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Misleading 
Museums 

Natural history museums are propaganda machines. 
This essay is a review of a book review.  The 

review is by Ilja Nieuwland, critiquing a new book 
by Lukas Rieppel.  Our essay tells what we think 
about what Nieuwland thought about Rieppel’s 
ideas. 

The book is titled, Assembling the Dinosaur.   
That title might lead you to believe that the book is 
about how to put dinosaur bones together for a 
museum exhibit.  It isn’t.  The book review is more 
accurately titled, “A new history reveals how the 
wealthy elite helped shape modern natural history 
museums in America.”   If Nieuwland’s review is 
accurate, then Rieppel believes that natural 
history museums are propaganda machines.  
Nieuwland says, 

Rieppel’s focus is on the people who used 
dinosaur mounts to convert monetary capital 
into social capital and, in so doing, built the 
natural history museums that define the 
museum landscape today.  …   Rieppel frames 
America’s big natural history museums as tools 
for the dissemination of ideas about capitalism 
and society as much as they are tools for 
disseminating ideas about natural history. He 
shows how various financial and administrative 
mechanisms from capitalist ventures 
(particularly industry) shaped the operations of 
natural history museums and led to a strict 
regulation of both their internal and external 
relations.  …  In a sense, this book is a careful 
deconstruction of Osborn’s efforts to 
instrumentalize natural history for ideological 
ends—ideologies that usually served the agenda 

of the AMNH’s  backers  [donors to the 
American Museum of Natural History in New 
York].  A good example of this would be his 
advocacy of “aristogenesis,” a concept that 
holds that evolution proceeds in a pre-
determined path that favors the “best” genes—
an idea obviously attractive to patricians at the 
top of New York’s social order. 1

The book allegedly cites specific examples 
naming specific donors who pressured museum 
directors, as well as names of specific museum 
directors who had their own agendas, which 
affected the presentation of exhibits.  The guilt or 
innocence of particular individuals is irrelevant to 
this essay.  What matters to us is the notion of 
aristogenesis, and its connection to evolution. 

Aristogenesis 
Apparently Osborn believed that evolution 

justifies class discrimination.  That is, rich people 
are better than poor people because they have 
better genes, which allowed them to be more 
successful than poor people.  Rich men deserve 
their wealth because they are genetically superior 
as a result of being more highly evolved.  This 
goes beyond the usual evolutionary racism which 
pictures apes evolving into Neanderthals, who 
evolved into Negroes, who evolved into white 
men.  Rich white men are more highly evolved 
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1 Ilja Nieuwland, Science,  21 June, 2019, , page 1143, 
https://blogs.sciencemag.org/books/2019/06/17/assemb
ling-the-dinosaur/

https://blogs.sciencemag.org/books/2019/06/17/assembling-the-dinosaur/
https://blogs.sciencemag.org/books/2019/06/17/assembling-the-dinosaur/
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than poor white men.  That’s a concept that I had 
never heard before.  I can see how that might 
make rich white people want to believe in 
evolution.  The false theory of evolution appears 
to give them scientific justification for their 
privileged position and pride. 

Museum Reform 
The fact that museums have been used to 

advance hidden agendas has long been 
recognized; but nothing has been done about it. 

Unlike the previous generation of collectors, 
the pressure was on new museum curators to 
prove themselves as the defenders of “pure” 
scientific interests. But, as Rieppel emphasizes, 
they eventually came to serve the same 
sociocommercial agenda because “pure” 
science was a highly valued ideological 
commodity whose aura could be made to fit 
more openly commercial agendas, too. 

Assembling the Dinosaur is a solid entry 
into the growing body of literature on Gilded 
Age American paleontology, but it is 
particularly valuable for its contribution to 
enhancing our understanding of how science 
and its representation during that period were 
influenced by, and in turn affected, society as a 
whole. By incorporating cultural, economic, 
and scientific developments, Rieppel shines 
new light on the history of both American 
paleontology and museum exhibition practice. 2

The “Gilded Age” of American paleontology 
began shortly after William Parker Foulke 
discovered the first known American dinosaur in 
1858.  Darwin’s Origin of Species was published 
in 1859.  It was a coincidence, to be sure; but 
coincidences sometimes have consequences. 

