
 

 

"THERE'S NO PRIDE IN ANTI-SEMITISM": FRAMING THE 2019  

DC DYKE MARCH BAN OF THE JEWISH PRIDE FLAG THROUGH 

FACEBOOK COMMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A Thesis 

submitted to the Faculty of  

the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences 

of Georgetown University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the  

degree of 

Master of Science 

in Linguistics 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By 

 

 

 

 

 

Katherine Anne Olivia Arnold-Murray, B.A. 

 

 

 

 

 

Washington, DC 

April 1, 2019 

 

 

 

 

 



 ii 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 2020 by Katherine Anne Olivia Arnold-Murray 

All Rights Reserved 

  



 iii 

 

 

"THERE'S NO PRIDE IN ANTI-SEMITISM": FRAMING THE 2019  

DC DYKE MARCH BAN OF THE JEWISH PRIDE FLAG THROUGH 

FACEBOOK COMMENTS 

 

Katherine Anne Olivia Arnold-Murray, B.A. 

 

Thesis Advisor: Cynthia Gordon, Ph.D. 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

In this study, I investigate the ways in which Facebook users, through public 

comments they post on an LGBTQ+ organization’s page, multimodally construct diverse 

interpretations and meanings of an event. Bringing together Bateson’s (1972) and 

Goffman’s (1974) interactional understandings of frame with Entman’s (1993) 

conception of frame as a sense of perceived reality made salient to the self and others, I 

demonstrate the ways in which interactants use multimodal communicative strategies on 

Facebook to construct frames of interpretation to problematize an aspect of the 2019 

Dyke March in Washington, DC, and ultimately, the organization itself. Days ahead of 

the 2019 DC Dyke March, organizers banned the Jewish pride flag, claiming that the 

flag, with the Star of David in the center of a rainbow flag, is reminiscent of the Israeli 

flag, and is thus a symbol of “violent nationalism” against their queer values of anti-

Zionism. This caused a large outcry from both local and national queer (and) Jewish 

communities, as many claimed the ban was anti-Semitic.  

A great deal of discourse surrounding the DC Dyke March’s flag ban took place 

through Facebook posts published by the DC Dyke March and subsequent comments 

posted by community members. I perform a multimodal discourse analysis of 301 

Facebook comments posted in response to two Facebook posts published by the DC 
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Dyke March in June 2019 in which the Dyke March discusses their ban of the Jewish 

pride flag. I show how Facebook commenters construct three frames to problematize the 

DC Dyke March and its organizers’ decision, including: (1) the March is anti-Semitic, (2) 

the March spreads untruths and inaccuracies, and (3) the March is morally inconsistent, 

with respect to progressive, queer, and Jewish values. I highlight textual references to, 

and images of and related to the Star of David; rhetorical questions; constructed dialogue; 

references to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; symbols; and other images, including 

memes, as multimodal communicative strategies through which interactants construct 

frames of interpretation online. This study contributes to literature on framing and 

multimodal computer-mediated discourse by illuminating how frames are constructed 

through specific linguistic and multimodal strategies online, while also demonstrating 

how queerness is viewed in the LGBTQ+ community as an ideology which transcends 

gender and sexuality to encompass other aspects of social identity, such as religion and 

political orientation. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

 

In the field of sociolinguistics, the interactional approach to the concept of frame is the 

predominant framework for conceptualizing how people construct and perceive meaning in 

discourse. Tannen paraphrases this concept of frame initially developed by Bateson (1972) and 

Goffman (1974) as “interactants’ sense of what is going on when they speak to each other” (p. 

600). Tannen (1993) and Tannen and Wallat (1993) demonstrate that interlocutors construct 

frames of a given situation of interaction based on their prior knowledge and experiences. The 

concept of frame, however, is used differently across disciplines; in media and communication 

studies, researchers tend to draw on Entman’s (1993) concept of frame as a framework for 

conceptualizing how people create a sense of a perceived reality or situation and represent it to 

others. While scholars in both fields find that individuals use multimodal strategies to enact 

frames in communication, sociolinguists have rarely performed discourse analyses of how people 

create a sense of what is going on in a specific event or statement outside of the present 

interaction. I seek to bridge these two fields’ understanding of framing, as my analysis takes an 

interactional approach to studying how participants construct what I call here frames of 

interpretation, based on the notion that a frame is an interactant’s understanding of a perceived 

reality based on their unique knowledge and set of experiences. I analyze how, through their 

comments on two Facebook posts published by an organization’s public Facebook page amidst 

controversy, interactants use multimodal communicative strategies online to enact frames of 

interpretation. As Facebook allows for users to publish posts using a variety of semiotic modes 

such as text, images, and hyperlinks, the platform affords a rich source of data for analyzing the 

multimodal construction of such frames.  
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 In my analysis, I examine Facebook 301 comments responding to two posts published by 

an organization in Washington, DC -- the DC Dyke March -- on its public Facebook page 

immediately before and after the 2019 March took place. I examine how a total of 167 unique 

commenters across both posts respond to and shape public controversy over the DC Dyke 

March’s ban of the Jewish pride flag immediately before the March event in June 2019. I rely on 

Bateson’s (1972) and Goffman’s (1974) interactionist conceptions of frame, as well as Entman’s 

(1993) conception of frame as a perceived reality made salient in order to identify how Facebook 

commenters frame the actions and statements of the DC Dyke March as problematic. I perform a 

multimodal discourse analysis of computer-mediated discourse, drawing on Kress and van 

Leeuwen’s (1996, 2001) framework of social semiotics as well as insights from interactional 

sociolinguistics (e.g., Tannen’s 2007 theorizing on involvement in discourse) to examine how 

commenters construct frames multimodally online using a variety of communicative strategies. 

The Dyke March first took place in Washington, DC in 1993 as a form of pride march 

and protest for queer women (DC Dyke March, n.d.-c), and after a 12-year hiatus, queer 

organizers in DC brought it back (Delgadillo, 2019). While Dyke March organizers hoped that it 

would be historic for this reason, it made local and national headlines for another: There was 

dramatic public outcry over the March’s ban of the Jewish pride flag. Days ahead of the March 

in June 2019, the DC Dyke March announced that it would not allow any “nationalist symbols” 

that represent “nations that have specific oppressive tendencies” at the event (Lang, 2019). The 

March claimed that the Jewish pride flag, characterized by a white Star of David overlaid on the 

center of a rainbow gay pride flag, is reminiscent of the flag of Israel – a state that the March 

views as exhibiting violent oppression toward Palestinians. While the Dyke March explained that 

the ban is rooted in their vision of “queer liberation” and pro-Palestine, pro-Jewish, anti-Zionist 
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beliefs (Horowitz and Gaines, 2019), they faced an uproar from local and national Jewish and 

queer communities and organizations that largely claimed the ban was anti-Semitic. As the DC 

Dyke March uses Facebook as its predominant channel of communication with the public, the 

organization’s Facebook page became a primary site through which the March and community 

members negotiated the meaning and justification for the ban, and community members were 

able to share their views about the DC Dyke March’s statements and ban of the flag by 

commenting on the Dyke March’s posts. The DC Dyke March’s Facebook posts are therefore an 

interesting site for the construction and negotiation of meanings, as community members’ 

comments making sense of the intersectional issue of an LGBTQ+ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 

Transgender, Queer-plus) organization banning a religious LGBTQ+ flag.  

The vast majority of the 301 comments left of the two DC Dyke March posts analyzed in 

this study construct the interpretation that the March is problematic in its actions and statements 

surrounding the ban of the Jewish pride flag. While almost all commenters represent the Dyke 

March as problematic, they make sense of the situation in similar, yet interconnected ways. I 

identify three primary frames that commenters enact as they problematize the DC Dyke March in 

their responses to the group’s Facebook posts: the Dyke March is anti-Semitic, the Dyke March 

spreads untruths and inaccuracies, and the Dyke March is morally inconsistent. While many 

commenters construct just one of these three frames of interpretation in any given comment, 

many others also construct two or even three of these framings of the DC Dyke March in the 

same comment.  

 I identify several communicative strategies which are frequently used to uniquely 

construct each specific frame, while I also highlight how some communicative strategies are 

used by commenters to construct different framings of the DC Dyke March. I find that the most 
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common strategies that commenters use to frame the Dyke March as anti-Semitic include textual 

references to, and images of and related to the Star of David; rhetorical questions; comparisons 

to Nazis; and memes. In constructing the frame that the March is problematic because it spreads 

untruths and inaccuracies, commenters most commonly provide explanations of the history of 

the Star of David, make challenges to claims of similarity between the Jewish pride and Israeli 

flag, post photos of flags, use constructed dialogue, post hyperlinks to and descriptions of video 

of the March, and make comparisons to United States President Donald Trump. My analysis of 

how commenters frame the DC Dyke March as morally inconsistent illuminates how they frame 

the moral inconsistencies of the March in three primary ways: the Dyke March violates 

progressive morals, the Dyke March violates LGBTQ+ morals, and the Dyke March violates 

Jewish morals. In constructing the frame that the March is morally inconsistent, commenters 

demonstrate that the March has taken actions that conflict with the “knowledge schemas” 

(Tannen & Wallat, 1993) and expectations that they hold for what a progressive, pro-LGBTQ+, 

and pro-Jewish activist organization should be. Images with overlaid text, references and links to 

websites, modifiers, religious references, and references to Israel and Palestine are strategies that 

commenters use to problematize the Dyke March as being morally inconsistent.  

  I first briefly ground this work in previous literature about framing, multimodality, and 

computer-mediated discourse (Section 2). I then provide additional background on the DC Dyke 

March, the March’s 2019 ban of the Jewish pride flag, and related information about the Israeli-

Palestinian conflict, giving an overview of my data collection and methodology (Section 3). 

Next, I analyze the ways in which commenters frame the DC Dyke March as problematic 

(Section 4), showing how commenters frame the March as anti-Semitic (Section 4.1), spreading 

untruths and inaccuracies (Section 4.2), and as morally inconsistent (Section 4.3). My discussion 
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summarizes my findings about how Facebook users multimodally construct framings of the 

problematic nature of the DC Dyke March, and situates the contributions of this study in the 

context of previous work related to framing and multimodal computer-mediated discourse.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

2.1. FRAMING 

 

Frame and framing are important concepts used in multiple disciplines – including 

linguistics, media and communication studies, anthropology, and sociology – to explore 

meaning-making in everyday life. In the discipline of sociolinguistics, the interactional approach 

to framing, has been perhaps the most prominent and popular approach for the past few decades; 

within this approach, Tannen (2006) broadly describes framing as “interactants’ sense of what is 

going on when they speak to each other” (p. 600). In anthropology, Bateson (1972) initially 

developed this concept of frame as a psychological concept; a frame is comprised of a set of 

messages that allows participants to make sense of an interaction. Bateson’s theory grew from 

his observations of two young monkeys playing in a zoo; he found that the two monkeys played 

similarly to actual combat and therefore must have exchanged signals conveying “this is play” in 

order for their actions to be interpreted as such (p. 179). Bateson’s concept of framing 

emphasizes the role of “metacommunications” – communicative acts that signal the relationship 

between speakers – such as “this is play,” in how interactants make sense of the actions of others 

(p. 178). He further asserts that a frame provides interactants with a way of understanding 

messages that are being communicated to them.  

Goffman (1974), a sociologist, expands upon Bateson’s conceptualization of framing, 

defining frame as the definition of a situation that is created from the ability to organize and 

interpret meanings in interaction based on prior experience. Goffman argues that we interpret 

events and communication through the frame that we apply to a given situation in order to 

answer the question, “What is going on here?” (p. 25).  
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Tannen and Wallat (1993) adopt this definition of frame in their study of interaction in a 

pediatric setting between a mother, doctor, and child. In their study, they define interactive frame 

as “a definition of what is going on in interaction, without which no utterance (or movement or 

gesture) could be interpreted” (pp. 59-60). As they analyze the different, layered frames of 

interaction, Tannen and Wallat also examine knowledge schemas, or knowledge structures, 

which they refer to as “participants’ expectations about people, objects, events and settings in the 

world” (p. 60); these are developed from participants’ prior experiences and understandings of 

the world. The authors argue that knowledge schemas are fundamental to interactants’ 

understandings of any stretch of discourse, and the schemas under which participants operate 

influence their senses of what is going on in interaction (in other words, their understanding of 

interactive frames). Analyzing how the pediatrician moves between the potentially competing 

frames that make up the interaction – social encounter, medical examination of the child, and 

consultation with the child’s mother – Tannen and Wallat demonstrate that differing knowledge 

schemas can cause communication difficulties and necessitate frame shifts. For example, they 

show that the pediatrician and mother possess different knowledge schemas about health, as the 

mother does not possess a high degree of knowledge about the child’s condition of cerebral 

palsy, which necessitates that the doctor switch from the examination frame to the consultation 

frame.  

Tannen (1993) carries out a study in which she analyzes how Greek and American 

women, after having watched a short film, retell to other women what they had seen. She finds 

that the women use linguistic strategies to frame both the events shown in the film as well as the 

context and activity of recounting the film’s events in different ways. She illustrates that the 

women construct four framings of the context of the present interaction, including: the 
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experiment frame, the storytelling frame, the film frame, and the film viewer frame. She 

demonstrates, for example, that the American women tend to frame the context of the interaction 

as an experiment, as they reveal expectations through their discourse that they should try to 

perform well in recounting all of the information in the film accurately. One strategy used to 

construct this frame is negative expressions which evaluate the participants’ perceived inability 

to give as many details as they feel they are expected to know. In contrast, some women also 

construct a storytelling frame, as they show that they hold expectations that their account of the 

film should be told in temporal order; the use of the term anyway within this frame is used to 

indicate that a participant has violated this expectation when she tells something out of temporal 

order. Throughout her analysis, Tannen explicates multiple linguistic strategies which serve as 

framing strategies that reveal speaker expectations about what’s going on in the present 

interaction, such as repetition, false starts, hedging, negatives, modal verbs, and backtrack. 

Bing and Lombardo (1997) explore what they call “frames for understanding” in 

newspaper reports about sexual harassment, finding that journalists shape newspaper texts within 

four specific “media frames” of understanding harassment. While Bing and Lombardo state that 

they follow the tradition of framing developed by Bateson (1972) and Goffman (1974), they 

differ in their use of the term frame—implementing it to study the ways in which writers 

communicate given their understandings or interpretations of a situation or event that is the topic 

of discussion, rather than the present situation of communication itself.  Thus Bing and 

Lombardo (1997) analyze the ways in which journalists use linguistic strategies to frame events 

of sexual harassment, rather than to frame what is going on as they write and publish their 

articles. 
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The authors heavily appeal to Tannen’s (1993) discussion of framing in which she 

explains that prior knowledge and experience shape an individual’s perception and 

understanding of what’s taking place in an interaction. Bing and Lombardo (1997) thus describe 

their theoretical approach to framing as assuming “perception is influenced by individuals’ 

experience and beliefs and shaped by the model of the world they have adopted” (p. 295). While 

this approach to framing encompasses the perspective that interactants’ understandings of a 

situation are based on their unique knowledge and experiences, the authors distinguish it from 

the concept of a schema, arguing that frames are more specific than the larger worldviews that 

schemas bring to an event, and state that both frames and schemas are key to interactants’ sense 

of what is going on.  

Bing and Lombardo delineate and analyze four frames of understanding which 

newspaper journalists use to write texts about sexual harassment, showing that each frame entails 

different definitions of and expectations for harassment and harassers. These frames are: the 

judicial frame, the victim frame, the initiator frame, and the social science frame. Specific 

communicative strategies are used to invoke each of these frames of understanding, including: 

listing of legal penalties and remedies for sexual harassment within the judicial frame, 

sympathetic descriptions of the victim of sexual harassment and the harm done to the victim 

within the victim frame, criticism of the victim within the initiator frame, and the reporting of 

research related to sexual harassment within the social science frame.  

 While Bing and Lombardo (1997) state that they follow Bateson’s and Goffman’s 

interactional approaches to framing, their understanding of framing strongly aligns with the 

notion of framing put forth by Entman (1993), which has been popularized and widely used by 

media and communication scholars. Entman argues that frames (within the media) “select some 
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aspects of a perceived reality and make them more salient in a communicating text” (p. 52). 

Building on Entman’s notion of frame, Ryan, Carragee, and Meinhofer (2001) argue that 

“Frames organize discourse…by their patterns of selection, emphasis and exclusion” (p. 175). 

This conception of framing entails that frames are constructed by a wide variety of multimodal 

strategies, including “the presence or absence of certain keywords, stock phrases, stereotyped 

images, sources of information, and sentences that provide thematically reinforcing clusters of 

facts or judgments” (Entman, 1993, p. 52).  

In a study of media framing of high-profile cases of sexual misconduct in the military 

from 1996 to 2013, Kuhl, Kosloski, Ryon, and Monar (2018) examine the ways in which two 

major newspapers cover the same cases of military sexual misconduct across a total of 130 

articles. The authors identify five frames that journalists use to present information about the 

cases: human interest, responsibility, conflict, character, and action; they demonstrate that 

reporters use a variety of strategies such as adjectives, references to specific sides in a debate or 

issue, and suggestions, in order to construct these frames. Kuhl et al. demonstrate that media 

reporting determines the frames or “optics” through which the media present information and 

interpret events for the public (p. 2), and this plays a significant part in how the public 

“processes” (p. 2) military sexual misconduct and potentially how the military responds to such 

cases of misconduct. Their findings demonstrate that linguistic strategies are used as framing 

devices through which an author can construct a frame for an event, which can in turn act as a 

lens for the way that others process and interpret the event.  

In this study, I bring together the interactional understandings of frame as participants’ 

sense what is taking place in a social situation (e.g., Goffman 1974 and Tannen and Wallat 1993) 

and media framing studies’ emphasis on how an issue is communicated about provides a lens for 
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interpretation of that issue. I examine what I call frames of interpretation, based on the notion 

that a frame is an interactant’s understanding of a perceived reality based on their unique 

knowledge and set of experiences. Multiple framings of the same situation or perceived reality 

can be constructed through communicative strategies interactants use to emphasize and exclude 

specific aspects to make them more salient, as well as specific linguistic strategies, such as 

rhetorical questions, that show expectations about what is going on in a given situation. As my 

analysis demonstrates that interactants use a variety of communicative strategies to enact frames, 

for clarity, I provide background on these strategies as I present my analysis. 

