
Qn Semantie Change:
The History of Sorrow and Sorry

Clara MuuNá AvILA
Unjvensidad Complutense de Madrid

ABSTRACT

The presení paper, in dealiag wiIh iLe changes undengune by twu saliení terms
wilhin ILe domain uf sujjéring (namely, sorrow and sorry), aims al presenling a case
study in lexical cLange wiiLia íhe framewurk of cognitive and Listurical linguislies. It
will iLenefure be cunsidered how ILese two terms Lave becume intenwuvea in boíL
furm and rneaaing as a resulí uf ILe diaehronic reurganizatiun of iLe dumain oven
time. Thus, aad in spite uf Ihein diffenenl elymological onigins, sorrow nad sorry Lave
come lo be penceived as exlremely close togelber by ILe speaker uf cualemporany
EnglisL. This papen will altempí tu clarify ILe processes which motivated sueh a reor-
ganizalion, while addnessing ILe issue of polysemy and Ihe crucial role it plays in se-
mantie change.

1. INTRODUCTION

TEe Eistury uf ihe EnglisL language Las witnessed Euw lEe Ierm sorrow,
wEicL enjuys outsianding saliency wilhin tLe cugnitive and lexical domain uf
suffering, Las become iníerwuven in butL furm and meaning witL ILe term
sony. TEe fact lLal tEis Eas been su is far frurn surprising lo ILe average
speaker, as botE terms sEare tuday ILe same lexical stem and belong tu lEe
same lexical network. Tu lLuse speakers revisiting ihe language, Luwever, the
pnocess undergone by tEese Ierms makes for fascinating brainsturming, as it
unly íakes a luok al an elyrnological dictionary lo discuven lLal —in spite of
uur shared intuilion as speakers— lEe Listonic urigin uf botE terrns is far from
ILe same. TEe immcdiaíe quesliun is therefore wEy tLey Lave becume en-
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twined and Eow language Las reflected lLis over ILe centunies. Ihe fulluwing
pages are an aliempí lo address lEis queslion.

2. THE DOMAIN OF SUFFERING IN OLD ENGLISH

TEe conceptual and lexical dumain uf suffering. from whicE lEe lenms sor-
row aud sorry Lave been LigEligLíed, was a complex nelwurk al Ihe lime of
Oid EnglisE. TEe lerms sorrow (A-E sorg) and sorry (A-E sárig) shared ILe
meaning uf mental sujjéring, wLile the physical aspecis uf lEe nutiun wene car-
ried by lEe Ierms sore (A-E sé,’), acite (A-E tcc) ur harm (A-E hearm). TEe ierm
sore (A-E sár) also conveyed connotatiuns uf mental suJfering, alihuugE lEese
senses were nul by far as salical as ILe physical unes. In spile uf sorrow and
sorry being the terms upun whicL ihe main emphasis will be placed, it Las
been considened apprupriate lo nefer tLruugLout lLis paper tu a number uf
olLer terms for sujj/éring in an allempí tu betier undersiand huw ihe lexical
domain within wLich sorrow and sorry are ingrained Las changed oven time.
Of alí lEese, lEe term sore wilI be lEe une mustly refenred lo in tEis analysis
dueto ils formal (as well as semanlie) resemblance lo sorrowand sorry.

EacE uf ILe focused terms referred tu aboye (sorg, sárig and sár~ provided
in OE differeni semanlie and morpEolugical aspecis so as tu produce a
cuEerení whule. MorpEolugically speaking (and disreganding verbs in alí
cases) lLene exisied a large degree uf uverlap amung ILe terms. Ihe Ierm sor-
row (OE sorg) cuuld unly funclion in OF as a noun, allEough it could also
lake a suffix tu furm ILe adjeciive sorrowjhl (OF sorgJhl) and ILe adverb sor-
rowly (OE soritlice). wheneas ILe term sorry (OE sdrig) eould unly funcliun as
an adjeclive. The term sore (OF sár) cuuld funetiun as noun, adjective and
adverb in OF. TLc paradigm was in Ihis way filled np.

