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Chapter Three 
 

Citizens of the world?1 

 

 

A pillar in the desert 
 

... thrice ten years, 

Thrice multiplied by superhuman pangs, 

In hungers and in thirsts, fevers and cold, 

In coughs, aches, stitches, ulcerous throes and cramps, 

A sign betwixt the meadow and the cloud, 

 

Patient on this tall pillar I have borne 

Rain, wind, frost, heat, hail, damp, and sleet, and snow... 

(Tennyson, 1833, ll.10-16). 

 

Thus far, we have been considering the absent or unseated or un-housed individual as 

a problematic or dismissed figure in the mind of the in-group and exploring how 

conceptualisations of this figure develop over time and how the attitude and approach 

of the in-group changes accordingly. Our focus now shifts to how the excluded 

monadic outsider experiences the figure of the in-group and the varying extent of his 

identification with the scattered membership of the out-group. We are building here on 

the group dynamic theories of Wilfred Bion (1961), S.H. Foulkes (1948) and their 

followers and their shared insight that none of us find group membership 

straightforward: that there are universal complexities at play in the myriad 

manifestations of group membership and multiple ways of managing the tension 

between the claim to a group identity and the assertion of individuality. 

 

In many forms of structured group activity, there is an apparently clear idea of who is 

or is not a member, and this idea is itself one of the forces that structures the group 

activity in question. In such a group, the designated group leader, on behalf of an in-

group, will leave one or more empty chairs around the table or in the circle, in order to 

signal the absence of a particular person. The chair in effect comes to represent the 

absent member: this is to say, the group comes to feel that the absentee has placed the 

chair, in order that he may be symbolically represented. Other members, when referring 

to the absentee, will often nod in the direction of the chair, as though somehow 

including him in the conversation. In this sense, the chair represents or substitutes for 

the absentee’s presence in the circle and can be seen as a kind of gloss upon or a 

dismissal of possible ways of recognising and understanding the reality of his absence. 

 

The in-group establishes the norm from which the group deviates (Foulkes, 1948), 

through a tacit acceptance that the absent member is symbolically present in the empty 

chair despite his insistence on being absent. Emergent ambivalent or hostile feelings 

towards the person whose presence the chair has thus far represented are kept under 

the radar of the group and so are slower to find expression. After all, the in-group, 

consisting of those regularly present, feels that it knows where he is (as though to say 

‘we know where you live – we can come after you if we need to’). However, if he 

persists in being absent a second or a third time and his ‘alibi’ – his status of 

absenteeism and ‘elsewhere-ness’ – starts to feel unclear or suspect, then the idea 
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quickly develops that he has fallen off, thrown himself off or been thrown off the edge 

of the world of the group. He is felt to have become ‘un-housed’.  

 

The chair, increasingly provocatively, now has come to represent his absence in the 

circle; and not only this, but also his giving of offence to the group by seeming to 

disdain it. Taking up this offensiveness, there follows a dismissal or denial of the 

possibility that he is taking up his membership by not being present and a gulf begins 

to open up. He is now not merely absent but has become wilfully absent. Although he 

does remain a member, at least formally speaking, it is clear that he has transgressed; 

even if, or especially if, the nature of the transgression is not clear. His apparent 

insistence, therefore, on taking up his membership of the group by declining to attend, 

comes in turn to be experienced as a kind of anti-social refusal to attend.  

 

The group leader, as representative of the normative values of the group, attempts to 

re-engage the absentee by means of various more or less coercive ‘outreaching’ 

techniques: a phone call, a letter, the offer of an individual meeting, the assertion of a 

deadline for returning. These various kinds of intervention are generally mandated by 

the group. The more authoritarian interventions are mandated even in situations where 

we might perceive that the absentee has been covertly (unconsciously) authorised by 

the group to enact something on their behalf;2 the gentler ones, in turn, even if the 

absentee has become the semi-consciously designated scapegoat for the group, or is 

experienced as a bully – or has become the (pitied) identified patient.  

 

However, sometimes his absence – and the tension in the in-group in relation to his 

absence – is prolonged beyond the capacity of the group (or the leader) to tolerate. The 

group’s desire to ‘re-member’ the absentee, to bring him back in from the cold and into 

conformity with the group norm (in this case, that the acceptable way to take up 

membership is to be present) is exhausted and the endeavour relinquished. Any residual 

sympathy has then to be disavowed, perhaps in order that the ‘in-group’ can overlook 

the possibility that his absence was at least in some part a very justifiable response to 

a pre-existing tendency to relate to him as ‘not properly joining in’ in the first place. 

