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Lesson plan

Class:

8F

Date:

02/03/17

In class support (including who for):

No of
Students:

31

No of
MAT

7

No of
SEN

5

No of PP

7

-

Previous Lesson: Intro to Philosophy
Lesson Content: Did God create the world?
Homework: Key Words: myth, creation, theist, literal, metaphorical
Learning Objectives:
To consider different interpretations of the Genesis creation story
Time

Structure

Lesson Activity

SEN/EAL/MAT

11.10

Starter

Recap on different worldviews from previous lesson –
students to identify which worldview(s) relate to which
statement.

Targeted questioning

Students to write down title and date and write their answer
to the question ‘how did we get here?’ on a post-it note and
stick in their books.
11.20

Main

Introduce the idea of myth – ask students to write down
keyword and to come up with examples of myths that they
can think of. Compare with parable.

Students to read through Genesis 1 in pairs and underline any
words they don’t understand. Discuss/explain these words as
a class.

12.30

Students to underline any parts where it show how the
Genesis says the world was created. Model spider diagram on
the board or students to write in their books. Feedback from
any students who spotted problems with Genesis. Introduce
the idea that some Christians don’t see it as a scientific
textbook and think we need to interpret it for today.

Targeted questioning

Peer support/Teacher to check
understanding

Teacher modelling

Targeted questioning MAT

3
students
Students to read through sheet with different interpretations
of Genesis and to assess which views they agree with
most/least and explain in their books.
12.45

Peer support
Feedback as a class, discuss the best way to interpret Genesis.

12.50

13.00

Plenary

Students answer question from the board in their books.

Resources: powerpoint, worksheets – Genesis 1,
Christian views on Genesis, post-it notes

Risk Assessment: -

Differentiated questions
N/A

Assessment opportunities: Opportunities for peer assessment through discussion

Spiritual, moral, social and cultural opportunities, ECM:
An environment of discussion and challenge through group work and consideration of different viewpoints and beliefs.

SEN: Special Educational Needs
EAL: English as an Additional Language
Mat: Materials
PP: Power Point Slides
ECM: Every Child Matters
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Genesis 1,1 – 2,4a

1 In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth
2

was formless and empty, darkness was over the surface of the
deep, and the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters.
3

And God said, “Let there be light,” and there was light.4 God saw that the
light was good, and he separated the light from the darkness. 5 God
called the light “day,” and the darkness he called “night.” And there
was evening, and there was morning—the first day.

6

And God said, “Let there be a vault between the waters to separate water
from water.” 7 So God made the vault and separated the water under
the vault from the water above it. And it was so. 8 God called the vault
“sky.” And there was evening, and there was morning—the second
day.

9

And God said, “Let the water under the sky be gathered to one place, and
let dry ground appear.” And it was so.10 God called the dry ground
“land,” and the gathered waters he called “seas.” And God saw that it
was good.
11

Then God said, “Let the land produce vegetation: seed-bearing

plants and trees on the land that bear fruit with seed in it, according
to their various kinds.” And it was so.

12

The land produced vegetation:

plants bearing seed according to their kinds and trees bearing fruit
with seed in it according to their kinds. And God saw that it was
good.
14

13

And there was evening, and there was morning—the third day.

And God said, “Let there be lights in the vault of the sky to separate the
day from the night, and let them serve as signs to mark sacred
times, and days and years,15 and let them be lights in the vault of the
sky to give light on the earth.” And it was so.

16

God made two great

lights—the greater light to govern the day and the lesser light to

9

govern the night. He also made the stars.17 God set them in the vault
of the sky to give light on the earth,

18

to govern the day and the

night, and to separate light from darkness. And God saw that it was
good.

19

And there was evening, and there was morning—the fourth

day.
20

And God said, “Let the water teem with living creatures, and let birds fly
above the earth across the vault of the sky.”

21

So God created the

great creatures of the seaand every living thing with which the water
teems and that moves about in it, according to their kinds, and every
winged bird according to its kind. And God saw that it was good.

22

God

blessed them and said, “Be fruitful and increase in number and fill the
water in the seas, and let the birds increase on the earth.”

23

And there

was evening, and there was morning—the fifth day.
24

And God said, “Let the land produce living creatures according to their
kinds: the livestock, the creatures that move along the ground, and
the wild animals, each according to its kind.” And it was so.

