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Schedule of Services
Services are held every Sunday at 10:30 at Kirribilli Neighbourhood Centre

4 September, Martin Horlacher: “Was Monotheism a Mistake?”

Are many gods better than one or vice versa?

11 September, No service today owing to markets.

18 September Helen Whatmough: “Privacy Issues in Today’s World”

A review of privacy issues in our world today; government, social media, even shopping
centres—an all pervasive issue.

25 September, Rev. Geoff Usher: “Good news in the Present Tense.”

| feel uncomfortable when | am confronted by people whose earnest wish is to convert me:
to persuade me that their particular religious sect—their view of Biblical Truth—their inter-
pretation of the Will of God—is the only true and right one.

| am more interested—and more likely to be convinced—if someone wants to tell me about
a local organisation that is trying to do something: to alleviate suffering, or to improve the
lot of people in the local community.

A Viking Orbiter picture of Mars.

NASA announced a massive new public
project that will make all of its publicly
funded research available online for free. A
new portal, Pubspace, will host thousands of
NASA research articles on topics like

the toxicity of lunar dust or the make up of
Earth's early atmosphere.

(From Popular Mechanics)

Opinions expressed in "Esprit" are not necessarily those of the Spirit of Life Unitarian Fellowship




Iraqg — Criminal, Corruption and Oil

Excerpts from the talk on the above subject at
the Spirit of Life UU Fellowship, Kirribilli on
Sunday 17 July 2016 by Colin Whatmough.

1. The ‘Truth Will Out 'is an old truism,
but unfortunately those who have a vested in-
terest in suppressing the truth have the re-
sources and support from government to keep
truth hidden often for a long time.

2. This was the case with the Iraqg War.
Many people, organisations (eg Peace Move-
ment) and churches ( eg Unitarian and Unit-
ing) were unequivocally stating before the war
started that the Iraq War was all about the
control of oil in the Arabian Peninsula and
nothing to do with ‘freedom’ for the people of
Iraq or the possession of weapons of mass
destruction for which there was no definitive
proof from UN inspections.

3. On the weekend of 14-16 February
2003 more than half a million Australians par-
ticipated in protest marches around the coun-
try against Australia’s involvement in the loom-
ing war. This was the largest coordinated pro-
test action in Australia’s history. It was the re-
sult of months of organising and campaigning
by coalitions of anti-war organisations and a
reawakening of the Peace Movement. One
poll at this time found that 90% of Austra-
lians opposed the war without UN authori-
sation.

However, Prime minister Howard insultingly
called these people ‘The Mob’ and on 20
March, 2003, Australia formally joined the in-
vasion of Iraq as part of the ‘Coalition of the
Willing’ with the US and UK only.

4. The war on Iraq was, possibly, the first
war in history to be declared unjust by the peo-
ple in the ‘Coalition of the Willing’ countries as
well as almost all Christian leaders in the West
before it began. Bush, Blair and Howard went
against world opinion to illegally and unjustly
invade Iraq — what a damning criticism!

5. 1 will quote from the Uniting Church’s
statement before the Iraq invasion as pre-
sented by Prof. James Haire, President of the
Uniting Church of Australia’s Assembly entitled

‘War on Irag — An Admission of Failure’.
“The national leader of the Uniting Church in
Australia today expressed deep grief and
sorrow at the announcement by PM John
Howard, that he was committing Australian
troops to war in Iraq; today is a day of grief
and sorrow because the announcement of
war is an admission of failure.

Yet another new century begins with blood-
shed and destruction as a means of solving
our problems. Jesus urged his followers to be
peacemakers — he spoke in favour of Love,
justice and Hope for the world.

6. This war is wrong. It will not produce
peace. It will lead to untold suffering for inno-
cent people in and around Irag. We must re-
member that the Iraqgi people have had no
say in who rules them or the actions of their
government but their names will make up a
large part of the casualty list of this war.
| fear that this action will set off renewed Mid-
dle East tensions that could take another
thirty years to resolve.

