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The article touches upon the evolution of conceptions about the category of impressionistic time in
approaches of the modern art philosophy. The analysis of the problem allows defining impressionism as
an art embodiment of the space-time notions typical of the art and culture of the 20th century.
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The article reflects the problems of functional and temporal levels of verbal and nonverbal interaction
in communication; national and cultural specificity of nonverbal communication, its mimicry, gesture,
proxemic and tacesic parameters are analysed by the material of the contrastive analysis of the Russian
and Jewish linguistic cultures.
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