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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: WAR, DESTRUCTION AND COALESCENCE

This is a study of cooperatio8pecifically, cooperation built within a context typically
associated with factionalization, destruction, and animdsitgr. The archaeology of war has
been the study of people in conflict. Skeletal trauma, weapons, fortifications are all material
indicatas of people and groups engaged in armed conflietevenwithin societies with the
highest frequencies @folent conflict activecombatreflects only a small proportion pfe o p | e 6 s
daily experienceil Wa is & more totalizing human experiertbatalso engenders novel modes
of cooperation and affiliatiohese dimensions have received little attention from
archaeologists, even agwlars have noted how warfare @cystalizesocial identitiegArkush
2009; Ferguson and Whitehead 1992a; Kurin 2016isin 2009)how defensive architecture
requires the coordination of lab@ngelbeck 2016; Arkush 201,8ndhow combat requires the
mobilization of willing partiegKiefer 1972; Meggitt 1977; Roscoe 2013; Sillitoe 1978;
Wiessner 2006)nsteadthedestructive aspects of ware continue to be considerdide primary
mechanisms for change: territorial expansion through con¢@asteiro 1970; S. A. LeBlanc
1999, 2000, 2006)nstitutionalizedeadership through military prowe@3avid 1975; Earle
1997; Redmond 1994b, 1998)r fragmentation through endemic conf{iatlen 2008; Arkush
2010)

Many of the traditional frameworks for understanding the consequences of war were
narrowly focused on the causes of increasing political centralization, emphgasiziuse of
warfareto consolidate political authority and increase territorial cori@arneiro 1970, 1990;

Cohen 1984; David 1975; Flannery 1999; S. A. LeBlanc 1999, 2000, 2006; Webster 1977,



1998) In the search for universal explanations of cultekadlution, these models, however,
decontextualized warfare, transforming it into an object of study disconnected from the broader
social field and local historiggerguson and Whitehead 1992b; Pauketat 2009; Thorpe.2001)
The divorcing of war from socidife can also be seen in studies that overlook or diminish the
significance of war and effectively pacifiying the pgstkush and Stanish 2005; Keeley 1996;
Otterbein 1999)l suggest that, in part, the work of resituatating war within broader social and
histrorical processes requires consideratiowanfas not only a destructive force, but also a
generative one.

This dissertation examines war as a fulcrum for the emergence of new social and political
communitie® a process which took place both on anfdioé battlefield. | argue that
cooperation for defensive purposes was a central process through which community affiliations
were articulated and negotiated. | contend that defense provided a shared concern that drew
households and settlements into netsaf cooperative relationships that engendered
commitments of mutual obligation. The relational and interactionist approach to cooperation |
develop here conceives of cooperation as both a means by which groups of individuals seek to
achieve collective gas, and practices through which group membership is made manifest and
affirmed.| draw on this analytical framework to examthe localized politics of group
formation within a particular communiythe Collaguas of the Colca Valley in the southern
highland Andes of South Ameriéaduring a period protracted war known as the Late

Intermediate Period (LIP; 10aD450 CE).



A View from the Fragments

The cultural history of the Peruvian highlands is typically divided into oscillating periods of
regional integration (horizons) and fragmentation or local developments (intermediate periods).
Prior to the Late Intermediate Period, the highlands was dosulitey two large statésWari,
with its capital in the central highlands of modelay Ayacucho, and Tiwanaku, with its center
further south on the Bolivian side of Lake Titicaca. Following the collapse of these two highland
states around 1000 CE, a numbesmaller polities developed across the highlands, marking a
roughly 400 year period of regional developments, eventually brought to an end by the
expansion of the Inka state. This period of regional developments, known as the Late
Intermediate Period (00-1450 CE) in highland Peru has been viewed as a time of protracted
warfare and political fragmentation. Defensive settlement patterns, including hilltop
fortifications, known locally apukaras arefound across the highlandand high rates of
skeletal trauma attest to both a heightened threat of conflict and actual experiences of violence
during this timgArkush 2006; Arkush and Tung 2013t the same time, flattened social
hierarchies, and the absence of regional ceritggg scale public, and ceremonial architecture
(Arkush 2006; Covey 2008; Parsons and Hastings 1888pests war was tied to broader
patterns of regional fragmentation and political decentralizg§fdkush 2010; Earle 1997; D. G.
Julien 1993)

While the broader political landscape of the Late Intermediate Period was highly fragmented,
this characterization raises questions about the social and political dym@thiosach of these
fragmentsFor local communities across the highlands, this was adiroealescence. In many
regions, populations grew and residents moved into increasingly nucleated settlements,

connecting households as their daily rythms of domestic tasks and production practices became



more fully intwinned with their neighbo(g&rkush 210; Bauer and Kellett 2010; Covey 2008;
D'Altroy 1992; Stanish 2003; Wernke 2006hese new patterns of settlement were often
accompanied by changing mortuary practices, including collective burials in highly visible
aboveground tombsdhullpag throudh which understanding of group membership and kinship
were negotiated and affirmed through degathlliam Harris Isbell 1997; Mantha 2009; Nielsen
2008) A diversity of local styles of ceramics, architecture, and other cultural products reflect
more localzed patterns of interaction materialized through shared cultural tradi@onsy

2008) The local tranformations of the LIP produced the complex ethnic and linguistic political
mosaic that the Inka encountered as they expanded their imperial domatlaeroghlands
(D'Altroy 1992; Malpass 1993; Malpass and Alconini Mujica 2010; Wernke 2013)

These contrasting patterns of war and fragmentation, on the one hand, and social and political
coalescence on the other, would seem to reflect conflicting seeiéles during the Late
Intermediate Period. However, as | show in this dissertation, war and the perceptions and
practices of local affiliation were intertwined and mutually reinforcing processes in the
production of polity. Many of the large and dessétlements were also fortifications, suggesting
that defense was an important motivation for nucleg#okush 2010; Arkush and Stanish
2005; Covey 2008; D'Altroy 1987:886; D'Altroy and Hastorf 2001:67; Hastorf 1993; Lavallée
and Julien 1975:11819;C. J. LeBlanc 1981:37872; Meddens 1984:138; Parsons and
Hastings 1988:21215) Coordination for defense is evidenced by the often monumscaéd
construction of fortification walls that not only protected the residents, but also produced the
physicalspaces of residence and daily interaction. Defense was also a shared concern through
which suprasettlement scale affiliations were negotiated and affirmed, linking settlements

through alliance relationshigérkush 2010; D. G. Julien 1993)
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Figurel.1l. Map of Peru showing location of the Colca Valley

This study examines the dynamics of conflict and coordination during the Late Intermediate
Period within the specific context of the Colca Valley, a highlavet valley in the western
cordillera of the souticentral Ands of Peru. The earliest documentary sources show that at the
time of the Spanish conquest, the valley was home to two distinct ethnic groups. In the lower
valley, the Quechuapeaking Cabanasltivated a diversity of crops along the terraced

hillslopes. And in the central and upper valley, the Ayrsgr@aking Collaguas, who are the
5



subject of this study, practiced a mix of agriculture and pastoralism, gaining distinction for their
vast camell herds. The foundations for these etiewitorial division undoubtedly trace back at
least as far as the Late Intermediate Period (Chapter 3). However, by all indications, both groups
remained largely decentralized until Inka colonization of the redisn.show in this
di ssertation, warfare was a per si stwaespread oncer
fortification across much of the valley. While this pattern of political decentralization and
frequent conflict could reflect a patternlo€al raiding as settlements sought to maintain control
over resources and territogimilarities in material culture and the dynamics of Inka
administration indicated the significant ongoing regional interaction and underlying social and
political netwaks during the Late Intermediate Peridd.a local level, this research examines
the interplay of warfare and the emergent Collagua political community.

To investigate these dynamics, this research was designed to examine how war shaped
emergent social ahpolitical relationships at both local and regional scHieee primary
research questions guided this reseandhat was the nature of violent conflict in tGelca
Valley during theLate Intermediate Peri@dHow did violent conflict relate tine process of
Collagua social and political formatidrHow were fortifications reconfigured as local
populations were integrated into the Inka st&ie™ research was conducted at multiple scales:
(1) regionalscale documentation of defensive sites and gprtial distribution, (2) sitkevel
analysis of settlement paties and artifact distributions, (3) test excavations at the site of
Auquimarka, a large fortified settlement with occupation spanning both the LIP and Late
Horizon. At a broader level, thigoject was designed to contribute to a broader understanding of
the consequences of war by examining the changing processes of affiliation and integration

within communities engaged in conflict.



In this dissertationl argue thatvarfare was central tarawing households and settlements
into broader networks of cooperative relationships that were grounded in a shared concern for
defense. Such relationships of mutual obligation both cultuivated and emerged through practices
of affiliation and mutual oblig#on that were central to the production of Collagua communities.
The results of this study show a complex network of nested cooperative relationships, enacted
acrosgnultiple social and spatiacales within the valleyAt a minimal level households
coodinated their labor and resources to construct hilltop fortifications. The defensive
constructions at these pukaras were massive corporate projects often monumental in scale.
Defensive concerns further drew individuals from across multiple settlements oaitder
networks of mutual obligatid@n linking them both through corporate labor projects and through
local defensive alliances. At an even larger scale, patterns of fortification suggest the presence of
broader regional defensiveetworks that allowed r&gents of the valley to monitor and control
key access points and communicate advancing thiBagse relationships, while built on shared
defensive concerns, were also actively cultivated and maintained through commensalism,
commemoration and productidnargue thashareddefensive interestand relationships of
mutual obligation formed the basis for emergentsegginization and collective acti@uring
the Late Intermediate Peridkat was not dependent upon and did not result in political
centralizéion or hierarchization.

Following ther e g i ilcorgbmation into the Inka state, the results show that most
fortifications were abandoned, signaling both a change in settlgrageatns andnd changing
defensive need€hapter 8) At the same time, thlargest fortified settlements in the valley,
Malata (1G195) and Auquimarka (T188),not only continued to be occupied, but were also

transformed into secondary Inka administrative centers in the valley. At Malata, the



transformation to local Inka admstrative center shifted the focus away from the massive
defensive hilltop that occupied the western third of the site, towards the new central plaza and
Inka great halls. By contrast{ Auguimarkahe area within the defensive walls became an elite
resicential area that was physically demarcated and spatially separated from both the commoner
residences to the north and the Inka administrative complex to thelleshift from

autonomous to Inka administratiboth heightened distinctions between pubhc domestic

spaces, and commoners and elites.

Organization of the Dissertation

In Chapter 2, | survey the literature on warfare, focusing specifically on how scholars
have understood the relationship between warfare and political change. | argue that th
importance of cooperative relationships generated through war have been underexamined, and
provide an alternative path tmderstanding how war can drive social and political
transformation and increasing complexity in the absence of political centiralizad
hierarchical structures of leadership and authofitys chapter also surveys prior research on the
Late Intermediate Period, focusing on the relationship between war, ethnogenesis, and political
transformations during the period.

Chapter 3 premnts background on the Colca Valley, including the physical and
geographic setting, and prior archaeological research in the r@gjerarchaeological and
ethnohistorical evidence reflects a complex political landscape of political decentralization, but
also ongoing regional interaction, social transformation and ethnogenesis through which new
patterns of affiliation and political relationships emerdadChapter 4, | present the research

guestions and overarching methodology.



Chapters 5 through 8 presehe results of the study. In Chapter 5, | demonstrate that
walledhilltop sites were specifically designed for defemséiecting an increased concern for
defense in the face of ongoing confli€hapter 6 examines how defensive concerns drove the
formaion of new cooperative relationships both within defensive sitedatween nedoy
settlements. Additionally, show howcooperation in defense was enmeshed in broader practices
of commemoration and commensualism through whal community identities gre
articulated In Chapter 7, | present two spatial moéetse which seeks to identify alliance
relationships, and one that examines regional mobility. Drawing on the results of these models, |
argue that LIP communities welieked throughnested alliance relationships that were in part
oriented towards external threat. Chapter 8 examines how the use of fortifications changed
following integration into the Inka state in the Late Horizon. Drawing on systesuatace
collection atMalata (IG195) and Auquimarka (T4188), and test excavation at the site of
Auquimarka (TU188), | show how settlement was reorganized under the new state.
Furthermore, | examine how the use and significance of defensive constructions was
fundamentally changed. Inhn@pter 9, | summaze the results of the study aredurn to the

broader research questions.



CHAPTER 2

WAR, COOPERATION, AND THE POLITICAL LANDSCAPE

Introduction

The period immediately preceding the expansion of the Inka Empire in the highland
Andes, known locally as the Late Intermediate Period (hereafter LIP), has become nearly
synonymous with internecine warfare and political fragmentation. Defensive settjesittents
are found across the highlands and attest to a heightened threat of conflict, while the absence of
regional centers and largeale public and ceremonial architecture suggests a pattern of political
decentralizatiorfArkush 2006; Covey 2008; D. Gulien 1993; Parsons and Hastings 1988)
Scholars have thus concluded that conflict during the LIP inhibited the formation of regional
political centralization, by physically fragmenting groups and limiting the ability of local leaders
to extend their control over distant si{@skush 2010; Ede 1997; D. G. Julien 1993However,
within this broader pattern of regional fragmentation, there is evidence of coalescence at more
local scale. In many regions across the highlands LIP populations grew and groups who were
previously dispersed concerted in new settlemen{g&rkush 2010; Bauer and Kellett 2010;
Covey 2008; D'Altroy 1992; Stanish 2003; Wernke 2006)

Warfare has long played a role in theories of polity formation and consoli¢@@oneiro

1970, 1994; Cohen 1984; David 1975; Fergusd@vb9Flannery 1999; Haas 1987; Redmond
1994Db) but patterns of conflict without political centralization, like those of the LIP, seem a
curious exception. Among decentralized polities, warfare may have presented powerful physical
and social barriers to gl formation and consolidation. Fortifications were difficult to defeat,

and even when defeated, were difficult to control, particularly where political institutions were
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weak. Furthermore, fortifications and defensive settlement patterns became physical
manifestations of political relationships and perpetuated both antagonistic and cooperative
relationships across generatigddlen 2008; Arkush 2010; Mantha 200%portified

communities likely saw little advantage in forming a larger polity, particuitithe threat was
from raiding by neaby groups of more or less equal size. Fortifications themselves may have
encouraged the development of local group identities over regionafAmesh 2010; Liu and
Allen 1999)

However, the extant corpus of resgaon this topic and period tends to conflate
hierarchization with political integration and complexity. As a result, other practices of affiliation
that may have linked households and settlements in the absence of centralized administration
have not receied adequate attentioficholars have noteldow warfare can crystallize social
identities(Arkush 2009; Ferguson and Whitehead 1992a; Kurin 2016; Nielsen, 2@09)
defensive architecture requires the coordination of Iédogelbeck 2016; Arkush 2010ard
how combat requires theahilization of willing partiegKiefer 1972; Meggitt 1977; Roscoe
2013; Sillitoe 1978; Wiessner 200@nd yethe destructive aspects of warfare have largely been
considered the primary mechanisms for change: territorial exgatisiough conquest,
institutionalized leadership through military prowess, or fragmentation through endemic conflict.

This dissertation addresses how warfare shapes relationships between households and
settlements at multiple scales, to examine howdsia&es new cooperative relationships that
underlie perceptions of community within decentralized socidtiehis chapter, teview how
scholars have understood and theorized wadexen political change. | argue that analytical
focus on the destruet (or destructuringaspects of warfare as mechanisms for change reflect

an underlying emphasis on hierarchy and centralization within models of sociopolitical
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complexity. | instead suggest that consideration of the potential feorgghization through
cooperation and collective action is better suited to understanding the relationship between war
and emergent sociopolitical complexity. | then review how scholars have understood the
relationship between war and the environment, highlighting the needrefully consider how
conflict is enactedh andthroughparticular politicalandscapg Finally, | review the literature

on Late Intermediate Period society in thghlandAndes, focusing on evidence and

explanations of conflict, and political trangfoation during this period.

Warfare, Complexity, and Political Change

Understanding the consequences of war requires frameworks that can account for both
the destructive and generative aspects of war. Synthetic explanations of the consequences of war
havefocused primarily on the role of warfare in generating increasingly complex political
configurations. At least as far back as Herbert Spgi@é&7 [18761896]), warfare was posited
as a prime mover in social evolution, a proposition which has beenaiathan various forms
(Carneiro 1970, 1981, 1998; Cohen 1984; David 1975; Earle 1997; Ferguson 1984b, 1999; Haas
1982, 1987; A. W. Johnson and Earle 1987; S. A. LeBlanc 2006; Mann 1986; Redmond 1994b)
Warfare has been posited as a central factor sociopolitical change at scales across the spectrum
of forms of organizatiod from the formation of tribal polities to the development of states
(Carneiro 1990; Cohen 1984; David 1975; Earle 1997; Haas .1990)

Classic models of warfam@riven political change emphasized the role of conquest
warfare as a means for consolidating political power and terriexgnsior(Carneiro 1970;
Cohen 1984)These models were generally concerned with explaining the rigegefpolities,

such as states and chiefdof@srneiro 1970; Cohen 1984; A. W. Johnson and Earle 1987)
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reflecting a broader interest among processualist archaeologists in uncovering the universal
mechanisms that lead to sociopolitical changes withintarallevolutionist framework..
Conquest models were often directly tied to ecological explanations of warfare, arguing that
polities were brought into conflict as population growth drove the need for territorial expansion
to relieve resource stre@Sarnero 1970; Cohen 1984; S. A. LeBlanc 2006)

A second body of research has emphasized the role of warfare as providing avenues for
the development of institutionalized and centralized leade(Slaimeiro 1998; Earle 1997;
Redmond 1994a, 1998; Roscoe 2000p We h(XOT5pmodelswarfare provides an
important arena for elites within the group to both take on larger administrative role, and for the
acquisition of additional resources which they could use strategically to advance their own
political agendadMany of these approaches draw on ethnographic accounts which have
highlighted how political leaders use war to extend their influence and protect territorial claims,
and the status gained through military achievem@hsgnon 2012; Roscoe 2000; Sillitoe
1978)

These synthetic models have been criticized from a number of angles, including their
reliance on unidirectional models of cultural evolut{gnkush 2010) their ahistoricity
(Ferguson and Whitehead 1992b; Nielsen and Walker 208@8d)on empical groundgArkush
2010) However, several points are worth highlighting here. The first is that models focusing on
the consequences of war in the abstract have largely ignored situations where warfare does not
result in more centralized or hierarchiéams of political organizatioAllen 2008; Allen and
Arkush 2006; Arkush 2010; Marcus 1998rholars haveoted thain many caseprotraded
warfare may have instead actively prevented the formation of more expansive and centralized

polities (Allen 2008; Arkush 2010; Kirch 1991; Liston and Tuggle 2006)his ethnohistoric
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and archaeological examination of Marquesas Island chiefdoms in Polynesia/1iR@ah
argues that warfare, along with environmental degradation and rapid population, ¢ggdvoh
competition, resulting in an ongoing cycle of rivalry and competitiather than increasing
political centralizationSimilarly, Liston and Tugglé€2006)argue that Palau warfare may have
served as a leveliagnechanism, maintaining segmented power eratiian consolidating it.
More recently, both Alleit2008)and Arkush(2010)have argued that in areas with extensive
fortification, strong defenses may make conquest particularly difficult and heighten perceptions
of group identity and difference thus cisiraging regional political consolidation and
contributing to cycles of internecine conflict.

Secondly, synthetic models of the consequences of war rely heavily-dowop
mechanisms of political change, emphasizing the importance of conquest amghsoibjwand
elites and wateaders as catalysts for increasing stratification, political centralization and
hierarchical structures of authority. By focusing on-tlmpvn mechanisms for change, such
models have generally ignored consideration of local @bated history, agency or practice
(Ferguson and Whitehead 1992b; Nielsen and Walker 2009a; Pauketat\20@8)the
individual is considered, agency is often restricted to the motivations of leaders or elites, who are
often portrayed as little more thaational decision makeKdielsen and Walker 20094dylore
recent scholarship of warfare has responded to dissatisfaction with more positivistic models, by
examining how motivations and practices of war are situated within social and historical contexts
(Allen 2006; Nielsen 2009; Nielsen and Walker 2009b; Pauketat 2009; Solometo 2006)

The critiques presented above reflect a broader move to disentangle the consequences of
war from models that conflate political complexity, hierarchy and centralizatiortlodréy.