7. One outcome will be increased ter-
rorism against innocent people extending to
Indonesia and SE Asia. The road for reli-
gious reconciliation between moderate
Christians and Muslims has become
much, much harder.

8. If the US, UK and Australia truly be-
lieve in justice for oppressed people they
would have done more for the Iraqi popula-
tion much sooner and would have acted
against other oppressive regimes in places
like Burma, China Zimbabwe and Sudan.”

9. So, who would get it right — Prof
Haire and the Uniting Church, the Unitarian
Church, the Peace Movement and large
numbers of the Australian people or John
Howard, the Australian Government, Bush
and Blair?

10. A vital issue for Australia is ex-
posed here ie decision to go to war must
go to Parliament for debate and authorisa-
tion in most situations. There is little
doubt that the decision to invade was well
decided before it as announced by John
Howard. What is little known and was kept



from the public was that in the nine months
leading up to ‘the start of the war’ US and UK
planes engaged in raids that flattened Iraq’s
air base in the Western desert destroying
military communications, anti-aircraft
defences as well as planes. Iraq protested
these bombings to the UN in vain.

It is painfully obvious now that that the US
and UK were hell bent on invading Iraq, so
what was the driving rationale?

11. This question is at the centre of the
current Chilcot Report. My talk investigates
this question and comes to the conclu-
sion that the invasion was about oil when
examining the following:

*The Unaoil scandal recently com-
ing to light, involving widespread corruption.

* Dr Brendan Nelson (Minister for
Defence) in 2006 clearly stating that the inva-
sion was about oil.

* For most of the last century the
policies of the UK and US towards the Middle
East have been aimed at securing the strate-
gically vital oil supplies of the Persian Gulf
region. The UK bombed and used poisoned
gas against the Iragi population in the 1920’s
during its attempts to gain control of that
country.

* Following WWII the history of
the US involvement in this area with respect
to the ‘stupendous resource’ of huge eco-
nomic and strategic value — the oil of the Per-
sian Gulf. The involvement was very nasty
and protracted re Masadegh in 1953, the
Shah of Iran; Iran/lraq War; Ayatollah
Khomeini; military support to Iraq re chemical
and biological weapons leaving one million
people dead. The latest Iraq invasion has led
also to one million Iraqgi deaths and has cre-
ated the greatest exodus of refugees the
world has seen.

12. The long time UK/ US involvement
in the Arab Peninsula is a horror story of vio-
lence of monstrous proportions in which Aus-
tralia has been complicit. These crimes must
not be buried under the carpet of time and
conveniently forgotten. The perpetrators
must eventually be made accountable for
their crimes.

(Emphases by present editor.)

Jan Hus and the Flaming Chalice
The story of our Symbol, part 1

Rev. Geoff Usher

The Unitarian symbol is usually referred to as
the "Flaming Chalice". Some people prefer
the name "The Chalice and Flame".

It comes in many sizes and shapes. In Brit-
ain, what is often called the "chunky chalice"
was adopted by the person who was in
charge of General Assembly publications in
the 1960s. It is the one with which | was most
familiar, and it was the one which | used on
my own stationery and for the Sydney Unitar-
ian Church and the Australian and New Zea-
land Unitarian Association.

Some people consider the chunky chalice to
be undignified and even uninspiring. At the
same time as the chunky chalice appeared in
Great Britain, the British Gas Board adopted
a little chap with a similar cheeky flame as its
symbol and called it "Mr Therm".

The Flaming Chalice which is used for my
pendant, and on my tie, has a much more
elegant slim stem and a shallower cup, and a
nearly straight flame.

The general shape - whichever one is used -
conveys the impression of a cross, to remind
us of our roots in the Christian faith. Some
people who know | am a minister assume
that my pendant is a crucifix. Some who
know of my involvement in the Air Force and
the Air Training Corps assume that it is an
aeroplane.

