
A N O R T O N C R I T I C A L E D I T I O N 

James Joyce 

DUBLINERS 

AUTHORITATIVE TEXT 

CONTEXTS 

CRITICISM 

Edited by 

MARGOT NORRIS 

U N I V E R S I T Y O F C A L I F O R N I A , I R V I N E 

Text Edited by 

HANS WALTER GABLER 

WITH WALTER HETTCHE 

W. W. NORTON & COMPANY · New York · London 



Contents 

Preface ix 
Introduction, by Hans Walter Gabler xv 
Symbols and Sigla xliii 

The Text of Dubliners ι 
T h e Sisters 3 
A n Encounter 11 
Araby 20 
Eveline 26 
After the Race 32 
T w o Gallants 38 
T h e Boarding House 49 
A Little C l o u d 57 
Counterparts 70 
Clay 82 
A Painful Case 89 
Ivy Day in the Committee Room 99 
A Mother 116 
Grace 128 
T h e Dead 151 

Contexts 
A Curious History 197 
From Gas from a Burner 200 
Maunsel & C o . Advertisement for Dubliners 203 

"The Sisters": 

" O u r Weekly Story: T h e Sisters," The Irish Homestead 204 

4 A n Encounter" 

Map 208 
Photograph of the Pigeon House Fort 209 
Advertisement for Union Jack and Typical Cover of Pluck 210 

"Araby": 
Map 211 



vi C O N T E N T S 

Words to the Song from the Araby Bazaar 212 
Back of the 'Araby" Catalogue 213 
Caroline Norton, "The Arab's Farewell to His Steed" 213 

"Eveline": 
' O u r Weekly Story: Eveline," The Irish Homestead 215 
The Twelve Promises of Jesus to Saint Margaret Mary 

Alacoque for Those Devoted to Flis Sacred Heart 219 
Words and Music to "The Lass that loves a Sailor" 219 

"After the Race": 
"The Motor Derby: Interview with the French Champion , " 

The Irish Times 222 
Photograph of the Gordon Bennett Race 225 

"Two Gallants": 
Map 226 

"The Boarding House": 
Words to " I 'm an imp on mischief bent" 227 

"A Little Cloud" : 
Map 229 
Advertisement for Corless's Restaurant 230 
Lord Byron, " O n the Death of a Young Lady" 230 

"Counterparts": 
Map 232 
Photograph of T h e Scotch House 233 

"Clay" : 
Map 234 
Photograph of Trams at the Base of Nelson's Pillar 235 
Words and Music to " I dreamt that I dwelt in Marble Ha l l s " 235 

"A Painful Case" : 
Map 238 
Photograph of Sydney Parade Station 239 

"Ivy Day in the Committee Room": 
Portrait of Charles Stewart Pamell 240 

"A Mother": 
Announcement of August 1904 Concert and Review from 

Freeman's Journal 241 

"Grace" : 
Leo X I I I , "Ars Photographien (1867) and " O n 

Photography," trans Η. Τ Henry (1902) 242 
Pope Leo X I I I Being Photographed 242 



C O N T E N T S vii 

Photograph of St. Francis Xavier C h u r c h 243 
T h e Parable of the Unjust Steward 243 

"The Dead": 
Map 245 
Floor Plans for 15 Usher s Island 246 

Words to "Arrayed for the Bridal" 247 
Words to "The Lass of Aughrim" 247 
Photograph of the Gresham Hotel 249 

Criticism 
David G . Wright · Interactive Stories in Dubliners 253 
Heyward Ehr l i ch · "Araby" in Context: T h e "Splendid 

Bazaar," Irish Orientalism, and James Clarence Mangan 261 

Margot Norris · T h e Perils of "Evel ine" 283 
James Fairhall · Big-Power Politics and Colonial Economics: 

T h e Gordon Bennett C u p Race and "After the Race" 299 
Fritz Senn · "The Boarding House" Seen as a Tale of 

Misdirection 309 
Morris Beja · Farrington the Scrivener: A Story of Dame 

Street 317 
Roberta Jackson · T h e Open Closet in Dubliners: James 

Duff>'s Painful Case 327 
Vincent J. Cheng · Empire and Patriarchy in "The Dead" 342 

Selected Bibliography 3 6 7 



Introduction 

by Hans Walter Gabler 

A History of Curiosities, 1904-19 J 4 f 

I n the first days of July 1904, probably on the 2nd or on the 4 th , the 
I r i s h myst ic , poet and painter, and close friend of W . B . Yeats , 
George Rus se l l (otherwise " A E " ) wrote to James Joyce invit ing h i m 
to submit a short story to The Irish Homestead—the weekly, self-
styled " O r g a n of Agricultural and Industr ial Development in Ire
l a n d . " R u s s e l l asked for something "simple, rural?, l ivemaking?, 
pathos? . . . not to shock the readers" Letters, I I , 4 3 ) . 1 T h e letter was 
timely. Despi te his poverty, the twentytwo year old Joyce was in an 
expansive, confident mood. Hi s burgeoning romance wi th N o r a Bar
nac le was enter ing its fourth buoyant week, and he had begun to 
c irculate a m o n g his friends and admirers the ( incomplete) m a n u 
script of his autobiographical novel Stephen Hero, on w h i c h he con
t inued to work energetically. 2 Russe l l included with his letter the 
current issue of the Homestead and advised: " L o o k at the story in 
this paper." T h a t Joyce did so, and with important consequences for 
the deve lopment—then in embryo—of his oeuvre, has thus far 
slipped past the net of Joycean scholarship and biography. 

T h a t part of The Irish Homestead for w h i c h Russe l l solicited a 
contribution was a section entitled " O u r W e e k l y Story." I n the sum
mer of 1904, however, there was a troubling dearth of copy. T h e 

t T h i s sect ion, as based on fresh and original re search in D u b l i n , was prepared in collabo
rat ion wi th J o h n O ' H a n l o n and D a n i s Rose . I am most grateful for their he lp a n d a d v i c e . — 
F o r " A C u r i o u s History, ' ' as recounted by J ames Joyce himself , see pp. 1 9 7 - 2 0 0 . 

1. T h o u g h this letter is undated, from c i rcumstant i a l evidence and from the chronology of 
subsequent events w e c a n be reasonably certa in that R u s s e l l mus t have wr i t t en it on , or 
very shortly after, Sa turday 2 July 1904. 

2. H i s sister M a y lugged the bulky manuscr ip t a round to C o n s t a n t i n e C u r r a n ( then l iving in 
C u m b e r l a n d p lace , N o r t h C i r c u l a r road, not too far from Joyce's father's house i n C a b r a ) 
on J u n e 23 (Letters, I , 55) . After C u r r a n had read and re turned it, Joyce gave it to George 
R u s s e l l to read. A c c o r d i n g to R i c h a r d E l l m a n n {James Joyce, 163) and c o n v e n t i o n a l wis
d o m , it was Rus se l l ' s reading of Stephen Hero w h i c h inspired h i m to write to Joyce asking 
for a story for the Homestead. B u t it is surely m u c h more l ike ly—given the tight chronology 
a n d given the fact that on a n earl ier occas ion R u s s e l l had responded unfavourab ly to the 
poems of Chamber Music—that Joyce lent h i m the manusc r ip t only after R u s s e l l h a d 
approached h i m . F u r t h e r m o r e , as we shal l see, R u s s e l l had a more prac t i ca l rea son for 
wri t ing . 

XV 
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issues of May 21 , M a y 28 , and June 4 conta ined no story at al l , the 
section in the issues of J u n e 11, 18, and 25 was taken up by a three-
part novelette by Lou i se K e n n y , and the issues of July 9 and 16 again 
had no story. It follows that the sole issue to w h i c h Russe l l could 
have been referring was that of July 2, in w h i c h issue there was 
indeed a story: a short piece wri t ten by Berkeley C a m p b e l l entitled 
' T h e O l d W a t c h m a n . " It is a first-person narrative in w h i c h the nar
rator, a twelve-year old boy, recounts the c i r c u m s t a n c e s of the death 
of an old m a n he had befriended w h o had fallen on hard times. I f 
this sounds familiar, then it should ; for it would appear that Joyce 
not only read the story: he rewrote it. H a d he ca l led his o w n story 
" T h e O l d Pr ies t , " w h i c h , but for its subtler complexit ies of meaning 
he might have done, then that w o u l d have advertised the fact. E v e n 
so, he put into " T h e S i s ters " c lues to the source of his artifice. I n 
Campbel l ' s s t o r y — w h i c h of course had the date of the issue (July 2) 
just above the t i t le—the old w a t c h m a n (who it transpires is the son 
of a former D e a n of St Patr ick's Ca thedra l ) is sixty-five years of age; 
in the Homestead vers ion of " T h e S i s ters , " the card fixed to the door 
of the house where the old priest died reads: "July 2nd , 1 8 9 — T h e 
Rev. James F l y n n (formerly of St . Ita's C h u r c h ) , aged 65 years. 
R . I . P . " 3 

By the 15th of July, Joyce h a d finished wri t ing " T h e S i s ters " and, 
indeed, having already progressed beyond the idea of one story, had 
formulated an ambit ious p lan . I n a letter to C o n s t a n t i n e C u r r a n he 
announced : " I a m wri t ing a series of ep ic le t s—ten—for a paper. I 
have written one. I ca l l the series Dubliners to betray the soul of that 
hemiplegia or paralysis w h i c h many cons ider a c i ty . " 4 H . F . N o r m a n , 
the editor of The Irish Homestead, accepted " T h e S i s ter s " for publi
cation on July 2 3 , mak ing one change only: " I a m chang ing the name 

3. T h e r e are other, lesser echoes . C a m p b e l l ' s boy usua l ly spoke to the old w a t c h m a n (he had 
pleurisy) whi le h e was h u d d l e d over his fire-basket. Joyce's boy c o n v e r s e d w i t h the old 
priest whi le , wrapped up in his greatcoat , he sat by his fireside. T h e old w a t c h m a n is not 
n a m e d ; though his r e p l a c e m e n t is: J a m e s . Reverbera t ions may be felt, too, even beyond 
" T h e S i s ters . " T h e w a t c h m a n spent his exile in A u s t r a l i a , w h i c h is a lso w h e r e the school-
fr iend of Eve l ine ' s father went (see e spec ia l ly the Irish Homestead ve r s ion of " E v e l i n e , " 
l ines 32—35). T h e w a t c h m a n ' s ear l ie r D u b l i n prodigality in d r i n k i n g a n d gambl ing , albeit 
c l i c h e , is not un l ike J i m m y ' s in the finale o f "After the R a c e . " La s t ly , the E l e c t r i c T r a m w a y 
C o m p a n y ' s w a t c h m a n at his fire-basket w o u l d seem an avatar of G u m l e y , the corporat ion ' s 
w a t c h m a n at his brazier i n " E u m a e u s " , the s ixteenth episode of Ulysses ( a n d this episode 
especia l ly , one s h o u l d reca l l , has its roots in the story " U l y s s e s " or ig inal ly c o n t e m p l a t e d 
for Dubliners). 

4. See Letters, I, 5 5 , w h e r e " ep ic l e t s " is g iven as " ep i c l e t i . " T h i s m i s r e a d i n g — " G r e e k e r t h a n 
the G r e e k s " ( U 9 . 6 1 4 ) — h a s over the years led to deep yet, a las , mi sgu ided c r i t i c a l exegesis 
(see, for example, E l l m a n n , op. c i t . , 163 ) . S k e p t i c a l at w h a t s e e m e d to h i m a n obl ique way 
of u s i n g G r e e k , W o l f h a r d S teppe s u r m i s e d that the w o r d might s imply be " ep i c l e t s " ( i .e . , 
'little epics ' , an ord inary E n g l i s h d i m i n u t i v e ) . A read ing of the or ig inal in U n i v e r s i t y C o l 
lege, D u b l i n , has proved h i m right. T h e letter, inc identa l ly , is ra ther a m b i g u o u s l y dated 
' T h e R a i n , F r i d a y . " A s there w e r e s h o w e r s on j u s t about every F r i d a y d u r i n g that s u m m e r , 
the wea ther a c c o u n t s are not terr ibly helpful . T h e c r i c k e t reports are m o r e en l i gh ten ing : 
uniquely , on the m o r n i n g of Fr iday , Ju ly 15, there was " torrent ia l r a i n " suf f ic ient to put a 
stop to play. 
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o f the P a r i s h quoted in the obituary notice so as to make the details 
o f the story more remote . " s H e sent Joyce a sovereign in payment. 
B y a c u r i o u s , sad c o i n c i d e n c e , the story appeared i n the issue of 13 
A u g u s t 1904 , the first anniversary of Joyce's mother's unt imely 
dea th . In s u c h humble c i r cumstance s , thus , did Dubliners and 
b e y o n d it J ames Joyce's prose masterpieces see their beginning in 
pr int . 

