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Abstract
In this study of 109 adolescents from the eightddgrof seven public elementary schools
in Ontario, the relationship among adolescentdevibvideo game playing patterns,
habits and attitudes, their levels of moral reasgnand their attitudes towards violence
in real life was investigated. In addition, gendgferences were addressed. The mixed-
methodology was employed combining qualitative gudntitative data. The research
results confirmed that playing video games in gaisra very popular activity among
those adolescents. Significant negative relatignatais found between adolescents’
amount of time playing violent video games durihg tlay and their scores on The
Sociomoral Reflection Measure. Significant differenwas also found between
adolescents who play violent video games and thd®edo not play violent video games
on their scores on The Attitudes Towards Violencal& Boys and girls significantly
differed in the amount of playing video games datime day, the reasons for playing
video games, their favourite video game choiced,thair favourite video game
character choices. Boys and girls also signifigadtifered on their choices of
personality traits of selected video game charactbe identification with video game
characters, and their mood experiences while ptayideo games. The findings are put
into the educational context and the context ofmadrdevelopment, and suggestions are

given for parents, for educators, and for futudent video game research.
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CHAPTER ONE: OVERVIEW AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY
“We must remember that education alone is not eimoungelligence plus character - that
is the goal of a true education” Martin Luther Kihg

Throughout my Master in Education graduate woHaue been engaged in a
longitudinal projecChildren Stories as Cultural Mirrorked by Dr. Anne Elliott
investigating media effects on children’s attitudesws, and behaviours. This
experience has given me an opportunity to gain kedge about many aspects of the
research process, and it has also awakened mypdesiresearch. While | was
analyzing data related to children’s violent vidgone playing patterns and habits, |
found that many children declared spending a lainoé playing these games (2-3 hours
a day) but what surprised me was that many of thechared that they preferred to play
violent video games. | wondered why there was surchttraction to violence. | also
wondered if there could be any potential learniognf playing video games and, if so,
what was learned from playing violent games. Thpssstions led me to wonder further
if playing violent video games might have an effectchildren’s differentiation between
right and wrong. This thesis was my quest to fimelanswers to those questions.
Concerns about violence in the media and its pelempact on children’s

behaviours and attitudes are not new. By definjtiba violence most relevant to visual
media is described as the exercise of physicakfororder to injure or damage person(s)
or property in a way that causes bodily injury andércibly interferes with personal
freedom (Anderson, 2004). For more than 5 decadssarchers have been concerned
about the violence portrayed in the popular screedia and the possible harm these

portrayals might have on children (Anderson et20Q3; Anderson & Bushman, 2001;



Berkowitz, 1984; Huesmann, & Taylor, 20Q&sephson, 1987; Singer & Singer, 2001;
Wagner, 2004). Many of these studies found thddidm who spend significant amount
of time watching television and movie violence arere likely to exhibit aggressive
behavior, and may experience violent tendencigisamm attitudes and values in real life
(Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson & Dill, 200@rBowitz, 1993; Bushman &
Anderson, 2009; Dahlberg & Potter, 2001; Singeridgsr, 2001). Sgarzi (2003)
argued:
As our children grow and develop attitudes andebehbout the word and how it
works, they are plugged into video media from mhay to night. The pictures,
images, and sounds they hear are being imprinmeedtigally from birth. If we, as
concerned citizens, do not begin to address theepitation of violence, senseless
killing, and merged sex and violence in the videsdia, we become at risk for
even greater proliferation of such images anddbe of more and younger
children to that influence. (p.70)

In recent years, there has been a growing consehativiolence in the screen media has
become even more prevalent. Paquette and de G@i6&)(studied six major Canadian
television networks over a 7-year period, examiriimgs, situation comedies, dramatic
series, and children's programming. They found eatveen 1993 and 2001, incidents of
physical violence increased by 378%, and that igl@v shows in 2001 averaged 40 acts
of violence per hour. Despite the research evidémaeviolence seen on television may
cause significant problems in the behaviour ofdreth, the violent shows have become,
not only more frequent, but even more violent icerg years. The television season that

began in the fall of 2005 became one of the masent in recent history averaging 4.41



instances of violence per hour during prime timeclhepresents an increase of 75%
since the 1998 television season (Parent Teaclsarchation, 2008).

Researchers consistently identified three problasssciated with heavy
exposure to media violence: children (a) may shesg empathy to suffering of others,
(b) may become more fearful of the world aroundrthand (c) may develop aggressive
behaviour toward others (Anderson et al., 2003;ek80n & Bushman, 2001; Bushman
& Huesmann, 2006; Singer & Singer, 2001; Wagne®420Bushman and Huesmann
emphasized that the aggressive behavior on therserkich is lacking consequences and
which is portrayed as justified, may have a greatict on children. For instance, the
violence committed by “Good Guys” is often seerfuasified even if the act of violence
is disturbing and extremely violent to watch. Irdaidn, when the violence is committed
by an attractive or charismatic hero, with whom¢hed identifies, the effect of that
violence might become even stronger (Bushman & hhaes, 2006). In one of the very
popular television shows in the p@4t Jack Bauels portrayed as a charismatic hero
who fights against terrorists, and his sometimeseexely violent methods used against
“Bad Guys” are portrayed as justified and accegtabl

Exposure to media violence may lead children eowselence as a normal
response to stress and as an acceptable meaesdbring conflicts (Huesmann &
Guerra, 1997; Thompson & Massat, 2005). Thus, cdnldvho are frequent viewers of
television or movie violence may learn that aggmss a successful and acceptable way
to achieve goals and solve problems and they mes &gperienced difficulty using
other creative and imaginative approaches to exphesr feelings, to overcome their

anger, and to gain self-control (Dahlberg & PotB0)1; Thompson & Massat, 2005).



There is also a fear that exposure to media viaelenay influence children’s moral
development (Krcmar & Curtis, 2003; Krcmar & Valkemg, 1999; Vieira & Krcmar,
2011; Wilson, 2008; Wilson & Cantor, 1985). Krcnaand Curtis argued that the
exposure to television violence could affect ctalds moral reasoning in real-life
situations that are similar to those seen on teiewi They found that children who
watched a lot of violence on television used lebsaaced moral reasoning strategies in
explaining their judgments when asked to differaetbetween fantasy violence and
violence seen in more realistic television showsesk findings led authors to conclude
that violent television could negatively impact migudgment and moral reasoning, the
“two hallmarks” of moral development (Krcmar & Cistt2003; Krcmar & Valkenburg,
1999).

Time spent viewing television as a primary acyivias declined lately due to the
increased popularity of new interactive media (exigleo games and the Internet) that
have become children’s new popular choice for spegntheir leisure time (Ivory,
Williams, Martins, & Consalvo, 2009prawing on research conducted on the effects of
television and movies on children, there is a pidibthat exposure to new media, such
as violent video games, may produce similar effé&tglerson & Bushman, 2001; Dill &
Dill, 1998; Funk, Baldacci, Pasold & Baumgardn€lQ2; Gentile & Gentile, 2008;
Goldstein, 2005; Subrahmanyam, Kraut, Greenfiel@r&ss, 2000). The research
stipulated that compared to the effects of telewvisiiolence, violent video games may be
even more detrimental due to a number of spe@ftures:

. Video games provide direct rewards (e.g., pointsmotion to the next level) to the

players for their aggressive actions in the game.



2. Video games stimulate the performance of specéitalviour (such as hitting a target).

3. Video games facilitate identification with the aggsor by allowing players to choose
from a range of violent characters.

4. Video games are designed with realism in graphcssaunds, which may cause
identification with real life and may stimulate sian violent actions (Anderson et al.,
2003; Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Huesmann & Taylo03;Singer & Singer, 2001;
Wagner, 2004).

Another concern is that heavy use of video gamesaffact a child’s ability to distinguish real
life from simulation. As Subrahmanyam, et al. (208essed:
Simulated worlds created by video games, compuaersthe Internet are
expanding children’s experiences from real tounalt Computerized games move
users into a world where the distinction betwesal life and simulation may not
be clear, especially for children. (pp. 137-138)
The implication is that by losing the ability tastihguish between real world and fantasy,
children are at risk for both perceiving violencel &illing as an acceptable method of problem
solving, or, in some cases, even perceiving vi@escnormal.

Many violent video games enable their playersiemtify with the characters in the most
literal sense of the word. An important questidweréfore, is whether by accepting violence as
normal, children use less advanced moral reasckitig in real life situations. The sense of
being in control while playing may develop the fieglof “being present” (Lee, 2004), hence,
may have further consequences for the gamers’ifaation with violent characters and their
violent action represented in games. This ideriion may cause possible danger for young

players as it may create the transference of agigreso a real life situation. In this transfer,



the process of differentiation between right andnvgrmay become weaker; hence, the
negative consequences for the development of mesabning may become stronger (Durkin,
2006; Jansz, 2005). For instance, there is a dlaatnthe first person shooter gameom was
played by Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold before tlhvegnt on a shooting rampage at
Columbine High School in 1999, killing 12 fellowustents and one teacher, before committing
suicide (Porter & Starcevic, 2007). The two killtesd mentioned the game in a video they
made before the massacre, stating it would bdikgsDoom(Snopes.com, 2005). This claim
may have become a part of the media hype thatedreatmoral panic” (Ferguson, 2011;
Sherry, 2007) about violent video game playing.r&hs still not enough scientific evidence,
however, to confirm a direct relationship betwedsis tinfortunate event and violent video
game playing.

In the light of the findings about the significantluence of television violence on
children’s moral development (Krcmar & Curtis, 2083cmar & Valkenburg, 1999), an
important question is whether there is enough emddhat violent video games may produce a
similar effect. Eron (2001) reported that expogoreiolence in video games may influence the
development of moral reasoning because, in suclegawolence is not only presented as
acceptable, but also is justified and rewarded.ofaiog to Eron, empathy and attitudes
towards violence are important components of tloegss of moral reasoning, and if cognitive
desensitization happens due to overexposure tentiwideo games, it may later lead to
stronger proviolence attitudes. By lowering childseempathy levels, children may begin to
see other human beings as objects to do thingsto, a video game, rather than other people
with equal rights and feelings. It is then possibkt, for some children, absorption in violent

video games may result in the development of sfgataggression that bypass the typical



process of moral evaluation. Although researchis area is limited, the most recent research
on violent video games and moral reasoning conduzyeEdward T. Vieira and Marina
Krcmar (2011) found that violent video gaming wagatively related to children’s
perspective-taking and ability to sympathize, bashditions very important in the process of
moral reasoning.

There is a conflict between those who state tldént media may negatively influence
children and those who argue that violent mediaehwveffect or that even can produce some
positive effects. As Sgarzi (2003) stressed:

The evidence in support of this idea is that npestple don’t commit violent crime after

viewing thousand of media images depicting thesees. When these proponents of

the media do admit even a slight chance of mdtkatethey blame the public for over
watching. Their position is, if people get in tbhbéel with the media, it is because they
watch too much television and too many movies. Wessence, make victims of

ourselves. (p.71)

Prensky (2001) stated that well-designed video gamevide the player with clear objectives
that are adaptable to the learning pace of theesieln the attempt to reach these objectives,
not only do video games reinforce mastery of theterial through immediate and constant
feedback but they also provide extrinsic reinforeat{e.g., awarding points, impressive visual
and sounds effects), which motivates players tdicoe playing. Video games also may
provide multiple positive learning opportunitiesdamay help in developing imagination,
problem-solving skills, and the skills of leadegsipositive competition, and collaboration
when involved in multiple players’ games (Gee 2(f8)7; Russoniello, O’'Brien, & Parks,

2009; Shaffer, Squire, Halverson, & Gee, 20053aflt be argued that the possible negative



influence of violent media may not lie in the simplct of playing violent video games. Rather,
it might be that the problem lies in playing vidlemdeo games for extended hours a day, and
that overconsumption may affect some children negigt As a result, some of them may lose
their sense of reality, accept violence as a measslving problems, and develop aggressive

scripts that may hinder the development of theiraheeasoning (Anderson & Bushman, 2001,
Huesmann & Taylor, 2008inger& Singer, 2001; Wagner, 2004).

According to moral developmental theories, momiedopment in children follows a
predictable developmental path in an invariant saqga of stages (Beauchamp & Childress,
2001; Gibbs, 2003; Kohlberg, 1984; Piaget, 196eWpresented with a moral dilemma,
children under the age of eight usually take arcegtic perspective and judge an action as
wrong when the action results in punishment ogasrsst the rules set by authority figures. As
children mature, they start to consider multiplespectives within dilemmas, and begin to
recognize the intentions and motives of otherghatadolescent stage, children become more
capable to reason about morality and start to denshe perspective of others. Adolescence is
a period of life that generally starts at about 88@nd runs to age 20, and is considered as a
time of a great change on many levels (Brooks-G&Raiter, 1990; Brown, 1990; Collins &
Gunnar, 1990; Dolan, 2002; Gardner & Steinberg52@@einberg, 2004). These changes
include dramatic biological changes, social chapged major psychological changes linked to
increasing social and cognitive maturity. Adolesieis accompanied by an increasing ability
(a) to think abstractly, (b) to engage in more ssdated and elaborate information processing
strategies, (c) to consider multiple dimensiona pfoblem at once, and (d) to reflect on one's
self and on complicated problems (Anderman & Muel@®09; Meece & Eccles, 2009;

Wigfield, Byrnes, & Eccles, 2006).



According to moral development theories, adoleseas a stage when major changes in
moral development take place (Beauchamp & Childr2@881; Gibbs, 2003; Kohlberg, 1984;
Piaget, 1965). At this stage, adolescents tenelieue that good behaviour means having good
motives and interpersonal feelings such as lovgathy, trust, and concern for others. Moral
reasoning at this stage has moved beyond the pe&utfvidual approval, to adhere to a
central ideal or ideals that often prescribe whatght and wrong. Kohlberg described these
sequences of development based on adolescentaaéweals of right or wrong behaviours and
their consideration of their own judgment and tiggiment of others. Although the stages
emerge from their own thinking about moral problekshlberg posited that social
experiences are also important as they promotdaawent by stimulating mental processes.
Additionally he suggested that children’s moral@lepment depends on their role in different
social contexts. As video games have become aeastrgly popular activity among children
and adolescents, a new social context has beerdymnd, thus, a new source of role
modeling has emerged. Ferguson (2011) arguedhtbabtposure to media violence still
remains a critical risk factor for aggression imladcents. Thus, the research on adolescents,
violent media, and moral reasoning is (of essewital) for further understanding of this very
sensitive period in human life. While some rese&ra$ibeen done on the possible
consequences of playing violent video games omlienls behaviours and attitudes, very little
academic research has focused on the potentiéibredaip among adolescents’ violent video
game playing patterns and habits, their levels afaireasoning, and their attitudes toward real

violence.



10

Problem Statement

Drawing on research conducted on the possibletivegetfects of violence
presented in the media (e.g., television and mywae<hildren’s behaviours, attitudes,
and moral reasoning (Anderson, et al., 2003; Arate& Bushman, 2001; Bushman &
Huesmann, 2006; Singer & Singer, 2001; Wagner, RQ@dre is a possibility that
playing violent video games might produce similagative effects on adolescents’
behaviours, attitudes, and moral reasoning. Thezetbe purpose of this study is to
determine if there is a relationship among adolest@iolent video game playing
patterns and habits, their levels of moral reagpramd their attitudes towards real
violence.

Rationale

Children today live in a world where many of theicial experiences are
mediated by screen technology. As Wilson (2008gdta

Children develop their emotional and social calitgs through a complex

process. To participate effectively in their cudtuthey must acquire the norms,

rules, and values that will enable them to formrezctions and function in

families, peer groups, and broader society. Teagn about emotions, and about

relationships from parents, friends, teachers,sdpithgs. Video media too play a

role in children’s socialization. Children can e®to appreciate norms and

standards of conduct by watching social actofgtional stories and can even

experience emotional and social situations inrcanus way through the media.

(p.88)
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Video games have become one of the most prevalentes of screen-based media
violence. The latest research shows that the mefnped video games are the ones with
fantasy and human violence (Bajovic, 2006; Pol26Q3; The Canadian Teachers’
Federation, 2005; The Media Awareness Network, 2086 this new media becomes
increasingly popular among children, parents aadters continually express fear about
not knowing what video games children are playind about what effect these games
may have on thermd\s parents play an important role in their childsdives, it becomes
recommended that they know what their childrendmiag on their computers/online.
With this knowledge, parents can set approprid&srio monitor access to and time
spent on these activities (Kerr & Stattin, 2003jl&@uo-Ramos et al., 2010; Tilton-
Weaver et al., 2010).

Parents feel increasingly victimized by a cultofeiolence that makes it
difficult to protect their children against influess they find to be inappropriate (Cantor
& Wilson, 2003). Cantor and Wilson found that a angy of children reported that their
parents do not impose a time limit on the numbédrafrs they are allowed to play video
games, and most parents are unaware of the cantém Entertainment Software Rating
Board (ESRB) rating of the video games their cleitdplay. Researchers argued that the
risk of the effect of violent video games on chéldiwho play excessively and for a long
amount of time is even greater (Anderson et aD320Biglan (2004) argued that parents
who know what their children are doing are ablddtect when they are drifting into
activities that might pose a risk. Prohibiting asaents from playing violent video
games is not realistic, but the awareness of winalt &f video games their children are

playing and for how many hours may allow parentisetier understand the video games
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they play, to discuss the games, and to set timigslif necessary. Hence, there is a need
for providing parents with the information aboubheint video games in general and the
possible effects that those video games may ormoafiave on their children’s attitudes,
behaviour, and moral development (Cantor & Wils2803). Parents should become
aware of the amount of time their children sperayiplg video games, the violent content
presented in video games, and the possible gendeaaaial stereotyping presented in
video games. Therefore, parents need to gain enotfmimation about video games to
help them make informed decisions based on their psvsonal set of values in order to
help children to understand the messages that magitained in video games. Only
informed parents will be able to make sound densmbout their children’s leisure time,
and only then will they be able to avoid the inflae of moral panic created around
violent video games (Ferguson, 20Eg&rguson & Kilburn, 2010
Shaffer, Squire, Halverson and Gee (2005) alsoesged concern that teachers do not
have enough awareness about video games. Theg:state
However, even if we had the world’s best educatigames produced and ready
for parents, teachers, and students to buy anyl ipia not clear that most
educators or schools would know what to do wignthAlthough the majority of
students play video games, the majority of teacternot. (p. 26)
Therefore, majoefforts should be made to educate teachers abptitg@ypes of games
accessible to their students, (b) the violent caurtieat those games contain, and (c) the
possible effects those kinds of games may havaangtudents’ attitudes and behaviour.
Rice (2007) and Ceranoglu (2010) raised the questimut use of violent video games in

educational settings. They argued that the uséotént video games in formal settings
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with teachers equally involved in playing may praendevelopment of some cognitive
skills such as memory and perception.

Another research group has suggested that the &orld of Warcraftmay
promote reading and writing achievement, thus idiclg boys who previously had little
interest in such activities (Steinkuehler & Dunc2008; Steinkuehler & Williams,
2006). Similarly, VanDeventer and White (2002) fduhat children who displayed
expertise at mildly violent games were likely tglay higher ordered thinking skills.
Research implied that teachers’ awareness aboed gdmes in general, and about
students’ video game playing patterns and habitsmep teachers and students in
deconstructing the meanings behind video game messand even inspire the
incorporation of some of the games in everydaysctasm activities (Bajovic & Elliott,
2011; Cantor & Wilson, 2003; Gentile, Lynch, Lind&rWalsh, 2004; VanDeventer &
White, 2002)Further study about the implications of children@lent video game
playing experiences and their effects on childremgal reasoning are needed to
understand the cumulative effects of exposuredtent content in video games. These
issues also deserve attention so that relevaneéthective strategies for a critical
approach to violent video games can be developddaradded to critical media literacy
programs in our schools.

Media education was first mandated in Ontario987L.and was introduced into
Ontario‘'s Common Curriculum in 1995 under Policaesl Outcomes for Grades 1-8. In
2006, Ontario introduced a new Language curriculom@GGrades 1-8. The new
curriculum includes a new expectation strand: Medleracy. The Media Literacy strand

gives media education the same focus as the tadltstrands included in the
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curriculum: Oral Communications, Reading, and WgtiThe 2006 Ontario Curriculum
expects teachers to, “plan activities that blengeetations from the four strands in order
to provide students with the kinds of experiented promote meaningful learning and
that help students recognize how literacy skillthie four areas reinforce and strengthen
one another” (Ontario Curriculum, 2006). Mediarkigy explores the impact and
influence of mass media and popular culture by exig texts such as films, songs,
video games, action figures, magazines, newspapedspther popular media. These
texts abound in our video information age, andtfessages they convey may have a
tremendous influence on our children’s lives. Fos teason, critical thinking becomes
necessary in order to provide students with undedihg the difference between fact and
fiction, and enabling them to critically interpragi the messages they receive through the
various media.

In November 2007, The Ontario Ministry of Educatiatroduced~inding
Common GroundCharacter Development in Ontario Schqasdocument designed to
guide the implementation of character educatiogk-it2 public schools within the
province. In this documenthe main goal of Character Education is to “devedopool
environments in which all people - students, teessreministrators and support staff -
treat each other with care and respect” (Ontarinidtily of Education, 2008). This
initiative is based on academic achievement, charaevelopment, citizenship
development, and respect for diversity. One ofsiecific goals of this initiative is to
reduce behavioural problems among students. Bas#teaesearch on violent media
effects on aggressive behaviour, it appears of stingportance to teach children to

bring a critical approach to such media. Thus,tecat understanding of the messages of
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right and wrong presented in violent video games\aalent media in general deserves
to be embedded as the important strategy of Crar&ducation curriculum.

Bajovic and Elliott (2011) stated that the aincafical literacy in the classroom
is to help both the children and the teachers ttetstand the process of how
deconstructing words and ideas coupled with thetklground experience helps them to
construct their own worlds. Our children shoulddtse to “read the world” (Freire, 1978;
Freire & Macedo, 1987) after they are able to readlerstand, and to critique a text as it
reveals the world of ideas. The purpose of teacburgchildren to become critical
consumers of any kind of media is also to encoutiagie active participation in a
democracy (Durrant & Green, 2000; Livingstone, \Gouvering, & Thumim, 2008).
According to Durrant and Green, any concern wittothstructing media messages
interconnects with social practices and integrtaks action, values, beliefs, and
behaviour. It appears evident that there is a grgwieed to go beyond focusing on skill
acquisition to developing critical thinking and gbcharacter in children if they are to
become democratic, tolerant, and compassionategiof the world (Bajovic & Elliott,
2011).

The present study aims to bring awareness anbtode a better understanding
about the issues related to violent video gamemigyt also aims to further promote
educational programs that would teach nonvioleategies for resolving conflicts
through the adequate implementation of Critical Mddteracy and Character Education
in classrooms. Most of the past research condurtedolent video games emphasized
their effects on children’s aggressive behaviom attitudes, and so far it has paid little

attention to violent video game playing and chifdsemoral development and their
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attitudes toward real violence. There still remardearth research on possible relations
between children’s violent video game playing pageand habits, their levels of moral
reasoning, and their attitudes toward real violence
Research Questions

In the present study eight primary research qolestivere addressed:
1. What are adolescents’ video game playing patand habits?
2. What attitudes and feelings do adolescentstrelowing and after violent video game
playing?
3. What beliefs do adolescents describe aboutwed in video games and violence in
real life?
4. Do adolescents report identification with vidgone characters and what are the
personality traits they admire the most in thewofarite video game characters?
5. What are adolescents’ levels of sociomoralaeag (SRMS) and what are their
attitudes towards real violence (ATV)?
6. Is there a statistically significant relatibisbetween adolescents’ violent video
game playing patterns and habits and their leiatsasal reasoning/maturity?
7. Is there a statistically significant relatioipshetween adolescents’ violent video game
playing patterns and habits and their attitudesatdweal violence?
8. Is there a statistically significant differertmetween adolescents who play violent
video games and those who do not play with regartiseir levels of moral

reasoning/maturity and their attitudes towardsenck?
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Significance of the Study
This research aims to provide new insights antebahderstanding for students,
educators, and parents about the possible effégtslent video games on children’s
moral development and their attitudes towards wicde It also aims to further emphasize
the inclusion of educational programs in schooticutum, such as Critical Media
Literacy and Character Education, to teach childteout nonviolent strategies in
resolving conflicts, and in critically deconstrungidifferent media messages in order to
reduce possible negative effects of violent medigheir development.
Summary of the Chapter
Chapter Two presents a review of present liteeatioat collectively provides
background information to support the need for tmgstigation. An overview of the
effects of media violence on children’s attitudashaviours, and moral development are
presented first to provide background for the redeaeeded for violent video games.
Next, the description and the research on viol@dw games are presented, followed by
the theoretical framework for research in mediderioe and in moral development. In
Chapter Three, a rationale and detailed descritionixed methodology are described.
In Chapter Four, the detailed results of the sadypresented, and in Chapter Five,

discussion and conclusions based on results ai®ved.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of this chapter is to support theveglee of this investigation
through review and analyses of the literature. Téngew is comprised of three parts. In
the first part, the theoretical framework is praddbased on the theories on media
violence, cognitive-development, and social-donth@ories of morality. Second, the
phenomenon of violent video games is addressedthenehost popular violent video
games are described. In the third part, the resear@ffects of media violence on
children’s attitudes, behaviours, and moral devalept are reviewed.

Media Violence Theories

A review of the various theories proposed to exptew violent media exposure
may lead to aggressive behaviour, and specifiarebdindings that support those
theories are presented next.
Theory of Desensitization

Humans' normal physiological reactions to thetsigb.g., blood, severed body
parts), sounds (e.g., screams of anger, pain)siaedls of violence tend to be negative.
This appears to be true whether withessing actodnce, viewing images of violence,
or even thinking about real violence (Carnagey &érson, 2003). These negative
reactions serve as an inhibition to violence, diifgcdecision-making processes and
behavioural choices, and may also play a rolestigating helping behaviour towards
victims of violence (Bartholow, Bushman, & Ses#006; Funk, Buchman, Jenks, &
Bechtoldt, 2003). Therefore, the normal negativetinal and physiological reaction to
violence decreases the likelihood of aggressivawehr and increases the likelihood of

prosocial behaviour towards victims of violencewdwoer, there is also a possibility that
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violent media exposure can desensitize an indivitbugiolence (Carnagey, Anderson &
Bushman, 2007; Eisenberg, 2000; Funk et al., 2008pn this desensitization occurs,
the inhibitory effect on aggression and the effectprosocial behaviour may be
diminished.Desensitization theory posits that individuals wyeitch large amounts of
violence presented in movies or television becagss kensitive to future violent content
than individuals who watch less violence (Carnagfegl., 2007). Funk et al. (2004)
suggested that repeated exposure to media viotaigtd alter emotional reactions that
may result in desensitization to the consequentematlife violence. Cognitive
desensitization becomes evident when childrenigkthg shifts from a belief that
violence is uncommon and unlikely, to the belieftthiolence is frequent and inevitable.

Desensitization to violence tends to lead to variaolent acts and may make
violence seem normal, therefore, causing childoaihink less about the consequences of
their violent actions (Carnagey et al., 2007; Bogrg, 2000; Funk et al., 2003). They
also may begin to presume violence as trivial aeditable. Believing that violence is
trivial and inevitable may create two responsestHess anxiety becomes associated
with violence when it is seen as common and likAkyanxiety usually serves to inhibit
violent behaviour, it is more likely that reducetkeety might increase aggressive
behaviour (Carnagey et al., 2007; Eisenberg, 2@&jond, believing that violence is
inevitable reduces positive emotional reactions, @nsequently undermines feelings of
concern, empathy, or sympathy that viewers mighehaward victims of real violence
(Funk et al., 2003).

One study on desensitization and violent videoagmthat supported the theory

was conducted by Carnagey et al. (2007). Forstioidy, participants reported their
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general media habits and completed the Buss-Peaygye&sion Questionnaire while
baseline heart rate (HR) and galvanic skin resp@84&) measurements were taken.
Participants were randomly assigned so that halfgal one of four violent video games
(Carmageddon, Duke Nukem, Mortal Kombat, Future)@dmpereas the other half played
nonviolent games (Glider Pro, 3D Pinball, 3D Mumdan, or Tetra Madness). All
participants played the assigned game for 20 msnétter the game play period,
additional heart rate and galvanic skin responsasorements were taken. Finally, heart
rate and galvanic skin response measurements ale¥e while the participants watched
a 10-minute video clip of real life violence. Paipants who had played violent games
showed decreases in heart rate and galvanic sipomse while observing real life
violence, in stark contrast to the increases bgehesho had played nonviolent games.
Although this study was insightful, it did not ditly address the issue of whether
exposure to violent media desensitizes individt@l®al life violence. The main public
concern with desensitization to violence is not thewing media violence lowers
responsiveness to other media violence, but thaiviers responsiveness to real world
violence.

Further evidence for the potential of violentaadyames to desensitize players to
violence comes from a study by Bartholow et alO@&0 In this study, participants
varying in past history of violent video game exjp@swere presented with a series of
negative photos, half-violent and half-nonviolenterspersed among a set of more
numerous neutral photos, while event-related patisntERPS) were recorded. Event-
related potentials are scalp-recorded voltagedhtabns that represent neural activity

associated with various information-processing ap@ns. The P300 component-a
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positive voltage deflection occurring approximatef0 ms after stimulus onset-has been
demonstrated to be positively related to activatibthe aversive motivational system.
Results demonstrated that participants with a histbviolent video game exposure
were significantly less physiologically responsigghe violent images, compared to
participants with low prior violent game exposurée specificity of this emotional
desensitization to violence was demonstrated bYeitlieof any relation between past
violent video game exposure and physiological reaspeness to the control or the
negative nonviolent images. Furthermore, this vibledeo game effect on
desensitization remained significant after conitnglifor individual differences in trait
aggression. Interestingly, the high violent videong exposure participants also were
more aggressive on a subsequent standardized faboaggression task, and their P300
responses to violent images predicted their aggesghaviour on this task. In both
studies, the results demonstrated that overexptswielent video games may result in
participants’ emotional desensitization to the emtlimages.

When desensitization occurs, the process of newmaluation may be disrupted
because the individuals do not respond to the thatshould be considered for their
moral implications. Funk et al. (2004) argued, ‘8Aeesult, actions may be taken without
consideration of their moral implications. Empa#ngd attitudes toward violence are
important components of moral evaluation which rhayaffected by exposure to
violence in real life or in the media” (p. 25). Taore, if the exposure to video game
violence initiates desensitization, there is a pholity that it may cause the association

with lower empathy and stronger proviolence atetud
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Script Theory

Huesmann (1998, 2001) theorized that children aneoexposed to a great deal of
violence, either in real life or in media, wouldveép cognitive scripts that promote
aggression as a way of solving problems. Scrigsats of particularly well rehearsed,
highly associated concepts, and if strongly linkbey may form a unitary concept in
semantic memory. According to Huesmann’s (199812860ript theory, aggressive
scripts incorporate normative beliefs about therappateness of an aggressive action in
a repeated situation. Those normative beliefs obmtinether or not aggressive scripts are
memorized and whether they will be retrieved aadglated into action in a particular
situation. Typically, violent video games rewardygggsive actions by giving points
(rewards) to players, thereby promoting the undeding that aggression is an
appropriate way of dealing with interpersonal ciaitdland conflicts with others in the
context of violent video games.

Huesmann, Moise-Titus, Podolski, and Eron (20@8)dcicted a longitudinal
study involving more than 500 elementary schoddeln (age six -10) investigating
long-term effects of media violence. The reseachellected data of television viewing
and aggressive behaviour when the children wegeade school and again 15 years later
when they were adult¥he measure of adult aggression included self-tefrspousal
abuse, punching and choking another person, andrghothers, as well as documented
criminal behaviour. In support of the idea of leadrscripts, heavy exposure to television
violence in childhood predicted increased physacgjression in adulthood. This pattern
held for both boys and girls, even after reseaschentrolled for the child’s initial level

of aggressiveness, the child’s IQ, the parentstation, the parents’ television habits,
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the parents’ aggression, and the socioeconomigsstdithe family. Huesmann (2001)
suggested that when children observe violenceamtédia, they first select a script to
represent the situation and then assume a rokeiadript. Once a script has been
learned, it may be retrieved later and used asdedar behaviour. This approach can be
seen as a specific version of social learning meee (Bandura, 2001). When strongly
linked, those scripts can change a person’s exjo@tsaand intentions involving
important social behaviours (Anderson & Bushmai®12@nderson & Dill, 2000;
Huesmann et al., 2003). Based on this theoryntbsaassumed that a child who has
played video games that involved guns and aggmessigain reward points is more
likely to have an accessible script that can beegdized across many similar situations
in real life. In other words, aggressive scriptg/rtranslate into children’s aggressive
thoughts and aggressive behaviour in real lifeasibuns, which, in turn, may have
possible consequences on children’s moral reas@ridgheir attitudes toward violence.
It is important to stress here that the relatietwieen media violence and
aggression quite possibly involves other cognifix@cesses as well. Violent scenes may
change children's attitudes about violence, and change children's emotional
responsiveness to violence (Anderson & Bushman@l 2Anderson & Dill, 2000).
However, many other genetic and environmental @rftes seem to affect these
processes as well. Aggression itself may stimuwlatience viewing through its effect on
the child's social environment and cognition. Maggressive children, ostracized by
their peers, may find justification for their bef@aw in the scenes of violence that
characterize the media's representation of life\{iz & Weaver, 2001; Slater, Henry,

Swain & Anderson, 2003). Thus, the susceptibledamay become enmeshed in a
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continuous cycle of violence viewing and aggress#aoycle which leads to the
development of habitual aggressive behaviour. Hewewnuch more work is needed to
identify who is at most risk for negative impactlamder what conditions negative
outcomes are most likely (Funk, 2002).
Cognitive-Developmental Theories of Morality

A review of the cognitive-developmental theori¢snorality with the purpose to
explain and describe children’s moral reasoningetigament is presented next.
Definition of Moral Reasoning

From a theoretical perspective, moral reasonimtpfsied as the ability to make
ethical choices when a moral dilemma is encountanetthe ability to articulate reasons
for choices that are made (Lee, 2004; Leman, 200hereas moral judgment includes
the moral beliefs and agreement in making conereteal decisions, moral reasoning
primarily regards the structure underlying theggiarents or the pattern along which
concrete arguments are produced (Leman, 2001)., imusl reasoning provides the
individual with the certain knowledge and underdiag that may (or may not) be used
in making concrete moral choices. In that senseéahteasoning can also be referred to
as a competence of moral judgment and is definedpaiscess of judging which action is
morally right or wrong (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, &ifia, 2000). Once a person is aware
that various lines of action are possible, one ragktwhich line of action is more
morally justified. The process of moral reasoniagéx on a specific aspect of moral
judgment was emphasized in cognitive-developmeheadries (Gibbs, 1994; Kohlberg,

1969, 1984, Piaget, 1932).
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Piaget’s (1932) Theory of Moral Development

Piaget (1932) suggested that moral developmentgaadrom persons’ actions,
and that the construction of their moral understagnds a result of their interactions with
the environment. Piaget (1932) believed that thily stages of moral development are
characterized by egocentrism when children focuserna the outcome of an act and
fulfillment of their own needs. A later stage of ralbdevelopment is associated with the
ability to imagine the perspective of others armtoading to Piaget (1932), the concern
for others becomes more important than the corfoerone’s own needs. During
adolescence, this pattern of thinking about masuies is assumed to develop from a
rather simple egocentric orientation to a more dempocial orientation.

Based on Piaget’s (1932) theory, children progliesarly through three stages of
maturation, and moral development is presentedpasgessive understanding of
justice. Piaget (1932) based his moral theory anlimes of research. First, he observed
children of different ages playing marbles, ancedsthem questions about the rules of
the game. He found that children younger thanlii@e no rules at all. Between five and
10, there were rules, but children saw them aglfiaed, finally, by the age of 10, the
children were able to think of their own rules aedognize that these could be adopted
by mutual consent. In another research attemage®i(1932) presented children with
different moral dilemmas, each consisting of a péstories. In one, a child deliberately
caused a small amount of damage. In the othedaheage was accidental but much
greater. Piaget (1932) asked children which ofdixeds deserved to be punished the

most, and tried to find out not just their answausthe reasoning they used to arrive at
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them. He concluded that children younger than t@dged only on consequences, while
older children also considered intent.

According to Piaget (1932), children progress fiafancy to adolescence
through three stages of development. The firstesiegnown as premoral judgment and
lasts from birth until about 5 years of age. Irstbtiage, children simply do not understand
the concept of rules and have no idea of moratitgrnal or external. This stage
coincides with the sensorimotor and pre-operatistajes of Piaget’'s (1932) cognitive
theory in the sense that since the children hgy@oa conception of other people's
consciousnesses (if at all), they are incapabtaof/ing out complex mental operations,
and it is impossible for them to have a sense ahiitg. The second stage is called moral
realism and lasts from the approximate ages oftbv@ Children in this stage understand
the concept of rules, but they see them as extarmhlmmutable. Children obey rules
largely because the rules exist and they evaluategdoing in terms of its
consequences, not the intentions of the wrongdio¢erms of Piaget's (1932) cognitive
theory, this stage corresponds to the pre-opeatanmd concrete operational stages. The
final stage is called moral relativity. This stdgggins at about seven years of age, so it
overlaps at first with moral realism. Children winave reached this stage recognize that
rules are not fixed, but can be changed by mutadent, and they start to develop their
own internal morality. A major development is thations are now evaluated more in
terms of their intentions, which is seen as a nsopghisticated view of morality. Piaget
(1932) also thought that it was during this stdge thildren develop a firm concept of
the necessity that punishment specifically fits¢hime. This stage corresponds to the

concrete and formal operational stages in PiagE332) cognitive theory, during which
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children become able to carry out complex mentafaipons, first on concrete examples,
and then additionally on abstract concepts.

Piaget (1932) concluded that schools should enipdasoperative decision
making and problem solving, nurturing moral devetent by requiring students to work
out common rules based on fairness. Piaget (198@ved individuals define morality
individually through their struggles to arrive atrfsolutions, and he suggested that a
classroom teacher must provide students with oppitigs for personal discovery
through problem solving, rather than indoctrinatstigdents with norms. In the context of
video game playing, teachers are required firsinerstand the content of video games
and the story line in the game, and second, t@taitliscussions about video games in
the classroom. Through this dialog, they can galdklren to differentiate between right
and wrong within the stories depicted in video game
Criticism of Piaget’s (1932) Theory of Moral Develpment

Piaget's (1932) theory has been criticized orgthends that it is based on moral
universals meaning that his moral stages are euftpecific and are applicable only to
Western culture (Haidt, 2001; Snarey, 199%has been claimed that the moral
development of children in non-Western cultures whi#fer from that of the children
Piaget (1932) investigated. Piaget's (1932) the@y also criticized on the grounds that
he has underevaluated children. Research condhgtpslychologists (such as Bussey,
1992; Yuill & Perner, 1988) found that childreneaafthe age of three are able to consider
others' purpose and intention. They also found¢hadiren at this age are able to
consider a person who has intentionally made aak@sguiltier when compared to an

individual who has had no intention in his wrongi@g, even if his wrong is greater.
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Piaget’s (1932) theory of moral development hasileeicized by evolutionary
psychology theorists who claim that not all moyatibmes from socialization, but that a
basic sense of morality is a cognitive adaptatimupced by natural selection, and, thus,
is innate in nature (Huxley & Huxley, 1947; Rus88). Despite the critiques, Piaget's
(1932) theory of moral development has had a gnélaence on Kohlberg’s (1984)
research that has been considered one of the igo#tcant in explaining children’s
moral development.
Kohlberg’s (1984) Theory of Moral Development

Kohlberg's (1984) theory revolved around the notilpat justice is the essential
feature of moral reasoning. He believed that vahresa critical component in
differentiating between right and wrong, and thaawis considered right must be
universally valid across societies. Kohlberg deditige difference between values and
rules:

To be honest (is a rule) and means ‘don’t cheat;téteal, don't lie...” But

justice is not a rule...It is a moral principle. Bynoral principle, | mean a mode

of choosing that is universal...that we want a peapladopt in all

situations...There are exceptions to rules, butxoegtions to principles. (p.

