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Abstract

:

This article is concerned with the history of restoration work carried out over the last 40 years or so in the Inca site of Ollantaytambo, in the Cuzco region of Peru. The information gathered comes mainly from interviews conducted with professionals relevant to the study, as well as from archival work. Rather than dwelling on the appropriateness or not of the technical solutions implemented, from the point of view of international standards and expectations, the focus lies on the underlying reasons that have driven changes in the site´s physical appearance. Factors like restoration principles at work during the various interventions, the role of photography and visibility, the delicate relationship between tangible and intangible heritage, and the influence of tourism in an area visually inspired by the powerful imaginaries of Machu Picchu are explored. Some of the problems identified are associated with processes of puesta en valor, monumentalism, the influence of foreign models, and the role of architect-restorers. It will be argued that the site´s restoration history is problematic in ways that invite critical reassessment and engagement with current international debates on conservation and restoration concepts and practices, like authenticity.
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1. Introduction


This article examines restoration practices carried out in the Inca archaeological site of Ollantaytambo, nearby Machu Picchu, in the Department of Cuzco, Peru. It argues that restoration work encouraged by processes of puesta en valor (enhancement) of the archaeological heritage and promoted by the tourist industry has been problematic in ways that invite critical reassessment and engagement with current international debates on conservation and restoration understandings and practices. The goal is to show how a variety of intertwined factors has come together over the last 40 years, approximately, to produce the Inca site that is nowadays open to public presentation and appreciation, along with other renowned Inca sites in the region. Even if restoration episodes are evaluated, the aim is not so much to decide what is good or bad restoration from a technical standpoint, but rather to provide an interpretative context for a number of interventions that have been subject to criticism. This context is then used to reflect on a number of theoretical and practical issues related to restoration. These issues revolve around notions of authenticity, integrity, and the recognition of cultural diversity, which come into critical scrutiny. Context is also used to help to better understand and discuss some of the changes Ollantaytambo has gone through over time, as well as to grasp the underlying reasons and forces at play. By doing so, the article engages long-standing, ongoing controversial debates about the nature and scope of this practice worldwide, within a broader international normative framework of conservation of ruins and historical monuments that is becoming increasingly challenged. Part of this literature involves a reassessment of restoration concepts and practices in historical perspective [1,2]. Another body of work is critical with the effects of rigid conservation regimes on the management of archaeological sites and on their definition, use, and presentation for resident populations as well as for the wider public [3,4,5,6]. This article contributes to the debates by foregrounding the specificity of a well-known Inca site like Ollantaytambo as a case study. Adopting an ‘emic’, ethnographic perspective, it provides valuable insights into the conditions and rationales under which restoration works were carried out and that help to explain why the site looks as it does today. Moreover, it contributes by suggesting ways in which heritage interventions could follow alternative directions in our days.




2. Materials and Methods


This paper is an approximation to controversial issues of restoration and heritage conservation and management in Ollantaytambo. It is a qualitative study that provides insights to develop further considerations on the topic. Most of the information for the paper is drawn from ethnographic, semi-structured interviews the author, by then a long-term resident in Cuzco, conducted in Ollantaytambo and Cuzco with professionals involved in the restoration works, as well as from his own observations of the site during four weeks of fieldwork between May and June 2018. Therefore, all references in the text from the interviews must be taken, unless otherwise specified, as personal communications. A further methodological limitation concerns the lack of detailed written records on the interventions referred to in the paper, which explains the greater weight afforded to the interviews. Nevertheless, fieldwork did include archival work in Cuzco, where the author had access to relevant reports on the interventions elaborated by the Ministry of Culture and the COPESCO Special Project. These reports partially made up for the absence of more specific written sources.



The article opens with some background context for Ollantaytambo. Then, the results are presented. First, restoration interventions on site are described in some length. Conditions on the ground, factors at play, and problems encountered are accounted for. Interventions are contextualized within the background of the international framework on conservation principles. Then, the paper moves on to address the objections posed to restoration practices by qualified professionals. The final section before the discussion focuses on Machu Picchu and its influence of the collective imaginations and paradigms that impregnated the works in Ollantaytambo. In the discussion, the author elaborates on the topics of puesta en valor and tourism. He also articulates a broader critical assessment of the main problems surrounding restoration works and the heritagization of this Inca site, which includes some tentative ideas on how things could be done differently nowadays in terms of preservation and protection strategies.



As some of the opinions expressed can be controversial, the name of the main informant has been changed in the text.



Background Context


The town of Ollantaytambo is situated on the main road along the famous Sacred Valley of the River Urubamba, in the Cuzco region of Peru. It is divided by a river into two distinct parts: the urban core, known as Qosco Ayllu, and the ceremonial/monumental area, in turn divided into several sectors, and physically deployed in a gradient from the heights of the so-called fortress, to the terraces and the other sectors below (Figure 1, Figure 2, Figure 3 and Figure 4). Its proximity to Machu Picchu, alongside the magnitude of its Inca archaeological remains, makes it a hotspot of cultural tourism in the area. Every day, the town is busy with national and international tourists. Many are just on a day trip to and from Cuzco, which previously included a visit to other popular sites like Chinchero and Pisaq. However, for many others, Ollantaytambo is the departure point for their trip to Machu Picchu. And so, thousands of visitors regularly flock to the train station to catch a train to the town of Aguas Calientes, located on the footsteps of the awe-inspiring ruins of Machu Picchu, by the riverside. Typically, before catching the train, many take the chance to walk around the town and the site. Ollantaytambo holds what is considered probably the best example of an ancient Inca settlement. The town has preserved much of its original layout and stonework. Streets are organized in kanchas (living compounds around a patio) and traversed by canals that distribute clean water from the mountains for sanitary and utilitarian purposes. This fact, together with the nearby presence of Quechua-speaking communities that maintain traditional lifestyles, explains why Ollantaytambo is marketed by the tourist industry and regional propaganda alike as a “living Inka town” (the ‘k’ standing here as marker of uninterrupted continuation with the Pre-Hispanic past).



Drawing from ethnohistorical studies [7], Ollantaytambo was originally a pre-Inca foundation, before the Inca ruler Pachakuti Yupanqui incorporated it by force circa 1460 into his personal network of royal states, after reconstruction. It was probably occupied by high dignitaries or priests. However, the ceremonial center was a later Inca work. When, after the Spanish takeover of Cuzco in 1537, the Inca ruler, Manco Inca, fled the city, he first set the new Inca capital in exile at Ollantaytambo. He held the place for two years until he was forced to retreat to the wilderness of Vilcabamba. During those two years, he undertook an elaborate construction program, for many of the buildings show evidence of having been abandoned in an unfinished condition [8].



