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Colloquī is a Deacon’s Corner 

weekly journal. Its mission and 

purpose: to encourage serious 

discussion, to promote reasoned 

debate, and to provide serious 

content for those who hope to 

find their own pathway to God.  

Each week Colloquī will contain 

articles on theology, philoso-

phy, faith, religion, Catholicism, 

and much more.  

Be forewarned! Articles may 

and often will contain fuel for 

controversy, but always with 

the express intent to seek the 

Truth, the whole truth, and 

nothing but the truth, so help us 

God. 

For What It Is Worth  
Searching for happiness 

T 
here is, as all evidence does 

secure, an overabundance of 

unhappiness in the world 

these days; true happiness a 

rare commodity. The happy soul, embar-

rassed and uncomfortable admitting to 

owning such a pleasant state, diligently 

tries to suppress all that 

would give evidence to 

their good nature, so not 

to offend the unhappy 

multitude.  

It takes no genius to 

observe all the pain and 

suffering: self-inflicted 

wounds upon unhappy 

lives; of all who cry out in 

anguish—so often masked as hatred, 

anger, hopelessness and despair—railing 

against the futility of life itself. They 

search for answers and in finding none, 

lash out against the injustice of it all. 

The seventeenth-century mathemati-

cian and philosopher Blaise Pascal 

wrote: “All men seek happiness. This is 

without exception. Whatever different means 

they employ, they all tend to this end. … 

This is the motive of every action of every 

man, even of those who hang themselves.”1 

Such happiness of which Pascal 

writes is more than any superficial hap-

piness which may be purchased or even 

the much more profound happiness of 

human love. What he speaks of is the 

desire to satisfy our deepest desires: 

“All complain, princes and 

subjects, noblemen and com-

moners, old and young, 

strong and weak, learned and 

ignorant, healthy and sick, of 

all countries, all times, all 

ages, and all conditions. … 

What is it, then, that this 

desire and this inability pro-

claim to us, but that there 

was once in man a true hap-

piness of which there now remain to him 

only the mark and empty trace, which he in 

vain tries to fill from all his surroundings, 

seeking from things absent the comfort he 

does not receive from things present. … But 

these are all inadequate, because the infinite 

abyss can only be filled by an infinite and 

immutable object, that is to say, by God him-

self.” 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 2  
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O 
ur misanthropic tenden-

cy to seek happiness in 

anything that is not God 

is nothing new, of 

course; we’ve been at it since the dawn 

of time. For some unfathomable reason 

we are want to find our own happi-

ness rather than accepting the joy that 

can only be found in God. 

At its core, our unhappiness is 

rooted in how we perceive ourselves: 

are we real and truly made in the im-

age and likeness of God, beings of infi-

nite and inestimable value, or are we, 

as atheist biologist Francis Crick de-

scribes, merely a “vast assembly of nerve 

cells and their associated molecules,”2 a 

biochemical machine worth only as 

much as the material of which we are 

composed?  

Those who deny, or think nothing 

of, the existence of God are inevitably 

want to pathetically satisfy their hun-

ger and thirst for happiness in all man-

ner of created things, even when the 

thing is a person, a biochemical ma-

chine of no intrinsic worth. As Saint 

Augustine admitted of himself:  

“Late have I loved you, O Beauty ever 

ancient, ever new, late have I loved you! 

You were within me, but I was outside, and 

it was there that I searched for you. In my 

unloveliness I plunged into the lovely 

things which you created. You were with 

me, but I was not with you. Created things 

kept me from you; yet if they had not been 

in you they would have not been at all. You 

called, you shouted, and you broke 

through my deafness. You flashed, you 

shone, and you dispelled my blindness. 

You breathed your fragrance on me;  

I drew in breath and now I pant for you. I 

have tasted you, now I hunger and thirst 

for more. You touched me, and I burned 

for your peace.”3   

Augustine also stated this truth 

when he prayed, “Lord, you have made 

us for yourself, and our hearts are restless 

until they find their rest in you.” 

Kenneth Hensley asks, “If the athe-

ist were correct that nothing exists but the 

natural order (no God or gods, no human 

souls, no spirits of any kind) and that you 

and I are in every aspect of our beings the 

products of nature—evolved within nature 

and therefore utterly ‘one with nature’—

why have the vast majority of human be-

ings throughout history believed in and 

desired to know and live forever in heaven 

with a God who doesn’t exist? 

