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A major research interest of mine has been in the
systematic content analysis of the lucid dream, and
probably stems from my own experiences with this
dream. This work started with my dissertation in the
mid-1970's and has continued. To date the majority of
my work involves asking people to evaluate their own
dreams. For instance I might ask, 'To what extent is
the drsam you Jjust had very recallable?' They are
then asked to evalulate their dream experience along a
likart-type scale. This is a well accepted procedure
in the perscnality literature in terms of the self
evaluation of intermal experience. We are fairly
accurate judges of our own internal experiences.

However, what has rarely been done, and what I'm going
to report on today, is a lucid versus non-lucid dream
content analysis by independent judges. 1In a recent
Lucidity Letter, Foulkes called for just such an
analysis. Of course, the preference in such an
analysis would be for signal-verified lucid versus
sleep lab collected non-lucid dreams. An analysis of
that type of data on non-student samples is reported
on elsewhere (Gackenbach, in press). I'm going to
report on the content analysis of lucid and non-lucid
dreams using the Hall and Van de Castle aystem of
analyzing the manifest content. There are certainly
newer "process™ criented systems today, but I think
normative data on the manifest content of the lucid
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dream needs to be obtained before we move cn to a
"process™ approach.

I gathered, through lucid dream verification, dream
diaries and various other self-report procedures,
accounts of 443 lucid and non-lucid dreams from either
students or adults. I eliminated some of these
dreams. For instance, I took out the dreams of adults
for several reasons: first, there were very few non-
lucid dreams in that sample and second, they were all
self selected and highly interested in dreams.
Therefore, the adults were not as "normal” as the
students and consequently, not directly comparable to
Hall and Van de Castle's student norms. From the five
student samples, I ended up with 132 lucid and 104
non-lucid dreams.

We trained three judges in a varia?ion of the Hall and
Van de Castle system. A colleague and I developed a
code book so the data could be entered into a computer
thereby facilitating the use of standard statistical
procedures for analyses of the data. Although this
simplified a very tedious assessment procedure, we
lost some of the subtleties obtainable with the
original data recording procedure. The basic statisti-
cal analysis that I used throughout was a 2(type of
dream: lucid, nonlucid) X 2(sex of subject: male,
female) analysis of covariance in which the word count
(number of words in the dream transcript) was the
covariant. This was done in order to estimate dream
recall. An obvious weakness with this estimation is
that anyone with poor verbal skills would appear to
have lower dream recall. However, since I had no
other estimate of recall I was forced to use word
count. It can be seen in Figure 1 that an analysis of
variance of lucid versus non-lucid dreams by sex of
subject on number of words further justifies using

WI'd like to extend a special thanks to Judith Siler
for her valuable help with the code boock.
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Figure 1

Number of Words per Dream Transcript as a Function
of Sex of Subject and Type of Dreanm
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words as a covariant. Specifically, there was a main
effect for type of dream, with more words in the non-
lucid dreams than in the lucid dreams. That, in and
of itself, is provocative, because in study after
study, those asked to self evaluate the recallability
of their dreams have reported lucid dreams as more
recallable than non-lucid ones. They may be more
recallable, but they seem to be shorter. The effect
is totally accounted for by females, who, of
course, have better verbal skills.

I'm going to go through the scales in the order that
Hall and Van de Castle present them and summarize our
findings, but first let me explain the construction of
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the tables. There are two kinds of information on them
(see Table 1). First are the proportions from the
Hall and Van de Castle normative data. Sometimes they
broke their data into more subtle categories than I
was able to because of the data entry system I
utilized. Next are proportions from my data, so the
reader can make comparisons between his normative data
and the lucid and non-lucid dream data presented here.
Both sets of proportions are further divided by sex of
subject. However, these proportional figures are
misleading because dream recall is not controlled.
Consequently, there are some contradictions between
the proportions and the adjusted means, the third type
of information on these tables. The findings depicted
by the means are controlled for number of wordsin the
dream transcript. So I think that the means give a
more accurate picture. However, it's always impor-
tant, in this kind of study, to provide normative data
comparisons. The only normative data in the original
Hall and Van de Caslte publication was proportions-
My comments will be primarily restricted to the
weighted means. The last type of information provided
on these tables is the F-ratios for effects involving
type of dream. The first findings of this large con-
tent analysis are shown in Table 1. No matter what
dream character characteristic is examined, number,
Sex, age, or identity, there are fewer in lueid than
in non-lucid dreams.

