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This is the first in a series of 7 bulletins summarizing the 
methodology for and findings of the Growing up with Media 
(GuwM) Study.  GuwM is a longitudinal survey of 1,586 
youth aged 10-15 years at baseline.  Data were  collected 
initially between August - September, 2006, again between 
November, 2007 - January, 2008, and finally between August 
- November, 2008.  The survey protocol was reviewed and 
approved by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
Institutional Review Board (IRB).   

Introduction 
 Youth violence is a significant public health issue that 
negatively affects individuals, families, and communities.1, 2                

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, 
youth violence represents a wide range of behaviors.3 While 
some behaviors can cause more emotional harm than physical 
harm (e.g., bullying, slapping), others can result in serious injury 
or death (e.g., assault with a deadly weapon, robbery).          
Estimates of combined direct and indirect costs associated with 
youth violence in the United States are more than $158 billion 
every year.1    
 
Research on the development of aggression and violence   
indicates that it occurs via a confluence of factors   including 
individual (e.g., genetics), family (e.g., poor parent-child        
relationships), school (poor academic performance), peer, and 
community (e.g., neighborhood violence) characteristics.4     
Although exposure to media violence is not the single reason 
for youth violence, it probably is, as the American Academy of 
Pediatrics asserts, “the singly most easily remediable              
contributing factor”.5 After an exhaustive review of available 
research, Anderson and colleagues concluded that “the         
scientific debate over whether media violence increases        
aggression and violence is essentially over” and underscored 
the need for studies identifying the “magnitude of                  
media-violence effects on the most severe types of violence”.6    
Research compiled over the last 50 years points to the            
conclusion that exposure to TV violence is one of many factors 
contributing to violent behavior among young people.7-9            

Research also suggests links between violent video games and 
aggressive behavior.10, 11  Learning techniques used to teach 
and reinforce game behaviors are the same as those utilized 
by educators to teach and reinforce positive academic lessons.  
Graphic content centered on killing other players and           
characters immerses the player in a world of death, blood, and 
violence.  The graphics in today’s video games are much more 
realistic than those used in earlier studies.  A recent meta-
analysis found that recently conducted studies report a larger 
correlation between playing violent video games and              
aggressive behavior than earlier research.11  With rapid          
increases in access to the new, more realistic games there is a 
need to continue to examine the link between violence and 
video games including the access to these games through the 
Internet.   
 
Gaps remain in our understanding of the relationship between 
media violence and aggressive behavior despite the prolific 
research activity that has taken place.5, 12-17  First, despite     

Objectives 

The primary objective of this study is to assess prospectively 
the role of violent media in involvement in violent behavior. 
More specifically, the research objectives as funded by the 
CDC are: 
 

 Objective 1.  To examine the association between     
exposure to violent media and serious violent behavior, 
including victimization and perpetration resulting in 
injury.  

 

 Objective 2.  To assess specific aspects of media (i.e., 
type and content) that are likely to contribute to risk for 
violence. 

 

 Objective 3.  To identify individual and contextual      
factors that mediate or moderate the association      
between exposure to violent media and serious violent 
behavior, with particular attention to the potential 
moderating effects of gender and prior exposure to real
-life violence.  
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substantial evidence of short-term effects of media violence on 
arousal, thoughts, and emotions 2, 7, 18  little research has       
considered the long-term link with seriously violent or criminal 
behavior 2, 19-21 particularly among youths (as opposed to 
adults).  Second, adult studies suggest that frequent              
pornography use among men who consume violent  
pornography may be more likely to perpetrate sexual  
aggression.22-24  How findings of adult studies translate to child 
and adolescent perpetration of sexually aggressive behavior is 
largely unknown.  In a review of the literature, Benedeck and 
Brown conclude that additional research is necessary and that 
“perhaps the most ethical and safe route to studying the effects 
on children of exposure to televised pornography is  
epidemiological studies”.25  Third, the influence that exposure 
to violence in new media, particularly the Internet and cell 
phones, is largely unknown. 
 
