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ABSTRACT

The goal of this thesis is to show how the Roman elegists Horace and Propertius adapted the poetic theme of the paraclausithyron (the lament of the locked-out lover) to be a humorous criticism of other elegiac poets and lovers by employing inversions, reversals and parody into their poems. At the time of writing, this was a topic not covered adequately by commentators of the works, if discussed at all. Humour in particular has been greatly overlooked by the academic community in regards to these poems. The work is based upon my own close readings of the primary texts in addition to secondary scholarship. My hope is that this helps to change the way these poems are viewed: instead of seeing them as serious outpourings of emotion, they should be viewed as light-hearted, comedic works.
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Chapter 1 – The Paraclausithyron
The paraclausithyron is the song of a lover at the locked door, having been denied entry to the house of the girl or boy he desires. It is usually a mournful song, reflecting the mind of the lover. The paraclausithyron, I would say, is a theme rather than a genre, and appears in elegy, epigram, lyric, bucolic poems, and comedy.


I have broken all instances of paraclausithyra into three categories: actual paraclausithyra, the songs sung in the present before the home of a beloved; allusions to paraclausithyra, works that make mention of a lover before his beloved’s home, which can include descriptions of a paraclausithyron; and variations of the paraclausithyron, which are actual paraclausithyra, but differ from the traditional motifs to such an extent as to be unique.


The works I have included in the category of actual paraclausithyra are as follows: Alcaeus fr. 374; Aristophanes Ecclesiazusae 960ff.; Theocritus Idyll 3.6ff.; Pseudo-Theocritus Idyll 23.19ff.; the Alexandrian Erotic Fragment; two epigrams by Callimachus, A.P. 5.23 and 12.118; an epigram by Asclepiades, A.P. 5.164; Plautus Curculio 147-154; Horace Odes 3.10
; Tibullus 1.2, 1.5, and 2.6; Propertius 1.16
; Ovid Amores 1.6; an epigram by Strato A.P. 12.252; and an epigram by Rufinus A.P. 5.164.


Allusions to, or descriptions of, paraclausithyra are contained in the following works: Theocritus Idyll 2.127f.; two epigrams by Asclepiades A.P. 5.64, 189; an epigram by an anonymous writer A.P. 12.115; Lucretius 4.1177ff.; four epigrams by Meleager A.P. 5.191, 12.23, 72, 117; Catullus 32.4f; Horace Satires 1.2.64ff., Odes 3.7.29-32, Epodes 11.19-22; Tibullus 1.1.55f., 2.6.11ff.; Propertius 1.8.22, 2.16.6, 3.25.9f.; Ovid Amores 2.19.21f., Ars Amatoria 2.524ff, 3.581f., Remedia Amoris 31ff., 505ff, Fasti 5.339ff., Metamorphoses 14.698ff.; Chariton Callirhoe 1.2.3; and Aristaenetus 2.19.


Variations on the paraclausithyron are: two epigrams by Asclepiades A.P. 5.145, 167; Catullus 67; Horace Odes 1.25, 3.10.20; and Propertius 1.16. I will be spending the greater amount of this thesis discussing the latter two authors, as their works were nearly contemporaneous and share many similarities

While only two elements are necessary for a paraclausithyron, namely the lover and a locked door, there are many other common features. The lover is usually drunk, and is often coming from a symposium. The lover may carry garlands, torches, or wine. The weather at the time of his procession from the symposium, or while at the door itself, is often downcast, with rain, snow, sleet and winds (sometimes simultaneously) beating him. The lover’s mental state is equally downcast. Once at the door, the lover makes his pleas to his beloved if there is no guard present. These pleas can include threats to the beloved, either that the lover will do himself some harm if the door is not opened or that the beloved will one day grow old and be undesirable to all lovers. The lover may also protest against the beloved’s cruelty in leaving him outside, and describe the pain and dejection with which he is afflicted. The accusations of cruelty often include reference to a rival for the beloved’s attentions. Accusations are often directed at several figures. Gifts may also be offered to the beloved in the form of garlands, wine, or a verse scratched on the door itself. The lover will at times end his pleas by promising to leave the beloved forever, though these promises are usually vain. After he is done pleading, the lover may hold an overnight vigil at the door.

In Roman versions of paraclausithyra, it is often the door that is addressed by the lover. The door may even be personified and respond. This is the case in Catullus 67 and Propertius 1.16. This was a fully Roman invention, and has no precedent in Greek works.


Paraclausithyra have been extensively studied by Frank Olin Copley in Exclusus Amator: A Study in Latin Love Poetry, and Francis Cairns in Generic Composition in Greek and Roman Poetry. Copley gives an overview of every work that includes mention of a locked door and a lover. While he gives an in-depth outline of the history of the paraclausithyron from its origins to Ovid, he does not offer a detailed critical appreciation of the poems.  He also does not differentiate between actual paraclausithyra and variations on or allusions to paraclausithyra. He examines all works that make any reference to a locked-out lover, whether presented in the moment or recounted after the fact. Indeed, a major flaw in Copley’s study, which I hope to correct somewhat, is that its treatment of the poems, lacking categorization of their various elements, is too broad.


Cairns offers a different approach to studying the paraclausithyron, which he terms the komos. He looks at the paraclausithyron as one genre, setting out strict guidelines for what a poem must contain for it to be considered paraclausithyron.
 His book’s thesis is that “the whole of classical poetry is written in accordance with the sets of rules of the various genres”
, and he analyzes the paraclausithyron accordingly as its own genre. He points out variations within genre and isolates individual examples and critically analyzes them, paying particular attention to literary techniques such as inversion, innovation, and reversal of roles.


While Cairns is more thorough and analytical than Copley, this sometimes detracts from his study. He often is too rigid, and does not offer as many examples of the paraclausithyron as Copley does, excluding instances that do not fit his presumed definition of the genre. I do not agree with his assessment that every poem is written within firm generic constraints; I feel that the poets simply adopted well-known motifs and made their own variations.

Commentaries on individual poems vary in the amount of discussion they dedicate to the paraclausithyron form. Like many commentators, Hodge and Buttimore in their discussion of Propertius 1.16
 only state that the poem is a paraclausithyron, and relate it to Catullus without expanding on the features of the motif itself, or how Propertius has adapted it. Daniel Garrison's commentary on the Odes of Horace does likewise.
 Murgatroyd's commentary on the paraclausithyra of Tibullus is more useful in regard to the development of the theme.
 He writes about the aspects of the paraclausithyron in relation to 1.2, 1.5, and 2.6, noting the variations Tibullus introduces, in relation to the established principles of the theme, as well as to his own earlier poems. Similarly, John Godwin devotes attention to the motif and its literary development in his commentary on Catullus' poems 61-68
, as do J.C. McKeown, in relation to Ovid's Amores 1.6, and Nisbet and Rudd, in their commentary on Horace’s third book of Odes.
 Stavros Frangoulidis has written an article discussing Plautus’ use of the paraclausithyron in the Curculio that follows a similar approach. The topics studied by these scholars include the length of the poems, complexity in the blending of themes, innovation in details, parody, humour, tone, epic allusions, and satire.

For my part, I will be looking at the paraclausithyra more in the manner of the commentators and Frangoulidis than of Copley and Cairns, with particular focus on literary criticism. I will not make a distinction between Greek and Roman usages, but treat both as belonging to one, integral tradition. I will provide an overview of actual paraclausithyra down to the Augustan period, pointing out uses of humour, wit, variation and ingenuity not already noted by other commentators. This will provide the background and context for Horace’s and Propertius’ original treatments of the theme. 

The origin of the paraclausithyron is not known, but there are theories as to who invented the theme. The earliest surviving paraclausithyron is from the seventh century, found in Alcaeus fr. 374. This short fragment is only one line: δέξαι με κωμάσδοντα δέξαι λίσσομαι σε λίσσομαι.
 While there is dispute about whether this is a paraclausithyron, I believe that there is enough evidence to rightfully assume it is. We have a reveller, with the participle in the past tense, implying he has finished at the symposium, and now he is locked out from somewhere. While we cannot know for certain whether he is a locked-out lover, we can draw enough of a connection to the traditional paraclausithyron: these two elements comprise a basic, actual paraclausithyron. Quite recently, Michael Cummings has published an article asserting that the fifth-century poet Gnesippus created the paraclausithyron, basing his theory on a fragment of Eupolis, which states that Gnesippus “invented nocturnal songs to call out women with.”
 Unfortunately, nothing of Gnesippus’ work survives, and so it is difficult to say with certainty if this theory is true.


The next instance of an actual paraclausithyron is a complete example, in Aristophanes’ fourth-century Ecclesiazusae 960ff. Being a comedy, this paraclausithyron is able to take advantage of the humour of the lover’s situation. The context is that a new law has just been passed in Athens, requiring any young Athenians lovers to first have sex with old, ugly citizens before engaging with each other. Epigenes, a young man, arrives at his beloved’s door, only to be beset by three old hags who insist he go through them to get to his actual beloved. What follows is a series of interchanges between the characters, with insults thrown at the old women, and taunts returned to the young lovers. Eventually Epigenes is dragged off stage by the old women to a fate that may safely be assumed.


This paraclausithyron has many of the elements that will appear as standard in the paraclausithyra to follow. There is the lover calling the girl at the door, and trying to win her over with flattering words. There is also the threat from the lover that he will die if the door is not opened.  Epigenes, as is revealed by the first old woman, is also carrying a torch.


The humour in this example is based mostly upon the idea of the young having to sleep with the old, but there are other moments of humour during the paraclausithyron itself.
 When Epigenes knocks on the door, the first old woman appears suddenly and asks if he was looking for her. It would be clear to her that this is not the case, and her suggestion of it is humorous. There is also sarcasm in Epigenes’ response to the first old woman that he will not kiss her due to fear of her lover. The young woman also has a humorous line, claiming that the new law will create a city of Oedipuses. The progression of older and uglier hags appearing, one being described as a “powdered monkey”, and two dragging Epigenes off, would also be amusing to see. Prior to this play, the paraclausithyron was not a humorous theme. Aristophanes does not make the paraclausithyron itself comedic, but inserts humour into the situation while the lament is taking place.

A.H. Sommerstein offers another interpretation as to what would have been amusing for Athenian audiences to see: discussing the inclination of Old Comedy to glorify the old and insult the young, he writes “from a comic point of view it may actually be a merit of Praxagora’s scheme that it enables conceited young men to be treated as Epigenes is treated here, while benefitting older men by giving them preferential treatment as regards opportunities for sexual activity.”
 The older Athenian men in the audience may have been on the side of the old women, and enjoyed seeing one of the arrogant young Athenians receive, in their eyes, his just deserts.


The ingenuity in Aristophanes’ paraclausithyron is threefold: firstly, it is in the willingness of the young girl to admit her lover. In the Alcaeus example, the reveller was certainly locked out of the house to which he desired access, and based on later examples, this was probably the standard trope. In the Ecclesiazusae, both lover and beloved want the lover to gain entry, but are hindered by three guards in the form of the old women. This is the next example of Aristophanes’ ingenuity. The motif of a guard on the door repeats itself in later paraclausithyra. Although the paraclausithyron begins with Epigenes making pleas to the girl herself, it later moves on to him pleading with the old women. Again, it is difficult to ascertain whether Aristophanes invented the element of guards at the door, or if it existed in lost poems, but this is the first time it appears in what has come down to us. Lastly, the ending of this paraclausithyron varies greatly from other examples. In later paraclausithyra, the incidents usually end quite abruptly, without the reader knowing what becomes of the lover. In Aristophanes, however, the scene resolves and the audience is well aware of the lover’s fate. These variations of the theme not only show Aristophanes’ own ingenuity, but take advantage of the humour of the setting not before seen with the paraclausithyron. This would later be taken up by Roman authors.

Theocritus, in the third century, provides the first Hellenistic example of an actual paraclausithyron in his third Idyll. An unnamed goatherd visits his beloved Amaryllis. He serenades her outside her home, offers her gifts, and claims he will die when she does not respond. Theocritus includes many common motifs in his paraclausithyron, but the details of the motifs are what make his different from others. Firstly, the motif of the lover outside of a home is present in this work, but the lover’s way is not barred by a locked door. Amaryllis lives inside a cave, and it is in front of this that the goatherd is making his appeals. The image of a goatherd, surrounded by his goats, and lamenting before a cave could be seen as humorous, especially to Theocritus’ audience of Alexandrian aristocrats. Here was a lowly goatherd taking part in the traditionally urbane paraclausithyron. In addition to that, there is not even a door before which the goatherd is serenading. The setting is so low-class that the dwellings do not even have doors! Along with the setting of a cave, the girl the goatherd is serenading differs from others in that she is a simple country girl. Again, to the Alexandrian audience, this girl would not be worth the degradation that is the lover’s lot in paraclausithyron, and the whole affair would be laughable.

Theocritus also demonstrates ingenuity and humour in the gifts he has the goatherd offer. It seems from other paraclausithyra that the common gifts offered were garlands, wine, and lines of poetry. In the Idyll, a garland is offered, but the other gifts are an apple and a goat. The goatherd surely saw these as appropriate gifts, but to readers, and likely the girl, these are laughable. Why would a single apple convince Amaryllis to allow the goatherd to enter? Even more outlandish is the offer of a goat. What would she do with a goat as a gift? While the futile attempts by the goatherd may be pitifully sad, his choice of gifts is so ridiculous that it is comic. Once again, Theocritus’ audience would garner the most comedy from this. They have already been able to laugh at the goatherd and his beloved’s home, but now they are shown what the country peasants think of as gifts. They are not wealthy, sophisticated goods, but simple animals and fruit. It is a cruel joke to play on the lower-class rural dwellers, but it is an effective one nonetheless.


Overall, Idyll III is a parody of the paraclausithyron. The lover is not before a locked door, but an open cave, the weather is not cold and dreary, but sunny, and the mythical allusions that the lover uses to gain entry are inept. There is no pity to be felt for this lover that may be felt for other paraclausithyric lovers, as this one is too ridiculous and comic.
 Furthermore, the giving of these gifts was an Hellenstic Egyptian practice, and here it is transferred to the countryside, a setting seen as less-sophisticated.

Pseudo-Theocritus’ Idyll 23 contains another actual paraclausithyra. This poem is unique in that it may be seen as two paraclausithyra. The poet is telling a story to his beloved of a lover shut out from his beloved, and the calamity that befalls both due to his not being admitted to the house. The poet himself is currently locked out of his beloved’s at the time of the telling. So this poem is itself a paraclausithyron, while also containing a paraclausithyron, an ingenious addition. The internal paraclausithyron commences at line 19. This paraclausithyron contains numerous traditional elements, such as the lover kissing the doorframe, weeping, promising never to return to the door, threatening that the beloved will grow old, and threatening suicide. However, this lover is different: he follows through with the threat by hanging himself.


The internal paraclausithyron in Pseudo-Theocritus’ Idyll is melancholy, but the ending of the poem itself contains black humour. To begin with, the beloved opens his door to find the corpse of his shunned lover hanging there. Instead of taking the corpse down, he chooses to leave it hanging. Surely, a corpse hanging from a doorway would obstruct the boy in some way, and be something of an eyesore. Yet, so stubborn is the beloved that he still does not acknowledge his suitor. He would rather leave the corpse of the man hanging from his door than dedicate any time towards him. The humour continues with the end of the poem: the stone by which the lover has hanged himself falls on top of the beloved and kills him also. The dark irony here is unmistakable. There may also be a subtle use of black humour in the message the poet is trying to convey to his beloved. By telling this story, he may be inferring that if he is not let into his beloved’s home, he too will kill himself, and his corpse may end up killing her too. She had better let him in or a corpse will lead to her death too!