(1) sorroi-v: 971 Blickl. Hom. 103: Nc b¿A,~er sar nc 3ewinn, ... nc son nc
wop

(2) sorry: c 888 K. Alfred Boeuh. XXXV: Da sceolde se hearpere weor-
swa sari3ftrt he nc meaitíe on5emong odrum monnum bion

(3) (a.i.) sore (pLysical) (sb.): e 825 Vesp. Psalter XXXII: Asprong in
sare hfm¡n
(ah.) sore (mental) (sb.): e 888 K. Alfrcd Boeth. Vii: Mié dtrm
¡ncrstan sare itis modes
(b.i.) sure (pEysical) (adj.): e 888 K. Alfred Gregor§s PasÉ C
xxxviii.(187 1) 272: Wc uñeron árrsio d¡c3le ivund biésarre &inne sio
opene
(b.ii) sure (menlal) (adj.): a 900 Cynewulf Citrisí 209: Na fi’ calle
forhrt sare sor3ceare
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(ci.) sore (pLysical) (adv.): c 1000 Ags. Rs. (Thorpe) lxxvii. 33: Ponne he
iti saresloE, ¡onne iti soittan hine
(cii.) sure (mental) (adv.): a 1000 (iardmon’s Gen 1257: Mefrrt cynn
itafad2iliabol3en

Semanlically speaking, as usually Eappens in lexical fields concerning
emotiuns, no fixed boundaries can be drawn due lo Ihe LigLly polysemous
nature uf ILe ierms. As a malter uf fact, no absolulely fixed buundaries can
ever be drawn, for «word meaning is nol aulunomous buí exisís againsí a
background uf uur general assumplions about ILe world [...] and word
meaning is frequently prututype-based» (Sweetser 1990:1 6) and lEus fuzzi-
ness is fluí ILe exceplion but lEe nurni. Accurding tu Strauss (1985:575):

Ihe cure uf a semantic ficid is comparable wiih an ideal ized cognitive mudel
whieh we can desc,-ibe as ILe prolutypical centres of iLe ficíd. About iLis core
are grouped in a cuntinuous suecession wunds and wond groups [...] moving
outwards in circíes of incneasing vagueaess.

It is wurth remembcring al tEis puiní tEe crucial role uf pulysemy in lan-
guage cEange, wLicE in ILe case of sorrow and sorry molivaled ILe semanlie,
and even formal, reorganizaliun fnum whieL the merging uf both ierms
springs. AnulLer cunsequence of sucE pulysemy is tLat, because of ILe blur-

ring uf meaning and also bearing in mmd lEe funcliunal uverlap diseussed
aboye, lEe ierms are urganized in a cumplex netwurk in wEicL tLey inierael
with eacL olLer.

Regarding ILe sernanlies of lEe terms referred tu aboye, ILe PHYSICAL-
MENTAL distinetiun Las already Leen mentiuned. TEis cunstitules une uf
ILe mosí significant semanlic parameters within the netwurk. TEe secund une
whicE will be considened Lene is ILe scale pcrtaining tu tEe INTENSITY of
Ihe emolion described —a gradiení alung whicL lEe lenms are placed and
whicE aceuunls for lLeir disiinctiveness. TEe way in wLicL the terms are
presenied as dislincí frum une anutEer dues nol lLerefure rcly un lEe tradi-

tiunal cEecklisls of meaning, fur accurding tu Sweetser (1990:17):

wurd meaning cannol be fully analyzed mio fetunes, sinee lEe meaning aad jis
fn-ame are inseparable fnom caeh other. TL¡s trame niay noi be pan uf lEe lexi-
cal meaning itself, buí oun understanding ob meaning enueially invulves aaalysis
uf buth ihe brames and ILe lexical senses whieh depend un lhem.

Leí us firsí examine ILe situaliun in Oíd English. Regarding ILe tirsí para-
meter, cunsider Table 1, wEich surnifiarizes wLat Las been described canlien
un.
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TABLE 1

Semanlic disíribution in OF (parameter 1)

pbysical mental

sorg x

sárig x

sar x (x)

Regarding lEe secund parameler, lEere exisled in OE a semantie distribu-
tiun whicL largely differs frum tLat uf conlemporary EnglisE, une in wLicE
lEe lerrn sorrow was nemarkably weaker tLan it is today (as it oflen cunveyed
lEe meaning ‘care or anxicty’) whereas tLe terms sorry and sore were placed
mucE LigLer in tLe seate of inlensity tL~ín tLey are nowadays. SueL dislribu-
tiun, Eowever, sEuuld nol lead tu iLe assurnplion of ILe Ierm sorrow being in-
Lereníly {weak} witLin ILe lexical neiwurk uf suffering. Tu begin witL, tLere
were in OF words denived frum sorrow (sucE as sorrowfhl and sorrowl¾
whicL were semanlically {strung} indeed.

