
Chapter 2

Mobility and the 
Cosmopolitan Perspective

This chapter raises the following questions: What is new about mobility in the 

cosmopolitan perspective in the discourse of globalization. Second, I want to 

cosmopolitanism. My third part focuses on the opposition between methodological 
nationalism and methodological cosmopolitanism. The fourth step outlines the 
research programme of the cosmopolitan social science, especially in relation to 

analysing and coping with the local–global nexus.

Cosmopolitan perspective and the discourse on globalization

denial, second 
explorations, third 
There has been quite a sophisticated defence of conventional economics, sociology, 
political science and so on, which tries to demonstrate that the evidence which has 
been brought up in favour of globalization is not really convincing.

But this strategy lost its credibility when a second reaction became prominent; 
that is, a generation of globalization studies which were concerned with how to 

and discontinuity; and how to theorize the relationship between globalization and 
modernity, post-modernity and post-colonialism. These studies primarily concentrated 
on understanding the character of globalization as a social phenomenon; there 
were important conceptual innovations, operationalizations and empirical studies, 
represented for example by David Held and his group ( ) or, 
in Germany, Michael Zürn and his group ( ); Held 
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1 See Held et al. 1999; Zürn 2005.
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historical changes may have for social science itself: when fundamental dualisms 

and comparative research), but they lose their subject of inquiry (see, for example, 

for the global era. In order to do this one needs a new standpoint of observation and 
conceptualization of social relations and consequently a paradigmatic shift from the 
dominant national gaze to a cosmopolitan perspective is enforced.

most commonsense meaning refers to a plea for cross-cultural and cross-national 
harmony; this is what I mean by ‘ philosophical

the then nascent nationalism. What we need to do now is what Walter Benjamin

normative notion of cosmopolitanism has to be distinguished from the 
analytical social science 

such a perspective we can observe the growing interdependence and interconnection 
of social actors across national boundaries, more often then not as a side effect of 

real 
. This last type of 

dealing with transnational issues: ‘
The philosophical debates on cosmopolitanism have tended to neglect actual 

existing cosmopolitanism or cosmopolitanization. My favourite neglected Kant
quote to demonstrate what I mean comes from his popular lectures on anthropology 
and is about the German character: ‘[The Germans] have no nation pride, and 

because the cosmopolitan challenges are not in theory, but in practice, and – even 

imagining cosmopolitanism philosophically.
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intended but unintended, not a matter of free choice but a matter of being forced. 
Cosmopolitanism may be an elite concept, cosmopolitanization is not an elite 
concept. Cosmopolitanization, for example, derives from the dynamics of global 

food), and the media impact leads – as John Urry and others showed – to a shift of 
perspective, however fragile (Hannam, Sheller and Urry 2006). And it leads to a 

arena. Cosmopolitanization also leads to new relations, new connectivities and 
mobilities as Tomlinson puts it (Tomlinson 1999).

All of these actually existing cosmopolitanisms involve individuals with limited 
choices. The decision to enter a political realm larger than the local one may 
sometimes be made voluntarily, but it often results from the force of circumstances.

to be poor, or simply not to die. Entertainment choices are based on a range of 
options frequently beyond the control of individual consumers. Such compulsions 
may explain in part why the mass of really existing cosmopolitanization does not 
enter into scholarly discussions of cosmopolitanism: to argue that the choice of 

much of its ethical attractiveness. If cosmopolitanization is both indeterminate and 

the case in a world where the boundaries are deeply contested.
Conceptualizing these different types of cosmopolitanization raises many 

Ewiger Friede, the Rio Conference on sustainable 

– global problems offer options for cosmopolitan solutions and institutions Kant had 

ever-denser global interconnectedness, interpenetration and the mobility of cultural 

participation through production and consumption. At the same time we are all 

threat – which bind underdeveloped and highly developed nations together. There is 

side of the world to the other and infect or effect at any place in ways that no-one 
can predict (see, for example, Kaplan 2006; Law 2006; Urry 2002; Urry 2004; and 

