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introDuction

Electronic games are one of the most popular 
forms of entertainment, with sales that exceed 
those in both the film (Raessens, 2005) and the 
music industry (Reuters, 2007). There are several 
platforms (e.g., console, computer, interactive 
television, mobile), allowing different modalities 
and social environments for the gameplay activity. 

Players can choose to either play alone or with 
others (face-to-face on the same computer, over 
a local area network [LAN], or over the internet), 
either off-line or online, and in cooperative or 
competitive mode. These differences may have 
distinct social impacts. For instance, playing online 
with real players from diverse locations across the 
world may enhance social networks. In addition 
to the social dimension, Gentile and co-authors 
(2009) emphasize the relevance of other game 
dimensions and their effects on players: amount 
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Playing with Violence:
An Updated Review on the Effects of 

Playing Violent Electronic Games

AbstrAct

This chapter intends to contribute to the clarification of the controversy surrounding the short-term 
effects of playing violent games [VG] on aggressive and prosocial behavior, aggressive thoughts, feel-
ings, and physiological measures. An updated review of research on the effects of playing VG on the 
main variables under analysis is reviewed and some theoretical approaches, as well as methodological 
concerns, are addressed. Finally, questions that remain unanswered are discussed and future areas of 
research in this area are suggested.
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of time playing games (e.g., potential addiction, 
which can affect school/work performance; 
obesity; and development of social skills), game 
content (e.g., potential effects on either prosocial 
or anti-social behavior and on the development of 
cognitive skills), game structure (e.g., effects on 
visual attention skills and on memory), and the 
mechanisms of gameplay (e.g., effects on hand-eye 
coordination). These dimensions are intertwined, 
and the combination in which they occur can also 
affect players in distinct ways. Current discus-
sions are consequently not on whether electronic 
games are good or bad for players, as the outcome 
depends on several moderating factors and the 
complex interactions among them.

In this paper we focus on electronic game con-
tent and specifically on the short-term effects of 
playing violent games (VG). The subject of media 
violence is not new and has contributed heavily 
to a variety of scientific and public debates over 
the last six decades. Conclusions are twofold: 
violence has been the most predominant content 
in media entertainment, such as television (Gunter, 
2005) and electronic games (Smith, Lachlan, & 
Tamborini, 2003), and exposure to violence has 
negative effects on media viewers (Comstock, 
2003) and video game players (Anderson, Gen-
tile, & Buckley, 2007). The debates around this 
subject reflect the incongruity of the results and 
interpretations, mainly because the findings are 
neither obvious nor simple, and some questions 
remain unanswered. At one extreme the validity 
of some findings has been questioned by a number 
of scholars and the media industry (Ferguson, 
2007a, 2007b). At the other extreme certain moral 
interpretations have obscured the understanding of 
the scientific findings, for instance the claim that 
VG are directly responsible for particular types 
of juvenile crime (e.g., school shootings) without 
taking into account the complexity of violence in 
our society (Lawrence & Birkland, 2004).

theoretical Approaches

The General Learning Model (GLM) (Gentile, et 
al., 2009) holds that the way the individual de-
velops and responds to the social world depends 
of situational and individual factors. A number 
of hypotheses have been put forward in order to 
understand, explain, and predict how and why 
dispositional and situational variables interact to 
influence outcome variables such as prosocial or 
aggressive behaviors. For negative outcomes, such 
as aggression, it is relevant to draw on the General 
Aggression Model (GAM), which is the precursor 
of the GLM. This model integrates several theories 
of aggression (e.g., social learning theory, cogni-
tive neoassociationism, excitation-transfer theory, 
script theory, and social information processing 
theories) and has been widely used to test predic-
tions regarding both short and long-term effects 
of playing VG (Anderson & Carnagey, 2004). 
According to GAM, a single gameplay session 
can interact with individual factors and affect 
behavior, taking three possible internal routes: 
cognitive, affective, and arousal. The individual 
factors may be any variables that a person brings 
to the situation. These personal characteristics 
include personality traits, gender, scripts, beliefs, 
attitudes, values, and/or the person’s long-term 
goals. The interaction between these individual 
factors and game playing affects behavior directly 
or indirectly, depending on the potential mediation 
of one or more internal state routes.

