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Return of 
the Tory 

Syndrome



EDITOR’S NOTE
Are the Federal Tories about to resume their 
wonted in-fighting? “We’ve gone through, in the 
not too distant past, a decade of division in the 
conservative movement,” Jason Kenney told the 
CBC on May 23, “and there are some people try-
ing to call us back to that division to create two 
separate conservative parties. I think that’s the 
biggest threat.” Our editor C.P. Champion wrote 
about this phenomenon in our Autumn/Winter 
2015 issue (page 3). • 

MANIFESTO (2011)

T he Dorchester Review is founded on the 
belief that leisure is the basis of culture. 

Just as no one can live without pleasure, no civ-
ilized life can be sustained without recourse to 
that tranquillity in which critical articles and 
book reviews may be profitably enjoyed. The 
wisdom and perspective that flow from his-
tory, biography, and fiction are essential to the 
good life. It is not merely that ‘the record of 
what men have done in the past and how they 
have done it is the chief positive guide to pres-
ent action,’ as Belloc put it. Action can be dan-
gerous if not preceded by contemplation that 
begins in recollection.

Every historian and every writer has an 
agenda, frequently political and often unadmit-
ted. To the entrenched complacencies of much 
professional scholarship and literary journal-
ism, one antidote is corrective and restorative 
history, engagingly written. There are too few 
critical reviews published today, particularly 
in Canada, and almost none translated from 
francophone journals for English readers. The 
Dorchester Review has no political agenda but 

a robustly polemical one. The ‘pure Canada’ 
nationalism that began with the 1920s centre-
left has in some ways produced a narrowing 
effect on the country’s imagination, squeezing 
out elements of tradition and culture inherent 
to Canadian experience that fail to conform to 
a stridently progressivist narrative. While the 
centre-left has contributed in certain ways to 
the progress and advancement of civilization, 
the tendency to assume that theirs are the only 
valuable ideas — that history moves in only 
one direction — is to be resisted.

We confess another potentially unpopular 
belief: that, at its core, Canada’s strength and 
advantage — that of a British liberal soci-
ety with a strong French national enclave, 
resilient aboriginal communities, and a vital 
pluralism born of successive immigrant ar-
rivals — would be void if polemically sepa-
rated from its European, Judeo-Christian and 
Classical traditions, which is another answer 
to: why history. We are conscious and grateful 
heirs to an invaluable if variously pressured 
tradition of free expression and criticism that 
is found and defended with particular serious-
ness in the North Atlantic societies, and this 
we think should be recognized, protected, and 
always enhanced.

In our choice of a moniker and historical 
patron we take the name of a bewigged British 
soldier, an astute and unapologetic colonial 
governor from the pre-democratic era, in order 
to underline that history consists of more 
than a parade of secular modern progressives 
building a distinctively Canadian utopia. That 
the King praised Sir Guy Carleton, 1st Baron 
Dorchester, as ‘a gallant and sensible man’ is 
no small recommendation. •
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Return of the Tory Syndrome 
C.P. Champion

C.P. Champion  edits The Dorchester 
Review and wrote “Sir John ‘Aryan’ Macdon-
ald” in a previous issue. He has a Ph.D. in Cana-
dian history, has served a policy advisor to the 
Minister of  Citizenship and Immigration and 
the Minister of National Defence, and recently 
joined the Army Reserve as an infantry private.

cent election” but in fact, she said, it “was never 
rebuilt” following the reconciliation of 2003 be-
tween Harper and Peter Mackay. “Instead of a 
big tent,” she wrote for iPolitics (Oct. 26, 2015), 
“the Conservatives created a series of pup tents, 
formed of niche voter bases.” But if Kheiriddin 
is correct, this “pup tent” Conservatism did at 
least hold power for nine years and, on losing 
power, avoided the disastrous collapse of Mul-
roney’s “big tent” to a two-seat rump that never 
recovered power until it merged with its hated 
Reform rival.

