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abstract 

This paper utilizes Dutch transaction-level data on international trade to investigate the 

duration of firm-country-product (FCP) export relations between 2002 and 2008. First we 

establish that the intensive margins drives trade growth year by years. After 6 years, new 

trade relations are responsible for about half of the value of Dutch exports. Each year 40 

percent of the relations are new, but only 25 percent survive after two years. The average 

export value of new relations is about 100 thousand euro and increases fivefold in about four 

year’s time. This is still much smaller than the average trade value of incumbent relations. 

We distinguish new trade relations of new exporting firms and of incumbent firms exporting 

new products, to new markets, new products to new markets or new combinations of familiar 

products and markets. In the longer term, new exporters add most to trade, followed by new 

products, new markets and their combinations of incumbent ones. New trade relations by new 

exporting firms or incumbent firms to new markets have higher survival rates. Initial sales are 

a good indicator for FCP survival. Relations with an average initial export value of 50 

thousand euro, do not survive, while those with an initial value of 200 thousand euro still 

exist after a few years. For a sensitivity analysis we also distinguish homogeneous and 

differentiated goods, using the Rauch classification. Homogeneous goods have higher initial 

trade values and survive longer. A larger share of the new relations consists of new exporting 

firms.  Moreover we distinguish EU and non-EU destinations. Average sales to EU 

destinations are higher and survival rates of new export relations are also better. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In their seminal works on export survival, Besedeš and Prusa (2006a, 2006b, 2011) show that 

the median duration of export spells is only two years. These authors and others have also 

shown that the hazard rate sharply declines with the duration of export relationships, 

suggesting that longer-lasting relationships have a higher future survival rate. Moreover, 

long-term trade relationships are responsible for the bulk in trade growth, which implies that 

reducing the hazard rate of export relationships eventually promotes trade growth (Bernard et 

al., 2009). 

One important question is how short- and long-lasting trade relationships can be 

distinguished, not only ex post, but also ex ante. This is important for exporting firms, 

because of the sunk costs involved in foreign market entry (as suggested by the work of Das 

et al., 2007). The short survival of export spells implies repeated entry and hence duplication 

of sunk costs. Targeting of export markets and products may be particularly important for 

avoiding market entry costs which can not be recovered. More knowledge on the ex ante 

characteristics of short and long-lasting trade relations is also important for government 

policies directed towards export promotion.  

This paper aims to presents a systematic analysis of the various characteristics of the trade 

relations of Dutch firms. It analyses export behaviour of firms by product and market and 

gives thereby a complete overview of all trade relations.  A problem with the export survival 

literature so far is that it has been conducted mainly at the product-country level. Eventually 

however, firms are the basic decision-makers in cross-country export relationships. What 

matters therefore, is the survival of firm-level export relationships at the product-country 

level. In a world with only single-product  firms, there is no discrepancy between firms and 

products. However, most of the firm-country-product export relations are from multi-product  

firms (Bernard et al, 2011). Then product survival is no longer equal to firm survival. The 

recent evidence on the prevalence of MP firms (Iacovone and Javorcik, 2010; Bernard et al., 

2011; Eckel et al., 2011) suggests that such a discrepancy is quite likely to arise. These 

papers concentrate on firm-product relations to a specific destination. 

Some recent papers distinguish export product and markets. Cadot et al. (2010) investigate 

survival of FCP- relations for firms from six African countries. The more experience a firm 

has with exporting a product (the number of markets) or with the market (the number of 
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products in that market) the larger the survival probability. Brenton et al. (2009) derive a 

similar conclusion using product-country trade data for developing countries. Moreover they 

conclude that the initial trade value is an important predictor for survival. Search costs are 

higher for differentiated products. According to Cadot et al. (2010) synergy effect exists as 

well; survival increases if other firms export the same product to the same market. Arkolakis 

and Muendler (2010) analyse the development of FCP-relations for Brazilian firms and 

conclude that market-entry costs drop fast if the number of products at a particular export 

market increases. Fixed entry costs can be spread over a larger number of products and the 

product-specific fixed costs are relatively small (and possibly decreasing with scope). 

