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Abstract 
This article outlines a political theory of interspecies mobility justice that examines why and how 
mobility justice should be extended to non-sapien persons. Interspecies mobility justice considers 
how some species’ freedom to move and dwell impinges and relies upon others’ diminished mo-
bilities and displacement, and sets out to illuminate better relations among differentially mobile 
species. Integrating Sheller’s (2018) account of mobility justice with Donaldson and Kymlicka’s 
(2011) model of interspecies justice, I argue mobility justice requires citizenship for domesticat-
ed animals, denizenship for liminal animals (those adapted to humans without being under their 
care) and sovereignty for wild animals. To flesh out these three assemblages of interspecies mo-
bility justice, I present analytical vignettes that relate ethnographic observations of people cy-
cling with dogs, crows and orcas to research on animals’ mobilities, evolutionary cognition and 
field observations from urban naturalists. These vignettes clarify moral obligations of inter-
species mobility justice using dogs, crows and orcas as paradigmatic case studies. The article 
concludes by discussing the need to further develop interspecies mobility justice by including 
non-animal persons.  
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Introduction 

In this article I outline a political theory of interspecies mobility justice. This political theory 

bridges together recent research on mobility justice (Sheller 2018) with work on justice for non-

human species of life (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011), so as to reimagine justice itself through 

the (im)mobile experiences and entanglements of multiple species. This complex, more-than-

human intersection of justice scholarship, I suggest, holds symbiotic value. The mobilities par-

adigm offers a new perspective for assembling more just relations among human and nonhuman 

beings. At the same time, interspecies justice overcomes the notably anthropocentric bias of the 

mobilities paradigm. By pulling these different streams of justice scholarship together, I aim to 

lay the theoretical foundation for a multispecies politics of mobility (Cresswell 2010), one that 

goes beyond using nonhumans and natural environments as metaphors (Steinberg and Peters 

2015), towards actually addressing the flourishing of non-sapien life. Among the many lessons of 

COVID-19––a zoonotic disease (jumping to humans from other animals) triggered through our 

destruction of shared ecosystems and wildlife––is that sapiens cannot continue to flourish 

through the exploitation and extinction of other life. I use “sapien” to remind the reader that 

homo sapiens, despite being the only humans around for the last 10,000 years, are only one kind 

of human (i.e. species from the genus homo)––we eliminated a diversity of others (Harari 2014). 

 Bringing non-sapien persons into the ambit of mobility justice faces formidable obstacles.  

Mobility justice is an egalitarian theory of justice that explores how equity and inclusion are as-

sembled through (im)mobilities, combining distributive and procedural notions of justice with 

feminist, critical race, disabilities and other perspectives of embodiment and accessibility open to 
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non-Western time horizons and Indigenous knowledges (Sheller 2018). One obstacle facing in-

terspecies mobility justice is human supremacism, ingrained throughout western law, education 

and culture, wherein treating non-sapiens as equals, or anything other than our property, strikes 

many as misguided. I counter such species-level narcissism with the argument that mobility jus-

tice for non-sapiens advances the human rights project of the twentieth century to extend moral 

regard to all vulnerable persons who have a subjective sense of themselves and seek to be the 

author of their own life scripts (Kymlicka 2018). There are also pragmatic objections, such as the 

oft-heard rejoinder: since social justice has not been accomplished yet for humans in a world of 

scarce resources, is it not inappropriate to talk of mobility justice for nonhumans? I discuss this 

objection in the article’s conclusion. Another pragmatic obstacle is that even if mobility justice 

for non-sapiens is a noble idea in theory, the state of interspecies relations in the twentieth-first 

century raises doubts about how it could ever work in practice. Climate change, habitat degrada-

tion, industrial agriculture and human-caused mass extinction of other species beg the question: 

how can a rapidly urbanizing planet with nearly eight billion sapiens (soon to be driving over 

two billion cars) even become aware of, and care for, nonhuman beings in the first place? Non-

sapien suffering, even where people acknowledge its existence, often seems far removed from 

personal concern.  

 I therefore ease into an abstract, fast-moving intersection of competing avenues for jus-

tice via grounded moments of connection with particular nonhumans. Documented as part of a 

larger mobile ethnography of cycling in Canada (2014-2018), these moments show people biking 

with, and coming to care for, ‘nature,’ namely: dogs, crows and killer whales. While cycling, like 

other mobilities, is not yet sufficiently equitable (Golub et al. 2016), it offers a powerful, multi-
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sensorial way of affording public access to nature without undermining it through roadkill, 

greenhouse gas emissions and planet-altering infrastructure––problems interspecies justice is 

meant to resolve. My use of cycling as a jumping off point to explore interspecies mobility jus-

tice is meant to provoke and trouble the most iconic and stereotypical way of experiencing ‘au-

thentic’ nature in Canada: leaving the city by driving a motor vehicle into the boreal ‘primeval 

wilderness’ that lies at the northern, settler-colonial heart of Canadian identity (Di Leo Browne 

2016). Disturbing twin ironies lie in the fact that nature is treated by most people in Canada as 

the wild place outside the city to which one drives, flies and/or sails in a motorized vehicle: the 

city, not wild places removed from humanity, is where the vast majority of Canadians live and 

make their impact on the larger natural ecosystems of which they necessarily are a part (Haupt 

2009); and systems of motorized mobilities, including aquatic, aerial and terrestrial automobili-

ties and the infrastructures and energy industries that underpin them, represent a widely under 

appreciated threat to nonhuman life (Forman et al. 2002; Carrington 2016). “Roadkill,” while 

easily overlooked and rarely counted, “is a key figure of the Anthropocene” (Fishel 2019, 352). 

 Dogs, crows and killer whales, here, act as synecdoches. They represent three assem-

blages of interspecies mobility justice rooted in fundamentally different social and ecological 

relations with us that warrant unique moral obligations. Each of these species offers a “paradig-

matic case study” (Flyvbjerg 2006, 230), defining a school or “domain that the case concerns” in 

which many species belong. Dogs represent domesticated animals, already members of ‘our’ po-

litical community, and their need for citizenship. Crows represent liminal animals, those adapted 

to humans without being under their care, and their need for “denizenship” (a looser set of rights 

and responsibilities than citizenship). Killer whales represent wild animals largely uninterested in 
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humans, and their need for territorial sovereignty. Animals’ citizenship, denizenship and sover-

eignty (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011) recognize the need to understand “other living persons in 

terms of their specificity, and not as generic nonhumans” (Hathaway 2018, 40) that we all lump 

together “by an absence, as if they were missing something. Poor things, they are 

nonhuman!” (de Waal 2016, 27-8). They offer three ways of assembling a more expansive, inter-

species mobility justice that considers as a matter of equity and inclusion how the mobilities of 

sapiens intersects with the mobilities of non-sapien persons, and how some species’ freedom to 

move and dwell impinges and relies upon others’ diminished mobilities, forced mobilities and 

displacement. Interspecies mobility justice sets out to illuminate more positive relations among 

differentially mobile individuals and communities of different species through new ways of 

planning, infrastructuring and, where necessary, disassembling built environments in a postcolo-

nial context of reconciliation and geoecological repair (Sheller 2018). 

