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Content Warnings:

Obviously, this zine deals with death. It also has a lot 
about amatonormativity & coercion— some broad theory and 
some specific discussion, in terms of interpersonal coercion. This 
includes general discussion re: issues of intimate relationship 
violence, including sexual violence. There's also general 
discussion of issues like ciscentrism, heterosexism. All, throughout
the zine. One section does specifically discuss violence within a 
family context and particular coercion-tactics, like using threats
of serious self-harm coercively ( and that section has a cw ).

Content warnings ( cw ) are a “heads up” about topics 
that some people find upsetting. If they seem like “overkill” to 
you, please respect they’re for someone else.

Footnotes & Endnotes:

I list a lot of sources in endnotes ( end of the zine )— 
shown in [ brackets ]— so that people can read more about 
what I'm writing about, or see examples of things. I also use 
footnotes ( bottom of page )— shown in superscript— to elaborate 
on what I'm explaining. Sources for content in footnotes are in 
the endnotes with the rest of the sources.

Definitions:

 Ace folks / people who identify on the asexual spectrum
generally experience little or no sexual attraction and / 
or sexual desire for sexual contact. Aceness is complex.

 Arospec folks / people on the aromantic spectrum 
generally experience little or no romantic attraction 
and / or desire for romantic relationships. Also complex.

 Amatonormativity is the normative prioritising / valuing of
romantic relationships above other kinds of relationships. 
It's the social force treating romance as intrinsically 
superior to, or more intimate, important, worthwhile than 
other kinds of relationships. Amatonormativity includes 
the idea that all people want ( or should want ) to form 
romantic ( often but not necessarily monogamous and / 
or sexual ) partner relationships and that these should be
central to their lives... and that without them, people are
destined to be lonely or have empty, unfulfilling lives.
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Introduction:

Someone in my life died about two month ago. It was a 
long time coming. It was also the first time I’d actually been 
through the process of sitting shiva. I believe in shiva— it makes 
sense to me for a lot of reasons. But there was a disconnect 
between why I believe in it and what it was like because of the 
disconnect between me and my family-of-origin. 

The funeral and shiva also brought up issues for me 
about my complicated relationship with Judaism— as a 
liminally Jewish atheist... And how I navigate the landscape of 
Jewish stuff is further complicated by me being a non-binary 
trans person... because so many Jewish practices and 
expectations are strongly tied to being women or men.

Around the same time, I was also butting heads with 
ideas of relationship anarchy— with people who had no idea 
that relationship anarchy had ( or was supposed to have ) a 
connection to anarchism, or for that matter that its practice 
often reinforced many of the hierarchies it claims to resist. 

I wasn't really sure how these things were connected, 
but I felt strongly that they were. Laying out my issues with 
Relationship Anarchy helped me frame my relationships with my
family in terms of a voluntary-yet-coercive model of interactions
and commitments. 

A lot of my interactions with family members are 
profoundly messed-up. I'm not really comfortable trying to 
relate my family stuff to the idea of “abusive” for a lot of 
reasons, no least of which is that my relationships with my 
family-of-origin are some of the “healthiest” and most “positive”
of out everyone I know. But that's not really saying much about 
my family... There's still something very wrong there. 

Thinking about my family through the lenses of 
( anarchist ) relationship anarchy helped me frame all that as 
an issue of accessibility. That was helpful. And it turned out that 
my ambivalent explorations about what it would mean for me 
to wear a yarmulke ( for the first time ever ) at the funeral... kind 
of ended up being like a reflection of the whole process.

I figured I'd put all these words out there into the world. I 
don't know what others will find interesting or helpful. So I leave 
it to you, dear reader, to take from them what you will.

-- Omnes et Nihil
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Context— Me & This Zine:

I’m a 30-something queer asexual non-binary freak of 
the hyper-educated sort-of Jewish, white person variety. I’m 
aroace. And I like it that way. I don’t do the romance / dating 
thing and I really never have. My life is shaped by intense non-
normative relationships ( that I do with other rainbow freaks ). I 
hail from a large Canadian city where I spend a lot of time 
hanging out with the cat who claims me as her person... and 
where I'm very involved in my local ace community.

I mostly assembled these words thinking of them as an 
ace zine. A lot of the content is about how people do 
relationships. For me, that's ace stuff because how I do 
relationships and how other people respond... is ace stuff. But it 
isn't ace stuff for everyone and that's okay.

A part of this zine explains some anarchist principles, very
“broad-strokes”, and from my perspective as an “anarchist-
adjacent” person. And another part explains some Jewish stuff, 
from my perspective as a liminally Jewish atheist. Anarchism & 
Judaism are both complicated... and I'm no expert on either.

A Note About “Partner” Terminology:

I strongly dislike “partner” terminology because it feels 
infected by amatonormativity. But that's mostly not why I don't 
use it for my own relationships.

To me, “partner” describes a relationship where people 
function as some kind of “unit”. I've had relationships where the 
term applied because we did function as a unit ( while also 
existing separately of course ). We weren’t necessarily the only 
“unit” within a non-monogamous network but we were a “unit” 
in terms of how we ( sometimes ) navigated the world.

Given the shape of my life right... “partner” simply 
doesn't apply. My relationship counterpart( s ) and I don’t 
function as a unit for multiple reasons. There isn’t any accurate 
terminology floating around, so I’ll go with “relationship-mates”.

But also, a relationship where people function as a unit is
not necessarily more significant than a relationship where they 
don’t. Functioning as a unit might or might not indicate 
relationship significance ( depending on what is meaningful to 
the people involved ). And that's important to remember too.
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Introduction to Relationship Anarchy

There's an approach to relationships and love called 
“relationship anarchy”[1]. Basically relationship anarchy in 
practice boils down to 2 things:

 approaching all relationships authentically on their own 
terms for whatever they will be without imposing on 
them any pre-determined structures / expectations / 
obligations, etc. ( which means choosing commitments 
freely on an ongoing basis, and negotiating relationship 
expectations to be whatever works for those involved )

 valuing all love equally and therefore challenging 
relationship hierarchies ( usually this is centred around an
explicit opposition to personal poly relationship structures
that include things like “primary” “secondary” and 
“tertiary” relationships— polynormativity [2] is a thing 
which is very much about control [3] and relationship 
anarchy situates itself as an explicit challenge to that ).

Some of that is exactly what I'm fighting for ( i.e., 
exploring relationships without being limited by pre-existing 
relationship categories and norms; challenging relationship 
hierarchies based on relationship type or other social norms ).

And some of that is exactly what I'm fighting against 
( i.e., assigning equal value to relationships regardless of 
significance and thereby refusing to recognise the importance 
of more significant relationships; restricting an approach to 
relationships to “partner” and / or “partner status” relationships; 
the unfortunate ways that “freedom” and “equality” often play 
out in profoundly inequitable ways )... A lot is both.1

1I am certainly not the only person— or ace for that matter— to 
raise this dialectical relationship with relationship anarchy...

 for wanting to challenge amatonormativity yet still 
recognise how some relationships are more significant in 
one’s life than others [4]

 for being critical of how “freedom” often plays out in 
practice in oppressive ways, and for being skeptical that
people who claim to be challenging societal relationship
hierarchies will actually manage to challenge their own 
internalised amatonormativity [5]
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The Anarchism of Relationship Anarchy

Before I get into where I've collided with Relationship 
Anarchy, and how that relates to my experience sitting shiva 
and ( in )accessibility issues in my family life, I should explain the 
anarchism of relationship anarchy:

 Relationship anarchy's one basic principle = challenging 
( structural ) coercion in interpersonal relationships.

 This one principle requires understanding anarchist 
approaches to commitments

 as an ongoing, non-coercive, voluntary 
agreement about interactions...

 that occur within a framework of mutual aid...

 and as something that is essentially a form 
communication and not a form of restriction.

Relationship anarchy is about engaging in relationships 
freely and non-coercively. It's routinely framed as an approach 
to “love”— namely that love is abundant and plays out in many
different ways that are always ( equally ) valuable and that 
people should pursue love in organic and unrestricted ways as 
they see fit.

Andie Nordgren is credited for “inventing” relationship 
anarchy— coining the term and outlining it in an instructional 
pamphlet from 2006 called “The short instructional manifesto for
relationship anarchy” [1]. 

But it's also important to recognise that this wasn't 
coming out of nowhere and even the format of the source 
material itself hints at a larger history: putting out in instructional 
pamphlet ( even an instructional manifesto ) about how to do 
Relationship Anarchy only really makes sense if Relationship 
Anarchy is already a thing ( whether or not it had been named 
as such ).

There's a good reason why it “Relationship Anarchy” 
existed without being named: it came from an anarchist 
context where it was literally just anarchism applied to 
relationships. It therefore didn't need to be named because it 
wasn't “a thing” separate from the rest of anarchism. 
( Anarchism is supposed to be kind of all-encompassing 
anyway. )
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Having said that, relationship anarchy is ( or was? ) 
fundamentally a(n anarchist ) rejection of interpersonal 
coercion. It came from anarchists applying anarchist principles 
to personal relationships within anarchist communities.

This was a context where people generally already 
solidly rejected state authority / intervention in personal 
relationships ( i.e., via marriage and monogamy— see Emma 
Goldman's [2] writing from 1914 “Marriage and Love” [3] )... but 
where people were still routinely had coercion in relationships.

In particular, there was coercion though polynormativity-
not-yet-named-as-such. That kind of thing was already being 
written about before Nordgren's manifesto Relationship 
Anarchist text... but that writing didn't need to include the term 
“Relationship Anarchy” because it was already applying 
anarchist principles to relationships [4]. 

Just so we're on the same page, Anarchism [5] 
fundamentally promotes Mutual Aid [6] within the context of 
Voluntary and Free interactions [7]2

It's important to recognise that anarchist approaches to 
“rules” and commitments, e.g. [10] are very different from 
State-regulated approaches to “contracts” or “rules”.

The point of a contract [11] ( i.e., in a capitalist society ) 
is to restrict people's behaviours in the future. A contract 
requires people to commit certain resources to other people 
( in exchange for certain resources in return ), and is enforced 
through the coercive potential of punishment ( especially via 
the State— e.g., if you don't follow through on what you agreed
to, the authorities will punish you by doing “X” ).

Contracts are supposed to be entered into “freely” ( i.e.,
not under duress ) but coercion is still possible, and people 
routinely do enter into contracts under coercion from material 
realities ( i.e., because they can't afford to say “no” ). Even from
the most pro-capitalist perspectives, it is widely recognised that 
not all “bargaining positions” are equal— it's just that they don't 
oppose on principle ( unequal ) bargaining power [12]. 

2Although there are different flavours of anarchism with 
different approaches to things e.g. [8] and [9], all of them will 
focus on mutual aid and voluntary, free interactions— they just 
interpret these things differently and hold different beliefs about
how they operate and what promotes or undermines them.
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This is in stark contrast to a framework of mutual aid, 
where people commit resources to others voluntarily ( and in 
doing so, people help each other and there should be enough 
“help” to go around ). Peter Kropotkin's [13] 1902 piece “Mutual
Aid: A Factor of Evolution” [14] was explicitly a critique and 
rejection of the social Darwinism [15].

Within anarchist theory and praxis, commitments are 
possible ( and important ) but should be non-coercive ( i.e., 
both made and kept voluntarily ). People ideally make and 
negotiate commitments together ( collaboratively and by 
meaningful consensus ) and they are also free to change their 
minds later on— though again actions should ideally be within 
a framework of mutual aid which is fundamental to 
contemporary anarchism of any flavour.

Commitments and contracts are useful because they 
make clear where people are at in a given moment of time— 
they put everyone on the “same page”— but they aren't 
meant to restrict people or coerce anyone later on. 

Commitments are living agreements that should always 
remain voluntary and intentional. Basically, all interactions 
should be mutual consensual in a deep and ongoing way.

People can change these agreements / the terms of 
interaction as they see fit ( collaboratively and by meaningful 
consensus, which allows for personal “opting out” ) and doing 
so doesn't “wrong” someone or provoke or justify “punishment”.
On the other hand, it does communicate that the terms of 
interpersonal interactions and expectations have changed.

Commitments aren't a form of coercive restriction: 
they're a form of communication.

In other words, the “anarchy” part of “relationship 
anarchy” wasn't originally cutesy or metonymous the way it 
often is today. It was just anarchism as applied to personal 
relationships. Unfortunately, that part is routinely forgotten.

Note that neither the wikipedia article on Relationship 
Anarchy [16]( as of today— April, 2016 ), nor “The Thinking Aro”'s
widely cited article “Relationship Anarchy: The Basics” [17] ever 
mention “anarchism”, “anarchist” or “anarchy” outside the 
phrase “relationship anarchy”... and neither text positions 
Relationship Anarchy as an anarchist praxis ( or as having 
anything at all to do with anarchism ).
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( The closest is acknowledging its roots in the Free Love 
movement— but if people don't already know about the 
anarchist roots of the Free Love movement in the late 19th and 
early 20th century, then that's not going to help situate 
Relationship Anarchy in relation to anarchism. )

The same applies to most of the easily accessible writing 
about Relationship Anarchy [18].

Also, most writing about Relationship Anarchy I've found 
( including all those linked-to articles ) fails to discuss 
Relationship Anarchy in terms of an active challenge of 
interpersonal coercion. And the writing that does unpack issues 
of control in poly situations... tends to do it from explicitly non-
anarchist perspectives.

For example, when the idea of rules / commitments / 
agreements as communication seems foreign and “silly” and 
these things are instead interpreted as coercive devices meant 
to restrict actions by fear of punishment... that is as far from 
anarchism as it gets [19]. That’s the case even when they're 
paradoxically advocating something in-line with anarchist 
principles ( i.e., “consent culture” defined by all of everyone's 
interactions all the time being voluntary and by ongoing, non-
coercive mutual agreement.

Some anarchist Relationship Anarchists are not happy 
about the non-anarchist-poly co-opting of Relationship 
Anarchy [20] or bemoan the loss of anarchism within 
Relationship Anarchy, even among anarchists [21].

And some non-anarchist Relationship Anarchists explicitly
agree that “Relationship Anarchy is apolitical in most of the 
defining literature” ( read: lacking in anarchist politics— or any 
radical politics ), and that the “anarchy” part of “relationship 
anarchy” has indeed been appropriated from anarchists... but 
then also think that there's nothing wrong with that [22].

This disconnect between the anarchism of Relationship 
Anarchy and the “apolitical” manifestation of it that has 
become its reality... exists to the point where looking into 
Relationship Anarchy might lead someone to conclude that the
radical / anarchist politics are not actually supposed to be part 
of Relationship Anarchy: “if it’s not supposed to be an ideology,
then it shouldn’t be named after anarchy, a family of political 
ideologies.” [23]
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In practice is seems that these days, Relationship 
Anarchy's anarchism... is almost a relic in the current discourse 
and practice of Relationship Anarchy. And as far as I'm 
concerned, that's a shame, because these conversations could
be playing out very differently, especially when it comes to 
consent and coercion. But it is what it is.

And what I take from Relationship Anarchy... I take 
mostly from its anarchism.

Some Red Flags re: “Relationship Anarchy”

I first encountered the idea of relationship anarchy, I 
think in 2010. I wasn't sure what to think about it— it seemed like 
something I might be into, but there were also some warning 
flags waving about “freedom”, “equality” and “love”.