One big difference between the classical philosophy debate on cosmopolitanism 
and sociological cosmopolitanization is that the cosmopolitan philosophy is about free 
choice, the cosmopolitan perspective informs us about a forced cosmopolitanization, 
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a passive cosmopolitanism produced by side effects from radicalized modernization. 
And in this context the distinction between globalism and cosmopolitanization is 
very important.

capitalist growth, and of the need to move capital, products and people across a 
relatively borderless world. Cosmopolitanization is a much more multidimensional 
process of change that has irreversibly changed the very nature of the social world 
and the place of states within that world. Cosmopolitanization thus includes the 
proliferation of multiple cultures (as with cuisines from around the world), the 
growth of many transnational forms of life, the emergence of various non-state 
political actors (from Amnesty International to the World Trade Organization), 
the paradox generation of global protest movements against globalization, the 

UN: the US represents globalism, the UN cosmopolitanization. These two visions 
of second modernity haunt contemporary life, each trying to control and regulate an 
increasingly turbulent new world.

Opposition between methodological nationalism and cosmopolitanization

conventional post-war social science regards the nation as a huge container, while 
international relations are assumed to account for all relations outside that national 
container.

Even in world-systems theory, the subunits of the system are almost always 
nations, whose relations to each other are ordered by capitalist development and 
interstate competition. Most political scientists and political theories still do equalize 
state with nation state; political parties monopolize the representation of political 

in terms of its relationship to the world of nations (colonialism, nation-building 

the international for granted. This critique of methodological nationalism is only 

cosmopolitanism.

 and .
Of course, on the level of the social actor (mainly the nation state and its citizens) 

fact and a positive value inside national societies and it is a general principle of 
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across national borders, which is negatively valued and often criminalized. In the 

part of the social science vocabulary and theory, this is a clear case in consequence of 

political actors as categories of social

a centre for social theory, philosophy and research about mobility and migration 
(aliens and citizens).

who wish to leave their countries of origin in the Third World to come to Western

criminals, subversives or armed invaders. But most of those trying to get in are not 

to build decent secure lives for themselves and their families. What gives anyone the 

of  national societies and argued for one and only one society, namely ‘world 

distinction between mobility and migration. It is, especially, the liberal tradition of 
Western societies which contradicts this distinction. Liberalism emerged with the 
modern state and presupposes it. Liberal theories are deeply rooted in methodological 
nationalism. They were not designed to deal with questions about migration. They 
assumed the context of the sovereign state. As a historical observation this is true. 

advocates of the principles did not entirely foresee. This is one of the reasons why 
radicalized liberalism can argue for a cosmopolitan perspective and becomes part of 
methodological cosmopolitanism.

The cosmopolitan perspective on mobility

Methodological cosmopolitanism, therefore, is not only about new concepts but 
about a new Methodological cosmopolitanism 
is not

theoretical interpretation and political action. This shift of perspective from 
methodological nationalism to methodological cosmopolitanism allows a focus 
upon quite a lot of different theoretical and empirical landscapes:

•
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environment, etc. – are inherently transnational and global in nature and 
attempts at controlling them lead to the creation of global fora of debate, if 
not necessarily to global solutions, too.
Cosmopolitan perspective allows us to go beyond ‘international relations
and to analyse a multitude of interconnections, not only between states but 
also between other actors on different levels of aggregation. More than this, it 
opens up a new space for understanding trans- or post-international relations.
Sociology of inequality: a de-nationalized social science can research into 
the global inequalities that were covered by the traditional focus on national 
inequality and its legitimation.