Asclepiades has three paraclausithyra surviving in the Greek Anthology; only one, 5.164, is an actual paraclausithyron. In this epigram, the lover is outside of his beloved Nico’s door, but evidently not complaining to her. The lover calls upon the Night itself to be the only witness to the harsh treatment he is facing. This call to Night is the first instance of something being addressed to someone or something not directly involved in the lover’s shutting out. However, while the lover claims to be addressing the Night, he surely intends for those inside the house to hear these pleas. This intention shows itself further in the initial line: νύξ: σὲ γὰρ οὐκ ἄλλην μαρτύρομαι…
 The addition of “and no other” is his attempt to cover up his own intent, but he is protesting too much. He wants his beloved inside to hear the threat that she may one day go to his home and not be admitted.


Along with the new element of the addressee, Asclepiades is ingenious in not laying blame upon the beloved herself, but on Nico’s servant Pythias. The lover claims he is invited to the door, but it is the fault of Pythias that he cannot gain entry. This ingenuity has comedic effect. If Pythias is indeed the slave of Nico, and Nico invited the lover to the door, surely Pythias would not be able to prevent his entry. The lover is trying to keep his beloved blameless in the affair, creating a false picture in his mind that can be either pathetic or humorous.


The first of two works of Callimachus within the Greek Anthology that are actual paraclausithyra is 5.23. Here, Callimachus is lamenting his treatment at the hands of Conopion. It is here that the motif of a lover sleeping at the threshold is taken up. Other characters are also mentioned: the lover claims that even the neighbours pity his situation. Again we see the trope of threatening the lover with old age.


Callimachus’ second actual paraclausithyron is 12.118. This employs more ingenuity than the other. In this epigram, the lover is again at the door of his beloved, this time a boy named Archinus, but he is not there of his own free will. Indeed, he tells his beloved to reproach him if he is. He is there because “strong wine and love compelled him”. The lover is not apologetic that he is in this situation, but is offering the excuse that he would not be there if he were in his right mind. In other paraclausithyra
, the lover is often drunk, but does not blame his going to the door on this. Wine often leads to exaggerated and desperate behaviour, but here it creates a more maudlin lover. In 12.118, indeed, the lover is far more level-headed than other locked-out lovers.  Whereas they wail, cry, threaten, or do themselves harm, this lover simply kisses the doorway, admits that this is not something a sober person would do, and acknowledges that he may be in the wrong to do so. He accepts what his beloved may think of him, but is past the point of caring.


With that in mind, the excuse of drunkenness may be just that: simply an excuse. Callimachus may be hoping that, under the veil of being drunk, he can say whatever he feels and not be held responsible.
 It is a clever way for him to say what he really feels, but still have the excuse that he simply was inebriated and not in control of his actions. This deceptive conduct adds subtle wit to the epigram. He may in fact not be drunk at all, but wants to appear maudlin. However, he does not want to appear effeminate, and so uses the excuse of wine to disguise his true personality.

The Alexandrian Erotic Fragment from the end of the second century contains an actual paraclausithyron as “a kind of declamation in character, the lament of some Ariadne for her Theseus.”
 This subject matter is what makes the Erotic Fragment inventive. It is the only surviving example of a paraclausithyron written from a female to a male.


Plautus’s Curculio is the first surviving Roman example of a paraclausithyron, likely based on a Greek original. Like Aristophanes before him, Plautus is able to exploit the humour of the locked-out lover’s situation. Prior to the actual paraclausithyron, Phaedromus addresses the door as if it were another character of the comedy, without making any pleas. This personification of the door is the distinguishing feature of Roman paraclausithyra. The theme of furtivus amor is also apparent in Curculio, as is the trope of a custos watching over the girl
, both of which became common themes in later Roman paraclausithyra. This address to the door is full of ingenious reversals to the paraclausithyron. Phaedromus’ actual appeal to a door begins at line 147. It is not the locked door of his beloved’s house before which he is pleading, but the door of a brothel. Phaedromus’ beloved is the prostitute Planesium, who is held by Cappadox the pimp. Unlike Greek paraclausithyra, Plautus' lover here is not downcast at all, but light-hearted. Phaedromus does not claim to hate the doors, or show any anger towards them, but expresses his love for them, and tries to make the bolts feel guilty for not allowing Planesium to leave. This coaxing of the door is ridiculous and meant to be humorous. Why should the bolts feel guilty? Or for that matter, how would bolts feel guilty? This humour is extended by another reversal in the sudden appearance of Planesium, as if the guilt-trips to the bolts were effective.


After Plautus, the Roman paraclausithyron does not appear for generations. Copley writes that “as far as the peculiarly Roman paraclausithyron is concerned, [there is] a regression from the type established by Plautus to the earlier Hellenistic pattern.”
 It is not known if there were paraclausithyra written that are simply lost to us now, or if they continued in a non-literary form. Copley again theorizes that the paraclausithyron did exist in both written form and as an actual practice. He uses Lucretius' description of a paraclausithyric lover in 4.1177, which features both a personified door and the melancholy themes seen in the later elegists, as his basis for believing that there must have been written paraclausithyra in the years intervening between Plautus and Lucretius.
 


The next instances of actual paraclausithyra are three poems in Tibullus’ body of work: 1.2, 1.5, and 2.6. Each one develops the theme further, and adds new variations. 1.2, for instance, includes multiple addressees, new tropes, and manipulation of the theme; the poem is also much longer than prior examples. Paul Murgatroyd has produced commentaries on each of these poems, and points in detail to these ingenious variations.


Ovid is the last of the Augustan elegists to use the paraclausithyron, in Amores 1.6. Typical of Ovid, there is mockery and self-deprecating humour in his paraclausithyron. The lover is outside of his beloved's house and is begging the door-keeper to allow him entry. The humour comes from the authority given to the door-keeper, who is a servile figure, but here must be cajoled by a free-born man. The door-keeper is the sole holder of power in the situation, and is even addressed as a god. J.C. McKeown looks in detail at this poem, and its humour and inventiveness.


Over the span of its use, the paraclausithyron developed into not only a more complex, ingenious form, but also into a more humorous and witty one. The locked-out lover became a way in which poets could express their love for their beloved, but also display their own sense of humour. Catullus, Horace and Propertius brought this use of humour to its zenith with their takes on the locked-out lover's serenade.

Chapter 2 – Horace

Extremum Tanain si biberes, Lyce,
saevo nupta viro, me tamen asperas
porrectum ante foris obicere incolis
plorares Aquilonibus

audis, quo strepitu ianua, quo nemus
inter pulcra satum tecta remugiat
ventis et positas ut glaciet nives
puro numine Iuppiter?

ingratam Veneri pone superbiam,
ne currente retro funis eat rota:
non te Penelopen difficilem procis
Tyrrhenus genuit parens.
o quamvis neque te munera nec preces
nec tinctus viola pallor amantium
nec vir Pieria paelice saucius
curvat, supplicibus tuis


parcas, nec rigida mollior aesculo
nec Mauris animum mitior anguibus:
non hoc semper erit liminis aut aquae
caelestis patiens latus.


Horace’s Odes 3.10 presents us with a vastly different paraclausithyron. Whereas earlier paraclausithyra have focused on the lover’s heartfelt attempts to gain entry to his mistress, with mostly subtle uses of humour, Horace does the opposite: this paraclausithyron is a parody of the theme, with an inept lover making incompetent attempts to enter the home of a married woman who seems to have had no previous desire for him. The lover is outside the opulent house of Lyce. The lover tries convincing her to allow him entry, and commit adultery, since her vir is with his own mistress. When his attempts to gain entry fails, the lover threatens to leave Lyce forever.


There have been various views from scholars relating to Horace’s intentions with Odes 3.10. Nisbet and Rudd have given the most thorough overview. They view 3.10 as deriving its humour from the sheer amount of exaggeration employed, pointing to specific examples such as the weather, overstatement of the beloved’s stubbornness, and hyperbole from the lover himself. Nisbet and Rudd also comment on Horace’s ingenuity in 3.10, citing reversals such as Horace playing the part of the rival, and the absence of traditional tropes.
 Copley makes similar comments on the ways in which ingenuity is employed, and discusses the use of diffamatio as both an ingenious and humorous addition, as well as the mockery of existing tropes of the paraclausithyra.
 Williams writes that it is Horace’s depiction of himself whence the humour derives, with him appearing undignified and ridiculous.
 West believes that the excesses of lovers are mocked in 3.10
, and lastly, Arkins writes that Horace’s paraclausithyron is first and foremost a parody of the theme by undermining its traditional motifs.


I agree with the conclusions reached by these earlier scholars, but think there is yet more humour and ingenuity still to be uncovered. Comic exaggeration has been touched on by Nisbet and Rudd, but I believe there is more to be said. Moreover, the commentators do not discuss the mock-solemn tone, which adds to the humour substantially. Although Arkins discusses parody in 3.10, there is more over-the-top parody that is remains to be discussed.

While the aforementioned scholars find humour in the way Horace presents his paraclausithyron, and the techniques he uses to deflate or parody the theme, they do not sufficiently discuss the characters themselves: for instance, the character Horace is portraying is silly, narcissistic, unrealistic, and makes maladroit attempts to win over Lyce. Furthermore, Lyce herself is rarely discussed at all by the critics beyond her Etruscan heritage. I believe her feelings add to the comic interpretation of this poem. There is no indication that she and the exclusus amator have ever been involved romantically, and she likely sees him as a pest. This is a reversal of the prior established paraclausithyra, where the lover and beloved have some type of history together. This completely deflates his final threat to leave her alone, as this may be exactly what she wants. It is easy to view her response to this threat as ‘good riddance’.

A very crucial humorous element that is overlooked by scholars is the identity of the lover. The scholarship thus far assumes that the lover is Horace himself, but there is no reason to believe this is the case. There are two possibilities as to the identity of the lover, and both offer different chances for humour. If the lover is indeed Horace, then the humour of the poem is self-deprecating. He is making fun of himself and his own ineptness. On the other hand, if the lover is simply a character Horace has created for the poem, the humour comes from the insulting view Horace has of locked-out lovers. He depicts them as moronic and completely ridiculous.
Horace’s Ode 3.10 begins with the lover outside of the house of a woman named Lyce. He makes the claim that, were she a Scythian, she would still feel pity for him having to endure her doorstep. The entirety of the first stanza is a hypothetical situation: Lyce is not a Scythian, nor any foreigner for that matter. This makes the lover’s entire criticism of her invalid; why does he even bother to bring it up in his plea? The lover is hopelessly inept – a theme that continues through the entire poem.

The very first word in the poem establishes it as a departure from the traditional paraclausithyra: extremum. Whereas earlier poets have tried to accentuate the closeness between the lover and the beloved, this poem begins with a word denoting distance. Here it refers to the distant Scythia, a land of savagery and barbarism to the Roman mind.

The mention of a Scythian establishes another major theme in this poem: insult. Merely suggesting that Lyce could be similar to Scythian woman, even hypothetically, would be insulting to a dignified Roman woman. The insult is taken further when the lover claims that a Scythian would feel remorse for the lover, implying that Lyce is in fact worse than a savage. Other women beloved by locked-out lovers are hard - Lyce is the hardest. For the lover to think this unflattering comment would somehow sway Lyce’s mind into allowing him to enter her home is laughably incompetent.

Another humorous image is created by the hypothetical Scythian setting. The lover is (presumably) a Roman citizen. For a Scythian woman to take pity on him stretched before her door, he must be acting in this undignified way in Scythia itself, infatuated with a barbarian. The paraclausithyron commonly represents the lover as unmindful of his own dignity, but this image takes things to a new level: a civilized, proud Roman man would allow himself to be treated so poorly by a foreign woman, and endure all the torment to which the exclusus amator was accustomed.

The name Lyce has connotations. Lyce, being the Greek word for she-wolf, was a common name for prostitutes. While we are led to believe that this is the woman’s actual name, and not a pseudonym taken on for a bawdy profession, the association is still there for the reader. Moreoever, this name may bring to mind the Lupercalia festival, its purpose of flagellating women to be more fertile
, and the fact that the women taking part in the Lupercalia indulged in sexual license.
 Holleman also writes that “at Rome, the Lupa became the prototype for female sexual misconduct.”
 With these connotations, it would be assumed that Lyce would be very open with her sexuality and would allow the lover inside her home. That this is not the case, the expectations of the reader are played with and overturned. Alternatively, these associations may be correct, and yet the lover is so ridiculous that even Lyce refuses to fornicate with him. Perhaps she does allow multiple lovers to see her, but it is just this one man whom she refuses for whatever reason, be it his ineptness, idiocy, or, possibly, appearance. 

The first stanza of 3.10 is also humorous by virtue of its mock-poetic tone. As Nisbet and Hubbard write, “it was an old poetic way of identifying the inhabitants of a country to mention the river that they drank.”
 David West agrees that “in this context, the first line is a mock-poetic way of saying, ‘If you were a Scythian’”
. Williams likewise writes that “the opening line is a highflown epic way of saying ‘if you lived in south Russia’.”
 The use of descriptions usually reserved for lofty, poetic scenes in this frivolous paraclausithyron is comic. Horace may also be poking fun at previous paraclausithyra that take themselves too seriously. Horace realizes that the trope is undignified and something to be laughed at, and wants to make fun of the poets who do not also realize this.

The opening line also plays with the expectations of the reader, appearing to be a solemn verse. The mentions of the farthest Tanais and of savage men give the poem an exotic feel, but this is completely deflated in the third line, when the lover makes it known that he is lying outside her door. The allusions to epic and distant lands are gone, and the scene is brought back to a silly (probably drunk) Roman lying on the doorstep of a woman who does not want to have sex with him. This humour is at the readers’ expense, and it surely would have provided some humour for Horace himself to see their reactions.

The phrase in the second line, saevo nupta viro, requires background knowledge of Scythian customs. According to West, “[Scythians] were known for the sternness of their sexual morality and the severity of their punishments for breaches of it.”
 The lover claims that even if Lyce was married to a Scythian, who would punish her for committing adultery, she would still feel sorry for him and allow him inside. Again, she is called worse than a Scythian who, in the lover’s mind, would have a legitimate reason for refusing him. But in making this claim, the lover is ignoring the lex Iulia de Adulteriis. This law stated that it was permissible for a woman to be killed if she committed adultery. Moreover, the man who seduces the married woman could also be killed. With that law in mind, the entire hypothetical situation established by the lover is nonsensical. The lover claims that if she had a reason to be afraid for her own well-being, as a Scythian woman would, then she would feel pity for him. But as it turns out, she may be married, and does have a reason to be in fear for her safety if she commits adultery.

The lack of caring displayed by Lyce for the lover provides further humour arising from the ineptitude of the lover. He tries to play on her pity for him, yet there is no indication that she has any, or indeed has ever cared for him at all. There are no previous mentions of a Lyce within Horace’s Odes, nor are there any references within 3.10 to the lover and Lyce having a past together. So then, why should she feel pity for a man she barely knows, and probably does not wish to know, lying outside her door? The lover’s absolute obliviousness to her state of mind is taken to the point of absurdity, and this is laughable.

The first word of the third line, porrectum, yields more humour from its mock-poetic tone. The word is used commonly in verse to describe dead soldiers
 or corpses washed-up on a shore.
 The lover is comparing his own humiliating position with that of heroes and soldiers who have died in war. This is a gross exaggeration of his position and the ‘pains’ he is enduring on the doorstep. The lover is so ridiculous that he may even believe himself to be equal to the dead.

The use of porrectum further shows the lover’s ineptitude. He is comparing himself to a dull, lifeless corpse, and expects this to convince Lyce to admit him. Surely, if a woman chose to commit adultery, she would want to do so with someone virile and worth the effort. She has no reason to believe that the lover will quickly be invigorated upon entering her home and able to provide a suitable amount of pleasure to her. For all she knows, he may act like the same lifeless body once he is in her bed, and that would certainly not be a reason for her to conduct on any affair with him.

The first traditional trope of the paraclausithyron comes mid-way through the third line with the reference to the doors as asperas. It was common for the poets to call the doors cruel, and to blame their situations on the door instead of the mistress, but in Horace’s poem, this comes too late. The lover has already blamed Lyce for his predicament, saying that her cruelty is its cause. To call the doors cruel now is pointless, and Lyce is likely already offended. The lover’s ineptitude continues.