The idea kind of just lingered in the back of my mind until
Relationship Anarchy became more popular— popular enough
that it became a thing for me to casually be in rooms of ( non-
ace ) relationship anarchists ( by late 2011 )... and for me to 
experience collections of relationship anarchists shoving their 
relationship hierarchies and category-expectations down my 
throat while insisting they don't have any.3

3 My interactions with Relationship Anarchist have largely been 
with anarchist Relationship Anarchists, and not with non-
anarchist-poly Relationship Anarchists... for the simple reason 
that I don't frequent poly-specific spaces or have any reason to
interact with people in poly-specific communities, but I do 
frequent anarchist spaces and have reasons to interact with 
people in anarchist communities.

I don't know how my experience with Relationship 
Anarchists might be different if I had more interactions with non-
anarchist-poly people. The one anarchist-though-very-
welcoming-to-non-anarchists space I have experienced that 
did include many non-anarchist-poly Relationship Anarchists... 
was actually the worst for people shoving their relationship 
hierarchies down my throat while insisting they don't have any. 
But there was a lot of other messed-up stuff in that space all 
around, and I don't think it's representative of anything.
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I think the warning flags bear some discussion because 
the issues actually do play out the way I worried they might. In 
particular:

 “Freedom” within the context of relationship anarchy 
( and general poly stuff ) serving as a euphemism for 
inequity: often “freedom” means freedom for ( and only 
for ) people with more power, which is itself freedom 
from commitments or obligations to people they have 
power over... to the detriment of people in more 
marginalised positions whose “freedom” is curtailed 
under “freedom”

 The practical limits of “authentic, category-less love” 
when it comes to letting people continue 
amatonormative practices invisibly. And the importance
of recognising relationship categories in order to 
appropriately navigate, challenge and resist the 
coercion of how they are sometimes used. Instead of 
disregarding relationship categories, people should use 
them descriptively and not prescriptively ( That 
descriptive approach should be very familiar because 
“identities as descriptive tools” is a keystone of ace 
discourse ).

 “  Freedom”

In practice, “freedom” in personal relationships is often 
shorthand for ( often gendered, often misogynist ) expectations 
around emotional work— specifically social sanctioning of 
taking ( women's ) emotional work for granted. 

It's not that this work isn't expected anymore when 
people start talking about “freedom” in relationships, but very 
often this work ( and the expectations around it ) becomes 
invisible... and expectations of mutual commitment become 
seriously taboo...

That leads to very unequal and inequitable situations 
along gendered, ( hetero )sexist ( and other ) lines. A lot of 
people use polyamory as an excuse to treat women and 
women-classed non-binary people ( and others ) terribly. This 
happens a lot along lines of racism, disablism & transmisogyny.
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That's especially weird because relationship anarchy isn't
about avoiding commitments. It's about choosing and 
negotiating commitments very explicitly, deliberately, and 
freely. It's about including commitments only on an intentional 
and voluntary basis— commitments that people choose, that 
are mutually consensual, that people negotiate and work out 
together. ( Afterall, the whole point of “mutual aid” is “aid” 
that's “mutual”. )

That's all well and good, but it assumes that people are 
on an equal negotiating platform to begin with. They're not. 
And it's dangerous to pretend otherwise.

The thing about commitments is that they aren't always 
fun or convenient. Very often people who benefit from uneven 
distribution of emotional work and socially sanctioned 
entitlement to that work won't necessarily choose to go out of 
their way to return the work, and the value of “freedom” is 
often used as an excuse to justify that kind of selfishness. 
( Anarchist principles and other political principles are supposed
to mitigate that... but it often doesn't work. )

In practice, “freedom” often means freedom for people 
with more power, which is itself freedom from commitments or 
obligations to people they have power over. And many people
within anarchist spaces recognise these limitations of 
“freedom”... and sometimes even connect them back to how 
relationship anarchy can promote that, even in contradiction 
to anarchist principles. For example, bemoaning how 
relationship anarchy has unfortunately become synonymous 
with “freedom to fuck without commitments” [1].

Certainly other people have written about the harmful 
ways that “freedom” can play out oppressively in the context 
of non-monogamy and relationship anarchy, including 
anarchists [2], relationship anarchists [3] and others [4]. None of 
this is new. And that's kind of the point... “freedom” on its own is 
a warning flag for good reasons. Any theory or practice that 
espouses “freedom” is going to have to include ways to 
mitigate “freedom's” inequities.

“Freedom” often means ignoring very real & meaningful 
social contexts & systems of power & violence... yet expecting 
the people most subject to those systems to do the work of 
making up for them— and to do the work of hiding that work.
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There's a reason that people who are adamant about 
maintaining oppressive systems of marginalisation and violence 
( i.e., small-c conservatives ) are typically so outspokenly pro 
“freedom”. ( It's kind of like “equality” vs. “equity” and how 
treating people “equally” often means giving everyone the 
same thing regardless of different needs and situations... and 
not taking any steps to compensate for or mitigate the unequal
impacts of systems of marginalisation [5]. )

“Freedom” in that sense is not accessible. And anything 
that straightforwardly emphasises “freedom” in an acontextual 
way ( i.e., like current manifestations of Relationship Anarchy )...
is going to have issues of accessibility to overcome in the 
context of an inequitable world.

 Authentic “love” unlimited by ( disregarded ) categories

I am very suspicious when people who do romantic and 
sexual relationships talk about pursing love and relationships 
“organically” and “authentically” ( read: without regard to 
relationship categories or preconceived expectations or 
relationship maps )... because almost invariably they're relying 
on preconceived ( amatonormative ) expectations and 
relationship maps that they don't even realise they have.

And as much as Relationship Anarchy might be 
supposedly about disregarding and busting-up pre-existing 
relationship categories and expectations, that's isn't usually how
it plays out. Relationship anarchists might manage to challenge
the heavy-handed “sex = love” social equivalence. But things 
usually break down when it comes to other things, especially 
when it comes to amatonormativity.

Others have interpreted this problem as people doing 
relationship anarchy badly or wrong ( i.e., not really doing 
“relationship anarchy” but doing something else instead [6].

But my consistently painful experience with relationship 
anarchists along this dimension has led me to a different 
conclusion: this   is   the reality of “relationship anarchy” in 
practice. “Relationship anarchy” gives people an excellent 
framework to justify ( unjustifiedly ) believing that they've 
successfully finished challenging their own internalised 
hierarchical-by-category relationship values.
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And all of that kind of makes sense from a perspective of
relationship anarchy being about fighting interpersonal 
coercion. Challenging amatonormativity is part of relationship 
anarchy because amatonormativity is a tool of interpersonal 
coercion.

So I would expect challenging amatonormativity to be a
relationship anarchist project to the extent that ( and only to 
the extent that ) amatonormativity is a tool of interpersonal 
coercion... and in practice to that extent that people practising
it recognise how amatonormativity is a tool of interpersonal 
coercion. That recognition part is very often missing.

Conversely, it also means that challenging 
amatonormativity shouldn't necessarily require per se rejecting 
the existence of relationship categories. And I am very 
suspicious of people who claim otherwise... because generally, 
one of the ways people have of hiding how they're using social 
categories for harm is to deny that said categories exist or 
matter.

Diversity of relationships isn't in and of itself coercive— 
the coercive thing is imposing relationship expectations in order
to create different types of relationships ( i.e., using relationship 
categories prescriptively to coercively shape relationships 
rather than using them descriptively to communicate how 
authentic and voluntary relationships are already shaped ).

Relationship categories are social constructs, with blurry 
categories that cannot be defined by any set of necessary or 
sufficient conditions ( e.g., it's not going to be possible to define 
a “romantic relationship” by any particular behaviours and no 
behaviours are inherently “romantic”... but that doesn't mean 
that “romantic relationships” don't exist ).

But that gets into a discussion of different ways of 
categorising things... or ( romantic ) relationships in particular.

For example, I've gone through the exercise of de-
bunking a list of proposed necessary and sufficient conditions to
define the category of “romantic relationships” [7]. 

The details aren't important, but it's basically overall a 
meta-argument that “rule-based categorisation”[8] doesn't 
work for romantic relationships ( or perhaps that it leads to 
harmful things like the coercive application of category labels-
and-therefore-expectations onto relationships )...
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In other words, “rule-based categorisation” doesn't work 
unless of course the “rule” is that “a relationship is a romantic if 
and only if it feels romantic” ( which is actually “prototype 
categorisation” and not “rule-based” categorisation at all ).

I believe that “prototype categorisation”[9] works better 
for relationships— we have this abstract idea of what a 
“romantic relationship” means and if a relationship is close 
enough to that or if someone feels the relationship shares a 
particularly meaningful similarity to it on some dimension, then it
gets classified as “romantic”. Prototype theory predicts fuzzy / 
blurry boundaries for category membership and also allows for 
“unnusual” members of a relationship category.

Putting this into a different metaphor, imagine a map of 
relationship territory with different zones of varying sizes, 
locations and overlaps: there are zones for parent-child 
relationships, professional relationships, friendships, romantic 
relationships, etc., as well as much territory outside of any of 
those “zones”.

This might be a map that can fold over on itself, or have 
more dimensions than a piece of paper— maybe it can situate 
things in 3-space ( or n-space ). Maybe different individuals and
cultural contexts have different maps, where the zones are in 
different places in relation to each other. And some might have
more zones than others, or different zones. But relationship 
zones exist. And putting a relationship on a map will help 
communicate what it is— and if it's in or near a zone, that gives 
a strong starting point in the sense that people know how to get
there from a well-known land-mark.

There's no reason why authentic relationships would 
magically all happen to end up in the interstitial space of “non-
zone” land. Authentic relationships are going to go all over the 
map, and some of that will include space that's part of one or 
more relationship “zone”.

In particular, in the case of romantic relationships 
( because this is the one most often allegedly-no-longer-
recognised within Relationship Anarchy )... acting as though 
“romantic relationships” don't exist is in fundamental 
contradiction to the goal of challenging the harm done by 
coercively imposing “romantic relationship expectations and 
norms” on relationships. 
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Rejecting the idea of romantic relationships doesn't stop 
people from imposing expectations on “romantic relationships” 
( by trying to make them play out in certain ways or elevate 
their importance ). And it doesn't stop people from imposing 
those expectations on intimate relationships generally ( by 
trying to make them into something that they're not based on a
prescriptive notion that important relationships should be 
“romantic relationships” ).

And recognising how and to what effect these 
categories are socially constructed doesn't make those 
categories “not real”.

As an imperfect metaphor, chairs are constructed by 
people, and the difference between a chair and other to-be-
sat-on-or-in furniture items might be murky and different for 
different chairs— and chairs vs. stools might not have any 
distinct characteristic properties. 

But chairs are still real, even broken ones. I might not 
have much use to sit on a broken chair ( and would probably 
opt to sit on something else... or face consequences of falling 
and hurting myself )... but if someone picks up even a broken 
chair and hits me with it, it's still going to hurt.

My goal navigating the world is not to get rid of all the 
chairs or stools or couches ( or any other easily-named-
consistently-across-people pieces of furniture ). 

And it's not to navigate my world simply pretending that 
chairs don't exist. ( I have enough of a problem walking into 
and tripping over chairs even when I do acknowledge their 
existence— if I ignored all chairs on principles, I'd hurt myself 
more and not less! ) And if I just got rid of the words to describe 
these things, it would be a lot harder and more confusing to talk
about the things I sit on, move around and try not to trip over.

My goal is to put chairs and other pieces of furniture 
where I and others in my life want and need them, and to try to
avoid having chairs where I will walk into or trip over them or 
where they will get in the way especially of those who might 
have difficulty moving them. 

My goal is to move chairs around as my ( and other 
people's ) chair-requirements change... to make my world as 
accessible and comfortable as possible along the chair-
dimension.
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And if I lived in a situation where people routinely tried to
hit me with chairs ( i.e., the way they do with expectations 
around romantic relationships— in my case namely with other 
people's devaluing of my relationships because they are not 
romantic ), my goal would also include avoiding anyone trying 
to hit me with any chairs.

None of that would be possible if I didn't acknowledge 
the existence and significance of chairs.

And in the case of expectations around romantic 
relationships— my lived experience plays out the way that it 
does and people ( mis )treat my important relationships the 
way they do because those relationships are not romantic. And
that is not okay...  So the last thing I want to do with those 
categories is pretend that they don't exist or that they don't 
matter. They matter. They cause me problems and therefore 
they matter very much to me.

Broadly, authentic love isn't limited by categories, but it 
very well might often be described by them. Ignoring that 
possibility removes some of the radical potential of authentic 
relationships ( i.e., potential to do diverse relationships non-
coercively— even the ones that are often or typically 
coercive... like romantic relationships ). 

And more importantly for me, it takes away some of the 
tools of naming the coercion that often is in relationships... so 
that those tools aren't there anymore to help challenge and 
avoid that coercion.

There is nothing in Relationship Anarchy in the anarchist 
sense that would lead to the full-scale rejection of descriptive 
relationship categories— anarchists afterall are generally pretty 
focused on accepting material realities and recognising the 
( often-oppressive ) impact of reified categories. And the 
project regarding amatonormativity should be to focus on 
fighting its coercion. 

In practice, things don't always play out that way... ( not 
exclusively but ) especially when Relationship Anarchy gets 
disconnected from anarchist theory and praxis... But if the goal 
of relationship anarchy really is relating to people in authentic, 
non-coercive ways, then descriptive tools will be useful, and 
getting rid of them or pretending they don't exist will just get in 
the way and make everything worse.
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Issues re: “Relationship Anarchy” & “Equality of Love”

When relationship anarchists ( or any egalitarian 
polyamorists ) get into “opposing relationship hierarchies and 
pursing all relationships authentically: all partners are equal!” 
without recognising the fundamental contradiction inherent in 
that sentiment— as they often do— there's a problem.

On its surface, Relationship Anarchy is explicitly non-
hierarchical, but it's also predicated on certain hierarchies. And 
it's also explicitly about approaching relationships authentically 
without imposing expectations or structures, but it's also 
predicated ( especially in its non-anarchist sense ) on all love 
and loving relationships being equal. Those are 2 inherent 
contradictions that can be play out in different ways... with 
various implications:

 The pursuit of non-hierarchy predicated on hierarchy

 The pursuit relationship equality authentically & 
simultaneously without imposing expectations to ensure 
equality

 The pursuit of non-hierarchy predicated on hierarchy

When relationship anarchy restricts its scope of analysis 
to “loving relationships” or “more-than-casual personal 
relationships”, then the whole non-hierarchical enterprise is 
predicated on a foundation of relationship hierarchy ( “more-
than-casual” over “casual” ) and raises some questions:

 How do relationships move from “casual” to “beyond 
casual”?

 Is it some kind of quantised jump? [1] ( And wouldn't that
contradict a model of relationships that's all about the 
grey-amorphous-and-liminal space? )

 And do relationships enter the scope of relationship 
anarchy or someone's personal relationship web only at 
the moment they make that jump?

 Or is this just a magic trick of disregarding everything on 
the “casual” side of the hierarchy and paying it full 
attention once it crosses a threshold?



page 18

( Because accepting that relationships might be near or “a little
bit within” the “beyond casual” sphere means recognising 
that“beyond casual” / “casual” hierarchy. )

When relationship anarchists include all relationships in 
the scope of their Relationship Anarchy— approaching all 
relationships authentically and on a voluntary basis— then 
Relationship Anarchy often fails to adequately acknowledge 
that some relationships will be more important than other 
relationships... because they will. And Relationship Anarchy was
never supposed to be about ignoring that.

