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Executive Summary

Every year, nearly 1.5 million young people are arrested, 
and an estimated 200,000 minors enter foster care.1 
Thus, by early adulthood, millions of young people 
have had early life experiences interacting with the 
juvenile justice or child welfare systems. In this 
report, we describe the employment experiences of 
formerly systems-involved (FSI) young adults. Prior 
research finds that FSI young people face lower rates 
of employment and lower wages, yet little is known 
about the jobs that they do get—their environments 
and conditions—and how those jobs impact their 
lives.

Using data from the Shift Project collected between 
August and November 2024, we examine workplace 
experiences among FSI young people (ages 18-29 years 
old) employed in the service sector. For this study, we 
developed novel survey measures with input from 
practitioners to examine (un)supportive workplace 
environments. Our key findings are:

•	 Formerly systems-involved workers often experience 
unsupportive workplace environments. We find 
consistent evidence that formerly systems-involved 
young workers tend to experience relatively fewer 
workplace supports, such as supportive relationships 
with supervisors and coworkers, and relatively higher 
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rates of workplace harms, such as discrimination, 
customer abuse, and punitive discipline. For 
example, more than one-third of formerly systems-
involved young workers report having experienced 
discrimination at work, and more than two-thirds have 
been sworn at or verbally abused by customers

•	 Workplace environments are strongly related to job 
satisfaction and well-being for young workers and 
have implications for employers. Across measures, 
we found that workplace environments matter a great 
deal for the workplace success and personal well-being 
of young workers. One clear illustration is the impact 
of supervisor bullying, which decreases job satisfaction 
by 50 percentage points and increases psychological 
distress by 28 percentage points. Unsupportive 
workplace environments are strongly predictive of job 
turnover intentions. High rates of turnover can have 
significant financial implications for employers, with 
combined costs of onboarding and lost productivity 
adding up to considerable sums.2 Additionally, high 
turnover rates can negatively impact employee morale, 
which can impact both sales and customer service 
quality in predominantly customer-facing positions.3

•	 Formerly systems-involved young workers report 
somewhat less supportive work environments 
compared with non-systems-involved young 
workers.  Compared to their peers without a history 
of systems involvement, FSI young workers have 
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relatively less supportive work environments and 
are relatively more likely to face workplace harms. 
Although the majority of young workers report often or 
always being respected by supervisors and coworkers, 
reports of respect are 6 and 9 percentage points lower, 
respectively, for FSI young workers, compared with 
their non-FSI peers. Likewise, FSI young workers 
report relatively higher rates of workplace harms, such 
as punitive discipline and discrimination, compared 
with their non-FSI peers.

•	 While workplace environments matter for all 
workers, they can make an even bigger difference 
for the well-being of formerly systems-involved 
workers compared with their counterparts. 
Formerly systems-involved workers are more sensitive 
to some workplace stressors, including stressful 
onboarding experiences, when compared to their non-
systems-involved peers. Although stressful onboarding 
experiences reduced job satisfaction and the intention 
to remain in one’s job for all young workers, stressful 
onboarding experiences had an outsized influence on 
FSI workers. As such, careful attention to reducing 
stress in the onboarding process would be particularly 
beneficial for FSI workers.

•	 FSI young workers are overrepresented in industries 
that tend to provide less supportive working 
conditions. FSI young workers are overrepresented 
in fast food, an industry which is known for more job 
instability and poor job quality. Likewise, they are 
underrepresented in some of the most supportive 
subsectors, such as retail apparel and grocery. 

The difference between having a job and not having 
one matters. But, a narrow focus on employment 
without examining the quality of the job and work 
environment may unintentionally contribute to job 
and health disparities for formerly systems-involved 
young people. Our results show that many FSI young 
workers face job hostility, instability, and toxic working 
environments that jeopardize their mental health and 
economic stability. These conditions impact employee 
experience and can also affect employer bottom lines. 
Interventions aimed at improving outcomes for FSI 
young workers must acknowledge not only the social 
and structural constraints on employment, but also 
the vital role of workplace conditions.

Introduction

Every year, nearly 1.5 million young people are arrested4 
and an estimated 200,000 minors enter foster care.5 
Upon turning eighteen many of these young people, 
who we refer to as formerly systems-involved (FSI), 
enter adulthood with few social and structural 
supports, which has long lasting consequences for 
their economic stability and health over the course 
of their lives and implications for their experiences 
entering the workforce and navigating workplace 
conditions and demands.

Prior research provides a portrait of wide-ranging 
health and economic challenges faced by FSI young 
people, which may affect their job opportunities and 
experiences. Youth incarceration has been linked 
to low rates of employment and education, early 
mortality, recidivism, substance dependence, long 
term mental health issues, and housing instability 
upon exiting the system.6 7 Foster care is associated 
with housing instability, low rates of employment, 
and low rates of education in adulthood.8 Additionally, 
incarcerated and foster youth are much more likely 
to come from high poverty backgrounds, be people 
of color, and identify as LGBTQ+.9 As such, they 
contend with interlocking systems of structural 
inequity including racism, classism, and LGBTQ+ 
discrimination, alongside harms directly related to 
their systems involvement.

Early career experiences can form the bedrock that 
leads to career development and upward mobility, 
but unsupportive early career experiences can also 
provide a shaky foundation that leads to stagnation, 
precarity, and pessimism about future opportunities. 
Recent research has shown the importance of wages, 
benefits, and stable and predictable work schedules 
for early career workers’ job quality and mobility.10 
For FSI young workers, early career experiences of 
any kind can be hard to come by. FSI young people 
face higher levels of unemployment overall, despite 
the improvements that policies such as Ban the Box 
and fair chance laws have brought to some states 
and localities.11 Former foster youth and youth with 
juvenile detention records face employment rates 10-
31% lower than their peers in the general population.12 
These disparities often result from compounding 
structural disadvantages such as trauma-related 
mental health difficulties, life and school disruptions 
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which create barriers to academic credentials, and a 
lack of social capital.13 Even seemingly minor hurdles 
such as obtaining identification required for job 
applications can serve as considerable barriers for 
FSI young workers who may not have easy access to 
their own records14. And, crucially, discrimination 
from employers who may be less willing to hire FSI 
young workers is a persistent barrier, particularly for 
those with juvenile detention records.15

