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Disputes over the “ Objectivity” of Documentaries

NIE Xin-ru
( School of Communication East China Normal University Shanghai 200241  China)

Abstract. The disputes over the “objectivity” of documentaries mainly concern Direct Cinema. The dis—
putes started in the 1990s when Noel Karroll Karl Plantinga and others criticized the representatives of post—
modern documentary theorists such as Michael Renov  Brian Winston and Bill Nichols. In their opinion the
latter” s denial of the objectivity of documentaries lacked philosophical foundation thus being illogical. Post—
modern documentary theories deny the objectivity of documentaries by presuming the existence of “absolute ob—
jectivity . They try to question the objectivity of documentaries from the perspective of image rhetoric leading
to a false epistemological presumption. They also ignore that the criteria of objectivity depend on those who
makejudgments instead of technologies or means.
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