Paranormal Investigation Discussion Guide
The Wizard Clip Haunting Case Study

Historical Analysis for Investigative Teams

Introduction for Investigators

The Wizard Clip Haunting (1794-1797) represents one of early America's most extensively
documented paranormal cases. This guide provides a framework for investigative teams to
analyze the case, evaluate evidence, develop investigation strategies, and discuss the
methodological and ethical challenges it presents.

Case Location: Flax Haven Farm, Smithfield (now Middleway), West Virginia

Time Period: 1794-1797 (primary activity), continuing phenomena through 1820s
Primary Witnesses: Adam Livingston (property owner), family members, multiple clergy,
neighbors

Documentation: Letters, clerical reports, newspaper accounts, sworn testimonies

Case Overview
Initial Incident (1794)

e Traveling stranger (later identified as possible Jesuit priest) dies at Livingston
residence

¢ Death occurs after hosts refuse dying man's request for Catholic priest
e Stranger allegedly pronounces curse on household before death
Manifestation Timeline
¢ Phase 1(1794-1795): Auditory phenomena (clipping sounds), fabric destruction

¢ Phase 2 (1795-1796): Physical phenomena intensify (phantom horses/wagons,
object movement)

¢ Phase 3 (1796): Destructive phase (livestock deaths, barn fire, deaths of twin
children)

e Phase 4 (1797): Failed exorcism attempts by multiple denominations



Phase 5 (1797-1798): Successful Catholic exorcism, conversion of withesses

Phase 6 (1798-1820s): Post-exorcism phenomena (beneficial "Voice"
manifestations)

Reported Phenomena Categories

Auditory:

Constant "clipping" sounds (like scissors cutting fabric)
Phantom horses galloping

Wagon wheels and chains

Disembodied voice(s)

Unexplained knocking

Physical:

Linens cut into crescent shapes while in use/storage
Objects levitated and thrown

Furniture displacement

Structural vibrations

Temperature anomalies

Visual:

Black vapor/mist
Phantom horses and wagons
Luminous phenomena (post-exorcism "Voice")

Apparitions of human-Llike figure

Biological/Medical:

Livestock deaths (described as "exploding")
Human deaths (twins - asphyxiation by black smoke)
Physical injuries to investigators

Psychological effects on witnesses



Destructive:
¢ Barn destroyed by "fireball from heaven"
¢ Systematic destruction of linen textiles

¢ Property damage during manifestations

Evidence Analysis Framework
Primary Sources to Evaluate
1. Written Documentation

Fr. Demetrius Augustine Gallitzin's 1821 letter to Archbishop Maréchal

e Fr. Denis Cahill's letters to Bishop John Carroll (1796-1798)
¢ Rev.Joseph M. Finotti's 1879 compilation "The Mystery of the Wizard Clip"
e Land deed records (1798 donation to Catholic Church)
e Newspaper accounts (Potowmack Guardian, 1798)
e Censusrecords and genealogical data
Discussion Questions:
1. How reliable are clerical accounts written decades after events?
2. What biases might religious witnesses bring to their documentation?
3. How do we evaluate conflicting accounts from different sources?
4. What details remain consistent across multiple independent sources?
5. Which documented facts can be verified through secular records?
2. Physical Evidence

¢ Historical: Clipped fabric samples (reportedly destroyed in 1800s)

Current: Property location still exists (Priest Field Pastoral Center)

Archaeological: Barn foundation ruins, burial sites, property boundaries

Artifacts: None known to survive

Discussion Questions:



1. Why were the clipped fabric samples destroyed?
2. What contemporary forensic analysis could have revealed?
3. How can we investigate a site 200+ years after events?
4. What baseline environmental readings would be useful at the current site?
5. Should historical sites be investigated or left undisturbed?
3. Witness Testimony Evaluation
Multiple Witnhess Categories:
e Primary witnesses: Livingston family (ongoing exposure)
o Clergy witnesses: Multiple priests and ministers from various denominations
o Community witnesses: Neighbors, tradespeople, visitors
¢ Skeptical investigators: Those who came to debunk but were convinced
Credibility Factors to Consider:
¢ Consistency: Do multiple independent witnesses report similar phenomena?
e Credentials: Educated clergy, property owners (not transient witnesses)
o Skeptics convinced: Several witnesses initially doubted but changed views
¢ Duration: Years of activity with hundreds of witnesses
¢ Cost: Witnesses suffered real losses (property, livestock, human life)
Red Flags to Consider:
¢ Religious agenda: All surviving accounts filtered through religious lens
¢ Social pressure: Community expectation may have influenced reports
o Hysteria: Could mass hysteria explain some phenomena?
« Financial motive: Did property donation create incentive for fabrication?
Discussion Questions:
1. How do we weight clergy testimony versus secular withesses?
2. What explains the consistency across denominational lines?

