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Executive Summary 
Overview 
The labor market attachment and unemployment rate among U.S. youth has changed dramatically over the 

last few decades. In part, these changes reflect the cyclical nature of the economy, but unemployment for 

teens and young adults in the years following the Great Recession rose to 19.6% – nearly double that of all 

other workers. This is very unfortunate given the impact that early job experience has on a number of 

important outcomes later in life. 

 
The widespread concern about youth unemployment has brought a renewed interest in summer jobs 

programs for youth. In the U.S., these programs were first created under the Manpower Development and 

Training Act in the 1960’s but fell out of favor in many cities over the ensuing decades. While many 

programs were eventually shut down, the County and City of Los Angeles continued their commitment to 

providing youth with summer job opportunities. Since 2006, Los Angeles County has collaborated with 

private, public, and non-profit partners to create job opportunities for its youth. And more recently, County 

officials agreed to invest $1 million to prepare foster youth for the workforce. For well over three decades, 

the City’s Los Angeles Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) has remained a key component of the 

Youth Workforce System. The County and City of Los Angeles have worked together to offer many teens 

and young adults get their first job, and through these efforts, have helped thousands of youth gain 

experience in the marketplace.  

 
In 2014, over 10,000 young people were connected to employment opportunities county-wide. The 2015 

summer program aimed to enroll a total of 20,000 young people county-wide, 11,000 of which were to be 

city residents. The program focused on high-growth, high-wage sectors and specifically targeted 

opportunities for foster, probation or homeless youth, and youth from families receiving CalWORKs public 

assistance or General Relief. Concentrating on these sub-populations has helped the most vulnerable young 

people earn valuable work and experience and, in many cases, a first paycheck. In addition to these 

objectives, the goals of the 2015 summer program were to: 

- Provide youth with career exploration opportunities in high-growth, high-wage sectors (e.g., 

transportation, healthcare, hospitality, logistics, and financial services) 

- Increase youths’ career aspirations and career awareness, 

- Increase youths’ motivation, 

- Improve youths’ “work readiness” skills, 

- Provide youth with financial literacy skills 

- Encourage youth to continue their education or find employment. 

 
These are ambitious goals and the County and City of Los Angeles wanted to know the degree to which the 

program achieved this.  This study attempts to measure the impact of the SYEP by comparing youth who 

applied to but did not enroll in the program with youth served by the program. The evaluation was driven 

by the following set of research questions (RQs): 

1. How do enrollees and non-enrollees compare on key demographic variables? 
2. Does participation in SYEP improve education and employment outcomes? 
3. How do enrollees and non-enrollees compare on their career goals and specific personality 

characteristics? 
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4. Why did some youth who applied to the 2015 SYEP ultimately not participate? 
5. To what extent did enrollees complete the program? And, what characteristics predicted 

program completion? 
6. How did enrollees evaluate their employment experience, in terms of job, program, 

supervisor, and training satisfaction as well as perceptions of job fit? 
7. How did the evaluation of the enrollees’ experience compare across different subgroups? 
8. How did enrollee attitudes change from before the work experience to after the work 

experience? 
 

Evaluation Approach 
This evaluation includes youth County-wide.  It measures program impact by comparing youth in the SYEP 

with youth who expressed interest in the program, but ultimately did not participate. We used a mixed-

method approach by combining quantitative and qualitative data from various sources collected at different 

time points – archival data (i.e., data collected prior to the start of the evaluation), focus groups, and surveys 

(both collected after program completion – to provide more well-rounded and nuanced answers to our 

research questions. We then compared follow-up data that we gathered from youth in various subgroups 

(e.g., foster youth, probation youth, high school dropouts, etc.) as a way to investigate differences in 

educational and work-related outcomes.  

 

Key Findings 

1. Participating in SYEP lead to small gains in school enrollment and employment. 
Prior to participating in the 2015 SYEP, 79.5% of enrollees were in school. In the follow up period, we 

found that 86.9% of enrollees were in school – representing an 7.4% increase. Non-enrollees also saw an 

increase (albeit smaller one at 6.3 %). Similarly, in the six months before the SYEP, 15.3% of enrollees were 

working, but after participating in the summer program that number jumped to 25.8%. 

2. The SYEP program served a diverse group of low-income youth. 
Program participants reflected the diversity found in Los Angeles. The sample size for enrollees was 5,447 

and over half of the participants were female (58.3%). Enrollees were predominantly Hispanic (57.4%) and 

Black (33.0%). Furthermore, the program served a substantial number of foster (6.6%), probation (3.3%), 

and homeless youth (1.1%). 

3. Youth reported high levels of satisfaction with their program experience. 
While enrollees reported high satisfaction with their jobs, supervisors, and the program in general, they were 

slightly less satisfied with the financial literacy and work readiness training, and even less satisfied with the 

career training they received. We did not find significant differences between demographic subgroups in 

their satisfaction, which indicates that the program does a good job of serving a diverse population of youth. 

4. Non-enrollees did not participate primarily because of family obligations. 
Approximately one third of non-enrollees reported that they could not enroll because they had to take care 

of someone in their family, or generally take care of things at home. This finding underscores the fact that 

that in low income families, youth are often relied on for care giving and household responsibilities; these 

duties make finding paid summer employment difficult. On a more positive note, over one fifth of the non-

enrollees indicated that finding a summer job on their own or through another program was the reason for 

not participating in the SYEP 2015.  



   

 

5 

 

5. Enrollees appeared to have clearer sense of their skills and abilities relative to non-enrollees 
and reported learning mostly interpersonal skills and self-management. 

We found two interesting differences in career development between enrollees and non-enrollees. First, 

enrollees reported they had a better sense of their own skills and abilities. It is possible that they gained this 

understanding from the feedback they got through work experience. Second, enrollees were less concerned 

about making a career decision at the time of the survey. This fits with results from focus groups where 

youth reported that their work experience made them question their current ideas about their career choices.   

6. Enrollees have only general ideas about their career goals but do appear to have some general 
labor market knowledge. 

The most commonly mentioned career field reported by enrollees was the medical field followed by the 

social service field. Given that both areas are, it can be said that enrollees have some general understanding 

of the labor market. This knowledge may also reflect the fields students have had experience with as 

YouthSource center clients.  

7. Approximately one third of enrollees did not complete the target 120 hours of training and 
work experience. 

The county’s summer youth work program targets 120 hours of combined training and work experience. In 

our analysis of enrollees, we found considerable variability in the number of pre-employment training and 

work experience hours. Youth worked an average of 126.10 hours, specifically participants got an average of 

16.3 hours of pre-employment training and financial literacy (i.e., about two days), worked an average of 

109.7 hours, and earned an average hourly rate of $9.87 for average earnings of $1,244.61. Thirty-nine 

percent of the participants trained and worked between 120.00 and 139.99 hours, a third of the youth 

(33.7%) trained and worked for fewer than 120.00 hours. While most youth reach or exceed the target 120 

hours of training and work experience, a substantial number of youth fell short of that target. This suggests 

that there may be particular barriers that keep some youth from persisting in the work experience program. 

Further research here is highly recommended. 

8. Enrollees primarily spent the money that they earned on necessities.  
We asked participants how they spent the money the earned in the program. The most common response 

was clothes and school uniforms, followed by school supplies. As substantial number of enrollees also 

reported helping out with household bills and rent. Fourteen percent of youth reported that they saved at 

least some of the money. Overall, it looks like the youth acted very responsibly with the money earned. 

 

Recommendations 
As we noted in the introduction, youth labor market participation continues to decline for various reasons. 

At the same time, we know that early positive work experience remains a key predictor of employment 

success as an adult. Our evaluation of the 2015 SYEP shows a modest positive, short-term impact on 

participating youth. Below, we make some recommendations to help enhance the program’s impact. 

1. Continue to build upon and strengthen the structured reflection into the program. 
It is our understanding that the County has implemented structured reflection on the youth’s work 

experience into the program. And more recently, they have modified their Personal Enrichment Training to 

include the Transitional Age Youth World of Work (TAYWoW), which centers around engaging youth to 

reflect upon and discuss their experiences. We suggest that the current structured reflections can be 

improved even further. For example, structured reflections can be leveraged to help youth who plan to go 



   

 

6 

 

on to post-secondary education or to seek a permanent job to find the resources they need to take these 

steps. These reflections would also be an excellent opportunity to invite admission representatives from 

community colleges and four-year institutions to meet with the youth.  

 

The end of the program could also be used to help the youth think through how to use the money they have 

earned and to reinforce the financial skills introduced at the beginning. It is our experience that surveys are 

often not the best methodology for conducting reflection sessions. Our final recommendation here then, is 

to avoid using surveys; rather, assemble individuals together and hold open discussions.  

2. Develop additional support for target populations (i.e., foster, probation, and homeless youth). 
Our results show that foster, probation, and homeless youth work significantly fewer hours than the 

average. This is probably due to unique barriers they face. We recommend that program administrators 

explore these barriers and develop some special support mechanisms for these groups. If the reflection 

meetings are designed into the program as recommended, they could provide opportunities to work through 

these problems and help them deal with the issues that may keep them from completing more work hours. 

 

We acknowledge, that as a result of previous recommendations to improve the program, the County has 

implemented the TAYWoW trauma-informed curriculum which by design, is responsive to the needs of 

vulnerable populations. Furthermore, upon exit youth are evaluated to determine if they could benefit from 

additional workforce services and a direct referral is made. We have also learned that in FY 18-19, all youth 

will be evaluated at intake to determine if services are needed in the following areas: Well-being, Housing, 

Education and Employment. 

3. Use the program to increase youths’ career awareness of emerging fields. 
As we reported, most youth have only general ideas about their career goals and these goals tend to be 

shaped by the types or organizations and occupations they have seen first-hand – most notably the medical 

and social service fields. While both of these fields offer well paid and rewarding careers, we were struck by 

how few students mentioned other high growth industries such as information technology, bio-technology, 

or warehousing and transportation. We see two practical actions that program administrators could take to 

improve this situation. First, develop a wider variety of placements in growth industries and occupations, 

and introduce more labor market and career information into the program. We recommend that the 

program set an explicit goal of adding more private sector placements in emerging industries, such as 

entertainment, transportation, health care, and technology. Further, we recommend that specific funds be 

devoted to support agencies in building new partnerships to provide these placements. 

 
Second, we recommend developing a career awareness curriculum and adding it to the pre-employment 

training and structured reflection as recommended above. Youth should be introduced to the industries and 

occupations that are growing in Los Angeles and the skills, education, and training they require. We 

recommend that the SYEP administrators partner with the EDD’s Labor Market Information Division to 

develop such a curriculum.  
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I Introduction 
 
Over the past several decades, youth labor market attachment in the United States – as measured by the 

proportion of youth that is employed or actively seeking employment – has changed dramatically. In July of 

1989, both the employment-to-population ratio (ETPR; a measure of employment) and the labor force 

participation rate (LFPR; a measure of the working age population’s engagement in the job market) for 

youth between the ages of 16-24 peaked at 69.2% and 77.5%, respectively. In the aftermath of the Great 

Recession just over two decades later, the ETPR and the LFPR for the same age group plummeted to 

record lows in 2011 (48.8% and 59.5, respectively; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). While the post-

Great Recession job market was dreadful for many American workers, it was exceptionally unwelcoming for 

young people. It is important to recognize though, that the recent drop in youth employment prospects sits 

within a more gradual decline dating back to the late 1980s. To why explain why, labor economists have 

pointed to potential factors, some of which may include fewer students working while attending school, 

more youth attending college, and increased competition with older, more experienced workers (e.g., 

Melnik, 2017).  

