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Shimabuku (also a UCLA graduate, then on the faculty of St Mary's lJ11i11 1 .i11, 
I Califax, Nova Scotia) were field directors. Although Marija din:ctnl cli .111 
study, and photography in Manfredonia in 1990 with about ten rnl111111·1·1,, 
Scaloria Cave was the single excavation which she did not publish fully hl'f111T 
her death; perhaps she expected Winn and Shimabuku to follow up on their p1T 
liminary report (Winn and Shimabuku 1980). 

CONTRIBUTION AND EVALUATION 

Marija's scholarly theorising focused on the following major themes: archaeolo 
gy and language, the identification and transformation of culture, and prehis 
toric religion. In all of these she made significant contributions, and although 
her ideas were controversial and challenged (even more so after her death), her 
achievement was to set the agenda in each area. The several aspects of her lega­
cy are all interrelated: (1) the location of the homeland of the *PIE-speaking 
Kurgan people and their characterisation as patriarchal, pastoral, horse-breed­
ing and war-like; (2) the identification, location, and characterisation of Old 

as matrifocal, peaceful, and agricultural; (3) the identification of the Old 
European pantheon of goddesses and gods (which Marija Gimbutas eventually 

: decided was pan-European and extended from the Upper Palaeolithic to the end 
of the Chalcolithic or Late Neolithic); and (4) the 'incursions', migrations, or 
movements of the Kurgan people to the west, resulting in the transformation or 
lndo-Europeanisation of Old Europe. 

Proto-Indo-European 
For almost all of the second half of the last century, from the early 1950s into 
thel 990s, Marija published a series of data-rich, intellectually provocative papers 
and articles on *PIE speakers. In these, she synthesised evidence from historical 
linguistics, archaeology, mythology, and folklore, to describe the social structure 
of these Kurgan people and propose their homeland and movements (Dexter 
andJones-Bley 1997; Gimbutas 1952; 1961; 1963b; 1970a; 1970b; 1973d; 1974e; 
1977; 1979; 1980b; 1981a; 1986a).32 She located the Urheimeit in the steppes 
region between the Ural and Dniepr rivers of southern Russia and defined their 
Kurgan culture as patriarchal, pastoral, metal-using, horse-breeding (cf 
Cimbutas l 986c and compare to Anthony 1986), and war-like. Over the years 
she never changed this basic model, developing it, reiterating her arguments, 
elaborating and correcting details as new site reports appeared and as radiocar­
bon dates became available. She had always been quite conscious of chronology 
(Cimbutas 1965a) and fully embraced scientific dating techniques since they 
provided a firm framework against which she could examine changes in the 
archaeologirnl record. Further, Marija realised early on the importance of 
obtaining 1111111l·rn11s I 4c dates and incorpornt ing correspondi 11g dc11drochrn110 
log1cal cc111nl11111s 1111d 1.tltllt.1t1om((:111th11Ltsl't ,t i 11>7ft) . 
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She stalwartly maintained, from the mid-1950s onwards, that the Kurgan 
tradition was *PIE and, without strong challengers (but see Hausler 1981; 1985; 
Schmitt 1974), her thesis was widely accepted for decades (Birnbaum 1974; 
Polome 1982). Thus, she not only established the agenda, but definitely held 
the floor until the 1980s when, during the following dozen years and continu­
ing to this day, archaeologists and other scholars came forward to re-evaluate 
her thesis (see Mallory 1989 for a complete review of *PIE and archaeology) 
and/or challenge and recast the debate (eg, Anthony 1986; 1990; 1991; 1995; 
Gamkhrelidze and Ivanov 1985a; 1985b; Renfrew 1987; Sherratt and Sherratt 
1988; Zanotti 1990). Marija knew many of her critics and answered many of the 
reviews by detailing the errors she perceived and by reiterating her argument 
(Gimbutas 1985; 1990). She was most severely critical of the model advanced by 
Colin Renfrew, who argued for Neolithic Anatolia as the homeland whence the 
first farmers migrated into Europe with their language family of *PIE and their 
plant and animal domesticates. When I was on a personal visit to the Renfrews, 
Colin handed me the proofs of his book with the comment, 'I do hope Marija 

, will not be angry'. However, her reviews showed that she was. First, she grace­
fully recognised his considerable earlier contributions to archaeology, remarked 
on his elegant and persuasive presentation, and then pulled off her gloves 

l(Gimbutas 1988a; 1988b)! Later on, in the last few years of her life, she seemed 
to regard all her archaeological critics with great equanimity, for she had moved 
on to her final abiding interest, archaeo-mythology and a new and respectful 
audience. 