 In the next section, I discuss the strengths and limitations of the two different streams of 

justice this article integrates, showing how they illuminate each others’ complementary 

blindspots. To demonstrate an integrated model, I then present three analytical vignettes, each of 

which fleshes out a salient assemblage of interspecies mobility justice. Building on moments of 

connection with individual non-sapien persons, the vignettes draw together field observations 

from urban naturalists (Haupt 2009), findings from evolutionary cognition (de Waal 2016), re-

search on animals’ mobilities (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018) and examples of specific struggles 

over interspecies mobility injustices. The purpose of the vignettes is not to identify a laundry list 

of mobility rights and restrictions for non-sapiens in liberal democracies, but to draw, in very 

broad strokes, a general picture of mobility justice owed to broad groups of non-sapiens defined 
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by their divergent relations with humans. My use of synecdochal case studies elaborates a com-

parative method for moving beyond the dual tendencies in more-than-human studies to either 

single out one other species as worthy of special regard (e.g. wolves, bears, whales) or lump all 

species together, both of which miss all the moral complexity between non-sapien species. By 

leveraging the paradigmatic features of distinctive bilateral human-nonhuman relations, synec-

dochal case studies advance insight into multilateral assemblages of interspecies mobility justice. 

The article concludes with a discussion on further developing interspecies mobility justice by 

including moral obligations for trees, mushrooms and rivers. 

Intersecting avenues of justice 

In her momentous book, Mobility Justice (2018), Mimi Sheller advances a new way of imagining 

justice through a mobile ontology, not as “a once-and-for-all state or a series of abstract condi-

tions that must be met,” but rather as “a process of emergent relationships in which the interplay 

of diverse (im)mobilities forms a foundational part” (2018, 20). Shaking the liberal, Rawlsian 

foundations of transport justice and sedentary notions of spatial justice, Sheller folds core matters 

of distribution and accessibility into deliberative, procedural, restorative and epistemic struggles–

–such as creating space for voices, capabilities and epistemologies arising from marginalized and 

colonized human populations, and holding to account those most responsible for climate change 

such as kinetic elites and military-industrial powers. Mobility justice deals with climate change 

but also the runaway urbanization and (im)mobilities of refugees underlying and flowing from 
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climate change, a “triple mobility crisis” threatening geopolitical and geoecological stability. In 

so doing, mobility justice attends to nonhumans who help humans extend their carbon-intensive 

lifestyles and energy cultures across earth through, inter alia, car and plane-driven sprawl and 

extractive flows of metals and minerals. Attuned with “people and things,” moreover, “questions 

of mobility justice include the ontological definition of who counts as a person, which we know 

has historically excluded women, the enslaved, queers, and the differently abled, and continues 

to exclude non-human animals, plants and living entities that are in fact included in many In-

digenous ontologies” (Sheller 2018, 39). While mobility justice raises this provocative question, 

it does not seek to answer or advance it. 

 Non-sapiens fall outside the scope of mobility justice, particularly with respect to the 

question of positive moral obligations. Positive moral obligations humans owe to different sorts 

of nonhumans are those that go beyond simply preventing their genocide or their being reduced 

to someone else’s instrument, duties that, in other words, not only help non-sapiens be alive but 

also lead a fulfilling life, including adequate mobility. Concerned primarily with the flourishing 

and vulnerability of differentially (im)mobile sapiens, mobility justice, thus far, extends a ‘soft 

anthropocentrism’ that characterizes the mobilities paradigm in general. Nonhuman beings, espe-

cially animals, are increasingly recognized as agents with the intelligence, power and mobility to 

transform more-than-human space and society (Fishel 2019; Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018). Yet 

they continue to be denied moral agency as individual selves and persons with their own, morally 

worthy subjective good. However, the wider “ontological turn” toward the study of more-than-

human worlds (Haraway 2003; Steinberg and Peters 2015; Kohn 2013) is challenging the lack of 

moral agency for select nonhuman animals by taking their hitherto unknown ways of being, car-
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ing and thinking more seriously. But it advances a notably inconsistent, ad hoc approach as to 

which nonhumans deserve such agency and for what reasons, often focusing on celebrity species 

(e.g. polar bears) that garner outsized attention in popular ecological debates. Surpassing soft an-

thropocentrism requires an animation of non-sapien beings as diverse, respectable persons wor-

thy of positive rights that allow them to author their own subjective lives. 

 In their equally momentous book, Zoopolis (2011), Sue Donaldson and Will Kymlicka 

show how to expand democratic justice by fleshing out positive moral obligations for animal 

selves. They start by assuming sentience and a subjective good are sufficient to qualify someone 

for inviolable negative rights not to be killed or tortured. After all, if some higher cognitive ca-

pacity or political agency were required for this, some Rawlsian level of reasoning, then many 

humans (young children, people with severe cognitive disabilities or dementia) should lack such 

rights, rights which international laws have since the mid-twentieth century extended to the weak 

and vulnerable (Kymlicka and Donaldson 2014). By taking animals’ negative rights for granted, 

Donaldson and Kymlicka move on to the more interesting question of what kinds of relations 

humans should share with animals. Domesticated animals ought to be recognized as citizens, 

they contend, after having already been brought into our society as a dominated caste (like slaves 

or indentured labourers). Unlike other animals, domesticated ones share the capacities for trust 

and cooperation necessary for upholding the rights (e.g. of residency and mobility) and responsi-

bilities (e.g. of civility towards others and social contribution) of citizenship (Kymlicka and 

Donaldson 2014, 205-6); this is nearly the definition of domestication (Clutton-Brock 2012). 

Domesticated animals, of course, generally cannot proposition their interests and lack the mental 

capacities necessary for legal culpability––just like some sapiens. Therefore, domesticated ani-
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mals can participate as full citizens. But they require new models of ‘co-dependent’ agency, 

wherein others help elicit their sense of subjective good.  