 
Figure 1. Youth Labor Market Attachment in the U.S. in July (Ages 16-24) 

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015 
 
Researchers further suggest that the job market itself has shifted, and that these structural changes affect 

both the demand and supply sides (e.g., Dennett & Modestino, 2013). Specifically, an increasing number of 

jobs today demand workers with more technical skills (Acemoglu & Autor, 2010), while the labor market is 

becoming more polarized, such that there is a “hollowing out of middle skills jobs” (Dennett & Modestino, 

2013, p. 4). It is therefore possible that more middle-skill adults and/or immigrant workers are taking low-

wage jobs that were historically filled by younger people. 

  
These temporary and permanent changes in the U.S. labor market have left teens and young adults in an 

alarming Catch-22: the value of gaining social and workplace skills and experience has increased, yet 
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opportunities for youth to get their first jobs and attain these skills has declined. Failing to acquire these key 

proficiencies early in life can be problematic for anyone, but for disadvantaged youth, these missed 

opportunities may crucially influence their life trajectories. Without some early success in the labor market, 

youth will be particularly vulnerable to future job loss and labor market shocks, leading to larger serious 

social costs such as increased government payments and decreased economic output. Solving this problem 

requires cooperation and contribution from the public and private sectors. What is needed is a well-thought 

out policy and successful implementation at the federal, state, and local levels along with industry 

participation and funding. Fortunately, the resurgence and proliferation of research on disconnected youth 

in the U.S. and growing national media attention have helped bring more awareness to this serious issue. 

 
The Los Angeles metropolitan area is home to a large number of out-of-school and/or out-of-work youth. 

A series of studies by labor economists at Drexel University explored the impact of the economic slowdown 

on the educational and employment experiences of youth in the LA region (Fogg & Harrington, 2016). In 

the intervening years between 2000-2002 and 2013-2015, the percentage of working age individuals (16+) in 

the region who were actively engaged in the job market dropped from 66.8 to 64.0. But, as Figure 2 

illustrates, labor force participation declined for the youngest age groups and increased for the older age 

groups. Specifically, the youngest age group (16-19) saw a 13.5% decrease in labor market participation 

while one of the oldest groups (65-74) saw the largest increase (11.0%).  

 
Figure 2. Percent Change in the Labor Force Participation Rate by Age Group in Metro LA (2000-
02 to 2013-15) 

Source: Fogg & Harrington, 2016 

 
Observers have suggested that increases in school enrollment among teens and young adults accounts for 

their voluntary disengagement from the job market (e.g., Soergel, 2015). Fogg and Harrington (2016), 

however, found that while school enrollment rates for this population rose sharply, their desires for 

employment remains quite strong, suggesting that much of the decline in their labor force attachment may 

be involuntary. Evidence for this claim comes from the substantial rise in the percentage of teens and young 
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adults who are underutilized (Fogg & Harrington, 2016). Labor force underutilization is measured by three 

mutually exclusive labor market measures, including the number of 16-24-year-olds who are: 1) unemployed 

(i.e., officially unemployed), 2) hidden unemployed (i.e., those who were officially out of the labor force, but 

want a job), and 3) underemployed (i.e., those who work part-time, but want full-time employment). 

Collectively, these three groups of underutilized teens and young adults in Metro LA numbered just over 

297,100 in the period between 2013-2015, an increase of nearly 70,000 from 2000-2002. This sharp increase 

in underutilization signifies that while many young people want to work, their employment prospects have 

plummeted over the past 15 years. Furthermore, during this same time period, employment levels were 

particularly grim for 16-19-year-olds, and even more so for teens who had not completed high school (either 

because they were still in school or because they dropped out). Teens and young adults with a high school 

diploma or some college fared marginally better, but their employment prospects also deteriorated. Thus, 

the Drexel Reports found that school enrollment among young people in the LA metropolitan area has 

increased, which is beneficial for those who finish school and/or enter post-secondary education and want 

to work. But, this positive trend in education, while promising, is coupled with a job market that remains 

extremely uninviting for the region’s young people.  

 
The poor job market conditions for 16-24-year-olds is not just a local, regional, or state crisis. Municipalities 

across the country are hard at work trying to solve this problem. Fortunately, the widespread concern for 

youth unemployment has brought a renewed interest in summer jobs programs for youth. In the U.S., these 

programs were first created under the Manpower Development and Training Act in the 1960’s but fell out 

of favor in many cities over the ensuing decades. While many programs were eventually shut down, the 

County and City of Los Angeles continued their commitment to providing youth with summer job 

opportunities. Since 2006, Los Angeles County has collaborated with private, public, and non-profit 

partners to create job opportunities for its youth. And more recently, County officials agreed to invest $1 

million to prepare foster youth for the workforce. For well over three decades, the City’s Los Angeles 

Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP) has remained a key component of the Youth Workforce 

System. The County and City of Los Angeles have been working together to offer many teens and young 

adults initial exposure to the job market, and through these efforts, have helped thousands more youth gain 

experience in the marketplace.  

 
In 2014, over 10,000 young people were connected to employment opportunities county-wide. The 2015 

summer program aimed to enroll a total of 20,000 young people county-wide, 11,000 of which were to be 

city residents. The program focused on high-growth, high-wage sectors and specifically targeted 

opportunities for foster, probation or homeless youth, and youth from families receiving CalWORKs public 

assistance or General Relief. Concentrating on these sub-populations has helped the most vulnerable young 

people earn valuable work and experience and, in many cases, a first paycheck. In addition to these 

objectives, the goals of the 2015 summer program were to: 

- Provide youth with career exploration opportunities in high-growth, high-wage sectors (e.g., 

transportation, healthcare, hospitality, logistics, and financial services) 

- Increase youths’ career aspirations and career awareness, 

- Increase youths’ motivation, 

- Improve youths’ “work readiness” skills, 

- Provide youth with financial literacy skills 
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- Encourage youth to continue their education or find employment. 

 

The County and City committed to evaluating the impact of the 2015 SYEP. To do this, the Economic and 

Workforce Development Department (EWDD) of the City of Los Angeles contracted with researchers at 

California State University, Northridge. A previous evaluation1 focused exclusively on those young people 

who applied to, were accepted, and then participated in the program. That study looked at how youth 

evaluated their work experience and how their career development changed from before the program to 

after the program. It further followed youth in the subsequent year to see if they returned to school or 

found employment. Overall, the evaluation, like many similar studies, found small but significant positive 

impacts from the summer employment experience on career development.  

 
As the county and city continue to invest in creating employment experiences for youth, keeping track of 

the youths’ experiences with the application process and the program itself can be a challenge. Each year, 

several thousand youth from all across the County and City of Los Angeles apply for the unique opportunity 

to gain work skills and earn some money. While some fraction is fortunate to get selected, the majority settle 

in for another summer without a guarantee of work experience; and yet, we know surprisingly little about 

this subgroup. Hence, one of the primary objectives of this report is to acquire some knowledge about 

youth who applied to the 2015 SYEP, but ultimately did not participate. For the remainder of the report, we 

refer to the youth who participated in the 2015 SYEP as “enrollees”, and those who inquired about the 

program but did not end up participating as “non-enrollees”. Because our study includes both enrollees and 

non-enrollees, this year’s evaluation was driven by an expanded set of research questions (RQs): 

1. How do enrollees and non-enrollees compare on key demographic variables? 
2. Does participation in SYEP improve education and employment outcomes? 
3. How do enrollees and non-enrollees compare on their career goals and specific personality 

characteristics? 
4. Why did some youth who applied to the 2015 SYEP ultimately not participate? 
5. To what extent did enrollees complete the program? And, what characteristics predicted 

program completion? 
6. How did enrollees evaluate their employment experience, in terms of job, program, 

supervisor, and training satisfaction as well as perceptions of job fit? 
7. How did the evaluation of the enrollees’ experience compare across different subgroups? 
8. How did enrollee attitudes change from before the work experience to after the work 

experience? 
 
In employing a mixed-method evaluation design, we were able to explore these research questions by 

integrating and analyzing quantitative and qualitative data collected at various times throughout the 2015-

2016 program year. In the sections that follow, we lay the foundation of the report by briefly reviewing the 

recent academic literature on summer youth employment. After providing an overview of the County and 

City’s SYEP in general and the City’s SYEP of 2015 in particular, we turn to a more detail discussion of the 

research design, the data, and the sample of youth included in this study. Next, we present the evaluation 

results for each research question in turn. We close with a discussion of the findings, and recommendations 

for the future. 

                                                 
1The earlier report can be found at: Hire LA: Summer Youth Employment Program Evaluation Report Executive Summary: 2014. Moore, Richard W.; 
Rubino, Cristina; Bedi, Akanksha; Blake, Daniel R.; Coveney, Julie. URL: http://hdl.handle.net/10211.3/157388 . 

 

http://hdl.handle.net/10211.3/157388
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II Previous Research on Summer Jobs Programs  
 
It is widely accepted that youth who are exposed to the labor market stand to gain substantial short- and 

long-term benefits (e.g., Fogg, Harrington, & Khatiwada, 2016). For many young people, the first encounter 

with the job market occurs during the summer months. These work opportunities may serve as a rich source 

of lessons, experiences, and skills that are essential for building key social and work-related proficiencies, 

while also allowing teens to gain some income. It is no wonder then that programs dedicated to creating 

summer job opportunities have benefitted teens and young adults in a number of ways. Some of these 

benefits include improved academic performance (Schwartz, Leos-Urbel, & Wiswall, 2015), decreases in 

violence and crime (e.g., Gelber, Isen, & Kessler, 2014; Heller, 2013; Sum, Trubskyy, & McHugh, 2013), and 

more developed non-cognitive skills that are essential for success at work and in life (e.g., Duckworth, 

Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007; Lillydahl, 1990; Mortimer, 2003). Sadly, over the past two decades, 

summer employment for 16-19-year-olds has fallen to just 34.3%, which is a 37% decline and near-record 

low (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). 

 
 A recent article in The Atlantic titled “Teenagers Have Stopped Getting Summer Jobs – Why?”2 offers 

insight into this disappearance of summer jobs in the U.S. According to the article, a variety of factors 

explain why fewer teens and young adults have summer jobs, some of which include rising educational 

enrollments (including summer school), more competition from older workers and immigrants, and the 

upsurge of unpaid internships at companies (while these interns are clearly working, they are excluded from 

employment statistics because they are not getting paid). Another contributing factor has been the decline in 

federally funded summer jobs coupled with higher minimum wages. To address the steep drop in youth 

summer employment, public/private connections can play a crucial role in bringing back youth jobs 

programs. Specifically, the private sector can do its part by stepping in and helping with two critical 

resources: funding and jobs for young people. For example, as part of a national initiative, JPMorgan Chase 

has committed $17 million over five years to work with U.S. cities to provide more teens access to summer 

employment opportunities (“JPMorgan Chase Commits $17 Million to Create Skills-Based Summer Jobs for 

Young Adults”, 2017). While funding and hiring go a long way in propagating summer youth employment 

programs, the private sector can further contribute by genuinely and sincerely engaging with local 

educational and training institutions as well as local officials to support the creation of high-quality programs 

that, in turn, create skilled, high-quality, long-term employees.  

 

III Los Angeles County and City 2015 Summer Youth Program  
 
The Hire-LA Summer Youth Employment Program is the result of a complex inter-connected and inter-

dependent network of institutional players. Federal, county, city, and private funds are used to provide 

summer jobs to underserved teens and young adults. Sponsored by the Los Angeles County and Los 

Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti and operated by the County’s Workforce Development, Aging and 

Community Services Department and the City’s Economic and Workforce Development Department, the 

program is a joint effort with partners from a variety of public and private organizations, including Los 

                                                 
2Thompson, Derek, (2017) Teenagers Have Stopped Getting Summer Jobs—Why? The Atlantic, June 9th www.theatalntic.com. Downloaded 
June 27, 2017 
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Angeles Unified School District, Los Angeles Community Colleges, Unite LA, The Los Angeles Area 

Chamber of Commerce, California Employment Development Department and others. 