 

We would see this as a manifestation of a difficulty of the group and its failure to 

accommodate, rather than a difficulty in the troublesome individual. However, all too 

often this psycho-social problem does become located in the individual and is 

experienced by the established membership of the in-group as a problem of and for the 

absent individual to manage. The difficulty is (dis-)located in the individual member 

by imagining the refusal to take up a place to be his difficulty rather than a difficulty 

of the group. The absent individual’s membership is then actively revoked and he is 

evicted, or deemed to have forfeited his place; the ‘chair’ is removed and the absentee 

is un-seated. Consigned to the out-group, he then becomes the disavowed, un-housed 

and dis-membered ‘other’. 

 

Whether at the family/small group or the macro socio-political level, it is the 

examination of these psycho-social processes of inclusion/exclusion that is at the heart 

and soul of this text.  

 

****************** 
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We would like now to revisit these dynamics using a vignette from another very old 

(hi)story; and this story is perhaps more about a ‘holy fool’ than a Diogenesque ‘street 

philosopher’ (Kociejowski, 2016). The ascetic early Christian saint, Simeon the Elder, 

was born around the end of the fourth century CE in Sis or Sisan, now the Turkish town 

of Kozan in Anatolia (roughly 400 miles due south from Diogenes' hometown of 

Sinop). Simeon converted to Christianity in early adolescence and withdrew to a 

monastery aged sixteen; but his practices of extreme, almost suicidal asceticism 

(starvation, prolonged sleeplessness, self-mutilation, hiding in snake- or scorpion-

infested hollows) disturbed his fellow monks beyond even their own considerable 

endurance (Kociejowski, 2016, pp. 259-278).  

 

Simeon therefore sought a more complete retreat from the world. He found it atop a 

pillar of rock in Taladah, near Aleppo in the north-eastern corner of Syria. He became 

not a pithos-dweller but the founder of a long tradition of pillar-dwelling hermits 

known as the Stylites (derived from the Greek stylos, meaning pillar). The remains of 

Simeon Stylites’ pillar still stand today, although the site was bombed in 2016, during 

the Syrian Civil War, by Russian warplanes. Gibbon in his Decline and Fall of the 

Roman Empire (1781) reports: 

 

In this last and lofty station, the Syrian Anachoret resisted the heat of thirty 

summers, and the cold of as many winters … He sometimes prayed in an erect 

attitude, with his outstretched arms in the figure of a cross, but his most familiar 

practice was that of bending his meagre skeleton from the forehead to the feet; 

and a curious spectator, after numbering twelve hundred and forty-four 

repetitions, at length desisted from the endless account (Gibbon, 1781, Vol. 3, 

Chapter XXXVII, Part II). 

 

Simeon Stylites, meditating upon a pillar of rock in the desert, gives every appearance 

of having nothing to do with any kind of group experience. He would appear to be the 

paradigmatic exception to the poet’s rule that no man may be ‘an island, entire of itself’ 

(Donne, 1624, p. 103). Yet he seems to be defining himself as an ascetic isolate in 

relation to a societal grouping (in this case, the entire world) whose values he rejects. 

He ostensibly denies his membership of that in-group, but in his praxis of pursuing his 

monadic, hermit lifestyle, he cannot but express his membership of the societal group 

upon which his continuing corporeal existence depends. Even atop his tallest pillar – 

supposed to have been as much as fifty feet high – there were still ladders up which 

disciples might approach him, or pulleys in order that he might winch up food to sustain 

him; just as Diogenes in his barrel also relied on alms for his day to day survival. 

Simeon depended upon the visiting populace to provide those foodstuffs, even as he 

was daunted and disheartened by their intrusion upon his meditations. Simeon Stylites 

on his pillar, like Diogenes in his barrel, ‘cannot help being a member of a group’ 

(Bion, 1961, p. 131). Neither figure is any less a member of the societal group, any less 

‘a piece of the continent, a part of the main’ (Donne, 1624, p. 103) than anyone else.  

 

Simeon Stylites’ pursuit of a mystical, solitary and uninterrupted relation to his God 

can be seen as an extended study in necessary interdependence and the limits of 

autonomy in a social world infused with reciprocal dynamics of repudiation and 

longing. His first attempt to retreat from the world fell foul of societal normativity even 

in a community so small and austere as that particular monastery within whose walls 

and practices he sought refuge. His subsequent early attempts at living and pursuing 
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his devotions as a hermit were beleaguered by crowds of worshippers eager to enter 

the presence of a reputed miracle worker. Just as Diogenes needed the crowds of the 

agora, even if only to harangue them, Simeon on his pillar needed the throngs of 

worshippers milling around him in the desert sands, even if only to show them the error 

of their ways. The religious authorities, like some ancient Care Quality Commission, 

sent delegations to ascertain his obedience ratings. His autonomy, in short, was 

compromised by his societal membership just as much as was, for example and by way 

of contrast, the then Eastern Roman Emperor Theodosius II (who is known to have 

deferred to Simeon’s teachings and once sent bishops to try to talk him down from his 

pillar to receive medical help – Simeon of course was having none of it and stayed 

where he was).  

