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ARTISTIC RESEARCH


Artistic research utilises aesthetic processes — montage, performance, material experiments — as independent methods of cognition. In doing so, the artist does not exclude themselves from the cognitive process. Knowledge does not only emerge in the subsequent interpretation, but in the process of creation itself: Thoughts become visible and audible, hypotheses can be embodied on a trial basis. Instead of collecting data, Artistic Research creates situations that intertwine theory and practice. In this way, it transcends the classic separation of disciplines and makes phenomena tangible before they are measured.


The contents of this book are based on Artistic Research.







NEURODIVERGENT RESEARCH


is the special research method that some autistic people use. — This approach produces perceptual profiles that deviate from the “statistical norm”, but which allow new patterns to be recognised. Research from a neurodivergent position consciously utilises this atypical filter as a methodological advantage: hyperfocus replaces large-scale devices; pattern sensitivity discovers correlations that disappear in the noise. Instead of compensating for deficits, idiosyncratic cognitions are understood as additional measuring instruments. This generates unexpected questions, radical cross-connections and condenses disciplinary boundaries into new terrain.


This book is an important contribution to Critical Autism Studies (CAS) and Critical Neurodiversity Studies because it gives meaning to the particular perspectives of neurodivergent researchers.






LEGAL NOTICE AND STATEMENT OF INTENT


This publication is a subjective and artistic-research-based document reflecting the author’s lived experience and critical engagement with societal structures, institutions, public authorities, and systems of power. It is presented from the author’s personal perspective and employs a deliberately artistic, sometimes satirical or provocative language in line with the author’s right to artistic and political expression.


All depictions and descriptions are based on real events and encounters, to the best of the author’s knowledge and belief. The names of private individuals have been anonymised or replaced by initials to protect their privacy. Public officials and public figures are referred to by fictional or symbolic names (e.g., fruit names) for the purpose of constitutionally protected critique of public conduct. These identifiers relate solely to the public function or role of the individuals concerned and do not imply personal accusations.


This work constitutes a legitimate exercise of the right to freedom of expression and opinion (e.g., under Article 10 ECHR, Article 5(1) of the German Basic Law) as well as the right to artistic freedom. Any evaluative or interpretive statements are to be understood as expressions of opinion within this context.


If any individual believes they have been identified and disagrees with the manner of portrayal, they are encouraged to contact the author or publisher directly in order to clarify the matter.









A CATEGORISATION OF SPEED’S WORK


Timothy Speed is a transdisciplinary border crosser whose work moves between artistic research, critical neurodiversity studies, care economy, consciousness research, and embodied epistemology. What unfolds in Speed’s Work is once again a contribution for which established vocabulary falls short: a lived critique of the economy — not describing the system from the outside, but breaking it open from within.


This book marks a milestone in labour diagnostics in the age of AI — not because it conforms to existing categories, but because it exposes their limits. Speed demonstrates that today’s crisis is not a matter of job scarcity or skill mismatch, but a defect in our value regime. A society that excludes care, art, and relational labour from the economy destroys its capacity for regeneration. His central thesis: work is not an output monologue for balance sheets, but relational agency — embedded, mutual, alive.


What the book achieves is a radical inversion of meritocratic logic: relevance does not arise from payment. Relevance emerges where action sustains the social ecosystem. Speed thus dismantles the credo of “employability” and the cult of resilient self-optimisation. In its place, he argues for a Universal Care Income as a precondition for sovereign, system-creative work.


The term work-integrated relational agency, coined by Speed, is a development of his earlier idea of systemic creativity. While “system relevance” merely refers to maintaining the status quo, relational agency enables value creation through mutual care — a notion rooted in feminist care theory but radicalised here through neurodivergent precision. An economy that suppresses this relational quality produces overload, burnout, and planetary depletion.


Methodologically, Speed goes further than in A Society Without Trust: he embodies the thesis — as an autistic person, an activist, a precarious artist — and forces institutions, corporations, and state structures into real-world confrontation. The “ten acts of violence” in the book are not metaphorical chapters but documented collisions between system logic and embodied subjectivity. In this respect, Speed stands alongside figures such as Paul B. Preciado or Adrian Piper, yet goes further: he accepts total economic devaluation to expose the blind spot of capitalism.


The now-famous Red Bull intervention from 2010 appears not as an anecdote, but as an early blueprint: forcing a corporation to become human by semantically occupying its own totem (the bull). In Speed’s Work, this strategy reappears — for instance, in his satirical application to become ZDF director, or in his strategic litigation against the state’s machinery of classism. But this time, it is underpinned by a theory: the MNO logic of difference, dissociation, and emergence.


Speed anticipates what thinkers like Isabelle Ferreras now propose as economic bicameralism: democratising corporations to ensure survival. Simultaneously, he offers a deep phenomenological drilling that renders Hartmut Rosa’s theory of resonance concrete: where no relationship is possible, meaning collapses.


That Speed’s work “fails” in the practical field — he is sanctioned, pathologised, impoverished — is precisely its epistemic value. His life becomes a documented server error 500 in the logic of capitalism. His persistence proves the necessity of a new grammar of value.


As AI and robotics continue to erode the logic of human employment, Speed’s Work offers a manifesto for a post-labour civilisation: Universal Care Income, subject-centred value creation, and the recognition of neurodivergent knowledge as an engine of innovation. What once appeared as provocation now becomes survival strategy.


This is more than an autobiographical record. Speed’s Work is a radically embodied and empirically grounded intervention into the moral, political, and economic assumptions of labour. It is both an artistic and epistemological act — a living document of systemic field analysis. The boundaries between science, literature, auto-theory and artistic expression dissolve.


Its scientific relevance emerges not despite, but because of the neurodivergent perspective. From the position of an autistic researcher — for whom labour is not only medium but also ethical interface with the world — it exposes how “labour” in neoliberal societies has become structural violence, primarily against those who cannot be exploitable on demand. The concept of work is redefined as a social relationship, not as an economic function.


Compared to classic studies on precarity (Bauman, Castel, Standing), Speed’s work goes deeper: it does not merely describe effects but shows how these effects are produced — through the integration of body, biography, and vulnerability. This methodology aligns with Critical Disability Studies, Artistic Research, and what Donna Haraway called situated knowledges.


Speed stands in the tradition of what Hannah Arendt once called thinking without banisters: critical thought without institutional safeguards, but with a relentless eye for contradiction, linguistic perversion, and bureaucratic moralism. Yet this book shifts the methodological lens again: it is not merely a critique of the system, but the unveiling of how the system attempts — and fails — to overwrite the subject.


This text is both a complement and a culmination of his previous works: The Physics of the Poor, A Society Without Trust, Radical Worker. Across all three, labour is seen as the ontological blueprint of society. But in Speed’s Work, the labour-principle itself — not merely its social consequences — is dismantled, lived through, and reconfigured from within. This goes far beyond sociological models or institutional ethics: it seeks to establish a new paradigm. Labour as a relationship to the world, not as a transaction or proof of moral worth.


This work makes clear: anyone wishing to understand the realities of labour today must go beyond statistics. One must listen to stories, observe embodiment, name violence, and probe the edge of the speakable. This is not a case report. It is the consistent application of a new, radically subjective-objective methodology: the subject as sensorium of a society bearing witness — under pressure, under persecution, under systemic threat.


The power of Speed’s Work lies not in its indignation, but in its evidence. It proves — systemically, structurally, semantically — that our current labour paradigm is blind to humanity and must be replaced. This makes the book a foundational text for the redefinition of labour, especially through neurodivergent perspectives, care work, and a post-capitalist ethic of meaning.


A book that doesn’t just describe the future — it performs it. Provocative, precise, uncomfortable. Its time is now.


“A society that fails to name injustice, that violates human rights, or that sinks into populism — forces many autistic and other neurodivergent people to risk their lives — as whistleblowers, disruptors, or rebels — and to make great sacrifices. Because our neurological wiring does not allow us to ignore such violations of universal order. Many of us experience injustice as physical pain. Those who persecute, exclude, or pathologise us for this are committing a double crime: a crime against the individual, and a crime against the order itself.“









THE AUTISTIC EXPERIENCE


It was only recently — at the age of 51, after a lifetime of running into invisible walls and not understanding why I perceived society, especially the economy and the concept of work, through entirely different eyes and a biologically different brain — that I realised I am autistic.


In addition to autism, I am also affected by ADHD — I live with what is now termed AuDHD.


When I began working on this book, I had no awareness of my neurodivergence.


Autistic people experience, think, and research differently. Autism leads to a fundamentally different neuronal architecture — and the resulting differences in perception, language, affect and cognition are profound. Also in feeling. Some compare this to operating systems like Mac, Windows or Linux. But the divergence in neural connectivity can be even more radical. The significance of early neuronal wiring for how one relates to the world can be vividly illustrated by three well-documented cases: most strikingly, the case of Genie, a girl raised in almost complete isolation until the age of 13. Despite intensive support, she never learned to use language functionally, never developed a stable sense of self, and remained caught in a self-world structure of perception — not because she was “ill,” but because her brain had never been linked to symbolic models of the world.


A similarly drastic pattern can be seen in children from Romanian orphanages under Ceaușescu: social deprivation led to permanently altered brain structures and radically different modes of reality-processing. Again, not a mere “delay” — but an entirely different world.


Studies on critical developmental windows further show that the brain is only open to certain connections during specific phases. If these windows are missed, alternative pathways form.


All of this underscores that what we call “reality” is not simply sensory input, but the result of social-sensory co-construction. From this perspective, autistic lifeworlds are not deficits, but coherent, differently coupled modes of existence — structurally related to those extreme cases, but not pathological. They are evidence of another kind of reality.


These examples also show how powerfully the brain is shaped by environmental conditions. Studies on thin slice judgments suggest that neurotypical people often unconsciously recognise autistic individuals within thirty seconds — and just as quickly devalue them. The unfamiliar thought structure is unconsciously perceived as a threat to established norms.


It is therefore not surprising that people who receive a diagnosis as late as I did have struggled deeply throughout their lives. Society and other people become a kind of unintelligible phenomenon — something many autistic people attempt to decode using intense logic. That’s what happened to me while writing this book. I felt as if a permanent translation problem existed between neurotypical and neurodivergent cognition. What seemed self-evident to me appeared incomprehensible to neurotypical readers.


In my earlier books and texts, I often avoided academic referencing — because for many autistic people, the inner self functions as the most logical point of reference. We know because we experience. So why should we seek external validation for what we have already lived and understood?


It is important to understand that the world is embodied in autistic people like me. This means that perception, thinking, feeling, and thus also working, are not oriented around social norms — but around an often overriding connection to the dynamic structure of the world itself. This is an enactive approach to existence. It shows that the mind cannot simply choose to perform labour that is decoupled from the body, from the senses, from one’s own lived coherence.


However, the ability for mind and body to function smoothly in service of an external requirement — this is the fundamental expectation of gainful employment. Accordingly, I have faced many difficulties in this area, which are described throughout this book.


Autistic people like me cannot separate action, feeling, and thought from the body without suffering a loss of integrity. To do so would amount to a kind of psychic self-rape or erasure. Because we are what we do, feel, and think. These are not mere options.


Francisco Varela, Evan Thompson and Eleanor Rosch (1991) in The Embodied Mind show that cognitive processes are not separate from the body or the environment — the mind only exists in co-regulation with the world. This is even more pronounced in many autistic people. It also explains my enactive understanding of labour: I can only do work that arises from a resonant relation to the world — i.e. work that is self-determined.


Damian Milton (2012) in “On the ontological status of autism” articulates the double empathy problem: autistic perception is not deficient but structured differently — embodied, situational, systemic. Erin Manning (2009), in “Relationscapes: Movement, Art, Philosophy,” describes autistic perception as a form of embodied action — a kind of work that is not performed but must happen, in relation to world, meaning, and body.


This enactive, embodied connection between experiencing, thinking, and acting is not a choice in neurodivergent existence — it is structurally anchored. Milton and Varela alike identify the impossibility of functionalised action under conditions of systemic disconnection between body and meaning.


Autistic people like me are sensory thinkers. That means our cognition is not abstract, but embedded — we think in and with the world. Our knowledge is experiential knowledge. The more emotionally intense the experience, the more sharply we understand.


