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Cruck House
39 The Causeway
Steventon

Figure 1 Cruck House, 39 Causeway

Introduction
The Oxfordshire Buildings Record are grateful to the owners for allowing us access to this property
for the purposes of compiling this report as a contribution to the better understanding of
Oxfordshire’s buildings. We were able to spend about three hours there on 6 December 2006 and a
further hour on 7 December 2009. On 17 May 2010 a recording team comprising David Clark, Paul
Clark, Denise ffoulkes-Standing, John Hine, Heather Horner, Mike and Rosemary Howden, Chris
Howlett, Ken Hume, Anne Ree and Virginia Thomasson carried out most of the survey work
reported here. Dan Miles and Martin Bridge obtained cores for tree-ring dating. This work was
followed up on 14 September 2010 by David Clark, John and Sue Hine, Ken Hume and Debbie
Mundy.
The objectives of the survey were to understand the dates and phases of the building in relation to the
tree-ring dates.
We made a detailed visual inspection of the exterior and such internal spaces as were accessible.
Photographs were taken of significant features. Measurements were taken for N-S and E-W sections
through the building, and for an updated ground plan. Unless indicated otherwise, text and images
were created by members of the recording team. A limited number of historical sources were
consulted. A copy of the 2nd edition (1899 survey) Ordnance Survey map at 1:2500 was obtained
from the National Library of Scotland.
Under the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act, 1988, the OBR retains the copyright to this
document. It must not be archived or published in whole or in part unless permission to do so has
been granted by the owner of the property. Where copyright remains solely with the originator this is
indicated by © and permission must be obtained from that person before any reproduction may take
place.

Please note that this building is private property.
Location (NGR SU 46986 91864)
39 The Causeway is located (Fig.2) on one of the plots to the south of the causeway which is a
characteristic feature of Steventon. Behind the village, the land rises steeply to the Upper Greensand
below the chalk downs, but to the north is the clay of the Thames valley, where poor drainage
probably required the construction of a causeway so that people could use the east-west route from
Milton to the church in Steventon. Its origins are obscure, but recent research by Dr C R J Currie has
shown that around 1299 the villagers began to rebuild their houses along it, having previously lived
nearer the stream further to the south.1

39 The Causeway

Figure 2 2nd Ed. OS map (1899) (Reproduced with the permission of the National Library of Scotland
http://maps.nls.uk/index.html and licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike
4.0 International License)

Description
As can be seen from Fig.1 the house is in two main parts, a two-storey box-framed range to the west
(bays A-E in Fig.3 below) and a cruck range (bays G and H) to the east. These will be discussed in
turn.
The box framed range is in three parts. To the north is a three-bay structure at right angles to the
Causeway (bays A, B & C in Figs.3 & 4). A sill beam sits on a low rubblestone plinth, visible to the
east and west. The north gable (Fig.5) has distinctive saltire-bracing at first floor level, and a crownstrut2 above with downward ogee-bracing to the tie-beam. There is a thin king-post to the apex,
possibly later than the main frame of the building. There are peg holes in the face of the posts mid
way between the girding beam and tie-beam (ie at the centre of the saltire-braced panels). The
ground floor wall is a reconstruction in rendered brick.

1
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Currie, Shrinkage
Terminology follows Alcock et al (1999)
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Figure 3 Ground plan (OBR 2010)

Box framed range

Figure 4 Section through box-framed range

Most of the wall framing can be seen on the west elevation (Figs.6 &7). The infill panels at first floor
level are very large, with long arch braces from the posts to wall-plate. This is repeated where visible
on the east elevation. The braces in the front bays are concave. At ground floor level the framing at
the west is quite different from that at the east. The former has studs dividing the panels into three;
the latter has a post at frame 2 with downward braces (Fig.8). The east wall within the passage
linking it to the cruck range has no weathering and the timber appears by the diagonal cut marks to
have been sawn over a trestle.
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Figure 5 (Left) North gable, box frame range
Figure 6 (above) West elevation