39)
Kohlberg described moral development through sages ordered into three levels of
moral orientations that reflect children’s growic@mpetence in taking a sociomoral
perspective: from a premoral, primarily egocentrientation through a conventional,
primarily rule-conforming orientation to a self-apted, principled orientation. He

stressed that at the earlier stage, “the centiemsooal choice and feelings are based on



29

the outcome of personal well being” (p. 393), wttihe later stage of moral development
is associated with the ability to imagine the pecs$iye of others. At the heart of each
stage is the motivation for making the right choiethe first level when children age
range is from five to about 13, motivation is t@@vpunishment, which evolves into
serving individual needs while recognizing thatavghalso have their personal interests.
By the next level, a child develops a need to beal person both in the opinion of
others and his own. At this stage, a child devebbpsense of obligation to maintain the
present social system and starts to recognizdhbatelfare of all individuals depends on
established laws and duties.

The final stage is the acceptance of universabimminciples, and a desire to
abide by them (Power, Higgins & Kohlberg, 1989)il@en’s conceptualization of
fairness evolves through each of the six stagaebgaitdes choices between right and
wrong. Kohlberg (1984) anticipated that once tlageststructures were correctly
identified, not only would moral judgment be unytam nature, but also each moral
development stage would follow the next in the ésame sequence. At the conventional
morality stage, adolescents become more serious atarality, and they start to believe
that good behaviour means having good motives r@edpersonal feelings such as love,
empathy, trust, and concern for others. Moral regpat the conventional morality
stage is beyond the need for individual approvad, @ central ideal or ideals often
prescribes what is right and wrong. Kohlberg's nsé@iges are also conceptualized as
developmental levels of moral immaturity and mayurbtages one and two represent

immature or superficial moral judgment; an adolasoperating at these stages has a
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developmental delay in moral reasoning. Stage® tanel four represent mature or
profound moral reasoning and should be the nornarigrculture.

According to Kohlberg (1984), a person who progesso a higher stage of moral
reasoning cannot skip stages. For example, oneotamp from being concerned
mostly with peer judgment, which happens at Sthgeetto being a proponent of social
contracts (Stage five). However, when one encosrtenoral dilemma and finds one’s
current level of moral reasoning unsatisfactorye wll look to the next level. Discovery
of the limitations of the current stage of moragening drives moral development to
progress to the next stage in a constructive arahimgful way. Although the stages
emerge from children’s own thinking about morallgems, Kohlberg also believed that
social experiences are important as they promateldement by stimulating mental
processes. Kohlberg suggested that children’s naenalopment depends on their role in
different social contexts. As video games have tmxan increasingly popular activity
among children, a new social context has been foythes, the new social influences
have emerged.

Criticism of Kohlberg’s (1984) Theory of Moral Devdopment

There have been many criticisms of Kohlberg's 4)38eory of moral
development and his methods. One criticism of Kelgls theory is that it emphasizes
justice to the exclusion of other values, and, eqagntly, it may not adequately address
the arguments of people who value other moral aspé@ctions. Other factors, such as
compassion, caring, and other interpersonal feglingy play an important part in moral
reasoning. Gilligan (1982) argued that Kohlbersdry is overly andocentric

considering that he did his research using onlyerpalticipants, and that he did not
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adequately describe the concerns of females. Réskder done including both boys and
girls, however, has found no significant pattermibfierences in moral development
between genders (Walker, 2006).

Some critics of Kohlberg’s (1984) theory claimtthize use of hypothetical
situations skews the results because it measuséseabrather than concrete reasoning
(Krebs & Denton, 2006). When children are presemiigd situations out of their
immediate experience, they turn to rules they Heamed from external authorities for
answers, rather than to their own internal voideer&fore, young children base their
answers on the rules of right and wrong that treyeHearned from parents and teachers
(Stages one and two according to Kohlberg's thedirypung children are presented
with situations familiar to them, on the other hatiny often show care and concern for
others, basing their moral choices on the desish&we the good and maintain
harmonious relations, placing them in Stage thrdew (which Kohlberg claimed was
impossible at their age).

Another critique is that Kohlberg's (1984) theofymoral development is mainly
concerned with moral thinking, not moral action ida2001; Krebs & Denton, 2006).
There is a common understanding that people wikaatad high moral level may not
necessarily behave accordingly. Consequently, f@gterorrelation between moral
judgment and moral action cannot be expected. Kawglbesponded to this critique
stating that there should be some relationship paodosed that moral behaviour is more
consistent, predictable, and responsible at thieenigtages (Kohlberg, 1984), because the
stages themselves increasingly employ more stalolegyaneral standards. For example,

whereas at Stage three (convention stage) chilolsa their moral judgment on others'
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feelings, which can vary, at Stage four (post cotie@al stage) they make their moral
decisions based on predetermined sets of ruletaarsd Thus, we can expect that moral
behaviour, too, will become more consistent as |lgemve up the sequence. Generally
speaking, there is some research support for {fpsthesis (e.g., with respect to
cheating), but the evidence is not clear-cut (Bl&884; Brown & Herrnstein, 1975).
Despite the criticism, Kohlberg’s theory of moravelopment remains the most
influential theory in the field of moral developnien
Gibbs’ (1994) Theory of Moral Maturity

According to Piaget (1965) and Kohlberg (1984)ldrkn usually develop more
mature moral judgment in the natural course ofradtons with others. This mature
moral judgment, according to Gibbs (1994, 1995 30Mvolves a growing ability to
take the perspective of others. Children that simmaturity in the stages of moral
judgment pronounced egocentric bias and usually thesr judgment on "as you think,
so you act." In the Piagetian/Kohlbergian approaobrality is presented as deeply and
inextricably rooted in social interaction. “Onetscgomoral justification is structured by
one’s understanding of the nature of the relatlmtsveen persons and the transactions
that serve to regulate, maintain, and transformeeghelations” (Gibbs, 1994, p. 20).

Gibbs conceptualized Kohlberg’s main stages asldpmental levels of moral
immaturity and maturity or sociomoral justificatistages (Gibbs, Basinger, & Fuller,
1992). Stages one and two represent immature erfstipl moral judgment typical for
younger children age five to about 12, while Stahese and four represent mature or
profound moral judgment expected to be formed atemdence and last throughout

adulthood. These four stages are summarized asvill
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Stage 1. Power: "Might makes right." Morality is atbver big or powerful people say
that you have to do. If you are in charge, whateeerdo is right, and whatever you get
is fair. This superficial reasoning is concretgbysical, for example, "the father’s the
boss because he’s bigger." At this stage, childenot understand the moral reasons for
rules; it is only wrong if you get punished.

Stage 2. The Deals: "You scratch my back, I'lbesch yours." Children usually ask
"What's in it for me?" before helping or obeyindnets. Morality is an exchange of
favours (e.g., "pay them back" or "do to them befivey do to you"). They think they
have the right to do what they want and that autyhehouldn’t "boss anybody around.”
Judgment is more psychological but still superfiziea pragmatic way. A child might
justify keeping promises so that others will "kekgir promises to me" or "treat me nice
and not get mad." The main reason for not steamgheating is that you could get
caught.

Stage 3. Mutuality: "Treat others as you wish tdreated" the relationship itself
becomes a value. Trust and mutual caring, althantgingible, are real and important.
Moral judgment advances beyond pragmatic thinking perspective of mutual trust.
Piaget (1932) described this as "reciprocity aglaal" or "do as you would be done by"
(p. 323). By caring about others and treating tl@nhy, people feel part of a community
of belonging.

Stage 4. Systems: "Are you contributing to sociefils is a supplement to the
interpersonal morality of Stage 3. The individuaines to appreciate the need for

universal, consistent standards of interdependdviorality is grounded in a deep
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commitment to justice and caring. Honoring committséboecomes the measure of self-
respect, even if retaining integrity means beconuingopular.

According to Gibbs (1995), adolescents who hateadvanced in moral
judgment beyond Stage three usually have not hadgtnopportunities to take the roles
or consider the perspective of others. He callednoral judgment delay. He found that
the greatest delay concerned the reasons for apéyenlaw. Individuals who were
morally mature generally used Stage three reas@mnexample, the selfishness of
lawbreaking and the resulting chaos that can futhase insecurity, or even loss of trust
in the world. In contrast, children who were morathmature used reasoning that
generally appealed to the risk of being caughtgoidg to be punished (Stage two).
Based on Gibbs’ theory (1995), adolescents shaadhr Stage three maturity level
provided that they are given enough opportunitietske the roles of others to enable
them to understand alternative perspectives. Teenagtion for the present research was
that if adolescents spend a lot of hours playimdevit video games, they may show lower
maturity levels because they have no time to pp#ie in activities, such as community
involvement or team work, which may provide thenthvapportunities to better
understand the perspectives of others.

Criticism of Gibbs’ (1994) Theory of Moral Maturity

As Neo-Kohlberigan, Gibbs (1994) revised Kohlber{f983) theory of moral
development by further refining the first threegets and rejecting Kohlberg's Stages 4
and 5. Krebs and Denton (2006) critiqued Gibb89d) attempt to refine Kohlberg's
theory stating that they found only three referasroerefinements and improvements in

Kohlberg’'s model: (a) avoiding the representatibmoral stages in terms of moral
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philosophy, (b) explaining how structures of morsdsoning can be activated
automatically, and (c) redefining stages as schemfasy argued that the first refinement
failed to go far enough, the second did not petti@aiglobal structures of moral reasoning,
and the third was ambiguous. Although the Krebsaaton critique raises some
legitimate questions about Gibbs’ (1994) stagemafal maturity, his theoretical
approach was used in many studies of children noenatlopment (Ferguson & Cairns,
1996; Hull, Wurm-Schaar, James-Valutis, & Triggle, 1984honfeld, Mattson, & Riley,
2005).
Social-Learning and Social-Domain Theories of MoraDevelopment

A review of the social-learning and the social-@amtheories of moral
development are presented next to explain andibdedtre influence of different social
agents on children’s moral development.
Bandura’s (1989) Social-Learning Theory and Moral [2velopment

The social-learning theorist Bandura (1989) cotwazed moral development as
a social learning process and believed that chiltkarn what is morally acceptable
through direct or symbolic stimuli and reward dgrthe learning process. Bandura
(1989) argued that two kinds of learning experisraiéect moral behaviour: a direct
tuition based on rewards and punishment, and oagenal learning based on learning
moral behaviour by observing others. To Bandur®4)9examples and actions observed
depend on the (a) attention processes that detemnvhiether the child pays attention to
the modeled behaviour, (b) retention processegiitarmine whether a child remembers
modeled behaviour, (c) behavioural production psses that determine how what was

seen is incorporated into a child’s behaviour, @)dnotivational processes determining
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the attractiveness of the modeled behaviour taltiid. Alternatively, observation of
behaviour may lead to the inference of rules ofdemn that can be applied under
different circumstances (Rosenthal & Zimmerman,8&tZimmerman & Weaver, 1999).
Bandura (1994) defined this extrapolation of rdtesn exemplary as abstract modeling.
For instance, through this abstract form of obs#wal learning, children may adopt
certain values by which they may henceforth judgeltehaviour of others, and later
internalize that behaviour as their own.

Bandura (1994) postulated that observational lagrdoes not limit itself only to
the adoption of new, presumably good moral valueskeehaviours; it also may enforce
or weaken existing values. As such, a child’s mtralking and moral development may
vary according to the content offered within theismnment. Bandura (1994) stressed
that any kind of media would provoke observatideatning if the media drew much
attention, were remembered, and were presentettrastie. It can be argued that the
playing of violent video games can also enforceveaken existing values. Recent
violent video games are designed to be very atiaend, therefore, they are likely to be
remembered. The question is what kind of effecy theght have on children’s moral
values and attitudes.

Bandura (1994) developed the notion of moral djasgement as an extension of
social cognitive theory. According to social cograttheory, moral agency is governed
by a self-regulatory system that includes self-rtaymg of one’s conduct as well as self-
reaction to that conduct in light of internal mosgdndards. According to the theory, most
people have developed personal standards of mehaMour that serve a self-regulatory

role. These standards guide good behaviour and liatiebehaviour because individuals
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use their personal standards to anticipate, mqratat judge their own actions. Behaving
in ways that counter these standards results ffrceekure. Thus, individuals usually
behave in ways that are consistent with their mdemoral standards because they
anticipate their own positive and negative evabreiof possible conduct choices.
However, this self-regulatory function operatesyahit is activated. Bandura (1994)
argued that moral self-regulation can be activatedi deactivated selectively, and he
proposed moral disengagement as the key deactivataress. Through moral
disengagement, individuals are freed from the satifetions and the accompanying guilt
that would ensue when behaviour violates intertaaldards, and they are, therefore,
more likely to make unethical decisions. The th&ppyemise is that violence is more
likely to occur when the moral standards that eestaggression become disengaged.
This disengagement is promoted by a number of tiegmrocesses, including (a)
euphemistic labeling of violent acts, (b) distantiar minimization of the consequences
of violence, (c) dehumanization of its victims, [d$tification of violence for higher
moral ends, (e) displacement or diffusion of regaaifity for violent acts, and (f)
advantageous comparison of outcomes.

According to Deter, Trevino, and Sweitzer (2008sychologists who study
moral cognition and action have highlighted the am@nce of imagining oneself in
another’s place or taking the perspective of oth@grs45). In other words, the reason
such violent behaviour happens much too often caiige people do not have the
slightest insight to the views of their victim. Béal in the context of violent video game
playing, it can be argued that players may becomebly disengaged by justifying their

violent action with an argument that a violentiaatecessary to prevent worse suffering.
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Nevertheless, the question remains: Is there alplitgsthat violent video game players
who are freed from the self-sanctions while playwimgent video games, may become
morally disengaged in real life situations?
Criticism of Bandura’s (1989) Social Learning Theoy

The social learning theory advocates that indigiduespecially children, imitate
modeled behaviour from personally observing othtbes environment, and the media.
Biological theorists criticized Bandura (1989) ardued that the social learning theory
completely ignores individuals’ biological differegs based on genetic, brain, and
learning differences. Another criticism is that #ozial learning theory does not take into
account an overall personality assessment (Ski&rgeam, 1997). There are many
factors that condition behaviour and which affepeason’s thinking and cognitive
processes. These are not only environmental, saciabgnitive, but rather include
interaction among these processes. A person’s threacter, moral beliefs, and set of
values also determine and affect his behaviourKiDu2006). Despite these criticisms,
Bandura’s (1989) social learning theory has manetdian important place in the study of
aggression and violent media effects on children.
Turiel's (1983) Social-Domain Theory of Moral Devabtpment

Turiel (1983, 2006) argued that children appe&odok inconsistent in their moral
decisions based on moral development stage thgergs Piaget 1964, Kohlberg, 1984)
proposing that the moral domain is one of sewdoatains of thought, and that moral
decisions usually involve assessing and negotiatioge than one domain. He suggested
three domains of thought: moral, social, and peabkdrhese domains of thinking develop

from the fact that children are challenged by défe forms of social experience and
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quickly learn to categorize them differently. Owene, through interaction with others,
they develop knowledge about themselves, sociatynaorality. Children’s social
knowledge, for example, is obtained through theatieraction in social groups, such as the
family, school, or with their peers. Children fooonceptions about social systems and
the conventions, and they develop understandingtedmzial expectations and
interactions. Different rules govern different sd@ontexts and form social conventions.
As children get older, their moral thinking in astiand their judgments about what is the
right or wrong action in a given situation, develogpart from an understanding that
social conventions are important to the smoothtfaning of society but they are not
intrinsically moral. This might help in understangiwhy so many teenagers ignore the
“no drinking and driving” law: they know that drimg and driving is wrong, but many
of them can see no intrinsic harm in disobeyingtthay see as social convention.
According to Turiel’s (1983) moral domain, childie moral judgments are
derived from features inherent to social relatigpsincluding experiences involving
harm to persons, violations of rights, and condlioct competing claims. Moral
prescriptions are universally applicable in thaytlpply to everyone in similar
circumstances (Hauser, 2007). They are impersaomhtieey are not based on individual
preferences or personal inclinations. Moral thigkism based on judgments of fairness,
harm, or welfare that are a priori judgments. Imeotwords, they do not depend on their
social contexts. Thus, according to domain themgral and social thought are distinct;

thus, they must be coordinated in real-world siturest.
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As Turiel (1983) explained:

Many situations calling for a behavioural decisadra moral nature also include

nonmoral social components that impinge on thésgeemaking process. . .

Behaviour in such situations is not based solaly application (or lack of

application) of moral considerations, but wouldrelated to the coordination of

different domains of judgments. (p. 28)

Depending on individual personal interpretationgtéractions in social contexts, with
the body of rules and instructions received fromlisgda young person will weigh the
social and moral implications presented by a gsi&mtion, and use information from
both the social and the moral domains to guideohéis decision-making process (Turiel
& Davidson, 1986; Turel, Killen, & Helwig, 1987)ld2ed in the context of violent video
games, it can be argued that the new social corge&xéated in which children are faced
with the new rules and etiquette that are veryed#ht from the rules in everyday life.
Because individuals’ social interactions are seedhrdifferent individuals will make
different moral judgments in response to the samatgon (Nucci, 1997; Nucci &

Turiel, 1978; Smetana, 1981).

Turiel (1983) believed that children accept theeatson of authority over
conventions, despite believing otherwise aboutctresention itself. However, if the
directive is in violation of a moral belief, thatektive is considered to be wrong and
may become the source of conflict within the indual. In violent video games, players
are sometimes faced with the moral and social e (e.g., justified killings to receive
reward points) that may be in direct contrast withral and social conventions in real

life. The challenge is how to enable the youngddrass these contradictions or conflicts
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in violent video games without contradicting th@wn moral beliefs. The implication
here is that critical literacy programs intendedéwelop students’ critical approach to
different kinds of media need to pay particulaeitibn to issues where moral content
presented in media overlap social conventions breldping the abilities of the children
to recognize this overlap. Based on the social-dotmories of moral development, |
argue that for adequate understanding of violeshtwigames, it is important to further
research the environment created by violent videoes content and the possible
consequences that playing may have on adolescantsl reasoning.
Moral Development in the Educational Context

The social learning theorists (e.g., Bandura, 188&ci, 1997; Turiel, 1983)
conceptualize moral development as a social legnmiacess believing that children
learn what is morally acceptable through direc$yonbolic stimuli and reward during the
learning process. As such, children’s moral thigkimd development vary according to
the content offered within the environment. Witthie context of schools, Noddings
(2006) argued that the teachers (and any othergadults in the school system) must
model how to show care for others, and provide dppdies for discourse among
students in order to reach common understandingstalaring for others. She called for
the “confirmation of the good in others” (p. 1238)dastresses the importance of
developing and sustaining relationships among admidrather than focusing solely on
developing traits of individualism. Nucci (1997)tended that the moral judgments of
children do not stem directly from institutionakgd systems, but from traces inherent in

social relationships, including relationships tleyelop with their teachers.
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Weissbourd (2003) posited:
Educators influence students' moral developmensinaply by being good role
models-important as that is-but also by what thayg to their relationships with
students: their ability to appreciate studentsspectives and to disentangle them
from their own, their ability to admit and leamorfn moral error, their moral
energy and idealism, their generosity, and thailita to help students develop
moral thinking without shying away from their owroral authority. (p.11)
Narvaez (2002) suggested that to become peopleaaf gharacter, students need
opportunities to develop their intuitions in welltgctured environments that provide
guidance for developing proper ethical skills. Theachers need professional
development in explicit instruction related to theory behind the skills they are
teaching, hence, the necessity to further thewrdtecal understanding before
implementing character education in practice. Keldts (1984) cognitive development
theory stressed the need for teachers to engagengsuin peer group discussions about
relevant moral issues anticipating that students are at the higher level of moral
development would influence the moral thinkinglodde who are at a lower level.
According to Bandura (1989), the students may adepain values by observing
behaviours of others, and later they may interedlat behaviour as their own. Lickona
(2008) argued that the teachers are responsiblgdating a moral community, in which
students learn to respect and care about eachsulereryone feels valued within the
group. Teachers are also responsible in teachilgs#hrough the curriculum by using
academic subjects as vehicles for examining ethilales (Narvaez, Bock, & Endicott,

2003; Narvaez & Lapsley, 2009; Nucci, 2000). Theyaccountable to teach moral
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reflection through reading, writing, discussiongciden-making exercises, and debate,
and they teach conflict resolution to help studésdsn to resolve conflicts in fair,
nonviolent ways (Goleman, 2004; Hansen 2001; Wér2p@2). Thus, the importance of
teachers modeling good sets of values” (Noddings, 200628)Xhrough these activities
may become of essence in developing moral actictuidents.

It is well-established that positive parental ilwement in their children’s
education promotes children moral development (Beikz, 2011; Streight, 2008;
Watson, Hardie, Archbold, Gibbs, Basinger, & FyllE992; Wheeler, 2008; Wentzel,
2002). Bandura (1989) stated that parents serwgodels for their children who, in turn,
imitate them. They are the initial source of soeigberiences for their children, and they
provide models of moral behaviour. Okin and Re®90) agree positing that parents
serve as “moral exemplars” (p.286). According teedepmental theories of moral
development (Kohleberg, 1976; Piaget 1965), panatdgtionally send messages about
rules for moral behaviour to their children in ardle affect their moral development.
They, therefore, have to be at higher levels ofahdevelopment than their children in
order for the children to progress. Unfortunatalyhough some parents may lack the
higher levels of reasoning and prosocial develogmeaded to enhance the moral
development of their children, they still remainpiontant sources of social modeling
(Bandura, 1989; Lickona, 2008; Nucci, 1997; Turi€l83). If parents who are social
models for their children have not achieved higaeels of moral reasoning and
prosocial development themselves, the probabifityheir children achieving such levels
may be threatened. These children may be lesy likdearn directly from their parents

how to make good decisions, show concern for oflzed take the perspective of others.
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Thus, for adequate implementation of character &t programs, it is of essence for
teachers to involve parents and students in meanidgcussion about moral values,
beliefs, and actions (Bajovic, Rizzo, & Engemar®t®. According to Lickona (2008),
it is an imperative to involve parents as part@erd to foster caring beyond the
classroom by using inspiring role models and oppuoties for community service that
can help students learn to care by giving care.
Media Violence and Children’s Attitudes, Behaviours and Moral Development

A review of the various research findings proposeexplain how violence
presented in the media may influence childrenisuakes, behaviours, and moral
development are presented next.
Historical Overview of Media Violence

The definition of violence most relevant to visoadia is that violence is the
exercise of physical force in order to injure omadae person(s) or property in a way that
causes bodily injury and/or forcibly interferes hvgersonal freedom (Anderson &
Bushman, 2001). The presence of violence in thaarfezs been documented throughout
history. Between 2000 B.C. and 44 A.D., the anciggyptians entertained themselves
with plays that re-enacted the murder of their @sitris-and the spectacle, history tells
us, led to a number of copycat killings. The ancRoamans were given to lethal
spectator sports as well, and in 380 B.C. Saintustige lamented that his society was
addicted to gladiator games and "drunk with theifetion of bloodshed” (The Media
Awareness Network, 2005).

Since the 1950s, more than 1,000 studies havedwmenon the effects of

violence in television and movies. In the late 3@sjaas, Baer, and Bijou (1965)
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conducted research on preschool children and fthatdviolent cartoon exposure may
negatively influence children’s play. Preschooler® watched animation involving
human-like figures that hit and bite one anotherode to play with an aggressive toy
(i.e., hitting doll) as opposed to a nonaggresgivgi.e., a ball in a cage) in a greater
percentage than children seeing a nonviolent cartimothe early 70s, Berkowitz (1975)
studied violent movie effects on two groups of boys/hich one group watched violent
movies every night for five nights while anotheogp of boys, under the same
conditions, watched nonviolent movies. Both growese observed every night after the
movies and their interactions were rated for tfreiquency of hitting, choking, slapping,
or kicking each other. Berkowitz (1975) observeat thoys who were exposed to the
violent films engaged in significantly more phydiaasaults than the boys who watched
nonviolent movies.

Josephson (1987) conducted similar research watty&ar-old boys who watched
either violent or nonviolent films before they péalya game of floor hockey in school.
Observers recorded the number of times each baosigdily attacked another boy during
the game. Physical attack was defined as hittithgveng, or shoving another player to
the floor, as well as other assaultive behavioat tould be penalized in hockey. One
added element in this study was that a specifidlcaehad appeared in the violent film (a
walkie-talkie) was carried by the hockey referesd should have presumably reminded
the boys of the movie they had seen earlier. Jesgptound that for some boys the
combination of seeing a violent film and seeingri@/ie-associated cue stimulated
significantly more assaultive behaviour than thenbmation of nonviolent film and cue.

These and the majority of other studies concluiatigome children who watch
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significant amounts of television and movie violeraze more likely to exhibit aggressive
behaviour, and may experience violent tendenaidisdir attitudes and values (Anderson
& Bushman 2001; Anderson, & Dill, 2000; Berkowiif93; Dahlberg & Potter, 2001,
Singer & Singer, 2001).

Concerns about media violence have grown as sigvand movies have
acquired a global audience. In 1998, UNESCO su/epddren in 23 countries around
the world, and discovered that 91% of childreroa#r the world had a television in their
home, not just in the United States, Canada, amddey but also in the Arab states, Latin
America, Asia, and Africa. More than half (51%)bafys living in high-crime and war
zones chose violent action heroes as role modesdaof any other images. UNESCO
reported that the villains seem to represent tlagadteristics that children think are
necessary to cope with difficult situations andetiy on in problem-solving situations.
The notion of violence as a means of problem sgligrreinforced by entertainment in
which both villains and heroes choose violencénasest possible solution to resolve
conflict. The Center for Media and Public Affait©904) which has studied violence in
television, movies and music videos for a decaglgonted that nearly half of all violence
is committed by the "good guys." Less than 10%hefTV shows, movies, and music
videos that were analyzed contextualized the viadesr explored its human
consequences. The violence was simply presentedtd#gable, natural, inevitable, and
the most obvious way to solve the problem.

Television and Movie Violence and Violent Behaviour
Research on violent television and movies revesdede evidence that media

violence may increase the likelihood of aggresae violent behaviour in both
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immediate and long-term contexts, and that expasuneedia violence may lead
children to see violence as a normal and an adaeptaeans for resolving conflict
(Anderson et al., 200&nderson, & Dill, 2000; Bushman & Huesmann, 200érdtison
& Cairns, 1996; Huesmann & Eron, 1986; Singer &g&in 2001). Anderson et al.
(2003) stated that there is “unequivocal evidehe¢ inedia violence increases the
likelihood of aggressive and violent behaviour attbhimmediate and long-term
contexts” (p. 81).

A substantial number of studies over the pasttettury have examined whether
exposure to violent behaviour on film or televisiends to increase aggressive behaviour
(Bushman & Huesmann, 2001; 2006; Huesmann, 200thisém, Cohen, Kasen, &
Brook, 2002; Wartella, O’Keefe, & Scantlin, 200B8%r instance, Johnson et al.
investigated the association of television viewamgl aggressive behaviour during
adolescence and adulthood over a 17-year intdPaaticipants were 707 families with a
child (51% male) between the ages of 1 and 10,aahdsampled from two counties in
northern New York State, for whom data were avéglagbrough 1991-93 regarding
television viewing, and through 2000 regarding aggive behaviour. A series of
comprehensive psychosocial interviews were condudteing the adolescence and
adulthood of the offspring. The children in thedsturandomly selected from age-eligible
offspring, did the questionnaires that assesseui@ range of aggressive acts in 2000. It
was found that there was a significant associdigtween the amounts of time spent
watching violent television during adolescence aady adulthood and the likelihood of
subsequent aggressive acts against others infeedlhis association remained

significant after previous aggressive behavioulldblood neglect, family income,
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neighborhood violence, parental education, andipatric disorders were controlled
statistically.

Many factors in the portrayal of television viobencontribute to its effect on
children (Bushman & Huesmann, 2001; Omar & Griff@®03). Bushman and
Huesmann argued that the aggressive behaviourrearsthat lacks consequences and is
portrayed as justified may have a greater effeattoliren, especially if the violence is
committed by an attractive or charismatic hero, isrehsily related to real life
experiences. According to observational learniregpti (Bandura, 1989, 1994, 1999), the
likelihood that a child will acquire a certain mb@é behaviour is increased by the
model's perceived attractiveness, power, and charigdvertisers use this model to
promote products such as tobacco (Who could fahga¥larlboro Mar?). Studies have
shown that adolescents' increased exposure toaglscis associated with adolescents’
positive beliefs about the product and their idesgtion with the user (Grusec &
Davidov, 2007; Grusec & Hastings, 2006).

In longitudinal research, Huesmann and Eron (18&&)d that children who
thought that violent shows they watched had a stbout life “just like it really is” or
who identified with aggressive TV characters hddtieely high average scores on a
measure of physical and verbal aggression onelgtrand scored higher on a
composite measure of (physical, verbal and indi@ctelational) aggressiveness 15
years later. Exposure to media violence may akso &hildren to see violence as a
normal response to stress and as an acceptables fieeaasolving conflicts (Huesmann
& Guerra, 1997). Thus, children who are frequertwars of television media violence

may learn that aggression is a successful and &diepvay to achieve goals and solve
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problems and they may have difficulties in usingative, imaginative approaches to
expressing feelings, overcoming anger, and gaisatigcontrol (Dahlberg & Potter,
2001). Based on the research of violence seenl@rig®n and movies and its effects on
children’s attitudes and behaviour, it can be adgihat children’s exposure to television
and movie violence may as well affect their molelopment.
Television Violence and Moral Development

Marina Krcmar (2001), Krcmar and Curtis (2003)d &rcmar and Vieira (2005)
have conducted several studies on whether watehotgnce on television affects
children's moral reasoning. In one survey, theg@néed six-12-year-olds with
hypothetical stories in which a perpetrator perfedraggression either for reasons of
protection, called justified violence, or for ramloeasons, called unjustified violence.
Most of the children perceived the unjustified aggion to be wrong. However, children
who were heavy viewers of fantasy violence prograush afower Rangersyere
more likely than children who seldom watched su@ygpams to judge the justified
aggression in the stories as being morally corMoteover, indeed researchers have
found that much of the violence in popular supeasteartoons is portrayed as justified.

In Krcmar's (2001) study, both children who watdleegreat deal of fantasy
violence and those who watched more realistic emtenent violence, such &ops
displayed less advanced levels of moral reasofegsing more on rules and the
presence or absence of punishment in their reag@iout moral dilemmas. A follow-up
study found the same pattern. Again, children whatched a great deal of fantasy
violence were more likely than light viewers to gave justified violence as morally

acceptable. Heavy doses of fantasy violence alse livked with children’s ability to
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take on someone else's perspective. In particchddren who were heavily exposed to
fantasy violence had less advanced role-takingtiaisil which, in turn, predicted less
sophisticated moral reasoning skills. This secdndysalso looked at the family's
influence on children's television viewing and maeasoning. In families where parents
stressed communication, children were less likelatch fantasy violence on television
and, therefore, exhibited higher moral reasoninlisskn contrast, children whose
parents were more authoritarian and controllingchvadl more fantasy violence and had
less advanced moral reasoning. Both these studgegested that watching a great deal of
violence on television may hinder children's mal@elopment. However, it may also be
that children with less sophisticated moral skalle drawn to violent programs,
especially superhero shows, because their faimplsstic storylines depict aggression as
typically justified and rarely punished.

In another study, Krcmar and Curtis (2003) testedcausal effect of television
on children's moral conceptions of right and wra@fildren between the ages of five
and 14 were randomly assigned to one of three graupe group watched an action
cartoon that featured characters arguing and eabyengaging in violence; another
group watched a similar clip involving an argumgam which the characters walked
away instead of fighting; and a control group did watch television. Afterward,
children listened to and judged four hypotheti¢atiss involving violence. Children who
had watched the violent program were more likeljtige violence more morally
acceptable than those in the control group. They ekhibited less sophisticated moral
reasoning in their responses, often relying on@itthor punishment as rationales (e.qg.,

“You shouldn't hit because you'll get in troubleThe reaction was the same regardless
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of the children's age. In fact, older children gnto 14 years), who had seen the violent
clip, displayed reasoning skills that were on pahwhose of younger children (five to
eight years) in the control group. The experimerhdnstrated that exposure to a single
program containing fantasy violence may alter ¢kiits short-term moral evaluations of
aggression and may even adversely affect the gieatéhey use to make sense of those
evaluations.

In summary, some existing research suggests xteigve viewing of television
and movie violence can alter children's views alboetacceptability of violence and
perhaps even hinder the development of their nreesdoning (Krcmar & Curtis, 2003;
Krcmar & Valkenburg, 1999; Krcmar & Vieira, 200%9uch conclusions must be
tentative, however, because of the paucity of stdi this area. First, nearly all the
evidence was of the snapshot-in-time variety aresdmt permit drawing causal
conclusions. In addition, the research examined dnildren's moral views about
aggression; it has paid little attention to medadfect on other moral issues, such as
altruism, and even other types of antisocial behavsuch as cheating, lying, and
stealing. Finally, the focus to date has been @nndental effects of media exposure, not
on whether some programs and genres can enhaneédeuelopment.

Media Violence and Research Controversies

Despite the research evidence (UNESCO, 1999xtitae children may become
affected in some way by media violence, other fgchased on individual differences
also need to be taken into account in researchoignt media phenomenon. For
instance, genetic predisposition affects neurodogniunctioning, temperament, and

overall personality traits that affect the change ichild’s behaviour (Whithecomb,
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1997). Personality factors, such as temperamepeapd to have a mediating role, with
some research suggesting that high-trait aggresbidren were most affected (Kiewitz
& Weaver, 2001, Slater et al., 2003). Therefore,dffects of violence presented in the
media may account for a small proportion of anvittiial’'s predisposition for aggressive
behaviour. The relative contribution of media viale to aggressive behaviour is, thus,
difficult to assess. Environmental factors thaty@a important role in a child’s
development, such as family, peers, and siblings, @n influence a child’s aggressive
thought and behaviour (Browne, 1998; Ivory, & Kalggaman, 2009; Kutner, & Olson,
2008). For example, growing up in a violent fanahd being a victim or witnessing
violence is known to have a strong effect on a@®sspredisposition to act aggressively.
Based on this research, it is suggested that faanitlysocial factors may potentially
confound the effects of media violence. In spit¢hefse claims, Huesmann et al. (2003)
argued that the effects of media violence on céildind adolescents persist even when
socioeconomic status, personality traits, and atberal influences are taken into
account, suggesting that some violent media inftaas still independent of other
factors.
Video Games: Contemporary Prevalence

There is little doubt that video games have becammcreasingly popular
activity among children. A Kaiser Family Foundatsurvey (Roberts, Foehr, & Rideout,
2005) in United States found that 77% of boys edgs seven to 12 had played a game
in the Grand Theft Auto series and nearly half (39%d played a game in the popular
Madden NFL series. In a recent study of middle stetudents’ media habits (Olson et

al., 2007), 94% reported having played video gaduesg the preceding six months. Of
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those who played video games, one third of boysldfd of girls said they played nearly
every day; 49% had played at least one Mature-t#tedintended for players age 17
and older) a lot in the previous six months. Datiéected in the late 1990s in 10
European countries and Israel found that childgasaix to 16 averaged more than a
half hour per day on video and computer games (fgEerKoolstra, Marseille, & Van

der Voort, 2001).

Funk (1993) examined video game playing among 386vand 8th grade
students. The adolescents were asked to idengfy pneference among five categories
of video games. The two most preferred categorsr® wames that involved fantasy
violence, preferred by almost 32% of subjects, gpatts games, some of which
contained violent subthemes, which were prefergeohbre than 29%. Nearly 20% of the
students expressed a preference for games witheagjeentertainment theme, while
another 17% favoured games that involved humarenad. The latest research shows
that the most preferred video games are the ortesavitasy and human violence (The
Canadian Teachers’ Federation, 2005; The Media @mess Network, 2004; Pollon,
2003). Pollon and Bajovic (2006) found that amdmgmost popular video games were
Mortal Combat, Grand Theft Auto, Grand Turismo, and NHQ2Z@\ of these games
may be described as violent as either fantasy maglehuman violence, or sport violence.
When asked why they prefer playing video games asé@line Grand Theft Aut@mne of
the boys said: “I like to plasdrand Theft Autdecause you can shoot little children and
the best part is when you beat up the hookersoiBaj 2006, p. 40). As disturbing as it
was, it appeared that one of the possible attra€tio violence in video games may lie in

enjoyment of performing an act of violence withbetng punished.
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Olson et al. (2007) found that boys and girls wégularly played at least one
mature-rated game title were more likely to enddose reasons for play: to compete and
win, to get anger out, for fun, and liking the wée¢he guns and other weapons. Another
reason often stated as a motivator for playingwigiemes by players was a challenge
(Olson et al., 2007). Olson et al. posited:

When we asked boys in focus groups what madeeon\gdme fun to play more

than once, challenge was a key factor. An easyegaat does not require much

time or focus to beat is not as much fun. Gamdis multiple storylines are

appealing because after finishing one storylingdager can “beat it again”. (p.

180)

Other studies found that competition also was tleatgst motivator for video game
playing among the group of 8th to 11th grade sttgl@Breenberg, Sherry, Lachlan,
Lucas, & Holmstrom , 2008; Williams & ClippingerQ@2). According to Williams and
Clippinger, playing video games is expected torfjeyable only if there are a sufficient
number of competitive situations. In video gamdsgygrs try to resolve the task by
performing effective actions which ends either with success or the competition is lost.
In both cases, the emotional state of the playaffested. When succeeding, this may
lead to a strong motivation to continue to the dex¢l and elicit positive emotions of
wining, or when losing, it may produce negative &ors of anger and frustrations
which also can motivate players to continue playmgrder to solve the task in the next
run. In both cases, competition is a leading famogontinuing playing video games

(Greenberg et al., 2008; Williams & Clippinger, 200
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In the most recent research on violent video gaanédsaggression, Adachi and
Willoughby (2011) stressed that competitiveness viaent content, may be responsible
for elevating aggressive behaviour in the shortdn a series of experiments that
Adachi and Willoughby performed, in which they ntad video games based on
competitiveness, difficulty, and pace of actiorgjtiound that video game violence alone
did not elevate aggressive behaviour. They fouat\ldeo game violence was not
sufficient to elevate aggressive behaviour compuaidiia nonviolent video game, and
that more competitive games produced greater lefelggressive behaviour,
irrespective of the amount of violence in the ganttesppears that competition, not
violence, may be the video game characteristiclihatthe greatest influence on
aggressive behaviour. Future research is needexptore the mechanisms through
which video game competitiveness influences aggyesehaviour, as well as whether
this relation holds in the long-term.

