Perspectives

microscopic life on other planets, but
we should not be dogmatic on this.

SUMMARY

The media speculations about 'life
on Mars' are premature, to say the
least. Some researchers in the fied
believethe evidenceisactually against
life. Some have suggested that the
clam is apublicity stunt by NASA to
gain more Government funding. And
at most, the evidence is vaguely
suggestive of microbia life. If so,
thereisgill noreason that thiscould
not have had an Earth origin.
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Junk-making' Viruses Neutralise
an Evolutionary Argument

Mogt of the DNA in our cellsdoes
not seem to condst of genes coding
for protein manufacture. It has been
unkindly labelled ‘junk’ DNA by
evolutionists who believed it wasjust
a useless leftover from our
evolutionary history.

However, over the lagt few yesars,
more and more evidence is
accumulating which suggests various
types of function for this aleged
junk’. It has been shown that some
acts to prevent the ends of chromo-
somes from fraying.

Mutations in some of the 'junk’
seem to increase the likelihood of
certain cancers, which strongly
suggests that they are not 'useless
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sretchesof DNA. A part of an'intron’
(the sections interspersed between
coding portions of a gene, which are
then snipped out of the messenger
RNA before assembly of the protein)
has recently been shown to contain a
regulatory switch for the gene which
is defective in cystic fibrosis®
Others have pointed out that the
nature of the sequences in the 'junk’
is dmilar to that of the surrounding
genes in a way which suggests an
error-checking function. All in dl,
there is now general agreement that
we have only just begun to uncover the
true dgnificance of this non-coding
DNA. Accordingly, the 'vestigia
genes argument for evolution is not

looking hedlthy at al.

However, so-called 'pseudo-
genes are another matter. These are
stretches of DNA which have no
known function, but so closely
resemblereal, existing genes that they
look to dl intents and purposes like
carsin ajunkyard — once useful, now
wrecked.

Pseudo-genes have been used as
‘proof of common ancestry of
humans and chimps as follows.
Certain pseudo-genes are found in
both humans and chimps. This, they
argue, is powerful evidence that the
genes were deactivated in some
common ancestor, before the two lines
diverged. It has been sad that this is
an even stronger argument than useful,
coding DNA similarities. Genetic
closeness between chimp and man is
essy for the cregtionist to explain on
the basis of common design features
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for similar situations.  But why, they
argue, should a Creator put the same
usel ess pseudo-genes in the same two
creatures?

However, it should first be noted
that there is no consistent pattern of
pseudo-genes in humans, chimps and
gorillas from which it could be argued
that humans are closer to chimps than
they are to gorillas. Some pseudo-
genes are shared by humans and
chimps, not by gorillas, while others
are shared by humans and gorillas, but
not chimps.

Thus there is no logical
evolutionary picture here — if it is
accepted that the human-chimp
sharing is due to common ancesiry,
then the human-gorilla-but-not-chimp
sharing has to be explained avay as
coincidental, or the other way around.

So if these pseudo-genes do not
represent common ancestry, how
might they have arisen? There have
been dl sorts of deleterious changes
gnce the Fdl. Of interest is the fact
that retrovirus infection has been
recently observed, in embryonic
mouse cells, to turn an ordinary gene
into a pseudo-gene.? (The most
famous member of the retrovirus
family is HIV — human immuno-
deficiency virus.)

S0 let us look at three arbitrary
(normal, functioning) individually
created genes shared by humans,

gorillas and chimps of which there are
known pseudo-genes — call the genes
A,BandC.

Cdl A' the pseudo-gene derived
from A, and so on. A population which
descended from an individud with a
retrovirus-caused pseudo-gene, but
still with an active version of the
normal gene, would then be repre-
sented as having A in additionto A'.

Assume retrovirus activity was
common in the early years dfter the
Flood in particular, affecting the early
ancestral lines of many types of
creatures dive today

It is not difficult to envisage a
more or less

by such a process than others. The
same gene might be vulnerable to
pseudo-gene formation many times in
the one population. Furthermore, just
because retrovira involvement has
been observed does not mean it isthe
only possible mechanism of pseudo-
gene formation. Mutational error is
adways a factor in afdlen world.

In addition, at least some of the
'pseudo-genes’ may not properly be
such at all, and may turn out to have a
function like so many of their
'junkyard' cousins have. Their
function may require them to be very
similar to 'normal’ genes.

random sSituation

in which the Human Chimp Gorilla

rqsults shown iN gary populations ABC ABC ABC

Figure 1 event- J J J J

uate. . Modern populations AABB' CC' AA'BB'C AA' BCC
Looking at

the pseudo-gene
B', an evolutionist
would conclude
that humans were closer to chimps
than gorillas. The opposte would be
the case for C. A" would be argued as
showing that the pseudo-gene arosein
a common ancestor to all three.
Wheressinredlity it wasjust arandom
pattern of retrovirus infection.

It is as yet unknown whether, and
if so why, some genes are more
susceptible to becoming pseudo-genes

Fish Scales in the Cambrian

Virtualy al of the mgor divisons
of life (the phyla) are found in the
Cambrian, the rock system which
evolutionists maintain is more than
500 million years old. Until recently,
it wasthought that no vertebrateswere
found in the Cambrian.

However, lagt year the enigmatic
tooth-like objects known as conodonts,
common in upper Cambrian rocks,
were shown to be from eel-like
crestures. These were identified as
true vertebrates on the basis of
distinctive eye muscles not found in
invertebrates.

Now smdl fossils found in 1976
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appear to be adding more weight to
the idea that the Cambrian is not, as

Fish-like scales from Anatolepis.

Figure 1. Random generation of pseudo-genes by retrovirus activity.
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once thought, free of vertebrates
(these were believed not to have
evolved yet). They arefish-like scales
known as Anatolepis.! Some have
argued that the scales could belong to
the arthropod phylum, which includes
insects and crustaceans.

However, microscopic studies
reved that the scales contain dentine,
which is only known in vertebrates.
The researchers fed thisis conclusive
evidence that these are fish scales.
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