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In an age of rapidly degenerating deconstructionist methodologies. this thesis 

atternpts to read three works by the Edwardian British novelist Edward Morgan Forster, 

The Lonaest Journey (1 goï), A Room With A View (1 908) and Howards End (1 91 O), 

using distinctive aspects frorn the philosophy of late nineteenth-century German 

Friedrich Wilhelrn Nietzsche. This analysis does not atternpt to demonstrate that 

Nietzsche directly influenced the work of the novelist; rather, it suggests that particuiar 

aspects of the German's philosophy can be used to read these three novels in a 

partially radical, genuinely novel manner. Starting with a general congruency between 

the Englishman's and German's views of aesthetics, Christianity, individual freedom 

and the metaphysical, this thesis isolates distinctive elements of Nietzsche's 

philosophy and uses them to read Forster's works. Thus, this analysis focuses on 

Nietzsche's view of the 'will to power," ressentiment. 'bad conscience." the creation of 

the set in ternis of art, women. the "eternal recurrence," and tragedy. 
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II I L I  UUUblIVI 1 

In what would appear to be a thinking parallel to that of the German philosopher 

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (1 844-1 900), the Edwardian novelist Edward Morgan 

Forster (1 880 -1 971) campaigned against his culture's approach to life, art and matters 

of the spirit. Forster's multifaceted polemics against social hypocrisy, barren 

asceticism and aestheticisrn, and existential angst, parallel particular Nietzschean 

assertions about life and art. Moreover, this congruency between Forster's and 

Nietzsche's views would seem to be one of the greatest unifying principles in Forster's 

second, third and fourth novels: The Longest Journev (1 907), A Room With A View 

(1908) and Howards End (191 0). All three were published within four years of one 

another although their genesis began at different points in the five years preceding the 

release of Forster's second novel, The Lonaest Journev, in 1907. This thesis does not 

attempt to write the definitive interpretation of Forster's novels, nor of Nietzsche's texts. 

It is rnerely an interpretation, an attempt to read Forster's second, third, and fourth 

novels using a Nietzschean methodology. Thus, this analysis will focus on 

Nietzsche's view of the "will to power," ressentiment. "bad conscience," the creation of 

the self in ternis of art, women, the "eternal recurrence," and tragedy.1 

Although the relation between imaginative literature and philosophy may be directly 

evident from an author's reference to a particular work of philosophy, it is difficult to 

make such an absolute relation when discussing the novels of Forster. One of the 

reasons for this difficulty is that Forster rarely communicated to friends or relatives what 

intellectually interested him. Nicola Beaumann. one of the novelist's biographers, has 

lamented that when discussing the author's "intellectual development . , . it is almost 

now impossible to discover detailed information" (77). Compounding the task of 

'. Nietzsche's interpretation of these concepts will be discussed in a rnethodology specific to each 
chapter in the thesis. 
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own history. Beaumann states, "It was not that he was one of those writers demanding 

a biography called 'A Hidden Life' or 'The Truth Behind the Mask'; but he manipulated 

the truth if it suited him" (1 10). 

Moreover, Forster rarely disclosed his influences or his ideas during the creation of 

his novels and this has baffled biographers and critics alike. When discussing the time 

period in which Forster wrote his second novel The Longest Journev, a mystified 

Beaurnann tells us that, 

It seems almost impossible, certainly mysterious, that a great novelist 

can live a domestic, harmonious life with other people, can keep a diary, 

can have a sense of self-esteem and of the possibility of future success -- 
and yet produce a novel as if it were out of nothing. lt makes the task of 

biography almost dispiriting. Al1 one can Say is that a novel that seemed 

to have been started in the early summer of 1905 is known to have been 

finished by 1906: there is nothing more to do go on. (179) 

And although Forster did make selective comrnents about A Room With A View, they 

concern his manuscript changes and what Beaurnann describes as Forster's literary 

intent for the work: "Morgan wanted, in a way, to write a romantic novel: not because 

he wanted the sales (then, as now, literary novels sold far less well than romantic) but 

because he would have liked to subvert the conventionn (204). As for Forster's 191 0 

work, Beaumann tells us that 'Howards End [is] unmentioned in Morgan's letters and 

diary, [although it] gradually neared completion: this was his inner life, part of the one 

that was never mentioned" (222). Thus' a critic or biographer will inevitably be 



Furtherrnore, the philosophy of Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche was not generally 

known in England during the first decade of the present century, and Nietzsche died in 

a mental asylum in 1900, alrnost eleven years after his mental faculties had started to 

degenerate. As well, by 1905 Nietzsche's reputation had been hurt by both poorly 

researched criticism of his works as well as by his sister Elizabeth's tyrannical control 

over the publishing rights of his final works (Kaufmann 148-9, 157, 442-3). 

The attempt to give Forster's works a Nietzschean reading then, may seem at first a 

daunting task, based only in radical speculation. However, as Patrick Bridgewater has 

shown in his Nietzsche in Analosaxonv: A studv of Nietzsche's im~act on Enalish and 

American literature, "Nietzsche's impact on English literature was arguably the 

greatest in the years 1902-1 2" and by 1906 the Gennan's writings "had given way to 

widespread enthusiasm in advanced intellectual circlesn (1 7). Bridgewater suggests 

that Nietzsche's "potentially most influential worksn were available in English in The 

Collected Works of Friedrich Nietzsche and The Works of Friedrich Nietzsche (17). 

That much of Nietzsche's work had been published (albeit in questionable 

translations) in English would have undoubtedly been helpful to Forster, but that the 

Englishman may have read him in German is also not out of the question: Forster 

could read German and had spent time tutoring in Nasseinheide, Germany in 1905 

(Letters 1, 66, 69). 

The Nietzschean reading of the novels will be rooted in the antitheses that Forster 

emphasizes in his three novels, and these antitheses will be viewed as a contest 

between ideological representations. Further, the novelist's dramatization of the 

2. Which rnay have been what Forster desired. Forster consistently denigrated the "psuedo-scholar" who 
"relate[s] a book to the histofy of its time, to events in the life of the author, to the events it describes" (AN 
31). Forster also maintains that criticism or "Pseudo-scholarship is, on its good side, the hornage paid by 
ignorance to learning," but also argues that the critic is "pernicious because he follows the method of a 
true scholar [Le., a philologist or historian] without having his equipment. He classifies books before he 
has undersîood or read them" (AN 29). 

3 
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spiritual, inevitably results, albeit only occasionaliy, in strained extensions of his 

symbology and plot. For example, John Beer has maintained that the author pursued 

antithetical positions in his literature to the point of disregarding the historical validity of 

his narrative: "Forster was shrewd enough to have seized upon areas of society where 

'Victorianism' was still preserved in a pure form," and later, "Forster spotted the places 

(the pensione in Florence, the Surrey suburb) where the two forces [Victorianism and 

Liberalism] could still clash more purely and directly" (4). This major antithesis in 

Forster's works takes on many symbolic and cultural forms. Hence, the analysis of The 

Lonaest Journev will be focused on the contrast between the tragic, hereditary 

aestheticism of Rickie Elliot and his step-brother, the powerfully resistant, "Dionysian" 

Stephen Wonham (TLJ 129). That of A Room With A View will contrast Lucy 

Honeychurch's final "triumphln with the aesthetic affectations of Cecil Vyse and the 

metaphysical weakness of George Emerson (RWV 29). The analysis of Howards End 

will contrast the spiritual weakness of Leonard Bast and Mr. Wilcox, with a prophetic 

eternal feminine spirit that is manifested in the Schlegel sisters and Ruth Wilcox. 

Although Forster left little for the critic and the biographer, an examination of certain 

aspects of his life is fruitful in understanding the novelist's view of society, aesthetics 

and perhaps most importantly, metaphysics. In The Cave and The Mountain3 Wilfnd 

Stone maintains, "No other modern English writer so bravely offers himself as a test of 

the proposition that art, created or appreciated, can be a surrogate for Christianity" 

(20). It was at Cambridge where Forster, coming to ternis with spiritual angst, first 

fused his sense of individuality with an artistic perception of life. Forster's admission 

into the group called the "Apostles" in 1901 helped foster a sense of individualism in 

him that replaced established religion with philosophy and literature. Stone notes that 

the Apostles were rooted in "philosophic idealism" and as such, "were schooled in 



English Romantics" and meditated on how one might cultivate a deep sense of 

spirituality without being restricted by theology (Stone 48). 

As well, Forster both studied and enjoyed the Greek Classics. He loved the ancient 

Greek style of tragedy and felt that Sophocles' Antiaone seemed "as though written in 

the very recent past rather than 2300 years before" (Beaumann 78). This opinion was 

not restricted to Sophocles either; Horner, Virgil and Theocritus were also favourites 

that he read al1 his life (Beaumann 77). At the same time, Beer maintains that, "First 

and foremost among the seminal influences must be counted his [Classics] tutor, 

Nathaniel Wedd, who communicated his sympathy with the new radicalism that was 

coming into fashion, his passion for egalitarianism in society, his irreverence towards 

authorities of al1 kinds . . ." (6). Hence, it is likely that it was at Cambridge where 

Forster started to connect the ideas of Romanticism, his love of the ctassical and his 

radicalism. As Beer tells us, Forster "looked also to the inner life for liberation from 

self. [and] for that artistic anonymity which is true freedom and which he could find best 

in the music of Beethoven and other romantics" (9). 

In her biography of Forster, Beaumann stresses the author's sense of alienation 

from both the Church and State of England, an alienation that was rooted in the 

author's homosexuality:3 "If you were an invert you were anti-God, anti-society, anti- 

respectibility, anti-everything" (1 44). Beaumann also suggests that Forster's loathing 

for the Christian ideals he saw ingrained in his Edwardian society was compounded in 

his aesthetic appreciation for Classical art (144). She speaks of Forster's anger 

3. Haveloc k Ellis wrote coherently on Nietzsche as early as 1 896 in the much read periodical Savov as well 
as in his 1898 book, Affirmations. Nicola Beaumann has speculated that Forster would have been familiar 
with Ellis's works because of the latter's previously refeased book on homosexuality, Sexual Inversion 
(210). Nietzsche historian David Thatcher notes that at the tum of the century Nietzsche's reputation in 
England was more sparse than politically radical and the work of Ellis helped rnuch in getting Nietzsche's 
message to English literary figures: "One of the most important consequences of Ellis' work was that it 
seems to have encouraged other English criîics to write on Nietzsche with a sirnilar degree of sobriety and 
rest raint" (1 06). 

5 
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Greek art had to be admired according to the totally false premise, alleged to have 

derived from Plato and particularly his symposium. that love between those of the 

same sex was tenable if only 'platonic' " (144). Moreover, this quiet anger, directed 

towards a society that demanded he keep his sexual preference cloaked. was 

heightened by his fear that his controlling, albeit kind, mother would discover the truth. 

Beaumann also claims that Forster used his writing as a vehicle for his subversion 

of society. For example, she argues that the most important element" of Forster's 

1902 short story, “Alberta Empodecle," "was the story's passionate plea for physical 

and spiritual freedom. disguised as fantasy so Lily [his mother] and CO. would not see 

itn (1 12). And further, "Morgan was so used to hiding from Lily that when he began to 

write it came quite naturally to him to disguise his references through double entendre" 

(122). Beaumann also suggests that Forster's polemics against his society almost 

immediately began to appear in his writings. The biographer points us toward a 1905 

story that Forster wrote, "The Story of a Siren." Beaumann asserts that in the work, 

Forster 'appears to be inveighing against both the tyranny of organized Christianity 

and the tyranny of the State: and he contrasted both to Ancient Greek society*' (145). 

Additionally, Forster seems to have been very interested in psychology. In an 

unpublished letter to Forster in 1908, his friend G. M. Trevalyn comments on Forster's 

desire to immerse himself in a career that would allow him to study "intricate 

psychology" (Beaumann 124). Forster was "as he himself confessed, a fragmented 

being," Beer tells us, reminding us of one of Forster's more farnous statements: " 'My 

defence at any Last Judgment,' he once wrote, 'would be I was trying to connect up 

and use al[ the fragments I was born with' " (1). 

Forster also meditated long on death. Another Forster biographer, P. N. Furbank, 

insists "death" was "the foundation of [Forster's] philosophy because, it seems clear, 



truth" (CE 38). Further, Furbank argues that, 

This philosophy of death is an optimistic one. It has of course no connection 

with theistic philosophies, or at least those with doctrines about what 

happens after death; nor has it any connection with "fatalismn; and it is only 

connected with hedonism by its stress on living in the moment. And why it 

is optimistic is that, according to it, the idea of death redirects human 

thoughts and energies on to the right objects -- the large concerns like 

Love4 and Beauty -- instead of the petty ones, and those objects shine more 

vividly in this light. (CE 38-39) 

And later, 

Forster's conception of reality should be growing clearer. He had no 

tendency to see the universe as resolving, Platonically, into a One, or 

as revealing itself, Buddhiçtically, as an illusion and mere "veil of Mayan.5 

He believed, indeed, that things were not as they seemed, especially to 

the inactive eye; and also, a thought connected with the preceding, only 

certain of them mattered. (CE 42-43) 

That Forster had a philosophy of life would then seem evident. However, that Forster 

was also farniliar with philosophical arguments is suggested by the editorial help that 

he lent the philosopher Julia Snow Wedgewood. She was "a writer on ethics and 

4. Forster qualifies what he means by "love" in his M e c t s  "All I suggest is that we cal1 the 
whole bundle of emotions love, and regard them as the fifth great experience through which human 
beings have to pass" (59). Forster's naming of "emotion" "love," dernonstrates that he is concerned with 
the individual "emotions" of his characters and not implying that we should, pardon the colloquialism, "al1 
just love one another". Further, it is alço evident that Forster rneans spirituality when he speaks of "love". 
5. As late as chapter twenty-six of A Passaae ta lndia (1924). Forster maintains that Buddhism was, at leaçt 
for him, an unviable spiritual belief. "How indeed is it possible for one human being to be sorry for al1 the 
sadness that meets him on the face of the earth, for the pain that is endured not only by men, but by 
animals and plants and perhaps the stones" (235). 

7 
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Moral Ideal," a book that Furbank describes as "a systematic study of ethical systems 

through the agesn (1, 1 15). 

Critics recognize that Forster supplanted established religion with a theory of 

spiritualized aesthetics. Stone has hypothesized that "The Word of God for the 

Apostles was writ as large in the literature of human history, and in the private soul, as 

in the Bible" (48-9). Combined with this sense of secular spirituality was what Stone 

refers to as the " 'Apostles' emphasis . . . on the inner condition of the individual" (51). 

This "emphasisn suggested that one can "internaliten morality and believe that the 

value of [the] thing . . . [is] an end in [itselfl" (Stone 51). This way of thinking would 

have undoubtedly appealed to Forster who was already losing his dwindling Christian 

faith. Moreover, as Forster was interested in the relation between the existential and 

material aspects of existence, a Christian world view quickly gave way to his growing 

enthusiasm for a world view that he saw ingrained in the Greek Classics. 

Although little mention is made of it anywhere, it seems likely that Forster was 

familiar with at least particular aspects of Nietzsche's philosophy when he attended 

Cambridge. An unpublished poem written by the novelist in 1902 suggests that he 

knew something of Nietzsche's works but one can only speculate on the subject 

(Furbank 1, 99). tn the poem, the narrator tells his audience that he will help the lower 

classes not by giving them economic charity but philosophical training, and further, "he 

means to infiltrate all [religious] parties and destroy them from the inside" (Furbank 1, 

100). He ends the poem with the line, "And every nawy [working man] has his pocket 

Nietzsche" (Furbank 1, 100).6 Forster then includes an epilogue to the poem where he 

explains, according to Furbank, that the audience "exasperated equally by belief and 

unbelief, irrupt from the body of the Hall and wreck the proceedingsl' (1, 100). Hence, 

6. This poem shoutd be recalled when this analysis moves to its review of Howards End. There it will 
discuss Leonard Bast, a "nawy" who "Never got on to Nietzsche" (HE 234). 

8 
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altruistic social models. 

As Forster was interested in discovering an anti-Christian world view that had 

elements of philosophy, metaphysics, poetry and radicalism, it is very likely that he 

would have been attracted to the philosophy of Nietzsche. The German philosopher 

polemicized against Christianity and western ways of thinking while celebrating a 

particular type of spiritualized aesthetics that celebrated distinct aspects of Greek myth. 

As Kurt Paul Janz has noted, Nietzsche "was driven to illuminate the most enigmatic 

phenomenon of antiquity, the origin of tragedy. Dionysus thereby became the symbol 

and the rnetaphysical counter-position to his lost Christianity -- and remained in this 

function into the days of his mental cotlapse" (1, 442-3). Hence, Forster may well have 

read Nietzsche or have become farniliar with his philosophy through his Apostle 

brethren or through his interest in a philosophy that attacked many of the aspects of 

society Forster felt himself alienated from and by which despised. 

As there is no way to prove definitively that Forster had a solid knowledge of 

Nietzsche's philosophy, this analysis will not attempt to show a direct Nietzschean 

influence on Forster; rather, it will simply show parallels in the ideologies between 

Forster's novels and Nietzschean philosophy. h a t  there is a congruency between the 

ideas of the Englishman and the German is evident, and it is for that reason that a 

Nietzschean reading of Forster's second, third and fourth novels is warranted. 
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The Lonaest Journev can be effectively read as a lesson about salvation in which 

Forster contrasts the Nietzschean will to power with sterile aestheticism. This is due in 

part to the ideological contest Forster configures between the materiai and the 

metaphysical. As one critic has argued, this contest takes as its poles, "salvation 

through culture and salvation through nature" (Colmer 66). Alan Wilde describes this 

battle as one in which "characters are set one against the other and the novel is an 

arena in which they contend for the ultimate prize, the knowledge and possession of 

what is most significant in lifen (28). In this contest, Forster makes the pathetic fate of 

Rickie Elliot a consequence of his aestheticism; Wilde has noted that "Rickie, another 

victim of the aesthetic view of lifen is "tragic" (28). It is fitting that Forster would embody 

Rickie's antithesis in the form of Stephen Wonharn. Steven is a shepherd who, being 

neither an aesthete nor a philosopher, embraces his existence and is symbolically 

representative of a Dionysian resurrection. Forster further eiucidates his antithesis 

through his portrayal of Stewart Ansell. Ansell is an individual with particular aesthetic 

leanings, but his spiritual integrity allows him, using the words of Wilde, to "instinctively 

recognize the truthn (30). 

Colmer has also asserted that, in The Lonaest Joumev, Forster's personal or 

"private theme is the individual's quest for truth, love, comradeship, wholeness of 

being" (75). Certainly, Forster's point in the novel is revealed through character 

development. However, at least two critics who have argued that the novel is one of 

Forster's weaker works, find Forster's characterizations of Ansell or Stephen 

problematic. For example, Stephen K. Land feels that Ansell "is an unsatisfactory 

creation because Forster fails to make him credible as a character" (100). 

Colmer dislikes Forster's characterization of Ansell as well. He maintains that the 

novelist "assigns to Ansell a roie that he does not quite fulfil in the novel," and 
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whole" (71. 80). Colmer further argues that Stephen's character "is required to 

represent too many of the qualities Forster admired and represent them in too simple 

and elemental a form" (80). The critic maintains that Stephen's character "contributes 

something to the idea of wholeness, but there is little to suggest that Stephen was 

capable of wholeness himself, of uniting the monk and the beast in man" (80). 

Moreover, as he finds Rickie's fate impossible, Colmer contends that Forster "huddles 

together a series of spiritual crises to rnake [Rickie's] death appear convincing and 

necessary" (82). Wilde is supported in this view by John Harvey who maintains, "The 

Lonaest Journev, then -- despite -- or perhaps because of -- its local successes is a 

failure as a whole. The disparate elements of which it is composed are never brought 

together into any kind of unity; at best they lie uneasily side by side; more often they 

actively quarrel with each other" (127). 

Although Wilde maintains that "It is as if Forster wished still more meaning than 

Stephen embodies," he also insists, "But the book does not, or is not meant to, end as 

depressingly as Rickie himself, for Stephen remainsn (45, 40). He continues, "If Forster 

has condemned Rickie . . . to inevitable death and failure, he still has h o p  for a better 

way of life, for an answer to the failures of aesthetic vision" (40). Wilde's "ifn reveals 

much about his dissatisfaction with the conclusion. He is unmoved by what he cals 

Forster's "vision of hope still further removed (45). 

Furthermore, Wilde speculates that the book's inequitable ending is a product of the 

"dialectic of Forster's mind," which for Wilde, proposes that "despair breeds hope, not 

today but possibly tomorrow . . . perhaps Stephen's child will arise, a phoenix, to 

glimpse a better day" (45). Wilde's "perhaps" summarizes well his dissatisfaction with 

the allegory of the novel. Although Wilde has more patience for Forster's method of 

characterization, he is uncertain whether the lesson of the novel concerns the tragic 



Given the comments of the critics mentioned here, it would seem evident that there 

is a link between the way these critics understand these characters (i.e, as static or 

otherwise), and their interpretation of the lesson in the novel. Principally, they see little 

dynamism in the creations of Stephen and Ansell and consequently, argue that 

Forster's conclusion to the novel is deficient. 

However, at least one critic has attempted to reveal a philosophical dimension in 

the novel. S. B. Rosenbaurn suggests that 'The Lon-st Journev is a far richer, 

subtler, and finally more serious book than rnany readers realise. One of the reasons 

why the novel has been so dispraised appears to be an unawareness of its 

philosophical basis" (53). Rosenbaum believes that Forster used the philosophy of G. 

E. Moore in the novel. For example, he suggests that "Ansell is, with some 

inconsistencies, a philosophical Realist [like Moore] . . . and Rickie's wavering 

between ldealism and Realism mark[ed] crucial stages in his education" (37). 

Furthemore, Rosenbaum argues that Forster's philosophical agenda attempted to 

"convert the refutation of epistemological ldealism into an ethical conclusion about 

accepting the objective reality of other people, of other loves, of other societies, of 

nature, and finally of timen (53). He then argues that Forster follows Moore in 

attempting to defy "idealisms" or aestheticisrn, "by showing their consequences, 

especially in love" (53). But as at least one other critic has pointed out, Rosenbaum 

has no real grasp of what kind of "idealisrn" Moore was "refuting" in his 1903 work, 

That notwithstanding, it is curious that Rosenbaum insulates himself early in his 

7. Consider P. N. Furfiank's refutation of Rosenbaum: "But difficuèies arise in the attempt to fit Moore's 
'Refutation' and Forster's novel together more systematically" (CE 46). Benjamin Harrison's article 
examines Moore's philosophy in greater detail than either Rosenbaum or Furbank. Harrison States, "1 
doubt if Moore's effect upon Forster was, in the ordinary sense, a case of 'influence'," and later, 'The 
supposition that the relationship between Moore and Forster fis this pattern ['influence'] seems to me to 
underestirnate the power and the seriousness of the latter's worK' (3-4). 

12 



argument finds its way into the novel" (37). Rather than seeing this as a fault of his 

thesis, however, he adds, "Forster's use of Moore will undoubtedly strike some 

philosophers and even some critics as hopelessly naive" (37). It is interesting that 

Rosenbaum would fault Forster for using Moore in a "naive" rnanner when it is the 

critic, and not the author, who clairns that Moorean philosophy is an aspect of the 

novel's allegory. Likewise, although 1 would agree with Rosenbaum that the novel has 

a "philosophical basis," I would also assert that it is Rosenbaum, and not Forster who 

For example, Forster tells us in the Author's Introduction to the Abinger Edition of 

the novel, that "Ansell is the undergraduate high-priest of that local shrine" (of the 

"Cambridge of G.E. Moore"), and further, "Rickie [later] goes to pieces, and cannot 

even be rescued when Ansell joins up with Stephen and strikesn (Ixviii). If 

Rosenbaum's daim is to have validity, it follows that Ansell initially represents the 

philosophy of Moore. However, Forster implies with his last statement - "when he joins 

up with Stephen" - that Ansell changes in the course of the novel. Hence, Ansell must 

leave his days of being a "philosophical realist" behind him, if he is to have the 

courage to "strike". Therefore, Rosenbaum's attempt to understand the novel in 

Moorean terms, would seem to be defied by the novelist himself.8 

Forster has acknowledged that the novel does have specific technical difficulties, 

but that it is the one he is "most glad to have written" (Ixvi). Furthermore, he once 

admitted after rereading the work, "I am amazed and exasperated at the way in which I 

insisted on doing things wrong there. It wasn't incornpetence; it was a perversity the 

8. And Forster did refute the staternents of Leonard Woolf and others who consistently attempted to 
suggest that Forster was a Moorean disciple. After noticing that Woolf had attempted to do so in his 
autobiography, Sowing, Forster politely refuted Woolf by reminding him that the Moorean disciples had 
their "main habitat at Trinity" (Forster was part of King's) and that '1 seldom understood what they were 
saying, and was mainly interested in the way they said iî. I did however, grasp that tmth isn't capturable or 
even eternal, but something that could and should be pursued (TCR 58). 

13 
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had a subversive agenda when writing the novel. Perhaps then, one should examine 

if in fact Stephen and Ansell are too static in design to fulfil the assignment that Forster 

gives them. Furthermore, one should examine the nature of Rickie's aestheticism and 

how it relates to heredity and ethical bankruptcy: for it is Rickie's lack of growth that 

most illuminates the development of Stephen and Ansell. 

It should here be noted that the following argument is not conventional in Forsterian 

criticism. Although this examination is in line with other criticism in discussing the 

antithesis in the work between aestheticism and Nature, it differs in its interpretation of 

Stewart Ansell and Stephen Wonharn, as well as in its interpretation of the conclusion 

of the novel. Consequently, it also differs in its interpretation of Forster's lesson9 as it 

reads the novel within a Nietzschean framework. Before doing so however, 

Nietzsche's philosophy must be examined, albeit in a limited form. 