cosmopolitanization on the level of cultural consumption (music, dress styles, 
food), everyday travelling and connecting between distant places and people 
in the world (Lassen 2006; Kesselring 2006) and media representation lead to 
a shift of perspective, however fragile, in growing awareness of relativity of 

of a territorialized unit. It can be studied in the case 
of the European Union and relates to the mobility between membership and non-

of Europeanization. That means one of the basic secrets of the European Union is 
the dialectics of integration and expansion. The mobility of societies as a whole is 

becomes more and more directly involved in stabilizing political and economic 

EU borders vanish, the common interest of EU states maintaining the patterns of 

capacity to be mobile, its ‘ (see Canzler, Kaufmann and Kesselring in this 

Since the non-members of the EU have to adjust their structures and institutions to 

variable geographies includes the excluded: the non-members but potential members. 

of the non-member states, is not a product of war, imperialism and colonialism – but 

and not there; they do function and do not function, because the anticipated future 

•

•

•
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of the EU membership becomes a real existing force for institutional reforms in the 

of a ‘

First, one does not exist in the cosmopolitan place in the same way as one exists 
as part of the nation. If the nation is fundamentally about belonging to an abstract 
community, then the cosmopolitan place or space is about immersion in a world of 
multiplicity and implicates us in the dimension of embodied cultural experience. 
In cosmopolitan places cultural differences are experienced ‘at ground level
involve with the complex realities of the ‘excluded 

 – very different questions from 

an existential and experimental space of difference. Here the concern is no longer 
with the culture as a binding mechanism – ‘what binds people together into a single 

– valued for its complexity and its incalculability. While the nation is about stability 
and continuity, the cosmopolitan place offers important possibilities for cultural 

distributed cultures, side by side, overlapping, hustling, negotiating, constantly 

(national) schemes of integration and assimilation.
This understanding of the cosmopolitan place has implications for the 

understanding of citizenship and vice versa. Again it undermines the distinction of 

on the nation state) three distinct components of citizenship are being combined: 
citizenship as a political , citizenship as a juridical status 
of legal personhood, and citizenship as a form of  in an exclusive 
social category. Republic or democratic theorists stress the active participatory 
dimension, liberals usually concentrate on personal rights and methods of justice, 
and communitarian theorists are concerned with the dimension of collective identity 
and solidarity. What characterizes cosmopolitan places is the  of the 

with a new set of choices and dangers.
The clear-cut dualisms – between members and non-members of a (national) 

category or between humans and citizens – collapse. This does have several 
implications; for example, for the juridical dimension of citizenship – the citizen in 
this approach is not a political actor but a legal person, free to act by law and under 

tied to particular collective identities or a membership in a . Consequently the 
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citizen does not need to be territorially bound. But consequences could be a loss of 
politicization and solidarity. Universalizing legal personhood undermines the will 

that the democratic-republic concept presupposes. On the other hand, cosmopolitan 
places open spaces to invent and amalgamate in crucial experimentation the 
combination of human rights and citizenship, legal status, social identity and 
political-democratic participation.

From a conceptual sociological point of view this experimentation combines 
elements which seem to be analytically exclusive (at least in a Weberian perspective): 
the principles of legality and legitimation or illegality and illegitimation. The border-

at the same time legal and non-legal, legitimate and non-legitimate, depending on a 
national or cosmopolitan perspective, methodological nationalism or methodological 
cosmopolitanism.

In reality, what characterizes cosmopolitan places is their structural and 
topographical overlapping and their (to some extent) contrary frames of reference 

paradigm of citizenship was never normatively satisfactory. It promised to resolve 
the tensions between democracy, justice and identity if only it was institutionalized 

exclusive territoriality and sovereignty inherent in the nation state model are being 
transformed due to the emergence of transnational economic practices in super-
national legal regimes, post-national political bodies, which intersect in cosmopolitan 
places. Thus cosmopolitan places are an experimental space about a new paradigm 
of citizenship that is both adequate to cultural diversity in cosmopolitan places and 