The first stanza as a whole is mock solemn. What seems to start out as a serious address is entirely deflated due to the revelation of its representing a hypothetical situation that has no bearing on the real circumstance, constituting merely a would-be-lover’s foolish pleas to get into a woman’s house. The absurdity of the complaints add to the deflation: the inherent claim that the lover is making is that only uncivilized peoples shun lovers. For a woman to make a lover wait outside a house is un-Roman, and even barbarians would shrink from doing so.

The next stanza of 3.10 has the lover describe the exterior of Lyce’s home, and asks her if she can hear the sounds in the night. These include her door, the snow, and the winds. While the tone of this stanza is intended by the lover to be more serious, to the reader, it remains ridiculous, and even surpasses the first stanza in its absurdity. 

The parody of this stanza relates to the trope of the exclusus amator’s complaint of enduring bad weather. In earlier paraclausithyra, lovers complain of being drenched by rain
, and running the risk of being struck by lightning
 but Horace’s has written his paraclausithyron to be a parody of them. He is not simply claiming that the lover is not only at the risk of it happening; it is actually occurring! He is also poking fun at the locked-out lovers of the past by going beyond simply rain to rain, snow, ice and wind at the same time. This is comical hyperbole. In addition, Horace is mocking the assumption of the lover that these complaints might sway his beloved. The complaints about enduring weather are made by the lovers to move their beloveds to pity. If the beloved really did care about the locked-out lovers, she would not need to be swayed by them, but feel pity regardless. In 3.10, no history between the lover and Lyce is mentioned, so there is no reason to think that she cares if he is sitting in the rain and snow. 

This stanza also serves to inform the reader of Lyce’s wealth, but does not disclose in what manner it was acquired (it is not until the fifth stanza that we learn Lyce may in fact be married to a rich husband.). This leaves the reader wondering if she is simply a courtesan with whom the lover may have had a history, and whom he may still have a chance of seeing again.

In the sixth line, the lover describes Lyce’s nemus as being among her pulchra tecta. The pulchra further suggests Lyce is living a wealthy life. As Williams writes, “the detail of the beautiful house with a grove of trees planted in the courtyard, indicates to the reader the rich luxury of Lyce’s house.”
 At this point, Horace has the reader wondering what has made Lyce so rich. Her name, along with her wealth, may again be indicative of a high-class prostitute. Horace is once more amusingly playing with the readers’ expectations. Nisbet and Rudd point out that “it is her pulchra tecta that are contrasted with Scythian huts.”
 This adds to his earlier clumsiness in making that comparison. To compare any civilized woman to a Scythian would be insulting, but to compare a rich one, with a luxurious house to one who would have a small hut is doubly offensive. Moreover, while the house surely is beautiful, the lover still has not given any compliments to Lyce herself. Perhaps if he were as generous with his compliments towards Lyce as with his praise of the house, he would be more successful in seducing her. His ineptitude prevents this.

Along with the wind, the lover describes the fallen snow freezing by the pure divinity of Jupiter. The absurdity in this description comes from the fact that it is still dependent on audis from the fifth line. The lover is asking if Lyce can hear the snow freeze. To which noise is the lover referring? West writes, “Horace sets a problem in this stanza by saying that Lyce hears...how Jupiter freezes the snow. Either Horace is imagining the scrunch of Jupiter’s footsteps, as Pasquali
 believes, or a crackling noise as he goes about his freezing business, or else Horace is drifting away from the meaning of audis to visual perception.”
 I am not convinced by Pasquali’s belief that the lover is hearing Jupiter himself making the noise by walking around outside. What reason would Jupiter have to be walking around Lyce’s garden at this time, without saying anything to the lover, and without any other reference to him by the lover? It seems that a god walking around in the snow should draw more attention than a simple “do you hear him?” I think the thought of Jupiter himself walking around the garden is a bit too imaginative, and there is no reason for him to be outside Lyce’s house. West’s claim that the lover is stretching the meaning of audis is possible. However, I believe that West may be going a bit too far: audio does not appear to mean ‘to perceive’ in any other usages
, and I do not believe it is being used as such here. I believe there is no noise being made, and that the lover is simply running out of objects to ask her about, so has settled on the snow itself. This interpretation is keeping with the theme of an inept speaker who makes comically awkward endeavours and comparisons. He is not even aware that what he is asking is foolish.

The mock-poetic tone continues into the last line of the second stanza with the mention of Jupiter. Not only has the lover brought the gods into his frivolous situation, but the king of the gods himself. Furthermore, he describes Jupiter’s power as puro numine - pure divinity. Jupiter is not a figure who gives an impression of having ‘pure’ divinity. His history is quite sordid, and filled with lies, war, and rape. To refer to him as pure in any way seem quite inappropriate, and a sign that the lover may not be fully aware of the figure he is describing. Paul Shorey writes that “Jupiter is in a sense the sky” and the phrase means “cloudless sky and divine power.”
 Nisbet and Rudd believe similarly, writing “Jupiter is the old weather-god, who is sometimes identified with the sky”
, and Williams agrees, claiming this phrase describes the clear sky, as “Juppiter is in origin the Indo-European Sky-God”.
 Certainly, the phrase does primarily denote the sky, but all the commentators are overlooking another possibility: with all the inclement weather conditions the lover describes, would the sky be clear? The lover has described to Lyce that he is being beaten by winds, and there is fallen snow. Near the end of the poem, he also seems to claim that there is rain. Aside from the exaggeration that all of this may be occurring at the same time, it is not probable for the sky to also be clear. The sky would need to be overcast for all this precipitation to fall. The lover is so concerned with crafting this unusual expression
 and appearing learned that he does not concern himself with whether it makes any sense. He has been making so many exaggerations and lies that he has confused his own story to the point of absurdity. This is merely another attempt by the lover to sound grandiose and poetic. He could have used more straightforward terms to describe the clear sky, but considers himself to be above simple language. He uses this lofty expression to appear more sophisticated that he actually is, but once again fails to do so.
The third stanza shifts from the lover complaining to reproaching Lyce. He tells her that her conduct is offensive to Venus, that she had better change her demeanour, and that she was not reared by her parents to act in this way. The stanza begins with the lover telling her that she should lay aside her arrogance, superbiam, as it is insulting to Venus. This brings in another direct mention of an Olympian god immediately after mentioning Jupiter. This serves to continue the mock-poetic tone, but could have a further joke behind it. As mentioned earlier, there were strict laws on sexual morality, the lex Julia, having been put in place by Augustus himself. Augustus was a proponent of maintaining the moral integrity of Rome, and these laws were established for that reason. Augustus also considered Venus to be a part of his direct lineage. For the lover to say that Venus would be in support of Lyce committing infidelity, and would even be offended that she chooses not to, is equal to saying that Augustus’ own ancestors would be against his laws. Since it is the lover making this claim, Horace is not making a serious attack on Augustus, but perhaps is adding a flippant touch.

The lover claiming that Venus would be offended by Lyce being faithful to her vir is also ridiculous. There is no merit to this claim as a legitimate argument for Lyce to allow the lover in. If Venus was upset by her arrogance, she would punish Lyce. As Lyce has not been punished thus far for her refusing the lover, this is a misguided threat. It is also a ridiculous argument that Lyce would have no defense against, as she cannot claim to know the will of the gods. Likewise, neither can the lover, but he is represented as stupidly hoping that his preposterous (though to him, ingenious) claim will fool Lyce. 

The lover possibly reveals his background in the tenth line. He uses an unusual expression to illustrate the consequences of Lyce’s refusal to open her door. He claims that Lyce should not hesitate, ‘lest the rope flies off while the wheel turns’. David West writes that this is a rustic expression, “remind[ing] us how close the Romans were to their farming origins.”
 While West is correct in his assertion, he does not note the comedic function of this expression, and believes it was simply common to Romans. I believe that this expression may not be as common as West claims – at least not among urbane people like Lyce. The lover may have just shown to Lyce that he is not a learned, refined Roman, to whom Lyce might be attracted, but that he may, in fact, be a country boor. If this is true, it would recall Theocritus’ third Idyll with the goatherd. There, the audience was invited to laugh at the rural lover making his own attempts at the urbane paraclausithyron. Horace has possibly characterized his lover to be similar to that one, and the elite Roman audience would have the same reaction as the Alexandrians. The tone of this line’s expression is a drastic shift from the solemnity of line 9. The lover moves from discussing Venus and threatening that she will retaliate, to speaking about a pulley-like device running out of rope. The shift is from lofty gods to a rural or rustic device, that, when juxtaposed in this way, creates a humorous dichotomy that renders the solemn line ineffective. Furthermore, the implied threat of line 10 is itself ineffective: the lover is telling Lyce that, if she hesitates further to allow him inside her home, he will leave her and the opportunity for his love will be lost forever. If there was any indication that Lyce was interested in the lover, or that they had a past together, this threat would be valid. As it stands however, she would probably be glad to see him leave, as he is nothing more than a pest calling at her door.

The next two lines mention Lyce having an Etruscan father, which may further reinforce her higher class. Etruscans were ‘historically and artistically the most important of the indigenous peoples of pre-Roman Italy.”
 She now has a lover who may have a low-class background calling on someone of her more distinguished past. Etruscans also had a love of luxury. A simple countryman would not possibly provide for her high-class desires. This all leads to the lover looking pathetic, and the audience is provided with dark humour at his expense.

Along with the reputation Etruscans had for luxury, they also were known for their licentiousness.
 The lover may be hoping that Lyce is herself licentious and willing to admit him. However, by making such an assumption, the lover would be again insulting Lyce, and supposing she is promiscuous. This would contradict the lover’s earlier accusation that she is insulting to Venus, and further points out the lover’s ineptitude in his pleas.

The final humour of this stanza is provided by the lover comparing her to Penelope. However, he does not claim she is like Penelope, “the model of fidelity, prudence and ingenuity”
, and a woman renowned for her loyalty
, but claims she is nothing like her. This is quite inaccurate: Penelope denied accepting any of the suitors’ offers, and now Lyce is doing just that. Once again, the lover is trying to incorporate loftier themes into his pleas while not fully understanding those themes himself. Another of Penelope’s traits that Lyce shares is her patience.
 Penelope endured waiting for her husband while suitors plagued her, while Lyce is doing the same thing. Penelope had no interest in her suitors and remained loyal to her husband, while not plainly telling her suitors to leave her alone. The lover here is as unwanted as Penelope’s suitors, but Lyce is letting him waste his time outside her door with no intention of giving him what he wants: she too is loyal to her vir. Aside from the fallacy of the lover’s claim, it is quite insulting to Lyce to say she is nothing like Penelope and was not raised to be so. He might as well tell her she was raised to be more similar to a prostitute. This clearly would not help him in his endeavours.

The pinnacle of this stanza’s comedy comes from his mention of the suitors of the Odyssey, casting himself in that role. The lover seems to have forgotten the ending of the Odyssey: if he is in the same position as one of Penelope’s suitors, he should certainly not try to gain entry to Lyce’s house and remain nearby. The lover should get far away from Lyce’s home before her own Odysseus arrives and slaughters him.

The last two stanzas work together as the lover’s final attempt to get inside Lyce’s home. He tells her to take pity on her suppliants, even though she is not moved by gifts or prayers, or the fact that her vir has a mistress. He ends by telling Lyce she is ‘no softer than an unbending oak, nor more kindly in mind than Moorish snakes’, and he will not wait on her door and endure the rain (or, to again sound more sombre than the situation calls for, the ‘waters of heaven’) forever. As Williams writes, the last two stanzas are plaintive, but turn into an angry condemnation of Lyce.

The opening of the fourth stanza makes the lover pitifully laughable. In telling Lyce that he knows she is not moved by gifts or prayers, he reveals that he has tried these before. How many gifts has this pathetic lover heaped upon Lyce in the hopes that she will accept him? And, when those failed, how many nights has he spent praying to her that she will admit him? Both acts are from sheer desperation and make the lover look pitiful to the point of mockery.

Along with naming gifts and prayers, the lover admits that Lyce has not been moved by his own pallor, imbued with violet. The pallor is common to a lover, but the mixing of violet may provide more humour for the reader, though unintended by the lover. Having a face tinted with red or violet can be a mark of feeling shame, or embarrassment.
 While the lover certainly feels no shame for his actions, the audience knows that he should. Nisbet and Rudd have another thought on the colouring of his face: that it is a sign of stress.
 However, Pasquali gives the most comedic reason for the pallor: that the lover is blue from the cold.
 This possibility especially provides humour, with the lover enduring freezing temperatures and shivering in the cold as he makes his pleas.

When mentioning the gifts, prayers, and pallor, the lover uses the plural amantium. Though surely only referring to himself, by yelling outside Lyce’s door that she has more than one lover (not suitors, but explicitly lovers), he may be inadvertently telling others that Lyce has a plurality of lovers. The lover is not in a private place during the course of his pleas: he is simply outside her house, where any other passers-by, neighbours, or even Lyce’s own household can overhear him. Her vir may even be home at this time. He surely would not appreciate hearing another man calling upon his wife or girlfriend for sex, and this could even be dangerous to Lyce. While in the context of this poem, the lover continues to be inept, in a larger context, this is parodying other paraclausithyra. They are always set in a public place where anybody else can overhear the lover’s complaints or compliments. They are often not flattering to the beloved herself, and could harm her reputation if heard by others. 
Line 15 reveals the existence of Lyce’s vir, and possibly changes the traditional setting of the paraclausithyron. Vir can simply refer to a boyfriend or man in charge of the house, but it is enticing to take it as ‘husband’. As seen, the paraclausithyron normally was a lover lamenting outside his unwed beloved’s door. The beloved can have other lovers, but this may be the first time that the lover is pursuing a married woman, and trying to convince her to commit adultery. Leaving this revelation until the end causes the reader to re-evaluate much of the earlier stanzas of the poem, exposing in sly retrospect much of the humour there.

Other commentators take the lover’s mention of Lyce’s vir as engaged in an affair as truthful, raising no doubt as to its validity. However, there is no reason to believe that the lover’s mention of a mistress is factual, nor for Lyce to believe it. He has proven himself to be a fool, and willing to say anything to be admitted to Lyce’s house. Claiming that her vir has a mistress would certainly work in his favour – were it true – but this is something that he would not hesitate to claim without any genuine basis. Furthermore, even if it were true, why would Lyce choose this lover to have an affair with? By the lover’s own admission in comparing her to Penelope, it is implied she has many suitors and can take her pick of them. Surely they are not all as foolish and ineloquent as this lover. This is another instance of the lover not thinking through his own ploys, and making poor, inept choices. Moreover, even if Lyce’s vir did have a mistress, Lyce herself would likely not be receptive to starting an affair with anybody right away: she would be too angry or hurt.

In addition to claiming that Lyce’s vir has a mistress, the lover makes it clear that the mistress is foreign (a Pierian). It is not bad enough to tell Lyce she is not good enough to please her husband, but he must add further insult by disclosing that she’s being outdone by a foreigner. Again, as mentioned earlier, this information is being told in a public place for anybody to hear. Now the lover is rumour-mongering and letting all of Lyce’s neighbours know that her vir prefers a foreigner to her.

