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ooV dvwv T' OXElx Kal Tavpwv yEvos
dous avTidovha kai méveov ekdéxTopa. (Fr. 189aR)

Bestowing—of horses and donkeys—the vehicles and the race of
bulls as slaves and receiversof burdens.

Out of context, these two verses give the deceptive impression of being obvious
and transparent, but their meaning has proved far more troublesome than
appears at first. Some readers familiar with the lines already may have balked at
this trandation even if it is, in principle, warranted by the standard scholarly
edition of the fragments of Aeschylus.! It is, in fact, the burden of thisarticle to
show that not only is this trandation incorrect, but so is the emended text on
which it rests.

Fortunatdly, for purposes of our comparison, these lines are quoted in three
ancient literary sources, two by Plutarch and one by Porphyry, who quotes
Plutarch. All three citations attribute this quotation to Aeschylus, but not to any
particular play; scholars regard the lines as belonging to Prometheus Unbound.2
The interpretation of the fragment is not a simple matter, and the crux is the
correct meaning of theword oxeia in verse 1. First, dxela isnot the universally
received reading; second, even the restored dxeia is not trandated in the same

1Radt 304, with detailed and full commentary; Nauck 1889: 65; and Mette 124. Fr.
189aR (above) isidentical to fr. 194 N (cited by LSJ s.v. Oxglov) and fr. 336 M, except
that Radt follows Wilamowitz (74-75) in emending yovd&s “offspring” to yévos “race.”

2Thisplay follows Prometheus Bound in its trilogy; Herington 151, no. 511b. | make
no clams about Aeschylean authorship, but do think of Prometheus Bound and
Prometheus Unbound as by a single author; cf. below, n. 12.
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way by all scholars, and third, the misunderstanding of the word apparently
motivated Wilamowitz's further emendation of yovds “offspring” to yévos
“race’ (printed by Radt above). At stake, once dxelax is established as the best
reading, are the lexical meaning of &xeia, the right understanding of the
fragment as a whole, and the poet’s precise idea in the intertextual way that he
expressed it through an overt and thoroughly integrated allusion to Prometheus
Bound. To understand the fragment apart from its lost dramatic context requires
patience and a broad argument that touches on popular lore and the nitty-gritty
of animal husbandry in antiquity, in addition to literary and linguistic matters.

All three ancient citations come directly or indirectly from Plutarch, and all
from passages treating different aspects of asingle problem, namely, the right of
humansto animal labor:

[a] Plu. de Fort. 3 (98c) with dxeia,3

[b] Plu. de Soll. An. 7 (964f) with dxeiav (quoted below, n. 25),4 and

[c] Porph. Abst. 3.18.6 (= Plu. fr. 193.33-38 S) with dxxeiav (quoted below,

p. 78).5

The correct reading is easy to establish. ‘Oxeiav “mounting, mating”
violates the iambic trimeter by making the alpha long where a short syllable is
required in the second foot of the second metron; it can be emended right away
to dxeia in [b] and [c], based on the reading in [a], but thisis only a first step.
More problematic isthe fact that dxeia also has been rendered in four distinctly

3In the middle of ashort essay on luck (Tuxn), Plutarch discusses how the sensesarea
consequence of nature, not luck, and how mind (vols) distinguishes human beings from
wild animals (6npia). He identifies Prometheus with the process of reasoned thought
(Aoy1ouos), and this power of mind gives humans legitimate control over animals as
illustrated in the fragment attributed to Aeschylus.

4n a diadogue on the degree of intelligence that animals have, the speaker,
Aristobulus, argues that a maxim exists which allows animals (T& {éda) to share in
reason, yet preserves the justice (To dikaiov) of those persons who use them in appropriate
ways, including “domesticating gentle and friendly (piAdvBpcoTrar) animals and making
them hel pers (cuvepy&) in the service (xpeia) for which they each exist by nature.” Plutarch
quotes Aeschylus to illustrate this idea, but all the codices of de Soll. An. read dxeiav
(Hubert 26 ap. crit.).

SPorphyry seeks to “show that animals are rational, and that in most of them reason
(Adyos) isimperfect but not wholly absent” (3.18.1). It is the elaboration of the central
point raised in [b], but here Porphyry lifts and adapts a passage from an unknown work
by Plutarch, whom he names at the outset (3.18.3-20.6 = Plu. fr. 193 S). Just asin [b]
above, the codices give Tt dxelav, which has been emended by Reiske to T Oxelq,
based on thereading in [a]: see Nauck 1886: 208 ap. crit., and cf. fr. 193 S. By contrast,
Bouffartigue and Patillon 173 ap. crit. give Te dxeiav [sic].
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different ways as coitus (“copulations, mountings’), vectiones (“vehicles,
wagons’), “stallions,” and “offspring,” and my purpose is to decide which
meaning is correct. Radt’s concern about trandating oxela perhaps explains
why he followed Wilamowitz 74-75 and emended to yévos where Nauck and
Mette print the reading of the codices, yov&s. Wilamowitz's conjecture is only
incidental to the present argument but, aswill be shown, this emendation smply
isnot necessary.

I. “Coitus’

Not much space need be given to this particular rendering of theword. In 1663,
Thomas Stanley (643 cal. 2) tried to save the sense of dxeiav as “mounting,
mating” by translating dxela with the plural coitus, now echoed by Clark (2000:
90-91), “matings.” But it ishard to deduce this meaning from the neuter plural
oxela, and Stanley's idea was rejected a century later, in 1762, by Benjamin
Heath (161 col. 1), who said, “...de coitu hic nequagquam agi constat ex versu
sequente.” Thisdismissal is abrupt but just. The same kind of arguments agai nst
taking “stallions’ asméveov ékdéxTopa tell against thistrandation too. In brief,
the matings themselves can be neither “the receiverg/inheritors of [human]
labors’ nor “like daves’ (avTiSouha). Of course, Stanley may have intended
coitus figuratively (as Clark takes “matings’), the act of mounting standing for
itsresults, that is, the mature offspring in this case, and not simply the foalsqua
foals.® But his notes do not say so, and even this metonymic sense would be
unnecessarily obscure and mideading in the face of the forceful and explicit
second verse.