However, even when FSI young people are able to 
find employment, having a job does not guarantee the 
ability to meet basic needs such as housing and food 
security. FSI young people who do find employment 
tend to work fewer hours and receive lower wages 
than their non-systems-involved peers.16 While little 
is known about the specific sectors and industries 
FSI young workers are in, it is likely that many are 
employed in the retail and food service sector. The 
service sector employs 37% of all workers under 
25 years old and is the largest low-wage sector in 
the U.S. economy, characterized by few benefits, 
unstable schedules, and limited autonomy at work.17 
Additionally, service sector jobs do not typically 
require occupational licensing, which can pose a 
barrier to entry in other industry sectors. Looking 
beyond these basic conditions, research has shown 
that hostile workplaces are a key driver of job 
turnover and job leaving, and that mistreatment on 
the job can increase likelihood of a variety of mental 
health struggles, physical illness, and poor sleep.18 
On average, workers are willing to forego between 
15% and 30% of their wages to avoid hostile work 
environments, indicating the critical importance of 
work environment to employees.19

These job quality and work environment dynamics 
may be particularly significant for FSI young workers, 
who are disproportionately exposed to the long-term 
consequences of systemic inequalities—including 
criminalization, surveillance, and family separation—
which shape their mental and physical health as well 
as economic and social well-being. While there is 
existing research on employment rates and income 
among FSI young workers, little is known about the 
quality and environment of their jobs. For FSI young 
workers, early career experiences represent a pivotal 
juncture.20 While supportive workplaces may create 
stability, opportunity, and the conditions for upward 
mobility, unsupportive workplaces could further 

entrench disadvantage and reinforce alienation from 
formal institutions like education and employment. 
In this analysis, we examine the positive impacts 
of supportive workplace environments and the 
detrimental effects of unsupportive, and even toxic, 
workplace environments. For this study, dimensions 
of toxic workplaces include feeling physically unsafe 
at work, experiencing discrimination, and enduring 
abusive workplace interactions and/or punitive 
environments. 

In the sections that follow, we describe our data and 
methods, then offer foundational context for the 
daily lives, needs, and basic job conditions of FSI 
young workers. We then describe how workplace 
experiences of FSI young workers compare with their 
peers without systems involvement. We then examine 
how supportive or unsupportive workplace conditions 
matter for outcomes at and beyond work. Finally, our 
results address where FSI young workers might be able 
to find particularly supportive jobs. In our discussion, 
we highlight how FSI young workers are constrained 
by the difficulties of meeting their basic needs, how 
leaving a harmful workplace environment can be an 
act of self-preservation, the critical role of workplace 
relationships, and the particular sensitivities of 
FSI workers to stress and hostility. We conclude 
with pathways and practices to support FSI young 
workers in coping with unsupportive workplaces 
and in seeking out more supportive employers. We 
also provide recommendations for practitioners and 
employers.

Data and Methods

For this report, we draw on survey data collected in 
Fall 2024 as part of The Shift Project. Our total sample 
includes 4860 young adult respondents (defined as 18 
to 29 years of age), and 623 young adult respondents 
reporting former systems involvement. 

Shift Project researchers developed and designed 
survey measures to address systems involvement and 
adverse childhood experiences (ACEs). Researchers 
also held a learning session with staff from the Annie 
E. Casey Foundation and practitioners who regularly 
work with systems-involved young people, who 
were able to share their expertise and knowledge 
regarding the strengths, challenges, and key supports 
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the measures utilized in this analysis can be found in 
the Methodological Appendix.

In addition to this survey data, we also include a few 
quotes from qualitative interviews with service sector 
workers conducted in 2022. 

Portrait of Formerly Systems-Involved 
Young Workers 

Table 1 presents a descriptive portrait of the 
demographic attributes of formerly systems-
involved (FSI) young workers compared with those 
young workers of the same ages without systems 
involvement. 

salient for this population. Using this knowledge as 
our foundation, we developed new measures and 
included them in the Fall 2024 survey covering many 
elements of workplace environments.

To measure juvenile justice system involvement, we 
asked respondents three questions indicating if they 
had been arrested, confined, or under any form of 
court-ordered supervision for an alleged crime before 
their 18th birthday. To measure child welfare system 
involvement, we asked respondents if they had ever 
been placed in any type of foster care under the legal 
responsibility of child welfare. The “formerly systems-
involved” group in this report includes respondents 
who answered yes to at least one juvenile justice 
question or to our child welfare question. Details on 

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics



5(Un)Supportive Workplaces: Experiences of Workplace Climate for Formerly Systems-Involved Young Workers

Table 2. Work and Economic Characteristics

Table 1 shows that FSI workers were slightly more 
likely to identify as transgender or nonbinary and 
were less likely to be white, non-Hispanic compared 
with their counterparts. The average age among all 
young workers in our sample was 22.5 years old, with 
a range of 18 to 29. FSI young workers are less likely 
to have attended or completed college compared with 
their peers without systems involvement. More than 
half of FSI young workers had a high school degree or 

had not completed high school. FSI young workers 
were also considerably more likely to live with a 
partner and have children. More than half of FSI 
young workers were living with a partner and more 
than 20% had children. Among those with systems 
involvement, 36.6% were involved in the juvenile 
justice system, 44.6% in the child welfare system, and 
18.8% in both. 

Many of the jobs that FSI young workers hold offer low 
pay and few benefits. Table 2 shows that FSI workers 
in our sample are paid $15.60 on average, $1.22 less 
per hour than their counterparts. FSI workers are also 
more likely to have their work schedule assigned with 
short notice and receive fewer fringe benefits from 
their employer such as health insurance, paid sick 
leave, and paid vacation relative to their non-systems-

involved peers. Additionally, FSI tend to have shorter 
job tenure with many concentrated in an average job 
tenure range of less than 2 years.

FSI young workers also report higher rates of difficulty 
paying bills, vastly higher rates of hunger, and higher 
rates of shelter hardship.
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Figure 1. Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) by Systems Involvement

Figure 1 compares the extent of adverse childhood 
experiences (ACEs) for FSI young workers and their 
counterparts without systems involvement. Exposure 
to any ACEs is almost 70% for those without systems 
involvement but closer to 90% for those with systems 
involvement. The differences are even larger when we 
compare reports of experiencing 4 or more ACEs, a 
commonly cited threshold indicator of considerable 
trauma exposure linked to prolonged stress and other 
negative health outcomes.21 Here, less than one-third 
of those without systems involvement experienced 
4+ ACEs compared with 57% of those with juvenile 
justice involvement, 68% of those with child welfare 
involvement, and 71% of those with dual systems 
involvement.

These comparisons reveal that FSI young workers 
face many disadvantages. They contend with a high 
degree of material hardship that may force them to 
enter or remain in low paying jobs or unsupportive 
work environments. Even within the low-wage service 
sector, FSI young workers face particularly low wages 
and lack of benefits. They are also more likely to carry 
the burden of childhood trauma, which may make 
them more sensitive to stressful experiences and 
less confident in their abilities.22 This foundational 
adversity makes on-the-job experiences even more 
critical for these workers, for whom a supportive 

environment might offer a path forward and an 
unsupportive environment might entrench profound 
difficulties.