3. How credible is Adam Livingston given his transformation?



4. Why did some phenomena occur only to family while others were public?

5. How do we separate genuine phenomena from embellishment?

Investigative Methodology Discussion
Question 1: How Would You Investigate This Case Today?
A. Pre-Investigation Research
e Historical document review
¢ Property title search
e Genealogical research on family members
o Geological survey of area
o Historical weather records
¢ Contemporary newspaper archives
Team Discussion:
o What information would you prioritize gathering?
¢ What experts would you consult (historians, geologists, clergy)?
¢ How would you verify historical claims before site investigation?
B. Site Investigation Protocol
Environmental Baseline:
e EMF mapping of property
¢ Temperature monitoring
o (Geomagnetic readings
e Structural analysis (electromagnetic fields from wiring, pipes)
¢ Audio baseline (traffic, wildlife, HVAC systems)
¢ Infrasound detection (below 20Hz - can cause unease, visual hallucinations)
Historical Recreation:

¢ Time periods matching original activity (moon phases if relevant)



¢ Seasonal considerations (phenomena reported year-round or seasonal?)
¢ Weather conditions matching historical reports
e Activity timing (nocturnal vs. diurnal)
Equipment Deployment:
¢ Multiple DVR camera systems (IR and full spectrum)
¢ Audiorecording array (multiple stations)
¢ EMF detectors (multiple types and locations)
+ Motion sensors and vibration detectors
o Temperature sensors (multiple zones)
¢ Environmental data loggers
e Geiger counter (unusual radiation)
Team Discussion:
1. What equipment would be most useful for documented phenomena types?
2. How would you protect equipment from reported destructive activity?
3. What control measures would you use to rule out contamination?
4. How long should baseline monitoring occur before claiming anomalies?
5. What safety protocols would you establish?
C. Replication Attempts
The Wizard Clip specifically reported certain triggers:
o Presence of Catholic clergy intensified activity
¢ New moon periods correlated with increased activity
¢ Linen textiles specifically targeted (not cotton or wool)
o Religious prayers/blessings temporarily suppressed activity
Ethical Discussion:
1. Should investigators attempt to provoke documented dangerous phenomena?

2. lIsit ethicalto bring clergy if their presence endangers them?



3. How do you obtain informed consent for potentially dangerous investigation?

4. What liability issues exist when investigating reportedly deadly location?
Question 2: What Natural Explanations Should Be Ruled Out?
For Audio Phenomena (Clipping Sounds)

o Rodents/Insects: Could fabric damage be from moths, mice?

e Structural settling: Could building materials create cutting sounds?

¢ Water damage: Could moisture cause fabric deterioration?

¢ Acoustic anomalies: Could sound travel create auditory illusions?
Investigation Protocol:

¢ Pestinspection and exclusion

e Structural engineering assessment

¢ Material science analysis of fabric types

e Acoustic mapping of property
For Physical Phenomena (Object Movement, Vibrations)

e Seismic activity: Is area prone to earthquakes/tremors?

¢ Subsidence: Could ground settling cause structural movement?

e Water table changes: Could underground water create effects?

e Wind patterns: Could unusual air currents explain some effects?

o Electromagnetic fields: Could natural or man-made EMF cause hallucinations?
Investigation Protocol:

e Geological survey and seismic monitoring

e Structural engineering assessment

e EMF mapping (power lines, substations, natural sources)

e Weather data correlation
For Visual Phenomena (Black Vapor, Apparitions)

¢ Smoke/Fire: Could burning materials create black vapor?



Mold/Fungi: Could toxic mold cause hallucinations and vapor appearance?

Chemical fumes: Could natural gas, radon, or other gases explain phenomena?

Opticalillusions: Could lighting conditions create apparitions?

Sleep paralysis: Could bedroom phenomena be sleep-related?

Investigation Protocol:

Air quality testing (CO, CO2, radon, VOCs)
Mold inspection and testing
Lighting analysis and replication attempts

Sleep study documentation from witnesses

For Destructive Phenomena (Barn Fire, Livestock Deaths)

Lightning strike: Historical accounts suggest "fireball from heaven"
Arson: Could human agency explain destruction?
Disease: Could livestock deaths be natural illness?

Electrical fire: Though unlikely in 1796, consider all ignition sources

Investigation Protocol:

Review of historical weather records
Forensic fire investigation of historical accounts
Veterinary pathology review of livestock death descriptions

Arson investigation methodology applied to historical accounts

For Human Deaths (Twin Children)

House fire smoke: Could ordinary smoke cause asphyxiation?
Carbon monoxide: Could defective fireplace/stove produce CO?
Toxic mold: Could mold spores cause fatal respiratory distress?

SIDS/Natural causes: Could natural infant death be misattributed?

Discussion Questions:

1.

Which natural explanations seem most plausible?



2. Which phenomena resist natural explanation?
3. How many coincidences can occur before pattern suggests paranormal?
4. What threshold of evidence would convince you this was genuine?