I.“Vectiones’

Radt also quotes Heath (ibid.) to revive his trandation of dxela as “vectiones’
(cf. dxuaTa “chariat, carriage’): “Verte, EQuorum asinorumque vectiones &
taurorum prolem, boves scilicet....” 'Oxelov “vehicle, wagon” is attested, on
Harpocration’s say-so, at least as far back as Dinarchus (fr. 71.3 C), who is the

6This would have gone further than Aristotle did when he used dxgia synonymously
with &xevua “embryo”: cf. (@) ...Eav uev imrmos avaff el cyxevpévnwy o dvov, oU
dlapBeipel TNV ToU dvou Oxelav, & & bvos tav EmavaPi], dapbeipel TNV ToU
Trmou ik yuxpoTnTa THy Tob omépuaTos (“...if astalion covers afemale already
mounted by ajack, he does not destroy the oxela of the jack, but if the jack covers her
second, he destroys the dxela of the stallion’s seed (omépua) because hisown is cold,”
GA 748a33-35), and (b) 6 pév olv dvos tmavaPas diagbeipel 1O TOU {mmou
Sxevna, comep eipnron (“Therefore, if ajack mounts [a mare] second, he destroysthe
embryo (6xevna) from the stallion, exactly as previously stated,” HA 577a26). Both
oxela and &xeuna here mark successful matings.
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last of the canonical ten Attic orators (late fourth century). Radt characterizes
Hesth’ s solution as“optime iam,” but in fact it is not satisfactory. There are four
obstacles which, taken together, undermine this proposal.

First, this meaning of éxeiov only confuses the issue, and thus it has been
ignored by all the trandators of Plutarch and Porphyry cited in this paper, as
well as by Lloyd-Jones and Griffith (1983).” The sole recorded instance of this
meaning may apply only to a horse-drawn chariot, and not to a work-wagon at
all. Dinarchus context is unclear, but his usage is assigned to aspeechmepi ToU
Trrou (“On the Horse”). “Horses were not required for heavy work, which was
carried out by oxen, donkeys and mules—animals that require much less fodder”
(Isager and Skydsgaard 86). It is sometimes said that “...the ancient harness
made the horse unsuitable for dragging heavy loads’ (Isager and Skydsgaard
85-86), but “in fact, if equine harness in antiquity was really inefficient,
practical experimental and technological studies prove that the princip[al] cause
was not the system of harnessing” (Spruytte 15).8 The fact that horses need more
fodder certainly restricts their utility for long-distance draft work; to a certain
extent, so does the fact that neither the Hellenes nor the Romans devel oped
extensive use of harnessing in file, athough this second limitation appliesto all
harness animals. Some horses were used in draft work, with old nagslaboring in
mills and the like, but the main reason why horses in their prime were not used
regularly for draft work is the overall expense of maintaining them and their
consequent function as statussymbolsfor the wealthy (below, n. 22).

7In addition, the fragment alludes to Pr. 46265 (quoted and discussed in the next
section of thispaper), and Heath' s sense of dxxeia as“vectiones’ may beforcing afurther
paralel with the nearby oxnuaTa (Pr. 467-68): BaAaccdhaykta &' olTis &AAos
avt gpoU / AwdTep’ nUpe vauTtihwv OxnuaTa (“No one else but | invented the
sailor’s sheet-winged chariots built to rove the sea’).

8| sager and Skydsgaard make broad reference to the work of Lefébvre des Noéttes, but
hisresults have been challenged seriously by Spruytte' s experiments. On the harness, see
also Vigneron 51-79. Pomeroy et al. 3 give the modern communis opinio about draft
animals: “Oxen (castrated bulls) or mules...were necessary for plowing and for drawing
heavy loads. A farmer without ready accessto ayoke of oxen or apair of muleswould be
classified as poor.... Horses were the primary markers of high socia status: beautiful
creatures, very expensive to maintain, and useful only for riding and for pulling light
chariots.” On horses, see a so |sager and Skydsgaard 85-89 and Burford 1993: 72—74. On
donkeys, below, n. 36. Burford 1960 passim corrects Lefébvre des Noéttes about the
relative unimportance of the ox; and see White 57-69 on the discovery of horse-power
(esp. 59-61).
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Second, there appears to be some question of whether Heath's gloss boves
means “cattle’ or “oxen.”® But if the inclusive “ cattle’” were intended, themrévol
“burdens’ involved would include at least some mdvol that are more
metaphorical in relation to human labors than the passage alows. So, if boves
means “oxen” (and at first sight Heath's proles does look more like yovds
“offspring” than yévos “race’), then yovds can stand, and Heath himself both
expressed no reservations and printed the received text.

Third comes the problem of what it means to be méveov ékdékTopa
(“receiverslinheritors of burdens’).19 The meanings of yovds and dxeia are
tied closely together, 11 but it is extremely hard, if not impossible, to understand
“wagons’ (if it isto fit both horses and donkeys) as being, even by hypallage,
“like daves’ and “receiverdinheritors of évol” when these phrases also apply
literally to the “progeny of bulls’ in the very same occurrence. Nor does
Wilamowitz's emendation of yov&s to yévos avoid this pitfall. He does not say
whether dxela means “wagons’ or “stallions’ (thelatter isdiscussed in the next
section). But “the race of bulls’ (Tavpcv yévos) and wagons are not
méveov EkdékTopa in an equivalent sense, and so even with Wilamowitz's
emendation {meov dveov T dxela is reduced by metonymy to a phrase
meaning simply “horses and donkeys.” Difficulty isnot areason to reject poetic
complexity, of course, but all three ancient citations assume that the meaning of
these versesis obvious and transparent even when they are quoted in isolation.

Fourth, and most important from a literary point of view, to understand
Oxela as “wagons’ also causes the fragment to break the parallelism with the
passage in Prometheus Bound that it deliberately alludes to and otherwise
resembles. Without this parallel, however, the allusion is destroyed and the
comparison defeated.

In the present state of the scholarship, and whether or not the verses of the
fragment were written by Aeschylus, they ought to be by the same author who

9Boves in Latin may mean “oxen,” “bulls,” “cows,” or simply “cattle.” No one has
ever suggested that Heath meant “cows,” nor is there any reason to suggest it now. If
“bulls” were meant, thentauri would have been the unambiguous gloss. In English, “ox”
can designate any member of the genusBos. But “ox” is most familiar in the meaning of
an adult castrated male bovine, used for draft-work or food; that is the sense that |
use throughout.

