portable text.

Valencia did not appear to understand this at the beginning of his work.

By the final folders, he appears to have understood very little else.

The materials repeatedly distinguish between belief and recognition. This distinction has been left in place because it recurs across unrelated sources: a parish inventory from the eighteenth century, Rosa M.’s 1987 interview, Nilo Bayani’s equipment logs, and Dr. Celia Ramos’s clinical summary of Valencia’s later symptoms. In each case, the relevant danger is not described as credulity. It is described as accurate identification.

One respondent put it more plainly: “It is safer when you are wrong.”

The editorial board debated whether to remove partial ritual reconstructions from this edition. Arguments in favor of removal cited respondent privacy, cultural sensitivity, and the possibility that readers might mistake fragmentary procedures for usable instruction. Arguments against removal cited scholarly completeness and the risk of reproducing the same colonial silences that had damaged the record in the first place. The compromise adopted here preserves incomplete procedures while withholding vocal reconstructions, sequential diagrams, and certain direct addresses.

This compromise should not be mistaken for confidence.

Several individuals involved in the translation and review process reported disturbances while working with the materials. These reports are included in later appendices where relevant. They are mentioned here only because they affected the editorial history of the volume. Reported disturbances included repeated dreams of unfamiliar geography, hesitation before answering one’s name, discomfort around mirrors after reviewing wake materials, and the sensation of humidity in climate-controlled rooms. No causal relationship has been established.

One translator resigned after completing Appendix III.

One archivist requested reassignment after arranging the parish extracts.

A student assistant asked whether the reader of a document counted as a witness. The question does not appear in the meeting minutes. It survives as a handwritten note attached to the circulation copy of the draft. No answer is written beneath it.

The documents collected here were not originally intended to exist in written form. This claim appears first as an ethnographic observation, then as an informant warning, then as a translation problem, and finally as an editorial difficulty. Multiple respondents insisted that certain rites survive safely only through incomplete remembrance. Valencia initially classified these statements as ritual secrecy. His later notes use a different term: containment.

The family requested the return of three items after the initial transfer: a cloth-wrapped packet of photographs, a notebook with no cover, and a devotional booklet containing handwritten additions in two inks. The request was approved. The items were retrieved from temporary storage on 16 February 2021. The receiving clerk recorded that the packet was dry, though it had been stored beside documents requiring mold remediation. The same clerk later amended the entry to remove the word dry.

The amendment is unsigned.

No claim is made here regarding the truth of the visitation accounts. The materials are presented as documents: damaged, contradictory, historically layered, and shaped by the fears and obligations of those who produced them. Some may be mistaken. Some may be protective. Some may have been altered by persons who understood more than they wished to explain.

The safest errors have not always been corrected.

Readers are advised to treat repeated terms, withheld names, and procedural ambiguities as features of the record rather than editorial negligence. Where a sentence stops before giving a reason, it may be because the source was damaged. Where an informant refuses a word, it may be because the word is inaccurate. Where a translation remains awkward, it may be because smoothness would mislead. Where an instruction appears incomplete, it has not necessarily been made safe by incompletion.

This last point was added at the request of the translator.

The archive does not resolve whether visitation refers to the arrival of the dead, the approach of nonhuman intelligences, the reactivation of family obligations, or the misrecognition of ordinary grief under ritual pressure. Different sources support different conclusions. The editors have not attempted to harmonize them. The recurrence of certain conditions—thresholds, names, water, mirrors, kinship terms, unfinished speech, and rain—has been left for the reader to evaluate.

Evaluation, in this archive, is not always passive.

The following documents are therefore offered as a recovered record of research into suppressed visitation practices attributed to several communities and interpreted through colonial, Catholic, medical, familial, and academic frameworks. They are incomplete. They are compromised. They have already been handled by persons who disagreed about whether handling them was responsible.

One of Valencia’s late marginal notes reads: “The archive is not evidence after the fact. It is one of the conditions.”

The editors have been unable to determine what event he believed the archive conditioned.

— M. S. Alonzo

Acting Archivist

University Research Annex

Quezon City

March 2024

[End of Archivist Note]
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​FILE 01: Preliminary Notes on Visitation Practices
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Source designation: C-001 / Field Journal I, preliminary survey notes

Attributed author: Dr. Ernesto M. Valencia

Probable date: May–July 1987

Field sites: Antique Province; secondary references to Iloilo and northern Negros

Editorial condition: Typed copy prepared from two notebooks. Several names were abbreviated in the later typescript. Marginal corrections appear in a different ink and may postdate the original field season. One page bears a water stain along the lower edge; no text is lost.