We then examined the social interaction subscales the
findings from which are depicted in Tables 2 and 3.
Here the findings begin to get a little thin. The
first of the three social interaction subscales,
portrayed in Table 2, is aggression. As you look at
the total aggressive acts divided into more aggressive
(5-8) and less aggressive(1-4), in the proportional
data it looks like Something might be happening.
However, when controlled for word count, there was
no difference between lucid. and non-lucid dreams in
aggression. However, for friendly interactions (see
Table 3), the second kind of social interaction that
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Table 1

Proportions, Selected Weighted Means and F-Ratios of Selected Character Subscal es

| |HALL & VAN DE|| ___PROPORTIONS _ || _____ MEANS 'l F-RATIOS
VARIABLE| |CASTLE PROP. || LUCIDS |NONLUCIDS|| LUCIDS |NONLUCIDS|!TOP=DREAM MAIN EFFECT
I’ M | F_I{IM | F M | F IIM IF M | F |IBOTTOM=DREAM X SEX INTER.
NUMBER: || } I _ | 1 IF(1,231)=6.13, p<.014
_SINGLE || .687 | .719 11.835].7 7571.7551.68111 13 1 6.21 _ 11F(1,231)=0.75, n.8.
i | I | | | __ ! 11F(1,231)=21.11, p<.0001
GROUP || .313 | .281 }].165}.180].225/.2691} 1.25 | 1.86 |1F(1,231)=2.14, n.s.
SEX: || | H “ [ [ I ] {1F(1,231)=7.85, p<.006
MALE || .530 | .372 11.681}.2211.566}1.255}] 4.23 ! m.um.--__m%u-wuub-mwmmw-mwmm .....
I ! H | ! | M | 11F(1,231)=15.83, p<.0001
FEMALE |1 .258 | .401 11.132].4821.162]. 46411 1.17 | 1.69 __M%_ 231)=3.46, n.s.
I ! i | | | I ! 11F(1,231)=16.07, p<.0001
JOINT |1 .131 1 .133_11.055!.0591.071].18911 0.22 | 0.54 |!F(1,231)=2. 57, 0.3,
INDEFI-| | ! I | | _ I | 11F(1,231)=1.56, n.s.
_NITE ,_;-u@wc-_-hmmm-__.Awm_.mwo“.mom_.omw_;ML@_-@“-m_mim.lelmm_um%u-wuuv-m 09, p<.003
AGE: || | i _ [ | I | I1F(1,231)=10.29, p<.002
ADULT 1 .973 1 .933 11.9871.9301.9631.955}1 3.13 | 4.38 __11F(1,231)=0.17, n.s.
i i i | | | i | I1F(1,231)=13.23, p<.0001
TEEN |1 .006 | .014 |1.000}.0061.000}.0191} 0.69 | 1.22 iRt mmpu-u-@mg.mrmml-|--
i ! I | | ! I | 1F(1,231)=12.25, p<.001
CHILD || .018 } .042 }}.000}.0%1}.024}.019}} 0.20 | 46 |1F(1,231)=3.54, n.s.
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Table 2

Proportions and F-Ratios of Aggressive Social Interactions Subscales

| |HALL & VAN DE|| PROPORTIONS MEANS (N F-RATIOS
VARIABLES | |CASTLE PROP. || LUCIDS !NONLUCID [ILUCIDS [NONLUCID| | TOP=DREAM MAIN EFFECT

- ___il M F_iM 1 M F| M F __ _moiOz OM=DREAM X SEX INTER.

TOTAL 111 ko2 53 1 2 lw n | 11F(1,231)=0.59, n.s.

_AGGRESSION || 500 95_i 42 | ===, -_........w--.-._m.c 231)=0.24, n.s.

MURDER | | | | _w:.&:-o._.m_ n.s.
A8|| .06 - 1L08 1.43 1.00 ———— ] iF(1,231)=0.40, n.s. o

ATTACK | | | | iF(1,231)=2.27, n.s.
e M1 22 UL P P T By Fl12300-2.87 w8,

CHASING- | | | 11F(1,231)=0.58, n.s.

