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Abstract

This special issue seeks to deepen conversations at the intersections between mobilities
research and a number of adjacent fields. Contributions explore how mobilities research has
emerged and travelled along with a range of approaches concerned with the lived production
of socio-material orders, such as science and technology studies, non-representational and
feminist theory, critical and speculative design, and cosmopolitanism, to name but a few,
while also intersecting with many applied fields, such as transport planning and policy,
disability studies, or disaster response. The field of mobilities research has grown by
connecting different epistemological frames, and offering new post-disciplinary approaches
to complex interconnected phenomena. In pausing to reflect on these mobility intersections,
we suggest that mobilities research is integral to a broader project of transforming the social
sciences that is currently underway

Intersections

Mobilities research has become a hub of analytical insight for a diverse and expanding range
of different parties, whether academic, applied, or creative. Academic disciplines spanning
the social sciences, the arts and humanities, and media and communication have gathered
around the momentum of mobilities research, and professional fields including medicine,
law, social work, architecture and engineering have found sources of inspiration. Practitioners
in design, creative arts, transportation research and planning, urban planning and policy find
actionable understanding in mobilities studies, in no small part because inquiries into the
dynamics of movement and stasis cross many boundaries and address many phenomena,
sometimes surprising. The field of mobilities research has grown by connecting different
epistemological frames, and offering new post-disciplinary approaches to complex
interconnected phenomena. Today we see several of the phenomena that inspired it coming to
a head. Existing mobility systems are peaking (peak car, peak oil), transforming (public-
private, climate), transitioning (new technologies, surveillance) and emerging (global



disasters, planetary mobilities) (Urry 2011, 2013; Metz 2013; Geels et al. 2013; Sheller and
Urry 2003, Szerszynski, this issue).*

Mobilities research has thus fundamentally challenged and changed social science (Sheller
and Urry 2016). But as it has grown, the concept of ‘“mobilities’ has become broader (and it
started as a broad concept!) and its ambitions have stretched. Some argue that we need clearer
conceptual definition, since “if mobility is everything then it is nothing” (Adey 2006). Others
suggest that we now need to put concerted effort into defining alternative mobility futures as
social futures and more effective ways of shaping them (Dennis and Urry 2009, Bonham and
Johnson 2015, Urry 2016). This lends a certain urgency to the need to reflect on the current
status of the field and creates a need for critical reflection about where mobilities research is
now (see Faulconbridge & Hui 2016) and where it may, or should, move towards. This
special issue therefore seeks to deepen conversations at the intersections between mobilities
research and a number of fellow analytical orientations, competing frameworks and adjacent
fields. We take “intersection” to mean both a crossroads of research programmes moving in
multiple directions that cross spatially to form a productive and sometimes provocative
meeting point, and as an intersectional temporal process or ongoing course of action, such as
the performative intersectionality of multiple overlapping and interdependent identities and
emergent orientations.

By nature, such reflection has to be a broad-based and collective, trans-disciplinary and
multi-dimensional undertaking. Mobilities research has emerged and travelled along with a
range of approaches concerned with the lived production of socio-material orders, such as
science and technology studies, non-representational and feminist theory, media and cultural
studies, ethnomethodology, critical and speculative design, and cosmopolitanism, to name but
a few. It has covered many empirical phenomena of mobility, immobility, blocked and
coerced movement, mobility systems and infrastructures. Its foci range from walking to
automobility, aeromobility, cycling and vélomobility (Middleton 2010; Dennis and Urry
2009; Kaplan 2006; Cwerner et al. 2009; Adey 2010, Furness 2007, Aldred and Jungnickel
2014, Spinney 2016) to the (im)mobilities of borders (Amoore 2006; Adey 2009; Vukov and
Sheller 2013) and the complexities of offshoring (Urry 2014). For mobilities scholars, the
intersections between these divergent approaches and seemingly scattered phenomena do not
create a non-place, to be moved through quickly with a decisive sense of direction. They are
places, an entrepdt (Cf Braudel 1982), for dwelling in diversity, encounter, conflicting
perspectives and negotiation; or a “strange attractor” (Urry 2003) in which to seek
connection, reflection, friction, a place to return to though it is never the same. ‘Intersections’
— of routes, perspectives, ways and (biographical) journeys — are thus places in which to meet
for a time before taking fresh departure.

