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Perspective Retrogression Appraisal Metaphor and Emotive-Ethic Pursuit
— The Appraisal Stylistic Effects of You Are Still With Me

Peng Xuan-wei
( Beijing Normal University Beijing 100875 China)

The discoursal organisation of literary text does not go without referring to relevant foregrounding elements that the classical
stylistics embraces but as well it engages the holistic appraisal meaning unit construction under the guide of the general appraisal
motif that lies behind = the former being interwoven into a texture which is lexicogrammatical in nature whereas the latter making
itself a spindle model that comprises two butt-to-butt joint cones in opposite directions with one expanding in categorical domains
and the other contracting into a point of the ultimate appraisal appeal of the whole text. The whole aesthetic meaning making
process relies on three fundamental discourse strategies from option selections to text organisation: textual perspectivisation inter—
personal contextual comparison and ideational meaning projection. For that purpose of literary stylistic analysis the paper takes a
currently popular little poetic text as example to illustrate on the hypothesis of ‘author+text-reader’ being a unity the view that
literary text is multidayered in appraisal meaning. It aims to argue not directly though that literature whether the theoretical
account or practice is the artistic discourse behaviour in interaction featured with the characteristics strategies and purposes of
appraisal that literariness is indeed evaluativeness and that extraordinary experience has its due psychological reality. This at—
tempt is case-natured but it has significant inspiration for all literary stylistic analyses and even textlinguistic model construction.
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