Ultimately she remained as sure of her *PIE thesis (nay, more so) than when 
first she combined prehistoric archaeology with historical linguistics. David 
Anthony, who has been quite critical of her model of migrating Kurgan horse­
breeders (Anthony 1986; 1990; 1991; 1995), commented (in an e-mail of 29 
January 1998): 

I wouldn't be working on the Volga if Marija had not provided the ini­
tial opening that made it seem possible for a Westerner like me to under­
stand and explore the archaeology of the steppes. I read her earlier work 
very carefully and repeatedly, and I will never forget the first time I met 
her at a talk she gave at Penn when I was a grad student. I had already 
adopted a somewhat critical attitude toward some of her interpretations, 
particularly toward her scenarios of 'waves' of migration out of the 
steppes, but I wasn't brave enough to question her on it, and she paid no 
attention to me. Later, of course, I ended up writing articles on migra­
tion, because you can't examine this subject without considering the role 
of migration. And I will never forget when we met again in different 
roles fifteen years later at an NEH summer institute, 'The Ancient Indo­
European World', held in 1990 at tl1e University of Texas, Austin . Shl' 
~ave a week of lectures on lnclo-Europcan archaeology, and I < .11111 111 
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after her and gave the next week of lectures on I-E archaeology. We 
shared a table at a panel discussion during the transition weekend. Each 
of us stood and gave a brief talk on our general views, followed by ques­
tions. Her views and mine differed in some critical respects. I was a lit­
tle nervous about standing up and disagreeing with her before my week 
had even started while she was sitting right there but it went pretty well. 
We were friendly. Afterward I tried to say something apologetic but 
firm, and she grabbed me and kissed me on the cheeks and said, 'I'm so 
glad that someone will carry on the work!' I was stunned. I was worried 
tl13t she would concentrate on our differences, as I had, but all she saw 
was a common goal. She was a unique person, a great scholar. Very few 
people have the courage or tl1e knowledge required to work on a canvas 
as large as the one she chose. 
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Appropriately, at her retirement, Marija's former students and colleagues 
published a festschrift in her honour (Skomal and Polome 1987). Several years 
after her death, a volume of papers on the lndo-European question was published 
(Dexter and Polome 1997) in her memory. This was an appropriate tribute for 
someone who did, indeed, set the agenda. The work and discussion continues, 

: especially in the Journal of Indo-Ettropean Studies, but in other venues as well 
(Chapman 1998; Demoule 1993) and with corollary debates, for example, on the 
intellectual appropriateness of a 'marriage' of archaeology and language (see 
especially Blench and Spriggs 1997; Sherratt 1990; Yoffee 1990). 

Old Europe 
Beginning earlier than 1970, using data from dozens of prehistoric sites, many 
of which she had visited, examining the assemblages first hand in the field, 
museum, or institute, and using data from her own excavations (when the data 
became available), Marija introduced the culture of 'Old Europe', geographical­
ly and temporally Neolithic and Chalcolithic southeast Europe (Gimbutas 
1973b; 1973c; 1974c) (Figure 5.7). 

These ideas were synthesised from research begun in Europe and continued 
at Harvard, Stanford, and UCLA. We in her UCLA lecture classes and seminars 
on the Neolithic and Chalcolithic of Europe and the Near East listened to sys­
tematic and enthusiastic presentations based on the original site reports (eg, 
Karanovo, Cucutenyi-Tripolye, Sesklo, Dimini, Ha\:ilar, C::atal Hiiyiik, Maritsa, 
Vinca, Predionitsa, Tisza, Hamangia, Gumelnitsa, Serra. d'Alto, Coppa 
Nevigata, Crvena Stjena, etc) covering geography, site location, settlement sys­
tem, architecture, technology, economy, cult objects, pottery styles, etc. 
Ceramics from these temporally comparable Balkan and Greek sites included 
highly polished vessels, with lively bi- or polychrome painting, or white infilling 
l·nhancing the inris<:d 01 cxcised designs, easily taken as products ol knowledge 
.1i>k pottns \lso 111 Ila sc .1s.,l'111liL1µes wnc pi11111tlcms, uliiquitous 1111111;111 and 
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animal figurines, and ornaments of shell and bone-artefacts variously repre­
senting technology and symbolism. 

Marija Gimbutas conceived of Old Europe as a region of agricultural set­
tlements with a similar kind of social organisation. She observed occupation 
over millennia with habitation debris building up over time, forming the 
mngoulas, tells, or mounds described in the literature. She further postulated the 
absence of strife because of the paucity of identifiable weapons, fortified settle­
ments, etc.33 She synthesised old material from excavations known for decades, 
witl1 new assemblages, the result of research in the north of Greece or other 
parts of the Balkans beginning after WW II and continuing apace. The concept 
of 'Old Europe' is one of Marija Gimbutas' most original contributions, which, 
because of its association with the contentious pantheon of gods and goddesses, 
was met with muted interest and has yet to be independently evaluated. 

F1c.l RI· 1.7 M:ip showing- locntion of"Old Furopt·' 
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Certainly the concept of Old Europe as a region synthesises and org:i11iws 
an enormous amount of data from a bewildering number of sites. There is :111 
observable elaboration in material culture from the Neolithic through the 
Chalcolithic: sites expand and are occupied for millennia, pottery is more sophis­
ticated, domestication of plants and animals seems more purposeful. Trading 
partners have been established (eg, for honey-brown flint: Tringham 1984; 2003; 
for spondylus: Nikolaidou 2003; and for obsidian34), and the existence of spe­
cialised craft workers has been inferred (Elster 2004; RK Evans 1973). Marija's 
class lectures of that time seemed to be leading to a publication on Old Europe, 
and I have a number of undated manuscripts which she indicated were in prepa­
ration for this volume. Concomitantly, her excavations proceeded in Yugoslavia 
and Greece, and the immediacy of the finds-the imperative of the Sitagroi fig­
urines uncovered in 1968-69 and those from Achilleion in 1973-74-may in fact 
have transformed the monograph on Old Europe into Gods and Goddesses of Old 
Europe: 7000-3500 BC (Gimbutas 1974b). 

