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corrobora t i o n ru l e . Representatives of the County Attorneys
Association, the Defense Attorneys Association and the Nebraska
Domestic Violence of Sexual Ass a u l t Coa l i t i on t es t i f i ed i n
support of this bill. I ask for your support in repealing this
archaic and insulting judicial r ule a nd I wi l l yi e l d the
remainder of my time to Senator Kristensen, the co-sponsor of
this bill, along with Senator Pirsch.

PRESIDENT: Th an k you . You h a v e seve n mi n ut es , Senator

SENATOR KRI STENSEN: Thank you, Nr . P res i d e n t , members of the
body, Senator Robak has done a very good job of giving you the
basses of wh at t he corroboration rule is in this state and I
want to go on and add just a little to that. I n Nebraska , i f we
have a testimony of a victim of a sexual assault case, r igh t n o w
for the perpetrator to be convicted, the testimony of t h at
victim must be corroborated. The word corroboration is not one
that we use in everyday language and so let me try to define i t
for you a little bit. Corroboration is evidence that adds some
greater credence or reliability to the victim's own testimony.
An example of that may be, as Senator Robak stated, if a sexual
assault occurs and you promptly go and report it, meaning that
if something terrible would happen to you, you would complain
about it or report it to someone or you wou l d seek m e d i c a l
attention or yo u'd do a variety of things with it. Other
corroborative evidence examples may be scratches , ma y be t om
c lo th es , i t cou l d be medical evidence and so on What r e a l l y
the problem has become is that this is a rule that ou r cou r t s
have cr e a t e d and say a variety of things to usand i t was
created b ack i n t h e 1 8 00s when r eal l y w e d i d n ' t h av e a l o t o f
the protections in law that we have today. Part of the problem
in this state also is that we can convict people with someone' s
testimony on a variety of crimes. One of them is first degree
murder, can be convicted without corroboration, a rson, b u r g l a ry ,
can all be sustained convictions for those things. What the
court really does is they make a predetermination that a victim
of sexual assault needs to have more credibility to their story.
Bottom l i n e , se x ua l a s s au l t v i c t i m s a r e m or e l i ke l y t o l i e about
what happened to them. We don't think that's true and I t h i nk
most of you don't believe that's true as well. A nother p r o b l e m
is that they are sa ying predeterminedwi se t hat a c lass o f
victims needs to have more credibility than anybody else, than
a ny other w i t n e s s . A ny other wi t n ~ s s d oesn' t nee d t o h a v e
corroboration to testify. They can testify as to what they saw,

K ri s t e n s en .


