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Fraudulent Records, Confirmation Bias, and  

Common Sense in Genealogical Research 
Physician and minister to the Cherokee Indians Rev. Elizur Butler, the Creek Indian Sam Moniac  

family of Alabama, and a white Butler family from southwest Georgia are victims of fraudulent 

marriage records, a lack of common sense, and abandonment of the GPS.  

 

Most serious genealogists strive for accuracy and integrity in their research and are troubled by bogus 

genealogies, particularly when we encounter records deliberately fabricated and used as evidence to 

support kinships. The fabrication of undocumented kinships affects all population groups, but American 

Indians appear to be among the most adversely impacted. For generations some non-natives hoping to reap 

the benefits in some way via federal and state grants or opportunities designed for these groups have used 

counterfeit lineages and gone to extraordinary lengths to give credibility to them. To perpetuate these 

desired kinships, analyses of information contained in records and of the records’ physical condition is 

either not done or succumbs to the confirmation bias of the researcher. 

 

How, then, should we address these issues when we uncover them? 

 

The Code of Ethics affirmed by the Board for Certification of Genealogists® is clear about the appropriate 

response we should have when confronted with inaccurate genealogies and fraudulent records we uncover: 

 

“To Protect the Public: I will not publish or publicize as a fact anything I know to be false, 

doubtful or unproved; nor will I be a party, directly or indirectly, to such action by others.”1 

“To Protect the Profession: I will participate in exposing genealogical fraud; but I will not 

otherwise knowingly injure or attempt to injure the reputation, prospects, or practice of another 

genealogist.”2 
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Elizabeth Shown Mills, CG®, CGL™ wrote, “…we would be derelict and unreliable if we ignored an 

erroneous interpretation or false records that we have encountered.”3 When we find duplicitous records and 

genealogy, we have a professional and an ethical obligation to correct the misinformation. How do we 

implement this correction and fulfill this obligation? We determine the truth, write it, and publish it. 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

A genealogist of the Georgia state-recognized Creek Indian tribe asserts a white man4 Elisha Butler from 

Decatur, Mitchell and Butler Counties, Georgia, was a Cherokee Indian.5  Elisha’s descendants joined this 

state-recognized tribe after the tribal genealogist’s research asserted the claim in a book she authored.6 The 

Adeline Butler was the inferred wife of the southwest Georgia Elisha Butler’s son Jesse.7 The author not 

only merges the identities of this Elisha Butler with physician and Presbyterian minister Rev. Elizur Butler 
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whose life work was attending to the physical and spiritual needs of the Cherokees,8 but also merges the 

identifies of Adeline Butler and Eliza Moniac, daughter of Creek Indian Samuel Moniac of Alabama. The 

erroneous identity of the white female has become Adeline Eliza and has paved the way to eligibility for 

Creek tribal enrollment of these descendants.9 One early Baldwin County, Alabama, marriage record has 

been used as evidence to support these consolidated identities.10 At least descendant questioned whether his 

ancestors had indeed been the Indian families the author claimed. He wrote: 

 

…I seek accurate knowledge concerning my heritage. I'm finding contradictory things. An 

example of this is an 1860 census Mitchell Co. Georgia, which has Jesse Butler at 27 years old 

and Adeline at 19, Benjamin 3, Henry 10…Jesse [would have been] 3 years old in 1836 when he 

got married in Alabama.11 

 

Record scrutiny and analyses resolve the question regarding these identities. Elisha Butler of southwest 

Georgia was not the same man as Rev. Elizur Butler. Samuel Moniac’s daughter Eliza Moniac of Baldwin 

County, Alabama, was not the same person as Jesse Butler’s wife Adeline of Mitchell County, Georgia. 

This marriage record is not the sole marriage record in this volume with inconsistencies;12 several fictitious 

records exist to advance a false narrative of Native ancestry and mislead others.13 

 

ELIZA MONIAC AND ADELINE BUTLER IDENTITIES 
 

Census Records 

Census records are the most used genealogical record sets but probably the least analyzed. The family of 

Samuel and Susan Moniac was enumerated in 1860 Baldwin County, Alabama, with their daughter Eliza 

Moniac born about 1848.14 Eliza was also enumerated with her family in 1870 in Escambia County, 
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Alabama.15 Corresponding census records for 1860 and 1870 place Jessie Butler’s wife Adeline in Mitchell 

County, Georgia, during this same period.16 Even though duplicate enumeration is not uncommon, surely 

the distance of about 205 miles between Escambia County, Alabama, and Mitchell County, Georgia, within 

several days17 would prompt further research and inspection. Other conflicts abound. 

