Father Confessorsand Clerical I ntervention in Witch-Trialsin Seventeenth-Century

L utheran Germany: The Case of Rothenbur g, 1692*

On 10 June 1692, a forty-seven-year-old widow naBethara Ehngwas led out of the
Lutheran imperial free city of Rothenburg ob deuber to the place of execution which lay
just beyond the city wall. Here she was beheadethéattempted murder by poisoning of
her lodger, Hans Georg Rupp, and his family; dftararrest in late January 1692, Ehhad
admitted that she had indeed put arsenic into thegsoup that the Rupp family had eaten on
11 January of that year. According to the law @f itoly Roman Empire, this admission was
enough to condemn Ehpéo death as a poisoner; however, during her wigeggstody,

Ehné} had also confessed that she had killed her hudimapdison, given herself to the devil
to satisfy her lust, and attended witches’ gathgrint was because of her apparent identity as
a witch that Ehn@s remains were burned after her beheading; aautieorities put it in her
Urgicht - the official summary of her case and sentenagvdrup at the end of the trial and
read out publicly on the day of her execution -sias not just a poisoner, but also an
‘accursed bride of the devi'who had fallen into such abomination ‘that thetteaould bear
her presence no longérin the midst of this savage condemnatory rhettwsyever, one
paragraph of th&rgicht stands out strangely, dealing as it does withessibns retracted,

and demonic details omitted rather than wallowed ms paragraph dealt with what Elfine

* For their help in enabling me to research thtechks, | am grateful to Herbert Eiden, Bernhard Maudwig
Schnurrer, Angelika Tarokic of the Rothenburg Stecttiv, and the staff of the Nuremberg Staatsardram
also grateful to Erik Midelfort and the anonymoeader of the draft manuscript for their very helpfu
comments and suggestions for revisions.

! Statdtarchiv Rothenburg (hereafter StAR) B665 #i&r-218v, ‘verfluchte Teufelsbraut’ (fo. 218v).

2 |bid., *. . . da# die Erde Dich nim[m]er ertragen kan’.



had said in custody about the other people shesinygposedly seen at the witches’ gatherings
she had described. The authorities were carefuduiboe no names here; moreover, the
Urgicht stated that Ehfiehad subsequently retracted her testimony abosetbther alleged
witches and now insisted that she could say notbatyabout them, and was willing to go to
her death professing their innocence. In case anlystening to the public recitation of
Ehné3’s crimes was wondering why she had mentioned thames in the first place, the
Urgicht noted - as briefly as possible, using just ninedson the original German — that she
claimed to have been misled into denouncing othppssed witches to the authorities by

another, also carefully unnamed, perdon.

With this unassuming paragraph, the members ohtier city council - the sixteen
men of the urban patriciate who ruled Rothenbuitsrural hinterland and also acted as
the territory’s highest criminal court — were dragian official, public line under the
unprecedented events of the preceding three aatf mbnths; namely the attempt by the
leading Rothenburg cleric, Church SuperintendebaSan Kirchmeier, to start a witch-hunt
in a territory where witchcraft allegations weraditionally treated with relative legal
restraint, and where there had been only two el@w{in 1629 and 1673) for the crime

before 1692 Kirchmeier had sought to do this by suggestinghoe the names of people

3 StAR B665 fo. 218r: “. . . und Eines andern Vednisolch angeben die Schulde beygemessen’. Tlsissva
close as th&rgicht (the only part of the trial-record to reach a publdience) came to mentioning Sebastian
Kirchmeier.

* For discussion of the restrained pattern of witehsecution in Rothenburg, see A. Rowlatlichcraft
Narratives in Germany: Rothenburg, 1561-1§8Rnchester, 2003), and ‘Eine Stadt ohne Hexenwahn
Hexenprozesse, Gerichtspraxis und Herrschaft ilmitizeitlichen Rothenburg ob der Tauber’, in Heidnd
R. Voltmer, eds.Hexenprozesse und Gerichtsprafdsier, 2002). Rothenburg was self-governing, aarsivle
only to the Holy Roman Emperor, with 5-7,000 inhabis; the councillors also ruled 10-11,000 suljadio

lived in an extensive rural hinterland outside ¢itg. The councillors adopted Lutheranism in 15#4;an



she should denounce as witches when he visitetbloéfer her spiritual solace in the city
gaol; his efforts might have succeeded had it eenifor Ehng's bravery in subsequently
retracting the denunciations and exposing Kirchneections. From the richly-detailed trial
records, which include a lengthy defence of hisalvedur by Kirchmeier, we can unpick the
processes by means of which a larger-scale witch-might have been triggered, had Bhne
and the city councillors behaved differentiWe can also gain invaluable insights into the
interpersonal interactions between a clerical cesdeand an alleged witch; these
interactions are usually (at best) merely hintedrat (at worst) completely absent from the
historical record because they occurred in sedoetynd the walls of city gaols under the
seal of the confession, and were not technicallgmhé form part of the legal procéss.
Kirchmeier's intervention in the Ehfease is also noteworthy because it was the fimal a
most extreme example of clerical involvement inaenburg witch-trial, and the last
chapter in a long-running dispute between the Sof@adent and the city councillors over
the relative spheres of secular and ecclesiagimaér in the territory. This dispute had

begun shortly after Kirchmeier's appointment aseimendent in 1681 that such disputes

overview of the late-medieval/early modern histofyhe territory, see Rowlandg/itchcraft Narrativespp. 3-
5.

® All case-documents are in StAR A925 fos. 1r-128though some of the individual items in this rdmpages
are unpaginated.

® Little has been published on the role of the Ltahefather confessor in witch-trials; a notableeption is
Thomas Robisheaux’s excellent micro-histdrlge Last Witch of Langenburg. Murder in a Germéltaye
(New York and London, 2009), in which Robisheawscdsses the role of the Langenburg Court Preacher
Ludwig Casimir Dietzel in questioning accused wifatma Schmieg about her sins, see pp. 178-92.

" Kirchmeier (born 19 Mar. 1641, died 16 Oct. 176@} born in Uffenheim and studied at Altdorf and
Wittenberg, see W. Dannheimé&terzeichnis der im Gebiete der freien Reichsstathé&hburg o. T. von 1544
bis 1803 wirkenden ev.-luth. Geistlich@tirnberg, 1952), p. 80. Although he was the tepih-law of his

predecessor as Rothenburg Superintendent, Johaiwid tiartmann (see Dannheim¥ferzeichnisp. 65), and



found expression in witch-trials highlights theenttto which such trials could be used (more
or less strategically) as tools in power strugtpesveen individuals or groups of men of the
local political elite. The Ehrfecase was also the last time that the Rothenbungoiiéors

were willing to take the ideas of demonic and maileit witchcraft seriously at law.

Ironically then, Kirchmeier’s overzealous interventin the 1692 trial helped finally to
convince the councillors that, in order to protieir own political power and the primacy of

secular over ecclesiastical authority, it was bestop prosecuting witches altogether.

Born in Rothenburg on 31 August 1644, Barbara Blbetonged to the lower class of the
city’s resident populatiofHer father, Eberhardt Matthes, had been a peasargd-vintner
and citizen of Rothenburg who was long since deatie®2? Barbara had married Hans
Ehned on 7 February 1678.Hans had come to Rothenburg as a day-labourerHKiginnhard

near Feuchtwangen, marrying his first wife in titg bospital’s church of the Holy Ghost in

his mother was from the patrician Rothenburg faraflthe Bezolds, Kirchmeier had the disadvantageedarig
‘foreign’ to Rothenburg; he also had no pastorglezience before becoming Superintendent, having lree
charge of the Regensburg grammar school beforehand.

8 The councillors checked the baptism registerstat#ish her birth-date during her trial, StAR A9BBtween
fos. 44r-45r, and fos. 46r-49v.

° Eberhardt Matthes was described as a deceaseehcithd vintner in Barbaral$rgicht, StAR B665 fo. 215r.
He attained citizenship of Rothenburg on 21 Juk5l&vhen he was described as a peasant from Kalberg
(probably Kallenberg, Landkreis Backnang), see SB¥R fo. 71r. | am grateful to Dr Ludwig Schnurfer
allowing me to use his register of citizenship relso

1 See the marriage registers of the church of tHg Bhost, vol. 2, fo. 13r. All original church resgérs for
Rothenburg are held in the Landeskirchliche Araley Evangelisch-Lutherischen Kirche in Bayern in
Nuremberg; | have consulted the cogiedd in the Evang.-Lutherisches Dekanat in Rotheglhereafter

ELDR).



1652, gaining citizenship in 1657, and at someestdtaining the position of tithe-gatherer
for the hospitaf! Barbara seems to have had an unhappy marriagarts, lho was over
twenty years her senidf.In custody in 1692 she referred to the fact thansthad been
unable to have intercourse with her properly —ignent yet calamitously unguarded
admission on her part which served only to reirddrer interrogators’ suspicions that she
would look instead to the devil for the satisfastif her sexual desirédHans had died,
aged around 70, in early January 169Be had suffered a bout of vomiting some weeks
earlier after eating porridge cooked for him by lian, and had openly blamed his

subsequent ill-health on the porridgdn 1692 Barbara was living on New Stré&her

M Hans Ehnp was described as the hospital tithe-gathererdénegister entry for his marriage to Barbara in
1676 (see footnote 10) and as the deceased ha#higabatherer in Barbaraldrgicht in 1692, StAR B665 fo.
215r. For his acquisition of citizenship on 4 M&857, see StAR B42 fo. 116r; for his first marriage3 Feb.
1652 (to Barbara, the daughter of Leonhard Butmft@ammesfeld), see ELDR marriage registers of hlueot
of the Holy Ghost, vol. 1, fo. 477r. The name ohlda first wife may explain why Barbara Elfingnée Mathes)
was known by the nickname of Butzen Berbel (ie: @t

'2 Barbara said that Hans was 70 or 71 when he diédn. 1690, StAR A925 fo. 25r.

13 StAR A925 fos. 24v-25r (during her first interrdiga on 25 Jan.).

1% A neighbour and friend of Hans Elfhé\ndreas Briimmer, confirmed that Hans had die@ dan. 1690,
StAR A925 fos. 9v-10r. According to Barbara, he katen the porridge around 11 Nov. 1689 and hadl die
nine weeks later, StAR A925 fo. 22v. It is likehat Hans had some underlying health problem which
ultimately caused his death but which the vomitimduiced by the poisoned porridge probably exacethat
crucially for Barbara, she, Hans and her neighbouegjined a causal link between the porridge anakst4a
death.

15 StAR A925 fos. 3r-3v, 8r-8v. Ehfidold the authorities on 20 Jan. 1692 that her Angthad complained
about his illness to their father confessor (igigtaminister), Johann Georg Joch (see fos. 8riBig;probably
meant that Joch, who was one of the three cleriesvisited Ehng in gaol after her arrest, was predisposed to

think the worst of her.



economic situation had deteriorated since her misbaleath and she was trying to make
ends meet by begging (with official permission frime council) and watching at sick-béds,
as well as by taking in lodget$Hans Georg Rupp, a drayman, his wife, and their fo
children (aged eight and under) had lodged wittbBax since 1 May 1691. Rupp went to the
town hall on 13 January 1692 to report that thele/feimily had fallen ill during the night of
Monday 11 January with vomiting, bloated stomaeing] severe abdominal pains, after
eating a milk-soup for supper that evening; Rupyfe had prepared the soup but had left
Barbara alone to watch over it on the hearth fama while she went odf Barbara had tried
to help the stricken Rupp and his family during ninght by giving them salt and pepper to
make them sick and by fetching medicine for themmfthe local apothecafy.However,
while so doing she had told Rupp about the porrgtgeehad cooked in November 1689

which had made her husband, herself, and theiiqueVodger (a woman called die

16 Barbara explained during questioning at the toaihdn 20 Jan. 1692 that the house on New Street
(Neugassebelonged half to the council, and half to he AfStA925 fos. 5r-5v), suggesting that she was having
to pay rent and a mortgage on the property.

" See note 42.

18 Ehne8’s Urgicht referred to the fact that she begged for almsRIB&65 fo. 215r; she explained during her
first interrogation on 25 Jan. 1692 that she hatitbastart begging after her husband’s death, SAMR5 fo.