The chalice signifies sharing and fellow-
ship. Some - not all - Unitarian congrega-
tions hold communion services (the "shared
breaking of bread"), either occasionally or
regularly. Most Unitarian congregations - in
my experience - seem to enjoy eating and
drinking together: the cup of tea/coffee after
service; afternoon tea as part of meetings;
pot-luck meals. We share as part of our fel-
lowship.

The flame can symbolise a number of
things:
* aspiration, and the lifting of hands and



hearts in prayer

* links with other faiths, including the Zoroas-
trian, in which fire has been used as part of
their ritual

» sacrifice - a crude ancient practice, but in its
spiritual sense one of the finest ingredients of
human character

* the warmth of love

» the inner light of conscience and reason
and individual religious experience.

So, the combination of the Chalice and the
Flame - the Flaming Chalice - provides a fine
logo for Unitarians. However, the historic ori-
gin is not widely enough known even among
our own congregations. It is something which
we should remember, and talk about, and
cherish and celebrate, and teach to our chil-
dren.

The Unitarian Church in the Czech Republic
has not forgotten its origin, for the story of
our Flaming Chalice starts in Czechoslovakia
six hundred years ago.

Jan Hus (Jon/John Huss) was born in 1369
in the village of Huscinez in Bohemia from
which his name is derived. We know very lit-
tle about his family background or his early
life, except that apparently he worked his
way through the University of Prague by
singing in the streets. Busking by university
students is nothing new. Martin Luther did
the same, a hundred years later.

He was not much of a scholar. In fact, his
professors complained that he wasted too
much time playing chess. (When | was at uni-
versity and teachers college in Adelaide, |
wasted time playing bridge, and being in-
volved in theatre.)

He graduated in philosophy and theology,
and was ordained as a priest in 1401. He en-
tered the priesthood, not from any great
sense of vocation or excess of idealism, but
because he considered the office one in
which he could pursue his studies and inter-
ests. He wrote to a friend: "l choose the office
of priest because | have in mind a safe shel-
ter, and goodly apparel, and a comfortable
living." Ah, those were the good old days,
perhaps!

Hus was later made Rector of the University
of Prague, and appointed University
Preacher. That meant that he preached in
the Bethlehem Chapel in Prague, which had
been founded ten years before his appoint-
ment as a place for preaching in the Czech
language. The word Bethlehem was used,
not in its geographical sense as the place
where Jesus was born, but in its literal mean-
ing: House of Bread.

The Bethlehem Chapel was indeed a
House of Bread, because in it the people
were to be nourished: nourished by learn-
ing the Bible stories, hearing the Bible it-
self and being taught about God and relig-
ion in their own native language, so that
they might really understand. In other
churches, the services and the sermons
were all in Latin, by and for the priests
alone.

In Bethlehem Chapel, the preaching was
for all people. Jan Hus spoke to the peo-
ple's hearts, and they thronged to hear
him. He became very successful and the
chapel was often crowded. Some records
refer to people climbing up to the rafters,
so that they could find a place from which
to hear him.

Perhaps those were, indeed, the good old
days.

Part of Jan Hus's success probably has
something to do with the fact that, as well as
preaching in everyday Czech, rather than in
incomprehensible or unfamiliar Latin, he
talked about everyday things. In modern par-
lance, he talked about the here and now.

He spoke to the age in which he lived, and to
the feelings and concerns of the people who
gathered there in the Bethlehem Chapel - the
House of Bread.

He did not give dreary sermons about theol-
ogy or official church doctrine. In the copies
of his sermons which have been preserved,
there is hardly any mention of theological
matters. Hus himself said: "If God had in-
tended himself to be revealed through
theology, we would all have been born
with doctors' degrees.”



His preaching in the Czech language was not
only an attraction to the ordinary people. It was
also a bold political statement. The University
of Prague, of which he was Rector (like Chan-
cellor) was run under an ancient system. Stu-
dents and faculty members were organised
according to their country of origin: university
officers were also chosen proportionately by
national origin. (Proportional representation
existed that long ago!)