• In 1860 Baldwin County, Alabama, Eliza's birth year was about 1848.18 In 1870 Escambia 

County, it was recorded as about 1850.19 In 1860 and 1870 Mitchell County, Georgia, Adeline 

Butler's birth year was about 1841 and 1839, respectively.20 These birth years in comparison to the 

1836 date of marriage21  cannot be ignored; at 3 or 5 years old, certainly Adeline was not a bride.  

• In both census records, Adeline’s place of birth was recorded as Georgia, not Alabama.22 
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• In both census records, Eliza was identified as Indian23 and Adeline as white.24 

• Adeline was not referred to as Eliza in either census record.25 Eliza Moniac was not enumerated 

with the name Adeline, or any variation of this name, in any census record; she was always 

enumerated as Eliza or Elisa.26 
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• Eliza Moniac did not marry Jesse Butler; she married John Madison, 29 May 1873, Monroe 

County, Alabama.27 

• In both the 1860 and 1870 census records, Eliza Moniac was enumerated as “ind” and “I”, 

respectively, indicating Native American ethnicity.28 In corresponding census records, Adeline 

Butler was enumerated as “W” indicating white and not Native American.29 

 

These two women were enumerated in different states at the same time, under different names, with 

conflicting birthplaces. They married different men. One was Native American; the other was white. They 

were not the same person.  

 

Eastern Cherokee Applications 

An Adeline Moniac did exist. She was the daughter of Jim Moniac and Mary Ann Williams and the 

granddaughter of Samuel Moniac and Susan Moniac, with a birth date of about 1876.30 She filed a 1906 

Eastern Cherokee application.31 Eliza Moniac also filed an application and named her husband John 
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Madison, her parents Sam Moniac and Susan “Susie” Marlow, grandparents, and birthplace.32 Both 

applications were rejected because the families were Creek, not Cherokee.33  

 

Eastern Cherokee application of Elisa (sic) Madison34 

    
 

Eliza Moniac and Adeline Butler were not the same woman. 

 

ELISHA BUTLER AND REV. ELIZUR BUTLER 
 

Elisha Butler is easily found in census records. In 1830, he was enumerated in Decatur County, Georgia.35 

In 1840, he was enumerated in adjacent Thomas County, Georgia.36 Between 1850 and 1860, adjacent 
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Baker and Thomas Counties boundaries were also fluid.37 On 21 December 1857, Mitchell County was 

created from Baker.38 In 1850, North-Carolina-born Elisha and wife Holland Godwin39 were enumerated 

with inferred son Jesse in Baker County, Georgia.40  Rev. Elizur Butler resided in the old Cherokee Nation 

in north Georgia, north Alabama, and the western Cherokee Nation in Arkansas at the same times Elisha 

Butler resided in southwest Georgia. A timeline comparison of the two men is below. 

 

Residence Comparison by Date & Time for Elisha Butler and Rev. Elizur Butler 

Elisha Butler  Rev. Elizur Butler 
Date Residence Event  Date Residence Event 

Abt. 1799 North 
Carolina41 Birth  11 June 1794 

Norfolk, 
Litchfield Co., 
Connecticut 42 

Birth 

    29 Oct. 1820 
Sharon, Litchfield 
County, 
Connecticut.43 

Married Esther Post44 

    10 Jan. 1821 
Brainerd Mission, 
Brainerd, 
Tennessee.45 

Arrived for mission 
work 
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1824 Decatur Co., 
Georgia46 Taxed  7 May 1825 Creek Path, 

Alabama47 Assigned to mission 

    1 May 1826 Turnip Mtn., 
Georgia48  

Arrived at Hawais 
mission 

    21 Nov. 1829 “ 49 Wife died 
1830 “ 50 Enumerated  14 Aug. 1830 “ 51 Married Lucy Ames 

1832  “ 52 Land lottery 
fortunate  7 May 1831 Old Cherokee 

Nation53 Arrested 

 



