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Notitiæ  January 14, 2007  
 

Sunday Masses 
Second Sunday After the Epiphany 

Propers: 
Readings: 

Second Sunday After Epiphany, Class II, Green 
Romans 12:6-16, John 2:1-11 

Intentions: 
6:30am Mass at St. Augustine (3630 N 71st Ave, Phoenix) 
Bishop Thomas Olmsted 

Intentions: 
1:00pm Mass at St. Thomas the Apostle (24th St. & Campbell Ave, Phoenix) 
+ Robert Stonebrook 

 
5:30pm Mass at St. Cecilia (Main St, Clarkdale) 
 

 

Weekday Masses 
At St. Thomas the Apostle from 6:30am-7:15am and 

7pm on Holy Days of Obligation 
 Monday, January 15  Thursday, January 18 
Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

St. Paul, The First Hermit,  
Class III, White 
 
Phil. 3:7-12, Mt. 11-25-30  
 
Francis Teegarden 

Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

Requiem Mass 
 
 
Apoc. 14:13, Jn. 6:51-55 
 
+ Cathryn A. Sorrels 

 Tuesday, January 16  Friday, January 19 
Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

St. Marcellus I, Class III, Red 
 
 
I Pet. 5:1-4, 10-11, Mt. 16:13-19 
 
Mary Johnston 

Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

Commemoration of SS. Marius, Martha, 
Audifax, and Abachum 
 
Heb. 10:32-38, Mt. 24:3-13 
 
Denise Hammes 

 Wednesday, January 17  Saturday, January 20 
Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

St. Anthony, Class III, White 
 
 
Ecclus. 45:1-6, Lk. 12:35-40 
 
+ Bert Dinglasan 

Propers: 
 
 
Readings: 
 
Intentions: 

St. Fabian and St. Sebastian,  
Class III, White 
 
Heb. 11:33-39, Lk. 6:17-23 
 
Angelito Cruz 

 

Confessions 
Saturday 4-5 pm at St. Thomas the Apostle.  Sunday before Mass at St. Thomas the Apostle and  

St. Cecilia if possible.  Any other time by arrangement. 



Papal Intentions - January 2007 
General:  That in our time, unfortunately marked by many episodes of violence, the Church’s bishops 
and priests may continue to indicate the way of peace and understanding among peoples.  Mission: That 
the Church in Africa may become a constantly more authentic witness of the Good News of Christ and be 
committed, in every Nation, to the promotion of reconciliation and peace. 

 
FSSP 

Please welcome Deacon Federico Masutti. He will assist as a deacon at the Mater Misericordiae 
Mission until May, 2007. Deacon Masutti was born in Buenos Aires, Argentina in 1976. He studied 
English, French, and broadcasting in undergraduate studies for two years. He entered the seminary in 
Lincoln, Nebraska in 2000 after working for the Argentine Department of Vehicles for five years. He will 
be ordained to the Holy Priesthood on May 12, 2007.  He likes jogging outdoors and performing magic 
tricks.  
 
Fraternity prayer requests for each day this week: Fr. Thomas Longua (14), Fr. George Gabet, District 
Superior (15th), Fr. Howard Venette (16th), Fr. Joseph Poisson (17th), Fr. Kenneth Fryar (18th), Fr. Joseph 
Orlowski (19th), Fr. James Gordon (20th). 

 
 

Parish Announcements and Prayer Requests 
 The Notitiae is being transitioned to a weekly publication format. Suggestions and contributions 

are welcome!  
 Please forward prayer requests or announcements to Fr. Fryar (contact@phoenixlatinmass.org) 

or a member of the parish council.   
 Thank you to all who have helped with the house being rented on Campbell Avenue. Your 

generosity is greatly appreciated. If anyone else would like to contribute, the following items are 
still needed: bookshelves, shower curtains, chest of drawers, and floor lamps.  