And treating “Relationship Anarchy” as something 
across the board that applies to all relationships also means 
refusing to recognise that, for just about everyone, some 
relationships will be inherently coercive and predicated and 
specific prescriptive relationship structures ( i.e., the inherently 
coercive nature of a relationship with an employer, and often 
also of relationships with family-of-origin people ).

Now, those types of hierarchies aren't usually what 
people mean when they're talking about “hierarchical 
polyamory” and non-hierarchical / egalitarian polyamory ( i.e., 
they're talking about people using rules to maintain specific 
hierarchies among relationships to preserve the primary status 
of a primary partner ). But they're still very real hierarchies that 
have very real consequences... and should be acknowledged.

But that brings things to the idea of hierarchies within 
people's own relationship networks and the idea of all love or 
loving relationships being equal.

 The pursuit of relationship equality... authentically & 
without imposing expectations?

( Especially if relationships are amorphous creatures 
occupying all the grey-space, non-space, and in-between-
space ), there's the issue of how all loving relationships can be 
equal. If intimacy has “no ceiling” and relationship potential is 
limitless, why should ( and how could ) all “more-than-casual” 
relationships turn out to be equally significant? Why shouldn't 
they also fall along a natural, complex spectrum of human 
experience, dictated not by external expectations but by the 
relationships themselves?
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If people are really pursuing relationships authentically— 
for whatever they will be— then there's no reason why their 
relationships should all happen to be equally important... unless 
of course people are arbitrarily imposing “equality” on those 
relationships. ( It would be possible for that configuration to 
arise authentically through happenstance, but it would be 
exceedingly unlikely... and not the common occurrence it 
seems to be among relationship anarchists. )

Granted, according to relationship anarchy, there's no 
reason why relationships should be arbitrarily assigned to and 
maintained in “primary”, “secondary” and “tertiary” places by 
means of relationship-maintenance rules and mechanism of 
veto power and control— and relationship anarchy should 
reject coercive rules enforcing those hierarchies. But there's also
no reason to expect that some relationships wouldn't be more 
important than others.

Certainly some relationship anarchists ( and others who 
do non-hierarchical polyamory ) do acknowledge that “non-
hierarchical” refers to prescriptive hierarchies and not 
descriptive ones. Within this view, there is nothing “wrong” or 
“anti-relationship-anarchist” about descriptive hierarchies 
where it's possible to have more than one “primary” partner, 
and where it's important to recognise that relationships might 
might change positions within that descriptive hierarchy 
( especially because people are not taking steps to “hold them 
in place” )[2].

However, certainly there are other relationship anarchists
who really are set on all of their personal relationships being 
literally equal and who take deliberate steps to ensure that 
equality. ( This is the approach advocated by The Thinking Aro
— apparently widely quoted about RA stuff— who has gone as 
far as to have very deliberately decided to shun the word 
“partner” in reference to cohabitating relationship 
counterparts, in order to deliberately create relationship 
equality [3] ). And others endorse this approach too [4]. 

At the same time, there isn't a consensus about what 
Relationship Anarchy means on this dimension, and different 
perspectives come up as a matter of course when the issue of 
Relationship Anarchy's “relationship equality” comes up [5].
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To be clear, it's fine and dandy to do relationships 
deliberately in such a way as to make them equal. But make no
mistake: that is imposing certain relationship structures and 
expectations onto relationships— they just don't happen to be 
socially normative ones. And this imposition is in direct conflict 
with relationship anarchy's nominal focus on doing relationships 
authentically without imposing any kind of top-down structures 
on them. ( I don't believe it conflicts with the goal though. )

Don’t get me wrong, there might be very good reasons 
to impose specific restrictive expectations on relationships in the
pursuit of non-coercive interactions. But that would still be a 
restrictive expectation placed on relationships. Afterall, even a 
restrictive expectation voluntarily chosen on an ongoing basis 
that allows people to break normalised patterns of 
interpersonal behaviour… is a restrictive expectation.

Consider the alternative: if people have some 
internalised amatonormativity, them simply acting 
“authentically” will allow that amatonormativity to play out— 
especially if it’s stuff people aren’t aware of in the first place.

The project of Relationship Anarchy ( in the anarchist 
sense ) is focused on the goal of ridding personal relationships 
of coercion. That’s political. And it’s not going to “just happen”.
For it to happen, people will need to make it happen.

Not all restrictive expectations are necessarily bad ( or 
coercive ). Some can be very positive. But they do need to be 
acknowledged recognised for what they are.

That’s where the “intentional” part comes into play, 
noting that “intentional” is part of “voluntary”, which is in itself 
already part of ( anarchist ) relationship anarchy. If there’s a 
particular goal in mind, there’s every reason to believe getting 
there will need to be an intentional, directed process— ideally 
one people will experience and engage with authentically. 

[ That gets into a whole other rant about how the binary 
opposition between “innate” and “chosen” is a false binary 
based in neoliberalism… which is for another day. But the long 
and the short of that is that things can be and often are both— 
especially in a context of compulsory heterosexuality... and 
where people actively choose to resist and reject those things. 
And where people's experiences are valid regardless of 
whether they are innate, chosen and neither-both. ]

page 21

People navigate that conflict differently depending on 
their priorities within Relationship Anarchy:

 the non-coercive ( anarchist ) nature of authentic 
relating which is more closely viewed as an extension of 
anarchist principles, or

 the egalitarian nature of of more “apolitical” relationship
anarchy which is more closely viewed as an extension of
egalitarian polyamory.

Overall, it’s also important to recognise the distinction 
between treating people as equals and treating relationships 
as equals. It is important to treat people as equals ( i.e., with 
basic human respect ), which often ( or perhaps by definition ) 
doesn't happen with hierarchical polyamory where partners are
viewed somewhat as property within a coercive framework [6]. 

But treating people as equals doesn’t necessarily entail 
treating all relationships equally. ( i.e., People can treat all the 
people they interact with as equal human beings while still 
having some of their relationships be more significant in their 
lives than other relationships. ) 

And importantly, treating all relationships equally does 
not guarantee that the relationship-mates will be treated as 
equals— it’s entirely possible for someone to have multiple 
equally important relationships and be abusive to one and only 
one of their relationship-mates.

And for that matter being abusive to all relationship-
mates so as to treat them equally… is not something to strive 
for. Also relationship-mate abuse can affect non-romantic, non-
normative relationships [7] & friendships too.

I’ve encountered a lot of relationship anarchists in real 
life who were completely flabbergasted by the idea of a 
descriptive relationship hierarchies and the possibility of multiple
“primary” relationships… until I’ve explained what that means.

Without fail, the confusion has been from people who 
don’t need to name some relationships as especially personally 
important, because they’ve never been in situations where 
other people refused to recognise those relationships as 
significant ( in any form )— people who have been able to 
bring whomever they want into whatever space they want 
without conflict predicated on others rejecting their 
relationship-mate as “not important enough to be there”.
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And that brings me to discussing how bringing someone 
into particular spaces functions as a declaration of 
significance… unless of course it doesn’t.

“Declarations of Relationship Significance” & Their Accessibility

When people talk about other people recognising their 
relationships, a lot of that has to do with illness, dying and death
— who is and is not entitled / expected / welcome to be in 
hospital rooms, make or be part of medical decisions, attend a 
funeral, etc. And a lot is about who is present for the happier 
times before all that. But things don’t always look that way.

 In a broad sense, informed by ( anarchist ) Relationship 
Anarchy, relationship significance becomes synonymous
with meaningful participation in people’s lives 
( whatever that means for the people involved ).

 In my own family, I don’t really participate meaningfully 
because they are not accessible to me: I don’t explore 
those relationships authentically and I do not consider 
them personally “significant” even though they take up 
a great deal of my time and energy. In other words, my 
participation in my family, while voluntary, is coercive.

 There’s a social code whereby bringing someone into 
certain kinds of spaces ( or sharing certain spaces like 
“living together” ) declares that relationship to be 
significant, and people respond— even though the 
code is framed by amatonormative and sexual-centric 
expectations about relationship significance, and pre-
determined ideas of what makes a “relevant” space for 
those kinds of things. So navigating that code with 
significant “non-normative” relationships can be tricky.

 In contrast, not all significant relationships will necessarily 
involve participating in things like family spaces for 
various reasons including accessibility ones. My family is 
not accessible to my relationship-mates. And the social 
code of declaring relationship status based on 
participation in certain spaces… is itself therefore not 
accessible to me or my significant relationships.
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 “  Relationship significance” as commitments to 
participate in people’s lives in meaningful ways 
( whatever that means for people involved )

There are certain expectations around various kinds of 
relationships in terms of obligations and commitment. A 
significant relationship-mate is supposed to be there for you, 
with you, for the Big Stuff ( like death— for many people at least
), as well as for the more mundane stuff that matters to 
someone. 

In normative social world, there are certain pre-
determined commitments that are expected to apply and 
“meaningful participation” in someone’s life is supposed to take
a certain shape ( e.g., death, celebrations, etc. ).

Letting go of those expectations and taking a broader 
approach informed by Relationship Anarchy, significant 
relationship-mates are the people who participate 
meaningfully in people’s lives ( in whatever ways are relevant 
for people ) and who make commitments to do so.

Note that when I talk about commitments, I’m talking in 
terms of voluntary, non-coercive mutual ongoing agreements 
so these commitments are neither arbitrary nor restrictive. And 
pursuing commitments-as-communication organically and 
authentically in ways that are relevant for the people involved 
is completely compatible with Relationship Anarchy, if not an 
outright characteristic of ( anarchist ) Relationship Anarchy.

And conversely, relationship significance can arguably 
be defined in terms of relevant, meaningful commitments and 
participation in people’s lives ( whatever that means in terms of 
people’s priorities for their own lives ).

In other words:

 if a relationship-mate is significant then they are 
committed to participating meaningfully in their 
relationship-counterpart’s life 

and 

 if someone is committed to participating meaningfully in 
a relationships-counterpart’s life, then that person is a 
significant relationship-mate.
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 my participation in my family family life… as voluntary 
and coercive

cw: coercive tactics, threats of serious self-harm & suicide

Like many people, I have a complex relationship with my
family of origin. My family plays a significant role in my life in the 
sense that interacting with family members occupies a 
considerable amount of my time, causes me a significant 
amount of stress, and takes a significant amount of energy.

But my relationships with my family are not really 
“significant relationships” because those people don’t really 
participate in my life in the ways that define “meaningful 
participation” for me. I keep them at a distance and for good 
reason. ( It’s not an “outness” issue for me— I’m pretty darn out.
Instead it’s that I keep most of my life private from them. )

These are people who ( some more than others ) are still 
working on getting my name right after many years, who 
routinely mis-gender me and who regularly host family 
gatherings with only food that I can’t eat ( usually a 
combination of things that will make me sick and things I avoid 
for ethical reasons )… even though they know better.

These are also people who do things like get angry or 
threaten self-harm or suicide if I express any boundaries ( e.g., 
boundaries such as hugs by explicit consent only; people 
keeping their words off of my body; me not feeling comfortable
sharing aspects of my personal life with family members, etc. ). 
And people who act like they should get cookies for “trying” to 
respect my “out there” “identit( ies )” and “lifestyle”. 

( My “lifestyle” in this strange sense of the word includes 
my choices to do important non-romantic, non-sexual 
relationships; to not eat animal products; to change my name 
from the one my parents gave me; to ask people to use “they” 
or “made-up” pronouns to refer to me; to wear a lot of plaid; 
not to shave any part of my body, etc. There are other aspects 
of my “lifestyle” that they'd have problems with if they knew 
about— e.g., dumpstered food— so I don't mention that stuff. )

It’s not all bad of course, but there are good reasons 
why I keep much of my life away from them. There are parts of 
my life that I don’t want them anywhere near.
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These people are also not okay with how I deal with 
relating to them by keeping things private ( and I know this 
because I’ve tried to explain what I’m doing and why… my 
explanations provoked anger and threats of suicide ).

These people are operating under social norms dictating
relationship obligations— that I owe them things I’m not willing 
to give and am therefore in a morally deficient position. This is 
magnified for the family members who do choose to share 
significant details about their lives and ask me for emotional 
support ( which I routinely provide )— because how dare I not 
trust them! And how dare I not let them be supportive back!

I choose to disregard their framework of obligations. 
Those are obligations that I did not choose and don’t agree to 
fulfil. They expect basically rule-based commitments from me to
govern my behaviour. And my moral status as a “family 
member” ( i.e., someone in a family-of-origin relationship ) is 
determined ( in their view ) by my compliance.

The context of my family relationships is one of 
interpersonal coercion ( which contrasts visibly with anarchist 
approaches to commitments ).4

Some of those commitments I choose to honour 
because they matter to me ( i.e., like showing up for family 
events even if I can't eat the food ). Those are commitments I 
take on voluntarily. But within a context that is already coercive.

4Note that anarchists are highly critical of nuclear families-of-
origin predicated on patriarchal hierarchy and ownership— 
approaches to “family” differ with some seeking to eliminate 
“the family” ( in that sense ) altogether [1] and others looking to
fundamentally transform what is meant by “family” [2], all while 
“families” are recognised as meaningful social units central to 
community organising [3].

I am not remotely interested in trying to apply anarchist 
principles for the goal of transforming my own family-of-origin. I 
wouldn’t be able to bring about any significant change on that
front even if I tried, and I have neither the energy nor inclination
to put in that kind of work... especially given how limited any 
potential benefits would be. I’m much more interested in 
navigating my family as it is ( keeping myself at a safe 
distance ) and approaching my other relationships much more 
authentically / genuinely ( and ideally non-coercively ).
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I do not relate to my family “authentically”. It is not safe 
for me to relate to my family authentically. My family is not fully 
accessible to me in that way. My lack of authenticity in my 
relationship with my family is an accessibility issue— and there’s 
no indication that anything will change to become more 
accessible in the near or distant future.

Overall there are 2 issues of coercion that work together:

1. There’s the issue of structural coercion defining pre-
determined family relationships into existence in a way 
that hasn’t been mutually agreed upon by all parties 
collectively and in a way that is not an ongoing, living 
agreement… and for which I might face social sanctions
for rejecting and breaching the coerced terms of those 
relationships

2. There’s the issue of specific abusive tactics rendering the
whole situation coercive in a sense that I am not in a 
position in the first place where I would be able to 
collaboratively negotiate with them a voluntary living 
agreement about the terms of our relationship. Because 
even the basic “communication” part about a 
“contract as communication” already isn’t safe ( as I’ve 
experienced directly in terms of me trying to 
communicate wanting to “opting out” of sharing certain
parts of my life…and other people responding 
inappropriately ).

In practice, this means that am very careful and 
deliberate about what I do and don’t share with them and 
what version of my experiences I will show. There’s a lot they 
don’t know about me or my experience, and that I don’t want 
them to know. It’s not an issue of being closeted for me. It’s 
other stuff. They are not involved in my “personal life” and are 
rarely involved in my “community life” ( and are involved in my 
community life only where it isn’t “personal” ).

