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Foreword

As you read this book, you must not lose sight of what is really at
issue: the authority of a certain intellectual and moral style that char-
acterizes what is “acceptable” or “good work” in Western academic
institutions and professional organizations. Does that style have the
right to dictate substantive conclusions about reality and the life of
reason?

Reason is the human ability to determine what is real or not real
by thinking. Just as, centuries ago, the honest thinker had to be will-
ing to follow the inquiry even if it led to a godless universe, so today
the honest thinker has to be willing to follow the inquiry even if it
leads to a God-governed universe. This latter possibility today
causes those who think they are in charge of what is only reasonable
and right to become impatient and imperious. They cannot afford to
be wrong about the godlessness of reality, for now our whole system
of education is based on that assumption, just as some while ago it
was based on the assumption of God.

And so, as Phillip Johnson so beautifully explains and illustrates,
reason is replaced by rationalization. Rationalization is the use of
reasoning to make sure that one comes out at the right place. Not
long ago the dominant ideal within intellectual circles was to judge
the conclusion by the method through which it was derived. If the
method was good, you were required to accept the conclusion, at
least provisionally. Now, sadly, the method is judged by whether it
brings you out at the “right” conclusion, as determined by institu-
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tional consensus congealed around glittering personalities. If you
don’t come to the “right” conclusion, your method is wrong, and
you are probably a bad person. Derisive terminology will be used to
describe you.

This is of course very old stuff in human history, but it is always
difficult to recognize it for what it is. Contemporary certainties never
look like rationalizations, or they would not be contemporary cer-
tainties. The character of rationalization is hidden beneath the cloak
of benign authority.

In our case today, the authority is science. Science, we are told,
says this or that. We had better believe it. Unfortunately, science
says nothing. It is not the kind of thing that can say anything. Only
scientists say things, and scientists can be remarkably unscientific
and are often remarkably wrong—as subsequent events frequently
show. In addition, many who would speak for science are not scien-
tists or have no qualifications in the area of their claims. But if they
can assume an aura of “the scientific” in some way, they will be able
to rationalize at will and gain a hearing for it.

Phillip Johnson is relentlessly logical. That is, he insists that there
be good, or at least some, evidence to support a claim—evidence
other than that the claim is of the “right” sort. This is an irritating
trait, and plenty of people are irritated by his insistence on evidence.
But the insistence on evidence is what from antiquity has character-
ized scientific work—not a set of conclusions which must be
defended at all costs. It is evidence that drives the Wedge of truth.

In American culture today the real issue is who shall have the
right to determine policy. Knowledge confers the right to act and to
lead. So the question becomes, Who gets to say what knowledge is?
If you can successfully define knowledge in such a way that your
convictions are knowledge and those of others are not, you get to
determine policy, to direct human life.
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But if you successfully define knowledge in terms of materialistic
“science,” then there will be no knowledge to guide life, for “sci-
ence” materialistically interpreted tells you nothing about how life
should be lived. It can help you only if you already know how life
should be lived. Which is exactly what naturalism inconsistently
assumes, for its answers concerning how life should be lived—and it
certainly has them—cannot be derived from the science which it
proclaims to be the source of all knowledge. It is thus forced into
rationalization rather than reasoning. It has, as an intellectual out-
look, only a style and no substance.

As you read this book, look to the evidence and breathe the fresh
intellectual air that nourishes genuinely opened minds.

Dallas Willard



Introduction

Imagine that you are driving down a narrow road with a cliff on one
side and a precipice on the other, when you find that a huge, thick
log blocks the way forward. The log is too heavy to lift, and there is
no way around it. If you are going to proceed, you must find some
way to split the log into segments, so you can move the barrier out
of the way. Fortunately, this can be done. The log seems solid, but
there are bound to be cracks, some of which penetrate deep into the
interior. What you need to do is insert the thin edge of a wedge into
the most profound crack and gradually drive the broader parts of the
wedge into the log until the crack widens and the log is split.

The log in this metaphor is the ruling philosophy of modern cul-
ture, a philosophy called naturalism or materialism or physicalism
or simply modernism. Under any of those names this philosophy
assumes that in the beginning were the fundamental particles that
compose matter, energy and the impersonal laws of physics. To put

it negatively, there was no personal God who created the cosmos and
governs it as an act of free will. If God exists at all, he acts only
through inviolable laws of nature and adds nothing to them. In con-
sequence, all the creating had to be done by the laws and the parti-
cles, which is to say by some combination of random chance and
lawlike regularity. It is by building on that philosophical assumption
that modernist scientists conclude that all plants and animals are the
products of an undirected and purposeless evolutionary process—
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and that humankind is just another animal species, not created
uniquely in the image of God.