The following notes were composed during my initial survey of household prohibitions associated with death, naming, and the persistence of older ritual forms beneath contemporary devotional practice. At this stage of the research, I did not treat the term visitation as technical. It appeared to function as one of several local English substitutions used by teachers, catechists, municipal clerks, and interview assistants when referring to stories of the recently dead returning to the household.

The Tagalog and Visayan terms supplied by respondents were inconsistent. Some informants used ordinary words for visiting, returning, calling, or being remembered. Others avoided direct terminology and substituted phrases such as “when they come near,” “when the house is not finished with them,” or “when the name has not cooled.” I initially classified these as euphemisms.

That classification may have been premature.

My first three weeks in Antique produced no evidence of an organized rite. What I found instead were small household rules, transmitted without doctrine and often without explanation. These included prohibitions against answering voices outside the house after dark, calling a child by full name near a river, uncovering mirrors during a wake, going directly home after visiting the dead, sweeping toward a doorway at night, and repeating certain dreams before breakfast.

None of these practices is unusual in itself. Variants appear in many communities and are generally explained as respect for the dead, avoidance of bad luck, inherited superstition, or practical caution around children. What interested me was not the content of the rules but the consistency with which respondents altered their manner when asked why a rule was observed.

In my early notes, I repeatedly marked such refusals as “evasive,” “nonresponsive,” or “unable to explain.” These judgments now seem insufficient. In several cases, refusal was not a failure of testimony. It was the most deliberate part of it.

In Sitio Malipayon, I interviewed an elderly woman identified in my notes as “P.” She was recommended by the barangay captain as someone who remembered old wake customs but “did not like foolish questions.” The interview was conducted at her kitchen table at approximately 3:15 in the afternoon. Present were P., her married daughter, two grandchildren, my assistant N.B., and a neighbor who entered and left several times without joining the conversation. The kitchen door remained open. A basin of rinsed cups stood beneath the window. A devotional calendar showing the Santo Niño hung beside a covered nail where, I was told later, a mirror had been removed.

P. confirmed that mirrors were covered during wakes in her childhood home. She denied that this was done because the soul might become trapped in the glass. “That is what people say now,” she said. When asked what older explanation had been given, she laughed and asked whether my mother had taught me to look at myself while visitors were still present.

I assumed she meant human visitors and pursued the question accordingly. This produced no useful answer.

The daughter later clarified that mirrors were covered “so nobody answers the wrong face.” I recorded this as metaphorical language for grief confusion. I include the phrase here because it recurred, in altered form, in two other interviews from unrelated households.

In Barangay D., a retired schoolteacher supplied a list of rules she had copied into a notebook from her mother’s instructions. She described the list as “old people’s things” and stressed that she did not personally believe in them. The notebook, however, had been arranged with unusual care. The page was ruled in pencil. Several lines had been rewritten in a steadier hand.

Do not answer when called from outside after evening prayer.

Do not ask who is there if the caller uses the name of the dead.

Do not permit children to sleep with their feet toward the door during mourning.

Do not leave water uncovered where a face may lean over it.

Do not say “come in” unless the caller has been seen.

Do not say the full name of the newly dead after the third night.

Do not correct the voice if it uses the wrong name.

The final instruction had been crossed out and rewritten as: do not teach it the right one.

The teacher insisted that this was a joke added by one of her brothers. She could not identify which brother. She also stated that she had copied the list in 1959, two years after the brother she named most confidently had died.

I do not assign evidentiary weight to this discrepancy. Family dating is often approximate, and the notebook itself shows signs of later additions. Still, the rule is notable for its grammar. It treats an error in address not as evidence against the caller, but as a condition to be maintained.

A related account was recorded two days later.

A fisherman in his late sixties, identified here as “M.,” described hearing his younger sister call him from the yard one night during the nine-day prayer period following their father’s death. The sister was alive and asleep inside the house. M. did not answer. When I asked whether the voice sounded like his sister's, he corrected me: “It had the way she asks for water.”

I asked whether he believed the dead father had imitated the daughter. M. rejected the question with some irritation. He did not say it was his father. He did not say it was not his father. He said only that a voice using family manners from outside the house should be left outside.