Adolescence is a time of increased risk takingrameklty seeking (Brooks-Gunn
&Reiter, 1990; Brown, 1990; Collins & Gunnar, 19%kVane & Squire, 2008; Dolan,
2002; Gardner & Steinberg, 2005; Spear, 2000; B&z@) 2004; Vorder, 2003). It has
been suggested that adolescents may seek outisaf@atducing activities, such as
video game play, for rewarding experiences. Thigdent video game play may be an
attempt to provide the adolescent with acceptael$ of arousal and adventure-seeking
emotions (Jansz, 2005; Olson et al., 2008). Jamgzested that these emotions include
anger, as well as contrasting emotions such aandyfear. He concluded that the
solitude of video game play appeals to adolescerits,are faced with the insecurities of

showing their real emotions at this stage of dgualent, and that playing violent video
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games gives them an opportunity to vicariously egpithe negative emotions that would
be considered antisocial in the real world. Twaeotstudies concurred with Jansz, stating
that violent video game playeesjoyed the simulated aspect of the game as an
opportunity to behave or emote in a manner thabisocially acceptable in the real
world (Block & Crain, 2007; DeVane & Squire, 2008his may be another reason for
video game popularity among adolescents.
Video Games Genre

A video game genre refers to a particular typelassification of video games
(Surette, 2002). Most video games fall within atioatar category, although some of
them bridge different gaming styles and could appeder more than one category. It is
not unusual lately to find new games that combasures from more than one subgenre
across genres. An overlapping feature in newerogdmes is their hybrid design. This
hybrid feature, a model that should be adoptedverde classrooms, may be necessary
to maintain the challenge for more experienced gaifi¢éaninger & Thompson, 2004).
To an educator interested in the educational valukgital gaming, a genre-based
taxonomy of videogames can be instrumental in ¢gegnition of games that have the
cognitive impact on gamers. By providing studenith wpportunities to convert
videogame knowledge into school literacy, an edwozdn easily find the connection
between different videogame genres and differeljests or tasks (e.g., Dance genre and
Physical Education). The video game genre taxonisrpyesented in the Appendix A.
Video Game Rating System

The Entertainment Software Rating Board (ESRB) self-regulatory

organization that assigns age and content ratergerces industry-adopted advertising
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guidelines, and ensures responsible online priyaitiiples for computer and video
games as well as entertainment software in Cadel&ico, and the United States. They
were established in 1994 by the Entertainment So&vAssociation (formerly Interactive
Digital Software Association), due to violent camtéund in video games, such as
portraying overly violent or intense sexual sitaasi, and assigns ratings to games based
on their content. Their aim is to aid consumerdatermining a game's content and
suitability. A game's rating is displayed on itxpthe media, in advertisements, and on
the game's websites. Although the rating systetecisnically voluntary, nearly all video
games are submitted for rating. Many retail stpredibit the sale of unrated video
games and the major console manufacturers willicennise games for their systems
unless they carry ESRB ratings (ESRB, 2011). Vigiame ratings according to ESRB
are presented in the Appendix B.
Video Games and Gender

During the past decade, many researchers inqabedt children’s video game
playing patterns and habits focusing their studgoestion of gender preferences
(Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson & Dill, 200@p&land, 2004; Dietz, 1998;
Scharrer, 2004; Woodard & Gridina, 2000). Many sadonducted in social science
fields, such as psychology, report that girls andng women display less interest in
video games, have less game-related knowledgeplagdess frequently and for shorter
durations than do boys and young men (Copeland}; 2D, Gentile, Richter, & Dill,
2005; Downs & Smith, 2005; Jansz & Martis, 2007¢casi & Sherry, 2004; Williams,
2006; Williams, Martins, Consalvo, & Ivory, 2009). Videg@ames are liked more and

played more by boys than by girls regardless of e Kaiser Family Foundation
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(1999) national survey found than 44% of boys regmbplaying video games every day
compared to 17% of girls. Specifically, adolesdamys spent an average of 47 minutes to
an hour a day playing video games. This survay falsnd that eight-13-year-olds
reported gender differences only in playing videamgs. In the use of computer for other
purposes, such as searching the web or e-maiheg,did not report any gender
differences.

In 2005, The Canadian Teachers' Federation (Céfiducted research on 5,756
students in grades three-10 in every province anddry in Canada to define Canadian
children’s experience with communications mediaeyifound that girls chose hanging
out with friends as the most popular activity dgrtheir free time (38 % in grade 10).
Only 6% of girls chose video games as their faveiactivity. Boys in older grades also
want to hang out with their friends, but video gamemained a highly favored activity.
For both genders, electronic entertainment dropp@apularity as a choice for weekend
activity, but still remained twice as popular amdiays as among girls (34% of boys,
16% girls in grade 10). Some researchers arguedht@aender difference in video game
playing patterns and habit might be due partialadcess (Taylor, 2006; Woodard &
Gridina, 2000). According to the annual Annenbeuglfe Policy Center survey (2007)
on family media use, 76% of homes with at leastlmmeown video games as compared
to 58% of homes with at least one girl. Othersnokad that the gender gap in video game
playing patterns and habits might have less to ilo access than it does with play
preference and game design. For example, videogame been criticized for having
either highly sexualized or weak female protagamisat can turn away potential female

players (Smith, Lachlan, & Tamborini, 2003; Tayl2906).
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Content analyses have consistently found thatovggemes include far more male
characters than female characters that might agidsedisinterest in the games (Heintz-
Knowles et al., 2001; Smith et al., 2003). Femalaracters are frequently presented in
games as nonessential, passive characters (D84&; Haninger & Thompson, 2004),
and are often depicted wearing revealing and pratwee clothing (Dietz, 1998;

Standley, 2002; Heintz-Knowles et al., 2001) indhuygn sexually suggestive behaviour
(Haninger & Thompson, 2004). The implications o tarity and negative nature of
female portrayals in video games can skew videoegalayers’ views of the females in
the real world. These perspectives suggest thates\game landscape where women are
represented infrequently and as passive, sexuddemdis may influence male video
players to consume and transfer these messageslilife applications (Haninger &
Thompson, 2004).

Some researchers believed that the emphasis opetibion and violence deters
girls from playing (Funk & Buchman, 1996; Subrahiyem et al., 2000).
Subrahmanyam et al. (2000) found that girls showdaowed dislike for aggression and
preference for cooperation over competition” (p). 8orriz and Medina (2000) found
that girls prefer collaboration to competition ahdy like to play together to accomplish
tasks rather than being competitive with each otarr (2005) investigated video games
preferences of girls by observing their attitudea computer games club in South
London. By examining these preferences througltdmeext of games, play and culture,
she found that girls rated qualities, such as beirggntrol, content of magic and
adventure, and level of difficulty, as the most ortant contexts of the video game. Carr

stressed that, “the girls had definite ideas alestrable qualities” (p. 474). In a recent
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study analyzing video-game content, Kirkland (2008fed that many main video game
characters are muscular males armed with huge wisap@aring torn clothing, and
posed in dominant, aggressive stances. As Kirktdserved:

The masculinity of video game culture, pervadinggller game structures and

goals, results in the predominance of violencagoest, and militaristic action as

the preferred mode of interactive engagement.itdi, argued, contributes to the

reinforcement of hegemonic masculinity. (p.178)

Therefore, these male portrayals may encouragendepee in females and dominant
roles in males and further deter girls from playf@arr; 2005; Dietz, 1998; Kirkland,
2009; Williams, Consalvo, Caplan, & Yee, 2009).

Jansz (2005) believed that the possible appeabtdnt video games is
“attractive for male adolescents (who are) in thdstnof constructing an identity” and
that the violent game serves as a “safe, privéer&ory where they can experience
different emotions” (p. 219). These emotions inelahger, as well as contrasting
emotions such as joy and fear. Jansz concludesiiablitude of video game play
appeals to adolescent boys, who are faced witineeurities of showing their real
emotions at this stage of development, and thgingdaviolent video games gives them
an opportunity to vicariously express the negadinetions that would be considered
antisocial in the real world. Ferguson (2010) adhtiat historically boys have enjoyed
vicarious violence, in a variety of contexts. Baygically enjoy playing with toy
soldiers, playing war games, and watching wrestinagches. Boys, in particular, often
use rough-and-tumble play fighting to establish oh@nce and a social pecking order,

with no intention to harm (Pellegrini & Long, 2003)
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Olsen (2010) further explained:
Playing with those frightening images helps acthilaster the physical and
emotional sensations that go with being afraigtstically, that was an important
and even lifesaving skill. Scary stories and galeeshildren experience and
deal with those feelings at a time and place whwg know they are safe. That is
why fairy tales often dealt with themes like abamahent, murder, even
cannibalism, and other content we now think ofeakilt.” (p.137)
Thus, the attraction to violent themes presentaddao games seems to be part of
normal development for boys (Przybylski, Rigby, &aR, 2009). Girls may be turned
away to some extent from games, especially mores€olane” games; however, they do
not abandon the video game experience altogetherlafest studies found that more
girls become attracted to video games, thus thegsha girls’ video game playing
patterns and habits. The researchers from The Ciemt®lental Health and Media
(2007) sampled 1,254 children ages 12-14 investigaideo game playing habits of
young teens: who they're playing with, where, houch) and why. They found that most
7th and 8th graders regularly play violent videanga. Two thirds of boys and more than
one in four girls reported playing at least oneaditd game "a lot in the past six months."
Olson et al. (2007) found th&rand Theft Auteated M for blood, intense violence,
strong language, strong sexual content, and udeugfwas the most popular game series
among the boys surveyed. Surprisingly, it was #leasecond most popular series among
the girls afteThe Simsa game that simulates the activities of a virfaalily; one in five

girls aged 12 to 14 had playedrand Theft Auta lot in the past 6 months.”
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Recent research suggested that the amount ofdegaaie players has increased,
at least in the U.S. (Carr, 2005; ESA, 2005). Adoay to current user data for the U.S.
market (ESA, 2005), 43% of all video game playeesgrls. Online games as a “new”
form of video game playing have been adopted byynfieimale players as well as 44% of
all online-players are female (ESA, 200bhe Simsuccess as a top selling video game
has been attributed to its attractiveness to feplalgers (Carr, 2005). This adds to the
earlier discussion about the game design that ysiaagjets male population, but recently
has been shifting towards female population. Rdgasdf gender differences, video
games are remaining an integral part of the adetesmlture and more research is
necessary in order to further our understandingiatinos wildly used form of media.

Violent Video Games

By definition, violent video games include depicis of or simulations of
human-on-human violence in which the player kil®otherwise causes serious physical
harm to another human; serious physical harm isdutipictions of death,
dismemberment, amputation, decapitation, maimirgfiglirement, mutilation of body
parts, or rape (Anderson & Bushman 2001; Funk, &alg Pasold & Baumgardner,
2004; Zillman & Weaver, 1999). For instance, in @mand Theft Autwideo game, the
player becomes a minor criminal who is lookingdoway to make a name for himself in
the crime business. The quickest way to do so dlyng on the good side of the local
criminal boss by doing all sorts of criminal acties such as jacking cars, running drugs,
and killing by contract (MacDonald, 1998). Anotlperpular violent video game is

Carmageddopan Internet accessible video game in which pkgee rewarded for
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mowing down pedestrians and the sounds of cradkomgs are added to the more
realistic effects (Wikipedia, 2007).

A very violent game that caused a lot of contregyasManhunt a third-person
stealth action game. The game consists of 20 leartsthe rating at the end of each
level is affected by the gruesomeness of the gdlirPlayers advance to the next level
stealthily executing the gangs, armed forces, awihdts they face in bloody over-the-
top ways (Reviews: Game Ranking).When releasesigdrine created quite a stir, was
banned in several countries, and was implicatethéynedia in a United Kingdom
murder, although the police denied it (Kasavin,2008s Kasavin pointed out, “this
game pushes the envelope of video game violencslawls you countless of wholly
uncensored, heavily stylized carnage” (p. 3).

Another very popular violent video gameddsom. Doomis a first-person shooter
game experienced through the eyes of the main cleardVhat is interesting in this
game is that the character is not named througheugame. The game's designer, John
Romero has pointed out that this is so the plagelsfmore involved in the game: "There
was never a name for ti®ommarine because it's supposed to be YOU” (Romero,
2002). The objective of each level is simply toditecthe exit room that leads to the next
area while surviving all hazards on the way. Amtmgobstacles are demonic monsters,
pits with toxic and radioactive slime, ceilingstth@ver and may crush the player
character, and locked doors for which a keycard-skiaped key device, or remote
switch, must be located. The levels are sometiai@ginthine and feature plenty of
items such as additional ammunition, health in@e4a.k.a. “power-ups”) along the

way, as well as the occasional secret areas winichat immediately obvious as a
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reward for players who explore more carefulyomis notable for the weapons arsenal
available to the marine, which became prototyplioafirst-person shooters. The player
character starts armed only with a brass-knuckitd &nd pistol, but larger weapons,
such as chainsaw, a shotgun, a rocket launcheia atasma rifle, can be picked up at all
times. There is a wide array of power-ups, suca ldackpack that increases the player
character's ammunition-carrying capacity.

Being known for its high levels of violend@pomhas generated a lot of
controversy. It has been criticized by its diabaolilertones and was dubbed as a mass
murder simulator (Grossman, 2004). The game agairked controversy throughout a
period of school shooting in the United States wih@ras found that Eric Harris and
Dylan Klebold, who committed the high school massaa Columbine in 1999, were
avid players of the game. While planning for thesgare, Harris said that the killing
would be “like inDoont and that his shotgun was "straight out of the ga(Porter &
Starcevic, 2007). A rumor spread afterwards thatislaad designeBoomlevels that
looked like the halls of the high school, populateth representations of Harris's
classmates and teachers, and that Harris pradtcdis role in the shootings by playing
these levels repeatedly. However, this connectofaisis not scientifically proved.

Another video game released in 2088per Columbine Massacre RPi& based
on the real life massacre that took place at Colaenbligh School and the gamer
controls the two teenagers responsible as they rabeet the school, shooting people
and laying explosives. This game, according totordaanny Ledonne, is a creative
expression based on experiences of being bulliedchdd, basing the story on real life

events; all showcased through computer video gateicignology. He said that with this
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video game, he hopes that the fact based approéatause players to approach the
game as “a combination of reading, playing, andkinig” about the events that took
place on that day so people might better underdtandause and perhaps find a way to
prevent these kinds of massacres in the futureqiueel's website
www.columbinegame.com).

In the video gam@ssassin’s Creedhe player takes on the role of an assassin in
the 12th century, where stealth and going unnotiséey, and “armed with bladed
weapons like swords, a retractable blade and tmg¥mives” (p.1; Sandoval, 2007) one
must locate and take out certain targets. Ther@igreprofile assassinations where you
can simply hack away as horrified onlookers watclow-profile assassinations where
you can sneak up on your target and carefully go retractable knife into your
target’s neck without too many people knowing wyai did. The aim is to avoid being
spotted by armed guards lurking around every coaggression is reserved until key
moments, either when beating up a peasant fornrdton or when going in for the Kkill.

In theCall of Duty: Modern Warfare 2eleased in 2009, (MobyGames, 2009)
players assume the roles of members of an elitedsqu on the trail of a Russian
ultranationalist. The main protagonists in this gaame Gary “Roach” Sanderson, a
sergeant and a member of the multinational Taskeg=b41, falling under the command
of Captain John “Soap” MacTavish and operating iheihe scenes during the Russian
invasion of the United States in 2016. Assumingrtiaén characters’ roles, players
defend the U.S. from Russian armed forces, engagkiimishes and combat missions,
and track the ultranationalists in an attempt szalver his true motivations and co-

conspirators. Players use grenades, missiles, maghains, and sniper rifles to kill enemy



66

soldiers throughout the battlefield. The most isgedepiction of violence occurs during a
“No Russian” mission where players take on the oblen undercover Ranger. Several
civilians are gunned down at an airport as plageesgiven a choice to participate in the
killings; for instance, players can shoot a woundedian that is crawling on the ground,
or walk by and observe without opening fire. Irheitcase, civilians scream and emit
pools of blood as they are shot to death. Witherttultiplayer portion of the game,
players can unlock “emblems” to be used on theiy@ name cards. Some of these
emblems contain images that reference drugs geaannabis leaf; a name card with a
depiction of a joint). Another game from t@all of DutyseriesCall of Duty: Black Ops
was released in 2010. This is a first-person shootehich players assume the role of
Alex Mason, a U.S. soldier who works for the C.lakd participates in both well-known
and secret events during the Cold War (e.g., skies, stealth espionage, assassinations,
and interrogations involving torture). Players asgide variety of weapons, such as
pistols, rifles, machine guns, and explosivesnjore/kill enemies. Combat can generate
pools of blood and dismembered limbs. Players sanememy bodies as human shields
and execute them at close range. In one sequemt&rbglass is placed into the mouth
of a man while he is repeatedly punched, causiagdoto spill from his mouth (ESRB,
2010).
Violent Video Games, Attitudes, and Behaviours

An attitude can be defined as a positive or nggassessment of people, objects,
event, activities, ideas, or just about anythinthimithe environment (Brady, 2007).
Attitudes result from complex and selective evabraprocesses, based on an

individual's experience with, associated cognitiabsut, and affective reactions to a
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situation or object (Dowler, 200Fazio, & Olson, 2003). Attitudes may be formed olut
awareness, or with purpose and conscious effodof©& Fazio, 2001). According to
Funk (2006), the development of attitudes towardkexce is influenced by many factors
including exposure to family and community violenas well as exposure to violence in
the media. Attitudes also contribute to the procésaoral evaluation, especially
attitudes towards violence (Bushman & Huesmanng20lhe formation of attitudes
towards violence may be influenced by many fadteckiding the amount of exposure to
violence in real life and the media (Guerra, Huasm& Spindler, 2003). According to
Bushman and Huesmann (2006), if children develepttitude that violence is
normative, they may become desensitized to violeamceal life, and if violence is
presented as justified, it may change the beligf violent behaviour is wrong, which
may encourage the development of proviolence d#gu

Moeller and Krahe (2009) argue that stronger mievice attitudes in children
and adolescents may be associated with aggressinaiour. They conducted a
longitudinal study analyzing the effects of expestar violent video games, attitudes
toward violence, and aggressive behaviour and tognivith 295 German students. The
mean age of the participants was 13.34 years3Br@month span, the researchers
measured participants’ violent video game pattantshabits, their normative beliefs
about aggression, their aggressive behaviour, art@ipants’ tendencies to interpret
ambiguous situations in a hostile manner. The tesidlthe 30-month longitudinal study
found that participants who played violent videonga for prolonged hours showed an

increased amount of physical aggression and arased acceptance of physical
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aggression. Therefore, the authors concluded tinaioime adolescents, playing violent
video games may increase proviolence attitudes;iwmiay lead to aggressive behaviour.

Funk et al. (2004) conducted research investigahe relationships between
real-life and media violence exposure, attitudegras violence, and desensitization. In
this study, 150 4th and 5th graders were askedrptete four questionnaires: (a) a
background questionnaire with demographic infororatind questions about media use
and preferences, (b) a survey with questions atsaldlife violence exposure across
different settings, (c) an assessment of childrattitudes towards violence, and (d) a
measure of children’s empathy. They found that@rgéd exposure to video game
violence was associated with lower empathy andhggoproviolence attitudes. The
authors expressed concern that intense engagentbntigéent video games may
increase the probability that violent behaviourpexenced in video games will
generalize outside the game situation.

Many other researchers have expressed concerthéhaiolence children see in
video games could carry over into the real world iiorm of aggressive behaviour or
aggressive thoughts, desensitization to violenoe cdeecreased empathy (Anderson &
Bushman, 2001; Anderson, Gentile, & Buckley, 200&nagey & Anderson, 2003;
Funk et al., 2004; Henry, Swaim, & Anderson, 208man & Weaver, 1999).
Anderson et al. (2007) stressed that repeatedntigeame playing may lead to the
rehearsal and reinforcement of knowledge structilnasare aggression-related, and may
later be conceptualized into aggressive scriptthéir study, they examined the effects
of video game violence exposure on a variety aioi@csuch as verbal, physical, and

relational aggression, prosocial behaviour, pgect®n, and hostile attribution bias.
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Data were collected for the 3rd-, 4th-, and 5Stladgr participants twice during the school
year, approximately 5 months apart. Violent videmg exposure scores were based on
self-reported frequency and content of video galag. fParticipants completed
additional self-report measures assessing hostilewion bias, physical aggression, and
parental involvement in media habits. Peer andhera@tings of physical, verbal, and
relational aggression, as well as prosocial beheaod grades, were collected at both
measurement times as well. The most importantehtimerous findings was that video
game violence exposure at Time | predicted physiggtession at Time 2 even when
Time | physical aggression, total screen time, par@ntal involvement in media habits,
as well as hostile attribution bias (as a mediatiaugable), and sex were statistically
controlled.
Violent Video Games and Violent Problem-Solving Tattcs

Violent video games are a type of media violeingd are of special concern
because violent video games allow players to sodwdlict using violent tactics. Once
the violent acts in these games transpire, theepligytypically reinforced via extra
ammunition, gaining points, or level progressiomdarson & Bushman, 2001; Carnagey
& Anderson, 2003; Gentile & Gentile, 2008; Gen&il&esma, 2003). Repeated exposure
to using such positive reinforcing aggressive pobkolving tactics is related to the
formation of easily acceptable aggressive knowledigectures and scripts, physiological
desensitization, and other variables, which carelaed to one’s aggressive personality
(Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Carnagey & Anderson3200

In an experimental design study conducted by Gegyand Anderson (2003), the

effects of violent video game playing on aggressiebaviour among college students
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were measured. This study was designed to tegfffibets of video game violence (either
rewarded or punished) on participants’ aggressar@biour. Participants played one of
three versions of the video gaf@armageddon ZThe original version is a racing game
in which points are awarded for running over petkass (the reward condition). In
another level, points are subtracted for runningr @edestrians (the punishment
condition). Finally, a version in which there wer@ pedestrians (nonviolent) was
presented. Aggressive effect was measured witStide Hostility Scale (Anderson,
Deuser, & DeNeve, 1995), on which participantsddkeir present feelings on a variety
of hostility related dimensions (e.g., | feel fwrg | feel aggravated) as well as on a 5-
point Likert-type scale (strongly disagree to sgigragree). Participants who had just
played a violent video game where violence was réaaby gaining more points were
more hostile when compared to nonviolent video gparécipants. These research
findings confirmed that the repeated exposure mfagrcing aggressive problem solving
tactics might become related to the formation silgacceptable aggressive knowledge
structures and scripts that may turn into hos#eaviour.
Violent Video Games and Identification

Identification is a mechanism through which audeemembers experience
reception and interpretation of the text from th&de, as if the events were happening to
them. Erikson (1968) posited that the formatiomndehtity is most crucial during
adolescence when identification shifts from parémgseers and a more stable personal
identity is formed. He argued that by identifyingiwothers and imitating the behaviour

of others, adolescents build their identity based@ertain characteristics of others.
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Erikson emphasized that:

Individually speaking, identity includes, but i®re than, the sum of all

successive identifications of those earlier y@dren the child wanted to be, and

often was forced to become, like the people hedégd on. Identity is a new

product, which now meets a crisis to be solveg onhew identifications with

age mates and leader figures outside the fanipieS7).
According to Erikson, identification with othersasormal part of development that
allows children and adolescents to develop intdtadGhildren and adolescents identify
with both people and characters and try on alter@adeas, images, attitudes, and
identities. In the media saturated world, childaenl adolescents are influenced by
seductive images presented in media that may affedormation of their identities
(Cohen, 2001; Giles & Maltby, 2004). In this sendentification becomes a mechanism
through which adolescents experience receptionrdarpretation of the messages from
the media. Itis as if the events were real angkvmappening to them which reinforces
their identification with media characters and/eers (Griffiths, Davies, & Chappell,
2004a; Oyserman, Bybee, Terry, & Hart-Johnson, 2004

Cohen further elaborated that identification withdia heroes is a mechanism by
which media consumers interpret and may internaitferent media messages. If
identification involves internalization, it is likethat repetitive internalization of those
seductive images and alternative identities of metiaracters may have some long-term
effects on identification in real life (Cohen, 200This is especially true for adolescents
who are in the process of forming their own idgnaibd are susceptible to influence by

media characters (DeVane & Squire, 2008; Spea;200rder, 2003). From this
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perspective, it is easy to understand the conadrparents and educators when
adolescents are surrounded by virtual peers ideovwjaming environment (Giles &
Maltby, 2004). Cohen described two main identifmafprocesses and defined a
difference between identifying ‘with someone’ amd someone.’ In video games, first-
person games allow the game player to play ‘asiaaacter allowing gamers to create
their game character by choosing the skill levielrys dress, demographics, plot, etc.
Research suggest that self-created charactdnaés can heighten identification
perceptions (Konijn & Hoorn, 2005), and the abitityinteract with self and others inside
the video game environment may influence how agslaentifies with the character and
his associated actions (Hoorn, Konijn, & van deeif&003).Adolescents might select
models that possess qualities they already haxe gimilar models) or models that
possess qualities they do not have but wish thdyda heroes they can look up to
(Bandura, 1989; Hoffner & Cantor, 1991; HuesmanEr&n, 1986; Oyserman et al.,
2004). Therefore, identification with media hergas be based on similarity
identification and wishful identification. In sinaility identification, the observer
identifies with a character because they share camand perceived desirable
characteristics. Most identification conceptionsnadia effects research are based on
similarity, although identification is often measdras general liking of a character
(Cohen, 2001; Hoorn et al., 2003; Zillmann, 199 wishful identification, the observer
desires to imitate the character, either as amaldel for future action or by extending
responses beyond the viewing situation or imitaéingarticular behaviour (Hoffner &
Buchanan, 2005; Hoffner & Cantor, 1991). Actuallyshful identification is closer to

the concept of vicarious learning (Bandura, 1988ntis similarity identification.
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Wishful identification provides a glimpse of wh§tand such a glimpse is a powerful
predictor of future behaviour, especially in adokds (Cohen, 2001).

Many violent video games enable their playersaceidentities of the video
game characters. The feeling of being there antly@iesent (Lee, 2004) may have
consequences for the gamers’ identification withlant characters represented in games.
This interactivity may cause possible danger famngpplayers in imitating aggressive
acts experienced in video games to a real lif@san (Durkin, 2006; Jansz, 2005). If this
happens, the process of differentiation betwednt agd wrong may become weaker;
hence, the negative consequences for the develamheroral reasoning may become
stronger. Gentile and Anderson (2003) stated:

Identification with an aggressor increases inotaf the aggressor. It is known

from research on violent television that childvafi imitate aggressive actions

more readily if they identify with an aggressiveacacter in some way. On
television, it is hard to predict with which cheters, if any, a person will

identify. One might identify most closely with thietim, in which case the

viewer would be less likely to be aggressive aftatching. In many violent video

games, however, one is required to take the pdimiew of one particular

character. This is most noticeable in “first-perstooter” games, in which the
players “see” what their character would see #sey were inside the video

game. (p.135)

By playing the role of the “first person” shoottre player is in a sense forced to identify
with a violent character. In doing so, players maually imagine being their chosen

character and may react emotionally to the aggressitions of the character and the
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character’s opponent, thus, activating in the irtlial a broad range of aggressive action
tendencies. The real question of interest herenether this identification with the
aggressive character is likely to increase theipiigg of imitation of the aggressive acts
in a real life situation. Bushman and Huesmann §2@dgued that male adolescents with
lower educational ability might be especially vukitele because they are more likely
than others to consume violent media and are atge fkely to engage in aggressive
behaviour.

In addition to the ability to choose one’s favteiicharacter and to act as that
character in a video game, there is also a trengdl&yers to enter the playing field as
themselves, which does not happen in televisiamnaries (Konijn, Nije Bijvank, &
Bushman, 2007). A number of recent video gamesiffeat three-dimensional walk-
through format. This means that the perspectivegged on the video-game screen is
the same perspective through which human beings naal-life activities. This realistic
view of the world is being mimicked in many popui@mes. For example, in the game
Wolfenstein 3Dplayers walk through a three-dimensional envirentnseeing their
hands holding weapons and shooting and stabbinggiards in an attempt to escape
from Castle Wolfenstein. Thus, not only do videonga offer a chance to choose and
identify with the players in a scene, they alsowlplayers essentially to be those
characters and to experience life in the video gelnagacter’s realistically portrayed
world. The question that remains is how much oséonitating behaviours are

transferring to real life situations.
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Violent Video Games and Psychological Arousal

Some studies stated that playing violent videoegmmay increase physiological
arousal. For example, Ballard and West (1996) fahatla violent video gam&prtal
Kombatwith the blood turned on) resulted in higher slystolood pressure responses
than either a nonviolent game or a less graphieadiient game Nortal Kombatwith the
blood turned off). Studies measuring the effectplaying violent video games tend to
show larger increases in heart rate and systoticdeastolic blood pressure compared to
playing nonviolent video games (Anderson et alQ320unk et al., 2002). The average
effect size across studies between violent gameasid physiological arousal was 0.222
(Anderson & Bushman, 2001). Lynch (1999) argued tina physiological effects of
playing violent video games may be even greatechddren who already show more
aggressive tendencies. He found that adolescerdsadred in the top quintile for trait
hostility, measured by the Cook and Medley (19%4)es showed greater increases in
heart rate, blood pressure, and epinephrine atostesone levels in the bloodynch
also discovered the trends for increased levetoodpinephrine and cortisol in the blood
for the higher hostile children. As Funk (2003) iped:

The existing argument is that some children ape&ally vulnerable to exposure

to violent video games because of pre-existingatttaristics. This high risk

group includes young children (ages less tharo 11j, children who are bullies,

victims, and children with problems in emotionukion. It has been proposed

that these groups are especially vulnerable taligreiption of moral development

and moral behaviour. (p.172)
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The interaction with trait hostility suggests thia harmful effects of playing violent
games may be even greater for children who aradyrat higher risk for aggressive
behaviour. However, more research is needed torstashel children’s interactions with
violent video games.
Violent Video Games: Points and Rewards

In video games, as they progress, extra pointggdweanced levels usually reward
the players. The problem with violent video gamesy mrise when the players receive
rewards for performing action of violence. Carnagayg Anderson (2003, study 3)
hypothesized that rewarding (rather than punishidgo game players for in-game
violence would result in a larger increase of aggiree behaviour. They conducted an
experimental study to test this hypothesis. Unidehgate participants were randomly
assigned to play one of three versions of a ragarge,Carmageddon 2n the reward
violent condition, participants were given points funning over pedestrians with their
car. In the punish violent condition, participalast points for running over pedestrians
in their car. In the nonviolent condition, therer&v@o pedestrians, making violence
impossible. Before playing the game, participantsteva brief essay on the topic of
abortion. They then completed an evaluation of legroéssay supposedly written by
another participant. Participants then played dsgaed game for 20 minutes. After
playing the game, participants received feedbacthein essay supposedly written by the
other participant. Actually, all participants ratib@ same essay and received the same
highly insulting feedback as a provocation. Nexttigipants completed a modified
version of the Taylor Competitive Reaction-time K&RT) in which they competed

against a fictitious opponent (they were told isvtlae same person who had rated their
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essay) to click a button faster in a series of catitipn trials. The participants were told
that whoever was slower to respond on each trialldveceive a noise blast through
their headphones, the duration and intensity ottviwas to be set by their opponent
before each trial. In fact, there was no opponadtthe participants won and lost in a
predetermined pattern of trials, receiving an ambig pattern of noise blast intensities
and durations on the trials they lost. The duratind intensity of the noise blasts selected
by the participant were combined to create the iégeat measure of aggression.

Participants then completed a short questionmatneg various aspects of the
game they had played before being probed for suspidebriefed, and dismissed. They
found that those participants who were rewardedifiience behaved more aggressively
than those punished for violence. Furthermorej@pants assigned to either of the
violent game conditions were more aggressive thaset assigned to the nonviolent
game condition. To conclude, by being rewardedHeir violent actions while playing
violent video games, players may experience a gr@atrease of aggressive behaviour
in real life situations (Carnagey & Anderson, 2003)
General Aggression Model

Violent video game playing is one specific typenaddia violence and is of
special concern because games allow players te solflicts by repeating violent
actions. According to the General Aggression M@delderson, Gentile, & Buckley,
2007), repeated encounters with aggression maypeoldng-term changes in an
individual through processes such as observatieaahing, imitation, the rehearsal and
reinforcement of aggressive knowledge structuned,the extinction of initially negative

emotional reactions to the sights (e.g., bloodg@m&) and sounds (e.g., screams of pain)
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of violence. Repeated exposure to violent videoggrfor example, may lead to more
aggressive attitudes, beliefs, scripts, percendlexpectation schemata, and
desensitization to aggression or violence. Andeet@l. (2007) assumed that repeated
exposure to violent video games may increase degrand emotional factors known to
increase the likelihood of aggression and decrizders known to inhibit aggression.
Collectively, these relatively permanent cognitarel emotional changes increase the
preparedness of the individual to aggress agathst® In other words, the person
becomes more aggressive in general (Anderson, &08l7).

An important process assumed by the General Agigred/odel is in explaining
why exposure to violent video games increases agmgne is aggression-related priming.
It stated that constant exposure to violent andesgyve content, through some medium
(e.q., television, violent video games) causes mgmgessive thoughts to be activated in
memory. The thoughts that are activated in the@a$oe memory structure branch out
to activate other aggressive thoughts in memoryghvbontinues until an entire network
of cognitively related aggressive thoughts is pasal Furthermore, concepts in the
associate memory that are closely linked togethey.,(gun and shoot) are going to make
strong connections in that memory structure (Anale& Dill, 2000; Bushman &
Huesmann, 2006). Research conducted by AndersoBidr{@000) found that
participants who were exposed to weapon-relatedisv@.g., gun and knife) had more
aggression-related thoughts than those who weresexito neutral words (e.g., narrate
and desert), suggesting that strong semantic atgotws in memory are activated and

lead to more aggressive thoughts when the stitatiis presented is violent in nature.
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Applying the findings of aggression-related prigiithe General Aggression
Model predicted that constant exposure to violéh¢® game content may activate more
aggressive thoughts in memory. Thus, any increiasaggression (especially aggressive
thoughts) that are observed after playing a violsito game could be explained.
Bushman and Anderson (2009) stated that certagnnal state variables (e.g., thoughts
and feelings) become more aggressive due to th&tarmrexposure of the violent content,
which is explained by aggression-related priminigergfore, the General Aggression
Model incorporates aggression-related priming tolanr violent video game effects.
Violent Video Games and Moral Reasoning

Only a few studies examined the relations betwealent video game playing
and its possible effects on moral development (Fatréi., 2004; Vieira & Krcmar,
2011). Funk et al. (2004) surveyed 35 children &3&8 (65% European American, 20%
African American) and 31 children ages 5-7 (70%dpean American, 16% African
American) to determine the short- and long-terne@f of violent video game exposure
on desensitization, specifically moral evaluatibimst, children answered questionnaires
about their experiences with and preferences figosigames and about their attitudes
toward violence. Next, one group of children plageaabnviolent video game, and one
group played violent video games. All children r@sged to short stories about everyday
occurrences, and their responses were coded faategnand aggression. The results
showed that although playing the violent versusvimant video game before
responding did not seem to affect children's empatose who had long-term
experience with violent video games were less engpiatthan those who did not have

much experience with video games before the study.
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In the most recent study, Vieira and Krcmar (20duryeyed children age 7-15 in
the United States to examine the effects of viofgamhe play on children’s moral
reasoning about violence. According to this redgarcorder to make an appropriate
moral judgment about violence, children must be ablimagine the point-of-view of
both parties in the aggressive conflict (perspectaking), and must be able to feel or
imagine some sympathy towards each party. Theremiloh this study completed an
online questionnaire during class time. Questioasevabout (a) children’s exposure to
violent games, (b) children’s perspective takinditgb(c) their ability to sympathize,
and (d) their perceptions of justified and unjustlfviolence. Factor analysis and
structural equation modelling were used in the ysigl the latter one aiming at finding
directions of the relations between the variablée study found that prolong violent
game playing was negatively associated with abdftperspective taking and ability of
sympathizing with others, and the ability of pexdpe taking and ability of sympathy
were negatively related to the perception of uifjestviolence as acceptable. Thus,
through negative effects on cognitive perspectkenyg, playing violent video games
may have some negative influence on moral reasabogt violence.

According to Eron (2001), empathy and attitudegatals violence are important
components of the process of moral reasoning, fasanitive desensitization happens
due to the overexposure to violent video gamesay later lead to stronger proviolence
attitudes. By lowering children’s empathy levelsildren begin to see other human
beings as objects to do things to, as in a videoegaather than other people with equal
rights and feelings. It is then possible that,dome children, absorption in violent video

games may result in the development of scriptafgression that bypass the typical
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process of moral evaluation. Therefore, childrentgal development may be hindered
by the increase of violent thoughts and feelinggdeyplaying violent video games.
Violent Video Games Research Controversies

Although research conducted on the possible effeictiolence in the video
games have confirmed the possible negative eftacthildren’s overall attitudes and
behaviours, the research issues about the effeetslence in video games on children
remain surrounded by controversy. In the systermati@w of literature in North
America from 1984-2000 (Bensley &Van Eenwyk, 2J)Qkhe results from 19 studies
conducted on children and adolescents and thedouwidming patterns and habits were
reported. Nine studies included children ages 4@, and 10 studies on older children,
adolescents, and adults. Most of these studies narexperimental and were based on
children’s self-reports on aggression, antisoceddyiour, and mood. The conclusion of
this review was that there is an association betvilee aggression and violent video
game playing, but the evidence so far shows oslyaat-term rise in free-play aggression
right after violent video game playing.

As stated earlier, research on violent video gamesied that playing violent
video games may lead to the stimulation of aggoessirough the imitation of violent
acts and may have negative effects on childretitsidés and behaviour (Anderson &
Bushman 2001; Gentile & Gentile 2008; Singer & ®n@001; Wagner, 2004).
However, catharsis theory (Feshbach & Singer, 18&/it) direct contradiction to these
claims. According to this theory, if the anger stéapttled up and the person does not get
a chance to relieve the pressure caused by ahggpetson will eventually explode in an

aggressive rage (Breuer & Freud, 1895; Feshbacmdef 1971). Some authors
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claimed that playing video games with violent cont@ay have a positive effect on the
players as it allows and encourages the dischdrigeéemt aggressiveness in a socially
acceptable way (Grayhbill, Strawniak, Hunter, & Odrg, 1987; Henry, Swaim &
Anderson, 2003). Cognitive Neoassociation theonyiédya-Ferreira & Ribeiro, 2001;
Bartholow & Anderson, 2002; Berkowtiz, 1984) oppibdieese claims and predicted that
venting may increase rather than decrease angmggeand aggressive behaviours.
Because activities considered cathartic also ageesagive, they could lead to the
activation of other aggressive thoughts, emotiansg, behavioural tendencies, which in
turn could lead to greater anger and aggressiomna@a-Ferreira & Ribeiro, 2001;
Bartholow & Anderson, 2003; Berkowtiz, 1984).

According to Ferguson and Kilburn (2010), the iefige of violent video games
on acts of aggression or violence in real life inimal. loannidis (2005) observed that
bias is particularly prevalent in new or “hot” raseh fields, and that the research on
violent video games certainly is of grand inter&ther researchers expressed concern
that violent video game studies also have becorhiegoed, which increases the risk for
bias (Grimes, Anderson, & Bergen, 2008; Kutner &@l, 2008; Sherry, 2007).
Ferguson and Kilburn concluded that present reBaarosiolent video games
overestimating and overinterpreting the influenteiolent video games on aggression
and violence based on the results that show onakweéfects.

They argued that:

There are real risks that the exaggerated focusuibs, fueled by some

scientists, distracts society from much more ingoarcauses of aggression,

including poverty, peer influences, depressiomiliaviolence, and Gene
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Environment interactions. Although it is certaimfye that few researchers

suggest that VVGs are the sole cause of violeghcedoes not mean they cannot

be wrong about VVGs having any meaningful effécla Psychology, too often,

has lost its ability to put the weak (if any)eafts found for VVGs on aggression

into a proper perspective. (p.177)
They believed that avoiding situating those weakifigs into a proper perspective may
further lead to the creation of moral panics, agnvisg more to misinform than to inform
public debates on this issue.

Video Games in an Educational Context

While violent video games have been a source n¢@m, some video games
have the potential to have positive influences evetbpment. Aguilera and Mendiz
(2003) posited that:

Arguments in favor of the cognitive importancevafeo games are based on a

number of studies indicating that many video gaaresconducive to the

development of specific skills: attention, spati@hcentration, problem-solving,

decision-making, collaborative work, creativityjda of course, ICT skills (p.8).
Many of these skills become necessary for succlesafticipation in the global,
knowledge based society of the 21st Century. Pxe(X301) stated that well-designed
video games provide the player with clear objestithat are adaptable to the learning
pace of the viewer. In the attempt to reach thégectives, not only do video games
reinforce mastery of their material through imméeliand constant feedback but they
also provide extrinsic reinforcement (e.g., awagdmoints, impressive visual and sounds

effects), which motivates players to continue pigyiEventually, players may develop
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their skills to the point of overlearning. In otheords, their performance becomes
automatized so that they may focus on acquiringudifiding new skills or applying
recently acquired skills in new contexts. The aggilon of skills in multiple contexts
helps in the transfer of learning from the gamth&real world (Gentile & Gentile,

2008). Because of these positive traits, video gaane becoming very useful educational
tools (Corbett, Koedinger, & Hadley, 2001).

There is also a research claim that the use eovgames with educational
content affected student achievement positiveljifierent subject areas (Gee, 2003;
Akilli, 2007; Mitchell & Savill-Smith, 2005; NortoiMeier, 2005; Owston, Wideman,
Lotherington, Sinistskaya, & Brown, 2007; Prensk06).Prensky (2006) found that
the correlation between student achievement andfusgucational games teaching
reading skills was =. 38, and for math, = 44. Many studies recognized educational
video games as a technique to develop cognitivaileg strategies and to build the “new
learner” through “edutainment” (Blumberg & SokoQ@®; Fromme, 2003; Hostetter,
2002). One of the important premises of video gatinasmakes them effective at
teaching is in ability to capture and hold theriten of the player (Gentile & Gentile,
2008; Levin, Nolan, Kerr, & Elliott, 2008). Well-dgned video games provide the
player with clear objectives that are adaptabliéolearning pace of the viewer. In the
attempt to reach these objectives, not only doovgkames reinforce mastery of their
material through immediate and constant feedbatkhay also provide extrinsic
reinforcement (e.g., awarding points, impressiwgaal and sounds effects), which
motivates players to continue playing. Eventuglgyers may develop their skills to the

point of overlearning. In other words, their penfance becomes automatized so that
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they may focus on acquiring and utilizing new skdk applying recently acquired skills
in new contexts.

