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1 My abbreviations refer to following frequently cited works: 
A. Williams, William Carlos. The Autobiography of William Carlos Williams. New York: New Directions, 

1967. 
Buffalo. Manuscripts and Letters of William Carlos Williams, Poetry Collection, Lockwood Memorial 

Library, State University of New York at Buffalo. 
CP1. Williams, William Carlos. The Collected Poems of William Carlos Williams. Vol. 1, 1909–1939. Ed. 

A. Walton Litz and Christopher MacGowan. New York: New Directions, 1986. 
CP2. Williams, William Carlos. The Collected Poems of William Carlos Williams. Vol. 2, 1939–1962. Ed. 

Christopher MacGowan. New York: New Directions, 1988. 
EK. Williams, William Carlos. The Embodiment of Knowledge. Ed. Ron Loewinsohn. New York: New 

Directions, 1977. 
I. Williams, William Carlos. Imaginations. Ed. Webster Schott. New York: New Directions, 1971. 
SE. Williams, William Carlos. The Selected Essays of William Carlos Williams. New York: New 

Directions, 1969. 
SL. Williams, William Carlos. The Selected Letters of William Carlos Williams. Ed. John C. Thirwall. New 

York: New Directions, 1984. 
SS. Williams, William Carlos. Something to Say: William Carlos Williams on Younger Poets. Ed. James E. 

B. Breslin. New York: New Directions, 1985. 
W/P. Pound, Ezra, and William Carlos Williams. Pound/Williams: Selected Letters of Ezra Pound and 

William Carlos Williams. Ed. Hugh Witemeyer. New York: Norton, 1996. 
W/Z. Williams, William Carlos, and Louis Zukofsky. The Correspondence of William Carlos Williams and 