(4) Beowulf2l 19: Grendeles inodorsi~desorhfrll
(5) e 1000 St. Veronica in Cambr. Aníiq. Soc. (1851) 34: Heswasoritlice

hys lyf
5eendode

On ILe olLer Land, tEe more intense senses uf ILe tenm sorrow already
present in OE unly underwent a gradual stnengtEening tLnuugLuut ILe hislory
uf ILe EnglisL language. SueL a process is tu be regarded as ILe key fur under-
standing lEe diacLronic reorganizaliun uf lEe nelwork, for lEe term sorrow
came tu develup a saliency wLicL accuunis fur its role nol only as-a semanlie
buí also as-a formal altraclur. SucE an attracliun is tu be cunsidered nespun-
sible fur ILe idenlificatiun of sorrow and sorry discussed in lEe presení paper.
Al ILe time of OF, Lowever, tEey were iwo lerms relaled only in meaning huí
nol in form. TEe ierm sorrow was ILe mosí inclusive une uf lhem, for in con-
veying mental saJjléringat large it cuvered boíL weak and intense senses uf dic
emolion, wEereas sorry did nol in OE (and contrary tu lEe distribuliun buund
tuday) cuver ihe weaken aspecis uf tLc nuliun. NeilLer uf them, as has been
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mentioned, retened tu physieal sujjéring at that time. Consider TaLle 2,
wEicL summanizes ILe silualion concerning tEe parameter of inlensily of lEe
emotiun uf sufléring

TABLE 2
Semanlic distnibution in OF (Parameter 2)

strong weak

sorg x x

sár¿g x

sár 3<

The scmanlic distribution in Oid EnglisL al large is summarized in Table
3, accurding tu wLieL ILe term sony (OF sárig~ was semanlically closer tu the
term sore (OE sáñ lEan it was lo iLe term sorrow (OE sorg~. WitL ILe former
it sEared bulE formal resemblance and a LigE pusitiun along tEe sc-ile uf in-
lensily of suffering, wEereas it unIr shared wilL lEe latier ILe expression uf
mental (ralEer lLan pLysical) suffering SueL closeness of ILe lerms sore and
sorry was buí lEe resuil of lLeir sLared origin from West Germanie *sairig. (a
derix’ative of *sairaz), whicL denoted botE pbysieal ariel mental sufiéring. BotE
semanlie palEs were relamed by sore, wLereas only tEe laller was preserved
by sorry (in iLis sense similar tu sorrow~. Even tLuugL ILe lerm sore (OF sáó
also conveyed menlal aspects of ILe notiun, lLis was a non-ceníral meaning
amung lEose cunveyed by lEis term, wbicE from ILe carliesí periods mainly
referred lo pEysical suffering, as uppused tu ILe lerm sorrow (OF sorg from a
base meaning ‘caré), whicE un ILe olLer hanel was only mental al ILe time uf
OF, and remained muslly so oven iLe hislury of lEe English language (as cog-
nales like mudern German sorge’worry, sorroiV also did).
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TABLE 3

Semantic distribulion in OE (Parameters 1 & 2)

strong weak

physical sar

mental (sár)

sárig

sorg

3. THE REORGANIZATION OF THE DOMAIN IN MIDDLE
ENGLISH

TEe foregoing distnibution, as it will be considered Lereafler, did aol sur-
vive lEe limes of OF, fur ILe relalive posiliun of tLe terms subsíantially
cEanged uver ILe cenluries. This is unly natural if we cunsiden iLal emotiuns
are nul enlities whuse buundaries may be elearly delimited, buí ralLen subjecl
lo a large degree uf gradation and subile fluctuation Mung a subjeelively per-
ceived seale. Fur lLis reasun, mucL syncLronic variatiun and dicEronic
cLange (undersluod as a cuntinuum) are present in ILe linguistie expression
of lLese emutions.

It is iLereture no cuincidence íLt Ihe dislincliun belwecn physical and
mental sujjéring Las becume increasingly blurred tLnuugLuut lEe Listory uf
ILe language, for botE aspecís are pan and parecí of the same embodiedges-
talt. As boíL mental and pLysical suJjtéríng are deeply enlwined in Luman per-
ceplion, it is only natural Ihal Ihe language neflecis tEis. TEus, Ihe lerm sorrow
(wLicL in OF only referred lo mental sujJéring~ came in Middle EnglisE lo ac-
quire pEysical cunnotations loo. TLe term sorry did nol, buí it came tu be as-
sociated witL sickness, lEus someLuw nelating lis meaning tu iLal of pEysical
sufJéring loo.