O n the suggestion of Rus se l l , Joyce adopted a pseudonym and 
s igned the name 'S tephen Daeda lus ' to " T h e Sis ters . " H e cont inued 
this pract ice wi th the next four or, possibly, five stories, reverting to 
his o w n n a m e only in the s u m m e r of 1905 , wel l into his exile. Ste
p h e n Daeda lu s , of course , was the name he had given to the pr inc ipa l 
c h a r a c t e r in Stephen Hero and the n a m e w h i c h he had recently 
begun to use in s igning letters to his friends (see, for example, Letters, 
I , 5 4 - 5 5 ) . Apart from the first ( "The Sis ters") and the last ( "The 
D e a d " ) the Dubliners stories were not wri t ten i n the order of their 
u l t imate arrangement . T h e second, " E v e l i n e , " appeared in The Irish 
Homestead on September 10, and very l ikely was composed dur ing 
the second ha l f of July and /or the first weeks of August . At that t ime, 
Joyce had begun to th ink prospectively about his relat ionship wi th 
N o r a , and these considerat ions certa inly inspired, if obliquely, its 
theme . "After the R a c e " was drafted whi le Joyce raced about D u b l i n 
t o u c h i n g friends and enemies alike for the wherewi tha l to get away 
from Ire land. T h e story was completed on 3 October 1 9 0 4 6 and 
h a n d e d in to the Homestead office the fol lowing day, jus t four days 
prior to Joyce's departure wi th N o r a from the N o r t h W a l l docks . 7 

J ames Joyce always cons idered 8 O c t o b e r 1904 as the date of his 
"first" marriage to N o r a Barnac l e (the " s e c o n d " being 4 July 1931) . 
T h e Joyces, after brief stays in Z u r i c h and Tr ie s te , settled down in 
Pola in Austr ia . It was whi le at Z u r i c h , however, i n late O c t o b e r that 
he began his fourth story. H e ca l led it " C h r i s t m a s E v e . " A month 
later, from Pola , he reported to S tanis laus that he had written "about 
half" of it (Letters, I I , 71 ) . By this he presumably meant the frag
mentary fair copy of four pages w h i c h has been preserved. 8 Instead 

5. Le t t e r to J ames Joyce of 2 3 Ju ly 1904 , n o w at C o r n e l l . 
6. Joyce wrote from St . Peter ' s terrace to N o r a on this day: " I a m in s u c h high good h u m o u r 

this m o r n i n g that I insist on wr i t ing to you . . . 1 got up early this m o r n i n g to f in i sh a story 
I was writ ing. W h e n I h a d wr i t ten a page I dec ided I w o u l d wri te a letter to you instead. 
Bes ides , 1 thought you d i s l iked M o n d a y a n d a letter f rom m e might put you i n better 
sp ir i t s " (Letters, I I , 5 0 ) . E l l m a n n has dated this letter " A b o u t I Sep tember 1 9 0 4 . " T h i s is 
cer ta in ly wrong. T h e poss ible c o n t e n d i n g M o n d a y s are A u g u s t 3 0 , Sep tember 5 , 12, 19 
and 2 6 , and O c t o b e r 3. O n the first date Joyce w a s sti l l at 6 0 S h e l b o u r n e road ; on the 
s e c o n d at his u n c l e ' s in F a i r v i e w ; on the th i rd at the T o w e r ; o n the fourth b a c k at his 
unc le ' s ; and o n the fifth had a bad co ld a n d was fee l ing desolate (Letters, I I , 5 6 ) . W h i c h 
leaves O c t o b e r 3. F u r t h e r m o r e , he s igned the letter " J i m , " w h i c h he did only after his 
" f amous interview about the let ters" w i t h N o r a on S e p t e m b e r 9 . 

7. J i m , it turned out , w a s n o E v e l i n e ; nor , i n the i r tryst, was N o r a . 
8. A l l surviving m a n u s c r i p t s of Dubliners are r e p r o d u c e d i n vol [4] o f The James Joyce Archive: 
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of finishing this story he recast it as, or replaced it by, " H a l l o w E v e / ' 
w h i c h he sent to D u b l i n on 19 January 1905 . " H a l l o w E v e , " was not 
accepted by The Irish Homestead, nor is it extant today in any m a n u 
script version. (By the end of September 1905 Joyce had retitled it 
" T h e C l a y " and "slightly rewrit ten i t " [Letters, I I , 109] . Subsequent ly , 
this title was abbreviated to " C l a y . " ) F o r the next several months , 
while he waited i n va in for good news from D u b l i n and during w h i c h 
time he decided to dedicate the col lect ion to S t an i s l aus—he sub
sequently changed his m i n d about this—Joyce did not proceed wi th 
Dubliners but, instead, focused his energies on Stephen Hero. I n 
early May, he wrote to Stanis laus promis ing he w o u l d write another 
story if he k n e w the result of " H a l l o w E v e . " Eventua l ly he began to 
think seriously about finding another publ i sher . O n 3 J u n e he asked 
Stanislaus to get permis s ion from the Homestead to republ i sh the 
first two stories. I n the next six weeks he wrote the fifth and sixth 
s tor ies—"The Board ing H o u s e " and " C o u n t e r p a r t s " — a n d sent t h e m 
to Stanislaus in mid-July, quite possibly i n the very manuscr ipt s that 
still survive. T h e first of these, " T h e Board ing H o u s e , " is dated 1 Ju ly 
1905 in the extant manuscr ip t and is the last phys ica l ly to carry the 
signature " S tephen Daeda lu s " ; yet the manuscr ip t s of these two sto
ries are, as documents , so c lear ly c o m p a n i o n pieces that " C o u n t e r 
parts" too may have borne the n a m e Daeda lus on its lost final leaf. 
Thereafter , Joyce re l inqui shed the pseudonymous pose and s igned 
all subsequent Dubliners stories i n his own name. 

T h e s u m m e r of 1905 was for James Joyce as difficult as it was 
eventful. H i s faith i n h imse l f and in the life he had created w i t h 
Nora began to falter. H e suspended work on the autobiographical 
novel Stephen Hero, abandoning it i n effect as a fragment of twen-
tyfive (out of a projected sixtythree) chapters . About Dubliners, how
ever, he remained sanguine, bel ieving ( incorrect ly as it turned out) 
that he could find a publ i sher to br ing it out sooner rather than later 
and that it would bring in some m u c h needed money. T h e bir th of 
his son Giorgio on 27 July spurred h i m on to greater efforts. T h e 
seventh story to be writ ten was " A Painful C a s e . " It exists both i n a 
draft manuscr ipt (originally entit led " A Painful Inc ident " ) , w h i c h at 
least in part documents the process of composi t ion, and in a fair 
copy signed and dated "JAJ 15 .8 .05 . " T h e eighth story, "Ivy D a y in 
the Commit tee R o o m , " survives in two fair-copy manuscr ip t s , of 
w h i c h the earlier is dated "29 August 1 9 0 5 , " ju s t two weeks later 
than the fair copy of " A Painful C a s e . " 9 " A n E n c o u n t e r " saw c o m -

James Joyce , Dubliners. A Facsimile of Drafts and Manuscripts, pre faced a n d a r ranged by 
H a n s W a l t e r G a b l e r . N e w Y o r k a n d L o n d o n : G a r l a n d P u b l i s h i n g I n c . , 1 9 7 8 . 

9 . F o r both of these stories , a n d for " T h e S i s t e r s " a n d "After the R a c e , " Joyce r e q u e s t e d 
specific informat ion in a letter to his brother of 2 4 S e p t e m b e r (Letters, I I , 1 0 9 -
112) . S tan i s l aus au thent i ca ted detai ls a lready present in t h e m a n d in w h i c h , i n the c a s e 
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pletion about mid-September 1905 (within three weeks of " Ivy Day" ) 
a n d was sent to S tani s laus on 18 September . " A Mother , " the tenth 
to be wr i t ten , followed wi th in a fortnight. Both of these stories are 
extant in fair-copy manuscr ipt s . 

A l though Joyce's original p lan (adumbrated in his letter to C o n -
stantine C u r r a n of 1 5 July 1904 quoted above) of a suite of ten little 
epics was n o w complete , he had in the meant ime changed his plans. 
W r i t i n g to W i l l i a m H e i n e m a n n on 23 September 1905 , Joyce offered 
h i m Dubliners: "a co l lect ion of twelve short stories ." O n the following 
day he enumera ted the sequence to Stanis laus : three stories of chi ld
hood, " T h e S i s ters , " " A n E n c o u n t e r , " and another one (the as yet 
unwri t ten " A r a b y " ) ; three stories of adolescence , " T h e Boarding 
H o u s e , " "After the R a c e , " and " E v e l i n e " ; three stories of mature life, 
" T h e C l a y , " " C o u n t e r p a r t s , " and " A Pa infu l C a s e " ; and, complet ing 
the pattern, three stories of publ ic life, " Ivy D a y in the Commit tee 
R o o m , " " A M o t h e r , " and the last story of the book (the as yet unwrit
ten " G r a c e " ) . ( T h i s arrangement , as we shal l see, was subsequently 
altered at least twice . ) B y mid-October 1905 the eleventh story, 
"Araby, " was completed and the twelfth, " G r a c e , " begun. At the same 
t ime, as is indica ted by the range of quest ions in the letter to Stan
islaus of 24 September , Joyce was busy revis ing the existing texts. 
T h e opening story of the col lect ion benefitted tangibly from his 
brother's investigations, as is evident from the few but important 
variants between the vers ion represented by the Irish Homestead 
printing and the first of the two extant manuscr ip t s for " T h e Sisters ." 
T h e changes prove that this manuscr ip t postdates The Irish Home
stead and suggest late O c t o b e r 1905 as its date. It is significant that 
a first reconsiderat ion of the opening of the book thus apparently 
coincided w i t h the composi t ion of the then conc lud ing story, 

G r a c e . 

I n the meant ime , and apparently at the instigation of Stanis laus , 
Joyce wrote to A r t h u r S y m o n s , w h o replied saying that he thought 
that Constable ' s might be interested in both Chamber Music and 
Dubliners. Joyce sent them the former but he ld back the latter, offer
ing it instead to G r a n t R i c h a r d s on 15 October , adding, foolishly 
perhaps, that he believed that "people might be wi l l ing to pay for the 
special odour of corrupt ion w h i c h , I hope, floats over my stories" 
[Letters, I I , 123) . R i c h a r d s asked to see the manuscr ip t three days 
later. 1 Both " G r a c e " a n d the revis ion of the earl ier stories were com-

of " Ivy D a y in the C o m m i t t e e R o o m , " both m a n u s c r i p t s a c c o r d . T h e textual changes one 
finds entered in the s e c o n d fair copy of " I v y D a y " (as opposed to those revealed by col lat ion 
wi th the first fair copy) are not related to the per iod a n d o c c a s i o n of its compos i t ion but 
to its later history. I t was one of severa l stories over w h i c h , t ime after t ime, publ ica t ion 
difficulties arose. 

1. F o r G r a n t R i c h a r d s ' s s ide o f the c o r r e s p o n d e n c e , see Rober t S c h o l e s , " G r a n t R i c h a r d s to 
James Joyce , " Studies in Bibliography X V I ( 1 9 6 3 ) , 1 3 9 - 1 6 0 . 
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pleted by the end of November and he sent the manuscr ipt to R i c h 
ards on 3 December . H e did not then know it, but the nine-year 
ordeal of getting his book Dubliners printed and publ ished had 
begun. 