CONFINE A6} .15 ~H0 1.26 |.3 ——== “--..unu.!lm.cl.mm: =0.15, n.s.

DESTRUCTION | | ! 11F(1,231)=2.05, n.s.
o AS .@.m :qm _.Oo _mu A ll;l..nl.lwﬂ.lu..'nnr“w..ﬁu._ mul_.v. @lbeLlnblthl|l|

" SERIOUS | ] | t1F(1,231)=2.89, n.s.

THREAT __ Al|] .05 06_1.00 }.00 === | == |IF(1 »231)21.10, n.s.

REJECTION [ | | | [1F(1,231)=0.00, n.s.
A3l .18 2 1.15 1.13 1.2 === | === IF(1,231)= =0.01, n.s.

VERBAL i | | I1F(1,231)=1.04, n.s.

I.I!rf\nllu_p.m. .18 13 .“..bm.w..iut.-... Ill.l..__-. —— _.._|m..n._ \N.w..: O m.o n.s. _

COVERT | | | ! | iF(1,231)=0.01, n.s.
.. M l10 . 04 1.04 1.1 ==== | === 1lE(1,231)=0.14 mes.

' TCTAL 5-8 I | | | | 11F(1,231)=0.04, n.s.
20 1 .34 1} .62 |.83 |.4 me=m | e—==  |IF(1,231)=1. mP_-m.,.rpfl-_

TOTAL 1-4 | | | | I1F(1,231)=0.82, n.s.

.50 238 1.7 1.53 1) cmmm | ool _41F(1,231)=0. m.uc-n s.

reams. Notation is also used in friendly and
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Hall and Van de Castle talk about, there were more
friendly interactions in non-lucid than in lucid
dreams when controlled for word count, particularly of
a verbal nature. Remember, we're not talking about the
person who has had hundreds of lucid dreams but rather
the dreamer whose had them now and again. Sexual
interactions show no dream type differences despite
claims to the contrary.

The characters who do these social interactions were
separately analyzed from the aggression, friendliness,
and sexuality subscales (see Table 4). For instance,
self aggressor versus other aggressor: was the self
or was another person being aggressed against?
With the exception of other as befriender, there was
no difference between lucid and non-~lucid dreams in
character social interaction roles.

The activities analyses are interesting and pertain
somewhat to what Tore Nielsen was talking about (sece
Table 5). Hall and Van de Castle list eight dif-
ferent activities: verbal, physical, movement,
location change, visual, auditory, expressive, and
cognitive. There are some dream type differences, but
first let's talk about the lack of differences. There
were no differences in verbal, physical or movement
activities. This would seem to imply no kinesthetic
differences, yet when people self evaluate a dream,
(i.e., 'Is there kinesthetic activity in your dream?’,
with a definition of kinesthetic included, they self
evaluate their lucid dreams as more kinesthetic than
their non-lucid. This has been replicated several
times. But when judges read a transcript of these
dreams, they don't perceive any differences.
Furthermore, location change, another potential kines-
thetic activity, was judged to be more in non-lucid
than in lucid dreams. As with dreanm recall, this may
be another "eye of the beholder" phenonemen. For the
visual activities scale there is an interaction with
sex. Finally, lucid dreams in this student sample
weére more auditory and cognitive than non-lucid