There are many cases in which war did not result in lasting transformations from tribes to
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chiefdoms, or from chiefdoms to states, but instead perpetuated patterns of regional
fragmentatior(Allen 2008; Arkush 2010)or reinforced egalitarian priaces(Angelbeck 2016;
Angelbeck and Grier 2012; Wiessner 20a8pwever, this raises the question: does the absence

of centralization in contexts of war indicate the mainentance of a status quo, or does it instead
reflect transformative processes thatdamentally conflict with expectations of increasing

political centralization? This highlights the need for analytical frameworks that can account for
coalescence in the absence of centralization. Second, these critiques expose the need for
analytical framevorks that can bridge individual agency and broader cultural transformation. To
do this, | call attention to how households and settlements engaged in war built new relationships
of obligation across multiple spatial scdle®lationships that are best unsteod as

cooperative.

Cooperation through War: Alternative Paths to Complexity

My approach to cooperation is informed by a broader body of literature that envisions
complexity as a heuristic framework for understanding the interaction between vgpesiot
social relationships operating at overlapping scales. During periods of war, these relationships
may be very locd residents that take up arms to defend their settlémentvery largé such
as the modern nation stéteeflecting different scales obenmunity articulation during periods
of conflict. The particular contexts of war, however, force us to consider not only how conflict
drives individuals to affiliate with particular social groups or communities, but also how such
groups can come tact collectivelythrough organized violent conflict. That is, conflict and
shared identity are often mutually reinforcing social processes through which communities are

articulated and maintained. This perspective offers the opportunity to examine how social
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complexity and social transformation can emerge througfosgdinized networks of

relationships and interaction in contexts of conflict.

Cooperation, Community and Complexity

Within traditional models of political organization, complexity has beeravad as a
state or category that a society may or may not attain, and typically intimately intertwined with
the presence of hierarchical political structures comprised of multiple ranked segments with clear
lines of authorityEarle 1991; Feinman and Maus 1998; Flannery 197.2)lowever, more
recent scholarship has moved toward understanding complexity as a conceptual tool for thinking
about the complex, scaler and overlapping social relationships that are inherent to all societies
(Angelbeck and Grier 2A2; Crumley, et al. 1995; DeMarrais 2011; Honeychurch 2014; Wynne
Jones and Kohring 2007)he concept of heterarchy has been one way that scholars have sought
to reframe relationships between societal segments that are either unranked, or can be variously
ranked(Brumfiel 1995; Crumley 2007; Crumley, et al. 1998pwever, heterarchy presents a
broad metaphor that can encompass any number of potential organizational forms, and thus
provides a starting point that compels us to investigate more specifdt, gmditical and
economic relationships and dynam{EseMarrais 2013; Saitta and McGuire 1998)

Others have drawn on theories of practice to situate social structures as not simply
encompassing or static frameworks of power, but rather dialecticallyitoted and potentially
destabilized by agen{Brumfiel 1994; Dietler and Herbich 1998; Dobres 2000; Emerson 1997;
Guengerich 2014; Hendon 1996; M. Johnson 1996; S. Jones 1997; Lightfoot, et al. 1998;
Pauketat 1994, 2000, 200Fpllowing the practice anstructuration theories elaborated by

Bourdieu(1977)and Gidden$1979, 1984)these approaches view structures or practices as
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dynamic and emergent phenomena arising from the agency of individuals. Practices, in this
sense, are both patterned and reehover time, but are also subject to change and
destabilization in the face of shifting circumstances, surroundings and parti¢Pantsi
Tierney 1990, 1995; Sahlins 1983hese approaches draw attention to the importance of
examining how structuresid institutions, relationships of power, social identities and action are
constituted through relationships and interaction between individuals situated within specific
historical and spatial context®hnukiTierney 1990, 1995; Robb 2010)
This interadbnist and relational framework underlies recent approaches to community,
as emergent social institutions recursively constructed through shared identity and shared
practice(Yaeger and Canuto 2000:6) Rat her t han seeking to ident.
approaches instead investigate the relationships that draw individuals into durable relationships,
recognizing community formation as an ongoing process at multiple $Gallstein 2005;
Knapp 2003; Mac Sweeney 2011; Wernke 2007; Yaeger 2000; Yaeg€aantb 200Q)Co-
residence and spatial proximity can provide particularly powerful contexts for generating shared
cultural norms and practices through everyday patterns and practices of intdBatiadieu
1977; DeMarrais 2001; Yaeger 200Blowever, coomunity identities often extend beyond the
typical boundaries of shared residef@®ldstein 2000, 2005; William H Isbell 2000; Pauketat
2008; Schachner 2008; Yaeger2000nwfa gi ned 6 communi ti es can dr aw
with little direct faceto-face contact, who nonetheless maintain important ties through shared
interest and professed social identi{iBsR. Anderson 2006 iesbetween more distant or
dispersed communitemay dr aw mor e substantially on inten

(Yaeger 2000:125)which make community membership explititough public gatherings,
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staged rituals, exchange, and real or fictive extended kin relatior{silipen 2008; DeMarrais
2013; Moore 2007; Yaeger 2000, 2003)

Understanding community as an emetgsatial institution highlights the importance of
attending to the relationships and practices that generate a sense of shared identity and common
purpose. It also speaks to the importance of 8chtih in terms of understanding how social
and spatial disince inform practices of affiliation, and in terms of the need for analysis at the
intermediate scales between individual and p@Wyss 2008; Yaeger 2000; Yaeger and Canuto
2000) Rather than view complexity as a state of being tied to particular aegemal
structures, the approaches presented above compel us to think about complexity as a process
emerging through overlapping detworks of relationships and interaction.

In this dissertation, | propose a relational and interactionist approach to @ioaper
which conceives of cooperation as both a means by which groups of individuals seek to achieve
collective goals, and practices through which group membership is made manifest and affirmed.
On the one hand, this approach sees cooperation not as @hamtien tied to specific forms of
social or political organi zation, but instead
soci al i (Carkallo 2013bilx)Smsultaneously, working collectively toward a common
purpose generates relationshof mutual obligation that involve cultivating networks of social
relationships through which group membership and identity are made effpdisitoe 2013)

This approach to cooperation dovetails with interactionist frameworks of community,
which concere of communities as emergent social institutions that are both grounded in and
affirm a sense of shared identity and common purpd&nke 2013:231; Yaeger and Canuto
2000) At a basic level, cooperation can be viewed as a process by which commmuaitiésst

common interest through collective action. Within an interactionist framework, however,
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cooperation is not simply an epiphenomenon of communities, but instead is an actively
negotiated process which manifests at multiple and overlapping scaliss.cboperation in one
context does not determine or ensure cooperation in dt@arballo 2013h)and in this way, has
the potential to both affirm and undermine community membership.

At a basic level, cooperation involves mutualism, or the practiosutifple individuals
working together to realize a common g@@arballo 2013a; Mead 1937; Tomasello 2009:41;
West, et al. 2007:416%tudies of the evolutionary basis for cooperation have tended to
emphasize the difficulty of overcoming seiterest in oder to work in a group towards a
common goal, focusing in particular on the role of altruism (giving without the expectation of
reward) and freeider dilemmas (nosooperative members who nonetheless benefit from
cooperative practice¢¢f Blanton and=argher 2008; Bowles and Gintis 2011; Eerkens 2012,
Henrich 2006) Individuals, however, cooperate across multiple scales, which may be
complementary, overlapping or even conflict{@arballo 2013b:5)And these different arenas
of cooperation can entaibrying levels of personal risk and obligations, and thus are likely to
draw on distinct networks of relationships.

The crosscutting effects of cooperation are evident in contexts of war. For example,
building a defensive wall is best achieved when laal resources can be distributed
collectively. However, once constructed, the wall protects everyone who lives within it, even
those who did not participate in its construction. However, even in cases where all individuals
cannot be compelled to assistlwihe construction, the benefits of working together outweigh
the potential cost of freeders. Additionally, construction of defensive walls reflects a
confluence of both personal and group interest in defense, which lowers the barriers to

cooperation ad makes it more likely that most individuals will participate in the building
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procesgRoscoe 2013)On the other hand, individuals who participate in a raiding party put
themselves at great risk. Thus, individual decisions about whether to particiggteemu
carefully considered against the motivations for attack and the potential benefits to the individual
and the group. Raiding parties may thus be comprised of direct kin who have established ties of
mutual obligation that extends beyond warfare, or negyire more explicit negotiation of how
to distribute material goods obtained from the (&ldlbling 2006; Roscoe 2009; Wiessner
2006)

These two examples highlight how particular practices and patterns of cooperation are
highly contextual and requi®nsideration of the relationships between individuals, and the
costs and benefits of cooperating in particular contexts. Immediate kin, for example, are more
likely to cooperate in a variety of contexts, in part because of established reciprocal ties, and
broader social commitments. These same dense ties of mutual obligation can also facilitate
cooperation among nekin, particularly those living in close proximity and are otherwise tied
through broader economic relationships and social networks. In$ka@bof strong ties,
cooperation may rely more on alignment between individual and group aims, like in the case of
defensive constructions, or may require more explicit cultivation of reciprocity and affiliation
through exchange relationships or commeassal

Cooperation is dependeoh a sense afommon interest, and the scaled duratiorof
that common interest has important implications for the organization of social g&anpsillo,
et al. 2014; Roscoe 2013 small raiding party, for example, magnsist of only half a dozen
individuals and last a total of a few hours. By contrast, construction of adeatgirrigation
system may involve cooperation across several settlements who regularly negotiate water access

and participate seasonal maintec@and persist across many generations. The scale and
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duration of cooperation has important implications for whether cooperation is likely to result in
the formation of durable social or political
(Carballo2013a; Carballo, et al. 2014; Roscoe 2009, 20b3)ontexts of war, cooperation in
defense at the level of the settlement is facilitated not only by the convergence of individual and
collective interests in defense, but also the dense, often-takgranted ties that emerge
through daily interactio(Bourdieu 1977; Yaeger and Canuto 2000)this way, cooperation in
defense provides a context for reaffirming co
reinforce a sense of shared community idgnBly contrast, individual participation in raiding
groups is likely to shift from one raid to the next based on the particular contexts, and is likely to
produce more ephemeral cooperative groups.

At any given time, an individual is enmeshed in a nunobeooperative relationships,
each involving different groups of individuals. Recognition of these multiple, overlapping and
scalar forms of cooperation provides an alternative way of conceptualizing how complexity can
emerge through networks of relationsh A contextual examinatiazooperation offers the
potential to move beyond tegown models of political change and their emphasis on elite
agency, by examining the potential for setfanization across multiple sca[@anton and

Fargher 2008)

Scaks of Cooperation in War

During times of conflict, individuals and groups form many different kinds of
cooperative relationship€ooperatiormay involve only a few individuals who band together to
launch a raid, or on the other end of the spectrum, nvayvi@ a coalition of several large ethnic

groupsuntied against a common eneryhile a band of raiders and a military coalition are both
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examples of cooperation in the face of war, they involve very different expectations,
commitments, and obligations,dpresent gry different barriers to entry. Here, | draw on the
vast ethnographic literature on warfare to highlight the different forms that cooperative

relationships can take.

Cooperation for defense

Perhaps the most central and universal form of cooperative relationship in war is that of
thedefensive groupor an enduring group of individuals who engage in mutual def®uszoe
2013) In village contexts, the defensive group and the village mayofesy be roughly one in
the same. In fact, defensive concerns frequently propel settleongaation(Fadiman 1982;

Kiefer 1972; Roscoe 2013kthnographic sources, in particular those from New GuUiReacoe
2009:8085), frequently emphasize the villagemmunity as united in defenda.addition to
providing mutual aid during battle, the defensive group may also coordinate in other defensive
strategies. This may include construction of defenses, such as walls, palisades, or stockades
(Angelbeck andsrier 2012; Fadiman 1982:105; Roscoe 2008)nanning outposts to

monitoring for threat¢Fadiman 1982:10407).

While defensive groups may pertainauillage-baseccommunity, this is not always the
case. Among dispersed communities, such as the Mge Bauseholds live widely
distributedhomesteads within their clan territory. Meggit®77)describes how the in this
setting, households were primarily responsible for building light defenses around their
homesteads, but the clan as a whole provii#dnsive aid during attacks. By contrast, among

Coast Salish communities, the primary defensive group likely consisted of smaller grouping
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within the larger villagd perhaps only two to four allied households, with each maintaining
their own nearby fortitation(Angelbeck 2016; Sutles 1958)

Cooperation for defemsprovides a relatively low barrier to entry in part because personal
interest in protection is in alignment with the interests of the other membéies aéfensive
group. Thus, coordination féhe purposes of defense does not necessarily require
institutionalized leadership or centralized authority to mobilize participation, particularly in
smallscale societieRoscoe 2013)This is not to say that leadership is absent from defensive
coordimation. Ethnographic literature indicates that individuals with greater experience or ability
often play an important role in coordinating efforts; however, these roles tend to be limited to
contexts of war , particularly in the absence of formal adimats&ihierarchiefRoscoe 2000)

Kinship ties also play an important role in cooperation within the defensive group. Within
groups with strong patterns of either matrilocal or patrilocal residence, settlements are often
comprised of households with direstd extended kin relationships. In these cases, defensive
groups were enmeshed in broader relationships of kinship, extending ties beyond defense. Even
in cases where households are not directly linked through kinship, living in nucleated settlements
increases the sort of daily, fateface interactions that foster perceptions of common interest
and shared identity that can facilitate cooperation that extends to defense.

While defensive groups may draw primarily from individuals living in the samegeilla
or clearly defined territory, allied communities can also be drawn on for additional support
during attack. | refer to these relationships of mutual aid that extended beyond the core defensive
group aglefensive alliance€Except in cases of pitched thas or extended sieges, an element of
surprise is often an essential component of warfare and most communities had little time to rally

defenses and thus defensive allies were typic
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core defensive group féhe Meru was the village community, Fadin{a882:116)describes
how smoke, fire and horns were used to alert-bgallages of an attack. In these cases,
individuals from the surrounding villages would often come to assist, in particularodf toe
retreat of the attackers attempting to make off with some of the herd animals.(¥8§@8z59)
summarizes a similar tactic among the Maori, where warriors from nearby communities would
position themselves in order to ambush attackers from the flankror re
In societies organized in segmentary lineage groups, which consist of villages or small
lineage groups situated within larger clan or tribal confederations traced through lines of
genealogical relatedness, nested relationships of affiliation cantimi|aealy salient to the
formation of alliances. In an ideal structure, conflicts between larger se@rmrdk as
phratries, for exampde each phratry could rally the support of each of their smaller segments
(Barth 1953; Boehm 1984; Evafsitchard 1940; Hrrison 1993; Meggitt 1977)n Potosi,
Bolivia, for example, Plaif2009)describes how even minor segments who were in conflict with
one another were expected to draw together during conflicts betweenseganentary
conflicts. In practice, however, patns of marriage, residence, and economic relationships often
complicate these ideal patteriiack-Michaud ; Fadiman 1982; Posposil 199dnd proximity
is often a more significant fact@Roscoe 2009)Even in the example from Potosi above,
individualswould sometimes choose to defend their neiglbbeveome they had more
entrenched ties & even against their own maeadfiliations (Platt 2009; see also Roscoe 2009)
One of the primary problems among defensive allies concerns how to ensure that
neighborng communities would provide aid when needed. Unlike the defensive group, where
both the individual and group benefit from cooperating in defense, defensive alliances required

the support from individuals who were not themselves under attack. For tlus,rdafensive
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alliances involved individuals and groups that maintained dense social ties through marriage and
kin relationships, and ongoing exchanges of food, resources, or séExeasPritchard 1940;

Meggitt 1977; Witherspoon 1973)leighboring grops may be more willing to offer support

when they believe that the attacking group also poses a threat to their own security. Overall,
however, the efficacy of defensive alliances in more directly tied to proximity and the density of
social and economicds that cultivated senses of mutual obligation across multipledields

including defense.

Cooperation in offense

While defensive groups are often comprised of individuals living in the same village or
dispersed within a clearly defined territory, coosdian for offensive attacks is far more varied.
Decisions about whether to launch an offensive attack and who should participate depends
largely on the scale of the groups in conflict and networks of kinship and alliance ties between
individuals and groupsn some cases, individual deaths, even in the context of warfare, may be
reckoned at the level of direct kin. Thus, an offensive attack in retaliation may draw primarily on
direct kin and not all members of the villagghagnon 2012; Fadiman 1982; Megd®77;
Roscoe 2009)

Even in cases where an offensive attack targets a common enemy to the entire defensive
group, smallesscale raids may be organized and executed by only-aetuds individuals
because they were more effective, and because kin erteth prevended many members from
participating. Among the Middi&epik Manambu of New Guinea, for example, factions within a
village tended to lead attacks, often with the help of external allies, rather than by the village as a

whole (Harrison 1993:68)Within smaltscale societies, an offensive attack by a village or clan
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would often require consensus at the village or clan [@adiman 1982; Meggitt 197.7ftven
then, this decision may have to be carefully weighed against the specific kin or aleance
between individual members and the proposed target. Drawing on oral histories of the Meru,
Fadiman(1982:97)describes:

The first step in such discussions was to determine whethentiregga [village] selected

for attack contained members relateciny of their own lineages, whether by blood or

ritual. This involved culling the memories of the oldest men of the community, to insure

that sich alliances remained intact.
Such crosgutting ties may lead individuals to abstain from the attack, or @&t inafailure
to gain consensy8lack-Michaud 1975; Fadiman 1982; Meggitt 1977)

The role of intewvillage or interclan kin ties in guiding who participates in offensive
attacks is particularly relevant to local conflicts in groups where ngasiare typically
exogamougBlack-Michaud 1975; Fadiman 1982)hile the abundance of ethnographic
literature affirms that exogamy does not prevent conflicts between lineage groups, it may
significantly shape whether individuals choose to join offensieams. However, kin ties are
clearly not the only consideration. In many cases, individual households, or factions within a
community may forge alliance relationships with members of external g(ieder 1972)

While the village or a subet of indivduals within the village frequently coordinated
smalklscale raids, a group planning an attack may also attempt to draw support from allies
outside the local settlement. Although allies could provide greater numbers, these relationships
were more tenuousnd could be potentially costly. Megg(t977)describes how allies were
often less committed to the attack and thus more likely to retreat from fighting. Other sources
emphasize that allies often incurred economic costs associated with feeding andrpnayisi

allies, considering them in the distribution of raided animals, or bearing responsibility for any
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deaths that occurred during the fightiidMeggitt 1977; Andrew Peter Vayda 1960)

Additionally, potential allies also had their own kin and alliancati@hships to consider, which

may oblige them from abstaining from the attack, or even giving advanced warning to proposed
target(Fadiman 1982; Kiefer 1972; Meggitt 197Fven segments of the same tribe, chiefdom

or ethnic group may forge alliance or &mp relationships with segments of neighboring

external groups, which could make it difficult to organize segments under the auspices of some
sort of macreorganization.

While much of the ethnographic literature on warfare deals with conflict in-scelé
societies, there is evidence that groups were able to forge larger coalitions, particularly in the
face of a common, external threat. Angelbeck, for example, describes how a number of Coast
Salish communities, even those with lestgnding patternsf@onflict between them, were
nonetheless able to forge a large coalition against an external threat. Similarly large coalitions
have been recorded in historical encounters with colonial g#siéey 1992; BlackMichaud

1975; EvandPritchard 1940; Kiefet972:60)

Neutral relationships

Given the intricacies of networks of kinship ties and alliances between communities,
alliances were often more neutral in nafug@oviding neither defensive nor offensive support.
This could involve standing agreemergsabstain from fighting, granting safe passage through
ones territory, or agreeing to share information about planned attacks or the defenses of an
enemy grougFadiman 1982; Maquet 1961; Meggitt 1977; Roscoe 2009; Witherspoon 1975)
These relationships we often forged between neighboring communities, in part to minimize

conflict, but also to extend safe areas for travel, and to strengthen existing relationships of
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marriage and economic exchar{@oscoe 2009)in general, these relationships did not éntai
taking up arms either for defensive or for offensive attacks, and thus were less costly to engage
in. They also offered significant benefits to

nearest neighbors.

Discussion

As the preceding discussidemonstrates, cooperation during times of war can take
various forms, each entailing different sets of expectations and requiring different levels of
commitment and obligation. These relationships were multiple and overlapping, and thus often
required negtating competing sets of obligations, including broader social and economic
networks simultaneously. At the smallest scale, the primary defensive group typically involved
oneds closest relations. Cooper atnirisiopartaf def en
being a member of a village or territorially discrete group, and required little explicit cultivation
or formalization.