When the Spanish conquered the place, they established their haciendas. The local ayllus, or land-based kin groups, worked for them as a cheap labor force. It was a society composed of Indians, mestizos, and Spaniards [7]. What happened to the Inca town and the ceremonial center during the Colony and the Republican era? The town continued to be inhabited by the Spanish and mestizos, whereas the ceremonial center was abandoned and became an area for crop cultivation and livestock husbandry. The local population mined its buildings and terraces for material construction. Still in recent times, the sector called Inkamisana was being used as a quarry [9].



Since the 1970s, Peru began to gain full awareness of the potential involved in cultural and archaeological tourism. The country embarked on a large-scale program of puesta en valor of its vast archaeological legacy for tourism consumption, as well as for nation-building purposes [10,11]. The ideology of indigenismo, born at the turn of the 20th C., had asserted the indigenous roots of the Peruvian Nation, at a moment when Peru was immersed in an intense debate about the nation’s identity [12]. Incanismo, or the regional, updated version of indigenismo in Cuzco, extolled the glories of Tawantinsuyu or ancient Inca Empire and fashioned an Inca identity for contemporary cusqueñans. Both indigenismo and incanismo relied on essentialized ethnic identities that could be marketed by a bourgeoning tourist industry. The Pre-Hispanic material culture took on a stark relevance in this process as physical evidence of an idealized Peruvian past. The puesta en valor of Inca and pre-Inca remains all over the national territory encouraged the establishment of a heritage industry that conflated a politically-motivated use of the material past with the huge economic potential entailed in its public presentation to an increasingly numerous international audience drawn to the country by the expectations of a maximized cultural Otherness.



Recovery and presentation of the Pre-Hispanic past to the public involved the pressing issue of restoration. What version of the material past should be disclosed to the visitor and what sort of intervention in its physical body did it require? At stake here was the nature of ancient ruins and what to do with them. This was part of a much broader conversation worldwide, whereby nations had been wondering for a long time about the role of their (pre-modern) ruins in their contemporary present [2,13]. Should they be permitted to decay as part of their natural process or should they be reconstructed? And if so, with what purpose, to what extent, and using what techniques and materials? Peru had to face the same kind of dilemmas since its independence in 1823.



In Ollantaytambo, different professionals working for the State (mainly archaeologists, but also architects) have conducted a variety of restoration episodes over the last 40 years. In the next section, attention is paid to a particular set of interventions carried out by the Ministry of Culture and the COPESCO Special Project in the ceremonial center and, to a lesser extent, in the urban core.





3. Results


3.1. Interventions


Between 1975 and 1980, UNESCO promoted the PER-39 project in southern Peru, under the direction of cusqueñan architect Roberto Samanez with his team. Samanez had studied monumental restoration in Rome. According to him, the project’s aim was the incorporation of the 1970 and 1972 UNESCO conventions in the Andes through the puesta en valor of the archaeological heritage contained within the so-called Cusco-Puno corridor, a geographical and cultural axis that linked together these two important southern Peruvian cities. Both conventions targeted the generation of economic income through tourism. The Inca sites, like Ollantaytambo and Machu Picchu, located in the sacred valley of the Urubamba River, fell within the project’s area of influence. In those years, with the support of the INC or National Institute for Culture (currently the Ministry of Culture), and the funding from the United Nations, the COPESCO Special Project (or Plan COPESCO) was implemented. COPESCO relied on the equation between tourism and economic development by means of the puesta en valor of monuments.



It was not the first time that restoration work had been carried out on site. Already in 1936, Peruvian archaeologist Luis Llanos had partially cleared out the fortress and consolidated small portions of it. Also, another national archaeologist, Luis Pardo, did minor excavations in 1937, 1946 and 1957. After that, INC-COPESCO did restoration in Ollantaytambo in two different phases: between 1980 and 1982 the ceremonial sector was restored and puesto en valor, and Qosco ayllu was upgraded. A second phase, executed by COPESCO between 1993 and 1998, concentrated on Qosco Ayllu. The novelty of these interventions, as Protzen [14] has noted, rested on the new scale of reconstruction, well beyond mere previous consolidation, reparation or restoration activity.



Archaeologist Arminda Gibaja was in charge of the 1980–1982 intervention, with a focus on conservation. The objects of the intervention were the lower sectors within the ceremonial area known as Inkamisana and Manyaraqui, where the original Inca plaza had once stood (Figure 5 and Figure 6). In her final report [9] she described these sectors’ condition prior to the works. Unless otherwise indicated, the information that follows in the next three paragraphs comes from this report. Parts of these sectors had become by then private property, which made things more complicated. She referred to Inkamisana as a cluster of fenced agricultural parcels in the middle of which many lithic elements stood and could not be moved because of their size and weight. As for Manyaraqui, the place had been turned into a corral, and it stood in disarray. Walls had been dismantled and re-used for contemporary housing needs. Compared with the relatively good state of conservation of the fortress due to Llanos’ 1936 cleaning and maintenance work, she reported on the state of abandonment of a monumental area degraded by a combination of natural and human factors. Erosion caused by atmospheric conditions, plus the overgrowth of roots, vegetation, and trees, not only had damaged the physical structure and the materials, but it also prevented a view of the town from the fortress (Figure 7). The complex of fountains in Manyaraqui was covered in mud due to slides and required excavation, cleaning, and restoration. Moreover, stones had fallen off their original structures and sometimes had been displaced. Such was the case with the temple’s doorway. In this and other cases, there was no way to know what their original position was. Residents were also uncertain whether it was a doorway in origin or just a niche. She went on to lament that a good part of the space had become agricultural fields where animals roamed and that even a bullring had been set up by the villagers at the entrance of the monument, using the Inca terraces as stands to accommodate the spectators.



Inkamisana and Manyaraqui had been occupied during colonial and contemporary times. Structures had changed in function. New windows and doors had been opened, whereas older ones had been closed or dismantled, following utilitarian criteria by the villagers. Many fences built to delimitate agricultural parcels had to be pulled down. Others were private and required future expropriation. In the fortress, previous interventions had implemented openings in walls to facilitate the tourists’ access and circulation. These openings did not exist before. Also, stairs had been built to facilitate access to the upper spaces. Under conditions of continuous reoccupation by residents, hearths had been accommodated in the original walls by hollowing them. Moreover, some walls had been pierced in the search for tapados, or treasures believed to be hidden. For restoration purposes, wedging techniques were used. Gibaja’s team replaced the characteristic Inca binder made of clay and gravel with a mortar of lime, sand, and a small amount of concrete. Walls were restored by means of anastylosis, or the process by which a ruined building or monument is restored using the original architectural elements to the greatest degree possible (Figure 8), according to the recommendations found in the international charters, particularly the 1964 Venice charter. In Manyaraqui, wall heads were consolidated with covers in order to avoid further damage caused by the rain and other adverse atmospheric conditions.



