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Gender, Ungodly Parents and a Witch-Family in Seventeenth-Century Ger many.

In the late spring of 1689, the peace of the Luthemperial city of Rothenburg ob der
Tauber was disturbed by an eleven-year-old bogddtlans Adam Kndspel, who claimed he
had been taken to a witches’ sabbath by his mathé&Walpurgis Eve of that year. The
Kndspels lived on Gallows Street, a main thoroughfanning into the city centre from the
Gallows Gate in the city wall; the street was sabnzz with gossip about Hans Adam’s
tales. While his stories were circulating, rumoais arose that his mother, Anna Maria, had
lamed a neighbour called Catharina Dorndorf by lataft, shortly after Catharina had given
birth on Maundy Thursday. These events proved tihéeatalyst for a witch-trial that began
in June, lasted until August, and saw Hans Adamhasidhother gaoled and interrogated, and
his father and sister formally questioned, aboetaleged acts of witchcraft connected with
their family. This judicial phase of the case endatth the banishment of Anna Maria

Kndspel from Rothenburg; Hans Adam’s father wasddrto give up his citizenship and
leave the city with his daughter, and the boy wassigned to the municipal hospital, where
he was kept until his death in 1698, and where & subjected to a long and, at times, brutal
effort by the Rothenburg clerics to redeem his .sOwkrall the case produced over 250 pages
of written documentation (including medical, thegital and legal opinions, as well as
witness statements and interrogations), and regul@ies in the minute-books of the

Rothenburg Church Council, Gonsistoriunt

Drawing on these sources and a wealth of prosopbgral material relating to the
Knospels, this article offers a close analysishefeévents of 1689 which furthers our

understanding of ‘witch-family trials’ and the gired beliefs that underpinned such trials

! The legal records are in Staatsarchiv Niirnberg &uthrg Repertorium (hereafter StAN Ro. Rep.) vO82
fos. 620-872; the Consistoriumminutes in StAN Ro. Rep. vol. 2094. For their hielgnabling me to research
this article, | am grateful to the staff of the &&archiv in Nuremberg, Angelika Tarokic and LudWichnurrer
of the Stadtarchiv in Rothenburg, Herbert EidermnBard Mall, and Rita Voltmer.
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and their handling in a late-seventeenth-centumhéran context. A key aim will be to assess
the extent to which the patriarchal elite of lageenteenth-century Rothenburg was willing
to adopt a new stereotype of the nuclear witch4ignm which ungodly witch-parents were
imagined as giving their children to the devil, alnil will argue emerged from Catholic parts
of Germany as a result of the interplay betweeaistridemonological texts, and print culture,
between 1580 and 1630. | will also suggest that suitch-families’ spoke to wider

concerns amongst post-Reformation elites abouttpertance of the godly upbringing of
children and their doubts about parental abilitdédiver this adequately; ‘witch-families’

thus evoked anxieties about ‘bad’ parenting whielpéd shape longer-term developments in

state-organised education and official interventiaa allegedly ‘failing’ families.

The term ‘witch-family trial’ Hexenfamilienproze¥svas first coined in 1987 by Wolfgang
Behringer in his book about witch-prosecution ia @atholic Duchy of Bavaria, to denote a
distinct category of witch-trial which emerged ret1650s, was particularly prominent
between 1690 and 1730, involved the prosecutiomhaile families rather than just their
female members, and began with a child’s denumciaif its own immediate relativés.
Since 1987, however, no work has been publishediwtakes the witch-family trial, or the
stereotype of the witch-family, as its specificdedor a German territory; indeed, despite the
fact that historians have long recognised thatalfal relationship to another reputed,
accused or executed witch placed an individualgitdr risk of accusation him- or herself,
little work has been done which takes the witchifarfunderstood as both an individual
household and lineage) as its central categoryaliyais. Notable exceptions to this

generalisation are articles by Willem de Blécoart,witch-families in the Dutch province of

> Wolfgang Behringertexenverfolgung in Bayern. Volksmagie, Glaubensaifd Staatsrason in der Frithen
Neuzeit(Munich, 1987), 350-2.
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Drenthe, and Deborah Willis, on the witch-familythe print culture of Elizabethan and
Jacobean England. Both authors make invaluableibatbns to our understanding of the
ways in which early-modern witch-families were inreegl and how such ideas were
gendered in specific regional contexts. De Blégdartexample, painstakingly delineates the
family connections of people who were slandereditches in Drenthe to argue that
witchcraft reputation was gendered, with whole fesicategorised under the stereotype of
either the male profit-making, or the female hampwitch, and that it was passed on,
usually across (at most) three generatibs. Blécourt’s work shows the importance of
exploring popular beliefs about the intergeneraidransmission of witchcraft reputation
from a gendered perspective, but the fact thahleseto do this through slander cases from a
region which was relatively free from witch-triaglad the influence of demonological ideas
means that the impact of these factors, which coagape ideas about witch-families, is
absent from his work. Willis’s argument that a n&@reotype of a witch-family in which
children were taught witchcraft by their parentseeged ‘as an alternative to that of the
solitary witch’ in printed pamphlets about Englistich-trials between 1590 and 1620 is
important and will be discussed further below, @lilh she seems unaware of the extent to
which the emergence of this stereotype was proldibhen by developments in continental
European demonolodyWillis's suggestion that the making of this steype was linked in
England mainly to class-based concerns that wiohilfes ‘were a subset of a larger group
of the undeserving and probably irredeemably pderalso overplayed; moreover, the
limitations of the English source material (prinfgmphlets, in which an often anonymous

author summarised the main features of a witcth{tirgpublic sale), mean that Willis is

* Willem de Blécourt, ‘Hexenfamilien-Zauber(er)gesatiiter. Das Beispiel Drenthe (17.-19. Jahrhundént)’
Eva Labouvie and Ramona Myrrhe (edsgmilienbande — Familienschande. Geschlechtervémisie in
Familie und Verwandtschaf€ologne; Weimar; Vienna, 2007).

* Deborah Willis, ‘The Witch-Family in Elizabethandadacobean Print Culturedpurnal for Early Modern
Cultural Studies13 (2013), 14.

® Ibid., 20.
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unable to explore the dynamics of the trial asce@ss, which in the German context acted as
a crucible within which different ideas about wifamilies could be gathered, tested, and
even re-worked, and in which family members cowddrieated with nuanced difference,

according to their age and gender, and the idedpaaorities of the men judging them.

The Knoéspel case from Rothenburg offers an excegitiopportunity to examine
beliefs about, and the social and legal treatmgraroalleged witch-family in a late-
seventeenth-century Lutheran context, for a vaoétgasons. The fact that the case can be
linked to an earlier witch-trial involving Hans Aalés paternal grandparents in 1663, means
that beliefs about the intergenerational transmrssi witchcraft reputation within the
family, and the key points at which neighbourhoochours about the family crystallized into
formal accusation, can be explored in forensicidéibe richness of the trial records, and the
availability of other municipal sources (tax-listhurch-registers, and records relating to
craft-groups, guardianship, and the acquisitionitidenship), make possible the creation of
life-histories of the major protagonists, an apptoarhich enables us to set the exceptional
episode of their witch-trials into the wider cortex this family’s history, and demonstrates
the importance of prosopography for the witchchégtorian® Finally, the complexity of the
Kndspel case, and the fact that it involved cledifferentiated judicial and pastoral phases,
also mean that we can explore how and why diffemernbers of the Kndspel family were
treated in different ways by the authorities, ashehtify the differing opinions on the boy and

his parents held by the jurists, physicians andadevho advised the city councillors.

® Cf. Gisela Wilbertz, ‘Hexenverfolgung und BiograghPerson und Familie der Lemgoerin Maria Rampkhda
(1645-1705), in Gisela Wilbertz, Gerd Schwerhaiflalirgen Scheffler (edsBexenverfolgung und
Regionalgeschichte. Die Grafschaft Lippe im VedjiéBielefeld, 1994).
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Formal investigation of the Kndspel family beganlodune 1689, when the city councillors
(the sixteen men of the urban patriciate who riRethenburg and its rural hinterland and
acted as the territory’s highest criminal courjered Hans Adam Kndspel and two of his
neighbours to appear at the town hall to give siatés’ Successive generations of
Rothenburg councillors adopted a cautious judeggdroach towards witchcraft allegations
throughout the early modern period, refusing tegatise witchcraft as an exceptional crime,
and preferring to treat unfounded rumours of witaftcas instances of slander, factors which
combined to ensure that the city experienced dmlget executions for witchcraft (in 1629,
1673 and 1692) and no large-scale witch-hfitswever, the councillors usually felt
compelled to take official action in cases invotyichildren like Hans Adam, with which

they had been grappling since the late-sixteentkucg This was because a child’s stories of
witches’ gatherings unsettled a community, damathegeputations of people named as
sabbath-attenders, either of the child’s own \atitior in response to questions put by those
keen to use the child as a ‘witch-identifier’ whautd make public hitherto unspoken
suspicions of witchcraft. Such children also podificult legal, theological and practical
guestions for the authorities: Were they malicibars or victims of the forces of evil? Were
they legally reliable witnesses against others?dWparts of their stories were real and
which fantasy? And how should they be treated duzind after their trialSFrom the late
1620s the councillors tended to believe that sindldren had been seduced against their will
into witchcraft by the adult women whom they inedlly claimed had taken them night-
flying, but this view was never set in stone, arabwested afresh with each new case. The
Knospel case had the added complication of invgharchild who accused his own, living

mother of witchcraft. This had not happened in Rathurg since 1587, when a six-year-old

" StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62625

8 Alison RowlandsWitchcraft Narratives in Germany: Rothenburg, 158352(Manchester, 2003), esp. 14-80.
® The councillors dealt with eleven youngstersneliseduction stories from 1587 to 1709, see Alison
Rowlands, ‘Hexenprozesse gegen Kinder in Rothenblirder Tauber, 1587-1709’, in Wolfgang Behringad a
Claudia Opitz-Belakhal (edsKjinderhexen — Kinderbanden - Hexenkin¢@ielefeld, forthcoming 2015).
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boy from the village of Hilgartshausen had tolda\s (almost identical to that of Hans
Adam Knospel) of flying with his mother to a witahielance® After 1587, the adult female
witch-seductress remained central to all witchanaftratives constructed by self-
incriminating child-witches, but until 1689 she wasgined as a woman with a quasi-
maternal relationship to the child (a god-mothestér-mother, or mistress), or a birth-
mother who was already dead, rather than a liviother, as was the case with Hans Adam
and Anna Maria Knospel. A final factor which promgtcouncil intervention in 1689 was
that local memories would still have been freskhefexecution for witchcraft of twenty-two-
year-old Anna Margaretha Rohn, the daughter of taé&turg plasterer, in 1673, after she
had claimed to be a witch and the victim of demaiilictions since 1664* Hers was only
the second execution for witchcraft ever to taleelin Rothenburg and the first of a
member of a citizen/craftsman’s family, an occuceewhich must have heightened

communal fears about the presence of evil at thet loé the city.

Hans Adam Kndspel was small for his age; on 1 Jo@eouncillors noted that he
looked about nine years old, although they estiadtisubsequently that he was eleven by
checking the registers of the city’s parish chustst James? Baptised there on 9 February
1678, he was the youngest of the seven childré&eotg Adam Kndspel, a citizen and
master cartwright, and his wife, Anna Maria (néegw&i) ™ six of whom were still alive in
1689: Michael (born 1665); Georg (born 1667); MaMiargaretha (born 1671); Magdalena

Barbara (born 1672); Anna Maria (born 16743nd Hans Adam. Only Hans Adam and

2 RowlandsWitchcraft Narratives81-104. This trial was stopped because the baydeamed too unreliable a
witness; he and his mother were released unpunished

" Rowlands, ‘Hexenprozesse gegen Kinder’, 262-3.

