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The article is devoted to one of the interesting scientific theories of Lev Semenovich Vygotsky about
perception of lyric poetry. Some ways of synthesis of this theory and the methods of teaching literature are
shown. The author presents the example of an experimental lesson on the poem of the Yakut national poet
V. M. Novikov-Kyunnyuk Urastyrov «Life».

Key words: perception, lyric poetry, «contagiousness» of art, catharsis, teen-age, aim, reading, analysis,
final stage, creation.
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The peculiarities of nomenclature names usage are analysed in the article. Three reasons for context
classification are brought to light. Each context type allows to distinguish realia signs that reveal its
cultural value.

Key words: nomenclature names, context, contextual analysis.




