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Abstract 

This research presents a deconstructive analysis of Aldous Huxley’s 1932 

novel Brave New World. As a literary work, it is most commonly 

considered a dystopian visualisation of the future of modern civilisation. 

This essay reveals a more ambiguous reading of Brave New World by 

deconstructing and presenting the aspects of the novel which pertain to 

the classification of the novel as both dystopian and utopian 

simultaneously. This conclusion of ambiguity is presented to negate any 

notion that the novel can be classified as a definitive representation of 

either a utopian or a dystopian portrayal of the future.  

 

Keywords: Huxley, Brave New World, Utopia, Dystopia, Deconstructive 
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Sammanfattning 

Denna forskning presenterar en dekonstruktiv analys av Aldous Huxleys 

roman Brave New World skriven 1932. Som litterärt verk anses den 

främst vara en dystopisk visualisering av framtidens moderna samhälle. 

Denna uppsats avslöjar en mer tvetydig läsning av Brave New World 

genom att dekonstruera och presentera de aspekter som angår 

klassificeringen av romanen som både Dystopisk och Utopisk samtidigt. 

Denna slutsats av tvetydighet presenteras för att neka varje uppfattning 

om att romanen kan klassificeras som en definitiv representation av 

antingen en utopisk eller en dystopisk visualisering av framtiden. 

 

Nyckelord: Huxley, Brave New World, Utopi, Dystopi, Dekonstruktion, 

Framtid 
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Dustjackets covering Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World have referred to the novel as a 

dystopian vision of the future ever since it was first published in 1932. The state of society 

present in the novel has been used as an example of what nightmares the future might entail 

lest we steer clear of the dystopian tendencies presented in the novel such as totalitarianism 

and the eradication of individualism. However, this essay presents arguments for a more 

ambiguous reading of the novel. Based on the theory of deconstructive criticism, the essay 

breaks down the arguments for and against the common dystopian reading of Brave New 

World. Additionally, the dilemma brought on by the definitive definitions of the concepts of 

dystopia and utopia present the argument that as these concepts are juxtaposed they are 

mutually assuming one another. The notion that every page of the novel is written with the 

intention of satirizing the subjects are debunked by Huxley’s positive personal views on 

eugenics, which is a major part of the science present in BNW. On the other hand, the essay 

will not argue that the authorial intent to satirize and criticize modernity is absent in the novel. 

It instead argues that both utopian and dystopian qualities exist within the novel. The 

deconstruction of these opposite qualities presents a novel which is equally hopeful and 

celebratory of its own expectations of the progression towards the future as it is a cautionary 

and criticizing visualisation of what that same future might resemble. The novel should be 

regarded as a depiction of societal progression characterized by overlapping tendencies 

towards both utopia and dystopia. 

As the essay mostly consists of a discussion pertaining to the concepts of utopia and dystopia, 

these terms will need an introductory definition. The terms are defined in the online Oxford 

English Dictionary (OED) as follows: Dystopia: “An imaginary place or condition in which 

everything is as bad as possible; opposed to utopia n.” (1972), and Utopia: “An imagined or 

hypothetical place, system, or state of existence in which everything is perfect, esp. in respect 

of social structure, laws, and politics” (2013). The terms are defined to be absolute, describing 
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something that is either “perfect” or “as bad as possible”. The characterization of a world or 

society as either of these concepts is problematic since nothing could ever be construed to 

adhere fully to either definition.   

               Furthermore, modernity is another concept in need of a definition. The online OED 

defines “modernity” in a general sense as “the quality or condition of being modern; 

modernness [sic] of character or style.” Specifically, the OED defines “modernity” as “an 

intellectual tendency or social perspective characterized by departure from or repudiation of 

traditional ideas, doctrines, and cultural values in favour of contemporary or radical values 

and beliefs.” In summation, modernity could be perceived as the aspects of society that have 

been developed based on traditional values or ideas to be replaced by a modern equivalent, or; 

the rejection of these traditional aspects in favour of new and modern ideas or values. The 

concept as used in this essay refers to the ideals and norms that were present at the time 

Huxley produced the novel.  

