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By way of opening

One of the main aspects of diachronic studies atnimg is marked by the
incessant strive to develop a satisfactory clasgifin of semantic changes,
alongside providing an adequate definition of thecpss of meaning change. A
number of classificatory frames have been advasigez the mid-19 century,
when historical linguistics was born. Various agmtoes typologising semantic
changes may be found in the works of Paul (188@yng1931), Ullmann (1957),
Meillet (1974), Waldron (1979), Warren (1992), Kdegki (1990) and Geeraerts
(1997). Of all known attempts, Stern’s (193&jnpirical classification is
considered to be the most exhaustive, as it isdbasethe analysis of all then
known cases of semantic change, with due attemtiggsychological processes
involved.

Stern’s (1931) classificatory scheme derives itq@drom the fact that the
author formulated his system inductively on theidbad a large number of
authentic cases of semantic change, along witmauiry into their nature and
causes (see Warren (1992:4)). Stern (1931) disshga seven main classes of
semantic change, one of them beingegular transfer — a process which may
be defined as the unintentional transference ofoadwo denote some other
referent than the usual one, based on certain asities between the two
referents. To use the present-day terminology, laedtansfer may be described
as the use of a word habitually denoting one reter® denote some other
instead, because certain elements of the referecdniie salient to the given
context, and thus foregrounded in the speakersn@tin. Consequently, the

1 'We would like to express our wholehearted attittdeDr Annabelle Mooney of the
University of Cardifffor her valuable comments on both the form andemastof this paper.
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change leads to specialisation of word’s meanimgirad its central attributive
elements. In other words, the meaning of a wordasowed down to core
elements of meaning in the given context (cf. S{@&981:340)). For instance,
when a speaker uses figuratively the wdmick, the referent of which has
various physical characteristics, he may be foagssen its form, size, colour,
appearance or its function. When he perceives g@tiobf brick-like shape and
weight, it will be natural for him to call that aut a brick, because the
attributive values<HEAVY”BULKY> are perspectivised in the sense of
Kleparski (1997:172-179) in the given context whilher attributive values
remain backgrounded In other words, the attributive values
<HEAVY"BULKY> may be said to generate — in the non-Chomskyasesai
the word — the metaphorical transfer in the spéskeind. Naturally, such shifts
may occur between referents owing to the idenfitgppearance, function, form,
structure, ability or behaviour. In this way Enblised has come to mean ‘last
base or surface on which everything restsduthhas developed the sense ‘the
mouth of a river or bay’ andall has been transferred to ‘a rounded mass of any
substance’ (see Stern (1931:347-350)). These eramghow that certain
semantic alterations may boil down to a chang&énntanner of apprehending a
referent’

It is frequently claimed that in the case of regulansfers, as well as a
number of other types of sense-change or refefegmge, there is some kind
of relationship or common attributive value, howetteeadbare, between the
consecutive meanings of words (see Kleparski (199) the course of
semantic development this common attributive vahay increase in salience
and become central while the original centres becamances. This seems to
echo the view held by Langacker (1987:157), whoeol=s that semantic
changd...] is invariably based on some perception of samiiy or association
between the original (sanctioning) sense of an esgion and its extended
sense

In the existing literature few scholars have garie the question of whether
the speakers of a language make intentional setnahérations, i.e. brought
about by their intentions, or whether their unititamal creation of new referents
or the manner of expressing the already-existirgsdaads to meaning change.
Apart from Stern’s (1931) early attempt, of lateg guestion of intended versus

2 |n the words of Stern (1931:342-343), a successfubfer is followed byadequation— a
process known as a shift of the subjective apprgbarof the referents, i.e. an alteration from one
characteristic of a referent to another, boilingvdoto a change of predominant element of
meaning (see Stern (1931:381)). Warren (1992:7ineégfadequation aan adaptation of the
meaning of a word so that it agrees with the largpiaser's perception of the actual
characteristics of the referentSake, for example, the terbooking-office which used to mean ‘an
office where one could book one’s hame for a cqawhich has developed the sense of ‘a place
where one can buy train or bus tickets’, along it altered characteristics of the referent.
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unintended semantic changes is addressed by K&86#), who maintains that
the process of change can be accounted for by mefattee invisible-hand
theory, which amounts to saying that what looks to beptueluct of someone’s
intentional design, is in fact not caused by anigrietentions. Language-
change, Keller (1994) argues, is an unintended gagycdetermined by the
communicative actions of speakers when many peagtesimilarly in certain
respects.

