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Further continued May 12, 1952.

1. In the absence of advice whether the Supreme Court of California 
has conducted any further proceedings in this case or has so en-
tered as to become a part of the record any order, opinion or 
certificate since this Court’s earlier continuance of the cause, a 
letter, apparently not a part of the case record, received by the 
Clerk of this Court and signed by the Clerk of the Supreme Court 
of California is not regarded as a sufficient “determination” of the 
question whether the judgment below was intended to rest on an 
adequate independent state ground or whether decision of the fed-
eral claim was necessary thereto. P. 393.

2. This cause is further continued for such period as will enable 
counsel for petitioner to secure from the Supreme Court of Cali-
fornia an official determination of that question. P. 394.

Per  Curiam .
On November 5,1951, we ordered this cause “continued 

for such period as will enable counsel for petitioner to 
secure a determination from the Supreme Court of Cali-
fornia as to whether the judgment herein was intended to 
rest on an adequate independent state ground or whether 
decision of the federal claim was necessary to the judg-
ment rendered.” 342 U. S. 33, 34 (1951).

We have not yet been advised whether the Supreme 
Court of California has conducted any further proceedings 
in this case or has so entered as to become a part of the 
record, any order, opinion or certificate after November 
5, 1951. We do not regard a letter, not apparently a 
part of the case record, received by the Clerk of this 
Court on March 31, 1952, signed by the Clerk of the Su-
preme Court of California as a sufficient “determination” 
of the question raised in our order of November 5, 1951.
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Accordingly, the cause is ordered further continued for 
such period as will enable counsel for petitioner to secure 
from the Supreme Court of California its official deter-
mination as requested in our order of November 5, 1951.

Cause continued.

Mr . Just ice  Douglas , being of the opinion that the 
federal question in the case has been fully exposed, 
dissents.

Mr . Justi ce  Minton  took no part in the consideration 
or decision of this case.
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