Story Telling 
I like to visit railroad museums.  Some railroad 

museums are better than others—and it isn’t 
because of the number or condition of the 
locomotives on display.  The difference between a 
good museum and a bad museum is the story 
attached to each display.  A good railroad 
museum doesn’t just tell the type of locomotive 
and when it was built. It tells why that locomotive 
was important to history.  Did it open up a region 
for economic development, or did it play a pivotal 
role in a war?  Every train has an interesting story 
that goes along with it—but bad railroad museums 
are boring because they don’t tell the story. 

The same is true of art museums.  There is a 
story behind every painting and sculpture.  Good 
art museums tell you the stories about the artist 
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and what the artist was trying to convey through 
the artwork.  Bad art museums are nothing more 
than buildings with pictures on their walls. 

Every good museum tells a story, and it should 
be obvious what that story is. 

A natural history museum which is nothing 
more than displays of bones and minerals would 
be boring.  It would be “pure” science.  It would be 
great for research—but it would not be very 
entertaining, and few people would go.  Like every 
other kind of museum, a natural history museum 
has to tell a story.   It should tell a story.  There is 
nothing wrong with telling a story. 

What is wrong, is telling a story without 
admitting it is just a story.  Natural history 
museums generally present their story as an 
unquestionable, unbiased, scientific fact.  They do 
not admit they are using their displays to tell a 
story based on political or religious bias. 

Last summer, I visited the Natural History 
Museum of Los Angeles County, where many 
visitors are unaware that they are being told 
stories.  There is danger there. 

 
No, the danger isn’t that they will be eaten by a 

T. rex. ☺ The danger is that they will be told, 
unequivocally, that speculation is fact. 

The Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County is full of statements which have no valid 
scientific basis—but are treated as scientific facts. 

For example, visitors are assured that 
dinosaurs lived 65 million years ago, and birds 
descended from dinosaurs. 
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Visitors are told that “The fossil record shows 
whales evolved from land-dwelling hoofed 
animals related to ancestors of hippos and pigs,” 
despite the fact that there is no evidence that it is 
true. 

 
They state flatly, in all capital letters, that 

“WHALES AND DOLPHINS EVOLVED FROM 
MAMMALS THAT WALKED ON LAND.” 

 
These are just stories.  They are part of the 

atheists’ creation myth. 

Answers in Genesis [AIG] runs a creation 
museum and Noah’s Ark exhibit in Kentucky.  AIG 
makes it perfectly clear that these attractions are 
designed to present, as clearly as possible, why 

they believe the biblical creation story.  There is 
no deception.  They are presenting the evidence 
as they see it, and hope to convince you they are 
right. 

There is nothing wrong with a natural history 
museum presenting secular humanist agenda—if 
they make it clear that they are trying to make 
rocks and fossils fit with their atheistic beliefs, and 
they hope to convince you they are right. 

It is wrong to present religious beliefs, such as 
their belief that birds evolved from dinosaurs, and 
whales evolved from land mammals, as if they are 
unquestionable scientific facts. 

Where’s the Proof? 
The next time you go to a natural history 

museum, ask yourself (or better yet, a museum 
employee) “Where’s the proof?” 

What is the proof that dinosaurs “died out 
some 65 million years ago.”  They just state it as 
fact.  Why?  Probably because if they tried to 
create an exhibit showing why they believe 
dinosaurs died out 65 million years ago, it would 
become obvious that their reasoning is based on 
many unverifiable assumptions, some of which 
contradict scientific laws and common sense. 

Yes, they show skeletons of various slightly 
different species, but there is no proof that one 
species descended form another.  Where is the 
proof that the skeleton of a mammal that walked 
on land was the ancestor of a whale or dolphin? 
They don’t show any proof because there isn’t 
any.  Someone might legitimately ask, “Why do 
you think this skeleton of a wolf-like land mammal 
(Pakicetus) found in Pakistan is an ancestor of a 
serpentine sea mammal (Basilosaurus) that died 
off the coast of Louisiana?”  The skeletons are a 
few feet apart in the display cases; but they 
weren’t found close together. 3

Watch out for natural history museum displays 
that are nothing more than propaganda 
supporting political or religious beliefs. 

