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Can a “Living Fossil” be a “Missing Link?”
coelacanth lived in shallow streams and 
occasionally came out onto land.  Maybe it had 
lungs! Possibly it could have evolved into an 
amphibian!  Maybe it was a missing link! 

One of our readers alerted us to a story on the 
Internet which led him to believe that a “living 
fossil” had been found that was a “missing link” in 
whale evolution.  Although neither the Internet 
story, nor the scientific report it was based upon, 
actually said that in so many words, it was the 
obvious implication. 

Well, a funny thing happened on the way to the 
fish market.  Somebody saw a coelacanth among 
a lot of other fresh fish.  Today, the coelacanth is 
recognized as an endangered species which lives 
in the deep ocean (not shallow streams), doesn’t 
have lungs, and never ventures out onto land.  
Evolutionists no longer consider it to be a possible 
link between fish and amphibians. 

Before we look at the peer-reviewed technical 
article, and how it was reported on the Internet, 
let’s consider what constitutes a living fossil and 
what constitutes a missing link.  Then we can 
decide if the reported discovery qualifies as a 
living fossil, or a missing link, or both. 

Living Fossils 
According to Wikipedia, 

Living fossil is an informal term for any 
living species (or clade) of organism which 
appears to be the same as a species otherwise 
only known from fossils and which has no close 
living relatives. 1

Perhaps the best-known example of a living 
fossil is a fish called the coelacanth. 2 It was first 
known only from fossils found in rocks believed by 
evolutionists to have been formed between 390 
million to 65 million years ago.  It had tough 
scales and eight fins, two of which were pectoral 
fins and two of which were pelvic fins.  It looked to 
evolutionists as if these fins were the precursors 
of arms and legs, so they assumed that the 
                                                           
1 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Living_fossil (January 
2013) 
2 Disclosure, October 1998, “More Living Fossils”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v3i1n.htm 

Missing Links 
Evolutionists generally prefer the term 

“transitional fossil” to “missing link.” “Missing link” 
has a negative connotation because of its original 
use to describe the fraudulent Piltdown Man as a 
missing link between apes and humans. 

A transitional fossil is any fossilized 
remains of a life form that exhibits traits 
common to both an ancestral group and its 
derived descendant group. 3

This definition assumes that an ancestral 
group and a descendant group actually exist.  
Even if one grants that assumption, how does one 
tell what the ancestors and descendants of a 
particular fossil were? 

It is just as difficult to define the characteristics 
of a transitional fossil as it is to define what 
obscenity is. 

                                                           
3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Transitional_fossil 
#Missing_links 
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The difficulty of defining obscenity was 
memorably summarized by Justice Stewart in a 
concurring opinion [Jacobellis v. Ohio (1964)] 
when he said: "I know it when I see it."  4

Evolutionists can’t really define what makes a 
fossil transitional; but they know it when they see 
it.  If it looks to them like it might have descended 
from a more primitive ancestor, and might have 
begotten a more modern descendant, then they 
consider it transitional.  There is no definitive test.  
There is no objective criterion.  Transition is in the 
eye of the beholder, whether it exists or not. 

In evolution, as in the stock market, timing is 
critical.  A transitional fossil cannot exist before its 
presumed ancestor did; nor can its presumed 
descendent exist before it did.  Correct timing is a 
necessary, but not sufficient, condition. 

That is to say, George Washington could not 
possibly be a descendant of Abraham Lincoln 
because Washington existed before Lincoln did.  
But the fact that Lincoln was born after 
Washington does not prove Lincoln was a 
descendant of Washington.  An incorrect 
sequence could disqualify a fossil from being 
transitional; but a correct chronology does not 
prove paternity. 

