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The article represents basic principles of parts of speech classification in the works of main grammarians. Parts
of speech are lexical-grammatical word classes characterized by a general abstract grammatical meaning expressed
in certain grammatical markers. It means that within certain classes of words certain grammatical features are common
to all words of the class.

The problem concerning the essence of parts of speech and the principles of their classification in various languages
of the world is one of the most debatable problems of general linguistics. Statements on the matter of what the distribution
of words into parts of speech is based on are varied, but also contradictory. The problem of parts of speech classification
within theoretical aspect is differently interpreted by linguists. Thus, V. |. Degtyarev identifies two principles of parts of
speech classification: morphological and syntactical. In the works of O. P. Sunik general categorical meanings of parts
of speech are regarded as lexical, and on this basis he highlights another principle of parts of speech classification —
semantic. V. O. Plotnikova (Robinson) also speaks about semantic, morphological and syntactic principles, as well as their
combination. According to B. O. Serebrennikov, it is appropriate to allocate semantic (lexical-semantic), morphological,
syntactic and lexical-grammatical principles.

From the viewpoint of numerous linguists for the inflected and agglutinative languages morphological principle is a
leading one, and for isolating languages (Chinese, for example) — syntactic.

The logical principle occupied a significant place in the works of representatives of the Geneva School, Copenhagen
Linguistic Circle. Later the Russian linguist I. I. Meschaninov used logical principle.

In East Slavic grammatical tradition logical principle was added to semantic one in grammars of M. V. Lomonosov,
F. 1. Buslaev, O. H. Vostokov, G. P. Pavskiy, M. |. Grech, O. P. Pavlovskiy, M. Luchkay, etc., which suggests the logical-
semantic principle.

The psychological principle found its realization in the works of I. A. Baudouin de Courtenay, O. O. Potebnya and others.

Within the formal grammatical (morphological) principle language is the subject of detailed analysis of a form. This
principle was relied on by P. F. Fortunatov, followed by his students and followers.

Lexical-grammatical principle was developed in the works of L. V. Shcherba, V. V. Vinogradov, etc. The system of parts
of speech developed by V. Vinogradov is more streamlined and is considered the most successful.

Samples of cognitive onomasiological analyzing parts of speech and grammatical categories based on semantic
invariants are present in the works of M. Dokulil, J. Layonz, J. Lakoff, G. Leneker, O. S. Kubriakova, M. O. Sheliakin,
V. P. Danylenko , S. O. Jabotinskaya and others.

Key words: part of speech, morphological principle, syntactic principle, logical principle, psychological principle, lexical
and grammatical principle, cognitive principle.

Y cTarTi NnpeacTaBneHO OCHOBHI MPUMHLUMNKM Knacudikauii YacTMH MOBM B Mpausax BigOMUX rpamMaTtucTiB. YacTuHu
MOBM — Lie NEKCUKO-rpamaThyHi Knacu cnis, WO XapaKTepu3ylTbCs 3aranbHUM abCTPakTHUM rpaMaTUYHUM 3HAYEHHSAM,
BUPaXEHNM NEBHUMM rpamaTUyHUMK 03HaKamu. Llie o3Hayae, Lo B NEBHMX Knacax CriB NeBHi rpaMaTuyHi O3HaKu € Chifb-
HUMW A4S BCIX CMiB Knacy.

Mpobnema CyTHOCTI YaCTUH MOBW Ta NPUHLMMIB iX KnacudikaLii B pis3HUX MOBaX CBITY € OfHi€t0 3 HaNbinbL AUCKYCil-
HUX nNpobrem 3aranbHOr0 MOBO3HABCTBA. TBEPOXKEHHS 3 NPUBOAY TOrO, Ha YOMY IPYHTYETLCSA PO3MOAIN CRiB HA YaCTUHU
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MOBM, Pi3HOMaHITHi, ane 1 cynepeyunusi. Npobnema knacudikauii YacTMH MOBW B TEOPETUYHOMY aCneKTi MO-Pi3HOMY Tpak-
TyeTbeA niHreictamu. Tak, B. |. [ertapboB BMAinge Asa npuMHUMNK Knacudikawii 4acTuH MoBW: MOPCONONiYHUIA | CUHTaK-
cuyHmin. Y npaugx O. M. CyHuka 3aranbHokaTteropianbHi 3Ha4eHHSA YacTWH MOBMW PO3MSAAATLCA SK JIEKCUYHI, | Ha Lin
OCHOBI BiH BMAINSAE LWe OAuH NPUHUMN Knacudikauii YacTUH MOBU — CeMaHTUYHMIA. [1po ceMaHTUYHUIA, MOPMONOriYHNI
i CUHTAKCUYHUIA NPUHLUMNK, @ TakoX iX noeaHaHHs rooputb i B. O. MnotHikoBa (PobiHcoH). Ha gymky B. O. CepebpeHHi-
KOBa, AOLINbHO BUAINATA CEMaHTUYHUIA (NEKCUKO-CEMAHTUYHMI), MOPONOriYHNI, CUHTaKCUYHUIA Ta NEKCUKO-rpamaTy-
HUIA NPUHLMNN.

