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Diaries serve as a means to record and process the writers’ daily lives and mindsets, and
hence preserve them as memories of the past. For researchers, however, historical diaries
provide unique insight on the contemporary cultural atmosphere addressed by
individuals. While writing down their experiences and opinions, the diarists choose
specific, evaluative narratives to depict their reality. By studying diaries and the
evaluative language in them, it is possible to acquire a more in-depth knowledge of the
writers’ motives in portraying their subjects in a certain light.

This thesis concentrates on the published diary of Lady Charlotte Bury, who recorded her
life as a lady-in-waiting in the early 19" century court of Princess Caroline of Brunswick.
Princess Caroline lived a controversial, scandal-filled life under the public persecution of
her husband George, Prince of Wales and later King of the United Kingdom. The aim of
this thesis is, then, to shed light on the character of Princess Caroline by discovering how
she is evaluated by Lady Charlotte Bury in her diary, and to analyse how these evaluations
depict Princess Caroline to the public. The diary entries were subjected to a close reading
in order to collect the writer’s direct evaluations of Princess Caroline. The varying types
of evaluative expressions were then categorised and analysed according to the models of
Appraisal Framework, established by J. R. Martin and Peter R. R. White (e.g. 2005). The
framework provides a detailed categorisation system of evaluative language by
introducing a lexical approach that enables the study of varying emotions, assessments
and stances in texts.

The framework distributes Appraisal, positive or negative expressions of evaluation, into
three main categories of Attitude, Graduation and Engagement. Attitude can be seen as
the primary resource for distinguishing and describing evaluations, and it is further
divided into the domains of Affect (emotion), Judgement (ethics) and Appreciation
(aesthetics). The findings of the data were presented under these three categories with
supplementary remarks of Graduation and Engagement in order to exemplify how they
are applied to evaluate Princess Caroline.

Evaluations of Affect and Judgement were utilised the most: expressions of Affect were
strongly linked to feelings of sympathy, fear and anxiety towards Princess Caroline’s fate
whereas expressions of Judgement praised her as an affectionate, independent and clever
person, but also criticised her continuously reckless and unwise actions which were
inspired by her love for ease and entertainment. All the evaluative strategies considered,
Princess Caroline is depicted as genuinely kind but similarly foolish, which contributed
to her unhappiness as the persecuted princess and queen.

Keywords: diary, Lady Charlotte Bury, Caroline of Brunswick, evaluation, the Appraisal
Framework
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1 Introduction

Diaries provide their writers an opportunity to treasure personal feelings and
assessments as stories of the past. Later, however, they offer their readers and
researchers a unique chance for a glimpse of the contemporary world seen through the
eyes of an individual. Even though diaries tell only what their writers choose to say
and what they choose to omit, it is precisely this feature which makes studying them
intriguing. By describing the events taking place in the diary, the writer also inevitably
evaluates them either directly or indirectly. Therefore, studying the evaluative
language used in a diary contributes to a better understanding of the writer’s stance
and motives for creating a specific image of the contemporary events and people.

The primary material studied in this thesis is Lady Charlotte Bury’s personal
diary, which was first published in 1838 as 4 Diary lllustrative of the Times of George
the Fourth. The diary was written between the years 1810 and 1820, and it provides
an intimate depiction of the times of the Regency and the court of Princess Caroline
of Brunswick, where Lady Charlotte Bury served as her lady-in-waiting. The edition
used in this study is Francis A. Steuart’s edition of the diary from 1908, when it was
published in two volumes under the name of The Diary of a Lady-in-Waiting. Steuart’s
edition preserves the main contents of the diary as in the original version, but also
includes additional information to guide the modern reader. Due to the
comprehensiveness of the diary and the limited scope of this study, the focus will be
solely on the first volume of Steuart’s edition and the original diary entries in it.

Studies concerning Lady Charlotte Bury’s diary seem to be scarce although it
evoked great interest in the people of the time and had an immense sale after its
publication, despite the reprehension and severity it received in its reviews (Steuart
1908, x). Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country (1838, 5) notes in its article review
that the censure against the revealing nature of the diary is justified, but not more than
towards the actual circumstances taking place in the book. The article continues by
stating that people will always remain curious towards the way the ones in power
behave and conduct their daily lives, and that this conduct should not be dictated
merely by the fear of exposure but rather by personal values of higher ground (ibid.).
This notion in mind, it is interesting to venture deeper into the diary in question and
study how the writer evaluates and thus depicts its subjects.

The main focus of evaluation in the diary and this thesis is Caroline of



Brunswick (1768-1821), Princess of Wales and later Queen consort of the United
Kingdom. Caroline lived a controversial life that was often affected by scandals and
setbacks during her time in court, which makes her an intriguing subject for a closer
study. Hunt (1991, 697) describes Caroline as “the most notorious queen in modern
British history” and states that her long public trial in 1820 gathered the attention of
the country for months. Even though Caroline’s ordeal was a sensation of political,
moral and monarchical issues, its historical relevance has been undermined since the
matter did not lead into any notable political changes (see e.g. Hunt 1991, Laqueur
1982). Caroline itself became an unfortunate emblem of the royal and political disorder
of the time, and is mostly remembered in regard to these contemporary, and often
biased, agendas (e.g. Fulford 1998, Laqueur 1982).

The aim of this thesis is, therefore, to study her story through the diary of a
contemporary who witnessed and memorised the more intimate parts of Princess
Caroline’s everyday life for years. The goal is to analyse how the diary of Lady
Charlotte Bury portrays Princess Caroline to its readers with the help of Appraisal
Framework (AF), developed by J. R. Martin and Peter R. R. White (e.g. 2005). The
framework is used as a means to categorise and analyse evaluative language in texts.
The models of AF are thus applied as the main methodology in this study in order to

answer the following research questions:

1. What types of evaluative language does Lady Charlotte Bury use of Princess
Caroline in her published diary?

2. How do these evaluations depict Princess Caroline to the public?

The questions are elaborated on in this study by a thorough close reading of the diary,
which is subsequently followed by the collection and categorisation of the lexical,
evaluative items found in the material. By following the guidelines of AF, it is possible
to deduct different categories and functions of evaluation as denoting the writer’s
emotion, attitude and stance towards the phenomenon in question.

