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In the article basic elements of communication constituent of judicial debates 
in a criminal trial are considered. Suggestion about introduction to the programs 
of law educational establishments of course "Judicial speech" is grounded. 
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The article covers the review of issues concerning the ambit of inspection 

of sentences, dispositions, prejudications that are not inured, in appellate and 

cassation order. The suggestions on the improvement of the normative regulation 

of the inspection ambit of sentences, dispositions, prejudications that are not 

inured were formulated. 
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