          A definition of Deconstructive criticism will also be useful. Tyson summarizes 

deconstructive criticism by splitting it up into 3 constituent parts. she writes: “For 

deconstruction, (1) language is dynamic, ambiguous, and unstable, continually disseminating 

possible meanings; (2) existence has no centre, no stable meaning, no fixed ground; and (3) 

human beings are fragmented battlefields for competing ideologies whose only “identities” 

are the ones we invent and choose to believe” (244). The important terms in this summary that 

will apply to the analysis of Brave New World are the ambiguous nature of language and the 

“competing ideologies.” Since utopia and dystopia are antonyms they can be regarded as 

competing tendencies in Huxley’s writing in the sense that they are absolute in their 

assessment of a certain political system or society. The theory of deconstruction will be used 

to call attention to the ambiguity of Huxley’s vision of societal progress since the theory 
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allows for an analysis of the way the competing concepts overlap instead of demanding the 

exclusion of one of them. 

          Many of those who have read Brave New World might instinctively refer to the cold and 

mechanical future as dystopian. Modern views on concepts such as individualism, political

structure, class and childbirth differ immensely from how these same concepts are regarded 

in the society present in the novel. If one is to begin deconstructing the novel’s critique of 

how this future society has come to completely disregard societal standards normative to 20th 

and 21st century civilization, one must regard the views that have been replaced as ethically 

sound and important for the inevitable progression of civilized society. One also needs to 

regard Huxley’s description of the future as a mostly satirical one. If the narrative is 

interpreted as a comment on the dystopian future which we are all progressing towards then 

all aspects of this horrific future should be considered ludicrous exaggerations of present-day 

social ills. Most instances in the novel where something differs widely from modern day 

standards could be interpreted as a comment on the negative consequences of the rejection of 

those same standards. Someone who claims the novel to be dystopian would have to claim 

that the narrated and hypothetical progression of modern society should be considered to be 

the worst possible outcome of this progression per the definition of the term dystopia. 

               With these ground rules set for the dystopian argument, we can begin to look at 

instances in the novel that could be construed as a critique of modernity. Firstly, 

Individualism is a behaviour that is regarded as strange in the novel. The protagonist, Bernard 

struggles with this notion throughout the narrative. An example of this is the conversation 

between him and Lenina as they are hovering above the dark ocean: “I don’t want to look’. 

‘But I do,’ he insisted. ‘It makes me feel as though […] I were more me, if you see what I 

mean. More on my own, not so completely a part of something else. Not just a cell in the 
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social body’” (Huxley 99). Theodor Adorno, a 20th century German philosopher, writes about 

the problematic nature of the eradication of the individual in his 1951 book Minima Moralia: 

 

In the face of the totalitarian unison with which the eradication of difference is 

proclaimed as a purpose in itself, even part of the social force of liberation may 

have temporarily withdrawn to the individual sphere . . . While the individual, 

like all individualistic processes of production, has fallen behind the state of 

technology and become historically obsolete, he becomes the custodian of truth, 

as the condemned against the victor. (129) 

Adorno acknowledges the dangers of any society that through technological advancement 

oversees the replacement of its individual citizens for a “totalitarian unison” where citizens 

are no more than part of an indifferent group which together are seen as a social body. 

Bernard’s cynicism towards the societal rejection of the individual is a vital part of his 

character’s importance to the story. The others’ skeptical comments on his wish to spend time 

alone and his aversion towards communal activities are shown to be a programmed reaction 

towards those who show signs of social deviance.  Here, one can begin to see signs of a 

dystopian nature. The implied meaning of the “programmed” skepticism directed at 

Bernard’s character is that the “Social body” (Huxley 99), as Bernard himself describes the 

general population, is designed to reject free thinking that challenges the status quo. Alisha 

Scott touches on the importance of social interaction in Huxley’s imagined world: “Huxley’s 

utopian nightmare here is not so much one of isolation, but as the outcome of forced 

socialization and the near-impossibility of an option to withdraw and reflect, or respond in 

rage” (43). 

