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The Self Does Not Die is a must-read for any serious student of near-
death experiences (NDEs). I can summarize my review simply by 
quoting the back-cover endorsements:

The authors . . . have assembled a unique collection of empirical data 
that any scholar worthy of the name must take into account in con-
templating the relationship of mind and brain, or the possibility of 
survival after death.—Bruce Greyson, MD

This book has the potential to radically change the still widely ac-
cepted materialist paradigm in science. Highly recommended. 
— Pim van Lommel, MD

Near-death experiencers (NDErs) themselves have written many 
fine books that described their experiences, their adventures out of 
body, encounters with deceased loved ones, and inspiring accounts of 
merging with a Being of Light and feeling the Unconditional Love 
thereof. But whether non- NDErs should accept their stories as ob-
jectively true—as real—depends on whether NDEs really are what 
they purport to be: a temporary separation of consciousness from its 
body. For many non- NDErs, like myself, these stories have always 
resonated as true. But “resonating as true” is very different from es-
tablishing actual, objective truth. Most scientists and physicians who 
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have conscientiously studied NDEs have come to the conclusion that 
they are probably real—that the brain is likely to be a transmitter, 
not a producer, of consciousness. But the evidence presented in this 
book raises the discussion to a new epistemic level . . . and that level is 
“beyond a reasonable doubt.” The phrase “beyond a reasonable doubt” 
means just that: Given this evidence, it is no longer reasonable to 
doubt that consciousness is independent of the brain. Those who think 
otherwise are either (a) ignorant of all the evidence or (b) psychologi-
cally attached to a belief system that is inconsistent with the wealth 
of evidence presented in this book. 

The perceptions of NDErs may be divided into two broad categories: 
(a) material: perceptions of events in the physical, material world—
such as of one’s body, medical procedures, and/or other people, and  
(b) transmaterial: perceptions of a transcendental realm of being—
such as of deceased loved ones, spirit guides, life review, Unconditional 
Love, and/or the Divine Being. Obviously, the first kind of perceptions 
is more readily verified than the second; hence the authors of The 
Self Does Not Die focused mostly on perceptions in the first category. 
Readers expecting elaborate accounts of God, heaven, and lives for-
ever changed will not find them in this book. The transcendental com-
ponents of NDEs are clearly the most meaningful component to expe-
riencers, as well as to the general public. But for scientists who study 
NDEs—and who are asking the question, “Why should we believe that 
NDEs are real?”—the first component is of primary importance. Once 
the epistemological concerns are definitively settled, and it is shown 
“beyond a reasonable doubt” that NDEs are exactly what they purport 
to be, then one may move on to investigate the more interesting tran-
scendental components.

The first nine chapters of the book present the evidence: case after 
case of documented, independently verified (a) perceptions, (b) mir - 
aculous healings, and (c) paranormal aftereffects. The last two 
chapters involve in-depth refutation of the various pseudo-skeptics 
who falsely claim that all NDE phenomena can be explained in 
terms of materialist ideology. But the refutations of the materialist 
ideologues—“fundamaterialists”—occur throughout the book. Among 
the strengths of this book is that there is bibliographic material not 
just after each chapter but also after each case that is presented. Many 
of the cases, especially the more widely known ones, such as those of 
Pam Reynolds and the Dentures Man, include reproduced email ex-
changes between the authors and (a) attending physicians and other 
witnesses and (b) some of the materialist ideologues, with special at-
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tention given to the arguments of anesthesiologist Gerald Woerlee. As 
a result, readers can follow the details of the debate for each case. My 
plan for this review is to proceed chapter by chapter and to summarize 
a typical case for some of the chapters, after which I’ll comment on the 
last two chapters. 

First, a small but vital semantic point: Critics and debunkers of 
NDEs like to think of themselves as “skeptics.” But they are skeptics 
only in the sense that a Fundamentalist Christian may be said to be 
“skeptical” of the facts of geology with respect to the age of the Earth. 
I shall follow parapsychologist Charley Tart’s (2009) suggestion that 
they should be referred to as “believers” rather than skeptics: They 
are unquestioning believers in a rather bizarre metaphysical system 
called “materialism,” and everything they write about NDEs is writ-
ten through an a priori and unquestioned filter of materialist ideology. 
The term “fundamaterialist” carries the connotation that their psy-
chological attitude toward their cherished belief system is the same as 
that of fundamentalist Christians who “know” that the Earth is 5,700 
years old, so they are consequently “skeptical” of geologists’ claims 
that the Earth is much older. In the same way, those who are commit-
ted to materialist ideology “know” that consciousness is produced by 
the brain, so they are consequently “skeptical” of reports of verified 
perceptions during NDEs. But in neither kind of case is a healthy 
skepticism involved; what is involved is rigid adherence to a belief sys-
tem yielding fixed ideation that is immune both to empirical evidence 
and to reasoned argument.