My family plays a significant role in my life but those 
relationship are not “significant” relationships in my relationship 
sphere ( by my own personal definitions ) because my family 
does not ( and cannot ) participate in my life in meaningful 
ways as defined by me ( because they are not accessible to 
me and I navigate that by keeping them at a distance ).
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My relationships with my family-of-origin are defined by 
coercive social expectations in an environment that already 
includes specific coercive tactics and is therefore not 
accessible to me personally.

I navigate voluntarily through / around those elements of
coercion— taking those social norms as fixed obstacles and 
tactics of coercion as predictable eventualities that shouldn’t 
be there but unfortunately are. My participation within my 
family is not authentic. And this is an accessibility issue.

 Participation in certain spaces as a declaration of 
relationship significance ( and the social norms that 
govern interpretations of this declaration )

Person1 bringing Person2 into the spaces where 
“meaningful participation in person1’s life” happens. That's a 
declaration to others there that person2 has a significant 
relationship with person1. And people respond accordingly.

If others in spaces— family, community members, 
whoever— accept this declaration, then they ascribe value to 
the relationship and ( hopefully ) respect it.5 If they don’t, then 
they condemn the person for violating the social code and get 
mad the person for bringing an “inappropriate” guest and for 
being disrespectful of the people who “really matter”.

In a monogamous world, “significant relationship status” 
is mapped onto a single romantic-presumed-sexual partner, 
which means that people will readily interpret a romantic-
presumed-sexual partner’s introduction as a declaration of 
significance. But it also means that people are often more 
inclined to read the introduction of a different kind of 
relationship-mate as a disrespectful violation of the social 
code… which is where people ( like me ) who do relationships 
differently run into some conflict.

5 Sometimes, people will recognise the significance of a 
relationship and the value of that relationship in someone’s life 
and still not respect it. For example, when homophobic family 
members reject someone’s same-gender partner with hostility, 
they recognise the importance of that relationship and believe 
that it’s wrong and therefore do not respect it.
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I’ve had to spend hours with my family unpacking those 
reactions, explaining why I have wanted certain people in 
certain spaces, what those relationships mean to me and why 
it’s completely appropriate for those people to be present. I’ve 
had to lay out why they should interpret me bringing a 
relationship-mate into family space as a declaration of 
significance ( as they would for anyone else’s relationship-mate
), regardless of the nature of my relationships ( i.e., even though
my relationships are neither romantic nor sexual ). That’s taken 
a lot of work, but I’ve made a limited amount of progress on 
that front.

Sometimes spaces where “meaningful participation in 
person1’s life” happens are home spaces, so “person1 and 
person2 live together” very often signifies to on-lookers that 
person1 and person2 are significant in each other’s lives. But 
even then, the romantic-presumed-sexual partnership norms 
structures those interpretations.

[ I live within a cultural context where “couples” who 
“live together” usually do share a bedroom, though when they 
don’t, it’s an indication that they’re “unnusual” or have 
particular issues such as one partner snoring or has insomnia or 
works nights, though sometimes it might indicate that the 
couple is living something like a sex-less marriage… Even still, 
even the “sexless marriage” possibility doesn’t necessarily 
indicate that the relationship is not really significant... because 
people still tend to view the decision to stay together despite a 
sexless marriage between presumed non-ace folks who are or 
were romantically involved… to be an indication of continued 
relationship significance. ]

Heteronormativity dictates that two women ( or two 
men, especially as young adults of “student age” ) will be more 
likely to be perceived as “just roommates” than a man and a 
woman living together. And for that matter, a man and a 
woman who are roommates / flatmates / housemates ( and 
who are not romantically or sexually involved ) will be more 
likely to be assumed to be romantically involved with each 
other than two roommates of the same gender.

Financial restrictions and class-based and cultural norms 
of course play in ( e.g., including expectations around general 
financial accessibility of living alone vs. with other people ) and 
these expectations play out in particular ways.
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When it comes to groups of people choosing to share 
space ( e.g., community living situations ), the signifier of “live 
together” is something that tends to get applied only to 
situations that involve “sharing a bedroom ( when this is not a 
financial necessity )” rather than to people actually 
cohabitating. In other words, declaring that “we live together” 
tends to communicate a radically different meaning than “we 
are roommates / housemats / flatmates.”

But association between “sharing a bedroom” and 
“living together and therefore significant” is heavily tied into 
associating “relationship significance” with ( monogamous ) 
relationships-that-involve-sex. Afterall, cohabitating can mean 
a lot of things and involve sharing daily lives, while ( adults ) 
sharing a bedroom usually just implies sleeping in the same bed 
and therefore having sex.

( This is different from how siblings routinely share rooms 
and have, say bunk beds, or possibly share a larger bed with 
the expectation that there is nothing remotely sexual in the 
situation. )

The very idea that “living together” as a thing should be 
structured by norms of what people do when they’re 
( monogamously ) romantically and sexual involved is a thing 
that is both pervasive in my cultural context and something that
needs to be challenged.

And I imagine that many aces and / or arospec people 
might choose to cohabitate with relationship-mates while 
keeping their own bedrooms because that’s what makes sense 
in the context of their relationships… thereby lacking access to 
a functional “we live together” declaration of relationship 
significance.

At the same time, romantic-sexual couples who “live 
together” without sharing a bedroom still have access to 
the “we live together” declaration of relationship significance, 
because a couple “living together” is assumed to be important 
even if the “living together” might take different forms ( such as 
not sharing a bedroom ).

Though even still, this framework doesn’t mesh well with 
the realities of communal living ( for anyone who doesn’t share 
a bedroom ).
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 ( In ) accessibility of space-participation-as-declaration-
of-significance

The “if participation in space, then relationship is 
significant” conditional is not a biconditional: bringing someone
into a meaningful space implies significance, but significance 
doesn’t necessarily imply bringing someone into that space.

There are a lot of ways someone can participate 
meaningfully in a relationship-mate’s life, and not all of them 
involve being physically present ( whether that’s attending at 
an event or “living together” either sharing or not sharing a 
bedroom, or sharing a life without “living together” etc. )

At this point in time I have a significant ( emphatically 
non-romantic, non-sexual, non-normative ) relationship with a 
multiple system [4].

In ace / aroace / arospec community discourse, we talk 
about QP ( i.e., “queerplatonic” or sometimes “quirkyplatonic” )
relationships as an umbrella category for non-romantic, non-
normative relationships that aren’t properly expressed by 
“friendship” [5]. Note that while the relationship category is 
useful conceptually, the terminology has some problems. In 
particular, some people are uncomfortable with both the Q 
and the P parts and don’t want “QP” applied to their non-
romantic, non-normative relationships… so QP doesn’t 
necessarily work as an umbrella term for the category. But there
aren't any alternatives that I would recommend.6

6 The Thinking Aro recently suggested using “companionate” 
love ( based on the triangle theory of love ) to describe 
partner-status “QP” relationships [6]. To me, that's a terrible 
option for two reasons:
1. it's based on a flawed system that actually defines 

“romantic love” to be the combination of intimacy and 
sexual desire / passion [7] ( and even in its most ace-
friendly interpretation that non-sexualises passion... it still 
excludes people who don't love romantically from 
“passion”... and is also woefully incomplete [8] )

2. even if it might accurately describe the intimacy / 
significance part, it completely missed the point I'm 
trying to convey when I describe a relationship as QP— it
being outside the recognised relationship categories.
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There have been times when my life had different 
shapes, but right now, there aren’t really other significant 
personal relationships. I do have a number of friends who ( for 
various reasons ) are relatively distant participants in my life 
these days. I also have several communities which matter a lot 
to me ( i.e, they are significant communities in my life ), but my 
relationships with other community members individually are 
largely not personal relationships in that same sense.

For me, meaningful participation in my life involves many
things, but some do involve my family of origin. Specifically, if 
someone is participating in a meaningful way in my life, that 
means helping me mitigate the stress I experience from 
interacting with my family. My relationship-mates do that to the 
best of tem’s ability, and would be much   less effective   at that 
task if tem was actually participating in my family spaces 
( largely because if tem was in the space, tem would be a 
target and I’d have to defend tem ).

My family is not accessible to my relationship-mates, in a 
somewhat similar way to how they’re not accessible to me. If I 
want my family to include tem, I need to fight for it and fight to 
defend my relationship-mates against their “anti-freak” 
judgements, non-consensual hugging ( that goes along with 
entitlement to hug ), body commentary, etc.

I also need to fight to make the space ( relatively ) safe 
in terms of broader dangerous elements of the environment like
sounds, lights and smells that cause intense and severely 
detrimental reactions.7 That’s a lot of work and it takes a lot of 
time and energy that I don’t have ( especially when I’m trying 
to manage reactions to many of those things myself )— 
meaning that my relationship-mates’ presence in that space 
would not be mitigating the stress of interacting with my family  
( i.e, tem would not be participating in that space in a way 
that’s meaningful for me ).

7Note that many of those sensory elements are problems for me
( and my family members know that ), but my reactions are less 
extreme: they won’t send me into an anaphylactic reaction, for
instance. So I find it easier to prepare myself to deal with the 
sensory issues, manage as best I can, and then decompress 
afterwards… without fighting about it. ( Fighting can be really 
hard to do while I’m in the midst of dealing with the space. )
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It’s not that my relationship-mates and my family haven’t
met— tem attended a few family events a couple years back 
when tem’s health issues were less disabling. But even then, I 
had to face prying and hostile questions re: tem’s demeanour, 
choice of clothing and ( gender ) presentation, serious food 
restrictions, etc. ( i.e., questions directed to me, about tem— 
they left tem pretty much alone and didn't say anything 
negative to tem's face ).

Much like it is not safe for me to interact with my family 
authentically, it is emphatically not safe for my relationship-
mates to interact with my family authentically ( or much at all ). 
Even on a basic level, my family doesn’t know that tem is a 
system, and it wouldn’t be okay for them to know that: my 
family is unsafe and that’s an accessibility issue with potentially 
dire consequences.

Now though, with tem’s increasingly disabling health 
issues, the physical spaces that family events happen in are 
completely inaccessible to my relationship-mates— to the point
where tem wouldn’t even be able to get up the stairs 
necessary to enter the space, let alone survive all those other 
sensory and interpersonal barriers.

The hazards of the environment are hard enough for me 
to handle. But I can manage it if that’s all I’m doing. My 
relationship-mates can’t. 

And I wouldn’t be able to exist in that space if I had to 
be doing the work of trying to mitigate the hostility of my family 
toward my relationship-mates… and with all that, I wouldn’t be 
much good at helping tem survive the space either even if I 
could exist there myself under those circumstances.

My family is not accessible to me and is spectacularly 
inaccessible to my relationship-mates. And me trying to explain 
that to my family would not bode well for maintaining a “most-
of-the-time-civil” relationship with them. For me to continue to 
interact with my family, I have to disengage.

But all that means that I am not able to declare my 
relationship significance on an ongoing basis to my family by 
bringing my relationship-mates into family spaces.

That method of declaring relationship significance just 
isn’t accessible to me.
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Another way that my relationship-mates participates 
meaningfully in my life is by us living together in the same 
space. However, since we also have other housemates, I’ve 
had to challenge my family members not recognising us as 
actually “living together” and not viewing our cohabitation as 
an indicator of relationship significance… because we do not 
share a bedroom.

It doesn’t matter to my family that my relationship-mates
moved back to my city largely to be closer to me. It doesn’t 
matter that we keep different sleeping hours and have 
conflicting smell needs ( i.e., they need to smoke a lot of weed 
to manage chronic illness and that smell makes me sick, 
meaning that we need separate spaces )… so sharing a room 
is not something that we would do even if we were romantically
or sexually involved, which we emphatically are not.

The “not sharing a bedroom” part might be less of a 
problem for my family in terms of accepting that “we ‘live 
together’ and this reflects relationship significance” if we were 
the only ones in the spaces ( i.e., if we didn’t have any other 
housemates and therefore if the sharing of a living space were 
to be an “exclusive” thing ). Exclusivity seems to be important. 
( That's not surprising, given expectations of “monogamy” and 
how people might extend them onto aroace people’s non-
romantic, non-sexual relationships. )

It doesn’t matter to my family that it means something 
different for my relationship-mates and I to live in the same 
house... than it does for my other roommates and I to live in the 
same house. In their view “living together” signifies relationship 
importance largely because it’s something that people don’t 
do with other people, not because the thing has a particular 
meaning to the people doing the “living together” ( a meaning
which could theoretically be shared by more than 2 people or 
relationships ).

Also, I am not remotely interested in trying to explain why
I don’t share a bedroom with my relationship-mates ( as that is 
a personal conversation— though it is a question that I've been 
asked ). Nor would it be safe on a number of levels for me to 
explain my bedroom situation. ( Having said that, I have spent a
lot of time challenging the ideas and expectations that lead 
people to tie “bedroom-sharing” with “living together”… II've 
had limited success with that. )
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And I’m certainly not going to get into with them ideas 
of significant relationships within a community living situation. So
the “we live together” special case of that method of declaring
relationship significance isn’t accessible to me either.

And because I have to disengage from my family on an 
“authentic” level because they’re inaccessible, part of that 
means not telling them that they’re inaccessible and how. 
Which means that they won’t know that they’re inaccessible 
( since they haven’t been listening in the past when I’ve told 
them similar things... even though they've reacted with anger ).

And if I want them to know that they're inaccessible to 
me ( and specifically how ), then I need to risk some more 
authentic interactions that really aren’t safe. It’s not safe or 
accessible to express how it’s unsafe or inaccessible. It’s a 
lovely catch 22 ( reflecting coercions inherent in the situation ).

Through the lenses of ( anarchist ) relationship anarchy, 
my relationship with my family is a mess of contradictory tension
between authenticity and inaccessibility— with authenticity 
largely inaccessible to me for reasons of self-protection 
because ( owing to their predictable use of coercive tactics ), 
we’re not in a situation of being able to negotiate together a 
voluntary living agreement about the terms of our relationship.

And in turn, that has certain implications when it comes 
to situations of intense family interactions... like sitting shiva.

Of Authenticity & Sitting Shiva

Someone in my life died recently. The dying part was 
quick and not entirely unexpected. It came after months of 
hospital time and recovery…

In Judaism, family members “sit shiva”[1] when someone 
dies [1]. The shiva process makes sense to me, in a lot of ways.

Judaism has specific practices around death [2]. The 
dead are buried quickly, usually in a white shroud in a wooden 
coffin without being embalmed. From the time someone dies 
until the funeral begins, people from the community stay with 
the body every moment— in shifts— there are people who 
serve their communities as part of the Chevrah Kadisha [3]. 
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Generally, taking care of the dead and actions helping 
the family through the grieving process are mitzvahs— positive 
obligations [4].

Right before the funeral, the family takes the body into 
their care, and it remains so until the burial ( and as a mitzvah, 
people help shovel dirt to cover the coffin [5] and the rabbi’s 
service doesn’t continue grave-side until the coffin is covered ).

After the grave-yard portion of service ( usually attended
by only the close friends and family ), the family heads over to 
the shiva house ( typically the home of the person who died or 
one of their immediate family members ). The family eats a 
meal of condolence / comfort [6] & people share their support.

And the immediate family “sit shiva” for the next week, 
where community members ( and less immediate family ) pay 
shiva calls and arrange to bring or have delivered all the meals 
for the people sitting shiva. You don’t send flowers, but you do 
bring food. There are also minions of adults who gather to pray 
every day at specific times.