The rest of the paper will progress in the following manner. In section 2, the
motivation for researching diaries is first presented with a brief overview of the area,
which is then followed by a discussion of Lady Charlotte Bury and her diary. Section
3 will subsequently introduce Princess Caroline of Brunswick, the central subject in
Lady Bury’s diary. In section 4, the primary theoretical background of this study, the
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Appraisal Framework, is presented in detail. After this, the primary material and
methods are described in section 5, followed by an analysis and discussion of the
utilised evaluations in section 6. Finally, the findings of the thesis are concluded in

section 7.



2 Researching diaries

Diaries have for long been written and preserved as intimate records comprising the
writers’ personal experiences, feelings and ideas of the contemporary state of affairs.
Although they can primarily be seen as personal documents, many diaries enter the
public realm within the passing of time or by the deliberate will of the writer to share
their experiences with an audience. The importance of preserving and studying
historical diaries as documents of historical and cultural value is outlined well in the
website of The Great Diary Project, a project initiated by Dr. Irving Finkel and Dr.
Polly North in order to save and archive an expanding collection of unpublished diaries

for public interest:

Diaries are among our most precious items of heritage. People in all walks of
life have confided and often still confide their thoughts and experiences to the
written page, and the result is a unique record of what happens to an individual
over months, or even years, as seen through their eyes. No other kind of
document offers such a wealth of information about daily life and the ups and
downs of human existence. (The Great Diary Project, 2019)

The significance of having access to these records is further emphasised by Paperno
(2004, 573) who states that the form of diary writing has been a pivotal element of
cultural practice throughout changing eras, which makes them essential to “the
epistemology of history and literature”. Nonetheless, researchers such as Langford and
West (1999, 6-7) raise the issue of the ambivalence of the diary form as emerging in
the margins of the different realms of subjectivity, everyday practice, historical
documentation and literature. They continue, however, that it is this exact overlapping
and intertwining of the varying domains which make diaries an important means to
understand the cultural climates behind them (Langford and West 1999, 7).

The unfixed form of diary writing lies not only in its varying types such as
diaries dedicated to travel, war or religion, but also in the writers’ intent for privacy.
Bloom (1998, 171) notes that there are clear differences between inherently private
diaries and those intended to be published. If the writer is aware of the possible
publication of the diary, voluntary or involuntary, an adaptation to readers will take
place in the form of additions, removals and rearrangement of the contents (Bloom
1998, 171-173). She continues that this is the case especially for professional writers
who always have the audience in mind by making subtle changes that will constitute a
story that is worth being read and understood (ibid.).

4



A similar pattern of audience awareness occurs also in other ego-documents,
when the writer aims to affect the reader in a certain way. Ego-documents or “first-
person writings” refer to letters and autobiographical texts such as diaries and memoirs
where the writer and their first-person narrative is constantly present (van der Wal and
Rutten 2013, 1). Dossena, for example, discusses the persuasive and evaluative nature
of seemingly private nineteenth century ego-documents, which involve an “intriguing
blend of objectivity and subjectivity [which] makes these documents as valuable for
socio-historical linguists today as they were for their original readers in Late Modern
times” (2016, 77-79). The writers of diaries and other ego-documents can, therefore,
try to guide the audience’s interpretation of different circumstances in a positive or
negative light (ibid.). Although this specific nature contributes to the ambivalence of
their possible truth value, it is also what makes these historical ego-documents
intriguing for a study of their evaluative properties.

As for the focus of this study, a nineteenth century diary was chosen as the
primary material in order to investigate the writer’s evaluative tactics in depicting its
contents, and more precisely, one of its main subjects. Section 2.1 will first present the
writer Lady Charlotte Bury and her diary, followed by the discussion of its
controversial publication in section 2.1.1. In section 3, then, the main object of Lady
Charlotte Bury’s evaluations in her diary, Princess Caroline of Brunswick, will be

discussed in more detail.

2.1 Lady Charlotte Bury and her 1838 published diary

Lady Charlotte Susan Maria Bury (née Campbell, 1775-1861) was an English writer
and a lady-in-waiting in the early nineteenth-century court of Caroline of Brunswick,
Princess of Wales (hereinafter ‘Princess Caroline’). La Belle Assemblee, described by
the National Portrait Gallery (n.d.) as “one of the most important women’s magazines
of its time”, provides a portrayal of Lady Charlotte Bury (hereinafter ‘Lady Bury’) and
her ancestry in its publication from 1830. Lady Bury is depicted as equally
distinguished by her intellectual and literary skills as well as her charming nature and
manners (La Belle Assemblee 1830, 231). Lady Bury was the daughter of Field
Marshal John Campbell, 5 Duke of Argyll, and she was married two times: firstly to
Colonel John Campbell from 1796 to 1809 and secondly to Reverend Edward Bury
from 1818 to 1832 (La Belle Assemblee 1830, 231-232).

Since Lady Bury outlived both of her husbands, she found herself recurrently
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in a financially unstable position. This was certainly the case after the demise of her
first husband in 1809 when she became a widow with nine children and an inadequate
income (Russell 1905, 188). The consequence of facing poverty was therefore to
accept the position of a lady-in-waiting to Princess Caroline in 1810 (Russell 1905,
188). Lady Bury was first presented in the court of King George III and Queen
Charlotte by the age of seventeen through her family connections, and she had
developed a sympathy for Princess Caroline even before joining her court as a lady-
in-waiting (Steuart 1908, vi-vii). The term lady-in-waiting is defined by OED Online
as “a woman, typically of noble birth, who attends upon a queen or princess” (s.v.
“lady-in-waiting,” n.). In Lady Bury’s case, the duties included, for instance, attending
Princess Caroline to varying dinners, events and visits as well as carrying messages
for her (Bury, 1908). Lady Bury’s position was, however, not merely a servant but also
that of a friend and a confidante (e.g. Bury, 1908, 96-97).

