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    What people are saying about

    Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists

    Like a master attorney, Jens Amberts has marshaled an abundance of virtually irrefutable evidence in making the case for the thesis of his brilliant book, Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists. Basing his argument on four fundamental facts about near-death experiences (NDEs), Amberts has written a book that every serious student of NDEs, and especially skeptics, should be sure to read. On finishing it, I doubt any reader will not be convinced that death is not a dead end.

    Kenneth Ring, Ph.D., Professor Emeritus of Psychology, University of Connecticut, author of Lessons from the Light

    Jens Amberts has written a book unlike any other. Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists argues that the testimony of near-death experiencers establishes beyond any reasonable doubt that we do survive bodily death. Furthermore, it presents an impressive logical case for why all of us should take that testimony seriously. Written in a conversational style that is easily accessible by anyone, this book is one that deserves to be read, re-read, and read again. Amberts presents arguments that you will keep pondering long after you have finished reading his book.

    Bruce Greyson, M.D., Professor Emeritus of Psychiatry & Neurobehavioral Sciences, University of Virginia, author of After: A Doctor Explores What Near-Death Experiences Reveal About Life and Beyond

    What happens when we die has been one of humankind’s most enduring questions. Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists brings a new and exciting perspective to this ancient question. Jens Amberts presents an impressive discussion of the evidence for the reality of near-death experiences (NDEs). This includes an original and creative thought experiment that is among the most compelling verifications of the validity of NDEs and their consistent message of an afterlife that I have encountered. This is one book you don’t want to miss! Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists is exceptionally well-written and enthusiastically recommended.

    Jeffrey Long, M.D., author of the New York Times bestselling Evidence of the Afterlife: The Science of Near-Death Experiences

    Jens Amberts’ Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists is a breath of fresh air in the world of academic philosophy. He tackles a question of supreme existential importance and makes a careful and convincing case that there exists a world more comprehensive and compellingly real than the one of which we are currently aware. This book deserves not only to be widely read but to have its conclusions considered with the utmost seriousness.

    Sharon Hewitt Rawlette, Ph.D., author of The Source and Significance of Coincidences and the Psychology Today blog “Mysteries of Consciousness”

    Through a carefully-crafted philosophical argument, Amberts documents the empirical and rational basis for his own transformation from a philosophical materialist – believing that the material world is the only reality – to a survivalist – convinced that another reality exists, one in which human consciousness continues after physical death. This book is a must-read for any truly open-minded empiricist interested in the question of the most accurate view of the cosmos.

    Janice Miner Holden, Ed.D., editor-in-chief of the Journal of Near-Death Studies, co-author of The Handbook of Near-Death Experiences: Thirty Years of Investigation

    The fear of death has probably caused more suffering in the history of the human race than all the physical diseases combined. Jens Amberts, in Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists, offers compelling reasons why this fear and suffering may be exaggerated and unnecessary. Amberts’ fresh voice is subtle, profound, and reminiscent of philosopher Michele de Montaigne, who assured us, “If you don’t know how to die, don’t worry; Nature will tell you what to do on the spot, fully and adequately. She will do this job perfectly for you; don’t bother your head about it.” Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists is a richly rewarding adventure in ideas.

    Larry Dossey, M.D., author most recently of One Mind: How Our Individual Mind Is Part of a Greater Consciousness and Why It Matters

    Based on scientific research and on intriguing reports of near-death experiences (NDE), this book Why an Afterlife Obviously Exists gives a very nice overview and summary of what can be learned about the afterlife, or, even better, about the continuity of consciousness after the death of the body. People with an NDE are convinced that death is not the end of our consciousness, and they are all forced to change their existing worldview. Jens Amberts uses an interesting analogy to better understand and accept the conclusions that during an NDE the content of our consciousness is experienced far more real than the reality we know in the material world of everyday life. This book has been written for those open-minded readers who are genuinely interested in the possibility of the continuity of consciousness after physical death.