What are workplaces like for 
formerly systems-involved young 
workers?

Going beyond conventional job measures such as 
employment rates, pay, and benefits, we explore what 
on-the-job experiences are like for formerly systems-
involved (FSI) young workers and compare their 
experiences to those of their non-systems-involved,  
same-age peers. First, we examine training and 
onboarding experiences along with workers’ reports 
on whether they know what is expected of them at 
work. Next, we measure experiences of respect and 
bullying from supervisors, coworkers, and customers. 
Then, we assess workers’ experiences with 
supportiveness or punitive management practices. 
Finally, we consider the experiences of physically 
and emotionally unsafe workplaces (discrimination, 
physical safety, customer abuse). Throughout, we 
focus on the levels for FSI young workers and how 
those compare to their non-systems-involved, same-
age peers. We find that FSI workers experience 
workplace environments that often fall short of 
supportive and that are, in general, less supportive 
than those of their peers.



7(Un)Supportive Workplaces: Experiences of Workplace Climate for Formerly Systems-Involved Young Workers

Workplace Experiences of  Training  & Onboarding

Practitioners emphasized the importance of training 
and onboarding processes for FSI young workers 
who may not have the same awareness of common 
workplace expectations as their non-involved peers. 
As such, training and onboarding processes represent 
a key opportunity to set FSI young workers up for 
success in their new positions. To understand these 
processes, we assess the types of training FSI young 
workers received, their relative understanding of 
their job duties, and whether they felt more stressed 
or welcomed by their onboarding experience.

As shown in Table 3, FSI young workers report overall 
high rates of training received and understanding of 
their job duties. On average, they report receiving 6.4 
out of 9, or 71%, of measured types of job training, 
similar to their peers. 94% report that they often 
have a good understanding of their responsibilities at 

work and that they know what is expected of them, 
slightly lower (by 2 percentage points) compared 
with their peers. Larger inequalities are apparent in 
the onboarding process: FSI workers were somewhat 
more likely than their peers to be stressed by the 
onboarding experience and somewhat less likely to 
feel welcomed.

In service sector environments, it is likely that training 
processes are highly standardized for all employees, 
accounting for the unexpected lack of group 
differences in training and understanding. The more 
subjective and nuanced question of how workers feel 
about their onboarding process, however, sees more 
substantial group differences. So, while FSI young 
workers receive similar rates of training and report 
similar levels of understanding to non-FSI peers, 
their emotional experience of the onboarding process 
is one of greater stress and less welcome.

Table 3. Training and Onboarding Experiences by Former Systems Involvement
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Workplace Experiences of Respect and Bullying

Service sector work typically involves interacting 
with coworkers, supervisors, and customers on a 
day-to-day basis. Each of these relationships has the 
potential to shape workplace experiences for better 
or for worse. Measuring FSI young workers’ relational 

Table 4. Respect and Bullying at Work by Former Systems Involvement

experiences at work across these three different 
relationship types, we find that FSI young workers 
report less respect and more bullying in nearly all 
their workplace relationships. 

Supervisors play an important role in the work lives 
of FSI young workers. The majority of FSI young 
workers (58.4%) report they are often or always 
respected by their supervisors, a smaller share than 
among non-systems-involved workers (64.5%). FSI 
young workers are more likely to report that their 
supervisor never or rarely treats them with respect 
(21% v. 14%).

The same pattern appears for coworker respect. FSI 
young workers are less likely to report that their 
coworkers often/always treat them with respect (63% 

v. 71%) and more likely to report that their coworkers 
rarely/never treat them with respect (12% v. 7%). 
Levels of respect from customers are more similar for 
FSI young workers and their counterparts.

FSI young workers experience more bullying at 
work from supervisors, coworkers, and customers 
compared with their peers. They are more likely to 
report that they are sometimes bullied by supervisors 
(16% v 12%) and their coworkers (18% v 15%), and they 
are more likely to report often/always being bullied by 
customers (27% v 22%). 
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Table 5. Workplace Support and Punitive Discipline by Former Systems Involvement

Workplace Experiences of  Support and Punishment

The unsupportive nature of supervisor relationships 
for FSI young workers is underscored when we turn to 
a more nuanced measure of supervisor support. Table 
5 compares eight specific types of supervisor support 
such as fair treatment, caring about well-being, and 
giving supportive feedback. FSI young workers report 
less supervisor support compared with their peers 
across all eight support types. For example, FSI young 
workers are 6 percentage points less likely to report 
that their supervisor treats them fairly, provides 
opportunities for growth, and is available to help with 
problems, and 5 percentage points less likely to report 
that their supervisor cares about their goals, forgives 
honest mistakes, and provides supportive feedback.

Table 5 also compares four types of coworker support, 
showing even larger gaps between FSI and non-FSI 
young workers. FSI young workers report a nearly 
8 percentage point lower incidence of coworkers 
forgiving mistakes and a 7 percentage point lower 
incidence of coworkers being socially accepting. 

Lastly, Table 5 compares punitive disciplinary 
practices at work. We compare eight types of punitive 
discipline, such as a disciplinary talk or reduced 
hours, that a worker reports as “likely” or “very likely” 
as a consequence for a minor infraction at work. 
These comparisons reveal disparities in experiences 
of punitive discipline between systems-involved 
workers and their counterparts.  
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FSI young workers are 6 percentage points more likely 
to be ridiculed or excluded at work (23% v 19%), 7 
percentage points more likely to have their hours cut 
or worsened (37% v. 30%), and 8 percentage points 
more likely to be demoted or denied a promotion 
(29% v 21%) compared with their peers. 

Experiences of  Toxic and Unsafe Environments

Table 6 compares experiences of FSI young 
workers and those without systems involvement on 
experiences of unsafe, discriminatory, and abusive 

workplace environments. Overall, we find that FSI 
young workers are more likely to feel physically 
unsafe at work, report higher rates of discrimination, 
and experience more customer abuse than their non-
FSI counterparts. 

Practitioners indicated that physical safety at work 
was a key concern given that FSI young workers may 
be more likely to have faced physical violence or to live 
and work in an unsafe area than their non-involved 
peers. 12% of systems-involved workers report feeling 
physically unsafe at work—a higher rate (+4pp) than 
that reported by their non-FSI peers.

Table 6. Discriminatory, Unsafe, and Abusive Workplace Climates by Former Systems Involvement

FSI young workers are more likely to report 
experiencing discrimination than their non-FSI peers. 
A remarkable 43% of systems-involved young workers 
report at least one kind of discrimination, 7pp higher 
than their non-FSI peers. 