In addition to the responsibilities at court, Lady Bury pursued to profit from
publishing works of literature. Writing became an even more important source of
income for her family during her second, financially unadvantageous marriage which
produced further offspring (Russell 1905, 198-199; Steuart 1908, ix). Consequently,
by the end of the 1820s Lady Bury was earning well from her writings which included
mostly novels but also religious works and poetry (Russell 1905, 199-200).

In 1838 a diary named Diary Illlustrative of the Times of George the Fourth
was published anonymously. The diary, filled with supplementary letters from Lady
Bury’s acquaintances, depicts the era of the Regency as well as the lively history of
Princess Caroline from 1810 to 1820 when she became, however shortly, the Queen
consort of the United Kingdom. Although the diary was published without an official
author and edited with a purpose of confusing the reader about the writer’s true
identity, it soon became apparent to everyone who read it that the diary could only be

attributed to Lady Bury herself (Fraser 1838, 1; Steuart 1908, xi).

2.1.1 Controversy regarding the publication of the diary

Despite the clarity of the origins of Lady Bury’s diary, its publication process has been
debated. Viveash (1997, 3) states that difficult times during the 1830s were the main
motivation for Lady Bury to publish her diary anonymously. On the other hand,
Constance Russell (1905, 201), the granddaughter of Lady Bury, declares that the
editing and preparation of the diary and its additional letters was conducted by Lady
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Bury’s husband, Edward Bury, in complete secrecy and against Lady Bury’s original
intention of keeping the diary strictly personal. Steuart (1908, x) makes a reference to
Russel’s claims by providing similar background information but does not explicitly
agree with it. Rather, he adds that “the extent of Lady Charlotte’s complicity” in the
process of publishing the diary has raised controversy, and therefore he depicts the
truth as unsolved (Steuart 1908, x).

The contemporary journal Fraser's Magazine for Town and Country (1838, 2-
3), argues that despite the effort to make the author seem like “a lord”, there is no doubt
that the whole diary is written by the same hand of a lady, including the editorial
preface and the editorial notes along the diary. The matter is further complicated by
Steuart’s (1908, xii) verdict of these “disgusting original notes” to have been inspired
by the original publisher Henry Colburn or the editor John Galt instead of Lady Bury
herself. As already noted, Russell (1905, 201) appears to attribute most of the
responsibility to Edward Bury alone. Nevertheless, Edward Bury’s partiality in the
publication process overall raises some questions since he died already in 1832, six
years before the diary was published (Steuart 1908, x).

Some light could be shed on the publication issue by Lady Bury herself. In the
early phases of the diary, in February 1811, she describes her motivation for the writing
process of the diary, or, more precisely, the lack of it: “If nobody is ever to read what
one writes, there is no satisfaction in writing; and, if any body [sic] does see it, mischief
ensues” (Bury 1908, 33). Lady Bury attributes this as a demotivating reason for
writing, and exclaims that instead of a journal she will write short, amusing notes
which will not place her or any others in a problematic situation (ibid.). This would
indicate that Lady Bury intended the diary to be read eventually even if she would not
succeed in writing it as a “journal” but more as a notebook. She was also clearly aware
of the sensitivity of the subjects she was writing about and, taking into account her
newly acquired position as a lady-in-waiting, did not want to severe any connections
with her possible revelations.

Later, in October 1811, Lady Bury discusses the topic again by accentuating
her failure of writing “a consecutive journal” as not an outcome of idleness but simply
of the fear of saying more than she should (Bury 1908, 49). At this point she deems it
wiser not to record everything or even forget some of the events she has witnessed
(ibid.) Despite of her statements, however, Lady Bury continues to write the diary for

several consecutive years, documenting her life at the court, and she refers to her

7



writings as a journal (eg. Bury 1908, 298; 350). Even if Lady Bury had doubts about
sharing personal information that might cause damage to herself or others, she seems
to be willing to shed light on the life of Princess Caroline as someone who shared a

continuous and close contact with her:

[T]his trivial circumstance affects the Princess of Wales’ interests, and
therefore it becomes of consequence for the true statement to be made known;
and, as [ was present, I can and will tell the truth ... yet I hear since, all this has
been misconstrued, and various lies told. (Bury 1908, 211)

In this passage, it becomes quite clear that Lady Bury wishes to share her information
with an audience. The “trivial circumstance” in question concerns an occasion where
the crowd, after realising that a carriage they had followed and surrounded belonged
to Princess Caroline and her entourage, began to support and applaud her as a stand
opposite to her husband, Prince of Wales (Bury 1908, 211). A similar wish to inform
the possible readers of the contemporary state of affairs becomes apparent from
passages where Lady Bury addresses the audience indirectly: “This above letter may
convey to posterity an idea of the kind of ill-assorted matter which filled the mind of
this unfortunate Princess” (Bury 1908, 12). While Lady Bury introduces these
supplementary letters from her acquaintances in the diary, she voices her intention to
show the character of Princess Caroline and the circumstances she was placed into
(Bury 1908, 142).

Even though Lady Bury’s initial plans for her diary might not have been
completely decided even for herself, some educated guesses on its publication can be
made on the ground of the circumstances Lady Bury was in as well as the contents of
the diary. As discussed in section 2, the financial situation of Lady Bury as a mother
of multiple children and a widow undoubtedly affected her need to find supplementary
means in order to provide for her family. After leaving Princess Caroline’s service as
her lady-in-waiting and eventually facing the death of her second husband Edward
Bury in 1832, publishing works of literature had become an important source of
income for her (Steuart 1908, ix; Viveash 1997, 2). Consequently, the publication of
the diary proved to be a great financial success due to its scandalous nature (Steuart
1908, x).

The diary being published only in 1838, after 18 years it was finished, is most
likely linked to its revealing contents. Princess Caroline had died in 1821 and George

IV eventually in 1830, after which the distance to the times of the diary ought to have
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grown sufficient in order to avoid any severe offences to its subjects or dire
consequences to its author. In 1832, however, an anecdote book titled A Secret History
of the Court of England from the Accession of George Il to the Death of George IV
was published under the name of Lady Anne Hamilton, also a former lady-in-waiting
to Princess Caroline, and it complicated the life of the alleged author considerably
(Reynolds, 2004; Bury 1908, 47). It is possible, therefore, that the negative outcome
of the book further affected the late and anonymous publication of Lady Bury’s diary.

