
.! L : :.&:;, .: ; .‘, 0 ,> .,.: ~;‘< * ‘, .,- u 

5hqaIlttQIwofq~~~~~t&ff I. 
, :<:;c; ;$ '6 

3ik+tgM.p. a. ;< 
$- '$: 5 
; i.. y& 2 :y s$.*“> .. ,:;:r s ..'i: ,,: .- 

: .' ', p; ; ..-'; '> c;l ,.; ; i.‘ 
CHAMBERS OF :. 

JUSTICE FELIX FRANKFURTER. 

” ‘. ..j; g 
: ‘,. 

+., 
1‘$ 

5 ‘i 

. . . ‘. ,:i 12 

March 7, 194.4 ?# :.; ., ,..;c $5 
'i p .i 'C 

;.<' . 1 4' :: : :$ = ": I .L e 
Dear 1jiley: 

: .@ ._ 8:: 
'a. ".:., ' P) ,,;* .: '... 4 

Since -we are not corner grocers pursuing cut-throat competition, but ,y. :: * 
:,*. .': 2 !_, I; 

are'engaged.in a common enterprise 
,._. b‘, 

- that of trying to analyze and solve corn- --‘ -5.3 
,. :: .; i 

plicated intellectual problems by joint endeavor - I want to enlist your help !':.:. (I 8 

in the Oklahoma liquor- case. .. '. 
‘1. ; 

i. '"' 4 c 
:: ; $ 

Specifically,.1 should like you to tell me two things: .I It: 
: I; * 

.:: 8 Y 
.&. What basis is there.for suggesting, other than Judge Phillips' "p 3 ?.Y...~.;,; 

.* .,' 
argument, that its Act of 1917 is not the law of Oklahoma? 

..g 
::r: : :' p: : ';. : :'; y. i .>2. ; " : ..,:, 

r 2. Judging the matter, as we'should, by the point of view expressed Z&G.. , T .:. I _ $,,' 'z- ': .: .i:,y y' -2:: ,.'.f i'., .$, .. .,:. .:: i"e:::'J~- 
in the Penn Dairies case, 318 U. S. 361, is there any good reason 

I .i ; - '.. . . -.I-.. , 

for suggesting that the Oklahoma Act of 1917 is not incorporated by 

reference in the Assimilative Crimes Statute of 19407 . '. 

I put these questions in an eager endeavor to avoid all the avoidable 

differencesof opinion amongst us. If you would like to ,talk'about these questions 

I am of course at your disposal. 

Ever yours, -.. 
-I/F- 

Mr. Justice R&ledge ' 
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