5. What would it take to definitively rule out paranormal activity?

Phenomena Classification
Type 1: Poltergeist Activity

Characteristics Matching Poltergeist Cases:

Object movement and projectiles

¢ Focused on specific location/family

e Escalating intensity over time

e Apparentintelligence/responsiveness

e Physical attacks on persons

e Ends after intervention/resolution
Discussion Questions:

1. Does thisfit classical poltergeist patterns?

2. What role might human agents (RSPK - Recurrent Spontaneous Psychokinesis)
play?

3. Could suppressed trauma/anger from family members generate phenomena?
4. Why would poltergeist activity respond to religious intervention?
5. Do children/adolescents in household fit poltergeist agent profile?
Type 2: Intelligent Haunting
Characteristics Matching Intelligent Haunting:
e Apparent purpose (curse fulfillment)
e Communication attempts (voice phenomena)

¢ Response to living persons



Personality traits evident
Specific targets/discrimination

Knowledge of future events

Discussion Questions:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Does the "stranger" entity show consistent personality?

How do we evaluate reported prophetic accuracy?
Canintelligent haunting explain multi-year, evolving phenomena?
What distinguishes intelligent haunting from demonic activity?

Why would haunting end after specific religious ritual?

Type 3: Demonic Infestation/Oppression

Characteristics Matching Demonic Cases:

Resistance to religious intervention (initially)
Escalating violence

Targeting of religious symbols/persons
Blasphemous content

Supernatural strength/destructiveness
Response to exorcism specifically

Multiple witness verification

Catholic Demonology Framework:

Infestation: Location afflicted (house/land)
Oppression: External attacks on persons

Possession: Internal control (not clearly reported in this case)

Discussion Questions:

1.

How do investigators distinguish demonic from other paranormal types?

2. Should non-religious investigators attempt to classify demonic activity?

3. What explains denominational differences in effectiveness?



4. How do we avoid religious bias while respecting witness frameworks?
5. What non-religious frameworks exist for these phenomena?
Type 4: Residual Haunting
Why This DOESN'T Fit Residual Pattern:
¢ Toointelligent/responsive
e Toovaried in manifestations
¢ Too targeted in attacks
e Respondsto living persons
e Changes over time
Discussion:
¢ Could any phenomena be residual while others are intelligent?

e How do we test for residual versus intelligent activity?

The Exorcism Question
Case Facts:
¢ Multiple Protestant ministers attempted intervention - all failed
e Catholic blessing temporarily reduced activity
e Full Catholic exorcism Mass reportedly ended primary haunting
e Only Catholic rituals showed lasting effect
Analytical Frameworks:
Framework 1: Sacramental Efficacy (Catholic/High Church View)
Argues:
e Catholic priests have valid apostolic succession
e Sacraments convey actual spiritual power
e Exorcism requires proper ecclesiastical authority

¢ Results validate Catholic theological claims



Questions:
1. How do we scientifically test sacramental efficacy?
2. Could belief/expectation explain differential results?
3. Why would spiritual realm respect human institutional authority?
4. How do non-Catholic investigators approach this data?
Framework 2: Psychological/Sociological
Argues:
e Witnesses believed Catholic ritual would work
¢ Expectation created psychological resolution
e Community pressure enforced narrative
¢ Phenomena were psychosomatic and ended when permission granted
Questions:
1. Can psychology explain physical phenomena (barn fire, deaths)?
2. Why would multiple skeptical witnesses be convinced?
3. How does psychological theory explain why Protestant attempts failed?
4. What testable predictions does this framework make?
Framework 3: Energy/Consciousness Model
Argues:
¢ Entity responds to focused human intention
o Ritual structure focuses collective consciousness
e Catholic ritual more structured/formal than Protestant prayers
¢ Symbols and tools serve as psychological amplifiers
Questions:
1. How would we test consciousness-based models?
2. What measurements correlate with "focused intention"?

3. Why would non-conscious energy discriminate by denomination?



4. Can this model be falsified?
Framework 4: Skeptical/Hoax
Argues:
e Financial motive (land donation saved Livingston money?)
e Social pressure to conform to conversion narrative
¢ Natural explanations for all phenomena
e Religious withesses unreliable
¢ No physical evidence survived
Questions:
1. What explains multiple independent skeptical witnesses being convinced?
2. How do we explain documented property losses?
3. Why would Livingston invite dozens of witnesses to hoax?
4. What testable predictions does hoax theory make?
5. How do we explain continued phenomena after exorcism (the "Voice")?
Team Exercise: Devil's Advocate
Split team into groups, each defending one framework:
e Group A: Argues for genuine demonic activity requiring valid exorcism
e Group B: Argues for psychological/sociological explanation
e Group C: Argues for unknown natural phenomena
e Group D: Argues for elaborat hoax/mass delusion
Each group must:
1. Present strongest evidence for their position
2. Address weaknesses in their framework
3. Explain data points that seem to contradict their view
4. Propose testable predictions their framework makes

5. Suggest investigation protocols based on their hypothesis



Witness Credibility Assessment

Exercise: Evaluate Key Witnesses

Witness 1: Adam Livingston (Primary Witness)

Credibility Factors:

v Property owner with documented losses

v Initially hostile to religious explanations

v Conversion cost him socially/financially

v Multiple withesses corroborate his accounts

v Remained consistent over decades

X Major life change tied to phenomena (bias?)

