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Chapter XVII 

 

“Love Will Turn to Hate” 

The title of this chapter is an enigmatic phrase found in the Didache (The Teaching of the Twelve 

Apostles), a first century Christian writing.  It never achieved canonical status, but was among those 

books proposed for inclusion in the New Testament.  It describes the symptoms of the end of time, the 

fact that “love will turn to hate” numbering among them.  This phrase has always struck me as curious.  

It would not merely be a question of the world becoming hateful, that has always happened, or even love 

growing cold, as Jesus said would precede the end.  My thought has always been that it refers to a 

phenomena by which what people genuinely believe to be love will in fact be hate.  Whether or not I am 

correct in the original intent of the Didache, this is a reality Jesus Himself confirmed, saying, “a day will 

come when they will kill you and think they are serving God” (John 16:2).  People who thought they 

were loving Christ would, in fact, be doing just the opposite.  As “God is love,” to confuse love with 

hate would be the ultimate apostasy, the complete contradiction of the very essence of God.  In this 

manner people who believe to be serving Christ will instead by serving the antichrist. 

Historically, it is a bitter irony that “humanitarian” regimes are responsible for the greatest mass murder 

of humans.  There is a reason that love of God precedes love of neighbor in the Great Commandment:  

not only is God greater and deserving to be our first love, but it is only in loving God that we will truly 

understand what it means to love our neighbor.  We do not need to think in terms of the Communist 

menace to demonstrate the tragic end of godless humanitarianism; it is in our own neighborhoods.  How 

many parents scar and stunt their children for life, if not ruin them altogether, by their poor parenting, 

even as they genuinely thought they were doing right by them?  People, so-called Catholics among 

them, think they are being loving parents by giving their teenage children alcohol, putting their 

daughters on the pill, and bringing them to church twice a year.  What we think is love can be hate and 

what we imagine to be life can end in death when we live according to a humanism that circumvents the 

primacy of God.   

 

Religiously it is no different.  We have already demonstrated by the Council’s own words that it 

promulgated a humanism not rooted in the love of God, but simply in “man as man,” as manifested by 

their rewriting of “The Great Commandment.”  Where has this “humanism” brought us?  Fewer and 

fewer humans believe the Faith, practice the Faith, die in the Faith; this is not love.  More and more 

humans pay to have their own children aborted, are professed atheists, and both come from and create 

broken families.  These are the “fruits” of the Masonic humanitarianism upon which the West is built, 

and into which the Church wants to engraft herself.  This is not love; true humanitarianism, true love of 

humanity means wanting each and every human to know and love God – as He truly is, not however you 

want to imagine Him to be – to believe His Truth, receive His sacraments and live in His grace.  To 

possess these things and yet conceal them from humanity or deny their importance is to hate humanity, 
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not promote it.  Love of humanity would have compelled the Church to spare those nations about to be 

annihilated by obeying our Lady’s message at Fatima.  I do not believe the millions of victims of the 

Church’s new-found humanitarianism felt loved from Siberian gulags and their early graves by the fact 

that the Church of the “new humanity” withheld the means by which they, their nations and their 

children would have been spared and instead lived in Mary’s promised era of peace. Nor do  I believe 

aborted babies feel “loved” from beyond (I can’t even write beyond the grave, as they were denied even 

this mark of human dignity), as the people who legislated their murder are still honored by the Church 

and given Holy Communion and Christian burials; two things they never had the privilege of receiving.   

 

I have already made reference to the same exchange between Jesus and Peter which Fr. Micelli 

commented upon thus:  “Peter had attempted to dissuade Christ from accepting the passion and death 

awaiting Him.  Certainly, subjectively, Peter thought he was advising Christ in kindness, sympathy and 

love, hoping to save Him from that terrible fate.  Peter never saw himself as doing Satan’s work.”
1
   

Likewise, this is applicable to the current Apostasy.  The work of Satan is being done by those within 

the Church; what they believe to be love is hate, as it comes from the Author of Hate and is a scandal to 

the Author of Love.  My own assertions about the meaning of the Didache aside, Sr. Lucy, relating what 

she was told by The Blessed Mother, described this very state of affairs. 