    Pim van Lommel, cardiologist, NDE-researcher, author of Consciousness Beyond Life
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    Preface

    This is a book about four things divided into three different main chapters. One chapter concerns a new thought experiment in philosophy. Another chapter concerns an in-depth and arguably trailblazing analysis of the realer than real attribute of near-death experiences (NDEs). The last major chapter concerns a clarification of what to some have been previously considered at least somewhat ambiguous data about NDEs. And the fourth overarching and permeating thing is how all of this ties together to demonstrate why it is beyond astronomically likely and hence empirically certain that an afterlife actually exists.

    The argument in this book became evident to me soon after I started researching NDEs seriously back in 2006 and 2007, as it does to many others as well who start researching NDEs. However, most researchers and thinkers have so far not pressed this issue when arguing whether an afterlife exists or not. But since as far as I can tell and judge the situation it is the single most convincing argument in favor of the existence of an afterlife, I have therefore decided to press this issue myself. So in 2016 when I one day spontaneously came up with a thought experiment that made it so much easier to articulate this argument as clearly as I have now done, I began writing this book. It was first intended to become a peer-reviewed article, but as I kept on writing and expanding the text greatly, it eventually became too long to fit in the vast majority of peer-reviewed philosophy journals. Hence I decided to make a book of it instead.

    In general, there are three potential ways of being justifiably certain that an afterlife exists. These are to either have a personal experience of it, or to be persuaded by scientific data indicative of it, or to be persuaded by philosophical arguments in favor of it. Since the reading of any book can never become the first reason, neither is the reading of this book. But it is presenting a philosophical argument that is based on four non-controversial empirical facts about NDEs, so it is a combination of the latter two reasons. I chose to write this book for many reasons, but one of them was because I want to give the rest of the world a chance to be and feel as justifiably certain of the existence of an afterlife as I am, despite the fact that most people have never had an unambiguously direct experience of the afterlife themselves (and this also includes me). The reality is, after all, that most people who do not believe in an afterlife do not do so because they have never experienced it or anything even slightly indicative of it directly themselves. But we do not have to experience something directly ourselves to justifiably know that it exists. I have experienced neither Australia nor the planet Neptune directly myself, but I can still justifiably know that these places exist based on many other considerations and inferences. And while the title of this book states that it is obvious that an afterlife exists, obviously it is not as obvious that an afterlife exists as, say, that the sky appears as blue on a sunny and cloudless day. Books, scientific data, and philosophical arguments are ultimately just words on paper or on a screen, and they can only ever convince a person on an intellectual level of something, and not on an experiential level. But it is obvious enough from an intellectual level when you familiarize yourself with and reflect upon the argument presented in this book that an afterlife in all likelihood actually exists, such that it will be very hard to rationally deny it. So in this book I will guide you through a lot of considerations and inferences to demonstrate why you can feel and be justifiably certain that an afterlife exists, despite never having experienced it yourself. Indeed, the argument being presented in this book is central to the discussion of whether an afterlife exists or not and can no longer be ignored or downplayed while preserving intellectual honesty and responsibility in the pursuit of truth on the matter.

    Jens Amberts, Linköping, 2021
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    Chapter 1