12 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 623v, 691r.

13 Evang.-Lutherisches Dekanat Rothenburg (hereBft&R), St Jakob Taufregisterol. 5 fo. 223

4 ELDR St Jakob Taufregisterol. 5 fos. 11(Michael); 31 (Georg); 101 (Maria Margaretha); 123Magdalena

Barbara); 148(Anna Maria). Hans Adam was named after a brotter had died soon after birth in 1670,

ibid., fo. 7.
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Maria Margaretha were living with their parentsta time of the trial® The other sisters
were probably in service in other households; driéams Adam’s brothers (probably
Michael, who had completed his apprenticeship @mavright with his father between 1683
and 1686° was working as a journeyman in the town of Uffeinin'’ Hans Adam’s life
experience and life chances differed markedly ftbase of his siblings, as he had suffered
from birth from epilepsy; he may have inherited illreess from his paternal grandmother,
although this was not remarked upon in his triabrds*® His epilepsy was severe and
probably the cause of his sudden death at the fageenty on 2 September 1693.

According to evidence given by his father in 1688ns Adam suffered two or three seizures
a day, injuring himself in the course of some segby falling and hitting his head on
furniture?®° Hans Adam’s mental and social development had sticertainly been affected

by his iliness and any additional head injuriesrtegy have sustained over the years in falls.
In 1689 he was still unable to recite the Lord’ayer (the first and most essential element of
faith a Lutheran child was meant to learn by réitently;?* his school-master and his mother
told the authorities that he was a slow learnett) Wie former describing him as a ‘fool’ and
his mother stating that he was a foolish boy whe nat right in the heatf.Hans Adam

began to attend school only shortly before thefdidvents of 1689 because (according to

!> Maria Margaretha was probably at home becauseabereeded to help with Hans Adam, or because she
was between terms of service as a maidservantathéeen in service since the age of thirteen, SRANRep.
2087 fo. 693 No legal action was taken against the Kndspétiam who were not living at home in 1689,
because the council did not want the trial to edealand because their geographical separationtfrem
household weakened their reputations.

'® Stadtarchiv Rothenburg (hereafter StARburts- und Lehrbrief8523 fo. 18%184.

7 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 784Journeymen cartwrights had to work for at least years before they could
become masters, see StAAndwerkerordnungeAl1294a, fos. 189197.

18 Hans Adam’s paternal grandmother was Barbara Wirtiose trial for witchcraft in 1663 is discussatet in
this article; her trial-records note that she ‘preted’ to be ill with epileptic fits, see StARgichtenbuchA902
(unpaginated), second interrogation of BarbaraW\(28 July 1663). In 1689 Hans Adam’s parents asters
confirmed that he had had epilepsy from birth, SN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62528, 651, 693.

9 bid., fo. 620. He was buried on 5 September, see EIS2Rakob Sterberegisteol. 1642 Il fo. 230(which
designates him a hospital inmate).

20 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62828.

*! Ipid., fos. 69§ 707

2 |bid., fos. 691-691' (schoolmaster), fos. 654710 (Anna Maria Kndspel). It was also noted that Hadsus
could form no letters when asked to do so on 1 1688, fo. 625
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his parents) the family was too poor to afford shhool-fees for hini® his parents may,
however, have taken the pragmatic decision to iness in his education than that of his
siblings because of the unlikelihood of him evenbeable to earn his own livird.He spent
his days at home and on Gallows Street, where hi#dWave been socially marginalised
because of the horror and fear that epilepticsfitsked in early modern onlookérsin this
context it is easier to understand why he begaaelithis story of the witches’ gathering; it
was a way of gaining attention and small treatsifreighbours, some of whom gave him

pennies or marbles in return for a repetition sftaie®®

During questioning in 1689 Anna Maria Knospedtttie city councillors that Hans
Adam had been born with epilepsy because she tedasiocal epileptic man having fits
during church service while she was pregnant vieéhioy?’ The idea that a pregnant woman
could affect her foetus unwittingly by means of whlae experienced physically or saw
externally was a commonplace in early-modern Geyiait clearly held such strong
explanatory sway in late-seventeenth-century Rdthenthat no-one in the course of the

Kndspel trial suggested that Anna Maria might heawesed her son’s epilepsy by malevolent

% |pid., fos. 651, 797,

24 Children suffering from serious mental or physitlakss or disability (including epilepsy) couldtrgo into
service or apprenticeship; if poor or unsupportgdhieir families, they often fell into vagrancy alife of
crime, unless they were lucky enough to be admittiedimunicipal hospital, poor-house or foundlirgre; see
Joel F. HarringtonThe Unwanted Child. The Fate of Foundlings, Orphansl Juvenile Criminals in Early
Modern GermanyChicago and London, 2009), esp. 187-8.

% bid., 262. Harrington notes that this was becausheépectacle of the seizure and the (erroneouspfea
contagion on the part of onlookers. In Rothenbaoogcerns about the spectacle of an epileptic maimddits
during church service were raised at @ansistoriumn April 1690, perhaps in direct response to tm&gpel
case. The man lived in the hospital but attendeg#rish church of St James. The urban clericsldddhat he
should be encouraged to attend the hospital chinetbad; if he insisted on going to St James, haldvoave to
sit in a specific seat where he would be largetidbn from the view of the rest of the congregatsmg StAN
Ro. Rep. 2094 fo. 199. (This volume is paginatedemto and verso sides).

% Andreas Schneeberger gave Hans Adam a marblésfetdry and Johann Michael Leupold a penny, StAN
Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62523 (Schneeberger), 634(Leupold).

" bid., fo. 735v. This was recognised by contemporaagea possible cause of epilepsy, see Owsei Temkin,
The Falling Sickness. A History of Epilepsy from @Greeks to the Beginnings of Modern Neurolfrgyised
second edn, Baltimore and London, 1971), 186. Aviada called this man Melbers Michael; he was plipa
the epileptic referred to in 1690 (see n. 25 ahcagHans Adam Knéspel referred in 1692 to an pfdealled
Falling Michael who lived in the hospital, StAN Rep. 2087 fo. 802

2 Cf. Ulinka Rublack, ‘Pregnancy, childbirth and fleenale body in early modern Germaniyast & Present
150 (1996).
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magical means. This was despite the fact that adeaHongstanding reputation for harmful
witchcraft which predated his birth and which slae had from her youtf?.Born in 1638 or
1639%° she had grown up in Niederstetten in the smaittey of Haltenbergstetten, which
was ruled by the Counts of Hatzfeld and lay toithemediate northwest of the Rothenburg
rural hinterland®* Her aged mother, Anna, was still alive in 168¢ha@ligh completely

blind.** Anna Maria insisted to the Rothenburg counciltbet she had only ever been taught
to fear God and to work hard by her mother andefaftihe two core duties of all pious
parents)** however, further enquiries made by the councilidrthe Hatzfeld authorities
elicited confirmation that Anna Wéagner had a coasalle reputation for harmful magic in
Niederstetten, and that people thought little afdeughter Anna Maria as a restfltt is
unclear why mother and daughter had such poorag&puos; the Hatzfeld authorities stated
that no formal charge of witchcraft had ever beeught against them and that their
reputations were based only on the idle gossip@tbmmon mart However, a clue may

lie in the fact that, when Georg Adam Knospel appedefore the Rothenburg city council
on 26 October 1664 to take his citizenship oathgdae Anna Maria, she was described as a
miller's daughter from Niederstett€hMillers’ families were at heightened risk of atttiag
suspicions of witchcraft because communities depeérah millers, yet also distrusted them
and suspected them of enriching themselves atrile@hbours’ expense; members of
millers’ families were a distinct sub-group of tkasxecuted for witchcratft in the villages of

Ruwer and Eitelsbach during Germany'’s first magstwhunt in Electoral Trier in the late-

29 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 72315.
%0 Anna Maria said that she thought she was fiftgalune 1689bid., fo. 651.
3L wilfried Beutter, ‘Niederstetten unter den Hatat&lin Walter Kriiger (ed.)650 Jahre Stadt Niederstetten
(Niederstetten, 1991).
%2 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 704 Anna must have been in her 70s or 80s by 1689.
*pid., fo. 651.
3 bid., fos. 704" (letter from the councillors to the Hatzfeld auities); 705" (their response, 20 June 1689).
35 i
Ibid..
% StARBiirgerbuchB42 fo. 131 Anna Maria’s father was dead by 1689 and not mhiméhe trial-records.
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sixteenth century’ for example, while the last person executed fachdraft in the Lutheran
Principality of Hohenlohe, parts of which adjointdeé Rothenburg hinterland to the west and

southeast, was a miller’s wife, in 1672.

Anna Maria thus brought at least a latent reputafoo witchcraft with her when she
settled in Rothenburg in 1664; she and Georg Adaisidel married in the church of St
James on 15 November 1664, shortly after Georg Alaanacquired citizenship of the
town > Georg Adam had slightly deeper familial roots iwtfenburg than his wife; his
mother, Barbara (born February 1613), was the thaaghter of a Rothenburg butcher,
Georg Schubef® Georg Adam’s father was Adam Knéspel, a baker fiatkenau in
Saxony** where Georg Adam had probably been born in 1638%88%? Adam Knospel died
while Georg Adam was young; Barbara returned aglawto Rothenburg with her son and
married for a second time, to Michael Wirth, on &dber 1647 Michael Wirth was also a
widower at the time of their marriage. He had firerried (and gained citizenship rights in
Rothenburg) in 1646 his first wife had probably died in May 1647He was originally
from Gammesfeld, a village in the Rothenburg hiatet; his father, cartwright Hans Wirth,

had moved his family to take up citizenship of Fasthurg in 1641, probably to seek safety

3" Rita Voltmer, ‘Ruwer und Eitelsbach in der Friitéeuzeit: Dorfer vor Gericht — Ruwer und Eitelsbach
wahrend der grossen Hexenverfolgung am Ende delahéunderts’, in Matthias Kordel (ed3eschichte und
Kultur des Trierer Landeévol. 2; Trier, 2003), esp. 121-2.

% Thomas RobisheauXhe Last Witch of Langenburg. Murder in a Germalfeye (New York and London,
2009).

39 ELDR St Jakob Eheregisterl. 3 fo. 148 We do not know how Anna Maria and Georg Adam rsle¢ may
have been in service in Rothenburg before theiriage.

“0 ELDR St Jakob Taufbuchol. 3 fo. 328, Georg Schubert from Archshofen became a Rothentitizen in
1607, StARBirgerbuchB42 fo. 35.

“Lbid., fo. 131; ELDR St Jakob Eheregisterl. 3 fo. 148

2 Georg Adam’s mother, Barbara Wirth, confirmed haswwenty-four during her trial for witchcraft it6@3,
StAR A902, third interrogation of Barbara Wirth (2udly 1663).

“3 ELDR St Jakob Eheregisteml. 3 fo. 101

“4|bid., fo. 97; StAR BiirgerbuchB42 fol. 163. Wirth's first wife was Sabina Elisabeth Falckudater of
Rothenburg musician Lorenz Falck.

