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HABS CONN, 53

PHE WARHAM WILLIAMS HOUSE
Northford, New Haven, County, Conn,
Owner: St. Andrews Episcopsl Church, Northford, Comn.
Date of Erection: 1750
Architect or Builder: Warham Williams
Present Condition: Fair
Number of Stofiesg Two and One—half
Materials of Construction;. Stone foundation
Clapboard sidewslls
Brick chimneys

Shingled Roof
Plank floors

Timbers throughout hand hewed

Other Existing Records: 0ld Houses of Connectisut,
Colonial Dames of America,
History of New Haven County,
J«. C. Rockney, pg. 93.
New Haven & New Haven County,

Everitt Hill, Vol. 1, pg. 419.

List of Photographs:

1. Front Elevation (West)

2. Northeast Elevation

%. Detail of Entranoce

4, Deteil of Window-West Side

5, Interior Detail of Entrance Door
6. Detail Entresnce Stairs

7. Door=South Wall of Southwest Room
8, Cupboard-Northwest Room

9, Detail of Fireplace Showing Tiles-N.W. Roomnm

10. Nerthwest Walls of 0ld Kitchen

11. South Wall-Northwest Room=Second Floor

12, Detail of Attic Framing
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THEE WARHAM WILLIANMS HOUSE
NORTHFORD - CONNECTIGUT

On the eastern side of the Middletown Turnpike, in
the town of Worthford, some distance back from the road,
stands the house built in 1750 by the Rev. Warham
Williams, the first pastor of the Congregational Church
in Northford. In 1866 the house was sold to St. Andrew's
Parish for $1475 and since that time has been the rectory
of the Episcopal church.

Entered on the inside of a ocupboard door in one of
the bed rooms is a record of the various times eft which
the house has been painted, from Cecte 2, 1792 when "This
house wes painted by E. Jones" to December, 1900, when
the laconic item appesrs, "Paintsd by R. Bunmnel.”

It is a two and one half story, frame house with a
plain pitch roof, while the roof of the ell is of gambrel
designe In the main entrance pilasters support its
pedimaentg which is broken and in the form of a screoll, ter-
winsting in a carved rosette on either side. The inside
freming is exposed with posts caseda There are six fire-
places in this interesting house, snd the mantels all
have hand carved moldings. There are also several cup-
boards throughout the house that should be noted for their
individvality. This house, shaded in the front by fine
o0ld meples and with well kept gardens on each side, is
pne of the most pleturesgue in the Town of Northford.

85 the parsonage of the Reverend Warhem Williams it
holds meny incidents of interest, for besides being the
beloved pastor of his consregation, he had widespread in-
terestes and influence tkroughout the Colony. He was a
descendant of the Williams' of Weathersfield and Lebanon.
His grandfather, the Rev. Jechn Williams, was the vietim
of the famous Indian raid, in which he was teken prisoner
srd transported from Deerfield, lassechusetts, to Canads.
Before going to Northford he served as a tutor at Yzle
College, and in 1769 was elected a member of the corpora-
tion, holding that position to which wers added the
duties of secretary for six yeers, until his death in
1738, During the stormy days of the Revolutionary War
he was entrusted by Yele College with the cufody of its
library and scientific apparatus.

dMre Williems' successor at the Northford personage
was the Reverend Matthew Noyes who was ordained in 1750,
and was reputed to be the wealthiest clergwvman in the
State, snd he equipped the housse with comforts not found
in many of the ordinary houses.
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Source of Information: 0ld Houses of Connectisut,
Coleonial Dames of America.
History of New Haven County,
Js Co Rockney, pge. 93.
New Haven & New Haven County,
Breritt Hill, Vol.l, pg. 419.
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time that here was the cue for modern residential
types in thisvieinity. But a scaveh did not reveal a
single modern house ‘that e ipitalized upon this in-
teresting aund logical folk-cxpression. Thus our
modern designers, men who are supposed to think,
miss the whole poinl of the “‘background’” consid-
erations, which apparently the nnlettered pioneers
grasp almost nucousciously,

But what arve the *“*background™ considerations
that should predetermine and have, under normal
conditions, from time immemorial, predetermined
our expressions, architectural o1 otherwise? A
simple analysis will immediately mdicate the prin-
cipal ones. They are: (a) clumate, (b) geologic
background, inchuling considerations of terrvain and
the materials at haud, (¢) histore signmificances, (d)
ethmic velationships aud (e) soctal and economic
conditions. 1 wonder how many architects, sitting
downt to make ‘their preliminavy sketches, really
stndy or even make a survey of the ahbovenamed
iflucneing  couditions.  Usnully the performanee
degencrates into a compliance with the utilitarian
requirements laid down Dby the owner and the
“dressing up”’ of the structive in a form that is
interesting or pleasant to the designer and which is,
i too many eases, predetermined by the school at
which the man studied, the office in which he got his
training, the comntry in whiel he sketeled, o1 even
the pure accident of the “books™ with which he is
familiar.