Some researchers posited that when put in edaehitontext, video games
become the training wheels for computer literacgg@003, 2007; Shaffer et al., 2005;
Subrahmanyam et al., 2000) and, by developing tbesgputer literacy skills, students
become well prepared to succeed in the fieldsiehse and technology. Paul Gee (2003)
posited that playing a video game teaches a nevady of images, symbols, graphs, and
many other types of visual literacy. Gee (2007)Her explained that:

None of this is to say that video games do thesel ghings all by themselves,

all depends on how they are used and what sontgdef learning systems

(activities and relationships) they are made & @aiThe cutting edge of games

and learning is not in video game technology,alth great graphics are

wonderful and technical improvements are importéhe cutting edge is
realizing the potential of games for learning loylding good games into good
learning systems in and out of classrooms anduldgibhg the good learning
principles in good games into learning in andauschool whether or not a video

game is present. (p. 61)

Video games may provide multiple positive learnopgortunities and may help in
developing imagination, problem-solving skills, ahé skills of leadership, positive
competition, and collaboration when involved in tiplé players’ games (Rosas et al.,
2003; Russoniello et al., 2009). Norton-Meier (20p&sited that powerful learning is
embedded in video games through “turn taking, tagkng, decision making” (p. 429).

Norton-Meier further elaborated that video gamey jd'not about the teaching of facts;
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it is about the action and interaction of valuelgrdmas, and decisions” (p. 430). The
community of game players forms meaningful learrergeriences by organizing
themselves around the shared goal of the game=xXeonple, in video gam@ivilization,
they organize around common goal, and by interaatith each other further develop
skills, habits, and mutual understanding. By theettgoment of game communities, the
gamers develop shared set of values, and builteipgocial skills (Shafer, Squire,
Halverson, & Gee, 2005).

Other good examples of educational games are peaployGames for Change
Games for Chang@lso known as G4C) is a movement and communipradtice
dedicated to using digital games for social cha@gnes for Changalso represents the
nonprofit organization which is building the fidhy providing support, visibility, and
shared resources to individuals and organizatismguigital games for social change
(Games for Change, 201Zames for Changeebsite is considered as a resource of
educational or serious video games focused onldesiges and social change. For
example, a video ganteludeexplores the complex landscape of mood by creating
metaphorical gaming experience. The goal is teragareness and understanding
among the friends and family members of those wifif@isfrom clinical depression.
Passing the Balis another video game proposeddgmes for Changeat involves
parents and their children. In this game, playeessaown through a thoughtful and
allegoric game of catch thatlults must work with children to help them devedmine
safety skills. Over time, children can be armediite knowledge to make their own
decisions online and, ultimately, act as their @afeguard from dangerous content.

Guess My Races a quiz game that was designed to get peopi&itlyg in new ways,
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allowing them to think more critically about theteemely complex issues of race,
diversity, ethnicity, religion, nationality, classnd culture (Games for Change, 2012).
Research confirmed that even violent video gamvlsn put into the educational
context, may have the potential to be used asitigaeids in classrooms and therapeutic
settings, and to provide skills in psychomotor caaation in simulations of real-life
events, for example, training recruits for the attrf@@ces (Anderson & Bushman, 2001,
Griffiths, Davies, & Chappell, 2003). A good exampbr this can be found irull
Spectrum Warriora video game based on a U.S. Army training simaraflo survive
and win the game, the player has to learn to tamkact like a modern professional
soldier. The player uses the buttons on the cdetrtd give orders to two squads of
soldiers, as well as to consult a GPS device, rdisupport, and communicate with rear
area commanders. In so doikgill Spectrum Warrioshows how games take advantage
of situated learning environments. According tof&haet al. (2005): “In games as in real
life, people must be able to build meanings orsiat as they navigate their contexts” (p.
9). In these kinds of video games, players leardil®ct involvement in different virtual
activities within different context and develop blem-solving skills applicable to real-
life situations. As Shafer et al. stated:
Video games matter because they present playérssimulated worlds: worlds
that, if well constructed, are not just about $amt isolated skills, but embody
particular social practices. Video games thus nitggessible for players to
participate in valued communities of practice asd result develop the ways of

thinking that organize those practices. (p. 107)
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A number of studies, both experimental and cotigial, found that playing
violent video games is associated with higher \@pagial acuity, perception, processing,
visual memory, and mental rotation (Castel, P&afbrummond, 2005; Feng, Spence, &
Pratt, 2007; Ferguson, 2011; Green & Bavelier, 2@086, 2007). However, the use of
violent video games directly in educational setif@aces several practical constraints,
including time commitment limitations and teachegjpdices against video games
(Ceranoglu, 2010; Rice, 2007;). Some researchumggested that video gariéord of
Warcraftmay promote reading and writing achievement, idiclg among boys who
previously had little interest in such activiti&t€inkuehler & Duncan, 2008;
Steinkuehler & Williams, 2006). VanDeventer and WHR002) found that children who
displayed expertise at mildly violent games wekelii to display higher ordered thinking
skills. Thus far, research on the use of violedewi games within educational setting has
remained in its infancy.

The new literacy advocates, such as Gee, 2004l, 2306, Prensky, 2002,
Woods,2004, and many others, explained that, the milEdsnas they called this new
generation, have been born in a world where ti@usdiprint literacy no longer
determines the course of cultural, political, ageheral societal development. Today’s
young learners, therefore, require a new framewarkteracy instruction, which
acknowledges both the fluid and dynamic naturetefdcy, whose meanings are subject
to change according to the cultural context andesalcneeds (Bandura, 2002). And
bringing educational video games in our classroaiisindeed, fulfill these social needs

within the cultural context.
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As Turkle (2010) pointed out:
There is nothing mindless about mastering a vgleoe. The games demand
skills that are complex and differentiated. Sorh#hem begin to constitute
socialization into the computer culture: you iatErwith a program, you learn
how to learn what it can do, you get used to asstimg large amounts of
information about structure and strategy by indeng with a dynamic screen
display. And when one game is mastered, thef@n&ihg about how to
generalize strategies to other games. Therensifephow to learn. (p.503)
While many students in our classrooms are videoegalayers, many teachers have
limited experiences with video game playing (Gé#)2, Prensky, 2001). Selfe and
Hawisher (2007) described that many teachers magdywideo games as entertainment
and use them in school as a reward for hard wogkaBse of their impoverished gaming
history, many teachers do not consider games akiagymore than an incentive for
good behaviour. This may explain why some teactiensot either fully actualize or
even understand their roles with respect to vidmuoayintegration (Schrader & Lawless,
2010; Schrader, Zheng, & Young, 2006). Howevergaichers’ perceptions about
educational games remain only on their personag¢mempce with video games, the state
of games in education is at risk of remaining umcfeal. Selfe and Hawisher (2004)
argued that teachers’ perception of video gamen@stainment may mitigate their
perception of games as educational tools. Thisimayy that the teachers need more
opportunities through professional developmenhtngs to learn about video games, and
to directly experience video game playing in orideperceive the possible applications

of such tools in the classrooms.
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To effectively communicate with today’s learngyge-digital educators whom
Prensky (2001) referred to as “digital immigrantsg’ed to become more aware and more
knowledgeable of the new forms of media to whicldents are exposed. It is also
important for teachers to be informed about poss#iffiects of video games in order to
avoid the influences on media moral panics rel&tedolent video games. By
incorporating video gaming research into their icutum, teachers expand their
awareness of the instructional merit of video gaasewell as the important underlying
theoretical foundations of learning in video gamaogtexts (Young, Schrader, & Zheng,
2010).

Summary of the Chapter

In this chapter, the theories on media violenogndive-development, and
social-domain theories of morality were presenfdg phenomenon of video games with
the special emphasis on violent video games waseaseld, and the research on effects
of media violence on children’s attitudes, behakgpand moral development were
reviewed. Media violent theories presented in shisly postulated that the exposure to
violence presented in different forms of media rhagome an important factor
influencing the behaviour, attitudes, and belidfstoldren who spend a significant
amount of time exposed to violent media. Theorgedensitization suggested that
repeated exposure to media violence might altettiema reactions that may result in
desensitization to the consequences of real-ldkewice (Carnagey et al., 2007,
Eisenberg, 2000; Funk et al., 2003). In script thebHuesmann (1998, 2001, 2002)

argued that children who are exposed to a gredtodl@elence, either in real life or in
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media, would develop cognitive scripts that pronmagigression as a way of solving
problems.

Some existing research suggests that extensiwengeof television and movie
violence can alter children's views about the aiat®lity of violence and perhaps even
hinder the development of their moral reasoning(#ar & Curtis, 2003; Krcmar &
Valkenburg, 1999; Krcmar & Vieira, 2005). Accorditgdevelopmental moral theories,
(Gibbs, 1994, Kohlberg, 1984; Narvaez, 2002; Pia§8L; Power, Higgins & Kohlberg,
1989; Rest et al., 2000), moral reasoning concasecific aspect of moral judgment and
how children differentiate between right and wrofAgcording to moral development
theories, is a stage when major changes in movalolement take place (Beauchamp &
Childress, 2001; Gibbs, 2003; Kohlberg 1984; Pid@&5; Richardson, 2003). At this
stage, adolescents tend to believe that good balravieans having good motives and
interpersonal feelings such as love, empathy,,teust concern for others. Moral
reasoning at this stage has moved beyond the pe&udividual approval, to adhere to a
central ideal or ideals that often prescribe whatght and wrong.

The social learning theorists (e.g., Bandura, 198&ci, 1997; Turiel, 1983)
conceptualize moral development as a social legnqmiacess and believe that children
learn what is morally acceptable through direcéyonbolic stimuli and reward during the
learning process. In social-domain theories, m@aoning is developed in accordance
with the child’s interaction with socializing agenn different social settings (Nucci,
1997; Turiel, 1983). Depending on individual pemlanterpretations of interactions in
social contexts, with the body of rules and indinres received from adults, a young

person will weigh the social and moral implicatigmesented by a given situation, and
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use information from both the social and the mdmhains to guide her or his decision
making process (Turel, Killen, & Helwig, 1987; Telri& Davidson, 1986).

Research on violent television and movies revesdede evidence that media
violence may increase the likelihood of aggresae violent behaviour in both
immediate and long-term contexts, and that expasuneedia violence may lead
children to see violence as a normal and an adaeptaeans for resolving conflict
(Anderson et al., 2003nderson & Dill, 2000; Bushman & Huesmann 2006;gason &
Cairns, 1996; Huesmann & Eron, 1986; Singer & Singe@01). According to the
General Aggression Model (Anderson et al., 2003)eated encounters with aggression
may produce long-term changes in an individualugloprocesses such as observational
learning, imitation, the rehearsal and reinforcenuéraggressive knowledge structures,
and the extinction of initially negative emotiomahctions to the sights (e.g., blood and
gore) and sounds (e.g., screams of pain) of vielehbus, repeated exposure to violence
presented in media may lead to more aggressivadss, beliefs, scripts, perceptual and
expectation schemata, and desensitization to agjgresr violence.

Video games have become a very popular activitgragjrchildren, and, according
to existing research, they like to play video gameesompete and win, to get anger out,
for fun, and entertainment (Greenberg et al., 2@8on et al., 2007; Williams &
Clippinger, 2002). The most popular video gameswaleo games that contained
fantasy and human violence (Bajovic, 2006; Funi®3l®Roberts et al., 2005). In
addressing gender differences in video game plgyatgerns and habits, existing studies
reported that girls display less interest in vidames, have less game-related knowledge,

and play less frequently and for shorter duratibias boys (Copeland, 2004; Dill,
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Gentile, Richter, & Dill et al., 2005; Lucas & Shgr2004; Downs & Smith, 2005; Janz
& Martis, 2007; Lucas & Sherry, 2004; Williams, B)OVilliams et al., 2009).

In the media saturated world, children are infeeghby seductive images
presented in media that may affect the formatiotheifr identities (Cohen, 2001; Giles &
Maltby, 2004). If identification involves internaltion, it is likely that repetitive
internalization of media seductive images and iadteve identities of media characters
may have some long-term effects on identificationeial life (Cohen, 2001). This is
especially true for adolescents who are in thegssof forming their own identity and
are susceptible to influence by media characteed/éide & Squire, 2008; Mitchell &
Ziegler, 2007; Spear, 2000). Many violent video garanable their players to enact
identities of the video game characters. The fgadinbeing there and being present (Lee,
2004) may have consequences for the gamers’ idetidn with violent characters
represented in games. This interactivity can cpassible danger for young players in
imitating aggressive acts experienced in video gatma real-life situation (Durkin,
2006; Jansz, 2005). If this happens, the procedsdfefentiation between right and
wrong may become weaker; hence, the negative coaregs for the development of
moral reasoning may become stronger.

Violent video game playing is one specific typenaddia violence and is of
special concern because games allow players te solflicts by repeating violent
actions. The General Aggression Theory statedcthragtant exposure to violent and
aggressive content, through some medium (e.gvi$eda, violent video games) causes
more aggressive thoughts to be activated in merffargerson & Dill, 2000; Bushman

& Huesmann, 2006) and players may become more sgjgeedue to the constant
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exposure of the violent content. Only a few stu@esmined the relations between
violent video game playing and its possible effectsnoral development (Eron, 2001,
Funk et al., 2004; Vieira & Krcmar, 2011). Commamdings of these studies was that
through negative effects on cognitive perspectkenyg, playing violent video games
may have some negative influence on moral reas@bogt violence; therefore,
children’s moral development may be hindered byirtkheease of violent thoughts and
feelings while playing violent video games.

While violent video games have been a source n¢@m, some video games
have the potential to have positive influences evetbpment (Gee, 2003, 2005; Prensky,
2001; Selfe & Hawisher 2007; Subrahmanyam et BD02. Video games in educational
context may provide multiple positive learning ogpaities and may help in developing
imagination, problem-solving skills, and the skilsleadership, positive competition,
and collaboration when involved in multiple playegames (Rosas et al., 2003;
Russoniello et al., 2009). Research confirmedekiah violent video games, when put
into the educational context, may have the potetttibe used as training aids in
classrooms and therapeutic settings, and to prekidls in psychomotor coordination in
simulations of real-life events, for example, tragrecruits for the armed forces
(Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Griffiths, 2000; Grifst Davies, & Chappell, 2003).

A great deal of research has focused on theendfles of violent video game play
on aggressive emotions, thoughts, and behavioulgfson & Buchman, 2001; Dill &
Dill, 1998; Zillmann, 2000). However, little is kmm about the influence of violent video
game play on adolescents’ moral reasonihige reviewed literature supported the need

for more research on violent video game playinddtermine if there is relationship
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among adolescents’ violent video game playing padtand habits, their levels of moral

reasoning, and their attitudes toward real violence
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

In this chapter, the methodological approach asgignh of the study are
described. A mixed methodology was employed expipguantitative and qualitative
data derived from research participants’ respori@adicipants in this study were 109
grade 8 students, 61 boys and 48 girls, meaMage3.1 from seven public elementary
schools in Ontario. Participants’ quantitative @sges were derived from three research
instruments designed to measure participants’ vgdene playing attitudes, patterns, and
habits, their moral maturity, and their attitudewards real violence. The qualitative
approach was utilized to explore participants’ vid@me playing attitudes, patterns, and
habits based on qualitative responses to open-equiestions in a self-reporting
guestionnaire, an unstructured follow-up interviewd field notes. Eight primary
research questions were addressed:
1. What are adolescents’ video game playing patand habits?
2. What attitudes and feelings do adolescentstrelwing and after violent video game
playing?
3. What beliefs do adolescents describe aboutned in video games and violence in
real life?
4. Do adolescents report identification with vidgone characters and what are the
personality traits they admire the most in thewofarite video game characters?
5. What are adolescents’ levels of sociomoralaeag (SRMS) and what are their
attitudes towards real violence (ATV)?
6. Is there a statistically significant relatibisbetween adolescents’ violent video

game playing patterns and habits and their leatsasal reasoning/maturity?
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7. Is there a statistically significant relatioipshetween adolescents’ violent video game
playing patterns and habits and their attitudesatd® real violence?
8. Is there a statistically significant differertmetween adolescents who play violent
video games and those who do not play with reg@artiseir levels of moral
reasoning/maturity and their attitudes towardsenck?
Two Stages of Data Collection

The data collection took place in two stagesatapinistering a battery of three
research instruments, and (b) a follow-up interviéie two stages of data collection are
presented next.
First Stage

The first stage consisted of administering a batéthree tests: a self-reporting
background questionnaire (Appendix C) with open @onded questions designed to
explore participants’ video games patterns, hahitd, attitudes (designed by the
researcher); The Sociomoral Reflection Measure+t$twm (SRM-SF; Gibbs et al.,
1992) to measure participants’ moral maturity (Apgig D); and The Attitudes Towards
Violence Scale - Adolescent Version (Funk, Ellidttman, Flores, & Mock,1999) to
measure adolescents’ attitudes towards real vieléAppendix E).
Second Stage

In the second stage of the study, a follow-upruestired, open-ended interview
was conducted and the interview protocol was usegéndix F) with 10 participants
who consented to participate with the intentioprovide in-depth information about

participants’ (a) video gaming attitudes, pattears] habits; (b) moral reasoning; and (c)
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attitudes towards violence. The field notes welected throughout both stages of data
collection.
Rationale for Mixed Method Research Design

A mixed method research design is a proceduredibecting, analyzing, and
mixing both quantitative and qualitative researct mmethods in a single study to explore
and understand a research problem thoroughly (Bny2@04;Creswell, 2008; Creswell
& Plano Clark, 2007; Onwuegbuzie & Teddlie, 200@8shakkori & Teddlie, 1998,
2003). Quantitative data are data in numerical faften derived from questionnaires or
structured interviews, which yield specific numbetsch can be statistically analyzed.
The quantitative approach tends to be associatédtiae postpositivistic paradigm, and
employs strategies of inquiry, such as experimemtatnd survey, and methods of data
collection that are predetermined measures regultimumeric data. Qualitative data are
descriptive data from observation or unstructurgdrviews (Baxter & Jack, 2008;
Bryman, 2004Darlington & Scott, 2002). The qualitative approaehds to be
associated with constructivist or the transforma@mancipatory paradigms, employs
strategies, such as the case study or narratideses methods or data collection such as
the interview resulting in open-ended data textizga (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Guba &
Lincoln, 1988; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2008)reswell (2008) explained:

Mixed methods research is a research design \Witbgmphical assumptions

as well as methods of inquiry. As a methodologinvolves philosophical

assumptions that guide the direction of the catdecand analysis of data and the

mixture of qualitative and quantitative approacimesiany phases in the research

process. As a method, it focuses on collectinglyaimg, and mixing both
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guantitative and qualitative data in a single gtadseries of studies. Its central

premise is that the use of quantitative and catal# approaches together

provides a better understanding of research pmubtéan either approach alone.

(p. 5)

The mixed methods approach is associated withrdgnmatic paradigm and strategies
that involve collecting data in a simultaneousexgential manner using methods that
are drawn from both quantitative and qualitatiagitions in a fashion that best addresses
the research questions (Bryman, 200deswell, 2003; 2008; Creswell & Plano Clark,
2007;Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). According to Tashaklkord Teddlie (2003), there
are three areas where a mixed method is superamnmono-methods approach. First, it is
in the ability to answer research questions tha¢roapproaches cannot; mixed methods
can answer simultaneously confirmatory and expboyaquestions. Second, they provide
stronger inferences through depth and breadthswanto complex social phenomena.
And third, they provide the opportunity through eligent findings for an expression of
differing viewpoints.

According to Creswell (2008), the main advantagfesixed methods are in
providing more comprehensive evidence for studgmgsearch problem than either
guantitative or qualitative research alone, ang heswer questions that cannot be
answered by qualitative or quantitative approactese. Creswell (2008) stated that
mixed methods research encourages the use of teulMgrldviews or paradigms rather
than the typical association of certain paradigongjliantitative researchers and others
for qualitative researchers. It is also practioahie sense that the researcher is free to use

all methods possible to address a research pro#leocording to Creswell (2008) and
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Creswell and Plano Clark (2007), the main disach@ed of mixed methodology are time
consuming to collect and analyze both quantitadive qualitative data, and researchers
are often trained in only one form of inquiry (qtitative or qualitative), while mixed
methods require that they know both forms of diatéhe present study, the quantitative
and qualitative data were collected sequentialtywo phases and an explanatory mixed
method design was employed. An explanatory mixethatkdesign consists of first
collecting quantitative data and then collectinglgative data to help explain or
elaborate on the quantitative results (CresweldD82Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The
rationale for this type of research design wasefact that the quantitative data and
results provided a general picture of the reseprchlem, but more analyses through
qualitative data collection and results helpedeiiming and further explaining the
research problem.
Participants

A convenience sample of 109 grade 8 studentsresgen M=13.1), 61 boys and
48 girls from seven public elementary schools ledah Ontario participated in this
study. The students in grade 8 were in the prookessmpleting their passage from
childhood to young adulthood, the adolescence stagsidered as the time of a great
change on many levels (Brooks-Gunn & Reiter, 1#30wn, 1990; Collins & Gunnatr,
1990; DeVane & Squire, 2008; Mitchell & Ziegler,@0. These changes include
dramatic biological changes, social changes, arjdrmaychological changes linked to
increasing social and moral maturity. As such, ttegyresented the perfect match for the
present study, as the researcher was interestatbirscents’ video game playing

patterns and habits, their stage of moral developnaad the attitudes towards violence.
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Defining Groups

For the purpose of this study, two groups of playeere identified: the group
that played violent video games, and the groupdithhot play violent video games. The
researcher used frequency counts to determinecipantits’ video game playing patterns,
habits, and attitudes based on their responsé®isdif-reported questionnaire. These
frequency counts provided information about (a)ah®unt of time participants declared
playing video games, (b) what kind of video gantesy/tplayed often, and (c) what their
favourite video games were. The violent video g@haging group included participants
who (a) declared playing video games between otieré®e hours every day, (b) declared
playing violent video games, (c) selected violadew games as their favourite games
that they played often, and (d) reported enjoynreptaying violent video games. The
nonviolent video game playing group was comprisetth® participants who declared
playing nonviolent video games either between ortree hours every day, every other
day, few times per week, few times per month, othenweekends. They also selected
nonviolent games as the games they played oftehtheary chose nonviolent games as
their favourite games. This group also involvedipgrants who declared not playing
video games at all.

Research Instruments

A battery of three tests: a self-reporting backagibquestionnaire (Appendix C)
with open and closed questions designed to explamgcipants’ video games patterns,
habits, and attitudes (designed by the researchiee) Sociomoral Reflection Measure—
Short Form (SRM-SF; Gibbs et al., 1992) to meaparg&cipants’ moral maturity

(Appendix D); and The Attitudes Towards Violencal®c Adolescent Version (Funk,
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Elliott, Urman, Flores, & Mock,1999) to measure ledaents’ attitudes towards real
violence (Appendix E) are presented next.
Background Questionnaire

Questionnaires are a type of self-report methodthvbonsists of a set of
guestions usually in a highly structured writtemigCreswell, 2008). In the present
study, a self-reporting pencil and paper questioanaith 21 questions, five pages long
(Appendix C) was designed by the researcher taméte participants’ video game
playing patterns and habits. This questionnairelvesed on The Media Self-Report
Questionnaire (Elliott, 2006) used in longitudipabject investigating children's media
preferences and habits across various media miegadind the impact of media on
values, beliefs, and worldviews. The present resesiudy replicated the questions that
focused on video games patterns and habits.

Prior to data collection, the self-reporting quastaire was pilot tested for clarity
and six adolescents were recruited through therelser’'s acquaintance. The six
adolescents (age 13) were contacted by phone amédbkarcher explained the purpose
of the questionnaire and asked them if they wehengiito complete it. The researcher
also explained that they did not need to submistied questionnaires to the researcher
and that the main purpose was checking for cladpon agreement, the questionnaires
were emailed to them, and they were asked to raeld @uestion carefully for
understanding. After they finished, they called tbsearcher and described their overall
experience with each question. According to thesponses, none of the questions

appeared confusing or unclear.
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The self-reported questionnaire contained closedopen-ended questions, and
guestions based on a Likert Scale. Closed questiens questions which provided a
limited choice; for example, a participant’s ageres or No questions (e.g., Do you play
video games?, Have you ever played any violentovgianmes?, Do you enjoy playing
violent video games?) Closed questions asked speatdrrow questions and enabled
collection of numerical data from participants. @mnded questions gave an opportunity
for participants to provide their own answers ama/gled more in-depth responses from
the participants which enabled the researchertteeganore in-depth understanding of
participants’ video gaming patterns, habits, atituates. Open-ended questions asked
the participants for his or her knowledge, opinionfeelings, and the questiodsscribe
or explainwere presented (e.g., Are there some element®lefce in the video games
that you do not like at all? Please Describe; Haueever heard through the media about
any real life situations that may have been infagehby violent video games? Please
Explain). Participants were also asked to des¢hbg attitudes, feelings, and beliefs
about violence presented in video games and vielenceal-life situations (e.g., Have
you ever personally been involved in real life aitons that may have been influenced by
violent video games?). There were also questidagegkto identification designed to
determine participants’ possible identificationlwiideo game characters and to
establish the reasons behind that possible ideatifin (e.g., Do you sometimes wish to
be like your favourite video game character? Wiaitthe following personality traits do
you admire the most in your favourite video ganteave/courageous, persistent, funny,

smart, attractive, aggressive, and dominant)
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Likert Scale questions were in the form of statata and the participants
decided how strongly they agree or disagree wighsttements provided (e.g., | play
video games because: It is fun; It is excitindidips me relax...etc. with the scale being
Agree, Disagree, Not Sure). Data gained from artiKgpe scale were quantitative data
that provided information about how strongly a pgpant felt about video games
patterns, habits, and attitudes. The main purpbteecelf-reporting questionnaire was
to determine participants’ video game playing pagehabits, and attitudes. After the
data analyses of the results obtained with thersplfrting questionnaire, it was possible
to determine and identify a violent and nonviolgrdup of video game players.
Sociomoral Reflection Objective Measure-Short FornfSRM-SF)

The Sociomoral Reflection Measure-Short Form (SBM-Gibbs et al., 1992)
elicits reasoning concerning moral values thatrepeesentative of the moral domain:
life, law, affiliation, contract, truth, and socijalstice (Appendix D). The SRM-SF uses
11 brief, lead-in statements (e.g., “Let’s sayiand of yours needs help and may even
die, and you're the only person who can save hitmeot; or, “Think about when you've
made a promise to a friend of yours”). The leadtatements are followed by evaluation
guestions; for example, “How important is it foparson (without losing his or her own
life) to save the life of a friend? Circle one: y@mportant/important/not important.” The
participants are also asked to elaborate on theigrsents and the elaborative answers
were used for coding and the analyses. Responskes 8RM-SF questions were scored
by consulting the appropriate chapter in the refeeemanual provided by the author of
the instrument. Questions one through four adddessetract and truth values and are

scored using the criteria provided in chapter 4nf@xct and Truth). Questions five and
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six pertained to chapter five (Affiliation), quests seven and eight pertained to chapter
six (Life), questions nine and 10 pertained to ¢hapeven (Property and Law), and
guestion 11 pertained to chapter eight (Legal destirhe basic idea of SRM-SF scoring
is to assess the developmental level of questiommesponses in accordance with the
criteria in the reference manual.

All 11 items are scored, and the summary of ates were calculated, and the
primary score in the SRMS-SF assessment represtr@eibciomoral reflection maturity
level based on the mean of all items scored. Tvedeof sociomoral maturity ranged
from The Immaturity level, which represents Stage @Unilateral and Physical) and
Stage two (Exchanging and Instrumental), to Theukiigtlevel which represents Stage
three (Mutual and Prosocial) and Stage four (Syatenand Standard). The SRM-SF
evidences acceptable levels of reliability (inteeratest—retest, internal consistency) and
validity (criterion-related, construct). For exampihe SRM-SF demonstrated good
concurrent validity (r = .69) with the Moral Judgmiénterview instrument (Colby &
Kohlberg, 1987), and comparable age trends in sssrfpdm Italy (Gielen, Comunian, &
Antoni, 1994), Northern Ireland and Sweden (FergusécLernon, & Cairns, 1994). The
measure correlates with theoretically relevantaldds such as social perspective-taking
(Mason & Gibbs, 1993) and prosocial behavior (Gigl@omunian, & Antoni, 1994). Its
discriminant validity is supported by its consigtatentification of the samples as
developmentally delayed in moral judgment (Barri@dybs, Potter, & Liau, 2001;
Gavaghan, Arnold, & Gibbs, 1983; Gregg, Gibbs, &iger, 1994). Relative to the
Moral Judgment Interview instrument (Colby & Kohthe1987), the SRM-SF is group-

administrable, takes less time to complete, requass inferential scoring time (25 to 30
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minutes versus 30 to 60 minutes to score a trdrestioral Judgment Interview
instrument protocol), and is accompanied by adegselt-training materials (Gibbs,
1995).
The Attitudes Towards Violence Scale-Adolescent Veron

The Attitudes Towards Violence Scale-Adolesceatsion is a 15-item scale
developed by Funk et al. (1999) and it measurekadents’ attitudes towards violence
(Appendix E). The scale measures attitudes towaasive violence and culture of
violence. Items reflecting reactive violence adated to an individual's response to an
immediate threat such as “If a person hits you, sloauld hit them back”. The culture of
violence reflects attitudes that would be expetteoe resistant to change such as “It's
okay to do whatever it takes to protect myself.&€Tasponse format follows a three-
point Likert scale. The response format was codea@gree, disagree, and not sure.
Disagree responses were given a score of threeeAgsponses were given a score of
one. Neutral responses were given a score of twe.s€ale ranges from 15-45, with 45
being the highest score (each item ranges fronoi@ $f one to three). The scores greater
than one standard deviation are considered tohighascore (ATV scores greater than
27.90). This means that participants with the sbagber than 27.90 are considered to
demonstrate high proviolent attitudes in real IBased upon Funk and Buchman’s
(1996) study, the scale demonstrates good integhability with a Cronbach’s alpha of
.86, which means that a measure is consistentwitiself. The internal reliability of self-
report measures, such as psychometric tests, cassbsesed using the split half method.
This involves splitting a test into two and havihg same participant doing both halves

of the test. If the two halves of the test prowsdailar results, this would suggest that the
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test has internal reliability (Creswell, 2003)\ccording to Funk and Buchman, the ATV
test also demonstrates good internal reliability.
Research Procedure

A mixed methodology research procedure employmyexploring quantitative
and qualitative data derived from research paditig responses is presented next.
Quantitative Phase

In this particular phase, three different reseamstruments were used: A Self-
Reporting Questionnaire (Appendix C) with demogrephformation (e.g., age, gender),
and questions about participants’ violent video gataying, patterns and habits
designed by researcher. The questions from theegadirting questionnaire were
guantitative in nature and were analyzed at tligestGibbs’ Sociomoral Reflection
Objective Measure-Short Form (Appendix D) was usedetermine the differences in
participants’ sociomoral reasoning, and The At&sid owards Violence Scale-
Adolescents’ version (Appendix E) (Funk et al., 9p@&as used to measure participants’
attitudes towards real violence.
Quantitative Data Collection

Upon collection of signed consent forms for papadion, the researcher visited
school sites and arranged with teachers the tirdgkate for participants to do the three
guestionnaires. All quantitative data were colldatethe similar manner in each school.
Participants were taken to an empty classroom lamdécessary procedural information
was provided by the researcher. Participants werended that at any point they were

allowed to withdraw from participation if they falhcomfortable with the questions or if
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they got tired. All participants were able to fimigheir questionnaires in approximately
30-40 minutes.
Quantitative Data Analyses

Upon collection, the quantitative data were emtened analyzed in the Statistical
package for Social Science (SPSS). In order tanate participants’ video game
playing patterns and habits, a descriptive staifprocedure was employed aiming to
guantitatively summarize a data set (Creswell, 2Q@088; Creswell & Plano Clark,
2007). In order to establish the amount of time fHaaticipants spent on playing video
games, a descriptive statistics procedure of frequéistribution and cross tabulation
was performedA frequency distribution was used to summarize loften different
scores occurred within a sample of scores. Crdmgaaon is a combination of two (or
more) frequency tables arranged such that eacinciié resulting table represents a
unique combination of specific values of cross-tatad variables. Cross tabulation
allowed examination frequencies of observationslieéong to specific categories on
more than one variable. By examining these fregesnthe identification of relations
between cross-tabulated variables was determines\{@ll, 2003, 2008; Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2007).

The chi-square test is used to determine whetieee is a significant difference
between the expected frequencies and the obseae@aeicies in one or more categories
(Creswell, 2008). The chi-square analysis in thislgwas performed to determine
whether there was a significant difference betwasys and girls in their video game
patterns and habits, and their scores on The SacamReflection Measure-Short Form

(SRMS) and The Attitudes Towards Violence Scale\YATn order to determine the
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relationship among the variables, or the degresessbciation among variables, an
explanatory correlational research design was padd. An explanatory research design
is a correlational design in which the researcheestigates to what extent two (or more)
variables co-vary (Creswell, 20032; 2008). In ustmglanatory correlation design, the
researcher correlated the association between twwmee variables, all participants were
part of one group (e.g., grade 8), and at leaststvaoes (e.g., Scores on SRMS and ATV)
were obtained for each individual in the group.e Tesearch report was based on the
correlation statistical test, and the researcheteniaterpretations from the statistical test
results (Creswell, 2008; Creswell & Plano ClarkQ2D The statistic that expressed a
correlation as a linear relationship was the produement correlational coefficient, or
simple r’ and the statistic was calculated for two variaglddg multiplying the z scores on
X and Y for each case and then dividing by the nemab cases minus one.

In this particular study, an explanatory correatprocedure was used in relating
two scores which were scores on The SociomorakeB&bin Measure-Short Form
(SRM-SF; Gibbs et al., 1992), and scores on adehscvideo game playing patterns
and habits from self-reporting questionnaire teedetne the relationship between levels
of adolescents’ moral reasoning and the amounina they spent playing violent video
games. An explanatory correlation procedure was @ed in relating the scores on The
Attitudes Towards Violence Scale-Adolescent Verg®hV; Funk et al., 1999) and
scores on adolescents’ video game playing paterdsabits from the self-reporting
guestionnaire to determine the relationship betvestescents’ attitudes toward

violence and the amount of time they spent playiotent video games.
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To determine the difference between the mearnghenSociomoral Reflection
Measure test and The Attitudes Towards ViolencdeSeats between the participants
who play violent video games and participants wbadt play violent video games, a
statistical procedure of the independent samplessiTanalysis was performed. The
independent samples T-test is analysis most commsed to compare the actual
difference between two means in relation to theéatian in the data. The independent
samples T-test assesses whether the means of twpsgare statistically different from
each other (Creswell, 2002). The independent saiplest analysis in the present study
was used to compare the means of two groups, Yividao game playing group and
nonviolent video game playing group on their vid@one playing patterns and habits,
and on the scores on two tests: SRMS and ATV thkstsder to determine the
interaction between two dependent variables: SR&b8es and ATV scores, an analysis
of Binary Logistic Regression was performed. Binaogistic Regression is a statistical
analysis used to determine whether independerdhlarhas a unique predictive
relationship to dependent variable (Creswell, 2008yistic regression provided
knowledge of the relationships and strengths antibagariables.

Qualitative Phase

In this particular phase, a qualitative data basedpen-ended questions from
self-reporting questionnaire, the interview data] the field notes were analyzed. All
responses to qualitative questions were enter&thinograh(Ethnograph v5.0 Software
for Text Based Qualitative Analy$e®ftware programs for analysisthnograph v5.0s

a versatile computer program that searches ang setgments of interest within the data
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and marks them with code words and identifierddather analyses. The questions that
are qualitative in nature were coded and analyaeddscriptions and themes.

A follow-up unstructured, open-ended interview waaducted with the
participants who consented to participate. Thentnde of this interview was to provide
in-depth information about participants’ video gagattitudes, patterns and habits, their
moral reasoning, and their attitudes towards vicdef-or this purpose, an interview
protocol (Appendix F) was designed with the questithat emerged during and after
data collection and contained instructions forghecess of the interview, the questions
to be asked, and provided space to take notesspomses from the interviewee. The
interview protocol (list of questions) sought anssvi® questions that were similar to
those on a written questionnaire, and it provideddpportunity to gather richer and
more detailed responses, probe for further infoienatand clarify any confusing issues.
During the interview, participants were asked talfer elaborate on their video game
patterns and habits, video game preferences,gketeption on violence in video games,
and violence in real life.

Interview Data Collection

The one-on-one interviews took place approximabely month after the
guantitative data were collected and preliminarglgses were performed. In the
preliminary analyses, the researcher used frequenayts to determine participants’
video game playing patterns, habits, and attitiidsed on their responses in the self-
reported questionnaire. These frequency countsgedvnformation about (a) the
amount of time participants declared playing vidames, (b) what kind of video games

they played, and (c) what their favourite video garwere. This analysis served in the
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selection of participants for an interview. Tentg#pants were selected for an interview
based on their responses to the self-reportingtipmesire. Five participants were
randomly selected from the violent video game plgygroup. The violent video game
playing group included participants who (a) dedgptaying video games between one to
three hours every day, (b) selected violent videmes as the games they played often,
(c) indicated violent video games as their favauvideo games to play, (d) declared
playing violent video games, and (e) enjoyed plgyiolent video games. Another five
participants were randomly chosen from the nonwitblédeo game playing group. The
nonviolent video game playing group included pgraats who declared playing
nonviolent video games for less than one hourreethours every day, every other day,
few times per week, few times per month, or onvikekends, selected nonviolent games
as the games they played often, and chose nonvigdenes as their favourite games to
play. The rationale behind the selection was tlezlrie obtain richer data from violent
and nonviolent video game playing groups about tideo game patterns, habits, and
attitudes, their perception on violence in videmga, and their perception on violence in
real life.

Prior to the commencement of each interview, pgsian was obtained by the
researcher through a letter of consent from paditis’ parents or guardians. Each
interview was conducted in a face-to-face settimgn empty classroom provided by the
teachers, and in an area secluded enough to ppatetipants’ confidentiality. Brief
notes were taken during the interviews, as necgssaemphasize any nonverbal
emotional reactions that were not recorded by dage(Glesne, 2006). An interview

protocol was focused on the questions that emarmggdrticipants’ responses in the
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guestionnaires and was used to help the researchenduct the interview. Each
interview lasted approximately 30 minutes and wadiarecorded. Upon collection, all
interviews were transcribed by the researcher atered inEthnograph 5.@&oftware for
Text Based Qualitative Analysdsthnograph 5 Creswell (2008) posited that interview
data, once collected, needs to be reduced, oraréed into units of information. In this
study, interview data were reduced and sequentatjgnized, coded, and sorted using
Ethnograh 5software program for analysis.
Field Notes

Filed notes are a method of qualitative researeated when observing a culture,
setting, or social situation, by the researchanrder to record the behaviors, activities,
events, and other features of the setting beingrebd (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). Field
notes are meant to be read by the researcher dogeadditional meaning and
understanding (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Wimil¢he field, the researcher in the
present study jotted down a few words or shortesends that helped her recall the
important observations. The researcher completedabes and conducted preliminary
analysis in order to identify emerging themes imratsdy after the data collection and
interviews. The field notes were coded manuallyl toe content was analyzed and
added to the study.