In iLis respecí u is significaní tu remember lEe fact thai psycholugical
siales lead lo derive Iheir cunceplual síructuring and Lence lLein vueabulary
from pLysical unes (Traugutí 1982; Sweetser 1990). Such directionality cum-
plies wilL ILe ways uf metapLunical understanding and categunization of re-
ality al large, in wLich absírací cuncepis are sysíemalically cunceived uf in
Ierms uf more concrete unes and «things of ihe mmd are oflen desenibed by
meiapLuns laken frum ILe rcalm of visible ihings» (Diller 1994:220), as cvi-
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denced by ILe eíymolugies of íerms fur suJfering in lEe EnglisL language
(Buek 1949). TLese include noliuns sucE as offense, pollution (among lEe sen-
ses of tLe lerms frum which the term ache is derived), narrowing (in angu¿sh~,
itindrance (in distress~, weight (in griefl, pcnalty, punishment (in pain), carrying
(in suffering~ and twisting(in torture), amung uíLers. TLese aoiions, closely re-
lated tu pLysical experience, are mctaphorieally and meíonymieally relaled lo
lEe notiun of suftéring and sucE correspundenees —amung oiEers— are also
presení in lEe cunceptualization uf lEe domain al large, at least in Ihe West-
era world: «lLere can be little doubl ihal lEe cLuice uf metapEors and lLeir
relaiiunsEip witL metonymies is intluenced by lEe cultural background as it
has developed uver tEe centuries” (Ungerer 1995:206).

The pattern descnibed aboye, huwever, seems tu be reversed in ILe e-ase
of sorrow, wLose physieal cunnulations —first documented in the fourteeniL
cenlury (see example 10)— folluwed mental unes. TEis fact remains fur lEe
time being an upen question. Nevertheless, it shuuld be remembered Luw lEe
term sorrow did frum ihe beginning cunvey ILe sense uf boíL mild and acule
menial sujjéring, and lEus it was a EigLly saliení term witLin iLe domain. Also,
and iaking into aceuunt lEal mental sujjéring is an absíractiun from pLysical
sufléring, it cuuld be cuneluded iLal lEe latíer is subsumed wilLin ILe furmer,
and Ihus iLe physical aspecis (even if nul ducumented in OF) were indeed
presení in ILe cunceptualization of tEe lcrm at íLat time already, un Lad been
present in e~yrlier languages before dic origin of lEe EnglisE language. Ac-
eording tu 51cm (apud LeErer 1985:285):

chruuological diserepancies [.1 are explained as due lo the scaniiness of the
OE and ME texis... It is unly aboui í 300 thai Ihene is a saíisfactony supply of
texís lo illustrate ILe siate ob ILe language... In olhen cases, a meaaiag may have
anisen un colluquial language, which is scareely represented in uun texis. Also.
in sorne cases, ILe wurds are companatively rane. la Ihese circunistanees, it is
evidení ihal a meaning may Le mueh older Ihan ihe earliesi preserved reeund.

Mereover, tecali thai whereas physieal suffering carnet be diverced from
its suurcc, mental suJfrring can, lLus beeoming an overwLelming feeling
wEicL in iíself triggers pLysieal suffering loo. TLis is lEe likely reasun wLy ILe
lerm sorrow eould afierwards be identified with olLer terms wEicL did con-
vey different faceis of iLe noliun uf suffering, tEe physical une among iEem (in
fact, even al ILe time uf OE ILe Ierrn sorrow did refer tu iLe Ligbly concrete
causes of lEe emotiun, sucE as los~ disappointmení, lrouble and so un).