The intervention also affected Qosco Ayllu. Here, there was a different set of issues, as the sector had been uninterruptedly inhabited, and contemporary families had construction and maintenance needs that often conflicted with conservation principles in an area declared to be an archaeological zone and therefore inalienable. This declaration as an archaeological zone revealed the temporal and practical frictions and contradictions inherent in the patrimonialization of historic spaces, as it involved that contemporary needs remained subordinated to the study and the public presentation of the past. It also meant that residents had little control over their living compounds, which in turn exacerbated existing tensions between them and the institutions’ representatives. A local tourist guide expressed this frustration when the author talked to him: “The Ministry of Culture makes it very difficult for us to implement any changes in our homes, but if it is somebody with money they turn a blind eye.” COPESCO wanted to upgrade Qosco Ayllu in terms of the provision for running water, a sewage system and drainage, street paving, and more. This meant restoration and excavation activity. In practice, it entailed a thorough cleaning of all vegetation affecting structural and architectural elements, the recording of overlapping architecture during different occupation phases, and excavations to determine variations of use and function in the sector throughout time. COPESCO conceived of Qosco Ayllu as a great urban historical archive, but at the expense of the residents’ needs, which threatened the supposed integrity of the urban core. Conceiving of this core as a historical archive risked encouraging processes of museumification and commodification of peoples and places. It also deepened the disjunction between the present and the contemporary past. Furthermore, it favored the stigmatization of the residents’ practices—otherwise driven by pragmatic logic—as highly damaging and irrespective of their own heritage. For example, in that part of the project aimed at rehabilitating streets and restoring doorways and that involved the restoration of one particular kancha (4–34), residents were blamed for the lack of care and maintenance. Here, restoration tasks amounted to identifying the conservation state of all kancha elements, as well as to eliminating or demolishing foreign elements that did not belong to its original condition.



If the first stage of Plan COPESCO had focused on the restoration and puesta en valor of the ceremonial center, as well as on the upgrading of Qosco Ayllu, the second stage, started in 1993, integrally concentrated on Qosco Ayllu, as detailed in the intervention report [15]. According to this document, the main declared objectives were: (a) to complement the process of puesta en valor initiated in the first stage; (b) to strengthen the touristic potential of the Sacred Valley of the Incas, presenting to the visitor the only original Inka town that continued to be inhabited by the peasants.



Besides its architectonic and archaeological focus, the project expressed a concern for the socioeconomic factors that contributed to the perceived depredation of the architecture. Among these was the increase of young families, which caused the hovelling of the kanchas, the intentional destruction of Pre-Hispanic sheds to accommodate free spaces, as well as changes in function and uncontrolled contemporary buildings. One more factor of depredation was the lack of areas for urban expansion due to the presence of agricultural terraces. Consequently, land invasions were frequent in the archaeological zone. The document states the necessity of formulating rules that enabled a continued use of the kanchas in a ‘rational’ manner by current dwellers [9]. However, this only evinces that ‘rationality’, as far as relationships with the material past and uses of space were concerned, was understood differently by rural dwellers with a strong sense of territoriality, and by heritage professionals from an urban background.




3.2. International Conservation and Restoration Framework


Restoration work in Ollantaytambo did not happen in a vacuum. In fact, it was considerably influenced by a long history of conservation theory and practice, particularly in Europe. Architects and archaeologists who worked at the site had been trained in national universities where these theories and models from overseas were widely circulated and taught. Even more, some of the architects involved in the PER-39/COPESCO project had obtained grants to study abroad. This was the case with Roberto Samanez, the project’s director, who had studied monumental restoration, as well as Classical and Renaissance mural painting restoration, in Rome. According to Samanez, with money from the United Nations, COPESCO funded training courses on restoration and conservation of monuments for architects and archaeologists, as well as another course on artwork restoration for restorers. ICCROM (The International Center for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property) was in charge of the training. All these circumstances, as illustrated later, were relevant to understanding the orientation that guided the interventions, as well as its impact on the site’s public presentation. In fact, the figure of the architect-restorer took on a stark significance in the whole project. They were, in theory, the only ones allowed to conduct restoration work on the site [9,15].



Following Jokiletho [2], the Modern Conservation Movement, which establishes the contemporary social relevance of heritage and the main concepts and policies currently in trend, was the result of a long history of debates and practices. Its main principles of preservation had been delineated in 18th C. Europe and had its roots in the Italian renaissance, if not before. Some key factors were a new sense of historicity involving the separation between the past and the present, a romantic nostalgia for a lost past, as well as the shock created by the destruction encouraged by industrialization. An initial emphasis on restoration fostered by the French Revolution was countered by an anti-restoration movement that led to modern conservation, later strengthened by science and positivism. At its core was the recognition of cultural diversity and the relativity of values, which formed the basis for the definition of the concept of ‘national monument’ as part of a national heritage. However, from the beginning of the debates, different types of restoration practices coexisted at the same time, oscillating between the destruction/modification of ruins and their reconstruction. Principles of conservation evolved from an 1830s concept of conservative minimum intervention (based on careful archaeological study) to a more ‘drastic’ complete restoration by the middle of the 19th century. At that time, debates revolved around questions such as how far should restoration go or if mutilations and traces of time should be repaired or not. Viollet-le-Duc´s influential theory of ‘stylistic restoration’ was accepted in France and abroad. It postulated the reinstating of a building to its ideal pre-existing form and in its original style, no matter the changes it had undergone through history. Respect for the original forms was required, but not necessarily for the materials. In practice, this meant that modern materials could be used to undergird ancient buildings. Attention should be paid not only to appearance, but also, and particularly, to structure [2].



While Viollet-le-Duc gained worldwide recognition in the second half of the 19th C., others regretted the loss of the patina of time in historic buildings. In England, Ruskin and Morris reacted against what they considered the destruction of the historical authenticity of the buildings and advocated the defence of their material truth. Historic alterations and additions should be preserved, under the new guiding principles of conservative repair and the staving off decay by daily care. No imitation or copying was justified except for preserving records of great works. For these theorists, age contributed to the beauty of the work of art, thus placing a major accent on historicity while at the same time highlighting the limits of scientific restoration and its technical abuses [2].