All the reasons listed by the lover are subjects to the verb curvat. In this poem, it is most often translated simply as ‘bend’: the gifts, pallor and vir’s mistress do not bend Lyce towards admitting the lover. However, the lover can also be using curvo to mean ‘incline’. This could be hinting at anything from sharing dinner to sharing a bed. This is also related to another meaning of curvo: to denote flexibility. He could be trying to imply Lyce bending over something, as if in preparation for penetration. The lover is doubtless trying to be amusing or even attempting to sexually arouse Lyce with his choice of words, but the audience knows that such attempts flat.
The last line of the stanza has the lover tell Lyce to be sparing to her suppliants. While supplicibus is in the plural, and West (wrongly, I believe) claims that the lover is trying to look out for his fellow suppliants’ well-being
; I tend to agree with Nisbet and Rudd that the lover is meaning supplicibus in a general sense, and is not concerned with his rivals.
 It does not make any sense for the lover to hope Lyce spares her other suppliants: he cares only for his own success. However, this is still a careless slip by the lover, and the suggestion that he wants her to be sparing to other lovers is still present. It would be quite funny if she decided to take his advice and admit one of his rivals.
The last stanza begins with the lover telling Lyce that she is not any more pliant, mollior, than an oak tree. There may be another mock-poetic theme here, as the oak-tree, aesculus was sacred to Jupiter.
 Nisbet and Rudd agree that these lines have a grandiloquent effect, but they are deflated by the situation. While it is odd to compare Lyce to an oak tree, and not flattering to say she is less pliable, mollis can also simply mean ‘kind’ or ‘sensitive’.
 Again, there are insulting undertones to the lover’s pleas. Additionally, mollis can have the meaning of ‘flexible’ or ‘supple’
, carrying a subtle sexual tone to it, similarly to the curvat earlier. The lover can only wish he was aware of Lyce’s flexibility or suppleness.

The comparison in the next line fully displays the lover’s senselessness. He tells Lyce that her mind or heart is no kinder than a Moorish snake. This would surely be blatantly offensive to a woman, especially one whom he is trying to seduce. It is insulting enough that he compares her to a miserable snake, but to again connect her with a barbarian savage is doubly offensive. 

Moreover, one may wonder why he is even making these comparisons. Is the lover still hoping that these will somehow appeal to Lyce, that she will reflect on her own behaviour and realize she has somehow done the lover wrong? Or is the lover now trying to convince himself of Lyce’s faults? After all these pleas and laments, perhaps now the lover is realizing that he is pathetic. With those thoughts in mind, he moves on to the last two lines of the poem, and tells Lyce that his flank, latus, will not endure her threshold forever.  Mayer points out that latus can “suggest sexual stamina”
, and it can also refer to the male genitalia.
 This conjures up a very surreal and humorous image of the lover lying naked on Lyce’s threshold, with his penis enduring the cold and rain. This may be a clumsy attempt by the lover at telling Lyce what she may be missing out on if he leaves. Again, he is foolish to believe this is a threat to her: Lyce surely would be glad to see him leave and never return, regardless of his stamina. However, by claiming he will not endure her door forever, the lover is still making it clear that he is staying there for the time being. He may be fully aware that it is hopeless, but he still chooses to carry on trying. This is a pathetic act that may inspire cruel laughter from the audience, but the lover is fully deserving (and aware) of it.

The dramatic context of 3.10 adds further humour. The previous poem, Ode 3.9, features a dialogue between a lover and Lydia. They are seemingly former lovers who have moved on to meet and be happy with other people. However, they also still desire each other, and the poem ends with reconciliation. It seems that they will reunite. But in the next poem, provided that it is the same lover, he has decided to try to cheat on Lydia with Lyce. Although the two lovers are not assuredly one and the same, the audience is invited to view them as such, and it is tempting to do so. This completely reverses the heartfelt ending of 3.9, and makes the lover someone who deserves to be mocked. The audience should feel no regret for laughing at the lover’s misfortune with Lyce. It has been suggested by some scholars that the lover of 3.9 is possibly Horace himself based on similar characteristics described.
 If the lover does represent Horace, or at least a characterization of him, this would add some self-deprecating humour to the poems. Horace is inviting others to laugh at his own foolish actions.

Even if the two lovers are not the same, both 3.9 and 3.10 share the theme of men being worsted by women: in 3.10, the lover is beaten by Lyce and ends up looking a fool: in 3.9, Lydia always outdoes the lover with her responses to his pleas.
 Lydia makes the lover appear to hold the entire blame for their former love affair ending, and makes him admit it. Lydia comes out as the greater figure. As West writes, “the poem is a humorous expose of the contemptible shifts of man, and the superior perceptions and dialectic of woman, ending with the totality of love offered by the woman to her inferior.”

Horace’s Ode 3.10 is not a traditional paraclausithyron. It completely does away with the romance that is typical of the theme. Other paraclausithyra had been humorous, but Horace introduces a new aspect with the incompetent, foolish lover making humorously poor attempts on a possibly married woman who has no interest in him. The purpose of this poem was to parody earlier and contemporary, serious paraclausithyra by exaggerating the absurdity of the situation and the lovers’ beliefs that they could convince their beloveds to admit them on a cold night. The lovers’ endurance of poor weather, his giving of gifts, and making supplications are all employed by Horace in this poem, but done so in a comedic way in order to make the audience laugh at the lover’s expense. This harks back to earlier paraclausithyra in which humour was injected, but the focus there remained heavily on the plight of the lover
. Contrary to those examples, Horace’s paraclausithyron does not simply feature humour to a small extent, but has it as a focus. There is also a slight reversal to the traditional theme in Horace’s paraclausithyron: whereas in earlier examples, the lover may be competing with a rival for the affections of the beloved, in 3.10 the lover is the rival trying to steal Lyce away from her own beloved.
Chapter 3 – Propertius

Quae fueram magnis olim patefacta triumphis,
    ianua Patriciae vota Pudicitiae,
cuius inaurati celebrarunt limina currus,
    captorum lacrimis umida supplicibus,
nunc ego, nocturnis potorum saucia rixis, 
    pulsata indignis saepe queror manibus,
et mihi non desunt turpes pendere corollae
    semper et exclusi signa iacere faces.
nec possum infamis dominae defendere voces,
    nobilis obscenis tradita carminibus; 
<nec tamen illa suae revocatur parcere famae,
    turpior et saecli vivere luxuria.>
has inter gravius cogor deflere querelas,
    supplicis a longis tristior excubiis.
ille meos numquam patitur requiescere postes, 
    arguta referens carmina blanditia:
'ianua vel domina penitus crudelior ipsa,
    quid mihi tam duris clausa taces foribus?
cur numquam reserata meos admittis amores,
    nescia furtivas reddere mota preces? 
nullane finis erit nostro concessa dolori,
    turpis et in tepido limine somnus erit?
me mediae noctes, me sidera prona iacentem,
    frigidaque Eoo me dolet aura gelu.
tu sola humanos numquam miserata dolores
    respondes tacitis mutua cardinibus.
o utinam traiecta cava mea vocula rima
    percussas dominae vertat in auriculas!
sit licet et saxo patientior illa Sicano,
    sit licet et ferro durior et chalybe, 
non tamen illa suos poterit compescere ocellos,
    surget et invitis spiritus in lacrimis.
nunc iacet alterius felici nixa lacerto,
    at mea nocturno verba cadunt Zephyro.
sed tu sola mei, tu maxima causa doloris, 
    victa meis numquam, ianua, muneribus,
te non ulla meae laesit petulantia linguae;
    quae solet irato dicere tanta ioco,
ut me tam longa raucum patiare querela
    sollicitas trivio pervigilare moras?

at tibi saepe novo deduxi carmina versu,
    osculaque innixus pressa dedi gradibus.
ante tuos quotiens verti me, perfida, postes,
    debitaque occultis vota tuli manibus!'
haec ille et si quae miseri novistis amantes
    et matutinis obstrepit alitibus.
sic ego nunc dominae vitiis et semper amantis
    fletibus alterna differor invidia.
Propertius 1.16 is another paraclausithyron in which humour is a focus. It also twists the theme completely by introducing the door as the narrator of lover’s lament before it. The door also laments its own situation: it has to endure the ‘obscene songs’ of lovers, and is not able to defend the nights of its infamous mistress. The door then gives an example of one of the songs it has had to endure, and the poem becomes a paraclausithyron. As in Horace, this lover is foolish, though not so grossly inept. The lover in this paraclausithyron places the blame for his predicament exclusively on the door, and makes his pleas to the door rather than his beloved: he does not address his beloved even once. The poem ends with a closing remark by the door that it is torn apart by such lovers and songs, as well as by its mistress’ vices.

Scholarship on Propertius 1.16 is relatively scarce: many critics do not discuss it in much depth, and spend most of their efforts interpreting finer points of detail, such as the opening lines’ ‘Tarpeiae nota pudicitiae’ phrase
 (though the most recent OCT has amended this line to read ‘patriciae vota pudicitiae’). Other scholars engage in textual criticism
, but do not fully discuss the poem’s content. The following critics do discuss the whole poem, but do not always look at it within the context of the paraclausithyron, or devote ample time to its comedic aspects. Some have noted comedic elements in regard to wit and humour, and also glimpsed connections with other paraclausithyra, but neither topic has been pursued in sufficient detail. My intent is to provide further analysis of these overlooked aspects of the poem.

McKay’s article
 goes into some detail in regards to the use of humour and wit, and to how 1.16 relates to other paraclausithyra. He rightfully believes that wit is a main focus of 1.16, and points out uses of irony and incongruity in the poem, as well as inversions of the paraclausithyron. However, his argument is largely based on the mention of Tarpeia. He does discuss some of the door’s comments, and draw the inference that the door may be on the side of the lover, but many subtleties are left out that I hope to expand upon.

Copley’s chapter on Propertius
 connects 1.16 with other paraclausithyra better than other the commentaries of other critics do. He writes in detail on its relation to both Tibullus’ and Catullus’ paraclausithyra, and claims that Propertius’ is the most complete example of the theme. However, he does not discuss the use of humour in the poem, instead claiming that 1.16 is entirely serious and steeped in realism, and that Propertius is restoring the paraclausithyron to its roots as a song by drunken revellers. I disagree with Copley’s assertions that 1.16 is both serious and realistic, especially with his claim that having the door quote the paraclausithyron reinforces the realism of the scenario.

Camps gives another estimate of 1.16
 that overlooks the use of humour. He does view the poem as a paraclausithyron, but does not discuss how it varies from the earlier examples. Like Butler and Barber, Camps’ commentary is more focused on explaining grammatical constructions, and only gives scant comment on what is actually occurring in the poem itself. He describes some scenes in the poem that could be potentially humorous, but does not point out the humour himself.

Hodge and Buttimore’s commentary does make explicit mention of the humour employed by Propertius in 1.16. While Hodge and Buttimore do treat it is a paraclausithyron, they do not view it within the wider context of the theme’s development: there is no discussion of how it differs from earlier examples (other than a quick statement that it is an inverted paraclausithyron
), and they do not discuss the use of humour in extensive detail. They also have an odd interpretation of the door, which they believe is personified as “an ignorant and confused old woman.”
 Though this may be a valid reading, they do not provide much evidence to support it, and yet base their interpretation on it.
Nappa claims that 1.16 is a criticism of the traditional elegiac lover, and that “[the lover] is engaged in a love affair which is immoral, degrading, and even un-Roman.”
 Nappa believes that the inclusion of the paraclausithyron is used to mock the theme as a whole. He asserts that the door may be a mouthpiece for Propertius himself, and he is making a complaint against both elegiac mistresses and lovers. He also believes the paraclausithyron within the poem may be the door’s representation of the lover and other lovers, and so is intentionally clumsy. Nappa looks at the poem’s content in more detail than most other commentators, and his article will be useful for my discussion.

For my examination of Propertius 1.16, I mean to add much in connection with humour and wit, as well as finding further connections between other aspects of the paraclausithyron. I will work the aforementioned scholars’ ideas into my own interpretations, but will go further in discussing the poem’s humorous aspect. Also there exists no in-depth analysis concerning the similarities between Propertius 1.16 and Catullus 67, other than the obvious speaking door. I believe there is more to consider than that one parallel, and I will undertake to examine both poems side-by-side in greater detail than has previously been done.

Prior to discussing Propertius 1.16, I believe it would be fruitful to look at Catullus 67. As is the case with the other Augustan poets, Propertius was aware of his contemporaries and predecessors, and intentionally adapted or built upon earlier poems. The inspiration and model for 1.16 can be traced back to Catullus 67, and to fully discuss the ingenuity of Propertius, Catullus’ poem must be fully appreciated.

Catullus 67 is not a traditional paraclausithyron. In fact, it can hardly be considered a paraclausithyron at all. It does not appear to involve a lover locked outside of a beloved’s door, and the unnamed man who is present does not make any pleas or attempts to gain access to the house. Instead, the man engages in a conversation with the door itself. Contrary to what one might expect, the door responds to the man, and has its own personality. The man claims the door was once pleasing to a husband, named Balbus, and pleasing to a father, also named Balbus. But now that its old master, the elder Balbus is dead, the door has rejected its duty of being faithful. The door responds, distraught: it is being blamed unrightfully for its current mistress’ infidelities. The door does not stop at defending itself though: it goes on to engage in gossip about its mistress in much detail, and ends its rumour-mongering by claiming it has overheard its mistress recount her affairs firsthand. Many aspects of 67 were picked up by Propertius, such as variations to the paraclausithyron theme, the use of humour, and the characterization of the door.

Variations on the paraclausithyron are abundant in 67. The most apparent variation is the complete lack of any romance in 67. While humour was present in earlier paraclausithyra, romance was the focus.
 The lovers of past paraclausithyra always had some emotional connection to the figure whose home they are outside. In 67, the human speaker does not appear to have any emotions towards the woman inside the home, and instead he is a curious passer-by. Scholars have debated whether or not the man in 67 is an exclusus amator, but no reason is given in the poem to believe this: he does not make any claim of love (or even affection) for the woman. He does not make any pleas or laments, does not make any promises or offer gifts, and never addresses her. It is not even he who initially asks about her – it is the door that reveals information about the woman.

Another variation on the paraclausithyron theme comes in the lover receiving a response. Previous paraclausithyra had not been dialogues, but featured a single speaker making his pleas before the door. Though in 67 there are no pleas by the lover, a response given by the door. The lover’s opening words and the door’s response introduce another variation on the theme: unlike previous doors in paraclausithyra, this one has opened too readily to admit lovers, and now is rebuked for it. Earlier lovers have bemoaned the door, blaming it for remaining closed and keeping them from their beloveds. The door of 67 seems to be publicly known as a door that serves its master unfaithfully, admitting any lover who comes calling.

Just as the door is typically blamed for remaining closed, the beloved in traditional paraclausithyra is frequently criticized for her fidelity, either to another boyfriend, or her own chastity. Catullus again inverts this trope: the woman of 67 is not blamed for being too faithful to her husband, or too strict in her sexual morals, but for being too easy for other lovers to access. The typical setting of the paraclausithyron is completely reversed by Catullus, presenting the reader with a door that remains open, and a woman who welcomes suitors.

Humour is an aspect that Catullus employs to great effect in 67. Although humour was used by earlier poets in their paraclausithyra, the focus of Catullus 67 is humour. As Copley writes, “it is characterized primarily by personal abuse of the most vulgar kind, almost always including the charge of sexual misconduct or abnormality. Among its favourite themes were adultery and cuckoldry, the latter occurring with a frequency almost sufficient to give rise to a distinct type…the purpose and point of which was to hold the deceived husband up to ridicule by retailing his wife’s adventures and commenting on his blindness and stupidity.”
 With such characteristics, humour is a natural result.

The most apparent way in which humour is shown is through the vulgarity of 67. The door details the sordid love affairs of its former master’s wife, brought on by her husband’s impotence (which the door describes by comparing the husband’s limp penis – referred to as a sicula or ‘little dagger’ – to an unripe beet). Among the many affairs in which the wife partakes is a relationship with her own father-in-law, introducing the crude theme of incest into the poem. However, amid all the vulgarity, there is sophistication in how the poem is told: the door employs many stylistic techniques in its speech, as detailed by Murgatroyd.