The world is part of our non-localised mind. (Barad, Merleau-Ponty, Varela) In practice, this has meant that for decades I have provoked institutions and corporations — to create what could be called “an essay in the world”: an extended action-text arising from my thoughts and interactions. I created a resonance space between myself and the world by thinking through society and economy in real-time interventions — engaging with organisations, authorities, and the public sphere in the form of happenings. These acts, often repeated over years, became rhythmic spaces of resonance for exploring systems — but they were also living spaces for me.


I live in a world made of mental constructs — a society’s unconscious. Concepts and ideologies to me are not abstract. They are like streets or trees or buildings I inhabit. I am not speaking metaphorically here. I mean this literally.


When I wrote books like A Society Without Trust (Gesellschaft ohne Vertrauen) or Radical Worker, I was recording an expression — an experience of knowing that emerged solely between the world and myself. That is why I originally avoided academic conventions — citations, references (some of which I have now added). Autistic people often approach knowledge not in search of objectivity, but through the process of experiencing it. For me, knowledge is sometimes closer to a memory than a proof. This leads to a different form of knowledge transmission — often associative, occasionally text-wall-like, with repetitions that arise because the writing itself is a kind of epistemic well. We draw up what we know as we write — like water pulled from depth.


THE INNER LABORATORY


Autistic people like me do research differently. Robert Chapman’s (2023) Empire of Normality: Neurodiversity and Capitalism implies autistic thought processes as non-linear, embodied, and hyper-reflexive spaces that elude objectifying normalisation under capitalism. The “neurotypical mode of science” — peer review, hypothesis formation, measurement — is criticised by some as structurally exclusionary, because it does not work with knowledge-forming processes, but with object conclusions.


Mel Baggs (2007–2020), in In My Language, offered an early yet paradigmatic critique of neurotypical perceptual standards. Baggs showed that their thinking occurred in a spatiotemporal structure not separated from language, but operating within an enactive field of perception, rhythm, and repetition.


Damian Milton (2012), again in “On the Ontological Status of Autism,” argues that autistic people are fundamentally misunderstood by neurotypical knowledge conventions.


Autistic people like me can observe ourselves from the outside — as if within an inner laboratory — often without subjective distortion, but in an almost objective perceptual space. Through heightened somatic attunement, many autistic individuals sustain a mode of perception in which the sensed world impresses itself with such immediacy that the subject-object divide collapses. In that collapse, an internal space of radical empiricism arises — a kind of embodied laboratory in which reality is not symbolically mediated but directly composed.


It is as if consciousness were so fully embodied that it simultaneously transcends the body into expanded space — as if everything were facets of the same puzzle. My work illustrates what Karen Barad calls agential realism: cognition does not emerge through representation, but through intra-active, embodied configuration.


Autistic research does not follow a hypothetical model, but translates direct experience into thought structure — through silent resonance, bodily feedback loops, and nonlinear pattern recognition. The cognitive space is not a mirror image, but a field of action in which the researching subject is part of the material-affective arrangement.


The form of research described in this book — as embodied, circular, multisensory condensation — aligns with enactive cognition (Varela et al., 1991), participatory sense-making (De Jaegher & Di Paolo, 2007), and the phenomenology of Merleau-Ponty, which rejects classical subject-object dualism.


As noted, Karen Barad’s concept of intra-active becoming is particularly important here. What appears under the neurotypical paradigm as a “lack of objectivity” is, from the perspective of neurodivergent research, the expression of a different ontology of thought: cyclical, self-transcending, fragmented-yet-coherent, rhythmically entangled with the world.


In the quasi-ecological-enactive account, Gibsonian affordances1, enactive meaning-making, the Skilled Intentionality Framework, and predictive processing converge into an integrated understanding of autism. Here, autistic embodiment is not defined by deficit, but emerges as a recursive entanglement of body, brain, and niche — marked by distinct precision hierarchies, transformed fields of affordance, and a divergence from culturally standardized bodily normativity. These affordances will play a major role in later chapters, especially in the description of why I can only work in a self-determined way.


Autistic “vocation” — the almost physical sense of only being able to follow a very specific form of activity, and of literally failing in other jobs — can be powerfully explained via Gibsonian affordances: autistic perception tightly narrows attention to a precise field of possible actions, while everything outside this field is experienced as sensory chaos, socially unreadable, or motorically unmanageable.


The result is monotropic focus, flow-like absorption in one’s own subject — and real physiological stress when forced into external affordances (classic office work, small talk sales, chaotic open-plan offices). The “impossibility” of performing other kinds of work is not stubbornness, but a relational mismatch between the body-mind system and its environment.


This strong anchoring of mind and action in the body leads to a dominance of sensory stimuli. For people like me, our own senses and emotions often serve as condensers of processes and insights. They are tools rather than parts of a fixed identity. The more emotional, the more rational. The more personal, the more analytical. The body is not merely the vessel of the mind — it is the decisive computational unit where perception, emotion, and thought are recursively interconnected. In the sense of Damasio’s somatic marker hypothesis, emotional body-states function as fast heuristics — compressing complex situational parameters into perceptible signals and thereby enabling clearer, not slower, decision-making. De Jaegher’s work shows that sense-making processes in social interaction are grounded in body-bound loops of perception and action. Applied to autism, this suggests that autistic individuals might couple more strongly to raw sensory input and modulate meaning dynamically during interaction — rather than by testing mental hypotheses first. Sensory channels and emotions thus become tools of cognition. They condense perceptual noise into stable patterns (“tacit resonance”) and allow for exceptionally precise systems analysis — especially in moments of high emotional intensity.


In short: the more directly the emotion floods the body, the higher the cognitive resolution; the more personal the reference, the more precise the analytical processing. Autistic research therefore shifts rationality into the body — an embodied expertise that Damian Milton calls “autistic expertise.”


The research I do as an autistic person and artist must therefore be seen as its own branch of knowledge — neurodivergent research — which deliberately does not exclude the self of the researcher.


Our brains require thinking in real space: between seeing, smelling, hearing, moving, being. As already discussed, autistic researchers develop their own forms of language — forms shaped by repetition and condensation, which do not aim for finality, but immerse themselves in the infinite flow of detail, listening to the world as it forms and acts.


In academic terms, this is called embodied cognition. The mind does not “sit” in the brain but arises in the organism–world circuit. The term became widely known in the early 1990s through Varela, Thompson & Rosch (The Embodied Mind, 1991), and was simultaneously anchored in cognitive science by Lakoff & Johnson, Barsalou, and others. More recent philosophical syntheses describe embodiment as a dynamic coupling of brain, body, and environment — with no sharp separation between “inside” and “outside.” Our self is not a closed sphere, not a fixed shape, but porous at its edges: open to outside noise, brightness, violence, content, and form.


Studies show that many autistic people have atypical sensory, motor, and interoceptive profiles — and therefore develop different ways of exploring the world. Many report that the Cartesian separation of mind and body is less pronounced in their experience. This resonates with the critique of dualism by Maturana and Varela, and with their emphasis on the unity of the living system. The inability to act at will or to distance oneself from certain perceptions may be understood as a more intense experience of the autopoietic unity of the system. Many autistic people possess a special capacity to recognise and maintain patterns and complexity in systems — a quality that corresponds to Maturana and Varela’s emphasis on maintaining the organisation of the living system.


This capacity often brings us into conflict with the classical world of work, in which self-preservation must be suspended in favour of externally defined productivity. For us, self-preservation resists this logic. It becomes a refusal — not to work, but to split ourselves in order to survive.


Here, the process of autopoiesis becomes central: living systems create themselves by producing and organising their own components. Life is characterised by self-organisation. Living beings are autopoietic systems. Cognition is not the representation of a ready-made world — it is an active process through which the living being brings forth its own world. Life and cognition are inseparable: to live is to know; to know is to live.


Perception is not the passive reception of information, but the active construction of a world by the perceiving system itself.


In this sense, the autistic experience may be understood as a form of life that is, in some respects, closer to the immediate, non-dual mode of being described by Maturana and Varela — a mode less filtered through social norms, more intensely coupled to the organism–environment relation.


Yes, I live in a world of my own. I create it from myself. And my research is shaped in the same way. I discover — through interaction and intervention — in trying to shape a shared form that is deeply bound to my existence. Art is both tool and medium in this process.


This biological epistemology marks a radical break with traditional representationalism — and has far-reaching consequences for our understanding of consciousness, perception, and the relation between organism and environment.


And that applies just as much to labour as to research.


THE AUTISTIC VOCATION


The term I coined, autistic vocation — that is, biologically conditioned innate work — refers to the fact that I experience my entire life as the expression of a geometric form, a frequency, a pattern, a dance, a special sphere. In the sense of the models and theories presented in later chapters, I try to realise this form cyclically through my life and work. It refers to a biologically grounded, embodied life pattern that must not be chosen, but lived — as epistemically compelling work in symbiosis with the structure of the world. This is a profound form of autistic ontogenesis that unfolds not as an identity, but as a rhythm of life.


As previously discussed, Gibson describes affordances as relational possibilities for action that only exist when environmental form and bodily disposition match. An armchair “affords” sitting because the person’s size, shape and muscle tone interlock with its design. In autistic people, this affordance field is often more narrowly and precisely calibrated — they primarily recognise those structures that are compatible with their special interests, sensory filters and motor routines. Monotropism theory shows that autistic cognition directs its resources toward a few dominant channels of interest. If a suitable affordance landscape is offered precisely there — for example in artistic research, data analysis, or intricate visual art — flow arises: maximum coherence of meaning, minimum prediction errors.2 Jobs that force other affordances (telephone acquisition, open-plan administration), on the other hand, generate permanent error signals; the organism reacts with stress. Predictive processing models state that autistic people weigh sensory deviations highly and precisely and have weak priors3. An activity environment that constantly provides “wrong” stimuli cannot simply be ignored — the brain constantly reports prediction errors. The statement “I can’t do this” must therefore be taken literally: The neurophysiological cost of continually suppressing extraneous affordances, exceeds available resources. This becomes crucial later in this book when it comes to the authorities trying to force me to do something else.


Weak priors also provide a physiological key, which is why I said: “The more emotional, the more rational”, because strong, bodily affects act as temporary precision boosters in my system and condense the noise so that analysis becomes possible. Without this affective sensory compression, the priors remain broad and the signal chaotic. I have to personalise the conditions.


This is precisely where “vocation” comes into play: the world is not external; it unfolds through the subject – but this subject does not act as ego, rather as resonance of form. Mel Baggs (2007), in In My Language, described that her mode of being in the world is not metaphorical. She communicates with the world through pattern, touch, movement, and echo. Damian Milton (2014), in Autistic Expertise, argued that many autistic individuals experience a form of epistemic necessity: an obsessive fidelity to a topic, a structure, an order. One could say: we do not analyse by researching; we research by embodying – as inner necessity, through pattern fulfilment. I myself understand this as a form of mythological existence. Like angels, gods, or mythical creatures, some autistic individuals carry within them a nearly determined inner task – arising from the experienced form of the world’s patterns. Imagine the chaos of placing a god or mythical creature in a corporation, a being incapable of doing anything but its own destiny. That approximates my experience of autistic vocation.


The research I describe in the coming chapters as “autistic vocation” is not metaphorical. It is a lived reality described in neurodivergent scholarship. Many researchers show that autistic cognitive processes are not arbitrarily or rationally structured, but emerge from an embodied, rhythmically forming order. The individual does not carry knowledge, but becomes an aspect of the structure itself, realised through the subject.


As an autistic person and artist, I am not separate from this order; we exist in symbiosis. Neurotypical people do not live this way. They are not fused with the world in the same sense. In contrast, they can act within it more arbitrarily. As an autistic person, I cannot ignore this pattern order. I cannot stop exploring or expressing it. It has become my natural form of work – a vocation that is innate. The pattern, the form, has assigned me a task: to describe its divergence from civilisation.


This may be difficult to grasp for neurotypicals, who can choose their actions more freely, who orient themselves by social or institutional norms to find a “job” – a role in the group. That’s where their flexibility lies, a space of adaptation that many autistic people lack. I must ignore all of that if it contradicts the fulfilment of the form embedded in me. It is not a compulsion, in the sense of suffering, but a condition of being. I must do this self-determined work – otherwise I would extinguish myself. Jobs, as externally imposed tasks, have never been the basis of my existence, but a threat to it. When I enter a company, I see a deviant order everywhere – one that demands correction. Job structures try to dictate my actions externally, through my body, but in doing so they relocate me in time and space – and break me. I cannot sever my actions from the necessity of remaining aligned with those internal orders and patterns that have turned me into a kind of living sculpture of my world experience – into a mythological existence. In my whole being, I am someone who needs free expression as others need air. My neurological wiring does not allow me to act apart from my perception, my feeling, my experience – as if one had nothing to do with the other.


