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Introduction

This ontribtion revolves rond or experienes within the qeer nd 
feminist frmework in onstrting solidrities, trnsforming them, nd 
sometimes wthing them fde or reongre. Or histories re interon-
neted, sine we re both tivists, nd beyond other more personl identi-
tions, we both identify s lesbin, nd qeer. Simon’s tivities onsisted 
of, mong other, rt tehing t the Ntionl University of the Arts in 
Bhrest nd in less forml ontexts, orgnising ontemporry rt spes 
nd grops (Pltform Spe, FemCAV), events sh s workshops, per-
formnes, exhibitions nd tlks opening the disssions on relevnt soil 
themes, while Rmon ws nvigting different feminist nd qeer grops 
(both informl nd NGOs), in serh of belonging nd wys to self-edte 
on isses tht never pssed throgh the Romnin edtion lters nd lter 
on inlde these “new” dimensions in her inipient reserh. De to or ge 
differene nd to the ft tht, within qeer temporlities, ten yers repre-
sent, from  genertionl stndpoint,  genertion of tivism nd politil 
trnsformtions, we do think of orselves, in  sense, s being formed—s 
qeer persons strting to get wreness of or srrondings—within dif-
ferent genertionl spns. In short, nd for the ske of simplition, these 
genertions old be formlted in terms of the pre-2001 nd post-2001 
 ontext1 in Romni, 2001 being the yer tht sw the repel of rtile 200 
from the Romnin Criminl Code, in preprtion of Romni’s oming 
inlsion into NATO nd proess to join the Eropen Union. While ll 
pbli LGBTQAI+ tivism old only be developed lolly fter 2001, the 
yers prior ome bk to Simon’s memory throgh deep lyers of stigm, 
serey nd rndom disoveries.

Feminist nd qeer orgnising ws spordilly present in the intervl 
2001–2010, nd we wold rge tht 2010–2011 ws the most visible trning 
point for Bhrest-bsed tivism in terms of grops nd olletives being 
formed, pbli spes beoming vilble for the presenttion of qeer 
ltrl prodts (Dmitri, 2020), s well throgh  rise in ofil NGO 
tivity,  sbtle rise in nmber of qeer events nd their pbli. We were 
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both tive in different ontexts dring this trning point, nd, nbeknown 
to eh other, we hd strted  proess of edtion nd self-edtion, 
within lol, Romnin tivist irles, or in demi nd interntionl 
ontexts (mostly Western-entred). While we hd glimpses of eh other 
over the yers, or work nd life prtnership strted in 2014, nd it often 
fntioned between the relms of the privte nd the pbli (throgh pb-
li performnes, or throgh or involvement in demi or trnsntionl 
networks developing spei projets, qeer workshops, feminist meetings, 
onferenes, et.). Very briey desribed bove, we onsider or tivities, 
s well s or intertions s prtners in life nd thoght, s bilding stones 
for site-spei tivist selves, onstrted in  very spei, often stigm- 
lden lol environment whih led to, in or se nd the se of other per-
sons rond s,  need to serh for, bild, ling to nd vle sfe spes 
nd grops tht wold omfort nd offer  onterting environment of 
respite, edtion nd rdil strength.

We re now positioning orselves t  trn of or tivist identities, trig-
gered by or relotion in Sweden in Febrry 2018. Aprt from eonomi 
resons, or move to Sweden hd nother dimension bsed on  vge, 
indesribble desire to experiene “qeer freedom”, in  ontry tht or 
prents, then orselves, mythologised s  soilist, qeer topi.

Sweden nd other Nordi ontries seem exceptionally good t reting 
the imge of  sfe qeer lnd, lthogh this imge nonetheless hides other 
strggles: those of qeer sylm seekers who mst prove their sexlity (see 
Akin, 2019), those of qeer people of olor tht re tokenised in vrios 
projets depiting inlsivity nd diversity, those of poor qeers tht re 
mde invisible by the Stte, for exmple. This homotolernt imge of the 
Nordi sttes is one of the mehnisms for dvning homontionlist nd 
rist disorses (Liinson, 2020: 115) in line with the rrent tendenies of 
right-wing poliies nd prties whih re on the rise ross Erope. Nordi 
exeptionlism n ths be nlysed throgh the onept of homontion-
lism whih is seen by Pr s  wy in whih ntion-sttes redene their 
positions s protetors of qeerness, of “(some) homosexl bodies”, in  
shift of the onnetions between pitlism, the very notion of stte nd dif-
ferent sexlities (Pr, 2013, 2017). In this wy, homontionlism deepens 
the existent forms of exlsion (e.g., the “progressive” West vs. other spes), 
lso ontribting to the instittionlistion of sexlities (see how tego-
ries of non-normtive sexlities re onstrted nd dened by sttes in 
sylm seeker ses) nd wys to exerise the power reltionships between 
ntion-sttes nd individls.

A little over for yers into or dventre, we experiene something qite 
different: the loss of n tivist self, n te feeling of n-belonging s or 
ties to or own qeer ommnity, bk in Romni, slowly dissolve, nd s 
we feel less nd less tht we hve the right to get or voie herd in the strg-
gles we left behind, while relising tht we still hve to belong somewhere 
in the new srrondings. Yet, we feel estrnged from the qeer history of 
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Sweden. We feel solidrity with ghts tht LGBTQAI+ persons re leding 
within other dispors, nd in this feeling, we lso relise tht or experi-
ene nd the history of or own bodies my nd  ple, bt the proess is 
 slow one, of refl lerning nd ontinos repositioning of privilege.