 
Young people interested in participating in the program can fill out a brief city-administered online 

application (www.hirelayouth.com), fill out an application at one of the City’s 18 YouthSource Centers or 

the County’s America’s Job Centers of California (AJCCs), or fill out an online county-administered form 

(youthjobs.wdacs.lacounty.gov/pls/prod12/f?p=130:1:3218311798163). After receiving twenty hours of 

paid training on work readiness and financial literacy, the youth were placed in summer jobs typically 

providing 100 hours of work experience, usually at $9.00 per hour, which was the California minimum wage 

as of July 1, 2014. Hence, a youth who completed all hours would be paid $1,080. In most cases, the 

program paid the youth’s wages, while employers carried the cost of supervising the youth. Typically, youth 

work 20 hours a week for five weeks. All of these numbers, however, varied to some extent depending on 

the provider or the specific job placements. The LA County Youth Employment Program runs year-round 

in the Workforce Investment and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Youth Program, but the bulk of participants are 

in the summer. The County program also seeks to average 120 hours of paid work per youth, but the actual 

number of hours worked tends to vary. 

 
The element of the program that was evaluated was the Summer Youth Employment Program operated by 

county and city contractors under WIOA. These contractors are distributed all across the county and city 

and serve youth using WIOA funds on an on-going basis. Program funds, which included paying each youth 

$2,000 for completing all program activities, came from WIOA as well as other county and city funding 

sources. 

 
To be eligible for the SYEP through the City, the youth had to be 14-24 years old, live in the City of Los 

Angeles, and come from a low-income household as defined by WIOA. Eligibility for the County, however, 

was not limited to WIOA criteria. Rather, AJCCs (County and non-County operated) receive youth 

information from the County-administered online interest form weekly, and for special populations where 

the County have weekly data downloads. These AJCCs have direct access to the youth information to 

conduct outreach and recruitment. The County also receives referrals from a variety of County partners 

including Probation, Department of Children and Family Services, the Opportunity Youth Collaborative, 

and the Chamber of Commerce. Furthermore, the Los Angeles Unified School District was a direct service 

provider that also helped to identify youth. 

 

Youth came into the program in various ways. The Hire-LA’s Youth website, operated by the Los Angeles 

Chamber of Commerce, allowed youth to complete an initial application and this contact information was 

passed on to contractors who were to recruit at random from the list. Other youth filled out the interest 

form on the County’s website, and yet others were recruited via other workforce development agencies 

throughout the County. Indeed, many of the youth were referred to contractors by schools or through the 

agencies’ contacts in the community. 
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IV Evaluation Approach 
 
The current study departs from our 2014 evaluation in two important ways. First, whereas the previous 

evaluation was limited to youth in the City of Los Angeles, the current evaluation includes youth County-

wide. Second, unlike the study cited earlier, the current study includes not only the 2015 SYEP participants, 

it includes youth who expressed interest in the program, but ultimately did not participate. By expanding our 

evaluation, we were able to employ a quasi-experimental evaluation design to compare the experiences and 

perspectives of the SYEP youth and the non-SYEP youth and to more accurately assess the impact of the 

SYEP on program participants. To do so, we used a mixed-method approach leveraging quantitative and 

qualitative data from various sources collected at different time points – archival data (i.e., data collected 

prior to the start of the evaluation), focus groups, and surveys (both collected after program completion – to 

provide more well-rounded and nuanced answers to our proposed research questions. As discussed in more 

detail below, comparing follow-up data we gathered from youth in various subgroups (e.g., foster youth, 

probation youth, high school dropouts, etc.) allowed us to investigate differences in educational and work-

related outcomes. As in previous evaluations, we also examine differences in these outcomes for enrollees 

before and after participation in the 2015 SYEP. Before delving further into each data source, we include a 

brief synopsis of the overall evaluation process. 

 

Data Sources 
For the purposes of the current study, we are primarily comparing two populations of young people – 

enrollees and non-enrollees. The source data for these two groups came from two separate archival data 

bases. The enrollee source data came from the County’s Workforce Development, Aging and Community 

Services Department, and included demographic and program information (e.g., age, gender, completed 

hours, pay, etc.) for all of the 2015 SYEP enrollees, County-wide. The non-enrollee source data came from 

the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce – the sponsors of Hire-LA’s Youth online application system – and 

includes demographic information on youth who inquired about the SYEP through their Hire-LA website. 

It is important to note that these two source datasets do not include the same variables; some comparisons, 

therefore, are either limited or not possible.  

 
We also collected follow-up data via focus groups and on-line surveys. Each source dataset contained youth 

e-mail addresses. In Spring 2016, we sent enrollees an e-mail inviting them to participate in a follow-up 

survey. A separate e-mail was sent to enrollees inviting them to participate in one of a series of focus groups. 

During the same time, we also sent non-enrollees an e-mail inviting them to participate in a separate follow-

up survey. We did not conduct focus groups for non-enrollees. The e-mail addresses from the source 

datasets were then used to match the youth’s source data to their survey data. Unfortunately, many e-mail 

addresses were missing from the enrollee source data and thus we were not able to send all enrollees an 

invitation to participate in their online survey. In trying to complete this process, we ran into some problems 

and below, we expand on our evaluation design and the issues we had with the source datasets. Between 

April and August of 2016, we conducted six focus groups at five different YSCs to gather first-hand 

accounts of their experiences in, and perceptions of the program. Data sources and associated time frames 

for both groups are summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Summary of Data Sources and Timeline 

 Enrollees Non-Enrollees 

Source Data 
Los Angeles County; SYEP 2015 
participant data 

Chamber of Commerce; youth inquiring about 
SYEP via Hire-LA website (Apr–Aug, 2015) 

Follow-Up Surveys Enrollee version (Apr–May, 2016)  Non-enrollee version (Apr–May, 2016) 

Focus Groups Six focus groups (Apr–Aug, 2016) Did not conduct focus groups 

 

Sample 
In Table 2, we show the total number of enrollees and non-enrollees in each database, as well as some detail 

on the survey sample sizes. Of the 5,447 enrollees in the LA County database, only 2,573 included e-mail 

addresses; and of the 15,119 non-enrollees in the Chamber of Commerce database, 14,695 included e-mail 

addresses. A relatively small number of our survey invitation e-mails bounced back, and therefore, we 

calculated both survey response rates using the number of surveys we sent out less the number that 

bounced back. The survey response rate for enrollees was 18.37%, which is nearly double the response rate 

for non-enrollees. After cleaning the data, we were left with 324 enrollee surveys and 763 non-enrollee 

surveys. 

 
Table 2. Sub-Group Sample Sizes and Survey Response Rates 

 
Survey 

Invitations 
Bounced 

Back 
Surveys 

Completed 
Usable 
Surveys 

Response 
Rate 

Enrollees 
(N=5,447) 

2,573 216 433 324 18.37% 

Non-Enrollees 
(N=15,119)  

14,695 677 1,354 763 9.66% 

 

Focus Groups  
Approximately 8-10 months after enrollees exited the program, we conducted six focus groups to ask them 

about their work experience and what they gained from the program. We also solicited ideas about how to 

improve the program. All 37 participants were compensated $20 for their time. More detailed information is 

shown below, and the protocol we used to facilitate all focus groups is provided in Appendix A. 

 
Table 3. Focus Group Information 

Focus Group Location Target Population No. of Youth Date  

Watts Labor Community Action Committee  Probation 8 April 8, 2016 

Verdugo Workforce Development Board CalWORKS/TANF 15 April 28, 2016 

Hub Cities Consortium African American Males 6 May 5, 2016 

South Bay Workforce Development Board African American Males 6 May 26, 2016 

Youth Opportunity Center (Watts) Foster Youth 2 June 16, 2016 

 

Follow-Up Surveys 
The purpose of the online questionnaires was to collect additional information on the education- and work-

related attitudes and behaviors of both enrollees and non-enrollees. Thus, two different versions of the 

follow-up survey – one for youth who participated in the SYEP, and one for the youth who expressed 

interest but were not selected to participate – were sent out approximately 8-10 months after the 2015 
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SYEP ended. With the enrollee survey, we hoped to better understand the value and usefulness of the 

program as a whole, and the specific value of each participant’s summer placement. With the non-enrollee 

survey, we hoped to better understand why applicants did not end up in the program, and generally, to shed 

light on the application and selection processes. 

 
In Table 4, we present the results of chi-square tests that compare enrollee and non-enrollee survey 

respondents on key demographic variables. Overall, survey respondents were, on average, about 17 years of 

age. The non-enrollee survey respondents had a slightly higher percentage of females (75.1%), relative to the 

enrollee survey respondents (72.8%). In both groups, African-Americans and Hispanics comprised over 

90% of the total sample size. Whereas enrollee survey respondents were twice as likely to be White, relative 

to non-enrollee survey respondents, the reverse is true for Asian survey respondents. And, there were no 

significant differences between the two groups in the percentages of youth in the target populations.  

 
Table 4. Demographic Data of Survey Respondents  

 
 

 

Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

 
We used data from the follow-up surveys to compare key attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics of 

enrollees and non-enrollees, and we then investigated whether these personal variables were linked with 

school- and work-related outcomes. By comparing these outcomes, we were able to estimate the program’s 

impact. In the table below, we include more details about the two versions of the survey. 

 
Table 5. Variables Measured in Follow-Up Surveys 

Variables Items Response Scale Enrollees 
Non-

Enrollees 

Learned about SYEP 1 List of Potential Sources X X 

School Enrollment Status 1 Yes; No X X 

Type of School 1 HS; Community Coll.; Voc. School; 4-Yr. Coll. X X 

Part/Full-Time School 1 Part-Time; Full-Time X X 

School Program 1 Free Response  X X 

Reason Not in School 1 List of Potential Reasons X X 

Variable Enrollees Non-Enrollees p 

Sample Size (N) 324 763 -- 

Age (mean years) 17.15 16.93 .11 

Female 72.8 (236) 75.1% (573) 
.44 

Male 27.2% (88) 24.9% (190) 

Hispanic 54.3% (175) 63.7% (486)  

Black – Not Hispanic 38.8% (125) 27.5% (210)  

White – Not Hispanic 3.4% (11) 1.7% (13)  

Asian 2.2% (7) 4.2% (32) .00 

Native Hawaiian/Pac. Islander 0.6% (2) 0.7% (5)  

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.3% (1) 0.4% (3)  

Other 0.3% (1) 1.8% (14)  

Homeless 1.6% (5) 2.6% (20) .33 

Probation 2.0% (6) 1.8% (14) .90 

Foster 8.7% (27) 7.2% (55) .39 
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Variables Items Response Scale Enrollees 
Non-

Enrollees 

Employed 6 Mos. pre-SYEP 1 Yes; No X  

Employment Status 1 Yes; No X X 

Hrs./Week Working 1 1-8; 9-16; 17-32; 33+ X X 

Type of Work 1 Free Response X X 

Hourly Pay 1 Free Response X X 

Current Job through SYEP 1 Yes; No X X 

Currently Job Searching 1 Yes, Full-Time; Yes-Part-Time; No X X 

How Spent SYEP Money 1 Free Response X  

SYEP Job Satisfaction 12 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X  

Person-Job Fit 6 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X  

Self-Rated Job Performance 4 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X  

SYEP Work Activities 8 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X  

Most Important Lesson 1 Free Response X  

Was Job Interesting 1 Free Response X  

Recommend SYEP 1 Yes; No; Not Sure X  

Idea of Work/School 2 1 = Very Negative to 5 = Very Positive X X 

Career Decidedness 2 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Know Desired Type of Job 2 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Career Decision Comfort 2 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Ida of Interest/Abilities 3 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Occupational Knowledge 3 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

General Decision Making 3 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Career Importance 3 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Desired Future/Dream Job 2 Free Response X X 

Issues at Home/Obstacles 1 Free Response X X 

Plan to Enroll Next SYEP 1 Yes; No; Not Sure X X 

Conscientiousness/Self-Esteem 20 1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree X X 

Why Not Enroll in SYEP 1 List of Potential Reasons  X 

Attitude toward SYEP 1 1 = Very Negative to 5 = Very Positive   X 

 

Analysis 
We began by analyzing the data of each group individually. Then, where possible, we linked the source data 

with the follow up survey data for both enrollees and non-enrollees. This comparison analysis is the most 

powerful analysis and is the focus of this report, as we use the non-enrollees to estimate what would have 

happened to the enrollees if they had not had the structured employment experience. Our goal was to 

measure the differences between the experience of enrollees and non-enrollees to estimate the programs 

impact on its participants. Results of the enrollee focus groups are used to inform our analysis and generate 

recommendations in the final section of the report. 

