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A Theory of Lucid Dreams and
OBEs

SUE BLACKMORE

INTRODUCTION

Lucid dreams have much in common with out-of-body experiences, or OBEs.
Harvey Irwin has described, elsewhere in this book, the empirical evidence for
similarities and statistical relationships between the two experiences. I believe
these relationships are important: so much so that any theory of one experience
must also be able to account for the other.

Existing theories of the OBE leave much to be desired and mainly fall into
one of two categories. On one hand, there are the ‘‘ecsomatic’’ theories, which
postulate that a soul, astral body, spirit, or whatever leaves the body temporarily
in an OBE and permanently at death (see e.g., Crookall 1961; Muldoon &
Carrington 1929; Rogo 1978). On the other hand, there are psychological theo-
ries of the OBE that deny that anything leaves the body and posit that the
experience is one of the imagination (Blackmore, 1982a; Irwin, 1985; Palmer,
1978). Rogo (1983) has recently exposed some of the drawbacks and limitations
of existing psychological theories. They provide little insight into the phe-
nomenology of the experience and lead to few testable predictions.

As far as lucid dreams are concerned, neither theory has much to contribute.
The first type may say that lucid dreams are astral projection during sleep or even
that all dreams are actually ‘‘out of the body.”” But this is hardly an explanation
and provides no testable predictions. The psychological theories can offer no
improvement beyond the obvious point that dreams are also products of the
imagination. Neither type of theory really makes sense of the special relationship
between lucid dreams and OBEs. Therefore this relationship provides a chal-
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lenge to cxisting theories of the OBE and indeed to theories of altered states of

ciousness (ASCs) in general. L
CO“S?‘;‘;SPMC to offer a framework for ASCs that provides a DEW approach to

understanding both OBEs and lucid dreams. Although it is speculative, 1t leads to
uestions and testable predictions. ' ‘ g

e %here are several notable similarities and differences between OBE:: na:ld

jucid dreams that think should be explicable on a theory of the phenomend.

1. As noted by Irwin, the same people tend to report both experiences.
T i ; iable, but small.
The correlation appears to be reliable, 1a | ]
7. The two experiences can be initiated in very different ways (see Black
- more, 1982a; Green, 1968a,b: Gackenbach &. LaBerge. 1986). but one
way of achieving an OBE is through the lucid dream. o
Consciousness is often reported as extremely clear in bot : - anin
4. In both, perception can be described as clearer and more VIV t fglgt; :
l normal,perception (Blackmore, 1982¢; Gackenbach & Schillig, :
Green, 1968a.b). _ I )
5 Bloth are sometimes described as being profound and life-altering eXpe
_ riences (e.82-- Blackmorc 1982a; van Eeden, 1913).
i ¢ f them.
 People often strive 10 have more O m . _
7 Thepsimplifications. distortions, and additions found in the ex?e;enced
. world can be similar in both experiences (Blackmore 19824 onroe
i 929).
1971; Muldoon & Carrington 1 . '
& In both, imagining oF thinking about changes i the environment can
bring about those changes.
9. Flying is common in both
1929). _ _ o _
10. In h(;th. there are oddities of lighting such as self—ﬂlurmmixtmn1 ;‘); gc:;
: jects and the difficulty of switching lights on (Fox 1962; Green : .t-(m.)
There is an interesting difference. Lucid dreamers are (by defimitl o
aware that they are dreaming and therefore assume that the suntoun
ings are not real. whereas OBErs ar¢ often convinced that their sur-

roundings are real.

L)

=]

(van Eeden 1913, Muldoon & Carrington

11.

—

; . : 5
Two other phenomena seem to be linked with OBE;land glucufll d;‘tea;gar
1 i i to fly. tloat,
ing hich one dreams of being abi¢
These are the flying dream in W dre: . : D e hen
i ' 1< awakening in which one dreamt s :
or swoop in the air. and the false @ : Shi
up Thepcomparison is interesting. In a false av\{akemn;_aj one dreams that 0
; i i . dreams that one is dreaming.
wake: In a lucid dream, one . ‘ .
’ The false awakening is like an OBE in that oné s?emﬁ to bz 1;1:2; :;{)rg:]
] : ical restraints. One also has adu ;
world, but without the usual ph)fsma One e
apparently lying in bed oOr getting up. bu_t unhke. some OBfSi' t;fm e o
usually t\;vo bodies at once. In false awakenings. as 10 OBEs, the lighting 18
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eerie or strange, and electric lights unresponsive. Unlike the other experiences,
false awakenings are often unpleasant or at least mildly wierd.