The GAM proposes that these routes are distinct 
and should accordingly be studied in different 
ways. Affective states are usually measured by 
self-report (e.g., state hostility/anger, anxiety) in 
which the respondents are asked to report how 
they feel during and/or after playing (Anderson 
& Carnagey, 2009; Anderson & Dill, 2000; An-
derson & Ford, 1986; Anderson & Morrow, 1995; 
Arriaga, Esteves, Carneiro, & Monteiro, 2006, 
2008; Ballard & Wiest, 1996; Barlett, Branch, 
Rodeheffer, & Harris, 2009; Barlett, Harris, & 
Baldassaro, 2007; Barlett, Harris, & Bruey, 2008; 
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Calvert & Tan, 1994; Carnagey & Anderson, 2005; 
Eastin, 2007; Eastin & Griffiths, 2009; Farrar, 
Krcmar, & Nowak, 2006; Fleming & Rickwood, 
2001; Markey & Scherer, 2009; Meyers, 2002; 
Nowak, Krcmar, & Farrar, 2006; Panee & Bal-
lard, 2002; Persky & Blascovich, 2007; Uhlmann 
& Swanson, 2004; Williams & Clippinger, 2002; 
Wingrove & Bond, 1998). Arousal has also been 
considered part of the emotional experience as well 
as an outcome of playing action-oriented games. 
Most researchers have measured physiological 
responses (e.g., heart rate, skin conductance, and 
blood pressure) (Ballard & Wiest, 1996; Calvert & 
Tan, 1994; Fleming & Rickwood, 2001; Griffiths 
& Dancaster, 1995; Irwin & Gross, 1995; Panee 
& Ballard, 2002; Winkel, Novak, & Hopson, 
1987) but also perceived arousal (Ivory & Kaly-
anaraman, 2007). As to the cognitive component 
of internal state, the rationale is that VG play 
primes aggression-related networks, making the 
aggressive constructs accessible in memory. To 
measure the accessibility of aggressive constructs, 
most studies have used information processing 
tasks such as thought-listing (Calvert & Tan, 
1994; Tamborini et al., 2000, November), read-
ing reaction-time (Anderson & Dill, 2000), word 
completion (Anderson et al., 2004; Barlett, et al., 
2008; Carnagey & Anderson, 2005; Eastin, Ap-
piah, & Cicchirllo, 2009; Markey & Scherer, 2009; 
Meyers, 2002), word pronunciation (Anderson 
& Carnagey, 2009), word association (Ivory & 
Kalyanaraman, 2007), emotional Stroop tasks 
(Arriaga, et al., 2008; Kirsh, Olczak, & Mounts, 
2005), or the implicit association test (Uhlmann 
& Swanson, 2004). GAM also postulates that 
playing VG may affect players’ beliefs about ag-
gression (i.e., acceptance of aggressive responses 
as a way to deal with several adverse situations 
(Meyers, 2002) and activate schemata that bias 
the interpretation of ambiguous story stems in a 
hostile way. To assess expectations and attribu-
tion bias (Bushman & Anderson, 2002), studies 
typically use Story Completion Tasks (Bushman 
& Anderson, 2002; Eastin & Griffiths, 2006, 

2009; Giumetti & Markey, 2007). Participants are 
faced with brief conflict scenarios in which the 
characters´ intention is generally not explicit and 
the outcome is open to interpretation. Participants 
are asked to report their expectations regarding 
the outcomes; to interpret the intentions, feelings, 
and thoughts of the main character; or to take the 
point of view of the character and to report their 
own reactions to others’ negative actions (Barlett, 
et al., 2007). Projective tests, such as the Rosenz-
weig Picture-Frustration test, have also been used 
to assess the way children react to conflicting and 
frustration situations in interpersonal contexts 
(Graybill, Kirsch, & Esselman, 1985; Graybill, 
Strawniak, Hunter, & Oleary, 1987).