One of the reasons FSI young workers may feel unsafe 
at work is due to an environment of customer incivility. 
FSI young workers report higher rates of customer 
abuse of all types. They are more likely than their 
counterparts to report verbal abuse (+9pp), threats 
(+9pp), objects thrown (+7pp), sexual harassment 
(+5pp), and violence (+6pp) from customers.

How do workplace conditions 
impact job outcomes?
Having documented broad challenges to accessing 
supportive workplace environments and widespread 
inequalities in supportive or hostile workplace 
climates for formerly systems-involved (FSI) and 
non-FSI workers, we now turn to an examination of 
how these workplace conditions are related to young 
workers’ job satisfaction and intentions to search for 
a new job. Here, we consider the association between 
each of these aspects of workplace environment and 
these outcomes for the pooled sampled of FSI and 
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non-FSI young workers, attending to differences in 
the strength of the associations between FSI and 
non-FSI workers where notable. These results show 
relationships from multiple-regression models 
with adjustment for a large set of other worker 
characteristics. More details on this analysis are 
provided in the Methodological Appendix.

Figure 2 summarizes the relationship between 
training and onboarding experiences and worker 
reports of job satisfaction and intent to stay in their 
job rather than seek a new one. While we showed 
in Table 3 that job training is common and fairly 
standardized, this figure shows that for the minority 
of workers who did not receive full training and 
onboarding, job satisfaction and intention to stay at 
the job are much lower.

The blue bars in Figure 2 display the average change 
in job satisfaction associated with each measure of 
workplace climate. Figure 2 shows that receiving all 
types of training is associated with a 19 percentage 
point gain in job satisfaction compared with those 
who received only partial training. Among those 

with less training, 67% were satisfied with their jobs 
compared with 86% of those with all types of training 
(shown in Appendix Table 1), a 19 percentage point 
difference. 

Understanding job responsibilities and knowing what 
is expected at work were even more strongly related 
to job satisfaction. Compared with a relatively small 
group of workers (~5%) for whom responsibilities 
and expectations were unclear, job satisfaction was 
38 percentage points higher on average for those 
with solid understandings of job responsibilities and 
expectations. 

The onboarding experience was also highly 
consequential. Among the very large share of workers 
who felt welcomed by their onboarding process, 
job satisfaction was 33 percentage points higher 
than for the small minority who did not. If the 
onboarding process was not experienced as stressful, 
job satisfaction was 20 percentage points higher 
compared with those who found the onboarding to 
be stressful. 

Figure 2. Training and Onboarding Experiences Strongly Related to Job Outcomes
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The orange bars display the change in intentions 
to stay at one’s job associated with each measure 
of workplace climate. Similar to the results for job 
satisfaction, training, understanding one’s role, and 
onboarding were each strongly related to intending 

to stay at one’s job rather than look for a new one. For 
example, thorough training increased the intention 
to stay at one’s job by 21 percentage points and 
understanding one’s job responsibilities increased 
intentions to stay by 34 percentage points.

Formerly Systems-Involved Young Workers are More Sensitive to Stressful Onboarding Experiences

Stressful onboarding experiences were influential for the job outcomes of all young workers, but were 
more influential for formerly systems-involved (FSI) young workers’ job satisfaction and intention to 
stay at their jobs than for their non-systems-involved counterparts. 

Separate analyses show that onboarding stress reduced job satisfaction by 33 percentage points for FSI 
young workers compared with 18 points for their counterparts–15 percentage points larger for formerly 
systems-involved workers than for their counterparts.

We found a similar pattern for job retention plans. The reduction in job retention plans from onboarding 
stress was 16 percentage points greater for FSI young workers compared with their counterparts. 

Figure 3 turns to respect and bullying from 
supervisors, coworkers, and customers. As previously 
discussed, while training and onboarding are fairly 
standardized in our sample, workers have a wide 
range of experiences with bullying and respectful 
treatment at work. As seen in Figure 3, supervisor 
relationships are exceptionally impactful for these 

workers. Supervisor respect is associated with 
dramatically higher job satisfaction (+51pp) and 
higher job retention plans (+39pp) as compared to 
those reporting never or rarely receiving supervisor 
respect. Supervisor bullying was associated with 
much lower job satisfaction (-50pp) and lower job 
retention plans (-40pp). 

Figure 3. Frequent Respect and Bullying Strongly Related to Job Outcomes
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Coworker relationships are also highly impactful 
for young workers. Reporting coworker respect is 
associated with higher job satisfaction (+37pp) and 
higher job retention plans (+28pp), while reporting 
coworker bullying is associated with lower job 
satisfaction (-39pp) and lower job retention plans 
(-34 pp).

Both of these relationships may be particularly 
influential for FSI young workers, who are more likely 
to report low rates of supervisor (+8pp) and coworker 
(+5pp) respect and less likely to report low rates of 
supervisor (-7pp) and coworker (-5pp) bullying. 

Customer relationships also have a substantial 
influence on job outcomes. Being respected by 
customers was associated with higher rates of job 
satisfaction (+26pp) and job retention plans (+25pp), 
and customer bullying reduced job satisfaction 
and retention plans by 27 percentage points and 
21 percentage points, respectively. However, the 
experience of customer respect and bullying was 
not particularly stratified between FSI and non-FSI 
young workers. 

Formerly Systems-Involved Young Workers are More Sensitive to Coworker Relationships

Coworker relationships were influential for the job outcomes of all young workers, but were more 
influential for FSI young workers’ job satisfaction and intention to stay at their jobs than for their non-
FSI counterparts. 
 
Separate analyses show that coworker respect increased job satisfaction by 47 percentage points for 
FSI young workers compared with 34 points for their counterparts. The job satisfaction dividend from 
coworker respect was 13 percentage points greater for FSI young workers.
 
We found a similar pattern for job retention plans. The gain in job retention plans from coworker respect 
was 10 percentage points greater for FSI young workers compared with their counterparts. 

Coworker bullying also had an outsized effects on FSI young workers’ job satisfaction. Job satisfaction 
was an extra 24 percentage points lower for FSI young workers who experienced bullying compared with 
their counterparts.

Figure 4 summarizes the impacts of supervisor and 
coworker support, as well as workplace punishment, 
on job satisfaction and intent to remain in one’s 
current job. All forms of support make a positive 
difference, and all forms of punishment make a 
negative difference, for both job outcomes.

Young workers experienced variable rates of 
supervisor support, with a quarter of workers 
consistently reporting a lack of supportive 
supervisory activities (Table 5). As seen in Figure 
4, having access to supportive supervisors matters. 
Each type of supervisor support is associated with a 
meaningful increase in both job satisfaction and job 
retention plans. 