At the time, I considered this a typical protective ambiguity around the dead. It may still be that. However, M. distinguished between the voice, the person, and the manner of asking with more precision than my translation allowed. The recording is poor at this point due to wind and tricycle noise. N.B.’s field copy renders the relevant phrase as “borrowed asking,” but I cannot confirm that wording on the original tape.

The category of “borrowing” may be intrusive. I had used the word earlier in the conversation while asking about spirit imitation.

The informant may have been repeating my vocabulary back to me.

Several respondents used Catholic language when describing these matters. They spoke of souls, devils, the need for prayer, and the protection of the Santo Niño or the Virgin. I do not doubt the sincerity of these explanations. In many houses, the devotional and the older domestic rule appear inseparable. A rosary may be placed beside a covered mirror with no sense of contradiction. A novena may function as a prayer, mourning structure, and household schedule at once.

Respondents who disagreed about theology often agreed about conduct.

One woman, “L.,” objected to the phrase “spirit visitation” and preferred “bad remembering.” Her husband, a lay minister, corrected her and said the Church did not teach such things. She then asked him whether he would answer if his dead mother called from the stairs. He did not answer the question. Their granddaughter, who had been listening from the doorway, was told to go outside and was then immediately called back in because it was nearly dusk.

The contradiction was not remarked upon.

In my notes for that interview, I wrote “domestic inconsistency.” I now think that phrase may be inaccurate. The movement of the child was not inconsistent. It was the only part of the exchange performed without hesitation.

This attention to timing recurs frequently. Questions concerning voices, names, and thresholds are answered more freely before late afternoon. After sunset, respondents either deny knowledge, defer to Catholic formulas, or answer in jokes. It would be a mistake to treat this entirely as fear. In several cases, the change felt procedural. The same informant who gave detailed descriptions at noon became vague in the evening, not because she had forgotten, but because the question had become different.

The phrase “after dark” appears in English in multiple interviews, but this may flatten several distinctions. One respondent used a term indicating the time after the evening meal. Another referred to the period when faces are no longer easy to distinguish from a yard. A third, when asked for clarification, said: “When the house starts listening.”

This has been translated too literally. The original phrase likely meant only that the household had become quiet.

Still, the respondent objected when I substituted quiet. She repeated the first wording and tapped the table once with her knuckles.

These notes should not be taken to imply that the communities surveyed preserve a complete ritual system. On the contrary, most respondents deny specialized knowledge. Several laughed at the suggestion that these practices had anything to do with babaylan traditions. Others associated babaylan only with healing, childbirth, old accusations of witchcraft, or the stories priests told about the past. In one case, the term produced visible discomfort, and the informant asked whether I was writing for priests.

The discomfort may reflect colonial stigma rather than ritual secrecy.

A distinction should be made between knowledge of rules and knowledge of reasons. The former is widespread; the latter is either absent, withheld, or considered improper to state plainly. In three households, younger family members dismissed the practices as superstition while simultaneously enforcing them upon children. One mother mocked her own fear of mirrors during wakes, but turned a framed photograph face down when the conversation shifted to her deceased uncle.

When I asked why she had done this, she said it was dusty.

The photograph was clean.

I record here a preliminary list of recurring elements. I do so for future comparison only, not to impose a system where none may exist.

A voice is heard from outside a house after dark.

The voice uses a proper name, nickname, or kinship term.

The listener is advised not to answer unless the caller is visible.

Mirrors, water, or polished surfaces are covered or avoided during mourning.

The route home after contact with the dead is interrupted.

Children are prevented from repeating dreams before breakfast.

Certain questions are answered differently depending on time, place, and audience.

Respondents distinguish between the dead, those who return, and those who borrow the signs of relation.

Incorrect naming is sometimes treated as protective.

Refusal is described less as disbelief than as proper conduct.

This list is almost certainly contaminated by my questions. Once an interviewer begins grouping material under a concept, informants may respond to the grouping rather than the independent practice. I have therefore avoided using the word visitation in interviews unless the respondent supplies it first.

This restraint has not always been successful.

In one conversation, N.B. asked whether the family had ever experienced a visitation. The respondent, an elderly man who had previously been expansive on funeral foods, became silent. After a pause of approximately twenty seconds, he asked N.B. who had given him that word.

N.B. said he had heard it from me.

The respondent then asked whether I was married, whether both my parents were living, and whether I slept near a window while in the province. These questions appear unrelated to the subject of the interview. I record them because the man refused to continue until I answered the first two and declined to remain in the room after I answered the third.