ECONOMY terms: budget, currency, investment and purchase

Despite a considerable number of data-orientedesturried out in the 20
century, such as Trier’'s (1931) analysis of thédfiENOWING , Szymczak's
(1974) study of the fieldMAN, Schultz’s (1975) analysis of the field
PROSTITUTE, tozowski's (1996) study dDREAM, the analysis of semantic
shifts in the fieldBOY carried out in Kleparski (1996) and Kleparski'©9Y)
analysis of semantic shifts in the figdBIRL/YOUNG WOMAN , there remain
several fields in the English lexicon that havéneitreceived little attention or
have attracted no attention whatsoever. The semdietd ECONOMY has
attracted — to the best of our knowledge — litttergion in the existing literature
though some authors, for example Hughes (1992¢siigate selected changes
affecting the content side of selected lexical gesnch agrofit or capitalism
evidently linked to the field targeted hefighe choice of material was prompted
by many factors. First of all, the goal set to thaper is to examine the forces
that may have guided semantic development of sglestonomic terms, and to
verify Stern’s (1931) observation thanintentional transfer is one of the
simplest types of change, yet the one that is kangesponsible for diachronic
semantic variability, and therefore an important gustified category in his
fully-fledged typology. Secondly, our inquiry intthe histories of selected
ECONOMY terms aims at indicating sense-threads which reaye Hinked
subsequent changes in referents or manners oftapuiig a given referent, by
identifying the core element of meaning viewed @ @ttributive values present
in the semantic meanderings of the words analyBeiddly, we hope to be able
to show that the so-called conjunctive relations. (x>IS A KIND OF<y, x>IS
A PART OF<y), as perceived by, for example, Brown (1979), faeguently
responsible for meaning alterations in the fieldgirestion. Last but not least,
considering the role dECONOMY argot both in English-speaking countries
and in all other countries where English is used osiness purposes, this
sample study highlights a projected large-scaldyaizaof historical changes
affecting lexical items panchronically related he tfield ECONOMY . As the
issue of what determines semantic alterations ésdiestion underlying any
data-oriented research, while analysing the seméidtories of targeted lexical
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items we will try to shed some light on the caused determinants of resultant
semantic changésThis analysis is couched within a cognitive frarewas it
employs such notions @erspectivisation backgrounding, foregrounding and
attributive values/elementsas developed in Kleparski (1996, 1997, and 2000).

Budget: As evidenced byWebster's New Universal Unabridged Dictionary
(henceforth:WNUUD) and theOED, budgetis a French loan, introduced into
English in the course of the entury, derived fronbougette a diminutive of
bouge— a French term denoting ‘a leather bagitcording to a number of sources
(see Ayto (1990:83), Room (1986:46) and@teD), the historically primary sense
of Englishbudgetis ‘a bag or wallet, usually made of leather.'tAstified by the
OED, the sense existed till the end of th& &6ntury (1432>1879).

1432-50His bowe ettesimantici§ and caskettes.
1879Budgef a satchel of bass-matting in which workmen cérgjr tools.

As shown by Room (1986:46) and B&D, at the next stage of its semantic
developmenbudgetshifted its meaning from ‘a bag, wallet’ to ‘thentents of a
bag or wallet, a bundle, a collection or stock’.eGrbserves here a metonymic
semantic development whereby the name of the awertdie. a bag or wallet, is
transferred to signal its contents, i.e. valualdesnoney’ In other words, the
unintentionally perceived contiguity ‘bag, wallet“the contents of bag, wallet’
seems to have determined the metonymic transfeighwlaccording to many
(see Lakoff (1987:77)), is one of the basic chamstics of cognition. In the
case at hand, language users took a well-understodeasily perceived aspect
of budgetand employed it to stand for its contents. Notlta one can speak
here about the backgrounding of all peripherallattive values present in the
historically primary sense dbudget such as its shape or material and the
semantics of the newly developed sense-thread tomeld by a perceived
contiguity between the original and the subsequeemses. The rise of the

% Some linguists, for example Ullmann (1957:187aijrol that the causes of semantic change
must be kept apart from the conditions underlyin@te author defines the conditions of semantic
developments as the factors making them possildgenviding certain patterns for them, without
actually initiating them or determining their sf@cform.

4 The word is ultimately owed to Latlulga(see Ayto (1990:83)).

® In contrast to th@DED, Room (1986:46) claims thdtudgetwas used in the sense of ‘a
leather bag’ until the 18th century.

® As pointed out by Geeraerts (1997:97) metonymiaticns often work in the other
direction. For exampléo fill up the carillustrates a type ‘whole for part'. Likewise, PgiiiMamy
caly bak, nie musimy tankowdit. ‘We have a full tank, we don't have to tankilustrates the
reverse ‘container’ > ‘the contents’ type of change

" Likewise Waldron (1979:186—201), perceives theellwment ofbudgetin terms of
metonymic transfer — a highly productive process contributing to setita changeability.
Waldron (1979:187) points out that, in the fid@CONOMY a similar case is the semantic
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historically secondary sense (1597>1960) kmfdget is evidenced in the
following OED material:

1597You shall haue the hardest in all imydget
19601 had abudgetfrom her last week.