Miranda et al. (2012) find that Estonian firms change their core product in response to take 

advantage of export opportunities. Amador and Opromolla (2012) present a full 

decomposition of Portuguese exports. 

The export experimentation literature
1
 suggests much trial and error so market entry costs are 

not very high. Exporters start with small foreign deliveries to test whether exporting is 

profitable. If exporting is profitable they increase their exports by the intensive and extensive 

margins (Albornoz et al., 2012). Freund and Pierola (2011) make some distinctions between 

known export market and products (at least for other firms) and new product and markets. 

For the former market and products foreign market entry costs are not very high in the 

perspective of long-term gains. The entry and exit rates are high. For new export product and 

markets this is different. Market entry costs are much higher and this suggests that entry and 

exit rates are much smaller. 

From the literature overview we tentatively conclude that market entry costs are the highest 

for new exporting firms. These firms do not know their own export capabilities, nor the 

foreign market and the export product. Second export market entry costs are probably higher 

than the export product entry costs. At a new market firms have to identify new networks, 

business and consumer contacts, have to deal with legal and administrative issues and to deal 

with a different (business) culture and language (Kneller and Pisu, 2011). For new products at 

existing markets the firm has already experience with a lot of these entry barriers. Except if 

the product is completely different from the existent product mix at the destination or it is a 

product for a heavy regulated market (like pharmaceuticals), the investment will be relatively 

                                                           
1
 See among others Albornoz et al 2012, Freund and Pierola (2011), Eaton et al. (2007, 2011), and Rauch and Watson (2003). 
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modest. Even less market entry costs are involved if a firm decides to sell a know export 

product at an existing market, known from other export products.   

Except for the few examples above, the analysis of FCP relations is underdeveloped in 

particular for exports from developed countries. We fill this gap by presenting a full 

decomposition (in terms of the number of FCP relations and its trade value). Moreover we 

analyse changes over time (2002-2008) and finally we try to identify firm, product and 

country characteristics which indicate successful/ long-lasting exports and disentangle, birth 

year, survival rates and growth rates. In other words we extend the ordering of market entry 

costs for different firm, product and market characteristics and relate this to the survival rates.  

Moreover we include initial sales as predictor of survival and export growth in the analysis 

Some main conclusions are that new trade relations with new destinations survive longer than 

new relations with new products. Trade relations with new firms or new destinations have 

also a higher survival rate and the initial sales are relatively high. Although trial and error 

exports also suggest some irrational behaviour, we find that the degree of trial and error 

(measured by survival rates)) is negatively correlated to market entry costs. Measured by 

trade value, the survival of new exporting firms is more important for trade than the survival 

of new products or countries. New combinations of existing export product and markets for a 

firm are not an advantage in terms of a higher survival rate. The initial sales are also low. 

These combinations do also not add much to the trade value. We also know that market costs 

are lower of these trade relations, in particular because the destination is known. This could 

induce firms to try out this market-product combination because the investment costs are low.  

In the short run trade relations with new products and destinations are not important, but the 

survival rate or trade growth is higher. FCP with new products have lower survival rates and 

average initial sale. Homogeneous goods have higher initial trade values and survive longer 

compared to differentiated products. Moreover we distinguish EU and non-EU destinations. 

Average sales to EU destinations are higher and the survival rates of new export relations are 

also better. 

In short, the export performances of new exporting firms selling homogeneous goods to other 

EU countries and of incumbent exporting firms selling homogenous goods to new EU 

destinations are much better than of incumbent exporting firm selling familiar differentiated 

products to familiar markets outside the Europe. Export experimentation seems to occur more 
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often by incumbent exporters with familiar products and destinations for which market entry 

costs are lower.  

The paper is structured as follows. Section two presents the data sources and section 3 the 

basic decomposition. It also shows the development of the intensive and extensive export 

margins over time. Section 4 analyses the development of trade by birth year of the trade 

relations. This development is decomposed in section and analysed by birth and survival 

year. Section 6 focuses on varying characteristics of the export products and export markets 

such as homogeneous and heterogeneous goods, EU and non-EU export markets and brad 

new and recurring new trade relations. Section 7 concludes. 

