Alice Crary on Objectivity – at 2021 Oxford Postgraduate Philosophical Conference
Question she poses was whether objectivity can be re-envisioned to serve social justice?
Problem is that objectivity has an oppressive potential
Value judgements can never be neutral
Universal ideals like ‘civilisation’ can just be a cover for colonialism, for instance
Objective journalism usually fails to be objective – you just can’t get away from bias

Do you just give up the idea of objectivity?
AC mentioned post-structuralism but didn’t seem sympathetic to that approach
Better approach was to see if you can work objectivity into a better perspective
Can you revise objectivity to make it ok? 
One idea is ‘perspectival flexibility’
That is better than the idea of an ‘aperspectival epistemological ideal’ – this sort of ‘view from nowhere’ tends to rule out just seeing things as they are
Despite the prominence of the aperspectival epistemological ideal there doesn’t seem to be a real body of thought/opinion in favour of it
The sort of mind/word model generates lots  of visual metaphors (sideways view) but isn’t really helpful
Philosophers tend to adopt a neutral scientific approach and rely on the idea that perceptions are base data but this is a bit suspect
The ‘aperspectival objectivity’ idea gets a lot of its legitimacy from science
The fact/value dichotomy is a capitalist notion: the argument (Mill) that nature is a value-free zone was a pretty useful basis for exploiting natural resources

What can you put in place of objectivity?
The idea of ‘perspectival flexibility’ seemed to be the essence of it
Drew heavily on Hannah Arendt and the idea of judging and thinking as an attempt to achieve some sort of ‘communal validity’. This sort of judging can shed light on things without generating worse forms of social justice
What is required is an imaginative exploration of the perspectives of others
AC said she didn’t want to give up on the idea of some sort of epistemic ideal but saw it as more of some sort of notion of a shared reality. So it’s not the case that everyone’s perspective is valid – there is still a role of judging (in Ahrendt’s sense) – this was in response to a question as to whether this approach liberated the perspective of neo- Nazis, say.
 AC’s view was that Arendt’s approach was the best way of dealing with these issues (& Emerson) – that is an attempt to what it is to think ‘collectively’ and to identify a common world but she isn’t offering any sort of touchstone for achieving a sort of neutral perspective.
 