    Introduction

    There is arguably no question that is more important for humanity as a whole, or for the average individual, than the question of whether an afterlife exists or not. And it is definitely granted that very many people already believe, hope, or doubt that an afterlife exists. But belief, hope, or doubt does not really take us very far, or rather, it results in the kind of world we live in right now with respect to this issue, where everyone has different viewpoints, beliefs, opinions, and doubts. In this book, however, I will make the case that we already know, with a high degree of certainty, that an afterlife exists, if we reflect upon four non-controversial facts about the near-death experience (NDE) in a new light and from a more philosophical perspective. Unfortunately, however, the question of whether an afterlife exists or not is all too often not merely a factual, rational, and empirical question for ideologically stubborn and emotional human beings who do not live in a cultural vacuum. It is not as neutral and as irrelevant a question as, for instance, whether a certain enzyme in the liver of a chicken has mundane property A or mundane property B. When it comes to neutral and ultimately irrelevant questions like that, virtually no one has strong feelings one way or the other. Regardless of which fact turns out to be true upon closer analysis it will not have a significant impact on our lives, on our own worldview, or on our emotions. This is in stark contrast to the issue of whether an afterlife exists or not. Few questions are as important, relevant, or as close to the core of our entire worldview as the question of whether there exists an afterlife or not. Therefore, few people are able to evaluate the arguments and the data in favor of it or against it as dispassionately as the issue deserves, and are easily tempted into committing all kinds of subtle or even well-known fallacies. And this is true not only for those who are desperate to believe in the existence of an afterlife and who go on to do so for obviously bad reasons, such as the need for the feeling of existential comfort, but it is also true for those who prefer to think of themselves as rational, scientific, and skeptical disbelievers in the existence of an afterlife. When a person’s core worldview is threatened, the defense mechanisms at their cognitive disposal go into overdrive and, consequently, all objectivity and logic tend to fly out of the window. A person finding themselves in such a situation will often grasp at whatever emotional straws, irrational rationalizations, or rhetorically disguised fallacies that they can and hold on to them for dear life in attempts to make the threatening information go away from their immediate awareness. Since the most intimate convictions and understandings about what reality is and how the world is structured is being challenged, it can often be a life-changing, arduous, and deeply uncomfortable experience for many people. Therefore, if you currently believe that there is not an afterlife, or that there probably is not an afterlife, or that we do not or can not know that there is an afterlife, and if this is an important conviction for you to hold on to, then this book might not turn out to be a pleasant read, since it will seriously challenge that conviction at its core root foundation. If you in the pursuit of truth, out of sheer curiosity, or for any other reason do go on to read this book despite holding any of these convictions and finding it important to hold on to these convictions, then I sincerely want to apologize in advance for the serious cognitive dissonance that you will very likely come to experience when embarking on the mental journey of new insights that this book will take you on.

    Growing up as a rational person in Sweden, interested in science, philosophy, and the larger questions in life with justified answers to them, I unsurprisingly grew up as an atheist and as a materialist. Indeed, in general when a person grows up in Sweden, religion, spirituality, and what happens after death are largely irrelevant issues that are not considered so important that they are generally bothersome to most people. Back in 2006 when I was nineteen years old, however, I one day asked myself the following question: “Alright, whatever. What is the best argument in favor of the proposition that I am fundamentally wrong for having my current worldview?” After a lot of googling and reading around, I eventually found Neal Grossman’s paper “Who’s Afraid of Life After Death?”, which explains why the evidence in favor of the existence of an afterlife is being systematically ignored, marginalized, and ridiculed not only by academia, but also by the religious institutions and, indeed, even by society at large. And while it did not go over the data in favor of the existence of an afterlife in great detail in and of itself, it did encourage me to start researching NDEs a lot more, and it eventually changed my entire perspective on everything when I discovered that there actually was solid empirical data to support what Neal Grossman had been arguing for in that paper.1 I had not previously considered the possibility that the issue of whether an afterlife exists or not could be an empirical question. I thought it had just been, as he characterized it, a democratic issue where everyone is free to believe whatever he or she wants, but that we can not know anything about it through empirical investigation. What followed was years upon years of further research into the NDE and a lot of philosophical reflection and spiritual development on my own. I am now firmly convinced that an afterlife exists, and the argument that you are about to read is the main reason for that conviction as far as I have been able to articulate it. I can of course not predict whether it is as convincing to you as it is convincing to me, but this is still my best attempt at trying to put into words and materialize an argument that only has been hinted at before by some in the NDE research community.2 There are four well-established facts about the NDE that, on their own and from a purely scientific perspective, do not mean very much. But considered together and from a philosophical perspective, they form a tremendously compelling argument in favor of the existence of an afterlife. This is what NDE researcher Kenneth Ring had to say about two of these well-established facts about the NDE after having interviewed many near-death experiencers (NDErs) himself:


