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·ppvn ˆnvn t' Ùxe›a ka‹ taÊrvn g°now

doÁw ént¤doula ka‹ pÒnvn §kd°ktora. (Fr. 189a R)

Bestowing—of horses and donkeys—the vehicles and the race of 
bulls as slaves and receivers of 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 translation even if it is, in principle, warranted by the standard scholarly 
edition of the fragments of Aeschylus.1 It is, in fact, the burden of this article to 
show that not only is this translation incorrect, but so is the emended text on 
which it rests. 

Fortunately, 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 the word Ùxe›a in verse 1. First, Ùxe›a is not the universally 
received reading; second, even the restored Ùxe›a is not translated in the same 

                                                        
1Radt 304, with detailed and full commentary; Nauck 1889: 65; and Mette 124. Fr. 

189a R (above) is identical to fr. 194 N (cited by LSJ s.v. Ùxe›on) and fr. 336 M, except 
that Radt follows Wilamowitz (74–75) in emending gonãw “offspring” to g°now “race.” 

2This play  follows Prometheus Bound in its trilogy; Herington 151, no. 511b. I make 
no claims about Aeschylean authorship, but do think of Prometheus Bound and 
Prometheus Unbound as by a single author; cf. below, n. 12. 



68 F. E. Romer 

way by all scholars; and third, the misunderstanding of the word apparently 
motivated Wilamowitz’s further emendation of ���	
 “offspring” to ����
 
“race” (printed by Radt above). At stake, once ����� is established as the best 
reading, are the lexical meaning of �����, 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 a single problem, namely, the right of 
humans to animal labor: 

[a] Plu. de Fort. 3 (98c) with �����,3 
[b] Plu. de Soll. An. 7 (964f) with ������ (quoted below, n. 25),4 and  
[c] Porph. Abst. 3.18.6 (= Plu. fr. 193.33–38 S) with ������ (quoted below, 
p. 78).5 

The correct reading is easy to establish. 
������ “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 ����� in [b] and [c], based on the reading in [a], but this is only a first step. 
More problematic is the fact that ����� also has been rendered in four distinctly 

                                                        
3In the middle of a short essay on luck (tÊxh), Plutarch discusses how the senses are a 

consequence of nature, not luck, and how mind (noËw) distinguishes human beings from 
wild animals (yhr¤a). He identifies Prometheus with the process of reasoned thought 
(logismÒw), and this power of mind gives humans legitimate control over animals as 
illustrated in the fragment attributed to Aeschylus. 

4In a dialogue on the degree of intelligence that animals have, the speaker, 
Aristobulus, argues that a maxim exists which allows animals (tå z“a) to share in 
reason, yet preserves the justice (tÚ d¤kaion) of those persons who use them in appropriate 
ways, including “domesticating gentle and friendly (filãnyrvpa) animals and making 
them helpers (sunergã) in the service (xre¤a) for which they each exist by nature.” Plutarch 
quotes Aeschylus to illustrate this idea, but all the codices of de Soll. An. read Ùxe¤an 
(Hubert 26 ap. crit.). 

5Porphyry seeks to “show that animals are rational, and that in most of them reason 
(lÒgow) is imperfect 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 as in [b] 
above, the codices give te Ùxe¤an, which has been emended by Reiske to t' Ùxe›a, 
based on the reading in [a]: see Nauck 1886: 208 ap. crit., and cf. fr. 193 S. By contrast, 
Bouffartigue and Patillon 173 ap. crit. give te Ùxe›an [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 translating Ùxe›a perhaps explains 
why he followed Wilamowitz 74–75 and emended to g°now where Nauck and 
Mette print the reading of the codices, gonãw. Wilamowitz’s conjecture is only 
incidental to the present argument but, as will be shown, this emendation simply 
is not necessary. 