When it comes to job satisfaction, believing that their 
supervisor treats them fairly (+13pp) and provides 

opportunities for growth (+14pp) are particularly 
impactful and are, in parallel, the two forms of 
support in which FSI young workers saw some of the 
largest gaps compared to their non-FSI peers. Which 
is to say, FSI young workers are particularly unlikely 
to receive the two most effective forms of supervisor 
support when compared to their non-FSI peers. 

Where the different types of supervisor supports are 
relatively similar in their positive effects, coworker 
supports have a wider range of magnitudes. Reporting 
a sense of unity among coworkers is associated with 
a remarkably large 21 percentage point increase in 
job satisfaction, while reporting that coworkers offer 
forgiveness for mistakes is associated with a much 
smaller 4 percentage point increase in job satisfaction.
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Figure 4. Workplace Support and Punitive Discipline Strongly Related to Job Outcomes

The largest effect in Figure 4 is seen in punitive 
discipline. Standing out from all other punishment 
types, ridicule has an enormous negative effect on 
both job satisfaction (-24pp) and job retention plans 
(-17pp). Earlier, we saw that FSI young workers 
were more likely (23%) to report having experienced 
ridicule than non-FSI workers (17%), making this 
outsize effect particularly powerful for FSI young 
workers.

Figure 5 shows that toxic and unsafe work 
environments, as measured by experiences of 
discrimination, feeling physically unsafe at work, and 
various forms of customer abuse, all have a negative 
impact on job outcomes.

In an analysis that included controls for demographic 
factors, reporting any discrimination at work is 
associated with lower job satisfaction (-25pp) and 
lower job retention plans (-22pp). Discrimination 
is perhaps particularly impactful for this population 
given that FSI young people are disproportionately 
likely to be members of often-discriminated-against 
groups—such as people of color and LGBTQ+ people. 

Feeling physically unsafe at work is hugely impactful 
for young worker’s job satisfaction (-44pp) and also 
quite impactful for job retention plans (-29pp). In 
comparative analysis, however, FSI young workers 
do not appear to be overall more sensitive to physical 
safety than their non-FSI peers. This is somewhat 
surprising, given that FSI young workers may be 
more likely to have faced physical violence or to live 
and work in an unsafe area than their non-FSI peers. 
Overall, however, the effects of physical safety for  
young workers are profound and highlight a need for 
both practitioners and employers to be attentive to 
the impacts of physical safety in the workplace.

As noted, one of the reasons workers may feel unsafe 
at work is incivility and abuse from customers, which 
can include physical assault. All types of incivility 
measured have a negative effect on job satisfaction 
and job retention plans, with only minor differences 
between them. This is somewhat surprising given 
that more extreme forms of abuse, such as hitting or 
injury, might be expected to have a larger impact on 
job outcomes.
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Figure 5. Discriminatory, Unsafe, and Hostile Workplaces are Strongly Related to Job Outcomes

How Do Workplace Conditions 
Impact Workers Beyond Work? 

The impacts of these workplace conditions do not end 
with a worker’s shift. Many of them have profound 
effects on workers’ psychological distress in both 
positive and negative ways.

Figure 6 presents several examples of how workplace 
conditions spill over to affect the mental health of 
formerly systems-involved young workers. 

Workplace relationships are strongly related to 
young workers’ psychological distress. Those who 
report always or often being treated with respect 
by supervisors, coworkers, and customers are far 
less likely (by 26 to 28 percentage points) to report 
psychological distress. Conversely, bullying is 
associated with large increases in distress. Bullying 
from supervisors and customers is associated with 

a 27 to 30 percentage point increase in distress and 
bullying from coworkers is associated with a 21 
percentage point increase.

Figure 6 also shows that experiencing ridicule as 
a form of discipline or punishment at work and 
experiencing any discrimination are also associated 
with sizeable increases in psychological distress. 
The impact of these negative relational experiences 
reinforces the importance of interpersonal dynamics 
at work and their impacts well beyond the job.

Finally, feeling physically unsafe at work is associated 
with a 24 percentage point increase in psychological 
distress, on par with many of the relational effects 
examined. This high impact, combined with the 
fact that 12% of FSI young workers reported feeling 
physically unsafe at work, speaks to the importance 
of a basic sense of security for workers.
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Complementing the findings from the survey, in-
depth interviews with FSI workers also highlighted 
how relationships with coworkers and supervisors 
could have meaningful effects on worker feelings 
of well-being and mental health. A Dollar General 
worker with a supportive manager discussed how 

that relationship made them feel “safe and secure,” 
while a worker from Taco Bell described “mental 
anguish” resulting from uncomfortable and abusive 
relationships with coworkers, which led them to quit 
their job.

“I loved my manager… I made so many hours. They work with you if you wanted to go on vacation. I actually 
liked that store because that was the only store that really understood people with learning disabilities…like, 
when I was working for them, they didn't make me do things at a fast pace. They just said do it at your own pace. 
Which, in my eyes, that made me feel safe and secure.”

- A Dollar General worker with former child welfare systems involvement.

“There was this one co-worker who I had a very bad experience with… I was left alone with this one guy and I 
was assaulted. That is the main reason why I quit, because we worked the same shift some days and it was really 
hard being there. Then there was another co-worker…It sounded like he was obsessed with me… It got really 
uncomfortable. I proceeded to go to work for a week or two and then I just couldn't go anymore. It was bringing 
me a lot of mental anguish. I was crying at night because the thought of going to work in the morning. That led 
me to just quit.”

- A Taco Bell woker with former child welfare systems involvement.

Figure 6. Workplace Relationships and Climate Strongly Related to Psychological Distress
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Figure 7. Workplace Climate Measures by Industry

Where can FSI young workers 
find supportive workplaces?

Having established that supportive workplace 
experiences are important for formerly systems-
involved (FSI) young workers’ both on and off the 
clock, we turn to the employer landscape. First, to 
understand where FSI young workers are employed 
and what the conditions of those jobs are like, and 
then to identify more supportive workplaces. 

FSI young workers are strongly overrepresented in 
the fast food industry. In an examination of major 
industries in our sample, about 30% of workers 
without systems involvement are employed in fast 
food compared with 45% of FSI young workers. In 
contrast, FSI young workers are underrepresented 
in grocery. Around 12% of workers without systems 
involvement were employed in grocery stores 
compared with just 6% of formerly systems-
involved workers. FSI young workers are also slightly 
underrepresented in retail apparel stores, pharmacy, 
general merchandise, and miscellaneous retail 
industries. 