 A key strength of zoopolitical justice entails its extension of positive moral obligations to 

all animals, correcting previous, ad hoc approaches that recognize specific animals as worthy 

while ignoring others. Which obligations are appropriate depends on the nature of our relations. 

In general, wild animals, who actively avoid human settlements, require anti-imperialist relations 

of sovereignty, a sovereignty that not only protects animal communities from annihilation and 

exploitation by sapiens but also upholds their right of self-determination, while recognizing the 

mobile and overlapping nature of human-nonhuman communities (Donaldson and Kymlicka 

2011). By contrast, liminal animals––e.g. coyotes, crows, squirrels and raccoons––require differ-

ent moral relations. They are not so wild as to avoid sapiens; some thrive in ‘our’ communities, 

even though, without rights, they are easily abused, culled and destroyed as ‘pests.’ However, nor 

are liminal animals domesticated, so they do not generally trust humans and lack the level of 

communication and cooperation needed for citizenship. Therefore, they require denizenship, or a 

set of positive responsibilities and rights that go beyond universal protections but not as far as 

citizenship. As with humans (e.g. Amish, migrant workers), animal denizenship entails a precari-

ous relationship with a host society, but it need not devolve into second class citizenship where it 

is adapted to the interests of both parties (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011).    

 While zoopolitical justice opens a political path for expanding liberal democracy to pro-

tect vulnerable lives, like mobility justice it has blindspots. The lives of nonanimals, for example, 

fall entirely outside the the zoopolis––a limitation I confront in this article’s final discussion. 

Zoopolitical justice also suffers from a general lack of attention to (im)mobilities. Donaldson and 
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Kymlicka (2011, 244, 250) acknowledge that, like factory farms, roads and urban sprawl destroy 

nonhumans and their habitats, and include mobility and residency rights as moral obligations 

owed to all animals. However, zoopolitical justice notably ignores the urban sprawling “system 

of automobility” (Urry 2004; Sheller and Urry 2000), one of the gravest threats to biodiverse life 

on earth (Haupt 2009). It ignores the autopoetic (self-reproducing) expansion of motor vehicles 

and their roads and highways that have undercut the mobilities of non-sapiens by carving the ter-

restrial world into more than 600,000 fragments, most too tiny to support wildlife (Carrington 

2006). Tellingly, zoopolitical justice touts giving up eating animals through the adoption of veg-

an diets (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 202, 268), but not motor vehicle-free ways of living 

together. Thus, while zoopolitical justice does not ignore mobilities, more attention to the mobile 

ontology of justice is needed to expand its reach––just as recognizing non-sapien persons can 

cultivate the nature of mobility justice.  

 In what follows, I explore three assemblages of interspecies mobility justice that set out 

to illuminate moral obligations to non-sapien animals who share the desire to be the author of 

their own life scripts that can form the basis of better relations among differentially mobile 

species. The three moral assemblages overlap; non-sapien persons sometimes cross between 

them; domesticated animals, for example, sometimes becomes feral, and vice versa. However, 

they diverge so sharply with humans, socially and ecologically, that dogs, crows and killer 

whales give rise to categorically different obligations of mobility justice. 

Three moral assemblages of interspecies mobility justice 
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Canine citizenship   

One spring afternoon near downtown Vancouver, while cycling along one of the city’s busiest 

neighbourhood bikeways, I stop and watch as a few families, about a dozen children and parents 

cycling together as a loosely organized pack, take over the street. There is nothing that unusual 

about this; the bikeway is a set of roads that protect people cycling by dissuading fast moving 

cars with traffic-calming measures. But something about these slow-rollers seems transgressive: 

running alongside spinning wheels and revolving pedals in the middle of the street are a half 

dozen dogs, calibrating their movements with those of their cycling companions while playfully 

exploring a space they generally only get to experience from inside a car or while leashed on the 

sidewalk. I am struck by the fluidity, civility and unspoken coordination with which the pack en-

counters intersections and oncoming traffic. Deeply versed in the body language of sapiens, these 

dogs are ‘street smart,’ showing self-control, cooperation and respect for traffic rules––more so 

than some of the children, who can barely hold back their excitement while taking over the street 

with their canine companions. They eventually reach a dog park, where the dogs help animate 

dialogue and community among the humans. One might quickly dismiss this episode as a matter 

of well behaved city dogs––or, conversely, misbehaving humans temporarily subverting the 

‘proper’ use of a street. But it shows how nonhuman animals can help transform the street into a 

place where they also belong, and even exert (some) control over their own mobility.  

 Dogs, removed from the wild and bred selectively to depend on, and reciprocate, human 

care, already show the cooperative capacities necessary for citizenship. Over more than fifteen 
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thousand years of domestication, they developed good social skills and became ubiquitous com-

panions of humans with many individuals now enjoying the great privilege of growing old––

making dogs a “paradigmatic case study” (Flyvbjerg 2006) for extending mobility justice to 

nonhuman persons through citizenship. Notably, dogs know how to exchange eye contact. They 

seize the parental pathways in humans’ brains, triggering a release in oxytocin that makes us care 

for, empathize with and trust dogs in a similar fashion as we do with our own children (de Waal 

2016). Previously considered qualities possessed only by sapiens, the empathy, sociality and self-

restraint shown by dogs, towards us but also cats and other persons with whom they become fa-

miliar, disposes them to citizenship. As the primary tool for bringing justice to vulnerable groups 

that have entered ‘our’ community as a tyrannized caste (e.g. slaves, indentured labourers), citi-

zenship, too, should fall as a status preserved exclusively for sapiens. Western philosophy since 

Plato has defined democratic agency as that which happens when humans defeat their beastly 

nature to embrace the political reason only they enjoy––painting a hyperbolically rationalist, 

atomistic picture of citizenship. Following recent disability theories of citizenship, Donaldson 

and Kymlicka (2011, 106) advance a more persuasive “trust” model that recognizes how persons, 

especially those of us who cannot always intellectually proposition or deliberate our subjective 

good––so all of us at some point, and dogs too––deploy body language and depend on trusted 

others for help.  

