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CHANDLER, J., FOR THE COURT:

1. Sherrie Cochranfiled acomplant for divorcefrom Jeffrey Cochran on the grounds of habitua crue

and inhumantreatment. Sherri€’ sevidence conssted of her own testimony and the testimony of one of her

former co-workers. Jeffrey denied dl of Sherri€' s dlegations except to admit that he occasondly lost his

temper and caled her names. Thechancellor dismissed Sherrie€ scomplaint for divorce, finding that Sherrie

did not present sufficient proof. Sherrie gppeds, rasing the following issues.

. WHETHERTHECHANCELLORERRED IN REQUIRING CORROBORATION OF SHERRIE'S

TESTIMONY



Il. WHETHER THE CHANCELLOR ERRED IN REFUSING TO CONSIDER EVIDENCE OF
CRUEL AND INHUMAN TREATMENT THAT OCCURRED BEFORE THE MARRIAGE

12. Finding no error, we affirm.

FACTS
113. Sherrie Cochran and Jeffrey Cochran began living together in 1999 and were married on
November 21, 2001. Sherrieleft themarita homeon August 21, 2002. OnMarch 11, 2003, Sherriefiled
for divorce onthe grounds of habitua cruel and inhumantreatment. The matter was heard on October 30,
2003. The evidence conssted of testimony from Sherrie, Jeffrey, and Brandy McClung Cowley, one of
Sherrie'sformer co-workers.
14. Sherrie tetified that Jeffrey had engaged in a series of acts which she considered to be crud and
inhuman treetment. She testified that Jeffrey threw spaghetti across the room onone occasion because it
wastoo dumpy; he threw coffee across the kitchen because he was angry; and he threw chopped onions
across the kitchen floor because he did not want them stored in the freezer. Sherrie stated that Jeffrey
would frequently grow angry with her for not folding his socks correctly, not vacuuming her hair from the
bathroom floor well enough, not watching the dog closdy enough, not caling him on her way home from
work, and not adjusting the seet in histruck properly. She aso accused Jeffrey of destroying a gift she
gave to him after returning home from atrip.
5. Sherrie aso recaled a pattern of disparaging remarks Jeffrey made to her throughout the course
of the relationship. Jeffrey would frequently call her stupid, an idiot, and a b---- and would make
commentssuchas, “Youjust can't do anything right.” Shetestified that theseincidentswould occur at least

once aweek.



T6. Sherrie a0 testified as to the physicd violence that happened in the home. She described “dots
of purple’ bruises that were Ieft on her upper ams. She aleged that on one occasion Jeffrey threw her
againg a counter and choked her. She recalled that Jeffrey had been physically violent with her “two or
threg” times during the time they lived together.

17. Sherrie cited two specific instances in which Jeffrey threatened her life, with one instance that
occurred while the parties were married.  Sherrie testified that Jeffrey said he would kill her if he ever
caught her with another man. Jeffrey maintained a large supply of loaded firearms near him at al times.
He kept a gun with him in histruck, in each of the bedrooms, and in the middle of the living room.

118. Brandy Cowley testified that she had worked with Sherrie for gpproximately two years. Cowley
tetified that she observed bruises on Sherrie' sarms “five or ax times.” Cowley described the bruises as
looking likefingerprints, “likeif youwereto--if someone wereto grab my arm and hold on.” Cowley aso
discussed Sherrie's fearful demeanor and evasiveness when Cowley questioned her about the bruises.
Sherri€ stestimony showed that she stopped workingwithCowley onduly 1, 2001. Therefore, Cowley’s
testimony related to atime period before Jeffrey and Sherrie were married.

T9. Jeffrey denied dl of Sherrie's dlegations, but he did acknowledge that he had atemper and he
admitted that he had occasiondly cdled her names. Jeffrey denied that Sherrie would have any reason to
be arad of him.

110.  After hearing the evidence, the chancellor found that Sherrie had not presented sufficient evidence
to support a divorce on the grounds of habitua cruel and inhuman treatment. As the chancellor
acknowledged, “InMissssppi, it’svery difficult to get adivorce unlessyou can get the other Sdeto agree,
unless you have got more violence than what you have here.” Accordingly, the chancellor dismissed

Sherrie'scomplaint for divorce.



ANALYSIS

|.WHETHER THE CHANCEL LORERRED IN REQUIRINGCORROBORATION OF SHERRIE'S
TESTIMONY

11. Missssppi dlows a chancellor to grant a divorce on the grounds of habituad cruel and inhuman
treatment. Miss. Code Ann. 8 93-5-1 (Rev. 2004). Such trestment must be proven by a showing of
conduct that either (1) endangerslife limb, or hedth, or creates areasonable apprehensionof suchdanger,
rendering the rdaionship unssfe for the party seeking rdief, or (2) is so unnatural and infamous asto make
the marriage revolting to the nonoffending spouse and render it impossible for that spouse to discharge the
duties of marriage, thus destroying the basis for its continuance. Daigle v. Daigle, 626 So. 2d 140, 144
(Miss. 1993). A plaintiff must prove this ground by a preponderance of the credible evidence. Gardner
v. Gardner, 618 So. 2d 108, 113 (Miss. 1993).

