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PER CURIAM:  Alexander Matthews appeals his convictions for voluntary 

manslaughter and third-degree arson and his sentence of twenty-five years' 



imprisonment.  On appeal, Matthews argues the trial court erred by admitting 

testimony about an unrelated incident pursuant to Rule 404, SCRE.  We affirm.1 

 

At trial, Matthews objected when a witness, his ex-girlfriend, began to testify about 

the circumstances under which he moved out of her residence.  The trial court 

overruled the objection, stating it would "let her answer for the limited purpose of 

their relationship."  The witness explained Matthews tried to start an altercation 

with her, threatened her, and stole her television and then broke a window when he 

tried to get back into the house later that day.  She stated police then arrested him 

and took him to jail.  Matthews contends the trial court erred by admitting this 

testimony because it was unrelated to the charges at issue in the trial, painted him 

in a negative light, and yielded information about his arrest, conviction, and status 

as an inmate at a correctional facility.  However, earlier in the trial, an 

investigating officer testified—without objection—that Matthews was at Evans 

Correctional Institution when officers interviewed him about the death of the 

victim in this case.  Additionally, Matthews elected to testify at trial and testified 

he previously served a prison sentence for killing a man who had assaulted his 

wife.   

 

Because the trial court admitted the challenged testimony for the "limited purpose 

of their relationship," we find the trial court did not abuse its discretion in 

admitting the testimony.  See State v. Pagan, 369 S.C. 201, 208, 631 S.E.2d 262, 

265 (2006) ("The admission of evidence is within the discretion of the trial court 

and will not be reversed absent an abuse of discretion."); id. ("An abuse of 

discretion occurs when the conclusions of the trial court either lack evidentiary 

support or are controlled by an error of law.").  Further, because Matthews was 

tried before a judge without a jury and the testimony about his incarceration was 

cumulative to earlier testimony offered without objection, we find any error in 

admitting the challenged testimony could not reasonably have contributed to the 

verdict.  See State v. Byers, 392 S.C. 438, 444, 710 S.E.2d 55, 58 (2011) ("To 

warrant reversal based on the wrongful admission of evidence, the complaining 

party must prove resulting prejudice."); id. ("Prejudice occurs when there is [a] 

reasonable probability the wrongly admitted evidence influenced the . . . verdict."); 

State v. Inman, 395 S.C. 539, 565, 720 S.E.2d 31, 45 (2011) ("[A]ny assessment of 

prejudice to [the defendant] must be viewed from the posture of a bench trial as 

opposed to a jury trial.  It is well-established that it is a near insurmountable 

burden for a defendant to prove prejudice in the context of a bench trial as a judge 

is presumed to disregard prejudicial or inadmissible evidence."); Ramos v. Hawley, 

                                        
1 We decide this case without oral argument pursuant to Rule 215, SCACR. 



316 S.C. 534, 537, 451 S.E.2d 27, 28 (Ct. App. 1994) ("[A]s a settled principle of 

law, the admission of improper evidence is harmless whe[n] it is merely 

cumulative of other evidence.").   

 

AFFIRMED. 

 

LOCKEMY, C.J., and KONDUROS and MCDONALD, JJ., concur.  