I. “Coitus” 

Not much space need be given to this particular rendering of the word. In 1663, 
Thomas Stanley (643 col. 2) tried to save the sense of Ùxe¤an as “mounting, 
mating” by translating Ùxe›a with the plural coitus, now echoed by Clark (2000: 
90–91), “matings.” But it is hard to deduce this meaning from the neuter plural 
Ùxe›a, and Stanley’s idea was rejected a century later, in 1762, by Benjamin 
Heath (161 col. 1), who said, “…de coitu hic nequaquam agi constat ex versu 
sequente.” This dismissal is abrupt but just. The same kind of arguments against 
taking “stallions” as pÒnvn §kd°ktora tell against this translation too. In brief, 
the matings themselves can be neither “the receivers/inheritors of [human] 
labors” nor “like slaves” (ént¤doula). Of course, Stanley may have intended 
coitus figuratively (as Clark takes “matings”), the act of mounting standing for 
its results, that is, the mature offspring in this case, and not simply the foals qua 
foals.6 But his notes do not say so, and even this metonymic sense would be 
unnecessarily obscure and misleading in the face of the forceful and explicit 
second verse. 

II. “Vectiones” 

Radt also quotes Heath (ibid.) to revive his translation of Ùxe›a as “vectiones” 
(cf. ÙxÆmata “chariot, carriage”): “Verte, Equorum asinorumque vectiones & 
taurorum prolem, boves scilicet….” 'Oxe›on “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 	
��
 synonymously 

with �
��&
 “embryo”: cf. (a) …�'� &,� ����� ��
-. ��� /
��&�� � 0�* ����1 �2 
�$
+"����$ �3� ��! ���� 	
��
�1 4 �� ���� �'� ��
�
-.1 �$
+"����$ �3� ��! 
����� �$' 5�
��� �
 �3� ��! %���&
��� (“…if a stallion covers a female already 
mounted by a jack, he does not destroy the 	
��
 of the jack, but if the jack covers her 
second, he destroys the 	
��
 of the stallion’s seed (%���&
) because his own is cold,” 
GA 748a33–35), and (b) 4 &,� �6� ���� ��
�
-'� �$
+"����$ �* ��! ����� 
�
��&
1 7%��� �8� �
$ (“Therefore, if a jack mounts [a mare] second, he destroys the 
embryo (�
��&
) from the stallion, exactly as previously stated,” HA 577a26). Both 
	
��
 and �
��&
 here mark successful matings. 
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last of the canonical ten Attic orators (late fourth century). Radt characterizes 
Heath’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 Ùxe›on only confuses the issue, and thus it has been 
ignored by all the translators of Plutarch and Porphyry cited in this paper, as 
well as by Lloyd-Jones and Griffith (1983).7 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 a speech per‹ toË 
·ppou (“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 developed 
extensive use of harnessing in file, although this second limitation applies to all 
harness animals. Some horses were used in draft work, with old nags laboring 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 status symbols for the wealthy (below, n. 22).  

                                                        
7In addition, the fragment alludes to Pr. 462–65 (quoted and discussed in the next 

section of this paper), and Heath’s sense of Ùxe›a as “vectiones” may be forcing a further 
parallel with the nearby ÙxÆmata (Pr. 467–68): yalassÒlagkta d' oÎtiw êllow 
ént' §moË / linÒper' h<re naut¤lvn ÙxÆmata (“No one else but I invented the 
sailor’s sheet-winged chariots built to rove the sea”). 

8Isager and Skydsgaard make broad reference to the work of Lefèbvre des Noëttes, but 
his results 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 access to a yoke of oxen or a pair of mules would be 
classified as poor…. Horses were the primary markers of high social status: beautiful 
creatures, very expensive to maintain, and useful only for riding and for pulling light 
chariots.” On horses, see also Isager and Skydsgaard 85–89 and Burford 1993: 72–74. On 
donkeys, below, n. 36. Burford 1960 passim corrects Lefèbvre des Noëttes 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.”9 But if the inclusive “cattle” were intended, the pÒnoi 
“burdens” involved would include at least some pÒnoi that are more 
metaphorical in relation to human labors than the passage allows. So, if boves 
means “oxen” (and at first sight Heath’s proles does look more like gonãw 
“offspring” than g°now “race”), then gonãw can stand, and Heath himself both 
expressed no reservations and printed the received text.  

