
BACKGROUND*
William J. Murphy was born about 1800 in England; settled in New Jersey between 
1828 and 1830 with his wife, Mary Ann, and their children; and died in 1851 in 
Newark, New Jersey.

The following details about William and his family have been established through 
various New Jersey documentary sources:
• William was a shoemaker
• William and Mary were Methodist
• Records consistently identify William and Mary as born in England (not Ireland, 

like most Murphys of this time period)
• Vital records for the couple’s children identify Mary’s maiden name as Owen or 

Owens

RESEARCH QUESTION
Who were the parents of William J. Murphy, who was born about 1800 in England; 
settled in Newark, New Jersey between 1828 and 1830; and died in 1851 in Newark?

CHALLENGES
• 5HFRUGV�OHIW�EHKLQG�E\�:LOOLDP�DQG�0DU\�GR�QRW�LGHQWLI\�WKHLU�SDUHQWV�RU�D�VSHFLÀF�

place of birth or origin in England
• William and Mary died in the mid-1800s and left behind few New Jersey records
• Vital records in New Jersey do not begin until 1848, and provide little information 

in the early years
• No immigration record has been found for William, Mary, or their children

APPROACH
CONNECTING WILLIAM TO HENRY
Documentary evidence connects William to another Murphy who lived in Newark: 
Henry Wilson Murphy. The men lived at the same address in 1835, and led similar 
OLYHV�DV�(QJOLVK�LPPLJUDQWV��0HWKRGLVWV��DQG�VKRHPDNHUV��+HQU\�FDQ�EH�LGHQWLÀHG�YLD�
his unique middle name on his baptismal record, as the son of James and Susannah 
Murphy. He lived in Reading, Berkshire, England, before immigrating to the U.S.
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*A full, source-cited case study/proof argument focused on identifying the parents of William Murphy has been 
developed and submitted for publication, but has not yet been published.
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WILLIAM’S OTHER CONNECTIONS
William Murphy and his family are buried in the same lot as an individual whose stone 
is marked: “Grandfather: 1760-1841.” Cemetery records do not identify this person 
by name, and the cemetery was not established until 1844, but obituaries identify 
RQO\�RQH�FDQGLGDWH��-DPHV�0XUSK\��G���������ZKRVH�GHDWK�QRWLFH�LGHQWLÀHV�KLV�VRQ�DV�
“William on the Camptown Road...”

JAMES MURPHY
William Murphy’s father was the James Murphy who died in New Jersey in 1841. 
+HQU\�:LOVRQ�0XUSK\·V�IDWKHU�ZDV�DOVR�D�-DPHV�0XUSK\��DV�LGHQWLÀHG�IURP�KLV�
baptismal record in England. Are William and Henry brothers?

INDIRECT EVIDENCE
Indirect evidence is information that does not directly answer the research question, 
but that we analyze, interpret as being relevant, and combine with other clues to 
answer the research question. Indirect evidence can be used to resolve many types of 
research questions, including questions of relationship (connecting an individual to 
KLV�RU�KHU�SDUHQW�SDUHQWV���TXHVWLRQV�RI�LGHQWLW\��GLŲHUHQWLDWLQJ�EHWZHHQ�LQGLYLGXDOV�
of the same name); and questions of circumstance (identifying immigrant experiences, 
IRU�H[DPSOH���,QGLUHFW�HYLGHQFH�LV�HVSHFLDOO\�XVHIXO�LQ�FDVHV�LQYROYLQJ�VLJQLÀFDQW�
record loss, unrecorded events, and undocumented events—and it can often be more 
compelling than direct evidence. 

6XFFHVVIXO�JHQHDORJLFDO�UHVHDUFK�UHOLHV�RQ�H[SORULQJ�GLŲHUHQW�FODVVHV�RI�HYLGHQFH��$�
lack of direct evidence (in this case, a lack of records left behind by William that name 
his parents or origin) does not mean that a research question can’t be solved (and that 
:LOOLDP·V�SDUHQWV�FDQ·W�EH�LGHQWLÀHG���:KHQ�ZH�DUH�IDFHG�ZLWK�FKDOOHQJLQJ�UHVHDUFK�
problems, the ability to work with indirect evidence can be a valuable skill for problem 
solving and breaking through brick walls. Indirect evidence points toward a possible 
connection between William and Henry (as brothers), and points toward the possibility 
that Henry’s father James Murphy is the same James Murphy who was the father of 
William.