Ethics

A research proposal including letters of inforroatand consent form were sent
to the Brock Research Ethics Board for approvabrugeceiving Research Ethics Board
approval from the Brock Research Ethics Board (AplpeG), a research proposal, letter

of information, and consent forms were sent toRbksearch Officer at the participating



114

School Board according to board policy. When baamsent was granted, the principals
and teachers at each of the schools were contantecesearch start time was negotiated.
The letter of information and consent form weret $emme to each student in targeted
classrooms for parents/guardians to sign. At thiatg 173 consent forms were
distributed in seven different classrooms. In te#er, all the research requirements
including time required completing the questionesirstudent/school confidentiality, and
the voluntary nature of this program was explicgiytlined. Also included in this
package was a consent form that explicitly outlittezltime associated with the research
project, student/school confidentiality, intervipmocedures, and the voluntary nature of
this project. A 109 students returned consent faigused by their parents or guardians
and those participants were included in the study.
Compensation for Participants

The participants did not receive any monetaryaagible compensation for their
participation in the study. However, it was expécthat all individuals would benefit
from participating in this study and would find thecess to be an enjoyable experience.
For instance, discussing the purpose of this stody provide students and teachers with
the opportunity to make a meaningful connectionvieen their personal lives and
sections of the Ontario curriculum related to mexdid media studies (Ontario Ministry
of Education, 1997) and Character Education stiegg@ntario Ministry of Education,
2007).

Privacy and Confidentiality
Each student who participated in this study wasggagd a numerical code for the

purposes of identification (e.g., 2S16). This cagpeared on any numerical data
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collected throughout the study. It was clearlylakged to parents, teachers, and students
that any reporting of findings associated with gtisdy (either in the context of the
schools/school board or academic journals/confe®neould contain only the average
scores and other group information and that thieideatities would be protected at all
times.
Summary of the Chapter

This chapter outlined the methodology and procesitinat were employed in
investigating relationships between adolescenti@igames patterns and habits, their
levels of moral reasoning, and their attitudes tolsaiolence. The description of the
research methodology, procedure, participants, alzbyses, and study limitations were
explained in order to provide an understandingaw khis study examined these
relationships. The results of the data collectedgughe described methodology are
presented in Chapter Four. The results were detgedy descriptive statistics (cross
tabulations and frequencies), inferential statssfaorrelation, independent samples T-

test), and content analyses (open-ended questitessiews, and field notes).
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CHAPTER FOUR: PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

The major purpose of this study was to deternfitieere was a relationship
among participants’ violent video game playing @atts and habits, their levels of moral
reasoning, and their attitudes toward real violef¢te participants were 109 grade 8
students, mean ag®l(=13.1) from seven public elementary schools in GmtaEight
primary research questions were addressed:
1. What are participants’ video game playing padend habits?
2. What attitudes and feelings do participant®reguring and after violent video game
playing?
3. What beliefs do participants describe abouewvice in video games and violence in
real life?
4. Do participants report identification with vimlgame characters and what are the
personality traits they admire the most in thewofarite video game characters?
5. What are participants’ levels of sociomorakiang (SRMS) and what are their
attitudes toward real violence (ATV)?
6. Is there a statistically significant relatibisbetween participants’ violent video
game playing patterns and habits and their leatsasal reasoning/maturity?
7. Is there a statistically significant relatioipshetween participants’ violent video game
playing patterns and habits and their attitudesatdweal violence?
8. Is there a statistically significant differertmetween participants who play violent
video games and those who do not play with reg@ardiseir levels of moral reasoning

and their attitudes towards violence?
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In order to determine participants’ video gameyiplg patterns and habits,
descriptive statistics were employed aiming to gitetively summarize a data set
(Creswell, 2003, 2008; Creswell & Plano Clark, 20@Yfrequency count was used to
summarise how often different scores occurred withsample of scores. Cross-
tabulation was performed to analyze the relatignbletween two or more variables.
Cross-tabulation allowed the examination of freques of observations that belong to
specific categories on more than one variable.>@yrening these frequencies, the
identification of relations between cross-tabulatadables was determined (Creswell,
2003; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). The chi-squast was used to determine whether
there was a significant difference between the etgoefrequencies and the observed
frequencies in one or more categories (Creswell32The chi-square analysis was
performed to determine whether there was a sigmifidifference between boys and girls
in their video game patterns and habits, and #egres on SRMS and ATV tests. Cross-
tabulation allowed the examination of frequenciesliservations that belong to specific
categories on more than one variable. By examithiege frequencies in present study,
the identification of relations between cross-taked variables of video game patterns
and habit was determined (Creswell, 2003; Cres&é&llano Clark, 2007).

In order to determine the relationship among theables, or the degree of
association among variables, an explanatory caivekd research design was performed.
In order to determine the relationship betweenatmeunt of participants’ violent video
game time played and SRMS and ATV scores, a bevadtrelation procedure was
performed. A bivariate correlation is a statistitegt that measures the association or

relationship between two variables. The Pearsodymtemoment correlation coefficient
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was calculated to measure the correlation (linegeddence) between two variables, X
and Y, giving a value between +1 and -1 inclusive.

To determine the difference between the meansRMSand ATV tests between
the participants who play violent video games aadigipants who do not play violent
video games, a statistical procedure of the indégeinsamples T-test analysis was
performed. The independent samples T-test is asatysst commonly used to compare
the actual difference between two means in relabahe variation in the data. The
independent samples t-test assesses whether tims wies/o groups are statistically
different from each other (Creswell, 2002). Theeipendent samples T-test analysis in
present study was used to compare the means ajrvaps, violent video game playing
group and nonviolent video game playing group @irthideo game playing patterns and
habits, and on the scores on two tests: The SocaReflection Measure—Short Form
(SRM-SF; Gibbs et al., 1992) to measure particganbral maturity (Appendix D); and
The Attitudes Towards Violence Scale -Adolescentsim (ATV; Funk et al.,1999) to
measure participants’ attitudes towards real vicdefAppendix E). Independent samples
T-test was also conducted to compare means of lodwislent video game playing and
the scores on the Sociomoral Reflection Measute fesviolent video game playing
group. In order to determine the interaction betwtse dependent variables: The
Sociomoral Reflection Measure scores and The Algisur owards Violence Scale scores,
an analysis of Binary Logistic Regression was penéx. Binary Logistic Regression is a
statistical analysis used to determine whetherpgaddent variable has a unique

predictive relationship to dependent variable (@edk 2003).
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In order to define violent video game playing gr@and nonviolent video game
playing group, the researcher used frequency cdardstermine participants’ video
game playing patterns, habits, and attitudes baseteir responses in the self-reported
guestionnaire. These frequency counts providednmdtion about (a) the amount of time
participants declared playing video games, (b) Wirat of video games they played, and
(c) what their favourite video games were. In defyrviolent and nonviolent video game
playing groups, the violent video game playing grincluded participants who (a)
declared playing video games for one to three heuesy day, (b) declared playing
violent video games, (c) selected violent video gamas their favourite games that they
played often, and (d) reported enjoyment in playimmdent video games. The nonviolent
video game playing group included participants wholared playing nonviolent video
games from less than one hour to three hours @agryevery other day, few times per
week, few times per month, or on the weekends. Higy selected nonviolent games as
the games they played often, and they chose n@ntighmes as their favourite games.
This group also involved participants who declametiplaying video games at all. The
responses below represent major findings from thesearch questions as they have
emerged through the data analyses based on tHesrekthe three research instruments,
the interviews, and the field notes.

Participants’ Video Game Patterns and Habits

The self-reporting questionnaire consisted of @éstjons and was used to assess
participants’ self-reporting experiences with vidgone playing in general, and with
violent video game playing specifically. The sedforting questionnaire contained

closed and open-ended questions, and questiond baseLikert Scale. Closed
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guestions were questions which provided a limiteoice-for example a participant’s age
or Yes or No questions (e.g., Do you play video gsP) Have you ever played any
violent video games?, Do you enjoy playing violeigieo games?) Closed questions
asked specific, narrow questions and enabled ¢alleof numerical data from
participants. Open-ended questions gave an opptyrfion participants to provide their
own answers and provided more in-depth responeastfie participants which enabled
the researcher to gather more in-depth understgradiparticipants’ video gaming
patterns, habits, and attitudes. Open-ended questisked the participants for his or her
knowledge, opinions, or feelings, and the questaescribeor explainwere presented
(e.g., “Are there some elements of violence invildeo games that you do not like at all?
Please describe”, “Have you ever heard througtbéia about any real life situations
that may have been influenced by violent video gghf®lease Explain”). Participants
were also asked to describe their attitudes, fgeliand beliefs about violence presented
in video games and violence in real-life situati¢éag., “Have you ever personally been
involved in real-life situations that may have b&gfuenced by violent video games?”).
There were also questions related to identificatiesigned to determine participants’
possible identification with video game charactard to establish the reasons behind that
possible identification (e.g., “Do you sometimeshvto be like your favourite video
game character? Which of the following persondtiajts do you admire the most in your
favourite video games: smart, successful, attractisnny, dominant, aggressive,
brave/courageous, male, female, persistent/nevesgip, or other’?).

Likert Scale questions were in the form of statetsi¢hat allowed the participants

to decide how strongly they agreed or disagreeld thig choices on the scale. (e.g., “I
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play video games because: It is fun; It is excitibgs something to do when | am bored;
| enjoy competing; | like the challenge of figuririgout; It helps me relax; | like using
guns and weapons; | feel less lonely; It helps sr@ my anger.”). Data gained from a
Likert Type scale were quantitative data that pdedi information about how strongly a
participant felt about video games patterns, habitd attitudes.

For the question “Which of the following video gasndo you play?’a frequency
scale was used to determine how frequently thecgzahts declared playing various
video games. A three-point frequency scale inclualesivers “often, rarely, never.” The
following choices of video games were offer€all of Duty: Modern Warfare, FIFA10,
NHL series, Need for Speed, Super Mario GalaxyozkBand3, Grand Theft Auto: San
Andreas, Sims, Prince of Persia: The Forgotten Saktbnster Hunter Tri, Madden
NFL, andWord of WarcraftThe offered video game choices were based omts
popular video games based on the Gamerankingsresearch by Olson et al., (2007),
The Media Awareness Network (2005), and The Canabeachers’ Federation (2005).
An open-ended question was also provided to enable&cipants to write video game
choices not offered in the question.

In order to determine participants’ video gameyiplg patterns and habits, and
participants’ violent video game playing patternd &abits, the following questions from
the self-reporting questionnaire were analyzediatdtage:

1. Do you play video games?
2. How often do you play video games?
3. Which of the following video games do you play?

4. What are your two favourite video games?
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5. Have you ever played any violent video games?

6. Do you enjoy playing violent video games?

Descriptive statistic procedures were employeduangjtatively summarize the data set
(Creswell, 2003, 2008; Creswell & Plano Clark, 200he data in SPSS were analyzed,
and cross-tabulation and frequencies were performed

1. Do you play video games?

In order to determine if participants played vidgmnes, a frequency analysis was
used to summarize how often different scores oaatlnin a sample of scores. The
results are shown in Table 1. According to theltes86/109 (88%) participants
reporting playing video games, while 13 (12 %) desdl that they did not play video
games at all. Among those who declared played videnes were 58/61(95%) boys and
38/48 (79%) qirls, three boys and 10 girls declaretplaying video games at all. The
chi-square analysis was conducted to determinehghétere was a significant
difference between boys and girls on playing vigames. The percentage of participants
who played video games did not significantly diffgrgenderx?(1, N = 109) = 6.47p =
.12. Therefore, the majority of participants deethplaying video games.

2. How often do you play video games?

In order to determine the amount of time thatipigm@nts played video games,
cross-tabulation was performed. Cross-tabulatitowald the examination of frequencies
of observations that referred to amount of timdipg@ants declared playing video
games. The results are presented in Table 2. Bas#te results, 59/109 (54%)
participants declared playing video games everyfaay less than one hour to three or

more hours. In this group there were 49/61 boy%d8&nd 10/48 girls (21%).
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Frequency of Video Game Playing
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All participants Boys Girls
n % n % n %
Yes 96 88% 58 95% 38 79%
No 13 12% 3 5% 10 21%
Total 109 100% 61 100% 48 100%




Table 2

Amount of Time Playing Video Games
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Less than 1 hour 1 hou2 hours 3 or more hours Tota

n n n n n
Every day
Boys 2 19 20 49
Girls 2 6 2 10
Total 4 25 22 59
Every other day
Boys 2 4 5 2 13
Girls 3 2 2 8
Total 5 6 7 3 21
Few times per week
Boys 3 5 5 5 18
Girls 2 8 3 16
Total 5 13 8 8 34
Few times a month
Boys 3 14
Girls 6 4 4 16
Total 7 8 7 8 30

Table continues
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Less than 1 hour 1 hou2 hours 3 or more hours arot
n n n n n
On weekend
Boys 2 4 3 12 21
Girls 2 1 3 11
Total 7 6 4 15 32
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In the group that declared playing video gamesyeother day, there were 21/109
(19 %) participants, 13/61 (21%) boys, and 8/484)1@irls. In the group that declared
playing video games a few times per week, there\Bdr109 (32%) participants, 18/61
(29%) boys, and 16/48 (33%) girls. There were 39/AB%) participants who declared
playing video games a few times a month, 14/61 (28%se boys, and 16/48 (33%) were
girls. There were 32/109 (29%) participants (2186 B4% were boys, and 11/48 or 23%
were girls) who declared playing video games omyweekends. The results revealed
that more than a half of all the participants (54ptayed video games every day for less
than one hour to three hours or more a day. Ingituap of video game players, boys
were predominant (49/61 boys).

A chi-square test of independence was perforrmexkamine the relation
between gender and amount of video game playing.r&sults are presented in Table 3.
The percentage of participants who played videoagafor less than one hour to three or
more hours a day significantly differ by gendei(1, N = 109) = 45.0p = .00. According
to percentages, boys spent more hours playing \gdetes per day than girls. The
percentage of participants who played video gamesyether day for less than 1 hour to
3 hours, did not significantly differ by gendei(1, N = 109) = 1.68p = .79 . The
percentage of participants who played video gameke$s than 1 hour to 3 hours a few
times a week did not significantly differ by gengtéf1, N = 109) = 1.98p = .73. The
percentage of participants who played video ganfesrdimes a month for less than 1
hour to 3 hours, did not significantly differ byrgkerx®(1, N = 109) = 7.11p = .13. The
percentage of participants who played video gameke$s than 1 hour to 3 hours on

weekend did not significantly differ by gendg(1, N = 109) = 7.01p = .73.



Table 3

Crosstabulation of Gender and Video Game Time Play
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n

Boys

Girls

n

Amount of play
Every day

Every other day

Few times a week
Few times per month

Weekend

Lessthan 1 h 1 houR hours

2 2
2 3
3 2
1 6
2 5

19

6

42

20

5

3 or more hoursy

8

2

0

1

45.0

1.68

1.98

7.11

7.01

D

.00

.79

73

A3

g
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Therefore, boys and girls differ significantly grdn the amount of time playing
video games every day between less than an h@uotanore hours, showing that boys
spent more time playing video games daily compéoegirls.

3. Which of the following video games do you play?

To analyze this question, a frequency analysispeaformed to determine how
frequently the participants declared performingedain type of video game. A 3-point
frequency scale included answers often, rarelyenéihe following choices of video
games were offeredCall of Duty: Modern Warfare, FIFA10, NHL serieseéd for
Speed, Super Mario Galaxy 2. Rock Band3, Grandt Pagb: San Andreas, Sims, Prince
of Persia: The Forgotten Sands, Monster Hunter Miadden NFLandWord of
Warcraft The offered choices of video games were basdtleomost popular video
games (The Canadian Teachers’ Federation, 2005gfaakings.com; The Media
Awareness Network, 2005; Olson et al., 2007). Aerspnded question was also
provided to enable participants to write video garneices other than those offered in
the question.

In determining what kind of video games patrticiggareported playing, a
frequency count was used to summarise how oftderdiit scores occurred within a
sample of scores and the results are presenteabile #. The percentages presented
below were based on combined results of particgd@@nder, selections of offered
choices, and their responses to the open-endeti@quesgarding video game
preferences. In the category of other choicesfdl@ving games were identified by
participantsMario Party 5(13%),Halo (9%),Grand Theft Auto 44%),Zelda(5%), and

Grand Tursimo 44%).



Table 4

Frequency of Video Games Played
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Often Rarely Never
Video games n % n % n %
Call of Dutyseries
Boys 31 %1 18 30% 12 20%
Girls 5 10% 13 27% 30 62%
Total 36 34% 31 28% 42 38%
NHL Series
Boys 18 930 15 25% 28 46%
Girls 0 0% 12 25% 36 75%
Total 18 16% 27 26% 64 58%
Madden NFL
Boys 13 21% 12 20% 36 59%
Girls 0 0% 50% 43 90%
Total 13 12% 17 16% 79 73%
Rock Band 3
Boys 6 10% 2193 34 56%
Girls 7 15% 14 29% 27 56%
Total 13 12% 35 32% 71 64%

Table continues
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Often Rarely Never
Video games n % n % n %
Grand Theft Auto: San Andreas
Boys 11 18% 15 25% 35 57%
Girls 2 4% 9 19% 37 T7T7%
Total 13 12% 24 22% 72 66%
The Sims
Boys 3 5% 17 28% 41 67%
Girls 10 21% 8 17% 30 62%
Total 13 12% 25 23% 71 65%
Need for Speed
Boys 9 15% 24 39% 28 61%
Girls 2 4% 9 19% 37 T7T7%
Total 11 10% 33 31% 65 59%
Super Mario Galaxy 2
Boys 3 5% 120% 46 75%
Girls 8 17% 16 33% 280%
Total 11 10% 28 26% 70 64%

Table continues
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Often Rarely Never
Video games n % n % n %
FIFA 10
Boys 4 7% 10 16% 47 T7T7%
Girls 2 4% 4 8% 438%
Total 6 5% 14 13% 89 82%
Prince of Persia: The Forgotten
Boys 4 %6 3 5% 54 989
Girls 1 2% 2 4% 45 94%
Total 5 5% 5 5% 99 90%
Monster Hunter
Boys 3 5% 4 6% 54 89%
Girls 0 0 % 0 0% 48 100%
Total 3 3% 4 4% 102 93%
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According to the results, the games that wereqaayost often wereCall of
Duty series (34%)Super Marioseries (23%)NHL series (16.5%)Grand Theft Auto
series (16.5%)T'he Simg12%),Rock Band12%),Madden NFL(12%),and Halo
(12%). The results revealed that most popular aost played video games are first-
person shooter genre video gam@all of Dutyserie$, platform genre$uper Mario
series), and the sports genkHL andNFL series). A chi-square test of independence
was performed to examine the relation between geartbvideo game played. Based on
the results, boys and girls significantly differtive following video game selectiorall
of Dutyseriesx’(1, N = 109) = 26.1p = .00,NHL seriesg?(1, N = 109) = 24.7p = .00,
Madden NFLx?(1, N = 109) = 15.1p = .01 , Super MarioSeriesx?(1,N = 109) = 11.1,
p = .04, andThe Simg?(1, N = 109) = 23.1p = .01. Based on the results, first-person
shooter genre video gamé3a{l of Dutyseries) and sports genre video ganisL( and
NFL series) were most popular among boys, while piatfgenre video gameSgper
Mario series), and simulation genre video gan&sé)were most popular among girls.
4. What are your two favourite video games?

In order to determine participants’ two favounideo games, a frequency
analysis was performed to summarize how often miffescores occur within a sample of
scores. The results are presented in Table 5. 8%4dts revealed that the video games
that participants’ chose as their favourite aresiémme video games that participants
declared playing most ofte@all of Duty: Black Op£51%),Super Marioseries (25%),
NHL series (16.5%)Grand Theft Auto: SanAndreés2%), The Simg14%),and Call of
Duty: Modern Warfarg€10%). ThusCall of Dutyseries, a first-person shooter genre

were the most popular among participants.



Table 5

Crosstabulation for Favourite Video Games
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Video game choice All participarits109 BoysN=61 GirldN=48

n % n % n %
Call of Duty: Black Ops 55 51% 49 80% a2%
Super MarioSeries 27 25% 3 5% 24  50%
NHL 2 18 16% 16 26% 2 4%
Grand Theft Auto 13 12% 11 12% 2 4%
The Sims 14 13% 3 5% 11 18%
Call of Duty: 11 10% 10 17% 12%

Modern Warfare
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A chi-square test of independence was performedamine the relation between
gender and favourite video game choices. Baseteresults, boys and girls
significantly differ in favourite video game seliect x*(1, N = 109) = 23.0p = .00. The
results revealed that favourite video games fosheogre first-person shooter genre video
game Call of Duty series)andthe Sports genréNHL series). Favourite video games for
girls were platform genre video gam&iper Marioseries), and simulation genre video
game §ims.

Violent Video Game Playing Patterns and Habits

In order to determine participants’ violent vidgame patterns and habits the

additional two questions from the self-reportingsfionnaire were analyzed:

5. Have you ever played any violent video games?

6. Do you enjoy playing violent video games?

Descriptive statistical procedure of frequency arass-tabulation was employed in order
to determine participants’ violent video game phaypatterns and habits.

According to the results, 94/109 (86%) particigashclared that they played
violent video games. Among participants who decdaaying violent video games 59
(98%) participants were boys, and 35 (73%) paricip were girls. A chi-square test of
independence was performed to examine the relagbmeen gender and playing violent
video games. Based on the results, boys and giriffisantly differ in playing violent
video games selectigrf(1, N = 94) = 12.8p = .00. When asked about enjoyment while
playing violent video games, 75/109 (69%) of alitiggpants reporting enjoying playing
violent video games. Within this group, 54 (88%itgants were boys, and 21 (42%)

participants were girls. A chi-square test of inelegence was performed to examine the



135

relation between gender and enjoyment in playiodewit video game. Based on the
results, boys and girls significantly differ in de@ng enjoyment in playing violent video
gamesc(1, N = 75) = 25.9p = .00. Therefore, most of the participants dedaaying
violent video games, and more than a half of afip@ants reported enjoying playing
violent video games. More boys than girls repofkying violent video games and more
boys declared enjoyment while playing violent vidgones.
Defining the Violent and Nonviolent Video Game Playng Groups

In order to define the violent video game playgngup and nonviolent video
game playing group, an analyses of cross-tabulatemperformed to determine
frequencies and relations among participants’ dedlaours of video game playing,
participants’ video game patterns and prefererares stated enjoyment in playing
violent video games. By examining these frequencthesidentification of relations
between cross-tabulated variables was determirtezlviblent video game playing group
included participants who declared playing videmga for one to three or more hours
every day, selected violent video games as the gémeg played often, indicated violent
video games as their favourite video games to mlaglared playing violent video
games, and enjoyed playing violent video games.nbmwiolent video game playing
group included participants who declared playinguialent video games from less than
one hour to three hours every day, every other fégayfimes per week, few times per
month, or on the weekends. They selected nonvigiemies as the games they played
often, and chose nonviolent games as their fawwgames to play. This group also

involved participants who declared not playing wdmmes at all.
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The results revealed that 48/109 (44%) of paicip declared playing violent
video games between one to three hours every Haggeoviolent video games as their
favourite games and the games they played o@afl 6f Duty SeriesGrand Theft Auto
Serie$, declared that they have played violent video ggmand declared enjoyment
while playing violent video games. These 48 paraais (43 boys, 5 girls) were
identified as violent video game players for thegmse of this study. Within the violent
video game playing group, three participants (2shaygirl) were excluded from the
sample due to missing data on the SRMS and AT¢;tdatis, the analyses were based
on 45 participants (41 boys, 4 girls). There wekgéirticipants (18 boys, 43 girls)
identified as the nonviolent video game playingugroWithin the nonviolent video
gaming group, 10 participants were excluded (1 Bayirls) due to missing data on the
SRMS and ATV, therefore, the nonviolent video gagngnoup comprised 51 participants
(17 boys, 34 girls).

Video Game Playing: Attitudes and Feelings

In order to address research questions aboutipanits’ reported attitudes and
feelings during and after video game playing, tioWwing questions from the self-
reporting questionnaire were analyzed: 1. | plaséhvideo games because..., and 2.
How does playing violent video games affect youiodd
1. | play these video games because...,

Participants were asked to indicate the choica 8#point Likert-type scale
(agree, disagree, not sure). This question waterkta previous questions about two
favourite video games. The choices were: “It is’fufit is exciting,” “It is something to

do when | am bored,” “I like the challenge of fiqg it out,” “It helps me relax,” “I like
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using guns and weapons, ‘I feel less lonely,” afithelps me vent my anger.” A
frequency analysis was used to summarise how dftearent scores occur within a
sample of scores. The results were presented ile Bat\ccording to the results, 93
(85%) of participants played video games for fud I§bys, 37 girls), 80 (73%) played
video games for excitement (48 boys, 32 girls) 8dd73%) participants (49 boys, 32
girls) played video games when they were boredo 68 (62%) participants (38 boys,
30 girls) played video games because of the chggl¢imat the games present, 36 (33%)
participants (25 boys, 11 girls) played video galmesause it helped them to relax, 35
(32%) participants (33 boys, 2 girls) played vidgones because they liked using guns
and weapons, 31 (28%) participants (22 boys, 8)gplhyed video games because it
helped them vent their anger. A small percentageadicipants declared playing video
games because it made them feel less lonely (12.d846; 15 boys, 4 girls). Therefore,
most of the participants declared playing video gaufior fun, excitement, and when they
were bored.

A chi-square test of independence was performedamine the relation between
gender and participants’ reasons for playing vigames. The percentage of participants
who played video games because they like using gndsveapons in the games
significantly differ by gender¢?(1, N = 109) = 30.9 p = .000. The percentage of
participants who played video games because ieddipem vent their anger significantly
differ by genderyx?(1, N = 109) = 13.1 p = .001. The percentage of participants who
played video games for fygf(1, N = 109) = 9.03p = .161, for excitement’(1, N = 109)
= 9.45p = .055, and for playing video games when they vbered x*(1, N = 109) =

4.47,p = .107 did not significantly differ by gender.
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Frequency for Reasons Behind Playing Video Games
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Agree Dysae Not Sure
n % n % n %
It is fun
Boys 56 92% 2 3% 3 5%
Girls 37 T77% 0 0% 11 23%
Total 93 85% 2% 14 3%
It is exciting
Boys 48 80% 5 8% 8 13%
Girls 32 67% 0 0% 16 33%
Total 80 73% 5 5% 24 22%
It is something to do when | am bored
Boys 49 80% 5 8% 7 12%
Girls 31 65% 4 8% 13 27%
Total 80 73% 8 % 20 18%
| like the challenge of figuring it out
Boys 38 62% 11 18% 12 20%
Girls 30 63% 2 4% 16 33%
Total 68 62% 13 12% 28 26%

Table continues
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Agree Disagree Not Sure
n % n % n %

It helps me to relax
Boys 25 41% 20 33% 16 26%
Girls 11 23% 12 25% 25 52%
Total 36 33% 29% 41 38%
| like using guns and weapons
Boys 33 54% 16 26% 120%2
Girls 2 4% 29 60% 136%
Total 35 32% 45 41% 297%
It helps me vent my anger
Boys 22 36% 36 59% 3 5%
Girls 9 18% 25 52% 14  30%
Total 31 28% 61 56% 17 16%
| feel less lonely
Boys 15 25% 40 66% 6 9%
Girls 4 8% 33 69% 11 23%
Total 19 12% 73 67% 17 16%
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The percentage of participants who played videnegafor competitio*(1, N =
109) = 3.83p = .147, because of the challenge presented inide® gamex?(1, N =
109) = 6.28p = .054, and because they felt less lonely whitg/iplg video gamex?(1,

N =109) = 7.06p = .059, did not significantly differ by gender. @iefore, boys and girls
differ significantly on two reasons for playing el games: using guns and weapons
presented in video games, and playing video gameause it helped them vent their
anger. According to the percentages, boys predantijnehose these two reasons for
playing video games.

2. How does playing violent video games affect yowod?

Participants were asked to indicate their chotsea 3-point Likert-type scale
(agree, disagree, not sure). The choices werendkes me feel excited;” “It makes me
feel competitive;” “It doesn’t affect my mood;”It“makes me feel relaxed;” “It makes
me feel aggressive;” “It makes me feel angry.r@quency was performed and the
results were presented in Table 7. According tadiselts, 54 (50%) participants (39
boys, 15 girls) declared that playing video gameslenthem feel excited, 52 (48%)
participants (34 boys, 18 girls) declared that pigyiolent video games made them feel
competitive, 38 (35%) participants (27 boys, 11syistated that playing violent video
games did not affect their mood, while 33 (30 %Yipgants (30 boys, 3 girls) declared
feeling relaxed while playing violent video gamAsso, 30 (28%) participants (19 boys,
11 girls) stated that playing violent video gamexlmthem feel aggressive, and a small
percentage of participants 17 (16%) (12 boysylS)gileclared that playing violent video

games made them feel angry.
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Playing Violent Video Game and Mood
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Agree Disagree Not Sure

n % n % n %
It makes me feel excited
Boys 39 64% 13 21% 9 13%
Girls 15 31% 18 38% 1393
Total 54 50% 31 28% 2292
It makes me feel competitive
Boys 34 56% 13 21% 14 23%
Girls 18 38% 17 35% 13 27%
Total 52 48% 30 27% 27 25%
It doesn’t affect my mood
Boys 27 44% 25 41% 1%%
Girls 11 23% 19 40% 18 38%
Total 38 35% 44 40% 27 25%
It makes me feel relaxed
Boys 30 49% 22 36% 9%l
Girls 3 4% 31 65% 14 29%
Total 33 30% 53 %9 23 21%

Table continues
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Agree Disagree Not Sure

n % n % n %
It makes me feel aggressive
Boys 19 31% 34 56% 18%
Girls 11 23% 23 48% 148%
Total 30 28% 57 52% 2%
It makes me feel angry
Boys 12 20% 39 64% 16%
Girls 5 10% 28 59% 15 31%
Total 17 16% 67 62% 25 30%
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A chi-square test of independence was performedamine the relation between
gender and participants’ responses about how \gdete playing affected their mood.
The percentage of participants who declared tteatipd violent video games made them
excited significantly differ by gendex?(1, N = 109) = 9.45p = .009. More boys than
girls declared excitement while playing violentetdgames. The percentage of
participants who declared that playing video gamade them feel competitive also
significantly differ by genderg?(1, N = 109) = 23.5p = .000. Based on the percentages,
more boys than girls declared that playing vioddeo games made them feel
competitive. The percentage of participants whdated that playing violent video
games made them feel relaxgd(l, N = 109) = 9.00p = .001, significantly differ by
gender. Again, more boys than girls were in thiegary. The percentage of participants
who declared that playing violent video games ntaden feel aggressivg(1, N = 109)
=4.04,p = .111, angryX?(1, N = 109) = 4.20p = .123, or did not affect their mood
(x?(1,N = 109) = 9.13p = .110 did not significantly differ by gender. Faéore, boys
and girls significantly differed on three selectdubices: excited, relaxed, and
competitive According to the results, more boys than girlssehthese mood experiences
while playing violent video games.

Beliefs about Violence in Video Games and Violende Real Life

To establish participants’ beliefs about violepcesented in video games and
violence in real life, the following questions frahe self-reporting questionnaire were
analyzed:

1. Have you ever personally been involved in aligakituation that may have been

influenced by violent video games?
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2. Have you ever heard through the media abouteadylife situations that may have
been influenced by violent video games?

3. Do you believe that some people can become sgjgecafter they play violent video
games?

For these questions, participants were offerecapelsno choices, and they were
also provided with an open space to further desaiid elaborate their answers. The
results are presented in order of the questiorts vath quantitative and qualitative
analyses performed. In order to determine theroenae of positive or negative answers
to the questions, the frequency count was usedrtorarize how often different scores
occurred within a sample of scores. In the quakhgpart of the analyses, participants’
responses to open-ended questions were coded alydeohfor descriptions and themes.
Coding is the process of examining the raw qualgadata that comes in the form of
words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs, andiagsigdes (Gibbs, 2002; Lewins,
Taylor, & Gibbs, 2005). Each segment is labeledhaitode which is usually a word that
suggested how the associated data segments irfiernagearch objectives. The
relationship among the codes was established, exigl they were grouped in the major
themes that were summarized for each question.

1. Have you ever personally been involved in aligakituation that may have been
influenced by violent video games?

According to the frequency results, 21(19.3%)ipgrdants (15 boys and 6 girls)
declared that they had been involved in real-lifieéasions that may have been influenced
by violent video games, while 88 (81%) participa@s boys and 42 girls) stated that

they had never been involved in such a situatitve. @ercentage of participants who
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declared that they had been involved in real-lifeéasions that may have been influenced
by violent video games, did not significantly difie gender 31, N = 109) = 2.52,
p=.112. In this question, participants were askegrtwide further explanations to their
responses, and an open space for their answengrosdded in the questionnaire. The
responses were entered in Ethnograph, coded ahdeddor description and themes.
The responses were provided by 15 (14%) of theggaahts (9 boys, 3 girls). Through
coding and categorizing of their responses, thoeencon themes were identified: (a)
fighting, (b) imitation, and (c) using differentcteniques learned in the violent video
games.
Fighting

Four participants expressed concern that somigedights that they witnessed in
the school yard may have been influenced by thdreof violent video games.
Participant 7S14 (boy; violent video game playeplained, “Whenever there is a fight
on the school yard, | think that kids get more aggive when and after playing violent
games. And they think that fighting is the only wayshow their mood.” Participant
3S04 (boy; violent video game player) confirmed tiehad been involved in real life
situations that may have been influenced by violito games, explaining: “Yes, here
in school, in the yard, and in the classroom.” iegurant 1S01 (boy; nonviolent video
game player) also stated that he had witnessetsfaglschool but had never been
personally involved in a violent situation. Papient 4S13 (girl; nonviolent video game
player) stated, “Some games teach kids to fightvaimeh they seem to have a problem,

they will try to fight with someone.”
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Therefore, some participants believed that playiotent video games may negatively
influence some children and youth. The responsamsdrom violent and nonviolent
video game players were similar in nature.
Imitation

Four participants stated that they believed tbatesviolent video game players
imitate behaviours and attitudes seen in violedé@igames in real-life situations.
Participant 4S18 (boy; violent video game playaplained, “One time | was walking at
White Oaks and all the kids there were play@ibA IV, and they were carrying knives
and threatening people for a joke.” Participant&@ &firl; nonviolent video game player)
elaborated, “People ‘act’ a scene from a video gamne constantly talk about it,” while
participant 7S20 (girl; nonviolent video game plgyapproached the question critically
stating, “Some go out punching people becausagshvabat characters do in video games.
It is just stupid and immature.” Participant 1SB8Y(; violent-video game player), who
declared playing violent video games, explained higeand his friends sometimes go to
the forest and play “air soft guns basedGall of Duty” Therefore, some participants
believed that the characters from violent video gamay have negative effects on some
children and youth if imitated in real life. Thamas no evident difference between
violent video game players and nonviolent video gatayers in their responses to this
guestion.
Different Techniques Learned in Violent Video Games

Some interviewed participants believed that lesgmertain fighting techniques
and lines from the violent video games can helmthesolve issues in real life. Here are

some of the responses, “You could need to use pameia your life and you would want
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to know what the better weapon is”(2S05; boy; wibMdeo game player), or “* Well, my
one friend was trying to hurt me and | used a fightnove | saw in a game” (7S18; boy;
violent video game player), or “If someone is badthong me | may use a line from a
game” (3S22; boy; violent video game player), aBdrhe people try to pick fights with
me, but back off after | use the line from the gammsult them” (3S20; boy; violent
video game player). Therefore, these four partidiphelieved that playing violent video
games have some elements and strategies that rmaméaiseful in real-life situations
related to self-defense. All four participants (850518, 3522, 3S20) who elaborated on
this question were boys who were from violent vigeme playing group.

2. Have you ever heard through the media abouteadylife situations that may have
been influenced by violent video games?

In order to analyze the answers to this questargnalysis of frequency was
performed. In the qualitative part of the analygesticipants’ responses to open-ended
guestions were coded and analyzed for descripdodghemes. According to the results,
44 (40.4%) (29 boys and 15 girls) responded that tieard through the media about
some real-life situations that may have been imiteel by violent video games with the
remaining students indicating that they were unawérany such instances. There were
65 (59.6%) participants (33 boys, 32 girls) whqexled that they have never heard
through the media about any real life situatiorat thay have been influenced by violent
video games. Nine participants did not respondhi®duestion. Participants were asked
to provide further explanation to their response the open space for their answers was
provided in the questionnaire. Elaborative respsngere provided by 38 (35%) of the

participants.
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The responses were enteredethnographand coded and analyzed for
description and themes. Through coding and cateiggrof their responses, two
common themes were identified: (a) the influenceiolient video games on real-life
aggression, and (b) imitation, and real-life sintiola Within the first theme, four
participants elaborated on the news reports abeupdssible influence of violent video
games on real-life aggression. Participant 7SI (gnviolent video game player)
stated she heard that, “any crime involving shaptand stabbing, may have been
influenced by violent video games.” Participant @%0oy; violent video game player)
described that he heard that, “people are getiimlgnt,” while participant 2S01 (boy;
violent video game player) stated that, “two pepéeted getting violent after playing a
violent game.” Patrticipant 4S07 (boy; nonviolerdao game player) elaborated, “Yes,
people have done a lot of injuries and deaths secafiviolent video games.” Participant
4S09 (girl; nonviolent video game player) furthgpkained, “Once a boy in high school
in America shot a lot of students because he wiageimced by a violent video game.” It
appeared that those four participants believedtttgae was a possible influence of
violent video game playing on real-life violencedaaggression. Two participants in this
group declared themselves to be violent video galangers, and two declared themselves
to be nonviolent video game players. There waswdeat difference in the responses
between these participants.

Within the second theme, participants elaborateghotation and simulation of
violent video game scenes and characters in feaHarticipant 4S12 (girl; nonviolent
video game player) stated, “Teenagers wanting fodtehe guys fronsan Andreas

steeling and committing other crimes that affeetghciety.” Another participant
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provided a similar statement, “People in Torontted@s if they were iBan Andreashe
video game and were very violent.” Participant 38fdy; violent video game player).
Participant 3S10 (boy; violent video game playenfemed that he heard through the
media about real-life situations that were influethby violent video games and
elaborated, “Yes, because some people think videweg are like real life and will use
guns because the video game’s characters do.”p@ntieipant stated, "I heard on the
Internet that a group of boys after they finish&a/img Grand Theft Autpstole an old
lady’s car, drove around recruiting people for eftlgang, however, they were shortly
arrested” (1S04; boy; violent video game playeom$ other statements are as follows:
“People think the real world is a game and stawbsihg people” (7S06; boy; nonviolent
video game player); and “A teenager plaggand Theft Aut@and went around shooting
people and stealing cars” (7S05; girl; nonviolediewo game player). Thus, it appeared
that those five participants believed that there wg@ossibility of imitation and
simulations of violent video game characters amghss in real life. Again, no difference
was shown in the responses between participantsmeh® violent video game players
and those who were nonviolent video game players.

3. Do you believe that some people can become sgjgeeafter they play violent video
games?

In order to determine the occurrence of affirmaiv negative responses to this
guestion, an analysis of frequency was performée. résults showed that 87 (79.8%)
participants (52 boys, 35 girls) declared that theleve that some people can become
aggressive after they play violent video games,2h(20.2%) participants (9 boys; 13

girls) stated that they did not believe that induals who played violent video games
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become aggressive after they play violent videoagnihe percentage of participants
who reported believing that some people may becaggeessive after playing violent
video games did not significantly differ in gendef(1, N = 109) = 2.32p=.124.
Therefore, the majority of the participants expeesthe belief that some individuals may
become aggressive after playing violent video games
Video Games and Identification

To establish participants’ possible identificatigith their video game characters
and what personality traits they admire the moshair favourite video game characters,
the following questions from the self-reporting gti@ennaire were analyzed:
1. Who are your favourite video game characters?
2. Do you sometimes wish you were like one of ylanourite video game characters?
3. Which of the following personality traits do yadmire the most in your favorite video
game characters?
1. Who are your favourite video game characters?
When analyzing this particular open-ended quespartjcipants’ responses were
combined and entered in SPSS for further analy®escriptive statistics indicated that
44 (40%), (42 boys, 2 girls) participants statedxAMason frontCall of Duty: Black Ops
as their favourite character, 27 (25%), (26 boygirl) stated Frank Woods frofall of
Duty: Modern Warfareas their favourite video game character, whilé3®8%), (36
boys, 0 girls) participants chose John “Soap” MatgJrafromCall of Duty: Modern
Warfare Also, 22 (21%), (2 boys, 20 girls) participantese Mario fromMario
Brothers Serieas their favourite character, and 15 (13.5%),dsb13 girls) chos&he

Simscharacters as their preferred choice. Some otiw@ces with a very small
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percentages included Boss fr@aint RowRachel Berry frontGlee Master Chief from
Hallo, Tank Dempsey fror€all of Duty: World At Warand some sport players such as
Sidney Crosby and Taylor Hall frodMHL series. A chi-square test of independence was
performed to examine the relation between gendeéparticipants’ choice of favourite
video game characters. The percentage of partitifsagnificantly differ in genderxf(1,
N =109) = 44.6p=.001 for their favourite video game character chsi Based on the
results, the most popular video game characternsdgs were Alex Mason, Frank
Woods, and John “Soap” MacTavish, the charactera €all of Dutyseries, first-
person-shooter video games with violent contemidrdature” for portraying authentic
military combat with realistic scenes of violengaaore. Mario fronMario Brothers
Seriesplatform genre video gameand the characters frofrthe Simsstrategic
simulation genre video game®re most popular among the girls.
2. Do you sometimes wish you were like one of ylanourite video game characters?
In this question, participants were asked to redfdo a 3-point Likert-type scale
(agree, disagree, not sure). A frequency countusad to summarise how often different
scores occur within a sample of scores. The reseNesaled that 56 (51.4%) participants
(37 boys, 19 girls) declared that they would li@ée like their video game characters,
while 53 (48.6%), (24 boys, 29 girls) participastated that they do not wish to be like
one of the video game characters. The percentagarti€ipants who declared that they
would like to be like their favourite video gameachcters, significantly differ in gender
(x?(1,N = 109) = 4.77p=.002. According to the percentage, there were rhoys than

girls who declared that they would like to be ltkeir video game characters.
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3. Which of the following personality traits doyadmire the most in your favorite
video game characters?