Ha aymky 6aratbox MiHrBICTIB, 4151 (PNEKTUBHUX i arnMiOTUHATUBHMX MOB NPOBIAHUM € MOPMONOTiYHNIA MPUHLMN, @ ANS
i30MNI0KYNX MOB (HanNpuKnag, KUTancbKoi) — CUHTAKCUYHUIA.

3HauHe Micue 3armMaB y npausax NpeaCcTaBHUKIB XEHEBCLKOI LLIKOMNW, KoneHrareHCbKOoro MiHrBiCTUYHOIO rypTKa NorivYHum
NpUHLMA.

Y CXiOHOCNOB’AHCBKIV rpamaTyHin Tpaguuii NOriYHUA NPUHLMN AONOBHUBCSA CEMAaHTUYHUM Y rpamatukax M. B. Jlomo-
HocoBa, ®. |. Bycnaesa, O. I. Boctokoga, I". . Mascbkoro, M. |. I'peua, O. I1. Maenoeckkoro, M. Jlyykas Ta iH., L0 CBig4UTb
Npo3acToCyBaHHS NOTriKO-CEMaHTUYHOTO NPUHLMNY.

McuxonorivyHuiA NpMHLMN 3HaMLWIOB CBO peanisauio y npausx |. A. BogyeHa ge Kyptene, O. O. MoTtebHi Ta iH.

Y pamkax popmManbHO-rpamatnyHoro (MopdonoriYyHoro) NpMHLUMNY MOBa € NPeaAMETOM AeTanbHOro aHanisy hopmu.
Ha uew npuHuun cnupascsa M. ®. PopTyHaTOB, @ NOTIM MOrO Y4YHi Ta MOCNISOBHUKN.

Nekcrko-rpamaTyHuiA NPUMHLMN OTpMMaB po3BuToK y npausx J1. B. LLepbu, B. B. BuHorpagoBa Ta iH. Cuctema 4acTuH
MoBW, po3pobneHa B. BuHorpagoBmm, € BinbLu KOHKPETHOI | BBaXXAeTbCst HaNbiNbL BAAnNoH.

3paskn KOrHITUBHOrO OHOMACIONOrYHOrO aHanidy YacTH MOBW Ta rpaMaTUYHUX KaTeropin Ha OCHOBI CEMaHTUYHUX
iHBapiaHTiB HanBHi B npausx M. [lokynina, [x. Jlanonsa, k. Nlakodda, I". JleHekepa, O. C. Kybpsikosoi, M. O. LenskiHa,
B. M. NaHunexka, C. O. KaboTnHCbKOI Ta iH.

KntouoBi cnoBa: 4yactMHa MoBW, MOPAONOriYHUIA NPUHLUMM, CUHTAKCUYHWUIA NPUHLMN, NOFYHUIA NPUHLUMI, NCUXONOriy-
HUIA NPUHLMM, NEKCUKO-TrpaMaTUYHWUI NPUHLNM, KOTHITUBHWUIA NPUHLMI.

The problem of parts of speech classification is one For example, V. 1. Degtiarev singles out two
of the most relevant and controversial in linguistics.  principles for parts of speech classification: mor-
Since modern linguistics is based on the experience  phological and syntactic [2, p. 180-185]. At the
of linguistic research, turning to the scientific heritage ~ same time, it should be borne in mind that the main
of grammarians of the past is extremely relevant. (generally categorical) meanings of parts of speech