 

Both Diogenes and Simeon position themselves in relation to a societal in-group or, in 

our contemporary terms a system of care, by finding that the only place they can take 

their stand is at the very edge of it. Both men endured, to the last, unimaginable 

hardships, with immense self-discipline.3 Both men, also, were parrhesiastes 

(Foucault, 1983), giving of their caustic wisdom indifferently to the Imperial great as 

to the lowly – and both men earned and built what trust came their way by virtue of 

their truth-telling. The in-group might move either to (re-)incorporate them or to 

rescind their formal membership, by excommunication, exile, execution, or some other 

similar technological means – but not, it would appear, on terms that the member thus 

coaxed, coerced or dis-membered would feel the need to recognise as valid. There is 

an impasse: the irresistible force has met with the immovable object. To explore the 

nature of this impasse more deeply, we need to go back to Diogenes, and to his famous 

claim to be a ‘citizen of the cosmos’ (Navia, 2005, p. 233 n.97). 

 

Metropolitan lines and Cosmopolitan circles 
 

To the question, “Where do you come from?” [Diogenes’] reply was “I am a 

citizen of the world” (Diogenes Laertius 6.63; Navia, 2005, p. 219). 

 

In these stories we are re-narrating around what we are calling the Diogenes Paradigm, 

we hope it is possible now to discern a thematic progression. We begin with the 

conventional hierarchical relationship between power and powerlessness and its 

correlation with the dynamics of shame, shaming and shamelessness. We note the 

humiliating interdependency that can obtain between the powerful and the powerless 

(in Hegelian terms, the master-slave dialectic (Hegel, 1807: see Chapter Four);4 and 

then we explore the creativity inherent in the possible inversion and subversion of these 

relationships and in the flattening of the hierarchy that is at their core.  

 

None of Diogenes’ purported writings have survived but this claim to be a ‘citizen of 

the world’, which has been attributed to him, marks him as the originator of the term 

‘cosmopolitan’. He makes this claim, and when he tells Alexander to kindly step out 

of his light, he is not ‘merely’ being a nuisance or offering some random provocation. 

He has a coherent critique of the societal world as he finds it: a critique which is 

condensed in some of the epigrams attributed to him, but which is most clearly 

expressed in his praxis of seeking always to speak truths equally to the dogs, to the 

living gods and to, all who would exercise their power without noticing the extent to 

which they are privileged in their self- or other-appointed positioning (see also 

Stevenson, 2020).  
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Alexander stands in the centre of – and embodies and epitomises – the dominant socio-

political structure of the Ancient Greek system of city-states, the metropoles of Athens, 

Sparta, Corinth, Thebes, Syracuse, Rhodes and a thousand or so others. This system is 

no mere historical footnote, as its direct descendant is the ‘Westphalian’ State, equal 

with all other States, irrespective of size, and exercising absolute and exclusive 

sovereignty over its own territory.5 It is also the structure that scaffolds the definitory 

activity of the in-group: its claimed authority to confer citizenship to some whilst 

denying this privilege to others. To delineate this boundary of inclusion, to draw a 

Metropolitan line, as the city-state did – a geographical boundary, and a psycho-social 

boundary within it of citizenship – is also to place people outside of it; to exclude them 

and deny them. 

 

Alexander takes up that Metropolitan authority in his offer to Diogenes to come back 

in. ‘Alexander’ – that is to say, the figure of Alexander in our paradigm – represents 

the power and the assumption of the power of inclusion of the in-group, as well as the 

ambiguous offer of the societal system of care to those whom it has, in one way or 

another, excluded. “Join me”, we might imagine him saying, “leave your barrel and 

come in from the cold, and various provisions of housing, welfare and education that 

are in my gift, shall become yours by right”. Beneath his apparent generosity and good 

intentions (tacitly but openly backed by overwhelming force), he takes as axiomatic 

the legitimacy of the dividing line between a citizen and a non-citizen, and his own 

authority to draw that line as between those allowed to contribute to affairs of state and 

those who are disallowed. He is sovereign in this matter, as in all matters. 

 

Alexander’s ‘Metropolitan’ vision is of a unified world, pacified by his enlightened 

leadership and patronage, with the boundary line demarcating only unconquered 

territory or terrorised enclaves (Agamben’s ‘states of exception’ (Agamben, 2003). 

Indeed, such was Alexander’s omnipotence that, according to Plutarch (1st Century 

CEa), when he saw the breadth of his domain he said to have wept because there were 

no more kingdoms to conquer. Channelling Metropolitan power, the figure of 

Alexander does not question the structural violence he embodies or the discourses of 

aggression, conquest, pillage and enslavement that underpin this world view because 

his world view, militarily, politically and ideologically, is not merely the right one: it 

is the only one. Might is right and right is mighty. 

