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Abstract. Implementing the LISBON commitments and enlargement are the two major tasks before the European Union for the coming years. These two major goals should be achieved simultaneously and this is a great challenge both for the European Union and the Candidate Countries. The enlargement means peace, prosperity, economic growth, better quality of life for Europe, is a ’positive-sum’game” but also the temporary short-term negative impacts are to be taken into consideration, handled and minimized - both for the EU and the CCs.

Per capita GDP of the CCs is in the range of 22-78, in the acceding countries 34-78 per cent of the EU average and also employment and social cohesion are lagging behind. The productivity gap between foreign controlled and domestic owned, large and small enterprises is in particular significant here. The contribution of the CCs to the implementation of the Lisbon strategic goals depends very much on the performance of the SMEs, providing now about 70 % of the jobs in the business sphere, 45-50% of the GDP. The subsequent Aggregate and Country Regular Reports concentrated until now primarily on the fulfilment of the economic criteria and the acquis requirements, less on the performance of the CCs, strengths and weaknesses of the SMEs. 

Now coming closer to the enlargement, the Economic Commission started to extend its Scoreboards, studies, reports to the CCs. The CC Best Report of the Enterprise DG, endorsement of the European Charter for Small Enterprises, the Charter Implementation Report show increasing awareness of the needs for assistance to improve both the coherence of SME policy and the business environment and for direct support for SMEs. The paper formulates further recommendations for integrated and up-dated analyses of the state-of-affairs and progress, for ex-ante and ex-post impact assessments of the programmes and supportive measures and to focus on enhancement and assistance of competitiveness and productivity of the SMEs.

1. Long term and short term impacts 

Between 1950 and 1990 per capita GDP in the European Union relative to the US increased from 46 to 71 per cent but then this tendency stopped, became uncertain, the performance gap in competitiveness and employment does not decrease. Therefore, formulation of the strategic goal for the next decade at Lisbon in March 2000 „to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion” was a timely but very bold decision. Simultaneously also the resolution on the further enlargement of the EU has been repeatedly confirmed and on 9 October 2002 for 10 of the former 13 Candidate Countries (CCs) finalized: „the Commission condiders that these countries will have fulfilled the economic and acquis criteria and will have ready for membership from the beginning of 2004” (Towards, 2002. p. 33). As the Presidency Conclusion of the Council’s meeting 24 and 25 October 2002 stated: „The historic process launched in Copenhagen in 1993 to overcome the division throughout our continent is about to bear fruit.” 

The expected far-reaching benefits of enlarging the Union include fundamental political, economic and cultural consequences: the extension of the zone of peace, stability and prosperity in Europe; boosting economic growth and job creation; better quality of life for citizens throughout Europe; increased cultural diversity; strengthening the Union’s role in world affairs. Accepting the conclusions of several EU documents that „Enlargement is a ’positive-sum’game” and „the benefits of enlargement outweigh the costs” both for the EU and the CCs, I would like to add that also the temporary short-term negative impacts are to be assessed, handled and minimized. The immediate balance depends on the time horizon, the weights attributed to the several components of the foreseen changes and not at least on our joint capability and success to reduce the unfavourable short-term consequences. 

The CCs’ successful involvement in and contribution to the implementation of the Lisbon strategic goals is a great challenge both for the CCs and the European Union. To reduce the huge gap between the CCs and the EU member states, to accelerate convergence in competitiveness, employment and social cohesion are of primary importance for both sides. Per capita GDP relative to the EU average in the CCs in 2002 was in the range of 22-78%, labour productivity 31-74% (see Table 1). The „CCmax minus EUmin” indicators on labour productivity are for the total economy 17, by sectors: agriculture 40, manufacturing 8, construction 20, trade-transport-telecom 33, financial and business services 31, public services 21 points. (It should be noted here that for per capita GDP comparisons PPS data give definitely more realistic results than exchange rates but for sectoral productivity comparisons more sophisticated methods are needed.) Also the several competitiveness rankings (The World Competitiveness Report, The World Competitiveness Yearbook, etc.) denote a similar divergence and gap compared to the EU member states. 