               The dystopian qualities of Brave New World are made obvious here: the global 

totalitarian government have designed a life for its inhabitants so as there is no use in 
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reflecting upon the possibility of revolution. In designing this world, the ruling power has 

decided that humankind is not capable of deciding what way of life they consider to be the 

most appropriate. Instead there is a dissonance between a natural tendency to resist being told 

how to life one’s life and the conditioning every person receives from their birth within 

civilized society.  

                The dystopian qualities of the novel are not related to the oppression of people but 

instead to the rejection of aspects that modernity considers to be ethically sound. The novel 

portrays a society where the totalitarian government controls the consensus with the intention 

of creating social stability and not the tyrannical oppression of its citizens. This political 

construction is flawed since the government is in complete control of a universally applied 

ideology that leaves no room for opposition. This is in itself an argument for the dystopian 

tendency of Huxley’s world. Since there is no opposition to the governing ideology, the 

people’s ability to freely decide that this particular system is right is removed. Bülent Diken 

discusses the relationship between the novel and its problematic totalitarian system. About 

the novel’s politics he writes that “[t]here is no alternative. In the brave new world, there is 

no line of flight that can escape the continuum of the disjunctive synthesis, no truly 

antagonistic praxis that can confront and change the system” (166). In relation to the term 

dystopia being defined as something being “as bad as possible”, we can reach the conclusion 

that the form of government which Diken describes accurately represents the worst possible 

version of a political system. The totalitarian politics in Brave New World could just as easily 

have been constructed to pursue the oppression of the general population since there is no 

way for the citizens to rebel or promote change. 

               What is considered ethically sound in Huxley’s world is that which prevents chaos 

in the form of rebellion and suffering. The dilemma here is that chaos and suffering must be 

considered to be one of the natural aspects of human life. Generally, these would be 
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considered dystopian features, but Brave New World presents the idea that a society that is 

actively suppressing humanity’s tendency to live in tandem with chaos and suffering is not 

ideal. A harmonious world devoid of suffering might seem like a utopia but Huxley presents 

the argument that this state of society has a price, the immense control the governing factors 

must exert on society. The Brave New World is characterized by the pursuits which the 

citizens are programmed to partake of to reach the most pleasurable existence. But instead of 

a long-lasting feeling of pleasure and happiness this emotional state must constantly be 

maintained by drugs, consumption and communal rituals. The novel presents the notion that 

pleasure is so fleeting in its nature that if no discomfort is to be felt then life must be built 

around the constant supply of the artificial. To continue discussing the way the novel 

describes the progression towards an unnatural human existence, the concept of eugenics 

needs to be analyzed. 

               The first two chapters of the novel are designed as a walkthrough of the way every 

human life is meticulously and mechanically engineered. The processes that have been 

developed to engineer human life are based on natural conception including elements such as 

an ovary and an incubation-period, but instead of the fetuses developing naturally within a 

mother they are conceived and cultured by scientists in a laboratory. The role this would play 

in the dystopian tendency of the novel is that it shows the progression towards a rejection of 

every aspect of natural child-bearing. The unnatural aspects of future human existence and its 

progression towards the extreme is further contrasted by the removal of the most prominent 

and previously unavoidable aspect of human life, aging. The loss of vitality and appearance 

that characterizes old age is something of the past in Huxley’s future, where humans spend 

their entire life as “youth almost unimpaired till sixty, and then, crack! The end” (Huxley 

117). One who regards it as ethically sound to consider the natural processes would likely 

consider this part of Huxley’s future a dystopian one since it shows blatant disregard to the 
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sanctity of a natural existence and its processes. This is arguably a critique of modern 

civilizations tendency towards a biopolitically controlling role in the reproduction of its 

citizens and a comment on how natural human processes should be immune to the 

technological advances the future will inevitably come with. Moving on from the novel’s 

portrayal of future reproduction, one who considers the novel to be dystopian would most 

likely bring up the way its society treats its very own history.  