All the aforementioned social and financial circumstances considered, it can
be suggested that Lady Bury herself opted for the diary to be published. Furthermore,
it can be argued that Lady Bury wished her diary to depict the life during the Regency
in its good and bad, and especially that of her unfortunate friend, Princess Caroline.
This view is supported by Steuart (1908, xii) who notes that despite the harsh
statements made in the diary, Lady Bury acted her part as a genuine friend during a
dangerous and unstable time. A good example of this is provided by Lady Bury (1908,
x) in her diary: “If the Princess were ten times more foolish and ill-conduct than she
is, I should still wish her well and try to uphold her: for any one so persecuted should
be protected”. The next section will subsequently discuss Princess Caroline and her

life in more detail.



3 Princess Caroline of Brunswick

Caroline (Princess Caroline Amelia Elizabeth of Brunswick-Wolfenbiittel, 1768-
1821) was the Princess of Wales from 1795 to 1820 and Queen consort of George IV
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland from 1820 to 1821. She was the
daughter of Charles, Duke of Brunswick, and Augusta, Princess of Great Britain, who
was also the sister of George III (Huish 1821, 3-5). Princess Caroline grew up in the
ducal German court, where, according to Lady Bury (1908, 160), “she had not been
brought up with a strict sense of moral rectitude, or religious principle” and had learned
by the detrimental example that was set by others, especially in terms of marital
infidelity. Huish (1821, 13) describes Princess Caroline as headstrong and showing
intellectual capacity but at the same time lacking agreeable temper and grace.

Princess Caroline’s characteristics did not please her husband George, Prince
of Wales, to whom she was married in 1795 (ibid.). The marriage was doomed to be
unhappy for both of the parties soon learned to detest each other (Bury 1908, 23; Smith
2008). Laqueur (1982, 418) describes the arranged marriage as “a disaster, a
melancholy joke, from the very start”. The Prince had already married Maria
Fitzherbert in a private ceremony years before, and had another mistress, Lady Jersey,
at the time he married Princess Caroline (Denlinger 2005, 40). Moreover, from the
Prince’s part the marriage is reported to have been motivated purely by his grave debts
which were promised to be eased by the Parliament and his father, George III, if he
agreed to marry a suitable Protestant princess from Germany (Denlinger 2005, 40;
Smith 2008). Princess Caroline was put in a situation where she was forced to live a
restrained life under the same roof with her husband’s mistress, and from the beginning
the marriage was filled with resentful feelings and quarrel rather than love (Laqueur
1982, 418; Smith 2008).

After the birth of Princess Charlotte, the only child of Princess Caroline and
Prince of Wales, in 1796, the Prince insisted on a permanent, however unofficial,
separation from Princess Caroline, and she was happy to oblige with it (Bury 1908,
23; Fulford 1998, 524). Even though Princess Caroline was now able to live in her
own house, she also became more and more restrained from seeing her daughter
Princess Charlotte, the condition of which she pursued to change unsuccessfully
(Smith 2008). In addition to severed family connections, Princess Caroline’s life was

to be filled with other hardships as well. She was persecuted by her husband and his

10



supporters and consequently became the target of rumours, restrictions and
investigations (Fulford 1998, 524; Smith 2008; Steuart 1908, vii).

In 1806, Due to Princess Caroline’s habit of hosting various guests at her house
as well as adopting several children, the Prince ordered an official inspection known
as the “Delicate Investigation” to take place in order to prove her immorality and
possible adultery (Fulford 1998, 524; Smith 2008). Princess Caroline was, however,
found innocent of the charges by the aid of a commission, and a report was published
in her favour (Steuart 1908, vii). Nevertheless, her ”levity of manners” were criticised,
and the scandal with its consequent rumours affected her popularity in the upper social
circles, resulting in certain people slighting her court or avoiding it entirely (ibid.).

Princess Caroline’s position became even weaker after her husband was
appointed Prince Regent in 1811 (Smith 2008). She became further excluded from the
court and her daughter while enduring continuous publicised arguments; this
eventually led her to accept a yearly income high enough to leave the country entirely
in 1814 and travel abroad as she wished (Laqueur 1982, 418; Smith 2008). The
decision was, nevertheless, opposed by her advisors such as Henry Brougham, who
sought to advance political agenda while upholding her cause (Bury 1908, 234-236).
Princess Caroline stayed away from England as promised with the Regency, but she
was constantly followed and spied upon in order to gather sufficient evidence for the
Prince Regent to divorce her or at least deprive her of her rights as a future queen
(Fulford 1998, 524; Smith 2008). Despite intentionally widespread rumours of her
immoral actions and an unconventional lifestyle, the Regency was unable to institute
a divorce due to biased witnesses and the Prince Regent’s own adultery (Smith 2008).

In 1820, however, George III died and his son became King George IV. The
first actions of George IV were to exclude Caroline’s name from the Anglican litany,
and initiate a “Bill of Pains and Penalties” to achieve what he had failed earlier: to
condemn Caroline conclusively and divorce her (ibid.). By this point Caroline and her
continuous persecution had raised notable sympathy and uproar in the country; the
radicals had already taken her side earlier in order to oppose the Regency, and their
effort to depict Caroline as the “wronged wife and mother” appealed strongly to the
public who chose her side (Fulford 1998, 525-526; Smith 2008). The charges were
quitted against Caroline, but she was nevertheless denied access to George’s
coronation, which was considered a humiliation and the final blow against her (Smith

2008). Having lost the main support of the politicians and the public, Caroline also
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soon lost her health and died two weeks after the coronation in August 1821 (Laqueur
1982, 420; Smith 2008). She was finally buried in Brunswick with the inscription
“Caroline, the injured Queen of England” (Smith 2008).