10The main entry in LSJ s.v. é&k8¢kTaop will not allow the neuter plural required here,
but see the 1968 or 1996 Supplement.

11Cf. Radt 304 who, in justifying the emendation, observes, “quae corruptio e falsa
lectione dxelav vel e falsainterpretatione vocis dxela...orta esse videtur”; and so, the
interpretation of the fragment asawholeis at issue.
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penned Prometheus Bound.12 The words of the fragment give every appearance
of being spoken by Prometheus, as passage [b] from Plutarch asserts, perhapsto
inform the new chorus of Titans about his past deeds, since the fragment alludes
to the list of benefactions he enumerated in the earlier play. The fragmentary
verses sometimes are said to echo Pr. 462—66, but close examination shows that
theparalld stopsat yévow8’, thefirst word in line 465, as Thomas Magister, the
so-called B-scholiast (known to Stanley), indicated ca. C.E. 1300:13

k&GeuEa mPadTOS £v Guyoiol KvewdaAa

CevyAnol SovAevovTta cdyuaciv 6'6meos

BvnTols HeyioTwv diddoxol HoxXBnUaTwV

yevowd', U’ Gpud T’ fiyayov granvious 465
mmous, &yaAua Tis UmepmTAouBou xAi1dis.

| was first to yoke ravening beasts inyokes,

so that, by being slaves to yoke-collars and pack-saddles,

they could become, for mortal's, successors to their greatest toils,
and | brought to the chariot rein-loving horses,

aglory of opulent luxury.

In this passage there are a number of interpretative difficulties, which
Martin West intended to ameliorate by printing Pauw’s conjecture of o&yuaow
“pack-saddles” for ocopactv “bodies’ in line 463.14 West is by no means the
first to do so, and the conjecture now is accepted widely and is almost certainly
correct. Harris Rackham, however, balked at it, because he thought line 462
referred strictly to draft animals, and not to pack-animals (Rackham 62 ad 479 =

12Griffith 1977: 252 “For the moment, we can only conclude that, although the
balance of probabilities continuesto favour thetraditional theory of a Prometheus-trilogy,
the aternative (two separate plays by different authors) cannot wholly be discounted.”
Griffith does not regard Aeschylus as author of Prometheus Bound.

13Griffith 1983: 304 says Pr. 462-66 (esp. SouAevovTa ~ avtidouha, Siddoxol
HoxBnuaTeov ~ moveov tkdékTopa), but Stanley 861 col. 2 knew that the parallel—
like Griffith's examples, we may add—ended at the beginning of line 465. Griffith also
takes dxela in LSY' s sense: “horse- and ass-stallions, and bulls’ offspring.”

14Griffith 1983: 170 ad 463-65 justifies 6&yuactv and summarizes the difficulties of
the received text. Emendation is inescapable. AouAgtovTa is used proleptically if it
governs the two datives; but if cconaciv were retained it would strain the syntax by
being proleptic and requiring the participial clause to paralel the émeos clause. This
strain could be lessened, but not eliminated, if SouAevovta were emended to
douvAevoovTa. Likewise, Hermann's suggestion that ccopaciv means “bodies (of
riders),” hence “riders,” will not work since the animals mentioned in line 463 are
ymofUyla, not mounts but draft animals and beasts of burden serving as such.
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463), but Plu. Pomp. 40.4 shows that it is proper to speak of pack-animals as
being “under [that is, ‘subject to'] the yoke,” T& odyuata Téov uToCuyicov,
whether or not Plutarch’s UmolUyia means “beasts of burden” generally or
simply “donkeys,” as it often does in Hellenistic and later times.

For the classical period, however, Xenophon gives the rule-of-thumb
definition of UTolUy1a (“oxen, mules® horses’): kai [olda] Uoluy1& ye
KaAoUueva TavTaouoiws, Bous, fuidvous, {mous (“and [I know] that
oxen, mules, horses are all aike called yoke-animals,” Oec. 18.4). Two terms
need clarification at once, Umoluylov “yoke-anima” and Boes “oxen.” A
Cuydv “yoke’ is a wooden device that joins together a pair of draft animals at
the neck and allows them to pull a plow, wagon, or chariot in unison and, so as
to accommodate different animals and different ends, there is more than one
type of Cuydv. Strength, lightness, and mobility are at a premium in yokes for
racing-cars and war-chariots, but strength, sturdiness, and constraint for plows
or transport wagons. As shown by Plutarch’s usage described above (Pomp.
40.4), T& Umoluyix appliesto animalsthat could servein aluydv, whether or
not they actually do. Next, Bdes, which could also mean “bulls’ or “cows’ or
simply “cattle,” is understood correctly as “oxen” in this passage, 16 since oxen

I5Except in this note, | use “mule” in the sense of fuiovos, which includes, in
English, both “mule’ (mare-and-jack cross) and “hinny” (Lat. hinnus, Grk. tvvos,
stallion-and-jenny [jennet] cross). Since Roman times (cf. Col. 6.37.3-5), mules, being
stronger and more vigorous, were bred more frequently than hinnies almost for aslong as
good work animals were a fact of daily life, and their larger sizeislinked to the size of
the dam, which limits foetus size. Hellenic practice in this regard is not known (Isager
and Skydsgaard 87). Xenophon (Eg. 5.8) makes a passing remark on breeding mules, not
hinnies, but not much can be read into it. Nor are Aristotle’ s ruminations helpful on this
point (GA 747a20-48b30, HA passim). Mosino 94 assumes—preposterously—that “non
risulta noto ad (sc. Greci) il bardotto”; and even if (at least for the sake of argument)
we accept his emendation of Aesop 285 H-H (= 128 C), his peripheral argument suggests
only that for racing purposes true mules were preferred to hinnies (probably justifiable
because of their somewhat greater size and strength), and possibly that, in racing, female
mules were preferred to males (presumably because the females are somewhat more
tractable); but muleswere not employed primarily in racing.