With these generative intersections and potential futures of mobilities and mobilities research
in mind, we organized a workshop at Lancaster University in July 2015 in which we asked
contributors representing a wide range of fields and disciplinary orientations to explore a set
of key questions from different perspectives, including:

e What kinds of mobilities shape humanity’s futures?
o What are the key social, ethical, political issues that relate to mobility?
o What kinds of futures should mobilities-oriented social research generate?

! Henceforth, where no date is given in a citation, it refers to a paper in this Special Issue. Papers in this issue
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e How does and how should mobilities research, in intersection with other analytical
approaches, move futures into view?
e How does and how should this encounter enable responsible future-shaping?

More specifically, out of the workshop it emerged that “Intersections’ connotes three key
ideas that we investigate in this special issue, and in this introduction:

First this special issue explores overlapping and cross-cutting fields, which we investigate in
terms of the interconnections between the mobilities paradigm and “‘adjacent’ approaches. It
showcases pioneering theoretical developments/syntheses between mobilities research and a
diverse range of adjacent theoretical perspectives. Relevant fields include: science and
technology studies and non-representational theory (Barad 2007; Thrift 2007); theories of
risk and cosmopolitanism (Beck 2006; Beck et al. 2013; Tyfield and Blok, this issue);
securitization (Packer 2008; Adey 2009; Anderson 2010; Aradau 2004, and this issue;
Amoore 2006); transition theory (Geels 2002; Geels et al. 2013; Kanger and Schot, this issue;
Sheller 2011; Tyfield 2014); disability studies (Sawchuk 2014; Parent, this issue; Goggin,
this issue); urban studies (Hall and Smith 2015 and this issue; Middleton 2010; Brenner and
Schmid 2015); design research (Galloway et al. 2004, Ehn 2008, Simonsen et al. 2010,
Kimbell 2011, Jensen 2013, 2014, and this issue); feminist theories of space and gendered
mobilities (Kaplan 1996; Massey 1994; McDowell 2013; Murray et al., this issue). How can
intersections, syntheses, and frictions between mobilities research and these adjacent
theoretical perspectives (and others besides) lead to deeper and more useful insights into
contemporary forms of life that inform theoretical, methodological, epistemological and
critical, creative future-making moves in the social sciences and beyond?

Secondly, we consider more specifically the “intersectionality’ so important to contemporary
inequalities by way of differential (im)mobilities and uneven mobilities at multiple scales
(Sheller 2016a). We chart important emergent issue areas, such as data flows and their
(im)mobilities; or the gendered, racialised, and differentially embodied (im)mobilities of
inequality; the making of ‘good mobilities’ and ‘good cities’; or the uneven mobilities of
disaster vulnerability and climate adaptation. Here the mobilities paradigm intersects
especially with disability studies (Parent 2013; Sawchuk 2014; Parent, this issue; Goggin, this
issue); gender studies, critical race theory, and intersectional spatial formations of age, race,
class, and sexuality (Cresswell 2006, 2016; Sheller 2015; Nicholson and Sheller 2016;
Nicholson, this issue; Murray et al., this issue); cultural theory, feminist cultural theory and
research creation (Goggin 2011, Chapman and Sawchuk 2012); and the multiple publics who
are unequally involved in shaping futures in areas such as humanitarian response and crisis
informatics (Palen et al 2009; Biischer et al 2014; Sheller 2013, 2016b).

Thirdly, the contributions in this special issue also explore intersections as spaces or points of
many paths, hence also as moments of discovery, the opening up of new perspectives, of
friction, and new analytical traction, but also disorientation, (re-)definition of purpose,
searching for (re-)orientation, exchange and shared journeys; in the objects of our study, in
how and why we study them, and in how we bring insight into action. Seemingly all around
us are accelerating mobilities, system breakdown/crisis and uncertain and embryonic
emergence of new systemic mobility constellations. Mobilities research explores how the
social world is constituted of complex adaptive systems stretching over time-space. In
drawing on complexity theory joined with transitions theory and social practice theory, the
new mobilities paradigm disrupts existing disciplinary boundaries and reorients ‘normal’
social science, leading to new communities of practice, new kinds of applied research, as well
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as new scales for social theory (Sheller and Urry 2016). Mobile methods can complement and
extend social research methodologies (Merriman 2013), and provide novel traction for
analysis, re-configuration and invention at different scales, from the intimacies of urban
walking or wheeling to the complexities of offshoring (Fincham, McGuinness and Murray
2009, Buscher, Urry and Witchger 2011).

