























a task that may be possible only for denizens of the elec-
tronic age and those accustomed to hypertext.

Media theory is a natural place to turn when consider-
ing how to read a work that demands to be read spatially or
nonlinearly. The technology that we use to convey and
~ store our communication Has an immense effect on societ-
ies and individuals, as Marshall McLuhan and Walter Ong
convincingly argue with respect to print, manuscript, and
oral cultures. Another vast technological shift began in the
twentieth century, and T. S. Eliot’s work displays his sensi-
tivity to those changes. Juan Sudrez documents Eliot’s mim-
icry of the technologies of radio and gramophone through-
out The Waste Land in “T. S. Eliot’s “The Waste Land,’ the
Gramophone, and the Modernist Discourse Network”
(2001). In addition, the auditory elements evident through-.
out Eliot’s ceuvre may well be an attempt to reclaim the
sensory qualities that poetry lost to newer technologies, as
Friedrich Kietler claims. ‘What is distinct about Four Quar-
tets is that Eliot relies not only on the sound, but also on
the structure of music; here we see a more complicated,
sophisticated, and subtle interaction with technological
changes.

Where media theory impinges on electronic technolo-
gies and nonlinearity, it seems natural to turn to other fields

that can give us a framework and vocabulary, specifically to

the burgeoning field of nonlinear physics. Included among
the other areas of nonlinear physics is the subfield of pat-
tern formation, and we can borrow mathematical ideas
about the growth of complicated patterns to understand
the patterns at work in Four Quartets, pacterns that are larger
and more complicated than may seem obvious, Many schol-
ars have noted the importance of pattern in Four Quartets,
and have traced out the many patterns at play here. What
seems most significant is that the poem itself enacts what it
describes: “the knowiccige imposes a pattern, and falsifies, /
For the pattern is new in every moment” (East Coker)
Each' of the quartets works as a series of five “move-
ments” (based upon musical structure); there are resonances
between the beginning and ending of each quartet, and the
- same sections of different quartets (for instance, the Tube
stations and railway in section three of Burnt Norton, Fast
Coker, and The Dry Salvages, or the metapoetics of the final
section of all four), but the poet is not afraid to bend, or

even break, this apparent pattern, At a much finer level of

detail, there are words and phrases that echo and resound
throughout the poem, like musical motifs which arise when
least expected, and these make up yet another part of the
complicated, multi-level pattern of Four Quartess that un-
folds as the poem itself does.

Alexandra Leader, Princeton University
“A Duet of Contrary Ends: T.S. Eliot’s Four Quzzrms and
Pablo Neruda’s Alturas de Macchu Picchy”
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The geographical distance separating Eliot and Neruda
during their sequential composition of Four Quartets and
Alturas de Macchu Picchu fails to diminish the poets’ lyrical
communion, consummated in a poetry borne of similar
b;ographlcal circumstances and founded upon shared ideas
in a unified form. Both poers, msplred by a personal pil-
grimage, compose symbolic narratives that trace the con-
ceptual search for a consciousness of timeless perception.
Four Quartets and Alturas de Macchu Picchu describe a pro-
found confrontation with history. Through the rhythms of
personal and collective memory — the former with respect
to T.S, Eliot’s poetry and the latter with respect to that of
Pablo Neruda — the poets pursue the transcendence of
temporal consciousness and are met with the gathering of
past and present in a timeless, eternally present moment.
Structurally, the journeys are narrated within analogous
poetic landscapes, revealing similar spatial orientation and
composed of repeated cycles of like imagery.

However, while Eliot and Neruda use a similar poetic
form and system of imagery to communicate the possibil-
ity of the transcendence of time and the process of move-
ment that constitutes each poet’s encounter with timeless-
ness, their ideal journeys through consciousness reflect pow-
erful distinctions.

In a purely conceprual sense, Nerud's desire to recover
the timeless passage that he recalls from an early memory
mirrors Eliot’s endeavor to return to the “first world” of his
consciousness. However, the nature of such a recovery for
each poet is contrary to that of the other. Neruda secks the
eternal current of man’s existence in order to escape and
overcome the personal isolation of uteer temporahty, while
ElioC’s attainment of an eternal present is contingent upon
strictly individual contemplation and memory, and, more
importantly, is based on the desertion of the “world of fancy”
in order to enter the “world of perpetual solitude.” Neruda’s
vision of timeless bliss is predicated on a recovery of a sense
of human community, while Eliot’s is formed by a view of
the timeless rapture of his permanent isolation from com-
munity. This descrepancy between the nature of the quests
undertaken by Eliot and Neruda, one more personally-ori-
ented than the other, is immediately made evident and
proves to become the pivotal grounding for the distmccly
different meanings of discovery understood by the poets in
the culmination of each work.

