














Translation of Jean-Marc Ferry’s presentation  

What kind of truth do we want? 

We all have our own. Truth cannot be subject to pluralism or relativism; 

When we talk about truth, it means One truth and that truth must be absolute.  

In today’s world having such a fixed idea about truth can be problematic, or even archaic. 

Many philosophers agree that they are happy to recognise truth as relative. And they do not 

see any issues to talk about plural truths. Indeed, there are strong objections to an absoilutre 

truth.  

Our reason suggests that we put this absolute truth aside.  

Maybe it's a little hasty.  

Logic cannot be relative.  

Relativism is destroyed as a doctrine of truth. 

If fundamentally everything is relative, we must therefore relativize and maybe talk about a 

“Candide” truth.  

If fundamentally everything is relative therefore as in “Candide” truth in turn must be put into 

perspective.  

John Paul II wrote “Man is constantly tempted to turn his gaze away from the living and true 

God in order to direct it towards idols exchanging "the truth about God for a lie". Man's 

capacity to know the truth is also darkened, and his will to submit to it is weakened. Thus, 

giving himself over to relativism and scepticism, he goes off in search of an illusory freedom 

apart from truth itself.”  

While Pope Francis in Lumen Fidei asserts that the relative truth in the sense we understand 

may also be the result of historical trauma, he says that the Real Truth that explains our social 

and personal life is viewed with suspicion. 

All that remains is the truth of our totalitarian regimes, which seek to make our individual 

conscience disappear. I am interested in the similarities between absolute truth and simple 

truth.  



I have, therefore, four propositions: 

- Recognize absolute truth as simply true and vice versa.  

- In post-metaphysical language, truth is absolute to the extent that it cannot be contested, 

but at the same time, to be absolute, we should not be able to assume it.  

- As members of society, we must accept certain truths without losing sight of the 

importance of an exchange of views. 

- To acknowledge a truth, one must believe in the sincerity of the speaker, otherwise 

dialogue is impossible.  

One of the challenges is to ensure transparency regarding the criteria used to select and set 

priorities. This has implications for freedom of communication. Another challenge is that 

there is also pressure for us to be able to talk or think in a certain way, even the news shows 

conclude with "that's what you need to know today". It can be dangerous because of the 

temptation to choose our news, according to public opinion. The Right to information is a 

important part of freedom of opinion. As is the right to form our own opinion fully aware of 

the reasons behind it.  

To come back to my first question: “what kind of truth do we want?” perhaps we can, partly 

anyway, answer by “what kind truth do we not want?”  

We certainly do not want a partial truth nor do we want a truth manipulated by symbolic acts 

of violence.  

That being said, we should remember what John Paul II suggested, that there is an equivalent 

relationship between simple truth and absolute truth.  

Media are often criticised. 

We must however remember that our first purpose is to share news even if the news are not 

always good.  

Hegel said: 'Reading the morning newspaper is the realist's morning prayer' It becomes our 

responsibility, as Christians to undertake this mission of spreading the word.  

It seems highly ironic that we are now in a situation where Theology has to explain 

Philosophy to make it accessible.  



How can we bring back this concept of absolute truth in our world has it is today, and not just 

working towards the truth, but living it?  

 


