2.13.9 Sample


Normality can be defined in a number of ways, but none of them direct us in the making of moral judgments.  First, normality can be reasonably defined in a descriptive sense as a statistical average.  Appeals to what is usual, regular, and/or conforming to existing standards ultimately collapse into statistical statements.  For an ethical evaluation of homosexuality, it is irrelevant whether homosexuality is normal or abnormal in this sense.  All sorts of human traits and behaviors are abnormal n a statistical sense, but this is not a sufficient justification for a negative ethical judgment about them.  Second, “normality” might be defined in a functional sense, where what is normal is something that has served an adaptive function from an evolutionary perspective.  This definition of normality  can be found in sociobiology, which seeks biological explanations for social behavior.  There are a number of serious problems with the sociobiological project.  For the purposes of this argument, however, suffice it to say that even if sociobiology could establish that certain behavioral traits were the direct result of biological evolution, no moral assessment of these traits would follow.  To illustrate our point,  suppose any trait that can be reasonably believed to have served an adaptive function at some evolutionary stage is  normal.  Some questions arise that exemplify the problems with deriving normative conclusions from descriptive science.  Are traits that are perpetuated simply through linkage to selectively advantageous loci less “normal” than those for which selection was direct?  Given that social contexts now exert “selective pressure” in a way that nature once did, how are we to decide which traits are to be intentionally fostered?(526-7).