2. Data sources 

 

 The most important source for our analysis is the International Trade (IH) data set. This is a 

set of customs data extended with a survey across Dutch firms on international transactions of 

imported and exported goods with all countries between 2002 and 2008. For each transaction 

the IH dataset contains information on the country of destination, the type of product, the 

value and the volume in physical units, and the share of the export value that is related to re-

exports. Each record is identified by the VAT-number and an IH relation number of a Dutch 

firm.
2
 The IH dataset does not include intra-EU transactions of firms with total exports (or 

imports) below a threshold which is increasing over time.
3
 Firms with smaller exports are 

expelled from the survey to ease their administrative burden. The IH dataset does include 

additional data from the Dutch Tax Authorities on the sum of all exports by firm, but the 

totals can not be specified towards EU destinations and products. This study uses export data 

excluding re-exports, deflated to export price levels in 2002. Note that the analysis might be 

vulnerable to potential selection bias, particularly due to the threshold in registering 

international trade data. In order to correct for the change in selection bias over time, we 

impose a threshold value of 900 thousand euro and to all countries, member of the EU in 

2007 for all years in the analysis. We analyse the data at the 5 digit product level, and ignore 

product switching at a more disaggregated level. Product classifications change over time 

                                                           
2
 To ease the identification, Statistics Netherlands has created the IH-relation number as a new identifier. This number identifies individual and 

actual exporters with one or more VAT-numbers, but refrains from the legal and organizational status of exporters. This study uses the IH-relation 

number as the main identifier of exporters. 
3
 The threshold for the export value is 225 thousand euro until 2005, 400 thousand euro in 2006 and 2007 and 900 thousand euro in 2008.   
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considerably and we used conversion tables to make the classification consistent between 

2002 and 2008.
4
  

Moreover, we skipped all trade transactions with a value of less than 1000 euro. This hardly 

affects the total value of trade in the data sample but reduces the number of observations by 

about 30%.
5
 This is a debatable threshold. In our thinking about market entry, we often 

assume implicitly that firms deliberately seeking market access. Most of the small 

observations are accidental exports and probably service deliveries. In the robustness 

analyses we experiment with a threshold for 100 euro which adds 0.33 million observations 

to the sample, but this hardly affects the results. 

We use the Rauch (1999) classification for distinguishing homogeneous and heterogeneous 

goods using his conservative classification. Reference-price goods and good traded at an 

organised exchange are classified as homogeneous goods.
6
 Rauch made this distinction at the 

SITC4 classification. Using concordance tables we have linked these data with those of 

Statistics Netherlands based on the harmonized system at the five digit level. Due to 

classification changes over time we could not classify ten percent of the goods. 

The firm level data are complemented with country data. For market size, we use (the log of) 

total GDP from the World Bank Development Indicators. Variable trade costs can be 

(crudely) decomposed into transport costs and trade costs. Transport costs are approximated 

by the geographical distance between Amsterdam and the most populated cities of the trading 

partners (source: CEPII). For trade costs, we use the average country-level import tariffs from 

the Fraser Institute (Gwartney and Lawson, 2008). 

3. Development of the intensive and extensive margins 

 

We decompose the value of trade and the number of trade relations of Dutch exporters with 

respect to the destination countries and export products (at the 5 digit level). As discussed 

extensively by Bernard et al. (2009) the number of FCP relations can change because of 

several reasons. First of all new firms can decide starting to export and exporting firms can 

                                                           
4
 Pierce and Schott (2012) find that for about half of the US trade value the product codes have changed between 1989 and 2004. 

