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I. The goal of family history is to establish identity and prove relationships. If this goal is not met,
all other family history goals and activities are a waste.

II. The Genealogical Proof Standard:
A. Relatively exhaustive research.
B. Complete citations for each source.
C. Analyze and compare the data.
D. Resolve conflicting evidence.
E. Write a conclusion based on the evidence.

III. Evidence-Evaluation Standards:*

A. Evidence must be analyzed and compared:
1. Analyzed: scrutinized for details, meaning, nature, context, and impact on the

research project.
2. Correlated: compared with other evidence to find connections and contradictions.

B. Sources are classified as either: 
1. Original: Material in its first recorded form.
2. Derivative: Material that has been copied, transcribed, abstracted, repeated,

retold,  reproduced, or summarized.
3. In general, photocopies, microfilm, digitized images, etc., are considered original

sources if they preserve the integrity of the original.
C. Information is analyzed to determine if it is: 

1. Primary: Firsthand knowledge.
2. Secondary: Secondhand knowledge. 

D. Evidence is our interpretation of information to answer the research question. It is either:
1. Direct evidence: enough to answer the research question by itself.
2. Indirect evidence: combined information from two or more sources to answer the

research question. 
IV. Case study.
V. Direct Evidence.

A. Reliance on direct evidence alone causes problems.
B. Two pieces of direct evidence are often in conflict, with major or minor differences. These

differences usually require indirect evidence to resolve them.
C. Direct evidence is rarely enough to establish identity or prove relationships. This is

because people live complex lives, associate with multiple people, move between towns,
immigrate, marry, have children, die, leave estates, etc. Establishing proof that a series of
events involves the same person among the same group of people requires comparison of
multiple pieces of evidence. Direct evidence does not compare data or establish identity. 

 Definitions paraphrased from, 1. The Board for Certification of Genealogists, The BCG Genealogical Standards
*

Manual (Washington, D.C.: Board for Certification of Genealogists, 2000), and 2. Elizabeth Shown Mills, Evidence Explained:
Citing History Sources from Artifacts to Cyberspace, second edition (Baltimore: Genealogical Publishing Company, 2009).



VI. Indirect Evidence.
A. Establishing identity requires comparing multiple pieces of evidence.
B. Often the different pieces of evidence come from multiple sources.
C. Sometimes only one source survives, such as early tax books, church books, etc. Indirect

evidence of identity can be taken from multiple entries from one record, such as an early
church book that shows the marriage of a couple, followed by the birth of a set of children
in a logical sequence; or the appearance of a man over a series of years in tax records.

VII. Complex Evidence.
A. Complex Evidence: is established by multiple strands of indirect evidence combined to

establish identity and prove relationships. Complex Evidence is often compared to the
pieces of a jigsaw puzzle, all joined together to create the image of a family.

B. Complex Evidence will accentuate similarities or differences in pieces of evidence.
C. Complex Evidence is always the best way to establish identity and prove relationships.
D. Complex Evidence has proven effective to establish identity in any period of time, in any

records, in any county, among any people. 
E. Complex Evidence in NOT a complete list of source citations, although that is part of it.
F. Complex Evidence is NOT limited to birth, death, and marriage entries for one person.
G. Complex Evidence is NOT a long list of life events or a thorough research log, void of

comparison between records.
H. Complex Evidence MUST include the analysis of evidence, the comparison between

pieces noting the similarity and differences, and the resolution of conflicts. 
I. This analysis and comparison of sources can only be passed to future generations in

writing. 
J. Complex Evidence without a written proof summary does NOT establish relationships or

prove identity. The written summary of evidence is essential for proof of relationships.
VIII. False Research Imperatives. 

Computer databases and genealogical software create false research imperatives. An imperative is
a command; something that must happen. A false research imperative is the creation of the
impression that certain things must or must not happen for successful research. The false
imperatives genealogical software and databases create include impressions that:
A. For successful research you must find birth, death, and marriage dates.
B. Proof of these events must come from direct evidence.
C. All you ever need are birth, death, and marriage records.
D. Any other information you find is unnecessary fluff.
E. Evidence does not need to be analyzed or compared.
F. A source citation is all the analysis that is needed.
G. No written summary of the intellectual process of analysis is needed.

IX. Methodology:
A. False Methodology: I must prove that Minnie was the daughter of Frederick and Dora!
B. Correct Methodology: Who was Minnie’s parental family?
C. Correct Research Methodology = the Genealogical Proof Standard. If any element in the

standard is left out, identity has not been established and relationships have not been
proven.