Irwin has detailed the evidence suggesting that the same people tend to
report OBEs and lucid dreams. There is less research on these other experiences,
but what little there is suggests that they are related (Blackmore 1982a). For
example, in surveys Blackmore (1982b, 1984a) found that the same people
tended to report OBEs, lucid dreams, and flying dreams.

These are just some of the features that need explanation and which I shall
deal with in the following account.

MODEL BUILDING

Man is a self-modeling system. Indeed the main task of the cognitive system
is constructing models, or representations, of our world and of ourselves in it. |
suggest that a better understanding of lucid dreams and OBEs is initially o be
gained by seeking explanations at the level of these models, rather than at
physiological or other lower levels of explanation.

Two types of models are of particular relevance here. First, therc is the
stored mental representation of the world: the “*cognitive map.”” This is a long-
term model in memory that incorporates much of our knowledge about the places
we have experienced. It is this that enables you to imagine your own town on a
map of the world, your own house in its position in the town, or your bed
positioned in your house. Its structure is inferred from behavior that displays
knowledge of places, although only parts of the information are used at any one
time.

Of course, it is not like a map on a piece of paper but is a mental representa-
tion with properties that reflect this. For example. it is often wrong, that is.
judged by comparison with the physical world. Much is left out or systematically
simplified. For example, you may be able to *‘sce’’ objects in your image but not
to count them: to ‘‘see’’ writing but not to read it (Liben, Patterson. & New-
combe 1981).

In addition to this stored information (and based partly upon it). there is an
immediate and ever-changing model of self in the world. This is constructed in
perception and continually updated. The process of perception is not a passive
process of observing the world “‘as it really is.”” After all, there is no world “‘as
it really is.”” Rather, perception is a process of analysing features of the visual
image (or input from other senses) and constructing models, or hypotheses,
about the outside world on the basis of this analysis. The process starts with a
viewer-centered representation of the world, as in the visual image, and pro-
gresses to derive a relatively more object-centered representation that is less

dependent on the exact viewing position (see, e.g., Marr, 1982). In this way,
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you end up perceiving plates as round, oranges as spherical, tables as square, and
rooms as rectangular, regardless of your position relative to them. However, you
never let go of the fact that you are perceiving these things from the position of
your body.

Memory plays a crucial role in perception, to the extent that the processes of
memory and perception cannot be separated. Information from memory is used
all the time in the construction of perceptual models. So when I see the keyboard
in front of me, I am using a lot of information about keyboards I have seen in the
past as well as sensory input, in constructing my model of what I see, feel, and
hear. When I glance up at the far wall,] seem to see it in detail because memory
and guesswork fill in the gaps. 1 can even imagine the room beyond, as well as
the parts in view, because of the information in my cognitive map. This makes
for efficient and stable perception and accounts for the well-known importance of
expectation in perception. There is nothing new in this, I am only emphasizing
the fact that perception is a process of constructing representations or models of
the world.

As well as input from outside, there is somatosensory input from the body
that is integrated into the ‘‘body image.”” This is essential to carrying out coordi-
nated actions. Errors and distortions of the body image are associated with
derealization, depersonalization, and some types of psychosis. They also occur
in epilepsy and migraine (Critchley 1950).

The body image and perceptual representation are usually discussed quite
indepcndently, but here they are best treated together. After all, 1 am always
aware that someone is perceiving. 1 not only see the keyboard, but I am con-
scious of myself sitting at it. My model of the world naturally includes a model
of myself in it, and that self has a specific location. The perceptual model and
body image together form one representation that one may call the *‘model of
reality.”’

It is this ‘‘model of reality” that we take to be the real world with ourselves
in it. If we argue (following Yates, 1985) that the contents of awareness are a
model of the world, then normally it is this ““model of reality’’ that is primary in
our consciousness.