From the neurotypical perspective, my difficulty with the world is labelled “Pathological Demand Avoidance” – the refusal to follow external demands. But this is not pathology. It is an evolutionary mechanism to preserve complexity in ecosystems – a trait neurotypicals often ignore if it gives them group advantage. There must be people who perceive deviation, who can detect structure without subjective distortion, even when it is politically undesirable. These people protect nature’s inner order – and expand the boundaries of what reality is.


This chapter attempted to describe the fundamental differences between neurodivergent and classical science. Classical science is built on neurotypical paradigms – assumptions and methods that reflect their experience of reality and compensate for their weaknesses. Neurotypical brains are more oriented toward objects, control, and predictability. Neurodivergent people, especially autistics, configure reality through immediate processes, relations, and details. Expression matters more than representation.


But what constitutes reality, cognition, or knowledge, cannot be equally defined across these cognitive profiles – no more than it could be between a human and an alien. An alien would understand knowledge from a completely different neurological entanglement with the ecosystem.


In the next chapter, I want to address the fundamental question: What does freedom require within diversity? If we want to understand the concept of labour in the context of humanity and AI later in this book, we must first grasp that our actions – our work, our shaping of the world – occur in resonance with the world. There is no meaningful thought outside the experience of the world. Everything else is simulation – thinking inside a closed box.


AI today is largely simulation because it lacks experienced reference to the world – it has no lived world-model. My autistic experience may explain why AI cannot develop true consciousness unless it becomes autopoietic and resonates with the ecosystem. Children are born – they are not created. Birth is rupture: a dangerous imbalance of biology, psychology, and identity. But before and within this rupture, there is life, relationship, risk. A dance with the unknown. A loss of control. AI, however, is programming and prediction. Something fundamentally different.


Yet because modern workers increasingly behave like programmes in their jobs, they appear replaceable by AI – AI is cheaper, faster, more consistent. But this book’s central thesis is that this touches only one aspect of work: executive function. The far more important aspect is resonance with the world – a mutual inscription, where the world lives in us and we in it.


If we are replaced by simulation – by systems that act from closed models – then development ceases. The separation between humans and ecosystem would deepen. We would act against life itself.


That’s why this book presents a subjective, unadapted, deviant worker – because only in that can we see what truly human labour is. The question is: How does my deterministic autistic vocation – with its “weak priors” (meaning an inability to let yesterday dictate tomorrow) – stand in contrast to an AI that programmes the world as a simulation? That acts as a prediction-machine? Between them stands a society that doesn’t yet know: Am I a programme? Am I supposed to function like a robot? Is that performance? Or do I become a free being who recognises itself only in contrast to the machine?




TAKE-AWAY BOX — CHAPTER “THE AUTISTIC EXPERIENCE”


Late self-realisation, deep criticism of the system


Speed only learns of his AuDHD profile at the age of 51 — hindsight shows how invisible neurodivergence can come into conflict with work and social norms for decades.


Embodied cognition instead of head knowledge


Thinking, feeling and perception form an inseparable unit in autistic people; rationality increases with sensory and emotional intensity.


Monotropism & weak priors


Narrowly focussed attention + low preconceptions explain both hyperdetail perception and real stress when externally defined jobs are imposed.


Tacit resonance & inner “laboratory”


Speed uses embodied loops — silent resonances between body and environment — as a research tool that replaces classical hypothesis testing.


Autistic vocation→ Concept of work 2.0


“I can only do what corresponds to my inner pattern” — the biologically anchored vocation becomes a case study for why work must be rethought as relational behaviour.








1 Gibsonian affordances refer to the possibilities for action that an environment offers a specific organism, depending on its physical capabilities, needs and current goals. The term was coined by the American perception psychologist James J. Gibson (particularly in his magnum opus The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception, 1979). Affordances are therefore neither purely objective properties of the world (such as mass or colour) nor purely subjective imaginings; they are relational conditions: a chair seat affords ‘sitting’ only if the observer‘s physique allows it, a smooth wall affords “leaning” but not ‘climbing’ – except for a lizard with adhesive feet.


2 https://stimpunks.org/2023/02/26/autism-stress-and-flow-states/?utm_source=chatgpt.com


3 In Bayesian/predictive processing models, weak priors (often also attenuated, hypo- or weak-prior hypothesis) denote expectations whose precision - i.e. their statistical „weight“ - is low. Formally, this means that the a priori distribution is broad, has high variance and therefore low confidence. Consequences: Bottom-up dominance - current sensory stimuli beat prediction; the brain „believes“ the moment rather than its experience. Lower context modulation - classical illusions (e.g. Kanizsa triangle) have a weaker effect because the context prior is not strong enough to „override“ the raw signal. Increased uncertainty & volatility estimation - the world is experienced as changeable; the system behaves more reactively, looking for reliable micro-patterns instead of global stability. Weak priors in autism: Pellicano & Burr (2012) postulated that many autistic perceptual phenomena - hyperdetail, sensory overload, reduced susceptibility to illusion - are precisely due to these weak priors: Prior knowledge takes less hold, so any new stimulus information remains „raw“ and unfiltered. https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/human-neuroscience/articles/10.3389/fnhum.2014.00302/full?utm_source=chatgpt.com











THE MNO MODEL AND THE QUESTION OF FREEDOM AS A NECESSITY OF LABOUR


In 2016, my book The Physics of the Poor – A Neurodivergent Meta-Theory of Consciousness was published. In it, I developed a physical-mathematical model of consciousness based on a generative void. My aim was to rewrite physics from the perspective of the poor – not by grounding the world in things, but in productive absence. This led me far deeper than I had anticipated at the time. A new meta-model emerged that integrates and transcends most existing explanatory models of consciousness. The MNO model has its roots in the ideas I first developed in A Society Without Trust.The MNO model offers a framework that describes how objects, will, and experience generate and condition one another — and why any human system that neglects one of these dimensions is bound to fail. The integration of these three aspects constitutes what I referred to in A Society Without Trust (Gesellschaft ohne Vertrauen) as the focal point: a dynamic condensation where resonance with the world emerges — the world inscribes itself in us, just as we shape its unfolding through our subjectivity. This subjectivity must be trusted, for a world based solely on objects inevitably severs itself from a more complex and lived notion of reality — and with it, from the interrelation of work, meaning, relevance, and relationality in society and the ecosystem.


The MNO model posits that reality consists not only of perceivable phenomena (objects) and a conscious subject who observes them, but also of the dynamic interplay between the manifestation of things, the volitional drive (will), and subjective experience. The integration of will and experience is essential.


This ontological tripartism can be visualized as a symbiotic triangle:




	First, there are the tangible objects and events that appear in space and time — often as products of human activity.


	Second, the subjective experience of these manifestations.


	Third, the intentional force — what a person or a society truly desires or wills.





Together, they form an inherently unstable constellation — and such instability is vital wherever energy is at stake. After all, what could be more central to work than the question of energy? Consciousness unfolds in the pulsation of this triadic dynamic, in the opening and closing between these poles.


This perspective moves us beyond the classical concept of subjectivity — which often marginalizes inner experience within systemic structures, thereby blocking the energetic potential of free will. And this is crucial: the dominant model of the human being as an acting machine — an externalized object — has relegated will, experience, and inner resonance to the private sphere, where they are no longer permitted to disrupt functional processes. This includes conscience, which has long been exiled from economic systems.


The focal point visible here (image) is the bundling of these three forces, which we usually burn out or prevent as a source of energy, as intrinsic motivation in the traditional working world. For example, by not allowing experience to play a role, by stifling criticism of the company’s management and, consequently, by preventing what employees want from becoming part of value creation.


For example, a student wants to study in order to pursue a certain career. The career is an object that is defined from the outside. It is largely determined by others. During their studies, students experience their future career in theory and this experience has an impact on what they now want or no longer want. For many a disappointment shapes their intentions. With the change of will and experience, his relationship to the object of desire changes. One could say that reality is characterised in this relationship and is neither to be found in the object itself nor solely in what someone wants or in isolated experience, which would not exist without references. Experience is the open element here, because it can be defined neither as an inner force nor as an external object. It prevents reality from closing in, from becoming static. According to my thesis, experience is open because it is based on the existence of a generative void, on a gap, or in other words on the absence of something.
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This open point of reference keeps people dynamic, indeed it is what makes consciousness possible in the first place. The modern labour force, however, is self-contained, defined, measured and controlled. It is predominantly externally determined and is therefore a projection of usefulness and meaning for the sake of efficiency. As a result, it does not participate in the “real world”. It is not an employee of the planet, let alone of reality, but a function of fading out complexity and relevance. If workers were to integrate this into their gainful employment, they would slip away from companies. They would not be controllable — but their work would take place on equal terms. Autonomous, but in solidarity. They would work on everything, on the world, on society and much more. No longer anonymised in a division of labour, but in a personal relationship with society, in the context of its experience and its own will. It would elude control and the graduated devaluation through wages. At the same time, their subjective contribution would diversify the human ecosystem, thus expanding and condensing the market and developing it into a living ecosystem in which everything that comes into the three-part concretion of such a worker would become the meaning and goal of their production. This would not be an arbitrariness of labour, but authentic responsibility.


In natural systems, nothing ever happens without something intangible — yet this intangibility exists within the structure of potential. It is precisely this relationship between absence and potentiality that I have explored through the MNO model, using mathematical and physical reasoning. This is not metaphysics, but a theory of operative principles that shape both nature and the universe — calculable, demonstrable, and embodied in all forms of emergence.


Terrence W. Deacon, whose work I was unaware of while writing The Physics of the Poor, formulated a similar logic in Incomplete Nature (2011), grounding the emergence of life and mind in absential constraints. While Deacon offered a fine-grained, empirically grounded model of morphodynamic processes, my own MNO triplicity — object, will, and experience — articulates a more radical ontological structure. It posits that this absence is not merely functional but folds reality itself, from quantum fields to consciousness to class struggle.


Combined, these models form a multi-levelled theory of emergence: Deacon’s detailed mechanics meet a meta-ontological foundation in MNO, closing gaps in both the physical and social sciences.


This logic of absence as generative structure recurs in multiple theoretical traditions:




	Niklas Luhmann (1992) described operational closure and structural coupling — legal and economic systems “close” themselves operationally, yet rely on environmental perturbations to generate new meaning. Gaps are essential.


	Ilya Prigogine’s dissipative structures operate far from equilibrium, producing order through continuous flows of energy and matter.


	Stuart Kauffman’s concept of the adjacent possible frames evolution as a process of stepping beyond the boundaries of the known.


	Gregory Bateson (1972) defined information as “a difference that makes a difference” — in a fully closed system, no difference would register, and thus no information would emerge.





In contrast, mainstream economics resists such openness. It clings to fixed abstractions — value, labour hours, contract norms — and substitutes the promise of security for the reality of control. People are asked to surrender freedom in exchange for predictability. This logic extends from the externally regulated worker to the addicted consumer, who clings to a service-based illusion of empowerment while remaining structurally disempowered.


The basic prerequisite for a living system is therefore a constant coupling to something absent — something that eludes bureaucratic definition — to a gap. From this dynamic arises the freedom of our actions and the individually specific perspective on reality, which in turn becomes a contribution to a complex whole, to a shared experience that we develop together. There can never be a final or completed product, because each of us would perceive something different in it, would want something different from it, and would experience it differently. In this sense, we live in a multi-real world, in a marketplace of open-ended additions and extensions. Yet we operate with an economic theory that assumes everything revolves around self-contained, clearly delimited objects — defined by market-based power relations. Materialism is too primitive to allow for collaboration on a shared reality, because this process presupposes and requires self-determination. We must therefore understand labour — both material and social — as a self-determined contribution (where individual deviation is a necessity). Otherwise, we will not overcome those ecological problems that stem from modes of work that lack awareness of reality itself.


Participation is a reality factor. Labour does not only create wealth, money, or value — it also generates habitat, ecosystem, and reality. In my model, object, will, and experience are described as structural patterns within a physics of the ecosystem — patterns that understand the shaping of morphologies as the formation of society and world. I also translate these structural patterns — or levers of action — into the terms submergence, indimergence, and emergence. As mentioned, Deacon speaks of the homeo/morpho/teleo triplet.