4> A daughter was born to the couple in May 1647, RIS Jakob Taufregisterl. 4 fo. 506, Sabina Elisabeth
probably died in or shortly after childbirth.
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behind the city walls from the depredations of Thirty Years War?® It is unclear when the
Wirths took up residence on Gallows Street, butdafirth was described as a cartwright
from Gallows Street in the church register entnyHis burial on 11 April 1647 Michael
Wirth served his apprenticeship as a cartwrighbis father between 1640 and 163and
would then have left Rothenburg to ply his trada gsurneyman elsewhere for at least two
years. He probably took over the Wirth family’s Bals Street premises after his father’s
death in April 1647, an event which also necessitéiis second marriage to Barbara Knospel
in October of that year. A tax-list from 1651 putril in the middle rank of urban wealth;

in 1653, he bought the Gallows Street propertyciinad presumably been rented
previously by the family® Michael and Barbara Wirth had six children: Halnsr(i 1648);
Stefan (born 1651); Margaretha Barbara (born 16838)ena Barbara (born 1655); an infant
who died at birth in 1656; and Joseph (born 165They raised Georg Adam Knospel
alongside these step-siblings; this explains whgdmpleted an apprenticeship as a
cartwright with Michael Wirth between 1654 and 16&ther than following the trade of his

birth-father by becoming a bak®r.
11l

Georg Adam Knospel's life changed dramatically @3 when the flourishing household of
his stepfather and mother was destroyed by acousatif witchcraft against them. Michael
Wirth was the main target; he was accused of havinglered his neighbour, a citizen and

master farrier/blacksmith called Georg Leupoldpisans of a bewitched drink. Wirth’s

“6 StARBirgerbuchB42 fo. 97.

*" ELDR St Jakob Sterberegisté642 vol. 2 fo. 22

“8 StAR Einschreibebuch der Schmiede- und WagnerlehrlBi@&5 (unpaginated), entry for 1643.

*9 StAR Steuerlistel 651 B1269 fo. 118

* Reference was made to the purchase of the hougérttyin December 1653 by city mayor Johann Georg
Styrzel, see StARmtsbiichlein Styrz&197 fo. 65

L ELDR St Jakob Taufregisterol. 4 fos. 532(Hans); 573(Stefan); 595r (Margaretha Barbara); 6@@lena
Barbara); 653Joseph); ELDRSt JakolSterberegiste 642 vol. 2 fo. 52(stillborn infant).

2 StAR Einschreibebuch der Schmiede- und WagnerlehrlBg85 (unpaginated), entry for 1657.
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neighbours also believed he could wither fruit$rbg his touch and that he possessed a book
of ritual magic which he used to give himself afiaimadvantage at musket-shooting
contests? Barbara Wirth had supposedly helped her husbahisisupernatural activities
and was thus guilty by association. This assumpégrat the heart of the official summary
of her casé? and was also reflected in gossip circulating Bchy; a woman called Rummel
Meigel had been overheard commenting that if Barlbad been taught witchcraft, then it
was by her husband, not her pareénfBhis statement is noteworthy as it suggests taite
the transmission of witchcraft knowledge betweenuses was believed possible, with
married couples who were reputed to be witchespingpup occasionally in the city’s legal
records?® the intergenerational transmission of such knogde@nd thus of reputation for
witchcraft) was imagined as most common in earlyglern Rothenburd’ This reflected a
view (prevalent in many parts of Europe) of witcftas a learned art, the skills, rituals and
even paraphernalia of which were imagined as beasged on from older initiates to those
younger than themselves, often in the context@hibusehold® The neighbourhood

anxieties expressed against Michael Wirth as a imgrmitch, and the authorities’

%3 See RowlanddWitchcraft Narratives164-8; StARUrgichtenbuchA902 (unpaginated), December 1662-July
1663; StARBIutbuchB665 fos. 7577".

> |bid.

5 StAR A902, statement by Jonas Schneller, 31 J6631

%% See for example the case of Barbara Brosam ofritgein (1561), whose husband Paulus was accused of
having helped her in her witchcraft; his parentés@ibetha and Veit Brosam) were also reputed wichethe
seventeenth century, married couples began toréeatitsome children’s stories of seduction intochitraft,
although the woman was always the dominant fignckthe main focus of legal investigation; see tses
involving Catharina and Mathes Leimbach of Wettein1652) and Anna and Leonhardt Maas of Rothenburg
(1673). All cases are listed in Rowlandigitchcraft Narratives212-28.

*"|bid.; Barbara Brosam was thought to have been tauigthavaft by her parents-in-law; Appolonia, Anna
and Georg Kellner of Finsterlohr by their mothes§3); the mother and grandmother of Anna Weh of
Oberstetten were reputed witches (1582), as wesethf Babelein Kuch of Hilgartshausen (1587); tued
Gebsattel herdsman was believed to have passeid oeplatation to his children (1627, 1652). Theaitleat
older witches initiated youngsters into their agsnalso central to cases involving self-incrimingtthild-
witches.

*8 This view was so important it was enshrined in iahe early sixteenth century; clause forty-fofithe

code of criminal law issued for the Holy Roman Erapn 1532 listed ‘offering to teach other peoptavtto do
magic’ and ‘keeping particular company with othercgrers’ as two of the four key proofs of witcttraee
Gustav Radbruch (edDje Peinliche Gerichtsordung Kaiser Karls V. vor82%Stuttgart; &' edn, ed. Arthur
Kaufmann, 1984), 52. For examples of this beliefrfrother parts of Europe, see Voltmer, ‘Ruwer und
Eitelsbach’, esp. 135-7 (Electoral Trier); de Blétp'Hexenfamilien-Zauber(er)geschlechter’, (the
Netherlands); Willis, ‘Witch-Family’, (England).
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willingness to take them seriously, were also uaufur Rothenburg, where the stereotype of
the harming witch was gendered as female, straaigiiye popular level and very strongly
amongst the urban elité What probably made people at all social levelsewaitling to

believe Wirth might be a harming witch was not &ayily reputation of his own (no
reference was made in 1663 to any previous suspdafiavitchcraft linked to the Wirth
lineage) but the fact that he had been a ringlealderotests against the councillors over their
financial management of Rothenburg in the early0s8%By 1663 he was probably

generally perceived as a witch-like disturber & flocial peace, and treated accordingly. This
perception would have been strengthened by Widaf@ant actions in 1663. He travelled to
Ansbach, the capital city of the neighbouring tersi of Brandenburg-Ansbach, at an early
stage of the investigations into the charges aghinson the pretext of a business deal, and
decided not to risk arrest by returning to Rotheg8tiIFrom Ansbach he pursued a vigorous
campaign in his own defence, employing a lawyesusaing his detractors of slander, and
sending long letters protesting his innocence ¢oRbthenburg councif. While Wirth’s
reaction seems sensible to us, his flight wouldehaaen taken as a sign of guilt (and further
evidence of his rebelliousness) by the councillbiis.efforts were anyway fruitless; he was
deprived of his citizenship and banished from Roltheg and its rural hinterland in absentia
on 1 August 1663 for the crime of sorc&f\Barbara Wirth (Georg Adam Knospel's birth-

mother), who had been left behind in Rothenburd Wwer children, suffered this fate in

9 Wirth was the only man who was not already a regeinning man or treasure-seeker prosecuted for
harmful witchcraft in Rothenburg, see Rowlandtchcraft Narratives135-79.

9 M. Weigel,Rothenburger ChronikRothenburg ob der Tauber, 1904), 222.

%1 He seems to have been an unusually skilled crafisnhose coach-building skills were sought out ffam
afield. A Rothenburg chronicler suggested that kMiktd after being warned (presumably about his iinemt
arrest) by friends, StAR B2Klbrecht Annalesentry for 1663. Although both Lutheran territari¢he
relationship between Rothenburg and the MargradBrandenburg-Ansbach had long been strained.
%2 StAR UrgichtenbuchA902, letters by Wirth from March, April and Jul$63.

% StAR BlutbuchB665 fos. 7%77".
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reality, after being arrested and interrogatedetires, once under threat of tortGtéder
subsequent pleas for clemency fell on deaf &dtse Wirth children were left in Rothenburg
in the care of officially appointed guardiaifshereafter both she and Michael Wirth

disappeared from the city’s historical recéfd.

The events of 1663 were a double-edged sword fentyvfour-year-old Georg Adam
Kndspel. His stepfather’'s sudden departure fronh&uburg and the youth of his
stepbrothers enabled him to attain the status ai@gependent adult male more quickly than
would have been the case otherwise. He becamizarcitnd married in 1664,and almost
certainly took over the Gallows Street workshopatad by Michael Wirth as a master
cartwright around the same time, a prized positiaine hierarchy of his craft-group and the
city community that would otherwise have gone taiiel Wirth’s eldest son Hans, who
was only fourteen, and still an apprentice carthtiign August 1663° However, his
mother’s treatment (by his stepfather and the clors) must have engendered feelings of
resentment in Georg Adam, while the banishmenisfrtother and stepfather weakened his
networks of family support, and put him and his damily, as the descendants of convicted

witches, at greater risk of being accused of witafithemselves. This may explain why

®bid., and StAR A902, interrogations on 21, 23 anduy. Anyone banished from Rothenburg was marched
down Gallows Street and out of Gallows Gate; Balthus had to walk past her own house on her wagfou
town.

% Barbara wrote to the council in 1664 begging tadsadmitted to Rothenburg, signing her letter Beabnée
Schubert, to emphasize her father’s lineage arsbdiate herself from Wirth, whom she appears nbgtce
joined in exile, and listing all that she had bé&mced to abandon in Rothenburg in 1663 (houseqaty,
children, siblings, friends), StAR A902, letter e@tl5 June.

% StAR VormundschaftsbucB674 fo. 188. The councillors’ severity towards Barbara wasbataly due to
their failure to get their hands on Michael in 1663

7 As a master-cartwright, Wirth was better placeghthis wife to earn a living elsewhere; he did (@stmight
have been expected, given his flight there in 18f®) citizenship of Ansbach; | am grateful to DoMgang F.
Reddig of the Ansbach City Archive, for confirmitigs.

% See n. 36 and n. 39 above.

%9 Hans was born on 22 December 1648 (ELE1Rakob Taufregistaml. 4 fo. 539) and began a three-year
apprenticeship with his father in 1661 (St&Rburts- und Lehrbriefd1573 fos. 448451). Hans left
Rothenburg, became a soldier, and finally settked successful cartwright/innkeeper in Nordsteimkieower
Saxony in 1674, despite a reputation for white maggebid. and Ludwig Schnurrer, ‘Rothenburg in der
Fremde’,Die Linde51 (1969). His brother Stefan was refused admissi@an apprenticeship by the
Rothenburg butchers in 1666 because of their fatiheputation, StARAmtsbiichlein Styrz&198 fos. 240
244.
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Georg Adam married the already reputed Anna Mardgh¥r in the aftermath of his family’s
disgrace in 1664; in urgent need of a wife in otdeiound his own household, she was
probably the best spouse he could hope for, arelwacsa. This suggests that, in some early
modern German towns, the offspring of reputed wgalhents may have had to inter-marry,
like the children of municipal executioners, to gekeir dishonour contained, and that
witchcraft was seen as akin to a dishonourabledafiting trade’® Georg Adam and Anna
Maria probably hoped they could escape formal natsen for witchcraft by working hard,
being neighbourly, and expressing the expecteddefd_utheran piety, especially as they
had the good fortune to live in a territory whernéchcraft allegations more likely to be
treated as instances of slander than the catalystifch-trials by the authorities. The
Kndspels used this precedent to their advantage mast one occasion some years before
1689, when the Gallows Towerkeeper’s wife blameadsbe’s illness on Anna Maria’s
witchcraft. The Kndspels complained about thigw ¢ity council and the Gallows

Towerkeeper’s wife was forced to retract the rumasislandef*

Even so, the Knospel household had become soaaligted by the 1680s; no
neighbours testified unequivocally on their belaifing the legal investigation of 1689.
Moreover, Georg Adam Kndspel's name was conspicbguts absence from the records of
his occupational group of master cartwrights amdefdblacksmiths; he appears to have

trained no apprentices other than his own son, itk By 1689 he was in debt and Anna

7® See Joel F. Harringtolie Ehre des Scharfrichters. Meister Franz odertéenkersleben im 16. Jahrhundert
(Munich, 2014), 53-4, and Kathy Studbtefiled Trades and Social Outcasts. Honour and&iRollution in

Early Modern GermanyCambridge, 2006). Like that of an executionernamaria’s presence and touch were
regarded by her neighbours as polluting and dangesee n. 85 below.

" StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62857.

"2 Knospel was not listed in any of the entries i ook recording the taking on of apprentices sy hi
occupational group of cartwrights and farrier/bwiiths; by contrast, the names of his neighbour,
farrier/blacksmith Georg Adam Leupold, and Leupsldfothers, Georg David and Georg Leupold (alsaenas
farrier/blacksmiths) occur regularly, StAR B755tféas from 1636-1701).
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Maria took in yarn to spin to support the housetesldnomy’? This may have been because
trade was poor or Georg Adam a mediocre craftsimangver, it probably also indicates a
household with which others were increasingly ulmglto interact for social or business
reasons, because of its reputation for witchcBaft1689 Anna Maria was so strongly
rumoured to be a witch in the Gallows Street neagithood that some local women were
willing to testify that they tried to keep her awlagm them during childbirth and the lying-in
period’* These were times when bonds of kinship and neigtibess were strengthened
between women by the visits paid to the mothereoydie relatives and friends; to be
excluded from these visits was clear evidence afaAMaria’s social ostracism and other
people’s fear of her. It was therefore unsurprighreg the rumours which helped start the trial
in 1689 centred on maleficium worked in connectioth child-birth. Tawer Georg

Dorndorf, one of two neighbours called on to gitegesments about the Kndspels on 1 June
1689, asserted that Anna Maria was reputed toumh ‘a woman’ (that is, a harming witch)
throughout Gallows Street, and that she had laneedife, Catharina. Dorndorf explained
that Catharina had experienced sudden agony ilegeafter giving birth on Maundy
Thursday 1689, but only after Anna Maria Knospel msisted on helping Catharina’s
mother to wash Catharina’s soiled child-bed lifeBoth Catharina and her mother
corroborated this version of events later in Jtimes painting a damning picture of Anna
Maria as someone who interfered by helping wheeevgdis not wanted, and who could lame
a person simply by touching their bed-linf&Georg Dorndorf also stated that he had asked

Anna Maria Knospel to help his wife three times®wd'’s sake; this ritual plea indicated that

3 Georg Adam was already in debt in 1686, see SRaRprotokollerB47 fo. 379, Hans Adam referred to his
mother spinning yarn during interrogation on 11eJa689jbid., fo. 678.

™ Ibid., fos. 699700

5 bid., fos. 621-622. Dorndorf confirmed his testimony on 11 Juiled(, fos. 661-663); this was important,
as he refused to retract his allegations despétédatt that the councillors now confronted him witik opinion
of municipal physician Héchstetter that Catharinbiress was natural.

®|bid., fos. 636638 (statement by Catharina Dorndorf on 7 June),665-696 (testimony of Catharina’s
mother, the wife of Ludwig Schmidt, landlord of tBx Inn, on 18 June).
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the Dorndorfs believed Anna Maria had caused Citliarlameness by magic in the first
place’’ Anna Maria had responded to their request by @uyi€atharina to take a herbal
bath/® but this made Catharina feel worse instead oeh&tThe other neighbour who
testified against the Kndspels on 1 June was waotet Andreas Schneeberger, who
confirmed that he had heard the story of Hans AHaidspel’s attendance at a gathering on
Walpurgis Eve (30 April, a night traditionally assated with the activity of witches), from
the boy himself® Schneeberger testified again on 7 June, callimsHaam a ‘devil’s

child’, confirming that people regarded Anna Mawigh horror, and that the whole
neighbourhood wanted the Kndspels driven from Rdihey. Schneeberger also drew Georg
Adam Knospel into the web of suspicion, saying thatcartwright worked little but had
much money and drank large quantities of winejrtii@ication being that Knospel was a
profit-making witch who used magic and/or the dswilelp to earn money, rather than

working hard and honestly like other craftsnfién.

The driving force behind what seems to have besma@rdinated attack on the
Kndspels in 1689 was, however, the Leupold fantiigjr near neighbours on Gallows Street.
Master farrier/blacksmith, Georg Adam, his wife,manDorothea, and their son, fifteen-year-
old Johann Michael Leupold, all appeared alongAidéreas Schneeberger to testify against
the Kndspels on 7 JufféJohann Michael confirmed that Hans Adam Knospdltbid him
the tale of the witches’ gathering on Gallows Streeently, while Georg Adam Leupold and

his wife blamed Anna Maria Kndspel for an illnessnfi which the former had suffered since

" Ibid., fo. 622.

®Ipid., fo. 652.

Ibid., fo. 622.

% |pid., fos. 622-623.

8 bid., fos. 632". This reflected the masculine stereotype of tlditpmaking witch as defined by Willem de
Blécourt in ‘The Making of the Female Witch: Retiens on Witchcraft and Gender in the Early Modern
Period’,Gender & History 12 (2000). The idea that men used magic to as&st economically was also
raised in Rothenburg in relation to craftsmen Haasrg Hofmann and Michael Pfund (1605) and blacktsmi
Mathes Leimbach (1652), see Rowland&tchcraft Narratives162-4, 150-60.

82 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 63833’ (Georg Adam Leupold); 63334 (Anna Dorothea Leupold); 634
(Johann Michael Leupold).
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1684, which prevented him from sleeping in his dved. Leupold added that the whole town
believed he would regain his health if the Knospatse expelled from Rothenburg.
Leupold’s wife testified in dramatic fashion, weegias she spoke of her husband’s suffering
and adding that she had used a barrow-load of laertbsold their best furniture to pay for
remedies to cure him, in vaiiShe added that her parish pastor had advise® ibeing the
matter to the council’s attention, in the hope thet husband would recover if Anna Maria
Knospel were arrested and forced to confé&oth Leupolds stated that all their neighbours
had an aversion to Anna Maria and preferred ntgttber into their houses. Anna Dorothea
emphasized this point in a second statement winietvslunteered of her own accord on 10
June, in which she stated that Anna Maria Knoéspebtevolent power was so feared that she
was no longer invited to child-bed festivities e tneighbourhood (but that she came
anyway, uninvited), and that no neighbours wantetaich any objects that Anna Maria
borrowed from their househol83The Leupolds’ desperate desire to be rid of thésgels

was understandable; Georg Adam Leupold was thefsGeorg Leupold, the master
farrier/blacksmith of whose murder by witchcraftdeg Adam Knospel's stepfather, Michael
Wirth, had been accused in 1663. Georg Adam Leupaitbeen a teenaged apprentice in his
father’s household at the time, and had testifgairest Michael and Barbara Wirth during

the investigation into the witchcraft allegatiommimst thenf® Given this experience, and the
continued presence of Georg Adam and Anna Mariassfelso close to them on Gallows
Street, Georg Adam Leupold and his wife would lbage been predisposed to blame them
for Leupold’s iliness, a point which suggests thagabitants of late-seventeenth-century

Rothenburg imagined family lineages of witchcratfitvns, as well as of supposed witches.

8 Anna Dorothea was careful to avoid saying thattsiteused cunning folk in her attempts to cure her
husband, as this was punishable by fine accordirgy ordinances.

8 This was done to imply that her suspicions hadadébacking.

8 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 660

% See n. 53 above.
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v

The treatment of the Kndspel family members in 188fred according to their age, gender,
and the strength of their reputations in the eydakar neighbours and the authorities.
Equally important in explaining the outcome of thal, and what happened to Hans Adam
Kndspel thereafter, however, were the intertwiregghl, religious and political priorities of

the councillors, and the jurists, clerics and ptigsis who advised them. Many of these
priorities were based on precedent, especiallhiag¢lated to the treatment of self-
incriminating child-witches; however, the secontf bathe seventeenth century also saw
greater emphasis on witchcraft as a spiritual cimmieothenburg, and heightened concern on
the part of the authorities about the devil’s testiph of humans, developments which were
partly caused by the growing influence on urbarchvirials by the city pastofé.The

detailed delineation of this increasing clericaémention is beyond the scope of this
article® but the pastoral phase of the Kndspel case, iowihie pastors, led by Church
Superintendent Sebastian Kirchmeier, took an exaagity active role in seeking to bring
Hans Adam back to the fold of Lutheran piety, citusgd an important stage in the process.
Clerical opinion on the Kndspel case tended talseevork of the devil and witches at every
turn, whereas the physicians were more likely tobatte illness to natural causes, and the
jurists to see the Kndspel family as ‘Lumpengesinmi2aning socially deviant riff-r&ft The
councillors had to steer a course between thespeiimg perspectives; behind the apparently
united front of patriarchal authority as it was egsed in the public exercise of judicial
power, then, lay significant differences of opinimgtween the individual men, and the

professional sub-groups of men, who made up thaddilrg governing elite.

87 Cf. Alison Rowlands, ‘Superstition, Magic and Géat Polemic in Seventeenth-Century Germany’, ievst
A. Smith and Alan Knight (eds.The Religion of Fools? Superstition Past and Preg@mford, 2008);
RowlandsWitchcraft Narratives192-200.

8 See Alison Rowlands, ‘Father Confessors and Glehitervention in Witch-Trials in Seventeenth-Qemyt
Lutheran Germany’ (forthcoming).

89 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 714
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Like the Wirth household in 1663, the Kndspel htwde was destroyed by the
events of 1689. Georg Adam had to give up hisamiship, sell his house, and leave
Rothenburg and all that he had worked for sinceybigh on 10 October as a result of the
trial;>° we last hear of him and his daughter Maria Martarén late 1690, living near the
village of Windelsbach, on the boundary of the Ratturg rural hinterlantf. His sentence
stated that he and his family could no longer leréded in Rothenburg because of his wife’s
reputation for witchcraft, the slovenly way in whibe had brought up his children, and his
debts®? His own reputation for witchcraft was not mentidnthis omission was probably
deliberate, to give him a chance to find work tpmart himself elsewhere. Georg Adam’s
experience of the trial was, however, less trawrtaan that of his wife and son. He was
subjected to questioning at the town hall and ¢ord#rontation with the other members of his
family in the city gaol, but was not imprisonedtioreatened with torture, nor was he
formally banished like his wife, with the publicuiation this entailed. This was because
the councillors were traditionally reluctant to dke full force of the law against urban
craftsmen accused of magical crimes, as such menlikely to have the resources (social
and economic capital; literacy; legal knowledgeptwsue judicial strategies in their own
defence, as Georg Adam’s stepfather Michael Wistth tone in 1663 Women (especially
peasant women and widows) lacked such resourcethaadhad less formal power to affect
the outcomes of their triafé.Georg Adam also had only a weak or latent reporigfor

witchcraft by 1689. None of his neighbours accusiedof harmful magic, and wood-turner

bid., fos. 737"

L bid., fo. 771. The councillors had implicitly given Knéspel tbption of resettling in the rural hinterland by
only specifying that he had to give up his citizgpsHe was reduced to poverty; Maria Margaretiha tioe
authorities on 30 September 1689 that after seHindhouse and paying his debts her father woule ha
virtually nothing left to live onibid., fo. 743.

9bid., fos. 737"; his poor parenting was called ‘liederliche Kindfati.

% Hardly any craftsmen were so accused, with Mickiieth (1663), joiners Hans Georg Hofmann and
Michael Pfund (1605), and cutler Leonhardt Maas/@)&he exceptions, see Rowlandétchcraft Narratives
212-28. Legal opinion on Hofmann'’s case advisednsg#orturing him in case he sought redress airtiperial
court of appealipid., 164.

