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OfgZE(Zxt9 B 57K (charge; instruction) Text p. 94 7N8~
J
OMEZEDEE:S (deliberation) Text p. 95710~
NY
O&ER (verdict) ——general verdict / special verdict Text p. 9514~ & Xslide
J
OH#I;RD & % (entry of judgment) Text p. 9673~
NY
OERLEHRDFNIRZTKRDOLBEDEHILT (renewed motion for judgment as a
matter of law) ; 5T iR #E R ¥ 7R Z 3K 60 4 BB 3L T (motion for judgment notwith-
standing the verdict; judgment non obstante veredicto; judgment n.o.v.) Text p. 97,8~
OB EBEMHRILT (motion for a new trial) Text p. 971N 10~
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FIH D 5| A (Text p. 1481.8~, p. 453 ~)

Hoffman v. Red Owl Stores, Inc., 26 Wis.2d 683, 133 N.W.2d 267 (1965).
Hoffman v. Red Owl Stores, Inc., 133 N.W.2d 267 (Wis. 1965).—&iEMD 5|
AR, &6, D4R MIE1978FEFETIEZE I,

Plaintiff (JR ) :Hoffman (Respondent: b &5 A ——FRE M SIEHBLELY)
Defendant (##4£5) : Red Owl Stores, Inc. (Appellant; & A——RL)

26 Wis.2d 683 = Wisconsin Reports 2nd Series, volume 26, page 683 (1965).
VA A UM REEFIFTHIGIEFE 21 —X 2645683 H (19654F)

North Western Reporter 2nd Series, volume 133, page 267 (Wis. 1965).

United States v. Lopez, 514 U.S. 549 (1995).
Petitioner (_LE £ A) :United States

YEE, EERAIL Appellant 12hY, F = EERDIZE [ Petitioner £75HZEMNELY,
Respondent (#5 £ £ A ) : Lopez

* # EER AL Appellee £ET B ELZ LV, IREEDIZE [ Respondentt 2 LY,
United States Reports, volume 514, page 549 (1995).
BREREEFIFTHIHIES145549H (1995)
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State/District

Abbreviati Postal Code

Alabama Ala. AL |Kentucky Ky. KY [|North Dakota N.D. ND
Alaska Alaska AK [|Louisiana La. LA |Ohio Ohio OH
Arizona Ariz. AZ [Maine Maine ME |Oklahoma Okla. OK
Arkansas Ark. AR [Maryland Md. MD |Oregon Ore. OR
California Calif. CA [|Massachusetts :Mass. MA |Pennsylvania Pa. PA
Colorado Colo. CO [|Michigan Mich. MI |Rhode Island R.1I. RI

Connecticut Conn. CT |Minnesota Minn. MN |South Carolina :S.C. SC
Delaware Del. DE |Mississippi Miss. MS |South Dakota S.D. SD
District of Colun:D.C. DC |Missouri Mo. MO |Tennessee Tenn. TN
Florida Fla. FL |Montana Mont. MT |Texas Tex. X
Georgia Ga. GA |Nebraska Nebr. NE |Utah Utah Uur
Hawaii Hawaii HI Nevada Nev. NV |Vermont Vi VT
ldaho ldaho ID New Hampshire: N.H. NH [|Virginia Va. VA
Illinois 1. IL New Jersey N.J. NJ |Washington Wash. WA
Indiana Ind. IN New Mexico N.M. NM |West Virginia (W.Va. WV
lowa lowa A New York N.Y. NY |Wisconsin Wis. W]
Kansas Kans. KS [|North Carolina iN.C. NC [|Wyoming Wyo WY
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		State/District		Abbreviation		Postal Code

		Alabama 		Ala.		AL		Kentucky 		Ky.		KY		North Dakota 		N.D.		ND

		Alaska 		Alaska		AK		Louisiana 		La.		LA		Ohio 		Ohio		OH

		Arizona 		Ariz.		AZ		Maine 		Maine		ME		Oklahoma 		Okla.		OK

		Arkansas 		Ark.		AR		Maryland 		Md.		MD		Oregon 		Ore.		OR

		California 		Calif.		CA		Massachusetts 		Mass.		MA		Pennsylvania 		Pa.		PA

		Colorado 		Colo.		CO		Michigan 		Mich.		MI		Rhode Island 		R.I.		RI

		Connecticut 		Conn.		CT		Minnesota 		Minn.		MN		South Carolina 		S.C.		SC

		Delaware 		Del.		DE		Mississippi 		Miss.		MS		South Dakota 		S.D.		SD

		District of Columbia		D.C.		DC		Missouri 		Mo.		MO		Tennessee 		Tenn.		TN

		Florida 		Fla.		FL		Montana 		Mont.		MT		Texas 		Tex.		TX

		Georgia 		Ga.		GA		Nebraska 		Nebr.		NE		Utah 		Utah		UT

		Hawaii 		Hawaii		HI		Nevada 		Nev.		NV		Vermont 		Vt.		VT

		Idaho 		Idaho		ID		New Hampshire 		N.H.		NH		Virginia 		Va.		VA

		Illinois 		Ill.		IL		New Jersey 		N.J.		NJ		Washington 		Wash.		WA

		Indiana 		Ind.		IN		New Mexico 		N.M.		NM		West Virginia 		W.Va.		WV

		Iowa 		Iowa		IA		New York 		N.Y.		NY		Wisconsin 		Wis.		WI

		Kansas 		Kans.		KS		North Carolina 		N.C.		NC		Wyoming 		Wyo.		WY






Special verdict (Hoffman v. Red Owl (&# I 119-20, #148)

The case was submitted to the jury on a special verdict with the first two questions
answered by the court. This verdict, as returned by the jury, was as follows:

Question No. 1: Did the Red Owl Stores, Inc. and Joseph Hoffman on or about mid-May
of 1961 initiate negotiations looking to the establishment of Joseph Hoffman as a
franchise operator of a Red Owl Store in Chilton? Answer: Yes. (Answered by the
Court.)