26r. Poignantly at the end of her last interrogata 24 May 1692 she asked that her begging lickagemssed
on to a man called Heinrich and his children, drahked the authorities for the alms she had bdewed to
gather, StAR A925 fo. 124v.

¥ For Rupp’s account of events, which began thel iegastigation into the poisoning, see StAR A985.f1r-
4r,

% The herbal remedy Ehfidetched from Schwarzmann, the local apothecarg, tveriac; ironically, Ehrfe

had also bought the arsenic-based mouse-powdemiluitth she poisoned the soup from Schwarzmann, see
footnote 28. For Ehifiess confession to the Rupp poisoning, which largainfirmed Rupp’s story, see her first

interrogation on 25 Jan. 1692, StAR A925 fos. 1¥r-2



Schneemannin) sick, and from which Hans Bhinad subsequently died. These untimely
comments heightened Rupp’s suspicion that Barbadgbisoned her husband’s porridge as

well as the Rupp family’s meat.

Barbara protested her innocence on being calléaettown hall for questioning on 20
January” Over the next few days, however, the councill@thgred enough circumstantial
evidence against her to arrest fieBhe was questioned in the city gaol for the firse on
25 January; eight further interrogations followeddse her execution, the last on 24 May.
As was standard practice in criminal trials in Rathurg, Barbara was interrogated by the
Turmherren(the two members of the inner city council deputethis role), in the presence

of the mayor of the outer city council, and thert@aribe who recorded all that was s&id.

2L Rupp told the authorities on 13 Jan. 1692 thaefimad aroused suspicion by her own words, so thélhe
obliged to report the matter, StAR A925 fos. 4r#4wvso doing he killed two birds with one stone king

public the suspicion (which had almost certainlgmeirculating in the form of rumours) that Efirfead
poisoned her husband as well as his suspiciorEtmads had poisoned his family. The councillors’
interrogations of Ehrfeduly pursued both.

%2 StAR A925 fos. 5r-9r.

% This included statements from neighbours on NeweSabout the suspected poisoning of the Rupps and
Hans Ehnp (StAR A925 fos. 9v-11r); a second statement byR({dps. 12r-15r), and a report by the municipal
physician, Johann Bernhard Winterbach, about thgpRusymptoms (fos. 16r-16v).

% There was a long gap in the trial between Btmseventh interrogation (on 23 Mar. 1692, StAR B9@s.
114r-118r) and her eighth (on 20 May 1692, fos.rillZ2v). This was because of the complications hiaalt
arisen in relation to Kirchmeier’s role in the cdae her interrogators told her on 20 May, fo. )19e gap
suggests that the councillors needed time to disbaw best to handle the unusual situation.

% The members of the inner city council were Geolfoayécht Renger (all interrogations) and Johann
Stellwagen (interrogations 1-7)/Johann Conrad Hofm@nterrogations 8 and 9); the mayor of the ouisr

council was Johann Philip Styrzel; the scribe, doHaudwig Vogtmann. Styrzel was only present atfirst



The written records of her interrogations (and ott@uments pertaining to her trial) were
then discussed at the full meetings of the inngraduncil held in the town hall, at which
decisions about how to proceed, and the verditttercase, were reached. These discussions
were (deliberately) not recorded, although the cdlans’ ongoing decisions in the trial are
clear from what happened next in the investiggtneeess, while their final collective verdict
on Ehn@ and her crimes was given in the publicly procladregicht which closed her

case’® Decision-making power in criminal trials lay eetiy with the sixteen men of the inner
city council, who were all members of the city’adieng urban patriciate families. The
councillors looked to the municipal jurists for &mb/and assistance in the Efroase, as

they had done in witch-trials since the 1580girist Johann Georg Albrecht drew up the lists
of questions to be put to EHhénis colleague Johann Georg Krauss wrote thres leg
opinions for the councillors, and one or otherhaf furists was present at Elfize

interrogations from the third session onwards.

Ehne} probably surprised her interrogators in her fimgtrrogation on 25 January by

confessing almost immediately to having put poiG@mnarsenic-based powder intended for

six of Ehn@’s interrogations, not the last three (from 23 ME92 onwards). This may reflect a sense on the
part of the members of the inner city council i case was too sensitive for Styrzel's involveinen

% This way of proceeding enabled the councillordémonstrate a united front publicly, even if theglh
disagreed with one another in discussion.

27.0n the role of municipal jurists in Rothenburgahitrials, see Rowland$yitchcraft Narrativespp. 22-33,
48-67; A. Rowlands, *“...wie der P6bel gemeinlich sgsner Mucken einen Elefanten zumachen pflegt.”
Ratskonsulent Friedrich Prenninger und seine Gtgadh drei Hexenprozessen im frihneuzeitlichen
Rothenburg ob der Tauber’, in K. Borchardt and Enfann, eds.Stadte, Regionen, Vergangenheiten. Beitrage

fur Ludwig Schnurrer zum 75. Geburtst@lylrzburg, 2003), pp. 285-304.



killing mice) into the Rupps’ milk-soup, adding tishe had done so out of ang&Bhe was
at odds with the Rupp family for various reasongpjRs wife refused to share milk with her
when she had some, Barbara explained; moreoveRupp children behaved so badly that
she tried to spend as little time as possible énhtbuse with therft. She admitted that she
occasionally hit them for their misbehaviour, ahdtther interference annoyed Rupier
main grievance, however, was Rupp’s scathing amdigariticism of her cooking; on Friday
8 January, when they had been socialising at theenof a neighbour called Karren Adam,
Rupp had said that Barbara’s cooking was slapdadmaich worse than his wife’s,
explaining that all Barbara did was mix peas, Isr#hd cabbage together, add some boiling
water, then say the meal was ready. Others prasé@rren Adam’s teased Barbara about
her cooking that evening as a restlthe strength of Barbara’s emotional reaction & th
comments and teasing is clear from the fact thaipRestified that she had wept bitterly in
response, and had not spoken to him again untfbtt@ving Monday®? Her anger stemmed
probably from the public humiliation she had swgfiéat Karren Adam’s and her frustration

at what she described as her despised status ide®wa,which left her dependent on begging

2 StAR A925 fos. 17r-27v, fol. 17v. Ehpiexplained that she had bought the powder oveanaarlier from
the assistant of the local apothecary, Herr Schwann; on 27 Jan. 1692 the assistant (Johann N&olau
Wolfgang Feuerbach) confirmed that he had once Bbid$ six knife-points full of ‘mouse-powder’, or white
arsenic, but could not recall exactly when this happened, fos. 30r-30v. Efhild her interrogators that she
wanted to confess because she had a ‘heavy hieattad conscience) about what she had done, fo. 18

%% StAR A925 fo. 18v.

30 StAR A925 fo. 6r; Rupp told Ehfighat if she hit his children, he would hit her.

31 For accounts of the evening at Karren Adam’s,3tédR A925 fos. 10v-11r (given by Christian Schke a
New Street neighbour); 12r-15r (Rupp); 19v-20v (§h)n

32 StAR A925 fo. 14v.
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and the whims of her lodgers for economic survivah this context her poisoning of a
family meal prepared by Rupp’s wife constitutedhbibte sabotage of the latter's apparently
superior housewifely skill and the ultimate in Bards own ‘bad’ cooking; it was also one of
the few ways in which a poor, middle-aged widowldaeek revenge on a younger married
couple® Towards the end of her first interrogation Barbels® admitted that she had
poisoned the porridge which had made her husbdhitl fia 1689. She had wanted to be rid
of him because he could not satisfy her sexualllgpagh she now regretted her actions
because her life was so hard as widéwnder increasing pressure from her interrogators t
enumerate all the sins to which what they calledHtrengeist(or ‘whoring spirit’) had

driven her, she added that she had had sex withragyman from Hohenfeld named Hans
Adam Widmann in 1674, while she was in service lagibre her marriage to Hans ERri&
She denied being a witch, having a pact with thél der having poisoned anyone ef¥e,
however, although she did her cause no good bygdHat ‘she wished to God that she

could work witchcraft, then perhaps her life wonlst be so hard®

3 Ehned lamented her status to the authorities whendasied to the town hall for questioning on 20 Je692,
StAR A925 fos.8r-8v.

¥ The councillors may have been particularly anxiabsut the threat posed by poisoners because of the
infamous ‘Affair of the Poisons’ which had rockédektcourt of Louis XIV between 1677 and 1682.

% StAR A925 fos. 23v-26r.

% StAR A925 fo. 25r. The speed, unguardedness, atal of Barbara’s confession on 25 Jan. 1692,thed
fact that she maintained her admissions of guilth@se three points (the poisoning of the Ruppshand
husband, and sex with Widmann) fairly consistetithpughout her trial, suggest that she was indedtygf
them, although perhaps unaware of the legal corsmgs of her confessions.

37 StAR A925 fo. 26r-27r (in response to specific sfimns on these points put to her by her intermangat

3 StAR A925 fol. 26v: . . . sie wolte Gott sie kindas Hexenwerck, so gienge es ihr vielleicht réchhart’.
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Ehné’s fate — execution for the Rupp poisoning, to wstie had confessed — was
sealed by this point, as clause 130 ofGaeolina (the code of criminal legal procedure
issued for the Holy Roman Empire in 1532) imposeddeath penalty for poisoning (which
was regarded as a particularly heinous crime, Isecafiits secret nature), even if the victims
survived®® However, the councillors continued with the caseayilling to believe that the
true extent of Ehrfés depravity had yet been reveaf@@nd unable to accept that a woman
could be motivated to attempt murder by anger afbii@ey investigated what they now
regarded as the suspicious deaths of neighbourttutziten to whom Barbara had given

small gifts of food or whom she had nursed durlmgjrtillnesses over recent yeéfs;

%9 G. Radbruch, edDie Peinliche Gerichtsordung Kaiser Karls V. vorB25Stuttgart; & edn., ed. A.
Kaufmann, 1984), p. 87.

0 Ehné8’s fairly free admissions of desire for sexual ifaient and of pre-marital fornication seem to have
damned her in the councillors’ eyes from the siathe case.

*1 This had also been the case in 1629, when Magal@érr (a woman arrested for infanticide), confelsse
having killed her baby out of anger, and was thexsged to admit that the devil had prompted hemtoder her
child. Durr was the first woman to be executedviiichcraft in Rothenburg (like Ehfigshe was beheaded and
then her remains burned), although infanticide svaapital crime anyway. For discussion of this case
Rowlands Witchcraft Narrativespp. 136-43.

*2 The councillors investigated the suspicious deaflise son of Hermann and Margaretha Hagensiclo (wh
had fallen ill in 1690 after eating dried peas gite him by Ehnp, who had then helped to nurse him); the
child of Michaell Frantz, who had lodged with ERrie 1688; and the child of Mathes and Ursula Priste
whom Ehn@ had nursed during illness, see the statements giye¢he Hagensicks on 27 Jan. 1692 and 3 Feb.
1692 (StAR A925 fos. 28r-29v, 46r-49v); Frantz éhJan. 1692 (fos. 31v-32v); and the Pfisterers®fdb.
1692 (fos. 65r-66r). In all three cases the paraet® called to give statements at the town-hiadire, none of
them accused Ehfealirectly of having poisoned their children, bueyhall gave indirect evidence that was
prejudicial to her. Hagensick linked his child’sciee directly to Ehn@'s nursing of him, and added that he did

not like Ehn@ coming into his house, while Frantz recounted lizat quarrelled (with words and blows) with
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explored rumours of other alleged acts of sexuatapriety on her paft and (given the

close association between harmful magic and paigoni early modern Europe) exhorted

her to admit that she was in league with the dé\Barbara was adamant that she had
harmed no children, but finally conceded duringthed interrogation on 12 February that
the devil had put the idea of poisoning her huskamtiRupp into her heddher subsequent
(reluctant) confession to having had sex twice whéhdevil came only after she had been led
by the municipal executioner into the torture-chaménd shown the torture instrumeffts.
She repeated this confession in her fourth inteiog on 27 February, during which she was
also searched for a devil's mark and tortured ttferfirst and only time during her trial) with
thumbscrew$! Despite her suffering, she tried to keep her cssifm of witchcraft as

minimal as possible; she maintained that the dedl forced her into intercourse, and that

Ehne3, who had criticised him for delaying his child’'arial. The Rupp poisoning thus gave these otheiliizan
the chance to articulate formally suspicions thag probably held against Etfheince at least 1690.