 
Yvonne Mashburn Schmidt, CG® • 2026 BCG® Renewal Work Sample • Page 10 of 32 

drawer 
residing in 
Decatur Co., 
Ga 

 Sept.  1831 Gwinnett Co., 
Georgia54 Indicted 

 15 Sept. 1831 “ 55 Sentenced 
 22 Sept. 1831 “ 56 Incarcerated 
 14 Jan. 1833 “ 57 Pardoned/Released  

1840 Thomas Co., 
Georgia58 Enumerated  10 June 1839  Dwight Mission, 

Arkansas59 Arrived  

1850 Baker Co., 
Georgia60 Enumerated  4 Feb. 1857 Van Buren, 

Arkansas61 Died 
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Gwinnett County, Georgia is the farthest south in Georgia that we can place Rev. Elizur Butler.62 Today, 

Gwinnett County is about 262 miles from Decatur County where Elisha Butler was taxed in 182463 and 

enumerated in 1830.64 The distance between Van Buren, Arkansas, and Decatur County, Georgia, is about 

775 miles.65 The 1830 historical Georgia map helps visualize the geographic areas and current approximate 

270 miles distance between Gwinnett and Decatur Counties.66 
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1830 Georgia Map67 

 
 

Even though Elisha Butler of the 720th District, Decatur County was a fortunate drawer in the 1832 Georgia 

land lottery in the 14th District, Second Section, land lot 108, Cherokee County, Georgia,68 no evidence 

found indicated he relocated; he was later enumerated in these southwestern Georgia counties.69 A deed for 

the lottery land sale was found in Cherokee County, Georgia.70  
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Elisha Butler to Philemon Hoges, LL 108, 14th District, 2nd Section71 

 
 

If Rev. Elizur Butler was in Alabama in 1825, was arrested and served in the penitentiary 1831-1833 in 

Gwinnett County, Georgia, was in Arkansas in 1839 and died there in 1857, he was not the same man as 

Elisha Butler who was taxed in Decatur County in 1824, enumerated in 1830 in Decatur County, the 

fortunate drawer in the 1832 Georgia land lottery while residing in Decatur County, enumerated in 1840 

and 1850 in Thomas and Baker Counties, Georgia, respectively. To merge these two men into a single 

identity is an unfounded, illogical, and astonishing error. 

 

MARRIAGE RECORDS ANALYSES 
 

Genealogists not only analyze information contained in records but also the record condition. The author 

hired Steven Drexler, Diplomate ABFDE, an expert document examiner and owner of Drexler Document 

Laboratory, LLC., to view and analyze these records that were held at the Baldwin County, Alabama, 
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Archives and Probate Office and provide an opinion as to their authenticity.72 The analyses of the digitized 

records by artist Rus Schmidt and Drexler’s supporting analyses of the originals are below. 

 

Digitized Marriage Records 

This marriage record book originally was an intact bound volume of Baldwin County, Alabama, marriage 

records. The pages are now torn loose from the binding. A torn piece of paper containing information for a 

marriage record dated 27 November 1836, between a Jesse Butler and Adline (sic) Eliza Moniac seems to 

have been placed over another record of this volume and then digitized; only a portion of the record 

underneath can be seen.73  

 

Jessie Butler Marriage74 

 
 

Clerk’s Signature 

The court clerk’s signature is missing. A sample signed by P [?] Byrne can be seen on the record 

underneath the torn sheet.75 
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The handwriting on this torn piece of paper is inconsistent with the handwriting in other unaltered records 

found in this volume.76  

 

Because the bleed-through in the marriage record volume is heavy, making the records difficult to read, 

another example of the same clerk’s handwriting was located. Patrick Byrne also was the Baldwin County 

Inferior Court Clerk when this security bond was recorded - 3 Dec. 1836.77 Comparison between 

handwriting of Patrick Byrne on the marriage record dated 29 November 1836, and the probate record entry 

7 days later shows distinct differences.78 Below is a side-by-side comparison of these two records.  
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Sample of Handwriting for Jessie Butler marriage Sample of Handwriting for Cobb Howell  

record (left)79  probate record, Inferior Court (No 

Clerk); Patrick Byrne (right)80 

  
 

