
Introduction: Possession, Gender, and Power

In 1596, thirteen- year- old Thomas Darling, in Burton, England, became 
dramatically unwell in a way that defied diagnosis. His convulsive fits 
and vomiting suggested illness, but when he pointed out apparitions of 
angels and a green cat, bystanders knew that his was more than a natural 
distemper. Darling later lost the use of his legs and alternated between 
ardent prayer and violent contortions. He also suffered when he strove to 
read from the Bible, and writhed and groaned as he conducted one- sided 
conversations with the devil that tempted him to turn away from God. 
Some suspected he might be bewitched, and witnesses closely questioned 
and tested the woman he named as a suspect. In time, after Darling spoke 
in the strange voices of his invading devils, Puritan ministers managed 
to deliver the boy who rapturously recommitted himself to a godly life. 
The accused witch made a partial confession but died before she could 
be tried.1 Witchcraft- possession cases like Thomas Darling’s, by which I 
mean cases in which those who suffered the spectral torments associated 
with demonic possession also named a witch as the cause, were strongly 
grounded in specific conditions of the homes, congregations, and courts 
where they originated. At the same time, however, they depended upon 
shared cultural scripts in order to have reliable meaning. This book tells 
a transatlantic story of some of the people in early modern England 
and colonial New England who acted as if they were possessed, and the 
ways that demoniacs— as people purportedly possessed by devils were 
called— were handled within and beyond their communities. When 
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published possession accounts documented their subjects’ symptoms, 
they reinforced customary notions of possession and expanded the prec-
edents that shaped officials’ new judgments. Thus these sources became 
conceptual primers both for those who needed to discern a true pos-
session and for those who needed to perform one. Ultimately, the fate 
of demoniacs and accused witches appears to have depended as much 
on the cultural and discursive realm as on particular interactions with 
neighbors, ministers, and magistrates.

After the English Reformation, when acts by King Henry VIII and 
Parliament brought about a separation of English rule and law from 
Rome in the 1530s, the Church of England grew distinctly Protestant. 
While the extent of this transformation fluctuated, Protestantism was 
firmly entrenched— if nonetheless hotly and continuously debated— by 
Elizabeth I’s ascension to the throne in 1558. Yet even as England devel-
oped a singular brand of Protestant rule, both common folk and elites 
continued to draw upon traditional cultural views of the preternatu-
ral realm.2 By the mid- sixteenth century concerns about witchcraft as 
a threat to church and state had increased, and England’s first secular 
statute against witchcraft was passed in 1542. While the statute did not 
articulate a vision of witchcraft as a pact with the Devil, it named prac-
tices such as conjuring, divination, and the use of magic and malefic— or 
harmful— witchcraft as punishable by death. The act was repealed 
as early as 1547, however, and no new statute addressed witchcraft as 
a crime until 1563. That new statute continued to define witchcraft as 
a crime primarily in terms of the harm it caused, and set out levels of 
punishment based upon the severity of the damages; only those who had 
allegedly killed by witchcraft were to be hanged for that felony crime. 
A subsequent statute, passed in 1604, extended the death penalty to 
those convicted of having harmed people, goods, or animals as a first 
offense, and to any form of witchcraft upon a second offense.3 Fewer 
witches were accused and executed in England than in western Europe, 
in part because England’s accusatorial legal system prevented the kinds 
of inquisitorial trials that configured witchcraft as heresy. Nonetheless, 
widespread religious, economic, and political upheavals contributed to 
the kind of social instabilities that led both England and its Continental 
counterparts to experience an increase in prosecutions during the tur-
bulent decades before and after 1600.