Belonging, in essene, n be mesred in terms of ffetion, topologi-
l ertinty, nd lngge. We exist the most in the relm of or lägenhet 
(trnsl. prtment), s the poster stting “Home is where the cat is” is the 
lst objet we move every time we move from one ple to the next, together 
with or t.

We exist in Romnin t home nd with  few good friends, over the phone 
with or mothers, in English nd Swedish t work. As English is still or 
min lngge to express or sol to friends tht do not spek Romnin, 
nd Swedish will probbly never be more thn  vehile for work, the O 
Horizon2 of eh new friendship is hrd rok, rther thn esy soil, with 
nnes nd emotions being hrd to onvey. Within tht, the Romnin 
dispor is  “little Romni”3 in whih trditions nd the sntity of fm-
ily beome wlls of seprtion from Swedish homontionlism (Pr, 2013, 
2017).

All these questions

Bering this in mind, we re sking orselves (nd not only) how does one 
trnsition from n tivist locus to nother nd how old this fntion 
within two very different systems in terms of history, identities onstrtion 
nd types of solidrity? How to trnsmte or ritiism nd positionlity s 
we prtied it in Bhrest to Sweden, nd to the ity of Mlmö? Moreover, 
how n we imgine nother kind of feminist, qeer movements within the 
Western nd Nordi ontexts tht old be both ritil nd engging with-
ot obliviosly setting side history nd differenes whenever these trits 
might beome inonvenient for the neo-liberl sense of diversity?

We will respond to these qestions in  vignette-like mnner, s this 
ontribtion is primrily bilt on ontinos disssions, snippets of life 
nd reinterprettions of moments tht ffeted s nd shped or nder-
stndings regrding solidrity, hmnity, belonging nd lagom-ness (where 
lagom mens moderate). This is done throgh n (to-)reexive method-
ology, n toethnogrphy whih ombines or diloges nd memories 
( retrosexlity) on pst sittions whih reverberte in or ommonly lived 
present.

Theoretical background

This ontribtion drws from trnsntionlism s the entrl theory; more 
speilly, we losely follow the lines of trnsntionl feminisms, whih 
interrogte the hierrhies existing both within  prtilr ntionl frme 
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nd n interntionl one (Chowdhry, 2009: 53). Diret experienes with 
how hegemoni Western demi nd “peripherl” demi nd the 
wy feminisms, qeerness nd solidrities re onstrted, disssed nd 
 reonstrted with reltion to the ntion-stte nd the Est/West divide is 
one of the menings we tth to the term “trnsntionl”. While being 
wre of the ritiqe of power reltions between the West nd “the rest” 
(Hll, 1992), we fntion within both frmes of referene: s Estern 
Eropen sholrs, rtists, tivists nd s migrnts, demis, rtists in 
the Eropen North.

Throgh or work, we seek to resle or personl nd lol experienes 
nd dd them to the olletive memory reformlted throgh the lenses of 
trnsntionlism, i.e.: “not s  horizontl spred or s points or regions 
on  mp bt s  dynmi operting t mltiple, interloking sles nd 
involving ondits, intersetions, irits, nd rtiltions” (De Cesri & 
Rigney, 2014: 6).

“Who are these persons, De Cesari, Rigney?” Simona asked. “Why are 
you referencing them? The transnationalism thing is tricky, look closer: 
[sending a link to Transnational Feminism article by Asha Nadkarni]”.

Bese we re wre tht trnsntionl disorses from the Globl Soth 
re slly ersed from minstrem globl feminist disorses ths min-
tining the hegemoni reltionship between Western nd Ero-entri 
 demi (Chowdhry, 2009: 72), we hve developed  prtie in whih we 
try to red, self-edte nd referene bodies of work oming, s mh s 
possible, from otside the Western/North Amerin ontexts.

As Ptton nd Sánhez-Eppler rge, when relted to qeer identities 
onstrtion with regrd to dispori experienes, the fos is shifting from 
this onstnt proess of onstrtion or filre of onstrtion to how the 
qeer bodies reinvent nd renegotite themselves between the new nd old 
“homes” ths mking movement, trnslotion, theoretilly relevnt for 
sexlities stdies (Ptton & Sánhez-Eppler, 2000: 2–3).

Qeer sexlities fntion, in this se, s  meditor between “homes”, 
the dispors nd the ntion-sttes nd offer n opportnity to onnet 
different sholrs, tivists (ll dispori sbjets) nd their disorses, in 
ttempts to qestion nd reinterpret ntionlism nd the onstrtion of 
identities in different ontexts (Crz-Mlvé & Mnlnsn, 2002: 2). The 
reltionship between ntionl/lol nd regionl or globl qeer ommni-
ties is essentil when disssing the wy solidrity tkes shpe both within 
nd otside designed borders. In this light, or personl intervention sb-
sribes to this frmework s it ims to ddress the ommonlities nd the 
identities of tivist nd rtisti grops we hve been  prt of, throgh 
intersetions between Romni nd Sweden, between Est nd West, ross 
wht seems to be the nied ide of solidrity.
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Methodology

Or ontribtion is bsed on diloges nd the wy we work in or  rtisti 
prtie:  onstnt bk nd forth, n exhnge of self-reetions nd 
thoghts on or positions triggered by or reltionship with the otside 
world, be it throgh the form of its instittions, persons, brerti sys-
tems, demi or different grops nd movements. This pproh led s to 
se toethnogrphy in this stdy s well. It is for the rst time when we se 
it in n demi piee.

