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ABSTRACT: The article is devoted to the study of verb tenses attested in the 17th century records of Volhynia and 

Dnieper Ukraine. These documents contain valuable material for researching the history of the formation of the grammatical 

system of the Ukrainian language. The article analyses the forms of the present, future, past, and pluperfect tenses of the verb 

in administrative records. It is found out what variants of affixes have the forms of the present and future simple tense. Different 

structural varieties of the past tense forms, which are genetically related to the analytical tense form – the perfect – have been 

identified in the analysed texts. The first type is represented by the analytical forms of the 1sg, 1pl, 2sg, 2pl, the auxiliary verbs 

in which could have undergone changes compared to the previous period. Both the literary and vernacular varieties of 

Ukrainian have not preserved such forms. The second type includes forms in which the auxiliary verb in a modified form could 

be in both post- and preposition in relation to the former participle. These forms are still used in the Ukrainian dialects. The 

third type includes simple forms with a lost auxiliary verb, which have become normative in the Ukrainian literary language. 

The cases of use of masculine forms with the suffix -в as part of the past tense form of the analytical finite verb and the increase 

in the number of examples with this suffix in simple forms are revealed. The variety of forms at one of the stages of 

development of the Ukrainian language demonstrates the complex process of formation of the grammatical system of the 

Ukrainian language, in particular especially its tense forms. This provides evidence of the organic combination of written and 

vernacular forms in the textual material. The thesis according to which the system of finite verb forms of the Ukrainian 

language has been influenced by the common West Slavic language trends is supported. Taking into consideration that some 

of the above mentioned documents were created in Volhynia, a territory that is an integral part of the cultural and national life 

of Ukrainian people and which has not lost its identity during the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the study of the 

functioning verb tense forms in the language of records originated from this region is relevant and contributes to the deepening 

and clarification of the knowledge about the Ukrainian language of the 17th century.  
KEYWORDS: verb, present tense, future tense, past tense, pluperfect tense, history of the Ukrainian 

language 

 

Introduction  

An important source for studying the history of Slavic languages constitutes the dated 

manuscripts that reflect the linguistic features of the native speakers of a particular region. These include 

the linguistic editions of the documents "Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine in 

the 17th century" (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981) and "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century" 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015), published in the series "Records of the Ukrainian Language".  

The study of the linguistic features of texts written in such historical regions as Volhynia and 

Dnieper Ukraine, which preserve the national cultural traditions of the Ukrainian people, is relevant and 

contributes to deepening and expanding information about the Ukrainian language and its specific 

features.  

The aim of the study is to elucidate the peculiarities of changes of analytical and synthetic 

verbal tense forms attested in the language of Dnieper Ukraine and Volhynia in the first half of the 17th 

century and their further fate in the Ukrainian language and dialects in the process of language 

evolution.  

The history of verb forms in the Ukrainian language has been studied by S. Bevzenko 

(Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1960), V. Rusanivskyi (Русанівський/Rusanivskyi, 1971), I. Kernytskyi 

(Керницький/Kernytskyi, 1967), A. Hensorskyi (Генсьорський/ Hensorskyi, 1957), O. Zanevych 

(Заневич/Zanevych, 2015). The issue of the origin and functioning of tense forms in different periods 

of the Ukrainian language development is covered in the scientific works of I. Sharovolskyi 

(Шаровольський/Sharovolskyi, 1927), V. Demianchuk (Дем’янчук/Demianchuk, 1928), 

V. Besedina-Nevzorova (Бесєдіна-Невзорова/Besedina-Nevzorova, 1962), A. Danylenko 

(Даниленко/Danylenko, 2003, 2010). The presence of both archaic and new forms, the peculiarities of 

mailto:i.v.dudko@udu.edu.ua


„ O R B I S  L I N G U A R U M “ ,  V O L U M E  2 3 ,  I S S U E  3  
https://doi.org/10.37708/ezs.swu.bg.v23i3.1 

8 

 

conjugation in dialects have been explored in scholarly research by V. Vashchenko (Ващенко/ 

Vashchenko, 1955), Ya. Zakrevska (Закревська/Zakrevska, 1966), B. Kobylianskyi 

(Кобилянський/Kobylianskyi, 1953), M. Lesiv (Лесів/Lesiv, 1966), N. Marchuk (Марчук/Marchuk, 

1972) and other linguists. In covering the problem of the formation of the verb tense system in the 

Ukrainian language, one should also consider such grammatical and lexicographical works as "From 

the Notes on Russian Grammar" by O. Potebnya (Потебня/ Potebnya, 1977), "Essay of the Word 

Formation System of the Ukrainian Chancery Language of the 14th – 15th centuries" by L. Humetska 

(Гумецька/ Humetska, 1958), "Dictionary of the Old Ukrainian Language of the 14th – 15th centuries" 

(ССУМ/SSUM XIV–XV, 1977–1978), "Dictionary of the Ukrainian Language of the 16th – first half 

of the 17th century" (СУМ/SUM XVІ–XVІІ, 1994–2022).  

The involvement of new illustrative material in the analysis helps specify and clarify 

information about the formation of the verb system of the Ukrainian language.  

The study applies the descriptive method to systematise the factual material, identify the 

structural features of the verb tenses used in the record books, and clarify the specifics of the conjugation 

of the analysed word forms; we also used the techniques of the comparative historical method, which 

allows us to study the elements of the language system in diachronicity with a projection onto the current 

state of development of the grammatical system of the Ukrainian language and other Slavic languages.  

The material of the study is municipal records created mainly in the northern regions of 

Ukraine. "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century" was written in the town of Vyzhva in 

Volhynia (now the village of Nova Vyzhva, Starovyzhva district, Volhynian region). Acts of the 

Vyzhva Town Book include documents written in the period from 1616 to 1643. They reflect important 

information about the social, domestic, and legal relations of Ukrainians of that time, as well as the 

social and economic situation in the region. As in other records of the official and administrative style, 

the Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book contain legal clichés and clerical phrases, they also include 

numerous vernacular elements. The texts reflect the phonetic, grammatical, and lexical features of the 

language by the residents of Vyzhva, which belong to the Western Polissia dialect of the Northern 

dialectal group. The collection "Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the 17th 

century" contains documents from the Zhytomyr Municipal Books of the beginning and middle of 17th 

century (1605, 1609, 1649-1650), and the Pidkomorsk Book of the Kyiv Voivodeship of 1643. The 

texts of these books cover various spheres of the political, social and economic life, administrative, 

legal relations, and the court decisions. The administrative language of these books, despite the 

established linguistic and legal formulas and clichés developed over a long history, testifies to both the 

written and oral usages. The linguistic peculiarities of the Zhytomyr region's administrative language 

can be compared with the language of the Pidkomorsk Book of the Kyiv Voivodeship, which 

demonstrates the administrative language of the cultural centre of Ukraine and the macaronic language 

of the 17th century (Німчук & Симонова/Nimchuk & Symonova, 1981, p. 6). The administrative 

language of that time was influenced not only in lexicon but also in grammar by West Slavic languages, 

such as Czech and Polish, because scribes used Czech and Polish legal documents as examples. The 

linguistic features of North Ukrainian are dominated in the analysed texts.  