    [A]fter having spoken to many hundreds of NDErs, if not more than a thousand (for I have lost track by now), I have long become aware that from the standpoint of NDErs themselves, there is generally no doubt that the end of physical life is not a dead end. They confidently assert that there is something more. It has been my role and privilege often to speak for the many NDErs who do not write books or give public talks, and in doing so, I have often tried, as accurately as possible, to reflect the views of those NDErs whom I have chosen to represent. In doing so, I have tried to speak in their voice so that they would be heard, not me. In this respect, the evidence from NDEs is, I believe, highly suggestive that some form of consciousness continues after death; the abundant NDE testimony I have heard and read convinces me, as it does most others, of that.3 (emphasis in original)



    In other words, NDErs themselves are generally convinced, due to having had an NDE, that death is not the end that physicalism predicts, and very many people have had NDEs. These two facts, of course, prove nothing in and of themselves from a scientific point of view. Furthermore, the skeptic will rightfully point out that there are many other circumstances where very many people agree about something for bad reasons, and where we therefore can still not know whether what they assert is true or not from these two kinds of facts alone. Therefore, the next question we need to ask ourselves is whether NDErs have a good reason for being certain that death is not the end from having had an NDE. This is where the realer than real attribute of the NDE becomes highly relevant to investigate, and this is what Robert Perry has to say about that:


    There is clearly something about NDEs that both convinces people they are real and makes them distinguishable from experiences generally regarded as unreal. … I’ve also heard NDErs say that their experiences were different from psychedelic drug experiences they had had.

    Actually, their claim often goes even further. Although in our eyes the question is whether NDEs are as real as this world, many NDErs say that what they experienced was more real than this world. … What is it about NDEs that makes them seem to be more than dreams and hallucinations and to be even more real than the material world of everyday life? … The question strikes me as extremely important. It seems to me that it has the potential to bridge some of that gulf between NDErs and the rest of us. They are overwhelmingly convinced that their experience was real. If we can gain some genuine understanding of why, then perhaps that will help us decide how much we can believe them.4 (emphasis in original)



    There is clearly something about the realer than real attribute of the phenomenology of the NDE that convinces NDErs themselves that the NDE is absolutely real in all interpretations of the term. That is, that the NDE was not just experienced as NDErs relay it, but that the NDE actually represented what it seemed to represent, that is, an experience of a higher reality than everyday life, and not a brain-generated hallucination. Of course, many skeptics of the survivalist interpretation of the NDE will often laughingly dismiss the realer than real attribute of the NDE and say that that proves nothing, as if contradicting a statement without providing any reason for doing so and accompanying such an action with laughter is a valid counterargument to anything. Or they will characterize NDEs as just very vivid dreams or hallucinations that therefore are as irrelevant as any other dream or hallucination, which just goes on to clearly demonstrate that they have neither carefully listened to nor charitably understood what NDErs are actually saying in the slightest. In the longest chapter of the book I go into great detail in breaking down the realer than real attribute of the NDE and demonstrate why it is the best possible justification of any empirical insight imaginable, and hence demonstrate why NDErs are absolutely epistemically justified in coming to the conclusion that the NDE represented what it seemed to represent.

    So maybe the NDE convinces people for a good reason, the skeptic might concede, but how do we know that they are not biased? How do we know that they did not all believe in an afterlife prior to their NDE? Furthermore, how can we trust them? What if they are all lying, and just making it all up? How do we know that they evaluated the NDE and the realer than real attribute thereof skeptically and rationally? How do we know that they are not all crazy? This is where the fact that NDErs as a sample are representative of the population as a whole becomes highly relevant. As Neal Grossman points out:


    Research over the years has shown that there are no medical or psychological predictors of NDEs. … 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.5 (emphasis in original)



    Since NDErs as a sample are representative of the population as a whole, to disbelieve one hundred percent of NDErs is to disbelieve one hundred percent of the population. And to think that all NDErs are biased towards a survivalist interpretation, or that they are either untrustworthy, gullible, irrational, or delusional is to think that one hundred percent of the population also has at least one of those flaws. And how rational, reasonable, and realistic is that?