While serhing for  method tht old better t this ontribtion, we 
kept in mind the ft tht qeer toethnogrphy ws formed s  re-
tion to existing minstrem oppressive knowledge tht lso fntions in the 
sme oppressive mnner when it omes to reserh methodologies (Jones & 
Hrris, 2018: 4). We deided to se or own experienes s dt nd trns-
fer them into the form of vignettes, trying to mke sense of how movement 
ffeted or tivist selves.

This proess, for s, nd following Hlberstm’s rgments inspired by 
Folt, lso mens tht we work by voiding externl mesrements for 
the speiities of or experienes (Hlberstm, 2011: 12). Another dimen-
sion tht we void is perpettion of the hegemoni prties towrds qeer-
ness tht re minly onstrted within nd by the neoliberl frmework. In 
their introdtion to Queer Futures: Reconsidering Ethics, Activism, and the 
Political, the editors highlight the importne of ddressing the exlsion-
ry prties not only with regrds to qeer theory bt lso to the prodts 
themselves (Yekni et l., 2013: 10), be it rtisti interventions, demi 
rtiles or pblitions nd other medims in whih the thors onstrt 
their rgments in  self-reetive mnner.

By mking se of vignettes s  wy for onstrting this ontribtion, we 
re offering  glimpse into the exclusionary moments some qeer migrnts 
might fe. This onept slly refers to n intersetion of mrginlised 
identities nd how these fntion for migrnts exlded by their fmilies or 
their sending soieties, for exmple, s well s how these persons mnge 
to negotite their identities within the reeiving soieties (Gðmndsdóttir, 
2018: 37).

Strting from this ide, we propose nother look, stemming from or 
retrospetive thoghts nd experienes, this time throgh nother nned 
mehnism: while pprently these short snippets of or lives show the 
openness of Swedish soiety onerning qeerness nd reting  flse 
impression of belonging, this is, in ft,  wy of nder-representing the 
ore isses of the liberl model trnsposed to qeerness. The exlsionry 
moments t ple in those exmples were the ones left in the bkgrond: 
sing qeerness s  tool for gentrition, for frthering soio-eonomi 
disprities, for rinbow-wshing, et. In other words, while some qeers 
my be involved in different projets nd types of work, some of their 
peers re left behind, sometimes silened nd deemed invisible by the sme 
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projets nd work, s if being too ritil might hrt the progressiveness nd 
the  positivity reqired to hieve the “sfe” nd “good” wy of liberl life.

These exlsionry moments were sometimes initited by s, in  form of 
self-exlsion. In this respet, t some points, we hoose to opt ot; opting 
out is nother onept t work in this ontribtion nd we borrow it from 
Mri Rti (2017). Throgh or jorney together, we old not help bt to 
observe nd ret to the doble stndrds nd the positivity pshed by insti-
ttions nd grops deling with qeer isses tht hd the role to dvne 
 “flse heerflness” (Rti, 2017: 2) tht deems ny ritil ttitdes s 
ndesirble nd leves side ny isse tht might bring p “negtivity” into 
qestion.

Consenss nd non-onfronttionl ttitdes re key elements of sess, 
t lest in the minstrem disorses, yet we often hoose to rejet these 
ttitdes s being speril nd sometimes dngeros for other persons 
left behind. The opting ot is  strtegy of defeting cruel optimism, tht 
is: “the hope tht or relentless efforts (sy, or efforts to t into neolib-
erl soiety) will bring s the love, intimy, sess, serity, hrmony, 
or nnil rewrd—in sm, the good life—we rve even when they re 
extremely nlikely to do so” (Rti, 2017: 29).

Looking bk, or s Shhni (2011) lls it, mking se of “queer retrosex-
uality”, is or preferred wy of work, filitting both nderstnding nd 
drwing meningfl (politil) reetions while offering time to step bk 
nd reorgnise or feelings nd thoghts over the emotionlly hrged sit-
tions we refer to. Or filres nd nostlgi, s well s some hievements, 
re rethoght nd reonsidered with the help of the presented vignettes tht 
offer only  glimpse into wht belonging nd (n)belonging feel or felt t 
prtilr moments on time in or shred experienes.

Context(s)

Romania

I remember Stonewall, but not my sister’s story
–  sying we wrote  few yers go, nd keep repeting to this dy, 

while living in  ontry with  different experiene of its qeer tivist 
pst.

Or tivist story in Romni strts from s knowing, throgh soil posi-
tioning, wht tsks we old perform s prt of  qeer or LGBTQAI+ 
movement whih ws not devoid of its problems.

Belonging ws ler nd phenomenologil: we belonged to ertin well-
known geogrphies, to spei grops with whih kinship ws possible s 
sh, we felt we hd the spport to strt bilding spes tht were qeer, 
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or qeer moments in the demi, or to t ot or presene for events 
 spporting spei qeer or LGBTQAI+ ses. We hd or pths throgh 
or ity of residene, we were informed of nd in ontt with grops nd 
persons tive in vrios other CEE (Centrl nd Estern Eropen) on-
tries nd the Blkns or orgnising in other bigger Romnin ities.

