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Abstract

The analysis of selected political speeches in terms of Critical
Discourse Analysis is the main domain of this thesis. The study has
succeeded in showing that hedging in political discourse is more
comprehensive than that embrace in politeness theory, it includes all
persuasion- enhancing strategies that politicians employ to mislead
public without being committed to lying. Hedging in the political
speeches is not limited in its  manifestations. It is of a multifarious
nature. Hopefully, this study has revealed different, but not all kinds
of hedging strategies. The study posits an important ideological
component of political discourse that relates to the strategic use of
hedging. It is revealed that the use of hedges is often one of the
characteristics of the political discourse. Politicians, in their
speeches, resort to the use of hedging so as to free themselves from
any responsibility or get rid of any criticism posited by their
opponents when deciding their policies