The information gathered at this point does not prove a conclusion. Additional 
evidence (both documentary and genetic) is still needed to fully identify William’s 
father as the same James Murphy who is Henry’s father. Using indirect evidence 
involves skillful analysis and correlation to make a compelling case, and the totality 
can be presented to help prove our conclusion. A conclusion based on any type of 
HYLGHQFH³LQFOXGLQJ�LQGLUHFW�HYLGHQFH³FDQ�EH�FRQVLGHUHG�SURYHQ�ZKHQ�LW�VDWLVÀHV�WKH�
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ÀYH�HOHPHQWV�RI�WKH�*HQHDORJLFDO�3URRI�6WDQGDUG�
1. reasonably exhaustive research into a variety of sources
2. complete and accurate source citations
3. careful analysis and correlation
4. UHVROXWLRQ�RI�FRQÁLFWLQJ�HYLGHQFH
5. a sound, written conclusion1

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE
JAMES MURPHY
The James Murphy who died in 1841 left a small footprint in other New Jersey records, 
often speculatively and never by name. There are tentative connections between James 
RI�1HZDUN�DQG�+HQU\��EXW�UHFRUG�ORVV�SUHYHQWV�YHULÀFDWLRQ�RI�WKHVH�WKHRULHV�

RECORDS FROM BERKSHIRE
:LOOLDP�0XUSK\�DQG�KLV�ZLIH�0DU\�$QQ�2ZHQ�FDQ�EH�FRQQHFWHG�WR�%UDGÀHOG�DQG�
Newbury, Berkshire, England, which are not far from Reading. A James Murphy and 
wife Susannah can be documented in Reading as early as 1814, and the couple lived on 
the same street as Henry Murphy and his wife Jane. James, also a shoemaker, can be 
documented in Berkshire through about 1828, which coincides with the approximate 
timing of William and Henry’s immigration to the United States.

MURPHY SIBLINGS
Conducting reasonably exhaustive research on the extended Murphy family, including 
-DPHV�DQG�6XVDQQDK�0XUSK\·V�RWKHU�FKLOGUHQ��OHDGV�WR�ÀQGLQJ�WKRVH�VLEOLQJV�LQ�
Newark, New Jersey. The siblings (and their families) can be connected to both 
William’s family and Henry’s families over several generations.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE
In this case, both William and Henry are documented as having a father named James. 
William’s father James was the 81-year-old man who died in 1841 in New Jersey. 
Henry’s father James was the man named on his baptismal record, and the man who 
was a shoemaker in Reading up until 1828. A body of indirect evidence related to 
Henry, William, Caroline and James Murphy, suggests that James of Newark and James 
of Berkshire were one and the same, and helps prove that William’s father was James 
of Berkshire and Newark.

1�%RDUG�IRU�&HUWLÀFDWLRQ�RI�*HQHDORJLVWV��Genealogy Standards, 2nd edition (Nashville, Tennessee: 
Ancestry, 2019), Chapter 1.
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DNA AS A GENEALOGICAL SOURCE
DNA testing has become increasingly popular in the genealogical community over 
the past few years, and DNA test results are now often used to help establish proof 
RI�UHODWLRQVKLSV��,Q�WKLV�FDVH��-DPHV�0XUSK\·V�GHDWK�QRWLFH�GLUHFWO\�LGHQWLÀHG�KLV�VRQ�
as the research subject, William. However, indirect evidence proves that William’s 
IDWKHU�LV�D�VSHFLÀF�PDQ�QDPHG�-DPHV�0XUSK\³WKH�PDQ�ZKR�OLYHG�LQ�%HUNVKLUH��ZDV�
married to Susannah, and had several other children (Henry, James and Caroline). 
The documentary evidence in this case is strong, but where DNA is available, it can 
be used to support, supplement, and test the conclusions that come from a body of 
documentary evidence.

AUTOSOMAL DNA
Autosomal DNA passes from parent to child when two copies of the parent’s 
chromosome combine. This process occurs with both parents over many generations, 
resulting in living individuals who carry the autosomal DNA from many of their 
ancestors. Consumer DNA testing companies search test takers’ DNA for identical 
patterns on the same sections of the same chromosomes, indicating that those 
individuals inherited a segment of DNA from a common ancestor. The amounts of 
shared DNA between two people are measured in centimorgans. 