Demonic possession cases, which centered on individuals who 
appeared to suffer from stylized fits, convulsions, and torments brought 
on by preternatural malice, shared to a certain extent a related trajectory 
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in law and custom. In the aftermath of the English Reformation, as the 
Church of England displaced Catholics and sought to centralize its 
authority, the Anglican leadership struggled to maintain control of the 
style and substance of religion. By removing the Catholic ritual of exor-
cism from the second edition of the Edwardian prayer book in 1552, the 
established church left Protestant England without the official means 
to cast out devils.4 Possessions continued to occur, nonetheless, and a 
church that could offer no viable response appeared at a competitive 
disadvantage. Protestants had rejected ritual exorcism in part because it 
maintained that individuals could adjure the Devil to depart from a per-
son’s body. Over time Puritans, the “hotter” sort of godly Protestants who 
were determined to purge from the Church of England what they saw 
as the vestiges of popish extravagances,5 nonetheless developed a strat-
egy to dispossess those suffering from demonic assaults. Dispossession, 
they noted, relied only upon the methods used in Scripture: prayer and 
fasting. Ministers could petition God’s mercy, but not command devils 
to depart in His name.6 In the 1580s, when tensions about a potential 
Catholic threat ran high, some Puritan ministers sparked controversies 
with the Anglican establishment by putting these premises into action. 
Ultimately, both possession and witchcraft were difficult for authorities 
to discern because they involved humans actuated, whether willingly or 
helplessly, by demonic power. Throughout early modern England, most 
people wholeheartedly accepted the prospect of authentic possession and 
witchcraft cases while also subjecting instances of both phenomena to 
testing and debate.

This book analyzes published cases of demonic possession and 
witchcraft- possession in England and New England from 1564, when 
the first English possession narrative was published, through the period 
when godly Puritans on both sides of the Atlantic stood their best chance 
of substantively directing the rhetoric surrounding witchcraft- possession 
cases, until around 1700.7 Possession and witchcraft overlapped consid-
erably, and given that approximately 80– 90 percent of Anglo- American 
accused witches were female,8 the book explores what new perspectives 
on power can be offered by analysis of the varied implications of gender 
for men. Specifically, it examines the role of gender in published accounts 
about men and women who performed the symptoms of possession and 
analyzes particular cases of men who were accused of witchcraft by pos-
sessed accusers or who published possession propaganda. Despite the 
overwhelming association of witchcraft with women, I argue that man-
hood was a crucial factor in the articulation of judgment upon both the 
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women and men who were implicated in these incidents. For possession 
and witchcraft to work, participants had to rely upon customary scripts 
in which images of honorable and degraded womanhood and man-
hood operated intricately alongside other concerns. Anglo- American 
possession cases thus provide a lens through which to see how people— 
powerful and lowly, godly and worldly— invoked gendered power, both 
explicitly and implicitly, to do the cultural work necessary to compete 
and survive in early modern society.

A second component of the argument aims to differentiate this work 
from existing scholarship by emphasizing transatlantic links, and 
continuity rather than change. Although many early modernists have 
turned their attention to a circum- Atlantic world and globalization, 
recent scholarship on European and American witchcraft has aimed to 
update long- standing generalizations by emphasizing geographic spec-
ificity.9 This has resulted in some necessary corrections of past assump-
tions, but it also indirectly reinforces an analytical separation between 
witchcraft- possession in England and colonial New England. There 
were important differences between witchcraft- possession cases in the 
two regions over this period; most notable among these was the pres-
ence of Native Americans both in the physical realm of New England’s 
colonial project and in colonists’ imaginings of their wars with Indi-
ans as part of the war between godly and demonic forces. Nonetheless, 
English people on either side of the Atlantic in the seventeenth century, 
despite the differences between their communities and institutions, 
drew upon shared foundational beliefs about gender, power, and the 
preternatural even as they vigorously disputed them. In addition to the 
convention of viewing the regions separately, both scholarly and popu-
lar treatments of demonic and witchcraft- possession cases emphasize 
change over time and decline. That impulse is accurate; although belief 
in these phenomena persisted, and indeed persists, the likelihood that 
cases could gather the necessary momentum to goad magistrates to 
action unraveled in the first half of the eighteenth century. Nonethe-
less, focusing on differences and declension obscures the remarkable 
degree of continuity in meanings of manhood, possession, and witch-
craft in the Anglo- Atlantic. Rather than understand the decline of offi-
cial confidence in demonic and witchcraft- possession cases primarily 
as change, we can see it as an indication of continuity in patriarchy, 
that mechanism for the ordering of power— kings over subjects, and 
fathers over dependents— to which both early modern England and 
colonial New England remained committed.10
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Possession and witchcraft- possession cases provided opportunities 
for participants to access an unprecedented degree of agency, as when 
the speech and actions of young maids and apprentices suddenly took 
on great significance, even to the extent that they could subvert power 
dynamics within families and communities. Confessed witches, simi-
larly, crafted narratives to explain their capitulation to Satan in ways 
that blended customary beliefs with personal accounts that sometimes 
resisted the very sins they admitted. However, this agency was fleeting, 
profoundly ambivalent, and ultimately subsumed in the community’s 
recommitment to customary patriarchal values. Even though individual 
possession cases failed to endanger patriarchal authority as a system, the 
resulting controversies were sufficiently destructive to community order 
to become distasteful to those in power and to result in the suppression of 
both published possession and witchcraft narratives.11 As men in power 
found their interests better met by avoiding the controversies inherent in 
these preternatural matters, this trend cemented authority in the hands 
of certain men while excluding others. The gendered language of pub-
lished possession narratives reveals some of the myriad ways patriarchy 
sustained itself, by prompting authors to assert their right to wield power 
in ways that were otherwise obscured. As disruptive and fearful as these 
episodes were, and however grave the consequences for accused witches 
or ministers who risked sanction for treating demoniacs, the system of 
patriarchal authority within which they operated remained fundamen-
tally unchallenged across the long seventeenth century (confined here to 
approximately 1560– 1700) and the Atlantic.