Nietzsche's "will to power" is an indeterminate term that the philosopher uses to 

denote many different aspects of hvman instinct and behaviour (TSZ 115). 

Consequently. atternpting to locate an exact definition for the term is a monumental 

task that is beyond the scope (or intent) of this dissertation. It will suffice for our 

purposes to state that in one sense, the will to power is an intrinsic drive inherent in al1 

human beings. However, it is also inherently greater in some specimens of humanity 

than others. Secondly, it is, to quote Wilfred Mittelman, "a resistance-overcoming 

force" (134). As such, a strong will to power will overcome great resistances, while a 

weak will to power will fail to overcome them. Likewise, the contests of existence for a 

strong will to power are a stimulant to greater power. 

Thirdly, an individual's ability to shape the material and metaphysical anxieties of his 

existence into an attitude towards Iife that strengthens him, is for Nietzsche, indicative 

9. Interestingly, Furbank believes the allegory of the novel concerns "the darnage to Our perceptions of 
the world fostered by monogarnous love" (CE 46). 
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Overcoming is the result of one's having prevailed over an obstacle that hinders will 

to power. Nietzsche asserts that before an individual can truly start to grasp will to 

power, he must first learn to control himself. The strong-willed individual must learn to 

control two aspects of self: firstly, his desires or drives and secondly, the external, 

cultural forces (such as make up social identity), that become "internalized" (GM 84). 

Likewise, Nietzsche asserts that an individual needs to be malleable or accepting of 

personal change: for it is only through this process that one can overcome the 

necessary combative nature of existence. This is not to Say that the individual 

flagrantly changes without ever coming to a purpose; rather, the individual learns to 

change himself so that fuhher power can be activated. Nietzsche asserts in The Birth 

of Traaedv, "Knowledge kills action; action requires the veils of wisdom: that is the 

doctrine of Hamlet, not that cheap wisdorn of Jack the Dreamer who reflects too much 

and, as it were, from an excess of possibilities does not get around to actionn (60). 

Nietzsche suggests then, in the words of Mittelman, 'Yhat what we need to do is employ 

our drives for constructive, rather than destructive endsn (1 37). 

Nietzsche advises individuals to grasp their will to power by "self-overcorning," by 

creating reality in a fruitful way that will make one stronger, and consequently, more of 

an individual (TSZ 11 5, 113). The philosopher parallels this process of refining the 

self (learning to control self) to the technical training in art. Nietzsche States in e v o n d  

ood and Evil(1886): 

When one is Young, one venerates and despises without that art of 

nuances which constitutes the best gain of life, and it is only fair that 

one has to pay dearly for having assaulted men and things in this 

manner with Yes and No. Everything is arranged so that the worst of 

tastes, the taste for the unconditional, should be cruelly fooled and 



rather to risk trying even what is artificial -- as the real artists of life 

do. (43) 

In the cases of both art and life, the creator or "Free Spirit" must cultivate his form by 

contesting with others and learning from experience. Nietzsche marries experiential 

wisdom to the plasticity of art in order to establish how both species of configuration 

take time, patience and discipline. 

Nietzsche defines "power" differently in various texts. What is consistent in his 

formulation of power, however, is the idea that the individual's will is dominant in al1 

material and metaphysical realities. The fol towing passage f rom Bevond Good and 

Evil (1886) explains this idea well: 

The spirit's power to appropriate the foreign stands revealed in its 

inclination to assimilate the new to the old, to simplify the manifold, 

and to overlook or reuse whatever is totally contradictory -- just as it 

involuntarily emphasizes certain features and lines in what is foreign, 

in every piece of the "external world," retouching and falsifying the 

whole to suit itself. Its intent in al1 this is to incorporate new 

"experiences," to file new things in old files -- growth, in a word -- or, 

more precisely, the feeling of growth, the feeling of increased power. (1 60) 

Nietzsche asserts then, that the individual must "incorporate new experiences" into his 

life and this action prompts "the feeling of growth," "the feeling of increased poweP.10 

It is evident then, that Nietzsche sees the will to power as an instinctive drive that 

must be formed or shaped in the proper manner so that a "feeling of increased power" 

1 o. Later Nietzsche asserts that this grasping of 'tvill to powef must, at times, take the role of appearance: 
"This will to mere appearance, to simplification, to masks, to cloaks, in short, to the surface - for every 
surface is a cloak - is countered by that sublime inclination of the seer after knowledge who insists on 
profundity, mulîiplicity, and thoroughness, with a willwhich is a kind of cruelty of the intektual 
conscience and taste" (BGE 160-1). 
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Nietzsche, in one of two major physiological (turned psychological) effects: "bad 

conscience" and  ressentim men^".^ 1 Bad conscience, in Nietzsche's terms, evolved out 

of the individual's inability to discharge will to power: "All instincts that do not 

discharge themselves outwardly turn inward -- this is what I cal1 the internalization of 

man: thus it was that man first developed what was later called his 'soul' " (GM 84). 

That is, Nietzsche regards ". . . the bad conscience as the serious illness that man was 

bound to contract under the stress of the most fundamental change he ever 

experienced -- that change which occurred when he found himself finally enclosed 

within the walls of societyn (GM 84). Having become "enclosedn in a society, 

individuals formed into what Nietzsche calls a "herd moralityn (GM 136) which means, 

as Mittelman observes, "the various movements of Christianity, democracy, socialism, 

and anarchism, and to al1 movements that preach 'equal rights' " (139). The cause of 

bad conscience then (albeit in its most basic explanation) was the inevitable 

"internalization" of the externat, cultural mores of society. Nietzsche states in his 

Human All To Human, "The origin of mores may be found in two thoughts: 'society is 

worth more than the individual,' and 'enduring advantage is to be preferred to 

ephemeral advantage' " (BW 154). And after having moved through his argument, 

Nietzsche continues, ''Thus it happens constantly that an individual brings to bear 

upon himself, by means of his morality, the tyranny of the majority" (BW 155). Thus, 

the primary ramification of bad conscience, is the inevitable subjection of individual 

will to power to the collective material tyranny. The way the collective ensures that the 

individual abides to the collective form is through the social vehicle of guilt, for lack of a 

better word. In its most simplistic form then, one of the consequences of bad 

conscience is guilt. 

11. Although Nietzsche uses the French word, ressentiment, from here on I will use the English word 
"resentment". 
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Genealoriv of Moral& Nietzsche explains what he means by this term (127). He 

asserts that the individual with a latent will to power inevitably searches for "some 

living thing upon which he can, on some pretext or other, vent his affects, actually or in 

effigy. . . . This alone, I surmise, constitutes the actual physiological cause of 

ressentiment vengefulness, and the liken (GM 127). In effect, the individual feels that 

"Someone or other must be to blamen for his suffering and he projects his 

physiological frustration ont0 someone else (GM 127). At the same time, however, the 

individual cannot understand the "physiological causen of his suffering and for this 

reason, believes "more firmly" that the "someonen else is to blame (GM 127). ln short 

then, resentment is, for Nietzsche, the blaming of "someonen else for one's 

physiological frustration. 

Spiritual health is important to Nietzsche because those with stronger natures need 

to have a metaphysical belief that reinforces, rather than denigrates, their will to 

power.12 Nietzsche knew well the spiritual and cultural degeneration that he 

polemicized against in his own later works, because this spiritual impotence had 

previously dominated his own life. lndeed, he saw himself to be a "decadent," but he 

further acknowledged how his decadence had becorne an irnpetus to life (GM 224). 

After having overcome his own spiritual degeneration, matters of nutrition and health 

became important to him (GM 240). Nietzsche confronts the issue of metabolism in the 

second chapter of Ecce Homo, where he uses the word metaphorically to denote 

one's spirituality (as made most evident by his contrasting it with Christianity at the end 

of the work) (GM 240, 334). He observes, 

12. Likewise, we can see the acuteness of Mittleman's following observation: that it was in Nietzsche's 
"later" works (Le., Thus S-poke Zarathustra and on), "that decadence, health, strength, and weakneçs are 
conceived of as products of the amount of wiH to power which one has" (137). Although Ecce Homo was 
not published till 1908, Mittlernan's article demonstrates how al1 of Nietzsche's works (wtitten after 1882,) 
contain the same basic insight into spiritual health. Hence, it is likely that if Forster knew of other aspects of 
Nietzsche's philosophy, he would also have known about spiritual health as well. 
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question of nutrition. Nobody is free to live everywhere; and 

whoever has to solve great problems that challenge ail its strength 

actually has a very restricted choice in this matter. The influence of 

climate on our metabolism, its retardation, its acceleration, goes so 

far that a mistaken choice of place and climate can not only estrange 

a man from his task but actually keep it from him: he never gets to 

see it. His animal vigor has never become great enough for him 

to attain that freedom which overflows into his most spiritual regions 

and allows one to recognize: this only 1 can do. (GM 240) 

That is, a knowledge of one's persona1 relationship to Nature is a dominant factor, for 

Nietzsche, in increasing one's will to power. For it is the individual's reflection upon 

his relationship to Nature that allows one to become powerful enough to know, "this 

only I can do". 

Nietzsche explains in Ecce Homo how he had, in the past. created his own misery 

from a failure to realize his desire for true freedom: ". . . by tenaciously clinging for 

years to al1 but intolerable situations, places, apartrnents, and society, merely because 

they happened to be given by accident: it was better than changing them, than feeling 

that they could be changed -- than rebelling against thern" (GM 231). Hence, 

Nietzsche's mandate for stronger natures is that they must give as much attention to 

their spiritual health as to their physical. For if they do not, they will becorne alienated 

from their true physiological being and consequently, will faIl into one (or both) of the 

conditions of latent will to power. 

Will to power is therefore an inherent drive in al1 human beings. Secondly, it is 

naturally stronger in some than in others. Thirdly, humanity's collectivization into 

societies resulted in unhealthy or dysfunctional expressions of will to power. Fourthly, 



technical exercises needed to excel in one of the arts. And fifthly, a healthy will to 

power is achieved through one's creation or belief in a rnetaphysical cosrnology of 

existence that strengthens one for life.13 

Before moving to a discussion of the novel in Nietzschean terms, a distinction must 

be made between a sterile aestheticism and a fruitful aestheticism, for without making 

such a distinction, Forster's allegory may be compromised. The appreciation of Art is 

not what Forster wants to castigate, but rather a sterile appreciation of Art: one where 

the individual does not become involved in the creative process of Art itself. For 

example, Furbank notes, "In The Lonaest Journev the snobbish Tilliard is neatly 

satirized for his belief (an analogue, for Forster of 'aesthetic' heresy) that you could 

'see life' without forrning part of it" (CE 48-9). Indeed, this aesthetic 'heresy" that 

Furbank refers to, uses Art to hide from the world (Nature), rather than using it to 

interact with Nature. Further, it is clear that for Forster, this aesthetic "heresy" is a type 

of resentment, a blaming of Nature (and consequently nearly everything else) for the 

appreciator's (or the disillusioned one's) participatory incornpetence. 

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, this reading will demonstrate that Forster's 

lesson is not engrained in "acceptance," (as Rosenbaum daims) but in the fruition of 

personal power (53). Ansell and Stephen develop into the heroes that they become 

on account of their spiritual and intellectual growth. They both learn how to control first 

themselves, and having done so, their environment. and it is their maturity that 

13. As Mittelman observes, Nietzsche generalizes in The Antichrist, Section 57 that, "the most spiritual 
individuals are the strongest; this is so because one requires, as we have seen, a strong will to power in 
order to spiritualize one's drives. This indicates that the creators whom Nietzsche admires and views as 
powerful are those who, by virtue of their will to power, are able to exercise their creativity. . . . Since life, 
according to Nietzsche, simply is the struggle and conflict of wills contending wills to pawer, it follows that 
the Dionysian individual affirms strife and conflict. . . . For Nietzsche viewed [a Dionysian metaphysics] as a 
doctrine which requires us to affinn the whole of existence; and hence he considered the eternal 
recurrence as an idea which only the supremely strong could assent to. Thus, we see that a strong will to 
power causes individuals to accept certain epistemological and rnetaphysical doctrines" (140-1). 
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Forster critic Elizabeth Heine states that Forster had at one time considered using 

the first scene in the Cadbury Rings as a vehicle through which to contrast the 

difference between "being and becoming, outlining a situation in which there is no self 

hatred, no wish not to have been bornn (XXI). In the deleted passage, Widdrington 

says to Rickie, "But you don7 mind being lame." to which Ansell responds "He minds 

that he becarne itn (315). Ansell's statement demonstrates that Forster understands 

Rickie's disability to be symptomatic of this spiritual weakness. Although this passage 

did not make it to the final text, it suggests that Forster wanted to illustrate in the words 

of Widdrington and Ansell, the manner by which he is paralleling a genetic defect with 

a spiritual one. It is this dilemma that stands at the core of the novel and consequently 

rnakes it so ripe for a Nietzschean reading. 

Rickie's behaviour can well be explained by what Nietzsche has maintained 

constitutes a weak will to power. Rickie's incornpetence in asserting his will to power 

inevitably derives from the environmental situation into which he was born. Having 

been born a cripple and having endured a tragic upbringing, his greatest defence 

weapon is his imagination. Indeed, it would be difficult to exptain Rickie's escapism 

outside of a dysfunctional, psychotogical context. Even at Cambridge, Rickie uses his 

imagination for escapist ends, when in fact, because of his physical frailty, Rickie 

should be using his imagination to create a strong metaphysical belief. Having not 

used his creative potential in such a manner, Rickie has no insulation from 

conventional morality. His faiiure to have (or construct) a strong relationship with 

Nature (an analogue for Forster of the metaphysical) is both hereditary and consistent 

throughout the novel. Therefore, a helpful place to begin when examining the escapist 

aestheticism of Rickie Elliot is the "dell" (18). 

Although Rickie's detrimental idealism is evident before Forster introduces into the 



novel the subject of the dell, or later, the seemingly sacred Cadbury Rings. it is here 

that Rickie's idealism is shown to be consistent with the aestheticism of his lineage. 

Logically, it is in the deIl that Rickie tells Ansell and Widdrington the history of his 

childhood, as well as the details of his parents' marriage and deaths (21 -23). Rickie's 

romanticized autobiography describes the cruelty of his father and the innocence of 

his mother: he never considers what role she had to play in their unhappiness. 

Two years later, Rickie becomes engaged to Agnes in the dell. It is symbolic that 

Rickie sees Agnes as a Dryad in the Cadbury Rings for it reinforces his escapist 

aestheticism. The irony of this situation peaks when Agnes asks Rickie, "Did you take 

me for a Dryadn and he answers, "1 prayed you might not be a womann14 (73). As 

much as Rickie claims he loves Agnes, he refuses to see her for what she is, a female 

human being. 

This contrast between Nature and artificiality is emphasized by Forster in his 

description of Agnes' and Rickie's wedding: Agnes stands in the twilight fog of the 

room's gaslight while Rickie lingers near the window (152). Rickie's standing at the 

window suggests that even when physically close to Nature, he cannot distinguish 

between the artificiality of his perception and the reality of Nature. Consequently, it is 

understandable that Rickie becomes absorbed by a morality that is unsuited to hirn at 

Sawston. Agnes's moral framework, Forster later tells us, casts a "cloud" over Rickie: 

". . . the cloud of unreality . . . ever brooded a little more densely than before," that in 

fact. "the cow was not really theren (176). By reminding the reader of the question of 

perception, Forster reinforces the relationship between Rickie's aestheticism and his 

inability to assert his individuality in the face of opposition. 

The "Rings," as Stephen cals thern, is where Rickie is to meet Stephen after he 

-- 

14. Forster foreshadows Rickie's ideatization of Agnes by earlier narrating a scene at Sawston where Rickie 
watches Agnes and Gerald embrace. Forster writes: "In full unison was Love born, flame of flame, flushing 
the dark river beneath hirn and the snows above. . . . It was the merest accident that Rickie had not been 
disgusted. But this he could not know" (39-40). 
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aunt and tells her of his plan to live with Ansell and Stephen. His incredulous and 

haughty aunt nevertheless tells her nephew that "conventions" will win out (276). 

1 ronically, Rickie makes this assertion true by later passing judgment on Stephen's 

actions with a moral ruler that even he adrnits is fraudulent. Likewise, the author 

describes Rickie's final disillusionment with his step-brother (and the world) as "a 

ridiculous drearn" (282). Having never escaped his aesthetic "dreamn world, the last of 

the Elliots does not rnove toward the acceptance of his step-brother, but instead, fulfils 

his pathetic legacy by fulfilling his aunt's prophecy. Rickie's inability to use the sacred 

nature of the deIl to embrace his individuality, becomes compounded as the novel 

proceeds. Indeed, Forster demonstrates that it is Rickie's inability to assert hirnself that 

results in his sham marriage and unsatisfying life. In short, Rickie's fractured will to 

power results in his fatal seduction towards social morality. 

Additionally, Rickie's inability to accept his step-brother Stephen could be well 

explained by what Nietzsche calls "bad conscience." It is Rickie's bad conscience that 

forces him to seek Stephen's friendship after he has discovered the identity of 

Stephen's mother. (Coincidentally, it is also evident that Rickie resented Stephen 

when he believed that they shared the same father). For it is Rickie's guilt at having 

earlier misjudged his brother, that pushes him toward the goal of a brotherly union. 

Ironically, it is this same bad conscience that makes Rickie deny his brother after he 

has briefly accepted hirn. It is appropriate then, that Rickie dies in a state of disillusion 

having "Pretended again that people were real" (281). For he did not realize that the 

earlier accusation he had levelled against his aunt -- that she had forgotten "what 

other people are like" -- would have been even more damning if applied to him, 

because he never "forgot" people. he had simply never known them (1 39). 

ln this light, Nietzsche's explanation best defines Rickie's behavior: 



just as absurd as to require of weakness that it should express itself 

as strength . . . popular morality separates strength from expressions 

of strength, as if there were a neutral substratum behind the strong 

man. . . . But there is no such substratum; there is no "being" behind 

doing, working, becoming: "the doer" is merely added to the deed -- 
the deed is everything . . . (GM 66). 

Rickie does demand of Stephen that he "not expressn himself "as strength." Moreover, 

Rickie's pathetic death is well explained as a result of his bad conscience. He is 

indoctrinated with a "popular morality" that "separates strength from expressions of 

strength," and it is literally for this reason (Le., he discovers that Stephen is again 

drunk), that he throws himself on the rails in an effort to Save his brother. Rickie 

performs a conventional type of heroism by throwing his brother out of the way of the 

train: "Wearily he did a man's duty. There was time to raise him up and push him into 

safety. It is also a man's duty to Save his own life, and therefore he tried" (282). Forster 

makes it clear that Rickie's action in saving his brother, is virtually one of suicide 

('duty"), and in doing so, makes Rickie's final act not only conventionally heroic, but 

also ironic (282). It is imperative that Forster's reader acknowledge that Rickie's last 

words (ironically, to his aunt) are the pathetic, "You have been right" (282). These 

words suggest that Rickie only saves his step-brother because it was the 

conventionally right thing to do. Indeed, as Nietzsche States, "The deed is everything". 

Forster makes it clear that Rickie's escapist and detrimental perception of the world 

is part of his lineage as an Elliot. Mr. Elliot and Mrs. Failing are so consistent with what 

Nietzsche means by resentment that even a small examination of them in these terms 

will suffice. In its most basic form, resentment means frustrated will to power projected 

ont0 someone else or sornething else. Additionally, it means blaming someone else 
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his aunt are very unhappy individuals who have become so dissatisfied with their 

lives, that they become aesthetes of the highest order. Interestingly, they both resent 

Nature, seeing it as the cause of their unhappiness. In the case of Mrs. Failing, 

however, this resentment toward Nature is compounded by her inability to have 

ch ildren. Consequently, both members of the Elliot lineage art if icialize everything in 

their lives, most of al1 themselves. 

Clearly, both individuals project their vicious resentment ont0 their dependents. 

This resentful projection, levelled at the next generation, is implied by the fact that both 

Elliot family members use their creative potential to torment others. Sadly, in both 

individuals, the imaginative power is not lacking. However, neither Rickie's father nor 

Mrs. Failing uses this power to buiid a philosophy of life that could bring them some 

joy. lnstead, they torment others as they are tormented, refusing to acknowledge that 

they have, themselves, made of their lives, "nothingn (282). 

Having had a cruel father and an emotionally abusive upbringing, Rickie's escapist 

fantasies are understandable. Rickie's father is portrayed as a heartless aesthete who 

horribly mocked his invalid son, deriving much pleasure from the fact that his progeny 

is crippled," but "sorry that it was not more serious than his ownn (24). His staternent 

that Rickie is "a joke of which I have got tired" and his insistence to change Rickie's 

name from Frederick to Rickie (from "rickety") demonstrates the way he projects his 

hatred of his own deformity upon his son (24,23). Through his portrayal of Mr. Elliot, 

Forster links aestheticism with questionable ethics and emotional sterility, implying that 

all three aspects are part of the hereditary decline of the Elliot heritage. This decline is 

cornpounded in the character of Mrs. Failing. 

Colmer observes that Mrs. Failing "suggests another kind of continuity. In her is 

continued the heartlessness of Rickie's dead father: his sterile aestheticism, his delight 



heroine," married her Thoreau-likels husband after her idealization of both hirn and his 

ideas (102). Mrs. Failing met her husband when she still carried romantic, pastoral 

notions about Nature and about starting a commune. As Forster notes, "Mr. Failing 

was the author of sorne brilliant books on socialism -- that was why his wife had 

married hirn . . . and tried to put his theories into practisen (97-8). Mrs. Failing's 

memory of a time when she had laughed less, but when somehow iife "had been more 

important" is indicative of her current disillusionment (91). 

Whereas Mr. Failing was merely disillusioned with the societal pragmatics of his 

socialist dreams, in contrast, Mrs. Failing resents her husband and despises both him 

and his ideological belief in Transcendentalism. Blaming her husband for her earlier 

idealization of him, she came to resent both him and his ideas, as evidenced by her 

struggle to complete the Introduction to his Essavs (98-9). Knowing little about her 

husband's work and less about his socialist theories, she struggles with producing 

anything that has to do with hirn or the land. 

Likewise, it is evident that Mrs. Failing began to resent Nature itself, for allowing her 

to become involved in its aesthetic at a younger age. Forster parallels these two 

resentments to each other in his text, as evidenced by his pronouncement that "Mrs. 

Failing's attitude toward Nature was severely aesthetic -- an attitude more sterile than 

the severely practical" (1 02). Hence, Forster demonstrates that Rickie's aunt has 

blarned both her husband and Nature for the failure of her earlier idealizations. She 

hides from the world at her estate at Cadover, where she can indulge her "sterilen 

aestheticism and fancy herself to be a "dragon" (102). 

15. Mr. Failing's idea of a seif supporting commune/farm sounds much like one that was started by some 
mernbers of a movement known as Transcendentalism or American Romanticisrn. The Cambridqe 
Cornpanion to En~lish Literature describes it as follows: [Transcendentalism's] social and economic 
aspects took form in the Brook Farm lnstitute (1 841-7) of George Ripley, a self-supporthg group of men 
and women, who shared in manual labour and intellectual pursuits" (993). 
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impetus to life, after having had their earlier idealizations of life proven hollow. It is 

clear that the two differ, however, as Mr. Failing never stopped espousing the 

ideological value of his initial idealism: he at least continued to write. In contrast, Mrs. 

Failing projects her degenerative attitude towards life ont0 her dependent, Stephen. 

Although she has raised Stephen, it has been for strictly selfish reasons. And after 

Stephen has ceased to be a cute, silly boy who insults Christian beliefs and values, 

she evicts him from Cadover. 

Mrs. Failing ridicules her dependents in the sarne manner as her brother, Rickie's 

father, did. In fact, Forster effectively describes the Elliot line as "The Family" of 

"resentmentn (121). Commenting on the fact that Rickie and Stephen "had not got on" 

on their trip to Salisbury, Forster notes Mrs. Failing "had expected this -- almost 

planned it. Nevertheless, she resented it, and her resentment was to fall on [Rickie] 

(121). And later, "Mrs. Failing now was irritable, and unfair to the nephew who was 

lame like her horrible brother and like herself. . . . She was envious of his happiness. 

She did not trouble to understand his art. She longed to shatter him" (121). Hence, 

Forster accents in his text the intimate triangle between sterile aestheticism, ethical 

bankruptcy and hereditary decline. 

In this light, it is appropriate that Mrs. Failing calls Rickie a "nothing" at his funeral 

(echoing his assertion about his dream); this sentiment summarizes well the real 

hereditaryfailure of the Elliot lineage (282). As the Elliot farnily has no metaphysical 

basis on which to secure a sense of individuality and happiness, they resort to 

contaminating and ruining those around them that do. Rickie and his aunt refuse to 

see the true nature of Stephen and thus reinforce Forster's assertion that escapism 

and unethical judgments are intimately related. Although Rickie is not as malicious or 

vindictive as his aunt, her aestheticism and inability "to connect" are literally in his 



- 

poignant "You have been rightw (282). Forster demonstrates then, that Rickie's 

heritage is one cause of his dangerously solipsistic view of the world. A heritage that 

preaches the virtues of escaping from existence through aestheticism, has retarded 

Rickie's ability to see people for who they are, and situations for what they mean. 

Hence, it is ironic that both Rickie and his aunt believe that Stephen is "bad 

inherently," for it is fheir hereditary failure, cornpounded by a malignant code of ethics, 

that results in their unfulfilled lives (192). 

