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Criteria Definition Maximum Points 

Major Criteria    

 Contribution and argument 
(quality of research and analysis, 
originality) 

50 46 

 Research question (definition of 
objectives, plausibility of 
hypotheses) 

15 13 

 Theoretical framework (methods 
relevant to the research question)  

15 10 

Total  80 69 

Minor Criteria    

 Sources, literature 10 9 

 Presentation (language, style, 
cohesion) 

5 4 

 Manuscript form (structure, logical 
coherence, layout, tables, figures) 

5 5 

Total  20 18 

    

TOTAL  100 87 

 
Plagiarism-check match score:  
The similarity score is higher than usual (Turnitin’s overall similarity 24%), but this is given 
by the higher number of quotes from primary and secondary sources which are all properly 
cited. 
 
Reviewer’s commentary according to the above criteria): 
The submitted bachelor thesis offers a discursive analysis of climate migration as viewed 
and understood by US Republican and Democratic party. The author does a great work in 
introducing the topic and its relevance in current politics. The thesis combines several 
theoretical frameworks (Foucault, Fairclough, Woods) and proceeds with analyzing the 
speech acts uttered by top representatives from both parties. The author concludes by 
clarifying the differences between the two parties. 
 
The thesis is strong with analysing the primary sources (speech acts), but somehow lack 
the coherence between the theoretical and analytical part. The theoretical part would 
benefit from discussing the constitutive role of language (not just its importance), as well 
as proper definition of discourse (how does the author understand it, how does it differ 
from frameworks, narratives, or political ideologies). With respect to methodology, the 
author introduces three relevant frameworks, but does not discuss how the three are (or 
can be) combined. Even though the chapter contains extensive discussion of Foucault and 
Fairclough, it seems that the method is mostly guided by Woods (with limited focus on 



further societal context or power dynamics behind the linguistic component of the speech 
acts). As a result, the analysis is more to the Political Communication analysis, than the 
Critical Discourse Analysis. 
 
The author explains the performed analysis well. I appreciate namely the reasoning behind 
why illegal immigration is relevant topic for studying the topic (of climate migration) and 
self-awareness of the author as being embedded herself in the discussed topic. However, 
the analysis can go deeper, it usually remains at the linguistic level (reflecting mainly 
Woods) without, e.g., discussing the power dynamics behind the use of specific linguistic 
tools. Also the reader may wonder whether the use of news aggregators (like Factiva, 
Nexus, …) would not result in richer corpus of texts for analysis. The research question is 
addressed well on the level of individual speakers, but it is unclear how those individual 
speech acts aggregate to Democratic or Republican discourse (the discussion towards the 
end of the thesis focus more on the ideological differences). 
 
The thesis is written in an excellent language, it flows well in most places. However, there 
are several unconnected parts, and unfinished sentences. There is also a higher number 
of typos, like: 

- “immigration and cliamte” (p.1) 
- “Climate Migrants” (p.13) 
- “increase [e]quality between immigrants and receiving population” (p.16) 
- “how much narratives … have on citizens” (impact?, p. 16) 
- “views on immigration policy along policy lines” (differ?, p. 19) 
- “the next section will discuss what critical discourse analysis is and …” (what is the 

rest of the sentence?, p. 28) 
- etc. 

Those issues could have been eliminated by proper editing the final text (especially given 
that the author is English native speaker). 
 
The thesis is sourced well. The only issue is referring to some sources simply by their URL 
link (p. 39, 46) which is not a complete reference, as the URL address can change easily. 
 
Proposed grade: B 
 
Suggested questions for the defence are:  

- Are the two discourse on climate migration so different if key democratic speakers 
also talks often about threats connected to climate-change-induced migration (aka 
threats coming from illegal immigration)? 

- Would you say that elites intentionally manipulate their audiences through specific 
frames being used, or do they rather co-constitute the discourse alongside the other 
users? 

 
I recommend the thesis for final defence.  
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Overall grading scheme at FSV UK: 

TOTAL POINTS GRADE Quality standard 

91 – 100 A = outstanding (high honor) 

81 – 90 B = superior (honor) 

71 – 80 C = good 

61 – 70 D = satisfactory  

51 – 60 E = low pass at a margin of failure 

0 F = failing. The thesis is not recommended for defence.  
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