Also because of lEe Ligh cenlr-alily uf lEe term sorrow ILe adjective sorry
cLanged iís form tu resemble tLat uf ihe former. It has already been discussed
how ILe term sorry was in OF eloser tu ILe lerm sore lEan it was tu sorrow.
Had lEe situaliun remained as sueh, the spelling of ILe 1am sorry would have
been *<sory> and u wuuld Lave been pronuuneed /sourí/ tuday. TEis,
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however, is riol ILe case, for ILe 1am sorry was nemudeled afler sorrow. TEis
Lappened because of ILe semantie altractiun thai tEe term sorrow exerled
upon ILe term sorry. BoíL uf Eem sLared mental suffcring as Iheir musí
prutoiypical sense, sorrow being tLe une wEicL included in OE butli weak
ariel slrung connolations uf tLe emotion. TEis term acquired in ME a consist-
cnt {slrong} nature and carne tu eonvey connulatiuns uf deep suffering in
musí cuntexís, as opposed tu ILe otLer terms, wLicb came lo denote mucL
weaker aspecís of tEe nolion of suffering (tLe lerm sorry in particular, wLicE
carried a sense of apology similar tu lLal of teday wLicL diminisLes tLe emo-
tional impael of lEe lerm). In lLis way, ILe term sorrowgradually gained cog-
nulive relevance as it denoted síronger arid mure cumpreLensive aspects uf
ILe nulion, and lEus it became a LigLly prutotypicat member around wLich
lEe olLer íerms in tEe cunstellatiun were neorganized: «diacEronie changes
wilLin lEe fields and between related fields can probably be explained as
cEanges of lEe prututypical centres uf ILe fields» (Strauss 1985: 575). One of
ILe most dramatie instances of sueL a reorganizaliun was ILe prucess under-
gone by tEe lerm sorry, whicL weakened lis meaning under ILe pressure uf
tEe strengtEened sorrow anel resLaped ils furm lo resemble lLal of ILe mosí
prulolypical memben uf ILe constellatiun. TEis Lappened, as intruduced
aboye, at lEe time of Middle English. Let us nuw tEerefure turn tu tLe way in
whicL sucb a reorganization of dm network look place from lLat lime un-
wards.

4. FORCES INVOLVED IN THE REORGANIZATION

1 Lave already considered aboye Eow lEe semantie scEema in wLicL ILe
Ierms sorrow and sorry were ingrained Las dramatically changed frum tLe
times uf Oid EnglisL, and Euw it was in Middle EnglisE when lLis neonganiza-
lion crystallized. As a resulí of sueL a process —wLicE naturally did nol Eap-
pen in isolaliun— tEe term sorrow was sírengíLened, Ihus dragging sorry apart
from sore and attraeling it in boíL form and meaning. Leí us now consider ILe
influence exerted un sucE a process by a number uf factors, among wEicE iLe
impací uf a new term in Ihe Englisb language is uutslanding. SucL a term is
lEe nuun pain (OF peine), introduced in ILe late IhiríceníL century as a bur-
rowing frum FrencE.

(6) 1297 R. Gluuc. Rolís 7742: Pcrtoitenomgretpeincufhum

It migLí well be thaI tEe sírengíL wilh wEicL tLe new lerm pain spnead
was not merely iLe resulí of an extremely cummon pLenumenun al ILe lime
of ME: tLe exisíence of an earlier wurd from ILe same stem (tLe OE verb pi-
nian ‘pine’ frum L poena) made ILe FrencE lerm lake dccp nuol in ILe EnglisL
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language. As Jespersen (1909:88) puints oul, «in a few cases tLe process uf
assimilatiun was facililated by ILe fact thai a FrencE wurd Eappened lo re-
semble an oid native une» (as Eappened wilL ILe OE verb ceosan ‘cLuose’,
which «was supplemented wilL dic noun citoice frum Fr choir»). Regarding
ILe ierm pine, accurding lo lEe OFD:877, «it is notable lEal ILe substantive
Las nol yet been found in OE, wLere ILe derived verb pifian was cummun
from an early periodo. Therefure, it mighl Eave been tu filí tLe emply slut lefí
by OE pínian in lIs nominal form lLal ILe FrencE nuun made room fon itself.
It provided a single wund wLieE, cumbining botE ihe oíd essence of tEe lan-
guage and ILe refined viguur of Ihe conquering tongue, displaced ILe oíd tri-
partite system for denoting suffering described. NeveriLeless, burruwing
might Lave iaken place even if sucE an emply slut E-id nol been presení in ILe
language, for «lo a large extení tEe early loans reflecled wEat it was conveni-
ení or expedient tu borrow, nul what gaps needed tu be filled» (Strang
1970:251). As a matter uf fact, Clark Hall (1894:272) dues include lEe nomi-
nal entry pín ‘pain, anguisit, torture’ in Lis Anglo-Saxon dictionary. TLis was
nol lEe only noun lestifled in OF from ILe pín- stem, for tLere also existed
terms sucE as pínnes ‘torment pínury ‘torturc’and píncre ‘torturer’for denol-
ing lEe notiun of sufjéring ur closely relaled unes (see aboye for a consider-
alion of tEe way in wLicL ILe nolion of torture and sume ulEers are relaled lo
tLat of sujjéring wilEin Ihe domain). TEe gap EypolLesis wuuld Iherefore be
disearded. WEatever ILe case may be (Lad lEe gap been present in the lan-
guage or not) tLe fact remains thai ILe ancestral meaning uf ILe lerm pain
(tLat is, punishment, tuday preserved in pbrases sucL as pain ofdeaíit ur ierms
sucE as penal, penalty, penance or penitence) came lo be enricLed witL tLai of
suffcringdue lo lEe influence of ILe inlandverb pine.

