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Jobs for the Young: US
versus German Strategy
The German model that mixes academic excellence with intelligent professional options
appears better than the US approach that disregards non-academic training

KLAUS F ZIMMERMANN

estern countries face unprecedented difficulties in
generating jobs for their
young generation. While there are
even occasional street riots from
Paris and London to Athens, the
basic choice can be summed up
quite simply: do you basically want
to follow the American or the German model of job training for
young people?
This debate is also of considerable interest in India, where generally the US model is held in high regard. While that high level of appreciation is certainly justified for
high academic achievers, what about the young population at large?
In the US, it is usually taken as a
given in working life that the road
to success leads through a fouryear college. Given the profound
cost of attending university these
days, some parents begin saving
for a child’s tuition while he or she
is still in diapers.
The impulse is understandable.
Which parents wouldn’t want their
children to live better, be more upwardly mobile, be more financially
secure? Indeed, doing better than
one’s parents has long been a way
of defining the American dream —
if not a universal human right.
But is this the best path to success
for the most people? Recent US data
paints a questionable picture. About 70% of US high school graduates
go on to study at a four-year college.
If a large number of these students
were earning degrees in chemistry, computer science and electrical engineering, the US would
probably not be looking nervously
over its shoulder at the burgeoning
economies of India and China.
The sad reality is that only about 60% of US university students
complete a bachelor’s degree (or its
equivalent) in any field within six
years of matriculation. That means a surprisingly high percentage
of America’s young people are entering the labour force armed only
with a high school diploma — and
little or no work experience.
Not surprisingly, America’s youth unemployment is more than
double the rate for the overall population. Meanwhile, in countries
like Germany, youth unemployment is 8.8% — far lower, at less
than half the US level.
Like the US, the economies of these countries were hit by the global
financial crisis — and yet they have
not suffered the same kind of spike
in youth unemployment.
The stark difference in youth unemployment between the US and
these European countries may, in
fact, have quite a lot to do with that
high school-to-college transition
that Americans have traditionally
viewed as leading to good jobs and
financial security.
Contrast that with Germany,
where roughly two-thirds of people under the age of 22 choose to en-
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ter into apprenticeships, typically
a three-year period of training at a
firm. Along with related technical
instruction at a vocational school,
a young worker learns the skills required for a given occupation.
What the low youth-unemployment numbers in these countries
tell us is that the best guarantee to
ensure future employability lies in
obtaining real job skills.
There are those, especially some
prominent American economists,
who claim that apprenticeships
are an insufficient form of preparation given the complex demands of the contemporary economy.
At least since the 1980s, the naysayers have based their case on
statements such as, “Germany is
an economy that has seen its better
days” and “It doesn’t really fit in
with what America does best,
namely, creating a flexible and versatile workforce.”
What has happened in the intervening years speaks for itself.
Unlike the US, Germany has not
deindustrialised. Manufacturing
remain the backbone of the economy. As a matter of fact, apprenticeships increasingly involve a fairly
complex course of training, both
in trade schools as well as at the
company level.
Along the way, apprentices learn

key concepts of technology, business management, applied analysis and an ever higher degree of
analytical reasoning. Apprenticeships are, therefore, far more than
on-the-job training. They instill
employable skills, as well as provide a transition to a young person’s first job.
At a time when public and private
budgets are stretched, a determined focus on providing real, future-oriented job training
With budgets
can pay huge divistretched, a
dends. It is not exdetermined
pensive and does
focus on
not require young
providing
people and their
real, futurefamilies to take on
oriented job
a lot of debt.
training can
However, one thipay huge
ng is true: whichdividends
ever way one turns, executing any job training strategy will take time for it to bear
real fruit in the workplace and in
the broader national economy
overall. A word of caution is warranted: it could well be a decade or
two before the real transformational impact is felt.
That means, whichever way one
decides should be carefully planned. Two things are deadly in this
business: the first is not to be able