His wife apologized and said he was old.

She later sent her grandson to tell us not to write the word beside my name.

I have not determined which word she meant. In the first copy of these notes, I wrote visitation in the margin beside the date and my initials. That marginal word is crossed out in the later typescript. I do not remember crossing it out.

A small but consistent feature of these accounts is the practical tone of those who maintain the rules. The prohibitions are not narrated as legends. They are given in the same voice used for instructions concerning food storage, child care, illness, and storms. Do not answer from outside. Do not leave the mirror uncovered. Do not go straight home. Do not tell the dream yet. The effect is not theatrical. It is domestic.

This may be why the practices have survived. They do not require belief when they are carried as a habit.

The same practicality complicates interpretation. In a riverside household near Culasi, a woman told a child to say tabi before stepping off the path to urinate near a stand of banana trees. When I asked whether this was addressed to spirits, she said no, not spirits exactly. “Just say it,” she told the child. “So they know you are not staying.”

This formulation differs from the common gloss of tabi as permission or apology. It implies a declaration of temporary passage rather than a request. I hesitate to attach too much significance to a single remark made in a domestic setting. However, the logic resembles the refusal to answer nighttime calls: both acts regulate relations without confirming identity.

One announces non-ownership. The other withholds a response.

Again, these are my terms, not the respondents’.

The preliminary evidence suggests that visitation practices, if that term may be used, persist less as formal rites than as fragments of conduct surrounding houses, names, the dead, and the ambiguous status of voices heard beyond domestic boundaries. The fragments do not yet justify reconstruction. They do suggest that earlier scholarship may have underestimated the procedural content of so-called superstition.

I am particularly struck by the relationship between names and visibility. Respondents did not consistently fear the dead. They feared answering incorrectly. A dead relative remembered in prayer was not necessarily dangerous. A familiar voice using a living person’s name from the wrong side of a door was treated differently. The problem appears not to be death itself, but the address.

For now, I propose only the following working hypothesis: certain household prohibitions preserve older techniques for managing uncertainty at social and spatial thresholds. These techniques may have been absorbed into Catholic mourning practice, family custom, and children’s discipline. Their original ritual context, if one existed, has likely been lost or deliberately obscured.

This hypothesis is methodologically safer than assuming a surviving system.

It is also possible that safety is the reason the system appears not to survive.

A final note concerns the behavior of respondents when asked to repeat phrases. Several refused, even when the phrase in question was ordinary. One woman would describe a call but not reproduce it. Another would state that a name had been used but would not say whose name. A third asked me to write my question down instead of speaking it again. When I did so, she turned the paper facedown before answering.

I interpreted these refusals as embarrassment, age, religious caution, or resistance to being recorded. These remain plausible explanations.

However, the refusals do not occur randomly. They appear most often when a question requires the respondent to reproduce an address across a threshold: outside to inside, living to dead, elder to child, named to unnamed. This suggests that speech itself may be part of the practice under study, not merely a description of it.

If that is correct, transcription introduces a methodological problem I am not yet prepared to solve.

For the next field period, I will separate questions concerning belief from questions concerning conduct. I will avoid asking respondents to repeat calls. I will record the location of doors, windows, mirrors, photographs, and water vessels when relevant. I will note whether interviews occur before or after sunset. I will ask for the difference between a name, a nickname, and a kinship term only when the respondent raises the issue independently.

I will also avoid writing certain terms beside personal names until I understand why this was discouraged.

At present, I consider these precautions ethical rather than ritual.

That distinction may prove important.

[End of File 01]
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​FILE 02: Interview Transcript: Rosa M.
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Source designation: D-001 / Interview Transcript: Rosa M.

Attributed interviewer: Dr. Ernesto M. Valencia

Respondent: Rosa M. [surname withheld in later copy]

Assistant/transcriber: N.B.

Probable date: 17 June 1987

Location: Kitchen of respondent’s residence, coastal barangay, Antique Province

Language: Kinaray-a / Hiligaynon mixture; occasional Tagalog and English

Editorial condition: Typed transcript prepared from cassette labelled “R.M. — first full talk.” Original tape not present in the archive. A handwritten note on the typescript reads: “Do not restore missing calls from memory.” Several bracketed pauses appear to have been added after the first transcription. One later translation note has been retained, where it clarifies an omission.