We lso fond orselves, t times, to be ritil towrds more minstrem 
feminist or LGBTQ inititives, lthogh it is qite diflt to ompletely 
onsider minstrem even sh bigger NGOs, s they re omprtively 
smll, niche ghting ginst the mh stronger winds of Romnin politis. 
Even the few estblished Romnin LGBTQ NGOs re frgile instittions 
in the pbli relm. Unfortntely, their sl strtegy of onterting 
pbli frgility is to t into heteronormtive frmes, disorging or not 
promoting tivist presenes tht wold steer them wy from  heteronor-
mtive onventionlity. This is  stndrd ritiqe tht n be broght 
forth  globlly to orgnistions minstreming LGBTQ rights, bt one tht, 
lthogh pplible in Romni’s se, needs to be nned by the lol 
postolonil, homophobi ontext.

Or stndpoint, s tivists nd s qeer bodies in  hyper religios, 
homophobe nd rist peripherl-Eropen ontry hrterised by pov-
erty, orrption nd by the ftereffets of overlpping imperilist systems, 
ws to serh for or ontribte to bilding sfer spes tht were n ltern-
tive to both minstrem NGOs nd to the dily grind.

The in/visibility of or qeer or lesbin identity in Romni is mlti-
lyered. Mny persons there, orselves inlded, prtie visibility, or the 
trope of being out in  frgmented mnner: while being visible in tivist ir-
les, or in some of or work irles, or beoming visibilised in pbli sphere 
(see Gopinth, 2002: 151–152) throgh ltrl prodts or de to vrios 
behviorl or pperne es—lwys with  ertin degree of negtive 
onseqenes—we, s qeer isgender women, slipped in nd ot of vis-
ibility with regrds to or fmilies, nd with regrd to hving  weighty 
enogh voie nd presene in the smll minstrem tivist world. Ths, 
we hve positioned most of or implitions in pbli tivism within the 
lredy-lssil re of killjoy dissonne (Ahmed, 2017), fosing in n 
often seprtist wy on tivities mde by nd entred on persons identify-
ing themselves s women or s non-binry.

In Bhrest, we freqented  smll grop of qeer women who met 
weekly rond ooking nd seprtist women nd trnsgender only reding 
irles.4 As prt of their strength nd importne for grssroots tivism 
in Romni, they delimited themselves often from the minstrem tivist 
world. Progressively, frgments of their speeh, knowledge nd prties 
got nevertheless swllowed nd pproprited by newer, stronger qeer- 
leftist orgnistions.

Before deiding to move from Bhrest to Mlmö, or position hd 
beome tht of opting out of mny of these new inititives, jst s we hd 
opted out from the more minstrem ones. Not bese we sw orselves s 
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prgons of virte bt simply bese we hd lost friends in tivist  onits, 
or we hd witnessed the silening of persons we hd respet towrds. Or 
opting out ws n invisible gestre,  form of symboli bsene, one of retret 
into personl experiene.

Even if some of or pths diverged slowly some yers go, mny of the 
persons from the reding irle still feel like hosen fmily, like  distnt 
bond impossible to brek. When thinking rond imagined communities 
(see Browne & Ferreir, 2018), this is wht we imgine, perhps, nding 
gin, or bilding gin:  momentm of ommonlity,  grop ommitted 
to eh other nd to  ertin se, strength in ritil positioning, while 
lso hving the pity to work in  projet–bilding mnner, in wider 
networks, in ollbortion with other like-minded grops or orgnistions.

Life goes on, s we hve now beome observers, swithing the “here” nd 
“there” in or mind, nd still trying to nd  orret, ethil methodologi-
l frme for or possible involvement in or rrent “here”—nd from or 
rrent “here” to or former “here”, whih is beoming  “here-there”. How 
n we intert bk in or Romnin qeer nd trnsgender ommnity,  
very onrete, not imgined one, mde of people in Romni nd people in 
the dispor? Why do we feel tht we “rn from or responsibility” to look 
for  somewht better sittion, nd where lies the legitimy, when it omes 
to s intervening into the sittions “there”, “t home”? Will we ever nd 
nswers to these qestions, s we look for models nd possible inspirtion in 
other dispori tivists? How stk re we in the mentime nd how does 
this ffet or ttempts t ontribting to the imagined community from 
“here”?

Vignettes

The recipe for lentil stew

After we hd n rt resideny t MsemsQrtier Vienn dring whih we 
met one of the nners, Rmon deided to pply for fnding to orgnise 
wht wold beome the rst openly qeer nd feminist onferene hosted by 
the University of Bhrest (Qeer Feminist SEE5 Interntionl Conferene, 
November 17–19, 2017). Sine the grnt ws smll, we deided tht ll or 
projet mngement nd implementtion efforts will be not remnerted so 
tht the fnds will be direted to pying the vis fees, ommodtion nd 
trnsporttion for the prtiipnts who needed them (over 30 persons).

Ctering options were expensive (nd not tsty), therefore we lso deided 
to ook for the three dys lnhes nd dinners, hving or mothers nd 
friends from tivist irles (bt not exlsively) help s with bying, trns-
porting, nd ooking the food. This whole proess, in whih people worked 
volntrily, ws indeed  ler sign nd exmple of solidrity tht might 
be less nderstood in the lrger Western ontext where if not remnerted, 
t lest the prestige of n event or  niversity might be the min ftor 



126 Ramona Dima and Simona Dumitriu

in deiding to lend  hnd in n event or nother. The lentil stew nd the 
smoked eggplnt sld were some of the strs of the men—nd the seret 
in the lentils ws indeed sm.