To address these issues, Growing up with Media, a national 
longitudinal study of 1,586 children, was funded through a   
cooperative agreement with the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention (U49 CE 000206).  The aim of the study was to 
measure youth exposures to violent media and the subsequent 
expression of seriously violent and aggressive behavior.  

Study Team 
 The GuwM longitudinal study is a collaborative effort.  
Dr. Michele Ybarra at Internet Solutions for Kids was the      
Principal Investigator.  Drs. Philip Leaf and Marie Diener-West 
at the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health were 
co-investigators.  Dr. Merle Hamburger at the Centers for     
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) was the Project Officer.  
Dr. Dana Markow at Harris Interactive was the Project         
Manager.   
 
Internet Solutions for Kids had the primary responsibility of 
questionnaire design. Dr. Michele Ybarra, Dr. Philip Leaf, Dr. 
Marie Diener-West, and Dr. Merle Hamburger worked with 
Harris Interactive Inc. to provide support and guidance in     
crafting the final questionnaire. The Harris team was led by Dr. 
Dana Markow, Vice-President, Youth & Education Research.  
The data were collected by Harris Interactive.   

 

Survey Development Procedures 
 Prior to the recruitment for the longitudinal survey, 
focus groups and a pilot survey were conducted to further    
develop the final survey instrument.  
  

Focus Groups 
 The focus groups were conducted in May 2005 in 
Rochester, New York.  Two focus groups were conducted, one 
with boys and the other with girls, with 6 participants in each 
group.  Participants were in grades 7-8 (13-14 years old) and 
required to have at least some Internet exposure, other than 
email, weekly (i.e., at least 2 hours in the past week).   

Each focus group lasted about 1 ½ hours. Participants received 
$40 for their time.  
 

The two goals of the focus group were:  
1) Confirm the language of items that are potentially trend

-specific (e.g., names of current violent computer 
games 

2) Explore issues related to logistics and panel retention 
(e.g., what reasons do youth find compelling to          
participate in a project like this).   

 
For each media content category, focus group participants  
provided the names of current popular games. For example, 
the “Shooting games” category listed games such as Grand 
Theft Auto, Halo, and Death Rites 2 to help youth correctly cat-
egorize the types of games they play. Also, it became clear that 
some youth were completely unaware of different types of vio-
lent websites (e.g., “death sites”).  Based upon these results, 
the survey instrument was modified to provide several relevant 
examples when classifying media content categories; and a 
third response option was therefore added to this survey  
section: “No, I don’t know what this is” (as opposed to: “No, I 
know what this is but I have never been to one”). 
 
There was some concern (particularly among girls) that parents 
would not give them privacy to answer questions when taking 
the survey. Boys reported being less concerned about privacy – 
a specific reason for this was that their parents already knew of 
any fights they have been involved in. Based on this feedback, 
the survey instrument was also modified to include questions 
for child participants about where the child is completing the 
survey, whether they are alone in the room, and whether their 
parent is watching them complete the survey. 
 
When exploring issues related to panel retention and reasons 
for youth to participate in a project like this, focus group  
participants said it would depend on the incentive - a monetary 
incentive would be preferred rather than a gift card.   
Nonetheless, for practical reasons of sending money through 
the mail, all youth participants received gift cards. 
 

Pilot Survey 
 We also conducted a pilot survey with 100 randomly 
identified households in April 2006. Households were identified 
by using random digit dialing (RDD), a sampling technique 
where computer-generated telephone numbers are called at 
random.26  
 

The three goals of the pilot survey were to:  
1) Test the survey instrument 
2) Test the recruitment and survey completion             

methodology 
3) Confirm the hypothesized prevalence rates of eligible 

households 
 
 



G r o w i n g  u p  w i t h  M e d ia :  M e th o d o l o g i ca l  D e ta i l s   P a g e  3  

Data was collected only once for the pilot, with no follow-up 

data collection.  Procedures for participating households        

included random digit dialing of households, online log in,     

consent of the adult, subsequent online assent from the child, 

and completion of the surveys online. Participants received $25 

for their time.   

