BILLY MEIER INTERVIEW 01 30 2026 —
Part 2 Talmud Jmmanel, What Happens in
the Afterlife

An English DSPES examination of the supplied German transcript on duration, postmortem
processing, and new personalities
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Prepared for Jun Sarmiento — 3 November 2026

Central finding: The transcript explicitly denies the return of the same personality while
asserting the continuation and development of an impersonal Creation life energy. This clarifies
its position, but does not demonstrate its proposed mechanism. Its practical observations about
attention and humility can be considered separately from its unverified claims about death, other
universes, and travel into the past.

Source and acknowledgment

The primary source is the user-supplied file, “Pasted text(20261103-083812).txt,” approximately
00:00-40:05. No original video URL, interview title, recording date, authenticated speaker list,
or cited letter is included. The terminology is consistent with the FIGU/Meier material under
discussion, but this file alone does not authenticate its origin or speakers. This examination
therefore attributes claims to “the transcript” or “the speakers.”



The text contains colloquial German, Swiss German forms, duplicated timestamp strings, and
substantial transcription errors. English renderings below are working translations or contextual
paraphrases, not a certified translation or a complete verbatim transcript. Approximate
timestamps are navigation aids. Passages about bodily death around 21:57-22:40 are especially
unclear and must not be reconstructed into a confident quotation. Source claims, external
scientific evidence, and DSPES judgments are distinguished throughout.

Examination evaluates statements and reasoning; it does not determine the speakers’ motives,

sincerity, or human worth.

Definition of terms

Term

DSPES

Zeit

Dauer

Jenseitsbereich
Geist / Geistform

Schopfungsenergieform /
Schopfungslebensenergie

Bewusstseinsblock

Gesamtbewusstseinsblock

Personality / person

Continuity / identity

Working meaning and examination limit
Doctrine of the Seven Pillars of the Eternal Source, applied here
as an examining framework: TRUTH, LIGHT, LOVE, POWER,
CREATION, WISDOM, LIFE. Its metaphysical commitments
are not treated as independently proven scientific premises.
Time. The discussion frequently uses this for bounded intervals,
clocks, schedules, and human measurement. Those meanings
should not be silently exchanged with physical time generally.
Duration or continuance. The speakers give it the stronger sense
of beginningless and endless existence. That is their proposed
distinction, not a conclusion established by the German word
alone.
A purported realm beyond bodily life. Its existence and described
operations are claims being examined.
Spirit / spirit-form in the source’s terminology; not automatically
the biblical Holy Spirit or an enduring personal soul.
Creation energy-form / Creation life energy. The speakers refine
their wording. No independently measurable entity or operational
definition is supplied here.
Consciousness block: a proposed structure associated with
consciousness and personality. A technical-sounding name does
not establish its existence.
Overall consciousness block: a proposed structure that processes
and produces consciousness/personality. The transcript’s
“unconscious” and “subconscious” terms require an authoritative
glossary before finer distinctions can be judged.
“Personality” in the transcript includes identity and the individual
consciousness arrangement. In this examination, the person is the
concrete subject who experiences and acts. Psychological traits
alone do not exhaust the philosophical question of personhood.
Continuity is some connection across stages; numerical identity
means being the very same individual. A causal connection does
not automatically establish identity.
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Term Working meaning and examination limit
Here, alleged accumulation and refinement across embodiments.
Evolution This is not automatically biological evolution, nor does change
necessarily mean moral improvement.
Apparently valuable knowledge, wisdom, love, or constructive
development. The selection criterion remains unspecified.
In the closing exchange, a resulting arrangement arising from
Fiigung causes. It should not automatically be translated as divine
predestination or consciously chosen destiny.

Positive

“Not established” means adequate evidence has not been supplied. “Strained” means a
distinction or inference needs substantial clarification. “Contradicted” applies only where a
specified reading conflicts with evidence or another definite claim. These judgments are not
interchangeable.

Faithful English outline of the discussion

Appr.o Ximate Source claim or theme
time
00-00-03:54 What people call time is bounded; Creation allegedly knows only endless

duration. Clocks, deadlines, and hourly wages illustrate human conventions.

Unexplained tracks, alleged journeys with unusual elapsed intervals, and a visit
03:59-10:26  to thirteenth-century France are discussed. “Time travel” is reframed as a kind
of spatial travel.