Chapter 1: Extrasensory Veridical Perception of the Immediate En-
vironment, contains 13 cases. For each case, the authors established 
that particular perception(s) during an NDE (a) were extrasensory, 
that is, could not have arisen through the usual sensory channels—for 
example, hospital records indicating that the patient’s eyes were taped 
shut, and (b) were independently verified by medical personal and/or 
hospital records. The case of “the scissors and the needle” is typical. 
During surgery “the patient observed extremely specialized medical 
instruments that hardly anyone outside the otolaryngological field 
would be familiar with” (p. 25). In addition, the patient also correctly 
identified the color of a needle that was used in the surgery. This case 
is reminiscent of Pam Reynolds’s (Chapter 3) in which she reported 
having observed a bone saw during her surgery. 

Regarding the title of Chapter 2: Extrasensory Veridical Perception 
of Events Beyond the Reach of the Physical Senses, I have a slight 
semantic quibble: I would prefer the phrase “remote from the physi-
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cal body” rather than “beyond the reach of the physical senses.” This 
preference is because every case in the book involves perceptions that 
were beyond the reach of the physical senses. Any visual perception 
reported, say, by a person who was under general anesthesia with eyes 
taped shut and/or who had no circulation is “beyond the reach”—that 
is, beyond the ability of the physical eyes to perceive. Anyway, the 
18 cases in this chapter include the famous “shoe on the ledge” case. 
What grabbed my attention in this chapter were two cases I had not 
previously heard about that actually satisfy the experimental condi-
tions of physician Sam Parnia’s AWARE study. The protocol for that 
study involves placing pictures that can be seen only from the perspec-
tive of the ceiling in the ICUs of a number of hospitals, in the hope that 
the pictures would be noticed and accurately described by patients 
who were watching the procedures from above their bodies. 

Case 2.5 involved a patient who: 

turned out to be suffering from an obsessive-compulsive disorder . . . 
she tried to commit to memory every number she came across. The 
woman claimed that during her OBE she had imprinted in her mem-
ory the [12-digit] serial number of the respirator, which was on top of 
the [6-foot-high] machine. (p. 36) 

The number reported by the patient matched the number on the respi-
rator. Odds against chance, anyone?

Case 2.6 involved a cardiac arrest patient who told his physician: 

When I was out of my body and floating up above the trauma room 
I spotted a 1985 quarter lying on the right-hand corner of the 8-foot 
high cardiac monitor. It was amidst the dust as if someone had put it 
there for this very reason. Dr. Lerma, could you please check for me? 
(p. 37) 

In the presence of nurses, Lerma got a ladder, retrieved the quarter, 
and wrote: “Even the year was right: 1985” (p. 37).

Although these two cases were not officially part of the AWARE 
study, it seems to me that unofficially these cases satisfy the proto-
col for the AWARE study—corroborating out-of-body perception—and 
should be counted as positive instances thereof.

Chapter 3 has a long but descriptively accurate title: Awareness and 
Extrasensory Veridical Perception During Cardiac Arrest and Other 
Conditions Seemingly Incompatible With Consciousness. The authors 
presented 36 documented cases of conscious experience without any 
measurable brain activity. Of course, in order to “know” there was 
no brain activity in any particular case, one must know something 
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about the medical details of the case. I by no means felt overwhelmed 
with medical details but was provided enough background informa-
tion to get a feeling for why these cases are of exceptional importance 
in making the case against materialism. Materialists assert that con-
sciousness is produced by brain activity, and neurophysiologists are 
rather specific about what that activity must look like. There must be 
activity in specific parts of the brain and communication between the 
various parts. If the time at which out-of-body perceptions occur can 
be anchored to the time when the brain appears not to be functioning, 
then the predictions of materialism are false, and the theory is said 
to be falsified. This logical argument is why so many fundamaterial-
ists have tried to get away with claiming that NDEs took place either 
before cardiac arrest occurred, or during or after resuscitation, when 
there might have been some blood flowing to the brain. Of course, the 
best way to anchor NDErs’ perceptions to the physiological states of 
their bodies is for the perceptions to be about the surgical procedures 
themselves. In the famous Pam Reynolds case— Case 3.29 in this 
book—she reported leaving her body and seeing a bone saw at pre-
cisely the time the bone saw was being applied to her skull; she also 
reported that later in the surgery she heard the medical staff play a 
specific song, “Hotel California,” and also that she saw her body jump 
when they tried to restart it with electric shock to her heart. 

