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PREMIER — CLIVE PALMER — DEFAMATION PROCEEDINGS 

Statement 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [9.46 pm]: I thought I would rise for a couple of moments 
this evening to draw members’ attention to an article published in The West Australian earlier this evening. It is 
written by Peter Law and titled “WA Premier Mark McGowan hit back at Clive Palmer with his own defamation 
lawsuit”. I thought this was rather interesting because, as members will be aware, the Western Australian taxpayer 
is picking up the legal bill for the Premier in his defence of Mr Palmer’s lawsuit for defamation against comments 
the Premier made outside Parliament. Now it seems that the Premier is making a counterclaim for damages against 
Mr Palmer. Of course, who will pick up the tab for the Premier’s legal fees in this case? It will be the taxpayer of 
Western Australia. When this whole sordid affair began, I said, “Whoever wins, the real loser will be the 
Western Australian taxpayer; that’s who’ll lose in the end.” 

I will read a few lines from the article to inform members of what it says and of the most recent news — 

Mark McGowan is attempting to turn the tables on Clive Palmer in the courts, by suing the Queensland 
billionaire for defamation. 

The Premier has lodged a counterclaim in the Federal Court that accused the Queensland billionaire of 
making comments that “badly injured” his reputation. 

I think he has done that himself. The article continues — 

The cross-claim document—obtained by The West Australian—said Mr McGowan had suffered “hurt and 
embarrassment”, as well as “loss and damage”. 

He is seeking damages to “vindicate his reputation”, compensate him for the “distress and embarrassment” 
and to convince people the commentary was “baseless”. 

This is absolutely ludicrous. The Premier has a platform. He is the Premier of the state of Western Australia. If he 
wants to correct the record and convince people that the claims are baseless, he can hold a doorstop press conference 
outside Parliament, as he does nearly every day. He could do it in Parliament; in fact, there is a very good point 
to be made here. How incompetent does a person have to be to make defamatory comments outside Parliament 
where they do not have the protection of parliamentary privilege. Any first-term MP knows that they do not make 
defamatory comments outside Parliament where they do not have the protection of parliamentary privilege. 
Apparently, the Premier has been around for quite some time. I find it completely irresponsible of the Premier to 
gamble and waste WA taxpayers’ money by making such comments to draw the ire of such a litigious person as 
Clive Palmer and then have the Western Australian taxpayers bail him out and cop the fees for his legal bill. 

It would make sense for the Premier to be subsidised by the WA taxpayer if he was being targeted for legal action 
through the normal course of his job. But in this case, that is not what has happened. He has gone above and beyond 
his normal job by making potentially defamatory comments outside Parliament. That goes to a theory I have been 
postulating, which is shared by a few members of Parliament, that the Premier is quite insecure; he has a bit of a glass 
jaw and cannot take criticism. When he faces criticism, he does not really know what to do; he has to do something 
to defend his honour. He cannot be the bigger man and rise above—when they go low, he goes high. No; in this case, 
he wants to get down in the mud with his political opponents. I will read the next line of the article, which I think 
proves my point. 

The PRESIDENT: Member, I have listened to what you have had to say and I am going to refer you to standing 
order 45 about imputations and personal reflections on other members. Perhaps be cautious about where you are 
going with your criticism. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Of course, Madam President. I appreciate your guidance, thank you. 

The next line of the article says — 

The Premier’s legal team said Mr Palmer knew his comments were “untrue” and would cause people to 
“think less of and shun and avoid” him. 

I will not make imputations about the Premier; I will leave it to members to interpret what that says about the 
Premier’s character perhaps. He is concerned that people would “think less of and shun and avoid” him. 

Point of Order 

Hon PIERRE YANG: Madam President just gave some guidance to the honourable member about personal 
reflection, and he is on the same track. 
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The PRESIDENT: Member, there is no point of order. He said that he would not make any further comments about 
the Premier and he would leave it up to other members. I think he was taking on board the reference that I made to 
the standing orders. 

Statement Resumed 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Thank you, Madam President. I thank you again for your guidance, and I will 
endeavour to stay within the standing orders. 

Hon Pierre Yang interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, member! 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: I do not have much more to say on this issue, but I draw members’ attention to 
the final lines in the article, which say — 

Mr McGowan’s legal team is also seeking an injunction order that Mr Palmer be “permanently restrained” 
from similar commentary in future. 

I think that is a little worrying because of the effect it would have on our parliamentary democracy. As we all know, 
freedom of political expression underpins a parliamentary democracy. The High Court has recognised, as such, 
that there is an implied freedom of political communication in the Australian Constitution. What would happen to 
our parliamentary democracy if every time a member of Parliament was insulted by a comment made by someone 
in public, the member went to the courts and made a claim of defamation? Obviously, a line needs to be drawn when 
damage truly is caused by a false or misleading comment made by someone in public, but in this case, the Premier 
has given as good as he gets. He has been slinging mud and throwing insults with Mr Palmer in this very strange 
feud. In fact, the article highlights some of the comments. It says — 

He took particular umbrage at Mr McGowan calling him “the enemy of Western Australian”, “very, very 
selfish” and saying “we’re in a war with Clive Palmer”. 

Those comments may be absolutely true; I do not know. Certainly, we can see that the Premier gives as good as 
he gets. It is absolutely irresponsible of the Premier of our state to throw insults around outside the protection of 
parliamentary privilege that has resulted in a defamation case against him for which the taxpayer is picking up the 
tab. It is even more concerning that he has made a counterclaim. The real question is what he will do if he wins 
damages. Is he going to reimburse the state for the legal costs? Is he going to reimburse the taxpayer for the legal 
costs? What is he going to do with the damages? Is he going to keep it for himself? That is a very good question. 
I will be interested to see what he does if he is successful. I will also be interested to see precisely what those legal 
costs will be. It will be very interesting. I wonder whether it is in the tens of thousands or hundreds of thousands of 
dollars. How long will this case be drawn out? How long will the Western Australian taxpayer have to pay for the 
Premier’s unguarded and ill-thought-out comments? 
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