25

God

made the wild animals according to their kinds, the livestock according
to their kinds, and all the creatures that move along the ground
according to their kinds. And God saw that it was good.
26

Then God said, “Let us make mankind in our image, in our

likeness, so that they may rule over the fish in the sea and the birds
in the sky, over the livestock and all the wild animals,[a] and over all
the creatures that move along the ground.”
27

So God created mankind in his own image,
in the image of God he created them;
male and female he created them.
28

God blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful and increase in

number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish in the sea and
the birds in the sky and over every living creature that moves on the
ground.”
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Then God said, “I give you every seed-bearing plant on the face of

the whole earth and every tree that has fruit with seed in it. They will
be yours for food.

30

And to all the beasts of the earth and all the birds

in the sky and all the creatures that move along the ground—
everything that has the breath of life in it—I give every green plant for
food.” And it was so.
31

God saw all that he had made, and it was very good. And there was

evening, and there was morning—the sixth day.

2 Thus the heavens and the earth were completed in all their vast array.
2

By the seventh day God had finished the work he had been doing; so on
the seventh day he rested from all his work. 3 Then God blessed the
seventh day and made it holy, because on it he rested from all the
work of creating that he had done.

11

12

13

14

Kristian Niemi, teacher educator for Religious Education at Karlstad University / Sweden

(10:50) We arrive at the Charter School1. We stop for a moment at the entrance, to get our visitor’s
passes. Pupils tap in and out using a card.
“World Book Day”2 is celebrated at the school. Teachers are dressed as characters from books.
(11:00) Seated in the lobby. Pupils are sitting in groups, chatting. It’s a bit noisy, with much of the
materials in the lobby being glass and stone. But it’s a happy, cheerful, good spirited kind of noise.
Elaine comes and greets us. We follow her to the classroom, at the same time as all of the students
are on the move to their respective classrooms. Quite crowded.
In some schools, in other countries, where I’ve visited, it wouldn’t necessarily by OK for students to
get this close to teachers (or other adults in school). I think the fact that it is permissible her says
something about the distance upheld between pupils and teachers. Although the teacher would
naturally be an authority here, too, I imagine it would be quite easy to talk informally with teachers
here.
(11:45) Seated at the back of the classroom. Class 8. “Did God create the world” is shown at the
screen. The subject is philosophy, and different worldviews.
New slide, with statements such as “God does not exist”, “The Qur’an holds great truths about the
world”, and “It’s impossible to know for sure if God exists or not”.
“Who would agree with these sentences,” Elaine asks. “’Did God create the world’, who would agree
or not? […] Theists would agree. Humanists, secularists would not.”
“Can you give reasons for why you think that as well?” “Keyword is myth.” (Slide 3 is shown; “What is
a myth? A myth is a story which is not factually true but contains truth that is significant for different
communities.”
Student suggests the story of the minotaur as a myth. Elaine: “Are there any truths, lessons to learn?
No? Then [it is] not a myth. We think of myth as something more realistic.”