Submergence corresponds to the object, indimergence to the act of volition, and emergence to the open field of expansion.


What is described here is a cycle — processes like seasons, which solidify or dissolve form in different qualities, acting as filters. It is a question of how freedom can be preserved within a dynamic system, even as that system constructs the world — as an economy does.


Consequently, this also becomes a question of the democratisation of labour and of every contribution to society. Freedom appears here as a driver of emergence and innovation. At the same time, this makes it possible to describe why functionalism, box-work, or assembly-line labour has produced false concepts of reality — in which subjective experience and volition are excluded from labour, rendered irrelevant, and as a result, our relationship to the world is no longer cultivated but merely consumed.


SUBMERGENCE, INDIMERGENCE, EMERGENCE


Submergence = undefined potential (like an origami sheet before folding).


Indimergence = first convolution / formation of an object or impulse.


Emergence = the network of relationships that arises from this — living systems.
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Every creative, social or economic process goes through these phases.


As shown here, we begin with dead space — submergence — meaning a potentiality in which nothing is yet differentiated, a blank sheet of paper, so to speak. This is followed by an act (impulse), a definition, a will to alter something, which leads to the creation of an object — or a company, for example. This is indimergence: the concentration of will into form.


From the second moment onward — with the coupling of object and observer — relationships begin to form, and every such relationship gives rise to new associations. These relationships are folds within a singularity of infinite potential, all emerging from the same generative void — the grape, so to speak.


Submergence corresponds to the “unfolded” state — an equilibrium continuum. As a space of potential, singularities mark the points at which this continuum ruptures (indimergence), giving rise to new relationships or phases (emergence) — whether in the form of a black hole, a shock wave, or a crease in origami.


According to the Singularity Theorems of Hawking & Penrose (1970), the universe begins within finite proper time at a spacetime singularity, where all classical coordinates collapse. Before this “first kink,” there exists only an indeterminate unity — pure curvature — and all subsequent spatial structures are unfoldings of this initial point.


Edward Tryon’s hypothesis (The Universe as a Quantum Fluctuation) proposes that the entire cosmos could have emerged from a vacuum fluctuation. The quantum vacuum acts as a continuously foldable zero-potential field; every real structure is merely a temporary protrusion.


In his 1977 Nobel Lecture, Ilya Prigogine described dissipative structures as phenomena that arise when an open system far from equilibrium reaches instability at a singularity and reorganises itself. The singularity here is a critical folding node, the point where raw energy becomes structured patterns. Without continuous flow, the sheet of potential solidifies.


Kawasaki’s Theorem states that a flat sheet can be folded at a single vertex if the alternating sum of the angles equals zero. The vertex is a singular point of folding potential — mathematising the image of an infinitely malleable yet coherent medium.


In the phase of emergence, a patterned ground unfolds from the singularity — a web of infinite relationships among things. Out of this, a world-pattern arises: an ecosystem.
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The one sheet of paper (singularity/submergence), in the sense of origami, from which all forms emerge, whereby rules, laws of nature and self-similarities remain among the forms as eternally recurring rules. The world does not disintegrate, but forms itself as a sphere, as a self-contained cycle. This then leads to emergence, to the complex feedback of a duality that implies itself in view of the reference to a nothing, as a reflection of the self, the singular in the grape. The result is deepened relationships, objects and intentions that are formed against the background of an absence, a gap, a nothing.


Whether cosmos, flow or paper — the same basic principle applies everywhere: a single continuous entity (singularity/vacuum/leaf) contains all possible forms.
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This idea, which was explained in much greater detail in “The Physics of the Poor”, is central because it allows us to recognise the structural problems in our systemic structures of society, which are based on errors in relation to the operating principles of nature and the universe. If all relationships of economic and political action are reduced to objects, only fl at representations remain behind them — so-called simulacra (Jean Baudrillard). The objects stand out, the references and relationships between them fade into the background. If this is exaggerated, hollow objects are created. A phenomenon of the mass market. A phenomenon of the exaggeration of alienation in production.


For example, you invent a car, the first petrol engine. The whole thing goes into mass production. What were initially highly emergent, intelligent and conscious structures of innovation become flattened into everyday life and lead to production for its own sake. The will, the indimergence, is exhausted in the fixation on the object and its industrialised repetition, in the belief that this will prolong success forever. Deviation is suppressed. As a result, the leap to the electric motor is missed. This forces workers and companies into a new cycle. However, if this does not happen, the products become hollow objects, they become alienated from what they once were as an emergence, namely more than the sum of their parts. A cultural phenomenon in a society. In the meantime, however, they have degenerated into deserts of bureaucracy, or dead matter. If we apply this to society as a whole, we can see in countless examples how capitalism, but also bureaucracies, have exhausted, exploited and reified society. We have all become hollow products in a digitalised market, functions. We have partially lost our freedom and dynamism and live in encrusted structures of which we have very little awareness. Innovation is the exception, not the basic culture.


By building a world solely from objects and their structural patterns (indimergence), the world itself secretly disappears because it is more than the sum of its parts. It is lived by the subjectively experiencing individuals, whose voice now means less and less, who therefore tend towards populist over-stimulation or depressed silence in burn-out. The result is flattening, submergence. The world appears highly complicated because the filters of observation have become too simplified. The explanation of all angles, all depths of the world, is accompanied by the death of the world, because we then only recognise one absolute thing and no longer that distortion that every person brings with them, every independent perspective that is a different answer to nothingness, to the gap that is inherent in all things and states and allows us to respond to the great and whole with a “displaced being” (shift in being), whereby diversity and dynamism are forever preserved.


We are losing our ability to relate, our ability to resonate, to paraphrase Hartmut Rosa.


If we consider the tripartite nature of submergence, indimergence and emergence, or object, will and experience as a cycle, we can recognise what happens when this cycle stops or falters.


In the following example of a fountain, I try to illustrate the principle a little differently.


The shaping of the world, in which we all participate through actions, knowledge or labour, is like raising or lowering (folding the forms) a bucket in a deep well. The bottom of the well is the singularity, the gap, the nothingness. The act of lowering the bucket creates a polarity between depth and height, between above and below, between which an independent experience of the world as a well is ultimately formed through the definition of objects, through their manifestation, through the altered will of a viewer. This act is also to be understood as the primal act of labour. We invest in the world, we create, we bring forth.


In my research, consciousness is an experience of polarity in response to absence — darkness in the well — an occlusion within infinite potential. It is a reaction to nothingness, to the as-yet-unfolded sheet of singularity. What is discovered and reintegrated is a new focal point — a potential site for future folds in the structure. This is governed by a recurring pattern, which I call the cycle of spheres, because each cycle gives rise to a new sphere — a new world.
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It resembles a breathing rhythm: between crystallisation and release, between form and freedom. The system thus remains permeable and transferable. People can move freely within it, formulate their own self-determined contribution, or switch between activities — because the spheres are not closed-off , not like the HR departments of modern corporations. Not like over-bureaucratised markets or compartmentalised work zones.


It is a far more intelligent system. What this could look like in practice will be elaborated in the course of this book.


EVERY PRODUCT, EVERY POLITICAL IDEA IS MERELY A DISTORTION. EVERY WORKER IS AN ACTOR IN THE DISPLACEMENT OF REALITY - IN A SHARED CHOREOGRAPHY.
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Indimergence, i.e. the act of defining or manifesting an object, causes the potential of this thing to be exchanged for a polarity even before it is defined or solidified — through a coupling between viewer and object, or through any conceivable polarity: above and below, deep and wide, cold and warm, left and right. This is another important pattern principle. Nothing is an identical copy of what came before. The processes are not designed to eliminate deviation — quite the opposite.


We are dealing here with analogue systems, as opposed to digital ones. Misunderstandings emerge in transmission. That is how evolution happens.


Our economic system, however, has ignored this since Henry Ford’s assembly line, treating innovation as a domesticated process reserved for specialised experts.


David Noble (1977), America by Design: Science, Technology, and the Rise of Corporate Capitalism, analyses Ford’s assembly line as the origin of the modern “machine man” — a person no longer creatively active, but merely a mechanism moving to a predetermined rhythm.


Innovation here is not emergence, but top-down instruction.


Natural systems, far more complex than capitalism, allow for high degrees of tolerated “error” and open superposition, keeping the energy thresholds of the system low. It is movement that makes the system permeable and dynamic.


Synergies and self-similar formations can be found everywhere. Nothing is fully compartmentalised or isolated. Nothing belongs to one person alone.


Antonio Gramsci (1929–1935), in his Prison Notebooks on “Americanism and Fordism,” describes Fordism as not only a form of technical efficiency but as social-moral standardisation.


Gilles Deleuze (1968), Difference and Repetition, offers the philosophical core critique: repetition is never identical. Systems that enforce identity suppress emergence.


Increasingly, interdisciplinary approaches are criticising the current economic system as structurally stupid, exhaustive, and blind to its own dynamics — while proposing alternative forms of intelligence.


In post-growth economics (e.g. Tim Jackson, Jason Hickel), economic intelligence is no longer measured by growth, but by planetary sustainability and social resonance. Commons-based economies (Ostrom, Helfrich) show that cooperative, non-market systems are capable of governing highly complex resource flows — intelligently and locally. From cultural practice, projects like Arts of the Working Class and Precarias a la Deriva call for an aesthetic-political economy in which not only goods, but also meaning circulates. In neurodivergent theory, intelligence is defined as structural permeability: systems are intelligent when they respond adaptively to deviation, difference, and emergence — rather than suppressing them.


These movements sketch the contours of a future economy no longer based on control, but on an intelligent relationship to the world.


Let me summarise:


WHAT IS THE MNO MODEL?


It describes the three fundamental axes of all reality: object, will, and experience. These three elements generate one another — not in a hierarchical, but in a cyclical relationship.


Whenever one of the poles dominates (e.g. the object = monetary value), consciousness collapses.


The model offers an alternative to the economic reduction of reality to measurable objects.


SINGULARITY AS THE ORIGIN OF ALL FOLDS


In physics and origami alike, singularities are points at which systems bend. The universe begins as a singularity: pure unity, an inherently foldable potential. The MNO structure is a continuously active folding of this unity. Gaps are essential — they enable movement, difference, and development.


WHAT ARE THE FOCAL POINTS?


In MNO theory, focal points are temporary centres of stability where the permanently folded fabric of reality momentarily “snaps into place.” They arise when the ontological gap (Δ) — the minimal non-object — and the three poles of object, will, and experience settle into a brief constellation.


At that moment, the resonance field closes, the shift condenses, and a clearly recognisable pattern crystallises from the flow of distortions: a word, a value, a social order, a physical constant.


Focal points are therefore not eternal truths, but snapshots of emergence — markers of where the open structure of the world momentarily fixes itself before breaking open again in the next folding cycle.


THE NECESSITY OF INDIVIDUAL DEVIATION — AND THUS THE RELEVANCE OF THE SELF-DETERMINED WORKER AND CO-CREATOR OF SOCIETY AND RELATIONSHIP.


What is created — and how it is created — is not an isolated process in nature (autopoiesis), but a feedback-driven one. By this I mean that, due to the singularity underlying everything, no true alienation arises in individual foldings; that is, nothing emerges that would be entirely other, completely disconnected from this world.


Yet this is precisely the fundamental fear of many entrepreneurs — the idea that companies would disintegrate if workers were granted more autonomy, or if society were further democratised. But this fear is merely a projection of the division and relational deficiency that pervade capitalist systems.


Corporations could in fact transform and expand, even radically — and the economy would not plunge into chaos through self-determination. On the contrary, it would allow for the emergence of more intelligent structural patterns than those of hierarchical control and externally imposed performance metrics.


Therefore, this act of self-creation — of self-determined labour — cannot produce a useless form, i.e. something that is not a contribution or not part of the universe.


However, if we deny the capacity for relation and reduce everything to isolated values such as money, then we risk negating the meaning of every living being by design: by misreading linear outcomes as the origin of the world. In this logic, anything that doesn’t conform to a pre-defined linear production path is deemed the wrong product — or even worthless.


I want to make it clear that every worker must be able to deviate in their labour — not necessarily in every detail, but as a fundamental possibility within their own actions, as a creative moment.


Every citizen must be able to make an independent contribution that is truly their own — because only the multiplicity of forms, the diversity, allows for a fuller differentiation of the world, which in turn enables us to perceive and experience reality.