 
Theory, results, and discussion  

In the 17th century record documents different verb tense forms are fixed. It is known that "a 

typological feature of verb inflection characteristic of all Slavic languages is the use of two ways of 

expressing specific grammatical meanings: synthetic and analytic" (Чумак/Chumak, 2008, p. 109)1. In 

particular, the tense meanings in the Ukrainian language are expressed by synthetic and analytical 

forms.  
In the modern Ukrainian language, the past tense form is a synthetic one, formed on the basis 

of the analytical one, which has undergone various structural and semantic changes. Most of the 

analysed documents contain past tense forms, and they are registered in different parts of the documents. 

In the "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century" synthetic forms are used at the beginning 

of the document as part of language constructions that indicate who is delivering the text of the 

document (вызналъ, зозналъ, зознала, созналъ, сознав), the main part can have different forms 

(продалъ εсми, продали εсмо, иж-εм прεдал, ж-εм продал, иж-εхъмы продали, казалεм), at 

 
1 Here and further in the text, quotes are translated into English by the authors of the article. 
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the end of the text, synthetic forms are documented as part of an established expression (просилъ, 

ωдержалъ). Standard formulas for beginning, ending, and the middle of the texts of acts of the 

"Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the 17th century" contain both synthetic 

and analytical forms: писа(л), присыла(л), пода(л), созна(л), видε(л) ε(с)ми, проси(л), ε(с)ми 

каза(л) and others.  

The forms of the verbs denoting past action are represented by several structural types 

genetically related to the perfect:  

1) compound (analytical) forms with the auxiliary verb быти in the present tense form, formed 

on the model of the perfect;  

2) complex (past tense finite forms of verbs), as well as various forms with a prepositional 

auxiliary verb;  

3) simple (synthetic) – without an auxiliary verb.  

1. Compound forms of the past tense, i.e. analytical structures inherited from the Proto-Slavic 

language through Old Ukrainian (by Yu. Shevelov's periodsation (Shevelov, 1979, p. 40)) which had 

certain semantic and structural features. In the Proto-Slavic language, the perfect means "a state as a 

result of a previous action or change, or a past action or state considered from the point of view of the 

present" (Єрмоленко/Yermolenko, 2008, p. 147). The structural feature of such formations was that 

they consisted of the l-participle and in combination with the auxiliary verb *byti in present tense forms 

(*jesmь, *jesi, *jestь and others).  
In 17th century Ukrainian texts, these were analytical forms, consisting of the auxiliary verb 

быти in 1sg, 2sg (εсми / εсьми/ εсъми < єсмь, εси) or 1pl, 2pl (εсмо / εсъмо< єсмъ, εстε) and the 

l-participle. In the analysed texts, the forms of the 1sg and 1pl are predominantly attested: Я на тую 

справу во(з)ного с [по]ви(н)но(с)ти уря(д)у моεго прида(л) ε(с)ми Сεмεна Ми(н)ко(в)ского 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 24 : 1605)2; Того то мεнованого пtна Яроша Шεмεта увεза(л) и мо(ц)ю 

уступε(н)я самого п tна Вεрεщаки очεвисъты(м) εму до споко(и)ного дε(р)жа(н)я и уживанъя 

пода(л) εсъми (ДМВН/ DMVN, 1981, p. 69 : 1605); Постановивъшис" ωчεвистε, устънε, "внε и 

доброволънε, вызналъ до записованъ" книгъ Тимошъ Танъчичь, мεщанинъ вижεвскии, имεнεмъ 

жоны и дεтεи своих, иж продалъ εсми властныи кгрунът свои, мнε правомъ вεчистымъ 

налεжачии плацъ … (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 57 : 1616)3; и(ж) дε(и), в року тεпε(р) идучо(м), 

тисεча шε(ст)со(т) пято(м), мt(с)ца гε(н)вара, сεмого дня, кгды, дε(и), ε(с)мо εхали з домо(в) 

свои(х) Си(н)гаεвски(х) на я(р)марокъ до Житомира, и трафилосε на(м), заεха(в)ши // до сεла 

Щεниεва (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 38 : 1605); Яко (ж) ω(т)то(л) з ни щи(м) мусεли ε(с)мо 

ω(т)εхати, што всε пtновε Покотиловε мною, во(з)ны(м), и шля(х)тою ω(с)вε(т)чили 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 74 : 1605); А дліа лѣпшεи вѣры и роздѣлу нашого сполнε упросили 

εсмо люди добрых и вѣрыгодныхъ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 103 : 1639), and others. In addition, 

there are peculiar forms in the "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century": иж-εхмы 

продали крунътъ свои власныи (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 79 : 1637); иж-εхъмы продали крунътъ 

нашь власны̾ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 120 :1640).  

As you can see from the examples above, auxiliary verbs are mostly used in postposition, but 

they can also be in preposition: А такъ мы, во(з)ныε, захова(в)шисε во(д)лу(г) при(с)то(и)ности 

вряду своεго, на то εсмо дали ку записова(н)ю до кни(г) врядовы(х) то(т) нашъ кви(т) ... 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 64 : 1605). In the documents of the Vyzhva Book, they are fixed after an 

auxiliary word (pronoun in the function of a conjunction or connecting word): Ставши ωчεвисто, 

Трохим Гарасимович сполεчнε из жоною своεю и с пасεрбом своим Сεмεном "внε и доброволнε 

ку записаню до книг мѣстских вижовских зознал тыми словы, иж-εсмо продали дом свои з 

пл"цεм, на котором пл"цу дом прεрεчоныи стоит, зо вшεл"ким будинком пану Грицεви 

Порыдубцови, жонѣ и потомком εго вεчными // часы, уступуючи прав своих вεчистых и 

ωправлεных за пεвную суму грошεи за сто золотых (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 133 : 1643).  

The form of the 2pl is less common: абы εстє пєрє(д) нами, гдtрємъ, положили конє(ч)но, 

иначє(и) нє чинєчи для ласки нtшоє и з пови(н)ности своεε (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 116 : 1605).  

 
2 Here and further in the text, the year of creation of the document is indicated after the colon. 
3 Here and further in the text, the year of creation of the document is indicated after the colon. 
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Interesting are the cases of the use of masculine forms with the suffix -в- (for more information 

on the labialisation of l, in particular in verbs, see Yu. Shevelov (Shevelov, 1979, p. 411-421), which 

can be qualified as a violation of written tradition and the penetration of vernacular elements into 

records: и вола за своим неωпатрным εго власного с̾тратив εсми, за што всε даю чвεрть морку 

εму вѣчными часы (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 78 : 1637).  

The compound forms of the past tense were actively used in the Old Ukrainian language but 

have not preserved in either the written language or the dialects.  