1
2

The Charter School http://www.charter.southwark.sch.uk/
World Book Day http://www.worldbookday.com/
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Another student suggests the story of ‘Mary cries wolf’. Elaine: “Lesson?” Student: “Tell the truth.”
Elaine: “Right.”
The conclusion seems to be that the Greek myth of the Minotaur is not a myth, but that the fable of
Mary crying wolf is a myth. Because one is realistic; the other is not. The one does not seem to ‘teach
a lesson’ whereas the other does not. I would suggest that the story of the Minotaur also says
something about the world; that something could be learned from that as well.
(11:30) The pupils are to work on a task: read through the story of Creation and make a brief analysis,
following instructions from Elaine. They read the story from a paper Elaine provides them.
Pupils start talking; mostly about the assignment, it seems. (A): “I don’t believe it.” (B): “I do.” […] (B):
“If he’s the first person, how does he know so many words?” (A): “I believe we’re descended from
monkey, and that’s it.”
(11:35) Many are working. Some aren’t doing the task, but do seem to be discussing the topic.
Elaine opens the floor for open discussion. They start talking about the difference between humans
and animals. Pupil: “Humans have a soul.” Elaine: “Good.” Difference from animals. Pupil: “But
animals have feelings.” Elaine: “Not the same as soul. Animals don’t have an eternal soul. Can’t
choose between right and wrong and that sort of thing. You might disagree; that’s OK.”
Pupil (B): “Why didn’t he make robots? Instead of humans who disagree and hate him?”
Pupil: “How did he have a language?”
Elaine, regarding the text of Genesis, “Probably Moses wrote it.”
Student, regarding the narrative in general: “It does not seem possible.”
(11:45) Elaine: Christians have had different views on how to read it. See keywords on the sheet
(which had been handed out to them). A literal or a metaphorical understanding is explained in the
paper.
(11:50) The pupils are to work on the next task; discussing a different set of statements around the
theme on how scripture might be interpreted. Elaine invites the pupils to first understand and
identify positions, expressed through the statements, and then to evaluate them according to their
own, personal stance. If they agree / disagree with any, and to which degree, and why.
I note, from a nearby sitting pupil’s notebook, that during the previous lesson they had worked with
syllogisms; argumentation and logic. Seems to be a good setup, to introduce ways of giving
arguments first, and then using it in this manner.
Lesson ends. We wait in a nearby room for Elaine to finish.
I wonder what kind of room this is? The bulletin board seems to be filled with quite a few religious
messages (see figure 1). Is it a room with a particular Religious studies -focus, or would any bulletin
board have Christian quotes?
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Figur 1: Bulletin board at the Charter School (170302)

(12:25) Discussion with Elaine. David asks if Elaine would say she would have failed, as a teacher, if a
pupil would, after the end of RS, end up with a literal understanding of scripture. Elaine would not. “I
would see myself to have failed if I wouldn’t have presented all different views and challenged the
pupils.”
Elaine: Buddhism. We did some meditation. Can you find truth? They thought ‘no’ because you only
go into yourself. Meditation is not incompatible with prayer. Meditation is emptying your mind.
Prayer is filling it with God.
At another school, pupils criticized Elaine for “trying to make us atheist.” Elaine replied “no, I’m just
trying to make you think.”
Elaine has not used [the RE syllabus from the local] SACRE. There were some lessons in place at the
school. Made by the previous subject leader. She changed many of them.
Elaine describes how she worked, at her previous school, with the topic of homosexuality. Used
Rawl’s veil of Ignorance as a tool. The pupils physically put on a veil, to make it more concrete, and
discussed what rules society ought to have. Interviews and questionnaires afterwards. She wasn’t
trying to change their minds, but to challenge them.
At this school, saying ‘something is gay’ is gross misconduct and leads to one day of detention.
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During class, she gave “first warning” to a pupil,
who wasn’t sitting straight in his chair, but
sideways (chatting with both the pupil next to him,
and the two behind him). In our “waiting room”
there was a sign with “The Warning System” (see
figure 2).

Reflection
It seems like a school that inculcates ambition in
the students. It is clear Elaine herself is ambitious
as a teacher. She has created an open atmosphere,
where the pupils feel safe, and free, to, more or
less, express their beliefs. Though it does seem
that some views are if not more acceptable, at
least more common than others?
I’m curious if she would have had more time to
reflect and plan, if she’d use the Greek myth of
Minotaur differently. Surely that could be used in
the context as well? But perhaps this could also be seen as saying something about what is not
included in RS – at least at the Charter school. Wonder about the status of Celtic mythology, and
other, older, indigenous beliefs?
As an outsider, on the face of it, it seems the content of RE is decided rather arbitrarily. There’s no
national guidelines (or no strict / binding national guidelines at any rate), and one can opt out of the
local SACRE syllabus and opt in to any other – or none. It is up to the “subject leader”.
The coupling of studies in RE and philosophy is interesting. Reminiscent of the Swedish model,
although (sadly) logic wouldn’t be a natural part of the philosophical parts of Swedish RE; that would
be confined to the (Swedish, non-compulsory) subject of Philosophy.
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Dr Christof Schilling, teacher educator for Ethics / Philosophy at the Staatliche Seminar
für Didaktik und Lehrerbildung (Gymnasien) in Tübingen / Germany