 

2.2. MULTIMODALITY, ONLINE COMMUNICATION, AND FRAMING 

 With a similar aim to framing theory, social semiotic theory, developed by Kress and van 

Leeuwen (1996, 2001) also examines how interactants construct and interpret meaning, and how 

they make sense of what’s going on in interaction. Kress and van Leeuwen use multimodal 

analysis to examine meaning making, taking the approach that “common semiotic principles 

operate in and across different modes” (p. 2), including those such as language, visual image, 

music, and gesture. Semiotic resources, such as specific phrases, images, and gestures, are used 

to create meanings in interaction. The authors argue that as communication has moved into the 

digital era, electronic media allow for interactants to make choices about which semiotic modes 

they would like to employ to communicate with others, with rich options to choose from even on 

just one electronic platform. For example, one can decide whether they would like to greet 

someone else visually with a photo (or emoji), verbally (with a text or audio-clip), or both (with 

a photo plus text, or with a video plus audio). In my analysis, I demonstrate how interactants 

construct frames using multimodal computer-mediated discourse in Facebook comments.  
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Herring and Androutsopoulos (2015) provide an overview of computer-mediated 

discourse (CMD) as (primarily linguistic) communication which occurs as people interact with 

one another using digital communication devices. The study of CMD is situated within broader 

study of computer-mediated communication (CMC), and focuses on language and how it is used 

in interaction online, taking a discourse analytic approach. The authors propose that CMD is 

multimodal “when its production and reception involve channels of communication other than, 

or in addition to, plain text” (p. 141). As CMD has evolved, there have become endless 

opportunities for and instances of multimodality. For example, in the popular social networking 

sites Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter, communication has become predominantly multimodal, 

as users frequently publish written posts, images, videos, hyperlinks, hashtags, and more—some 

such posts contain several of these features, while some contain just one. Additionally, 

commenters across platforms are typically able to use a range of multimodal resources as they 

respond to original posts, such as publishing a comment with a photo, hyperlink, or video. While 

CMD analysis has become a popular approach to studying communication online, few have 

carried out discourse analyses of how users of social media construct frames online. 

 Zhang and Kramarae (2014) carry out a discourse analysis employing Goffman’s (1974) 

approach to framing as they examine how users of the popular social microblogging site Weibo 

in China enact frames of a discussion triggered by a “dress code” warning made by Shanghai 

Metro to women passengers. They analyze how feminists and other social media users in China 

participate in social media interactions on the Metro’s official public Weibo, using it as site of 

public discussion of sexual harassment following the Metro’s public post about sexual 

harassment. The post shows a woman wearing a see-through dress accompanied by a text caption 

stating that women’s dress is the reason women are sexually harassed on the subway. Zhang and 
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Kramarae demonstrate that Weibo users frame the online discussion about the Metro’s warning 

in three prominent ways: campaigning, debating, and playing; these frames are each enacted by 

Weibo users through the uses of different linguistic strategies. They show that interactants enact 

the campaigning frame, aligned with global feminist movements, through the use of searchable 

hashtags to create an additional feminist hyperlinked Weibo forum. The authors find that 

interactants enact the debating frame as they take up strong stances for or against the Metro’s 

dress code; supporters of the Metro tend to focus on the woman in the photo shared by the 

organization, while those opposing the Metro’s post may share personal stories of sexual 

harassment to construct this frame. Zhang and Kramarae also demonstrate that commenters use 

the Metro’s photo of the woman as well as plays on Chinese characters as “toys” (p. 77) to enact 

a play frame in Weibo interactions.  

Falling outside of the realm of discourse analysts but still relevant to my study, media and 

communication scholars such as Ross and Rivers (2019) and Qin (2015) have carried out 

analyses of how users of social media draw on multimodal communicative strategies to construct 

frames online. Ross and Rivers (2019) examine the ways in which the concept of framing as 

originating from Entman’s (1993) ‘media frames’ is employed online through the sharing of 

memes. The authors analyze how users of social media employ memes to construct five frames 

surrounding the topic of climate change: the risk is present, the scientific risk of the claim is true, 

the risk is caused by human activities, potential consequences of the risk, how to handle the risk. 

Their analysis demonstrates that memes are multimodal CMD strategies which allow for internet 

users to highlight their support for or skepticism about a political issue, showing that people 

share memes in order to construct and convey their interpretations of and worldviews related to 

the political issue at hand. Qin (2015) carries out a semantic network analysis of Twitter and 
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legacy news texts related to Edward Snowden in a study of how framings on social media and in 

the context of legacy news (such as newspapers) of the Snowden incident differ. Quin finds that 

hashtags are employed on Twitter as framing devices to frame Snowden’s case as being a case of 

whistleblowing, a bipartisan issue, and a personal privacy issue, while key words are employed 

as framing devices on legacy news to frame the Snowden incident as an issue of national security 

and international relations.   

While both communication scholars and linguists have begun to explore how users of 

social media use linguistic strategies to frame online interactions, discussions of linguistic 

framing on social media – in other words, how micro-level linguistic devices such as analyzed by 

Tannen (1993) apply to the idea that media frame issues for the public – are still relatively rare. 

In this study, I seek to contribute to this growing body of research, integrating the study of both 

language and other modes of communication online. My multimodal CMD analysis of how users 

of social media frame an issue through communicative strategies also extends existing discourse 

analyses of how social media users construct frames online, as to date discourse analysts 

predominantly have examined how participants frame current situations of interaction rather than 

a specific issue or event that exists outside of the interaction.  
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3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

 

 

In this section, I provide an overview of the DC Dyke March organization and their 2019 

March. I also describe their 2019 ban of the Jewish pride flag, as well as their rationale for the 

ban and related background about Israel and Palestine. I then give background on the DC Dyke 

March’s use of Facebook, and the two DC Dyke March posts and 301 Facebook comments 

analyzed as data in this study, and discuss my methodology. 

 

3.1. THE DC DYKE MARCH AND THE 2019 BAN OF THE JEWISH PRIDE FLAG 

 

 The DC Dyke March first took place in April 1993, on the eve of the 1993 March on 

Washington for Lesbian, Gay, and Bi Equal Rights (DC Dyke March, n.d.-c). The DC Dyke 

March was originally started in 1992 by a group called the Lesbian Avengers as a response to 

finding out that there would be no special portion of the March on Washington devoted to 

lesbians. Now organizers across the world hold Dyke Marches in their own cities, including 

London, Seattle, Chicago, San Francisco, New York, Atlanta, and many more (Delgadillo, 

2019). In 2019, the DC Dyke March was organized and took place again in the nation’s capital 

for the first time in 12 years. The Dyke March is a type of LGBTQ+ Pride march which is 

specifically geared toward people who identify as dykes (DC Dyke March, n.d.-d). While the 

term dyke has been historically used as a slur against women who identify as LGBTQ+, the DC 

Dyke March specifically states in their mission that they “seek to politicize and empower 

[themselves] from gendered oppression by reclaiming the derogatory term used against [them].” 

The March seeks to be a demonstration of visibility of dykes in the community, as well as an act 

of LGBTQ+ protest (DC Dyke March, n.d.-d). On their self-description on their Facebook page, 

the DC Dyke March (n.d.-a) states that “anyone who identifies as a Dyke is welcome.”  
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 The DC Dyke March took place in 2019 on June 7, after months of planning meetings 

that were open to the community and publicized on their Facebook page. The organizers of the 

March chose a theme for the 2019 iteration, which they called “Dykes Against Displacement,” 

with the purpose of protesting gentrification and housing displacement of people of color in 

Washington, DC (DC Dyke March, [ca. 2019]). The Dyke March (2019b) reported in June 2019 

to have raised thousands of dollars through their work for local community partners carrying out 

anti-displacement work. Such community partners included Black Lives Matter DC; ONE DC, 

an organization fighting for neighborhood equity in the District; and No Justice No Pride, an 

LGBTQ+ organization fighting against the marginalization of queer and trans people in the 

LGBT movement (DC Dyke March, n.d.-b).  

 In the days leading up to the 2019 DC Dyke March, organizers received a call inquiring 

as to whether Jewish pride flags would be allowed at the event (Lang, 2019). The question was 

asked in the wake of the 2017 Chicago Dyke March’s controversial ban of the flag, as the 

Chicago March cited their anti-Zionist beliefs and the similarities between the Jewish pride and 

Israeli flags to bar marchers from waving it. The DC Dyke March told the caller that the Jewish 

pride flag would not be allowed at the event, citing that they would not allow “nationalist 

symbols” that represent “nations that have specific oppressive tendencies” at the March (Lang, 

2019). The March claimed that the Jewish pride flag is a nationalist symbol because it closely 

resembles the Israeli flag, and they view Israel as a violent nationalist state. The Jewish pride 

flag is characterized by rainbow horizontal stripes with a white Star of David superimposed on 

its center. This flag therefore looks like the rainbow LGBTQ+ pride flag with a white Star of 

David in the center. The Israeli flag is white with two blue stripes, one at the top and one at the 
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bottom, with a blue Star of David in the center. For reference, images of the Jewish pride flag 

and Israeli flag are displayed below. 

 

    

Figure 1. Jewish pride flag.         Figure 2. Israeli flag. 

 

In an op-ed written by two Jewish DC Dyke March organizers Yael Horowitz and Rae Gaines 

(2019), the organizers discuss the DC Dyke March’s anti-Zionist, pro-Palestine beliefs, arguing 

that their “vision of queer liberation” necessitates that they support the liberation of all people, 

Palestinians included.  

Zionism is the belief that “Judaism is a nationality as well as a religion, and that Jews 

deserve their own state in their ancestral homeland, Israel,” as “Jews often trace their nationhood 

back to the biblical kingdoms of David and Solomon, circa 950 BC” (Beauchamp 2018c). 

Zionism became popular in the early 20th century, as nationalism began to rise in Europe, and 

European Jews (90% of the world’s Jewish population) faced increasing anti-Semitic persecution 

(Beauchamp, 2018a). Hundreds of thousands of Jews, including many forced out of Europe 

during the Holocaust, left Europe and resettled in British-controlled Palestine, a land primarily 

comprised of Arabs and Muslims who also hold claims to the land dating back thousands of 

years. Many of the Arabs living on the land, who refer to themselves as Palestinians because they 

call it Palestine, “saw the influx of Jews as a European colonial movement” (Beauchamp, 
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2018a), and violence between the two peoples ensued. In 1947, the United Nations created a 

resolution to split the territory into two states—almost all of the 650,000 Jews moved into one 

part of the territory as an Israeli state, and the majority of the Arab population (about twice the 

size of the Jewish population) migrated into the other part of the territory as a Palestinian state. 

While Jews in the territory accepted the resolution, Palestinians rejected it as they viewed it “as 

an extension of a long-running Jewish attempt to push them out of the land” (Beauchamp, 

2018a). Following this resolution, Israel and the surrounding Arab nations fought in several wars 

over the land, the outcomes of which are now largely reflected in today’s territorial lines 

(Beauchamp, 2018b). Two important territories which were held by the Palestinians – the West 

Bank and Gaza Strip – are now controlled by the Israeli state, although they are home to large 

populations of Palestinians. The Palestinian Authority now nominally controls the West Bank, 

although the territory is currently under Israeli occupation. Israeli troops enforce security 

restrictions on Palestinians, and Jewish Israeli settlers “build ever-expanding communities in the 

West Bank that effectively deny the land to Palestinians” (Beauchamp, 2018b). Gaza Strip is 

now a Palestinian territory controlled by the Islamist fundamentalist party Hamas and is under 

Israeli blockade, although not occupied by ground troops.  

The violence of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict persists today, and there are mixed global 

views on the legitimacy of the states of Israel and Palestine. Palestinians and Arabs generally 

oppose Zionism, as Israel as a Jewish state grants privileges to Jews (such as the right for any 

Jew in the world to become an Israeli citizen) but not to any others. “Arabs, then, often see 

Zionism as a species of colonialism and racism aimed at appropriating Palestinian land and 

systematically disenfranchising the Palestinians that remain” (Beauchamp, 2018c). While the 

United States has held a close relationship with Israel, there is a growing partisan divide between 
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U.S. Republicans and Democrats surrounding the relationship, as Republicans are increasingly 

taking on hard-line pro-Israel positions, and some Democrats have become more willing to 

criticize the government of Israel (Beauchamp, 2018d). 

In terms of LGBTQ+ rights in Israel and Palestine, Palestine lags far behind. Israel is 

generally a progressive country that has had longstanding protections for LGBTQ+ people. Gay 

Israelis have served openly in the military since 1993, and rights afforded to gay Israelis today 

include equal employment opportunities, the right to adopt, equal parental rights, the right to 

serve as public officials, and more (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2018). While same-sex 

couples are not allowed to marry in Israel, the government does recognize marriages that have 

taken place elsewhere (Snellings, 2019). Tel Aviv, the country’s second most populous city, is 

known as the most gay friendly city in the Middle East, and has been labeled by some such as the 

Boston Globe as “the gayest city on earth” (Muther, 2016), although homophobic attitudes do 

prevail in many Israeli communities (Snellings, 2019). Tel Aviv hosts the only LGBTQ+ pride 

parade in the Middle East, with about 250,000 people in 2019, and is at the global forefront of 

transgender healthcare (Schultz, 2019). In stark contrast, homosexuality is highly stigmatized 

and condemned in Palestinian society, and “gay people cannot live openly in any Arab society in 

the Middle East,” including Palestine (Rozovsky, 2018). In Gaza, law prohibits homosexual acts, 

while in the West Bank, there are no official laws against homosexuality. However, social taboo 

against homosexuality is greater than a legal ban, and families and authorities freely persecute 

those suspected of being gay with little consequence for murder or torture (Rozovsky, 2018). As 

a result, many LGBTQ+ Palestinians have fled to Israel for refuge, but have faced persecution in 

Israel for being Palestinians (Feng, 2014). While Israel boasts pro-LGBTQ+ laws, the state also 
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blackmails LGBTQ+ people living in Palestine into working as informants gathering intelligence 

for Israel, threatening to tell their communities about their sexuality (O’Connor, 2013). 

 The DC Dyke March’s anti-Zionist and pro-Palestinian stance reflects that they view the 

Israeli state as unjustly occupying Palestine, displacing and disenfranchising Palestinians. While 

organizers strongly argue that they are pro-Jewish, anti-Zionist, and pro-Palestine, this stance is 

highly controversial, in part because many people believe that to be anti-Zionist is to be anti-

Semitic. This is one of many reactions to the stance that the Dyke March takes up in their “Dyke 

Against Displacement” theme for their protest and community action. Although an LGBTQ+ 

organization, the Dyke March does not address the status of LGBTQ+ rights in Israel or 

Palestine in its statements about its political beliefs and ban of the Jewish pride flag.  

 The DC Dyke March’s ban of the Jewish pride flag received both local and national 

media attention, especially from within queer and Jewish communities. Media outlets such as the 

Washington Post (Lang, 2019), LGBTQ Nation (Bollinger, 2019), Moment Magazine (Gelman, 

2019), and the Jewish News Syndicate (2019) reported on the Dyke March’s decision to ban the 

flag, as well as the large public outcry largely claiming that the ban was anti-Semitic. CEO of the 

Anti-Defamation League Jonathan Greenblatt released a statement on June 6, 2019, the day 

before the March took place, calling for the DC Dyke March to reverse their decision barring 

marchers from carrying the Jewish pride flag (Anti-Defamation League, 2019). Greenblatt 

asserted that, “Banning the Star of David in their parade is anti-Semitic, plain and simple,” and 

called the March’s ban of the flag “absurd.” Local responses to the ban included a joint statement 

issued by a coalition of local Jewish, LGBTQ+, and feminist organizations, including a Wider 

Bridge, Zionness, and the Jewish Community Relations Council of Greater Washington. The 

statement accused the DC Dyke March of “[stoking] the flames of division and pain by driving a 
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wedge between Queer Arabs and Jews at a time when everyone must stand up for queer, Jewish, 

and Muslim communities” (A Wider Bridge, 2019). 

 The complex history of Palestine and Israel, and of the DC Dyke March, provide the 

backdrop for the Facebook data I analyze. 

 

3.2. THE DC DYKE MARCH ON FACEBOOK 

 

Much of the DC Dyke March’s communication with the public has taken place over the 

popular social networking site Facebook, as there the organization shares its public statements, 

information about fundraisers, and posts about their work (DC Dyke March, n.d.-e). Facebook’s 

platform allows the March to generate and publish its own content, sharing it with anyone who 

visits its public page. Facebook allows for users to publish posts containing texts, photos, 

hashtags, links to other websites, and links to the webpages of specific Facebook profiles. 

Facebook users are able to find the March on the platform by typing its name into the search 

function or by being invited to ‘like’ the page by a friend. As of March 2020, 784 people ‘like’ 

the DC Dyke March’s Facebook page. As users can ‘like’ or ‘unlike’ any Facebook page at any 

time, this number may be lower or higher than the number of likes that the page had in June 2019 

when the Facebook interactions analyzed in this study took place. ‘Liking’ the Dyke March page 

allows users to receive page updates and posts published to their newsfeeds. Any Facebook user 

who views the public posts of the Dyke March can comment on the post or can ‘react’ to it. 

Reactions include ‘like,’ ‘love,’ ‘haha,’ ‘wow,’ ‘sad,’ and ‘angry.’ The Dyke March and other 

Facebook users can view these public comments and reactions.  

The March heavily promoted their 2019 event on Facebook, including dozens of posts 

with information about the March, its theme, and related photos and videos (DC Dyke March, 
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[ca. 2019]). The public event page created for the 2019 March boasted 2.2 thousand people 

‘interested’ in the event and 817 who ‘went,’ as Facebook allows the two options for users to 

RSVP for events. As the event was made public, anyone who visited the page is able to view 

event details, such as time, location, and March rules and logistics, and all Facebook users can 

RSVP, share the event, and invite others.   

The data I analyze in this study consist of 301 total Facebook comments on two 

Facebook posts related to the 2019 March that were published by the DC Dyke March Facebook 

page. I chose to analyze comments on these specific two posts because they were published by 

the Dyke March immediately before and immediately after the March took place on June 7, 

2019, and the content of the posts directly pertains to the March’s ban of the Jewish pride 

flag. All of the comments analyzed were posted around the time of the March, usually within 

about a day or two of the original post. Comment data was exported from Facebook for analysis 

in December of 2019. 

To organize the data, I exported all comments from each post in chronological order. 