 

This assumption of absolute authority is exemplified in the story of how Alexander 

responded to the challenge of the ‘Gordian knot’. Gordium was of old the capital of 

Phrygia, not far from what is now the Turkish capital city of Ankara. The Gordian knot 

was made of cornel-bark and had been used to tie a chariot to a yoke outside the palace. 

Rather like the Arthurian legend of Excalibur embedded in the rock, it was supposed 

that no man could loosen it – but that anyone who succeeded in doing so would rule all 

Asia. Alexander gathered a large audience to witness him making the attempt but found 

the knot too intricate for the puzzle to be solved and so took his sword to it in order to 

avoid losing face. He thus bypassed the problem instead of solving it; but given that 

this was Alexander (and he was still holding his sword), all present prudently agreed 

that this was a satisfactory fulfilment of the prophecy (Lane Fox, 2004, pp. 149-151).6 

 

In this ruthless aspect Alexander anticipates the assumption of divinity by the Roman 

emperors and Western European monarchs that followed him. His campaigns of 
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conquest are also the forerunners of the rampages of the ecocidal neoliberals of late 

capitalism. In late modernity, the Metropolitan wielding of the power of the boundary-

maker draws less distinct, more abstract lines than the rivers or mountain ranges or city 

walls of ancient times, but what gets left outside and excluded are what Naomi Klein 

(2015) calls the ‘sacrificial zones’ of ecologically devastated sites and populations. 

 

It is therefore perhaps profoundly disconcerting for Alexander to encounter Diogenes; 

for the figure of Diogenes in our paradigm, standing for the socially excluded and 

psycho-socially traumatised ‘outsider’, does not recognise Alexander’s ‘greatness’, nor 

even his Sovereign authority. Diogenes is determinedly unimpressed – although he 

does recognise Alexander the man. In Fielding's imagined dialogue: 

 

ALEXANDER: ... dost thou not know us?  

DIOGENES: I cannot say I do: but by the number of thy attendants, by the 

splendour of thy habit; but, above all, by the vanity of thy appearance, and the 

arrogance of thy speech, I conceive thou mayst be Alexander the son of Philip 

(Fielding, 1743). 

 

Diogenes knows only that Alexander has the power to undo that which he offers – to 

unhouse him once more, if the whim should move him or the wind should turn. 

Disdainful of that power to wield force, Diogenes denies Alexander authority and in 

the process asserts what later takes the shape of a ‘Cosmopolitan’ counter-claim: he 

has the status of ‘a citizen of the world’ (kosmopolites: for an extended analysis of the 

dynamics between Cosmopolitan and Metropolitan ways of seeing the world, see 

Pelletier, 2011). Diogenes’ proclamation is of a wider circle that entirely surrounds and 

contains Alexander’s Metropolitan power; his own ‘proper place’, to borrow the 

Platonic notion (Plato, 4th century BCE), is as wide as the universe itself. ‘Draw your 

line however you wish’, we might imagine him countering Alexander, ‘my circle 

surrounds it, and both you and I, your retinue and my dogs, we are all of us inside this 

circle’. 

 

The figures of Diogenes and Simeon live in apparently ‘abject’ circumstances, in a 

state of being cast off or outcast. Nonetheless, for them, as well as for all their un-

housed brothers and sisters in philosophical, artistic, poetic and political resistance 

down through the centuries, the question ‘citizen or non-citizen of the Metropolis’ 

simply does not arise. They take up positions of psycho-social resistance to the hostile 

environment of the Metropolitan in-group and to its very assertion of the right to 

arbitrate or give a ruling as to who is inside and who is to be cast out. Alexander doesn’t 

even get a direct response to what is, in effect, his highly conditional offer of help: all 

Diogenes has to say is ‘get out of my light, I can't be doing with any such negotiation’. 

Foucault (1983, pp. 120-121) notes that Diogenes specifically stakes what we are 

calling his proto-Cosmopolitan counterclaim by asking Alexander to step out of his 

light, because in so doing Diogenes claims not only that we are all equal under the sun, 

but also challenges Alexander’s (in our reading) quintessentially Metropolitan claim to 

be a God-King and so a personification of the life-giving Sun.  

 

Diogenes’ resistance is in proto-Cynical identification with the shamed and shameless 

dog and with the ‘doggedness’ of aspiring to speak truth to power without fear or 

favour, to stand on his own shoeless two feet. He doesn’t see why he need allow limits 

to be placed upon his capacity to think his own thoughts; upon his freedom of 



 7 

expression; upon how he occupies himself or what he does with his own body. In this 

sense, he declines to “render therefore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s” 

(Matthew 22:21: King James Bible, 1611). As far as he’s concerned, he’s going to be 

neither included nor excluded. No ‘Metropolitan’ or ‘statist’ attempt to enclose the free 

universe of man and animal is going to cut any ice with him, any more than it would 

with his hounds. 