But Reynolds’s medical condition at the exact time the perceptions 
occurred is known—and known to be incompatible with the hypoth-
esis that her brain produced those perceptions. The authors included 
an appendix that contains email correspondences with one of the sur-
geons involved. This is an important feature of the book: The authors 
tracked down the physicians involved in the individual cases, and the 
correspondences with those physicians make for exciting reading. For 
example, Karl Greene, one of Reynolds’s surgeons, wrote: 

There was no blood flow at the time that Pam recalled seeing her body 
jump, as her body moved as a result of electrocardioversion to restart 
her heart and therefore, initiate circulation of blood to her entire body, 
including her brain. (p. 101)

In other words, at the time she saw her body jump, there was no blood 
flowing to her brain, a medical condition absolutely inconsistent with 
the materialist hypothesis (that the brain produces consciousness). Or, 
as Parnia put it: 

In cases such as these, we can’t say that the experience was happen-
ing at the beginning or end of the cardiac arrest [when some blood 



238 JOURNAL OF NEAR-DEATH STUDIES

might be flowing to the brain], as the patients recalled details of what 
was happening during the cardiac arrest. (p. 55) 

For any rational human being, the case against materialism has been 
made.

The famous “Dentures Man” case is also presented in this chapter 
(Case 3.7). The patient “saw” a nurse removing his dentures. The au-
thors tracked down and interviewed that nurse. They also presented 
Woerlee’s contention that the patient could have seen the nurse by or-
dinary means. But the man was found “unconscious, stone cold . . . in 
the ambulance they tried to resuscitate him, but failed, so the patient 
was brought into the hospital, ashen gray, with livor mortis and blue 
lips and nails” (p. 63). The nurse stated that at the time he “took the 
upper denture out of the man’s mouth, he had not yet turned on the 
CPR device” (p. 65). Moreover, the patient’s pupils were unresponsive 
to light, so this man was not seeing anything with his physical eyes. 
But amazingly, medical details like these do not cause a dedicated 
materialist to stop and think and to exercise a little skepticism toward 
his own materialist faith. The authors presented Woerlee’s opinions 
concerning this case, with refutations from other physicians, so read-
ers can make up their own minds. 

Incidentally, in case readers might think the authors have a special 
grudge against Woerlee, they stated that the reason they presented 
him as the main representative of materialist efforts to explain away 
the NDE was because he is the best informed and most knowledgeable 
of them. Other well-known defenders of the materialist faith are also 
mentioned and discussed throughout the book. The last chapter of the 
book consists of an extensive and detailed discussion of how the ma-
terialist ideologues attempt to make everything consistent with their 
ideology. This is done with reference to three cases: the two discussed 
above as well as the case of former Harvard neurosurgeon Eben Alex-
ander, which I’ll get to a little later in this review. 

But the case that got me really excited in this chapter was not that 
of Reynolds or the Dentures Man—cases the details of which I knew 
quite well—but rather the case presented by surgeon Lloyd Rudy, 
which is less well-known but just as evidential as the other two. The 
authors quoted extensively from a YouTube video in which Rudy dis-
cussed the details of the case. Rudy has since transitioned, but the 
authors contacted the assistant surgeon, Roberto Amado- Cattaneo, 
who confirmed all the details. Basically, the patient had been declared 
dead, the heart-lung machine that had been breathing for him was 
turned off, and the family was informed. The surgeons had removed 
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their gowns and masks and were standing in the doorway of the op-
erating room discussing whether there was anything they could have 
done differently. But no one had bothered to turn off the machine 
that monitors blood pressure, etc., and the machine “continued to run 
the paper out onto the floor in a big heap” (p. 72). Another machine 
that monitors heart beat—detecting any contractions in the heart 
muscles—was also left on. These heaps of paper documented that for 
20 or 25 minutes the patient recorded “no heartbeat, no blood pres-
sure, . . . and the echo showing no movement of the heart” (p. 73). Yet, 
under these medical conditions, the patient “heard” the conversation 
between the two surgeons.

As I have mentioned, it is a strength of this book that for many 
cases, the authors engaged both with the primary witnesses of the 
case and also with the (increasingly lame) efforts of believers in ma-
terialism to explain it all away. When the authors brought Woerlee’s 
pseudo-explanation of this case to Amado- Cattaneo’s attention, he re-
plied, seemingly with a hint of annoyance: 

This patient was dead for 25 minutes or more with no cardiac pulmo-
nary movement or brain function. The brain dies after a few minutes 
of lack of oxygen, period! I cannot explain it, but it happened and I am 
a living witness of this case, I was there. (77) 

As I read this and similar cases, I felt as if I was participating in an 
exciting debate, but as the cases were presented, one after the other, 
I also felt that only one side of the debate consisted of rational argu-
ments. For the sake of brevity, I shall present a typical case from each 
of the remaining chapters, leaving off further discussion of the mate-
rialist ideologues until the end of my review. 

To contextualize Chapter 4: Telepathy, I should have mentioned 
that Chapter Two contains what parapsychologists would refer to as 
cases of “clairvoyance”: the perception of events in the physical world 
that are remote from the body of the perceiver. “Remote viewing” is 
another name for these kinds of cases. By contrast, telepathy involves 
mind to mind communication, unmediated by the body’s senses. Al-
though I believe NDErs commonly report, and sometimes complain 
about, picking up on the thoughts and emotions of others, the authors 
included only those cases with independent verification. One such case 
involved a novice surgeon who had the fleeting thought, “How could 
you do this to me?” referring to the “more seasoned physicians who 
had thrown him unassisted into this demanding surgery” (p. 129) The 
patient had “heard” that thought as he was going into cardiac arrest.