The interview began at 2:08 p.m. according to N.B.’s equipment log. The respondent had agreed to speak only after the midday meal and only if the recorder was placed on the table, not on the floor. She objected to the interviewer’s first proposed position, which faced the open doorway. The chair was moved so that Valencia sat with his left shoulder toward the door, and the respondent faced the cooking area.

No reason was given for the change.

The respondent was approximately fifty-eight to sixty-five years old. Valencia’s field note describes her as a midwife, former healer, and “possible informant regarding babaylan survivals.” A later marginal note, likely by Valencia, strikes out the word babaylan and replaces it with: “does not accept this designation when asked directly.”

Present at the beginning of the interview were Rosa M., Dr. Valencia, N.B., Rosa’s daughter-in-law, and one child. The child was sent outside before the discussion of death customs. After Rosa noticed that the child had gone to the yard, she told the daughter-in-law to bring him back inside, but to keep him near the stove. This adjustment was not explained in the transcript. N.B.’s equipment log notes: “Child kept inside but away from the door.”

VALENCIA: You said yesterday that some of the old practices were not prayers exactly.

ROSA M.: Some are prayers. Some are manners.

VALENCIA: Manners toward whom?

ROSA M.: Toward whoever is there.

VALENCIA: Spirits?

ROSA M.: You like that word.

VALENCIA: It is only for the transcript.

ROSA M.: Then the transcript can be wrong.

VALENCIA: What word would you use?

ROSA M.: If I use it, you will ask how to spell it.

VALENCIA: I can leave it untranslated.

ROSA M.: That is another way to keep it.

VALENCIA: To keep the word?

ROSA M.: To keep the road.

[Pause recorded in transcript: approximately six seconds.]

VALENCIA: When you say “road,” do you mean a path for the dead?

ROSA M.: No. You already put the dead there.

VALENCIA: I’m asking because many of the customs you described concern wakes.

ROSA M.: Wakes are when people become careless.

VALENCIA: Careless how?

ROSA M.: Tired. Crying. Too polite. They hear a voice and want it to be the right voice.

VALENCIA: The voice of the person who died?

ROSA M.: Sometimes.

VALENCIA: But not always?

ROSA M.: You should not answer first and ask later.

VALENCIA: Is that the rule?

ROSA M.: One rule. Not the first.

VALENCIA: What is the first?

ROSA M.: Know where the voice is.

VALENCIA: Where does it come from?

ROSA M.: Where is it?

VALENCIA: From outside?

ROSA M.: From the wrong side.

VALENCIA: The wrong side of what?

ROSA M.: The door. The window. The wall. The sleeping mat. The name.

[Transcriber’s note: Respondent tapped the table once after “name.”]

VALENCIA: A name can have a side?

ROSA M.: A name has a place.

VALENCIA: Could you explain that?

ROSA M.: Not like that.

VALENCIA: Like what?

ROSA M.: Not while you are writing.

At this point, Valencia’s field note indicates that Rosa asked for the recorder to be turned off. The transcript continues, suggesting either that the request was not followed or that N.B. resumed recording after an interval. The typed copy marks the next section as “[after coffee].” A later note in pencil adds: “Door closed? Check the log.” N.B.’s log does not confirm this.

VALENCIA: Earlier, you mentioned voices outside the house. Is this connected to the prohibition against answering when called at night?

ROSA M.: Everyone knows that.

VALENCIA: But people give different reasons.

ROSA M.: That is why it is still safe.

VALENCIA: Because the reasons are different?

ROSA M.: Because they do not fit together.

VALENCIA: I’m interested in older explanations.

ROSA M.: Older explanations make younger people proud.

VALENCIA: Proud?

ROSA M.: They think if they know the reason, they can choose.

VALENCIA: Choose whether the rule applies to them.

ROSA M.: Yes. Or choose to show they are not afraid.

VALENCIA: And the danger is fearlessness?

ROSA M.: The danger is answering.

VALENCIA: What makes answering dangerous?

ROSA M.: If the voice knows enough.

VALENCIA: Enough of what?

ROSA M.: Enough to make you turn your head.

VALENCIA: A familiar voice?

ROSA M.: A voice can be familiar the way a shirt is familiar. That does not make it your husband.

VALENCIA: What would make it dangerous?

ROSA M.: If it uses what belongs inside.

VALENCIA: A name?

ROSA M.: A name. A way of asking. A cough. The way your mother says ay when she is annoyed. The way a child says water when he is half asleep.
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