2. They are formed on the basis of analytical new words with a modified auxiliary verb and l-

participle. The auxiliary verb быти, which has undergone phonetic reduction, is represented by 

different variants: 1sg єсмь → ємь/ємъ/єм – мь/м, ом; 2sg єси → єсь – сь; 1pl єсмо → сьмо – смо, 

смы; 2pl єсте → сте, which are given together in the postposition to the participle and separately in 

the preposition (Німчук & Симонова/Nimchuk & Symonova, 1981, p. 23). In addition, cases with the 

affix -хмо are attested in 1pl.  

In the linguistic literature such terminological combinations as "fused past tense forms of the 

compound type" (Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1960, p. 311) are used to denote these forms, "fused forms of 

the perfect" (Нікулін/Nikulin, 1966, p. 330), "past finite tense" (Русанівський/Rusanivskyi, 1978, p. 

325), "finite forms-reflexes of the former perfect" (Русанівський/Rusanivskyi, 2001, p. 92).  
The auxiliary modified forms of verbs are qualified by scholars as "enclitic variants attached as 

peculiar endings to the past l-participle forms" (Чумак/Chumak, 2008, p. 120). The appropriate units, 

which can be in preposition and postposition to the participle, are denoted by different terms: 

abbreviated copula (Керницький/Kernytskyi, 1967, p. 204), personal particle (Німчук & 

Симонова/Nimchuk & Symonova, 1981, p. 20), affix смо (АУМ/AUM, v. 2, p. 54), "enclitic forms of 

the auxiliary verb in the past tense" (Shevelov, 1993, p. 996), relics of the verb бути 

(Гринчишин/Hrynchyshyn, 1996, p. 133), personal indicator -м (Мойсієнко/Moisiienko, 2013, p. 

108), auxiliary clitics (Danylenko, 2012), etc.  

The documents of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine contained the past tense forms of the 1sg with 

a personal indicator in the postposition, e.g.: И зьмови(в)шисε с тымь то вышь мεнованы(м) 

Ганусо(м) и тεстε(м) того Гануса, Ѡна(н)εю Дε(д)ко(в)ски(м), робεчи поташь в лεсε(х) мои(х) 

закупны(х) за п tнзи моε, за которыε лεсы заплатилεмъ пεнε(в)щи(з)ны εго млt(с)ти ω(т)цу 

арьхима(н)дрыту киε(в)скому сто золоты(х) ... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 87 : 1605); продал εсми 

вѣчность пtну Іарошови Нεциεвичови и малжонцε εго ... часть свою власную в Хотивлю ... за 

золотых полских ωсмадεс"т, которую суму пtзεи сполна руками своими власными ωд[личиль], 

и до рук своих ωдобралεм, и на потребу свою ωбεрнулεм... (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, pp. 72 – 73 : 

1637).  

Forms with an affix -ом deserve special attention, e.g.: яко (ж) я, возны(и) εнεра(л) 

кору(н)ны(и) воεво(д)ства Камεнεцкого, то, що видεло(м) и слышало(м), со(з)наваю на то(м) 

квитε моε(м) ... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 65 : 1605); До которо(г)[о] листу для бо(л)шоє вєры 

пєча(т) прити(с)нувъши, рукою моєю по(д)писалє(м) и приятєлє(и) мои(х) до по(д)пису, нижє(и) 

выражоны(х), упросило(м) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 230 : 1643).  

Scholars have repeatedly tried to explain the emergence of specific forms ending in -ом- such 

as даломъ, used in manuscripts from Volhynia and the northern territories of Ukraine. In particular, in 

the introduction to the "Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the 17th century" 

V. Nimchuk and K. Symonova made the following assumption: "Apparently, these are hyperic forms 

that appeared as a result of distancing from Polish forms ending in -em, in which е was mistakenly 

considered to be derived from ъ (compare pol. sen – ukr. cон, etc.)" (Німчук & Симонова/Nimchuk 

& Symonova, 1981, p. 20).  

Scholars attribute the use of the corresponding forms in the Old Ukrainian language to the 

influence of the Polish language, since the period under analysis is characterised by "interaction with 

the Book Slavonic and Polish lexical and grammatical systems" (Півторак/Pivtorak, 2000, p. 681). 

Although this influence is explained in different ways, many studies emphasize that such interaction at 

the grammatical level is reflected "mainly in the maintenance of certain forms rather than in their direct 

borrowing" (Русанівський/Rusanivskyi, 1979, p. 55). This opinion is supported by the use of specific 

forms that are absent in other languages, not only past finite tense forms ending in -омъ, but also 

analytical forms with the masculine suffix -в in Old Ukrainian and the presence of complex forms with 

this suffix in modern southwestern Ukrainian dialects.  
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The collection "Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the 17th century" 

records the form in 1pl with the affix -смы (А ш Чε(р)ници поεхали(с)мы до ωсады пна 

Wлε(н)ско(г)о (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 149 : 1609)), in "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th 

century" – with the affix -смо (Що мы, уряд, слышачы зεзнанε их, росказалисмо до книгъ 

записати вεчыстых (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 129 : 1642)). Perhaps the case with the following 

spelling can be qualified as an affix of -смы as part of the form (Мы, ур"дъ … росказалис мы до 

книг вεчистыхъ записати, що ωтрымалы (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 127 : 1641)).  

Both manuscripts reveal finite forms of the past tense with a prepositional modified auxiliary 

verb; in 1sg, these are forms with the following phonetic and graphic variants of affixes:  

-м / -мъ: А я (м) сε того часу зара(з) порахова(л) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 65 : 1605); 

Которыи тастамεнтъ умоцніаю и пεчатаю ωстатнεю волεю моεю. И пεчатан εст пεчатю 

мεсцькою, що-м просила панов іакъ ду//ховного и иныхъ люди добрых панов бурмистров ω 

подпис руки и ω притиснεнε пεчати мѣсцькои (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 85 : 1638); А такъ я, 

во(з)ны(и), што мъ видε(л) и слыша(л) на то(м) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 31 : 1605);  

-εм / -εмъ: Ставши ωчεвистε, Лεвъко Гарасимович, мεщанин вижεвскии, поспол из 

жоною своεю созналъ доброволнε до книгъ нинεишихъ мεсцькихъ вижεвскихъ тыми словы, иж-

εм прεдал крунътъ свои власныи (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 60 : 1636); Становши Миско Курманъ, 

jaвънε, ωчεвистε, будучы здоровым на тилε и съмыслε своим, зεзнал до книгъ вεчистых тыми 

словы, ижъ-εмъ прεдалъ свои моркгъ цалыи изъ будунъком … (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 122 : 

1651).  

In documents from the Zhytomyr and Kyiv regions, the forms in 1pl with affixes смы and хмо 

are attested in the preposition: ω (ш)то смы ... зы(с)къ ωдε(р)жали ... мы до да(л)ши(х) затяго(в) и 

по(с)ту(п)ку пра(в)но(г)[о] ... мεжи собою смы (с) згоди(ли) ω то таковы(мъ) способо(мъ)... 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 133 : 1609); А та(к) мы, во(з)ныε, што (хмо) видεли и ωповεда(н)ε εго 

м(л). слышεли и на то (х)мо дали то(т) на(ш) кви(т) ... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, pp. 49–50 : 1605).  