Even at larger scales, cooperation between villages was enmeshed in broader
relationships of kinship, and social aacbnomic networks. In the case of segmentary lineage
groups, nested affiliations at times provided an avenue for generating larger coalitions. Yet, even
these principles of affiliation were negotiated through relationships of proximity and other
extendedies. In general, cooperation across larger social and spatial scales required more
deliberate negotiation and formalization, and required periodic affirmation through
commensalism, gifts, and formal rituals which made explicit the commitment to mutual aid

(Baxter and Butt 1953; Fadiman 1982; Witherspoon 1975)
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Warfare and the Political Landscape
Recognition of the various nested and overlapping scales of cooperation, mutual
obligation and collective action calls for greater attention to how commaiffiitgtions and
common interest are constructed through the landscapes people inhabit. While communities are
not bounded by proximity, the practices that underlie their construction and affirmation are
informed by both social and spatial dista(¢aegerand Canuto 2000Community
relationships at all scales draw both on connections that areftakgranted and those more
consciously orchestrated, yet the balance of each can be expected to vary in importast ways
faceto-face interaction becomes lgssquent Thus, these relationships cannot be excised from
the spaces through which they are enacted, and instead require attending to how relationships are
constituted through socioatural landscapes that are thus intrinsic to political procéasés
Smith 2003) Consideration of the production of such relational landscapes is particularly
relevant in the context of war. Conflict shapes relationships to the landscape in fundamental
ways, informing decisions about where to live, who to trust, and where it is sededb War
also materializes relationships of cooperation and antagonism in landscape through the
construction of nucleated settlements, alliances, buffer zones, and political boundaries.
Archaeologists and social theorists have increasingly vieweghtyscal environment as
neither a passive backdrop nor a determinant of human activity, but rather a medium for practice
(e.g. Arkush 2011; Ashmore and Knapp 1999; Contreras 2010; Rodning 2010; M. P. Smith
2005; Ucko and Layton 1999)hese perspectiveseannited by their consideration of not only
the material properties of the environment, but how it is experienced and perceived by actors
(Heidegger 1977; Ingold 2000; Merle®onty 2005; A. T. Smith 2003; Thomas 1993, 1996;

Tilley 1994; Tuan 1977)From this perspective, the physical environment is conceived as both
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material and analytically inseparable from how it is experienced, perceived, and imagined by the
people who inhabit iflLefebvre 1991; A. T. Smith 2003)Vithin archaeology, landscape

approachs have drawn on a variety of theoretical and methodological traditions to understand
the relational aspects of humkmdscape interaction. Many considerations of landscape have
drawn upon agency and structuration theories to understand how landscdymb aomstructed

by and constrain possibilities for practiddese analytical frameworkeve been particularly
influential in studies of the built environment to examine the recursive and instrumental
relationship between the spaces we produce and tied aad political structures these spaces
reproduce through tim@rand 1994; Gieryn 2002; Guengerich 2014; Robben 1989; Schiffer
1983)

Archaeologists have also employed interpretive approaches to investigate the subjective
experience of humaenvironmenm interactiongBender 1993, 1999; Thomas 1993, 1996; Tilley
1994) Building on the perspective that the body is the point of interaction with the world,
phenomenological and interpretive approaches shift the focus toward the internal, embodied
experienceof perception Methodologically, these approaches have frequently placed central
i mportance on the archaeol ogistds observation
landscap€Thomas 1993, 1996; Tilley 1994)he subjective nature of phenomenological
methods has been criticiz&doth for the lack of systematic or clear results, and for their
emphasis on the archaeologBtiick 2005; Llobera 2012; A. T. Smith 2003:68).

GIS and other spatial technologies offer the potential to develop more systemairtis
for integrating the particulars of human experience and perception into understandings of the
landscape. Scholars have used GIS technologies to examine visual perception of the landscape

by modeling the visibility of particular places or the extentisual fields(Ayala and Fitzjohn
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2002; Briault 2007; Gaffney, et al. 1996; Llobera 1996, 2006, 2007; Maschner 1996; Nair 2007;
Wheatley 1995; Wheatley and Gillings 2008jkush(Arkush 2010) for example, uses linef-

sight analysis between fortificatis to identify ethngolitical boundaries. She demonstrates

how these boundaries were constructed through conflict and antagonism within the specific
landscape of the Lake Titicaca Basin, and how those boundaries, in turn, reinforced perceptions
of difference and enabled continuing conflict. Others have addressed questions of movement
using leastost paths, spatial network analysis or other méaasey, et al. 2013; Harrower and
D'Andrea 2014; Howey 2007, 2011; Llobera 2000; Wernke 204B)le these appaches are

not without criticism(Lake and Woodman 2003; Llobera 2007; Tschan, et al. 2000; Wheatley
and Gillings 2000Q)they represent an important move toward developing analytic methods that
consider how subjective experience of the environment shiapg®litical processg€ovey, et

al. 2013; Kosiba and Bauer 2013)

In this dissertation, | draw on a relational approach to human/landscape interaction,
examining the ways in which war was constituted through the landscape in ways that informed
and congained relationships of cooperation and antagonism, and perceptions and practices of
affiliation and conflict. To do this, | employ a spatiailhtegrated approach which draws on
spatial analysis as a tool for examining how hurseaile spatial practicesiich as visibility and
movement, were mediated through the local landscape. | argue that these practices were not
incidental to understanding the nature of warfare in the valley, but rather were integral to the

constitution of new relationships of coopévat affiliation, antagonism and conflict.
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Transformations in the Late Intermediate Period Andes

The Late Intermediate Period has traditionally been understood as a period of regional
fragmentation, frequent conflict and local polity developn{@uvey D08; Parsons and
Hastings 1988)The only written sources on this period come from a series of colonial texts,
written in the early postonquest period, which recorded his¢ésrof the time before the Inka
These histories frequently speak of this tima agriod of unrest, where local groups, organized
under their own war leader, engaged in frequent conflict with their neighbors, fighting to acquire
women, fields, or higistatus goodéC. J. Julien 2006 However,sources also refer to large
ethnoterritorial senorios or kurakazgdsd by a paramount lord growing their power and
territory through the conquest of weaker gro(pstanzos, et al. 1996; Cieza de Le6n and
Ballesteros Gaibrois 1985; Santillan 1968 [1563])

These contrasting narratives of caetfduring the Late Intermediate Period highlight the
dynamics of both frequent conflict, but also the emergence of salient new social identities and
political communities that produced a cultural mosaic across the highlands. In this section, |
review thearchaeological evidence for conflict during this time, and highlight the key

explanations of warfare in the region.

Evidence for Conflict

Recent review articles by Arkush and Tu@gkush 2006; Arkush and Tung 201®aw
on both archaeological and biohaeological evidence that attest to the frequent and pervasive
conflict across much of the highlands and into some coastal areas during the Late Intermediate
Period. Hilltops and promontories enclosed by one or more large defensive walls have been

identified across the highlands and upper coastal valleys, as far north as Ecuador and south into
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parts of Bolivia, Chile, and Argentir{arkush 2006; Arkush and Tung 2013; D'Altroy and
Hastorf 2001; Earle, et al. 1980; Hastorf 1993; Kellett 2010; Nielsen 2002y @995; Seltzer
and Hastorf 1990)n addition to fortification walls, these sites share other defensive features,
such as ditches, restricted entrances, parapets, bastion, and defensibl@diiisig and Stanish
2005)

Hilltop forts often enclose residential areas, and would have provided strong defenses for
the community insidéArkush 2010; D'Altroy and Hastorf 2001; Earle, et al. 1980; Hastorf
1993; Kellett 2010; Nielsen 20020 some cases, the populations withinwlads were very
large, some possibly home to as many as 818000 people at one tinjB'Altroy and Hastorf
2001:68) However, not all walled hilltops enclosed residential areas but instead may have
served communities settled nearby or other defengigd(Arkush 2010; Parsons, et al. 2000)
In many regions, even nduortified settlements wersituated in strategic or defensible locations,
such as hilltops or promontories where elevated locations would have provided greater visibility
of the landscapand steep slopes, rock outcrops or escarpments limited access from one or more
sides(Bauer and Kellett 2010; Doutriaux 2004he extent and prevalence of these defensive
settlement patterns lend broad support to an increased concern for defense adradsmeu
highlands during the LIP.

There is also a documented increase in violent conflict during the LIP, evidence by rates
of cranial traumgAndrushko 2007; Arkush and Tung 2013; Kurin 2012; Christina T-dRsf,
et al. 2005; Tung 2008; Velasco 2@).6Across the Andes as a whole, rates of cranial trauma are
highest during the LIP, rising to just over 30% percent within studied skeletal populations
(Arkush and Tung 2013:316) he violence that drove the trauma appears to have taken different

forms. Hgh levels of antemortem trauma and low rates of perimortem trauma in LIP populations
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in San Pedro de Atacama, Chile, have been interpreted as a form of conflict re¢Glatistina
TorresRouff and Costa Junqueira 200B) contrast, in Andahuaylas,gh rates of perimortem
and antemortem trauma disproportionately affected individuals exhibiting cranial modification.
The concordance between this highly visible marker of ethnic identity and trauma indicates
violence was directed at specific ethnic gro(igrin 2012) Finally, the highest rates of trauma
were found among LHperiod individuals interred at the site of Hdathe Wari capital in
Ayacucho. The high rates of trautn84%0 andlikely represent individuals killed in a specific
massacre evelitung2008)

In areas where conflict was pervasive, warfare played a central role in the organization of
Late Intermediate Period polities. In many highland areas, there is evidence of increasing
settlement nucleation evidenced in both defensive andlatansve settlement§Arkush 2010;
Earle, et al. 1980; Hastorf, et al. 1989; Kellett 2010; Parsons, et al. 2700 xhift toward
larger and denser settlements was driven, at least in part, by concerns for defense. Colonial texts
that recount history beforedHnka describe large ethrtierritorial senorios or kurakazgos led by
a paramount lord growing their power and territory through the conquest of weaker groups Many
areas did experience population growth, greater nucleation and increasing politicalzediotal
across the more than 400 year pe(i@dvey 2008; Earle, et al. 1987; D. G. Julien 1993;
Parsons, et al. 2000; Stanish, et al. 1997; Wernke 2808)Inka provincial administration later
build upon the social and political structures that devel@juging this timgD'Altroy 1987,
Malpass 1993; Malpass and Alconini Mujica 2010; Morris and Covey 2006; Parssinen 1992;
Silverblatt 1988; Wernke 2006However, archaeological research indicates that outside of the

Cuzco area and some coastal politieditipal centralization remained relatively we@gkrkush
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2010; Christina A. Conlee, et al. 2004; Covey 2008; D'Altroy 1987; Parsons, et al. 1997,

Wernke 2013)

Explanations of Conflict

Scholars have long suggested that LIP warfare was a reactiondisgbkition of the
dominant Middle Horizon states of Wari and Tiwanaku around 100(Hg8lop 1976; Kolata
1993; Parsons and Hastings 1988)e collapse of the political, economic and relationships that
bound these large polities together, may have tesin a rise in violent conflict as local groups
sought to rebuild themselves in the absence of integrative state institutions and ideologies.
Moreover, the roughly simultaneous collapse of two major states likely had broader
reverberations across the Agsd At the eponymous Wari capital, analysis of jpofiapse
human remains interred in the city found significantly higher rates of antemortem trauma among
adult populations when compared to nearby Veaai populationd affecting 71% compared to
23% in theWari-era population§Tung 2008)Given that juveniles are underrepresented in the
burial sample (an indication that this was not a normal village population), and the extremely
high rates of antemortem trauma, this is a unique burial population and reaigleece a
massacre, perhaps tied to the collapse of the Wari(3iatg 2008) However, evidence from
other regions that were previously within the Wari sphere also show an increase in violent
conflict in the early LIP. High rates of pestllapse traura have also been found in
Andahuaylas, approximately 1000 km north found a significant increase in cranial trauma, and in
particular, lethal cranial trauma from the late MH to the early(Kiin 2012) Additionally,
survey and excavation in the regiomfa a marked settlement shift to defensive and defensible

ridgetop settlements around 1000 CE, broadly coinciding with the collapse of the Wari state in
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the region(Bauer and Kellett 2010; Kellett 201@urther north in the Cajamarca region, re
occupatiorof earlier fortifications and construction of new ones also date to the early LIP
(Toohey 2009)

There is also evidence for a rise in violent conflict in areas within the broader Tiwanaku
sphere. In San Pedro de Atacama, cranial trauma rates pealviklth# transition, during the
time Tiwanaku was in decline. Here, trauma rates rose from 10.9% to 35.6% during the
transition period and remained high throughout the(ORristina TorredRouff and Costa
Junqueira 2006)

While there are examples of vialkeconflict erupting shortly after the collapse of the
Middle Horizon states, this was not a universal respbresen in areas that had been more
directly integrated into thstates of Wari and TiwanakE&or example, in the Nasca drainage,
which was likelydirectly administered by the Wari state, collapse was accompanied by a drastic
declinein population, with an overall decrease in the number and size of settlements, and
abandonment of previously occupied settleméatgistina A. Conlee 2006; Christina B8onlee
and Schreiber 2006However, fortified settlements do not appear in the region until the middle
Late Intermediate Period (circa 1300 GEristina A. Conlee and Schreiber 2006arly LIP
fortification construction and cranial trauma suggestithabme areas, the collapse of these
expansive states quickly ushered in a period of greater conflict. However, warfare was not
limited to the immediate posbllapse period. In fact, conflict became more intense and
throughout the entirety of the Lateténmediate Period, growing to include areas that were only
peripheral to either MH state.

Othershave suggested that LIP warfare was the result of grogtirfdoms thatought

to expandand secure their territorial and political domadtarly documentargourceoften
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describe large prinka curicazcos, led by war lords fighting to gain access to lands, women and
tribute (Levillier 1935; Vega 1965 [1582])ndeed, archaeological research demonstrates that
throughout the LIPmany regions experiencegeater nucleation, population growth, and
increasing social inequality across highland polifiesvey 2008; Earle, et al. 1987; D. G. Julien
1993; Parsons, et al. 2000; Stanish, et al. 1997; Wernke.Z0@6nost suggestive evidence for
this comes fronthe Upper Mantaro Region whemesidential populations of fortifications were
indeed very largewith as many as 13,000 reside(i@$Altroy and Hastorf 2001 Clear

settlement hierarchies and large public plazas at several sites suggests growing political
centralizationD'Altroy and Hastorf 2001)

However, evidence for conquest or political expansion of LIP polities is rare outside of
the Inka heartlan@Arkush 2006) Archaeological research in the regions occupied by Colla,
Lupaca, and Chanka, which lealwng been considered classic examples of large, unified polities
who mounted substantial resistance to the Ihka,shown that these groupere not strongly
centralized or hierarchical, or even necessarily cohesive, polities during tkerkiBh 2010
Bauer and Kellett 2010; Frye and de la Vega 2005; Kellett 20¥0)k by Arkush(2010)
demonstrates that in contrast to the aggrandizing narratives of the colonial texts, the Colla
comprised an amalgamation of local, decentralized communities that wgzrgeel protracted
smallscale conflict. While these communities may have formed alliances with nearby
communities, and even formed largeabeit temporar§ coalitions in response to particular
threat® such as the Inkathey remained largely autonomaarsd deentralized Arkush 2010)
Similar interpretations have been made of archaeological survey in the I(Epgeand de la

Vega 2005pnd Chank#Bauer and Kellett 201Qgrritories.
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A third line of interpretation has posited ecological chadgasch as droug and
coolingd were the cause of widespread LIP conflict. Paleoecological reconstructions from
several sources suggest periods of significant drought and overall cooler tempépditiniogs et
al. 1997; Binford, et al. 1997; Chepstawsty, et al. 2003; Bgel, et al. 2014; Thompson 1995;
Thompson, et al. 1994; Thompson, et al. 198&)ile there are points of both overlap and
incongruence between the sources, they do indicate a period of significantly drier conditions
from roughly 1256 1310 CE. Climate chnge is an appealing explanation of LIP warfare in
particular because it provides an explanatory scale of analysis that aligns well with the large
regional scale of conflict evidenced in the archaeological rdéokaish 2008) A series of
radiocarbon datesom fortifications in the northern Lake Titicaca Basin show that the
constructions dates for most forts fall after 1275, which coincides with this period of drought
(Arkush 2008) Further south in the Atacama desert, the appearance of defensive thigesid
LIP (around 1250 CE, roughly), along with evidence of more intensive and extensive agricultural
strategies is also attributed to this recorded period of drgdghtand Brant 2012)Drought and
resource stress have also been used to explairs¢h@ icranial trauma during the LIP in San
Pedro de Atacama, Chi(€hristina TorresRouff and Costa Junqueira 200&he implication
for this line of explanation is that LIP warfare likely consisted of raiding for stored goods and
livestock, rather thasieges or territorial conque@trkush 2010)

Scholars have cautioned the use of paleoclimactic data as causal explanations for social
and political changes, highlighting challenges with incongruent time scales, the generalizability
of source data, therecision of the dating techniquemsd a broader concern for environmental
determinism(Calaway 2005; Erickson 1999While materialist and ecological models have been

prominent in theories of wgCarneiro 1970; Cohen 1984; Ferguson 1984a, 1990; S.Bahe
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2006) Andean scholars have recognized response to climate change as one factor among many
that likely drove LIP warfare. Arkust2010)argues that while drought and resource stress likely
precipitated violent conflict over lands, stored goods arestock, fortification construction
continued long after droughts eadeelvidence that conflict over resources gained its own
momentum resulting in Adurable antagoni smso
landscape that emerged. SimilaBguer and Kellett2010)argue that in Andahuaylas, changing
environmental conditions drove shifts in household production and a greater reliance on
pastoralism. They attributbe shift to defensible ridgetop settlementbath defensive concerns
and chages to the domestic econontowever, themove to ridgetop settlements from valley
bottom area$ikely resulted in greateautonomy and isolatiobetweersettlemers, which could
have amplified antagonisms and conf(igtkush 2010; Bauer and Kellett 2010

A final possible explanationf®.IP warfare is Inka conquest. Colonial texts present
extensive narratives of Inka conquest as the sought to extend their control across the highlands
(Betanzos, et al. 1996; Cieza de Le6n and Ballesteros Gaibrois 1988464968 [1563])
There is some archaeological evidence of some of these campaigns. Inka fortifications have also
been identified along the far northern and southern frontiers of the gmoaini 2004; Bray
1992; D'Altroy, et al. 2000; Parssinehaé 2003) Most archaeological evidence for Inka
conquest, however, has focused on Inka military installations, and far less is known about local
defensive strategies that emerged in response to Inka threat. One example comes from the Lucre
Basin, southast of Cuzco, where the large fortified settlement of Tipon protects the primary
access between the basin and Cuzco. Beyond this hillfort, there was a large area devoid of LIP
settlement marking a buffer zone between the two groups, which was only afétdatie Inka

gained control over the ar@@auer and Covey 2002)
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Outside of the frontier zones, it is less clear whether fortifications were built in response
to Inka threats, or were instead extant defenses constructed in response to local ainflerteth
later leveraged against this more distant threat. There is evidence that fortification defenses in
some regions were extended or ampl(@009 ed | ate
research at the fortified settlement at Yanaorco in Cajamarca suggests that later additions to the
siteds defenses may have coincided with the e
Additionally, Arkush suggests that several fortifications in th#adegion near Lake Titicaca
with later construction dates (pes390) may have been constructed in response to Inka threat
(Arkush 2008) Several scholars have suggested that the coalescence of the distinct ethno
political identities, referred to in trelonial texts as senorios or kuricazcos, were reflections of
regional coalitions of decentralized communities who presented a united front to impending Inka
attack(Arkush 2010; Bauer and Kellett 2010; Wernke 2013:81)

Arkush(2008)has argued that InKar other external group) threat likely did not drive
most fortification construction precisely because fortification is so prevalent across the Andes,
and does not fit expectations for a fortified frontier. Additionally, the long occupations at many
of these sites indicates that they were built in response to prolonged conflict, rather than a more
episodic conquegArkush 2008) Finally, in many regions, fortifications lacked yeaund
water sources, which would have made it difficult, if not imposstblejithstand the type of
siegestyle warfare that could be mounted by an invading g{éuigush 2008)

However, part of the viability of this interpretation rests on our understanding of the
nature and chronology of Inka expansion. Traditional chronedogjiace the start of Inka
imperial expansion around 1488owe 1945) coi nci ding with the chron

(1951 [1586])proposed dates for the later Inka rulers. While scholars have maintained rapid
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expansion of the Inka staiBauer and Cove2002; Covey 2003yadiocarbon dates from both
the northern reaches in southern EcugBennis E Ogburn 2012nd the southern areas of the
Empire in Chile and ArgentingD'Altroy, et al. 2008)indicate that imperial expansion into
these regions may he occurred as much as-80 years earlier than expected by traditional
chronologies. It is also possible that military conquest was preceded by a longer period of
interaction, which could have also been a source of te(B#nssinen and Siiridinen 1997)

The long period of LIP warfare and widespread fortification likely had multiple causes
that operated on distinct scal@gkush 2008) It is possible that the social, political and
economic flux that resulted from the collapse of the Wari and Tiwanatesstesulted in a
more competitive atmosphere, particularly in areas that were part of their broader spheres
influence The frictions that emerged may also have been exacerbated by a changing climate
which likely drove changes to the domestic econoasylting in greater reliance on and
competition over irrigation water for agricultural fields and perhaps an expanded pastoralist
economy. These mounting conflicts clearly drove changes to the social and political landscape
which, in many areas, includggeater nucleation in more isolated hilltop fortified settlements,
and may have reinforced local autonomy over regional centralization. As the Inka expanded
across the Andes, the threat of an external, colonizing polity may have changed the social and
political contexts of war, drawing together communities that were previously in conflict, into

broader defensive alliances and coalitions.