It’s about the community being there to help people 
through the grieving process. It’s about mutual aid and  com- 
-munity care. It’s about taking time away from your regularly 
scheduled life to appreciate that someone died, that it matters,
that everything is not okay but eventually will get better. And 
that people are there for you as you move through the journey.

This part deals with several issues around the authenticity
of sitting shiva  some reflections about my own recent 
experiences of the shiva process

 Of shiva as about grieving authentically

 Of ( my ) liminal atheistic Jewishness

 Of my experience navigating Shiva & its ( in )authenticity

 Shiva as about grieving authentically

The shiva process is about grieving authentically and 
without pretences or distractions. So many of the rules around 
sitting shiva are geared toward creating a space for people to 
grieve authentically ( and offer a framework for moving on 
afterwards with reintegration back into regularly scheduled life, 
with specific periods of mourning [7] ).
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At the shiva house, there’s a shiva candle that burns 
throughout the entire 7 days of the shiva, symbolising the rising 
soul of the deceased [8]. Family light it on the first day, and it 
remains there, burning, as a grounding reminder throughout the
shiva of the person who died.

While sitting shiva, people aren’t supposed to wear 
clean clothes or do things that focus on appearance ( like 
shave, or bathe or put on adorning oils / cosmetics ). You’re 
supposed to take a step back from your regular practices, so 
the social obligations re: “being presentable” just don’t apply. 
Direct mourners even wear either ripped clothes or a ripped 
black ribbon. Mirrors in the shiva house are covered, direct 
mourners sit low ( maybe on a couch with cushions removed ).

Similarly, people are also released from regular social 
obligations to make innate chit-chat. While sitting shiva, people 
aren’t supposed to great you in usual ways and you’re not 
required to respond— community members are supposed to let
mourners set the atmosphere, and not talking is okay [9].

Also, you’re not supposed to greet people in the usual 
ways yourself, as though nothing had happened. And if 
someone doesn’t know about the death and asks how you’re 
doing in the first few days, you’re just supposed to tell them that
you’re in mourning [10]. 

During shiva, you don’t go to work. You don’t cook— 
other people in your community take care of food for you [11]  
( i.e., actions that make sense within a mutual aid framework. 
And then after the shiva, taking up your regular activities again 
marks a symbolic change of moving forward and leaving the 
most intense grieving behind.

During the whole 30-day period after death, you don’t 
do celebratory things like listen to music or go to events like 
weddings or even engage with decorative things like cut-
flowers— basically you take time to reflect on the loss without 
distractions or trying to cover-up the pain with “happy” things. 
The death is real and you deal with it directly.

Incidentally, that’s one of the reasons why there aren’t 
flowers at Jewish funerals, grave-sites or shiva houses… but in 
true Jewish form, there are several reasons, including that in 
death everyone should be equal, without material extra- 
-vagances separating the materially rich from the poor [12].
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On the other hand, instead of flowers, people do leave 
little stones ( permanently ) on headstones when they visit gave 
yards [13].

All of these things to me are really about scaffolding to 
help people grieve authentically. Within Judaism, prescribed 
mourning periods [14] impose limits, and in doing so, create a 
protected space where people are especially inclined to 
grieve authentically. 

But those rules ( that prescribe explicit involvement from 
the community ) are also based on the premise that someone’s
family’s community is their community too. It doesn’t really work
that way for a lot of us. So my experience didn’t reflect this 
authenticity.

It’s an interesting contrast with Relationship Anarchy’s 
philosophy of “authenticity through freedom and lack of 
structure”. At the same time, some elements of mourning 
periods and shiva are pre-determined, regardless of the actual 
shape of reality. People are required formally to “sit shiva” for 
certain specific family members [15]. It’s not really a matter of 
how close you are in terms of actual relationship.

I was not “formal mourner” but some of my family’s 
Reform sensibilities led people to declare “the grand-kids” to be
mourners too— especially since most of us were close with my 
zaidy. This wasn’t in terms of asking us to fulfil the requirements 
of sitting shiva, but of welcoming us to participate as we saw fit.
There was, however, the implicit expectations that we ( or at 
least those of us who are “Jewish” ) spend as much time there 
as we could at the shiva house ( including outside of “shiva 
hours” and for meals ) and participate in sitting shiva generally.

 Of liminal atheistic Jewishness

I wasn’t expected to spend a lot of time at the shiva 
house the way that my cousins were. It was like I was “released”
from that obligation because I wasn’t Jewish— and the same 
applied to my siblings. But it wasn’t an obligation that I wanted 
to be “released” from, even if they were okay with it ( my 
brother was— I don’t think my sister was but she was unable to 
participate for other reasons anyway ).
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There’s nothing like death to make it clear that I’m a 
whole lot more Jewish than my siblings. It’s not a new thing, but 
it’s something I’ve started talking about a bit more with my 
family members, especially because other people have 
initiated the conversation. It’s come up in a way I’ve felt safe 
sharing that part of my experience— in the context of my 
cousin wanting to know what it was like for me to grow up 
within a mixed-faith family because she’s now parenting in one.

My sister has finally caught on… when I commented that
I was feeling more Jewish in comparison to them, she told me 
it’s because I am Jewish and that I’m the only one of us who is. 
( She even brought flowers. ) That’s the first time she’d ever said 
anything like that. And it took a while and a lot of work for her 
to get there. ( I think what changed her mind was her knowing 
that my relationship-mates and I regularly light shabbat candles
at home. )

I know most of my family still doesn’t consider me Jewish
— I’ve never had a bar/bat mitzvah [16], I can’t read Hebrew, I 
didn’t grow up in a Jewish household, and I’m an atheist ( and 
therefore in their view have no motivation to be drawn 
( back? ) toward Judaism ).

Secular / non-theistic / atheistic Judaism is a thing 
( typically under the banner of Humanistic Judaism [17] ). But a 
lot of people think it’s just for people who were raised “properly 
Jewish” within a particular Jewish tradition from which they 
break because of their atheism or something like that… and for 
people who then wander over to Humanistic Judaism because 
they miss something they grew up with and want to continue 
their lifelong practice. That’s not me. 

( And I'm not really a “humanist” either... but that's kind 
of the only space Judaism has that's available for me as an 
atheist. )

I’ve written before about my relationship with ( Reform ) 
Judaism— as a liminal, atheistic Jew [18]. But that’s not how my 
extended family sees me: they don’t expect “Jewish” things 
from me and they are surprised when I do them, including food-
related things, e.g., making ( gluten-free & vegan ) latkes for 
Chanukah and Hamentashen for Purim… let alone hear a 
mention of Shabbat candles. ( Although people were pleased 
to hear I was having Passover seder at home this year. )
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 My experience navigating Shiva and the ( in )
authenticity of it

I spent a lot of time at the shiva house. It was important 
for me to be there, but my family’s community is really not my 
community. Because of the relationship I have with my family, I 
was not ( and would not ) feel comfortable bringing my 
community into that space the way my cousins did. The shiva 
house was not accessible to me in that way as it was for others.

Being there was both exhausting and alienating for me—
it’s often exhausting, but it’s not supposed to be alienating. 
( And I had to endure being a regularly misgendered for a 
week without comment… both from people who know better &
people who don’t. Shiva houses are not places for trans 101. )

But the hardest part for me was having to be there for 
my family while my family wasn’t ( and couldn’t be ) there in 
the same way for me— having to fulfil my family obligations 
while having to do my grieving on my “own time” completely 
against the whole purpose of shiva.

Overall, I was there mostly to support the people formally
sitting shiva— unlike the rest of my cousins who were there both 
to be supportive and to grieve themselves through shiva. But 
ultimately, it wasn’t my lack of ( ascribed ) Jewishness that 
distinguished my participation from theirs ( when we were all 
physically present ). It was my family’s inaccessibility to me and 
my personal life, and therefore the shiva’s inaccessibility to me.

My relationship-mates were certainly there for me at 
home during the process, but tem could not be there with me 
at the shiva house, or funeral, or even during the months of 
hospital visits, etc. because my family and family spaces are not
accessible to tem. And while typically I navigate this lack of 
accessibility by disengaging and limiting how authentically I 
interact with my family, that doesn’t really work for shiva.

At the same time, some of my participation was 
authentic.

I co-wrote and co-delivered a eulogy— I wrote most of it
because I process things by writing and then my counterpart 
added a few things. Delivering a eulogy is also a mitzvah in its 
own right [19], and it was something I felt strongly I needed to 
do in a genuine way. 
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And somehow the formality of a eulogy, delivered in 
front of a entire filled funeral chapel was safer way for me to 
express my own sentiments than regular life. It helped that I 
didn’t harbour any ill will toward the person who died. At the 
same time, the emotional part for me was writing the eulogy, 
and reading it to my relationship-mates before the funeral.

While dividing up the eulogy portions— it would have 
been lopsided for me to read my words and my counterpart to 
read hers— the natural flow of things would have had me say 
something my counterpart had added about blessings that I 
don’t believe. It would have felt inauthentic for me to read that
part and I didn’t want to do that. So we changed things 
around a little and that was good.

I contrast that with a very different type of funeral 
participation. About ten years ago, when my Catholic 
grandfather died, I was asked to do a reading as the oldest 
grandchild… within a traditional Catholic funeral mass which 
has very little do with celebrating the life of the deceased [20] 
and which is generally anti-eulogy in the conventional sense 
( although particular Church authorities do have discretion [21].

I was assigned to read a biblical passage that basically 
involved entreating a God I didn’t believe in to send my good 
Catholic grandfather to Heaven ( and eventually condemn me
and my atheistic-Jewish self to burn in Hell ). I obliged. It was 
inauthentic.

I very much prefer Jewish funerals to Catholic ones.

Of Yarmulkes & Tension Between Authenticity / (In)Accessibility

I wore a yarmulke[1] recently, for the first time, at the 
funeral. ( Yarmulke is the Yiddish, as is my family’s way. In 
Hebrew they’re called “kippot” or “kippah” in the singular. )

Anticipating the funeral, I was trying to figure whether 
not I should wear a yarmulke for the service. That process in 
many ways turned out to be a reflection of my engagement 
with the larger process of grieving and with shiva in particular— 
with tension between the authentic and the inaccessible… 
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And all of that is within a context of ( family ) 
relationships that an ( anarchist ) relationship anarchist 
approach would describe as restricted by coercive 
expectations.

Over the past year, I’ve thought a lot and read a lot 
about yarmulkes ( and their origin & connection to gender ) but
it’s not something I’ve come to any firm conclusions about. But 
the funeral required that I make a decision— at least for the 
day.

The funeral was at a Jewish funeral chapel, and a 
Reform rabbi performed the service. My family is mostly Reform
— with Conservative roots.  That means that all men ( whether 
or not they’re Jewish ) would be expected to wear yarmulkes 
inside Jewish places of worship ( though if someone refuses for 
personal or ethical reasons, it wouldn’t be an issue ). It also 
means that women would not be expected to wear yarmulkes.

Now, nobody would be offended if any women did, but 
generally in these situations women just don’t cover their heads 
( though it’s not uncommon for older women to wear those 
lacy doilies [2]. And the same pattern of expectations applies 
equally to people who are not Jewish, which is common 
practice [3].

The pattern I describe is specific to geographical 
communities and decade— that is what I know from my own 
experience. Much of what I’ve read online is from either the US 
or Israel, and doesn’t necessarily reflect what I see around me 
in terms how people observe customs ( both in my own family 
and within other communities where I’ve attended funerals and
bat/bar miztvahs, made shiva calls, etc. ).

A Reform Rabbi who doesn’t wear a yarmulke is foreign 
to me, but apparently is common in many places in the US. 
Having said that, I’m told by people locally that men in the 
Reform only really start wearing yarmulkes consistently in places 
of worship during the 70s.

In any event, in my context, nobody would hand a 
yarmulke ( or even a lace doily ) to a woman entering a space 
or worship the way they certainly would hand one to a man 
with an uncovered head— whether Jewish or Gentile / Goy. 
And no Gentile / Goy woman would be expected to cover her 
head ( and people would likely find it slightly odd if she did ).
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I knew the expectations before the funeral… My brothers
would be expected to wear yarmulkes. My sister would not be. 
And I would not be. But I wouldn’t be expected to wear one as 
a combined “you’re not really Jewish” thing & gender thing. So 
my “free pass” wasn’t something I was comfortable with, 
because both elements were based on things that didn’t apply
to me ( i.e., being “not Jewish” and being a woman )…

For me, the issue of whether to wear a yarmulke is very 
much about why people wear them. And that’s going to be 
different in different contexts.

 Why do men ( or people ) wear yarmulkes?

People ( mostly men ) wear yarmulkes as a reminder of 
the divine looking down on them— a reminder to act in a 
righteous way— and as a sign of respect, submission and 
humility. They are also worn to signify Jewish cultural identity.

Origins for the yarmulke are kind of complicated as they 
are for most things— there’s a story of a mother covering her 
son's head to remind him always of the divine watching him 
from above and therefore to be aware of his actions ( and to 
act righteously ) [4]. There are also some other explanations [5].

At any rate, any obligation to wear yarmulkes 
specifically is not a religious commandment [6] or a strict 
requirement of Jewish Law [7] ( though there are things about 
men covering their heads generally during certain activities ), 
but is instead a cultural practice enshrined through Rabbinic 
authority [8]. Men are expected to cover their heads to pray 
but the specification of what to cover the head with ( i.e., a 
yarmulke as opposed to something else ) is custom. 

Married ( Orthodox ) women also have obligations to 
cover their heads— though that’s about hair modesty 
specifically [9]. Only Orthodox women cover their hair after 
marriage and typically wear a wig or tichel [10], or possibly a 
hat for that purpose. It’s a requirement that some Orthodox 
Jewish Feminists are currently resisting [11], while others support 
it [12]. Generally though, Orthodox Jewish Feminism is focused 
on other things like the right to participate in worship activities 
conventionally limited to men [13].
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And there’s some complex gender stuff around women 
wearing them. Yarmulkes are distinctly associated with men. As 
a non-binary person, the major question for me didn’t turn out 
to be why men specifically wear them, but instead why women
don’t ( except when they do ).

Overall, in the Conservative and Reform traditions, 
women may choose to cover their heads for prayer and some 
choose to wear yarmulkes ( without facing objections ) but it’s 
also not required [14].

There are some contexts where there’s a lot of hostility8  
toward women wearing Yarmulkes; some people view women 
wearing yarmulkes as “cross-dressing” which is prohibited.9

In Conservative spaces it’s recommended for women to 
cover their heads ( with anything ) while it’s expected / 
required for men to do so ( with yarmulkes ); in Reform spaces 
things are more lax all around and men don’t necessarily cover 
their heads, while women increasingly do and increasingly do 
so with yarmulkes… for reasons of gender equity.

But specifics of how and to what degree people adhere
to these customs, and variations seem to be regional from what
I can tell. In my experience in my own context, men are 
expected to wear yarmulkes in places of worship and women 
are not necessarily expected to cover their heads at all 
( though can if they want ), and that's considered “Reform”.
8 For example, at the Western Wall in the Old City of Jerusalem 
[15] ), women are explicitly forbidden from wearing “men's” 
ceremonial garb ( like yarmulkes, tallitot [16], and tefillin [17] ) & 
have faced violence, arrest & banning [18]. Women have been
arrested for wearing tallitot in Israel as recently as 2013 [19] and 
one was stopped for wearing a yarmulke less than a year 
ago[20]. ( Most of that hostility is focused on tallitot and justified 
on religious grounds— including gender essentialism [21]. ) 

But regarding hostility & violence from Israeli authorities, 
it's important to note that most is directed toward Palestinians.
9 There are other more trans-friendly interpretations which argue
that the prohibition against “cross-dressing” is really a 
requirement to express who you are authentically— which does
not necessarily correspond to the gender you were assigned at 
birth— but in Jewish form, that people should only express their 
authentic selves when this won’t put them in harm’s way [22].
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Mostly ( when / where women don’t wear yarmulkes ), 
women don’t wear them because they’re exempt from 
wearing them.