The school is a new building with a large, inviting foyer full of light welcoming the visitor. The
hallways and staircases, in contrast, are relatively narrow, and during the breaks the pupils have to
squeeze on their ways from one classroom to the other.
The eighth grade classroom we are visiting is well filled with 31 pupils. At the beginning of the lesson,
the young female teacher manages to get the pupils quiet very quickly and without any excitement.
She counts down from 5. Those who aren’t quiet by then obviously have to face sanctions in this
school. But our teacher is not dogmatic about this and remains calm, if the pupils’ who feel the need
to express themselves can’t be stopped by counting. Altogether we observe interactions which are
very clearly structured, but are also characterised by authentic friendliness and interest towards the
pupils.
The lesson plan and the organization of the teaching and learning process reflect the same clarity and
transparence.
Questions came up to me reflecting on the content and the consistency of the arguments:
As to how far the construction of connections between the various steps in the content of the class
can be expected of the student remains nebulous to the observer.
After the recapitulation of different world views the pupils were supposed to write down answers to
the question “How did we get here?” These answers were not discussed and the teacher introduces
a definition of “myth”. The pupils name examples of myths and the teacher highlights that myths
contain a certain truth or message.
Following this the class quietly reads a copy of Genesis 1,1 – 2,2a. After this the pupils can ask
questions about the text (see slide “task”). The pupil's questions were very interesting to me (e.g.
“How did God get the language?”), but they were not recorded or discussed. Instead, aspects of the
text were summed up and written on the board in a “spider diagram”, without references to verses
or lines. Content of the text, interpretations (e.g. omnipotence of God) and external aspects (e.g.
soul) were valued equally without clear distinction.
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A text analysis follows on a worksheet which offers different interpretations of Genesis 1. The pupils
wrote down which interpretation they agreed with and why. Since there was no detailed analysis of
the bible text, it seems unclear where the pupils could take their arguments from. The statements
were not really related to the bible text.
The lesson ended with the question whether Genesis 1 should be understood as fact, myth or fiction.
After a few arguments the pupils showed their personal vote by raising a hand.
Regarding the lesson under the aspect of “diversity” one has to say that the variety of world views
was predetermined (fact, myth or fiction) and the pupils voted for one of the three options led by
their preset opinions and experiences without working on possible alternatives and arguments.
One can also consider the way of offering three different world views as a kind of “neutrality”. Does
neutrality, however, allow to be dealt in an arbitrary way? A close and historically informed reading
of Genesis 1 could show that the categories “fact” and “fiction” don’t align with the genre of the text.
What also could be debated is whether the text is a “myth” since it is rationalizing mythical thinking,
e.g. by calling the stars which were in ancient times seen as divine objects or beings as purely
functional “lamps”.
In Germany Genesis 1 could be a topic for a lesson or a sequence of lessons as well in Religious
Education as in Ethics. The approach to the text would differ in two respects:
- by a more detailed look at the text, also considering the historic context
- more intensive work with the questions and pupil's ideas; one would try to get them discuss the
issue among themselves, the teacher would have moderating and structuring role.
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Janika Olschewski, Educational Researcher at the Comenius Institut, Münster / Germany