In Chapter 5: After- Death Communication With Strangers, the au-
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thors presented cases in which, during an NDE, the experiencer com-
municated with a being unknown to her or him but later discovered 
that the being was a real historical person. For example, a child met 
a “nice lady” who befriended her and then much later identified that 
lady from old family photos as his mother’s grandmother. Or a child 
met a sibling she did not know she had, because the older sibling had 
died in childbirth and the parents had said nothing of it to the child. 
Alexander’s experience could be included in this chapter: Adopted as 
an infant, he had met his biological sister during his NDE but did 
not know who she was until his birth parents sent him photos sev-
eral months after his NDE. Many of the cases, incidentally, satisfy 
more than one of the categories the authors used to systematize these 
experiences.

Chapter 6: After- Death Communications With Familiar People, con - 
sisted of cases in which the NDEr communicated with someone known 
to her or him but not known to have died. The chapter appropriately 
began with a quote by Sir William Barrett, who published his book 
Death- Bed Visions in 1926. These kinds of cases have been well 
known since the early days of the Society for Psychical Research and 
were (and are) considered highly evidential. In a typical deathbed vi-
sion, the dying person may see his parents coming to take him but 
also sees, say, his sister who he believes is alive. It turns out his sister 
had, in fact, died, but the family had kept the news from the dying 
person. Of course, the difference between the usual deathbed vision 
case and the cases in this chapter is that the person did not actually 
die but, instead, recovered and was able to tell more details of what he 
had experienced.

Chapter 7: Observations of Out-of- Body NDErs by Others contained 
cases in which the NDEr reported that 

he or she visited a specific person at a particular moment, and before 
the two people have had the opportunity to communicate, the visited 
person also states that at the same moment he or she observed the 
NDEr as a kind of apparition” (p. 157). 

I was aware of such cases but not aware that there were any that 
would satisfy the evidential criteria for inclusion in this book. One 
such case involved a dying woman who refused any contact with her 
estranged son. The son desperately wanted to see his mother before 
she died and was in a bar experiencing deep sorrow and crying. Sud-
denly he saw his mother at the other end of the crowded bar, but as 
he tried to approach her, she vanished. The mother, at the same time, 
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woke up and said, “I had the strangest dream. I dreamt that I was in 
a bar and I saw my son sitting at a table crying, and he got up to start 
coming to me . . .” (p. 163). As with many other cases, the authors 
interviewed the attending physician and family members, excerpts of 
which are presented in the book.

Regarding the title of Chapter 8: Miraculous Healing, at first I did 
not care for the term “miraculous” because of its religious connota-
tions. I thought the word “spontaneous” or “unexpected” might be bet-
ter. But as I started reading, I found that the doctors themselves used 
the word “miracle” to describe such cases. “There’s no question about 
it. It is a miracle that he’s alive, that he is talking with no brain dam-
age” (p. 172). So I guess it’s OK that the authors also used the term. 
Well-known NDEr Anita Moorjani is featured in this chapter. But Al-
exander’s case also belongs in this chapter, as his medical prognosis 
prior to coming out of his coma was either death or permanent veg-
etative state. Each of the 10 cases presented in this chapter is well-
documented by medical records and statements from physicians. I 
suspect that the number of such cases involving miraculous healing is 
very much greater, as I personally know two NDErs who experienced 
such healing. But they don’t have the medical records to “prove it,” and 
only cases that feature such proof were included in this book.

While reading the book I had to keep reminding myself of the au-
thors’ strict criteria for inclusion in this book. At the beginning of this 
chapter the authors discussed a kind of case that I would have been 
tempted to include, but the authors do not. These are cases in which the 
NDEr did not sustain permanent injury when such injury was medi-
cally expected—for example, the absence of permanent brain damage 
when there has been no circulation for over 15 minutes. The authors 
excluded such cases because they involved “the absence of damage and 
so is not healing in the strict sense” (p. 172). I think I agree. But it 
seems odd (to me) that the Dentures Man from Chapter 3, who was 
found “unconscious, stone cold” with “with livor mortis and blue lips 
and nails,” yet recovered, would not also be considered as a case of 
miraculous healing. But this is just a little quibbling on my part.