Facebook allows users to comment either in direct response to the post itself or as a ‘reply’ to 

another comment left on the post; reply comments create a visible thread underneath the original 

comment left on the post. When exporting comments, I chronologically ordered the comments 

responding directly to the post, keeping their replies with them. All comments responding 

directly to the post were numbered according to their order, and each reply was assigned the 

number of the comment to which it responded and lettered ‘a, b, c…’ in chronological order. For 

example, the 44th comment that responded directly to Post 1 would be called Post 1: Comment 

44, and the reply to that comment (rather than to the March’s post) would be called Post 1: 

Comment 44b.  
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 In forming my analysis, I read through the comments multiple times in order to identify 

frames of interpretation that are constructed by the commenters. Following my identification of 

three primary frames of interpretation, I performed a multimodal computer-mediated discourse 

analysis to identify communicative strategies that commenters use to construct the three frames 

of interpretation, as well as larger patterns in how these strategies were used to construct these 

frames. As I will discuss in my analysis in Section 4, I find that some commenters use the same 

strategy to construct different frames, while some strategies are used to construct just one unique 

frame. The hundreds of comments display an array of semiotic modes, including images, memes, 

hyperlinks, and written text, allowing for many possible communicative strategies as framing 

devices. In carrying out this multimodal analysis, I consider each type of communication (visual, 

written, etc.) to be a salient way in which interactants articulate messages and create interpretive 

frames. 

As I present comments as examples in my analysis below, I display them as screenshots 

in order to preserve how they appear in the Facebook post comment threads, as well as the 

representation of how many and what types of ‘reactions’ they received. Commenters’ real 

names and profile photos are kept displayed in the screenshots, as the comments are publicly 

accessible data. In order to easily refer to the content of each comment, I have inserted a line 

number in black font to the left of each line of text in the comment. Line numbers begin at 1 for 

the first line of a comment responding directly to a post, increasing with each line. Line 

numbering continues between the last line of text of a comment responding directly to a post and 

the first line of text of a comment replying to that comment; line numbering also continues 

between reply comments in chronological order. For lines of text intentionally left blank, as in 

the case of a commenter skipping a space intentionally, the blank line is numbered as well.  
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When a Facebook user inserts an image into their comment, Facebook automatically 

displays it below any text that may also be part of the comment; an image that is posted as part of 

a comment thus always occurs at the end of any textual component. When a comment displays 

an image, the image is also given a line number carrying on from the line number given to the 

last line of text. If a response comment does not contain any written component, then the image 

is given line number 1. As some images inserted into comments may themselves contain text, 

lines of text in any image are given the line number of the image followed by a letter, so 1a, 1b, 

and 1c would refer to the first three lines of text (in descending order) contained in an image 

posted as the sole content of a comment directly responding to a post. When a commenter shares 

a hyperlink, Facebook automatically populates a box with the link below the text of the 

comment. For comments containing hyperlinks, I have numbered the hyperlink consecutively 

following the last line of the text of the comment.  

The first post I analyze was published by the DC Dyke March (2019a) on their Facebook 

page on June 6, 2019, the day before the March occurred. The post itself, shown below in Figure 

3, is comprised of a photo with a pink border surrounding text excerpted from a linked 

Washington Blade op-ed (Horowitz & Gaines, 2019) that was written by two Jewish March 

organizers about why they chose to ban the Jewish pride flag. There is also a text caption to the 

photo, in which the DC Dyke March “reaffirm[s] its support of Jewish Dykes” and states that 

clarification about the ban of “Nationalist symbols” (referring to the Jewish pride flag) can be 

found in the linked op-ed. As I do not refer to specific lines of this post in my discussion, and the 

border is quite tight around the text of the post, I have not added line numbers here. 
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Figure 3. Post 1. 

 

As Facebook users are able to easily share links to other webpages, such as Washington Blade 

article published online, I consider a hyperlink, and website to which it directs CMC participants, 

to be part of the discourse of a social media post. It is thus necessary to provide a description of 
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the linked op-ed published in Washington Blade in order to acquaint readers with the post that 

prompted the 161 comments it received which are analyzed in this paper. Washington Blade is a 

local LGBTQ+ media outlet that is read widely within the DC and also national LGBTQ+ 

community, and reaches 700,000 people each month. In the op-ed, titled, “We don’t have to 

choose between Dyke and Jewish identities,” Horowitz and Gaines (2019) describe themselves 

as “self loving Anti-Zionists” and “proud queer Jewish dykes,” and describe their rationale, as 

Jews, for the ban. They argue that the Jewish pride flag is only a recent symbol within the queer 

community, and argue that the flag, which displays a Star of David overlaid onto the center a 

rainbow flag, is “almost entirely reminiscent of the Israeli flag.” The two organizers argue that 

the Jewish pride flag is thus a symbol of a violent nationalist state against their values of “queer 

liberation,” which is why they have decided to ban this specific item from the March. They 

emphasize that other Jewish symbols can be worn, including the Star of David (as long as it is 

not on the Jewish pride flag). Horowitz and Gaines use this platform also to deny that their 

actions are anti-Semitic, stating that other Jews are conflating anti-Semitism with anti-Zionism 

and anti-Nationalism, and are pushing the community farther from queer liberation.  

 This post received 161 comments total, consisting of 109 comments posted directly to the 

post, and 52 comments posted in reply to other comments. Ninety-eight unique participants 

commented on the post, with an average of about 1.6 comments per person. The post received 89 

reactions: 40 ‘angry,’ 25 ‘like,’ 15 ‘love,’ 8 ‘haha’, and 1 ‘sad.’  

 The second post of which I analyze the comments was published by the DC Dyke March 

(2019b) on Facebook on June 12, 2019, five days after the March took place. Like the first post 

analyzed, this post also consists of an image containing a written statement, as well as a text 

caption which says that the DC Dyke March’s statement is included in the image text. In the 
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statement contained in the image, the March reaffirms that it is a pro-Jewish, pro-Muslim, pro-

Palestinian group, and apologizes for their “unclear response” to what they call a “spread of 

misinformation.” Although the March does not specify what the misinformation was, one can 

surmise that it relates to their ban of the Jewish pride flag, as they go on to apologize to “Jewish 

Dykes who believed the Star of David was unwelcome” and to “Palestinian Dykes who were 

politicized and excluded from the conversation.” The March gives further information about 

their mission, and clarifies that they did not ban the Star of David, and did not ask anyone to 

leave the March or confiscate any marchers’ flags or signs. Post 2 is shown in Figure 4 on the 

next page. 



 28 

 

Figure 4. Post 2. 

 

This post received ‘reactions’ from 93 Facebook users – 44 ‘like,’ 26 ‘haha,’ 15 ‘love,’ 

seven ‘angry,’ and one ‘wow.’ The post received 140 comments total, consisting of 90 comments 

posted directly to the post, and 50 comments posted in reply to other comments. Sixty-nine 

unique Facebook users commented on the post, with an average of about 1.8 comments per 

person. Table 1 below shows that Post 1 received 21 more comments than Post 2, and had 19 
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more unique commenters. Both posts had similar ratios of comments responding directly to the 

post and comments posted in reply to other comments. Ten Facebook users comments on both 

posts, while 157 of all commenters only commented on one of the two posts. 

 

Table 1. Post 1 and Post 2 Facebook comments and reactions. 

 Total 

comments 

Comments responding 

directly to a post 

Comments posted 

as a reply to a 

comment 

Unique 

commenters 

Reactions 

Post 1 161 109 52 98 89 

Post 2 140 90 50 69 93 

Overall 301 199 102 167 182 

 

 

Many of the commenters who responded to the posts appear to identify as Jewish, based 

on the content of their comments as well as information posted on their own Facebook pages. 

Surprisingly, given that the Dyke March’s mission is to be a space for Dykes, who tend to 

identify as women, many of the commenters on these two posts appear based on their 

information on Facebook to be people who present as men. This may be because the March’s 

ban of the Jewish pride flag picked up local and national media attention, especially in LGBTQ+ 

and Jewish communities. Members of different communities around DC and the United States, 

although not dykes, might have felt compelled to engage with the organization on Facebook. 

My analysis considers comments responding to both posts; in some cases, I discuss 

framing strategies that are commonly used in comments left on one post and not the other, as 

both posts do have unique content and context. For example, I discuss linking and referring to a 

video taken during the 2019 March as a common framing strategy used by commenters 

responding to Post 2; as Post 1 was published online before the March, commenters responding 
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to the post did not link or make reference to the video largely because of when it was posted, and 

thus this strategy is only discussed in my analysis with comments from Post 2.  

In what follows in Section 4, I demonstrate the ways in which commenters construct 

frames of interpretation as they respond to specific aspects of the Dyke March’s statements and 

ban of the Jewish pride flag. I demonstrate that commenters employ a wide range of 

communicative strategies, many of which are linguistic, in order to frame the Dyke March as 

problematic because it is anti-Semitic, spreading untruths and inaccuracies, and morally 

inconsistent. Many comments constructing these frames draw on the background that I have 

provided in this section on the Dyke March, the ban of the Jewish pride flag, Israel and Palestine, 

and Facebook. I present specific comments as examples of larger patterns and phenomena that 

occur within the broader set of comments in order to illustrate how commenters construct these 

three specific frames of interpretation. 
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4. ANALYSIS 

 

 

The vast majority of the 301 total comments left on the DC Dyke March’s two posts 

analyzed in this study construct the interpretation that the Dyke March is problematic in their ban 

of the Jewish pride flag and the related statements they make on their Facebook page. As a 

result, almost all comments on two the posts contain negative responses to the DC Dyke March’s 

Facebook posts. While the commenters share this commonality of viewing the DC Dyke March 

as problematic, they make sense of the situation in different, yet interconnected, ways. In this 

analysis, I identify three major frames of interpretation that commenters construct when posting 

responses to the DC Dyke March’s two Facebook posts from June 2019: 

1. The DC Dyke March is anti-Semitic 

2. The DC Dyke March is spreading untruths and inaccuracies 

3. The DC Dyke March is morally inconsistent 

While these different frames of interpretation are constructed in the comments, many interactants 

construct more than one frame in the same comment. This is shown in Post 1: Comment 87 

below, in which a Facebook user named Scott Rose publishes a comment enacting all three 

above-mentioned frames of interpretation simultaneously. In the extract, “PA” stands for 

Palestinian Authority. 
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Figure 5. Post 1: Comment 87. 

 

In this comment, Scott Rose directly evokes anti-Semitism as a frame of interpretation of the DC 

Dyke March’s problematic actions, as he accuses them, using capital letters for emphasis: “YOU 

ARE ANTI-SEMITES. YOU ARE JEW HATERS” (Line 8). Scott Rose also constructs a 

second frame of interpretation, that the DC Dyke March is spreading untruths and inaccuracies, 

by claiming that they are “full of crap,” (Line 1) and using the first person plural form we in the 

capitalized, emphasized line, “WE AREN’T BUYING YOUR B.S.” (bullshit) (Lines 8-9). This 

indicates that the audience of the post believes the DC Dyke March is lying to them about the 

intentions behind the ban of the Jewish pride flag. In addition, Scott invokes in this comment a 

third frame of interpretation, that the DC Dyke March is problematic because it is morally 

inconsistent, as he points out that the March is allowing the Palestinian Arab flag, even as the 

Palestinian government and people carry out discrimination and violence in the West Bank 

(Lines 2-7). This point serves to contrast the DC Dyke March’s statement of inclusivity and 

values against violence with their allowance of a flag from what Scott describes as a violent 

state. This comment thus demonstrates that more than one—in fact all three—frames of 

interpretation can be constructed in a single comment, and this example illustrates the 
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interconnectedness of these frames in how interactants problematize the DC Dyke March 

through Facebook comments on their posts.  

One hundred forty-seven comments enacted the frame that the DC Dyke March is anti-

Semitic, while 128 constructed the frame that it is spreading untruths and inaccuracies, and 125 

constructed the frame that it is morally inconsistent. This total exceeds more than 301 (the total 

number of comments), as some comments construct multiple frames. As organizations and media 

outlets primarily focused on accusations that the March is anti-Semitic, it makes sense that the 

frame that the March is anti-Semitic is most prominently constructed in the Facebook comments. 

In fact, many comments that enact the frames that the Dyke March is spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies and that it is morally inconsistent are highly interconnected with the frame that the 

March is anti-Semitic. Therefore, many comments constructing the frames of spreading untruths 

and inaccuracies and moral inconsistency simultaneously construct the frame of anti-Semitism. 

The number of comments that enact the frames that the Dyke March is spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies and is morally consistent is largely the same, with 128 and 125 respectively. One 

hundred eleven comments construct one or more of these three frames, while 51 comments are 

unclear in which frames they enact or do not enact one of the three frames explored in this 

analysis. 

Table 2 below shows the number of comments that enact each of the three frames of 

interpretation listed above, as well as the number of comments that enacts two or more of these 

frames at the same time, and the number of comments with unclear or primarily other frames of 

interpretation. If a comment constructs more than one frame, it is counted toward each individual 

frame it constructs, as well as toward “more than one frame.” 
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Table 2. Number of comments constructing each frame of interpretation. 

Frame of 

interpretation 

Anti-Semitic Untrue and 

Inaccurate 

Morally 

Inconsistent 

More than 

one frame 

Unclear or 

Other Frame 

Number of 

comments 

147 128 125 111 51 

 

Many of the comments published on the two DC Dyke March posts are simple and overt 

in their representations of their frames of interpretation, as shown in Post 2: Comment 15 and 

Post 2: Comment 22 below.  

 

 

Figure 6. Post 2: Comment 15. 

 

 

Figure 7. Post 2: Comment 22. 

 

Post 2: Comment 15 gets right to the point: Joseph Collier-Schoonover believes that the actions 

of the organizers represent anti-Semitism, and denounces it as “shameful” (Line 1). Thus, he 

demonstrates that he interprets the DC Dyke March as problematic because it is anti-Semitic. 

Commenter Joshua Friedman also provides a short, concise description of the DC Dyke March in 

Post 2: Comment 22, accusing the organizers of lying and gaslighting the post’s audience (Line 

1), clearly enacting the frame of interpretation that the DC Dyke March is problematic because it 

is spreading inaccuracies/untruths. 
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While these two comments are straightforward in how they represent frames of 

interpretations of the problematic nature of the situation, the 158 total commenters use a variety 

of multimodal communicative strategies to create three primary framings of how the DC Dyke 

March is problematic: the March is anti-Semitic, the March is spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies, and the March possesses moral inconsistencies. These communicative strategies 

include: the use of topical references, comparisons, rhetorical questions, memes, images, 

constructed dialogue, hyperlinking, and several others. In Sections 4.1 through 4.3 below, I 

demonstrate the ways in which interactants construct each of the three frames of interpretation 

through multimodal communicative strategies. I begin in Section 4.1 by demonstrating how 

interactants multimodally frame the DC Dyke March as problematic because it is anti-Semitic. 

 

4.1. FRAMING THE DC DYKE MARCH AS ANTI-SEMITIC 

Facebook users who post the 147 comments enacting the frame that the DC Dyke March is 

anti-Semitic use many different communicative strategies to construct this interpretation. I 

highlight in my analysis below four of the most common framing strategies these commenters 

use: textual references to, and images of and related to the Star of David (4.1.1), rhetorical 

questions (4.1.2), comparisons to Nazis (4.1.3), and memes (4.1.4). Through the uses of these 

strategies, commenters use the multimodal affordances of Facebook to construct their framings 

of the Dyke March as anti-Semitic. 

 

4.1.1. Textual references to, and images of and related to the Star of David 

The most common communicative strategy used to enact the frame of anti-Semitism is 

reference to the Star of David and/or Jewish symbols. Of the total 147 posts that construct the 
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frame of anti-Semitism, 55 of these comments contain references to the Star of David and/or 

Jewish symbols, highlighting these referents as salient aspects of the DC Dyke March’s ban of 

the Jewish Pride flag. Commenters use both text and images to make references to the Star of 

David, multimodally constructing the frame of anti-Semitism. While some posters directly use 

terms like anti-Semitic as they use references to the Star of David to frame the March as such, 

others use references to the Star of David and Jewish symbols to evoke Jewishness as they 

construct this frame. In casting the ban of the Jewish pride flag as a ban on the Star of David 

and/or Jewish symbols and abstracting the symbol(s) from the Jewish pride flag itself, 

commenters construct the anti-Semitic frame as they cast the situation as being about Judaism 

rather than the Jewish pride flag. This can be seen in Post 1: Comment 42 below, in which a 

Facebook user named Raian David enacts this frame by equating the ban of the Jewish pride flag 

to a ban on the Star of David. 

 

 

Figure 8. Post 1: Comment 42. 

 

In this comment, Raian writes directly to the DC Dyke March organizers, using the second 

person possessive pronoun your (Line 4) to question their goals for the March. This strategy of 

using second person pronouns to directly address the March is a pervasive discursive strategy 

that commenters use throughout their responses to both Facebook posts discussed in this paper, 

as my analysis will continue to illustrate.  
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In the first few words of Raian’s post, he states that the organizers are “banning the Star 

of David,” (Line 1), thus representing the ban of the Jewish pride flag as a ban on the Star of 

David itself, rather than a ban of a flag reminiscent of Israel, or a ban of the Jewish pride flag 

itself (as the Dyke March purports). In constructing this representation of the ban, Raian frames 

the actions of the March as anti-Semitic, going on to explain that the policy banning the Star of 

David is also “banning a Jewish symbol” (Line 1). This description serves to further frame the 

ban as not being about Israel or queer values, but rather as about prohibiting Jewish symbols and 

Jewish representation in the March. Raian emphasizes this framing as he goes on to explain that 

the Dyke March’s intentions behind this are “more likely simply anti-Semitic” (Line 4), 

illustrating that he makes the Star of David a salient aspect of the situation to explicitly frame it 

as anti-Semitic. 

 The most popular image shared between both posts represents the Dyke March’s ban of 

the Jewish pride flag as a ban on the Star of David, as it represents that it is anti-Semitic to be 

“OK with” (Line 1a) the Christian and Muslim pride flags but not the Jewish pride flag. The 

image, shown in a comment in Figure 9, was posted in 11 comments on Post 1, and one 

comment on Post 2. 
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Figure 9. Post 1: Comment 69. 

 

I have extracted the image from the comment in Figure 9 and inserted it below as Figure 10 to 

more easily display the photo for analysis.  
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Figure 10. Post 1: Comment 69 image. 

 

The image displays the Muslim, Christian, and Jewish pride flags to directly compare the 

symbols in the flags, as the text says, “If you are OK with” (Line 1a) the Muslim and Christian 

pride flags “but not with” (Line 1c) the Jewish pride flag, “THEN YOU. ARE. AN ANTI-

SEMITE” (1f-1g). The post shows that the Muslim pride flag as a rainbow flag with a white 

Islamic star and crescent symbol in the middle; the Christian pride flag as a rainbow flag with a 

white Cross symbolizing Christianity in the middle; and the Jewish pride flag as a rainbow flag 

with a white Star of David symbolizing Judaism in the middle. The Muslim and Christian pride 

flags are shown in larger forms below in Figures 11 and 12 to facilitate analysis.  
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           Figure 11. Muslim pride flag.            Figure 12. Christian pride flag. 