Labelling internal states as cognitive or af-
fective is not straightforward, because their most 
common operational definitions suggest that 
cognitive and affective phenomena are concur-
rent. One can argue that (a) the measures that 
are generally used to assess the affective state 
are also measuring some cognitive processes, as 
most studies use self-evaluations of perceived 
emotional states and (b) the tasks that indirectly 
measure the aggressive thoughts may constitute 
affective measures themselves, as they introduce 
emotional content. The fact that these variables 
do not involve exclusively either cognitive or 
affective phenomena does not mean they are iden-
tical, as they clearly recruit different processes. 
In explaining aggressive behavior, the GAM 
also stresses the relevance of both automatic and 
controlled processes, known respectively as im-
mediate appraisals and as reappraisals. Immediate 
appraisals are spontaneous, effortless and often 
do not require awareness. Although reappraisal 
implies larger availability of cognitive resources 
(e.g., time and cognitive capacity), which in turn 
may contribute to a thoughtful decision, the pos-
sibility of affecting aggressive behavior remains.

Distinct procedures and measures have been 
used to approach the subject of aggression in chil-
dren: systematic observation of aggressive behav-
ior during free play (Bensley & Van Eenwyk, 2001; 
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Cooper & Mackie, 1986; Irwin & Gross, 1995; 
Meyers, 2002; Schutte, Malouff, Post-Gorden, & 
Rodasta, 1988; Silvern & Williamson, 1987), and 
tasks in which the participant has the possibility 
of hurting another individual (e.g., a child being 
given the opportunity to punish another child who 
usually misbehaves and to reward another who is 
“well-behaved”) (Cooper & Mackie, 1986). With 
adults, modified versions of the Teacher-Learner 
Aggression paradigm (Ballard & Lineberger, 
1999; Winkel, et al., 1987) and the Competitive 
Reaction Time (CRT) task have been widely used 
to access aggression. In the CRT task, the levels 
of noise intensity and duration administrated to an 
opponent are indicators of aggression (Anderson, 
et al., 2004; Anderson & Dill, 2000; Anderson & 
Murphy, 2003; Arriaga, et al., 2008; Bartholow, 
Sestir, & Davis, 2005). In other studies the partici-
pant was asked to evaluate the researcher’s or the 
confederate’s performance in terms of courtesy, 
competence, or deservedness of financial support, 
knowing that his/her own evaluations would have 
consequences to others (Calvillo, 2002; Chambers 
& Ascione, 1987; Tamborini, et al., 2000; Winkel, 
et al., 1987). The Hot Sauce Paradigm is another 
way of measuring overt aggression: Participants 
choose the amount of hot chili sauce to give to 
another individual while knowing that the other 
individual does not like hot food. (Barlett, et al., 
2009). Direct verbal aggression has been measured 
by means of recording the players’ comments to 
others (Eastin, 2007; Eastin & Griffiths, 2009; 
Irwin & Gross, 1995; Nowak, et al., 2006). Modi-
fied versions of the Prisoner’s Dilemma (a choice 
between cooperating with a partner for mutual 
gain, exploiting partners for own benefit, or with-
drawing from interaction) have also been used 
(Sheese & Graziano, 2005). Finally, some studies 
have measured the participants’ level of violent 
actions during gameplay (Anderson & Morrow, 
1995; Wingrove & Bond, 1998), the amount of 
time using a weapon (Barlett, et al., 2007), or the 
specific localization of the violent action (e.g., 
head hits) (Persky & Blascovich, 2008).