5
 The number of observations is reduced from 1.81 to 1.27 million. The conversion tables can be found at 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/ramon/index.cfm?TargetUrl=DSP_PUB_WELC. 
6
 We have put the reference-price goods in the group of heterogeneous products for robustness analysis and also used the liberal classification fo 

distinguishing the types of goods. Although the precise numbers in all these specification differ, the pattern remains the same. Therefore we do 

not present these results, but are available upon request. 
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decide to continue or to quit. Second firms can decide to export to new market, to continue an 

export market or to quit. This is also the case for export products. Firm may add new 

products to a market, continue export products and drop products. These new products could 

be a new export product of the firm, but also an existing export product of the firm but send 

to a new market. Similarly, a dropped product at a market could still be a part of the export 

product portfolio of a firm. A similar reasoning holds for new and markets. It could be a new 

market for the firm, but also an existing market, but only new for a particular export product. 

Let’s call Yt the number of firm-country-product export relations at time t. 

(1) 
t ft ft

f OF f NF

Y Y Y  

The trade value in period t, equals the trade value of incumbent exporters (already exporting 

last year) and the new exporters. The set of new exporters is NF and varies by year. The 

incumbent firms can export to known (is old, OD) and new destinations (ND). The sets of old 

and new destinations are firm specific and time-varying. 

(2) ft fct fct

f OF f OF c OD c ND

Y Y Y  

The incumbent firms can sell their familiar export products or new products at incumbent and 

new markets. NP represents the set of new products, which are firm and time specific and 

similarly for OP. 

(3)  ,fct fcpt fcpt

c CD c CD p OP p NP

Y Y Y CD OD ND  

Finally, familiar products in existing markets can be a familiar product for firm f at market c 

or a familiar product at other export markets. OP represents the set of familiar export 

products of the firm which are not destination specific. For new export markets it is not 

meaningful to make this distinction because the product is known from other markets (OP) or 

new for the firm (NP). 

(4)
fcpt fcpt fcpt

p OP p OCP p NCP

Y Y Y  

Substituting equations (2) to (4) in equation (1) gives the total export value decomposed into 
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(5) 

t fcpt fcpt fcpt fcpt fcpt

f OF c OD p OCP p NCP p NP c ND p OP p NP

ft

f NF

Y Y Y Y Y Y

Y

 

The first term represents the intensive margin: the trade value of incumbent export firms to 

known markets and selling familiar products to these markets. All other terms represent 

varying characteristics of the extensive margins. The second and third term represent the 

sales of new products in familiar markets distinguished by familiar export product at other 

market for the incumbent firm (second term) and new export products (third term). The 

fourth and fifth term represent sales of incumbent exporting firms to new markets with 

existing export products (fourth) and new export products (fifth). The final term represents 

the export value of new exporting firms. In the following sections we estimate this relation 

year by year and for the full period of six years. In the latter case the trade value in 2008 is 

equal to the value of the intensive margin, based on all existing firm-country-product 

relations in 2002 (and still exist in 2008) plus the varying extensive margins based on new 

trade relations since 2002 (and still exists in 2008)  

Apart from the trade value we also decompose the number of trade relations in incumbent 

trade relations and new trade relations decomposed by the same five characteristics as in the 

previous equation. The number of trade relations, At  is equal to: 

(6) 

t fcpt fcpt fcpt fcpt fcpt

f I c OD p OCP p NCP p NP c ND p OP p NP

ft

f NF

A A A A A A

A

 

Afcpt  is a dummy which is one if the FCP relation exists in period t and zero otherwise. f 

indicates an exporting firm, c the export market and p the export product. The symbols for the 

sets of firms, countries and markets have the same meaning as before. 

Table 1 presents a summary of the development of the extensive and intensive margins 

between 2002 and 2008 year by year and for the whole period. The total export value is 65.8 

billion euro in 2003 of which 58.8 billion comes from firm-destination-product relations that 

existed in 2002 and 7 billion euro comes from new trade relations. At an annual base nearly 
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90 percent of the exports come from existing trade relations and only ten to 12 percent from 

new relations. For the whole period 2002 to 2008 the extensive margin is much more 

important: nearly 50%. In the US, existing FCP-relations are responsible for more than 80 

percent of the export growth although this varies between 46 percent and 294 percent 

(Bernard et al., 2009). Over a ten year period existing FCP-relations only contribute a third to 

US export growth.
7
 Our year-by-year results and the differences with the six-year change 

vary less than those for the US. The main reason is that we decompose the value of exports, 

while Bernard et al. (2009) focus on export growth. This and the short time interval explain 

that the intensive margin is more important than in Bernard et al. (2009). These authors 

explain the importance of the intensive margin by the fact that the value of new trade 

relations is much smaller than of existing relations. Over time, conditional on survival, new 

relations develop much faster than existing relations which explain the increasing importance 

of the extensive margin over time. Later on we will compare in more detail the trade values 

of new and existing trade relations. 