The best example of how chronology can 
disqualify a transitional sequence is the now-
rejected story of how the horse evolved. 5 In 
1874, Dr. Othniel C. Marsh of Yale arranged 
fossils starting with a small 5-toed animal, leading 
to a larger 4-toed animal, on up through 
increasingly larger animals with fewer toes, 
ending with a large modern horse with only one 
toe (the hoof).  This progression was accepted 
until a respected paleontologist, George Gaylord 
Simpson, realized (in 1951) that Marsh had 
completely ignored the accepted ages of the 
fossils.  If the fossils had been arranged according 
to the alleged times at which these creatures died, 
there would have been no logical progression.  
Even the Chicago Field Museum had to replace 
the horse evolution exhibit and admit the old 
exhibit was wrong. 

Furthermore, in addition to correct chronology, 
there needs to be some plausibility as to the 
genealogy.  It seems to us that geography should 
be considered when determining plausible 
paternity. 

For example, if fossils of the supposed 
ancestor of a fossil found in San Diego were 

                                                           
4 http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/conlaw/ 
obscenity.htm 
5 Disclosure, February, 2002, “Horses and Peppered 
Moths”, 
http://www.scienceagainstevolution.info/v6i5f.htm 

found in Los Angeles, the geography makes a 
biological connection plausible; but if fossils of the 
alleged ancestor of a fossil found in Louisiana are 
discovered in Pakistan, or the Indian Ocean, can 
a biological connection really be assumed?  
Apparently evolutionists believe it can.  They 
believe Basilosaurus is a descendant of Pakicetus 
and Indocetus. 

Living Fossil Links 
Now let us examine the report that prompted 

this essay.  According to the Internet story, 

In findings published this week in 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B, researchers 
detailed their belief that the pygmy right whale 
marks an important evolutionary link between 
ancient and modern whales. 

"The living pygmy right whale is, if you 
like, a remnant, almost like a living fossil," said 
Felix Marx, a paleontologist at the University of 
Otago in New Zealand. "It's the last survivor of 
quite an ancient lineage that until now no one 
thought was around." 6

Is that a correct description of what the 
Proceedings of the Royal Society B actually said?  
Well, let’s read it for ourselves and find out.  
Here’s how the peer-reviewed, published report 
begins: 

The pygmy right whale, Caperea 
marginata, is the most enigmatic of the living 
baleen whales (Mysticeti). Its highly disparate 
morphology and the virtual absence of a 
described fossil record have made it extremely 
difficult to place Caperea into a broader 
evolutionary context, and molecular and 
morphological studies have frequently 
contradicted each other as to the origins and 
phylogenetic relationships of the species. 7

Let’s translate Research Speak into Plain 
English.  When they say “most enigmatic” they 
mean “doesn’t fit with the evolutionary view (and 
requires more funding to make it fit).”  The phrase 
“highly disparate morphology” means “its shape 
isn’t anything like evolutionary expectations (and 
requires more funding to come up with a new 
evolutionary expectation).”  The phrase “virtual 
absence of a described fossil record” means “we 
haven’t found any fossils yet (and need a 

                                                           
6 Matthew Jackson, December 19, 2012, “Scientists 
find 'living fossil' thought extinct for 2 million years”, 
http://blastr.com/2012/12/scientists-find-living-fo.php 
7 Fordyce and Marx, Proceedings of the Royal Society 
B, 19 December 2012,  “The pygmy right whale 
Caperea marginata: the last of the cetotheres”, 
http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/280/175
3/20122645.full 
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research grant to find them).”  It is “extremely 
difficult to place Caperea into a broader 
evolutionary context” means “Obama hasn’t given 
us enough money yet to make up a good 
evolutionary story.”  As is often the case, 
“molecular and morphological studies have 
frequently contradicted each other,” which is 
Research Speak for “DNA analysis doesn’t agree 
with what one would expect, based on physical 
appearance.” 

exist for evolution to be true.  They just need to 
look harder to find something that looks like they 
expect it to look like, in rocks they think are 20 
million years old.  When they do find anything 
remotely resembling their prejudice, they will have 
their proof.  (Note to Obama:  Send money right 
now to find this missing fossil!) 