Since then, minimum intervention has been widely recommended. Central to 20th C. theory, yet probed over the last two decades, has been the concept of preserving the ‘integrity’ and ‘authenticity’ (or originality) of the monument through science [1]. Current state-of-the-art strongly emphasizes cultural relativity and diversity in order to adapt these concepts to heterogeneous historical traditions. Yet, at the same, the value of universality remains one of the pillars of heritage theory. Science and technology have taken on a prominent role in restoration initiatives. This has substantially increased the scope and range of interventions thanks to the knowledge gained and the new methods implemented in conservation; but, on the other hand, it has raised objections when technology has inhibited the use of traditional methods and materials, impinging on the sense of authenticity. Modern trends in conservation largely rest on the debate between historical authenticity and historical continuity. The latter recognizes the need to safeguards living cultures and traditional know-how, and thus implies the acceptance of change as an essential principle in the process [2].



Influential theorists like Brandi have been a reference for international charters on conservation and restoration and conservation bodies like ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites), from which general conservation and restoration guidelines have emanated. These charters, particularly Venice, have strongly discouraged reconstruction, unless there is complete and elaborate evidence of the original state [16]. Brandi’s main idea is that restoration, understood as historical process, and as opposed to reconstruction, should avoid pretensions to reverse time or abolish history. Consequently, the idea of returning a building or painting to its ‘original’ state is a misguided one. Not surprisingly, Brandi expressed concerns with misconceived restoration often carried out in archaeological sites, which involved the falsification of the artistic concept by misinterpreting its proportions, surface treatments, or materials [2]. This is relevant for the case of Ollantaytambo, insofar as the interventions targeted in this study suffered from such misconceived actions. In particular, restoration on site was notably influenced by Viollet-le-Duc’s theories that promoted the return of a construction to its supposed original form, no matter what materials and techniques were used. These theories served well the goals of a growing tourist industry that heavily relied on notions of a de-historized authenticity to attract cultural tourism to the area.




3.3. Interventions Challenged


This section draws heavily from a couple of interviews held with Martín Barrios, senior archaeologist from the Ministry of Culture’s office in Ollantaytambo. The first interview was conducted on site, while walking around the ceremonial sector and Qosco Ayllu. It was expanded by a second interview in Cuzco a few days later. Other voices from professionals involved in the PER-39 project joined in the conversation along the way.



Barrios was very critical of restoration work carried out on site and of the criteria followed. For the ceremonial sector (Inkamisana) he pointed out a number of flaws. Particularly, the use of mortar, gravel, and lime, which had obliterated the yellowish mortar used by the Incas. This was against the international charters for conservation and restoration (Venice 1964), and on authenticity (Nara 1994) [17]. Its effects on the stone were the formation of a patina or black stain (Figure 9). “It was an abuse”, Barrios said, “an exaggerated reconstruction, sometimes without formal basis or serious evidence”. In his view, the use of lime was a mistake. In the past, it had been applied in the restoration of Machu Picchu to provide stability and durability, even if it was alien to the original material. However, its use had only triggered stone degradation as well as the appearance of fungi and lichens. For Barrios, the reconstruction process in Inkamisana had altered Inca stereotomy by using flat stone from outside of Ollantaytambo. Consequently, there was no way to differentiate the original from the reconstructed, and that he considered a bad criterion based on the charters’ recommendations.



For Barrios, the goal of restoration had been displaying the site as an Inca monument. He noted the paradox embedded in the fact that, while Ollantaytambo was a historically unfinished site, some reconstructions had been completed. In his view, this kind of restoration had distorted the message, vision, and method of Inca architecture. Ollantaytambo not only was an Inca site; it also featured pre-Inca, colonial, and republican remains. Yet, for the archaeologist, the different construction phases and historic periods on site had been neglected, and there had not been a specific treatment for each of these. Rather, they all had been subjected to the same generic intervention. This was relevant insofar as the different ethnic groups from different parts of the empire that had worked in the site including the yanacona or servants [14], each with their distinctive construction techniques, had left a trace on it.



Barrios brought up additional issues during our tour of the ceremonial area. For example, the presence of decontextualized stones at the entrance of the ceremonial sector. Also, the arbitrary use of modern materials like concrete and PVC that were very convenient and easy to handle but did not look good. Furthermore, the ‘reinvention’ or ‘fabrication’ of some fountains in Manyaraqui whose flow of water had been manipulated to please the tourist (Figure 10). Besides this, a questionable use of anastylosis, without proper evidence of the original material, as well as the use of protection covers for ancient structures that tended to be confused with original roofs (Figure 11).



In Qosco Ayllu, Barrios identified another set of problems. Apart from the undue use of concrete in some places, mortar had been employed in walls, when in Inca times these were stuccoed and showed no angles or straight lines like now (Figure 12). He judged this effect misleading for the tourist. Equally misleading, in his view, was the fact that right in the middle of the urban grid a non-Inca block stood. COPESCO had silenced this circumstance. One more issue pointed out was the labor force. For the archaeologist, the technicians wanted to emulate or even surpass Inca construction techniques. The consequence was confusion between the past and the present. Yet the main problem with the intervention had been the general lack of planning and of adequacy to a rapidly changing urban sector that experienced fragmentation in its physical and social fabric. A growing population, as well as mounting touristic pressure, had multiplied the demand for housing and business spaces, giving way to inheritance disputes within families. Many families wanted an extra story built in their two-story houses, which went against existing urban regulations dictated by the problematic characterization of Qosco Ayllu as a ‘historic center’. In fact, the case of other renowned historic districts in the region such as Cuzco or Chinchero, affected by similar problems as those just described, and others, only confirm the tendency in these emblematic spaces where patrimonialization and tourism development alike often lead to gentrification, loss of traditional lifestyles, and dereliction [4,10].



Truth is that Barrios was not alone in the formulation of charges against restoration work on site. US archaeologist J.P. Protzen, the author of an important and well-known study on the Inca architecture of Ollantaytambo [14], has also expressed serious concerns regarding the interventions. Apart from disapproving the new scale of reconstruction, his view is that structures were redesigned and reconstructed with little care for existing evidence. (Self) criticism has also come from Samanez and Américo Carrillo, another architect-restorer and member of Samanez’s team at the time. Samanez was in agreement with Barrios in that anastylosis should have been performed differently. This method is recommended in the Venice Charter. However, for the architect in charge of the PER-39 project, this work had been done without evidence, following the questionable example of past restorations in Machu Picchu. Carrillo recognized that using lime in Ollantaytambo had been a bad idea. However, when interviewed in Cuzco, Gibaja insisted that the interventions had been carried out within the referential framework of the international charters.



