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We thank Mark S. Kiselica (2002, this issue),
Christopher J. Ferguson (2002, this issue),
and Richard W. Bloom (2002, this issue) for
their thoughtful comments on our article (Bush-
man & Anderson, June/July 2001). Our main
point was that there is little correspondence
between scientific knowledge about versus
news reports about media violence effects.
Since 1975, there has been no scientific doubt
that viewing violence increases aggression.
However, as scientific evidence grew stronger
from 1975 to the present, news reports moved
in the opposite direction.

Kiselica (2002) correctly noted a direc-
tional error in Figure 2 (Bushman & Ander-
son, 2001, p. 481). We caught and alerted
journal staff about it but apparently were too
late. Ferguson (2002) and Bloom (2002)
raised several commonly voiced criticisms
that we address below.

The Cigarette Smoking Analogy

Ferguson (2002) argued that the cigarette
smoking analogy is inappropriate. The analo-
gy is not necessary to the main point of our
article, but three main criticisms of the media
violence—aggression link apply equally to the
lung cancer—smoking link.

1. Some nonsmokers get lung cancer; some
smokers do not. Therefore, smoking is not a
necessary and sufficient cause of lung cancer.

2. Leading medical researchers decided
that smoking causes lung cancer long before
the exact mechanisms were well understood.

3. There are differences in susceptibility
to smoking-induced cancer.

In some ways, the media violence literature
is stronger than the smoking literature. Media
violence research includes true experiments with
human participants. To our knowledge, there are
no true experiments with humans being randomly
assigned to smoking or nonsmoking conditions
for a sufficient period of time for cancer (or pre-
cancerous states) to develop.

Three Critiques

Ferguson (2002) raised three additional cri-
tiques: (a) violent media are not necessary
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if even more conservative criteria were adopt-
ed (e.g., 99.99% vs. 99.9% Cls).

Bloom (2002) also implied that the de-
cline in news report scores from 1975 to
2000 is nonsignificant. However, we report-
ed that this decline was statistically signifi-
cant, “#(521) = 2.79, p < .01, d = 0.31”
(Bushman & Anderson, 2001, p. 483). The
downward shift of more than one full scale
point also seems important, especially when
the scientific data are moving in the opposite
direction.

A final point highlighted by Bloom
(2002) concerned the difference between the
results of experimental versus correlational
studies. Three comments are warranted. First,
it would be useful to know why different
patterns have emerged over time, but we have
no relevant data. Second, if Bloom is sug-
gesting that reporters know about the impor-
tant differences between these two types of
studies, he must speak to very different re-
porters than we do. Third, the correlational
studies are hardly irrelevant.

Conclusion

These further considerations highlight our
original point. Although we do not know
what is driving news reports on media vio-
lence effects, we can say with confidence and
disappointment that it is not primarily the
scientific literature.
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