Bt the proess of sering  onferene room ws more time nd 
( mentl) resore onsming thn the tl ooking. After n initil (-
tios) expression of spport before nding ot tht the projet ws grnted 
nning,  bk-nd-forth with the diretor of Rmon’s Dotorl shool 
followed: Rmon ws told tht sine she is in the lst yer of her PhD std-
ies, she shold onentrte on the thesis nd not on orgnising onferenes. 
She ws then offered dvie on trnsforming the three dys onferene into 
 few hors’ olloqim; the deisions of not sking for  onferene fee nd 
tht of pying for some trnsporttion osts were ritiised, sine “prestig-
ios events” wold never offer trvel grnts for prtiipnts.

Althogh Rmon only reqested  onferene room in her Flty 
(Jornlism nd Commnition Stdies) nd no other logistil help, in 
the end, the reqest ws refsed, s the Dotorl shool diretor deided 
tht they nnot be involved with orgnising the event, invoking the lk of 
hmn resores nd logistis. We nlly mnged to sere  onferene 
room nd  kithen in the Flty of Soiology’s bilding, bt the overt 
homophobi of the previos sittion ontined to linger s n fter tste 
for  while.

Of toilet rolls and silencing

This story is only prtilly ors to tell, nd it needs to begin with its poeti 
end, or rther with the onlsion tht love, nd solidrity, re expressed 
in toilet rolls sometimes. Some yers go, in Bhrest, Pltform Spe 
hosted two months of politil thetre,  festivl orgnised by  leftist, 
soilly driven thetre NGO tht beme stronger eh yer. Indeed, sh 
thetre is needed in the world, yet rtists often spek for or insted of the 
nder-represented, often in well-prised plys tht tkle topis sh s 
work, migrtion, poverty or rism. We lerned to tke sh projets with 
 grin of slt.

Three of Pltform’s olletive t tht time, nmely Simon nd rtists 
Ilen Fr nd Mrin Dmitr, were the ones spending time to keep the 
spe open dring prodtion, rehersls nd performnes, mking sre 
there will lwys be len wter to drink, te nd offee to brew, nd toilet 
pper, menities lwys boght from their own pokets, s is the stom 
in some self-sstined spes. Somehow, in Simon’s mind, the grop hd 
eqlly megre mens to sstin themselves—whih she believed ntil one 
dy when someone else sid only: oh, you are so naïve, they have received 
(insert considerable amount by local standards) as support from (insert 
national cultural funding authority) and (insert second, a bit smaller amount) 
from (yet another funding authority). She me bk to dsty Pltform, 
where, with jst  few more performnes, the politil thetre seson ws 
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nering its end, nd heked the fnding thorities’ websites. Mrin nd 
Ilen were there too. They looked t eh other nd sid: well, they had all 
this money all along. At least they could have bought some supplies of toilet 
paper, instead of eating up ours all the time. The toilet pper ths beme  
symbol by whih the members of the olletive wold mesre solidrity. 
While it is, of orse,  hep nd neessry good, t the sme time, given 
the prerios sittion of Pltform nd the ft tht  well-fnded NGO 
hd ess to the spe, nd its resores free of hrge, withot shring 
nything in retrn, helped the hmble toilet pper to hieve this symboli-
l stts. It lso beme  symbol of eonomi prerity edging on poverty, 
s the olletive kept the doors to the spe open to other inititives, even 
when their own eonomi resores were nering the end.

As  side note, the sme politil thetre grop, lter tht yer, silened 
 now well-known Romnin Rom stge nd lm tress, by speking p 
insted of her within the sopes of  ply she hd written, tht delt with 
her own life experienes, whih led to one of the lest mendble wonds in 
reent Romnin intersetionl tivism.

Fst forwrd seven yers fter, the birthdy elebrtion of  qeer friend 
in  stdio/gllery spe in Mlmö, with someone reqesting on Febook 
 spply of toilet pper for the prty. To lose  loop, s  symboli gestre, 
lthogh or nnes in Sweden were still reltively sre, we rrived t the 
prty with  sbstntil pk of the best pper sold by the losest spermr-
ket. Jokingly, one of or friend’s friends ommented: wow, there is so mh 
toilet pper now from everyone! Is this  white people’s thing, to bring so 
mh toilet pper, or  oron thing? The times, nd the ontext, hd indeed 
hnged.

Sweden

How to transmute our criticism and positionality as we practiced it in Bucharest 
to Sweden, and to the city of Malmö?

After moving to Mlmö, queerness, or transnational symbols of queerness 
(Klpeer & Lskr, 2018), hve been nhor points for or jorney here: 
from meeting, onding nd trying to live nd work with nd rond per-
sons from the qeer, trnsgender nd enby spetrm, either Swedish or 
belonging to vrios dispors. Or hosen extended fmily here in Sweden 
inldes s nd  friend, lso Romnin, nd trnsgender. He ws or point 
of entry into Swedish soiety from before we even moved to or rrent 
home in Sweden. We met or hosen reltive throgh  ommon friend liv-
ing in Romni. Tht friend, lso n tivist, pt s ll in ontt nd we 
hve tried to be  system of spport for eh other ever sine.

In Malmö, we (together or separately) got invited to spek  few times by 
instittions rios bot or qeer experiene “bk home”, in  very ler 
ttempt t  pedgogil/ going throgh the motions, inlsion of diversity 
in their progrmming, then never herd from sid instittions gin fter the 



128 Ramona Dima and Simona Dumitriu

tlks. We lso emiled severl times the Mlmö ofe of the min Swedish 
LGBTQ rights orgnistion, whih bosted  progrmme of weloming 
newly rrived qeer persons, withot ever getting n nswer in retrn.