In addition to stressing processes likely to 
facilitate aggressive behavior in the short-term, 
the GAM also points out long-term effects that 
the repeated exposure to violent entertainment 
might have on learning, on development, and on 
reinforcement of aggression-related knowledge 
structures (Anderson & Carnagey, 2004; Ander-
son & Dill, 2000). The GAM in fact postulates 
a cyclical process in which repeated exposure to 
VG may contribute to strengthen these knowledge 
structures. Such automatization may in time con-
tribute to developing and maintaining aggression 
tendencies as individuals build their beliefs and 
aggressive expectations, create behavioral scripts, 
and change their perception of what violence is. 
This might also contribute to an emotional desen-
sitization toward violence in the real-world. These 
factors have the potential to affect personality 
development, contributing toward aggressive 
traits (Anderson & Carnagey, 2004).

research Limitations and 
Where to improve

Most research on VG effects can be classified as 
either correlational (non-experimental) or experi-
mental (mostly conducted in laboratory settings) 
research. Identifying the limitations of methods 
has played a role in the different interpretations 
of studies’ results.

Using cross-sectional correlational design, 
researchers have usually evaluated self-reported 
gameplay (i.e., previous VG use and preference 
for VG) and individual variables such as trait ag-
gression/hostility (Anderson & Dill, 2000; Arriaga 
& Ribeiro, 2001; Colwell & Payne, 2000; Gentile, 
Lynch, Linder, & Walsh, 2004; Van Schie & Wieg-
man, 1997), impulsivity, tolerance to frustration 
(Lin & Lepper, 1987), hostile attributional styles 
(Krahe & Moller, 2004), risk behaviors (Anderson 
& Dill, 2000), attitudes towards violence (Funk, 
Baldacci, Pasold, & Baumgardner, 2004; Krahe 
& Moller, 2004), prosocial behaviors (Van Schie 
& Wiegman, 1997), and empathy (Funk, et al., 
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2004; Funk et al., 2002). Several authors have also 
considered parental control/involvement in media/
playing habits (Colwell & Payne, 2000; Gentile, 
et al., 2004), school performance (Anderson & 
Dill, 2000; Gentile, et al., 2004; Lin & Lepper, 
1987; Van Schie & Wiegman, 1997), loneliness, 
social isolation, popularity (Lin & Lepper, 1987; 
Van Schie & Wiegman, 1997), or beliefs about the 
world (Anderson & Dill, 2000; Van Mierlo & Van 
den Bulck, 2004). Findings have been somewhat 
divergent on the effects of the majority of variables. 
Nevertheless, with regard to aggression-related 
variables (e.g., hostility, risk behaviors), the ma-
jority suggested a positive relationship between 
these variables and playing habits. Correlational 
studies, however, present some methodological 
constrains, the main concern being that they do 
not allow causal inferences. A positive association 
might thus mean that a) playing VG on a regular 
basis leads players to be more aggressive, b) being 
aggressive leads people to play more VG, or c) 
the relationship is spurious because some other 
variable(s) produced the observed association (the 
“third variable” problem). Moreover, the reliance 
on self and hetero-reports also depends, among 
other factors, on the respondents’ memory and on 
the social desirability of the responses. This type of 
methodology generally has weak internal validity.

Longitudinal studies have been recently intro-
duced in this research domain (Anderson, Gentile, 
& Buckley, 2007; Anderson et al., 2008; Moller 
& Krahe, 2009; Wallenius & Punamaki, 2008). 
These studies also used surveys to analyze the 
relationship between VG exposure and several 
outcomes (e.g., aggression and prosocial behavior) 
(Anderson, Gentile, & Buckley, 2007). Because 
the measurements are taken from the same re-
spondents at different points in time (months or 
years apart), they create the opportunity to infer 
long-term relationships between the variables 
being studied and about cumulative effects. 
Longitudinal panel studies also have important 
limitations, most of which relate to threats to in-
ternal validity, and specifically to the control of the 

“third variables”. Nevertheless, several relevant 
variables, such as parental involvement in media 
habits, hostile attribution bias, and gender, have 
been controlled statistically (Anderson, Gentile, 
& Buckley, 2007), and the main results were in 
line with the hypothesis of a relationship between 
playing VG and physical aggression.