Louis Zukofsky. Ed. Barry Ahearn. Middletown: Wesleyan UP, 2003. 
2 To this issue, Rischel explains, “The difference between long and short vowels, as in English beat versus 
bit, is of course neither defined in terms of exact durations nor in terms of an exact ratio between long and 
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short, although a long vowel may be typically two and three times as long a short vowel, depending on the 
language. The durational values are extremely contingent on intrinsic and contextual factors. Vowels 
spoken with a big jaw opening are longer than vowels with a small jaw opening. Vowels before voiced stop 
consonants, as in had, may be much longer than vowels before unvoiced consonants, as in hat. Moreover, 
vowels may be very much longer in the last syllable of an utterance than elsewhere. Some of these 
variations are strongly language dependent” (70). 
3 Stephen Cushman’s William Carlos Williams and the Meanings of Measure is essential reading on the 
issue of measure. But Cushman believes Williams’ statements suffer from his confusing “measure” as a 
metrical scheme with using “measure” as a trope for something as “fit” or appropriate, as when that 
metrical scheme fits the subject expressed. This difficulty would find its most troubled application in 
Paterson and the later poetry. For Cushman, “measure provided Williams with a poetic ideology and an 
existential mythology” (1–3). There is, Cushman believes, “a doubleness in his concept of poetic form” (3), 
an issue I also address, though in a different manner. Cushman’s account is nuanced and well informed, 
and Williams discussions may be contradictory, especially in the 1950s, where Cushman draws most of his 
materials. That said, I don’t find Williams’ prosodic statements contradictory through to The Wedge in 
1944, which I read as exemplifying his prosodic theories. 
4 Sections of Pound’s Treatise also appeared in the Criterion and Transatlantic Review, which Williams 
may have seen, and Williams wrote to Pound that he looked forward to the entire book, which suggests he 
read it. That’s noteworthy because of Pound’s emphasis in the Treatise on time, melodic shape and 
harmony. Pound understood harmony as a study in movement and believed one could allow sounds of any 
pitch to be followed by sounds of any other pitch “provided the time interval between them is properly 
gauged.” Music is “pure rhythm” and harmony a matter of blending varied rhythms (Ezra Pound and Music 
290–96 ; see also Moody, Pound 2: 23–26). The notion of melodic shape would give the tone pattern of an 
individual line a “form” or contour. Williams rarely spoke of the musical properties in verse until his 
review of Pound’s Cantos in 1931, after Zukofsky’s review of the Cantos appeared (in January 1931 in the 
Criterion), and I believe Zukofsky’s influence on the issue of musical properties in verse was decisive. But 
Williams also speaks in The Autobiography of visiting Pound in Paris in 1924, when the two spoke 
“renaissance music, theory of notation, static ‘hearing,’ melody, time” (A 225), so Pound’s ideas were 
likely a factor also. 
5 Two terms reverse in value for Williams from 1928 through 1931, “technique” (or “technical”) and 
“synthesis.” In “Sacred and Profane,” Williams disparages technical approaches to poetry. When he settles 
on a new quantitative approach to measure, however, the term “technique” becomes positive, even a means 
of reproach. In a similar way, in that notebook Williams attempts a “New Synthesis,” and in “The Work of 
Gertrude Stein” in 1929, he notes approvingly that her words and sentences are woven into a “synthesis” (I 
115). By 1932, he explicitly rejects synthesis in favor of analysis (see, for instance, the original “Critical 
Sketch,” Buffalo C29). Williams’ use of “analysis,” however, should be distinguished from what he terms 
“fracture,” which is splintering the sentence apart in order to focus on words. Analysis, in contrast, would 
separate the sounds and stresses and syntactical construction from what the poem “says,” it’s propositional 
content (e.g., SS 126.) 
6 The terms “phanopœia” and “melopœia” are from Pound’s “How to Read, or Why,” which appeared in 
three installments in the New York Herald Tribune in January 1929 and which Zukofsky subsequently used 
as a text when teaching in Wisconsin (Stock 281; Pound, Literary Essays 25; Scroggins, Life 143). 
7 Apropos conversation, Williams wrote to Zukofsky on March 22, 1933, about a group of poems recently 
sent to Poetry “of which I’m not particularly proud,” but he also included a new poem (unidentified) for 
Zukofsky to read, commenting: “It, the exception, has only the virtue of being conversational in tone which 
is (now comes the dark secret) the way I want Paterson to be—just a lot of talk—made or broken by the 
way it hits and not the way it addresses itself to the target” (W/Z 151). Use of talk will be presented as 
“talk” and not elevated by further comment. The unidentified poem is perhaps “This Is Just to Say”; see 
CP1 536. 
8 Williams refers to African Americans at times as being “nobody” or “nothing” (IAG 209–10), perhaps in 
reference to Bert Williams’ signature song, “Nobody” (in 1905), and Nielsen reads Williams’ statements as 
deprecatory (e.g., 75, 81–82, 84). That’s appropriate, but it also needs to be pointed out that the state of 
anonymity, being a “nobody,” is an ideal for Williams, and it’s also how he addresses Shakespeare, his 
“grandfather” (e.g., CP1 307, 311; EK 11–16, 89, 100, 138). As he remarks in A Voyage to Pagany, “It’s a 
distinction to be nobody and to do as you please” (29–30). 
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9 Zukofsky had settled on the title “‘Objectivists’ 1931” by November 9, 1930, notifying Pound, 
“Objectivists or the equivalent minus philosophical lingo is what it shd. be, that is the poems will be such 
as are objects. Or things” (Ahearn, Pound/Zukofsky 69). 
10 Apropos the objectivists, Guimond remarks that although “Williams’ poetic techniques definitely 
evolved during the late 1920’s and the early 1930’s . . . he did not on his own achieve a corresponding 
evolution of his poetic theories. Instead, he seems to have adopted Zukofsky’s Objectivist theories as an 
explanation of his changing poetic practices” (95). I would argue that’s flat wrong, that the opposite is the 
case. Williams’ theories advanced substantially during this time, and although Zukofsky conveyed to 
Williams a concern with quantity and musicality, Williams presented Zukofsky an orientation toward 
words as objects and the poem as a formal object, not vice versa. In a similar vein, Markos comments, 
“‘Objectivism,’ for Williams, was really but a temporary, semiofficial designation for preoccupations that 
intensified with Spring and All and persisted throughout his career” (134). Markos associates objectivism 
with formal patterning (135), and in Spring and All, Williams writes of form as “a reality in itself,” so the 
connection between form in Spring and All and form in objectivism is valid. But a concern with objectivist 
form is also apparent in The Wedge, for example, with the machine metaphor, so it’s odd at best to 
designate the “semiofficial” period between 1932 through 1944 as temporary, especially if prefigured by 
Spring and All (1923). Markos’ larger argument, however, is that Williams’ concerns are actually with 
organic form and organicism, as expressed by Plato, Schelling, Coleridge, and Emerson (153–55), among 
others. I find little support for that. 
11 To amplify this point, consider that Williams uses “objective” in a characteristic way in “Statements of 
Belief” in the Bookman (September 1928), within months of meeting Zukofsky. Literature is said to be on a 
plane “superior to philosophy and science.” It will “lay truth open upon a higher level. . . . It will be an 
objective synthesis of chosen words to replace the common dilatoriness with stupid verities with which 
everyone is familiar” (I 364; Wallace 183). That his writing would have “an objective synthesis” relates to 
an emphasis on words “as real objects to mould the psyche,” where “the province of letters is that realm of 
the intelligence in which words and their configurations are real and all ideas and facts with which they 
deal are secondary.” That is, the poet “objectifies the words as the material of poetry” (EK 19–20, 128; 
emphasis added). The words, in writing, “transcend everything,” Williams notes in “The Work of Gertrude 
Stein,” composed in August 1929 (SE 117; see also EK 18–19). Zukofsky helped edit this Stein essay and 
was exposed to much of Williams’ writing during this time, so would be fully aware of what “object” and 
its cognates meant to Williams. In contrast, mind that Zukofsky’s review of XXX Cantos, published in the 
Criterion in January 1932, doesn’t use “object” or “objective”; he uses “objectivity,” but only twice 
(Prepositions + 73, 82), as the antonym of “subjectivity.” 
12 Tom Sharp recounts that Zukofsky assembled a second “Objectivist” collection in hopes that Samuel 
Putnam would publish it as an issue of the New Review. When plans fell through (in February 1932), 
Zukofsky turned to George and Mary Oppen’s TO Press, which issued An “Objectivists” Anthology in 
August 1932 (44–45). Mark Scroggins explains that the introduction to An “Objectivists” Anthology was 
drafted from a talk Zukofsky gave at the Gotham Book Mart in August 1931 (120). 
13 Zukofsky uses “structure” as a critical term in “Sincerity and Objectification,” where he speaks of “word 
combinations” as “precursors of . . . completed sound or structure, melody or form” and of the resolution of 
“words and their ideation into structure” (194; also 208, 215). Zukofsky also speaks of structure in his 
earlier “American Poetry 1920–1930,” so Williams may have adopted the term from Zukofsky. But 
Williams sometimes used “structure” as a synonym for “form” (e.g., “America, Whitman and the Art of 
Poetry” 28; “Four Unpublished Letters” 58; SS 53), and one notes, in Zukofsky’s earlier essay that the term 
is used in reference to Williams’ poetry (143, 149), so the line of transmission is likely to have been the 
reverse.  