Just to be clear: We don’t object to AIG’s 
Creation Museum using rocks and fossils as proof 
that the creation story in Genesis is correct; nor 
do we have a problem with various natural history 
museums using rocks and fossils as proof that the 
creation story told by atheists/secular humanists 
is correct.  We object to natural history museums 
falsely making it appear that their story is 
scientific. 

Natural history museums should say, “This is 

                                                           
3 Please see Disclosure, August 1999, “In a Whale of 
Trouble”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v3i11f.htm

http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v3i11f.htm


how some people think life evolved on Earth.”  
There is nothing wrong with that.  Visitors should 
question stories told by AIG Creation Museum, 
and stories told by the Natural History Museum of 
Los Angeles County.  Are the stories consistent 
with common sense and scientific facts? 

The AIG Creation Museum’s story is that the 
Bible claims that certain things happened 
supernaturally, and they claim certain physical 
evidence to be consistent with that story. Most 
natural history museums claim certain things 
happened naturally, and they claim certain 
physical evidence to be consistent with that story. 
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The difference is that the AIG story depends 
upon a supernatural process, but the natural 
history museums’ story depends upon natural 
processes. 

Science deals with natural laws, not 
supernatural processes. Science can’t prove 
whether or not a supernatural event happened 
because “supernatural” means “beyond natural 
causes.” 

Since the natural history museums claim their 
story is based on natural processes, their story 
ought to be consistent with known scientific 
laws—but their story isn’t.  Their story conflicts 
with the scientific fact that life only comes from 
life.  Their story depends upon the notion that 
living things do not reproduce “after their kind,” 
despite the fact that nobody has ever seen a 
dinosaur give birth to a bird.  Science contradicts 
their story. 

 

 

Mars’ Methane 
Is methane on Mars a sign of life? 
Some scientists are really “excited” about 

methane on Mars because they think it might be 
an indication of life on Mars.  They think that if 
there is (or was) life on Mars, it must have evolved 
there, proving that life evolved on Earth, too.  It is 
flawed logic—but when it comes to evolution, 
most of the logic is flawed. 

The article that first caught our attention was 
titled “Life may have come to Mars early” on page 
9 of the 29 June, 2019, issue of New Scientist.  
That title implies that there is no question there 
was life on Mars.  The only question is when it 
evolved there. 

It was hard to find that article on-line because 
New Scientist changed their misleading title in the 
magazine to a different misleading title on-line. It 
is, “Mars meteorite assault stopped 500 million 

years earlier than thought” in the on-line version.  
Regardless of the title, the print version and on-
line version of the article both said, 

A period of intense meteorite assaults on the 
inner solar system may have stopped far earlier 
than we thought.  Now there’s evidence to 
suggest that giant asteroid and comet strikes on 
Mars stopped 4.48 billion years ago, allowing it 
to develop conditions favourable to life as early 
as 4.2 billion years ago.  It overturns a previous 
suggestion that the inner solar system, including 
Earth and the moon, continued to be heavily hit 
by meteorite impacts – a period known as 
the Late Heavy Bombardment – until around 
3.8 billion years ago. 4

They used to think the Late Heavy 
Bombardment ended 3.8 billion years ago.  Now 
they think it ended 4.3 billion years ago, therefore 
life could have arisen spontaneously 4.2 billion 
years ago, which is 500 million years earlier than 
previously thought—as if an extra 500 million 
years would make the impossible origin of life 
more probable.  What is the evidence? 

Desmond Moser at the University of 
Western Ontario, Canada, and colleagues have 
analysed meteorites thought to come from 
Mars’s southern highlands. The specimens are 
pieces of Mars’s crust which were knocked into 
space by a collision, and have since fallen to 
Earth as meteorites. Around 120 of these have 
been recovered to date. 5

Their estimates of conditions on Mars 4 billion 
years ago are based on rocks found recently on 
Earth, which they believe were knocked so far into 
space when something smashed into Mars that 
those rocks fell to Earth because they were more 
strongly attracted by Earth’s gravity than Mars’ 
gravity.  They even think they know exactly where 
on Mars those meteorites came from.  How can 
you argue with crazy logic like that? 