So, the point of the paragraph is that the 
pygmy right whale is a big problem for 
evolutionists, which needs to be solved before 
creationists find out and tell the general public.  
Send money ASAP! 

The majority of the report talks about how they 
redid the DNA analysis and made different 
choices about the relative importance of physical 
features of living whales to make the DNA 
analysis more consistent with anatomically-based 
cladistic classification.  Then they came to this 
conclusion: 

Our results for the first time place Caperea 
conclusively in a broader evolutionary 
framework and resolve several problems that 
have vexed the systematics of this whale to 
date. Previous morphological analyses 
emphasized anatomical similarities of Caperea 
with right whales (Balaenidae). Such 
comparisons contradict molecular 
interpretations, and further, in the absence of 
almost any Caperea-like fossils … imply a 
surprisingly long ghost lineage for Caperea 
from the earliest Miocene, at least 20 Ma (based 
on the oldest described balaenid, M. parvus). 
Molecular results have also pointed to an early 
divergence date for Caperea, Miocene–
Oligocene in the range of 17.6–26 Ma but, 
unsurprisingly, have not identified likely fossil 
relatives of the pygmy right whale. Our analysis 
now resolves all these issues by (i) reconciling 
morphological and molecular phylogenies; (ii) 
identifying cetotheres as previously 
unrecognized fossil relatives (including sister 
taxa) of Caperea; and (iii) closing much of the 
gap between the living pygmy right whale and 
its assumed early divergence during the Early 
Miocene or Late Oligocene. 8

In other words, based on DNA analysis 
(“molecular interpretations”) they have created a 
“ghost lineage” for the pygmy right whale.  The 
imaginary ghost ancestor must have lived 20 
million years ago and been the transitional fossil 
evolutionists have been looking for.  They haven’t 
actually found any fossils of this ghost ancestor; 
but the fossils must exist because they have to 
                                                           
8 ibid. 

Our Conclusion 
The pygmy right whale is not a living fossil 

because no fossils have been reported.  It just 
looks so “primitive” (in the eyes of evolutionists) 
that it really belongs to another time, 20 million 
years ago. 

The pygmy right whale is not a transitional 
fossil because it isn’t a fossil at all—it is a living 
species unknown in the fossil record. 

The only reason to believe that something very 
much like a modern pygmy right whale existed 20 
million years ago is because of the “ghost lineage” 
produced by a DNA analysis of how DNA must 
have mutated to produce modern whales. 

None of this is real science—it is all 
speculation!   

 

 Email 

Does Atavism 
Prove Evolution? 

Jeff responds to evolutionists. 
9Last month we shared Jeff’s Sad Experience  

with you.  He challenged evolutionists to present 
any valid proof for evolution; but all he got in 
response was a barrage of insults and personal 
attacks.  He wrote us again to tell us that he finally 
got some minimal scientific response. Here’s what 
he told us: 

Recently, I challenged some evolutionists 
to present ANY evidence that they considered 
valid evidence for evolution. Many posted 
evidences that had been refuted many times, in 
many ways, over many years. That is what 
happens when a person refuses to read anything 
contrary to their particular point of view. 

Three evolutionists however, offered one 
word as evidence: “Atavism.” Like many from 
both sides, these three touted this one word 
as “proof” rather than correctly identifying 
it as “evidence.”  

The dictionary defines atavism this way: 

Atavism (at'eVIZeM), the appearance in an 
individual of a characteristic not apparent in the 
preceding generation. At one time it was believed 

                                                           
9 Disclosure, December 2012, “Jeff’s Sad Experience”, 
http://scienceagainstevolution.info/v17i3e.htm 
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that such a phenomenon was thought to be a 
“throwback” to a hypothetical ancestral prototype. 
The term is seldom used today since science has 
shown that such abnormal characteristics can be 
explained by the inheritance of a pair of recessive 
genes. 
IN BRIEF: The reappearance of genetic traits. 
Used in a sentence: “An episode of atavism must 
have caused Lynn to be born with red hair” 
That certainly doesn't seem very convincing 

as evidence for evolution. Were these 
evolutionists kidding me? I then looked up 
examples of supposed evolutionary atavism 
offered by the textbooks: 

