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The paper is devoted to study of individual system of meanings, with the help
of which one can describe women’s attitude towards time in different age intervals.

Principal methods of empirical study, allowing to register semantics of time,
are introduced. Appropriateness of resemblances and differences in semantic
estimation of time notion of women of different age groups is defined.

Key words: empirical study, time, age differences, semantic universal
phenomena, semantic code, appropriateness.
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Psycholinguistic aspects of training the foreign students in Ukrainian language
in technical educational establishment in bilingual conditions are considered in
this article.

Key words: bilingualism, dialogue, communication, lexical unit.
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