Although experimental design allows us to 
make causal inferences regarding the effects of 
independent over dependent variables, with the 
advantage of presenting high internal validity, it 
also has its shortcomings: low external validity 
because of the non-representative samples (most 
studies have used college students), the artificiality 
of the environmental settings and measurements 
(e.g., laboratory settings, brief exposures to the 
video games, and indirect methodology to study 
aggressive thoughts or behaviors), and temporal 
generalization (most studies evaluate short-term 
effects). Experimenter and participant expectancy 
effects and demand characteristics may also affect 
the validity of findings. These are of course the 
regular concerns with laboratory experiments. 
Conducting field research (e.g., observing par-
ticipants’ spontaneous behavior in natural set-
tings) increases the ecological validity, but also 
has some disadvantages, such as the difficulty 
in maintaining tight control over the situation, 
which in turn reduces the internal validity, giv-
ing rise to plausible rival hypotheses. In fact, for 
both experimental and non experimental studies 
the “third variable” problem is considered the 
greatest concern. We know that the number of 
potential rival hypotheses can be countless and 
that no study can measure all the variables that 
might be associated with those under analysis. It 
might thus be more appropriate to control for those 
variables that are most likely to be related to both 
predictor and criterion, rather than attempting to 
control for all the alternative variables.

Table 1 summarizes experimental studies that 
have been conducted since 1985. We focus on 
experimental studies because they have received 
the greatest amount of research and allow causal-
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ity inferences on the short-term effects of playing 
VG. Given the recent upsurge of interest in this 
subject, it is possible that not every single study 
that has been conducted is included. Those that 
we report here provide, however, what we feel to 
be a fair overall review of the research findings 
in this area.

Most experimental studies have tested the 
short-term effects of playing VG on distinct in-
ternal states (aggressive thoughts, affect, and 
arousal) and outcome variables (aggressive or 
prosocial behavior). Several researchers have tried 
to rule out alternative explanations, either pre-
testing the video games on several relevant factors 
or statistically controlling the variables that may 
affect the dependent variables (e.g., arousal and 
aspects of the gameplaying experience such as 
game difficulty, action, boredom, and frustration).

Most studies also examined if dispositional 
characteristics (e.g., gender and aggressiveness) 
moderated the relation between playing VG and 
the internal and behavioral outcomes (Anderson 
& Carnagey, 2009; Giumetti & Markey, 2007; 
Kirsh, et al., 2005; Markey & Scherer, 2009). A few 
studies have suggested that there is interindividual 
variability in the susceptibility to such effects, 
but the research is not consistent in this regard.

Recent research has also emphasized the need 
to consider other potential within-game modera-
tors or mediators in understanding the effects of 
playing VG on the outcomes that we have been 
describing. These moderators or mediators include 
the gameplay platform (Eastin & Griffiths, 2006; 
Persky & Blascovich, 2008); the player’s point of 
view (first vs. third person) (Farrar, et al., 2006); 
the type of controller (interactive light gun/motion 
capture controls vs. standard controller) (Barlett, 
et al., 2007; Markey & Scherer, 2009); the realism 
(Anderson, et al., 2004); the graphic quality (Ivory 
& Kalyanaraman, 2007); or specific features such 
as the presence of blood in the game (Ballard & 
Lineberger, 1999; Ballard & Wiest, 1996; Bar-
lett, et al., 2008; Farrar, et al., 2006), the avatar’s 
gender (Anderson & Murphy, 2003), the effect 

of rewarding or punishing violence during the 
gameplay (Carnagey & Anderson, 2005), or the 
nature of the interaction while playing (competi-
tive versus cooperative) (Anderson & Morrow, 
1995; Eastin, 2007).