 

The juxtaposition of the three religious LGBTQ+ flags in the comment image – with only the 

religious symbol in the middle changing – illustrates to those viewing the comment that the only 

difference between the Jewish pride flag is that it shows the Star of David, a Jewish symbol, 

rather than a symbol of one of the other religions. This portrays the ban of the Jewish pride flag 

as a ban on the Star of David as a symbol of Judaism rather than a ban on Israeli national 

symbols. As the star and crescent symbol in the Muslim pride flag is also prominent in national 

flags of countries, such as Turkey and Libya (shown below), this post uses the visual image of 

the Muslim pride flag to also make a statement to recognize that the symbol characterizes flags 

representing nations, just as the Star of David characterizes the flag of the nation of Israel. This 

visual strategy therefore creates a connection between the Muslim pride flag and nationalist 

symbols of countries in order to show that nationalist symbols of countries other than Israel are 

allowed at the March, casting the March as misrepresenting their reason for banning the Jewish 

pride flag as they claim it is about banning nationalist symbols. 
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     Figure 13. Turkish flag.        Figure 14. Libyan flag. 

 

The text accompanying the visual components in the image uses the second person pronoun you 

to directly address the Dyke March, stating “YOU. ARE. AN ANTI-SEMITE” (Lines 1f-1g), 

employing capitalization, differently colored text, and periods between words for emphasis, to 

overtly construct the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it is anti-Semitic in 

banning the Jewish pride flag but not Muslim or Christian pride flags. This comment therefore 

uses text and images to portray the ban of the Jewish pride flag as an anti-Semitic ban on the Star 

of David and Judaism rather than a ban on a symbol of Israel. 

 Commenter Matt Taylor also makes a multimodal reference to the Star of David in his 

comment on Post 1 to enact the frame that the Dyke March is anti-Semitic; he likewise employs 

this reference to frame the Dyke March as morally inconsistent. Matt’s comment is shown in the 

excerpt in Figure 15 below within a comment thread that discusses the inexistence of a 

Palestinian pride flag, contrasting Palestine’s anti-LGBTQ+ policies with Israel’s pro-LGBTQ+ 

policies. 
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Figure 15. Post 1: Comments 34-34c. 

 

Responding to Julia Vincent’s (most likely rhetorical) question about the appearance of the 

Palestinian or Hamas pride flag (Lines 1-2), Matt Taylor posts a photo of the Jordanian flag, 

claiming that the Palestinian pride flag is “like this but without a star” (Lines 3-4). The 

Palestinian flag itself is indeed very similar to the Jordanian flag, but lacks the white seven-

pointed star on the Jordanian flag which represents the unity of the Arab people. This is shown in 

images of the two flags displayed below.  
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Figure 16. Jordanian flag.               Figure 17. Palestinian flag. 

 

While Matt Taylor’s claim that the removal of “a star” (Line 3) from the Jordanian flag closely 

renders the image of the Palestinian flag is semantically true, it does not directly respond to the 

question in Line 1, as it does not show what the Palestinian pride flag looks like. Instead, this 

response highlights the saliency of the Jewish Star in the DC Dyke March’s view of the Jewish 

pride flag, using humor and comparison to argue that the DC Dyke March has disallowed the 

Jewish pride flag because of its star (a Jewish symbol) rather than because it resembles the flag 

of Israel. In this way, Matt uses a multimodal comparison invoking the Jewish Star to frame the 

DC Dyke March’s actions as anti-Semitic, although without direct reference to the Star of David.   

 In another comment thread on Post 1, three participants frame the DC Dyke March as 

anti-Semitic as they suggest that it erases Jews (illustrated in the excerpt on the next page). 
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Figure 18. Post 1: Comments 60-60f 
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After commenter David Moss claims that Post 1 shows that DC Dyke March organizers are 

“trying to erase the Jews who don’t agree with [them]” (Lines 4-5), Alec Ross Ewig replies in 

disagreement, arguing instead that the DC Dyke March is “trying to erase all Jews who are 

public with their Judaism” (Lines 20-21). Alec indirectly refers here to the March’s ban on the 

Jewish pride flag as a ban on public displays of Judaism, a claim he supports in his next 

comment, as he states that Jews who want to wear a Star of David would be banned from the 

March regardless of whether their political beliefs align with those of the organizers (Lines 24-

26). Alec thus portrays the ban of the Jewish pride flag as a ban on public Judaism rather than a 

policy of anti-Zionism. This portrayal allows for Alec to claim that the Dyke March is 

problematic because it is rooted in “anti-Semitism” rather than an anti-Zionist political value 

(Line 28).   

 

4.1.2. Rhetorical questions 

Another common discursive strategy used by interactants to frame the DC Dyke March 

as anti-Semitic is the use of rhetorical questions. I follow Ainsworth-Vaughn (1994) in defining 

rhetorical questions as “utterances that are syntactically or phonologically marked as questions 

but whose situated interpretation is such that the expectation of a verbalized answer is not 

created” (p. 197). In shaping my analysis, I relied upon this definition to identify all questions 

which could possibly be interpreted as rhetorical in the 301 comments in the present data set. I 

also follow Ilie’s (1994) argument that a rhetorical question functions to imply a specific and 

exclusive answer. Ilie notes that there is typically a “polarity shift between the rhetorical 

question and its implied statement” (p. 46); for example, a question in the positive usually 

implies a negative answer. 
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In an analysis of 900 postings on English and German message boards, Kleinke (2012) 

demonstrates that rhetorical questions can be used in CMC as “personally challenging” (p. 178) 

constructions to indirectly imply that the addressee is stupid or wrong about something. Citing 

Brown and Levinson (1987) and Meibauer (1986), Kleinke (2012) states that rhetorical questions 

are frequently indicators of “intense emotional involvement” (p. 182), and are thus potentially 

face-threatening interactive strategies. She argues that the nature of internet discussions as 

commonly controversial, with participants orienting toward more assertive styles, may in part 

explain the frequent use of rhetorical questions in online forums. Kleinke provides an example of 

an online forum in which a poster uses a rhetorical question to challenge the value of animal 

welfare: “With all the suffering in the world do we really need to spend money on animals?” (p. 

185), and demonstrates that the use of this question prompts another poster to respond in 

opposition, stating their opinion that animal welfare should be taken seriously.  

Fozdar (2008) also shows that rhetorical questions are used as pragmatic devices in order 

to make arguments and assertions in controversial conversations. Fozdar interviewed 10 Pākehā 

(white New Zealanders) and 12 Māori people about their opinions on topics such as 

multiculturalism, ethnic relations, and Māori sovereignty, to examine how New Zealanders 

express their views against racism. She finds that participants use rhetorical questions to make 

both liberal and conservative arguments, and demonstrates that they use rhetorical questions in 

one way to argue against and challenge racist discourses. For example, Fozdar finds that a Māori 

woman named Hannah uses rhetorical questions in her interview to “forcefully argue” (p. 542) 

that land stolen from the Māori people should be given back, regardless of how long ago the 

injustice occurred. Discussing property that had been taken from the Māori by Pākehā, Hannah 
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asks, “Are you going to say ‘Oh well, they [the Pākehā] sold it off, never mind’?” (p. 541), and 

employs this strategy to assert her claim about the racism of Pākehā owning Māori land.  

My present analysis expands upon Kleinke’s (2012) examination of the uses of rhetorical 

questions in CMC, and demonstrates that commenters on the DC Dyke March Facebook posts in 

June 2019 use rhetorical questions in similar ways online to express emotion and make face-

threatening implications and assertions toward and about the DC Dyke March. I find that one of 

the primary purposes of rhetorical questions as they are used in the dataset is for an addressee to 

“imply an answer in order to make a point in the discussion…clearly derivable from the context” 

(Kleinke, 2012, p. 177).  Rhetorical questions are especially common linguistic strategies used 

by interactants to construct the frame that the DC Dyke March is anti-Semitic.  

This strategy can be seen in Post 2: Comment 12 below, as Facebook user Aimee Casden 

uses a rhetorical question to assert that the DC Dyke March is being overtly anti-Semitic.   

 

 

Figure 19. Post 2: Comment 12. 

 

Directing this comment to the DC Dyke March using second person pronouns (Lines 1, 3), 

Aimee first accuses the Dyke March of “saying the Star of David…is a hate symbol” (Lines 1-2), 

and then uses a rhetorical question to tie this action to an accusation that the March is anti-

Semitic. In posing the question, “Could you be any more obvious in your anti semitism?” (Line 

3), Aimee not only accuses the March of being anti-Semitic, but also uses the construction any 

more obvious to imply the answer that the Dyke March could not be any more obviously or 
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overtly anti-Semitic than they already have been in their actions. Using this strategy allows for 

her to directly address and insult the Dyke March in her comment, while publicly asserting to 

other online participants that the March is anti-Semitic, constructing the frame of interpretation 

for herself and others that the March is problematic because it is anti-Semitic.  

 Facebook user Rebecca Tova Davoudian is one of many others who uses a rhetorical 

question to construct the frame of anti-Semitism. In Post 1: Comment 29 below, she uses a 

rhetorical construction, along with direct mention of the Star of David, to describe the plight of 

her Jewish grandparents, and to tie it to the current actions of the Dyke March. 

 

 

Figure 20. Post 1: Comment 29. 

 

In the rhetorical question that Rebecca poses in Lines 2-6, she explicitly constructs her identity 

as a gay person whose grandparents fled religious persecution in Iran because they were Jewish. 

She first shares that her grandparents “FLED their country HIDING Star of David necklaces” 

(Lines 3-4), highlighting the importance of the Star of David to her and her Jewish ancestors. She 
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then describes that the “DC Dyke March organizers call this ‘paraphernalia’” (Lines 4-5), 

comparing the Dyke March to those who persecuted her grandparents. In the DC Dyke March 

post and linked op-ed in response to which Rebecca is commenting, the Dyke March organizers 

do not use the word paraphernalia at any point; however, a reporter for the Washington Post 

(Lang, 2019) did quote a March organizer as saying, “We do ask that participants not bring pro-

Israel paraphernalia in solidarity with our queer Palestinian friends.” While the Dyke March used 

the term in context to refer to the Jewish pride flag, Rebecca expands their use of this term to 

include the Star of David itself, using quotation marks to indicate that she is using the Dyke 

March’s own words. This provides a clear example of how all so-called “direct quotation” is 

better understood as “constructed dialogue” (Tannen, 2007), as Rebecca obscures the original 

context in which the Dyke March uses the term paraphernalia to refer to the Jewish pride flag, 

and instead uses quotation marks to imply they have used this term to refer to other items with 

the Star of David. This further relates the Dyke March to persecutors of Jews, regardless of 

whether her statement reflects words the organizers actually uttered or wrote.  

Overall, Rebecca poses the rhetorical question to imply that no one would have expected 

that in 2019, 74 years after World War II, a gay Jewish person would have to hide the Star of 

David around her neck at an LGBTQ+ march in the United States, constructing the frame that 

the DC Dyke March is anti-Semitic because it is acting similarly to those who have oppressed 

and persecuted Jews in the past. Rebecca thus uses this rhetorical strategy to bring the past into 

the present in order to argue that the Dyke March is keeping alive drastic past policies rooted in 

anti-Semitism. This is similar to Fozdar’s (2008) finding that participants use rhetorical 

questions to challenge racist arguments by bringing up racism that existed in the past to 

demonstrate that the same kind of racism is ongoing in others’ actions.  
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 Several other commenters on the two DC Dyke March posts also use rhetorical questions 

to compare the Dyke March to past (and current) oppressors of the Jewish people—specifically, 

to compare them to Nazis and the Ku Klux Klan (KKK). As I will show in Section 1.1.3, Nazi 

references are used pervasively to construct the frame of that the DC Dyke March is anti-

Semitic. My analysis supports Burke and Goodman’s (2012) study of Facebook group 

interactions about asylum-seeking, in which they find that Nazi references serve as discursive 

resources for interactants to accuse others of racism and challenge their views against asylum-

seeking. While Burke and Goodman also demonstrate that Nazi references can be used to deny 

or substantiate a speaker’s own racist beliefs, the present dataset does not contain these kinds of 

references. Post 1: Comment 55 below illustrates how a rhetorical question is used by a 

commenter to compare the actions of the DC Dyke March to the actions of the Nazis during the 

Holocaust.   

 

 

Figure 21. Post 1: Comment 55. 

 

In Josh Tree Neimand’s short comment above, he likens the DC Dyke March to Nazis as he asks, 

“Would you prefer Jews to only wear yellow stars?” (Lines 1-2), indirectly referencing Nazi 

laws forcing each Jew to wear a yellow Star of David as a type of Holocaust badge. In posing 

this rhetorical question, Josh indicates that the Dyke March organizers are using their power to 

create a policy (the ban of the Jewish pride flag) that singles out Jews and makes them unsafe. 

While Josh does not use this rhetorical question to actually imply the answer that the Dyke 
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March would like Jews to wear Holocaust badges, his use of this rhetorical strategy could be 

designed to elicit an emotional response from his addressees, the Dyke March and those 

interacting with the Facebook posts, thereby constructing a strong frame of interpretation that the 

DC Dyke March is problematic because it is anti-Semitic. 

 Josh also uses the very popular discursive meme, “Asking for a friend” (Line 2), as a 

sarcastic quip highlighting the awkward, face-threatening nature of asking such a question that 

frames the Dyke March as anti-Semitic, portraying the question as so face-threatening that it 

needs to be masked under the guise of the friend of the person with the question. However, as 

this fixed expression is very common across the internet as a strategy for humor, it is clear that 

Josh is not, in fact, asking for a friend, but rather that he is the one posing the question, and 

acknowledging that it’s not the kind of question that someone should ask. Josh also uses this 

discursive strategy to provide humor to the situation, mitigating the seriousness of the rhetorical 

question he is asking, and lightening the severity of the Nazi comparison that he is making in his 

comment.  

 

4.1.3. Comparisons to Nazis 

Many other comments, without using rhetorical questions, also equate the DC Dyke 

March organizers with Nazis as a striking strategy of framing the Dyke March as problematic 

because it is anti-Semitic. Two commenters on Post 1, Ido Shemesh and Tiffanie Scott Kelly, in 

Comment 93 and Comment 96 respectively, make references to Nazis urinating on Israeli flags, 

comparing such an act to the DC Dyke March’s ban of the Jewish Pride flag, as shown below.  
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Figure 22. Post 1: Comment 93. 

 

In this comment, Ido likens the DC Dyke March’s ban of the Jewish pride flag to “piss[ing] on 

the same flag” (Line 1) as Nazis, strongly condemning the March. Stating that the Dyke March 

and Nazis both perform the action of urinating on the flag (Line 1), one figuratively and one 

literally, Ido aligns the two groups and explains that they are united by their anti-Semitism (Line 

2). Ido thus uses a Nazi reference in his comment as a strategy that vividly frames the DC Dyke 

March as anti-Semitic. Three comments later, Tiffanie Scott Kelly makes further reference to 

Nazis urinating on a flag, this time using discursive and visual semiotic resources to align the DC 

Dyke March with Nazis, as shown below.  

 

 

Figure 23. Post 1: Comment 96. 
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In her comment, Tiffanie shares a photo (Line 3) of a neo-Nazi urinating on an Israeli flag that is 

on the ground; the photo also shows the arm of another neo-Nazi wearing a swastika armband. 

Between the two neo-Nazis is a person holding a rainbow LGBTQ+ pride flag, showing that the 

photo was taken at an LGBTQ+ event. Tiffanie captions the photo as “a nazi urinating on an 

Israeli flag at Detroit Pride” (Lines 1-2), and then uses the second person possessive pronoun 

your to address the Dyke March (Line 2), directly claiming that the March is allied with Nazis in 

their stance against the Israeli flag. While many of the examples presented above frame the DC 

Dyke March as anti-Semitic because they are banning the Jewish pride flag with the Star of 

David on it, Tiffanie Scott Kelly here frames the March as anti-Semitic due to its political views 

against Israel and ban of the Jewish pride flag because organizers say it resembles the Israeli 

flag. Tiffanie thus takes advantage of the multimodal, visual, nature of Facebook interactions to 

share a powerful and provocative criticism of the Dyke March, framing it as strongly anti-

Semitic.  

 

4.1.4. Memes 

Tiffanie’s comment above is one of many that uses an inserted image to frame the DC 

Dyke March as problematic because it is anti-Semitic. Several other commenters also use memes 

as a multimodal strategy to frame the Dyke March as anti-Semitic. Memes are very popular 

forms of multimodal CMD across social networking sites. The term meme was originally 

developed by biologist Richard Dawkins in his 1976 book The Selfish Gene, to refer to what 

Shifman (2013) paraphrases as “small units of culture that spread from person to person by 

copying or imitation.” Dawkins (1976) coined the term meme to refer to cultural artifacts 

replicated and changed across communication, establishing it as analogous to genes that copy 
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and imitate when spreading from person to person. In his 1976 book, Dawkins provides 

examples of memes such as catchphrases, clothing fashions, and melodies. Shifman (2013) 

describes how Dawkins’ concept of the meme slowly rose to popularity in the following two 

decades, and memetics, described by Heylighen and Chielens (2009) as the theoretical and 

empirical study of “the replication, spread and evolution of memes,” became a popular area of 

study in the 1990s across academic fields. While since the 1990s academics have debated the 

concept of what constitutes a meme, as the internet and social networking grew more popular, 

memes became widely and pervasively used in multimodal CMD across platforms. Shifman 

(2013) argues that the unique features that the internet affords to communication allow for the 

qualities of replication, spread, and evolution of memes to be augmented. She thus defines a 

meme as a piece of “cultural information that pass[es] along from person to person, but gradually 

scale[s] into a shared social phenomenon” (p. 18).  