If there were no God, it seems it would 

be ‘natural’ for us to not believe in God. … 

If we human beings are as one with nature 

as an apple hanging from a tree, why do 

we seem so entirely not one with nature?  

Actually, it seems that what is 

‘natural’ for us is to believe in God. What 

seems ‘natural’ for us is to believe that 

we’ve come from somewhere rather than 

from nowhere.”4 

The Catechism of the Catholic 

Church states at the very beginning: 

“The desire for God is written in the hu-

man heart, because man is created by God 

and for God; and God never ceases to draw 

man to himself. Only in God will he find 

the truth and happiness he never stops 

searching for.”5  

K 
nowing God is etched into 

our very being. “Although 

man can forget God or reject 

him, He never ceases to call every man to 

seek him, so as to find life and happiness.”6 

Perhaps those who forget God or reject 

him should give serious thought to 

what would be true if he was nothing 

more than a biological machine.  

F 
or instance, what if the uni-

verse is, as well-known atheist 

Richard Dawkins insists—a 

universe in which there is “no design, 

no purpose, no evil, no good, nothing but 

blind pitiless indifference”?7 These views 

of Crick and Dawkins—both uncon-

sciously and implicitly—have increas-

ingly and alarmingly become the dom-

inate worldview. Few are those who 

would stop to consider the implica-

tions of such views for the meaning of 

life, for morality, for the value and dig-

nity of the human person, for human 

rights, for self-consciousness, for free 

will.    

One implication of such a 

worldview can be vividly illustrated 

by answering a simple question: is the 

human person more valuable than a 

dog, a cat, a tree, or for that matter, a 

rock? This is not as preposterous a 

question as one might first intuit, for if 

there is no God, human beings are nec-

essarily nothing more than biochemi-

cal machines, worth nothing beyond 

the matter of which they are com-

posed.  

As Dennis Prager makes abun-

dantly clear: “In other words, we are ei-

ther created in the image of carbon atoms 

— and therefore not worth much more 

than carbon — or we are created in the 

image of God and therefore infinitely valu-

able. 

Our secular, post-Judeo-Christian 

society has rendered human beings less 

significant than at any time in Western 

history.”8 

Secular humanism, in its strident 

denial that human beings are made in  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3  
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the image and likeness of God has led 

to the irrational equating of human 

beings with animals. In surveys over 

the course of thirty years “of asking 

high school and college students if they 

would first try to save their dog or a 

stranger, two-thirds have always voted 

against the person. They either don’t know 

what they would do or they actually vote 

for the dog. Many adults now vote similar-

ly.” 

W 
hat this sadly indicates is 

a steady erosion of reli-

gious moral and ethical 

norms and values with an increasing 

tendency toward making moral and 

ethical decisions based on the individ-

ual’s emotions and feelings. Thus, 

since most feel more for their pet than 

they do for a stranger, two out of three 

of those surveyed choose to save the 

animal first. 

If humans are, as Crick contends,  

nothing more than a vast assembly of 

nerve cells and their associated mole-

cules, then there is no reason for ele-

vating human worth over that of an 

animal. And thus we see programs 

such as “Holocaust on Your Plate” 

developed by the animal-rights group 

People for the Ethical Treatment of 

Animals (PETA) which contends that 

there is no difference between barbe-

quing chicken and burning Jews in the 

holocaust. This, of course, makes per-

fect sense when you consider a human 

and a chicken to be of equal worth.  

This secular-humanist reasoning is 

of course virulently antithetical to 

Christian values which place infinite 

value upon the human person. It is 

why, for so many, the human fetus is 

spoken of in terms so inhumanely va-

cant. To those who see little value in 

human life, the fetus is but an amor-

phous clump of cellular mass, worth-

less unless deemed otherwise by the 

mother.  

The next logical step in this dehu-

manizing morass of irrational insanity 

is of course to elevate environmental 

elements—trees, rivers, mountains, 

sage brush, air, icebergs, rocks, ad nau-

seam—to be infinitely more precious 

and valuable than the human person.   