However, I want to discuss something now that might at first seem 
like a little quibble but which I think might be more substantive. In 
the second paragraph of this chapter, the authors stated: 

The following material concerns reported cases during which heal-
ing occurred completely unexpectedly. In these cases, a materialistic 
explanation involving a ‘spontaneous remission’ of some kind—an en-
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tirely natural spontaneous cure—seems utterly implausible, at least 
according to people medically qualified to determine such things. 
(p. 171) 

As I understand it, the expression “spontaneous remission” is not at 
all an explanation of anything, let alone a “materialist explanation.” 
The expression is merely a category of events for which there is no 
explanation whatsoever. For example, a cancerous tumor that is ex-
pected to kill the patient, but which instead disappears without any 
medical treatment is said to be a case of “spontaneous remission.” Ac-
cording to Wikipedia:

Spontaneous remission, also called spontaneous healing or 
spontaneous regression, is an unexpected improvement or cure 
from a disease that usually progresses. These terms are commonly 
used for unexpected transient or final improvements in cancer. 
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Spontaneous_remission)

In such cases, no one really has any idea what caused the tumor to 
disappear. Perhaps there is some materialist explanation to be dis-
covered; perhaps not. So the term “spontaneous remission” is merely a 
label that refers to cases in which a patient recovers without medical 
intervention, that is, “spontaneously.” But one does not explain a kind 
of event merely by having a name for it. It is incorrect, I believe, to 
refer to such cases as “entirely natural.” 

It is not uncommon for people to believe they have explained some-
thing merely because they have a name for it. The most egregious—
and comical—example is a story I heard involving a group of people 
looking at the sky on a clear, starry evening. Suddenly they noticed an 
object that appeared to be moving erratically. They discussed among 
themselves what it could possibly be that they were seeing, when sud-
denly one of the group excitedly blurted out, “I know what that is. It’s 
a UFO!” Now, to deconstruct this little bit of silliness, the expression 
“UFO” is short for “unidentified flying object.” So the man believed he 
had “identified” what the object was by identifying it as “unidentified.” 
Clearly, saying of an object that it is “unidentified” is not to say what 
it is. It is to state that no one really knows what it is. But the man 
thought he knew what he was seeing because he had a label for it.

The term “spontaneous remission” functions in this way, as a la-
bel for something no one understands, and a label is not an explana-
tion. So in this chapter, Miraculous Healing, a case was presented of 
a patient who “suffered from cerebral palsy with a right spastic hemi-
paresis whereby his right hand was always contracted” (p. 173). After 
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his NDE the patient was able to open his hand. The authors quoted 
nurse and PhD Penny Sartori, as saying, “The healed hand remains 
inexplicable [emphasis added] as there is no known mechanism [em-
phasis added] for how a hand that had permanently shortened tendons 
due to a spastic hemiparesis from birth has since been able to fully 
open fully” (p. 174). This is precisely what the expression “spontaneous 
remission” refers to: cases that are “inexplicable”; healings for which 
there are “no known mechanism.” It is a point of elementary logic 
to notice that one has not explained something by calling it inexpli-
cable, any more than one has identified something by calling it “un-
identified.” But the authors quoted a materialist who seems to believe 
otherwise. “In a 2013 article in the [Journal of Near- Death Studies], 
Michael J. Rush criticized this case. Concerning the claw hand, he 
asserted that it might be a case of spontaneous healing” (p. 173). So 
Rush apparently believed he had “explained” the healing of a claw 
hand by calling it a case of “spontaneous remission,” that is, a case 
that is “inexplicable.” 

On a historical note, William James was perhaps the first to com-
ment on how die-hard materialists often make errors of reasoning and 
logic when discussing challenges to their cherished beliefs. In a letter 
to a journal, he documented several such errors in elementary logic 
made by a colleague (with regard to a discussion of evidence provided 
by mediums) and concluded by stating:

I am sure that you have committed these fallacies with the best of sci-
entific consciences. They are fallacies into which, of course, you would 
have been in no possible danger of falling in any other sort of matter 
than this. In our dealings with the insane the usual moral rules don’t 
apply. Mediums are scientific outlaws, and their defendants are quasi- 
insane. Any stick is good enough to beat dogs of that stripe with. So 
in perfect innocence you permitted yourself the liberties I point out. 
(James, 1986, p. 184)

Another example of a materialist ideologue confusing a label with 
an explanation involved Woerlee. The term “Lazarus phenomenon,” 
like the term “spontaneous remission,” describes a medical event 
for which there is no known explanation. The National Institutes 
of Health defined it as “delayed return of spontaneous circulation 
(ROSC) after cessation of cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR)” (Ad-
hiyaman, Adhiyaman, & Sundaram, 2007). Notice: The term merely 
labels something that happens; it does not explain anything. Yet Wo-
erlee apparently believed that to name something is to explain it. Re-
ferring to a case already discussed— Rudy’s patient who was dead for 
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25 minutes— Woerlee mentioned The Lazarus Phenomenon, correctly 
stating the definition thereof, and concluded by exclaiming trium-
phantly, “So this fascinating report by Lloyd Rudy is one of the rare, 
but known cases of The Lazarus Phenomenon” (p. 76). Having a label 
for what happened to Rudy’s patient apparently freed Woerlee from 
the responsibility of having to think seriously about this case and how 
it refuted his materialist ideology.