Table 1. GDP per capita and per person employed relative to EU (EU-15 = 100)

 and population in the Candidate Countries

	Country
	Per capita 

GDP, 2002
	Labour 

productivity,2002
	Population

(million), 2001

	Cyprus
	  78(
	74
	 0,8

	Czech Republic
	59
	56
	10,2

	Estonia
	40
	41
	1,4

	Hungary
	52
	63
	10,2

	Latvia
	34
	34
	  2,4

	Lithuania
	40
	40
	  3,5

	Malta
	  66(
	-
	  0,4

	Poland
	41
	51
	38,6

	Slovak Republic
	47
	53
	  5,4

	Slovenia
	72
	71
	  2,0

	Bulgaria
	25
	31
	  7,9

	Romania
	24
	28
	22,4

	Turkey
	22
	36
	68,6


             Sources: Eurostat, New Cronos Database. GDP in PPS (Purchasing Power Parities).

                            ( Data on 2000.

Accession for the CCs means faster progress in a sharper competitive situation. The higher growth rates of the CCs will increase the EU-15 rate but reduce the relative level of the EU-15 indicators. A DG ECFIN study in November 2001 estimated that „The present respective levels would mean that the EU average GDP (per capita in PPS) would upon accession by the thirteen candidates drop by more than 20%” (Real convergence, 2001, p. 4). The employment rate in all CCs except Cyprus and the Czech Republic is below the EU average (now 64%, the target for 2010 70%), in Poland 54, in Hungary 56%. According to the employment report (Progress, 2003) „Average GDP per head on the EU would, on present data, fall by 13 % in EU25 or by 18% in EU27” (Turkey is not included into these calculations). The Second Report on Economic and Social Cohesion [Unity, 2001] signalized that „Disparities double in scale with the inclusion of applicant countries”, „Regional disparities also double with enlargement”. 

The selection of 10 acceding countries from 13 CCs significantly reduced the weight of such potential impacts of the enlargement, since (see Table 1) per capita GDP is the lowest in the three CCs not included now into this group and in CC-10 the population is only 74,9 million compared to the CC-13’ 173,8 million. Nevertheless also this smaller effect deserves closer attention in the light of recent assessments of the progress in the implementation of the Lisbon strategy. The Report for the 2003 Spring Council gave this formulation: „While progress has been seen in almost all areas of the Lisbon strategy, it has generally neither been fast enough nor sufficiently coordinated to produce the results that Heads of State or Government signed up three years ago” (Choosing, 2003, p. 3). The Economic and Social Committee in its Opinion on the Lisbon Strategy (2003, p. 3.) speaks of „A strategy in trouble”, „its delivery and implementation…falling seriously behind schedule”.

In the 2000/1 Survey of the UNECE the Secretariat’s study on the economic convergence in Europe came to this conclusion: “there is no evidence of any catching up by former centrally-planned economies (CPEs) and their successor states on the per capita income levels of the EU-15 during the 50-years period between 1950 and 2000. On the contrary, a comparison of per capita GDP of the initial and final years reveals instead evidence of falling behind” (UNECE, 2000, p. 174). Angus Maddison’s „Millenial Perspective” (2001, p. 185, 349) draws the same lesson. Their data, calculations (often estimates) support this statement although there are some question marks about the comparability of the statistics on the years 1950 (centrally planned ”shortage economies”) and 2000 (transition market economies). The next issues of the UNECE Survey already refer to signs of catching up which by all probability will be more apparent after the accession, contributing to higher EU-25 growth rates.

The growth of labour productivity in the CCs (see Table 2) is encouraging indeed but we cannot forget that ( beside progress of the market-oriented reforms ( it took place primarily due to two factors (Román, 2003). The first, non-recurrent factor was an ingredient of the fast structural changes, the liquidation of the huge hidden unemployment, base of the former „full employment” in the centrally planned economies. Where this and the collapse of many large state-owned enterprises and co-operatives have not been delayed, in a few years millions of jobs were lost, only partially compensated by the „entrepreneurial boom”, growth of the SME sector. In the region Eastern Europe (including Albania and the states of the former Yugoslavia) employment in each country decreased and GDP in 2001 just arrived the level of the last „pre-systemic change” year. [In the same period in the Russian Federation employment decreased similarly (85,3%), GDP even more (67,4%) and labour productivity also declined (79,3%).]

        Table 2. GDP, employment and labour productivity

 in the CCs 2001, 1989=100

	
	GDP
	Employment
	Productivity

	Czech Republic
	103,3
	85,4
	121,0

	Estonia
	 88,6
	68,9
	128,6

	Hungary
	108,2
	73,8
	146,6

	Latvia
	 76,2
	68,4
	111,4

	Lithuania
	 70,0
	80,0
	 87,4

	Poland
	128,0
	87,8
	145,8

	Slovak Republic
	104,5
	84,8
	124,1

	Slovenia
	113,6
	82,3
	138,0

	Bulgaria
	 79,5
	67,4
	118,0

	Romania
	 83,5
	97,7
	 85,2

	Eastern Europe(
	100,5
	84,9
	118,4


                        Source: UNECE, 2003, pp. 224-227.