Alternative Explanations
The extent to which walled hilltop sites reflect defensive concerns in response to

warfar@ veras serving a symbolic function or a response to changing ecological datiass
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been strongly debated in archaeology gene(iigeley 1996)and in the Andes specifically

(Arkush and Stanish 2005) K e €19%6ynfluential book argued that artificialstinctions

bet ween fAcivilizedo and fAprimitiveo warfare |
impacts of warfare in the past. While his historiography of anthropological and archaeological
treaties of warfare has been contegt@tlerbein 1999 the broad strokes of his argument are

reflected in archaeological interpretations of walled hilltop sitése AndegArkush and

Stanish 2005)Two particular objections have been raised. The first deals with the effectiveness

of these constructionsif defense, and the second has relied on analogies with ethnographic and
historic descriptionsainkuy, or a r egi onal form of ritual bat
2005 article addresses these issues in depth, | will briefly outline the key argamectsunter

arguments here.

Arguments regarding the defensibility of these sites has focused on walls that do not fully
enclose residential areas, the presence of multiple access points through the walls, and
interpretations that walls appear too smalawe provided adequate defen@@arsons, et al.

2000; Topic and Topic 1987However, at many fortifications, unwalled areas are also the most
difficult to access, with escarpments, cliffs, of steep slopes providing natural barriers. These
strategies likly served to labor and resource cqstkush and Stanish 2005:8Ylultiple

doorways can increase the vulnerability of a site, but access is also essential for residents going
about their daily activitiedzurthermore, #ganographic and historic literatuadso indicates that
multiple accesses can be strategic, providing escape routes and serving as sally ports to allow
fighters to exit the fortification to attack without compromising the security of the interior area

(see Arkush and Stanish 200238
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Somescholars have suggested that the walls at hilltop sites may have instead served to
delimit ritual space or community boundar{esg. Dean 2005; Hastorf and Johannessen
1993:65; Parsons, et al. 1997; Parsons, et al. 20008&)/While walls are frequelytused to
define and delimit specific places, walled hilltop sites frequently contain a diversity of defensive
constructiond such as parapets, guard towers, bastions, baffled gates, andditchesould
not be expected for ritual or community boundayrkers.

Others have argued that LIP warfare may have been more dkikupa ritual form of
conflict that is recorded in both the historic and ethnographic literature for many highland areas
(e.g. Browne, et al. 1993; Hastorf and Johannessen M98s 1998; Parsons, et al. 2000:171
172; Silverman 1993:221, 224 written accountgjnkuinvolved pitched conflict between
communities, ranging fromnenet hal Aweaponso sucdohand fruit o
fighting, to the use of slingstonesdother potentiallfethal implements. While scholars have
argued that distinctions between Aritual 6 and
highlighting howall conflictd including modern military engagements include many ritualized
componet s, and that fAr i todharkadre cbrmih ¢chdracteristedioku of t en |
battles that make it an untenable analogy to LIP warfare. Ethnographic examples of tinku battles
describe the contests, which were frequently associated with arhg@lus festivals, as highly
circumscribed and formalized in terms of time, place and individuals inv@Riatt 2009) The
formality of the engagement means that community members know exactly when the battle will
take place, and the violent confliad&s not extend into the ywio-day lives of the community,
making nvestment in largscale defensive constructions, often enclosing settlement areas,

unlikely (Arkush and Stanish 2005)dditionally, the extent of fortification construction during
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the LIPattests to an entrenched concern for unplanned attack that permeated many communities
during that time.

Beyond the specific concerns presented above, there appears to be a more general
concern that defining walled hilltop sites as fortifications priveketheir defensiveness and
limits our ability to understand the myriad activities that took place within the(8ité4.
Anderson 2014; Dean 2005)While | argue that these sites were clearly defensive, they were
not simply defensive. Many of the forgations were home to large, permanent communities and
were undoubtedly loci for a variety of activities. However, | maintain that treating these sites as
though they were the same as any other settlement, only with the addition of defenses,
perpetuates thtendency to view war more narrowly as wadaog the episodic violent
engagements that punctuate a state of war. The construction and habitation of defensive sites is
not simply a correlate that communities engaged in violent conflict; they are a meffetdion
of how communities, economic networks, political relationships and relationships to the

landscape were constituted, lived, and practiced in an environment of war.

Political Transformations

Despite evidence for greater nucleation, populatiomvth, and increasing social
inequality (Covey 2008; Earle et al. 1987; Julien 1993; Parsons et al. 2000; Stanish et al. 1997,
Wernke 2006), archaeological research indicates that outside of the Cuzco area and some coastal
polities, political centralizatio remained relatively weak (Arkush 2010; Conlee et al. 2004;
Covey 2008; D'Altroy 1987; Parsons et al. 1997; Wernke 2@¥8ninent political centers and
multi-tiered settlement hierarchies are absent from most highland regions, and social hierarchies

remained relatively weakCovey 2008) Across the highlands, diversity in material culture
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(especially ceramics and textiles), domestic and public architecture, and mortuary patterns,
indicate a cultural mosaic of local polities.

The apparent failure of ceaatized polities to develop during the Late Intermediate Period
has led some to suggest that the constant threat of warfare may have instead limited political
centralization. Colonial documents also speak of sinchis, local warlords whose leadership rose
ard fell with their success in batt(€ieza de Ledn and Ballesteros Gaibrois 1985; Santillan 1968
[1563]; Sarmiento de Gamboa 1949 [157¥)jarfaredependent leadership may ultimately have
made political power impermanent and could have driven more caslginchis sought to
maintain their tenuous positiggarle 1997)Fortifications also provided effective defenses
making them both difficult to conquer, and if conquered, difficult to control sustainably,
especially where political leadership was wéakkush 2010) Nucleation within spatially
discrete fortifications may have also cemented and reinforced perceived ethnic differences,
further fragmenting regions into multiple autonomous politfegush 2010)

While evidence for political centralizationaserall weak during the Late Intermediate
Period, in many regions Inka provincial administration built upon and leveragediptimg
social and political structures as they expanded their rule across the(Balesy 1987,

Malpass 1993; Malpass andcAnini Mujica 2010; Morris and Covey 2006; Parssinen 1992;
Silverblatt 1988; Wernke 2006) his raises the questions: how do we conceptualize the political
formations that preceded Inka imperial occupation and what role did warfare play in their
developmat in the Late Intermediate Period? Social cohesion in the absence of political unity is
often explained in terms of 'ethnic unig’.g. D. G. Julien 1993However, even a shared sense

of common identity requires explanation of its format{8tovel 2013. Settlement pattern

studies from various highland regions indicate that settle@dbtsified and nod formed
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discrete clusters. These settlement changes likely provided a context for drawing residents from
distinct communities into broader social andifpzdl networks. Parsons and colleagues have
argued that many LIP settlements in the Tafmanchaycocha region served as the locus of

ritual interaction between herders and cultiva{@arsons, et al. 1997Additionally, in the

Mantaro valley, evidenc®r the increased use of maize throughout the LIP suggests that
communities were being brought together through feasting eft¢assorf 1993; Hastorf and
Johannessen 1993)

By all accounts, highland LIP polities outside of the Cuzco region remainedylargel
decentralized and local in scale. Yet, the chroniclers speak of large, organized opposition to Inka
conquest and incorporatigBetanzos, et al. 1996; Cieza de Ledn and Ballesteros Gaibrois 1985;
de la Vega and Spalding 2007; Sarmiento de Gamboa 1942])16 we accept that the
chronicles at least partially reflect historical processes, how then do we account for, onidied
least unitedppposition by key antagonists in these stories such as the Chanka and thé Golla?
possiblethat hilltop selement and fortification may have reinforced local autonomy, making
these groups more difficult to conquer, particularly in the face otaesleloped defenses
(Arkush 2010)However, theseeming contradiction between archaeological evidence and the
talesrecounted in the chronicles forces us to consider the ways in which seemingly atomistic
communities were nonetheless entrenched in local and regional networks of exchange,
intermarriage, and alliance that ultimately may have allowed for the mountingndfead front

against a common enemy.
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Discussion

The LIP was a time of prolonged conflict in many parts of the highland Andes, and yet,
outside of the Cuzco region, most polities remained largely decentralized. The absence of
evidence for increasingly éiarchical, stratified, and politically centralized polities highlights the
limitations of processualist models of warfaheven political change. From a regional
perspective, the political landscape of the Late Intermediate Period in the highland Asdes w
one of fragmentation. But while fragmentation may be useful for describing the broader regional
patterns across the highlands, this was also a time of important social and political
transformations that resulted in coalescence at more local scalekati®ogun many areas
grew, settlements became more nucleated, and communities cooperated to construct large public
defenses. Variation in material culture, burial patterns, and architecture highlight the
proliferation of distinct social and political conumities and the importance of local interaction.

The fragmented political landscape of the Late Intermediate Period highlights the need
for analytical approaches to the consequences of war that can account for such transformation in
the absence of centralization. In part, this requires shifting our &eayg from the dynamics of
fragmentation, to focus more closely on the social and political dynamics takingytiaice
each fragment. In this chapter, | have argued that consideration of the cooperative processes that
emerge through war provide an img@ort avenue for understanding how warfare can drive new
relationships of affiliation at multiple scales. The approach presented frames cooperative
relationships as nested, scalar and overlapping, and constructed through the landscape. A
relational and intexctionist approach to cooperatiprovides an alternative way of
conceptualizing how complexity can emerge through networks of relationshipsffenrscthe

potential to move beyond tegown models of warfardriven political change.
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CHAPTER 3

CONTEXT AND SETTING: THE COLCA VALLEY

Introduction
i [ T Godaguag come from ahuacaor ancient shrine that is located in the
neighboring province o¥ellilli, which is a snowcapped peak in the shape of a
volcano, distinct from the other peaks in the area, whighdhkCollaguata They
say that from this peak emerged many people and they descended to this province
and its valley, where they have settled in this riverbed. They vanquished the natives
and cast them out by force, and remained themselves. They pi®vdatthsome
forts, which they calpucarain their language, which are situated in several high
peaks in the valley, from which they would descend to make war. Because the

volcano they say they come from is call€dllaguata they call themselves
Collaguas 0! (Ulloa Mogollon 1965 [1586]:327)

In the history recorded by T&entury Spanish magistrate Juan de Ulloa Mogollon, the
Collaguas traced their origins from the volcanic peakafaguataapproximately 100 km north
of the valley. From there, they stgended into the valley, waging war and displacing the native
population. The evidence of this violent conflict, say the informants, can be seen fortified high
peaks around the valley.

It is unlikely that this origin stoy a conscious act of salépreserdtion on the part of local
elites interpreted and recorded by a Spanish colonial offipe¢sents a straightforward
historical recordTales of invasion, especially from highland herder populations, are a common

motif in Andean charter myth&Salomon, eal. 1991; Urton 2012)f'wo groups of ancestors

! [Los Collaguag que proceden de ummiacao adoratorio antiquo questa en los términos de la provindigelidi ,

comarcana desta, ques un cerro nevado a manera de volcan, sefialado de los otros cerros que por alli hay, el cual se
llamaCollaguatg dicen que por este cerro o de dentro dél sali6 mucha gente y bajaron a esta provincia y valle della,
gues este rio en gestan poblados, e vencieron los que eran naturales e los echaron por fuerza e se quedaron ellos;
aprueban esto con algunos fuertes, que llgmu@araen su lengua, questan hechos en algunos cerros altos del valle,

de donde bajaban a hacer guerra; y pergsi aquel volcan de donde dicen que proceden, llarfGaflaguata se

llaman elloCollaguas
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often appear in these stor@esuaris, often portrayed as the original agriculturalist inhabitants,
andthe invadindlacuazes pastoralist groups who descend from the highlands displacing or at
least dominating the huarigrton 2012) However, these mythohistories often descnhdtiple
invasion eventsyhich suggests they wechanged oaugmenteaver time to reflect shiftig
political relationshipgandto reconcile and reinforce ranked yet complementary rektipa
between polity division§Gose 2008:18; Urton 2012)

This narrative structurikely represents local attempts to reconcilenttistant Late
Intermediate Peod conflict with current social and politicadlationships. In this telling, the
invading Collaguacould represent thenked relationship between Collagua moiety divisions,
or perhaps the ethAmlitical dynamics between the two dominant groups in giley. the
Collaguas, Aymarapeaking agrgastoralists living in the upper half of the valley, and the
Quechuaspeaking Cabanas with their extensive agricultural fields in the lower y#esnke
2013:58) At another level, however, the story reveals hbis local history was constructed
through the particular socigatural landscape of the Colca Valley. What unifies the Collaguas is
their common descent from the volcanic peak of Collaguat&inship traced through the
landscape. Perched atop the highksethat surround the valley, the remains of the pukaras are
not just relics of the past, but are agents in the history of how the Collaguas came to occupy the
valley.

This chapter describes the geography and climate of the Colca ¥atethe people who
lived there. The first part of the chapter describes the physical setting, including the particular
geographic, environmental and climatological contexts through which residents of the valley
mediated ethnic identities, political territories, producticecgices, practices of war. The

second part draws on the now extensive archaeological research in the valley to trace the cultural
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transformations in the valley, focusing in particular on the latéis@anic periods that are the
focus of this dissertatio The final section turns to the colonial documents and what they might

reveal or obscure about pecelonial social and political organization.

Geography and Climate

The Colca Valley forms an impressive lands@aperugged montane environment
punctuatedy several volcanos argplit by the Colca River which forms, in the lower part of the
vall ey, one of the worl dbébs deepest canyons.
Caylloma, the Colca River cuts through athggassland plateau, formingrartical landscape
conducive to both agricultural and pastoral activities. The river itself continues westward,
changing names to Majes around the village of Viraco, and to Camana before emptying into the
Pacific Ocean at the village of Camgfégure3.1).

The Colca Valley is located in the western cordillera of the Andes, a volcanic mountain range
that extends 5000 km along the western coast of South America. TdeeRbeer carved the
valley out of the high altitude grassland (puna). At its deepest, the river cuts an impressive gorge
3400 m deep just west of the village of Pinchollo. The valley is surrounded by a number of
stratovolcanic peaks, including Mismi (558iasl), Ampato (6288 masl), Hualca Hualca (6025
masl), and Sabancaya (5676 masl). Sabancaya is the most active of the volcanos and has had
several historically recorded eruptions dating back to 1750 and as recently &n20Q@ion

2013) and continue® contribute substantially to seismic activity in the region
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Figure3.1. Map of southern Peru with the study area hiéhlighted.

The valley was formed during the Pleistocene through a process of uplift, fluvial incision,

change and tectonic activifizash and Sand
valley bottom, and they increase in age wi

floodplain. Above this, Levels-8 extend fro

and mass wasting. The valley presents eight stepped alluvial terraces, formed through climactic

or 1999)he youngest ahese surfaces is near the
th elevation. Level 1 consists of the river channel and

m about-500 m above the river and consist

primarily of gravel colluviums, fingrained alluvium and volcanic ash. Levelsd @re high
alluvial terraces, portions of which may be the result of slower moving water associated with

periodic river blockage@Eash and Sandor 1993)he eighth consists of the high elevation
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plateaus (over 400@) which surround the valley and form part of the altiplédenevan, et al.

1986)
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Between Chivay and Tuti is a midte Pleistocene andesitic lava flow (172,000 +14,000
yr B.P.) which creates an undulating plétash and Sandor 1993 second, younger flow
(64,000 + 14,000 BP) extends to just east of Coporéeash and Sandor 1999he flattopped
table mountain near Coporaque, known as Pampa Finaya, appears to have been formed by a

Quaternary volcanic lava plateéBrooks 1998)

Valley Divisions and Ecozones

Elevations across the valley gradually descend as and the river flowsangetowards the
Pacific OceanThe valley can be divided into lower, central and upper sections following
changes in theature and course of the rivérigure3.2). The lowest part of the valley lies to the
west, around the village of Cabanaconde, extending as far easdagpheanyon between the
villages of Pinchollo and Cabanaconde. This portion of the valley lies predominantly in the
kichwazone (33068600 maglwith a warmemnd milderclimatethat supports a range of
agricultural crops. At least as far back as the Late Horizon, maize has been a particularly
important crop in the region. In addition to mid@llevation crops, accessible portions of the
lower valley gorge are warm enough for tfeets.

The study area includes muchtbé central and upper valley. Inet central valley, located
roughly between the villages of Pinchollo &hlivay, the river is deeply incised and remains
largely inaccessible for both drinking and irrigation wa€ultivation is most heavily
concentrated in the kichwa zone that includes the broad alluvial terrace above the river channel
and the lower slopes along the valley walls, which are lined with agricultural terraces; many of

which were constructed in thedaprehispanic period.
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The northern and southern slopes of the valley walls lie isithg36004000 masl)

ecozone, which is cooler and subjectmore frequent frost3.his zone supports tuber

cultivation, along with a limited number p&tiveandrecentlyintroducedgraing such as

quinoa, kiwicha, barley, wheat, and @atsnd some legumésincluding common beans, fava

beans and lentil\round tte valley, the extensiveuna(4000-5000 masl) grasslands provide
pasturage for camelid herds and more recent European domesticates, such as cattle and sheep.
The high grassland puna that surrounds the valley is more easily accessible here than in the lower

valley, contributing to a more mixed economy which includes agriculture and pastoralism.
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Figure3.4. Panoramic view of the upper valley area.

In the upper valley, the river widens and the gorge broadéisis the highest part of the
valley and the neazonstant freezing temperatures make most agriculture unaablesky.In
general, cultivation in the upper valley is limited to lower hillslopes, and small pockets of terrain
with ample sun exposur@a protection from the winds. Most of the upper valley area consists
of wide expanses of puna grassdse primary vegetation across the broad expanses of puna is
bunch grasses, suchiabu (Jarava ichu).

The climate of the valley poses a number of leimgles: cold temperatures, frequent
frosts, hail, and highly variable precipitation. Diurnal temperatures vary more than seasonal
temperatures due to the high altituéeg(re3.5). As a result, frost is a near constant risk,

particularly in elevations above 3600 masl. Precipitation varies both across the valley and
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throughout the year. The Central Andegpositioned between tropical and nladitude

atmospheric circulation systemwhichresults in marked seasal variation in precipitation

(Engel, et al. 2014)Approximately 70% of the total precipitation falls during the months of
January, February and March, and there is almost no accumulation from June through August,
resultirg in distinct rainy and dry seasof@3ficina Nacional de Evaluacion de Recursos

Naturales 1973figure3.7. Precipitation varies across the valisywell,with the highest
accumulation in the upper vallelfiQure3.6). Here, howevetthe cooler temperatures result in
frequent frosts and hail, and thus cultivation is limited to only the mostrésistant crops in a

much smalletotal area.
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Fluctuations in rainfall introduce great risk to crop yields in the loweicanttal
stretches of the valley. Here, the landscape has been intensively modified to help ameliorate
these risks. Atrtificiallyleveled terraces cover nearly all areas below 3800 (heeshicy 1989)
many fed by an extensive system of irrigation canals.rider itself has cut a gorge so deep that
it is inaccessibléor irrigation; instead, water from numerous streams, springs and seasonal
snowmeltsupplies water to thigelds in the valley. Snowmelt from the peaks of Mismi,
Huillcaya and Quehuisha feedwetirrigation canals on the north side of the river, while the
peaks of Huarancate, Sabancaya, Ampato and Hitlalca supply the south side. Many of
these terraces were initially constructed during the Late Intermediate Period, and may have been
importart for mitigating particular risks associated with a period of drought and cooler

temperatures.