              Making a gesture signifying that ancient history is worth no more than to be whisked 

away and forgotten, the Resident Controller quotes Ford to a group of students: “History is 

bunk” (Huxley 48). The societal progression towards Huxley’s future has therefore deemed 

the history of the world to be nonsense, except when it is used as an example of the depraved 

nature of man before their time. The Controller goes on to inform the students that a home is 

“an unsterilized prison; darkness, disease and smells” (Huxley 50). That family implies 

“suffocating intimacies” and “dangerous, insane obscene relationships between the members 

of the family group!” (Huxley 50-51). The ideologies adapted in the novel are not far from a 

concept developed by Freud within psychoanalysis, the Oedipus complex, which is defined 

by the OED as a “subconscious sexual desire felt by a child for a parent of the opposite sex”. 

The values in Huxley’s future seem to be affected by the notion that the family structure of 

previous modern civilizations was oedipal in its construction. A family is to be considered 

perverse since they all live so closely that children are brought up too close to their 

“viviparous” mothers. Brave New World’s notions of the problematic nature of the traditional 

family group is yet another example of the rejection directed towards aspects of human 

existence previously regarded as resistant to change. One could argue that Huxley used this 

as an example of how future generations might be so horribly affected by its own rapid 

technological progression that no aspect of human life is forever permanent and resistant to 

change. The technological progress will instead inevitably find ways to reconstruct the very 
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idea of human existence until it becomes unrecognizable to previous generations. This may 

perhaps be a major part of the idea Huxley intended to portray, that imagined future societies 

will forever be considered dystopian since man cannot recognize his world in what has come 

to be. 

               Additionally, there is another downside to the technological advancement which has 

shaped the society of BNW. Science, which is thoroughly overseen by the government, has 

become the overarching entity which controls all aspects of the lives of individuals. Mustafa 

Mencütekin argues that “Science is tooled by the state to have the power of knowledge to set 

a tyrannical control over the citizens” (69). Mencütekin adds that technological advancement 

is being restrained by the World State to prevent it from reaching new discoveries which 

might ruin its harmonious societal construction. This implies that the government in BNW 

has decided for themselves that technological advancement has reached its preferred 

destination for its own benefit. The disruption of this advancement can be interpreted as the 

government deciding for all that no further improvement of technology should be made since 

it might cause the fall of the government’s sovereignty. The tyrannical elements of the 

government present in BNW is easily recognized here which should, by all accounts, be 

considered a dystopian quality.  

Contrary to popular belief, the novel does contain many instances where modernity 

is celebrated rather than criticized. The case for a utopia is not so difficult to argue. When 

first making the utopian argument, one must present the rather obvious juxtaposition that is 

made in the novel. As previously discussed in this essay, there is no shortage of tendencies 

towards dystopia, but the fact of the matter is that many aspects of society in Brave New 

World are engineered to be as “perfect” as possible. The tendencies towards a utopia are 

therefore exemplified by the mere definition of the word. If one is inclined to agree with the 

dictionary-definition of a utopia as a place where every aspect of society is as perfect as 
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possible then the BNW can be considered to be reaching towards this utopian state of 

perfection. The juxtaposition comes from the tendencies towards utopia and dystopia existing 

simultaneously and arguably to a similar degree. The pursuit of a perfect society has led to a 

world of altruism based on a universally “accepted” idea of what is considered good. An 

obvious example of a dystopian future is that of Orwell’s 1984 which is ruled by an 

oppressive totalitarian government reigning with the use of fear and surveillance to oppress 

and control its subjects. Brave New World and its society is providing contrast to this by 

providing its citizens with a peaceful and uncomplicated existence where subservience is 

rewarded with pleasure. The people are created to fill their predestined purpose and as long as 

they do not take it upon themselves to resist conforming, they are taken care of.  