to decide on a strategy, and hence,
dither and delay. And the second is
to change that strategy impatiently, often on its very head, because
the hoped-for results haven’t yet
materialised.
At least for now, the record would
indicate that the German strategy,
which mixes academic excellence
with plenty of well-thought-out
professional options that do not require attending university, would
have an upper hand over the US approach. It overemphasises academic training and, by comparison,
almost disregards non-academic
training for jobs of the future. That
is proving to be a big mistake.
What the German model further
underscores is that the key to a successful jobs strategy lies in aligning the longer-term interests of citizens, companies and communities alike to create a prosperous
future for individuals and the nation as a whole.
Working jointly and conscientiously, not haphazardly or at crosspurposes, these forces can greatly
facilitate the school-to-work transition by focusing on attaining practical skills. In the world of today,
those can be extremely complex —
and mastering them, rewarding.
(The author is director of IZA, Institute
for the Study of Labor, Germany)
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Is Brics Building
Noah’s Ark?
Brazilian finance minister Guido Mantega can usually be relied on to do something funky. Last time, he kicked off a row
claiming the world was embroiled in
‘currency wars’. This time, he’s managed to grab world attention, make India
and Russia look like flat-footed village
storekeepers, and effectively yanked the
PR rug from under China.
Last week, when he adroitly planted the
idea in the world media that the Brics are
planning to ‘help’ out Europe in its eurozone crisis by buying bonds, without, we
gather, so much as a by-your-leave from
his counterparts in either India, Russia
or South Africa — it immediately went
viral. It’s an idea that caught the business headlines, and captured the imagination of Europeans.
The point isn’t whether the Brics can,
or will. Frankly, as everyone knows, India’s $3-billion forex reserves in the eurozone will be as good as a tanker of water
in the African drought. As everyone also
knows, China is possibly the only country with enough resources to make a difference. But China’s foreign policy is different. They offered to help the Greeks
before they got into the deal with EU,
they then offered to help Italy just a day
before Mantega snitched the limelight.
The Chinese clearly want strategic,
country-specific, one-to-one deals like
they’ve been doing across half of Africa,
and they openly made the PR mistake of
demanding full market status in WTO in
return. Mmm. Hmmm. It didn’t excite
any Europeans, because China is like
that only. They normally don’t work in
multilateral conditions. Even though
they don’t cross the thin line, everyone
suspects them of secretly harbouring
ambitions of global empire.
Enter Mr Mantega, who proposed the
idea that the Brics as a group might be
willing to help — whoa. It set off a bushfire. Just a day later, I heard a European
journalist on TV passionately arguing
why Germany should be made to see ‘the
light’ and help Greece, when even the
Brics are willing to pitch in, and it’s not
even their currency.
The thing with the eurozone crisis,
there isn’t any lack of obvious measures:
in a much-hyped conference in Poland,
all that EU finance ministers and Tim
Geithner as guest managed to achieve
was set some boring budgetary rules.
The thing with the eurozone crisis,
which has been blundering along for
over two years, is an absolute lack of
imagination, or new ideas.
It has finally become clear to everyone
— something I’ve been ranting about for
ages — is that all these bailout-shailouts
aren’t going to work, and neither are
more austerity measures. What will, very frankly, is something nobody knows. If
you saw the conflicting views that land in
my inbox from various economic and
market analysts, and the absolutely diverse set of views and opinions that plaster the edit pages of erudite business
publications, you’d know that nobody
has the foggiest idea what to do.
The whole economic scenario in the
world today — and let’s not just blame it
on the euro — is the perfect dreary desert