Third comes the problem of what it means to be pÒnvn §kd°ktora 
(“receivers/inheritors of burdens”).10 The meanings of gonãw and Ùxe›a are 
tied closely together,11 but it is extremely hard, if not impossible, to understand 
“wagons” (if it is to fit both horses and donkeys) as being, even by hypallage, 
“like slaves” and “receivers/inheritors of pÒnoi” when these phrases also apply 
literally to the “progeny of bulls” in the very same occurrence. Nor does 
Wilamowitz’s emendation of gonãw to g°now avoid this pitfall. He does not say 
whether Ùxe›a means “wagons” or “stallions” (the latter is discussed in the next 
section). But “the race of bulls” (taÊrvn g°now) and wagons are not 
pÒnvn §kd°ktora  in an equivalent sense, and so even with Wilamowitz’s 
emendation ·ppvn ˆnvn t' Ùxe›a is reduced by metonymy to a phrase 
meaning simply “horses and donkeys.” Difficulty is not a reason to reject poetic 
complexity, of course, but all three ancient citations assume that the meaning of 
these verses is obvious and transparent even when they are quoted in isolation. 

Fourth, and most important from a literary point of view, to understand 
Ùxe›a 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, then tauri would have been the unambiguous gloss. In English, “ox” 
can designate any member of the genus Bos. 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 I  
use throughout. 

10The main entry in LSJ s.v. §kd°ktvr 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 Ùxe¤an vel e falsa interpretatione vocis Ùxe›a…orta esse videtur”; and so, the 
interpretation of the fragment as a whole is 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, perhaps to 
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 
the parallel stops at ���� �#
, the first word in line 465, as Thomas Magister, the 
so-called B-scholiast (known to Stanley), indicated ca. C.E. 1300:13 

kêzeuja pr«tow §n zugo›si kn≈dala

zeÊglhsi douleÊonta sãgmas¤n y'˜pvw

ynhto›w meg¤stvn diãdoxoi moxyhmãtvn

g°noiny', Íf' ërmã t' ≥gagon filhn¤ouw 465
·ppouw, êgalma t∞w ÍperploÊyou xlid∞w. 

I was first to yoke ravening beasts in yokes,  
so that, by being slaves to yoke-collars and pack-saddles,  
they could become, for mortals, successors to their greatest toils, 
and I brought to the chariot rein-loving horses, 
a glory 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 $	���$ � 
“pack-saddles”  for $%��$ � “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 continues to favour the traditional theory of a Prometheus-trilogy, 
the alternative (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. douleÊonta ~ ént¤doula, diãdoxoi 
moxyhmãtvn ~ pÒnvn §kd°ktora), 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 Ùxe›a in LSJ’s sense: “horse- and ass-stallions, and bulls’ offspring.” 

14Griffith 1983: 170 ad 463–65 justifies sãgmasin and summarizes the difficulties of 
the received text. Emendation is inescapable. DouleÊonta is used proleptically if it 
governs the two datives; but if s≈masin were retained it would strain the syntax by 
being proleptic and requiring the participial clause to parallel the ˜pvw clause. This 
strain could be lessened, but not eliminated, if douleÊonta were emended to 
douleÊsonta. Likewise, Hermann’s suggestion that s≈masin means “bodies (of 
riders),” hence “riders,” will not work since the animals mentioned in line 463 are 
ÍpozÊgia, not mounts but draft animals and beasts of burden serving as such. 




�����, Mules, and Animal Husbandry 73 

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,” �& $	����� �'� (��)�����, 
whether or not Plutarch’s (��)!� � 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 (��)!� � (“oxen, mules,15 horses”): ��� [�*��] (��)!� 	 �� 
����!���� �	���+����
, -��
, .� ����
, �����
 (“and [I know] that 
oxen, mules, horses are all alike called yoke-animals,” Oec. 18.4). Two terms 
need clarification at once, (��)!� �� “yoke-animal” and -��
 “oxen.” A 
)���� “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 )����. 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), �& (��)!� � applies to animals that could serve in a )����, whether or 
not they actually do. Next, -��
, which could also mean “bulls” or “cows” or 
simply “cattle,” is understood correctly as “oxen” in this passage,16 since oxen 