In this question participants were asked to redgora 3-point Likert-type scale
(agree, disagree, not sure). The choices offered:\WBrave/Courageous;”
“Persistent/Never gives up;” “Successful;” “FurinySmart;” “Dominant;”
“Aggressive;” and “Attractive.” For this questioa frequency was performed and the
results were presented in Table 8. According tadiselts, 90 (82.6%) participants (52
boys, 38 girls) stated that they admire brave/cgewmas the most, 86 (78.9%) participants
(51 boys, 35 girls) chose persistent/never giveasufhe most admired personality trait,
while 76 (69.7%) participants (45 boys, 31 girlspse successful as the most admired
personality trait. There were 68 (63.4%) particiga39 boys, 29 girls) who chose funny
as the most favourable personality trait. Thereevé® (56.9%) participants (36 boys, 26
girls) who chose smart as their preferred perstn@dit, 45 (41.3%) participants (36
boys, 9 girls) stated aggressive as their favoerpblsonality trait, 48 (44%) participants
(37 boys, 11 girls) chose dominant as their faveurait, while 35 (32.1%) of the
participants (18 boys, 17 girls) declared attractg their favourite trait.

A chi-square test of independence was performedamine the relation between
gender and participants’ choice of favourite peatioyntraits of their video game
characters. The percentage of participants whoechessonality traits of dominar)(z(l,

N = 109) = 16.0p = .000), and aggressivg?(1, N = 109) = 21.8p = .000), as admired

personality traits of video game characters sigaiftly differ by gender.
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Personality Trait of Favorite Video Game Characters
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Agree Disagree Not Sure
n % n % n %
Brave/Courageous
Boys 52 86% 4 6% 5 8%
Girls 38 79% 1 4% 8 17%
Total 90 82% A5 14 13%
Persistent/Never gives up
Boys 51 84% 1 1% 9 15%
Girls 35 73% 3 6% 10 21%
Total 86 79% L4 19 17 %
Successful
Boys 45 66% 6 10% 10 17%
Girls 31 65% 5 10% 12 25%
Total 76 70 % 11 10% 22 20%
Funny
Boys 39 64% 15 25% 7 11%
Girls 29 60% 8 17% 11 23%
Total 68 62 % 23 21% 18 17%

Table continues
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Agree Disagree Not Sure
n % n % n %
Smart
Boys 36 59% 13 21% 12 20%
Girls 26 54% % 17 36%
Total 62 57% 18 17% 29 27%
Dominant
Boys 37 60% 12 20% 12 20%
Girls 11 23% 1519 22 46%
Total 48 44% 27 5 34 31%
Aggressive
Boys 36 59% 9 15% 16 26%
Girls 9 19% 24 50% 15 31%
Total 45 41% 33 31% 31 28%
Attractive
Boys 18 29% 30 49% 13 22%
Girls 17 35% 12 25% 19 40%
Total 35 32% 42 39% 32 29%
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The percentage of participants who chose perdgrigdits: smart §*(1, N =
109) = 4.54p = .100), successfukf(1, N = 109) = 1.32p = .059), attractive(1, N =
109) = 7.42,p = .416), funny x3(1, N = 109) = 2.98p = .125), bravey?(1,N = 109) =
3.63,p = .164), and persistenty(1, N = 109) = 2.51p = .128) as admired personality
traits of video game characters did not signifigadiffer by gender. Therefore, positive
characteristic traits, such as brave/courageousigbent/never gives up, successful,
funny, and smart, were the most favourable perggriedits among participants across
gender. The differences based on gender were avidprrsonality trait choices for
dominant (60 % boys, 23% girls) and aggressive (&®#%, 19% girls) and those were
predominantly boys’ choices.

Sociomoral Reasoning and Attitudes Towards Violence

To establish levels of sociomoral reasoning aedatititudes toward real violence
for all participants, two tests were employed: Boeiomoral Reflection Measure-Short
Form (SRM-SF; Gibbs et al., 1992; Appendix D), dhe Attitudes Towards Real
Violence (ATV; Funk et al., 1999; Appendix E). TBeciomoral Reflection Measure—
Short Form (Gibbs et al., 1992) was used to meaxg®moral reasoning concerning
moral values that are representative of differentahdomains (e.qg., life, law, affiliation,
contract, and truth). The SRM-SF uses 11 briefl-lasstatements (e.g., “Let’s say a
friend of yours needs help and may even die, antrgahe only person who can save
him or her”; or, “Think about when you’'ve made amise to a friend of yours”). The
lead-in statements are followed by evaluation dqaest for example, “How important is

it for a person (without losing his or her own Jite save the life of a friend? Circle one:
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very important/important/not important.” The paip@nts are also asked to elaborate on
their statements and the elaborative answers vga@ for coding and the analyses.

Responses to the SRM-SF questions were scorednsyiting the appropriate
chapter in the reference manual. Questions on@ghréour address contract and truth
values and are scored using the criteria providethapter four (Contract and Truth).
Questions five and six pertain to chapter five {fftion), questions seven and eight
pertain to chapter six (Life), questions nine afAdgértain to chapter seven (Property and
Law), and question 11 pertains to chapter eighgyél dustice). The basic idea of SRM-
SF scoring is to assess the developmental levgliestionnaire responses in accordance
with the criteria in the reference manual. All 1dms were scored first, the total of all
scores were calculated next, and the primary sodtee SRMS-SF assessment
represents the Sociomoral reflection maturity ldaded on the mean of the all items
scored. The levels of sociomoral maturity rangenffthe Immaturity level which
represents Stage one (Unilateral and PhysicalBaage two (Exchanging and
Instrumental), to The Maturity level which repretse8tage three (Mutual and Prosocial)
and Stage four (Systematic and Standard).

The results are based on the scores of 98 patitspage mead=13.1, 11
(10%) participants were excluded from the samptabse they did not complete the test.
According to the results, the mean score WMa2.41 andSD= .53. There were 54 (55%)
participants who scored at Stage 2, 42 (44%) ppatints scored at Stage 3, and 2 (2%)
participants scored at the Stage 4 of sociomor#élinta Therefore, according to Gibbs
et al. (1992), most of the participants scoreavben superficial moral judgment, which

is more characteristic for children younger thana mature or profound moral
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judgment, which is characteristic for adolescents$ adults. A chi-square test of
independence was performed to examine the relagbmeen gender and scores on
SRMS. The results revealed that there was no gignif difference §*(1, N = 98) =
10.1,p = .18) by gender on SRMS scores.

The Attitudes Towards Real Violence (ATV), a 18nit scale developed by Funk
et al. (1999) was used to measure participanitiidés towards real violence. Items
reflecting reactive violence are related to anvmlial’'s response to an immediate threat
such as “If a person hits you, you should hit tHeok.” The culture of violence reflects
attitudes that would be expected to be resistachamge such as “It's okay to do
whatever it takes to protect myself.” The respdosmat follows a 3-point Likert scale.
The response format was coded as: agree, disagreé@ot sure. Disagree responses
were given a score of three. Agree responses viseza g score of one. Neutral
responses were given a score of two. The scalesangm 15-45, with 45 being the
highest score (each item ranges from a score ofmtieee). The scores greater than one
standard deviation are considered to be a higheqédrV scores greater than 27.90).
This means that the score higher than 27.90 prpdieiolent attitudes in real life.

The analysis is based on the test results of a@iicants; two participants did
not complete the test and were excluded from thgpta The results revealed that the
mean of scores wad=22.72 (SD=5.18). The scores greater than one atdrtktviation
were considered to be a high score (ATV scoresgréaan 27.90) predicting higher
proviolence attitudes in real life. This means {haticipants with the scores higher than
27.90 were considered to demonstrate provioleiudés in real life. There were 89/107

(83%) participants who did not obtain scores highan 27.9, thus, did not demonstrate
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proviolent attitudes in real life, and 18/107 (17p&yticipants scored higher than 27.9,
predicting high proviolent attitudes in real lifa.the group who scored higher than the
threshold were 16 boys and two girls. Those 16 boy® from the violent video game
playing group. Therefore, based on the results O fest, the majority of participants
did not demonstrate tendency to proviolence atiud real life. A chi-square test of
independence was performed to examine the relaBbmeen gender and scores on ATV.
The results revealed that there was no signifidéference %1, N = 107) = 32.8p =
.063) by gender on ATV scores. Therefore, boysgarisl did not differ significantly on
ATV test scores.
Violent Video Game Playing and Moral Reasoning

In order to determine the association betweermtheunts of time participants
play violent video games and their levels of socamhmaturity, an analysis of bivariate
correlation was performed. There were 48 partidipatentified as violent video game
players. This analysis is based on the test resti#t§ participants, 3 participants did not
complete the test and were excluded from the sartrptader to determine the
association between the amounts of time playintgriovideo games and the scores on
SRMS test for the violent video game playing graaupanalysis of bivariate correlation
was performed. Analysis of bivariate correlatioloakd the researcher to investigate to
what extent two (or more) variables co-vary (Crd5w€03; 2008). In the present study,
a bivariate correlation procedure was used inirgjdtvo scores which were scores on
The Sociomoral Reflection Measure—Short Form (SRM-&bbs et al., 1992), and
scores on participants’ video game playing pattarmshabits (amount of time playing

violent video games) from self-reporting questiarmavere used to determine the
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relationship between levels of participants’ meessoning and the amount of time they
spent playing violent video games. The resultsagrehown in Table 9.

The Pearson’s for the correlation between the amount of timeyipig violent
video games and the scores on SRMiSHs .324 showing that there is a strong, negative
correlation between two variables. The signifig@tail) valuep=.04 demonstrated that
the correlation between amount of time playingemlvideo games and the scores on
SRMS was statistically significanthat meant that increase or decrease in the anobunt
time playing violent video games significantly iteld to higher or lower scores on SRMS
test. An increase of the amount of violent gamgiptawas associated with a decrease in
SRMS score. In order to further explain this firglian independent samples T-test was
performed to establish if the participants in tiedent video playing group significantly
differ on SRMS scores by the hours of play. The amof time playing violent video
games in the violent video game playing group wased on three categories: one hour a
day, two hours a day, and three or more hours aldeymean on SRMS scores for
participants who played violent video games for baer wadvi= 2.85; the mean on
SRMS scores for participants who played violentegidames for two hours wik=
2.76; the mean on SRMS scores for participants pléiged violent video games for
three or more hours was M= 2.30. According to gwilts, there was significant
differencet(45)=2.09, p=.021p<.05) between participants who played violent video
games for one hour a day and participants who glsigent video games for three or

more hours a day on their SRMS scores.
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Table 9

Correlations Between Amount of Time Playing Viol&fideo Games and SRMS

Amount of violent game SRMS
play per day
SRMS Pearson Correlation 1 -.324*
Sig. (2-tailed) .04
Amount of violent Pearson Correlation -.324* 1
game play per day Sig. (2-tailed) .04

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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There was no significant difference on SRMS scbetw/een participants who
played violent video games for one hour a day andd who played for two hours a day
t(45)= 1.19, p=. 240, and for participants who plalent video games for two hours a
day and for three hours a d#§5)=1.20. p=.231. Therefore, participants who ethy
violent video games for three or more hours sigaiitly differ on SRMS scores from
participants who played violent video games for baer a day.

Violent Video Game Playing and Attitudes Towards Volence

In order to determine the association betweermtheunts of time participants
play violent video games and their attitudes towasal violence, an analysis of bivariate
correlation was performed. This analysis was basetihe Attitude Towards Violence
Scale-Adolescent Version test results of 48 paicis N=48) from violent video game
playing group. A bivariate correlation proceduresvparformed in relating the scores on
The Attitude Towards Violence Scale-Adolescent \W@rgATV; Funk et al., 1999) and
the amount of time participants in the violent wdgme playing group reported playing
violent video games. The results are shown in TaBldhe Pearson’s for the
correlation between the amount of time playingemlvideo games and the scores on
ATV is r =.155 demonstrated that there was no correl&igween those two variables.
The significant (2 tail) valup=.303 showed that the correlation between the two
variables was not statistically significaihat means that increase or decrease in amount
of time playing violent video games did not sigceintly relate higher or lower scores on

the ATV test.
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Table 10

Correlations Between Amount of Time Playing Viol&fideo Games and ATV

Amount of violegame

ATV play per day
Amount of violent game Pearson Correlation 1 155
play per day Sig. (2-tailed) .303
ATV Pearson Correlation .155 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .303

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 levelt@led).
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Violent and Nonviolent Video Game Playing Groups: 8ciomoral Maturity and
Attitudes Towards Violence
In determining the difference between the medssares for violent and
nonviolent video game playing groups obtained oiMSRand ATV tests, a statistical
procedure of the independent samples T-test wdsrpexd. The independent samples T-
test is an analysis most commonly used to comparadtual difference between two
means in relation to the variation in the data §@edl, 2003). The independent samples
T-test analysis in present study was used to coerbarmeans of two groups, violent
video game playing group, and nonviolent video gptaging group on two test scores:
scores on SRMS and ATV. In order to determine tiberaction between two dependent
variables: SRMS scores and ATV scores, an anatyfsnary Logistic Regression was
performed. Binary Logistic Regression is a statstanalysis used to determine whether
independent variable has a unique predictive mrlahip to dependent variable
(Creswell, 2003).
The analysis is based on the test results of g&pants N=96), 13 participants

did not complete the tests and were excluded flesample. There were 45 participants
in violent video game playing group, and 51 pap@eits in nonviolent video gaming
group. The statistics for SRMS test for violenteodgaming groupM=2.62,SD=1.3;
N=45), and for nonviolent video gaming group wists-(2.82,SD=.1.3,N=51). The
statistics for ATV test for violent video game play group wasiI= 25.16,SD= 6.4,
N= 45), and for nonviolent video gaming group Wls-(21.55,SD=3.7,N=51).

The results for independent samples T-test areepted in Table 11.
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T-test: SRMS and ATV for Violent Video Game Playargl Nonviolent video Game

Players
N Mean SD t Sig.
SRMS
Nonviolent Video Game Players 51 2.62 1.28 1.56 A2
Violent Video Game 45 2.82 1.30
Players
ATV
Nonviolent Video Game players 51 215 3.67 3.40 .001

Violent Video Game 45 251 6.39

Players




165

According to the results, there was no signifiadifferencet(96) =1.56, p=.12
(p<.005) between violent video game playing and nalewit video game playing group
on SRMS scores. Therefore, violent video game ptagroup and nonviolent video
game playing group did not show significant diffeze in their levels of sociomoral
maturity. An independent samples T-test for violideo game playing group and
nonviolent game playing group for ATV scores reedadtatistically significant
differencet(96)=3.40, p=.001,p<.005). The results demonstrated that participiants
violent video game playing group scored higherlf@nATV tests than participants from
nonviolent video game playing group, suggesting pleaying violent video games was a
significant predictor of proviolence attitudes eat life. The general scores obtained on
ATV test that are greater than one standard dewiatiere considered to be a high score,
meaning that ATV scores greater than 27.9 predamtiplence attitudes. However, the
mean on ATV test for violent video gaming gradp25.16 demonstrated that most
participants in this group did not obtain scoraghkr than 27.9. Although the results of
present analysis showed that participants in violeleo game playing group scored
higher on the ATV scale than nonviolent video ganaging group, the higher scores did
not necessarily indicate proviolent attitudes il tde.

In order to determine the interaction between é@pendent variables, SRMS
scores and ATV scores, an analysis of Binary LogRegression was performed. Two
dependent variables (SRMS scores and ATV score® used as predictors of violent
video game playing in the first analysis, and theosid analysis was used to measure the
interaction between two dependent variables. Thelteof first analysis revealed that

there was a statistically significant differencévieen the violent and nonviolent video
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game players on the ATV test scorg€2) = 9.417, p = .009, Nagelkerké R .125). It
demonstrated that ATV scores (Wald (1) = 6.404,.p14) significantly predicted
whether or not participants were violent video gaotagers. The results for second
dependent variable SRMS scores (Wald (1) = 1.623,303) did not significantly

predict whether or not participants were violertead game players. The results are
presented in Table 12. In second analysis theaatien between two depended variables
(SRMS and ATV scores) was measured, and the raswisled that the interaction did
not add to the modej{change (1) = .478, p = .489). Therefore, the imtéva of the two
dependent variables, SRMS and ATV scores, wastatistically significant. The results

are presented in Table 13.



Table 12

SRMS and ATV Predictors of Violent Video Game Piayi
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B S.E. Wald df
Stepf SRMS  -.227 178 1.623 1
ATV 117 .046 6.404 1

Constant -1.619 1.382 1.372 1

Sig.
.203
011

242

Exp(B)
797
1.124

.198

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: srms, atv.
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SRMS and ATV Interaction
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Chi-square  df Sig.
Step1l Step 478 1 489
Block 478 1 489

Model 9.895 3 .019
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Interviews

In this section, the results from the content gsialof a follow-up, unstructured,
open-ended interview were presented. After the detiom of self-reporting
guestionnaires, SRMS test, and ATV tests, thevrdess were conducted with 10
participants. Participants were selected baseti@nself-reporting video game playing
patterns and habits. Five participants were rangalected from the violent video
game playing group. Violent video game playing grancluded participants who
declared playing video games for one to three heuesy day, selected violent video
games as the games they played often, indicatéehtieideo games as their favourite
video games to play, declared playing violent vigames, and enjoyed playing violent
video games. Another five participants were rangochbsen from the nonviolent video
game playing group. Nonviolent video game playingug included participants who
declared playing nonviolent video games for less tbne hour to three hours every day,
every other day, few times per week, few timesrpenth, or on the weekends, selected
nonviolent games as the games they played ofteh¢lamse nonviolent games as their
favourite games to play. The intention was to pievin-depth information about the
interviewees’ video gaming attitudes, patterns, laaits, and their attitudes toward
violence in real life and in video games. Eachrivitav lasted approximately 30 minutes
and was conducted by the researcher.

The interview took place in one empty classroona, &as done in a one-on-one
fashion. The teachers from participating classroa@e given a list with the students’
names and they sent them to meet with the reseantheidually at a determined time

for the interviews. All interviews were recordedrtscribed, and enteredkthnograh
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(Ethnograph v5.0 Software for Text Based Qualitafimalyse¥ software programs for
analysis. The interview data for each participaateranalyzed carefully for description
and themes. Coding is the process of examiningaivegualitative data which comes in
the form of words, phrases, sentences, or paragrapl assigning codes (Gibbs, 2003).
The relationship between the codes was establistmednext they were grouped in the
major themes that were summarized for each questitmough coding and categorizing,
as described by Creswell (2003), three categoviezs identified. These included: (a)
video game patterns, habits, and attitudes; (Bgnae in video games and violence in
real life; and (d) identification/imitation.
Video Game Patterns, Habits, and Attitudes

In order to obtain a sense of the issues relat@articipants’ video gaming
patterns, habits, and attitudes, participants \asked to elaborate on why they like
playing video games, and what elements from videues they enjoy the most. Through
analysis of participants’ responses, it emergetithey liked playing video games
because video games were fun, entertaining, clgatignand competitive, and also they
were likely to play them when they were bored.ddition, they declared that playing
video games helped them in relieving stress. Ontecjaant (7S03 boy, violent video
game player) explained, “I like playing violent eml game because it is exciting and
challenging, and | enjoy winning.” Participant 7Sboy, violent video game player)
described his experience with video game playittgs‘fun, | enjoy the competing with
others, and | enjoy the challenge of completingigsimon.” One participant explained: “I
play rarely, maybe 3 hours per month, and | plagmthere is nothing else to do, when |

am not playing sports, but | play sports a lot.tiee for video games” (Participant 7S06,
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boy, nonviolent video game player). Another papteit further elaborated: “I am on
facebook a lot, | play games there. It is entrgatinis fun, and it is really something to
do when | am board. And | get bored a lot lateRafticipant7S01, girl, nonviolent video
game player).

In the group of participants who do not play wdmmes a lot, another theme
emerged when they were asked about their video gdayeng habits. They play video
games only when their siblings, mostly older braghewvited them to play. Here are
some responses: “I like playing video games withlrgther, he plays a lot, and
sometimes he teaches me different strategies igahees. | like playing video games just
to try to beat him” (Participant 7S05, girl, nonkgot video game player). Another
participant explained: “I play video games only whny brother invites me to play with
him. It is fun” (Participant 7S04, girl, nonviolenideo game player). Three participants,
who reported playing violent video games for thoeenore hours during the day,
provided a different perspective when they elalsarain why they like playing violent
video games. They expressed enjoying the killinthengames and liked to be involved
in the virtual acts of killing. “You just get suakénto different world, you feel powerful
and you don’t think about any problems you havéedts good when you kill other
people, but it sucks when you get killed” (Partarip 7S03; boy, violent video game
player). Another participant elaborated: “I likeigg around and killing people, and
getting reward points in order to get on the kdlstrike” (Participant 7S22; boy, violent
video game player). A third participant describaegbging killing in violent video games
but he stressed that it also helps him relievestiress and vent his anger. Participant

7526 (boy, violent video game player) shared:K& Icollecting points, | do enjoy
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shooting people, but | don’t think it is good tashpeople in real life. It is a good stress
reliever. | feel relieved and less angry after plgy’ Two other participants also stated
that playing video games helps them relax and trexit anger. Participant 7S17(boy,
violent video game player) was more specific inresponse stating that playing violent
video games helps him vent his anger: “| f@dll of Dutyhelps me vent my anger, when
| am angry with my brother.”

Participants were asked to elaborate on theirovgiene preferences. All of them
stressed that at least once in their life theyltpkaying violent video games, but the
reasons for playing these games differ. Five paditts who played violent video games
for one hour to three hours a day sta@adl of Duty: Black OpsandCall of Duty:

Modern Warfareas their preferred choices and stated the follgw&asons for their
preferences: sense of accomplishment, completisgiams, collecting points/rewards,
action, competition, being in control as a firstgm shooter, using guns, and shooting.
Participant 7S26 (boy, violent video game playaplaned: “I like collecting points, |
feel very successful at the end when | win a bataother participant stated: “I like
using guns and being in control, and as a firss@eishooter | am” (Participant 7S03;
boy, violent video game player). Participants wihandt play video games mostly
preferred games with nonviolent content suchrags: SimsSuper Mario Brothersand
Just DanceThe reasons for their preferences were: fun, raidve, and creativity. Here
are a few examples: “It is fun to complete missiondine with my friends” (Participant
7S05 girl, nonviolent video game player); “I playahb, it is fun, it gives you sense of
adventure, | also play The Sims, it gives me arodppity to be creative, | can create my

own space, my pets, my garden” (Participant 7Sitb,mgnviolent video game player).
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Violence in Video Games and Violence in Real Life

In order to explore the issues related to pawitip’ perception on violence in
violent video games and the violence in real |pi@rticipants were asked to elaborate on
how they perceived violence in video games ancevice and aggression in a real-life
situation. They were also asked to expand on tksiple effects of violent video game
playing on the video game players. Although alkipgrants declared that they had
played violent video games at least once in tinas| the perspective on violence
presented in violent video games differed betwéesd who played video games often
and those who did not play them at all. Five pgéints, who declared playing violent
video games for one or more hours a day, statédhbaviolence in the video games
should not be taken seriously, stressing thatjitss“a game” and it is about gaining
points and achieving another level of the gametidaant 7S03 (boy, violent video
game player) explained, “The main point of thesmesis if you shoot more people, you
gain more points. It is really about points andaedg, not about violence. It is just a
game.” Another participant said:

My mom did not let me play violent video games ahd kept saying ‘You are

killing people’, but it is not about killing, yodion’t want to shoot the person, you

are just collecting points. When | play | don’irtk now | will shoot him in the

head and blood will go all over. (Participant 7Sy, violent video game

player)
The group of participants who do not play violeitteo games stated that they do not
play violent video games because of the sceneshlatid and gore, and shooting. One

participant responded: “I enjoy playifidne Simdecause it does not involve killing other
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people. | don't like playing violent video gameggchuse there is a lot of blood and gore”
(Participant 7S05; girl, nonviolent video game glgy Another participant (7S16, girl,
nonviolent video game player) provided a similgplaration:

R: Do you play violent video games?

P: No, not really, you can do more interesting pratluctive stuff in your life than

playing violent video games.

R. Have you ever tried playing violent video games?

P. Yes, but | did not like it, too much shootingldrlood, it made me sick.

To further explore participants’ perceptions oa fossible effects of violent
video game playing on violent video game playetsrdhe play, participants were asked
to elaborate on their beliefs about these issuas.dlfference in perspective between
those who play violent video games and those whieai@gain was evident. The
participants who played violent video games gehesshited that playing violent video
games does not affect them at all because they kmawit is just a game.” When asked
to elaborate about the possible effects on violeteéo game players other than them,
their perception somewhat changed. They explainadthere is a possibility that playing
violent video games can have some negative eftecthe other players’ real-life
attitudes if they were too young to differentiagtvieeen virtual world and the fantasy,
and if they already showed aggressive tendenciesairife. Here is an example.

R: How does it make you feel when you shoot peopledeo games?
P. I just try to win, and gain points.
R: Do you believe that shooting people in video gaman have some negative effects on

some violent video game players?
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P: I think that it can have some negative impacyaunger players, | do not believe that
young kids should play them because they do notvkmbat is real and what is not.

R: Why do you think it may have negative impactyoanger players but not on older
ones?

P: We know what is happening, nine-year-olds reddiyhot understand and they can use
that violence to show their friends, like this @t (Participant 7S18, boy, violent video
game player)

In the group of participants who rarely play vidggmes, the perception of
possible effects of violent video games on those play differ from the group of violent
game players. They stated that there is poterdiader in playing violent video games
for long hours and that it can negatively affectsta who play. Here is an example:

R: Do you believe that some people or childrenlm@rome aggressive after long hours
of playing?

P: Yes. Some people can become aggressive. | kneyp@son who played violent
video games for hours, and after he got a tempéruta, and was throwing things
around, finally cops had to come to intervene.

R: Do you have friends who play violent video gatB® they act differently after
playing?

P: Yes, and some of them sometimes are aggressive.

R: Do you believe that it has something to do whid violent video game playing?

P: Yes, it is possible. (Participant 7S06, boy,violent video game player)

Another participant (7S04, girl, nonviolent videange player) further elaborated: “Yes, |

believe that some kids may become violent afteyiptp there is too much violence in
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these games you know, and if they played it forbptlney may want to try it on in real
life.” Participant 7S05 (girl, nonviolent videoma player) also believed that some
people do become aggressive after playing violgldorgames explaining: “For some
people, they really do not know how to control treger, and when they play violent
video games, that can motivate them to become aggeessive.”
Identification/Imitation

In order to obtain participants’ perceptions almassible identification with
video game characters and the imitation of the isveresented in video games in real
life, interviewed participants were asked to idigntiheir favourite video game characters,
and to elaborate on what personality traits theyieslin their favourite character, and
whether they sometimes wanted to be like theirwigl@me characters. They were also
asked about a possibility of imitation of some ssfavents from video games in real
life. In the violent video gaming group, partiaipg chose two characters: Alex Mason
from Call of Duty: Black Opsand Frank Woods froi@all of Duty: Modern Warfare
When asked to describe personality traits of tfaiourite characters, 4 participants
chose brave, persistent, successful, and couragdeus is an example.
R: Who is your favourite video game character?
P: Alex Mason.
R: Why?
P: Because he is brave, courageous, and he alwags(WRarticipant 7S18, boy, violent
video game player)
Another participant 7S17 (boy, violent video ganeeypr) elaborated, “My favourite

character is Frank Woods, he is a just so cookaeg@s everything under control. He
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succeeds in every mission.” When asked if they didiké to be like them, all
participants in violent video gaming group respahgesitively. One participant chose
aggressive as the personality trait that he adntivesnost. He explained, “I like Frank
Woods, he is good at shooting, he is aggressivkebeave. That is why | admire him”
(Participant 7S17, boy, violent video game playéfhen asked if he would sometimes
want to be like his favourite video game charadtex,same participant responded, “Yes,
because he is always involved in dangerous sitositide is very cool.”

For the participants who are in the group of nolert players, the favourite
character was Maribecause he is “funny and adventurous.” All of thetated that they
would like to be like their video game favouriteachcter because they liked to be
involved in an adventure. Participants were alé@@dgo elaborate on the potential
imitation of violent video game scenes in real.lif@e all agreed that there is a
possibility that some players might try to imitatame scenes from violent video games
but they all pointed out that it applies only togk who already possess aggressive traits
in real life. One participant explained, “I knowse people, some freaks. They played
Warcraftand afterwards, they started imitating scenes ttergame, pointing guns,
yelling and smashing things around them. But, dreyalways kind of mad and
aggressive” (Participant 7S03, boy, violent vidamng player). Another participant
stated, “Some people may imitate violence in éa] but those are people who do not
know how to control their anger in real life, tiahow they express themselves”
(Participant 7S04; girl, nonviolent video game gligy

According to participants’ responses, there wadarmer in imitation of violence

presented in video games for violent video gamggetawho were not violent or
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aggressive in real life. When asked if we should@drecerned about possible imitation of
video game violence in real life, Participant 7$%d#l, nonviolent video game player)
concluded, “No, | would not be concerned, as losighay know that it is just a game. It
would be stupid to go around and use bad languagkomt other people. They do not
want to be known as aggressive persons.”

In conclusion, the interview data analysis ideedifthree different categorizes
based on patrticipants’ responses: video game gaatterns and habits, violence in
video games and violence in real life, and idecaifion with video game characters. In
the first category, the interviewed participantgevasked about their video game
patterns, habits, and attitudes. The majority tdriewed participants stated that they
play video games because they are fun, entertaioiralenging, competitive, and they
also play when they were bored. Interviewed paréicts from the violent video game
playing group also stated that playing violent widmmes helps them in relieving stress
and venting their anger. Three participants froetiolent video game playing group
expressed that they enjoyed the killing in the gaaral liked to be involved in the virtual
acts of killing. Participants from the nonviolemdl®o gaming group declared that they
played video games mostly when they were boredndrah their siblings invited them to
play. Five participants who played violent videorngs stated violent video games as
their preferred choice€@ll of Dutyseries)while participants who do not play video
games preferred games with nonviolent cont€éhe(Sims, Super Mario Brotheseries).

Although all participants declared that they h&ayed violent video games at
least once in their lives, the perspective on vioéepresented in violent video games

differed between those who played video games aftehthose who play them rarely or
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not at all. Five participants from the violent vidgame playing group stated that the
violence in the video games should not be takeinwsdy; stressing that it is just “a
game” and it is about gaining points and achieangther level of the game. The
participants from the nonviolent video game playgngup expressed dislike for violent
video games because of the scenes of blood, gmiesteoting.

In the second category participants elaboratedalance presented in video
games and violence in real life. The perspectivei@ent game players and those who
did not play violent video games differed on tlsisue. The interviewed participants from
the violent video game playing group stated thayiplg violent video games did not
affect their behaviour because again “it is jugaee”, but expressed concern about
possible negative effects on younger, immaturegskawho do not how to differentiate
between the real and fantasy worlds. The parti¢cgoliom the nonviolent video game
playing group believed that there is potential éang playing violent video games for
long hours and that it could negatively affect thago play.

In the third category participants elaborateddemntification and imitation with
video game characters. When asked about their fagauideo game characters and what
personality traits their admired in these charactalt participants chose their favourite
video game characters from their favourite videmegs. The participants from violent
video game playing group chose Alex Mason and Fulokds, both from th€all of
Duty series. For the admired personality traits ofrtfeiourite characters, they chose
“brave, persistent, successful, and courageoug®.ifterviewed participants from the
nonviolent video game playing group chose Mariorfidario Brother'sseries,

explaining that they would like to be like him basa he is “funny and adventurous”. All
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interviewed participants agreed that there is @ipddy that some players might try to
imitate some scenes from violent video games layt &l pointed out that it applies only
to those who already possess aggressive traiealrife.

Field Notes

Field notes are a method of qualitative researeated when observing a culture,
setting, or social situation by the researcheetoeamber and record the behaviours,
activities, events, and other features of thersgtiieing observedvulhall, 2002). While
in the field, | jotted down a few words or shorbtnces that helped me recall the
important observations. | set the time right aft@ming home from the field to write
notes and to do some preliminary analysis in otalé&ientify emerging themes. Field
notes are meant to be read by the researcherdoggoneaning and understanding
(Creswell, 2003).

The data collection took place in seven elemerganpols from a public board in
Ontario. Three schools are located in what is atered a rural area, and four schools are
located in the urban area. After the Board of Etlanagranted the ethics approval, |
contacted the school principals, introduced myaetf my research, and inquired about
the best time to come to school and do the dataatmin. All seven principals were very
supportive of my research and encouraged me t@cotiteir grade 8 teachers for further
assistance. | emailed the teachers describingutpope of my research, trying to arrange
a time to come to the school, to introduce my neseand to deliver the consent letters
for parents to sign. The response was immediateeatidisiastic. All teachers responded
to my email within the day and suggested the s tor me to come. My experience

upon arriving was very similar in all seven schotlpon entering in each school | felt
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welcomed. In each school | was greeted by the ipahs; who expressed an interest in
my study, stating how important and timely my reskdopic was, and they invited me
to come to their offices after data collectionualier discuss my research.

The classroom teachers were also very suppomsedtaey all warmly welcomed
me to their classrooms. On my first visit, | intuméd myself to students and described
the purpose of my research. | also explained tmpgse of the consent forms and when
they should be returned to their teachers. Studmysared very interested in my study
and they all agreed to take the consent forms thiimn for signature. After delivering the
consent forms, | talked to teachers about the gsoédata collection and asked them to
inform me when the consent forms were brought batkarranged for them to send me
an email when the consent forms were back andteyrdane the date for my next visit.
Within 2 weeks after | delivered the consent forhmeceived emails from the teachers
informing me that most of the consents forms wegeesl and returned and they
provided me with the possible dates for my next.\visgain, | was pleasantly surprised
with the prompt responses from all of them considgtheir very busy day-to-day
schedules. My observations on the days of dateaah are presented below.

January 17, 2011

This public school (grades JK-8) is located imeal, rural area in Ontario. It has
a very friendly environment, lots of students’ walikplayed in the hallway, very clean,
appears well organized. As previously arranged;ved at this school at 9:00 a.m., and
the school principal was waiting for me at the . He was a very pleasant man who
warmly welcomed me to his school. We talked abbetarrangements for my data

collection and he stated that they were all williadhelp me collecting the data without
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any interruptions. He was also very eager to t@liké about my research, and invited me
to come to his office afterwards. The grade 8 teawras also very pleasant and appeared
very well organized. As soon as | arrived, she ledne the signed consent forms and
directed me to the library where students who coteskto participate were waiting for
me. There were 12 students patiently waiting, dted &gave them the directions how to
fill out the questionnaires, they diligently start® work on their questionnaires. It took
them approximately 30 minutes before they finisiial questions were asked, and none
of them withdrew. Upon finishing, they quietly wdydck to their classroom. The school
principal was in his office waiting for me to fuahdiscuss my research. He expressed
his utmost support to my research stating how ingmbrand timely it is. He pointed out
that he was aware how popular video games are agfoladgen and youth, but he
especially expressed concern for younger childrea played violent video games. He
said:
| cannot believe that some of my students in gdagky violent video games
considering that most of those games are ratexhd&ip. | am really concerned
with the fact that some parents do not know onalocare what their children do
after school. He also talked about the potengglative effects of violent video
games on children’s cognitive and moral developmen
He also stated:
Some teachers are very concerned about the veolbiat children are exposed to
in violent video games, some of them noted thgshweho played violent video
games for prolonged hours are susceptible t@ntddehaviour in school and

show less empathy toward others.
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| asked him if they used video games in schoolirgfanany benefits of educational
video games on students’ overall development. ldpaieded that it is used only as a
reward for good behaviour, not so much as an edunadttool. We discussed present
research about violent video games, and | expldin&dalthough some research
confirmed some negative effects of violent videmga, there is a lot to be taken into
consideration, and more research needs to be dune {ncluded) before we can come
to the conclusion that playing violent video gamesy cause aggressive behaviours in
real life. He said that he was looking forward tg research results and invited me to
come and share it with his staff, students, andrar He also said that my research
study can be easily incorporated in critical mdidéexacy.
January 18, 2011

Today | visited two schools, both urban schoolsswofar from each other. Both
schools are well maintained with very friendly $tafid students. Both teachers were in
their early 30s and appeared to have a very gdatarship with their students. The
principals in both schools came to meet with mewack very supportive of my
research. The data collection in both schools weatsimilar manner. Students who
brought back their consent forms signed were catigdin me in an empty classroom
and the data collection went well with both groupsas again very impressed with the
students’ diligence while they were filling out theestionnaires. It appeared to me that
they really wanted to do it well. | had a very netgting conversation with one of the
teachers. After | escorted students back to classyshe asked me if she could talk to
me. She expressed a great interest in my studyckwhialways good to hear) and she

said that there were two students in her classwdre very much into playing violent
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video games and that she was concerned aboustimagtimes aggressive behaviour.
She said:
Just yesterday, | was outside during the brealkywvan incident happened. Those
two boys were goofing around, and being silly waéof a sudden they started
pushing another boy and yelling ‘Move away, | atexAMason and | will Kill
you with my secret weapon.’ | intervened right gyand later on | talked to them
and found out that they were imitating the madves the video game Call of
Duty: Black Ops. | mean, what kind of game is it?
| talked to her about present research on violatgorgames, and about possible effects
on children’s behaviour and tried to reassure Ihat it is probably just a stage of
adolescence when they are trying on new identitiesthat we as educators certainly
should know more about our students’ outside oktif®ol involvement, especially
about video game playing patterns and habits, satedy it is one of the most popular
activities among children. She said to me on my waty “I am looking forward to your
results, please come again.”
January 24, 2011
Today | collected data in two rural schools. Agaiwas impressed with the
schools’ organization, discipline, but most ofwaith how welcomed they made me feel.
For a novice researcher, the process of data tioltecan be very frightening and
stressful. | couldn’t say that | wasn’t worried abthe process. | was questioning my
abilities as a researcher. | was feeling as andetrwho disrupts everyday school
routines. How will students see me? Will they dotleate? And, teachers, principals???