The forms in 2pl past tense are occasionally found in the analysed texts: а сами стє ωбли(ч)нє 

на то(м) сє(и)мє нє были и тоє стє рєляцыє вє(д)лє потрєбы и пови(н)ности своεε нє учини(ли), 

за чи(м) с ты(х) кни(г) ωноє право подозрєноє вымазано и вырузоно бы(т) на то(т) ча(с) нє могло 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 117 : 1605).  

The auxiliary verb in the appropriate forms undergoes phonetic deformation (phonetic erosion, 

see A. Danylenko (Danylenko, 2011)) turning into a morpheme that can be attached to pronouns that 

stand in preposition to the verb.  

The cases of writing different variants of the auxiliary verb in the records are particularly 

noteworthy. For example, in document № 1 of the "Zhytomyr Municipal Book of 1609" ("Листъ ε(г)[о] 

кро. м(л). напомина(л)ны(и) судъε(в) зє(м)ски(х) киє(в)[ских] в рεвизиε(и) книгъ зє(м)[ских] в 

рεчи пtновъ Прощи(цких)") uses simple, complex and compound forms of the past tense: ... на сє(и)мє, 

нєдавно прошло(м) ты(х) блє(н)довъ и εроро(в) стороны того права студєново(д)ского на(м), 

гдtрю, нє ωказалистє, ты(л)ко чєрє(з) листы своє со(з)на(и)мовали, а сами стє ωбли(ч)нє на то(м) 

сє(и)мє нє были и тоε(и) εстє рєляцыє(и) вє(д)лє потрєбы и пови(н)ности своєє нє учинили ... 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 115 : 1608). Even in the same sentence, both analytical and synthetic forms 

can be used, for example: И записали(с)мы то ωно(му), абы на пото(м), уходячи вшεляки(х) 

тру(д)ностε(и), па(н) Ро(з)добε(ц)ки(и) и(з) затяго(в) пра(в)ны(х) поко(и) мε(л) ω(т) дεтε(и) 

наши(х), кгды бы хотεли того сε домага(т), кгды (с)мы то со(з)навали, и(ж) за до(л)ги ω(т)ца 

и(х) зма(л)лого, которы(х) ничого мало сε ω(с)тало ω[!] (с)ми плати(т) мусεли (ДМВН/DMVN, 

1981, p. 48 : 1605); и до рукъ своих ωдобралεм, и на потрεбу свою ωбεрнулεм по ωдεбраню тои 

сумы зараз того ж часу [суму] сию подаю и поступую, и поступил εсми пану Іарошови 

Нεциεвичови и потомком εго так, іако сε вышъ помεнило (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 73 : 1637).  

Forms of the past finite tense are widespread in many Ukrainian manuscripts of the 16th – 17th 

centuries and, according to researchers, "were characteristic of the vernacular language in a large 

territory of the Ukrainian lands" (Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1960, p. 312). Forms of this type continue to 

function in many southwestern dialects: хо'ди[лис˜мо], ро'би[лис˜мо], хо'ди[лим], ро'би[лим], 
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хо'ди[ўйем], хо'ди[вім] and others. They were documented in some settlements of the Volhynia region 

(Chornykiv, Hrushiv) (АУМ/AUM, v. 2, m. 245)4.  

3. The simple (synthetic) forms of the past tense presented in the record books combine forms 

without an auxiliary verb. Such forms are a direct continuation of the Old Ukrainian analytical forms 

(perfect), which included auxiliary verbs in all personal and numerical forms. Auxiliary verbs (єсть, 

суть) are absent in 3sg and 3pl forms: Писа(л) и присыла(л) до вряду εго к(р). м(л). 

житоми(р)ско(г)[о] ... пtнъ А(н)дрε(и) Пузырεвичъ (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 138 : 1609); И просил 

Хвεдко Дεмкович, абы тоε доброволноε зознанε тог[о] Стεцка было записано, што εстъ записано 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 60 : 1616); А Пεтръ напротивку тоε чвεрти плεцу брата свого Аврама 

спустил полчвεрти морку, звышъ помεнεного, що учинит цѣлого полморка, налεжачаіа 

Аврамови (АВМК, 2015, p. 118 : 1640). In 1sg, 1pl and 2sg, 2pl past tense forms could also be used 

without an auxiliary verb: А з другои стороны ωт стεны мѣсцькои напротивъ Іаръмола Корεчка, 

почавши ωт улици ашъ до ровца по копца два, которого іа самъ казав усыпати: ωдинъ копεцъ 

ωбъмεжъ волокъ мεсцъкихъ, а з другои стороны стина мεсцъкаіа, то εст Савци Потьεвичу 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 105–106 : 1639); Которы(и) ли(с)тъ я читати казалъ и, вы(с)луха(в)ши 

εго, до(с)тато(ч)нε слово у слово до кни(г) записати каза(л) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 164 : 1609).  

These synthetic forms are used in the modern Ukrainian language. They are widespread 

throughout Ukraine, including the northern dialect, in the language of speakers of dialects of settlements 

located near Nova Vyzhva (villages Yarevyshche, Dubechne, Sedlyshche, Smidyn) (АУМ/AUM, v. 2, 

m. 245).  

Interesting are the documents in which past tense verb forms can be used both with and without 

an auxiliary verb, for example, in document №28 of the "Zhytomyr Municipal Book of 1605": А дво(х) 

по(д)даны(х) п tна Трεтяковы(х) на (и)мε Ку(з)му, Максима Лычавича видε(л) ε(с)ми побиты(х) 

и помо(р)дованы(х) у вεзε(н)ю у ла(н)цухо(х) сεдя(т) у дому пtна Ивана, во(з)ного, Ждановича 

Щεниε(в)ского, до которы(х) мεнε нε допущоно ωглεда(т), абы(х) ра(н) на ни(х) ωглεда(л), ε(д)но 

здεлεка видε(л) ε(с)ми (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 62 : 1605); што я, во(з)ны(и), видε(л) и 

(с)лышε(л), и на (т)о да(л) сε(с) мо(и) кви(т) ку записа(н)ю до кни(г) врядовы(х) 

житоми(р)ски(х) с пεча(т)ю моεю вла(ст)ною (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 62 : 1605).  

The records of the 17th century show changes in the masculine past tense forms, in particular 

the appearance of a formative suffix -в, although in the analysed documents they are dominated by 

forms with the ancient suffix -л-: абы и(х) м(л). ко(ж)до(г)[о], зосо(б)на в тыε ча(с)ти с 

пови(н)но(с)ти вряду моε(г)[о] // увεза(в) и до (с)поко(и)но(г)[о] ужива(н)я и(х) млt(с)тя(м) 

ка(ж)дому ча(ст) ε(г)[о] налεжачую пода(в) и по(с)тупи(л), що я с пови(н)но(с)ти уряду моε(г)[о] 

учини(в)ши, ка(ж)до(г)[о] зь и(х) м(л). в ча(ст) и(х) увεза(в) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 132 : 1609).  