Evolution in the News 

You might wonder, what does meteor 
bombardment have to do with the origin of life?  

The massive impact on Mars would have 
been a “globally sterilising” event, he 
[Desmond Moser at the University of Western 
Ontario, Canada] says. But it may also have 
helped to establish habitable conditions by 
accelerating the release of water from the 
planet’s interior. 6

                                                           
4 New Scientist, 24 June 2019, 
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2207355-mars-
meteorite-assault-stopped-500-million-years-earlier-
than-thought/
5 ibid. 
6 ibid. 

https://www.newscientist.com/article/2207355-mars-meteorite-assault-stopped-500-million-years-earlier-than-thought/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2207355-mars-meteorite-assault-stopped-500-million-years-earlier-than-thought/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2207355-mars-meteorite-assault-stopped-500-million-years-earlier-than-thought/
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Getting Bombed 
How do we even know there was a heavy 

bombardment? 

But the evidence for the Late Heavy 
Bombardment – a specific period of heavy 
asteroid strikes – is diminishing, she [Michele 
Bannister of Queen’s University Belfast] says. 

“The Late Heavy Bombardment is an idea 
that was originally put together because of the 
way that the crater record on the moon was 
interpreted,” she says. 7

In other words, it is “lunacy.” ☺  The idea that 
giant asteroids brought water to the surface of 
Mars 4.48 billion years ago is based on craters on 
the Moon. 

Methane on Mars 
What does this speculation about asteroids 

striking Mars have to do with methane on Mars?  
Nothing, really—except when researching 
professional literature for the basis for the New 
Scientist article, I stumbled across a recent article 
in Nature which  was titled, “Record methane level 
found on Mars” in the print journal, but titled, 
“Mars rover detects ‘excitingly huge’ methane 
spike” on-line.  It said, 

Planetary scientists avidly track methane on 
Mars because its presence could be a sign of life 
on the red planet. On Earth, most methane is 
produced by living things, although the gas can 
also come from geological sources such as 
chemical reactions involving rocks. 8

This led to yet another article in Nature, titled, 
“Aeolian abrasion of rocks as a mechanism to 
produce methane in the Martian atmosphere.”  
The title seems to indicate that Aeolian abrasion 
(wind erosion) causes methane to be released 
from Martian rocks.  But, when you read the 
article, you will find the opposite conclusion. 

… we suggest that aeolian abrasion is an 
unlikely origin of the methane detected in the 
Martian atmosphere, and that other methane 
sources are required. 9

This led us to an even earlier article. 

Scientists have been catching hints of 
methane in the Martian atmosphere for 15 years 

                                                           
7 ibid. 
8 Alexandra Witze, Nature, 27 June 2019, “Record 
methane level found on Mars”, page 420, 
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01981-2
9 Safi, et al., Nature, 3 June 2019, “Aeolian abrasion of 
rocks as a mechanism to produce methane in the 
Martian atmosphere”, 
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-019-44616-2

using Earth-based telescopes, Mars orbiters and 
NASA’s Curiosity rover. As evidence of the gas 
has accumulated, the debate over its origin has 
intensified. “Nearly 95% of all the methane in 
the Earth’s atmosphere originated from current 
and past biology,” says Sushil Atreya, a 
planetary scientist at the University of Michigan 
in Ann Arbor. “So, it is natural to ask whether 
methane on Mars is also of biologic origin.” 

The gas’s presence on Mars has surprised 
researchers, because chemical reactions in the 
atmosphere should destroy any methane 
molecules there within a few centuries. A 
measurable methane level suggests that an 
active source must be replenishing the gas. 10

This isn’t evidence of life on Mars millions of 
years ago because all that methane would have 
dissipated by now.  There are two possibilities. (1) 
There is life on Mars producing methane now.  (2) 
Methane is being produced through some 
geologic process now.  Since no other detector 
has found life on Mars now, the first option isn’t 
likely. 