There is additional humour aside from the vulgarity. Among the educated audience for whom Catullus wrote, there would be a comedic aspect simply in his inversions of the standard paraclausithyron theme, of which they would undoubtedly have been aware. Also sarcasm and irony are employed by both the man and the door. The man begins the poem by addressing the door and ironically claiming it was pleasing to the father, and served its old master well. Certainly, the door was pleasing to the father inasmuch as it did not bar him from sleeping with his son’s wife. The man makes a very sarcastic comment in lines 29-30 when he claims that the father was an excellent man of outstanding piety after urinating in his own son’s lap. There is also irony in the door’s own morality: it harshly disapproves of the elder Balbus’ actions, claiming that the father has violated his son’s bed
and disapproves of the affairs of its mistress, but does not shrink from discussing all of the family’s private affairs with whoever asks, even going so far as to divulge unsolicited information. This leads to another form of humour in 67, and an feature Propertius adapted for 1.16: the personification and characterization of the door.

The door of 67 is not simply a stand-in character for the man to speak to. The door is the focal point of the entire poem, and has its own distinct personality. As noted above, the door has its own moral beliefs, disapproving of its household’s immoral practices. The door also claims human attributes, chastising its mistress for not thinking it has ears or a tongue, as if this were a foolish oversight. Lastly, the door has some patriotic pride, referring to Verona as its beloved mother city. As mentioned above, the door also employs stylistic techniques in its speaking such that it appears not as a rambling, foolish character, but an eloquent speaker that – were it not a door – would appear to have had formal oratory training. This all adds to the humour of the situation.

There has been some discussion on how the door is characterized, with Hallett claiming that the door is represented as a respectable Roman woman whose virtue lies beyond dispute.
 Quinn and Murgatroyd both assert that the door should rather be characterized as a slave.
 Murgatroyd has written at some length concerning the problems with Hallett’s theory
, and I believe he and Quinn are correct in their belief that the door is characterized as a servile figure. This also lends itself well to the humour of the poem: in very general terms, slaves were figures of fun to Roman audiences of comedy, being a standard element in all Roman comedies.
 Godwin also writes that the relish with which the door recounts its gossip is “to be seen in the tradition of garrulous slaves gossiping in Roman comedy.”
 By featuring a character that very much resembles a slave, Catullus has set the stage for 67 to be seen in a humorous light. Murgatroyd points out the servile aspects of the door that are similar to other slaves of comedy, including its desire to be pleasing to its master, its protests of loyalty and innocence of any wrongdoing, that it has been blamed unfairly, that it is an eavesdropper, and that it is fearful.
 On their own, these traits may not be funny, but in ascribing them to a door, Catullus has made a lampoon. Why would a door care if it is pleasing to its master, and what would it be afraid of? What reason would its master have to be angry at the door? The entire affair is preposterous.

Catullus 67 served as Propertius’ model for 1.16: there are the obvious similarities of the speaking door and its resentment at being blamed for its mistress’ nightly affairs. The door in both poems is also not just a stand-in character, but one with a developed personality: it claims that it used to be respectable, but now is despised on account of its current mistress. Both poets invert the typical tropes of the paraclausithyron, though Propertius does so in a more obvious way by including an entire song quoted by the door itself. Both poets also employ humour and wit, mostly arising from the door’s hatred of humans. In both poems, the door takes the moral high ground and scoffs at the actions of the people of whom it speaks. However, the doors in both poems are not the moral paradigms they would have the audience believe: in Catullus, the door is a gossip and in Propertius, it is at times unfairly critical of its mistress. Some scholars have also remarked on the similarities between the two: Butler and Barber say that “the form of the poem was perhaps suggested by the somewhat similar poem of Catullus”
, while Hodge and Buttimore only state that Catullus also used a speaking door. Copley makes a somewhat strange claim that, while there are many striking similarities between the two, there is “no reason to believe that Propertius had Catullus’ ianua poem in mind, or that he was directly influenced by it.”
 Aside from the similarities being too close to be coincidental, this is to take away from Propertius’ ingenuity by saying he was not building upon Catullus. Propertius was a learned poet who was well aware of his predecessors and Catullus 67 is a clear model for his own paraclausithyron.
At the same time, the variations introduced make 1.16 uniquely Propertius’ own. Perhaps the most obvious variation comes from there not being a human speaker in 1.16 at all. The door is the sole speaker, and speaks without any encouragement. Whereas in Catullus 67, the door seemed to have been waiting until someone asked it to tell its story, the door in 1.16 takes it upon itself to lament to nobody in particular. This builds upon the humour in 67’s speaking door: while it was surely odd for the door to speak to a man asking it questions, it is even more surreal that a door starts speaking out about its household to nobody. This also allows Propertius to make the door the entire focus of the poem.

Another variation on Catullus 67 is Propertius’ refusal to name any of the characters. It is believed by some that 67 is a diffamatio of real people in Catullus’ life whom he and his audience would have known.
 While this may have made the effect funnier to Catullus and his friends, to a reader unfamiliar with those people named, that effect is lost. Propertius has allowed his poem to be enjoyed by a wider readership by not insulting specific people, but by criticizing the standard locked-out lover.

The door in Propertius 1.16 is not a copy of the one featured in Catullus. Whereas in Catullus 67, the door was seen as a slave, in 1.16, it is characterized as a proud, noble figure that has lost its nobility due to circumstance. It claims it used to open for glorious processions and gold-encrusted chariots. There is military imagery of triumphs and captive enemies. These magnificent descriptions make the door’s fall from grace much more dramatic than that of the door in 67. In 67, the door was always a slave, though now one spoken of poorly; in 1.16, the door used to be an honoured and celebrated figure, but now has become hated due to actions not its own. In relation to their falls from grace, the speaker in Catullus 67 claims the door has been slandered, with the door agreeing, but not providing any examples of the slander. The door in 1.16 quotes an entire song directed at it, making clear to the reader the sort of defamation it has to endure.

The door of Propertius 1.16 does better than Catullus’ door at attracting the readers’ pity. In Catullus, the door’s association with a slave connects it to deception.
 The door’s defence of its actions rests on its own, unreliable narration. Its willingness, even eagerness, to engage in gossip makes the door seem bitter, wanting to bring disrepute to its household. The door of 1.16 used to be glorious until it was came to be ill-used by others. It claims it is not able to defend itself against them in line 9: it makes itself a pitiful, weakened figure. As much as it resents its degradation, the door does not allow itself to engage in gossip or slander: it retained its nobility.

The door of 1.16 is not entirely innocent of insulting the humans in its speech, though it is more subtle. In Catullus 67, the door very bluntly tells of its household and the problems it had with them. In Propertius, the door does not divulge details of its mistress and her suitors, but slyly insults them with criticisms. Furthermore, even though the door claims that it desires to defend its mistress, it seems to care solely about its own reputation.
Propertius builds upon 67 by explicitly linking 1.16 to the paraclausithyron. In Catullus, the theme was in the background, without any mention of an exclusus amator. Propertius not only includes mention of a locked-out lover, but incorporates an entire paraclausithyron, quoted by the door. His paraclausithyron is not there just to link the poem to the theme, but, as Copley puts it, “his paraclausithyron is probably the best of all that have survived from antiquity.”
 Propertius shows that he was not only aware of the theme, and that his poem was building upon it, but that he was also more than capable of producing his own quality paraclausithyron.

Propertius’ paraclausithyron includes every standard element of the theme: there is the door’s mention of drunken revellers armed with garlands and torches; the lover’s complaint that the door is cruel and never opens, regardless of his prayers and gifts; the claim that the lover will sleep on the threshold and endure terrible weather; the lover’s insistence that his mistress is hard, but will pity him in time; the existence of a rival; the lover has carved songs on the door; and the lover has kissed the doorframe. By including all these, Propertius has set apart his paraclausithyron from Catullus’ door-song. Catullus may have been subtly basing his poem on the theme, but Propertius has made it clear that the centre of his poem is a paraclausithyron. He has also included the Roman contribution of a personified door, and effectively combined the Greek and Roman paradigms in one poem, while undermining and mocking the theme as a whole.

Propertius 1.16 is most easily examined as broken into two parts: the door’s lament (lines 1-16; 45-48, and the lover’s paraclausithyron (lines 17-44). The paraclausithyron in 1.16 is not spoken by a specific lover (and like Catullus 67, there is no reason to assume that the human speaker is the poet himself), and indeed is not spoken by a human at all, but is quoted by the door.

The identities of the lovers and mistress of 1.16 have been discussed by some scholars. Most scholars have assumed that the two figures are not Propertius and Cynthia, and I believe this is correct. Jones writes that the door is acting as the mouthpiece for Propertius himself. I think this is certainly a possibility, and would add to both the humour and ingenuity of the poem. Disagreeing with Copley’s assertion that Propertius’ is the perfect paraclausithyron, Jones writes that “Propertius has composed the definitively boring paraclausithyron. But this is, surely, the point. What angers the door, what causes it to lash out in frustration, is the fact that the paraclausithyron has become so utterly predictable, a tiresome parade of worn-out clichés.”
 With Propertius’ own feelings being mirrored in the door’s thoughts on the paraclausithyron, a level of irony and even self-deprecating humour is added. Propertius may think the paraclausithyron is a tired theme, but he simultaneously has written a classic example. Along with this irony, Propertius also is criticizing his contemporaries who had written their own paraclausithyra, such as Tibullus. I believe this is likely, and with that taken into consideration, it is clear that the exclusus is not Propertius.
The first four lines establish the door as a haughty, arrogant figure. The door claims that it used to be open for great triumphs, maintaining that it used to be glorious. It tells that long ago it was vowed to ‘patrician modesty’, and that gilded chariots used to throng its threshold, while it was dampened by the supplicating tears of captured enemies. The door seems to be declaring that it used to be the home of a victorious Roman general or generals of the past, and that those captured in war crossed its threshold to live there as slaves. Butler and Barber agree with this, writing “either the triumphator drives the chariot to the door of his house or it is represented as placed in the vestibulum”
 and Camps states that “previous occupants of the house had won triumphs and brought captives to their homes as slaves.”
 However, the door itself has nothing to do with these accomplishments. The way it speaks of those past deeds sound as if it played a vital role in its masters’ triumph. While there is no reason to doubt the door’s history, it speaks very bombastically and takes a humorously superior stance. As Nappa writes “the triumph is an image that captures the traditions and preoccupations of the Roman elite.”
 To have the door stake its own claim in these traditions is a humorous addition. It is as if the door imagines itself to be a part of the Roman elite.

Line 2 has been discussed by many scholars for several years due to the phrase ‘Tarpeiae nota pudicitiae’, however the most recent OCT text, edited by Heyworth
, replaces this phrase with ‘patriciae vota pudicitiae’, which makes the meaning far more clear. The use of patriciae further underlines air of solemn nobility assumed by the door, but the full phrase is humorous: how would a door be sworn to uphold chastity? A surreal image is conjured of a door swearing an oath to keep suitors away. Again, the door speaks as if it were more than just a door and able to engage in human activities. 
The tone of the first four lines is mock-solemn: the door speaks of itself as if it had played an integral part in the triumph, and was celebrated for its role. The use of olim may also be a way to link it to an ancient, honoured origin. This mock-solemn tone is a parody of other paraclausithyra in which the locked-out lovers adopt the same tone in their laments, which often are also humorous in their exaggeration or inclusion in an otherwise frivolous situation. The tone is made more humorous in this poem by virtue of  its being adopted not by a foolish lover, but by an inanimate object.

The tone shifts at line 5 until line 8 to one of upset and accusation. The door is done with singing its own praises, and moves on to tell the reader why its celebrated days are in the past. It complains that it has been injured by the nocturnal quarrels of drunks, and complains of being battered often by unworthy hands. Lastly, degrading garlands are hung on it, and torches are thrown before it: both being signs of the locked-out lover. Though the door would like the reader to sympathize with it, this indignant tone just comes across as funny. Having a door make these complaints and look for pity is laughably surreal.

Much like the door in Catullus 67, this one claims to have human feelings. How can a door be injured? It could be battered or gouged certainly, but a door is most assuredly not capable of feeling pain. This humour carries in line 6, in which the door declares that it complains after being beaten by the lovers’ unworthy hands. First, in what way are the hands of the lovers unworthy? Whom does the door deem worthy to knock upon it, and what would make them so? The door is again taking a snobbish stance towards the lovers, thinking itself to be superior. Secondly, it is amusing to think of a door letting out a series of complaints after being beaten by drunken lovers. Is the door’s narration actually being spoken out loud by it after the lovers have departed? It is all very surreal.

In the next two lines, the door describes what the exclusi amatores leave behind after their attempts have failed. The door refers to the garlands left behind as ugly or shameful, and bemoans the torches thrown down. Butler and Barber take the discarded torches to mean that the mistress has allowed a lover inside
, but I agree with Camps that “there is no reason to suppose that it was usual to discard the torch, unless it was burned out; and what causes it to burn out is the waiting.”
 Indeed, the door makes it clear that these are the signs of the rejected lover. The door’s complaints, then, are that its mistress is visited by revellers who want to spend the night with her, but consistently rejects them. The door sees the persistence of the suitors as a vice of its mistress, and that this somehow reflects poorly on the door itself. The door is putting the blame on the wrong party in this scenario, and should be angrier at the suitors, while feeling pity, or at least some sympathy, for its mistress.

In the next line, the door says that it cannot protect its mistress against scandalous remarks, and that, although it is noble, it is given over to obscene songs. It is surely referring to the songs scrawled by lovers on the door of their mistress after being rejected (which further reinforces the fact that the mistress of 1.16 does not admit lovers). This again is humorous: the door claims that it is the songs that prevent it from protecting the mistress from being slandered, but how would it have protected her from that anyway? The door can stop the suitors from entering, but it cannot stop the suitors and others from making remarks about the mistress. The door believes that these songs degrade it, and that its mistress is at fault for attracting suitors. Again, the door believes that these suitors and its mistress are somehow in league with each other, and that the obscena carmina are irrefutable proof of the lady’s shame. It overlooks the fact that these lovers write the songs and discard their torches because they are not being admitted. The obscena carmina also upset the door because it thinks that it is the one being defamed by them. As Camps writes, “the door is lamenting its helplessness in a humiliating situation.”
 The door only cares about saving its own reputation.

The door’s complaints about the garlands and songs are a twist on a traditional motif of the paraclausithyron. Normally, the lover sees his hanging of garlands and scrawling of a song on the threshold as a gift to his beloved, meant as a heartfelt gesture of his downcast feelings. In 1.16, however, the door sees these as degrading and insulting to it. It is likely that this was Propertius’ own view of this trope. There would not be any reason for a woman who refused to admit a lover to be moved to pity by his hanging garlands on her door, let alone by his vandalizing it by scratching a poem. Indeed, it could have been embarrassing for the woman to have garlands hung from her door as a sign to all who passed that she has suitors. The gifts that lovers give in earlier paraclausithyra are revealed in 1.16 to be nothing more than an annoyance.
Lines 11 and 12 are problematic and have been suggested by some, including Heyworth in his most recent OCT edition, to be an interpolation. For this reason, I will omit discussion of them.

The last four lines before the paraclausithyron reveal the door’s harsh, negative opinion of its mistress’ suitors. It tells us that it is compelled to lament since it is surrounded by complaints, referring to the songs of the lovers, and is made still sadder by the long vigil of the suppliant. Some scholars have seen this to be the door offering sympathy, but it is more likely that its misery is owing to its own irritation and degradation. It is unlikely that it is feeling pity for its mistress, since it has unfairly blamed her for attracting the suitors. The door makes it known that it is irritated by the constant attempts of a particular lover, telling us that he never allows its posts to rest. The door establishes the lover as a constant nuisance to it. It also does not speak of the lover’s songs in a complimentary way, referring to them as arguta carmina blanditia – garrulous flattery. There is another twist here to the theme: the lover presumably thinks that he sings his songs in dulcet tones, but in 1.16, they are described as ‘sharp’ or ‘shrill’
. The lover is probably also off-key in his drunkenness. The door’s lament prior to the paraclausithyron in 1.16 is an inversion of Catullus’ Carmen 67. Whereas in Catullus, the door was resentful at being blamed for its mistress’ infidelities, and offered proof of her reputation, the door of 1.16 has a mistress who attracts suitors but does not admit them. Because of this, the lovers remain outside and do what locked-out lovers do: they complain, they sing, they scrawl poems onto the door, and they litter the threshold with garlands and torches. The door views these as offensive, and as an assault on its own reputation. It is angered that its former reputation is tarnished, and unreasonably blames its mistress for attracting suitors, even though there is no indication that they are wanted. 