In the texts of "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century" there are many masculine 

singular past tense forms with the formative suffix -в. While documents composed in the late 16th or 

early 17th centuries are dominated by forms in -л, later documents increasingly contain forms in -в: Ѡ 

што просил Іакубъ, абы му тоε зεзнанε было записано, што и ωдεржалъ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, 

p. 60 : 1636); Што просив Анъдрѣи, абы εму тоε сознанε было приніато и до книг записано, шт̾о 

и ωдεржалъ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 80 : 1637); Што просив, абы было записано, што ωдεржав 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 108 : 1639); Ѡ што просив Сачко, абы εму тоε сознанε было приніато 

и до книгъ записано, што и ωдεржав (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 77 : 1637) etc. 

Forms with the suffix -в could be part of the past finite tense, for example: Ставши ωчεвистε, 

Иван Пукало сознав до книгъ мѣсцькихъ вижεвских тыми словы, иж-εм продав крунътъ свои 

властныи, тоεст трεтина морку обмεж самого Радъка, // а з другои стороны того ж Тимасша за 

пεвну суму золотыхъ шεст (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 80 : 1637); Тεды то всε жонѣ моεи, Катεринε, 

ωтказую на вεчност, εи, с которою-м набыв тихъ добръ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 84 : 1638); 

Становъши урожоныи εго милости пtнъ ІAрошъ Нєцєвичъ зєзналъ до книгъ вичыстыхъ м"ских 

выжовъскыхъ, "вънє, ωчєвисцε, доброволънє тыми словы, ижъ ", маючы ωт пана Рафухвала 

Хотивильского и ωт малъжонъки εго Марушки крунътъ в Хотивълю в Островє, которого-м 

купив ку пожитку своεму вεчьными часы (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 89 : 1638) etc. 

 
4 Here and further in the text, the volume and number of the map are indicated. 



„ O R B I S  L I N G U A R U M “ ,  V O L U M E  2 3 ,  I S S U E  3  
https://doi.org/10.37708/ezs.swu.bg.v23i3.1 

13 

 

The fixation of masculine verb past tense forms with the suffix -в in the manuscripts of the 

Ukrainian language of the 16th century and the increase in their use in the 17th century indicates the 

vernacular nature of such forms, as it contradicted the traditional spelling (with the suffix -л).  

The perfect, as is known, denoted an action that took place in the past, but the result of which 

is present (actual) at the moment of speech (Русанівський/Rusanivskyi, 1978, p. 291). However, the 

corresponding forms no longer expressed the perfective meaning. The ability of the perfective forms to 

be formed from verbs with and without the meaning of duration "contributed to the expansion of the 

meaning of the perfective, which over time, with the help of the forms of the species (perfect and 

imperfect), acquired the ability to convey a variety of shades of the meaning of the past tense, displacing 

all other forms, in particular the aorist and imperfect" (Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1959, p. 33). In most Slavic 

languages, after the loss of simple past tense verb forms (aorist and imperfect), researchers note that as 

a result of "transcategorisation, the present perfect turns into a new tense category, "the preterite", and 

the feature of "perfection" is expressed by it ... only optionally, in interaction with the relevant context" 

(Єрмоленко/Yermolenko, 2008, p. 148).  
As noted above, the analysed manuscripts reveal past tense forms with such morphological 

variants of the auxiliary verb as εхмы, εхми ("Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th century"), 

and affix (х)мо ("Administrative Language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the 17th century"), 

e.g.: А та(к) мы, во(з)ныε, што (хмо) видεли и ωповεда(н)ε εго м(л). слышεли и на то (х)мо дали 

то(т) на(ш) кви(т) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, pp. 49 – 50 : 1605); иж-εхмы продали славεтному 

Романови Мисковичу крунъту своεго властного (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 110 : 1639); Ставши 

ωчεвистε, Іацько Пεчка поспол из сεстрою своεю Ѡгапкою и малжонками своими доброволнε 

сознали до книг нинεиших тыми словы, иж-εхъми продали крунътъ свои властныи, ни в чεм 

никому нε завεдεныи,… Юркови Кунъчич[у], жонѣ и потомком εго … (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, 

p. 77 : 1637). For a description of these forms, see A. Danylenko (Danylenko, 2012, pp. 14–18). 

The documents mostly contain the plural form, but there are a few examples of the singular 

form, for example: иж-εхмы продал крунътъ нашъ, никому ни в чεм нεзавεдεныи, полплεца з 

будованεм (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 95 : 1638).  

In dialects, a peculiar form in 1pl past tense can be used, such as ходилихмо, similar in terms 

of structural components to those documented in the text "Acts of the Vyzhva Town Book of the 17th 

century" and some of the record books written on the territory of Right-Bank Ukraine at that time. The 

following forms were found among the speakers of the village of Krzyvoverba local dialect in the Bialo-

Podlaskie voivodeship in Poland (also see volume 2 "Atlas of the Ukrainian language" (АУМ/AUM, 

v. 2, m. 245). As M. Lesiv notes, in these forms "the ending -хмо comes from the ancient 1st person 

aorist form of the auxiliary verb бути", which was part of the conditional mood form (ходили бихомъ) 

(Лесів/Lesiv, 1966, p. 141). The appropriate units were formed on the basis of analytical forms and are 

attested in old Ukrainian manuscripts, for example видѣли єхмоу "The Gospel of Peresopnycja". The 

1st person past tense forms ending in -ech, -ch, -chmy, -chwa are documented in the manuscripts of 

the Polish language of the 15th century. This type of form (poslichmy) was normative in the literary 

language in the 16th century but from the middle of the 17th century they became dialectisms (Długosz-

Kurczabowa & Dubisz, 2006, p. 308). According to M. Lesiv, "the Ukrainian-Polish analogy of similar 

forms of the 1 sg, 1pl past tense of the indicative and subjunctive mood of the verb in -х, which is 

connected with the ancient aorist form of the auxiliary verb бути, indicates some common tendencies 

of both languages in their development" (Лесів/Lesiv, 1966, p. 141).  

The administrative language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine contains the forms of the 

pluperfect (in Ukrainian "davnomynuluj" or "peredmynulyj") tense. The semantic feature of this 

analytical form was that it denoted an action that occurred prior to …receded another past action or was 

stopped under its influence. The analysed texts present various structural varieties of such forms.  

Rather rarely are forms of the plusquamperfect, which consisted of the auxiliary verb быти in 

the perfect and the l-participle (analytical formations of three components). For example: и(ж), дε(и), 

в року тεпεрε(ш)нε(м) идучо(м), тисεча шε(ст)со(т) пято(м), м t(с)ца гε(н)вара, сεмого дня, и гды 

(м) приεха(л) ε(с)ми бы(л) на мε(ш)ка(н)ε до маε(т)но(с)ти ча(с)ти своεε Щεниε(в)скоε и до 

по(д)даны(х) трε(х) ... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 34 : 1605).  