—a A oA s
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Table 5 T
WﬁovoaaunauM-mmpmowwnrﬁmmmﬁwmu-wwmﬁmwmbn.wwmwwmmw!mun-mﬁu‘wwmmm.[--MOmHm
HALL & VAN DE!! Ep@ﬁ@ﬁ:--“-“:--:-W-E.m.:.:.‘“.“.-...,---W@H.Gwli
VARIABLES o»@uw%wmﬁmmm-“"-wb-wwﬁm-uzbzrcnuuu;;,wchmwmllpmmerOHumm‘qomucmmbz MAIN EFFECT
I s ¥, ,rr-w-;-mu.;-wﬁ-;-mw-u;.-wﬁ,.mu.h..HA11Hn[L_wbwwb@m@wmmmww.mwwrmzmmm
) i | _ ! P ! | IF(1,231)=0.34, n.s.
VERBAL |} 4262 11.1271.1881.1331.217!01  eom 0 ____ 11F(1,231)=0.01, n.s.
! | ' ! | ' P ! HIF(1,231)=1.79, n.s.
PHYSICAL _ | W@Mfmxuumm-hhumw@@hmumhummmhuuumhhnlluuuw.,;--wuuu,,,;;m%_umuubmw“wmulmrmr|r||!
| P ! " | ik | 1iF(1,231)=2.43, n.s.
MOVEMENT __ ;.uwmg.;;umom".;mmphwm-uumzw"; s kS LE(15231020.38) mus,
L.OCATION | P ' | | H { 11F(1,231)=16.09, p<.0007
CHANGE __ 1] .0 w-u-uomf--;;uowuguummguommhuuuu;;---buqm, | 057 . LIF(1,231)2.67; n.a,
| e ! ! ! o ! 11F(1,231)=0.07, n.s.
VISUAL ___11._. .gu@-h.numm-m;u@NmLu@mfhuur_huo@umgcum@.ouww;oufm‘aum@;_m%_hwm_VWUumuh-mau@mirj-
! t H ! ! ' ' ! 1IF(1,231)=4.62, p<.033
AUDITORY _{! .016 “.uo_f.;;u@uu;unwrguoowgno@mg;...Ougo 1 0.03  11F(1,231)=0.17, n.s.
I ! ' ! | ! i ' I1F(1,231)=1.15, n.s.
hwwmmumwam;;-ubmw-;-u@ur-;;unmq;uo;u;u@_mhuomuh;---uuuu|-mf-nuuu!-.h;mguuwwubmuhmmhlhrmw.nu|f
i ' H ! ! ! i ! 11F(1,231)=24.20, p<.0001
COGNITIVE || .032 ! .0k 11.2241.1751.059!.065}! 0.64 | o0.24 11F(1,231)=0.05, n.s.
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dreams. The thought-like, non-REM type of sleep
mentation comes to mind with these last findings.

The achievement outcomes and environmental press
findings are portrayed in Table 6. I kept achievement
very simple; successful or failure. Basically there
was more success imagery judged to be in non-lucid
than in lucid dreams. There was no difference in
terms of failure. If you look at the various
Environmental Press Subscales, i.e., 'Did death occur?
Was there injury? Was there an accident? or
Falling?', no difference emerged except for the
obstacles dimensions. There were more obstacles,
interestingly, in lucid dreams. This finding reminds
me of when Beverly was talking about how something
became an obstacle, and she kept crashing into things,
and until she learned to get through it and she is a
very sophisticated lucid dreamer.

Hall and Van de Castle identify five emotions for
dream content scoring (see Table 7). For the four
relatively negative emotions, there was no difference
as a function of dream type. Happiness was judged to
occur more often in non-lucid than in lucid dreams.
This is contrary to some earlier work, again with
dreamers self-evaluations.

For the descriptive elements subscales, i.e.,
chromatie, achromatic, etc., there were basically
no differences (see Table 8). Interestingly, and
surprisingly, non-lucid dreams were seen as having
more intense descriptive elements. This is somewhat
different from what I have been finding in prévious
studies with self-evaluations. Furthermore, here lucid
dreams are seen as more cold, more descriptive
references to cold, than non-lucid dreams. This also
brings to mind the the characterizaton of the luecid
dream as thoughtlike, with a lack of the interper-
sonal involvement.




172

Lucidity Letter,1986,5(1)

T S e g

Table 6
Proportiong, Selected Weighted Means and F-Ratios_ of
Achievement Outcomes and Environmental Press Subscales
| THALL & VAN DE!}! PROPORTIONS il ____MEANS __ i} ___ __F-RATIOS _
VARIABLES | |CASTLE PROP. !! LUCIDS i NONLUCIDS | |LUCIDS|NONLUCID} | TOP=DREAM MAIN EFFECT
M VF it M _ 1 F 1M | F i..M_F 1IBOTTOK=CPEAM X SEX INTER
ACHIEVEMENT: | | d i | | ! 11F(1,231)=5.84, p<.015
SUCCESS ___ 11 .15 ' .08 11.50_1.30 !.69 !.60 ! ..0.23 _11F(1,231)=0.01, n.s.