Mobilities research is integral to a broader project of transforming the social sciences that is
currently underway — of which public, inventive, co-creative and “phronetic’ or practically
oriented ‘prudent’ forms of social science are other key examples (Burawoy 2005, Lury and
Wakeford 2012, Hartswood et al 2002, Chapman and Sawchuk 2012, Flyvbjerg et al. 2013;
Tyfield and Blok, this issue). Multiple points of convergence between mobilities research,
engaged citizenship, science, technology, social science and design create opportunities and
challenges for new ways of defining and doing responsible research and innovation (Owen,
Macnaghten and Stilgoe 2012). How does and how should mobilities research dwell in
intersections to best shape shape the momentum of these efforts (and social science more
generally)?

With the 10" anniversary of the mobilities paradigm as milestone, this is a timely opportunity
to inquire about the next ten years. In a present that is a specific, and perhaps historically
unprecedented, condition of mobile complexity — of so-called ‘knowledge’ and hi-tech
societies confronted with multiple, proliferating, un-knowable and interacting complex
systems — what mobility futures are taking shape? In short, we are in a predicament
demanding both the development of new knowledges of extra-ordinary ambition and
admissions of inescapable ignorance and epistemic limitation; a predicament that is, in itself,
intolerably paradoxical and paralyzing for familiar ‘modern’ definitions of scientific
knowledge. Perhaps the first thing needed, therefore, is to stop and open oneself up for
surprises (Gross 2010).

Dwelling in Intersections

Intersections are openings where paths cross, and questions of intersectionality and purpose
together resonate with the sense that the present is a moment of enormous social challenges,
which centrally feature “‘mobilities” and to which mobilities research must aspire to respond.
But such responding may be less a matter of finding answers or ‘solutions’ than questions
and methods that are responsive to the multiplicities and complexities revealed in
intersection; indeed, as a critique of ‘solutionism’ (Morozov 2013). Insofar as there is
widespread popular ontological anxiety — regarding the “march of the robots’ and no-job
futures or even human redundancy, climate change, planetary boundaries and geo-
engineering technical fixes, or ubiquitous threats of terrorism and/or total surveillance — then
these concerns about knowledge/power technological change demand that some foundational
categories and dualisms of the modern age and its episteme are problematized.

Here are some of the questions of epistemology, method, and debates about the relationship
between knowledge, design, and action that animated our workshop: Can ethnomethodology
(Laurier 2004; Buscher 2006, Hall and Smith this issue), in intersection with design
(Hartswood et al 2002; Jensen this issue) address some of these anxieties? Can mobilities
theory and mobile methods (Sheller and Urry 2006; Kesselring 2006; Fincham, McGuinness
and Murray 2009; Buscher, Urry and Witchger 2011) create new forms of knowledge and
social action? Are there more inventive “vital” and moving methods (Lury and Wakeford
2012; Sheller 2014, Buscher 2016), forms of mobilities design (Jensen 2014, this issue),
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speculative design (Gaver, Dunne and Pacenti 1999; Wilkie and Michael 2009), affirmative
critique (Braidotti 2010), design thinking (Kimbell 2011) and critical making (Ratto et al
2014) that can leverage social science more effectively for defining and making *better’
futures? Are there new kinds of mobile publics (Marres 2009; Bruns 2008) that can
‘mobilise’ citizen social science (Housley et al 2014)?

For some of our contributors, these considerations point toward the seeming emergence of
new human (or rather socio-natural) conditions, of ‘planetary mobilities’ and the
Anthropocene (Palsson et al. 2013; Szerszynski 2012, and this issue) and sustainability
transitions (Kanger and Schot). Szerszynski notes how growing concern for the impact of
human activity, including mobilities, at the level of the system of planet Earth as a whole
opens up entirely new and unknown territories of future human understanding and
government; a disorientation and ignorance that we are only just coming to acknowledge, let
alone address. Kanger and Schot highlight key elements of current ignorance regarding
systems, in terms of the current imperative to expedite socio-technical systems transitions
towards more ecologically-sustainable models; of which transitions from the current locked-
in system of car-based automobility is perhaps the “hardest case’ (Geels et al. 2013: xiii).

