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February Birthdays

On behalf of the President and all members, | wish the following members a very Happy Birthday.

2" February Tony Murray

o February Michael Surman

15" February Mel Dundas-Taylor

16" February Wayne McCarthy

27" February Earle Murray

If I have missed anyone, please forgive me and have a Happy Birthday.

New Member

Welcome to our new member Rod Nedwich. Rod joined the RAAF in 1962 as an Aiframe Fitter and left the
RAAF as a Warrant Officer Engineer in 1982 and then served as a WOE in the RAAF Active Reserve at 27
Squadron, Townsville from 1989 to 1992.

Australian Veterans’ Covenant and Card

The following information has been provided by Department of Veteran’s Affairs

The Australian Defence Veterans’ Covenant was announced by the government on 27 October last year.

The Covenant encourages Australia to recognise and acknowledge the unique nature of military service,
and support veterans and their families.


http://www.contactairlandandsea.com/2018/10/27/new-veterans-covenant-card-and-lapel-pin/

The Covenant includes an oath, which the Australian people will be encouraged to take at community
commemorative events, such as Remembrance Day.

The new Veteran Card and an Australian Veteran Lapel Pin and a Reservist Lapel Pin underpin the
Covenant.

The intention of the Covenant is to provide employers, businesses, local communities, and veteran and
sporting organisations the opportunity to commit to supporting veterans and their families.

Cards will be issued automatically — first to new DVA ‘customers’ followed automatically to existing DVA
health card holders (Gold or White) and concession card holders (Orange).

The new-look card will be issued automatically over coming months, along with a Veteran Lapel Pin and
Oath as part of a phased roll-out.

Cardwell Battle of Coral Sea Commemoration

The Townsville Branch along with the Cairns Branch will once again be supporting the Battle of the Coral
Sea Commemoration at Cardwell on Sunday 5" May 2019. We have got the use of the RSL Townsville bus.
More details will be published as we get closer.

Annual General Meeting

A reminder that the Annual General Meeting for theTownsville Branch will be held immediately following
the March meeting commencing at 10.00am on Sunday 10 March 2019 at the Townsville RSL.

DVA Statement of Pricipals
As discussed at the last meeting | have included the links that will give access to the DVA Statement of

Principals. The link is immediately below this paragraph.
https://www.dva.gov.au/factsheet-dp22-statements-principles

Once you have opened this link you will see a heading “ How to Obtain a SOP” In this paragraph is another
link for www.rma.gov.au This link will take you to the Introduction to the Repatriation Medical Authority
(RMA) and on the right hand side of this page there is a panel titled Statement of Principals. This will give
you guidance on how to access the statements alphabetically. There is also information on items for which
there is no SOP.

If you have any problems navigating this web site, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Information from the Defence Force Welfare Association

At the request of our Branch Chaplain, I have included two articles published by the Defence Fore Welfare
Association (DFWA) on the Unique Nature of Military Service. This has been bought about by some who
are are implying that military service and the service provided by our first responder in civilian life are of
the same nature whereas the articles clearly define the difference between civilian and military service.

Although the first article is long, it should be read in its entirety.

Until the next newsletter, kind regards to all and please stay safe.

Ted MWildnen


https://www.dva.gov.au/factsheet-dp22-statements-principles
http://www.rma.gov.au/
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DEFENCE FORCE WELFARE ASSOCIATION
Patron-in-Chief: His Excellency Mr Michael Bryce AM AE

The Unique Nature of Military Service.

Introduction

This paper is intended to help clarify and strengthen an understanding of the elements of military service
which render it unique as an activity (or vocation)within a democratic society such as Australia. It should be
seen as an exploratory discussion rather than a definitive and complete examination of the question.

Background

In recent years there has been a tendency among those responsible for administration of public finances to
question some long — held assumptions about the way those who render military service should be
compensated. This questioning not only relates to the just reward due for the serviceman’s labours, but also
to the restitution owed to him and his dependents if he becomes disabled due to disease, injury or death
suffered in the course of his service. There is being heard more frequently a notion that the serviceman’s
salary and conditions contain an element of “danger money” which represents substantial compensation ” in
advance” for any disability incurred while serving and that this reduces the obligation to provide
compensation after the event. It should be the Association’s position, in my view, that the questions of pay
and conditions and compensation for disability should be kept strictly separate, as matters of policy.

Pay and conditions are directed not only towards just recompense for services rendered, but also to attraction
to service of high quality volunteers. They may vary from time to time to suit changing circumstances.
Compensation for disability is a matter of justice alone, and reflects recognition of the essential nature of
military service. Allied to the notion of “compensation in advance” is a growing perception that military
service can fairly compared to a number of other callings in our society that involve those engaged in them
an element of exposure to danger. Police and Emergency services are most often cited in this context.