There are various explanations but they mostly boil down
to a) women already having stricter standards than men of 
modesty in dress which would remind them to be pious, and 
( and perhaps more importantly ) b) women as being naturally 
more spiritual than men ( with a less “flashy” spirituality that 
doesn’t need overt symbols ) [23]. Certainly many people have 
interpreted those explanations as evidence of misogyny.

These parallel the explanations for why women ( in the 
Orthodoxy ) are “excused” from for many religious obligations—
most “time-specific” mitzvahs— to allow women the time to 
perform “women’s work” of tending to the home and children, 
and also because women are already more “inherently 
spiritual” than men and in need of less “work” to wrangle their 
souls into pious conduct. That phenomenon is described as 
“equality” in the “separate but equal” sense [24]. 

And those are the same arguments used to justify why 
women aren’t allowed to be called to the Torah, or serve as 
rabbis in the Orthodoxy, as well as to defend the prayer that 
( Orthodox ) men are supposed to say every morning 
expressing gratitude for not having been created a woman— 
being thankful for their many mizvahs [25]. And there are some 
self-proclaimed feminist Jewish women who accept those 
explanations [26].

On the other hand, I am emphatically not convinced by 
those arguments, and neither were Judaism's Reform, 
Reconstructionist and more recently Conservative movements. 
( They’ve taken more explicitly egalitarian approaches to 
Judaism generally— allowing women to become rabbis [27], 
and among other things, dropping or changing that particular 
prayers [28] and generally requiring from women the same 
obligations that are required from men. )

In any event, the explanations for exempting women 
from certain practices would be less of a problem for me if they
weren’t fundamentally based on very essentialist and 
prescriptive ideas about men and women ( and men and 
women's natural-as-obligatory roles ), to which I object deeply
— philosophically and politically ( and ontologically ).
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 Negotiating Whether I Should Wear a Yarmulke As An 
Atheistic, Liminally Jewish, Non-Binary Trans Person

As far as I’m concerned, none of the reasons for a 
double-standard where men are expected to wear yarmulkes 
and women aren’t… are things I want applied to me ( and I 
really don’t think I’d have wanted them applied to me even if I 
had been a woman ).

Now, I do have some objections to wearing a yarmulke, 
but mostly they’re about the part where covering my head is 
specifically to show recognition and respect for a higher power,
because I don’t. And I don’t want to be insincere about that. 
( There’s a reason secular Humanistic Jews typically don’t wear 
yarmulkes, though nobody would be condemned for wearing 
one [29] ). 

And yet recognition of a higher power is not the only 
thing they mean— there’s also an affirming connection to 
Jewishness. But at the same time, at a funeral chapel where 
even Gentile / Goyim men are expected to wear yarmulkes… 
so it’s not really about that. 

And I certainly don’t feel sufficiently comfortable or 
confident in my own Jewishness to be able to object to 
covering my head— as a secular   Jew— for ( a )religious 
reasons. I don’t know if that’s a decision I will eventually come 
to, but regardless it’s not where I am now. ( And I’m darn well 
not okay with opting out for gender-related reasons ).

So my conclusion is that I should be covering my head at
a ( Jewish ) funeral.

But there’s a difference between covering one’s head 
( generally ) and wearing a yarmulke ( specifically ).

In the context of me, I wear hats all the time when I’m in 
public spaces. My head is never uncovered unless I’m in a 
place where it’s not socially acceptable for people ( who 
aren’t women ) to wear hats ( e.g., restaurants, the dinner table
in someone’s home, etc.). It’s a thing. People who know me in 
person know it’s a thing ( although it’s not really something 
anyone talks about and it’s not something I’m going to explain 
here ). But I do generally feel uncomfortable / partly-dressed 
being out in public with a bare head ( albeit for reasons that 
have nothing to do with any religion or spirituality ).
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In theory, I could have worn a hat— as I always do— to 
the funeral. It would have covered my head and fulfilled that 
requirement for ( non-women folks to cover their heads in 
places of worship ). It’s just that people in my community don’t 
really do that ( because men wear yarmulkes and women 
don’t generally cover their heads except maybe with doilies or 
perhaps a yarmulke ), and anyone who actually does wear a 
hat in that context is a woman. In other words, in my own 
family-of-origin community context, wearing a hat in a place of 
worship is a distinctly F-gendered ( and over age 50 ) thing.

And then there’s also the issue that people might think 
that my hats would be disrespectful in that context for being 
“too casual”… especially since they are well-known to be part 
of my everyday ( casual ) attire.

So for a number of social reasons, wearing a hat to the 
funeral for me was unfortunately no-go— I could either go 
bare-headed or wear a yarmulke.

Women— especially devout Reform women— are 
increasingly covering their heads during prayer ( and 
sometimes generally ), and wearing yarmulkes as part of 
feminist or otherwise explicitly egalitarian Jewish practice. At 
the same time, yarmulkes are still distinctly M-gendered, and a 
lot of women are personally uncomfortable with them for that 
reason ( even while expressing admiration for women who do 
and can wear them comfortably ). There’s some really 
interesting gender territory.

Even among women in communities where some 
women wear yarmulkes, yarmulkes do seem to embody a 
masculinity. It’s a masculinity that can be reclaimed, adapted /
feminised, re-interpreted, gender-bent, or rocked in defiance. 
But it’s there.

Women have a lot of interesting things to say about that 
the gendered stuff. It was important for me to read it, because 
probably other people ( especially those who didn't know me ) 
would interpret me wearing a yarmulke as woman wearing a 
yarmulke… even if that's not who I am or what it would mean 
for me. In particular, women had interesting things to say about:

 being a woman of not especially “feminine” expression 
who is not comfortable wearing a yarmulke, but deep-
down, would like to be [30]
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 wearing a yarmulke as gender performance ( to be 
“one of the guys”in fellowship, or a “visibly feminist” or 
“deviant” woman ) and for a connection that wasn’t 
about a higher power [31]

 feeling discomfort around wearing a yarmulke ( even as 
a woman rabbi ) and wondering what to teach her 
daughter [32]

 reflecting ( as a woman rabbinic-student ) on why she 
used to wear a yarmulke all the time and now only 
wears it for religious-relevant activities [33].

 growing up in the Reform tradition before anyone was 
really wearing yarmulkes and reflecting on women 
wearing them and how she herself has never had an 
interest [34].

 having never wanted to wear a yarmulke ( as a 
woman ) but wishing she did because she believes 
women wearing them ( or the rejection of reasons for 
women not to ) is important in the pursuit of gender 
equality [35]

 explaining they wear yarmulkes as women specifically in 
In the context of Quebec’s ban on “overt and 
conspicuous” religious symbols for public sector 
employees [36]

In reading these accounts, I assume the women who 
authored them are cis because of how they discuss growing up
as girls & gender stuff without mentioning anything that would 
indicate transness specifically or non-cisness. But I can't be sure.

I haven’t been able to find much about trans and / or 
non-binary people engaging with yarmulkes ( althought I'm sure
those exist )— I’ve only seen one piece from a transmasculine 
genderqueer person [37] and another from a trans man [38]. 
But again, yarmulkes are connected to masculinity, and those 
accounts are from people wearing them who are comfortable 
wearing them because of their own transmasculinity ( as well as
their solid Jewishness ).

On the other hand, I’m approaching things from a 
different perspective. I am not transmasculine: my non-
binariness isn’t about masculinity. And I’m also only liminally 
Jewish. And I’m an atheist... 
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I haven't seen anyone pondering questions of yarmulkes 
from people who are positions remotely similar to mine. 

Ultimately I decided to wear a yarmulke ( from the 
basket at the funeral chapel ). It was my first time. And walking 
up to the podium, I and my yarmulke were very visible, and I 
was acutely aware of it on my head— held in place by my hair 
unlike my hats. ( My eulogy-counterpart didn’t cover her head, 
and wasn’t expected to since we weren’t reading from the 
Torah ).

In that moment, most funeral attendees probably saw 
me as a feminist Jewish woman— though I know there was at 
least one person who didn’t know me who read me as a young
man ( and later asked me at the shiva house if I was her friend’s
“nephew” ).

I think many people in my extended family saw me 
wearing a yarmulke as an act of declaring myself to be Jewish
— especially because I didn’t need to wear one and nobody 
would have asked me to. I’m glad that I wore one in that 
space.

The funeral happened on a day that was very windy— 
windy and dreary. When the pallbearers ( myself included ) 
went outside to put the coffin in the hearse, a gust of wind 
game up and blew the yarmulkes off several people’s heads 
including mine. Afterall, my yarmulke was one of the large, 
floppy yarmulkes from the funeral chapel, designed to stay in 
place without a clip or bobby pins… at least under normal 
weather conditions.

My yarmulke blowing off my head somehow felt 
symbolic: like I had done the thing and it was over now. I wore 
the yarmulke in earnest, without creating restrictions ( like using 
hair pins to keep in on my head as my interactions with the 
environment changed ) and I let it go when it came off by itself.

My brother of course, had to put his yarmulke back on 
for the grave yard portion of the service ( with double-sided 
tape that the funeral home attendants carry for bald men who 
can’t use clips or hair pins ). I decided not to put my yarmulke 
back on, partly because even pinned on, it would pick up the 
wind and be distracting. But I was conscious of the wind in my 
hair anyway, with an unusual-for-me bare head. ( I should have 
brought my hat for that portion. )
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Wearing a yarmulke for the first time at my zaidy’s 
funeral was important. I had wanted my zaidy to eventually see
me as Jewish and to see me do more Jewish things. It’s not 
something he ever really did in his lifetime, and now he never 
really will be able to. But I felt it fitting that my first yarmulke 
donning-declaration was at his funeral, symbolic of me taking 
up one of his traditions and it living on. I think he would have 
been proud.

 Relating to Yarmulkes as a Microcosm... of Relating to 
My Family

I wore a yarmulke at the indoor portion of the service 
and did not wear one for the outdoor portion. That’s unusual for
someone to do. Both situations felt simultaneously “right” and 
“not quite right”. 

Overall, it seemed very much a process of creating a 
space for me to express myself as something outside prescribed
boundaries. I am an atheistic liminally Jewish non-binary person.
Maybe partially wearing a yarmulke to a funeral was about as 
authentic an expression as was going to be possible ( at least 
based on where I was at mentally and emotionally in that 
moment ).

I have no doubt that my feeling about, and relationship 
with, yarmulkes will continue to change. ( I haven’t decided 
what I will do when the issue comes up again soon for a 
Conservative Passover seder in a household where men as 
asked to wear yarmulkes. ) I don’t know where these things are 
going and I’m okay with that. And I don’t know if that’s 
something my family will ever understand, and I’m okay with 
that too.

Just like with yarmulkes, interacting with my family is 
partly about carving out space for myself and partly about 
disengaging. I navigate the interaction within a context that is 
inaccessible to my full genuine self and to my significant 
relationship-mates. And in a context where interactions won’t 
ever develop organically until people make top-down 
deliberate changes to promote a space that’s more accessible
( and devoid of coercive tactics ).
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There’s one major difference though between me 
relating to yarmulkes and me relating to my family. Yarmulkes 
are inanimate objects and their meaning is tied to a broader 
cultural context that functions regardless of whether or not I’m 
part of it. My family members aren’t.

There’s a possibility that my interactions with them— or 
some of them— may change, at some point in time. There’s a 
possibility that at some point in the future my family members 
will stop using coercive tactics, start respecting my boundaries 
and start trying to make things more accessible to me. I’m not 
holding my breath, but I’m mindful of the possibility ( especially 
because some of my family members are young people, still 
growing up, who haven't done anything to hurt me ).

And if things ever do change, I am open to a more 
authentic relationship. I just know it isn’t possible within the 
context of coercive interpersonal expectations that is my 
current reality.

In the meantime, I will continue interacting with my 
family— as I have— voluntarily, within family relationships that 
are coercive. They're coercive in a sense that I am not in a 
position I'd be able to negotiate the terms of interactions and 
commitments... because it isn't safe.

I will continue to navigate the tension between 
authenticity and ( in )accessibility… within a context of ( family )
relationships rife with coercion— a coercion that ( anarchist ) 
Relationship Anarchy has help me understand. 

Conclusion

I wouldn't have thought that Relationship Anarchy would
have been my “in” to making sense of relationships that I was 
born into, or that it would let me make sense of things in terms 
of accessibility, but that is what it is. Apparently, Relationship 
Anarchy can be pretty powerful stuff ( if you don't take the 
anarchism out if it ), and so is thinking in terms of Accessibility.

As I said in my intro, I can recognise that aspects of my 
relationships with my family-of-origin are coercive. I can point to
specific coercive things and tactics.  That's not new.
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I don't feel comfortable framing those relationship 
experiences in terms of abuse, because on a scale of abuse 
that I've seen and heard about, it doesn't even register. And I'm
not sure how helpful it would be anyway. But that's for me. 

On the other hand, framing things in terms of 
accessibility has been very useful for me. It's allowed me to 
articulate why I don't feel comfortable in my family context, 
and why me closing myself off to them in the many ways that I 
do is a protective response. It also means acknowledging that 
I'm responding to a situation that shouldn't be the way that it is. 

Regardless of whether or not anyone is being “abusive”, 
they are clearly making their space hostile, and potentially 
harmful... with many barriers blocking my participation or 
making that difficult and dangerous. Those barriers are less 
“slippery” than emotional abuse— easier to pin down. And so is 
the responsibility for them.

I think I resonate so strongly with the idea of accessibility 
in this context because I am generally very deeply invested in 
accessibility. To me, it's something everyone should always be 
working toward, all the time, in all spaces, on a very deep level.

There used to be a lot of talk about “safety” and “safe” 
spaces ( and then “safer” spaces ). And while I like the ideas 
behind them, “safety” is a slippery concept because it means 
so many different things. I find that most of the issues typically 
framed in terms of “safety” work just as well or better as 
“accessibility” issues. And framing things in terms of accessibility 
shows, to me at least, that they're all part of a shared struggle. 

Working toward accessibility isn't just about figuring out 
what people need and trying to make it happen— which often 
does in practice involve a lot of “work-arounds” to mitigate 
barriers we aren't able to change or remove. But a big part of is
also about recognising and resisting the systematic devaluing 
and exclusion of particular people, and about fundamentally 
re-imaging and changing how we do things and whom we're 
doing them for. 

Creating and maintaining inaccessibility is a type of 
violence. And working toward accessibility is anti-violence work.