The present-day meanings lmidget'a prospective estimate of receipts and
expenditure, or a financial scheme, of a publicybadd ‘the domestic accounts
of a family or individual’, are subsequent meangfifts resulting from its prior
habitual use in the sense of ‘a statement of tbhbaglrle revenue and expenditure
for the ensuing year submitted for the approvahefHouse of Commons’ — the
sense, which was later generalised into ‘the ansteiement of the probable
revenues and expenditures of a country for a fatigwear’® Ayto (1990:83)
informs us that the latter sense is found in 1738 pamphlet tittled@he Budget
Opened According to the author, in the mid*‘18entury the wordudgetwas
used in a ritual whereby the government ministerceoned with treasury affairs
opened his budget or wallet, to reveal his intenfilechl measures. Since the
whole notion seems to have been rather satiricalaffew decades of its 18
century historybudget appeared only in this use and, according to Ayto
(1990:83), the earliest recorded non-satirical igppbn of the noun in this sense
goes back to the mid-T8century. Though Room (1986:46) claims that the
satirical use prevailed down to about the end ef 18" century, our analysis
seems to confirm Ayto’s (1990) observation, espbcim the light of the
following OED material that gives evidence to the aforesaid eiébudget
(1733>1959):

1733 And how is this to be done? Why by an Alteratianlyoof the present Method of
collecting the publick Revenues...So then, out it esrat last. ThBudgetis opened; and our State
Emperick hath dispensed his packets by his Zanyi@suthrough all Parts of the Kingdom...l do
not pretend to understand this Art of political eedemain.

1959Those on &udgetgo to Florida in spring or late autumn, the ‘adasons’ when charges
there are reduced.

As in the case of a number of semantic developmehés original and
intermediary senses blidget i.e. ‘a bag or wallet’ and ‘the contents of a loag
wallet’, are absent in present-day English. Notibewever, that all the
subsequent meanings seem to share one commorutat&itvalue. From the
concrete meaning ‘a bag, wallet’ there evolvediagiof senses sharing the core
element<LIMITED AMOUNT> which is present at all stages of the history of
budget All secondary senses are naturally derived froendriginal meaning by
a motive-driven transfer. One may argue that thaetigoity between the

history ofcoin, whose primary sense ‘a corner-stone of a wabwilding’ evolved into ‘a die
for stamping money; a mint’, the meaning from whictvas later transferred to denote ‘a coin’.
8 SeeWNUUD.
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historically primary senses, that is ‘a bag or efknd ‘the contents of a bag or
wallet’ prompted the semantic variability btidget coupled with the fact that
oncebudgetbecame associated with its contents — some ofhalbging money
or other valuables, it might as well have been giged as ‘money available for
spending’ (cf. Kleparski (1996)). The resultant seethreads may be viewed as
cases of transfer derived from the primary meabingieans of comparison, and
adjusted to the changeable reality. Even the lategtlopment obudgetwhich,
in its quasi-adjectival use denotes ‘suitable fomeone of limited means,
cheap” or ‘reasonably or cheaply priced continues its earlier sense-thread,
since extralinguistically every budget is suppasebe planned thriftily”
Currency: WNUUD shows that Englistcurrency goes back to Latin
currens— the present participle clrrere ‘to run’. The original Latin sense is
echoed in English at an early stage; @ED shows unambiguously that the
nouncurrencywas originally used in the literal sense ‘the facttondition of
flowing, flow, course’ (1657>1758) — the sense whigas in turn concretised
to ‘a current, stream? Although the first recorded material testifying ttee
meaning comes from the mid*1Zentury, according to th©®ED, the noun
currencywas historically preceded by the appearance o€agnatecurrent,
continuing Old Frenclorant/curant— the present participlgourir ‘to run’. As
shown by theOED, the adjectivecurrent appeared early in the T4entury
(1300>1830) in the now obsolete adjectival sensariing, flowing’;> while
the nouncurrentdates back to the close of thé"lgentury (1380>1863), when
it appeared in the specialised sense ‘that whidis ar flows, a streant® The
primary meanings ofurrencyare documented in the followir@ED data:

1657To preserve theurrencyof the stream.
1758The Currencyruns...with such Force, as to render the Navigatieneof imperfect.

® As shown in the followingdED quotation:1958 This is just the drink to give party guests a
glow — at abudget price

10 seeRandom House Unabridged DictiongyenceforthRHUD).

1 Notice that the recent development involves a daiount of euphemistic shift as well,
since low-budget budget holiday or budget dressare fine manners of sayintheap without
implying pejorative connotations (see Howard (1893).