( Including also Albania and the former Yugoslavia.

The other main factor of the productivity growth in the CCs was (with not negligible differences in periodocity and weight) the inflow of FDI. With the significantly higher performance of the foreign controlled enterprises this created a dual structure in these economies. Differences in favour of the foreign owned enterprises and in particular in manufacturing sectors are typical (Foreign owned, 2001, pp. 64-67) but seldom at this degree. Labour productivity in manufacturing in the domestic enterprises relative to the foreign controlled enterprises amounted in 1998 in the Czech Republic and Poland to 53%, in Estonia 67%, in Hungary 35%, in Slovenia 47% (UNECE 2001/1. p. 212). According to the Labour Cost Survey (2002) average hourly labour cost in 2000 in the acceding countries was 4,21 euro, in the EU varied between 8,10 (Portugal) and 28,60 (Sweden) but this difference, a strong motivation for multinationals will decrease. That means, FDI might have significant positive role in the CCs also on long run ( in case its inflow can be maintained 

·  with increasing real wages and unit labour costs,

·  at expiring the most attractive privatization options,

·  keeping the restrictive EU rules on incentives, and 

·  at reinforceing its (now very moderate) spill-over effects.

2. The SMEs in the Candidate Countries
In the CCs most probably two areas are in particular sensitive to the immediate changes at the accession, beside the agriculture the SMEs. Both represent significants segments of these economies, in particular in employment. The share of agriculture in employment amounts in the EU to 4%, in the CCs between 4,9 (Czech Republic, Cyprus) and 19,2% (Poland). The SMEs’ share in the CCs is estimated about 70%, somewhat higher than the EU average. 

The sensitiveness of the SMEs has been revealed already by the Single Market Surveys and the former entrants’ experience. The European Observatory for SMEs 1997 (p. 265) summarized it as follows: "The larger the enterprise, the more the Single Market was perceived as an opportunity. On balance, the smaller the enterprise the more it was considered to represent a threat". Statistics indicates, however, that small enterprises mostly overcame this threat. Between 1988-2001 the share of small enterprises in employment increased by 3 (micro-enterprises: 7) per cent, while the share of the medium-sized enterprises decreased by 1, that of the large enterprises by 2 percent (Observatory, 2002, p. 22). 

Comparative data and studies on the SMEs in the CCs are scarcely available and seldom summarized, integrated. The six Reports of The European Observatory for SMEs in 1994-2000 did not deal with the transition economies. After repeated recommendations and requests finally the Observatory 2002 No. 2 included „a first glance at EU candidate countries”. The aggregate data on CC-13 and EU-19 (see Table 3) signalized similar enterprise and employment structures by size classes. The major difference appears in the higher share of micro-enterprises in the CCs (close to that of the four Medditerrenean member states, Greece, Italy, Portugal and Spain); this explains why the average enterprise size is somewhat lower in the CCs (5 vs. 6 employee/enterprise in the EU). This report presented data by countries only on the average enterprise sizes (1999), these are: Cyprus, Hungary, Malta, Turkey 4 employee/enterprise; Czech Republic, Poland 5; Slovenia, Romania 6; Slovak Republic, Bulgaria 8; Estonia 9, Lithuania 11, Latvia 15.

Table 3. The size-class pattern in the CC-13 and EU-19, 1999 (%)

	
	Small and medium-sized enterprises
	Large-

 sized enterprises
	Total

	
	Micro
	Small
	Medium sized
	SMEs
	
	

	Number of enterprises

	CC-13
	95,5
	3,5
	0,8
	99,8
	0,2
	100,0

	EU-19
	93,1
	5,9
	0,8
	99,8
	0,2
	100,0

	Employment

	CC-13
	40,1
	15,2
	16,7
	72,0
	28,0
	100,0

	EU-19
	34,2
	19,0
	13,1
	66,3
	33,7
	100,0

	Average enterprise size

	CC-13
	2
	21
	107
	4
	837
	5

	EU-19
	2
	19
	94
	4
	1019
	6


                     Source: Observatory 2002/ No. 2, p. 15.