               The portrayed difference between the civilized world and the reservations where the 

uncivilized reside is written as a statement of how previous societies showed strong 

tendencies towards corrupting its citizens’ rationale and halting societal progression. The 

people residing in the reservations are not enlightened by any means, their lives actually 

resemble the lives lived in the civilised world. Where civilisation has its communal rituals, 

the reservation has a savage religion which includes rituals of sacrifice (Huxley 120-21). 

Where the civilisation has a drug perfected to provide pleasure with no dangerous side 

effects, the reservation has alcohol with life-damaging results (Huxley 131). The civilized 

society is indeed a utopia compared to the savage society within the reservations. Those who 

consider the societal progression to lead towards dystopia simply cannot argue that the people 

left behind by progress are forming their own utopia. In being left to its own devices, 

humankind has regressed into a savage group tending to hedonistic rituals and skewed ideas 

of social ethics. John, the savage boy raised in the reservation to parents from the civilized 

world, is the perfect example of the extent to which civilisation has gone to extreme lengths 

to distance itself from the aspects that are believed to be corrupting. William Matter uses 
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John the savage to illustrate the complete contrast between the civilized society and the 

reservations. Matter writes that John is “anxious to escape the reservation and discover how 

accurately Shakespeare describes the human character. But John finds the new world 

confusing” (90). Matter goes on to argue that the dissonance between John’s expectations of 

the utopia outside the savage reservations and the impassionate reality is “perhaps, the most 

important thematic point in Brave New World” (91). The works of Shakespeare could be seen 

as John’s vantage point from where he judges what aspects of life are noble and ethically 

sound pursuits. However, the progress made by this future civilisation is the complete 

opposite to the worlds imagined by Shakespeare. 

               Civilisation in the novel has, through the abandonment of obsolete and ancient ideas 

about life, decided to protect its citizens from “corrupting” literature such as Shakespeare’s 

since the world has gone through such extreme change that his ideas simply are not 

intelligible to future minds. John’s resistance of civilised society and his doomed existence 

within it serves as an example of how progress warps the ideals of societies past.  The 

character is brought from the regressed savage reservations to progressed civilisation and is 

expected to be able to settle there. John’s fate is an example of the impossibility of settling in 

a future society without abandoning your past ideas. However, there is an argument to be 

made that John’s existence within progressed society was doomed from the start. There is 

simply too great of a dissonance between the world which has progressed towards a utopian 

standard and the reservations which have been left to stagnate as the means of progressing 

have been removed. The conclusion that John’s horrified reaction to civilisation is an 

argument for the dystopian tendencies of Huxley’s future is a far too simplified one. John 

should not be seen as a symbol of the perfect human, neither should his disregard for the 

futuristic civilisation be seen as the only rational response to its progression. He is but an 

outcast both from the society in which he was born and from the society to which he is 
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brought. Instead one can consider John to be representing the probable reactions of all 

citizens of past civilisations if they were to be brought hundreds of years in to the future. 

Simply a vehicle used by Huxley to portray the dissonance between past and future, his 

condemned fate within the BNW symbolizes the radical change humankind goes through as 

the advancement of technology changes the nature of human existence.  One must take in to 

consideration that John’s perception of morals has been formed not by his reality but by the 

writings from a time vastly different from the time he lives in. This could be interpreted as a 

comment made by Huxley about humanity’s wish for art to imitate reality. John primarily 

regards the reservation to be imperfect and gruesome. When he is told that he will be moving 

to the civilised world, he is hopeful to witness that the beauty he has found within poetry will 

be present in the Brave New World. In having to face the gloomy reality within civilisation 

he quickly abandons his optimism since he clearly cannot recognize the resemblance between 

Shakespeare’s imagined world and the society which considers poetry to be corrupting and 

arbitrary. 