Where this has inevitably led is to 

a deeply entrenched narcissistic social 

consciousness where life holds little or 

no intrinsic value. Counterintuitive, as 

it first may appear, this has led to the 

uncompromising fabrication of an ever

-increasing and seemingly endless pro-

duction of rights, injustices, and all 

manner of isms (racism, ethnocen-

trism, feminism, xenophobism, fanati-

cism, radicalism, liberalism, conserva-

tism, progressivism, socialism, com-

munism, etc., etc.). Look deep and 

long into this self-centric abyss of self-

idolatry and you will find … nothing 

of intrinsic or redemptive value, for if 

the human person is held to such 

mean and insignificant worth, of what 

possible value can their contrived is-

sues be?  

I 
t is a sign of their great unhappi-

ness which compels them to lend 

their voices to the discordant 

masses which object to most every-

thing and yet nothing much at all. 

Their unhappy voices demand a hear-

ing above the clamorous throng which 

denies their voice; no one ever listens 

but to their own for theirs is right, all 

the others, wrong.  

There is no God, nothing more than 

this drear time upon the earth, and so 

they search, until they can no longer, 

for a thing which eludes their grasp 

and disappoints their pleasure.  

T 
hey are nothing and to noth-

ing they shall return. They 

live for the moment, not real-

izing that that moment has already 

passed. The future holds a darkened 

lamp, illuminating nothing but the 

endless night which awaits with dead-

ly silence their unhappy end. Is it any 

wonder when so many share such in-

dignancy of plight, that unhappiness 

abounds with such sour delight?   

True happiness can never be ob-

tained nor purchased where there is 

no value in its possession by one who 

is of such low opinion of their own 

intrinsic value. When man decides 

what price for life, another will de-

mand a discount, bargaining ever low-

er, until life can neither be purchased 

nor given away.  

Only God can create a soul, only 

God can create us all. “The human per-

son, created in the image of God, is a being 

at once corporeal and spiritual. Man, 

whole and entire, is therefore willed by 

God.”9  We are of infinite value in 

God’s eyes, and only in him can we 

find true and everlasting happiness. 

    

1. Blaise Pascal, Penses, §425. 
2. Francis Crick, The Astonishing Hypothesis: scien-

tific search for the soul, (Touchstone, 1995).  
3. Saint Augustine, Confessions, translated by Edward 

Bouverie Pusey, 401 A.D. 
4. Kenneth Hensley, Made In His Image and Likeness: 

How I Talk to Atheists, Catholic Answers Magazine, 
January-February 2017, p. 21. 

5. CCC §27. 
6. CCC §30. 
7. Richard Dawkins, River Out of Eden: A Darwinian 

View of Life, (New York, NY, 1995), pp. 131-132. 
8. Dennis Prager, Are Humans More Valuable Than 

Animals?, PragerU.com.  
9. CCC §362. 
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A Complicated Life 
Those who reside within 

T 
here is an ancient tale 

which provides a marvel-

ous insight into today’s 

readings and in many 

ways to how easy it is to take offense 

when none was intended.      

Once, long ago, a wealthy man 

held a magnificent dinner party and 

invited all the wealthy, the learned, 

and the wise. As the guests were arriv-

ing, dressed in their finest garments, 

one guest, known for his wisdom, 

stood out, for he was dressed, not 

in finery, but in rags and tattered 

clothes. This infuriated the host so 

much that he immediately had the 

man ejected, tossed rudely into the 

street. 

Some time passed and the wise 

man returned, now in sumptuous-

ly rich, elegant silken garments, 

perfectly attired for the gala event, 

and was well received.  

When it came time for dinner, af-

ter everyone had been seated, some-

one noticed the empty seat reserved 

for the wise man. Searching, the host 

found him sitting on the floor behind a 

large potted plant, spooning food 

down the sleeve of his garment. Furi-

ous, the host  angrily demanded “What 

in the world are you doing?” To which 

the wise man replied “Well, obviously I 

was not the one invited to the party, but 

rather my clothes. I am simply allowing 

them to enjoy the dinner.” 

What the wise man made plain 

was that it is not what we own or the 

honors we receive or any of those 

things we acquire that are and should 

be important, for those things too often 

get in the way of accepting and know-

ing who we really are. Unfortunately, 

we seldom truly know ourselves. Life 

is complicated and so too is living.  

I recently came across an article 

which recounted an interview with 

Catherine de Hueck Doherty, the 

foundress of the Madonna House 

Apostolate. At the time of the inter-

view she was 80 years old and was 

reflecting upon her own spiritual 

struggles.  