Figure 7 compares select measures of workplace 
climate across these industries. 

The table is color coded as a heatmap such that green 
represents workplace supports and red represents 
workplace harms, with darker shades of each 
indicating a high relative percentage. 

The very high rates of customer bullying seen in fast 
food stand out, particularly as compared to the very low 
rates seen in retail apparel. This is striking as workers 
in both industries have a high degree of customer 
interaction. However, it is important to note that the 
degree of customer interaction a worker has may still 
vary by job type, with those in warehouse jobs, for 
example, less likely to interact with customers than 
those in fast food. As such, workers in high customer 
interaction jobs, such as fast food, may face higher 
rates of customer abuse. Across industries, fast food 
stands out as a particularly unsupportive sector. 
And, as noted, it is also the sector where FSI young 
workers are particularly overrepresented. Given the 
impacts of unsupportive workplaces, the sorting of 
FSI young workers into sectors with some of the least 
supportive practices matters a great deal. 
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Even within the overall unsupportive industry of fast 
food, however, there are supportive jobs. As seen in 
Table 7, 97% of In-N-Out employees in our survey 
indicate that their supervisors respect them, and 
100% indicate that their coworkers respect them—
rates 9-14 percentage points higher than McDonald’s 
workers. Inversely, 24% of McDonald’s workers state 
that their supervisor bullies them, a rate nearly three 
times higher than that of In-N-Out workers (9%). 
Unsurprisingly, In-N-Out employees report much 
higher rates of job satisfaction.

While there are unique constraints in the service-
sector, supportive employers such as In-N-Out show 
that more supportive environments are possible.

Ideally, employers would work to encourage more 
supportive workplaces across all sectors, particularly 
for workplace environments that are lacking. 
However, a complementary strategy is to support 
FSI young workers to access jobs at the supportive 
workplaces that do currently exist.  Providing FSI 
young workers with information on which industries 
and employers are likely to provide more supportive 
workplaces at which they can thrive could be an 
important intervention, and one that does not rely on 
wholesale change of corporate or sectoral practices.

Table 7. Contrast in Workplace Climates: In N Out and McDonald's Fast Food

Discussion

Our results demonstrate the stratified nature of work 
for formerly systems-involved (FSI) young workers 
across multiple domains of working conditions, not 
just employment rates or wages received. It also 
underscores the need for structural interventions that 
address inequalities in hiring and workplace culture, 
while also identifying mechanisms to mitigate harms 
and consequences for those who do find themselves 
in unsupportive work environments. In this section, 
we synthesize our key findings and lay out blueprints 
for workforce development programs and employers, 
highlighting important considerations for supporting 
FSI young workers.

Workers Are Highly Constrained. FSI young 
workers enter the workforce with few supports and 
many constraints. They often carry legacies of early 
life trauma and have a difficult time meeting their 
basic needs of food and shelter. These constraints 
make workplace experiences that much more critical 
for these workers. For example, FSI young workers 
report high levels of bullying, which is associated with 
increased psychological distress, less job satisfaction, 
and greater intent to look for a new job. However, 
financial and material constraints may prevent these 
workers from finding a new, more supportive job. A 
gap between paychecks might mean going hungry 
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or becoming unhoused. The material precarity of 
these workers puts them between a rock and a hard 
place, thereby making them vulnerable to workplace 
mistreatment and exploitation. 

If Work Can be Harmful, Leaving Can Be Self-
Preservation. While many workers may not be 
able to leave their jobs, some do. Insights from this 
work, which demonstrate that toxic workplaces can 
be enormously harmful to FSI young workers’ well-
being, also serve to counter the harmful narrative 
that leaving or quitting a job is a personal failure or a 
result of a lack of work ethic. Instead, leaving a job in 
a hostile work environment can be seen as an act of 
self-preservation during a particularly precarious life 
transition when support and care is essential.

Workplace Relationships are Critical. We find that 
relationships are particularly powerful influences on 
job and well-being outcomes for FSI young workers. 
In our analysis, respect and bullying from supervisors 
and coworkers were enormously consequential for 
job satisfaction, job retention plans, and psychological 
well-being. Frequent respect in the workplace was 
beneficial and bullying and ridicule had pernicious 
effects.

Stress and Hostility are Particularly Harmful. It is 
important to keep in mind the high levels of early life 
adversity that FSI young workers have faced, with 
70% reporting 4+ adverse childhood experiences 
(ACEs). In our analysis, these workers were also more 
impacted by stress in the onboarding experience. 
These findings align with literature showing that those 
facing high early life adversity are often more sensitive 
to stressors in adulthood.23 As such, workplace stress 
is of particular concern for these workers.

A Blueprint for Supporting Formerly Systems-
Involved Young Workers. We identify three broad 
pathways along which practitioners, workers, and 
employers might act to improve FSI young workers’ 
success in the workplace given the challenging and 
often unsupportive environments that we have 
cataloged. Notably, some of the same pathways and 
practices that promote supportive workplaces for FSI 
young workers can also be more widely beneficial to 
young workers of all backgrounds, not just those with 
systems involvement. 

First, practitioners could work to equip FSI young 
workers with the relational and cognitive tools 
to better cope with the unsupportive workplace 
practices detailed here. This might include instruction 
on how to recognize respectful communication or 
opportunities for growth, training on relational skills 
such as healthy boundary setting, assessing risk and 
safety, or how to seek support. This approach would 
seek to build the capacity of FSI young workers in 
identifying and navigating unsupportive workplace 
practices while diminishing the associated harms. 
Additionally, practitioners are well positioned 
to provide guidance to employers, utilizing their 
expertise to support FSI young people through 
employee trainings or workplace programs.

Second, while unsupportive workplaces are 
common in the service sector, they are by no means 
universal. We documented significant variability in 
the degree to which FSI young workers encounter 
such challenges as bullying, disrespectful treatment, 
punitive discipline, and unsafe conditions. More 
supportive workplaces can be found, especially in 
sub-sectors like grocery and retail apparel. Beyond 
sector, we also document wide differences between 
firms. Yet, ours is among the very first to reveal this 
variation and we know of no source that provides 
publicly available metrics on supportive workplace 
environments for FSI job seekers and those who seek 
to support them. Providing FSI young workers and 
practitioners with timely and actionable information 
on which sub-sectors and which firms are most likely 
to offer supportive workplaces to FSI workers of all 
ages could be of considerable value. 