Dur ing the following two months , whi le he waited for word, Joyce 
added a new story, " T w o G a l l a n t s . " R ichards finally responded on 17 
February 1906, mak ing Joyce an offer w h i c h was accepted. T h e book 
was to be publ i shed in M a y or J u n e or in September in a s l im crown 
octavo volume pr iced at 5/—. A contract followed on 23 February. 
T h e previous day Joyce had sent R i c h a r d s " T w o G a l l a n t s " with the 
instruction that it should be inserted between "After the R a c e " and 
" T h e Boarding H o u s e . " ( T h i s suggests that, perhaps w h e n he sent 
the stories to R i c h a r d s , Joyce had interchanged the positions of " T h e 
Boarding H o u s e " and " E v e l i n e " from their order as cited in his letter 
to Stanislaus of 24 September . ) R e t u r n i n g the contract signed on 28 
February, Joyce wrote: " I w o u l d like the printer to follow the manu
script accurately i n punctua t ion and arrangement . Inverted commas , 
for instance, to enclose dialogue always seemed to me a great eye
sore" (Letters, I I , 131) . H e added that he had writ ten part of a four
teenth story ("A Li t t le C l o u d " ) . T h i s was still unf in i shed on 13 M a r c h 
w h e n he wrote to say that it was to be inserted between " A Boarding 
H o u s e " and " C o u n t e r p a r t s . " It was finished on 22 Apr i l . Before it 
could be fair-copied and sent, however , the storm clouds began to 
gather. R ichards passed the manuscr ip t of Dubliners to his printer 
on 12 Apri l and instructed h i m to prepare sample pages. By a stroke 
of the worst possible luck , it seems that w h e n Joyce had sent h i m 
the thirteenth story, " T w o G a l l a n t s , " R i chards had not inserted it 
into its proper place in the sequence , but had merely placed it on 
top of the pile. T o provide the sample pages, then, the printer chose 
the beginning of " T w o G a l l a n t s " and had at least two pages set up 
(these survive and are n o w at Harvard) . W h e n he read his compos
itor's handiwork he was horrified, scrawled " W e cannot print th i s " 
on the second proof, and sent it back to R ichards . O n 23 Apri l R i c h 
ards informed Joyce of the printer 's refusal and added that he had 
strong objections to two passages in "Counterpar t s . " H e returned the 
manuscripts of the two stories and, further, asked for another word 
to replace "bloody" in " G r a c e . " Joyce replied three days later, refusing 
to compromise. A long and protracted correspondence ensued, in 
w h i c h Joyce made some conces s ions and R i c h a r d s demanded more 
deletions (Letters, I , 6 0 - 6 3 , and I I , 1 3 2 - 1 4 3 ) . F ina l ly , the parties 
appeared to reach agreement. O n 19 J u n e R i c h a r d s sent back the 
entire manuscr ipt to Joyce in order that he might make the necessary 
alterations. O n its re submis s ion on 9 Ju ly Joyce stated that he had 
"re-arranged and renumbered the stories in the middle of the book" 
and that he had inc luded " A Lit t le C l o u d " in the posit ion that he 
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had ear l ier indicated . T h i s sequence was to remain stable. H e also 
said that he had rewritten ' T h e S i s ters . " It may be as sumed that 
R i c h a r d s received the opening story at this time in its second extant 
fair copy. I n " G r a c e , " by contrast , Joyce had removed only two 
ins tances of "bloody." T h e s e , however, exist undeleted in the extant 
fair copy, w h i c h also incorporates passages fol lowing from Joyce's 
re search at the Bibl ioteca Vittorio E m a n u e l e in R o m e in November 
1906 into the proceedings of the V a t i c a n C o u n c i l of 1870. A m o n g 
the surviving manuscr ip t s of the Dubliners stories, this fair copy of 
" G r a c e " is thus identified as postdating the original negotiations for 
publ ica t ion wi th G r a n t R i c h a r d s . Inc identa l ly , it bypasses Richards ' s 
censor ia l s tr ictures . 

At the end of July 1906 , Joyce moved with his family to Rome. 
D u r i n g Augus t he contemplated rewri t ing "After the R a c e " and he 
also asked Stani s laus to send h i m the manuscr ip t of " A Painful C a s e " 
as he wanted to revise i t . 2 O n 31 Augus t he said that he had "some 
loose sheets i n my pocket about 5 pages" to add to " A Painful C a s e , " 
but that he did not have the energy to cont inue working. T h e heat 
and the inhospitabil i ty of R o m e oppressed h i m and he began to feel 
homes ick for the Br i t i sh Is les , " rashers and eggs in the morning, the 
E n g l i s h variety of s u n s h i n e , a beefsteak with boiled potatoes and 
onions, a pier at night or a beach and cigarettes" (Letters, I I , 157) . 
By 25 September his nostalgia had grown stronger, "Somet imes 
thinking of I re l and it seems to me that I have been unnecessar i ly 
harsh. I have reproduced ( in Dubliners at least) none of its ingenuous 
insularity and its hospital ity" (Letters, I I , 166) . It has often been said 
that in these words of Joyce lies the germ of the last story of Dub-
liners, " T h e D e a d . " 3 Yet the concept ion and execut ion of " T h e D e a d " 
lay still a lmost a year ahead. iMore immediately , Joyce added four 
days later: " I have a new story for D u b l i n e r s in my head. It deals with 
Mr H u n t e r " (Letters, I I , 168) . T h i s story w h i c h — a t least in this con
text—never got any further than its title, but w h i c h was centered 
upon a spontaneous act of hospitality, was to be ca l led "Ulysses . " 

O u t of the blue. G r a n t R ichards wrote on 24 September 1906 
breaking his contract and rejecting Dubliners. Joyce reacted by mak
ing new concess ions , but to no avail . T h e manuscr ip t was returned 
on 26 October . A barrister advised Joyce not to waste his money 
seeking legal redress. W i s e l y i n this ins tance , he concurred . S u m 
moning up a little energy and turning to his manuscr ipt , he made 
some correct ions : he added the name of the laundry where Mar i a 
worked—the " D u b l i n by Lampl ight L a u n d r y " — t o " T h e C l a y , " 

2. Letters, I I , 148. T h i s w o u l d s e e m to indicate that, in addi t ion to the set sent to R i c h a r d s , 
Joyce left a spare m a n u s c r i p t of Dubliners w i t h S t a n i s l a u s in T r i e s t e . 

3. T h o u g h in this story sure ly the s e n t i m e n t c o m e s u n d e r heavy irony, and the general 
m i a s m a of f rustrat ion a n d pathos that pervades Dubliners, far f rom being dispel led, is 
th ickened . 
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revised " G r a c e , " 4 and re-introduced "bloody" into " ivy Day in the 
Commit tee R o o m . " H e also thought of another story, ' T h e Las t Sup
per," about the son of his old landlady, but though he asked Stan
islaus to supply details about the incident behind the idea for this 
story, and also (for the projected "Ulysses" ) to send his reminiscences 
of M r H u n t e r (a proto-model for Leopold Bloom), Joyce never wrote 
it. In early D e c e m b e r he sent the partly revised manuscr ipt of Dub-
liners to J o h n Long, the publisher. F o r the next few months he did 
little else but read. H e did, however, conceive of new "titles" for 
stories: " T h e D e a d , " " T h e Street," "Vengeance , " and "At Bay" {Let
ters, I I , 209 )—to add to the already mentioned "Ulys ses " and " T h e 
Las t Supper . " In mid-January 1907 L o n g replied discouragingly and 
followed this up with a final rejection on 21 February. 

I n the meant ime Joyce had had a bellyfull of Rome . H e felt it was 
time he made up his mind to become a writer. H e handed in notice 
at the bank where he worked, packed his bags, and rearrived in T r i 
este (his pa lm out to Stanislaus) on or about 7 M a r c h . Nora was 
again pregnant. Joyce's first few months back in the city were spent 
striving to make ends meet unti l , in midsummer, a few days before 
the birth on 26 July of his daughter L u c i a , he was struck down wi th 
rheumat ic fever. H e spent a few weeks in hospital and another cou
ple of months recovering. D u r i n g this period of i l l-health he wrote 
the fifteenth, final story and capstone of Dubliners, " T h e D e a d . " It 
was finished on 20 September. T h o u g h only fragments of its begin
ning and end have survived from Joyce's 77-page holograph, the 
story's full text, ( incompletely) corrected and amended by the author, 
is preserved in a scribal copy of 18 typewritten pages and an allo
graph of 38 pages in two hands, one of them Stanislaus Joyce's. 5 T h e 
composi t ion of " T h e D e a d " marked the end of Joyce's creative 
engagement with Dubliners. H e returned to his abandoned auto
biographical novel, now entirely reconceived, reorganised and newly 
styled as A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man. 

E v e n now the saga of Dubliners was not over. O n 24 September 
1907 Joyce offered the book (now for the first time compris ing all 
fifteen stories) to E l k i n Mathews , the publisher of Chamber Music. 
M a t h e w s asked to see the manuscript on 23 October, but laid it aside 
unti l after the Chr i s tmas season, and finally rejected it on 6 February 
1908. W h e n he turned it down, Mathews suggested sending the 
manuscr ip t to Maunse l and C o . of D u b l i n , 6 but Joyce, preferring an 
E n g l i s h publisher, demurred and asked (on 9 February) for it to be 

4. It is probable that it was at this t ime that he wrote out the extant fair copy of this story. 
5 . O n l y page 2 9 , from the fifth word onwards , is in Stanis laus 's hand . T h e 'family l ikenes s ' 

of the other h a n d suggests that it may be that of Joyce's sister E i l e e n . 
6 . I n his letter (now at C o r n e l l ) M a t h e w s wrote that he "ment ioned it to M r . H o n e ( M a u n s e l 

and C o . , D u b l i n ) the other day, and he said ' O h , send the ms. on to us, as it might suit 
us. ' " 
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re turned to h im. H e next tried Hutchinson ' s (they refused to look at 
the manuscr ip t ) , Alston Rivers (ditto), Sisleys (they wanted Joyce to 
pay) . G r e e n i n g and C o . (No!) , Archiba ld Constable (No!) , and 
E d w a r d Arnold (No! yet again). 

By the end of the year, Joyce began to come around to the idea of 
having the book publ ished in Ireland and he conceived the idea of 
s end ing Stanis laus to D u b l i n to push the business on. O n 13 Feb
ruary 1909 he wrote to Mathews and asked h im to arrange for a 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n with Hone (Joseph Maunse l H o n e , the money 
beh ind M a u n s e l and C o . , w h i c h George Roberts ran) . T h i s was done, 
and at the end of July Joyce himsel f (and not as originally p lanned 
Stanis laus) went to D u b l i n to meet H o n e and Roberts. T h e negoti
ations went wel l and a contract was duly drawn up and signed on 19 
August . Dubliners was to appear in M a r c h of the following year in 
dark grey binding with dark red lettering, at a price of 3/6 {Letters, 
I I , 2 3 0 - 3 8 ) . Satisfied, and missing Nora considerably, Joyce 
returned to Trieste in early September. 

T w o months had not passed before he was back again i n D u b l i n 
wi th a plan to set up the first c inema in Ireland. (The enterprise was 
not, for reasons not here entered into, a financial success . ) Accord
ing to his own account (Letters, I I , 292) it was whi le he was i n D u b l i n 
in D e c e m b e r that George Roberts first asked h im to alter the nar
rative passage in "Ivy Day in the Commit tee R o o m " deal ing with 
E d w a r d V I I . H e agreed, m u c h against his wi l l , and "altered one or 
two phrases . " 7 H e returned to Trieste at the beginning of January 
1910. 

O n 23 M a r c h Roberts wrote promising the proofs i n early Apr i l 
and publication in May. T h e proofs, however, did not turn up unti l 
June, during w h i c h month Joyce was "very busy" correct ing them. 
O n 10 June Roberts wrote again and complained that he was still 
not happy with "Ivy Day in the Commit tee R o o m " and asked that 
the entire passage referring to the late King be removed or entirely 
rewritten. Joyce corrected and returned both a set of galleys and a 
set of page proofs. Cur ious ly , the proofs for "Ivy D a y " conta ined the 
original vers ion—and not the (presumed late 1909) autograph alter
native—of the disputed passage. Publicat ion, scheduled for July, was 
nevertheless postponed once again. I n December Roberts set 20 Jan
uary 1911 as the new publication date and he sent Joyce another set 
of the proofs of "Ivy Day in the Commit tee R o o m . " H e once again 
asked h im to delete or radically to alter the passage concern ing 
Edward V I I . T h e evidence indicates that he sent Joyce a copy of the 
uncorrected early page proofs. Joyce proposed either (a) deletion of 
the passage with a prefatory note of explanation added, or (b) arbi-

7. It is possible that it was on this occas ion that he wrote in the "a l ternat ive" passage on folio 
16 of the extant ( C o r n e l l ) manuscr ip t . 
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tration as a solution of the matter (Letters, I I , 2 8 9 ) . Roberts, infu-
riatingly, did not reply. O n 10 June, at the end of his tether, Joyce 
wrote again repeating his proposal and threatening—if he failed to 
receive a reply forthwith—legal action. He further swore that he 
would communica te the whole affair to the press by way of a c i rcular 
letter. 

