Bditorial: On the Brink
Facing the most momentous decision that the Maltese
nation has had to make since its inception, it is time to
reflect on what are those forces that mould our worldviews and, perhaps just as urgently, to assess whether
the decisions that we take reflect our civic responsibility
or merely our personal greed which puts our personal
well-being above everything else.
At the highest level of governance, the conundrum seems
to be a choice between, on the one hand a clear-cut, wellargued, hard-fought agreement between Malta and the
EU, an agreement, moreover, which gives Malta certain
privileges, but which entails a considerable amount of
sacrifice to ensure that we reach the levels expected of us
in our bid to achieve the same standards as the average
in Europe, while, on the other hand, we are presented
with an alternative which advances the idea of a
'partnership', a concept which appears less well
crystall,ised, and where negotiations with these so-called
partners have not even started, let alone concluded
satisfactorily. There has been clear warnings from Europe
that a partnership with Europe will certainly not result
in the same degree of participation nor confer the same
benefits as full membership would give us.
More significantly is the expectation of the voters
themselves, and what drives them to follow one or other
decision. Some will no doubt vote because of political
party directives. It is a pity that Malta is still divided to
such a pathetic extent that a free and unbiased vote,
independent of political-party interference, is almost
impossible to achieve. It is to the ever-lasting shame of
our political system that for purely party-political gains
they cannot dissociate party-political issues from national
interest.
At the individual level, we can perhaps distinguish
various kinds of interests which affect our voting
predilections, which themselves may be of varying levels
of acceptability or laudability. At a business level we see
those who expect that an expanding market would work
miracles for them and therefore they are all in favour of
joining a bigger business community serving over half a
billion people. This particular sort of selfishness happens
also to be in the long-term interest of the nation as a whole,
and therefore is considered a benign and beneficial
inclination.
Then there are those whose personal interest conflicts
with that the nation's as a whole. In this category we
have to include those whose business is so circumscribed,
specialised or otherwise dependent on historically
established local circumstances that any upheaval is likely
to upset the apple-cart. Those who cannot cope, who
happen to be so far out in their practices that it would
take a miracle for them to adapt to the new circumstances
- these will probably decide that it is in their interest to
maintain the status quo, and decide against joining the
EU.
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There are unfortunately also those whose minor interests
conflict with the philosophies expoused by the EU. I have
in mind in particular that small but disproportionately
influential group of hunters and trappers who put their
hobby above every national interest. Unfortunate also is
the fact that in a two-party system balanced on a knifeedge, a few thousand individuals with a mono-mania of
any kind are sufficient to overturn the wishes of the vast
majority. Hunting cannot be dismissed as an ordinary
past-time. From time immemorial, it was hunting that
was the hallmark of male domination, being more than
anything else the occupation of the male that
distinguished him from his female companion, who
thereby was made to look inferior and insufficient. To
this day, this sport, like other blood sports including bullfighting and fox-hunting, is predominantly the province
of the male, and to my mind is no more than an
evolutionary throw-back, the last hurdle to be overcome
prior to full civilisation. But whatever the origin and
source of inspiration of such practices, it should be made
clear that minorities with single-issue agendas should not
dictate major decisions that are crucial for taking crucial
directions for the future. Any attempt at pampering these
individuals and woo their vote should be seen as sowing
the seeds of further problems in the future.
Specifically from the Gozitan point of view, one must
emphasise the fact that, as all Gozitans know, we suffer
from double insularity - not only is the whole nation an
island, but Gozo is another island which imposes extra
problems and difficulties, particularly for those who need
to travel every day on business, work or study. It has been
estimated that from the point of view of accessibility,
Gozo compares with countries in the middle of Africa,
since what matters most in separating one country from
another in this day and age is the time and expence
involved in reaching a particular destination. Without a
doubt the EU has more than anyone else, certainly more
so than most of our compatriots living on the sister island,
accepted the fact that Gozo has unique problems and
needs unique assistance to overcome this double
jeopardy.
Would it be too much to expect that for once in a while
we forget our individual whims and idiosyncrasies, our
party-political attachments, get ourselves free of attached
strings and confounding cobwebs which restrict our
freedom of action, and decide in a clear and decisive way
what is the good of the country?
In this issue of The Gozo Obseroer we include a detailed
analysis by Mr Simon Busuttil (Head, MIC) of the benefits
that Gozo might expect to obtain from joining the EU. It
is worth emphasising finally that while Gozo expects to
receive benefits for a considerable number of years, it is
far more important to emphasise the point that charity is
not what Gozo wants. We should not join our partners in
Europe so we can forever live on their hand-outs. We want
to achieve equality as quickly as possible. So the sooner
we can stand on our own feet the prouder we can face
the rest of the nations of Europe.
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