D. Register-style family data (rather than pedigree charts, family group sheets or computer
databases) is conducive to analyzing evidence and comparing records essential to proving
relationships. This format provides opportunity for a much more complete treatment of a
life than is possible on a family group sheet, pedigree chart, or in most computer
databases. This is true even for software that allows a long lists of events.“Putting your
family into register style is part of the research process.”



MINNIE MARY BÄHRE: A SAMPLE PROOF SUMMARY

There are many styles of Proof Summaries. The Proof Summary for evidence presented today might read
as follows:

The evidence tying Minnie Mary Bahre to her birth family is indirect, but
convincing. Minnie Mary Bahre recorded her own birth date in her Bible as follows,
“Minnie Bahre–Wife of Fred J Bittner Feb 28  1865, both N.Y. City.”  The Bible was ath 1

Christmas gift to Minnie in 1898,  so this is not an original source for her birth, however2

as the information appears to have been recorded by Minnie herself, it is primary and can
be relied on as far a Minnie was aware of her own birth date and place. In her 1884 New
York City marriage record, Minnie lists her parents as, “Frederick Bahre” and “Dora
Luhr” and states that she will be twenty years old on her next birthday (also suggesting an
1865 birth date).  The marriage is an original source with primary information provided3

firsthand by the bride and groom. On 25 May 1861, there is a marriage recorded in New
York City at the Evangelical Lutheran Church of St. Matthew between “Johann Heinr[ich]
Fri[edrich] Behre” of Weetzen in Hannover and “Johanna Dorothea Louise Lühr” of
Osterode am Harz, Hannover.  These names are a close match to those listed in Minnie’s4

marriage and suggest this is the marriage of her parents. Minnie's birth is recorded in the
same church three years later on the date listed in her Bible (28 February 1865) where her
name is recorded as “Johanna Sophia Wilhelmine Behr,” with parents listed as “Johann
Friedrich Behr” of Wehzen in Hannover and “Doris Lühr” of Osterode am Harz,
Hannover.  This marriage is an original source with information that appears to be5

primary. The close match of the names and birth places between this 1861 marriage and
the 1865 baptism indicate both records relate to the same couple. A comparison of all four
of these records suggests that the name “Minnie” was a diminutive of “Wilhelmine.”
Taken together these four sources prove that Minnie Mary Bahre listed in the 1884
marriage and the girl listed in the 1865 baptism are the same woman.

 Family data, Minnie Mary (Bahre) Bittner family Bible record, 1862-1925, in The Pronouncing Edition of the Holy
1

Bible, Containing the Authorized and Revised Versions of the Olds and New Testaments. . . (Boston: Bay State, 1890); F.
Warren Bittner collection, Centerville, Utah. The volume, “Presented to Mrs. Minnie Bittner by Frederick Joseph Bittner, [her]
Husband, December 25th 1898,” the entries appear to have been made by Minnie Bittner 1898–1925.  The Bible passed from
Minnie to her daughter Alice (Bittner) Rickert, to Alice’s nephew Burton Bittner (son of Andrew Bittner), and to Burton’s son
Matthew Bittner, who gave it to Warren Bittner in 2006.

 Ibid.
2

 New York City Division of Health Statistics, Manhattan Marriage Records, marriage certificate no. 47985 (1884),
3

Bittner-Bahre; New York City Municipal Archives, New York; FHL microfilm 1,470,466.

 Evangelical Church of St. Matthew (New York City), “Ehebuch 1845-1871,” p. 200, Behre-Lühr marriage, 25 May
4

1861; parish rectory, New York City; FHL microfilm 1,902,068.

 Evangelical Church of St. Matthew (New York City), “Taufbuch 1857-1886,” p. 385 (Johanna Sophia Wilhelmine
5

Behr, 14 May 1865); parish rectory, New York City; FHL microfilm 1,901,797.



The paragraph above is enough to establish the identity of Minnie Mary Bahre. The following paragraph
could be added to further identify her within her parental family:

The identity of Minnie Mary Bahre is strengthened by several pieces of supporting

evidence. The baptism records of St. Matthew also list the births of two siblings for Minnie:

Heinrich Behre (25 May 1861), and Sophia Auguste Behr (20 July 1862).  The names of the6

parents in these records closely match those in Minnie’s baptism and the parents’ marriage,

and all these records list the same towns of birth for the parents, which proves all records are

for the same couple. The 1865 and 1866 New York City directories list “Frederick J.H.