Figure 7 West wall

Returning to the west elevation, it can be seen from Fig.6 that the first floor joists are lodged over the
girding beam, and clamped in place either by an ad hoc plate or by very thick floorboards. The floor
arrangement, shown in detail at the post of frame 2 in Fig.9, is suggestive of a feature inserted after
the original build. However, Fig.1 shows that the east girding beam is some 6” below that in the
gable, suggesting that allowance for a floor was part of the original concept. On the other hand none
of the first floor windows on the west elevation appears to be from the primary phase.
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Figure 8 Downward bracing in east wall

Figure 9 Frame 2 detail of west post

Figure 10 Scratched IIII

The internal structure of these bays survives at ground floor
level only in truss 4 (defined by a scratched llll assembly
mark – Fig. 10) where the brace and beams have grooves
and stave-holes for wattle-and-daub infill and so the truss
was clearly ‘closed’. The southern face of this truss also
shows signs of significant weathering. Evidence for frames
2 and 3 at ground floor level is missing, but at the first floor
it can be seen that there are no peg holes and that partition
staves have been nailed in place. The present ground floor partition lies approximately mid-way
between the trusses. It does, however, have a pegged door-head (Fig.11). The only entrance to the
box framed range is currently through a doorway formed by a pair of durns in the east wall (Fig.12).
These are pegged into a timber under the mid-rail, which may mean the doorway is later than the
frame, but there seems no other candidate location for a doorway into the ground floor of the
building other than at this point.

Figure 11 Head of door in ground floor partition
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Figure 12 Doorway into west range

Figure 13 Diminished principal and windbrace

The roof carpentry of this range exhibits the use of diminished principals (Fig.13) where the cut-back
starts very low down the rafter, purlins clasped between principals and collar, and cranked windbraces (Fig.14).
Figure 14 Front gable showing clasped purlins and cranked
windbraces

Despite the external suggestion of a crown-post, there is no
evidence of any internal bracing, so it is unlikely that the
roof replaces an earlier one. In the corners of the range were
small dragon ties bracing the frame. These survive in bay C
(Fig.15) and at the NW corner of Bay A at first floor level.
The blocked mortice for the missing tie survives in the NE
corner.

Figure 15 Dragon tie in bay C

One of the purlins (visible in the roof void) has a simple through-splayed scarf (Fig.16 and Annex 2).
The common rafters and square-set ridge on a yoke can be seen in the roof above bay B (Fig.17).
Although there is some evidence of blackening, this was not enough to indicate the presence of a
former open hall.

6

Figure 16 Splayed scarf in purlin

Figure 17 Roof over bay B

The first floor is supported on a long spine beam (Fig.18), containing a Trait-de-Jupiter3 scarf joint
ca. 1m from the S end (Fig.19). The joists are lodged over this as well as the western mid rail of the
range as mentioned above. This inherently weak structure is supported by (modern) Samson-posts.
The joists in the northern bay are of different scantlings, some axed, some trestle-sawn. It is also
clear that a number of the joists are not continuous timbers. They are described in Annex 3.

Figure 18 (L) Bay A showing spine beam and joists
Figure 19 (R) Trait-de-Jupiter scarf in spine beam

3

See Currie (1972) p.180 and Annex 2
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The cross-section shown at Fig.20 shows that the spine beam is not quite centrally placed, while the
long section in Fig.4 shows that the various parts of the beam are different – some with chamfers
others without, in such a way as to delineate the present room structure rather than the structural
bays.
Another significant feature of the joists in the north room is that where the mid-rail is visible (Fig.21)
the joists are not lodged over it but are inserted into it with diminished haunch soffit tenons, the
mortices for which seem to have been cut into the rail after the frame was built. The possible
significance of all this is considered in the ‘discussion’ section below.