During the conversations with Barrios, a number of relevant issues had come up. First, there was the relevant role in the interventions of the architect-restorer. Both Samanez and Carrillo were architect-restorers with a background in restoration. As it has been noted, the former had studied monumental restoration in Rome, where he had also been trained in classical and renaissance mural painting. Carrillo too had been exposed to mural painting theory. This matters because architect-restorers were the professionals specifically appointed by UNESCO to oversee the PER-39 interventions in Ollantaytambo. The reason for this preference, as Carrillo explained, was that, as opposed to archaeologists and other professionals entitled to restore, the architect-restorer possessed a richer conceptual background and was more aware of the different trends and schools. Clearly, this preference only reinforced the artistic and aestheticized bent that informed UNESCO’s approach to restoration work.



This differentiation made full sense within the (ongoing) profound professional antagonism in Cuzco between architects and archaeologists. For the latter group, the former had no respect for the historical authenticity of the building and took the liberty to modify it without historical research being done. Nevertheless, if the original focus, as the Venice Charter recommended, was on restoration and consolidation rather than on reconstruction, things did not go that way in the end, and reconstruction seemed to have prevailed over restoration in the ceremonial center. “We had problems with our workers and technical staff”, Samanez acknowledged. “We had to teach them the difference between restoration and reconstruction, let alone reconstruction that could be misleading or that was merely based on a hypothesis.”



The idiosyncrasy of the labor force had been one factor at play. However, there were more. Barrios pointed out, as a distinctively cusqueñan feature, the highly individualistic profile of the professionals in charge of the interventions, be it architects, archaeologists or anthropologists, usually in a context of great rivalry and competition among them. Each of them exercized a large degree of autonomy and would organize ‘schools’ of workers around them. Their methods would then be transferred to their workers. According to Barrios, the authority of these professionals had great repercussions in restoration works. This peculiar configuration of schools was also played out at the national level. In Lima a similar pattern did exist. ‘Schools’ were formed around renowned archaeologists or even around institutions like the Pontificia Universidad Católica and the Universidad Nacional Mayor de San Marcos. At stake here was the prestige of Lima with regard to Cuzco. Barrios acknowledged that limeñan universities placed a greater emphasis on theory and methods compared to their cusqueñan counterparts.



Further reasons that had an impact on the works on site were mentioned in passing by Barrios. These included a lack of budget that prevented the Institution from hiring more workers, and the fact that restoration works were guided by civil construction criteria, in the sense that restoration work hours were measured in terms of ordinary labor performance. In practice, this meant that there was no distinction in terms of budget between one activity and the other.



Both Barrios and Carrillo agreed in that a monumentalism inspired in European models had prevailed due to the leading role of the architects-restorers in the interventions in Ollantaytambo. Particularly, the influence of Viollet-le-Duc’s structuralism (or stylistic restoration) was strongly felt. For this school, what mattered, apart from the physical appearance, was maintaining the original form of a building, to reinstate it to a state of completeness that might have never existed before. Seeking for a unity of style, alterations in the form of the removal of later additions and modifications of the original were justified, as was the use of new materials to support the structure [2]. Carrillo put it this way:



“Because of my background in restoration, I learned the structural intervention. Altering the material was not a problem. For example, you could insert iron in a Pre-Hispanic or colonial building as long as the ideal form was preserved. Monumentalism was the dominant paradigm in those times.”



Samanez’s and Carrillo´s background in (Italian) mural painting had implications for the site’s restoration. Miranda thought that their Italian background had translated into distortions and transgressions. Monumentalism and the use of lime had been some of them. Yet there was also a mural painting component involving the use of chemicals in the treatment of walls. These procedures differed from a specific Andean lithic technology based on a religious respect for the material. As the author saw it, it was also about (mis) conceptualizing Inca walls as 2-D flat surfaces, downplaying the highly tactile, sensorial, and spatial quality of a 3-D Inca architecture that actively and intentionally engages the various senses apart from the visual (see Nair [18]). Considering this 2-D approach to restoration, it could be argued that the European representational tradition, along with the prominent role of photography in contemporary mass tourism, have contributed to (re)producing a postcard version of Inca architecture in the site. This can hardly be surprising considering the nearby presence of Machu Picchu, one of the most photographed and reproduced monuments in the world.




3.4. Machu Picchu


Barrios, Samanez, and Carrillo had stressed the ideal of the (Inca) monument underpinning restoration practices in Ollantaytambo, as if this ideal was a given. However, the concept of the ‘monument’ had been historically produced [19]. Originally coming from the Greek word mneme (memory, memorial), with the Latin voice monumentum it had acquired moral and political connotations, as if to admonish and remind the spectators of the power of the governors [2]. At the turn of the 20th C., the Austrian philosopher Alois Riegl reflected on what he called the “modern cult of the monument”. He made a distinction between the ‘intentional’ and the ‘unintentional’ monument. The former, proper to pre-modern peoples, had in origin an intention to remember and keep the memory alive; the latter, inaugurated with the Renaissance, had no commemorative value. Rather, its values were subjective and constructed within the framework of Western art and history [13]. Almost anything that revealed the passage of time could be a monument, and fragility, as opposed to permanency, was its hallmark. If in the intentional monument age was an obstacle in its attempt to overcome temporal distance, the unintentional one, imbued with a modern age-value and a sense of loss, was in essence a historical object, split by the irreversible divide between the past and the present and therefore subject to become ‘heritage’ [13].