stream of dead habit, a condition ideal
for any new idea to catch fire. First, the
concept that Brics will aid Europe made
the Europeans sit up and go into vast
amounts of post-colonial shock. Funny
for an observer, but not unexpected.
But then, it provided a window of hope:
a very flimsy one, no doubt, but one that
says that the solutions don’t always have
to come from the same-old, same-old institutions, the IMF, the World Bank, the
Fed, the EC, the mammoth global banks.
It provided a glimpse of a world in whi-
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ch the rise and rise of the emerging nations isn’t necessarily a bad thing for declining developed markets. By offering
even lip service aid to Europe, Mantega
managed to strike a significant blow at
the root of rising protectionism and antiemerging markets sentiment in the developed world. And also pointed out that
China isn’t the only emerging superpower, even if it’s richer than the US of A and
Europe all put together. Okay, so analysts
have now put it down now to Brazil’s bid
to grab attention in the world order — so
yeah, so what’s wrong with that? It’s
what middling European nations have
been doing for years to keep their top table seats in Natos and G7s and so on. Just
look at Libya, where UK and France, both
relatively broke and unable to afford
wars, took all the credit while the US actually provided the tech and firepower.
What I wish — but that’s obviously too
much — is that the Indian response had
managed not to sound so intensely thirdworld. As anyone in politics, diplomacy
and finance knows, it isn’t what you do,
but the perception you create — as if markets really believe a conference call between Papandreou, Merkel and Sarkozy
solves the Greek crisis, but it helps. As an
aside, why on earth did the finmin tell the
European media they were ‘taken by surprise’, but not the Indian media? Someone seriously hire them a PR firm.
Talking about awful Indian government diplomacy brings me to that peculiar
debate in British parliament last week,
the backbencher’s parliamentary debate
about human rights in J&K. First off, despite the initial hype in
the Indian media, it was
pretty much a joke with
Frankly,
about 10-and-half peoIndia’s $3-b
ple attending. I’m not
forex
really sure these MPs
reserves in
could have been reprethe eurozone
senting Kashmiri conwill be as
stituencies, because one
good as a
even stood up and talked
water tanker
about Britain’s responin the African
sibility as former colodrought
nial power — I wonder
which Kashmiri voted for him? He was
probably a time traveller. The British
media, public and government treated
the whole episode with the disdain it deserves, i.e., ignored it completely.
First, if New Delhi doesn’t want random British MPs shooting the breeze
about human rights in J&K — which one
assumes they don’t, all it does is feed Pakistani media headlines — they should
have done something months ago.
Backbench parliamentary debates here
don’t just fall from the sky, they’re planned, consulted, minuted and consulted on
months in advance, giving enough time
for any lobbying to be done, and objections to be tabled, by Kashmiris, Pakistanis,
Indians or Sri Lankans. Obviously, someone on the Indian side of the job was fast
asleep, or that farcical debate wouldn’t
have come to the floor, given that India’s
clout with the Brit government, both
central and local, is at an all-time high.
If you’ve been sleeping on the job, you
try not to make diplomatic statements at
the last minute objecting — or call ‘background’ media conferences after the
event is over, at the same time as MPs are
hosting one: you do it weeks in advance.
It just makes India look like a petulant
and somewhat retarded schoolchild.
I’m constantly told by all my colleagues
in the media and business community
that Indian overseas missions are “so obsessed with Kashmir, they don’t have
mindspace for other issues like business”. Well, if that is the case, I wish
they’d at least do that properly, and not
bungle something so trivial.
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Rethinking the Fight Against HIV
A rigorous prioritising of areas of expenditure must precede allocation of limited funds for anti-AIDS projects