Taking into consideration the highly controversial and publicised life of
Princess Caroline, it is interesting to study her character in closer detail through a text
that bases on observations of a close contemporary, Lady Bury. In order to construct
an analysis of how Princess Caroline is depicted in Lady Bury’s diary, the textual
evaluations used of her will be studied by utilising the Appraisal Framework, which is

presented in the next section.
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4 Appraisal Framework

The primary theoretical framework utilised in this thesis is the Appraisal Framework
(AF). AF is an on-going research project that provides methods for the systemic
analysis on how language is used by the speaker or writer in order to evaluate, take
stance and operate with socially defined value sets (Martin and White 2005, xii; White
2002, chap. 1). AF has originally developed from the tradition of systemic functional
linguistics (SFL) which is a theoretical framework that views language as a social
semiotic system (Halliday and Matthiessen 2004, 20). Fundamental is the idea that
language use is deliberate behaviour which always entails a series of choices and their
oppositions (Eggins 2004, 3-4). The function of language is therefore to make
meaning, which can be divided into three main modes: these are understood as the
ideational, interpersonal and textual metafunctions (Halliday and Matthiessen 2004,
29-30). Essentially, the ideational metafunction interprets human experience and the
interpersonal metafunction accomplishes personal and social relations to others
(Halliday and Matthiessen 2004, 29-30). These two metafunctions are enabled and
facilitated by a third one, the fextual metafunction, which constructs the first two as
contextually varying messages and organises their distribution (Halliday and
Matthiessen 2004, 30; Martin 2004, 323).

Appraisal Framework was created in order to expand the interpersonal
metafunction and to further elaborate the resources of appraising phenomena (Martin
and White 2005, 1; White 2015a, 1). During the early phases of AF the research on the
interpersonal metafunction in SFL was still heavily focused on the domain of
interaction rather than feeling, which resulted from Halliday’s pioneering work on the
grammar in the areas of modality and mood as well as the analysis of dialogue and
turn-taking (see e.g. Halliday 1984; Halliday and Matthiessen 2004; Martin and White
2005). The initial aim of AF, then, was to provide a more lexical approach to
categorising and understanding types of interpersonal evaluation, opinion and affect
in monologic texts such as narratives (Martin and White 2005, 8). Since the early
phases of the framework in the 1990s, the Appraisal research has expanded to cover
various fields and discourses such as politics (e.g. Miller 2007), education (e.g. Hood
2010) and historical sociolinguistics (e.g. Dossena 2016).

Due to the developing nature of the framework, some additions and changes

have been proposed regarding the categorisation system of AF (see eg. Bednarek 2008;
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Ngo and Unsworth 2015). However, in the limits of this study, the original and
extensive categorisation of AF by Martin and White (2005) is deemed suitable for the
analysis. The framework introduces a specific categorisation of Appraisal as three
primary and interacting domains, which are defined as Engagement, Attitude and
Graduation (Martin and White 2005, 35). Figure 1 has been constructed for the

purposes of this thesis in order to depict the major division of Appraisal.

r Monogloss
— ENGAGEMENT

|— Heterogloss

Affect

APPRAISAL —— ATTITUDE Judgement

Appreciation

Force
— GRADUATION 4|:
Focus

Figure 1 Categories of Appraisal

Figure 1 clarifies the categorisation of the three main domains of Appraisal and their
further division into the most central subcategories. The main categories Engagement,
Attitude and Graduation are all depicted as the fundamental levels enabling a
comprehensive analysis of Appraisal. Nonetheless, a distinction has been made in the
table to emphasise the centrality of Attitude in the framework and particularly in this
thesis. As Martin and White (2005, 39-40) note, Attitude can be viewed as the primary
resource for distinguishing and describing the content that is being evaluated.
Consequently, Engagement and Graduation provide distinct but complementary means
to analysing the evaluative expressions by sourcing and intensifying the attitudinal
content in question (Martin and White 2005, 40).

The subcategories shown in Figure 1 continue to be further divided into more
precise subcategories which enable nuanced explanations and comparisons of the
evaluative arrangements utilised in different texts and genres (White 2015a, 6). For the

purposes and scope of this study, however, it is not convenient to include all of the
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categories proposed in the framework. The domain of Attitude provides the main and
most important tools for categorising and analysing the evaluative expressions used in
the diary, and therefore the analysis will concentrate primarily on it. The next
subsection 4.1 will explain the use of Attitude and its subcategories in more detail.
After this the major elements of the other two main categories of Appraisal, Graduation
and Engagement, are reviewed in subsection 4.2. This distribution follows the outline
of Martin and White’s work (e.g. 2005), and the sections will include textual examples,
prepared specifically for the purpose of this thesis, which will clarify the nature and

use of the different evaluative categories.

4.1 Attitude

Within the Appraisal Framework, Attitude refers to the evaluative meanings which
writers share with their addressees by expressing their emotional reactions and
opinions of varying phenomena (White 2015a, 2; White 2015¢). Attitude is essentially
seen as triggering either positive or negative positioning towards participants and
processes (White 2002, chap. 2.1). The domain of Attitude is further classified into
three semantically different subcategories of Appraisal: Affect, Judgement and
Appreciation (White 2015a, 2). According to Martin and White (2005, 42), these
subcategories are fundamentally understood as focusing on emotion (Affect), ethics
(Judgement) and aesthetics (Appreciation), and they all involve inherently positive or
negative attitudinal assessments tied to these semantic regions. The attitudinal target
differs between the subcategories: evaluations tied to Affect can refer to any
phenomena whereas Judgement concentrates on human behaviour and Appreciation
on ‘things’ based on the value socially placed on them.

The evaluative meanings analysed within AF can be divided into direct and
indirect realisations which Martin and White (2005, 61-62) introduce as inscribed and
invoked expressions of Attitude. Inscribed expressions consist of “wordings which are
typically viewed as explicitly conveying positive or negative assessments —1i.e. lexis
which has a largely stable attitudinal value across different contexts of use” (Don 2016,
2). These lexical items can include, for instance, expressions such as love, beautifully
and unlucky, which are rather unproblematic to identify. In the case of invoked
expressions, however, the identification and analysis are not as straightforward.
Invoked Attitude is expressed by different tactics of implication and connotation,

which requires a more careful interpretation of the text in order to locate and assess
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the evaluation in question (White 2015a, 3). Since there are no lexical items that carry
an explicit evaluative meaning, it is left for the reader to construe the intended
evaluative reaction (Thompson 2014, 51). This demands either shared values and
assumptions with the writer or an objective understanding of them as well as
knowledge of the possible intertextual references introduced in the text (Don 2016, 3;
Thompson 2014, 51).