At the beginning of the 15th century, the Uni-
versity of Prague had predominantly German,
French and Italian students. So, their ethnic
compatriots ran the university itself. Of the ten
Trustees, only one was Czech. The interests
of the Czech students had been usurped by
western European scholars; both the univer-
sity and the town were seething with unrest
under this divided and foreign rule. The
Czechs were pushing for control of the univer-
sity, and Hus championed their cause; and
eventually the Czechs were able to assert
themselves and gain control.

The Germans, the French and the Italians, en-
raged, walked out. They packed up and left.
Their departure meant that Hus was Rector of
a mere shadow of a university, but under his
leadership it regained its former size within a
few years and became a Czech university for
the Czech people.

The issue at the University had been one of
self-determination, of community control.
At the same time, self-determination was
an important issue in other ways. Hus chal-
lenged the stranglehold which the Roman
Catholic Church was exercising in religious
and intellectual circles, so he also became
unpopular with Church authorities.

The Roman Catholic Church still owned over
one-half of all land in Europe, and it imposed
heavy taxes. The peasants had begun to no-
tice their tax burden, and to care about it
enough to start getting organised against the
financial drain.

Matters were made worse by the scandal of
the Papal Schism. The Pope had moved from
Rome to France. There were actually two rival
Popes. Indeed, throughout the whole of Jan

Jan Hus (from website of
“Christian History”)

Hus's life, there were
at least two popes (or
claimants to the posi-
tion) at any one time.
And of course, each
Pope sent to every
city his own bishops
and archbishops.That
meant that there were
two church establish-
ments to be supported in every city. If you
lived on one side of town, but supported the
other Pope, you could end up paying two lots
of church taxes. It was a mess.

Even within families, there was often division
over which Pope to support - a precursor to
the Cavaliers and Roundheads, the War of
the Roses, and American Civil War.

It was a mess, and various attempts were
made to correct the mess. The Council of
Pisa in 1389 was one such attempt, when the
Church fathers came together to solve the
problem by electing one new Pope to replace
the two. The only problem was that the other
two refused to resign; so, by 1410 there were
three Popes.

Not surprisingly, this confusion led many
people to question the state of their church.
By 1410, the Church itself was worried, and
ordered that all books which contained such
questionings of her authority and behaviour
had to be burnt. That included several
books by Jan Hus, because as well as his
challenges to the Church's stranglehold
on religious and intellectual matters, Hus
and his followers had exposed the way
the highest authorities in the Church -
cardinals, archbishops and bishops -
were exploiting the poor by encouraging
superstition and the fear of hell, and ex-
acting payment from them in exchange
for forgiveness of their supposed sins. At
the same time, those authorities did little
to teach the people the elements of Chris-
tianity.

A century later, Martin Luther acknowledged
his debt to the teachings of Hus.



All the authors of the banned books, including
Jan Hus, were declared excommunicated.
That was not a popular decision. It was
greeted with uproar when it was announced in
Czech churches.

In Hus's own church, the Bethlehem Chapel,
one Sunday morning the archbishop himself
came and stood up in the middle of the service
and began to read the decree of excommuni-
cation. At that, the congregation picked up the
archbishop, complete with robes and mitre,
carried him outside and dumped him in the
street.

That was hardly the way to win friends and in-
fluence people. A papal edict declared that, if
Jan Hus did not stop preaching, every bishop
and every priest in Prague would be executed.
So there! Hus was not prepared to provoke
such widespread bloodshed, or to have so
many murders on his conscience, so he went
into exile. Bethlehem Chapel was torn down
by his enemies, but most of the stones were
taken from the rubble at night by Hus's sup-
porters. Many of those stones were later built
into the walls of Protestant churches in
Czechoslovakia, including some which are
now Unitarian.