X Financial benefit from land donation (tax/debt relief?)

X All accounts filtered through religious conversion lens

Team Discussion:

1.

2.

3.

4.

On a scale of 1-10, how credible is Livingston?
What corroborating evidence would raise/lower credibility?
How much weight do we give to his transformation?

Could trauma explain his changed worldview without phenomena being real?

Witness 2: Fr. Demetrius Augustine Gallitzin (Chronicler)

Credibility Factors:

v Educated (aristocratic background, multilingual)
v Initially skeptical (sent to investigate claims)
v Documented investigator (spent 3 months researching)

v Eventually became "Servant of God" (recognized for holiness)

X Writing 24 years after events (memory decay?)



e X Religious bias (Catholic priest defending exorcism)

e X Original account "lost," this is reconstruction

e X Political motivation (defending Catholic Church in America)
Team Discussion:

1. How does his skepticism turned belief affect credibility?

2. Should his eventual sanctification process matter to our evaluation?

3. What's the impact of 24-year gap between events and writing?

4. How do we weight his "three month investigation" claim?
Witness 3: Multiple Protestant Ministers
Credibility Factors:

¢« Vv Different denominations (no coordinated narrative)

e Vv Some came to debunk

e v Hadtheological reasons to resist Catholic explanation

o v Still testified to phenomena

e X Allfailed in their attempts (wounded pride?)

e X Accounts filtered through Gallitzin (did he misrepresent them?)

e X May have social pressure to support regional crisis
Team Discussion:

1. Why would Protestant ministers validate Catholic success?

2. How significant is cross-denominational corroboration?

3. Could they have been fooled by Livingston performance?

4. What would motivate them to testify against their theological interests?
Witness 4: Community Members/Neighbors
Credibility Factors:

e Vv Large numbers (dozens reported seeing phenomena)



e Vv Various professions/education levels
¢ Vv Some were curiosity-seekers (less bias)
e v Some documented losses (barn fire visible for miles)
e X Rural area (less educated, more superstitious?)
e X Social contagion possible
e X Entertainment value (wanted exciting story?)
Team Discussion:
1. How do we evaluate collective witness testimony?
2. What's the threshold for mass hallucination/hysteria?
3. How do we separate those who saw phenomena from those who heard stories?

4. What weight do we give to skeptics who were convinced?

Equipment and Investigation Strategy
Historical vs. Modern Investigation
What 1790s Investigators Had:
o Direct observation
e Multiple witnesses
e Personal courage (physical presence)
e Religious texts and rituals
e Basic scientific reasoning
What Modern Investigators Have:
¢ Electronic detection equipment
¢ Video/audio recording
e Environmental sensors
o Scientific methodology

e Historical documentation



¢ But: 200+ year gap from events
Equipment Selection for Wizard Clip-Type Cases
Tier 1: Essential Equipment

EMF Detectors (Multiple Types):

K-1l Meter (simple, responsive)

Mel Meter (temperature + EMF)

TriField Meter (differentiates AC/DC/RF)

e Rationale: Spiritual entities theorized to manipulate electromagnetic fields
Audio Recording:

e Digitalrecorders (multiple stations)

e Parabolic microphone

o Ultrasonic/infrasonic detectors

e Rationale: Clipping sounds, voices, phantom horses reported

Video Documentation:

IR cameras (multiple angles)

Full-spectrum cameras

DVR system (continuous recording)
e Rationale: Black vapor, apparitions, object movement reported
Environmental Monitors:
¢ Temperature sensors (multiple zones)
e Barometric pressure sensors
e Humidity sensors
e Rationale: Establish baseline, detect anomalies
Tier 2: Specialized Equipment
Fabric/Material Testing:

¢ UV lights (detect aging, repairs, chemical residues)



¢ Microscope (analyze cut patterns if samples existed)
e Tensile strength testing
e Rationale: Clipping phenomena central to case
Vibration Detection:
e Geophone sensors
o Accelerometers
e Structural monitoring
e Rationale: House shaking, phantom wagons reported
Air Quality:
e (CO/CO2 detectors
o Radon detector
 VOC detector
e Mold test kit
e Rationale: Black smoke killed twins, rule out toxic gases
Religious Artifact Testing:
¢ Blessed vs. unblessed water comparison
e Religious symbol placement sensors
e Rationale: Test reported differential effects
Tier 3: Experimental/Controversial
SLS Camera (Structured Light Sensor):
¢ Maps human-shaped figures using Xbox Kinect technology
¢ Controversy: High false positive rate, maps random objects
Spirit Box/Ghost Box:
e Rapidly scans radio frequencies
e Controversy: Auditory pareidolia, random words seem meaningful