Most probably this „first glance” could have been and will be enriched soon with better utilization of the statistics and research in/on the candidate countries. Data published in the CESTAT Bulletin show remarkable divergence by size classes, sectors, legal forms and also in enterprise density: the number of registered enterprises per 1000 inhabitants is in Romania 52, Slovenia 71, the Slovak Republic 73, Poland 84, Bulgaria 103, Hungary 112, Czech Republic 206 (2001/4, pp. 116-118). Reliable comparative data on the number of active enterprises had not been published in this Bulletin (or anywere else).

On behalf of the Commission Eurostat has been very active for many years already both in developing and publishing SME statistics in/on the CCs. Significant progress has been achieved in the implementation of the SBS (Structural Business Statistics) project aiming at a sound basis to provide data by enterprise size-classes but to cover all small firms including those with less than 10 or 5 employees is seemingly a slower process than expected. Another, the DOSME (Demography of SMEs) Eurostat project produced already data which have been published in the „New enterprises in central European countries in …” series and also in the last Enterprises in Europe reports. In the framework of the DOSME project all the 10 CCs from Central and Eastern Europe prepared subsequent surveys on the number and characteristics of enterprise creation. These comparative data gave a good insight into the start-ups but less consistent, only rough approximate information on the stock of enterprises. 

The Enterprises in Europe, Sixth Report (2001) dealt with in Chapter 4 (pp. 169-188) also the SMEs’ difficulties in the CCs as perceived on supply and side by the enterprises. The most complaints according to the DOSME surveys concerned problems of financing, non- or late-payment and sharp competition. If listed in the questionnaire, most probably high tax and social insurance rates and administrative burdens would have the same high ranking. Several Hungarian surveys pointed out uncertainity of the business environment (too frequent and unpredictable changes) and weak enforcement of the law (Román, 2000, pp. 133-134); a Czech survey (Bohatá, 1998, pp. 164-165) Non-transparency of laws and regulations and High burden of taxes/contributions.

Recently fresh data and short analyses on the CCs are published more frequently also in the Eurostat’ Statistics in focus series. The Enterprises in Europe publications will be replaced by another new series: „SMEs in Europe – competitiveness, innovation and the knowledge-driven economy”. Its first issue at the end of 2002 is (as planned) a good synthesis of different sources but the data in Chapter 3 (SMEs in the Candidate Countries) based on SBS statistics still reflect the delay to include (or at least estimate) the data of enterprises with less than 5 employees, the huge differences in coverage not eliminated yet. Table 4 presents data on the relative level of productivity by size classes, derived from this publication, with this note of reservation.

Labour productivity in the small enterprises in the EU amounted according to Observatory 2000 to 67%, productivity of the small + medium-sized enterprises (Observatory, 2002) 75% of the average of all enterprises. Data broken down by sectors and by countries show significant differences, often the medium-sized enterprises are the best. How far this divergence can be be explained by economies of scale, capital/labour ratios, structural differences, this requires further investigations by sectors, by countries ( both in the advanced economies and in the CCs. The tentative data of Table 4 foretell that an increase of the SMEs’ share might reduce the average level of productivity in the CCs in case their contribution in fiercing competition, enforcing substitution of firms with obsolete technology by high-growing new entrants (OECD, 2003, Chapter 4) will not compensate it.

4. Table. Relative apparent labour productivity by size classes, 1999

              (large enterprises=100)

	
	Micro- enterprises
	Small enterprises
	Medium-sized enterprises

	                  Manufacturing

	Czech Republic
	39
	56
	78

	Hungary

Lithuania
	66
	47
	61

	Latvia
	67
	72
	80

	Lithuania
	54
	68
	76

	Romania
	37
	70
	87

	Slovenia
	80
	96
	92

	Slovak Republic
	.
	77
	73

	                   Construction

truction

	Czech Republic
	40
	71
	84

	Hungary


	43
	63
	76


                                         Source: SMEs in Europe, 2002, p. 57.

3. The CC Best and Charter Implementation reports

In the pre-accession period the subsequent Regular Reports of the EU concentrated primarily on the fulfilment of the economic criteria and the acquis requirements but Agenda 2000 (1997, p. 129) included this forewarning, too: „Despite reliance on low wages, application of sub-standard social and environmental norms, as well as frequent involvement in the grey economy, international competitiveness of SMEs in candidate countries is generally low due to lack of full explosure to competitive pressures… EU membership is likely to put considerable pressure on many SMEs in acceding countries, by exposing them to international competition. This could have an adverse impact on employment”. The Aggregate and Country Reports mostly mentioned the gap in competitiveness but they seldom dealt with in-depth its challenges and consequences. 