Fortntely, we fond  few grops of tivists,  lol librry nd  smll 
lol bookshop where we old look in, with respet nd omposre, t 
the work tht is being done by QTBPOC for themselves, often in  sep-
rtist mnner, t the work done by ft qeers, Mslim qeers nd so on. 
We  frther looked for, nd never fond, dedited qeer ples or spes 
of gthering beyond  lrge rry of prties tht fntion s networking 
devies, nd often s ples of developing tivism or ltrl projets. As 
we re not prty goers, where shold we go, in this post-qeer soiety?

We lso lerned tht “here” things do not hve the trth to mtter sim-
pliity slly fond “bk home”, where homophobi nd trnsphobi, 
rism nd ntionlist-religios feelings melt together in the pbli relm, 
in n obvios mnner, while vrios grops tht re disriminted ginst 
slly perpette the other types of disrimintion ginst eh other. 
“Here” is shroded in ll the right words, bt the feelings behind pbli 
spe politis nd behviors re never ler to or mens of interprettion, 
never deipherble with the keys we hve mssed so fr from or redings, 
personl nd joint experiene, to the point where to s, it my look like they 
re non-existent. These right words re the most p-to-dte terms in tiv-
ism whih stem from grssroots experienes nd re soon fter sed by lrge 
Pride NGOs in their disorses rond Pride. For instne, when the ity 
of Mlmö orgnises different tlks in the frme of Pride month, relevnt 
topis re slly tohed: the mrginlistion of different grops, ritiqes 
bot the prtiiption of the polie in the Pride mrh, nti-pitlist ri-
tiqes bot the ommodition of Pride, or disssions bot how the 
initil mening of these events ws lost. At the sme time, ll the ritiqed 
elements o-exist with their ritiqe, whih my be seen s  prdox of the 
right to free speeh: for instne in 2021, in  smll, oron-reglted, mrh 
t Mlmö Stdion,  grop of QTPOC literlly “mbshed” the polie by 
wlking in front of them with bnners denoning polie violene towrds
people of olor, yet this did not onvine the City, nor Pride orgnisers, to 
refse the presene of the Polie in the 2022 mrh. On the ontrry, prt 
from polie employees,  grop of prison employees (Kriminlvården) lso 
joined the 2022 mrh. Even when it omes to self-dened rdil orgnis-
tions sh s Mlmö’s Rosa/Svart, things remin within the prdox sphere. 
Insted of reting lterntive movements, these grops re still present in 
the mrh, ending the Pride prde with their vn blsting some ntifsist 
songs between  ood of ltest pop hits.

As per the dge better with the evil you know than with the one you don’t, 
we onter-intitively think, sometimes, tht old, well hrted htred my 
jst be better thn blnkly string into n byss tht my onsist, nder its 
shiny srfe, of ny nimginble kind of htred or instrmentlistion. 
Better for wht? Unler, yet this needed mentioning.
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We even rossed the bridge nd went to Copenhgen Pride, where 
we experiened or rst tste of  hge, mostly orporte, slow moving, 
over-boozed street spetle tht felt strnge, in the bsene of history. 
A pride-seprtist lterntive, Nørrebro Pride, ws tking ple t other 
dtes nd on other rotes tht the ity-orgnised Copenhgen pride. It en-
tres on the experiene of BPOC qeers, nd offers n ethil response to 
the bigger orporte event. In Mlmö, we re lending or voie to some of 
the ghts qeer persons in the ity n be in solidrity with—sh s nti- 
deporttion work, no borders work, nti-rism work. We re lso lending 
or body to the overll hed ont of ofil pride.

At the sme time, we strted to nderstnd the emotionl spport of liv-
ing within  dispor, s mny of or loser friends re indeed Romnin 
persons living in Mlmö. Worldwide, the Romnin dispor is  politil 
fore ble to hnge—nd hnging—politis internlly. Severl million 
people hve left the ontry to work nd hve tken s mh s possible 
of their homes with them, from Christin orthodox hrhes to Romnin 
shops selling fmilir nme brnds, to bs rotes onneting like  lifeline 
the home ontry to the ontry of residene, bringing in nd ot reltives, 
goods, pkges from home. We reeive sh pkges from or mothers 
every few months nd eh time we open them, fll of nneessry goods 
nd food lbored with love, distance blrs  little.

Evidently, dispors move their beliefs nd lss differenes with them to 
their ontries of residene, where these sets of beliefs nd sttses get on-
fronted nd trnsformed by ftors pertining to the new soil ontext they 
enonter. Within the Romnin dispor in Sweden, for instne, qeer 
nd trnsgender visibility re onditioned, s the risks of hypervisibility 
in  smller ommnity re hrder to ssess. On the other hnd, qeer or 
trnsgender members of the Romnin dispor re  diret extension of 
home, nd s sh, beome or strongest onnetions in the new lnd, s we 
bridge for eh other the distne from “here” to “there”. These elements 
old very well be t the ore of n “lterntive onstrtion of dispor” 
s Gytri Gopinth (2005: 194) proposes, where the whole onept of dis-
por is entred on the qeer sexlities dismissed by ntionlist dispors 
or sttes.

And so it is tht we hve extended or hosen fmily in the qeer Romnin 
dispor to inlde s, or t, or trnsgender Romnin friend bsed in 
Mlmö, nd his t.