“Diabolical disorientation” is the now famous phrase Sr. Lucy employed to describe the Church’s 

current woes.  In the early 1970’s she was able to write to two of her nephews who were priests, and her 

explicit phrases refer to churchmen “being fooled by false doctrine.”  She referred to “priests and 

consecrated souls” who “are so deceived and misled” because “the devil has succeeded in infiltrating 

evil under cover of good…leading into error and deceiving souls having a heavy responsibility through 

the place they occupy…They are blind men guiding other blind men…”
2
  Likewise, the message of 

LaSallette foretells an apostasy due to the neglect and malice of shepherds, culminating in Rome losing 

the faith “and becoming the seat of the antichrist.” While a person’s culpability can certainly be 

mitigated by his intention, to the victim, the lack of intention does nothing to make the consequences 

any less real or any less destructive. 

 

In fact, this is the thread that runs through all of the symptoms of apostasy in this book.  This chapter, 

seeking to demonstrate how the Vatican II Church’s understanding of love is anything but, only amounts 

to a recapitulation of all that has preceded.  The two greatest loves are the glory of God and the salvation 

of souls.  The Vatican II program has denied God glory by debasing the Sacred Rites of the Church, 

fostering religious indifferentism in an affront to His truth, denying the need to accept The Son of God 

for salvation, placing the work of men as equal to His by putting their churches on the same level (or 

above) His Church, advocating a civil society separate from His laws, in short, by seeking to empty His 

Cross of its meaning.  Likewise, the perpetual message we offer to the world is an effort to deny them 

the knowledge and grace necessary for salvation, by refusing to challenge their errors, withholding from 

them the fullness of the Gospel, indulging them in the delusion that they are actually priests invested 

with sacramental authority, and offering repeatedly, explicit assurances that they have no need of Christ 

and his Church.  This is not love, even as the churchmen who behave in such a way are quite convinced 
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that they are superior to their predecessors who believed, acted and spoke in the exact opposite way.  

Which group truly loves, and which is deceived?  

Who loves God? 

The one who promotes knowledge of Him or the one who placates and even commends ignorance of 

Him?   Is it the one who dedicates, even sacrifices his life, that the fruits of the Sacrifice of Christ may 

reach as many souls as possible, or the one who denies a person’s need to have knowledge of God’s 

supreme act of love?   St. Paul wrote that whoever receives Holy Communion unworthily “is guilty of 

profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord.”  Is the one who loves God the one who does everything in 

his power to prevent this, [the pre-Vatican II Church], or the one who sits idly by as it happens millions 

of times over, and even promotes it [post-Vatican II Church]?  

Who loves his neighbor? 

 “For when the pastor refuses to rebuke those that sin, there is no doubt that in holding his peace he slays 

them” (Gregory the Great)
3
.  “For in failing to speak out against the evil of those in your company, you 

are certainly not rejecting evil.  Rather, you are kissing it” (St. Hildegard to Pope Anastasius)
4
.  Does a 

doctor love his patient when, upon realizing he has advanced pancreatic cancer, only compliments his 

healthy skin tone and sends him on his way?  Does a wealthy man love a poor man when, seeing him 

decimated by starvation, commends his steady water supply and offers him nothing from his warehouse 

of food?  Likewise, does the Vicar of Christ or anyone else love a man who thinks he is a bishop, 

advocates the murder of the unborn, simulates the forgiveness of sins, promotes legitimizing sodomy, 

and instead of offering a word of reproof offers signs of honor and acts of acquiescence? Are Catholics 

loving non-Catholics when, possessing the unsurpassable treasures of the Body and Blood of Christ and 

the forgiveness of our sins, we assure those who lack these that they remain nonetheless “means of 

salvation” that are “positively willed by God?”  Do we love God when we make no effort to extend 

these treasures, bought at the price of His own life, and insist there is no true distinction, eternal or 

otherwise, between having and lacking them? 