 

V Results 
 
In a quasi-experimental study, it is important to first examine whether the groups are demographically 

different from each other. If no practical differences between the groups exist, we can be more confident 
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that differences in outcomes are due to the program intervention (i.e., the 2015 SYEP), and not pre-existing 

differences or some other reasons. Therefore, our first research question examines whether enrollees and 

non-enrollees are significantly different from each other. In the following subsections, we present our 

analysis for each subsequent research question. All demographic variables for both enrollees and non-

enrollees (source and survey data) are presented in full in Appendix B. 

 

RQ1: How Do Enrollees and Non-Enrollees Compare on Key Demographic Variables? 
We began by using a Chi-square test to compare all youth who enrolled in the program with all of the youth 

who inquired about the program but did not enroll (see Table 6 below). As we expand on below, these 

populations were generally similar. 

Age, Gender, and Racioethnicity 

There were no significant differences in age between the enrollee and non-enrollee populations; both groups 

were about 17 years old, on average. We found small statistically significant differences between enrollees 

and non-enrollees. Although both groups were predominantly female, the non-enrollee group was 

comprised of slightly more females (59.9%) relative to the enrollee group (58.3%). Finally, for the most, the 

racioethnic distributions of youth in the enrolled and non-enrolled populations were largely similar. Indeed, 

Hispanics and Blacks comprised roughly 90% of both enrollee and non-enrollee populations. Enrollees, 

however, were more likely to be White and less likely to be Asian, relative to non-enrollees. But these 

differences were in relatively small groups within the larger population.  

Target Groups 

The 2015 summer program targeted three youth groups – specifically, homeless, probation, and foster 

youth. Collectively, these groups comprised over 12% of the SYEP participants, with foster youth 

comprising the largest subgroup (6.6%). Furthermore, enrollees were significantly more likely to be 

probation youth, and less likely to be homeless or foster youth, relative to the non-enrollee population.  

 
Though these findings suggest there are differences between the enrollee and non-enrollee populations, it is 

important to consider whether these differences are meaningful. This is especially relevant given the very 

large sample sizes, which can increase power of the analyses so much so that even small differences become 

statistically significant. Although these differences, while statistically significant, may be overstated, we 

cannot confidently conclude that outcome differences are necessarily due to participation in the SYEP. 

 
Table 6. Demographic Variables in the Source Data 

Variable Enrollees Non-Enrollees p 

Sample Size (N) 5447 15119 -- 

Age (mean years) 17.17 17.17 .86 

Female 
58.3% 
(3176) 

59.9% 
(9050)  

.05 

Male 
41.7% 
(2271) 

40.1% 
(6069) 

Hispanic 
57.4% 
(3125) 

57.9% 
(8751) 

 

Black – Not Hispanic 
33.0% 
(1798)  

32.6% 
4925 
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Variable Enrollees Non-Enrollees p 

White – Not Hispanic 
6.3% 
(342) 

2.7% 
401 

 

Asian 
1.9% 
(103) 

2.9% 
443 

.00 

Native Hawaiian/Pac. Islander 
0.6% 
(31) 

0.6% 
87 

 

American Indian/Alaska Native 
0.2% 
(13) 

0.5% 
(73) 

 

Other 
0.6% 
(35) 

2.9% 
(439) 

 

Homeless 
1.8% 
(93) 

3.5% 
(532) 

.00 

Probation 
3.3% 
(168) 

2.0% 
(306) 

.00 

Foster 
6.6% 
(338) 

8.8% 
(1337) 

.00 

Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

How Did Enrollees and Non-Enrollees Learn about SYEP? 

We asked the youth how they learned about the SYEP. As shown in Table 7, both enrollees (32.8%) and 

non-enrollees (37.0%) were more likely to hear about SYEP through a friend or a relative. School referral 

was also a common way that youth in both groups learned about the program. Apparently, non-enrollees 

(15.9%) were far more likely than enrollees (0.0%) to learn about the SYEP through an internet search. No 

youth in either group learned about the program by seeing a sign. Overall, youth who ended up in the 

program likely applied at one of the YouthSource Centers; indeed, youth who learned about the program 

through the internet or Hire-LA website were less likely to end up enrolled in the program. 

 
Table 7. Where the Youth Learned about the 2015 SYEP 

Source Enrollees Non-Enrollees 

Friend or relative 32.8% (102) 37.0% (262) 
Other 19.7% (61) 5.4% (38) 

Referred by a school 13.5% (42) 17.3% (128) 

Referred by another center 9.0% (28) 0.0% (0) 

Saw a flyer 8.4% (26) 5.8% (41) 

Email 7.1% (22) 1.1% (8) 

Met a staff member 3.9% (12) 1.8% (13) 

Hire-LA website 3.2% (10) 12.6% (89) 

Social media  1.9% (6) 2.8% (20) 

Drove/walked by a building 0.6% (2) 0.3% (2) 

Saw a sign 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 

Internet search 0.0% (0) 15.9% (113) 

Total 100% (311) 100% (714) 

 

RQ2: Does Participation in SYEP Improve Education and Employment Outcomes? 
A key objective of this report is to determine whether the youth who participated in the SYEP ended up 

with better educational and work outcomes compared to the youth who did not participate. To address this 

research question, we used both source and survey data to compare enrollees and non-enrollees on their 
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work and education outcomes. By using both source and follow-up survey data, we were able to compare 

changes in outcomes, such as enrollment in education and employment from before the program to after 

the program. We found that enrollees, rather than non-enrollees, were more likely to be in school and 

employed in the post-SYEP follow-up period. 

 
We start by first summarizing the actual education- and work-related behaviors of enrollees and non-

enrollees, and then use both the source data and the follow-up survey data to draw comparisons between 

these two populations. We then compare and contrast their education- and work-related attitudes. We end 

this subsection with a deeper exploration of relevant subgroup differences within the enrollee population.  

Education-Related Behavioral Outcomes 

Before the start of the 2015 SYEP, 79.5% (4,331) of enrollees were in school, and 20.5% (1,116) were not. 

Of those not in school, only 1.5% (82) enrollees had dropped out of high school, and the remaining 19.0% 

(1,034) had completed high school but enrolled in post-secondary education. A small minority (4.6%; 249) 

of enrollees were enrolled in either alternative school or post-secondary school.  

 
Figure 2. Enrollee Education Status Before the Start of the 2015 SYEP 

 
 
The non-enrollee education-related source data, though less detailed, included whether non-enrollees were 

enrolled in school (Yes/No), and whether they had a diploma/GED (Yes/No). We were more interested in 

the proportion of non-enrollees who were (or were not) enrolled in school at the time they filled out the 

Hire-LA online application. As shown below, 83.6% (12,636) of the youth in this population were enrolled 

in school – a slightly higher percentage than the 79.5% of enrollees in school. This comparison may be 

interesting (and potentially informative), but we focus on the comparison of enrollee and non-enrollee 

education status pre- and post-SYEP.  

 
Figure 3. Non-Enrollee Education Status Before the Start of SYEP 2015 
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We now transition our discussion to the post-SYEP education data. As shown in Table 8 below, there were 

some minor differences in school enrollment between enrollees and the non-enrollees. The large majority of 

both SYEP enrollees (86.9%) and non-enrollees (89.9%) were engaged in education via some form of 

educational institution. Results of a chi-square test reveals that this minor difference, however, was not 

statistically significant. In contrast, we did find significant differences in the types of educational institutions 

attended by enrollees and enrollees. Whereas enrollees were more likely to be in community college (16.2% 

compared to 12.0% of non-enrollees), non-enrollees were more likely to be in four-year institutions (14.8% 

compared to 9.2% of enrollees). Finally, there was no relationship between SYEP participation and whether 

individuals were enrolled in school part-time or full-time. Overall then, we found only minor differences in 

education involvement between enrollees and non-enrollees in the time period following the completion of 

the 2015 SYEP.  

 
Table 8. School Enrollment Information (Post-SYEP) 

 Enrollees Non-Enrollees p 

School Enrollment N = 314 N = 633  

    Not Enrolled in any Educational Program 13.1% (41) 10.1% (64) .17 

    High School 59.9% (188) 61.3% (388) 

.05 
    Community College 16.2% (51) 12.0% (76) 

    Four Year College 9.2% (29)  14.8% (94) 

    Private-Vocational Technical School 1.6% (5) 1.7% (11) 

Part vs. Full Time (Only Post-Secondary) N = 85 N = 179  

    Full-Time 70.6% (60) 75.4% (135) 
.40 

    Part-Time 29.4% (25) 24.6% (44) 

Reasons Not Enrolled in School N = 43 N = 59  

    Prefer to just work now 39.5% (17) 28.8% (17) 

.00 

    Planned for college, but family obligations made it impossible 16.3% (7) 5.9% (3) 

    Didn’t complete high school and didn’t want to pursue more education 11.6% (5) 22.0% (13) 

    Planned for college, but didn’t apply in time/other enrollment problems 7.0% (3) 23.7% (14) 

    Planned for college, but didn’t have enough money 2.3% (1) 1.7% (1) 

    Planned to join the military instead 2.3% (1) 0% (0) 

    Other 20.9% (9) 18.6% (11) 
Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 
 
As we noted previously, the aim of summer employment programs is to improve education and work-

related outcomes for the disadvantaged or under-served youth population; the Los Angeles County Summer 

Youth Employment Program is no different. One way to test whether this objective was achieved is to 

compare enrollee and non-enrollee education status (i.e., whether or not they were in school) before and 

after the program – and this is indeed what we did. 

 
The results indicated that although both populations saw an increase in educational enrollment, the 

percentage increase was greater for enrollees than non-enrollees. Before the program, 79.5% of enrollees 

were in school, and after the program, 86.9% were in school; this represents a 7.4% increase in school 

enrollment. At the time that non-enrollees inquired about the program, 83.6% were in school, and upon 

follow-up survey completion, 89.9% were in school – a 6.3% increase in school enrollment. While the data 

do not allow us to speak to a causal relationship, the results do show a potential link between SYEP 

participation and educational enrollment. 
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Figure 3. Enrollee and Non-Enrollee Education Status Pre- and Post-SYEP 

 
 

In addition to examining the differences in enrollee and non-enrollee education status from before to after 

the 2015 SYEP, we also explored whether changes in education status varied as a function of participating 

in the summer employment program (Figure 4 below). An overall chi-square test indicated that changes in 

education status between enrollees and non-enrollees varied significantly. By examining the adjusted 

standardized residual scores for each educational subgroup, we were able to identify that whereas enrollees 

had a significantly greater probability of transitioning from out-of-school to in-school, non-enrollees had a 

significantly greater probability of remaining in school in the following eight months after the SYEP ended. 