Leí us now focus un ILe newly-borruwed pum, whicL in itself cunveyed
ILe global meaning of ILe wEole nelwork. Once tEis term entered tLe lan-
guage, semantie radicalization took place: sLortly after pain Lad already
gained gruund, tEe otLer thnee terms discussed carlier un gradually sided
witL euLer pLysieal ur mental suJfering Even tLuugL iLe musí significaní
meaning traits were preserved (thai is, tEe noun sore pruiuiypically denuted
pEysieal sufjéring, wEereas bulE tEe nuun sorrow and ILe adjeciive sorry ex-
pressed mental suffering — mucE weaker feeling in lEe case uf ILe latier)
Ihere happened a number of changes. As Bréal (apud Samuels 1972:65)
poinís oul:

ihe survival by differentiation of twu funms uriginally synunymuus may depead
un maay facturs: ILe pnivilege of uccurrence uf each may be narnowed, un une
of ILe forms rnay be increasingly selected ja a meaning hilheniu marginal; sligLi
differeaces in cuníexiual meaniag may be gnadually magnified, ur ILe pnucess
of extensiun la ILe dinection uf cuanotaiiuns hithentu dormaní may be hasí-
ened by ILe presence of ILe olLer (newen) funm.
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Leí us examine lLis semanlic reduction from a cEronulugical penspective
and always bearing in mmd ILe fact tEal lEese processes took place, closely
interwuven with cacE olLer, uver a very extended periud of time. during
wEicE coexislence and witLdrawals ufíen uceurred: «total ubsolescenee of [...]

a ~...jwerd is ~.j rare, the usual cunsequence being lEe loss of ene or mere
meanings. Sume of ihe best-knuwn examples are of cLanges spread oven
many centuries» (Samucls 1972:15).

Aecording tu dala, tEe term sore —as a noun— was prubably the firsí une
lo glide, muving lowards denuting physical aspects uf ihe notion uf suJfrring
unly. By ILe mm of lEe sixteeniL centuny (thai is, sume twu centuries afler ILe
FrencE wurd pain Lad eniered 11w EnglisE language) it had become obsulele
as mental unesiness. Thus, íerm wLich had meaní ‘ mental sufjéring, pum or
trouble; gricf sorrow, anxiety or tite cause of thU since e 888 is documenled as
sucE for lEe lasí time in 1575:

(7) 15’75 G. Gascoigne Glaíse Govcrnm. Wks 1910 II . 66: Store is no
sore, as titeproverbe saith

On ILe olLer Land, lEe lerrn cuntinued lo be used in Ihe sense uf ‘a painful
place’ up tu lEe presení day. Such a pEenomenun Las a parallel in lEe prucess
undergone by lEe same term in its adjectival form, whicE frum the fifleenlh tu
sixteenth cenlury unwards mainly refers lo ‘aciting parts of tite bod9, wLereas
ILe mental uses gnadually lusí sínengih and became mainly archaic ur dialectal.