Still, her view is shared in high places. Toron-
to Tory diners imbibed it on Nov. 5, 2015 at the 
Albany Club when Mr. Mulroney, now an elder 
statesman, shared a stage with Peter Mackay as 
if to say this interloper Harper is gone but we 
are still standing, ready to rebuild the party we 
once had. But what is the track record, really, of 
this so-called “big tent”? 

True, Mulroney won a landslide in 1984 
powered by disillusionment with the long 
reign of Trudeau the Elder. But by the time of 
Mulroney’s second (and final) victory in 1988 
the tent’s Western compartment had already 
collapsed and the pegs were flying out of its 
Quebec section. 

Is a repeat now inevitable? Will Stephen 
Harper’s 2015 defeat, mild by historic Tory 

standards, trigger a recurrence of the Tory Syn-
drome? Is some sort of destructive battle for the 
“soul of the party” imminent and unavoidable? 
Among the privileges of the Party in Opposition 
is the opportunity to examine one’s conscience 
and ask “what next?” But is the Conservative 
Party genetically programmed to descend into 
acrimony on such occasions? 

George Perlin thought so. “Nearly all of Mac-
donald’s successors have had to deal with open 

Is the “Tory Syndrome” of lethal Conservative 
Party in-fighting and leadership challenges 

about to return? The danger is certainly real, 
but cautious optimism is in order. To a large ex-
tent it’s a question of leadership.

The diagnosis of continual conflict origi-
nated with George C. Perlin’s largely-forgotten 
1980 study, The Tory Syndrome: Leadership Poli-
tics in the Progressive Conservative Party. Perlin 
went back to Sir John Macdonald’s successors 
in the 1890s but focused mainly on the Diefen-
baker-Stanfield-Clark experience of the 1960s 
and 70s. And Perlin was vindicated by the 
collapse of Brian Mulroney’s majority govern-
ments into open party schism in the West and 
Quebec, followed by 13 bitter, divided years in 
the wilderness. 

After 2002, Stephen Harper apparently over-
came the syndrome, and his Conservative Party 
managed three victories in four elections with 
no serious rift or challenge to the longest-serving 
Tory Prime Minister since 1891. Even in defeat 
in 2015 the party won 99 seats and managed a 
minor resurgence in Quebec. Despite this record, 
some pundits now say the party must abandon 
Harper’s approach and return to its roots.

Their argument seems to be that Harper is no 
Tory and what he leaves behind is not the his-
torically “true” Conservative Party, which must, 
according to Tasha Kheiriddin, “rebuild the 
‘big tent’ needed to gain and hold power.” One 
might think this “tent was torn apart in the re-
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Tory Syndrome

and often continuous challenges to their au-
thority,” he wrote in 1980:

Most have resigned under the pressure of mani-
fest or incipient rebellions. ... A striking charac-
teristic of the pattern of conflict is that it carries 
on virtually without interruption. ... Few leaders 
have been able to secure even the short-term 
compliance of the party as a whole. There always 
seem to be some party members who are unable 
to make the accommodations necessary to cre-
ate at least the appearance of unity.

The pattern continued after Perlin’s book was 
published, first with Mulroney’s “guerrilla 
war” to replace Clark.* Then there followed the 
schism of the Reform Party in 1987 and the Bloc 
Quebecois in 1991. Manning’s splinter party, 
his “personal project” as Flanagan called it, hit 
a ceiling, precipitating his unexpected defeat 
by Stockwell Day in the first Canadian Alliance 
leadership contest in 2000. Then following the 
2000 election Day was himself ousted, clear-
ing the way for Harper. Whatever the combi-
nation of characters, circumstances, and plain 
bad luck particular to that moment in time, it 
seemed that the underlying effect of the Tory 
Syndrome was to assure the ascendancy of the 
Liberals as the Permanent Governing Party, or 
as Lorne Gunter pin-pointed their always im-
pressive sense of entitlement, the “Divine Right 
to Govern Party.” 