1.) Hind legs on whales – This is despite 
the fact that there has never been a whale 
with hind legs, or even a fossil showing this! 
Some modern whales have a pair of bones 
embedded in their tissues, each of which 
strengthens the pelvic wall and acts as an 
organ anchor. Evolutionists generally claim 
that these small, yet purposeful structures 
are vestigial (“left-over”) organs. They 
choose to believe that each bone of the pair 
is all that is left of the pelvic bone of the 
whale’s ancestor which, according to 
evolutionary doctrine, once walked and ran on 
land. 

2.) Hind fins on dolphins – this is an 
extra set of fins which is a simple mutation 
just like the fruit flies that emerge with an 
extra set of wings or babies born sometimes 
with extra limbs (or pseudo limbs). The 
dolphins already have the genetic information 
for fins. 

There is a 22-year-old girl alive today who 
has one complete normal body and two heads. 10 
Each head has separate thoughts and emotions. 
Nobody is claiming that she is a “throwback” 
(or atavism) to when we all had 2 heads. 

3.) Extra toes on horses – No mention that 
so-called “horse evolution” has been refuted 
since 1951. Besides, an extra toe proves 
nothing about ancestry. Just as some humans 
are born with 6 digits instead of five on 
hands or feet, it is certainly not a reversion 
to a former “primitive” state. When a human is 
born with an extra toe, NOBODY says, “Oh look, 
he's reverted back to his ancestors of 100,000 
years ago when all people had six toes. This 
is the same kind of mutation as happens when 
radiation causes fruit flies to have an extra 
set of wings. 

4.) Really hairy people – this is a medical 
condition called congenital generalized 
hypertrichosis (CGH). The hairiness invariably 
turns out to be the result of the genetic code 
being corrupted, which is a mutational loss of 
information. This is not evidence of microbes-
to-man evolution (a process requiring the gain 
of genetic information). Rather, it is a 
process opposite of evolution since a loss of 
genetic information occurs. 

5.) Humans with tails – This is what I 
believe evolutionists see as their “trump” 
card. There are two types of tails involved: 
The non-bony tail and the bony tail.  

The Non-Bony Tail 
This “tail”, like nearly all cases of human 

“tails”, is not a real tail. It is not 
evidence of evolution. It doesn't have any 
bones in it, doesn't have fur like a monkey's 
tail, and doesn't have a nerve cord. It is a 
useless, non-functioning appendage. It is just 

                                                           
10 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ta2h92A45I8 

skin and fatty tissue, and can easily be cut 
off. In addition, many of these so-called 
“tails” do not appear near the tailbone or 
backside. When they do, they are almost always 
off-center. As biologist Dr. Gary Parker once 
said about these fatty tumor tails: “So far as 
I know, no one claims we evolved from an 
animal with a fatty tumor at the end of its 
spine.”  

The Bony Tail 
The second type of “tail”, a rarer type, is 

one that has bone in it. (Duh) In some cases, 
the coccyx bone protrudes out from the spine 
at birth. It looks like a little tail but is 
actually part of the coccyx bone. Wikipedia (I 
know – it is a questionable source) says that 
the coccyx is the remnant of a vestigial tail. 
There is nothing vestigial about the coccyx 
bone. Therefore its link to a tail is a huge 
assumption from the evolutionary world view. 

The coccyx serves as an anchor for the 
pelvic muscles, which support certain internal 
organs. If the coccyx were vestigial (that is, 
obsolete and worthless), why don't surgeons 
just go ahead and remove it when the people 
are in for other surgery? Why isn't removal 
recommended at any opportunity since it “only 
gets in the way” and may be broken or inflamed 
later? In fact, just the fact that you can 
break your coccyx should prove it's protecting 
something. What damage would have been caused 
if that set of bones hadn't been there? 

