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The article considers opportunities to use the directional associative experiment,
the method of subjective definitions and the method of questionnaire design in the
research of the concepts of an ordinary linguistic perception. Experimental methods
are illustrated by the description of the concept Russian language. The results of
the research give an opportunity to estimate the effective revelation of the gender
differentiation of cognitive indications.

The research has demonstrated the existence of the gender marking of the
concepts and it may be effectively revealed by experimental methods.

Key words: linguistic consciousness, linguistic and communicative ,
, language.
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The article defines the basic reasons of variation of the linguistic units in
English dialogic discourse on the basis of the theoretical analysis of the
sociolinguistic factors of the language variants appearance.

Key words: sociolinguistic factors, language variants, reasons of variation,
dialogic discourse.
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