The Augustinian Goods of Marriage:  
The Disappearing Cornerstone of the American Law of Marriage 

Excerpts from an article (2004) by Prof. Charles R. Reid, Jr. of the St. Thomas School of Law 
Full text online at: http://www.alliancealert.org/aa2004/2004_08_10.pdf 

Text of De bono coniugali online at: http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/1309.htm 
(citations omitted; bracketed info. added by the Notitiae editors) 

 
In his treatise De bono coniugali  ("On the Good of Marriage") [circa A.D. 401], St. Augustine [addressed the nature of 
the sacrament of marriage]  . . .  the first manifestation "of this natural human society" was the . . . joining 
of man and woman. Referring once again to the divine act of creation, St. Augustine observed that God did not 
create man and woman as strange and separate creatures alien from each other. Rather, He created the woman from 
the side of man, thus signaling the power of their enduring union. Side by side man and woman are thus joined and 
so they proceed on the same path, planning and cooperating together. Rejecting his Manichean past, Augustine 
affirmed that “the marriage of man and woman is something good.” [Gen. 2:18-25] Augustine dedicated the 
remainder of his inquiry to exploring why this should be so . . . It was not, he concluded, solely because of procreation 
. . . St. Augustine therefore concluded that there must be a second good of marriage, which he identified as 
fidelity - the loyalty of one spouse toward the other. Augustine looked to St. Paul for guidance on this matter 
[see, e.g., I Corinthians 7] . . .  Marriage, Augustine continued, had yet a third good. . . . . This symbolic or 
sacramental bond is so enduring that divorce cannot break it. Even should a couple divorce, they would commit 
adultery if they attempted marriage with others. The Roman pagans married and divorced without guilt, Augustine 
observed, and Moses, because of the "hardness" of the hearts of the Israelites, permitted a man to repudiate his wife. 
But among Christians, "in our city of God," a different rule applied. Marriage in the Christian dispensation was a 
lifelong unity of persons not to be broken by the merely personal judgments of the parties. [Mt. 19:1-11] . . . These 
three basic goods, these three basic values, as it were, provided the philosophical foundation for the marriage law of 
the middle ages . . .  

The Protestant Reformation challenged some aspects of the Augustinian framework that the medieval canonists and 
theologians had constructed.  . . . . in some respects the Lutheran and Calvinist reformers of the sixteenth century 
deepened the Augustinian goods by, for instance, connecting the faithfulness demanded in marriage with the 
protection marriage offered from sexual sins. In other respects, however, these Protestant reformers moved away 
from the Augustinian goods, particularly on the subject of the indissolubility of the marital union. Marriage, although a 
sanctified form of life and a holy estate, was not to be counted among the sacraments. Hence, divorce with the 
possibility of remarriage was permitted, at least by the innocent spouse in cases of "[a]dultery, desertion, or cruelty”   
. . . 

On the other hand, as perhaps befit a Church that claimed to represent a via media between Catholicism and 
Protestantism, the structure of Anglican canon law . . .  retained the three-fold good of "Fides [fidelity], Proles 
[children], and Sacramentum ["sacramental unity" ] . . .  



The retention of the Augustinian goods of marriage as the basic framework for analyzing marriage issues was 
especially evident in the treatment the law accorded divorce.  The medieval canon law had recognized two types of 
divorce, a vinculo (which had the effect of dissolving the marital bond), and a mensa et thoro (which removed the 
obligation of common life, but did not free the parties to remarry). Divorce a vinculo was a practical consequence of 
the Augustinian good of sacramental unity. Only a flaw in the act of consent--say, because one of the parties had 
been forced into marriage or was actually a different person than alleged to be--might result in the dissolution of the 
bond itself. But divorce a mensa et thoro on account of adultery, or because one of the parties had fallen into heresy, 
or was excessively cruel--the three classical grounds of separation--did not carry with it the right of remarriage.  The 
Anglican canon lawyers retained this basic distinction well into the eighteenth century. . . .  

