
attack of the giant viruses   
Teacher Guide
overview
Scientists have discovered a giant 30 000 year old virus still alive under the permafrost. As the world warms, others will be uncovered. Could such an ancient virus wipe out the human race? In this activity, students learn how to interrogate sources to separate science fact from fiction.
LEARNING OBJECTIVES
In this lesson students will:
· Apply knowledge of microorganisms to check the facts in a newspaper report.
· Evaluate how trustworthy scientific reports are in the media.
Curriculum LINK
England National Curriculum KS3:
· Working Scientifically:  Interrogate media reports to evaluate how trustworthy they are
· Biology: Cells and organisation

GCSE Combined Science subject content:
· Working Scientifically:  Development of scientific thinking: evaluate associated personal, social, economic and environmental implications
· Biology: explain how communicable diseases (caused by viruses, bacteria, protists and fungi) are spread in animals and plants 
TEACHING MATERIALS
· The Presentation PowerPoint is the lesson backbone. The Student Sheets are separate, and are reusable or consumable and sharable as indicated. 
· ENGAGE materials are published by the ENGAGE project from the European Commission, as Open Educational Resources, and are published under the Creative Commons NoDerivatives, NonCommercial license. They can be freely used, but not re-published in any revised form.
· Visit the ENGAGE website www.engagingscience.eu for more science-in-the-news activities.







	STAGE/PURPOSE                     RUNNING NOTES

	Starter     
(5 min) Is the news story true? How could you find out?

	Display (3) to show an example of a real news story which seems unbelievable. Ask students to give their initial response to the first question (could this be true?). Then reveal the second question (how could you find out?) and ask them to discuss in pairs and feedback to the class. 

	Core task        
(15-20 min) Students read  a newspaper article and decide how concerned they are.
	The task is displayed (4).
Divide the class and give one half SS1 (a sensationalist version of the story) and the other half SS2 (a more factual version of the same story). Tell the students to work alone to read their newspaper story and complete the task. They should not talk to anyone whilst doing this in order to minimise them realising that they have different stories.
Give the students sticky notes (with students from each half having different colours if possible). Tell them to write their name on the notes and then stick it on the 'level of concern' scale (5). 

	Plenary  1      
(5 min) Why might you come to a different conclusion when reading different reports?
	Discuss as a class the differences in concern and reveal that each half of the class had a report on the same story but from different publications. Discuss the fact that depending on which article you read, you may come to different conclusions. Think about why this is the case and talk about why different media outlets report scientific news differently. It might be to appeal to their different audiences, to make the story more interesting so people buy their publications etc. 
To aid discussion, share with the class the sensationalist (Computer virus spreads to humans) and more factual report (First human 'infected with computer virus') of the headline from the starter.

	Extension 
(10-15 min) Students use a checklist to decide how trustworthy a report is.

	Introduce the task (6). 
Ask the students to work in pairs.
Either: give each pair one of the articles (SS1 or SS2) and the checklist. They work together to fill it in.
Or: give each pair both articles and two copies of the checklist. They can work together or alone.
As a class go through their opinions on the two articles and check they agree.

	Plenary  2
(5 min) Students discuss opinions on science reports in the media.
	Show some opinions (7). Ask the students to discuss these in pairs and use a show of hands to vote on whether they agree with each one. Ask a few students to explain the reasons behind their vote.
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