 Domesticated animals who live cooperatively in close proximity with humans like dogs, 

cats, goats and pigs deserve ‘co-dependent’ citizenship, whereby people who they know and trust 

can help elicit their subjectively good mobility and include it as part of the collective good. Such 

elicitation already works on a small scale as humans, through trial and error, learn to identify and 
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satisfy the individual preferences of companion and farm animals, including where, how and 

with whom they prefer to move and dwell. Knowing a particular animal’s (im)mobility needs 

and desires requires entering its subjective world or umwelt (Uexküll [1909]2010), defined as 

“the affective relations between an organism and its environment that configure the possibilities 

and character of an animal’s mobility” (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018, 5). Understanding any ani-

mal’s umwelt presents formidable epistemological challenges. But as the shadow of twentieth 

century behaviourism over animal studies fades, more researchers are empathizing with individ-

ual animals’ experiences, leaning into the expertise of those who actually spend time with the 

species they claim to know. Some dogs are so cooperative (in exchange for snacks) they partici-

pate in fMRI scans that map their “neurogeography”––where things happen in their brains during 

different subjective experiences, like love and fear (de Waal 2016, 116). Scientists, ethnographers 

and filmmakers are not the only ones who can understand and evoke the subjective worlds of an-

imals  (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018). Anyone who has spent a significant amount of time with a 

domesticated animal knows that they intentionally express their desires in a myriad of ways, 

from meowing at fridges for food and bowing to invite play. The more that their “agency is ex-

pected and enabled, the greater the resulting capacity to express their subjective good” (Donald-

son and Kymlicka (2011, 106).  

  If domesticated animals already enjoy the necessary capacities to be citizens, and sapiens 

have the ability to elicit and represent their subjective interests, what might citizenship for these 

animals look like in practice, and how can it advance interspecies mobility justice? To begin 

with, citizenship presupposes mutual socialization through which humans and non-sapiens learn 

how to accommodate, trust and co-operate with one another. While the extent and nature of this 
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socialization will vary––compared to a free-roaming horse or cow in a sanctuary, a dog or a cat 

in a human household in the city has a lot more to learn from sapiens than conspecifics about 

getting along with others––it includes learning the rights but also duties that comprise citizen-

ship. Duties include civility towards co-citizens, wherein dogs, for example, may be legitimately 

socialized to not bite or jump on other animals or interfere with cyclists. For the high price of 

their domestication and socialization, non-sapien citizens deserve mobility rights. Beyond a 

strong prima facie presumption against physical confinement unless they pose a threat to them-

selves or others (which non-citizens also deserve), citizens are owed positive rights to sufficient 

(im)mobility for a flourishing life (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011). All citizens of a shared soci-

ety deserve meaningful ways of thriving outside of chains and cages. Unjustly, the vast majority 

of domesticated animals today are denied sufficient (im)mobility, through the acute bondage of 

industrialized agriculture, medical research and entertainment industries, but also through more 

subtle ways in which sapiens design exclusive environments for their own species.    

 One immediate barrier to developing positive (im)mobility rights for non-sapien citizens 

is the city, where a growing majority of sapiens live. Long defined as an entity that (like citizen-

ship) only happens when intelligent humans escape their ‘beastly’ natures and make a separate 

‘civilized’ space for themselves apart from the unruly animals, the city undermines domesticated 

animals’ mobilities in diverse ways. These include policies and norms that remove farm animals 

to the outside of town, where human responses to these animals as disease vectors has also 

helped marginalize them, as well as efforts to keep companion animals out of shared public spa-

ces like public transit systems and restaurants. A critical barrier for non-sapien citizens, disre-

garded by Donaldson and Kymlicka, is the production of the city through the car (Sheller and 
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Urry 2000). Just as automobility renders children dependent on adult chauffeurs, the car and the 

road splinter environments so domesticated animals cannot move independently, reinforcing 

their status as property and the “pernicious paternalism” in which many people view their ani-

mals as “permanent children” in need of perpetual remoulding (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 

125). Nonetheless, domesticated animals are making urban inroads into private and public space. 

Backyard chickens are challenging farm animals’ exclusion, for example, while companion ani-

mals are fast becoming legitimate participants in buses, trains, hotels and sundry other business-

es. An open question remains whether “once given greater freedom and assisted agency, … do-

mesticated animals will continue to choose to be part of a mixed society with humans” (Donald-

son and Kymlicka 2011, 125). I suspect many would if the alternative was moving to wilder ar-

eas with environmental challenges (including predators) for which they are ill-equipped. To en-

joy meaningful (im)mobility choices, however, domesticated animals require some say in how 

urban environments are constructed in the first place.  

 Mobility justice for non-sapien citizens requires the empowerment of domesticated ani-

mals as co-authors of the city. Notwithstanding the spread of dog parks, cat cafes and backyard 

chicken coops, the exclusion of domesticated animals’ mobilities from the planning and infra-

structuring of our built environments is nearly taken for granted (Wolch 2002). As a result, the 

city acts as a kind of affirmative action program for bipedal, motorized apes, while sapiens’ in-

frastructures and properties unintentionally hem domesticated animals into tiny fragments of 

time-space as effectively as chains and cages. Echoing how people with physical disabilities face 

mobility barriers in built environments whose design never considered their needs or unique ca-

pabilities, sapiens rarely think about planning in ways that could afford domesticated animals 
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meaningful opportunities for (im)mobility through which they could make valuable contributions 

to their community. Because citizenship means that “the very shape of public space and move-

ment is designed with your input and needs in mind” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 128), do-

mesticated animals require political and legal representation in the legislative process and munic-

ipal planning decisions, but also on the boards that govern police, medicine, emergency services 

and other institutions in which “domesticated animals have been rendered invisible” (Donaldson 

and Kymlicka 2011, 154). One mechanism to advance mobility justice for non-sapien citizens 

could entail official representation by “animal advocates” like the one appointed in 2007 by the 

canton of Zurich, an inspiring ombudsman charged with eliciting and conveying their interests in 

cruelty cases (Hickman 2010). Such advocates, however, must go beyond cases of cruelty to 

fight for positive animal mobility rights and remedy injustices that arise inadvertently where 

sapiens fail to think of other species.   

 Ultimately, interspecies mobility justice demands not only eliciting and representing do-

mesticated animals’ (im)mobility preferences but also, more radically, contesting the very notion 

of mobility itself as a thing that (like citizenship and the city) happens only when cognitively so-

phisticated sapiens animate, plan and invest movement with social meaning and power. Animals’ 

mobilities are not only configured for instrumental transport but through unique umwelten 

shaped by their motion capacities, sensorial experiences, emotions, spatial memories and territor-

ial power relations that tend to escape human awareness (Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018). In other 

words, animal planners and advocates must remove barriers to animals’ mobilities but also ask 

what unique capabilities animals can bring to a multispecies community. Animal citizens with 

political representation would likely raise some thorny questions, such as whether automobility 
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should be universalized or abolished like factory farming, given its prolific role in violence to-

wards animals and ecological degradation. Dogs, a privileged species among domesticated ani-

mals, many of whom love to ride in motor vehicles, ought to only be a starting point for expand-

ing domesticated animals’ mobility justice through citizenship. 

