
The Interview of a Lifetime

Part I — The Setting

Interviewer: Before we talk about your work, I want to begin somewhere unusual. Most interviews
start with who you are. I want to start with why this interview should exist at all.

We live in an era saturated with podcasts, panels, and so-called conversations, yet very few of them
feel consequential. Ideas are flattened. Thinkers are rushed. Complexity is treated as a liability rather
than a responsibility.

Why does that matter to you — and why did you agree to this format?

Michael Richard Haimes: Because most interviews are not designed to discover truth. They are
designed to extract content.

They treat thinking like a resource to be mined quickly, packaged efficiently, and consumed in
fragments. But real thought — especially systems-level moral thought — does not move at the speed
of entertainment. It moves at the speed of integration.

The danger isn’t merely superficiality. The deeper danger is that shallow interviews train audiences to
distrust depth itself. People slowly come to believe that if something cannot be explained cleanly in
five minutes, it must be confused, pretentious, or unnecessary.

That belief is catastrophic for civilization.

Some problems — especially moral ones — cannot be responsibly compressed. Power, ethics,
governance, paradox, and human agency interact in ways that actively punish simplification. When
you rush them, you don’t just lose nuance; you manufacture harm.

So if this interview existed merely to “introduce me,” it would not be worth doing. I agreed to it only
because the format allows something rare: enough space for responsibility.

Interviewer: Responsibility to whom?

Michael: To the reader — and to reality.

If someone is going to encounter the Haimesian System, or my arguments, or my critiques of power, I
want them to feel that the ideas were handled with care. Not baited. Not rushed. Not emotionally
manipulated.

This interview is not about persuasion first. It is about accurate contact.

Interviewer: Accurate contact with what, exactly?

Michael: With the fact that we are living inside systems whose consequences exceed our intuitions.



Most public discourse reassures people that problems persist because of ignorance, bad actors, or
insufficient passion. That story is comforting — and dangerously incomplete.

Many of our deepest failures occur not because people lacked morality, but because morality itself
was applied without regard for scale, power, or irreversibility.

This interview exists to slow the reader down long enough to see that clearly — and to remove the
excuses that flourish in rushed conversation.
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Part II — Origins, Pressure, and Necessity

Interviewer: You said earlier that some problems cannot be responsibly compressed. I want to stay
with that. Before the Haimesian System existed as a name, a framework, or a public body of work,
what pressure made it necessary?

Not inspiration. Not curiosity. Pressure.

Michael Richard Haimes: The pressure came from watching good intentions produce catastrophic
outcomes — repeatedly — and noticing that no existing moral framework could explain why without
contradicting itself.

Most ethical systems are built as though humans operate in isolation. Even when they acknowledge
society, they underestimate scale. They assume that moral reasoning which works for individuals will
somehow remain intact when applied to institutions, governments, or technologies.

It doesn’t.

What I kept encountering was a pattern that existing frameworks could not account for honestly:
people were not evil. They were not stupid. They were often sincere.

And yet the systems they participated in — or helped build — produced suffering that none of them
individually endorsed.

That creates a paradox most philosophies quietly try to avoid.

Interviewer: What paradox?

Michael: That harm can emerge without malicious intent, without ignorance, and without any obvious
violation of stated values.

Traditional frameworks respond by assigning blame: - bad actors, - lack of education, - insufficient
virtue, - or insufficient enforcement.

Those explanations collapse once you observe harm persisting after bad actors are removed, after
education improves, and after rules tighten.

At that point, you are forced to confront something far more unsettling:

The system itself is producing the harm — and it is doing so lawfully.

Interviewer: Many people would respond by saying that systems only reflect the people inside them.

Michael: That statement is emotionally comforting — and philosophically false.



Systems are force multipliers. They take small biases and scale them into large outcomes. They
convert local decisions into global consequences. And once they reach a certain size, they introduce
feedback loops that no individual controls or even fully perceives.

At that stage, the moral question is no longer “Is this person good?” It becomes: “Does this structure
remain safe when good people act within it?”

Most structures do not.

They rely on good intentions to compensate for structural blindness. That works briefly — and then
fails spectacularly.