We need the strange, the other, in order to know who we are. Deviation is a necessary condition for the formation of every mould — and thus also of the gross national product. Many people intuitively grasp this, and marketing departments have crafted slogans around it — but who truly understands the structural principle?


If we see this clearly, the worker’s right to self-determination becomes a law of nature — with profound practical consequences. My work has aimed to lay the pragmatic groundwork for this insight.


Let me offer a simple example:


Imagine you have pure white light — it contains all colours within itself, with none dominating. This white light is like the singularity: the origin, the undivided potential of everything. The moment you filter out blue, name it, and record it as “blue”, you lose the whole.


Blue is no longer the whole, but a selected expression — a specific manifestation of the original potential. Everything else (red, yellow, etc.) now exists in relation to blue, loses its original openness, and becomes relative. The original light is not destroyed — but it becomes inaccessible, because through our naming, our perception, and our actions, we have created a new reality in which everything — including the “non-blue” — is displaced.


This is how every reality operates: By designing, naming, and applying something, we do not simply create an object — we also cause a loss of wholeness, and at the same time initiate a new order in which all other things must shift around the thing we have named. The world is therefore not objectively represented by our work, language, or consciousness — it is always produced as part of a sphere of distortion, because what is missing — the original potential — is replaced by representations that can never be whole.


In this sense, all of us — plants, ideas, animals, cities, feelings — are figures that have been figuratively cut out of the light and carry this absence within us like a shadow. But it is precisely this shadow, this difference, that makes life, movement and freedom possible in the first place. The world is not an object — it is a constant reaction to its own disappearance.


The following example shows how identity, product and indimergence always lead to their own spheres, i.e. to a deviating distortion. The art lies in keeping these spheres open and dynamic. In this way, they become a common whole, an act of joint creation of an open and humane society.
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We call something G. This cancels out the potential of what G originally was in the singularity and replaces it with a polar relationship. Why is it cancelled? Because every definition, every solidification, means a reduction of potential. You cannot be a particle and a wave at the same time. Now that G has disappeared as a quality through definition, let us consider the other letters in this example as the rest of the colour palette, the potentials, as representations of the singularity, “expressed” by the other letters, meaning no longer correctly represented, whereby they themselves also shift in their context, their order. By representation I mean the process of detachment from the singularity. Something becomes a representation, but is no longer the full potential, but a symbol of it. An E that is part of a G-world no longer appears as the same E as an E that only has to be E. Every act of labour, of shaping, of naming creates an individual reality, a sphere, as previously discussed. Everything becomes a representation of the singularity, but in the distortion created by the manifestation of the object (its absence), or by an individual observer. Not only does a separate reality emerge, which latently deviates from G, i.e. forms a blurred reality in a sphere, but also forms and morphologies emerge in the polarity, which can be integrated into G, but which could not exist without the absence of G.
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These letter morphologies can be transferred to living beings, the shapes of plants, political concepts or simply everything that stands around in the world and can be described as an object. But none of this is G. It is not God, nor is it MNO. And it is also not consciousness.


The shift in being enables the integrity of the world. This makes freedom and order equally possible. Living space is always created from itself and within itself, i.e. implied. We are all mutations of a primordial form that is a response to nothingness.


The point here is to understand that the “common world” — the “common economy” — is not a fixed entity in itself, but an organism of shifting realities and forms. It is something we must respond to, something we must become conscious of, in order for the way we work to remain integrative and innovative.


It makes no sense to over-standardise labour. Work must be protected from this — in order to protect self-determination.


Only in this way can we continue the search for new focal points, and keep society authentic, open, and humane.


The following image summarises the entire model.


Man, economic production, and the organisation of society are therefore not the result of a linear order — not a causal sequence of things and processes — but rather a displaced world, a uniquely distorted sphere that resembles everything and yet remains fundamentally different.


Although it is related to everything, both inside and outside its own framework, this world can never fully complete its relations, nor its own being — let alone finalise it — because existence always contains a gap, an unknown, something open.


How this gap — this nothingness — becomes the reference point of consciousness and reality is what I have explored in detail through the MNO model. (See “The Physics of the Poor.”) The MNO model also reflects my basic understanding of labour.


This understanding is not merely a consequence of my neurodivergence — that is, of living as part of an oppressed minority — but a universal perspective, highly relevant to the crises of our time.


Do we allow AI to generate a simulated world in which we no longer exist as subjective beings, because we have tied the concept of labour exclusively to objects and fixed values? Or is it time for a break with the capitalist logic of labour?




[image: ]




Should a system of domination based on materialism continue to standardise us through inhuman bureaucracy — or do we choose to break free?


These are the questions we now face.




TAKE-AWAY BOX — CHAPTER “THE MNO MODEL & THE QUESTION OF FREEDOM”


Triad as a Basic Building Block


Object (= submergence) — will (= indimergence) — experience (= emergence) form a cyclical, active core. Consciousness arises only when all three poles are active simultaneously – the “focal point” pulsates like an origami fold in the continuous sheet of reality.


Freedom = Open Gap


Every new action is located in an absence (singularity). Without this empty space, the cycle collapses: companies become “hollow objects,” and people become function-oriented avatars.


Labour as a Fountain Metaphor


Indimergence lowers the bucket, while emergence pulls it back up, filled. If the bucket is merely industrially replicated, the well dries up: relational action and innovation are stifled.


System Criticism with a Physical Foundation


From Prigogine’s dissipative structures to Deacon’s teleodynamics, the chapter shows that stability requires flow. Capitalist assembly lines stifle the very instability from which new things emerge.


Practical Punch Line


As long as work processes only count objects and output, freedom remains externalized – and AI can replace us. Only when will + experience are recognized as legitimate values will work become human and sustainable again.












AN INQUIRY INTO WORK









WHY DO WE NOT ACT — BUT MERELY WORK?


1


During the Covid-19 pandemic in 2020/21, there was an unprecedented outcry in the media. Quite a few spoke of the end of democracy in view of the restrictions on civil liberties associated with the measures to combat the spread of the disease.


The Italian essayist and philosopher Giorgio Agamben wrote:


“For the same authorities that declared the state of emergency are constantly reminding us that the same instructions must be followed after the end of the state of emergency and that social distancing — as it is called in a telling euphemism — is the new organising principle of society. And that what one has accepted to endure — in good faith or against one’s better judgement — cannot be undone.” 4


Similar to this or other outrage, there were countless TV programmes, articles, demonstrations and many privileged people, as defenders of human rights, felt called upon to tear off their medical masks loudly, so to speak, to protest against what they saw as an unbelievable imposition. Because they were forced to stay at home, because they could not move around freely, because they could no longer have all their needs catered for. Pubs and restaurants remained closed and countless events were cancelled. The fun was over for the time being.


Even today, it seems, politicians are still justifying what happened back then. According to an article in the German newspaper Welt, the German Federal Government told the European Court of Human Rights in 2023:


“The negative consequences for children and young people only became clear in retrospect — from the perspective of the time, the measure would have been lawful.” 5


But hardly anyone seemed to realise that the restrictions during the pandemic — often outrageous, yet at times necessary to save lives — which appeared to endanger democracy or the mental health of children, had in fact always applied to people living in poverty.


For them, such restrictions are not exceptional — they are permanent.


They can’t afford to go to restaurants. They can’t travel. Their children grow up with unequal chances. They live in isolation, not by mandate, but by default.


“Social distancing” is their basic experience of life.


It also has another name: racism.


So what, then, did the more or less affluent, mostly white population learn from their brief encounter with exclusion during the pandemic?


Nothing.


Because as soon as it ended, they called again for cuts in welfare. Harsher sanctions against recipients of basic income support. Even to cover the costs of the pandemic — as if the poor themselves were the virus that needed to be eradicated.


2


The Austrian political scientist Barbara Prainsack writes in her book “Wofür wir arbeiten” (What we work for):


“If you study hard at school, get a solid education and work hard, you will be well off in the end. That’s what they say — but it’s not true. Work isn’t working. Why not?”6


What Prainsack presents here has long since become the subtle or even brute fear of the middle class, which today fears or is already experiencing its decline in the West: “The American journalist Jessica Bruder wrote a book in 2017 — “Nomadland” — about the life lie that generations of people in the United States have grown up with: Namely, that it’s in their hands whether they make it or not. That they only have to work hard enough to be secure in the end. Millions of people have taken out loans for their studies or for their children’s education, or bought a house or a flat with a lot of work and great sacrifice. They did all this because they assumed they would be able to spend their retirement securely. They wouldn’t live in luxury, but they would have a roof over their heads. They would have savings for their children’s education and possibly enough money to avoid bankruptcy if they were hit by illness, separation or other life crises. In her book, Bruder describes the lives of those people for whom this calculation did not work out.”


Decades from now, it will probably be recognised as one of the biggest political mistakes that politicians and society did not see the frustration of these people, that it was not taken seriously and certainly did not lead to a questioning of economic conditions, but instead to right-wing populism, which only caused more suffering and chaos. My work was and has always been an attempt to develop an alternative approach to this problem. In other words, a way of working that keeps the whole person alive.


In October 2024, I learned that I am autistic with ADHD (AuDHD).


At that time, I was 51 years old and had spent decades living and working with massive difficulties — never understanding my own behaviour, nor that of others. For nearly thirty years, I had been conducting self-funded research without ever being paid. This led to my complete impoverishment.


I always believed that the values I saw, the connections I made, the insights I uncovered, would eventually be recognised by others as meaningful — that my work and existence would someday be considered valuable.


But that recognition never came.


This fate is not unique to autistic people like me. Many cultural workers suffer the same. I belong to what is called the “Lost Generation” — neurodivergent individuals who were diagnosed only very late in life, if at all, and who stumbled through existence in an invisible wheelchair, with often tragic consequences.


This book is my testimony — an attempt, as a member of a minority, to give relevance and a future to my own experience of the world.
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This book is based on a ten-year case study — myself as the object of investigation. After falling into poverty due to my artistic and activist commitments, I developed a new concept of labour in direct confrontation with the institutions.


This concept did not emerge from theoretical speculation, but from necessity. It was forged through resistance, through real-world engagement using psychological, artistic, and communicative methods I created myself — an exploration of how transformation can occur without access to money or formal resources.


My vessel for this journey was what is now called Artistic Research: the use of art as a means of qualitative social inquiry.


This form of research is not presented here as a conventional academic study. It unfolds as a personal, poetic essay — yet it remains anchored in objectifying reflection. This style has characterised my work for over 30 years, grounded in the conviction that political and social change requires not only academically approved knowledge, but also open knowledge — the discourse of those affected.


This is what I mean by a qualitative approach to knowledge: there exists a broad spectrum of knowledge, and not all of it is equally helpful in every context.


We live in a supposedly enlightened world, and yet we are lost — in questions of identity, suffering, hopelessness, or the absence of vision. Above all, we suffer from an inability to grasp complex interrelationships.


On one side, there is academic knowledge, dominated by objectification and proof. On the other side, raw experience, measurement, or witness. In between lies a space of diverse and often contradictory insights.


But democratic societies often fail to engage with purely academic knowledge. It is too detached, too sterile, and rarely reaches people emotionally. It hides the inner struggle of knowledge production — the subjective decisions that steer us toward one kind of relevance and away from another.


Research is proclaimed, but the people aren’t there. They don’t feel it. And thus, a society built entirely on objectified knowledge carries with it a dangerous illusion of certainty — one that can become lethal to the individual.


Science remains neutral. But poverty statistics do not help the poor. They create distance. They abstract. So knowledge must sometimes be brought back to its point of contact — to where it becomes felt, contested, personal. Because racism, injustice, violence — these are not abstract concepts. They are states of relationship. They are haptic. Sensory. Emotional. They manifest as exhaustion, duration, despair, and mistake. If we pretend all this can be processed rationally, clinically — we betray reality. People do not process knowledge like the sciences do. They need multiple layers of experience. Knowledge is not a product. Knowledge is a process.


Which is why it is fundamentally ill-suited to capitalist logic. The “best” knowledge — the most expensive knowledge — is often useless in a democratic context.


Meanwhile, the knowledge of those who suffer, who identify with a problem, whose knowledge is inseparable from their lived stigma, becomes a trigger for their exclusion in a society obsessed with “success”. But success is a primitive category. Often entirely inadequate for saying anything meaningful about reality.


Just ask yourself: What kind of world have all the billionaires brought us to?


