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First, each member can make a personal statement, if desired. Then we can add anything we think is missing from the list of points made: either elaborate on a given point, or add to the list. There is no need to specify who exactly said what, but if it seems relevant and you want to add a name or perspective, that’s also okay. If you want to elaborate on a point, or add conflicting opinions that were discussed, do so right in the list. Don’t worry about perfect English; members should also feel free to correct each other’s English, rearrange list if needed, etc. 

When you finish, please send the document to the next member on the list above, with Susan in cc. 
Personal statements:
Susan: I enjoyed the prose and the relaxed pace of this book, but found the ending uneven and a bit muddled. I liked the insight into Appalachian life, though I have no idea how authentic it is, and I found the social issues—climate change as a societal issue that resonates differently at different class and income levels—were handled well. Unlike some earlier Kingsolver novels, I did not find it too heavy-handed with its message. 
Wilfried: I liked the novel for its steady flow, for the various characters described (incl. Dovey), for the dealing with the central social-scientific theme and mostly the prose. The slang and colloquial language was not only used in direct speech but also in describing the thoughts of people – sometimes difficult or impossible to understand for the foreign reader. Some parts and disputes seemed lengthy to me. 

The author provides a nice example how admiration and respect for a teacher by a young person (Del.) can trigger strong interest in a subject/field and may eventually influence/direct the choice of further education and profession by the young person. In addition, the author describes how the character with openness to new things and thoughts and also endowed with intelligence strongly develops (Del.) as a result of contact with science while the other character not having these properties (Cub) remains stuck in its simple and narrow-viewed perspective of things and life.

Carlos: it took me a while to start enjoying this novel, about 1/3 of the book. Up to this point, I had found the story quite boring and full of clichés, like a common made-for-TV drama. I found some of the characters a little bit unrealistic, maybe too likeable (especially the scientist and his wife), but I guess this is fiction after all. From that point on, I enjoyed the book, especially the discussion about the zoology of the Monarch butterflies. Overall, I found the science description accurate and the story entertaining, although I was disappointed with the ending.

Ina: As I have written before in an email, I only managed to read about 30 pages. And from those pages it wasn’t evident that I was about to read a scientific novel. Probably mostly due to the very colloquial language which I’m not accustomed to. Nevertheless, I liked the way Kingsolver’s picturesque description of Dellarobia and her surroundings. 
Dellarobia gave me the impression that she was desperate. She seemed torn between the life with her very good-hearted but also simple man on the one side and something else on the other side. She gave me the impression that she didn’t know what that something was, but that it was waiting for her. And I really liked this glimmer of hope in this otherwise rather frustrating situation.
Petra: I enjoyed reading this book, which was, I think, due to its easy flow. The story ripples along and slowly unfolds, and the prose is generally pleasant. However, after about 100 pages I still did not know what the book would be about and I started wondering whether actually anything would happen. It remained this way throughout the book, until the last 10 pages or so. The ending was very abrupt and unexpected, starting from the landslide. Dellarobia breaking up with her husband and going to college was also unexpected and, I found, unfair on Cub. The science was accurate and described in an interesting way, except at some points were I thought it to obvious that Dellarobia was tutored on the readers’ behalves.

I find this novel interesting on many layers. It describes actions of single individuals and their reasons for doing so, and manages to put these actions into perspective of more global events. This becomes especially clear when Bear decides to cut down the trees, endangering his son’s house, because he personally does not see another way for him.

Jürgen: I got fascinated by monarch butterflies many years ago when I watched a 3D IMAX movie on their annual travel from Canada to Mexico and back. So, I found it an interesting idea to write a novel on a climate-change-induced change in their winter gathering location. The story is more heavily inclined on social than on science aspects, though. Most of the characters and their social interaction are well developed. The conflict between environmental protection and the need (of poor people) to earn a living is a major factor in the background but, to my memory, not discussed explicitly. Over all I enjoyed reading the novel (easy to read and follow), but I found some of the descriptions lengthy in places. Like in many other science in fiction novels the difficulty of rounding the story up at the end became obvious again.
Discussion notes
· Wilfried told us about another (real) case of risks to monarch butterflies due to contamination of their food (milkweed), which came into the public eye. He refers to a Nature paper from 1999 (like: "Genetically modified plants kill monarch butterflies"). Unter Laborbedingungen wird experimentell untersucht, inwiefern toxische Pollen der Maispflanze auf die milkweeds übergehen, welche die Grundnahrung der Monarchschmetterlinge darstellen und durch den Verzehr deren Tod verursachen. In den Laboruntersuchungen wurden die Futterpflanzen in einer extrem hohen (unnatürlichen) Konzentration mit den toxischen Pollenblüten besiedelt, woraus eine hohe Sterbequote der Schmetterlinge resultierte - die jedoch in den Felduntersuchungen nicht nachgewiesen werden konnten. Somit liegt hier eine Verzerrung der Ergebnisse durch eine unnatürliche Modifikation der Versuchsanordnung vor (Variable Sterblichkeit der Schmetterlinge durch toxische Pflanzen). [sorry, had to do write this in German :)]

· To some of us it seemed unbelievable that there could be Americans like those in the novel who are not familiar with the Monarch Butterfly. The species is extremely present, also in media and public spheres. But others find this believable given the setting of the novel in an isolated, uneducated rural population in the East. They may have some idea of what a Monarch Butterfly looks like, but they wouldn’t necessarily know about with their complex life cycle--the long multi-generational migration, the overwintering in masses of cocoons hanging from the trees, etc. 

· Some people had trouble with the slang and colloquial language in the novel. 

· Some people thought the pacing was too slow, that the plot took too long to build up. 

· General discussion on the natural processes of species extinction and the evolution of new species as complementary processes.  Some members pointed out that these usually take millions of years rather than a few decades, but cases of rapid or apocalyptic extinction and evolution could be cited. 

· Scientists have a limited ability to “explain” facts and findings to the public: "The scientists say "maybe" or "maybe not". Based on a quote in FB, in which Dellarobia argues that scientists just measure and count, and don’t want to talk about the implications of their findings.  

· We discussed the character of the scientist, Ovid Byron. His incompetence in administrative work, such as managing his research funding rang true for the scientists in the group. 

· One person found the story of Dellarobia and her family read like a soap opera, a stereotype of American life

· Science is well integrated into the narrative and plot. Ovid’s explanation of the mix of butterfly populations is a good example of how this works. 

· We noticed a rather obvious misuse of scientific terms: the text refers to “carbon molecules” rather than carbon atoms or carbon as an element or carbon dioxide molecules. Barbara Kingsolver should have known better, given her extensive research for the book and background in biology.  

· Generelle Diskussion über die systemimmanente Abhängigkeit von Wissenschaftlern: Insofern man von Drittmittelförderung abhängig ist, wird man auch seine Forschungsbereiche und -ergebnisse verteidigen bzw. in Bereichen forschen, in denen Mittel aquirierbar sind (Existenz vs. Zurückweisung der Existenz des Klimawandels).

· Climate change was not really explained directly in the story, but rather illustrated through the story of the butterflies. This makes the issue more accessible to a broad public.

· The novel shows how science appears as an ineffective business to the non-scientist. To people who are used to doing things that result in an observable product or provide some direct financial return, it seems strange to work in a field in which the output and the rewards are so obscure. 