The Pantheon of Old Europe 
Even before her first excavation, Marija was deeply involved in studying the var­
ious types of figurines, and the variability of pottery designs, markings, and inci-

l sions on pots, figurines, and pintaderas. She wrote and lectured about the 
importance of inter-disciplinary research, how the study of ethnology, mythol­
ogy, semiotics, and linguistics could all provide inspiration and/or keys to 
understanding the social structure and symbolic system of prehistoric archaeol­
ogy. This was her model and she applied herself. Whereas she named and iden­
tified the small plastic sculptures, human, animal or both, as representatives of 
various goddesses and gods, she leaves a questioning reader behind because she 
does not fully expose the path that led to her conclusions. Although a polyglot 
and prodigious scholar, in the goddess series she did not always present a step­
by-step and logical explanation of how she arrived at h.er conclusions. This is 
not to take away from her remarkable command of the data and brilliant imag­
ination or ability to synthesise and create an entire pantheon. However, we 
must accept the pantheon on faith. In the same way, she deciphered the various 
incised or painted markings and designs on pottery, figurines, and seals (pin­
taderas) as the Old European proto-script. The pantheon, the 'script', the 
nature of the belief system and its widespread influence diachronically and syn­
chronically are all fully presented in a series of articles and richly illustrated vol­
t11nes (Girnbutas 1974b; 1974c; 1982; 1989a; 1989b; 1991; 1999). 

Archaeologists were at first seemingly mute when she offered her daring 
and idiosyncratic interpretations of the role of the ubiquitous clay figurines 
and the proto-script: painted or incised designs on ceramics. Here was one of 
the leading, if not the leading scholar of prehistoric southeast Europe with 
l'110rn1011s t'n1111nl o\n ,, \ol11111inou<;, international dataha<;e. It was known she 
l1;1d gn• ;tt 11·,1w11 1111 till ' s<' H' llttlll' ('ot11tt111nit} and s1·stt•1tt .11ic:tll) itH ludl'd 
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palaeozoologists, palaeobotanists, geographers, lithic analysts, etc as specialists 
in her projects. She was not a 'fringe' thinker, but a fine researcher who was 
publishing her ideas on a prehistoric pantheon and its role in religion and sym­
bolism (eg, Gimbutas 1973a; 1974c), an agenda with which prehistorians at 
that time were most reluctant to engage.35 Moreover, her vision of prehistory 
was expressed in a kind of storytelling. Even though it was about excavation, 
and she always used hard data ('4C dates, palaeozoology, etc), the prehistoric 
world was presented in a powerful narrative, complete and unquestionable. 

Marija's final thesis was a model of the tongue duree for the goddess, geo­
graphically from Spain to the Ukrnine and carried back to the Palaeolithic, a 
belief system unchanged over millennia. This latter development was not well 
received, for it is difficult to accept a tongue duree over such a broad and varied 
geographical and temporal area. For example, Marek Zvelebil proposes an 
unchanging belief system over millennia as observed first in the symbolism of 
hunter-gatherer prehistoric northern l<: urope (Zvelebil 1993). His evidence 
includes archaeological rock carving sites, carved objects, and the ritual context 
of burial, all of which he relates to a boreal system of beliefs, intelligible by ref­
erence to modern hunter-gatherers of the circum-boreal zone. Zvelebil supports 
his interpretation of archaeological ritual and ideology with Siberian and North 
American ethnographic data, all from the same boreal zone. In Marija's case, she 
first defined and located her matrifocal world and its pantheon in a specific time 
and place-Neolithic and Chalcolithic Old Europe-but subsequently extend­
ed the reach of the pantheon back in time into the Palaeolithic world, expand­
ing all over Europe. Most, but not all archaeological response was critical (eg, 
before her death: Fagan 1992; Renfrew 1991; Talalay 1994a; Tringham 1993); 
but some reviews were positive Gakar 1993; Phillips 1993). Scholars of prehis­
toric religion embraced her work (Berggren and Harrod 1996) as did many fem­
inists (Eisler 1987; Gadon 1989; Orenstein 1990). 

Transformation of Culture 

Marija Gimbutas' ideas on the transformation of culture are linked to the 'meet­
ing' of the *PIE Kurgan people from the Pontic steppe with tl1e autochthonous 
Old Europeans. She interpreted the culture of the latter as slowly and inexorably 
transformed by the continuing 'incursions' of the Kurgan people as the latter 
moved (migrated?) westwards in search of pastoral lands for their horses and 
flocks. Marija saw two opposing social systems: (1) Old Europe-matriarchy­
peaceful-agricultural-goddess versus (2) the Kurgan *PIE-patriarchy-warlike­
pastoral-no goddess. 

