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The article represents informative analytical research on artistic time in M. Aldanov’s works.
Comprehension of the time concept undertaken in the article allows to define the particular features of
M. Aldanov’s poetics that are conceptually important for understanding historical and philosophical
problems of his works. Moreover, it enables to comprehend the author’s creative work in the context of
scientific-historical and artistic searches of the 20th century.
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The article describes the communicative game «dialogue of the deaf» as a phenomenon of indirect
communication. The game’s structure, communicative roles and competencies of its participants and
extent of their involvement are studied. This analysis enables to describe participants of the communicative
game as language identities.
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