Planetary transformations, lock-ins and barriers to transition are rooted in the historical
longue durée, and for Aradau (this issue), the very ideas of motion and circulation need to be
blurred and reopened, because they shape fundamental dynamics of private/public, self/other,
individual/collective subjectivity. Bringing mobilities research into conversation with critical
security studies, she examines metaphors of motion, circulation, and mobility in philosophies
of governance in 17th and 18"-century Europe. This reveals how concerns with security
produced troubled conceptualisations of collective subjectivity as ‘the multitude’,
‘populations’ and ‘mob’ that still thread through contemporary debates. She presents a
careful analysis first of Hobbes’ way of seeing ‘motion as the key to understanding the
world’; then, secondly, physiocratic notions of blood circulation embedded in economic
ideologies of ‘laissez faire, laissez passer’, identifying ‘blockages’ to circulation as a matter
for security policies; and, thirdly, the emergence of the idea of ‘the mob’. By tracing
distinctions between these grammars of motion, circulation and mobility, Aradau leverages
novel analytical purchase on contemporary points of intersection between security and
mobility such as those found at Calais where the securitisation of migrants’ presence is
predicated upon boundary work between categories of circulation and mobility even as new
spaces and forms of community-making, solidarity and activism open up.

From questions of politics and collective human agency, however, further intersections
emerge, regarding the very definition of the ‘human’ (Harari 2015). Amoore (2015)
discusses government (of mobility) by human decision vs. machine algorithm, and how
decisions on the direction of this trajectory are already de facto being made, albeit with little
or no public debate; raising questions in turn about human “control’ or not of socio-technical
novelty, whether as reality or as ideal (see also Jensen, this issue; Nicholson, this issue;
Galloway 2015).> Galloway shows how speculative design fictions of digital and non-digital
interventions in the conjunction of New Zealand sheep farming and the Internet of Things can
foster critical, practical and creative engagement with mobility futures. This also speaks to a
new, but as yet unmanageable, responsibility for futures that calls for new epistemic-political
technologies and practices of socio-technical innovation that acknowledge issues of

2 Amoore (2015) and Galloway (2015) both contributed to the workshop on Mobility Intersections held at
CeMoRe, Lancaster University in July 2015. Unfortunately, for unforeseeable reasons, neither has been able to
contribute to this Special Issue. We nonetheless note with gratitude their contribution to its production.
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complexity, ignorance and surprise (Gross 2010); a new temporal responsibility all the
greater since, combined with the planetary and ecological issues above, it must also strive for
long-term futures. Here there are emerging splits between visions of a trans-human future
(More and Vita-More 2013), transcending “mere’ humanity with superior machinic
intelligence, as against a post-human future of a ‘humanity’ substantially resituated in both
human-human/ human-non-human relations and in its own estimation but not replaced or left
behind (Nayar 2014); issues picked up in the context of mobilities and disabilities studies by
Goggin (this issue) and Parent (this issue).

In the meantime, mass movements of humans (cf Aradau) are creating other tense crossroads
and mobile intersections, as in the ongoing Syrian “refugee crisis” or more widely a crisis of
global apartheid and humanitarianism (Tyler and Loyd 2015), militarized mobilities and new
forms of warfare (Kaplan 2006, Gregory 2011) and (contested) prospects of climate refugees
(Bettini 2013). Nor are these movements just inter-national and from *poor’ or war-torn to
‘rich” worlds. For instance, perhaps no less momentous than global scale displacements are
China’s internal mass migration and urbanization (see Xu and Wu, this issue), even as from a
Western perspective this is often overlooked; and with similar processes possibly emerging in
future in South Asia and Africa. Indeed, changing geopolitical and cultural relations might
suggest a global shift from the erstwhile ‘core’ of a Euro-American-dominated globalization
to populous, fast-‘developing’ and ‘mobilizing’ countries, of which China is the acme. What
does the uncertain but likely global rise of such a fast-changing China mean? Intersecting a
mobilities lens into Chinese social and lifestyle studies provides insights into this key
question (Xu and Wu). Moreover, this is not merely the possible emergence (or resurgence)
of a new global ‘superpower’ but one in the unprecedented context of ‘global’ and
cosmopolitized social realities (Beck 2006).

A further challenge thus presents itself to “West’ and ‘East’, “North’ and ‘South’ alike: how
will qualitatively new and globally-deployed concepts of the *‘global’ and ‘cosmopolitan’ be
shaped by and shape, in turn, non-Western cultural resources (Beck & Grande 2010; Han
and Park, 2015; Tyfield and Blok; Xu and Wu). This raises the enticing but daunting
challenge to seek new insights and make new connections, not just with a view to momentous
social changes in areas often overlooked and inadequately analysed within mobilities
research to date, but also to inform analysis through cultural perspectives that, situated at a
greater distance from the Euro-American Western paradigm of modern humanism, may prove
both productive and difficult. These changing global social relations may offer more positive
reorientations, raising questions about how they can be understood, worked with and
harnessed to the shaping of brighter, more ‘convivial’ futures (Tyfield & Blok), and more
circumspect relational ethics (Blscher et al. 2016).