BJØRN LOMBORG

Thirty years ago, the world got
its first inkling of impending
catastrophe when five young
gay men in Los Angeles were
struck down by the illness that
became known as HIV/AIDS.
Today, the disease has a truly
global impact, claiming 1.8
million lives annually — the
equivalent of wiping out the
population of Washington,
DC, three times every year.
Of course, there have been
remarkable scientific breakthroughs since 1981. Scientists established that a previously unknown retrovirus was
the cause of AIDS, and determined that the virus was primarily transmitted through
sexual contact. They created
tests that can establish a person’s HIV status or gauge the
disease’s progression. They
designed antiretroviral drugs
that have made it possible for
HIV infection to be a survivable chronic condition.
Alongside these advances,
policymakers, human-rights
advocates and people living
with HIV/AIDS have fought
hard to reduce stigma and dis-

crimination. And an unprecedented amount of funds has
been invested in HIV treatment and prevention. By 2008,
total resources for HIV programmes in low- and middleincome countries were an incredible 50 times higher than
they were just 12 years earlier.
But despite this significant
progress, the toll remains excruciating. There are 2.4 million new infections annually
and 34 million people living
with HIV/AIDS who require
treatment to stay alive. There
is a widespread misperception in the developed world
that we have already won the
battle against HIV/AIDS. In
reality, the crisis has merely
become less visible.
Sub-Saharan Africa has 10%
of the world’s population, but
is home to 70% of those living
with HIV/AIDS. Across Africa, the disease is estimated to
have reduced average national growth rates by 2-4 percentage points a year.
Researchers led by Bernhard
Schwartländer, the director of
evidence, strategy and results
at UNAIDS, calculated that
annual spending of at least $22
billion will be needed by 2015
to achieve universal access to
HIV prevention, treatment,
care and support.
UNAIDS and the Kaiser Family Foundation estimate that
in 2010, donors gave $6.9 billion for HIV prevention, care, treatment and support — down
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10% from 2009.
As a result of the global financial crisis and donor fatigue,
Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, the US and the European
Commission have all reduced
their spending.
The lamentable reality is
that securing $22 billion in annual funding by 2015 will be
practically impossible. So, it is
worth asking another question: what could we achieve
with just a small increase in
the current funding? That is
what the Copenhagen Consensus Center and the Rush Foundation are doing in a new project, RethinkHIV.

There are as many opinions
about what should be the top
priority for funders as there
are options. We spoke with
people living with HIV across
Africa who have starkly different perspectives. In Kawangware, Kenya, 38-year-old Esther argued passionately for
more social-policy reform.
She told us, “I believe HIV isn’t
the only killer. It’s also the stigma and the stress that kills faster.” In Mungushi, Tanzania,
on the other hand, 28-year-old
Rehema told us that economic
assistance would make the
biggest difference. “It is very
hard to take the antiretroviral
drugs without having any
food in the stomach, and when
I am worrying about where I
am going to live,” she said.
In RethinkHIV, we engage
some of the world’s top HIV
economists, epidemiologists
and demographers in this vital discussion about priorities. Their new research will
be essential input. Teams of
researchers have written 18
papers identifying the most effective ways to tackle the epidemic, looking at what has
been proven to work, and at
what could be scaled up or replicated elsewhere in Africa.
All of them calculate the
costs and benefits of their proposed solutions, and will compete to convince a panel of five
world-class economists, including three Nobel laureates,
that they have the very best so-

lutions. The Nobel laureates’
findings will point to the most
effective avenues for additional funding. This approach, the
Copenhagen Consensus process, is the same one that has
been applied every four years
to global challenges, and will
next take place in 2012.
The premise is simple: no dollar can be spent twice. A billion dollars spent on one set of
approaches can’t be spent elsewhere. So where is it best to spend more first? Often, the simple question is not asked, because doing so means choosing
between many popular strategies, each with its own base of
enthusiastic supporters.
By highlighting the effectiveness of some options — or pointing to policy choices that
need more research — the new
research and Nobel laureate
findings can assist donors and
catalyse optimal choices about where funding should go.
Thirty years after the discovery of HIV/AIDS, we have
seen impressive scientific and
policy advances. But HIV/
AIDS remains a daily threat to
millions, stunts development
and destroys far too many
lives. With attention and money flagging, it is vital that we
step up our fight against this
disease by adding lessons
from cost-benefit analysis to
our arsenal.
(The author of is the head of the
Copenhagen Consensus Center)
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