Prehistoric Climactic Reconstructions

Paleoclimatic datérom the Central Andes provide a record of climate variation during
the Holocengand marked variatiom both temperature and precipitation have been central to
many explanations of warfare during the Late Intermediate Pé@mddata comes from peat
cores from the Carhuasanta Valley near Nevado Misshinorth of the valleyEngel, et al.
2014) a seres of ice cores from the Quelccaya Ice Cap, approximately 200 km northwest of the
valley (Thompson 1995; Thompson, et al. 1994; Thompson, et al. 188%)sediment cores

from Lake Titicaca and other nearby lak@&bott, et al. 199()Figure3.8).
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Figure3.8. Location of paleoclimactic sources discussed in the text.

Recent data from a peat core extracted from the Carhuasanta valley, just north of Nevado
Mismi provide the nearest source of paleoclimactic data for the Colca Valley. Engel and
colleagueg2014)traced both temperature and precipitation variation ovepabe4300/earsby
measuring stable carbon isotope composition and carbon and nitrogen isotope ratios of preserved
plant remains in the peat, and identified seven major periods in the record. The earliést (2330
1090 B(E) was a relatively warm and moist fmet. This was followed by a short period of rapid
warming followed by abrupt cooling after which temperatures gradually warmed through 800

BCE, and remainetklatively dry. Dry conditions and moderate temperatures continued through
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1 CE. The following peod (16 970CE) was more variable, oscillating between warm moist
conditions and der and cooler periods. Fro8Y0 1310CE, temperatures were cooler and

drier, purctuated by two wet episodes (1085 &dd@0CE). Dry conditions appear toave

persisted untiaround1520CE, while temperatures progressively warmed. Cool and wet
conditions predominated until a drier period beginning in 1835, and rapid warming beginning in
1960.

Glacial and lake sediment cores from the Lake Titicaca watershed provide coveparati
data for the Carahuasanta data. Glacial cores from the Quelccaya Ice Cap provide an annual
record of ice accumulation extending back approximately 1500 years. Measurements of the
thickness of ice layers within the cores indicate various wetter andpdrieds(Figure3.9).
Additional data from sediment cores from lakes around the Lake Titicaca Basin also provide a
measure of changes in precipitation through ti&igbott, et al. 1997)Significantly, an extended
dry period refiected in the ice cores frof2501310CE corresponds to a drop in lake levels in
the Lake Titicaca Basin Precipitation during this period may have been as mueh=%% 10
below the modern avage, which could have caused lake levels to drep7i@(Binford, et al.

1997)

It has been suggested that oxygen isotope ratios from the ice cores could serve as a proxy
for precipitation, and thus an additional line of evidence in reconstructing pefiddsught
(Arkush 2008, 2010)If this is the case, higher oxygen isotope values from AD 1305 and 1380
could indicate a period of extended droug@htkush 2008) However, oxygen isotope ratios from
the ice cores reflect both the precipitation over the Zomaasin, as well as the temperature
over Amazonia and the Pacific sea surface, and it is unclear how each factor impacts these ratios

(Baker, et al. 2001; Hastenrath, et al. 2004; Hoffmann, et al. 2003; Thompson, et al. 2003;
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Thompson, et al. 2000Thouwgh recently, Thompson and colleagues found no statistically
significant relationship between the amount of precipitation (measured by ice core thickness) and
oxygen isotope signaturéShompson, et al. 2013:94@pstead, Vuille and collegu€8003)

foundthat Pacific sea surface temperatures exerted the strongest influence over oxygen isotope
ratios.

The existing paleoclimactic data by no means provides a unified record of changing
climate during over the 1500 year period for which data from the threeesos available. This
variation reflects both the particular strengths and weakness of each source, and the influences of
local conditionsAll three sources, however, indicate a period of significantly drier gondit
from roughly 1256 1310 CE, a tim¢hat iscontemporaneous with the Late Intermediate Period
(10001450CE). Lake cores show the lowest lake levels dating to between 1030 an€E280
with shallow water returning around 136& and deeper water returning around by 166D
with the onset of a wetter perigdbbott, et al. 1997)The Quelccaya ice cores prove a more
precise annual chronologynd indicates period of exceptional dryness from approximately
1240 and 131CE. Data fromthe Carhuasanta peat cojest north of tle valley, however,
indicatea much longer dry and cool period beginning around 970 CE and continuing through
1310 CE. Additionally, the data here indicate that levels of precipitation remained low until the
16" century, even as temperatures began to warm

Scholars have linked these climactic shifts with a number of cultural changes, including
the collapse of Tiwanak{Kolata 1993; Ortloff and Kolata 199@hd thewidespreadiiolent
conflict during the LIRArkush 2008, 2010)Several critiques of the palecological
reconstructions have been raised and caution the use of paleoclimactic reconstructions to explain

significant cultural changes. While the distinct dry season leaves a marked dust layer in the
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glacial ice cores, providing an annual stratigragioynpression in the lower (older) layers make
it difficult to distinguish annual laye(€alaway 2005)Additionally, differences in ice thickness
between the two original cores leads CalayZ05)to suggest that ces may be more
reflectivelocal preciptation, rather than regional trends. CalawW2§05)and Ericksor(1999)

also suggest that the samples taken for AMS dating from the laké coash reed seeds and
freshwater snais may be subject to stratigraphic movement, and thus may not accurately
provide a chronology of low water events.

Overall, the relationship between climate and major cultural changes in the Andes
remains tentative. However, the convergence of multiple data sets indicating a period of
significantly drier conditions during the leatntermediate Periathat were perhaps most
pronounced in the mid to late part of the peliBgjure3.9). Climate changes, particularly
drought and cooler temperatures, would have increased risks to both agricultural production and
camelid pastoralism and thus provide an appealing explanation for the pattern of widespread
conflict across the highlands. However, raiding for land and resources is just one possible
response. Ericksof1999)rightfully highlights how Andean communitielsa changed and
innovated production practices in response to climactic gBi&tser and Kellett 2010; Kellett
2010) In the Colca Valley, the drier conditions that pervaded the Late Intermediate Period
almost certainly provided a strong impetus for thiestruction of largescale irrigation canal

networks.
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et al. 1997; Engel, et al. 2014; Thompson, et al. 1985.
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Prior Archaeological Research

This dissertation builds on a long history of archaeological research in the Colca Valley.
Méximo Neira Avendafio conducted the first modern archaeological survey of the region in 1961
(Neira Avendanio 1961) Nei rads survey recorded most of th
central valleyand provided preliminary descriptions of the major cecastyles and attributes of
the distinctive local architecturBubsequent research in the 1980s and 90s focused extensively
on the agricultural terraces around Coporadenevan 1986)Additionally, some work was
carried out in the domestic areas of tiilages around ChivagBrooks 1998; Guerra Santander
and Aquize Caceres 199&oporaquéMalpass and de la Vera Cruz Chavez 1986; Martin 1986;
Neira Avendafio 1986; Treacy and Denevan 1986homa(Oquiche Hernani 1991; Shea
19864a, 1987, 1997a3and Cabamcondgde la Vera Cruz Chavez 1987)

In the 2000s, surveys by Steven Wer(&@03, 2006, 2007, 2013@8nhd Miriam Doutriaux
(2004)examined the settlement patterns around Yanque and Coporaque, and Cabanaconde and
Lari, respectivel yuveyWeailargé aed of Ydnque &and Copovaguea g e s
examined longerm processes of settlement and landscape transformations in the region from the
Archaic through subsequent waves of Inka and
Cabanaconde and Laxamined variation in Inka incorporation across the valley. Additionally,
Wernke further refined the ceramic serration for the vaR&p3:470537), and importantly
distinguishing between the Late Intermediate Period and Late Horizon ceramics providerg fi
chronological controls for the valley. Systematic survey and test pit excavation by Nico
Tripcevich(2007)around the Chivay obsidian source and portions of the upper valley helped to

define the role of obsidian in local and regional trade networks.
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Most recently, Matthew Velas¢@016a)has conducted excavationste large groups of
Late Intermediate Pericchullpas around the village of Coporaque. Additionally, Agusto
Cardona has recently completed excavation at the site of Uyu Uyu, an impat&nt L
Intermediate Period and Late Horizon settlement near Yanque. Continuing work by Wernke has
focused on the Colonial transformations in the valley following Spanish conquest through

excavations at early doctrinal and reduccion settlements in the uplegr va

Early Settlement: The Archaic (8800 BCE i 500CE) and Middle Horizon (5007 1000 CE)

The archaeological record reveals a history of continuous occupation dating back to the early
Archaic (8800 6800 B(E), when the first huntegather occupationisave been recorded
Archaic periodcsites demonstrate the valley was an important node in regional trading networks
tied to an important obsidian source located above the village of Chivay by the Late Archaic
(5000- 3300 BCE)(Tripcevich 2007) Obsidian flom the Chivay source has been found in
several Archaic Period contexts across the soetttral Andes, including the site of Asana
(Osmore drainage of Moquegu@ldenderfer 1998)Quillgatani (Moquegua)Aldenderfer
2005) Sumbay (ArequipaNeira Avendai 1990) and the llave Valley (Pung®raig 2005)
The earliest agricultuée and sedentisth occurred sometime during the Late Archaic (3000
1500 B(E) to Formative transitioWernke 2003)During this time, people lived in dispsed

hamletsn a variety of eological zonescross the vallepWernke 2003)
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Figure3.10. Prior survey areas in the valley. Data from Doutriaux 2004, Tripcevich 2007, and
Wernke 2003, 2013.

During the Middle Horizon, the valley ogpied an intermediary position between the
states of Wari and Tiwanakin the lower valley, sites such @harasuta, near the village of
Lari, and Achachiwa, near the village of Cabanacdddda Vera Cruz Chavez 1987; Doutriaux
2004)show evidence of Wi influence Charasuta in particular follows the orthogonal
architectural pattertypical of Wari administrative cente(®outriaux 2004:212220). However,
the central and upper valley remained outsidéireict Wariadministrative control, although

local ceramics show evidence for Wari influeii€epcevich 2007; Wernke 2013)
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At the same time, obsidian from the Chivay source has been found within Tiwanaku sites
(Burger, et al. 2000; Tripcevich 200 dicating continued trade interaction with eigplano
during the MH. Curiously, no Tiwanaku style ceramics have been found in the valley
(Tripcevich 2007; Wernke 2013 the upper valley, Middle Horizon assemblages were
dominated by local styles. Thus, while the lower valley was apparently ditiéten the
broader Wari sphere of influence, that influence diminishes in the central and upper valley. The
central and upper valley, while engaged in broader trading networks with the Tiwanaku state,
appears to have remained largely autonomous duns@diiod.

Middle Horizon settlement across the lower and central valley was concentrated in the
kichwa zones and was accompanied by the construction of more extensive agricultural
infrastructure. The construction of terraces across the lower and cetfleglpoint to the
increasingly important role of agriculture and overall exploitation of vdileyom resources
(Doutriaux 2004; Wernke 2003)1ost of these settlements were new occupations, indicating
broad shifts in settlement from the preceding formegperiod(Doutriaux 2004:197; Wernke

2003:170)

Late Intermediate Period (10001450CE)

The Late Intermediate Period in the broader Andean chronology is marked by the
collapse of the two prominent Middle Horizon states of Wari and Tiwanaku. Across the
highlands, the LIP also coincides with a period of heightened violent cdaftiaish 2006,

2008; Arkush and Tung 201,3)nd in some areas, a greater emphasis on camelid pastoralism

(Arkush 2010; Bauer and Kellett 2010; Kellett 201Dhis period is bestescribed as a time of
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regional developments, marked by the emergence of new ethnic and social identities, and the
development of independent, local polit{€ovey 2008)

Many of these broader patterns can be seen in the Colca \Asti®gs the valley,
populations grew, the number of settlements expanded and were more nucleated than in previous
periods(Wernke 2013)A distinctive local ceramic style, consisting primarily of slightly
constricted to slightly open bowls decorated in a cherry red slipcwithlinear and geometric
decorative motifs painted in black, proliferated across the entirety of the shley with a
recognizable local style of domestic architeci{i@eutriaux 2004; Tripcevich 2007; Wernke
2013) Residents of the valley also begammark their identity more clearly in the particular way
they modified their skulls (Velasco 2016a).

The residents of the valley also made significant investments in agricultural
infrastructure, perhaps in response to a changing and increasingly rigtonerent (discussed
above). Canal networks and irrigated terraces were constructed to capture and manage water.
These systems increased agricultural production, but also linked settlements along the canal
systems into broader networks of interdependence.

The threat of violent conflict became an increasing concern for many valley residents.
Most settlements were defensibly located on hilltops or ridges which offered greater protection.
However, these threats were not experienced equally across the valleyb&r of hilltop
fortifications were constructed in the central and upper valley, but investment in defensive

architecture was absent from the lower va({legutriaux 2004; Tripcevich 2007; Wernke 2013)
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Figure3.11. Overview of LIP settlement in the valley based on prior research. Data fr
Brooks 1998, Doutriaux 2004, Oquiche 1991, Shea 1986. Tripcevich 2007, Wernke :




Despitegrowing status differentiatiowithin and betweesettlementsthe valley as a
whole remained largely decentralized, with no clear centers of power. Elites were present at most
large settlements, reflecting diffuse, rather than centralized, leadership throughout the valley. Yet
within this atmosphere obaflict and political decentralization, shared cultural traditions
suggest ongoing interaction across the entire region, and the genesis of new expressions of ethnic

identity.

Lower Valley

Late Intermediate Period settlement pattemmsindCabanacondm the lower
valleyshow both continuity and change from the preceding Middle Horiamle morethan
half of the Middle Horizorsettlement$61%, 8 of 13) continued to be usaahst diminished in
size(Doutriaux 2004:197)The settlements with the strong®gari influence were abandoned
foll owing the stateds coll apse, perhaps refle
centers of powemalf of all LIP sites were new settlements established in previously unoccupied
locations (9 of 17).

While mostsites in this area are located along defensible hilltops and promontories,
Doutraiux(2004)found no defensive architecture at any of the sites in her survey. One of the
largest LIP sites, Kallimarka (GA8/CA-19) consists of several hundred structurasaged on a
narrow hilltop approximately 550 m long and surrounded by narrow hill§idtmstriaux
2004:233235) The remaining three largest settlements all occupy elevated locations with
impressive visibility of the surrounding landscape. While LIP setles appear to have been
strategically locatedhere was little investment in defensive architecture, suggesting that conflict

was less intense in the lower valley than in the central or upper valley (discussed below)
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Figure3.12. Late Intermediate Period settlements in the lower valley. Data from Doutriaux 2004.

Overall, evidence from Cabanaconde suggests the region was not strongly centralized
during the LIP. The three largest settleménialliamarka 0.99 ha), Umawasi (7.86 ha), and
Antisana (6.30 ha) are roughly equal in size. Architectural preservation is poorer in this part of
the valley than in the central and upper, making it impossible compare structure counts or their

relative elaboration betwaesites At the site of Kallimarka where domestic architecture is best

preservedyariation in the size and elaboration of domestic structures at theddates

growing status differentiation; howevég intermixing of structures of various sizesotighout

the site suggests the community was not strongly stra{ifledtriaux 2004:23842)
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Figure3.13. Late Intermediate Period settlements in the central valley. Data from Brooks 1998,
Doutriaux 2@4, Shea 1987, and Wernke 2013

Central Valley

In the central valleyresidents abandoned the possible Wari administrative site of
Charasuta (LA99) in Lari and dispersed to a series of new hilltop settlenfBotstriaux
2004:244) These settlements were small, with only a few households Baelilensest
concentration of LIP ceramics if found around a series of knoll sites around the perimeter of a
bofedad Kankupampa/Lloclla (LAL6, 0.5 ha), Kantupampa (kA1 , 3. 6 hajLA- Chdapi
27, 5.0 ha), and Qollopata (L3y 3.4).Thus, it appears that the settlement in Lari during this

time consisted of a relatively dispersed populations concentrated in the central plateau.
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Outside of Lari, Wari ties were weaker during the Middle Horiaond settlement had
been more dispersed. In the area around Yanque and Coporadisetheermediate Period
was a time of population growdndnucleationWhile nearly half of the Late Intermediate
Period settlements werew constructions (14 of 31to-thirds (17 of 25) of MH settlements
continued to be occupied into the Bindicating both growth and continuity with earlier
periods(Wernke 2003:176)At sites with botiMiddle HorizonandLate Intermediate Period
components, LIP ceramics appear moegiently, at a rate of four to one. While not a direct
measure, it does suggest an overall increase in the intehsitgupation during the LIP.

Despite evidence for growing status differentiation, both within and between sites, the
central valley remaed largely decentralized during the Late Intermediate Period. There are no
clear centers and no site stands out in terms of size or elaboration. Several large settlements have
been recorded in Coporaque (San Antonio/Chijra, Tunsa/Llactapampa), Yangueylyand
Chivay (JuscallactaBrooks 1998; Guerra Santander and Aquize Caceres 1996; Wernke
2013:85) These settlements are roughly equal in size, with between 90 and 140 house structures
each. mestic structureeflecta diverse range of sigand eaboration, indicating internal
social differentiation, but also a dispersion of elites across the largest settlements. Only the site
of Juscallacta stands out in terms of the large size of the domestic strughioBswere twice as
large as those found settlements of comparable siz@/hile this suggestimportant status
differences between even the largest settlements in the valley, the absence of public or
administrative architecture suggests this was mpatlifical center(Brooks 1998)

Even withn this politically decentralized context, residents of the central valley

undertook massive corporate projects that dramatically transformed the local landscape. While

2 Median house size at Juscallacta is 8026ammpared to just 41.7%mat Uyu Uyu and 37.4 frat San
Antonio/Chijra. Juscallacta data from Brooks 1998, Uyu @yd San Antonio/Chijra data from Wernke 2003.

74



absolute dating of terraces is difficult, due to ongoing movement and turning ossweédsal
lines of evidence suggest that the initial construction and use of irrigated bench terraces, and
their associated canal systems, began in the Late Intermediate Period, likely sometime between
1000 and 1100 CE. Reconnaissance of terraces aroundaQapdy Treacy1989:106117)
found heavy concentrations of Late Intermediate Period and Late Horizon ceramics associated
with irrigated terraces, while Middle Horizon ceramics were more strongly associated with
unirrigated sloping fields and segmenteddees. Excavations of bench terraces by Treacy
(1989)and Sandor and Ea¢Bash and Sandor 1995; Sandor 1986, 188Mer support a
transition to irrigated terrace systems around the start of the Late Intermediate Period.