Words written about the 1980 election 
apply to many others. “Outmanoevred 

and finally outvoted by the Grits, the Conser-
vatives returned to their familiar places on the 
opposition benches, and to their familiar pas-
time of knifing each other in the back.” This is 
not Perlin but Charles Taylor† in Radical Tories 
(1982, p. 192), a classic paean to the progres-
sive, soi-disant one-nation anti-Liberal tradi-
tion known as Red Toryism. (1982, p. 192) Red 
Tories are chiefly distinguished for having al-

* In 1983 Mulroney publicly declared for Clark’s con-
tinuation as leader even as his supporters redoubled 
their efforts to unseat the unintentionally maso-
chistic leader.
† The journalist; not to be confused with the McGill 
philosopher who was cited on page 6 on this issue.

ways maintained that they are the guardians of 
“true” Conservatism. The latter, Taylor wrote, 
must be “radical toryism ... radical to all those 
who call themselves tories, but proclaim the 
selfish shibboleths of neo-conservatism” (p. 
215). 

Red Tories have a tendency, based on history, 
to excommunicate those who do not share their 
“centrist” views, labelling them “right-wing” or 
“American-style neo-cons.” Yet this habit, far 
from promoting harmony in the “big tent,” is 
painfully divisive, especially because its prac-
titioners fail to see the harshness of their own 
words and actions. Under Joe Clark the heretics 
were backbenchers like Don Blenkarn, Dan 
McKenzie, and Jack Shields. Mulroney himself 
criticized Clark for his exclusion of “blue” MPs: 
“I made a point of including people,” Mulroney 
said. “Clark always excluded all people like Dan 
McKenzie — he let the press paint them all as 
crazy right-wingers. You disagree with Clark, 
you get excluded,” he told Peter Newman’s tape 
recorder. As Saturday Night magazine put it in 
1979, “Clark conspicuously excluded all the re-
ally deep-blue Tories.” 

The “true” Tory tends to set himself up as a 
high priest of what constitutes acceptable con-
servatism, something that is “non-ideological,” 
“not doctrinaire,” respected “for its humanity, 
for its compassion, and for its decency,” for “tol-
erance, civility, and compromise,” etc. etc. etc., as 
Taylor wrote in Radical Tories. Peter Brimelow, 
a British immigrant, noted Red Tories’ belief in 
Canada’s “allegedly stronger tradition of govern-
ment activism,” to which “in response a native 
species of conservative has evolved that accepts 
this Canadian reality.” 

Hugh Segal is perhaps the supreme pontiff of 
such Toryism, “a strain that cuts a wide swath 
of difference,” as he wrote on p. 90 of The Right 
Balance (2010), “between American neo-con-
servatives, who embrace a ‘marketplace, über 
alles, approach, and Canadian Conservatives, 
who never have.” Note Mr. Segal’s not very sub-
tle invocation of the first line of the “Deutsch-
landlied,” “Deutschland, Deutschland, über alles,” 
in describing Conservatives who share some 
policy ideas with their American cousins.

Red Toryism tends to climb, Montgolfier-like, 
to pompous altitudes: “Canadian conservatism 
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helped build the Commonwealth,” Segal wrote, 
a global achievement marked by the “rule of 
law, democracy, parliamentary government and 
development aid” across “every colour, race, 
continent, religion, language and culture in the 
world — an idea deeply inimical to the American 
neo-conservative world view” — as if the United 
States were not also part of the Anglosphere, 
with the rule of law, democracy, massive foreign 
aid, and people from every creed and colour. 

Though in their own eyes “representatives of 
a superior breed,” Brimelow wrote, in practice 
Red Tories were “pretty much like liberal Re-
publicans in America, or ‘wet’ Tories in Britain” 
and there was never any particular magic in 
those circles, least of all at the ballot box. Nor 
was there much outreach, toleration or genuine 
effort to build a welcoming “big tent.” 