WLile Ihis pnucess was íaking place, lEe noun sorrow was already expan-
ding jis urbil of iníluence. TEus it moved towards signalling tEe nutiun of suJ1
Jéringat large (even thuugh ihe pLysical eunnutaliuns whicL came tobe con-
veyed by sorrow during lEis periud remained non-prututypieal and 500fl

disappeared). As early as lEe fuurleenth centuny. ILe lwu original meanings uf
ILe wurd (lEal is, ‘deep sadness’ and, in ILe weaker sense frequení in OE, ‘care
o,’ anxiety’) Lad developed olhers. TEe formen (and mosí prutotypical) may
be divided mio tEree main sireanis:

1. Distress of mmd caused by loss, sufj’cring, disappointrnent, grief dccp
sadness or regrct (ILe original meaning firsí ducumeníed in Bcowulj’):

(8) Beowulf 1322: Mc fin ¡u crfter scclum; sorh is
3eniwod Deni3ea leo-

dum

2. Mourning finsí inc 1340:

(9) e 1340 R. Rolle of Hampule Pr. Consc 3218: Grete dole ¡ay mak,
somtyme, and sarowe, For/xzy may natityng begg ne borowe
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3, Physkoipatn, flrst in 1377:

(10) 1377W•LangLflersPbwmanB.xx.42:Hesej4einhissonwon
frseh’e Rod4 Bothefox&foula.

Of these Ibree, the one denoling ‘physicalsuffering’ ceased tobe used be-
fore the turn of the fifteenth century, and it is Iast documented u sucb in
1398. Once the physical connotations were lost, and taking into account dic
progressive strengthening discusged aboye, the term sormw carne to express
acule mental suffering from dial time onwards.

(11) 13981 Trevisa Bank DeP it XVL XXX (Tollem. MS): Perea!
fcelidonyJ he¡pe/z. qens woodnesseand orn oldesorowe

Nonetheless, Ibis early allernpt lo reduce tbe term sorrow to lIs mental
connotations liad not a systemalic character for sil Ihe senses of Ihe word
until dic seventeenth century. TInas, it is only iii 1599 lhat wc tlnd sorrow
meaning «mischief harm hwz damagea for Ibe last time: according to Sa-
mucís (1972:76), wide polysemy may be tolerated in a word «but as soon as it
[¡siextended to a complex mcaning witb an individual twist, ah dic ollier
meanings ¡havel to come to an end».

(12) 1598-1600K Hakluyl Voy 11.1.35: Who yet nonvithstandingas he
ayas downe mongled tAel,feete ant! kues. ant! dUZ the Saracens match
sorrow

‘¡he reason lar Ihis lato reduction lii te meaning of te word most prob-
ably lies in thc strenglb dic tcrm conveyed from tbe carliesí periods: tbis
made fin tIte long retention of its global nature as opposed lo dial oftIte new-
comor pdn, to wbich it finally yielded.

By about thaI same penad (seventeenlh ccntury), tIte adjcclive sorr%
which had been present in dic language since early times signalling mental
sufferlng (seo oxample 14) had lot lIs more intense senses, thus siding with
dial wcak sense dic tenn sorrow liad in QE. TIte term sony has proserved
such a weakcned meaning (that is, dic expression of more sympaíby or apa-
logy) up to tIteprescntday.

(13) Beowu4f2447: Ponne he ~ydwrece saripie song

TItus, twa terms —sorrow and sorry— which liad come to be similar in
form because of tIte semantio altraction ofthe forma upon tIte lalter, becante
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linked in lEe eyes (and minds) uf tLe speakers. As sucE tLey Lave come tu be
felí as two sides uf tEe same realily (lEal of mental suffering), ILeir placement
along tEe seale uf inlensily being ihe only difference between tEem.

5. THE RESULTING SIRUCTURE OF TRE DOMAIN

Leí us summarize lEe situalion of the netwurk as il was sume fuur cen-
tunes afler the iniruduetiun of tEe word pain. TEe nulion of sujjéring —in
body ur mmd— was cuvened by ILe lerm pain, whicL cumbined bulE pLysical
and psycLical senses. Ii Las remained as sueL lo our day, althuugL due lo ILe
strengtL of lEe lerm sorrow (wEicL expressed intense mental suffering) it
tended tu be assuciated witL pEysical disturbances ralLer ihan mental unes.
TEe term sore, wLicE nevertheless did aol retain any uf ils mental meanings,
also cunveyed pLysical aspects uf lEe nuliun of suffering Finally, ILe term
sorry builí a bridge belween sorrow and sore. fon it maialy denuted mental
anel mural sumes, buí sEared with ILe laller a weaker inlensity of ILe fceling
descnibed.

SueL a reorganizaliun uf ILe neiwurk had taken place by iLe sevenleenlE
ceniury and invulved nol only Ihe Ihree lerms upon wEicL atíentiun Las been
fucused, but also sorne otLers wLicL remain beyond lEe seupe of lEe presení
paper. Nevertheless, a reference tu ILe Ierm griefLas Leen included Lere due
lo ILe similanilies it sEows wilL ILe cEanges undergone by ILe tenms con-
sidered beforeEand. It is expecled thaI in duing su ILe case study presented in
ILis paper wilI be betíer understuod.