In examining military service as a unique calling we should understand that exposure to danger and the
courage to face it are of themselves not unique features of military service. In arguing our case, we do not
maintain that the serviceman has a higher requirement to show courage, nor a greater willingness to make
sacrifices — even of his life — than others who serve the society and protect it from danger.

We claim only for the serviceman a distinction from all other callings, in that he, and he alone, is under a
compulsion to face danger and make sacrifices — even of his life — once either he has committed himself to
serve, or has been compelled to serve by the State.

Rights and Obligations.

The spirit of the times places great emphasis on the concept of Human Rights and their close ally, Civil
Rights. The concept is usually taken to apply to the rights of an individual citizen in relation to other citizens
or to the State. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the General Assembly of the United

Nations on 10th December 1948, in Article 3, declares baldly that “Everyone has the right to life, liberty and
security of the person.” The first paragraph of the Preamble describes the rights that should be recognized as
being “equal and inalienable.” Australia has acceded to the declaration. These Human Rights are equivalent



to those “inalienable” and God-given rights set out in the American Declaration of Independence — Life
Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.

Australia, and indeed all modern liberal democracies pay at least lip service to these rights, and none would
argue with their spirit. Our discussion will take these three undisputed rights as its starting point. It will be
based firmly on the proposition that these are rights possessed by each and every citizen as an individual.

The origin of these rights lies in the recognition of the individual citizen as the unit of autonomy in a liberal
democratic society. Social structures are composed of individuals freely associating, or freely assenting to
imposed association, for the common good. The most basic and most strongly coherent of social structures
is the family; others are both more complex and less coherent as they progress through communities,
municipalities, states or provinces, up to the nation state itself. In the community of nations, each state
possesses a sovereign right to manage its own affairs in relation to other states. This sovereignty is exercised
on behalf of, and in the name of, “the people”. Within the state sovereignty rests with the individual, who
possesses his basic rights, and his vote, as an individual. He is governed, and takes his place in the social
structure by his own consent. This is true even in cases where he disagrees with the actions of state to which
he belongs, or with the outcome of a particular election in which he cast his vote. Recognition of the right of
the majority of individual citizens to determine the colour of the government of the state is an inescapable
consequence of acceptance of the democratic state itself.

It is obvious that the position of the individual in a democratic system is not sustainable unless there is
general assent to the system by the population as a whole. There must be in all matters essential to the peace
and good order of the state, a body of shared values. It is these shared values that underpin acceptance of
rights and obligations by both individuals and the State.

Though not usually identified as a “human right” in social discourse, the right of an individual to defend
himself from attack — physical or moral — is almost universally acknowledged and is enshrined in law in all
democratic societies. Though primarily related to the individual himself, this right extends to his right to
assist in the defence of others; family, community, fellow citizens and the state itself.

The right to assist in the defence of family, community and nation does not of itself create an obligation to
do so, though shared values may well act to induce in an individual a sense of obligation. His act in offering
himself to assist in the defence of others is, nonetheless, a free act of the will. For its part the state may
impose on the individual an obligation to assist in the defence of the nation as a whole, but it is able to do so
only with the assent of the governed, through the mechanism of shared values. In this way even compulsory
military service, in which the basic human rights of those called to service appear to be appropriated, are,
and in fact voluntarily surrendered.

Practically all modern states maintain standing forces to discharge the responsibility entrusted to them by
their citizens, of protecting their people from threats of coercion by use of military force. Usually these
standing forces’ role is to support the policy objectives of the state, principally in the area of foreign
relations. To maintain force levels they usually rely on citizens’ voluntary service. But the highest purpose
of military forces is to maintain the capability of meeting an enemy on the battlefield and winning.

The State has been entrusted by its citizens with the obligation to protect them. If it is to discharge this
obligation, it therefore has a right to expect, even to demand, that the people will provide the means do so, in
the form both of treasure and manpower. The right to self-defence thus inevitably imposes a general
obligation to render military service.

The Individual and the State

The relationship between the individual and the State in a democratic society is a very complex one. It rests
on the somewhat imprecise concept of shared values, and manifests itself in a not very clearly defined



network of mutual rights and obligations, and the expectations they create. The mechanism by which the
relationship is moderated has been termed the “social contract”. Under the social contract the individual
citizen accepts that he or she must contribute to maintaining the means of defence. He expects that the state
will organize, administer and regulate the defence forces, and that it will set limits by way of laws and
regulations on the manner in which the forces may be employed.

Those who offer themselves for military service accept that they place themselves under the authority of the
State to the degree necessary to achieve the State’s military objectives. Though the authority of the state
may be bound and moderated by policies, customs and usages, even by laws, all understand and accept that
at bottom the relationship is one of obedience. For all practical purposes the authority of the state over the
individual as exercised by military superiors on its behalf, is limitless. The obedience required by the
exigencies of military service is total.