Ultimately, T.S. Eliot narrates an intensely personal
journey in Four Quartets. Eliof’s pilgrimage is one of con-

. templative spirituality, wholly non-sensual despite its sym-

bolic exploration of a physical place in tme. In a moment
of timeless consciousness, derived from the union of man
and divine light and reached through personal spirituality,

* Eliot illuminates his own place in a particular history, and
“hence his connection to other inward-looking individuals

of the past. Nerudd’s mission, however, is an active journey
of sensual discovery in the site of a collective pre-history.
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In a moment of transcendent consciousness, the union of
past and present is consummated through the poet -as
Neruda restores the muted speech of time past with his
own voice. Eliot’s is an intellectually spiritual quest, con-
cerned with the past and its consequence for his own present
moment, while Neruda’s journey is a sensual, secular expe-

rience, concerned with the movement of a unified past and
present into the future. '

The poems present similar methods of encountermg
timelessness, through kindred imagery. However, Eliot seeks
a meditative “stillness” in which to contempiate personal
experience and find his own place in time while Neruda
contemplates the experience of a Latin American people
and then actively strives to break the silence of its forgotten
collective history. Eliot, at most, speaks o the past, while
Neruda speaks for it. Neruda essentially composes a tex-
tual variation on the formal journey of Four Quartets, re-
placing Eliot’s acutely personal lyric with the intention of
an ardently collective pronunciation.

Kinereth Meyer, Bar-llan University, Ramar-Gan, Frael
“The Hermeneutical Task: Reading Eliot’s Post-Conver-
sion Poetry” :

* My point of departure in this paper is Hans-Georg
Gadamer’s conception of how “the hermeneutical task be-
comes of itself a questioning of things....” In calling for
the “hermeneutically trained consciousness” to be sensitive
to textual alterity, Gadamer rejects the possibility of either
“reutrality” or “the extinction of one’s own self.” The text
“can present frself in allits othemess,” argues Gadamer, only

when one foregrounds one’s own, position, when one re- -

mains “aware of one’s own bias.”

The aim of this paper is to examine the positive contri-
butions of alteritymhowcultural distance functions as a
generative impetus in interpretation, T.S. Eliot’s post-con-
version poetry provides my experimental field: I explore
what a rcadmg of this poetty can contribute to a Jewish
reader who resists, indeed rejects, its theological premises.
Conversely, and at the same time, I explore how traditional
Jewish modes of reading may contribute to-an understand-
ing of Christian religious poetry. According to Eliot, in

reading poetry thatis “other,” the reader pracrices a “systole

and diastole” of approach and withdrawal” or xdenmﬁca-
tion and distinction.”

“A Song for Simeon” (1928) was written shortly after
Eliot’s conversion. Usually placed within a clear referential
framework (the poet’s recént conversion, the New Testa-
ment source), the poem is read as a rather Stra;ghtforward
mimetic account. Read through the praxis of rabbinic
hermeneutics, however, one discovers that “A Song for
Simeon” gradually undermines its own referentiality; in-
stead of opening itself to recovery by the reader, the poem
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engages the reader in the act of interpretation, which itself
becomes a spiritual exercise. Beneath the incarnational aes-
thetics at work in Eliot’s post-conversion poetry (most strik-
ingly in “Ash Wednesday”), a still vibrant but what Juditch
Lupton calls a “radically repressed” hermeneutic can be dis-
cerned. Dialogical, polysemous, and interactive; this herme-
neutic denies a linguistics of adequation, insisting on the
open-endedness of all interpretation. Ina performative tex-
tual tradition of this kind, the function of interpretation is
not to force the text to yield its definitive meaning, but to
engage the reader’s attention to ultimate questions.

Finally; a reading of “A Song for Simeon” may also pro-
vide some understanding of the negative references to Jews
in Eliot’s poetry and prose, which, I argue, are integrally
connected to the anxiety he experiences (especially in the
post-conversion poetry) regardmg ‘the intolerable wrestle/
With words and meanings.’