Marija wrote that the meeting of these two groups was catastrophic for Old 
Europe. Its florescent Chalcolithic cultures were 'destroyed', and in their wake 
were the seeds of the Indo-European patriarchal society, the languages, social 
structure, and proclivity for war that we inherit today (Cimliut:ts 1<>7 7; I 97<); 
19801>; J<)81a) . Indeed, the end or thl· Chalrnlithic that IS, tlw nprn111g of tht• 
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l•:arly Bronze Age in Old Europe-presents a change in the material record: sites 
are abandoned, pottery differs, craft working is interrupted, patterns of animal 
keeping changes, trading partnerships arc disrupted, etc, but various archaeolo­
gists have advanced theories that contrast with Marija's. Although hers has been 
:1 leading theory and did set the agenda, it has now been joined by many com­
peting scenarios (eg, Sherratt 1981; Thngham 1990; Zvelebil and Zvelebil 1988). 

Discussion 
Archaeologists have difficulty accepting Marija's interpretation of Old Europe 
social organisation, the pantheon of goddesses, the proto-'script', and the tongue 
t!11ree postulated for the pantheon. Nevertheless, prior to her lectures and pub­
lications on the prehistoric pantheon of Old Europe, the figurines had been 
reported on (eg, Ucko 1962; 1968), but the work was received solely by the 
archaeological community. The supreme irony, which seems to be lost on most 
of her critics, is that Marija forced her constituency to deal with this material­
if first as a critique-and, again, set the agenda. However, in this case, her agen­
da appeared at a critical moment in social history, coinciding with the rise in 
lcminist thought, and thus her ideas went far beyond archaeologists and entered 
into the popular consciousness of the day. Thus, whereas reviews by archaeolo-

t gists of the first goddess volume (Gi1nbutas 1974b) were slow in coming (Jakar 
1993; Phillips 1993) and/or critical (Fagan 1992; Talalay 1994a; Tringham 
1993), with its reprinting as Goddesses and Gods (Gimbutas 1982), Marija's ideas 
l.11nously intersected with popular culture, borne aloft by the group of feminists 
who found in her writing what they had sought, the 'scientific' proof that once 
( ;od was a woman and that women were in charge, or at least equal partners, 
with men (Eisler 1987). This response to her research inspired archaeologists to 
.mswer critically and most thoughtfully (eg, Hutton 1997; Tringham and 
( :onkey 1998; Whitehouse 1998; 2000). 

One problem with the discussion of social organisa~on is that it is binary, 
with one system pitted opposite the other. Scholars who critique an androcen­
t ric view of the world certainly do not wish to replace that with its opposite, a 
gynocentric world. Scholars who write about gender and archaeology do not 
wish to consider only 'him' and 'her' but rather, a full and expanded complement 
of male, female, young, and old. What some archaeologists find especially 
g:1lling is that the Gimbutas model of female control (Old Europe) being 
1q1laccd by male control (Indo-European) has had enormous influence. Since 
\1arij;1 Gimbutas is a name known and respected beyond archaeological circles 
.nHI the goddess volumes were both beautifully produced and accessible to a 
\\ 1dc audience, hers has been the voice of authority (eg, Adams 1992). However, 
illl' critique is fair because, in prehistory just as in modern history, social control 
.111d ncgotintion of power were much more ambiguous than would be allowed by 
1 l.11111ing that matrinrchy was simply usurped by patriarchy. Further, recognition 
cil ' this a111hig11ity, tlw 1 f'ltll's contend, is 11101-c likl.'ly to adv:llH'I.' till' st11cl~ of ,1 
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prehistory populated with individuals of all ages and sexes rather than just two 
in a gendered duality. 

Feminist archaeologists have particular problems with what may be perceived 
as the hijacking of feminist interests in the past and their harnessing to a particu­
lar interpretation, which, they write, is both poorly supported by the evidence and 
problematic in its implications for feminist theorising (see, eg, Conkey and 
Tringham 1995; Tringham and Conkey 1998; Whitehouse 1998). Apart from the 
problem, already discussed, of constructing a gynocentric vision of the past that is 
as biased as the androcentric one it seeks to replace, there are also problems for 
feminists with the version of womanhood that the 'goddess' interpretation offers. 
First, it is a unitary vision of women, which conflicts with much of third-wave fem­
inist theorising, which emphasises the differences between women as much as their 
collective differences from men. Second, it is a vision of women that concentrates 
on biology (sexuality, reproduction, and motherhood), which historically the 
women's movement h;1s been dedicated to rejecting. Admittedly, in the goddess 
version, biological aspects of womanhood are glorified and considered a source of 
power, which has to be better than the androcentric version, which sees them as 
limiting and a source of weakness. Nonetheless, most feminists, including feminist 
archaeologists (and scholars in other fields; see Eller 2000), would be reluctant to 

,. return to an understanding of women defined largely as wives and mothers, even 
if this allowed them also to be goddesses. 