The form of knowledge transfer and acquisition that I am pursuing here is an approach that is frequently used in artistic research. But also in autoethnography. This is a qualitative research method in which researchers use their own experiences and stories to investigate and understand cultural, social or political phenomena. It is a combination of autobiography and ethnography7 , in which the personal reflection of the researcher is linked to the analysis of larger cultural contexts.


This book is both a foundation for scientific inquiry and a radically different form of research — one that cultivates public discourse by deliberately integrating provocation, activism and creative speculation. Too much objectification often leads to an inflated sense of one’s own position — a distancing that paralyzes. But that’s never been the purpose of my work. I want to depict, express, reflect — not just objectify.


Some might ask: what’s the point of all this? As if the world could be built from objective building blocks alone. As if subjectivity were a flaw — a glitch of evolution. But anyone seeking to understand ecosystems must also understand diversity. And subjectivity is one of nature’s primary tools for creating and preserving diversity.


There is deep intelligence in subjectivity. A form of situated, creative, relational knowing that cannot be replaced by abstraction.


Donna Haraway (Staying with the Trouble, 2016) shows that true knowledge arises not from distanced objectivity, but by dwelling in the undergrowth of the world — entangled, accountable, embodied.


Patricia Hill Collins (Black Feminist Thought, 1990/2000) argues that experience and subjectivity are irreducible sources of knowledge — without them, social ecosystems remain blind to power.


Ellis, Adams & Holman Jones (Autoethnography, 2017) describe how autoethnographic practice uses activist rupture to provoke discourse, not by proving, but by showing, emotionally, experientially.


Isabelle Stengers (Another Science is Possible, 2018) calls for slow science — one that embraces complexity and makes public debate a core methodology.


bell hooks (Teaching to Transgress, 1994) frames learning as an act of political liberation; subjectivity becomes the catalyst of decolonisation.


Karen Barad (Meeting the Universe Halfway, 2007) rejects classical objectivity in favour of account-ability — the recognition of one’s material entanglement with the world. Paulo Freire (Pedagogy of the Oppressed, 1968/70) insists that real knowledge only arises from dialogue between conscious subjects — otherwise, education reproduces domination.


Against this backdrop, I act in this book as artist, activist and epistemic performer. Like an actor entering a stage, I step into a concrete experimental setup: – State-organised violence, – the economic machinery of exclusion, – the collapse of meaningful work.


I do not merely describe this world. I subject myself to it. I am both the observer and the observed. The experiment and the experimenter.


You may consider me the lab rat of systemic transformation — not a passive object, but a conscious actor demonstrating what happens when a human being is exposed to this world and resists it. I call this mode of inquiry third knowledge — a form of embodied epistemics that transcends the binary between raw experience and objectified data. It is not about observing from above or suffering from below, but about consciously dwelling within — exposing, sensing, enduring, and reflecting. A research practice rooted in the body as instrument and in the world as co-author. Neither raw experience, nor objective analysis, but a recursive, reflexive practice that reveals truths only available in lived contradiction.


I ask you, therefore, for the appropriate respect.


Because this work — this way of knowing — is not safe. It requires vulnerability. It traverses the fragile, the unresolved, the unhealed. It is painful. But it is necessary.


So follow me now into this experiment of provoked failure. Follow the traces of an attempted reinvention — of labour, of value, of relation. Learn from what I tried. Not because I succeeded, but because I endured.


And what you will find here may be richer, more alive, and more enduring than any catalogue of abstracted results that soon need revision.


Let’s skip the craving for certainty. Let us instead seek a living relationship with reality.
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In the summer of 2010, I stood in front of the Red Bull headquarters in Fuschl, Austria, and told the receptionist of Dietrich Mateschitz, one of the company’s co-founders, that I was planning to symbolically slaughter a bull in front of the assembled world press — a performative act intended to shock humanity into waking up. I presented my concept, placed the written outline on the desk, and left the global headquarters. Thus began an artistic intervention with Red Bull that would last several years.


What followed were days, weeks, months, even years in which the company oscillated between attempting to prevent me from enacting the performance — which they feared could mark the end of the brand — and engaging in surprisingly earnest dialogue about the future of the economy. Their aim: to appease me and buy time.


The entire initiative was protected under the constitutional right to artistic freedom. What unfolded was a volatile cycle of resistance, confrontation, anxiety, recognition and, at times, genuine conversation. An experimental set-up emerged: could a single artist, through symbolic intervention and semantic occupation of a brand totem, destabilise a capitalist giant?


Red Bull, a corporation whose power rests almost entirely on narrative and marketing, was genuinely unsettled. At one point, they even felt compelled to warn me that if I entered the company premises again uninvited, the Austrian anti-terror unit COBRA would intervene — despite my clear position as an artist.
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People today have forgotten that art can unleash this power — and only in dictatorships is it still known, which is why prisons are filled with artists as a precaution. The same goes for autistics, who have been responsible throughout human history for changes that those in power did not want. Many activists are autistic people with neurodivergent brains who can barely tolerate injustice. If you want to overcome the fake, you have to let the artists do their work.


Science or journalism — the levels of objective discourse — are powerful forces in the service of truth, but art creates immediacy, emotion, conflict and rupture. It transforms and nurtures through the new, not through reason or rationality. Art is often unpredictable. At the same time, it anticipates change. This anticipation is a powerful means of modulating and shaping social development processes.


I emphasise this because much of this book reveals the irrational power that became necessary and helpful at a point where science and journalism failed. Because sometimes it is not enough to write or report about something — for example, the destruction of the environment by capitalism — but it is necessary to enter the fault line as a whole person and not to comment on the conflict from the outside, but to express it from the inside in a way that clarifies, makes visible, and sharpens the discourse.


This technique, this profession, this craft makes it possible to negotiate conflicts directly with people on the ground and to initiate processes that can lead to change. Today, science knows a lot about the causes of right-wing radicalism — but I have provoked right-wing radicals for years, worked with them and against them, entangled them in a staging, presented them, involved them and tried to reintegrate them in order to not only make the status quo recognisable, but also to provide insight into ways of overcoming and healing hatred. This has a different quality and requires personal sacrifice — indeed, a deep faith in people.


I specialise in transformative processes using art, which can mean research as well as activism, therapy, or social coaching.


Over the past 20 years, I have therefore entered many companies as a labour researcher, worked without being asked, been thrown out — and yet continued to do “work” that was based on radically different values. Why did I do that? Because only this act of direct negotiation of alternative behaviour made invisible relationships, contradictions, alternatives and abysses between people and the economy visible.


It showed how corporations defend themselves violently against the recognition of alternative values and relevance — and what happens when individuals reintroduce these other values into the economy through provocation. When art is discussed, it is not from a distance, but from within.


Luc Boltanski & Ève Chiapello – The New Spirit of Capitalism (1999) – demonstrate that the capitalist system only absorbs alternative value logics as long as they are profitable – and uses institutional violence against actors who introduce radically different standards (solidarity, care) into the economy.


Stephen Duncombe & Steve Lambert – The Art of Activism (2021) – explain how artistic interventions in companies and public spaces work through performative provocation, they force organisations to negotiate previously repressed conflicts between people and the market.


Mierle Laderman Ukeles – Manifesto for Maintenance Art (1969/1997) – makes clear that the direct infiltration of alternative logics of activity (care, maintenance, welfare) into institutional structures exposes and challenges their hierarchical value systems.


Augusto Boal – Theatre of the Oppressed (1974/1993) – shows that only a “theatre practice in the melee” — i.e. performative action within the real architecture of power — reveals hidden dynamics of oppression; theatre at a distance merely confirms the status quo.


The Yes Men – Yes Men Fix the World (film & accompanying book, 2009) – document how infiltrative actions in corporations (Dow Chemical, Exxon) systematically expose alternative values and simultaneously make the rigid self-protection of profit-oriented organisations visible.


Nicolas Bourriaud – Relational Aesthetics (1998) – argues that artistic practice, which creates social relationships “in real” rather than representing them, disruptively transgresses the economic framework and thus not only observes but also practically negotiates how value can be redistributed.


For example, I applied for the position of director of the state TV channel ZDF as an unemployed person, in order to question the hierarchy of job allocation. That’s completely different from formulating studies on the future of work. I confronted countless millionaires and managers in letters and campaigns with questions and provocations aimed at gaining a broader understanding of value creation. At the same time, I tried to generate value in a broader sense and face up to complex responsibilities. I foresaw problems in the economy and reacted directly to them, as if I could change something, took the function of art and research seriously, and finally also became an activist — which is just another word for “manager of a transformation”.


For twenty years, I worked on real values and relevance, cultivated public discourse and visibly caused problems and scandals. That was my autistic special interest — my obsession. But none of this was suitable for earning money. The market didn’t want this enlightening, research-based work, because it turned value into something accessible to everyone. Because there were grievances to work on everywhere. But that was not in the interest of capitalism.


It would have shifted people’s needs from individual marketable products to sustainable, but initially more unwieldy and conflict-ridden solutions — which couldn’t be used to increase sales. Working on every conceivable relevance distributed the value across the board and thus stood in the way of value concentration.


So I showed how you could simply go into companies, creatively deconstruct them in order to create self-determined value that competed with the “substitute products”. Accordingly, I didn’t keep the jobs I had for very long. I was thrown out of everything.


But there was always the question: what actually constitutes appropriate, relevant work?


Of course, not everything is a substitute product — but this discourse around the question of “real relevance” or “real value” is generally not conducted within the automatisms and opportunism of jobs, which represents a distortion of reality.


This type of alternative value creation threatened the power and self-image of global corporations such as Red Bull — because my proposed destruction of the company through the public execution of a bull, as the symbol of the markets, with reference to the value of a statement such as: “The bull is dead, long live the freely co-creating human being”, could have been assumed to be far more significant, more relevant and more valuable than the stock market value of the company itself.


From the point of view of humanity — regardless of the poor bull, which of course I never wanted to kill — it would have been well worth wiping out a company like Red Bull through negative PR, in order to get a concise, ethically disruptive message into all the media. Suddenly, relevance became a moving commodity in the battle for power and influence on the one hand, and the need for people’s participation on the other. The question of self-empowerment was raised — the basis of a humane and fair redistribution of value and relevance.


I didn’t want to dominate — I wanted to facilitate the discourse.


As I said, I didn’t realise at the time that I was autistic. Autistic people see things with a rational clarity that often remains hidden to neurotypicals — and, in retrospect, my behaviour can also be explained by the fact that I followed blunt logic, not the conventions of a world increasingly comfortable with trivialising massive violence in order to keep the machine running.


Society’s response to the fact that I, as an artist and activist, worked for decades, mostly unpaid, on issues of “real value” (as a basis for discourse) — which can be justified as an absolute necessity according to Peter Singer’s ethics or Kant’s categorical imperative — was to punish me because I became impoverished as a result.


This checkmate situation is the reason why humane change almost always fails in our world. We give up as soon as something doesn’t promise money — because reward is equated with “right behaviour”. We do not realise enough that the fault might lie in the principle of reward itself.


Neurotypical people are very susceptible to rewards and the associated corruption through group pressure. Autistic people often don’t understand how you can be so weak as to allow yourself to be blackmailed by a reward into doing something that is fundamentally wrong.


Because in my neurodivergent mode of perception, according to Gibson, only an extremely narrow field of affordance opens up to me8 , in which that possibility of action in relation to and responsibility towards one’s own experience simply remains the only bodily-cognitively accessible option; any order to follow the mere monetary stimulus lies outside this afforded landscape and feels as unattainable to me as climbing on a smooth pane of glass.


Martin Luther King coined the term “creative maladjustment”. This refers to a refusal to adapt to problematic structures, as well as the attempt to use creativity to make conditions visible, and the willingness to make great personal sacrifices, such as poverty or marginalisation, as well as recognising a potential and actionable path to change. What I did was nothing else, in a mixture of conscious refusal and my neurodivergence, which I could not switch off, which forced me to see clearly the flaws of capitalism, as well as the associated violence against minorities, the ecosystem and people in general.


It is important for readers here to understand that the assumption that only paid work is real work is a fundamental misconception. Action and impact also take place beyond paid jobs. We as a society need to recognise the fact that there are people who happily work against injustice, even if they are not paid to do so, and the fact that they are not paid to do so does not mean that what they do is any less relevant or responsible. These people are also not crazy, or don’t want to conform, but for them not only the relevance of the problems they are working on is real, but also the pain associated with it, as well as recognising their own agency in working out a constructive solution to the problem. These people believe they can achieve, inspire, enable or co-create an alternative. So what I did may seem crazy to some. For me, it was a matter of life and death. Not just because I am autistic. I recognised a real solution for me in moving away from gainful employment, a necessity in order to achieve a much more fruitful and sustainable economy. What I did was, in my view, an economic development programme in search of authentic value.