 
Response Rate: 
 For the pilot survey, the response rate from the      

random digit dialing of households was 29% based on the     

following calculation:  

RDD telephone sample disposition 

14,095 Total Sample 

103    Interview 

103       Recruit (Qualified, agreed to online portion) 

45    Eligible, Non-Interview 

9 
Qualified household, refused use of de-

mographics or  broke off at this point 

36       Qualified household, refused online portion 

8066    Unknown eligibility 

5881    Not eligible 

  
RR =           Interviews    

              Interviews + (Refusals + Non-contacts + Other) + e(Unknown eligibility) 

Pilot online survey disposition 

103 Total Recruits 

35    Online completes (parent and child) 

2    Partial completes (parents only) 

2    Online refusals - parent (Q1000) 

0    Online refusals – child (Q1500) 

10    Online suspends 

18    Refused during telephone reminder (includes,  

“no time”) 

36    No response 

Of the 103 participants recruited from the random digit dialing, 

34% completed both the parent and child online survey.  Based 

on these results, we deemed the use of random digit dialing as 

part of our recruitment strategy an unfeasible method to      

recruit our targeted population of participants.  

 

This was a pivotal point in the research project: with such a low 

response rate observed, the planned sampling methodology 

shifted from RDD recruitment to an online recruitment through 

HPOL. 

Longitudinal Survey 

Data Source Sampling Method 
 The sample was obtained from the Harris Poll Online 

(HPOL) opt-in panel of millions of respondents. Online sampling 

and data collection was utilized to minimize costs and maximize 

the confidentiality of the information provided by the  

respondents. Web-based data collection has been found to 

provide greater self-disclosure for sensitive topics than found 

with telephone surveys.27, 28  Invitations for this study were 

emailed to a stratified random sample drawn from the Harris 

Poll Online database initially targeted as a U.S. adult with a 

child in the household under the age of 18.  As quotas began to 

fill, the sample was then targeted to parents who have a child 

between the ages of 10 and 15.  

 

The HPOL panel has been recruited through hundreds of 

sources using diverse recruitment methods in order to  

minimize selection bias, including: 

 Co-Registration Offers on Partner Websites 

 Targeted Emails Sent by Online Partners to their     

Audience 

 Graphical and Text Banner Placements on Partner 

Websites 

 Refer-a-Friend Program  

 Client Supplied Sample Opt-Ins 

 Trade Show Presentations  

 Targeted Postal Mail Invitations 

 TV Advertisements 

 Telephone Recruitment of Targeted Populations 

 

In Wave 1, a stratified random sample of Harris Interactive’s 

online panel was invited through password protected email 

invitations to participate in a survey about their experiences 

with various types of media. 

 

Qualified respondents for Wave 1 were defined as: 

 U.S. adults (ages 18 or older) 

 Parents/guardians of a 10 to 15 year old child who lives in 

the household at least 50% of the time 

 Youth has Internet access somewhere (i.e., at home,      

another person’s house, school, library, or elsewhere) 

 Youth has accessed the Internet within the past 6 months 

 Respondent is familiar / most familiar with child’s daily 

activities  

 Parent/guardian and child give their informed consent/ 

assent to participate in the survey 
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Using the sample obtained from HPOL opt-in panel, a U.S.  
representative sample of 1,591 pairs of parents and their  
children ages 10 to 15 were surveyed online in Wave 1. Five 
child-caretaker pairs from Wave 1 were removed because of 
data quality issues (e.g., duplicate child respondents in the same 
household).  The final sample size was 1,586 .  Follow-up data 
collection points, Wave 2 and Wave 3, consisted of the sample 
of parent-child pairs who completed the survey in Wave 1.   

 

Control of the Sample and Incentives 
 To maintain the reliability and integrity of the sample, 

the following procedures were used for each Wave of the  

survey: 
Password protection.  Each invitation contained a password-

word protected link to the survey that was uniquely assigned to 

that email address.  Password protection ensures that a  

respondent completes the survey only one time. 

Reminder invitations.  To increase the number of  

respondents in the survey and to improve overall response rates 

at Wave 1, up to six reminder invitations were mailed after the 

initial invitation to those respondents who had not yet partici-

pated in the survey. 