The door of Propertius 1.16 is unique in the extant paraclausithyra. While other doors have featured prominently, and have been speakers, the door in Propertius is the only speaker. As Copley writes “Propertius makes the door the speaker throughout. It is not only the central figure and central point of interest in the poem; it is in fact the only figure and only point of interest. The shut-out lover is a shadowy nonentity, whose song the door reports – and the song itself is addressed to the door and concerns only the door.”
 The door also hates the lovers it has to endure: in other paraclausithyra, the lover often ended his night by kissing the threshold. It is clear by this door’s feelings that the last thing it would want is to be kissed by these lovers. This door is also selfish and only cares about its own reputation and well-being. In a way, the door has replaced the exclusus amator: normally, the lover complains of his beloved and the door that bars his way, but that is inverted in 1.16. It is the door that complains about its mistress, and about the lovers too. Lovers in other paraclausithyra similarly depict themselves as the victim of the situation they are in, without any care for their beloved’s feelings (as seen in Horace 3.10). The door acts similarly in 1.16, feeling sorry for its own predicament and blaming its mistress, while she may be just as annoyed with the lovers as the door is. There is no indication that the lovers are wanted by the mistress, and they certainly were not invited by her. Lastly, the door is akin to the locked-out lovers by virtue of the fruitlessness of its complaints. Lovers constantly have complained outside their beloved’s doors without any positive outcome. The door is making its complaints to no one, and the lovers will continue to assault it in their nightly revels. Neither the lovers nor the door will achieve what they wish.
The door now moves on to quote a paraclausithyron that takes up more than half of the poem’s entirety. It may be a verbatim lament that the door has heard before, or it may be a fabrication by the door that is in keeping with such laments as it has heard before. I believe the latter to be more plausible, as this paraclausithyron contains every existing trope (except suicide) of the exclusus amator, and the door is quoting it as an example of the kind of song it hears. It makes sense for it to include as many of the typical complaints and promises it has heard from a number of lovers into this one example.

Since the door has made its feelings about the locked-out lover clear, the reader should expect a paraclausithyron that reflects ill. Immediately before the lament, the door has described the song as ‘wheedling and garrulous’ – neither of which is flattering to the lover. It presents the lover as a drunk, unworthy flatterer. The door has told about the fate of the lovers who have attempted to gain entry: they go away disappointed with their torches and garlands discarded, and their pleas do not work. We already know that the paraclausithyron that follows will end in failure.

The attitude of the door comes through emphatically in this opening narration. It has absolutely no pity for the lover, and the placement of this before the paraclausithyron even begins completely undermines and deflates the appeal. As the door is unmoved, so, the mistress of the house is unlikely to be moved. It has already been established that this lover is a constant nuisance to the door, so the woman of the house clearly does not desire him either. All of this information makes the lover’s paraclausithyron appear absurd and a waste of time. 
The first ten lines of the paraclausithyron are directed towards the door. It starts with a standard trope: the lover calls the door cruel, far crueller than its mistress. The lover then asks why the door is silent and closed to him with hard leaves, why it never is unlocked to admit his love, and then moves on to ask the door if it simply does not know how to deliver his secret pleas. These opening lines establish the lover as yet another foolish figure, such as the one in Odes 3.10. 

The tone of the opening four lines is mock-serious. The lover would like his pleas to be taken seriously, but his foolishness detracts from his attempts. Moreover, he directs them to the door, which severely deflates their solemnity. It is difficult to take the lover seriously when he is speaking to a door as if he expects an answer. Of course, this adds to the humour of the lament: the audience knows the door hears the pleas and hates having to put up with them. As Nappa writes “in a freestanding paraclausithyron it might be possible to talk about a lover’s silliness, since he describes as cruelty and indifference what is in fact simply the door’s inanimate nature.”
 The lover’s first question immediately establishes him as irrational. His accusation of the door being far crueller than its mistress is humorous for two reasons: the first is the intrinsic absurdity. For the lover to claim that the door is cruel is pointless; for him, the door is just an inanimate object. However, this is also humorous owing to the audience’s knowledge that the door, as personified, really is capable of being cruel, and does in fact hate the lover. It would not open for the lover. Nevertheless, the door surely cannot move by itself, so even if it did pity the lover and was inclined to open, it could not. The lover is directing his complaints towards the wrong target.

Although the lover is directing his main criticism towards the door, there is an insult to the mistress in the first lines as well. When he calls the door cruel, the lover is also speaking to his beloved. The mistress can assuredly hear the lover’s complaints, and to hear him speaking to her door, and call it crueller than she would not be appealing to her. Aside from looking slightly bizarre for speaking to her door, he has insulted her. More than that, he is trying to sway the door, but has now called it exceptionally cruel. The lover has criticized both figures he should be trying to flatter. 

The next line has the lover ask another irrational question: he asks the door why it is silent, as if he expects anything else. Much like the last line, the humour here derives from both the outlandishness of the question, and the fact that we know the door can speak. It is a stupid question on the lover’s part, but it does raise another point – why does the door remain silent? It has made clear its feelings in regard to the lover, and that it is capable of speaking, so why does it not tell the lover to leave? A door admonishing the lover may be shocking enough to scare him away for good, but the door chooses to listen to the lover and then complain about him later.

As well as asking why the door is silent, the lover asks why its leaves are hard, durus. This same word is often used to describe stubborn mistresses. Baker writes that dura “is a recurring description of the domina in Propertius’ elegies; but it is here ironically misapplied by the locked-out lover to a door which, if only he knew it, deplores his situation as much as he does himself.”
 Baker wrongly believes that the door pities the lover, but he is correct in asserting that dura is used to comedic effect, and that the door deplores the situation it is in – only for a different reason. Indeed, the use of dura to describe the door has made the door a substitute for its mistress. The traditional paraclausithyron has been inverted to make the door the main target of the laments. This may be what the foolish lover actually did in his laments, but it is important to remember that this paraclausithyron is being narrated by an enormously vain door: it would try to make itself the center of attention during the lament.
After criticizing the door and his beloved, the lover asks the door why it does not unlock and admit his love. Again, the lover is directing his questions to the wrong object. The door cannot unlock itself, so asking it to do so is pointless. And the door, moreover, would not unlock to admit the lover even if it could. Aside from the door’s already established hostility, the lover has placed his request immediately his criticism of it. Surely it would be better to perhaps compliment the door or try in some way to flatter it before making demands. 
The lover then moves on to ask if the does not know how to be moved and deliver his entreaties, or if it is simply incapable of either. The lover is blissfully unaware of the door’s hostility towards him. In fact, it is not unaware of how to deliver his entreaties to its mistress; it simply hates the lover and has no desire to deliver them. Relative to a real door, as the love imagines it to be, the request is also foolish in and of itself: how would a door deliver his entreaties? Does he expect the door to pass them on by speaking them to its mistress? The mistress of the house must also be able to hear the lover outside without needing anyone to tell her. Furthermore, the description of his entreaties as furtive is mistaken: from whom are they concealed? He is addressing them to the only two figures that have any involvement in the affair, the door and the mistress, but proclaiming them on the doorstep, for all to hear. And it is all for nought: the door is also not moved by his supplications in the least – it regards them as a constant nuisance.

The tone shifts after the opening four lines. The lover started his appeal by adopting an accusatory stance against the door, but now attempts to gain pity from it. Just as before, this is misguided. While the readers know the door is capable of feeling emotion, the lover does not. Why would he think a door can be moved to pity? We know that these lines are aimed solely at the door, and that the lover does not intentionally mean for his beloved to overhear them, for the lover makes his appeals directly to his beloved later. 

The lover begins the bemoaning of his lot by asking if there will ever be an end granted to his anguish and whether he will be disgracefully reduced to sleeping on its warm threshold. We can be sure that the door’s reaction to this will be entirely cold. This lover dares claim that he is the one in anguish when the door believes that it is its reputation that has been injured by virtue of the lover’s antics. Ironically, both door and lover would have an end to their suffering if only the lover departed. There is also humour in the lover describing his sleeping on the threshold as disgraceful: the entire situation in which he is engaged is disgraceful. As Baker writes, “to a traditional Rome, ‘decent’ morality, the idea of a man sleeping outside his mistress’ door would be disgraceful, while, according to the lover’s code, for him to be seen sleeping outside her door and not, as by right, in her bed, would be equally disgraceful”
 and Nappa adds, “an exclusus amator is perpetually held at bay, out of a position of control, and publicly exposed to disapproval for his moral weakness.”
 This lover should not concern himself with being disgraced for sleeping outside, for he has been continually disgracing himself by his stance outside the door. Moreover, the disgrace will not be the lover’s alone: if he is seen lying on the threshold of the house, there will be disgrace for both the mistress and the door. His sleeping on the threshold will not show his dedication to the woman and move her to pity, but only provoke resentment, on the part of the beloved and of the door.

Describing the threshold as warm is also incongruous: in the next lines, the lover describes the cold wind. How would the stone threshold retain any heat in cold weather? Baker writes that “the chilly stone door-step [would be] warmed to tepidity by the recumbent lover’s body heat”
, but I think this is a stretch. If the night is cold, the threshold will also remain cold. Aside from that, it is a poor tactic for the lover to describe the threshold as warm. He would arouse more sympathy if he claimed the threshold stayed cold under him. Moreover, the lover continues to expose how foolish he is: all he has to do to end his anguish is leave the threshold. He speaks as if he is being forced to remain outside his beloved’s door, and that sleeping on the threshold is not his choice. Certainly, he would prefer to sleep inside with the beloved, but there is no reason for him to sleep outside. He should realize after a short while that the mistress of the house is not going to admit him, and merely go home.


In the next four lines before the lover starts complaining about the mistress herself, he describes figures that lament for him. He claims that midnights, stars, and the cold wind all feel sorry for him having to lie outside. The door is alone in never showing him any compassion, and responds to his pleas with silent hinges. His claim of course is ridiculous, since none of those things listed are capable of feeling anything for the lover, nor would the lover have any way of knowing if they (like the door) were capable of thought. Aside from being a baseless claim, it serves no purpose: why would the door care if the night and stars pitied the lover? It would not be moved to pity simply by knowing others have sympathy for the lover: it has already been established that the door thinks itself superior.


The lover returns to admonishing the door in the last two lines before advancing to complaints towards his beloved. He claims that the door is the only one who is never moved to pity by human suffering, and that it responds mutually with silent hinges. Again, the reasoning behind the lover’s accusation is questionable: why would the door care that it is the only one not to be moved? There is no reason why the opinions of others would have any effect on the door’s own willingness to open, and might, in its superciliousness, take joy in the fact that it is different. Moreover, the claim itself is doubtful. The mistress of the house is certainly not moved by this lover’s plaints either, or else she would surely admit him. The lover’s use of numquam also gives the impression that he has been in this position frequently, but things never turn out the way he wants. He is an obtuse fool who does not pick up on the fact that he is unwanted. 

After making his appeals to the door, the lover goes on to whine about the mistress of the house. However, before ending his appeal, the lover returns to the door. He both begins and ends the paraclausithyron with the door, giving it the most emphatic positions. This is again foolish. He should spend the majority of his efforts trying to woo his beloved, and give her the most prominence in his lament, but instead he focuses too much on the door itself.


The lover’s grievance about his beloved is based on the wish that his feeble voice could pass through the door and find its way to his beloved’s ears. He knows that she may be unyielding, but if she were to hear his words, she would give in and cry. He ends by re-affirming that his laments are wasted, and his voice remains unheard while she is inside with a rival lover. The tone of these plaints is again mock-solemn. The lover is serious in his entreaties, but the foolishness of his requests undermines any pity that may be felt for him.


While the lover is complaining about his beloved, he is still addressing the door. He is attempting to get pity, and perhaps move the door to assist him in his plight. This is ridiculous since the door (as far as he knows) is an inanimate object that cannot do anything to help, but even if it were capable of helping the lover, it would have no interest in doing so. The lover suggests that his appeals would have a chance of swaying his beloved if only he had a bit of help from the door. The reader knows this is completely futile, and we are able to laugh at his obliviousness.

The lover’s first wish that his weak voice could pass through the door is humorous for a number of reasons. The first of which is that his voice surely can pass through the door and reach his mistress. As Baker writes “unstopped hollows or chinks were frequently to be found around the door’s edge, sufficient to talk through.”
 The lover may be trying to hint to the door that it should open slightly, and provide that small crack he needs. Again, the lover believes that the door would be on his side were it capable of moving or thinking. Furthermore, if the mistress is not able to hear him, it is due to his avowedly feeble voice. This also raises the question why his voice is so feeble. I believe it is due to his having being outside the door singing and shouting for so long that he has lost his voice. For that to have happened, he would have needed to be loud enough that his beloved did hear him, but was simply ignoring his presence. The lover never takes that into consideration, however, and instead believes she cannot hear him. Also, to the door, the lover’s voice is surely not feeble: the door has made it clear that this lover has been outside its threshold constantly complaining and thus ruining its reputation. What may be a feeble voice to the lover would be an annoying, constant droning to the door. There is nothing weak about his voice, for it has wrecked the door’s status. 

The words the lover uses to describe his voice passing through the door carry connotations. Traicio and percutio both have meanings related to stabbing.
 The door has already complained of the treatment it has received at the hands of lovers, and now the lover is using words that suggest further violence against it. These aggressive overtones would not further advance his cause, either as an appeal to the door, or the mistress. In addition to the violent meaning, there is also the obvious sexual undertone to the lover’s wish: verbs for stabbing were commonly used to refer to sexual penetration
. While the lover only wishes that he might penetrate, it is of the door that he uses traicio with the door as its object, not the beloved. 

Next, the lover compares his beloved to other hard objects, claiming that she may be harder than all of them. He says she is more enduring than Sicilian rocks, and harder than iron and steel, yet she will not be able to restrain her eyes and her breath will unwillingly rise into sobs. It is ironic that he does not include wood on the list, since it is the door that really detests him and stands in the way. Nevertheless, the lover has again assumed that his beloved is unaware of what he is going through, and that if she only knew, she would take pity on him. This of course is ridiculous: she must overhear him night after night, and has no interest in him. She surely has not been moved to tears due to pity. Furthermore, if she were moved to tears, this makes his claim that she is harder than rock, iron and steel mistaken. Finally, even if the beloved would be moved to tears after hearing his voice, the door would surely not want to help this lover. By telling the door that the mistress of the house would admit him, the lover has made it clear to the door that it needs to prevent its mistress from perceiving him at all costs: allowing this lover in would certainly damage the mistress’, the house’s – and by extension – the door’s reputation further. This image of the mistress that the lover is presenting is inconsistent: he at one time refers to her in a more tender way by using diminutives to describe her
 (as Baker writes, “diminutives have connotations of pleading, pathos and tenderness”
), then in the next instant calls her hard, then reverts to gentler tones. This is clumsy, but also raises the question of how well he actually knows the woman. He seems just to be using standard tropes in describing her, but his inconsistency may lead one to believe that he really is not familiar with his beloved at all.


The lover finishes the appeal to his beloved by asserting that she is inside lounging with another lover, and his words fall with the nightly Zephyr. Here are more established tropes used by Propertius to create a paraclausithyron that represents the theme in its entirety. The mention of the Zephyr shows that this lover, like many before him, is expecting to put up with cold winds during the night. He knows well that this is something he will have to endure, because he has been in this position many times before. But again, he is too dimwitted to pick up on the fact that he is not going to be invited in.