Having had both his parents die while he was in infancy, Stephen was taken in by 

his mother's sister-in-law and her husband, Mr. and Mrs. Failing, and raised at 

Cadover, where he resides as a shepherd boy.16 Colmer describes the character of 

Stephen Wonham in terms of his "coarse animal nature [and] . . . simple instinctive 

response to the earth and the local peasantry" (70). Stephen's symbology to Nature 

notwithstanding, his portrayal is qualified by his links to a Classical Greek symbol of 

Nature: Dionysus. Stephen is symbolically linked to Orion, Pan and what Mrs. Failing 

defines as the "Big D." (1 17, 129). His bouts of drunkenness and his bucolic singing 

also fink him to Dionysus.17 

Stephen has no antipathy towards life or any flare for aestheticism: he needs his 

strength for survival. He idealizes no person, but Forster links him spiritually to 

Hellenic Greece, with his love of physical contest and his picture of the Demeter of 

16. In rnaking Stephen a shepherd boy, Forster links hirn syrnbolically to his stepbrother Rickie, who is, 
through his deformity, also linked to Oedipus. Hence, Forster creates another level to his aesthetic- 
Nature debate: the tale of Oedipus. As a babe, Oedipus was saved by a shepherd (after being abandoned 
on a hillside by his parents) and granted temporary salvation after having become crippled from the chains 
that were placed around his ankles. Clearly Forster is suggesting that Stephen could be Rickie's salvation, 
if the latter could only defy his hereditary sterility. 
17. Heine inforrns us that Forster discarded a "fantasy" chapter that contained a scene where Stephen, 
there calleci "Harold," went mad in the woods (Ixïx). The deleted passage also suggested that Stephen 
could cornmunicate with forest animals: a Pan-like reference that further suggests his Dionysian identity 
(hi). 
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the earth) and the rebirth of both the spring and her daughter Persophene, also has 

Dionysian connotations, as Demeter is Dionysus' rnythological mother. Further, the 

statue symbolizes regeneration as Dionysus can be ritually destroyed and 

regenerated perpetually. Consequently, the statue served the Hellenic world as a 

symbol of rebirth and thus of hope. 

It seems then, that Forster points to this spiritual dimension of Stephen's character 

as a contrast to the sterility of the Elliot family. For example, Forster parallels Rickie's 

photograph of Stockholm to Stephen's photograph of Demeter. Clearly, this is yet 

another level to Forster's material-versus-metaphysical debate as Rickie's photograph 

is an idealized representation of the city where his mother was temporarily happy, 

while the photograph of Demeter signifies Dionysus' perpetual life. In this light, 

Stephen's admonition to Rickie is significant. He says, "Tear up the photographs. 

Here I am, and there you are. The rest is cantn (267). It is clear then, that Forster is 

depicting through symbol, that Stephen's metaphysical creed makes him strong 

enough to forget the past and live for the present. 

Forster further uses this episode to reveal an aspect of Stephen's maturity: he is 

ready to forget the past and start anew with his step-brother. Forster thus irnplies that, 

in the sarne manner that Dionysus is perpetual, so is Stephen's creed: he does not 

need the photograph to love his life. In contrast, Rickie can neither tear up the 

photograph, nor forget the past. He is caught up in time. In fact, it is because of this 

that Rickie idealizes his brother to his sad end: he sees Stephen as a representation of 

his mother. Hence, Forster demonstrates that Stephen will be both father and hero 

because he has a sound metaphysical grounding, and the ability to overcome his 

environment. 

18. "Forster more than once suggests that Stephen is like an ancient GreeK' (Thompson 149). 
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progression from a child thief to a mature father is symbolic of spiritual and intellectual 

development. Forster further reinforces Stephen's sym bolic funct ion by inform ing the 

reader that "man is so made that he cannot remember long without a symbol" (64). 

When Stephen is introduced in the novel, he is working on the land at Cadover. 

Although a shepherd and rough in character, he is no fool. His social crudeness 

notwithstanding, he reads "six penny" philosophical tracts and at times, reads from the 

Bible -- "By half past four he had knocked the bottom out of the Biblen -- although his 

reading of Christian doctrine simply becomes subsumed in his animated energy (103). 

Stephen does reach a low point when he is banished from Cadover by Mrs. Failing, 

but the poverty and humiliation he shoulders (due to his refusal to accept at the tirne, 

her or Rickie's money,) changes him from a boy into a man. Rather than repenting for 

his disparaging rernarks about Mrs. Failing, he rises to the challenge of his life and 

defies the "dragon" of Cadover (102). Because Stephen is representative of a 

Dionysian immortality, it is logical that her attempt to break him only makes him 

stronger. 

The main contrast in the novel expands to include the different fates of Rickie's and 

Stephen's progeny. Whereas Rickie's lame daughter dies soon after her birth, 

Stephen's daughter survives, sleeping outside with him and blessing the stars. ln thiç, 

the novel's final scene, Stephen reflects on the fact that "He was alive and had created 

iife. By whose authority . . . The dead who had evoked him, the unborn whorn he could 

evoke -- he governed the paths between them. By whose authority?" (289). The 

answer is of course, his own. By including this scene, Forster reinforces the fact that 

Stephen's spiritual progression has been one of reflection and learning. This 

contrasts with Rickie's fate and the fact that he has learned "nothingn (282). 

It is appropriate that Stewart Anse11 be dynamic if he is to be a Forsterian hero. 



change relates to his philosophical-spiritual dubiousness about existence. Forster 

consistently emphasises the importance of having a strong metaphysical belief: one 

strong enough to insulate the purity of the interna1 spirit from the poison of external 

morality. In the following passage from Chapter 28, the author makes his opinion 

explicit: 

There is . . . another coinage that bears on it not man's image, but 

God's. It is incorruptible, and the sou1 may trust it safely; it will serve 

her beyond the stars. But it cannot give us friends, or the embrace 

of a lover, or the touch of children, for with Our fellow-mortals it has 

no concern. l t  cannot even give the joys we cal1 trivial -- fine weather, 

the pleasures of meat and drink, bathing and hot sand afterwards, 

running, dreamless sleep. Have we learnt the true discipline of a 

bankruptcy if we turn to such coinage as this? Will it really profit us if 

we Save Our souls and lose the world? (264) 

Hence, to Forster, the material body and the metaphysical spirit must be unified, 

regardless of any social concerns. To rid the self of the cultural constrictions to which 

al1 beings are subject, the individual needs to mature both intellectually and spiritually. 

It is for this reason that Ansell needs to develop before he can contest the hostile and 

hypocritical atmosphere of Sawston: fie has yet to learn the strength made inherent in 

the oneness of body and spirit 

Ansell, a middle-ctass Jewish intellectual, begins in the novel as an individual who 

is constantly debating with himself and others about the nature of reality. His 

obsession with attempting to solve the age-old riddle is partially demonstrated by a 

drawing fetish of his, one where he attempts to circle the square. His drawing game 

seems to be an analogy for his frustration in atternpting to understand the relationship 



Ansell's philosophical problem, indicative of his spiritual questioning, is 

compounded by his study of Western philosophy. Although he loves philosophy, he is 

unable to separate academic philosophy from a philosophy of life. Consequently, he 

struggles with the idealistic philosophy of Georg Wilhelm Hege1,19 a philosophy that 

was evidently still quite popular during the "Cambridge of G. E. Mooren (Ixviii). His 

objection to Hegel's philosophy is suggested by his repeated failures in the 

Philosophy Tripos, the honours examinations at Cambridge that dealt with the 

Gerrnan's Idealism. As well, Ansell is familiar enough with the work of another 

German philosopher, Arthur Schopenhauer, that he delivers a "paper of 

Schopenhauer," in the "Cambridge" section of the novel (65).20 Ansell's interest in 

Schopenhauer seems to be Forster's way of implying, at least initially, that the young 

man has particular aspects of the aesthete to his personality: indeed, Ansell's 

behaviour toward art and women would suggest that he has sympathy for 

Schopenhauer's philosophy. Forster contrasts these sterile aspects of Ansell's 

character, however, by also displaying Ansell's combative instinct (as evidenced by 

his wrestling with Rickie) and the primeval character of Ansell's dance (4-5). 

After his third failure in the Philosophy Tripos and Rickie's announcement that he is 

to marry Agnes, Ansell becomes disillusioned with his life. This depression is 

consistent with Forster's depiction of Ansell as an aesthete and a potential disciple of 

19. Hegel's epistemological assertion, that the universe has a telos and that it reaches its dialectical summit 
in a transcendental Spirit, worries Ansell because of its apparent need to justify logically a priori 
knowledge. 
20. Heine notes the same (41 6). Further, Schopenhauer's epistemological view of the world (that human 
existence is a "crime")and his view of aeçthetics (that humanity could only seek salvation through Art and 
a denial of the Iife drive) found support in peculiar aesthete factions of the Nineties' culture. (WW&I 1 :328). 
As Nietzsche had at one time propagated the works of Schopenhauer, only to later turn on both him and 
his philosophy, it may have seemed evident to Forster that Nietzsche's philosophy was an ideal vehicle to 
use as a contrast with the aesthete view of existence. Indeed, as Ansell is transformeci only after he has 
been in a contest with Stephen, this contrast would indeed seern pertinent. 
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of reality appears to be analogous to the great circular reading room of the British 

Museum where the ground plan parallels his drawing game. This would suggest that 

Ansell's existential crisis is rooted in the incongruity between the material and the 

metaphysical. During the height of his disillusion Forster tells us, "Ansell shook his 

head, and looked up at the dome as other men look up at the sky" (209-10). Clearly 

Forster is demonstrating that Ansell's affinity for the material aesthetic is starting to 

ovetpower his more prima1 urges. Hence, Forster links AnselI1s spiritual frustrations to 

his affinity for aestheticism and Schopenhauer's philosophy. 

The alteration in Ansell's character is revealed, however, after he battles with 

Steven in the garden at Sawston. Prior to this, we are made aware that in contrast to 

the shape of the drawing room in the British Museum, Stephen's bedroom is neither 

square nor circle: it contains "no ceiling unless you count the walls, no walls unless 

you count the ceiling" (1 18). It would seem then, that Stephen's room functions as an 

ironic analogy to Ansell's drawing fetish, and furthermore, that Stephen can remedy 

Ansell's spiritual angst. Ansell promptly recognizes the spititual ramifications involved 

in Stephen's pressing of his skull into the earth at Sawston, as the earth is part of a 

circular flower-bed in a squared garden (210). Ansell "immediately recognizes the 

momentary contact with reality" and fights Stephen. Having done so, he is 

transformed into a "prophet" and tells Rickie the truth about Stephen's heritage (225). 

That he has been spiritually affected by the experience is demonstrated most pointedly 

by his castigation of Rickie and Agnes immediately after. It is evident that Ansell has 

had a spiritual awakening of some kind. This spiritual rebirth transforms Ansell from a 

young man with knowledge to an older man with wisdom. 

Forster underlines this change in Ansell by showing how Ansell's heated defence of 

Stephen provides Rickie with an insight into the possibility of a regeneration: '"Ansell 



place where only one thing matters -- that the Beloved should rise from the dead'" 

(249). Although Rickie is unable to fight those at Cadover, Ansell at least attempts to. 

And although Ansell cannot Save Rickie, he saves himself. Forster suggests as much, 

as the novel closes by paralleling Ansell's growth to Stephen's own development; 

Ansell's dwelling in the latter's home is symbolic at this point. 

It is therefore evident that the main antithesis in the novel is that between 

aestheticism and Nature, or in that polar relationship, defined by Land, "between truth 

and falsehood" (84). The end of the novel illuminates the contrast between Rickie's 

aestheticisrn (and inability to develop) and the spiritual awareness of Stephen (a 

major factor of his development and heroism). Thompson has remarked on the 

paradoxical nature of Stephen's heroism at the end of the novel. He asserts that 

Stephen's character, Yiewed psychologically . . . is the epitome of man's fuller or 

higher development as an individual. Viewed socially or culturally, the hero is 

ambiguous. Mythically seen, he is the bringer of civilization, order, spiritual advance" 

(131). Thornpson is acute in his analysis. He implies that in the daily contest between 

the amoral or the aesthetic, and the ethical or the spiritual, Forster will always side with 

the latter. The Lonaest Journey demonstrates that Forster does side with the 

"psychological," but the author's psychology is spiritual. Stephen looks to the stars as 

the novel concludes, giving thanks to his god, the earth. He acknowledges that it is his 

spiritual closeness with Nature that provides him with his strength and his integrity. 

Stone claims that in The Lonaest Journev and A Room With A View Forster 

"dramatize[s] salvation mainly in ternis of separation and escape" (236). Although 

Stone sees this as a weakness of Forster's, I see it as one of the novelist's greatest 

strengths. Each one of Forster's heroes (or heroines) must break the bonds of his or 

her external (turned internal) environmental conditioning, in order to grasp 



achieved when a developed metaphysical confidence has already been used to 

structuralize independence. 

In sumrnary, Rickie's physical disability is syrnbolic of his assertive weakness and 

perceptual frailty (idealization), and Forster exhibits how this weakness transforms into 

ethical bankruptcy and death. Likewise, the physical disability of Rickie's father and 

Mrs. Failing is an analogue for their sterile aestheticisrn and poisoned ethical structure. 

Additionally, the latter pair enact their hatred of their lives on those that are around 

them. Thus, al1 the members of the Elliot heritage have the same physical and 

psychological symptoms, symptoms that are consistent with what Nietzsche defines as 

a dysfunctional will to power. Mr. Elliot and his sister enact their resentrnent ont0 their 

dependents and Nature, white Rickie's death would seem to be indicative of what 

Nietzsche defines as bad conscience. 

In contrast, Ansell and Stephen develop into individuals who recognize the power 

which comes from a proper metaphysical view of life. Nietzsche maintains that gaining 

will to power requires individual change. Moreover, strong wills to power must 

develop a metaphysical belief that is a stimulant to further power. Indeed, this is what 

both Ansell and Stephen achieve in the course of the novel. Steven Wonham, 

identified by Forster as a Dionysian figure, very much seems to embody a strong will to 

power. He manipulates himself and his environment in order to overcome those 

around him that are incapable of doing the same. Likewise, Ansell develops in the 

course of the novel, solving his existential crisis. That Ansell is first moved in this 

direction by Stephen, who spurs hirn into a fight, demonstrates how Forster fuses the 

ideas of contest and overcoming with a strong metaphysical belief. In the course of the 

novel, both Stephen and Ansell refrain frorn simply defying authority (for Stephen it is 

Cadover, for Ansell it is Agnes and academic philosophy) and metamorphosize into 
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Stephen's metaphysical beliefs are symbolically perpetuated in his child. It is in the 

pivotal last chapter, which introduces the child, that the novelist demonstrates most 

pointedly that a strong metaphysical belief is linked to the eternal. With this 

perspective, the novel's dialectic is seen to be between aestheticism and Dionysus, for 

the latter metaphysical philosophy justifies itself, while the former merely shades the 

material world without justifying anything ("nothing") (282). 

Having exarnined the relationship between Rickie's heritage and his conventional 

heroism that results in death, as well as having established that Ansell and Stephen 

are in fact, not static characters, one sees that Forster's allegory subverts Rickie's 

conventional heroism, making it ironic. It is understandable how some critics, who do 

not recognize the development of Stephen and Ansell, have difficulty with the 

conclusion of the work. Neglecting this character development, they insist that the 

novel concludes weakly. It is undeniable that some of this confusion is due to Forster's 

subversion of the conventional hero stereotype. Thus, a Nietzschean reading of the 

novel's conclusion helps much in interpreting the teaching in the work, and perhaps 

the novel as a whote. The next two examinations will help further thethemes 

established in this chapter. 
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Like The Lonaest Journev. A Room With A View presents a disputation between 

aestheticism and Nature, between falsehood and truth. As in his earlier novel, Forster 

joins Christian asceticism to sterile aestheticism, showing the hypocritical morality 

inherent in the latter. A Room With A View echoes the author's previous novel in that 

the hero (or in this case the heroine) must break social convention in order to 

strengthen her individuality or "will to power." Where Ansell's potential for growth was 

suggested by his "dance" and his vigorous attempt to solve his spiritual questions, 

Lucy's is foreshadowed through her ability to play Beethoven. Where Ansell was led 

allegorically to the trufh by Stephen, here Lucy grasps her individuality only after Mr 

Emerson has "made her see the whole of everyîhing at once" (204). In contrast to the 

earlier novel, the pathetic, tragic fate of Rickie's hereditary aestheticism is converted 

here, into the malicious, sterile aestheticism of Mr. Eager and the strange, almost 

poignant asceticism of Mr. Beebe. Hence, although Forster's setting and characters 

have changed, his depiction of the struggles inherent in any individual's quest for 

physical and metaphysical unity is the sarne. 

When commenting on the shortcomings of Forster's A Room With A View. critics 

focus, for the most part, on two specific but related aspects. The first is the viability of 

Lucy's heroism. Although the general critical consensus is that Lucy is the hero of the 

work, for particular critics her heroisrn is problematic. For example, Thompson claims 

that he fails to see any tangible "growth" in Lucy's character: "We do not get the 

impression that Lucy's character is being formed. Her nature is already established 

and the only question is whether it will triumph or go under" (107). This criticism 

originates from Thompson's earlier assertion that the "negative characters [of the 

novel] are not morally accountable for the evil that attends them" (1 07). Consequently, 

according to him, "positive characters have not quite earned the given moments of 
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heroism is unviable because there is not enough of an ideological contest at play in 

the novel. He is not alone in this assertion either. 

Consider the criticism of Stone. Just as Thornpson sees no development in Lucy's 

character, Stone finds Lucy consistentiy immature. Although Stone agrees that Lucy 

should reprieve herself from her family's expectations, he does not condone the 

manner in which she does so: "Apparently Forster conceives of personal relations as 

antithetical to social relations, and does not realize their close dependency on each 

other" (277). Stone claims that Lucy is not truly heroic because "though the 

Honeychurches have not forgiven her, there is a strong probability they will" (231). He 

argues that the novel concludes with Lucy "somewhat estranged from her family, but 

we know that she will return to it" (234). Hence, for Stone, Lucy both begins and ends 

the novel as an immature young woman who is overly dramatic, and hardly a heroine. 

The second criticaf focus stresses the author's inability to drarnatize a convincing 

relationship between Lucy and George Emerson, and hence, the failure of the novel's 

lesson. Most critics see the novel's dictum as one which follows the colloquial 

romantic notion that a young couple very much in love, can successfully defy their 

society as long as they have one another. For example, John Crews maintains that 

Forster's depiction of an ideal relationship is "equality within a relationship of 

passionate love. This is what Lucy seems to obtain with George, who is aware of his 

own temper and is determined to keep it in checkn (87). Likewise, Colmer asserts that 

the novel's meaning lies in the "celebration" of "the victory of Love and Truth over 

'Muddle,' a word of rich and varied connotation in Forster's fiction that normally 

signifies some fatal obscuring of inner vision by the falsifying conventions of society" 

(43). However, Colmer also maintains that Forster's depiction of George and Lucy's 

relationship does not fulfil the familiar romantic parable as "lt is the central weakness 
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from Mr. Emerson ('beware muddle'), when the reader feels it should corne from his 

son" (51). As well, Colmer maintains that the novel's conclusion suffers because 

Forster's dramat izat ion of the lovers is "precarious": 

The rnysterious, the elemental, and the unseen are thus 

accommodated within the rational world of Edwardean comedy, 

but the lovers' happiness seems precarious, not only because it is 

visionary, and a trifle disembodied, but because the eternal world 

they have glimpsed at Fiesole and Windy Corner belongs to the 

European pastoral and cannot easily survive in the modern industrial 

society to which they must return and live out their lives. (53) 

This critic then argues that as Forster fails to produce an authentic relationship 

between the pair, the success of the novel's teaching is comprornised. 

Other critics as well point to the discrepancy between George's and Lucy's 

development as the novel closes, especially as Forster ends the work by telling his 

audience that George was "a boyn after al1 (206). In general, this is the major 

cornplaint of P. G. M. Scott. Scott grumbles that, "At no stage do we have a scene in & 

Room with a View where Mrs. Honeychurch or anybody else discusses George 

Emerson's disqualifications, socially or otherwise as a son-in-law" (72). This is 

problematic for Scott because he fails to comprehend "the essential enigma of George 

Emerson's unacceptability" (73). However, Scott also maintains that the explanation 

to this riddle resides in "something authorially unarticulated" (73). This state of affairs 

is not fully investigated in Scott's analysis and consequently the difference between 

the two lovers is never adequately addressed. 

In contrast to Scott, Alan Wilde is very specific in his observation that the prirnary 

difference between the lovers rests in George's inability to grasp a lasting 



of Indifference, to the everlasting Yes. He no longer realizes that the Yes is transitory; 

his search for meaning has come to an abrupt halt" (60). Wilde insists that this aspect 

of the novel consequently weakens the viability of the cornmitment between the two 

lovers. 

It is evident then, that some critics see the novel as deficient. In Thompson's and 

Stone's criticism, the novel suffers because of the inadequacy of Lucy's heroism. In 

Colmer's commentary, it is because of the impossibility of George and Lucy's 

happiness. In Scott's, the novel is weak because George is presented as unworthy by 

the author, without a reason ever being given. In Wilde's analysis, it is the discrepancy 

between the two lovers' metaphysical maturity, and the consequent failure of the 

work's teaching. 

There are therefore two related principles that come into play in the evaluation of 

the novel by these critics. The first general consensus of the work is that the allegory 

of the novel lies in the heroism of George's and Lucy's love, and its pivotal rote in their 

successful resistance to social dogma. Secondly, each and every one of these 

commentators implicitly, if not explicitly, argues that Forster's inability to decidedly 

"connect" the pair is evidence that the work is bereft of the textual substance needed to 
. . 

rnake it resilient. 

These cornplaints notwithstanding, one could argue that the lesson of the novel is 

subversive in type and is not directed towards the creation of an equal relationship 

between the two lovers. Likewise, one could argue that the novel's teaching in fact, 

lies in this final inconsistency between George and Lucy. Contrary to what some 

critics assert, Forster does reveal George's spiritual shortcomings and Lucy does 

develop in the course of the novel. This essay will further illustrate that Lucy's 

advancement results from her comprehension that a metaphysical interpretation of life 
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however, this analysis will demonstrate that the Nietzschean thesis of will to power 

fruitfully explains Lucy's spiritual maturity and her consequent heroisrn. This reading 

of the novel then, will demonstrate how George's inability to create a metaphysical 

reality for himself results in his being referred to as a "boy" by Forster as the novel 

closes. It will further show that it is Lucy's ability to create a "veil" over reality, (an 

analogy for the individual's ability to subsume the social to the metaphysical) that 

results in her final "triumph": her embracing of individual power. However, the 

Nietzschean ideology that will structure this reading of the novel must first be defined. 

As mentioned in the previous chapter, Nietzsche asserts that "every sufferer 

instinctively seeks a cause for his sufferingn (GM 127). It would seem to follow that 

Nietzsche suggests that metaphysics (or spirituality) is a tool that the strong individual 

can use to transform the inevitable pain and suffering of existence into an overcoming 

that increases will to power. Put another way, Nietzsche consistently stressed the 

importance of overcorning any form of idealism that did not heighten will to power. 

Moreover, this rnetaphysical belief must move the individual toward destroying the 

externat (turned internal) inhibitions that inevitably arise from being born in a particular 

CU lt ure. 

Nietzsche States in his Human All Too Human, Thus, it happens constantly that an 

individual brings to bear upon himself, by means of his rnorality, the tyranny of the 

majority" (BW 155). Thus, the primary ramification of bad conscience, is the inevitable 

subjection of the individual will to power to the collective tyranny. Therefore, only 

when an individual has created a metaphysical belief strong enough to insulate 

himself from his cultural inhibitions can he rid himself of bad conscience and 

resentment. 

Additionally, Nietzsche advises individuals to grasp their will to power by "self- 
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consequently, more of an individual (TSZ 115, 113). The philosopher parallels this 

process of refining the self (learning to control self) to the technical training in art. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, in the case of both art and life, the creator or "Free 

Spirit" must cultivate his form by contesting with others and learning frorn experience 

(BGE 43). Nietzsche marries experîential wisdom to the plasticity of art in order to 

establish that excellence in art or life requires patience, understanding and discipline. 

Nietzsche polemicizes against Christianity (and established religion in general) 

because he perceives it as a power paradigm that nourishes bad conscience and 

resentment. It was the ramifications of latent will to power however, that Nietzsche was 

really attacking in his later works: he merely used Christianity as a vehicle through 

which to do so. In fact, he tells us so in Ecce Homo: 

Whoever knows how seriously my philosophy has pursued the 

fight against vengefulness and rancor [sic], even into the doctrine 

of the 'free will" -- the fight against Christianity is merely a special 

case of this -- will understand why I am making such a point of my 

own behaviour, rny instinctive sureness in practice. (GM 231)21 

Thus, the "ascetic priest" was one of many instruments, for Nietzsche, through which 

the individual gave up his personal power to the collective power of the whole. 

Nietzsche concerned himself much with the way social and religious power structures 

manipulated individuals through language. He maintains in his Twiliaht Of The Idols, 

"1 fear we are not getting rid of God because we still believe in grammar . . ." (38). That 

is, the syntax of lang uage itself manipulates the oftentimes dogmatic control of 

21. Mittelman observes: 'Thus Christianity and idealism end up by negating and denying the value of 
many aspects of the world; they do not, that is, try to master and affirm the worki as it is, but instead try to 
tum away from this world by affirming some other ideal world. And for Nietzsche, this is a sign that the 
adherents of Christianity and idealism lack the power to overcome the resistances present in this world. 
Nietzsche's view, in other words, is that the othetworldliness of Christianity and idealisms due to a desire 
by the weak to turn away from the struggle and overcoming which characterize the world" (138). 
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The means employed by the ascetic priest that we have discovered up 

to now -- [are] the general muting of the feeling of life, mechanical activity. 

the petty pleasure, above al1 'love of one's neighbour," herd organization, 

the awakening of the communal feeling of power through which the 

individual's discontent with himself is drowned in his pleasure in the 

prosperity of the community . . . . (GM 136) 

In short, the metaphysically suffering individual forswears his spiritual and social 

individuality for the material strength of the collective. 