 Shifman states that memes “reflect deep social and cultural structures,” and “shared 

norms and values are construed through cultural artifacts such as Photoshopped images” over the 

internet (p. 15). Wiggins and Bowers (2015), among others, argue that memes are distributed 

online rapidly at every moment, with users of social networking sites likely to encounter memes 

on a daily basis. Wiggins and Bowers, citing a 2013 presentation by Dawkins (Dawkins & 

Marshmallow Laser Fest, 2013) explain that while Dawkins’ original conception of memes 

involved their mutation by random chance, internet memes are instead created and altered 

intentionally in creative ways to construe social ideas, as they are spread and remixed across the 

web by internet users. While internet memes hold many social purposes, including humor, 

memes can also be used to air political concerns, disagreements, and grievances, as shown by Al 

Zidjaly (2017) and Ross and Rivers (2019). Kligler-Vilenchik and Thorson (2016) explain that 
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“while often irreverent, memes can be seen as a way that people insert themselves into a public 

conversation and can be used as a tool for political meaning-making” (p. 1997). Al Zidjaly’s 

(2017) study demonstrates that memes are used in WhatsApp communication in Oman to 

construct and mitigate political dissent in playful and indirect manners, while Ross and Rivers’ 

(2019) study finds that memes are used in online discourse about climate change to construct 

users’ stances on and framings of climate change. I will present two examples below of memes 

used by commenters that construct the frame that the DC Dyke March is anti-Semitic, beginning 

with the first comment in which a meme is shared on Post 1, in Comment 19. It is also 

interesting to note that the comments containing memes in this data set tended to receive more 

Facebook reactions than other types of comments. 

 

 
 

Figure 24. Post 1: Comment 19. 
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In this comment, Facebook user Arielle Hazi posts a meme without any additional text. The 

meme displays two frames, top and bottom, of still shots from the Simpsons, the longest running 

American sitcom, a satirical animated show depicting working class life in America. The cartoon 

features a character named Principal Skinner, who is the principal of the elementary school in the 

show and an uptight disciplinarian who struggles to control the school’s students. In this meme, 

Principal Skinner first poses with his hand to his mouth as though thinking (top frame), and then 

poses as though gasping with his eyes wide (bottom frame). Taking the form of many similar 

memes, text is overlaid onto each of the two frames, constructing dialogue for the character. In 

the original meme based on real dialogue from this scene in the show, Principle Skinner ponders 

if he is out of touch, then states that the kids are the ones who are wrong (Am I Out of Touch?, 

2020), as shown in Figure 25 below.  

 

 

Figure 25. The Simpsons “Am I out of touch?” meme. 
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In Arielle’s iteration of the meme that she publishes as a comment on the DC Dyke March’s 

post, she uses the same visual features and similar linguistic constructions as the original 

meme—substituting “Am I anti-Semitic?” (Line 1a) for “Am I out of touch?”, and “No, it’s the 

Jews who are wrong.” (Lines 1b-1c) for “No, it’s the children who are wrong.” This version of 

the meme, which appeared about two years ago, changes the words used to construct the 

character’s dialogue, as Arielle uses the new version of the meme to cast him as anti-Semitic. By 

posting this meme to the DC Dyke March’s post, Arielle indirectly compares the Dyke March 

organizers to the anti-Semitic character in the meme (who is not only anti-Semitic, but also an 

anti-Semitic Principal Skinner, a character who is oblivious of his own shortcomings). As Jews 

and other community members share with the DC Dyke March that they feel the ban of the 

Jewish pride flag is anti-Semitic, many feel March organizers fail to address their concerns and 

instead tell protesters (many of whom are Jews) that they are wrong, Arielle uses this meme to 

draw a direct parallel to the ongoing situation. This meme is used to depict the Dyke March 

organizers as clueless on the issue, and to argue to others interacting with the post that the Dyke 

March is refusing to confront their own anti-Semitism, only further reinforcing it. The 45 

reactions on this post – 35 ‘like,’ 6 ‘love,’ and 4 ‘haha’ – serve to show that Arielle’s use of this 

meme is an effective and popular multimodal communicative strategy for constructing the frame 

that the DC Dyke March is anti-Semitic.  

 Commenter Melissa Sarah Anolick also frames the March as anti-Semitic through her 

sharing of a popular meme of a teenager sitting in front of a projected PowerPoint slide, with 

inserted text at the top expressing an opinion, and text at the bottom following the format “you 

guys are just X.” This meme has a multitude of iterations, and was first posted on Tumblr in 
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2016 (You Guys Are Just Mean, 2019). The version of the meme that Sarah posts in her comment 

on Post 1 is shown in Figure 26. 

 

 

Figure 26. Post 1: Comment 65. 

 

It appears as though Melissa may have created this iteration of the meme (about anti-Semitism) 

herself, as I have been unable to find this version of the meme elsewhere online, although that 

cannot be certain. For reference, another popular iteration of this meme is shown below (You 

Guys Are Just Mean, 2019), in which the opinion “none of your friends secretly hate you and 

their lives are richer for your presence in them” is written in text at the top part of the 

PowerPoint projection, with the phrase “you guys are just depressed” in text at the bottom of the 

PowerPoint. In this meme, the line “you guys are just” is fixed, while the rest of the text is 

inserted by the person who makes this iteration of the meme. 

 



 59 

 

Figure 27. “You guys are just X” meme. 

 

The iteration of the PowerPoint meme that Sarah shares in her comment portrays the ban of the 

Jewish pride flag as a ban of the Jewish Star, establishing her opinion that the organizers 

consider the Star of David itself to be a “nationalist symbol” and symbol of oppression (Lines 

1a-1c). The final line of the meme Sarah shares, taking the form of the “you guys are just X” 

template, accuses the organizers as being “antisemitic” (Line 1d), relating it to the text above 

representing the March’s views on the Jewish Star. This meme, like the meme from The 

Simpsons discussed above, elicited a greater number of Facebook reactions – 18 – more most 

comments on the two posts, showing that it is a communicative style that resonates with others in 

constructing the frame that the Dyke March is anti-Semitic. Commenters’ uses of memes to 

frame the DC Dyke March as anti-Semitic support Ross and Rivers’ (2019) and Al Zidjaly’s 

(2017) findings that memes are multimodal strategies that allow internet users to highlight their 



 60 

support for or skepticism about a political issue. This analysis also demonstrates, similar to Ross 

and Rivers, that Facebook users share memes in order to construct and convey their 

interpretations of and worldviews related to political issues; in this case, memes are used as what 

Kligler-Vilenchik and Thorson (2016) would call “tool[s] of political meaning-making” (p. 

1997) to frame the DC Dyke March as anti-Semitic. 

 Commenters on the DC Dyke March’s Facebook posts therefore multimodally enact the 

frame that the March is anti-Semitic in four primary ways: include textual references to, and 

images of and related to the Star of David; rhetorical questions; comparisons between the DC 

Dyke March and Nazis; and memes. I have demonstrated that commenters use these strategies 

predominantly to abstract the Dyke March’s rationale for banning the Jewish pride flag as 

symbolic of the Israeli state, rather to portray the ban of the flag as a ban on the Star of David, or 

Judaism itself. These strategies therefore serve to portray the Dyke March as acting against the 

Jewish people, and as not listening to Jews who share that they feel harmed by the March’s 

actions.  

 

4.2. FRAMING THE DC DYKE MARCH AS SPREADING UNTRUTHS AND 

INACCURACIES 

 One hundred twenty-eight comments across both posts analyzed in this study construct 

the frame that the DC Dyke March is problematic because spreads untruths and inaccuracies. 

While many commenters contest the truth of the organizers’ statements in general, much 

attention is given to specifically contesting the truth and accuracy of the Dyke March’s 

statements about the history of the Star of David and Jewish pride flag, and their description of 

events that transpired at the March itself. Commenters use a variety of communicative strategies 
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to construct this frame, including descriptions of the history of the Star of David (4.2.1), images 

and descriptions of the Israeli and Jewish pride flags (4.2.2), constructed dialogue (4.2.3), links 

and references to a video taken at the March (4.2.4), and comparisons to Donald Trump (4.2.5). 

 As I have illustrated in Section 3 above, many comments between the two posts make 

mention of the Star of David. While I have already demonstrated that commenters make 

references to the Star of David in order to construct the frame that the DC Dyke March is anti-

Semitic, I will also illustrate in the excerpts below how commenters use textual references to the 

Star of David, as well as descriptions and images of the Israeli flag and Jewish pride flag, in 

order to construct the frame that the DC Dyke March spreads untruths and inaccuracies. While 

many of these examples serve to also construct the other two frames of interpretation discussed 

in this paper, I focus now on the ways in which they contest the truth and accuracy of Dyke 

March statements.  

 

4.2.1. Explanations of the history of the Star of David 

 Explaining the history of the Star of David is one way in which commenters contest the 

accuracy of the DC Dyke March’s statements, responding to the organizers’ claims about the 

symbol. I have included an excerpt below from the op-ed written by the two Jewish Dyke March 

organizers, Yael Horowitz and Rae Gaines, which the Dyke March excerpted and linked to their 

Facebook page in Post 1. This serves to provide specific context of the Dyke March’s statements 

about the Star of David that commenters contest. 

 

The star of David itself only became publicly popular as a symbol of Judaism in the 19th 

century — it coincided with the First Zionist Congress choosing the six-sided star for the 

flag of the future Israeli nation state in 1897. That being said, the Star of David represents 

more than just Israel when not on a flag and can be brought to the march in many other 

forms without question. (Horowitz & Gaines, 2019) 
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In the example below, Facebook user Kevin Michael Levy challenges the history that the Dyke 

March organizers provide about the Star of David, such as their claim above, and Kevin argues 

instead that the symbol dramatically predates the 19th century. 

 

 

Figure 28. Post 1: Comment 20. 

 

In this comment, Kevin gives a general explanation of the timeline of the Star of David’s history: 

it has existed for thousands of years (Lines 1-2). He specifically addresses and contests the 

organizers’ claim that the Star of David became a popular symbol of Judaism when the Israeli 

nation was established, as he states that the symbol long predated Israel (Lines 2-3). While Kevin 

could have simply given information about how long the symbol has existed, which would have 

tacitly shown that the symbol was prominent many years before Israel became a state, in adding 

a specific remark about how it predated Israel, he directly contests the organizers’ claims. He 

uses his opening remark “This is outrageously absurd” (Line 1) to not only question the veracity 

of the Dyke March’s statements about the Star of David, but also to demonstrate to others that 

their statements are not just questionable—they are untrue to the point of absurdity. Kevin thus 

shares the history of the Star of David, linked to the history of Israel, to construct the frame that 

the DC Dyke March is problematic because it spreads untruths and inaccuracies. In Line 5, 

Kevin goes on to also demonstrate that he also views the DC Dyke March as anti-Semitic, using 

the tag question, “Just say you hate Jews, okay?” to imply the response that the DC Dyke March 
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hates Jews and is masquerading their anti-Semitism by sharing untrue statements. Kevin’s 

comment, like so many others, is an example of how a commenter constructs more than one 

frame of interpretation simultaneously, and how the frames are intertwined to construct strong 

interpretations about the problematic nature of the March.  

 Facebook user Ange Espeland also contests the history of the Magen David (the Hebrew 

term for the Star of David) that the organizers provide in their statement and accuses them of 

sharing untruths in Post 1: Comment 61. She then goes on, in a comment replying to herself 

(Post 1: Comment 61a), to also contest the Dyke March’s rationale for the ban itself: that the 

Jewish pride flag is reminiscent to the Israeli flag. This is shown in the excerpt below. 

 

 

Figure 29. Post 1: Comments 61-61a. 

 

In Comment 61, Ange states that the Magen David has “been the symbol of the Jewish people 

LONG before Israel” (Lines 2-3), clearly rebuking the Dyke March’s claim that the symbol rose 

to prominence upon the establishment of the state of Israel. Ange’s capitalization of long in this 

statement emphasizes that the symbol represented Jews for a significant amount of time before 

its adoption by Israel; this emphasis also serves to demonstrate that she strongly disagrees with 

the Dyke March’s statement. At the same time, Ange also uses capital letters to emphasize her 
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other argument against the claims of the Dyke March, as she writes, “the Magen David IS NOT 

A NATIONALIST SYMBOL” (Lines 1-2). Her use of capitalization to represent emphatic 

speech online, paired with a statement about the history of the Star of David, serve as linguistic 

and stylistic strategies which combat the claims of the Dyke March. She then describes the 

background of the Magen David that she provides as a “truth” (Line 3) to further contrast the 

validity of her statements against the Dyke March’s claims. Posing a rhetorical question directly 

to the Dyke March using the second person pronoun you, Ange accuses them of ignoring the real 

history of the Star of David: “Why are you blatantly ignoring this truth?” (Line 3). In this, Ange 

not only accuses the Dyke March of spreading untruths and inaccuracies, but also of 

intentionally ignoring the real facts as they make statements about the Star of David. 

 

4.2.2. Challenges to claims of similarity between the Jewish pride and Israeli flags 

 While the Israeli flag and Jewish pride flag do hold some similarities, many commenters 

post images and descriptions related to the flags in order to represent that they are not related. 

These strategies serve to enact the frame that the Dyke March is spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies in its claims about the relationship between the two flags. In Ange’s second 

comment published to Post 1 in Figure 29 above, she contests the Dyke March’s stated reasoning 

for their ban of the Jewish pride flag: that they view it as a symbol of violent nationalism because 

it is reminiscent of the Israeli flag. (If you would like to refer back to photos of the flags during 

this discussion of Ange’s comment, images of both flags are provided in Section 3.1 on page 17).  

Ange disputes the Dyke March’s claim in her comment by describing the physical 

appearance of each flag, describing the colors and lines on each flag: the Israeli flag being white 

with one blue stripe at the top and one at the bottom (Lines 4-5), and the Jewish pride flag being 
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“rainbow striped” (Line 6). By providing these two basic physical descriptions of lines and 

colors on each flag, and neglecting any mention of the Star of David present in the center of both 

flags, Ange highlights the differences between the flags without mentioning the similarity that 

the Dyke March bases their argument upon: that both flags do have the Star of David in the 

middle. While neither the Dyke March nor commenters acknowledge that both flags have 

horizontal stripes, it is also a similarity worth noting; if the rainbow stripes of the Jewish pride 

flag were vertical, the comparison between the two flags would perhaps not be as easy. In 

presenting information contrasting the physical appearances of the flags in this way, Ange 

justifies her statement that “there is no way to confuse” (Line 5) the two flags. This allows her to 

challenge the accuracy of the Dyke March’s claim about the similarity between the flags, and to 

argue that the ban of the Jewish pride flag is not based in truth. Ange thus uses historical 

descriptions, emphatic capitalization, and physical descriptions of flags in her comments to 

construct the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it is not operating truthfully and 

its ban and arguments are grounded in inaccuracies.  

 In a comment published on Post 2, commenter Merritt Skidmore-Hess posts a screenshot 

image of two flags—the Jewish pride flag and the Israeli pride flag—to also challenge the 

accuracy of the Dyke March’s justification for their ban of the Jewish pride flag, as shown in 

Figure 30. 
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Figure 30. Post 2: Comment 74. 

 

Here Merritt shares a screenshot of two Facebook comments shared by someone else named 

Amanda LM. As of December 2019, there were no comments posted by Amanda LM to either 

DC Dyke March post analyzed in this paper. These comments may have been deleted from these 

posts, left on other DC Dyke March posts, or left on another Facebook page that Merritt 

Skidmore-Hess follows. Merritt’s importing of Amanda’s comments (each containing an image 

of a flag) together in one image allows him to post a single Facebook comment with images of 

both flags. As Facebook does not allow more than one image to be inserted in a comment, this 

strategy of posting a screenshot with both flags allows for Merritt’s comment to contain the 

images so that they can be directly compared and won’t be separated into different comments 

that would potentially not achieve the same visibility.  
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In the comments that Merritt shares in his screenshot, Amanda at the top shares a picture 

of the Jewish pride flag (Line 1a), and then at the bottom shares a picture of the Israeli pride flag 

(Line 1b) ; each comment contains a brief text caption of each flag—“The Jewish Pride Flag” 

(Line 1a) and “The Israeli Pride Flag” (Line 1b). Larger images of the two flags pictured in this 

post are shown below to aid analysis. 

     

   

Figure 31. Jewish pride flag.               Figure 32. Israeli pride flag. 

 

Juxtaposing the images of these two flags allows Merritt—without using his own words—to 

argue that the Jewish pride flag is not reminiscent of the Israeli flag, as an Israeli pride flag 

already exists, and the physical structures of the flags are different, similar to what Ange 

highlights in her post shown above in Figure 29. Merritt’s post physically displays how the 

Jewish pride flag contains a white Star of David superimposed upon rainbow stripes that occupy 

the entire flag, whereas a pride flag that explicitly supports Israel contains a rainbow Star of 

David in the middle of a white flag, with a band of rainbow stripes at the top and bottom in place 

of the blue bands on the Israeli flag. The juxtaposition of these two photos illustrates the ways in 

which the Jewish pride flag could be—but is not—similar to the Israeli flag, and serves as a 

challenge to the Dyke March’s reason for banning for Jewish pride flag, framing the March’s ban 

as grounded in an untruth/inaccuracy. It is also important to note that in posting this screenshot 
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of comments that someone else posted elsewhere, Merritt constructs the dialogue of this other 

Facebook user, removing her comments from their original context, unknown to viewers of 

Merritt’s comment, and inserting her comments on the Dyke March’s post to challenge their 

statements. In constructing dialogue in this way, Merritt shows that his views are supported by 

others, strengthening his framing of the DC Dyke March as spreading inaccuracies. I will 

demonstrate in Section 4.2.3 that constructed dialogue is a popular strategy for constructing this 

frame. 

 In one of the first comments on Post 1, Facebook user Jon Fernandez also challenges the 

Dyke March’s statement that the Jewish pride flag is reminiscent of the Israeli flag. His comment 

is displayed in the figure below. 

 

 

Figure 33. Post 1: Comment 16. 

 

In the first sentence of his comment, Jon states that he doesn’t “buy” the Dyke March’s 

“argument” (Line 1) that the Israeli flag and the Jewish pride flag are similar or related. By 

calling the Dyke March’s statements about the history of the Star of David and the Jewish Pride 

flag an “argument,” Jon allows for their proposed history and meanings of the flags to be 

contested. In this, Jon conveys that their arguments are not necessarily factual, but rather that 

they are based on opinion. This allows him to convey that he is not convinced of the Dyke 

March’s description of the relations between the Israeli flag and Jewish pride flag (Line 1), 
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showing that their conceptions of the flags and history of the Star of David are ideas that people 

must buy into, rather than facts that can simply be accepted. While several of the examples 

shown above have illustrated that commenters commonly argue against the Dyke March’s 

statements about the relationship between the two flags and the history of the Star of David, Jon 

adds to these arguments his claim that “having [the Star of David] on a rainbow flag doesn’t 

indicate you’re a Zionist or supporting Zionism” (Lines 3-5). In this, he challenges the Dyke 

March’s overarching argument behind their ban of the Jewish Pride flag—that the ban is 

grounded in their anti-Zionist beliefs—and argues that their reasoning for banning the flag is 

fundamentally wrong because it isn’t relevant to Zionism or anti-Zionism. 