Corvid denizenship 

One fall evening in Vancouver’s east end, along a suburban stretch of the same traffic-calmed 

bikeway where I saw a pack of people cycling with dogs, I observe a woman cycle with crows. 

The crows hail from a murder with which Ruth is familiar, one that has the habit of condensing 

by the thousands while flying home over this bikeway to their evening roost. She slowly cycles 

with these curious black birds as they walk the streets, parking lots and sidewalks, their substan-

tial feet stepping one directly in front of the other, tails waggling behind. Walks become hops 

where she gets too close. Ruth also, while at speed, encounters fast crows, where they soar, duck 

and barrel-roll right over her head, as if they were playing with her. Being able to notice and get 

entangled with the peculiar trajectories and atmospheres of crows as they suddenly fly hundreds 

of meters between the ground and the crowns of trees or building tops, right as these nonlinear 

lines of flight unfold, is one reason why she likes to cycle with crows. I am struck by the way 

crows lead Ruth’s attention on her bike to a wilder understanding of the city, wherein mindful 

connections with what’s outside the city abound. In fact, most people I shadowed cycling to na-

ture across Canada have a crow story, and showed interest in crows’ creative movements and in-

telligence. Some hate them (as ‘pests’ and ‘vermin’ who should be culled); others, like Ruth, love 
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them. But they catch nearly everyone’s notice, supporting corvid expert Lyanda Haupt’s (2009, 

24) suspicion that “for the majority of people on the face of the earth, the crow will be the single 

most oft-encountered native wild animal in their lives.”   

  Crows are liminal, ‘in-between’ persons. With no other place in particular where they 

belong, crows are attracted to us for our easy food sources, but lack the level of trust and reci-

procity that are necessary for citizenship. Equally at home in a subalpine meadow as a beer store 

parking lot, crows simply do not fit the wild/domestic, wilderness/city dichotomies with which 

ever more urbanized sapiens tend to imagine animals. Forcing crows into the ‘domestic’ box 

through confinement, family break-ups and controlled breeding (i.e. domestication) would obvi-

ously violate their basic liberties. Equally, forcing crows ‘back’ out into the wilderness as alien 

interlopers who do not belong in ‘our’ space, or culling them in the “animal equivalent of ethnic 

cleansing” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 211), are moral nonstarters, and would not work 

anyway. Crows are already inextricably entangled with us, despite their invisibility in our legal, 

scientific and everyday assumptions about whom mobilities, cities and democracies are for. In 

fact, crows are thriving with us––a disturbing reminder of the ongoing habitat destruction extin-

guishing scores of less resilient species. With population sizes moving in eery lockstep with our 

own, “crows are wild beings in our midst, even as they point to wildness that we cannot see and 

have lost” (Haupt 2009, 11). For these reasons, crows offer a paradigmatic case study for extend-

ing mobility justice to nonhuman persons through denizenship, or positive (im)mobility rights 

and responsibilities that go beyond universal protections against harm (e.g. not to be summarily 

executed) but not as far as citizenship (e.g. the right to access public transit). 
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 Denizenship can advance mobility justice for crows, but also coyotes, foxes, squirrels, 

beavers, raccoons and other liminal persons who contravene any neat boundaries drawn between 

human communities and the wild. Denizenship releases them from some of the responsibilities of 

citizenship (the costs of being press-ganged into which would be too high), while releasing us 

from some of the positive duties we owe them––allowing us, for example, to limit their incoming 

populations in non-lethal ways. While the nature of any denizenship arrangement need not be 

exploitative, in many human cases it is (e.g. where states formally fight illegal immigration but 

surreptitiously allow it for economic exploitation), necessitating strong hedges against subordi-

nation through security of residence and mutually beneficial accommodations of weakened co-

operation (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 240). Liminal animals’ denizenship is threatened, 

moreover, by the same dubious objections to domesticated animals’ citizenship––that democratic 

agency, city life and mobilities require cognitively sophisticated reasoning skills that only sapi-

ens enjoy. But like many domesticated animals, liminal animals, too, are inexorably defying limit 

after limit previously placed by sapien scientists upon their intelligence. The greatest challenge 

thus far to primate’s cognitive supremacy, notably, has not come from other mammals but from 

crows. Crows’ penchant for tools and ‘metatools’ (tools for making tools), culture, language, 

memory and empathy not only validates de Waal’s “cognitive ripple rule”––that “every cognitive 

capacity that we discover is going to be older and more widespread than initially thought” (2016, 

93)––it also suggests that crows, despite (and, in part, because of) their well justified wariness of 

humans, are more than capable of participating as mobile denizens in complex, multispecies so-

cieties.  
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 If liminal animals already enjoy the necessary capacities to be denizens, do sapiens have 

the ability to understand their subjective interests? At first blush, the same conundrum of how to 

understand domesticated animals––how do we know their (im)mobility needs and desires?––

seems even more daunting for ‘in-between’ animal persons. But tracking and sensing animals’ 

mobilities has become sophisticated through “critter-cams,” GPS collars and other techniques 

that generate data which can lend deeper insight into undomesticated animals’ umwelten (Hod-

getts and Lorimer 2018). At the same time, it does not take big data and AI to see, for example, 

that our aerial, terrestrial and aquatic roads and superhighways for automobiles, passenger 

planes, transport trucks, industrial ships, ATVs and sundry other machines bombard liminal ani-

mals’ umwelten with noise, pollution and the ever present risk of getting lethally struck. In fact, 

simply scratch the surface of liminal animals’ experiences of the world, and it becomes clear that 

some of the same, systemic mobility injustices facing domesticated animals also directly and in-

directly undermine the lives of liminal animals. For example, using GPS and VHS data Dupuis-

Desormeaux and MacDonald (2011) analyzed raccoon mobilities in Toronto with unprecedented 

granularity, showing that racoons’ home ranges are much smaller than expected from previous 

research. More than any other factor, road traffic patterns and the threat of running into the city’s 

apex predator (motorized sapiens) serve to hem raccoons into small urban quarters; raccoons 

studiously avoid busy roads, where “even minor arteries can act as hard borders.” It seems that 

the subjective interests of liminal animals can be glimpsed when sapiens are willing to look.  