3 Hermann Hagensick (StAR A925 fos. 29r-29v) and AMargaretha Déllinger (fos. 53r-54r) suggested tha
Ehne8 had behaved ‘loosely’ with the Saxon soldiers tprad in the city in 1688; Eva Wolff testified that
Ehné had used her as a go-between to send love lattarsnan called Michael Held, presumably after Hans
Ehné’s death (fos. 49r-49v). Throughout her interrogiasi, Ehness steadfastly denied ever having harmed a
of the children or having sex with anyone apamfidans Adam Widmann, Hans Elinand the devil.

**In learned discourseeneficiunreferred to both harmful magic and poisoning, SE%R A886 fo. 283r. This
view was doubtless shared to some extent at thelgolevel, given that harmful magic, like poisogjnvas

often imagined as being effected through the ugmufders and ointments.

> StAR A925 fos, 55r-64v, especially fos. 57v-580yBagain, this was largely because her interragato
refused to accept that she had acted out of ahyees.a

5 StAR A925 fo.61r. Again, the interrogators’ quess were highly leading: Ehpevas told that she must
have had sex with the devil because she was sa giwehoring, and that if she confessed willinghe svould

be taken out of the torture-chamber.

" StAR A925 fos. 67r-75r, especially 74r-75r; shéfesed the thumbscrews for nearly fifteen minutes.
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she had never abjured God, been taught witchcyadnlgone else, performed any acts of
harmful magic, nor attended any witches’ gatherifigst the end of this fourth interrogation,
and doubtless desperate for solace in her ordeabaBa asked that her parish minister — or
‘father confessor’'Beichtvate), as he was known in Lutheran Germany — be allawedsit
her in gaof*® Permission was granted, as condemned criminals aherays given pastoral
support in preparation for their executions. Baabaas visited by, and talked with, three of
the city’s nine urban clerics on several occaslmtsveen 27 February and 14 March. The
three were heBeichtvaterJohann Georg Joch, the minister of the city hasgsind her
parish) church of the Holy Gha&t Superintendent Sebastian Kirchmeier, the healeof
church in Rothenburg and its rural hinterl&hénd Johann Georg Herrnbauer, a deacon from
the city’s main parish church of St Jamea|though the trial-records show that Kirchmeier

took the lead in questioning Elfhe

As a result of this clerical intervention, Elffnaade dramatic additions to her

confessional narrative during her next two inteatogns on 14 and 15 March. On 14 March

*® StAR A925 fos. 74v-75r.

* StAR A925 fo. 75r.

%0 Johann Georg Joch (born 13 Jan. 1647, buried ¥51885) was born in Rothenburg, studied at Witezgh
and became minister of the city hospital churcthefHoly Ghost in 1675, after holding the ruralriy of
Schweinsdorf from 1668-9 and the position of SulstBeof the Rothenburg grammar school from 1669. He
was the third most important cleric in the terytéafter the Superintendent and Preacher of Vesyidaie
church of St James), according to the 1695 RothgrBrdinance of Ranksee L. Schnurrer, ‘Rangordnung’,
Die Linde(58), 1966, pp. 78-9.

°L See note 7.

*2 Johann Georg Herrnbauer | (born 23 Oct. 1634ghil2i7 Mar. 1699) was born in Rothenburg, studied at
Strasbourg, held the rural livings of Neusitz arichKerg from 1657-62, and the parish of Rothentsirg
Leonhard from 1662-4, before becoming a deaconeathurch of St James in 1664; he rose no highiein

clerical hierarchy thereafter; see Dannheirv@rzeichnisp. 69.
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she gave the interrogating councillors and juriktrécht an account of her seduction into
witchcraft at the age of eight by her (since-deedagodmother, and the subsequent
abjuration of her Lutheran faith to the devil whies she (almost impatiently) told the men
questioning her, she had already recounted t®&iehtvaterJoch)>* The sudden
introduction of this seduction narrative, the refege to Joch, and the theologically-specific
way in which Barbara expressed her abjurationfastirrender of h@raufbund or
‘christening covenant’) all point to the influentte clerics had had on her over the preceding
fortnight>* She also now conceded that she had attended wittheces held in the poor-
house, a building that formed part of the city htadwomplex, where she had seen the
following Rothenburg inhabitants: Adelheit Jagebrigklayer’s wife from Jews’ Street;
Appolonia, the wife of butcher Johann Cramer; App@ Schwarz, a poor widow; Anna
Schoppler, a former maidservant at the hospitalb&a, the wife of Georg Schmetzer, a
minor hospital official; Hans Adam Kndspel, an epiic boy and self-confessed witch who
had lived in the city hospital since his own tfial witchcraft in 1689, and one of the women
who watched over him there, Barbara WetSédans Adam Knéspel was brought from the
hospital to the gaol on 15 March to confront Bhriee confirmed that he had seen her at a
witches’ gathering® On 15 March Ehrfieadded that the minister of the rural parish of

Tauberscheckenbach (Johann Craft), had also beka gatherings; he had preached in

>3 StAR A925 fos. 76r-79r; see fo. 76r for her refeeto Joch.

** The idea that adult female witches seduced chili® witchcraft by persuading them to give upithe
‘christening covenants’ in favour of a demonic plaatl been central to the case of self-confessedhito

Hans Adam Kndspel, in which Joch, Kirchmeier andrhleauer had been involved since 1689. The Kndspel
case is discussed in A. Rowlands, ‘Gender, UngBdlents and a Witch-Family in Seventeenth-Century
Germany’,Past & Presentforthcoming), 2016.

*> These names were listed on 14 Mar. (StAR A9257w) and 15 Mar. 1692 (fos. 84r, 90r).

6 StAR A925 fos. 88r-90v.
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Latin and christened two of Anna Schéppler’s daeghin the devil's nam¥&.Even at this
stage, however, Ehfdried to express her disquiet at the role of withéntifier that she felt
she was being forced to play. On 15 March shehetdnterrogators that she had denounced
these people because she had been terrified irdoisg by Superintendent Kirchmeier, who
had told her she would otherwise be ‘damned andisto God]'>® He had suggested their
names to her for confirmation; he had also suggddase names of many ‘vornehme’
(‘distinguished’, or upper-class) women to her, &l had denied that they were at the
gatherings?® She added bitterly that she had expected the wisito comfort her with God’s
word, but that Kirchmeier had instead wanted to jgelnmer to accuse certain people as

witches®®

Kirchemier’s intervention in the Ehfease was the final, most extreme example of @kric
involvement in witch-trials in Rothenburg which hiaglgun in 1627, and increased in
intensity in the second half of the seventeenthiuwgnThis development had three inter-
linked causes. One was the growing preferenceeofitly councillors to gather as much
expert advice as possible before reaching verthatstch-trials; in addition to their
traditional reliance on the municipal juri§fsthe councillors began to call on the theological

expertise of the city’s clerics (from 1657and the medical expertise of its physicians (from

°" StAR A925 fos. 85v-87r.

%8 StAR A925 fo. 84v: . . . sie were verdambt undlekren, wenn sie es nicht sage’.

%9 |bid.

%9 StAR A925 fo. 85r.

®1 See footnote 27.

%2 See footnote 67; the councillors also sought firions of clerics in 1652 (two cases), a long

possession/witchcraft case (1664-73), and the Adasn Kndspel case (1689-94).
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1652)%° as well as occasionally seeking advice from usitgfaculties of law and theology
(from 1671)%* The second cause was the wider cultural contes¢wénteenth-century
Lutheranism, especially in the aftermath of therfijhYears’ War, when concerns about
human susceptibility to demonic temptation wereeeslly acute and found expression in
Rothenburg in a new emphasis on witchcraft asrasgli crime involving a demonic pact,
and new anxieties about the possibility of demguissessioff: In this context the
importance (and perhaps self-importance) of thamdergy as spiritual advisors to
demonically-afflicted individuals and as religicavisors to the city council (in cases of
blasphemy and unorthodoxy as well as witchcraftauarent possession) increased
significantly®® The third, most important, cause of growing clariavolvement in witch-
trials in seventeenth-century Rothenburg, howewas the increased frequency of trials
involving self-incriminating child-witches, whiclmné councillors and jurists found
particularly disturbing and hard to handle. Suc¢haa triggered the councillors’ first request

for clerical assistance in 1627, when they askeetlen Church Superintendent, Georg

%3 See the 1652 case of Margaretha Horn, Rowlavasatives of Witchcraftpp. 180-205.

% The councillors first sought the opinion of a weisity law faculty in the trial of Appolonia Glaéttin 1671,
see A. Rowlands, ‘Witchcraft and Old Women in Edvlgdern Germany'Past & Presen{173), 2001, pp. 50-
89. They also sought an opinion from the Universitpltdorf in the trial of Anna Margaretha Rohn1673
(StAR A909 fos. 357r-361v). The councillors weraditionally reluctant to seek legal advice outgiuecity,
see Rowlanddyitchcraft Narrativespp. 64-7.

% These points are discussed in A. Rowlands, “Wélrthe burning start here?” Demonological texts,
judicial procedure, and the spread of ideas abdtahuaraft in early modern Rothenburg ob der Tauber’
(forthcoming). The wider context of seventeenthtagnLutheranism is wonderfully evoked in M. Riegeer
Teufel in Pfarrhaus. Gespenster, Geisterglaube Besessenheit im Luthertum der Frihen Ney&titttgart,
2011).

% Several such cases were bound together in a pehiane of records pertaining to the Rothenburg

Consistorium, see Staatsarchiv Nuremberg RotherRapgrtorium (hereafter StAN Ro. Rep.) 2087.
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Zyrlein, to advise them on the case of a thirteearyold peasant girl called Margaretha
Horber, who claimed to have been taken to witcdasces by older female witches. Zyrlein
visited and questioned Margaretha in the city glacde times. The detailed opinion he wrote
for the councillors established the key princigdgsvhich the Rothenburg authorities
subsequently categorised and treated other chilches; as the victims of adult witch-
seductresses and the devil, who were in need ofusdiinstruction to enable them to resist
the forces of evil, rather than judicial punishm¥rh practice, this usually meant confining
the child in the city hospital for a period of wegknonths or even years, where she or he
could most easily be subjected to intense religedigcation by the urban clerics. This
pastoral approach towards self-incriminating chiitehes saved their lives and gave them
some chance of social re-integratf8mut also had the unintended effect of increadieg t
exposure of urban clerics to stories of the teimyparallel world of the devil and the
witches, told by children who claimed to have btken there in reality. Clerical interaction
with such children thus strengthened clerical héhie- and anxiety about — the threat posed

by witches to the godly community.

Sebastian Kirchmeier cut his teeth on just suchsa, involving the self-confessed
child-witch Hans Adam Knospel, between 1689 and218nospel was tried for witchcraft
alongside his mother, Anna Maria, whom he had bthfoetaking him to witches’ dances, in

1689, and was then sent to live in the city hospifter his mother, father and sister were

7 For Zyrlein’s opinion, see StAR A886 fos. 283r-28fbr discussion of the Horber case, see Rowlands,
Witchcraft Narrativespp. 103-24.