“Instant Results” of selected survey findings.    To increase the 

number of respondents in the survey and to  

improve overall response rates, respondents were able to  

access results to pre-determined, selected questions after  

completing the survey. 

Cash incentives.  To increase the number of respondents in the 

survey and to improve overall response rates, parents were 

offered a $10 cash incentive and children a $15 Target gift card 

for completing each of the Wave 1 and Wave 2 surveys and a 

$20 cash incentive and children a $25 Target gift card for  

completing the Wave 3 survey. 

Telephone calls.   To increase the number of respondents in the 

survey and to improve overall response rates, telephone calls 

were made to respondents who could not be reached by email 

(invalid address, email bounced back, etc.) or who did not  

complete the survey after the email reminders were sent.   

Mailing.    A few weeks after field start, a letter containing the 

URL link to the survey and password was sent to those  

respondents for whom a valid email address or phone number 

was unavailable or who had not yet completed the survey. 

HIpointsSM. 1    To increase the number of respondents and to 

improve overall response rates, adults were awarded HIpoints 

(Harris Interactive points that can be exchanged through Harris 

for select merchandise) at Wave 1. 

_________________ 

1   Between Wave 1 and subsequent waves some respondents unsubscribed or 
were removed from Harris Interactive’s online panel. These respondents  
received only the cash incentive and not the HIpoints or HIstakes incentives.  

Data Quality Control  
 Interviews were conducted using a self-administered 

online questionnaire via Harris' proprietary, web-assisted  

interviewing software.  Online questionnaires are programmed 

into the system with the following checks: 

1) Question and response series 

2) Skip patterns 

3) Question rotation 

4) Range checks 

5) Mathematical checks 

6) Consistency checks 

7) Special edit procedures 

 

For questions with pre-coded responses, the system only  

permits answers within a specified range; for example, if a  

question has three possible answer choices ("Agree," 

"Disagree," "Not Sure"), the system will only accept coded    

responses to these choices.   

 

Data Collection Procedures  
 

 Wave 1 was conducted between August 24 - September 

14, 2006. 

 

Panelists were emailed survey invitations beginning on August 

24, 2006. Seven reminders were sent to participants who had 

not yet participated in the survey. Reminders were sent across 

3.5 weeks,  the first being sent 3 days after the initial invitation.  

 

After determining respondents’ eligibility for the survey at 

Wave 1, respondents were given a brief description of the  

research, which also referenced the two additional surveys to 

be conducted in Wave 2 and Wave 3, as well as the incentive 

amount for completing each survey.  Before continuing on with 

the main survey, parents and their children were individually 

asked to read this assent form and indicate their willingness to 

participate in the survey. 

 

 Wave 2 was conducted between November 2, 2007 -    

January 10, 2008. 

 

Panelists were emailed survey invitations beginning on  

November 2, 2007.  One reminder was sent 2 days after the 

initial invitation to those who had not yet participated in the 

survey. 

 

Participants in the Wave 1 survey were contacted via an email 

invitation and asked to complete the second wave of the study.  

 



Panel Maintenance  
 In order to ensure the highest possible retention rate of 
Wave 1 participants, Harris Interactive engaged in several efforts 
during the intervening period between the Wave 1 and Wave 2 
surveys (September 2006 – October 2007) and between the 
Wave 2 and Wave 3 surveys (January 2008 – August 2008). Wave 
1 parent participants were contacted several times throughout 
the year to remind them of the study and allow them to update 
their contact information. 
 

Mailing.   After both Wave 1 and Wave 2, three mailings were 

sent to parents who participated.   

 Mailing #1 consisted of a thank you letter, 5”x7”        

participation certificate (color), and prepaid postcard to 

update any address/email/phone changes.   

 Mailing #2 included a letter reminding participants of 

the upcoming survey and a prepaid postcard to update 

any address/email/phone changes. 

 Mailing #3 consisted of an email alert reminding         

participants of the upcoming survey and provided an 

email and phone number by which they could update 

any address/email/phone changes.2 
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Screening was conducted at the beginning of the survey to  

confirm that the appropriate respondents participated.  