Visiting the Charter School, East Dulwich: The following day was a complete contrast to Westminster Abbey. We
went to a suburb of London visiting a state school with a good reputation. Families well off as well as low income
families lived in the surroundings of the school. Accordingly was the body of pupils. The school itself was a plain
functional building, tidy and bright. In the courtyard was almost no nature, but for example artificial turf. There
were many signs that displayed the ambition of the school to reach good education without having a lot of
money like a private school.
To get into the building you had to pass an electronic barrier right next to the reception desk. You
then entered the entrance hall, which displayed information regarding the school, a stand about the
World Book Day (which was that day) as well as banners with the school motto: “Excellence for All”.
It seemed the school was quite keen to further competition. When we were guided to class, we had
to walk to a different building and suddenly found ourselves in a small corridor with a flood of pupils.
We let most of them pass before we went to the first floor to the classroom, too.
The classroom displayed functionality as well. Even though it was a specific room for Religious
Studies, no religious symbols could be found anywhere. Only some quotes on the wall made the
purpose of the room clear. The class consisted of 31 pupils (15 girls and 16 boys) and it was
surprisingly civilized despite not having a lot of space. The teacher accomplished this by making the
rules clear, occasionally asking everybody to be silent (3…2…1…silence), but also giving the pupils
from time to time space to talk to one another.
Contentwise she started off with the question: “Did God create the world?”, together with repeating
content of the previous lesson. The pupils had to link certain phrases to different worldviews (e.g.
theist, humanist, atheist). Then she went on to focus more on the story of Genesis and every pupil
had to write on a note their personal answer to the question “How did we get here?”. Following she
introduced the concept of myth to explain that it is possible to understand Genesis 1 neither literally
nor see it as a fairy tale. After the pupils read the text they were asked the question: “Did you see
problems with Genesis?”. Many pupils now asked critical questions and in some instances made clear
that they thought, the text was ridiculous. This comments and questions were not picked up. Only
sometimes the teacher said that it will be discussed in an upcoming lesson.
Especially with this form of exchange it seemed to me that a lot stayed unclear. Because the pupils
did not get any answers to their questions, I thought that they were just affirmed in their opinion. To
me an exchange of different viewpoints was missing here and the atheist or at least agnostic
viewpoint seemed to have a monopoly in this classroom. However, in the discussion with the teacher
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after class it became clear how reflected she was with her own, but also the viewpoints of her pupils.
For her it is important that all pupils have the freedom to form an opinion, even when they are
different from her own. But also problems with handling fundamentalist viewpoints of pupils as well
as the little time she has for the lessons (and therefore for discussions with the pupils) became
apparent. So for me the discussion underlined how challenging it is for a teacher to be completely
neutral, when teaching about different worldviews.
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Mag. Heinz Ivkovits, teacher educator for Catholic RE
at the Kirchliche Pädagogische Hochschule (KPH) Vienna
Some remarks about our school visit in the Charter School, North Dulwich
First impression: Outskirts of London, quiet area, modern building. Inside: Bright rooms, buzzling life,
many activities offered. Then the RE lesson. Content: Did God create the world? In the end, of
course, no answer, but a discussion of a version of the story of creation from the Book of Genesis in
the Old Testament, which is a central text of the Christian faith.
Two insights after the lesson:
1. To understand access and preparation of a subject within a certain concept of RE properly, it is not
enough to observe a single lesson. One would have to see the entire unit on the subject to be able to
classify everything better. Otherwise, there are just comments on individual methodological steps
during the lesson, or even on individual words that the teacher used - as it was done by some fellow
observers.
2. Lesson objective: "To consider different interpretations of the Genesis creation story". So far so
good. But then I notice an activity at the very end of the lesson plan: "Discuss the best way to
interpret Genesis".
This leads me to one of the fundamental questions about an RE for all, which is taught by a single
teacher who, under certain circumstances, can be completely disbelieving, neutral or even atheistic:
Can the interpretation of a religious text be done by others in the sense of deciding whether it should
be taken literally or symbolic or rather as a nice story but nothing more? Does this constitute an
unauthorized intervention in the self-understanding of a religion?
Conclusion for me: Interreligious RE should be understood as a dialogical process: Do not teach about
others (or even decide on the meaning of their texts as being asked for in this context), but only
together with the others. How do you understand your text? Since there may be different