The comparison of individual letters in each record shows a pronounced difference in writing. Even though 

the probate record bleed-through is not as severe as that of the marriage record, no doubt should exist that 

the Butler marriage record and the probate record signed by Byrne were written by different individuals 

using different writing instruments at different times. Obvious differences exist in the paper, pen, and 

handwriting. 
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Wesley R. Roundshell [?] Identified Minister of the Gospel Who Performed the Marriages81   

An extensive search was undertaken for the minister who performed the marriage - Wesley R. Roundshell. 

This search included spelling variations such as Roundsball, Roundsbell, Roundsfell, Roundsville and was 

done in Georgia, Alabama, and for the entire domestic U.S., with no results for this name.82  

 

Paper 

The appearance of this digitized torn piece of paper is inconsistent with the appearance of the older paper 

of other unaltered records and does not show the normal wear and bleed-through seen on adjacent pages in 

this volume. Papers produced between 1830 and 1840 were generally known as rag papers made from 

different materials such as linen, hemp, cotton.83 About 1840, ground wood pulp became popular as a raw 

material used in paper production.84 The raw materials used to produce paper caused deterioration of the 

support foundation over time.85  

 

“Most papers produced from the mid 19th century become brittle between 20-50 years and are 

present in about 25-50% of research library collections.”86  

 

Use of this type of paper in this marriage volume would explain its severe deterioration. 

 

The torn paper placed in this volume over this record has not deteriorated at the same rate as the original 

paper.87 This lack of deterioration indicates that it was not produced from the same raw materials at the 

same time. Although Drexler could not examine the paper directly, Baldwin County Archivist Felicia 

Anderson confirmed it was rag paper.88 

 

  

 

87
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Ink  

Artist Rus Schmidt89 examined these digitized marriage records and drew this conclusion. “The ink bleed-

through indicates the ink used in the older records probably contained iron.90 Either the newer records were 

written with ink made from materials other than iron or they are not old enough for the ink to saturate the 

paper and cause bleed-through.91  

“The pen used in the original records was probably a flat-tipped quill pen. On the down stroke, these pens 

create a wide line, and on the upstroke, the line is angled and thinner. In the newer record placed over the 

original, the writing instrument has a round-tipped nib rather than the flat tipped. This record was written 

with a different writing instrument than the unaltered records.”92 

Experts agree with this ink composition assessment. 

 

“[Iron-gall ink] was the predominant type of writing ink…used as early as the fifth century and 

was common from the 12th century well into the 20th century. Iron gall ink is made by mixing 

tannic acid with an iron salt. Both high acidity within the ink (leading to acid hydrolysis of the 

paper) and oxidation of excess iron compounds present in the ink make it very damaging to the 

support (usually paper). In extreme cases the ink actually "eats through" the support.”93 
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Film Date 

Another inconsistency also exists. The microfilm date of this record set is 30 March 1992.94 An earlier 

abstract of these same marriages was published in 1961 and does not include these three marriage records.95 

These fraudulent records were created and inserted into this marriage volume between 1961 and 30 March 

1992.  

 

Other Fraudulent Records 

Other fraudulent records in this volume involve marriages between Mack and Moniac,96 Mitchell and 

Hollinger,97 and Grantham individuals.98 These have similarly torn pages placed over older records. None 

of these records were included in the Thomas 1961 abstracts.99 Other than these four records, the remainder 

of the marriage records in this volume appear to have been unaltered. The Grantham marriage record 

contains very little information and was not submitted for professional analysis. 

