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First, I would like to express my thanks for being considered as an outside reader on this well 

researched, thoughtful, and thorough investigation. I offer the following comments for Mgr. 

Vacinová to consider, but I consider this to be worthy of the award of a PhD. 

 

The thesis was stated concisely and helpfully on p.10. I will only noted that the title of the 

dissertation did not include Etruscan visual arts, but included it as part of the exploration of the 

thesis.  The inclusion of Etruscan visual arts was partially achieved in the dissertation, but perhaps a 

paragraph on page 12 is needed to explain how Roman art relates to Etruscan art, in parallel with 

how the author explained how Greek art relates to Roman art. I also wonder if the title should 

include the name of Tarpeia, since the author focuses on her much to the exclusion of other 

transgressors.  I would also edit out the paragraphs on Kopienkritik, as the author is not really 

discussing this issue in the dissertation.  There is no debate that the Romans used Greek and 

Etruscan art as sources when they made their own artwork.  Thus, the Kopienkritik argument 

functions as a “straw man” – a piece of the argument that is not related, but set up only to be 

knocked down.  Perhaps the author could replace this instead with a discussion of the viewer, for it 

seems important who would be viewing the scenes in question – whether Greek, Etruscan or Roman; 

male or female, as each would have a different framework about the image being shown.  The author 

does touch on this in the body of the dissertation, especially in discussing Tarpeia, but this could 

probably be strengthened throughout.  The conclusion fairly summarized the arguments. 

 

I have only a one place that the author does need to provide more precise English: “I guess” has the 

connotation that the person is making a decision based on very little evidence, if any.  The phrase 

that the author wants is “I argue”.  There is one place where the author is guessing and the phrase 

should be retained: see below. 

 

The author could also provide many more references to the numerous illustrations provided. 

 

Specific questions: 

- P. 32 n. 145, Evans suggested that stories of early Roman ‘history’ may have first been made in 

the 3rd century BC, though I did not specifically say that the Tarpeia story was necessarily 

depicted that early. 

- P. 35 “A whole bunch of other scholars favoured”: at least one of these other scholars should be 

cited. 

- P. 38 “greedy of” change to “greed for”. 

- P. 57 typo: “broadely” change to “broadly”. 



- On p. 61, the male onlooker “has parallels elsewhere”, of which one is cited.  Certainly the 

author can point to many, many black- and red-figure vases, some of which are in the 

illustrations of the text. 

- P. 63 the Blinding of Oedipus: the parallel needs another sentence or two explaining why 

Oedipus is a transgressor being punished – and it is interesting that as a male, he is being 

restrained by others. Is this why a male transgressor is included in this section? 

- P.68ff Polyxena Iphigenia, and Andromeda do not fall into the category of wrongdoers punished 

(which V. does refer to later); should they be in a special category of helpless female victims? Is 

having an arm outstretched the ‘visual cue’ that one is looking at a wrongdoer/victim? Why is 

Prometheus included here (he is attacked by no-one in the picture supplied)? It is interesting that 

the strongest visual parallel is to Caneus, and it would be interesting to speculate on how this 

particular scene was available to the Romans, or if they would have understood it. Is Dolon 

included because he seems to straddle the male/female behavioral divide? 

- Section 3.1.1 and following: I am not entirely sure why V. needs to argue about the difference 

between nudity and nakedness, for the chapter will go on to discuss the different elements of 

nudity (I will keep to the art historical term here) that do expound on different aspects of the 

stories of the female transgressors (pathos, helplessness). While I understand that V. is using the 

nudity argument to argue against the idea that Tarpeia is a goddess, can we really discard the 

erotic (see my comments above about the viewer)? The link of nudity with the threat of sexual 

assault was omnipresent in Greek and Roman art, and finds its most horrifying result in the use 

of female prisoners of war and prisoners sent to the amphitheater (this may not be the author’s 

definition of erotic, but I am not sure the Romans made such a distinction). See D. Frederick, 

“Beyond the Atrium to Ariadne: Erotic Painting and Visual Pleasure in the Roman House,” 

Classical Antiquity 14.2 Oct 1995 266-88, or several articles in D. Frederick, ed. The Roman 

Gaze: Vision, Power, and the Body. Johns Hopkins Press, 2002. I think J.R. Clarke is a better 

touchstone here than K. Clark. 

- P. 100 “in the Etruscan art the relation to the female nudity is apparently looser”: this needs to be 

explained, or, if Etruscan art is not approached in this dissertation, then eliminated. 

- p. 108 “Tarpeia on the Basilica Aemilia frieze by some scholars”: cite at least one scholar who 

thinks this. 

- P. 118 “scrapped folds”, I think “ragged dress” is meant. Typo: “planes” change to “plans” 

- P. 119 “Amazonic” change to “Amazonian”; also n.663 is missing the rest of the LIMC 

reference. 

- P.124 “the nudity of death…does not arouse pity”: perhaps there is no reaction among other 

figures in the sculptural group, but what about the viewer (see above)? Do we need to 

differentiate between the Greek and Roman viewer? It may be that the two cultures have 

different outlooks on some things. Finally on this page, nursing mothers and rarity in art: but 

there do seem to be a number of examples from Greek Sicily and southern Italy – might this be 

the channel by which the Romans became familiar with the theme? (for examples, see Michael 

Lee, “In search of the Mother Goddess,” The Compass 1.3 April 2016 

https://scholarworks.arcadia.edu/thecompass/vol1/iss3/3 

- P.125 typo: “fulfil” change to “fulfill”; let’s discuss the sentence “the bared breast…still has 

much more to do with maternity and its negation than with eroticism or death”.  Especially 

because the conclusion on the next page does take into account the viewer. 