 Mobility justice for non-sapien denizens requires fighting for their (im)mobility rights, 

too––albeit to a lesser degree than animal citizens––to include their flourishing as part of the 

common good. As with domesticated animals, an immediate barrier facing justice for liminal 
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species is a lack of prime facie, negative rights against their confinement and destruction. For a 

denizenship model of mobility justice to work, crows, coyotes, beavers and other liminal species 

require legal protection from arbitrary culls or ‘animal cleansing’ campaigns based on speciesist 

notions of cities as places where wild animal ‘pests’ have no right to exist. Beyond such basic 

protections, extending positive (im)mobility rights to animal denizens, as with non-sapien citi-

zens, runs into the problem of the city and hostile urban infrastructure. This includes automobili-

ty, as suggested by the practices of racoons, but also aquatic and aerial architectures such as re-

flective surfaces that create lethal traps for birds––illustrating the need to take seriously the verti-

cal nature of interspecies mobility injustice (Graham 2016).  

 The barrier posed by urbanization for non-sapien denizens, however, is even more perni-

cious owing to their liminal status. Whereas domestication makes possible citizenship and urban 

belonging, liminality leaves crows, beavers, geese and others exposed to ill-fitting legal cate-

gories and spatial codes––‘wild’ or ‘domesticated’––that not only ignore but actively curtail 

where, how and with whom they are allowed to move and dwell. Such curtailment can be severe 

for vulnerable denizens on the edge of the urban world who rely on expansive habitats. For ex-

ample, Brown, Flemsæter and Rønningen (2019) show how semi-wild reindeer and Sámi herders 

in Norway grapple with urban sprawl and the development of the country’s ‘outfields.’ This de-

velopment entails the extension of property relations and planning systems that fail to respond to 

reindeers  and  herders’ more-than-human  hybrid  mobilities  that  cannot  conform to  Cartesian 

maps and democratic planning procedures. As cars and second homes infiltrate and commodify 

the countryside, they bring with them binary land use principles that undermine positive mobility 
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options for liminal animals who are neither ‘wild’ nor ‘domestic.’ The inability of property rights 

to accommodate such animals’ mobilities reinforces their need for denizenship.    

 An emerging site and possible mechanism of mobility justice for liminal denizens entails 

the ‘rewilding’ movement and animal easements. By restoring urban and developed rural spaces 

to their ‘uncultivated,’ more biodiverse states, rewilding promotes the (im)mobilities of raccoons, 

starlings, bees, beavers, coyotes, geese and many others. Examples include daylighting water-

ways and expanding biodiverse corridors (e.g. animal crossings over highways and pollinator 

pathways free of pesticides) through otherwise lethal or impenetrable sapien infrastructure––

even if it means challenging road capacity for cars and widespread perceptions of ‘well-ordered’ 

space by creating ‘messier’ parks (City of Vancouver 2014). Not all forms of rewilding advance 

animals’ mobility justice. In some cases, it may create interspecies mobility injustice, as when 

domesticated animals are suddenly forced to fend for themselves in rewilding zones, even though 

they lack the requisite survival skills (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2016). However, the reclamation 

and expansion of wilder places can help advance mobility justice for liminal animals where it 

expands, inasmuch as possible, their freedom to move how, where and with whom they choose. 

For example, the feral horses of northern Assateague Island in Maryland, in contrast to their 

counterparts on the southern part of the same island, located in Virginia, enjoy far fewer restric-

tions on their movement, socializing and breeding. Every northern mare is allowed to give birth 

once and roam around with their family (regulated through contraception remotely administered 

by dart), compared to the southern “ponies” whose population is kept in check by extensive fenc-

ing and cowboys who (once a year) force them into the ocean to swim to a pen on another island, 
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where parents’ foals are forcibly removed and auctioned off before crowds of sapiens (Donald-

son and Kymlicka 2016).  

 Ultimately, the nature of a specific animals’ “denizenship, like citizenship, is an evolving 

relationship, and its future evolution is unpredictable” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 240). 

Expanding denizenship rights for some species, such as reindeer in Mid-Norway, may clash with 

mobilities for other species, including domesticated animal citizens that enjoy far more power 

and privileges with sapiens, such as dogs, whose presence stresses reindeers (especially females 

with calves), reducing their already constricted habitat even further (Brown et al. 2019). The na-

ture of denizenship exists in relation to other models for enacting interspecies mobility justice 

and may evolve in surprising ways. For some individuals and species, denizenship might eventu-

ally lead to sufficient cooperation and reciprocity with humans to enable citizenship. For others, 

continuous denizenship will be the most just option. Some crows, like some sapien migrants, 

may never want a home, family, social roots or political power in the place where they currently 

live, but rather imagine themselves there temporarily on a path towards another place where the 

real focus of their life projects resides, whether that place is ‘back home’ (perhaps in an airy, 

subalpine meadow) or somewhere else entirely (another cosmopolitan city, another beer store 

parking lot).  

Cetacean sovereignty

One late summer evening in the Salish Sea, a woman with whom I am riding to nature, a Gulf 

Island, leans over the railing of our ferry’s passenger deck, craning her neck while the waves 
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crash two stories below. A flat, disembodied voice drawls over the intercom: “if you look to our 

port side, you can see killer whales. But please get in your cars, we’re docking. Please folks, 

please get back into your vehicles.” After cycling to the island from Vancouver (with help from a 

train, bus and BC Ferry), just as we reach our destination some southern resident killer whales, 

the most famous whale clan on the planet, appear in the bay, hotly pursued by tour boats packed 

with whale watchers. It is a bittersweet encounter. Only a few weeks prior, J35, a mother orca in 

j pod (one of three pods in the endangered southern resident clan living in the waters around 

British Columbia, Washington and Oregon), shocked the world after pushing the corpse of her 

stillborn calf in “a funeral-like procession through 1,600 kilometres of Pacific Ocean for 17 days 

in what scientists and journalists called a ‘tour of grief’” (Watson 2017). I am struck by the am-

bivalence of the atmosphere hanging over the ferry passengers as we briefly rebuff the crew’s 

pleas to exit so we can watch the orcas swim by. There is an undeniable sense of awe for the re-

silient, alien way these massively brained mammals fly through the ocean. There is also a de-

tectable sense of grief, even guilt––we all know who is responsible for pushing j pod to the 

brink.  

 Orcas are wild animals who generally avoid humans, on whom they do not depend for 

their daily needs, so the most appropriate way of assembling moral relations with orcas is neither 

co-citizenship nor denizenship but rather sovereignty and international norms of mobility justice. 