I think these critiques are quite important, but what also comes through in 
the critical articles is a certain anger with Marija's refusal to back down or to see 
the 'wrong-headedness' of her goddess theories (Meskell 1995). Her critics were 
impatient because she didn't see that she was not advancing the cause of femi­
nism, but she never claimed to be a feminist. This is like criticising Harriet Boyd 
Hawes for wearing a corset and hat in 1910 when she excavated in Greece. 
Marija Gimbutas was a product of her generation and experiences; to expect her 
to adjust to a change in social thought which took decades to be adopted and 
understood (see important discussion in Brown 1993) is absurd. 

Leading archaeologists today do not accept the archaeo-mythology of her 
later years; they find it disturbing that she should have allowed her ideas to have 
been used by some of the fringe groups around the eco-feminist ('Gaia') move­
ment. However, Marija was paradoxical in a sense: when archaeologists dis­
agreed with her early on, she not only believed them to be wrong, but regarded 
them also as guilty of personal jealousy. Such an uneasy interpretation of criti­
cism left her rather vulnerable, and I think it was difficult for her to refuse the 
outpouring of enthusiasm and support,36 and indeed adoration, from the 'god­
dess' groups (eg, Gadon 1989; Orenstein 1990). 

Various theoretical and methodological approaches and intellectual debate 
developed within the discipline during her years at UCLA37 and influenced the 
practice of a rchaeology-'new' archaeology, processua I ism, post pn >tTssu:i I ism, 
Marxist, struct11r;1list, feminism hut only t:1ngenti:illy .11'1, ., lnl M.1rij:1 
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Gimbutas' thinking. There were no alternative arguments powerful enough to 

convince her to replace her model. In a sense, her intellectual development wa~ 
shaped by her Lithuanian heritage and her European education and was not 
much affected by the theoretical currents that ebbed and flowed over the last 
half of this century.38 She was a role model for and inspired many women whose 
lives touched hers (eg, Dexter 1990), but she was never drawn to feminist 
activism. She had negotiated her own independent life and couldn't imagine 
marching for anything less than independence for her beloved Lithuania. 

Her death brought about a virtual growth industry: memorials in the news­
papers (eg, Renfrew 1994) and in scholarly journals (eg, Elster 1994; Skomal 
1994); a memorial held at UCLA hosted by the Institute of Archaeology, Indo­
European Studies, and Slavic Studies; and, in Lithuania, an extraordinary two­
day state funeral, held in Vilnius and in Kaunas. The city of Kaunas renamed a 
main thoroughfare in her honour. In the autumn of 1997, a conference was held 
in Santa Barbara39 to honour her work with the goddess groups, and the 
University of California Press is posthumously publishing an edited volume of 
her last writing (Gimbutas [with Dexter] 1999). Most recently, a video docu­
mentary of her life, produced and filmed by a Canadian documentarian, was 
premiered at a conference held at UCLA, co-sponsored by UCLA's Center for 
the Study ofWomen.40 

In a review of an edited volume of papers debating V. Gordon Childe's 
archaeological contributions, Chris Gosden refers to critiques about Childe 
after his death as 'arguments with ghosts'; he states that 'no one can come to 
final or easy conclusions about the work or the person' and that this 'will mean 
both will be debated for years to come' (Gosden 1995). These comments fit 
when debating Gimbutas' work. In the critical articles I have read, the writers 
do not want Marija as an 'intellectual ancestor'. But of course she is very much 
so, in the culture-historical movement of the second half of the last century and 
as the archaeologist who set the agenda in the West for the debate on the home­
land and movements of the *PIE speakers. She synthesised the rich database of 
her excavations with her prodigious knowledge of the Neolithic ~ind 

Chalcolithic archaeology of Eastern Europe, the Balkans, and Greece, and 
named the region 'Old Europe', with religion, economy, and social organisation 
intact over some three millennia. She presented her analysis of the Old Europe 
belief system and social organisation as matrifocal, and peaceful, revolving 
around a pantheon of goddesses and gods of fertility and regeneration. This 
more than set the agenda; it forced the discipline to consider seriously a class of 
artefacts which heretofore had been considered as belonging to 'cult' ;1nd hcmT 
impenetrable until popular culture began celebrating Gimbutas' discml'1ws. 
\rchaeologists finally responded with considerable annoyance at first (cg, l'.1g:111 

19<J2; T1lalay !<)<)4.1 ; Conkey and ' ll·ingham 1995), hut 111orc rccc11tly- a11d :it 
1 h c ti llll' of ti 11~ " 111111 g 11 is 111orc than 1 en yea rs sin cc i\1a1 i ja ( ; i 1111>11 L1 s' dl':i 1 Ii 
\\itl1 l'\lll'llll'I)' i1111 11 ·~ 1111 g kg, 0111'111111g till· liistrny ofgrnldl's~ 1\111111~1.s, 1111111111 
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1997) and important work which proposes differing approaches to the study of 
(Chapman 2000; esp Lesure 2002) and interpretations of the role of the figurine 
complex of Old Europe (Bailey 1994; Kokkinidou and Nikolaidou 1997; Talalay 
1994b). 