F o r the second time the legal advice received was that it would 
not be worth while to sue. Redirecting himself, Joyce next deter
mined—like A n n a Liv ia in Finnegans Wake—to present the case to 
and to seek the opinion of the King (now George V , E d w a r d V I l ' s 
son) , to w h o m on 1 August 1911 he accordingly sent the proofs of 
" Ivy D a y " with the disputed passage clearly marked . 8 Understandably 
dec l in ing to opine, the K i n g commanded his private secretary to 
return the enclosures . Not entirely displeased wi th this partial suc
cess , Joyce immediately set about putting into effect the next phase 
of his campaign. First he carefully corrected and revised the moot 
passage 9 and had a number of slips of it printed ( in an attractive art-
nouveau type-font, presumably locally in Tr ies te) . H e then wrote (on 
17 August 191.1) his famous 'Letter to the Edi tor ' into w h i c h he 
pasted a copy of the reprinted fragment (Letters, I I , 291—93). Copies 
of the letter were sent to interested parties s u c h as G r a n t Richards 
and to nearly all of the newspapers in Ire land. It appeared in the 
Belfast Northern Wltig on 26 August with the passage from " Ivy D a y " 
omitted a n d — i n ful l—in the Dublin-based Sinn Fein on 2 Septem
ber. T o a man , the major organs refused to publ i sh it, and, in sum, 
it had no effect on Maunse l and C o . 

Thoroughly depressed, and living in straitened c i rcumstances , 
Joyce was at a complete loss as to what to do next. A r o u n d this time, 
also, he (temporarily) suspended work on A Portrait of the Artist as a 
Young Man.1 T h e seasons passed. I n 1912 he decided to send N o r a — 
w h o was anxious to see her family once m o r e — w i t h L u c i a to Ireland. 
T h e new plan was for Nora to intercede at Maunse l ' s on her hus-

8. T h i s set of proofs is now at the B e i n c c k e Library at Yale . It is a lmost cer ta inly the very set 
that Roberts had sent Joyce seven months earlier. T h e twin para l le l l ines in the margins 
of pages 1 9 3 - 1 9 4 marking the passage (see Archive, vol. [ 5 ] , pp. 79—80) might be Rob
erts's, or they might be Joyce's. It is unlikely that w h e n he sent it to the K i n g the passage 
conta ined Joyce's autograph correct ions and revisions (these w o u l d have confused H i s 
Majesty) or Joyce's smal ler diagonal l ines indicat ing the passage's beg inning and end . 
T h e s e , as we shal l argue, were added immediately after the King ' s re turn of the proofs to 
Joyce. 

9 . T h e s e i m p r o v e m e n t s — w h i c h indicate an alteration of M r H e n c h y ' s d ic t ion a n d a dec i s ion 
to remove some 'stage-Irish' spellings and punctua t ion—are of cons iderab le textual impor
tance i n that, made just one year later w h e n his memory w a s sti l l relatively fresh, they 
probably correspond in nature to those correct ions and revis ions made on the lost cor
rected copy of the early page proofs re turned to Maunse l ' s . 

1. Indeed , it may have been at this t ime that he threw the Portrait m a n u s c r i p t in the fire; 
see the " I n t r o d u c t i o n " to the cr i t ica l edition of A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man, 
N e w York : G a r l a n d Publ i sh ing I n c . , 1993, p. 4, and to the f o r t h c o m i n g N o r t o n C r i t i c a l 
E d i t i o n . 
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band's behalf. S h e arrived in Dub l in on 8 July and saw Roberts soon 
after, but to no avail. O n another impulse, Joyce decided that he 
w o u l d h imse l f travel at once to Ireland, bringing Giorgio wi th h i m . 
E n route, w h i l e passing through London he called on Joseph M a u n 
sel H o n e . H e , however, could do nothing. In Dubl in he met Roberts 
w h o came up wi th a new proposal: Joyce could delete disputed pas
sages in " Ivy D a y " and also in " A n E n c o u n t e r " or, alternatively, he 
could buy out the book from him, printed and bound, and have it 
distributed by S i m p k i n Marsha l l of London . Joyce said he w o u l d 
th ink about it, and left for Ga lway to jo in Nora . Fur ther negotiations 
ensued , wi th Roberts now suggesting that Joyce buy the sheets from 
h i m and offer t h e m to Grant Richards . Joyce arranged for a solicitor, 
J o h n G . L i d w e l l , to advise h im and returned to D u b l i n . After m u c h 
haggling and toing-and-froing, threats and counter-threats of legal 
act ion, the matter seemed to be settled between them: Joyce w o u l d 
publ i sh the book himself; of the total costs of printing the book, 
n a m e d at £ 5 7 , he would pay Roberts £ 3 0 ; £ 1 5 were due w i t h i n 15 
days; on receipt , Roberts would let h i m have 104 copies of the sheets ; 
and, on further receipt of a second £ 1 5 within a further 15 days, he 
would hand over the remainder of the total of 1000 sheets (Letters, 
I I , 3 0 1 - 3 1 6 ) . B u t this plan too came to grief in the end w h e n the 
printer, J o h n Fa lconer , refused to hand over even one set of the 
sheets. A c c o r d i n g to Joyce, Fa lconer said he was going to break up 
the type and b u r n the sheets. According to Roberts, the sheets were 
in fact guil lotined (Letters, I I , 319n . ) . T h e following day, 11 Septem
ber 1912, having managed to obtain from Roberts "by a ruse" a com
plete set of proofs, James Joyce left D u b l i n in utter disgust, never 
again to return. 

S u c h at any rate is the story that has come down to us. B u t is it 
true? T h e r e are several serious implausibilities in it. T a k e the ques
tion of the printer 's hire: the £ 5 7 owed by M a u n s e l to F a l c o n e r for 
printing 1000 copies of Dabliners. T h i s was by no means an incon
siderable s u m in 1912. T h e printer's c la im that he cared nothing for 
that money—or even just for the £ 3 0 that Joyce was to have been 
made to pay—is ris ible. 2 H e n c e , whether valued at £ 3 0 or £ 5 7 , one 
wonders: was the merchandise available at all? Moreover, wi th 104 
copies promised wi th in two weeks, and a remaining 896 another two 
weeks ahead, the important question doesn't even begin to be 
answered of when and why 1000 copies, and copies of precisely what 
text, may be supposed to have been printed in the first p lace . W h i l e 
the events considered were those of the summer of 1912, Dubliners 
were set in galleys two years earlier. T h e surviving galley proofs of 
" A Mother" are dated 8 June 1910 and those for " T h e D e a d " 19 June 

2. Joyce's later pa rano id susp ic ion that his enemies in D u b l i n had paid the £ 5 7 is equal ly 
incredible. 
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1910. A s s u m i n g an even progress of work, this times the galleys for 
"Ivy Day in the C o m m i t t e e R o o m , " specifically, to the early clays of 
June , w h i c h would allow jus t enough time for Joyce to have corrected 
and returned them to inspire Roberts's letter to h i m of 10 June 
expressing dissatisfaction with the state of the passage on Edward 
V I I . W e know also that Joyce was still engaged in correct ing proof 
on 24 J u n e — b y w h i c h time he must have been working on the early 
page proofs—and that he completed the task (Letters, I I , 287—88). 
F i n a l page proofs—made from the corrected early page proofs—are 
extant for " T h e D e a d . " F r o m the opening of the book, too, late page 
proofs—sheets A to Κ — e x i s t up to and partly inc lud ing " A Painful 
C a s e . " T h i s total of fifteen sheets of late page proofs extant was pre
sumably pul led in June or July 1910. Six full sheets, however, are 
absent (i.e., sheets L - Q ) . So technica l ly defined is this as a reserva
tion of space that these sheets may in fact never have been printed. 
F r o m June 1910 and yet more stubbornly from D e c e m b e r 1910 
George Roberts was not satisfied wi th the text as it stood. W h e n , 
after his June letter, he wTote again i n D e c e m b e r , the final page 
proofs for " Ivy D a y " (and wi th them, by inference , those of the 
remainder of " A Painful C a s e , " and of all of " A M o t h e r " and " G r a c e " ) 
seem not yet to have been prepared. Noth ing happened in 1911 or 
in 1912 to make h i m change his m i n d about " Ivy D a y " or to induce 
h i m to give the order for the pr int ing of 1000 copies of the whole of 
Dubliners. S u c h an order would have been tantamount to a decis ion 
to go ahead wi th publ icat ion. T h e conc lu s ion to be drawn from these 
inferences and these facts is that the one thousand copies of the 
sheets of Dubliners never existed. 

T h e re-surfacing precisely of Joyce's spoil from the D u b l i n pub
l i shing disaster at the Stanis laus Joyce sale at Sotheby's in L o n d o n 
in 2 0 0 4 may confirm our distrust in the orthodox versions of the 
events of 1910—1912 and strengthen our alternative assumptions. 
I n collat ional terms, the set begins wi th six gather ings—A to F — i n 
late page proofs. E a r l y page proofs follow for a s tretch of 32 pages 
(or two gatherings: G and H ) . T h o u g h already carrying page n u m 
bers, they are easily dis t inguished as leaves of early page proofs 
because they are printed on one side of the paper only. T h e leaves 
are of uneven length; apparently, they were printed on galley-length 
paper, three pages to a galley, and then scissored apart. Gather ings 
I a n d Κ are again in late page proofs, whi le the stretch of 96 pages 
to become gatherings L to Q are once more in early page proofs. 
F ina l ly , from gathering R, w h i c h begins wi th the half-title for " T h e 
D e a d , " the home stretch of the book is, as before, in late page proofs. 
It ends on signature X 2 r , wi th X 2 v blank. O n page 2 8 9 by Maunse l ' s 
page number ing (that is: on the first page of gathering T ) , there is 
an entry in ink in the top margin: 'Proof Sept. 6/10. ' 
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Altogether , the mix of late and early page proofs in the two sets of 
proofs that we now have differs in interesting ways. In the set earl ier 
k n o w n , gatherings A to Κ are throughout in late page proofs. T h e 
n e w l y found set, by contrast , alternates between late and early proofs 
through these quires . Yet on the other hand , both sets are identical 
i n hav ing early page proofs only for gatherings L to Q, as well as 
be ing in late page proofs from gathering R to the end, that is: for 
" T h e D e a d . " It is only the newly discovered set, moreover, that pre
serves the last of these late page-proof pages, and thus the end of 
the final story and of the book, i n the three printed pages from gath
er ing X . 

T h e m a i n discovery to be made from the set of M a u n s e l proofs 
that Joyce "obtained by a ruse , " however, is that it bears marks of 
service as an in-house work ing copy at Maunse l ' s in D u b l i n . O n the 
open ing page of e a c h gathering, be it i n late or in early page proofs, 
there is a penc i l l ed entry w i t h a n u m b e r over an oblique stroke, and 
u n d e r the stroke the initials 'J- H . \ standing, most likely, for Joseph 
[ M a u n s e l ] H o n e , " the money beh ind M a u n s e l and C o . , " as we 
stressed above. It seems that H o n e shared actively in the p lanning 
of the firm's w o r k — a n d s ince he was the money behind it, he would 
also have seen to its economy. T h e n u m b e r i n g he enters numbers 
the gatherings; it runs from 1 to 17 through gatherings A to Q; and 
it begins afresh w i t h the n u m b e r 4 Γ at gathering R (the beginning of 
" T h e D e a d " ) . A s the numbers in the first s equence rise, it is notice
able that they also get slightly, but increasingly, out of sync with the 
ac tua l quire divis ion. W h y this should be so becomes clear on con
sidering what it w o u l d m e a n , in economic terms, to print the book 
as before us in proof. R u n n i n g into gathering X , it overshoots by 
three pages the length of twenty full gatherings (320 pages). T h e 
marking, therefore, looks like an attempt to re-impose the book suf
ficiently to bring it w i t h i n this l imit . 

Yet why two n u m b e r sequences beginning wi th ' Γ ? L e t us a s sume 
that the sequences were worked over in reverse order. T h i s would 
m e a n that the ca lcula t ions to conta in the book wi th in twenty gath
erings concentrated first on " T h e D e a d , " and that the re-impositions 
through all gatherings from the beginning were found necessary only 
because the problem of overflow at the end could not be solved over 
the stretch of quires R to U alone. B u t in addition, it is also suggestive 
to assume that " T h e D e a d " was in late page proofs before (some of) 
the rest of the book. W e w o u l d conc lude that the proof markings 
reflect the preparations for the book at a point before gatherings L 
to Q were put into late page proofs, and that it was precisely at this 
interval that the opportunity was seen and taken to prevent the text's 
overflow into a gathering X . 