Such considerations, involve acknowledging and wrestling with the limits of method and
methodology in the (social) sciences. The wide concerns opening up at the multiple
intersections between mobilities research and other perspectives in this special issue show
that sociological inquiry is no longer the sole domain of sociology, but of many disciplines —
from art to computing, history to agricultural biotechnology — as well as outside academia —
commerce, governance and citizen social scientists (Burawoy 2005; Thrift 2011; Southern
2012; Housley et al 2014) — where it is folded into design, transition, and activism. Mobilities
research is driving ‘mobile’ methods, not just in the sense of moving with research subjects
or objects — walk along or wheel-along interviews (Parent) — but also in the sense of ‘moving
methods’, intrinsically implying research co-creation and invention, or intervention; moving
‘into’ the phenomena under investigation, moving with the human and non-human agents,
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being moved by them and the intended and unintended systemic effects that arise in
interaction, and moved to act in relation to values and visions in a move of ‘affirmative’
critique (Freudendal-Pedersen 2009). This is a form of critique that actively engages in
building social research into seeking, defining, shaping and practically making and
experimenting with *better’ futures (Freudendal-Pedersen and Kesselring, this issue). The
‘affirmative’ qualifier does not blunt the teeth of critique. On the contrary, it gives them
purchase (or bite!) by ‘putting the active back into activism’ (Braidotti 2010; Parent; Murray
et al.; Tyfield and Blok; Biischer 2016).

Above all, mobility intersections lead to radical re-thinking of how to study emergent social
processes, including multiple mobile-cum-immobile socio-technical and socio-natural
phenomena. This raises core questions of theory and methodology in terms of what academic
research and practice are for, what we do as researchers in the world, and how ‘the world’
and research participants collaborate in and shape the research and the world (Freudendal-
Pedersen & Kesselring; Murray et al.; Galloway 2015; Jensen; Nicholson; Tyfield & Blok).
Jensen utilises intersections between mobilities research, actor network theory and
design/architecture to explore ‘other’ materialities (surfaces, voids, volumes etc.) and ‘other’
ways of looking at materialities. The nuanced sensitivity to materials, spaces, and sensations
developed within architecture and design resonates with research into situational mobilities
and the mobilities design involved in their unfolding. It makes it possible to take departure in
concrete and specific mobile situations and how materialities shape interactions at multiple
scales, including large-scale environmental impacts; such as the “politics of pavements’
which explore how their impermeabilty to rain shapes how pavements interact with the
dynamics of extreme weather.

Attention to materialities connects the pragmatic question of “‘what makes things happen?’
across different scales. Tyfield and Blok, in a move that picks up Aradau’s concerns with
collective subjectivity, situate mobilities research in relation to cosmopolitanization and its
potentials for engaging the world in reflexive, learning processes by building bridges across
difference. In an exploration of the many different perspectives, motivations and drivers for
low-carbon innovation in China, questions — at once eminently practical and abstractly
(meta)methodological — arise about epistemic reorientations of methodological
cosmopolitanism, an open-ended search for new units of analysis, beyond individual societies
and the nation-state, and in search of practical, ‘actionable’ wisdom. When conceptualized
through the lens of such a phronetic and situated research engagement, methodological
cosmopolitanism enables enhanced sensitivity to intersectionality, or self-conscious and
power-sensitive practices of dialogical intervention in strategic cosmopolitized realities.
Recombinations of practice can be productive, as Freudendal-Pedersen and Kesselring show,
when they reflect upon how they have used workshops as a mobile methodology. Through
carefully curated events that bring together diverse stakeholders and decision-makers to
explore urban mobility systems through unbounded, artistic, collaborative exploration that
seeks to ‘blow minds’, they show how it is possible to open up imaginations to find at least
the right questions. This is a generative forms of ‘staying with the trouble’ (Haraway 2010),
that leverages the affective and communal aspects of these happenings, which are crucial to
their efficacy, as when barriers are dropped and participants find themselves no longer
burdened by (self-performed) expectations to be constructive and productive. They can
cathartically entertain even dystopic possibilities that open up opportunities for new ways of
working with complex mobile systems that practice affirmative forms of critique.



