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Abstract
Sally Potter’s 1992 film adaptation of Virginia Woolf’s novel Orlando has been widely claimed as one of the most creative and artistically successful films based on literature in the twentieth century (Canby, 1993). In this research I study the film by applying the Lithuania born Jewish French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas’ views concerning Face to Face Relationship. Levinas’ views have been applied to cinematic studies rather fruitfully (Connelly, 2012), and by applying them in this study of Orlando, hopefully the intercultural borderline zones which are the landscape of various levels of contacts in the film are further lightened up. As a result, Potter’s film reveals the deeper intercultural concerns embedded in Woolf’s original novel.
摘要

本研究藉立陶宛出生法國猶太哲學家列維納斯(Emmanuel Levinas)的跨界接觸論述解析莎莉波特(Sally Potter)根據維吉妮亞吳爾芙(Virginia Woolf)同名經典小說所拍導的影片奧蘭多(Orlando)。

列維納斯有關跨界接觸的論述，如[面對面](face to face)、[他者](the Other)、[整體與無限](totality and infinity)等，對於後二次大戰、後納粹時代人與人、族裔與族裔、國體與國體，人類與自然等的相處之道，深具啟發與影響。

莎莉波特1992年執導的奧蘭多，創意詮釋了吳爾芙於1928年出版的小說演繹，英國自文藝復興以降以迄二十世紀所行經的歷史文化軌跡。影片透過主角奧蘭多漫長奇幻的人生經歷，一一檢視潛藏在政治、外交、法律、社交、情愛、創作等公私領域底層的權力、性別、語言、文化、階級、族裔等刻板意識型態(stereotypical ideology)。影片多方借助創意、甚或突梯的影像呈現，披露僵化意識所導致的個人或群體的心靈窒梏、扭曲、與[他者]之間的誤解、疏離、甚或衝突、戰爭。影片末尾展現主角最後的突圍，以及圓滿成就，亦點出原作對生命進化契機的信念。
透過列維納斯跨界接觸論述的代表性觀點來解析奧蘭多，影片中有關跨界、交壤、以及多元文化中與[他者]接觸交往之道等當今關鍵的議題，更得以突顯其倫理面相。此外，透過列維納斯的視野面對莎莉波特的奧蘭多，觀者可期能更深入領會吳爾芙經典名作所蘊含的宏博細緻的人文理解與關懷。
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I. Introduction
This paper studies the film Orlando mainly on three subjects, Orlando’s poetic pursuit, Orlando’s political services, and Orlando’s love life. Levinas’ various views concerning Face to Face Relationship, such as solitude, narcissism, Il y a, work, interiority and exteriority, collectivity and communion, totality and infinity, imperialism, eros, the child and the future, etc. are explored, with the hope to reveal the deeper meaning of the film based on Virginia Woolf’s famous novel. 
II. Orlando’s Poetic Pursuit
Il y a---moi ici and Work

The film (Potter, 1994) starts with Orlando’s solitary pursuit of the art of poetry under an oak tree. Privileged and wrapped up in ‘loneliness and isolation’, the young, aristocratic, Renaissance Orlando responds to the narrator’s introduction with the self-announced: “That is, I.” which echoes Levinas’ Il y a---moi ici (Here I am.) (Hand, 29; 胡, 60). With a lack of the face of the other, this utterance renders an empty echo from and back to the ontological, narcissistic face of the self. Solitude, Levinas claims, is a result of the mastery over existing, and is equivalent to to be. 

The solitude of the subject results from its relationship with the existing over which it is master. This mastery over existing is the power of beginning, of starting from itself, starting out from itself neither to act nor to think, but to be. (Hand, 38) 
With this starting out from existence itself and this to be, Orlando composes poetry. His poetry, rather than an act or a thought is an exteriorization of his being (to be). However it is the work of his hands too. Levinas elaborates the need to work with one’s hands in order to conquer the space that keep us from ourselves.

In the concreteness of need, the space that keeps us away from ourselves is always to be conquered. One must cross it and take hold of an object, that is, one must work with one’s hands. (Hand, 39)
Orlando’s poetry can be viewed as an effort toward the ontological totality—to cross the space that keeps [ him] from himself. 

In other words, the subject, the I, is, hopefully, to be saved from its narcissistic gaze through its creative contact with the world. As a result, to be is taken the place of by to work, to act, The suffering of the being resulting from ontological solitude is transcended into creativity.