Trade relations are new because firms start exporting or incumbent exporters sell new 

products, sell to new destinations or do both. It is also possible that they export a product to a 

new market which was already served by other products of the firm. The decomposition in 

Table 1 shows that new products contribute most to the new FCP’s followed by new 

destinations and by new firms, although there is considerable variation over the years. The 

combinations of new products and destinations and new combinations of existing export 

products and markets add less to the extensive margin. Over the whole period 2002 to 2008 

the contributions of new firms is most important followed by new products of incumbent 

firms and new destinations. New combinations of existing export products and market do not 

add much to the number of new trade relations. 

The differences between year by year changes and full period changes suggest that new firms 

grow faster or survive better and trade relations with new products or destinations.  The 

opposite is the case for combinations of known products and destinations. These conjectures 

will be analysed in more depth in the remaining of this paper.  

  

                                                           
7
 Halpern and Muraközy (2010) find that in 2003 73% of all Hungarian exports are generated by firms starting to export after 1992. 
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4. Basic Results by birth year 
 

A more detailed way to examine the dynamics of the traded relations is decomposition by 

birth year. Figure 1 presents the number of firm-country-product relations from 2002 to 2008. 

The number of FCP relations increases with 43% between 2002 and 2008 which indicates the 

internationalization of business. Trade increased from 66 to 102 billion euro in that period, a 

real increase of 55%. The total number of FCP’s is distinguished by the birth year of the 

FCP-relations in the columns. For the starting year of the sample, 2002, we do not know 

whether it is a new or continuing trade relation. The upper part in the columns reflects the 

number of new FCP-relations. This is about 40% of the relations in a given year. New is 

defined as a FCP relation that did not exist the year before. This could be a brand new 

relation but also a recurring relation from two or three years ago. Later on we will distinguish 

the recurring new relations from new ones (robustness analysis). 

 

Figure 1: Number of FCP-relations between 2002 and 2008 and their birth year. 

 

Source: International Trade Data of Statistics Netherlands, 2002 - 2008. 

Figure 1 clearly depicts the dynamics of new trade relations. If all these new relations would 

survive for some years, the increase in FCP-relations would be much higher than 43%. 

However, this is not at all the case. Although many FCP-relations are new, most of them do 

not survive for a long time. In 2008 only 15% of the FCP relations lasted for at least six years 
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(table 2). In 2008 only 20 percent of the 2002 relations have survived and the majority of 

these surviving trade relations are probably incumbent relations in 2002. For new FCP-

relations the survival rate is even lower. About sixty percent of the new relations already die 

out one year later. A quarter survives two years and about 15% four years. 

Although only 20 percent of the FCP relations from 2002 or earlier years still exist in 2008, 

the impact on the trade value is much larger. In spite of the fact that 80% of the FCP-relations 

is lost, the trade value is still about 55 billion euro in 2008, suggesting a massive rise in the 

average export value of a FCP-relation from 2002 or earlier, because only 20 percent of these 

relations has survived in 2008. These relations are still responsible for half of the trade value 

in 2008 as can see seen in Figure 2. For the new trade relations, it seems that the latest birth 

year is most important and that its importance decreases the longer the birth year is away 

from the actual year. This seems to be a recurring pattern for all available years. 

 

 Figure 2: Development of trade value between 2002 and 2008 by birth year of trade relations in billion euro. 

 

Source: International Trade Data of Statistics Netherlands, 2002 - 2008. 