16Above, n. 9 on the term “ox.” Bulls are excluded, but cows were used for plowing,
though not typically: “few estatesin Attica maintained more than plow oxen in the way
of cattle” (Burford 1993: 148; cf. Isager and Skynsgaard 89). All translations of Poes
preserve some degree of the word’s multiplicity. Thus, “oxen” occurs in Pomeroy 191
and Marchant 497; “Rinder” in Audring 105 and Meyer 73; “bueyes’ in Zaragoza 277—
78; “boeufs’ in Chantraine 1949: 101 with hisn. 4 (“Le paysan emploie surtout mulet et
le boeuf; le cheval est un animal de luxe [cf. II, 6]").
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were the basic and preferred form of power. 17 Bulls are not used in the yoke, but
often enough, as in Homeric society, cows are (cf. Hom. Od. 3.382-83),
although the extent and exact nature of this practicein ancient Hellasis unclear.
“Hard labour...diminishes the fertility of cows considerably, and it is probably
safe to assume that most draught-animals were bullocks [sc. oxen]” (Isager and
Skynsgaard 89).18

In Oeconomicus 18.4, Xenophon does not distinguish horses as a
conspicuoudly separate subclass from oxen and mules, as the author of Pro-
metheus Bound does, because the operation of threshing, which is being
described in Xenophon's larger context, merely required walking the animal
over the area and did not routindly require heavy pulling or dragging.1®
Nevertheless, Xenophon doesindicate elsewhere that their costliness sets horses
apart from mules and oxen. Just as Prometheus Bound notes that horses are a
“glory of opulent luxury,” so Xenophon notes the distinctive luxuriousness of
horse-keeping, iTmoTpogial (generic plural),20 because it made the owner
liable to heavy expendituresimposed by the state (Oec. 2.6). To sum up, “horses
were very expensive,” and “...not useful, except to a certain extent in war”
(Burford 1993: 72).

Prometheus Bound 462-66 aready had made explicit the same broad
division of UmolUyia that is only implicit in Xenophon's Oeconomicus. The
passage distinguishes between two different groups of umoliUyia: (1)

17Burford 1960 argues that this preference is related, in part, to the harness, but see
above, n. 8. About plowing, Burford 1993: 126 observes. “Mules were recognized as
effective draft animals, but oxen were generally regarded as the most suitable form of
power.” She citesHom. |I. 10.351-53, and we may add, with Isager and Skynsgaard 89,
that “we have seen representations of mules as a plough-team, but the ox is shown
more often.”

180ccasional work in the yoke need not be strenuous, as threshing in modern Chios
shows: see Clutton-Brock 155, fig. 11.1 (using yoked cows).

190nly the action of the animals' hooves is required (Oec. 18.4-6). Pomeroy 332
elaborates. “Driving draught-animals over the ears of grain was the most common
method of threshing in antiquity. Their hooves alone could do the job, but some farmers
also used threshing sledges.” See preceding note.

20Most often iTrroTpoeia means “horse-keeping” rather than “horse-breeding”; cf.
Burford 1993: 73 and 150-51. “The breeding of horses was more or less restricted to
regions with abundant pasture of the right kind; keeping one cavalry horse was probably
as much as most horse owners in Attica could manage” (151).
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MeyloToov Biddoxol oxBnudTeov “successors to the greatest toils,” 21 those
routinely subjected to the draft-yoke or pack-saddle, that is, oxen and mules, and
(2) horses, a sign of great wealth but not regularly employed in heavy dragging
or carrying, and typically kept for military service, ceremonial display, and
racing-cars.?2 And so, if éxeia in the fragment means “wagons,” then this
implicit similarity with Xenophon breaks down but, more importantly, the
alusion in the fragment to Prometheus Bound also fails, because it significantly
distorts the description of the animals’ working gear and, with that, the typifying
qualities of the animals being identified.

In Prometheus Bound, draft animals are “daves to yoke-collars’
(CevyAnol BouhevovTa), while horses are “rein-loving” (@iAnvious). In
Ancient as in Modern Greek, the CeUyAa1 are the ropes looped through
the Cuydv to form the collars. There are two CeUyAan per yoke and, unlike the
reins, they are not strictly part of the harness. The rudimentary yoke of the draft
animals is both distinctive and oppressive, and no doubt more restrictive than
the one ordinarily used on horses. For draft animals, theyoke is the sign of their
enslavement: “the ox is the poor man’'s slave (oikétns)” (Arist. Pol. 1252b11—
12);23 at the same time, the reins of the horse both are welcome to the animal
and also mark what is imagined as its willing cooperation and greater
sociability.24 In the fragment, then, the meaning “wagons’ would erase this
important difference between the two groups of animals under discussion—

2IMoxbriuaTa (= mévol) is used only here by Aeschylus. See also Pr. 1027, where
Hermes describes Prometheus' savior as 81a80X0s TGV 0V MOV, “SUCCeSSor to
your burdens,” and so 81&48ox0s HoxXBNU&TwY ~ Tévwv EkdEKTOPA.

22The use of horses and chariots to display wealth is most familiar from Pindar’ s odes
(eg., O. 1, 2... etc.), the opening of Aristophanes Clouds (1-85), and Alcibiades’ bold
display at Olympia (Thuc. 6.16).

23The power of this metaphor has genuinely Aeschylean parallels. Agamemnon uses
the phrase “ slave’ syoke” to describe Cassandra’ s captivity (SovAic fuyé, A. 953), and
Cassandra echoes it later (TO SovAiov Guyodv, A. 1226). Clytemnestra also explores the
image when she pictures the Trojans lamenting their dead “from a no longer free neck”
(oUkéT' E€ ENeuBEpou Bépms, A. 328—-29)—and who could forget that chorus's haunting
image of Agamemnon “putting on the yoke-strap of necessity” (Gv&ykas £du Aéadvov,
A. 218)? The Aémadvov “yoke-strap” connects the yoke to the girth; it is different from
the CetyAan but has the same synecdochic and symbolic value.

24These qualities, along with the dynamic beauty of the horse, have consequences for
representational art. “ The horse was the most decorative, and, as we shall see, the most
socially acceptable animal to portray”: Burford 1960: 4. In her opinion, this imbalance
renders the art useless as a gauge for the frequency with which horses were used.
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unless dxela is zeugmatic (1) and has two different significations, “chariots’
with {rreov, “wagons’ with dveov, odd in a snatch cited for being transparent.

Moreover, even if thisrhetorical yoking is possible, it would raisethe status
of donkeys as draft animals above the norm of practical wisdom, which prized
oxen and mules in that capacity; it would also mean, as we shall see, that
Porphyry, and Plutarch before him, did not understand the word correctly. In
passage [b] above, “wagons’ also breaks the flow of Plutarch’s thought and
violates the grammatical pattern of the related examples, which are all noun
phrases governed by participles and composed of words designating animals.2
On balance, then, the meaning “vectiones, wagons' causes more difficultiesthan
it resolves.

