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Important Note Regarding the
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Cases in This Text

To facilitate the learning task, we edited (sometimes substantially) and excerpted from
the text of the cases and articles in this book. We dropped any reference to almost all con-
curring and dissenting opinions and, for the same reason, omitted the vast majority of
references and footnotes. We recommend strongly to all readers of this Companion that
they refer to the full and original text of all works reproduced both to get the complete
version of both the cases and the work of the various scholars and to access the impor-
tant references and commentary included in the footnotes. Citations for all cases and ma-
terials follow.
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