In work-- meaning in effort, in its pain and sorrow--the subject finds the weight of the existence which involves its existent freedom from itself. Pain and sorrow are the phenomena to which the solitude of the existent is finally reduced. (Hand, 39) 
The Virgin Rose, Solitude and Narcissistic Sadness
The ‘object’ ‘taken hold of’ by Orlando is the virgin rose. However unlike Gertrude Stein, who shows a rose as a rose in her famous line: A rose is a rose is a rose is a rose (Stein, 1935), Orlando’s virgin roses are hued with his own ontological, narcissistic  melancholy as and the sad tone displeases Queen Eliza, who takes, ontologically also, the Virgin Rose as an image of herself.


Orlando’s father apologizes to the Queen, saying that the poem, fruit of Orlando’s solitary brooding, is the result of “the sentiment of a youth.” Levinas explores the link of solitude with narcissism and attributes the narcissistic sadness to the egoistic concern of the self with the absence of the face of the other. Levinas regards the sadness as sprung from this narcissistic solitude, and he names it ‘sadness of self-interestedness’ and calls it ‘materiality’ since it is ‘being thrown into feeding upon itself’ and ‘being mixed with itself’. (Levinas Interview 2) )
The narrator tells us that when Orlando comes into the world, he is ‘looking for company.’ Without one, his poetry, though with its subject matter taken from the world, can not take the place of the face of the other. Then the self, or the reflection of the self, takes over as the pool of Narcissus, the image of his self. Queen Eliza grasps Orlando from his self gaze and plucks the poetic bud; she summons the young man out of solitude into the service of her self.  
Mr. Green, Poetry and the Manure Fire

Orlando’s poetic yearning does not revive until he is fatally wounded by Sasha’s breaking away. With the discovery of Shakespeare’s sonnet: When in disgrace in fortune and in men’s eyes, “Oh, Poetry!” Orlando proclaims satisfactorily. The abyss created by the abrupt leave of Sasha, in which Orlando’s injured, betrayed self dwells, is the empty space that ‘kept [him] away from [himself]’. Once again the poetic composition, the work with hands, inspired by the sonnet, offers a means to cross it. Nevertheless, for the second time Orlando is denied of his poetic effort, his work. Mr. Green ridicules Orlando’s privileged way of life, its abundance, leisure and isolation. He points out the discrepancy between the Muse’s gifts and a living filled with “dogs, dogs, more dogs and far too many rooms.” Contrast to this rich nobleman, Mr. Green, as a real poet, suffers all sorts of agonies and alienation from the self, for instance, the hyper-sensitivity of his nerves, which has driven him crazy, and the extreme poverty, which makes him declare that poetry has died in England. In other words, his poetic talents, instead of strengthening a totalistic self, forces him to have an exit from the self, as it leads to the experience of infinity. 


To compose poetry, Orlando has to, in Levinas’ words, exit from the self, (Levinas Interview 1) from his way of living, in which, as Mr. Green ridicules, his mind grows idle. In other words, as Mr. Green illustrates personally, poetic creation makes one almost antagonistic to one’s physical as well as emotional or financial comforts. 


At Mr. Green’s harsh criticism, Orlando’s rekindled passion for poetic pursuit is extinguished, and he orders to have his poems, poorly commented by Mr. Green, thrown into the fire of manure. And he turns to a career of political service, to the East as King James’ ambassador. Hundreds of years have to pass before Orlando’s poetic pursuit will be resumed and will blossom into the publication of 
a book. At that time Orlando will have had the experiences of exits from layers of the self. 
III. Political Services
Orlando has two political services, one of Queen Eliza, at her Majesty’s court, the other, of King James, as his ambassador to the East. 
The Queen’s Favorite
In the service of Queen Eliza, Orlando’s life of solitude and interiority is turned into that of publicity and exteriority. Paradoxically, Orlando is saved from the labyrinth of the ego, no longer stuck in the narcissistic gaze in ‘loneliness and isolation’; nevertheless, he is in danger of being swallowed (Hand, 53) by the Queen’s absolute sovereignty over him. First the Queen takes away the distance between him and her Majesty’s self. Orlando’s youthful self is soon integrated into the intimacy of the Queen’s life. She says to him, “You will be the son of my old age and the limbs of my infirmity. My favorite. My mascot.” In other words, Orlando is to fit into her needs and compensates her lacks, and in such a fulfillment, Orlando actually has become a part of the Queen. Levinas emphasizes the significance of distance as it resists the power to absorb, to assimilate, and to become one, especially in the relationship that creates proximity, paradoxically, the distance, the duality must be retained. (Hand, 54) 
Orlando is to be conquered by the Queen, who, tying a ribbon around his leg and holding him in her arms, declares triumphantly, “Oh! This is my victory.” Orlando’s handsome leg becomes the symbol of an occupied zone, and the ribbon around it, a sign of ownership, ironically and comically parallels to the chains binding the necks of a pair of dogs nearby. And the Queen’s gift, a big house, like her words, holds the same captivating magic power. Orlando, being a favor of the queen, becomes a captive both to her words and to her gift. The former is to deprive him of a future rendered by time, as a blessing or curse, while the latter is to destine him to a life of idleness, as commented by Mr. Green. The magic of both will not be broken until centuries afterwards when a child of love is born to Orlando and the law takes the house away.  
In spite of the intimacy between Orlando and the Queen, a face-to-face relationship in Levinas’ sense is out of the question. Instead, the priority of strengthening the totality of the Queen’s identity is to deprive this relationship of any possibility of developing into the infinite alternative. As is shown in the Queen’s previous response to the open claim of Orlando’s father that all has been done to please her, “All you call yours is mine already,” there is an absolute lack of space for a You, in Martin Buber’s sense (Morgan, 61), between the Queen and any other, not to mention a Thou, as Levinas revises. As Levinas embraces the ethical I-Thou relationship to be a true face-to-face relationship, that between Orlando and the Queen never goes beyond a political one, where collectivity instead of communion rules out the face of the other. Only a true face to face relationship can create the paradoxical distance and duality in a relationship which is proximity.  