% This happened in the Hérber case and others imgbhild-witches in 1639, 1652, 1664-73, and 1649-
see Rowlanddyitchcraft NarrativesAppendix, pp. 212-28; and A. Rowlands, ‘Hexenpsse gegen Kinder in
Rothenburg ob der Tauber, 1587-1709’, in W. Beleirand C. Opitz-Belakhal, edKinderhexen-
Kinderbanden-HexenkindéBielefeld, 2016), pp. 257-66. This policy creatadimagined association between

the city hospital and the supernatural which peakeble early 1690s.
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banished. Over the next three years the urbarcslparticipated in an exceptionally long and
labour-intensive pastoral effort, spear-headecbyzealous Kirchmeier, to rescue the boy
from the devil. This involved subjecting the boyrégular sessions of religious instruction,
beatings, and verbal examinations before the c@gasistorium(the administrative body in
charge of churches and schools in the territoryraparation for a public church ceremony
at which he renounced the devil on 6 November 1680,again thereafter when the boy
claimed to have fallen back into the devil’s cligshKirchmeier and his clerical colleagues
were also requested by the councillors to writeuimgrecedented number of four theological
opinions on Hans Adam Knospel between Septembel 468 the spring of 1692. As a
result of his frequent interactions with the clerielans Adam (unsurprisingly) was forced by
them to develop his original, relatively crude rgtof night-flying with his mother to

witches’ gatherings at a local inn into a richlytalked narrative of seduction into witchcraft
by his mother, sexual intercourse with his mothet e devil, and abjuration of his faith by
being rechristened and given a new demonic n&thar(tastaleijp which was written into
Hell's register in his own blood; once in the hdahihe encouraged another boy-inmate
called Hans Georg Nunn to make similar claims,\aad also used by other, adult inmates
and local inhabitants as a conduit by means of kvlting-held suspicions of witchcraft
against neighbourhood women could be made pubdicKikchmeier, the lengthy, leading
and official role he played in the pastoral ‘treatrti of Knospel laid the groundwork for his
overzealous intervention in the case of BarbaraefEim1692, as it encouraged him to
assume (erroneously, as far as the councillors wareerned) that he had acquired the

expertise and license to do%bo.

% For discussion of the Kndspel case and Kirchmeiefe in it, see Rowlands, ‘Gender, Ungodly Paremnd

a Witch-Family’.
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The allegation made by Ehhender interrogation on 15 March - that Kirchméiad
suggested names of alleged witches for her to wonfclearly rattled the councillors, and
left them in a quandary about how to proceed. Degpe fact that her interrogators
suggested to Ehfighat she must have invented the allegation to evate herself’ the
councillors’ actions implied that they feared thes&s some truth in what she had said, as
they subsequently prohibited the clerics from ingither again in gaol. H&eichtvaterJoch
complained about this on 17 March, when he wagdat the town hall to confirm what
Ehné had confessed to him about pastor Johann Craftsepce at the witches’ gathering.
Joch insisted that that he be allowed to visit Bhas it took longer to save the souls of
witches than of other criminals, and because it beakfor his reputation if he appeared to be
failing in his duty to her. The councillors toldmibluntly that it was the clerics’ fault that
complications had arisen in the case, and thatiKeier, with his improper questions and
suggestions, was the chief culprit — in other wptks clerics had only themselves to blame
for the current situatioft At the same time, however, the councillors toaktfer action
against most of the people Effngaimed to have seen at the witches’ dance, gphidelheit
Jager, Appolonia Cramer, Appolonia Schwarz, Annabgpler, and Barbara Schmetzer to
the town hall on 17 and 18 March for questioningutiheir reputations as alleged witcés,
and taking statements about the character of thed&racheckenbach minister Johann Craft

from several of his parishionef$This tactic backfired, however, as all the womenidd

" StAR A925 fo. 85r.

"I StAR A925 f0s.92v-93r.

2 StAR A925 fos. 91r-92r, 102r-103r, 104r-111v.

3 StAR A925 fos. 93v-98r. Johann Craft (1642-1728)the living of Tauberscheckenbach from 1669-1720
although he swapped livings with the pastor of Bgieh, Jeremias Fuchs, from 1685-90, see Dannhgimer
Verzeichnisp. 57 (Fuchs), p. 83 (Craft). This was why therallors also called on Fuchs and Spielbach

parishioners for testimony about Craft's charastet692. The reports about Craft were almost eptire
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vehemently that they were witches, while the ingastons into Craft's reputation galvanised
him into writing a letter to the councillors in hesvn defence which offered further evidence

of Kirchmeier’'s impropriety in the Ehfecase.

In his letter, Craft explained that El'® allegations had been put to him by
Kirchmeier, in the presence of Joch and Herrnbaafesr he had been peremptorily
summoned into Rothenburg for a meeting for thigppse on 15 March 1692. Craft gave a
detailed account of the verbal exchanges he haavitaKirchmeier at the meeting, which
made clear that Kirchmeier had tried to browbeat imto a confession. Kirchmeier had
exhorted Craft to admit to being a witch, sayinghoaild otherwise have to bear his sin on
his conscience and answer for it on the Day of dodnt; Craft had replied that he was
innocent and would affirm his innocence before emyrt or prince (even the Emperor), and
that, even if he were punished in body or goodsym® could take Jesus from his heart.
Kirchmeier had responded by saying that he douibt@chft had Jesus in his heart; even after
Craft had sworn his innocence on his soul andaaéanffice to Kirchmeier, the latter
remained unconvinced, claiming that he could tedifOvas guilty because he could not cry
(the inability to shed tears was regarded by mamyesmporaries as proof of a person’s secret
identity as a witch). Craft said that he had toldcKmeier he was crying tears of blood in his
heart (rather than crocodile tears for the Supendént to see), and that he could not admit
falsely to witchcraft, as this would make him gyittf lying and self-murder. Craft lamented
that Kirchmeier wanted to make him into a witchfbsce; when Kirchmeier had told him
that God was revealing Craft’s hidden, evil actiomthe world through Ehiie Craft had

said that Ehngwas moved, not by the spirit of truth, but by #ipérit of lies and murder.

negative; he swore, drank too much, fulfilled higiels poorly, and was unpopular with parishion€raft's
mother was also a reputed witch (see StAR A92586sg, 116r), which put him at greater risk of gagsuch a

reputation himself.
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Craft’s letter must have further alarmed the collorsi; by summoning and questioning Craft
and making him swear his innocence in responsénbhg¥Es allegations, and by referring to
witchcraft proofs, Kirchmeier was claiming a quiesial authority in the case and, by
divulging confidential information, potentially guglicing any future legal action that might
have been taken against Craft. Moreover, by refusiraccept Craft’s protestations of
innocence, and suggesting that Craft’s ‘true’ idgrfas a witch) had been revealed by God
to Kirchmeier through Ehifie Kirchmeier was suggesting that his expertiseaurttority as a
cleric to interpret God’s revelations equalled (amtked even exceeded) the revelatory

power of the legal process, as implemented by thicillors as secular judgés.

The turning-point in the case came on 23 March,évawy, when Ehrfe in her
seventh interrogation, denied that she had evar tzeany witches’ gatherings and retracted
the denunciations she had made, stating that shbden forced to accuse people by the
Superintendent, who had read the names out tadmrd list written on a slip of paper. As
Ehnéd now explained, the list had included another roradister, Georg Leonhard Ricker of
Bettwar; three more ordinary women of Rothenbung ives of two shoemakers and a man
called Schwab Lenlein); and, most explosively tfsdveral women of the urban upper-
class, whom Ehrfenamed for her interrogators but who were recoridy by the initial of
their surname in the trial recorfsHer interrogators told Ehfighat Kirchmeier denied

having read names out to her; this suggests tegbtperintendent may have been informally

" StAR A925 fos. 112r-113r. The letter is undatetirhust have been written after Craft's meeting with
Kirchmeier on 15 Mar. and before 21 Mar. 1692 (whewmas discussed at a council meeting); the almost
verbatim detail of the verbal exchanges Craft rgmbsuggests that they were fresh in his mindhénetter,
Craft dated Kirchmeier’s enmity against him to 1688en suspicions of witchcraft had first beenediagainst
him by a parishioner; this explains why Kirchmeseggested his name to Elfria 1692.

5 StAR A925 fos. 114r-118r; the pastors were nametbb 116r; the elite women were listeddis G, die K,

die H., anddie St.on fol. 115v.
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guestioned about his actions by one or more oftluacillors at some point between 15 and
23 March’® Her interrogators also tried to persuade Btthat her retraction was the work of
the devil, but she denied this and stuck doggetlyan 23 March and again during her next
interrogation on 20 May, when she added that Kirel@mhad also read out to her the names
of his own wife, and those of another urban clarid his wife’” On being asked why she
had originally named specific people as witchesaagmtly voluntarily (on 14 March), she
explained that she had done so out of féas Kirchmeier had treated her so severely when
he had visited her in gaol, telling her that shellaot receive God’s mercy if she did not
name all the other witché8In addition to threats, Ehfiesaid that Kirchmeier had used
persuasion in some of their conversations, ‘smaeaiiing’ her into naming othef8.Ehné

also said that Kirchmeier and Joch (who was presemtt least one occasion when
Kirchmeier suggested names to her) had told heéstteshould bravely confess everything
to them, as they would keep secret whatever shégdiu®* with Joch exhorting her to ‘go
and empty her heatrt [ie: repeat all that she hafessed to them] to the secular authorities
[councillors]’, and calling on God to strengthen lrethis undertaking? With this

combination of threats and false promises, Jocheapdcially Kirchmeier were behaving in

the same way as the clerics condemned in the geaitiques of the cruelty and injustice of

® StAR A925 fo. 117v.

T StAR A925 fos. 119r-122v (20 May); for an expldoatof the gap between these interrogations, sede
24,

"8 StAR A925 fos. 114v, 115r.

® StAR A925 fo. 115v.

8 StAR A925 fo. 118r.

81 StAR A925 fo. 116r.

8 StAR A925 fo. 117r: “. . . gehet hin, und schiiféier Herz vor der weltlich[en] Obrigkeit aus, Gsttircke

elich in etlerem Vorhaben'.
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excessive witch-hunts published by the Jesuit Fiibdpee von Langenfeld in 1631, and the
Lutheran theologian Johann Matthaus Meyfahrt in5183n their texts Spee and Meyfahrt
both criticised over-zealous confessors who atténd&ch-suspects in gaol but who, instead
of showing them Christian gentleness, threatenedttdhold spiritual solace and absolution
from them unless they made false confessions & Huirchmeier knew of Meyfahrt's

work (it was one of three demonologies he citeati$igally in 1692), although he seems to
have identified more with the over-zealous confesand advocates of witch-hunting

criticised by Meyfahrt than with Meyfahrt himséf.

The councillors spared Kirchmeier the ignominyegstifying in person at the town hall, but
at some point after 23 March they wrote formallyim asking him to explain his role in the
Ehne} case in response to twenty-nine questions drawmsyupe municipal jurists.
Kirchmeier wrote a long reply at some point durihgly Week (Easter Sunday fell on 6
April in 1692); his letter is organised in a questand answer format which (ironically)

gives us a clear sense of the concerns raisedsagagauthor as well as his defence of his

8 Friedrich von SpeeCautio Criminalisseu de processibus contra sagas liteWarning on Criminal Justice,
or A Book on Witch Tria)s 1631; Johann Matthdus Meyfahttristliche Erinnerung an gewaltige Regen{én
Christian Reminder to Powerful Pringe4635. On Spee, see G. Jerouschek, ‘Spee, Ffe@b91-1635), in

R. M. Golden, edEncyclopedia of Witchcraft. The Western Tradititvh (Santa Barbara, CA, 2006), pp. 1076-
7; on Meyfahrt, see W. Behringer, ‘Meyfart (Meyfghdohann Matthaus (1590-1642)’, in ibid., lll,.p{b7-8.

8 For Spee’s critique, see Sp&sutio Criminalis ed. and trans. by Joachim-Friedrich Ritter (Mbnit982;

6" edn., 2000), pp. 72-8, 136-54, 285. Spee clairoedxample to know of one priest who had accompanie
200 condemned witches to the stake, and who taddmers that they could die like dogs, without |t rites,

if they did not confess their guilt to him, pp. 76-

8 Kirchmeier referred briefly to Meyfahrt's text his letter to the councillors, StAR A925 (unpagéthtafter

fo. 122v), in response to question (hereafter g.) 4
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actions®® Kirchmeier began by explaining how he had becamelied in the case in the

first place; Joch had come to him saying that tavafessors were needed to minister to
Ehnéd and Kirchmeier had immediately gone with Jochh®daol because Herrnbauer (the
deacon who should have taken on this task) hade® on hand. Kirchmeier justified his
eagerness by saying that he had acted for Godésaak the good of Ehfis soul; he tried

to give what the councillors saw as his unrequeistitivention a legitimate gloss by saying
that Joch (and by implication he) had been actimthe town mayor’s ordefé Kirchmeier
admitted that he had suggested names to[Etineng questioning, but tried to justify his
actions by explaining that this had happened orspiue of the moment in the first hour of his
first, unplanned meeting with her; to establishitirecence of many of those named; and in
order to test the veracity of her claims aboutvitehes’ gatherings she said she had
attended®® Kirchmeier had done this by suggesting to Bhaenixture of names, some of
people already known to him personally as reputieches, some of people he knew to be
innocent, and several others that had simply oeduis him at the tim& He denied ever
having had a list of names drawn up on a pieceapép which he had read out to Epnas
she had claime® He did, however, admit to having had a sheet pépavith him in his

interviews with Ehng, on which he had prepared what he described agssary’ and

% Kirchmeier’s letter (hereafter KL) is bound inttAR A925 after fo. 122v; it is nine pages (ie: diggn sides)
long, with extensive marginal comments by jurisass. The English witch-hunter Matthew Hopkins d@eldp
the same approach (ie: listing the criticisms agjaimm as questions which he answered) in his phbd
defence of his actions during the East Anglian kvitcints of 1645-7, see Matthew Hopkifise Discovery of
Witches(London, 1647).