According to George Perlin losing elec-
tions is the primary cause of the Tory 

Syndrome. There were other potential sources 
of acrimony in the party including “long-term 
cleavages” such as the gap between French 
and English, so that the weakness of its Que-
bec wing undermined the opportunity for non-
Quebecers “to acquire a better appreciation of 
French-Canadian concerns.” And this remains 
a challenge for the party today. They have to 
avoid the delusions of many Anglophones like 
Andrew Cohen, who actually seem to believe 
that Pierre Trudeau “slew separatism” rather 
than grossly aggravating and prolonging the 
urge to sovereignty.

Another source of “continuing strain” in the 
party, Perlin said, is “the alienation of party 
members who belong to social groups outside 
the Canadian establishment” — the sense that 
the Tories are the party of outsiders. Diefenbak-
er embodied this outsider status perfectly, as 
did some of his successors. The outsider tradi-
tion, largely siphoned off by Reform and its suc-
cessor during the long schism of the 1990s, has 

Tory Syndrome

‘The Party of those who have been favoured in life’
The Voter Profile of those who re-elected 
the Party of Permanent Government in 2015, 
after a nine-year interregnum, appears re-
markably similar to that 
of 1968. John Meisel 
analyzed the data when 
Pierre Trudeau first be-
came chief executive and 
found that: 

“On virtually every one of 
our relevant indicators, we 
saw that the Liberals ob-
tained a larger proportion 
of the vote from those who 
had been favoured in life, 
whether in terms of the 
prestige of their occupa-
tion, their educational background, the degree of 
satisfaction displayed about how life has treated 
them or of any other of our dimensions. With 
the exception only of its appeal in the Atlantic 
Provinces ... the Liberal Party has appeared as 
the prestige party, drawing to itself the votes of 
the more privileged segments of the population 

... The party’s appeal was greater to young voters 
than to old ones, to urban dwellers rather than 
to rural settlers, to Canadians with a high as dis-

tinct from a low sense of 
political efficacy, to peo-
ple displaying relatively 
little cynicism about 
politics. In short, Liberal 
votes, more than those of 
the other parties, include 
what might be termed 
the most industrialized, 
urbanized, technocratic, 
and managerial Canadi-
ans. In terms of support-
ers, therefore, the Liberal 
Party can be thought of 

as being most progressive or modern ... [As for 
the Tories] It is generally safe to assume that for 
practically every statement made above about 
the Liberal Party, the reverse holds true for Con-
servative voters ...” (John Meisel, Working Papers 
on Canadian Politics)

— Geoffrey Stevens, Stanfield (1973), p. 227.
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remained influential in the Harper incarnation.
If the rejuvenated Liberal Party today remains 

the party of the establishment (see box on this 
page) — of the Desmarais, the bureaucrats and 
generals, the bien pensants, and the campaign-
ing media — the Tories have since Diefenbak-
er’s time drawn strength from “outsider” status, 
their leader — as George Perlin described him 
— tending to be “a rallying symbol for alienated 
groups” and “the vehicle for people with anti-
elite feelings.” 

In theory politics is meant to give a voice to 
the marginalized, to speak for the powerless. Yet 
somehow the Tory habit of doing so is regarded 
as a weakness. The Harper Tories “continued to 
act like outsiders, anti-elites — even after they 
became the elite” and this was unseemly and 

“inappropriate,” according to Tasha Kheiriddin 
(iPolitics, Nov. 6). But while the Tories did hold 
office, in no sense did the late government ever 
join or embody the Canadian “elite,” whether in 
the corporate, civil service, media, or cultural 
sense. On the contrary they remained a sort of 
incremental-anti-elite-in-power (for which sev-
eral million Canadians voted on October 19).