The canal systems that supglwater to irrigated terraces in the valley drew on glacial
meltwater, natural springs, and drainage systeushradayfrom around the high peaks on
both sides of the river valley. These systems drew residents in the valley into broader networks
of interdependence. Coordinated water management was crucial for ensuring that sufficient
water reached lower irrigated terraces, and determining the timing of water supply to secondary
and tertiary canals along the path. Additionally, feeder canals often cas arnaller
watersheds, capturing this water and diverting away from its natural ¢ovieseke 2013:145)
These changes could be substantial. For example, the Sahuara, a hybrid river/canalized stream
that supplies roughly 80% of the irrigation water fetds around the LIP/LH settlements around
Coporaque, gets most of its water from two streams; one of which, if left to drain naturally,
would flow towards the fields around the prehispanic settlements in the upper valley around Tuti
(Treacy 1989:144.47; Wernke 2013:1489.46)

Thepuna area of San Bartolomé to the west of Chivwaas occupied bgastoralists with

strong connections to the Colca Valley duringlthée Intermediate Perio@oday, this region is
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home to severannexed communities thevillage of Yanque, andtal LIP style ceramics
were found throughout this area, indicating prehispanic ties teatles area However, a
number of Colla style ceramics from the Altiplano LIP tradition were also found, suggesting a
point of interaction btween valley communities and the Altiplano communities near Lake
Titicaca(Tripcevich 2007:652)

Compared to the lower valley, data from the central valley shows a greater concern for
defense indicating more intense and frequent confliearly all setements were located on
hilltops, and a number of hilltop fortifications have been previously identified in Maca, Achoma,
Coporaque and ChivaBrooks 1998; Doutriaux 2004; Neira Avendaiio 1960, 1961; Oquiche
Hernani 1991; Shea 1986b, 1997b; Wernke 20t settlements, particularly those located in
non-defensible locations, were within a kilometer of a fortificaffdfernke 2013)Further
evidence of violent conflict come from recent bioarchaeological analysis of human remains from
two sets of Late Intenediate Period burial tombs in Coporaque, which show high rates of cranial

trauma greater than 50@gelasco 2016hb)

Upper Valley

Comprehensive settlement pattern data is lacking for the upper,\ailégo our
understanding of the naturesciopolitical organization during this time is limitéthe results
of the present work include descriptions of several fortified settlements in this area, however, it
does not cover the full diversity d2007sastt]| eme
focused primarily in the puna surrounding the upper central and upper valley, providing some
details of herding and pastoralist activities in the area. Additionally, survey around the village of

Callalli provides some data on settlement indpper valley during the LIP. The primary
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evidence of LIP occupation of this anegorded by Tripcevichomes from three pukaras,
severakhullpas and some areas of agricultural production along the margins of the Rio Llapa

(2007)

LIP Discussion

The Late Intermediate Period in the Colca Valley was a time of intense local interaction
and transformatiorin the agricultural core of the valley, communities built an extensive network
of canals, which were used to irrigate agricultural terré8esoks 1998 Treacy 1989; Wernke
2013) These were majarorporateonly possible through larggcale labor mobilization and
resources for both their construction and maintenanecew@ter management systernat
required coordination and negotiation betwdecomnunitiesthat reliedon the canal system in
order to ensure equitable access across upstream and downstream fields.

Over the course of the Late Intermediate Period, there is evidence of the emergence of a
new Collagua identity. Writing in the T&entury,Ulloa noted the distinct forms of cranial
modification performed by the Cabanas of the lower valley, and the Collagua of the central and
upper valleyUlloa Mogollén 1965 [1586]:327)Recent bioarchaeological analysis by Matt
Velasco shows that over thewse of the LIP, cranial modification became more widespread
and more standardiz€delasco 2016a)

Similarities in material cultur@ especially ceramics and domestic archite@ypeint to
a broadly shared cultural tradition throughout the entire valléhyle Doutriaux(2004)found
some differences in paste composition between Lari and Cabanaconde sites, firing, surface
treatment, and surface decoration are largely consistent across the valley during this period. In

terms of domestic architecture, whileuse forms tend to shift from quadrangular in lower
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elevations, to circular in higher elevations, they all display a very distinctive tall and extremely
narrow doorway, along wittall gables on quadrangular houses.

But despite a growing population andigence of increasing status differentiation
throughout the LIP, the valley does not appear to have been politically centralized. In the
portions of the valley where complete settlement data is avaldédanaconde, Lari, Yanque
and Coporague no clear ceters can be identified based on size or elaboration. Instead, several
coequal settlements occupy the largest size category, suggesting that political power was
dispersedandeliteswerepresent at multiple sites.

Additionally, the LIP brought about ineasing defensive posture across the valley. In
contrast to the Middle Horizon, settlements are located at higher elevations overall, marking a
shift away from the dispersed vallbpttom settlements of the past. A majority of settlements
are defensibly lcated and many in close proximity to fortificati@nghe focus of this study.
However, prior research also suggests that conflict was not experienced equabytlaenalley
during this time. By all indications, violent conflict was more frequent and mteese in the

central and upper valley, than the lower valley.
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Late Horizon (14501532CE)
The documentary sources from the early colonial period suggest a centrally administered
Inka province in which local communities were thoroughly reordered to fit an ideal nested
administrative hiearchy. As Ulloa describes:
Their governance conformed to that which the Inka put in place, which was, for each
ayllu and moiety was named a leader, and there were dlgtess, calledCollana,
Pasana, CayadEach of thesayllushad three hundred indiaasd a leader whom they
obeyed, and these three leaders obeyed the central leader, who ruled above’them all.
(Ulloa Mogollén 1965 [1586]:330)
According to Ulloa, these divisions followed the same tripartite divisions as the ceque system of
Cuzco. Howeveradministrativevisitas(censuses), from the late1&nd 17 centuries
(discussed below) and archaeological evidence suggest a more complicated blend of local
continuity and imperial transformation.
Across the valley, the Late Horizon was a tim@apulation expansion, political
centralization and hierarchization within the vall&ere was no single Inka administrative
center in the region. Instead, the region appears to have been separated into three administrative
divisions: Cabanaconde in thmnater valley, Laricollaguas in the loweentral valley, and
Yanquecollaguas in the central and upper valley. Each area had their own primary administrative
center, all of roughly equal sizAntisana in Cabanatde, Lari in Laricollaguasand Yanque in
Yanquecollagua (Doutriaux 2004; Wernke 2013)hese villagesvere all destroyed by
subsequent construction of first the reduction villages, and later the modern villages, making it

impossible to determine their original extent. However, concentrations atiramics,

especially fine decorated ones, suggests these sites held particular importance during the LH.

3 Gobernabanse conforme a lo quel inga tenia puesto, que era, pgliesis parcialidades nombraba de cagto
un cacique, y eran treg/llos,llamadosCollana, Pasana, Cayacadaayllo destos tenia tréentos indios y un
principal a quien obedecian, y estos tres principals obedecian al cacique principal, que era sobre todos.
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Additionally, the only examples of Inka cutstone masonry were found in Yanque and
Cabanaconde, albeit in secondary corsté@butriaux 2004; Wernke@.3). Significantly, all

three of these primary centers were located in open plains near the valley bottom, rather than in
defensive or defensible locations, suggesting that the conflict that pervaded during the Late
Intermediate Period had largely vanidhe

Below the first tier of settlements consisting of the major centers of Antisana, Lari and
Yanque, a second level of administration was established in numerous settlements throughout the
valley. Inka investment in these sites is clear in the presenostaf Inka great halls
(kallankag; long, multidoor structures facing a plazehis architectural pair has been found in
nine sites across the valley, and are mostly commonly seen in what were large Late Intermediate
Period settlemeni®outriaux 2004; Vérnke 2013)These spaces likely served as central
ceremonial spaces used for large public feasting events hosted by stafélgites 1990;

Morris and Thompson 1985 xcavations of great hall structures in the valley, including
extensive excavationg one at a LH/early colonial settlement named Malata in the upper valley
near Tuti by Wernké2013:121)and the more limited ones presented in this study (Chapter 8),
have found a preponderance of Late Horizon style serving vessels.

Inka style architecturm the valley, however, is limited to those local centers and
secondary sites. And even then Inka architectural forms, were constructed using local materials,
building techniques, and almost certainly local labor. At most sites, evidence of imperial
influence visible only in the proliferation of a new local lnkuenced ceramic style. Across
the valley, here is a great deal of settlement continuity across the LIP and LH. In fact, continuity
was so great that in most settlements LIP and LH componens® antermixed that it is

impossible to distinguish between the two. Where detailed settlement pattern data is available,
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nearly all LIP settlements in the valley continued to be occupied through the Late Horizon. In
Cabanaconde and Lari, all LIP sitesxtoued to be occupied into the L(Boutriaux 2004:259,
270), while in Yanque and Coporaque, 96% of LIP settlements continued to be occupied
(Wernke 2003:182)The overwhelming quantity of LH ceramics compared to LIP cerénbcs
measured by Doutriaux ai3dl measured by Wernkeindicates that the residential populations
at these sites grew during the Late Horizon

New sites wer@lsoestablishedluring the Late Horizah five in Cabanaconde
(Doutriaux 2004:259)12 in Lari(Doutriaux 2004:27Q)and 19 in Yange andCoporaque
(Wernke 2003:182)mportantly, many of these new settlements were located in the puna,
suggesting an intensification in camelid herding, perhaps driven by the need to fulfill tribute
obligations to the Inka stafg@vernke 2013:151)

Archaelogical data from the Late Horizon suggests both continuity and imperial
transformation as the region was brought into the larger Inka state administrative structure. In
contrast to many directly administered regions, the Inka did not establish a simghés&rative
center. Instead, the valley was divided into three administrative districts, each with their own
center. Below these centers, many of the large and prominent Late Intermediate Period
settlements reveal more clearly the tension between cdgtand transformation. Rather than
relocating residents to new settlements, the Inkas imbedded smaller and more rustic ceremonial
spaces, providing a number of small theaters for enacting sshgeetrelationships that likely

drew on existing pattern®@mmunity and kin relationshig8Vernke 2013)
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An Ethnohistoric View of the Colca Valley

Early documentary sources, in particular, a large collection of administrative visitas from
the valley provide both conflicting and complementary accounts of Inkeelrative practices
and the nature of ethnic and social relationships as they existed in the period immediately after
the Spanish conquest of the region. In particular, close readings local visitas, and spatial
reconstructions of land tenure practicesvide hints of the local social and political
relationships whose antecedents may trace back to the Late Intermediate Period.

Theear | i est descriptions of the valleyds re:
Corregidor (provincial magistrate), who surveyed the area fdRéth@ciones geogréaficas de
Indias(Ulloa Mogollén 1965 [1586])The testimony was collected from nativdegk in a single
day in 1586 at the plaza in Yanque, and provides early insights into the social and political
organization as well as the ethnic composition of the valley, albeit filtered through the politics of
local elite seHrepresentation and Spanigndering(Wernke 2013:57)

A second major body of documentary information comes from a series of colonial visitas
(censuses) recorded between 1591 and 1645. Many of these visitas were found in the parish
archives in the village of Yanque, and have sioeen transcribed and published, most notably
by Peas€1977) and most recently bigobinson(2003, 2006, 2009, 2012Jhese administrative
records are impressive, both in their completeness, and the length of time covered, and provide

detailed records dfouseholds and landholdings by ayllu for all the villages in the valley.
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Table3.1. Table of known visitas for the Colca Valley. From Wernke 2003 with updates for
recently published transcriptions

Year Repartimento Parcialidad | Completeness Published in

1591 Yanque Collaguas Hanansaya Fragment Pease 1;(_.)7172 Robinsor

1591 Lari Collaguas Urinsaya | Large fragment Pease 1;(_.)7172 Robinsor

1596 Cabanaconde Hanansaya Nearly Robinson 2009

complete

1604 Lari Collaguas Hanansaya| Large fragment Robinson 2003

1604 Yanque Collaguag Urinsaya | Large fragment Robinson 2006
16041605 Lari Collaguas Urinsaya Complete Robinson 2003
16151617 | Yanque Collaguas Hanansaya| Large fragment Robinson 2006

1645 Cabanaconde Urinsaya Fragment Robinson 2009

1667 Yanquecollaguas| Hanansaya| Small fragment| Galdos Rodriguez 1984

Ethnic Groups: Collaguas and Cabanas
In his description of the valley, Ullqa965 [1586])ecountsa region occupied by two
distinct ethnic grougs the Cabanas and Collagdas/ho occupied the lower valley, and central
and upper valley, respectivellyigure3.15). The narrative presented by Ulloa paints a picture of
two territorially distinct ethnic groups, with distinct forms of cranial modification and language.
The Collagus, by contrast, are desieed by Ulloa as an Aymaigpeaking group who
traced their origins to Mount Collaguata, a volcanic peak approximately 100 km north of the
valley, near the village of Vellille in Epsinar, Cuzco. The Collaguere said to have elongated
their crania to rééct this origin placeHe describes those living in the upper reaches of the
valley as pastoralists, living off their camelid herds, and those further down the valley cultivated
maize, quinoa and potatoes. The Cabamasontrastyvere a Quechuapeakinggroup who
traced their origins to the peak of Hualca Hualca, which lies immediately above the village of

Cabanaconde. Hualca Hualca is a blocky glaciated peak and the Cabanas were said to flatten and
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widen their crania to mimic their origin placghe lards of the Cabanas, which lay further down
the valley, were more temperate and fertile

Ulloa describes how the Collagua were internally divided into tweestubic divisions,
Laricollaguas and Yanquecollaguas, whose relationship wasnedko hierarchial kin terms
(Figure3.15). Yanqueaccording to Ulloa, was the local term used to venerate the paramount
lords in the valley, whilé.are was a local honorific meaningncle or kinsman. Zuidema
transl ates the term s paidamh 1964a118/18) Daisgthe mot her 6's
colonial period, these three primary divisionganquecollaguas, Laricollaguas and
Cabanaconde were administered under three separate repairitos, through their eponymous
capital village® Yanque, Lari and Cabanaconde. Yanque, which was the capital of the higher
ranking Yanquecollaguas additionally served as the capital for the whole prOieoeke
2013:62)

Theethnic mosaiof the Colcavalley was certainly more complex than the narrative
Ulloa presentsClose readings of thasitasclearly document thahat individuals from even the
highest reaches of the valley had access to maize lands in the lower valley and that members of
both conmunities maintainechore distantands around Arequip@reacy 1989:21-220;
Wernke 2013:23237). In these more distant coloni€3pllaguas and Cabanasay have lived
sideby-side, occupyingeparate, but neighboring settlemegfsase 1977; Wernke 2013)
Similarly, the linguistic boundaries, especially by the time the Spanish arrived, were likely far
more fluid than Ulloa describes. Following the arrival of the Inka to the valley in th& $fid
century, Quechua likely became more common among the Ayspaaking Collagua
especially among the elite classes. Concrete examples can be swsy iafthe ayllu names

used in Yanquecollaguas and Laricollagwelsich reflect Inka and thus Quechda
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administrative divisions. And though Aymara toponyms predominatee central and upper
valley, Wernke (2013) has identified some Quechua toponyms which may reflect agricultural
intensification and expansion during the Late Horizon. Additionally, Ulloa himself describes
discrete populationaround the villages of Pihollo, Calo, Tapayand in the province around
Cabanacondeyho speak neither Aymara nor Quechua,dstreteocal, unspecified languages.
While Ulloa, and perhaps his informants, undoubtedly simplified what was likely a more
complex constellation a#thnic identification and linguistic variationis clear that the Cabanas
and the Collaguas were the largest ethnic groups in the valley. However, it is difficult to
determine how far back in time these ethnic identities extend. The linguistic diffeiartbe
valley undoubtedly prelate Inka arrival in the valley. Quechua waslthgua francaof the Inka
Empire, and there is evidence of Quecuaization of toponyms and ayllu names within the
Collaguas territory that likely originated during the Late EHoni(\WWernke 2013)While the
timing and nature of the spread of the Aymara language is not settled, there is convincing
evidence that took hold in the sowglntral Andes sometime during the Late Intermediate Period
(Sillar 2012) Thus, linguistic differeces within the valley were likely in place during the Late

Intermediate Period.
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Figure3.15. Ethnic and political divisions during the Colonial period.

As | discussed above, archaeological evidencehmii@tsocial or political divisions is

less conclusive. Ceramic styles, domestic and mortuary architecture were broadly shared across

the valley during the Late Intermediate Period and do not point to clear cultural boundaries
within the valley. However,ariation in cranial modification styles are evident in the valley, with
annular forms more prevalent in the central valley, and taleudat forms more concentrated in

the lower valley, and may reflect the different styles described by (Dioatriaux 2@4).
Additionally, new research by Velasco (2016a) from the central valley demonstrates that forms

of cranial modification became more homogenous and more prevalent over the course of the
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Late Intermediate Period. Taken together, this suggests that theseidentities were in the

process of formation and formalization prior to the arrival of the Inka.

Hanansaya, Urinsaya and Local Ayllu Divisions
Within each of these threepartimients, groups were further divided into ranked
moietie® Hanansaya, thupper moiety, and Urinsaya, the lower. Each moiety was further
divided into a tripartite series of ranked ayu€ollana, Pahana and Cayathe same Inka
kinship classifications within the royal ayllus of Cuz®dernke 2013)l n Ul | oads descr i
theseayllus correspond with the decimal administrative structure used by the Inka, with each
ayllu containing 300 tributarigd)lloa Mogollén 1965 [1586]:330Qkach of which would have
been divided into smaller ayllus of 100 tributaripatéca ayllu¥ following the same pattern
(Parssinen 1992; Wernke 2013)
However, this ideal structure incompletely implemented among the Collaguas. Close
reading of the visitas by Wernke (2013:2226) shows that this tripartite division is most
common within Urinsayayllus. However, most Hanansaya ayllu names are Aymara words that
do not fit tripartite or decimal naming conventions. Wersiliggests thahe preponderance of
Aymara names and deviation from the ideal Inka tripartite decimal structure within Hanansaya
ayllus may reflect the prénka ayllus that were incorporated into the Inka administrative
structure |l argely unmodified. Some of these a
divisions, common within latprehispanic Aymara polities, that mdradly refer to the
locations of their agricultural fields, and perhaps everhseanic patterns of residence

(Wernke 2013:262270). Importantly, this same type of spatial patterning does not exist for
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lower-ranked Urinsaya ayllus, which may suggest tbaerranking moieties were more
substantially reorganized under Inka rule (Wernke 2013:273).

It would be unwise to assume that ayllus recorded fhab®l 17" century were a
transparent reflection of pideka social and political organization, libhe documentary sources
do provide hints of the social and political relationships that the Inka encountered and later
transformed as the valley was brought into the broader administrative structure. The continued
use of Aymara names and the reconstrulzted tenure patterns of many of the Hanansaya
ayllus suggests that highenking ayllus remained more intact than those of the loamgking
Urinsaya moity. Additionally, the right/left dualism reflected both in many of the ayllu names
and in the spatiaistribution of landholdings, and which is common in Aymara communities,

may reflect vestiges of local social logics of{m&a communities in the valley.

Accounts of War
Documentary descriptions of war in the valley are limited, especially compaitesl to
often epic accounts of other groups, such as the Chanka and the Colla. There are only two
significant mentions of warfare among the Collaguas. The first, presented in the introduction to
this chapter, is by Ulloa who describes how local informaneseated the hilltop fortresses as
evidence of their violent conquest of the region. The second comes from Luis Jer6nimo Oré, a
friar who served as the curate in Coporaque. He recounts:
The Viceroy don Francisco de Toledo put diligent effort in uncovehadrue origin of
the Inka Kings of this realm, and found out that in truth there was no general lord of all
the land, but rather that in each province, each kindred and generation was governed in
barbarism by its most principal curaca or cacique, andlittks villages and houses
without order, separated by kindred,agtlo one from the other on the hilltops and
escarpments because these served as fortresses, which (as they were all at war) they

shared among nearest neighbors between them abovedbealtahfields where they
planted, and in this way they expanded and defended them by force of slings, because
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Indians of the sierra are very skilled slingsman. | knew an Indian that had saved a shirt
covered with the fingernails of the Indians that higedchad killed, and as a heroic
memory it was admired for the many lives lost that it represented, and it was in defense
of the fields of that province, that they posse&ggté 1992 [1598]:155 [139])
Or ®6s account pr ovi de svardathe defénseand acuisition ef fiefds.t i v at
This account mirrors more closely a scenario of atglu conflict over lands that suggests a
scenario of competition over scarce resources. By contrast, the narrative presented by Ulloa
suggests an invasion ahcestral Collaguas into the valley that displaced the native population.
These two descriptions also differ in terms of the scale of conflict. According to Oré, these were
local ayllus, each competing to maintain control over their lands. Ulloa, othiehand,
suggests a largescale conflict between invading forces and local valley inhabitants.
The accounts presented by each suggests different motivations and scales of conflict that
can be compared to the archaeological record. Ulloa suggestsdimmforce descending from
the area north of the valley. If this were the case, we would expect to find hilltop fortifications
concentrated along the northern side of the valley, likely dating to early in the Late Intermediate
Period. By contrast, the esgario of local inteayllu conflict over lands would be expected to
result in more extensive fortification across the valley, perhaps dating to the mid to late Late
Intermediate Period when drought and cooler temperatures resulted in greater risks for

agricultural production. Alternative scenarios can be suggested based on the historically

documented ethnic and political divisions in the valley presented above. It is possible that

“AElI Virrey don Francisco de Toledo puso diligenia en s
deste reyno, hil ser verdad que antiquamente no vue en el, sefior general de toda la tierra, sino en cada prouincia, y

en cada parentela y generacion se gouernauan con behetria, por el mas principal curaca o cacique della, y tenian sus
poblezuelos y casas sin orden, &pda vna parentela, o ayllo de la otra en los cerros o collados porque les seuian de
fortaleza, por tener (como tenian todos ellos guerra) los vnos con los otros entre los vezinos mas ceracanos sobre las
tierras y chacras donde hazian sus sementerag, lgaampliauan y defendian a fgarde Hondas, porque

comunmente son los indios serranos muy diestros fundibularios. Y en la prouincia dlos Collahuas conoci vn indio

gue tenia guardada vna camiseta, sembrada toda ella de vfias de indios que sus ayusiasrboiiy por memoria

hazafiosa se preciaua tener prendas de tantas vidas como alli se vian que faltauan, y fue por defender las chacras de
aquella prouincia, que ellos posseyan. o Translation fr
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conflict erupted between the Collaguas and Cabanas ethnic groups ineélyeargtierhaps

played a role in cementing the ethnic divisions between them. If this were the case, we would
expect to see fortifications distributed across the valley, with perhaps a concentration of defenses
along the border between the two groups. Alérely, it is plausible that conflict erupted

between the moity divisions of Yanquecollaguas and Laricollaguas. In this case, we would
expect a similar pattern of fortifications across both territories, possibly with greater defenses
along a border betvea the two groups.