87 StAR A925 KL, q. 1.

8 StAR A925 KL, gs. 5 and 8.

89 StAR A925 KL, q. 6.

9 StAR A925 KL, gs. 9 and 10.
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‘useful’ questions for her. Although Kirchmeier icheed that he had subsequently destroyed
the paper, he repeated some of the questions itdradined in his letter to the councillors:
Had she [Ehng seduced children into witchcraft? Had she abukedEucharist? Had she
signed a pact with the devil, or been rechristesrefdrbidden to pray by him? The questions
clearly show Kirchmeier’'s preconceived assumptiat Ehn@ was, indeed, in league with

the devil®*

The issue of denunciation - the naming of allegadigipants at witches’ gatherings -
was at the heart of the Elfhease, for various reasons. In other parts of eadgiern
Germany, such denunciations fuelled the exponegitaith of large-scale witch-
persecution, as individual suspects were tortunemdonfessing their own guilt and
implicating others they had supposedly seen atathbpthus providing the next batch of
suspects for the courts. The number of denuncistioade against an individual mattered,;
this encouraged some persecuting authorities tp ksts of the people denounced by each
condemned witch for the purposes of comparisoncamsk-reference. Infamous examples of
such lists include the chillingly-detaildRkegister of Witchesompiled by the legal official
Claudius Musiel, which helped expedite the exceyatily severe late-sixteenth-century
witch-persecution in the territory of the (Cathplibbey of St Maximin in Trief? and the
Black Bookfrom the Lutheran city of Lemgo, which experiensestere witch-hunts in the

later-seventeenth centutyThe making of such ‘witches’ registers’ had itsioterpoint in

%1 StAR A925 KL, g. 10.

92R. Voltmer and K. Weisenstein, eddas Hexenregister des Claudius Musiel. Ein Verzggkon
hingerichteten und besagten Personen aus dem Ttierel (1586-1594fTrier, 1996).

% G. Wilbertz, ‘Hexenverfolgung und Biographie. Rersind Familie der Lemgoerin Maria Rampendahl
(1645-1705), in G. Wilbertz, G. Schwerhoff and dh&ffler, eds.Hexenverfolgung und Regionalgeschichte.

Die Graftschaft Lippe im VergleidiBielefeld, 1994), pp. 145-79, see pp. 174-5.
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the new, post-Reformation practice of keeping tegssof baptisms, marriages and deaths;
the existence of these real registers of the urygaadlll the godly doubtless helped shape what
seems to have been a predominantly seventeenthrgéhotestant belief (first articulated in
a witch-trial in Rothenburg in 167%3)that the devil also kept his own register or bobk
witches’ names. The legal — and arguably even guasgjical — significance of written
denunciations can be seen in the fact that the besmthorities felt that the best way to draw
a line under the city’s sorry history of witch-pecsition was to burn thglack Bookitself in

the city market-place in 178.In Rothenburg in 1692 the councillors were loatareto

write the names of the elite women suggested bghidieier to Ehngin full in the trial
records, opting instead to refer to them only lgyitfitials of their surname’,and scoring
through (deliberately and to the point of compidégibility) any fuller reference made to
them in error in the documentSthe interrogating councillors even took the unpoeEmted
step of seeking the mayor’s permission before mgiiown what Ehrfehad said (and the
names she had named) during her eighth interragatic®0 May’® Small wonder, then, that
Kirchmeier denied ever having made a list of naarebsthat he stressed that he had
destroyed the list of questions he had drawn wpapparently innocuous sheet of paper
carried potential legal weight, and symbolised magdaous rival investigative authority that

challenged the formal legal power (and written rdspof the councif?

% This happened during the trial for witchcraft afife Margaretha Rohn, see StAR A909 fo. 211r.
% See footnote 93.

% See footnote 75.

%" See for example StAR A925 fos. 119v, 120r, 1228r1

% StAR A925 fo. 121v.

% See footnote 91.
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Even if Kirchmeier had not made a list of namewiiting, his admission that he had
suggested names of alleged sabbath-attenders lyexdb&hng for confirmation or rejection
would have appalled the councillors. Rothenburgdnationg tradition of treating unfounded
allegations of witchcraft as slander; the authesitgenerally sought to keep the social peace
(and to curb their inhabitant’s enthusiasm for mgkaccusations of witchcraft) by adhering
to the dictum (which was displayed on a board enttwn hall) that ‘an honourable man
should not talk [ie: publicly] about that which bannot prove [ie: legally['? As an
outsider, Kirchmeier (who had taken up his possagerintendent from Regensburg in 1681)
may have been unaware of the strength of this koadition, which was one of the key
factors in explaining the low number of witch-tsah Rothenburg and its rural hinterland
throughout the early modern period. More probabbyyever, Kirchmeier may have felt that
such legal niceties were unimportant compareddagtieater task of doing God’s work in
unmasking witches; he probably also assumed thadutd be obvious to all which names
were those of ‘real’ witches, and which were themaa of innocent people, thrown into the
mix to test Ehng.'*! Unfortunately the men of Rothenburg’s seculaealit not share this
view and regarded Kirchmeier’'s association of tisires’ names with a witches’ dance as
detrimental to their families’ honour. On 8 Apr692, Johann Georg Grieninger of the inner
city council, Niclas Geltner of the outer city cailnand Christoph Sigmund Ggjythe
overseer of the city chancellery, brought slandéssagainst Kirchmeier before the
councillors and demanded to be sent copies of limegfRrial-documents; they must have

heard that a woman whose surname began with &@gd.been named in them, and

10 5ee RowlandaVitchcraft Narrativespp. 22-9, especially p. 24.

101 Although this way of thinking rendered his ideaad®st of Ehrgredundant! That Kirchmeier may have
been trying to pursue a feud with the Staud farnilshe Ehng trial is hinted at in references to Herr St.’s
stepdaughter in Ehfiss interrogation on 20 May 1692, StAR A925 fos. £1922v. The feud is described

briefly later in this article.
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presumably wanted to see if she was one of theinevdolk*°* This slander suit continued
until mid-June; on 13 June Kirchmeier complaineth®stown mayor that Grieninger,
Geltner and Gd¥ywere still unwilling to let the matter drop, despihe fact that he had

personally assured them that he believed thataheytheir wives were honourable peofife.

The actions of Grieninger, Geltner and Gay early April pointed to another aspect of the
Ehnep trial that alarmed the councillors and for whiblkey blamed Kirchmeier, namely the
leaking of confidential and legally potentially daging information to the rest of the city
from theBluttelhausthe building which housed the cells for holdinggected criminals, the
torture-chamber, and the room in which interrogatiovere conducted, as well as the archive
of trial-records. Rumours about the Rupp poisommgld have spread after Elff\g arrest
anyway, and anxiety about witchcraft had doubtle=sen high amongst the city’s inhabitants
since 1689, because of the trial and pastoraltttreat’ of the boy-witch, Hans Adam
Kndspel, in the city hospital. However, Kirchmestoked rather than dampened these
communal anxieties in various ways in 1692. Thencdlors were particularly critical of the
fact that, on leaving thButtelhausat the end of his first visit to EhpeKirchmeier had

turned to the gaoler and told him that ‘she hadessed that she was an absolute witch, and
more besides’; this increased the likelihood of ouns about the case (and speculation about
the further detail of Ehifizss confession) spreading via the gaoler to the géttte city. The
councillors also took issue with the implied cigim of their legal procedures in

Kirchmeier’'s aside (that he, rather than they, gaided a full confession from Elfi)e

Kirchmeier admitted in his letter to the counciidhat he had said this to the gaoler, but

102 5tAR B48 fo. 242r.

193 StAR B48 fos. 243v (15 Apr.), 250v (20 May), 25255r (13 Jun.), 256v-257r (15 Jun. 1692).
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excused himself by explaining that he had doneus@bjoy that God had blessed his efforts

in persuading Ehrieto confess her sitf?

The councillors also accused Kirchmeier of havirentioned the names of two of the
upper-class people who had been linked with the tasonversation with Johann Ludwig
Vogtmann, the court scribe and keeper of trial-rdspat theBlittelhausone day. Kirchmeier
denied this and said that Vogtmann must have midhehat he had said, but this was
another (admitted) example of an inappropriate esation about the case that could have
been overheard by others, and a possible conduitdans of which Kirchmeier’s
speculations could have reached the outer city@bwf which Vogtmann was a memb&r.
Kirchmeier further blotted his copybook by preachinsermon on witchcratft in late March
or early April in the city’'s main church of St Jasit&° Kirchmeier described the sermon as a
pastoral admonition to his flock but municipal girkKrauss, who made many (highly critical)
marginal comments on Kirchmeier’s letter to thermollors, noted that Kirchmeier had said
in his sermon that witches’ souls could only beesbthrough execution (ie: after full
confession). If, as seems likely, this was a reaBlynaccurate record of what Kirchmeier had
preached then it would have displeased the coongjlas it not only pre-empted their verdict
in the Ehn@ case but also threatened to inflame popular désin@ore severe action against

other reputed witches in the city.

The councillors and jurists were also critical ofdkmeier on the issue of confession,

for two reasons. First, while allowing that it wa®per and necessary for the clerics to

104 StAR A925 KL, gs. 16 and 23.

195 StAR A925 KL, q. 17.

1% The Superintendent’s office incorporated thatrefgher at the church of St James, see Dannheimer,
Verzeichnisp. 13.

197 StAR A925 KL, q. 27.
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persuade Ehifieto a ‘penitent recognition’ of her sins in prepama for her execution, the
councillors put it to Kirchmeier that it would halseen better to leave that which was hidden
or obscure to God’s judgement, rather than to keségng her more and more questidis.

The repeated questioning of Efingas not only theologically unnecessary (as it vegainst
an older Lutheran tradition of confession in whigastors were advised not to probe sinners’
consciences for hidden sins) but also politicatiyigbematic, as it suggested a lack of
confidence on Kirchmeier’s part in the councillgrgdicial interrogation of Ehrfe

Kirchmeier defended the clerics’ actions by explagrthat Ehnp had been hindered by the
devil in offering up a full and willing confessida them; they had therefore had to give her
the opportunity to open herself up to them (iegbgstioning her further) so that they could
save her souf’® Kirchmeier also denied having terrified ERriato making her confessions
and denunciations, although it is clear from hisadigtion to the councillors of what he had
actually said to her (and the manner in which heedaad it) that his behaviour could all too
easily have been perceived as terrifying by a paoeducated widow, awaiting execution. As
Kirchmeier put it, he had exhorted Elfgnen all earnestness and with ardent sighs to God,
that if she wanted to find mercy she must confesssims, otherwise they could not be
forgiven nor her soul healéd Even more seriously, the councillors accused Kireier of
having broken the ‘seal’ or secrecy of the confasal (and thus by implication his godly
duty as a father confessor), by passing on infaonatonfessed to him by Ehfhéo other
people'!! This allegation was made most explicitly in redatio Ehn@’s naming of the rural

pastors Craft and Rucker as participants in thehes’ gathering; the section of his letter to

198 StAR A925 KL, q. 4: *. . .bpfertige Erkentnis. . .".
199 5tAR A925 KL, q. 3.
MO StAR A925 KL, . 14.

H1StAR A925 KL, gs. 15, 17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25.
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the councillors in which Kirchmeier describes htwgstcame about is also an excellent
example of the process by means of which a sugpactvitchcraft case could be forced, by
leading questions and psychological pressure graducing plausible denunciations of

others, even without torturé?

