
This article investigates conceptual approaches to the study of communicative competence of lawyers. The author 
accented that speech is a universal means of professional communication. The efficiency of broadcasting professional, 
including a lawyer, depending on the level of language, the correct choice of linguistic means of speech culture. The 
correct pronunciation, free, easy handling short, rejection of vulgarism, dialect, archaisms, words-parasites 
unnecessary foreign words, phonetic expression, diversity intonation, clear diction, measured pace of speech, the right 
to use logical stress and psychological breaks, the correspondence between content and tone between words, gestures 
and facial expressions – essential elements of language culture lawyer. The high level of speech lawyer provide a set of 
skills: organizing the process of communication, based on knowledge of the situation, the motive and purpose, a proper 
understanding partner, establishing contact, cause and maintain interest in the communication process, gradually 
solving tasks, teaching information on the topic of communication in monologue or dialogue form, consistent saturation 
informative message to the recipient of available lexical material, syntactic structures, intonation design, word and 
deed to influence partners to convince them to persuade their views, evaluate the activities of the interlocutor (the 
subject of communication) at each stage in a manner that promotes the communication and self-analysis and self 
speech activity and more. The future lawyer samovyznachayuchys the opportunities coding nonverbal behaviors should 
recognize the uniqueness of non-verbal language and contradictions between nonverbal expression and its 
psychological content, variability means of nonverbal expression, dependent on the success of coding skills to 
adequately express the human experience, skill level of formation of various substructures coding nonverbal behaviors 
from a professional install it as a specific sign system. 

Keywords: communicative competence, nonverbal behavior, speech activity, and paraverbalni ekstraverbalni 
signals.  
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Kozak R.V. Cognitive aspect of expressive syntactic connections genesis 
In the article the emphasis is made on the fact that linguistic influence is reached through sharing of different 

meanings of intellectual and emotional revealing of psychic. It is convincingly proved that just the expressive syntax 
specifies the potential opportunity of any text to have the definite influence on the consciousness of one or another re-
ceiver of information. Thereupon it is proved that the genesis of expressive syntax categories has the universal 
character and it is separated out of the system of typical means of comprehending and modeling of worldview by a 
person and that makes the formal semantics of common language possible.  The newly created system is always based 
on the existing model of the world, which is the presupposition. Displaying of such characteristics is possible in three 
dimensions, which were developed into language system: nominative dimension, expressive dimension and modal 
dimension. The processes of predication in every of each fields are stereotyped, but they are structured in different ways 
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according to types of their analytical thinking. The expressive parameter is the least divided. In the same way the real 
functioning of language is connected with the predication of three types – nominative, modal and expressive. Each of 
the mentioned predications is boundary anthropocentric. The expressive predication is developed from the essence of 
the person and it is conventional; modal one realizes the human’s subjective interference in the created by her model of 
the world, nominative predication realizes the external objective phenomenon and it is the anthropocentric features. 

The operational unit is the syntactic unit – the syntactic position of a specific layer. The simplest model of human 
conception about dynamic situation is correlated with typical formal structure, which surrounds the predicate – agent, 
patiens, addressee etc. Such semantic roles are universal for all languages. They are reflected in universal subjective-
and-objective models, in which from language to language not the semantics, but order and means of design are 
changed.  Such system provides marking of syntactic units, which discover the conception core of separate situation in 
worldview.  

Key words: expressive syntax, syntactic connections, expression, nominativity, predication, syntactic modality, 
syntactic position, linguistic worldview. 
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ÂÅÐÁÀË²ÇÀÖ²ß ÊÎÍÖÅÏÒÓ «ÙÀÑÒß»:  
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