Although most empirical studies, albeit using 
distinct methodologies, showed that playing VG 
has negative effects on players, not all reviews 
converged in their interpretation of evidence. 
Some emphasized the methodological constraints 
and others relied on the few studies that showed 
inconsistent results. These conflicting reviews 
probably express conflicting points of view. One 
fruitful way to clarify the situation and extract 
meaningful conclusions is thus to conduct meta-
analyses.

Meta-analysis is a statistical technique that ag-
gregates all individual studies on a topic: it aims 
to provide an estimate of the direction of effects 
and the magnitude of the effect size, taking into 
account some potential moderators. In Sherry’s 
meta-analysis (2001), involving 25 independent 
studies, the overall effect size of playing VG on 
aggression was statistically significant, albeit 
lower (r = 0.15) than the effect sizes found in 
research concerning the effects of film violence.

The effect sizes in Anderson and Bushman’s 
(2001) meta-analysis were slightly larger for 
aggressive behavior (r=0.19) and allowed the 
authors to conclude that playing VG is also linked 
to higher state hostility (r=0.18), physiological 
arousal (r=0.22), priming of aggressive thoughts 
(r=0.27), and less prosocial behaviors (r=- 0.16). 
The majority of the 54 independent studies entered 
into the analysis were experimental, suggesting 
a causal link between playing VG and these out-
comes: participant age or gender did not contribute 
to modify the relationship between these variables. 
In 2004, Anderson reanalyzed research findings 
by adding additional studies and differentiating 
methodologically stronger studies from those with 
methodological flaws (e.g., no suitable control 
condition or VG containing little or no violence). 
Anderson concluded that in methodologically 
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stronger studies the effect sizes are clearly larger 
and are also larger in experimental than in correla-
tional studies. Although these effect size estimates 
appear to be small, most researchers posited that 
they are “large enough” to be considered relevant.

In contrast, Fergunson (2007a, 2007b) was 
concerned about the shortcomings of this area 
of research. His main concern was with what he 
called “unreliable methodologies” and especially 
with non-validated measurements of aggressive 
behavior (CRT is the most discussed in his review) 
which produced greater effect sizes than other 
standardized measures (self-reports). However, 
these allegedly “unreliable methodologies” of 
aggressive behavior have been validated in 
several countries and with different populations 
(Arriaga, Esteves, & Monteiro, 2004; Giancola 
& Parrott, 2008; Giancola & Zeichner, 1995). A 
more relevant criticism is the potential problem 
of a publication bias: both of Ferguson’s meta-
analyses (2007a, 2007b) suggested publication 
bias in papers that studied aggression, but no such 
bias in papers that studied aggressive thoughts 
and prosocial behaviors.

All in all, the meta-analyses and the recent 
experimental studies (see Table 1) provided robust 
evidence on the negative effects of playing VG. 
However, several questions remain, especially the 
“why?”, “how?”, and “in what conditions?” ques-
tions. For instance, only a few studies (Anderson 
& Dill, 2000; Arriaga, et al., 2008; Barlett, et al., 
2009) have tested the mediational hypotheses of 
the three internal factors in the same study on the 
relationship between playing VG and aggression, 
but only one recent study (Barlett, et al., 2009) 
produced evidence of their mediating role. Other 
variables may also contribute to explain the effects, 
such as the way players perceive the environment 
in which they play (e.g., the role of being inside 
the VG environment has been explored, but the 
findings have been inconclusive). In addition to 
taking into account the players’ interpretation of 
their own gameplay activity, it would be produc-
tive to continue exploring the relevance of other 

internal game features. Among other limitations 
of previous research to be considered in future 
research, we would also like to stress the near 
absence of studies conducted with representa-
tive samples, as most have used convenience 
samples of college students and few have targeted 
the crucial populations, which are children and 
adolescents.