As presented in Chapter 9: Paranormal Abilities After NDEs, 
many NDErs report heightened paranormal and healing abilities af-
ter their NDEs, for example, knowing the thoughts and feelings of oth-
ers (telepathy), sensing future events (precognition), and having wrist 
watches they wear persistently malfunction (psychokinesis). The au-
thors found only four such cases that met their criterion of indepen-
dent verification. One case is particularly compelling, with extensive 
documentation. However, readers should not get the impression that 
“only” four cases exist; rather, the epistemological criterion for inclu-
sion in this book was very stringent and excluded all cases for which 
there was not sufficient third party verification. 

In Chapter 10: General Remarks, the authors tackled head-on the 
import of all the cases presented for the hypothesis that conscious-
ness continues, or survives, after the body dies. They discussed in 
more detail, and adequately refuted, the various materialist fantasies 
(“It could be this; it could be that.”) of noted deniers Keith Augustine, 
Michael Sudduth, and, of course, Woerlee. As a philosopher of science 
myself, I loved reading this chapter, but were I to comment on any of 
the specific details, my comments would run longer than the chapter 
itself. I would of course quibble here and there. For example, the au-
thors stated “alternative hypotheses [to survival] are not sufficiently 
plausible” (p. 236). I agree. However, I believe their arguments jus-
tified the stronger conclusion that “alternative hypotheses are suffi-
ciently implausible.” Similarly, for the assertion, “It is reasonable to 
conclude that consciousness is not a product of the brain” (p. 223), I 
would substitute the stronger statement: “It is unreasonable to con-
clude that consciousness is produced by the brain.” But these quibbles 
aside, I agree completely with both their conclusion and how they ar-
gued for it. 

In Chapter 11: How Skeptics Attempt to Explain Away Near- Death 
Experiences . . . and Fail, co-author Smit discussed in detail fundama-
terialists’ responses to three well-known cases: those of Alexander, 
Reynolds, and the Dentures Man. The former case has been extremely 
worrisome to the materialist ideologues, because Alexander is a brain 
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surgeon who, according to them, should know better than to believe 
that his consciousness is independent of his brain, no matter what the 
evidence to the contrary provided by the details of his case. So it is 
perhaps not entirely surprising that they singled him out for vicious 
and slanderous attack. Again, I will refrain from commenting on any 
of the details except to say, as above, that I agree completely both with 
their responses to the fundamaterialists and with their overall conclu-
sion that, indeed, “the self does not die.”

But I would like to discuss an insight regarding the materialist 
ideologues that came to me while reading this book. Coming to the 
discussions in Chapters 10 and 11 after experiencing the full on-
slaught of over 100 airtight, foolproof cases, the various efforts of the 
materialists to explain it all away seemed not just wrong but wrongly 
motivated, silly, and foolish. After reading all these cases, each one of 
which by itself falsifies the predictions of materialism, the writings 
of the ideologues seemed to me to be little more than clever verbal 
gymnastics put forward by precocious adolescents who lack the neces-
sary maturity to understand and appreciate the profound emotional 
depths of NDEs. Or, as James put it, they happily commit all kinds of 
“fallacies into which, of course, [they] would have been in no possible 
danger of falling in any other sort of matter than this.” Why is this? 
What makes them so irrational? I shall first document a little bit more 
some of the irrational characteristics of the fundamaterialists as ex-
perienced by the authors and then state what I now believe is behind 
their inability to think clearly with respect to empirical challenges to 
their materialist faith. 

One characteristic is intellectual dishonesty. Commenting on what, 
for me, were barely coherent ramblings by Sudduth, the authors 
stated, “This seems, in our opinion, suspiciously like a dishonest way 
of always being right from the start without ever having to tailor one’s 
own hypothesis to incorporate actual evidence” (p. 229). Unless read-
ers have experienced this phenomenon beforehand, I suspect they will 
have difficulty believing that any reasonable person could write the 
things Sudduth has been forced to write in order to rationalize his 
inability to comprehend the strength of the evidence presented in this 
book. Commenting on an article in Esquire in which the author tried 
to debunk Alexander’s experience, the authors stated, “The facts were 
so clearly concealed, distorted, or misrepresented” (p. 256).

Additional characteristics are ad hominem attacks and other forms 
of psychobabble. When the materialist ideologues run out of facts and 
arguments, they typically resort to personal attacks. As I read some of 
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the attacks on Alexander, I sensed the desperation of the materialist 
ideologues. “My hypothesis is that Alexander was a struggling neu-
rosurgeon with alcohol and family-related troubles who saw a way to 
make a lot of money by making up a story” (p. 255); “Quite honestly I 
think of [Alexander] as someone of the worst kind” (p. 255). Another 
materialist stated that people who report NDEs “have a loose screw in 
their head” (p. 246). The authors commented, “We do not have to ac-
cept it when arguments for survival are intentionally misrepresented 
to make it seem as if the proponents are driven primarily by irratio-
nal motives, such as fear of death, rather than by thoughtful, rational 
argumentation” (p. 232). But actually it is the materialists who “are 
driven primarily by irrational motives” (p. 232), mainly their desire to 
preserve materialist ideology regardless of evidence to the contrary.

