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SUMMARY

The Arkansas Supreme Court affirmed Roger Dale Barrett’s capital-murder conviction and sentence of

life imprisonment without parole for the killing of Eunice “Yogi” Bradley. The court held that

substantial evidence supported premeditation and deliberation, and addressed challenges concerning

firearms and ammunition, prior drug and alcohol use, prior violence toward the victim, and marital

communications. The court found any error in admitting a .22 caliber rifle harmless and otherwise

upheld the evidentiary rulings discussed in the opinion.
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Barrett appealed his capital-murder conviction and sentence of life
imprisonment without the possibility of parole, challenging the

sufficiency of the evidence and several evidentiary rulings.

Sufficiency of the evidence is reviewed by determining whether
substantial evidence, viewed in the light most favorable to the State,
supports the verdict; witness credibility and conflicts in testimony are
left to the jury. Evidentiary rulings are reviewed for abuse of
discretion, with Rule 404 rulings reviewed for manifest abuse of
discretion. Unpreserved arguments are not considered. Erroneously
admitted evidence is harmless when the evidence of guilt is

overwhelming and the error is slight.
published precedential opinion

Roger Dale Barrett v. State of Arkansas



criminal procedure  evidence  hearsay  character evidence  appellate procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

criminal law  criminal procedure  evidence  appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether substantial evidence supported Barrett's conviction for capital murder, including the required

premeditated and deliberate purpose.

2. Whether the trial court improperly admitted a .22-caliber rifle, pistol, and ammunition.

3. Whether evidence of Barrett's alcohol and drug use was inadmissible under Arkansas Rule of Evidence
404(b).

4. Whether evidence of Barrett's prior violence toward Bradley was inadmissible hearsay or under Rules

402, 403, or 404(b).

5. Whether Barrett's statements to his wife were protected by the husband-wife privilege despite disclosure
of the same information to third parties.

6. Whether any evidentiary error required reversal under the harmless-error doctrine.

HOLDINGS

1. Substantial evidence supported the capital-murder conviction because the evidence, viewed in the light
most favorable to the State, permitted the jury to infer premeditation and deliberation from the shooting,

head trauma, concealment efforts, false statements, disposal of the weapon, and related circumstances.

2. The trial court erred in admitting the .22-caliber rifle because it did not rationally link Barrett to the
murder or support the State's cover-up theory, but the error was harmless. The admission of the .22-
caliber ammunition was proper because it tended to show that Barrett possessed the means to commit

the shooting.

3. The court would not consider Barrett's Rule 403 argument because he failed to make that argument in

the circuit court.

4. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence of Barrett's alcohol and drug use
because the evidence was offered to show his mental state in connection with the murder and was part of

the res gestae rather than evidence offered merely to prove character.

5. The trial court did not abuse its discretion by admitting evidence that Barrett previously struck Bradley
because the statement qualified as an excited utterance and the prior act was independently relevant

under Rule 404(b) to show intent and the absence of mistake or accident.

6. The husband-wife privilege did not bar Nola Barrett's testimony because Barrett disclosed the same

significant information to third parties, thereby waiving the privilege.

KEY QUOTATIONS



“Indeed, premeditation may be formed in an instant and is rarely capable of proof by direct evidence, but

must usually be inferred from the circumstances of the crime.” (491)

“Efforts to conceal a crime, as well as lying to friends and police about one's involvement in a killing, can be

considered as evidence of consciousness of guilt.” (492)

“the communication of any significant part of the privileged matter to someone other than the spouse
effectively waives the privilege.” (498)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Eunice "Yogi" Bradley, who had been involved in an affair with Barrett, was shot in the chest at Barrett's home
and also suffered blunt-force head trauma. Barrett told several people that he had accidentally shot Bradley,
attempted to clean and conceal evidence, disposed of or concealed the firearm, and burned Bradley's body in a
field. Investigators found a victim-matched hair in Barrett's van, and witnesses placed Barrett with Bradley

before her death and near the location where her body was burned.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Barrett was charged in the Benton County Circuit Court with capital murder for the killing of Eunice "Yogi"
Bradley. A jury convicted him, and the circuit court sentenced him to life imprisonment without the possibility of
parole. The Supreme Court of Arkansas affirmed after reviewing five asserted errors and conducting the required
Rule 4-3(h) review.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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