The analysis of scientific literature shows the  (subjectivity, attributiveness, procedurality, abstract
existence of a small number of special works devoted  quantification, attributive and predicative familiarity,
to the problem of parts of speech in European linguis-  indicativeness) are interpreted by V. L. Degtiarev fol-
tics and the principles of their selection in the lin-  lowed O. O. Potebna, O.M. Peshkovskyi, M. M. Panov
guistic-historiographical aspect. Studies systemati- and other grammarians as grammatical ones, noting
zing the views of linguists on the problem of parts of  that O. O. Shakhmatov considered them semasiologi-
speech classification in the 19th—20th centuries, are  cal, and V. V. Vynogradov — «grammaticalized» [2].
mostly general in nature, they lack a detailed analysis =~ We would like to emphasize that in a number of
of specific material. So, in modern linguistics there =~ works, the general category values of parts of speech
are no comprehensive linguistic-historiographical  are considered as lexical, and on this basis, another
works devoted to the problem of parts of speech and  principle of classification of parts of speech is distin-

the principles of their selection. guished — semantic (while, of course, we are talking
The topic of the article is to consider the principles  about lexical semantics).

of parts of speech classification as a scientific problem This is the way O. P. Sunik considers parts of

in modern linguistics. speech. In his book, three principles for parts of

It should be noted that the topic of the parts of  speech classifying are identified: morphological,
speech classification principles in the theoretical  syntactic and semantic [3]. According to Sunik, the
aspect is disclosed by linguists in different ways. general grammatical meanings of speech parts are

Internal differences are also observed within  the only feature according to which words are com-
classification by one criterion (homogeneous classi-  bined into these classes. The heterogeneous classi-
fication) and classification by several different crite-  fication in various modifications was reflected in the
ria (heterogeneous classification). For example, sup-  works of L. Shcherba, V. Vinogradov, V. Zhirmunskyi,
porters of homogeneous classification recognize either V. Admoni, V. Kodukhov, I. Kucherenko, etc. With
the lexical, morphological, or syntactic criterion as the  a heterogeneous parts of speech classification, both
only criterion for the distribution of words by parts  quantitative and qualitative varieties of it are observed.
of speech. S. Bally acted as a consistent representa- It is also important to note that, from the point of
tive of the lexical classification of parts of speech.  view of numerous linguists, for languages with an
The need to introduce only a morphological criterion  inflectional and agglutinative structure, the morpho-
is now advocated, in particular, by A. Mukhin. logical principle is the leading one, and for isolating
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languages (for example, for Chinese) it is the syntactic
one [4]. As O. O. Reformatskyi noted, the approach
to determining the parts of speech in Chinese differs
from the corresponding approach in Ukrainian, since
words in Chinese, as a rule, do not have external mor-
phological features, which is typical for the words of
the Ukrainian language. To determine which part of
speech a certain word in Chinese belongs to, it is neces-
sary to be limited by two features: 1) which part of the
sentence the given word acts as; 2) with what catego-
ries of words this word can or cannot be combined [4].

V. A. Plotnikova (Robinson) also talks about
semantic, morphological and syntactic principles,
as well as their combination. From the resear-
cher’s point of view, the semantic principle was
put forward by A. A. Potebnya, the morphological
one — by P. F. Fortunatov. V. A. Plotnikov connects
the principles combination with A. M. Peshkovskyi.
V. A. Plotnikov considers A. A. Shakhmatov the rep-
resentative of the syntactic principle [5].

V. Vinogradov believed that the division of words
into parts of speech is due to five factors:

1) differences in those syntactic functions that
different categories of words perform in connected
speech, in the structure of a sentence;

2) differences in the morphological structure
of words and word forms;

3) differences in the real (lexical) meanings of
words;

4) differences in the way of reflecting reality;

5) differences in the nature of those correlative
and subordinate grammatical categories that are con-
nected with one or another part of the language.

Citing such features of speech parts, V. Vinogradov
emphasized that differences in the grammatical struc-
ture of speech parts are caused by differences in their
syntactic functions.

V. Zhirmunskyi, sharing mainly the views of the
V. Vinogradov’s school, considers parts of speech as
lexical and grammatical categories of words, in the
definition of which it is necessary to take into account
both the meaning of the word, its lexical and seman-
tic meaning, and its grammatical form — morpholo-
gical and syntactic.

However, the scientist makes a significant remark
that the complex relationship between the lexico-
semantic and grammatical aspects of a particular cate-
gory in different cases is not the same and any of its
features may dominate. I. Kucherenko considers the
real meaning of the word to be the initial and leading
one in defining the concept of "part of speech" and
the grammatical classification of words, emphasizing
that the specifics of the real meaning of the word ulti-
mately determines its grammatical attributes. Not all
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supporters of the heterogeneous parts of speech clas-
sification are inclined to give preference to one of the
criteria. Thus, V. Admoni rightly points out that the
simultaneous application of several criteria follows
from the very essence of linguistic phenomena, but
considers it unlawful to proceed from the dominant
position of one of the criteria.

