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CHAPPELL v. CHAPPELL.
Opinion delivered July 22, 1907.
1. DIVORCE—UNCORROBORATED TESTIMONY OF PLAINTIFF.—A divorce will

not be granted upon the uncorroborated testimony of the plaintiff.
(Page 534.)

2. SAME—HABITUAL DRUNKENNESS.—A charge that the defendant was
habitually drunk for the space of a year is not supported by evidence
that he got drunk occasionally. (Page 534.)

Appeal from Lee Chancery Court; Edward D. Rcbertson,

Chancellor; affirmed.

Action for divorce instituted by Lucy Chappell against her
husband, W. A. Chappell. The court rendered a decree dismiss-
ing the plaintiff’s complaint for want of equity, from which she
appealed.
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W. A. Compton, for appellant.

John I. Moore, for appellee.

McCuriocH, J. Appellant sets forth in her complaint two
grounds for divorce, alleged to have been committed by appellee,
viz., adultery, and habitual drunkenness for a space of one year.
The chancellor found against her on both issues. Appellee filed
his answer in the cause denying the allegations of the complaint,
and also gave his deposition in which he denied both charges.
The only evidence of adultery was the uncorroborated testimony
of appellant herself, which was contradicted by the testimony of
appellee, and for this reason the chancellor properly refused to
grant a divorce on that ground. Rie v. Rie, 34 Ark. 37; Brown
v. Brown, 38 Ark. 324; Scarborough v. Scarborough, 54 Ark. 20.
The evidence shows that appellee gets drunk occasionally. In
fact, that was conceded, but there is a conflict as to frequency of
his drunken sprees and his general habits in that respect. There
was abundant evidence warranting the chancellor in finding
that, while appellee has occasional sprees of intoxication, he had
not been addicted to habitual drunkenness for a period of a
year. The finding of the chancellor is not against the prepon-
derance of the evidence, and should not be disturbed.

Affirmed.