                                                        
15Except in this note, I use “mule” in the sense of ≤m¤onow, which includes, in 

English, both “mule” (mare-and-jack cross) and “hinny” (Lat. hinnus, Grk. ·nnow, 
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 as long as 
good work animals were a fact of daily life, and their larger size is linked to the size of 
the dam, which limits foetus size. Hellenic practice in this regard is not known (Isager 
and Skydsgaard 87). Xenophon (Eq. 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 essi (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 mules were 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 estates in Attica maintained more than plow oxen in the way 
of cattle” (Burford 1993: 148; cf. Isager and Skynsgaard 89). All translations of bÒew 
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 his n. 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 practice in ancient Hellas is 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 
conspicuously 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 routinely require heavy pulling or dragging.19 
Nevertheless, Xenophon does indicate 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, /������0��  (generic plural),20 because it made the owner 
liable to heavy expenditures imposed 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 already had made explicit the same broad 
division of (��)!� � that is only implicit in Xenophon’s Oeconomicus. The 
passage distinguishes between two different groups of (��)!� �: (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 cites Hom. Il. 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.” 

18Occasional work in the yoke need not be strenuous, as threshing in modern Chios 
shows: see Clutton-Brock 155, fig. 11.1 (using yoked cows). 

19Only 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 F������+�
 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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����$��� � 	���� ���#1�	��� “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.22 And so, if ����� in the fragment means “wagons,” then this 
implicit similarity with Xenophon breaks down but, more importantly, the 
allusion 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 “slaves to yoke-collars” 
()�!��1$ �����!����), while horses are “rein-loving” (0 �1����
). In 
Ancient as in Modern Greek, the )�����  are the ropes looped through  
the )���� to form the collars. There are two )����� 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, the yoke is the sign of their 
enslavement: “the ox is the poor man’s slave (�2���1
)” (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—

                                                        
21MoxyÆmata (= pÒnoi) is used only here by Aeschylus. See also Pr. 1027, where 

Hermes describes Prometheus’ savior as diãdoxow t«n s«n pÒnvn, “successor to 
your burdens,” and so diãdoxow moxyhmãtvn ~ pÒnvn §kd°ktora. 

22The use of horses and chariots to display wealth is most familiar from Pindar’s odes 
(e.g., 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’s yoke” to describe Cassandra’s captivity (doul¤ƒ zug“, A. 953), and 
Cassandra echoes it later (tÚ doÊlion zugÒn, A. 1226). Clytemnestra also explores the 
image when she pictures the Trojans lamenting their dead “from a no longer free neck” 
(oÈk°t' §j §leuy°rou d°rhw, A. 328–29)—and who could forget that chorus’s haunting 
image of Agamemnon “putting on the yoke-strap of necessity” (énãgkaw ¶du l°padnon,  
A. 218)? The l°padnon “yoke-strap” connects the yoke to the girth; it is different from 
the zeËglai 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 ����� is zeugmatic (!) and has two different significations, “chariots” 
with �����, “wagons” with "���, odd in a snatch cited for being transparent. 

Moreover, even if this rhetorical yoking is possible, it would raise the 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.25 
On balance, then, the meaning “vectiones, wagons” causes more difficulties than 
it resolves. 

III. “Stallions” 

On the question of how to take ����� in the fragment, LSJ is unambiguous: 
������ 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 
730a11; ����� "��� �
 ����� A. Fr. 194.”26 Chantraine and Frisk are in 
essential agreement.27 In this sense, �3 ������ 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: �2 �'� ��$��!%$� �F �' &,� ;&$��
 �
� -�
-��' ��&$�. 

����(����� �
� �����$��������1 �' �� J&��
 �
� +$���"���
 ��$��&���$ 
�$"
%' �
� %�����' 
���
�1 ��*� K� L�
%��� �6 ��+����1 M ����� ���� �� 	
��
 
�
� �
���� �����1M N� 4 OP%
���� (fr. 194) Q��& "��� M��!�
$M + %�� E&�� 
M��������
 �
� ����� ��������
RM ��%� �, 
�?&���$ ���+�������%$�1 
S��� 
�� �
� �S� �&����&��
� �
� ��$��&��
� ��&������ (“In fact, they do not act unjustly—
those individuals who punish and kill animals that 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 	
��
 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.”)  