According to B. A. Serebrennikov, itis advisable to
single out semantic (lexical-semantic), morphologi-
cal, syntactic and lexical-grammatical principles [1].

Semantic, morphological and syntactic principles
for classifying parts of speech are also postulated by
V. M. Alpatov [6]. He argues that when considering
modern points of view, one cannot proceed only from
the definitions of parts of speech contained in certain
works [6]. As N. D. Arutiunova noted, “one of the
characteristic limits of traditional grammar is the lack
of correlation between the applied principles of clas-
sification and the definitions of the resulting classes
or categories” [1, p. 59].

Traditional grammar, faithfully reflecting the lin-
guistic intuition of native speakers, often gave it a
one-sided (semantic) interpretation. But it does not
follow from this that the very principles of the mate-
rial systematization were also one-sided semantic. In
many cases, the principles of speech parts defining
(not always realized by the researcher) are visible
primarily from a specific classification.

Itis possible to outline, according to V. M. Alpatov,
several basic approaches to the allocation of speech
parts, which usually are not contained in a “pure”
form in the works of linguists.

The semantic approach, accordingto V. M. Alpatov,
manifests itself most of all in the definitions of speech
parts than in the actual division of vocabulary (at
least in relation to Indo-European languages) [6].

However, this point of view has repeatedly been
subjected to justified criticism. The discrepancy
between the parts of speech familiar to us and the
semantic classes of vocabulary is especially obvi-
ous in relation to nouns, which, in terms of lexical
meaning, may not differ from the words of other
speech parts.

The semantic definition of an adverb is also diffi-
cult,accordingto V. M. Alpatov [6]. Characteristically,
in V. V. Vinogradov's book, the adverb is the only part
of speech whose definition refers to semantics.

Finally, the difference between states and quali-
ties is not always obvious, which shows a compari-
son of different languages.

J. Laions' statement is true: «The difference
between «quality» and «state» (if it is not illusory
at all) is less striking than the difference between
«action» and «state»».
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For many languages of the world, primarily inflec-
tional-synthetic, the morphological approach has
clear advantages, notes V. M. Alpatov. Morphological
features of certain words classes in these languages
are usually quite obvious. In fact, the traditional clas-
sification of the speech parts (especially in its early,
Alexandrian version) is basically (regardless of defi-
nitions) a morphological classification. All full-val-
ued parts of spech, identified by ancient scientists,
have certain morphological features in the ancient
Greek and Latin languages [6].

The morphological criterion for the so-called iso-
lative languages, where morphological classes are
absent or weakly differentiated, encounters great
difficulties. The consistent use of this approach to
the Chinese language led the Chinese scientist Gao
Mingnai to the idea of the speech parts absence in
this language.

An extreme case of the syntactic approach is the
identification of speech parts and sentence members.
In European science, according to V. M. Alpatov, such
a point of view was sometimes encountered in theory,
but was not fully realized in practice: with the tradi-
tional distinction between subject and object, no one
introduced an appropriate division for parts of speech.

It is noteworthy, however, that this is how the
authors of early Europeanized grammars in China,
Ma Jianzhong, and in Japan, Tanaka Yoshikado,
treated parts of speech in their languages. Direct
identification of a speech part and a sentence mem-
ber takes place where morphology helps least of all:
quite often adverbs and complements are identified.

However, more often, with a syntactic approach,
classes are distinguished the way in order not to con-
flict with what A. I. Smirnitskyi called “word iden-
tity,” says V. M. Alpatov. From this point of view,
a word can act as different members of a sentence,
but some of the different syntactic functions are rec-
ognized as essential and defining: those words for
which the function of the predicate is essential are
called verbs, the function of the subject and object —
nouns, the function of the definition — adjectives.

From our point of view, a significant drawback
of the classifications discussed above is that within
their limits, parts of speech are interpreted exclu-
sively within the linguocentric paradigm. At the same
time, it should be noted that over the past decades, an
anthropocentric paradigm has reigned in linguistics.
In particular, the positions of cognitive linguistics are
strong. In the studios of grammarians-cognitologists,

parts of speech are interpreted from the point of view
of the cognitive principle. This is taken into account
in the detailed parts of speech classification proposed
by A. A. Selivanova.