[1. " Stallions’

On the question of how to take dxeia in the fragment, LSJ is unambiguous:
oxeiov is a neuter noun defined as “male animal kept for breeding, stallion,
Arist. HA 572a14, GA 748a27, Str. 16.2.10, Plu. Lyc. 15; cock, Arist. GA
730all; fmrmeov dveov T dxela A. Fr. 194.”26 Chantraine and Frisk are in
essential agreement.27 In this sense, T dxelov means any stallion animal, that
is, any male animal used for breeding by mounting the female, whether or not he
is kept exclusively for this purpose; the fragment in question applies this word
only to horses and donkeys. The other passages cited support this definition; but,

25De Soll. 964f-965a; ol y&p aBikoUow of Té ugv &uikTa kai PAaPepd komdi
KoAGGovTes Kal &mokTivwiovTes, T& O fuepa Kal @IAGvBpwTa ToloUevol
TIBaod kai ouvepya xpeias, Tpods fiv EkaoTov e mépukey, "IV dveov T OXEIX
Kal Taupwv yovds," cv 6 AioxUAou (fr. 194) TTpounbeus "Sodval” @noiv fuiv
"auTidouvAa kal Tévwv £kdékTopar” kUGl 8 Xpouevol TPOPUAGTTOUGIY, alyds
Te kal ols &peAyopévas kai keipopuévas véuovTes. (“In fact, they do not act unjustly—
those individualswho punish and kill animalsthat are antisocial and just plain dangerous,
while making the tame friendly ones our domestic helpers in work for which each is
disposed by nature, namely, ‘the oxela of horses and donkeys and the progeny of bulls
which Aeschylus's Prometheus said that he ‘gave’ to us ‘as slaves and relievers of our
burdens’; and we use guard dogs and keep goats and sheep for milking and shearing.”)

26 second meaning (LSJ s.v. dxeiov 1.2), based on Harpocration (Ev ¢ Oxeiat
yivovtal ktnvédv fi dxnuaTta wobotTal, “a place where cattle-breeding or vehicles
are available for afee”), smply needs to be pointed out here.

27Chantraine 1974: 843 s.v. dxeve “mount (sexually), cover’: “dxeios ‘apte a la
monte’ (Din.), -eiov ‘étalon, male' (Aesch., Arist.), également *lieu ol se font lesmontes
(Lycurg., fr. 26; selon Harp.).” Frisk 455 s.v. oxeUco: “Davon ox-glos ‘ zur Bedeckung
dienend’ (Din.), -elov n. ‘Besch@ungsplatz, Beschéler’ (Lykurg., Arist. usw.).”
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if dxela means “stallions” in the fragment, then three major hurdles need to be
cleared, and they are not.

(1) “Stallions’ and “progeny of bulls.” Firgt, it isnot intuitively obvious
why the “sires?8 of [or ‘among’] horses and donkeys’ should be paired on the
page with the “progeny of bulls’; for, as breeding animals, both these stallions
and the bulls—not the “progeny of bulls’—perform the identical function. This
paradox merely appears to reinforce those who would emend yovds to yévos,
since the emended phrase TaUpwov yévos (“race of bulls’) can be construed
simply as “bulls,” thus achieving a parallel to éxeia “stallions,” but a proper
understanding of the fragment obviates the need for this emendation. Second,
both the “sires of [or ‘among’] horses and donkeys’ and the “progeny of bulls’
may be viewed as “daves’ or “like daves’ (&vTiSouAa), but we miss the point
if, as Porphyry insists, we think of stallions and breeding jacks as subdued and
yoked, since their defining role as stallion animals has nothing to do with their
being subdued and yoked. Third, work animals in their working capacity are
intended, certainly by Porphyry, as will become clear in a moment. The
“progeny of bulls’ are oxen, then, and the paralld &vTidouAa ought to
designate draft animals or beasts of burden or both.

(2) The genitives. This point cannot be decisive, especially in poetry, but if
oxela means “stallions’ here, then the genitives it governs are different from
and more ambiguous (explanatory, objective, or partitive) than the genitive with
yovds (source). This imbalance apparently aso underlies Wilamowitz's
emendation of yovds to yévos (printed by Radt), which is meant to bring the
two object phrases into a mutually-reinforcing parallelism, as is illustrated by
the Loeb trandation of the emended fragment: “Giving to them stallions—
horses and asses—and the race [y¢vos] of bulls to serve them as daves and to
relieve them of their toils’ (Lloyd-Jones 450). By contrast, though, both Plutarch
and Porphyry deploy the quotation attributed to Aeschylus as if the genitives
create no particular ambiguity, and as if the full implication of the verses is
transparent and immediate.

(3) “Stallions’ as “receiverdinheritors of burdens.” In the most precise
and detailed ancient interpretation of these verses, Porphyry—and probably
Plutarch before him2°—did not understand oxeia as “stallions’ (Porph. Abst.
3.18.6):

28«Gires,” avirtual synonym in English for all quadrupedal “stallions,” conveniently
and easily displays the ambiguity of the genitiveswith dxeia.

29Bouffartigue and Patillon 144-48 on Porphyry’s technique. Here he uses two back-
to-back quotations from Plutarch but does not mark the switch:Abst. 3.18.3-20.6 (= Plu.
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"ApKel yap ST1 UNOEV TTOVEIY SEOUEVOLS XPGOHEBX TTPOKAUVOUGL
kai poxBotUaciv,

1oV dvwv T’ OXEla Kal Tavpwv yovds,
s AloxUAos enolv,
avTiBouAa kal Tévwv EkdEkTOopa
XElpeooduevol kal kaTaleu§avTes.