What did Hus say that was so bad, so
dangerous?

First: It was a time of great social upheaval.
There were many people prophesying the end
of the world, and many more people who be-
lieved them. The Church itself was teaching
that the end of the world was both near and
real. After the end of the world there would
come the resurrection, which would be limited
to the elect sons of God. The Church doctrine
was that nobody could tell who were the elect
sons of God until the end of the world came,
when we would all find out. It was all predes-
tined, but nobody knew just who would be in
and who would be out.

Hus taught that the elect sons of God were
recognisable here on earth; that they were
recognisable now; and that they were recog-
nisable by their morality, by the goodness of
their lives. Moreover, as John Calvin would do
later, Hus taught that it was these elect sons of
God - these recognisably moral men, who

ought to be the rulers here on earth, in
preparation for the Kingdom.

No wonder the Church authorities - corrupt
and power hungry - felt threatened and an-
gered by this Czech preacher.

Second: Hus challenged the Church doctrine
on communion. He taught that the com-
munion wine and bread did not magically
change into the very blood and body of
Christ, but that communion was simply a
symbolic memorial meal - a rite of remem-
brance. Transsubstantiation was a myth.

Third: Hus insisted that when Communion
was given to his congregation, they
should each drink the wine from the chal-
ice as well as take and eat the bread. He
had the chalice passed around among the
people, symbolising fellowship and his
view that every person was as good as
the priest. The church had decreed that
priests alone should drink the wine, and it
had become the standard practice that only
the bread was given to the lay-folk, while the
priests had to drink up all the consecrated
wine. Hus claimed that this was unscriptural.
The Church wanted to preserve the priests
as superior to the lay people. Hus said that
all children of God were equal, and all
should share the bread and wine.

There was an added subversive element:
passing the cup represented a return to the
old Eastern rite of sharing the bread and
wine, before the Roman Church had taken
over.

An irate prominent churchman named Ger-
son set out four major objections to Hus's
idea of distributing the wine to laymen. (If you
listen carefully, you may hear the distant rus-
tle of a stuffed shirt.)

1. Some of the precious blood might be spilt
by clumsy laymen. (Priests weren't clumsy.)
2. The blood might become contaminated by
coming into contact with the beards of lay-
men. (The beards of priests were all right be-
cause priests were consecrated.)

3. It might become frozen as it was passed
around a large church on a cold day.

4. The practice might be seen to indicate that



priests and laymen were equal. Which, of
course, was exactly what Hus intended it to
indicate: that priests and lay people were
equal.

Hus wrote:
God needs people who will
Seek the truth,
Listen to the truth,
Teach the truth,
Love the truth,
Abide by the truth
And defend the truth
Even unto death.

In 1414, Hus's enemies made their move,
having amassed as much evidence against
him as they could - even spying on him wher-
ever he went, in exile.

He was given a promise of "safe conduct".
They would guarantee his safety if he would
appear before the Council of Constance. This
Council was not so much a court as a con-
glomeration of a thousand committees, set
up as a deliberative body to come up with
suggestions for resolving the conflict within
the Church - within Christianity as a whole.

Hus arrived in the town of Constance with his
safe conduct pass, prepared to offer his rea-
soned testimony in defence of his teachings.

It is impossible to know just how much faith
he had in the value of his safe conduct pass.
He had been told that if he refused to go to
Constance, the land of his exile would be at-
tacked by the forces of the nobles who sup-
ported the Pope. Once again, Hus could
not stand by and allow other people to be
butchered over his own fight with the
Church. So he went.

As soon as he arrived, he was taken directly
to a dungeon, and chained hands and feet to
the wall. He told his friends that he was not
surprised.

The authorities would not allow Hus to make
even one appearance before any of the com-
mittees of the Council of Constance. His
friends did manage to get him a series of
hearings in court, but it was a sham - a
kangaroo court, where the enemies included

some of the foreign teachers who, years pre-
viously, had been removed from power in
Prague University, by the self-determination
policies of Jan Hus and his supporters.