Over time, the greatest factor behind the 
Conservatives’ weakness, Perlin concluded in 
1980, is “the fact that it is normally the party of 
opposition.” Lacking the immediate prospect 
of patronage as a reward for loyalty, the party 
of opposition is simply more susceptible to in-

Tory Syndrome

Progressive ... Conservative ... Reactionaries?
permissive society. The experience of the past 
has been that certain areas of human conduct 
hold the keys to destruction and decay. Anti-
social practices such as homosexuality, drug 
addition, abortion, easy divorce and the tolera-
tion of obscenity have led inevitably to the de-
struction of the society in which they were un-
leashed. Experience has framed our laws so as 
not to permit the progressive corruption which 
such modes of conduct entailed in the past. 

Hansard, January 24, 1969

A Philosophy of Life vs. Death
Don Mazankowski, the Progressive Conser-
vative member for Vegreville, was appalled to 
note that in the House of Commons, “we have a 
number of so-called progressive-minded people 
who promote the concept of free abortion on 
demand!”

This is a philosophy which contravenes all 
the laws of nature and God. ... I believe life 
is sacred; yet we condone, and in many cases 
promote, mass murder in the name of pre-
serving the emotional health of the mother 
— this in the name of birth control.  ... The 
government must take firm and immediate 

Tories who feel attached to the pre-Harper P.C. 
Party tend to despise the so-called ‘Reform’ 

strain of Conservatism, forgetting that the Pro-
gressive Conservative ‘family’ also included in 
the country and in the Commons a more tradi-
tionally conservative perspective on politics and 
society. A few examples follow:

Nielsen vs. the ‘Permissive Society’
Erik Nielsen, the Progressive Conservative 
member for Yukon, denounced homosexuality, 
marijuana liberalization, abortion, pornogra-
phy, and divorce, comparing the “permissive 
society” to the decay of Antiquity:

Wherever abortion has been permitted in the 
past, as in Greece or in Rome, it has contribut-
ed to the decline and downfall of that society. ... 
One asks, how wide are we to open the doors in 
this permissive society? Taken in context with 
other adjustments having the effect of weaken-
ing the social fibre painfully built up over the 
centuries — I am speaking of relaxation in di-
vorce, homosexuality, drug addiction, obscen-
ity, and similar provisions in the law — there is 
a distinct possibility that we have gone a long 
way toward writing off the future in building a 
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discipline. And of course opposition status, 
with no light at the end of the tunnel, becomes 
self-perpetuating when a party tends to attract 
persons who seem to revel in the role of critic. 
“Thus,” Perlin wrote, “the Conservative Party 
may contain some people whose motivation is 
to find an emotional outlet for their status in-
security by criticizing those who have power. 
The critic’s role is the role they seek.” The party 
has always had more than its share of loose can-
nons and this is likely both a result and a cause 
of their tendency to lose elections.

Lack of access to power and position also 
means that the party may fail to attract people 
of first-rate ability. The Liberals have a lock on 
“most of the predictable areas from which the 
Conservatives might attempt to co-opt their 

parliamentary notables: the civil service, uni-
versities, businesses and corporations,” Perlin 
observes, quoting John C. Courtney, a political 
scientist and co-editor of the Oxford Handbook 
of Canadian Politics. This problem is exacer-
bated by a Tory “attitude of mistrust toward 
intellectuals,” according to Perlin, which Law-
rence Martin recently called “the anti-intellec-
tualism, the populist fear of erudition which 
festered in the Harper camp.” 

In fact taken together with its necessarily mid-
dle- and sometimes low-brow pitch to voters, 
English Canadian conservatism has a formida-
ble intellectual tradition, from Bolingbroke and 
Burke to Leacock, Creighton, Grant, Farthing and 
Kirkconnell, to The Idler, the National Post, and 
in its modest way since 2011, The Dorchester 

Tory Syndrome

action to stop the merciless acts which mas-
querade under the guise of therapeutic abor-
tion. This is murder and it is contrary to the 
laws of human nature. It is shameful and it 
must be stamped out.