The nineteenth-century lawyers and judges [in the United States] did not cite St. Augustine. They did not borrow 
directly from his treatise on the goods of marriage. Rather, it is clear, they operated within a mental universe defined 
by the parameters first laid down by St. Augustine and elaborated upon and systematized by generations of medieval 
and early modern ecclesiastical lawyers. Compelled by the absence of specialized ecclesiastical tribunals to entrust 
marriage to the protection of the state, these writers nevertheless saw marriage as something that was not merely 
state-created. Its essential elements - procreation, fidelity, and permanence - were part of a natural ordering of 
society. Too great departure from these norms, it was believed, could lead to calamitous social consequences . . .  

A nineteenth-century writer like Chancellor Kent [renowned judge who authored Commentaries on American Law, 
1832] commenced his analysis of marriage with the structure and demands of the natural law firmly in mind. Neither 
legislators nor courts had the right or power to "make" the law of marriage. Rather, it was their solemn duty to 
recognize and give legal force to a pattern already laid down in the natural order. This pattern, as outlined above, 
embraced the Augustinian goods of procreation, fidelity, and unity. 

When one turns to the Hawaii Supreme Court's decision in Baehr v. Lewin [the first decision (1993) in the U.S. to 
require same sex “marriage”], on the other hand, one finds a court that has arrogated to the state the full authority 
over determining what constitutes a marriage. "The power to regulate marriage is a sovereign function reserved 
exclusively to the respective states," the Baehr Court declared . . .  

The Baehr Court's response to these invocations of a natural order to the marital relationship was to exalt the power 
of the state: "marriage is a state-conferred legal status, the existence of which gives rise to rights and benefits 
reserved exclusively to that relationship." . . . Gone from this understanding of marriage is any notion of teleology. 
There is no sense that marriage exists to serve particular purposes or that it is intended to fulfill certain goods. . . . 
Absent from this definition is any notion of procreation, or the fidelity or loyalty owed by one partner to the other, or 
the partnership for life that the parties are expected to share. The definition the court proposes is virtually 
indistinguishable from the definition one might accord a business partnership between two persons . . .    But this 
"state-conferred status," this "partnership to which both parties bring their financial resources as well as their 
individual energies and efforts," nevertheless was the vehicle through which the state conferred certain benefits . . . If 
marriage has any purpose, on this analysis, it is to facilitate the distribution of state-controlled benefits. It has 
become, according to the Hawaii Supreme Court, one more social-welfare program . . .  

. . . One is entitled to ask whether the Augustinian goods retain vitality. Standhardt [a 2004 Arizona Court of Appeals 
ruling upholding the traditional definition of marriage] suggests that they continue to exert some influence. But 
Standhardt, in the final analysis, does not mount a robust defense of the traditional marital goods. History, tradition, 
and judicial deference to legislative policy are the values that seem to dominate Standhardt's analysis, not an express 
solicitude for the traditional goals of the marital relationship. One must ask the question, without here answering it, 
whether such values are sufficient judicial protection of the marital relationship. 

******* 

[St. Augustine’s impact on marriage extends well beyond the mere temporal limits of civil government. Read the 
excerpts from St. Francis de Sales reprinted below. He outlines the fruits of love within marriage.  Do you see any 
parallels to the Augustinian goods?] 

******* 
 

Instructions for Married Persons 
excerpt, Introduction to the Devout Life 

St. Francis de Sales (Bishop of Geneva, Doctor of the Church, d. 1622) 
 
“Marriage is a great sacrament, but I speak in Christ and in the Church.”  It is “honorable to all” persons, in all 
persons, and in all things, that is, in all its parts. It is honorable to all persons because even virgins must honor it with 
humility, in all persons because it is equally holy in the rich and in the poor, in all things because its origin, purpose, 
advantages, forms, and matter are holy. It is the nursery of Christianity, which supplies the earth with faithful souls to 
fill up the number of the elect in heaven. Hence the preservation of holy marriage is of the highest importance for the 
state since it is the origin and sources of all that flows from the state. 