Pius XII, like his predecessors, understood true love.  “Love rejoices in the truth (1 Cor. 13:6),” and so 

he wanted that truth taught to his neighbors, for the glory of God and the salvation of their souls.  “We 

must grieve that by no means a few of these, the more firmly they cling to the word of God, that much 

more diminish human reason; and the more they exalt the authority of God who reveals, the more 

sharply they spurn the magisterium of the Church, instituted by Christ the Lord to guard and interpret 

the truths revealed by God.  This indeed is not only in open contradiction of Sacred Scripture, but is 

proved false from actual experience.  Often the very ones who disagree with the true Church openly 

complain about their own discord in matters of dogma, so that they unwillingly confess to the necessity 

of the living magisterium.”
5
 

How different in tone is Pius’ lament from the superficial affirmations of indifferentism.  He “grieves” 

that people who love Christ nonetheless reject what is essential, rather than glibly dismissing it as paltry 

in light of what unites them.  The fullness of truth that flows from love is clearly contradictory to the 
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“lowest common denominator” sought by ecumenism.  It is no small irony that St. Augustine would 

have been rebuked by the Vatican for his “outdated ecclesiology” in his letter to Donatus:  “Indeed, as 

long as you remain outside the Church and severed from the fabric of unity and the bond of charity, you 

would be punished with everlasting chastisement, even if you were burned alive for Christ’s sake.”
6
   

Evangelization was the measure of the Catholic Church’s love for those who did not possess the fullness 

of grace and the Gospel.  Indifferentism is the Vatican II Church’s substitute for this act of love and it is, 

in fact, an act of hate.  In light of what the Church has always taught to be necessary for salvation, 

possessing all of these things and yet convincing others they don’t need them, in favor of focusing only 

on what unites us, amounts to saying, quite literally, “go to hell.”  This is not hyperbole, but a reiteration 

of St. Pius X’s definition of ecumenism:  “Charity without Faith, quite soft on misbelievers, which 

opens up to anyone, unfortunately, the road to eternal ruin.”
7
  This is the diabolical disorientation 

which St. Hildegard prophesied would be promulgated by the antichrist: “He will declare the road to 

Hell is the way to Heaven.” 

In a twisted, diabolically disoriented way, this is precisely the hateful “false love” embodied in both 

intercommunion and the near total silence regarding Catholics receiving Communion in an unworthy 

state.  The Church’s requirements for Communion were always the same as those for eternal life; 

incorporation into the Catholic Church, believing all she taught, obeying her rightful authority, and 

being in a state of grace.  Not admitting a person was an act of love; it was forcing them to recognize 

that, given their current state, they do not possess good hope of eternal salvation.  To nonetheless admit 

such a person to Holy Communion amounts to dulling their mind to their true state, removing the 

impetus for conversion, and creating complacency, even self-satisfaction, in their inadequate state.  We 

are imputing to them the guilt told by St. Paul, of “profaning the Body and Blood of the Lord” and we 

are consigning them to the recompense of “eating and drinking condemnation upon themselves” (1 Cor 

11:27ff).  This is hate.  However, leaving people in their sins was a part of Vatican II’s “civilization of 

love” in other ways as well. 

Who loves the erring? 

In Roman Catholicism, it was the person who sought to free them from that error.  “He who winks at a 

fault causes trouble, but he who frankly reproves promotes peace”  (Proverbs 10:10). Pius XII likewise 

understood that those who possessed truth could only love the erring by trying to bring them to it, rather 

than concealing it from them:  “Indeed, Catholic theologians and philosophers, upon whom falls the 

serious duty of protecting divine and human truth, and of inculcating these in the minds of men, may not 

ignore or neglect these opinions which more or less stray from the right road.  Moreover, they should 

thoroughly examine these opinions, because diseases cannot be cured unless they have been rightly 

diagnosed.”
8
  Quite a contrast from Pope John, who thought diseases should be shown mercy by being 

left alone, while Pius was more concerned for the health of the person bearing the disease than the cheap 

popularity gained by silence.  Which is love and which is hate? 
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 Pope John believed that leaving people in their errors, and giving those errors free reign, was an act of 

love, and he all but explicitly congratulated himself on being more “merciful” than his “severe” 

predecessor.  Likewise, Paul VI gave voice to his relativism in 1958, while Archbishop of Milan:  “The 

boundaries of orthodoxy do not coincide with those of pastoral charity,”
9
 thus declaring tolerance of 

falsehood both pastoral and charitable (as he would demonstrate by abolishing the index).   Yet, as St. 