 

The average export value of a FCP-relation is about 400 thousand euro. Due to new FCPs the 
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export value of the 2002 relations increases four times to 1.6 million euro. One of the main 

reasons is that many starting exporters in 2002 with relatively low export values retreat from 

the international markets. Export growth of remaining exporters between 2002 and 2008 is 

much lower. 

 

Figure 3: Development of average trade value per FCP relation between 2002 and 2008 by birth year in 

 thousand euro. 

 

 Source: International Trade Data of Statistics Netherlands, 2002 - 2008. 

 

One of the goals of this paper is to identify determining characteristics of surviving and of 

decaying FCP-relations. We do so by disentangling the decay of FCP relations in more detail. 

Surviving FCP-relations become more important over time, measured by trade value. One of 

the contributions of this paper is to present an integrated analysis of this decomposition. We 

distinguish the development of firms, starting and ceasing to export, the development of 
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5. Decomposition of new trade relations  
 

The new trade relations can be characterized by entry of firms, new products for the firm, 

new destinations, new products and new destinations, or familiar products to a new 

destination or new products to a familiar destination.  We do not only estimate this 

decomposition for the birth year but also for subsequent years. 

Table 3 presents the results averaged by age of the new FCPs, standard deviations are 

presented in parentheses.
8
 The overwhelming share of new trade relations comes from 

incumbent exporting firms. The share of new exporting firms is hardly 10 percent of all new 

FCPs in the birth year. This share increases to about 15 percent four or five years later which 

is still a modest share and illustrates the important role of incumbents in trade. However, the 

increase over time implies that relatively more new firm relations survive than those of 

incumbent firms. 

Nearly a quarter of the new FCP-relations are new destinations for incumbent exporters with 

incumbent export products. After four to five years the share in surviving FCP-relations 

increases to 32 percent. This is different if the incumbent exporters also sell new export 

products to new destinations. In the birth year this share is on average 14 percent and 

decreases by about 4 percentage points after four years. The survival rate of this type of FCP 

is relatively low. Also for new products to known markets, the survival rate is low, at least 

lower than for the average new FCP-relation. The share of new products in new FCPs 

decreases from 31 to 19 percent after four years. Incumbent exporters also expand their 

export product-destination mix by selling familiar export products to markets known from 

other export products. The exporters already know the products and market characteristics. 

Nearly a quarter of the new FCP-relations are characterized by this combination and this 

share remains constant over time.  

New firm-country-product export relations are established at a high rate and most of these 

relations die out quickly. If these new relations are characterized by new export products for 

the incumbent exporters the survival rate of the FCP’s is lower than the average relation 

whether the product is destined to a new or existing export destination. FCPs last longer if 

exporters access a new destination or if they are new exporters. Although a relatively large 

share of the new FCP’s involves new products (at least more than new countries or new 

                                                           
8
 Detailed results by year can be found in the annex. 
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firms), this alters rather quickly after a few years due to the high hazard rate of new products. 

This suggests that it is easier for firms to change the product export composition than it is to 

change the country export composition. The product churning literature (Bernard et al, 2011, 

Iacovone and Javorcik, 2010) also suggest that is quite easy to add and drop products because 

market entry costs are lower for products on known markets than market entry costs at new 

market. However, this literature does not compare product churning with destination 

churning. 

From comparing Tables 3 and 4 we find that new firms are much more important in trade 

value than in the number of trade relations. Moreover the value increases substantially over 

time, to a third of the export value of new FCP’s. The average export value of new export 

firms per product and destination is much higher than for other new FCP-relations in the birth 

year, but the growth rate of average export value is lower for surviving export firms (see 

Figure 4). The export value of new product-country combinations with existing export 

products and destinations is only responsible for one seventh of the export value of new FCP-

relations, much smaller than the 25% share in number of relations. This reflects a low 

average export value, suggesting that these sales are try outs without much investment effort 

beforehand because the export products and markets are familiar (Freund and Pierola, 2010). 