TLe term gricj2 a wurd wiIL no formal cunneelion lo Ihe former unes buí
clearly relaled in mean¡ng, was iniruduced as a borrowing from Freneh in lEe
tEirleenlE century, and referred tu boíL physical and mental suffcring

(14) a 1225 Ancr R. 392: Nemuitteitcmidlessegref Eabben ared us?

By ILe seventeeniL cenlury, Eowever, mosí of ILe pEysical senses had
become obsulete and it only relamed its mental connutaliuns. The prucess of
neduclion fullowed ILe same steps and cEronolugical Iiming as Ihe une con-
sidered befureLand, and lEe relaiiunship between boíL of them is funiher re-
infurced by lEe reductiun whicL later iuok place in lEe meaning of ILe lerm.
As a resulí of sueh a redueliun, griefLas a mure limited sense in conlempur-
ary EnglisE: ‘deep or violení sorrow, caused by loss or troablé’ —as oppused lo
mental suffering in general. TLis proeess was, again, prubably doc lo ILe
pressure ILe ierm sorrow exerted upun alí words meaning ‘mental suJjéring or
distress’, whicL finally became salellites arunnel ILe mosí powerful une. As
supporied by LeErer (1985:286):
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semantically related ~ords are mure likely tu undergo parailel semantie
changes Ihan semanlically unnelaled unes precisely because of Iheir semanlic
relationships. Semantie nelatiunships iend tu remain constaní, so thai if une
wurd changes rneaning. il will drag alonguiher wunds in ILe dumain.

6. CONCLUSION

Su far, the Listorical evolution of lEe terms sorrow and sorry witEin ILeir
semantie coníexí Eas been preseníed. ILerefore, it Las been ubserved Eow in
OE ILe tcrm sorry was cluser lo sore tEan it was tu sorrow, and Low frum ME
onwards, sorry came lo be cluser lo sorrow, not unly in lIs semanties buí also
in jis form. TEere siill remains ILe queslion uf justifying wliy ILe lerm sorry
did nul follow sore —an elymolugically related term— in its Eislonical devel-
opment (witE whicE it sEared in OE furm and proximily alung ILe semanlie
seale uf inlensity) and did un tEe conlrany folluw sorrow (witL wEicL in ILe
early limes it was unly connecíed inasmueL as iLey bulE referred tu mental
suffering).

As presented aboye, tEe cLances are lEal ILe reasons fur sucE an identifi-
cation are mustly semantie ralEen than formal, fon ILere Lad been precedenís
in ILis respecí since lEe limes uf OE. Because of tLe unmarkedness whicE
cLaraclerized ILis semanlie nelwork until ILe seventeentE century, botE
words sLared a guod many features. As a matter of fact, tEe term sorrow as a
nuun was used in place of ILe adjeclive sorryas late as 1470, evidencing how
close Ihese íwu lerms appeared in lEe mmd uf ILe speaker.

(15) a 1470 H. Parker Dives & Pauper (W. de W. 1496) 1. liii. 93/2:
ludas was sorowe titereof& grutelied

Furíhermore, fnom a pEunulogical poiní of view, ILe change of á tu ó and
ILe subsequení sLortening Lave given tEe adjective sor,-’,’ an apparenl formal
cunnectiun wiih lEe noun sorrow:

(16) 1529 J. FritL Antithesis 303: So titat theygo away sorrier andsickcr
in soal and in purse titan íhcy were before

TEenefure, u is only natural (wLicL is lo say, eognilively mulivated) iLal
ILe terms sorrow and sony, botE belonging lo tEe same semaniic netwurk,
migLí Lave been perceived as extremely close even tLuugL lLeir Lisiorical
onigin be differeni. Because of ILis, iLe term sorry (whicL frum ILe early times
Lad laid a bridge between sorrow and soTe) cuntinued tu do su up lo our days.
Huwever, it was gradually dislanced from ILe Ierm sore and increasingly al-
tracted in botL furm and meaning by ILe semantically puwerful sorrow. In Ibis
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way, twu Lisiorically distincí words Lave become interlwined. And so goes
tEe (Ei)siory of sorrowand sorry.

NOTE
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her cate.
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