Given the Protestant repudiation of exorcism, it was impossible 
for writers in early modern England to describe an apparent case of 
demonic possession or witchcraft- possession without simultaneously 
staking religious and political claims. Catholic exorcisms, though sup-
pressed, retained their power as tools of conversion, and it became clear 
over the course of this period that views of how properly to respond to 
preternatural interference were more fluid than orthodox. This climate, 
and demonological disagreements about how to define even the central 
terms, meant that an author’s choice of words held thorny implications. 
There was considerable slippage between possession and bewitchment, 
both because the symptoms of possession were sometimes attributed to a 
witch’s malice and also because demoniacs who performed too convinc-
ingly could come to resemble those they accused of harming them. One 
central theological question centered on how to differentiate possession 
from obsession; the former involved a foreign spirit that took control 
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over the afflicted individual from within— a condition some suggested 
required the individual’s consent— whereas the latter involved an assault 
upon an innocent subject from without.12 Some writers maintained the 
distinction carefully; others allowed that the terms blurred intricately 
into one another.13 This was particularly true when a propaganda war 
broke out in response to high- profile possession cases. Historian Brian P. 
Levack acknowledges that “the two categories have often been confused, 
possibly because obsessio was sometimes used to identify both external 
and internal attacks by the Devil,” but he omits from his analysis of 
possession instances in which, as in Salem, Massachusetts, the afflicted 
parties did not perform some of the distinctive features of demonic 
possession.14 I refer to a broad spectrum of cases in which subjects per-
formed symptoms of demonic interference as “possession,” not to dis-
count the theological distinction between possession and obsession but 
to acknowledge the fluidity of the terms as they were invoked in pub-
lished sources and as early modern people used them.15

New England writers invoked possession when describing preter-
natural afflictions in the outbreak at Salem and Essex County, even if 
they should not have done so,16 and their use of the term tapped into 
long- standing transatlantic debates about the implications of witchcraft- 
possession in ways that belied any simple attribution of culpability.17 
Since it was not always clear what to conclude about the guilt of those 
deemed possessed, they usually survived these episodes to reintegrate, 
if uneasily, with their communities.18 Would- be demoniacs frequently 
invoked witchcraft in part because the externalization of blame bol-
stered their claims of innocence. But like those who accused witches of 
harming them, people who attempted to perform direct demonic pos-
sessions also had to tread carefully lest they end up being perceived as 
devilish anti- Christians themselves. Whatever words they used, a vari-
ety of observers and writers appeared to take a view compatible with the 
one expressed in Joseph Glanvill’s Saducismus triumphatus (1681), that 
“they that are bewitched are not themselves, and being possessed are 
actuated in the parts of their body, and their mind driven by that ugly 
inmate in them, to what he will.”19 As a godly English minister, Glan-
vill represented a particular religious and political view, but even his 
opponents would have recognized this slippage between bewitchment, 
obsession, and possession as interrelated phenomena. Because this book 
is more concerned with the politics and language of disputation than 
with pinpointing stable diagnoses for early modern demoniacs, it takes 
the broadest possible view of published accounts of these phenomena as 
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they appeared during a period of especially strong contention among 
Puritans, Anglicans, and Catholics.