It is the face-to-face without intermediary, and is furnished for us in the (area) where, in the other’s proximity, distance is integrally maintained, and whose pathos is made of both this proximity and this duality ... (Hand, 54) 
The King and a Tulip

The tulip, King James’ gift to be brought to the Turks by Orlando with the purpose of enriching the Turks’ horticulture, reveals the giver’s ignorant or deliberate distortion of the flower’s history, which started in the Muslin world before being transported into western Europe. (Soldini, 1999) It illustrates, as the Turkish prince points out later, the English love of collection, of possessing something that she does not own originally. The English passion of collection goes beyond the tulip; it extends to “countries”. The issue of distance and political sovereignty emerges as the main issue in Orlando’s first encounter with the Turkish Prince. The Prince, though exhibiting an impressively good command of English and a spirit of hospitality, harbors a guarding alertness against the English’s ‘habit of collecting countries.’ 
Encounter with the Eastern Prince
With Orlando’s assertion of having no intention of trespassing the Turks’ sovereignty, a beautiful friendship or brotherhood based on equality and mutual respect, on communion rather than collecting, sprouts between the two, and a real face-to-face relationship comes into being for the first time in the film. 
face-to-face brotherhood

When Orlando is seen through by the attentive Prince as ‘a casualty of love’, the Prince is capable of seeing the face of the widow and the orphan, the stranger, to use Levinas’ term (Katz, 161), in the face of Orlando, the Prince stretches out to the helpless brother and offers a cure with an alternative non-European view concerning men and women, that celebrates the compensational relationship between the opposite sexes, with the female as the original of both. In such a relationship, where Mystery is a presence, a space of infinity spreads just as the largeness of the Turkish land suggests. 


Orlando’s process of undoing the love wound, and undoing the self, of the European male, exteriorizes around the body (Levinas Interview 2). Enwrapped in the Prince’s warm and inspiring friendship and an elderly Turkish woman’s melodic chants in the open air hued with the harmony of nature in twilight and a glittering bonfire, Orlando un-guards himself; he removes the highly artificial magnifying wig, which European high rank gentlemen are used to wearing in that age, and he puts on the much more androgynous Turkish robe. Besides, Orlando is shown in the Turkish bath. His statue-like profile suggests the bath’s meditative nature which leads to the emerge of the mysterious presence of nature and of a new being that is beyond the egoistic self. 

In this de-constructive process of the self, a face-to-face relationship emerges with the different culture, in which Orlando’s subject I is no longer a superior alien, who affirms the egoistic totality by revising and absorbing others into the self, but as a respectful and embracing subject in the face of the alterity of the other, a Thou, a Mystery, an individual, different and higher than I. As Levinas points out, only this responsive I to Thou makes a relationship one of the face-to-face, and he emphasizes that this relationship with the other is not a communion based on sympathy, but is an exteriorized face-to-face, which preserves the Mystery of the other.      
The relationship with the other is not idyllic harmonious relationship of communion, or a sympathy through which we put ourselves in the other’s place. We recognize the other as resembling us but exterior to us. The relationship with the other is a relationship with Mystery. The other’s entire being is constituted by its exteriority, or rather its alterity…’ (Hand, 43)

Orlando is thus thrown into the Mystery of the other, which is represented by the prince, with the different culture, with its delightful charms and its potential dangers. On the other hand, Orlando is also faced upon, whom the prince recognizes as the other and as resembling him but exterior to himself. The resemblance between them is expressed in the common of brotherly virtues: loyalty, courage, etc.. In the alternative relationship between man and woman, introduced by the prince to Orlando, with each sex keeping distinct characteristics, the alterity of women is emphasized and celebrated. As the alterity, women give life to men, and stand face to face with men, who honor them. 

