Liesner v. Wanie  Trial:  Reading Comprehension Self-Quiz

Correct Answers, Comments & Explanations

Correct answers in bold type; Prof’s comments & explanations in Italics.
(1) What witness’s testimony demonstrates that the wolf’s hide was physically available for inspection during the trial?


(a) August Liesner.  He examined the hide on Wanie’s land. 
(b) Chas. Gillmore.  He examined the hide when Anderson was exhibiting it before the trial.

(c) John Olson.  He examined the hide on the witness stand.


(d) All of the above. 

(2) What is the significance of the wolf sitting with its hind legs underneath him like a dog?

(a) It suggested that the wolf was comfortable and not in significant pain.  This seems unlikely because of the testimony that this was uncommon wolf behavior and because he was surrounded by attacking dogs at the time.
(b) It suggested that the wolf was in distress and perhaps losing the use of its hind legs.  This is supported by both the proximity to the dogs and its change in the way it used its legs after Ed Liesner shot it.  

(c) It suggested that Frank Kroenig’s shot to its hindquarters was the primary source of its discomfort.  Seems an unlikely way to react to pain in the butt.

(d) None of the above.

(3) What was the significance of the testimony by John Olson and Frank Kroenig about how difficult wolves are to kill?


(a) To establish the degree of difficulty of Wanie’s actions.


(b) To establish how important the dogs were to taking down the wolf.  


(c) To establish how important it was that the wolf be killed by someone.

(d) To weaken the Liesner brothers’ claim that their shots had mortally wounded the wolf.  If you believed the testimony that a wolf could run for two days after being shot in the abdomen, then any injuries caused by the boys seem much less serious.
(4) Why did Wanie’s attorney have the Hove boys testify on Wanie’s behalf?

(a) To support Wanie’s claim that the Liesner boys never told him they’d shot the wolf. See pages 19-20.
(b) To show that the Liesner boys were not pursuing the wolf closely. See, e.g., testimony that Frank stopped running and walked with Peter Hove to the brush pile.
(c) To raise doubts that the Liesner boys’ shots had hit the wolf.  See testimony that the Hoves could not see the wolf in the brush pile when standing with Frank while he was shooting.
(d) All of the above.

(5) What was the significance of the testimony from several witnesses that there was blood in the abdomen of the wolf carcass?

(a) To show that the wolf’s intestines had been ruptured.  This would result in manure as well as blood.

(b) To show that the wolf must have sustained a serious injury besides Wanie’s shot to its neck.  The neck shot from the back would be very unlikely to leave blood in the abdomen, which normally would be caused by a shot through the midsection.
(c) To show the size of the ammunition that had hit its abdomen.  Different sized ammunition at the right angle could lead to internal bleeding.
(d) To show the extent of its injuries from the dogs.  Nothing suggests that the dogs ripped the wolf open.  Bite wounds on the hide probably would not lead to significant blood in the abdomen.
(6) Why didn’t Frank Kroenig’s shot on the day before the kill entitle him to the wolf?


(a) He gave up pursuing the wolf for the night.  The trial court specifically mentions this.
(b) His shot to the wolf’s “hind part [on] the left side” was probably not mortal.  If a wolf could run for two days after being shot in the abdomen, a flesh wound to its hip or thigh is unlikely to be too serious after a day (perhaps over time it might get infected).
(c) He was using buckshot as ammunition and could not have caused the holes in the wolf’s abdomen.  These appear to be the most serious wounds besides the fatal shots to the neck, but they are inconsistent with a scattering of small shot.

(d) All of the above. 

(7) Why might the Liesners’ attorney have wanted to establish on cross-examination that Gus Johnson was Wanie’s “hired man”?

(a) To establish that he probably wasn’t very smart.

(b) To establish that he had little hunting expertise.  No reason that a hired man wouldn’t be a hunter.
(c) To establish that his actions were properly attributable to Wanie.  Nothing suggests any of Johnson’s actions were relevant to the issues in the case.
(d) To establish bias.  That he is dependent on Wanie for his livelihood makes it more likely he would lie or shade the truth to help Wanie.

(8) All of the following evidence tends to weaken John Olson’s testimony that the holes in the hide around the wolf’s abdomen might have been caused by dog bites, EXCEPT:

(a) The testimony of several people that the holes were attributable to .22 caliber bullets.  Directly contradictory evidence is a good way to weaken someone’s testimony.
(b) The presence of blood in the abdominal cavity. Surface bite marks do not yield blood in the intestinal cavity.  As noted above, nothing suggested that the dogs were tearing at the wolf’s flesh.



(c) The speed with which the dogs seemed to disperse after Wanie killed the wolf.  This really tells us nothing about what harm they might have inflicted when they surrounded the wolf just before the kill.
(d) The description of how the wolf was sitting in the brush pile. With the wolf sitting like a dog, it would be very difficult for the dogs to reach its abdomen, which would be sheltered by its body.  The dogs would be more likely to leave bite marks on its limbs or hindquarters.
