The Milk of Evolution 

NYTimes

Evolution is a process that most of us associate with a geological time scale — the slow elucidation of life over the last 3.5 billion years. We also tend to assume that the most recent signs of continuing evolution must be happening in species with short life spans and rapid reproductive rates. 

A team of scientists has now discovered that an important human genetic trait — a tolerance in adults for the milk sugar called lactose — might have developed in several East African ethnic groups 2,700 to 6,800 years ago. That is astonishingly recent. 

It may also be the first genetic example of what researchers call convergent evolution in humans. In other words, lactose tolerance among African raisers of livestock arose independently of the same adaptive trait in northern European pastoralists. But there is something still more surprising about this discovery. The genetic change came about because of cultural change. The shift to cattle raising some 9,000 years ago gave an immediate survival advantage to adults who could digest milk, an ability infants usually lost as they aged. 

We are used to the idea that species evolve because of changes in their natural environment. But part of the natural environment of humans is culture itself, and it is striking to think that genetic adaptation in humans has been driven, at least in part, by how humans have chosen to live. The dynamism of human culture has always seemed to move faster than evolution itself, but this discovery suggests otherwise. To understand this about ourselves is to realize how little we know about the long-term effects of the ways we choose to live. 

Ahh, well I was reading this , and I think there is a step missing in their logic, Lets assume that your a hunter gatherer, that is able to tolerate milk.
(That is the Evolution they speak of perhaps already exists)
Now eventually someone is going to try to capture animals for milk (food).
Either by pit, or hunting.
THEN
Its one short step, to tying that animal up or corralling it. To get milk without hunting it.
And by observation the cows,( Having corralled it) They would know then,how to increase the herd.
That is.. The culture may not have influenced the gene at all. The gene may already have been on (for milk tolerance) In say a certain percentage of the populace.
Its analogous to say having the gene that might let you digest say Liver.
Likely  you would hunt animals that have large livers. Whereas those that do not would not hunt those animals but something else.
Then it would be a short step to keeping animals that have large livers for slaughter.( Instead of hunting them all the time)
It seems to me that man merely decided to keep a supply of the food that he  knew he could eat rather than any influence by culture on evolution.
Those family groups that do not have that gene probably kept something else or continued hunting.
Regards,
johnmoon3717@aol.com 

Hi JohnMoon,
93
I'm not sure you got the point; the article says that the gene that gave adults the ability to digest milk developed through drinking the milk.  This is the way most genes would develop in an evolutionary process.  And this development is quite recent by evolutionary standards; even more recent than another type of development (non-genetic) that I think affected human consciousness; i.e., the development of the tool and its applications.
Yes, those that had not yet developed that gene would still have pursued other lines of survival methodologies.  Even today, there are plenty of adults that can't handle lactose.  But what is significant is the actual generation of a new gene.  And this has come about as a by-product of cultural development in contrast with a more basic survival motif.
And as the end of the article stated, it shows us that we really can't see the ends of things that develop in our culture.  This reminds me of something I heard once regarding cancer; that it may be part of an evolutionary process.  In such a case, things like smoking tobacco may have positive implications for our race that we can't yet comprehend.
This serves the fact that there are no absolute evils and no absolute goods; they are both relative to time and place, and that is all that could be assessed.
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Actuallly if you read further it say s that the gene exists in everyone,
Its merely the gene that switched off Milk tolerance. on or off that is affected
That is all  people tolerate milk til weaning, Then a gene switches that off.
The ability to keep that gene ON , is what the believe  is developed
I say that's a natural Thing. It didn't develop and natural Randomness. Some did and some didnt.SAy 50 percent did and 50 percent did not.
The ones that didnt (Tolerate milk after weaning) are not going to hunt for something that makes them sick.
Now those that have a gene that allows the Gene to tolerate milk to stay on 
would want to keep animals for their family groups usage. Those that did not  would not wish to keep animals that produce milk
But everyone has the gene that switches on Early in life. Keeping it on is an advantage to that family group. More people that have that switched on Gene would survive due to herding, whereas the ones that did not.. Could not take advantage of that and so in a lean season, might die out due to lack of Game.
If its equally possible to have a switched on Tolerance to not, then the ones with tolerance would survive, the ones without might die.

I see their theory but I wonder if their premise is correct. Was it culture. OR
was it something that already existed that made Man take up specialization.
While those that didn't need or want milk, merely went another direction.
Regards,
johnmon3717@aol.com
Hi JohnMoon,
93
Yes, the gene exists; but the genetic code has been altered, which means that the RNA was altered to feed different information in the copying of the gene.  This becomes quite significant as then subsequently, the gene itself has been altered.  Although this is a slight change, it is evolutionary.  And it certainly provides some insight into the nature of the evolutionary process.  As the RNA controls genetic replication, it is the RNA that must be affected in order to produce viable change in the genetic structure.
It seems the need to drink the milk was an affectation of consciousness that then transposed itself onto the RNA.  So it doesn't matter that others without such a need moved onto other pastures.  What is significant is that those that had that need were able to affect their own cellular and genetic structure through the mode of consciousness.  This is the key to both evolutionary and metaphysical science.  I talk about it in the GCL documents, http://www.gclvx.org/Liber%20Immortalitas.doc, http://www.gclvx.org/Liber%20Vox%20Viva%20Voce.doc and one that I'm working on that involves the physics of consciousness.
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Lots of food for thought here. I thought lactose intolerance had to do with digestion and how one ate, not necessarily their genes...or just not being exposed to milk enough, similar to being allergic to cats/dogs (dander/saliva in their fur)...or having acid reflux. 
93

Cammy

Hi Cammy,
93
Remember, your genes control everything your body does; all its biological processes and responses.  And they are also, per the metaphysical research I've been doing, connected to your thoughts as well.  This key needs greater exploration as science has already started to figure out that the mind can heal the body.
93/93
pj
In a message dated 12/16/06 1:50:35 AM, followingthemuse@gmail.com writes:



Lots of food for thought here. I thought lactose intolerance had to do with digestion and how one ate, not necessarily their genes...or just not being exposed to milk enough, similar to being allergic to cats/dogs (dander/saliva in their fur)...or having acid reflux.



Probably you could switch the gene on, by doing that slow exposure
Regards,
johnmoon3717@aol.com
Hi JohnMoon,
93
Yes, by both mental and physical stimuli, gene copying has been altered in the evolutionary process.
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Well doctors obviously thought that the body could heal the mind (nature vs. nurture argument as well). 
Remember the story of David? The doctor (Dr. Money, imagine that) botched his circumcision and he had a stump left. But his parents tried raising him as a girl which didn't work out because he always knew he was a boy although he wasn't told about it until later. He got married but things went downhill: his brother killed himself, he lost his job and also his wife divorced him. He eventually killed himself. 

And this is actually done quite often with not only botched circumcisions, but intersex or hermaphrodites - putting them through surgery on their genitals and raising them as girls because it's easier (on the parents, that is). Unless they have a penis and they're possibly raised as a boy. But it really depends on the person. 

So there's a really good argument against circumcision and gender reassignment at birth.
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Cammy