- P. 130 Tarpeia as a Vestal Virgin: while clearly some ancient authors “saw” Tarpeia as a Vestal, 

the veil on the coin seems rather subtle (on a small coin) for users to distinguish; and as V. 

mentions, the series appears to contain both ‘veiled’ and ‘unveiled’ Tarpeias. The author believes 

that the Vestal came first, to be replaced by a non-Vestal.  This is the one place where V. needs 

to retain the verb “guess”, as there is only one way to verify this statement – by making an 

analysis of the dies and die links between obverses and reverses, and thus placing the coins in the 

series in a relative chronology. I would not expect the author to do this – it is the work of years – 

but V. needs to retain a great deal of speculative language here in the text. 



Also problematic to me is the lack of brooch (which is explained by the violence of the 

movement) and the (to me) invisible vittae, and lack of hair piled up on the head in a Vestal hair 

style. If we are missing these easily identifiable marks of a Vestal, is it fair to call Tarpeia a 

Vestal? Or is this a literary trope that just did not survive in the few examples we have of 

Tarpeia? 

- P. 130 veil is linked to “decent” women, but this is probably better phrased “married women of 

modest deportment”. 

- P. 134 I am having trouble seeing the short hair on these examples – certainly none has bangs 

like Tarpeia. Note also that the head of “Electra” in the group by Menelaos is entirely restored, 

so it does not reflect an ancient hairstyle (Karl Friedrichs, Greek Sculpture: Selections from 

Friedrichs’ Bausteine (trans. D. Cady Eaton) New Haven: 1881 p. 5 (V. can find this through 

Google books). However, the Ludovisi Gaul and his wife are not restored. 

- P. 137 “face play” should be “facial expression”.  Expression in Greek art: V. should add the 

caveat “of the 7th-early 4th centuries and classicizing art in Greece and Rome”. “cylix” change to 

“kylix”. 

- P. 141 n.786, need to remove someone’s editorial comment. 

- P. 144 returning to the argument about bared breasts and eroticism seems out of place here. 

- P. 145 “it has been suggested by some scholars”: this needs a citation: who says this? 

“Hellenism” should be changed to “the Hellenistic period”; to “Greek classical art” add ‘and its 

Roman derivatives’.  

- P. 146 Typo: ‘strenghten” change to “strengthen”. 

- P. 149 typo: “freize” to “frieze”. 

- P. 150 Again, a pass at Etruscan nudity: since V. has not explained the Etruscan attitude of 

nudity, it should not be brought up here unless the relevance is explained. 

- P. 151: the audience of the coins: note that the users of these coins is very, if not entirely, 

confined to the NW portion of the empire, where an audience might be able or even expected to 

understand the type on the coin [see Evans 1992: 153, where I noted the change in the coin types 

to reflect broader Roman interests – with a very few outliers]. 

- P. 154 “as some scholars suppose”: this needs a citation. 

- P. 158 typo: “Masyas” to “Marsyas”. “Gallatians” to “Galatians”; n.874 “flowe” to “flower”; 

correct to RIC I2. 

- p. 163 “some scholars prefer earlier data”: should be ‘prefer an earlier date’, I think; also needs a 

citation.  typo: “during his aedil office” should be “during his term as aedile”; “offices of aedil 

and praetor” to “offices of aedile and praetor”; “aedil in 21 BC” to “aedile in 21 BC”; “since the 

beginning” to “At the beginning”. 

- P. 164 n. 896 “aedil” change to “aedile”. 

- P. 167 Here, the question of the viewers of the coins of Titurius is addressed – and fruitfully. But 

what if the viewership is not intended to be the Italian allies, but primarily the people of Rome?, 

as V. goes on to acknowledge (and as I wrote on p. 125). But, yes, the coins still could be a 

warning to those still in revolt (I suggested on p. 124 that they were minted prior to the Romans 

having heard about a victory, so the end of the war was not yet clear to them). That is, coin types 

need not have only one message, but different viewers might look at the messages differently. 

- P. 170ff The author has a reasonable solution to the message on the coin reverse here.  This 

might be strengthened by reminding the reader in these paragraphs that the punishment of 

Tarpeia was of a Roman, not an outsider.  Also, I think that the paragraph on why a coin type 

might allude to an event about two years old needs to be strengthened, especially since the events 

surrounding the life of Drusus are unclear and given to us only by the victors. Perhaps the 

suggestion that V. makes about Drusus’ supporters is a better one. 

Typo n. 938 “analyse” to “analysis”. 

n. 974: the text cites Evans, but the footnote cites Welch. 

- p. 180 typo: “distil” to “distill”. 

- P. 186 “been suggested already by scholars”: needs a citation. 



- p. 188 typo: “Pergamene” to “Pergamon”; “primal” to “primary”. 

- P. 189 typo: “Aqulii” to “Aquilii” ; « dehonested » to « disgraced » 

- As noted above, the conclusion is clear and fairly sums up the arguments made in the 

dissertation. 