Marija Gimbutas was an innovator and a pathfinder; the number of major 
ideas that she advanced created the impulse and the agenda for intense research 
of these ideas and publication of major volumes. There is no doubt that her 

ghost has indeed cast a long and deep shadow. 
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Narns 

The excavations and dates are Obre, Bosnia, 1967-68; Ariza, Yugoslavian 
Macedonia, 1969-70; Sitagroi, Greece, 1968-70; Achilleion, Greece, 1973-74; 
Grotta Scaloria, Italy, 1978-79. 

2 For example, her work inspired scholars of prehistoric religion: Abrahamson 1997; 
Berggren and Harrod 1996; Van Leuven 1993. 

3 A 'partial', or 'archaeological' biography because, though I discuss her childhood 
and education, touching briefly on marriage, children, and divorce, my focus is 
essentially on her career. Much of what I understand about Marija's early years 
comes from our conversations over the 30 years we knew each other. However, since 
beginning this article, I've had the opportunity, for which I am most grateful, to con­
sult with her daughter Dr Zivile Gimbutas, a professor of Comparative Literature 
in her own right. She has been most generous, sharing personal photographs, allow­
ing me access to the last vita Marija had prepared, and guiding me in the Lithuanian 
spelling of titles, and I am enormously indebted to her. All errors or inconsistencies 
are mine alone. 

4 Bibliographies consulted include Vilnius University 1995 (Maria Gimbutas' com­
plete bibliography published a year after her death by Vilnius University); Marler 
1997. Especially useful were Skomal and Polome 1987; Dexter and Jones Bley 1997, 
which contains selected articles by Marija Gimbutas from 1952 to I<)<) l ; I )n 1 t ·i :ind 
Polomcl997; sec also Z Gimbutas and KJankauskas (forthrn111i111• 11Hhl 
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5 My class notes from Marija's lectures of the early 1970s include a first mention of 
Old Europe; cfGimbutas 1972; 1973a; 1973b; 1973c. 

6 As early as 1960, she was honoured by the Boston Chamber of Commerce and The 
World Refugee Committee as the 'Outstanding New American' for her efforts in 
publicising the plight of Lithuania under the Soviets; in 1990 Lithuania was the first 
Soviet Republic to declare independence. 

7 In 1966, an exhibit and catalogue, Lithuanian Folk Art, was presented by UCLA's 
Museum and Laboratories of Ethnic Arts and Technology, for which Marija served 
as Curator of Old World Archaeology. In the foreword to the catalogue, Marija 
wrote, 'My mother, Dr. Veronika Alseikiene, now in Kaunas, Lithuania, managed to 
collect this representative group of folk sculpture', all of which Marija donated to, 
and are now in, the collections at the Fowler Museum of Cultural History at UCLA. 

8 She once told me that somehow her parents were always satisfied with her efforts, 
but her brother Vytautas, eight years her senior, was in frequent scrapes! Before his 
death in 2002, he was very much involved in the Marija Gimbutas Archives at the 
University of Vilnius. 

9 In retrospect, she credited the influence of both parents (personal notes, 31 May 1977). 
10 Prof Merrick Posnansky (UCLA) was a student at Cambridge in the 1950s when 

Gordon Childe was lecturing on the archaeology of Eastern Europe; Childe once 
remarked to his students that Marija Gimbutas was the only scholar who could read 
all the languages of the Balkans (personal communication 24 February 2004) . 

11 Vilnius University awarded Marija an honorary doctorate in 1992, which she 
described to me as a wonderful, moving 'homecoming'. 

12 Dr Zivile Gimbutas explained that some of Marija's classmates from the university 
attended her memorial in Lithuania, including the doyenne of Lithuanian prehisto­
ry, R Rimantiene (cf 'The Neolithic of the Eastern Baltic', Journal of World Prehistory 
6 (1992], 97-143). 

13 Marija described their departure to me over the years, and Dr Zivile Gimbutas con­
firmed this outline of her parents' journey through war-torn Europe. They were 
helped on their way by a kind of Lithuanian underground: enclaves of Lithuanians 
along the way, some of whom had earlier fled the first Soviet occupation. See also 
Milisauskas 2002. 

14 My thanks to Prof Dr W Kimmig for his prompt response to my questions about the 
time he and Marija were students at Tiibingen (correspondence 19 October 1997). 

15 She was interviewed by three students from Tiibingen in conjunction with an exhib­
it which honoured her work at the Women's Museum, Wiesbaden. They write 
(Kastner et al 1998) that she seemed pleased by their interest in her years at 
Tiibingen and recalled four fellow students: Gunther Smolla, Franz Fischer, 
Siegfried Junghans, and Eva-Maria Bosset. The latter is included along with Marija 
Gimbutas in their article, where we learn that both Smolla and Fischer went on to 
well-known academic careers; Fischer became Kimmig's successor at Tiibingen. 

16 Campbell and Gimbutas were in correspondence during the last years of her life. He 
wrote a foreword (Campbell 1989) to Gimbutas 1989a; he was quite supportive of 
her work and urged her to send her papers for archiving to Pacifica Graduate 
Institute , C11pl·ntni :1, California, where his papers are also archived. 