For it is enough that we use the labor and toil of animals (although
they have no need to work hard), as Aeschylus says, by subduing
and yoking

1oV dvwv T’ OXEIx Kal TaUpwv yovds
avtidouha kai Téveow ExdékTopa.30

In Porphyry’s view, oxeia clearly implies an animal, and in a similar vein LSJ
opt for the attested meaning of “stallions.” The Budé editors of Porphyry’s de
Abstinentia 111 follow LSJ and take éxeia in their sense (“des chevaux de bét,
des baudets....”), and yet the animals in question are said to relieve “our |abors’
(“qui prennent la reléve de nos travaux”).31 The word being trandated as “ qui
prennent lareéve’ is ékdékTopa, but the underlying verbal idea is “to take or
receive from another” (LSJ s.v. ék&éxoual), that is, “to take on oneself.” While
horses and donkeys that breed may relieve the labors of humans through their
offspring, they do not accomplish this end by being subdued and yoked
themselves, as Porphyry requires when he both omits Sous “bestowing” and, to
minimize misunderstanding, glosses it with the emphatic expression
Xelpwoduevol kal kaTaleUEavTes (“having subdued and yoked them”), with
the participles now pluralized to fit the prose construction.32 That these animals
are subdued and yoked is not only thematic but insistent; inthis passageit is, for
Porphyry, the single most important point of the quotation.

fr. 193 S) and Abst. 3.20.7-24.5 (= de Soll. An. 3-5 [959e-963f]). The first gives a
summary (3.19.1) of de Soll. An. 7, the chapter that contains passage [b] above.

30In passage [c], Porphyry’s use of the Aeschylean quotation should approximate
Plutarch’s, even if it is not beyond Porphyry to change a word ortwo in Plutarch’ slarger
context to support his own contention. The surrounding language al so echoes Pr. 462-65:
cf. poxBolow and kataleufavtes. The latter's intensifying prefix (kata-) reca
pitulates Aeschylus’s burdensome (sic) polyptoton (k&GeuEa...Cuyoiot...GedyAnar).

31Bouffartigue and Patillon 173-74; likewise, Griffith 1983: 170 ad 463-65.

32Both participles can be construed with aword meaning “vehicles’ or “wagons,” but
it would be just as hard for Porphyry, or Plutarch, to make the necessary and obvious
point about animalsif either took dxela as “vehicles’ or “wagons” in the fragment.
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In their breeding capacity, then, “stallions’ can function davishly, but as
stallions they cannot “receive’” or “inherit” mévor (“labors, burdens’) from
humans, unless both (a) copulation (dxsia “mounting, mating”)—the defining
gpyov (“function”) for which stallion animals are marked out and named—isa
Tmévos, asit well may be, and also (b) “our” mévol somehow include copulation
with horses and donkeys—how else could these imagined “stallions’ take on
“our” Tdvol in this context? Heath had the good taste to mask this crude
anomaly when he regjected Stanley’s coitus, but it needs to be articulated in the
present instance if we are to avoid misconception. Stallions may be transmitters
of these mévol, but in their capacity as stallions they do not accept or take “ our”
mévol on themselves. The “inheritors of (our) labors’ are not the breeding
animals as such, but their working offspring. As a trandation of dxela here,
“stallions’ can be discarded for the same reason that Heath correctly dismissed
coitus, that is, it simply will not bear the interpretation of the second verse of
the fragment.

V. “Offspring”

Porphyry’s context in passage [c] shows that animals are intended, but that the
animalsin question cannot be stallions. In the inference of “working offspring,”
just noted, it is clear that dxela, like yovds, merdy denotes “offspring” and
that their capacity aswork animalsiseduced from the qualifying phrases, that is,
from the correspondence between avTidoula and mévewv ékdéxTopa in the
fragment and SoukevovTta and SiGBoxol poxOnudaTeov in Pr. 463-64. In
Porphyry’s view, then, Prometheus gave humans their general right to animal
labor “by yoking and subduing”

the offspring of horses and donkeys and the progeny (yovdas) of bulls
as slaves that inherit (our) 33 labors. (Fr. 194 N; fr. 336 M)

Likewise, Plutarch also points to animals, but nothing he says suggests
stallions either. Thus, passage [a] preserves the metrically correct dxeia and
leads into Plutarch’s statement of specific differences, at birth, between humans
and most animals; el TUXT) Kal QUOEL YEVECECDS GUEIVOVL T TTAEIOTA TEOV
aAoywv kéxpenTtal (“In fact, most animals are better off in luck and nature at
birth,” de Fort. 2 [98D]). This transition is more natural if oxeia is roughly
synonymous with yovdés, which isin parallel construction with it, and we have

33porphyry requires “our,” but Prometheus's point of view in the fragment, asin the
earlier play (cf. Pr. 462—66), makes “their” correct. The mévor belong to humans, and
since this possessive is merely implicit in the fragment, it is variable according to the
quoter’s context.
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already seen (p. 76) that in passage [b] Plutarch’s language suggests that OXET
designates animals of some kind.

The translators of Plutarch and Porphyry fare better than the lexicographers
in grasping the sense of oxela. In 1823, in the first English translation of de
Abstinentia, Thomas Taylor collapsed Oxeia and yovds into a single word,
“progeny” (Taylor 96). Subsequently, two editors of Plutarch in the Loeb series
translated it as “foal” (Babbitt 80) and “offspring” (Helmbold in Cherniss and
Helmbold 352), and the Budé edition of de Sollertia Animalium gives “les
petits” (Klaerr et al. 239). Only the Budé co-editors of Porphyry follow LSJ in
taking this word as “stallions” (Bouffartigue and Patillon 173); otherwise
“offspring” is the universal understanding among translators. We deduce, then,
that the substantive, TO Oxelov, must mean either “something derived from a
(sexual) mounting” or, what comes to the same thing in a poetic context,
“something descended from a stallion,” since only “offspring of horses and
donkeys” yields the needed sense, even though this meaning is not attested
otherwise. If Oxeia means “offspring,” then the other interpretative difficulties
in Porphyry also disappear: oxeia and yovds are parallel in meaning, as in
construction, thereby removing the need to emend yovds; the interpretative
ambiguity of the genitives is eliminated (iTmewv, dvcov, and Tavpov are all
genitives of source); and, most important, the second verse makes obvious literal
sense both in its own right and in reference to Pr. 462—66.

The literary evidence goes this far, but linguistic questions remain about
whether the neuter noun oxeiov “offspring” can be derived morphologically and
semantically and, if so, how a word for “offspring” and a word for “stallion”
(still to be recognized) can both take the form oxeiov. Fortunately, the
morphology, semantics, and existence of the two homonyms all have parallels
and can be explained on the basis of the following linguistic facts, as analyzed
by Alan Nussbaum per litteras.