Let us consider what this “model of reality’” is like. First ‘‘we’’ always
seem to have a specific position. Most people will tell you “‘they’’ seem to be
either in their head, behind their eyes, or perhaps in the forehead (Black-
more,1987). This is not to say that any “thing’’ is located at this spot, but rather
that, in the process of building perceptual models, it is helpful to construct them
from a perspective coincident with the body. In our imagination we can “‘see’’
from any position we like. With eyes closed different people can do this with
greater or lesser ease, but, with our eyes open, it is very hard, and we are almost
inevitably governed by the actual viewing position. Because vision is the pre-
dominant sense in humans, it makes sense that most of us, most of the time,
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f:in:n t(;)d 1;{:- somewhere in the head looking out through the eyes. This is part of
. It is interesting to compare this with other models we build, both viewer and
objfzct cgntcred. For example, we may recall a scene from mem,ory or construct
an imaginary scene, in many different ways (Siegel, 1977). It may t;e ‘‘seen’’ as
thoygh from eye level in a view comparable to a perceptual experience Alter-
flatlvcly, we can “‘see’’ it from another location, often directly above an.d look-
ing fiown, a position from which we have never actually seen it. This may be a
pamcularly. useful way to represent detailed layouts. It involves a cofn lex
transfgrmauon from any original input, but this is the sort of transformationpthe
cognitive system does all the time. It is very good at it. The result is a flexible
I:lfld Pconomical representation. Finally, we may model the scene without
seeing”’ from any specific location at all. Rather, we seem to be “‘in’’ the
\yhole scene at once. This provides a kind of 360-degree vision and an identifica-
tion W}th the imagined objects. This kind of abstract representation may preserve
esse:ntlal information about the relationships of objects in the scene 1:’without
having to reconstruct any of the features of directional viewing. Some ];eo le are
more used to using this kind of representation than others. b
‘To summarize: We create all the time a model of self in the world. It is
continuously built up from and checked against sensory information and b;lcked
up by memory. The result is that we seem to be a person located inside a body

p g 1e X I . Tas, n etiective m
ercei1ving a SIall external wor d. I!l ()ﬂ]e] wO dS we hﬂve al

REALITY

We take it for granted that what we see is “‘really’’ there. However, this is
not necessarily obvious as far as the brain is concerned. In building pl,ausible
{nodejls O.f external *‘reality,”’ it must make decisions about what is noise, what is
1mag1n:f1t10n, and what is genuinely ‘‘out there.”” It is important to notc,that the
separation of information based on input and that from memory is not trivial
Information from external and internal sources is amalgamated very earl ir;
Perceptutal processing. In vision, it may even occur in the retina. Clearly ythis
information is used to construct successive representations through the sy;tem
arlld no tagging of what began where would be feasible. Yet in the end, at th(:,
h1ghe§t llevels of representation, it must be clear what is ‘“‘really’” out th;:re and
what is imagination. My fingers have to touch the keys on the keyboard, not the
plants in the garden of my imagination. ’

’ 1 suggest, and this is the central proposition of my theory, that this decision
is taken at a very late stage in processing. At any time, the cognitive system
constructs many high level models, but one, and only one, is taken as rcprZsent-
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ing ‘reality.”” In other words, it makes the sensible assumption that there is only
one ‘‘reality.”” This provides a useful constraint to apply to the modeling pro-
cess. The chosen model is assigned the status of ‘‘reality’’—its contents seem
‘‘real.”” Any other models being worked on at the same time can be rejected as
failed models of reality or accorded the status of “‘imagination’’ or “‘thinking."’
In this way, we can be perceiving a stable external world, imagining something
else and planning our next activity, all at once without getting confused as to
what is “‘real.”” I suggest that only one model is assigned reality status at once
and that there must always be one such model. So how is this model chosen?

Most of the time, the choice is easy. One model is complex, detailed,
stable, and constantly being confirmed by sensory input. Others are attempts at
modeling the same thing but are not 50 good at predicting input and are aban-
doned. Still others are not directly related to input at all. The former is labeled
reality and behavior based on it; the second type is rejected; and any others are
labeled ‘‘thinking’” or ““imagining.’” It is not essential to the theory that any
particular criteria be used for selecting the ‘‘model of reality.”” However, I have
argued elsewhere (Blackmore 1984b) that stability is the most likely candidate.
In other words, the most stable model at any time is taken to represent ‘‘reality.”’