Curiosity now routinely detects a 
background level averaging 0.5 parts per billion 
(p.p.b.) of methane in the atmosphere (by 
contrast, Earth’s level is about 1,875 p.p.b.). 
But the Martian concentration changes 
unexpectedly over time, says Atreya. 
Observations have also suggested the presence 
of large plumes with concentrations of 45 
p.p.b., and Curiosity has detected burps of 
around 7 p.p.b. that dissipate quickly. “We 
didn’t expect methane to be on Mars, and it 
shouldn’t be variable unless there is an active 
source and a vigorous sink,” says Bethany 
Ehlmann, a planetary scientist at the California 
Institute of Technology in Pasadena. 

Researchers have suggested several possible 
sources. The peaks might come from subsurface 
chemical reactions between rocks and water, 
carbon-rich meteorites that enter the 
atmosphere, or from sudden releases from 
reservoirs beneath Mars’ surface. Most thrilling 
of all, the peaks could have a biological origin. 
“It’s really a mystery,” says Ehlmann. 11

They don’t know what causes the methane, 
and they don’t know what causes it to disappear.  
Methane on Mars is neither proof that there is life 
on Mars now, nor is it proof there was life on Mars 
in the past.  It certainly isn’t proof that life began 
on Earth through abiogenesis. 

                                                           
10 Nisha Gaind, Nature, 23 April 2018, “Mars probe 
poised to solve red planet’s methane mystery”, 
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-04948-x
11 ibid. 

https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01981-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-019-44616-2
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-018-04948-x
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Moon Memories 
The Apollo 11 anniversary reminded me 

of an old email from an evolutionist. 

This month, there have been several TV 
programs about the Apollo space program.  I 
watched them all because that was such an 
important part of my life.  In particular, I watched 
“Mysteries of Apollo” Season 1 Episode 5, which 
was broadcast on July 1, 2019.  It was about how 
the lunar rover was designed to cope with the 
dust on the surface of the moon.  It reminded me 
of an email we received 20 years ago. 

The unexpectedly thin layer of dust on the 
moon was a strong argument against the theory 
of evolution in the 1970’s.  In the 1960’s, the 
Moon was believed to be just 2 billion years old, 12 
covered with 50 feet of cosmic dust.  The space 
program proved that to be wrong. 

In April of 1999, we started getting letters from 
a Canadian evolutionist named John.  In one of 
them he claimed, 

Moon dust.  The idea here is that if 
the moon is several billion years old it 
should be covered in 50 feet of dust.  
When Neil Armstrong stepped onto a solid 
surface, this was a blow to evolution.  
This urban legend is based on the 
earliest estimates of the influx of 
space dust which were already known to 
be wildly in error by the early 60's.  
Nobody was actually surprised by 
anything.  In any case this is 
irrelevant.  We can now measure the 
amount of dust in space very accurately 
using satellites, and the true value is 
perfectly consistent with the amount 
accumulated on the moon over 4 billion 
years. 13

This is revisionist history.  The estimates of 
space dust were NOT “already known to be wildly 
in error by the early 60's.”  It is not true that, 
“Nobody was actually surprised by anything.” 

Episode 5 of “Mysteries of Apollo” showed the 
initial designs of the lunar rover, which were 
designed to cope with the thick layer of dust on 
the moon.  About 4 minutes into the program they 
showed one lunar vehicle design which used 
Archimedean screws “in case everything 
submerged under the surface, it can burrow itself 
through the loose material.”  About 6 minutes into 
the program they said, 

                                                           
12 Disclosure, April 1997, “Action & Reaction”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v1i7r.htm
13 “John's Final Word”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/john5.htm

“The unmanned Surveyor probe was 
designed to touch down gently in the soft lunar 
dust.  At least, that was the plan.  ‘When the 
Surveyor landed, it bounced something like 10 
feet in the air, and then continued to bounce a 
few more bounces until it finally came to rest.  
And therefore we realized that the lunar surface 
itself probably consisted of a very fine layer of 
upper layer and a very hard surface beneath it.’ 
The Surveyor 3 mission proved that the Moon’s 
surface could support a wheeled exploration 
vehicle.” 14

Email 

Surveyor 3 landed on April 20, 1967, so John 
was not correct.  NASA didn’t know the dust 
estimate was “wildly in error by the early 60's.”  
They still thought there was thick dust two years 
before the first manned moon landing.  NASA 
might not have been convinced even then.  
Perhaps Surveyor 3 just happened to hit a 
protruding rock. 