S 
he said, “Inside of me there are 

three persons:  

There is someone I call the Baron-

ess. This person is very spiritual, efficient, 

and given to asceticism and prayer. The 

baroness is the religious person. She has 

founded a religious community and writes 

spiritual books challenging others and 

herself to dedicate their lives to God and 

the poor. The Baroness reads the Gospel 

and is impatient with the things of this 

world. For her, this life must be sacrificed 

for the next one. 

Then there is Catherine. Catherine is, 

first of all and always, the woman who 

likes fine things, luxuries, sensual things. 

She enjoys idleness, long baths, fine 

clothes, putting on make-up, healthy sex 

life. Catherine enjoys this life and doesn’t 

like renunciation and poverty. She is no-

where as religious or efficient as the Bar-

oness. In fact, she hates the Baroness, she 

and the Baroness don’t get along at all. 

A 
nd finally, inside of me too 

there is another person, a little 

girl, who is lying on a hillside 

in Finland, watching the clouds and day-

dreaming. This little girl is quite distant 

from both the Baroness and from Cathe-

rine. 

… And as I get older I feel more like 

the Baroness, long more for Catherine, 

but think that maybe the little girl day-

dreaming on a hillside in Finland is 

the true me.” 

Like Catherine Doherty, each of us 

has residing within any number of 

“persons,” or personalities, if you 

prefer. “Inside of each of us there’ 

someone who hears the Gospel call, 

that’s drawn to the religious, to the 

beatitudes, to renunciation, to self-

sacrifice, to a life beyond this one. But in-

side of us there is also the hedonist, the 

sensualist, the person who wants to luxu-

riate in this world and its pleasures. Be-

yond that, inside of each of us there is too a 

little boy or little girl, daydreaming still on 

some hillside somewhere. 

The truly spiritual person is a whole 

person and a whole person is, as Christ 

was, the ascetic and the hedonist, the lover 

of this life and the lover of the next life, the 

dreamer and the realist, and countless 

more things, all at the same time.”1 

What is important for us to under- 

CONTINUED ON PAGE 3  
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stand and acknowledge is that in our 

spiritual journey we cannot disavow 

our nature, filled with its endless para-

doxes and complexities. We must ad-

mit to ourselves that we are complicat-

ed, even pathologically complicated; 

nothing of us is simple and whatever 

and whoever tells you it is simple 

should be summarily dismissed.  

S 
aint Paul tells us “God chose  the 

foolish of the world to shame the 

wise, and God chose the weak of 

the world to shame the strong, and God 

chose the lowly and despised of the world, 

those who count for nothing, to reduce to 

nothing those who are something, so that 

no human being might boast before God.”2  

Inside ourselves reside, at different 

times, the foolish and the wise, the 

weak and the strong, the lowly and 

despised, the humble and the proud. It 

is who we are, it is in the complexity of 

our nature.  

There are times when we want 

abundance, control, and authority to 

attain material wealth and power, yet 

we know only the poor in spirit can 

achieve the reign of God. It is in those 

times when we are insulted, dishon-

ored, and treated with contempt that 

we must look deep inside ourselves 

and determine whether we possess the 

virtue of humility, whether we are able 

to bear everything without feeling hurt 

or taking offense.  

What are we to make of those who 

mourn? Notice that Jesus does not say 

those who have mourned, but those 

who continually mourn. Jesus wants 

us to mourn continually, for having 

been made humble by repentance for 

our transgressions, our sins, we should 

feel compelled to let not a day pass 

without mourning for our brokenness, 

hoping that we will be comforted in 

our distress. 

We are irritated at being over-

looked, passed by, neglected, unappre-

ciated. But Jesus says the lowly will 

inherit the land. 

We inflate our ourselves with 

things, projects, people. But Jesus tells 

us to hunger and thirst for righteous-

ness, for justice in order to feel satis-

fied. 

We are leery of those who are mer-

ciful for we do not understand those 

who give away all their possessions or 

who feed the poor. Is that who Jesus 

called merciful? No, the merciful are 

those who have and are willing to 

share with those who have not. And in 

giving they will receive mercy in re-

turn.  