121t is worth pointing out that the development gset here runs against the traditionally
approved directional path of semantic chanG&NCRETE > ABSTRACT, which is treated
almost as a law in historical semantics to whiabwéver, many linguists (e.g. Campbell (1998),
Gyéri (2002)) have managed to provide convincing ceumvidence.

13 As shown by the followingDED quotation:c1300 With him cam...mony faire juster
corant

1 As testified by theDED: c1380Mene at knowens e worchinge o e elementis..and
worchis  woundir bi craft in mevynge of currauntis.
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According to theOED, the present-day meaning afirrency goes back to
the late 15 century, when the adjectiwairrentis first recorded in the economic
sense of ‘passing from hand to hand, in circulateerving as a medium of
exchange’® However, the noumurrency™ appeared in the economic abstract
sense ‘the fact or quality passing from man to raara medium of exchange;
circulation’ (1699>1862) approximately two centgriéater, but only a few
decades following its occurrence in the originatsseof ‘the fact of flowing;
stream’. One may observe a distinct link between ttho subsequent senses
since the[circulation of a medium of exchange}lS A KIND OF<[flowing] .
Therefore, one may conjecture that the resultarister seems to have been
conditioned by the valueFLOWING> as the core and foregrounded element of
meaning. Simultaneously, the remaining attribuglements oturrencymay be
viewed as being backgrounded. The transfer may &lso qualified as
ABSTRACT > ABSTRACT evolution with a shift of a conceptual category
involved. This is evidenced in the followi@ED quotations:

1699 Tis the receiving of them by others, their verysgiag, that gives them their authority
andcurrency
1862The laws ofturrencyand exchange.

Both WNUUD and theOED agree that the sense ‘circulation’ was later
restricted to ‘that which is current or in circudet as a medium of trade or
exchange’ and ‘the money of a country in actual. ddeus, the further semantic
evolution that may be marked as the casABSTRACT > CONCRETE shift
within the very same conceptual field may be sHpd to have been
conditioned by the salience of the attributive eatELOWING> . Hence, again,
the working of Brown’s (1979) conjunctive relatioissclearly noticeable in the
history of currency as [flowing of time]>IS A KIND OF<]flowing] ,
[exchanging something]>IS A KIND OF<[flowing], and [circulation of
money]>IS A KIND OF<[flowing] as well. Note that in present-day English
there exists a number of terms and phrases pengaini the fieldECONOMY
whose meanings share the attributive value<BEOWING>, e.g.cash flow
inflow and outflow of capitalor influx of foreign investmentgtc. Obviously,
extralinguistically, the semantic history ofirrency must have been influenced
by economic innovations in trade whereby barteharge was substituted by
the circulation of money. In other words, the lirggiec implications of the socio-
economic progress were that the change in the maohesxchange was

5 The sense is illustrated by the following quotatimm theOED: 14811n the begynnynge
of the Regne of Kynge Edward...was no monoyerauntin englond but pens and halfpens and
ferthynges.

18 According toWNUUD and theDED, in the 18th and 19th centuriesrrencywas also used
in the sense of ‘the course of time; the time dyenything is current’ — the meaning development
as well determined by the presence of the attribigiement of ELOWING> .
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immediately followed by an unintentional specidiisa of the then meaning of
currencyto adjust it to the changeable reality.

Investment: According to Ayto (1990:304) and th®ED, the roots of
investmengo back to Latin verlinvest#r ‘to dress, or clothe’ continued as early
Mid.E. invest‘to clothe or envelop (a person) in or with a gantor article of
clothing’. The OED informs us that the historically primary sensetla noun
investmentis ‘the act of putting clothes or vestments omthihg, vestments’
(1597>1854). Room (1986:154) points out that wliis sense the word was first
recorded in Shakespearétenry IV (1597). However, the use of the verbal root
invest applied in the sense of ‘to clothe’, is firstoated in theDED in 1583
The literal meaning dfivestments made evident in the followin@QED data:

1597Whose whitdnuestmentfigure Innocence.
1854 No persons would spend their time in a leisurégpdsal of thanvestments
after having taken them from the body.

The OED shows that the historically primary sensdrafestmeniwas later
transferred to ‘an outer covering of any kind, atow’ (1646>1874). Thus,
apart from denoting a concept of putting on clothies sense of the term became
concretised as the word started to be used wigree€e either to the coating
itself or ‘any covering, coating or integument,aisvegetable®® The evolution
discussed here seems to run against the tradifonaéld universal
CONCRETE > ABSTRACT path. The OED provides the following
documentation of this sense of the word:

1646 Crocodiles, are without any haire, and have noerdog part or hairy
investmenat all.
1874The hard and horny dermialestmentf insects.