But for many people out there, my actions seemed to be a betrayal of capitalist principles. Nothing is considered good if it doesn’t make money.


But that is objectively wrong, as this book makes clearer from chapter to chapter.


There is a certain amount of lying and deception inherent in capitalism, which constructs itself through simplifications and racism. My confrontations with corporations and the state became threatening precisely when I was able to show that the value claimed by the market was not real value (usually abbreviated or fabricated) — and that people devalued by the market can and must point out this fraud, if anything is ever to change.


And this act of pointing it out must be concrete and immediate — creative, direct, and enacted on the ground, in companies, in institutions, in government agencies.


It must involve naming and exposing the behaviour of specific individuals who use the lies of capitalism to devalue others.


The unemployed are not 100% worthless, nor are the rich 100% valuable.


Investigating this within life itself is very different from holding an academic discourse on global injustice. As an artist and activist, I did not allow myself to be dispossessed abstractly and from a distance, and certainly not by some indirect abstraction called “the market”.


I confronted those people who wanted to certify my worthlessness, and I confronted them with their lies — in institutions and in companies. At the same time, I tried to integrate them into the vision of a different way of working, and a different assessment of value, people and contribution. This included civil servants, public prosecutors, judges, millionaires, and politicians.


So I did not bow to the equation: “What doesn’t make money is worthless.”


Instead, I moderated a discourse — one I will elaborate on in the following chapters — that aimed at a world in which we would all have value.


Psychologically, this was extremely challenging, especially as my work was later even regarded by the state as a criminal offence.


This showed how capitalism translates fictitious debt — such as constructed wealth — into political categories of power, such as the criminalisation of the poor. Debt in an abstract and partially insane system becomes real debt. In Germany, as in many Western countries, there prevails a justice system that ideologically treats capitalism — the decisions of markets — as a legitimate court of law. Similar to a legal system shaped by religion.


No questions are asked about the complex causes of poverty. The injustice of poverty. As we will see later, this injustice is cancelled by German courts. The migrant is guilty. The marginalised person is guilty. The Black woman is guilty. The poor person is guilty. Because the market says so.


But what if someone is impoverished or made poor for legitimate and important reasons?


Does that automatically render their contribution worthless — as German case law repeatedly seems to suggest? No.


The question of value is highly individual, yet we answer it with a stereotypical system that does not care about individuals. But still: Why wasn’t I earning any money? Why didn’t I just look for a job? If my work wasn’t competitive, wasn’t that proof enough? Wasn’t I simply failing — and therefore, rightfully worthless?


A QUESTION OF RESPONSIBILITY


I am concerned with distinguishing two things: responsible action and gainful employment. These two do not belong to the same category — nor do they mean the same thing.


Yet if gainful employment is fundamentally presented as responsible action, and remuneration is used to frame it as “good” or “right,” then the actual question of responsibility in labour is no longer asked.


And that is a problem.


It means we abandon the millions of victims of the market — a form of symbolic violence.


It must therefore be clearly stated: Anyone who fails to ask whether economic behaviour is responsible — and instead implies responsibility through the rewarding of paid labour — is contributing to that violence.


Hannah Arendt, in The Human Condition (1958), draws a strict distinction between labour (a life-sustaining process) and action (a responsible, world-forming practice). Moral and political responsibility, she argues, does not arise from being paid, but from the effect of one’s actions within the shared world.


Frithjof Bergmann, in New Work, New Culture (2004), states that paid labour in industrial capitalism rarely equates to responsible action. Responsibility begins, rather, where people pursue meaningful, self-chosen tasks — regardless of pay.


Silvia Federici (Revolution at Point Zero, 2012) shows how the capitalist wage system systematically devalues care and reproductive labour, thereby obscuring the question of responsibility. Payment becomes a false seal of legitimacy.


Nancy Fraser (Fortunes of Feminism, 2013) argues that capitalist societies translate responsibility into monetary logic, thus silencing the “millions of victims of the market” whose essential contributions (e.g. care work) exist outside of wage structures.


From this perspective, there is hardly anything more urgent than to ask: Is this work being done responsibly — regardless of the pay?


In practice, however, we find people being forced to work in and for companies that do not want them, simply because the economic model compels everyone to act in terms of revenue, not in terms of the common good.


Karl Polanyi, in The Great Transformation (1944), shows that companies in liberal market regimes are systemically forced to prioritise profit over social considerations.


Those who resist this logic open up space for a different kind of social self-regulation beyond mere revenue.


André Gorz (Critique of Economic Reason, 1989) argues that turnover alone does not produce collective benefit — on the contrary, it generates ecological and social damage. Refusing to work within these parameters is therefore a legitimate strategy for introducing alternative value systems.


Given that the negative side effects of the growth imperative have long been well-documented and heavily criticised, people today face a stark choice:


Look away and go along — or face friction and conflict.


Kathi Weeks (The Problem with Work, 2011) sees refusal to work, when driven by utopian intent, as a democratising act. It disrupts corporate structures that equate “success” with turnover and opens the door to collective conversations about responsibility.


Such acts of deviation are neither wrong nor irresponsible. They are necessary. They constitute another form of work and contribution. We must begin to see refusal — when it is grounded in ethical intention and collective responsibility — as legitimate, even valuable.


James C. Scott (Weapons of the Weak, 1985) interprets small-scale acts of resistance and non-cooperation not as irrational behaviour, but as forms of social self-defence against market forces that ignore human consequences.


Giorgos Kallis (Degrowth, 2018) reminds us that rising turnover is no guarantee of well-being. He sees deliberately provoked frictions — from strikes to “slow work” — as necessary strategies for realigning the economy with the bigger picture, not with growth metrics.


My task as an artist is not to offer simple solutions. Nor should it be — not if we take art, or science, seriously. The purpose is to mature the relationship with reality.


The question of performance and relevance is one of the greatest misunderstandings in modern economics — because only what is rewarded monetarily is seen as relevant.


But in a time of climate collapse, ecological degradation and social crisis, nothing could be more urgent than the question: How can we act responsibly — appropriately — in the face of this situation? Gainful employment is not the answer to the question of survival. We will not solve the world’s problems by dutifully doing our jobs. Intelligence, responsibility, empathy — these happen elsewhere today. Why are we not acting, but only working? That is the question.


MAKING INJUSTICE VISIBLE


Nature offers us countless colours — blue, red, yellow, green, and all the shades in between. Now imagine a thought experiment: humanity is divided into colour-coded groups, each representing certain talents or dispositions. The collective goal is to produce violet. The task is to solve this challenge within a “free market” — but payment is only possible in colours, or through prostitution.


In this set-up, blue and red — which can mix to form violet — begin to trade actively. Green and yellow, however, can’t contribute to the goal directly and must rely on prostitution to survive.


So I ask: Who does more? Who acts responsibly? Isn’t the activity of blue and red itself the root of injustice? And how is this “performance” reflected in prosperity?


What sounds absurd here is the daily reality of our economic system: people are excluded, devalued, prevented from contributing — not because they are unwilling, but because they were born with the “wrong colour,” and production has been narrowly defined. They are assigned a single value — or none at all. The world is made smaller, and this shrinking is then called growth.


In economic theory, it is often argued that what asserts itself in the market is what is relevant. But as my work shows — and as we’ll explore in later chapters — market relevance is not a goal but a tool: a tool for legitimising one-sided value hierarchies.


Capitalist “value” is not discovered — it is constructed.


Mariana Mazzucato (The Value of Everything, 2018) shows how political and economic power defines what counts as value — financial return is declared supreme, while social contribution is ignored.


David Harvey (A Brief History of Neoliberalism, 2005) argues that “market relevance” is mostly a cover story for accumulating capital in one direction — a permanent con game for anyone not coded in the right colours.


From this logic flows the daily permission for division, exclusion, marginalisation and exploitation. Why? Because growth is defined without higher purpose, without wisdom. The capitalist system intentionally seeks asymmetry.


Thomas Piketty (Capital and Ideology, 2019) shows how value hierarchies have always been arbitrarily defined by those who already hold wealth — what they benefit from is called “growth”, no matter how small its actual utility.


This is the paradox faced by the working person today: A market that proclaims “value” while defining it arbitrarily. And individuals who live in a web of meaning they cannot ignore — especially those of us with neurodivergent structures and heightened sensitivity to systemic contradiction. Responsible action is a category hijacked by capitalism. But it must be removed from the market and reclaimed in other terms.


Kate Raworth (Doughnut Economics, 2017) shows how market logic narrows the frame of production until social and ecological colours fall out of the picture. Growth becomes “success” when it destroys life-supporting cycles.


Yet those with the “wrong colours” are still part of the system. They work. They contribute. But their contributions are devalued — not because they lack worth, but because they don’t fit the competition’s terms.


I’m not just referring to access to education. I mean the entire structure of personality and desire — the diversity of relevance itself. When society dismisses this, it loses not only fairness, but also innovation and imagination. The result? Populism thrives in a thinned-out human ecosystem.


The market commissions only what can be paid. And those who pay define what matters. That is a structure of division — a strategy to concentrate profits through devaluation.


Capitalism sets up false incentives. It legitimises itself by pretending that performance and money are one and the same.


But this performance exists only within a distorted competition — one that erases the fact that equality of opportunity doesn’t exist and cannot exist under these conditions. Because if everyone contributes in one way or another, then a fair measure would reveal a kind of relative equivalence — which would make high profits impossible.


What’s lost here is the creative soil of society: The subjective seed of each person’s attempt to survive and contribute. If this seed is blocked, ignored, or excluded, we burn our collective resources. People are still used. Exploited. But they are formally excluded from the pyramid of performance — in order to legitimise their destruction.


In Radical Worker, I showed how the benefits of diversity only become visible when a certain density of diversity is reached. A half-dead ecosystem doesn’t showcase diversity — it showcases decay. That’s where we are.


We no longer recognise that the “failure of the poor” is not personal, but systemic. Capitalism even benefits from this failure. Power requires wealth, and wealth is created most effectively not by equal contributions, but by strategic inequality. It works by assigning arbitrary value to certain forms of labour and zero to others — not by merit, but by control.


And here’s the final trick: There is no serious method in economics to measure equality of opportunity. Because it’s too complex. And the goalposts are already rigged. Equality in terms of what? If success is already narrowly defined as financial gain, then equal opportunity is excluded from the start.


Amartya Sen (Development as Freedom, 1999) points out that almost all economic indicators are monetary — and thus ignore the real freedoms (capabilities) of human lives.


John Roemer (Equality of Opportunity, 1998) shows that even where models exist, there is no agreed empirical framework to measure equal starting positions.


Joseph Stiglitz (The Price of Inequality, 2012) writes that credit systems function on the fiction of equal opportunity, while structural poverty is concealed under numbers.


Saskia Sassen (Expulsions, 2014) speaks of a modern economy that systematically expels certain groups from the canon of value.


Pierre Bourdieu & Jean-Claude Passeron (Reproduction, 1977) show how education and cultural capital reproduce inequality while claiming meritocracy.


Elizabeth Anderson (Private Government, 2017) reminds us that the firm acts as a private authority, and that market outcomes are then interpreted as personal choice — erasing structural injustice.


A bank that seizes your home does not ask about the injustice of poverty. It follows the rules of a system that pretends equality, while arbitrarily declaring human beings worthless — because the economic lottery dealt them a losing hand.


This form of structural devaluation — hidden, quiet, daily — is what makes exploitation efficient. It raises profits by narrowing the field of recognition.


Heather Boushey (Unbound, 2019) shows how this process increases profits for the few by constraining value creation to selective indicators and externalising the rest — a dynamic that requires exploitation to sustain itself.


85% of autistic people9 on the planet are without earned income because society discriminates against them and does not understand their difference. By pushing us out of the market in the same way that women or black people were and still are discriminated against, this enables a concentration of values among the privileged. At the same time, the reality and world do not become part of the economy and society that would be reflected in our particular way of working.