This philosophy controls academic work not only in science but
in all fields, including law, literature and psychology. It is promul-
gated throughout the educational system and the mainstream media,
and government backs it. Superficially it seems as immovable as that
great log that bars your progress on that mountain road. But on
closer examination, the log is marked by cracks. The most important
crack in the modernist log is the difference between two distinct def-
initions of science. On the one hand, modernists say that science 18
impartial fact-finding, the objective and unprejudiced weighing of
evidence. Science in that sense relies on careful observations, calcu-
lations, and above all, repeatable experiments. That kind of objective
science is what makes technology possible, and where it can be
employed it is indeed the most reliable way of determining the facts.
On the other hand, modernists also identify science with naturalistic
philosophy. In that case science is committed to finding and endors-
ing naturalistic explanations for every phenomenon—regardless of
the facts. That kind of science is not free of prejudice. On the con-
trary, it 1s defined by a prejudice. The prejudice 1s that all phenom-
ena can ultimately be explained in terms of purely natural causes,

which is to say unintelligent causes.

The Wedge of my title is an informal movement of like-minded
thinkers in which I have taken a leading role. Our strategy is to drive
the thin edge of our Wedge into the cracks in the log of naturalism
by bringing long-neglected questions to the surface and introducing
them into public debate. Of course the initial penetration is not the
whole story, because the Wedge can split the log only if it thickens
as it penetrates. If we are raising the right questions after a long
period in which those questions were suppressed, then new avenues
of inquiry should be suggested, and thinking will go off in new
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directions. A new body of research and scholarship will gradually
emerge, and in time the adherents of the old dogma will be left
behind, unable to comprehend the questions that have suddenly
become too important to ignore.

The first steps in the thickening of the Wedge deal with its core
proposition that intelligence is a real phenomenon which cannot be
reduced to material causes and which can be identified scientifically.
The biochemist Michael Behe has described the irreducible com-
plexity of organisms at the molecular level and explained why the
neo-Darwinian mechanism of random mutation and natural selec-
tion does not produce irreducibly complex adaptations. William
Dembski has taken our intuitions about intelligent design and for-
mulated them rigorously both in philosophical and mathematical
terms.. Works in progress will explain how Darwinist prejudice has
distorted scientific evidence from the fossil record, embryonic
development, origin of life studies, and genetics. Other work that is
just beginning to take shape will sketch an agenda for research and
writing in subjects like history, where Enlightenment rationalist tri-
umphalism has long defined the problems and prescribed the con-
clusions. The path-setting thinkers of the twenty-first century will
not merely build on the twentieth century’s accomplishments; they
will set off in new directions that will require reconsideration of
much that we have taken for granted. It will be an exciting century—
and probably a dangerous one.

This book is not about the thicker parts of the Wedge, although I
will describe some of them. The scientists and scholars who are

*In particular, readers who want to understand the Wedge as a whole should read William
Dembski’s book Intelligent Design: The Bridge Between Science & Theology (Downers
Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1999), and the essays he has collected in Mere Creation
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1998). Another particularly helpful resource is the
special double issue of Touchstone magazine (July-August 1999) devoted to the intelligent
design movement, which may be ordered from the Touchstone Web site at <www.fsj.org>
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doing that work should have the opportunity to speak for them-
selves, and so I will write of what is coming only briefly, leaving the
reader to go on for further details to the books and collections as
they become available. My own continuing work is with the thin
edge, which continues to burrow into the log as the thicker parts
open up the crack. I want to explain the basic thinking behind the
Wedge strategy to the public—especially the Christian public. In
particular, it is time to set out more fully how the Wedge program
fits into the specific Christian gospel (as distinguished from a
generic theism), and how and where questions of biblical authority
enter the picture. As Christians develop a more thorough under-
standing of these questions, they will begin to see more clearly how
ordinary people—specifically, people who are not scientists or pro-
fessional scholars—can more effectively engage the secular world
on behalf of the gospel. People are continually asking me, “What is
going on and what can we do to help?” This book is an answer to
that question.

At the outset there is one thing above all others that readers
(whether Christian or not) need to understand. In my mind the most
important thing is to get people to ask the right questions, not to try
to tell them how to answer the questions. In a sense, all who are
willing to address the right questions are participants in our program
regardless of what answers they want to give. For example, any per-

son who is willing to focus on the problem of genetic information,
to understand what it is and how it may be created, is on the right
track whether or not he or she is ready to give up on the prospect of
a naturalistic solution to the problem. Dogmatism thrives by obfus-
cation, especially by giving the impression that the really important
questions should not be asked. When those questions are clearly
placed in public view, the truth has a chance to speak for itself.