The division of inscribed and invoked Attitude establishes also the possibility
for double-codings, which Martin and White (2005, 67) define as borderline categories
where evaluations can be categorised both as inscribed and invoked expressions of
Appraisal. These cases might occur, for example, when the evaluative expression
could be understood both as inscribed Appreciation and invoked Judgement. The
context and other inscribed expressions can, then, act as sign-posts that help to guide
in analysing the material (Martin and White 2005, 63). Additionally, White (2015a, 3)
states that an important notion made in the framework is that individual words do not
always present “fixed attitudinal meanings that are stable across all textual settings”.
Therefore, the attitudinal values that are perceived rely more or less on the contextual
setting in question; the same lexical item can be analysed as denoting a different
attitudinal value in other contexts (ibid.).

Due to the scope of this study and the nature of the primary material, the
analysis shall only take into account inscribed expressions of Attitude and possible
cases of double-coding. It is proposed that certain invoked positions and references
that are present in the nineteenth-century text are beyond interpretation in this study.
Furthermore, taking into consideration the specific aim of the study, to discover how
Princess Caroline is being evaluated by the diarist, it is assumed that the subcategories
of Affect and Judgement provide the most suitable means for the analysis. Since the
attitudinal target being studied is a person, the subcategory of Appreciation does not
directly fit the main focus of the study. However, since the subcategory allows, for
example, the evaluation of states of affairs and people as entities, as mentioned by
White (2015c¢), it will be included in the analysis in order to produce as comprehensive
picture of the utilised Appraisal as possible. The following subsections will describe
these subcategories in more detail, starting with Affect in section 4.1.1, Judgement in

4.1.2 and finally Appreciation in 4.1.3.

16



4.1.1 Affect

The subcategory of Affect essentially concerns the registration and expression of
positive and negative feelings towards a person, thing or a situation (White 2015b;
White 2002, chap. 2.1). The attitudinal meanings are displayed in texts through directly
indicated emotional responses which White (2002, chap. 2.1) classifies as “contingent,
personalized mental reactions of human subjects to some stimulus”. Even though
Martin and White 2005 (45-52) have proposed several possible classifications of
Affect, the focus here will be only on the most relevant one in terms of this study. This
classification enables a more explicit and top-level analysis of the utilised Appraisal,
since it categorises emotions into three main groups: un/happiness, dis/satisfaction and
in/security (Martin and White 2005, 49). Un/happiness involves the core emotions
which relate to “affairs of the heart” as in feeling sad, happy or hateful (Martin and
White 2005, 49). Emotions of dis/satisfaction are linked to the “pursuit of goals” as in
feeling curious, fed up or charmed whereas emotions of in/security are related to the
eco-social welfare as in feeling anxious, startled or confident (Martin and White 2005,
49). The following examples illustrate how Affect is manifested (the items which

display Appraisal are underlined):

(1) T am delighted to see them.
(2) His tricks bored the girl.

(3) Flying causes me fear.

As shown in the previous examples, affectual positioning can be established through
singular lexical items such as adjectives, verbs and nominalisations of emotion.
Example (1) includes a realisation of Affect as a quality of happiness whereas example
(2) displays Affect as a process of dissatisfaction. Example (3), then, involves a
nominalised process of insecurity. The trigger of the emotion can vary from physical
phenomena (them, flying) to abstract ones (tricks).

Appraisal Framework introduces also a distinction between authorial and non-
authorial Affect (White 2015b). Instances of authorial Affect concern the writer’s own
emotional responses to the phenomenon under evaluation, for which they take personal
responsibility and therefore emphasise their subjective presence in the specific
communicative situation (White 2015b). In the case of non-authorial Affect, the writer

reports the emotional responses of other individuals or groups, and does not claim
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direct responsibility for these positive or negative evaluations (White 2015b). Non-
authorial Affect takes place in example (2), where the negative emotional reaction is
introduced as an external one instead of the writer’s own. Both instances of Affect,
however, have the potential to influence the audience’s attitudinal position. When the
writer ascribes certain emotion to an external actor, it is expected to evoke sympathy
or disagreement in the audience towards this actor (White 2015b). Since the writer can
thus be partial for the outcome of the evaluation, instances of non-authorial Affect will
be included in the analysis as well.

Even though AF presents Affect as the channel of ‘emotion’ White (2002,
chap. 2.1) emphasises that all of the subcategories of Attitude are fundamentally
interconnected and designated to the expressions of feelings. The other two
subcategories, Judgement and Graduation, differ in the way these feelings are
grounded, since they “are institutionalized in some way and are recast as qualities
which inhere in the evaluated phenomenon itself” (White 2002, chap. 2.1). This notion

is further elaborated in the following sections.
4.1.2 Judgement

The second subcategory of Attitude, Judgement, differs from the wider evaluative
scale of Affect by concentrating solely on human behaviour which is tied to morality
or the normative principles of the society (Martin 2004, 324; White 2015a, 3).
Judgement concerns feelings which are embodied in propositions about appropriate or
inappropriate behaviour (White 2002, chap. 2.1). As presented by Martin and White
(2005, 52) these assessments related to the character and actions of a person can be
further classified as dealing with either social esteem or social sanction. Evaluations
of social esteem refer to the perceived normality, tenacity and capacity of a person;
they answer how normal, resolute or capable someone appears to be (Martin and White
2005, 52). Evaluations of social sanction involve the veracity and propriety of a
person; they tell how truthful or ethical someone is perceived (Martin and White 2005,

52). The following utterances exemplify how Judgement is established in evaluation:
(4) His friend is a coward.