 

Respondents entered their age and gender at the start of the 

survey and their entries were compared with those collected in 

Wave 1. Respondents’ age in Wave 2 had to be within 2 years 

of the age entered in Wave 1 in order to enter the survey. In a 

few instances further follow-up was needed to clarify some 

respondents’ age or gender. 

 

 Wave 3 was conducted between August 29 - November 26, 

2008.  

 

Panelists were emailed survey invitations beginning on August 

29, 2008.  One reminder was sent 2 days after the initial       

invitation to those who had not yet participated in the survey. 

 

Participants in the Wave 1 survey were contacted via an email 

invitation and asked to complete the third wave of the study.  

Similar to Wave 2, screening was conducted at the beginning of 

the survey to confirm that the appropriate respondents 

 participated.   

 

Respondents entered their age and gender at the start of the 

survey.  Respondents’ age in Wave 3 had to be within 3 years of 

the age entered in Wave 1 in order to enter the survey.  In a 

few instances further follow-up was needed to clarify some 

respondents’ age or gender. 

 
Across waves, respondents were asked to enter their contact 

information.  These data were captured and stored in a  

separate survey instrument to ensure that personally  

identifiable information was not directly linked to survey  

responses. 

 

 

Survey Length 

The average combined length of interviews for both the  

parents and child were: 
 

 Wave 1.  26 minutes in length for both the parent and 
child 

 

 Wave 2.  35 minutes in length for both the parent and 
child 

 

 Wave 3.  39 minutes in length for both the parent and 
child 

  Between Wave  

1 & Wave 2 

Between Wave  

2 & Wave 3 

Mailing #1 January 2007 February 2008 

Mailing #2 June 2007 May 2008 

Mailing #3 July 2007 July 2008 

Opportunities to update contact information.   In     

addition to the prepaid postcard, respondents were also given 

the opportunity to update their contact information via a toll 

free 800 number and an email address.  Other inquiries by  

respondents were addressed by project staff at Harris 

Interactive during the interim period between surveys. 
 

Sample Disposition 

 At Wave 1, an initial number of 32, 524 survey  

invitations were mailed to panelists. Of these, 9% (2,986 were 

undeliverable (e.g. email address was no longer valid).   

Wave 1 Invitations 

32,524 Total number of panelists sent invitations 

2,986 Number of panelists who had invitations and/or re-

minders bounced back 

29,538 

 

Number of panelists sent invitations, excluding 

those with at least one bounceback 

_________________ 
2   In Wave 2, respondents received an additional email informing them of a delay 
in the planned start of the survey.  
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At Wave 1, the 6,438 non-qualified respondents were screened 

out for the following reasons:   

 Not qualified due to parent qualification (age, gender, 

and presence of child in the household, and familiarity 

with child); 

 Not qualified due to lack of willingness to participate/     

consent; and 

 Not qualified due to child qualifications (access to In-

ternet and consistency with child parent pre-qualified). 

 

At Wave 3, the online survey was completed by 1,157 pairs of 

parents/guardians and their children who had completed the 

Wave 1 survey. The follow-up rate was 73% from Wave 1.   

 

Weighting the Data 
 Data for all waves were weighted to represent the 

population of U.S. parents of children who at Wave 1 were ages 

10-15, had access to the Internet, and had accessed the  

Internet in the past 6 months. Parents were the target instead 

of the children because the former were the recruitment 

source.  Variables used in weighting were age, gender, race/

ethnicity, region, education, household income, and age/

gender of child who took the survey.   

 

The weighting algorithm also included a variable called a  

propensity score, to account for differences between those 

who are online versus those who are not, those who join online 

panels versus those who did not, and those who responded to 

this particular survey invitation versus those who did not.   

 

In addition, a separate weight variable was calculated that  

adjusts for respondents’ propensity to participate in the study 

after Wave 1. This weight accounts for respondents’ propensity 

to participate in risky behaviors.  This weight variable adjusts 

for these differences as well as those noted above 

(demography and propensity to be online). 

