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The research of the Nerchinsk penal servitude of the second half of the 19th century allows to study
the system of protective policy in Russia in the context of modern reforms in our country and penitentiary
system reform in particular. The first step in realization of this reform was the transfer of penal servitude
management from the mining department jurisdiction to the civil one.
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The article considers French spoken formulae used in the opening fragment of the communication in
terms of conversational analysis. This allows to develop a gradual model of interaction beginning between
the guest and the host during a visit.
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