Joseph H o n e , then , cou ld be a s sumed to have marked the working-
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copy set of proofs in advance of putting gatherings L to Q into late 
page proof. Hi s pencil ings would thus appear to be p lanning notes 
(as it were) for the completion of the publisher's and printer's job on 
the book. As to their t iming, they could have been made at any time 
between September 1910 and September 1912, w h e n Joyce 
absconded with the set. T h e explicit date on gathering Τ favours the 
l ikel ihood that Hone ' s adjustments were devised in the autumn of 
1910. Thereafter , they would have been held , pending the time when 
Roberts 's , and eventually Falconer 's , objections to the text of various 
passages along the stretch of gatherings L to Q would be met. Yet, 
as we have argued above, that time never came. It is true that we 
cannot tell with absolute certainty from these proofs as such 
whether , finally, the book actually did go into full product ion regard
less of the unresolved conflicts over it between publisher, printer 
a n d author. Yet they do not, on the whole, make us readier to accept 
that s u c h was the truth of the matter. O n the contrary, the material 
evidence of this set of proofs that we take to be the Roberts /Hone 
in-house working copy for their contracted edition of Dubliners 
might in actual fact be the best underp inning presently available of 
our content ion that Dubliners, between 1910 and 1912 , and under 
the hands of M a u n s e l and C o . i n D u b l i n , went jus t so far, and no 
further, towards complet ion. As for the narratives engendered by the 
case, they would appear as a conflagration of I r i sh facts. Roberts 
would have bluffed with his offer of 1,000 sheets, count ing on Joyce's 
inability to raise the money. W h e n the pecuniary deterrent did not 
work, Falconer ' s moral objections had to smoke-screen the non
existence of the goods haggled over. T h e shredding or sending up 
in flames of the non-existent sheets could be outshone finally only 
by the ardent fictionalisation of James Joyce's own " G a s from a 
B u r n e r . " 3 

W h i l e in L o n d o n in transit to Trieste , Joyce tried without success 
to interest Ford Madox Hueffer's English Review in Dubliners. H e 
also took it to Mil l s and Boon to w h o m Padraic C o l u m had given 
h im an introduction. O n 13 September he handed over to M r Boon 
the set of sheets he had wangled out of Roberts (Letters, I I , 320) . 
Ingenuous to the last, he included as a preface a copy (presumably 
a press-cutting obtained in Dubl in ) of his letter to Sinn Fein. H e 
considered that it would act as a "sel l ing point" for the book; whereas 

3. H u g h K e n n e r is inimitably i l luminat ing on " I r i s h F a c t s " in the introductory essay, " W a r n 
ing , " to Λ Colder Eye. The Modern Irish Writers. H a r m o n d s w o r t h : P e n g u i n , 1983 . Roberts 's 
vers ion was recounted to R i c h a r d E l l m a n n many years later. F a l c o n e r ' s vers ion, w h i c h we 
know only s e c o n d h a n d from Joyce's letters, must have been a n e m b e l l i s h m e n t made in 
the heat of the m o m e n t . H a d Joyce a l lowed h imse l f to perceive w h a t had been going on 
wi th a colder eye, he w o u l d , o f course , have lost the title of the broadside w h i c h — e n e r g i s e d 
wi th i r e — h e composed a few days later in the wait ing-room of a ra i lway station at F l u s h i n g 
in H o l l a n d . 
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to the pub l i sher it acted merely as a frightener. Boon had his letter 
of re ject ion in the post in less than a week. 

I n the year that followed, Dubliners once again did the rounds. In 
D e c e m b e r Joyce sent his set of M a u n s e l proofs to Mart in Seeker ; in 
February 1913 he approached (for the second time) E l k i n Mathews ; 
in A p r i l J o h n L o n g (ditto); and in July he tried M a c m i l l a n . T h e r e 
may wel l have been others. F ina l ly , back at square one, on 23 
N o v e m b e r 1913 he wrote to G r a n t R ichards and asked h i m to recon
sider his 1906 re ject ion. R ichards , w h o was a relatively decent chap 
for a publ i sher , had i n the long interim experienced some twinges, 
if not pangs, of c o n s c i e n c e over his earlier treatment of Joyce and, 
besides, Joyce did offer to cover part of the expenses of publ icat ion 
(Letters, I I , 3 2 4 ) . R i c h a r d s wrote back at once asking to see the book 
again. Joyce , sti l l intent on the inc lus ion of his preface, quickly 
brought it up to date, entit led it " A C u r i o u s His tory" (Letters, I I , 3 2 4 -
25) a n d submit ted it, together wi th the set of M a u n s e l proofs. 4 W i t h 
" A C u r i o u s Hi s tory" and the printer's copy, a title-page was also 
inc luded (Letters, I I , 3 3 0 ) . 

W h i l e Joyce waited for news from Richards , a vortex of change 
entered his life in the per son of E z r a P o u n d , brass band and band
wagon. At first d r a w n to a n d by the poetry, P o u n d soon became an 
important and inf luentia l advocate for A Portrait of the Artist as a 
Young Man. B u t he did not lack in engagement for Dubliners. Joyce 
sent h i m 4 'A C u r i o u s His tory" w h i c h P o u n d printed in his regular 
c o l u m n in The Egoist on 15 January 1914. W h i l e the surviving cor
respondence is confus ing a n d perhaps mis leading on the subject , 5 it 
appears that he also sent h i m some stories. W r i t i n g as he did on 19 
January that he was forwarding " the" three stories (one of w h i c h was 
" A n E n c o u n t e r " ) to the N e w Y o r k magazine Smart Set,6 P o u n d must 
have had them in h a n d . Perhaps he was even temporarily i n posses
sion of the entire col lect ion. T h a t Joyce did assemble at some time 
after 1910, though more probably after 1912, a complete run of the 
Dubliners stories dist inct (and textually different) from Richards ' s 

4. Robert E . S c h o l e s still a rgued in O b s e r v a t i o n s on the text of Dubliners" and " F u r t h e r 
Observat ions on the text o f Dubliners," Studies in Bibliography X V ( 1 9 6 2 ) . 191—205, and 
X V I I ( 1 9 6 4 ) , 1 0 7 - 1 2 2 , that this set was throughout a set of early page proofs. H i s c o n 
c lus ion c o u l d only be in ferent ia l , f rom interna l col la t ion ev idence . Forty years ago, S c h o l e s 
did not see R i c h a r d s ' s pr inter s copy, nor was he even g iven to k n o w it had survived. Yet , 
as d i scus sed , it r e sur faced in 2 0 0 4 . Footnote 9, p. xxx, surveys the traces it bears from the 
L o n d o n pr int inghouse . 

5. F o r Pound's letters to Joyce of the per iod , see Forres t R e a d , Pound/Joyce ( N e w Y o r k : N e w 
Direc t ions Paperback , 1 9 7 0 ) , pp. 2 4 - 2 5 . 

6. O n 14 February he sent on the magazine 's reply (del icately descr ibed by P o u n d as a p r i m e 
"piece of bul l sh i t " ) , w h i c h though lost was evidently a re ject ion. Forrest R e a d (op. cit. 
p. 2 4 ) a s sumes the o ther two were " T h e B o a r d i n g H o u s e " a n d " A Li t t le C l o u d " b e c a u s e , 
in M a y 1915 , at the behes t o f B . W . H u e b s c h , Smart Set pub l i shed these two s tones . 
Read's argument is u n s o u n d , as the 1915 copy appears to have been provided by H u e b s c h . 
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printer's copy is cer ta in , as, apart from two pages of " A Litt le C l o u d , " 
it has survived. It comprises : (a) the 1910/1912 final proofs (pages 
[i]—160) of " T h e S i s ters " to A Pa infu l C a s e " ; (b) manuscr ipts of " A 
Painful C a s e " and " Ivy Day in the C o m m i t t e e R o o m , " (c) the galley 
proofs of " A Mother " ; (d) a manuscr ip t of " G r a c e " ; (e) the ( incom
plete) final proofs (pages [ 2 5 7 ] - 3 2 0 ) of " T h e D e a d " ; and (f) the final 
pages of the manuscr ip t of " T h e D e a d . " 7 It is thus possible that Joyce 
sent Pound the whole text in this exemplar . 8 

I n the meant ime , on 20 J anuary 1914, G r a n t R ichards replied 
requesting further information from Joyce. T h i s was sent on 24 Jan
uary (Letters, I I , 3 2 8 - 2 9 ) . Joyce wrote: " T h e book is in the form 
approved by me, i.e. w i t h one or two slight changes already made. " 9 

Richards finally agreed on 29 J anuary to publ i sh Dubliners, though 
shorn of the preface. H e sent a s igned agreement on 23 M a r c h . 1 

Sett ing from pr inted copy, R ichards ' s pr inter bypassed galley proof 
stage and in A p r i l sent page proofs to Joyce . 2 Joyce quickly corrected 

7. At the e n d of (b) is w r i t t e n " N e x t Story of Dubliners A Mother i n pr in ted proofsheet" ; at 
the end of (c) " N e x t Story of D u b l i n e r s Grace i n M S " ; at the e n d of (d) "Next Story of 
Dubliners The Dead part in book from page 160 to page 3 2 0 part in M S " ; and at the 
beg inning of (f) " E n d o f S tory The Dead": a l l in the s ame marked ly sprawl ing author ia l 
h a n d . T h e late page proofs themse lve s ( w h a t Joyce ca l l s the "book, " in w h i c h the u n n u m 
bered title-page of " T h e D e a d " [ 2 5 7 ] fol lows page 160) are u n m a r k e d . I n the James Joyce 
Archive, vol . [ 4 ] , p. xxx, I e s sent ia l ly identi f ied this mixed-copy a s sembly of the Dubliners 
text. 

8. B u t if he gave h i m only a s e l ec t ion , it is not imposs ib le that he sent a typescript , as Forres t 
R e a d (op. cit. p. 1) holds . Dublitters as a w h o l e , it is true, was never typed. But this was a 
t ime w h e n Joyce , to prepare copy for the Egoist ser ia l i sat ion of A Portrait of the Artist as 
a Young Man, for the first t ime in his life e m p l o y e d a typist. I n late M a r c h or early Apr i l 
( the letter is unda ted ) P o u n d wrote aga in , s ay ing that he had sent off " A r a b y " to the U . S . , 
of w h i c h again , therefore , he m u s t have h a d a copy. 

9 . T a k i n g O n e or two' as a c o n s i d e r a b l e u n d e r s t a t e m e n t , one w o u l d infer from this r emark 
that Joyce was suf f ic ient ly a w a r e that the pr ize set o f proofs obta ined "by a ruse " from 
M a u n s e l in 1 9 1 2 part ly c o n t a i n e d sheet s in a n advanced state of revi s ion. T h e autopsy 
made poss ible before the S o t h e b y sale in 2 0 0 4 s h o w e d not only that it was indeed a mixed 
copy (as d i s c u s s e d above) . It a lso revea led that , to serve as R i c h a r d s ' s printer 's copy, the 
pages carry relatively f requent p e n c i l annota t ions , e spec ia l ly in the early gatherings. T h e s e 
specify ques t ions of genera l lay-out, fonts, a n d the l ike; a n d they insist on the house-
styling of Joyce ' s d ia logue d a s h e s into inver ted (or, as Joyce ca l l ed t h e m , "perverted") 
c o m m a s . O f f a n d o n — p o s s i b l y at change-over s o f the compos i tor ia l s t in t s—there are also 
indicat ions of the page breaks for the L o n d o n typesett ing. T h r o u g h o u t , the D u b l i n pr inted 
page n u m b e r s are a l tered in p e n c i l . T h i s is a pr in t inghouse r e q u i r e m e n t clue to the fact 
that the L o n d o n typesett ing is less expans ive that the D u b l i n one , a n d that, wi th the b lank 
pages of the D u b l i n set t ing sk ipped (and phys ica l ly already e l i m i n a t e d ) in the copy before 
them, the L o n d o n compos i to r s h a d to be rea s sured that they w e r e not mis s ing pages of 
text. 

1. R i c h a r d s added that his pr inter h a d m i s l a i d pages 3 - 4 a n d 1 3 - 1 4 of " T h e S i s ters . " T h r e e 
days later (on 2 6 M a r c h ) Joyce sent off typed copies of the " S i s t e r s " pages in quest ion 
(Leiters, I I , 3 9 2 - 9 5 ) . T h e s e have also re-sur faced w i t h the proofs that have now c o m e to 
light. T h e y were c lear ly p repared , as w a s easy to do, from the addi t ional fragmentary runs 
of the 1910 proofs st i l l in Joyce ' s pos se s s ion . 

2. I n Apr i l 1914 , the pr inter ' s copy w a s r e t u r n e d to Joyce a long w i t h two sets of the R i c h a r d s 
page proofs (one of w h i c h , u n m a r k e d , sti l l surv ives ) . T h e title-page was sent back 
later (Letters, I I , 3 3 4 ) . T h e M a u n s e l proofs r e m a i n e d in Joyce 's pos ses s ion for many years . 
I n M a y 1917 h e d e s c r i b e d t h e m to J o h n Q u i n n as " the only copy extant, so far as I know, 
of the b u r n e d first e d i t i o n " (Letters, I I , 3 9 6 ) . I n 1927 he offered the set for sale to A . S . W . 
R o s e n b a c h (Letters, I , 2 5 2 , a n d I I I , 161 ) . R o s e n b a c h , a n d after h i m other dealers , 
dec l ined . I n the event , it was S t a n i s l a u s Joyce w h o preserved t h e m and prized them suf-
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and re turned these, expecting to see a revise. It never came . F r u s 
trated, he prepared a list of further correct ions and sent them on to 
R i c h a r d s on 14 May . T h e correct ions were not made, nor has the 
list itself survived. 

