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According to the title, the article describes the ontological, epistemological and sociological 

approaches to argumentation study in scientific discourse. The objects to be analyze in the sphere 

of argumentative discourse ontology in scientific area. Argumentation is presented as a process of 

argumentative constructions creating and using. The main forms of such constructions and 

argumentation schemes are cleared up. The main concepts of argumentation epistemological 

analysis are considered. The argumentative dialogues typology is stated. The difference between 

the scientific texts argumentation of the exact sciences and that in the humanities is discussed. The 

main epistemic functions of arguments are determined. Sociological approach to the study of 

argumentative discourse is based on discourse analysis. The general assumptions of social 

constructivism shared by it are mentioned. Being the form of the social practice the discourse is 

considered in two aspects: as discourse arrangement and as communicative event, that in turn is 

presented in three aspects. 

Key words: discoursive ontology, argumentative construction, ideal argumentator, truth, 

discourse arrangement, social structure, social practice. 
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