Over time the export values increase fivefold, but remain much lower than for other types of 

FCP-relations as can be seen in Figure 4. The new product and destination relations do also 

not add much to the total trade value, but this share corresponds more or less to the share in 

FCP relations. The development of the average trade value follows (thus) closely the average 

for all new FCP-relations (see figure below). The development of trade values of the FCP’s 

with new products or new destinations is more dynamic and varies by year. The average 

export value of FCP’s with new products is much higher and increases relatively over time, 

although 2005 is an exception. However, the low survival rates imply that the contribution to 

total trade is declining from nearly 30 to 12 percent. The average export value to new 

destinations is relatively lower but the share in total export value increases over time, due to 

the relatively high survival rate. Also here the year 2005 is the exception. 
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Figure 4: Development of average sales of 2003, 2004 and 2005 cohorts (in euro) 

 

These results fit to some extent into the theory of sunk market entry costs. If a firm exports a 

well-known export product for the first time to another destination known from other export 

relations, it does not have to invest much in market entry. Then relatively low export values 

could be profitable already. This is different for new destinations and new products. The 

literature suggests that market entry costs are higher for new destinations than for new 

products. This would suggest that export values to new markets are higher than export values 

of new products. The opposite is often the case however and export values of new products to 

known markets are even higher than to new markets. On the other hand, initial export values 

of new exporting firms are higher than for the other types of FCP’s, but export growth is 

much lower than for other FCP relations. Moreover, the survival rates of trade relations with 

new firms or new destinations are substantially higher than for other categories, suggesting 

that export experimentation is less common. 

In four or five years time, 85 percent of the new FCP-relations dies out according to Table 5. 

This Table presents the shares of the relations borne in a year (reflected in the columns) by 
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for new firms somewhat lower. It is interesting to investigate the characteristics of the new 

FCP-relations in order to conclude which have a higher probability to survive than others. 

The average trade value of FCP’s existing for at most one year is about 50 thousand euro 

Table 7), only for 2008 it is substantially higher. For FCP’s which live for two, three of four 

years the average trade values in the birth year are 100 to 150 thousand euro. For FCP’s 

living for a longer time the initial trade value is substantially higher on average, about 250 

thousand euro. Initial sales seem to be a good indicator for the survival of the firm-country-

products export relation as is also concluded in studies with country-product data (Brenton et 

al., 2010, Prusa en Besedeš (2006a). 

6. Product and destination characteristics 
 

This section examines in more detail the product and country characteristics of the trade 

relations. First, we use the product classification of Rauch (1999) to check whether trade 

relations with homogeneous goods behave differently over time than those relations with 

heterogeneous goods. Second, we focus on the country characteristics in order to find 

whether  trade relations develop differently whether the export market is a EU country or not. 

Third, we   

6.1 Homogeneous and heterogeneous goods 
We use the conservative classification of Rauch (1999) to disentangle homogeneous and 

heterogeneous products. One could imagine that differentiated products are more customized 

and are produced in smaller quantities because of that reason. As a consequence, these 

products are more vulnerable for market entry costs. Besedeš and Prusa (2006a) conclude that 

the initial export sales of differentiated products are smaller than for homogeneous products, 

but that their survival rate is higher. 

First of all Tables 8 and 11 show that we have twice as much FCP-relations with 

heterogeneous products than with homogeneous products. Moreover the average trade value 

of a FCP-relation with heterogeneous products is about twice as low as for homogenous 

products. This confirms our conjecture that heterogeneous products are sold at smaller 

quantities.
9
 For heterogeneous goods we have relatively more new FCP relations with new 

                                                           
9
 Note that the number of FCP-relations and the aggregate trade values of heterogeneous and homogeneous products do not add up to those in 

Table 2 and Figure 2 because we could not characterize the product in about ten percent of the trade relations. As a robustness analysis we have 

also considered reference price goods as heterogeneous goods. Of course the number of trade relations and trade value increases for these 
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products irrespective whether the market is familiar or not, and less so with new 

combinations of existing export products and known markets. This follows from comparing 

the results in Table 9 and 12. It seems to be less easy to sell a differentiated product at a new 

market, but the increase over time does not differ. Relatively slightly larger shares of the new 

FCP’s are new firms with homogeneous products and their share increases faster over time. 