 

Communalism and universalism 
 

God loves from whole to parts: but human soul 

Must rise from individual to the whole. 

Self-love but serves the virtuous mind to wake 

As the small pebble stirs the peaceful lake; 

The centre mov’d, a circle strait succeeds, 

Another still, and still another spreads; 

Friend, parent, neighbour, first it will embrace; 

His country next; and next all human race ... (Pope, 1734, Epistle IV). 

 

We have already noted the threads of identification that bind together the figures of 

Diogenes and Alexander. Both hold a particular kind of world view and we can make 

use of the clash of those views in our paradigm to shed light upon the nature of present 

day systems of care, particularly in the fragile democracies of the old ‘West’, and upon 

the problems of out-reaching to the out-cast and the out-group. 

 

These systems of care can be understood as fundamentally ‘Metropolitan’ in their 

essence and ethos; whereas critiques and movements of resistance to ‘the system’ tend 

to be more ‘Cosmopolitan’ (Extinction Rebellion or the Climate School Strike would 

be good contemporary examples of this). As Navia (2005) points out, Diogenes’ 

challenge to the Metropolitan order of the city-state emerged at a time when the city-

state system was being challenged more widely in the old Western world, both by 

emergent nationalism and by Alexander’s attempt to colonise and dominate the entire 

known world. 

 

We have been exploring the nature of the transaction and the fraught encounter 

between, on the one hand, ‘metropolitan’ systems of care which defensively and, we 

argue, offensively define their boundaries in ways that exclude (or that set unacceptable 

terms of inclusion) and, on the other hand, the excluded, ‘cosmopolitan’ seekers (or 

avoiders) of different kinds of asylum: ‘citizens of the uni-verse’ who withhold their 

allegiance to any particular earthly power. There are therefore more or less 

Metropolitan and Cosmopolitan ways of ordering things and yet each may consider the 

other to be in a more or less offensive state of dis-order.7  

 

If Alexander the Great’s ruthlessness was centred, as at Gordium, around the denying 

of complexity and therefore of any possibility that there is any sort of limit to his power 

and prowess, then the figure of Diogenes stands for the weary yet wary wisdom that 

the system of care is not there so much to help him as to limit or to hinder him and that 

any real or metaphorical soup proffered should be supped with an extremely long 

spoon. 

 

The Cynics and the Stoics 
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... each of us is, as it were, circumscribed by many circles ... the first, indeed, and 

most proximate circle is that which everyone describes about his own mind as a 

centre, in which circle the body, and whatever is assumed for the sake of the 

body, are comprehended. For this is the smallest circle, and almost touches the 

centre itself … the outermost and greatest circle, and which comprehends all the 

other circles, is that of the whole human race ... it is the province of him who 

strives to conduct himself properly in each of these connections to collect, in a 

certain respect, the circles, as it were, to one centre, and always to endeavour 

earnestly to transfer himself from the comprehending circles to the several 

particulars which they comprehend (Hierocles, 2nd century CE, pp. 106-109). 

 

Diogenes may have coined the nominative term ‘a cosmopolitan’, in the sense of ‘a 

citizen of the cosmos’ but, as we have already noted, he was no proponent or adherent 

of ideological systems of any description. He is supposed to have considered that “the 

only true commonwealth ... is that which is as wide as the universe” (DL 72; Navia, 

2005, p. 222); but this is not quite the same as advocating its institution. It was the 

Stoics, in particular Zeno of Citium, who started to teach in Athens around 300 BC, 

who developed a coherent philosophy of Cosmopolitanism with a capital ‘C’. Plutarch, 

writing some four centuries later, suggested that Zeno offered “a dream or, as it were, 

shadowy picture of a well-ordered and philosophic commonwealth” (Plutarch, 1st 

Century CEb, p. 398) based around a core principle:  

 

that all the inhabitants of this world of ours should not live differentiated by their 

respective rules of justice into separate cities and communities, but that we 

should consider all men to be of one community and one polity, and that we 

should have a common life and an order common to us all, even as a herd that 

feeds together and shares the pasturage of a common field (Plutarch, ibid.; also 

cited in Martin, 2015, pp. 347-348). 

 

As Martin goes on to explain, Zeno’s position is one of ethical universalism. It answers 

the question: “‘To whom, exactly, do our ethical standards apply?’ Here Zeno’s answer 

seems to be: everyone” (Martin, 2015, p. 348). ‘Metropolitan’ moral systems which 

limit the reach of ethical commitments to a designated grouping, be it family or tribe 

or state (or the ‘employed’, or the ‘sane’), from which some or many are by definition 

excluded, are here subjected to a fundamental challenge.  