    This is the core of the argument that will be presented in this book in much more detail, and it will be demonstrated how all of these facts considered together make it beyond astronomically likely and hence empirically certain that an afterlife exists. However, some people are definitely skeptical of the very idea that trying to establish anything as grandiose as the existence of an afterlife is possible, for the aforementioned reasoning that the issue is simply too controversial, important, and emotionally loaded to allow for objectivity in most people. NDE researcher Kenneth Ring articulated this skepticism very well when he wrote that:


    … I am convinced that debates of this sort rarely settle anything. Disagreements between materialists and believers in some sort of transcendent reality have been raging since the days of Democritus and Plato and have never been resolved by either argument or evidence. And even since the beginnings of Spiritualism in the middle of the 19th century and extending through the subsequent rise of psychical research and finally into the modern era of near-death studies, nothing fundamentally has changed. Any reader familiar with the history and personages of the aforementioned domains will recognize that the contentions, pro and con, … are merely replays of the same tedious speeches that have been declaimed throughout the years as believers and skeptics have faced off against each other.

    It is therefore both naïve and preposterous to think this comes down in the end to the matter of “evidence.” It does not. People believe and will continue to believe what they do based on personal temperament, worldview, and the normative structure of their reference groups. Thus, in my opinion, this exercise in opinion-mongering is a fruitless undertaking.6 (emphasis in original)



    While I recognize the merit in what he says to some degree, I still disagree with him that the situation is as hopeless as he tries to paint it as. Indeed, if I thoroughly agreed with him I would not have bothered to write this book in the first place. The situation, I will argue, is more nuanced than the idea that either everyone would follow the evidence or the arguments, or no one would. For instance, there are still people who seriously believe and maintain that the Earth is flat, despite mountains of evidence to the contrary. But does that mean that we can not come to the rational conclusion that there is sufficient evidence to make the case that the Earth is round? Of course not. Whether there is sufficient evidence for a proposition or not, or whether there are sufficiently cogent, compelling, and relevant arguments for a proposition or not is not a democratic issue where absolutely everyone has to agree or be persuaded before we can state as such. The fact that some people will never be persuaded by the evidence or by the arguments, come what may, does not mean that the evidence does not exist, or that the arguments are insufficiently cogent, compelling, or relevant from an objective viewpoint. And this does not change when we increase the number of people who refuse to follow the evidence or understand or engage with the arguments. If half of the world’s population woke up tomorrow and insisted that the Earth was flat because of a bad reason, the Earth would still be round, and I would be just as persuaded by the evidence in favor of that proposition in that scenario as I am right now. Similarly, the fact that there are many millions of people who are currently materialists worldwide does not mean that there can not be valid evidence or rational arguments in favor of the existence of an afterlife. Their uninformed and metaphorical vote on the matter does not matter, the only matter that matters is whether the evidence or the arguments, or both, are sufficiently persuasive from an objective viewpoint to the individual thinker. So the fact that not everyone will even engage with the evidence or the arguments does not matter. And even when people do engage with the evidence or the arguments, many will not do so rationally or with an open mind and eager to find out about the actual truth. Many would rather do so with the intention to find a justification to continue believing what they currently do, however objectively invalid that perceived justification might be. This too, however, does not matter. The crucial point that I am trying to make, and where I disagree with Kenneth Ring and others who share his viewpoint, is that evidence or rational arguments, or both, can convince at least some people who have an open mind and who are genuinely interested in the actual truth of the matter, even though it will in all likelihood never get through to absolutely everyone.