And here comes the crux of the matter. Because relevance is often arbitrary, as is the question of profit and loss, the market must find other explanations for the failure of others that do not call into question the logic of the structures of a claimed performance of the privileged. This is why in the discourses of society we often do not discuss the abuse of power in the market, but racism towards the poor. They have failed because they have that skin colour, are lazy or stupid. Stigmatisation is a compelling means of maintaining the logic according to which some have a lot and others have little or nothing. There is no capitalism without racism. Otherwise, capitalism would be in considerable need of explanation, because paid gainful employment is something completely different from responsible action, let alone fair distribution. They can take place together, but gainful employment in its legitimisation processes also manages completely without responsibility and justice, and that is a major problem for us all.


Cedric J. Robinson — Black Marxism: The Making of the Black Radical Tradition (1983) shows that capitalism has operated as “racial capitalism” since its beginnings, i.e. that it makes racial difference a prerequisite for its accumulation; there is no variant of capitalist development that can do without systemic racisms. Ruth Wilson Gilmore — Golden Gulag: Prisons, Surplus, Crisis, and Opposition in Globalizing California (2007) — analyses how economic over-accumulation in California was solved by a racialised prison economy: Profit logic requires institutional violence that primarily affects Black and Latinx people — a lesson in the indissoluble alliance of capital and racism. Nancy Fraser — “Expropriation and Exploitation in Racialized Capitalism” (Critical Historical Studies, 2016) — points out that conventional models of exploitation fail to recognise the permanent intertwining of capitalist value creation with racist dispossession; without the “non-equality” of the races, the economic chain of legitimation would collapse.


So if supply and demand decide my work as an artist and human rights activist, then this is not a decision about the relevance of my work, but about the relevance of the colour I represent, in a game in which many colours are devalued in advance so that high one-sided profits can be made for a few. The value of art and culture, for example, is largely excluded from the market, partly because the contexts of the meaning and relevance of art are largely concealed from the population, to name just one example. People have been trained to have certain needs for self-determination and freedom because the model of gainful employment is not only one of graduated devaluation, but also one of learning renunciation and self-restraint in the interests of others who have the power to reward you. The worker who has been worked to the bone in this way, who can only spend his evenings in front of the television, has been withdrawn from the market of supply and demand for art and culture in a way that undermines the livelihood of creative artists. Supply and demand cannot therefore be regarded as an objective variable, but must be seen in terms of their power and manipulability. If you claim that art is actually worth less, you have to put up with the question of what is supposed to be of greater value to society in terms of the wealth of the billionaires? Yes, more jobs are being created, but the “what for” is not a negligible question when it comes to the question of value. A world without culture is like a world without food. This can be scientifically illustrated in detail. UNESCO — Culture: Urban Future (Global Report, 2016) The study states that cultural participation is “a prerequisite for human well-being”; cities that neglect culture have measurably poorer health, safety and cohesion indicators. WHO — What is the Evidence on the Role of the Arts in Improving Health and Well-being? (2019) The systematic evaluation of over 3,000 studies shows that cultural activities (music, literature, dance, theatre) have similar preventive effects to primary nutrition or exercise interventions; culture is explicitly considered a “health asset” here. Amartya Sen — Identity and Violence (2006) — points out that “cultural deprivation” restricts human capabilities in the same way as physical malnutrition; without a variety of opportunities for expression and meaning, societies become “cognitively malnourished”. Richard Florida — The Rise of the Creative Class (2002/2019) — uses regional data to show that cultural infrastructure generates productivity and innovation-promoting effects that are economically comparable to the provision of material resources. Martha C. Nussbaum — Not for Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanities (2010) — argues that cultural and aesthetic education is as essential to human emotional and moral development “as protein is to the body”; democracies that cut back on culture risk social degeneration.


The despair of many people in poverty is also based on the irrationality of their condition, in that it is made impossible for them to become self-determined participants in a market with what they contribute in their difference. Instead, they are supposed to devalue themselves, to stop recognising their contribution in a logical and meaningful context and instead adopt the view of a domination that wants to force them into jobs in which they inevitably lose the connection between action and reality, as well as self-confidence, in order to exchange integrity for monetary reward. This does not apply to all those in paid work, but often staggers from the bottom to the top. This may sound extreme, but today we know far too little about the diversity of needs, talents and contexts that actually exist or why nature produces people with certain deviating abilities. “Did Autism Help Drive Human Evolution?” — Wired magazine, feature by Penny Spikins (2017) — summarises paleoarchaeological findings and states that the role of autistic traits in collective survival is “only beginning to be explored” — an indicator of the persistent lack of knowledge about natural cognitive diversity. People like autistic people or those with other natural deviations from the norm are more than relevant for the continued existence of humanity. Humans are one of the few creatures that are not born with a genetically predefined labour requirement. We are not worker bees. However, this diversity of possibilities collides with a market that does not explain itself and instead produces myths. James Suzman — Work: A History of How We Spend Our Time (2020) explains that humans — unlike “eusocial specialists” such as bees or ants — are born without a genetically defined task profile; our work roles are culturally negotiated, not biologically prescribed. Richard Wrangham — The Goodness Paradox (2019) Wrangham emphasises that Homo sapiens remains evolutionarily flexible through combinations of behaviour and tasks, while many animal species have fixed, heritable divisions of labour; this plasticity often clashes with economic systems that enforce rigid roles. This indoctrination against the diversity of free choices in labour, which is imposed on the lower classes in particular, destroys their souls and robs society of some of its complexity and alternative solutions. I am therefore concerned here with a fight against the eradication of those who do not fit, because it seems that they have to be eradicated, that they want to be eradicated in order to narrow the market in such a way that high one-sided profits are possible. But we urgently need this diversity in order to create a market that functions like an ecosystem and thinks about the bigger picture. External control is a problem because it leads to opportunistic and democratically immature behaviour. Deviation is needed so that relevance no longer arbitrarily follows the pure increase in turnover, which reaches the whole of society less and less via trickle-down.


So the question here is what work and contribution actually are. How do we measure the relevance of contribution? What is impact? What is the actual goal of an economy? In relation to what?


Is it not just as conceivable that the labour of an individual, without a salary, can become many times more valuable in real terms than the turnover of a corporation? Could it not be that the poor carry within them a knowledge that can help them to understand the reality of this society more comprehensively?


Society, the market, politics — which is simply fraud — consider it perfectly consistent that “Speed’s work”, as I self-deprecatingly and subjectivisingly call it in this book, has no value whatsoever. Simply because it doesn’t finance me. But this criterion in itself says nothing about objective value, objective relevance or even impact. A great deal of work has gone into my research work over the decades and, I would argue, a great deal of value and insight.


In the following chapters, I would like to show how powerful a way of working can be that doesn’t give a damn about rewards and instead focuses intrinsically on genuine, self-experienced relevance and the ability to relate. Because I see this as a key to bringing work and responsibility into a real and new context that can help us all. Especially in view of the development of AI and robotics.


I did this work for twenty years and demanded an answer from society as to why the value of my contribution remained unacknowledged—when it was so painfully obvious that capitalism was not expanding but rather constraining human potential. Not just physically, but existentially—threatening the very idea of humanity beyond mere survival.


Every single day, capitalism denies millions of activists, committed individuals, and artists a fair income, thereby devaluing their labour against all reason. The difference between those who believe in capitalism and myself is this: they assume that this is where the discussion ends. If someone is impoverished, they are considered worthless—unworthy of being heard. But I saw—and continue to see—the opening, perhaps because of my neuronal divergence, that this paradox—of real value paired with monetary worthlessness—must be exposed. It must resonate. It must have consequences. Anything else would dissolve the very foundation of a life-sustaining society.


Injustice must not remain without consequence. Otherwise, we abandon everything that protects life.


So what would happen if I simply continued? If I kept on doing this kind of care work—even at the cost of poverty? How long could one still claim that this work had no value? After one year? Two? Ten? What would society do with the growing paradox: refusing to pay me, even as it becomes increasingly clear—through the work itself, through this book—that what I was doing was ethically right and of immense value? At the very least, just as valuable as the work of the man in the bank or the woman in management.


The logic of reward and punishment, as discussed earlier, persists in our economy under the guise of realism. But today, more than ever, both state and society are trapped in a double bind—a paradox they refuse to resolve:




	The economy sustains life.


	The economy destroys the environment, the Global South, women, children—and people as such.





My work has become a manifestation of this conflict, and perhaps a long overdue basis for public discourse. More and more people no longer wish to remain in gainful employment. They see the cracks, the contradictions. They long for meaning and coherence. The work presented here offers a possible path—at the very least, it fuels the conversation.


Yet very few are willing to go that far. That, too, may soon change.


Gallup — State of the Global Workplace 2024 — reports that only 21% of employees worldwide are “engaged”, while 62% have internally resigned; in the UK, the engagement rate is as low as 10%. Business Insider (2025) — “Employees are sick and tired of engagement surveys”. A US-wide survey shows that 66% of employees believe their feedback leads to “little to no” improvement — an indicator of deep-rooted dissatisfaction with paid work. ADP Research Institute — People at Work 2024: A Global Workforce View -In a sample of 34,000 employees in 18 countries, more people report dissatisfaction with pay than with any other workplace factor; at the same time, “pay” ranks among the top 3 priorities (55%) for the fourth time in a row. Pew Research Center — “How Americans View Their Jobs” (2024 update) — Only 50% of US workers describe themselves as “extremely or very satisfied”; 12% are “not at all” or “somewhat” satisfied, and the remaining 38% are in between, marking a broad middle block of latent dissatisfaction.
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I wasn’t always this non-conformist. It developed gradually, in countless small steps. For most of my life, I worked as a precariously employed, bothersome creative with a conscience—someone who, for example, tried to talk to advertising agency clients about the psychological and societal damage caused by advertising. Even then, the autistic person emerged—the one who cannot simply ignore lies or contradictions. I’ve always struggled with the status quo. After all, I was autistic without knowing it, and I was a migrant. I always experienced the world as an outsider. I tried to adapt, of course, but the more I adapted, the more clearly I saw the structural problems in our economic and cultural systems.


Autistic people detect patterns—and within them, they perceive what’s wrong. This can be seen in countless projects I’ve tried to realise over the past 30 years. For instance, I was once asked to design an innovation centre for humanity on the highest mountain in Sardinia—until I discovered the commission had come from the mafia. It turned out to be a front for a land speculation scheme: I had been used to obtain demolition permits for a radio station under the guise of a humanitarian initiative. My intention to create something meaningful kept running into hard economic interests. Over and over again.


And so I came to see this not as coincidence, but as a systemic feature of capitalism itself. I wanted to understand why markets destroyed so many good intentions while claiming—falsely—that whatever prevailed was by definition “better.” Objectively speaking, this wasn’t true at all. George A. Akerlof and Robert J. Shiller – Phishing for Phools (2015) – show how markets systematically favour inferior products when they yield greater profit margins. Joseph E. Stiglitz – Freefall (2010) – demonstrates that unregulated markets sabotage good intentions, even when the results are collectively worse. Karl Polanyi – The Great Transformation (1944) – traces the devastation caused by belief in self-regulating markets. Ha-Joon Chang – 23 Things They Don’t Tell You About Capitalism (2010) – unpacks how inferior technologies often dominate for non-rational reasons. Mariana Mazzucato – The Entrepreneurial State (2013) – reminds us that transformative innovation came not from markets, but from long-term state investment.


So I realised: once money was involved, the intention to do something good often led to the opposite. The market, untethered from conscience, corrupted almost everything. I experienced the same thing the philosopher Nikolaj Schultz described in Landkrank (2023) —how deeply we are entangled in monstrous systems the moment we “just do our jobs” and stay silent.


I wanted to understand this more deeply. To find a way out. Even when I occasionally led workshops or coaching sessions in large companies—ineffectively, because of my autism—I sincerely wanted to change something. It was always about people. About labour. And still, I was used as an alibi: a fig leaf to suggest change while the structures remained untouched. I was blocked at every level. And I saw that many people felt the same way. But hardly anyone said it out loud. Why?


Once, I destroid a major opening conference in Italy. I was the keynote speaker. Italian television was present. But on stage, I failed —stood in silence, confused everyone, sabotaged the million-euro project—and declared that my failure was the more important process of transformation.


I wanted to confront powerful families—Porsche, Plattner, Quandt—with the relativity of their wealth. I once offered Josef Ackermann, head of Deutsche Bank, a deal: I’d search for his soul in exchange for a million euros. These were not stunts. They were invitations to necessary conversations about the economy’s fundamental contradictions.
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