 

The Stoic philosopher Hierocles (quoted above) who was writing probably in the first 

half of the second century CE, offers the image of concentric circles, the smallest being 

the body-mind, the psyche-soma as it were, of the individual, expanding outwards 

through familial and tribal and citizenship ties to the largest circle: the human race 

itself. Hierocles added that the dilution of blood ties might naturally correspond to a 

diminution in warmth of attachment: 

 

for something of benevolence must be taken away from those who are more 

distant from us by blood; though at the same time we should endeavour that an 

assimilation may take place between us and them (Hierocles, 2nd century CE, p. 

110). 
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However, the ethical challenge, if we accept this metaphor of concentric circles that 

Pope’s poem offered above deploys, concerns whether it is possible to aspire to a 

unconditional (and, with due respect to Alexander and Plutarch, non-coercive) 

communalism within which all are equally interdependent and equally connected to 

any given random point that might be subjectively identified as the centre; rather than 

to define the terms of inclusion and citizenship according to the capacity to ‘know one’s 

place’ within the particular circle in which one is positioned, or by measuring one’s 

distance from this illusory centre.  

 

Ground to stand on and shoes to stand in 
 

But if you believe you’re a citizen of the world, you're a citizen of nowhere. You 

don't understand what the very word ‘citizenship’ means (Theresa May: 

Independent, 2016). 

 

We have here offered three contested and contesting ways of conceptualising the 

psycho-social dynamics of the relationship between, on the one hand, in-groups in the 

form of States and systems of care (and ‘would-be helpers’ positioned as agents of 

State) and, on the other hand, out-groups in the form of populations finding themselves 

located at the margins of and denied access to these social systems – either absolutely 

excluded as non-citizens, vilified for being ‘out-of-place’, or inhabiting the more 

liminal neither-in-nor-out territory inhabited by Diogenes or Simeon Stylites. It is our 

fundamental contention that there are essentially no problems or challenges of health 

and social care or the wider social systems within which these problems are situated  

that are not bound up, like a colossal Gordian knot, in these psycho-social dynamics 

associated with the withholding, the offering, the receiving or the rejection of a care or 

concern for our near-and-further-away neighbours.   

 

In the first of these three conceptualisations – in the ‘Metropolitan’ corner – there’s a 

line in the sand (or the concrete) denoting who’s ‘in’ and who’s ‘out’. If you’re on the 

wrong side of that line, you’re the wrong end of a significant power differential; but 

unless a state of exception (Agamben, 2003) obtains, you may still ‘come in from the 

cold’ on the condition that you accept the terms of the invitation. Usually this involves 

fairly detailed and demanding small print about cleaning up, shutting up, knuckling 

down, learning the language, passing the ‘cricket test’,8 toeing the line and knowing 

one’s place. 

 

In the second, ‘Cosmopolitan’ view of things, there are some nuances distinguishing 

different accounts and practices, but essentially there’s a ‘comprehending circle’ 

involved. Either there is a ‘universalist’ position in which ethics apply equally to all, 

whatever the distance from the given individual centre (let’s call this the ‘Zeno’ 

position); or there is a model of a kind of social inclusion by osmosis in which one’s 

duty is gradually to reduce the distance between the individual and members of the 

outer ring of a system of concentric circles (we'll call this the ‘Hierocles’ position).9 

 

Diogenes, in his defacing of the political currency, ‘coined’ the term ‘a cosmopolitan’  

as a rebuke and a challenge to the Metropolis and at times he has been strongly 

associated with the ‘Zeno’ position (in the past we have also conceptualised his practice 

in this way). However, it is perhaps truer to the spirit of that ancient Dog to say that the 

‘Diogenes’ position is a third position or non-position: “much more of an anti-political 



 10 

stance than some sort of banal internationalism” (Critchley, 2009, p. 31). Navia (2005) 

suggests that Diogenes’ ‘Cosmopolitanism’ (and, we might add, that of Simeon 

Stylites) was essentially a refutation of membership of any particular kind of 

community, including the familial group. Like Groucho Marx, Diogenes wasn’t 

interested in belonging to any kind of club that would have him as a member. 

 

Diogenes’ practice of resistance towards both ‘us’ and ‘them’ simultaneously embodies 

a macro commentary and critique of the systemic socio-political currency and a micro 

commentary and critique of the psycho-social arrangements of our personal, 

interpersonal, family, group and community lives. In this view, the figure of Diogenes 

has no part of any political or ideological system. He (or she or they) is beyond such 

systems or orderings of things – a monad, and a vagabond – and our Paradigm here 

retains some of its symmetry, in that Alexander in some ways is a figure who also 

transcends his (Metropolitan) position, out of the sheer grandeur and sweep of his 

vision of conquest.  