 

Editing and Cleaning the Data 
 The data processing staff at Harris Interactive  

performs machine edits and additional cleaning for the entire 

data set.  Harris Interactive’s edit programs act as a  

verification of the skip instructions and other data checks that 

are written into the program.  The edit programs list any errors 

by case and type.  These are then resolved by senior Editing 

Wave 1 Completed Interviews 

9,035 Total number of respondents 

560    Total number of suspended interviews (unknown   

qualification) 

6,438    Total number of non-qualified respondents 

2,037    Total number of qualified respondents (GUWM 

panelist and over-quota respondents) 

1,591          Total number of qualified respondents 

(GUWM panelists) 

446          Total number of over-quota respondents 

5          Respondents removed due to data quality       

issues 

1,586     Final number of Wave 1 participating  

    households 

Wave 2 Completed Interviews 

1,586 Initial number of potential Wave 2 respondents 

1,204    Respondents who completed the Wave 2 survey 

26    Suspended interviews (unknown qualification) 

34    Suspended interviews (qualified respondent) 

9    Refusals (Parents) 

24 

   Non-qualified respondents (whose age/gender 

did not match 
   those recorded in Wave 1) 

287    Non-responders 

2 

Respondents without a valid email, phone or 

mail address and therefore did not receive invita-

tions to Wave 2 

Wave 3 Completed Interviews 

1,577 
Initial number of potential Wave 3 respondents 

(Wave 1 completers who did not refuse in Wave 2) 

1,157     Respondents who completed the Wave 3 survey 

16     Suspended interviews (unknown qualification) 

18     Suspended interviews (qualified respondent) 

6     Refusals (Parents) 

3     Refusals (Youth) 

33 
    Non-qualified respondents (whose age/gender 

did not match  those recorded in Wave 1) 

336     Non-responders 

Response/ Retention Rates 
 At Wave 1, the initial response rate for the Growing up 

with Media study was 31% based on the following calculation3:  

(# qualified respondents + # non-qualified respondents + # suspended respondents) 

Total number of invitations sent - # invitations that bounced back as undeliverable 

At Wave 2, the online survey was completed by 1,204 pairs of 

parents/guardians and their children who had completed the 

Wave 1 survey.  The follow-up rate was 76% from Wave 1.   

_________________ 
3  The response rate was revised from 26% in March 2013 when an error in the 
initial response rate calculation was identified and corrected. 
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and Data Processing personnel who inspect the original file and 

make appropriate corrections.  Complete records are kept of all 

such procedures. 

 

Birth date questions were added at Wave 2 and Wave 3.  Based 

upon adult responses to these questions, data cleaning  

indicated that 18 youth were likely 9 years of age, and 12 youth 

were 16 years of age at Wave 1.  To maximize the amount of 

data and because caregivers did not know the eligibility criteria 

and, therefore, were unlikely to have misreported their child's 

age purposefully, these youth are included in the analyses.   

 

During review of the Wave 4 updated participant contact  

information, two households were identified as duplicate  

records.  Subsequent follow-up with the participant strongly 

suggested that the person may have been an adult posing as a 

child.  To be conservative, both records were deleted. 

 

Missing data and “refused” responses were imputed using  

best-set regression,29 which imputes data based on the best 

available subset of specified predictors.  To reduce the  

likelihood of imputing truly non-responsive answers,  

participants were required to have valid data for at least 80% of 

the survey questions asked of all youth.  Five respondents did 

not meet this criterion and were dropped from the Wave 1 

sample for a final number of 1,581; 9 were dropped from the 

Wave 2 sample for a final number of 1,195; and 7 from the 

Wave 3 sample for a final number of 1,150.   

