
My Visit to the Creation Museum in Petersburg, Kentucky

The novelist/historian James Street concluded his book The 
Civil War as follows: “I will not answer acrimonious letters . . 
. I will ignore Southerners who call me a renegade, Southern-
ers and Yankees who call me a biased hillbilly . . . a Commu-
nist or an egghead.  Don’t write me that line that you learned 
your Civil War history at your grandma’s knee.  Grandma’s 
knee is a rightly nice place to pray, but it’s a poor place to 
learn history.” 

Just before Christmas I traveled to Ohio and Il-
linois to meet with colleagues and visit a few mu-
seums.  I was particularly interested in visiting the 
Fort Ancient site near Lebanon, Ohio that excels in 
educational and volunteer programs.  The visit was 
quite productive as site manager Jack Blosser gener-
ously shared with me his 20 years of experience.  
At Sunwatch Village in Dayton, Ohio, site manager 
Andy Sawyer was equally helpful in discussing their 
prehistoric house reconstructions that withstand 20 
years of Ohio winters.  Andy and Jack both detailed 
their excellent relationships with Native Americans 
in the area who have come to see both prehistoric 
sites as gathering space for a wide range of activi-
ties.  Coupled with consults on Museum Studies 
programs at the University of Illinois, my trip up 
North was well worth the time and effort.

While in the area, I decided to visit the recently 
opened Creation Museum in Petersburg, Kentucky 
(www.creationmuseum.org), near Cincinnati.  I 
just completed co-teaching a graduate seminar in 
Museum Practices.  I was curious how the Creation 
Museum addressed the range of topics explored in 
the seminar on everything from mission statements, 

ethics, visitor experience, administration, collec-
tions management, etc. etc.  How did the heavily 
promoted and controversial Creation Museum 
stand up to best practices?

To be clear, I must state my own biases from the 
start.  For the most part, I have little interest in 
discussions or debates on creation science, intel-
ligent design and the like whether from the funda-
mentalist perspective of folks such as Duane Gish 
or from the more liberal theological end of John 
Polkinghorne.  I object to muddying the waters of 
both religion and science in attempts to accom-
modate the two as equally valid forms of studying 
the natural world.  For example, I am intrigued that 
the older of the two creation stories in the Torah’s 
Book of Genesis is more attuned with quantum 
physics than the more recent seven day version that 
reflects a more Newtonian paradigm, but I don’t be-
lieve either story says anything about the scientific 
prophetic vision of the authors when the texts were 
written down 600 - 400 B.C.E.

But on to the Creation Museum visit - I was some-
what put out by the 19.95 entry fee, but was given 
a 2.00 discount if I filled out a visitor card.  The 
gentleman collecting the cards assured me that 
my address “would not be given to the enemy.”  I 
declined the additional 5.00 fee for a 22 minute 
planetarium show.  In addition to the ‘them vs.. us’ 
welcome, the first exhibit after entering the mu-
seum (below) set the tone for the remaining visit.  
Dinosaurs and humans are shown playing together 
in a carefree pre-flood devil-may-care paradise.    



The rationale for having the youth and the dino-
saur frolicking in the same setting is not based on 
scientific data but a literalist interpretation of the 
Book of Genesis.  To be fair to the Creation Mu-
seum, they make no allusion to any attempt to ac-
commodate science in this or any other exhibit.  In 
fact, there is precious little in the museum that even 
discusses methods of scientific inquiry.  Rather, 
exhibits present a hyper-literalist and selective in-
terpretation of scripture, primarily from the Torah.  
For example, in a video presentation, two men are 
seen at the site of a dinosaur excavation.  They 
each tell their interpretive story.  The scriptural 
literalist concludes the dinosaur lived at 2700 B.C. 
The scientist concludes the dinosaur lived millions 
of years ago.  The adage “same facts, different 
interpretations” is repeated here and throughout the 
exhibits.  The video suggests there is just a friendly 
disagreement over interpreting the facts.  
 Two aspects of the above example are 
critically important in how the Creation Museum 
presents all of their natural history exhibits.  First, 
as noted, there is no allusion that the Creation 
Museum employs a scientific method of inquiry.  
Rather, the conclusion is already there, written in 
Genesis, and the Creation Museum only needs to 
fit the facts within the pre-ordained conclusion.  I 