Moreover, although thinking about what to do in a world riven by exceedingly complex
challenges inevitably draws on analogies of movement, where ‘ways forward’ seem to need
to be found, mobilities research has already done much to deconstruct assumptions of
linearity and dualisms of mobilities and immobilities that underpin such simplistic ideas of
the role of social science, and science as a whole. Perhaps, then, mobilities research can
bring new conceptions of ‘directions’, ‘rhythms’ and ‘movement’ regarding the development
of knowledge, social life and lived material innovation. The possibility is of new forms and
systems with different priorities that grapple with the challenge not of *‘moving’ (always
implicitly “forward’ and/or ‘on’) but of ‘dwelling’ or “living’ as relational, involving the work
of *‘mobilising’ or ‘imobilising’, and of keeping things bounded, bordered, mobile or still.

The papers in this special issue provide deep acknowledgement of the inescapable
situatedness within flux in a range of different contexts, drawing on numerous and diverse
sources and ‘adjacent’ disciplines. Like many contemporary social science approaches, they
are concerned with the lived practice and production of *‘mobility situations” and socio-
material orders from the microscales of streetscapes to the planetary scales of abiotic, biotic
and technological mobilities (Parent, Jensen, Murray et al, Hall and Smith, Szerszynski), they
chart important emergent issue areas, such as: violence, disaster and crisis (Aradau,
Nicholson); migration (Aradau, Xu and Wu), data flows and their (im)mobilities (Amoore,
Galloway); sustainability and transition (Tyfield and Blok, Schot and Kanger, Freudendal and
Kesselring) or the gendered, newly racialised, and differently embodied (im)mobilities of
inequality (Murray et al, Nicholson, Parent, Goggin). These studies inevitably highlight how
epistemologies, ontologies, ethics and politics are entangled in phenomena — and must be
grappled with in that dynamic complexity. Hence they show how path dependencies produce
lock-ins, but also reveal hopeful monsters, switches, tipping points and alternative futures,
allowing *‘affirmative critique’ at multiple scales.

Complicating matters yet further is the proliferating hybridity in the familiar categories of
intersectionality itself — viz. trans- or non-binary gender, mixed race, other species, or the
shifting socio-materially mediated definitions of identities such as ‘aged’ or ‘disabled’. The
very implacability of the call of “intersectionality’, in other words, resonates with a ‘dwelling’
in the troubled hubbub of planetary, cosmopolitized system emergence, and promises to
stimulate insightful work towards the key challenge of a rethinking of the very concept of the
‘human’. As Parent (this issue) brings to light, the very notion of what it is to be human often
revolves around an assumption of particular forms of embodiment. Philosophies of thinking-
and-walking or mobile methods based on “walking with” presume a bipedal, upright subject
of sorts, whereas for many the human condition may involve ‘wheeling.” Human capacities to
be mobile intersect with the physical materiality of the world in differential ways and may
mobilize complex assemblages of transportational and communicative technology. Parent’s
work demands that we complicate our methodological and epistemological practices to
encompass the full range of human (im)mobilities.

Regarding disability, Goggin (this issue) also discusses the potential for a cross-fertilization
of critical disability studies and mobilities research to illuminate key issues concerning
precisely such questions of digital, post-human lives and inequalities. He draws on the
complex intertwined histories (and present) of communicative technologies, especially the
mobile phone, cars, homes and cities, and their interaction with shifting definitions of — and
enablements and constraints of those with — disabilities, to show how central, and as yet
unacknowledged, is the issue of disability to shaping future systems of mobility that are
attentive to issues of social justice in the 21% century. Goggin highlights how tacitly
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normative judgements about ‘human’ movement — e.g. quintessentially as walking — are
unsettled when treating disabled movement as of equal value and importance; but also
gestures towards a rethinking of the concept of ‘human’. Incorporating the disabled human
(up to 25% of humanity, as he notes) into that category is joined by multiple emerging ‘post-
human’ technologies of mobility and communication for the disabled. Rather than an austere
and pitiless trans-human future of machine-based human enhancement, he envisions a
technologically-mediated future that may nevertheless deepen enablement of humans, in the
irreducible diversity of their capacities and frailties, and hence contributes to a deeper
recognition of the “human’, not its transcendence.