Dubliners, by J ames Joyce, i n an edit ion of 1250 copies, was pub
l i shed by G r a n t R i c h a r d s on 15 J u n e 1914. I n 1916 , B. W . H u e b s c h 
of N e w Y o r k bought 504 sets of sheets from Richards and i s sued 
them as the first A m e r i c a n edit ion. 

The Document Relationships 

O f e a c h Dubliners story, there was first—after drafts that (save for 
that of " A Pa infu l C a s e " ) are all l o s t—an autograph fair copy. I n fact, 
Joyce fair-copied the final draft text of most , i f not a l l , stories more 
than once . T h e copies varied only slightly, as is witnessed by the two 
extant manuscr ip t s of " Ivy D a y in the C o m m i t t e e R o o m . " W h e r e only 
one exemplar survives, s u c h differences as there were , are, as a rule , 
irrecoverable. Except ions are " T h e Board ing H o u s e , " where the var
iants in the single extant fair copy indicate that beh ind the pr inted 
text was another , somewhat revised manuscr ip t ; and " E v e l i n e , " 
w h i c h went into the book publ ica t ion of Dubliners in a v e r s i o n — a n d 
therefore, doubtless , from a fair copy—signi f icant ly different from 
the text publ i shed in The IHsh Homestead. F o r "After the R a c e , " by 
contrast , also first publ i shed i n The Irish Homestead, the book text, 
a l though presumably not pr inted from the manuscr ip t beh ind the 
Homestead but from another exemplar , shows very little revision. T h e 
opposite is true for " T h e S i s ters . " F o r this story, the Homestead a n d 
the book texts are radical ly different vers ions, e a c h represented in 
one surviving fair copy. O f these, the first-version manuscr ipt , as 
indicated, was prepared as the original copy of the story for the book 
as first submitted to G r a n t R i c h a r d s in 1905 , and thus postdates the 
Irish Homestead publ icat ion . 

Joyce's original printer's copy for the Dubliners volume was a sta
ble set of autograph fair copies w h i c h w e n t to G r a n t R ichards for 
the first time in November 1905 , then a second time in June 1906 , 
and finally to M a u n s e l and C o . of D u b l i n in 1909 . T h e changes and 
substitutions in this set were few and specific. T h e first submiss ion 
to G r a n t R ichards i n N o v e m b e r 1905 cons i s ted of the twelve stories 
originally p lanned, to w h i c h the thir teenth s t o r y — " T w o G a l l a n t s " — 
followed in February 1906 , w h i l e the negotiations over the publ i
cation were ongoing. T h e portfolio was re turned i n June 1906. I n 
July, Joyce re-submitted it wi th the second fair-copy version of " T h e 

ficiently not to i n c l u d e t h e m in the c a c h e of J o y c e a n a that w e n t to C o r n e l l in the late 
1950s . T h i s is w h y R o b e r t S c h o l e s , w h o ca ta logued the C o r n e l l co l l ec t ion , d id not see 
them, nor k n e w of t h e m (see p. xxix, n . 4 ) . 
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Sis ters " in place of the first, a replacement leaf or two in "Ivy Day in 
the C o m m i t t e e R o o m , " and possibly in "Counterpar t s , " and the four
teenth story, " A Litt le C l o u d , " inserted between " T h e Boarding 
H o u s e " and "Counterpart s . " Th i r teen of the fourteen manuscr ipts 
seen, and in the end declined, by Richards (and prel iminari ly even 
handled by his printers, as in the case of " T w o Ga l l an t s " ) , three years 
later became the copy for M a u n s e l in D u b l i n , wi th the addition now 
of " T h e D e a d , " written in 1907. F o r " G r a c e , " as indicated, M a u n s e l 
received a fresh manuscript . T h e manuscript of the story as submit
ted to R ichards has not survived. 

T h e R ichards /Maunse l set of manuscripts is not entirely lost. T h e 
extant fair copies of " T h e Sisters ," " A n E n c o u n t e r , " " A Painful C a s e , " 
" Ivy D a y in the Commit tee R o o m " (the C o r n e l l copy) , " A Mother , " 
" G r a c e " (being the post-1906 version) and " T h e D e a d " (with two 
large middle sections missing) belonged to it. T h e fair copies pre
served of " T h e Boarding H o u s e " and "Counterpar t s , " on the other 
hand , * as wel l as the other surviving fair copy of " Ivy Day in the 
C o m m i t t e e R o o m " (the Yale copy), are manuscr ipt s slightly pre
dat ing the assembly of the pr inter s copy in November 1905. W h i l e 
their pre-dating is suggested by minor as yet unrevised readings, col
lat ion nevertheless confirms them as sufficiently satisfactory substi
tutes for their lost counterparts in the R i c h a r d s / M a u n s e l set. 

T h e M a u n s e l edition, though never published, went through three 
stages of proof in 1910: galleys, early page proofs and late page 
proofs. E a c h stage is documented, though in the case of the galleys 
only by surviving fragments. Gal leys exist for "Counte rpar t s " (a frag
m e n t of one galley slip), " A Mother " (complete) and " T h e D e a d " 
(with the end, to the length of probably one galley slip, miss ing) . T h e 
alternation of early and late page proofs in the M a u n s e l in-house 
work ing copy, as well as the interlacing, in Joyce's own patch-up 
copy, of stories in autograph with runs from the 1910/1912 proofs 
from D u b l i n , have already been described above. 

W h e n Grant Richards rescinded his refusal of 1906 and offered 
to publ i sh Dubliners in 1914, the Maunse l in-house mix of proofs, 
as said, became his printer's copy. Joyce received, corrected and 
returned page proofs in Apri l 1914. These were the only proofs pro
vided for the first edition. T h e y survive in one u n m a r k e d set. 4 As 
indicated, the list of some 200 corrections, d i spatched to Richards 

3. T h e i r present location at C o r n e l l , as part of the Stanis laus Joyce co l l ec t ion of J o y c e a n a , 
w o u l d seem to identify them as vestiges of the set of Dubliners m a n u s c r i p t s he ld by Stan
i s laus (see p. xxi, n .2 ) . 

4 . A l l M a u n s e l and R i c h a r d s proofs that in the 1970s were k n o w n to have survived are 
repr inted in vols. [5] and [6] of The James Joyce Archive: J a m e s Joyce , Dubliners. The 1910 
Proofs and Dubliners. Tlie 1914 Proofs, prefaced and arranged by M i c h a e l G r o d e n . N e w 
Y o r k and L o n d o n : G a r l a n d Pub l i sh ing , 1977 . 
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w h e n Joyce real ised that he was not receiving revises, has not been 
preserved (nor were the corrections themselves made) . After publi
cat ion of the first edition, a further autograph list entitled " D u b l i n e r s 
/ M i s p r i n t s " was assembled and still exists (see James Joyce Archive. 
vol [4 ] , pages 51—63). It is not clear whether this is the list prepared 
by Joyce i n 1915 for a putative second G r a n t Richards edition, or a 
revised vers ion made in 1917 for B. W . H u e b s c h . T h e typed version 
of the list, however , was almost certainly made in 1917 {Letters, I I , 
3 9 2 - 9 5 ) . B e y o n d it, there is no evidence that Joyce attended to the 
text of Dubliners i n his lifetime. 

The Transmission of the Text through the Documents 

E a c h Dubliners story reached its final stage of manuscr ipt revision 
in the fair-copy exemplar incorporated in the R i c h a r d s / M a u n s e l set 
of manuscr ip t s . T h e galleys typeset from this set show conspicuous 
house-styling, especially in the punctuat ion. I n a first round of proof
reading, Joyce appears to have concentrated above all on removing 
hundreds of c o m m a s . H e cont inued the process in proof-reading the 
early page proofs. At this stage, he also turned his attention to a 
restyling of compounds . T h e late page proofs show an extensive el im
ination of hyphens , and compounds now appear as either one-word 
or two-word formations. Exact ly the same proof-reading labour was 
in 1915/16 exercised on A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man. 
T h e r e , as c a n be demonstrated, Joyce's markings were often ambig
uous, result ing i n two-word divisions where he wished one word for
mations. T h e corresponding documentary evidence for Dubliners is 
missing, s ince we lack the early page proofs that Joyce marked up. 
H e n c e , it cannot be determined w h i c h of the individual two-word 
compounds in the Dubliners late page proofs were meant by h i m as 
one word. A l o n g wi th the restitution of Joyce's light punctuat ion in 
the galleys and early page proofs, and his restyling of compounds in 
the early page proofs, one may note a certain amount of lowering of 
capitals in a m a n n e r typical later for Portrait and Ulysses; and, of 
course, at both proof stages m u c h necessary correction of typos was 
carried out. Mos t importantly, both the galleys and the early page 
proofs received an even spread of revisions. T h o u g h not numerous , 
they are significant throughout. But the revisions actually made in 
the early page proofs are recoverable only in so far as the late page 
proofs survive. T h e r e , however, they do stand out as distinctly rec
ognizable authoria l changes. I n truth, s ince Joyce's proof-reading on 
the M a u n s e l edit ion is traceable throughout only by its results, all 
proof correct ions, restylings and revisions that we c la im as authorial 
must ultimately prove themselves by their kind and quality, s ince 
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marked proofs have been preserved nei ther of the galley nor of the 
early page proof stage. Joyce's proof-reading on the M a u n s e l edition 
is traceable only by its results . 

T h e c i r c u m s t a n c e that, though some proofs in the set of M a u n s e l 
pages that served as printer's copy for G r a n t R ichards were late, 
others were early, means that the first-edition text to that extent lacks 
the final round of M a u n s e l correct ions and revisions. Altogether, 
marking the 1914 proofs involved repeating m u c h of the work done 
once before on the M a u n s e l proofs. Aga in , a considerable accret ion 
of commas was removed; compounds , w h i c h had re-acquired 
hyphens in large n u m b e r s , were again restyled without them, though 
not as consistently and radical ly as i n the two rounds of M a u n s e l 
proofing. I n so far as memory served, moreover, some of the final 
M a u n s e l revisions were once more introduced. Yet in al l , Joyce did 
not gain control over the first edit ion to the extent he wi shed . H e 
requested i n vain that dialogue be styled not wi th "perverted com
mas , " but wi th the dialogue dash. B a r r e d the opportunity, on w h i c h 
he had counted , of proofing revises, he drew up a list of some 200 
further cor rec t ions—a list w h i c h has not surv ived—only to find 
w h e n the book was out that they had been disregarded a n d that, 
furthermore, not al l the changes he had marked in the proofs he 
read had i n fact been carr ied out. 

I n s u m , it is not the G r a n t R i c h a r d s first edition text of 1914, but 
the text of the M a u n s e l late page proofs of 1910, incomplete though 
these are, w h i c h represents Dubliners as most closely and consis
tently under Joyce's control in print . 

The Choice of Copy-text 

I n cr i t ica l editing, one s tandard method of procedure is to select a 
copy-text from the texts represented in the extant document s . T h i s 
method has been adopted in this edit ion, w h i c h is therefore a con
ventional 'copy-text edit ion. ' ς A c c o r d i n g to rule, the editor estab
lishes an edited text cr i t ical ly from the base of the 'copy-text' chosen 
(in descending order of preference, this w o u l d be the text of an auto
graph manuscr ipt , of a scr ibal copy in manuscr ip t or typescript, of a 
set of proofs, of a publ i shed ed i t ion—and if a pub l i shed edition, 
preferably the first). I n select ing the copy-text, the editor wil l be 
significantly guided both by what the author wrote, a n d by what 
shape the author and others gave the text in the course of product ion 

5. I n this , the present ed i t ion of Dubliners, as w e l l as its c o m p a n i o n edi t ion of A Portrait of 
the Artist as a Young Man, differs es sent ia l ly f rom the edit ion of Ulysses, w h e r e the textual 
s i tuat ion is greatly more complex . ( T h e C r i t i c a l a n d Synopt i c E d i t i o n of Ulysses, prepared 
by H a n s W a l t e r G a b l e r w i t h W o l f h a r d S teppe a n d C l a u s M e l c h i o r , w a s p u b l i s h e d in 3 
vo lumes by G a r l a n d P u b l i s h i n g , N e w Y o r k , in 1 9 8 4 / 8 6 ; the read ing text f r o m that edition 
is avai lable in p a p e r b a c k both in the U S a n d the U K from R a n d o m H o u s e [Vintage and 
Bod ley H e a d , respect ive ly] . ) 
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and pub l i ca t ion . It has thus been specifically to set out the options 
for the c h o i c e of copy-text, or copy-texts, that we have described 
above the nature and range of the surviving document s for Dubliners. 
In par t icu lar , we have emphas ized how Joyce shared in the proof
reading of the aborted M a u n s e l edit ion even to the extent of exploit
ing it for his own purposes of revis ion. Yet we have also shown that 
he failed to gain in f luence over both the text and its presentat ion in 
the course of product ion of the first edit ion. W h a t he was prevented 
from doing on the first-edition proofs was , i n one respect, to restore 
a styling a n d a layout he favoured, w h i c h was a light rhetorical p u n c 
tuation, a n d the setting-out of speech w i t h dialogue dashes. I n this , 
he ins i s ted ( though i n va in) o n effects and an appearance of his text 
as he h a d wri t ten it i n his autograph manuscr ip t s . I n another respect, 
he attempted ( though equal ly i n va in) to do on the first-edition proofs 
what he had already once before performed on the M a u n s e l proofs: 
namely, to revise the text, that is, to re-write it i n specific wordings 
and phras ings . 