Updating reality models is obviously a crucial process, but it is expensive in
terms of processing. Just how good a model is made may depend not only on the
complexity of the input but on all sorts of internal constraints on available
processing capapcity. A criterion may be involved here, of the sort familiar in
signal detection theory. With a strict criterion, even slight descrepancies between
the existing model and new input are unacceptable and force updating and
improvement of the model. This means a lot of processing, but it provides a very
accurate model of “‘reality.”” With a lax criterion, larger discrepancies are ac-
cepted. This means more errors in perception are likely, for the sake of savings in
processing. At the most extreme criterion, the model could shift away from input
entirely, as increasingly large discrepancies are ignored.

Changes in criterion may be deliberate, in order to devote attention to
something else. For example, external events may go unnoticed when you are
reading or thinking hard. Or changes may be enforced by unavoidable con-
straints. Tiredness may force a laxer criterion to save processing. Increasing
arousal may shift it to be stricter. Other factors may push the criterion in either
direction, and this determines to what extent the model of ‘‘reality’’ is input-
controlled.

Interestingly, the capacity for absorption (Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974) may
be seen as an ability to shift to a laxer criterion. We should therefore note that
OBErs have been found to have 2 higher capacity for absorption (Irwin 1981).
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Altered States of Consciousness

The reason I have dwelt at such length on ‘‘models of reality’’ is because
they may help us to understand altered states of consciousness (ASCs). I propose
that we l'oo_k at ASCs as alterations in the type of model being constri;cted. This
means aiming at a, higher level of explanation than is traditional in accounts of
ASC_s. If this can ultimately be reduced to lower level explanations in terms of
physiology or neuronal processes, all well and good, but we need to start at the
level of “‘models of reality.”” This means we must ask questions relevant to these
m(?dels——questions like what will happen to the model when taking drugs or
going to sleep, when sensory input drops, or when processing capacity or arousal
cba-nge. In trying to answer these questions I believe we gain insights into the
lucid dream, the OBE, and other ASCs.

In sle.ep, both arousal and sensory input are reduced. In certain drug states
a lc?t of noise is mixed with input, and some techniques of meditation or isolatim;
deliberately reduce sensory input while maintaining arousal. What effect would
we expect these changes to have on the “‘model of reality’’? According to the
theory s0 far outlined, we would expect interesting results in all these cases.
Changes in sensory input and changes in arousal are expected to have different
results. So let us first consider changes in sensory input.

If for some reason sensory input falls, it will become harder and harder to
ma?k.c a detailed and accurate model of *‘reality.”” With insufficient input, ambi-
gll.ltlti.S may arise so that more than one model can be fitted to the input. If,a strict
criterion is in force, the ambiguities will be unacceptable, and different models
may be tried out in the attempt to reduce discrepancies. These attempts to find a
fnatch rflay be successful, and a good model be reinstated. However, if there is
insufficient input, the modeling may take off on a wrong tack and get ;0 far awa
from th(:.‘, “‘correct” model that it is hard to reconstruct it. ’

_ This may also happen if there is too much noise. It will be impossible to fit
the m.put to the model without some discrepancies. One way of coping would be
to shift to a laxer criterion—allowing greater discrepancies between input and
model, but the danger is, of course, that the model will drift away from input
control. ’ .

ﬂowchr, assuming that arousal is high enough, there must still be models
of vzf.nous kinds. And (according to the theory), one of these must still be labeled
rlealtty‘. This model could be of something quite bizarre, with resulting hallucina-
thl‘ls;‘lt might be something of particular significance as in mystical and religious
experience, or it might be something more closely approximating the normal
physical world. The kind of model that takes over will depend on the circum-
stances and demands at the time and will in turn determine the kind of experience
that ensues.

I have already made explicit the assumption that experience depends en-
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tirely upon the current <“model of reality.”” However, this raises awkward ques-
tions like why is one model in the system ‘‘in awareness,’” whereas others are
not? In other words—what is the awareness? A somewhat radical approach
solves such problems. Assume that all mental models are conscious, or rather,
that consciousness is what it is like being 2 mental model (see Blackmore,
1986a). In this view, all representations constructed at any stage in processing
give rise to awareness. Why then am ‘I’ apparently conscious of some and not
others? Because “‘I’” am only a model like everything else. Any models that
form part of the model of self at the time are in ‘‘my’’ awareness. Others are only
in their own awareness, which may be fleeting and ephemeral. Looked at in this
way, we can see that in normal states of consciousness, there is one overriding
model of self in the world or ‘‘model of reality.”” But, in extreme ASCs, this
may break down entirely, to be replaced with other “‘models of reality’’, or even
with chaos, or stillness. In this sense, ASCs can and do profoundly affect the
self. In some ASCs, one can even gain insight into the constructed, or illusory,
nature of the self. So to understand ASCs, we must always ask, what is the
“‘model of reality’” like?

