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A Critique of Critical Discourse Analysis from the

Perspective of “Rhetoric of Inquiry”

TU Jia - jin

( School of Humanities Fujian University of Technology Fuzhou 350108 China)

Abstract “Rhetoric of inquiry” maintains that knowledge production and academic practice are themselves

rhetorical and discursive practices hence necessarily bound by historical and contingent factors and saturated with

persuasion and power. Like this critical discourse analysis can itself be taken as both a discourse and a rhetorical

practice and thus it can be critically anatomized from the perspective of “rhetoric of inquiry” to uncover the modus

operandi of its successful rise as a research paradigm. It is revealed that critical discourse analysis embodies the

rhetorical turn in which it is also committed to the theoretical interests upheld by rhetorical studies and its academic

success is the result of rhetorical inventions fully sanctioned by the logic of the academia. This further demonstrates

the indispensability and legitimacy of rhetoric and argumentation in academic creation knowledge production and

the dissemination of ideas.
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