(5) They have always been fortunate.
(6) She acted justly towards everyone.
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As examples (4) and (5) illustrate, evaluations of social esteem relate more to the
unofficial social expectations and values of a community, which can be manifested,
for instance, in storytelling, gossiping and joking (White 2015d, Martin and White
2005, 52). In example (4), the item of Judgement (a coward) is an assessment of
negative tenacity, whereas example (5) includes an evaluation of positive normality
(fortunate). Evaluations of social sanction, then, as in example (6), are more tied to the
official rules, laws and principles that are partially dictated by state or church, and they
convey how well people are deemed to obey these regulations (White 2005, 52). In
example (6), the item of Judgement (justly) displays an evaluation of positive
propriety. As in the case of Affect, Judgement can be realised as varying lexical items

such as nouns, adjectives and adverbs which convey the values of Attitude.
4.1.3 Appreciation

The final subcategory of Attitude, Appreciation, involves the evaluations made of
‘things’ such as objects, events and circumstances, most often concentrating on the
aesthetic principles (2015a, 2). Essentially, Appreciation concerns feelings which are
embodied in proposals about the worth or value of a certain phenomenon (White 2002,
2.1; Martin and White 2005, 56). Assessments of Appreciation do not directly
concentrate on the human behaviour, which differs from Judgement where the
correctness or normativity of behaviour is being evaluated (White 2015¢). However,
people can be evaluated in terms of Appreciation instead of Judgement when they are
assessed more on the basis of aesthetics or viewed as entities rather than “participants
who behave” (White 2015¢). Martin and White (2005, 56) provide a general outline
for categorising assessments of Appreciation into three domains: reaction,
composition and valuation. As the name suggests, the first category involves reactions
to things in terms of whether they engage and please us (Martin and White 2005, 56).
Composition concerns how complex and balanced things are deemed to be, whereas
valuation reviews how worthwhile they are in terms of creativity, authenticity and
effectiveness (Martin and White 2005, 56). These differences are illustrated in the

following examples:

(7) She has the most captivating gaze.
(8) There was a disorganized meeting yesterday.
(9) I thought that the book was not unique.
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In example (7), the evaluation is a positive reaction towards a person and more
precisely towards an aesthetic feature which takes the writer’s attention. In example
(8), Appreciation is established by assessing the event as disorganized, and therefore
it is an evaluation of negative composition. Example (9), then, displays negative
valuation since the value (uniqueness) of the object is being questioned.

As with the other subcategories of Attitude, Affect and Judgement, the
evaluations of Appreciation have either a positive or negative status (Martin and White
2005, 56). This can be conveyed in the use of single lexemes, as in disorganized vs.
organized, but also by contradicting the value of the item of Appreciation by negation.
This is the case in example (9) where the lexeme unique itself is an item of positive
Appreciation, but the use of negation changes the attitudinal value into a negative one.
Furthermore, example (8) could also be analysed as a case of double-coding, where
the apparent inscribed Appreciation also conveys invoked Judgement. This would be
the case when the expression is seen more as evaluating the capacity of the organizer

of the meeting, especially if the authority in question is evaluated in the same context

beforehand.

4.2 Engagement and Graduation

In this section, the two other main categories of Appraisal, Engagement and
Graduation, will be introduced. As discussed in section 4.1, the category of Attitude
essentially involves the varying types of positive and negative assessments made of a
certain phenomenon. Engagement and Graduation, then, provide supplementary
means to analysing these attitudinal expressions by highlighting the intersubjective
stance and level of commitment behind them (White 2002, chap. 2.2). Engagement
involves resources by which the writer is able to establish varying dialogistic
positioning, whereas Graduation concerns the resources by which the writer can either
strengthen or weaken the intensity and tone of his evaluation (White 2015a, 1). Since
the primary focus of this study will be on the type of the attitudinal assessments
themselves, these categories will not be discussed to an extensive detail. However, as
Martin and White (2005) introduce a wide analysis of the properties of Engagement
and Graduation, and they are always more or less present in the language of evaluation,
they should not be entirely ignored. Therefore, an overview of their main features is
provided in this section, starting with Engagement.

As stated by Martin and White (2005, 97), the resources of Engagement enable
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assessments to be connected to “a heteroglossic backdrop of prior utterances,
alternative viewpoints and anticipated responses”. Engagement is therefore primarily
seen as the establishment of intersubjective positioning by applying resources
traditionally understood as, for example, modality or metadiscourse (White 2005, 4-
5). Even though the framework concentrates on the more obvious properties of
dialogism, it also takes into account instances of ‘bare assertions’ which do not
distinctly reference alternative voices or acknowledge different positions (Martin and
White 2005, 99).

According to Martin and White’s (2005, 99-100) broad two-way distinction,
the bare assertions are understood as monoglossic whereas utterances evoking
dialogistic options are understood as heteroglossic. Martin and White (2005) introduce
several further subcategories of the heteroglossic domain, but they are not pertinent to
this research. The distinction of the main categories is illustrated in the following
utterances which demonstrate how writers assume varying stances in relation to the

evaluation they make:

(10) He is corrupted.
(11) It is possible that he is corrupted.

Example (10) involves a monoglossic positioning towards the contents of the message
and presents it as undebatable information. The utterance in example (11), then, can
be seen as the writer taking stance towards the truth value of the evaluation, but as
proposed in AF (Martin and White 2005, 105; White 2015, 5), these meanings should
also be understood as invoking space for alternative voices and debate rather than just
implying authorial certainty or accuracy of knowledge. By utilising resources such as
modality in example (11), the writer is able to express “greater or lesser degrees of
personal investment in the proposition and mark it as more or as less contentious,
agreed-upon, or otherwise dialogistically problematic” (White 2015a, 5). Furthermore,
White notes that all utterances should inherently be seen as including stance-taking
and therefore engaging dialogue, which concerns the aforementioned bare assertions
as well (2015a, 6). Although these assertions display the proposed message as
nonconflicting or unproblematic regarding alternative positions in the given
communicative context, this itself is to be regarded as stance (Martin and White 2005,

99; White 2015a, 6).
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The third main category of Appraisal, Graduation, involves the grading of
evaluations. Resources of Graduation enable the writer to regulate the impact of
evaluative meanings by choosing to either strengthen or moderate them (Martin 2004,
325-326). Martin and White (2005, 137) divide these resources into two major sections
of scaling: force and focus. The domain of force concerns scaling the amount or
intensity of inherently gradable phenomena (Martin and White 2005, 140-141). The
domain of focus, on the other hand, involves the scaling of prototypicality in terms of
how well different phenomena match the expected essence of their semantic categories
(Martin and White 2005, 137; White 2015a, 4).