We struggle with hedonistic 

thoughts and tawdry desires, which 

offer no true and lasting pleasure and 

wonder why we remain so unhappy. 

But then Jesus admonishes us that in 

purity of heart and whole-heartedness 

we will find bliss and see God. 

W 
e are often repulsed by 

the peacemakers, those 

bleeding hearts, those do

-gooders, for we know they will surely 

not succeed in the “real world.” They 

are most often held in contempt, even 

by Christians. Perhaps that is why Je-

sus told his disciples that they would 

be persecuted for the sake of right-

eousness, for holiness sake. 

Those persons that reside within 

us are in constant need of God’s grace. 

The Beatitudes are meant not just for 

one but for all those who reside with-

in, for each has separate and different 

needs, different sins to overcome. 

W 
e often find ourselves 

confused by the ones Je-

sus holds in such high 

esteem: the poor, the meek, the hungry 

and thirsty, the persecuted. Why not 

the wealthy, the learned, and the wise? 

Perhaps it is because wealth and hon-

or, praise and esteem are lures that 

lead us away from God, and from our 

real selves.  

Consider this: 

Wealth tempts us to allow our 

possessions to possess us, to replace 

who we really are. Honor, praise, and 

esteem tempt us to relax and take it 

easy, to be pleased with ourselves, to 

believe that we have accomplished all 

on our own accord. We forget to ask 

who God created when he made the 

person that we are, out of nothing.  

We fall prey to the devil’s beguil-

ing temptations and lose sight of our 

one true purpose: to reach the king-

dom of heaven where we shall see 

God.  

. Amen.  

 
 
 
 

Homily  for the 
The Fourth Sunday in Ordinary Time (A) 

Zephaniah 2:3; 3:12-13 
1 Corinthians 1:26-31  

Matthew 5:1-12 
 

    

1. Ron Rolheiser, In Exile: The Struggle for Whole-
ness, The Sunday Website of Saint Louis University. 

2. 1 Cor 1:27-29. 
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Playing God 
Editing what God has made 

W 
hat Aldus Huxley 

envisioned life to be 

in the year 2540  AD 

when he penned 

Brave New World is far too quickly 

becoming reality, some 500 years be-

fore its time.   

Playing God has long been the 

dream of those who would improve  

upon what God has created. Consider-

ing that our first parents bought into 

the fiction that they could be like 

gods—just look what that got 

them—you would think that man 

would have been disabused of such 

a notion, yet man continues un-

daunted in the quest to alter what 

God has made in his image and 

likeness.  

Of course, that is the consum-

mate issue upon which human edi-

tors so adamantly deny: that there 

is a God, from whom we are im-

aged. Without God man is, as men-

tioned elsewhere, nothing more 

than “a vast assembly of nerve cells and 

their associated molecules,”1  raw materi-

al available for manipulation and so-

cial engineering by those who propose 

to know better.  

“In recent years, threats to the dignity 

of human life, and to the very idea of hu-

man beings as creatures made in the image 

and likeness of God, have rapidly multi-

plied and taken new forms that read like 

the most fanciful science fiction. What 

used to sound like cinematic nightmares 

are now becoming reality,”2 writes David 

A. Prentice, vice president and re-

search director at the Charlotte Lozier 

Institute in Washington, D.C.  

Huxley’s terrifying vision of a fu-

ture where humans are concocted in 

hatcheries, engineered for specific so-

cial and productive qualities, was 

made ever more frightening in the 

1999 science fiction film, The Matrix, 

where humans are enwombed from 

birth to death by sentient machines in 

order to harness their body heat and 

electrical activity as an energy source. 

Such humans live out their lives in a 

simulated reality, never realizing that 

their lives are unreal.   

A 
lthough far from reality to-

day—at least one would 

hope what we know is real 

and true—the truth is that first steps 

have already been taken down the 

road which may well and truly lead to 

precisely such an end.  

Irrespective of the well-

intentioned aims of these so-called 

“medical advances,” such research and 

experiments ought to be properly con-

sidered dangerous, abusive, misguid-

ed, and most certainly unethical.  