Staying out of school and transitioning from in-school to out-of-school was equally as likely for enrollees 

and non-enrollees. 

 

Figure 4. Change in Education Status from Before to After the 2015 SYEP 
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Work-Related Behavioral Outcomes 

Whereas we know whether enrollee survey respondents were employed in the six months before the 2015 

SYEP, we have no pre-SYEP employment data for non-enrollees. Thus, we only compared employment 

status before and after SYEP for enrollees. 

 
First, compared only the post-SYEP work-related outcomes for enrollees and non-enrollees (see Table 9 

below). The results of a chi-square test indicated that youth who participated in the SYEP were significantly 

more likely to be employed after the program, relative to non-SYEP youth. Specifically, one out of every 

four enrollees (25.8%) were employed eight months after the program, and only one out of every five non-

enrollees (20.1%) had jobs. This is a key finding as it supports the claim that summer youth employment 

programs provide young people with an advantage in the marketplace that plays out over time. It is also 

important to note that over a quarter of enrollees (26.8%) who had a job, got it through the SYEP program. 

There were no significant differences in the number of hours per week that enrollees and non-enrollees 

worked after the program period, with the majority of individuals in both groups averaging fewer than 33 

hours per week. The average hourly wage for the youth in both groups was around $11.00 an hour. 

 
According to Eckstrom et al. (1997), job-search behaviors are particularly relevant for under-served youth. 

Youth may be unemployed, but if they are searching for work they are more “attached” to the labor market 

and more likely to find a job than those who do not search. A chi-square test shows that in the eight months 

following SYEP, non-enrollees (94.6%) were significantly more likely than enrollees (81.4%) to be searching 

for part- or full-time work. In part, this is because more enrollees were already working (see Table 9 below). 

 

Table 9. Work-Related Behaviors (Post-SYEP) 
 

Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

 
As noted above, we were not able to compare enrollees and non-enrollees on their pre- and post-SYEP 

employment status. We did, however, examine pre- and post-SYEP employment for enrollees. Although the 

large majority of enrollees (84.7%) were unemployed before the SYEP, this number shrunk significantly 

eight months later (74.2%). That is, results show a statistically significant relationship between employment 

 Enrollees Non-Enrollees p 

Employed (at time of follow-up survey) 
    Yes 
    No 

N = 318 
25.8% (82) 
74.2% (236) 

N = 626 
20.1% (126) 
79.9% (500) 

.05 

Hours/Week 
    1-8 hrs. 
    9-16 hrs. 
    17-32 hrs. 
    33+ hrs. 

N = 69 
20.3% (14) 
30.4% (21) 
37.7% (26) 
11.6% (8) 

N = 126 
15.9% (20) 
35.7% (45) 
36.5% (46) 
11.9% (15) 

.83 

Mean Hourly Pay $11.03 (N = 77) $10.96 (N = 113) .90 

Got Job through SYEP 
    Yes 
    No 

N = 82 
26.8% (22) 
73.2% (60) 

N = 130 
1.5% (2) 

98.5% (128) 
.00 

Job Search Behaviors 
    Looking for Full-Time Work 
    Looking for Part-Time Work 
    Not Looking for Work 

N = 307 
18.2% (56) 
63.2% (194) 
18.6% (57) 

N = 499 
16.8% (84) 
77.8% (388) 
5.4% (27) 

.00 
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status before and after the 2015 SYEP. Indeed, a chi-square test indicated that the number of individuals 

who held a job after the SYEP (25.8%) is significantly higher than the number of individuals who held a job 

before the SYEP (15.3%). In fact, this difference represents a 68.6% increase in employment, which is 

higher than the 62.5% increase that we found in the evaluation of the previous year’s program (i.e., SYEP 

2014). These findings underscore an exciting and promising trend – obtaining work experience through the 

summer program significantly boosts the likelihood of finding work after the program. 

 
Figure 5. Work Status Before and After the 2015 SYEP (Enrollees Only) 

 
 

Attitudes towards Education and Work 

In addition to measuring behaviors related to education (i.e., enrollment) and work (i.e., employment status), 

we also assessed the education- and work-related attitudes of enrollees and non-enrollees, after the program 

period. These two populations held relatively similar attitudes towards school, work, and their careers, but 

we did find some interesting differences. Results are summarized in Figures 5 and 6 below; more detailed 

statistics can be found in Appendix C. 

 
The first comparisons indicated that enrollees reported significantly more positive attitudes towards work, 

but that enrollees and non-enrollees held similarly positive attitudes toward school. This may explain why, at 

least in part, a higher percentage of enrollees have jobs (25.8%), compared to non-enrollees (20.1%). The 

next set of significant differences are part of the Career Decision Status Measure (Jones, 1989), which 

assesses six different perceptions that youth have regarding their career decisions:  

- Career Decidedness: How decided they are regarding their occupational choice; 

- Comfort: Whether they are comfortable with their vocational decision status; 

- Clarity: Whether they have a clear idea of their own interests and abilities; 

- Knowledge: Whether they feel they have sufficient knowledge about occupations; 

- Decisiveness: Whether they are comfortable in making decisions in general; and 

- Choice Importance: Whether they believe that making a choice about their career is important at 

the present time 
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Non-enrollees reported significantly higher levels of choice importance and significantly lower levels of 
clarity compared to enrollees. In other words, non-enrollees, thought it was more important to make a 
career choice now, but they were less clear about their own skills and abilities. Enrollees and non-enrollees 
did not differ on their levels of career decidedness, comfort, decisiveness, and knowledge about 
occupations. Interestingly, these results indicate that non-enrollees perceive making a career choice now as 
more important than enrollees do. This may reflect the experience of enrollees entering the program 
believing they have a firm career choice and then based their work experience finding that themselves 
questioning that choice. For example, one young person wanted to be an accountant and got placed in an 
accounting office doing some basic accounting work. He then realized that he did not really like accounting 
and decided to seek a different career path. Similarly, many of the youth later expressed their desire to learn 
more about other occupations, hence making them less decided about their careers. 
 
Figure 6. Attitudes towards Work and School 

Note: bold and italic values indicate a significant difference between enrollees and non-enrollees. **p < .01  

 
Figure 7. Attitudes towards Career 

Note: bold and italic values indicate a significant difference between enrollees and non-enrollees. *p < .05  
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Enrollee Subgroup Differences in Education- and Work-Related Outcomes 

Given our interest in the impact of SYEP participation on education- and work-related outcomes, and we 

know that the enrollee population is not homogenous, we wanted to examine whether outcomes varied by 

subgroup. Although our original analysis plan included a variety of different subgroups (e.g., gender, 

homeless, foster, probation, etc.), the sizes of the subgroups were too small to reach any meaningful and 

substantive conclusions.  

 

RQ3: How Do Enrollees and Non-Enrollees Compare on Their Career Goals and 
Specific Personality Characteristics? 
In this section, we aimed to identify both the interests of enrollees and non-enrollees as well as their 

personal orientations that may help them to pursue their interests and achieve their identified career goals. 

We start first with their career goals, then their dream jobs, and close this section with an analysis of their 

conscientiousness and self-esteem.  

What Jobs Do the Youth Plan to Pursue? 

We asked survey respondents, in an open-ended question, what jobs they planned to pursue in the future.  

The figures below show results for enrollees and non-enrollees. Enrollees were most interested in jobs in 

the medical fields. It seems these youth understand that this is a fast-growing sector of the economy which 

pays relatively well. The second largest group said they were undecided. Other fields that held a lot of 

interest for enrollees were social services, business, and law enforcement. Many respondents were uncertain 

about exactly what type of job they might get in these fields but had a general interest in the field. A few 

specific jobs appeared for small groups of youth, lawyer (4%), accountant (2%) or engineer (2%).  Overall, 

enrollee’s plans still tended to be general. 

 
Figure 8: Jobs That Enrollees Plan to Pursue 

 
Fewer non-enrollees (5%) reported being undecided about their job preferences, compared to their enrollee 

counterparts (18%). In the non-enrollee group, the medical field was again the top choice but for a smaller 

proportion relative to enrollees. Social service jobs were also a top choice for this group, along with 

education, working with children, and retail.  
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Figure 9: Jobs That Non-Enrollees Plan to Pursue 

 

What Are the Youths’ Dream Jobs? 

We asked enrollees a second open-ended question about their dream jobs. The most common field for a 

dream job was the medical field; many of the youth mentioned being a doctor, a nurse, or some other 

medical professional. Given that health care is one of the country’s fastest growing industries, it is promising 

that youth show a good awareness of the labor market. The next category included various social service 

occupations, such as social worker or counselor. This not surprising given that youth have experience with 

individuals in these kinds of jobs. Business in general was also a common category, with many of the youth 

reporting they would like to be a CEO. Not surprisingly “undecided” was also a fairly large category. 

 
Figure 10: Enrollee Dream Jobs 
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Non-enrollees also preferred the medical and social service fields. Like the enrollees, “undecided” and 

business were also common responses. The complete list of non-enrollee dream jobs is presented below. 

 
Figure 11: Non-Enrollee Dream Jobs 

 

We end this section by comparing enrollees and non-enrollees on two key individual characteristics, self-

esteem and conscientiousness. These minor differences shown in Figure 12 below were not statistically 

significant, providing further evidence that these two populations are not dissimilar. 

 
Figure 12. Key Personality Characteristics 
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RQ4: Why Did Some Youth Who Applied to the 2015 SYEP Ultimately Not 
Participate? 
We asked the youth who had initially showed interest in the SYEP via the Hire-LA website (i.e., non-

enrollees) why they did not end up participating. Respondents were asked to select all of the reasons that 

applied to them, and indeed multiple individuals selected more than one reason. In total, 146 non-enrollees 

responded to this survey question. Two reasons stood out as the most common. First, approximately one 

third of the responses chosen indicated that youth could not enroll because they had to take care of 

someone in their family, or generally take care of things at home. This finding underscores the fact that that 

in low income families, youth are often relied on for care giving and household responsibilities; these duties 

likely inhibit their availability for paid summer employment. Second, on a more positive note, over one fifth 

of the responses indicated that finding a summer job on their own or through another program was one of 

the reasons for not participating in the SYEP 2015.  

 
A substantial number of responses indicated that there were other reasons for non-enrollment in the 2015 

SYEP. These ranged from eligibility requirements (e.g., age, no ID, home address outside county). A few 

youth noted that they were simply not selected. Unfortunately, approximately 12% of the responses 

indicated that they did not hear back at all from program administrators. Given that there is more demand 

than space in the program and that contractors are given random ordered lists from the Hire-LA website to 

recruit participants, it is possible that through the luck of the draw, some participants would not be selected. 

It is also possible that contractors continue to enroll youth who approach them through their own network, 

rather than recruit youth who come in through the Hire-LA website. We suggest though, that it is important 

to keep the youth informed regardless of whether they were selected. Doing so could go a long way building 

rapport and trust. 

 

Other reasons provided additional insights. Though some youth were involved in the criminal justice system 

and noted that this kept them out of the program, the reason for this unclear as given that probation youth 

were a target group. Other youth reported that they had to study instead, which reflects the growing number 

of youth who use the summer to make up credits for high school graduation. Illness or disability kept a 

surprising number of youth from participating. Three people reported that they simply lost interest. 