In the different culture, Orlando also experiences a different relationship with nature. the Haman, the water and steam, different from the Virgin Rose, the meditation over which imbues Orlando’s poem with narcissistic sadness, brings forth a healthy integrating distance  between man and nature, a source of Mystery.    
facing the dying enemy
The process of Orlando’s undoing the European masculinity in the self goes down deeper than the body to the emotional, the mental and the subconscious. The war uncovers this deeper self dis-constitution. The face of an enemy triggers Orlando’s fully gender transformation. 

Orlando’s face-to-face relationship with the dying enemy illustrates the revision of Levinas upon Martin Buber’s I-You encounter, “where reciprocity remains the tie between two separate freedoms, and the ineluctable character of isolated subjectivity is underestimated.” (Morgan, 61) Jill Robins elaborates Levinas’ idea of such a dis-constitution of the I as connected to the idea of nonreciprocal responsibility, in which the “responsible subjectivity” is “characterized by a radical humility.” He quotes and comments on Levinas:
“The I which says I is not that which singularizes or individuates a concept or genus”; it is unique. That the “I” always has one responsibility more than the others emphasizes the nonreciprocity and the radical asymmetry between myself and the other. Subjectivity here is an originary or preoriginary responsibility or guilt. .. “I am more responsible/guilty” is what constitutes and also deconstitutes the I.” (Robins, 147) 

Orlando, in assuming the responsibility for being a guilty member of the English, that “make a habit of collecting countries,” acts against, de-constitutes, his Englishness and responds to the fear of the prince as a unique self. He promises to help defend against the invading enemies. Nevertheless when such a war really breaks out, Orlando first has to combat against the visiting Archduke’s utmost principle, which obviously is based on the common diplomatic convention that there is no everlasting enemy but everlasting benefit, and which, in this case, focuses on the survival of the English power in that area of the world by hook or by crook. He claims, “We must keep our interest alive in this region.” Nevertheless, Orlando shrugs off the Archduke’s implication that the diplomatic tie with Turkey may be sacrificed in favor of a stronger invading force; he stubbornly demands the Archduke to join the Prince’s defense of Turkey. Then as Orlando confronts the Archduke’s demand to leave behind a dying enemy who has just been shot, Orlando cannot. He exclaims, 




“But this is a dying man!”
“He’s not a man; he’s the enemy,” the Archduke denies. Here Orlando illustrates what Levinas calls the responsibility of non-reciprocity, while the Archduke, an ontological defacing of the other on purely political determination. 

Orlando’s response to the dying enemy is an ethical one, which shows a yielding, cede le pas, to the other, in Levinas’ term, as well as the attitude that “one is for the other.”  Levinas calls this “ontological courtesy.” Jill Robins elaborates this idea of Levinas’: 
…the self’s relinquishing its own place in the sun---its imperialism---ceding itself to the other in the putting into question of the self…(Robins, 151)
Orlando’s hesitation results from his “putting into question of the self” in the face of the dying enemy. Michael L Morgan emphasizes Levinas’ idea of facing an identity riddle, an enigma. 

The face is not a phenomenon, but rather, as Levinas comes to put it, an enigma or riddle, a challenge to what is customary and accepted…

(Morgan, 85) 

Orlando bends in order to have a better look at the face of the dying man in his frustration to solve the enigma, a face resembling his own, but reductively labeled by the Archduke as an it, an item to be defaced the sooner the better. 
the epiphany of the face


Orlando’s engagement of the dying man’s face responds to Levinas’ idea of the “epiphany” of the face. Levinas proclaims that the engagement of the face gives us a standpoint or perspective in our relation to the other person wholly unlike our normal relations. It stretches out to infinity. For Levinas, the logos or content of the “epiphany” of the face is “You shall not kill.” As the first given moral consciousness, the engagement “puts an end to the irresistible imperialism of the same and of the I.” Furthermore, in this engagement, the other person is not “an object of intentionality”, but summons “the self to responsibility”, and before the other person, the I “can no longer be powerful” (Morgan, 92).
sex transformation

Thus Orlando’s fairytale-like sex transformation can be viewed as an ethical evolution, resulting from his true face-to-face encounters with the other, first the Turkish Prince and then the dying enemy. It happens in a geographical and cultural zone outside Europe. Through these encounters, Orlando has not only been cured of his love wounds but also has gone through the constitution as well as de-constitution of the self, and finally has emerged as a woman, open to new experiences through femininity, leading toward infinity. 

