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After years of harmful division, followed by welcome silence, the
Conservative party has at last achieved a stance on Europe that is
moderate and reasonable. Recent speeches by David Cameron, party
leader, and William Hague, shadow foreign secretary, have demonstrated
a clear analysis of shortcomings and have outlined the shape of an
"alternative", looser European Union.

The Conservatives' long-term strategy is clear. What needs to be ad-
dressed is how a Conservative government would deal with proposals
from Brussels for harmonisation that would emerge in the first few weeks
and months.

The last Conservative govern-ment experienced serious internal divisions
on Europe. Since then, the Conservative party's relative silence onthe
issue of European integrationhas been understandable and wise.

As we move closer to power,however, this approach will need tobe
modified to reflect the party'sposition as a government-in-waiting.

The first issue is one for Conservative party members. Many in the party
persist in aggressive rhetoric, making the EU sound like public enemy
number one. The logical outcome of their europhobic position is
withdrawal and no credible government could countenance such an
eventuality. Conservative party activists, not just the leadership, should
therefore start by recognising the EU's achievements. Europe, prior to
1945, was the continent where two world wars had begun. Institutional
co-operation and some sharing of sovereignty between nations has made
war inconceivable and has led to Franco-German reconciliation and to
peace and prosperity since 1945.

Similarly, prospects of EU membership have helped deliver democracy and
market economics to central and eastern Europe. The rule of law and
democracy was first entrenched in Spain, Greece and Portugal and, more
recently, border disputes, such as the one between Hungary and Romania,



have been resolved with the aid of European mediation. These successes
appear all the more impressive when compared with the direction that
Russia seems to be following.

The single market, negotiated under the leadership of Margaret Thatcher,
former prime minister, has been another remarkable success for European
integration. The free movement of people, goods, services and capital has
generated wealth and jobs for millions of people across Europe.

It makes no sense, in this context, to continue the debate about "in or
out". Our focus should be on the type of EU that will best serve British
and other European interests. Not many now argue for a federal Europe
run by an all-powerful Commission. But there remains an assumption
across Europe, as demonstrated by Jacques Chirac of France, Angela
Merkel of Germany and Romano Prodi of Italy, that further harmonisation
is needed. That is why a moderate euroscepticism must always play a role
in Conservative thinking.

The Conservatives have made clear that the EU must be open and
dynamic, but we must champion this alternative vision in language that is
attractive to European and not just British audiences. Only then will we
start to engage with our partners in Europe. The Tory vision for Europe is
already constructive in its proposals for looser arrangements,
transparency and dynamism. But this is a strategy for the next 10 to 20
years. We also need a clear policy as to how we will respond to any new
initiatives for harmonisation after we return to government in two or
three years' time.

Our attitude to future harmonisation is crucial. Many in Europe always
welcome such proposals. The Conservative party's inclination is,
automatically, to reject them. Rather we should study why the proposal
has been made and evaluate its consequences for the UK. If a plan is
ideological, if it represents an attempt to harmonise merely in order to
"build Europe", then we should reject it. If, however, it would contribute
to the prosperity, security or quality of life of the British people then we
can support it. The euro and proposals for tax harmonisation were
examples of integration for its own sake. There are, however, areas in
which a further sharing of sovereignty may be justified. These could
include environmental policy, energy security, co-operation on defence
spending and expanding the single market to include services.



The environment is an issue that does not respect national boundaries.
Equally, Europe's dependency on Russia for its gas highlights the need for
a common stance on energy security. We must also work with other
European countries to share the burden of defence spending and to get
best value out of constrained defence budgets. The priorities of the US
may shift in the coming years and European countries must do more to
be influential and effective in the international system. In addition, the
services directive should be bold in dismantling barriers for businesses
that want to offer services in other countries of the union.

There should be no knee-jerk hostility to Europe in the Conservative
party. There should be a moderate euroscepticism through which we
evaluate new proposals for integration. The Conservative party needs to
start work now on preparing for the business of government. How we
would deal with future proposals for integration is a vital part of the
process.