Paul related in his famous discourse, “love rejoices in the truth,” so, can it at all be considered love to be 

content with error and renounce your responsibility to protect the faithful from it and seek to recall to 

truth the one who errs? 

Who loves Muslims and other non-believers?  Is it St. Catherine, who wanted to claim “the souls of 

unbelievers,” referring to them (specifically Muslims) as “our brothers and sisters, ransomed by Christ’s 

blood,” longing to “take their souls from the hands of the devil and of their own unbelief,” or is it John 

Paul, who apologized for Catherine’s zeal, instead assuring those who reject Christ and persecute 

Christians that they are on the right path as we worship the same God? 

Who loves the sinner? 

Reproving the sinner is one of the Church’s seven works of mercy; yet, in vain will you seek it in the 

Catechism of the Vatican II Church.  Incredibly, it has been omitted in accord with the liberalized 

Church in which modernity has triumphed.  This is hate; this is the Church of Vatican II, where errors 

flow freely uncorrected, and sinners run amok unchallenged.  It would be truly comical if the reality 

manifested were not so tragic.  Not only is “reproving the sinner” expunged from the “Spiritual Works 

of Mercy,” the ones that remain have been mutilated by a type of shorthand quite curious in so verbose a 

book.  While the corporal works list the objects of the actions (feeding the hungry, e.g.), the already 

truncated list of spiritual works only contains the verb, not the corresponding recipient of the action.  In 

the Church of “positive thinking” not only can we not suggest that there might be a sinner in need of 

reproving, but to suggest that someone may be “ignorant” might imply my truth is better than theirs, and 

suggesting that someone is “doubting” may mean that I actually think there is an objective truth to 

which they must adhere.  (Also removed from the works of mercy is praying for the living and the dead: 

in the Church of universal salvation, the latter is no longer needed, and including the former may have 

made the omission all the more apparent). 

 

Who loves the sheep? 

The one who fulfills their duty to teach them the truth, or the one who allows them to be warped by a 

heretic in praise of the liberal virtue of “academic freedom?”  Is it the one who teaches them the truth 

about Heaven and Hell and how narrow the road to eternal life is, or the one who insists that regardless 

of what they do or believe Heaven is guaranteed?  Is it the one who lets the wolves know that they are 

not welcomed in the sheepfold and that the shepherd will use all the means at his disposal to protect his 

sheep from them, or the one who shows “mercy” to the wolf and gives him a bill of free passage into the 

sheepfold, not only failing to protect his sheep, but willfully feeding them to the wolf?  Who is the true 
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“alter Christus?”  Is it the “severe” Pius XII and all that he represents, or the “merciful” John XXIII and 

all that he unleashed?  The answer can’t be both; they are mutually exclusive, as each of them well 

knew. 

 

St. Catherine of Siena wrote to Pope Gregory XI: “A shepherd such as this is really a hireling!  Not only 

does he fail to rescue his little sheep from the clutches of the wolf, he devours them himself!  And all 

because he loves himself apart from God…How dangerous then, for oneself and for others, is this 

perverted love!”
10

  Indeed, so perverted it is in fact hate.  Yet, Catherine wrote of the potential pitfall 

true of every shepherd at all times due to the weakness of human nature, its inclination towards self love 

and disinclination towards unpleasant tasks.  With the Vatican II Church, it is an explicit program.  St. 

Catherine warned a Pope that this false love is rooted in a self-love removed from the love of God, just 

as the Vatican II apparatus has sought to love humanity apart from God, as revealed in the “re-writing” 

of the Great Commandment.  What Catherine warned of in microcosm as a possible failing common to 

the individual shepherd the apostasy has advocated in macrocosm, taking positive steps to leave the 

sheep vulnerable and insisting that those outside the fold are in no need of entry.  So St. Catherine 

likewise wrote, “My unhappy soul!...Their love is mercenary.  They love themselves selfishly.  They 

love God selfishly.  They love their neighbors selfishly.  So pervasive is this perverse love it really ought 

to be called mortal hatred because death is its effect – I say it weeping!”
11

   

 

Carla Brucia and “The Civilization of Love” 

Carla Brucia was an eleven year old girl whose abduction, recorded on the surveillance camera of a 

nearby carwash, was rebroadcast nationally around the clock.  After being raped, she was murdered and 

her body was later discovered.  Her killer, Joseph Smith, had been previously arrested an incredible 

thirteen times.  In the past he had been charged with kidnapping and false imprisonment.  A month 

before killing Carla he violated his probation, but was not sent back to prison.  The same judge who 

handled that complaint did, however, give a man a year in prison for abusing an animal.   