 

  

 
94 
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1831 Baldwin County, Alabama Marriage Record, William Mack and Miss Mary Moniac100 

 
 

Other than this marriage record, the only one found for William Mack during this time in Baldwin or 

surrounding areas was for a 20 Jan. 1832, marriage between William Mack and Martha Parris in the same 

volume and it appears to be genuine.101 The only marriage record dated 13 Oct. 1831, was found in the 

1961 abstracts for John Elden and Lucy Smith.102 This Elden Smith marriage is not part of the digitized 

marriage volume.103  

 

  

 

103 
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1836 Baldwin County, Alabama, Marriage Record for John Mitchell and Miss Mery Hollinger104 

 
 

The marriage was recorded as Saturday afternoon, Nov. 29, 1836. 29 November 1836, was a Tuesday not a 

Saturday.105 

 

  

 
104 
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Matthew Grantham Digitized Marriage Record106 

 
 

The handwriting, ink, and paper for these three marriage records all vary from the handwriting and ink in 

other records in this volume. No other record was found for John Mitchell and Mery or Mary Hollinger 

during this time in these areas.107  

 

 

 

107 
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Both Sam Moniac and William Hollinger were identified as ancestors of the members of the Muscogee 

Nation of Florida during the Federal Recognition process of the Muscogee Nation of Florida.108 The group 

provided as one piece of supporting evidence proving Creek ancestry, a 1906 Eastern Cherokee rejected 

application that was rejected because it was noted to be “A Creek Case.”109 It is important to understand 

that these rejected applications do not prove Indian ancestry even if they are noted to be a Creek case. 

 

On-Site Analysis of the Records110 

Drexler inspected these marriage records at the Baldwin County, Alabama Archives. He was unable to 

examine the paper and ink:  

 

“An examination of the paper and chemical and physical characteristics of the inks was prohibited 

due to the encasing of each page in a sealed protective sleeve.111  

 

Viewing the digital record gave no clue that the Butler and Mitchell marriage record were written on the 

front and back of same piece of torn paper. Drexler’s examination illuminates the mirrored images. 
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Jessie Butler Marriage Record112    John Mitchell Marriage Record113 

  
 

Drexler Opinion: 

“…The entirety of the randomly entered writings of the front and back of…[the Butler and 

Mitchell marriage records] are contained within the parameters of the torn page fragment. It is also 

noted that the date format of side A is inconsistent with the date format of side B.”114 

 

  

 
112 

114 
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Drexler Comparison of Handwriting of Sides A and B of Fraudulent Records 

Drexler determined that these two records were written by two different people. His examples clearly show 

the difference. 

 

Side A, Jessie Butler Marriage Record115   Side B, John Mitchell Marriage Record116 

 

 
Drexler Opinion: 

“Based on the results of examinations and comparisons of the handwritten entries on the front and 

back of the Jessie Butler and John Mitchell marriages, the lack of evidence that the inking was 

produced by a nib style pen and the significant inconsistencies between the handwriting of side A 

 

116 
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and side B, it is my opinion that side A was written by a different author than side B and that 

[these items were] written sometimes after the recorded date and then fraudulently inserted into 

the record.”117 

 

Drexler Handwriting and Signature Comparisons of Court Clerk Patrick Byrnes 

Drexler compared Patrick Byrnes’ signature with one taken from the adjacent page of the one previously 

discussed but also recorded in Dec. 1836.  

 

Authentic Patrick Byrnes Signature118  William Mack Marriage Record119 
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Genuine Byrne Signature in Probate Record120 Fraudulent Byrne Signature in William 

Mack Marriage Record121 

 

 
 

Drexler Opinion: 

“Based on the results of examinations and comparisons of the handwritten entries of [the William 

Mack marriage] and other entries signed by Patrick Byrne and the lack of evidence that the inking 

was produced by a nib style pen, it is my opinion that [this marriage record] was not written by 

Patrick Byrne and that [it] was written sometime after the recorded date and then fraudulently 

inserted into the record.”122 
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Drexler Comparison of Writing Instruments 

 

Nib Tip Pen Example     Questioned Writings 

Taken From Patrick Byrne Document123  (top) Jessie Butler marriage124  

(bottom) John Mitchell marriage125  

 
 
Drexler opinion:  

“…entries, front and back [of the fraudulent records], revealed heavy inking and a complete lack 

of shading (a variation in ink line intensity) that is indicative of nib tip pen writings. At that time, 

quill and metal nib style pens were the only ink writing instruments available…126 
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WHY CREATE FRAUDULENT MARRIAGE RECORDS? 
 

Abundant evidence confirms that the client’s Butler ancestors were not Native American. Why would 

anyone create a record merging these white families with Native families and then boldly insert these 

fraudulent records into this marriage book?  