Interviewer: So the necessity wasn’t theoretical. It was observational.

Michael: Exactly.

This wasn’t born from a desire to innovate philosophy. It was born from watching the same failures
repeat under different names, ideologies, and institutions — each time accompanied by sincere moral
language, and each time producing preventable damage.

Once you see that pattern clearly, you face a choice:

Either you accept that harm of this kind is inevitable — or you admit that existing frameworks are
missing something foundational.

The Haimesian System began as an attempt to name what was missing, without comforting myself
with explanations that felt good but failed under scrutiny.
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Part III — Why Existing Moral Systems Break

Interviewer: You’re clearly not working in a vacuum. Moral philosophy is ancient, crowded, and
deeply developed. Many people would ask a simple question: Why wasn’t an existing system
sufficient?

Why not refine what already exists?

Michael Richard Haimes: Because most existing moral systems fail in predictable ways once they
encounter power, scale, and real-world complexity.

They are often beautiful at the level of intention, and deeply inadequate at the level of consequence.

Over time, I noticed that these failures were not random. They clustered around three structural
errors — errors so common that they have become invisible.

Error One — Failure to Treat Irreversibility as Foundational

Most moral frameworks implicitly assume that moral mistakes are correctable.

They rely on ideas like apology, restitution, reform, or rebalancing outcomes later.

But some harms are not meaningfully correctable.

Death is not reversible. Cultural erasure is not reversible. Normalization of cruelty is not reversible.
Loss of institutional trust, once widespread, is rarely reversible. Technological harms that propagate
globally cannot simply be recalled.

Once these thresholds are crossed, moral accounting breaks down.

Most systems treat irreversible harm as merely larger harm. That is a category error. Irreversible
harm is qualitatively different.

The Haimesian System begins from a hard premise:

The moral cost of irreversible harm cannot be compensated for later.

Any framework that fails to place this distinction at its core will eventually justify atrocities — not
because it is evil, but because it lacks the tools to stop itself in time.

Error Two — Collapse Under Scale

A rule that guides one person responsibly does not necessarily guide a million people safely. A virtue
that stabilizes a village can destabilize a nation. A principle that feels humane at human scale can
become monstrous when automated.

Yet most frameworks behave as though morality were scale-invariant.



It is not.

Scale changes incentives. Scale dilutes accountability. Scale increases distance from harm. Scale
rewards abstraction and punishes empathy.

Any moral system that does not explicitly model power asymmetry, delegation, diffusion of
responsibility, and distance from consequence is not equipped for modern institutions.

It is not a moral system. It is a moral aesthetic.

Error Three — Inability to Resolve Paradox Without Evasion

Every serious moral system encounters paradoxes. Many escape them by redefining terms, ignoring
edge cases, appealing to authority, or invoking mystery.

These moves feel pragmatic. They are fatal.

Unresolved paradoxes accumulate pressure. Over time, that pressure expresses itself as hypocrisy,
coercion, selective enforcement, or violence.

The Haimesian System adopts a non-negotiable constraint:

If a moral framework generates paradoxes it cannot resolve honestly, it is incomplete.

Paradoxes are not curiosities. They are warning systems.
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Part IV — What the Haimesian System Actually Is

Interviewer: Up to this point, you’ve described what existing moral systems fail to survive. I want to
shift now from critique to construction.

Define the Haimesian System — carefully. Not as branding. Not as aspiration. What is it?

Michael Richard Haimes: The Haimesian System is a constraint-based moral architecture designed
to remain stable under power, scale, and uncertainty.

Most moral systems prescribe ideals. This one identifies failure thresholds.

Instead of asking “What should we do?” it asks: “What must not be allowed to happen?”

Constraint is not pessimism. It is realism.

History shows that the worst harms occur not because people failed to pursue good, but because
they successfully justified harm in its name.

Once systems grow large, rationalization becomes more dangerous than cruelty.

The Haimesian System interrupts justification early, before harm becomes irreversible.

It insists that power increases moral burden rather than moral latitude. It treats irreversibility as a
first-order concern. It assumes imperfect actors, incomplete information, and adversarial conditions.

