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The article deals with the results of the intent analysis of the radio-dialogues.
The new data describe their structural and functional peculiarities and kinds. The
radio-dialogues’ specification was found in the connection to the radio-program’s
subject.

Key words: dialogue, speech interaction, partners’ intentions, intent-analysis.
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In article are considered psychological and linguistic didactic features of
formation of orthographical skills and abilities of schoolboys during studying a
participle. The basic attention is inverted on kinds of spelling memory, principles
of training to spelling , and also methods of formation of the named skills.

Key words: kinds of spelling memory, spelling skills, methods of their formation.
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