Fortunately, no youth reported that the application process was confusing.  

 
Table 7: Reasons Given for Why Youth Did Not Participate in the 2015 SYEP 

Reason Percent (Frequency) 

Cared for family / household  33.02% (71) 

Found a job on my own, or through a different program 22.79% (49) 

Other 18.60% (40) 

Did not hear back from anyone about participating in the program 12.09% (26) 

Violated probation 5.12% (11) 

Illness, disability, or poor health 5.12% (11) 

Education or study 1.40% (3) 

Lost interest 1.40% (3) 

Committed a crime 0.47% (1) 

Application process was confusing 0.00% (0) 

Total # of Responses 100% (215) 
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RQ5: To What Extent Did Enrollees Complete the Program? And, What 
Characteristics Predicted Program Completion? 
As previously noted, the target number of hours including work readiness training, financial literacy and 

work experience was set at 120. We discovered considerable variability in the number of pre-employment 

training hours, hours of work experience, and hours per week that the youth received. The data in Table 8 

show that participants got an average of 16.33 hours of pre-employment training and financial literacy (i.e., 

about two days), worked an average of 109.77 hours, and earned an average hourly rate of $9.87. In total 

then, youth worked an average of 126.10 hours and earned an average of $1244.61. It is important to note 

here that despite our attempts to clean these data, we are unsure of the accuracy of some of these numbers. 

 
Table 8. Descriptive Statistics for Training and Work Hours and Pay 

Variable N Min. Max. Mean SD 

Pre-Employment Training (hrs.) 5446 0.00 85.00 16.33 7.94 
Total Work Experience (hrs.) 5304 1.00 824.50 109.77 56.23 

Hourly Rate (USD) 5444 8.00 10.50 9.87 0.34 

Total Hours (PET + Work) 5303 2.00 832.50 126.24 56.11 

Hours/Week upon Exit 87 4.00 80.00 26.52 11.53 

 
Given the wide spread of hours worked, we examined the shape of the distribution, and present the result 

below in Table 9. As shown there, 39.2% of the youth trained and worked a total of between 120.00 and 

139.99 hours, but a third of the youth (33.7%) trained and worked for fewer than 120.00 hours, and 21.3% 

did so for fewer than 100 hours. In sum, while many youth did indeed reach or exceed the target 120 hours 

of training and work experience, a substantial number of youth fell short of that target. 

 

Table 9. Grouped Frequency Distribution of Total Hours (PET + Work Experience) 

Number of Hours Frequency Percent Cumulative Percent 

0.00 – 19.99  46 0.9 0.9 
20.00 – 39.99 181 3.4 4.3 

40.00 – 59.99 266 5.0 9.3 

60.00 – 79.99 295 5.6 14.9 

80.00 – 99.99 340 6.4 21.3 

100.00 – 119.99 660 12.4 33.7 

120.00 – 139.99 2078 39.2 72.9 

140.00 – 159.99 746 14.1 87.0 

160.00 – 179.99 156 2.9 89.9 

180.00 – 199.99 98 1.8 91.8 

200.00 – 219.99 100 1.9 93.6 

220.00 – 239.99 79 1.5 95.1 

240.00 – 259.99 75 1.4 96.5 

260.00 – 279.99 58 1.1 97.6 

280.00 – 299.99 34 0.6 98.3 

300.00+ 91 1.7 100.0 

Total 5303 100.0 -- 
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We were also interested in understanding what characteristics predicted program completion. To do this we 

used a regression model, which allowed us to look at the unique effects of each characteristic. We found two 

statistically significant effects, as shown in bolded text in Table 9 below. Generally, we found that being a 

probation or foster youth predicts working fewer hours. Specifically, we found that probation and foster 

youth completed substantially fewer hours than other youth – about 24 fewer hours for probation youth, 

and 10 fewer hours for foster youth, controlling for other factors. These differences are statistically and 

practically significant. It is not clear what causes these differences, but it may be that foster and probation 

youth have a harder time than other youth in persisting with employment. This is certainly an issue that 

deserves more exploration. Age, gender, homelessness, or highest grade completed did not predict the 

number of work hours completed. Using the adjusted R2, we note that this regression model only explains 

approximately 1% of the variance in number of hours completed. This suggests that there are other, more 

significant factors that explain why some youth completed fewer or more hours of work. 

 
Table 9. Demographic Characteristics Predicting Hours Completed (Only Work Hours) 

 B SE Beta t p Adjusted R2 

(Constant) 110.24 11.62  9.49 .00 

.01 

Age .950 0.70 0.03 1.36 .17 

Gender 1.29 1.65 .01 0.78 .43 

Homeless -4.83 6.21 -0.01 -0.78 .44 

Probation -24.51 4.76 -0.07 -5.15 .00 

Foster -10.15 3.28 -0.04 -3.09 .00 

Highest Grade Completed 1.82 1.00 .04 1.81 .07 
Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

 
Because the demographic variables above failed to account for most of the variability in work hours 

completed, we examined the extent to which other factors may impact the number of hours youth worked. 

Specifically, we looked at whether previous work experience, personality characteristics, job fit, and job 

satisfaction affected the number of work hours the youth completed. Interestingly we found that having 

worked in the last six months before joining the program did not influence the number of hours completed. 

Similarly, conscientiousness, self-esteem, and job fit did not predict hours completed. The youth who 

reported higher levels of satisfaction with their job, however, did complete more hours of work. This 

indicates that the youth who were more satisfied with their placements persisted more in their program. 

Once again, we used the adjusted R2 and note that this regression model only explains approximately 1% of 

the variance in number of hours completed. This again suggests that there are other, more significant factors 

that explain why some youth completed fewer or more hours of work. Further research is needed to identify 

these factors. 

 
Table 10. Individual Factors and Job Attitudes Predicting Hours Completed (Only Work Hours) 

 B SE Beta t p Adjusted R2 

(Constant) 84.93 29.88  2.84 .01 

.01 
Employed in 6 mos. Before SYEP 3.73 8.92 0.03 0.42 .68 

Conscientious -2.83 6.38 -0.04 -0.44 .66 

Self-Esteem -3.89 4.57 -0.07 -0.85 .40 
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 B SE Beta t p Adjusted R2 
Job Fit -2.75 4.50 -0.07 -0.61 .54 

Job Satisfaction 11.36 5.60 0.22 2.03 .04 
Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

 

RQ6: How Did Enrollees Evaluate Their Employment Experience, in Terms of Job, 
Program, Supervisor, and Training Satisfaction as well as Perceptions of Job Fit? 
Here, we examined two important questions. First, we asked the youth how satisfied they were with the 

SYEP experience. And second, we asked the youth whether they perceived some degree of fit between what 

they wanted in a job and the job itself (see Table 12 for more detail). As shown in Table 11, the youth 

reported high satisfaction with their jobs, supervisors, and the program in general – all averages were above 

4.0 on a five-point satisfaction scale. Youth were slightly less satisfied with the financial literacy training and 

work readiness training, and even less satisfied with the career training they received. Finally, as we expand 

upon more below, the youth reported a moderate level of fit between them and the job (3.80). 

 
Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Attitudes towards Job and Training 

Variable N Mean SD Min. Max. 

Job Satisfaction 229 4.14 0.72 1.60 5.00 
Program Satisfaction 228 4.33 0.72 1.00 5.00 

Supervisor Satisfaction 228 4.29 0.86 1.00 5.00 

Career Training Sat. 227 3.38 0.96 1.00 5.00 

Financial Literacy Training Sat. 227 4.04 0.90 1.00 5.00 

Work Readiness Training Sat. 227 4.06 0.86 1.00 5.00 

Job Fit 227 3.80 0.87 1.00 5.00 

 
Person-job fit is defined as the compatibility between individuals and the job or tasks that they  

perform at work. We used six items to assess job fit – or in this case, the extent to which summer work 

placement matched their skills, interests, needs, and goals. The job fit items were rated on a five-point 

Likert-type response scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree). As noted above, respondents had 

an average Job Fit score of 3.80, indicating perceptions of moderate fit between the youth and their jobs. To 

examine their perceptions of fit even more, we analyzed the item-level data, which is presented in Table 12. 

As shown, the youth perceived that there was room for improvement with regard to the level of fit between 

what they want in a job and what they actually got in the job. Given how youth and jobs are matched, 

however, these results are not surprising. 

 
Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Items in the Job Fit Scale 

Item N Mean SD Min. Max. 

There was a good fit between what my job offered me 
and what I was looking for in a job. 

227 3.76 1.04 1.00 5.00 

The things that I look for in a job were present in my job. 225 3.70 1.04 1.00 5.00 

My job had everything that I want from a job. 226 3.48 1.13 1.00 5.00 

There was a good fit between the demands of my job and 
my personal skills and abilities. 

225 4.02 0.96 1.00 5.00 
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Item N Mean SD Min. Max. 

My training was a good fit with the job requirements. 223 3.96 0.94 1.00 5.00 

My education provided a good match with the demands 
of my job. 

219 3.92 0.95 1.00 5.00 

 

RQ7: How Did the Evaluation of the Enrollees’ Experience Compare across Different 
Subgroups? 
To further examine job satisfaction and job fit, we compared scores among various subgroups. As shown in 

Tables 13 below, however, we did not find any significant differences in perceptions of job satisfaction or 

job fit among our demographic groups, including, gender, education enrollment, current work experience, 

foster, homeless, and probation youth. 

 
Table 13. Sub-Group Comparisons on Job Satisfaction and Job Fit 

Job Satisfaction Job Fit 

 N Mean SD p N Mean SD p 

Gender 
Male 61 4.08 0.78 

0.23 
62 3.75 0.96 

0.20 
Female 168 4.16 0.70 165 3.81 0.83 

Education 

Enrollment 

School 140 4.12 0.74 

0.63 

140 3.75 0.90 

0.72 College 64 4.11 0.76 63 3.85 0.87 

NEET* 16 4.30 0.62 16 3.86 0.74 

Foster 
No 202 4.16 0.70 

0.18 
200 3.82 0.84 

0.59 
Yes 16 3.91 0.79 16 3.70 0.96 

Homeless 
No 215 4.13 0.72 

0.61 
214 3.79 0.87 

0.17 
Yes 2 4.40 0.28 1 5.00 -- 

Probation 
No 212 4.13 0.73 

0.75 
210 3.79 0.87 

0.67 
Yes 5 4.24 0.30 5 3.97 0.63 

Currently 

Employed 

Yes 60 4.14 0.74 0.10 62 3.75 0.96 
0.57 

No 169 4.14 0.72  165 3.81 0.83 
*NEET: Not in Employment, Education, or Training 

Does Job Fit Predict Job Satisfaction? 

To better understand what drove youths’ job satisfaction, we conducted an analysis to see if the extent to 

which the youth perceived a fit with their job predicted levels of job satisfaction. We used multiple 

regression to explore this question and found several factors that significantly predict job satisfaction. First, 

job fit was found to predict job satisfaction, such that youth placed in jobs where they felt that there was 

good fit were more satisfied with their jobs. Job fit appears to be key in affecting how youth viewed their 

summer job experience. Other variables were included as controls but provide some interesting insight. The 

more conscientious the youth, the more satisfied they were with their jobs. Also, non-foster youth tended to 

be more satisfied with their jobs than foster youth. We also found that youth who were working anytime in 

the six months prior to the SYEP were significantly more likely to report higher levels of job satisfaction. 

This is an important finding as it underscores the impact that past work experience may have on the 
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formation positive attitudes towards future work experiences. Overall, as indicated by the high R2 value, this 

regression model does a good job of explaining the variability of job satisfaction between different youth.  