Scholars have analyzed these struggles over worldly and spiritual 
authority— which culminated in and persisted after the English Civil 
War (1642– 51)— from myriad angles, but the part most pertinent to this 
study is the way that witchcraft- possession cases provided infrequent but 
disproportionately influential opportunities to interpret the preternatu-
ral realm in ways that forwarded partisan religious and political claims. 
To navigate these issues, men who wrote about possession in early mod-
ern England and colonial New England had to defend the reliability of 
their sources and assert their authority to define what had taken place. 
And because the languages of authority, religion, and politics shared 
a cultural legacy that— like gender— was based on binary conceptions 
of order and disorder, they frequently invoked gender in explicit and 
implicit ways. For example, when the eminent New England Puritan 
minister Increase Mather wrote about how to discern between angelic 
and demonic spirits in 1696, he advocated consideration of the sex of 
the visionary: “If these White Angels appear to Females only, who are 
the weaker Sex, and more easy to be imposed on, that renders the case 
yet the more suspicious.  .  .  . If ever an Age for Angelical Apparitions 
shall come, no question but men, and not women only, will be honoured 
with their Visits.”20 Mather reminded his readers that men were the 
undisputed arbiters of such matters, however closely visions, witchcraft, 
and possession might be associated with women. Similarly, when early 
modern people acted like demoniacs or claimed to be bewitched, observ-
ers struggled to determine the vital truth of these provocative events. 
Because the great majority of accused witches in England and New Eng-
land were female, and because preternatural phenomena were culturally, 
though not exclusively, associated with women, an implicit ambivalence 
about the extent to which men as men suited the roles of demoniac and 
witch lay behind more explicit concerns. When navigating witchcraft- 
possession cases, though, both men and women used gendered language 
to persuade others to see them not as liars or fools— or worse, as agents of 
evil— but as victims who deserved concern and pity rather than censure.

One of the challenges of a cultural approach to possession phenom-
ena is to account for the blurriness of the boundary between demonic 
possession and witchcraft on the one hand, and the stark binary con-
ceptions that pervaded early modern European writing on the other. 
Men and women represented one of these fundamental binaries, and 
their bodies’ physical and humoral formation was believed to explain 
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the sexes’ different capacities for intellect, reason, and the moderation 
of passions; these capacities were believed to be both the cause of and 
justification for patriarchal rule.21 Women, with their leaky and perme-
able bodies, their loose tongues, and ambitious discontent, were believed 
to be more susceptible to spectral interference and more likely to seek 
power to harm others.22 Because not all men could access patriarchal 
authority in the same ways, and because women as well as men internal-
ized their culture’s patriarchal values, women’s active role in witchcraft 
prosecution serves as a palpable reminder that gender in early modern 
England and New England resists simplistic explanations of agency 
or misogyny.23 Historians of manhood have uncovered the costs and 
opportunities of patriarchy for both sexes, and the ways that a man’s 
honor and relations with other men factored for his reputation, but most 
ground their work in more representative social contexts than those of 
witchcraft and possession.24 Studies that do explicitly address manhood 
in possession and witchcraft primarily focus on Europe or investigate 
male witchcraft’s associations with elite magic such as astrology or 
alchemy.25 Many witchcraft scholars have profitably analyzed the social, 
psychological, and political factors that contributed to witchcraft trials, 
but in this book I attempt to move away from the consideration of causes 
and toward the interpretation of gendered cultural meanings of posses-
sion and witchcraft.26 It is possible that the cultural turn’s emphasis on 
meaning over causation indicates the alienation of feminist scholarship 
from history,27 but the role of patriarchal power in lived and rhetorical 
cases of witchcraft- possession suggests that the preternatural realm has a 
good deal to offer early modern gender historians outside of a stable view 
of the processes of transition. And for witchcraft scholars, the book’s 
deliberate emphasis on gender as a central category of analysis argues 
that feminist scholarship and witchcraft history, despite their rocky past 
relationship,28 can work together profitably.