Thinking about relationship anarchy ( and its anarchism ) 
might be a strange way for me to get here, but I got here. And I
hope some people can take something from my journey.
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Endnotes— Sources for Further Reading and Examples

Introduction to Relationship Anarchy

[1] To start reading up on Relationship Anarchy:

 check out the Wikipedia explanation of Relationship 
Anarchy ( which is problematic but I'll get to that ):
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relationship_anarchy

 look through some of the readings that blogger 
“unquietpirate” assembled ( Oct 9, 2014 ): 
http://unquietpirate.tumblr.com/post/99626629928/entry-
points-into-relationship-anarchy
◦ Note the role of ace discourse on that reading list:

▪ David Jay's discussion of relationship stuff that isn't 
specific to Relationship Anarchy but is very relevant 

▪ “The Thinking Asexual's ( now “The Thinking Aro” ) 
intro to Relationship Anarchy piece which I'll get to 
later as something that doesn't mention anarchism

[2] Andrea Zannon explaining polynormativity (Jan 24, 2013 ):
https://sexgeek.wordpress.com/2013/01/24/theproblemwithpol
ynormativity/

[3] Eve explaining how polynormativity is about “control”, which is 
a distinguishing feature of “poly hierarchy” ( March 10, 2013 ):
http://tacit.livejournal.com/577888.html

[4] Example of ace blogger Sciatrix wanting to challenge 
amatonormativity while recogning that some relationships are 
more important than others( Jan 31, 2014 ): 
http://writingfromfactorx.tumblr.com/post/75277411264/conce
ptions-of-relationship-anarchy

[5] Example of ace blogger Anagnori noting that relationship 
anarchy could re-enforce oppressive structures & skepticism re: 
how well challenge their amatonormativity ( Feb 19, 2014 ):
http://anagnori.tumblr.com/post/77225372791/whats-your-
opinion-on-relationship-anarchy-and
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The Anarchism of Relationship Anarchy 

[1] Andie Nordgren's “Short Instructional Manifesto for Relationship 
Anarchy” ( 2006 ): 
http://log.andie.se/post/26652940513/the-short-instructional-
manifesto-for-relationship

[2] Wikipedia's biography of Emma Goldman:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emma_Goldman

[3] Emma Goldman's “Marriage and Love” ( 1914 ):
https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/goldman/works/19
14/marriage-love.htm

[4] May Bee's “A Green Anarchist Project on Freedom and Love” 
( 2004 ):
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/mae-bee-a-green-
anarchist-project-on-freedom-and-love

[5] Two explanations of anarchism:

 Sprout Distro's “What is Anarchism?”:
http://www.sproutdistro.com/about/anarchism/

 Anonymous's “Fundamentals of Anarchism”: 
https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/anonymous-
fundamentals-of-anarchism#toc1

[6] Wikipedia's definition of Mutual Aid:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mutual_aid_
%28organization_theory%29

[7] Anarchism.net's “Structure of an Anarchist Society” which 
explains the importance of voluntary & free associations:
http://www.anarchism.net/anarchism_structureofanarchistsocie
ty.htm

[8] The Anarchist FAQ Editorial Collective's “The Anarchist FAQ: A.3.
What Types of Anarchism Are There?” ( 2009 ):
http://www.infoshop.org/AnarchistFAQSectionA3

http://www.infoshop.org/AnarchistFAQSectionA3
http://www.anarchism.net/anarchism_structureofanarchistsociety.htm
http://www.anarchism.net/anarchism_structureofanarchistsociety.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mutual_aid_(organization_theory)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mutual_aid_(organization_theory)
https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/anonymous-fundamentals-of-anarchism#toc1
https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/anonymous-fundamentals-of-anarchism#toc1
http://www.sproutdistro.com/about/anarchism/
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/mae-bee-a-green-anarchist-project-on-freedom-and-love
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/mae-bee-a-green-anarchist-project-on-freedom-and-love
https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/goldman/works/1914/marriage-love.htm
https://www.marxists.org/reference/archive/goldman/works/1914/marriage-love.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Emma_Goldman
http://log.andie.se/post/26652940513/the-short-instructional-manifesto-for-relationship
http://log.andie.se/post/26652940513/the-short-instructional-manifesto-for-relationship
http://anagnori.tumblr.com/post/77225372791/whats-your-opinion-on-relationship-anarchy-and
http://anagnori.tumblr.com/post/77225372791/whats-your-opinion-on-relationship-anarchy-and
http://writingfromfactorx.tumblr.com/post/75277411264/conceptions-of-relationship-anarchy
http://writingfromfactorx.tumblr.com/post/75277411264/conceptions-of-relationship-anarchy
http://tacit.livejournal.com/577888.html
https://sexgeek.wordpress.com/2013/01/24/theproblemwithpolynormativity/
https://sexgeek.wordpress.com/2013/01/24/theproblemwithpolynormativity/
http://unquietpirate.tumblr.com/post/99626629928/entry-points-into-relationship-anarchy
http://unquietpirate.tumblr.com/post/99626629928/entry-points-into-relationship-anarchy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relationship_anarchy
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[9] Wikipedia's entry on Anarchist Schools of Thought:

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anarchist_schools_of_thought

[10] Wikipedia's entry on Anarchist Law:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anarchist_law

[11] Wikipedia's explanation of a Contract:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Contract

[12] Wikipedia's explanation of Bargaining Power:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bargaining_power

[13] Wikipedia's biography on Peter Kropotkin:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Kropotkin

[14] Peter Kropotkin's “Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution” ( 1902 ):
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/petr-kropotkin-mutual-aid-
a-factor-of-evolution

[15] Wikipedia's explanation of Social Darwinism:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_Darwinism

[16] Wikipedia's entry on Relationship Anarchy:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relationship_anarchy

[17] The Thinking Aro's “Relationship Anarchy: The Basics” which 
seems to be cited everywhere as an overview / explanation of 
Relationship Anarchy— including Wikipedia ( May 7, 2013 ):
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2013/05/07/relationsh
ip-anarchy-basics/

[18] Examples of writing about Relationship Anarchy that are easily 
accessible via the googlemonster, & which don't acknowledge 
a connection between Relationship Anarchy and anarchism:

 Louisa Leontiades' “The Mass Exodus of Polyamorous 
People Toward Relationship Anarchy” ( Oct 5, 2015 ):

http://postmodernwoman.com/the-mass-exodus-of-
polyamorous-people-towards-relationship-anarchy/
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[18] ctd.

 Samantha Clarke's “Relationship Anarchy: What It Is and 
Why It's Awesome” ( Oct 11, 2015 ):
http://www.thejillofalltradesblog.com/2015/10/relationship-
anarchy-what-it-is-and-why-its-awesome.html 

 Ian MacKenzie's “The Rise of Relationship Anarchy” ( Aug 
25, 2015 ):
http://www.ianmack.com/rise-relationship-anarchy/

 Wesley Fenza's “Polyamory vs. Relationship Anarchy” ( Oct 
29, 2015 ):
http://livingwithinreason.com/2015/10/29/polyamory-vs-
relationship-anarchy/

[19] Examples of writing about Relationship Anarchy that treat rules
and commitments within relationships as coercive tactics in and
of themselves

 Rob Martin's “Relationship Anarchy & Consent” ( Oct 28, 
2015): 
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-
anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/

 Wesley Fenza's “Relationship Anarchy and a Culture of 
Consent” ( Jan 24, 2014):
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-
anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/

 Olle Ekman's “Relationship Anarchy Is Not Polyamory” ( Dec
23, 2013 ):
http://postmodernwoman.com/relationship-anarchy-is-not-
polyamory/

 Franklin Vaux's “Polyamory Without Rules? Isn't That Anarchy
or Chaos?” ( Oct 26, 2013 ):
https://www.morethantwo.com/polyamorywithoutrules.ht
ml

[20] Blogger “unquietpirate” writing about the unfortunate de-
anarchisim-ing of Relationship Anarchy in “Relationship Anarchy
Is Not Post-Polyamory” ( Nov 3, 2015 ):
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/11/03/relationship-
anarchy-is-not-post-polyamory/

http://postmodernwoman.com/the-mass-exodus-of-polyamorous-people-towards-relationship-anarchy/
http://postmodernwoman.com/the-mass-exodus-of-polyamorous-people-towards-relationship-anarchy/
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/11/03/relationship-anarchy-is-not-post-polyamory/
https://unquietpirate.wordpress.com/2015/11/03/relationship-anarchy-is-not-post-polyamory/
https://www.morethantwo.com/polyamorywithoutrules.html
https://www.morethantwo.com/polyamorywithoutrules.html
http://postmodernwoman.com/relationship-anarchy-is-not-polyamory/
http://postmodernwoman.com/relationship-anarchy-is-not-polyamory/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2014/01/24/relationship-anarchy-and-a-culture-of-consent/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2015/10/29/polyamory-vs-relationship-anarchy/
http://livingwithinreason.com/2015/10/29/polyamory-vs-relationship-anarchy/
http://www.ianmack.com/rise-relationship-anarchy/
http://www.thejillofalltradesblog.com/2015/10/relationship-anarchy-what-it-is-and-why-its-awesome.html
http://www.thejillofalltradesblog.com/2015/10/relationship-anarchy-what-it-is-and-why-its-awesome.html
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2013/05/07/relationship-anarchy-basics/
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2013/05/07/relationship-anarchy-basics/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Relationship_anarchy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_Darwinism
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/petr-kropotkin-mutual-aid-a-factor-of-evolution
http://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/petr-kropotkin-mutual-aid-a-factor-of-evolution
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Peter_Kropotkin
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bargaining_power
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Contract
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anarchist_law
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anarchist_schools_of_thought
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[21] Blogger “queeranarchism” writing about the non-anarchism of

Relationship anarchy even among anarchists in “Relationship 
anarchy could be about so much more than the freedom to 
fuck” ( Feb 6, 2016 ):
http://queeranarchism.tumblr.com/post/138814843863/relations
hip-anarchy-could-be-about-so-much-more

[22] Louisa Leontiades's “The Appropriation of Relationship 
Anarchy by Non-Anarchists” ( Nov 6, 2015 ):
http://postmodernwoman.com/the-appropriation-of-
relationship-anarchy-by-non-anarchists/

[23] Quoted from the conclusion of ace blogger Anagnori's writing 
on Relationship Anarchy— cited above ( Feb 19, 2014 )— and 
that reaction so clearly illustrates the disconnect between 
“Relationship Anarchy” and anarchism in so much of the 
Relationship Anarchy writing:
http://anagnori.tumblr.com/post/77225372791/whats-your-
opinion-on-relationship-anarchy-and

Some Red Flags re: “Relationship Anarchy”

[1]  Blogger “queeranarchism” in “Relationship anarchy could be 
about so much more than the freedom to fuck”— cited above (
Feb 6, 2016 ):
http://queeranarchism.tumblr.com/post/138814843863/relations
hip-anarchy-could-be-about-so-much-more

[2] Two anarchist sources that discuss “Relationship Anarchy” as a 
tool of sexism / men's sexual exploitation of women:

 “lost clown”'s “The Rise of Polyamory: Leftist men's self-
serving cure all for sexism” ( p. 44 ) in the zine “Dystopia” 
Issue 1: “anarchy & polyamory” ( April 2010 ):
https://dysophia.files.wordpress.com/2010/05/polyamory1-
6_web.pdf

 “the Collective” ( at anarchistnews.org )'s “Notes Toward a
Theory of The Manarchist”— cw: for sexual violence ( Jan 
14, 2016 ):
http://anarchistnews.org/content/notes-towards-theory-
manarchist
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[3] Michón Neal's “5 Harmful Myths the Ethically Non-Monogamous 

Community Needs to Address” ( Nov 11, 2015 ):
http://everydayfeminism.com/2015/11/myths-ethical-non-
monogamy/

[4] Janani Balasubramanian's “9 Strategies For Non-Oppressive 
Polyamory” ( Oct 4, 2013 ): 
http://www.blackgirldangerous.org/2013/10/9-strategies-for-
oppressive-polyamory/

[5] Michón Neal's diagram illustrating equality vs. justice in “Why 
everything you know about equality is wrong” ( Aug 31, 2015 ):
http://postmodernwoman.com/why-everything-you-know-
about-equality-is-wrong/

[6] For example, blogger The Thinking Aro's “Relationship Anarchy 
vs. Nonhiearchical Polyamory” ( May 20, 2014 ):
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2014/03/20/relationsh
ip-anarchy-vs-nonhierarchical-polyamory/

[7] My text “In response to “The Thinking Asexual” (Part 2)”( Nov 1, 
2014 ): 
http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/post/103220881650/in-
response-to-the-thinking-asexual-part-2

[8] Wikipedia's definition of rule-based concept-learning:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Concept_learning#Rule-
based_theories_of_concept_learning

[9] Wikipedia's explanation of prototype theory:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Prototype_theory

Issues re: “Relationship Anarchy” & “Equality of Love”

[1] Wikipedia's explanation of Quanta and Quantisation ( though 
an understanding of theoretical physics shouldn't be necessary 
to be able to talk about relationships ):
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quantization
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[2] Examples of people discussing descriptive hierarchies as okay 

within non-hierarchical polyamory and Relationship Anarchy:

 Franklin Veaux's response ( Aug 17, 2014 ) to someone's 
comment on Eve's guest-post “Polyamory and Hiearchy”— 
cited above ( March 10, 2013 ):
http://tacit.livejournal.com/577888.html?
thread=7126112#t7126112

 ( Ace ) blogger “starchythoughts” [ responding to “The 
Thinking Aro's Relationship Anarchy Basics” which is cited 
above ( May 7, 2013 )] in “Relationship Anarchy, 
Discrediting Protesters” ( Sep 13, 2015 ):
http://starchythoughts.tumblr.com/post/129037044369

[3] The Thinking Aro's “The Word 'Partner' and Relationship 
Anarchy” ( March 24, 2014 ):
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2014/03/24/the-
word-partner-and-relationship-anarchy/

[4] Anne Vegane's “Out On The Open Sea With Boats Without 
Owners” :
http://diyconspiracy.net/out-on-the-open-sea-with-boats-
without-owners/

[5] For example from an ace community discussion:

 blogger Sciatrix interpreted relationship anarchy as 
requiring full-on equality between relationships even in 
terms of characteristics like time spent ( i.e., as a reason to 
dis-identify with Relationship Anarchy ( Jan 10, 2014 ):
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-
understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/

 blogger “Captain Heartless” reinterpreted relationship 
equality as relationships be equally valuable / meaningful, 
even as they differ along dimensions like “time spent” that 
conventionally assess significance ( Jan 11, 2014 ): 
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-
understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2921

 Eponine characterised relationship anarchy as permitting 
descriptive relationship hierarchies ( Jan 11, 2014 ):
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-
understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2922
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[6] Franklin Veaux's “Polyamory, Monogamy, and Ownership 
Paradigms” ( Feb 11, 2013 ):
http://tacit.livejournal.com/576246.html

[7] My text “Non-Romantic Relationships Aren't Immune to 
Violence” ( Feb 21, 2015 ):
http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/post/111722727754/non-
romantic-relationships-arent-immune-to

“Declarations of Relationship Significance” & Their Accessibility

[1] Anonymous & Massimo Passamani's “Willful Disobedience, Vol. 
5 Issue 2” [ Section: “A Family Affair” ] ( 2002 ):
https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/various-authors-willful-
disobedience-volume-3-number-5#toc6

[2] Sharon Presley's “No Authority But Oneself: The Anarchist 
Feminist Philosophy of Autonomy and Freedom” in “Social 
Anarchism #27” ( fall / winter 2000 ):
http://library.nothingness.org/articles/SA/en/display/338