This is liberalism; people who believe they are “humanitarians” allow the guilty to run free, and the 

innocent are the guinea pigs for their experiment.  After thirteen arrests, liberalism secured the freedom 

of Smith so that he could create more victims.  Yes, there was a considerable expression of outrage on 

Carla’s behalf, but nothing changed.  Liberals don’t care about the innocent victims of their 

“humanitarianism,” their concern is to protect the “rights” of evil; the good can fend for themselves.   

This same mentality translates into the “Civilization of Love,” the Church’s endeavor at a liberal Utopia, 

promoted incessantly by Pope John Paul.  Exactly what definition of “love” this civilization would be 

built upon, or whose laws would govern it, is anybody’s guess; he never gave a very profound analysis, 

as none is possible for so vapid a term.  The only thing that was clear is that it was not the Catholic 

civilization that had forged the West, rather a Masonic type enterprise built on their insincere pretense of 

“love and fraternity,” of precisely the variety condemned by St. Pius X, who was wise enough to know it 

would actually amount to tyranny and enslavement.  John Paul professed the Church’s willingness to 
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dissolve into such an enterprise, by stating that the Church’s unity was subject to an even greater unity, 

that of all mankind,
12

 a unity that could only be achieved if the Church denied her very essence, as he 

explicitly wrote the Council had done.  In Catholicism, the greatest unity to be sought for mankind, the 

one true love labored for, was unity in the One Church of Christ, the Harbor of Salvation.   

This warped sense of love and the displaced compassion of liberalism can be seen in the Church’s 

recent, increasingly vocal opposition to the death penalty.  “The Great Façade” offers an analysis of  

how John Paul both exceeded his rightful authority in respect to objective doctrine, and misunderstood 

the subjective context which he sought to address.  However, my only concern here is a matter of 

emphasis and the hypocritical nature of liberal “humanism,” even though liberals do a fine job of 

concealing this from themselves. 

A hallmark of liberalism is its warped sense of compassion that seeks for the rights of the guilty (even 

rights they don’t genuinely have), as it maintains a silent indifference for the legitimate rights of the 

innocent.  I simply cannot count the number of times I have heard from popes, churchmen, religious, 

diocesan papers, people in the pews, and any of countless rallies, people advocating for the end of the 

death penalty.  Not once in my life, in any context, have I heard of a Pope (post-Vatican II) or any single 

bishop, group, or wing of the Church calling for laws that protect the Carla Brucia’s of the world.  There 

may be a generic call to “end the violence,” yet never a mention of who those violent people are; people 

with a history of violence set free by liberal “humanitarianism.”  If she, like her killer, had been a 

murderer and a criminal, sitting on death row for her crimes, from the Vatican to her local bishop to 

every pedantic school teacher in her diocese, people would have cried out in sanctimonious hypocrisy on 

her behalf.  Instead, she is just another raped, murdered, eleven year old victim of liberalism.  Many 

individual Catholics were outraged and prayed on her behalf, but no formal group within the Church 

will ever hold a rally to effect legislation on her behalf; that act of “love” is reserved for the Mr. Smiths 

of the world.  If you so desired, you could find countless photographs of Catholic prelates and 

organizations walking behind their placard or banner which reads: “End the Death Penalty.”  If you find 

one that reads: “Stop Paroling Rapists and Killers,” please let me know.  The central point in all of this, 

however, is not specifically about the death penalty; it is about an attitude, priorities, a warped sense of 

love and a sick sense of compassion, wrapped in a mantle of self-satisfaction, which leaves the innocent 

helpless and the malicious at liberty.  This is liberalism, this is modernity, this is the Great Apostasy, and 

it plays itself out day after day in a thousand ways in the Church of Vatican II…  
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