 Three commenters also challenge the Dyke March’s statement that the Jewish pride flag 

is reminiscent of the Israeli flag by posting an image of the Jewish pride flag with Hebrew text1 

overlaid onto the flag. This is shown in a comment pictured in Figure 34. Each time the image 

was posted, the commenter did not include a text caption or anything else in the comment. The 

image was posted twice as a comment on each Post (four times total). One person inserted this 

image as a comment on both posts (twice total), and two other people inserted it into a comment 

on one post each.  

 

 
1 I am grateful to my friend Laura Gevarter for providing English translation of the Hebrew in this image.  
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Figure 34. Post 2: Comment 73. 

 

1a: זה לא דגל יישראל   

 ‘This is not an Israeli flag’ 

 

1b:  אתם סתם אנטישמים   

 ‘You (pl.) are just anti-Semitic/anti-Semites.’ 

 

Here commenter Merritt Skidmore-Hess posts this image of the Jewish pride flag with two lines 

of Hebrew sentences wrapped around the Star of David, with the Star of David centered as the 

focal point of the image. The first sentence at the top reads “ זה לא דגל יישראל ” (Line 1a), and the 

second reads “ אתם סתם אנטישמים ” (Line 1b), which translates to ‘This is not an Israeli flag (Line 

1a). You are just anti-Semitic (Line 1b).’ This image contains several semiotic features—text (in 

Hebrew) and the symbol of the Star of David, and both are overlaid onto rainbow stripes (the 

LGBTQ+ pride flag). While posting simply the Jewish pride flag alone would have the 



 71 

connotation that the commenter supports the Jewish pride flag and thus opposes the ban of the 

flag, three commenters use this Hebrew text overlaid onto the flag to make an even stronger 

statement—first arguing against the organizers’ claim that the Jewish pride flag is similar to the 

Israeli flag (Line 1a), and then calling the organizers anti-Semitic (Line 1b), implicitly relating it 

to March’s claims about and ban of the Jewish pride flag.  

These commenters importantly do not use English text as a semiotic resource in this 

comment, but rather use Hebrew to convey their message. In doing so, they index their Jewish 

identities as Hebrew speakers, and also direct their post to an audience of people who can read 

Hebrew—namely, Jews. As Jewish organizers authored the DC Dyke March op-ed supporting 

the ban of the Jewish pride flag, the use of Hebrew directs this comment to them, displaying the 

commenters’ disagreement with the organizers as Jews and calling the Jewish organizers anti-

Semitic. This linguistic strategy thus serves to not only tell the organizers that their claims about 

the flag are untrue, but also to display to the Jewish organizers in Hebrew that they are bad (anti-

Semitic) Jews for conflating the two flags. In choosing to post an image with Hebrew text rather 

than English, Merritt and the two others who publish this comment show their solidarity to 

fellow Jews who are offended by the ban, and build a sense of Jewish opposition to the ban of 

the Jewish pride flag. The format of the comment also further constructs a Jewish in-group 

argument against the ban, as the Hebrew is contained within the image rather than part of a 

caption, and thus it is not possible to copy-paste the text into any kind of translation software, 

making it difficult for those who do not speak Hebrew to understand what the text says.  
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4.2.3. Constructed dialogue 

In addition to contesting the truthfulness of the Dyke March’s claims about the Star of 

David and the Jewish pride flag, many commenters also use constructed dialogue to enact the 

frame of interpretation that the Dyke March is problematic because it spreads untruths and 

inaccuracies. Constructed dialogue is one of many linguistic strategies that interactants may use 

to help frame a situation. Tannen (2007) proposes the term constructed dialogue to replace the 

term reported speech, as she relates it to Bakhtin’s (1986) notion of double voiced discourse, in 

which a speaker voices another through their own utterance, for example, by quoting. Tannen 

(2007) argues that when someone else’s words have been taken from their original context and 

recontextualized in another communicative situation, their words or speech are not reported, but 

instead constructed by the present speaker. Speakers may thus use constructed dialogue to 

perform their own or others’ prior dialogue in ways that display identities, ideas, and 

characteristics. In a study of everyday interactions between married couples, Gordon (2009) 

finds that a speakers use double-voiced discourse to construct and display a “range of evaluative 

stances” toward the previous utterances of other people (p. 117), and to create new frames for 

how their utterances are interpreted and establish the tone of the discourse. In one of the very 

first comments published on Post 1, commenter Rafaella Gunz uses constructed dialogue as she 

contests the Dyke March’s claim that the they were contacted by a Zionist to start a controversy 

about the Jewish pride flag, as shown in Figure 35.  
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Figure 35. Post 1: Comments 14-14b. 

 

In this extract, Steph Black first comments on the DC Dyke March post tagging Rafaella Gunz to 

encourage Rafaella to view/respond to the Dyke March post (Line 1). Rafaella then does respond 

in reply to Steph on the Dyke March’s post (Lines 2-3), making the conjecture that she is the 

person the Dyke March is claiming to be the Zionist who contacted them about the Jewish pride 

flag. Rafaella uses triple parentheses to construct the dialogue of the Dyke March in order to call 

their claim into question and evaluate their claim as anti-Semitic, as she writes, “I bet I’m the 

(((Zionist))) mentioned here” (Line 2). The use of triple parentheses function in two ways to 

construct the dialogue of the Dyke March. First, Rafaella’s use of this punctuation sets the term 

apart from the other text in her comment in order to indicate that she is quoting the Dyke 

March’s use of the word Zionist in their post. Second, she uses the triple parentheses, also known 

as the “echo,” as an anti-Semitic symbol to represent that the Dyke March is using the term 

Zionist in an anti-Semitic way. The echo is a typological strategy used by some anti-Semites 

online on sites such as Twitter to indicate that the person or term being referred to is Jewish or is 

synonymous with Jews (Anti Defamation League, n.d.). For example, when used around the 

name (((Barbara Streisand))), the echo indicates to other anti-Semites ‘in the know’ that 
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Streisand is Jewish. Rafaella thus writes “(((Zionist)))” in her post to represent that the Dyke 

March is being anti-Semitic in their statement, indirectly accusing them of using the term Zionist 

in place of the word Jew. 

After establishing that she was the person who contacted the DC Dyke March about this 

issue (Line 2), Rafaella refutes this term that the Dyke March uses to refer to her, as she claims 

it’s “too bad” that she doesn’t even “self-identify as a Zionist” (Line 3). Here Rafaella uses the 

term too bad to state that the Dyke March’s account of the situation is untrue, as she goes on to 

deny that she identifies as a Zionist. Rafaella thus constructs the dialogue of the Dyke March 

organizers as having called her a “Zionist” in order to tell others through her comment on 

Facebook that their claim is untrue.  

 In a later comment on Post 1, Facebook user Travis Knauss constructs dialogue of the DC 

Dyke March’s statement in their post in order to reword what they said and convey that they 

were not communicating truthfully in their post. Travis’s comment is displayed in Figure 36 

below. 

 

 

Figure 36. Post 1: Comment 45. 

 

Travis enacts the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it is spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies as he constructs dialogue in a way that carries structural repetition of the phrase(s) 

of the Dyke March on which his comment is based, using quotation marks to show that he is 



 75 

voicing the March. While the text of Post 1 is shown in Figure 3 on page 25, I’ve included the 

caption to the Dyke March’s first post here to facilitate my analysis, shown below: 

 

DC Dyke March Post 1 caption: “DC Dyke March would like to reaffirm our support of 

 Jewish Dykes as well as respond to recent reports concerning our policy against 

 Nationalist symbols. Please read Jewish Dyke march Organizers Rae and Yael’s words 

 on the subject…” 

 

In constructing dialogue for the Dyke March to frame the March as spreading untruths and 

inaccuracies, Travis calls the two Jewish organizers who wrote the op-ed linked in this post 

“model minorities” (Line 1); he writes, “Please read our model minorities’ joint statement” 

(Lines 1-2) to rephrase the Dyke March’s original words “Please read Jewish Dyke March 

Organizers Rae and Yael’s words.” This presents a view of the Dyke March as using token Jews 

to advocate for their policy and to inaccurately and deceptively demonstrate that their views are 

pro-Jewish. Travis further uses constructed dialogue for the DC Dyke March to re-summarize the 

op-ed in a way that expresses his view that the Dyke March organizers too heavily invoke anti-

Zionism in their statement and demonize their critics (Lines 2-4). In using this strategy of 

constructed dialogue as he writes, “joint statement which invokes ‘anti-Zionism’ at every turn 

and demonizes critics of our decision as having sinister ulterior motives” (Lines 1-4), Travis not 

only is able to construct a summary of the words of the DC Dyke March that reflects his own 

opinions on their statement, but also to represent the Dyke March as being dishonest in their post 

and as misrepresenting their intentions behind their policy. Travis here constructs what Tannen 

(2007, p. 114) calls “summarizing dialogue” to represent his view of the gist of what was said, 

rather than the actual statement of the Dyke March, evaluating the Dyke March’s overall 

statement as problematic. Constructed dialogue is therefore used here as an effective strategy to 

frame the DC Dyke March as problematic because it is spreading untruths and inaccuracies.  
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 In a comment on Post 2, Facebook user Justin Stewart uses constructed dialogue to bring 

the words of the DC Dyke March’s post into his comment in order to provide commentary on 

their statement and disagree with their words, as shown in the extract below: 

 

 

Figure 37. Post 2: Comments 76-76a. 

 

Justin voices the DC Dyke March in two different ways in his comment. He uses constructed 

dialogue to provide exact words the Dyke March uses in Post 2 in order to then respond to their 

claims and share his own interpretation. He also uses constructed dialogue to create an entirely 

new utterance voicing the Dyke March in order to negatively evaluate the apology they present. 

Like Travis in Figure 36, Justin also uses quotation marks in order to show that he is voicing the 

March. 

To begin his comment, Justin constructs dialogue for the Dyke March, using quotations 

marks to repeat the exact words of part of the Dyke March’s statement in their post, displaying 
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that the Dyke March is apologizing to those “‘who believed the Star of David was unwelcome 

because of our unclear response’” (Lines 1-2). He then immediately challenges the veracity of 

the Dyke March’s claim—framing their words as portraying the issue he describes in his own 

words as a “misunderstanding” on the part of the Jewish community (Lines 4-5), and casting the 

Dyke March as blaming Jews for the controversy caused by the ban. He also further asserts that 

the Dyke March’s apology illustrated by his use of constructed dialogue is inaccurate and 

incomplete, as he states that Jews were forced to leave the March (Lines 5-6), thus portraying the 

Dyke March’s words as inaccuracies concealing the truth that they were at fault for the 

controversy.  

In the last paragraph of his post, Justin uses constructed dialogue to point out the Dyke 

March’s lack of attention to and care for the Jewish community, as he voices their apology to 

Palestinian dykes “for being ‘politicized and excluded from the conversation’” (Lines 9-10). 

Extracting this phrase directly from the Dyke March’s statement in Post 2, Justin uses 

constructed dialogue here to contrast the Dyke March’s apology to Palestinians with their 

apology to Jews, which he uses to illustrate that the March is sympathetic to Palestinians but not 

to Jews. He then argues that the Dyke March in turn actually did politicize the Star of David and 

exclude Jewish Dykes (Lines 10-12), while not apologizing to them for doing so, illustrating the 

Dyke March’s hypocrisy as they apologize to one group (Palestinians) for politicizing them, but 

not to another (Jews). At the end of his comment, Justin constructs the dialogue of the Dyke 

March to reword the apology they make in their statement in Post 2, which he addresses to them: 

“Your best apology is, ‘We’re sorry that we didn’t clarify a year ago, but you’re wrong. This was 

all in your head after all’” (Lines 13-14). He uses the first person plural possessive pronoun we to 

cast the utterance as being said by the Dyke March, while using the second person pronoun you 
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to refer to Jews who were upset by their actions. Justin uses these linguistic strategies to 

construct this statement as being issued by the Dyke March to the Jewish community in order to 

portray them as not actually apologizing in their post, but rather as gaslighting the Jewish 

community and intentionally and inaccurately portraying the controversy as the fault of the 

Jewish community rather than their own. 

 

4.2.4. Sharing and discussing video of the March 

 In Figure 37 discussed above, Justin Stewart refers to Jewish dykes being told to leave 

the March. Many commenters on Post 2, which was published to Facebook after the March took 

place, also discuss Jews being told to leave the March or cover the Star of David in order to be 

able to march. A prominent source of this information is a tweet by Hen Mazzig (2019), a 

popular Israeli Jewish advocate, who shared a video taken at the March in which Jewish 

protesters waving flags with the Star of David were told by a Dyke March organizer wearing an 

official tee-shirt, “all you have to do is remove the Star [of David]” in order to march. Seven 

commenters share the link to Hen Mazzig’s tweet with the video, and 29 commenters refer to the 

video in their comments. As Facebook does not allow for video to be directly embedded in 

comments, linking to this tweet that shares video of this incident at the March is the best way for 

commenters to directly share it with others interacting with the post.  

 Strategies of hyperlinking to this video and referring to the video within Facebook 

comments are prominent in the construction of the frame of interpretation that the DC Dyke 

March is problematic because spreads untruths and inaccuracies. These comments serve to 

contrast against the Dyke March’s claim in Post 2 that, “We want to be clear that there was never 

a ban of the Star of David. No one was asked to leave the March, and no signs were taken from 
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any individual” (Post 2). Sharing and referring to this video thus debunks the March’s claim that 

no one was asked to leave because they displayed Jewish symbols. While some commenters who 

shared a link to the video did so without linguistic commentary of their own, some did choose to 

do so in order to discursively represent the Dyke March as dishonest, as shown in Adina 

Flyswatter’s comment below: 

 

 

Figure 38. Post 2: Comments 20-20a. 

 

Adina is one of the first commenters on Post 2 to share a link to the video posted by Hen Mazzig 

on Twitter. As she links to the video, Adina also provides her own linguistic commentary, 

addressing the Dyke March as she asks the rhetorical question, “Sooooooo like explain to me 

what’s happening here?” (Line 3), implying that the answer is that the Dyke March was telling 

people they couldn’t march with the Star of David (as shown on video). Adina then goes on to 

directly challenge the truth of the Dyke March’s claims, renaming them as the “liar march” (Line 
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4), based on the inconsistencies between their claims in Post 2 that they didn’t stop anyone from 

marching and the video evidence that shows that one of their organizers did indeed do so. 

Replying to this comment posted by Adina, Facebook user Paul Sanchez tags Adina, thanking 

her for her post, and asserting that by sharing this video she is holding “this group of hate 

mongers, antisemites, and liars” (the DC Dyke March) to account (Lines 7-8). Adina’s comment 

thus allows for commenters such as Paul to interpret the problematic nature of the DC Dyke 

March to be a result of their dishonest spread of untruths and inaccuracies (among other issues). 

Paul also adds two emojis to the end of his comment—the Israeli flag emoji 🇮🇱 and gay pride flag 

emoji          —to show his support for the Jewish pride flag as well as his support for Israel.  

 Commenter Aliza Samantha also uses the video as a resource to frame the March as 

spreading untruths and inaccuracies, as she calls “BULLSHIT!” (Line 1) on the March’s 

statement in Post 2, shown in the extract below.  

 

 

Figure 39. Post 2: Comment 44. 

 

Aliza cites the “video evidence” (Line 1), presumably the widely shared Hen Mazzig video, as 

proof that the DC Dyke March is lying in their statement, using the common expression, “Liar 

liar pants on fire!” (Line 2) to highlight and emphasize her view that the DC Dyke March is lying 

in its statement, per video evidence. Among many other Facebook users who reference the video, 

Kelly Lway also refers to the video in order to challenge the statements of the Dyke March and 

frame the March as spreading inaccuracies, as shown in Figure 40.  
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Figure 40. Post 2: Comment 52. 

 

While not linking to it, Kelly describes the Hen Mazzig video in her post, directing her words at 

the DC Dyke March using the second person pronoun you, as she says “You are literally on 

camera telling Jews to ‘move the star,’ refused to allow some Jews to march” (Lines 1-2). In 

making reference to the video, Kelly uses quotation marks to indicate that the organizer in the 

video told people to “move the star” in order to be able to march, and ascribes this constructed 

dialogue to you, the DC Dyke March as a whole, rather than a specific organizer. In this, Kelly 

constructs what Tannen (2007) calls “choral dialogue,” (p. 114) or “dialogue attributed to more 

than one speaker” (p. 115) which casts the statement as having been said by more than one 

person at the same time. Kelly constructs choral dialogue as she represents the phrase move the 

star as having been said on video by “you” (Line 1), the Dyke March as a whole, portraying that 

more than one organizer told people on video to “move the star” (Lines 1-2), although only one 

organizer is shown doing so on tape. Kelly’s use of constructed dialogue as she refers to the 

video also allows for her to portray the DC Dyke March as having taken larger actions as an 

organization not to allow the Star of David in the March, rather than to describe that one Dyke 

March organizer made this statement. Kelly uses this reference to the video in order to challenge 

the Dyke March’s apology in Post 2 with a critique similar to those presented in comments 
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analyzed above—calling the apology “half baked” (Line 5) and thus not fully thought out and 

inconsiderate. She also uses constructed dialogue as she voices the Dyke March as saying “sorry 

you misunderstood” (Line 5) in order to represent their apology as blaming “you” (Line 5), the 

Jewish community, for creating unnecessary outcry over their actions, rather than apologizing for 

their own anti-Semitic actions shown on video.   

 

4.2.5 Comparisons to Donald Trump 

 Several commenters also compare the DC Dyke March to United States President Donald 

Trump as a framing strategy to portray the Dyke March as problematic because it spreads 

untruths and inaccuracies. As Trump and his administration are well-known for not telling the 

truth and gaslighting people who question the veracity of their claims, this strategy of comparing 

the Dyke March to Trump frames the Dyke March as dishonest in a way that is clear and 

exaggerated to those interacting with the post, especially as the Facebook users interacting with 

the post skew liberal. For example, commenter Andrew Says calls the DC Dyke March’s 

statement in Post 2 “straight-up, trumpastic gaslightling” (Line 1) in the excerpt below. 

 

 

Figure 41. Post 2: Comment 32. 