               Another negative aspect of John’s persona is his naivete. In his conversation with 

Mustapha Mond, the head controller of the World State, John enquires: “Why don’t you 

make everybody an Alpha Double Plus while you’re about it?” (Huxley 220). Mond 

continues to explain laughingly that “[a] society of Alphas couldn’t fail to be unstable and 

miserable” since someone of Alpha-status would “go mad if he had to do Epsilon semi-

moron work” (Huxley 221). This exchange could be a reference made by Huxley about the 

nightmarish nature of a future where different castes of different intelligence are designed 

from birth for nothing more than menial and repetitious work. However, Huxley had a similar 

opinion about a future where all humans were eugenically produced. Joanne Woiak states that 

“Huxley was a known supporter of the eugenics movement. He held hereditarian beliefs 

regarding the causes of social ills and especially mental abilities” (118). The notion that 
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Huxley might be wholly criticising a future where eugenics is used to produce human beings 

is debunked by this. The common notion that the science of eugenics as it is presented in the 

novel is simply a satirical and criticizing comment on its existence in the 20st century is 

evidently not what Huxley intended for his novel. Woiak subsequently discusses the opinions 

held by Mond and Huxley himself, referring to an essay which Huxley wrote that revealed his 

opinions on eugenics: “The essay ended with the warning that a eugenically perfect society 

could never function because all the citizens would be ‘malcontents’” (119). Here Huxley 

presents Mond’s argument but applied instead to his own time and in his own words. Huxley 

envisions the problems that would come with a eugenically perfect society where it would 

evidently lead to a general miserable existence. Woiak continues her article by theorizing that 

“perhaps he [Huxley] therefore intended the Brave New World scenario as a middle ground: 

a community of contented imbeciles governed by a relatively benign aristocracy of intellect” 

(119). This theory allows for the interpretation that Huxley considered the eugenic aspect of 

BNW to be mainly a utopian feature. Brad Congdon strengthens this interpretation by 

researching the relationship between the subject of eugenics within Brave New World and the 

contemporary comments made by eugenicists of 1930’s England. These contemporaries 

included Aldous’ very own brother Julian Huxley who, like his brother, insisted upon the 

“possibilities science would open up in the future” (102). Congdon also claims in his article 

that Aldous might have been influenced and in agreement with his brother’s thoughts on the 

future of the eugenics movement. However, one does not have to search through articles and 

dissertations to uncover Huxley’s own thoughts on the sciences practised in his novel. In a 

Prologue to Brave New World written in 1946 Huxley writes that for utopia to be realized in a 

future society, one important aspect that needs to be implemented is “a fool proof system of 

eugenics, designed to standardize the human product and so to facilitate the task of the 

managers” (Huxley 15). In combination with the previously discussed arguments for 
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Huxley’s positive views on eugenics, this quote firmly establishes that Huxley did not 

consider eugenics as a dystopian quality of his future society. 

               If one accepts that civilisation in Brave New world is at least partly utopian, one can 

start to compare the novel to utopia’s imagined by other writers. Plato’s The Republic, one of 

the first works that seeks to describe the ideal society, contains similar visions of class and 

family as those which are described by Huxley. Plato regards the predestined occupations 

assigned to different castes of people to be important to the pursuit of the ideal. In reference 

to this he claims; “we assigned each man to the one [trade] for which he was naturally 

suited…” (124). There are great similarities to this aspect in Brave New World, but the 

technological and psychological advances have made the process basically perfected. Instead 

of merely deciding what trade a person is suited for based on ancient practices, the future 

equivalent of this is that each person is designed and conditioned to suit their predestination. 

About this practice, the director explains that “you couldn’t have lower-caste people wasting 

the Community’s time over books” (Huxley 37). Huxley’s society programs its citizens so 

that there will be as few distractions as possible from their preordained societal objective. 