Question No. 2: Did the parties mutually agree on all of the details of the proposal so
as to reach a final agreement thereon? Answer: No. (Answered by the Court.)

Question No. 3: Did the Red Owl Stores, Inc., in the course of said negotiations, make
representations to Joseph Hoffman that if he fulfilled certain conditions that they would
establish him as franchise operator of a Red Owl Store in Chilton? Answer: Yes.

Question No. 4: If you have answered Question No. 3 ‘Yes, then answer this question:
Did Joseph Hoffman rely on said representations and was he induced to act thereon?
Answer: Yes.

Question No. 5: If you have answered Question No. 4 ‘Yes, then answer this question:
Ought Joseph Hoffman, in the exercise of ordinary care, to have relied on said
representations? Answer: Yes.

Question No. 6: If you have answered Question No. 3 ‘Yes' then answer this question:
Did Joseph Hoffman fulfill all the conditions he was required to fulfill by the terms of
the negotiations between the parties up to January 26, 1962? Answer: Yes.

Question No. 7: What sum of money will reasonably compensate the plaintiffs for such
damages as they sustained by reason of: ***
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Special verdict (Hoffman v. Red Owl (&# I 119-20, #148)

~ Red Owl (75 >Fx%A4X-Fx—>, LLFTRed) &Hoffmanld Yes (&
Q1 1961458 4|, HoffmanZChiltonlZ&H(+HRed/[ESHNFEEH L HIFFICEK

FTHoLEERTRBERB LD 3 E %)
gy @ MEBHEBRMARICETIRECUBREOMETTIC No (##

DVTAELES (BHIEEILTLED) . FEE)

 RedZHZXBDBREICE L THoffman(2x L, BA—EDEH
Q3 ZHE-EIEMEChiltonITH [+ HRed/EHBEEFICT H LV KT Yes
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Sheet1

		Q1		　Red Owl (フランチャイズ・チェ－ン。以下Red）とHoffmanは1961年5月中旬，HoffmanをChiltonにおけるRed店舗の経営者とすることを目指す交渉を開始したか。 イカ テンポ		Yes（裁判所による回答） サイバンショ カイトウ

		Q2		　両当事者は最終的合意に達する程度に当該提案の細目すべてについて合意したか（契約は成立しているか）。 リョウトウジシャ サイシュウテキ ゴウイ タッ テイド トウガイ テイアン サイモク ゴウイ ケイヤク セイリツ		No（裁判所回答） サイバンショ カイトウ

		Q3		　Redは当該交渉の過程においてHoffmanに対し，彼が一定の条件を満たせば彼をChiltonにおけるRed店舗経営者にするという表示をしたか。 トウガイ カテイ タイ カレ イッテイ ジョウケン ミ カレ テンポ ケイエイシャ ヒョウジ		Yes

		Q4		　（Q3の回答がYの場合）Hoffmanは当該表示を信頼し，それに基づいて行動するよう誘発されたか。 カイトウ バアイ トウガイ ヒョウジ シンライ モト コウドウ ユウハツ		Yes

		Q5		　（Q4の回答がYの場合）Hoffmanは，通常の注意を行使において，当該表示を信頼すべきであったか。 ツウジョウ チュウイ コウシ トウガイ		Yes

		Q6		　（Q3の回答がYの場合）Hoffmanは，62年1月までの交渉の取決めで求められたすべての条件を満たしたか。 カイトウ バアイ ネン ガツ トリキ モト ジョウケン ミ		Yes

		Q7		　以下の項目について原告が受けた損害を補償するために相当な金額はいくらか。 イカ コウモク ゲンコク ウ ソンガイ ホショウ ヒツヨウ ソウトウ		$xxx.xx
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(a) LEFROFH [HBE]
(b) EERBIZHITHBEDEF Text p. 99710~p. 100, 7
(c) LERZFBEDHI;R Text p. 1004,8~p. 100,15
(1) affirmed (LEFZFEH-RFIRZHF)
(A) reversed and remanded/modified (F¥RHEEFZRE/BH-BIE)
(d) FIFRIEH Textp.1004,16~p. 10071
(1) opinion of the court / majority opinion ({&if=1BE &, ER=-18F )
(A) concurring opinion (fasm=BF X, ()ICRIET I HEER)
(/V) opinion concurring in the judgment (¥w=18F %, ()ICRELGWER)
(=) dissenting opinion (#am=1BF HZFICR*, BFHZFLEER)
(i) plurality opinion (#%ik=1BF 3, BELRIFOERINEONLGEIZHEN
MICRZBDIFLHIER)
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(c) FEEHIZXT HHLFI Text p. 101,13~
EELIZEDOCEEETE + SRS -EFEBOELLVER : TETWLWAM?
BHEFFIEXfEEEZIEL{OVFO—)LTETLNEMN?
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@ Jury nullification (FEEICKDED EZNE)
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