In addition, this book builds upon Alexandra Shepard’s argument 
that although “men were often better placed to benefit from them, patri-
archal imperatives nonetheless constituted attempts to discipline and 
order men as well as women. Men, like women, might have experienced 
such imperatives in one or more of three ways: as beneficiaries; as subor-
dinates; and as opponents. . . . [P]atriarchal ideology itself was muddled, 
contradictory, and selectively invoked rather than a monolithic system 
which simply received adherence or rejection.”29 Invoking a mono-
lithic or transhistorical patriarchy creates problems for social histories 
that aim to account for the complex realities of early modern lives, and 
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scholars have been right to question models that reduce men to victims 
anxiously competing to maintain their positions, or that extrapolate 
from witchcraft trials a rigidly dichotomous view of gender relations.30 
But in this period, at the cultural level, patriarchy was the overarching 
model for household and social relations. That not all men fell within all 
of its categories, and that men invoked it inconsistently and not always 
successfully, did not diminish patriarchy’s viability; this remained the 
case even as changing social and economic factors affected many men’s 
ability to invoke its claims to power.31 There was continuity in patriarchal 
language and authority across this period, not in spite of patriarchy’s 
many limitations and exceptions but because of them. Its malleability, 
and the gaps between the aforementioned literatures, leaves room for a 
transatlantic analysis of gender for men and women involved with pos-
session and witchcraft, such as the one undertaken here.

Chapter 1 begins the book’s cultural history of possession narratives 
by exploring the evolving story of Margaret Cooper, whose possession 
inspired three purportedly unrelated publications in 1584, 1614, and 
1641. The chapter then analyzes the possession script itself, noting the 
symptoms that helped observers determine the origin of these afflic-
tions, and the implicit gendered references that guided readers’ judgment 
toward the authors’ desired conclusions. The possession performance 
and the narrative about it were mutually constituted and continually 
evolving; those who attempted to determine the outcome had to defend 
their authority to discipline unruly bodies into reliable meaning. Ideally, 
the resolution of a possession case would entail a restoration of proper 
authority, as demonstrated by the subjects’ return to comportment that 
suited their sex, age, and sort.

The next two chapters provide case studies that illustrate the workings 
of gender, both explicitly and implicitly, in English witchcraft- possession 
and propaganda. Chapter 2 examines the particularly influential 
witchcraft- possession case that took place in Warboys from 1589 to 1593, 
when the daughters of one Robert Throckmorton accused the neigh-
boring Samuel family of bewitching them. A few authors sympathetic 
to the accusers compiled a lengthy narrative, entitled The most strange 
and admirable discoverie of the three Witches of Warboys, which reveals 
how questions of power, patriarchy, and claims to legitimate authority 
operated through the prosecution of witches of both sexes. Compared 
to his wife and daughter, John Samuel was able to claim a degree of 
authority, which resulted in conflict with Throckmorton over which 
man would direct the proceedings and command the deference of the 



10 / introduction

female Samuels. Even in a phenomenon so overwhelmingly associated 
with womanhood, people invoked manhood in their attempts to assert 
control over the rituals intended to determine the meaning of preter-
natural suffering.

Chapter 3 turns to the men who debated the significance of possession 
cases for the English religious and political order. A particularly impor-
tant propaganda war took place between 1599 and 1603, when Anglican 
chaplain Samuel Harsnett and Puritan minister John Darrell matched 
wits and words over the legitimacy of the witchcraft- possession cases 
Darrell had overseen. As much as their struggle over the meaning of 
possession centered on religion and politics, both men relied extensively 
upon gendered strategies to bolster their attacks upon their opponents. 
Their writings also highlighted the ways that manhood— constituted by 
credit, legitimate authority, and the ability to marshal reputable support-
ers to one’s side— was inextricable from debates about the implications of 
these controversial preternatural episodes.

After addressing the continuity in transatlantic possession phenom-
ena that appeared intermittently over the course of the seventeenth cen-
tury, the next two chapters place New England witchcraft- possession 
into a transatlantic context, from its initial colonization to the turn 
of the eighteenth century. Changing political conditions in the seven-
teenth century made their mark on possession narratives, particularly 
in the authors’ growing awareness of the need to anticipate critique, 
but on the whole the arguments for credulity and for skepticism in 
these matters were much the same as they had been a century earlier. 
In New England the challenges of the Indian wars, and political and 
religious struggles over the fate of the colony’s charter and leadership, 
shaped witchcraft- possession phenomena. But these particularities 
were expressed within a larger transatlantic continuity, marked by 
godly ministers’ determination to use possessions and other “remark-
able providences” to combat indifference and atheism. The case studies 
in chapters 4 and 5 investigate gender’s role in Puritan New England’s 
episodes of witchcraft- possession,32 focusing in particular on the out-
break in Salem and Essex County in 1692, when hundreds of people 
were accused and twenty were put to death. Although Salem’s story 
is well- trodden ground, it was the episode that inspired the great-
est number of published accounts and was most intimately linked to 
the intellectual and political elites whose viability was implicated in 
its resolution. The writings of Increase Mather and his son, Cotton 
Mather, who were caught in their own shifting relationships to power, 
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particularly reveal a reliance upon patriarchal authority to weather the 
sudden reversals that made the Salem outbreak so alarming.

