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secondary part of the sacrifice, the relatively unim-
portant use made of the skin, could escape past the 
“dream-censor,” while the primary part, the canni-
balistic fantasy, could not. 

The dream expresses the father’s desire to 
murder and eat his child in terms of the sacrificial 
ritual of his day, replacing the animal victim with 
his child.  It need not conform to the manner in 
which the child died, which may have occurred 
when the opportunity arrived, either by the intent 
or negligence of the father, or may have been acci-
dental with the father far away.  Nor does Artemi-
dorus implicate the father in his child’s death, but 
seems to imply that the child accidentally fell into 
the river and drowned.  The nuances of the Greek, 
however, suggest otherwise. 

Just as I have previously examined the 
words askos, and pelekus, I will now probe pipto 
and pnigo to illustrate this point.  Though pipto 
means fall or fall down, and is used by Artemi-
dorus to describe the child’s fall into the river, in 
other contexts it often has a violent connotation.  
These include to cast down, to fall upon something 
violently, as if in attack; to fall in a fight; to fall 
short, or to fail; to be overthrown or overcome by 
another.  More graphic is Artemidorus’ use of 
pnigo, translated in this context as drown.  The va-
riety of meanings of pnigo suggest the true horror 
of drowning, since its primary meanings are to 
choke, strangle, throttle, and seize by the throat.  It 
evokes the sensation of what drowning must feel 
like to the victim.  One must wonder whether Ar-
temidorus intuitively grasped, by his use of this 
word, the cannibalistic fantasy of the father’s 
dream, since pnigo could also be used in the con-
text of baking or cooking in a closed vessel. 

Though Artemidorus cites this dream as an 
example for his son of a dream of prediction, a 
modern psychoanalytical interpretation illustrates 
the dreamer’s unconscious infanticidal and canni-
balistic fantasies.  Though Greek culture and reli-
gious rituals, and even the forms of their dreams, 

are very different than those of the 21st century, 
the dream processes have changed little over the 
millennia since Artemidorus recorded this dream, 
making its analysis possible. 

Robert Rousselle, PhD, is an ancient 
historian with an intense interest in the dreams of 
the classical world.  In the last issue of Clio's 

Psyche he published, “Dreams of Infanticide I: 
Dancing with Dionysus.”  

Editorial Board Says "Yes" to Poetry 
The Editorial Board has agreed to support 

the publication of poetry on the condition that it is 
psychohistorical and/or relevant to a subject we are 
covering.  In an effort to raise the standard of the 
poetry we publish, the Board agreed unanimously 
that it should be sent to referees.  Several volun-
teered to serve as referees, while others said they 
would be submitting poetry.  None of those 
strongly opposed to including poetry indicated they 
would stop reading and supporting Clio's Psyche 
as a consequence of its inclusion. 

Policy on Possible Ad Hominem Attacks 
For the first time since our founding in 

1994, we have had to face the issue of a possible 
ad hominem attack within our pages.  Richard 
Morrock, Vice President of the International Psy-
chohistorical Association (IPA) and a regular con-
tributor to IPA psychohistorical panels and the 
Journal of Psychohistory, recently responded to 
George Victor’s “Playing God” which appeared in 
our last issue.  (March, 2000, Vol. 6, No. 4).  Upon 
receiving a copy of Morrock’s letter, Victor called, 
stating that he interpreted Morrock’s letter as an ad 
hominem attack on Toland and himself.  We de-
cided to temporarily put aside the merits of the par-
ticular letter, and ask our Editorial Board if we 
should publish possible ad hominem attacks.  Six 
different policy options were raised, ranging from 
publishing everything to outright rejection of any 
possible ad hominem attack. 

The Editorial Board responded quickly and 
enthusiastically.  Though there were great varia-
tions in viewpoint, publication was favored, and all 
concluded that Morrock’s letter was not really an 
ad hominem attack.  The latter concurred with the 
views of the Editor and Associate Editor.  The 
Board of Editors was less concerned than were ei-
ther the Editor or Associate Editor about the issue 
of the Morrock/Victor exchange not being 
psychohistorical in content. 

Since both editors and the Editorial Board 
concluded that Morrock’s critique of Victor was 
not an ad hominem attack, and because it does not 
really assault or assassinate Victor's character, we 
asked Dr. Victor what he considered to be such an 
attack.  He wrote as follows: 

To me, ad hominem means personal 
criticism of an author as an indirect means of 
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