Furthermore, I don’t think the general public 
was aware that there wasn’t that much dust on 
the Moon.  I know I wasn’t aware because I was 
concerned as I watched the real-time animation 
on TV show the Eagle had already landed, while 
Armstrong was still calling out status on the radio.  
The NASA animation was based on how long they 
expected the descent to be; but the descent took 
so long that the Eagle almost ran out of fuel, 
because Armstrong had to avoid a boulder field.  I 
didn’t know that, and feared the descent took 
much longer than expected because Armstrong 
could not see through all the dust being kicked up 
by the rocket motor. 

The estimated age of the Moon and the 
estimated amount of dust on it were revised after 
the Apollo landings.  (Estimates made after the 
fact aren’t really estimates!) The revised 
“estimates” were back-dated by John 30 years 
later in an effort to claim that evolutionists never 
believed what they actually believed—but I was 
there and remember the truth.  

Will evolutionists (and politicians) ever learn 
that they can’t get away with lying because their 
words are recorded on video tape?  People 
younger than me don’t have to take my word for it.  
They can watch the tapes to see what was really 
said, and what really happened.

                                                           
14 The portion outside the single quotation marks was 
said by an anonymous off-screen announcer.  The 
portion inside the single quotation marks was from an 
on-screen interview with Otha “Skeet” Vaughan, 
Lunar Surface Operations Engiineer 1969-75, NASA 
Marshall Space Flight Center. 

http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v1i7r.htm
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/john5.htm


 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – July 2019 

The Scientific Evidence for 
Creation 

https://www.summit.org/resources/articles/essays/the-scientific-evidence-for-
creation/ 

The Nature of Theories on Origins and Summary of the Scientific Evidence 
This month’s website review looks at an article I found on the Summit Ministries website, which seeks to 

explain the nature of the creation vs. evolution controversy.   

The article begins with the observation that, “In order for a theory to qualify as a scientific theory it must 
be supported by observations that are repeatably observable and the theory must, in principle, be falsifiable.  
That is, there must be some way to demonstrate that the theory is false if indeed it is false.  Neither creation 
nor evolution fulfills the criteria of a scientific theory.” 

What follows next is a lengthy discussion of the nature of theories on origins.  Both creation and evolution 
are based on circumstantial evidence, and both are just theories about history.  Numerous quotes by various 
evolutionists are cited that seek to explain why evolutionists claim evolution is based on science and creation 
is just religion.   

It is interesting to learn that Michael Ruse (the evolutionist who was one of the main witnesses for 
evolution in the 1981 Arkansas federal trial concerning the constitutionality of equal time law for creation and 
evolution) has changed his view regarding evolution.  At the time of the trial, he argued strongly that 
evolution did not have any religious implications and creation theory was exclusively religious.  Ten years 
later he has admitted that “evolution, akin to religion, involves making certain a priori or metaphysical 
assumptions, which at some level cannot be proven empirically.  I guess we all knew that, but I think that 
we’re all much more sensitive to these facts now.  And I think that the way to deal with creationism, but the 
way to deal with evolution also, is not to deny these facts, but to recognize them, and see where we can go, 
as we move on from here.” 

In the conclusion to this part of the article, that author makes his case for how creation and evolution 
should be taught in our public schools. 

In the next part of the article, the author presents a summary of the scientific evidence for creation.  The 
topics he covers include: 1) The Fossil Record;  2) Evolution, Creation and the Second Law of 
Thermodynamics; 3) The Origin of Life; 4) The Evidence from Embryology; 5) The Evidence from Vestigial 
Organs; 6) The Evidence from Molecular Biology; and 7) The Evidence from Homology. 

Another conclusion section follows and an extensive list of footnotes. 

As always, there is much to learn from this article about the current state of the debate between the 
creation and evolution theories. 

 

   
  

 You are permitted (even encouraged)                   
to copy and distribute this newsletter. 

Disclosure, the Science Against Evolution newsletter, is edited by R. David Pogge. 

All back issues are on-line at ScienceAgainstEvolution.info. 
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