Nietzsche later reinforced this view: "In physiological terms: in the struggle with the 

beast, making it sick can be the only means of making it weak. This the Church 

understood: it corrupted the human being, it weakened him -- but it claimed to have 

'improved hirn' " (TW 56). Thus, Nietzsche polemicizes against established religion 

and particular types of idealism because they do not help the individual to heighten his 

will to power. On the contrary, they become the impetus behind the human behaviour 

Nietzsche labels as resentrnent and bad conscience. Therefore, the construction of a 

metaphysical belief that allows the individual to activate further power is imperative. 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, the lesson of A Room With A View 

concerns individual development and the'need for constructive, personal, 

metaphysical training that is akin to the training of an artist. Further, this analysis 

suggested that aestheticism and asceticism in Forster's text result in snobbery, sterility 

and self-deception. Like al1 of Forster's novels A Room With A View has at its core a 

contest between two distinctive but related approaches to existence. The major 

antithesis of this work is an impotent aestheticism (here clothed under the guise of 

Christianity) versus a pantheistic metaphysics. 

Let us begin the analysis with Nietzsche's view of Christianity and asceticisrn. 



bad conscience or resentment. It is clear that Mr. Eager, Cecil and Mr. Beebe 

sublimate their sexual desire through their aesthetic and social obligations. Indeed, 

Forster demonstrates that the first two men are as humanly barren as possible, and the 

third is perhaps the individual in the novel who most poignantly lives a life of lies. 

The novelist characterizes the two clergymen as shallow aesthetes who are made 

uncomfortable by people who refuse to be socially artificial. In an early discussion 

with Lucy conceming the Emersons, Mr. Beebe contends that the latter are "peculiarn 

because of Mr. Emerson's honesty: "He has the merit -- if it is one -- of saying exactly 

what he means. . . . It is so difficult -- at least, I find it difficult -- to understand people 

who speak the truthn (7). The irony of this statement may be in part due to what Oliver 

Stallybrass refers as "invincible anti-clericalism on Forster's partn (XVIII). Mr. Beebe's 

statement is doubly ironic because as a minister he should be more interested in the 

honesty and integrity of the people around him than in the aesthetics of Italy. Yet, his 

attitude mirrors that of nearly al1 the British tourists at the Bertolini. Indeed, it is Mr. 

Emerson's uninhibited speech and uncouth manners that make almost al1 of the 

guests at the hotel believe that he is "peculiar." Hence, Forster lays the groundwork for 

his later marnage of aestheticism and hypocrisy, pitting them against the simplicity and 

integrity of pantheism. 

Mr. Eager sees himself as an expert in medieval art as well as in al1 things Italian. 

Forster's depiction of the minister is ironic as Mr. Eager seems to be a personification 

of the medieval, disproportionate Giotto frescoes that adom the walls of the Peruzzi 

Chapel in Santa Croce church. It is he that trains the British tourists who corne to 

Florence, giving them instruction in both the historical background of the frescoes, as 

well as in the "properl' way of appreciating them (1 9). 

In the scene at Santa Croce, Forster relates Mr. Eager to the nineteenth century art 



"proper" appreciation of art. She laments that there "was no one even to tell her which 

. . . was the one that was really beautiful, the one that had been praised by Ruskin" 

(19-20). Soon after she meets up with the Emersons and is led by George into the 

Peruzzi Chapel where Mr. Eager is lecturing. This adjoining of Mr. Eager to Ruskin is 

curious. Initially, it appears as if Forster is linking the Christian minister to Ruskin to 

suggest how aestheticism and Christianity are connected. However, as Ruskin truly 

loved art and saw a humanistic and moral quality in it, Forster rnay be using this 

marrying of art appreciation and morality to make two different but related points: one. 

that as Mr. Eager has no morals, he is as much an aesthetic hypocrite as he is a moral 

one; and two, that part of Lucy's maturity will be comprehending the difference 

between an art critic like Ruskin and one like Mr. Eager. 

Certainly. Mr. Eager cares little for the emotional and spiritual insight that true art 

appreciation provides. Scott summarizes Mr. Eager's attitude toward art aptly: "Eager 

is no more really interested in Art, for al1 of his life of constant twitterings about who 

painted what and where, than the other side of the Moonn (71). Mr. Eager's preaching 

in Santa Croce church illuminates Forster's assertion that religion often constrains the 

individual by dogmatically dictating the "propern manner in which to live. 

Although Forster later reveals how Mr. Eager misrepresents the truth in social 

matters, his behaviour in this regard is initially indicated by his art "lecture" in the 

Peruzzi Chapel (22). Mr. Eager's instruction concerns "how to worship the Giotto, not 

by tactile valuations, but by the standards of the spirit" (22). Forster's irony perrneates 

Mr. Eager's comments: 

"Remember," he was saying, 'the facts about this church of Santa Croce; 

how it was built by faith in the full fervour of medievalism, before any taint 

of the Renaissance had appeared. Observe how Giotto in these frescoes -- 
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anatorn y and perspective. Could anything be more pathetic. beautif ul. 

true? How little, we feel, avails knowledge and technical cleverness 

against a man who truly feels!" (22) 

What Forster achieves is an ironic perspective on the aesthetic concerns of Mr. Eager, 

who is emotionally barren and should not be instructing others in how to "feel." 

Further, the author's satirical portrait of the minister establishes a relation between 

aestheticism and asceticism. The confrontation between Mr. Eager and Mr. Emerson 

at the Peruzzi Chapel then, accents not only their antagonistic relationship, but also 

suggests the antithesis between pantheism and false aestheticisrn. 

Forster makes it evident that Mr. Eager resents Mr. Emerson because the latter 

refuses to have his metaphysical view of the world dominated by the "interpretation" of 

existence that cornes from the idealistic structures of religion. The Christian m inister 

has consequently projected his resentment ont0 Mr. Emerson by creating the lie that 

sent George's mother to her grave believing that her son would go to hell because he 

had not been baptized (54). Forster's presentation of the situation is subtle. The 

author begins with Mr. Eager slyly revealing to Lucy and Charlotte that the Emersons 

used to be in his parish. More importantly, he slanders Mr. Emerson, claiming that he 

"made an advantageous rnarriage" (53). Mr. Eager knows that he should not go about 

slandering others but, "in scoring a dramatic point he had interested his audience 

more than he intended" (53). He antagonizes his audience against Mr. Emerson, 

however, by making the ridiculous daim that Mr. Emerson "rnurdered his wife in the 

sight of God" (53). The minister knows al1 too well how this will sound to the others 

and never qualifies what he means by the remark. 

This aspect of Mr. Eager's behaviour is important because it parallels him strongly 

to the Elliot family and their aesthetic-resentment behaviour. In both cases, Forster 



philosophy of life that could make them happier. Likewise, they spend their time 

slandering and ridiculing those that refuse to act the way they do. 

Like Mr. Eager, Cecil Vyse is also an ernotionally barren aesthete. That Cecil is 

introduced by Forster in a chapter labelled "Medieval" is suggestive of his impotent 

nature, as is the author's first description of the young man: "Cecil's first movement 

was one of irritationn (86). Having established Cecil's artificial manner, (as if his last 

name was not heavy handed enough) Forster describes him as another shade of the 

celibate aestheticism that characterizes Mr. Beebe and Mr. Eager: 

He was medieval. Like a Gothic statue. Tall and refined, with shoulders 

that seemed braced square by an effort of the will, and a head that was 

tilted a little higher than the usual level of vision, he resembled those 

fastidious saints who guard the portals of a French Cathedral. Well 

educated, well endowed and not deficient physically, he remained in the 

grip of a certain devil whom the modem world knows as self 

consciousness, and whom the medieval, with dimmer vision worshipped 

as asceticism. A Gothic statue implies celibacy, just as a Greek statue 

implies fruition . . . . (86-7) 

The last statement emphasizes the counterpoints between Hellenic and Medieval, 

celibacy and fruition, and finally, the unsuitableness of Lucy and Cecil as lovers. 

By identifying Cecil Vyse as a "decadent," Forster again adjoins aesthetics with 

Christian iconography (91 ). Cecil thinks of Lucy in terms that are indicative of the 

aesthetics of Walter Pater, who was well known for his aesthetic appreciation of both 

the Catholic mass and Christian iconography (Becksen xxxv). As well, Pater's work 

was much celebrated among the aesthetes of the fin-de-siecle period, some of whom 
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on Leonardo Da Vinci's "Mona Lisa" or "La Gioconda" speaks of the figure in the 

painting as superior to a real woman (149-50). Pointedly, Forster says that Cecil 

comprehends Lucy to be "like a woman of Leonardo da Vinci's, whom we love not so 

much for herself as for the things she will not tell usn (88). Furthermore, Forster 

describes Cecil's later disillusionment with Lucy in like terms: "It was as if one should 

see the Leonardo portrait on the ceiling of the Sistine. He longed to hint to her that not 

here lay her vocation; that a woman's power and charm reside in a mystery, not in a 

muscular rant" (99). 

Forster suggests then, that Cecil wants Lucy as a painting, as a possession that he 

can own. In this way, Forster reveals that Cecil desires Lucy out of a will to possess. 

from avarice. Forster's final comment on Cecil (after Lucy breaks off their 

engagement) supports this reading of him: "For all his culture, Cecil was an ascetic at 

heart, and nothing in his love became him like the leaving of it" (173). Hence, Forster 

again marries sterile asceticism to Christianity, and in the process asserts that some 

aesthetes use art as a substitute for their lack of physical desire. That is, in a manner 

very much like Rickie Elliot's, Cecil uses art to hide from the world and from himself. 

Like his fellow clergyman Mr. Eager and the aesthete Cecil Vyse, Mr. Beebe 

sublimates his physical desires through aesthetics. In the same way that Cecil's 

warped aesthetic perception of the world has disabled him from truly loving Lucy, Mr. 

Beebe's sublimation of his desire makes him unable to accept his true nature. Indeed, 

as Land has obsewed, The  key to Mr. Beebe is that, for al1 his apparent 

enlightenment, tolerance, and flexibility. he remains fundamentally committed to a 

Pauline code of Christian morality" (130). In Forster's formulation, "a Pauline code of 

Christian morality" equates to self-deception, sterility and a bankrupt ethical sensibility. 

22. For a further examination of the relation between Schopenhauer and aestheticism, see Chris 
Snodgrass' article, "Ernest Dowson and Schopenhauer: Life lmitating Art in the Victorian Decadence". 
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aestheticism that is self-deceiving. Consequently, these three men are Lucy's greatest 

temptation towards an aesthetic, hypocritical life that equates to a nonfuliilment of 

personal power. Using another analogy, Lucy's resistance to the influence of these 

three men is a " battle of Life seen as Art and Life Itself," the latter being "Life ltself 

actuality embraced and lived in for its own sake" (Scott 64). 

Forster's depiction of Mt-. Beebe is poignant and infused with an ambivalence that 

makes him much more likable than Mr. Eager. Although Mr. Beebe is stimulated by 

Nature and by art in a way that Mr. Eager is not, he represses his physical nature like 

Cecil does, and consequently must consistently pose, eluding honesty and self- 

knowledge. His choice to enter a profession that does not allow him to express the 

whole of his being, is well explained by Nietzsche's bad conscience.23 The author 

exploits comicat situations in order to subtly rnock Mr. Beebe's guilt over his sexual 

feelings. For instance, at the pool behind Windy Corner Mr. Beebe is overly 

embarrassed by the presence of Lucy, her mother and Cecil; his actions here are 

indicative of his inability to acknowledge his very real and natural desire. 

Furthermore, this minister's attitude towards the institution of marriage exhibits both 

his own guilt over never having wed, and his resentment towards others who can 

indulge their physical longing: he merely States "They that marry do well, but they that 

refrain do better" (186). When Mr. Beebe hears that Lucy has left Cecil and is to go to 

Greece, he supports the decision, "setting his jaw firm" (186). Forster tells us that Mr. 

Beebe's "belief in celibacy, so reticent, so carefully concealed beneath his tolerance 

and culture, now came to the surface and expanded like some delicate flower" (186). 

The novelist later continues his description of Mr. Beebe's "concealed" character: "He 

never heard that an engagement was broken off but with a slight feeling of pleasure" 

23. Consider Stone's following comment: The body must be honoured as well as the spirit; the flesh rnust 
not çuffer mortification in the name of any ascetic ideal - Forster is clear on these points" (75). 
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of danger until she could confirrn her resolution to virginity" (1 87). 

As is clear, the only "danger" now present to Lucy, is the "danger" that she will marry 

George. It is little surprise then, that Mr. Beebe is displeased by Lucy's decision to 

wed: a look of contempt came over him" (203). What is interesting, however, is how 

Forster has transformed this character. Where before Mr. Beebe was intelligent, 

insightful and almost poignant in his sexual repression, now Forster reminds us of his 

similarity to Mr. Eager and Cecil: "A long black column, he stood and awaited her 

replyn (203). Likewise, it is curious the way Forster tells us that Mr. Beebe was "no 

longer interest[edJn in George, now that George is to be married after al1 (203). In 

effect, Forster reveals that Mr. Beebe is resentful of those who choose to marry, for they 

will (at least to some degree) "rnarv the physical to the metaphysical in a manner that 

is closed to him. Hence, though more deceptive than the openly resentful Mr. Eager, 

the two are alike in effect. Mr. Eager, Cecil Vyse and Mr. Beebe can thus be read 

effectively using Nietzsche's philosophy. 

As earlier mentioned, the novet's main antithesis is that between aestheticism and 

desire, between Christianity and pantheism. Forster expands these incompatibilities 

to include George's periodic depression and Lucy's later metaphysical 

comprehension. It is evident from the beginning of the novel that George Emerson's 

existential angst has left him defenceless against external social forces, such as 

religion, that Nietzsche maintains further weaken will to power. 

The first distinctive characteristic that stands out in George Emerson is his "world 

sorrow," symbolically depicted in the question mark that Miss Bartlett discovers 

"scrawled" on a piece of paper (27.13). The "enormous note of interrogation" is 

"pinned up over the wash stand" suggesting that the question has been washed, 

wrung out and is, as it were, drying (13). In his discussion of the difference between 
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white Stephen is "dynamic in the pursuit, George remains largely passive. The 

'challenge' has been transmuted in his case into a world weary sense that 'things 

won't fit,' . . . a tendency not to 'think anything worth while,' . . . a kind of fin-de-siecle 

depression which comes dangerously close to self-pity" (1 18). Land further observes 

that Stephen "manages despite these moods to live and love, work and drink, fight and 

play, while George is oppressed into mere dullness" (1 19). 

As Land insightfully observes, George does seern to be in a type of "fin-de-siecle 

depression." In fact, George is already filled with this loathing of existence as the 

novel opens. Land aptly States, "Where other challengers struggle manfully against 

fate, George surrenders, his only gestures being his three abrupt and largely 

incoherent advances upon the heroinen (1 19). Before making a religion of his love for 

Lucy, however, George had attempted to embrace another metaphysical creed: 

Christianity. 

George's acceptance of the Christian belief that death opens the door to 

irnmortality, as evident in the art in the Peruzzi Chapel, supports Land's view that 

George is looking for a metaphysical belief that can contain his self-pity (1 18). 

Furthermore, Forster uses the scene in the Chapel to introduce George's aesthetic 

leanings. His agreement with Mr. Eager's appreciation of a painting of St. John, holds 

a spiritual context that repudiates his father's pantheism. His father's transcendental 

confidence in the organic sou1 ('You and 1, dear boy. will lie at peace with the earth 

that bore us") is refuted by George: "Some of the people can only see the empty grave, 

not the saint, whoever he is, going up. It did happen like that if it happened at allu (23). 

Hence, George's existential insecurity makes him unreceptive to his father's 

pantheism. Likewise, George's statement to his father demonstrates that he is willing 

to reject his father's metaphysical individuality for a faith with historical and material 
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Furthermore, the novelist suggests that George's acceptance of Christianity is a fall. 

using as a metaphor the fall of an ltalian boy in Santa Croce church. During the 

course of the debate between Mr. Emerson and Mr. Eager, a little boy attempts to 

reach up to touch a holy relic. In doing so, he trips over a bishop's statue, fails and 

starts to cry. lrnmediately thereafter, Mr. Emerson states to Mr. Eager: "Hateful Bishop! 

. . . Hard in life, hard in death. Go out into the sunshine little boy, and kiss your hand to 

the Sun, for that is where you are supposed to be" (20). The suggestion here is that 

while Mr. Eager and Mt. Emerson have been debating art and metaphysics, another 

"boy," George, has fallen figuratively to his knees. Forster accents this parallel so that 

the reader will later understand what he means (in his final description of George at 

the conclusion of the novel) when he states, "He was a boy after all" (206). Forster 

thus uses this scene as a foreshadowing of George's failure to change ultimately. 

However, Forster has George temporarily transformed on three different occasions. 

The first occurs at the Piazza Signora when he figuratively "saves" Lucy by catching 

her after she has fainted. This action is followed by his throwing of Lucy's postcards 

into the river Arno because they are covered with blood. Although George does not 

"soon overc[o]me the horror of blood," Forster tells us that his act of returning the 

murdered man's blood to the river changes him from a "boy" into a "man" (43). 

Moreover, George states to Lucy as the chapter ends, "1 shall want to live" (45). 

Hence, Forster presents George as a "boy" when he is absorbed by his "world sorrow" 

and accepting of a Christian view of death, and categorizes him as a "man" when he is 

moved by the violence of the Italian's murder and decides he wants to "live." Through 

this use of contrasts, then, Forster indicates that George's spiritual angst can be 

remedied by an embracing of life. 

George's second transformation occurs at Fiesole. Forster connects the murder at 



... " . .ML--- W..... .... - ---ri.. ' J  "-'"' a --- J -- --- -- ----- G- - z  V 

"Phaeton." Initially, Lucy is looking for Mr. Beebe, but not having the best grasp of the 

ltalian language, she instead asks the driver, "Dove buoni uornini? " (Where did the 

clergymen go?) (66). Forster exploits this shortcoming of Lucy's to imply that Phaeton 

leads her to the "good man," George. Forster's narrative then transforms George into a 

"man": in the next scene he kisses Lucy. Hence, on two occasions, George is 

transformed from "boy" into "man," and it is clear that this growlh has a spiritual or 

metaphysical context. Forster implies that when George feels an instinctive desire, he 

must embrace it. Ironically, however. George regresses back into his existential 

depression when Lucy will not accept his love. This is an important aspect of George's 

character because it demonstrates that he learns nothing from his giving in to Nature. 

Hence, though George is more likable than Rickie Elliot, their dilemmas are very much 

the sarne: both are changed only temporarily by Nature, because they idealize it. 

Consequently, neither learns to use the metaphysical as a vehicle through which to 

make changes in their lives. 

George's third transformation occurs at the "pool" located in the woods behind 

Windy Corner. It is this third transformation that Forster emphasizes most by 

configuring his original antithesis (aestheticism/pantheism, the ideaVthe real) through 

various métaphorical vehicles. This event occurs after George has discovered that 

Lucy is to marry Cecil, and consequently he has decided to leave Windy Corner for 

London. The author exploits the situation of the Emersonsl packing to reveal their 

book collection, which includes Lord Byron, Samuel Butler, Friedrich Nietzsche, Arthur 

Schopenhauer and the Gibbons brothers24 (125). Forster uses the book collection to 

extend his antithesis, his pitting pantheism against aestheticism, to literature, as made 

evident by the inclusion of Byron and Butler on one hand, Schopenhauer on the other. 

24- Most likely The Rise and Fall of the Roman Empirc 
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between the material and the metaphysical. At any rate, the author sets the stage for 

George's last chance to mature. 

Mr. Beebe, George and Freddy are transformed at the pool. The initial nervousness 

of the three (and hence their artificiality with one another) is suggested by Forster's 

description of their bodily postures. They appear to be posing "after the fashion of the 

nyrnphs from Gotterdammerunq" (130). The pool creates a true "changen in the men 

"for some reason," however, and "they beg[i]n to playn (130). This scene suggests that 

this "change" is due to the pool's Dionysian power, that, ironically, Mr. Beebe is the first 

to locate: he "watched, and watched the seeds of the willow-herb dance chorically 

above their heads" (130). Hence, in the grips of a pantheistic moment, al1 three men 

are transformed from the artificiality of social "posing" to the pantheistic freedom of 

playing. That is, George and the others are transformed from artificial representations 

of Wagner's music to bucolic or Pan-like25 creatures who play as real human beings. 

As in the two previous transformations, George is overwhelmed by the moment and 

then acts. This transformation, however, is not merely one from a boy to a man, but 

from a shallow human being to a real person. Hence, Forster alludes to the fact that 

George's metaphysical rnuddle must still be clarified: appropriately enough, his two 

companions indicate the nature of the choice. Young Honeychurch represents the 

country, while in contrast Mr. Beebe represents the aesthetic. That George goes to 

Lucy after the event and implores her not to marry Cecil, displays, at least for the 

moment, which choice he has made. Once Lucy "has turned down his fumbling and 

ill-tirned proposal," however, George " 'just goes under' and ceases to find anything 

25. As Colmer notes, the whole scene "is an excellent example of Forster's atternpt to anglicize the Pan 
motif and to combine social comedy and symbolic significance" (50). 
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It is now clear what allegory Forster presents through his depiction of George's 

transformations. When George pays attention to his Nature, he ceases (at least for the 

moment) to be overwhelmed by his fear of the existential nature of existence. Thus, he 

is free to act. Forster makes this point explicit in George's final speech to Lucy before 

Lucy breaks off her engagement to Cecil. George says to Lucy, "1 have cared for you 

since that man died. I cannot live without you. . . . As you came through the wood I saw 

that nothing else mattered. I called. I wanted to live and have my chance at joyn (167). 

Hence, George is transformed on three distinct occasions where he acts. but after 

which he degenerates into the same depression. It seems then that George has to 

create (or at least find) a metaphysical belief that will allow him to embrace his true 

nature, his real power. However, George never does. He is granted his happiness 

only because of his father's actions, and Lucy's bravery. As Land has rightly 

observed, 

The relations between [Lucy and George] are at least as much 

[Mr. Emerson's] doing as they are his son's; it is the old man who 

first brings the young couple together (with the offer of the exchange 

of the rooms), it is he who asks Lucy to take an interest in the largely 

taciturn George, and it is he in the end who shows her the light and 

persuades her to reconsider George's proposal of marriage. (1 19) 

George is only made happy by the strength of others: Lucy and his father. This is in 

fact what most contrasts Lucy and Mr. Emerson to George. Thus, this would begin to 

explain why Forster infoms his audience at the end of the novel, "He was a boy after 

26. Land's reference to George's "going undei' refers to Forster's line, "Mr.Beebe rather felt tha! [The 
Emersons] had gone under. They had given up their attempt - if it was one - to conquer society, and now 
the father was almost as silent as the son [italics minel"(37). In Nietzsche's texts, "going under" signifies, 
among other things, Zarathustra's decision !O return to humanity. This concept will be described in further 
detail in a subsequent footnote in this chapter that deals with Kaufmann's translation of the word uber. 
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Additionally, it is important that Forster also contrasts Lucy and George in terms of 

how they use art in their lives. Lucy learns how to use art (her piano playing) as a 

guide for how to continue in her search for individuality: a search that concludes with 

her acceptance of her biological desires. In stark contrast, George actually blames art 

(literature) for his lack of physical control. He says to Lucy, "Therefore l kissed you, 

because the book made me do that, and 1 wish 1 had more self control. I'm not 

ashamed. I don? apologize. But it has frightened you, and you may not have noticed 

that I love you" (1 66). Forster has already revealed that the "book" in question is by the 

hypocritical aesthete, Miss Lavish. That George is touched by this piece of literary 

pulp is one of Forster's subtle castigations of dilettantism, as George blames literature 

for his lack of self control. More importantly, however, although Forster is benign in his 

chastisement of George, this is the same polemic with which the author charges Rickie 

Elliot and Leonard Bast. 

The fates of Rickie Elliott and Leonard Bast (Howards End) end with death and 

though Forster does not "kill off" George, he had at one tirne planned to. In one of the 

original drafts for the novel called *New Lucy," Freddy Honeychurch explains to Mr. 

Beebe and Mrs. Honeychurch how George, frustrated by Lucy's decision to not elope 

with him, has been killed. Freddy's description of George's death has parallels to the 

author's narration of Bast's death. Whereas Bast is killed by a falling bookcase, 

George was originally to be killed by a falling tree: "A tree {fell) blew down. He was 

coasting & couldnlt stop. Ran into it as they sayw (130). This is quite literally what 

happens to Bast, who "runs" into a bookshelf, and to Rickie, who "runs" into a train. As 

mentioned in the Introduction, Forster changed the ending of this novel in order to 

keep, as Beaumann has asserted, with the paradigrnatic aspects of the colloquial 

"romance," simply in order to "subvert it": "Morgan wanted, in a way, to write a romantic 



the convention" (204). 

In contrast to Rickie, George and Leonard, Lucy is brought to a wholeness through 

her acceptance of the power inherent in contextualizing the material within the 

metaphysical. It is possible to read Lucy's 'lriumph" as analogous to Nietzsche's artist 

of life who trains himself through the technique of art in order to heighten his wili to 

power. Lucy. too, undergoes three major changes in the course of the novel. In order 

to illum inate the final contrast between them, Forster initially parallels George's 

existential confusion to Lucy's aestheticism. In much the same manner that George 

was seduced towards Christianity, Lucy is initially seduced by aesthetics. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, the appreciation of Art is not what Forster wants to 

castigate, but a sterile appreciation of Art: one where the individual does not become 

involved in the creative process of Art itself. Hence, in his initial description of her 

piano playing, Forster suggests that Lucy could suffer this fate. Forster tells us, "She 

was no dazzling executank; her runs were not at al1 like a string of pearls, and she 

struck no more right notes than was suitable for her age and situation" ( 29 )P  

Forster's description of Lucy's attitude toward her music, however, foreshadows her 

opportunity for later creative freedorn. It is evident that Lucy's attitude toward music 

demonstrates her potential to be a creator or artist. Colmer takes this aspect of Lucy's 

character even further: "Music, which Forster believes is the 'deepest of the arts' and 

which he frequently employs to fine effect, releases her spirit, and acts as an index to 

her changing moods and unconscious feelings as she moves from one composer to 

another" (50). Lucy, the narrator informs us, regularly finds life "chaotic," but "enter[s] a 

more solid world when she open[s] the piano. She [is] then no longer either deferential 

27- This theme is reintduced when Cecil asks Lucy to play something frorn Wagner's Parsifal (again 
linking him to aestheticisrn~asceticism) and the latter does so only when she is trying to ignore the entry of 
George: that is, she denies her desire by playing Wagner and celebrating the Christian asceticism of 
Parsifal (154-5). 
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Passion was there, but it could not be easily labelled; it slipped between 

love and hatred and jealousy, and al1 the furniture of the pictorial style. 