Russell Elliott Muzphy, University afArkaﬁms at Little Rock
“Eliot in the Middle: Surviving Critical Theory”

If there has been a virtually cataclysmic shift in literary stud-
ies, it is a shift from treating a literature text as one that
speaks directly to'each of us about experiences and issues
thought of as common t our humanity, to treating any’
text, including the literature text, as one that speaks about
us in the abstracts of categorical rather than particular mo-
tivations and that speaks about itself not in the tradition-
ally direct way of authorial intention and generic conven-
tions but by the indirection of unconscious linguistic and
other cultural clues related to class, gender, economics, and
poimcs, all efements related to the maintenance and w1eid—
ing of power and hierarchy.

~ Some of the blame for this effort to codify literary stud-
ies into the terminological superstructure called critical
theory has to be laid on T.S. Eliot. In such a still remark-
able essay as “Tradition and the Individual Talent,” for
example, wherein virtually every other sentence summa--
rizes some critical touchstone that, at the very least, pro-
vokes one into thought if not necessarily agreement, the
elegance of the observations rests in their quality of a prag-
matic common sense that overturns accepted wisdom in a
pen stroke, His coinages—the objective correlative, the dis-
sociation of sensibilicy — gave 1mpetus as well to the idea
that even applied, practical criticism required more than
just a nod to the principles w1th Whlch our appizcations
were being made.

Ultimately, however, it is the kind of poetry which Eliot
wrote that allows us to see a virtually direct route from Eliot
to the present state of literary criticism, with its emphasis
upon matters external to both the text and to aesthetic ex-
perience. Beginning with Prufrock, Eliot virtually invented
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intertextuality, compelling subsequent generations of read-
ers and critics to account for what by now is obvious~
that the literary experience does not, because it cannot, ex-
ist in a cultural vacuum. It was, indeed, Elioc’s kind of po-
etry that made the text centrifugal, sending both the casual
and the professional reader off into the world of informa-
tion beyond the texr, and ultimately to the extraliterary
entirely, in the quest for meaning and coherence.

While there may be nothing new in arguing that the
Modernist text precipitated our current devotion to theory,
we must nevertheless recognize that Eliotalso has provided
us with the necessary tethers for keeping the beast of criti-
cism for criticism’s sake at bay. What is missing from much
of the critical landscape nowadays is its ability to describe,
let alone account for, the experience of poetry, of the poem
qua poetry.

Eliot is there to warn us that, unlike poetry, criticism is
not autotelic; that indeed its sole purpose is to serve, and
define, the cause of poetry, not to supplant it. That criti-
cism is both primarily and ultimately, for him, a means of
setting the record straight, whereas now we seem to be far
more interested in the record only. He would tell us thata
poem can communicate before it is understood; that the
best audience for poetry is one that can neither read nor
write; that this yen for discovering context and meaning in
poetry is rather like the bit of meat the burglar puts out for
the watchdog, distracting us so that the poem might then
be able to do its real work upon us.

Just what is this real work the poem might do, is the
question that should shape all criticism, yet that kind of a
critical apparatus is nowhere to be found amidst the pot-
pourri of approaches available to us now. It is however a,
view of criticism, and a criticism of criticism, toward which
T.S. Eliot provided guidance virtually his entire critical ca-
reer. The very careful balance between the vital past and the
living present, beeween the practice and the principle, be-
tween the cultural and the individual, between the whole
and the part, between common sense and wonder, all of
which he mainzained throughous; the proper balancing of
the personal taste with the judgments of tradition, of a
knowledge of conventions with an intuition made wholly
accessible to the genuinely novel, the respect, lastly, for
humane values, lasting values — these hallmarks of his criti-
cal technique should certainly be the foundaton of any
critical technique, whatever its aims or agenda.

Lee Oser, College of the Holy Cross
“Absurdity and Ethics in the Early Eliot”

The question I ask in the paper is this: what can Laforgue

and Schopenhauer tell us about Eliot’ s ethical formation as

poet?
Laforgue’s negative example, his plangent lack of what
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he wanted most, takes dramatic shape in his self-mocking
.clowns and marionettes. Laforgue was tubercular, so was
his wife, and the disease had claimed his mother when he
was very young. He follows Schopenhauer in secing the |
body as a pathetic mechanism, and his lack of a healthy
bociy correlates to the moral disorder and unabated suffer-
ing that he experiences.

