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Editor’s Foreword

In cardiologist Michael Sabom’s book Light & Death (1998, Zonder-
van), he provided the first detailed description of Pam Reynolds’ 
near- death experience (NDE) during a revolutionary brain surgery 
procedure that took place in 1991 at the Barrow Neurological Insti-
tute in Phoenix, Arizona. Following the surgery, Reynolds reported 
veridical— later verified as accurate— perceptions she recalled from 
the initial and final phases of her surgery during times she was fully 
anesthetized and closely monitored. Subsequently, Reynolds, Sabom, 
and Reynolds’ neurosurgeon Robert Spetzler spoke of the case at least 
twice: in one television interview and in a BBC documentary, The Day 
I Died: The Mind, the Brain, and Near- Death Experiences. Toward the 
end of Sabom’s book, in a section he titled, “Nailing Jell- O to the Wall,” 
he concluded that “the promise of Pam’s near- perfect laboratory condi-
tions with its detailed and accurate physiological data, gives us tan-
talizing clues, but no definite answers” (p. 190). Indeed, her case has 
spawned seemingly endless controversy. In this issue, authors clarify 
many of the points of that controversy.

The issue begins with an article by anesthesiologist and self- 
identified skeptic Gerald Woerlee. In it, he presents the case that Reyn-
olds could have heard all the auditory contents of her NDE through 
physical processes.

Next, anesthesiologist Stuart Hameroff responds to Woerlee’s argu-
ment. He affirms the possible validity of some aspects of that argu-
ment and presents rebuttal of other aspects.

Much more robust in rebuttal of Woerlee’s argument is philosopher- 
mathematician Chris Carter. In his response, he both addresses each 
point from the argument and offers a broader perspective in which to 
consider it.

The issue closes with Woerlee’s rejoinder to Hameroff’s and Carter’s 
responses. He focuses on the points he considers most important— 
and does not respond to some points. Among the latter is an invita-
tion by Carter— and by Steven Cordova, Intraoperative Monitoring 
Practitioner at the Barrow Neurological Institute continuously since 
before Reynolds’ surgery, though not the one directly involved in her 
surgery— to go together to the Barrow to reproduce as exactly as 
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possible Reynolds’ conditions . . . and thereby as definitively as pos-
sible determine directly whether Reynolds could actually have heard 
through physical processes.

Scholarly convention and Journal issue space precluded inclusion 
of replies to Woerlee’s rejoinder. However, the fact that the discussion 
ends in this issue with the rejoinder is not meant to imply that the dia-
log has ended or that the controversy has been resolved. Readers are 
left with the task of evaluating the arguments on both sides and de-
termining for themselves where the weight of evidence predominates. 
Those interested in ongoing discussion may refer to Carter’s reply to 
Woerlee’s rejoinder at http://www.merkawah.nl/engels to be published 
around the time of this issue’s release.

Retrospective veridical NDE cases like Reynolds’ provide imperfect 
data that probably can never result in definitive evidence either for 
or against the hypothesis that accurate perception can occur through 
non- physical means. Her death in May, 2010 has not put an end to con-
troversy. Indeed, until at least one prospective hospital study produces 
at least one documented case, controversy about veridical NDE percep-
tion is sure to continue. I invite readers who seek further discussion 
of apparently non- physical veridical perception in NDEs to consult 
my chapter on this topic in The Handbook of Near- Death Experiences: 
Thirty Years of Investigation (2009, Praeger/ABC- ClIO). Otherwise, 
I hope readers find the discussion in this issue to be stimulating and 
enriching. 
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