In reference to the rival, McKay writes, “it is open to conjecture whether she now admits no lovers at all, or confines her attentions to a single admirer. Our only evidence is the suspicion of a jealous lover outside, that someone else is inside, and that is no evidence at all”
 and Nappa agrees, writing, “the scene inside the house exists only within the mind of the amator.”
 I agree that we should not assume that the mistress of the house actually has a rival lover with her. The lover’s own imagination may be taking over his thoughts, and he should not be taken at his word. This does more harm than good for the lover: the door is already upset that its reputation has been destroyed owing to the constant presence of this lover. Now, the lover is publicly announcing that it has failed in its duty to protect the house and admitted another man. Besides that, if we are to believe the mistress has her own lover already, this makes the exclusus amator even more irrational. He claims she is lying happily in his arms. What was the point of wishing his voice would pass through the door? Does he expect his beloved to send her other lover home in the middle of his visit? If she is happy with the rival, then it should be clear to this lover that he is entirely unwanted and is wasting his time. Another issue is raised in connection with the existence of a rival lover: does the exclusus amator believe his rival would be willing to leave because another lover has requested entry? Surely, he would be not at all pleased that this lover has come calling, and the exclusus may be putting himself in danger by making his appeal. The possibility that there is a lover already inside should do nothing but persuade the exclusus amator that his attempt at entry is futile, but he is too dense to realize it.

In these lines, the lover has made it clear what it is he blames for his predicament – the hard, unmoving door. In the lover’s view, his beloved is not at all at fault for leaving him outside, because she would surely be moved to tears if only she knew about him. But the door is preventing that from happening. Of course, this does not cause the door to feel shame or remorse, but probably has the opposite effect. The door is surely proud of its own resoluteness in keeping this lover at bay. As Nappa writes, “the door reveals that it, again like its mistress, gains a certain satisfaction from resisting and tormenting the would-be lover. Though it has complained of the disgrace all this brings on itself, the door trumpets the poet-lover’s worthlessness and its own role in emphasizing and broadcasting it.”
 The door hates that it has to put up with this lover, but it will still do everything it can to stop him from achieving what he wants, even though this would end the constant vigils, and hence the torment the door puts up with nightly.

It has been a common trope in paraclausithyra that lovers believe they are wanted by their beloveds, but that they are prevented from being together by other factors, whether a door, a guard, or a rival. It is not until the end of his plea that the lover conjectures that there is a rival lover. This is again just an excuse being made: in the lover’s mind, it cannot be that he is undesirable. As if giving up on trying to win the door over as an ally, the lover finishes his paraclausithyron by accusing the door of its harsh treatment of him. Propertius has made it clear, however, that the lover is entirely to blame for his exclusion. There is no guard at the door, and the lover’s voice is hoarse from yelling, but there remains no response. While this is presented as the door’s fault in the poem itself, Propertius has shown that it is always due to the lover. Copley posits that exclusi amatores may have been a real feature of Roman social life
, and 1.16 can be read as Propertius’ criticism both the earlier poetic examples of paraclausithyra, as well as of real men who debased themselves in this way. 


There is a tonal shift in lines 35-40 of the paraclausithyron. The lover has tried appealing to the door by asking why it never helps him, and telling it that his beloved would agree to admit him if the door would help his words reach her. The tone thus far has been plaintive. Now the tone changes to one of desperate accusation. The lover has realized that the door will not be moved by sorrow, so tries to make it feel guilty. This certainly does not work in the lover’s favour. The door knows that it excludes him and takes pride in this.

Line 35 begins with the lover telling the door that the greatest and only cause of his sorrow is the door and that it is never won over by the lover’s gifts. The lover then tells the door that he never assailed it with a petulant tongue which is accustomed to make unwelcome jokes when drunk. This mention of jokes would not go over well with the door. The door is miserable, and to hear that the lover considers these words to be jokes would only further incite its anger. The lover has also revealed now that he is often drunk during these undertakings, which only makes him more foolish in our eyes. The lover also accuses the door of ‘allowing’ him to go hoarse from his long complaints, and to wait in the street for anxious hours.


When the lover claims that the door is the greatest and sole cause of his sorrow, he is again laying the blame upon the wrong party and is inconsistent. If the door is the only cause of his sorrow, how can it also be the greatest cause? This is a foolish thing to say. Moreover, the lover has already announced that he knows his beloved and (possibly) his rival are inside, so the mistress of the house certainly is also to blame, and logically she and her rival would hold the greatest responsibility. She could end his suffering at any time by admitting him, but the lover does not dare hold her accountable. He claims that she is entirely blameless, while the door is the major hindrance. Again, this would not make the door feel guilty or remorseful as the lover surely intends, but more likely, the door would feel proud to have kept this nuisance at bay. This may also hurt any slim chance he may have had in convincing his beloved to admit him if she overhears this: now that she knows she is not being blamed for leaving him outside, she has no reason to feel guilty about her own actions. 


The lover declares to the door that it is never won over by his gifts. Unbeknown to the lover, his ‘gifts’ – the garlands and poems themselves – are part of the reason why the door hates him. The garlands have already been described by the door as ugly, and the songs are the main cause of the door’s shattered reputation. On the gifts, Nappa writes, “all these things are trash left by disgraceful poet-lovers, marks of the shameful state of the house’s current residents.”
 It is also unfortunate for the lover that he uses vinco to describe winning over the door. The door has already seen the lover’s hands as harmful to it, and the lover earlier used words with violent connotations. Now he is using another violent, military word. The door would certainly not be receptive to the idea that it will be conquered by this lover. And, indeed, it rather the door that conquers the lover.


Irony plays a large part in these lines. After the ironic reference to his ‘gifts’, the lover claims that he never assailed the door with his tongue, but that is entirely inaccurate: he is doing so at that very moment. The lover probably does not view his laments as assaults on the door, but the door does not see them as anything but that. Moreover, it is known that the lover has also assailed the door in the past with his laments. Furthermore, it is because of his constant plaints that the door’s reputation is ruined. The complaints have reached other ears and been the cause of rumours and slander. Thus again, the lover’s claim that these assaults are merely jokes that men are wont to speak after they have been drinking would surely not go over well with the door.


The irony continues in lines 39-40 when the lover claims the door allows him to become hoarse from his constant shouting, and to wait outside the house. The door does not allow the lover to do either, but has to endure it. Nor is it the door’s choice that the lover continues to shout and wait. The lover again is trying to transfer blame from his beloved – and away from himself – for his own actions. He is the foolish one who chooses to wait and shout to the point of hoarseness, but he refuses to accept that the fault is his own. The lover’s description of the long vigils as sollicitas, anxious, is also inane. He should know by now that he is not going to gain access, and after waiting outside for so many nights, there should not be any anxiety: he should expect the outcome, but is too stupid to do so.


The lover reveals exactly in what setting his laments are taking place in line 40. He says that he waits for hours in the trivium, a public street. We have inferred that he must be speaking somewhere where others can overhear him, but now it is made clear that this is not a country estate, but one situated in a public place. It is now evident why the door’s reputation is ruined. The lover clearly cares nothing about his mistress’ reputation if he is willing to act this way in sight of any passer-by.


In the next two lines of the paraclausithyron, the lover goes on to list the things he has done for the door. These include writing new verses of poetry and kissing its steps. We have already seen that the door does not consider these to be gifts: the verses are traditionally scratched onto the surface of the door: how would it be a gift to the door to vandalize and chip away at its face? The door would also not be receptive to being kissed by this lover, and would more likely be revolted by it. These kisses also make the lover a target of laughter, since the audience knows he will never kiss his actual beloved, and must settle for her steps. 


In line 43, the lover exclaims that he has knelt before the door many times, and accuses it of being a traitor. Camps takes the kneeling to be in prayer to the door.
 When taken with the next line, this makes the door appear even more foolish. Calling the door a traitor, however, is strange. Nappa suggests that the door may have used to open for lovers
, but I think this goes against the door’s strictly held position of moral superiority. The lover may think the door owes it to him to open, since this is the function of a door, and that not doing so is a betrayal. In addition to the stilted logic, it is again stupid of the lover to think that the door is at fault for not opening. Lastly, the lover may be thinking about his rival again: perhaps the lover believes the door opened for his rival, but now remains closed for other lovers. This depends on whether his rival exists or not, but is still irrational. The door cannot admit every person who comes calling, and it is not ‘betraying’ anyone by admitting one and not another. In fact, the door is doing the very opposite: if it has admitted a rival lover, the door is not a traitor at all, it is in fact doing its duty by remaining shut, and being faithful to its mistress. And again, the door would certainly not appreciate this lover calling it a traitor in public right before the house for any neighbour or passer-by to overhear.


These last two lines of the paraclausithyron have the lover tell the door he is praying before it and bringing owed offerings with stealthy hands. The lover here is being absurd by treating the door like it is a divinity of some sort, using vota to describe his offerings. In reference to these, Baker writes that they are “love-gifts which have been vowed and owed, as to a divinity.”
 The lover is being ridiculously overblown in his words and actions, and again tries to make his predicament seem greater than it really is: he is not a sacred place, but begging for a woman to let him sleep with her. As for his hands being stealthy, Camps writes that this simply shows the lover to be furtive, “because he would feel embarrassed to be seen so behaving publicly in daytime, or because he does not want to excite the suspicion of his rival.”
 Both of these explanations are possible, but it makes the lover look even more senseless: he has already made enough of a spectacle of himself by publicly singing and crying outside the door, and has also provoked the possible rival. It is too late for him to be embarrassed to be seen now. This also shows how unaware the lover truly is: is he not aware that the other acts are embarrassing? Perhaps the lover thinks being locked-out is completely fine, but to be seen worshipping the door is going too far. If so, the lover is very mistaken. Moreover, in no way is the lover being stealthy in this situation. He is a public and entirely conspicuous sight for all to behold. 


After the lover’s paraclausithyron, the door ends its narration by saying that the lover speaks in this way, saying all the things that wretched lovers say, and drowns out the dawn chorus of birds. The last two lines have the door once more lament that it is brought into disrepute by its mistress’ vices and the constant tears of the lover. These lines show the door as a pathetic figure, blaming others for sufferings that it is itself powerless to end.


The door’s claim that the lover drowns out the morning birds shows how long he continues his vigil. If this is not an exaggeration, and the lover chooses to forgo sleep to cry all night, this is funny. The mistress of the house, whether with a rival or alone, would surely not enjoy hearing him always outside her home, crying and singing all night until dawn, and neither would her neighbours. Nor is the door at all pleased to be subject to the lover’s attentions. Lovers who engage are not to be objects of pity, but of derision.

The door refers to its mistress’ actions as vices, vitia. There is nothing in the poem to indicate that she has done anything wrong: these lovers turn up at their own choosing. The lover of the paraclausithyron was certainly not invited, and the mentioned rival lover may not even exist. So, then, what are the vices to which the door is referring? Does the door see it as a vice that she attractive, and that men want to bed her? If so, that is very unjust on the part of the door. She did not choose to be chased by these lovers, and it is not her fault that they sing these licentious songs before her door.


The tone of these last lines is absolutely miserable and plaintive. The door refers to the lovers as miseri, wretched or pathetic, though not in the sense that they deserve pity, as some writers have taken it
; they are pathetic in the sense that they should be looked upon with scorn. The door’s words in the last lines are perhaps the most plaintive of the whole of 1.16: it uses obstrepit – loud, obnoxious shouts – to describe the lover’s songs; semper fletibus – constant wailing – in regard to his laments; and differor – defame – to define its own treatment. The door ends by making sure the audience knows that it is ever the victim of the lover’s actions. Nor is there anything it can do about the situation: it is entirely helpless and must continue to endure the treatment until either its mistress or the lover decides to act differently. This makes the door appear almost sympathetic to the audience, and we pity it more than we do the lover. 

The last lines of 1.16 form a ring structure in relation to the opening of the door’s speech in way that underlines the comic hopelessness of the lover’s situation. The reader is prepared by the door’s opening lines to expect the lover’s plaints to be ineffective, and the paraclausithyron is deflated because of this. No matter what the lover says to the door, we know that it will not yield, and the door ends the poem by telling us that the lover will remain outside all night. The entire paraclausithyron is framed by the door’s contempt and irritation, emphasizing how the absurd the lover is to waste his time so.

The paraclausithyron of 1.16 is a mockery of the theme. Copley is correct in asserting that Propertius’ paraclausithyron contains all the tropes of the traditional paraclausithyron, but it is not done in order for Propertius to show his mastery of it, but to criticize as many aspects of the theme as he can, with the door cast in the place of  the mistresses of other paraclausithyra. Propertius may be subtly mocking Tibullus’ paraclausithyron specifically by the substitution of the door for Tibullus’ custodia.


As has been seen, the door is the most characterized of any of the figures in 1.16. We know very little about the mistress of the house, and perhaps even less about the lover himself. The door only tells us that he is a bother, but does not provide further details as to his identity. By making him an anonymous figure whose only defining feature is being locked out of a house, Propertius invites the reader to identify him simply as the generic exclusus amator of the paraclausithyron. 

The door’s opening complaint is that it is beaten by drunken lovers. It is common for lovers in paraclausithyra to be drunk during their songs and vigils, but in earlier examples the lovers appear coherent and orderly. This is due to the paraclausithyra being narrated by the lovers themselves, who naturally depict their actions in the best way they can. But, since the narrator of 1.16 is not the lover, a different and possibly more accurate picture is given to the audience. The lovers of paraclausithyra were not well-behaved, articulate poets, but loud, obnoxious, drunken reprobates. They stood outside brawling with each other and beating on the doors of their beloveds. The romance and melancholy of the situation is deflated in 1.16, and this may be closer to reality.


Related to the inebriation of the lovers is the door’s description of their songs. As stated, the door describes the songs as shrill or sharp, and this is likely due to the lover being drunk. But, since it was common for locked-out lovers to be drunk, it can be reasonably assumed that their songs were often similarly off-key. Like the lover of 1.16, earlier locked-out lovers suppose their songs to be gifts to their beloved, and do not consider that they may actually be painful to the ears to listen to. Along with being shrill, the songs are nothing more than “garrulous flattery”. The door sees through the lover of 1.16’s compliments as just attempts to flatter the mistress. Once again, the door presents a more realistic picture. The beloveds of other paraclausithyra surely also realized that their locked-out lovers were simply wheedling them without sincerity.


Paraclausithyra were always placed within a public setting, but rarely is it made known how public. We are usually only told that it is before a beloved’s abode. Horace gives a faint idea of the surrounding area in Odes 3.10 by making it known that Lyce lived in a rich house, but he does not state how many neighbours she had, or within what proximity. Propertius unambiguously makes it known near the end of the lover’s lament that he is at a trivium: a public place. By the time we learn this, the lover has been crying and making accusations for several lines. Now we become privy to the fact that all this has been said in a place where all may hear it. This revelation makes the lover look more shameful than he already did. This again may reflect reality. Propertius thus shows us that these lovers were so shameless that they often made their pleas in very public spaces, caring not at all for their beloveds’ reputations, or for their own. 

The gifts of the locked-out lover are a staple of the theme. The leaving of garlands, inscribing of poems, and kissing of the threshold frequently appear in paraclausithyra, but there had not before been any explicit indication that these tokens were unwanted. Again, this likely reflected people’s real attitude, but in earlier paraclausithyra the lover is the only figure to offer an opinion. By presenting another character, one who is hostile to the locked-out lovers, Propertius reveals that these gifts could be no more than annoyances for their recipients.


The door likewise complains about the torches left behind by the lovers. A lover would presumably leave these torches to show his beloved that he remained outside her door all night in poor weather. To the lovers, they were meant as a sign of their resolve. The door gives another view of them: the torches are no more than trash on the threshold that shows to everybody that men flock outside the home. Passers-by would see them and know right away that the woman of the house is pursued by many lovers. They might also suppose that they had been discarded when the men were admitted. This would only further ruin her image.