Kirchmeier explained that, in the midst of presdiime for details about who else
she had seen at the witches’ gatherings, he haldsk if she had seen any clerics there.
Ehné had said yes, at which point Kirchmeier said he &sked her the (test) question: Did
you see me, to which she had answered no. He kadotht the specific names of other
clerics to her, telling the councillors in his &tthat these men had occurred to him because
of what he had already known about what he caliet tess than praiseworthy lives; in other
words, these were ministers who had already corkértbhmeier’s attention in his office as
Superintendent because of their failure to fulfié exemplary role of the godBeichtvater
From this list, Kirchmeier said that Elfhkad singled out Georg Leonhard Riicker of
Bettwar freely, a point which glosses disingenupusier the fact that Kirchmeier had
suggested the names to her in the first ptatEhné’s confirmation of Craft's presence at
the witches’ gathering, and her description ofdusvities there (preaching in Latin,
christening babies in the devil's name) doubtldss eame about in this way, as a result of
suggestions and leading questions by Kirchnigftirchmeier admitted in his letter that he

had broken the seal of confession by telling tiyemiayor what Ehrfghad said about these

H2StAR A925 KL, q. 20.

13 Kirchmeier had done much the same in relationttoggs godmother, her supposedhrmeisterinthe
woman who had taught her witchcraft), but excusetsalf by saying that he had not broken the seal of
confession in this instance because her godmotasralveady dead, see StAR A925 KL, g. 25.

114 Although Ehn@ found Craft a more plausible witch than Riickegause Craft's mother was a reputed
witch; as Ehng said on 15 Mar. 1692, ‘. . . man sage, wann edMdiger kbnne, so kénne es das Kind auch’

(StAR A925 fo. 85v): ‘it is said that, when the met can do it [witchcraft], so also can the child’.
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ministers, but he defended his actions by sayiagtie had spoken only privately on the
matter to the mayor in the mayor’s house, andtibdtad done so for the greater good of
God, God's church, and the community in RothenBift@his statement was untrue;
Kirchmeier had also called Craft into town to ans#bné’s allegations in the presence of
Joch and Herrnbauer. It was also an example ohKigger’s consistent and, in the
councillors’ eyes, dangerous habit of justifyingavthey saw as his unseemly interference as
God’s work; on this basis, Kirchmeier could claine tight to do just about anything in the
case. Kirchmeier also admitted in his letter todbencillors that he had broken a promise,
which he and Joch had made to Bhrtbat they would keep secret everything she todant
Kirchmeier explained to the councillors that he hagbant that he would keep secret all that
was possible according to his conscience; thi®afse gave him complete discretion to

decide when to break Ehpie confidences?®

Why was Kirchmeier so quick to intervene in the ghoase, despite not being specifically
requested to do so by the council, and why didrtevention - his pressure on Elfirte
confess that she was a witch and to name otheh&gtetake the form that it did? There
seems no reason to doubt his apparently genuiref badxpressed in his letter to the
councillors - that Ehrfewas in thrall to the devil, and that her soul cooihly be saved (and

Rothenburg spared the effects of God’s wrath) ljtielg a full confession of her sirs’

15 StAR A925 KL, q. 21.

18 StAR A925 KL, q. 22.

171n addition to the demonologies by Meyfahrt (seetfiote 83) and Schultheiss and Remy (see foofrst}
Kirchmeier also referred in his letter to the cdliors to theHand-buch fiir SeelsorgéHand-book for Pastois
(Rothenburg, 1680), written by his predecessongefntendent, Johann Ludwig Hartmann. Hartmannavas

prolific author of pastoral texts and ‘one of Frania’s best-known Lutheran confessors’ (Robishehast
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Such ideas were fairly standard for their timeytheflected changes of emphasis in the
wider context of German Lutheranism, which in teeand half of the seventeenth century
was especially characterised by an increased gredoetut human susceptibility to demonic
temptation on the one hand, and a greater empbiasige importance of the individual
sinner’s spiritual redemption through confessiorttanother:*® By 1692, however,
Kirchmeier had also developed a marked personaldst in, and commitment to, witch-
finding, almost certainly as a result of the inteesperience of the still-ongoing pastoral
treatment of the boy-witch Hans Adam Kndspel. Kebsprepeated confessions of seduction

into witchcraft and attendance at witches’ gathggiim Rothenburg seem to have convinced

Witch of Langenburgp. 359, n. 5), although Kirchmeier did not refethe text Hartmann wrote specifically on
confessionAbsolution-Buch{Rothenburg, 1679). On Hartmann, see footnot&d fa Rowlands, ‘Superstition,
Magic, and Clerical Polemic in Seventeenth-Centeymany’, in S.A. Smith and A. Knight, edshe Religion
of Fools? Superstition Past and Preséakford, 2008), pp. 157-77.

118 See RiegefTeufel im PfarrhausRowlandsNarratives of Witchcraftpp. 192-200; Robisheauxast Witch

of Langenburgand on Lutheran confession more generally: HR@hlack, ‘Lutherische Beichte und
Sozialdisziplinierung’Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschicht®@4) 1993, pp. 127-55; R. Durr, ‘Confession as an
Instrument of Church Discipline: A Study of Cathiodind Lutheran Confessional Manuals from th® asd 17'
Centuries’, in S. Miller and C. Schweiger, ed8&tween Creativity and Norm-Making: Tensions inEagly
Modern Era(Leiden, 2012), pp. 215-40, and, ‘Private Ohrealtei im 6ffentlichen Kirchenraum’, in S. Rau
and G. Schwerhoff, ed&Zwischen Gotteshaus und Taverne: 6ffentliche Ranr8péatmittelalter und Friher
Neuzeit(Cologne, 2004), pp. 383-411. Much of the literatan Lutheran confession focuses on the contested
move towards the implementation of private confagssee for example J. C. Wolfart, ‘Why was Private
Confession so Contentious in Early Seventeentht«@ghindau?’, in B. Scribner and T. Johnson, eBspular
Religion in Germany and Central Europe, 1400-18B8singstoke, 1996), pp. 140-65; R. K. RittgePsjVate
Confession and Religious Authority in Reformatioéirhberg’ in K. J. Lualdi and A. T. Thayer, edBenitence
in the Age of Reformatiorfaldershot, 2000), pp. 49-70, and ‘ Private Cosfes and the Lutheranization of
Sixteenth-Century NordlingenSixteenth Century Journé31:4) 2005, pp. 1039-85. More work is needed on

the role of the father confessor and Lutheran a¢masculinity in this context.
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Kirchmeier that there really was a hidden netwdriwitches in the city that he, as
Superintendent, needed to uncover, while his lgngficial involvement with Kndspel
probably deluded him into thinking that his intemtien in the Ehn@ case was justified, and
would be welcomed by the councillors. Kirchmeiertamly seems to have imagined the two
cases as intertwined, and Knospel and Blaseco-conspirators in a wider demonic plot,
without realising that he was largely responsiblerhaking the links between them. As
Kirchmeier told the councillors in his letter, hachacquired the names of the already-reputed
witches that he had put to Elfinen 14 March for confirmation as sabbath-attentters
information which he had elicited from Hans Adamdspel and Hans Georg Nunn (the other
boy-inmate of the city hospital who also claimedass a witch)* Knéspel had in fact first
been persuaded to name Appolonia Schwarz and AtdHdger as witches in 1689 and 1690
respectively*?° one can imagine Kirchmeier regarding the arre@arbara Ehrfgas a God-
given opportunity to pursue these women, and utaglshis desire to rush to the gaol to
guestion her as quickly as possible. In his ldtighe councillors, Kirchmeier added that he
had also known the names of these already-reputetes from complaints, and requests for
advice, about acts of harmful magic that had beadao him over the years by inhabitants
of the city and rural hinterland® This reference points to a wider sense of anxdbtut
witchcraft that was shared in, and probably heigédeby, pastoral conversations between
father confessors and individual members of tHealds, and which usually (given the

councillors’ traditional reluctance to prosecutéchcraft at law) had little or no legal outlet.

19StAR A925 KL., q. 6.
120 5ee StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 744r-745r (Schwara);Rep. 2094 fo. 240r (Jager). Rumours about Jaapbr
been circulating since at least 1673, see StAR A80211r.

121 StAR A925 KL, q. 6.
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It also shows Kirchmeier once again introducinginfation given to him in confidence in a

pastoral context into the Ehhé&rial.

Kirchmeier's experience of the Kndspel case alsovcaed him that the councillors
were too soft on witches; he probably saw the Bloase as his chance to show the
councillors how witches (or at least adult femalickes) should really be dealt with. After
Kndspel's mother, Anna Maria, had been banisheavitmhcraft in August 1689, Kirchmeier
referred openly to her as ‘fireworthy’, implyingaihshe should have been burned at the
stake®? he also suggested in a theological report to dedillors in 1690 that she should be
brought back to Rothenburg for more stringent qaestg and then given over to her father
confessor, so that more information could be olegiinom her and her soul savéd.
Kirchmeier’s suggestion was ignored in relatio\ttna Maria Kndspel; it is plausible to
suggest that he came to regard Bhag a surrogate for her in 1692. Kirchmeier mag als
have been encouraged in his belief that more seati@n was needed against witches by
two demonological texts, which he cited in hisdetb the councillors: Nicolas Rémy’s
Demonolatry(published in 1595) and Heinrich von Schultheiggisfuhrliche Instruction,
wie in Inquisition Sachen des grewlichen LasterZuberey....zu procedir¢Detailed
Instruction, on How to Proceed against the Dreadfuime of Witchcraftpublished in
1634)*** |t is striking that both of these (Catholic) authevere zealous and fanatical judicial
officials who presided over major witch-persecusioim which witchcraft was treated as an
exceptional crime and suspects were tortured iotdessing their own supposed guilt and

denouncing other people as witches. The counciiatsasked Kirchmeier whether it was

122 S5tAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 788r.
123 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 784v.
124 On these demonologists, see W. Monter and E. £éR#my, Nicolas (ca. 1530-1612)’, and R. Voltmer,

‘Schultheiss, Heinrich von (ca. 1580-ca. 1646)'Galden, ed.Encyclopedia of WitchcraftV, 955-7, 1012-13.
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not best to avoid suggesting names to witchcrafpects when questioning them in either a
secular or ecclesiastical context. He had respobglesdying that he did not agree, that the
matter was not so simple in relation to magicahess, and that if one waited until witches
confessed of their own volition it would be a slpmcess, citing Remy and Schultheiss in
support of his stance, and suggesting that godbjistrates (and by implication the

Rothenburg councillors) failed in their duty if $heid not pursue witches vigorousf

The idea central to the sermon that Kirchmeieaghed in late March or early April
1692%° — that the soul of a witch could only be saveekgcution (after a full confession) —
was almost certainly taken from Remy, who emphasilais point inDemonolatry*?’ and
can again be read as a criticism by Kirchmeiehefdouncil’s verdict in the case of Anna
Maria Kndspel and an attempt by him to influenae @atcome of the Ehfidrial. These
Catholic demonologies, based as they were on #eetltht witches’ sabbaths really took
place, may also have encouraged Kirchmeier to\melieat the witches’ gatherings referred
to by Kndspel, Nunn and Ehp&vere actual events, rather than (as was the ivadlt
interpretation in Rothenburg) delusions plantedeople’s minds by the devil to draw them
away from God and to cause social discord withimmunities'?® Kirchmeier told the
councillors that one of the reasons why he hadesstgg the names of people to Bhire
custody was to establish whether or not the witahatherings had really taken plat@the
tension (or confusion) between these two ways afgimng sabbaths was also evident in the

testimony of Hans Adam Knéspel, who confirmed thathad seen Ehfat the witches’

15 StAR A925 KL, q. 7.

126 see footnotes 106 and 107.

127 5ee RemyDemonolatry trans. E. A. Ashwin, ed. M. Summers (London, )9pf. 94-5.

128 For this view of witches’ gatherings in Rothenhusge Rowlanddyarratives of Witchcraftpp. 55-60.

129 5tAR A925 KL, q. 5.
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gathering at Adelheit Jager’s house in the ff€8and EhnpB, who (before retracting this
confession altogether) insisted that she had ady people at gatherings in her thoughts, or
in spirit form*3! Kirchmeier’s citing of Remy and Schultheiss, alavith the Lutheran
witch-hunt critic, Meyfahrt, in his letter shoul@dtbe seen as surprising; seventeenth-century
clerics and jurists in Rothenburg tended to useat@iogies eclectically and selectively,
referring to texts to support arguments and appresto which they were already

committed, often for political, pragmatic or perabreasons>?