Figure 20 Cross-section W-E

Figure 21 Joists and mid-rail east wall bay B

The eastern doorway at first floor level into the cruck range is clearly inserted, as the jamb has a set
of holes for fixing wattles and there are mortices in the soffit of the beam above for the supporting
staves (Fig.22).
There is no evidence in the present floor structure for a staircase other than in its present position.
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Figure 22 Doorway at 1st floor level showing wattle-and-daub fixings

Bays D and E
Bays D and E, which share a wall-plate, are a separate, later
structure which extends the box frame range to the south, with a
taller plinth to the west (Fig.7), but the mid-rail is at the same height,
as can be seen in the foreground of Fig. 6. Bay E has large panel
framing and long slightly curved arch braces, while D is narrow. The
east elevation is shown in Fig.23.

Bay D

Bay E

Figure 23 Bays D and E

Internally, truss 5 has oak posts and an elm tie-beam (now cut through), queen-posts and clasped
purlins. The bays are spanned by an extension to the spine beam, but a number of the joists have
signs of reuse. Bay E ends with a chimney-stack and bread oven occupying most of the south wall
(Fig.24).

Figure 24 Fireplace at the end of Bay E
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Despite a paint covering, evidence of axe hewing can be seen on the bressumer; there are also some
so-called ‘taper marks’, where a flame has been applied to the surface. These are now thought not to
have been caused by lighting tapers, but as a deliberate way of protecting the house from fire by
applying a fire burn to a suitable timber.4
The roof structure of bays D and E can be seen in the bedroom above (Fig.25).

Figure 25 Bedroom in bays D & E

Finally, there is a later extension, F to the rear (south). This is shown on the plan and in the long
section (Fig.4) but was not examined in detail.
Cruck range
The cruck range has two pairs of oak cruck blades. One pair is
exposed in the east wall (Fig.1) where it can be seen that the front
(north) elevation has been raised to create greater headroom at
first floor level. There is a simple saddle at the apex (type C).5
There is no evidence for the frame having extended further to the
east. Part of the internal cruck is shown in Fig.26. This shows a
collar, pegged into the southern blade, and a cranked brace with
three pegs at each end. There is a large hole through the collar
near its mid-point. Such holes have been noted in other cruck
buildings, but opinion is divided as to their function. A trenched
purlin supports the common rafters at the southern roof slope, and
there is an empty mortice for a (lost) windbrace below it in the
cruck blade. Below is a spur to the wall-plate.
Figure 26 Internal cruck from W

The northern cruck (Fig.28) has somewhat different features. The arch-brace has been removed to
allow access to the bedroom over the kitchen, and the purlin has been moved up, but there is a
scribed mark on the blade which indicates its former position. The purlin is supported by a curved
spur. There is also an empty mortice for a former windbrace.

4

see Dean, John and Hill, Nick (2014) ‘Burn marks on buildings: accidental or deliberate?’ in Vernacular Architecture
45 pp.1-15
5
see Alcock (1981)

10

The internal cruck blades are linked by a tie-beam, tenoned into the blade on the north, lapped over
that to the south.

Figure 27 (left) North cruck blade
Figure 28 (above) Joist in cruck range

The cruck range has a chamfered pit-sawn axial beam supported to the east by a stone corbel inserted
into a clunch chimneystack. The joists have neat chamfers and lambs-tongue stops and are fitted into
the beam using central tenons (Fig.28).6
There is a clunch chimneystack fitted into the east wall with a large oven to the south (Fig.29) which
also extends externally some 50cms beyond the cruck truss (Figs. 3 and 30).

Figure 29 Oven interior view

Figure 30 Oven exterior

Linking section
Between the box and cruck ranges is a linking section covering a through passage at ground floor
level and a landing above which gives access to the upper floor of the cruck range. From this space,

6

some with squinted shoulders are similar to no.298 in Hewett (1980) p.281 found in a mid 15th century house, but most
seem to be central tenons (op. cit. Fig. 290 p.279) which have been found in eastern England from the last quarter of the
13th century onwards.
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the ends of the rafters of the box frame range can be seen (Fig.31) and the raised purlin to the north,
crudely supported by added timbers (see Fig.20).