But, the way | was welcomed in all schools andsingport | received from the principals
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and the teachers reassured me and gave me cordiolerny research ability and my
research in general. Today’'s data collection weglt.w
January 25, 2011

Today was my last day of quantitative data caidexctl visited two schools and
my experience was similar to previous days. Evémgtlvent smoothly, teachers were
supportive and students were keen in filling ot gestionnaires. One female teacher
talked to me about a critical media literacy progia her school and asked if | could
provide her with some literature on video game® &tpressed an interest in learning
more about video games in general stating thatvehud like “to get on their side” and
find out why children are so much into video ganespecially boys. It made me feel
good to realize that | can be of help and becosmall part of her literacy class. When |
picked up the last questionnaire | suddenly feltedieved that everything so far went
well, and at the same time | felt excited aboutribet step of my research. The analyses!
| finally have my data to work with, | cannot walt'was snowing all day and the
weather was awful. | was driving home thinking alomy research, when suddenly the
road in front of me disappeared. | ended up intléa meter ditch, upside down, unable
to move. While | was waiting for help to come, calad terrified, | kept telling myself
“This better be worth it.”
Conclusion: Field Notes

In conclusion, my experience in the field was sy\@ositive one. | was warmly
welcomed in each school, and all school principald the teachers expressed an interest
in my study. The students were very keen and ditigetheir participation. The main

theme derived from the field notes was an expressed from educators to learn more
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about video games in general, and violent videoagaspecifically. Most educators
voiced concern about the possible negative effefctgolence presented in violent video
games on children and youth, and articulated thmorance of media literacy programs
in their schools with the special attention giverviolent video games. As one principal
pointed out: “We need to catch-up with the new texdtbgy and the new media if we
want to be able to understand our students. The meras educators are informed, the
easier it will be for us to help students in det¢nrding the real meanings behind the
media messages”. (Field Notes, January 18, 2011)
Summary of the Chapter

This chapter presented the results based on tigsas of eight research
guestions. The results revealed that most of thicgmants reported playing video
games, more than half of them reporting playingegidames every day, with some of
them playing every day for more than 1 hour. Mdw@nthalf of the participants declared
playing violent video games, and first-person showeideo game genre was the most
popular among them. The most popular video gameactexs were characters from first-
person-shooter video games with the violent conttied "Mature" which portray
authentic military combat with realistic scenewviolence and gore. Most of the
participants declared playing video games for &xtjtement, and competition, and
when they were bored. Some participants believatiglaying violent video games may
have a negative influence in real-life situationssome children and youth, and that the
characters from violent video games may have plessdpative effects on some children
and youth if imitated in real life. AlImost half tfe participants declared that they would

like to be like their video game characters, amditiost favourable personality traits
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from main video game characters were positive abarigtic traits such as
brave/courageous, persistent/never gives up, ssfetefsinny, and smart.

Boys and girls significantly differed in the amaowf playing video games during
the day, the reasons for playing video games, theaurite video game choices, and
their favourite video game character choices. Bows girls also significantly differed on
their choices of personality traits of selecteceaidjame characters, the identification
with video game characters, and their mood expeeemwhile playing video games.

The results on SMRS revealed that most of the@patits scored between superficial
moral judgment which is more characteristic fordi@n younger than 14 and mature or
profound moral judgment which is characteristicgarticipants and adults (Gibbs et al.,
1992). That increase or decrease in the amoumnefplaying violent video games
significantly related to higher or lower scoresSRMS test, meaning that the more time
participants spent playing violent video games |diner the score on SRMS, thus the
lower level of moral maturation.

The results obtained on ATV (Funk et al., 19%)ealed that most of the
participants did not show attitudes toward violeimceeal life, with only 18% of them
demonstrating high proviolence attitudes in refel [That increase or decrease in the
amount of time playing violent video games did sighificantly relate to higher or lower
scores on ATV test, meaning that the amount of paméicipants spent playing violent
video games did not relate to participants’ ateésitoward violence. However, when a
group of violent video game and nonviolent videmgalayers were compared, the
results revealed that those who play violent vigames obtained higher scores on the

ATV test than those who were in the nonviolent vigaming group, while the
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difference on SRMS scores did not appear significBmerefore, the scores on ATV test
obtained by patrticipants who played violent videmngs predicted more proviolent
attitudes towards violence in real life than thog® played less or did not play at all.
The amount of time playing violent video games i show any effect on participants’
levels of moral reasoning.

The interview data analyses revealed that paantgpwho played violent video
games generally stated that playing violent vidames do not affect them while those
who did not play violent video games believed thate is potential danger in playing
violent video games for long hours and that it negatively affect those who play. All
interviewed participants agreed that there is a@ipdgy that some players might try to
imitate some scenes from violent video games layt &l pointed out that it applies only
to those who already possess aggressive traigaldifie. The main theme derived from
the field notes was an expressed need from edgdatéearn more about video games in
general, and violent video games specifically. Midghe educators voiced concern
about the possible negative effects of violencegmeed in violent video games on
children and youth, and articulated the importaofc@edia literacy programs in their
schools with the special attention given to violedeo games. In Chapter Five the
results are examined further and related to thegmiditerature and research on violent
video games, violence, and moral reasoning. Imitioa for theory, practice, and future

research are provided.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS

The major purpose of this study was to explorerétetionship among
adolescents’ violent video game playing, their lsxe# moral reasoning, and their
attitudes towards real violence. While previousstigations have explored this
relationship related to violence presented in iglem and movies (Anderson &
Bushman, 2001; Bushman & Huesmann, 2006; Singein§es, 2001; Slater et al., 2003;
Wilson, 2008), there was little research documenpiossible relations among
adolescents’ violent video game playing patterréslaabits, their levels of moral
reasoning, and their attitudes towards real vi@etis chapter provides a summary of
the study that outlines the employed research ndetbgy. It also provides a discussion
of results and implications for theory, practice¢ duture research.

Summary of the Study

There were 109 grade 8 students, meargfE3.1, from seven public
elementary schools in Ontario who participatecdia study. A mixed methodology was
employed exploring quantitative and qualitativeadderived from adolescents’ responses
to the research questions. Adolescents’ quantgatigponses were derived from three
research instruments designed to measure adolsseelgo game playing, patterns,
habits, and attitudes, their levels of moral reasprand their attitudes towards real
violence. The qualitative approach was utilizeéxplore adolescents’ video game
playing attitudes, patterns, and habits based afitgtive responses to open-ended
guestions in a self-reporting questionnaire, iuastructured follow-up interview, and

accompanying field notes. The study took placevim $tages.
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First Stage

The first stage consisted of administering a batéthree tests: a self-reporting
background questionnaire (Appendix C) with openeghand closed questions designed
to explore adolescents’ video games patterns, siahi attitudes (designed by the
researcher); The Sociomoral Reflection Measure-t$twm (SRM-SF; Gibbs et al.,
1992; Appendix D) to measure adolescents’ morauntg and The Attitudes Towards
Violence Scale - Adolescent Version (Funk et aBIAppendix E) to measure
adolescents’ attitudes towards violence.
Second Stage

In the second stage of the study, a follow-upnuestired, open-ended interview
was conducted and the interview protocol (Apperiwas used with 10 participants
from the sample who consented to participate viighimtention of providing in-depth
information about their video gaming patterns, t|land attitudes, their moral
reasoning, and their attitudes towards violence¢hénpreliminary analyses, the
researcher used frequency counts to determinecipantits’ video game playing patterns,
habits, and attitudes based on their responsé® isdif-reported questionnaire. These
frequency counts provided information about the am@f time participants declared
playing video games, what kind of video games thlayed, and what their favourite
video games were. This analysis served in the ts@hecf participants for an interview.
Ten participants were selected for an interviewedam their responses to the self-
reporting questionnaire. The violent video gameipig group included participants who
declared playing video games between one to ttoaestevery day, who declared

playing violent video games, who selected violadew games as their favourite games
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that they played often, and who reported enjoynreptaying violent video games. The
nonviolent video game playing group included pgraats who declared playing
nonviolent video games from less than one houniteet hours every day, every other
day, few times per week, few times per month, othenweekends. They also selected
nonviolent games as the games they played oftehtheary chose nonviolent games as
their favourite games. This group also involvedipgrants who declared not playing
video games at all. Five participants (4 boys,rl) giere selected from the violent video
game playing group, and five participants were endsom nonviolent video game
playing group. The rationale behind the selectmmiriterviews was the need to obtain
richer data from the violent video game playingugr@and the nonviolent video game
playing group about their video game patterns,tsabnd attitudes, their perception of
violence in video games, and their perception a@fewice in real life. Field notes were
made during both stages of the data collectiongs®c

In the present study, eight primary research qoestivere addressed:

1. What are adolescents’ video game playing patand habits?

2. What attitudes and feelings do adolescentstrelowing and after violent video game
playing?

3. What beliefs do adolescents describe abouwtwed in video games and violence in
real life?

4. Do adolescents report identification with vidgone characters and what are the
personality traits they admire the most in thewofarite video game characters?

5. What are adolescents’ levels of sociomoralaeag (SRMS) and what are their

attitudes towards real violence (ATV)?
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6. Is there a statistically significant relatibisbetween adolescents’ violent video
game playing patterns and habits and their levielsaval reasoning/maturity?
7. Is there a statistically significant relatioipshetween adolescents’ violent video game
playing patterns and habits and their attitudesatde real violence?
8. Is there a statistically significant differertmetween adolescents who play violent
video games and those who do not play with reg@rdlseir levels of moral reasoning
and their attitudes towards violence?
Discussion and Implications

Following is a discussion based on the analysdiseoflata obtained in response to
the eight primary research questions. The impbeegtiof the results for theory, practice,
and future research are presented. The findingsurmto the educational and the
context of normal development, and suggestiongjiaen for parents, for educators, and
for future violent video game playing research.

Adolescents’ Video Game Playing Patterns and Habits

Based on previous research on video games, thakedoubt that playing video
games has become a very popular activity amongadehts (The Canadian Teachers’
Federation, 2005; The Media Awareness Network, 200%on et al., 2007; Roberts et
al., 2005). In the most recent study on middleostBtudents’ video game playing habits
(Olson et al., 2007), 94% of the adolescents tepddraving played video games with
one third of boys and 11% of girls stating theyypldnearly every day. A study
conducted in 10 European countries and Israel fobadchildren ages six to 16 averaged
more than a half an hour per day on video and coeengames (Beentjes et al., 2001).

The findings in the present study show consistevitly previous research showing that
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the majority of adolescents 96/109 or 88% (58 [R#8/girls) declared playing video
games. Only 13 or 12% (3 boys, 10 girls) of adaess declared not playing video
games at all. It is evident that playing video ganseone of the most popular activities
for this group of adolescents.

The results of the present study also are invittle previous research about the
amount of hours spent on playing video games (O&sa@h., 2007; Roberts et al., 2005).
On average, children play video games two houyawith 64% of all Canadian
children playing at least one hour a day (The Cemadeachers’ Federation, 2005; The
Media Awareness Network, 2005). More than a hallbédolescents (59 or 61%) in the
present study declared playing video games everyaitdess than one hour to three or
more hours a day. According to Sheff (2001), pathe attraction to video games is that
most video games contain a new challenge thateseaheed to continue playing, and
there is a constant pressure to continue playiregmapete with other players’ high
scores. Other possible reasons for the time adaiésspend playing video games could
be attributed to the growing number of video garmaergs that attracts more players
(Surette, 2002), to the improved accessibilityitiee games consoles and computers
(Annenberg Public Policy Center survey, 2007).ddiaon, advanced technology is used
to make video games more realistic, fun and chgiiey and thus more appealing to
young consumers (Anderson et al., 2007).

In addressing gender differences in video gamg@mjgoatterns and habits, some
existing studies report that girls display lesgiiast in video games, have less game-
related knowledge, and play less frequently andgharter amounts of time than boys

(Copeland, 2004; Dill et al., 2005; Downs & Sm#005; Jansz & Martis, 2007; Lucas &
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Sherry, 2004; Williams, 2008/illiams et al., 2009). According to the resultsle
present study, girls showed less involvement witle@ games than boys; thus, playing
video games remains more popular among the boyisoédgh 35/48 or 73% of girls in
this study declared playing violent video gamesy a0 (5%) girls reported playing
video games for 1 or more than 1 hour a day. Or{2b) girls reported playing violent
video games(all of Dutyseries, an@rand Theft Auto: San Andréad/any previous
studies reported that girls in general display iegsest in video games, have less game-
related knowledge, play less frequently, and fartr durations than boys (Copeland,
2004; Dill et al., 2005; Downs & Smith, 2005; Harnowles et al., 2001; Jansz &
Martis, 2007; Lucas & Sherry, 2004; Williams et 2009).

The reasons for girls’ disinterest in video garfs/iing are usually attributed to
the content and the design of video games thatlyn@dy on stereotypes and outdated
role models to portray female characters (Downséitly, 2005; Jansz & Martis, 2003;
Lucas & Sherry, 2004). Many female characters degigames are portrayed as weak
victims who are protected by powerful males (Glaa\iller, Parker, & Espejo, 2002;
Gorriz & Medina, 2000; Greenberg, Sherry et alQ&01In a recent study analyzing
video-game content, Kirkland (2009) notes that nraayn video game characters are
muscular males armed with huge weapons, wearimgclothing, and posed in dominant,
aggressive stances. As Kirkland observes:

The masculinity of video game culture, pervadinggller game structures and

goals, results in the predominance of violencagoest, and militaristic action as

the preferred mode of interactive engagement.itdi, argued, contributes to the

reinforcement of hegemonic masculinity. (p.178)
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Therefore, these male portrayals may encouragendepee in females and dominant
gender roles in males and further deter girls fpdaying (Dietz, 1998; Kirkland, 2009;
Carr; 2005). One interviewed boy in the presend\stkplained, “You just get sucked
into different world, you feel powerful and you dothink about any problems you have
(7S03; violent video game player).

Some researchers argue that the gender differendgeo game playing patterns
and habits might be due patrtially to access (Ta@o06; Woodard & Gridina, 2000).
According to the annual Annenberg Public Policy €esurvey (2007) on family media
use, 76% of homes with at least one boy own vigeoeas as compared to 58% of homes
with at least one girl that do not own video ganteshe present study, two interviewed
girls reported playing video games only when tkétings, mostly older brothers,
invited them to play. Participant 7S05 (girl, namlent video game player) said, “I like
playing video games with my brother, he plays adatl sometimes he teaches me
different strategies in the games. | like playimdeo games just to try to beat him”
Another girl explained, “I play video games onlyevhmy brother invites me to play
with him. It is fun” (Participant 7S04, girl, norolent video game player). This finding
may support research claim that the householdsheigls usually are equipped with
video games consoles and that girls with malergyslhave an access to video games.

Others claim that the gender gap in video gamgrmigpatterns and habits might
have less to do with access than it does with ptaference and game design (Downs &
Smith, 2005; Scharrer, 2004). One of the maingués of video game design related to
gender has been that female characters are pattesyeighly sexualized protagonists

which may deter potential female players (Downsriith, 2005; Scharrer, 2004; Smith



196

et al., 2003; Taylor, 2006). Moreover, the vispaitrayals of females in some video
games tend to highlight female’s physical attrisiaad undermine female characters’
ability to succeed without male help (Downs & SmRBO5; Scharrer, 2004). This may
explain in part why girls in the present study deetl less attraction to playing video
games for a long period of time compared to bayis.dlso argued that the emphasis on
competition and violence deters girls from playindeo games. The girls generally
prefer collaboration to competition and expresgadig to the scenes of extreme violence
and gore that are often present in violent videngm(Funk & Buchman, 1996;
Subrahmanyam et al., 2000). One interviewed githenpresent study elaborated, “I
enjoy playingThe Simdecause it does not involve killing other peoplon’t like
playing violent video games, because there is aflotood and gore” (Participant 7S05;
nonviolent video game player). Another intervievgadl when asked if she ever played
violent video games responded, “Yes, but | didliketit, too much shooting and blood,
it made me sick.” (7S16, nonviolent video game @iy

Although some recent research suggests that tbararof time girls spend
playing video games increased (Bryce & Rutter, 2@, 2005; ESA, 2005), the
present study did not confirm these findings. Altglo girls in present study have not
abandoned playing video games altogether, thdyegibrted playing video games for far
shorter amounts of time than boys. It may be spg¢edlhere that the research based on a
bigger sample (only 48 girls participated in thisdy) might produce different results.
Favourite Video Games

The latest research declares that the most peefgrdeo games are ones with

human violence, with a general entertainment theme ,with sports themes (Bajovic,
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2006; The Canadian Teachers’ Federation, 2005Méduta Awareness Network, 2005;
Pollon, 2003). Carr (2005) finds that girls rateglities, such as being in control, content
of magic and adventure, and level of difficulty,the most important contexts of the
video game, while Olson (2010) finds that video gamith blood, intense violence,
strong language, strong sexual content, and udeugs were the most popular game
series among the boys. The present study confitheedesults from previous studies.
These results revealed that favourite video gammeldys were first-person shooter
genre (e.g.Call of Duty series)andthe sports genre (e.0NHL andNFL series). The
favourite video games for girls were platform gefes,Super Marioseries), and
simulation genre (e.gl,heSimg. Therefore, there is a clear demarcation lingvbeh the
preferences of boys and girls for favourite videamgs.

The question that remains is why violent video gamre so attractive and
compelling for boys. Jansz (2005) believes thapibssible appeal of violent video
games is “attractive for male adolescents (whoiaré)e midst of constructing an
identity” and that the violent game serves as &' qarivate laboratory where they can
experience different emotions” (p. 219). Janszst#tat these emotions include anger, as
well as contrasting emotions such as joy and féae interviewed boy from the violent
video game playing group elaborated on his feellgige playing violent video games.
He stated, “You just get sucked into different wloglou feel powerful and you don’t
think about any problems you have, it feels goo@mou kill other people, but it sucks
when you get killed” (7S03; violent video game @gy Based on his response, different
kinds of emotions, such as joy when winning and &ddosing, were equally presented.

Jansz concludes that the solitude of video gamegpgaeals to adolescent boys, who are
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faced with the insecurities of showing their re@lodions at this stage of development,
and that playing violent video games gives thero@uortunity to vicariously express the
negative emotions that would be considered ant$actithe real world. An interviewed
boy in the present study shared, “I like collectpants, | do enjoy shooting people, but |
don’t think it is good to shoot people in real 1ifgS26; violent video game player). This
particular finding concurred with Jansz, confirmih@gt violent video game players
enjoyed the simulated aspect of the game as anrtojy to behave or emote in a
manner not possible in the real world (Block & @rd2007; DeVane & Squire, 2008).

Ferguson (2011) argues that historically boys leajeyed vicarious violence, in
a variety of contexts. Boys typically enjoy playiwgh toy soldiers, playing war games,
and watching wrestling matches. In the presentystad interviewed boy’s response
concurred with previous research. He describe@xpgrience with video game playing,
“Itis fun, | enjoy the competing with others, ahenjoy the challenge of completing a
mission” 7S17 (violent video game player). It m&ytbat shared enjoyment of violent
entertainment provides a bonding opportunity folas@nd a chance to express one’s
masculine identity to peers. Boys, in particuldte use rough-and-tumble play fighting
to establish dominance and a social pecking ovdén,no intention to harm (Pellegrini
& Long, 2003). Olsen (2010) further explains:

Playing with those frightening images helps acthilaster the physical and

emotional sensations that go with being afraigtstically, that was an important

and even lifesaving skill. Scary stories and galeeshildren experience and
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deal with those feelings at a time and place whwrg know they are safe. That is

why fairy tales often dealt with themes like abamahent, murder, even

cannibalism, and other content we now think ctdsilt.” (p.187)
Thus, the attraction to violent themes presentaddao games seems to be part of
normal development for boys (Przybylski et al., @0Larr (2005) finds that girls rated
qualities of magic and adventure content, and lef/difficulty as the most important
content of video games. The interview findingsha present study confirmed previous
research. One interviewed girl, when asked whyligked playing video games,
explained, “I playMario, it is fun, it gives you sense of adventure, bgtayThe Simsit
gives me an opportunity to be creative, | can er@ay own space, my pets, my garden”
(Participant 7S16, girl, nonviolent video game plgyMayer (2003) posits that females
are more attracted to media programs that allowakoteraction, and are less attracted
by action-oriented formats which provide less saai@raction. The results of girls’
video game preferences in the present study edhesd findings. The girls in the
present study declared preference for platformeyé@uper Marioseries), and simulation
genre §im9. Super Mariovideo games series offer the sense of adventudel lae Sims
offers substantial and meaningful social interacbetween players, and between
characters (The Center for Mental Health and Mezli@,7). As one interviewed girl
pointed out, “It is fun to complete missions orelwith my friends” (7S05 girl,
nonviolent video game player). Therefore, boys gind differed in their favourite video
games preferences, confirming that boys enjoystt$inooter and sport genre video

games, whereas girls preferred platform genre andlation genre video games.
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Video Game Players: Attitudes and Feelings

According to previous studies, the most populaso&s behind playing video
games are fun, excitement, and challenge, as w&han there is nothing else to do
(Greenberg et al., 2008; Olson, 2010; Valkenbour@afator, 2000; Williams &
Clippinger, 2002). The findings about video gamef@rences and the reasons behind
these preferences in the present study supportdoh§s from previous research. Offered
choices in the self-reporting questionnaire forrégeson of video game playing were: “It
is fun,” “It is exciting,” “It is something to do laen | am bored,” “I like the challenge of
figuring it out,” “It helps me relax,” “I like usig guns and weapons,” ‘| feel less
lonely,” and, “It helps me vent my anger.” The majoof adolescents, both boys and
girls, in this study reported playing video gamesduse it was fun, exciting, and
something to do when they were bored; thus, fantp&aying video games still remained
an activity for entertainment and amusement. Astdrviewed participant explained, “I
am on facebook a lot, | play games there. It iseating, it is fun, and it is really
something to do when | am bored. And | get boréat &ately” (7S01, girl, nonviolent
video game player).

Olsen (2010) posits that challenge was a key fdotaa game to be fun and
appealing to video game players. More than a Halflolescents (38 boys and 30 girls)
in the present study stated that the challengalandxcitement of the game were main
reasons for playing video games. An interviewed (@817; violent video game player)
described his experience with video game playitigs‘fun, | enjoy the competing with

others, and | enjoy the challenge of completingigsion.” It appears that video game
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players go through the “challenge of figuring cug game’s regulatory mechanisms and
casual connections before any fun can be heldg®I2010, p. 183).

These particular findings may have implicationsdducational practice. As
educators, most of us are aware of many benefitsuiostudents when they are engaged
in an activity they perceive as exciting and chajiag (Rosas et al., 2003; Russoniello et
al., 2009). For instance, when the lesson is pteddn them in an interesting and
exciting way, and is tied to real-life experiendd®y become more motivated, pay more
attention, and become more actively involved imreay (Gentile & Gentile, 2008; Levin
et al., 2008). Considering that video games arerg popular activity among our
students, they can become a very valuable tookliassroom if used properly and
purposefully (Akilli, 2007; Corbett, Koedinger, &adley, 2001; Gee, 2003; 2007;
Gentile & Gentile, 2008; Prensky, 2001; Turkle, @D1f it is established that the
challenge and the excitement are among the masomeahat students choose to play
video games, then educational video games shodlldde challenge and excitement with
a clear educational goal, challenging outcomes,vanidble levels of difficulty in order
to become more interesting (Gee, 2003; 2007; Sheffal., 2005). If designed properly,
with the elements of challenge and excitementethecational video games may become
an activity for children “when there is nothingeet® do.” As Gee (2007) elaborates:

The cutting edge of games and learning is notdeoasgame technology, although

great graphics are wonderful and technical impnmosmts are important. The

cutting edge is realizing the potential of ganwdéarning by building good

games into good learning systems in and out @scteoms and by building the
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good learning principles in good games into lewymn and out of school

whether or not a video game is present. (p. 22)
Well-designed video games with the elements oflehgé and excitement and with clear
educational goals may also provide more reasoaadourage girls to get engaged in
playing video games (Gee, 2003; 2007; Shaffer.e2@05). Based on changes to cultural
and societal context, today’s young learners, thegerequire a new approach to
instruction (Bandura, 2002; Gee, 2007; Norton-Me&2@05; Shaffer et al., 2005). This
relatively unexplored method of enhancing studeets’ning merits further consideration
and future research.
Reasons for Playing Video Games

The boys and girls in the present study signifilyediffered on two questions
about their reasons for playing video games: | likeng guns and weapons presented in
video games, and It helps me vent my anger. There 83/61 (54%) boys who reported
playing video games because they like using gudsaaapons compared to only 2/48
(4%) girls. These gender differences may be prteadplained by the choice of video
games that adolescents reported playing. Boys tegbptaying violent video games (e.qg.,
Call of Dutyseries) that use guns and weapons (Bajovic, 2206n, 2003; The Media
Awareness Network, 2005; Olsen et al., 2007). @texviewed boy in the present study
said “I like using guns and being in control, asdadirst-person shooter | am” (7S03;
violent video game player). It can be argued th@hyanent in using guns and weapons
for boys may reflect the challenge of understanding controlling new weapons, as a
means of gaining points and destroying video ganaeacters presented as “enemies”

(Olson, 2010). The girls’ avowed dislike of violenpresented in video games may be
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attributed to their dislike of guns and weaponssiering that most video games which
use guns and weapons also contain elements ohemle

Another finding based on questionnaire in the gmestudy identifies 22 boys and
nine girls reported that playing video games helpedn vent their anger. Three
interviewed boys identified as violent video ganteyprs also stated that playing video
games helped them vent their anger. One boy shdddd collecting points, | do enjoy
shooting people, but | don’t think it is good tashpeople in real life. It is a good stress
reliever. | feel relieved and less angry after pigy (7S26; violent video game player).
Previous research claimed that playing video gamitsviolent content may have a
positive effect on the players as it allows thekd&ge of latent aggressiveness in a
socially acceptable way (Cunningham, 1995; Gardt@91; Graybill et al., 1987; Hull,
1985). According to catharsis theory, if the argfays bottled up and the person does not
get a chance to relieve the pressure caused by,ahggerson will eventually explode in
an aggressive rage (Breuer & Freud, 1895; Feshkdinger, 1971). Therefore,
according to this theory, playing violent video ggsaimay have some positive effects on
players if they are provided with an opportunity ¥enting their anger.

Cognitive Neoassociation theory (Arriaga-FerréirRibeiro, 2001; Bartholow &
Anderson, 2002; Berkowtiz, 1984) opposes thesensland predicted that venting may
increase rather than decrease angry feelings ajréssgve behaviours. As activities
considered cathartic also are aggressive, theyleaalyto the activation of other
aggressive thoughts, emotions, and behaviouraktenes, which, in turn, could lead to
greater anger and aggression (Arriaga-Ferreiral®&iry, 2001; Bartholow & Anderson,

2002; Berkowtiz et al., 1984). Although the preseisearch confirmed that some
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adolescents, mostly boys, declared that playingosghames helped them vent their
anger, further research is necessary to suppaiisoriss either of these claims. It can
only be speculated about the kind of emotionaltreachat playing violent video games
may cause. This, indeed, calls for future resebas®ed on more adolescents and a
possible experimental approach where adolesceaatg'ssof emotion while paying
violent video games should be measured. For instdhe measuring of change in heart
rate or blood pressure before, during, and afewigame playing may show
physiological changes of increase or decreaseart ha&te or blood pressure that may
serve in interpreting the emotions that playerseepce.
Video Game Playing and the Mood

When asked about how playing violent video ganfiestd their mood, half of
the participants declared that playing violent vidames made them feel excited and
competitive. According to Williams and Clipping&002), playing video games are
expected to be enjoyable only if there are a deficnumber of competitive situations.
In video games, players try to resolve the taskdryorming effective actions which ends
either with success (e.g., kill the monster) ohwéilure (e.g., killed by monster). In both
cases, the emotional state of the player is affieGaccess may lead to a strong
motivation to continue to the next level and mamgzaositive emotions of winning.
Failure, on the other hand, may produce negativatiens of anger and frustrations
which also can motivate players to continue playmgrder to solve the task in the next
level. In both cases, competition is a leadingdarcthe continuation of playing video
games (Greenberg et al., 2008; Williams & Clippm@®02). The enjoyment of gaining

the points and rewards in video games is relatede@layer’'s competitiveness; the more
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competitive the player, the stronger desire to gaome points and rewards (Adachi &
Willoughby, 2011; Carnagey & Anderson, 2003). Tasults in the present study
confirmed that competition is one of the main ewmditriggered during or after playing
video games. 51 adolescents (33 boys and 18 gglged that they feel competitive
while playing violent video games. An interviewealylalso elaborated on the importance
of gaining points and rewards in video games. Eligeint 7S03 (boy, violent video game
player) explained, “The main point of these gansayou shoot more people, you gain
more points. It is really about points and rewards,about violence.” According to
Carnagey and Anderson (2003), as video games @®@gtra points or advanced levels
usually reward the players. The problem with viblideo games may arise when the
players receive rewards for performing an actiomiolience which may result in an
increase of aggressive behaviour.

According to Huesmann’s (2001) script theory, aggive scripts incorporate
normative beliefs about the appropriateness ofgamessive action in a repeated
situation. Those normative beliefs control whethienot aggressive scripts are
memorized and whether they will be retrieved aadglated into action in a particular
situation (Bandura, 2001). Typically, violent vidgames reward aggressive actions by
giving points (rewards) to players, thereby promgtihe understanding that aggression is
an appropriate way of dealing with interpersonaiflicts and conflicts with others in the
context of violent video games. The findings in pinesent study did not give enough
evidence to support or reject these research cl&@ms interviewed boy stated:

My mom did not let me play violent video games ahd kept saying ‘You are

killing people’, but it is not about killing, yodion’t want to shoot the person, you
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are just collecting points. When | play | don’irtk now | will shoot him in the

head and blood will go all over. (7S17, boy, vidleideo game player)

However, it may be argued that based on the préseimgs, gaining points and
rewards in violent video games is more about cortigetand winning than about
aggressive acts presented in violent video games.

The percentage of participants who declaredplagting video games made them
feel competitive significantly differed by gend@mne interviewed boy elaborated, “I like
collecting points, | feel very successful at the &rhen | win a battle.” (7S26; violent
video game player). The chance to compete and \asome of the strongest motivators
for video game playing among boys; thus, the bogegernthan the girls enjoyed the
competitive situation presented in video gameseRe&$ in sports psychology
demonstrates that girls are less attracted to covpeactivities than boys (Klimmt,
2009). Most of the video games that girls repopkagying (e.g, The Simsdo not involve
elements of competition, therefore, it is reasoaablassume that girls may purposefully
avoid video games that involve completion.

The past research on video games suggests thabtaet content in video games
presents some risk for aggressive behaviour. Homyeseent research by Adachi and
Willoughby (2011) argue that competitiveness, notent content, may be responsible
for elevating aggressive behaviour in the shorhtdf it is accepted that competitiveness
presented in violent video games may cause aggressreal life, the results from the
present study may indicate potential concern. BEdwsahould be aware of the potential
negative effect that competitiveness in violeneadjames may have on our students and

develop adequate critical media literacy stratetpd®elp them balance between
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competitiveness and caring about each other. Tétogeegies should help students to
become critical and literate when interpreting rmadessages “so that they control the
interpretation of what they see or hear rather tetimg the interpretation control them”
(Thoman, 2011, p.4).

Another significant gender difference immergedted to the participants who
declared that playing violent video games made taeaited or relaxed. There were 39
boys and 15 girls declared that playing violeneadjames made them feel excited.
There were 30 boys and three girls who declardthteeslaxed. It has been suggested
that adolescent boys may seek out sensation-proglactivities, such as video game
play, for exciting experiences. One participantq3 Hoy, violent video game player)
explained, “I like playing violent video game besalit is exciting and challenging, and |
like winning”. Thus, violent video game playing mg providing the boys with
acceptable levels of excitement and challenge-sgeknotions (DeVane & Squire,
2008; Dolan, 2002; Durkin, 2006: Jansz, 2005; Ql&ariner & Warner, 2008). These
results suggest that boys and girls play video gaimedifferent reasons, thus, further
illustrating gender differences in video game pate

Another important finding related to adolescenggorts on how they feel while
playing video games emerged from the present sidyost one third of the adolescents
(30/109; 19 boys, 11 girls) reported that playimdeo games makes them feel
aggressive. The interviewed adolescents from tim@intent video game playing group
also believed that some players may become aggedssieal life after playing violent
video games for prolonged periods of time. Onegiated, “Yes, | believe that some kids

may become violent after playing, there is too mucdhence in these games you know,
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and if they played it for hours, they may wantrtoit on in real life.” (7S04, girl,
nonviolent video game player). Participant 7S0%H,(gbnviolent video game player) also
believed that some people do become aggressivepddigng violent video games
explaining: “For some people, they really do nobwrhow to control their anger, and
when they play violent video games, that can megiviaem to become more aggressive.”
It is interesting that none of the interviewed bérgsn the violent video game playing
group provided an insight about becoming aggres$ivang or after playing video

games. It can be speculated here that the girlsdehwot play violent video games
express bias against violent video games.

According to previous research on violent videmgs, repeated exposure to
violence in video games may lead to more aggresgtitades, behaviours, and to
desensitization to real aggression (Anderson g2@0Q7; Bartholow, Bushman &
Huesmann, 2006; Bushman & Sestir, 2006; Carnagéynderson, 2003; Eron, 2001;
Funk, et al., 2004; Moller & Krahe, 2009). Kraledavioller (2004) find that
participants who played violent video games folg@mnged hours demonstrated an
increased amount of physical aggression and arased acceptance of physical
aggression. Funk et al. (2004) discovered thabpged exposure to video game violence
was associated with lower empathy and strongeriglience attitudes. The concern is
that intense engagement with violent video gamegin@ease the probability that
violent behaviours experienced in video gamesguaiieralize outside the game situation.
The results in the present research did not prosmaeigh evidence about the relation
between playing violent video games and aggressbaviours in real life. It is

important to stress the need for future researdhrtber explore the relationship between
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the aggressive feelings that adolescents reportele playing violent video games and
subsequent behaviours.
Violence in Video Games and Violence in Real Life

Twenty-one adolescents (15 boys and 6 girls) eénpitesent study declared that
they were involved in real-life situations that nfegve been influenced by violent video
games. They elaborated that they witnessed figimitas to the fights presented in video
games implying that the persons involved in fightimitated some techniques and
moves from violent video games. An interviewed gldborated, “People “act” a scene
from a video game, and constantly talk about itL& $&nonviolent video game player)
while another girl (7S20, nonviolent video gameypla approached this question
critically stating, “Some go out punching peopledgse that is what characters do in
video games. It is just stupid and immature.” Areimiewed boy (7S03; violent video
game player), explained that he and his friendsesiones go to the forest and play “air
soft guns based ddall of Duty” It is interesting that interviewed boys who plaglent
video games found some techniques from those gamiesuseful in real life. One boy
described, “Some people try to pick fights with rnet back off after | use the line from
the game to insult them” (3S20; violent video gaptagrer). Other examples included,
“Well, my one friend was trying to hurt me and kdsa fighting move | saw in a game”
(7S18; boy; violent video game player), “If someambadmouthing me | may use a line
from a game” (3S22; boy; violent video game playktgan be speculated that for those
boys, learning different techniques form violerded® games have a potential to be useful

in real-life situations.
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It is very interesting that the interviewed adalents who declared playing
violent video games believed that violent video garoan influence violence in real life.
It is also very interesting that they were veryradat that it can only happen to younger
players who are not mature enough to differentigteveen fantasy and reality. An
interviewed boy elaborated:

| think that it can have some negative impact oanger players, | do not believe
that young kids should play them because theyadd&mow what is real and what
Is not. We know what is happening, 9-year-old#lye not understand and they
can use that violence to show their friends, ttke is cool.” (718, violent video
game playing group).
This finding supports the previous research claimas younger players are more
susceptible to imitating violent acts seen in trexlia, and are less likely to be able to
distinguish between fantasy and reality (The M&disareness Network, 2005; Markey
& Markey, 2010; Vessey, 2000; Villiani, 2001). Sabmanyam et al. (2000) also express
concern that overplaying of video games may affeanger children’s ability to
distinguish real life from simulation, and as suclay perceive violence in video games
as an acceptable way of problem solving and cdnigolution in real life. They state
that, “computerized games move users into a wohdresthe distinction between real
life and simulation may not be clear, especiallyyilounger children” (p. 137-138). The
interviewed participants from the violent video gaplaying group did not believe that
they themselves were negatively influenced by plgyiolent video games. As one boy
pointed out, “It is really about points and rewanaist about violence. It is just a game.”

They expressed that they know the difference batvbedaviours that are presented in
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games and behaviours in real life, and generaditedtthat playing violent video games
does not affect them at all because they know'thitjust a game.”

The interviewed participants expressed concerttiose who show aggressive
traits in real life are more prone to play violeideo games, and, thus, act aggressively
afterwards. Participant 7S05 (girl, nonviolenteadgame player) believed that some
people do become aggressive after playing violgldorgames explaining, “For some
people, they really do not know how to control treger, and when they play violent
video games, that can motivate them to become agmeessive.” These findings echoed
some previous research stating that personalitgifgcsuch as temperament, appeared to
have a mediating role, with some research sugggstat high-trait aggressive children
were most affected (Kiewitz & Weaver, 2001; Slaeal., 2003). Therefore, the effects
of violence presented in the media may accound femall proportion of an individual’s
predisposition for aggressive behaviour. Environtaliactors that play an important
role in a child’s development, such as family, peand siblings, also can influence a
child’s aggressive thought and behaviour. For exapgsowing up in a violent family
and being a victim or witnessing violence is knawinave a strong effect on a person’s
predisposition to act aggressively (Browne, 1998ry & Kalyanaraman, 2009; Kutner,
& Olson, 2008). For instance, Ferguson (2011) fitmds family violence exposure, not
video game violence, is a strong predictor of \nbkects. It should be also noted that
some children are especially vulnerable to exposuwolent video games because of
pre-existing characteristics. More aggressive céridostracized by their peers, may find
justification for their behaviour in the sceness/mflence that characterize the media's

representation of life (Kiewitz & Weaver, 2001; laet al., 2003).Thus, the susceptible
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child may become enmeshed in a continuous cycleotdnce viewing and aggression, a
cycle which leads to the development of habitugregsive behaviour. This high-risk
group includes young children (ages less thanctildren who are bullies or bully-
victims, and children with problems in emotion rizgion (Anderson et al., 2003; Funk et
al., 2002). It has been proposed that these grangpsspecially vulnerable to the
disruption of moral development and moral behav{gumnk, 2001; Lynch, 1999). There
is still much more research to be done before wefdy understand both the positive
and the possible negative implications of violente game playing.

In informal dialogues with the principals and teachers while visiting schools,
they expressed concern about a possible conndmiwreen violence presented in
violent video games and violence in real life (Eiblotes, 2011). | had a very interesting
conversation with one of the teachers. She shagdtere were two students in her class
who were very much into playing violent video gamesd that she was concerned about
their sometimes aggressive behaviour. She explained

Just yesterday, | was outside during the brealkywvan incident happened. Those

two boys were goofing around, and being silly waémof sudden they started

pushing another boy and yelling ‘Move away, | atexAMason and | will Kill

you with my secret weapon.’ | intervened right gyand later on | talked to them

and found out that they were imitating the movesifthe video gam€all of

Duty: Black Opsl mean, what kind of game is it? (Field Notes, P01
Some past research on violent video games confithredhe transfer of the aggressive
feelings to real-life situations caused by playigent video games is possible

(Anderson et al., 2007; Bushman & Huesmann, 20@8n&yey & Anderson, 2003;
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Eron, 2001; Funk et al., 2003). On the contrargniudis (2005) posited that the
influence of violent video games on acts of aggoessr violence in real life is minimal,
and that there is a possibility that media propagatconnection between violent video
game playing and school shootings contributesisoltélief. It can be argued that the
concern about connection between violent video gallaygng and violence in real life
expressed in the present study may be supportédlfyaby this claim.
Video Games and Identification

According to Erikson (1968), identification withhers is a normal part of
development that allows children and adolescentsature. Children and adolescents
identify with both people and media characters exyglore alternative ideas, images,
attitudes, and identities. In the media saturateddyadolescents are influenced by
tempting images that may affect the formation eirtidentities (Cohen, 2001; Giles &
Maltby, 2004; Griffiths, Davies, & Chappel, 2004yse@rman et al., 2004). In this sense,
identification becomes a mechanism through whidliesitents experience reception and
interpretation of the media messages. When askaut #freir favourite video game
characters, adolescents in the present study chwse characters from their favourite
video games. The percentage of participants saamfly differed by gender for their
favourite video game character choices. The magstlpo video games among boys were
the games from th€all of Dutyseries, and the most popular characters were Akesoll
(42 boys), Frank Woods (26 boys), and John “SoaptMvish (36 boys), all main
characters from th€all of Dutyseries. Girls chose their favourite charactemftbe
Mario Brothers Serie€20 girls) andThe Simg12 girls). Therefore, the most popular

video game characters for boys were Alex MasomkiYsoods, and John “Soap”
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MacTavish, the characters from tGall of Dutyseries, first-person-shooter video games
with violent content that is rated "Mature" for palying authentic military combat with
realistic scenes of violence and gore. Mario froeMario BrothersSeries platform
genre video gameand the characters froffhe Simsstrategic simulation genre video
gameswvere most popular among the girls.
Identification with Favourite Video Game Characters

More than half of the adolescents (56/109, 54%4),boys, 19 girls) declared that
they would like to be like their favourite videorga characters. The percentage of
participants who declared that they would like ¢dlike their favourite video game
characters, significantly differ in gender. Accarglito the results, there were more boys
than girls who declared that they would like tdike their video game characters which
can be explained with the finding that boys in gahdeclared spending more hours
playing video games. When asked about personaditys they admired in video game
characters, the participants chose the followiagdr brave/courageous (83%), persistent
(79%), successful (70%), smart (57%), and funny4bBoth, boys and girls admired
these personality traits. The gender differencegdan the choice of personality traits of
dominant and aggressive were evident. More boys divés admired the traits of
dominance and aggression in their favourite videme characters. One interviewed boy
explained, “I likeFrank Woodshe is good at shooting, he is aggressive, angebiidat
is why | admire him” (7S17, boy, violent video gaplayer). Another boy elaborated, “I
like Alex Mason because he is brave, courageousharalways wins (7S18; boy, violent
video game player). Cohen (2001) describes two mdaintification processes and

defined a difference between identifying with someand as someone. In video games,
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first-person games allow the game player to plag elsaracter allowing gamers to create
their game character by choosing the skill levielrys dress, demographics, plot, etc.
Research suggests that self-created charactdrustisican heighten identification
perceptions (Konijn & Hoorn, 2005), and the abitibyinteract with self and others inside
the video game environment may influence how agslaentifies with the character and
the associated actions (Hoorn et al., 2088)olescents might select models that possess
gualities they already have or models that possgeskties they do not have but wish

they had real heroes they can admire (Bandura,; 3d&9smann & Eron, 1986; Hoffner

& Cantor, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2004). Therefolentification with media heroes can
be based on similarity identification or wishfuerdification.