Laforgue was a charming, sophisticated, erotic man,
yet for Eliot he lacked a philosophy to help direct the cur-
rent of his feeling along a humane and emotionally satisfy-
ing course. Eliot came to see Laforgue as failing to make
that culminating transition, from sexual love to spiritual |
love, that Dante makes in the thirtieth Canto of the
Purgatorio, when he sees Beatrice and says, Conosco i segni
dell antica framma.

Only to a certain point, then, does Eliot imitate
Laforgue by seeing the body as a joke. With the emergence
of the robust and muscular Sweeney, Eliot takes us in a
direction uncharted by Laforgue With the Sweeney po-
ems, “Whispers of Immortality,” and the thematic appear-
ance of Arnaut Daniel in Eliot’s work, we can sense the
resolve of a highly intellectual writer to make moral sense
of the primitivism that lives in our sexual nature. The times
were not propitious for such an attempt.

Jayme Stayer, Texas AcrM University-Commerce
“Eliot’s ‘A Dedication to My Wife’ and the Rhetomc of
Exclusion”

In this paper, I draw an analogy between Eliots rejection of

_ former intimates—such as Vivien Elio, Emlly Hale, Mary

Trevelyan, and John I"Iaywardwand his rejection of his
poetry audience in the two versions of his poem to Valerie:
“To My Wife,” (1959), revised and included in Collected
Poems (1963} as “A Dedication to My Wife.” Attemptinga
magnanimous love poem that mobilizes a rhetoric of inti-
macy addressed to his wife, Eliot ends up indulging a rheto-
ric of exclusion addressed to the audience. In what is ad-
mittedly a minor work, I show that the failures of the poem
are not merely technical or aesthetic in nature. The lack-
luster quality of the post-Quartets poetry—including “A
Dedication”—is often ascribed to various causes: Eliot’s
waning interest in the insular nature of poerry conflicted
with his increased attention to the public forum of drama;
his poetic resolution of spiritual turmoil made that genre
irrelevant to his artistic development; his happy second
marriage cut off the wellspring of anguish which fed much
of his great poetry, etc. But I argue something quite differ-
ent, namely, that the deficiencies of this poem reveal that
Eliot’s late, evolving relationship to his poetry audience
becomes one of rejection and even scorn.

The claim thiat Eliot was a snob to his readers has been
followed up in some detail by such sympathetic critics as
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Lyndall Gordon, who has argued that Eliot’s plays—with
the exceptmn of Murder in the Cathedral—betray conde-
scension towards the comprehensxowlevei and vaiues of its
audience. Likewise, less sympathetic critics such as Ken-
neth Asher have argued thar all of Eliot’s work, including

the poetry, reveals a lack of humanistic warmth for its audi-

ence. ] do not hold the extremes of this position, but | do
apply it as a hypothesis to this particular poem. My claim
is that Eliot is not merely unintentionally alienating his
audience, but making the irrevocable gesture to former in-
timates (his poetry readers) that they are not wanted inside
the rose garden where the poet and wife are quite content
by themselves; a rose garden that is, according to a smug
and unromantic narrator, “ours and ours only.” |

I have three subsidiary arguments, each one devoted to
a close rhetorical analysis of 1) how the poem fails at evok-
ing intimacy by foolishly trying to polemically assert it; 2)
how the poem fails to evoke a poetically convincing por-
trait of happiness; and 3) how the poem fails—embarrass-
ingly so——at the task of evoking post-coital bliss: with a
line so disastrously bad (“Of lovers whose bodies smell of
each other”) that Eliot suppressed it through ellipses in the
1959 version. My main argument that the poem is ad-
dressed less ro the “wife” than to the reader—in order to
~ dismiss him/her as unnecessary—is then buttressed with
evidence from the flatly propositional endings of both ver-
sions.

Ultimately, it is a sad poem for its readers. Wc are the
ones who, along with Eliot, have followed his trail of flow-
ers: the solipsistic madness of the shaken geranium, the
desolation of the hyacinth garden, the abdication of op-
portunity in Burnt Norton’s rose garden, and the vision of
the rose’s promise in Little Gidding. Like Vivienne, Hale,
Trevelyan, and Hayward, now we know what it’s like to be
told we have no business in the rose garden of Eliot’s hap-
piness. :

For all matters regarding the content of the T.S.
Eliot Society Newsletter, please contact the Vice-
President and editor of the Newsletcer;

Benjamin Lockerd
Department of English
Grarid Valley State University
Allendale, MI 49401
PH. (616) 331-3575
E-mail: lockerdb@gvsu.edu
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T.S. ELIOT SOCIETY October 2002
' Chris Buttram -

SECOND PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL FOR SOCIETY’S TRIP TO ENGLAND
REVISED SLIGHTLY AFTER ANNUAL MEETING (SEE ATTACHED QUESTIONNAIRE)

The main purpose of this trip would be to visit three of the four sites related to Four Quartets, though the plan, in its
tentative form, would aliow also for other TSE activities.