 
Table 14. Job Fit and Other Variables as Predictors of Job Satisfaction 

 B SE Beta t p Adjusted R2 

(Constant) 1.64 0.67  2.45 0.02 

.49 

Age 0.03 0.02 0.07 1.22 0.23 

Homeless -0.46 0.53 -0.05 -0.88 0.38 

Foster -0.30 0.15 -0.11 -2.00 0.05 

Employed in 6 mos. before SYEP 0.26 0.11 0.13 2.31 0.02 

Conscientious 0.17 0.07 0.14 2.25 0.03 

Self-Esteem -0.09 0.06 -0.09 -1.48 0.14 

Job Fit 0.55 0.05 0.68 12.12 0.00 

Note: p-values in bold are statistically significant at the =.05 level. 

What Did Enrollees Learn from Their Experience? 

We asked enrollees an open-ended question about what they learned from their work experience. Virtually 

all responses focused on self-management and interpersonal skills. The top category was communication 

and people skills (17%), followed by time management and being punctual (14%). Team work and customer 

service were also near the top of the list (13% and 10%, respectively). Overall, the list gives a good overview 

of how young people see themselves developing through their work experiences.  

 
Figure 13: What the Youth Learned from Their Work Experience 
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The following direct quotes represent a few powerful lessons youth learned from their work experience. 

From these you can sense that many of the youth were surprised by what they learned about the world of 

work, and many reported learning about empathy for others and to be willing to test their own limits. 

 

Table 15: Direct Quotes from Youth about Lessons Learned from Their Work Experience 

- Don't hesitate to talk to a person and ask for help 

- Don't take opportunities for granted 

- I can't take criticism to heart, it helps me do my job better 

- I learned that the work community is like family. All are there to help one another. 

- I learned how to be a better person 

- I learned that once in a life time everyone needs help. 

- I learned to help others and care for many people 

- I like to do active work 

- I think my interaction with the kids always taught me that school is important and I'm not the only one that has it hard 

- It is important to help people out 

- I've learned that when you put all of your effort and help out people there's always a good outcome from it 

- Make sure everything is good before you leave 

- Never assume everyone will have the same reaction when taking action 

- Never be scared to try new things, you never know how good you are until you try 

- Confidence 

- That I would never ever want a job in the retail industry or in an office 

- That my abilities are far beyond from what I thought they were. 

- The most important thing I learned from this job is that little kids are really smart 

- To listen carefully and follow directions 

- To take what you can get and not complain 

- To work fast 

- You can always learn, and teach others 

 

How Did Enrollees Use the Money They Earned through the SYEP? 

We asked the youth how they spent the money they earned in the program. The results show that these low-

income youth need to take care of their own expenses and contribute to their families’ costs as well. The 

most frequently reported item that they spent money on was clothes and school uniforms, followed by 

school supplies. It seems that the financial literacy training may have had impact because 14% of youth said 

they saved at least some of the money. Paying their own bills (9%) and contributing to family bills (8%) 

were also near the top of the list. The figure below provides a complete list of how youth said they would 

spend their money. 
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Figure 14: How Enrollees Spent Their Earnings

 
 

V Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

Conclusions 
The City of Los Angeles Summer Youth Employment Program provides valuable work experience and 

labor market connections to disadvantaged and/or underserved youth. Overall, the results of this large-scale 

evaluation fit with the results reported in other such evaluations: summer youth employment has modest 

positive, short-term impacts on participating youth. Based on the results of our evaluation we drew eight 

conclusions about the program. 

1. Participating in SYEP lead to small gains in school enrollment and employment. 

Prior to participating in the 2015 SYEP, 79.5% of enrollees were in school. In the follow up period, we 

found that 86.9% of enrollees were in school – representing an 7.4% increase. Non-enrollees also saw an 

increase (albeit smaller one at 6.3 %). Similarly, in the six months before the SYEP, 15.3% of enrollees were 

working, but after participating in the summer program that number jumped to 25.8. This significant 

difference represents a 68.6% increase in employment, which is higher than the 62.5% increase that we 

found in the evaluation of the previous year’s program (i.e., SYEP 2014). Furthermore, over a quarter of 

enrollees reported that the SYEP helped them get the job they held eight months after the SYEP. 

2. The SYEP program served a diverse group of low-income youth. 

Program participants reflected the diversity found in Los Angeles. The sample size for enrollees was 5,447 

and over half of the participants were female (58.3%). Enrollees were predominantly Hispanic (57.4%) and 

Black (33.0%). Furthermore, the program served a substantial number of foster (6.6%), probation (3.3%), 

and homeless youth (1.1%). 
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3. Youth reported high levels of satisfaction with their program experience. 

While enrollees reported high satisfaction with their jobs, supervisors, and the program in general, they were 

slightly less satisfied with the financial literacy and work readiness training, and even less satisfied with the 

career training they received. We did not find significant differences between demographic subgroups in 

their satisfaction, which indicates that the program does a good job of serving a diverse population of youth. 

4. Non-enrollees did not participate primarily because of family obligations. 

Approximately one third of non-enrollees reported that they could not enroll because they had to take care 

of someone in their family, or generally take care of things at home. This finding underscores the fact that 

that in low income families, youth are often relied on for care giving and household responsibilities; these 

duties make finding paid summer employment difficult. On a more positive note, over one fifth of the non-

enrollees indicated that finding a summer job on their own or through another program was the reason for 

not participating in the SYEP 2015. Finally, 12% said they simply never heard back about the SYEP after 

inquiring. Although it is difficult to communicate with all SYEP applicants, keeping open lines of 

communication may go a long way in building trust with the youth.  

5. Enrollees appeared to have clearer sense of their skills and abilities relative to non-enrollees 

and reported learning mostly interpersonal skills and self-management. 

We found two interesting differences in career development between enrollees and non-enrollees. First, 

enrollees reported they had a better sense of their own skills and abilities. It is possible that they gained this 

understanding from the feedback they got through work experience. Second, enrollees were less concerned 

about making a career decision at the time of the survey. This fits with results from focus groups where 

youth reported that their work experience made them question their current ideas about their career choices.  

In focus groups and surveys, we asked youth what they thought they learned from their work experience. 

Overwhelmingly, they mentioned that interpersonal skills such as patience, team work, and admitting 

mistakes were important lessons; they also often mentioned self-management skills, such as promptness and 

following through on commitments. These responses highlight the important role that work experience 

plays in helping youth people develop the “soft skills” that employers value. 

6. Enrollees have only general ideas about their career goals but do appear to have some general 

labor market knowledge. 

The most commonly mentioned career field reported by enrollees was the medical field followed by the 

social service field. Given that both areas are growing job areas, it can be said that enrollees have some 

general understanding of the labor market. This knowledge may also reflect the fields students have had 

experience with as YouthSource center clients. Law enforcement and business also got a substantial number 

of mentions. Surprisingly, emerging fields such as technology and entertainment were mentioned much less 

often. Many of the youth remain undecided about their career choice. 

7. Approximately one third of enrollees did not complete the target 120 hours of training and 

work experience. 

The county’s summer youth work program targets 120 hours of combined training and work experience. In 

our analysis of enrollees, we found considerable variability in the number of pre-employment training and 

work experience hours. Specifically, enrollees got an average of 16.33 hours of pre-employment training and 

financial literacy (i.e., about two days), worked an average of 109.77 hours, and earned an average hourly rate 

of $9.87. In total then, youth worked an average of 126.10 hours and earned an average of $1244.61. 
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Whereas 39.2% of the youth trained and worked a total of between 120.00 and 139.99 hours, a third of the 

youth (33.7%) trained and worked for fewer than 120.00 hours, and 21.3% did so for fewer than 100 hours. 

While many youth did indeed reach or exceed the target 120 hours of training and work experience, a 

substantial number of youth fell short of that target. This suggests that there may be particular barriers that 

keep some youth from persisting in the work experience program. Further research here is highly 

recommended. 

8. Enrollees primarily spent the money that they earned on necessities.  

We asked participants how they spent the money the earned in the program. The most common response 

was clothes and school uniforms, followed by school supplies. As substantial number of enrollees also 

reported helping out with household bills and rent. Fourteen percent of youth reported that they saved at 

least some of the money. Overall, it looks like the youth acted very responsibly with the money earned. 

 

Recommendations 
As we noted in the introduction, youth labor market participation continues to decline for various reasons. 

At the same time, we know that early positive work experience remains a key predictor of employment 

success as an adult. Our evaluation of the 2015 SYEP shows a modest positive, short-term impact on 

participating youth. Below, we make some recommendations to help enhance the program’s impact. 

1. Build structured reflection into the program. 

The educational philosopher John Dewey said: “We do not learn from experience, we learn from reflecting 

on experience.” We found that youth are eager to talk about their experiences, and in the process of 

reflecting, they gain insights into themselves and the nature of the world of work. Effective work experience 

programs should include an opportunity for participants to reflect on what they have learned and how they 

have developed, which in turn helps to enhance their career development.  

 

It is our understanding that the County has implemented structured reflections into the program. And more 

recently, they have modified their Personal Enrichment Training to include the Transitional Age Youth 

World of Work (TAYWoW), which centers around engaging youth to reflect upon and discuss their 

experiences. We suggest that the current structured reflections can be improved even further. For example, 

structured reflections can be used to help youth who plan to go on to post-secondary education or to seek a 

permanent job to find the resources they need to take these steps. These reflections would also be an 

excellent opportunity to invite admission representatives from community colleges and four-year institutions 

to meet with the youth.  

 

In addition to the recent changes, we suggest that the end of the program would be a good time to help 

youth reconsider their career plans in light of their training and work experience. Specifically, youth could 

set short-term and mid-term goals for education and employment. We know that setting concrete goals is 

motivating and increases the likelihood that youth will follow through. 

2. Develop additional support for target populations (i.e., foster, probation, and homeless youth). 

Our results show that foster, probation, and homeless youth work significantly fewer hours than the 

average. This is probably due to unique barriers they face. We recommend that program administrators 

explore these barriers and develop some special support mechanisms for these groups. If the reflection 
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meetings are designed into the program as recommended, they could provide opportunities to work through 

these problems and help them deal with the issues that may keep them from completing more work hours. 

 

We acknowledge, however, that as a result of previous recommendations to improve the program, the 

County has implemented the TAYWoW trauma-informed curriculum which by design, is responsive to the 

needs of vulnerable populations. Furthermore, upon exit youth are evaluated to determine if they could 

benefit from additional workforce services and a direct referral is made. We have also learned that in FY 18-

19, all youth will be evaluated at intake to determine if services are needed in the following areas: Well-being, 

Housing, Education and Employment. We suggest then, that more research is needed to evaluate the extent 

to which these newer initiatives are indeed effective. 

3. Use the program to increase youths’ career awareness of emerging fields. 

As we reported, most youth have only general ideas about their career goals and these goals tend to be 

shaped by the types or organizations and occupations they have seen first-hand – most notably the medical 

and social service fields. While both of these fields offer well paid and rewarding careers, we were struck by 

how few students mentioned other high growth industries such as information technology, bio-technology, 

or warehousing and transportation. We see two practical actions that program administrators could take to 

improve this situation. First, develop a wider variety of placements in growth industries and occupations, 

and introduce more labor market and career information into the program. 

As we noted in our earlier evaluation, agencies who operate the program build relationships with local non-

profit and government agencies and a few private employers and tend to return to these agencies each year.  