And she was tragical only in the sense that she was great, for she loved to 

play on the side of Victory. Victory of what and over what -- that is more than 

the words of daily life can tell us. But that some sonatas of Beethoven are 

written tragic no one can gainsay; yet they can triumph or despair as the 

player decides, and Lucy had decided that they should triumph. (29) 28 

Hence, Lucy can make the music "triumph" through her own will. Further, Forster 

suggests by analogy that Lucy will also "triumphn in her life if she can manipulate her 

life as she does the sonatas of Beethoven: "Like every true performer . . . [Lucy] was 

intoxicated by the mere feel of the notes: they were fingers caressing her own; and by 

touch, not by sound atone, did she come to her desiren (30). 

Although Lucy knows little about the semantics of art, her piano playing is described 

by Forster in interesting terrns: that is, she is 'intoxicatedn while she plays, and 

afterwards she "dreamily" leaves the instrument (30-1). Forster uses these concepts to 

dramatize the gulf between Lucy's passion for music and the sterility of her society. 

For instance, immediately following Lucy's piano playing, Mr. Beebe comments to 

Charlotte that if Lucy 'ever takes to live as she plays, it will be very exciting -- both for 

us and her' (31). Moreover, his words, corning from Lucy's social "reality" contrasts so 

vividly with her engrossed passion that they actually wake her from her drearn-like 

28. ln the notes to Thus Spoke Zarathustra, critic and translator Waiter Kauffrnan explains the significance 
of Nietzsche's use of the word "uber". He asserts that Nietzsche constructeci aurhapsodical play on the 
words 'over' and 'under,' particularly marked throughout the Prologue. Of the many 'under' words, the 
German unteraehen poses the greatest problem of translation: iî is the ordinary word for the setting of the 
Sun, and it alço means 'to perish'; but Nietzsche almost always uses it with the accent on 'undef - either by 
way of an echo to another 'undet in the same sentence or, more often, by way of contrast with an 'over' 
word, usually overrnan. Again and again, a srnooth idiornatic translation would make nonsense of such 
passages, and 'go under' seemed the least evil" (TSZ 3). This is important because it displays how Mr. 
Emerson's "going under" figuratively contrasts with the new "uber" or overperson that emerges by the 
conclusion of the novel: Lucy. 
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verbalize her passion for "Music -- ," displays how far she is from living "as she plays" 

(31). It is evident then, that Lucy's piano playing foreshadows her potential spiritual 

awaken ing. 

Interestingly, the analogies of "intoxicationn and "dreams" are exactly those utilized 

by Nietzsche in his descriptions of the Apollonian and Dionysian in The Birth of 

Traaedk In his 1872 work, Nietzsche describes the Apollonian by the analogy of the 

"dream" (BT 33). It is not merely the paradigrnatic aspects of this medium that interest 

Nietzsche, but "the beautiful illusion of dream worlds, in the creation of which every 

man is truty an artist" (BT 34). Furthemore, Nietzsche States that the Dionysian is 

"brought home to us most intirnately by the analogy of intoxication" (BT 36). Surely 

Forster is irnplying that Lucy's playing is indicative of the passion she will need in 

order to become "a true artist." 

Furthermore, Mr. Beebe understands the abstract meaning behind Lucy's playing. 

By informing his audience of this fact, Forster prepares the way for his final castigation 

of the minister at the end of the novel. Put another way, Forster contrasts the 

ignorance of Lucy with the knowledge of Mr. Beebe in this regard, in order to more 

pointedly demonstrate the latter's inability to grasp his own will to power as the novel 

concludes. It may be of interest then, that Claude J. Sumrners sumrnarizes one of Mr. 

Beebe's descriptions of Lucy as "Nietzschean heroismw (93). Summers refers to Mr. 

Beebe's following statement: "The watertight cornpartments in her will break down and 

music and life will mingle. Then we shall have her heroically good, heroically bad -- 
too heroic, perhaps, to be good or badn (92). Hence, Forster uses Lucy's initial 

"triumph" (her piano playing) to symbolically foreshadow her later "triumph" apropos 

her ability to configure her "view" of society. A configuration which cornes about in the 

form of a spiritual awakening, and allows her to grasp her will to power. 



- 
example, Forster underlines Lucy's denials of her thoughts and her "lies" (1 61, 169, 

175). Lucy's denials of her experience at the Piazza Signora and her growing desire 

for George, parallel one another. Colmer suggests that "Enigmatic as the Piazza 

episode undoubtedly is, it serves to suggest Lucy's initiation into a sphere of reality 

from which her sheltered upbringing has previously protected hep (46). After having 

seen the Italian's murder, Lucy faints, but just before doing sol she recognizes that 

"She, as well as the dying man, had crossed some spiritual boundary" (40). Further, 

after awakening, Lucy sees that "The palace tower had lost its reflection of the 

declining day, and joined itself to the earth" (42-3). However, she refuses to see the 

symbolic importance of the event and tries to deny, not the murder itself, but her 

fainting spell. Forster suggests then, that Lucy's denial of her growing desire for 

George, and her denial of her fainting spell are related. 

Her desire for George is compounded by her trip to Fiesole, where she is kissed by 

him, but is not rnoved to action. Her refusal to grasp the chtonic meaning of her 

parallel desires is described in Forster's ironic tone: " 'At fast,' thought she, 'l shall 

understand myself. 1 shan't again be troubled by things that corne out of nothing, and I 

mean I dont know what' " (73). Hence, both of her denials of the body serve only in 

confusing Lucy. Forster here suggests that the Natural or the pantheistic must be 

embraced. Further, the author insinuates that Lucy will be true to her physical passion 

and individuality, only when she can admit to herself her desire for George. 

The second major event is not George's kissing of Lucy at Fiesole (as Colmer has 

suggested) but Lucy's decision to break off her engagement to Cecil (47). Her 

decision not to marry Cecil demonstrates that Lucy has asserted her individuality, and 

although she is still in a "muddle" she is freer for it. She breaks off her engagement to 

Cecil because she realizes his sterile aestheticism. Lucy tells her bewildered fiance, 



wrap yourself in art and books and music, and would try to wrap up me. I won7 be 

stifled, not by the most glorious music, for people are more glorious, and you hide me 

from them' (172). Naturally, Cecil is astonished that his "Lucy as a Work of Art" can 

rebel against him (96). The purpose for one's training in the technique of ait then, for 

Forster, is to configure the passion of the individual person. Likewise. a person can 

only exploit this potential through choosing to act. Hence, Lucy's repudiation of Cecil's 

aestheticism also carries with it her repudiation of his static view of hurnan nature. 

Forster notes: "[Cecil] looked at her instead of through her, for the first time since they 

were engaged. From a Leonardo she had become a living woman, with mysteries and 

forces of her own, with qualities that even eluded art" (171).29 

Lucy's rejection of Cecil is doubly significant. First, by having Lucy reject Cecil, 

Forster contrasts the latter's pronouncements on art with the former's playing the 

piano. Forster suggests that although these two types of art appreciation are related, 

the second variety requires the personal action of the individual. Secondly, Lucy's 

final "triumph" indicates that she has devetoped from a "player" to, as it were, a 

ucomposei' (92). That is, a ucomposer" of life. Hence, Forster demonstrates that it is 

Lucy's insight into art and life (Le., that one must use what one learns from the former 

as a guide for the latter) that makes her reject simple aestheticism. Furthermore, it is 

only after she realizes this that she is ready for action. 

Thus, Forster makes it evident that the individual must first develop his 

comprehension of art and then incorporate that understanding into his life training. It is 

this two-part formu la that makes Lucy ready for the advice of Mr. Emerson. 

29. lt would seem that Forster is evoking two events from Oscar Wilde's 1892 work, The Picture of Dorian 
Grau, Dorian first loses his innocence when he refuses to accept his young girifriend Sybil Vane's 
decision to leave the theatre and devote herself to becoming a real person. That is, she decides to stop 
being a piece of art and becomes thmugh her love for Dorian a real person. Later Dorian murders Basil and 
in effect, as a piece of art, destroys the painter's Me. Wilde's novel was interpreted by some to be a 
polemic against Paterian aestheticism: a charge Pater denied (Becksen iv). 
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makes him unable to grow spiritually. 

The third major transformation in Lucy occurs when she is forced by Mr. Emerson to 

confront herself. In his plea, Mr. Emerson teaches Lucy how to use the perceptual 

"veil" in order to distinguish truth (i.e., her desire) from falsehood (her family and her 

society's "viewsn). Likewise, he encourages her to question the social mores of her 

society by manipulating her construction of social reality. Forster tells his audience 

that as Mr. Emerson "spoke the darkness was withdrawn, veil after veil, and she saw to 

the bottom of her soul" (ZO2).30 

As Land has observed, Forster brings Mr. Emerson back into the plot in order to 

bring Lucy's metaphysical maturity to its fruition: "Forster, of course, knew what he was 

doing, and to counteract the pallid inactivity of George, he gave added weight to the 

figure of George's father" (1 19). Indeed, as Forster tells us, Mr. Emerson shows Lucy 

"the holiness of direct desire," and in so doing, "It was as if he had made her see the 

whole of everything at oncen (204). That is, Mr. Emerson has shown Lucy that only in 

developing a metaphysical construction of perceptual reality ("the whole of everything 

at oncen) can an individual rid himself of the human existential and societal anxieties 

that make a person believe in the ideal or the aesthetic in the first place. Therefore it is 

Mr. Emerson (whose pantheistic view has wavered but not completely diminished in 

the course of the novel)31 and his advice about the need to contextualize the material 

30. As mentioned in the last chapter, theUveil" is an image which Nietzsche uses. Nietzsche asserts in The 
Rirth of T r a a e .  "Knowledge kills action; action requires the veils of wisdom: that is the doctrine of 
Hamlet, not that cheap wisdorn of Jack the Dreamer who reflects too much and, as it were, from an excess 
of possibilities does not get around to action" (60). It is significant that after Mr. Emerson has taught Lucy 
how to properly use the "veils" of perception, she can, using the words of Nietzsche, "get around to 
action". 
31. Mr. Emerson says to Lucy in his pivotal speech, "'1 only wish pe ts  would say this too: that love is of the 
body; not the body, but of the body'" (202). Forster then qualifies himself. Mr. Emerson for lack of a better 
word uses the word "soul" when talking about the metaphysical, hence, he is in actuality saying that the 
"soul is of the body; not the body but of the body" (202). Consider the proximity of that staternent to the 
following passage of Nietzsche's: "soul is only a word for sornething about the body" (Z 34). 
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assert that Forster wants to demonstrate that it is not physical action (of the variety of 

George's) that is important, but the action of coming to a metaphysical belief that 

allows one to embrace his individuality. In a figurative sense then, Forster presents a 

victory of the Apollonian over the Dionysian apropos the formula that Nietzsche gives 

for the result of this victory in his 1872 work, tragedy.32 Further, it is the fruition of 

Lucy's individual power that allows her to defy the wishes and demands of her family, 

who are now, ironically, "disgusted at her past hypocrisy" (207). 

In summary, Lucy is heroic because of her ability to express her own desire for 

individuality, a potential first indicated by Forster through her piano playing, and which 

she later embraces after her discussion with Mr. Emerson. Forster suggests that it is 

Lucy's grasping her desire for freedom, a desire that is channelled into the creation of 

herself, ("live as she playsn) that results in her happiness. This is consistent with what 

Nietzsche insists is necessary if the individual is to develop further power. 

Furthemore, it is Lucy's heightened metaphysical view of the world that must be 

developed if she is to become strong enough to assert her individuality and grasp 

personal power. Again this is consistent with what Nietzsche demands of the strong 

individual. Perhaps most importantly, however, Lucy then uses her power to reject the 

demands that her family and her society have placed upon her. Hence, on al! three of 

these points, Lucy fulfils what Nietzsche would require of a strong wili to power. 

In contrast to Lucy's development, George has merely allowed himself to be 

swayed by his love for Lucy: a projection of his spiritual angst sublimated into physical 

passion. Moreover, Forster foreshadows George's failure from the beginning of the 

novel. In fact, George's inability to face his spiritual anxieties was the principal 

impetus in his willingness to believe in a Christian afterlife. This analysis does not 

32. This aspect of Forster's work will be discussed in greater detail in the Epilogue and Conclusion section 
of the thesis. 



stigmatize him for not realizing that the 'Yes is transitory," that it must be remade 

perpetually (27). Interestingly, Colmer faults George's father for his son's "negativity," 

maintaining that George is "an imperfect product of his father's system of natural 

education" and consequently, "too passive to justify his final daim to Lucy, 'Well I acted 

the truth' " (51). However, as Forster ends his work with a quiet castigation of George 

("He was a boy after alln), it is clear that Forster blames not the father, but the son 

(206). 

In his analysis of the novel, Land States that "Lucy's task as a heroine, like that of 

her predecessors, Phillip and Rickie, is to liberate herself from the control and values 

of the conventional partyn (1 29). Although Land's assertion that Lucy must "liberate 

herself" from the external control of others is reasonable, his reasoning for such a 

liberation -- to "establish a fruitful contact with [George]" -- is not (129). However, as 

Land sees the allegory of the novel being rooted in George and Lucy's successfu~ 

union, he rightly observes, "Thus Lucy bids fair to conclude her story . . . in a state of 

sexual isolation, having failed to connect in any quarte? (1 32). 

Furthermore, Land later reverses his own earlier interpretation of the novel, by also 

asserting that as Lucy "eventually confronts her situation, being therefore a character 

who grows, progresses, and rises to significant achievement, Lucy established herself 

in the end as not merely the story's central figure but as a genuine Forsterian heroine" 

(1 32). However, although Land agrees that Lucy's "growth" is what makes her a 

"genuine Forsterian heroine," he also feels that because of George's inability to grow, 

the novel's allegory fails. In fact, as this examination of the novel has tried to 

demonstrate, Lucy's heroism is illuminated by George's failure. Consequently, it 

would seem clear that Forster's teaching concerns the strength of the individual to defy 

the collective, and the individual's metaphysical belief as an important element in 



c. 

Thus, the novel presents another of Forster's polemics against idealism and 

aestheticism (specifically in the characters of Mr. Beebe and Mr. Eager) and 

dramatizes how this makes the individual barren, resentful and weak. At the same 

time, Forster contrasts this "view" of life with that of Lucy's "triumphant" nature, a nature 

that allows her to embrace real individuality and persona1 power by the conclusion of 

the novel (92). Forster has therefore created a novel in which the individual who 

properly embraces his metaphysical nature of existence, using it to strengthen him in 

life, becomes the stronger for it; Lucy's assertion of her individuality (or her heroism) is 

certainly a result of her development. Furthermore, a credible case can be made that 

Lucy's heightened rnetaphysical view of the world is what distinguishes her from 

George. Therefore, the novel's antithesis between aestheticism/ Christianity and 

pantheisrn, can be constructively read in Nietzschean terms, as the aesthetes in the 

novel demonstrate Nietzsche's description of what constitutes a latent will to power. 



Both The Lonaest Journey and A Room With A View dramatize particular 

Nietzschean themes. In The Longest Journev, Forster uses Stephen Wonham as a 

vehicle through which to suggest the relationship between metaphysical 

enlightenrnent, strength and salvation. Moreover, the novel makes clear that it was 

Stephen's ability to embrace suffering and to be strengthened by it that allowed him to 

triumph over his misfortune, and to perpetuate himself through his child, and that it was 

Rickie Elliot's escapist idealism and sterile aesthetics that led to his spiritual death and 

tragic life. 

In A Room With A View, Forster suggests that it is Lucy's realization of the relation 

between art (music) and life. that allows her to achieve will to power. Further, Lucy's 

achievement of persona1 power contrasts with the inability of George Emerson and 

Cecil Vyse to do the same, because of their hollow aestheticism and lack of 

metaphysical integrity. It would seem evident, then, that Forster's allegorical agenda is 

consistent with particular Nietzschean assertions about art's role in the strengthening 

of the individual's personal power and Nietzsche's castigation of particular aesthetic 

models. That is. Forster's two earlier novels can be read fruitfully using an aspect of 

Nietzsche's philosophy that the philosopher consistently stressed: the need for the 

strong individual to overcome any form of idealism that does not heighten will to 

power. Additionally, one has to create a metaphysical belief that moves the individual 

toward destroying the external (turned internal) inhibitions that inevitably arise from 

being born in a particular culture. 

In Howards End, Forster's thesis about persona1 salvation continues. Here he 

presents a creative metaphysics, rooted in the idea of a return, that celebrates the 

present. Additionally, Forster adds to this equation a total acceptance and celebration 

of one's life: an attitude that is reflected not in the material aspects of Art, but rather, in 



novels, this novel's allegory could also be read credibly using Nietzsche's will to 

power thesis. Indeed, here more than ever, a Nietzschean reading would seem to 

give a new and fresh interpretation of the novel's allegory. This examination will 

dernonstrate that by the conclusion of the novel, the Schlegel sisters and Ruth Wilcox 

conform to Nietzsche's opinion of "women" and "woman." This analysis will further 

establish that Forster, through his portrayal of the fates of these three females, 

constructs a rnetaphysical allegory that can be read in terms of Nietzsche's "eternal 

recurrence." The Nietzschean definitions of resentment and bad conscience are used 

to account for the dernise of Leonard Bast, and for Helen's erratic behaviour apropos 

the Basts before she becomes pregnant. Furthermore, al1 of these factors will be 

shown to provide a credible but somewhat radical interpretation of the novel, 

addressing the remarks of particular critics. Hence, for this analysis, Howards End is a 

culmination of Forster's Edwardian metaphysical philosophy, and a Nietzschean 

reading of the novel reveals so many of the work's subtleties, that one could argue that 

it is necessary for a proper understanding of the novel's ambivalent allegory. 

Much has been made of Forster's epigraph to the novel -- "only connect". Critics 

have consistently attempted to argue that Forster's Howards End is an abstract 

demonstration of how such a "connectionn between ail classes and sexes is 

possible.33 R. N. Parkinson, for instance, suggests that Margaret and Helen are the 

instruments through which Forster connects al1 the antitheses of the novel. For 

exarnple, Parkinson argues that although Helen is "a girl excited by ideas and 

imagination," she is coupled with her solid sister Margaret who makes her realize that 

one cannot put too much stress on the 'unseen' " (64). Further, this critic asserts that 

33. It is because of the "only connect" epitaph that Forster's humanism is consistently stressed. However, 
note the author's following comment to Bertrand Russell in an unpublished letter written in 191 7: "1 love 
people and want to understand them and help them more than I did, but this is oddly accompanied by a 
growth of contempt. Be Iike them? God, no" (Furbank 1,259). 
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many dangers for the human spirit as the life of commercial circulation and imperial 

preference" (61). Although this is true in a particular sense, it is not true in the sense 

that Parkinson means it, for he sees the characters of the novel as static. 

Consequently, his analysis is weakened by his need to catalogue the novel into 

stationary antithetical poles. In that context, Parkinson asserts that it has been "Henry 

who has saved Howards End itself. He has put it to rights and refused to sel1 it: without 

seeing its real value, he is aware that it has a value. He has earned a right to live 

there, and live there he does, to recover from the shocks which his obtuseness in other 

areas has brought upon himn (65). Undoubtedly a major reason for Parkinson's sense 

that even Henry's acts make a "connection" are rooted in his belief that Ruth Wilcox "is 

the unpretentious and instinctive mistress of the life of personal relationships" (60). 

However, although Ruth appears to nuiture her relationships, this is not what makes 

her unique. Rather, she is representative of a metaphysical power that holds 

communion with the faim and those around her, who are to perpetuate her spirit. 

Indeed, Forster himself has commented on his impetus for creating the figure of Mrs. 

Wilcox: "1 was interested in the imaginative effect of someone alive, but in a different 

way from other characters -- living in their lives" (CowleyWW 30). Moreover, Ruth 

seems to have her greatest relationship in the novel with Margaret whom she has met 

only on a couple of occasions, rather than to any mernber of her family. Although the 

two women become close, is it rational that Ruth would give Margaret the farm? That 

Ruth does give the farm to Margaret indicates that Forster's "connection" is between 

particular individuals, rather than one that attempts to reconcile the racial and class 

distinctions of society. 

Parkinson's interpretation of Howards End as an analogue for the physical 

manifestation of the spirit is also curious: 



Howards End chooses them for their individual qualities. Forster tells 

us explicitly that to Ruth Wilcox the house "had been a spirit, for which 

she sought a spiritual heir". In tracing the line of heirship Forster tells 

his readers what is most important to hirn in human life -- the awareness 

of the spiritual element. (56) 

Parkinson suggests that Ruth Wilcox is a physical representation of the the farm's 

spirit. However, this would mean that al1 of Forster's paradigmatic fusing of the three 

women and their creative/metaphysicaI abilities. is also a function of the farm's spirit. It 

would seem evident that it is the farm that is representative of Ruth's spirit, and not 

vice-versa. Moreover, Forster tells us so through the words of Margaret: "1 feel that you 

and I and Henry are only fragments of that woman's mind. She knows everything. She 

is everything. She is the house, and the tree that leans over it" (31 1). Thus, Forster is 

in fact saying that it is Ruth (and not the farm), that creates a coherent whole out of the 

"fragments" of reality. This, too, is part of Forster's creative metaphysics that wiII be 

examined in this analysis. 

Parkinson's analysis of the relationship between the Schlegel sisters and the Basts 

also suffers from this same critical "need- to-connect" paradigm. Parkinson argues that 

Forster not merely reconciles the Basts to the Schlegels, but more incredibly, that he 

reconciles the Basts to Howards End: 'The sisters' interest in Leonard Bast raises him 

out of the class which suffers in order to make the money that the cultured (and the 

Philistine) may live, for they ensure that the Basts do in the end inherit the earth" (65). 

Likewise, Parkinson sees Helen's affair with Leonard to be evidence of such a 

"connection." He asserts that Helen offers "herself as a kind of consolation prize for al1 

the things that [Leonard's] poverty deprived him of" (61). As if that assertion was not 

sufficiently "muddled," this critic further argues that 
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Perhaps this is what gives such sincerity to his strivings, such poignancy 

to his aspirations: he cornes ultimately from the same class as Ruth 

Wilcox and his aspirations to culture are also aspirations to tsuth and 

honesty -- to greater self-knowledge. (66) 

Demonstrably, Parkinson sees the entire novel as Forster's attempt to "connect" the 

different econornic and social divisions that are inherent in any society, and are 

contesting antitheses in the novel. Thus, the critic himself attempts to reconcile the 

Wilcoxes with the Basts, and both parties with the Schlegels. One major flaw of such a 

reading is this: Forster does not "connect" the individuals in the novel, at least not in 

the rnanner that Parkinson argues. The novel ends with Leonard Bast's literal death 

and Henry Wilcox's spiritual death. It would seem rather that Forster is suggesting that 

the only way to reconcile the "seen" to the "unseen" is by destroying the former or at 

least placing the metaphysical above the physical. 

Unfortunately, Furbank's analysis of the novel also attempts to reconcile al1 of the 

work's antitheses with an "only connect" critical paradigm. The examples that Furbank 

cites in bis analysis concern two particular passages. The first focuses on Helen 

Schlegel's words to Leonard Bast apropos the question of those who can Say "In (232). 

Furbank alleges that "In Forster's scheme . . . . To live in the Now belongs to those 

who, in Helen Schlegel's words, are capable of saying '1' " (CE 40). Furbank fails to 

see the biting irony of the entire episode, and likewise, disregards Forster's satire of 

others who live "for the Now," such as Henry Wilcox: "No Pagan he. who lives for the 

Now, and rnay be wiser than al1 the philosophers. He lived for the five minutes that 

passed, and the five to corne; he had the business mind" (245). As well, Forster later 

tell us that "busines~rnen'~ are those "who saw life steadily, though with the steadineçs 

of the half-closed eye" (320). Thus, it would seern evident that Forster is not attempting 



"businessmen" like Henry Wilcox, but rather to those such as Ruth Wilcox who seern 

not to Say "1," but really do. 

Likewise, Furbank asserts that "to live in the Now, it is necessary to possess the 

whole of oneself" (it is questionable if Henry ever does). He continues, "For in order to 

possess the whole of oneself, one needs to recognize the connection of al1 the pieces 

of oneself, of the 'beast' with the 'rnonk' and the 'prose' with the 'passion' " (CE 40). 

Ironically, Henry's "obtusenessn is created by the fact that he lives in "the Now" and 

consequently, as Forster tells us, Margaret 'failed. For there was one quality in Henry 

for which she was never prepared: his obtuseness. He simply did not notice thingsl' 

(183). Thus, it would seem that both Parkinson and Furbank, reading the novel as 

Forster's attempt to "connectn al1 its contesting factions, have had to configure certain 

elements of the novel that do not "connectn and consequently ignore some of the 

narrative cues that Forster provides. As suggested by the introduction, this is not how 

this essay will read the novel. 

Although this novel may initially appear to be sentimental and easy to grasp on a 

first reading, nothing could be further from the truth. One finds on further readings of 

the novel that Forster's depictions of characters are quite subtly ironic, and that events 

such as the death of Leonard Bast, are not simply moral signposts. The question as to 

how one should read the novel depends entirely on the allegory that the cntic believes 

Forster had in mind. One can interpret the novel not from the "only connect" epitaph, 

but rather from Forster's summary of Margaret's thoughts (as she and her sister stand 

over the dead Leonard Bast): "Let squalor be turned into tragedy" (328). For it is the 

significance of this often ignored phrase that Forster illuminates as the most crucial in 

the work. 

