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Responses to Objections regarding Ambrose Moran, Retractions, and Apology 

 

Tony La Rosa 

+ Feast of St. Anthony of Padua + 

June 13, 2017 

 

Recently objections were raised against my writings and my publication of others’ writing concerning the 

case of Ambrose Moran.  I would therefore like to take this opportunity to respond to those objections with 

the hope of correcting any errors and/or clarifying any inaccuracies written about him.   

 

Objections and Responses 

Objection #1 

Ambrose Moran was baptized in the Catholic Church.  I saw the certificate of baptism with my own eyes.  It 

was obtained directly from the parish where he claimed to be baptized.  Nowhere do you mention this; 

rather, you portray him as being baptized in the Orthodox church. 

Response to Objection #1 

I may be mistaken, but I don’t ever recall someone saying that a copy of Ambrose Moran’s certificate was 

obtained directly from the parish in which he claimed to be baptized.  Nevertheless, I have no serious reason 

to doubt the person who told me this.  Therefore, I accept the veracity of the claim. 

 
Objection #2 

You wrote that Ambrose Moran is a fraud, but that could mean anything.  If you are publicly accusing 

someone of being fraudulent, then you should be specific and provide the evidence.    

Response to Objection #2 

I thought I was fairly accurate in my writings of what I accused Ambrose Moran of being fraudulent.  If there 

is still some confusion, then let me make myself clear.  Ambrose Moran presented himself as being ordained 

a priest by Cardinal Josyf Slipyj and as being consecrated a bishop by the same Cardinal Josyf Slipyj.  These 

are the two fundamental points on which I have accused Ambrose Moran of being fraudulent.  On the 

contrary, I have presented Ambrose Moran as being ordained a priest and consecrated a bishop by 

Orthodox bishops.  I still stand by these claims.  The evidence is provided in the several writings posted on 

the ecclesiamilians.com website.  Search under the tag “Ambrose Moran” to find those writings.        

 
Objection #3 

You placed into doubt the validity of the ordination and consecration of Ambrose Moran.  You cannot do 

that because even if you believe that he was ordained and consecrated by Orthodox bishops, the Orthodox 

have valid sacraments.    

Response to Objection #3 

I think that this objection is a finicky one.  Nevertheless, it is an objection well taken.  Let me explain.  The 

Orthodox fight amongst themselves as to who is a valid priest or bishop.  One of the key reasons is that the 

Orthodox, or at least many of them, believe that the power of Orders is validly conferred only if the 



June 13, 2017                                                           Author:  Tony La Rosa                                                                            Page 2 of 4 

 

consecrating bishop has a canonical tie to his superior(s).  As Catholics, we know this is not true; rather, we 

know that the power of Orders can be conferred even if the consecrating bishop is in canonical schism with 

the pope.  Jurisdiction is not required for validity with the Sacrament of Holy Orders.  Not originally thinking 

this through clearly, I used this infighting amongst the Orthodox as evidence that one can seriously doubt 

the validity of Ambrose Moran’s ordination and consecration.  I was mistaken and hence I apologize for it.  

Now I correct my position by adopting the following words written by Fr. Juan Carlos Ortiz in his first study: 

 

“It is very important to note again that NOT ALL Holy Orders conferred outside the Catholic Church, even 

among the so-called ‘Orthodox’, are considered a priori valid by the Church.”  
 

“The practice of the Church BEFORE Vatican II was to study the validity of the ‘Orders’ of those who 

converted only on a case-by-case, individual basis. This was done by verifying the validity of the episcopal 

lineage, the rite used, the intention of the Bishop, etc. If there was any reasonable doubt about their 

validity, candidates coming from schismatic Clergy, before being received into the Catholic Church, had to 

pass a thorough examination.  They were then either accepted as such with the former Orders, or ordained 

again ad cautelam (out of prudence).”1 

 

“…..the Catholic Church CANNOT VOUCH for the validity of Orders outside Her bosom.”2        

 

I, too, cannot vouch for the validity of Orders outside the Catholic Church’s bosom.  However, I do not say 

that they are invalid.  I simply remain neutral on the matter and defer to the Church authorities to 

determine the truth of the matter and appropriate course of action on a case-by-case basis.  I apply the 

same neutral position regarding the validity of the ordination and consecration of Ambrose Moran by 

Orthodox bishops.             

 
Objection #4 

Ambrose Moran made a profession of the Catholic Faith before Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko.  Regardless of 

what he did in the past, we should take him at his word.  It is his last act that matters. 

Response to Objection #4 

It is good that Ambrose Moran made a profession of the Catholic Faith.  The problem, however, is that he 

did not repent of receiving Orders from schismatic bishops and actively taking part in non-Catholic rites.  

Let us read again Fr. Ortiz: 

 

“A question may arise: can the penalties incurred by Moran be lifted?  
 