Third, perhaps the most ambitious, if challenging, 
pathway is to catalyze change within employers. High 
rates of job dissatisfaction and turnover intention, 
as well as depressed worker well-being, are strongly 
associated with less supportive workplaces. These 
outcomes are not good for workers, and they are not 
good for business. Employers in the service sector 
should seek to implement and/or strengthen Human 
Resources (HR) policies that support all workers, 
including protocols and practices for high-quality 
employee onboarding, which were strongly linked 
to job outcomes for FSI workers. Given the strong 
connections between supervisor and coworker 
relationships on job satisfaction and turnover, 
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employers may also benefit from identifying 
opportunities and initiative for workplace team 
building. While rarely seen in the service sector, such 
practices have been shown beneficial to employers 
and employees alike in other sectors.24 Employers can 
also make workplaces more equitable, and increase 
worker retention, through standardizing workplace 
disciplinary practices for minor mistakes and 
infractions. Clear, consistent protocols and standards 
are beneficial for all workers, but perhaps especially 
FSI young workers who currently face higher rates of 
punitive discipline. Importantly, employers should 
consider leveraging the expertise of practitioners 
already working with FSI young people in other 
settings, as they may be able to efficiently and 
effectively support workplace programs aimed at this 
population. 

For the millions of FSI young people in the 
service sector, workplaces can be a critical factor 
in determining their job and related economic 
outcomes, as well as their mental health and well-
being. Very often, they face unsupportive and 
even harmful workplace environments and are 
consistently less supported at work than their non-
systems-involved peers. In some cases, they are also 
differentially affected by these workplace conditions, 
with lower job satisfaction, lower intent to stay in 
their current job, and higher psychological distress 
compared to their non-FSI peers receiving the same 
treatment. And, in the service sector landscape, 
FSI young workers are overrepresented in less 
supportive industries and underrepresented in more 
supportive industries. Workplace environments 
matter deeply, and it is critical to give proper 
attention to employment beyond a signed contract 
and a paycheck. These findings represent a wealth of 
opportunity for employers to create more supportive 
workplaces through strategic policies and training, 
and for workforce development programs to 
comprehensively support formerly systems-involved 
young people in evaluating workplace conditions and 
finding more supportive workplace environments.
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Methodological Appendix

Survey Data

The Shift Project has collected survey data from hourly service-sector workers employed at large retail and 
food establishments since the fall of 2016. This brief focused on a subsample of 4860 young adult respondents 
(ages 18-29) who were interviewed between August and November 2024. The Shift Project recruits survey 
respondents using online Facebook/Instagram advertisements, targeted to workers employed at large retail 
and food-service employers. Those who responded to the Shift survey invitation were automatically routed 
to a survey landing page where they were asked to consent to participate in the study, then began the online 
self-administered survey using the Qualtrics platform. As an incentive, those who completed the survey and 
provided contact information were entered into a lottery for an Apple iPad.

The survey included modules on job characteristics, work schedules, demographics, economic stability, health, 
parenting, and child outcomes. To screen out invalid survey responses, we used an attention filter that instructed 
respondents to select a particular response category to verify the accuracy of their responses. 

For a detailed discussion of The Shift Project data collection, methodology, and data validation, see: Schneider, 
D. and K. Harknett. 2022. “What’s to Like? Facebook as a Tool for Survey Data Collection.” Sociological Methods 
& Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119882477.

Qualitative Data

The qualitative data used in this report was collected by The Shift Project between 2022 and 2023. Potential 
interviewees were selected from among workers who had previously completed a Shift Project survey in 2022 
and provided contact information for future follow-up. These workers participated in in-depth interviews 
between November 2022 and June 2023. All participants remained employed in a service sector job. Those 
included in this report voluntarily disclosed former systems involvement without being prompted.

Survey Measures

There are six sets of survey measures that make up the core of our analysis in this report.

Predictor Variables: Systems Involvement

Juvenile Justice System: 
Answering “Yes” to any of these questions and/or indicating confinement in any facility placed respondents in 
our Juvenile Justice and Systems Involved categories.  

Before your 18th birthday, were you ever arrested for an alleged crime?
1.	 Yes
2.	 No
3.	 Prefer not to answer

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119882477
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Before your 18th birthday, were you ever confined in any of the following facilities in  connection to an alleged 
crime? Mark all that apply.

1.	 Jail 
2.	 Prison
3.	 Residential facility and/or group home 
4.	 Juvenile detention center or correctional facility
5.	 Other court-ordered placement (specify): [Text Box]
6.	 None of these
7.	 Prefer not to answer

Before your 18th birthday, were you ever on probation, alternative to detention, parole, aftercare or any other form 
of court-ordered supervision for an alleged crime?

1.	 Yes
2.	 No
3.	 Prefer not to answer

Child Welfare System: 
Answering “Yes” to this question placed the respondent in our “Child Welfare and Systems Involved” 
category.

Before your 18th birthday, were you ever placed in any type of foster care (under the legal responsibility of child 
welfare)?  Mark all that apply.

1.	 Foster home with relatives (e.g., kinship care)
2.	 Foster home without relatives
3.	 Group care or residential treatment facility
4.	 None of these
5.	 Prefer not to answer

Dual: If respondents indicated both juvenile justice and child welfare systems involvement, they were placed 
in our “Dual and Systems Involved” category..

Outcome Variables 

Job Satisfaction:
All in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your job at [EMPLOYER NAME]?

1.	 Very satisfied
2.	 Somewhat satisfied 
3.	 Not too satisfied
4.	 Not at all satisfied 

Intent to Look for a New Job: 
Taking everything into consideration, how likely is it you will make a genuine effort to find a new job within the next 
3 months.

1.	 Very likely
2.	 Somewhat likely
3.	 Not at all likely
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Psychological Distress: 
During the past month, how often did you feel so sad that nothing could cheer you up?

1.	 All of the time 
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time 
4.	 A little of the time 
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel nervous?
1.	 All of the time 
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time 
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel restless?
1.	 All of the time
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time 
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel hopeless?
1.	 All of the time
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel that everything was an effort?
1.	 All of the time
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel worthless?
1.	 All of the time
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 

During the past month, how often did you feel lonely?
1.	 All of the time
2.	 Most of the time 
3.	 Some of the time
4.	 A little of the time
5.	 None of the time 
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Training, Onboarding, and Understanding:
The next two questions ask about any training you received when you first started your job at
[EMPLOYER NAME].

Below is a list of items you might have received training or instructions on when you
began working at [employer name]. Please mark all items that you received
training on:

1.	 Your job duties
2.	 How to call in sick
3.	 How to let people know you are running late
4.	 How to ask about changing your shift or getting coverage for your shift
5.	 How to ask for time off
6.	 Who to talk to if you encounter a problem with a customer or co-worker
7.	 Expectations for what you wear to work
8.	 Expectations for how you interact with customers and co-workers
9.	 Expectations about phone use at work
10.	 None of the above

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about your onboarding 
experience at [employer name].