[3] Dave's (Sabate Anarchist Collective— NEFAC-Boston)  “The 
Intersections Of Anarchism And Community Organizing” in “The 
Northeastern Anarchist Issue #4” ( Spring / Summer 2002 ):
http://nefac.net/node/92

[4] Explanation of multiplicity by “thatmultiplefeel” in the FAQ's:
http://thatmultiplefeel.tumblr.com/faq

[5] My explanation of QP relationship categories and terminology 
history in my “QP Primer”:
http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/qpp

[6] The Thinking Aro's “A New Alternative To The Word 
'Queerplatonic'” ( Feb 16, 2016 ):
https://thethinkingasexual.wordpress.com/2016/02/16/a-new-
alternative-to-the-word-queerplatonic/
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https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/various-authors-willful-disobedience-volume-3-number-5#toc6
https://theanarchistlibrary.org/library/various-authors-willful-disobedience-volume-3-number-5#toc6
http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/post/111722727754/non-romantic-relationships-arent-immune-to
http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/post/111722727754/non-romantic-relationships-arent-immune-to
http://tacit.livejournal.com/576246.html
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2922
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2922
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2921
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/#comment-2921
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/
https://asexualagenda.wordpress.com/2014/01/11/i-dont-understand-dating-so-im-getting-married/
http://diyconspiracy.net/out-on-the-open-sea-with-boats-without-owners/
http://diyconspiracy.net/out-on-the-open-sea-with-boats-without-owners/
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[7] Wikipedia's entry on the Triangular Theory of Love:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Triangular_theory_of_love

[8] Michón Neal's “The Triangle Theory of Love Isn't 
Consummate”( May 27, 2015 ):
http://postmodernwoman.com/the-triangular-theory-of-love-
isnt-consummate/

Of Authenticity & Sitting Shiva

[1] Shiva.com explanation of “sitting shiva”:
http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/sitting-shiva/

[2] Overviews of Jewish funeral practices:

 FuneralWises's overview of “Jewish Funeral Customs”:
https://www.funeralwise.com/customs/jewish/

 United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism's “Guide to 
Jewish Funeral Practices”:
http://www.uscj.org/JewishLivingandLearning/Lifecycle/Je
wishFuneralPractice/GuidetoJewishFuneralPractice.aspx

[3] Wikipedia's explanation of the Chevra Kadisha:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chevra_kadisha

[4] Shir Tikvah's ( an independent congregation in Portland ) 
articles on “Jewish Death and Dying” defines a “mitzvah” and 
explains taking care of the dead as a mitzvah:
http://shirtikvahpdx.org/observance/jewish-life-cycle/jewish-
death-and-dying/

[5] Explanations of the miztvah to shovel dirt onto the grave:

 Anita Diamant's “Filling The Grave”:
http://www.myjewishlearning.com/article/filling-the-grave/

 Rabbi Aron Moss's “Who Should Fill The Grave?”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/160963/je
wish/Who-Should-Fill-in-the-Grave.htm
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[6] Shiva.com's “The First Meal”:

http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/sitting/first-meal/

[7] Shiva.com's “Periods of Mourning””:
http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/understanding/periods-
of-mourning/

[8] Myerfuneral.com's “The Shiva Candle”:
http://www.meyerfuneral.com/shiva.htm

[9] Shiva.com's “How To Act”:
http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/visiting/act/

[10] Zalman Goldstein's “The Laws of Shiva”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/370617/jewish/T
he-Laws-of-Shiva.htm

[11] Zalman Goldsetin's “Comforting the Mourners”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/370763/jewish/
Comforting-the-Mourners.htm

[12] Eliezer Zelmanov's “Flowers, Jews & Gravesites”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/1218970/jewish
/Flowers-Jews-Gravesites.htm

[13] Yehuda Shurpin's “Why Do Jews Put Pebbles on Tombstones?”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/3002484/jewish
/Why-Do-Jews-Put-Pebbles-on-Tombstones.htm

[14] Shiva.com's “Periods of Mourning”:
http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/understanding/periods-
of-mourning/

[15] Shiva.com's “Who Sits Shiva?”:
http://www.shiva.com/learning-center/sitting-shiva/who/

[16] Wikipedia's explanation of Bar & Bat Mitzvah:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bar_and_Bat_Mitzvah
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[17] Wikipedia's explanation of Humanistic Judaism:

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Humanistic_Judaism

[18] My text “of Reform Judaism & me ( & lesbian separatism? )” 
( March 28, 2015 ):

http://rotten-zucchinis.tumblr.com/post/114871995855/of-
reform-judaism-me-lesbian-separatism

[19] Yizchak Kasdan's “Understanding The Mitzvah of Hesped”:
http://www.jlaw.com/Articles/underhesped.html

[20] “Catholic Answers”' “Are Eulogies Proper For Funerals?”:
http://www.catholic.com/quickquestions/are-eulogies-proper-
for-funerals

[21] St. Mary ( Delaware ) Parish's “Guidelines For Eulogies”:
http://delawarestmary.org/guidelines-for-eulogies/

Of Yarmulkes & Tension Between Authenticity / (In)Accessibility

[1] New World Encyclopedia's explanation of the Yarmulke:
http://www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Yarmulke

[2] Aurora Mendelsohn's “When Women Wear Kippahs” ( Feb 6, 
2015 ):
http://forward.com/sisterhood/214195/when-women-wear-
kippahs/

[3] Rabbi Jay M. Stein's “Non Jews and Kippah in the Synagogue” (
March 9, 2010 ):
https://www.rabbinicalassembly.org/sites/default/files/public/h
alakhah/teshuvot/20052010/Kippah%20JaySteinfinal.pdf

[4] Two sources explaining the yarmulke as a reminder for a young 
son that someone is watching, so that he will remember to act 
morally ( and not become a thief ):

 Baruch S. Davidson's “Why Do We Wear a Kippah?”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/483387/je
wish/Why-Do-We-Wear-a-Kippah.htm
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[4] ctd.

 Larry Fine's “Why Men Cover Their Heads: The Kippah” 
( April, 1999):
http://www.jewishmag.com/91mag/kippa/kippa.htm

[5] Four sources explaining other reasons for wearing yarmulkes 
and the history of them coming into Jewish custom:

 Jonathan L. Friedmann's “Kippot in Jewish Custom”( April 
2008 ):
http://www.jewishmag.com/122mag/kippa%5Ckippa.htm

 Mosaic Law Congregation's “Origin of Kippah and Tallit”:
https://mosaiclaw.org/content/origin-kippah-and-tallit

 Shamash The Jewish Network's “FAQ: Why do many Jewish 
men wear head coverings (variously referred to as 
'yarmulkas,' 'skullcaps,' and 'kipot')?”:
http://www.shamash.org/lists/scj-faq/HTML/faq/11-01-
02.html

 Wayne Buse & Yosef Logue's “Why We Wear Kippot”:
http://messianicfellowship.50webs.com/kippah.html

[6] About.com's “What is a Kippah?” ( Dec 16, 2014 ):
http://judaism.about.com/od/judaismbasics/a/What-Is-A-
Kippah-Yarmulke.htm

[7] “My Jewish Learning” Staff's “Kippah”:
http://www.myjewishlearning.com/article/kippah/

[8] Kaufmann Kohler's “Authority, Rabbinic”:
http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/2154-authority-
rabbinical

[9] Eliezer C. Abrahamson's “Head Covering In Jewish Law”:
http://www.headcoverings-by-
devorah.com/HeadcoveringInJewishLaw.htm

[10] Wikipedia's entry about the Tichel:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tichel
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http://www.catholic.com/quickquestions/are-eulogies-proper-for-funerals
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[11] Writings from Orthodox Jewish Feminists who are resisting the 

obligation for married women to cover their heads:

 Elana Maryles Sztokman's “Choosing To Cover My Hair, Then
Not To” ( July 14, 2010 ):
http://forward.com/sisterhood/129368/choosing-to-cover-
my-hair-then-not-to/

 Tova Ross's “My Wig Was Beautiful and Expensive and 
Everybody Loved It— Except Me” ( Dec 10, 2013 ):
http://www.tabletmag.com/jewish-life-and-
religion/151283/no-more-sheitel

 Meaghan Winter's “Orthodox Chic” ( Sept, 2011 ):
http://www.believermag.com/issues/201109/?
read=article_winter

[12] Explanations from Orthodox Jewish Feminists who defend 
married women's obligations to cover their heads as a positive 
one:

 Rachel Avraham's "Modern, Orthodox, Feminist and Proud” 
( Feb 12, 2013 ):
http://www.jewishpress.com/indepth/opinions/modern-
orthodox-feminist-and-proud/2013/02/12/0/?print

 Chaya's video “Poetry Slam! Why Orthodox Woman Cover 
Their Hair” ( Aug 22, 2014 ):
http://www.israelvideonetwork.com/poetry-slam-why-
orthodox-woman-cover-their-hair/

[13] Wikipedia's entry on Orthodox Jewish Feminism:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orthodox_Jewish_feminism

[14] “My Jewish Learning” Staff's “Ask The Expert: Can Women 
Wear Kippot?”:
http://www.myjewishlearning.com/article/ask-the-expert-why-
dont-women-wear-kippot/

[15] Wikipedia's article about the Western Wall in the Old City of 
Jerusalem, in Israel:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Western_Wall

[16] Wikipedia's explanation of the Tallit ( plural “tallitot” ):
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tallit
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[17] Wikipedia's explanation of Tefflin:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tefillin

 & Bonus Source: Jewish Women's Archive's "Tefillin Barbie: 
Considering Gender and Ritual Garb" ( Jan, 2008 ):
http://jwa.org/teach/golearn/jan08

[18] Contextualising the hostility toward yamulkes in Israel:

 Liya Rectman's “The Right to Wear a Kippah in Israel” ( Dec 
3, 2015 ):
http://www.reformjudaism.org/blog/2015/03/12/right-wear-
kippah-israel

 Wikipedia's article on Women of the Wall:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Women_of_the_Wall

 Women of the Wall's “Full History”
http://www.womenofthewall.org.il/full-history/

[19] Larry Abramson's “Women In Prayer Shawls Detained At 
Judaism's Holiest Site” ( Feb 11, 2013 ):
http://www.npr.org/2013/02/11/171728482/women-in-prayer-
shawls-detained-at-judaisms-holiest-site

[20] Tamar Pilegg's “Woman Banned From Western Wall For 
Wearing Skullcap”( July 6, 2015 ):
http://www.timesofisrael.com/woman-barred-from-western-
wall-for-wearing-skullcap/

[21] Chabad.org's “Is It Appropriate For a Woman To Wear a 
Tallit?”
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/587787/jewish/I
s-it-appropriate-for-a-woman-to-wear-a-tallit.htm

[22] Rabbi Elliot Kukla & Reuben Zellman's “To Wear Is Human: 
Parshat Ki Teitze” ( 2006 ):
http://www.transtorah.org/PDFs/To_Wear_Is_Human.pdf
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[23] Sources explaining women's exemptions from wearing 

yarmulkes on the basis that women's spirituality as “naturally” 
less “flashy” and more “internally-focused” than men's:

 Rabbi Shlomo's “Why Don't Women Wear Kippahs?”:
http://www.askmoses.com/en/article/536,2084392/Why-
dont-women-wear-kippahs.html

 Rabbi Aron Moss's “What's Up With The Kippah?”:
http://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/160972/je
wish/Whats-Up-With-the-Kipah.htm

[24] Explanation of exempting women from certain time-specific 
mitzvahs in terms of “equality” between men and women with 
fundamentally different natures and roles:

 Tracey R. Rich's “Judaism 101: The Role of Women”:
http://www.jewfaq.org/women.htm

• Jewish Virtual Library's “Jewish Concepts: Obligation of 
Women to Perform the Commandments” ( Note: the Virtual
Library is a project co-sponsored by the governments of the
USA and Israel, and sometimes has pop-ups asking for 
money for pro-Israeli organisations ):
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Judaism/woma
n_commandments.html

[25] Explanations of the men's prayer of thanks for not having been
created a woman:

 Rabbi Azriel Schreiber's & Rabbi Mordechai Dixler's “Jewish 
Prayer and Freud's View On Women”: 
http://www.jewishanswers.org/ask-the-rabbi-3716/jewish-
prayer-and-freuds-views-on-women/?p=3716

 Rabbi Dovid Rosenfeld's "Ask The Rabbi: 'Who Did Not Make
Me A Woman” ( Note: aish.com also has ads and 
occasionally pop-ups for pro-Israeli organisations, in 
addition to ads for a variety of diverse Israeli charities ):
http://www.aish.com/atr/Who-Did-Not-Make-Me-a-
Woman.html

[26] Chana Weiseberg's “Why I'm Not Offended By The Blessing 
'Thank You, G-d, For Not Making Me A Woman'”:
http://www.chabad.org/theJewishWoman/article_cdo/aid/246
3526/jewish/Why-Im-Not-Offended-by-the-Blessing-Thank-You-
G-d-for-Not-Making-Me-a-Woman.htm
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[27] Avi Hein's “Women In Judaism: A History Of Women's 
Ordination”:
https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Judaism/femalerab
bi.html

[28] George Jochnowitz's “Who Made Me A Woman”:
http://www.jochnowitz.net/Essays/WhoMadeMeAWoman.html

[29] Humanist-rites.com's “Frequently Asked Questions About 
Humanistic Judaism”
http://www.humanist-rites.com/FAQHumanisticJudaism.html

[30] Jordan Namerow's “Kippah-Wearing Jewesses” ( July 10, 
2007 ):
http://jwa.org/blog/kippah-wearing-jewesses

[31] Shira's “Wearing a Kippah: Gender Deviance or Gender 
Performance?” ( Feb 2, 2010 ):
https://fromtherib.wordpress.com/2010/02/08/wearing-a-
kippah-gender-deviance-or-gender-performance/

[32] Rabbi Rebecca Sirbu's “Should Girls Wear Kippot? The Answer 
Will Surprise You” ( April 22, 2013 ):
http://www.myjewishlearning.com/rabbis-without-
borders/should-girls-wear-kippot-the-answer-will-surprise-you/#

[33] Rabbi Rachel Barenblat's “Being Visible” ( Jan 19, 2006 ):
http://velveteenrabbi.blogs.com/blog/2006/01/being_visible.ht
ml

[34] Allison Kaplan Sommer's “Should A Jewish Woman Cover Her 
Head... With A Yarmulke?” ( Dec 15, 2013 ):
http://www.haaretz.com/blogs/routine-emergencies/1.563558

[35] Dina's “Kippot and Women” ( Jan 28, 2010 ):
https://fromtherib.wordpress.com/2010/01/28/kippot-and-
women/
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[36] Gabe's “Women Who Wear Kippot; Seeking Gender Equality” 

( Dec 3, 2013 ):
http://www.abitoffthetop.com/blog-articles/women-who-wear-
kippot-seeking-gender-equality/

[37] Max K. Strassfeld's “Becoming a Good Boy: A Transmasculine 
Meditation On Gendered Ritual Objects and The Challenges of 
Transfeminism” ( July, 2010 ):
http://www.transtorah.org/PDFs/Good-Boy.pdf

[38] Tucker Lieberman's “Hat” (pp. 243-353) in the book
 “Nobody Passes: Rejecting the Rules of Gender and 

Conformity” (  Edited by Matilda / Matt Bernstein 
Sicamore ), Emeryville, CA : Seal Press ) 
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