The notion that this is a horrid aspect of Huxley’s future is quickly rebutted as one ponders 

one of the hypnopaedic messages claiming: “Everyone works for everyone else. We can’t do 

without anyone” (Huxley 84). This shows that there is no programmed spite to be directed 

towards those of lower status. The Delta’s and Epsilon’s are not overtly considered to be 

worth less than Alpha’s by the governing body but are simply programmed to be suited for 

more menial jobs. Their conditioning is so accurately planned that there is no use in revolting 

but also no need for hate or prejudice. In this utopia, everyone is rewarded equally with a 

purposeful and pleasurable existence since no one provides for anyone else without being 

provided for in return. The pursuit of societal harmony is an important aspect in both 

Huxley’s and Plato’s futures. However, as this essay has presented, there is an ambiguous 
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nature to the societal harmony. The dystopian element of Huxley’s future society’s 

harmonious structure is made obviously problematic by the totalitarian control the 

government has over every aspect of the lives within this social order. Both societies are 

constructed so that there is a clear division of labour by the government. Both have decided 

that one’s abilities should decide what role you have within the social hierarchy.  They both 

seem to reach the conclusion that the ideal society is one centred around a class-based 

structure. As the people in the classes which are placed higher are taught not to resent those 

with lower status, there is no need to envy those who are further up in the hierarchy. This 

creates a harmonious society since there is no possibility to rise or fall in social status. 

Structuring an ideal society this way could be construed ambiguously as both utopian and 

dystopian since harmony, a utopian tendency, has been achieved but at a cost which could 

easily be construed as dystopian.   

               The drug Soma is a big part of life in Brave New World. The need to consume drugs 

and alcohol has, through technological development, led to the development of the perfect 

product to replace them since “one cubic centimetre cures ten gloomy sentiments”, as one of 

the hypnopaedic messages reads. At first glance, this programming might seem like a 

dystopian feature. However, the reality of our present civilisation and any previous 

civilisation is that these types of sedatives have always been present. In the preface of his 

novel, Huxley writes about the topic of drugs when discussing the discoveries that will be 

needed for humanity to embrace their servitude. Huxley claims that, among other things, “a 

substitute for alcohol and the other narcotics, something at once less harmful and more 

pleasure-giving than gin or heroin” is a necessity for harmony within future civilisations 

(Huxley 15). He also makes the same point that sedatives are a frequently present aspect of 

civilisation in claiming that “reality, however utopian, is something from which people feel 

the need of taking pretty frequent holidays” (Huxley 15). If we are to assume that for every 
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civilisation there is a need to consume these products to escape reality, then the technological 

advances made in Brave New World has arguably reached the utopian equivalent of this 

aspect. Huxley seems to argue that the claim simply cannot be made that a utopia should be 

thought of as a place where existence is already so pleasurable that drugs have become 

obsolete. Therefore, by perfecting the product so that it does not involve the damaging side 

effects which previous sedatives have all had, Brave New World has used the advancement of 

technology to provide the utopian version of a product which Huxley argues will be 

consumed either way. This argument shows that Huxley’s authorial intent was not to fully 

criticize the presence of palliatives. However, there is an ambiguous nature to this aspect 

since the reader might not agree with Huxley’s claim and simply consider palliatives to be 

non-essential to civilisation and Soma to simply be and instrument used by the government to 

sedate any ideas of critique or revolt. 

Through deconstructing the novel’s celebration and critique of modernity the essay 

has shown that there are both a utopian and a dystopian argument to be made. The dystopian 

tendencies of BNW can be summarized by acknowledging the instances where modernity is 

criticised.  The critique is present in these aspects: (1) The eradication of the individual 

replaced instead by a “social body” which regards solitary contemplation to be dangerous to 

society; (2) The replacement of natural aspects of life with mechanical, chemical or 

psychological inventions; (3) The rejection of history as a natural reference on which to base 

society; (4) Family and parental relationships being regarded as dangerous and detestable; 

and lastly (5) The pursuit of persistent pleasure leading to the endless consumption of 

products designed to briefly satisfy that need. 