* They drew instead on personal courage and pietgnguestioning to resist confessing, and in scases
developed sophisticated strategies of verbal eesist see Rowlandg/itchcraft Narratives180-92.
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Andreas Schneeberger was the only witness wilbngstify that Georg Adam was a profit-
making witch who used magic instead of hard workigtrade, an idea which probably
seemed implausible to the councillors, given Geéatgm’s debts. The councillors
questioned Georg Adam about the poor reputatiofsahother and stepfath&rand about
the fact that he was apparently called Little Wikatbspel by some people, including a
butcher called Hans Georg WolffThey dropped these lines of enquiry relativelycily,
however, after Georg Adam insisted he was innogewitchcraft, and Hans Georg Wolff
testified that he could not remember calling Geddam Kndspel by his damaging
nickname?’

Hans Adam Knéspel also maintained a conceptuatiitigiline between his parents
in the stories of the witches’ gathering he tole touncillors during the legal phase of the
case; at this stage, Hans Adam stated that hisrfatiuld do no witchcraff and that his
mother had taken him to the witches’ dance frombigne in which they had been sleeping
with his sister Maria Margaretha while his fathadtbeen away from home in Heilbrotirit
was only after his parents’ expulsion from the e his incarceration in the hospital that
Hans Adam began to include his father, sisters aanime went on even his brothers, in the
ever-more detailed witchcraft stories that he vaasdd to develop by the clerics; by 1692, he
claimed that both his parents had taken him oreairfon to the first witches’ dance in 1689,
and that ‘his people were witches, one and'8lIAccording to the boy, his father
accompanied his mother and the devil on magiagthti to see him in the hospital, where

they offered to take him away with them, and enagad him to resist the clerics’ efforts to

% StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 628

% bid., fo. 679 (‘Druten Kndspelein’).

" bid., fos. 703". Georg Adam testified that people might call hiisiin drink or to annoy him, but that he
beat anyone who said it to his face (fo. J0a statement which confirmed rather than derfiecekistence of

his nickname.

% bid., fo. 674 (11 June 1689). Hans Adam said, however, thabagih his father could do no witchcraft he
knew about the magical night-flying of his wife.

* Ipid., fos. 624 653, 654.

19bid., fos. 797-805, esp. 798 ‘Sein leut [seien] alle samt hexen leute’.
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bring him back to God”* These new stories were probably Hans Adam’s egjme®f, and
mechanism for coping with, the trauma he had erpegd during the trial and the forced
separation from his family, but they encouragedntiea of the Rothenburg governing elite to
take more seriously the idea that Hans Adam’s dexfumto witchcraft was the fault of his
‘godless parents?

Even if they did not formally label Georg Adam &achiin 1689, however, the
Rothenburg councillors clearly thought of him gsoar patriarch who had failed his son. At
worst, Georg Adam had abnegated his patriarchabaity over his wife and household by
allowing her to seduce Hans Adam into witchcraéthad also failed to ensure that the boy
could recite accurately the basic prayers that dibalve helped protect him against the
temptations of the devif® Another possible version of events was that Hatewas
fabricating his story; in this case, Georg Adam taisled his son to be a lif: A particular
set of anxieties on the part of the councillorsleseed around Hans Adam’s epilepsy, and
the question of whether the symptoms he displayeimhgl seizures were caused naturally by
the illness, supernaturally by the devil, or fraledtly by the boy’s play-actinf> Between
June and August 1689 the possibility that the bayhirbe a fraud was entertained and tested

by the councillors®® They asked the Knéspels’ neighbours for eye-witresédence about

%% bid., fos. 776772,

192The municipal physicians referred to Hans Adanif@been sacrificed to the devil by his parentdtity
1690,ibid., fos. 778774, esp. 773 the urban clerics were making reference to Hatian&s godless parents
by the autumn of 1690, see n. 179 below.

1% The councillors confronted Georg Adam with thisicism on 18 June 1689 (StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo."y01
Georg Adam protested that it was not his faulbhé boy missed out a word or two.

194 Georg Adam tried to defend his family by sayingttHans Adam had been taught the night-flying sbyry
Andreas Schneeberger and other biyd,, fo. 627. The idea that a child could be persuaded to tepetrue)
stories by other people was central to the firdtlehitch trial in Rothenburg in 1587 (see n. 1(ab). In 1689
this line of enquiry was pursued but only half-hedly; Schneeberger and Johann Michael Leupold teetini
giving Hans Adam Kndspel gifts in return for hitetésee n. 26 above), but denied teaching him wehsay.

195 On the problem of distinguishing genuine epilefyeyn possession and fraud, see TemkKilling Sickness
138-41, 164-9.

1% The councillors were particularly sensitive tosttisue because Anna Margaretha Rohn, the youngwom
executed for witchcraft in Rothenburg in 1673, katfered fits and been diagnosed (erroneouslypéspic;
see n. 11 above.
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Hans Adam’s falls on the city streetéand also asked the gaol-keeper to observe Hans
Adam'’s behaviour after his arré8t When they questioned Hans Adam on 12 June 1689,
councillors Georg Albrecht Renger and Johann PRBitygzel suggested that he (and by
implication his parents) had been lying about lisdition because the gaol-keeper had not
seen him have any fits in custody; when the boyadaédizure a few moments later in front of
their eyes the councillors noted that he was pdétgnto be ill and instructed the gaoler to
reward him with a beatin§?® Both Georg Adam and Anna Maria were accused of
encouraging their son in this apparent pretenc&gdarg Adam’s case, the councillors
interpreted his kindly-meant suggestion (that Hadam should hold on to tables and chairs
to stop himself from falling and injuring himselhwn he felt a fit coming on) as evidence of
this pretence and Georg Adam'’s bad parenttfig.was only because Hans Adam continued
to have frequent fits in the hospital, which webserved by his watchet$! and because of a
medical report by the city physicians after thes@amination of the boy in June 1690 that the
councillors’ doubts on this point were finally ated. In their report the physicians confirmed
that Hans Adam had, indeed, suffered from natyriégtic fits from birth. However, they
added that, ever since Hans Adam’s parents hadisedrim to the devil, the devil had
intervened in Hans Adam'’s fits to demonstrate loiwgr over the boy*? The seizures were
thus both natural and supernatural, but definibelffyfraudulent.

Under the pressure of intense questioning, Hansm\aéo was ill-equipped to deal
with the situation because of his age and epilefpp®yg to say what he thought the authorities

wanted to hear. He was called to the town hakstify before councillor Johann Gottfried

197 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 69692, 703",

1% bid., fo. 659.

199 pid., fo.677.

10pid., fos. 704 738-739, 623.

1 gee n. 101 above.

12 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 77874, esp. 7773'. This explanation may have been strategic by hysipians,
as it would have satisfied them and the clericsvéi@r, they may also have genuinely believed ithase was
a medieval theory which held that the devil did catise epilepsy, but intervened once a fit hadestasee
Temkin,Falling Sickness97.
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Nusch on 1 June, and began by stating that hisenba#éd given him a piggy-back to
festivities at the Sun Inn in Rothenburg on WalpiEye. However, this prosaic account was
almost immediately replaced by the supernaturaieerof events which he had been telling
on Gallows Street; he had flown to the Sun Inn wiithmother on a fire-iron, he said, which
she had first smeared with a magical salve. Nusessed him for more details, so the
‘completely terrified’ Hans Adam added that a blac&n had played the pipes at the
gathering; further leading questions put to the &ogouraged him to confirm that his mother
had kissed the black man, who had also taken Hlood Hans Adam’s foot by biting him,

and to name nine other people (five men and foun&mg whom he had supposedly seen at
the inn!*® After being gaoled and separated from his fanaityd during the interrogation on
12 June when he suffered the seizure and beatswjided above, Hans Adam was
(unsurprisingly) extremely muddled in his testimdfi{/At first he tried to exonerate his
mother by saying that one of Georg Adam Leupoldissshad taken him to the witches’
dance, then he reverted to the story involvingimgher, although he now denied what he
had said on 1 June about his mother kissing thi, @&l added that the black piper had
pulled out one of his teeth after he had failedrew blood from the boy’s foot (although the
gaol-keeper stated that he had seen the boy puthedooth himself!) Hans Adam also
vacillated between confirming and denying thatrhather had lamed Catharina Dorndorf,
and that he had given himself to the devil, whabe described as a yellow-haired man who
lived just outside the city’s Castle Gate in Helhe interrogation eventually broke down

because of Hans Adam’s inconsistehty.

13 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 62825'; ‘ganz erschrocken’ (fo. 628 The councillors took no action against the
people named as sabbath-attenders because sabbathselieved to be diabolic fantasies rather tieah

events in early modern Rothenburg, see Rowlanttshcraft Narratives55-60.

14 Hans Adam was clearly traumatised; he tried tasdrom gaol and run home on 10 June, then sckame
for four hours after being recaptured, StAN Ro. R¥}87 fo. 659

15bid., fos. 667-674. Hans Adam told the councillors that his sistet twd him to say that one of the
Leupolds had taken him to the sabbath, in what sderhave been a forlorn attempt to shift officitiention

onto the Leupolds and away from their mottigid., fos. 675"
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During interrogation on 18 June, Hans Adam repetitedore of his earlier statement
(that his mother had taught him witchcraft, hadagmal salve, and had flown with him to
the witches’ gathering at the Sun Inn), telling interrogators that he knew his mother was a
witch because the Superintendent said*$®@his was a reference to a pastoral visit made by
Superintendent Kirchmeier and the Kndspel famityisister, Johann Georg Herrnbatfér
to the boy in gaol, and clear evidence of the c&iinfluence on his narrative. Hans Adam
adhered to and significantly developed this versibevents after being consigned to the
hospital and the ‘care’ of Kirchmeier and the urlsharics in August 1689, a tutelage which
lasted several years and involved regular sessibradigious instruction (with beatings if
Hans Adam proved recalcitrant) and appearancdsrioral questioning at meetings of the
Consistoriumas well as surveillance of his behaviour by thegital inmates assigned to be
his watchers?® In these circumstances Hans Adam’s story of hisistion into witchcraft
became more fantastic and horrifying, includingatiggions of his re-christening by his
mother and the devil, his new demonic naRleantastaleif, which was inscribed in Hell's
register in Hans Adam’s own blood, and even acteabial congress with the devil and his

own mothert*®

Anna Maria Knospel denied that she could workednifigrmagic or that she had ever
attended a witches’ dance (much less taken hetosone) throughout the case, which for her
involved two sessions of formal questioning, confadion with the neighbours who accused
her; confrontation with her son, husband and daargtiien arrest and imprisonment,

followed by two further interrogations under threétorture. In her defence, she said that

118pid., fos. 708712, esp. fos. 709.

7" Herrnbauer was a deacon of the church of St Jahgst Schegk referred to him accompanying Kircieme

to visit Hans Adamibid., fo. 724.