O. O. Selivanova postulates seven principles
of parts of speech classification: 1) logical, 2) log-
ical-semantic (semantic), 3) psychological, 4) for-
mal-grammatical, 5) lexical-grammatical, 6) func-
tional (functional-syntactic, syntactic), 6) cognitive
[6, p. 788-793].

Samples of cognitive-onomasiological analysis
of speech parts and grammatical categories based
on semantic invariants are found in the works of
M. Dokuleel, J. Laions, J. Lakoff, R. Lenecker,
A. S. Kubriakova, M. A. Sheliakin, V. P. Danilenko,
S. O. Zhabotinskaya and others [6].

The cognitive principle in grammar is not new,
because it either corresponds to the postulates of
logical universalism, or follows the ethnocentric psy-
chological approach developed by W. Humboldt [6].

Proponents of the cognitive principle note that
parts of speech in the most general form express the
speaker's internalized picture of the world, where
important vectors are people and objects as subjec-
tive things, their signs and relationships, actions,
states, quantitative indicators, spatial and temporal
characteristics, etc., [6, p. 439-440].

This classification seems to us the most complete.
Of the doublet terms logical-semantic / semantic and
functional / functional-syntactic / syntactic, in our
opinion, the terms semantic and syntactic are more
accurate and do not cause ambiguous interpretation.
As for the term “formal-grammatical”, then, bearing
in mind the above thesis of O. P. Sunik, we note that
the formal-grammatical approach is possible within
the morphological principle, it is a consequence of
excessive formalization of the morphological fea-
tures of words. It is more expedient to single out the
morphological principle, speaking of the possibil-
ity within the formal-grammatical (narrow-formal)
approach.

So, the variety of principles for distinguishing
parts of speech in the studies of scientists of the
19th—20th centuries causes the need for a compre-
hensive, in-depth analysis of their works, a compar-
ison of the conclusions made by linguists. This will
make it possible to clarify the features of scientific
approaches to the problem of speech parts and deter-
mine the degree of their study during the 19th-20th
centuries.
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MAWBYTHIN YAC B HOBOBOJITAPCHKUX MTOBYAHHSX MPOTU ASUYHULITBA
OJECBKOI PYKOIIMCHOI 3BIPKH B. I. TPUT'OPOBHUYA

THE FUTURE TENSE IN THE SERMONS OF THE XVIII CENTURY AGAINST
PAGANIZM FROM ODESA MANUSCRIPT COLLECTION OF V. 1. HRYHOROVYCH
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orcid.org/0000-0001-9741-2519

Kanouoam inonoziunux Hayx,

Odoyenm Kageopu 3a2anbHO20 Ma ClI08 AHCLKO20 MOBO3HABCTNEA
Ooecvroeo HayionanbHoeo yHigepcumemy imeni 1.1. Meunuxosa

CraTTio NPUCBAYEHO AOCNIAXEHHIO rpamMmaTUyHMX 3acobiB BUpaxeHHS ManbyTHLOro Yacy B HOBOBOMrapChbkin nam’ AT
2-0i nonosuHn XVIII cT. Ta BU3Ha4eHHto ctagii popmMyBaHHS pyTypanbHux hopm B 03HadYeHun nepiog. O6’ektom gocni-
[KEHHS 0OpaHO KOMMMEKC MPOMOBIAEN aHTUSA3MYHULILKOTO CMpPsIMyBaHHS, SIKUMA BXOOWTb A0 cknagy 36ipHuka Ne 1/154
pykonucHoi konekuii B. I. TpuropoBuya, wo 36epiraetbea B Opechbkin HauioHanbHi HaykoBin 6ibnioteui. BctaHoBneHo,
LLO KOMYHIKaTMBHa MeTa KOMMMEeKCy NoBYanbHWX NPonoBiden caTupUYHO-BUKPUBASIbHOMO 3BYYaHHS — BUSIBMIEHHS, 3acy-
[JXKEHHS | BUKOPIHEHHS 3i CBIAOMOCTi TOrO4aCHOrO CyCninbCTBa MapHOCNaBHNX JOXPUCTUAHCBKMX YABMEHb.