If there is nowadays a true Inca, ‘unintentional’ (in Riegl’s sense) monument, that is, of course, Machu Picchu, which in origin was a memorial, like much Inca imperial architecture. The ascendancy of Machu Picchu’s reconstruction over Ollantaytambo’s deserves further exploration. Both Barrios and Carrillo had pointed out the large-scale reconstruction program at Machu Picchu. Their estimates matched: about 70% percent of what we see today in the famous Inca site has been (arbitrarily) reconstructed. Machu Picchu’s influence on the cusqueñan imaginaries was (is) huge. Incanismo, which grounds the past and present greatness of Cuzco in a largely imagined Inca identity built around the material remains of the Pre-Hispanic past, cannot be understood without it. Luis Valcárcel [20], one of the most influential indigenistas, had established a canonical view of Machu Picchu in his writings: it was a sacred city, the culmination of Inca culture, as well as place for communion with the cosmos. Its condition as marvel of the world was simultaneously reinforced and legitimized by international tourism. Barrios articulated this feeling in an idiosyncratic manner: “We are machupichhólogos”, meaning that Machu Picchu had been constructed in the cusqueñan imaginaries as the epitome of Incanness (an operation that had been successful from the point of view of tourism). “Our minds have been instilled with incanismo, with regionalism, hence our chauvinism”, he said. Consequently, Machu Picchu’s reconstruction and presentation paradigm had impregnated all other interventions at the regional level. A site as close to it and as iconic as Ollantaytambo could not have possibly escaped Machu Picchu’s spell. Barrios confirmed: “The criterion was to make the site as Inca as possible”. In practice, following one of indigenismo’s main tenets regarding restoration, as Carrillo informed me, this entailed the removal of all colonial elements from Pre-Hispanic constructions. Coincidentally, at the time this was also the structuralist position that had driven Gibaja’s and Carrillo’s involvement with the PER-39 project.



If, as I have explained, Machu Picchu’s ascendancy had a considerable influence on the interventions in Ollantaytambo, an issue to be explored in more detail at this point is what forces contributed to construct Machu Picchu as an Inca icon since its ‘discovery’ in 1911. Following Cox [21], the University of Yale’s expedition led by Hiram Bingham had had the ultimate goal of collecting artefacts for their own collections. To legitimate that purpose, the expedition relied on the universal virtue and authority of science. Therefore, science (archaeology) was the first step in making Machu Picchu visible as a monument, and thus collectible. Through clearing, reconfiguration, and reconstruction of the now rediscovered ‘lost city’, time had to be disappeared to make it a timeless, ahistorical monument worthy of science [21]. Another scientific, objective, and widely used practice in Bingham´s expedition, namely photography, not only helped to circulate Machu Picchu worldwide; it conjured up as well a specific framework of the city as “lost and hidden behind the ranges” [21] (p. 250). For Cox [22], photography, as a potent fixer of people and history, brought Machu Picchu into what Salvatore [23] (see also Gómez [24]), when discussing the reliance on representational practices of informal, hegemonic empires, has called “the dominant field of visibility”.



This point will be further developed later. For now, it seems, then, as if Machu Picchu had been intentionally ‘fabricated’ as an Inca ruin and that this fabrication that had started with science and photography had been later continued by incanismo, restoration, and tourism development. Machu Picchu’s ‘invention’ is not by any means an exception. Examples are not lacking for ‘fabricated’ monuments in the Andes as well as elsewhere. In the Andes, a most notorious case is that of Posnansky’s reconstruction of Tiwanaku, in the Lake Titicaca basin, where a large-scale movement of stones from one place to another without evidence of their original position had occurred [25]. In Europe, Cócola’s [26,27] study of the Gothic Quarter in Barcelona evinces the successful operation orchestrated by the city’s political and economic elites during the 20th C. This operation turned the neighborhood that surrounded the cathedral into a ‘gothic’ monument, following the stylistic restoration promoted by Viollet-le-Duc in the 19th C., a model that denied the character of the monument as historic document. The city elite’s agenda was twofold: first, to assert the Catalonian origins in the legendary Middle Ages; and second, to market Barcelona abroad as a first-class international tourist destination. Cócola [26] points out that the tourist market and its rules gradually absorbed the political function of the fabrication. Another case in point is that of San Gimignano, a medieval village in Tuscany. Between 1920 and 1930, the town’s city center was subject to a heavy urban editing by Mussolini’s regime in fascist Italy [28]. The goal was to make the town appear as authentically medieval as possible to suit an ideological rhetoric that, for convenient political reasons, imagined the Italian identity as located in that particular age. The regime favored the erasure of the intervening traces of later centuries through a restoration and reconstruction that was largely dependent on a touristic development agenda [28]. If in Barcelona’s Gothic Quarter the same stylistic restoration criticized in the international charters was encouraged by the tourist industry [27], something similar could be said of San Gimignano. In both cases, the operation entailed the fabrication of old destinations, as age-value had become a priced commodity in the market [27].



If the ‘invention’ of monuments had served political and economic ends in Tiwanaku, Barcelona or San Gimignano, Machu Picchu, Ollantaytambo, and other Inca monuments ‘fabricated’ through puesta en valor abide by a similar logic. Incanismo is the political ideology that sustains this fabrication with its rhetoric of an Inca identity for contemporary cusqueñans, anchored in old ruins. It is the same ideology that led some workers in Ollantytambo, as Barrios recalled, to try to emulate and even surpass their Inca predecessors to make the site ‘as Inca as possible’. The tourist industry has capitalized on this rhetoric by promoting the value of ‘pastness’ in restoration projects. Samanez illustrated the point:



“We faced the opposition of the tourist agents. They did not like the fact that our restoration was not a replica or exact copy of the original. Their idea was returning to Inca, like in other interventions or even in Machu Picchu, where anastylosis had been applied without evidence of the original locations.”




3.5. Puesta en Valor and Tourism


The ‘dominant field of visibility’ was also at work in Ollantaytambo. The philosophy and practice of puesta en valor was permeated by it, as it involved the conversion of ruins into (visible) monuments and their public presentation. After all, as Herring [29] argues, Western comprehension of Inca art has revolved around matters of visibility and invisibility, of intelligibility and unintelligibility, insofar as the abstract character of Inca visual form has posed a considerable challenge to the iconic, textual, representational nature of western artistic tradition [30,8]. If, as Samanez and Barrios had concurred, Ollantaytambo was fabricated as a monument for the tourist, then, arguably, a homogenizing tourist gaze (see Urry [31]) had silently informed restoration work to produce the site as distinctively ‘monumental Inca’ to be apprehended and consumed. The tourist gaze is heir to a Western visualism which, from a postcolonial standpoint [23,32,33], has historically functioned as an ideological cognitive tool for incorporating the ‘other’ into Western political hegemony through various representational devices, such as maps, drawings, and books.



Barrios expressed deep concern about the processes of puesta en valor implemented in the Cuzco region in those years of the PER-39 project and thereafter. In his view, the problem not only was that they had drawn their inspiration from Europe as bad imitations and with no adaption to the local reality. It was also that they were short-termed and devised just for architects. Archaeological and historical research was disregarded or belittled. With time, they realized that the interventions had to be multidisciplinary. “Now is different”, Barrios said; “The research component in archaeological projects is more consistent, but we are still under the influence of foreign trends.”