Dowsing Rods:



e Traditional divination tools

e Controversy: No scientific validation, ideomotor effect likely
"Ovilus" or Similar:

e Converts environmental data to words

e Controversy: Random number generator essentially
Team Discussion:

1. Which equipment would you prioritize for this case?

2. How do you balance scientific rigor with openness to phenomena?

3. Should religious artifacts be tested? How?

4. What equipment might not have existed in 1790s but could detect historical
phenomena?

5. How do you document "negative evidence" (lack of phenomena)?
Investigation Protocol Design
Phase 1: Baseline Documentation (24-48 hours)
e Continuous environmental monitoring
¢ No provocation attempts
¢ Document all natural explanations
e Establish "normal" for location
Phase 2: Historical Recreation (Multiple Sessions)
o Attempt to recreate historical conditions
¢ Same dates/times as historical events
¢ Introduce variables one at a time (fabric, religious items, etc.)
¢ Document any deviations from baseline
Phase 3: Controlled Experiments (If phenomena occur)
o Test hypotheses about triggers

¢ Introduce controls and variables systematically



e Multiple observers/recording devices
e Peerreview of findings
Phase 4: Documentation and Analysis
o Review all data with entire team
¢ Identify anomalies
¢ Attempt to explain each anomaly naturally
¢ Document what remains unexplained

¢ Prepare formal report

Ethical Considerations for Investigators
Issue 1: Respect for the Dead
The stranger who died:
e Died in distress, possibly without Last Rites
¢ Grave location known (behind barn site)
e Some believe his spirit/soul involved in phenomena
Discussion Questions:
1. Should graves be disturbed for investigation?
2. How do we balance investigation with respect for deceased?
3. Should religious services be offered even if investigator doesn't believe?
4. What responsibility do investigators have to historical persons?
Issue 2: Respect for Religious Beliefs
Multiple theological frameworks:
e Catholic Church maintains this was genuine demonic case
e Protestant denominations may disagree with Catholic interpretation
e Secularinvestigators may reject all religious frameworks

e Site is now Catholic shrine (Priest Field Pastoral Center)



Discussion Questions:
1. Caninvestigation be conducted objectively given religious significance?
2. Should non-religious investigators avoid religious sites?
3. How do we honor religious witness accounts while maintaining skepticism?
4. lsit ethical to investigate site currently used for worship/retreat?
5. Should investigators disclose their religious beliefs/biases?
Issue 3: Psychological Impact on Team
Reported phenomena were dangerous:
¢ Human deaths (twins)
o Livestock deaths
e Property destruction
e Psychological trauma to witnesses
e Physicalinjuries during exorcism
Discussion Questions:
1. What informed consent is required for team members?
2. Should psychological screening occur before investigation?
3. What's the protocol if team member experiences trauma?
4. Should clergy be on standby during investigation?
5. What insurance/liability issues exist?
Issue 4: Public Disclosure
Competing interests:
e Truth-seeking requires open sharing of findings
¢ Sensationalism could exploit tragedy
o Families of historical persons may object
¢ Religious community has stake in interpretation

Discussion Questions:



1. Should all findings be made public?

2. How do we avoid sensationalism while being transparent?
3. Who has rights to case interpretation?

4. What's our responsibility to historical accuracy vs. respect?

5. Should investigation be done at allif it can't be published?

Case Comparison Analysis
Exercise: Compare to Other Historical Cases
The Borley Rectory (England, 1863-1939)

Similarities:

Long duration of activity

e Multiple witnesses over decades

o Religious location

¢ Diverse phenomena

o« Endedin fire
Differences:

e No deaths attributed to phenomena

e Less specific curse/origin story

e Moreresidual than intelligent

e Later proven partially fraudulent (Harry Price's involvement)
Discussion: What lessons from Borley investigation apply to Wizard Clip?
The Enfield Poltergeist (England, 1977-1978)
Similarities:

e Family home setting

¢ Multiple witnesses (including investigators)

¢ Physical attacks



¢ Voice phenomena
e Children involved
Differences:
e Shorter duration
¢ Modern documentation (audio/video)
¢ Some fraud admitted by children
+ Nodeaths
Discussion: Does modern documentation make Enfield more credible than Wizard Clip?
The Smurl Haunting (Pennsylvania, 1974-1989)
Similarities:

American location

e Family terrorized

¢ Catholic exorcism required

¢ Multiple attempts before success

e Ed & Lorraine Warren investigated
Differences:

¢ Modern period

e Less public witnesses

¢ More controversial (accusations of hoax)

o Similar geographic region to Wizard Clip
Discussion: How does proximity in time/space affect investigation approach?
The Amityville Horror (New York, 1975)
Similarities:

e Curse/death associated with property

e Family terrorized

¢ High profile



¢ Multiple witnesses

¢ Catholic priest involvement
Differences:

e Later proven largely fraudulent

¢ Financial motive (book/movie rights)

e Much shorter duration

e Modern forensics available

Discussion: What made Amityville less credible than other cases? Apply lessons to Wizard
Clip.