i ! 'l ! ! l 11F(1,231)=0.08, n.s.
-W.b%lhblmﬁﬁqil_rﬂluu.ml = :“I....._Bc s |".,".=.M©|E| r“p.w.ﬂ- luhmlrrrfl» b e ;lu-__.Hu.ﬁ.AL.mml._uumbl.lob S h,s,
ENVIR. PRESS|| | i | ] | 11F(1,231)=0.07, n.s.
_DEATH _____ | 11 .08 1 .10 _J1.18 1.13 1.13 !.2 ESms 0 Frrr, JAFC1 20 2008 a0

INJURED H | ¥ ! | ! 11F(1,231)=0.00, n.s.
_CGRILL i .23 1 .25 _11.09 }1.13.].00 |.17 e BTl A FC 5230 020,66, nos.
ACCID. , I ' i ! ! ' i
DISTRUCT, !! ! i i | ! 11F(1,231)=2.60, n.s.
1.0SS OF it.25 1 .19 Jl.09 1.00 1.13 1.2 wwew (1 ,251)=0.51, nos.
_POSSESSION i _____ 4 M 4 b B X S
THREAT FROM! ! ! B ' ! ' 11F01,231)20.01, n.s,
. FNVIROMMENT 1 .13 _1 .13 _11.18 }.13_!1.38 !.00 corrrm  AiF(1,231)=0.91, n.s.

i ' i | | | VIP(1,231)20.13, n.s, .
_FALLING 11 .05 _1 .03 _1!.27 1.19 1.38 1.25 _gmms | eror, JIF(15231) 20,00, nos

i ! i | i ' i 11F(1,231)=3.9, p<.0olg

ORSTACLE |} .28 | .30 {1.18 {.44 !.00 !.0 .06 { 0.01 1iF(1,231)=0.03, n.a.
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Table 8
Proportions, Selected Weighted Means and F-Ratios for the Descriptive Elements Subscales
| {HALL & VAN DE|| PROPORTIONS i MEANS ““ F-RATIOS
VARIABLES | ICASTLE PROP. !! LUCIDS |NONLUCIDS} |LU UCIDS |NONLUCID! ! TOP=DREAM MATN EFFECT
. {_F [l M | F I'M | F ItM FI M F __moqeoznumm>z X SEX INTER
MOCIFIERS: ' ! t ! _ | I ! 11F(1,230)=0.26, n.s.
CHROMATIC il .067 | .114 !].21 !.on {521 107 }] sevo | cme [1F(1,230)=0.05, n.s.
I ! i | | | I | I IF(1,230)=3.21, n.s.
ACHROMATIC {1 .039 | .046 !1.00 .01 {.04 |.06 J| ———2 | ---—- |iF(1,230)=0.33, n.s.
I | il | f ! i | 11F(1,230)=0.15, n.s.
LARGE [l .180 | .133 {].13 1.004}.12 .05 !} cmcm | —-co 11F(1,230)=0.05, n.s.
P ! 1 | | _ 1 | 1 1F(1,230)=0.13, n.s.
SMALL {1 .095 | .078 |}.1 [.04 1.07 }.06 || ——eu . 11F(1,230)=0.74, n.s.
i _ ' | | | I | 11F(1,230)=3.60, p<.05
INTENSE i1 .295 | .300 }}.00 |.02 1.02 ].11 }] 0.02 | o0.28 11F(1,230)=1.37, n.s.
I _ i | | | I | {1F(1,231)=0.31, n.s.
WEAK [i_.051 | .038 11.01_1.03 .03 |.0 2 j| —mmm | aeeo 11F(1,231)=0.39, n n.s.
I ! [ ! | ! I | 11F(1,231)=0.35, n.s.
FILLED |i 016 | .015 |].02 |.17 |.01 |.0 e - __mﬁd 23)=0.1%, Wow.
i ] I | | | 1 _ 1F(1,231)=1.00, n.s.
_EMPTY [l _.008 | .002 |}.01 |.02 1202 |00 1) ceon | -===  |lF(1,231)=2. mou By
H | I _ | | i | [IF(1,231)=2.45, n.s.
STRAIGHT [ .004 | .004 |}.00 1.09 1.00 }.004}] =cce | —eme ruLmHuumwdvl_.th n.s. _
i | I | ! | i | 11F(1,231)=2.08, n.s.
CROOKED il .012 | .013 |].00 1:09 .04 ].00 || ——nn | e=ee 11F(1,231)=2.76, n
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The bizarreness scales are not from Hall and Van de
Castle. We added these scales because the question of
bizarreness in contemporary lucidity research is often
examined. We used four bizarreness subscales. For the
animate characters (see Table 9), the non-lucid dreams
were judged to be more bizarre than the lucid ones.
We would expect this given the thoughtlike notion Just
touched upon and originally characterized by Green.
For the inanimate scale, again non-lucids were more
bizarre than lucids. The two other types of bizarre-
ness examined were (see Table 10): (1) dream
transformations, which showed no difference and (2)
variations on metamorphosis, which also showed no
difference.