The State for its part accepts as an obligation that the individuals under its authority who render service are
sustained in bodily health and are entitled to be treated at all times with fairness and justice. This is not to
say that in extreme circumstance extreme demands will not be made; but in all circumstances the social
contract requires that the highest possible value will be placed by the State on the safety, welfare and life of
each individual. It also requires that in recognition of the service rendered, the State will assume, as an
obligation, responsibility for the dependents of those who have lost their lives in its service, and
responsibility for the care of, and compensation for, those who have suffered disability as a result of their
service.

Unique Service

It is precisely here that the unique nature of military service lies. In ordinary times military service is freely
rendered by volunteers. In extreme circumstances the social contract may be invoked by the State by
compulsion. In either case, however, once the individual has entered military service, the relationship of
obedience is established. This relationship necessarily requires the surrender of the individual’s
“inalienable” right to liberty, and alienates his right to life and security of the person, by placing
responsibility for their preservation in the hands of others.

Not every person who renders military service encounters the enemy on the battlefield, but every person
who enters military service must accept that he is expected to do so, if ordered, and is trained to do so.

A consequence of military service is that individual autonomy, the fundamental repository of sovereignty in
a democracy, is surrendered to the common good.

Freedom of choice as to the individual’s own destiny, which lies at the heart of all civil liberties, is negated.
In their place is the truth that the service person may be, by the decision of others against which there is no
appeal, placed in extreme peril of life, and lose that life, if that were the outcome of the decision.

In no other activity or vocation within a democratic state does the relationship of obedience to the authority
of the State in the face of danger to life or bodily damage exist. Emergency services have an obligation not
to accept extreme risks to their safety, lest they become consumers of the very service they are attempting to

provide. Members of the Police Service are entitled to defend themselves from violent offenders, but are
under no compulsion to endanger their lives or safety by the orders of a superior. The fact that many of them
do, and display courage to the point of heroism in doing so, should not obscure the fact that they may not be

compelled, nor be punished for failure, to incur serious danger.

Very different is the lot of the sailor, soldier, airman or airvoman. No matter what the danger, the clear duty
is to the military mission, and to play his or her part in its achievement, obedience is required. The most
abject coward, most terror-stricken faintheart, has no alternative but to expose him or herself to life-
threatening danger, if so ordered.



He or she may no longer invoke Civil or Human Rights to review his or her position as an autonomous unit
of Society. Should the attempt be made, and a decision arrived at that is in opposition to that of his or her
superiors, the individual service person commits an offence punishable by law. The offence is Dereliction of
Duty, at the least. When engaged on the battlefield there is nowhere to go, morally or physically. The danger
must be faced, and the consequences accepted, whatever they may be.

A service person’s calling is unique.

FACT SHEET
The Unique Nature of Military Service

Australia is a signatory of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (United Nations — 1948),
Article 3 states: “Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.”

But ADF men and women do not. Their ‘life, liberty and security of person’ is in the hands of the State.
That’s unique. No other calling, occupation or profession — including police and emergency services —
is required to surrender these rights, although some do so voluntarily.

Uniquely, Military law may require an ADF member to kill other human beings, to order another ADF
member to Kill, to order other ADF members to take an action with a high probability they may be
severely wounded or killed and may themselves be ordered to take an action with a high probability of
being killed or wounded. Severe custodial penalties apply for non-compliance.

In day to day ADF life, minor infringements such as using insulting language or unauthorised absence
may result in up to 12 months incarceration. ADF people have no right by trial by jury. A unique military
justice system applies, including Defence magistrates and military courts.

Industrial law does not apply to ADF men and women. Legally, ADF people are members. They are
not employees. ADF members surrender ‘employee’ rights including pay and conditions negotiations.
They have no union. Remuneration is an arrangement, not an agreement.

Consequently, the ADF’s culture is unique. Team needs take priority over individual needs and rights.
Total trust in other team members is essential because the consequences are so dire. A person who
only looks after themself, inconsiderate of other team members, is an anathema.

Pride in achieving individual skills that are valuable to the team is rewarding in itself. And the team, the
ADF, reciprocates by providing subsidised sustenance, shelter and health care — as well as most
administration — even though the member has little choice over what is provided.

This military culture becomes ingrained. That is partly why some veterans refuse to seek support, not
wanting to give up or to be a burden to others. Pride is important but it can be misplaced. And ‘welfare’
is a pejorative word, no matter how many experts claim otherwise. Needing ‘welfare’ is seen as an
indication of failure or weakness, so self-harm rates for those discharged are higher than for those still
serving. No longer part of the ‘team’, no longer valued, no mutual support.

Support for serving and former ADF men and women must be as unique as their service is unique. It is
inappropriate, indeed dangerous, to attempt ‘normalising’” support to community standards.

Military Service is fundamentally unique. The reciprocal obligation this places on the State is as
inescapable as it is enduring.
May 2018