Perceiving, analysing and coping with the local–global nexus

The main differences between a ‘
of places

global context of rural areas, the global context of regions, the global context of 
households
Marston 2000; Brenner 2001) involve the question about the activity of the actors. In
a second cosmopolitan modernity the social and the political has to be re-imagined 

system theory (in its distinct versions from Wallerstein to Luhmann), symbolic 
interactionism or ethno-methodology (to name only a few): beyond methodological 
nationalism the competition between theoretical positions and their framing of 
empirical research evolves anew.
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goods and cultural symbols (see, for example, Lash and Urry 1994; Urry 2000). 
From the point of view of second-modernist theory and research they underestimate 

agency of the actors 

the space of places (Manuel Castells) social theory has to develop an understanding 
of how cosmopolitan places (or the cosmopolitanization of places) constitute an 
active relationship of actors to space and place

every scale from the body to the global. Also, in the contexts of hypermobility and 
hyperactivity there is a need for stability and reliability. People actively develop 
sophisticated strategies of coping with mobility constraints. Kesselring (Kesselring
2006a; Kesselring 2006b) describes patterns such as the centred, the de-centred and 
the reticular mobility management where people actively deploy stability cores in 

and travels. Surprisingly, the most effective strategy seems to be the centred mobility 

They practise an active relation to space and place without losing social and cultural 

From a standpoint of mobility research in a cosmopolitan perspective the main 

actors as powerful players in the process of the social construction of the global age 

about the social production of interfaces between spaces of globality and spaces of 

of globalization and cosmopolitanization. It rests on powerful infrastructures and 
machines that enable individuals, groups, companies and whole nations to be 
connected with other places and spaces around the world. Together with complex 

airports, road systems, the worldwide system of vessels and ports and so on) build 
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the multiple connections cutting across places. From the study of transnationalism, 
we see the critical importance of the emergence of a new politics of scales of social 

which places are embedded. Finally, from the study of borders, we see the vital 
importance of seeing place as politically produced and contested. In a second-
modern perspective we have to merge these various perspectives into a concept of 

connection, scales, borders and characters of particular places and particular social 

ontology by methodology, a methodology which helps to create a cosmopolitan 
observer-perspective to analyse the ongoing dialectics between cosmopolitanization 
and anti-cosmopolitanization of places.

the ambivalences of the process of cosmopolitanization come together, interact 

cities, airports, train stations, museums, cultural sites and so on) are locally based 

structures. Understanding power in the global age needs a mobility-related research 

The cosmopolitanization of modern societies does not happen in an abstract space 

References

Risk Society (London: Sage).
— (2006a), (Cambridge (UK) and Malden MA: Polity 

Press).
— (2006b),  (Oxford:

Theory, Culture & Society
20:2, 1–34.

The British Journal of Sociology 57:1, 1–23.

Böschen, S., Kratzer, N. and May, S. (2006), 



35

 25:4, 591–614.
Hannam, K., Sheller, M. and Urry, J. (2006), ‘Mobilities, Immobilities and Moorings.

 1:1, 1–22.
Held, D., McGrew, A., Goldblatt, D. and Perraton, J. (1999), 

 (Cambridge: Polity Press).

 38:2, 395–407.

Arbeitspapier für die Tagung ‘Reprendere Formes. Formes urbaines, pouvoirs et 

Lausanne, Switzerland, 26–28 June 2006. Manuscript (München).
— (2006b), ‘Pioneering Mobilities. New Patterns of Movement and Motility in 

, 269–79.
—

in Schöller, O., Canzler, W. and Knie, A. (eds), Handbuch Verkehrspolitik
(Wiesbaden: VS Verlag).

Lash, S. and Urry, J. (1994),  (London: Sage).
 38:2, 

301–12.

and Planning A 38:2, 227–39.
Lefebvre, H. (2000), The Production of Space

Geography 24:2, 219–42.

Spaces of Globalization. Reasserting the Power of 
the Local

Taylor, P.J. (2004), World City Network. A Global Urban Analysis (London:
Routledge).

Tomlinson, J. (1999), Globalization and Culture (Oxford: Oxford University
Press).

Urry, J. (2000), 
(London: Routledge).

— Theory, Culture & 
Society 19:4, 57–69.

—  22:1, 
27–37.

Zürn, M. (2005), Globalizing Interests: Pressure Groups and Denationalization