Qut-of-the-Body Experiences

There are many circumstances that can induce a change from the normal
“‘model of reality.”” For example, accidents, acute stress, certain drugs, sensory
deprivation, sleep deprivation, and so on may disrupt the normal waking state. In
such circumstances, one may be deprived of adequate information about the
world and unable to maintain a good input-controlled model. Nevertheless, there
are very good reasons for trying (in spite of the difficulty) to maintain a model of
self in the world and to keep trying to get back to input control. The dangers of
slipping off into hallucinations are obvious.

So, what is the best strategy? It may be to try to build the best approxima-
tion to “‘reality’’ that is possible on the evidence available. This means using
information from memory and the cognitive map as well as what is available
from the input. The model may not have a terribly good match with external facts
but will be the best the system can manage. 1f the problem does not last long, you
may never notice the lapse from input control, but, if it continues, more and
more of the details will have to be constructed from memory instead of from
sensory input. As we have seen, representations in memory are less viewer-
centered. So if the system tries to reconstruct a model of self, doing whatever
you knew yourself to be doing and wherever you remember you were, then this
representation may not be from the eye-level viewpoint. Like many representa-
tions from memory, it may be from a bird’s eye view or not really from a specific
location at all. If a model like this is built, then your apparent viewpoint will not
coincide with actual bodily position. In other words, an OBE has occurred.
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I suggest that an OBE occurs when it is not possible (or perhaps desirable)
to construct a predominantly input-controlled model of reality from the normal
viewpoint. A model is still constructed and still seems real. It includes all the
likely facts known about one’s position at the time, along with any derived from
the limited sensory input still available. There is a body image as usual, and the
model includes a ch(sion of the world around you. The only difference is that it is
largely memory- or imagery-controlled, not input-controlled and “‘you’ are in
the wrong position.

This explains why everything seems so real in an OBE. It is *‘reality’” in
exactly the same sense as the contents of any other model that has been assigned
that status. This erroneous model may go on for some time having that status
F)ecause it will be rich, detailed, and convincing in spite of its lack of fit with
input. It may even incorporate some input without switching back to the ““cor-
rt?ct" position. For example, auditory input is less specific as to location than is
visual information. This may explain the incorporation of correct details in OBEs
near death or in accidents, when hearing is the last sense to be lost even when a
person is behaviorally unconscious.

With time, the new model may begin to break down, and some other model
may gain the ascendant. If this is a fantasized scene, one will be hallucinating
gnfi indeed this does follow some OBEs. With deliberate control of the imagery,
it is possible to shift to other ASCs and even to transcendent or mystical experi:
ences. Alternatively, sensory input may reassert itself. In this case, a new correct
-model will be constructed, will take over from the incorrect one, and the OBE
will end abruptly. There cannot be two ‘‘reality’’ models at once, and so the
switch will be sudden.

' If the incorrect (OBE) model is highly discrepant from input (that is, pre-

dlCtS- it badly), then input cannot easily be incorporated, and the OBE may
continue for a long time. If it is only slightly wrong, a match is more likely to
occur by chance or by modifying it. A model that is only slightly out of coinci-
dence is therefore unstable, whereas a very different one is more stable. This
may account for the apparent discreteness of the OBE.
_ Other features of the OBE are also explicable. The common position look-
ing from above and behind oneself may be a result of the fact that this is a
convenient position from which to imagine scenes. For instance, try imagining
your own bedroom or recall the last time you were walking in the countryside.
Where are ‘‘you’” in this scene? You may well find that you imagine at least
some scenes from a bird’s-eye perspective.