Room (1986:154) notices that from the™dentury (1649>1885) onward
investmentstarted to be applied in the sense of the presanird/estiture
meaning both ‘the conferring of an office’ and ‘emdnent’ generally.
Similarly, theOED defines the subsequent meaning of the word asathien
of investing or fact of being invested with an offj right, or attribute;
endowment®® As the activity of endowing with an office or cemfing
something on someone is felt to be reserved fdndrigocial classes, the word
may be qualified as belonging to the formal regisié English. Longman
Dictionary of Contemporary Englisthenceforth:LDCE) bears witness that

17 As evidenced in the followin@ED quotation: He...could haumuestedthem in silks,
veluets [etc.] 1583.

8 On this issue seRHUD.

19 The sense may be illustrated by the followdED quotation:1649 Theinvestmenof that
lustre, Majesty, and honour, which for the publiod, ... redounds from a whole Nation into one
person.
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this sense is continued in Mod.E., though mostithie verbal use¢o invest
sb/sth with sthdenoting ‘officially give someone power to do sathing’ and

‘to make someone or something seem to have a platiquality or character’.
Remarkably, not only is this sense obsolete in gbmantics ofinvestment
today, while being continued by its morphologicakjated investiture but
also, as evidenced by tl@ED, the latter word, though formerly used in the
sense of ‘investing mone¥’, shifted its meaning in the wake of the sense-
change affecting the former offeRoom (1986:154) hypothesises that the
present meaning afivestmentdepositing money’ and its historical senses may
have been linked by the fact that, as in the caAgmiaments which one puts on
to achieve a certain effect or to obtain a new faanfinancial outlay is aimed
at giving money a new form — the sense directlyresponding with Italian
investire denoting both ‘to clothe’ and ‘to invest moné§Following Room’s
(1986) train of thought, the notion of putting argant on to obtain certain
effects, which is inherent to the semantics oflthgn root, has been shifted so
that the former core element of meaningmfestmenti.e. ‘a garment’ became
peripheral and finally got backgrounded, yieldimgthe present-day sense of
the word. Yet, one might stipulate that the twossen that is the original ‘a
garment’ and the present-day English ‘outlay of mgrdepositing money’ are
linked by the highlighting of the attributive elentie<TRANSFORMING
FOR CERTAIN EFFECT>. These elements seem to be echoed in all
subsequent meaning-threadsrofestmentAnd so, the present-day meaning of
investmentas evidenced by Ayto (1990:304) and in @D, dates back to the
beginning of the 177 century (1615>1844), when the word started topyied
with reference to ‘the employment of money or calgit the East India trade,
or in the purchase of Indian good&From this sense the meaning of the word
was later extended to express ‘the conversion afanpwr circulating capital
into some species of property from which an incamerofit is expected to be
derived in the ordinary course of trade or busind4§40>1868), and
subsequently to the contemporary senses of ‘acpéati instance or mode of

investing’?* ‘a form of property viewed as a vehicle in whickomey may be

20 This meaning may be illustrated by the followi@ED quotation: Theinvestiture of
additional capitals in the purchase of catBd5H.

2 The OED traces yet another historical use of the wiardstmentiown to the 18 century,
in which the term was subject to a transfer of nrgamwhereby it came to be used in military
jargon with the sense of ‘the surrounding or hengrn of a town or fort by a hostile force so as
to cut off all communication with the outside’.

22 On this issue see also Ayto (1990:304).

2 As shown by the following quotation drawn from tB&D: 1615 For further aduyse in
particulerising of the sayls of the Companies goara$investmenbf that and of ther monies.

24 SeeRHUD.
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invested’, and ultimately ‘something that is inekta sum invested. The
following OED material evidences the rise of the broadened sehsthe
conversion of money or circulating capital’:

1740The plaintiff insisted on the profits producedtiade, and the severiavestmentshat
had been made therewith.