approaches and interpretations within a religion (intra-heterogeneity), the task of the respective
dialogue partner is to recognize and understand but not to evaluate the other. Dialogue is successful
when one dialogue partner can say: Now you have understood me.
Sure, there is no dialogue intended in this concept of RE. Insight for me: An RE for all - only if
conceived (in whatever form) dialogically. The partners should be present at least during certain
phases.
But that takes us right to the heart of READY!
Seen in this way: Another inspiring lesson for the observer!
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Dr Graeme Nixon, teacher educator at Aberdeen University / Scotland
2nd March 2017 The Charter School, London
This was a visit to school in south London. This was a mixed sex, state comprehensive school within a
mixed catchment area. The school was a modern and in the welcoming atrium we could discern the
three school values of Family, Responsibility and Perseverance. There was much going on with
teachers and pupils engaged in fundraising and charitable activities. There were many indicators and
prompts for positive ethos around the walls such as celebrations of current and former pupils,
theatrical events, book exchanges, film club, and posters linking inspiring figured to the school house
system.
The lesson was for a large year 8 class (14 year olds). Despite the fact that there was barely room for
the pupils, let alone the READY visitors, the teacher led the lesson calmly and with aplomb. The
lesson was about the Philosophy of Religion focusing on cosmology and the Genesis account of
creation. As with many Scottish lesson learning intentions were shared and copied by the class. The
prior learning and context for the lesson was well established. Throughout the lesson there was
minor disruption by pupils much as one would observe in a Scottish class of the same age. The
teacher dealt with these instances with calmness and quiet authority, at times settling them with a
countdown or simply waiting for silence. She also wrote a pupils name on the board at one point as a
warning.
Pupils were invited to consider the question ‘how did we get here’? They were instructed to offer
reasons for their views. This was contextualised with a definition of philosophy as the attempt to find
truth. The teacher revisited key vocabulary for the lesson (Humanist, Theist, Agnostic, etc). She then
led a discussion on myth, supported by a PowerPoint, outlining the possibility of existential as
opposed to historical Truth. Pupils were then invited to consider apparent problems with the Genesis
account as a piece of history. Genesis was therefore treated only as a myth. Interestingly there was
no discussion juxtaposition of this understanding with a literal interpretation. Genesis was not
discussed as Abrahamic but as Christian.
The teacher collated pupil ideas. The pupils generated really interesting questions such as about the
possibility of animal souls, the language God spoke in, and how Genesis was recorded. Perhaps these
question deserved more discussion than the teacher allowed? Pupils then ordered a series of quotes
about Genesis. All of these were sympathetic or positive presentations of Genesis. This could have
been balanced with a non-religious or critical quote perhaps?
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In the post lesson discussion with the teacher she outlined that she has recently arrived at the school
and has sought to ground learning in RE within a philosophical approach, building on the Philosophy
for Children pupils had been exposed to in year 7. When asked about how she present views such as
young earth creationism she responded that scientific evidence and philosophical reasoning would
be applied. She adhered to a critical realist perspective about a putative ultimate reality and for her
RE offers pupils the space to understand and critique humanity’s attempts to discern it.
The teacher is currently undergoing her own Masters research into sexuality in schools, particularly
issues relating to how homosexuality is discerned by those from Christian Pentecostal traditions.
As with the lesson observed at Grey Coats School I was struck by similarities with approaches to the
subject in Scotland where, in non-denominational schools it is often taught as a philosophical
approach to the main existential questions. However, I was also again interested in the extent to
which the teacher’s pedagogy and entire curriculum was informed by theoretical underpinnings. This
offered further food for thought for me as a trainer of student teachers in RE and how I best
encourage such theory informed practice in the student teachers I work with. GN
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Philosophy with and for children
– an alternative approach to teaching “creation”?
The following 25 minute dialogue took place on June 11th, 2008 with a
composite p1-4 class of 12 pupils. The pupils had taken part in a guided
meditation and the teacher (GN) had read a stimulus which invited them to
think of a question they really wanted the answer to. Pupil questions were
collated and then pupils voted for the question they wished to discuss. Pupils
have been encouraged to refer to the contributions of others and they each
had 4 ‘talking tokens’ to spend; one for each contribution they made during the
dialogue. The question agreed on was ‘What is the meaning of life?’
The dialogue begins with the pupil who raised the question…..