17 I l11gh I kr11k1·11 (l'l 'i 'i) \Hotc in his introduction , 'Dr. Marija Cimhut:1s gave great 
·''"'t.111<T 1111 th e 111 li .11 ·1111114 11 ;11 "di' 
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18 In comments to me, I understood that she felt her project would either be turned 
down or not selected in a timely fashion. She believed that the American School of 
Classical Studies was dominated by the Ivy League and operated as a closed club 
interested in classical sites rather than prehistoric, except in Crete, and at that time 
she was probably correct. When I applied through the American School for the per­
mit to study the Achilleion excavated materials, she was sceptical, and then sur­
prised, but pleased when the permit was efficiently obtained. 

19 Prof Dean Worth of Slavic Studies, UCLA, told me that his former professor at 
Harvard, the distinguished scholar Roman Jakobson, telephoned him about Marija 
Gimbutas, urging UCLA recruit her for a position; the rest is history. 

20 For example, Glyn Daniel , Colin and Jane Renfrew, England; Sandor Bokonyi, 
Janos Nemeskeri, Hungary; Michael Ilerity, Ireland; Lili Kaeles, Sweden, etc. Her 
friends were often her colleagues: Nemeskeri analysed the human skeletal remains 
at Obre; Bokonyi reported on the fauna! component from each of her sites. 

21 Marija Gimbutas and Giorgio Buccellati (Department of Near Eastern Languages 
and Cultures) chaired the UCLA committee to establish both the Interdepartmental 
Graduate Program (IGP) in Archaeology and the Institute of Archaeology. She saw 
the Program established in 1971 and the Institute of Archaeology in 1973 and would 

22 

,. 

have been pleased when the two were combined in 1995, just a year after her death. 
She was a founding editor of the Journal of Inda-European Studies GIES), which is a 
rich source for continuing scholarship on this topic; a member of the editorial 
boards of the Quarterly Review of Archaeology and UCLA's Monumenta Archeologica 
series; president of Association for Advancement of Baltic Studies (1980-82); elect­
ed honorary member of both the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences and the 
Lithuanian Association of Archaeologists (1991). 

23 For example, she was the Charles Eliot Norton Lecturer for the Archaeological 
Institute of America in 1966 and again 1975-77; she lectured at 17 different colleges 
and universities all over the US and Canada, as well as invited lecturer in Europe at 
universities and institutes (eg, the Netherlands, Germany, France and Sweden). 

24 For example, Center for Advanced Studies, Stanford (1961-63); Netherlands 
Institute of Advanced Study, Wassenaar (1973-74); and Fulbright (1981). 

2 5 LA Times Woman of the Year (1968); Honorary Doctorate, Institute of Integral 
Studies, San Francisco (1988); exhibit 'Language of the Goddess' mounted in her 
honour, Women's Museum, Wiesbaden, Germany (1993); Aimisfield-Wolf Award 
for 'The Civilization of the Goddess' (1993). 

26 For example, the International Balkan Conference, UCLA, 23-28 October 1969 
(Gimbutas 1972a); Multi-disciplinary International Conference on 'The 
'fransformation of European and Anatolian Culture 4500-2500 BC and Its Legacy', 
Dubrovnik, 12-17 September 1979 (Gimbutas 1980b; 198la). 

27 These US funds had been frozen in Eastern European countries after World War II 
and were available by application to the Foreign Currency Program of the 
Smithsonian Institution for various kinds of cultural research. 
In an email of ov 2004, Dr Sterud kindly sent his comments about the excavation: 

When Professor Gimbutas offered UCLA archaeologists the opportunity to par­
ticipate in joint excavations with the local Yugoslav archaeologists at Ohre . . . I 
don 't believe that any of us, including Marija, appreri :ltt•d thl' 1111pl1< ;1t111ns of 
1111rndun11g flt·ld 11H·1hods .111d 1rrlrniqut·s pnftT11·d '1) .1111li111p11l11g11 :di) 
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trained archaeologists into a field program that had such deep roots in the tra­
ditional methods and techniques developed in the early Mediterranean explo­
rations. In retrospect, the two approaches, while not coordinated well, did result 
in two sets of data, one 'extensive,' the other 'intensive.' The two teams worked 
well together and when one team discovered something of unusual interest, the 
other team was brought over to witness the find. One situation, however, was 
contentious .... [I]n one part of the site there was a pottery style in the deepest 
levels ... with characteristics ... neither Early nor Middle Neolithic. The 
Yugoslav team did not discover any of this pottery in the areas where they were 
working within the ... site. My own opinion of the reason behind the discrep­
ancy was simply that Obre ... was a fairly large settlement and what we experi­
enced was a function of horizontal differences. The earliest phase of settlement, 
whatever it was, just did not extend over the entire site. We happened to be 
excavating at that portion of the site where the earliest occupants had lived. The 
American team benefited greatly from this opportunity. The Yugoslav archaeol­
ogists and museum staff were most accommodating and I feel handled their 
responsibilities involving American visitors, and the utilization of the American 
funding, in a most creditable manner. 