               The instances where the progress is celebrated can be summarized as: (1) The 

altruistic ideology of the government where universal happiness is pursued; (2) The 

destructive nature of man exemplified by the savages within the reservations creating a 
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hedonistic, dystopian society when left to their own devices without technology; (3) The 

general advancement of technology which has led to inventions which has improved the lives 

of the general population; (4) The societal harmony brought on by the construction of class 

and unity between citizens of different castes as well as the perfection of the sedatives which 

are an inevitable necessity for people within any civilisation; (5) Huxley’s own positive 

views on eugenics and phrenology show that his authorial intent was not just to criticize these 

topics but instead to highlight the importance they will have in future civilizations. 

To further analyse this dichotomy between utopia and dystopia, we need to look 

closer at the society described in the novel. By the use of restricting guidance, its governing 

body has constricted aspiration to such an extent that the individual has been thoroughly 

eradicated. Since the castes are determined before-hand there is no such thing as moving up 

or down the hierarchical structure. In addition, the state has formed an organism where the 

individual is considered a part of a communal social body. The “social body” exists not as an 

entity which supports and creates individualistic lives but instead as a separate entity which is 

formed in the image of the ideal citizen. One could consider this carefully constructed social 

body (the opposite of a social construction based around individuals) to be dangerous but also 

somewhat positive. It is dangerous in the sense that those who rule have the sovereignty and 

the overwhelming responsibility of deciding for every citizen how life is to be lived and what 

pursuits promise the best results for each and every one of them. In a similar sense, it can be 

considered as an efficient form of governing since the common man might not be capable of 

making the distinction between the pursuits which are good and those which lead to the least 

rewarding results. Brave New World makes a very good point of balancing these two ideas 

simultaneously.  

          It can be argued that Huxley meant to portray the importance of an overarching 

structure and the impossible responsibility which this entity must take on to guide its citizens 
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to a stable and pleasurable social existence. The savage nature of those living within the 

reservations can be interpreted to refer to human kind’s inherent proclivity towards 

destruction, hedonism and chaos. However, Huxley seems to be ambiguously claiming that, 

although it is vital, the overarching structure itself has a proclivity towards the dystopian 

tendencies which are present in the novel. The World state present here, or any of its 

equivalents in other societies, cannot create harmony unless some repressive qualities are 

implemented. The novel is nihilistic in its portrayal of the future. It seems to state, by the 

means of covert ambiguous arguments, that reaching towards utopia can only ever be partly 

realised. 

              To conclude, the ambiguity of the novel is not so covertly expressed as one might 

imagine at first since many aspects such as suffering, death and palliatives has, in this 

imagined future, been developed to reach their perfect equivalent based on their present day 

forms. On the other hand, other aspects such as individual freedom and a natural existence 

are portrayed to have progressed towards the opposite of their perfect forms. Because the 

concepts of utopia and dystopia are defined in a way that does not allow for any ambiguity, 

the conclusion can be drawn that the classification is not possible to make realistically. 

Huxley’s novel envisions that reaching towards a utopian standard will inevitably come with 

dystopian elements.  

              The criticizing and satirical nature of the novel’s comments on the future of 

technology is obvious at times. However, it is simultaneously presented that Huxley himself 

considered the science of eugenics to be a tantalizing aspect brought on by centuries of 

scientific progress. This refutes the argument that Huxley’s authorial intent was to wholly 

criticize scientific progression. As it has been argued in this essay, Brave New World is no 

more than a novel about an imagined future. A future where technology has advanced to such 

an extent that the mutually excluding concepts of utopia and dystopia exist simultaneously. 



                                                                                                                                              Franzén     18 

 

Since it can be argued that the novel is both criticizing and celebrating the progression of 

modernity towards the future it should be classified as a futuristic depiction which 

exemplifies that neither utopia or dystopia can be realized without consisting of equal parts of 

its opposite. Since the concepts are defined so definitively and without the possibility of 

overlapping, the novel should be considered as a depiction of the progression of modernity 

which can be classified equally realistically as either of these extreme classifications. The 

question for any contemporary reader is not whether BNW is a utopia or a dystopia, the 

question is whether they consider the utopian qualities to be overshadowed by the sacrifices 

which give the novel its opposing dystopian qualities (or vice versa).
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