We find ourselves in a society in which 
television and the other media engage in 
the perpetration of filth, violence and por-
nography, financed in many cases at public 
expense and referred to as ‘reporting it as 
it is.’ Much of this can only be categorized 
as cheap, unimaginative trash. Whatever 
precautions a parent might engage in, it is 
absolutely impossible for any parent com-
pletely to immunize his children against 
this kind of trash. ... Much of this is the re-
sult of a deliberate route taken by govern-
ment and by liberal intellectuals many of 
whom, I would suggest, are over-educated 
for their brains, whose behavioural atti-
tudes are based on ease and expedience 
rather than on firmness and natural sense. 
... Nor do I suggest for one moment that the 
state and the government can legislate be-
haviour and morality. But I do say that our 
legislative measures and our educational 
systems can and must be tailored to restore 
and rededicate the family unit as the major 
pillar of our society. 
The state is charged with the responsibility 

of preserving the priceless heritage of life, 
and particularly of those who are innocent 
and unable to fend for themselves. ... We will 
soon have to make a choice and that choice 
is clear: it is whether we shall stand and fight 
for a philosophy of life, or whether we shall 
stand idly by and surrender to a philosophy 
of death.” 

Hansard, March 8, 1974

Stopping Treason and Dissidents
Douglas Roche, the Progressive Conservative 
MP for Edmonton-Strathcona, urged the Lib-
eral government to crack down on “those who 
advocate the overthrow of our country” and to 
“have better control over the dissident elements 
in our population.”

I commend the government on bringing for-
ward this bill to straighten out the criminal 
abuse by immigrants, whether those who en-
tered the country illegally or those who entered 
legally and then committed criminal acts. ... I 
am going to make a strong pitch for immigra-
tion. For those who advocate the overthrow 
of our country, for those who are committing 
criminal acts, let the government move in 
much more strongly. Let it have better control 
over the dissident elements in our population.

Hansard, December 9, 1974
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Review. And the Harper party manifestly never 
lacked intelligent and educated adherents: MPs 
such as Scott Reid, James Rajotte, Jason Kenney, 
and Michael Chong; staff such as Tom Flanagan, 
Ian Brodie, John Weissenberger, Mark Cameron, 
and Howard Anglin. What offends certain jour-
nalists and academics is that such persons do 
not share in the smug CBC-Establishment defi-
nition of virtuous Canadianism.

A syndrome is a group of symp-
toms that occur together in a 

pattern. George Perlin calls the re-
ciprocal relationship between defeat 
at the polls and internal conflict the 
“minority party syndrome,” marked 
by “manifest or latent factionalism,” 
sub-optimal organization, indis-
cipline, and instability. Unless the 
party breaks free of them somehow, 
these attributes form a vicious cycle 
in which “defeats contribute to con-
flict in the party and conflict in the 
party contributes to its electoral defeat” (p. 198). 
Regrettably, his analysis did and to a significant 
degree still does fit the Conservative party. Still, 
Perlin concluded The Tory Syndrome on an opti-
mistic note:

Despite its weakness, the Conservative party 
continues to be the only party with sufficient 
popular support to challenge the Liberal hege-
mony in federal politics. The party can expect 
to win elections from time to time — when 
there is serious social, economic, or political 
strain or when the Liberal party falls victim to 
what John Meisel has argued is its tendency (as 
a result of its habituation to office) to become 
too arrogant in its exercise of power.

Plus ça change. Liberal hubris-nemesis is 
one of the sure things of Canadian history — 
witness the Tory whirlwind comebacks of 1957, 
1984, and 2006. In the first two cases it took 21 
or 22 years for the Conservatives to regain pow-
er (1935 to 1957 and 1963 to 1984), but only 13 in 
the most recent case (1993 to 2006), a trend that 
augurs well for a Trudeau interregnum of less 
than a decade. 