A 
s C. S. Lewis rightly 

warned, “all long-term exer-

cises of power, especially in 

breeding, must mean the power of earlier 

generations over later ones. ...Each genera-

tion exercises power over its successors: 

and each, in so far as it modifies the envi-

ronment bequeathed to it and rebels 

against tradition, resists and limits the 

power of its predecessors. This modifies the 

picture which is sometimes painted of a 

progressive emancipation from tradition 

and a progressive control of natural pro-

cesses resulting in a continual increase of 

human power. In reality, of course, if any 

one age really attains, by eugenics and 

scientific education, the power to make 

its descendants what it pleases, all men 

who live after it are the patients of that 

power. They are weaker, not stronger: 

for though we may have put wonderful 

machines in their hands we have pre-

ordained how they are to use them. 

...The last men, far from being the heirs 

of power, will be of all men most subject 

to the dead hand of the great planners 

and conditioners and will themselves 

exercise least power upon the future.”3 

The question which must be asked 

with all seriousness and delibera-

tion is this: who among men should be 

bequeathed the decisive authority to 

sit in judgment of man, to decide what 

is an improvement or what should be 

altered to benefit humankind? In other 

words, who will be allowed to play 

God?  

What bothers most is the casual-

ness with which human engineers, in 

the name of scientific progress, com-

moditize human life. With each and 

every experiment numerous lives are    

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7  
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destroyed. “Human life becomes a com-

modity to be constructed based on desired 

‘features.’”4 

T 
he 2008 Vatican document 

Dignitas Personae on bioethical 

questions noted, “In the hy-

pothesis of gene theraphy on the embryo, it 

needs to be added that this only takes place 

in the context of in vitro fertilization and 

thus runs up against all ethical objections 

to such procedures. For these reasons, 

therefore, it must be stated that, in its cur-

rent state, germ line cell therapy in all its 

forms is morally illicit” (§26). The docu-

ment continued by stating, “Finally, it 

must also be noted that in the attempt to 

create a new type of human being one can 

recognize an ideological element in which 

man tries to take the place of his Crea-

tor” (§27, emphasis in the original). 

Dr. Prentice points out that scien-

tists are continually pushing the fron-

tiers of science and ethics: “scientists 

have now created artificial mouse eggs, 

starting with just a bit of the rodent’s skin. 

The process began with an ethical tech-

nique — creation of induced pluripotent 

setm (iPS) cells, which look and act like 

embryonic stem cells but do not involve 

the destruction of an embryo. These cells 

were formed by adding a few genes to a 

normal skin cell, reprogramming it as if 

reprogramming a computer. Next, specific 

proteins were added to the iPS cells, stim-

ulating them to form immature egg cells in 

the laboratory. Finally, the immature eggs 

were incubated with fetal tissue, which 

matured the eggs. Some of these, when 

fertilized with mouse sperm, produced 

born mice.  

While it is unlikely that humans will 

be born via artificial eggs anytime soon 

(the artificial mouse eggs produced mostly 

abnormal animals, with a successful birth 

rate of less than 1 percent), some scientists 

see this as having potential for large-scale 

human experiments. This goal of mass 

production of laboratory-generated human 

beings is completely against the founda-

tional principles of human dignity. It 

treats human life as a manufactured com-

modity, not as something of inherent 

worth.”5 

Human embryos constructed—

how unsettling it is to write such a 

term—in the laboratory are a reality 

and scientists are pushing the enve-

lope in developing artificial wombs to 

provide a means of full gestation—

calling to mind the hatcheries in Brave 

New World. 

E 
ven more unsettling is the 

attempts being made to engi-

neer chimeras, creatures creat-

ed from elements of two or more spe-

cies by combining animal and human 

DNA. Heretofore completely fictional, 

scientists in the United States, funded 

by the National Institutes of Health 

(NIH), are creating human-animal chi-

meras today, going well-beyond any 

ethical boundaries.   

While there are licit reasons for 

some of the ongoing research and ex-

perimentation, there are clearly ethical 

and moral boundaries which must 

never be crossed. The difficulty lies 

with the question previously asked: 

who decides, who gets to play God? 

    

1. See For What It Is Worth, p 1-3. 
2. David A. Prentice, Ph.D., O Brave New World, 

Columbia Magazine, February 2017, p. 21. 
3. C. S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man, from The Com-

plete C. S. Lewis Signature Classics (New York, NY, 
HarperCollins, 2002), pp. 719-720.  

4. David A. Prentice, O Brave New World, p. 21. 
5. David A. Prentice, O Brave New World, pp. 21-22. 
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