Team Exercise: Credibility Matrix
Create a chart comparing:
¢ Number of withesses

e Duration of activity

Physical evidence

Deaths/injuries

Expert investigation

Financial motive

Documentation quality

Conflicting accounts

Natural explanations

Subsequent proof of hoax

Score each case 1-10 on each criterion. Discussion:
1. Which case is most credible?
2. Where does Wizard Clip rank?
3. What criteria matter most?

4. How does historical distance affect credibility?



The Religious Intervention Question
Documented Attempts to End the Haunting
Failed Attempts:
1. Protestant Ministers (Multiple Denominations):
o Lutheran (Rev. Streit)
o Methodist (visits, some temporary success)
o Others unnamed
o Result: Temporary cessation or no effect
2. Prayer Groups:
o Regina Robinson (Free Church, African American)
o Various community prayer circles
o Result: No lasting effect, some fled in terror
3. Adam's Self-Help Attempts:
o Physical combat with shillelagh
o Guns (Mary Ann's attempt)
o Removing cursed objects
o Result: Temporary or no effect, sometimes worse
Successful Attempt:
Catholic Exorcism Mass (1797):
¢ Performed by Fr. Denis Cahill (celebrant) and Fr. Dimitri Gallitzin (deacon)
¢ Methodist Rev. Williams present as prayer support
e Full Latin Mass celebrated as exorcism ritual
e Battle during Mass (objects thrown, demonic voice)
¢ Adam participated physically with shillelagh

¢ Result: Permanent cessation of malevolent phenomena



Investigation Questions:
For Religious Investigators:
1. Doesyour denomination's theology allow for such phenomena?
2. How would your tradition approach this case?
3. Doyou accept that only Catholic ritual worked? Why/why not?
4. Should paranormalinvestigators seek religious training?
5. Caninvestigation be separate from intervention?
For Secular Investigators:
1. How do you interpret differential effectiveness of interventions?
2. Could psychological/sociological factors explain results?
3. What testable hypotheses does this data suggest?
4. How do you investigate religious claims scientifically?
5. Should investigators learn religious rituals as investigative tools?
For All Investigators:
1. Should teams include clergy members?
2. What liability exists when religious intervention attempted?
3. How do you obtain informed consent from entities (if they exist)?
4. What's the protocol when phenomena seem to require religious solution?
5. How do you report findings that validate one religious tradition?
Experimental Design: Testing Religious Efficacy

Hypothesis: Catholic sacramental rituals are more effective than Protestant prayers for
specific paranormal phenomena.

Variables:
¢ Independent: Type of religious intervention
o Dependent: Measurable change in phenomena

¢ Controls: Location, time, duration, investigators present



Proposed Protocol:
1. Establish baseline activity level
2. Introduce Protestant prayer intervention
3. Measure for 24-48 hours
4. Re-establish baseline
5. Introduce Catholic blessing
6. Measure for 24-48 hours
7. Compare results
Challenges:
1. Phenomena may not cooperate with experimental schedule
2. Impossible to control all variables
3. Expectation effects (Hawthorne effect)
4. Ethicalissues with "provocation”
5. Religious communities may object to experimental approach
6. Peerreview of religious efficacy studies problematic
Team Discussion:
1. Canreligious interventions be tested scientifically?
2. What would constitute proof of differential efficacy?
3. How many trials needed for statistical significance?
4. What role does investigator belief play?

5. Should such experiments be attempted?

Post-Exorcism Phenomena: "The Voice"
Reported Characteristics
The Voice appeared after successful exorcism (1798-1820s):

¢ Disembodied voice accompanied by bright light



¢ Claimed to have been "in the flesh" (possibly Fr. Xavier returned?)
¢ Catechized family in Catholic doctrine
e Predicted future events accurately
¢ Warned of neighbors' illnesses/deaths
e Led prayers for souls in purgatory
e Gave spiritual instruction for hours at a time
Key Differences from Wizard Phenomena:

e v Benevolent vs. malevolent

v Teaching vs. terrorizing

v Prayerful vs. blasphemous

v Light vs. darkness
e v Comforting vs. frightening
Investigative Questions
Identity of the Voice:
1. The stranger (Fr. Xavier) returned from purgatory?
2. Guardian angel assigned to family?
3. Direct divine communication?
4. Psychological phenomenon (guilt/conversion experience)?
5. Continued manifestation under different guise?
Team Discussion:
1. Should post-exorcism phenomena be investigated like pre-exorcism?
2. Does benevolent nature make investigation inappropriate?
3. How do we test prophetic claims (predicted events)?
4. Could this be residual effect of exorcism rather than new entity?
5. Why would phenomena continue if exorcism successful?