Until now, efforts have been concentrated on 
the short-term effects of playing VG, and further 
research using longitudinal designs is required. 
Very recently, Barlett and co-authors (2009) 
addressed the question of “How long do the 
short-term VG effects last?”. Using experimental 
design, they found different time frames for the 
short-term effects of VG on internal states and 
on the behavioral outcome postulated by GAM. 
Other outcomes should, however, also be consid-
ered. Emotional desensitization is, for example, 
usually considered a long-term effect of repeated 
exposure to violence. The rationale is that view-
ing violence elicits intense arousal and negative 
affective states, and with continuing and repeated 
exposure these initial adverse emotional reactions 
tend to be attenuated. Recent research suggests, 
however, that both short- and long-term exposures 
to playing VG may desensitize individuals (Ar-
riaga, Monteiro, & Esteves, in press; Bartholow, 
Bushman, & Sestir, 2006; Carnagey, Anderson, 
& Bushman, 2007). Even though earlier theories 
predicted this effect from exposure to media 
violence, this outcome is underexplored, both 
theoretically and empirically, and is a rather new 
subject in the area of VG research.

implications for parents, 
educators, and policy Makers

The accumulation of evidence on the negative 
outcomes of VG provides enough justification 
for regulatory laws envisaging the protection 
of minors to enforce clear labeling warning of 
violent content in video games. Because violent 
content surrounds children and adolescents, social 
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agents such as politicians, counselors, educators 
and parents should take an integrated strategy to 
mitigate the effects of violent content in media 
and preferably avoid exposure to certain types/
levels of violence. A sensible decision would be 
to have violent content rated consistently across 
all different media and according to age group. 
Swing, Gentile, and Anderson (2008) envisioned 
the development of a detailed rating-system for 
VG combined with accurate labeling, ethical 
marketing of the products, and informing parents 
about the rating system: all these measures would 
to be taken by the video game industry. They 
proposed that retailers and video-rental businesses 
would also play their part by restricting access to 
violent content on the basis of the rating system. 
Finally, parents would take action by monitoring 
the time spent playing. Without legislation and 
enforcement it would, however, probably be too 
optimistic to entrust the industry with such great 
moral social responsibility. There has been, since 
2003, a European rating system for video games: 
PEGI (Pan-European Game Information), created 
by ISFE, an organization representing publishers. 
The PEGI webpage actually downplays the nega-
tive impact of VG, stating insufficient research 
support. One piece of legislation regarding video 
games in the EU regulates the eligibility of French 
producers to a tax reduction for creative educa-
tional games expressing Europe’s cultural heritage 
or diversity and not containing “pornographic 
or extremely violent sequences” (Comission, 
2007). Violence, even for educational purposes, 
thus seems acceptable and eligible for funding, 
as long as it is not extreme. Our point is that the 
media industry and retail and rental businesses 
could certainly regulate themselves in response 
to very conscious consumers: educated proactive 
parents and educators. As consumers “control” the 
market, educating parents about content and ways 
to reach their children’s interests via alternative 
games and other media is probably the fastest way 
to reach the goal of avoiding the negative conse-
quences of VG. In fact, a recent study conducted 

by Anderson, Gentile, and Buckley (2007) showed 
that children whose parents are more involved in 
their media use are less affected by the violence of 
VG. In addition, parents should become familiar 
with game content and be able to encourage and 
reinforce their children’s choices for positive 
content and form. Educators have a role to play 
in re-orienting youngsters’ interest to educational, 
“friendly”, and cooperative games or internet 
locations and in informing parents about these 
media. Prioritizing media that children prefer, 
such as the internet and video games, is shifting 
from prohibition to substitution.

Educators and counselors are in a good posi-
tion to advise the industry to produce creative new 
products, developing video games in which the 
storyboard forces the playing character to ponder 
ethical dilemmas and to make socially adequate 
choices. The main focus should be on ensuring 
that during gameplay or other media use children 
and adolescents are rehearsing social skills and 
increasing knowledge, while, nevertheless, having 
“loads of fun”, which is the very definition of play.
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