In the meantime, “any Conservative gov-

ernment can expect to go through an extend-
ed period in which it is vulnerable to disrup-
tion from within. The party’s ability to avoid 
this danger and survive in office long enough 
to change its competitive position would ap-
pear to require exceptionally adroit leader-
ship and some considerable luck” (Tory Syn-
drome, p. 201). 

If the Tories’ luck ran out in 
2015, defeat was much less at-
tributable to internal divisions or 
indiscipline than to weak appoint-
ments, sub-optimal staffing, gen-
eral fatigue, and two other related 
syndromes: Harper Derangement 
Syndrome and “Anyone But Harp-
er” Syndrome. On the other hand, 
Harper may well have held power 
long enough to shake the Tory Syn-
drome.

Ms Kheiriddin found Mul-
roney’s presence comforting in 

Toronto last month. His voice “conjures up an 
era; the nostalgia — and not just for power — 
was palpable. There was a sense of longing in 
the air for the spirit of family that Mulroney 
cultivated during his time in office, and even 
after he left.” (loc. cit., Nov 6). Of the same soi-
rée L. Ian Macdonald (iPolitics, Nov. 11) said: 
“The audience understood exactly what [Mul-
roney] was saying, because the audience was 
the Conservative family, and the family was 
in a mood to take back the Conservative 
brand.” Yet the Albany Club is not so much 
“the family” as a self-regarding family com-
pact, many of them a good deal less engaged 
than their 19th century forbears. They are 
a part of the Conservative movement but 
hardly the locus of its heart, vitality, and 
least of all the driver of its foot-work. 

The “family” analogy is meant to contrast the 
party of the past with the alleged “divided soul” 
of the Harper party. Kheiriddin wrote, 

The mood of the evening highlighted a divide 
that still exists within the Conservatives and 
that will have to be bridged by whoever leads it 
next. The divide is not physical, geographic, or 
even ideological: it is cultural. It involves com-

Tory Syndrome

Red Tory 
leadership 

resembles a 
chinless mar-
tinet foment-
ing division 
in the ranks.

Big Tent: The Mulroneys in 1984
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peting views of how politics should be done, 
how a party should run and how it should act 
once it is in power.

This echoes the high priestly happy warrior of 
the past, turning up pointy noses at Conserva-
tives who do not know how to behave. (In an-
other recent column Ms Kheiridden called on 
the Conservatives to “cut loose” members who 
go to church more than once a year, sounding 
less and less like a “family” and more like the Joe 
Clark party: narrowly urban-minded, lacking 
self-awareness, a chinless martinet heedlessly 
fomenting division in the ranks. 

That the last nine years began an unfinished 
counter-revolution is something that not 

all of Harper’s ministers, and even fewer staff, 
perhaps grasped. There are continuities in 
Conservative ideas around which Tories can 
rally. Even as mild a gentleman as Stanfield, 
for example, shared with today’s “blue” Con-
servatives (and Quebec soft nationalists) the 
belief that Trudeau’s Constitution of 1982 was 

the product of “a constitutional coup d’état,” as 
Stanfield told Charles Taylor (Radical Tories, p. 
197). “Mr. Trudeau violated the federal nature 
of this country. Whatever happens, we’ll have 
bitterness and bitchiness for years,” Stanfield 
predicted in 1981. These wounds are real and 
still not healed.

Much water has flowed past Parliament Hill 
since then. What vision of the country and 
what strategic approach to Opposition the 
post-Harper party will adopt remains to be 
seen. Whoever leads them into the next elec-
tion will inevitably face criticism from within, 
and possibly a leadership challenge, if he or 
she does not win. But that does not mean the 
Tory Syndrome that long haunted the old par-
ty is inevitably wired into its DNA, any more 
than divisions permanently crippled the Liber-
als between 2006 and 2015.

It may perhaps be that the Tory Syndrome 
was a symptom of the old Progressive Con-
servative leadership style. In which case one 
guarantee of a return of internal rancour and 
division would be to bring back the old high-
handed sense of presumption and exclusion. •

Big Tent: The Mulroneys in 1984
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