 

We contend that it is particularly crucial to hold in mind these different psycho-social 

framings because in late capitalism it is perhaps harder to spot the line in the sand, or 

to define the public/private circle in the organisation-in-the mind (Armstrong, 2005), 

than it was in the times of Diogenes and Simeon. As Bauman (2000) suggests (see 

Chapter Five), in our times of liquid modernity the ‘interested citizen’ has evacuated 

the agora and is holed up in cyberspace, while Alexander has also taken his phalanxes 

and disappeared into extra-territorial space, where he can wield power covertly and 

much more easily (for no parrhesiastes can even find him, let alone confront him). 

 

At the inter-State and trans-national level, with the possibility for instant mass-

communication, the globalisation of capital and the concentration of power in multi-

national, offshore corporations, one could be forgiven for imagining that, at least 

temporarily and superficially, the Cosmopolitan project has been finally realised and 

we are all indeed ‘citizens of the world’. This superficial perspective can of course only 

be achieved by turning two blind eyes to the colossal power differentials and to the 

cynicism of the in-group in what Latour (2017) terms ‘globalisation minus’. As 

Edgerton (2019) concisely observes à propos the ‘Brexit’ debacle, “London is a place 

where world capitalism does business – no longer one where British capitalism does 

the world’s business”. The corollary at the level of the system of care in the UK is that 

it is now next to impossible to tell which bits of the National Health, Social Care and 

Community Justice Services operate as public services and which take public money 

to operate in the rapidly proliferating and flourishing private, for-profit sector; a free 

market that may then allow globalised health providing companies to monopolise and 

control who is allowed to be ‘healthy’ and who must perish. 

 

****************** 

 

Lastly (and ‘lastly’ may be the operative word) our analysis must also include the 

impact of trans-national carbon-fuelled capitalism and ‘extractivism’ (Klein, 2015) on 

the climate and our ecology (see Chapter Seven). We now live in the age of the 

Anthropocene, one in which humankind (and humankind’s recklessly accelerating 

consumption of resources) is the principal agent of geological change: not only in the 

‘known world’ upon which Alexander set his sights, but also Heirocles’ outermost 

circle: the planetary system or ‘Gaia’ in its entirety (Lovelock, 2007).  
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Many Metropolitan powers are responding to this crisis by seeking to assert lines in the 

sand (and boundary walls) in order to stem the feared (and, in the West, securitised) 

flow of climate migrants displaced by anthropogenic climate change or by the wars 

fought for ‘extractivist’ carbon plunder. As Baldwin and Bettini (2017, p. 2) argue, 

“the relation between climate change and human migration must be understood 

foremost as a relation of power”. Fröhlich and Klepp (2018) further suggest that 

 

[t]he territoriality which is inherent in the Westphalian state model is 

fundamentally questioned and challenged by large-scale migration movements 

... Migrants – regardless of whether their movement is voluntary or forced – 

challenge national boundaries, defy legal and political categories and question 

dominant understandings of national belonging and citizenship. The migrant thus 

becomes a figure that questions a state’s ability to control its borders, political 

institutions and citizenship regulations (Fröhlich and Klepp, 2018, pp. 4-5). 

 

However, even if our fellow human beings can be turned back and sent ‘home’ [sic], 

the Metropolitan powers that endeavour to do so can claim no authority (a point well 

understood by King Canute) over wind, sea levels, carbon particles, micro-plastics and 

other presences and forces within the Gaia system: “migrations without form or nation” 

(Latour, 2017, p. 10).  

 

There are both Metropolitan and Cosmopolitan responses to global or Gaian problems 

but they can be increasingly seen to be inadequate, perhaps more clearly than ever 

before. The COVID-19 crisis certainly points to such a conclusion. The ‘Westphalian’ 

system of separate sovereign states, each asserting their right to act alone or to deny 

and procrastinate, is being challenged by climate disaster (and pandemic) that does not 

recognise or respect national boundaries or Sovereign states. On this view, the 

Metropolitan system of power that emerged towards the later stages of the Holocene is 

also now, in the Anthropocene, unhousing us all. We are all at risk of being 

contaminated by – and spreading the contamination of – these insurgent biological and 

psychosocial forces. 

 

Latour (2018) argues that the very notion of ‘homeland’ is in flux but that the human 

need for ground to stand upon, the “basic right ... to feel safe and protected” (Latour, 

2017, p. 11) is therefore all the more fierce and intense. Dangerous attempts to stem 

the relentless tide will still call for Cosmopolitan responses and our Paradigm will still 

hold, but as the ice melts and the waters rise, the ‘securely housed’ may yet have need 

of, and even have cause to envy, the mindset and the skills set of the displaced. Baldwin 

and Bettini (2017, p. 17) urge that “[l]ife adrift is thus not some fatal condition. To be 

adrift is to be overfull with potential and with life”. The Diogenes position may beckon 

to us all.  