(1) The derivational suffix that appears in Attic as -e10- comes from more
than one source, but at least from both Proto-Greek *-eh-ijo- (<*-es-ijo-) and
*-ey-jjo- (cf. Palmer 255).

(2) The latter group (as shown by trisyllabic Homeric and Ionic -njio- =
-e-io-) are ultimately “genitival” adjectival derivatives of the -ey- stems of the
BaaoiAevs type (cf. Palmer 250). For example (if we focus on what is relevant
here, namely, the neuter substantive from such adjectives), kepauets “potter” ->
kepapeiov “[a] pottery, potter’s workshop” (that is, *keram-ey- -> *keram-ey-
fio-) or ypageus “illustrator” -> ypa@eiov “pencil, chisel, brush.”

(3) But these -eUs nouns also make—in most dialects—denominative verbs
in -evco (cf. Palmer 266): ypaupaTels -> ypauuaTedc, iTTmeUs -> iTTrevco,
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kTA. In the not infrequent case that a given -eUs noun makes both an -elov
derivative and an -G verb (for example, kepapevs / kepapeico / kepapeiov),
it might seem synchronically that the -elov substantive was the verbal noun of
the -evco verb (as if kepapeUeo “practice pottery” -> kepauciov “[a] pottery,
potter’s workshop™). Thus, any given -gUco verb—with or without an -gUs noun
beside it—could make itself a (new) verbal noun in -glov.

(4) As a consequence, several different semantic types of verbal noun in
-glov are possible: iaTpevw “treat” -> laTpeiov “treatment, therapy” (verbal
abstract); TpwTevw “be first, hold first rank” -> mpeaTelov “primacy”
(verbal abstract); TTopeUcw “go, convey” -> Topeiov “conveyance” (instrument
< abstract); Tupevco “kindle” -> tupeiov “kindling, fire stick” (instrument <
abstract); kapTeve “enjoy, profit from”™ -> kapweiov “fruit, profit” (abstract or
“patient” [i.e., “thing enjoyed’]); iepevco “consecrate” -> iepeiov “victim”
(patient); MeTaAAeUcwo “mine” -> petaAAegiov “mineral” (patient or “result”
[“that which comes from mining”]); TouTEeYco “conduct in procession” ->
TropTIElov “(vessel) carried in procession” (patient); okuTeUes “be a cobbler,
cobble” -> oxuTelov “cobbler’s shop” (place < abstract); kuPevco “gamble” ->
kuPeiov “gambling house” (place).

(5) Furthermore, a single given -gUcw verb could even have a derived
-giov that showed more than one of these semantic specializations. So, for
example, HOVTeUcw "prophesy” -> pavtelov “thing prophesied” (patient),
“prophecy” (result), “seat of an oracle” (place); TopBuevco “ferry across” ->
TopBuctiov “crossing place” (place, obviously), “ferry boat” (instrument}—both
understandable as abstract “ferriage”; Tauieuw “store up” (inter alia) ->
TauiElov “treasury, storehouse”—both understandable as either abstract
“storage” or result “store.”

We can now apply these data to our problem, since beside oxeiov “stallion”
and Oxelov “offspring” there is &xeveo (cf. above, n. 27), which means—
making the LSJ entry as explicit as possible—not only “mount (sexually), cover;
copulate” but also (“said of the groom”) “mate a mare (with a sire); cause a
mare to be covered (by a stallion).” These facts make it both tenable and
attractive to suppose that dxeiov “offspring” is simply a verbal noun of result
derived from oxevw “mount, cover.” As such, it can even be paralleled
precisely by the semantics of a second verbal noun of result coming from the
very same verb, since OxeUw “cover” also makes Oxevua “embryo” (Arist. G4
748a33). In this connection, it is also worth noting that Aristotle once glosses
oxela “mating” with &xeupa “embryo” (above, n. 6), as if the obsolescence of
oOxelov “offspring” might have caused conflation.
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For &xelov “stallion,” then, a different semantic development of a verbal
abstract in -glov is likely prima facie, since a neuter of this morphological type
with this meaning would otherwise be somewhat difficult to explain. More
specifically, Oxgiov “stallion” can be classified as a verbal noun of instrument in
relation to OXeUco “cause a mare to be covered” and is thus “that by which one
causes a mare to be covered,” much as Topeiov “conveyance” (in relation to
TopeUw) is “that by which one conveys.”

Thus, the translators of Plutarch and Porphyry are justified in taking dxeiov
as “offspring, foal,” even though this meaning is not attested directly elsewhere,
and even though not one of them felt the need to explain it. The translators
divide, however, on a second question, namely, whether two or three groups are
being specified in the fragment. Some understand three groups: the dxeia of
horses, the oxeia of donkeys, and the yovai of bulls.34 This view is shared
necessarily by those who would take &xeila as “vectiones,” since horses and
donkeys ordinarily pull different kinds of vehicles, and in normal circumstances
no one would hitch these two species in the same yoke. Others exploit the
parallelism and see only two groups, that is, the “Oxeia of horses and donkeys”
and the “yovai of bulls.”3% The latter idea preserves the shape of the original
expression and should be preferred for structural reasons, and then at least one
additional step is possible.

V. Mules and Oxen

Virtually all farmers could use oxen and mules for dragging and carrying, but
only the rich could keep horses because horses were expensive to purchase and
maintain.3® As a result, horses both provided a status symbol and sparked high
feeling at Athens. Then, too, Hellas is a rough, uneven, mountainous country for
which the mule is better suited (cf. the folk etymology of opevs “mule” from
Spos “mountain,” which probably affected the aspiration of &peUs < 8pos
“boundary”). In ancient times, horses were not much used there for heavy
agricultural labor or transport,37 but it is a commonplace—and common sense,
based on the fact of hybrid vigor (heterosis)—that, because of their greater

34Taylor 96 and Bouffartigue and Patillon 173 think of three groups, as does Griffith
1983: 304.

35Babbitt 81, Cherniss and Helmbold 353, and Klaerr et al. 239 parallel the original
language (hence two groups).

6So Pomeroy et al. (quoted above, n. 8). Cf. Pomeroy 332: “In addition to the animals

listed by Ischomachus, donkeys might be employed by less wealthy farmers.” The mule
was favored for overland transport, though donkeys, or even horses, might be used for
small local jobs.

