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The objective of classical rhetoric lies in the
demarcation, categorization and analysis of persuasive
elements from the multitude of human discourses;
among the amalgam of many perspectives in New
Rhetoric, in spite of the spread of rhetoric from its
original habitat in the world of direct vocal exchange
into newly created areas of discourses, the common
focus is still on persuasion. However, in the
postmodernism context, “persuasion” has become the
rhetoric on the stratum of discourse across genres.
Moreover, a comprehensive, explorative and practical
discourse research paradigm makes a prerequisite the
interface between functional text linguistics, genre
analysis and rhetoric.

In real communication acts, in concrete generic
practices, how is “ persuasion” defined from the
perspectives of language as socio-cognitive, as generic
action, and as functional discourse semantic, how is
“persuasion” realized, on the discourse level, as lexico-
grammar, semantics, structure and informational web?
Is it possible for an inter-disciplinary and feasible
rationale to, theoretically, tackle the issue of the
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above mentioned disciplinary interface, and practically, based on
the exploration of corpus, apply to real communications, genre
pedagogy and research?

In the above contexts, this dissertation assimilates, investigates
and develops Burkology in New Rhetoric, the genre-based view of
discourse analysis, and the newly founded Appraisal theory in
Systemic  Functional Grammar, to firstly, construct a
multidisciplinary philosophical model of persuasion, then,
theoretically and experimentally, to explore the functional
grammatical patterns and modes of that model in the members of the
Promotional Genre Colony.

Theoretically, through constructing a text analysis framework
of the interdisciplinary interface nature and then probing into the
practices of authentic text data across different domains, this
dissertation attempts to find the systemic, functional and socio-
cognitive rationale and paradigms of persuasion in the English
Promotional Genre Colony; and pedagogically, this dissertation is
supposed to provide insights and resources for ESP and EAP teaching
and research. :

As an overall framing of this study, a very general explanation
of the origins and objectives, terminologies, data rationales,
theoretical sources and methodology of this study, is provided in
Chapter 1, Part One.

Chapters 2 as the literature review, positions this study of
persuasion in diachronic and synchronic interdisciplinary landscapes.
Besides relating this present study to other works in rhetoric, genre
theory and functionalism theory of evaluation, this chapter makes a
critical survey of those related studies, pointing out the gaps in
which this dissertation is promised to fill.

Part Two provides the theoretical rationale construction. The
interdisciplinary rationale construction means that it is addressed
progressively through a number of chapters in this dissertation. In
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Chapter 3, Burkology in New Rhetoric is investigated and applied to
define and explicate persuasion as the rhetorical discourse semantic
construction of socio-semiotic identification and consubstantiation.
Since persuasion as a rhetorical attempt must operate in generic
units, and genre is the mechanics through which we do rhetorical
persuasion, Chapter 4 defines and demarcates, firstly, genre as the
site of centrifugal and centripetal forces at work in the rhetorical
community, secondly, the Promotional Genre Colony as a genre
group integrating assimilation and colonization. Moreover, Chapter
4 explicates the agnation of the Promotional Genre Colony through
applying topology as the interdiscursivity rationale. Evaluation, as
the linguistic discourse semantic resources for the expression of the
addressor’s socio-cognitive elements of attitude, stance, viewpoint or
feelings, for his projection of ex-textual world, and for his
negotiation and interaction with his audience, represents itself as the
key dimension in our pursuit of the linguistic realization of the
rhetorical and generic persuasion. Chapter 5 briefly explores the
evaluative theoretical construction which is mainly informed by the
Appraisal theory, the recent development of evaluation research in
SFL tradition.

Chapter 6 synoptically depicts a three-dimensional discourse
semantic construction of persuasion: on the rhetorical discourse
semantic level, persuasion is identified as a discourse act; on the
generic discourse semantic level, persuasion is instantiated as the
generic organization and on the linguistic discourse semantic level,
persuasion is interpersonally instantiated as the functional
phenomenon—evaluation. ;

The three-dimensional model of persuasion provides a compass
to locate the detailed and kaleidoscopic operational grammars in the
members of the Promotional Genre Colony in Part Three. Corpora
of the fundraising letters and the RA introductions are set up by the
author of this dissertation as the resources for data analysis. The
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aims of data analysis are not only to find the general applicability of
the three-dimensional model of persuasion in different generic
actions but also to locate the detailed instantiation modes and
patterns in specific generic actions.

Chapter 7 probes into the three-dimensional persuasive paradigm
in the fundraising letters as Macro-proposals. The Attitude resources
as the sub-system choices of Appraisal are found to instantiate and
scaffold the three-dimensional persuasion. Chapter 8 probes into the
three-dimensional persuasive paradigm in the fundraising letters with
Macro-propositions embedded in Macro-proposals. The Attitude
resources are found to instantiate and scaffold meta-relations of
rhetorical identification and to act as growth-points of the
interactive generic pattern and matrix. Chapter 9 and Chapter 10
respectively probe into the three-dimensional persuasive paradigms in
the RA introductions as Macro-propositions. The Graduation
resources as the sub-system choices of Appraisal are found to
instantiate and scaffold the three-dimensional persuasion. And when
persuasion in the RA introductions is treated as the negotiation of
identification in the disciplinary rhetorical community, the
Engagement resources as the sub-system choices of Appraisal are
found to process in the text with the continual shifting between
opening up and closing down dialogic spaces, with the purpose of
negotiating identification.

Lastly, Part Four, Chapter 11, concludes by summarizing the
major findings of the research and by discussing the theoretical and
pedagogical contributions of this research. A final section considers
a number of ways in which this research can go further in the future.

On one hand, through constructing the interface between
rhetoric, genre analysis and SFL, this dissertation contributes to
reaching a unified and in-depth investigation of the rhetoric of
persuasion as a functional discourse act, which accommodates both
the abstract demarcating and defining of the concept, system and
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