Attending to two other key elements of intersectionality, Murray et al. ask [p.] ‘how
mobilities scholars might be more attentive to gender’, age and/or generation and ‘the ways
in which mobilities and urban space’ and their inequalities “are co-produced’. Their
comparative and ethnographic methodology calls for detailed appreciation of the ways in
which embodied persons encounter the contested and mobile spaces of streets, highlighting
issues of time and space or place, as concrete, relational settings, not abstractions. Regarding
time, for instance, the need for longitudinal studies is discussed as key for insights into forms
of mobile inequalities, as are the importance of seeing generation as a matter not just of
biological age, but of situated and changing relations amongst individuals. Regarding space,
understanding intersectional inequalities demands attention to relations within and with
particular, concrete places as well as the embodied, multi-sensorial and affective experiences
and responses of people. They focus on three place(s) ‘in which the pace of mobility is
slowed or stopped but in which there is rarely a stillness’: three street benches across three
cities in three continents. Their study not only highlights multiple experiences of street space,
thereby illuminating ‘the ways in which people of different generations and gender may be
marginalised’, but also draws out the challenges and learning needed for intersectional
research, including a need for ‘telescopic thinking’ to look across times and spaces in ways
that also then focus in on the concrete lived experience and situatedness of those involved.

Hall and Smith also pick up themes of inequality at street level, focusing on class, care and
mobilities. They are concerned with a highly mobile — “too” mobile — population in cities that
is also often made to move and live “invisibly’, especially from the perspective of city centres
competing for the global attention: the homeless. Following a team employed by local
government to care for the homeless in Cardiff, they highlight first the challenges of mobility
inherent to this job, in which their “clients’ are constantly moving and difficult to track down.
The homeless for whom this team provide care services are often invisible or ‘lost’, not just
physically difficult to trace but also (generally treated as) socially and biographically
confused and broken. The specific mobile practice of this care team, therefore involves not a
conventional directed moving towards subjects in need of care but a purposeful but
destination-less searching for the “invisible’ traces, tracks and tacit hideouts. This raises
broader questions about reconceiving binaries of purposive vs. aimless movement; and thence
about reconceptions of the specific forms of urban care this work instantiates and what a
‘good city’, a city of care for (the im/mobility of) all those it encompasses, could look like.

Regarding issues of (in)visibility and critical race studies, Nicholson argues that the future of
mobilities research should consider how the gun, alongside the automobile and the camera, is
also a mobile technology of race. She shows how ‘a law-and-order gaze is mediated as much
by the automobile as by the proximate articulation of camera and police gun’ [pg.], whether
in the form of a police dashboard camera, bystander phone camera, or police body camera.
Drawing together cultural analysis and mobilities research perspectives, Nicholson develops
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the concept of ‘gunscapes’ as “a primary lens for interpreting how the gun is used to mediate
racial im/mobilities’ in the pre-digital and post-digital age, viewed through the articulation of
the gun with the camera historically and today. Like Murray et al.’s analysis of the aged and
gendered elements of spatial design, or Parent’s auto-ethnography of streetscapes that prevent
wheeling, Nicholson shows the differential affects of the racialization of space through
design, policing, surveillance, and practices of moving through such spaces in diverse ways.
Each case shifts our perspective on how, where and when we find intersectionality.

Intersectionality, though, may also cross other scales and forms of being beyond the human
or the urban. Combined with a systems perspective and responding to the predicament of the
imperative of a qualitatively new concern for the system of planet Earth as a whole,
Szerszynski shows not only a new reality of ‘planetary mobilities’ that must be understood
and tended to, but also how these globe-spanning mobilities are utterly dependent on forms of
movement and mobility that extend beyond the human social world. An Anthropocenic
appreciation of the ‘other materialities’ of planetary mobilities and issues of inequality,
mobility and environmental justice thus calls for new vocabularies and conceptual
frameworks that can span and integrate the geophysical and abiotic, the biotic and the living
planet (or Gaia?), and the socio-technical or emerging global ‘techno-sphere’. This opens up
possibilities for a rich and suggestive synthesis of terminologies and typologies between the
natural, engineering and social sciences of mobility and system metabolism, including issues
of types of motion, patterns of motion and the interaction of mobilities and system dynamics.

