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Moral subjectivism
Introduction
Morality is a concept that is developed by humans (Fives, 2013). Its definition differs from one locality to another depending on the kind of society that someone lives in. Naturally, morality does not exist. This is because it cannot be tested in a laboratory or even be observed. The fact that morality cannot have universal definition is what makes it to be referred to as subjective. However, we have proponents who are of a different view regarding subjectivity of morality. For instance most fanatics of religion insist that morality is absolute, and the compare subjectivity of morality with the degree they use to measure the reality of God, which is 100% that God is real (Krook-Gilead, 2011). Subjectivism on the other hand stems from a belief that considers values to be subjective. In this sense, values denote things that humans elect to pursue and therefore constitute those things that people desire (York, 2016). This implies that there is no existence of good or bad, but a determination of good and bad is based on an individual’s preference. This paper explores moral subjectivism. In doing so, the paper assesses Thrasymachus’ arguments in respect to this topic from the relativity and queerness point of view.
Subjectivity of values
“Values aren’t curved within the structure of the universe” this is an assertion by Mackie (Joyce & Kirchin, 2010). According to him there is nothing objective that corresponds to our values. He however adds that whoever is in agreement with the said statement is not bound to adopt attitudes in respect of any public policy or private conduct. According to Mackie it is true that there exist people who are altruistic while others are selfish. He further thinks that the difference between these two groups of people is not a justification of the different kinds of moral evaluations pertaining to them.
A section of philosophers argue that some imperatives are hypothetical while others are of the view that some imperatives are categorical (Sterba, 2009). The former assertion means that one is directed to do a thing provided that doing the said thing facilitates the process of one obtaining whatever they desire while the latter assertion is to the effect that one is directed to do a thing notwithstanding the nature of desire that the doer has. The imperative that does not take into consideration the desires of the doer is viewed as lacking any force (Paul, Miller & Paul, 2008).
When values are considered to be subjective it is an implication that morality doesn’t exist. This assertion has a rationale that if values are accepted with no consequence attached to them, there would lack guidance in terms of what can be accepted and what cannot be accepted (Fives, 2013). In such circumstances, emotions would be the ones directing peoples’ actions. Moreover, moral judgment would not be reliable since one would be judging anything basing on their own definition of morality.
Argument from relativity, its counter and how Mackie responds to the counter
The argument from relativity is to the effect that there exists a reasonable amount of disagreement in elements of morality (York, 2016). As far as issues moral relativity are concerned, it is expected that moral values are meant to conform to the culture of specific community which is in fact not the case when the culture is instead made to conform to moral values (Joyce & Kirchin, 2010). Fives (2013) is of the view that for peace and stability to prevail, members of a community should accept moral values as objective. Mackie opposes other peoples’ thinking that it is only general principles that are objective because he feels that the approach fails in terms of rendering certain actions wrong in themselves but instead, they derive their state of wrongness from their relationship with basic principles. In this line therefore, the wrongness of certain acts can only be spotted by scrutinizing this relationship.
The counter to the above argument is that a large number of people living in most of the societies have been socialized to live under particular massive deception, developing and subscribing to contrived principles as if they were natural principles. Mackie responds to this counter by commenting that It is unfortunate that there is a possibility that moral principles are capable of being fabricated, these principles are then considered to be true in an objective manner yet they are only social constructs adhered to by persuasion of their usefulness. In this regard one would wonder why moral principles are considered objective and universally binding if they were extremely useful conventions.
Thrasymachus’ view about the nature of morality
Thrasymachus has been known to be having ideas that have always been critiquing moral values (Rawls, 2009). He views moral values as a reflection of interests of a specific political community that is socially contrasted. He therefore insists that there does not exist justice, instead the notion ‘justice’ is a camouflage of the advantage of the stronger (Krook-Gilead, 2011). In this essence, moral values are presented as entities that are constructed by social factors. According to him therefore, someone who acts justly has reason, spirit and appetite that is balanced under the dominance of reason. He believes that when someone injures another, it is the perpetrator who hurts his own spirit hence destabilizing the soul. In this respect, the reward for being just is good health and peace. This implies that one just take actions in accordance to their best nature to profit themselves.
In order to ascertain which of the two arguments of Thrasymachus, it is of utmost important that a reference is done to the said arguments. In this respect therefore, a reminder is made as discussed herein above that the argument from relativity is to the effect that there is no such thing as definition of morality. The argument proposes that what is considered as morality is a mere entity of social construct adhered to by people who believe in their usefulness. On the other hand, the argument from queerness is to the effect that objective values are strange in that they are completely incompatible with anything else (Sterba, 2009). Accordingly, to be able to know objective values one requires to have some special degree of perceiving morals that is more than that of the average level. The argument then continues to state that incase of inability to realize the above stated elements then objective values do not exist.
The argument from relativity best corresponds to Thrasymachus’ view. As observed in the discussion above, Thrasymachus believes that there is nothing like right or wrong. That the laws that are put in place are meant to work for the strong merely. And that people tend to act humanely because if they act otherwise they hurt their own spirits and eventually souls. The argument from relativity as seen proposes that there doesn’t exist anything like morality. This kind of argument believes that morality a just a fabric of social construct and that people only act in certain way because they understand the usefulness of the result. It is clear that the two notions have similarities in that they do not believe in existence of fixed rules, but that they vary depending on how whoever is acting on them deems it fit.
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