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	Thesis statement formulation 
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	Evaluation justification (strengths and weaknesses of thesis):

The thesis is devoted to the current political rhetoric of the key political figures of the USA, President Biden and Vice President Harris. The paper is rooted in Critical Rhetoric and Critical Discourse Analysis and uses the methods developed by these disciplines to analyze selected political texts. 
Strenghts

1. The paper uses quite solid theoretical background, which includes both classical and most recent publications. 

2. The thesis focuses on the most important persuasive features of political speeches, which include metaphors, metonymies, polarization strategy, ideologies, repetition, face-work and humour as well as hyperbolization. 

3. The thesis uses up-to-date material and discusses topical issues related to the world and American politics. 
Weaknesses
1. Though the paper relies on quite an extensive list of theoretical works, some classics are missing, quite surprisingly: e.g., van Dijk (mentioned, but not cited; see p. 28) in the discussion of ideology, Us/Them dichotomy, or Aristotle in the discussion of ethos, pathos and logs, or Charteris-Black in the discussion of political metaphor, etc.  
2. The paper focuses on two types of manipulation and persuasion strategies in the speeches: textual elements and discourse features. I believe a better grouping of these features was required in the analytical part. For instance, metaphor, metonymy and repetition are obvious text-level features, while polarization and ideology can be traced at discourse level and would rely perhaps on metaphors, metonymies and repetitions traced in the texts. 
3. Some statistics are missing. For instance, in 5.1.1, 5.2.1 and 5.3.1 the reader would be curious to know how often the politicians use metaphorical language (the student just writes, “There are some examples…, p. 32, or “The metaphor was widely used in all three areas of analysis”, p. 59). Perhaps Cognitive Metaphor Theory would have been a good analytical tool to help with the analysis of the metaphorics. 
4. Conclusions are presented in only one paragraph and are more of a summary than a proper conclusion. Perhaps, it would have been a better idea to merge 5.4 and 6. As for subchapter 5.4., it is a bit superficial. For instance, the student claims that “Some metaphors from international issues attracted the attention of journalists”, but never exemplifies the statement. Or, though the student summarises rhetorical and discursive strategies traced in the three groups of speeches analyzed, she leaves the reader with the question of “so what?”: are these strategies effective, why are they used, what do they mean for the speaker and their audience and so on?
5. The paper uses end punctuation incorrectly: for some reason, references appear after the full stops even though they refer to the statement before the full stop. 


	Questions to be answered by student:

1. What effect do the analyzed rhetorical and discursive strategies have? Please, talk about each strategy you discussed in the thesis. 
2. In your analysis of humor that found its way into the speeches, you conclude that “President and Vice President wanted to show off that they were one of the citizens…” (p. 60). What is the role of self-deprecating humor in political discourse? Why do politicians do that? How effective is this strategy?
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