29 David French (1964) listed Sitagroi mound in his survey of northeast Greece as 
Photolivos, but Sitagroi village was actually closer and hosted the excavation team 
in village houses. In the early 1960s, Jean Deshayes and Dimitrios Theochares and 
their teams had begun excavations of Dikili Tash, another prehistoric site in the 
Drama plain about 10-15 km south of Sitagroi. It is no longer an unknown region 
archaeologically. 

30 Dr Judith Rasson and Joan Carpenter, both UCLA anthropology graduate students, 
joined Sterud from Sitagroi, and other participants met the team in Skopje or Stip. 

31 It was a 'dream' in terms of her hopes-hundreds of figurines in context. 
32 Many lectures were originally offered at foreign conferences and then published, 

giving her ideas wide exposure. After the Journal of Inda-European Studies was estab­
lished, she used this publication venue most frequently. Two of her former students, 
Drs Miriam Robbins Dexter and Karlene Jones-Bley (1997) published, in chrono­
logical order, the important Kurgan articles, which Marij<i revised and edited before 
her death, and further added an introduction. 

B Recently, tl1e 'peacefulness' of prehistoric Europe has been seriously challenged 
(Keeley 1996) . 

. H Obsidian (originating on the Cycladic island of Melos) was especially important among 
the raw materials selected for chipped stone tools at Achilleion in Thessaly (Elster 1989). 

l5 'New' archaeology spokesman, Lewis Binford, teaching at UCLA (1964-1970) had 
<l mantra: 'The world is knowable and knowable in terms of itself'. He lectured on 
testable metl10ds of analysing behaviour, but it was clear to us in his class (at least to 

this writer) tliat he believed that reaching for the mind of prehistoric men or women 
was not possible. This limit on archaeological interpretation is long gone (Renfrew 
;1nd Scarre 1998), but arguments are now offered quite differently. 

\(1 Interviews with Marija Gimbutas: Lithuanian TV interview (I 992); Baltic TV inter· 
view (1991); VVil'sh:1den \Vomen's Museum honouring Cimbutas (i<J<H). /\ftn lwr 
dl',lth ilw~ ('(llllllllll '" Sl'1lli11;1r, ''l'hl' l,;111g11ngc or till' Coddvss', llryggt'llS M11sl 'lllll, 
llvrgt·11 /\111\1 °11111 , l 11111 ·rs11v ol" llngl"ll (>CJ lO i\l,1rl'li 1 1 1 1 1~); '-11111111is111111, ' '-l1g11s ol 
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Civilization, International Symposium on the Neolithic Symbol System of 
Southeast Europe', Novi Sad (25-29 May 2004); and popular articles, for example, 
in the Los Angeles Times: Watanabe, T (15 October 1998), 'Seeking the Feminine 
Face of God', and in the Travel section, Spano, S (24 September 2000), 'Searching 
for Goddesses around the Globe, from Ireland to India'. 

3 7 For example, in 1967, the faculty in the Department of Anthropology included 
Lewis Binford and such important figures in methodology and practice as Jim Hill 
and James Sackett. This was the year in which Marija invited Colin Renfrew as guest 
lecturer. 

38 Some years back, John Chapman and I discussed his idea that her theory building 
was influenced by her idyllic childhood and its abrupt replacement in her early adult 
years by foreign occupations, periodic retreats, new invasions, WW II, etc (see 
Chapman 1998; and Milisauskas 2002, who offers a quite different interpretation). 

39 The conference was organised at the Pacific Graduate Institute, where Marija 
Gimbutas' papers arc archived. The housing of her papers there, instead of at 
UCLA, her home for 30 years, has been questioned. UCLA was interested, but its 
bureaucracy moved slowly. Also towards the end of Marija's life, as her writing and 
thinking revolved more and more on archaeo-mythology, she had considerable cor­
respondence and contact with Joseph Campbell, whose papers were being deposit­
ed at the Pacific Graduate Institute. I don't know the exact arrangements, but Marija 

,· 

40 

told me some months before her death, when she was already bedridden, that she 
was satisfied that PGI would provide proper care; the archive is named for Joseph 
Campbell and Marija Gimbutas. Her archive includes thousands of photographic 
slides, correspondence over the years, her articles, manuscripts, offprints, and sever­
al filing cabinets of colleagues' offprints, plus her large library. The Lithuanian 
Academy of Sciences has also established a Marija Gimbutas Archive (1994) with 
copies of all her work. I think UCLA was her first choice, but negotiations with a 
large bureaucratic institute were exhausting and her strength was low. PGI simpli-
fied all arrangements and now houses everything. 
'Signs Out of Time' was held at UCLA 18 September 2004 and was sponsored by 

the UCLA Women's Studies Program and two San Francisco organisations, the 
California Institute of Integral Studies and Women's History Project. The confer­
ence included a reception, art exhibit, book table, and presentation of Belili 
Productions, 'Signs Out of Time, the story of archaeologist Marija Gimbutas', a doc­
umentary by Donna Read and Starhawk, narrated by Olympia Dukakis. A panel dis­
cussion followed with Donna Read, joined by Juvile Gimbutas, Miriam Robbins 
Dexter, and Richard Buchen (from Pacifica). 
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