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a metamorphosis from internality to externality in terms of its definition and criterion, and “manliness”
was supplanted by “masculinity” which was more in line with the tastes of modern people. Because its em-
phasis on such elements as power, wealth. and sexual potency, masculinity is no longer a spiritual power
for people to confront fear and pressure, but the source of anxiety and pressure. Along with the
deepening of the masculinity crisis and the declining of the theoretical creativity of masculinity studies,
since the 1990s, a humanistic turn has surfaced in men’s studies, and the concept of “manliness”, which
had been neglected for a long time, began to be revalued in this turn. Along with the publication of Har-
vey Mansfield’s name-giving work of manliness— Manliness—in 2006, the academic status of “manliness”
has been firmly established, and become another important key word after “masculinity” in men’s studies.
This paper endeavors to carry out an in-depth analysis of this key word’s nature, value orientation, crite-
rion, historical and realistic significance, and aesthetic value from such four aspects as the discrimination
of relevant concepts related to manliness. the cultural foundation of manliness throughout the world., the
definition and cultural connotations of traditional manliness, and the tradition of manliness writing in lit-

erature and its poetic features.

GAO Fen Virginia Woolf’s Construction of the Organic Boundary of British Literature 132

Based on her comprehensive review, Virginia Wooll constructed an organic boundary for British lit-
erature, which includes three aspects: in terms of form, it is of chronologic structure with “pleasure” as
its core, for the purpose of unifying its literary transcendence with literary historicism; in terms of its
formation, it discloses originality and defects of British literature through comparisons between the real
and the fictional and among different books; in terms of characteristics. it summarizes the features of
British literature as character writing, humor and comedy through a comparison among different litera-

tures.

YANG Jin Love Letters between Communication Medium and Literary Reproduction: On Gottfried Keller’s
Novella Abused Love Letters 141

Swiss writer Gottfreid Keller’s novella Abused Love Letters reveals the multiple manipulative opera-
tions of love letters and the scandal thereof. The process of how the true and false love letters written
through different motives effectually construct or deconstruct the emotional bond in the age of overflow-
ing printed texts can be illustrated from five perspectives of love letters, namely, writing motive (spatial
distance) , emotive reason (expression of feelings), semantic information (utterances of love), intimacy

(yourand-me setup) and efficacy (exchange of feelings).

WANG Liya What Is “New Formalism ”. A Review Essay on New Formalisms and Literary Theory 149

Of those many “turns” and “returns” in the post-theory period, “New Formalism” attracts the least
attention for its ambivalence about its theoretical paternity. With its obvious lineage from New Criticism,
Russian formalism, and Chicago School, New Formalism was debunked in the late 1990s as backlash for-
malism but reclaimed in the recent years as a negotiation between the prevalent New Historicism and calls
for a return to the aesthetics. To understand the movement and reveal its subsequence consequences, this
review essay looks into the main critical consensus delineated in the collection New Formalisms and Liter-

2]

ary Theory (2013). Echoing the question “What Is New Formalism ” recurring in the collection, this
essay re-examines the different answers in the scholarship with particular attention to the importance of

contextual readings of literary forms, revealing the lucrative and hybrid nature of New Formalism(s).
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