A television anecdote about a child reducing phone use is offered, followed by

generalizations about technology billionaires’ children.

Knowledge allegedly undergoes unconscious processing beyond death,

12:13-17:38  becoming stronger Creation life energy and incorporating knowledge, wisdom,
and love.

Unfinished wishes, dying, and differences between ordinary and violent death
17:51-23:58  are discussed. Some wording is too corrupted for a definite physiological
interpretation.

A successor personality allegedly starts from the developed energy’s level,

10:35-12:01

24:05-26:35 rather than simply reproducing the former personality’s condition.
) ) Partners cannot arrange reunion as the same people. A successor may allegedly
27:20-28:45 ) . . :
arise elsewhere, including another of seven universes.
78:58-32:22 Earlier exposure to teachings may allegedly produce later affinity. The speakers
’ ’ warn against imagining membership in a special recurring group.
Wording about personality entering the beyond is qualified: what continues is
32:31-36:00 said to be energy and stored products of the personality, rather than the

personality itself. Gradual explanation is offered as the reason for earlier

wording.

A read passage describes dissolution of consciousness/personality and formation
36:11-37:11  of an entirely new consciousness block and personality. The same deceased

personality does not return.



Approximate
time

37:15-40:05

Source claim or theme

Subsequent embodiment is attributed to resulting conditions and causes, rather
than conscious selection by the energy-form.

1. Does inventing clocks mean inventing time?

The discussion has a defensible practical starting point: schedules, calendars, wage
arrangements, and social pressure are human constructions. A person’s feeling of youth can also
differ from chronological age.

The inference becomes unsound if it proceeds from “humans devised timekeeping conventions”
to “physical temporal relationships do not exist.” A unit of measurement and what it measures
are different matters.

NIST describes atomic-clock experiments measuring different elapsed times associated with
relative motion and differences in gravitational potential [1]. These results are not explained
merely by changing a calendar or renaming an interval.

This evidence does not settle every philosophical question about whether time is fundamental,
emergent, or relational. It does show why observations about hourly wages cannot establish the
unreality of physical time.

DSPES finding: The distinction between social scheduling and natural processes is supported.
The broad empirical denial of temporal effects is contradicted by measured evidence. A narrower
philosophical preference for the word “duration” is not refuted by clocks, but also does not prove
the proposed cosmology.

2. Can a realm without time process, consolidate, and
develop?

The transcript describes a sequence: experience is acquired, material remains unprocessed,
processing occurs beyond death, the energy becomes more developed, and another embodiment
follows.

Such an account requires some ordering of states. If “no time” means no earthly clocks or
biological aging, an ordered process might still be proposed coherently. If it means absolutely no
succession or change, the account of ongoing development is strained.

A hypothetical nonphysical ordering need not resemble ordinary spacetime. However, giving it a
different name does not explain its structure.

The appropriate question is: What distinguishes an unprocessed condition from a processed
condition, and what makes one succeed the other?



DSPES finding: A conditional conceptual tension, not a demonstrated impossibility. Clarifying
“duration,” “succession,” and “timelessness” is necessary.

3. Does knowledge become stronger energy?

The transcript repeatedly shifts among knowledge, wisdom, love, energy, strength, and force.
These categories require definitions before the proposed conversion can be examined.

Physical energy and power have defined quantities and units in the SI system [2]. Calling a
metaphysical entity “energy” does not place it within that experimentally defined category.

Experiments on Landauer’s principle demonstrate a relationship between information erasure
and thermodynamic cost in specified physical systems [3]. They do not demonstrate that love or
wisdom becomes an autonomous postmortem energy store.

Three readings remain possible:
As metaphor, “stronger energy” may mean greater capability or maturity.
As a physical assertion, it needs measurable variables, a storage mechanism, and an
interaction model.

e As a metaphysical assertion, it needs clearly stated grounds of knowledge and limits.

The excerpt supplies none of the necessary bridge from experienced knowledge to the asserted
postmortem carrier.

DSPES finding: Not established. The category shifts strain clarity. This is not a proof that every
conceivable nonphysical carrier is impossible.

4. Who develops if the person does not return?

At approximately 36:11-37:11, the clearest read passage says the old consciousness block and
personality dissolve and a wholly new personality is formed. The same deceased personality
cannot be born again as that same personality.

A faithful reconstruction is therefore:

Within this account, an impersonal energy-form continues; the former personality does not
return.