Several Protestant areas (Sweden, Lemgo, New Efytaexperienced the worst witch-
hunts in their histories in the second half of sbgenteenth century, so the Rothenburg
councillors’ decision to close the Elfhease with her execution rather than follow
Kirchmeier’s lead towards more zealous witch-parien was not a foregone conclusion.
There were various reasons for their decision.fireewas Ehng herself. Her bravery in
retracting the denunciations she had made andddiler interrogators about Kirchmeier
should not be underestimated. She also stuck dbgtgethe retractions once made, even in
the face of her impending executibfi This gave her words religious as well as legal

significance, as it was widely believed that condethcriminals — or ‘poor sinners’, as they

0 StAR A925 fo. 88v.

31 StAR A925 fos. 77v, 78r, 87r, 88v.

132 These ideas are discussed in Rowlands, ‘Whertheilburning start here?’

1330n Lemgo, see Wilbertz, ‘Hexenverfolgung und Bagghiie’; on Sweden, see B. Ankarloo, ‘Sweden: The
Mass Burnings (1668-1676)’, in B. Ankarloo and @&niingsen, edskarly Modern European Witchcraft.
Centres and Peripherig®©xford, 1993), pp. 285-317; on New England, sgeekample M. B. Nortorin the
Devil's Snare. The Salem Witchcraft Crisis of 1§82w York, 2003).

134 Ehngd was told at the start of her interrogation on 18-M 692 that she was already worthy of the death

penalty, StAR A925 fo. 79r.
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were known in early modern Germany — would notyerfhemselves before meeting their
maker’** Interestingly Ehng also sought to retract her earlier confessionuif épr the

death of her husband, Hans, during her final ingation on 24 May; it was noted in the
interrogation record that she had apparently adsbte the gaoler that if a learned man like
the Superintendent was allowed to lie about howdtequestioned her, then she could lie as
well.*** Whether Ehn@g meant that she had originally lied about poisortitags, or was now
lying by retracting her confession about his desitlnclear, although the latter interpretation
seems most plausible; overall the trial recordgeagthat she may well have put poison into
the fateful porridge that Hans had eaten in [a&918Vhat she may have meant with this late
retraction was that she had not intended to kiligday her actions; after all, she and their
lodger had also eaten the porridge and survivedi Hams himself had died several weeks
after the meal. However, the comment she madeetgdbler suggests that she had
developed her own ideas about guilt and hypocasyg,an awareness of the power of her
words as a ‘poor sinner’, during the trial proceslbeit unequal) dialogue with her
interrogators and confessors, and that she wasgttgireconcile her final confession with

her conscience on her own teris.

The Rothenburg councillors also stopped proceedaiiysthe execution of Ehfien
June 1692 because Kirchmeier had introduced thesafrelite women into the trial. This

was hugely problematic for two reasons. First, asnthe actions of G8yGrieninger and

135 See Robisheaukast Witch of Langenburgp. 302-9.

% StAR A925 fos. 123r-124v.

137 As Johannes Junius, mayor of Bamberg, had doadsitter to his daughter in 1629, before his exenufor
witchcraft in the horrific hunts experienced in ence-Bishopric of Bamberg between 1625 and 1686;R.
Walinski-Kiehl, ‘Males, “Masculine Honour”, and V¢l Hunting in Seventeenth-Century Germanylien

and Masculinitieg6:3) 2004, pp. 254-71.
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Geltner showed, this risked triggering an avalaraftedander suits by elite men who felt
compelled to defend the honour of their wives ardifies. These suits would have been
socially divisive and the cause of more damagimgaur about witchcraft in the city, as well
as time-consuming for the councillors to resolfxe; ¢ouncillors also wanted to protect their
authority in criminal matters by ensuring that mpies of the trial-records were made for
wider circulation, as Ggy Geltner and Greininger had requested. It is ighlikely that

the councillors would have allowed any women ofuhegan elite to be dragged into a witch-
prosecution in 1692. This had never happened béidre city’s history, and on the rare
occasions when elite women had become the suldjeetmurs about witchcraft, the
councillors had closed ranks and quashed suclbyaiieating it as slandérf® Affection (one
assumes) for their womenfolk was at work here caigin the strongest force was a political
self-interest which encouraged members of the initgicouncil to maintain a united front in
order to protect their own collective power andsgige vis-a-vis external threats and internal
challenges. The strength of this class-based s&dfast can be seen clearly in the Bhne
case. The councillors were willing to take actigaiast five lower-class women in the
course of the trial, calling Adelheit Jager, AppotboCramer, Appolonia Schwarz, Anna
Schdoppler, and Barbara Schmetzer to the town hallfoand 18 March for questioning,
citing the denunciations made by Efngnospel and Nunn as evidence against thém.
Some of these women had pre-existing reputationaifchcraft amongst the city’s
inhabitants, many of whom would probably have weded their banishment, if not

execution. However, once it was known outside ta@ galls that elite women had been

138 See for example the case of Barbara Rost, a maatsebanished from Rothenburg in 1629 for slarider
starting witchcraft rumours against her mistresayon's wife Anna Maria Bezold, Rowlandsarratives of
Witchcraft pp. 27-8, 35.

139 5tAR A925 fos. 91r-92r, 99r-111v.
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named in connection with the trial, the councilloosild not proceed further against only the
lower-class women (even though, as the trial recordicate, they wanted to), as this risked
them being seen by their subject€amstrichter— judges who applied the law with favour,
rather than impartially. Awareness of this risk wsarly expressed in the questions put to
Kirchmeier and in the comments made on Kirchmeiersponses by municipal jurist Krauss,
who probably also resented Kirchmeier's muddyingheflegal waters in the case on the
basis of professional rivaliy¥’ Any suggestion of unfair application of the lawwidhave
been very damaging for a council which definegdstical power in large part through its
authority as dispenser of criminal justice throughits territory>** The councillors were
particularly sensitive to allegations of favoumti®r secrecy in the aftermath of the Thirty
Years War, when they had been accused by disgducitizens of apportioning the tax
burden unfairly and in their own interests; theraliors had begun to keep formal minutes
of the decisions reached at council meetings si6é4d as a result of these protests, in order
to show their citizens they had nothing to hitfekirchmeier tried to defend his introduction
of the names of elite women into his questionin&lohe in his letter to the councillors by
saying that it had been spontaneous, and doneo@tdgt Ehng (and that by implication all
the elite women were obviously innocent of witchigré'® While the spontaneity of the

suggestions may have been genuine, and fits wgnmaral impetuosity of character

140 5ee StAR A925 KL; for example, Krauss noted (orcKineier's response to g. 5) that it was equalty dfa
the Superintendent to have suggest the names bf l@emen and distinguished women to Epne

141 5ee Rowlandsyarratives of Witchcraftpp. 1-13; A. Rowlands, ‘Rothenburg gegen Wiirzburg
Durchsetzung von Herrschaftsanspriichen im Hexepprber Margaretha Horber, 1627, in R. Voltmer, ed.,
Hexenverfolgung und HerrschaftspraXigier, 2005), pp. 113-27.

142 RowlandsNarratives of Witchcraftpp. 185, 195-7.

143StAR A925 KL, q. 5.
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observable in Kirchmeier in other conteXt$the Superintendent was surely being either
arrogant, foolish, or disingenuous in thinking thet actions could have been devoid of legal
implications, either for the women involved or fbe council’s overall prosecution of the

case.

The final reason why the council disapproved ottKimeier’s actions in 1692 was
because they blurred the boundary between seaudlag@lesiastical authority in ways which
the councillors found threatening; their refusaldibow his witch-hunting lead in 1692 was
testimony to the strength of their desire to protee supremacy of the secular arm of
government against encroachment by the ecclesahsfitth the benefit of hindsight we
might argue that the councillors were being soméwhéair; they had, after all, invited this
encroachment by calling for ecclesiastical adwicedses of witchcraft, demonic affliction,
blasphemy and unorthodoxy from 1627 onwafds$iowever, Kirchmeier clearly went too
far in the Ehness case; he intervened without baskgd, was critical of how the councillors
were handling things, and used his role as a faihieiessor and preacher as a means by
which to influence the progress and outcome ofrie’*® His intervention was almost
certainly perceived as particularly threateninghft downright malicious) by the councillors
because it raised unfortunate echoes of the hitspute they had had with Kirchmeier in the
early 1680s. This dispute had started in late 16Bartly after Kirchmeier’'s appointment as

Superintendent; he had begun his tenure by ciitigithe councillors for being too lenient on

144 This is clear in several of the letters written tmy and about Kirchmeier in his dispute with tfits
councillors in the early 1680s, see footnote 148.

145 See footnote 66.

146 This differed markedly from the stance taken ksygriedecessor, Johann Ludwig Hartmann (see foatiote
and 117). Hartmann was asked by the councilloradwice in the case of witchcraft/demonic afflictio
involving Anna Margaretha Rohn in 1673; Hartmanfeied theological advice but told the councillaysask

the jurists and not the clerics about what to dxt,reee StAR A909 fos. 218r-220r.
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people guilty of sexual sins. In early 1682 Kirchendnad then put forward proposals for
reform (or as he put it ‘improvement’) of the RathbergConsistoriumthe administrative
body in charge of religion and education in theitiery which, although chaired by the
Superintendent, was in practice dominated by resethay members (two city mayors and a
third member of the inner city council) and funaiea as a sub-committee of the inner city
council. Kirchmeier’s suggested reforms soughtitange this balance radically, and to give
the Consistorium(and thus the Superintendent) a much strongeiindlee policing and
punishment of immorality and ungodliness; his thiatic vision had much in common with
the ideas on Lutheran church law expressed byebenseenth-century Saxon jurist Benedict
Carpzov, who argued that territorial rulers shalhdre their powers of religious supervision
with the clerical estat&”’ In his attempts to redraw the boundaries of legaler in favour of
the clerics and to defend the urban community agavhat he saw as the spiritual threat
posed by witchcraft, the Wittenberg-educated Kirefenthus both espoused and epitomised
the sort of zealous Orthodox Lutheranism which MimriRieger has identified as a marked
feature of German Lutheran writing on ghosts, pgsis@ and the devil for the period 1650-
1692}*® and which | argue elsewhere characterised thestaithe Rothenburg clerics in the

1680s and 1690%°

1471, Hunter, The Secularisation of the Confessional State. Tiéi¢al Thought of Christian Thomasius
(Cambridge, 2007), pp- 116-21, especially p. 121.

148 M. Rieger,Der Teufel im Pfarrhaus. Gespenster, Geisterglaume Besessenheit im Luthertum der Frithen
Neuzeit(Stuttgart, 2011).

149 Rowlands, ‘Gender, Ungodly Parents, and a Witcmila | am unable to say how these events linked t
the development of Pietism in Rothenburg as thg published study of Rothenburg’s Reformation stops
1580, see P. Schattenmabrie Einfuhrung der Reformation in der ehemaligeicRestadt Rothenburg ob der
Tauber (1520-1580)Gunzenhausen, 1928). Like Kirchmeier (see nat¢éhé)father confessor of EHhelohann

Georg Joch, had also been educated at Wittenbeegh(ete 50), the bastion of Orthodox Lutheranism.
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The Rothenburg councillors rejected Kirchmeier'svposharing proposals in no
uncertain terms in a lengthy response to him writte behalf of the council by the city
jurists, in May 1682. Their rejection was unsunmgsin view of the longer-term history of
the city’s Lutheran Reformation which, from its @ption in 1544, had been grounded on the
basic principle that the (secular) city councilloontrolled theConsistoriumand had the
final say in all matters pertaining to the govemranof the city and its hinterland. Greater
clerical influence was possible within this contdxdt only when it was requested and
sanctioned by the councillors and when there wesisanably harmonious personal
relationships between councillors and clerics. Wimately for Kirchmeier, his chances of
establishing a good working relationship with tlecillors had deteriorated rapidly after
his appointment as Superintendent because of samedrfeud that began in 1681 between
Kirchmeier and Johann Balthasar Staud, the sertyomayor and Kirchmeier’s colleague on
the Consistorium By 1684 this feud, and the litigation and widecial discord it had caused,
were so serious that the councillors felt competitegeek advice from the legal and
theological faculties of the University of Tubingabout what was, by this point,

Kirchmeier's almost untenable position in the city.