Lessons for Modern Investigators



Case suggests investigation may not end with intervention:

Phenomena can transform rather than cease
New phenomena may require new investigation
"Resolution" may be complex, not simple on/off

Long-term monitoring may be necessary

Protocol Recommendations:

Continue monitoring post-intervention

Document any new phenomena even if benign

Assess whether new phenomena related to old

Consider that "success" may not mean complete cessation

Prepare for unexpected transformations in activity

Site Investigation Planning

Modern Site: Priest Field Pastoral Center

Current Status:

Catholic retreat and shrine

Active religious use

Original property boundaries known

Some original structures remain (foundations)

Open to public (limited access)

Investigation Considerations:

Access and Permission

Must obtain permission from Catholic Church authorities
Respect active religious use of site
Schedule around retreats/services

Some areas may be off-limits



Historical Integrity

200+ years of changes to property
Modern construction, electricity, plumbing
Environmental changes

Original building gone (house, barn)

Baseline Challenges

Modern EMF sources (electrical systems)
Traffic noise (roads changed since 1790s)
Weather/climate changes

Vegetation differences

Neighboring property development

Investigation Strategy for Historical Sites

Phase 1: Research (Before Site Visit)

1.

2.

5.

6.

Historical document review

Property maps/surveys (1790s vs. current)
Geological studies

Weather records

Genealogical research

Contacting current site administrators

Phase 2: Initial Site Visit (Daylight)

1.

2.

Meet with property managers
Tour grounds
Photograph/video all areas
GPS mapping

Identify investigation locations

Identify safety hazards



7. Establish baseline (EMF, temperature, etc.)
Phase 3: Overnight Investigation
1. Set up equipment (multiple stations)
2. Conduct sweep of property
3. Historicalrecreation attempts
4. Document all findings
5. Respect property rules/hours
Phase 4: Analysis and Follow-Up
1. Data review with entire team
2. ldentify anomalies
3. Natural explanation attempts
4. Report preparation
5. Share findings with property managers
6. Return visit if warranted
Specific Location Targets
High Priority Areas:
1. Original house location (gathering hall exorcism site)
2. Barn ruins/site (fireball strike location)
3. Burial sites (stranger, possibly Mayfield bones)
4. Property boundaries (disputed 35 acres)
5. Woods where stranger buried
Investigation Tactics for Each:
o Extended baseline monitoring
e Historical time matching
¢ Environmental controls

¢ Multiple detection methods



o Witness account recreation

Team Roles and Responsibilities
Recommended Team Structure
1. Lead Investigator
Responsibilities:
e Overall case management
o Site access negotiation
¢ Investigation protocol development
e Finalreport preparation
¢ Media/public liaison
Required Skills:
e Investigation experience
e Historical research ability
¢ Diplomacy (especially with religious authorities)
e Report writing
e Leadership
2. Historical Researcher
Responsibilities:
¢ Document discovery and authentication
¢ Timeline development
¢ Witness background research
o Genealogical investigation
e Contextualizing findings in historical period
Required Skills:

e Archival research



e Historical analysis

o Critical source evaluation

e Report writing
3. Scientific/Technical Specialist
Responsibilities:

e Equipment selection and deployment

e Environmental baseline establishment

¢ Data collection and analysis

¢ Natural explanation investigation

¢ Technicalreport sections
Required Skills:

¢ Electronics/equipment expertise

e Scientific methodology

¢ Data analysis

e Critical thinking
4. Documentation Specialist
Responsibilities:

e Video/photo documentation

e Audiorecording management

¢ Real-time note-taking

¢ Evidence cataloging

e Chain of custody maintenance
Required Skills:

e Photography/videography

¢ Audio engineering

e Attention to detail



¢ Organization
5. Religious/Cultural Consultant
Responsibilities:
¢ Interpret religious framework
¢ Advise on appropriate respect for beliefs
¢ Facilitate communication with clergy
e Assessreligious claims
e Provide theological context
Required Skills:
¢ Religious studies background
¢ Interfaith diplomacy
e Theological knowledge
e Cultural sensitivity
6. Safety Officer
Responsibilities:
o Risk assessment
e Safety protocol development
¢ Emergency response planning
o Firstaid
¢ Team welfare monitoring
Required Skills:

First aid/CPR

Risk management

Crisis response

Physical security

7. Skeptical Analyst



Responsibilities:

Challenge all claims

Provide alternative explanations
Identify investigator bias

Devil's advocate role

Quality control

Required Skills:

Critical thinking
Scientific skepticism
Debate skills

Intellectual honesty

Team Discussion Exercise

Assign roles to team members and discuss:

1.

2.

What conflicts might arise between roles?

How do we balance skepticism with openness?

What happens if team members have conflicting interpretations?
How do we handle disagreement in final report?

What qualifications should each role require?

Should entire team agree before labeling anything "paranormal"?

Report Writing and Evidence Standards

What Constitutes Evidence?