1868 When the profitablénvestmenbf saving is discouraged or diminished, capitdess
eagerly accumulated.

In contemporary English (sé8HUD), the use ofnvestmentn the sense of
‘a garment or vestment’ is archaic and, as showthbymaterial quoted in the
OED, reserved for its originally cognate fonmastmen{< Latin vestimentun),
initially used in the sense ‘a garment or articleclothing’, but now referring
to ‘something which covers as a garment’, typicallyed of ceremonial
clothing like priest’s vestment€One may find a number of other lexical items
that are related etymologically iovestmentwhose meanings today may be
said to remain much within the same conceptual rgpas the original sense of
investmentthat is ‘a garment’, such agestiture’® vestment’ vesturé® and
vest®® Considering the multitude of forms ultimately dexd from the Latin
root, one is led to believing that the sense demaknt ofinvestmentmust
have been influenced by the processsghonymic rivalry (see Waldron
(1979), Kleparski (1990) and @i (2002)). That is, the semantic evolution of
the word may have resulted not merely from expagdindifferent directions
of the core attributive value<TRANSFORMING FOR CERTAIN
EFFECT>, but also may have been conditioned by the gerdieadhronic
tendency to dispose of redundant senses, seenymastlthe process of
differentiation of synonyms. In other words, theeakers of English,
unintentionally striving to differentiate betweénvestment vestment vest
vestiture and vesture transferred the original meaning afvestment‘a
garment’ laying stress on the originally peripherattributive value
<ACHIEVING A CERTAIN EFFECT> . Therefore, our hypothesis may
confirm and complement Room’s (1986) explanatiorthef forces that have
directed the semantic developmentrofestment

%% SeeRHUD.

%6 The meaning may be evidenced by the following ation from theOED: 1842Under the
head ofVestiture we include all those arts which relate immediatel the manufacture of cloth,
and preparation of clothing.

%7 ps illustrated by the followin@ED quotation:1483Ryght so the majeste of god hydde the
lyght of hys dyuynyte by a carna¢stemenivhyche he toke of our nature humayne.

8 This sense is made evident in BED quotation as follows1643It anathematises all those
that shall judge oneesture one garment more holy then another

2 The following OED quotation illustrates the meanint725 The Persians make their long
vestsof such cloths.
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Purchase: The etymological sources agree that the originald. Kl
(1297>1725) sense of the noparchase being of French descendancy, was a
now obsolete sense ‘the action of hunting, thehiagcor seizing of prey’ hence
‘seizing or taking forcibly or with violence, pluad capture® The historically
primary sense is documented in the follomED quotations:

1297Soe at men ofporchascome to him so gret route.
1725We were bound now upon traffick, and not parchase. They told us they were come
into the South Seas for purchase, but that theynete little of it.

With the passage of tinirchasestarted to be applied in the sense ‘attempt
or effort to obtain, bring about or cause somethiagempted instigation,
contrivance, managemett{1375>1533). This sense, obsolete nowadays, seems
to have formed the basis of a transferred senggufauit by which gain or
livelihood is obtained; an occupation’ (1588>16%8)d is documented in the
following material drawn from th©ED:

1588 If euery Oyster had pearle in them, it [oystehifig)] would be a very googurchase
but there is very many that haue no pearles in them
16581t were very strange for them who practise thatérlong, to gain by thaurchase

So, it is fairly evident that all historical sensefsthe nounpurchaseare
linked by the salience of the attributive elemertOBTAINING
SOMETHING> . According to theOED, the nounpurchasewas later used in
the sense of ‘the acquirement of property by opelsonal action, as distinct
from inheritance’ (1460>1848j, but narrowed its meaning to denote
‘acquisition by payment of money’, which is its pary sense in contemporary
English though its beginnings go back to thd' t&ntury (1560>Mod.E.), as
testified by theDED:

1560 Bye my field, | praie thee..: for the right of tpessession is thine, and therchase
belongeth vnto thee.

1888 She had only stopped her caprices andpechasesvhen the room would not hold
another thing of beauty.

Hughes (1978:414-415) observes that the semargtorii of purchase
reflects changeable manners of legitimate acqaisitound in Europe from the
Middle Ages to the Renaissance. Thus, from itsiestrsenses signalling ‘the

%0 This sense, however, is absent in the historyhef verbto purchase whose original
meaning, according to tHeED, was ‘to try to procure or bring about; to congrier devise (esp.
something evil) to or for a person'.

31 The meaning is documented in the followi@gD data:1375The king, throu goddis grace,
Gat hale vittering of hipurchass

32 As evidenced in the followin@ED material: c1460 The grete lordis ofé e lande..by
reason..off Mariagegurchassesand @ er titles, shall often tymes growe to be grettemtithai
be now.
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action of taking by force’, be it prey, plunder wbbery, the meaning of
purchasewas transferred to express ‘acquisition by oneln aaction, as
distinct from inheritance’, and finally to ‘acquigin by payment’. Notice that
the evolution ofpurchase similarly to the semantic developmentshefdget,
currencyandinvestmentexhibits an interesting regularity since the sufent
sense shifts affectingurchaseare linked by the presence of the very same
attributive value <OBTAINING SOMETHING> . Likewise, certain
regularities may be found in the semantic histovédudgetand currency
since all of the historical senses lmidgetare centred on the common value
<LIMITED AMOUNT>, while the semantic drift ofurrencyseems to have
been affected by various weightings of the corei#aFLOWING> . Finally,

in the case of the semantic developmennweéstmentt is the attributive value
<TRANSFORMING FOR CERTAIN EFFECT> that seems to be present in
various historical sense-threads of the word. Tioeee the semantics of
budgef currency purchase and investmentmay be said to have been
historically influenced by a change in the applimatof the core element of
meaning to the needs of signalling changeable erfey notions and states of
affairs®