 

In turning Trump’s name into the adjective trumpastic to describe the act of gaslighting Andrew 

attributes to the Dyke March, Andrew magnifies his argument that the Dyke March is making 
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statements turning on their critics to try to manipulate them into doubting their knowledge and 

perception of what really has taken place. Andrew ties this to a reference to videos (like Hen 

Mazzig’s) showing Dyke March organizers “telling Jews they cannot march with the Star of 

David” (Lines 3-4), arguing that the Dyke March is being “dishonest” (Line 6) and lying about 

their actions at the March, thus gaslighting the DC queer and Jewish communities. 

Commenter Gregory Shapiro also accuses the Dyke March of lying in his comment on 

Post 2, stating that the March is acting “just like Trump” (Line 1) in their denial of the truth, as 

shown in the extract below. (In the extract, FFS refers to ‘for fuck’s sake.’) 

 

 

Figure 42. Post 2: Comment 49. 

 

In this example, another comment that directly addresses the DC Dyke March with the second 

person pronoun you, Gregory exhorts, “you don’t get to lie about what happened and claim 

something that literally isn’t true” (Lines 1-3), explaining to Facebook users interacting with the 

post that he believes the Dyke March is lying about their past actions. Gregory further compares 

the March to Trump as he portrays them as trying to “rewrite history like Trump attempts to do 

everyday” (Lines 4-5) as they deny facts and spread lies. Therefore, this comparison strategy 

allows for both Gregory and Andrew, among other commenters, to draw attention to their 
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accusations that the Dyke March is lying and gaslighting their communities by invoking the 

strong conceptions the liberal post audience has of Trump’s dishonesty.  

 In this portion of my analysis, I have drawn a wide variety of examples from comments 

across both posts to illustrate some of the primary communicative strategies that Facebook 

commenters use to frame the DC Dyke March as spreading untruths and inaccuracies. I find that 

commenters multimodally enact this frame using different semiotic resources including English 

and Hebrew text, images of flags, and hyperlinks to videos hosted outside of Facebook. These 

semiotic resources form common strategies that commenters use to represent the Dyke March as 

dishonest, including: explanations of the history of the Star of David, challenges to claims of 

similarity between the Israeli and Jewish pride flags, constructed dialogue, sharing and 

discussing video of the 2019 March, and comparisons to Donald Trump. 

 

4.3. FRAMING THE DC DYKE MARCH AS MORALLY INCONSISTENT 

 One hundred twenty-five comments across threads emerging from the two posts analyzed 

in this study construct the frame that the DC Dyke March is problematic because it is morally 

inconsistent. Commenters construct this frame using a range of multimodal CMD strategies, 

focusing on three primary themes: the Dyke March’s actions are inconsistent with Progressive 

morals, the Dyke March’s actions are inconsistent with LGBTQ+ values, and the Dyke March’s 

actions are inconsistent with Jewish values. In this section, I analyze comments that construct the 

frame that the Dyke March is morally inconsistent, first focusing on the violation of Progressive 

morals, then LGBTQ+ morals, and then Jewish morals.  
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4.3.1. Portraying the violation of progressive morals 

 In constructing the frame of interpretation that the DC Dyke March is problematic 

because its morals are inconsistent, multiple commenters argue that the Dyke March’s values do 

not align with those of progressive politics. While the DC Dyke March does not explicitly brand 

itself as a progressive organization, community members interacting with the post assume that 

the March is a progressive activist group, as its stated mission of inclusivity and queer liberation 

align with such values, and LGBTQ+ leaders and individuals are often (assumed to be) 

progressive/liberal. Some commenters frame the Dyke March as problematic by challenging that 

DC Dyke March organizers are not truly progressives because their actions are contrary to 

progressive values, while other commenters claim that the DC Dyke March is a progressive 

organization that is following other progressive organizations in becoming increasingly anti-

Semitic. These comments operate under the underlying assumption that political conservatives 

are the ones who are typically anti-Semitic, rather than progressives. This point makes sense, as 

the American LGBTQ+ community as a whole tends to skew liberal, especially following the 

election of President Donald Trump. Like commenters who make comparisons to President 

Trump in Section 4.2.3 above to construct the frame that the Dyke March is dishonest, many 

commenters also invoke negative perceptions of conservatives as they reject the Dyke March’s 

alignment with progressive values, framing the March as morally inconsistent. 

 In a comment on Post 2, Facebook user Max Gershenoff calls the Dyke March organizers 

“racists” (Line 1), demonstrating that he views the actions of the March as anti-Semitic in being 

racist toward Jews, and thus framing the Dyke March as anti-Semitic. This is shown in Figure 43 

below. 
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Figure 43. Post 2: Comment 30. 

 

Max accuses Dyke March organizers as “posing as progressives” (Line 1), implying that while 

the March espouses progressive values, their sentiments against Jews show them to be 

pretending to hold such political identities rather than actually being “real progressives” (Lines 

1-2). As Max states that “Real progressives aren’t antisemites” (Lines 1-2), he emphasizes his 

first point that the DC Dyke March is not progressive because it is anti-Semitic, showing his 

view that progressive values entail being against anti-Semitism. By using the adjective real to 

modify progressives as Max writes “Real progressives aren’t antisemites” (Lines 1-2), he 

emphasizes that the Dyke March is not comprised of ‘real’ progressives, and thus are faking this 

political identity as their morals contrast with progressive values.  

 Commenter Brian Daniel also constructs this frame as he argues that the Dyke March is a 

“hate group” (Line 4) that stands against progressive values. This is shown in Post 1: Comment 

49 below. 

 

 

Figure 44. Post 1: Comment 49. 
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Brian portrays the DC Dyke March organizers as “anti-Semitic liars” (Line 1) for what he calls a 

ban of Jewish symbols. Like Max Gershenoff in his comment in Figure 43, Brian ties their anti-

Semitism to their political values, arguing that they cannot be progressives because they are anti-

Semitic and anti-Semitism is antithetical to progressive values and morals. Addressing the DC 

Dyke March directly using the second person pronoun you (Lines 1-3), Brian argues that they 

“have NO place in the progressive tent” (Line 4), using negation with the emphasized word NO 

to presuppose that the Dyke March is an organization already under the “tent” that encompasses 

progressives. Brian also uses capitalization of the words specifically and only as he writes, “you 

have SPECIFICALLY singled out symbols from the Jewish state, and ONLY the Jewish state” 

(Lines 2-3), in order to emphasize that the Dyke March is only banning Jewish symbols, 

highlighting the anti-Semitism that he argues is behind the ban. While using presupposition to 

show readers of his comment that the Dyke March brands itself as progressive organization, 

Brian uses emphatic capitalization to argue that their morals are inconsistent with those of actual 

progressives, as the anti-Semitism he claims they demonstrate does not align with progressive 

morals.  

 On the other hand, Rebecca Frankel and other commenters portray the DC Dyke March 

organizers as being progressives who take up the left wing’s position of anti-Zionism as a form 

of anti-Semitism, as shown in her comment presented below. 
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Figure 45. Post 1: Comment 70. 

 

In this comment, Rebecca describes herself as “a Jew who supports a free Palestine who proudly 

wears the Star of David around her neck” (Lines 6-7), providing an anecdotal example that views 

on Israel and Palestine are not related to and are not in conflict with the symbol of the Star of 

David. Rebecca argues that the political Left relies on their views about the Israeli-Palestinian 

conflict and the ideology of anti-Zionism as an “excuse…to be antisemitic” (Lines 4-5). In using 

the word excuse here, Rebecca implies that left-wing people justify anti-Jewish sentiments and 

actions, such as those of the Dyke March, by invoking anti-Zionism, while they claim 

progressive beliefs in order to be covertly anti-Semitic. Rebecca directly describes the Dyke 

March organizers as “left-wing” (Line 5), while contesting the idea that some people on the Left, 

such as the Dyke March organizers, may maintain progressive political identities while actually 

opposing the accompanying morals of progressive ideologies by being anti-Semitic. By using the 

expression I’m so sick of (Line 4) to preface her view that left-wing people use their views on the 

Israeli-Palestinian conflict as rationale for being anti-Semitic, Rebecca portrays this type of 

moral inconsistency as common among those on the left side of the political spectrum; the Dyke 

March organizers are just another example of this “messed up” phenomenon (line 1). 

 In a later comment on Post 1, Facebook user Melanie Hecker also portrays the Dyke 

March as being a liberal organization that is anti-Semitic, using a meme-like image with overlaid 
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text to convey her message. While the post takes the form of a meme, with a photo and 

accompanying text within the image, my research shows that is has not been circulated online, 

although the photo is a stock photo. This leads me to believe that Melanie copied this photo from 

a website herself and added her own text. Melanie’s post is shown in Figure 46.  

 

 

Figure 46. Post 1: Comment 100. 

 

Melanie shares in her comment an image of a white blonde woman giving a thumbs up, with 

black text about anti-Semitic political beliefs overlaid on the photo. Since the Dyke March is 

considered by the public to be a liberal organization, Melanie shares this image to portray the 

organizers of the March as being “liberal anti-Semite[s]” (Lines 1f-1g). The text within the 

image that Melanie shares assumes that the post audience expects anti-Semites to be politically 

conservative, using the modifier just some in the sentence I’m not just some conservative anti-

Semite (Lines 1a-1d) to imply that the typical anti-Semite is politically conservative. The text 

within the image also makes this implication clear with the modifier actually a in the sentence 
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I’m actually a liberal anti-Semite (Lines 1e-1g), as the modifier indicates that it would be 

unexpected for a liberal to be anti-Semitic. Without directly attributing this stance to the DC 

Dyke March by captioning the image, Melanie’s comment implies that the photo and 

accompanying text are portraying the words, stance, and physical appearance and actions of a 

Dyke March organizer (presumably any Dyke March organizer rather than a specific person). 

This comment therefore constructs dialogue for an imagined Dyke March organizer, claiming 

that she is a “liberal anti-Semite” (Lines 1f-1g), portraying her as a liberal activist that the 

audience would expect but contrasting this assumed liberal identity with anti-Semitic beliefs that 

the imagined organizer holds.  

It is also worth noting that it is a white woman who is pictured in this image, as queer 

activists who are deemed problematic are often characterized by the queer community as 

typically being white and exerting white privilege. Additionally, there is a prominent trend in 

public media discourse (e.g. on Fox News) for young, blonde, white women to be political 

conservatives (e.g., as noted by Horsey, 2016), for example Megyn Kelly and Ann Coulter. It is 

likely that a stock photo of a blonde woman was selected to be accompanied by this text in order 

to reference this trope, serving to add a visual element to the expectation that the anti-Semitic 

person is conservative, rather than liberal. Melanie therefore uses multimodal strategies to 

construct the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it is morally inconsistent—

focusing on how the March’s morals go against those of liberal politics, even though the March 

claims to be fighting for progressive causes.  

 Commenters that construct the frame that the March is morally inconsistent with 

progressive values operate under the shared knowledge schema that progressives should not be 

anti-Semitic. Through the use of discursive strategies such as modifiers, and visual strategies 
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such as an inserted photo with text, commenters represent the Dyke March as holding views 

oppositional to progressives. These multimodal CMD strategies serve as framing devices that 

enact the frame that the March is morally inconsistent. These representations of the March are 

also related to the frame that the Dyke March spreads untruths and inaccuracies, as commenters 

portray the March as being duplicitous in their self-representations. 

 

4.3.2. Portraying the violation of LGBTQ+ morals 

 Many commenters that construct the frame that the Dyke March is problematic focus on 

the moral inconsistencies between expectations for LGBTQ+ actions, ideologies, and the actions 

and morals they ascribe to the Dyke March. In Post 2: Comment 26 below, Facebook user Julie 

Berger argues that the March has gone against its own mission of being “Dykes against 

Displacement” (see Section 3.1 for background) in its exclusion of Jews, portraying the March 

organizers as poor LGBTQ+ leaders.  

 

 

Figure 47. Post 2: Comment 26. 
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In her comment, Julie first reiterates the Dyke March’s 2019 theme of “Dykes against 

Displacement” (Line 1) so that she can then contest that they are not living according to this 

value. She uses rhetorical questions immediately after she names the Dyke March’s theme in 

order to directly challenge their claims to being queer leaders against the displacement of all 

people. She asks the question Except with Jews? (Line 1) to imply that the Dyke March is not 

against the displacement of Jews, and that they have shown this through their own actions. She 

then prompts, “You realized you displaced people from the LGBTQIA community through your 

choices correct?” (Lines 2-3) as a rhetorical tag question that implies that the Dyke March knew 

that they were displacing people from the queer community. Through the use of this strategy 

Julie portrays the Dyke March as going against their own mission by displacing Jews from the 

queer community. Julie then provides global population statistics in order to strengthen her claim 

that it is “problematic” (Line 8) for the Dyke March to exclude queer Jews. For example she 

states that “Jewish people are a **0.16% global minority**” (Lines 3-4), using asterisks (**) to 

add emphasis. She uses such statistics to demonstrate that queer Jews are a very small percentage 

of the world’s population and thus a “vulnerable minority group” (Line 11) that the Dyke March 

should protect. By using rhetorical questions and statistics, Julie argues that the Dyke March’s 

ban of the Jewish pride flag is “antithetical to [their] mission” (Line 12) of inclusion as queer 

leaders, and thus is acting in ways that morally conflict with their LGBTQ+ values.  

Commenter Aliza Samantha posts an image that relies on the expectation that the 

LGBTQ+ community should be against anti-Semitism to make a similar statement that the Dyke 

March demonstrates morals inconsistent with this LGBTQ+ value. Aliza shares an image of an 

LGBTQ+ Pride march, in which happy marchers wave the Jewish pride flag and Israeli flags 

next to each other. Overlaid onto the image is white text at the top that reads, “There’s no pride 
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in antisemitism” (Lines 1a-1b), and smaller text at the bottom with the name of the website 

jewbelong.com (Line 1c), showing that this photo is being shared from the site. Aliza’s comment 

can be seen in Figure 48 below.  

 

 

Figure 48. Post 1: Comment 48. 

 

Aliza posts this image both to directly state that anti-Semitism is against LGBTQ+ values, and to 

indirectly claim that the DC Dyke March is being anti-Semitic, and thus problematizes the 

organization as being against queer values. The photo shows happy marchers with rainbow beads 

and balloons, clearly part of an LGBTQ+ pride parade, with two people side by side carrying an 

Israeli flag and a Jewish pride flag. Aliza’s choice to share this particular image with its 

accompanying text, rather than just text with the phrase There’s no pride in antisemitism in her 

comment alone, illustrates her support for the Jewish pride flag (and probably also the state of 

Israel). The image, with the Jewish pride flag prominently displayed as its main focal point, 

portrays being pro-Jewish as a value possessed by the queer community, and when tied together 
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with the phrase There’s no pride in antisemitism (Lines 1a-1b) implies that taking a stance 

against the Jewish pride flag is anti-Semitic.  

The use of the word pride in “There’s no pride in antisemitism” (Lines 1a-b) both functions 

as a way of referring to LGBTQ+ people having pride and also as a way of referring to LGBTQ+ 

pride marches. Use of this word not only frames anti-Semitism as being against LGBTQ+ 

values, but also indicates that if a march is anti-Semitic, it’s not a pride march. This concept of a 

pride march is constructed multimodally to indirectly refer to the Dyke March, and to imply that 

its actions involving the ban of the Jewish pride flag are anti-Semitic and therefore antithetical to 

queer values. Given that an Israeli flag is also shown in this image (although less prominently), it 

is a possibility that the person posting this image also believes that banning the Israeli flag and 

taking an anti-Zionist stance are anti-Semitic, and thus also against queer values.  

 The image that Aliza shares contains text at the bottom reading “jewbelong.com” (Line 

1c), with pink text for the word Jew and white text for belong.com; these text colors serve to 

highlight the word Jew, and to split up the two words Jew and belong in the web address to 

clearly display that the website is about Jewish belonging. Using the rhyme of Jew and you, the 

website makes a play on words in its name to communicate the message that ‘as a Jew, you 

belong.’ JewBelong’s website shares that its mission is to help Jews and non-Jews who are part 

of the Jewish community “find the joy, meaning, relevance and connection that Judaism has to 

offer” (JewBelong, n.d.). For many images online like the one that Aliza shares here with 

overlaid text, it is common to have a line of text at the bottom that gives credit to a source for the 

image, which is often an organization, social media user, or website. This line of text therefore 

most likely serves to show the source of the image, while the web address also functions as a site 

that Aliza may be recommending to other those in the Jewish community viewing her comment, 
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potentially to those who are feeling upset by the Dyke March’s actions. In sharing this image, 

Aliza shows that LGBTQ+ values do not align with anti-Semitism, implies the March’s ban of 

the Jewish pride flag is anti-Semitic and thus against queer values, and displays that she is 

supportive of LGBTQ+ and Jewish inclusivity.  

Many commenters that problematize the March as displaying values that morally conflict 

with LGBTQ+ values reference and contrast the pro-LGBTQ+ policies of Israel and the anti-

LGBTQ+ policies of Palestine and other Middle Eastern countries. Commenters argue that the 

LGBTQ+ community should support Israel as a nation that has LGBTQ+ rights, and should not 

support Palestine because of its extremely anti-LGBTQ+ policies. In Figure 49, commenter 

Haviva Litman-Zwickler argues the Dyke March’s “vision of Queer Liberation” is “warped” 

(Lines 1-2) because it supports Palestine and not Israel.  

 

 

Figure 49. Post 1: Comment 38. 

 

In the op-ed linked to Post 1, Jewish Dyke March organizers Yael Horowitz and Rae Gaines 

(2019) argue that “violent nationalism does not fit with [their] vision of queer liberation,” and 

use this value to support their ban for the Jewish pride flag as they say it is reminiscent of the 

Israeli flag, symbolic of what they argue is a violent nationalist state. Haviva contests the 

March’s vision of “Queer Liberation” (Lines 1-2), calling their sense of this value “warped” 

(Line 1) to argue that their stated queer value is actually against LGBTQ+ values. She supports 

her argument by stating that “those Queer Arabs in GAZA are literally dying to get to live in 
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Israel under Israeli rule!” (Lines 2-3). Haviva here contrasts the Dyke March’s pro-Palestine 

position with her statement that queer Arabs in the Gaza Strip in Palestine are “literally dying,” 

which references the fact that many queer people in Gaza attempt to flee to Israel to escape 

murder and persecution at the hands of the Palestinian government and people. She also contrasts 

the Dyke March’s anti-Zionist position with Israel’s pro-LGBTQ+ policies, as she states that 

queer people in Palestine are dying as they flee to Israel to live under Israeli rule, indirectly 

making a statement about the Israeli’s government’s pro-LGBTQ+ policies. By portraying 

Palestine as a country unsafe for (Arab) queers, and Israel as a state safe for LGBTQ+ people, 

Haviva portrays the Dyke March as possessing anti-Zionist, pro-Palestine values that do not 

support the LGBTQ+ global community.  