Bahre” at “eating h[ouse] 233 G'wich, h[ome] 44 Robinson,”  which is the same address7

listed for Minnie’s parents in her baptismal entry. The 1855-1895 directories show only one

man with a name similar to “Frederick Bahre” in any year, and that man lives primarily

within Greenwich Village and works in the hospitality industry. The 1872 directory lists him

as “Bahre Fred’k, eating, West c Vestry, h[ome] 423 G’wich;” and the 1871 lists “Behr

Frederick, oysters, h 423 G’wich.”  These two records indicate where the family may have8

been living at the time of the 1870 census. In the 1870 U.S. Census, “Fritz Bear” is listed at

423 Greenwich Street with his wife, Dora, and children Henry (age 10), Sophia (8), Mena

(6), and Deretta (3).  The names of the parents and the names and birth order of the children9

match those found in the baptismal entries, except for the youngest child whose baptism has

not been found. Minnie is the “Mena” of this record. Minnie’s mother “Dorothea Bahre”

died 6 October 1876 at 341 Greenwich Street, Manhattan,  the address that Frederick Bahre10

is listed that year in the city directory.  Minnie has not been found in the 1880 U.S. census,11

but her father is listed with his second wife, Roseanna, at 22 Jay Street, where Minnie’s

youngest sister is listed as “Terretta.”  The father, Frederick Bahre, died in Manhattan, 1812

September 1889.  All of these records combine to firmly establish the identity of Minnie13

Mary Bahre’s birth family and prove her relationship to her parents and siblings.

 Evangelical Church of St. Matthew (New York City), “Taufbuch 1857–1886,” p. 216 (Heinrich Behre, 25 May
6

1861, parents listed as “Johann Heinr[rich] Fr[iedrich] Wilh[elm] Behre” and “Johanna Dorothea Louisa Lühr”), and p. 312
(Sophia Auguste Behr, 20 July 1862, parents listed as “Louis Hermann Fr[iedrich] Behr” and “Louisa Joh[annah] Doretta
Lühr”). 

 John F. Trow, Trow’s New York City Directory, compiled by H. Wilson. Vol. LZXXVIII. For the Year Ending May
7

1, 1865 (New York: Trow, 1865, reprint Woodridge, Connecticut: Research Publications, c1980-1984), 47; FHL microfilm
1,377,173.

 Ibid., Vols. 84 (1871) and 85 (1872), p. 84, and 54; FHL microfilm 1,277,178-79.
8

 1870 U.S. Census, New York County, New York, population schedule, second enumeration, Ward 5, District 4, p.
9

61 (stamped) p. 23 (handwritten), 423 Greenwich Street (no dwelling or family number), Fritz Bear household; National
Archives and Records Administration (NARA) microfilm publication M593, roll 1016. See also Ibid., first enumeration, Ward
5, District 7, p. 37, dwelling 97, family 280, Frederick Parr household; NARA microfilm M593, roll 977. The surname in the
first enumeration appears to be “Barp,” but close examination of the image on microfilm shows that the downstroke of the p is
a stray mark on the page and the name is “Barr.”

 New York Department of Health, Manhattan Death Certificates, no. 249678 (1876), Dorothea Bahre; Municipal
10

Archives, New York; FHL micorfilm 1,322,545.

 John F. Trow, Trow’s New York City Directory, compiled by H. Wilson. Vol. LZXXXIX. For the Year Ending May
11

1, 1876 (New York: Trow, 1876, reprint Woodridge, Connecticut: Research Publications, c1980-1984), 55; FHL microfilm
1,377,183.

 1880 U.S. Census, New York County, New York, population schedule, p. 16, 22 Jay Street, enumeration district
12

(ED) 16, sheet 16-D, dwelling 45, family 162, Frederick Baers household; NARA microfilm publication T9, roll 867. See also,
New York City Division of Health Statistics, Manhattan Marriage Records, marriage certificate no. 22441 (1883),
Bahre-Hagerty; New York City Municipal Archives, New York; FHL microfilm 1,570,108.

 New York Department of Health, Manhattan Death Certificates, no. 30152 (1889), Fritz Bahre; Municipal
13

Archives, New York; FHL micorfilm 1,322,672.