As | explore in this dissertation, the spatial patterning of fortifications across the central
and upper valley do not support any of these scenario entirely. As | have already shown, there
are no recorded fortifications in the lowelley, despite comprehensive survey of a large
portion of the core Cabana territory around Cabanaconde, making ethnic conflict between the
two major ethnic groups in the valley unlikely. Discussion of the other possible scenarios will be
discussed more fiylin Chapter 9.

While neither narrative presents a transparent explanation of warfare in the valley, in
their own ways, each highlights how the hilltop fortifications constructed long before titse 16
century histories were recorded, remained signifit@atures on the landscape. Their
permanence, and also their prominéngerched atop the hills and ridges that surround the
valleyd left them open to reinterpretation as local residents made and remade their own history

in the face of significant social apalitical transformations.

Discussion
As with many highland regions, the Late Intermediate Period in the Colca Valley was a time

of political decentralization and heightened conflict. Populations grew and increasingly settled in
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more nucleated settlements, most located high above the valley floor. Despite growing status
differentiation both within and between settlements, there is no evidence of political centers of
power. Instead, elites were present at multiple settlements.ddiietments were located in
defensible positions along hilltops and ridges, and the construction of fortifications across the
central and upper valley attest to the heighten concern for conflict. The colonial documents, as
well as emerging archaeologi@lidence, also suggest that emergent ethnic identities became
increasingly salient across the period.

The limited documentary references to warfare in the valley suggest two alternative scenarios
of conflict. Oré(1992 [1598])suggests a pattern of loéater-ayllu conflict over access to lands
and territories. By contrast, Ull¢a965 [1586])presents a narrative of conquest, which could
reflect largerscale conflict either between the Collaguas and Cabanas ethnic groups, -or proto
moiety divisions withirthe Collaguas group. However, archaeological evidence suggests intense
regional interaction within the valley. Ceramic styles, as well as domestic and mortuary
architecture, were widely shared during this time, reflecting a distinctive waitky culturd
tradition. There is also evidence of more local stgattlement affiliations, particularly in the
development of large networks of irrigation canals, which linked settlements through water
management practices.

The Colca Valley presents a dynamic @xttof political decentralization and conflict,

but also ethnogenesis and regional interaction. The remainder of this dissertation examines the
complex interplay between warfare, political decentralization, and regional interaction in the

valley.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

Introduction

Narrative and archaeological accounts of the LIP provide contrasting views of life during
this period. On the one hand, a proliferation of pukaras points to a time of heightened conflict;
conflict that in some &@s may have limited the development of strong centralized polities
(Arkush 2010) On the other hand, by most accounts, Inka imperial strategy was informed by the
local context and in many cases, the strategy was to build up@xigtig political, socieand
economic structurg®'Altroy 1992; Malpass 1993; Malpass and Alconini Mujica 20 Ejor
research in the Colca Valley suggests that Inka colonization was lovadliated, and built upon
a preexisting sociepolitical structure which developed tlughout the Late Intermediate Period
(Doutriaux 2004; Wernke 2013} owever, the nature of this polity has remained elusive.
Because the tenor of Inka practices of incorporation and colonization was likely informed by the
pre-existing political structuresinderstanding the nature of thate Intermediate Period/Late
Horizontransition was seen as crucial for both better understand the nature of LIP social and
political organization and defining the nature of Inka colonization of the valley.

In this chapterl highlight the central research questions and explain the key hypotheses
and their archaeological correlates. | then describe how the snaléir research design was used
to address these questions and hypotheses. Finally, | describe the methodecthpiog each

of the four phases of research.
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Research Questions and #fotheses
The project addresses several key research questions. What was the nature of violent
conflict in the valley during the LIP? How did violent conflict relate to processexalf polity
formation? How were fortifications reconfigured as local populations were integrated into the

Inka state?

Conflict, Community and Political Organization
One of the primary aims of this research was to understand the relationship between
violent conflict and local polity formation. Several possible hypotheses were proposed.

(1) Defensive settlements fostered community formation at the site [Bsfelnsive

constructions required the coordination of labor and military engagement required cooperation
between households, and thus provide a baseline of cooperation at the level of the settlement.
However, as discussed in Chapter 2, explicit practiceshwgenerate senses of affinity, shared
interest and collective action are also for fostering a sense of community that extends beyond
defensive need. Scholars have suggested that the LIP was an important period of ethnogenesis
(Kurin 2012; Lozada and Buskra 2005; Sutter 2005; Velasco 201&a)d the emergence of

new, or more strongly articulated social identities may have been tied to prolonged conflict. Such
practices may include commensal activity in public spaces, such as plazas and mortuary
complexesinternal divisions at fortifications have been noted in other parts of the Andes
(Arkush 2010; Lau 201Q}he presence of such divisions could suggest coordination between
distinct lineages or other socialtielimited groups. Additionally, centralizecbshage and supfra
household production of material goods, such as ceramics and lithics, would suggest

coordination of production at the level of the settlement. Alternatively, the absence of public
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ritual areas, househaldvel commensal activity, and disped storage and production would
suggest that coordination was primarily directed toward direct defensive needs. In this study,
detailed mapping of individual fortifications, architectural registries, and ceramic analysis were
used to collect data to addsethis hypothesis.

(2) Fortifications formed networks of local defensive all@®ther studies of war in both

the ethnographic and archaeological record highlight the importance e$itetatliances for

both defensive and offensive acti@g. Arkusn2014; Helbling 2006; S. A. LeBlanc 2000,

2001; Roscoe 2009; Simon and Gosser 2001; Simon and JacobsT208@gattern of

relationships between settlements and fortifications are generally present in cases where conflict
in not restricted to raiding orvenge between neighbors, but can exist in tandem with more
localscale conflici{Arkush 2014) As described in Chapter 2, defensive alliances are typically
formed between near neighbors who also maintain social and econom8pad¢ial clustering of
intervisible sites, within a few hours walk, would suggest the presence of local defensive
alliances. These spatial pattemsre examinedsing GlSbased analyses of viewshed and

hiking model algorithmg¢Chapter 7) Regional defensive structures would alse@kpected to

show greater differentiation and/or specialization in terms of specific defensive function. Greater
defenses would also be expected at border areas, related to ethnic or polity boundaries, or areas
that are otherwise more vulnerable. Allietesiare expected to have shared material trad@ions

in the form of ceramics or domestic architecture. Alternatively, more dispersed fortifications,
limited visual connections, and local variation in ceramic styles would suggest the absence of
local defensie allies

(3) Fortifications were engaged in distant defensive alliarinesntexts where conflict

is directed to external threats, settlements often develop more extensive defensive relationships
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that can facilitate broader defensive responses in comizaide more strategic monitoring of

the landscape, allow for relaying of information of arriving threats, and at time provide a larger
population base to support offensive campaigtedbling 2006; S. A. LeBlanc 2014; Roscoe

2009; Simon and Gosser 200¥jessner 2006)It is expected that distant allies would have
emphasized visual connections, rather than spatial proximity. The presence of visual connections
between sites further than a few hours walk would suggest the presence of defensive alliances
built on long-distance communication, such as smoke and fire signals. Evidence for concentrated
areas of burning outside of residential areas would provide confirmation of the use of smoke and
fire signals. Additionally, alliances would have likely béermalized andaffirmed through

exchange or commensal activitigtelbling 2006; Junker 2001; Knight 2001; Perodie 2001,
Wiessner 2001, 20067 hus, homogeneous ceramic styles,widence for exchange of locally
produced ceramics and other goods (such asliab$j would further suggest affiliation across

the valley.

(4) Local conflict in the absence of external confllotareas where conflict is pervasive

and primarily directed toward immediate neighbors, such as cases cksalalraiding and

revenge, cordination for defense is primarily managed and maintained at the settlement level. In
ethnographic and archaeological examples, most if not all settlements are equally fortified
(Chagnon 2012; Keeley 1996:1906; Redmond 1994b; Roscoe 2008)the absere of

broader settlement hierarchies or largeale coordinated defenses, it would be expected that the
elaboration of fortifications would be driven primarily by the size of the residential population,
and there would otherwise be little differentiatmmspecialization in defenses.

(5) Centralized defensive structuiexpansive or conquestyle warfare, which is

typically seen only in cases of complex chiefdoms or states, defenses typicallyarefiecern
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with protecting key political centers anafitier areas, with little or limited defenses in smaller
settlements closer to the political cen(fetAltroy 2002; Hyslop 1990; Milner 1999; Steinen
1992) If the Collaguawere highly centralized, we would expect to find large political centers
with elalorate defenses, with most other settlements unfortified or only lightly fortified or
defensibly situated. Outside of this core area, we would expect tefsreses concentratad
frontier areas at the limits of the polity. This type of pattern wouldkpecated if, for example,
the Collaguas and the Cabanas were highly centralized during the LIP and competing for
territory or access to other resources. In this case, we would expect to see fortifications

concentrated along a key boundary area betweemthgroups.

Changing Fortification Use in the Late Horizon

A final major research question was: how did incorporation into the Inka state shape
fortification use? I f warfare declined in the
broader Inka state, how did this shape the use of defensive featurestiemiesnts? Targeted
excavation at the site of Auguimarka (TU88) was indented to collect data on how the
organization and use of the site change across these two periods. Early visits to the site identified
a long rectangular structure that likely serasda public or administrative building, with
multiple doorways opening onto a walled plaza, a pattern typical in secondary and tertiary Inka
administrative sites in the valley. A small number of residential structures were located around
this public archtecture, forming a discrete sector located outside oflatdncedrom the large
and densely settled defensive sector. Excavations at the site were thus designed to capture data
that could address the settlement history and relative chronology of tisedteos, as well as to

better understand the nature of Inka administration at the site, and changing social relationships.
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Research Design

To address the research questions, the project utilized agoalléir design, which
incorporated a broad survey of fortifications in the valley, detailed architectural mapping,
systematic surface collections at three fortified settlements, and test texestre fortified
settlement of Auquimarkdrirst, a regional scale survey targeted to fortifications was selected to
understand the overall distribution of fortifications in the valley. The survey area encompassed
1200 kn? of the central and upper vajlewhich corresponds to the historic territory of the
Collagua polity Figure4.1). A ridgeline just above the villages of Pinchollo (to the south) and
Tapay (to the north) forms the western limiithe survey area. To the east, shievey area ends
at roughly the confluence of the Llapa and Vacas rivers east of Calladlirest of the survey
area was limited to areas equal to or lower than 4600 masl, which was chosen based on the
elevation of the highest fortification known at start of the research. While this elevation
provides a somewhat arbitrary ff, using this effectively limited the survey to core
occupational portions of the valley. By choosing an intermedizdée of analysis and focusing
survey on fortifications he project was able to register nearly 100% of the fortifications within
the specified area and thus to capture the full range of fortification sizes andl tgpesage
that would have been impossible with a larger survey area.

A mesascale survey areand focus on fortifications also allowed for more intensive data
collection at each site than would typically be afforded in a survey project. Detailed architectural
maps were created for all sites including measurements and descriptions of all standing
architecture were taken at all sitésichitecturalmaps were digitally produced in the field to
facilitate analysis of thepatial organization of the sites, and comparative analysis of defensive

features and domestic architecture. As described below,rtjecpfollowed the domestic
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architecture classification developed and employed by Wead@3, 2013)n the central valley,
which has also been utilized by Doutrigi2004)in the lowercentral and lower valley, allowing
for broad comparisons across tiegion.

Architectural mapping was complemented by systematic surface collections at three large
fortified settlements. Analysis of the results of surface collection allowed for a better
understanding of overall site chronology, identification of speusi areas, and approximation
of internal status differentiation. -Bhddbdtiona
collections allowed for comparisons of sites across the survey area.

The second phase of fieldwork centered on excavatidwgfiimarka, a fortified
settlement with occupation spang the LIP and LH. Excavatidargeted the interiors of
domestic structures, open spaces and defensive features to better define the site chronology,

identify public spacesnd to compare domestisssemblages betwe@ouseholdsit the site.
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Figure4.1. Map of the survey area.
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Overall, the research was designed to address specific analytic goals: (1) determine the
defensiveness of hilltop sites the survey area; (2) characterize the spatial pattern of
fortification in the valley, including both their horizontal and vertical extent; (3) identify patterns
in the design and use of individual fortifications; (4) understand the settlement organizatio

within individual sites; (5gxamine changing pattern of fortification use from the LIP to the LH.

Methodology

Phase I:ComprehensiveSurvey of Fortifications

The first phase of fieldwork focused on targeted survey of fortifications in the study area.
Due to the large survey area, fathverage pedestrian survey was impractical, so several other
strategies were employed to identify possible fortifications befongg into the field. Aerial
photography from th&ervicio Aerofotografico NacionaB@AN) of Peruand satellite imagery
provided through Google Eafttvere systematically reviewed for evidence of possible hillforts.
Pukaras are distinctive on the landseapheir location along hilltops, ridges and promontories,
the monumentality of defensive walls, and their frequent isolation from contemporary population
centers makes thereadilyrecognizablen remote imageryArkush 2008; Brown Vega, et al.
2011) Additionally, prior research, including publication, and reports to the Peruvian
government were reviewed for sites with characteristics typical of hilltop fortifications. All
points of interest were visited and verified in the field. Additional sites weeatdd both through
conversations with local informants and visual identification using binoculars throughout the
course of survey. The position of pukaras atop hilltops overwhelmingly affords the sites

excellent views of the surrounding area, making thegrperfect vantage point for identifying

5> Imagery provided by CNES, DigitalGlobe ahdndsat
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other fortifications. Overall, 1 took a liberal approach to identifying potential pukaras; meaning
any feature approximating a fortification was verified in the field to ensure maximal coverage. In
total, only two pints of interest turned out to be npuokara sites. While this strategy does not
ensure complete coverage of fortifications in the valley, | was able to identify several very small
fortifications and isolated defensive features (e.g-200, YA-184, TU204, SF202, CA203),
indicating it was effective for identifying a wide range of defensive.sites

Due to the nature of the survey design, field survey was conducted in an iterative fashion.
In general, my team and | would travel to a particular villagenigealready visually inspected
all available sources for points of interest. Once there, we would visit the points of interest while
also inspecting the surrounding terrain for fortifications and speaking with local informant about
other known sites in tharea. Based on the information collected, we would typically remain in
the area until all nearby points of interest had been visited.

In general, fortifications in the valley were not easily accessiblest lay far from roads
and typically on high, st@eslopes. Additionally, most fortifications were not near enough to one
another to effectively survey more than one in a day. The complexity of the site also greatly
impacted how much time needed to be spent at each site. Some small sites could beiswaveyed
few hours, while the site of Malata {{®5) took nearly two weeks for mapping and surface
collections. Survey was completed across two seasons. During the firsthwghAugust
2012), 22 sites were registered. Following this season, new megwdution imagery became
available for large portions of the upper valley. That imagery was inspected and additional
survey was completed from May throudimne 2013, during which time we registered an

additional 9 sites.
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SiteNomenclature

The primary dentifier for each site was a site code that included the first two letters, or
first and third letters in the case of duplication, of the contemporary district where the site was
located Table4.1), followed by a site number (1724). Site numbers began at 175 to
complement and prevent duplicated site codes with prior resedtoh survey areby Wernke
(2003) Five sites that were recorded as part of this stadyldreen previously surveyed by
Wernke, and in those cases, this project used the previously established site code. Site sectors

were designated using roman numerals (Sector I, II, etc.).

Table4.1. District prefixes used in site codes for survey.

District Code
Achoma AC
Callalli CA
Chivay CH
Coporaque CO
Ichupampa IC
Maca MA
Madrigal MD
Sibayo SI
Tuti TU
Yanque YA

When possibleall known site names were recorded as wiitle names wengrovided by
local informantsor less frequently from previous publications or repdntshe case of some
small or remote sites, informants were not able or available to provide a name. In these cases,

sites will be referred to using their site code.
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Architectural Mapping

Once a site was positively identified, detailed architectural maps were drawn of the site
using a researeprade GPS (Global Positioning System) linked via Bluetooth to a tablet
computer running ArcMap. For areas with higisolution arial photography or satellite
imagery, these images were georeferenced antbaded onto the tablet to facilitate mapping.
All standing architectural features were mapped in the field using point averaging which
provided on average a <5m margin of erdlt features collected in the field were imported into
ESRI ArcGIS (vrs. 1040.3) where they were pegtocessed and smoothed.

Site perimeters were drawn based on the extent of architectural features aaoftf orop
artifact densities. The site arezilects the maximum extent of the site, and thus does not

adequately reflect changes in occupational extent through time.

Architectural Registry

Additional descriptive data was recorded for all structures, walls, and mortuary features
(AppendixB). Thisarchitectural registry included basic metric data, such as length, width and
height, and a narrative description. Walls were classified by type (defensive, terrace, residential,
indeterminate) based on location and associated features. For defensiveevadisyrded the
presence of other defensive features, such as parapets, number and location of access points, look
outs, etc.). For domestic architecture, structures were classified based a local masonry typology
defined by Wernk¢2013)(Table4.2). Further data was recorded on the structure form, location
and width of doorways, presence of windows and niches, attic supports, and other features.
Mortuary architecture was classifiedtarms of three broad types: chullpas (abgweund

structures), cists, and machay (cave burials). For chullpas and cists, we recorded measurements.
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For chullpas we recorded details on form, masonry and location of accesses. In all cases, we

documented thgypes of perioetliagnostics ceramics present to provide relative dates of use.

Table4.2. Colca Valley Masonry Styles

i Shapin Construction
Type Description Labporg LeTiar

Unworked fieldstone that varies size, shape, and

1 . , . Low Low
color. No coursing with unworked corners and lintg
Some worked or selected fieldstones, no coursing : .

2 ) ; Medium Medium
with dressed corners and lintels
Worked and coursed fieldstone with dressed corne : .

3 ) Medium High
and lintels

4 Faga_de of coursed split river boulders, dressed co Medium High
and lintel§

5 ﬁ:n(iglrssed tabular slabs with finely dressed corners High High

6 Cour_sed worked blocks with finely dressed cornerg High High
and lintels

7 Workedfieldstone with belt courses of alternating High High
color and finely dressed corners and lintels g g

General Artifact Collections

From Wernke 2013

Surface collections were made at all fortifications registered by the survey. For a majority

of sites (30~91%), grabbag style collections were made with an emphasis placed on collecting

the most diagnostic artifacts. This strategy was designed to facilitate identification of the

chronology of occupation at the sites. When diagnostic artifacts were fopadicularly

important contexts, such as wall mortar or a mortuary context, the context was designated a locus

and materials from that context were collected separately. Artifact densities varied widely across

5 Not present during survey
7 Not present during survey
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sites; some ncehabitational fortifications lonly one or two ceramics across the entire site,
while most fortified settlements had relatively high concentrations.

In addition to surface collections, attempts were made to collect organic inclusions from
exposed wall mortar in defensive architectiarassist with radiocarbon dating of their
construction. Such collections were not possible at the majority of refuge sites, owing to the fact
that defensive architecture at this site consisted predominately-t#idmwyalls with no mortar.
The fact thamany refuge sites contained no diagnostic ceramics makes dating those sites
virtually impossible within the scope of this project, and it must be assumed for now that those

sites were contemporaneous with the dated sites in the valley, barring futsteyamien.