T o decide , i n c o n s e q u e n c e , on what course of act ion to take i n 
the cr i t ica l edit ing u n d e r copytext-editing auspices , it is important 
to cons ider that the first of these proofing gestures confirms the 
authority of the manuscr ip t s . A t the same t ime, the second does not 
invalidate t h e m wholesa le : author ia l revis ion mere ly supersedes the 
manuscr ipt text i n specific readings. T h e s i tuation as a whole is one 
to w h i c h copy-text edit ing procedures are comfortably suited. I n 
their light, Joyce's autograph m a y be singled out as the obvious doc
ument to provide the base text for the cr i t ica l editing. Bu t no entire 
manuscr ipt in Joyce's h a n d exists of Dubliners, nor does even every 
single story survive i n autograph. H e n c e , the copy-text for each story 
must be c h o s e n individually. W h e r e this cannot be an autograph, 
the alternative is fortunately straightforward: it is i n s u c h cases the 
1910 proofs that provide the readiest substitute. Printer 's deviations 
and errors a p a r t — w h i c h editorial vigi lance should prove capable of 
isolating and e l iminat ing—these proofs represent what one might 
term a 'virtual manuscr ip t text' beyond the text of the autograph from 
w h i c h they were set up. I n other words , the 1910 proofs give the 
(lost) fair-copy text at a (post-faircopy) stage of further authorial revi
sion. 

I n the present edit ion, Joyce's autograph manuscr ipt s conse
quently hold the copy-text whol ly for eight stories, and partly for a 
ninth ( "The D e a d " ) , whi le the M a u n s e l typesetting, in the state of 
the late page proofs, provides the copy-text for six stories. T h e eight 
stories edited from manusc r ip t are: " T h e S i s ters , " " A n E n c o u n t e r , " 
" T h e Boarding H o u s e , " " C o u n t e r p a r t s , " " A Pa in fu l C a s e , " " Ivy D a y 
i n the C o m m i t t e e R o o m , " " A M o t h e r , " a n d " G r a c e . " T h e 1910 late 
page proofs have provided the copy-text for "Araby , " " E v e l i n e , " "After 
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the R a c e , " " T w o G a l l a n t s , " " A Lit t le C l o u d , " and " C l a y . " O n l y " T h e 
D e a d , " at the end of the col lect ion, offers a s i tuation of somewhat 
greater complexity. Its autograph survives only in part, and the text 
from its miss ing sect ions is represented merely in two dist inct deri
vations. T h e s e are, on the one hand , a transcript partly typed and 
partly written out i n two scr ibal hands ( E i l e e n [ ? ] and Stanislaus 
Joyce's) , and on the other h a n d the 1910 galleys. W h i l e the typist 
a n d the family a m a n u e n s e s appear, on the whole , to have made good 
sense of Joyce's punc tua t ion , their general a c c u r a c y is highly variable 
and their copying is, all things cons idered , an amateur performance. 
O n the other h a n d , the M a u n s e l compositors i n D u b l i n did a pro
fessional job o n setting type directly from the very same Joycean 
autograph that, i n combinat ion w i t h the typist/amanuensis tran
script , has survived i n fragments. H a v i n g these fragments in Joyce's 
h a n d , we did not w i s h to dismiss t h e m , so far as they go, as copy-
text suppliers. Yet in weighing the further alternatives, we chose not 
the (later and amateur) transcript , but the (earlier a n d professional) 
1910 galleys as copy-text d o c u m e n t for the sections miss ing in the 
autograph. I n the case of " T h e D e a d , " therefore, a spl ic ing of copy-
text documents exceptionally occurs even w i t h i n the individual story. 
W h a t c a n be said in favour of this procedure , however , though it is 
arbitrary, is that it brings the copy-text basis, in this instance too, 
c losely in line w i t h the select ion of the 1910 typesetting to provide 
the copy-text for those stories whose autograph manuscr ipt s are 
whol ly lost. 

The Editing 

T h e copy-text is a text preserved i n a document of t ransmiss ion. It 
is not the text of the cr i t ica l edit ion. A copy-text is never in an edition. 
It is , on the contrary, always behind the editing. T h e editor trans
forms the copy-text into an edited text through acts of cr i t ica l editing. 
T h i s editorial activity is recorded in a n edition's apparatus. F o r the 
cr i t ica l edition of James Joyce's Dubliners, the apparatus divides into 
two ma in sections. T h e s e are the notes at the foot of the text pages, 
and the historical col lat ion. T h e histor ical col lat ion, p laced after the 
work's entire text, is to be found only in the 1993 (Gar land) first 
pr int ing of this edit ion. T h e r e it c a n be consul ted and easily related 
to the present pr int ing, s ince , regardless of the difference in volume 
pagination, the text, the l ines , and the l ine-counts are identical in 
both printings. T h e purpose of the his tor ica l col lat ion is to record i n 
detail the differences be tween the edition's cr i t ical ly established text 
a n d the texts i n the surviving documents . I n pract ice , this makes 
m u c h of the his tor ica l col lat ion a l ist ing of errors i n transmiss ion 
(defined as s u c h through the editing). S u c h errors are misreadings 



I N T R O D U C T I O N xxxvii 

in a n d of the manuscr ip t s , as wel l as misprints and other non-
a u t h e n t i c readings in the proofs and publ i shed texts. T h e publ i shed 
texts s ingled out for reporting i n the historical col lat ion to this edi
t ion of Dubliners are two only, namely the 1914 first edition and the 
V i k i n g edi t ion of 1967 , edited by Robert Scholes . T h i s narrow selec
tion of pub l i shed editions for the historical col lat ion record is just i
fied by the fact that—the autograph list of " D u b l i n e r s / M i s p r i n t s " of 
a round 1917 apart—the author at no time had a h a n d in the numer
ous edit ions and re-issues of Dubliners after the first edition, and in 
his l i fet ime. C o n s e q u e n t l y , all editions and issues marketed around 
the wor ld before 1967 , even though they inevitably introduced their 
o w n non-authent i c readings or outright errors, were ultimately der
ivations from the first edit ion of 1914. Ed i t ions after 1967, and spe
cif ical ly after 1992 w h e n the copyright s i tuation for Dubliners 
changed , have predominant ly modeled their texts on that prepared 
by Rober t Scho le s . H i s V i k i n g edit ion is best character i sed as an 
amalgamat ion of selective features and readings from the manu
scripts and the abortive 1 9 1 0 / 1 9 1 2 M a u n s e l edit ion to the first-
edit ion text. 

B y contrast , the present edit ion establishes the text of Dubliners 
wholly afresh. O n the surface, the two editions, Scholes ' s and the 
present one, whi le they do not c o n c u r i n every word , are close in 
their readings. H o w e v e r , construct ing its cr i t ica l text newly from the 
early document s of the working a n d t ransmiss ion, this edition pres
ents the stories i n the punc tua t ion and word forms of their first 
sources . T h i s amount s to a re-patterning of Dubliners capable of 
giving a new feel for the language and the rhythms of the text, and 
of thus subtly altering one's appreciat ion of the narratives' shadings 
of mean ing and sense. F o r this early Joycean work, moreover, the 
present edit ion for the first t ime also retrieves e lements of authent ic 
text that had been lost i n the t ransmiss ion s ince 1914. It is the sec
ond m a i n sect ion of the apparatus, namely the notes at the foot of 
the pages, that serves to record s u c h retrievals, as wel l as compre
hensively to detail the edit ing carr ied out to transform the copy-text 
into the edited text. 

Cons ider ing the notes at the bottom of the text pages, what is most 
helpful for the user of the present edition to realize is the cr i t ica l 
potential and interpretative usefulness they have. It is a minute 
authentification of the text, for ins tance , that M r s Mooney, of " T h e 
Boarding H o u s e , " after wa lk ing out on her violent and menac ing 
husband, "went to the pr iests" ( "The Board ing H o u s e , " l ine 1 2 ) — 
and not 'to the priest' , as accord ing to all previous editions. Yet in 
terms of making interpretative sense of Dubliners, this one-letter 
restoration of w h a t Joyce wrote in manusc r ip t amounts to no less 
than a re-focussing of M r s Mooney ' s character , as wel l as of the 
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society in w h i c h she lives. By the evidence of Joyce's plural form, she 
turns for support not just to her parish priest and confessor, but as 
it were to the whole priesthood corporately personifying the c h u r c h 
that dominates her world. I n this, as in numerous other instances , 
the footnote marks a ' S T E T ' to affirm the copy-text against the printing 
tradition s ince 1914. By strict adherence to apparatus conventions, 
there need be no entry, s ince the edited text does not alter, or emend, 
the copy-text. T h e ' S T E T ' record, however, registers an original detail 
of the text cons idered critically significant—as similarly in that other 
instance in the same story, where Mrs Mooney, amusingly to our 
ears, sends her daughter out to be "a typewriter in a cornfactor's 
office" ( "The Boarding House , " lines 5 3 - 5 4 ) . W e catch a usage still 
possible before the language conveniently disambiguated the instru
ment a n d the agent of the new invention. (Polly Mooney the typist 
belongs to a n e w generation of office workers, while Farrington of 
"Counterpar t s " is still a clerk doing his allotted copying with pen and 
ink in longhand at the stand-up writing desk.) 

T h e inc idence of emendations and footnotes varies considerably 
between the stories. For some, as for "Araby," " A Litt le C l o u d , " or 
" C l a y , " they are scarce, and for obvious reasons: the copy-text for 
these stories is the text of the 1910 late page proofs. No earlier rec
ords exist, so we lack evidence of variation at the stages of compo
sition; nor does the transmission through the 1914 proofs, the first 
edition, and the V i k i n g edition register m u c h , if any, correction or 
revision. B y contrast, we have the situation of " E v e l i n e " or "After the 
R a c e . " T h e nature and extent of Joyce's revision of these stories 
between their appearance in The Insh Homestead and their inc lus ion 
among the printer's-copy manuscripts for Richards (1906) and 
M a u n s e l (1910/12) can be extrapolated from the foot-of-the-page 
notes and crit ical ly analysed. Similarly, the controversy between 
author and publishers over "Counterpart s " can be followed to a con
siderable extent, and the notes reveal how m u c h of the text Joyce 
did rework, even while he was not giving in to the censorship 
demands in principle . Again, for a story like "Ivy Day in the C o m 
mittee R o o m , " the notes reveal over page after page that the author 
changed his attitude to phoneticis ing the dialogue and thereby rep
resenting i n print the D u b l i n vernacular of his characters . Abandon
ing s u c h a strategy, Joyce seems implicitly also to be dis tancing 
himsel f from the experiments in representing spoken language that 
were, a round the time of his writing Dubliners, being initiated on 
the stage of the Abbey Theatre by the Ir i sh Revivalists—experiments 
that Joyce had already anticipated privately half a decade earlier in 
his (hi lar iously free) translation of Gerhar t Hauptmann' s play Before 
Sunrise (Vor Sonnenaufgang). 