In Peru, as in many other countries, the relationship between puesta en valor of the cultural heritage and tourism is a symbiotic one. Over the last few decades, Peru has experienced a huge boost in tourism development, as cultural tourism has become a driving force for the Peruvian economy, as well as an instrument of State policy for projecting a certain image of the country abroad [34,35]. For Barrios, this widespread, often uncontrolled, development has taken a toll, both in the commodification of the Pre-Hispanic legacy as well as in its integrity and originality as defined in the charters.



“The consequence of tourist development for the projects of puesta en valor is that it demands new circuits, new places for visiting that require puesta en valor. Archaeologists are desperate about recovering new sites for tourism no matter how well or badly they do it. Planning is poor and short-termed, resulting in misguided projects. The technological process is negatively affected. The expectation of a rapid upgrading invites the use of modern materials and technologies that replace traditional ones in order to obtain greater consistency in less time.”



Yet, perhaps the main problem triggered by an indiscriminate puesta en valor of Pre-Hispanic and colonial material legacy concerns the social domain. More often than not, these processes have been implemented at the expense of the local population living in or close to the sites, as Gibaja’s report made clear. The literature on Peru [4,36] documents cases of exclusion and displacement of villagers in the Sacred Valley when indigenous archaeological landscapes are patrimonialized and become ‘sites’ for scientific research and tourism consumption. Barrios expressed frustration when he acknowledged that the original idea in Ollantaytambo had been returning the site to their legitimate owners (the villagers), so that it could be a truly ‘living site’ by rehabilitating the old canals and terraces for the continuation of agricultural production. Instead, he thought that monumentalism had made Ollantaytambo a site for gringo tourists, as well as a place for racial segregation. Moreover, the villagers did not economically benefit directly from the site, thus preventing their identification with their heritage. His words were eloquent:



“The dominant paradigm has been to create a monument for the tourist, dead places. Our original idea was to socially revitalize the park by allowing the villagers to use it and to work their fields within it, so that the tourist could see what their current life is like.”





4. Discussion


In the course of the conversations, Samanez, Carrillo, and especially Barrios, had expressed the view that, broadly speaking, restoration work at Ollantaytambo was partly faulty because the interventions had not always respected the international charters, particularly regarding minimum intervention. It was also faulty because the models followed were foreign, and because they had made an icon out of an Inca ruin meaningful for the villagers in ways others than those predicated by an authorized heritage discourse [4,37]. However, there was a point barely insinuated by Barrios, concerning the inadaptability of the works to the local reality and history, which deserves to be expanded. Arguably, restoration had fundamentally been inadequate because it had not considered an Andean tradition of construction, destruction, burying, and recycling that leaves little room for consecrated contemporary concepts (even if probed in the last few years) in international restoration, such as originality (or authenticity) and integrity. These concepts emanate from a European cultural and ontological tradition informed by linear ideas of time and history that involve a particular past–present system. Within this system, the present keeps moving away from the past as time marches forward following the arrow of progress. Within such temporal framework, the fracture is irreversible, and with it comes a sense of loss and nostalgia. The claim for originality and integrity in works of art and monuments is only symptomatic of this longing for a bygone past, as if by means of these ideological artifices projected on to the material culture direct historical contact could be straightforwardly re-established. Modern mentions to consider later additions to ancient works of art as authentic notwithstanding, originality still implies a kind of pre-existing pristine and intact material form at some point in history, which can be sometimes retrieved through scientific research and practice. If we consider how many times an ‘original’ Inca wall had been probably refurbished by the Incas themselves, who in turn had recycled construction materials from the peoples they conquered or who had preceded them, the notion of authenticity dissolves. If we think of how the Incas stressed process and dynamic temporalities over form and permanency, then aggressive heritage conservation regimes in Inca sites would seem at least suspicious, if not contradictory. Similarly, a dominant and culturally constructed international conservation paradigm only obscures other understandings and forms of curating objects that may be based on decay and disintegration rather than on preservation [38]. In fact, it could be argued that restoration and preservation themselves, as a fundamentally Western practice, are, to a large extent, historically alien to the Andes, where significant sites, buildings, and objects were regularly buried (and built upon), or even burnt, rather than excavated and restored, and not rarely (and intentionally?) left unfinished like in Ollantaytambo or Tiwanaku [39].



Another fundamental distortion was the fitting of Inca architecture into a Western art historical framework dominated by visuality and aesthetics, neglecting the multisensory (particularly tactile) nature of Andean art and culture [18,40], which might have demanded a different restoration approach. For example, instead of treating walls as surfaces in a 2-D approach favored by the architects-restorers’ background, more emphasis could have been placed in recovering the 3-D dimension of architecture. Inca architecture had emphasized facture and materiality, as well as space and movement in relation to the landscape [18]. The 2-D methodology, supported by some restoration techniques, had eroded, in this author’s perspective, that sense of materiality and spatial depth. This process, facilitated by a tourist industry eager for quick and superficial puestas en valor, had the effect of turning the otherness of Inca architecture into an image reducible to visual experience, a culturally determined way of knowing and apprehending things, of forcing them into a familiar template easy to be packaged and consumed by the tourist. Not by coincidence, the European representational tradition since the Renaissance had been linked to the continent’s capitalist expansion [32,33,41].



In seeking new paradigms for the protection and management of sites in the Andes, it will be helpful to look at more recent documents elaborated by UNESCO, in particular the 2011 Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape [42]. This document represents a shift from an emphasis on architectural monuments to the recognition of the importance of social, cultural, and economic processes in the conservation of urban values. It reflects an awareness of the shortcomings of conventional conservation regimes and approaches in rapidly evolving and increasingly complex urban settings. Substituting the notion of ‘historic center’ by that of ‘historic urban landscape’ is a step forward in moving towards more comprehensive and integrated heritage management solutions. This landscape approach encompasses a broader urban context and its geographical setting and is inclusive of the intangible dimension of heritage, represented by elements like diversity and identity. Furthermore, it encourages processes of participation by different stakeholders with competing interests.