“Because the lifting of all the above penalties are either simply reserved or especially reserved to the Holy 
See, we think only the Roman Tribunals have the authority to lift them, provided that Moran publicly and 
sincerely repents of his past actions.  Nevertheless, we have no evidence that he has done such.  
 

“However, and this is very important, even if Moran could be received back into the Catholic Church (after 

giving him an appropriate penance), it would be only in the state of a LAYMAN. He will NEVER be able to 

exercise any priestly or episcopal functions. 

                                                 
1 A Theological and Canonical Study on the Case of William Edward, a.k.a. Ambrose, Moran-Dolgorouky, p. 21 (emphases in original). 
2 Ibid, p. 24 (emphasis in original). 
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“The practice of Rome, before Vatican II, has been that all baptized Catholics who went outside of the 
Church to get Holy Orders, and then became truly repentant and asked to be received back into the Catholic 
Church, would be welcomed back only in the state they were BEFORE they left the Church. If they were 
laymen, they would be received back as laymen, which is the case with Moran.”3   

 

Objection #5 

You have never directly spoke to Ambrose Moran.  How then can you stand by your accusations? 

Response to Objection #5 

For the issues I have written about, I did not need to speak directly to Ambrose Moran.  I have studied the 

evidence presented by those against his claims AND by those who have defended them.  Those who have 

defended him presented arguments that Ambrose Moran presented to them himself.  Hence, they were in 

a sense speaking on his behalf.  Let us not forget also that Ambrose Moran himself made public statements 

in which he claimed to be ordained a priest and consecrated a bishop by Cardinal Slipyj.  I made clear above 

that these two points were of most concern to me.  My writings have concentrated on these matters.  

Therefore, it is immaterial whether I spoke directly to him.  

 

Retractions 

1)  I renounce my collaboration and publication of Fr. Juan Carlos Ortiz’s two studies:  “A Theological and 

Canonical Study on the Case of William Edward, a.k.a Ambrose, Moran-Dolgorouky” and “The Association 

of the O.L.M.C. Fathers with William, a.k.a Ambrose, Moran.  The first study has much good information in 

it, but I have decided to not let anybody else speak for me on the issue.  I will stand fully only by my own 

writings on the matter and quote only pieces of others’ writings as I deem appropriate.  I don’t want to give 

the impression that I necessarily agree with everything Fr. Ortiz wrote on the matter.  As for the second 

study, I no longer agree with Fr. Ortiz’s conclusion that we must stay away from the apostolate of Fr. Pfeiffer 

and Fr. Hewko.  The two most important things for me are that the Fathers have remained faithful to 

Archbishop Lefebvre and have maintained their separation from the ministerial services of Ambrose Moran. 

 

2) I renounce the publication (posted by a former writer for ecclesiamilitans.com) of Fr. Ortiz’s invitation to 

all Resistance members to join a campaign of prayers and sacrifices in which he basically singled out Fr. 

Pfeiffer, Fr. Hewko, Pablo Hernandez, and the Our Lady of Mount Carmel Seminary as being the problems 

within the Resistance.  This was not fair to them and therefore I apologize. 

 

3) I renounce my publication of the two writings of Fr. Francois Chazal.  Father himself admitted that he did 

not know too much about the details of the Ambrose Moran case.  My publication of his writings was more 

to show that other priests close to Fr. Pfeiffer and Fr. Hewko were deeply concerned about their 

involvement with Ambrose Moran.  Other than that, Fr. Chazal did not add anything meaningful regarding 

the facts of the case. 

 

4) I renounce the publication of two of my own writings:  “Notice to Mass Attendees of the Denver, Colorado 

Mission” and “More Concerning Ambrose Moran’s Priestly Ordination”.  In the former, I stated that the 

Mass attendees would be committing, objectively speaking, the sin of “communicatio in sacris” and that 

they may have been committing, objectively speaking, the grave sin of approaching doubtful sacraments.  

                                                 
3 Ibid, p. 24 (emphases in original). 
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If I had taken the position I do now in remaining neutral, I would have stayed away of making such 

statements.  Therefore, I apologize to those Mass attendees.  In the latter, I focused on placing doubts 

about the validity of Ambrose Moran’s ordination by placing doubts about the validity of the consecration 

of his ordaining Orthodox bishop.  Once again, I would not have done so if I had held my current neutral 

position.      

 

Apology 

I apologize to Fr. Pfeiffer, Fr. Hewko, Ambrose Moran, Pablo Hernandez, Gregory Taylor, the Our Lady of 

Mount Carmel Seminary, and all those whose reputations have been tarnished due to the errors, 

inaccuracies, and/or exaggerations made by me and those whom I promoted.  I also apologize to all those 

who have been negatively affected due to the same. 

 

If new information surfaces that changes anything that I currently stand by, I will change my stance 

accordingly.   

  

 

 

 

 

 