In similarity identification, the observer idemti$ with a character because they
share common and perceived desirable charactsriMigst identification conceptions in
media effects research are based on similaritypayh identification is often measured
as general “liking” of a character (Cohen, 2001nio& Hoorn, 2005; Zillmann, 2000).
In wishful identification, the observer desiresrtotate the character, either as a role
model for future action or by extending respons®ghd the viewing situation or
imitating a particular behaviour (Bandura, 1989ffHer & Buchanan, 2005; Hoffner &
Cantor, 1991). Wishful identification provides angpse of “what if,” and such a glimpse
is a powerful predictor of future behaviour, espéygiin adolescents (Cohen, 2001). In
both cases, whether the identification is similawcshful, based on the results in the
present study, there is no reason for concern. kiéh¢he adolescents chose positive
personality traits because they already possess, threwhether they chose those

personality traits they desire to possess, posiiestification has taken place. There is
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no concern for children who are courageous, persissuccessful, and funny, or if they
strive to identify with real or media charactershathese positive personality traits.

In the present study, the most favourable videnegeharacters for boys were
Alex Mason, Frank Woods, and John “Soap” MacTawdh are soldiers presented as
brave, smart, and persistent characters who wginérig for their country’s best interest.
However, they sometimes also express aggressimandat, and violent behaviour in
accomplishing their mission goals. The expressidhese rather negative personality
traits may become problematic in the process ofgria identification. In the present
study, 44% of the adolescents (37 boys; 11 giiese dominance as their preferred
character trait, while 41.3% (36 boys; 9 girls) sh@aggressiveness as the most
favourable personality trait. The gender differenbased on the choice of these
personality traits of identification was evidentoM boys than girls admired the traits of
dominance and aggression in their favourite videme characters. This particular
finding about differences between boys and girly besupported by previous research
stating that elements of violence and aggressiter d&ls from playing, and that girls
continually express dislike for aggression in vigemes (Funk & Buchman, 1996;
Subrahmanyam et al., 2000). According to Hoffnet Bachanan (2005), boys identified
with male characters whom they perceived as sultdesgelligent, and violent, whereas
girls identified with female characters whom theyqeived as successful, intelligent, and
attractive. This outcome suggests that boys maiyfialent characters to be worthy role
models. According to Jansz (2005), many video gaeneble male adolescents to enact
extreme forms of masculinity that are unattainableneir daily livesIn developing their

identity, adolescent boys who presume male chasaptesented in video games as “real
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men” may use these images to guide their own bebayansz, 2005). As Konijn et al.
(2007) observe “In video games, “real men” are“s@sies” - they are tough and
aggressive.” (p.6)

Although these were boys’ preferred characteragwonly, it may become
problematic if the process of identification wittese character traits occurs in real life.
Recent meta-analyses have shown that violent \gdetes can increase aggression, and
one of the factors that may increase media-relatgpgiession is the identification with
violent characters (Anderson, 2004; Anderson & Buosh, 2001; Funk et al., 2004,
Konijn et al., 2007). Based on Bandura’s (1989}rales modeling and observational
learning, children may adopt certain values by Whiey may henceforth judge the
behaviour of others, and later internalize thatavébur as their own. Bandura postulates
that observational learning does not limit itseifyoto the adoption of new, presumably
good moral values and behaviours; it also may eefor weaken existing values. As
such, children’s moral thinking and moral developimaay vary according to the
content offered within the environment. If the eowiment, in this case violent video
game playing, provides rather negative exampleslofes through violent characters,
then the issue deserves to be addressed.

Although less than half of the adolescents chioseharacteristics of dominance
and aggression as their favourite personalit, gtill a significant finding. By thinking
about themselves as characters in violent videcegaadolescents at this stage may not
always be able to recognize the ways in which atarahoices and their actions work
together to influence the construction of theimiiky (Durkin, 2006; Jansz, 2005). It can

be argued here that even characters from violel@ovgames who express extensive
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violence and aggression may positively influen@ntdication in adolescents if they are
taught not to focus on the violence but on the @slsuch as persistence, successes, and
bravery. As Olsen (2010) states:
From an educator’s perspective, increased immersia game through
identification with a character, and discoveringmts through that character’s
experiences, may increase factual learning amdspéction concerning moral
dilemmas. (p. 184)
Durkin (2006) suggests that educators and parentsl tielp children to identify positive
and negative personality traits and behaviourb®iideo game characters, and teach
them conflict resolution and cooperation. For tiodtappen, they all need to be aware of
the possible effects that the identification witblent video game characters may have
on the children. Most of all, educators and pareetd to gain additional knowledge
about the video game content, what kind of videoemtheir students and children play,
who are their favourite characters, and why. Toimize potential harm, parents might
focus on video game literacy and limit unsupervigly, or get more involved in
playing video games with their children (Klimmt,@3). According to Lickona (2008), it
is an imperative to involve parents as partnerstaridster caring beyond the classroom
by using inspiring role models and opportunitiesdommunity service that can help
students learn to care by giving care. Gee (20087 Rargues that video games are
powerful models for students’ learning, and it b@nargued that video games may
become powerful models of learning for parents al.\By becoming informed and
knowledgeable about video game context, and byimgayideo games with their

children, parents will be able to learn about vidames, and be able to create
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opportunities for dialogue about good and bad atara presented in video games. One
of the games that involves parents and childreresgmts a good example of how parents
and children can learn togethBassing the Balis a video game proposed Games for
Changein which video game players are shown throughoaghtful and allegoric game
of catch that adults must work with children togh?lem develop online safety skills.
Over time, children can be armed with the knowletigmake their own decisions online
and, ultimately, act as their own safeguard fromgdaous content.

In an informal conversation with the teachers @radprincipals (Field Notes,
2011) in schools where data collection took placany of them expressed the need to
know more about violent video games and their pbssnfluences on their students. It
may be that the key in deconstructing the meanetgrial video games for educators and
parents is in delivering different critical medigtacy workshops which will introduce
different strategies about video gaming literadye3e workshops should enable
educators and parents to work collaboratively iiping children to understand the real
messages from the video game environment.

Sociomoral Maturity and Attitudes Towards Real Violence

From a theoretical perspective, moral reasonimtefsied as the ability to make
ethical choices when a moral dilemma is encountanetthe ability to articulate reasons
for the choices that are made (Lee, 2004; Lemadl 20 hus, moral reasoning provides
the individual with certain knowledge and underdiag that may (or may not) be used
in making concrete moral choices. In that senseahteasoning can be identified as a
competence of moral judgment and is defined a®eegss of judging which action is

morally right or wrong (Rest et al., 2000).



220

Sociomoral Reasoning

Piaget (1965) suggests that moral developmentgaadrom peoples’ actions,
and that the construction of their moral understagnd a result of their interactions with
the environment. Piaget believes that the earlyest@f moral development are
characterized by egocentrism when children focusermna the outcome of an act and
fulfillment of their own needs. A later stage of ralbdevelopment is associated with the
ability to imagine the perspective of others armtoading to Piaget, the concern for
others becomes more important than the conceron®s own needs. During
adolescence, this pattern of thinking about masuies is assumed to develop from a
rather simple egocentric orientation to a more dempocial orientation. Kohlberg
(1984) stresses that at the earlier stage “théecemf moral choice and feelings are
based on the outcome of personal well being” @8)3while for adolescents, moral
development is associated with the ability to imaghe perspective of others. At the
heart of each stage is the motivation for makirggright choice. According to Piaget and
Kohlberg, children usually develop more mature rhju@dgment in the natural course of
interactions with others. This mature moral judgtmermally achieved in adolescence
according to Gibbs (1994, 1995, 2003) involvesangng ability to take the perspective
of others.

Previous studies on media violence and moral reagdound that watching a
great deal of violence on television or movies rhenger children's moral development,
and that some children who were exposed to medlange may use less advanced
moral reasoning skills ( Eron, 2001; Funk et 8004 Krcmar & Vieira, 2005; Krcmar &

Curtis, 2003; Krcmar & Valkenburg, 1993). Funk ktfaund that adolescents who had
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long-term experience with violent video games wess empathetic than those who did
not have much experience with video games. Accgrtbirthe results in the present
study, the mean score on SRMS test Ma2.41 andSD= .53 showing that the most
participants scored at the Stages two and two@bswral maturity. There were 54
(55%) participants, who scored at Stage two, an{#42o) participants who scored at
Stage two, and only 2 (2%) participants who scartettie Stage 4 of sociomoral
maturity. Therefore, according to Gibbs et al. @Q%nore than a half of the participants
scored at the level of superficial moral judgmetage two), which is more
characteristic for children younger than 12. Fdayr participants scored at the level of
mature or profound moral judgment (Stage three)chvis characteristic for adolescents
and adults. This particular finding is rather puagiconsidering that according to Gibbs
et al., adolescents should be scoring at the higlefs of moral maturity. A chi-square
test of independence was performed to examinestaéan between gender and scores
on SRMS. The results revealed that there was mifisignt difference §*(1, N = 98) =
10.1,p =.018) on SRMS scores between boys and girlsisnstudy.

In the present study, in order to explore the @asion between the amount of
time playing violent video games and the scoreSRMS test for the violent video game
playing group, an analysis of bivariate correlatizas performed. The results showed
that Pearson’s for the correlation between the amount of timeipi@ violent video
games and the scores on SRM§3s- .324 showing that there is a strong, negative
correlation between the two variabl@$ie significant (2 tail) valup=.04 showed that the
correlation between the two variables was stasijisignificant. That means that an

increase or decrease in the amount of time playiolgnt video games significantly
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relates to higher or lower scores on the SRMS gasincrease of the amount of violent
game playing is associated with lower SRMS scarke.results on an independent
sample T-test relieved that there was significaiféeence (t=2.09; p=.049) on SRMS
scores between participants who played 1 hour addythose who played 3 or more
hours a day. No significant difference was founthleen those who played for one hour
and two hours a day, and two hours and three oe tmours a day. The mean on SRMS
scores for participants who played violent videmga for one hour wag= 2.85, the
mean on SRMS scores for participants who playelgriozideo games for two hours
wasM= 2.76, The mean on SRMS scores for participants plaayed violent video
games for three or more hours s 2.30.

In the recent study, Vieira and Krcmar (201 hyifthat children’s prolonged
violent video game playing was negatively assodiatgh ability of taking perspective
and ability to sympathise with others. The abildytake perspective and sympathy were
negatively related to the perception of acceptihgnjustified violence which may lead
to negative influence on moral reasoning. The tesaflthe present study may indicate
similar effects. In the violent video game playgrgup, the participants who declared
playing violent video games for 3 or more hoursag sicored lower on the test of
sociomoral maturity (SRMS-SF) than participants whayed violent video games
between one and two hours a day. The participarttsei violent video game playing
group who declared playing violent video gamedlfioee or more hours a day, scored
lower on SRMS test indicating that most of themenatrlevel two of sociomoral

maturity.
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The results on the difference between the mear8RMS scores between the
violent video game playing group and the nonvioledeo game playing group did not
attain significance. According to the statistice 3RMS test for the violent video game
playing group =2.62,SD=1.3;N=45), and for nonviolent video game playing group
was M= 2.82,SD=.1.3,N=51), both groups scoring between level two andetaf moral
maturity (Gibbs, 1995). Although the results ofsaéwo analyses may appear
contradictory, it can be speculated that it isgh@donged amount of playing violent
video games which may hinder moral developmenbmesparticipants. Gibbs (1995)
believes that most adolescents should be reachagg $hree of moral maturity which is
characterized by advanced moral judgment and matualg and trust. According to
Gibbs (1995), adolescents who have not advancewiml judgment beyond Stage two
are at the “moral judgment delay” stage. Gibbs tbtivat the greatest delay occurred in
children’s responses to questions related to olgeyie law. Children who were morally
immature used reasoning that generally relateddaisk of getting caught and being
punished. In contrast, morally mature children were at Stage three used reasoning
that lawbreaking will result in chaos that can lfertcause insecurity, or even loss of trust
in the world. One participant in this study, whosd low in both ATV and SMRS tests,
and who reported playing violent video games forartban three hours a day, was asked
during the interview if he would take somethingtti@es not belong to him. He
responded in the affirmative saying: “Anytime, kew | was not to be caught”
(Participant 7S18). This example represents meadoning at Stage two of moral

maturity according to Gibbs (1995).
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Gibbs (1995) argued that adolescents who havada@nced in moral judgment
beyond Stage two usually have not had enough apptds to take different roles or
consider the perspective of others. Piaget (1982¢rbed next moral developmental
stage as "do as you would be done by" (p. 323)levholberg (1984) believed that at
the conventional morality stage, adolescents beaoore serious about morality, and
they start to believe that good behaviour meansgayood motives and interpersonal
feelings such as love, empathy, trust, and conicerathers. If we consider that some
participants in the violent video game playing gr@pent three or more hours a day
playing video games while assumingly detached fitoenoutside world, it becomes
evident why they miss opportunities to take diffeneles or consider the perspective of
others outside of the virtual world. This is wh&achers, parents, and students should
start working collaboratively in providing thosessing opportunities. It can be
suggested by working collaboratively to create opputies for children’s participation
in charity work, in community involvement, and ixtecurricular activities will provide
them with different perspectives and positive taldng opportunities. Kohlberg (1984)
proposes that different social experiences are itapbas they promote development by
stimulating mental processes and that children’salrdevelopment depends on their role
in different social contexts. The social learnihgdrists (e.g., Bandura, 1989; Nucci,
1997; Turiel, 1983) conceptualized moral developnasma social learning process
believing that children learn what is morally adedybe through direct or symbolic
stimuli and reward during the learning processsish, children’s moral thinking and
development varies according to the content offeviglcin the environment. Piaget

(1965) emphasize the importance of school envirarinmechildren’s moral development
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stating that schools should work on cooperativestt@t making and problem solving,
nurturing moral development by requiring studeote/brk out common rules based on
fairness. Piaget (1965) also suggests that classteachers must provide students with
opportunities for personal discovery through prabkolving, rather than indoctrinating
students with norms. In the context of video gatagipg, teachers are required first, to
understand the content of video games and the kba@ryn the game, and second, to
initiate discussions about video games in the obass. Through this dialogue, they can
guide children to differentiate between right andmg within the stories depicted in
video games.
Character education should also serve to furtheaece moral skills such as
sensitivity to others, and care for both others selti(Bajovic & Elliott, 2011). Within
the context of schools, Noddings (2006) arguesttieteachers (and any other caring
adults in the school system) must model how to stane for others, and provide
opportunities for discourse among students in c@leeach common understandings
about caring for others. She calls for the “conétion of the good in others” (p. 123) and
stresses the importance of developing and sustareiationships among children, rather
than focusing solely on developing traits of indivalism. Weissbourd (2003) posits:
Educators influence students' moral developmensinaply by being good role
models-important as that is-but also by what thayg to their relationships with
students day to day: their ability to appreciatelents’ perspectives and to
disentangle them from their own, their abilityadmit and learn from moral error,
their moral energy and idealism, their generosity their ability to help students

develop moral thinking. (p. 11)
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According to Lickona (2008), teachers are respdaddr creating a moral community, in
which students learn to respect and care aboutaheh so everyone feels valued within
the group. Narvaez (2002) suggests that to bec@opl® of good character, students
need opportunities to develop their intuitions i@llivstructured environments that
provide guidance for developing proper ethicallskilThus, teachers need professional
development in explicit instruction related to theory behind the skills they are
teaching. This also implies that the need more dppiies through professional
development to learn about video games, and tattirexperience video game playing
in order to perceive the possible applicationsughstools in the classrooms. It is also
important for teachers to be informed about poss#iffiects of video games in order to
avoid the influences on media moral panics relatetie portrayal of violent video
games in the media (Kirkland, 2009; Schrader, Zh&ngoung, 2006).

An important skill that children need to develbpaugh critical media literacy
and character education is the ability to undedsthe relationship among the common
good, the good of others, and the individual g&asjovic and Elliott (2011) propose the
strategy they call interrelated goods that may ereffective in teaching children those
skills. With this strategy, the teacher offers elifnt moral dilemmas using case studies
or role playing that could be based on their peskoanflicts in or out of school. Then
the teacher can ask students to discuss their oath lgased on their personal needs and
aspirations, and the common good based on the é#as group or society (Luke,
2002; Paris &Combs, 200Raths, 2001; Tuana, 2007). Like the rotation of a
kaleidoscope, teachers should ensure that eachgutinge receives a complete and

adequate description. This type of discussion nedy students to realize that there are
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instances when the common good or the good of ®thenore important than the
individual good. In this way, they are more likébtydevelop sensitivity to the views,
experiences, and values of others. Bajovic andtEHlso state that everyday social and
educational experiences contain moral dimensiardaague that moral literacy is
inherently embedded in critical literacy. Thus,tbotoral literacy and critical media
literacy should involve the analysis and critiqgli¢he media messages as well as
underlying issues of moral values and beliefs.
They indicate that:
Students should be directed in discussion of gssueh as fairness, tolerance,
compassion and integrity in what they read, wotewatch. It is imperative that
children come to understand those different masles and beliefs held by
different cultural groups. (p. 31)
There should be no desire to stop children frongiptavideo games, but opportunities
can be created in and out of school to enhanceabdity to become tolerant and
compassionate in helping others and themselves
Attitudes Towards Real Violence
Attitudes result from complex and selective evatimaprocesses, based on an
individual's experience with, associated cognitiabsut, and affective reactions to a
situation or object (Dowler, 200Fazio, & Olson, 2003). The formation of attitudes
towards violence can be influenced by many fadgtwkiding parental attitudes, social
class, peer influence, and the amount of exposwtence in real life and through the
media (Barkin, Kreiter, & DuRant, 2001; Funk et aD03; Vieira & Krcmar, 2011).

According to Funk (2002), the development of atlés towards violence is influenced
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by many factors including exposure to family andhoaunity violence, as well as
exposure to violence in the media. Eron (2001)tpdkat playing violent video games
may encourage cognitive rehearsal of aggressigetlaat may further strengthen
proviolent attitudes and eventually increased agggve behaviours in real life. Many
researchers have expressed concern that the weolenehich children are exposed in
violent video games could transfer into the reatldvn the form of proviolent attitudes
(Huesmann, et al., 2003; Funk et al., 2003; Mah%a&tho, 2006). Those proviolent
attitudes may result in aggressive thoughts, déseateon to violence, and decreased
empathy (Anderson & Bushman, 2001; Anderson e2@Dy7; Carnagey & Anderson,
2005; Funk et al., 2004). Several researchers feparted that stronger proviolent
attitudes in children and adolescents are assdovete increased aggressive behaviour
(Funk et al., 2003; Huesmann et al., 2003; Mahooda&, 2006).

The results of the present study slightly difiemf previous research findings.
The overall results for all participantd= 107), revealed that the mean of scores on ATV
M=22.72 ED=5.18). The scores on ATV greater than one stahdieviation were
considered to be a high score (ATV scores grehser 27.90) predicting higher
proviolent attitudes in real life. This means tpatticipants with scores higher than 27.90
were considered to demonstrate proviolent attitulesal life. There were 89/107 (83%)
participants who did not obtain scores higher tha®0, thus, these scores did not show
proviolent attitudes in real life. There were ofB/107 (17%) participants who scored
higher than 27.9, thus, predicting more provioktitudes in real life. The participants in
the group who scored more than the threshold wetgo¥s (violent video game playing

group) and two girls (nonviolent video game playgrgup).
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In determining the association between the amanfitisne playing violent video
games and the scores on ATV test for the violeth@wigame playing group, an analyses
of bivariate correlation was performed. The restdtsealed that adolescents in a violent
video game playing group who declared playing fimme to three or more hours a day
did not significantly differ in attitudes toward®lence based on the amount of hours of
violent video game playing. Thus, in this study #mount of time playing violent video
games was not associated with the attitudes towaedwviolence. However, the
difference between overall scores on the ATV tesivben the violent video game
playing group and the nonviolent video game plagrmup was statistically significant.
The mean score on the ATV test for the violent gigame playing group waMg
25.16,SD = 6.4,N= 45), and for the nonviolent video gaming grous\d= 21.55,
SD=3.7,N=51). An independent samples T-test for the violetieo game playing group
and nonviolent game playing group for ATV scoreserded a statistically significant
differencet(96)=3.40, p=.001,p<.005) Based on the results, participants in téent
video game playing group scored higher on the Atiygesting that playing violent
video games is a significant predictor of provialatiitudes in real life. There was no
significant difference found on the ATV scores bedw boys and girls.

Although these results may suggest that parti¢cgoaho played violent video
games may show stronger proviolent attitudes ihlifeait was not necessarily the case
in this study. According to the mean scores ofviloéent video game playing group on
the ATV test M=25.16 on ATV test), most participants in the vidlgideo game playing
group scored within the range (less than 27.9)dithhot indicate proviolence attitudes

in real life. However, the results on Binary LogidRegression demonstrated that ATV
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scores (Wald (1) = 6.404, p = .011) significanttggicted whether or not participants
were violent video game players. This particuladiing is in part inconclusive and calls
for further investigation. Even though only a snpatcentage (17%) of all participants in
this study scored higher on the test of proviolhtudes in real life, this finding should
not be ignored. There were 18 participants whoextbigher than 27.9 indicating
proviolence attitudes in real life. Among thosetggrants, there were 16 boys and two
girls. It is interesting however, that those 16 $@sho scored higher than 27.9 on the
ATV test were all from the violent video game playigroup. It is evident that further
studies are needed to investigate the possiblearlbetween attitudes towards real
violence and violent video game playing. It carspeculated here that similar research
on a larger sample may produce different resultsfarther clarify the present research
findings.
Limitations of the Study

Correlational studies usually suggest that thegernelationship between two
variables; they cannot prove that one variable eaaschange in another variable. In
other words, correlation does not equal causa@iner variables may also play a role,
including social relationships, cognitive abilitiggersonality, socioeconomic status, and a
myriad of other factors (Creswell, 2003, 2008; @relt & Plano Clark, 2007). One of the
limitations of this study was that it did not intigate causation and did not take into
account those other variables. Another limitat®derived from the small participant
sample. Data in this study were collected on alssaahple of adolescents in seven
schools in Ontario and should not be generalizextitdescents in other schools from

other regions (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000).
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A limitation of this study was also in self-repag data. Self-reported data rely
on adolescents’ perceptions that can affect theomues of survey and questionnaire
results. Some adolescents may also try to pleaseetiearcher, lie to make themselves
look better, or have mistaken memories (CreswlD82 Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007).
This study used self-reported instruments and wageld to the accuracy of the
participants’ responses (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000)e@hthe research limitations was in
the interview procedure. The interviews relied loa participants’ willingness to give
accurate and complete answers. The participantssoragtimes provide inaccurate
responses due to feelings of embarrassment, inadgglack of knowledge on the topic,
nervousness, or confusion (Breakwell, Hammond, i&-Schaw 1995). And finally, the
researcher’s lens was the only one analyzing thatse

Future Research

Future research can expand these findings iniatyaf ways. One direction for
future research may involve investigation of hoWwestindividual variables such as
personality, socioeconomic status, and family situna may mitigate the effects of
violent video game playing on real aggression. Aaptvay to extend present findings is
to utilize a longitudinal design to measure posgsibblent video game effects. It is
possible that children are more affected with \ibldeo game playing over time. In
clarifying present findings it would also help tovestigate the possible reasons for lower
scores on sociomoral maturity test. And finallystiesearch can be extended in
measuring the effects of different programs anategies utilized through character
education to remediate moral developmental delahiliren. As Gibbs (2003) states,

through adequate programs created to help childrenpossible to stimulate more
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mature understanding with respect to values, ssadtelping others, peer or family
relationships, resisting drugs, and preventingidajor saving a life. It would be also
beneficial for future research to further explaadhers and parents’ levels of awareness
about violent video games. This study’s field notekcated that parents and teachers
need additional knowledge about violent video gaoment and the nature of the
violence presented in the games.
Conclusion

Strong emphasis from previous research was placddde potential negative
effects that violent video game playing may havelildren (Funk et al. 2003;
Huesmann et al., 2003; Mahood & Yao, 2006). | velithat emphasis should be placed
more in helping our children in understanding treanings behind the violent video
game messages through the collaboration of ed;atarents, and students in and out of
school. As an educator, | strongly believe thaitp@sguidance and help in
deconstructing the real meaning of messages detiihrough different forms of media,
places students on the path to becoming positemodratic citizens of the world.

| believe that becoming video game literate seasial for all of us who are
involved in the upbringing of children and youngiltsl. In an era when young
generations are digital friendly and video gamevgalbelieve the role of video gaming
in children and adolescents’ cognitive developnmeust not be overlooked. In educating
today’s generation of learners, we all need to tstdad the new media environment into
which they were born. To effectively communicatéhwioday’s learners, pre-digital
educators whom Prensky (2001) refers to as digitaligrants, need to become more

aware and more knowledgeable of media literacythieuwork on developing adequate
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character education programs and critical medignaras is hecessary to develop this
awareness and to enhance the ability of our cmltvelevelop altruistic, caring, and

democratic life perspectives.
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Appendix A

Video Game Genre Taxonomy
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GENRE

DESCRIPTION

VIDEO GAMES

Shooter

Classic shooter game that requires the player t
blow away enemies or objects in order to surviy
and continue to the next level of the game. In
these video games, the player is required to mq
around the screen and to shoot in whatever

direction necessary to keep from being destroy:

(Scott, 2007).

efempest, Grand Theft Aut

ve

First-Person-

The player controls an environment from a first;

Doom, Descent, Marathon

Shooter person perspective, and is required to shoot Halo, Quake, Call of Duty
everyone and blows everything whenever possjtderies.
(Ernest & Rollings, 2006).

Adventure The progression is based on puzzles and ability Lucas Arts, Cyan, Gabriel
keys as the primary form of progression An abilitiKnight, Indiana Jones, The
key gives the player an ability which allows themLegend of Zelda, and
to overcome a specific type of obstacle and Monkey Island
therefore access to the new areas (Scott, 2007).

Platform Platform genre video games are identified by | Pac-Man World, Spyro the

navigating environments that require timing and
jumping in order to reach a destination while
avoiding and/or disposing of enemies (Ernest &

Rollings, 2006).

Dragon, Bubble Bobble,
Donkey Kong, Super

Mario Bross.

b Space Invaders, Defender,

nY
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[

GENRE DESCRIPTION VIDEO GAMES

Role - A special type of adventure game that usually | Final Fantasy, Shadows o

Playing incorporate three major elements: a specific | Darkens, Dragon Warrior
quest; a process for evolving a character through
experience to improve his/her ability to handle
deadlier foes, and the careful acquisition and
management if inventory items for the quest
(Ernest & Rollings, 2006).

Puzzle The player is required to solve the puzzle. PlayefBetris, Intelligent Qube,
usually need to fit different sized blocks into a | Puzzle Bobble, Puyo Puyd
specific space, do things in a specific order, Devil Dice, and Wetrix.
destroy objects in an order, stack object in an
order, or match objects by colour (Ernest &

Rollings, 2006).
Simulations | Simulation genre video games are designed to| The SimCity, Grand

accurately re-create a real life experience. Onli
simulation games allow a person to inspire and
inspired by other players’ creations or test

strategies against them (Ernest & Rollings, 200

ndursimo, Spore, The Sims

be

)

).
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Dance/

Rhythm

Players are challenged to follow sequences of

movement to a specific music tune. Some gam
require the player to input rhythms by stepping

with their feet on a dance pad, or using a devict
similar to a specific musical instrument, like a

guitar or drum set (Frink, 2009).

Guitar Hero, Rock Band,

eSing Star.

Survival/

Horror

Players need to survive or overcome the
environment that includes fantastic or supernat
elements that are very frightening and often
disturbing. Many of these titles are rated maturg
because they are not intended for younger
audiences and often include disturbing graphic

scenes (Ernest & Rollings, 2006).

Resident Evil, Silent Hill,

uiedtal Frame, Doom.

17

Fighting

One player plays/fights against another player &
it involves one triumphing over the other. Many
these games include a single player mode, but
real draw to this genre is the ability to demortstr
one's gaming prowess against a friend (Ernest,

2006).

IBtreet Fighter, Soul
ofalibur, Mortal Kombat,
tAekken, Dead or Alive.

a
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Appendix B

Video Game Ratings According to ESRB

Rating Description

EARLY CHILDHOOD Titles rated EC - Early Childhood have content
that may be suitable for ages 3 and older.

Contains no material that parents would find

inappropriate.

EVERYONE Titles rated E - Everyone have content that may

be suitable for persons ages 6 and older. Titles

in this category may contain minimal violencg,

some comic mischief and/or mild language

EVERYONE 10+ Titles rated E10+ (Everyone 10 and older) have
content that may be suitable for persons ages

10 and older. Titles in this category may

contain more cartoon, fantasy or mild violence,
mild language, and/or minimal suggestive

themes.

Titles rated T - Teen have content that may Ipe
suitable for ages 13 and older. Titles in this

category may contain violence, suggestive

themes, crude humor, minimal blood,

simulated gambling, and strong language.
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Titles rated M - Mature have content that may

be suitable for persons 17 years and older.
Titles in this category may contain intense
violence, blood and gore, sexual content,

and/or strong language

Rating

Description

ADULTS ONLY

Titles rated AO - Adults Only have content tkj
should only be played by persons 18 years a
older. Titles in this category may include

prolonged scenes of intense violence and/or

graphic sexual content and nudity.

RATING PENDING

RATING PENDING

COMTERT RATED 3%
ESRE

at

nd

Titles listed as RP - Rating Pending have begen

submitted to the ESRB and are awaiting final
rating. (This symbol appears only in

advertising prior to a game’s release.)
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Self-Reporting Questionnaire

Image retrieved frorhttps://www.google.ca/imghp?ie
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Questionnaire
Name: Date:
Male: © Female: © School:
Age:

The information you provide on this questionnaire will be kept confidential
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1. Do you consider yourself a good student? YES NO

2. What do you usually do for fun? (Please ciréterg rarely or never for every item

below)
a) Play sports Often Rarely Never
b) Hang out with my friends Often Rarely Never
c) Read a good book/magazine/comics OftenRarely Never
d) Use Facebook / MSN Often rdRa Never
e) Listen to music Often Rarely Never
f) Watch television/movies Often Rarely Never
3. Do you play video games? YES NO

4. How often do you play video games? (Please plaicethe chart that matches with

your time spent playing video games)

Time Less than one | One hour | Two hours Three or mofre

hour hours

Every day

Every other day

A few times per

week

A few times per

month




274

5. Which of the following video games do you pldlPRease circle often, rarely or never

for every question below)

a) Call of Duty: Modern Warfare
b) FIFA 10

c) NHL series

d) Need for Speed

e) Super Mario Galaxy 2

f) Rock Band

g) Grand Theft Auto: San Andreas

h) Sims

i) Prince of Persia: The Forgotten Sands

) Monster Hunter Tri
k) MaddenNFL
[) World of Warcraft

f) Others, please specify

Often

Often

Often

Often

Often

Often

eOft

Often

Often

Often

Often

Often

Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely
Rarely

Rarely

Never

\Nde

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

Never

6. What are your two favourite video games?

1.

2.
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7. | play these video games because... (Please aeigoée, disagree or not sure for every

item below)

a) Itis fun Agree Disagree Not Sure
b) It is exciting Agree Disagr Not Sure
c) It is something to do when | am bored egr Disagree Not Sure
d) I enjoy competing Agree Disagree Not Sure
e) | like the challenge of figuring it out Agree Disagree Nates

f) It helps me to relax Agree Disagree Not Sure
g) | like using guns and weapons Agree Disagree Not Sure
h) It helps me vent my anger Agree Disagree Not Sure

8. Which of the following video game genres yousidar the most enjoyabléPlease

circle agree, disagree or not sure for every itesiolw)

a) Action/Adventure Agree Disagree Not Sure
b) Role-Playing Games Agree Disagree Not Sure

c) Strategy/Tactics Agree Disagree Not Sure

d) First-Person Shooter Agree Disagree Not Sure
e) Sports Agree Disagree Not Sure

f) Horror Agree Disagree Not Sure

g) Dance/Rhythm Agree Disagree Not Sure

h) Real Life Simulations Agree Disagree Note&sur
Fighting Agree Disagree Not Sure

9. Do you consider yourself a good video game playe Yes No

10. In your opinion, what makes a good video gatagqr?
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Please Describe:

11. Who are your favourite video game characters?

12. Do you sometimes wish you were like one of ylaupurite video game characters?
YES NO

13. Which of the following personality traits douadmire the most in your favorite

video game characters?

a) Smart Agree Disagree Not Sure
b) Successful Agree Disagree Not Sure
c) Attractive Agree Disagree Not Sure
d) Funny Agree Disagree Not Sure
e) Dominant Agree Disagree Not Sure
f) Aggressive Agree Disagree Not Sure
g) Male Agree Disagree Not Sure
h) Female Agree Disagree Not Sure
i) Brave/Courageous Agree Disag Not Sure
j) Persistent/Never gives up rée Disagree Not Sure
k) Others

14. Have you ever played any violent video games? YES NO

15. Do you enjoy playing violent video games? YES NO
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16. What elements in the games you play make tleewosent? (Please circle agree,

disagree or not sure for every item below)

a) Realistic scenes Agree Disagree

b) Storyline Agree Disagree

c) Killing other people Agree Disagree

d) Destroying property Agree Disagree

e) Vulgar language and Agree Disagree
obscenities

f) Bloody Scenes Agree Disagree

g) Other (Please Specify)

t ioe

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

17. Are there some elements of violence in theo/gkemes that you do not like at all?

YES NO

Please Describe:

18. How does playing violent video game affect yaarod? ((Please circle agree,

disagree or not sure for every item below)

a) It makes me feel excited Agree Disagree
b) It makes me feel competitive agr Disagree
c) It makes me feel angry Agree Disagree
d) It makes me feel aggressive re&g Disagree
e) It makes me feel relaxed Agree Disagree

f) It doesn’t affect my mood Agree  Disagree

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure

Not Sure
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Other (Please Specify)

19. Have you ever heard through the media abouteatlyife situations that may have
been influenced by violent video games? YES NO

Please Explain:

20. Have you ever personally been involved in alifessituation that may have
been influenced by violent video games?  YES NO

Please Explain:

21. Do you believe that some people can become aggeessive after they
play violent video games? YES NO

Please Explain:

Appendix D

The Sociomoral Reflection Measure-Short Form (SRM-B)



1. Think about when you've made a promise to anftief yours. How important
is it for people to keep promises, if they carfritnds? Circle one:

very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?
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2. What about keeping a promise to anyone? How itapbis it for people
to keep promises, if they can, even to someonelibejyly know? Circle one:
very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRNT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

3. What about keeping a promise to a child? Howoirtgnt is it for parents
to keep their promises to their children? Ciraleo

very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRNT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

4. In general, how important is it for people tb tiee truth? Circle one:

very important  important not important



WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?
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5. Think about when you’ve helped your mother ¢ihéa. How important is
it for children to help their parents? Circle one:
very important  important not important
WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

6. Let's say a friend of yours needs help and mayalie, and you're the
only person who can save him or her. How imporisiitfor a person to
save the life of a friend? Circle one:

very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

7. What about saving the life of anyone? How imgatris it for a person

(without losing his or her own life) to save thke lof a stranger? Circle one:

very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPOR'ANT
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(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

8. How important is it for a person to live everhét person doesn’'t want to? Circle
one:

very important  important not important

WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

9. How important is it for people not to take trsripat belong to other people? Circle
one: very important  important not impat
WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRBNT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

10. How important is it for people to obey the la®tcle one:
very important  important not important
WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORRBNT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

11. How important is it for judges to send peoplevereak the law to jail? Circle one:

very important  important not important
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WHY IS THAT VERY IMPORTANT / IMPORTANT / NOT IMPORANT

(WHICHEVER ONE YOU CIRCLED)?

Appendix E

Attitudes Towards Violence Scale (Funk et al., 1993



283

Instructions: The following items are designed teasure attitudes towards violence.
Please be honest in responding. The answers thajiye will not be used against you.

Please circle only one response that best corréspaith your attitudes.

1. | could see myself committing a violent crimebigears.

Agree Disagree  Not Sure

N

. | could see myself joining a gang.
Agree Disagree Not Sure

3. It' okay to use violence to get what you want.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
4. | try to stay away from places where violenckkisly.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
5. People who use violence get respect.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
6. Lots of people are out to get you.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

\‘

. Carrying a gun or a knife would help me feeksaf
Agree Disagree Not Sure
8. If a person hits you, you should hit them back.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

o

. It's okay to beat up a person for badmouthing anmy family.
Agree Disagree Not Sure
10. It's okay to carry a gun or a knife if you lisea rough neighborhood.

Agree Disagree Not Sure
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11. It's okay to do whatever it takes to protectsely;
Agree Disagree Not Sure

12. It's good to have a gun.
Agree Disagree Not Sure

13. Parents should tell their children to use viokeif necessary.
Agree Disagree Not Sure

14. If someone tries to start a fight with you, whould walk away.
Agree Disagree Not Sure

15. I'm afraid of getting hurt by violence.

Agree Disagree Not Sure

Appendix F

Informal Interview Protocol
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The interviews will be informal and may vary slighfrom participant to participant
depending on the answers provided in self-repodumgstionnaire. Although a variety of
prompts may be necessary, the general protocthéointerviews is as follows:
Interview:
What are your favourite video games?
Which ones you like the best?
Please describe for me the rules in these games.
(Probe for great detail here. Suggested promptSlar were going to play the game tell
me how to do it.”)
Why do you like these ones?

(Prompt: “What makes this game better than otfiefg?hy is it your favourite?”
How often do you play video games?
Who do you play it with?
Who buys games for you?
What games do you rent most often?
Do you play violent video games?
How do you feel when you play violent video gam@@®mpt: relaxed, excited, playing
for fun, competitive, angry, frustrated when losingpre aggressive).
How does it make you feel when you have to kiltlorthe harm to another person in the
game in order to gain points?
How do you feel after you have finished playingadhie prompt as above).

Do you believe that harming another person(s) imidaeo game is justifiable?
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Do you believe that being aggressive in real kfalright under certain circumstances?
Please describe those circumstances.

If you see somebody physically harming one of yidends, what would you do?

If you see somebody physically harming a persondmunot know, what would you do?

If you see somebody physically harming a personytba do not like, what would you
do?

(Prompt: a case of bullying in your school backiyar

Do you believe that media violence (e.g. violenctgideo games) can make children and
youth become more aggressive in real life?

If you could create an video game that you and yremds would enjoy, what

components would you include?

Appendix G
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