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: 

Economic Revitalization through Small and Medium 
Enterprises(SMEs)

- Implications derived from the SMEs in German -

Yoo, Ju-Seon*38)

This paper has been looking for ways to enable the economy through the 

development of SMEs. The difficulties of the economy has been accelerating. The 

idea that one must develop a plan for SMEs to overcome the current economic 

difficulties have been raised. While Germany expanded the discussion around the 

country, known as exemplary of SMEs, trying to discover the implications. Many 

European countries are in a situation that does not exit from the sovereign debt 

status, the development of the German economy is quite encouraging. Europe, 

despite the economic downturn continues, toxic Germany as a country is a bar 

that has saved the sustained economic growth without regard to it, there is a need 

for this quest. Germany is among the most important causes of economic growth 

points, the strong competitiveness of SMEs can definitely present. German SMEs 

is that it maintains a long life in the form of a company based on family businesses 

manufacturing, through a two-tier system of vocational education institutions 

provide the manpower needed by the company constantly is also worth noting 

details. To accommodate all of the systems in Germany will have some difficulty. 

But a clear understanding of what the foundation that such a system could be 

settled in Germany, acceptability and measures will have to be prepared to evolve.
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