In the Records of the Zhytomyr City Council f the pluperfect forms were formed on the basis 

of the plusquamperfect with a lost auxiliary verb (two-component formations), for example: а кгды 

протε(с)туючи(и), укладаючися ωно(му) з по(д) хоро(н)кгви уступи(л), тεпε(р) εкъса(р)су(с) 
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проскочи(л) на коню помєнε(н)ного нεбо(з)чика стрыя εго шука(т) мεжи товариство(м) по(д) // 

коро(г)вою, што нεбо(з)чикъ постεрε(г)ши, уεха(в) бы(в) до мєста, ухороняючи здоро(в)я 

своεго, которого кгды и по смє(р)ти с пи(л)ностю шукали, выεха(в) и(з) мєста ...пановє 

при(н)ципаловє з помо(ч)никами свои(ми) ... εго ωкру(т)н(ε) а нεмилосє(р)днε а правε 

тыра(н)[c]ко сεкли, каличили и забияли и ωному ба(р)зо сила ра(н) шко(д)ливы(х) 

смє(р)тε(л)ны(х) ... позадавали ... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 201 : 1650). The forms of the pluperfect 

tense continue to function both in the literary Ukrainian language and in its dialects. In the modern 

Ukrainian language, the area of distribution of the perfect and plusquamperfect forms of verbs of the 

1st and 2nd singular and plural "covers the main body of southwestern dialects and Volhynia -Polissia 

local dialects" (Марчук/Marchuk, 1972, p. 92).  

Less frequently than past tense forms, the analysed texts use other tense forms, in particular the 

present and simple future tenses, for example: И для вεдомо(с)ти по(з)въ к року сε(с) кви(т) мо(и) // 

по(д) пεча(т)ю моεю вла(ст)ною подаю ку записа(н)ю до кни(г) кгро(д)ски(х) житоми(р)ски(х) 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 95 : 1605); ѧко сє здавна в своихъ границахъ и ωбыходєхъ тоε сεло 

маε(т) и завεраε(т) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 187 : 1649); А по животѣ εи таіа трεтина спадаεт на 

брата мого Трохима и Тишъка, братанка мого (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 84 : 1638); Которыи 

тастаментъ умоцніаю и пεчатаю ωстатнεю волεю моεю (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 85 : 1638).  

Thematic verbs, as in modern language, in 1sg present and simple future tenses have the 

following endings -у (-ю): А на(с), д(и), тымъ уб(з)пчи(л), и(ж), д(и), то до са(р)нови(ц)ко 

буды ω(т)взу, а потомъ, д(и), приха(в)ши, ωстатокъ забру и ва(с) та(м) ж, до то буды, 

побεру... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 89 : 1605); и іа часу тεпεрεшного мужεви своεму второму, 

Хвεдъкови, и потомкови εго ωтказую // и дарую всѣ добра своε (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 74 : 

1637); Чиню іавно и вызнаваю сим моим тастамεнътом и записом вεчистым статнεю волεю 

своεю (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 84 : 1638). Non-thematic verbs attested with inflection -мъ: 

ω(т)дамъ (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 90 : 1605).  

However, thematic verbs can have endings that are typical of the non-thematic verb, cf.: 

уступую на ни(х), вливаю [и] ωного сε зрεка(м) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 26 : 1605) – тыε добра 

поворочаю и в оны(х) зъступую и на вε(ч)ныε часы з ни(х) зрεкаю (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 53 : 

1605); Я, Василε(и) Со(с)ни(ц)ки(и), εнεра(л) во(з)ны(и) воεво(д)ства Киε(в)ского со(з)нава(м) 

на то(м) квитε моε(м)... (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 48 : 1605) – Яз, Василε(и) Со(с)ни(ц)ки(и), 

εнεра(л) во(з)ны(и) зε(м)ли Киε(в)скоε, со(з)наваю ты(м) мои(м) квито(м) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, 

p. 48 : 1605); А я ю(ж) и с пото(м)ки своεмы в (тои) сумε по выкупε(н)ю прε(з) ни(х) взято(и) 

вступуватисε нε ма(м) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 25 : 1605) – зε(з)на(н)ε(м) свои(м) ствε(р)дити 

маю (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 53 : 1605). In Ukrainian, as in other East Slavic languages, only certain 

verbs, the remnants of the non-thematic verbs, have the ending -м (дам, їм, розповім); however, in 

other Slavic languages, the influence of the -m ending is much wider. For example, in Slovak, 

Macedonian, Serbian, Croatian and Slovenian, the respective inflection has spread to all classes of 

verbs, in Polish – to verbs with stem in -ě-, and in Czech – in -ě- and -í-) (Чумак/Chumak, 2008, pp. 

116 – 117). The functioning of verbs of the former class III with the affix -ам in the southwestern 

dialects of the Ukrainian language is explained by the influence of Western Slavic languages 

(Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1960, p. 273).  

In 2sg, such forms as нεмаε(шъ) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 134 : 1609), нεмаεшъ 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 211 : 1650), нεма(ш) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 217 : 1650), are 

documented, the last of which can be qualified as a polonism.  

In 3sg forms with phonetic and graphic variants of affixes are predominantly represented -ть, 

-тъ, -т: которы(и) такъ сε в собε маεть (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 24 : 1605); по(д) пεча(т)ю и (с) 

по(д)писо(м) руки своεε, которая та(к) сε в собε маεтъ (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 61 : 1605); на 

доброво(л)но(и) дорозε, которая идε(т) с Коро(с)тεшова до (С)тудεны Воды (ДМВН/DMVN, 

1981, p. 84 : 1605); А бмεж Игната Куньчич[а], а з другои строны Кузмы Дунчика, // што цεнит 

всεи сумы за моркъ цεлыи злоттыхъ сорокъ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 62 : 1636); которыи дом 

стоит мεжи Сачковεм, а з другои строны Морозикомъ (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 121 : 1641).  

Non-thematic verbs also have different phonetic and graphical endings: па(н) Тимофε(и), 

слуга пtна Фεдоро(в), свε(т)чи(л), жε тая фа(л)ба ни на што сε нε придасть (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, 

p. 89 : 1605); Іацько Пεчка, мεщанин вижεвскии, поспол из жоною своεю сознал, иж-εм прεдал 
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крунътъ свои власныи, ни в чεм никому нε завεдεныи, то εст другую полморка з будованεм, іако 

в запису εстъ, полморка εстъ сознана и записана, то εст моркъ цεлыи, іако сε в собε маεт, 

Сεмεнови Кузмич[у], жонε и потомком εго за пεвну суму злотых двадъцат (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, 

p. 62 : 1636); яко тєжъ и ω(т)живляючи справу тую по (с)мє(р)ти ω(т)ца вашо(г)[о], вы(ш) 

мєновано(г)[o], понєжъ з ωны(м) процє(с) єсть зачаты(и) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 223 : 1643); ... 