The fact that the out-of-body world is often more abstract and stylized than
the real world reflects its origin in models constructed from memory. The kinds
of “‘errors” often reported in OB vision are exactly what is expected. They are
the same errors that are found in using cognitive maps. For example, Green
(1968b) cites the case of a man who rose through the roof of his house and saw a
chimney stack that, when he checked the next day, he found was not there. In my
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Own eXperience (Blackmore 1982a), I saw tiles of quit'e the wrfmg type ancl,c,:olcvé'l
on the roofs of Oxford. I floated over a *‘star-shaped 1slan§l with 100 trees a;ll
saw coastlines greatly simplified as compared to the real thing. I suggest th;t tl: '118
is exactly what we should expect and that people on'ly report that all the de ;1115
were accurate because they see what they are expecting, and, on the whole, they
do not bother to check the facts afterwards (Blackmore 1984a). .

Many writers have puzzled over the existence of clothes, carriages, 01%
railways in the out-of-body world—or tbe problem, as Tart (1974) I;:jlts 1:;.1(1)
where the pajamas come from. But this is no problem if the OB world 1s truly

ed. .
thougl\k:ltof;ega;neraliy, all the effects of thought on the OB world are prcd1ct1a;)é;..
Several adepts have noted that movement is effected by th‘c:ught (e.g., Fox . thé
Monroe 1971), and Muldoon and Carrington declare that thougt}’t creates 1n46
astral. . . . In fact the whole astral world is governgd by thou‘ght (19:29dp. gt
Clearly, these writers would not agree with my mterpretau_on, b_ut it oeis bie
extremely well with their descriptions. A constructed model like this c:atl;rl only .
affected by thought. This fact provides the frv.?edom to fly or to do any 1r11g ythe
can think of, but it also provides the limitatlon-s of thought. For exgmp e,
difficulty of turning on lights may reﬂe?t the difficulty _of constn}llctlpg a i(;lrz;
plete change in the scene all at once. Similarly ,.othcr oddities of behavior su e
things falling slowly or sounds coming a long time aftelr eve'nts are seen rr,laythme
result from limitations of processing. Even something like MuldooE s :
traveling speeds (Muldoon & Carrington, 1929) makes sense ‘becauge t. ese mnyi
result from the different ways one can, by thought, move v1§wp01nt in a cor
structed model. 1 believe that an exploration of the limitations of changlfjl in

modeling will provide great insight into the nature of the out-of-body world.

Lucid Dreams

We may now come to lucid dreams. As one fglls asleep, both sensory mpu;
and arousal fall. The input—contmlled model of reality gets less and les.s input an
less and less demands on it. Other trains of thought may temporanly }fnecc.)lr‘ne
stronger and even briefly take over “‘reality’’ status (producing the :m; 1:r
experience of realistic hypnagogic imagery)_, but, as arousal dro;;sdfin s :1- 5
ensues, all the models become weaker. The .mput-contmlled 'mode 1sha;§)§E Ni
and only vague trains of thought remain. This state may pcr51§t throu{gl. it
(or ordinary) sleep. If one is woken, one may report some kind of thinking

ing at all. . _
ﬂOthl;;% dreaming sleep arousal increases, but hardly any sensory input (;s g:o—
cessed. This means that, although complex quels may be constructc? . ely
cannot be based on input. Therefore, no good mput-controlled model is awal‘l—1
able. However, we have postulated that the dominant model at any time Wi
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seem real. The model that now takes on reality status (and seems real) is there-
fore whichever one happens to be the most convincing at the time. This could be
anything at all that imagination can create, and I suggest that this is why dreams
are both so bizarre and yet so convincingly real. You are effectively stranded in a
mental world without a stable model of who and where you are. This is surely the
familiar experience of drediming. You have lots of adventures, see all sorts of
things, but you are not aware of your name, the date, or the fact that you are
dreaming. Indeed, ‘‘you’’ are whatever self is constructed in the dream. Al-
though the waking ‘‘you’’ may not remember it very clearly, to the dream self,
the dream seems real.

Of course, if memory in dreams were as accurate and efficient as it is in
waking, then presumably it would be possible to remember who you are; that you
had gone to sleep, and so on, and so to construct a self much like the waking one
with a reasonable reality model. However, memory is not that good in ordinary
dreams—perhaps just because arousal is still too low.

We may then wonder whether, under some circumstances, it should not be
possible to become aware of these things. According to this theory, this would
mean building a model of self as a dreamer, asleep, knowing the relevant facts
about your name, the day, where you went t0 bed, and so on. If such a model
could be created and were sufficiently stable and coherent, then it could achieve
reality status. Possibly, it would be easier to recall on waking because the
constructed self would be more similar to the normal waking self.