  
Youth and Household  

Demographic Characteristics 

(unweighted) 

Wave 1  
Included in 

the analytical 

sample 
(n=1,581) 

% (n) 

 

 Dropped 

from the  

analytical 

sample 
(n=5) 
% (n) 

Wave 2  
Included in 

the analytical 

sample 
(n=1,195) 

% (n) 

 

 Dropped  

from the 

analytical 

sample 
(n=9) 
% (n) 

Wave 3  
Included in the 

analytical  

sample 
 (n=1,150) 

% (n) 

  

Dropped 

from the 

analytical 

sample 
(n=7) 
% (n) 

Sex             

   Female 49.8 (787) 60.0 (3) 49.5 (591) 77.8 (7) 49.4 (568) 57.1 (4) 

   Male 50.2 (794) 40.0 (2) 50.5 (604) 22.2 (2) 50.6 (582) 42.9 (3) 

Age (mean) 12.6 12.2 13.6 13.1 14.5 12.6 

Race             

   White 73.0 (1153) 20.0 (1) 75.2 (899) 33.3 (3) 74.3 (854) 28.6 (2) 

   Black or African American 13.7 (217) 20.0 (1) 12.3 (147) 11.1 (1) 13.0 (150) 14.3 (1) 

   Mixed racial background 7.2 (114) 20.0 (1) 6.7 (80) 11.1 (1) 7.2 (83) 14.3 (1) 

   All other 6.1 (97) --- 5.8 (69) --- 5.5 (63) --- 

   Decline to answer a NA 40.0 (2) NA 44.4 (4) NA 42.9 (3) 

Hispanic ethnicity             

   Yes 13.0 (205) 20.0 (1) 12.0 (144) --- 11.8 (136) --- 

   No 87.0 (1376) 80.0 (4) 88.0 (1051) 77.8 (7) 88.2 (1014) 71.4 (5) 

   Decline to answer a NA --- NA 22.2 (2) NA 28.6 (2) 

The final analytical sample 
 Demographic characteristics of participants are shown 
in the table below.  To demonstrate the effects of weighting on 
the data, we present first unweighted, and then second 
weighted data.  As can be seen in the table below, differential 
drop out by demographic  characteristics was not noted over 
time. 

a  Decline to answer was treated as non-responsive data and was imputed for the Analytical samples. 

Youth and  

Household  

Demographic  

Characteristics  

(weighted) 

Wave 1 

(n=1,581) 
% (n) 

Wave 2 

(n=1,195) 
% (n) 

Wave 3 

(n=1,150) 
% (n) 

Sex    

   Female 51.1 (787) 50.3 (591) 50.8 (568) 

   Male 48.9 (794) 49.7 (604) 49.2 (582) 

Age (mean) 12.6 13.7 14.5 

Race       

   White 71.1 (1153) 73.7 (899) 72.4 (854) 

   Black or African  

   American 

13.7 (217) 12.8 (147) 14.1 (150) 

   Mixed racial  

   background 

8.6 (114) 7.5 (80) 7.9 (83) 

   All other 6.5 (97) 6.0 (69) 5.6 (63) 

Hispanic ethnicity       

  Yes 18.1 (205) 16.4 (144) 16.6 (136) 

   No 81.9 (1376) 83.6 (1051) 83.4 (1014) 
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Limitations of the Study 
 There are several limitations to the study.  Participants 

were randomly sampled from an online panel.  While  

sophisticated sampling techniques are applied to adjust for the 

self-selection into the online panel, and randomization of  

sampling reduces the self-selection into the cohort, the sample 

may still be unrepresentative of some sub-populations.  This is 

not unique to online panels however. Technology, including 

answer machines, caller id, and cell phone-only households, 

have greatly reduced the ability to recruit a representative  

sample using random digit dial techniques.  School-based  

surveys reflect only youth who attend schools; they do not 

 include home-schooled children (3-5% of our sample,  

depending on wave) nor those who are absent on the day of 

data collection. 

 

Participants had to read English.  Findings may not be  

representative of households where other languages (e.g., 

Spanish) are the primary language.  This is not an  

inconsequential point given recent shifts noted in Census data 

for ethnicity representation particularly among US youth. 

 

Data were collected in the summer. Although we ask youth to 

report about their exposures in the past 12 months, it is  

possible that rates would have been different if data were  

collected during the school period. 

 

It should be noted that this study recruited a sample of parent/

caretakers and youth who have access to the Internet because 

violent exposure online is a primary exposure of interest.  

While the proportion of adults and children who have access to 

the Internet is rapidly increasing, children who live with  

caregivers who access the Internet may be different than those 

who live with caregivers who do not.  This sample may not be 

representative of households without exposure to the Internet. 
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