Class A Evidence (Strongest)

Multiple independent witnesses
Multiple detection methods confirm same phenomenon

Phenomena captured on multiple devices simultaneously



Expert verification of authenticity
Natural explanations thoroughly ruled out

Repeatable/consistent results

Class B Evidence (Moderate)

Single witness corroborated by equipment
Phenomena captured clearly on single device
Partial natural explanation ruling-out
Consistent with historical accounts

Some expert verification

Class C Evidence (Weak)

Single withess, no equipment corroboration
Ambiguous equipment readings

Natural explanations possible but not proven
Inconsistent results

Poor quality capture

Class D Evidence (Insufficient)

Personal experience only
No documentation
Natural explanations likely
Cannot be verified

Anecdotal

Report Structure

l. Executive Summary

Case overview
Investigation dates/times

Key findings



Conclusions

Il. Historical Background

Documented history
Source analysis
Timeline

Previous investigations

lll. Methodology

Equipment used
Protocols followed
Team composition

Hours of investigation

IV. Findings

Baseline data

Anomalies detected

Class rating for each finding
Natural explanation attempts

Remaining mysteries

V. Analysis

Patterns identified
Comparison to historical accounts
Theoretical frameworks considered

Alternative explanations

VI. Conclusions

Summary of evidence
Determination (explained/unexplained/inconclusive)

Recommendations for further investigation



e Limitations of study
VII. Appendices
e Rawdata
e Photos/videos
¢ Witness interviews
¢ Equipment specifications
¢ Chain of custody logs
Ethical Reporting Standards
Do:
¢ Report all findings honestly
¢ Acknowledge limitations
e Present alternative explanations
e Protect witness privacy
o Cite sources properly

e Allow for peer review

e Sensationalize findings

¢ Present opinion as fact

¢ Cherry-pick data

¢ Ignore natural explanations

e Claim certainty about paranormal

e Exploit tragedy for attention

Final Team Discussion
Synthesis Questions

1. Overall Case Assessment:



On scale of 1-10, how credible is the Wizard Clip case?
What's the strongest evidence for genuinely paranormal activity?
What's the strongest natural/skeptical explanation?

How does 200-year gap affect our ability to investigate?

2. Investigation Approach:

Would your team investigate this site?
What would be your primary objective?
What evidence would change your assessment?

What could definitively prove/disprove paranormal activity?

3. Religious Dimension:

Can paranormal investigation be separated from religious interpretation?
How should secular teams handle cases requiring religious intervention?
Should investigators be trained in multiple religious traditions?

What's the relationship between belief and investigative effectiveness?

4. Historical Cases:

Are historical cases less credible than modern ones? Why?
What advantages do historical cases offer?
Should investigation focus only on current activity?

How do we honor historical witnesses while remaining skeptical?

5. Professional Standards:

What standards should paranormal investigation adopt?
Who determines what qualifies as evidence?
Should there be certification/licensing for investigators?

How do we separate legitimate investigation from ghost hunting entertainment?

6. Personal Reflection:

Has studying this case changed your views?



¢ What preconceptions did you bring?
¢ What surprised you most?
o Would you want to investigate this site?

e What did you learn about investigation methodology?

Resources for Further Study
Primary Historical Sources
o Fr. Demetrius Gallitzin's original letters (archived)
e Rev.Joseph M. Finotti, S.J., "The Mystery of the Wizard Clip" (1879)
e Potowmack Guardian newspaper archives (1798-1800)
e Land deed records (Berkeley County, WV)
¢ Catholic Church correspondence (Baltimore Archdiocese archives)
Books
e Stanley D. Williams, "The Wizard Clip Haunting" trilogy (historical fiction)
e '"The Life of Demetrius Augustine Gallitzin" by Sarah M. Brownson
e Various paranormal investigation methodology texts
e Catholic exorcism manuals and theology
Site Visit Information
e Priest Field Pastoral Center, Middleway, WV
¢ Contact information for permission to visit
¢ Hours of operation
o Retreat schedule
Investigation Resources
e TAPS (The Atlantic Paranormal Society) methodology
 Rhine Research Center protocols

¢ Catholic Church exorcism guidelines



e Scientific investigation standards

Conclusion: The Investigator's Challenge

The Wizard Clip Haunting presents paranormal investigators with profound challenges:
Evidential: How do we investigate events 200+ years old?

Methodological: How do we balance scientific rigor with openness to paranormal?
Theological: How do we handle cases where religious interpretation seems essential?
Ethical: How do we respect witnesses, believers, and the dead while seeking truth?
Professional: How do we maintain credibility in a field plagued by charlatans?

Whether one concludes the Wizard Clip was genuine paranormal activity, mass delusion,
elaborate hoax, or misinterpreted natural phenomena, the case offers valuable lessons in
investigation methodology, witness evaluation, evidence standards, and the complex
relationship between belief and observation.

The most honest conclusion may be: "We don't know." And that acknowledgment of
mystery may be the most scientific stance of all.

Discussion: How comfortable is your team with "We don't know" as a conclusion?

This discussion guide is intended for serious paranormal investigation teams committed to
ethical, methodical research. It respects both skeptical and believer perspectives while
maintaining investigative rigor.
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