So how could this come about? It may be that, in the course of ordinary
dreaming, something occurs that raises the idea of dreaming. This may be, for
example, a recurrent dream motif or theme. It may be a dream of going to bed or
lying down. It may be that something so bizarre happens that you question its
status. Whichever it is, the result is the same. That is, a model is tried out that
says that this is a dream and that you are asleep. However, this model does not
usually stand much of a chance. There is so little sensory input that it cannot be
confirmed by normal reality testing, and it may have no other advantages over
other trains of thought. Indeed, it is probably a lot less interesting than the lion
chasing you, the cliff you are about to leap off, or the fact that your Rolls Royce
will not start. In this case, it fails to achieve reality status and is dropped. At best,
it is a prelucid dream.

However, this sort of model might gain the advantage if enough information
from memory were available. If you could only remember who you are and that
you are dreaming and keep these facts stable in the new model, then it might be
possible to maintain it long enough for it to achieve reality status. The result
would then be a shift of reality status to the new model and the realization that
you are actually dreaming. In other words, a lucid dream would occur.

It can be seen that memory is crucial here in providing stability for the lucid
model. If we suppose that the efficiency of memory is a function of arousal (at
least at these low levels of arousal in sleep), then this theory would predict that
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lucid dreams will occur when arousal is relatively high. There is, in fact, mount-
ing evidence that this is the case (see Gackenb:i\cp_& LaBerge, 198{6).

Once lucidity 18 established, several posmbxhtl.cs open up- I.ﬁrst one can
continue with the previous dream irmagery but maintain the:- reahz‘atlon Fhat itisa
dream. This is Very hard because the dream 1magery will typically involve a
model of yoursclf as involved in the action, rat.h.er ‘t‘han. as”somcone ?;'lho a;s
dreaming it. So there is always the danger that this ‘actwn rr}odel wi th e
over again and lucidity be lost. However, concent-ratlng on rational thoughts,
such as *‘1 know 1 am dreaming,”” will help, while allowing ymfrself to get
involved in the action, and consequent emotions will hinder the maintenance of
Jucidity. These effects have been described,for example by Fox (1962) and

78).
Haaﬂ:;c(;:d, ;ou may choose to create a model of yourself lying in bed asl;ac.p
and dreaming as though from the position of a spectator. Such a -moq; \;S
unlikely to be an accurate onc in the absence O_f sensory input, fout it wi . .e
plausible. You will seem to be @ second self, looking at-your body in bec%. This 18
exactly the same situation as in the OBE already d.cscnbed.'The only. d1ffer§ncc
is that you are aware that it is a dream. 1f you realize v..'hat is happening OT ave
recalled prior intentions, you may then fly or do anythmg else you want in %our
thought-created body. It has already been nptcd that lucid drcgms can prolw eha
stepping stone to the OBE (Rogo 1983). This route may be ea.s1er for peop n?tw ';)1
find it especially hard to ignore sensory input, but the sianger is always the;t i 1\;1
lapse back into ordinary dreaming. This will happen if the new modelk ‘o se a’s
dreamer is not sustained and one of the other dream 1mages takes over ‘‘reality,
A final alternative is that the search for sensory input to baf:k up the new
model may result in your waking up. achieving the sensory input in the process,
ding the state. o
e S:s :;hergdifferent kind of model that may be created during dreaming is one
of yourself in bed but looking from the position of the body as you do whe(}f
waking up. This may be easier to construct than other eye-level views bt?ca-usc 0
its familiarity. If this achieves reality status, you may not realize it 18 any
different from normal, and, in this case, a false ‘awakemng has occurred. Th_ts
approach to the false awakening suggests that 1t should more often oc:c;u:1 in
familiar surroundings, when the eye-level view is a very well-known one, and to
abitually use © e-level views in imagery.
peopllen\fk?i(s) \l:'ay, 1uciyd drear)ills. false awakenings, and QBES can ?111 be seen as
the natural result of our normal modeling process coming up with models of

i e not predominantl input-driven. _ -

ream%\l?itasrnov? aiswer at leas?cl sogle of the questions about the relationships
between lucid dreams and OBEs. As Irwin concl.uded, they are not phe-
nomenologically the same. According to this ana}ysm, they are t:foth wa)(fls tl(:f
entering a world of thought and memory unconstrained by sensory input an .;
restrictions of the body, but they are bounded by different constraints. The luci
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dream depends on a unstable model, just as the OBE does. However, in OBEs,
there is likely to be too much sensory input, and the model is likely to slip back
into normal (or correct) perspective. On the other hand, in lucid dreams, there is
likely to be too little sensory input and too little information from memory, and it
is more likely to drift into dream imagery. This means that for sustaining an
OBE, the most important factors are those that block sensory input, whereas
sustaining a lucid dream requires more arousal and better memory. This explains
why the two experiences are related but not more closely so.

