








Conclusion

The discovery of this Morris has opened up new territory for exploration, (though
much more would need to be discovered before any firm theories could be advanced),
but the main question remains: Is this an isolated tradition, or is there still more to
be found? There are already straws in- the wind, which show the story is still only
half-told.

There is primarily the ‘Castlering’ footnote with its hint of two further dances,
though the possibility cannot be ruled out that the writer of the MS. may have made
a mistake. More interesting still is the Welsh Morris Dance, ‘Y Caseg Eira’*°collected
from Mrs. Thomas of Nantgarw. This dance, Lichfield in type, is made all the more
interesting when it is remembered that the potteries at Nantgarw were staffed largely
by Staffordshire workmen, who were regarded as outcasts by the indigenous Welsh.
Mrs. Thomas could not remember who performed the dance—Welsh or Staffordshire
men—but the pattern is very similar, and more may yet come from this quarter.

The arm movements, particularly in the handkerchief dances are less elaborated
than similar movements in Cotswold dances. On the other hand, the stick tapping
with partners is rather more complex, not so much in movement perhaps as in the
dancers working together. This is not the place to investigate origins, but it is an
interesting speculation to attempt to assess the relationship of the Lichfield tradition
with others. There is the hint of the Northwestern Morris in the processional Bower
dance—the leader with his whistle, the movement along the road, and the very simple
movements involved. There is also an Abram-like nature in the Swagger Round
movement, but again the dance is much simpler than its Northwestern cousin. To
the onlooker the Lichfield dances appear much wilder, much more elementary, and
possibly much older than anything yet known.

10 The notation of this dance, communicated to Mr. Alex Helm by Mrs. Lols Blake and reproduced
by her kind permission, is as follows:
Eight men (possibly including two supernumeraries, called A & B below on this assumption).
Formation: Column—changing to two rows of three.

6 5

4 3 6 4 5
2 1 2 31
A B A B

Column facing up, step on spot (swing change, with free leg out to side). Beat breasts.
Second formation, facing down, move down raising alternate arms while A & B appear to

push behind.
Turn, step on spot as before, beating breasts, while A & B move down between the others to

the back.
All advance, A & B pushing behind.
Step -on spot as before while A & B return to the top and Nos. 3 & 4 take places in original

column.
Circular Hey.
Column step on spot asin 1.

The whole may be repeated. Then lead off single file, waving.
This notation is at the moment only fragmentary, but similarities with the Lichfield Morris are
obvious.
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Alternatively, the unfamiliar sounding names of some of the dances—'Milley’s
Bequest’, ‘Sheriff’s Ride’ etc. suggest a later date for the naming. External evidence
concerning these names, already quoted, fixes the date before which the names could
not possibly apply, but it could not be argued that the names date from some specific
occurrence. For example, whilst “Milley’s Bequest’ could not be dated before 1504,
it need not necessarily date from then. *The Black Joker’—th¢ more familiar alterna-
tive of ‘The Barefooted Quaker’, ‘Shepherd’s Hey’, ‘Nuts in May’ suggest that
originally the names of the dances were those to which we have become accustomed,
and it is very doubtful whether the present names are those of the originals. Why they
should have been altered is far from clear, unless it be that certain dances became
associated with either specific dates or specific places, and the dancers remembered
them by their association.

It would also be interesting to discover if the hoisting of the third man in ‘Shepherd’s
‘Hey’ had replaced the hoisting of the Fool. Apart from ‘Nuts in May’, the instructions
are silent concerning additional characters, though it is apparent from other sources
that they were present. The ‘Shepherd’s Hey’ is quite unlike any other dance of the
same name, and it is possible that this was originally a solo jig in which the Fool and
Maid Marian joined, ultimately evolving a new form of the same dance. The dance
seems to be very old, probably the oldest of the tradition, a similar English hoisting
is only found at Eynsham (in ‘Brighton Camp’), but hoistings are associated with
Sword dances on the Continent.

Much, however, must remain speculation; but perhaps, when more work has been
done, and more enquiries made, the whole story will be fitted more neatly into place.
The main concern of this paper is to record the notation of the dances and to report
the circumstances in which the tradition was recovered; the rest must follow after.
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