тє(с)тамє(н)тъ ... до къни(г) нинєшънихъ кгродъскихъ житомє(р)скихъ єсътъ вписаны(и) 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 214 : 1650). 

In the language of the manuscripts, there are cases of verbs with a morphological variant of 

ending of the 3sg, that is, without a final consonant -т: я а(л)бо уря(д) мо(и) засядε (ДМВН/DMVN, 

1981, p. 244 : 1643); половица морка мнѣ, Радку, а половица морка Сεмεну Лапчичу, починаε ωт 

дороги вижεвскоε, а кончисε по рεку Вижεвскую (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 76 : 1637); А дліа 

лѣпши вѣры и пεвности даε тоε писанε моε подъ пεчатю моεю и с подписом руки моε властноε 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 107 : 1639) and others. The verb быти in the future tense form is used with 

the following endings: Нε вεм, ε(с)ли жи(в) будε с того бою (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 63 : 1605); И 

вжε волно εсть и будεт тому Пεтрови тои кгрунъ помεнεныи продати и записати, дати и даровати 

такъ жε на вεчность (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 56 : 1616); Волно будε // Маркови тым крунтом, 

іако своим, шаповати, прεдати, и дати, и даровати, и ку пожиткови своεму оборочати вεдълε 

свого подобаніа (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 62 : 1636). The verbs of the I conjugation in the appropriate 

form in Ukrainian have lost their ancient ending, so the manuscripts of that time, contrary to the 

traditional spelling, already show some vernacular features.  

The analysed texts contain verbs with different endings (with and without a final consonant): 

іа, Анъдрεи ... сознаю и подаю половицю добръ своих, іакъ лεжачихъ, так и рухомыхъ, що илε 

налεжит ωт нεбожчика ωтца мого мнε, такъ и зіатεви моεму а Иванови (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 

69 : 1637); а з другои стороны другого полморка, що на Тишъка приналεжи, моркъ цѣлыи, тεды 

таіа полморка часть налεжи Тишъкови (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 96 : 1638); а з другои стороны 

Лотышовεи, зо всѣмъ на в̾сѣмъ, іако сε в собѣ маεт, що на мεнε приналεжит (АВМК/AVMK, 

2015, p. 111 : 1639).  

The forms in 3sg present tense of the II conjugation (with the lost consonant -т) are used in the 

territory of distribution of southwestern dialects (АУМ/AUM, v. 2, m. 240). They were found in the 

language of residents of settlements of the Volhynia region (Krukhynychi, Rykovychi, Lobachivka, 

Brany). The presence of such forms reflects the pan-Slavic tendency to lose the *-tъ ending inherited 

from the Proto-Slavic language. In addition, forms characteristic of modern Western Slavic languages 

have been identified, e.g.: а з другои стороны Кокоцовщины, іако сε ма в собε, у конεць города 

панского (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 77 : 1637).  

The forms in 1pl have various phonetic, graphic and morphological variants of endings:  

-м/-мъ: и(ж) вжε жа(д)ноε моцы мε(ти) нε маε(мъ) и мо(чи) нε будε(мъ) вε(ч)ны(ми) часы 

(ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 134 : 1609); Мы сами, и жоны, и потомки εдинъ на другого наступовати 

нε маεм (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 118 : 1640); а ", Вунъка, изъ дочкою моεю и с кревными своими 

маεмъ вεчно мовчати и жодныхъ турбацыи нε повинни п tну Ивану чынити (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, 

p. 126 : 1641). 

-мо: А мы сами и пото(м)ковε нtши нε маε(мо) εго ω(д)но(в)ля(ти) по(д) зарукою на εго 

м( tлсти) пtна Суща(л)ско(г)[о] (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 134 : 1609); Чинимо іавно и вызнаваεм 

тым нашим вεчистым записом и доброволнымы // кождому, кому бы того потрεба вѣдати 

(АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 72 : 1637); што мы сами зобополных прав своих зрεкаεмос" и нε маεмо 

с" в то с потомками нашими вступоватис" вεчными часы (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 133 : 1643). 

-мы: за которымъ у(и)щε(н)εмъ εго мt(лст) мы εго мt(лсти) с тоε сумы пинεзε(и), тисεчи 

копъ грt(ш). ли(т)[овских], и зо (в)сε(г)[о] процε(с)су пра(в)но(г)[о], квитуε(мы) и во(л)ны(мъ) 

чинε(мы) и то(т) увε(с) процε(с) правны(и) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 134 : 1609); ", Васко и 

Миско Мирковичы, а " тεж, Анъдрус Сεнковъскыи, зεзнаваεмы тую полморкга пtну Лукъ"ну 

Цыровичу вεчными часы (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 122 : 1641). 

The ending -м/-мъ (<*-mъ), inherited from Proto-Slavic, underwent further modifications and 

is represented in Slavic languages by various endings (-м, -мо (-mo), -ме (-me), -my) (see Yu. 

Shevelov (Shevelov, 1977)). In the Ukrainian language, the -мо, inflection has become widespread and 

has become normative in the literary language, although many dialects also use the -м inflection. The -
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mo (in Ukrainian -мо) inflection is present in the Slovenian language, in the non-thematic verbs of the 

Belarusian, Serbian, and Croatian languages, in Bulgarian, Macedonian, Slovak, and Belarusian dialects 

(Нікулін/Nikulin, 1966, p. 325). Forms with an affix -мы could have been included in the documents 

of the analysed manuscripts under the influence of Polish, as such forms are now common in Polish and 

Sorbian languages (Чумак/Chumak, 2008, p. 118), although in the linguistic literature there is an 

explanation of the origin of the inflection as a continuation of the development of the "old" -mъ 

(Нікулін/Nikulin, 1966, p. 325).  
The forms in 2pl, as well as the singular, which are represented by a few examples, retain the 

ancient inflection, e.g.: А любо в.м. стант а(л)бо ни(т), я а(л)бо уря(д) мо(и), што с права 

налεжати будεтъ, поступлю собε (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 242 : 1643). 

The following forms of verbs of the present and future simple tenses are attested in 3pl: Нε 

вε(м), εсли с того бою живы буду(т), бо и наги и босы покиданы у Щεниεвε, лεжа(т), и ωдε(н)ε, 

зна(т) з ни(х) поω(б)дирано (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 38 : 1605); чого сутъ вεдоми в справε 

кгва(л)товного ωкру(т)ного наεзъду ω(т) εго милосъти вεлъможного княжати (ДМВН/DMVN, 

1981, p. 98 : 1605); Которую побравъши руду и на томъ мεстъцу съвоихъ рудъниковъ посътавили 

и ωную руду и до сихъ часовъ бεрутъ ... особливε шъто бεруть тую руду на три тисεчи золотыхъ 

полъскихъ шкоды (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 72 : 1605); с чого всεг[о] Лεбко Ѡсипович и Матфεи 

Уст"нович Анъдрε" Уст"новичу, жону и потомков их вεчными часы // квитуют и при нεм тую 

полпл"цю вεчными часы, зоставуючи, даючи моц и владност εму самому ... (АВМК/AVMK, 

2015, pp. 134 – 135 : 1643). 