OTpuMaHi pesynsTaTy NokasytoTb, WO Yy AOCMIAXYBaHWX NOBYAHHAX NpeacTaBneHa barata cuctema rpamMaTUyHUX
3aco6iB BMpaxeHHs ManbyTHbOro Yacy. pamaTnyHe odopMIIEHHS 4OCMIAXKYBaHOI TemMnopasnbHOi KaTeropii posropra-
€TbCS1 B MEXaxX BU3HaYanbHOI Ans HOBOOONrapCbkMx Nam’ATOK TEHAEHLiT — CUHTE3y B OfiHE (DYHKLiOHAMbHE Line KHUKXHUX
i HAPOOHMX NEKCUKO-rpaMaTUYHUX eneMeHTIB SK CMiBBiAHOCHWX BapiaHTiB. lNpoaHanisoBaHUA MOBHUIA MaTepian incTpye
Pi3Hi cTagii CTaHOBNEHHS rpaMaTUyHMX hOpM MarbyTHBOrO Yacy: CnofyYyeHHs ocoboBoi hopMmu JOMOMIXKHOIO Aiecnosa
XOTETHYOLIA 3 IHIHITUBOM, CNony4YeHHst 0coboBOi hopmu LIbOTO X AOMNOMIKHOIO AiecnoBa 3 0a-KOHCTPYKLIEHD, YTBOPEHHS
rpaMaTnyHOI YacTku i ii noegHaHHA 3 da-KOHCTpyKUieto. dikcalia y nam’'aTui AianeKTHUX Pi3HOBUAIB rpaMaTUYHOI YaCTKM
[0BOAUTL il OCTaTOuHY CHOPMOBAHICTb Y XKMBOMY MOBMEHHI. DaKT HEYACTOro BXMBAHHSA Y TEKCTi (DOPM, CKIagoBMM KOM-
MOHEHTOM SIKMX Dyna rpamaTiyHa YacTtka, CBig4UTb NPO CBIJOME OOMEXEHHS KHKHUKAMM X BUKOPUCTAHHS Y MUCEMHIN
MOBI, OCKiflbKM BOHU CMPUAMAnmCca HUMKU SIK NPOCTOHAPOAHI | He BignoBigany MOBHO-CTUMICTUMHUM MapaMeTpam XaHpy
nponogigi. 3aaTHiCTb hopmM NPOCTOro ManbyTHLOrO BXMBATUCA Y MIAPSOHWUX PEYEHHS HEe 3MiHMNacs BNPOAOBX CTOMiTh;
CTabiNnbHO BOHA € i B OCMIAKYBaHMX NOBYaAHHSIX.

Knio4oBi cnoBa: manbyTHin yac, rpamatuyHa copma, pykonucHa 36ipka B. |. Tpuroposuua, 36ipHuk Ne 1/154,
MOBYaHHSA NPOTW A3UYHNLITBA.

The analysis proposed in this article focuses on the “Odeskyi zbirnyk” — the manuscript No. 1/154 kept in the Odesa
National Scientific Library, V. |. Hryhorovych manuscript collection and presents the already extended verb system of the
18" — century Bulgarian Language. The object of the study is complex of anti-pagan sermons which are the part of manu-
script No 1/154/. The main communicative purpose of the sermons is to identify, condemn and eradicate from the people’s
minds the pre-Christian ideas. The special attention is paid to the temporal system, the future tense, more precisely to the
diachronic changes, that result the development tendencies and namely from the general tendency towards analytism.
The sermons present a rich system of future tense forms of the different chronological stages which is due to the main
New Bulgarian Language feature — the combination of the bookish and vernacular lexical-grammatical elements as cor-
related variants. In the analyzed linguistic material the most frequent are such future tense forms as: conjugated auxiliary
verb xorsTRY0A + infinitive, conjugated auxiliary verb xorsThxowa + da-construction, particle + da-construction. Fixation in
the manuscript of dialect varieties of the particle proves its final formation in spoken language. The fact of their infrequent
use indicates a conscious limitation of their use in the written language by scribes. They seem to perceive such forms as
inappropriate to the linguistic and stylistic parameters of the sermon genre. The forms of the simple future tense (present
verbs of perfective and imperfective aspect) are stably used in adverbial clauses of conditions and time and some other
types of clauses. This function of simple future tense forms remains unchanged throughout the historical development of
the Bulgarian Language, from the Old Bulgarian to the New Bulgarian period.

Key words: future tense, grammatical form, manuscript collection of V. I. Hryhorovych, manuscript No. 1/154, sermons
against paganism.
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