The rnethodology of this chapter will quickly gloss what was mentioned previously 



his views toward women. As twice mentioned, Nietzsche states in his Human All Too 

Human that, "Thus it happens constantly that an individual brings to bear upon himself, 

by means of his morality, the tyranny of the majority" (BW 155). Thus, the primary 

ramification of bad conscience is the inevitable subjection of the individual will to 

power to the collective tyranny. Thwarted will 10 power, the ramification of bad 

conscience, results for Nietzsche in two related but distinctive types. Resentrnent is 

the blaming of someone else for one's physiological frustration, and is often 

compounded by the individual's ignorance in establishing the cause of his frustration. 

Likewise, another consequence of bad conscience in its rnost simplistic form, is guilt. 

Both types of frustrated will to power are seen by Nietzsche to be unhealthy. 

Logically, Nietzsche contends that those noble natures that are inherently strongest, 

must structure their view of existence (i.e., metaphysics) so as to understand, accept 

and know, that al1 of life's greatest torrnents are in fact opportunities for strengthening 

their will to power. Nietzsche offers an example of this style of metaphysics in the form 

of a proverb contained in the fourth section of his The Gav Science. In a section titled, 

"The greatest weight," Nietzsche encounters a "demon" that asks him if he can endure 

the fate of the "eternal recurrence," a situation where 

This life as you now live it and have lived it, you will have to live 

once more and innumerable times more; and there will be nothing 

new in it, but every pain and every joy and every thought and sigh 

and everything unutterably small or great in your life will have to return 

to you, al1 in the same succession and sequence -- even this spider 

and this moonlight between the trees, and even this moment and 

I rnyself. The eternal hourglass of existence is turned upside down 

again and again, and you with it speck of dust! (273) 



you as  you are or perhaps would crush you" (GS 274). Nietzsche then questions his 

readers: "How well disposed you would have to becorne to yourself and to life tu crave 

nothing more ferventiy than this ultimate eternal confirmation and seal?" (GS 274)P 

Nietzsche reinforces his proverb by later describing in Ecce Homo that such a 

metaphysical attitude would be called amor fati or love of fate: 

My formula for greatness in a human being is amor fati: that one 

wants nothing to be different, not fonnrard, not backward, not in al1 

eternity. Not rnerely bear what is necessary, still less conceal it -- 
al1 idealism is mendaciousness in the face of what is necessary -- 
but iove it. (GM 258) 

Hence, Nietzsche describes in abstract fashion, what such a creative, metaphysical 

doctrine would be like: an attitude towards life that makes of al1 of life's trials, a 

celebration. For Nietzsche then, to accept the eternal recurrence is to accept that one's 

life will be repeated infinitely, in the exact same way that it has already occurred. To 

accept existence in this fashion, one would have to have amor fati, so that the difficult 

aspects of existence do not produce pessimism in the individual. Nietzsche uses 

another analogy: "To become what one is, one must not have the faintest notion what 

one is. From this point of view even the blunders of life have their own meaning and 

value" (GM 254). 

As earlier noted, after having overcome his own spiritual degeneration, matters of 

"nutrition" and "heaHhW became important to Nietzsche (GM 240). He confronts the 

34. One should note that Nietzsche rarely labels this forrn of metaphysics, the "eternal recurrence". 
Rather, he describes it in various proverbs. One should also consider Richard Schacht's evaluation of the 
relation between the "eternal recurrence" and one's identity: "Our persunal identity in its rnost 
cornmonplace form, according to Nietzsche, originated in this socially-induced self-identification, as 
unitary agents in relation to our conduct through time. And while fundarnentally a fiction, the acceptance 
of this idea (under the pressure of Our being treated as though it were a fact) has the consequence that 
we not only apprehend ourselves accordingly, but also to a considerable extent cease to be creatures of 
the moment, and become such 'selves' - at least in a functional sense, if not substantially" (278). 
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metaphorically to denote one's spirituality (as made most evident by his contrasting it 

with Christianity at the end of the work) (GM 240, 334). As the philosopher notes, the 

"metabolism" can be "retarded" by living in a "mistaken choice of place and climate" 

(GM 240). The result of this is one's "animal vigor . . . never become[sj great enough 

for him to attain that freedom which overflows into his most spiritual regions and allows 

one to recognize: this only I can do" (GM 240). Hence, a knowledge of one's personal 

relationship to Nature is dominant in Nietzsche's view of will to power, for it is only in 

the knowledge of this relation that an individual can say, 'This only I can do." 

Likewise, Nietzsche explains in Ecce Homo how he had, in the past, created his 

own misery from a failure to realize his desire for true freedom: ". . . by tenaciously 

clinging for years to al1 but intolerable situations. places. apartments, and society, 

merely because they happened to be given by accident: it was better than changing 

them, than feeling that they could be changed -- than rebelling against them" (GM 

231). Hence, Nietzsche's advice for stronger natures is that they must give as much 

attention to their spiritual health as possible. A failure to do so will result in the 

individual's alienation from his true physiological being and consequently he will fall 

into one (or both) of the conditions of thwarted will to power. 

Nietzsche appears be a misogynist. In Ecce Homo Nietzsche describes both his 

relation to "women" and his impression of "woman" (GM 267). Leading his 

pronouncements is his speculation that he is "perhaps" the first psychologist of the 

"eternally ferninine" (GM 266). Secondly, that as a Dionysus figure, son of Demeter, 

he "knows" women, as part of his "Dionysian dowry" (GM 266-7). Thirdly, that the 

heroic or true woman is a "clever," "dangerous, creepy subterranean little beast" who 

destroys; and fourthly, that "good35 nature in a woman is a fom of degeneration . . . 

35. Nietzsche here means "good" in a Victorian moral sense. 
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Nietzsche seems to defy the label of misogynist, however, when he qualifies his 

fourth point: "Woman, the more she is a woman, resists rights in general hand and 

foot: after all, the state of nature, the eternal war between the sexes, gives her by far 

the first rank" (GM 267). The following statement further qualifies his third point: "The 

strength required for the vision of the most powerful reality is not only compatible with 

the most powerful strength for action, for monstrous action -- for crime -- it even 

presupposes it" (GM 246). That is, it is "wornan" who will bring hope to humanity, by 

bearing Ybermench who will embody the 'transvaluation of al1 valuesn. 

Moreover, a "physiologically askew" woman can be "cured" of her condition by 

exploiting her greatest resource for developing will to power -- childbearing: "Has rny 

answer been heard to the question how one cures a woman -- 'redeems' her? One 

gives her a child. Woman needs childrenn (GM 267). As well, the heroic woman is a 

destroyer because "a man is for her always only a means: thus spoke Zarathustra" 

(GM 267). Hence, Nietzsche asserts that the true woman is stronger than any man 

and thus is a destroyer of men ("a man is for her always only a means") and a 

destroyer of Man (that is, of patriarchal, cultural values). The "physiologically askew" 

woman can be cured of her condition by having a baby: this action increases her will 

to power. It would seern then, the subterfuge of his writing notwithstanding, that 

Nietzsche's texts reveal a favourable opinion of a distinctive type of women (GM 

266).36 Therefore, one can credibly argue that Nietzsche paradoxically discusses the 

role of "woman" and "womenn in order to demonstrate that the woman who will bear 

the Ubermench must be herself capable of "monstrous action," and already a 

transvaluator of values, especially as she must produce offspring that will be strong 

36. Üsa Zucher has asserted that Nietzsche has "... a horror of the ferninine potential for submissive 
weakness" for "Wihout the reserve implicit in Nietzsche's notion of amor fati, fernale instabiliîy is the 
parasite which preys on his dialectic, preventing it from maintaining its control of fate" (92-3). 
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246). 

Humanity's collectivization into societies resulted in bad conscience or unhealthy 

will to power (that Nietzsche also labels ressentiment 1. Conversely, a healthy wilf to 

power is achieved through a metaphysical construct Nietzsche calls the eternal 

recurrence: an artistic cosmology of death that strengthens one for life. Moreover, 

Nietzsche's view of woman as having "by far the first rank" suggests that the heaîihy 

woman destroys both men and Man, and in doing so, creates physical life: the fruition 

of female will to power (GM 267). This is sol for Nietzsche, because the chiid is the 

manifestation of "new valuesn (TSZ 27). 

As mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, Forster presents a creative 

metaphysics, rooted in the idea of a "return," that celebrates the present. Forster adds 

to this equation a total acceptance and celebration of one's life: an attitude that is 

reflected not in the rnaterial aspects of Art, but rather, in the metaphysically created 

aspects of existence. Using a Nietzschean reading of the novel, this analysis will begin 

with the fate of Leonard Bast. 

Forster's depiction of Leonard Bast is one of an almost perfect ambivalence. The 

author does make us sympathize with Leonard, but h e  also demonstrates the reason 

for his destruction: a weak spirit, or what Nietzsche would cal1 a deprived metabolism. 

Bast is a descendant from the wave of individuals who migrated to the city from the 

country during the industrial revolution. His difficulties are described by Forster from 

the start: T h e  boy,37 Leonard Bast, stood at the extreme verge of gentility. . . . He knew 

that he was poor, and would admit it; he would have died sooner than confess any 

inferiority to the rich" (43). Hence, at first, Forster describes to us a character that could 

be Stephen Wonharn. However, the novelist qualifies his characterization subtly: "This 

37. One should remember Forster's final surnmary of George Emerson as a "boy" when reading this 
passage. That is, it foreshadows his inability to embrace his will to power. 
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doubt of it. He was not as courteous as the average man, nor as intelligent, nor as 

healthy, nor as lovable" (43). Forster then establishes the biggest difference between 

Stephen and Leonard: "His mind and his body had been alike underfed, because he 

was poor, and because he was modern they were always craving food, better food" 

(43). That is, Leonard suffers from being "modem." 

Forster also suggests that Leonard is an analogue for fallen Man. Bast is not the 

disobedient Adam, however: rather, his fa11 from grace has indirectly resulted because 

of 'Democracyn: "Had he lived some centuries ago, in the brightly coloured civilizations 

of the past, he would have had a definite status, his rank and his income would have 

corresponded. But in his day the angel of Democracy had arisen" (43). Further, 

Forster tells us that Leonard "stands on the verge of gentility," because "he was 

obliged to assert gentility, lest he slipped into the abyss where nothing counts, and the 

staternents of Democracy are inaudiblen (43). Hence, the novelist presents us with a 

paradoxical equation. Leonard is literally damned because of his economic position, 

but he is also figuratively damned because he follows the social conditioning that he 

has been taught. He must follow this social code: otherwise (again, ironically), he 

cannot be saved by the "angel of Democracyn that has resigned him to his pitiful 

existence in the first place. It is credible then, that Bast's inability to assert his 

individuality could well be explained by what Nietzsche calls an anemic metabolism -- 
an analogue for frustrated will to power. 

Nietzsche maintains that two of the results of impeded will to power are resentment 

and bad conscience. Bast's bad conscience is evident in his relationship with the 

Schlegel sisters (the term here denotating one's sense of being inferior to others). 

Bast continues his conversation (and consequently, his fatal relationship) with the 

Schlegel sisters because he purports to be something he is not: an individual of their 



person he is not.38 Rather than enjoying his time with the Schlegels for what it is - an 

exchange of knowledge or a potential friendship -- Leonard construes it as evidence 

that he is superior to his social standing. (One should here remember Forster's earlier 

comment, "But he was inferior") (43). 

Leonard's discussion of literature and music with Helen and Margaret at Wickham 

Place, shows up his dilettantism in life and literature. Posing as someone he is not, his 

shortcomings become almost comic, and Leonard's inability to separate the 

Transcendentalism of Henry David Thoreau from the imperialistic fantasy of Robert 

Louis Stevenson is just one aspect of this. His reading of the art critic John Ruskin is 

used by Forster to point to his "imaginative poverty" (146). Margaret "wonders" when 

she first discourses with Bast "whether it paid to give up the glory of the animal for a 

tailcoat and a few ideas" (1 13). As well, Margaret's observation of Leonard also 

defines his dilettantism: "She knew this type very well -- the vague aspirations, the 

mental dishonesty, the familiarity with the outsides of books" (1 13). 

Thus, Leonard's attempt to sound clever in naming the playwright Henrik Ibsen, 

(when speaking to Margaret at Wickham Place) starkly reveals his ignorance of both 

Ibsen and literature in general: " 'One can see,' he remarked, adding, 'As Ibsen says, 

"things happen" (138). Bast does not realize that the quotation, when exarnined in 

context, mocks him: an ironic blunder that is revisited when later he and Helen discuss 

Nietzsche. In Act Four of Ibsen's play, An Enemv of the People, Dr.Stockmann states 

"But that's how it goes when plebeian descent is still in one's limbs and one has not 

worked them self up to spiritual nobility" (98). It would seem then, that Forster changed 

Ibsen's "that's how it goesn to "tings happenn in order to illuminate Bast's ignorance. 

38. Forster describes the masquerading quality of Bast's character when narrating his departure from 
Wickham Place. He relates that Bast wears a hat that is too big for him, and consequentfy rnakes him look 
like a fool. Further, Forster tells his reader, "Thus equipped, he escaped criiicism" (1 22). 
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"plebeian" Iike himself. 

Bast's dilettantism indicates his need to fabricate for his life a social merit that it has 

not. His behaviour in this regard is well explained by the guilt caused by bad 

conscience. In consequence, Bast segregates the differing aspects of his life into the 

two categories of "Romancen and "squalor" (120). Forster tells his reader that Leonard 

"did not want Romance to collide with the Porphyrion, still less with Jacky" (120). Bast 

can only play this escapist game of self-deception by keeping art and life distinct and 

separate. For example, to Leonard, the Schlegel sisters are the "denizens of 

Romance, who must keep to the corner he had assigned them, pictures that must not 

walk out of their framesn (120). In contrast, when asked by the Schlegels what role he 

fils in his Company, "He was tempted to Say that he knew nothing about the thing at 

all" (137). Hence, Forster's ambivalent picture of Leonard reveals why Bast deserves 

his final fate; he uses art to hide from life, rather than as an impetus to life. 

It is evident that Bast stays in his marriage simply out of a sense of duty (or more 

precisely, guilt) towards his wife and therefore projects his own hatred of himself ont0 

Jacky. Forster tells us that "His had scarcely been a tragic marriage. Where there is no 

money and no inclination to violence tragedy cannot be generated. He could not leave 

his wife and he did not want to hit her. . . . Petulance and squalor were enough" (1 20). 

Hence, Leonard stays in his sterile marriage because of his guilt towards Jacky. 

Leonard's resentment of Jacky is best evidenced in his use of Margaret's card as a 

bookmark for his book of Ruskin. This action suggests that both the book and 

Margaret are part of the world of "romance" of which he wants so badly to be part. 

More irnportantly, however, he wants Jacky to see the card; he wants her to know that 

he is better than she is. Forster tells his reader, 

[Leonard's] behaviour over Margaret's visiting card had been typical. 
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and left it lying about. Jacky found it and then began, "What's the card, 

eh?" "Yes, don't you wish that you knew what that card was?" "Len, who's 

Miss Schlegel?" etc. Months passed, and the card now as a joke, now 

as a grievance, was bandied about getting dirtier and dirtier. . . . Why did 

he not Say, "A lady took my umbrellan? Because Jacky would have 

disbelieved hirn? Partly, but chiefly because he was sentimental. No 

affection gathered around the card, but it symbolized the life of culture 

that Jacky should never spoit. (120-1) 

Thus, Leonard is aware of how Jacky will react in this regard. Ironically, Leonard has 

such a tow opinion of himself, that the only way he can prove to Jacky that he is in fact 

better than she is, is to provide what he thinks is evidence of it. Forster thus reveals a 

truly malignant aspect to Bast's character through his depiction of their "marriagen: 

Leonard stays with Jacky simply because regardless of how inferior he understands 

himself to be, Jacky will always be of an even lower stature because of her 

dependence on him. As Forster later reveals, "Unmarried Leonard would never have 

begged; he would have flickered out and died. But the whole of life is mixed. He had to 

provide for Jacky, and went down dirty paths that she might have a few feathers and 

the dishes of food that suited her" (31 6). 

Although Bast wants to be someone he is not, he is al1 too aware of the difference 

between himself and those he attempts to emulate. Moreover, his obsession with the 

material aspects of life prevent him from establishing any real sense of self worth. This 

aspect of his character is most pointedly revealed in chapter twenty-seven when he 

and Helen are talking in her hotel room. That Leonard and Helen resent Mr. Wilcox is 

explicitly revealed in their discussion of the "superman" (232). Forster's contrast 

between the pair is, in effect, the major contrast of the novel. Helen is freed from her 
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sublimating the material to the metaphysical.39 In fact, even as Helen tries to touch 

Bast with her spiritual enlightenrnent, he is actually still considering whether Mr. Wilcox 

will hire him. That Bast could beg a man like Henry for a job after Henry has been part 

of Jacky's degradation is ultimately revealing: it demonstrates both Bast's resentment 

towards his wife and his bad conscience. 

Nietzsche has argued that the individual with bad conscience inevitably destroys 

himself. Indeed, this is precisely the case with Leonard after his brief affair with Helen. 

He breaks down emotionally as a resuft of two factors, each of which falls into the 

consequences of bad conscience: his refusal to take Helen's money (explained very 

well by his resentment-idealization of her) and his inability to accept that he did 

nothing wrong with Helen (guilt). 

Following their brief sexual encounter, Helen goes to Germany while Leonard 

focuses on the negative implications of his actions. As Forster rnakes clear, it is 

Leonard's idealization of both Helen herself,do and his affair with her, that brings about 

his downfall. Leonard creates his rnisery by refusing to see both Helen's actions and 

her money for what in fact they are - pity - because admitting this truth would inevitably 

mean having to admit that he is no better than Jacky. Forster tells us that Leonard 

"could not see that the girl was desperately righting herself, and trying to Save 

something out of the disaster, if it was only five thousand pounds. But he had to live 

somehow. He turned to his family, and degraded himself to a professional beggar. 

There was nothing else for him to don (314). Leonard's self-imposed decision to 

"degrade" himself to the status of a social parasite is a result of his guilt, a guilt that in 

turn derives frorn his moral assertion that what he did was a "sin": Leonard "saw 

39. This scene will be examineci in much greater detail when lhis analysis discusses Helen. 
40. Forster's description of Bast's idealization of Helen sounds rnuch like that of Cecil Vyse's towards Lucy: 
"It was as if some work of art had been broken by him, some picture in the National Gallery slashed out of its 
frame" (31 4) 
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would suddenly cry out, 'Brute -- you brute, I couldn't have --' and be rent into two 

people who held dialogues" (313). Bast's self-degredation further reveals his truly 

dysfunctional grasp for power: by having others resent him. he attempts to secure from 

those stronger than him, their power. 

Although the reader rnay be tempted ta sympathize with Leonard's behaviour, 

Forster's narrative cues demonstrate that sympathy is not what is intended: "Of al1 

means to regeneration, Remorse is surely the most wasteful" (31 3). Forster 

emphasizes that Bast's guilt is at the root of his psychological difficulties: "He had done 

wrong -- that was the true terror. . . . He re-entered St. Paul'sn (316). Forster's 

connecting of Bast's need to "confess" to Margaret for his sins against Helen suggests 

the manner in which the author links Christian morality to suicide: 

The sight of Margaret turned rernorse into new new channels. He desired 

to confess, and though the desire is proof of a weakened nature, which is 

about to lose the essence of human intercourse, it did not take an ignoble 

form. He did not suppose that confession would bring him happiness. It 

was rather that he yearned to get clear of the tangle. So does the suicide 

yearn. The impulses are akin, and the crime of suicide lies in its disregard 

for the feelings of those whom we leave behind. (316-17) 

That Forster insists "the impulses" of suicide and confession "are akin" explains why 

Bast should no2 be pitied: his already frail spiritual life has become infected and, 

consequently, he uses the metaphysical to damn hirnself, rather than help hirn (31 6). 

Further, the author's later commentary demonstrates (again ironically) how 

Leonard's obsession with sin is the weakness stopping him from achieving salvation: 

To Leonard, intent on private sin, there came the conviction of innate 

goodness elsewhere. It was not the optimisrn which he had been 
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stalk over the universe before joy can be purged of the superficial. It 

was rather paradoxical, and arose from his sorrow. Death destroys a 

man, but the idea of Death saves hirn -- that is the best account of it that 

has been given. (320-1 ) 

Forster fuses various ideas into this commentary. Leonard, who is "intent on sin," 

contemplates that there may be "innate goodness elsewhere" -- i.e., in the Afterlife. 

Forster qualifies his statement, however, by explaining that it is "not the optimisrn 

which he had been taught at school," (i.e., Christianity) but some other type of 

spirituality. - 

This other type of metaphysical belief contains the same motifs that the author has 

developed from the fifth chapter on: the return ("Again and againn) the "goblinsn and 

the "idea of Death." It is hardly a coincidence then, that Helen realizes the 

monumental significance of her metaphysical idealization at precisely the same time 

that Bast cannot stop bemoaning his economic situation. Further, his obsession with 

his "sinn results in a brutal and symbolic consequence: as soon as Bast has confessed 

to Margaret -- " 'Mrs. Wilcox' said Leonard, '1 have done wrong'. The man took him by 

the collar and cried, 'Bring me a stick' " Chartes unwittingly kills hirn (321). That 

Charles's name is not mentioned demonstrates that Leonard is being punished by the 

society that he will not give up, even to the point of death. 

Interestingly, during this pivota1 scene, the author reintroduces Bast's dilettantism, 

symbolically reinforcing the fact that Leonard's inability to truly appreciate Art 

(literature) is what destroys him: "A stick, very bright descended. It hurt him, not where 

it descended but in his heart. Books fell over hirn in a shower. Nothing had sensen 

(321). Hence, one could argue credibly that Bast is destroyed by his inability to 

escape the external (tumed internai) forces of his life. 



much like her sister Margaret, especially in their initial attraction to the Wilcox men41 

and in their concern for universal suffrage. This is not to Say, however, that the 

Schlegel sisters are exact replicas of one another; rather. they are more like two 

distinctive sides of the same coin. Forster depicts Helen as temperamental and 

stubborn, and her sister as controlled and responsible. However, Helen develops in 

the course of the novel and becomes the woman she needs to be. Forster 

foreshadows this development of Helen's through her strange and mysterious 

interpretation of Beethoven's Fifth. 

As is often the case with Forster, insight is given to the individual through music 

(Lucy Honeychurch'ç later freedom is foreshadowed by her ability to play Beethoven 

well). Helen would seem to be promised a type of redemption by Forster because she 

comprehends music in such a distinct manner. Although Helen's erratic behaviour 

and flights of fancy during "the most sublime noise that ever penetrated into the ear of 

man" (Beethoven's Fifth) make her appear like a hysterical female, her creative 

interpretation of the music gives her an abstract insight into social life and existence 

(29). lmpassioned by the music, Helen whispers to her aunt, " 'Now cornes the 

wonderful movement: first of al1 the goblins, and then a trio of elephants dancing' " 

(30). Although she tries to narrate the experience to her aunt, she is unsuccessful: 

"No; look for the part where you think you have done with the goblins and 

they corne backn breathed Helen, as the music started with a goblin walking 

quietly over the universe, from end to end. Others followed him. They were 

not aggressive creatures; it was that that made them so terrible to Helen. 

41. One should note how Helen's "giving inD' to the Wilcox men sounds very rnuch like the attitude of Ruth 
Wilcox and bter Margaret: Helen "had liked giving in to Mr. Wilcox . . . she had liked being told that her 
notions of life were sheltered or academic; that Equality was nonsense, Votes for Women nonsense, 
Socialism nonsense, Art and Literature, except when conducive to strengthening the character 
nonsense" (21). 
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or heroism in the world. After the interlude of elephants dancing, they returned 

and made the observation for the second tirne. Helen could not contradict 

them, for, once at al1 events, she had felt the same, and had seen the 

reliable walls of youth collapse. Panic and emptiness! Panic and emptiness! 

The goblins were right. (30-1) 

Thus, Helen is returned by the music to the 'panic" that she had seen in the eyes of 

Paul Wilcox as he childishly quivered in front of his family (23). 

Forster's description of the concert then, suggests that there is a symbolic joining of 

the two creators made evident to this point: Beethoven and Ruth Wilcox, as the creator 

that had dispelled the "panic and emptiness" at Howards End, was the latter (23). In 

this situation, "Beethoven took hold of the goblins and made them do what he wanted" 

(31). As if confirming the validity of Helen's insight into the Wilcoxes, Forster notes, " . . 
. the goblins really had been there. They might return -- and they did. It was as if the 

splendeur of life might boil over and waste to steam and froth. In its dissolution one 

heard the terrible, ominous note, and goblin, from end to end. Panic and emptiness. . ." 
(31). Hence, a second moment is foreshadowed for Helen, whereby someone such as 

"Beethoven [would] cho[o]se to make alright again" (31). By adjoining the "Panic and 

emptiness" of the Paul Wilcox episode to that of Beethoven's music, Forster 

foreshadows the crises that are to occur in the novel. However, he also reminds his 

reader that there is hope, a hope invested in a "returnn: "and amid vast roarings of 

superhuman joy. [Beethoven] led his Fifth to its conclusion. But the goblins were there. 