This is efficient and helps get the program started quickly each summer. But, many of these placements do 

not introduce youth to higher level occupations or emerging sectors of the economy. As first-time 

opportunities, these basic jobs offer value, but as the youth mature and gain more education, more 

challenging jobs in high growth industries would add more value. We recommend that the program set an 

explicit goal of adding more private sector placements in emerging industries, such as entertainment, 

transportation, health care, and technology. Further, we recommend that specific funds be devoted to 

support agencies in building new partnerships to provide these placements. 

 

Second, we recommend developing a career awareness curriculum and adding it to the pre-employment 

training and structured reflection as recommended above. Youth should be introduced to the industries and 

occupations that are growing in Los Angeles and the skills, education, and training they require. We 

recommend that the SYEP administrators partner with the EDD’s Labor Market Information Division to 

develop such a curriculum. The curriculum should include experiential activities, such as a visit to a 

technology or bio-technology company or a tour of the Port of Los Angeles to stimulate student interest.  

Guest speakers from a variety of growth occupations could also help peak youth’s interest. Later in 

structured reflection activities, the youth could think about how their skills and interests connect to these 

jobs and industries. 
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APPENDIX A 
Focus Group Protocol for the Evaluation of the 2015 Summer Youth Employment Program 

 

Before Focus Group: 

• Prepare TUC receipts for participants to sign 

• Put $20 and TUC receipt in envelope 

• Coffee mugs 

• Water and snacks 

• Have large file cards for name plates 

• As youth arrive, greet them and ask them to make a name plate 

• Digital recorder and/or phone 

 
Introduction: 

Hi, my name is _______.  I’m from Cal State Northridge. The county has contracted with us to evaluate the 

Hire LA Summer Youth Employment Program also known as LACY-J and the Youth Employment 

Program. Today, we want to take about 90 minutes to talk with you about your experience. Everything you 

say will be confidential. We are not evaluating you, rather, we want to understand your experience in the 

program. Your participation in today’s focus group is completely voluntary and if you don’t want to respond 

to a question you don’t have to. I will be recording the discussion and _______ (RA) will be taking notes. If 

at any time you want to go “off the record”, please let me know and we will stop recording. We will pay you 

$20 and a CSUN coffee mug as a thank you for participating. 

 

I. Warm Up 

a. Let’s go around and have each person tell us their name and where they worked?  (Go around table) 

II. Learning and Enrolling 

a. How did you first learn about this program and why did you enroll in the program? 

b. Probes 

i. What did you expect to get out of the program? 

ii. Had you been in the summer youth program before? 

iii. Who influenced your decision to enroll (friends, parents, etc.)? 

III. The Training and Placement 

a. Before you began working did you have any training? 

b. Probes 

i. What was it like? 

ii. What did it cover? 

iii. What did you get out of it? 

iv. Did you feel better prepared for your job? 

v. What did you learn about money and finances? 

vi. If there is a program next year, how could it be improved? 

IV. Work Experience 

a. How did you get your position? 

b. Did they have a choice? 
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c. How big or diverse were the choice of jobs? 

d. Why did they choose what they did? Location? Type of organization? 

e. Did it match their interests? 

f. What was your job like? What work did you actually do? 

g. When did you have your work experience? Summer or during the school year? 

h. How was your work time scheduled? Part-time, full time? Afterschool/weekends? 

i. What did you learn on the job? 

i. Any specific skills? 

ii. Did you learn much about the organization and its work? 

iii. Is this the kind of work you would like to do in the future? 

iv. Is this the type of organization you would like to work for? 

j. Did your work experience influence your career plans? How so? 

V. Future Plans 

a. Now that your work experience is over, what do you plan to do next? 

i. Work? School? Both? 

b. Has this work experience affected your plans? 

VI. Reflection 

a. Looking back on your participation in the program, if you had it to do over again would you 

participate again? 

i. What was the best thing about your job? 

ii. What was the worst thing? 

b. If a friend asked you what the program was like, what would you say? 

c. What could be done to make this program a better experience for young people next year? 

 
Thank you. Pass out envelopes and collect receipts. 
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APPENDIX B 
Demographic, Education, and Work-Related Descriptive Statistics (by sub-group) 

Variable (County database; HireLA website) Enrolled Non-Enrolled Enrolled + Surveyed Non-Enrolled + Surveyed 

Sample Size (N) 
Age (mean years) 

5447 15119 324 763 

17.17 17.17 17.15 16.93 

Female 
Male 

3176 (58%) 
2271 (42%) 

9050 (60%) 
6069 (40%) 

236 (73%) 
88 (27%) 

573 (75%) 
190 (25%) 

Hispanic 
Black – Not Hispanic 
White – Not Hispanic 
Asian 
Native Hawaiian/Pac. Islander 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other 

3125 (57%) 
1798 (33%) 
342 (6%) 
103 (2%) 
31 (1%) 
13 (0%) 
1 (0%) 

8751 (58%) 
4926 (33%) 
401 (3%) 
443 (3%) 
87 (1%) 
73 (0%) 
439 (3%) 

175 (54%) 
125 (39%) 
11 (3%) 
7 (2%) 
2 (1%) 
1 (0%) 
1 (0%) 

486 (64%) 
210 (28%) 
13 (2%) 
32 (4%) 
5 (1%) 
3 (0%) 
14 (2%) 

Homeless 
Probation 
Foster 

93 (2%) 
168 (3%) 
338 (6%) 

532 (4%) 
8306 (2%) 
1337 (9%) 

5 (2%) 
6 (2%) 
27 (8%) 

20 (3%) 
14 (2%) 
55 (7%) 

Enrolled in School (at time of SYEP application) 
Has Diploma/GED (at time of SYEP application) 

-- 
-- 

12636 (84%) 
10462 (69%) 

-- 
-- 

667 (87%) 
96 (13%) 

Education Status (at start of SYEP) 
Student, HS or less 
Out-of-School, HS grad, employment difficulty 
Student, attending post HS 
Out-of-School, HS grad, no employment difficulty 
Alternative School 
Out-of-School, HS dropout 

 
4082 (75%) 
934 (%17) 
149 (3%) 
100 (2%) 
100 (2%) 
82 (2%) 

-- 

 
240 (74%) 
50 (15%) 
10 (3%) 
12 (4%) 
8 (2%) 
4 (1%) 

-- 

Highest Grade Completed (at start of SYEP) 
6 or 7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
1st Yr. Post-HS 
2nd Yr. Post-HS 
3rd or 4th Yr. Post-HS 

 
14 (0%) 
201 (4%) 
628 (12%) 
1206 (22%) 
1842 (34%) 
1498 (28%) 

38 (1%) 
13 (0%) 
7 (0%) 

-- 

 
1 (0%) 
16 (5%) 
43 (13%) 
78 (24%) 
97 (30%) 
83 (26%) 
4 (1%) 
2 (1%) 
0 (0%) 

-- 
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Variable (CSUN Surveys) Enrolled Non-Enrolled Enrolled + Surveyed Non-Enrolled + Surveyed 

Currently Enrolled in School 
Not Currently Enrolled in School 

 
-- 

 
-- 

273 (87%) 
41 (13%) 

564 (90%) 
64 (10%) 

Type of School 
HS 
Community College 
Vocational/Technical School 
4-Yr College 

-- -- 

 
188 (69%) 
51 (19%) 
5 (2%) 

29 (11%) 

 
388 (69%) 
73 (13%) 
11 (2%) 
92 (16%) 

Full or Part-Time (Post-Secondary Students Only) 
Full-Time 
Part-Time 

-- -- 
 

60 (71%) 
25 (29%) 

 
133 (76%) 
41 (24%) 

Reason Not Enrolled in School 
Prefer to just work now 
Didn’t finish HS, don’t want more education 
Planned attend college, but family obligations 
Planned attend college, but enrollment problems 
Planned attend college, but not enough money 
Planned join military 
Other 

-- -- 

 
17 (40%) 
5 (12%) 
7 (16%) 
3 (7%) 
1 (2%) 
1 (2%) 
9 (21%) 

 
17 (40%) 
13 (22%) 
3 (5%) 

14 (24%) 
1 (2%) 
0 (0%) 

11 (19%) 

Currently Employed 
Not Currently Employed 
Got Current Job through SYEP 
Did Not Got Current Job through SYEP 

 
-- 

 
-- 

82 (26%) 
236 (74%) 
22 (27%) 
60 (73%) 

124 (20%) 
497 (80%) 

2 (2%) 
126 (98%) 

-- -- 

Currently Looking for Full-Time Job 
Currently Looking for Part-Time Job 
Not Currently Looking 

-- 
 

-- 
56 (18%) 
194 (63%) 
57 (19%) 

83 (17%) 
387 (78%) 
26 (5%) 

Employed Any Time in 6 Months Prior to SYEP 
Not Employed Any Time in 6 Months Prior to SYEP 

-- -- 
48 (15%) 
265 (85%) 

-- 

Out-of-Work, Out-of-School 
In Work and/or School 

-- -- 
23 (7%) 

301 (93%) 
31 (4%) 

732 (96%) 

 N Min. Max. Mean SD 

Total Pre-Employment Training (hrs.) 
Total Work Experience (hrs.) 
Total Hours (PET + Work) 
First Work Experience Hourly Rate (USD) 

324 
310 
310 
322 

0.00 
3.00 
9.50 
8.00 

25.00 
321.75 
326.75 
10.50 

15.35 
105.13 
120.58 
8.88 

8.03 
42.20 
41.65 
0.39 
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APPENDIX C 
Education and Work-Related Variables (CSUN Survey Data) 

 

 ENROLLED NON-ENROLLED 

Variable N Mean SD Min Max N Mean SD Min Max 

†Attitude Towards Working 257 4.70 0.51 3.00 5.00 610 4.56 0.66 1.00 5.00 

†Attitude Towards Going to School 246 4.37 0.87 1.00 5.00 588 4.39 0.87 1.00 5.00 

Self-Esteem 208 4.03 0.72 1.30 5.00 489 3.92 0.72 1.90 5.00 

Conscientiousness 208 3.93 0.61 2.10 5.00 487 3.95 0.62 2.00 5.00 

Has Notion of Desired Future 

Career/Industry 

205 4.07 0.86 1.00 5.00 518 3.96 0.87 1.00 5.00 

Comfortable with Career Decision 

Progress 

210 4.02 0.89 1.00 5.00 524 3.57 0.97 1.00 5.00 

Self-Awareness (Personality, Skills, etc.) 205 2.35 1.90 1.00 5.00 516 2.49 1.03 1.00 5.00 

Knowledge of Potential Edu. Programs & 

Jobs 

204 2.65 1.02 1.00 5.00 517 2.72 0.92 1.00 5.00 

Decisiveness 204 2.70 0.93 1.00 5.00 516 3.53 0.97 1.00 5.00 

Current Importance of Choosing Career 203 3.42 1.07 1.00 5.00 700 2.30 0.90 1.00 5.00 

Attitude Towards SYEP -- -- -- -- -- 512 4.05 0.89 1.00 5.00 

Overall SYEP Job Satisfaction 229 4.14 0.72 1.60 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

SYEP Program Satisfaction 228 4.33 0.72 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Satisfaction with Supervisor 228 4.29 0.86 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Job Fit 227 3.80 0.87 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

In-Role Performance 227 4.49 0.64 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Extra-Role Performance 227 4.32 0.67 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Overall Performance 227 4.40 0.60 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Learned about Diff. Careers & Career 

Paths 

227 4.40 0.60 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Financial Literacy Training Satisfaction & 

Utility 

227 3.38 0.96 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

Work Readiness Training Satisfaction & 

Utility 

227 4.04 0.90 1.00 5.00 -- -- -- -- -- 

†: Response scale used: 1=very negative to 5=very positive. *Cells with -- refer to data that could not be, or were not, collected for all sub-group populations. 
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