Summary of major points to be addressed:
1. The main difficulties with the article are methodological. You should have a methodology section after the introduction. In it you should explain
a. What methods did you use to select the metaphors? 
b. How representative is your selection in the larger corpus of Arafat's political speech/writing? 
c. How did you come upon the categories/classification to which the different metaphors belong? What guiding principles did you select and why? 
d. Explain what method/principles you used in analyzing your selected metaphors (presumably this goes to CDA, but there is need to explain what version(s) of CDA did you appeal to and how it actually directed your analysis – currently, the role of CDA in the paper is unclear).
e. All this goes to the issue of the significance and generalizability of your work as well as its objectivity. Currently, you have a selection of metaphors from different places. There is no sense of how representative this selection is and therefore no sense of how what you say about these specific examples should translate into our understanding of Arafat and his use of metaphors (or anything else, really). 
2. The introduction should include much more detail about the structure of the paper and the flow of the argument through it, i.e., it should contain an outline. The reader should be able to anticipate the progression of the paper and at every point be clear on where they are in the process. The introduction should:
a. foreshadow what you intend to do in the paper as a whole, 
b. explain what each section will be doing, 
c. how each section relates to the larger project in the paper, 
d. how each section relates to the other sections, before and after it. 
3. I think that you can eliminate some of the sections (and use the spare room to discuss methodology). In particular, I think that sections 2, 3.1 and 4.1, are not necessary for the purposes of the paper. If you do choose to keep them you should make them more informative (i.e., less obvious) and make very clear how they contribute to your specific project about Arafat and his use of metaphor. 
a. Sec. 2 discusses the holocaust in Israeli culture – the discussion should already be familiar to any reader, and it isn’t clear in what way it is helpful for this specific paper. If you really want to retain it, maybe use some of this discussion in your introduction of the relevant metaphor category.
b. 3.1. (and the last three paragraphs of 3.1.1) discusses rhetoric in general. The section is much too general to be informative and does not seem specifically relevant to your particular project. You can skip directly to discuss, in more detail, rhetoric in the Arab world (but then also make sure to emphasize what’s specifically special about Arab rhetoric).
c. 4.1 concerns topos. It too is much too general, and common knowledge, to be informative and helpful for your specific project. 
d. You may want to consider adding more context about the specifics of language in Palestinian culture, if there is anything about the nature of language, especially in a public context, that may make the use of metaphors more effective.
4. Your presentation of the metaphors in Sec. 4.2 can use some reorganization. In particular, 
a. You should aim for a uniform style of presentation. If you begin with a discussion of the general category and allude to the examples following it, you should do it with respect to every category. And if you have a short discussion of the metaphors after presenting them you should do so for every metaphor throughout the paper. 
b. However, I think it is a waste of space, and an opportunity for creating unnecessary conflict within the text, to discuss/interpret the metaphors twice, first in the introduction to each category and then after presenting them. Also, discussing them before presenting them is always problematic, the reader doesn't yet know what you're talking about and feels the urge to scroll down and then return to the discussion. There's no need for it. 
c. So - I suggest you only give a very general discussion of each category and then give the examples and leave all the interpretation and discussion of each example to directly after presenting it. 
d. The tables at the end should be moved into the appropriate metaphor category.
5. The conclusion, as it is now, is not very helpful. It can involve some summary of the work done earlier but it should not be copied from it. It should also make clear a) how everything comes together in the paper (i.e., what the entire work sums up to), specifically how your methods allow us to draw insights (and what these are) from attending to the metaphors youd uncovered in Arafat’s speech; b) how the paper might be significant outside of what it already contains (e.g., what it tells us about the particular characteristics of Arafat’s political discourse, why he was so influential with the Palestinian audience, how your method might generalize to other political figures, etc.); and c) anticipate some of the limitations of the paper (e.g., limited selection of metaphors, i.e., conclusions could be strengthened with future work on other texts, etc.). 
6. Finally, given that the text is in English but referring to Arabic speech/text, it is very important to mention the source of the translations. Did you do them or were they translated by a third party.

Suggested Outline: 

1. Abstract
2. Introduction 
a. What you already have is good, though the aim of the paper and its ambitions need to be clearer
b. I don’t think you need the sections about rhetoric and topos, but if you do want to keep some of that discussion it can go here.
c. Outline of the paper (in section 1 I do this which leads me to section 2 where I do this, which leads to section 3 where I presents so and so…. etc.)
3. Methodology
a. CDA (different kinds and which will be most relevant here) 
b. Conceptual metaphor theory (CMT)
c. Selection methods of metaphors
d. Methods of classification
e. Methods of analysis/interpretation, presumably referring to CDA and CMT
f. A few words about the translations in the paper
4. Metaphors in Arafat’s political discourse
a. Here you can have a subsection for each category. Each category should have a general discussion, followed by examples, and each example followed by an interpretation and discussion. It should be clear how each example and how your interpretation both flow from the methods you identified in the methods section (2).
b. Also, instead of your section 4, where you discuss conceptualization and have the different tables that summarize the mappings (from source to target) in each category, it would be better to include those tables here at the end of each category after presenting its examples. But then you should have your general discussion of conceptualization (which is now at the beginning of your sec. 4) at the start of this section. 
5. Discussion and conclusion
a. This should be more than repeating what was said before. (See my comment above)