They could return. He had said so bravely, and that is why one can trust Beethoven 

when he says other things" (31-2). Hence, Forster connects two symbols in his 

narrative, the "panic and emptiness" and the "return." tikewise, Forster is also 

suggesting that, like Beethoven, we can "trust" Ruth Wilcox when she "says other 
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In a parallel manner to Lucy's, Helen's insight into the music gives her an abstract 

sense of knowledge that is not immediately transformed into wisdorn. Where in the 

case of Lucy, this knowledge had to be made into wisdom about her desire, in Helen, it 

is something quite different. For example, Helen's excitable nature leads her into 

trouble when later she attempts, in the words of Parkinson, "to espouse the cause of 

Leonard Bast . . . in her enthusiasm for bringing home to the now detested Wilcoxes 

their social responsibilitiesn (61). Forster demonstrates that some of Helen's actions 

are disastrous, regardless of her intentions or justification. It is Helen's attempt to 

make Henry suffer for the Basts' demise (a punishment that perhaps he should serve) 

that results in the gross embarrassrnent of the Basts at Edie's wedding. It is not until 

the aftermath of the wedding however, that Helen wonders why she brought the Basts 

to the wedding in the first place: "Helen began to wonder why she had spent a matter 

of eight pounds in making some people il1 and others angryn (231). 

It is revealing that Helen reflects on her actions in this manner at the beginning of 

chapter twenty-seven. This chapter is particularly important, not simply because the 

narrative includes the name "Nietzsche," but because the chapter is calibrated in 

Forster's manipulation of the events that occur around Nietzsche's idea of the 

Ubermench, here translated as "supermann (232). As earlier mentioned, Furbank 

cornprehends "Forster's schemen (to characterize the successful individual) to mean 

those that can Say "1" (CE 40). What Furbank may have overlooked however, is the 

fact that Forster first introduces the issue of those who can Say "1" earlier in the text 

(139). Helen and Leonard had a conversation over the word "1" immediately following 

Bast's conversation with Margaret about literature at Wickham Place. There Forster 

makes it plain that Bast is ignorant of what the term actually rneans. One should keep 

this in mind when reading chapter twenty-seven. The novelist implies the ignorance of 



As the chapter opens, Helen is meditating upon what could have prompted her to 

transport the Basts to Evie's wedding: she initially cannot understand her own action 

(231). As Helen and Leonard discuss the injustice of a world that embraces men like 

Mr. Wilcox and denigrates individuals like the Basts, Helen brings up the term 

"superman" (232). Helen understands the word to be a term for an industrialist, as her 

castigation of Pierpont Morgan makes clear (232). Further, Helen admits that she 

resents or "blamesn "men" for the problems of the Basts (234). In this manner, Forster 

connects Helen's definition of Nietzsche's "supermann (as a power that controls 

others) to her "blaming" of industrialists (like Wilcox and unlike Nietzsche's real 

definition of Ubermench) for what has happened to Leonard. 

Aside from the biting irony that Forster devises in the scene (i.e., Helen's inability to 

see how she is much more to blarne for Leonard's position than Henry is), the author 

informs us that Bast "never got on to Nietzschen (232).42 The conversation changes, 

however, after Helen opens the blinds to her hotel room. There Helen seems to have 

some sort of an epiphany. for when she "returnsn to Leonard her talk of "Nietzschen 

and "honesty" ends (232, 234). 

From here on, Helen focuses on spiritual issues rather than on economic ones. Her 

urging that Leonard rnaintain his integrity, however, only prompts him to reveal his 

cowardice. He states: 

Walking is well enough when a man's in work . . . Oh, I did talk a lot of 

nonsense once, but there's nothing like a bailiff in the house to drive it 

out of you. When I saw him fingering my Ruskins and Stevensons, I 

seemed to see life straight real, and it isn't a pretty sight. My books are 

42. It is through this demonstration of Bast's ignorance that Forster again takes us back to the earlier scene 
at Wickham Place (1 39). More importantly, Bast's comment echoes a poem writîen by Forster in 1902 
where the last line ends, "And every nawy has his pocket Nietzsche" (Fuhank 1,100). Interestingly, Bast 
is a "nawy" who "Never got on to Nietzsche" because he does not have his "pocket Nietzsche". 
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I shan't ever again think night in the woods is wonderful. (235) 

WhiIe Bast reinforces his assertion that life's happiness is directly proportional to one's 

wealth ("1 seemed to see life straight real"), Helen is dwelling on the spiritual. Hence, 

Forster divides, rather than "connects" the pair over the agon between the material and 

the metaphysical. (This is important because it foreshadows the sarne agon dividing 

Henry and Margaret). 

Helen's epiphany clarifies the mythical wisdom she was given earlier at the 

Beethoven concert. Slowly revealing the spiritual truth ingrained in her ideas, Forster 

narrates in plain language what he earlier revealed in abstract symbology: ". . . to 

Helen the paradox became clearer and clearer. 'Death destroys a man: the idea of 

Death saves him.' Behind the coffins and the skeletons that stay the vulgar mind lies 

something so immense that al1 that is great in us responds to it" (234). Forster's earlier 

"panic and emptinessn and the "returnn now seern evidently to be joined in his text to 

"Death destroys a man: the idea of Death saves hirn." As the Wilcox men's attitude has 

now been analogued to "panic and emptinessn or "Death," the "idea of Death" would 

surely relate to the "retumn of the creator: Beethoven (or as earlier demonstrated, 

Ruth). 

ln effect, Helen's realization about "Death" gives her wisdom about the relation 

between the material and the metaphysical, or as Alan Friedman suggests, Helen 

"loves death because it validates lifen (107). Curiously, although Helen did not 

understand the difference between "superman" and Ubermench before opening the 

blinds to her hotel room, she does now. lt is likely that many people at the turn of the 

century understood Nietzsche's Ubermench to mean an industrialist or militarist 

"superman," as Helen did. However, another meaning of the word denotes the 

metaphysical vision that is required for the strong individual to overcome the fact of 
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facet of individual overcoming is self-control, for one's control of others is evidence of a 

weak nature. The true Ubermench does not create a state nor does he control others, 

for this would mean that one derives one's power from external sources; rather, he 

embraces the Dionysian character of existence and redeems himself by accepting the 

"eternal recurrence": an idea that very much parallels Forster's "the idea of Death." 

Moreover, Forster Iâter contrasts the common "yeomen" to the "the Imperial" or 

"super-yeomen" (320). He describes the latter in the following manner: "lt breeds as 

quickly as the yeoman, and as soundlessly; strong is the temptation to acclaim it as the 

super-yeoman who carries his country's virtue overseas. But the lmperialist is not what 

he thinks or seems. He is a destroyer. He prepares the way for cosmopolitanism, and 

though he may be fulfilled the earth that he will inherit will be gray" (320). That is, 

Forster summarizes the "super-yeomann as a material "destroyer," who "prepares the 

wayn for mediocrity ("cosmopolitanism"), making it clear that he denigrates the 

individual who derives his power solely from the control of others. Furthermore, 

Forster qualifies his earlier point about Bast's "m~dernism.~ As we know that Bast's 

spiritual weakness or "modernismn is created by "super-yeomann like Mr. Wilcox. we 

are also made to realize that the individual must sublimate the physical to the 

metaphysical, the seen to the unseen. In this light, Helen's realization about "Death" is 

pivotal for Bast although he cannot even understand why: he more than any character 

desperately needs a spiritual basis for his pathetic life. As he cannot escape from his 

economic depression. however, Helen's last comment to Bast in chapter twenty-seven, 

is fiercely ironic: " 'So never give in' " (236).43 

Helen's affair with Bast has two results: a baby and Leonard's death (that Leonard 

43. Leonard and Helen's relationship is described well by the following passage of Nietzsche's: "Born of 
weakness, ressentiment is m s t  harmful for the weak thernselves. Conversely, given a rich nature, it is a 
superfluous feeling; mastering this feeling is virtually what proves riches'' (GM 231) 
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Wilcoxes is subdued after she has accepted a belief that sublimates the externat to the 

spiritual, and Forster figuratively links Helen's spiritual awakening to her pregnancy. 

Hence, Helen fulfils al1 of the Nietzschean stipulations for a woman's behaviour. One 

could therefore argue that Helen is cured of her resentment after she has taken hold of 

the two elements in her life that Nietzsche stipulates must be embraced if the strong 

woman is to heighten her 'will to power". Hence, one could Say, as it were, that 

Nietzsche "knows" Helen (GM 266). 

Shrewdly, by pervading his novel with these abstract motifs, Forster illuminates an 

allegory about the importance of a non-Christian metaphysical belief in personal 

salvation. Furthermore, by making the "retum" an instrumental factor of this 

metaphysics, he asserts that the creed "must be purged (repeatedly] of the superficial" 

(321). Therefore, Forster is talking about an individual metaphysics, based on a 

"return," that celebrates one's present existence. There is only one more factor that 

needs to be added to this formula. Hence, we will return to this formula when 

examining the conclusion of the novel, and with it, one can start to "connect" the 

various parts of Forster's metaphysics. 

A Nietzschean reading of Margaret is also quite viable. In Nietzsche's terms, 

Margaret is a woman with a strong will to power. Although she does not literally have 

a baby, she is both figuratively linked to Helen's baby and has her own metaphysicat 

"baby," one that allows her to control al1 aspects of reality. Furtherrnore, she does 

destroy Henry, even if it is only in a figurative sense. Hence, in "creatingn the reality of 

the others (as she speculates Ruth has done), she compounds her will to power to its 

greatest extent, making of death Art or "tragedy" (328). 

Though Margaret is twenty-nine when the novel opens, Forster gives us a 

description of her as a "hateful little girl" who at the age of thirteen knew enough about 
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his own mind about England and Germany, or else these do not know the mind of 

God' " (27-8). At twenty-nine, she is seen as "a little hysterical" by her aunt, and 

Forster describes her as 'hot beautiful, not supremely brilliant, but filled with something 

that took the place of both qualities -- something best described as a profound vivacity, 

a continual and sincere response to al1 that she encountered in her path through life" 

(57). Though vivacious, she plays the social game and creates an image for herself 

that Forster suggests is sornewhat fabricated: Yhen, with one of those turns [she] 

convinced her aunt that she was not mad really and convinced others of another type 

that she was not a barren theoristn (7). Hence, Margaret's "hysterian is paradoxically 

both natural and false. 

Margaret is changed, however, after she meets Ruth Wilcox, although it is hard to 

define precisely how, until later in the novel. Parkinson has suggested that although 

Margaret initially appears "to be the half-way between the emotional extremes of 

Helen and the intellectual clarity of Tibby," she "is destined for greater things from the 

moment that Ruth Wilcox invites her to Howards Endn (63). Additionally. what gives 

Margaret her special clarity, is her ability to keep what Helen calls "proportionn (191). 

It is this sense of proportion that Margaret loses through her need to secure a 

home for herself and her siblings. This is evidenced in Margaret's meeting with Henry 

to secure a rental, and returning with an offer of marriage. That she accepts Henry's 

offer without loving him is evidence of her having lost this sense of proportion. 

Curiously however, Margaret's sublimation to the masterly ways of Henry Wilcox, 

echoes that of Ruth, and also that of her sister Helen at the opening of the novel. 

Forster's description of Margaret's and Henry's relationship reveals an equality of 

strength between the pair, although Margaret's strength differs from that of her 

husband (179-80). A "younger woman would have resented his masterly ways," but 
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out of strength (179). And though she "disdains the heroic outfit," Margaret is still a 

warrior, albeit a warrior of a subversive type (179). Margaret "approves" of what she 

finds in the "depths of his soul" because what she discovers is both his love of contest 

and what is later defined as Henry's weakness: his "obtuseness" (183). Hence, 

although he is a worthy opponent, he is one that can be beaten. Margaret, whom the 

author defines as "garrulousIn44 misleads Henry: "much as she had misled her auntn 

(1 80). Consequently, Henry underestimates Margaret, mistaking "her fertility for 

weakness," a mistake that costs him everything by the time the novel closes (180). 

Having irnplied differences between Margaret and Henry, Forster then explicitly 

defines how Margaret and Henry's philosophies of life differ: 

It did not seem so difficult. She need not trouble him with no gift of 

her own. She would only point out the salvation that was latent in 

his own soul, and in the sou1 of every man. Only connect! That was 

the whole of her sermon. Only connect the prose and the passion, 

and both will be exalted, and human love will be seen at its height. 

Live in fragments no longer. Only connect, and the beast and the 

monk, robbed of the isolation that is life to either will die. . . . But she 

failed. For there was one quality in Henry for which she was never 

prepared: his obtuseness. He simply did not notice things. (1 83) 

It is clear that Forster's phrase, "notice things," has both figurative and literal meanings. 

For it is those in this novel who do "notice things" that, in the end, reign victorious at 

Howards End. In these terms, Henry's failure to acknowledge a contrary view of the 

worid (Le., the metaphysical) results in his later attempt to punish (or at least castigate) 

Helen; his lack of spiritual insight in turn results in his own demise at Howards End. 

44. Nietzsche's Zarathustra refers to himself as "ganulous" (TSZ 141). 
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"obtuseness" that seals his downfall. Forster cements this formula with another of his 

magnificent ironies: Henry's attempt to trap Helen results in his being trapped 

hirnself.45 For it is Henry's trap that makes his utter "obtuseness" plain to Margaret 

(183). Further, his attempt to punish Helen ends with his "hypocritical lie" about his 

own affair with Jacky (305). Margaret literally screams at him: 

"Not any more of this!" she cried. "You shall see the connection if it kilts you, 

Henry! You have had a mistress -- I forgave you. My sister has a lover -- you 

drive her from the house. Do you see the connection? Stupid, hypocritical, 

cruel -- oh, contemptible! -- a man who insults his wife when she is alive and 

cants with her memory when she's dead. A man who ruins a woman for 

his pleasure, and casts her off to ruin other men. And gives bad financial 

advice, and then says that he is not responsible. These men are you. You 

can't recognize them, because you cannot connect. I've had enough of 

your unweeded kindness. I've spoilt you long enough. All your life you 

have been spoilt. Mrs. Wilcox spoiled you. No one has ever told you what 

you are -- muddled, criminally muddled. Men like you Wear repentance as 

a blind, so don't repent. Only Say to yourself: 'What Helen has done, I've 

done'. (305) 

It is extremely suggestive that in the original manuscript, Forster had included in this 

speech the following line, " 'You shall connect if I kill you' " [italics mine] (MHE 31 3). 

Although Forster toned down this violence in Margaret's castigation of Henry, it still 

dernonstrates that Henry is figuratively "dead" as the novel closes and not merely 

"recovering" as Parkinson suggests (65). Hence, it is Henry's refusal to accept the 

45. Nietzsche's definition of moralii fis Henry's hypocrisy towards Helen well: "Morality -- the idiosyncrasy 
of a decadent, with the ulterior motive of revenging oneself against life -- successfully. I attach value to this 
definition" (GM 333). 
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understanding of existence) that destroys him. 

Seen in this way. it is hardly surprising that just as Helen has had to break Leonard, 

Margaret should have to break Henry, and Charles's indictrnent for manslaughter 

becomes the instrument by which this becomes possible: " 'Manslaughter,' repeated 

Mr. Wilcox. 'Charles may go to prison. 1 dare not tell him. I don? know what to do -- 
what to do. I'm broken -- I'm ended' " (331). Likewise, Henry's past arrogance has 

made Margaret unable to empathize with him, and she refuses to feel pity for him: "No 

sudden warmth arose in her. She did not see that to break him was her only hope. 

She did not enfold the sufferer in her arms" (331). Most importantly, however, Forster 

explains that Margaret has had to "break" Henry because his destruction ensures her 

"fertility": "But all through that day and the next a new liie began to move" (331). 

It is clear that Margaret's "fertilityn is in some way linked to Ruth Wilcox, and to her 

transformation into the new reigning matriarch of Howards End. Interestingly, Ruth 

Wilcox fuifils al1 of Nietzsche's requirements for a spiritually healthy "woman." 

Forster's depiction of Ruth Wilcox presents her as a woman with a type of epherneral 

quality who loves her family, but cares little for the details of life that concern such 

things as sexual equality and universal suffrage. Forster describes her this way: "Mrs. 

Wilcox had no idea; she paid little attention to grounds. She was not intellectual, nor 

even alert, and it was odd that, al1 the same, she should give the idea of greatnessn 

(73). Forster rnakes it explicit that Ruth "should give the idea of greatness," but does 

not clarify the reason for this "greatness." 

Compounding the difficulty of understanding a character such as Ruth Wilcox is 

what could be described as her sense of "prophesy." In Chapter Eight. Margaret and 

Mrs. Wilcox meet socially for the first time and in the course of their discussion, agree 

that it would be better if Helen and Paul did not see each other again. Curiously, Mrs. 



being told, about Paul and Helen's affair; she says only, "There is nothing to be gained 

by discussing that" (66).46 Ruth's unexplainable knowledge of the situation becomes 

even more baffling when later she questions Margaret regarding her sister Helen: "The 

question was repôated: '1 hope that your sister is safe in Germany by 

now' " (71). The question is baffling because it foreshadows Helen's second visit to 

Germany after the Bast affair. For then, much more than at the present time, is Helen's 

"safetyn in question. Hence. Forster creates in the character of Ruth Wilcox an 

individual who seerningly has prophetic powers. 

Irnmediately thereafter, the author presents Mrs. Wilcoxes's ambivalent attitude 

toward politics. In the course of their discussion, Ruth repudiates Margaret's assertion 

that a house "standsn by its discussion, rather than by "bricks and mortar"; Mrs. Wilcox 

states: "It cannot stand without them," adding "and I sometimes think that it is wiser to 

leave action and discussion to men" (74). This statement is not met by Margaret, the 

twenty-nine year old blue-stocking, with approval. Ruth Wilcox's next statement, 

however, is shocking: " '1 never follow any arguments. I am only too thankful not to 

have the vote myself' " (75). Margaret questions the older lady, believing that she has 

merely not contemplated the idea of equality thoroughly: " 'We didn't mean the vote, 

though, did we?' supplied Margaret. 'Aren't we differing on something much wider, 

Mrs. Wilcox? Whether women are to remain what they have been since the dawn of 

history; or whether, since men have moved forward so far, they may move f o m r d  a 

little now' " (75). Mrs. Wilcox merely responds to Margaret, "1 don't know, I donnt 

know" (75). It is this ambivalent ignorance that characterizes Ruth (and later Helen) in 

the novel. In fact, Mrs. Wilcox is distant and removed from most social discourse and 

interaction. Hence, Forster has used the issue of suffrage to contrast the two women. 

46. Fotster had changed an earlier manuscript of the novet so that Mrs. Wilcox would seem prophetic: on 
page 24 of the manuscript version Helen confided in her (MHE 25). 
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these things and yet, it is Ruth who gives "the idea of greatness" (73). Likewise, the 

scene foreshadows how much Margaret will change in the course of the novel. 

The contrast between Margaret and Ruth is intriguing. Initially, the author 

establishes that the two females are quite different. That notwithstanding, it is evident 

by the novel's conclusion that he has configured Margaret from the very beginning of 

the novel as the subsequent matriarch of Howards End. For instance, Margaret later 

cornes to believe that Ruth's spirit is somehow conducting the thoughts and lives of the 

others. After Helen's return to Howards End, Margaret suggests that al1 the events of 

their lives hitherto were unconsciously prescribed by Ruth. She says to Helen, 

I feel that you and l and Henry are only fragments of that woman's mind. 

She knows everything. She is everything. She is the house, and the tree 

that leans over it. People have their own deaths as their own lives, and 

even if there is nothing beyond death we shall differ in our nothingness. 

I cannot believe that knowledge such as hers will perish with knowledge 

such as mine. She knew about realities. She knew when people were in 

love, though she was not in the room. I don? doubt that she knew when 

Henry deceived her. (31 1) 

Margaret suggests not merely that Ruth's spirit has lived on in their lives, but that Ruth 

has actually created her fate and that of her sister. It seems then, that Forster is (at the 

very least) implying that Ruth Wilcox's prophetic power, though it may be unconscious, 

is in some way related to her "greatness," and that this greatness has little to do with 

the material aspects of existence. 

Furthermore, Mrs. Wilcox's "return" to Howards End echoes Nietzsche's idea of the 

"eternal recurrence." Forster's depiction of Ruth's spirit as simultaneously living in 

both Schlegel sisters, as well as Helen's baby, indicateç that she has lived, is living 
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Mrs. Wilcox and Mrs. Moore ( A Passaae to Indial are strange, for both women "attain a 

kind of limbo status; having happened and yet not wholly addressed or 

accommodated, they seem to belong as much to the future as they have to the past" 

(1 09). Moreover, Ruth's perpetuation results from her artistic configuration of the 

rnetaphysical contextualization of existence. As such, she is both eternal destroyer 

and creator. 

Forster suggests in chapter eleven that Howards End is an analogue for the human 

body and spirit. This is indicated by the question that ends the following passage: 

"Howards End was a house: they could not know that to [Ruth] it had been a spirit, for 

which she sought her spiritual heir. And -- pushing one step further in these mists -- 
may they not have decided better than they supposed? Is it credible that the 

possessions of the spirit can be bequeathed to offspring?" (96). Not unlike the 

passage in The Longest Journev about the "coinage of the soul," Forster here 

propagates his creed that an individual's metaphysics must embrace the present, and 

that in fact, this is the only road to personal salvation. As mentioned repeatedly in this 

dissertation, Forster propagates not a Christian metaphysics, but one that has to do 

with the intimate relationship between Nature and humanity. It is for this reason that al1 

of the loudest moments of the novel happen here. Like a sonata, the "rhythmn or 

retuming motifs of the work get louder and louder until they meet here, in Forster's 

concluding chapters, that could be figuratively labelled 'Howards Endn (AN 146). 

Hence, it is at Howards End where logically a new creator will have to put everything 

into "proportion," and we should listen to this creator too, when she "says other things" 

(32) - 
The immortality of Ruth Wilcox's spirit (through the vehicle of Margaret) had already 

been prophezied by another female at Howards End. Mrs. Avery. As well as being the 



I I V U ~ G ~ C G ~ F I ,  IVII a. MVGI y VI  IL^ I IQU I I ~ I  I IU daneu IUI I I I  IIlarrlaytf uy i u r r i  nuwaiu, 

the last of the male Howards (201). After unpacking the Schlegel furniture in the 

farmhouse, Mrs. Avery informs Margaret that she is, at least in one way, identical to 

Ruth: "In fancy of course -- in fancy. You had her way of walking" (199). Margaret 

believes that Mrs. Avery is a little senile and only later realizes her prophetic words: 

"You think that you won't corne back to live here, Mrs. Wilcox but you will . . . You are 

living here now" (269). That is, Margaret, too, has developed an ephemeral "walk" and 

a heightened spirituality. 

Forster also manipulates the particulars of the sisters' mernories so that they seem 

affixed to the farm. This suggests that the manipulation of memory (or the creative 

interpretation of events) is also indicative of prophecy. Coincidentally, Margaret's 

sister, too, cornes to believe that both of them have always been living at the farm: 

" 'Ah, that greengage tree' cried Helen, as if the garden was also part of their 

childhoodn (295). This is augmented by another of Helen's "propheciesn: "The Great 

Wilcox Peril will never return. If I'm certain of anything, it's of thatn; the Schlegel's 

possession of the house makes it true (167). 

Principally, Forster's narrative suggests that the sisters' union. as the two mothers of 

Helen's child, will personify the spirit of Ruth Wilcox. Specificaiiy, the author fuses the 

farm and its tree to the "return" of Helen's music, and in doing so, configure s the 

symbolic identities of al1 three women to both each other and the farm: 

They were silent for a Iittle. It was Helen's evening. . . . The present 

flowed by them like a Stream. The tree rustled. It had made music before 

they were born, and would continue after their deaths, but its Song was of 

the moment. The moment had passed. The tree rustled again. Their senses 

were sharpened and they seemed to apprehend life. Life passed. The tree 

rustled again. (312) 
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Forster utilizes pathetic fallacy to demonstrate that Helen's child will be the 

reincarnation of Ruth's spirit. 

Furthermore, it is Margaret's role as the inheritor of Ruth Wilcox's spirit (or as the 

creator of the beautiful from that which is squalor) that makes of Leonard's death 

"t raged y": 

There was nothing else to be done; the time for telegrams and 

anger was over, and it seemed wisest that the hands of Leonard 

should be folded on his breast and be filled with flowers. Here was 

the father; leave it at that. Let squalor be turned into tragedy, whose 

eyes are the stars, and whose hands hold the sunset and the dawn. (328) 

Hence, Margaret's spiritual redemption of Leonard makes of his "squalor," "tragedy." 

This creativity follows her earlier realization, that she and not Howards End was 

"dead,": both events are indicative of her own rebirth (292).47 Whaf is perhaps most 

important about this passage however, is Forster's inclusion of the last piece to his 

metaphysical paradigm (and subsequent allegory) for the novel. As earlier argued, 

Forster presents a rnetaphysical belief, based on a "return," that celebrates the present 

life. The only thing left is to add Art or creativity to that formula. 

Thus, Forster's metaphysical philosophy in the novel is one that is both creative and 

subtle. He reveals this creed to his audience through subtle vehicfes such as 

prophecy, social hysteria and a distinct type of aloofness that the author defines as 

"greatness." All these factors have to be seen in their proper "proportionw if one is to 

grasp the full scope of Forster's final allegory. Although the author has revealed 

particular information about this allegory, there is one more aspect of it that should be 

considered. It is not necessarily a component of this metaphysics, as much as it is a 

47. Likewise, Helen had previously suggested that the house "kills what is dreadful and makes what is 
beautiful live" (297). Again, Forster makes her prophetic observation come true. 
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conclusion. 

The name of Helen's baby is never given but that the little farm boy's name is "Tom" 

is another subtle play by Forster who returns the last male Howard ('Tom") to the farm 

(340). After Henry has announced to his family his final will and testimony, DolIy 

reminds him of the fact that Margaret was originally to inherit the farm. Henry is 

worried about Margaret discovering what he had kept from her, that she was originally 

to inherit Howards End (displaying once and for ail, how 'broken" he really is) and he 

meekly explains to Margaret, "When she was so il1 and you were so kind to her she 

wanted to make you some return, and not being herself at the time, scribbled Howards 

End on a piece of paper" (340). Henry has not to worry, however, for Margaret simply 

tells him, "Nothing has been done wrongn (340).48 Forster's use of the word "return," 

and Henry's description of Ruth "not being herself" seems more than a fortuitous 

circumstance, especially as this new knowledge only illuminates Margaret's total 

acceptance of life. 