1.16 also mocks the trope of lovers believing that factors out of their control stand in the way of their being united with their beloveds: in this instance, the lover supposes that the mistress of the house cannot hear the his pleas. We know, however, his complaints are all too audible: the door’s reputation has suffered so greatly, which would not be the case if the lover were not overheard. The lover is simply unwanted. In Horace 3.10, the lover is ignored by Lyce, but believes that she may be moved by the threat that he would eventually leave her alone if she did not admit him. It does not even occur to him that Lyce may simply be uninterested, no matter how many times she ignores him and leaves him to freeze on her doorstep. That the lover of 1.16 acts in the same way is, as the door’s narration reveals, merely a mark of his narcissism. 


The trope of the rival is also lampooned by Propertius: lovers in paraclausithyra often claim that a rival is in his beloved’s house, but claim is never substantiated. In 1.16, however, after hearing the door’s comments about its virtue, and its hatred for lovers, we know that it is unlikely that it has admitted others. Therefore, the lover’s charge is exposed as spurious, an artefact merely of his own fears. The consequences of these accusations are also made clear in 1.16: in previous paraclausithyra, there is no indication that the beloved’s reputation may suffer because of the accusations of the locked-out lovers (even though we can assume the possibility, such as, again, in Horace 3.10). On account of the door’s narration though, we know that the house has been shamed.

Propertius 1.16 constitutes a criticism of other poet-lovers and their actions. The door acts as a stand-in for Propertius himself and voices his beliefs. While Copley writes that Propertius’ paraclausithyron is an answer to earlier paraclausithyra that were, in Propertius’ view “top-heavy”
, I believe he is mistaken in viewing Propertius’ intent as creating the perfect example of the theme. Rather, I think that Propertius was fed up with other poets and lovers – in Propertius’ view, lesser ones – giving more capable lovers like himself a bad name. These lovers were like the one featured in this paraclausithyron: foolish, blundering, inept, oblivious, pathetic, and narcissistic. Their attempts at winning over a woman were always clumsy and gave other lovers a bad name by making themselves look like wretched fools.


The door reflects Propertius’ own thoughts, but also reveals the opinions of lovers’ mistresses. The door’s primary, constant complaint is that these lovers spoil its reputation and give it a bad name. So, we must imagine, did reputable women feel. Her opinions on the gifts and torches left behind by the lovers would surely also echo those of the door. They are all unwanted, but the lovers will not give up. They believe that they will somehow break down their beloved’s resolve, no matter how obtuse the attempts may be, leading only to more shame and ill-repute for the mistress.


Propertius’ critique of locked-out lovers is not without irony. Propertius tells of himself being a locked-out lover in other poems, such as 1.8a and 2.9. This adds self-deprecating humour to 1.16. Propertius claims that lovers who wait outside a door, enduring poor weather and being a spectacle to others, are fools who deserve no sympathy, yet he himself has been in that position. This is doubtless Propertius poking fun at himself, but it also shows how much of a hold his love for Cynthia has over him: he is willing to make a spectacle of himself if it means he will win over Cynthia. And, as is seen in poem 1.8b, his attempts are successful.

1.16 is a complete reversal of the theme. Paraclausithyra of the past were spoken by the lover against a door; here we are given the opposite. We are suddenly given an entirely new and different point of view and a drastic re-orientation: instead of hearing about what the lover is feeling, as has been the case for every other paraclausithyron, we get a view of what the door experiences, and how it feels. This adds up to a witty criticism of the theme as a whole. In addition, it is not the lover who is attacking a target, but the door that attacks the lover. The door is given the predominant position in the poem, deflating the paraclausithyron in the process.
Conclusion

Horace 3.10 and Propertius 1.16 have many similar elements. The most prominent are the foolish lover and uninterested beloved. Both lovers make very clumsy attempts to be admitted, and engage in lying, flattery, insults, and try to make themselves the objects of pity. They both believe they are far more esteemed than they truly are, based on the use of their lofty language and high opinions they hold of themselves. Their beloveds also share many qualities: they are both Roman women of some social standing (Lyce has an extravagant home, and the woman of 1.16 has a home with a self-proclaimed gloried past, and so presumably is quite grand), both women are said to have another lover (Lyce has a husband, and the woman of 1.16 a paramour), and both seem to have no interest in these locked-out lovers. Aside from the characters within the paraclausithyra themselves, the two poems share common themes. These similarities are most probably due simply to the paraclausithyra being a traditional, stock affair, but they may go beyond that. Although it is impossible to say who wrote his paraclausithyron first, either Horace or Propertius could have had an eye for the other’s work.

Perhaps the most prominent method by which the two lovers endeavour to access their beloved is by making themselves look pitiable. In both paraclausithyra, the lovers claim that they are suffering; yet they have the ability to end their torment at any time. Both the lover of 3.10 and the one of 1.16 tell of their lying in the cold and enduring bad weather. They speak as if this were their beloved’s faults, who put them through this torment intentionally. However, both lovers can at any time leave the threshold. There is no indication in either poem that their beloveds are even aware of them outside their homes. There is no reason for them to remain on the threshold all night other than their own stupidity.

Another way in which both lovers look for pity is by claiming their beloveds are so heartless that they intentionally have these two lovers stay outside their homes. This accusation is foolish at its very core: the women are not heartless by not agreeing to sleep with the lovers; they are simply not interested. It can be reasonably presumed that even if Lyce or the woman of 1.16 told the locked-out lovers that they were not attracted to them, the lovers would not stop in their attempts. They would see this as just another obstacle for them to overcome. The lovers are persistent if nothing else: it is known by the lover of 3.10 and the door in 1.16 that these lovers are constantly outside the door. If they are not put off their goal by being continually ignored, they surely would not give up at the woman’s request. To illustrate how heartless their beloveds are, the two lovers – like many locked-out lovers before them – compare them to inanimate objects of foreign lands. This certainly does more harm to their aim than good. What woman would want to be compared to a rocky headland, or iron, or an oak tree? The lovers are trying to showcase how learned and well-travelled they may be by displaying knowledge of these objects, but all this does is insult the women. As has been seen, the lover of 3.10 takes it a step further by comparing his well-to-do Roman beloved to serpents and objects of barbarian lands. 


The lovers of 3.10 and 1.16 both try to make themselves appear more sophisticated than they are by employing lofty language in their appeals. The lover of 3.10 does this by involving the divinities in his plea, naming Jupiter and Venus. In 1.16, the lover claims that the night itself, along with the stars and winds pity his plight. Like comparing their beloveds to foreign objects, these lofty claims were meant to show off the lovers’ own knowledge and cultured background, but they are ill-conceived. Trying to fit these prestigious figures and descriptions into such a frivolous situation as begging outside a woman’s door for sex only makes the lovers look more foolish.

Both lovers believe that they are wanted by their beloveds, at least to an extent. In 3.10, the lover does admit that Lyce is not moved by anything he offers her, but he still believes it to be a threat when he closes by telling her he will leave her doorstep. If he did not believe Lyce was somewhat interested in him, he would not frame this as a threat. Likewise, in 1.16, the lover believes that he would be wanted by his beloved if only she could hear him and the door would open. These are irrational assumptions that reflect those thoughts of many earlier locked-out lovers. If these lovers were truly wanted by their beloveds, they would be admitted into the houses. The lovers of these two paraclausithyra are especially unwanted: it must be assumed that Lyce has no interest, since the lover claims that he has been outside her house before to no avail – and this is no wonder, considering the stilted attempts of the lover – but the lover of 1.16 is perhaps the most unwelcome exclusus amator of them all. The door’s open hostility to him is made so clear and direct that there is no need for the reader to fill in how the vigil will end. We know before the paraclausithyron even begins that he will be unsuccessful. 

Both women in these paraclausithyra are higher class, Roman women, as it seems from dwellings. In 1.16, we are told by the door that the house was reputable, and it can be inferred by Lyce’s home and husband that she too leads a moral life. But with the coming of these lovers, both women’s reputations suffer. It is made clear in 1.16 that the woman is no longer reputable due to the constant suitors who call to her, though it is unclear whether she admits any or not. Lyce in 3.10 has not had her reputation spoiled at the time, but the lover outside her home can change that at any time. If he stays outside her home singing his songs, leaving garlands and making a spectacle out of himself for all to see, the situation will quickly become similar to that of 1.16. Both women have these two foolish lovers shouting outside their doors for any neighbour or passer-by to hear. Neither lover seems conscious of the risk of being overheard, nor does it seem that they would care if they were. This blatant disregard for their beloved’s reputations shows the lovers to be rather selfish, or – at the very least – oblivious to potential consequences.

The beloveds of both paraclausithyra are also similar inasmuch as both are involved with another man: Lyce is married, and the woman of 1.16 (possibly) has a lover. This should be reason enough for both lovers to move on and try being with another woman, but instead it only provides further themes for the lovers to lament about. In 3.10, the lover tries convincing Lyce that her husband has a mistress, and so she should also commit adultery, and in 1.16 the lover uses the rival as an excuse as to why he is not admitted. He may also be trying to show that his attempts are not entirely in vain: if the door admits one lover, perhaps he will be admitted another night. Of course, both lovers are deluding themselves.


Several themes and types of humour are employed by both poets in their paraclausithyra. Lampoon and parody are displayed by both speakers: Horace’s lover is a parody of the traditional locked-out lover, and the entire situation of Propertius 1.16 with a speaking door is a lampoon. There is also the common theme of the lover being bested by the target of the paraclausithyron. Both mistresses – Lyce and the unnamed mistress of 1.16 – hold power over their suitors. Try as they might to access her, both lovers are ultimately held at bay by the women. Propertius takes it a step further by making his lover be undone by not only the mistress, but also by the door itself, as if to make his predicament twice as hopeless: even if this lover wins over one target, he has to win over another in addition.


Both 3.10 and 1.16 feature inversions of roles. In Horace, the lover is completely overpowered by Lyce. She has full control over him, almost to the point of him being a slave. So great is her power over him, that even if she were a barbarian, he – an urbane Roman – would still wait on her doorstep. It was not uncommon for elegiac mistresses to have such power, but it was a reversal of traditional Roman roles for any woman to have this supremacy over a man. Likewise, in 1.16, the lover is not in control of the situation. Again the mistress refuses to admit the lover and holds power over him, but there is also the inversion of the door having power over a human. To make a rather obvious point, humans have control over doors, but that very basic rule is overturned in 1.16 to have the door choosing whether or not it opens for a person. And, with the door acting figuratively as a slave, the man is now rendered servile himself to a slave.

Self-deprecating humour also features in both poems. While it is again not clear whether Horace is the lover featured in Odes 3.10, the possibility exists and this would add another element to its humour. Propertius most certainly is not the lover who appears in 1.16, but he had been a locked-out lover previously. After criticizing paraclausithyra and locked-out lovers so harshly in 1.16, he could only expect to be laughed at himself. Though they mistakenly believe the lover of 1.16 is Propertius himself, Knox and McKeown do base their assumption on a valid point: “such wit at his own expense recurs throughout Propertius’ poetry”
, citing 4.8 as an example in which Propertius, drunk, is beaten by Cynthia after she discovers him with a couple of prostitutes.


Exaggeration is often used by poets to make the circumstances more amusing. The lover of 3.10 exaggerates his predicament throughout the entirety of the lament: the lover exaggerates in his parallel to savage Scythia; the description of the weather is hyperbolic; the comparison to Moorish snakes is certainly exaggerated. Propertius’ paraclausithyron is more measured, but the door surely embellishes. Certainly, it hates the lovers, but it probably makes them sound worse than they actually are in order to get more pity from its listeners. 
The most apparent difference between Odes 3.10 and 1.16 is the length. Horace’s paraclausithyron is short, as is typical of the form, whereas Propertius’ poem is double the length. Naturally, this allows Propertius to do significantly more with his poem, and this leads to more dissimilarities between the two.

Propertius’ paraclausithyron goes beyond the traditional form of the theme. His poem is not simply a quoted paraclausithyron, but contains its own narration and comments on the lover’s lament. This is the only time that a commentary on the paraclausithyron appears with the paraclausithyron itself. This results in a much sharper criticism of the theme. The door’s comments cut down the lover’s appeal before it has even begun. Propertius goes even further than this too; by framing the paraclausithyron of the lover with the door’s comments, he deflates it. Finally, by letting the audience hear the lover’s lament, the door allows him to humiliate himself by his own words.

Odes 3.10 is very typical of Horace: it is a gentle, amusing and genial poem. There is criticism against the locked-out lover, but it is done with a sense of light-heartedness and without any hostility. In 1.16, however, the door strikes not only at the lover, but also at its own mistress, who – as far as we can know – is blameless. She does not herself appear in the poem so there is basis on which the audience can judge her themselves. We have the word only of a spiteful door that cares only about its own reputation and blames everyone else for its reduced condition. 

Propertius’ paraclausithyron also differs from Horace’s by making the lover more closely resemble the traditional exclusus. Whereas Horace’s lover was a blithering fool who either abandoned or clumsily tried to adapt the common tropes into his lament and failed, the lover of 1.16 uses the tropes effectively. However, this again makes Propertius’ criticism of the paraclausithyron and the locked-out lovers more effective. Instead of making the lover look exceptionally foolish by having him blunder with his pleas, Propertius criticizes a lover who does everything correctly in line with a traditional paraclausithyron. It is not the lovers who cannot perform a paraclausithyron properly that Propertius wants to insult, but all those who simply perform paraclausithyra. To Propertius, any man who was willing to degrade himself and his beloved deserves all the derision he receives.
Another difference between the two poems is the role played by the lover. In 1.16, the lover is the traditional exclusus amator, and he mentions that there is a rival within his beloved’s home. Whether there is nor not is unclear, but it was a common accusation of the locked-out lovers. In 3.10 however, the locked-out lover is the rival to Lyce’s vir. She already has her own devoted lover, and the exclusus amator is the one who is unwelcome.

The speaker and targets of the two paraclausithyra are perhaps the greatest contrasts between them in terms of content. Horace follows the standard trope of having a lover speak to the door. Propertius turns this entirely on its head and makes the door the speaker, and the lover the target. As mentioned in the last chapter, this gives a new perspective on the theme. We were already aware of the lover’s plight and his usual complaints, but with 1.16 we are shown what the other party feels in a paraclausithyron. When looked at together, the two poets provide a criticism of the paraclausithyron from multiple angles.


Lastly, Propertius’ paraclausithyron is more learned and ingenious than Horace’s. Propertius’ poem shows mastery of the form even as it lampoons it and engages in an ingenious inter-text with Catullus 67. Horace’s paraclausithyron stands as its own creation without any one obvious model: 

Both Horace and Propertius were working towards a similar goal in composing their paraclausithyra. They both wanted to show how silly locked-out lovers and paraclausithyra in general were. The very notion that a drunken man waits outside a beloved’s house and makes a fool of himself for all to see and hear in the hopes that he may sway his beloved to let him inside was, to them, completely ridiculous. The men who did this were fools who deserved to be ridiculed. Both poets differ in their methods for achieving this goal however. As stated, the lover of 3.10 is an outright fool, bungling the usual tropes of the paraclausithyron, while the lover of 1.16 does them correctly. But in Propertius’ view, a paraclausithyron following the traditional tropes is still foolish.

The paraclausithyron did not end with Horace and Propertius; Ovid had two of his own in Amores 1.6 and Metamorphoses 14.698-758. However, as is typical of Ovid, they are too flippant and original to bear comparison with earlier paraclausithyra. As Copley writes “for all their cleverness and charm, [they] are rather unsubstantial performances, in which wit has replaced passion…both reveal that to Ovid the paraclausithyron was a set theme which had already said all that it could say to the lover-poet; with its fixed story, setting, and ideas, it has become nothing but an exercise ground for ingenuity.”
 After Ovid, the paraclausithyron faded from Roman literature. Some later Greek authors took up the theme, but they lacked originality,
 with “no signs of any significant development or change.”
 The pinnacle of the paraclausithyron’s development came with Horace and Propertius, and it never again reached the same level of humour or ingenuity.
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�	 	This poem follows a traditional, actual paraclausithyron, but ends with a variation to the theme.
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