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Abstract: The discourse in the post-truth era is more complicated and confusing than ever with the facts covered and the truth
distorted in most cases therefore discourse studies are now facing new challenges. Critical Discourse Analysis is mainly used
to explain the relationship among discourse structures social structures and ideology from a socio-cultural perspective while
Framing Theory mainly focuses on the cognitive mechanisms of discourse understanding and acceptance from a cognitive per—
spective. Since the main tasks and primary ideas of cognitive linguistics and critical discourse analysis has a lot in common
they have been increasingly integrated. In order to analyze the discourse more objectively and rationally this paper puts for—
ward Critical Framing Analysis as a new approach to discourse analysis by introducing a new perspective of framing for linguis—
tic analysis implementing a more operative framing metaphorical model to explain the relationship between inference process
and discourse and utilizing the moral models as a tool to analyze the ideology and to explain the relationship between inference
process and social structures so that the critical analysis can be more applicable.
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