 

The answer could lie in a quest for Federal recognition.  

 

These marriage records, the client’s family, and petitions for Federal recognition127 share a common thread 

– the unrecognized Creek tribes of Georgia, Florida, and Alabama, and members of the families who were 

the early leadership of the descendant groups. The documentation for the Georgia and Florida petitions was 

so similar, the Office of Federal Recognition requested clarification, and the response was: 

In connection with the renewed ties among the Creeks and Creek descendants across the southeast 

during the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s, the community at Bruce [FL] became entangled in various 

Creek descendants' recruitment organizations. The Muscogee Nation [FL] was included on the 

membership lists of these organizations, whose primary goal was to swell their 

numbers…Conflicts arose among these state-wide groups, and within a decade, the members of 

the Tribe retreated from the descendant organizations…128  

BIA documents make it clear that an early goal in these tribes was to “swell [membership] numbers.”129 

Members paid dues. 

The merging of identities of Elisha Butler of southwest Georgia and Rev. Elizur Butler gave support to the 

client’s Cherokee Indian family story while providing the client admission to the Georgia Creek tribe. 

Fraudulent marriage records made it possible for members to connect to documented Creek lineages, 

become members, and pay dues. These records also gave validity to familial relationships of white 

members to the native descendants. 
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The current Georgia state-recognized group is administered by members of the same families who 

originally organized the Georgia, Florida, and Alabama tribes.130 They applied for and received Federal and 

state grants, some specifically for Indians.131 Some of these grants were investigated: 

 

• $85,000 from United Southeastern Tribes - withdrawn over questionable use and $5000 repayment 

ordered.132  

• $75,000 Manpower Training.133 

• VISTA mini grant to develop housing.134 

• $94,000 from the Georgia Department of Human Resources.135 

• Save the Children grant for playground equipment.136 

• A $22,038 grant from the Department of Commerce for a feasibility study into manufacturing 

certain products.137 

• A HUD Federal housing grant, claiming they were Federally recognized.138 At the time, Georgia 

had not authorized the group as a housing authority.139 The application stated 175 applicants were 

ready to relocate to the tribal land, and when interviewed no one had applied or cared to relocate; 
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the McCormick families140 were the only residents of the Tama tribal town.141 The grant was 

rejected. 

 

Even though Federal recognition has not been achieved for the Georgia group, it continues to be well-

funded in recent years by both government and private money.142 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

Traditional research, record analysis, and common-sense proves Elisha Butler of Decatur, Thomas, and 

Baker Counties, Georgia, was not the same man as Rev. Elizur Butler, missionary to the Cherokee Indians. 

The following information supports this conclusion: 

 

• Information in census records for Elisha Butler 

• Timelines for Rev. Elizur Butler and Elisha Butler 

• Geographic distance vs time 

• Marriages for Rev. Elizur Butler  

• Wives’ names 

• Occupations – Elisha Butler was a laborer, probably in agriculture. 

• Rev. Elizur Butler’s place of birth – Connecticut vs Elisha Butler’s place of birth – North 

Carolina. 

 

Jesse Butler did not marry Adline Eliz Moniac. Adeline Butler was not the daughter of Samuel Moniac. 

She was likely the daughter of Isaac Welch and Rachel Akridge. Adeline Butler and Eliza Moniac were 

two different women. These conclusions are supported by the following: 

 

• Information in census records 

• Geographic locations  

• Analysis of the marriage records and conclusions by the author, Rus Schmidt, and expert 

document examiner Steven Drexler. This analysis included, but was not limited to: 
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• Ink 

• Handwriting instruments used 

• Paper on which the marriage records were written  

• Handwriting  

• The published 1961 marriage record abstracts that do not include these marriage records. 

• Eliza Moniac’s marriage record and her 1906 Eastern Cherokee application naming her 

husband and family.  

 

These marriage records were likely fabricated to link white families—lacking documented Native ancestry 

but affiliated with descendant groups—to ancestral Native families, thereby supporting efforts to secure 

federal recognition for the state-recognized tribe.  

 

The Baldwin County, Alabama, marriage records addressed in this study are fraudulent and have no 

evidentiary value. They should not be used to support a conclusion that these white families were Native 

American. 

 