We should now ask whether this theory leads to any testable predictions for
the OBE or lucid dream.

First, one would not predict a simple relationship between imagery and
OBEs. As explained elsewhere (Blackmore, 1984b, 1986b), in a spontaneous
OBE, the external circumstances do the work of cutting off sensory input, and an
OBE may even be avoided in people whose imagery is good enough to restore
the normal model. However, for a deliberate OBE, good imagery is needed to
construct the alternative viewpoint. This makes sense of data showing variable
relationships between OBEs and imagery (Blackmore, 1982b; Irwin, 1981). Fur-
ther research is needed to test whether people having deliberate OBEs have better
imagery, as predicted. As for the lucid dream, the ability to recall information
across different states is more important than imagery. Indeed, no correlation
between imagery skills and lucid dreams has been found (Blackmore 1982b).
State-specific recall has yet 1o be tested,but clearly dream recall is a kind of
corollary of recalling waking from dreams and indeed lucid dreaming and dream
recall are highly correlated (Blackmore 1984).

We can now see that deliberate OBEs have more in common with Iucid
dreams than spontaneous ones do. For this reason, a higher correlation between
lucid dreams and deliberate, not spontancous, OBEs is predicted. Also, dream
control skills would be expected to correlate with having deliberate but not
spontaneous OBEs. Both these predictions were confirmed in a recent survey. A
higher proportion of people reporting deliberate OBEs also reported lucid dreams
and various dream contro] skills (Blackmore 1986b).

Final predictions concem the use of viewpoints in imagery, OBEs, and
lucid dreams. According to the theory presented here, it is the change of imagi-
nary viewpoint that is essential to the OBE. We should therefore expect OBErs to
be better at using a bird’s-eye, or observer, viewpoint in imagery, to use it
habitually in recall, and to be better at switching viewpoints. Because viewpoint
is not important to the lucid dream, we should not expect such relationships.
These predictions were confirmed in three studies (Blackmore 19835, 1987).
OBErs more often used observer viewpoint in recall of dreams, though not in
recalling waking situations. They reported more Vivid imagery from different
viewpoints and were consistently better at switching viewpoints in imagery.
Lucid dreamers did not use observer viewpoint more often, but they were better

at switching viewpoints. This may reflect a skill or kind of control that is useful
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in having lucid dreams. It was also predicted and confirmed that unpleasant
dreams should more often be recalled in observer perspective.

Selfless States

This theory can also be applied to other altered states of consciousness.
There are many other states in which the normal sensory-based model is given up
and other models are created almost entirely out of information from memory.
The world experienced in these states should therefore reflect the properties of
mental constructions and mental Jimitations rather than the physical world. In all
these states, one is free from the restrictions not only of sensory input but of
bodily actions. One is constrained only by imagination. This is why flying is
possible, and in fact anything you can imagine is possible. I think it is a reflec-
tion of most people’s lack of imagination that most OBEs involve such mundane
scenes and even replica bodies. Of course, in many OBEs, there is still some
sensory input and therefore some restriction. The lucid dream is freer in this
respect but is still limited by the fact that arousal and access to memory are only
just high enough. And even in lucid dreams there is typically heavy dependence
on a model of self.

One can see that in some types of meditation, where sensory input is
ignored and arousal kept high, one can enter a state that is further along the
continuum of unrestricted states than either the OBE or the lucid dream. With
training and practice in the skills of concentration and modeling, the potential for
altered states is vast (as mystics have long tried to tell us).

Finally, there is really no need for the system to construct a tgelf”” at all,
with all its attendant cravings and illusions. A selfless model, a selfless state of
consciousness is quite possible. Indeed, there is a whole world of ‘‘models of
reality’’ that we have hardly begun to explore. Lucid dreams and OBEs are just
first steps.
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