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Moral subjectivism is a metaethical view. Metaethics is a branch of philosophy that concerns itself with the nature of morality. Namely, it may ask what we mean by moral terms such as “good” (i.e., “Does ‘good’ just refer to God’s commands?”), how we come to know morality, and—if it does exist—the makeup of morality, whether it be as natural as our biology or something more abstract. That aside, we can ask what, exactly, is moral subjectivism.
1. Defining “Moral Subjectivism”
As with many philosophical terms, “moral subjectivism” has been defined by different philosophers in mutually exclusive ways. For example, some philosophers may use the term when discussing other closely related metaethical views, such as emotivism or cultural relativism. As a unique view, however, philosophers have defined “moral subjectivism” as being committed to, at minimum, the following:
1. Moral claims are capable of being true or false. 
This makes it a cognitivist view within metaethics. Cognitivism hosts a diverse collection of metaethical views, including moral subjectivism, but these cognitivist views are generally antagonistic toward each other. Even more antagonistic, however, is the opposite of the cognitivist: the noncognitivist, who believes that all moral claims are meaningless and, therefore, cannot be true or false.
2. Some moral claims are true. 
This separates moral subjectivism from moral nihilism or error theory, which, though cognitivist as well, holds that all moral claims are false.

3. A moral claim’s veracity depends on, and is determined by, an individual’s mental state. 
In other words, the moral claim “Murder is wrong” is true if and only if an individual holds a certain mental state toward that claim. This mental state is often described as disapproval (determining moral wrongness) or approval (determining moral rightness). This aspect of moral subjectivism puts it at odds with the moral realist, who holds that the truth of moral claims is determined mind-independently. “Murder is wrong” can be true for the realist independent of any approval from individuals. For the subjectivist, however, the truth of “Murder is wrong” is entirely dependent on an individual approving it.
2. Reasons for being a moral subjectivist
A common argument for moral subjectivism is that individuals disagree on what is moral or immoral. Since there is such pervasive disagreement on moral issues, then, the subjectivist asks, how could there be an objective right or wrong answer? To take the argument further, we seemingly do not have the same level of disagreement in paradigmatically objective fields, such as mathematics and science. If we did, then perhaps it would be reasonable to believe these are subjective too.
Another common argument for subjectivism is that objective morality is too grandiose. Moral subjectivism, on the other hand, is a simpler theory that commits itself to the existence of our subjective tastes and nothing like the strange entities that objective moral facts seemingly imply. Like past superstitions in witches, objective moral facts do not fit our modern, scientific conception of the world. Moral subjectivism, on the other hand, is arguably more compatible with this worldview.
3. Reasons for not being a moral subjectivist
Contrary to the first argument for moral subjectivism, the existence of moral disagreement is taken as a point against subjective morality. If morality was merely a matter of approval and disapproval, akin to and as subjective as our different tastes in ice cream flavors, then moral disagreement becomes difficult to explain for at least two reasons. 
First, when we reflect on the moral debates we have, they do not resemble debates about our favorite flavor of ice cream. Not only do we present reasons for our moral beliefs, but we often proceed as if opposing sides are wrong. We don’t extend this treatment to our personal tastes.
Second, if morality were simply a matter of personal preference or taste, then there is no disagreement to be had. As the critique goes, it would be logically impossible to disagree in the sense of having two contradictory views face each other. Instead, we would simply have two different tastes being presented. Our tastes may be frustrated by others acting on their different tastes, but Charles Manson’s taste for murder would not contradict my distaste for murder. Yet, it seems obvious that “murder is right” (Manson’s moral claim) and “murder is wrong” (my moral claim) are in direct contradiction. And, contrary to subjectivism, only one could be right, not both.
The impossibility of moral disagreement under subjectivism implies a further problem for the theory. That is, if morality is simply a matter of taste, then each individual is morally infallible in his or her moral judgments. After all, moral truth is simply determined by approval or disapproval. If I approve of moral belief x, then x is moral. I am morally correct so long as my approval is there. What if I change my mind to later disapprove of x? Does that account for the commonsense belief that we can be wrong about morality? My approval and later disapproval of x would mean my present tastes are different from my past tastes, but that doesn’t mean I was wrong.
4. Conclusion

Moral subjectivism can be seen as a fashionable view that may seem obviously true to some. The truth of this position is sometimes derived from the existence of moral disagreement and its opposition, moral realism, arguably not fitting our modern, scientific conception of the world. However, there are also serious objections to the view. First, moral disagreement only seems possible if morality is not mere personal preference. After all, the disagreements we have about morality are not the like the ones we have about the best flavor of ice cream. Second, we do not seem infallible about our moral judgements as we are about, say, our favorite color, even though both are matter of mere personal preference under subjectivism. The question for the subjectivist, then, is whether one’s moral judgments, as one’s taste in color, is on par with a sadistic murderer’s.
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