8 1bid., fos. 741872,

19 These developments occurred between 1690 andur&f## the pressure of regular questioning by the
clerics, seébid., fos. 785786, 793-796, 787-792, 797-805. Hans Adam was also used as a witness against
Barbara Ehness, who was tried and executed foopioig and witchcraft in 1692, see Rowlands, ‘Father
Confessors’.
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Georg Adam Leupold had been ill before she caniothenburg and that Catharina
Dorndorf had also suffered pains in her legs beforea Maria had washed her child-bed
linen*° so she could not have been the cause of theictaffis. In a theologically precise
manner that should have pleased the authoritieisa Maria also suggested that Georg
Adam’s illness was a test from Gbd rather than the result of witchcraft. Any visits o

offers of help she made to child-bearing women weotivated by neighbourliness, not
malice’?? As far as Hans Adam was concerned, she suggéstetie had been taught to
repeat the night-flying story by other peopfwhen this line of enquiry petered out, she
could only suggest despairingly that he said shiigs because of his epilepsy and because
he was not right in the hedt.Her husband supported her as far as possibldyiegtabout
the severity of Hans Adam’s iliness and stating Heaknew nothing to suggest Anna Maria
could fly magically*?> However, Georg Adam unwittingly strengthened thsecagainst his
wife on 18 June, when they and Maria Margarethavetiched from their house to the city
gaol to be questioned and to confront Hans Adanutafis claims. Fortunately for her, Maria
Margaretha wept copiously at the sight of her egther ability to shed tears was interpreted
by the authorities as evidence that she was innafemtchcraft and she was spared arrest

and trial, although she had to leave the city \ni¢h father in October 168§°

The family confrontation on 18 June centred on alktim box, which the gaol-
keeper had found on searching the Knéspel houseyhith Hans Adam claimed contained

the magical salve which made his mother’s fire-iflgnAnna Maria had always denied

120 Anna Maria said this about Leupold and DorndorBaiune, StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 65566'; Georg
Adam also said this about Catharina Dorndorf oneJL689, seiid., fos. 627-628'.

21 |pid., fo. 656.

122 |pid., fos. 700".

123 |pid., fo. 698.

2% |pid., fo. 710.

125 |pid., fos. 627628, 701-702.

1281hid., fos. 709r-712v, esp. fo. 711v. Maria Margareits® denied that she was a witch and stressedétgr p
and record of honest service as proof of her gepdtation during questioning earlier in June an8éptember
1689,ibid., fos. 692-694', 741-743.
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possessing a magical saf’éshe explained that the box had belonged to hdyamas
stepfather, Michael Wirth, and that she had cleanedt on coming to live in the Gallows
Street house in 1664. However, Georg Adam saidhaind his stepbrothers had seen the
box when his stepbrothers had visited the KndspdRothenburg in 1688. They had
commented on the fact that it looked greasy, aatithvas the box in which Michael Wirth
had kept a lubricant, made from stag-marrow, whiethad used for cleaning the barrel of his
musket. This apparently trivial domestic detail wadact, hugely damaging for Anna Maria
(and the subject of significant comment in thelfsuammary of her case), as it not only
suggested that she had been lying about when thadmbbeen cleaned, but also because it
provided a tangible link between her and the cdedievitch Michael Wirth, who had
supposedly used magic to improve his accuracyaotsing. The tin box, then, which had
probably contained a salve-like substance at stage @ind been left in the house when
Wirth fled Rothenburg in 1663, symbolised the pagsin of the means of working magic
between the generations, from the reputed Wirthddikewise reputed step-daughter-in-law,
and also re-gendered the imagined lineage of hammdgic in their family as female, in line
with the contemporary belief in the harming witehfamale?® The other factors which
counted against Anna Maria were the long-standapgtation for harmful witchcraft she had
acquired from her mothéf? the fact that the Leupolds and Dorndorfs stucthéir

allegations of maleficium against hef:the fact that she ultimately admitted that Georg
Dorndorf had indeed asked her for help three tifoe&od’s sake (after first denying

this);*** and the fact that neither she nor her husbandaiaah the first pre-emptive step in

27 bid., fo. 645.

1281pid., fos. 708712, ‘Using suspicious objects’ was one of the fourgis of witchcratft listed in the
Carolina, see n. 58 above.

129 The municipal jurists called this her ‘bad lineagschlechtes Herkommen’), StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 75.
130 They did so in direct confrontation with Anna Madn 18 June 1689, sid., fos. 691702, and in light of
the physicians’ opinions that the diseases affigcthem were natural.

131 Anna Maria said that Georg Dorndorf had askeddrea ‘Hausmittel’ (domestic remedy) on 8 June 1,689
ibid., fo. 652. She admitted she had been asked for God'’s sak8 duneibid., fo. 695.
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1689 by bringing a slander suit against the Dorfsddf Anna Maria defended herself in
tones which were occasionally defiant but whichflemwhole, suggested a weary
acceptance on her part that her positon in Rothertted become untenabf&:anything she
tried to do, however well-intentioned, risked beingerpreted as evidence of her inner

malevolence by her neighbours.

By 19 June the municipal jurists were advisingdbencillors to close the Knospel
case; Johannn Georg Krauss, for instance, saidh&ashould not proceed further because
Hans Adam’s testimony was full of childish variatsy and because it was better to proceed
cautiously rather than hastily in the secret maifevitchcraft'** Hans Adam’s age and
inconsistency meant that there were no legal gretmgustify the torture of the boy or his
parents, especially as the municipal physiciansidotPhilip Hochstetter, Georg Nicolas
Weinlin and Johann Bernhard Winterbach insistetttteafflictions suffered by Catharina
Dorndorf and Georg Adam Leupold had natural caliSeghe physicians’ insistence
stemmed not from sympathy with Anna Maria Knospélfboom their frustration with the fact
that so many people sought magical cures from agnmien (and especially the municipal
executioner) if the physicians’ own treatments hacffect**® it thus made little sense for
them to confirm that people’s ill-health had beansed by witchcraft in the first place. This
stance can be seen as part of an ongoing attentpelphysicians to assert their own
expertise and status vis-a-vis the other professimen of the city’s ruling elite, as well as in

the eyes of their patients. It was crucial to AMearia because she would almost certainly

have been tortured otherwise. As it was, the cdianeitook the advice of jurist Krauss that

*21bid., fo. 653.

33 0n 8 June, Anna Maria said that she had to stifeerllegations against her with patienitéd(, fo. 653.

By 18 June her tone was more impatient; she destiedvas a witch, adding ‘that if she were she woeddh
the councillors a thing or twoil{id., fo. 711). This was counter-productive, as her aggressimmdvhave been
interpreted as witch-like by the councillors.

**1bid., fos. 715716.

1351bid., fos. 630" (opinion by Hochstetter on Dorndorf, 5 June 16883; 683-687' (opinion by all three
physicians on Leupold, 13 June 1689).

**1bid., fo. 630.
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she could be threatened with torture before heisharent**” This happened on 29 and again
on 31 July; thanks to her steadfastness, she didraak down at the sight of the torture
instruments and confeS¥ That this legally dubious course of action wasgested by
Krauss and implemented by the councillors showatttiey had come to believe that Anna
Maria was a witch who had harmed her neighbourscandipted her son; that the
councillors went no further than to threaten tatalso showed that their legal precedent of
restraint in witchcraft cases still held firm. Anktaria Knéspel was banished from
Rothenburg and its hinterland on 2 August, andatiereed with a flogging and the pillory if
she returned® The final summary of her case noted that she kad arrested because of
her impiety, bad parenting® and strong reputation for witchcraft. It also sththat she had
responded poorly to Hans Adam’s allegations abmittitches’ gathering, and that she had
‘probably’ possessed a magical salve and bewit€@wddorf and Leupold. Although
unproven, these suspicions, and the communal aversiwhich she was held, were enough
to ensure her banishment. Thereafter she was r@daarhave fled to a village near the

north-German city of Liineburtj!
\/

The idea that real families existed, amongst wimembers the art of witchcraft was passed
on, was widespread and of long standing by therdeeath century, although more research

is needed on how this idea was gendered; variadnally; and was shaped by, and in turn

¥ bid., fo. 718.

*¥1bid., fos. 731733, 735-736.

1391bid., fos. 738739. Like her mother-in-law, Barbara Wirth, in 1668eswould have been marched out of
the city down Gallows Street past the family home.

140 As had been the case with her husband, this eefeer her failure to teach Hans Adam to be a good
Lutheran. Anna Maria seems to have tried her Isésthad taught him to bless himself in the nantbef
Father, Son and Holy Ghosbid., fo. 65%), and demonstrated a good level of Lutheran gietgelf (for
example, by consistently stating that suffering wasst from Godbid., fo. 658).

1411bid., fo. 771. Niederstetten (her birthplace) and Windelsbadhmefe her husband resettled) were probably
too close to Rothenburg for comfort for Anna Maga;had been the case with the Wirths in 1663tritile
ended the Knéspels’ marriage.
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influenced, actual trials and demonological conseyfe need also to be aware of the
dynamism underlying this idea, asking how famifiest gained and ultimately lost

witchcraft reputation, why such reputation ‘stuakore to some family members than others,
and how it was transmitted inter-generationally apditially. This way of imagining the
witch-family was demonised in the early modern @ethy men who feared that adult
witches offered children to the devil, an anxiatgtfexpressed in print in thdalleus
Maleficarumin 1486, when Heinrich Kramer wrote of witch-midws and witch-mothers
who allegedly dedicated new-born babies to theld&iThis idea underwent significant
development in demonological writing, trial-episedand the interplay between them in parts
of Catholic Europe between 1580 and 1630; as dtyesdemonological stereotype of a
witch-family emerged in which parents were imagiasdnducting their offspring into the
devil’s service. Detailed discussion of this depehent is beyond the scope of this article,
but key milestones in France were the demonolagfidean Bodin (1580) and Nicolas Remy
(1595), in which the possibilities of parental krext than solely maternal) seduction of
children into witchcraft, and of whole families bgiinfected with witchcraft, were
discussed, in Remy'’s case with examples from hosvkedge of witch-persecution in the
Duchy of Lorraine“** For Germany, the key demonology was that writtePéter Binsfeld
about the large-scale witch-hunts ongoing in Eledtérier between 1587 and 1596. The
1591 edition of Binsfeld’s text contained trial ma&l relating to the Meisenbein family, five
members of which (two female, three male) were eteetbetween 1590 and 1592, which

was recycled in the even more influential demonglogblished in 1599 and 1600 by Martin

142 Heinrich Kramer (Institoris)Malleus Maleficarun{1486; 1588 edn), trans./ed. P. G. Maxwell Stuart
(Manchester, 2007), 166-9.

143 Cf. Paulette Choné, ‘Strafe und Erbarmen. Hexergsse gegen Kinder in Lothringen (1600-1630)’, in
Hartmut Lehmann and Anne-Charlott Trepp (edm)Zeichen der Krise. Religiositat im Europa des 17
JahrhundertgGéttingen, 1999), 378-9 (on Bodin); Nicolas Relgmonolatry trans. E. A. Ashwin, ed.
Montague Summers (London, 1930), esp. 92-9.
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Del Rio!** The terrifying idea of the witch-family gained evgreater publicity in Germany
in 1600 in the illustrated broadsheet recountirgghitBinous crimes and executions for
witchcraft of four members (father, mother, two lhdons) of the Pappenheimer family in
what amounted to a show-trial in Munitf.This broadsheet had immense, long-lasting
impact in Europe'*®in part because of the horrific modes of judigiahishment it portrayed
(the father was impaled, the mother had her breastsff), but probably also because it was
the first printed image of a witch-family, and ahat was dominated by men and headed by
a father. The idea that children could be seducexdwitchcraft by their fathers as well as by
their mothers was also expressed by Catholic ciWWotfgang Schilling in his 1629 tract
about child-witches, in which he likened godlesgesgeenth-century German parents who
seduced their children into witchcraft to New Woeckhnibals who ate their offspring, and to
parents in China and Japan who strangled theidmgmlto avoid poverty, as well as to the

heathens of Biblical times who sacrificed theirdtgn to devils?*’

The greater emphasis on the witch-family in Engbaimphlets between 1593 and
1620 was thus not, as Deborah Willis suggests, omenew or original*® but almost
certainlya regional reworking of developing contited ideas which found their way to
England via demonologies and pampHf&tsand interpersonal contacts (and particularly the

arrival of Jesuits from 1580 onwardy, and which was primarily driven by concerns about

144 See Rita Voltmer, ‘Jesuiten und Kinderhexen. These Entstehung, Rezeption und Verbreitung eines
Verfolgungsmusters’, in Wolfgang Behringer and @iauOpitz-Belakhal (eds.Kinderhexen — Kinderbanden
— Hexenkinde(Bielefeld, forthcoming 2015), esp. 220-2, forraund-breaking account of the importance of
Binsfeld's use of the Meisenbein material for tligsdmination of a new child-witch stereotype, afthe role
of the Jesuits in helping create and spread it.