Even if every human had a bony tail a few 
inches long, this would not be evidence that 
humans have evolved from monkeys. The 
existence of something is not evidence of its 
origin. Monkeys and humans have heads, arms, 
and legs in common but that only proves 
homology - which is NOT evolution. If 
anything, homology proves a common designer. 

One side note: Evolutionists insist that we 
did not descend from monkeys; but from apes—
which have no tails. 

So in summary, these are the facts: 
1.) Everything cited as an atavism is a 

mutation or a simple reversion to recessive 
genes. (For example, blue eyes showing up in a 
child that has a family with brown eyes for 3 
or more previous generations.) 

2.) These mutations are either MORE of the 
SAME genetic information, (the referenced 
above blue eyes or an extra set of fins on a 
dolphin) or a loss of genetic information. 
(Extremely hairy people, for example.) 

3.) Evolution requires a gain in genetic 
information for the hypothetical molecules-to-
man change to occur. 

And most significantly, 
4.) Since evolution is progressive, atavism 

disproves it.  Atavism is a throwback, not a 
leap forward. 

We know that, unlike reverse engineering, 
we can't put evolution in reverse for people 
or animals. By that, I simply mean that you 
can't take a poodle and work your way back to 
a wolf. Since ALL living change is the result 
of a loss of the DNA code, once the genetic 
information is lost, it's lost. You can't take 
an animal, SUBTRACT some genes and get a 
completely different kind of animal. A poodle, 
even though it's hardly anything like a REAL 
dog – is still a dog. ☺ 

So the answer to the original question is 
NO. Not only does atavism NOT prove evolution, 
the scant material offered as evidence is NOT 
even in favor of the evolutionary model.  

There isn’t anything we can add to Jeff’s 
explanation, so we won’t.



 
 

by Lothar Janetzko 

Web Site of the Month – January 2013 

Lectures on the 
Creation/Evolution 

Controversy 
http://www.osta.com/creation/ 

Dr. Heinz Lycklama’s PowerPoint presentations 
This month’s web site review looks at a set of PowerPoint presentations that should be of interest to you 

if you want to learn more about the Creation/Evolution controversy. The author of the presentations is Dr. 
Heinz Lycklama who earned a Bachelor’s degree in Engineering Physics (1965) and a Ph. D. degree in 
experimental Nuclear Physics (1969) from McMaster University in Canada. Dr. Lycklama “was challenged in 
his Christian faith by what he was taught in university in the 1960’s … has always maintained an active 
interest in the Creation v. Evolution controversy.” You will find a link to his BIO on the main page of the web 
site.  

There are sixteen PowerPoint presentations on the site which you can download. Should you not have 
the PowerPoint program installed on your computer, you can download a free copy of PowerPoint Viewer 
from the Microsoft web site. 

The presentations cover the following topics: 1) What is the controversy and why does it matter? 2) Is the 
Bible reliable scientifically? 3) What does archaeology say about the Biblical record? 4) What does the Bible 
say about creation? 5) The evidence for a global flood? 6) What do the physical sciences say about 
creation? 7) What do the life sciences say about creation? 8) What do the earth sciences say about 
creation? 9) Scientific evidence for a young earth; 10) The Scientific Case Against Evolution; 11) 
Compromising theories – Theistic Evolution, Day-Age theory, etc.; 12) What is Intelligent Design? 13) Ten 
Frequently-Used Icons of Evolution; 14) God’s Incredible Creatures; 15) What is the impact of evolution on 
our society? and 16) How then should we as Christians respond?  

From the above list you can see that many different topics are covered by these presentations. It will take 
you quite a while to study all of them. Just start with one you find interesting. 

In the words of Dr. Lycklama, “Evolution is the greatest myth ever foisted on our society in the name of 
science. If you wonder what your children are being taught in public school about the origin of the universe 
and of life, you will want to make yourself familiar with this material.”  
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