This distinction should be acknowledged rather than criticized as though the speakers promised
the return of the same individual.

It also defines the limitation of the claim. If a later subject benefits from a predecessor’s activity,
that would establish, at most, a proposed inheritance or causal succession. It would not by itself

establish that the predecessor receives another personal lifetime.
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People can benefit successors without remaining those successors. An author’s work may
educate a later reader; continuity of influence does not make the reader the author.

Nor should the argument rely only on lost memory: memory loss by itself does not establish that
a living person has ceased to be the same individual. Here the identity break is significant
because the source explicitly asserts an entirely new personality.

DSPES finding: The rejection of same-person return is clear within the supplied passage. The
continuing carrier and its alleged development remain unverified. The account does not establish
another lifetime for the deceased person.

This partly resembles the DSPES distinction “pattern repeats, person does not.” Similarity in that
distinction does not validate the proposed mechanism of energy transfer.

5. “No relationship” and inherited affinity

Around 29:43-31:01, previous favorable exposure to a teaching allegedly makes a later
personality more receptive. Around 36:37-37:11, the successor is described as entirely new and
unrelated to the deceased personality.

There is no necessary contradiction if “unrelated” means “not the same person.” A different
person could, in principle, have a causal inheritance.

There is a contradiction if it means “no causal connection of any kind,” because inherited affinity
would itself be a causal connection.

The fair reading leaves room for intended distinctions, especially given the transcription quality.
A precise formulation would be: “The successor is not the deceased person, but is alleged to
inherit dispositions through the continuing carrier.”

Even then, affinity does not identify its cause. Present-life exposure, personal reflection, family,
culture, and chance are alternatives that would need examination.

DSPES finding: Ambiguous wording; the proposed inheritance is not established. A definite
contradiction requires a definite meaning of “unrelated.”

6. What happens to the negative, and who remains
accountable?

The later exchange emphasizes retention and processing of the “positive.” It does not explain
who or what distinguishes truth from error, wisdom from cleverness, or love from
possessiveness.



An unconscious mechanism need not be incapable of selection. The point is that a reliable
selection rule has not been supplied.

The moral issue also requires care. Continuing valuable learning would not, by itself, repair an
injured neighbor, compensate a victim, or demonstrate accountability by the wrongdoer.

If the account is intended only as a theory of information processing, it should be evaluated on
that basis. If it is offered as a complete account of moral justice, it leaves major questions
unanswered. The absence of a justice mechanism does not disprove a limited theory of energy
processing.

DSPES should not simply demand that another framework reproduce its theology. It can
reasonably require that claims about evolution not be silently expanded into claims about
fulfilled justice.

DSPES finding: The positive-selection mechanism is not established. The text does not establish
a complete account of moral accountability.

7. Gradual teaching: incomplete truth or changed
proposition?

Around 32:31-36:00, a passage about consciousness and personality entering the beyond is
qualified. The explanation says it is really the Creation life energy and the personality’s stored
products that continue.

Gradual teaching can be legitimate. A simpler explanation may omit detail while preserving its
central truth.

However, “the person continues” and “only an impersonal product continues” are different
claims. If earlier language was intended literally to affirm the first, it cannot be defended solely
as an incomplete version of the second.

If the earlier wording was explicitly figurative, or if “personality” had an established technical
meaning covering stored effects, the discrepancy could be reduced. The full letter, glossary, and
original recording are needed to judge that possibility.

The DSPES principle “True does not mean complete” therefore has a boundary: progressive
explanation must preserve the truth of the earlier core assertion, or acknowledge a correction.

DSPES finding: A substantial transparency question, not proof of deliberate deception.
Responsible teaching should state exactly what was simplified, what remained true, and what is
being corrected.



8. Time travel, unexplained tracks, and seven
universes

An observation of tracks is not equivalent to verification of their cause. Without documented
conditions, independent inspection, and consideration of ordinary alternatives, the proposed
origin remains undetermined.

Measured relativistic differences in elapsed time [1] must also be distinguished from a claimed
trip to medieval France and return to the departure moment. The former does not establish the
latter. Calling the journey spatial travel does not supply evidence for it.

The assertion that Creation contains seven universes, with energy unrestricted by dimensions,
likewise lacks an independently examinable basis in the excerpt. A testable version would need
defined entities, a means of observation, and outcomes that count against it.