    It is therefore important to keep in mind that not all atheists, materialists, agnostics, or antitheists, etc., are all the same. Some of them are genuinely open-minded and inquisitive, but have not yet come across any arguments or any data that would make them rationally change their mind. I know that because I was once one of those people, and I did change my mind when I eventually came across arguments and data that were more persuasive than their denial. Indeed, since I am 33 years old at the time of this writing, and I grew up an atheist and a materialist, and I was 19 when I started to seriously research the NDE and changed my mind on the issue of whether an afterlife exists or not, I have technically still lived the majority of my life as far back as I can remember, albeit just barely, as an atheist and as a materialist who firmly and sincerely believed that this particular universe was in all probability all that existed. And I am certainly not alone, as I have been in countless discussions with people who have had a similar journey as me on this issue, and who started researching the NDE from the perspective that NDEs were probably hallucinations or illusions, but who were eventually persuaded or forced to change their minds when carefully and responsibly investigating the totality of the evidence and the arguments for and against that proposition.

    But just like how some atheists, materialists, agnostics, or antitheists, etc., are genuinely open-minded and inquisitive, some are also definitely and demonstrably not. Philosopher of science Neal Grossman thoroughly recognized this long ago and was extremely serious when he coined the term fundamaterialism “to refer to those who believe that materialism is a necessary truth, not amenable to empirical evidence”7 and “to characterize a person whose attitude towards materialism is the same as the fundamentalist’s attitude towards his or her religion. In each case, the attitude is one of unwavering certainty towards the chosen ideology. For fundamaterialists, materialism does not appear to be an empirical hypothesis about the real world; it appears to be a given, an article of faith, the central tenet of his web of belief, around which everything else must conform.”8 For many otherwise intelligent and well-educated people, and especially for many in the upper echelons of academia, fundamaterialism is so deeply ingrained into the core of their minds that they can no longer see alternatives to materialism as serious possibilities, and are vehemently resistant to the idea that materialism can be falsified by empirical data. Indeed, they are especially vehemently against the idea that it already has been falsified by empirical data. Whether genuinely meant or not, they will often say things like, “Yeah, it may be falsified one day in the future, but it has not yet been falsified,” all the while they have overwhelmingly often not actually examined all of the proposed evidence in favor of the proposition that they are denying. This is known as perpetually moving the goalposts into the future and delaying the day of reckoning indefinitely, a well-known informal fallacy that will always be near at hand and tempting for the rhetorically gifted fundamaterialist. And the absurdity of the situation is of course compounded by the fact that they commit such a well-known informal fallacy and say such things about a vast body of evidence and arguments that they are not actually intimately familiar with and have not carefully and responsibly investigated.

    While this book is admittedly about a philosophical argument in favor of the existence of an afterlife rather than primarily being about scientific data, the philosophical argument is based on four non-controversial empirical facts about the NDE. And the argument is not merely that it might become obvious that there is an afterlife in the future, but that it is obvious right now that there is an afterlife in light of these four empirical facts. This is why I am trying to explain and illustrate how some people are known to be deeply resistant on a psychological level against that idea, regardless of whether they are sufficiently capable, self-aware, or willing to acknowledge it or not, whether publicly or even to themselves. And indeed, the sociological roots of fundamaterialism should not be underestimated or ignored, as there is a tremendous peer pressure within the current academic climate to be a fundamaterialist. Of course, when it comes to the vast majority of subjects that can be studied at university level, it is simply not relevant whether the afterlife exists or not, or whether materialism is true or not. But in the subjects where it is extremely relevant, such as in psychology and especially in philosophy, the issue of NDEs and similar phenomena are rarely even brought up at all, and if they are they are just ridiculed, marginalized, or ignored, rather than taken as seriously as they should be. As Neal Grossman notes:


   It would seem that, of all the disciplines, philosophy ought to be most interested in, and meticulously study, all the research on the NDE. After all, is philosophy not supposed to be concerned with questions of ultimate meaning, of the purpose of life, of the relation between mind and body, of God, and so on? NDE research has data that are directly relevant to all of these questions. So how is it possible that philosophers have collectively managed to ignore and even ridicule this research? To those outside of academic philosophy, it may come as a surprise to learn the great majority of academic philosophers are atheists and materialists. While … they incorrectly use science to support their materialism, they systematically ignore the findings of science—which I take near-death research to be—that refute their materialism. Since their materialism is not empirically based, I call it fundamaterialism, to make explicit comparison with fundamentalism in religion. Fundamentalism connotes an attitude of certainty towards one’s core belief. Just as the fundamentalist Christian is absolutely certain that the world was created in the manner described by the Bible— fossil evidence notwithstanding—so also the fundamaterialist is absolutely certain that there exists nothing that is not made up of matter—NDEs and other evidence notwithstanding. In fact, and this is the crucial point, their respective beliefs have nothing to do with evidence. As my fundamaterialist colleague put it: “There can’t be evidence for something that’s false.” … [F]undamaterialist philosophers believe in the truth of materialism a priori; empirical evidence is not relevant to them, and they are committed to ignoring and/or debunking anything that looks like evidence.9 (emphasis in original)



    Unbeknownst to many people in the general population, and contrary to what one might hope for from the presumed ideal of a thinker, many if not most philosophers are actually strikingly dogmatic about the worldview and general set of beliefs that they developed and internalized during their formative years. Furthermore, many if not most philosophers also have so much invested in their current worldview that they often in practice see it as a career necessity not to change their minds, or they simply feel that they do not have the time or the energy to change their worldview and reset their understanding of reality. Indeed, this is so common that it essentially becomes major headlines in the philosophy world when a well-known philosopher actually does change his or her mind in the middle of or at the end of their career (e.g., Wittgenstein). Few things about the current state of philosophy are as dispiriting as this, because being wrong and admitting as such not only to yourself but also to the entire world is something that should be enthusiastically celebrated, and not made fun of, looked down upon, or be seen as an admission of failure. Indeed, there is no greater sign of intellectual integrity, courage, and virtue than when a person admits both to themselves and to everyone else that they have been wrong about something, and the closer to the core of their entire worldview that that thing is then the much more impressive it is, because the much harder it was to do. And I do not at all care if someone changes their mind from believing what I currently do about something to its exact opposite, because I would still like to genuinely throw them a party and shower them with admiration and support for having that much intellectual integrity, courage, and virtue. When a person admits to themselves and everyone else that they were wrong before, they are updating their understanding of things when new information or new insights become available. Would it not be wonderful if all or at least most philosophers could just drop their stubborn and meaningless sense of intellectual pride in persisting in believing what they have always believed, as if they are the ultimate philosopher of all time who realized all core truths for all time to come when they were young, or if they could drop their fear of seeing things in an entirely new light later on in life, or if they could drop their fear of what all of their peers and colleagues will think of such a course of action? If they could and would do this, philosophy as an enterprise could and would move on much faster than it currently does, instead of mirroring the quip that science abides by in that science advances one funeral at a time. Right now, in practice, philosophy also advances one funeral at a time. We can only really hope that the philosophy world addresses the fact that the history of philosophy and the contemporary state thereof is a quagmire of ideological stubbornness and individual dogma more seriously at some point, and put much more emphasis on encouraging the next generations of philosophers to be acutely aware of it from the very start so that they do not have their own set of core beliefs set in stone.