Femininity for Orlando is the point of opening up---she gains something and loses nothing ...(Bowlby, xlv)

Orlando’s sex transformation can be viewed as an inevitable as well as indispensable happening for Orlando’s further personal growth. ---points out that Orlando’s sex change happens around the age of thirty, which combats against Freud’s view about the state of a woman at that age. For Freud the age of thirty shows the profitability of a man and the deprivation of a woman:

A man of about thirty strikes us as a youthful, somewhat unformed individual, whom we expect to make powerful use of the possibilities for development opened up to him by analysis. A woman of the same age, however, often frightens us by her physical rigidity and unchangeability. Her libido has taken up final positions and seems incapable of exchanging them for others. (Freud, 169)
Yet Bowlby rightly emphasizes that “the change of sex at the same age is the start of a wider life” in which Orlando “will enjoy the best of both worlds, both or multiple kinds of identity” (Bowlby, xlv). 
 Indeed, Orlando’s sex transformation can be viewed as an escape from the hegemonic European society’s ‘embrace of autonomy’ and as a turn to a more open-minded ‘heteronomy.’ Levinas traces the potential for a preference of totality to infinity in the western society and attributes it to western inclination toward the side of ‘autonomy’ instead of ‘heteronomy.’ The former leads to totality while the latter to infinity. Morgan, Michael L. Morgan elaborates Levinas’ view in the following passage:
“Heteronomy” refers to the aspiration, especially philosophical, to move from this world to another, from the everyday to the beyond. Heteronomy, then, is metaphysics and philosophical theology. Autonomy is the opposite tendency, aimed at “the reduction of the other to the same”; it is the movement of human thought to “domesticate” everything and incorporate it into its own venue – concepts, principles, and theories. (Morgan, 89) 

And the primary impulse of autonomy is “imperialistic”--- to reduce the other to the same, to think everything” (Morgan , 89). As a female, Orlando’s new experiences are to lead to infinity while her pleasures are doubled, as Virginia Woolf prescribes:
She had, it seems, no difficulty in sustaining the different parts, for her sex changed far more frequently than those who have worn only one set of clothing can conceive; nor can there be any doubt that she reaped a two-fold harvest by this device; the pleasures of life were increased and its experiences multiplied. (Woolf, 211)
IV. Orlando’s Love Life

In this part, Orlando’s love life, his/her relationships with Lady Euphrosyne, Sasha, Archduke Harry, and Shelmerdine are examined and topics such as the beloved, eros, communion and infinity are explored.

The Betrothed --- Orlando and Lady Euphrosyne
Orlando’s betrothed, Lady Euphrosyny, joins him, mourning the deaths of his father and the Queen. Then the two are linked in each other’s arms, standing side by side before the portrays of Orlando’s father and mother; then they turn to face the audience with the portrait as the background as if to form an extended family portrat, in which Orlando and Lady Euphrosyny are to duplicate the exact pattern of the deceased couple. Thus the two pairs fit perfectly into a harmonious totality, but the harmony, or rather the monotony, denies infinity since the young couple only repeats the same pattern of the deceased. 
Orlando’s engagement with Lady Euphrosyny is based on similarities. From the same noble class, Lady Euphrosyny is to help confirm Orlando’s class privileges and Orlando is expected to think, to feel, to act exactly like others of the same status. In this circle of sameness and of totality, there is an absence of the other as well as the face-to- face. There is also a lack of the indispensable distance, which prevents the fusion between the two and is necessary for the space of individuality.  