 
Would to God that his well-beloved Son were invited to every marriage, as he was to the marriage at Cana, for then 
the wines of his consolation and blessing would never be lacking to it. The supreme reason why there is little of that 



wine at the beginning of married life is because Adonis is invited instead of our Lord and Venus instead of our lady. 
The man who would have fair, mottled lambs like Jacob’s must like him place fair rods of various colors before the 
sheep when they meet to couple. The man who wishes to have a happy married life must reflect on his wedding day 
on the sanctity and dignity of this sacrament. Instead of this there are countless unseemly things done in play, 
feasting, and speech. It is not surprising that its effects are so disordered. 

 
Above all else I exhort married people to have that mutual love which the Holy Spirit in Scripture so 
highly recommends to them. O you who are married, it means nothing to say, “love one another with a natural 
love” – two turtle doves make such love. Nor does it mean anything to say, “love one another with a human love” – 
the pagans have duly practiced such love. With the great apostle I say to you, “Husbands, love your wives as Christ 
also loved the Church,” and you wives, love your husbands as the Church loves her Savior. God brought Eve to Adam, 
our first father, and gave her to him in marriage. It was God too, my friends, who with an unseen hand tied your holy 
marriage bond and gave you to one another. Why then do you not cherish each other with a completely holy, 
completely sacred, and completely divine love? 

 
The first effect of this love is an indissoluble union of your hearts. If the adhesive is good, two pieces of fir 
wood glued together will stick so fast to one another that it is easier to break them in any other place than where they 
have been joined together. God joins husband to wife with his own Blood and for this reason the union is so strong 
that the soul must sooner break away from the body of one of them than the husband from the wife. This union must 
be understood principally not of the body but of the heart, affects, and love.  

 
The second effect of this love must be the inviolable fidelity of each party to the other. In ancient times 
seals were engraved on finger rings, as Scripture testifies. Consider the inner meaning of this ceremony in marriage. 
By the priest’s hand the Church blesses a ring. By giving it first to the man the Church testifies that in this sacrament 
she puts a seal and sign on his heart so that hence forward neither the name nor the love of any other woman may 
enter his heart as long as she who has been given to him is alive. Afterward, the bridegroom puts the ring on the 
bride’s hand so that on her part she will understand that her heart must never admit affection for any other man as 
long as he whom our Lord here gives to her shall live on earth.  

 
The third fruit of marriage is the birth and lawful rearing of children. It is a great honor to you who are 
married that in God’s design to multiply souls who can bless and praise him for all eternity he empowers you to co-
operate with him in so noble a work. This is done by your production of the bodies into which he infuses souls like 
drops of heaven. Thus God infuses souls by creating them just as he creates them by infusing them . . . (emphasis 
added)  

 
******* 

 
 
Giotto di Bondone, Life of Christ, Marriage at 
Cana (1304-1306) Cappella Scrovegni 
(Arena Chapel) Padua 
 
Early pictorial symbols of the Eucharist are 
principally to be found in the subterranean 
cemeteries of Rome known as the catacombs. 
Experts have grouped these symbols around three 
miracles performed by our Lord: the multiplication 
of the loaves and fishes, (Mt. 15:32), the banquet 
of the disciples following Christ’s multiplication of 
the fish when He commanded the disciples to cast 
their nets to the other side (Jn. 21:1-14), and the 
marriage at Cana (Jn. 2:1-11).  These miracles 
prefigure the unlimited sustenance Christ offers in 
the Eucharist. The miracle at Cana also points 
poignantly to the sacrament of marriage. Its rich 
tapestry causes us to long for that heavenly 
marriage feast when the Bridegroom comes for 
His Bride, the Church (Apoc. 19:7-10; Rev. 21).  
So, let us prepare like the ten wise virgins (Mt. 
25:1-13). See also, Early Symbols of the 
Eucharist, 
 www.newadvent.org/cathen/05590a.htm 
 
 