The numeral seven has no evidentiary connection to the Seven Pillars. An ethical examining
framework and a cosmological count concern different questions.

DSPES finding: Not established from the supplied material. Insufficient corroboration does not,
by itself, establish fraud.

9. Death, lingering activity, and compassionate
precision

The transcript contrasts ordinary and violent death and includes an unclear reference to roughly
fifteen to twenty minutes. The exact organ, condition, and intended claim cannot be confidently
recovered from this transcript.

The clinical distinctions nevertheless matter. Brain death is distinct from coma and refers to
permanent loss of brain function assessed under defined clinical procedures [4]. A human
cortical recording study documented electrical silence and subsequent spreading depolarization
during terminal circulatory decline; it did not demonstrate continuing conscious experience
merely from residual cellular processes [5].

Consequently, “some cells or electrical processes remain active,” “integrated brain function
persists,” and “the person is consciously experiencing” must not be treated as equivalent
statements.

Nor does a peaceful outward appearance establish postmortem consolidation. The proposed
metaphysical difference between natural and violent death is not demonstrated here.

DSPES finding: Exact wording unresolved; postmortem claims not established. The passage
cannot support a universal rule about fifteen to twenty minutes of consciousness.



The manner of death does not diminish a person’s dignity. The text should not be used to burden
bereaved families with unsupported conclusions about a victim’s spiritual condition.

10. Practical strengths and limits

Several themes deserve fair acknowledgment: attentive observation, lifelong learning, less
absorption in distracting habits, and resistance to fantasies of belonging to a special recurring

group.

These are separable from the cosmological assertions. A valuable practical observation does not
verify an unrelated account of the afterlife.

The phone example is an unidentified television anecdote. The generalization about technology
billionaires and their children is not documented here and should not be repeated as an
established universal fact.

At approximately 07:19, the transcript uses “Deppen,” a dismissive term roughly meaning
“fools” or “idiots,” for people on Earth. The remark strains respectful communication. It does not
establish the speakers’ overall character or prove their other claims false.

Seven-Pillar examination: relevant minor laws only

The statuses concern this excerpt and its presentation, not a rating of anyone’s human worth. A
“not established” result is not automatically a moral violation.

Pillar Relevant minor laws and status Reason
Evidence and Verification — not
established for the central metaphysics;

TRUTH Consistency — strained; Correspondence
— contradicted for a broad denial of
measured temporal effects

Detailed assertions lack
independently checkable support;
several distinctions need stable
definitions.

The dialogue attempts explanation

Instruction — partial; Clarity and and admits linguistic difficulty, but
LIGHT Communication — strained; Transparency uncertainty, metaphor, technical
— partial usage, and correction are not
consistently separated.
Compassion — partial; Justice — not Some reassurance and humility are

established as a postmortem mechanism;  constructive; contemptuous wording
Neighborly Responsibility — strained in ~ and unsupported reassurances need
the dismissive remark correction.

Authority — not established as warrant for
the claims; Non-manipulation — strained
POWER by the rationale for earlier wording;
Consent — not established from this
excerpt

LOVE

Readers need accurate propositions
and freedom to question them. The
transcript does not establish actual
coercion or intentional manipulation.



Pillar Relevant minor laws and status Reason

A structured account is offered, but
its storage, transfer, selection rules,
and connection to observable
processes remain unspecified.
Warnings against special status are
useful; confidence about inaccessible
details exceeds the evidence
presented.

Order and Nature — not established for the
CREATION proposed invisible mechanism; Limits —
strained

Teachability — partial; Sound Judgment
WISDOM  and Restraint — strained; Correction —
partial

Care — partial; Dignity — strained by
dismissive language; Health and Non-harm
— strained where unclear death claims
could be overread

Comfort requires care with facts. The
clinical and metaphysical categories
need clearer separation.

LIFE

Evidence that would materially change this assessment

The first step is to supply the original recording, speaker identities, date, full letter being read,
and an authoritative glossary. These would improve attribution and interpretation; they would not
alone prove the metaphysics.

For energy storage and transfer, the account needs a defined carrier or independently detectable
consequence, an observable selection rule, and a prediction distinguishing it from present-life
learning and ordinary causal explanations.

For alleged travel to the past, it needs independently authenticated records or information
acquired under conditions excluding prior access, contamination, and ordinary reconstruction.