Kirchmeier managed to keep his post, and Staudithda November 1685 calmed
the tide of enmity against him, but the rejectidmis proposed reforms, and the manner in
which he had been defeated and humiliated by Sthad;ouncil, and the municipal jurists
who had drawn up the legal advice and opinionsragj&iim, must have had a profound
impact on Kirchmeier and shaped his behaviour {hadouncillors’ reaction to it) in 1692.
For Kirchmeier, the Ehrflecase would have seemed like another (possibhditdt) chance
to enhance clerical power and restore his own dghed reputation; for the councillors, the

fact that it resurrected the threat to secularaitihthey felt had been laid to rest some years
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earlier helps explain their lack of support fordtimeier’s zeat™ It is noteworthy that the
Rothenburg councillors adopted this position soem'y before the famously anti-clerical
Lutheran jurist Christian Thomasius published resthant jurisprudential critiques of
‘...the theocratic form of criminal law’ which had@lved for the prosecution of witchcraft
and heresy and which had been a cornerstone oflam&tunter describes as *...the
Protestant sacral state as it had emerged betlWwedwo treaties, of Augsburg (1555) and
Westphalia (1648)*>! The actions of the Rothenburg councillors in 169% suggest that
Thomasius’s ‘territorialist’ position, in which lemphasized the territorial lord’s sovereign
control over the church and clergy in direct opposito the Lutheran Orthodox idea of
‘episcopalism’ (which advocated clerical controboveligious mattersy? was already
shared by the rulers of at least some Germandees, and was thus less radical in practice

than it was in the context of jurisprudential wrgiand theory.

The trial of Barbara Ehifieended with her execution on 10 June 1692; nodurifforts were
made to pursue the women she had been forced te asnvitches. Kirchmeier escaped the
consequences of his actions much more lightly. Mipai jurist Johann Georg Krauss drafted
a (highly critical) account of Kirchmeier’s intemon in the case for submission for advice

to the legal and theological faculties at the Ursitg of Tiibingen->* However, the

%0 The documentation relating to the Kirchmeier disga in StAN Ro. Rep. 2085 and 2088.
151 Hunter, The Secularisation of the Confessional Stape 149-50.

32 For discussion of episcopalism vs. territorialis®e J. Stroupihe Struggle for Identity in the Clerical
Estate. Northwest German Protestant Oppositiontisadutist Policy in the Eighteenth Centyteiden, 1984),
pp. 46-7.

133 StAR A925, unpaginated, bound into A925 after Kimeier's letter to the councillors, and an opinisnthe

case written by Krauss for the councillors.
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councillors decided against sending a neat cofyitingen®>* they probably felt that

another public humiliation of Kirchmeier would ehis career, and that it would do the city
no good to wash its dirty linen in public. In thede collective patriarchal self-interest won
out and the councillors and jurists closed ranksrtdect Kirchmeier. They could all agree
that Ehn@ was a malicious poisoner and ‘accursed bride@figwvil’, who had given in to

the devil to satisfy her abominable sexual Id3tshis way of thinking resonated with a
wider, deeply misogynistic, perception of the atghal witch amongst the male elites of
seventeenth-century Rothenburg as an adult womergate herself to the devil and
seduced others (usually children) into witchctaftThe events of 1692 appear also to have
extinguished what little enthusiasm for witch-tsithere had ever been amongst the secular
elite of Rothenburg. In 1709, when the city couocd were next faced with a self-confessed
child-witch (twelve-year-old Hans Caspar Kurrleivho claimed to have been taken to
witches’ gatherings by his aunt), they arrestediatetrogated the boy and his aunt, but
rapidly resolved the case by releasing the aunpanighing as slanderers the married couple

who had initially encouraged Kiirrlein to tell hisses®’ This approach signalled that the

154 A note on the draft states that it was not sefftioingen for ‘certain reasons’ (‘gewisse Ursachen’

1%° see footnote 1.

1% RowlandsNarratives of Witchcraftpp. 95-6, 158-60. Ehfiavould have been sentenced to death anyway
because of her (confessed) crime of attempted mbrgdpoison, see footnote 39.

Y Rowlands, ‘Hexenprozesse gegen Kinder’, p. 264 sHzaspar Kiirrlien lived with his cousin, Johann
Eberhard Schuhmacher and the latter's wife, Mapadonia. Maria Appolonia hated Johann Eberhard’s
mother (Hans Caspar’s aunt), Anna Schuhmacherparsiaded Hans Caspar to tell his tale of witchcraf
against her. Hans Caspar also simulated epilegias part of the attempted deception. Johannhabeand
Maria Appolonia Schuhmacher were both banishedléorder; this was a legal strategy that the colamsihad
used in other cases involving unfounded allegatainsitchcraft, see Rowlandgyitchcraft Narrativespp. 22-

29, 212-28. In Hans Caspar’s case, the counciligarded him as an innocent boy who had been dklogle

the devil as well as persuaded by morally corrgjpita into the sin of slander rather than the $iwitchcraft.
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councillors were no longer willing to take childtestories of witchcraft seriously or to allow the
city’s urban clerics to do so; thereafter witchtdi$appeared from the city’s legal records as tiena

of judicial concern.

To some extent these events can be viewed thrinvegiplanatory lens offered by the ‘crisis
of confidence’ model propounded by Erik Midelfostho argues that local elites who had overseen
mass witch-trials in parts of southwestern Germlaayfaith in the legal procedures available for
trying witches as a result; this ended their wijliess to pursue alleged witches at law long before
they stopped believing in witchcraff However, this explanation needs qualificationRathenburg;
the secular elites there had never sanctionedmarinced mass witch-trials, but had nonetheless
always been sceptical about their own ability &nitify witches at law, unwilling to treat witchctaf
as an exceptional crime and to risk executing pg@ti@ninnocent people as witches, and convinced
(for pragmatic and political reasons) that cauti@s better than haste in witch-tridl$These
attitudes were tested in the course of the sevetit@entury by the anxieties and dilemmas raised by
child-witches and growing clerical influence in th@ndling of their cases, but never radically

changed. The councillors’ response to Kirchmeiet@882 can thus perhaps be seen as a definitive

158 H. C. E. Midelfort,Witch Hunting in Southwestern Germany 1562-1684. Stcial and Intellectual
Foundationg(Stanford, CA, 1972), especially pp. 121-63. Thissis of confidence’ model has, for example,
been usefully applied to the decline of witch-sial the (Lutheran) Duchy of Wirttemberg by EdwBeyer,
see E. Bever, ‘The crisis of confidence in witcliceamd the crisis of authority’, in P. Benedict avd P.
Gutmann, edsEarly Modern Europe. From Crisis to Stabilifdewark, NJ, 2005), pp. 139-67. Interestingly
the Duchy of Wirttemberg’s last mass trial wasghgic started by and involving self-confessed ehiltthes
in Calw in 1684, see ibid., p. 154, and R. Walirslehl, ‘The devil's children: child witch-trialsni early
modern Germany'Continuity and Changel1:2 (1996) , pp. 171-89; it was quashed byirttervention of the
ducal authorities. The similarities between thenésén Wirttemberg and Rothenburg in the 1680s1&90s
suggest that more detailed comparison of the oglakiips between child-witch trials, clerical intemion, and
the politics and decline of witch-trials in Protast parts of Europe and its colonies is needethiosecond half
of the 17" century.

159 5ee Rowlandd)itchcraft Narratives
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assertion of their own power over the city’s clsyim other words, as more of an ‘expression’ than

‘crisis’ of judicial confidencelt would be wrong, however, to think that there \aay

scepticism about the devil at work in Rothenbur@®®2. On the contrary, the reason given
by the jurists and councillors for their refusatasie stories of witches’ gatherings seriously
was because they believed that the devil had tadhrpawer to deceive, and would use this
power to delude fallible humans into thinking thed been to witches’ gatherings and seen
certain people there when they had not really dmrf&” The devil did this to put innocent
lives at risk and weaken people’s faith; the collors would thus be doing the devil's —
rather than God'’s — work if they pursued witchigian this basi&®* This view of demonic
power, which was based on the medigvahon Episcopihad been expressed more or less
consistently in witch-trials in Rothenburg since tt680s°? and was not breached in 1692,

despite Kirchmeier’s best efforts.

This analysis of the Barbara Elffinease has shown that it was possible for a Luthiattver
confessor to act in the same way as the anonymatioli Witch Confessors pilloried in
1631 by Friedrich Spee; like their Catholic couptets, Kirchmeier (and to a lesser extent
Joch) used threats and false promises to forceEht@making a detailed confession of
witchcraft. With his suggestions to Elfinef the names of alleged participants at witches’

gatherings, Kirchmeier had gone much further thiarcblleague, and behaved in a way

180 StAR A925 KL, especially gs. 3, 7, 8 (questiond annotations by Krauss).

1 The jurors involved in the Salem witch-trials, whiresulted in 19 hangings, apologised in 169%éming
been deluded by the devil into condemning innopewiple to death, see ‘The Recantation of the Saleors’,
in A. C. Kors and E. Peters, edd/itchcraft in Europe 1100-1700. A Documentary Higt@hiladelphia PA,
1972; 11" paperback edn., 1995), pp. 358-9.

162 5ee footnote 128.
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similar to that of one priest described by Speey Wad passed on to the trial judges the
names of alleged witches given to him by prisokeirsng confession, and listed the names
of potential suspects in a notebook in order toarthke process of identifying the guilty more
efficient!®® The similarities between Kirchmeier and Spee’sfessors suggest that we need
to look at the role of Catholic and Lutheran ‘wittbnfessors’ in trials both collectively and
comparatively; to think more critically about threarplay between trial episodes and the
developing seventeenth-century critique of the ablevitch confessors’; and to consider the
extent to which their abuse of their spiritual powas one of the bundle of factors which

helped convince secular authorities to stop prdsegwitches altogether.

The Ehn@ case also shows the extent to which individualgered in explaining the
course of witch-trials and their outcomes. As titg< Superintendent, a father confessor to
Ehne3, and a preacher, Kirchmeier had a great dealwepto try to shape, not just the
Ehnep trial, but also wider communal opinion about wéstand what should be done about
them. That he was ultimately unsuccessful wasrgelpart due to the political and class-
based self-interest of the city councillors, bwas also linked to the fact that by 1692
Kirchmeier’'s personal popularity amongst his gtieers was at a low ebb, and to Barbara
Ehné’s own bravery in retracting the denunciations lsaé initially made and explaining to
her interrogators that she had been forced intamgakem by Kirchmeier. And, while
Ehné3’s voice was shaped by the context of her trial iamagkending execution, a genuine
sense of her indignation at Kirchmeier and JocH,their treatment of her, emanates from
the written records. As she put it, she had exeittem to comfort her with God’s word, not
force her into making denunciation, and certairdy lre about what they had done. Her
experience taught her a clear lesson about thechiggaand fallibility of learned men, which

the councillors were doubtless glad to draw a linder with her execution. In Kirchmeier's

163 SpeeCautio Criminalis(ed. Ritter), p. 78.
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case, personal experience mattered too; it is elglithat he would have sought, so rashly and
zealously, to intervene in the Elfinease in 1692, had he not spent the preceding yle@s
trying to save the soul of the self-confessed wiioly Hans Adam Kndspel. This suggests
that an enthusiasm for witch-finding was acquinehf experience rather than books, and
that the links between the developing pastoratimeat of child-witches, and clerical anxiety
about witchcraft and commitment to identifying andting out alleged witches, need to be
explored more closely. Finally, the fact that saVether Protestant areas (for example
Lemgo, Sweden, Salem, and Calw) experienced clgatignncidents involving children and
youngsters who claimed to have been bewitchedducsal into witchcraft in the second half
of the seventeenth centui}f suggests that these episodes were shaped - toestem at
least - by the verbal and written exchange of iddaisg networks of clerical communication
and mutual influence which crossed geographicahtaties and which also need further

investigation and analysis.
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164 See footnotes 133 and 158.