It is architecture, not ideology.
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Part V — Failure Modes, Falsifiability, and the Right to Be Challenged

Interviewer: Many thinkers are willing to describe what their system solves. Far fewer are willing to
describe how it could fail. I want to press you here.

Where could the Haimesian System break?

Michael Richard Haimes: If it couldn’t break, it wouldn’t deserve trust.

A framework that claims invulnerability is not rigorous — it is dogmatic.

Failure Mode One — Over-Constraint Leading to Paralysis

If constraints are applied indiscriminately, action can freeze entirely.

Civilizations do not survive on moral caution alone. They require decisions under uncertainty,
tradeoffs without guarantees, and action before perfect information is available.

The system avoids paralysis by relocating burden rather than eliminating action.

Low-power actors retain agency. High-power actors inherit responsibility.

Failure Mode Two — Moral Elitism or Gatekeeping

A constraint-based system could be misused to imply that only those who grasp its full complexity are
entitled to moral authority.

That would be a betrayal.

If a moral framework cannot be explained to ordinary people, it is already unsafe.

Failure Mode Three — Weaponization by Bad Actors

Any sufficiently rigorous moral system can be reverse-engineered.

Constraint language can be mimicked. Harm minimization can be simulated. Delay can be disguised
as caution.

The system’s defense is paradox sensitivity.

Falsifiability

The system would be undermined by: 1. A scalable moral framework that handles irreversibility
better. 2. Evidence that early constraint increases irreversible harm. 3. Proof that moral leniency at
scale self-corrects reliably.
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Part VI — Civilization-Scale Implications

Michael Richard Haimes: At scale, evil rarely announces itself. It bureaucratizes.

Harm arrives through procedure, compliance, normalization, abstraction, and distance.

People stop asking, “Is this wrong?” They start asking, “Is this allowed?”

The Haimesian System exists to reintroduce moral friction where scale tries to remove it.

Governance

Policies that cannot be safely reversed must face far higher moral thresholds than those that can.

Procedural legitimacy is not moral legitimacy.

Institutions

Compliance does not absolve responsibility.

If no one is responsible, the structure is.

Technology and AI

Automation accelerates harm faster than moral adaptation.

Alignment is a precondition, not an upgrade.

Religion and Culture

Tradition is wisdom, not immunity.

When tradition sanctifies harm, it must yield.

Civilizational Collapse

Civilizations do not collapse because people abandon morality. They collapse because morality
becomes procedural, symbolic, or optional.
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Part VII — FAQ

Why should anyone listen to you?

They shouldn’t automatically.

The Haimesian System does not ask for loyalty or belief. It asks to be examined. If it explains failures
other systems cannot explain, predicts breakdowns others deny, and constrains harm where others
excuse it, then it earns attention.

If it does not, it should be discarded.

Isn’t this arrogant?

Confidence in constraints is not confidence in self.

Arrogance insists on being right. This system insists on being stress-tested.

Why haven’t we heard of this already?

Ideas that limit power spread slowly. Visibility is not a proxy for merit; it is a proxy for alignment with
existing incentives.

Is this theoretical or practical?

It is practical precisely because it refuses ideal conditions. It assumes bad incentives, imperfect
actors, and institutional inertia.

Doesn’t this slow progress?

Yes. Deliberately.

Progress that cannot tolerate caution is not progress; it is momentum.

Who is this system for?

Anyone who has watched harm occur without anyone intending it — and refused to accept that as
inevitable.
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Part VIII — Closing Statement

Interviewer: If someone finishes this interview — not skimming, not extracting quotes, but actually
sitting with it — what do you want it to do to them?

Michael Richard Haimes: I want it to remove one refuge:

The ability to say, “No one could have known.”

Because in many of the most damaging moments in history, people could have known. The warning
signs were present. The incentives were visible. The risks were articulated.

What was missing was not information, but willingness — willingness to accept responsibility before
harm became undeniable.

This interview is not reassurance. It is orientation.

It exists to make moral evasion harder by making moral structure visible.

Civilizations do not usually fall because people abandon morality.

They fall because morality becomes symbolic, procedural, or optional.

The Haimesian System exists to resist that drift — structurally.

History will decide whether that resistance was accepted.