was surprised at the transparency in this line of 
reasoning.  Second, even the limited discussion 
of the scientific line of inquiry at the Creation 
Museum is completely misrepresented.  No 
discussion of testability, Potassium-Argon 
dating, geologic time, etc. etc. is presented 
anywhere when discussing temporal frame-
work.   The visitor is left with the impression 
that the scientist has a pre-ordained framework 
of time to work within as does the literal-
ist in counting up the begats in Genesis.  The 
Creation Museum  is very up front that their 
interpretive framework is completely con-
fined to their sacred texts.  I find the Creation 
Musuem’s misrepresentation of the scientific 
method as the most objectionable aspect of 
their presentations.  Human Reason, the code 
term for Scientific Investigation, is consistently 
countered to God’s Word.  For example in the 
dinosaur area, the question is posed as to how 
dinosaurs might fit on Noah’s ark.  The answer 
is not based on any scientific explanation but 
on a literal interpretation of Genesis (below).  

A similar response is offered to explain the 
coexistence of humans with dinosaurs (below).  

Examples such as these are seemingly as infi-
nite at the Creation Musuem as counting the 
number of angels that can dance on a pinhead.

Another set of exhibits that compare idyl-
lic pre-fall and tumultuous post-fall contexts 
extend beyond biblical literalism into a conser-



vative social exegesis of Genesis.   For example 
when exploring Disease, a placard informs the 
visitor that “Before Adam’s Sin - No disease 
“There shall be no more pain” (promise of a 
future time, similar to Eden, Revelation 21:4).  
After Adam’s Sin - Disease entered the creation 
after Adam’s sin: genetic mistakes (mutations); 
excessive cell reproduction rates (cancer); taking 
more than giving (parasitism).”

Or consider the explanation of “Weeds - Before 
Adam’s Sin - No Weeds - God created a perfect 
balance in the beginning as plants produced ex-
actly the amount of food needed by the animals 
of the earth.  After Adam’s Sin - Once animals 
began overproducing to replace the dead and 
diseased, they would eat too may plants.  So 
God introduced overproduction of plants to re-
place the plants that would be lost.  As a result: 
plants struggle against other plants for survival; 
plants grow where they are not wanted (weeds).”

All perceived social or natural dysfunction is 
explained in a similar manner.  Simply put, the 

Creation Museum tells the visitor, before eating 
the apple, all was good - after eating the apple, 
things got rough.

Here are some other thoughts:

1) Although I only spent about two hours in the 
Creation Museum. and did not read every label 
or listen to the entire message on every video 
screen, I was surprised that there was no at-

tempt to counter the suite of dating techniques, 
whether radiocarbon, potassium-argon, den-
drochronology etc. etc. that call into question 
the creation time frame put forward for dinao-
saurs, the Grand Canyon, etc. etc.  The Creation 
Museum takes the world to be some 6k years 
old presumably based on the begats in the Bible 
ala James Ussher and others.  Ignoring any 
scientific explanation fits within the literalist 
Scriptural foundation of the Museum.  I was 
unprepared for the rigidity and transparency of 
the Museum’s literal approach.

2) The Museum’s discussion of “creation” is 
really the hook for proselytizing a conservative 
Christian social agenda.  This fact is not hidden 
or surreptitiously brought to the fore.  Rather, 
interspersed between representations of Adam’s 
Sin and the subsequent cleansing Flood  are an 
abundance of exhibits on the evils of sex, drugs, 
and rock n’ roll.  The social message is abun-
dantly clear.

3) The physical appearance of the Museum and 
the all-Caucasion yellow and khaki uniformed 
staff is squeaky clean and wholesome.  The 
staff are cheerful, helpful, and solicitous.

4)  Adam and Eve, the various Biblical figures, 
the humans frolicking with dinosaurs all display 
Caucasian physical attributes.  Non-Caucasion 
human figures are first introduced into the 
exhibits with the social evils associated with the 
Fall.