145Kurze Erzohlung vnd Fiirbildung der vbelthatten welvon Sechs personen, als einem Mann, seinem
Eheweib, zweyen irer beiden S6hnen, vnd zweyemeanthgen Gesellen, begangen (Augsburg, 1600),
reproduced in BehringeHexenverfolgung in Bayerp. 243.

“® Ibid., 242-5.

147 Wolfgang SchillingNewer Tractat Von der Verfithrten Kinder Zaubefagchaffenburg, 1629); | am
grateful to Rita Voltmer for her insights into taathorship of this tract.

18 Willis, ‘Witch-Family’, 12.

149 Although Willis makes only very brief referencedontinental demonology in footnote 23, and to the
English translation of the Pappenheimer pamphlé&iatnote 30jbid., 24-5.

10 v/oltmer, ‘Jesuiten und Kinderhexen’, 226-9.



Page 32 of 42

witchcraft, not the reprobate poor. Moreover, threéngender-neutral continental witch-
family stereotype seems to have been only partrattgived in Protestant England; despite
the presence of the occasional son or father éadatteenth and early-seventeenth-century
pamphlet accounts of witch-trials, adult womenl gidminated. This was also the case in
Lutheran Rothenburg, even by the late-seventeamttury. Reference was made during the
Knospel case to Hans Adam’s godless parents, buh#dological and judicial thinking
behind the case was driven by a still strongly geed way of imagining the archetypal witch
as a godless mother, or adult woman occupying aiguoaternal role. Superintendent
Kirchmeier expressed this view most powerfullyerehg to Anna Maria as Hans Adam'’s
accursed mother, who was overwhelmingly to blanné¢hfe boy’s seduction into witchcraft
and re-baptism in the devil’'s name. After her blament Kirchmeier described Anna Maria
as ‘fireworthy’, and expressed the wish that shddbe brought back to Rothenburg (with
her daughters) for further interrogation; no sugfierence was made to Georg Adam and his
other son$>! That the councillors and jurists shared this vieas evident in their differing
treatment of Anna Maria and Georg Adam Kndspehajtdicial phase of the case. As can
be seen from the centrality of the adult womareustion narratives in witchcraft cases
from Rothenburg more generally, the idea of thehvas a bad mother, who offered children
to the devil instead of God, remained a constamestype throughout the early modern
period*>? This stereotype drew on a wider Lutheran emphasihie importance of godly
motherhood as the highest expression of femalg,piébut was also linked to an older,
confessionally-unspecific tradition of misogynytthad been articulated in the pre-

ReformationMalleus™®* It was so powerful in Rothenburg that, even when temaated

151 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 78386, esp. 783 784’ (Sept./Oct. 1690); fos. 78792, esp. 788’ (26 July
1691); Anna Maria is called Hans Adam’s ‘foul firesthy mother’ (‘verruchte feuerwurdige Mutter’) ém
788.

125ee n. 9 above .

13 RowlandsWichcraft Narratives94-6.

%4 See n. 142 above.
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version of the witch-family concept developed, apgened in 1689, it did so around the

imagined witch-mother.

Given the circulation of new and sensational actoahwitch-families and witch-
parents in the print culture of late-sixteenth aadenteenth-century Germany, it seems likely
that the Rothenburg councillors and their advisepscted the dual-gendered witch-family
stereotype deliberately, a stance which was pédatigumportant in the late-seventeenth-
century regional context as witch-family trials erglin multiple executions of adults and
children emerged as a distinctive strand of pets&tin parts of the nearby Catholic Duchy
of Bavaria®>® The Rothenburg councillors adopted this stancéhf®isame reason that they
and their predecessors rejected belief in thetyeaflithe witches’ sabbath and the treatment
of witchcraft as an exceptional crime; because thdyot want to execute people for a crime
which was so difficult to prove at latv® This pragmatic approach gained increasingly
confessional overtones from the 1620s, howevdargs-scale witch-hunts in the Catholic
ecclesiastical territories of Franconia encourapedmen of Rothenburg to regard such
persecution as evidence of Catholic novelty, cyyalnd excesE’ Their rejection of the
witch-family stereotype was also an example ofipathal self-interest, as it minimised the
more general risk of men being dragged into witidls. Their treatment of Georg Adam
Kndspel was a telling example of how far they wanepared to go in this direction.

Although he was the son of a convicted witch-motred stepfather, the husband of a
reputed witch-wife, and the father of a self-cos&gbwitch-son, the councillors had no

interest in making Georg Adam Knéspel admit to gearwitch himself, nor in pursuing Hans

155 See for example the trials in Haidau in 1689-9d &R00-02 in which four families (including the pats
and four boys and four girls aged between twelwkraneteen) were virtually annihilated, Behringer,
Hexenverfolgung in Bayer51-2.

16 RowlandsWitchcraft Narratives22-43, 55-60.

“71bid., 29-33, 55-67, 105-30, 206-11.
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Adam Knospel's assertion that ‘his people were a; one and all’ to its logical judicial
conclusion.

Vi

Perhaps foreseeing the problems that Hans Adamdwoauitinue to cause the authorities,
Jurist Krauss advised the Rothenburg councillotsatuish the whole Kndspel family,
including Hans Adam, whom Krauss described assotlite boy, who could first be flogged

158 The councillors decided instead to

for his malice and the many lies he had told irtau.
follow the precedent that had been establishedse< involving child-witches from 1627,
1639, and 1652° by placing the boy in the hospital under the cdrhe urban pastors?

This precedent was based on the idea, first astiedlin 1627 by Church Superintendent
Georg Zyrlein, that such children were the unwiglivictims of seduction into witchcraft
whose souls could be won back for G8tThis idea underpinned the treatment of child-
witches in other Lutheran parts of Europe, inclgdime German city of Lemgo between
1654 and 167%%? and Sweden, which experienced mass witch-triatsidated by self-
incriminating child-witches between 1668 and 16%5The Rothenburg councillors would
have heard of these events in Lemgo and Swedepéthehlet about the Swedish witch-
trials was translated into German in 167pand may have been more anxious about the
vulnerability of children to seduction into witcladt by the 1680s as a result. Given that they

regarded Hans Adam Knospel's epileptic fits as demassaults®® the Rothenburg clerics

would also have been influenced in their treatnoéihe boy by high-profile cases involving

1% StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fo. 714

%9 RowlandsWitchcraft Narratives54-5, 106-24, 150-60.

%0 Hans Adam was in the hospital by 29 August 168aNSRo. Rep. 2094 fo. 132.

181 |pid., 114-15. On the ‘pastoralization’ of child-witafals, cf. Johannes DillingeKinder im Hexenprozess.
Magie und Kindheit in der Frihen Neuzgstuttgart, 2013), esp. 206-11.

162 Rainer Walz, ‘Kinder in Hexenprozessen. Die GradgtLippe 1654-1663’, in Wilbertz, Schwerhoff and
Scheffler (eds.)Hexenverfolgung und Regionalgeschichte.

183 Bengt Ankarloo, ‘Sweden: The Mass Burnings (1668-7n Bengt Ankarloo and Gustav Henningsen (gds.)
Early Modern European Witchcraft. Centres and Pleeipes(Oxford, 1993).

%% bid., 317.

185 StAN Ro. Rep. 2094 fo. 168; StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 #@3-786, esp. 784
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supposedly demonically-afflicted individuals frorther parts of late-seventeenth-century
Lutheran Germany. The case of the former merceipatgr Otte in Magdeburg was
particularly significant in this regard; an influeal account of his suffering under the assaults
of the devil, and his deliverance from them, waklished in 1672 by Christian Scriver, the
minister who oversaw Otte’s successful ‘cuf&Miriam Rieger has shown that such cases
of apparent demonic possession were often usedithetan clerics as a means of scoring
points about right religion against Catholics, afgb in order to assert Lutheran orthodoxy
against the late-seventeenth-century threats efsathand Pietisrt’ The Rothenburg clerics
may thus have seen their struggle for Hans Adaousis this specific confessional context,

as well as in the context of a cosmic battle behstbe forces of good and evff

Superintendent Kirchmeier spearheaded the clemcsdion to redeem Hans Adam
with a zeal rooted in his doubtlessly genuine hétiehe existence of witches who dedicated
their children to the devif® However, Kirchmeier also saw the case as an oppitytto win
acclaim in the eyes of his clerical and seculaleagues, and to extend his own influence,
and that of the clerics generally, over cases tfhwraft, which sat on the blurred boundary
between secular/judicial and clerical/pastoral arith. This opportunity was of particular
importance to Kirchmeier by the late 1680s as hteswdfered humiliating defeats in disputes
with the councillors over reform of ti@onsistorium@amongst other matters) since his
appointment as Superintendent in 16&1Unfortunately for Kirchmeier, Hans Adam’s

redemption was particularly challenging, as the vagillated between the roles of child-

1% Miriam Rieger,Der Teufel im Pfarrhaus. Gespenster, Geisterglaume Besessenheit im Luthertum der
Frihen NeuzeiStuttgart, 2011), esp. 162-202.

1°7bid., 21-3, 203-78.

188 They cited Christoph Ehingerf3aemonologig/Augsburg, 1681) during the Knéspel case, whicouated
the demonic afflictions suffered by a shoemakekiigsburg as evidence of the devil's activity in therld.
They also referred to Luther&able Talkin the same opinion written for the councillors2thOctober 1690,
StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 79396, esp. 79%'.

1%9pid., fo. 788. Kirchmeier said he drew this belief from writinasout witchcraft but made no reference to
specific demonologies. He did, however, use tharfama plural German word for witches who sacrificbdir
children to the devillexer), underlining his gender-specific view of witcleeswomen.

"9 Rowlands, ‘Father Confessors’.
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witch and penitent Christian, unsure in his terilbress, and confusion about which he
should stick to. On the one hand, he continueddioncthat he was in thrall to the devil and
his witch-parents and sister, who visited him malijcat night'’* He also began to accuse
other, unrelated adults of witchcréftand developed a reputation as a harming witctisin h
own right, after barber-surgeon Georg Spriegel bldiHans Adam for causing his facial skin
disease. The disease had erupted on 19 June h&3fxpy after Spriegel and the other
municipal barber-surgeons and physicians had exaiime boy, and Spriegel had
commented that ‘one should drive the rogue [Hanamidbut of town™"® By September
1690 Hans Adam had forced the closure of the halsgghool (which serviced city families
as well as hospital inmates) by claiming he coutdkasharmful magic against other
children}” and disrupted hospital life further by encouragingther inmate, fifteen-year-old
Hans Georg Nunn, to claim that he too had attemdtthes’ gatherings in the hospital
complex itself:"> At the same time as these unsettling events wanerong, however, Hans
Adam was subjected to an intensive programme otsgl instruction by the clerics, and
lessons in reading and the Catechism by the maktbe hospital school (interspersed with
beatings if he proved recalcitrant), to prepare fana church service at which he would
renounce the devil and take his first commurlidrit took over a year to equip the boy with

what the clerics regarded as the requisite amaduneligious knowledge; he successfully

passed an exhaustive verbal examination of hisratadeding of the Catechism by

"L see n. 100 and n. 101 above.

172 StAN Ro. Rep. 2087 fos. 74845 746-751"; 754-756; 757-760; 761-764. They were Appolonia
Schwarz, a poor widow, and Hans Bohm, a hospitahie and former blacksmith; both were questionethby
council and denied the charges.