Secondly, it is fairly evident that the existendeonjunctive relations may
have contributed to the semantic developmeriuafget currency investment
andpurchasesince gwallet] >IS A KIND OF<[budget] just agcirculation of
moneyPIS A KIND OF<[flowing] , and[putting on clothes] >IS A KIND
OF<[changing and transforming for certain effect] as much aginvesting,
depositing money]is. Likewise, in the case of the evolution mfrchasethe
act of hunting certainly may be qualified as an aft <OBTAINING
SOMETHING> much in the same way as the process of buying Tha.
observations made here seem to support the claide by Brown (1979),
according to whom conjunctive relationships are ¢hes that are both most
frequently employed in naming behaviour and fredlyeunderlie all kinds of
meaning alterations.

To draw some parallels, a similar process has opeariam the history of
trade whose original meaning ‘a course, way or pati378>1564), was
shifted to ‘a way of life or a course of action'486>1825), and finally the
word came to be used in the sense ‘practice or @mpnt’ (1575>1608),
hence the contemporary sense ‘the practice of smoepation or profession
habitually carried on’ (1546>Mod.E.), and ‘the actbusiness of exchanging
commodities for other commodities or for money’ $55Mod.E.). Here, the

% Though the link between the present-day sensesttamariginal ones is to a certain
extent inferable from the remnant collocations, engest sb/sth with stfit is not infrequent that
the change leads to the loss of the original mepofrthe word, which is either made redundant
and/or relegated from the standard language artthddgo obscurity (see Kleparski (1997)).
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attributive value formulated asREGULARITYAHABITUALITY> seem to
have come to the fore as a factor directing theelbgpment oftrade. Another
interesting case of semantic change in the iIBBDNOMY is the history of
staff, whose original now obsolete meaning was ‘a sti@kied in the hand as
an aid in walking or climbing’ (725>1907). What mag formulated as the
attributive value<SUPPORTING SOMETHING> is — as evidenced by
WNUUD - clearly noticeable in a number of historical ssnef the word such
as ‘a pole or club used as a weapon’ (1000>18473trong stick, pole or bar’
(1000>1708), ‘a pole from which a flag is flown'g13>1894) or ‘something
which serves as a support of stay’ (1390>1878)s shown by th@ED, staff
was subsequently used in the sense ‘the shaftggfear or lance’, and later
transferred due to contiguity relationship to dent@ spear, lance, or similar
armed weapon’ (1205>1868), the senses that are latbsmow?® The
contemporary meaning ataff as hinted by th©ED, is derived from its next
historical sense-thread ‘a body of officers appminto assist a commanding
officer, in the control of an army, brigade, et in performing special duties’
(1700>1974), where the attributive elem&a8UPPORTING SOMETHING>

is present in the abstract mode. Notice that afjhotnis secondary meaning
echoes the original military use, it was later gahsed to denote ‘a body of
persons employed, under the direction of a managehief, in the work of an
establishment or the execution of some undertakih§37>Mod.E.). Even a
cursory analysis of the semantic developmergtaff prompts us to think that
the path of its semantic evolution must have beaesctbd by the salience of
the attributive value<SUPPORTING SOMETHING> that seems to have
been present at all stages of the semantic evalatidhe word. It seems that
the present-day sensgaff stems from subsequent semantic extensions based
on the element of purpose or similarity of functiémother observation that
can be made is that in the case of the semantiatawo of staffwe are dealing
with the process dEONCRETE > ABSTRACT type of evolution.

The evolution ofrevenueis yet another example of the working of the core
element of meaning. According to t@ED, the primary meaning akevenue
which continues Old French verévenir‘to return’, is ‘return to a plac® — the
sense dating back to the opening of th8 déntury (1422>1532). The meaning
was later specialised into ‘the return, yield, oofgp of any lands, property or

** Hence, the wordtaff according toVNUUD, is used figuratively with reference to people
in the sense of ‘support’, e.lge was a staff to the whole gro(gee also Kleparski (1997)).

% This sense is evidenced in the followiBD quotation:c1205Euelin...mide an steeue
to-draf, and smat Herigaleaon ribbers ate aef to-breec amidden.

