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The achievement of true freedom and democracy finds several obstacles, as a poorly protected
freedom of speech, deficiencies in some judicial institutions, and the existence of a State security
concept that neither achieves its goal nor guarantees freedom. However, the conflict between State
security and the interests of freedom and democracy can be solved.

A free society does not exist without a set of collective and individual rights. The later were
exposed by John Stuart Mill, one of the fathers of liberalism, in his essay On Liberty. In this book,
published in 1859, Mill suggests that freedom includes three aspects: inward domain of consciousnes;
liberty of taste and pursuits; and freedom of association. Each of these aspects requires some conditions
that allow and even develop, respectively, freedom of speech, the ability to plan our own lives and,
finally, the possibility to put initiatives into practice (political, economic, cultural, etc.)

Mill does not accept that a person be silenced, even if he or she is wrong. In fact, the liberal
theory of freedom of speech finds support in a scientific theory, which states that knowledge is
perfectible. According to Mill, truth can only be found in the middle of a debate in which different
opinions are expressed and also contradicted. The presentation of false opinions helps the truth to
become evident, since truth exists in the fragile and unstable space in one’s conscience, which
evaluates arguments. If truth and knowledge were to be placed in any institution, be it scientific,
judicial, political or cultural, we should call it a dogma, since truth and knowledge only exist while
debate exists and only while the debate lasts. Nothing favours more the people who are right than allow
for lies, because it provides everyone with the opportunity to know who is right, in what way and why.
Even if the contents of the Black Book were false, it would contribute to the progress of wisdom,
allowing to recognise lies. If the book were to be confiscated, we would not have the opportunity to
increase our knowledge and we would be chained to doubt.

The liberty to contradict by way of opinion, even that which is false, does not delay the progress
of important issues. Even more, authorities are less likely to make mistakes. Political, judicial and
military authorities would improve their reputation if the community knew that they were able to
overcome calumnies through the slow but steady process in which truth conquers lies when freedom of
speech is present. When administrative and judicial institutions either jeopardize freedom of speech as
a solution to conflict or impose more authority, they create a counterproductive effect. The Black Book,
as other banned works, goes round in a clandestine and abundant way and is discussed with a fervour
that any publicist would have dreamt of. This favours the revelation of the truth, the progress of
freedom and, on top of this, the authorities mentioned in the book.

Therefore, in relation to the Black Book, it is thought that some magistrates do not understand
the benefits that justice gains from freedom of speech, as confirmed in the Act of 1980. It is also
thought that they have had a lack of prudence, and, when this occurs, they are unable to be fair, even if
they have followed the law.

If we want to become a freer society, our authorities, elective or not, must get used to being
faced with freedom of opinion. To limit free expression of speech solely to be used during electoral
periods is dangerous for justice and freedom. The higher the institutional rank, the more visible the
authorities must to be critiqued in public debate, no matter how the authoritative post was achieved
(trust position, hierarchical co-optation, etc.). Contemporary liberalism and socialism have something
in common, and that is that the higher the hierarchical level of an authority, the more possibilities the
authorities have to use their power in a wrong way and possibly harming individual or collective
freedom of third parties. Therefore, authorities should be subject to public scrutiny, even if it insults or
calumniates them, more so than regular citizens, whose acts have limited consequences.



The supposed damage that a lie could cause to an authority will never be so ill-fated as when
they make decisions in secret, which not only does not guarantee the correctness of these decisions, it
also could lead to mistakes that would affect authority and society together.

A comprehensive interpretation of the connection between the security of the State and freedom
of speech must be oriented in the opposite way to that of the current legislation, making sure that all
authorities are under the eye of public opinion and scrutiny. It does not matter if authorities are insulted
or calumniated, because citizens must be protected from the abuses with which authority and the very
freedom of speech may attempt to impose against freedom and individual privacy.
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