Vignettes

The rainbow ag

We were enontering the rinbow g everywhere in the ity, for Pride 
week, even sine 2017, then gin fter or denitive move to Mlmö. At 
rst, seeing the rinbow, or more rrely, trnsgender g, rndomly in the 
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ity, hnging from windows or blonies, did hve on s  speil effet, 
giving s the sense tht we belong to n nknown, nhrted, imagined com-
munity. This ws not  sight tht ws fmilir to s; in Bhrest, tht wold 
be  most rre nd exqisite demonstrtion of brvery, to keep the rinbow 
or trnsgender gs visible t one’s window, something tht wold lift one’s 
hert to nimginble heights bt lso mrking the living spe of someone 
tht we knew in rel life,  friend or fellow tivist.

Or Rmon hnging the rinbow g ot of the windows of the min 
niversity bilding in Bhrest, while sitting on the windowsill, smok-
ing nd tlking to some olleges, dring the times smoking indoors ws 
llowed bt the g not qite. As long s the niversity brings into diss-
sion  objectivity towrds isses nd vles, the g will not be nhored nd 
ll tht is deemed eptble will remin in the form of nnl Christms 
trees nd reminders of Orthodox sints’ elebrtions on the instittion’s 
soil medi.

Whilst in Mlmö, seeing vrios gs in vrios ples seemed  more 
casual transnational marking of queerness (Klpeer & Lskr, 2018: 526), 
while lso hrting or pths throgh the ity tht we were disovering. To 
 lrge extent,  few yers into or move, this imagined community remins 
nknown nd nhrted to s. If, by moving to Sweden, we were envisging 
s, perhps with n ese whih pertins to or privilege s white peripherl 
Eropens, lmost s if moving diretly to  queer nation (Ibid.: 529), one 
whih hd progressed beyond reognition towrds  spe of sfety whih 
extended to its territoril borders, we were in ft moving to  hndbook 
se of homontionlism.

Luck, activism, or maybe just the rules

We moved to Mlmö fter Simon reeived  ontrt to work for two yers 
s  rtor t  lol gllery. The work ontrt ws by no mens gener-
os, t only 40% employment, yet we took the hne tht ws offered, s 
 fortnte event, were lky enogh to nd  seond-hnd rentl with the 
help of n qintne nd deided to move. Immeditely fter rriving 
in Mlmö, we pplied to Sktteverket (the Swedish Tx Ageny) for wht is 
essentil for existing in Sweden:  Swedish personl nmber. In or ppli-
tion, we rged tht Rmon hd moved s  sambo,  live-in prtner, s 
we hd lived together for two yers prior to moving nd were ble to prove it 
with  doment issed in tht sense by the dministrtion of or prtment 
bilding in Bhrest.

We fered the worst: we hdn’t lied by ny mens bt were dobtfl tht 
ny Swedish thority wold tke into onsidertion  doment oming 
from Romni, even if leglly trnslted. The only wy Rmon old hve 
strted  life “here” ws by getting  personl nmber,  rel, not temporry 
one, reognising her s Simon’s prtner. And srely enogh, or proof of 
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ohbittion ws onsidered sfient by or se worker whom we never 
met nd both of s reeived personl nmbers.

Nonetheless, to or lose friend from the qeer Romnin dispor, the 
ft of s getting or personl nmbers with sh simpliity ws nothing 
short of  mirle: mny de fto ohbiting heterosexl oples, om-
ing from Romni, hd been sbjeted to rejetions pon rejetions, some-
times tking yers. Ws it not the sme for s simply bese we hd the 
more proper doments, or ws it tht the se worker, let’s even imgine 
 qeer person themselves, nderstood somehow or diflty, or need 
for  moment of pee, nd deided to go beyond ny eventl (nd often 
present) xenophobi-bsed berortistion nd grnt s, s EU itizens, 
the mh-needed gres? Or ws it merely nother exmple of homontion-
lism t work?

Ws it perhps  deision bsed on lss, s Simon ws oming s  
middle- lss, ltrl worker, while others perhps did not? With jst  sim-
ple exerise of imgintion, espeilly fter lerning bot the grinding tht 
everyone else ws sbjeted to with even the best doments in hnd, we 
old pitre orselves s  possible sess story of homonormtivity, the 
nie, middle lss-y lesbin ople tht people in more “dvned” soieties 
n esily be lenient towrds even if more xenophobi lihés old point 
otherwise.

With reltive ese, whih ws to be dismntled qite soon in the yers 
to ome, we hd fond or imagined community in  person whom we were 
never to meet, or se worker. Did they hve  rinbow g on their win-
dow? Or were they simply  orret ofe worker nd nothing else hd lernt 
in or fvor or ginst?

“Looking for more women and non-binaries”

The bove ws herd by one of s dring  meeting with  Swedish gentri-
er. At one moment in erly 2019, one of s, together with  performne 
rtist (who hppened to be qeer nd not born in Sweden) got n ppoint-
ment with  ity employee who lso rns  ltrl NGO fmos for driv-
ing  well-known one-dy street festivl in Mlmö. We were, t tht point, 
together with  smll grop of rtists, looking for  possible spe to rent for 
mltiple ltrl ses, nd the performne rtist hd herd of this blonde 
Swedish isgender mn in his 50s, who pprently ws  sort of middle per-
son between  lrge ompny whih owns lnd nd indstril bildings in 
semi-entrl Mlmö nd the eventl ltrl nd rtist grops looking for 
heper rentl spes for their tivities. Prior to or meeting, we did not 
look too mh into who the mn ws, simply bese we hd onsidered 
him  rel estte gent, or  representtive of this lrge Mlmö-operting 
ompny. Or prpose ws to sk wht kind of bildings were there to rent, 
wht wold be the prie per sqre metre, nd if we old perhps visit the 
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bildings nd see wht ws vilble, while lso being wre, nd wry of 
the ft tht the re we were looking into, sitted between the Rosengård 
nd Persborg trin sttions, ws plnned to ndergo hevy gentrition 
soon. In brief, we were mostly rios to see wht ws on offer.