Further characteristics are ignorance and arrogance—a most 
dreadful combination. “Quite often it has been obvious to us that . . . 
critics appeared incorrectly informed about NDE phenomena and also 
that they seemed unwilling to inform themselves better—which we 
find inexcusable for people who purport to be seeking truth” (p. 245). 
But of course: Materialists are merely purporting to be seeking truth, 
not actually seeking it. I suppose I would add “hypocrisy” to the list 
of the debunkers’ collective personality traits. There seems to be some 
sort of defect in reasoning ability with respect to “the hard cynic, the 
arrogant debunker, the perpetual denier . . . those whose minds are 
made up and who do not want to be confused by the facts” (p. 260). To 
this list I must add lack of empathy for others (p. 289). Indeed, after 
they “struggled to exchange ideas with Dr. Woerlee” for several years, 
the authors concluded “a well-substantiated discussion with him about 
NDE phenomena has proven virtually impossible” (p. 261).

Imagine if you will a fundamentalist Christian together with a 
geologist, peering over the edge of the Grand Canyon. Would it be 
possible for the geologist to have a rational discussion with the fun-
damentalist regarding the age of the Earth? Absolutely not. The fun-
damentalist “knows” that the Earth is 5,700 years old, and not even 
seeing the strata of rock deposited over tens and hundreds of millions 
of years will convince him otherwise. He will even challenge you to 
prove that God did not create the Earth 5,700 years ago, with the rock 
strata as we find them. But is Geology on less solid ground because 
such “proof ” is a logical impossibility? I think not.

Similarly, the fundamaterialist “knows” that consciousness is pro-
duced by the brain, and not even seeing with his own eyes the evidence 
that has conclusively refuted his materialist beliefs will convince him 
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otherwise. The fundamaterialist, just like the religious fundamental-
ist, has immunized himself against both empirical evidence and ratio-
nal argument. In both cases, they are unable to reason cogently with 
respect to empirical evidence that, at face value, falsifies their respec-
tive beliefs. It is important, especially for the general public, to real-
ize that just as religious fundamentalists are not capable of rational 
thinking when it comes to the age of the Earth, so also atheistic fun-
damaterialists, the debunkers of NDEs, because of fixed ideation, are 
not capable of rational thinking, at least, not with regards to evaluat-
ing evidence that goes against the grain of materialist ideology. In the 
next few paragraphs I will address what I think underlies the obvious 
irrationality, and more than occasional nastiness, of the materialist 
ideologues. 

It was Rudy’s last statement that got me thinking about this mat-
ter a little differently. After discussing the case, the last thing he said 
was, “It always makes me very emotional” (p. 74). Me, too. Even read-
ing and rereading the cases in this book—which, I assure readers, 
are the least emotional cases they will find in the literature—brought 
tears to my eyes. I want to suggest that this is the crux of the debunk-
ers’ unreasonableness. They are frightened of their own emotions, the 
emotions that come naturally to most people when they read stories 
about communicating with deceased loved ones, stories of forgiveness 
and unconditional love, and stories about reviewing one’s life through 
the eyes of every person one has interacted with. There are powerful 
emotions in the tales told by NDErs, and I speculate that these emo-
tions, latent in every human being, are what the fundamaterialists 
expend so much effort trying to hold back. All their convoluted “rea-
soning,” their cleverness in denying what is obvious, all the consider-
able mental gymnastics they put into their writings—all of it is in the 
service of holding up the fort against powerful emotions that would 
otherwise flow through them. After all, what kind of human being 
does not want survival to be true? What kind of human being exults in 
believing that “just as the kidneys produce urine, the brain produces 
consciousness” (p. 260)? It is, I suggest, human beings who are des-
perately afraid to feel the depths of their own emotions, and it is this 
desperation that causes them to be so irrational in their thinking and 
mean-spirited in their behavior towards non-materialists. 

It may seem a bit harsh for me to use terms like “irrational” and 
“unreasonable” when referring to materialist ideologues. But The 
Self Does Not Die establishes the reality of NDEs “beyond a reason-
able doubt.” It conclusively vindicates James’s view that the brain is 
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a “transmitter” of consciousness, not a producer of it. A logical con-
sequence of the expression “beyond a reasonable doubt” is that it is 
unreasonable to continue to doubt, given the evidence. There are no  
longer two sides to this debate, at least, not insofar as empirical sci-
ence is concerned. Hence one who continues to doubt is behaving 
unreasonably.