Figure 31 Wall plate and tips of two rafters from box-framed range

The floor of the linking section consists of joists tenoned into the girding beam of the box-framed
range and into an added tie beam between the cruck blades opposite.
Dendrochronology
Funding for dendrochronology were obtained from the OAHS and the Vernacular Architecture
Group (as part of a project in support of the preparations for their spring conference in Oxfordshire in
2011). Dr Dan Miles and Dr Martin Bridge sampled the timbers (Fig.32), and the results obtained
from their analysis were interesting.7 The cruck range failed to yield datable cores, but the crosswing contained three timbers felled over the period winter 1356/57 to winter 1364/65 – a rather
unusual finding, especially as the latest date related to a post forming part of the main structure,
while the earlier dates related to the longitudinal beam and one of the joists in the northern bay. The
‘kitchen’ range (Bays D and E) had two timbers felled in winter 1518/19.

Figure 32 Location of timbers sampled

7

Bridge and Miles (2010); see also VA 41 (2010), p. 109.
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In 2011 the cruck cores were sent for radiocarbon dating. C14 results from sample CWS14, with
95.4% probability were: Cal AD 1330-76 (61%); 1382-1421 (35%) for a single 38 ring sample.
There was a strong match at 1350, with a comparison between this data and Terret Close, Long
Wittenham, Oxon. (code LOW-A) at Fig.33.

Figure 33 Comparison with Long Wittenham [short line: STE-E (Cruck House). Long line: LOW-A]

This result was interesting, and was shown to Cathy Tyers at English Heritage for her views. She
agreed that the 38-year sequence provided significant t-values with a series of reference chronologies
at an end date of 1350, but there were also a series of significant t-values at an end date of 1446.
However, the 1350 end date remained the stronger match, although one has to bear in mind the nonindependence of quite a number of the reference chronologies listed for this date. However clearly
the radiocarbon results provide support for this 1350 'match'. The combination of these two strands
of evidence, whilst increasing confidence in the unproven dendro 'match', does not allow us to state
that this is a dendro date as is currently understood. Hence, at present, if using these different strands
of evidence to indicate a probable felling date, then one would need to very clearly emphasise the
difference between the date derived from this combined approach and a normal dendro date. The
radiocarbon results are consistent with a weak statistical dendro date and thus tentatively suggest that
this single sample dates to 1350 – it is a kind of 'pseudo-dendro date' rather than a 'dendro date'.8
History
The manorial history of Steventon is broadly clear: it belonged to the priory of St Mary of Bec in
Rouen from 1121 to the 1380s although during the 14th century it was confiscated by the Crown on a
number of occasions. Investigations made as part of a major study of the copyhold properties in
Steventon has shown the following ownership and occupation history:
This house has been identified as Holding 88 (and 89) in the Westminster Abbey Court records of
Steventon copyhold properties (WAM 57046). It has also been identified as no.37 in the 1842 Tithe
apportionment, and no.165 on the revised apportionment in 1884. In the 1910 District Valuation
survey the holding number is 2092. A full house history was published in Alcock and Miles (2013).
The copyhold tenure has been traced through the records as follows:
Date

To

1716 Rosa Leach, w. Tho
Burbage
1765 Burbidge, Thomas
1765 Hopkins, Richard
1809 Martha Allnatt
1809 Chas Atherton
Allnatt
8

From

d. Rose Leach, wid.
Will 2 Aug 1714
d. Rose Burbidge
s. Thomas Burbidge
d. Rich & Ann
Hopkins
s. Martha Allnatt

See VA 42 (2011), p. 85.
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Allnatt
1820 Hopkins, Richard
1809 Hopkins, Richard,
labourer
1827 Thomas Hopkins
1836 Betteridge, Rich H

s. Chas Atherton
Allnatt
s. Rich Hopkins of E
Hendred
d. Richard Hopkins
s. Thomas Hopkins