Finally, we added three scales which were of interest
based on previous research in the area: palpable
sensations, control and balance (see Table 11). There
was no difference in the sensations of touch and body
nor was there for dream control. Again I wonder if
the "eye of the beholder™ isn't at work here. Several
studies have shown that self-evaluated lucid dreams
are perceived as more controlable. But in the reading
of the dream transcript the judges didn't see any
difference, which surprises me.

For balance, I got a difference in the opposite direc-
tion of one I would have predicted. Again, as Tore
said, it may be a poor question. Finally, we also
looked at the within dream method used to trigger
lucidity (see Table 12). Specifically, we classified
lucid dreams within each sex as either nightmare
triggered, incongruent elements triggered or sensation
of the "dreamlikeness™ triggered. Of the 136 lucid
dreams analyzed, most (71%) were triggered by the
Bdreamlikeness™ of the dream.

To conclude, I see two problems with this data.
First, I collapsed the non-lucid dreams of lucid
dreamers with the ncn-lucid dreams of nomon-lucid
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- E ¥ —————

Table 10 T

F-Ratios for Dream Transformation and Metamorphosis Bizarreness Scales

MEANS F-RATIOS N
VARIABLE LUCIDS _|NONLUCIDS||TOP=DREAM MAIN EFFECT
M F | M F_||BOTTOM=DREAM X SEX INTER

F(1,231)=2.18, n.s.
F(1,231)=0.02, n.s.
F(1,231)=1. mw. ‘n.s.
F(1,231)=0.04,

I

DS||

__

]

DREAM TRANSFORMATION (SUM) 1

i

[
| 1F(1,231)=2.18,

I

I

1

I

1

I

| 1F(

|

|

An object suddenly appears or disappears

A sudden shift backward or forward
in time

A person suddenly appears or vanishes but
the entire dream scene is unaltered

Scene shift where the environment is alter-

F(1,231)=0.98,
F(1,231)=0. mw.

- -

n
n
F(1,231)=0.03; n.
n
n

F(1,231)=0.27, n.s.
ed without the character having moved . —_— F(1,231)=0.28, n.s.
mn_ mwgv 1.01, n.s.

METAMORPHOSIS SUM S — (1,231)=1.03, n.s.
From one person to another mﬁ_ Nwﬂvuo mm n.s.
urgens weee  PF(1,231)20.00, n.s.
Animal to person or vice-versa 11F(1,231)=2. n.s.

-——- | iF(1,231)=0. omb n.s.
{1F(1,231)=0.07, n.s.
--—-_ 1]F(1,231)=0.05, n.s.

11F(1,231)=0.03, n.s.
R __mhd.mwAu-m.ow. n.s.

Inanimate to animal and vice-versa

From one object to another

|
|
I
1
- I N e B D ] o
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dreamers. It may be that the non-lucid dreams of non-
lucid dreamers are quite different from the non-lucid
dreams of lucid dreamers. In fact Harry Hunt and I
have some preliminary data on oddness of dreams, which
supports this idea. That is, lucid dreamers non-lucid
dreams are less "odd" by their own evaluations, than
the non-lucid dreams of non-lucid dreamers. I'm
beginning to suspect that lucid dreamers have a dif-
ferent dreaming style. This fits into the waking
imagination, and the imaginary/spatial kinds of
stylistic differences that we have found between
dreamer types.

Secondly, I think that some of these transcripts,
excluding the dream diaries, were the result of
someone being asked for a lucid dream in which no
recognition phrase was included. So we called it non-
lucid. Could it, in fact, have been a lucid dream
that didn't have our criteria for lucid dream
definition.
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The questions I want to address today concern the
scientific sign.rficance of lucid dreaming, especially
for our understanding of the function of dreaming.
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