Chapter 4 centers on the Reverend George Burroughs, who was 
accused of witchcraft in Salem and executed in August 1692. In many 
respects, the testimony against Burroughs— both from afflicted and 
nonafflicted accusers— centered on the proper limits of manly power 
and his failures both of lack and excess. His subsequent conviction and 
execution demonstrated that despite the overwhelming cultural asso-
ciation of women with witchcraft, accusers did not need to feminize the 
men they named as witches.33 Instead of being made more like a woman, 
Burroughs was unmade as a man whose faults were excesses as well as 
deficiencies in manly qualities. Ultimately, Burroughs’s access to power 
and authority as a man and minister made him resemble the kind of 
inverted seducer who might lead witches in praising the Devil rather 
than Christians in praising God.

Chapter 5 focuses on the case of Margaret Rule, a seventeen- year- 
old from Cotton Mather’s congregation, whose possession symptoms 
appeared nearly a year after the end of the Salem trials and confirmed his 
belief that New England remained under siege by witches and devils. In 
his manuscript about the case, Mather relied upon customary gendered 
language to shore up Rule’s reputation as a believable demoniac and used 
the episode to advocate on behalf of his own view of what constituted 
proper patriarchal order for New England. Unfortunately for Mather, a 
copy of his manuscript fell into the hands of skeptic Robert Calef, who 
subsequently embarked upon a long and bitter campaign to engage 
Mather in debates about witchcraft- possession and the legitimacy of the 
Puritan leadership, all of which culminated in a book attacking Mather 
in 1700. Mather feared the power that witches had to harm the colony, 
but he and his peers also clearly realized that its survival depended upon 
the triumph of patriarchal hierarchy over upstarts who sought greater 
authority for themselves in turbulent times.

The conclusion of witchcraft- possession trials at Salem in New Eng-
land did not mean the end of these phenomena or popular belief in 
them, though it became riskier to pursue such cases officially. At the 
turn of the eighteenth century, people in the Anglo- Atlantic continued 
to explain witchcraft- possession phenomena by drawing upon many of 
the same cultural scripts used at the end of the sixteenth. Furthermore, 
in the course of determining what made a demoniac or a witch, early 
modern people still grappled with what made a proper woman and man. 
Gender’s malleability, and its tendency to vacillate between explicit and 



12 / introduction

implicit references, can make it difficult to follow, but it was this flex-
ibility that encouraged its use by various parties in contradictory ways. 
Ultimately, authors on both sides of the Atlantic used gendered language 
in ways that tracked the vicissitudes of power.

Even given the amount of scholarly attention that witchcraft has 
received, scholars remain vexed with devils, or at least vexed by them, 
because they prompted conflicts that resist stable interpretation. Epi-
sodes of possession and witchcraft were unusual, but if they provide less 
in the way of representative conditions, they reveal the telling possibili-
ties that emerged in times of crisis. These cases’ complexities oblige us 
to resist monocausal explanations and bring to studies of preternatu-
ral phenomena the flexibility we allow for broader histories. We need 
to attend to the full implications of gender in extreme circumstances, 
even or especially where we do not expect to see manhood, because it 
is there that we see the inconsistent but powerful ways that gender fed 
the languages of power and authority. The inherent malleability of man-
hood and womanhood, and of the figures of the demoniac and the witch, 
marks them as unstable categories of meaning that nonetheless saw 
considerable stability over the course of the seventeenth century. Even 
the decline in the willingness of officials to take possession cases seri-
ously reflected a continued investment in patriarchal control over these 
events and their religious and political implications. Ultimately, while 
the discourse and propaganda under investigation here may appear 
removed from the lived realities of the early modern people caught up in 
witchcraft- possession, their stories and voices emerge from the records 
in ways that continue to fascinate and unsettle us. However disinterested 
scholars must be when attempting to describe such episodes, in the end 
the reason to scrutinize their fates is to come closer to understanding the 
many complicated ways that their world produced and perceived them. 
As the continuing prosecution of suspected witches around the world 
demonstrates, there is no shortage of lessons to be gleaned from these 
intricate human predicaments.34