Finally, Kanger and Schot take up concerns about reorientation to studies that illuminate life
at the ‘human’ scale in the context of the key issue of understanding socio-technical systems
transitions. They trace possible points of productive contact between transitions studies and
mobilities and the possible role of research in expediting actual transitions in these complex
dynamic, multi-levelled and multi-factorial systems. For urgent as such transitions may be,
there remain significant gaps in our understanding of these processes, and of the
translatability of historical insights to the unprecedented challenge of their deliberate and
real-time cultivation (Smith et al. 2010). Moreover, the challenge here is not merely one of
expediting decarbonisation, but also doing so in ways that generate specific qualitative social
futures, with specific winners and losers (Stirling 2009). While many of the insights
regarding transitions processes to date arise from studies adopting a panoramic and abstract
perspective, the roles, contributions and experiences of agents remain relatively neglected. In
this situation, the question of how ‘users’ contribute to and shape transitions (including at the
‘landscape’ level) becomes key, while also opening up connections with the concern in
mobilities research for lived everyday practices and ‘mobile lives’.

Conclusion

In conclusion, emergent from this collection of papers at the “intersections’ of mobilities
research with a multitude of other perspectives is a vision not so much of a way out of the
crossroads — out of the pervasive ‘solutionism’ that characterises much of the efforts to
address contemporary dystopian dynamics around automation and no-job futures, climate
change, political conflict, crisis and surveillance, or out of difficulties of post-disciplinary
research — but a set of experiences, epistemological and methodological practices, and
orientations that generate creative friction, that enable affirmative critique of both utopian
and dystopian dynamics, that create new new insight and make it actionable, that generate
methodologies for acting with enhanced sensitivity to ignorance and surprise, desirable and
undesirable, intended and unintended consequences, and complex intersectionalities.
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‘Dwelling in intersections’ produces reflexive and more power-sensitive practices of
dialogical intervention in strategic cosmopolitized realities. The ‘mobilities’ of intersection
themselves emerge changed from these encounters. They are situated within persistent,
complex and messy human predicaments and efforts of ‘dwelling’ and ‘living together well” —
not in the sense of eliminating conflict, but as a means of detecting and opening up new
spaces and new methodologies for debate and contestation, recognising that one person’s
utopia can be another’s dystopia. Thence the mobile, analytical, inventive, speculative
intersections become co-mobilities for a while, encouraging collaborative search for traction.

Transformations of what it means to be human ‘in the world’ that become tangible in this
engagement necessarily evoke questions regarding the place of human knowledge and
methodologies of knowing in understanding and ‘controlling’ mobility pasts, presents and
futures. Across the papers are recurring themes of the challenges of methodological
innovations needed for mobilities research to grapple with ignorance and surprise and a need
for greater phronetic attention to inequalities, domination and power relations. Other common
themes include the productive, unpredictable, unplannable, spontaneous effects of new
relations, the role of experimentation, speculation, design and broad analytical orientation to
movement, rhythm, and intersectionalty and an orientation to uncertain futures, with an
extending spatial and temporal gaze alongside greater humility about possibility of certain
prognostications.

Dwelling in intersections involves imaginative and collective experiments of, not just
charting, but of being (mobile) in other places, times and embodied subjectivities, where both
the movement and stillness of learning — as both in formalized research and practical
everyday life — come together in a permanently alert searching not for ‘solutions’ but for
active/pro-active and circumspect responsiveness to social challenges and opportunities. The
papers in this special issue variably suggest and open up multiple programmes of research
with much to learn. In this spirit, instead of conceiving the vistas of new territories they open
up as domains of knowledge to master, or as demanding decisions about ways forward,
perhaps we can instead develop our capacities to design assembly points conducive for deep
engagement where multiple parties can arrive in our various ways, and coordinate moves
together to define and shape “better” worldly, epistemological and methodological futures.

Methods of making moves with greater circumspection and more deeply informed by the
various forms of knowledge production found at the intersections of mobilities research,
involves moving backwards and sideways, too, to ensure awareness of the longue durée and
appreciation of multiple forms of knowledge. It also requires synchronising the rhythms of
social science more productively with the rhythms of environmental, societal, cosmopolitan
and planetary evolution and socio-technical innovation. This does not necessarily imply a
need to speed social science up! Moving methods into acting in the world (Kimbell 2011),
can bring knowledge production into the ethical, political and creative momentum of eternal
‘worlding’ in ways that would enable affirmative or, we prefer, ‘experimental’ critique
through greater, richer, deeper circumspection, and awareness of divisions and inequalities;
that is, a form of critique that actively engages in building on research insights to define,
shape and practically contest and make “better’ futures.
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