26A second meaning (LSJ s.v. 	
���� I.2), based on Harpocration (�� T 	
��
$ 
������
$ �� �>� U 	
9&
�
 &$%"�!�
$, “a place where cattle-breeding or vehicles 
are available for a fee”), simply needs to be pointed out here. 

27Chantraine 1974: 843 s.v. 	
��� “mount (sexually), cover”: “	
���� ‘apte à la 
monte’ (Din.), -���� ‘étalon, mâle’ (Aesch., Arist.), également ‘lieu où se font les montes’ 
(Lycurg., fr. 26; selon Harp.).” Frisk 455 s.v. 	
���: “Davon 	
V���� ‘zur Bedeckung 
dienend’ (Din.), -���� n. ‘Beschälungsplatz, Beschäler’ (Lykurg., Arist. usw.).”  
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if Ùxe›a means “stallions” in the fragment, then three major hurdles need to be 
cleared, and they are not. 

(1) “Stallions” and “progeny of bulls.” First, it is not intuitively obvious 
why the “sires28 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 gonãw to g°now, 
since the emended phrase taÊrvn g°now (“race of bulls”) can be construed 
simply as “bulls,” thus achieving a parallel to Ùxe›a “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 “slaves” or “like slaves” (ãnt¤doula), 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 parallel ént¤doula ought to 
designate draft animals or beasts of burden or both.  

(2) The genitives. This point cannot be decisive, especially in poetry, but if 
Ùxe›a means “stallions” here, then the genitives it governs are different from 
and more ambiguous (explanatory, objective, or partitive) than the genitive with 
gonãw (source). This imbalance apparently also underlies Wilamowitz’s 
emendation of gonãw to g°now (printed by Radt), which is meant to bring the 
two object phrases into a mutually-reinforcing parallelism, as is illustrated by 
the Loeb translation of the emended fragment: “Giving to them stallions—
horses and asses—and the race [g°now] of bulls to serve them as slaves 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 “receivers/inheritors of burdens.” In the most precise 
and detailed ancient interpretation of these verses, Porphyry—and probably 
Plutarch before him29—did not understand Ùxe›a as “stallions” (Porph. Abst. 
3.18.6): 

                                                        
28“Sires,” a virtual synonym in English for all quadrupedal “stallions,” conveniently 

and easily displays the ambiguity of the genitives with 	
��
. 
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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���� �����1
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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  

����� ���� �� 	
��
 �
� �
���� �����
��������
 �
� ����� ��������
�30

In Porphyry’s view, Ùxe›a 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 III follow LSJ and take Ùxe›a in their sense (“des chevaux de bât, 
des baudets….”), and yet the animals in question are said to relieve “our labors” 
(“qui prennent la relève de nos travaux”).31 The word being translated as “qui 
prennent la relève” is §kd°ktora, but the underlying verbal idea is “to take or 
receive from another” (LSJ s.v. §kd°xomai), 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 doÊw “bestowing” and, to 
minimize misunderstanding, glosses it with the emphatic expression 
xeirvsãmenoi ka‹ katazeÊjantew (“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; in this passage it 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 or two in Plutarch’s larger 
context to support his own contention. The surrounding language also echoes Pr. 462–65: 
cf. &�
"�!%$� and �
�
(��=
����. The latter’s intensifying prefix (�
�
-) reca-
pitulates Aeschylus’s burdensome (sic) polyptoton (�;(��=
…(����%$…(���� %$). 

31Bouffartigue and Patillon 173–74; likewise, Griffith 1983: 170 ad 463–65. 
32Both participles can be construed with a word meaning “vehicles” or “wagons,” but 

it would be just as hard for Porphyry, or Plutarch, to make the necessary and obvious 
point about animals if either took 	
��
 as “vehicles” or “wagons” in the fragment. 
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In their breeding capacity, then, “stallions” can function slavishly, but as 
stallions they cannot “receive” or “inherit” pÒnoi (“labors, burdens”) from 
humans, unless both (a) copulation (Ùxe¤a “mounting, mating”)—the defining 
¶rgon (“function”) for which stallion animals are marked out and named—is a 
pÒnow, as it well may be, and also (b) “our” pÒnoi somehow include copulation 
with horses and donkeys—how else could these imagined “stallions” take on 
“our” pÒnoi in this context? Heath had the good taste to mask this crude 
anomaly when he rejected 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 pÒnoi, but in their capacity as stallions they do not accept or take “our” 
pÒnoi on themselves. The “inheritors of (our) labors” are not the breeding 
animals as such, but their working offspring. As a translation of Ùxe›a 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. 