Orlando’s relationship with Lady Euphrosyny, at its best, can only be a Buber’s  I-You relationship, which Levinas opposes since it is “a collectivity of the side by side,” that cannot become a “communion”—a true face-to-face. (Hand, Sean, 54) Between Orlando and Lady Euphrosyny, eros obviously is not present, and there is an absence of the encounter of the ‘feminine’ and the masculine. And Levinas proclaims that the erotic, the true communion, can only happen in the face-to-face relationship. (Hand, 54) 
The Enchanter --- Orlando and Sasha
It is a relationship with alterity, with mystery—that is to say, with the future, with what …is never there, with what can not be there when everything is there—not with a being that is not there, but with the very dimension of alterity. (Hand, 50)

The relationship between Orlando and Sasha starts with a seeming face-to-face encounter between two strangers. Among the prevailing discrimination against the Cossack, Orlando sees Sasha as alterity. Being a Cossack, Sasha is portrayed by other Lords as one of the poor, who “smear themselves with candle wax to keep warm.” However instead of responding to Sasha as, in Levinas’ term, “the orphan and widow,” they despise her, a foreigner. Orlando, nevertheless, propelled by love at first sight, revises their tone of disdain and renders Sasha the status of a Thou. In the I-Thou relationship, Sasha saves Orlando from the suffocating engagement to Lady Euphrosyne. Though socially and politically incorrect, Orlando’s encounter with Sasha harbors the potential of a future that is to lead to infinity. 

Orlando finds an exit from the self in Sasha’s alterity. The maleness in Orlando wakes and looks for a home in Sasha’s femaleness. Sasha is home to him, so that Orlando vows to give up his mode of life to join Sasha’s –to drink vodka and hunt for wolf. In other words, in Sasha, rather than in his big house, Orlando finds a home. Claire Elise Katz quotes:
A man’s home is his wife (The house is woman).
---The Talmud (Katz, 145)

Levinas in his discussion of the erotic presents the homecoming experience as the center of the mysterious fusion of the male and the female. The fusion, he elaborates, does not eliminate the distinct faces of the two, but it leads the male to home, And the home is epitomized by the female. Levinas expresses profoundly about the mystery of this love, eros relationship between the male and the female. Empatically he claims that it preserves alterity, the difference, between the two.   

The relationship does not ipso facto neutralize alterity but preserves it. (Hand, 49) 
The mystery is preserved by the relationship’s resistance to be assimilated. The male and the female remain as ‘being two’, and that is what makes erotic voluptuous pathos possible.  

The pathos of voluptuousness lies in the face of being two. The other of other is not here an object that becomes ours or becomes us; to the contrary, it withdraws into its mystery. (Hand, 49)
Levinas renders the significance of the relationship of eros upon its preservation of alterity in the feminine, and upon its impossibility to be manipulated into a power relationship without distortion. This “alterity is accomplished in the feminine”, Levinas emphasizes and explains:
… this is why I have sought this alterity in the absolute original relationship of eros, a relationship that is impossible to translate into powers, and must not be so translated, if one does not want to distort the meaning of the situation. (Hand, 50) 

Nevertheless, Orlando distorts the relationship into that of power. In order to pacify the agony caused by the crack of time, between the present and the future, Orlando must have the guarantee that Sasha is to stay with him and to be one with him, to be a part of his total self. His love turns to be possessive. Sasha, instead of being esteemed as the beloved in the erotic fusion, as a subjective alterity through whom one is led into the mystery of infinity, is to become an object to be swallowed (Hand, 53) into one’s totality in order to soothe the pain of division in space and time. When Sasha protests against the idea that she belongs to Orlando and requires an explanation, Orlando’s response is 

“Our destinies are linked. You are mine! Because I adore you.” 

Thus, instead of offering Orlando an exit from himself, which, in Levinas’ view, a true liberation and a link towards infinity, (interview 1) his love for Sasha turns egoistic and he plunges down into the labyrinth, the interiority of the self. After Sasha takes leave abruptly, he draws back into the big house in his loneliness and isolation again, a Minotaur in its dark prison, until he runs into poetry again. Sasha, the enchanter, is not the beloved 
The Proposer---Orlando and Archduke Harry

The totalistic possessive passion Orlando, as a man, has for Sasha is to be duplicated by the Archduke for Orlando, the woman. The Archduke, when facing Orlando’s refusal to his marriage proposal, claims his political sovereignty. As Orlando challenges against his firm belief that she should belong to him, he answers:



“I am England. And you are mine.”
Both in Orlando, the man, and the Archduke’s claim of mastery over the women they desire to possess, there is a denial of the plurality and exteriority in the other existent, Sasha or Orland the woman. Levinas argues that only in the recognition of plurality and exteriority of the other, life resumes its link with Mystery, with light. 

…existence is pluralist……A plurality insinuates into itself the very existence of the existent…We recognize the other as resembling us but exterior to us. The relationship with the other is a relationship with Mystery. The other’s entire being is constituted by its exteriority, or rather its alterity, for exteriority is a property of space and leads the subject back to itself through light… (Hand, 43) 
This link to Mystery is to take place fully in the relationship of eros between Orlando and Shelmerdine.