By utilising these resources the writer is able to establish varying levels of
positivity and negativity in the attitudinal assessments he makes (Martin and White
2005, 135). The use of Graduation is exemplified in the following utterances where

evaluations of Appreciation, Affect and Judgement are modified by scaling:

(12) She is exquisite.
(13) I was slightly disappointed.

(14) He was a true hero.

The examples (12), (13) and (14) display different levels of personal investment in the
propositions made by the speaker. In terms of interpersonal meaning-making, this
variation in scaling Attitude can establish, for instance, a maximised commitment to a
value position and therefore a more prominent invitation for the audience to share the
writer’s position (Martin and White 2004, 152; White 2015a, 4). This is the case in
example (12), where Appreciation is up-scaled by describing the quality of the object
as exquisite instead of another semantically related term such as pretty. A more
obvious instance of Graduation is illustrated in example (13) where the intensity of the
feeling is down-scaled by the lexeme slightly. By choosing this expression the writer
is mitigating their proposition and the influence of Affect is not perceived as strongly
as, for example, opting out to use the lexeme utterly. In example (14), on the other
hand, the same message could be communicated by omitting the premodifier #rue from
the statement. However, choosing to up-scale the evaluation of prototypicality, the
message conveys the writer’s commitment to the Judgement value more strongly.
After introducing the Appraisal Framework in necessary detail, the next section

will discuss the central issues concerning the primary material and methods used in
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this thesis. Section 6 will subsequently present the analysis of the evaluations found in

the material.

23



5 Material and methods

The primary material studied in this thesis is Lady Bury’s personal diary, which was
written from 1810 to 1820 and published later in 1838, as well as in 1839 with two
additional volumes, as 4 Diary Illustrative of the Times of George the Fourth. For the
purposes of this study, A. Francis Steuart’s edited version of the diary, The Diary of a
Lady-in-Waiting (Bury, 1908), was chosen as the primary material, and it was accessed
online in the Internet Archive. According to Steuart (1908, xii), there had been
previous editions of the diary before his version was published, but, unfortunately, no
other versions expect the original versions published in 1838 and 1839 by Henry
Colburn could be located. Steuart (1908, ibid.) mentions that one of the previous
editions was even received “as if a new work by a contemporary, so little was it
known”. It is therefore probable that aside from the original versions of the diary, no
other editions, at least as digitalised versions, have survived to this day. Another
possibility of the lack of these versions is that by referring to the previous editions,
Steuart also includes the reprints of the original editions of the diary.

Steuart’s edition has preserved Lady Bury’s diary passages and additional
letters from the diary as original, but also included a comprehensive introduction and
supplementary commentary of the diary in the form of footnotes, which provided
useful information on the background of the diary and the society of the time (Steuart
1908, v-xiii). Furthermore, Steuart (1908, xii-xiii) notes that his edition has filled up,
when possible, names of the people that are mentioned in the diary and which have
earlier been left blank in the previous editions. This has made the reading process faster
and the text easier to follow for a modern reader. All of these additions were clearly
marked and provided an informative yet neutral outlook on the contents of the diary,
which, according to Steuart (1908, ibid.) is a change from the previous editions’
judgemental and possibly unnecessary additional notes that pursue to guide the reader.
As discussed in section 2.1.1, the origin of these editorial notes in the first version of
the diary in 1838 is not entirely resolved, and as they can be suspected to be written
by someone else than Lady Bury herself, they were not included in this study.
Therefore, the 1908 edition provided the most suitable means for analysing the diary
in question.

Steuart’s 1908 edition of the diary was originally published in two volumes,

but due to the limited scope of this study only the first volume was analysed. In the
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first volume, the actual diary entries begin in December 1810 and end around May
1815. This estimation is due to the impreciseness of the dating in the diary, since a
majority of the entries do not include the year or often even the month in question. The
volume continues in a new section for some pages after the entries of May 1815, but
since the section consists almost entirely of additional letters written to Lady Bury, it
was omitted from the data. Therefore, the data of this study consists of the diary entries
written between the years 1810 and 1815, and the focus is solely on the entries written
by Lady Bury: the supplementary letters and editorial notes were excluded from the
analysis. More precisely, only the extracts written about Princess Caroline were taken
into consideration. By applying the aforementioned limitations, identifying the
relevant extracts was primarily straightforward, since the writer mostly refers to
Princess Caroline directly in the diary entries.

The nature of the analysis was mainly qualitative, but complementary
information on the distribution of the data was achieved by quantitative methods. The

aim was to answer the following research questions:

1. What types of evaluative language does Lady Charlotte Bury use of
Princess Caroline in her published diary?

2. How do these evaluations depict Princess Caroline to the public?

The analysis was conducted by applying close reading to the selected diary entries in
order to find all the expressions of evaluation Lady Bury uses of Princess Caroline.
The passages deemed as explicitly evaluative were subsequently managed in Excel,
where they were collected into a table (an example table is added as Appendix 1) and
categorised by utilising the models of AF, proposed by Martin and White (2005). As
discussed earlier in section 4.1, the analysis did not include invoked expressions of
Appraisal, except from the possible double-codings, and therefore the collected data
was further examined in order to omit ambiguous expressions. When needed, however,
longer passages from the diary were collected in order to show how the context affects
the analysis of the evaluations.

The data, inscribed expressions of Appraisal, was first marked according to the
main types of Attitude: Affect, Judgement and Appreciation. Then, the expressions
were further categorised into the subcategories presented in sections 4.1.1 through

4.1.3. All the evaluations were marked as having either positive or negative value, and
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notes were made on the Appraised feature as well as possible Graduation or
Enga