    And sadly, that many aspiring and budding philosophers, who might otherwise be more open-minded than their professors, are still reluctant to take the NDE seriously probably has to some degree to do with the fact that it is not currently seen as a serious alternative for those who wish to pursue a career in academic philosophy and eventually get tenure to do so. In other words, they will have to hide or downplay their interest in NDEs while still on the track to getting tenure and relative financial security, since, for instance, publishing articles that are friendly to the survivalist interpretation of NDEs in the most prestigious philosophy journals is currently next to impossible. And this is the case not because the quality of the data or the arguments are subpar, but rather because of how controversial and taboo the nature of the subject itself currently is to many if not most academic philosophers. Therefore, if or when the survivalist interpretation of NDEs becomes recognized by the profession as the respectable majority stance in the future, then at least this and the end of the last century will probably be seen as very embarrassing episodes in the history of philosophy when, at the very least, there was a serious failure of curiosity and courage of monumental proportions to investigate the NDE more enthusiastically, objectively, fairly, and extensively. At least right now it can be said, metaphorically speaking, that the academic philosophy world is sleeping so soundly, peacefully, and innocently in the starfish position on the topic of NDEs that you can practically hear the collective snoring even from outer space.

    But it is not just fundamaterialists and set in their cognitive ways philosophers and scientists who have irrational problems with arguments or evidence, or both, in favor of the existence of an afterlife. There are also those who seem to be operating from the rigid cognitive framework not necessarily that materialism must be true, but rather from some kind of agnostic dogma in that they are unwaveringly convinced that neither we nor anyone else can ever know what happens when we die or that an afterlife exists. But for what non-dogmatic reason do they justifiably know that it is demonstrably, necessarily, and eternally true that neither we nor anyone else can ever justifiably know the answers to such questions? From what insight are they so unwaveringly convinced that neither direct experience, scientific data, nor philosophical arguments can ever satisfactorily and justifiably answer such questions? Some people sometimes say things along the lines of, “Nobody knows or can know what happens when we die,” or, “Nobody knows or can know that an afterlife exists.” And of course they follow it up with saying something like, “And if anyone says that they do have the answers to these questions, then they simply must be lying or mistaken.” But how do they, in turn, know that? How do they actually know that neither themselves nor others can know what happens when we die, or that neither themselves nor others can know that an afterlife exists? It seems to me, as I wrote earlier, to just be a reflection of an unexamined agnostic dogma.

    Furthermore, after having been in discussions about the issue of the existence of an afterlife my entire adult life, I have seen numerous times how some people, after being figuratively cornered by arguments and evidence, have simply stated that they will not believe in the reality of an afterlife, no matter what, since their own minds simply will not let them. They have said that they can not do so, even if they should be forced to do so by rational arguments and empirical evidence, because their feelings of incredulity are simply too strong. This is of course self-evidently fallacious reasoning, but many people still use it as an argument in their own minds to rationalize these feelings of incredulity. What they think is something along the lines of, “I can not actually believe it because my feelings of incredulity are too strong, therefore the data is not good enough, or the arguments are not sufficiently cogent, compelling, or relevant.” What they should think if they were self-aware and honest with themselves is instead, “I can not actually believe it because my feelings of incredulity are too strong, therefore my feelings cloud my judgment. I should instead ask myself whether the empirical evidence is good enough from an objective viewpoint, or whether the rational arguments are cogent, compelling, and relevant from an objective viewpoint, regardless of whether the evidence or the arguments, or both, are capable of overriding my extremely powerful but ultimately irrational and irrelevant feelings of incredulity.” The fact that we can not actually believe in something in our own mind is irrelevant to whether something is actually true or real. So I can only feel genuine sympathy for those who can not believe in an afterlife, no matter what. Their minds have them in a perpetual prison of disbelief on important issues like this, and which for these reasons makes it harder for them than for the rest of us to evaluate the arguments and the data dispassionately and much more objectively. But the question those who suffer from this perpetual state of incredulity should ask themselves is not whether the arguments and the data have been able to override their extremely strong feelings of incredulity, but whether the data is good enough from an objective viewpoint, or whether the arguments are sufficiently cogent, compelling, and relevant from an objective viewpoint. If they find that this is the case, they should realize that they should therefore objectively infer the conclusion that an afterlife exists, regardless of how they feel about its existence, and regardless of whether they can actually believe in its existence in their own minds.
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