5) On-line reviews of the Creation Museum 
(e.g., www.salon.com) state that Scientific 
perspective is presented next to the Creationist 
view.  This statement is false.  I don’t think the 
Creation Museum thinks so either.  The mu-
seum counters “Human Reason” with “God’s 
word.”  Human Reason is presented as some-
thing akin to a bunch of folks sitting around 
Floyd’s Barbershop in Mayberry trying to solve 
complex questions, not through rigorous scien-
tific testing, but through the life experiences of 
Aunt Bee and Goober.



6) The Creation Museum is an appealing visual and 
audio experience.  The layout, exhibits, and flow 
matches the typical contemporary Natural History 
museum experience.  Although I did not pay the extra 
5.00 to see the planetarium movie, I was under-im-
pressed with the quality and content of the six minute 
6 Days of Creation video.  In sum, the delivery is ap-
pealing, the content leaves a lot to be desired.   

My Editorial Comments

The Creation Museum is clearly a well-oiled propa-
ganda vehicle for Christian Scriptural Literalists and 
advocates of a conservative social agenda.  In the 
same way, Graceland speaks only well of Elvis, the 
County Courthouse in Vicksburg is a homage to the 
Lost Cause from the Civil War, and so forth.  How-
ever, the Creation Museum goes beyond that in the 
following way.  I am a museum junkie.  I cannot resist 
the County Museums that dot the landscape of rural 
America.  On a blue line highway tour from Louisiana 
to Colorado a number of years ago, I found the County 
Museum in Baxter Springs, Kansas open at 11:00 AM 
on a drizzly Sunday morning as I rolled through town.  
While touring the museum something struck me as 
quite odd.  I could not put my finger on it at first, but I 
soon realized the source of my confusion.  The Union 
Troops in the Civil War exhibits were prominently 
and positively featured.  I was in fact in Kansas, and 
not the Deep South (anymore) where I lived for most 
of the past two decades.  I was attuned to expecting a 
certain story when seeing an exhibit on the Civil War 
in a rural county museum.    

So what does this have to do with the Creation Mu-
seum?  Folks can argue and debate the historical facts, 
nuances, ad nauseam about the Civil War.  Some of 
that discussion will be tinged with very thinly veiled 
racism, paternalism, provincialism etc. etc.  But a 
discussion based in the testable real world can occur.  
No such discussion is possible at the Creation Mu-
seum.  The end point is already decided and the punch 
line cannot be changed.  In the Creation Museum, no 
amount of new data can impact the final interpretation.  
New data must be from Scripture - perhaps, such as 
variation in the two Creation or two Flood stories in 
Genesis, although the Creation Museum is not going 
there, so far as I could tell.  

Or consider the trick question I asked during 
my own recent Sunday School presentations: 
“Which of these is the correct line from Scrip-
ture: “Beat your plowshares into swords,
and your pruning-hooks into spears” or “They 
shall beat their swords into plowshares, and their 
spears into pruning-hooks.”  They are both cor-
rect: Joel 3:10 and  Micah 4:3 respectively.  This 
raises a problem for the literalist.  Is it possible 
that the apparent contradiction results from the 
context of the historic period?  and what would 
that mean for the interpretation of the two cre-
ation and two flood stories?  and how much of 
this is all metaphoric expression of worldview?  
Unfortunately, such discussions are not a part of 
the Creation Museum.  

When I left the Creation Museum I felt somehow 
cheated.  I at least expected an acknowledgment 
of the Scientific Method.  There was none.  I 
doubt that the Creation Museum will make be-
lievers out of anyone with an appreciation of sci-
entific method.  On the other hand, I am certain 
that the Creation Museum will be a source of 
comfort to those who hold steadfast to a literalist 
interpretation of scripture (excluding the incon-
venient Abominations of Leviticus, observed by 
only the most Orthodox).  So it goes.

 - Robert P. Connolly
   December 26, 2007

Note: All photos above taken by the author at the 
Creation Museum, Petersburg, Kentucky.  Photo 
below taken by the author at Harran, Turkey, 
where Abraham rested.  