73‘Man solte den Schelmen hinaus schaffen’, StAN Rep. 2087 fos. 77§77, see fo. 776

74 bid., fos. 752r-753r; StARatsprotokolB48 fo. 84.

75 bid., and StAN Ro. Rep. 2094 fos. 253-254.

176 StAN Ro. Rep. 2094 fo. 168onsistoriummeeting minute dated 27 February 1690 notingtaats Adam
should be visited weekly in the hospital by on¢haf deacons from the church of St James. Thisaeglan
earlier arrangement in which the boy went fromhhbspital to the clerics’ houses, a change madenonise
his disturbing influence on the wider community.
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Kirchmeier and the eight other urban clerics orS2#tember 1698, and publicly
renounced the devil, apparently without any untawacident, at a special service held in the

church of St James on 6 November 1680.

Hans Adam’s treatment appears cruel to modern layeseeds to be understood in
the context of post-Reformation thinking about @hdod which held that the most important
thing for any child to learn (for its own and sdygis sake) was how to be a good Christian. It
was, moreover, based on the essentially positee idat a child-witch was not irredeemably
corrupt and worthy of execution, as some demonstsgsuch as Nicolas Remy) argdéd.
This idea is noteworthy for two reasons. First, i that the Rothenburg authorities
regarded child-witches as redeemable suggestthiiyahad a less pessimistic view of the
effects of original sin than Luther had espousetth@sixteenth century; the emergence of
pastoral solutions to the problem of child-witchiess lends weight to the work of scholars
such as Michael Heyd and Alexandra Walsham, whoeatigat ‘attitudes towards man’s
intrinsic depravity were significantly modified andtigated’ in later-seventeenth-century
Protestantismi®® Second, belief in the redeemable child-witch shthas the Rothenburg
authorities shared with their subjects the ideawhtzhcraft, understood as both maleficium
and heresy, was a learned art - the product ohbadre rather than inherently evil nature -
which could be ‘unlearned’ before the young reachdualthood themselves. In their eyes,
Hans Adam’s allegiance to the devil was the resiutis father’'s neglect of his godly

upbringing and his mother’s active induction of bogy into the witches’ dance; it could be

Y7 |bid., fos. 239-249.

1”8 There is no detailed record of what happenedeasévice, but th€onsistoriummeeting minutes note the
planning for it {bid. fos. 251-255), and that it took place beforergdeaaudience with a special sermiid., fo.
261). Some version of the verbal examination Hadam had undergone before fBensistoriumon 24
September would have formed part of the service.

179 5ee above, note 143.

180 Michael Heyd, ‘Original sin, the struggle for silitp, and the rise of moral individualism in late
seventeenth-century England’, in Philip Benediat Btyron P. Gutmann (eddtarly Modern Europe. From
Crisis to Stability(Newark, NJ, 2005); Alexandra Walsham, ‘Moral bigy: Hereditary sin in early modern
England’ (unpublished paper given at 8ia and Salvation in Early Modern Englandnference, University of
Birmingham, June 2014), 19.
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broken, but only by godly instruction given to tha@y by clerics and schoolmasters outside

the family context.

Hans Adam’s redemption thus came to have immemabdaic value for the council
and clerics, representing as it did the rescub@bby’s soul by public/godly education
(connoted positively as male-dominated) from hoak#hngodly education (connoted
negatively as female-dominated). Lutheran peda#aglyof course long been shaped by the
depressing realisation that most parents wereeredthle nor willing to give their offspring
what the reformers regarded as an adequately galdigation within the household.
However, anxieties about the godly education ofyiheng became particularly intense in
Rothenburg in the later-seventeenth century, asdhacillors and clerics sought to make
good the depradations of the Thirty Years War. Peisod saw a flurry of ordinances
dealing with the disorderly behaviour of the youting reform of the city’s grammar school,
and the importance of school attendatftét was surely no coincidence that the Knéspel
case was bookended by ordinances promulgated B d68 1695 which, for the first time,
formally imposed on all households in the city @sdural hinterland the parental obligation
to send children to schob¥ Here perhaps the Rothenburg authorities sharecotheerns
felt in Lutheran Sweden in the wake of the massiwitunts involving self-incriminating
child-witches in the 1660s, when a public schostem was suggested as a means of

counteracting the pernicious influence of womerchitdren within the family®*

Hans Adam was not just re-educated, however; healgasorced to renounce

formally those who had nurtured him into witchcyaftd this meant his ‘evil witch-parents’

181 See for example StARatsordnunge366a fols. 93-5, 129, 175, 185-98, 200, 206, 908:366d fol 21;
AA118 fol. 42; AA119 fols. 70, 72, 77; Walter BauBie Reichsstadt Rothenburg und ihre Lateinschule
(Rothenburg, 1979), 90-103.

1821bid., 141-2; StAR A366a fols. 160 (1683), 417 (1695).

183 Henningsen, ‘Sweden’, 316.
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as well as the devif* This was of course at odds with the Fourth Commeent’s
requirement that the boy honour his father and erotithough Kirchmeier and his
colleagues solved this problem by teaching thetbaoggard the city counciQpbrigkeil as

his parents instead, as they showed a ‘fatherlylgess and kindness’ towards hifnand by
emphasizing that Hans Adam (like all Lutherans) bider fathers to whom he could turn in
‘childish’ (kindlich) love and trust — most notably God as his ‘heayvéather *® but also his
Beichtvater or ‘father confessor®’ as the Lutheran parish pastor was known. Thiortoa
replacement of Hans Adam’s parents by a hierartlgpdly fathers (including the father
confessor) in his catechitical examination in 16&& probably an attempt by Kirchmeier to
assert clerical claims to political authority, dgréing the councillors to the indispensable
power of pastors to rescue lost souls from the feghpf the devil*®® However, it also
mirrored the actual events of 1689, when the baylde®en separated permanently from his
parents and placed in the hospital. In 1530 Lutfaer argued that, if fathers and mothers
neglected the godly education of their offsprirngrt ‘children cease to belong to their
parents and fall to the care of God and communfif.uther had made this point to
underline the importance of schools over parenteergodly education of the young,
however, rather than as a blueprint for actualgyokearly modern rulers had neither the
logistical capacity nor desire to intervene socallly in too many of their subjects’
households. The fact that the Rothenburg authstitiek Hans Adam permanently from his

parents in a process involving a dramatic, pul#iemony of renunciation was thus highly

184 bid., fos. 242 (reference to his ‘verfluchte Elter2}3 (reference to the Fourth Commandment), 245
(reference to his ‘bdse zauberische Eltern’).

185 bid., fo. 243, ‘vatterliche gut vnd Wohlthat'.

188 |bid., fos. 242-245.

87 bid., fos. 247-248.

188 Hans Adam was questioned on the idea of the geaiesubjects of the devil’s empire during his
examination on 24 September 1690, StAN Ro. Rep4 208 244-245.

'8 Quoted in Harrington,)nwanted Chilgl143.
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unusualt®in earlier cases involving self-incriminating ahilvitches, the youngsters had
been sent back to their families after a periotbofed re-education in the city hospital.
This suggests that the phenomenon of the selfamgating child-witch not only spoke to,
and helped intensify, wider anxieties about thelya@dbringing of the young in early
modern Rothenburg, but also helped persuade tlyesuaind clerics who encountered them

that they needed rescuing from their own parestsyal as the devil.
VII

Unfortunately for all concerned, the Kndspel cases wot resolved with Hans Adam’s
renunciation ceremony on 6 November 1690. Thenetfeeboy relapsed into his previous
role of the demonically afflicted child-witch (pexqbs unsurprisingly, given that his fits
continued); he became embroiled in another witiz-im 1692, and was unable to
establish plausible narrative consistency as aeradd sinner until 16942 His death in 1698
was probably viewed with relief by clerics and caillars alike, as it finally ended the
difficult situation his witchcraft stories had emgiered in the Rothenburg hospital and wider
urban community. His death also ended the shoetllpresence of the Knospel family in
Rothenburg; apart from a certificate of honourdbitéh provided in 1714 by the council to
his older brother Michael, by that point a masteimperial ordnance in Hungary? the

family name disappears from the municipal reco@lsen the difficulty of tracing the life-
histories of Hans Adam’s siblings (or his fathestep-siblings) it is hard to say whether, and
via whom, the family’s witchcraft reputation conied, although the fact that we can identify

three generations of Wirth/Kndspel ‘witches’ in sateenth-century Rothenburg lends some

1% 0On the idea of the deliverance of the demonicaffiieted as a theatrical spectacle in late-se\arite
century Lutheranism, see Rieg&eufel im Pfarrhaus162-200.

1 5ee above, note 159.

1925ee n. 119 above.

193 Other child-witches learned what was expectetefit more quickly and played the part of the redeeme
sinner more convincingly, see Rowlaniéfchcraft Narratives105-24.

194 StAR B523Geburts- und Lehrbrieftos. 183-184.
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support to de Blécourt’s similar findings about thiegevity of reputation in Drenthe. The
gendering of the family’s reputation was more cogrpghan suggested by de Blécourt,
however-*> Michael Wirth was believed to use magic to cawserhand gain material
advantage; his son Hans Wirth and step-son GeoagnAgkem to have inherited reputations
for white or profit-making magit®® while Wirth’s harming power was thought to havetbe
passed down to his daughter-in-law, Anna Maria ketisand from her to Hans Adam. The
trials within which the family became embroiledaleelped make some of its members into
witches; Barbara Wirth essentially stood proxyHer husband Michael in 1663, while Hans
Adam Knospel was forced through judicial and th@ensive pastoral pressure to turn his
childish fantasies of night-flying into detailedndessions of demonic seduction. Closer
examination of the witch-family and issues of ing@nerational transmission of reputation,
then, needs to go hand-in-hand with attention ¢oetktperiences and fates of individual
family members, and the ways in which these weapesti by gender, age, context and legal

processes.

Witch-family trials must also be examined agathstbackdrop of new elite anxieties
about ungodly parents who sacrificed their childiethe devil. That this idea surfaced in
Catholic and Protestant parts of Europe is unssingj given the concerns shared by the men
of both confessions with witchcraft and the perpigyhenomenon of self-incriminating
child-witches on the one hand, and the upholdingoafly household order on the other.
However, the extent to which the full-blown, duarglered witch-family stereotype was
taken seriously, and applied in the context ofjtiokcial persecution of alleged witches,
varied. This was more likely to happen in thosedominantly Catholic) areas where the
reality of a dual-gendered witches’ sabbath was atsepted, and where the idea of the

witch-family was terrifyingly confirmed and publsgd by forced confessions and

1% 5ee n. 3 above.
19 On Hans, see n. 69 above.
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executions. The stereotype was adopted in moreugtted form in Protestant areas like
Rothenburg, where anxieties about the seductiahiédren into witchcraft continued to
coalesce around adult women with maternal or gogernal roles, while godless fathers
(like Georg Adam Kndspel) were imagined as the etfill, yet less culpable, patriarchs
who allowed this to happen. This differentiatedegi®n of the witch-family stereotype may
help explain why fewer men were prosecuted as w#c¢h Protestant than Catholic parts of
Germany®’ and may suggest a model that is applicable tar Gthaestant parts of Europe.
Finally, the manner of Hans Adam’s redemption sstgythat the ways in which early
modern authorities thought about and treated a-atitich can tell us much about their
anxieties about ‘bad’ parenting; more researcleesded to explore how these anxieties
helped drive longer-term developments in the giedgision of education, and state

intervention in apparently failing families in ader European context®

197 Cf. Rolf SchulteMan as Witch. Male Witches in Central EurdiBasingstoke, 2009), 67-8.
9% willis, for example, notes that similar trends eapparent in English rhetoric about vagrant famsili
(‘Witch-Family’, 27, note 40).