Using DNA test results as genealogical source can help add evidence to an argument 
where circumstantial or indirect evidence suggests a conclusion. Autosomal DNA 
testing of more than 50 descendants of William, Henry, James, and Caroline Jane 
Murphy establishes a body of genetic evidence that supports the documentary evidence. 
7KH�GHVFHQGDQWV�RI�WKHVH�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�WRRN�'1$�WHVWV�DUH�WKLUG��IRXUWK�DQG�ÀIWK�
cousins (sometimes 1-2 generations removed) to each other. Some do not share any 
autosomal DNA, but the vast majority share amounts of DNA that are consistent 
with the relationships between these individuals. In this case, Y-DNA testing was not 
feasible, but would have been a viable tool if test takers were available.

METHODOLOGY
The individuals who took DNA tests were targeted based on several factors. Living 
descendants closest in generation to James Murphy and Susannah Terriere were given 
preference. Additionally, descendants of William, Henry, James, and Caroline Jane from 
GLŲHUHQW�OLQHV�RI�GHVFHQW were sought. 

The use of DNA as a genealogical source requires eliminating or reducing the 
possibility that shared DNA among test takers could derive from multiple common 
ancestors. Test takers who had the potential to share X-DNA were selected, in an 
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attempt to use X-DNA’s unique inheritance pattern to eliminate certain family lines as 
sources of test takers’ shared DNA. Although the potential existed, the individuals in 
this study whose DNA was analyzed were not found to share amounts of X-DNA that 
were useful in eliminating other family lines as sources of the test takers’ shared DNA. 
Full pedigrees were developed for test takers who participated in the study; no common 
ancestors were discovered aside from those on lines leading up the Murphy line.

Triangulation is when three or more individuals share an identical pattern of DNA in 
the same location on the same chromosome. In DNA analysis, triangulated segments 
SURYLGH�D�KLJKHU�OHYHO�RI�FRQÀGHQFH�WKDW�WKH�WHVW�WDNHUV�KDYH�D�FRPPRQ�DQFHVWRU�
ZKR�LV�WKH�VRXUFH�RI�WKHLU�VKDUHG�'1$��1R�VLJQLÀFDQW�WULDQJXODWHG�VHJPHQWV�RI�
'1$�ZHUH�IRXQG�ZKHQ�FRPSDULQJ�'1$�EHWZHHQ�WKH�WKLUG��IRXUWK�DQG�ÀIWK�FRXVLQV�
(sometimes 1-2 generations removed) who participated in this study. Individuals at 
these relationship levels often do not inherit triangulated segments; rather, each pair 
of matches inherits segment(s) of DNA from their shared ancestor, but not necessarily 
the same segment(s) as another pair of matches. The amounts of DNA shared between 
descendants of William, Henry, James and Caroline Jane ranged from extremely small, 
less meaningful amounts of DNA such as 9 cM, up to about 115 cM, for individuals 
ZKR�ZHUH�WKLUG��IRXUWK�DQG�ÀIWK�FRXVLQV��VRPHWLPHV�����JHQHUDWLRQV�UHPRYHG�

ONE LAST CLUE...FROM DNA!
Documentary research failed to identify an individual named Johanna Murphy who 
appeared to be connected to the family, based on her appearance on an 1831 passenger 
list with William’s siblings James Murphy and Caroline Murphy. However, examining 
shared matches between various descendants of James and Susannah Murphy helped 
identify Johanna. Many of the descendants who participated in the DNA study share 
DNA with individuals who descend from Johanna (Murphy) Lyon of Luzerne County, 
Pennsylvania. A body of evidence related to Johanna connects her back to Newark 
through her husband, and she shares many characteristics with the Murphy family 
(she born in England and was a Methodist). Although Johanna (Murphy) Lyon can 
EH�UHOLDEO\�LGHQWLÀHG�DV�WKH�ZRPDQ�ZKR�WUDYHOHG�LQ�������KHU�H[DFW�FRQQHFWLRQ�WR�WKH�
larger Murphy family is unclear, as records for her in England have not been found.

MEETING THE GPS WITH DNA & DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE
The body of evidence presented in this lecture (when considered along with the written 
proof argument, yet to be published) meets the Genealogical Proof Standard and thus 
proves the question of William’s parentage. The evidence related to Johanna (Murphy) 
/\RQ�LV�QRW�VXűFLHQW�WR�WLH�KHU�LQ�DV�DQRWKHU�VLEOLQJ�WR�WKLV�0XUSK\�IDPLO\��ZKLFK�KDV�
been reconstructed using a combination of documentary evidence and DNA.
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