This basis defines the Wedge as an intellectual movement, not a
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confessional movement with an official creed or statement of faith.
At the beginning stage, the right question has been whether science
and naturalism are really the same thing, or whether scientific evi-
dence may be moving away from the materialist answers. If some-
one thinks that this is a good question which deserves fair-minded
investigation, he or she is traveling side-by-side with us—even if he
or she thinks that naturalistic science will eventually solve its prob-
lems and provide answers that will even more thoroughly discredit
the claim that God took an active role in creation. The naysayers are
not our enemy. On the contrary, they are an essential part of the dia-
logue, to help us make sure that we are testing our own ideas as we
should. If we in the Wedge have an enemy, it is not those in open and
honest opposition to our proposals but rather the obfuscators—those
who resist any clear definition of terms or issues, who insist that the
ruling scientific organizations be obeyed without question and who
are content to paper over logical contradictions with superficial
compromises.

This emphasis on finding the right questions will continue, and so
the Wedge will continue to pursue a broad-based program that wel-
comes the participation of persons who disagree with each other
over many details, What will change are the questions, for the first
question we are asking will not be the last one. That metaphorical

log is merely one obstacle, and in getting past it we will not have
arrived at our destination but will have simply made it possible to

continue the journey.

Already a new kind of question has surfaced, and a major purpose
of this book is to address it. Suppose the critics of Darwinism and
materialism are right. Suppose there 1s no macroevolutionary mech-
anism capable of generating the new genetic information required
for biological creation. How could the vast scientific enterprise, ded-
icated by definition to the pursuit of truth, have been so thoroughly
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misled on a point of such immense importance? It may seem impos-
sible that not only scientists but also philosophers and other scholars
could have overlooked for so long the contradictions and evidentiary
difficulties that are so apparent once they are brought into the light.
It is not at all impossible, and when we recognize what has hap-
pened we will be led to a deeper understanding of human nature and
of the fundamental problems of the human condition.

I’ll start that process of understanding by telling the true story of
a man who lost his faith at Harvard in the 1920s.



1

PHILIP WENTWORTH
GOES TO HARVARD

How Can We 1ell Reason
from Rationalization?

A Christian Goes to Harvard

In 1932 the Atlantic Monthly published Philip Wentworth’s essay
“What College Did to My Religion.” Wentworth had entered Har-
vard College in 1924, where I became a freshman over thirty years
later, in 1957. We both encountered an institution that had long ago
abandoned its origins as a seminary for Christian ministers and was
pursuing its current naturalistic faith with at least as much confi-
dence as the seventeenth-century Puritans had once had in the provi-
dence of God. Wentworth says he came to Harvard with a strong
Christian faith, which was then (to his surprise) undermined by the
education he received there. We shall see whether that is the whole
truth, or whether there is reason to believe that Wentworth was
effectively converted to the Harvard faith before he ever left home.
As for me, I had turned to modernist thinking in junior high school,
just about the time I finished the confirmation class at my local
church. I chose to go to Harvard for much the same reasons that an
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ambitious Roman Catholic seminarian might choose to study in
Rome. It was the very fountainhead of the faith I meant to practice.
Whatever differences there may have been between Philip Went-
worth and myself, they are small in comparison to the qualities and
experiences we shared. While at Harvard we both encountered what
Wentworth calls “the intellectual chemistry which has produced this
wholesale apostasy of the younger generation.” Of course that
chemistry had produced the same apostasy for many generations
before Wentworth’s time and for many thereafter. So when I tell
Wentworth’s story (which you can read in its entirety at the Atlantic
Monthly Web site),* I am telling you a story that is representative of

the experience of an entire culture of educated people over more
than a century.

God the Father

Wentworth grew up in a small city in the Midwest of the United
States (as I also did) in a community where his father was a ruling
elder in the local Presbyterian church, and the senior Presbyterian
minister was the acknowledged moral leader of the community. His
earliest memory is of his father leading family prayers after dinner,
“giving thanks to God for all the good things we had enjoyed.”
Indeed, young Wentworth hardly seems to have distinguished
between his father and God, who was “merely the head of the world
as my father was head of the household.” There was no room in this
benevolent picture for the cross of Jesus, and accordingly Went-
worth never mentions even the name of Jesus, much less the radical
teaching in, say, the Sermon on the Mount, still less the agony at
Gethsemane and on the cross. This is no accidental omission,

*<www.theatlantic.com/issues/95nov/warring/whatcoll.htm>. All quotations in this chapter
are from this article.