When?
Eardy or mid-June, 2004.
Rationale:

The trip could not occur during the academic year, and it should not coincide with the height of the tourist
season. In late May, some Society members may still have academic obligations; besides, there is a bank holiday on
the last Monday in May. :

Next June would be too soon, I think, so the following June would be more feasible.

Note: The International James Joyce Symposium will convene in Dublin, 12-19 June 2004. Any conflicts?

For how long?

3 days, excluding travel time to and from England.
Rationale:

Each of the three Four Quartets excursions will take one day. One day in London might be spent visiting
varions TSE sites, while another, less structured day in London might offer several optional TSE activities or a free
day to do one’s own thing. These five days would also accommodate a few conference sessions, a guest speaker,
and a group dinner.

Of course, some members may want 1o extend their trips.

Note: Quite a few members have expressed interest in adding two days for those interested in further TSE activities,

Basic plan/ 1 week:
1. Travel day to England

2. Settle in London. TSE sites in London. Afternoon session. Evemng meenng of Soc1ety
3. Burnt Narton / Afternoon session in Chipping Campden.
4, Little Gidding / Afternoon session at Little Gidding.
5. East Coker / Afternoon session either at East Coker or in Yeovil
6. Free day in London. TSE activities, trips suggested. Afternoon session.
Evening meeting of Society. Guest speaker.
7. Return travel day for those who are not staying abroad.
{For interested members, two more days may be added. Further sessions or session-like activities may be scheduled
s that as many members as possible may receive financial support from their institutions.}

London as our bage:

The least chaotic, least restrictive approach to the trip would be, I think, to base ourselves in London: the
three Four Quartets trips would each be a day-trip from London. Moreover, in London are some fine opportunities
for further TSE adventures.” Moreover still, being based in London will offer convenience as we hold Society
sessions and as we enjoy London in smaller groups. '

Another consideration is that our guest speaker may find it relatively easy to get to London,



>

Question: Should we reserve a block of rooms at a hotel, or should we each find our own accommodations?

The latter would give more flexibility and freedom; the former would give more structure and convenience.
The latter may prove less expensive; the former may provide us readily with a conference room and dining

Day-trips to Four Quarlets sites:

Unfortunately, no train will take us directly to any of these three sites. Although the train lines from
London could take us to towns that lie quite close 1o the sites, the logistics of train travel to our destinations would
present some problems. Renting vans to be driven by members would also prove rather troublesome. Therefore, the
most feasible plan would be to charter a coach for each of the three traveling days. Does anyone know of a reliable
company operating out of London, offering nice coaches, and charging reasonable prices?

The sequence of the day-trips: Tentative
I propose we start with Burnt Norton, then goto Little Gidding, and end with East Coker. However, some

flexibility would be nice, for if we want to picnic on the grounds of Burnt Norton, then we want to make sure that
we go there on a nice day. The coach company may very well be able to work with this flexibility of schedule.

More details on the Four Quartels sites:

1. Burnt Norton: As many of you know, access to Burnt Norton is limited.

Query: Are there members who know someone or something that could get us in? Some members
at the annual meeting have provided some promising information in this regard, but any other members
who may have connections or tips are encouraged to note such on the questionnaire,

1t was from Chipping Campden that Eliot himself went to Burnt Norton, which is a couple miles
outside of town. If we can get into Burnt Norton, wonderful (maybe we can picnic there), but if we cannot,
we may want to get as close as we can, look around a bit, read the poem aloud, and then perhaps go to

nearby Hidcote manor and gardens, which may give us some idea of how Burnt Norton looks, or once
looked. Back in Chipping Campden, we would have an afternoon spack and hold a short session. Chipping
Campden has places where we might do such things.

2. Little Gidding: Little Gidding is out of the way, but well worth the trouble.

At Little Gidding there is currently a working farm, a visitors’ center, and the old church. After
exploring the area and reading the poem in the church, we would have a light meal in the visitors’ center,
which—depending on our numbers— would be roomy enough to accommodate a session.