The records may reflect vernacular features, since the 3pl present tense forms of verbs of the I 

and II conjugations in modern Ukrainian dialects, including southwestern, some southeastern, and 

northern (Volhynia-Polissia), may have an inflection with a hard -т (Бевзенко/Bevzenko, 1980, p. 135).  

Rarely used in the texts are the analytical forms of the future tense, which include the auxiliary 

verb быти and the infinitive, e.g.: И, погоди(в)шис мжи собою, та(к) при(з)нали, ж того, яко с 

выш(и) помнило, ωди(н) на друго(м) а ни на ко(м) и(н)шо(м) доходити и по(и)скивати 

в(ч)ными часы н маю(т) и мочи н буду(т) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 66 : 1605); И вжε ωт тог[о] 

часу и дніа доволεи будεт мѣти, дεржати и спокоинε дεржати вѣчными часы (АВМК/AVMK, 

2015, p. 100 : 1639); гдε я а(л)бо уря(д) мо(и), приводячи дεкрεтъ трибуна(л)ски(и) до εфεкту, 

граничити и копъци сыпати буду (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, pp. 242 – 243 : 1643). Such analytical 

forms are widespread in Western and Eastern Slavic languages and are normative in the Ukrainian 

literary language.  

There are cases of the use of the before-future tense (future II), for example: А я ю(ж) и с 

пото(м)ки своεмы в (тои) сумε по выкупε(н)ю прε(з) ни(х) взято(и) вступуватисε нε ма(м), ани 

буду мо(г) и никому и(н)шому, ты(л)ко прεрεчоно(и) ма(л)жо(н)цε моε(и) и пото(м)ко(м) εε ω(т) 

и(х) мtл(с)ти налεжати и служити маε(т) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 25 – 26 : 1605); в року то(м) жε 

... на поправε(н)ε грани(ц) кгру(н)то(в) мои(х) И(в)ни(ц)ки(х) зъ кгру(н)тами εго м(л). кн tзя 

Ружи(н)ского Котεлε(н)скими и Воли(ц)кими чεрε(з) пε(в)ны(х) приятε(л), которы(х) собε на 

тε(р)ми(н), в ли(с)тε мεжи нами даны(м), способи(т) будε(м) могли, яко (ж) того тε(р)мину в 

ли(с)тε помεнεного я ...способилε(м) приятεля до тоε справыεго мл t(с)ти пtна Адама Ѡлизара 

Во(л)чкεвича, а εго м(л). к tнзь Ружи(н)ски(и) зъ стороны своεε εго м(л). п tна Ѡ(с)тафияна 

Ти(ш)кεвича ... которыε то и(х) м(л). пtновε приятεли наши ... на пи(с)мε ли(с)ту судового мεжи 

на(с) нε дали (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 29 : 1605). 

The Ukrainian literary language did not inherit forms with the meaning of the before-future 

tense, but forms like буду робиў function in modern northern and southwestern dialects, in particular 

in Volhynian-Polissia local dialects (АУМ/AUM, v. 1, m. 263), Volhynian-Podolia dialects, Dniester 

dialects, northern and western Transcarpathian local dialects (АУМ/AUM, v. 2, m. 244). In other Slavic 

languages, they may undergo certain transformations, in particular, the II future in Serbian and Croatian 

retains a specific meaning, i.e., it denotes a future action that precedes another future action; in Polish 

and Slovenian, the form denotes the ordinary future tense, in Polish it is used in parallel with another 

form that includes an infinitive, and in Slovenian it is the only way to express the future tense 

(Чумак/Chumak, 2008, p. 124).  

To denote the action of future realisation, documents could still use the constructions маю + 

infinitive, which did not become separate tense forms, e.g.: А я вжε са(м), жона, дεти и бли(з)скиε 
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мои и ни(х)то и(н)ши(и) въ ни(х) уступова(т)сε в(ч)ными часы н маю и нε маю(т) и мочи н 

буду и нε буду(т) (ДМВН/DMVN, 1981, p. 51 : 1605); " сам с потомками моими, так и брат" мо" 

молодша", и сεстры, ани жадεн близкии крεвныи мои нε мают вставати и трудности жадноε в 

том завдавати и пεрεшкоды чинити нε мают (АВМК/AVMK, 2015, p. 58 : 1619). 

Conclusions  

Thus, the record books of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine of the first half of the 17th century, 

in particular the Zhytomyr City Council, Vyzhva City Council, and the Pidkomorska Book of the Kyiv 

Voivodeship, record a system of tense forms that has specific features, as its components differ to some 

extent from those of the previous and subsequent periods of the Ukrainian language.  

The grammatical meaning of the past tense in documents of the 17th century is represented by 

several structural varieties of forms that emerged on the basis of analytical forms of the perfect. 

Analytical forms (писалъ єсмь) in Ukrainian later completely fell out of use, as they lost their auxiliary 

verb, first in the 3rd person, and later in other persons.  

Forms of the past finite tense such as писалисьмо, regardless of the position of the personal 

affix, have been lost in the literary language, but they are preserved in Ukrainian dialects. Synthetic 

forms formed on the basis of analytical ones after the loss of an auxiliary verb such as писали have 

become established as normative in the literary language and function throughout the entire territory of 

the Ukrainian language. The recorded cases of the use of special forms with -ом, masculine forms with 

the suffix -в as part of the analytical form, past finite tense, and the increase in the number of examples 

with this suffix in simple forms indicate a specific way of forming the verb system of the Ukrainian 

language and, at the same time, the possibility of the influence of various factors, including the influence 

of trends common to the development of grammatical systems with Western Slavic languages in the 

relevant period. The analysed documents contain numerous forms of the present and simple future with 

morphological, phonetic and graphic variants of endings formed under the influence of intra- and extra-

linguistic factors. The documents attest to the forms of the future imperfect with the auxiliary verb 

быти (бути), which have become normative in the Ukrainian literary language, as well as the forms of 

the before-future tense that have been preserved in Ukrainian dialects.  

Thus, the records of the 17th century created in Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine reflect the 

complex processes of formation of the grammatical system of the Ukrainian language, in particular verb 

tense forms, and reflect the processes of interaction between the written and literary usages and the 

spoken language of Ukrainians.  

Of course, this article does not exhaust all the issues related to the development of Ukrainian 

verb tenses based on the analysis of the administrative language of Volhynia and Dnieper Ukraine in 

the 17th century. It would be interesting and useful to draw more detailed parallels with modern dialects, 

using empirical dialect sources. In particular, it would be possible to trace which of the verb forms given 

in the documents have been preserved in the dialect of the respective locality to the present day. 

However, this study focused on the historical aspects of Ukrainian grammar and did not involve a 

thorough coverage of the problems of historical dialectology. Obviously, this issue demands proper 

scientific interpretation in the future. The prospects of the research are seen in the expediency of a 

comparative analysis of the occurrence of verb tense forms in the records of the 17th century in West 

Slavic and South Slavic languages.  
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