Strongly 
agree 

Agree Disagree Neither agree 
nor disagree 

Strongly 
disagree

I did not receive 
any onboarding

The onboarding process 
made me feel welcome in 
my new job

1 2 3 4 5 X

The onboarding process 
made me feel stressed in my 
new job

1 2 3 4 5 X

The following questions ask about your experiences at your current job. Please answer each question by selecting the 
response option that most closely matches your opinion.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
I often have a good 
understanding of what my tasks 
and responsibilities are

1 2 3 4

I typically know what people 
expect of me at work 1 2 3 4
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Respect and Bullying:
How often are you bullied, including things like being humiliated, constantly criticized, or excessively teased, at work 
by:

Never Rarerly Sometimes Often Always

your supervisor? 1 2 3 4 5

your coworkers? 1 2 3 4 5
by customers? 1 2 3 4 5

How often do you feel respected by:

Never Rarerly Sometimes Often Always

your supervisor? 1 2 3 4 5

your coworkers? 1 2 3 4 5

by customers? 1 2 3 4 5

Support and Punitive Discipline:
Below is a series of statements that represent possible feelings you might have about your supervisor. Please indicate 
the degree to which you agree or disagree with each statement.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree

My supervisor treats me fairly 1 2 3 4

My supervisor cares about my 
opinions 1 2 3 4

My supervisor really cares about 
my well-being 1 2 3 4

My supervisor cares about my 
goals and wants to help me 
achieve them

1 2 3 4

Help is available from my 
supervisor when I have a 
problem

1 2 3 4

My supervisor would forgive an 
honest mistake on my part 1 2 3 4

My supervisor provides 
opportunities for growth and 
development at work

1 2 3 4

My supervisor is supportive 
when giving me feedback about 
my job performance

1 2 3 4
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Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements about your coworkers.
Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree

There is a sense of unity and 
solidarity among my coworkers 1 2 3 4

If I make a mistake, my coworkers 
often hold it against me 1 2 3 4

My coworkers sometimes reject 
others for being different 1 2 3 4

It is difficult to ask my coworkers 
for help 1 2 3 4

NOTE: These measures of coworker support were re-coded in our analysis to all trend in the positive 
direction, and renamed as the following: Sense of unity, Offer forgiveness, Socially Accepting, Easy to Ask 
for Help

If you did not meet workplace expectations in a minor way (such as being late to work a few times or making 
mistakes with product) how likely are you to experience the following discipline or punitive practices? [Randomized 
response option order]

Extremely 
Unlikely

Unlikely Neither 
Unlikely 

nor Likely 

Likely Extremely 
Likely

A disciplinary talk, being written up, or 
greater supervision from your manager

1 2 3 4 5

Being ridiculed, embarrassed, or 
excluded at work

1 2 3 4 5

Having your hours cut or receiving 
worse hours

1 2 3 4 5

Having time off requests refused 1 2 3 4 5

Having your pay deducted 1 2 3 4 5

Being threatened with negative job 
consequences 

1 2 3 4 5

Being demoted or denied a promotion 
or raise

1 2 3 4 5

Being fired 1 2 3 4 5
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Toxic and Unsafe Environments:
Thinking about your job at [employer name], how often do you feel that you are treated badly or unfairly by your 
coworkers or your supervisors because of your: 

Never Rarerly Sometimes Often Always

Race/ethnicity 1 2 3 4 5

Gender 1 2 3 4 5

Age 1 2 3 4 5

Sexual Orientation 1 2 3 4 5

Disability (if any) 1 2 3 4 5

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following statements.
I feel physically safe:

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree

In my home 1 2 3 4

In my neighborhood 1 2 3 4

On my commute to work 1 2 3 4

In my workplace 1 2 3 4

NOTE: We utilized only one item within this larger measure – “in my workplace” to measure feeling physically 
safe at work.

Please tell us if you have experienced any of the following since you started working at your job at [EMPLOYER 
NAME]. Mark all that apply.

1.	 A customer has raised their voice or yelled at me 
2.	 A customer has sworn at or verbally abused me  
3.	 A customer has threatened me  
4.	 A customer has thrown things or intentionally made a mess to express anger at me
5.	 You have had to involve store security or call the police on a customer  
6.	 A customer has sexually harassed me  
7.	 A customer has tried to hit me with their hands, an object, or a weapon  
8.	 A customer has actually hit me with their hands an object or weapon  
9.	 A customer has injured me  
10.	 None of these
11.	 Not applicable
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Please tell us if you have experienced any of the following in the past 12 months at your job at [EMPLOYER NAME]. 
Mark all that apply.

1.	 A customer has raised their voice or yelled at me 
2.	 A customer has sworn at or verbally abused me  
3.	 A customer has threatened me  
4.	 A customer has thrown things or intentionally made a mess to express anger at me  
5.	 You have had to involve store security or call the police on a customer 
6.	 A customer has sexually harassed me  
7.	 A customer has tried to hit me with their hands, an object, or a weapon  
8.	 A customer has actually hit me with their hands an object or weapon  
9.	 A customer has injured me 
10.	 None of these
11.	 Not applicable

Models

Each of the Tables displayed in the body of the report as well as Figures 1 and 7 contain unadjusted mean values 
and percentages.

In Figures 2 through 6, we draw on regression model estimates to examine the association between supportive or 
unsupportive workplace indicators and key outcomes. In Figures 2 through 5, our outcomes are job satisfaction 
and intention to remain in a current job rather than seek a new opportunity. In Figure 6, the outcome is 
psychological distress. For each of these regression models, we include a pooled sample of formerly systems-
involved (FSI) and non-FSI young workers and control for age, gender, job tenure, race/ethnicity, parenthood 
status, education, cohabitation with a partner, hourly wage, and work schedule conditions. The Figures display 
the differences in the predicted value of each outcome at high versus low levels of workplace supportiveness 
net of the control variables. Appendix Tables 1 through 4 present the results from Figure 2 through 5 in more 
detail, displaying predicted values of job satisfaction and intention to remain in one's current job for high 
versus low levels of each supportiveness indicator and the differences.

Appendix Table 1. Predicted Job Satisfaction and Job Retention Plans by Training and 
Onboarding
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Tables

Appendix Table 3. Predicted Job Satisfaction and Job Retention Plans by Workplace 
Supportiveness and Punitive Discipline

Appendix Table 2. Predicted Job Satisfaction and Job Retention Plans by Workplace Respect 
and Bullying
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Appendix Table 4. Predicted Job Satisfaction and Job Retention Plans by Discriminatory, 
Hostile, and Unsafe Workplaces
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