Seoras (p4): Well, I think that what started life exactly was a large mass of many elements –
just 1 big planet. And after a while it just exploded into many other galaxies and then planets
and they moved on. I think the meaning of life was that explosion.
Miranda (p4): Well, I say the meaning of life is the 7 days – the days that God created life
GN: Great – so what would you say about Seoras’ answer?
Miranda (p4): Well, it’s a bit similar – a bit. People say God created that explosion, that big
bang or whatever it was. So it’s quite similar.
D’Arcy (p4): I think God made the planet and all the other planets. He made them in 6 days
and rested on the 7th.

Magnus (p3): I disagree with Seoras because I think that what happened was…… I would
agree that there was a planet, but what made the explosion was the heat inside the planet
surging.
Erin (p1): I agree with Miranda, because that’s it’s really true about the big explosion – it
happened.
Emily (p2): I agree with D’Arcy because I think God made the planets as well.
Alfie (p2): Well I actually agree that it might be heat that caused that explosion, though it
might be something else.
Ben (p2): I agree with Seoras – a big explosion happened.
Erin (p1): God might have made the story where the lady was (referring to the story used as
stimulus for the dialogue)
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Nicholas (p2): I agree with Erin, it is true that bangs can happen.
Magnus (p3): Because heat, it’s probably a mixture that made this big explosion – probably
electric – neutrons and all that.
Seoras (p4): I disagree with Miranda because I believe that if God created us beings and
other beings in the universe I believe that Martians seeded us – people from Mars seeded
our fishes, which turned into monkeys, which seeded us. From Skara Brae to all the way here
– the present day.
GN: So the idea is that life didn’t come from earth originally – it came from Mars?
Seoras (p4): Yes, I think the Martians seeded us.
GN: Isn’t the question still there? Who made the Martians?
Seoras (p4): Yes, who made the Martians.
Magnus (p3): And whoever made the Martians, who made them?
Miranda (p4): I still disagree with Seoras. I know he doesn’t believe in God but I still believe in
God strongly. I go to church and this is how I found out about this. Seb went one day and we
got to colour in pictures about the seven days. So I strongly believe!
GN: Can I ask you a question? I appreciate what you’re saying about the strength of your
belief. But you and Seoras get on don’t you? You don’t fight about God do you?
Seoras (p4): Not normally
GN: So that’s something really important about what we’re doing today. We’re learning to
live with different opinions. We can have different views about God, the meaning of life,
magical creatures, even about Santa. This doesn’t mean we have to fight about it. We can
have really interesting discussions about it without coming to blows. (GN refers to the conflict
in the stimulus story.) GN then asks the pupils to consider another area to explore about the
question – that of how we should live our lives…

Magnus (p3): You should live and respect other people. It’s the Golden Rule to respect the
way you want to be treated.
(at this point GN invites Lee (p4) to contribute)
Lee (p4): You should carry on having fun and keep the world going.
GN: To enjoy life, to keep it going?
Nicholas (p2): God can make…….. and sometimes make night and day.
GN: But how do you think we should live? (invites Kyle to contribute)
Kyle (p4): I agree with Magnus. We should treat people the way we want to be treated.
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GN: If you were a mummy or daddy yourself – how would you want to be seen living your
life?
Erin (p1): I would just say, like, how other people can be treated, like your mum and dad are
treated.
GN: So everyone should be treated the same?
Erin (p1): Yeah, the same to your friends and other people.
GN: Love not just your family?
Magnus (p3): When we went to France we did that
Nicholas (p2): On my holiday some people came over a night and a whole afternoon.
Miranda (p4): I do agree, you know you should never talk to strangers. If a stranger says ‘do
you want to ride in my car?’ you should walk away or say ‘no thank you’. You can still be nice
to them.
Seoras (p4): I agree with the thought that you should never talk to strangers, unless you
know them.
GN tries to direct the dialogue away from ‘stranger danger’ and return to the question of how
we should live.
Erin (p1): I think God helps us live and do other things, helps us do things we have to do,
things that are good.
GN: God guides people?
Erin (p1): Yes, God guides people how like to be good, to be treated the other way.
GN: Does anyone agree?

Alfie (p2): I agree with Seoras that we shouldn’t talk to strangers.
GN asks if people feel that God guides them. He then gives an example of a moral dilemma –
whether to accept too much change from a shopkeeper. What guides our response?
Magnus (p3): Some people might be jealous; they want the money. Some people might be
honest.
Seoras (p4): This is my last token. It’d better be a good one! I believe in Martians. I worship
Martians in fact. I would think about what the kind Martians would do and I would think very
carefully about my choice and I would probably give the money back.
Ben (p2): I believe what Miranda said.
Alfie (p2): I do what Miranda says too.

28
Lee (p4): I agree with a few people. I think we should all have our own opinions. If something
that you, like, get £5 change instead of £1 I’d give it back. I’d try to be as honest as I could.
GN: A great way to finish, something really important that Philosophy teaches – that it’s OK
to disagree.
Miranda (p4): I’ve worked something out. I’ve been told this by Seoras. He says that his mum
wouldn’t like him to believe in God. You can have your own opinion. You can believe in God if
you want to! You don’t have to believe what your parents say!
Nicholas (p2): I believe in God because he made stuff: he made the world.
GN: Some people ask about that – why is there something rather than nothing?
Magnus (p3): You need to say what your opinion is…
GN summarises the journey of the dialogue and sets the ‘Thought for the Day’

For further information on Graeme Nixon’s concept of Philosophy with
and for Children see:
https://prezi.com/m/5dmnarewitc-/philosophy-with-and-for-children/