For successor affinity, it needs prospective criteria and controlled evidence that distinguish the
proposed transfer from chance, cultural exposure, and present-life psychology.

For every empirical claim, a meaningful question is: What observable result would require its
revision or rejection?

If a proposition is offered solely as metaphysical interpretation, it may be discussed
philosophically. It should not receive the evidential standing of a demonstrated empirical result.

DSPES self-examination and limits

DSPES must submit to the same discipline. The Seven Pillars can organize questions about
truthfulness, clarity, dignity, authority, order, judgment, and care. Applying those standards does
not independently prove every claim DSPES makes about the Eternal Source or what lies beyond
death.
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Disagreement with DSPES is not empirical disproof. Internal coherence is necessary for a
coherent account, but is insufficient to establish reality. Present inability to test something is not
a demonstration that it cannot exist.

This examination is limited by the corrupted transcript, absent recording and provenance, and
lack of the wider glossary and teaching context. It does not survey all FIGU literature, all
consciousness research, or all philosophical theories of time.

Its conclusions are revisable when better evidence or a clearer source is supplied.

Corrected DSPES formulation

We directly encounter one present human lifetime in which understanding, choices, relationships,
and consequences matter. Within DSPES, this supports taking responsibility now rather than
assuming a future personal opportunity to complete unfinished obligations.

If a theory says that the deceased personality is dissolved and that an entirely new personality
arises, it must not present that as the demonstrated return of the same person.

The possibility of effects continuing must be distinguished from the survival of their author.
Claims about a postmortem carrier, progressive energy, other universes, or travel into the past
require grounds appropriate to the kind of claim being made.

Teaching should be patient and proportionate to understanding. It should preserve the central
truth of earlier explanations or openly acknowledge correction.

Conclusion

The transcript offers a clearer denial of same-person return than casual language about rebirth
might suggest. Its proposed alternative is continuity of an impersonal carrier and formation of a
new personality.

That distinction is philosophically meaningful. The mechanism asserted around it is not
demonstrated in the supplied material.

Final assessment

The strongest positive feature is the explicit separation of the deceased personality from the
successor. The strongest weaknesses are unsupported certainty about inaccessible mechanisms,
unstable use of time and energy terminology, and an unresolved change between
personal-survival wording and impersonal-continuity wording.
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The most defensible negative finding is narrow: clock conventions do not account for
experimentally measured temporal effects, and causal inheritance would not by itself establish
personal identity. Neither finding refutes every conceivable reality beyond death.

No numerical score is assigned because this excerpt provides no defensible basis for measuring
the truth of its metaphysical system as a percentage.

Overall verdict

Partly useful in practical counsel; important in its explicit denial of same-person return;
insufficiently supported as an account of postmortem reality.

The central metaphysical claims remain NOT ESTABLISHED. Certain formulations are
STRAINED. A broad empirical denial of temporal effects is CONTRADICTED by measured
evidence. These findings do not amount to a blanket verdict that everything in the transcript is
false.

Examiner’s closing statement

Examine the claim with patience, protect the dignity of the claimant, and let the conclusion reach
only as far as the evidence allows.

External sources

These sources address specific scientific distinctions. They neither validate nor disprove the
whole metaphysical system.

1. Chou, C. W.,, Hume, D. B., Rosenband, T., and Wineland, D. J. (2010). “Relativity and
Optical Clocks.” NIST publication page and research abstract.
https://www.nist.gov/publications/relativity-and-optical-clocks

2. NIST. “The International System of Units (SI), Section 2.” Definitions and distinctions
among time, energy, force, and power.
https://www.nist.gov/pml/special-publication-330/sp-330-section-2

3. Bérut, A, et al. (2012). “Experimental verification of Landauer’s principle linking
information and thermodynamics.” Nature 483, 187—-189. Research abstract.

https://www.nature.com/articles/nature10872 ; PubMed record:

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22398556/
4. American Academy of Neurology (2023). “New Guidance Issued on the Determination

of Brain Death,” reporting the AAN/AAP/CNS/SCCM consensus guideline.
https://www.aan.com/PressRoom/Home/PressRelease/5119

5. Dreier, J. P, et al. (2018). “Terminal spreading depolarization and electrical silence in
death of human cerebral cortex.” Annals of Neurology 83, 295-310. Research abstract.

https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29331091/
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Scientific sources checked for this examination on 3 November 2026.
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