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The Subjectivity of Value
Moral Subjectivity
The subjectivity of values which is also referred to as the moral subjectivity is a doctrine in philosophy that presupposes that moral truth is determined at an individual level. It suggests that there is no objective moral standard and therefore the moral judgments that an individual makes are merely an account of their altitude.  According to McQueen et al. (142), moral subjectivity as a theory posit that objective values do not exist, it stands in opposition to moral realism which claims that moral values are objectives facts, independent of human opinion but instead they are ethical sentences which express peoples altitude and opinion. Subjective morality underscores a first-order normative that everyone acts by what they think. 
Relativity
Unlike subjectivity, the argument about proportionality is premised on the existence of groups and classes in the society. Depending on the cluster and the time they exist, those people are guided by specific moral precepts. This aspect brings about a variation in moral beliefs.Relative argument is comparative ethics which look into people judgments on values from their belief and what they perceive as moral codes (Lukes 1). The moral variation is not the same as those that exist in another field of studies such as history or biology; due to lack of supporting evidence. It is because of the people adherence to and participation in different ways of life. The idea in this argument is that people hold certain moral standard not because they approve them as being right but because it has been normalized as the norm in their society. However there are exceptional cases where people have failed to follow the accepted norms regarding moral judgments, but this does not reflect the divergence from their society moral beliefs, but rather it is because of changing the way of life.
Counter to Relativity
The tremendous opposing argument to the idea of relativity is explained in objectivity advanced by Plato. It suggests that moral values are objectives, meaning they are prescribed, and their action that guides on what is constitutes moral values. They are external and can be seen, and they can be exercised by people who are educated and understand them. The argument is premised on the view that what is good is known, it ought to be, and therefore a rational human being will do what is good. Mackie argues that these beliefs do not hold it is a mere claim that some objectives values are well prescribed. Such would mean that there would be no variation in society moral value if the argument is true. Society norms and ideals vary it is a weak counter to the relativity theory. The theory, however, received several criticisms mainly from alternative approaches, rejections of the abstract mathematical model and numerous doubts from the scientific community.  
Arguments from Queerness
The Queerness theory is another argument that has been present by ancients’ philosophers. Mackie argues that there are no objective values he explains that if they were, they could be entities with special qualities that cannot be understood in the natural world; recognized by intuitions (Shepski 371). He disapproves the thinking that suggests that moral judgments are made to solve the moral problem by merely intuition or sense. He explains this from questioning people on the awareness on this reasoning from based on intuition; none could give a cogent answer from sensory perception or introspection. Mackie expressed the basic behind this argument as lacking sense and a travesty of moral thinking, it lacks proper reasoning and is therefore unfortunate argument
According to Plato objective values leads people to pursue something good, not because they are aware of their good act but because it is in build just as they are not persuaded to do wrong because the results are wrong (Shepski 371). It is premised on the will to do the right. Humes disagree with Plato perspective that knowing what is good provide a person with both the direction and the will to do it just because the results are good. He argues that knowledge and reasoning cannot be the influencing power. Mackie support Hume's perspective. 
He brings out the concept of natural fact where an action can be intended to cause pain and is deliberate and the question of morality on the action. The argument from queerness, Mackie thinks has not be given wide thoughts like other faculties such as platonic form, non-natural qualities, faculty of intuition and so forth as used in everyday moral judgments. He opines that it has not because it is founded on the desires and feelings. However, this not necessarily wrong and it will be incorporated in the field of philosophy. Mackie disapproves the argument that there can be objective value because of queer or strange results. Thus the outcome of these peculiar consequences beliefs can only be strange and cannot understand in the universe.
Thrasymachus view
The nature of morality according to Thrasymachus perspective is that self-gain drives human behavior. He argues that those in power make the nature of morality through creating a law that serves their interest. The populace is made to follow the law so that there is justice, according to him justice is meant to favor the strong people in power hence people should pursue injustices if it is in their self-interest. Governments are an obstacle to people realizing their dreams and fulfillment. 
He held the view that human nature is that all seek to get power, maximize profit and use power to get possessions (Rowett 112). Human nature is ruthless in its drive to attain superiority, according to him, morality is not an objective truth instead of a tool by ruling elite to serve their interest. People avoid immoral acts just because they are afraid of the consequences not because they dislike it. His arguments are premised on the power, profits, and possession.
 His perspective corresponds with the relativity thesis on individual, group and society moral precepts. To greater extents, they agree, but there are explicit variations. First, it agrees that society value judgment is influenced by classes or group which they exist (Rowett 112). Those in power are in their class, and their moral decision is based on what is good for them. This is true to relativity in the arguments since people class influences their beliefs on moral value. In the argument on physics, "disagreements about moral codes seem to reflect people adherence to, and participation in different ways of life" in this contexts people though holds different views adheres to certain moral precepts.
 In the Thrasymachus arguments, workers in governments do immoral things to keep rulers in power, though they disapprove their actions. In the same vein as people will adhere to the society moral value not because they approve them but because they are part of the society (Rowett 112). For instance, they will practice monogamy because it is accepted in their norms.
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