R e a d not so m u c h in terms of aiding crit ical analysis and inter-
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pretat ion, but instead in terms of the critical editing, the apparatus 
at the bottom of the text pages furthermore takes the user through 
the ed i tors deliberations and decisions in the course of transforming 
the copy-text into the edited text. T h e case of ' T h e D e a d " wi th its 
split copy-text base proves particularly instructive to illustrate the 
range of the copy-text editor's problems, options, and solutions. T h e 
document s providing the copy-text, as said, are partly the surviving 
fragments from the autograph originally included in the R ichards 
( 1 9 0 6 ) and M a u n s e l (1910/12) printer's copy, and partly the 1910 
galley proofs set up from that autograph. As it happens, each of these 
copy-texts is also mirrored in a near-duplicate. T h e galley proofs, set 
from the once complete autograph, naturally duplicate the text for 
w h i c h the manuscr ipt fragments provide the copy-text; and for the 
text residing as copy-text in these galleys themselves, a parallel der
ivation equally exists in shape of the amanuensis transcript, copied 
from the sections of the autograph now lost. T h e text closest to the 
source of Joyce's own writing is thus doubly attested throughout. I n 
instances of variation within this double transmission, the text of the 
autograph fragments usually takes precedence where they provide 
the copy-text. W h e r e the copy-text shifts to the 1910 galleys, the 
textual differences between the galleys and the amanuesis transcript 
mus t be critically weighed. F o r it may represent an error ei ther on 
the part of the compositors setting up the galleys, or an inaccuracy 
of the typist or family scribe fabricating the amanuens i s copy. O n c e 
this relationship has been editorially mapped out and the punctua
tion of the amanuens i s copy, in particular, accepted to e m e n d the 
galley-proof copy-text, the task begins of relating to the copy-text the 
variants in the 1910 late page proofs and in the first-edition text. 

T h i s may be illustrated by a few examples. F o r instance, the edited 
text allows Gabr ie l Conroy at lines 6 3 - 6 4 to reassure his aunts with 
the words " G o on up. I ' l l follow," according to the text in print , 
though against the copy-text, w h i c h lacks the two phrases. S imilar ly , 
it makes Gabrie l anticipate his after-dinner speech as "an utter fail
ure" (line 136), not as "a complete failure"; and it specifies that 
Gabriel 's father was an employee of the "Port and D o c k s " (l ine 150) , 
not of the "Post Off ice." T h e s e are examples of emendat ion in 
instances where the copy-text resides in the autograph. T h e col lat ion 
pattern recorded in the apparatus shows that they answer to revisions 
performed in marking up the 1910 and the 1914 proofs respectively. 
F o r the changes at lines 6 3 - 6 4 and 136, the 1910 late page proofs 
and the 1914 proofs that derive from those 1910 late page proofs 
naturally agree against the manuscript and t h e — u n m a r k e d — 1 9 1 0 
galleys. T h e revisions must have been entered in a paral lel set of 
these galleys or, subsequently, in the early page proofs, else they 
could not have become incorporated in the late proofs and thence 
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transmitted to the 1914 proofs. At line 150, on the other hand, the 
revised first edition stands alone against four documents: the man
uscript, the 1910 typesetting in both its surviving states (galleys and 
late proofs), and the extant unmarked 1914 proofs. It is in the par
allel (and now lost) set of the 1914 proofs, therefore, that Joyce must 
have marked the change. 

At the line-break 406/407 , the initial autograph fragment ends. 
T h e copy-text to be confirmed, or else to be emended, is now the 
galley-proof text. T h a t it represents the lost autograph authentically 
is best attested when the galleys and the typescript-and-amanuensis 
transcript agree in a given reading. Conversely, it is against such 
agreement that those variants are to be made out as revisions w h i c h 
make their first appearance in later print: in the 1910 late page 
proofs and the 1914 proofs in conjunct ion, in the 1910 late page 
proofs alone, or in the first-edition text alone. T h i s is the case w h e n 
M i s s Ivors' brooch no longer bears "an Ir i sh device and motto," but 
only " an Ir i sh device" (line 4 0 6 ) ; or w h e n Miss Ivors uses the racier 
term "rag" (line 421) for "paper" to disparage the Daily Express. 
T h e s e revisions—both of them identifiable as revisions to the galleys 
or the early page proofs, since the 1910 late page proofs and the 
1914 proofs agree against the extant unmarked galleys and the type
scr ipt—become the edition's readings. W h e n however the galley 
copy-text and the typescript-and-amanuensis transcript disagree, 
there may be a doubt as to w h i c h represents the lost autograph. I n 
the case of a name, " C l o h i s s e y s " at line 432 , w h i c h is the typescript 
reading, the galleys have "O'Clohis sey ' s . " Without further textual evi
dence , this, being the copy-text reading, would become the edition 
reading. But in fact, the form attested in the typescript exists already 
in the 1910 late page proofs. T h i s suggests that the typescript reading 
derives authentically from the autograph and supports the decis ion 
to e m e n d the copy-text accordingly. 

I n yet another type of situation, one is faced with a contradictor}' 
revis ion. At lines 523 , 525, and 528 it is clear from the galley and 
typescript agreement that the authentic unrevised term is " row" by 
w h i c h Gret ta Conroy refers to the altercation between her husband 
and Mis s Ivors; and Gabr ie l , defending himself, picks it up. In all 
three occurrences , the 1910 late page proofs change the term to 
"words " (and alter the agreement in the verb). It is then very puzzling 
that the 1914 proofs again read "row"; and just as strangely, after 
the 1914 proofing, the change reappears yet once more in the first 
edi t ion, though only at the reading's third occurrence . H e n c e , com
pared to the 1910 late page proofs, the first edition offers a hybrid 
text. T h i s may be intentional or not. Joyce's final intention could at 
best be surmised. But a surmise is not strong enough to support a 
c r i t i ca l text. A n edited text must be constructed, rather, by a process 
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of cr i t ical ly assessing the historical givens of the work's text in trans
mi s s ion . In the present case, consequently, the two consecutive acts 
of revision have been weighed against one another. T h e outcome of 
that exercise of textual cr i t ic ism has privileged for the edited text 
Joyce's attested treble revision as evidenced in the 1910 late page 
proofs, over the last, or 'final,' intervention in the 1914 proofs for 
the first edition. 

T h e weakness in a stance of invoking the author's intention, or 
'final intention, ' as the ultimate arbiter in the critical task of estab
l i sh ing an edited text should become further apparent from a passage 
character i s ing Gabr ie l Conroy's mood during his final conversation 
w i t h Gret ta at night in the hotel room. It contains a sentence not 
heretofore present in any published text of Dubliners. T h e words, 
accord ing to the double evidence of the galleys and the amanuens i s 
copy, are: " T h e irony of his mood changed into sarcasm." T h a t Joyce 
was aware of the sentence in the text before h im at the time w h e n 
he revised the early page proofs for the abortive 1910 edition is 
attested by the fact that he made one alteration to it. " T h e irony of 
his mood soured into sarcasm" is the wording in the 1910 late page 
proofs. In the 1914 proofs, however, the entire sentence is miss ing, 
and we do not know how and why it disappeared. O n e possibility is 
that Joyce asked for it to be deleted. But this is undemonstrable . It 
is also less than probable, s ince the 1914 proofs neither here nor 
elsewhere suggest that they differ because an instruction to change 
the text was given outside any markings entered on their printer's 
copy. T h a t printer's copy, as we can now positively say s ince it has 
recently re-surfaced, bears no such markings. Nor would a deletion 
of the sentence easily concur with Joyce's known habits of writ ing 
and revision. T h e r e is no evidence anywhere in Dubliners—except 
perhaps in "Counterpart s " and "Ivy Day in the Commit tee R o o m , " 
w h i c h were however beset by outside censorship pressure—that , 
from wTiting the text, and even affirming it by revision, Joyce would 
turn round and opt for an outright deletion. 

T h e sentence in either of its attested wordings—"The irony of his 
mood changed into sarcasm" or " T h e irony of his mood soured into 
sarcasm"—has , it is true, disappeared from the 1914 text. Bu t to 
attribute its absence to authorial intention would again be feeble 
grounds on w h i c h to establish a crit ical text. Therefore, privileging 
once more the late 1910 state of the text over its 1914 state, the 
crit ical edition incorporates the sentence in its authorially revised 
form (at line 1478) . T h a t the crit ical edition does not follow the text 
of the first edition, even though this as a whole can c l a im James 
Joyce's final authorisation, may again be justified with reference to 
the history of the text, and quite specifically to the manifest history 
of the authorial writ ing culminat ing in the 1910 late page proofs. 
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T h e reader and user of the edition, on his and her part, however, 
should be aware of the conditionality and, in terms of the editorial 
rationale, the systematic cont ingency of the editorial decision. E d i 
torial decisions are cr i t ica l decis ions , and the editorial choices they 
lead to must always be recognised as the considered options they 
are. A scholarly edition offers always a critical but never a definitive 
text; and in the field of discourse that such an edition opens, the 
instrument to involve the reader and user in critical exchanges wi th 
the text, as wel l as wi th the editor's choices and decisions that lead 
to the construction of the edited text, is the editorial apparatus. 

T h e text of this edit ion, whi le offered as a reading text broadly wi th in 
the standards and convent ions of modern professional printing and 
publishing, endeavours yet to mainta in the character of a scholarly 
edited text in preserving essential features of irregularity in the recov
erable authorial writ ing. W o r d forms and word divisions, spellings, 
capitalization, and punctua t ion have been neither normalised nor 
modernised, nor have typographical matters such as abbreviations 
or ellipses been standardised. T h e emendations undertaken, 6 or the 
refusals to emend, are recorded i n the apparatus, with a few specific 
exceptions. T h e absence or presence of full stops after 'Mr ' and ' M r s ' 
is not noted, nor are quotation marks (inverted commas) surround
ing dialogue speech reported, except w h e n jo ined with emended 
punctuat ion. F u l l stops lacking i n the copy-text at the end of para
graphs have been supplied silently. A t the end of dialogue speech 
they have been silently supplied only where the copy-text original is 
whol ly unmarked , or marked by a dash only. Joyce's intermediate 
dialogue dashes have been explicitly emended. T a k e n together, this 
means that Joyce's manuscr ip t habits of marking off the segments 
of dialogue speech by dashes have neither been followed nor fully 
recorded. 7 T h e convent ion adopted in this edition's ma in text is that 
of dashes at the opening of dialogue only, placed flush left. It is the 
typographical solution answer ing to Joyce's own strong views on the 
marking of dialogue w h i c h , in print , and at his forceful instigation, 
was realised in the third edition of A Portrait of the Artist as a Young 
Man (London : Jonathan C a p e , 1924) and has now become the c o m -

6. It shou ld be made quite c l ea r that ' emendat ions ' are to be understood not in terms of 
changes in relat ion to the previous , uned i ted or edited, editions, but as e m e n d a t i o n s of 
the copy-text. E m e n d a t i o n s of the copy-text, often drawing on the t ransmis s ion , m a y in 
fact result precisely in agreement w i t h the text in earl ier print. 

7. Joyce's manuscr ip t wr i t ing , a n d w i t h i n it the patterns and effect of his m a n u s c r i p t mode 
of sett ing out dialogue, may be s tudied in the photo-reproduct ions of the m a n u s c r i p t s in 
the Dubliners v o l u m e of the James Joyce Archive, or in the draft and fair-copy texts from 
autographs inc luded in the sec t ion " M a n u s c r i p t T r a c e s " of the 1993 ( G a r l a n d ) p r in t ing 
of this edit ion. 
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m o n feature of the critically edited texts of Ulysses, A Portrait of the 
Artist as a Young Man, and Dubliners. 
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Symbols and Sigla 

T h e symbols employed in the transcription and apparatus sections 
of this edition describe characteristic features of the wri t ing and 
indicate sequences of correction and revision wi th in the relevant 
documents . 

( ) authorial deletion in the course of wri t ing 
[ ] editorial conjecture, e.g. in the case of manuscr ip t 

defects 
" " T E X T N E W 1 1 " text inserted/changed at first level of document 

revision 
( " " " " T E X T O L D ) text cancel led at first level of d o c u m e n t revis ion 
" " ( T E X T O L D ) T E X T N E W 1 r text replaced at first level of document 

revision 

T h e symbols π r delimit an area of change ; a given 
number indicates the level, an addit ional letter 
identifies the agent ('A' = author; 's' = scr ibe) 

< r - p a r a g r a p h cancel led at first level of d o c u m e n t revi
sion 

Ο erasure 
• illegible character(s) or word(s) 
I line division in document 

T h e document sigla employed in the apparatus sect ions are: M S , T S , 
A M I , A M 2 , 1 0 G , 10P, 10, 14P, 14, 67 . T h e documents they refer 
to are reviewed in the » I n t r o d u c t i o n « (esp. pp. xxxiv-xxxvii) and iden
tified for each story individually in the opening footnote. 

Fo l lowing the lemma bracket in the emendations, 

e indicates a unique emendation in this edition; 
e: indicates a unique emendation partially supported by the doc

ument identified after the colon; 
a prefixed to a document sigla (e.g., a l O P ) indicates an authoria l 

correction/revision in or to the document identified by the 
sigla. 

T h i s cr i t ical edition introduces for each story a through l ine n u m 
bering independent of the pagination. I n the print ing, end-of-Iine 
hyphenat ion occurs in two modes. T h e sign < : =' marks a divis ion for 
mere typographical reasons. Words so printed should always be cited 
as one undivided word. T h e regular hyphen indicates an authent ic 
Joycean hyphen. 