37Griffith 1983: 170-71 acknowledges the general point.
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efficiency, mules were to be preferred to horses for heavy puiling, dragging, and
carrying (cf. poxdipaTa, mévor). Donkeys and mules “have some charac-
teristics that make them more useful than horses for certain purposes. Their
sure-footedness makes them ideal pack animals for moving loads over rough
areas. They are rugged and can endure strenuous work. In addition, they have
the characteristic of taking care of themselves. For example, mules do not gorge
themselves when given free access to grain; consequently, they do not normally
founder from overeating. However, [donkeys and mules] do not respond to the
wishes or commands of humans as well as horses” (Taylor and Bogart 481-82).
As we have seen, in absolute terms, donkeys and mules also require much less
fodder than horses (Isager and Skydsgaard 86). In general, heterosis “means that
the hybrid is likely to be larger in body size, have greater endurance, and survive
better on poor food than either of its parents” (Clutton-Brock 42). Thus, mules
deal better than horses with the rough conditions and distress of heavy work in
antiquity, which ordinarily would include hot weather, excessive demands,
abusive treatment, and inferior or inexperienced drivers, as well as poor food
and shelter.

The mention of donkeys in the fragment suggests that the work-capacity
of the animals named in the genitive is not at issue since donkeys do not fall
under the classical rule-of-thumb definition of uolUyia, and since dveov is
joined closely to {mrmcov by syntax (T') and horses should not be identified for
their work-capacity. If, as seems obvious now, the “oxeia of horses and
donkeys” is a single group, that is, mules (c.f. Clark 2000: 173 n. 466) and if the
“yovai of bulls” are oxen, then the referent for the noun phrases is specific in
both cases, and this structure both reinforces and reflects the interpretation of the
genitives urged above. Mules, like oxen, serve as hard-working yoke animals
and, again like oxen, they are incapable of reproducing themselves. In speci-
fying mules and oxen, the author of the fragment has identified two familiar
groups of work animals, whose servile and procreative condition, as both
Plutarch and Porphyry readily appreciated,?8 literally embodies the most con-
spicuous example of animals that live only to work in the interest of humankind.
Moreover, ordinary working mules and oxen are the products of human
intervention and the intricacies of animal husbandry, which is, in turn, a suitably

38Cf. Porph. Abst. 3.22.7. The sterility of mules was a familiar phenomenon, and it
also intrigued Aristotle because cross-breeding resulted in the whole y¢vos being sterile,
not simply individuals within it (G4 747a23-25).
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Promethean Téxvn that explains these animals presence in Pr. 462-65, to
which this fragment alludes.3°

Clarity motivates the need to mark the unusual dual parentage of mules
when, as here, a generic word like dxelov, as opposed to fyuiovos or opeUs,
applies to them. Just as 6xeiov “stallion” could apply to stallion animals cther
than horses (for example, jackasses or cocks), so too dxelov “offspring” ought
to be applicable to any animal that was produced by dxsia “mounting.” But to
judge by resonance, 6xeiov “offspring” by itself might have conveyed the sense
of “mule,” if not universally, at least with some regularity. Note the resonance
when Pindar (fr. 106 M) distinguishes thedxnua or “mule-car” from the &pua
or horse-drawn “war-chariot.” If dxelov denotes “offspring,” and the phrase
Irmeov dveov T Oxela means “mules,” then the passage from Prometheus
Bound and the fragment with which we started are, in fact, paralle in both
structure and thought. The deliberate breeding of mules, like the castration of
bulls, always requires special care and human intervention,40 a fact that informs
the author’s chosen locution in this fragment, which now, in Nauck’s and
Mette's version, and in its own dramatic context, may be rendered more
prosaically as Prometheus benefiting human beings by

bestowing mules and oxen
as slaves that inherit [their] labors. (Fr. 194 N; fr. 336 M)

V1. Conclusion

Even without Porphyry, theinherent difficultiesalone makeit likely that Aeschylus
oxela should not mean “stallions’—or coitus or “wagons,” for that matter—
and, sofar as| can tel, neither Porphyry nor Plutarch took it in any of those sert
ses. Instead, they recognized a genuine Early Classical definition of the neuter
substantive éxeiov, which is otherwise unattested but conforms to a familiar
linguistic pattern, and LSJ requires correction. Aristotle's use of the feminine

39Conacher 50-51 is puzzled: “As for the first selection, that of adapting animals to
man'’ s use (462-6), | know of no particular reason why this should be given prominence.”
Horses are harder to explain in this connection, but their status as adornments of wealth
(i.e., a byproduct of other Promethean Téxvai) and the fact that, in Attica, horse-
breeding, as opposed to horse-keeping, was a specialized technical operation are
justification enough. Griffith 1983: 171 was defensive about horse-training as being
Poseidon’ s province, not Prometheus’, but horse-training is not per se the issue.

40The limited availability of horses mandated a certain amount of human manage-
ment, and Hellenic animal husbandry devoted considerable attention to the practice of
breeding mules (cf. I sager and Skynsgaard 87). Needlessto say, oxen are not produced in
nature either.
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noun oxeia “mounting, mating” asasynonym for dxeupa “embryo” (above, n.
6) should be noted by LSJ. More to the point, Aeschylus's dxela is atechnical
application of the neuter substantive dxeiov, denating the “offspring,” typically
but not exclusvely mules, of an oxeia “mounting, mating.” In this sense,
Oxelov is a specialized usage connected to the adjective dxelos, -a, -ov, which
is now seen to mean not only “kept for breeding (mounting)” (LSJ) but also
“derived from breeding (mounting).” In practice, this meaning might also be
reinforced by analogical uses of the adjectival suffix -eios, -a, -ov to convey the
idea of descendance (cf. Kaduelos, -a, -ov; Tuvddpelos, -a, -ov). Moreover, this
meaning of dxela as “offspring” aso demonstrates that Nauck and Mette
preserve the correct reading of the fragment:41

1oV dvwv T’ OXElx Kal TaUpwv yovds
dous avTidovAa kai Toveov kdekTopa. (Fr. 194 N; fr. 336 M)

411t is always a pleasure to thank friends for their advice and assistance. Thomas
Worthen commented on points of presentation. Alan Nussbaum exceeded the bounds of
@tAia; without his generosity and shared expertise, the linguistic part of this argument
would not have achieved its present form.
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