%8 As evidenced by the following quotation from BED: 14221 kno well my frende, that he
atte no tyme couaunt wold breke.., and Sertayraié lofreuenine
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source of income’ (1427>165%) but revenuealso functioned in an extended
sense ‘an income’ (1433>1878)pn the basis of which the sense ‘the annual
income of a government or state’ was formed (1696a.)*° All these sense-
threads seem to be linked by the presence of the atiributive value
<RETURNING>, since[profit] >IS A KIND OF<[returning some kind of
(financial) effort] , much like agincome] is.

Concluding remarks

Selected diachronic developments in the fiEB@ONOMY discussed
above provide interesting research material wheréiiy change in the
understanding or apprehension of a referent leads transfer of meaning.
However, the hypothesis made here that such cdsemefer are always based
on either the core element of meaning as viewethbyspeakers, or a change
in the relation between the core and the periphedeshents of meaning may be
verified only if a large-scale data-oriented stuslyindertaken. In particular, it
may prove imperative to go into the question of thke having the same
physical properties yields way to similarity of fititon or use as a basis of
semantic transfer. A case in point is the histdrjee whose original meaning,
as evidenced by th®ED, was ‘live stock, cattle’ (900>1535), which canoe t
denote ‘wealth or money’ (870>Mod.E.) since catti#s used as a medium of
exchange or barter. Hence, according to@i®, the subsequent sense shifts to
‘a tribute to a superior’ (1369>1602) and finally payment asked and given for
professional services’ (1583>Mod.E%In this case one may conjecture that the
driving force responsible for the semantic changdéee may have been the
centrality of the attributive elemerPAYMENT> .

Another preliminary observation that may be forrtediahere is that in the
field ECONOMY a substantial number of words were borrowed duthiegourse
of the Mid.E. period from French. This observatissimilar to that of Kleparski
(1997:257) who shows convincingly that most of Mig.E. borrowings in the
field FEEMALE HUMAN BEING are of Romance origin. Obviously, to make a
similar verifiable generalisation with respect e field ECONOMY one would
have to engage in a fully-fledged historical studysemantic alterations in the

3" The sense is made evident in the follow@igD data:1427Ye Collectours of ye goode and
revenue of ye saide Grauntes.

3 As evidenced in the followin@ED material:1433No yift ne Graunte of lyfelodRevenue
or good, balangyng to youre Hienesse.

39 As testified by theDED: 1690 The Revenuenow in time of Peace, will yield above all
charges 1500000 per An.

40 SeeWNUUD.
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field in question, with due attention to certairacbes in progress. Such a study
would necessitate the historical analysis of atgnesmber of economic terms
associated with various microfields of the mactdfECONOMY , for example,
advantagebank benefit cheap economyfare, pay, professionprofit, salary, sell,
share stock receipt wage etc.

It may be, as argued by many, that certain semahaages merely reflect
social changes. We believe that the field in qoesiprovides an excellent
ground for demonstrating that both linguistic andrainguistic factors are
responsible for the rise and dissemination of s¢imamovations. Therefore, a
study of the semantic developments in the flEONOMY must take into
account the role afocio-cultural factors,that is the whole spectrum of social,
economic and religious factors involved in the edus of diachronic
semantic changes. In particular, one should be ettet many changes in the
field ECONOMY are cases of what Hughes (1992) refers tesyambiotic
changes, that is changegshe causes of which should be sought in the
emergence of pressure groups and institutionale®nehich have a vested
interest in manipulating key terms for their owrnderand needsSymbiotic
changesoccur most frequently in a society prior to the elepment of mass
media. For example, feudalism being basically dicstsocial system was
defined in terms that rigorously reflected hiergrchhese included such words
as free and noble in their old class-bound senses. It was only witle t
breakdown of feudalism that these terms becamelmeda On the other hand,
capitalism, being basically a dynamic system, regmés a new ethos requiring
new sets of words. Initially, it generated new megs of old words, in some
cases subverting old feudal terminology by monsiagn traditional
transactional terms such &, sell, pay, purchase, finandhus, for example,
the development from an agrarian to a money econagnmghown in the
development of O.E. wordeoh ‘cattle’ > Mod.E. fee payment made for
special purpose’, exactly as Latpecus‘a cow’ subsequently evolved into
pecunia ‘money’." Such socio-cultural factors must undoubtedly be
incorporated into the analysis of the obviously is@ensitive field of
ECONOMY (see Kleparski and Grygiel (in print)). We shak lmerely
echoing the words of Gyi (2002) when we say that a proper understanding o
language change requires that we recognise langasgen object of socio-
cultural evolution; ultimately both intralinguistand extralinguistic factors are
responsible for actuating changes in meaning.

41 According to Hughes (1992), in the field BEONOMY perhaps the most significant
social cum ethicalchange is reflected in the changing semantics etéhmprofit shifting from
the medieval formuldzhe common profitwhat is beneficial to the whole social organism’the
modern sense ‘individual, private profit’.
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