In philosophy, there is something called “the Quine- Duheme the-
sis” which asserts that from a logical point of view, any belief may 
be held onto no matter what the evidence to the contrary, as long as 
the believer is willing to make lots of ad hoc assumptions. One may 
persist in believing that the Earth is flat, that global warming is a 
hoax, that the Earth was created in six days, that President Obama 
was born in Kenya, that the moon-landing didn’t happen, and that 
smoking does not cause cancer. To this list of things in which people 
believe despite conclusive evidence to the contrary must now be added 
the belief that the brain creates consciousness. The fundamaterialists 
have rendered their belief immune to falsification, and The Self Does 
Not Die documents the many ad hoc assumptions that believers in the 
materialist faith are forced to make in order to “save” their faith from 
direct falsification, thus demonstrating, and becoming an example of, 
the Duheme- Quine thesis.

I hope the day will soon come when serious scientists and seekers 
of truth will no longer be burdened with the writings of people whose 
profound faith in materialist ideology has blinded them to the empiri-
cal evidence that has refuted their faith. In the 19th century geolo-
gists needed to reply to the objections of religious fundamentalists. 
Even today those fundamentalists want geology textbooks to contain 
their beliefs. They might even think of themselves as “skeptics,” be-
cause they are skeptical of what the Geologists have to say about the 
age of the Earth. With respect to survival research, we are perhaps 
still in the 19th century, where those seeking Truth feel compelled 
to address the views of the believer in materialist ideology. For those 
whose reasoning abilities are not structured by prior commitment to 
materialist ideology, The Self Does Not Die closes the case against 
materialism. For those whose first order of business is to defend their 
faith in fundamaterialism, this book is not likely to be helpful, because 
it offers only empirical evidence and rational argument—to which the 
fundamaterialist is immune. The fundamaterialist needs neither ra-
tional argument nor empirical evidence, but compassionate therapy.

Actually perhaps there is something from NDE research that might 
be of help to our materialist friends. Research over the years has 



BOOK REVIEW 249

shown that there are no medical or psychological predictors of NDEs. 
As Jan Holden (2016) put it, NDEs are “equal opportunity experi-
ences” (p. 147). What this means is that the sample of the population 
that reports NDEs is representative of the population as a whole. So if, 
say, 10% of the population are atheist-materialists, then about 10% of 
NDErs are, or were, atheist-materialists before their NDEs. It might 
be useful to compile a large number of NDEs that happened to people 
who identified as materialist-atheists. What happens to the beliefs of 
materialists who have had NDEs? This is a question for empirical 
research—and one that might be useful for materialists to ponder.

In summary, the purpose of this book might be described as driv-
ing the final stake through the heart of the life-denying soulless vam-
pire that is materialist ideology. To achieve this purpose, the authors 
presented only the most epistemically solid and irrefutable cases. 
But from any other perspective, restricting the evidence to only such 
cases represents an unreasonably stringent standard. The Western 
legal system would collapse overnight if it adopted such a formidable 
standard of evidence. Testimony, that is, self-reporting, is essential for 
that system—and also for science. Data for the social sciences con-
sists largely of uncorroborated testimony from human subjects. And 
no society could exist that required people to provide independent 
verification for everything they said. Trust is the condition for human 
interaction, and independent verification is needed only when trust is 
violated. So I regard uncorroborated testimony of NDErs regarding 
their experiences and aftereffects as evidence—evidence that becomes 
quite strong when one considers the inter-subjective agreement among 
NDErs. Also, I completely agree with the authors’ statement that “the 
evidential value of confirmed cases lends credibility to many uncon-
firmed cases” (p. 218). 

I’d like to close with a personal story. Shortly after the Esquire arti-
cle came out (pp. 256–259), the article that falsely and viciously slan-
dered and demonized Alexander, I ran into him at an IANDS confer-
ence. I started talking about the article, filled with anger and outrage 
on his behalf. But Alexander would hear nothing of it, and waved me 
off with that big smile of his. There was no sense of anger or outrage 
coming from him. He said of his attackers something like, “They too 
have their part to play in God’s plan.” A part of me was thinking, 
“How can you not be upset about this?” but, of course, serious students 
of NDEs know exactly why Alexander was not angry towards those 
who had so shamefully slandered him. This is what happens to any-
one who hangs out with the Being of Light. They bring some of that 
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Unconditional Love back with them. And “unconditional” means that 
the lovingkindness that Alexander and every other deep NDEr extend 
to everyone who comes into contact with them is not conditional on 
how the other treats them. It is this message of unconditional love, 
the most important of the Lessons From the Light (Ring & Valarino, 
1998), that the materialist ideologues so desperately do not want to 
hear. And it is precisely this message of universal love, and the pos-
sibility of a world based on love rather than fear, that the world so 
desperately needs to hear today. The Self Does Not Die has thoroughly 
vetted and documented the credentials of the messengers: the NDErs. 
Now it is up to humanity to take this message to heart and live our 
lives accordingly.
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