 

End notes 
 
1 We are very grateful to Caroline Pelletier, with whom we have worked together on 

these themes and whose thought is therefore interwoven with our own in much of the 

ground covered in this chapter in particular (see Adlam, Pelletier and Scanlon, 2010). 
2 In Bion’s ‘basic assumption’ theory (Bion, 1961), this would be a situation in which 

the absent member is the unconsciously-appointed leader of the fight/flight group 
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mentality that is at odds with and resistant to the designated task of the group. There is 

tacit agreement that the absent member is the only one doing the right thing (‘old so-

and-so had the right idea, missing this meeting’) – it is as if he is taking a stand on 

behalf of the whole membership – but the group’s support for his doctrine remains 

disavowed and unacknowledged. The absent leader is a leader in name only and no-

one will actually follow him out into the cold. 
3 In Moby Dick (1851) Melville writes of Simeon that “in him we have a remarkable 

instance of a dauntless stander-of-mast-heads; who was not to be driven from his place 

by fogs or frosts, rain, hail, or sleet; but valiantly facing everything out to the last, 

literally died at his post” (Melville, 1851, p. 158). 
4 Diogenes apocryphally was himself a slave for some part of his life, after he left 

Athens. He is supposed to have been captured by pirates and sold to a citizen of Corinth 

named Xeniades. Asked by the slavemaster if he had any particular skills that could be 

put to use, Diogenes replied “to govern men” and when he then spotted Xeniades in 

the crowd, he told the auctioneer to sell him to that customer “because he needs a 

master” (DL 29; DL 74; Navia, 2005, pp. 208, 223). Xeniades forthwith made 

Diogenes governor of his children. Eventually he made him a free man again, and this 

is how it comes to pass that we next encounter Diogenes back in his pithos in Craneion. 
5 The Peace of Westphalia was concluded in 1648 and marked the end of the bloody 

and devastating Thirty Years’ War, waged mostly across the territory of what is now 

Germany, between numerous European powers of that time, empires, kingdoms and 

principalities alike. The conceptual structure of the treaty, predicated upon the principle 

of non-interference by other States in the domestic business of any individual State, 

obtained in the West largely unchallenged (at least, considered as a principle of 

international law) until the second half of the twentieth century. 
6 There is an echo of the Gordian legend in the Star Trek mythological story of the 

Kobayashi Maru ‘no-win’ training exercise. Captain James T. Kirk (the Alexander of 

the Federation?) is reputed to have dealt with the challenge by reprogramming the 

computer scenario so that it could now be solved – which earns him a commendation 

for original thinking, rather than dismissal for cheating. He is supposed to have 

claimed, Alexanderesquely, not to believe in the very existence of such a thing as a ‘no 

win’ scenario (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kobayashi_Maru). 
7 Plutarch at one point approvingly offers a very Metropolitan take on the method of 

social inclusion implicit in Alexander’s conquests, suggesting that “[t]hose who were 

vanquished by Alexander are happier than those who escaped his hand; for these had 

no one to put an end to the wretchedness of their existence, while the victor compelled 

those others to lead a happy life” (Plutarch, 1st century CEb, pp. 395-396) and that if 

Cosmopolitanism dreamed of a Commonwealth, “it was Alexander who gave effect to 

the idea ... as he believed that he came as a heaven-sent governor to all, and as a 

mediator for the whole world, those whom he could not persuade to unite with him, he 

conquered by force of arms, and he brought together into one body all men everywhere 

... . He bade them all consider as their fatherland the whole inhabited earth” (Plutarch, 

1st century CEb, pp. 398-399). In this version of social inclusion, force and coercion 

are unproblematic means to a good end and the socially excluded are those unfortunates 

whom the in-group has simply not yet got around to subduing and incorporating into 

the mainstream. 
8 In the UK in 1990, the Conservative MP Norman Tebbit claimed in a newspaper 

interview that many British people of Asian heritage would fail to pass the ‘cricket 

test’, because they would cheer for India or Pakistan in test matches rather than for the 

England team – thus suggesting that (to his mind, and in our terms) they had failed to 
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understand the conditional nature of the Metropolitan offer of citizenship and to 

relinquish their ‘former’ identities and allegiances. 
9 Evelyn Baring, Lord Cromer, gives the following illuminating distortion of the term 

‘Cosmopolitan’ to justify Empire, when discussing the subjugation of the Egyptians, a 

project of which he was in personal charge, on behalf of the British Empire, for a 

quarter-century from 1882: “the real future of Egypt ... lies not in the direction of a 

narrow nationalism, which will only embrace native Egyptians ... but rather in that of 

an enlarged cosmopolitanism” (Baring (1913), quoted in Said (1978, p. 37)). 
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