IV. “Offspring” 

Porphyry’s context in passage [c] shows that animals are intended, but that the 
animals in question cannot be stallions. In the inference of “working offspring,” 
just noted, it is clear that Ùxe›a, like gonãw, merely denotes “offspring” and 
that their capacity as work animals is educed from the qualifying phrases, that is, 
from the correspondence between ént¤doula and pÒnvn §kd°ktora in the 
fragment and douleÊonta and diãdoxoi moxyhmãtvn 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 (�����) 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 Ùxe›a and 
leads into Plutarch’s statement of specific differences, at birth, between humans 
and most animals: §pe‹ tÊxh+ ka‹ fÊsei gen°sevw éme¤noni tå ple›sta t«n 
élÒgvn k°xrhtai (“In fact, most animals are better off in luck and nature at 
birth,” de Fort. 2 [98D]). This transition is more natural if Ùxe›a is roughly 
synonymous with gonãw, which is in parallel construction with it, and we have 

                                                        
33Porphyry requires “our,” but Prometheus’s point of view in the fragment, as in the 

earlier play (cf. Pr. 462–66), makes “their” correct. The ����$ 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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Promethean t°xnh that explains these animals’ presence in Pr. 462–65, to 
which this fragment alludes.39 

Clarity motivates the need to mark the unusual dual parentage of mules 
when, as here, a generic word like Ùxe›on, as opposed to ≤m¤onow or ÙreÊw, 
applies to them. Just as Ùxe›on “stallion” could apply to stallion animals other 
than horses (for example, jackasses or cocks), so too Ùxe›on “offspring” ought 
to be applicable to any animal that was produced by Ùxe¤a “mounting.” But to 
judge by resonance, Ùxe›on “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 the ̂ xhma or “mule-car” from the ërma 
or horse-drawn “war-chariot.” If Ùxe›on denotes “offspring,” and the phrase 
·ppvn ˆnvn t' Ùxe›a means “mules,” then the passage from Prometheus 
Bound and the fragment with which we started are, in fact, parallel 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) 

VI. Conclusion 

Even without Porphyry, the inherent difficulties alone make it likely that Aeschylus’ 
Ùxe›a should not mean “stallions”—or coitus or “wagons,” for that matter—
and, so far as I can tell, neither Porphyry nor Plutarch took it in any of those sen-
ses. Instead, they recognized a genuine Early Classical definition of the neuter 
substantive Ùxe›on, 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), I 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 t°xnai) 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. Isager and Skynsgaard 87). Needless to say, oxen are not produced in 
nature either. 
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noun Ùxe¤a “mounting, mating” as a synonym for ˆxeuma “embryo” (above, n. 
6) should be noted by LSJ. More to the point, Aeschylus’s Ùxe›a is a technical 
application of the neuter substantive Ùxe›on, denoting the “offspring,” typically 
but not exclusively mules, of an Ùxe¤a “mounting, mating.” In this sense, 
Ùxe›on is a specialized usage connected to the adjective Ùxe›ow, -a, -0n, 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 -eiow, -a, -on to convey the 
idea of descendance (cf. Kadme›ow, -a, -0n; Tundãreiow, -a, -on). Moreover, this 
meaning of Ùxe›a as “offspring” also demonstrates that Nauck and Mette 
preserve the correct reading of the fragment:41 

����� ���� �� 	
��
 �
� �
���� �����

���� ��������
 �
� ����� ��������
� (Fr. 194 N; fr. 336 M)

                                                        
41It 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 
+$��
; without his generosity and shared expertise, the linguistic part of this argument 
would not have achieved its present form.  
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