The Beloved and Eros --- Orlando and Shelmerdine
The scene in which Orlando encounters Shelmerdine, the typical Romantic hero, plays parody upon one of the most Romantic scenes in the Victorian novels. Like the chance encounter of Jane Eyre and Edward Rochester, Orlando’s meeting with Shelmerdine happens in the open moor, and involves a fall off from horseback and a broken ankle.  


But the relationship between Orlando and Shelmerdine goes beyond Romantic love, which, In Levinas’ view, is an idea of autonomy, rather than that of heteronomy. Being a form of idealism, Romanticism belongs to the category that “reduces the other to the same,” and that “reduces everything to one sort of thing.” (Morgan, 89) Orlando’s relationship with Shelmerdine is saved from the autonomous trap owing to the fact that both of them have the cross-gender heteronomous imagination, with the benefits of their rich borderline-crossing experiences of either having been the other sex or having been a traveller. Orlando reveals her anti-romantic- heroic idea of a real man.

“If I were a man, I might choose not to risk my life for an uncertain course. I might think that freedom won by death was not worth having.”
And Shelmerdine expresses his anti-conventional idea of a real woman.

“Say if I were a woman, I would might choose not to sacrifice my life caring  for my children, nor my children’s children, nor to be drown anonymously in the milk of female kindness.”
Thus both the male and the female are discharged from the stereotypical frames of romanticism, and the cross-gender heteronomy opens up space for erotic communion, with each being the alterity of the other. 

The relationship does not ipso facto neutralize alterity but preserves it. (Hand, 49)
Levinas, in his exploration of the erotic, proclaims that the multiplicity that comes from facing the alterity of the other is the transcendental force that is Mystery. 
The other of other is not here an object that becomes ours or becomes us; to the contrary, it withdraws into its mystery. (Hand, 49)
Levinas sees this multiplicity of the alterities as extremely important in the erotic relationship in the sense that it resists the relationship from falling into the category of power. 
And this is why I have sought this alterity in the absolute original relationship of eros, a relationship that is impossible to translate into powers, and must not be so translated, if one does not want to distort the meaning of the situation. (Hand, 50)
the caress

The epitome of the Mystery in the eros relationship of Orlando and Shelmerdine is poetically and exteriorly expressed in the caress scene. First the camera maps out the hilly landscapes of the male and the female bodies with the music pulsing mysteriously, envisioning a future of fertility. Then Orlando’s detached gaze and touch maintains deliberately a distance between the two physical zones. 

Indeed, Levinas points out the link between the caress, the sensual, and the transcendental. 

“The caress, though it is like sensibility, transcends the sensible. It seeks the not-yet, a ‘future that is never future enough, in soliciting what slips away as though it were not-yet’” the caress both expresses love, and yet is inadequate to do so…The Beloved … is at once…’the future in the present’. That at which the caress aims is neither a person nor a thing. The future is an intangible; it is a not yet. (Hand, 153)

the feminine as home
Shelmerdine proclaims to be the champion of mankind’s freedom; he cries,
 “My love is for mankind. Men must fight for liberty. I must fight for a…” 
Orlando ridicules his heroic dream and pricks the romantic bubble:

“Future?  The future of yours, Shelmerdine, when’s it going to begin? Today? Or is it always tomorrow?” 
When Orlando loses legal case, Shelmerdine invites her to join his journey, but Orlando refuses. Here Orlando has voluntarily moved into the Mystery of the feminine, the home, though she is to lose her big house; and home and Mystery brings about a revised future through a child. 
The Child and the Future

Claire Elise Katz sums up Levinas’ idea of the transcending and transforming energy of love/(eros) and fecundity into ethical relationship, in which voluptuosity directs towards the future in the issue of a child. 
“…by adding the dimension of fecundity to the erotic relation, Levinas characterizes love as something that could aim at the future, as that which could aim at something beyond itself. Fecundity, then, transforms the love relationship into an ethical relationship; voluptuosity is redeemed when it aims at the future and issues in a child… (Katz, 158) 
In other words, with the coming of a child, the erotic is transformed into the ethical since it aims at the future. The child is the future. And this idea is different from the idea that the train is future, as Shelmerdine comments earlier. The train, the outcome of human technology, a tool, is a material, which belongs to the range of totality, an extension as well as a continuation of the present. On the other hand, the future as represented by a child is independent from the present since the child is alterity, a Mystery. 