All these considerations sound very reasonable compared to strict and authoritarian conservation regimes much more limited in scope. A site like Ollantaytambo, especially the urban core, would clearly benefit from them, as well as from an overall treatment as cultural landscape. This would ease the temporal and social tensions derived from the arbitrary imposition of an ‘archaeological zone’ onto the urban setting. Nevertheless, the document builds on, and validates, previous documents and charters where the concepts of originality, integrity, and others remain operative. What is more, it still relies on contested categories and assumptions such as ‘cultural significance’, ‘universality’ (applied to heritage values and practices), and ‘sustainable development’ [34]. In addition, it seems to take for granted that all stakeholders stand on an equal foot regarding power relations, what is certainly not always the case. In Ollantaytambo, like in the Andes and in other non-western traditions, what is culturally ‘significant’ may well differ from mainstream values and is often decided by non-indigenous peoples with the political and cultural capital to do so. Furthermore, heritage critics [43,44] have underscored the ethnocentric, homogenizing tendencies within UNESCO and other international heritage bodies. The unsolved tension between the local and the global still transpires in the document, in spite of claims in favor of cultural diversity and regional scales. In Ollantaytambo, this translates into the systematic subordination of heritage actions to international guidelines, while local ‘stakeholders’ are barely recognized and treated as passive (and usually annoying) objects of such actions. Moreover, the document emphasizes the potential of cultural heritage to foster sustainable growth in urban settings. Of course, there is nothing wrong with this, quite to the contrary. Yet, such an emphasis may inadvertently activate dynamics of touristification and commodification of historic districts, as well as of social differentiation. This is certainly the case with Ollantaytambo and other Andean sites, where the use and abuse of the Pre-Hispanic heritage as a driver for economic development through cultural tourism explains the urgency for indiscriminate and questionable processes of puesta en valor. With all this in mind, what kind of heritage intervention would be appropriate for a site like Ollantaytambo?



First, the urban core should not be treated as ‘archaeological zone’, not even as ‘historic district’. These temporal categorizations only maintain the unfortunate disjunction between the present and the contemporary past, which stand in a hierarchical relation with socio-political implications. As the Pre-Hispanic past ranks over the present through its heritagization, contemporary needs and peoples remain relegated. This preservation model in turn creates friction and conflict and does not guarantee the protection of the material past. Instead, greater protection could be achieved by letting the residents undertake renovation and maintenance work in their homes within more flexible and negotiated parameters than they currently exist. Land invasions in the ‘archaeological zone’ should not be prohibited and punished, as they respond to ongoing contemporary social dynamics that may alleviate excessive pressure on the urban center. Rather they should be properly managed and ordered. When dealing with archaeological remains, it would be better to have these re-cycled or even deteriorated through re-use, than destroyed because residents feel angry at the Ministry of Culture due to restrictions imposed on them in their own homes, as it happens today. To be sure, this suggested approach would require from heritage professionals dropping dominant concepts of authenticity and integrity, as well as critically reassessing their own concepts of heritage. Similarly, it would demand a non-monumental perspective on Qosco Ayllu (as well as in the ceremonial sector), which should not be marketed as a ‘living Inka town’ any more, but rather as an Andean location inhabited by contemporary people proud of their legacy and yet with perfectly rational expectations of decent living standards and control over their own cultural landscape.



As for the ceremonial sector, the ruins have been transformed into enclosed and static forms through their patrimonialization. It is essential that, in tune with a dynamic Andean tradition and with its unfinished condition, they keep evolving and adapting to a variety of new uses and functions apart from tourism exploitation. In this regard, co-management between the Ministry of Culture and the community would be highly desirable. This co-management would serve two ends. First, it would guarantee that the community benefits economically from the ruins. Second, it would enable local participation in protection activities and strategies, thus fostering a true sense of identification with the site. Moreover, the site should not be a ‘site’ any longer. It should recover its former condition as place. As opposed to sites and destinations, places display a quality of identity, sociality, and ongoing history [45]. In practice, this means that customary sociocultural and political practices currently banned, like agropastoralism and communal gatherings and uses, should be permitted, yet regulated as well. As far as restoration practices are concerned, these should be careful about not removing a sense of time passage and process, for example, when all vegetation is cleaned from structures and pathways.




5. Conclusions


This paper has reflected on a number of issues and actions concerning the archaeological heritage of Ollantaytambo. It has dwelled on the theoretical and material conditions under which some restoration episodes were carried out over the last 40 years, in a context of tourism growth. This work has been objected on the fundamental grounds that it responded to foreign trends that did not honor a specific Andean tradition of caring about the material culture. Instead, European models that were part of a long and ongoing history of theoretical debates and practice were applied. These models relied on a monumental approach to past works of art, as well as on a visual artistic tradition that has largely turned these artworks into icons. Moreover, dominant heritage regimes in Ollantaytambo have only reinforced the split between the past and the present. They have also created friction and social conflict by not being able to integrate the tangible with the intangible component of heritage, by subordinating contemporary peoples and needs to the expectations of cultural tourism and economic development, and by failing to conceptualize sites and historic centers as cultural landscapes.



Cultural tourism constructs unintentional monuments out of intentional ones. Ollantaytambo, like Machu Picchu and many other Inca sites puestos en valor, has been constructed as such. Inca architecture was mnemonic in origin. Sites and buildings were built so that rulers were better remembered [18]. Their commemorative purpose has been resignified with their heritagization. Now tourists and guides assign new and arbitrary meanings to the material remains of the past. If these buildings were originally erected to overcome time, to make the past into the present by keeping memory alive [13], their integration into the heritage industry has fabricated a new temporal framework for them, one that does violence to an Andean temporality that resists linear time and that blends the past into the present in various forms. Instead, these ruins rely now on the production of temporal distance, of a legendary and remote past, to enhance their otherness and their age value to make them valuable commodities. Restoration, as a normalized, time-tampering artefact of the political project of the West, has been an integral part of this deliberate, and profitable, returning to a lost Inca past.
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Figure 1. Map of the Sacred Valley of the River Urubamba, showing the location of Ollantaytambo. 
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Figure 2. General plan of Ollantaytambo, with the ceremonial sector on the left and Qosco Ayllu on the right. 
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Figure 3. Terraces on the fortress/ceremonial sector. 
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Figure 4. View of Manyaraqui and Inkamisana from the terraces. 
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Figure 5. Excavations in Inkamisana (photo from COPESCO archive). 
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Figure 6. Inkamisana after restoration work (photo from COPESCO archive). 
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Figure 7. Manyaraqui (photo from COPESCO archive). 
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Figure 8. Anastylosis in Inkamisana (photo from COPESCO archive). 
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Figure 9. Restoration work in Inkamisana. 
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Figure 10. Fountain in Manyaraqui. 
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Figure 11. Protection covers in Manyaraqui. 
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Figure 12. Qosco Ayllu. 
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