Like theories of democratic agency and the city, ideas about sovereignty––used to justify Eu-

ropean imperialism and the colonization of Indigenous peoples––were first developed to exclude 

supposedly inferior others. However, rehabilitating sovereignty around an inclusive moral pur-

pose, that of preventing alien rule by protecting “autonomy as a means of community flourish-
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ing” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 172), bolsters its power to advance the flourishing of wild 

animals’ communities. While European colonizers stressed that to qualify for sovereignty com-

munities require hard borders and “complex institutional differentiation,” a more persuasive, 

postcolonial sovereignty applies to any peoples who place value on an independent existence that 

depends on the reproduction of their own modes of social organization, including Indigenous and 

nomadic peoples whose sovereignty should “operate within or across the boundaries of nation 

states” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 173). The competence required for such sovereignty 

rests on being able to maintain a social context wherein community members can thrive. Orcas, 

like other cetaceans, show high levels of such competence. Orcas do not need humans to repro-

duce their diverse matriarchal cultures, spatial knowledges and dialects that vary by unique pods. 

What southern resident orcas need, for mobility justice, is protection from annihilation by sapi-

ens through fair terms of engagement between sovereign communities. Their rapid cultural trans-

formation from vermin to celebrity and to endangered species position orcas as a paradigmatic 

case of wild animals’ sovereignty.   

 Respecting animals’ sovereignty does not necessarily mean excluding others from mov-

ing through or using their territory but rather preventing them from being colonized and gov-

erned by settlers in unilateral ways that undermine their self-determination. In practice, this re-

quires empathizing with foreign animals whose (im)mobilities are channeled and disturbed by 

sonic and olfactory intrusions that escape the attention and concern of bipedal, terrestrial apes. 

Imagine j pod’s shrinking, ever noisier umwelt. As the most profitable display animal in history, 

killer whales were until recently seen by European settlers as dangerous pests, at whom fisher-

man would shoot for fun and out of anger for stealing ‘their’ salmon. This all changed in 1964, 
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after the second killer whale to be captured alive, the sociable “Moby Doll,” stole the hearts of 

Vancouverites. Today, as cetacean captivity in aquariums for human entrainment continues, noise 

from whale watching tours chasing the much loved orcas amplify an already thundering under-

water environment shared with cruise ships, heavy tankers and bulkers, yachts, ferries, sea-doos, 

fishing vessels and party boats––tormenting orcas who rely heavily on sound and echolocation to 

properly navigate, socialize, hunt, mate and, indeed, ‘see’ their world  (CBC 2019). Orcas in the 

nosiest parts of their habitats lose up to 97% of their mid-frequency range acoustic space 

(Williams et al. 2014). This range encompasses the social acoustic space orcas use for learning 

and sharing the unique calls and dialects that define a pod’s identity and reproduce the social 

context in which a pod’s individual members can flourish––dialects like Moby Doll’s that 

(posthumously) allowed researchers to identify him as a member of j pod.  

 Fighting for wild animals’ sovereignty builds on Sheller’s (2018, 21) call to “extend mo-

bility justice beyond a focus on transportation and beyond a spatial imaginary of the city scale … 

and bring in historical time horizons drawing on global Indigenous, non-Western and postcolo-

nial experiences.” The parallel between j pod’s inability to speak in the Salish sea because of 

sapien noise and the loss of language suffered by Indigenous peoples during North America’s 

assimilating residential schools is not lost on local Indigenous communities for whom the orcas 

carry longstanding cultural and spiritual significance. Members of the Lummi Nation in Wash-

ington State, for example, suggest that J35’s ‘tour of grief’ is a message directly addressed to us 

that our destruction of their habitat has gone too far (CBC 2019). Another disturbing parallel lies 

in ‘terra nullius’ justifications for colonizing and developing both Indigenous lands (and waters) 

and wild animals’ habitats to ‘improve’ supposedly empty, worthless spaces. Conversely, Indige-
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nous peoples and traditional societies that have long lived harmoniously side by side with wild 

animals point to positive mechanisms for advancing sovereignty and decolonization through 

shared and overlapping (versus exclusive and absolute) territories. For example, in 2020 the 

Ktunaxa Nation in British Columbia received $21 million in public and private funding to create 

a conservation zone and Indigenous protected area around Jumbo Valley, successfully fending off 

a three decades long effort to build a billion-dollar ski resort in a valley sacred to the Ktunaxa, 

who believe it is home to the grizzly bear spirit. The plan not only encapsulates the migration 

rights of wild animals; it does so in a context of shared sovereignty and recognition of the inher-

ently mobile character of multispecies communities.  

 Designating territories, shared rights of way and international norms for upholding over-

lapping sovereignties is likely to be highly contested for wild animals, just as it is for sapiens. 

After all, sovereignty cuts both ways: the mobilities of wild animals (e.g. mountain lions preying 

on roaming pets in the suburbs) can be legitimately (i.e. while protecting their basic, negative 

rights) controlled outside of their territories. Nevertheless, the overwhelming share of injustice 

from imperialism and colonization stems from humans usurping and despoiling the homelands 

and waters of other animals, not the other way around. The nature of fair terms for cooperation 

between, and decolonization of, sovereign animal communities will of course vary by the 

(im)mobility capacities, habitats and umwelten of particular species. But, in the broadest of 

strokes, mobility justice for sovereign animal communities demands an end to sprawling sapien 

settlements, especially the fossil-fuelled, highway-driven degradation and fragmentation of the 

world’s remaining wild habitats (Carrington 2016). Instead of further colonizing the territories of 

wild animals, sapiens need to build better, more sustainable communities where they already live 
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and transform their practices within wild animals’ communities, “replacing unilateral extraction 

with fair trade” (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011, 173). Oceanic animals, beyond the pale of sapi-

ens’ sovereign states, so uniquely vulnerable to exploitation, face perhaps the most daunting path 

from terra nullius to territory. Yet if Moby Doll can transform Canadian public opinion about 

orcas overnight, there still could be time to decolonize his community and bring j-pod back from 

the brink.  

Discussion: mobility justice for plants, mushrooms and rivers? 