The mn reeived s nd qite fst estblished himself s the deiding 
ftor of whether we wold hve ess or not to ny bilding in tht inds-
tril re nd to whih bilding. He ws by no mens n estte gent, bt 
 ltrl gent who informed s tht we wold hve to sbmit  ltrl 
proposl to him, nd then he wold deide if we wold get ny spe from 
the ones vilble, t wht monthly rent, nd nder whih onditions. He 
bosted himself s  ftor of progress nd prised the intentionl gentri-
tion behind his tions: he hd lredy estblished severl Mlmö inde-
pendent ltrl inititives in the re (ll with  visible qeer omponent) 
with the sme method nd ws looking for more “women nd non-bin-
ries” to, s he sid, ontert the ft tht there were so mny men in the 
re. Besides one big, dominnt ftory nd its vrios djoining bildings, 
tht re hs mny r wsh nd repir bsinesses owned by non-Eropen
migrnts, severl Mslim nd Christin pryer hoses, nd is generlly 
inhbited by rilised persons.

To s, this ws  rystl-ler exmple of how rinbow-wshing nd gen-
trition n join in disrimintive tions nd to this dy or intertion 
with the mn is  shoking disply of how so-lled ltres of inlsiveness 
n fntion. In  sense, this vignette is  tionry tle, if there ever ws 
one: we lerned to opt out one more, obviosly. Bt we lso lerned tht 
projets with rdil intentions n befriend the devil if tht grnts them 
ess to spe nd lowers the rent.

A conversation at work

This hppened to one of s: I spek Swedish modertely, enogh to get by in 
most intertions, with n ent tht trvels from Pris to Iși in the spn 
of  minte. So, it is obvios tht I m “not from here”. Whih mkes people 
rios sometimes—lthogh for the mny white Swedes I work with ri-
osity is mnifested in trly qeer wys. And one person ws so rios s to 
strt the following diloge:

– So, were you born in Sweden? (???wht?)
Me: Well, from my random Swedish you would guess no, right?
– Well, you can’t know… So, where do you come from?
Me: (sttes ontry)
– Oh… (fe gets  bit shrivelled) I had many from your country when I was 

teaching SFI.6

Me: …
– And do you think you’ll be staying here?
Me: (pologeti, explntory, timid) Well, I think so, since I work here and 

have my family here, and so on…
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– Oh (sys person who does not know me), yes, do stay, it would be so cool 
to have you!

(Thnks?)

Concluding remarks

Throgh this ontribtion, we showed  few of the similrities nd the 
differenes between or sbjetivities nd tivist selves in Romni nd 
Sweden. We hve lso inqired on how Romnin qeer dispor might 
be onstrted within the new srrondings nd eptnes of qeerness. 
While the strggles differ bese of the ontexts nd ontry-speis, 
we old nd some onnetions between the qeer Romnin sene nd 
the Swedish one: in/visibility fntions in both ses bt on different levels 
(there is still  tendeny of leving other voies behind), the ommoditis-
tion of qeer relted events nd isses is more pregnnt in the more neolib-
erl sene (Nordi/Western re) bt other res re rpidly rehing this 
stge, the inclusive disorses n sometimes be  ode nme for something 
else (gentrition, hoosing the “desirble migrnt”, dismissing  grop s 
“too rdil” in reltion to the minstrem, et.).

We re yet to drw more onlsions, s or stories keep interseting nd 
mny were left otside this ontribtion for vrying resons (too lose to s, 
too spei, too hrsh, nd ongoing).
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Notes
 1 In 2001, Artile 200 from the Criminl Code whih mde illegl sme-sex rel-

tionships ws repeled.
 2 The lyer of loose leves nd orgni debris t the srfe of soil.

 3 Romni is  post-imperilist ontry, s n Estern Eropen stte pt together 
fter the trnsformtion of the Astro-Hngrin, Hbsbrg, Ottomn, nd 
Rssin empires tht rled over portions of lnd lled, p till the end of the 
First World Wr, principalities. It beme  stte nder Germn inene (with 
Germn kings who deided to reinvent Byzntim for  while), hd its shre of 
fsist governments, onstrted Commnism nder different rlers nd even 
mde it work for  short while, enslved Rom persons for 500 yers, is the forth 
top ntion tht sent persons to Nzi mps dring Holost, or diretly to their 
deths. It bosts n independent Christin Orthodox hrh whih is extremely 
rih, tx–exempt nd otspoken on mtters of “normlity” nd Christendom. 
Romni did not ever trly begin to qestion its ntionl qeer & trns bshing, 
rism nd ethnil disrimintion, nd violene ginst women besides some 
window legisltion pssed to gin integrtion in the EU whih ws grnted in 
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view of its NATO nd US-strtegi role ginst Rssi, or in other words to t 
s  bmper between the old nd the new empires.

 4 See: https://.pimient.org/

 5 Soth Estern Eropen.

 6 Svensk för invndrre/Swedish for immigrnts.
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