Rose Leach is probably widow Leach who was buried on 5 August 1714. Her husband was probably
Richard Leach who was buried on 6 June 1702. They do not appear in the surviving marriage
registers (possibly because Rose may not have been a Steventon girl), but they appear to have had a
son, Richard Leech born on 21 March 1677. There is a will of a Richard Leech, currier, who died in
1742.9 Note that as a Prerogative Court of Canterbury Will, this suggests he was a man of some
substance.
The property seems to have gone to Rose’s daughter, another Rose, whose will dated 12 July 1765
also survives.10
In the 1841 census the occupiers were agricultural labourers and their families, certainly including
Thomas Powell, aged 50, his wife Elizabeth, 45 and three children. Also living with them was James
Honey, aged 84, perhaps his father-in-law. The next property in the census is the farmhouse of
Robert Lyford, who we know to have owned and lived in the present nos. 35-37, so from the order of
properties in the Enumerator’s book it is possible that one of the other tenants of no.39 was Elizabeth
Bavier, also an agricultural labourer and her three children. The third occupant may have been
George Kent, aged 70 and his wife Mary.
The tithe map of a few years later shows the property with Richard Hopkins Betteridge still to be the
owner, and Powell and others in residence. The censuses for 1851 and 1861 are difficult to interpret
but Robert Lyford can still be seen and nearby are clearly small families living in cottages, three of
which are probably those now forming no.39 The Causeway. In 1871 the occupants seem to be
Susannah Kent, James Powell and family, and Edwin Preston, a Smith, with his wife and three
children and mother-in-law Elizabeth Belcher.
In 1881 the census shows the occupants to be probably Edwin Preston aged 48, a journeyman
blacksmith, with his wife and four children, Jesse Dunsdon. aged 60, shepherd, and his wife, and
James Powell, aged 51 an Agricultural Labourer with his wife and one son. (RG11 1296 folio 68
page 7)
When the tithe apportionment was altered in 1884 following inclosure of the last remaining common
lands, the owner was Richard Cox, and it was still divided into three cottages. James Powell and
others are named as tenants.
In 1891 and 1901 all the familiar names have gone, and it is not possible to see who is where without
looking at the whole street. (1891 RG12-981 folio 55; 1901 RG13-1134 folio 41)
By 1910 the freehold owner was Charles Bargus, who lived at the neighbouring property (35-37). It
seems still to have been rented as separate cottages. At the sale in 1943 of the properties of Annie
9