Systematic Surface Collections

In addition to the grabag collections, a subet of three fortified settlemedts
Achomani (AG175), Auquimarka (TkL88) and Malata (1€195) were selected for systematic
surface collection. These sites were selected based on their large size, and exseterufal
occupation. A randomized stratified 10% surface sample method was used, which involved
dividing each site into sectors, which were determined based on subjective differences in major
architectural features. The total area of each sector Wadatad and divided by the area of the
collection blocks to determine the number of collection blocks needed to obtain a 10% area
coverage. Collection block centroids were randomly generated within ArcMap (10.1). In the
field, blocks were collected in adleash style, where a stake was placed in the ground and all
materials were collected within a predetermined radius around the point. The size of the
collection radius was 2.8 m at Auquimarka and Achomani, and 5.0 m at Malata. | decided to

expand the ct#ction radius at Malata because many smaller collection blocks would have been
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entirely inaccessible due to the dense vegetation cover over many parts of the site and extensive
clearing was not possible due to time constraints.

In the field, the site mapwith the predetermined collection points were used to locate
the appropriate spot for surface collection. At each point, a stake was placed and a flexible
measuring tape was used to measure out the appropriate radius. A sketch map was made of each
collection circle identifying any architecture or relevant conditions that would impact surface
densities (i.e. vegetation coverage, erosive slopes, contemporary paths). Within each collection
block, each distinct architectural context was designated its aus.|€ollection circles in open
areas thus consisted of a single locus. However, other ltookained two or more lobased
on their relationship to standing architecture. For the purposes of collection, standing walls were
designated their own locusn€e the sketch map was made and the loci identified, a team of
between 2 and 3 members surveyed the area within the radius and collected all exposed
materials. The stake coordinates were captured either usiigddiGPS (AG175, IG195) or

total station(TU-188).

Phase II: Excavation
Site Selectiod Auquimarka

The site of Auquimarka, an LIP hillfort that was transformed into an Inka administrative
outpost, was selected for excavatiéig(re4.2). Located in the uppearentral valey, the site
occupies a fingelike promontory which extends out above the Colca River and the surrounding
undulating pampa formed by a Quaternary lava flow. Located at approximately 3900 masl,
Auquimarka occupies the suni transitional ecozone, wheredgoitulture and pastoralism are

supported; however, agricultultural terraces associated with the site extend down along the river
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gorge which is especially narrow and deep at this point, forming a more temperatelmeate

which supports maize produati@ccording to local informants.
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Figure4.2. Location of Auguimarka (Tt188).

The core of the site consists of two sedlotise defensive sector located on the
promontory with a series of defensive wallsrgy the northern edge and dramatic cliff faces
along the other three sides; and the Inka administrative core, located to the northwest on an
exposed open pampa. While the two sectors adjacent, they are physically separated and distinct

in terms of the desity of the occupation and architecture present. Sector | conforms to
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expectations of a fortified settlement, strategically located with defensive constructions
augmenting the natural defenses of the location. However, the architecture within sector Il
suggested the site was used into the Late Horizon, possibly as an Inka administrative center. A
third, poorly preserved, sector extends to the north east and consists-ofaxgrary wall
complexes, and domestic structures interspersed with fieldstonenkadls may have defined
agricultural fields.

The longterm occupation of Auguimarka provided a unique opportunity to examine
longt er m changes in the sitebds occupation. I
how LIP communities were organizedtin fortifications, the site provided a unique
opportunity to examine how ¢hinka state interfaced with the local social and political
organizationExcavationsat the sitdargeted a representative sample of domestic structures
within both sectors to Itker define their use histories and allow for comparisons of domestic

assemblageacross both sectors at the site.

Architectural and Topographic Mapping

Architectural mapping was conducted in parallel with all field activities at the site.
Sectors | andl were mapped using a total station aligned to a local datum. A tofd2dfpoints
were takenincluding4465terrain points which were used to create a local,-héglolution
DEM (approximately 3 cm resolution) of sectors | and Il of the site. Mapyisgctor 11l was
completed using a Trimble GPS connected to a tablet computer running ArcMap. Architectural
conservation of this area was very poor as many of the architectural stones had been reused to
create modern field walls. This mapping strategg s&lected due to the conservation issues and

time constraints.
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Table4.3. Overview of excavation unit locations.

Unit Sector Location
1 I Domestic Structure
2 I Domestic Structure
3 I Plaza
4 I Domestic Structure
5 I Domestic Structure
6 I Domestic Structure
7 I Domestic Structure
8 I Domestic Structure
9 I Plaza
10 I Domestic Structure
11 I Domestic Structure
12 I Walled Platform
13 I Domestic Structure
14 I Domestic Structure
15 I Interior of Defensive Wall
16 Il Inka administrative building
17 [l Domestic Structure
18 [l Domestic Structure
19 [l Domestic Structure
20 [l Plaza

Excavation units

A total of twenty 4 M units were excavated within sectors | and 1l. Units were placed
with three primary goalgl) to compare domestic striures across sectors | and Il; &hieve a
crosssection of sucture sizes and masonry types;d8Y to investigate specific pubbnd/or
administrative spaces at the gif@able4.3).

Domestic structures total of fourteen unites were placed within domestic struadures

elevenin sector |, andhreein sector Il. Structures were selected to achieve a-sext®on of
structure sizes and architectural styles to better understand possible temporal differences in

occupation and status differentiation within the site. Within eachrsecbwoad crossection of
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structure sizes and domestic architectural style were selected to verify which structures
functioned as residential structures and how size and elaboration related to other indices of social
stratification. The number of unit$geed in each sector reflects differences in the number of

total domestic structures present in each. Structures at the site were grouped into three broad size
categories and attempts were made to capture roughly a 10% sample of each category. Structure
numbers were chosen at random to provide a starting point for unit placement; however, final
decisions were made to minimize the amount of-gdegbsitional disturbance from vegetation

and structure collapse. Each 2m x 2m unit was placed in the interiactos&ucture and toward

a corner or wall edge to better capture discarded materials on floor levels. Within each structure,
the corner or edge with the least amount of structure collapse and vegetation was selected to
facilitate excavation and minimizestiurbance of the occupational levels. The unit was oriented

to follow the orientation of the structure walls.

Public/Administrative SpaceSeveral key public and/or administrative spaces were also

selected for test excavation in order to better understemduse and how public spaces

interfaced with private spaces during both the LIP and LH. In sector I, two units were placed

within a small plaza located at the southernmost tip of the promontory. This portion of the site
appeared to be artificially lelseand was demarcated by small patio walls. Units here were

intended to help define the use of the space and the construction sequence of the platform and the
southern perimeter wall. One unit was placed within a large circular wall at the apex & the sit

in an attempt to better define its use. Finally, one unit was also placed along the interior south
face of one of the primary defensive walls to
sector I, one unit @s placed in the interior of a longctangular structure believed to be an

Inka-period kallanka ¢sucture 77), and a second unit was placed inside of its adjacent plaza.
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Excavation Srategy

Excavation followed cultural strata in addition to the occasional use of arbitrary levels
when astratum was especially deep. The project recorded all levels and features as loci. Loci are
multi-scalar in nature, and refer to any specific and unique cultural context. Thus, a cultural
strata and whole ceramic vessel are equally relevant loci. Thargrbmanefit of the locus is that
it allows the excavator the ability to declare a locus at any detected a change, without having to
specify from the outset what type of element it évasiltural strata, feature, etc. In addition to
the cultural materials clected, for each unit we collected approximately 3L of soil samples from
occupational levels to screen and float for macrobotanicals. Carbon samples were also collected
from occupational levels for radiocarbon dating. All units were dug to subsoil, wittxtieption

of Unit 15, which due to time constraints, only half of tim was continued to subsoil.

Phase IlI: Materials Analysis

All materials collected during survey and excavation were cleaned, labeled and processed
either in the field house in Chivay or later in the Museo Arqueoldgico José Maria Morante in
Arequipa. Materials analysis was focused primarily on ceramics. Ceraatysiarnncluded
recording of metric and nemetric attributes (Appendix D). Ceramic chronology was based on
the ceramic serration established by Werf#@3) This analysis focuseah several key

elementd vessel form, slip color, slip coverage, decorainaif.
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Phase IV: Spatial Analysis

Spatial analysis was a central feature of the analysis for this study, thus | will briefly
review the key data sources uskfbre detailed explanation of the specific analyses is presented
as needed in the results cteap.

A number of geospatial data sources were used throughout the project. The background
digital elevation models used three primary sour(Bsholefiled SRTM DEMs with a 90m
resolution for macr@egional scale representations and anal{8)sASTER(Advanced
Spaceborne Thermal Emission and Reflection Radiometer) gDEM version 2, with a 30m
resolution for micreregional scale representations and analy8)sSRTM DEM v2 with 1 arc
second (~30 m) resolution. All site elevation data, with the exceeptithat from Auguimarka
(TU-188) was captured from the ASTER gDEM data.

Satellite imagery was provided by CNES, DigitalGlobe, and Landsat accessed through
Google Earth. Aerial imagery consisted of 1:17,000 scale airphotos from the Servicio
Aerofotogréfio Nacional (SAN) taken in 1974. These images were scanned and georeferenced
using satellite imagery.

For local and survelevel maps and analysis, all source data was transformed and
projected to Universal Transverse Mercator projectidhM; zone 19 Sath), using the
WGS1984 datum. For macregional scale applicatiortisat encompassed more than one UTM
zone data was projected to Albers Equal Conic projection. Survey data was collected using

Universal Transverse Mercator protion with the WGS1984 dan.
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CHAPTER 5

A LANDSCAPE OF WAR

Introduction

During the Late Intermediate Period, the landscape of the Colca Valley was significantly
shaped by war. In this chapter, | present the survey data that demonstratalieha¢sidents
not only sought out sttegic site locations, but also made significant architectural investments in
defending those locatio@spatterns that reflect the important challenges facing local
communities. The chapter begins by reviewing the specific types of investments in defense
observed. A classificatory scheme of defensive sites in the valley is then presented, based on
both size categories and the presence or absence of domestic structures. | argue that observed
differences between classes of fortifications reflect both difee®im the size and number of
communities that used the defensive site, and differences in how the sites were used. Finally, |
discuss the overall spatial patterning of fortifications across the survey area. Pukaras were found
across the central and upp@tley and in all major ecological zones. Fortifications were closely
articulated large LIP settlements in the valley, as well as many important pasturage areas
surrounding the valley margin. | argue that the distribution and form of fortifications in the
valley suggest that they were the result of coordination across multiple settlements, but does not

reflect centralized defenses.

Defensibility
Several studies of defensive sites have presented ways of systematizing indexes of

defensiveness in order poovide a measure comparing the defensibility of gdekush 2010;
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Martindale and Supernant 2009)means for systematically identifying defensive sites
(Bocinsky 2014; Borgstede and Mathieu 2007; Keeley, et al. 2000pviding a measure of the
thred of conflict (Sakaguchi, et al. 201L0Researchers define and measure the variables which
contributetoaist e 6 s d e f e n s howevér,itvio proad catefores ef nompogents can
be identified across studi@sntrinsic defenseandconstructediefenses
Intrinsic defensesefer to those attributes of the physical landscape which can or did
contribute to defnsibility of a particular site, and would hdikely beensought out as site
locations during times of actual or perceived conflict. Steag&ures, such as visibility and slope,
providedefensive assethat would otherwise be difficult to construct. The defensibility of other
features, such as rock outcrops and cliffs, could reduce labor and resource costtonaeletd
the permiter oflte site Intrinsic defenses can include the following types of features:
1. Landscape barriers: Water bodies, cliffs, ravines or other features which prevent or
significantly slow approach to the site. Also, steep slopes, promontories, and any
other feature that limits the overall accessibility or the number of viable approaches t
the site location.
2. Visibility: Large area®f visible terrainfrom the site location, to facilitate monitoring
for potential threats
Of course, ltere are a number of factors which effect decisamuitsite placement,
which can make it difficult to ekermine whether site locations were selected specifically for
their defensibility. Furthermore, some regions may naturally exhibit more defensiveness. In the
Colca Valley, for example, the mountainous terrain affords more defensible locations than an
openplain. Thus, it is important to consider both site location, and specific architectural

investments when identifying sites as fortifications.

115



Constructed defensespnsist broadly of built features intended to increase the
defensibility of a particular kation. In general, constructed defenses are designed to create
barriers, limit accessibility, and to facilitate projectile fire. Constructed defenses imliide
features intended 1o

1. Createbarriers:Can includeof walls, palisadestockadesgitchesand moats.

2. Limit accessCan include limiting the number of entrances to the interior of the site,

defended or baffled gates, and offset accesses.

3. Facilitate projectile fireThis can include parapets, towers, and bastions.

While some types of construcdtelefense® such as protected gates and bastiohave
been argued to be unequivocally defengkeeley, et al. 2007:55)hey are also not always
present all defensive sites. Other features, such as perimeter walls, are more common in
fortifications, bu are also more difficult to interprdRoorly preserved walls may not appear to
have offered much protection, or the absence of additional defensive féasuasas
parapetd can leave open the possibility of multiple interpretatidimus, it is importanto
examine the cpresence of multiple features when considering the defensibility of sites in
archaeological contextBurthermore, even when features such as perimeter walls and hilltops
were used defensively, it is important to consider the dives§itglationships and meaning that

emerge through these spaces.

Intrinsic D efenses
All sites recorded during our survey were located on hilltops or promontories. Site
locations were prominent features on the landscape relative to the surroundiriiganesb 3).

These locations had several advantages for defensibility, including limited or difficult access,
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and increased visibility of the landscape. Many were also associated with natural barriers, such
as rivers, gabradas, and cliffs.

The elevations within the study area rise as you mowellpy and thus absolute
measures of site elevation do not adequately reflect the elevation advantages of the site locations.
However, a comparison of the median elevation ofitken area surrounding the site and the site
elevation provides a measure of the elevation advantage of fortified sites relative to the
surrounding terrain. Defensive sites were on average located 72 meters above the surrounding
landscapé€Figure5.3). Elevation provides certain defensive advantages; particularly increased
visibility and more difficult accessibility by forcing approaching threats to move uphill.

Many stes incorporated physical landscape features that provided effective barriers along
one or more sides of the site. In particular, cliffs and escarpments commonly formed a partial
perimeter around the siteSigure5.1). In many cases, access from one or more directions
around the site was entirely impossible because of cliff faces and rock outcrops. The site of
Auquimarka (TU188), for example, access to the site is limitetli®meters along the northern
side, withthe remainin@@75meters of site perimeter made entirely inaccessible by dramatic cliff
faces(Figure5.2). The sites of Chogudamani (CG187), CA2 03, an dSI-P8)wereg 6 r a (
placed adjacent to rivers, which would have made access from those sides more difficult. A third
type of landscape barrier found at many of the sites were rock outcrops. Some were large enough
to have entirely prevented access from a directidnle others were incorporated into the large
perimeter walls of the sité-(gure5.4). Perhaps most commonly, sites were located in areas with

steep sl opes that woul dnodt ne baenmderaccésymoreav e p
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difficult and costly. Given that sites were located on hilltops, ridge tops and promontories, steep

slopes were a universal feature of the sites recorded.

Figure5.1. View of PukargCO-189) from the north. Note the cliff that forms the eastern
perimeter of the site (indicated with arrow).
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) . m A
Figure5.2. Plan map of Auguimarka (THU88) showing the promontory location, with cliff faces
along three sides.

Thesurveyed sites also hadtensive views of the surrounding landscape. Visibility can
both facilitate monitoring of the landscape for potential threats, andnadielong-distance

communication. Computarided viewshed provides one way of measuring the visible area
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around the site, by delimiting the terrain that is visible from a particular point on the landscape
based on topographic intrusions. To assess the vaibtearound the fortifications, visibility
analysis was run at two distances: near distances (3400 m) which would have allowed for
identification of individuals, and far distances (40 km) which would have allowed for long
distance communication using smakefire signals. The total visible area from site centroids
was summed and compared to those from site centroids dbrtdied LIP settlements drawn
from published surveys of LafiDoutriaux 2004)and Yanque, and CoporagiWernke 2013)
This comparien was designed to assess whether hilltop sites were situated to increase visibility
of the landscape.

Comparisons between these two site classes found that fortified sites had significantly
larger visible areas at near distances (Welch Two Sanrtesttt1.556, df=65.419, p=0.125).
This difference suggests that fortified sites were situated to increase the visible area surrounding
the site that could be effectively monitoré€ortified sitesalsohad larger visible areas giteater
distance®n averagedut these differences were not significant (Welch Two Sarviglst t
t=0.6383, df=56.987, p=0.526). This suggests that LIP sites in the valley had roughly equal
visibility at greaterdistances. This may reflect the overall high landscape visibility affidogte
the incised valley, where both high elevation sites, and vhliétpm sites had relatively high
viewshedsBut it could also reflect the broadly shared threat of conflict during this period that
resulted in an overall shift to more defensive settl@rteeations. Miny nonfortified
settlements were locatedefevated defensible location@hapter 3)which likely minimized
the relative differences in visibility between defensive sites and settlements during the LIP.

Limited accessibility, physicddarriers and impressive viewsheds were common to all

sites surveyed. The builders of these sites took advantage of strategic aspects of the d&andscape
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natural rises, mountain tops and promontdriasich provided the sites with natural defensive

advantages.

West-East topographic profile of Pumachiri (CO-158)
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Figure5.3. Topographic crossections of several fortifications, showing the prominence of the
site location relative to the surrounding terrain.
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Figure5.4. Defensive wall at Chaillita (Tus
wall perimeter (indicated with arrow.

Constructed Defenses

Sites were classified as fortifications only if there was evidence of architectural
investment in sitelefensesWe recorded aariety of defensive features. By far, perimeter walls
were the most common defensive feature recorded and were present at all sites recorded during
survey. Many perimeter walls incorporated additional defensive features, inchatiapets,
bastions, and ditches. Access through perimeter walls was also highly restricted and a number of
defensive gates were identitifiebaken together, the architecture present at the sites presented

here reflect an orientation toward defense.
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Walls

All sites recoded during our survey had at least one perimeter wall, designed to enclose
all or part of a site. Many perimeter walls were not fully continuous, but were built in
conjunction with rock outcrops, cliffs, or escarpments in a way tfettefely created an
enclosure.

Defensive walls were massive and durable constructions, exemplified by their
exceptional preservation at remote fortifications where stones have not been robbed for more
recent constructions. In all cases, walls were cootgd of two faces with a fill of small to
mediumsized rocks, dirt, and less frequently mortar, in betwEegu(e5.6). The vast majority
nonstructure walls recorded during our survey wereldiy without mortar; and this was
especially true at nofresidential sites. At residential sites, defensive walls were far more likely
to have been constructed with mortar. Defensive walls were constructed primarily of unworked
fieldstone, with larger stones forming the base, and smallertawasds the top. Lightly to
moderately dressed stones were occasionally used, and were more commonly found at gates or

entrances.
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r ples 6f defensive walls. Left shows wall with fnortar, right sho

7 .

Figureb.6. Exé ws wall without.
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Fortification walls were on average 1.08 m thick, and most were between 0.5 and 2 m
thick. The thickest wall recorded was just shy of 5 meters at the thickest point. Wall height is
more difficult todeterminggiven that few retain their original height. 8tallest walb a
reconstructed defensive wall from Fortaleza de Chimpa-(d®)3 measured 7 meters on the
exterior sideThe greatest height for a noaconstructed wall was 6 rand there werseveral
well-preserved examples measuring more than 4 metaesght. Defensive walls were
frequently built into the hillside, with their maximal height on the exterior, amplifying the natural
height advantage of the slope. The interior height of walls without parapets rarely exceeded 1.5
m, which would have allowedefenders to see and fire projectiles over them.

Defensive walls were the largest and most durable investments in defense at fortified
sites. In some cases, this required the construction of a fully encircling wall, but most often,
walls were limited tdhe most accessible portions of the site and instead took advantage of
natural cliff faces, steep slopes and rockicmps to produce the enclosufites contained
anywhere from one to ten perimeter walls, with most having Bigu(e5.8). Multiple perimeter
walls provided additional protection in the case that an exterior wall was breached. Walls were
placed anywhere from four to 112 meters apart, averaging 22 meters apart.

In addition to the perimeter defensivellsasome larger sites had additional transverse or
ancillary walls which, which may have supported the overall defense of the site by funneling
access to certain areas, or limiting possible escape routes, but did not serve to enclose a specific

area(Figureb.7).

125



Figure5.7. Pachamarka (MAL83) viewed from the south. Transverse defensive walisated
with arrows.

Figure5.8. Number of perimeter walls found at fortifications.
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