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Notes

These notes do not all adhere to the strict legal conventions known as The Bluebook, but rather looser conventions of scholarly research: I attempted to provide pointers necessary for readers to track quotes and controversies back to original sources. To the extent that I may have failed to provide some curious readers with adequate guidance, I apologize in advance. On more technical points, I have been less than meticulous in indicating changes between capitals and lowercase in quotes, and I may have omitted some ellipses. I also omitted indications to internal quotes except where critical. I did not correct errors that I found in original sources, though I might have introduced some of my own. I also left all archaic, alternative, and English spellings as I found them (though my spell-check program may have overridden some inadvertently). All Web addresses are subject to change.
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