712.  In Anderson v. Anderson, 190 Miss. 508, 200 So. 726, 727 (1941), the Mississppi Supreme
Court held that adivorce onthe ground of habitua cruel and inhumantreatment “will not be granted on the
uncorroborated testimony of the complainant.” The Anderson court further held that the corroboration
requirement does not gpply “in a case where, in its nature or owing to the isolation of the parties, no
corroborating proof is reasonably possible” Id.

113. Sherie dams that her case is an example of the cases in which the isolation exception should
aoply. The marita homeisafarm that is located on a country road in Houlka, Mississippi. The nearest
neighbor is gpproximately one hdf mile awvay. In addition, Jeffrey suffers from Post Traumatic Stress
Syndrome, which causes Jeffrey to be extremdy adverse to large crowds. Sherrie clamsthat the couple

rarely left the home during the marriage due to Jeffrey’ s condition.



14. Sherrie sclam that she was secluded during the marriage is unsupported by thefacts. Sherrie's
testimony reveded that she was fully employed throughout the marriage and saw people on adaily basis
while she was working. Furthermore, Jeffrey claimed that it was “not correct at al” that he and Sherrie
stayed at the farmadl the time. Jeffrey estimated that the couple left home once aweek or twice per month,
depending on Sherrie'swork schedule.
915. The present caseis not one in which the isolation exception should apply. The Anderson court
made it clear that the isolation exception should apply in the rarest of circumstances.

And in those rare cases coming within the exceptiond alowance, the cross-examination

by the opposite party or by the court or both must be of such a searching nature, and that

examination must be so thoroughly met inword and indemeanor by the complainant asto

bring the facts clearly and undoubtedly within the statutory ground or grounds and aso

mugt be such as shdl be suffident to actualy convince the chancellor clearly and

conclusively that the asserted facts are true in dl essentia respects.

Id. The chancellor was correct in requiring Sherrie to corroborate her adlegations of abuse.

Il. WHETHER THE CHANCELLOR ERRED IN REFUSING TO CONSIDER EVIDENCE OF
CRUEL AND INHUMAN TREATMENT THAT OCCURRED BEFORE THE MARRIAGE

116. Sherrie argues that the chancellor erred when he faled to consider evidence of incidents that
occurred before the parties were married.  She believes it was error for the chancellor to ignore the
testimony of Cowley. She aso clams error when the chancdlor refused to consider an incident in which
Jeffrey admitted to shooting Sherri€’ spet goats, anincident that happened before the partieswere married.
Hndly, she clams error whenthe chancellor interjected during Sherri€ sdirect examinationand precluded
Sherrie from testifying about aleged physical assaults that occurred before she married Jeffrey.

917.  For aplantff to be granted adivorce onthe grounds of habitua cruel and inhumantreatment, there

must be a causal connection betweenthe cruel treetment and the separationfromthe household, and it must



be related in point of time to the separation. Fournet v. Fournet, 481 So. 2d 326, 329 (Miss. 1985);
Harrison v. Harrison, 285 So. 2d 752, 754 (Miss. 1973).

118. To demondrate that the chancellor erred in refusing to consder evidence of habitud crue and
inhumean trestment before the parties were married, Sherrie cites Bland v. Hill, 735 So. 2d 414 (Miss.
1999). In Bland, the ex-hushband filed an dienation of affections clam againgt his ex-wife's current
husband.! Thedircuit court judge excluded dl evidence of the ex-husband's affair with another woman
becausethe afar occurred before the parties were married. The supreme court reversed and remanded,
finding that the evidence of the ex-hushand' s affair was clearly rdevant as to whether the new husband
caused the dienation of affection. 1d. at 419 (23). The case sub judice is digtinguishable, because the
elements one must prove to be granted a divorce on the grounds of habitud crud and inhuman treatment
are different from the dements one must prove to establish aclam for dienation of affections.

119. Sherie dso cites Holladay v. Holladay, 776 So. 2d 662 (Miss. 2000). In Holladay, the
chancelor excluded evidence of anincident inwhichthe husband had severdly beaten the wife, finding that
it was not rdevant because it occurred before the marriage. 1d. at 675-76 (158). The supreme court
reversed and remanded, because the wife did not daim that the inddent was grounds for divorce, but
instead argued that the incident was proof of her fear of her husband when he became angry and threatened
her. 1d.at 676 (161). Inthe present case, Sherrie attempted to introduce evidence of incidents occurring
prior to the marriage for the sole purpose of proving that she was entitled to a divorce on the grounds of
habitua crud and inhuman treatment. In addition, unlike Holladay, the chancellor did not exclude the

testimony of Cowley, Sherrie's sole corroborating witness. The chancellor never stated that Cowley’'s

The dements of an dienation of affections cause of action are: (1) wrongful conduct of the
defendant; (2) loss of affection or consortium; and (3) causa connection between such conduct and the
loss. Kirkv. Koch, 607 So.2d 1220, 1222 (Miss.1992).

6



tetimony was irrdlevant. Rather, the chancellor held that the evidence presented as a whole was
insuffident to dlow a divorce on the grounds of habitua crue and inhumentreatment. The chancellor was
within his discretion in reaching this condusion, and we affirm.

120. THE JUDGMENT OF THE CHANCERY COURT OF CHICKASAW COUNTY IS
AFFIRMED. ALL COSTSOF THISAPPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO THE APPELLANT.

KING, C.J.,BRIDGESAND LEE, P.JJ.,IRVING, MYERS, GRIFFIS,BARNES AND
ISHEE, JJ., CONCUR.