This article began with a simple thesis: mobility justice (Sheller 2018) and interspecies justice  

(Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011) stand to enrich one another, and a political theory of inter-

species mobility justice is a problem whose time has come. While the mobilities paradigm has 

not wholly ignored non-sapiens (Fishel 2019; Hodgetts and Lorimer 2018), it has nonetheless 

perpetuated a soft anthropocentrism wherein non-sapiens, typically all lumped together as ‘non-

humans,’ may be recognized as having agency or power but never as individual selves whose 

subjective goods are morally worthy of being part of the collective good and our mobile com-

mons. In so doing, mobility studies has unwittingly reinforced longstanding biases across the so-

cial sciences that portray the city, democracy, citizenship and sovereignty as products of sapiens’ 

supreme intelligence and Rawlsian reasoning skills.  

 The primary contribution of this article, relying on a growing body of evidence showing 

that many non-sapiens are intelligent, empathetic persons, too (de Waal 2016; Haupt 2009; CBC 

2019), is to bring non-sapiens into the ambit of mobility justice and in so doing open up mobility 
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itself as a more-than-just-human way of being in the world and animating ‘the good life.’ A sec-

ond, methodological contribution rests on my use of “paradigmatic” (Flyvbjerg 2006) or synec-

dochal case studies, in which particular animals stand in for larger groups of species for sake of 

comparison in terms of what positive moral relations they should share with sapiens, instead of 

either zeroing in on one other species or lumping all nonhumans together, both of which miss all 

the moral complexity between non-sapien species. Canine citizenship, corvid denizenship and 

cetacean sovereignty trace salient moral assemblages of interspecies mobility justice. Finally, a 

third contribution relates to my cycling vignettes. They briefly demonstrate how everyday inter-

actions, however modest and ephemeral––even in the city––can provide opportunities through 

which humans can connect with, and come to care for, other animals in a way that grounds and 

gestures towards something as abstract and removed from daily life as mobility justice for dogs, 

crows and killer whales.  

 This political theory of interspecies mobility justice leaves a host of unanswered ques-

tions for further exploration. One question that dogs discussions of justice for nonhumans is 

whether it is even appropriate to talk about it since social justice has not been accomplished yet 

for humans in a world of scarce resources. The answer to this question is (a resounding) yes, for 

two reasons. The first reason relates to the circumstances of when justice applies. For Rawls, the 

‘circumstances of justice’ apply under conditions of moderate scarcity, wherein people cannot 

have everything they want, but not severe scarcity (so-called ‘lifeboat scenarios’), where respect-

ing another’s rights jeopardizes one’s existence. Most sapiens, particularly those in wealthy na-

tions such as Canada, live under conditions of ‘moderate scarcity,’ or circumstances that do not 

justify the myriad ways in which people currently confine and kill animals (Donaldson and Kym-

 29



licka 2011, 41). These are the same circumstances in which wild animals do not find themselves, 

and why sapiens should not intervene to end wild predation and food cycles. The second reason 

we must talk about justice for non-sapien persons is because it is not in a zero sum competition 

with justice for sapiens; in fact, they form two sides of the same coin. Mobility injustices perpet-

uated against marginalized humans and non-sapien persons not only reinforce one another, they 

are interlocking: the same techniques (e.g. eugenics), ideas (e.g. nativism) and words (e.g. ver-

min) are used to dominate and dehumanize both (Glasser 2011; Crawford 2018). The interlock-

ing of human and non-sapien (in)justice became obvious early in the COVID-19 pandemic in 

North America, for example, when the continent’s largest single coronavirus outbreak occurred 

in High River, Alberta at Cargill’s enormous industrial slaughterhouse among precariously em-

ployed  immigrants  and  temporary  foreign  workers. Mobility injustices against humans, there-

fore, must be addressed simultaneously with those against other animals. Our fates are inter-

twined. 

 My theory of interspecies mobility justice faces some significant limitations. One such 

limitation, and prime area for further research, rests on the need to extend it to non-animal per-

sons. Note the article’s title does not refer to animal mobility justice. My theory builds on zoopo-

litical justice (Donaldson and Kymlicka 2011), which fails to extend moral obligations (positive 

or negative) to plants and other non-animals. This oversight might be logical, were it not for the 

case that the fundamental premise of zoopolitical justice––that sentience and individual, subjec-

tive goods qualify beings for moral consideration––also characterizes many non-animal persons, 

many of whom (e.g. trees and mushrooms), like various non-sapien animals, also show high lev-

els of sociality, individuality, intelligence and even brain-like structures, although in more rooted 
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yet distributed formations that escape animal-centric assumptions (Hathaway 2018; Wohlleben 

2018; Kohn, 2013; Hall 2011). Recognizing the subjective goods and umwelten of plants is diffi-

cult, partly because they do not need to eat others to thrive, and rights for plants to live compli-

cates the morality of eating non-animals––at a time when eating animals has already become a 

complicated moral matter. 

 Recognizing positive moral obligations of mobility justice for non-animal persons like 

plants and mushrooms is also challenging, I suggest, because of the less familiar ways in which 

these non-animals become (im)mobile. For example, plants and mushrooms practice (im)mobili-

ty by engaging with selective others (whether or not humans are involved) by making themselves 

more and less attractive (Hathaway 2018) and, as in the extraordinary case of wheat, manipulat-

ing the mobility, labour and ingenuity of sapiens to their long term advantage (Harari 2014, 80). 

Besides plant and fungal persons, whose (im)mobilities and flourishing have hitherto received 

remarkably little attention compared to that of animals, interspecies mobility justice ought to in-

clude emergent individuals––the peculiar ecosystems and multispecies networks (e.g. rivers, 

lakes and forests) long thought by scientific, Indigenous and pagan communities as yet another 

morally and biologically legitimate way of ‘being an individual person’ other than being a stand-

alone organism (Bouchard and Huneman 2013; Hall 2011).  

 Acknowledging that the tyrannical, colonial and genocidal domination of non-sapiens is 

cut from the same, cruel cloth as the domination of marginalized sapiens, and inviting non-ani-

mal persons into the hallowed halls of those who deserve to be alive and flourish, represent fu-

ture pathways for developing interspecies mobility justice. Another pathway entails exploring 

how mobility rights and mobility justice can bolster other kinds of rights and justice for non-
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sapien persons. The further mobility justice carries moral obligations to sentient persons across 

the arbitrary lines of more-or-less valued life drawn by sapiens between species, however, the 

more important it will become to ground mobility justice through everyday moments of connec-

tion with, and care for, particular non-sapien individuals. On the long road toward challenging 

hegemonic anthropocentric conceptions of whose lives and mobilities matter, slower, quieter and 

multi-sensorial (i.e. non-motorized) ways of moving together––alongside eating fewer animals––

can encourage civil, empathetic and inspiring encounters between sapiens and other persons on 

earth.    
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