This thoughtless and avtificial “‘attack’” of the
problems of avehitecture is bound to resnlt in insin-
cere and meaningless creations and this in spite of
the fact that the building may be perfectly proper
and grammatical as to style and fulfill all the tests of
beanty of line, form and color. However handsome

may be the sealskin coatl of the Kskimo, it wonld
have little meaning upon some belle of ihe Congo
in Africa. Yel one sees in America every day resi-
dential and other lypes that are as appropriate to
their sitnations and the nse mude of them as palm
trees would he along Fifth Avenue.

It would seem that seeking ‘‘freedom’ we havs
achieved licensc and have thrown over hoard all
those laws and procednres which a study of historie
architeeture down through the ages should have
taught vs. What, indced, is the meaning of his-
tory? Moreover, how strange it is that often the
very tests we wonld make of the performances of
our feHows, we (hrow to the wiuds when we sit down
to the board ourselves. It has not been long sinee
one of our Amertean archilcets declared that
““When logic enters, art flies out of the window?’.
Is this indeed really to be the attitude?

Someone las pointed ont thal the great art of the
past was never conscious of its whitherward. This

may have been true but alas, it ecannot be true today.
In a synthetic age it would scem that art, like every-
thing eclse must be conscious of its ends, its aims.
WE ENOW TOO MUCH to be unconsecious of the
trends, and today we do nol build onr art by piecing
on to what owr “master’’ tanght us. The whol
world of expression 1s open to us and it would seem
that, gazing intently at the myriad o‘;prmsions of
it, we have forgotten the great meanings, the sig-
nlhcances belvind it all. I {thank we need a compass.

We have aclhieved a certain unily of purpose
in America, a nnity politieally, socially and
economically and this ras vesulled in a normal unity
of architectural expression. Onc has constantly
borne home to him the fact that, no matter in what
part of the country he euconuters American archi-
tectural art, be it in frugal New England or sunny
California, there is, after all, running through all
this work, divergent as it may be in style and char-
acter, n certain feeling that indelibly stamps it as
American.  This spirit is normal and logical and in
1o, wise rvesnltant of the indiseriminate copying of
ideas and Torms of which 1 spoke earvlier in this
discussion. But while this ‘“family resemblance’’
ig to he expecled theve can never and will never be
(unless the wuuatnral, parrot-like copying com-
plained of above prevails) any general, blanket
Amertean style the characlerisiies of which will ve-
main equally good for Maine and California, Min.
nesota and Flouda The contvibuting eoudltmns to
avchitectnral expression in onr land are too var 1@'
to permmit this. Therefore, instead of trying artifi-
cially to make every American city and town like
every other, would it not he more logical to permit

each lo H]IIV to work ont as ndtm‘ally and beauti-
fully as possible its own architectnral expression?

Bul how is this to be accomplished? Simply in this
wise: by never forcing into any community a build-
ing that does not meet the tests of utility, appro-
priateness and beauty, both of funection and of
form. Thoughtless arvchitecture, like thoughtless
poetry, is of little meaning and few of us would care
{0 be authors of structures so denominated. Yet
thoughtless architecture is hound to result nmnless
the creator carefully and thoroughly studies his
“hackground’’ material, Thoughtful, beautiful art
does not arrive by pushing a penecil ghbly over
cameo paper. [t vesults from stody, the altempt to
make the building not only beantiful in form and
fogical in fanclion hot refleetive of its terrain—
constructed of materials indigenous to the loeahiiy—
appropriale to its climalie hackgronud aud its floral
associales, expressive ol its dav and time and abhove
all carrying a measnre of the personahty, the ideal-
ism, of 1ls creator.

Tle foregoing remarks are not desigued to pl‘odu@
the impression that nothing fulfilling these high