3. East Coker:
in East Coker we would of course visit the parish church were Eliot’s ashes are interred. After

reading the poem and paying our respects, we would hold a session either at East Coker or in Yeovil, where
we might eat lunch.




Two days in London: frame of the three day-trips:

One day, the day before our Four Quartets trips, might entail a walking/Tube tour of TSE sites in London.
For example, we would visit locations related to Eliot’s life and places pertinent to The Waste Land. In the early
evening, we would convene as a Saciety, welcome one another to London, and hold a session. Afterwards, members
would make their own dinner arrangements.

The other London day, the day after our Four Quartets trips, would be a free day; besides an afternoon
session, the only TSE activities planned before dinner would be merely suggested, supplemental things to do. For
instance, some members might want to train over to Oxford, visit Merton College, and then look in on Garsington
Manor. Others might want to travel south, to Rodmell, where TSE used to visit the Woolfs. Others still might want
to take a Thames cruise. Activities such as these would be organized and offered, but some members may prefer
simply to do their own things. '

On our final evening together, we would convene for a dinner and a guest speaker. We would invite Mrs.
Vaterie Eliot to join us for dinner, but given her busy schedule, she may desire simply to join us for cocktails before
dinner. : o

1t makes sense that our guest speaker be someone from England, does it not? Any suggestions? (I myself
was thinking that this would be a nice opportunity for meeting Craig Raine.)

if we are staying in one hotel together, this dinner and presentation may occur there. If, however, we are
dispersed across London, we will need to decide where to hold this event, as well as the initial session during our
first evening in London. Any ideas?

Some possible subjects for paper sessions:

Four Quartets, especially in relation to the places we will visit,
Eliot in England; Eliot and Englishness; Eliot’s London.

Suggestions?



QUESTIONNAIRE (SLIGHTLY REVISED) _
T.8. ELIOT SOCIETY: PLANNING THE TRIP TO ENGLAND

If you were not at the meeting, or if you were at the meeting and have not yet submitted this, please respond
to the questions below after you have read the preliminary proposal. Then, if you would please, send the
completed form by the end of 2002 to Chris Buttram, Department of English, Winona State University,
Winona, MIN 55987.

1. Are you interested in going on this trip?

NO YES, BUT ONLY VAGUELY YES, DEFINITELY
If you circled “no” above, there is no need for you to continue the questionnaire, but please still submit it. Thanks!

2. What would be the best ime for you?

EARLY JUNE MID-JUNE OTHER (explain)

3. Should we get a block of rooms in one hotel in London, or should everyone get his or her own lodgings?
ONE HOTEL INDIVIDUALLY ARRANGED ACCOMMODATIONS

4. If we do stay in the same hotel, would you like to share your room with another member?
NO YES

5. Do you know of a good chartered-coach company operating out of London?

6. Would you like to spend two extra days with some members of the society who want to take additional
excursions? :

NO _ YES
7. Can you get us into Burnt Norton?
NO YES PERHAPS
8. During our TSE London day, what sorts of sites would you like the Society to visit? Circle all that apply.

BIOGRAPHICAL SITES WASTE LAND SITES OTHER (elaborate)

9. During our free day in London, what TSE activities would you like to have organized and offered?



10. If we do not find ourselves in one hotel, where might we have our two evening events in London?

11. To enhance funding opportunities for members, what session-like activities might we hold in addition to the
formal sessions?

-12. Whe should be our guest speaker?
13. Would you like to participate in any of the readings of Four Quartets’?

NO YES PERMAPS

14. What would be some apt subjects for our sessions?

15. Would you be willing to help plan the mp as it takes more specific form?
NO YES

16. Would you be bringing friends or family who would want to participate in the TSE events?
NO YES PERHAPS

17. Do you have a disability or special need of which the planners of the trip should be aware?

18. As for food, (circle any that are applicable)

PLL EAT JUST ABOUT ANY FOOD, ASLONG ASIT'S UNTAINTED AND FAIRLY TASTY
I'M A VEGETARIAN

I'M A VEGAN

I HAVE FOOD ALLERGIES:

OTHER (e.g., religious regime):

PLEASE USE THE SPACE BELOW, IF YOU SO DESIRE, TO ADDRESS ANY MATTERS NOT COVERED
IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE: '