It is evident then, that Margaret and Helen's happiness in their fate, is both the 

redemption of the flux of life and a brave acceptance of life's uncertainty. Both women 

destroy the males in their lives and by doing so bring new life to Howards End. Helen 

and Tom's laughter rings as the novel closes and Helen's final statement - "We've 

seen to the very end, and it'll be such a crop of hay as nevef - demonstrates that Ruth 

Wilcox has been returned to the farm, as Forster has literally made the hay of Howards 

End symbolic of Ruth from the first page of the novel (340,l). And as the sisters 

happily acknowledge that "Nothing has been done wrong," it is evident that they love 

their fate. 

48. This total acceptance of life was foreshadowed by Margaret's earlier realization concerning her 
castigation of Henry: "Now that [Margaret] had time to think over her own tragedy , she was unrepentant. 
She neither forgave hirn for his behaviour nor wished to forgive him. Her speech to him seerned perfect. 
She would not have altered a word (329). 

1 O0 



of Forster's novels. As this examination has tried to demonstrate, Forster presents a 

creative metaphysics, rooted in the idea of a "return," that celebrates the present. 

Forster adds to this equation a total acceptance and celebration of one's life: an 

attitude that is reflected not in the material aspects of Art, but rather, the metaphysically 

created aspects of existence. In effect, this means that Margaret's words concerning 

Ruth's power over "everything" -- 'She knows everything. She is everything" -- do in 

effect corne true by the end of the novel (31 1). And it is also for this reason that Forster 

tells us that this metaphysical philosophy produces "hope [on] this side of the grave; 

there were truer relationships beyond the limits that fetter us now. As a prisoner looks 

up and sees the stars beckoning, so [Margaret], from the turmoil and horror of those 

days, caught glimpses of the diviner wheels" (327). Hence, Forster makes it clear that 

Margaret's spiritual beliefs aid her in understanding that the "truer relationshipsw (Le., 

those with the dead that are what one will become) overcome "the limits that fetter us 

now." 

Thus, Forster presents this artistic configuration of existence as a potential answer 

to a question that he asked earlier -- after the death of Ruth -- concerning the passing 

down of the spirit (96). The author makes it very "crediblew that "possessions of the 

spiritw can be "bequeathed to offspring": in this case, to Margaret, Helen and Helen's 

baby (96). As mentioned earlier, Forster tells us after Henry's demise that Margaret 

"did not see that to break him was her only hope. She did not enfold the sufferer in her 

arms. But al1 through that day and the next a new life began to move" (331). The 

importance of this authorial commentary stems from the fact that Margaret really did 

"break" Henry. As other critics have observed, Margaret does create the situations or, 

as it were, the "reality" that breaks Henry (Barrett 160). For it is Margaret who 

introduces Leonard Bast to Helen, and this initial meeting culminates in Helen's 



letter after the event to Helen, which in turn, makes Helen sleep with Leonard.49 

Further, Margaret's castigation of Henry (that he cannot "connect") makes Henry 

send Charles down to the fam where the latter inadvertently kills Leonard. Charles's 

indictment for manslaughter "breaksn Henry, figuratively destroying him. This is more 

than a fortuitous coincidence. Forster demonstrates through his manipulation of plot 

that Margaret, like Ruth before her, creates a unified reality out of the fragments of 

existence. Likewise, just as Ruth has bequeathed her spirit to Margaret, Margaret will 

bequeath it to Helen's baby. As Parkinson observes, "We come to see that Margaret's 

strength does not arise from being half-way between anything; it arises from her own 

unique individuality. . . . She is what Helen recognizes at one of the crises of the novel 

as 'always Meg' . . . a person with an inner life that affects the outer, a person with a 

spiritual identityn (63). 

As mentioned earlier, Parkinson suggests that it is the farm's spirit that controls the 

lives of those who interact with Howards End (56 ). However, this analysis has 

suggested that in fact it was the spirit of Ruth who configured the events of the 

Schlegel sisters' lives. Indeed, as Forster tells us, Margaret does transform into Ruth, 

but only after she has learned to create and configure the material reality around her 

through the metaphysical: 

At such moments the sou1 retires within, to float upon the bosom of a 

deeper Stream, and has communion with the dead, and sees the glory 

of the world not diminished, but different in kind to what she supposed. 

She alters her focus until trivial things are blurred. Margaret had been 

tending this way al1 winter. Leonard's death brought her to her goal. 

Alas! that Henry should fade away as reality emerged, and only her love 

49.-~his observation was made by Elizabeth Barrett. It is her description of the "Wilcoxean" letter that is 
quoted (1 60). 
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rescue out of dreams. With unfaltering eye she traced his future. (329) 

Forster makes it clear that Margaret has learned to sublimate the material to the 

metaphysical and that the process is a perceptual one. As well, Forster demonstrates 

how Margaret has had to develop to reach her final artistic triurnph (the making of 

Leonard's death, "tragedy"), and how her "communion with the dead" has made her 

both part of Ruth Wilcox's "realityln and a vehicle for her etemal spirit. Indeed, as 

Friedman has argued, "Margaret. who always refers to Henry's first wife as Mrs. 

Wilcox, is herself blessed Mrs. Wilcox, for the world of the vision she offers and 

sustainsn (1 07). 

Therefore, in effect, Ruth has never "left." For she lives inside of Margaret and 

inside of Margaret's figurative progeny. What Forster proposes then, is that the strong, 

virile and creative individual, does have a love of fate because al1 of life's battles, 

interpreted properly, become part of the unified whole that is a strong and happy 

hurnan being. Indeed, in this light we can truly understand what Forster means when 

he asserts that it is Margaretls cultivation of the "inner life," that, on the whole, "pays" 

(1 92). 

Most importantly, this cultivation is an artistic process. This process of striving and 

arranging, this disciplining of the physical and spiritual self, is what Forster means by 

"proportion." Likewise, it is an act of will. It is for this reason that this analysis has 

taken for its grounding, not "only connect," but rather, "Let squalor be turned into 

tragedy," for it would seem evident that it is in this individual grasping ("Let") that 

Forster's greatest allegory lies. That is, one must be an artist of the spirit in order to 

make of life's "squalor," "tragedy". It is for this reason that Leonard and Henry finish 

the novel as deceased figures; unable to make art of the travesties of Iife, they are 

destroyed by the same material aspects of existence that they relied upon for the 
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Thus, one can credibly argue that Howards End is not about the attempt to connect 

al1 of life's material and external fragments into one socially unified power, but rather, 

to connect and configure al1 that is fragmented inside of one's self into power over self, 

indeed over one's own reality. Therefore, Forster's "only connect" epitaph can credibly 

be interpreted to mean not the external plural, but the unified internal. It is the creation 

of this unified internal that is the most powerful message of the novel. 

In effect then, Ruth Wilcox is, frorn the beginning of the novel, consistent with what 

Nietzsche insists is a strong wornan and also seems to embody Nietzsche's 

metaphysical idea of the "eternal recurrence." Leonard Bast is destroyed because of 

his spiritual weakness, an indicator in Forster's text for a weak spirit: a condition that is 

well explained by Nietzsche's definition of dysfunctional "will to power." Helen is 

almost destroyed by her resentment towards the Wilcoxes, but is "cured," using 

Nietzsche's word, after becoming pregnant (GM 267). Margaret is initially attracted to 

Henry because of his power. but in the end reveals her ufertility" by destroying him and 

creating of his and Leonard's destruction, art or "tragedy." 

Thus, the metaphysical and physical development of the Schlegel sisters is 

consistent with what Nietzsche maintains is the paradoxical, destructive, and creatively 

powerful woman. A case can be made to suggest that al1 three wornen, as 

metaphysical and creative facets of each other's reality, grasp their literal will to power 

by becoming victorious at Howards End. Hence. Helen's baby serves as a symbol for 

a real "transvaluation of valuesn because her baby signals a new matriarchal power 

paradigm consisting of females that have defied the society they live in. 

The novel suggests then. that Forster knew of Nietzsche's philosophy and used it 

for his own ends. As Nietzsche's views of wornen, the will to power, and the eternal 

recurrence are dramatized in the text, one may be led to believe that these 
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and more than a fortuitous coincidence. Regardless, what this examination has tried 

to demonstrate is that Forster's text can be read credibly and consistently in 

Nietzschean terms, and in consequence, it does not have to state that "little of 

[Nietzsche's] actual argument finds its way into the novelW.so 

50. As mentioned in the first chapter of this essay, Rosenbaum maintains in his essay on The Lonqest 
Joumev and Moore that "little of Moore's actual argument finds its way into the novel" (37). 
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All three of Forster's novels exam ined in this analysis stress the importance of 

metaphysical perception and its pivotal role in the development of the author's heroes 

or heroines. Individual characters' attitudes toward social rnorality, the politics of 

individuality and death. illuminate this allegorical aspect of Forster's texts. Hence, it is 

evident that there is a direct relation in Forster's minci between a character's heroism 

or failure and his proper cognition of the value inherent in placing the spiritual above 

the material. As Stone argues, "Any reader of Forster is aware of those numberless 

formulations -- the seen v. the unseen, the public v. the private, the conscious v. the 

unconscious -- with which [Forster] worked in trying to negotiate the divide between 

the everyday world and the ideal world of value" (AHE 69). Moreover, the relation 

between the "numberless formulations" is delineated quite clearly by Furbank into two 

distinct parts. The biographer insists in his discussion of The Lonaest Journev, "Thus 

according to the novel, two things are essential . . . the willingness to face realities, 

and the ability to recognize themn (CE 42). This analysis has already dealt with 

Furbank's first point -- "the willingness to face realities" -- and in this epilogue, will 

touch on Furbank's second point, "the ability to recognize them." 

For it is this "ability to recognize" truth, for lack of a better word, that is at the heart of 

each of the novels examined in this analysis. Consider the comments of Colmer, who 

argues that in A Room With A View "Forster succeeds in suggesting the conflict 

between the unconscious and the conscious in Lucy, as she struggles to maintain 

propriety in al1 her actionsn (49). Scott also points us to Forster's word "muddle" to 

mean the inability to properly "recognize" the truth. Scott defines the term as "The 

confusion . . . in [one's] intellectual perception of moral significance" (74). As for 

Howards End, Forster tells us that Margaret's transformation into Ruth, and her 

consequent artistic heroism, result from her having learned to sublimate the material to 



this explicit: 

At such moments the sou1 retires within, to float upon the bosom of a 

deeper Stream, and has communion with the dead, and sees the glory 

of the world not diminished, but different in kind to what she supposed. 

She alters her focus until trivial things are blurred. Margaret had been 

tending this way al1 winter. Leonard's death brought her to her goal. 

Alas! that Henry should fade away as reality emerged. and only her loves1 

for him should remain clear, stamped with his image like the cameos we 

rescue out of dreams. With unfaltering eye she traced his future. (329) 

Forster makes it clear that Margaret's strength has corne from her comprehension that 

the ability to sublimate the material to the metaphysical is a process of perception. The 

novelist further dernonstrates that Margaret has had to develop to reach her final 

artistic triumph (the making of Leonard's death, "tragedy"), and that her "communion 

with the dead" has made her both part of Ruth Wilcox's reality and a vehicle for her 

etemal spirit. Thus, it is evident that a dominant aspect of Forster's philosophy of 

individual strength preaches the need for one to develop his creative perceptual ability 

in order to be able to sublimate the material to the metaphysical. 

Having established that Forster's allegories stress the role of perceptual 

configuration, it is clear that the author does indeed present a philosophy of 

spiritualized aesthetics. It is clear that Nietzsche too, presents in his philosophy a 

relation between aesthetics and metaphysics. The last aspect of this congruency 

between Forster's novels and Nietzsche's philosoph y will focus on Nietzsche's 

description of what is Hellenic tragedy and whether or not Forster's novels can be read 

51. As mentioned in the Introduction, Forster uses the word "love" to denote al1 of an individual's 
emotions. Further, consider Mrs. Moore's statement from A Passaae to India, "And al1 this rubbish about 
love, love in a church, love in a cave, as if there is the least bit of difference" (202). 
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between the ideologies of the Englishman and the German. 

Richard Schacht maintains that, 

The higher humanity [Nietzsche] envisions is styled an "artistic" one in 

the sense that those attaining it would be strong and creative enough 

to make of themselves and their iives "aesthetic phenornena," akin to 

but transcending those of the sorts artists hitherto have learned to bring 

about in their various special media. And this is of the greatest importance 

to him; for as he puts it in The Birth of Traaedv, "it is only as an aesthetic 

phenomenon" that "existence and the world" can be "justified". (279) 52 

As Schacht observes, Nietzsche's emphasis on "aesthetic phenomenan is evident as 

early as his first published treatise, The Birth of Traaedv (1872). One of the 

observations that Nietzsche makes in his examination of Hellenic tragedy, is that the 

playwrights Aeschylus and Sophocles communicated to their audience a distinct type 

of knowiedge apropos perception. More im portantly, Nietzsche asserts that this 

knowledge was communicated for the express purpose of strengthening the 

individual, giving him the ability to "rejectn the aspects of existence that inevitably 

weaken one (BT 39). 

The "rejectionn spoken of by Nietzsche is of a perceptual nature, symbolically 

denoted as that of the Apollonian towards the Dionysian "horrible truth" (BT 60). The 

Apollonian represents logic, structure, and order, while the Dionysian represents the 

primeval, illogical, chtonic aspects of life. For Nietzsche, the two powers are fused 

sublimely in the tragedies of Aeschyius and Sophocles (when the Apollonian have 

been victorious over the Dionysian elements of Art) making of them Apollonian art or 

52. Consider the cornments of Nietzsche critic Alexander Nehamas, who argues that, "Nietzsche's 
aestheticism, [is rooted in] his essential reliance on artistic rnodels for understanding the world and life and 
for evaluating people and actions" (39). 
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The Greek knew and felt the terror and horror of existence. That he 

might endure this terror at all, he had to interpose between himself 

and life the radiant drearn birth of the Olympians . . . . [Pessimism] 

was again and again overcome by the Greeks with the aid of the 

Olympian middle w d d  of art . . . . It was in order to live that the Greeks 

had to create these gods from a most profound need . . . . The same 

impulse which calls art into being, as the complement and 

consummation of existence, seducing one to a continuation of life, 

was also the cause of the Olympian world which the Hellenic 'will" 

made use of as a transfiguring mirror. (BT 42-43) 

Hence, it is through Apollonian art or tragedy that these playwrights communicated to 

their audiences knowledge regarding how to avoid metaphysical (and consequently 

material) nihilism, or in Hellenic terms, the Dionysian wisdom evoked in Silenus' 

decree about humanity's fate. Nietzsche paraphrases Silenus's verdict as, "Oh, 

wretched ephemeral race, children of chance and misery, why do you compel me to 

tell you what it would be most expedient for you not to hear? What is the best of al1 is 

utterly beyond your reach: not to be bom, not to bel to be nothing. But the second best 

for you is -- to die soonn (BT 42). Nietzsche proposes that Hellenic playwrights saw 

tragedy as an abstract mirror for the forces of Nature that relate truth. Further, the 

ancient Greeks knew that their gods were but symbols for this truth and realized that 

they had to utilize the mental equivalent of the Apollonian in order to survive. These 

two propositions then, suggest that art mirrors or symbolizes the truth and saves the 

individual from it. 

Consequently, if one does not, in effect. put the Apollonian to use, to reject the 

power of Dionysian truth, then one may become like Nietzsche's "Jack the Dreamer," a 
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Nietzsche produces this figure in The Birth of Traaedv, when he discusses the problem 

of "action" (60). Both Hamlet and Oedipus, according to Nietzsche, are characterized 

by their inability to act after they have been exposed to the Dionysian wisdom or the 

horrible truth (BT 60). However, not acting merely compounds the problem and 

Nietzsche suggests that Hamlet is saved by his ability to create a "veil" over reality so 

that he can act of his own free will (BT 60). Nietzsche insists that the individual use the 

veil not to escape from life itself, but as a vehicle through which to make action. 

possible in life. Thus, Nietzsche sees Hellenic tragedy's allegorical importance as 

residing not in its literal or moral interpretation, but in its symbolic communication of 

the correct relation between the material and the metaphysical. As such, it was a 

petceptual vehicle that taught the Hellenic world that the frailty of reality provided an 

opportunity for the creative individual. That is, it is the productive manipulation of 

perceptual reality that leads one to action. 

Hence, this distinct type of art is, for Nietzsche, a medium through which a particular 

knowledge about the proper use of perception is cornmunicated. and this knowledge 

about art must be transformed into knowledge about existence. Likewise, Nietzsche's 

parallelism between the creation of art and the creation of a fruitful reality, lies in art's 

adherence to particular structural forms. Nietzsche's interpretation of tragedy then, 

serves in his philosophy not merely in a philological capacity, but as a perceptual 

stratagem for life, just as he believed it had for the Hellenic Greeks.53 In Twiliaht of the 

Ido1sL Nietzsche states, "The most spiritual human beings, assuming they are the most 

courageous, also experience by far the most painful tragedies: but it is precisely for 

this reason that they honour life, because it brings against them its most formidable 

weapons" (77). 

53. In Ecce Homo, Nietzsche asserts that he produced the "first instruction about how the Greeks got over 
their pessimisrn, how they overcame it" (GM 270). 



It is clear that Nietzsche sees "tragedy" as a word denotating an opportunity for greater 

overcoming and strength. Furthermore, "tragedy" also rneans in a Nietzschean sense, 

a cultural event that produces wisdom in the interlocutor and strengthens him for life. 

In this way, it would seem that Nietzsche associates both definitions for the word 

Yragedy" with strength ort'the instinct for freedom (in my language: the will to power)" 

(GM 87). Thus, Hellenic tragedy is an art form that communicates how an individual is 

to create salvation from the difficulties in his life. 

Pointedly, in each of the novels in this analysis, it would seem that this type of 

metaphysical salvation is stressed allegorically. For example, The Lonoest Journev. 

Colmer tells us, is "Clearly another story about salvation, yet equally important is the 

theme of illusion and reality" (67). It is equally true that A Room With A View and 

Howards End also follow Forster's second novel in its allegorical meaning of the 

relation between "illusion and reality." More importantly, Forster sustains his 

allegories by dramatizing the contrast between two distinct views of tragedy: the 

Classical and the modern tragic. The contrast between the "tragic" and "tragedy" is 

one of the major themes in al1 of Forster's novels, and it is clear that the author 

castigates those of his characters that never leam to manipulate perception apropos 

metaphysical strength and consequently, end "tragic." On the other hand, it is those 

characters that do, that represent the author's heroism. A cursory examination of the 

novels in this regard will suffice in demonstrating that in this general manner, too, 

Forster's novels can be credibly understood given a Nietzschean reading. 

The first chapter of The Lonaest Journev opens with sorne young men sitting in the 

dimness of Rickiels room at King's College, a scene where the students discuss the 

problematic certainty of perceptual knowledge through the metaphorical vehicle of a 

question: whether or not "the cow's therel' (3).54 As earlier mentioned, Ansell's 

54. The discussion takes as its poles the Empiricism of Berkeley and the ldealisrn of Kant or Hegel. 
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idealization of Nature and his "tragic" fate. Hence, Forster initially presents this 

antithesis as symbolic of the manner in which the two young men confront the idea of 

perceptual uncertainty: Ansell's questioning and dancing in flame versus Rickie's self- 

deprecation and escape into aestheticism. Further, as one critic has noted, 'The basic 

story of The Lonnest Journev is simple but there is the inevitability of Greek tragedy 

and of Ibsen's still-topical Ghostç in the cornplex interaction of past and present that 

leads to denouement" (Colmer 66). However, as earlier mentioned, Colmer does not 

see the novel's allegory as concerning the physical and spiritual development of 

Stephen and Ansell. As this analysis has shown, the novel can be fruitfully read in 

these terms, hence it follows that The Lonaest Journev can be read as a Nietzschean 

type of tragedy, one where the individual's heroism is a result of his configuration of 

perception into an effective metaphysical belief. 

In A Room With A View. Forster suggests that there are two distinct senses in which 

he intends to use the word view. In the novel, there are literal views (as from windows) 

like the one Lucy and Charlotte are promised but do not receive upon arriving at the 

Bertolini, and there are metaphysical views, or what is commonly referred to as a 

philosophy of life. Forster demonstrates his double entendre of the word early and has 

it coincide with Lucy's introduction to Mr. Emerson and his son George. Mr. Emerson 

states to Lucy and her aunt, "This is my son . . . . He has a view too" (3). As this 

analysis has shown, Lucy's heroism (or salvation) is rooted in her ability to sublimate 

the material into a metaphysical "view" of existence, while in contrast, George's failure 

("a boy") is a result of his inability to do the same. Thus, Colmer's argument that the 

novel is "a comedy [and] not a tragedy" is only correct if the critic does not understand 

the novel to be a "tragedyl' in Nietzschean terms (52). More importantly, Forster's 

"subversive" allegory, to quote Nicola Beaumann, might relate to Nietzsche's assertion 
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tragedy (204). 

As for Howards End, it has been made clear that the role of perception (and its 

relation to the metaphysical) is literally what makes of the Schlegel sisters and Ruth 

Wilcox, heroines and rnatriarchs. Further, it is their ability to produce progeny or hope 

through the vehicle of an artistic manipulation of reality, that guarantees their success. 

As has been demonstrated, it is Margaret's role as the inheritor of Ruth Wilcox's spirit 

(or as the creator of the beautiful from that which is squalor) that makes of Leonard1s 

death "tragedy": 

There was nothing else to be done; the time for telegrams and 

anger was over, and it seemed wisest that the hands of Leonard 

should be folded on his breast and be filled with flowers. Here was 

the father; leave it at that. Let squalor be turned into tragedy, whose 

eyes are the stars, and whose hands hold the sunset and the dawn. (328) 

Hence, Margaret's spiritual redemption of Leonard makes of his "squalor," "tragedy". 

This creativity follows her earlier realization that she and not Howards End was "dead": 

both events are indicative of her own rebirth (292). Likewise, Helen had previously 

suggested that Howards End "kills what is dreadful and makes what is beautiful live" 

(297). What is perhaps most important about this passage, however, is Forster's 

explicit presentation of a metaphysical, creative manipulation of perception, that is 

based in a "return" and celebrates life for its own sake. Thus, it is clear that Howards 

End is also a tragedy in the Nietzschean sense, and it is only in reading the novel in a - 
Nietzschean manner, that one discovers Forster's metaphysics residing therein. 

It is also of importance that Forster's metaphysics went beyond the scope of his 



"imaginative life" of Forster was, in essence, "the rule and the aim" of the author's 

existence: 

It had to do with the fact that, to a rather special degree, [Forster] 

lived the imaginative life and, whether in Company or in solitude, was 

attending to imaginative impressions. He did this consciously, feared 

to Iose the power of doing sol and rebuked himself for slackness in it. 

It was, for him, the rule and the aim of his existence and was entwined 

with his sense for what -- for want of a better word -- he called "life". He 

felt as if, on occasion, he could see through to "life": could hear its 

wing-beat, could grasp it not just as a generality but as a palpable 

presence. (2,200) 

That Furbank argues that the author's "imaginativen or metaphysical Iife was 

"palpablen is ultimately revealing. It displays that for Forster, the ability to configure art 

(literature) was part of the same creative drive that allowed him to manipulate his 

perception of existence. Furthermore, it was these parallel configurations that were 

most important to him, for they allowed him "to see through to life." Indeed, for the 

author they were a mandatory aspect of being a strong and spiritually healthy human 

being. Thus, it would appear that not oniy Forster's novels,56 but also this 

metaphysical element of the author's "life," can be read from a Nietzschean standpoint. 

This thesis began by announcing that it does not attempt to write the definitive 

55. And this attitude rernained with the author al1 his Me. Consider the comments Forster made in a late 
interview with Furbank, "Don't say 'face facts' to me. Everyone keeps saying that now; but the fact is, it's 
impossible to face facts. They're like the walls of a m m  around youn (Furbank 2.2). 
56 This creative formulation of reality is also present in Forster's posthumously published hornosexual 
novel, Maurice. After Maurice has decided that he will kif1 himself over his sexual preference, he decides 
against it following his realization that his senile grandfather has been lifted from a Iife-long depression by 
creating a Heraclitean-like interpretation of the relation between good and @vil (123). That Maurice decides 
not to commit suicide after witnessing his grandfather's creativity, again dernonstrates the strong relation 
in Forster's mind between a fruitful perception of existence and the choice to embrace life. Interestingly, 
this idea is represented in the novel by Forster's phrase, "te light within" (123). 
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asserted that it would not attempt to show a direct Nietzschean influence on Forster; 

rather, it would simply show parallels in the ideologies between Forster's novels and 

aspects of Nietzschean philosophy. It has tried to show that three of Forster's novels 

can be read fruitfully using a methodology that incorporates Nietzsche's view of the 

"will to power," "ressentiment:'57 "bad conscience," the creation of the self in terms of 

art, women, the "eternal recurrence," and tragedy. That there is a strong congruency 

between the philosophies of the Englishman and the German is evident. One can be 

skeptical and doubt whether Forster had Nietzsche's philosophy in mind while 

creating these three works. However, proving the skeptic wrong is beyond the scope 

of this dissertation. Suffice it to Say that a Nietzschean reading of Edward Morgan 

Forster's The Lonaest Journev. A Room With A View and Howards End, does help 

explain the novels' allegories about individual salvation through a perceptual 

sublimation of the material to the metaphysical. 

57. It is interesting that the elderly Forster spoke so strongly against "Resentrnent". In Forster's 
Cornmonolace Book, the author States, "Resentrnent . . . it is so far evil that il makes for self- 
consciousness, and it can only be killed by crowding it out with healthier growths" (2). 
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