the child with the video-camera

The child accompanies Orlando in the last scene back to the oak tree. The child uses the video-camera. The use of the camera is often interpreted as an exteriority of an ideology. For instance, as Sam G. Birgus revealingly points out the contrast in use of the camera by the paparazzi in Fellini’s La Dolce Vita s and by Sabina’s and Teresa in Philip Kaufman’s The Unbearable Lightness of Being, based on Milan Kundera’s novel. The former epitomizes an objectifying, degrading, misogynous, and secretive viewing, while the latter is sensitive and regenerative. (Girgus, 167 ) 
The child’s video camera illustrates an innocent, creative, open-minded, unprejudiced playful way to catch the sight. The eye of the camera enables her to witness the emotion projected from Orlando’s eyes. Though the child misinterprets the tears in Orlando’s eyes as a sign of sadness, a true face-to-face dialogue opens up. 



Child: Why are you sad?

        Orlando: No, I am not. I am happy.
The final scene is a scene of epiphany, fully loaded with the sense of fulfillment, peace and happiness. Coming back after 400 hundred years to the oak tree, with the child, Orlando has finally achieved what he set out to achieve 400 years ago. He/She has experienced death, love, poetry, politics, society, sex and birth. He/She has gone through various emotional crises and climaxes, has survived, and is enwrapped in happiness and ecstasy. A book is published and a child, who is the future, comes into being. 
V. Conclusion


Orlando’s final achievement of happiness marks the route of his/her 400 years’ journey away from him/her self. In the final scene, an androgynous angel, hovering over the tree top, sings a song about both- and and neither-nor, concerning the division of time and the differentiation of the sexes. The song echoes Levinas’ favorite theme, the exit from self:   

By route of the other, through which the self exits from the self, that ends the sadness that is the inevitable outcome of the self, locked in the totality of the self. (Levinas Interview, 2). Levinas also proclaims the unselected nature of “experience.”  He points out that he himself does not ‘choose’, but “experience” (Levinas Interview, 4 ).
Selected Reference

Canby, Vincent.  Orlando Film Review in The New York Times. (19 March 1993). Online at: http://movies.nytimes.com/movie/review?res=9F0CE4D91038F93AA25750C0A965958260 
Chanter, Tina. ed. 2001. Feminist Interpretations of Emmanuel Levinas. Pennsylvania State
University Press.
Connelly, Matthew. Orlando Film Review ‘17 years after its U. S. theatrical run’ in Slant Magazine. ( July 19, 2012). Online at: http://www.slantmagazine.com/film/review/orlando/4904
Freud. ‘Femininity’(1933), New Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis, Pelican Freud Library (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1973)
Girgus, Sam B.. 2012. Levinas and the cinema of redemption time, ethics, and the feminine. Columbia University Press.
Hand, Sean, ed. 1989. The Levinas Reader, Oxford: Basil Blackwell.
Katz, Claire Elise. “Reinhabiting the House of Ruth---Exceeding the Limits of the Feminine in Levinas”. Collected in Feminist Interpretation of Emmanuel Levinas. (Tina Chanter, 2001)
Levinas Interviews 1.
Levinas, Emmanuel. Interviewed by Michel Field. June 29, 1993. Interview with Levinas. On line at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Zvnk6moRmEA
Levinas Interview 2.
Levinas, Emmanuel. Interviewed by Catherine Chalier. Translated by Salmon
Philippe. 1991. Emmanuel Levinas: Being in the Principle of War. Section one of
"Penser Aujourd'hui: Emmanuel Levinas". On line at:  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-1MtMzXNGbs&feature=related
Levinas Interview 3.
Levinas, Emmanuel. Interviewed by Catherine Chalier. Translated by Salmon
Philippe. 1991. Emmanuel Levinas: The Strong and the Weak. A Section of "Penser Aujourd'hui: Emmanuel Levinas". On line at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=endscreen&NR=1&v=8AGDjpg72ng
Morgan, Michael L. 2011. The Cambridge introduction to Emmanuel Levinas. Cambridge University Press.

Potter, Sally. 1994. Orlando: The Screenplay. London: Faber and Faber.
Robbins, Jill, ed. 2001. Is it righteous to be? : interviews with Emmanuel Lévinas. Stanford University Press.
Soldini, Silvio. 1999. pane e tulipani. Svizzera, Italia.
Stein, Gertrude. 1935. Lectures in America, ed. Johnston, Lucile, signer. New York: Random House. 

Woolf, Virginia. 1998. Orlando: A Biography. Oxford Press.
胡繼華. 2005後現代語境中倫理文化轉向. 北京: 京華出版社

19