PCC TNA PROB 3/41/19
Wills-on-line PROB 11/910
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Bargus, the Cruck House was described as three cottages, nos. 39, 41 and 43 Causeway, each of four
rooms.11
Discussion
This is a fascinating house with many early features, some datable, but also a number of interesting
questions. It was first described by Stuart Rigold in the 1950s12 (see also Annex 1), and later
interpreted by Chris Currie.13 Others who have studied it and advised previous owners on its repair
and restoration have included W H Godfrey (who lived nearby) and Pamela Cunnington.
Although not tree-ring dated or studied in any detail, the end bay of the box framed range is clearly
an addition, probably of the 17th century – datable by the straight braces which are found in other
roofs of this period in the village (eg. the raising of roof at no. 37). This addition contains a staircase
to the first floor and a doorway from the east. It has no separate heating.
The tree-ring survey confirms that the earlier 1½ bay extension (1519) is medieval, hence the
possibility that the narrow bay was a smoke-bay. This may explain some of the blackening of timbers
in the roof, but we were unable to examine all the rafters, so this is still a conjecture. The present
fireplace, again probably 17th century in date, thus represents a later phase.
The front three bays of the west wing are of one build, and as truss 4 was closed and has dragon ties,
this was the end of the building. The frame also had dragon ties at wall-plate level in the northern
corners of truss 1. The tree-ring date for the structural timbers (1365) suggests that the features of
this range normally associated with the first half of the 14th century such as saltire-bracing and
dragon ties carried on being used in Steventon after going out of fashion elsewhere.14 Furthermore,
trusses 2 and 3 appear to have been open. But this structure is not a typical open hall: it does not
conform to the standard model of screens passage, hall and service rooms; the roof timbers are not
significantly smoke-blackened and when built it seems to have had an entrance doorway only at the
present position.
Other features of the carpentry also deserve mention. The third quarter of the 14th century is early for
a roof with principal rafter trusses and purlins, but this is a feature of timber-framing in the Vale.15 It
is possible that the carpenter here was unsure of the system and, being used to cruck-framing
techniques, wanted the additional stability of a square-set ridge. The diminished principals have been
noted elsewhere in Steventon, in one house as late as 1573, consistent with Currie’s dating of them to
the late 16th century,16 but a probable 15th century example has recently been noted in Abingdon.17
The examples here take the date back even further.
The other dated feature in this range was the long spine beam. At 1357 this is broadly consistent with
the through splayed and tabled scarf joint with face pegs (Trait de Jupiter – see Annex 2) which
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Adkin I/690 1943 sale catalogue
Rigold (1958) p.4-13
13
Currie (1992) p. 203
14
other dated examples include Forge Cottage, Dunsfold, Surrey (1254), Greens Farmhouse, Newdigate, Surrey (1309 –
VA36 p.78) and Henley-in-Arden Heritage Centre (1345 – VA 33 p.87)
15
Clark (2010)
16
Currie (1987) p.53
17
OBR.96 30 East St Helen Street, Abingdon
12
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Hewett dates from 1190 to the late 13th century,18 Again, Currie found examples in this area from the
early 14th century.19
The fact that the axial beam in which it sits is earlier than the 3-bay box frame itself raises the
possibility that the floor structure came from somewhere else and was inserted here at the same time
or later than the building.
The other arguments in favour of the possibility that it was built as a single large room open to the
roof are the ‘open’ nature of trusses 2 and 3, the crudity of the way the joists lie on the girding beams
at the west elevation and on the spine beam. Where the insertion into the east mid rail is visible, they
have diminished-haunch soffit tenons set into pockets cut out when the beam was in situ. This form
of joist joint has not been found earlier than 1430.20 The Trait de Jupiter joint is also at an awkward
position – it is very close to the end truss and would have needed a Samson-post for support.
Moreover, the windows to the upper floor visible on the west elevation are not pegged in to the frame
or braces, suggesting that they are later.
Against this are the arguments that the dates are sufficiently close for the floor to have been inserted
at the same time as the structure was built, that lodged floors are not uncommon and there are cases
where they have been shown to have been original features, 21 and that the mid-rails are some 6”
lower at the sides than that in the gable end. Chris Currie has also pointed out that inserting the joists
and laying a plate over them would compromise the integrity of the wattle-and-daub wall panels
above, but this is not conclusive. The height of the box frame also suggests that it was floored from
the start. The oddities of the joists can be explained by the probability that they were not intended to
be seen and so the different sizes are not relevant; those fitted with soffit tenons could well have been
later insertions, possibly at the point where there was previously a staircase.
As for the cruck range, the areas which cause the least difficulty are the raising of the front roof in
the early 19th century (the date suggested by the ‘Yorkshire’ or horizontal sliding sash window) to
allow for better light to the upper room. The insertion of the floor is probably contemporary with the
chimneystack inserted against the eastern cruck truss. The date for this might be late 16th century,
although the central tenons in the spine beam are archaic for this date. The oven is possibly an even
later addition.
More difficult is the relationship between the cruck bay and its link to the west range (G and H).
Both Currie and Rigold interpret the cruck range as a hall and the three bays to the west as a crosswing. Murray suggests that the awkward join between the cruck and west wing indicates a date
difference.22 On the balance of probabilities discussed above, the combination of dendro and C14
results suggest that the cruck range dates from 1350, that is, slightly earlier than the cross-wing. This
is supported by the architectural evidence.
The factors seem to be (a) that the east face of the box framed wing within the passage has no
weathering, (b) the rafters of the roof wing are visible and in situ; and (c) that the western cruck truss
was open and that windbraces rose from the cruck blades to the purlins in the linking section. One
explanation is that H is the fragment of a wider bay which was truncated when the crosswing was
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Hewett (1980) p.263
Currie (1972) p.178
20
at 26A East St Helen Street, Abingdon.
21
R Meeson, pers. comm.
22
Murray (1994) p.39
19