Only coming closer to the enlargement started the Economic Commission to extend its studies, comparisons and assessments to the CCs. Now we can welcome significant progress in this respect. The Innovation, Enterprise and Research Scoreboards, the Structural Indicators, the Benchmarking and Competitiveness Reports increasingly present CCs’ data. [An example from the European Innovation Scoreboard 2002 (p. 21): from the 273 data requested to the Annex Table E on the 13 CCs 183 are filled in and from these 32 are above EU average.] Beside the special studies, working papers focusing on CCs’ also the „general reports” (on industrial policy, innovation policy, entrepreneurship, etc.) include already an „Enlargement” part but the SMEs’ special situation and problems in the CCs are weakly covered in these analyses. 

After the systemic change the European Commission offered manifold assistance to the transformation, with special emphasis on SME development in the transition economies. When they organized in 1994 a large-scale SME Conference in Berlin, scheduled a session (and earlier also a separate preparatory workshop) on the transition economies. This had not been repeated in 1997 at the next SME Conference in Milan, nor in the coming years until the CC BEST Conference in Maribor, 23-24 April 2002. In Maribor the Commission presented the CC Best Report, workshops discussed its selected aspects and the European Charter for Small Enterprises has been endorsed by representatives of the governments of the CCs. All these indicated that beside the useful but mostly fragmented supportive measures the Commission pays already much more attention to assess the needs for, the results and deficiencies of the SME policy in the transition economies. This was one of the recommendations of the ECSB Conference in April 1998 „SMEs and SME Policy in the Central and Eastern European Economies” where also the major international organizations engaged in these issues were represented. 

Endorsement of the Charter involved an obligation to prepare annual reports on the implementation of the Charter commitments. The CCs prepared this report on 2002 and both these national reports and the summarising Report of Enterprise DG have been published already. The alltogether near to 300 pages of the national reports provide a very rich and useful source of information on the measures taken or planned in these countries. They will generate by all probability a large number of fruitful contacts, exchange of experience, transfer of „good practice”, joint initiatives. The reports mostly concentrate on the measures and signs of progress, while the assessment and problems of the present situation ( in particular: how the SMEs, the active entrepreneurs judge it ( are dealt with at different degree in these reports prepared by the administration. In some countries the draft of the report had been discussed in the framework of the social dialogue, advocated also by the Charter. This practice is worth to be recommended for all CCs: a good opportunity to assess the state-of-affairs and SME policy with the stakeholders. 

Both Part II of the Report, dealing with ”What had been achieved: summary of national actions and Commission’s action” and Part III „Where we are and what should be done next: Conclusions and Recommendations” follow the 10 Lines of Action structure of the Charter: 

· Education and training for entrepreneurship,

· Cheaper and faster start-up,

· Better legislation and regulation,

· Availability of skills,

· Improving on-line access,

· More out of the Single Market,

· Taxation and financial matters,

· Strengthen the technological capacity of small enterprises,

· Successful e-business models and top-class small business support,

· Develop stronger, more effective representation of small enterprises’ interests at Union and national level. 

In Part III on these 10 lines alltogether 23 recommendations are formulated, all justified. An experimental request to ranking these tasks would demonstrate significant differences: both by countries and by the background of the experts questioned. From the summarizing introduction to Part III I have the impression  that in the authors’ opinion the  major problems appear in the areas 

of financing, entrepreneurship and administrative simplification. In the report of the ECSB SME Conference (SME Forum, 1998) low competitiveness, lack of capital, lack of propensity and capability for growth, and concerning SME policy weakness in consistency, subsidiarity, transparency, social dialogue, articulation of the SMEs' interests were emphasized. The problems of the lack of capital, propensity and capability for growth coincide with the two areas indicated above and in my experience also the administrative simplification is mostly postponed if often not refused at all in the transition economies. Behind these problems we can discover as heritage on the one side the former prevention to accumulate personal wealth and longer entrepreneurial experience and on the other side experience in and inclination to monolithic bureaucracy and the feebleness of the chambers and voluntary professional associations.