250 nobles signed a petition pleading for his
release. The court was forced to admit that
wine had in fact been given to all men and
women in the early Christian Church. But
Hus was doomed. His trial was not so
much atrial as a dramatic performance to
discourage his followers from having any-
thing more to do with him, or with his
ideas.

The last of the three court hearings was on 6
July 1415. Hus was forced to dress in his full
priestly garments, and handed a communion
chalice of wine. The charges were read, and
Hus was condemned. Then came the dra-
matic touch: as they tore the priestly robes
from his body, the accusers grabbed the
chalice out of his hands, with the words: "We
take from thee the cup of redemption.”

It is one of the set pieces - the dramatic
scenes - in the dramatic history of the Chris-
tian Church.

At this point the drama turns into bitter farce -
a tragi-comedy. They wanted to cut Hus's
hair, to disfigure the traditional monk's ton-
sure, but they fell into a heated argument
about whether it was theologically proper to
use a razor or scissors for the purpose. Since
they were not able to agree on this important
question, they dropped the idea.

So, his hair intact, Jan Hus was taken out
and burned at the stake six hundred years
ago. The story goes that, as he burned,
Hus made a pun on his own name, which
means "goose" in Czech. "Today," he
cried, "you are burning a goose, but out
of my ashes in a hundred years will be
born a swan, whom you cannot burn."
Martin Luther was that swan.

And so, the flame joined the chalice to be-
come a symbol of a great movement in Bo-
hemia and Eastern Europe. The chalice of
communion and respect for all people as
equals; and the flame of the death of Jan
Hus. More than 450 nobles joined the



movement to keep Hus's flame alive, and they deposed the treacherous king and estab-
lished Tabor, a city of 40,000 Hussite followers. In 1433 they forced the Church to a treaty
which allowed the giving of the wine in communion, in the chalice, to all people, not just
priests.

The Hussites, living in their city of Tabor, and many of their followers across Europe, wore the
symbol of the flaming chalice as a badge on their cloaks. It was a means of recognition, a sign
of who you were and what you believed. It became an increasingly common sight.

Martin Luther adopted most of Hus's ideas. He acknowledged his debt, and once declared: "We
are all Hussites without knowing it."

Jan Hus and the flaming chalice are not forgotten in the Czech Republic today. His statue
stands in Old Town Square, and his birthday is commonly celebrated with bonfires.

The modern history of the symbol of the flaming chalice is another part of the story, to be told
another time. Let me end this part of the story by repeating Jan Hus's words:

God needs people who will
Seek the truth,

Listen to the truth,

Teach the truth,

Love the truth,

Abide by the truth

And defend the truth

Even unto death.

May we be such people.

~ ~

(Emphases by present editor. The sermon which Geoff gave as part 2 in this series on
the flaming chalice is already on our website; http://www.sydneyunitarians.org/news-and-
services/blog/

Would you care to join Spirit of Life Unitarian Fellowship?

Membership is open to all adults and includes this newsletter. Full membership $50 con-
cession $20 . If you would like to join us as an active member of Spirit of Life, please ring 0466
940 461 or consult our website www.sydneyunitarians.org . Please note that all membership
applications are subject to approval at a meeting of the Committee. Ask Rev. Geoff Usher or
Ginna Hastings for an application form at the Sunday service.

If you have a news item or written article you believe would be of interest to the congre-
gation, we invite you to submit it for Esprit.

It would be helpful if items for publication, including articles and talk topics with themes could
reach Esprit editor by thel5th of each month: jtendys@yahoo.com.au or hand to Jan Tendys
at the Sunday service.

Do you have a topic of a spiritual / ethical nature that you would like to share with the
congregation? As Unitarians, we support an “Open Pulpit” and invite members of the con-
gregation to lead the service if they so wish. Please see Caz Donnelly at the Sunday service

Fellowship contact 0466 940 461