 Facebook user Heidi Rechteger also makes such references to construct the frame that the 

March is problematic because its actions morally conflict with LGBTQ+ values, a contrast which 

she calls ‘ironic’ in Post 1: Comment 32 below.  

 

 

Figure 50. Post 1: Comment 32. 

 

After first constructing the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it inaccurately 

conflates the Star of David with the state of Israel, Heidi goes on to directly address the Dyke 

March as she says, “And here’s a little piece of irony for you” (Lines 4-5), beginning her 
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portrayal of the Dyke March as acting against LGBTQ+ values. The irony that the describes is 

that the Dyke March is not able to (literally) live by their values of being pro-Palestine and anti-

Zionist, as they’d be killed if they outed themselves in Palestine (Gaza and the West Bank) as 

well as “everywhere else in the Middle East” other than Israel (Lines 5-7). Heidi therefore uses 

references to Israel and Palestine’s contrasting policies toward the LGBTQ+ community to 

undermine the Dyke March’s claims about their efforts on behalf of the LGBTQ+ community; 

she represents their ban of the flag as an act which morally conflicts with queer values. 

 While commenters such as Haviva and Heidi portray Israel as pro-LGBTQ+ and 

Palestine as anti-LGBTQ+ to represent the Dyke March as problematic, none of the commenters 

in the data set discuss Israel’s record of negative actions toward LGBTQ+ people. As 

overviewed in Section 3.1, while Israel has official laws that benefit and protect the LGBTQ+ 

community (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2018), the state also blackmails queer people 

living in Palestine (O’Connor, 2013) and persecutes those who flee to Israel from Palestine 

(Feng, 2014). As commenters represent Israel as simply pro-LGBTQ+ in order to frame the anti-

Zionist ideology of the Dyke March as anti-LGBTQ+, they construct this frame through using a 

strategy of omission as they include pro-LGBTQ+ policies in their comments but do not 

recognize that the country also acts against queer people.   

 

4.3.3. Portraying the violation of Jewish morals  

Multiple commenters also argue that the Dyke March is problematic because the 

organizers’ values and actions are morally inconsistent with Jewish values. These comments 

primarily focus on Dyke March organizers Yael Horowitz and Rae Gaines who authored the 

linked Op-Ed in Post 1, titled “We don’t have to choose between Dyke and Jewish identities” 
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(Horowitz & Gaines, 2019). In the article, Horowitz and Gaines describe themselves as “openly 

self-loving Anti-Zionist Dyke Jews” and argue that anti-Zionism is key to queer and Jewish 

liberation, as it is “bound up with the liberation of all peoples, Palestinians included.” The two 

organizers claim that the March’s ban of the Jewish pride is not anti-Semitic, but rather reflects 

their Jewish values and identities. Commenters negatively evaluate these claims, arguing that the 

stances of Horowitz and Gaines on the ban of the Jewish pride flag and anti-Zionism are anti-

Jewish, and that the two women are being used by the Dyke March as ‘token’ Jews to support an 

anti-Semitic agenda. In other words, they are acting against their own Jewish values. 

 In her comment on Post 1, Sam Katz-Gillett refers to Horowitz and Gaines as “these 2 

Jewish women” (Line 5), and describes the two Dyke March organizers as “traitors to their own” 

(Line 9) Jewish people. Sam’s comment is shown below in Figure 51. 

 

 

Figure 51. Post 1: Comment 107. 

 

Sam begins her comment on Post 1 by naming “the dc dyke march anti-semitism” (Line 2) that 

she claims is at hand in both the March’s former actions and the statements in Post 1 and the 

linked article, saying that the post worsened the situation of anti-Semitism. This directly 
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constructs the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because it is anti-Semitic. Sam then 

goes on to compare the Dyke March to Donald Trump, likening the March’s display of its Jewish 

organizers in Post 1 to when Donald Trump “had 1 black lady in the background at his 

inauguration to ‘prove’ he wasn’t racist” (Lines 3-4). In using quotation marks around the word 

prove, Sam demonstrates that she is being sarcastic in her statement, and uses this as a strategy to 

state that the Trump administration strategically placed a token black woman in a camera shot to 

try to temper claims of racism, while still actually remaining racist. Sam therefore uses this 

comparison to depict Horowitz and Gaines as token Jews who are being used by the Dyke March 

in order to deceptively portray itself as not being anti-Semitic. This allows for Sam to go on to 

shame the two Jewish women for their complicity in the Dyke March’s anti-Semitism. 

Comparison to Trump is a strategy used here to also construct the frame that the Dyke March 

spreads untruths, as Sam uses the comparison to claim that the March has ulterior, anti-Semitic 

motives to putting its Jewish organizers on display. I discussed this strategy of comparison to 

Trump in Section 4.2.5 as a common method of constructing this frame.  

 Sam calls the Dyke March a “monster” (Line 6), and uses the metaphor that Horowitz 

and Gaines are feeding it to argue that they are stoking the anti-Semitism of the March through 

their actions. As she claims that the two organizers are against the values and best interest of the 

Jewish people, Sam uses the phrase their own (Lines 7, 9) in two different accusations in order to 

emphasize that the organizers are Jewish people who are acting oppressively against their fellow 

Jews. Using the term we (Line 7) to construct her Jewish identity and align herself with Judaism, 

Sam indicates that “In Judaism there is a name a name that we blot out in the Torah of a man 

who tried to dim the light of his own people” (Lines 7-9). While Sam does not directly state that 

the names of Horowitz and Gaines would be blotted out if in the Torah, the context of her 
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statement about this religious practice implies that they are people who have betrayed their own 

kind. Sam thus grounds her criticism of the two organizers in Jewish religious practices, and 

goes on to make the assumption/accusation of “I guess they fell asleep during Hebrew school” 

(Lines 10-11), using the introductory phrase I guess to indicate that she is deriving this 

assumption through knowledge of their actions. In other words, she implies that anyone who 

attended and internalized the lessons of Hebrew school would not act as Horowitz and Gaines 

have. Sam makes reference to Jewish religious education in order to indicate that the two women 

did not learn Jewish values during their upbringings (as they were “asleep”(Line 10)), and to also 

claim that they did not care about learning about Judaism and Jewish values as kids. These 

claims are grounded in Sam’s views that their actions are anti-Semitic. In casting these 

aspersions on Horowitz and Gaines, Sam directly asserts that they are not supporting the cause of 

what she calls “justice and equallity” (Line 10) in their own actions (paraphrasing the organizers’ 

statement that they’re fighting for the “liberation of all peoples”), and instead are supporting an 

anti-Semitic organization against the morals of the Jewish people. Sam therefore uses these 

linguistic strategies to construct the frame that the Dyke March organizers (especially Horowitz 

and Gaines) are problematic because their morals are inconsistent with Jewish morals and 

ideologies.  

 Commenter Hal Shapiro also names one of the two organizers as he constructs the frame 

that the Dyke March is morally inconsistent, calling Yael Horowitz “a self hating Jew” (Line 4), 

as shown in Figure 52 below. 
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Figure 52. Post 1: Comment 21. 

 

Hal begins his post by directly addressing the Dyke March using the second person pronoun you, 

and describes their policy “allowing Palestinian flags, but no Jewish Star pride flags” (Lines 1-

2). He uses the common strategy of referring to the Star of David as he uses the name Jewish 

Star pride flags (Line 2) for the Jewish pride flag, which serves to frame the March as being anti-

Semitic because it has banned a Jewish symbol. By introducing the March’s ban in this way in 

his first sentence, Hal establishes that his comment will address what he views as the March’s 

pro-Palestine, anti-Semitic act of banning the flag. Next stating, “I don’t care that event 

organizer Yael Horowitz is Jewish” (Lines 2-3), Hal makes reference to the Jewish organizer in 

order to imply that she is being tokenized by the March (as Sam also suggested in Figure 51) in 

order for the organization to claim that it’s not anti-Semitic, even though, Hal argues, the ban is 

actually “nothing more than anti-Semitism” (Lines 3-4). Hal’s reference to Horowitz not only 

allows for him to make a statement about the March as a whole being anti-Semitic, but also to 

construct the March as being against Jewish values as he calls Horowitz a “self-hating Jew” 

(Line 4) for being involved as an organizer.  

Hal uses negation to augment his claim that Horowitz is a self-hating Jew, stating that 

he’s “not ever” (Line 5) used that term before in order to demonstrate that this is one of the worst 

situations he has ever seen of a Jew going against their own people, as he’s never before been 
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compelled to use the term to refer to anyone else. Hal frames the problematic nature of the 

March as being inconsistent with Jewish morals as he goes on to say that “anyone…as a fellow 

Jew” who supports Horowitz or also takes her position is “dead to [him]” (Lines 5-7). By using 

the phrase as a fellow Jew (Lines 6-7), Horowitz specifically calls out any Jews who support 

what he views as the Dyke March’s pro-Palestine, anti-Semitic views. He constructs the idea that 

good Jews should not be pro-Palestine and anti-Zionist (as the March claims to be), as these 

ideologies are only held by bad Jews who hate their own people. Overall Hal employs strong 

criticism of Horowitz as a strategy to construct the March as problematic because its positions 

morally conflict with being pro-Jewish. 

James Price also strongly condemns Horowitz and Gaines in his comment on Post 1, calling 

them “beyond redemption” (Line 1) for their support of Palestine. James’ comment is shown in 

the example below.  

 

 

Figure 53. Post 1: Comment 82. 

 

In stating that the two Jewish organizers “are beyond redemption” (Line 1), James condemns the 

two op-ed writers for their remarks, tying this condemnation to their support of Palestine, as he 

states that “gay Jewish people who do so are batshit crazy” (Lines 3-4). The phrase beyond 

redemption is ambiguous and polysemous in this context, as it could be used to argue that 

Horowitz and Gaines are so bad that they cannot be improved, or that they will not be able to 

make amends with their own gay and Jewish communities because of their actions, or both. 
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James constructs the frame that the Dyke March is problematic because its stances morally 

conflict with supporting gay and Jewish people. He represents support for Palestine as being 

against LGBTQ+ values, calling gay people who are pro-Palestine “twisted” (Line 3), and also as 

being against Jewish values, saying that “gay Jewish people who do so are batshit crazy” (Lines 

3-4). In using two different adjective phrases to refer to gay people who support Palestine 

(“twisted”) and gay Jewish people who support Palestine (“batshit crazy”), James creates a 

contrast showing that he believes that being pro-Palestine is both against Jewish and against 

LGBTQ+ values. Using the adverb batshit to modify the adjective crazy, James constructs a very 

strong sense that to be pro-Palestine is to be anti-LGBTQ+ and anti-Jewish, and thus is much 

more reprehensible as an ideology held by gay Jews. While James directs this statement to be 

generally about gay and gay Jewish people, he uses this statement to support his former remark 

about Canary Mission which implies that Horowitz and Gaines are bad Jews who are anti-

Semitic. 

 In stating that he “hope[s] canary mission has them in their database” (Line 2), James  

shows that he believes that Horowitz and Gaines are anti-Semitic. Canary Mission is an 

organization that states its mission is to “document individuals and organizations that promote 

hatred of the USA, Israel and Jews on North American college campuses” with the goal of 

combating “the rise of anti-Semitism” (Canary Mission, n.d.). The organization’s website 

contains a searchable database with profiles on those who it has identified to be anti-Semitic, 

with detailed, publicly available information about each person. This can include names, photos, 

employers, social media accounts, and personal information. The organization has also posted to 

Twitter the names and employers of certain individuals on its list. In 2016, over one thousand 

faculty members at universities across North America signed a statement condemning Canary 
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Mission “as an effort to intimidate and blacklist students and faculty who stand for justice for 

Palestinians” (Jewish Voice for Peace, n.d.). James’ comment shows that he supports Canary 

Mission, and he makes reference to the organization in order to argue that the organizers are anti-

Semitic in their support for the ban of the Jewish pride flag and their support for Palestine. This 

strategy of referring to Canary Mission allows for James to indirectly state that he believes the 

organizers are anti-Semitic, while also constructing his strong viewpoint that the organizers’ 

actions are so bad that they should be reported and entered into a public database. In fact, Rae 

Gaines has an entry in the Canary Mission database (Canary Mission, 2020), with a profile 

including her photo, social media links, employment information, and a detailed record of her 

pro-Palestine and anti-Zionist activism. James therefore uses adjective phrases and references to 

Horowitz and Gaines and to Canary Mission to very strongly construct the frame that the Dyke 

March is problematic because its actions and ideologies are against gay and Jewish people. 

 This analysis has illustrated that commenters frame the March as morally inconsistent 

with Jewish values primarily through references to the two Jewish Dyke March organizers who 

have been publicly vocal. Commenters also use communicative strategies such as metaphor, 

religious reference, and modifiers to construct this framing of the DC Dyke March on Facebook. 

I have also demonstrated that commenters construct two other primary framings of the ways in 

which the Dyke March is morally inconsistent: the March is inconsistent with progressive values, 

and the March is inconsistent with LGBTQ+ values. Commenters use a range of semiotic 

resources including images, text, and references to websites, to form strategies that multimodally 

and diversely construct this frame of interpretation. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

 

In this study, I have demonstrated that commenters on two June 2019 DC Dyke March 

Facebook posts multimodally construct meanings and interpretations of a perceived reality 

through interaction online, enacting three separate yet interconnected frames of interpretation to 

problematize the DC Dyke March. My analysis brings together two understandings of frame. 

Specifically, it builds on Tannen (1993) and Tannen and Wallat’s (1993) discussion of 

interactive frames and knowledge schemas, which outlines how participants develop 

understandings of communicative situations based on their prior knowledge and experiences in 

the world and how they construct social situations moment-by-moment in interaction, and 

integrates this with Entman’s (1993) conception of frame as a sense of perceived reality made 

salient and represented to others through specific patterns of exclusion, emphasis, and inclusion. 

I showed that and how the commenters construct three primary frames through which they make 

sense of the DC Dyke March and its 2019 ban of the Jewish pride flag, representing the March as 

problematic because it is anti-Semitic, problematic because it spreads untruths and inaccuracies, 

and problematic because it is morally inconsistent. Drawing on social semiotic theory as well as 

insights from Computer-Mediated Discourse research, I examined discourse on Facebook, 

demonstrating how commenters use a variety of multimodal strategies to enact each of these 

frames of interpretation when responding to the post of a public Facebook organization. My 

findings illuminate how different communicative strategies are used to construct each of the 

three frames of interpretation. While some strategies, such as the use of second person pronouns 

to directly address the DC Dyke March, are used by participants to construct more than one 

frame, others such as linking to videos of the March, are used primarily to construct just one.  
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These framing strategies take place across a range of semiotic modes, including the use 

of English and Hebrew text, hyperlinking, and the use of images, as well as images with overlaid 

text and symbols. I showed that participants frame the DC Dyke March as anti-Semitic through 

the use of textual references to, and images of and related to the Star of David; rhetorical 

questions; comparisons to Nazis; and memes. As participants enact the frame that the March 

spreads untruths and inaccuracies, they predominantly use explanations of the history of the Star 

of David, challenges to claims of similarity between the Jewish pride and Israeli flag, photos of 

flags, what Tannen (2007) calls “constructed dialogue,” hyperlinks to and descriptions of video 

of the March, and comparisons to United States President Donald Trump. Commenters construct 

the frame of interpretation that the Dyke March is morally inconsistent with progressive values, 

LGBTQ+ values, and Jewish values as they use communicative strategies that reflect their 

expectations for what members of an organization that claim to hold these values should be and 

to contrast the Dyke March’s actions and statements with such values. Commenters primarily use 

images with overlaid text, references and links to websites, modifiers, religious references, and 

references to Israel and Palestine as strategies to problematize the Dyke March as morally 

inconsistent. My findings support studies previously showing that such features are used as 

strategies for meaning making and to problematize issues, such as Kligler-Vilenchik and 

Thorson’s (2016) and Al Zidjaly’s (2017) studies on memes, Kleinke’s (2012) and Fozdar’s 

(2008) studies of rhetorical questions, and Burke and Goodman’s (2012) study of Nazi 

references in Facebook groups. It also lends new insights into how commonly-studied linguistic 

strategies, such as constructed dialogue and rhetorical questions, function to frame a 

controversial happening in an online context.  
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This study also lends insight into how queerness is viewed in the LGBTQ+ community as 

an ideology which transcends gender and sexuality. While problematizing the March using 

various frames, queerness is also “framed” in a certain way. Queerness is constructed as an 

identity which entails support and respect for religious freedom, such as allowing Jews, 

Christians, Muslims, and people of all religions to express themselves openly at a pride march. 

Queerness is also assumed to be tied to progressive political values, and to stand against political 

and religious oppression. Queer leaders who are perceived not to possess or display these values 

are cast as people who are poor leaders and who should not represent or serve the queer 

community. 

As this is a case study of the ways in which interactants multimodally frame one 

organization/issue on Facebook, these findings are limited in scope. In order to create a more 

solid understanding of how participants communicate across semiotic modes online to 

interactionally frame an issue for themselves and others, a greater number of studies examining a 

wider array of responses to issues in comments in electronic communication should be carried 

out. Further exploring the ways in which members of the LGBTQ+, Jewish, and DC Dyke 

March communities construct understanding of the DC Dyke March would also meaningfully 

expand the findings of this study. Conducting in-person interviews with organizers and 

community members, as well as examining media coverage and framings of the March, could 

provide insight into how interactants enact the three frames examined in this paper, as well as 

others, through multimodal strategies over different media of communication. It would also be 

worthwhile to examine an incident that was framed in positive as well as negative ways by 

posters.  
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 To conclude, my analysis bridged two separate approaches to examine the construction of 

meaning, thus bringing into dialogue two types of research that use the same basic analytic 

notion – frame. This study suggests that it would be beneficial for linguists to implement such a 

perspective in examining how participants interactionally make sense of other situations on 

social media. This would allow sociolinguistic studies of frame to explore participants’ senses of 

“what’s going on” in a broader cultural and political situation outside of the current interaction, 

which would help increase scholarly understandings of how interactants use communicative 

strategies to make sense of the world. I have shown how participants communicate online using 

diverse semiotic resources in order to problematize an issue that emerged in the queer and Jewish 

communities, and to represent their own moral values. In so doing, I uncovered some of the 

complexities involved in framing an issue online, highlighted the multimodal nature of framing 

in this context, and showed how people construct diverse interpretations of an incident that 

highlighted their own multifaceted identities, beliefs, and experiences. 
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