From the weaknesses of the SME policy in the transition economies stressed in the ECSB report the lack of consistency is an evergreen problem in the EU member states, too. This emerged recently by raising the idea of the need for a ”third generation innovation policy”. Strengthening social dialogue is included also in the Charter, the need for stronger representation has been emphasized also in the last annual Report on the activites of the Commission for SMEs (Creating an entrepreneurial Europe, 2003). The norms of subsidiarity, transparency and we can add: impact assesment are accepted and a great extent already achieved in the EU, in the CCs’ SME policy these should be major targets.

4. Conclusions

Chapter 21 (Enlargement and pre-accession activities) of the annual SME report summarized the different kinds of support delivered to the CCs, by acting at different levels:

· (1) adjusting and improving policies, rules and legislation,

· (2) improving the business environment by investing in both physical and knowledge infrastructure,

· (3) strengthening business agencies and associations, and

· (4) some direct support to enterprises.

These four levels of support should be maintained but what are the implications of the Lisbon strategic goals and recent developments, with regard to the present state of the SMEs in the CCs? I suggest for consideration 3 „lines of action”.

                  (1 Our present knowledge on the SMEs in the CCs is not sufficient, should be completed.

 The major tracks to meet this demand might be as follows:

· improve and enrich Firm-level, SME, Business Demography statistics and analyses (foreseen also in the harmonized Eurostat and OECD programmes), 

· include the CCs into the on-going empirical Entrepreneurship and SME surveys + initiate special „tailored” surveys on the CCs’,

· synthetize the related studies and research findings of the several DGs (Scoreboards, Benchmarking, etc.), of the other international organizations (OECD, World Bank, etc.), of the conferences, workshops dealing with CCs,

· support Entrepreneurship and SME research in the CCs + sponsor organization of SME conferences/workshops, participation from the CCs, 

· initiate comparative studies on the differences in and impacts of the rules of licensing and other domains of regulation, the „non -observed” economy, the shares of pluríactivity, second job (hybrid) and pseudo-enterpreuners (when former employees are forced to set up their own firm to perform the same job as before). 
                  (2 Demand ex-ante and ex-post impact and efficiency assessments on the supporting programmes and  measures both at national, regional and the Commission’ levels.

The need for regular impact assessments and also their methodological guidelines are accepted in the EU and the member states, and increasingly implemented. In the CCs this is not known enough and the administration do not feel motivation to initiate such analyses or at least to facilitate them by access to the information needed. Beyond the financial data and the number of the beneficiary SMEs (often a few hundreds from the hundred thousands) also the processes of selection and even more the results, the changes achieved and the efficiency of the given kind of support are to be investigated. Also in the Commission’s SME report in Chapter 21 the financial data  are published,  assessment of the  impacts not so much.  In my opinion this  remark from the Commission’s previous SME Report still holds for Chapter 21: „Despite of the progress made, much remains to be improved, particularly in assessing the impact of programmes on SMEs” (2002, p. 142). 

                  (3 Productivity: the key to competitiveness. Integrated innovation, entrepreneurship and SME policy is needed.

One of the major guidelines of the SME policy in the CCs should be the Commission’s thesis (2002): „Productivity: The Key to Competitiveness of European Economies and Enterprises”. Since this document does not deal with the CCs and the implications of the enlargement, further studies on the productivity in the CCs, in particular in the SMEs, the requirements and consequences of the enlargement are very much needed. These studies could and should be used also to the finalization and implementation of the National Development Plans in the CCs since competitiveness and SMEs are priorities in these programmes.

The Commission recently released two important documents for discussion: the Green Paper on Entrepreneurship and „Innovation policy: updating the Union’s approach in the context of the Lisbon strategy” (COM/2003/11 final). I anticipate and formulate as one of the conclusions of this discussion: Integrated innovation, entrepreneurship and SME policy is needed. Integration means harmonizing general enterprise policy and SME policy, enhancing start-ups, „churning”, survival and „corporate entrepreneurship” (intrapreneurship), accepting preference both for independent and employee statute. According to the OECD studies on firm dynamics in productivity growth „within-firm growth” plays the dominant role (OECD, 2003, p. 134) but also the new entrants’ contribution by fiercing competition and fostering structural changes is significant. Further harmonization is needed with respect to the Lisbon strategic goals on employment, social cohesion and sustainability. These might create conflicting situations at least on short term aiming at to achieve higher productivity + higher employment, meet the requirements of sharper competition + social cohesion at the same time. CCs will face such problems frequently and since they have not experience to solve such situations, they need assistance in this respect, too. 
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