16

built. The odd position of the door to the wing must surely have been designed to be in this location,
allowing access to the wing only from the pre-existing cruck range.
Thus there seems to have been a cruck-framed hall house, built parallel to the Causeway in 1350 to
which in 1367 a three-bay wing was added, designed as an open structure with the entry passage in
the present location. Then, probably quite soon after, a floor, available from some other structure,
was inserted in the wing. The bay structure was abandoned in favour of two rooms at ground floor
level, with a carpentered doorframe between, and the spine beam was chamfered in those bays where
this was needed to indicate status differences. One or two windows were inserted to supply light for
the upper floor.
We now turn to the questions of function. The main problem is the cross-wing of this size and
presence, out of scale with the cruck hall. The more so as there is no evidence of heating (apart
perhaps for a smoke bay of 1519) before the 17th century stacks. Is it possible, therefore that this was
some form of public building between 1367 and 1519? It may for example, have been built as a
manorial court-house and converted to domestic use later when it became redundant.
The photographs of the house taken in 1958 (Figs. 34 and 35) show two of the doorways when the
building was occupied as three cottages. Presumably the third was directly to the wing at the rear.
Also noteworthy are the two small windows in the return where the passage and landing are today.
These are indicative of lighting for a staircase for access to the upper floor of the cruck range. The
other units were no doubt served by staircases in the position of those found today. The cruck range
was presumably one of the four room units in the 1943 sale – two of these would probably have been
the present ground floor hallway and the space above.

Figure 34 The crossing from Rigold (1958)

Figure 35 Cruck House (Rigold, 1958)

Conclusion
The innovative combination of tree-ring and Carbon-14 analysis has shown how a cruck house of
1350 was greatly enlarged some 15 years later, perhaps for some special purpose – though the
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documents do not go back as far as this. The later documentary history has been fully worked out by
Nat Alcock and Chris Currie for publication.23
Disclaimer
This report has been prepared by member(s) of the Oxfordshire Buildings Record, a voluntary
organisation whose objectives are to advance education and promote research on the buildings of
Oxfordshire. Whereas every effort has been made to ensure its accuracy, it is based only on evidence
which was visible at the time of the recording. The information and discussion contained in it is
intended as a contribution to research, and the OBR takes no responsibility for any other use to
which it may be put. Advice should always be sought from those professionally qualified to give it.

D R Clark FSA
21 Walton Street,
Oxford OX1 2HQ
secretary@obr.org.uk
Approved for OHC by: D Thynne
8 April 2011.
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Annex 1 S E Rigold's drawings of the Cruck House (1958)
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Annex 2 Scarf joints in 39 Causeway (reproduced by kind permission of the OAHS from
Currie (1972) p.180)

Key – a: face (upper) of purlin
b: edge (facing into the attic space)
c: soffit (underside) of purlin
No. 1 Through-splayed scarf
No. 2 Splayed and tabled (Trait de Jupiter)

Annex 3
North Bay joist survey
Western set
no. from N
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

width
3¾"
6"
3½"
6¾"
6"
6"
6"
3"

depth
4"
3¾"
4"
4"
3½"
3¼"
3¾"
4¼"

Eastern set
conversion
width
pitsawn; axed
5¾"
axed
6¼"
axed
6"
axed
6"
axed
6"
trestle sawn; axed
5¾"
trestle sawn; axed
5¾"
axed
6"

depth
3¼"
3"
3"
3¾"
3¾"
3¾"
3¾"
3¾"

conversion
trestle sawn; axed
axed
trestle sawn; axed
axed
axed
axed
axed
axed
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