With differentiated goods the share of new products in the FCP’s is slightly larger, but the 

decline over time is comparable to those of homogeneous goods. 

As for the full sample we have also distinguished the new FCP-relations in a given birth year 

by survival year for homogeneous and heterogeneous goods (Tables 10 and 13). Less FCP-

relations with heterogeneous goods survive the first year than FCP’s with homogeneous 

goods. After the first year the survival rates of exporting heterogeneous goods improve, but 

after four or five years the survival rates of export relations with homogeneous goods are still 

somewhat higher. This contrasts the findings of Besedeš and Prusa (2006b). However, they 

investigate US import country-product relations for 12 years, while we analyse Dutch export 

firm-country-product relations of one country for six years, which makes it hard to compare 

both outcomes. Our survival rates are lower because these are firm specific and it could be 

that these rates for differentiated goods improve relatively over a longer time period. Overall 

we have found that the average trade values of FCP’s with heterogeneous goods are lower 

than for homogeneous goods. This pattern we find also if we disentangle the new FCP’s to 

their survival years. The relative increase in average trade value by survival year is not much 

different for homogeneous and heterogeneous goods. 

6.2 EU and non-EU export markets 
We split the sample in EU and non-EU destinations as an approximation of the distance of 

the market to the Netherlands. We also include the EFTA countries Switzerland, Norway, 

Iceland and Liechtenstein in the EU sample, because these countries are at a similar distance 

as the EU countries from the Netherlands and are integrated with the EU internal market. 

About 60 to 65 percent of the FCP observations have an EU destination. This is not 

surprising: 70 percent of the total value of Dutch exports remain within Europe. In this 

sample it is even 80 percent. The average value of the FCP-relations with an EU destination 

is also higher, quite often 50 percent larger and sometimes even more than for non-EU 

destinations (Tables 14 and 17 respectively). The share of new exporting firms is 
                                                                                                                                                                                     

goods, but the pattern of decay and differences between both types of goods did not change. Rauch (1999) has also introduced a liberal 

classification in which more goods are classified is homogenous. This is in our sample about 5 to 10 percent of the observations. This does not 

have a big impact on the results compared to the conservative classification. The results of both robustness analyses are available at request. 
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considerably higher for EU destinations than for non-EU countries (see Tables 15 and 18). 

The underlying reason is probably that market access costs for EU destinations are much 

lower than for non-EU ones (Smeets et al, 2010). Firms start more often exporting to 

European destinations before they sell to other destinations. The share of new destinations in 

the FCP’s is much higher for non-EU destinations. This seems obvious because there are 

much more non-EU destinations than there are EU countries, but many of the firms looking 

for destinations outside Europe could also decide to find new markets in Europe which are on 

average less far and  a larger size.  

The decay of new product and country relations for non-EU destinations is much larger than 

for EU-destinations. It seems to be more difficult to survive with new products at new 

markets outside Europe. This is also true for new products at existing markets, although the 

decay is not so large. It could also be a strategy for exporting firms to experiment with new 

products at European markets, before expanding to other continents. Firms are more 

successful in new combinations of existing products and familiar non-EU markets. This share 

increases over time to a third of the number of trade relations while it remains constant for 

EU destinations. 

As for the full sample we have also distinguished the new FCP-relations in a given birth year 

by survival year for EU and non-EU destinations (Tables 16 and 19 resp.). FCP’s with EU 

destinations have much higher survival rates than with non-EU destinations. The survival rate 

after three years of the former is 20 percent while this is twice as low for the latter FCP 

relations. Comparing EU and non-EU destinations the higher market entry costs in the latter 

countries does not seem to prevent export experimentation.  The average export value 

towards EU countries is higher than for non-EU countries but we find no different pattern if 

we distinguish the survival years compared to the full sample.    

Instead of a country classification in EU and non-EU countries we have also classified the 

countries according to the number of days need to import a container (data Doing business 

indicators of WB). If the number of days was 7 or less we labeled them as easy access 

countries and otherwise as difficult access countries. In general the EU countries and some 

other countries are classified as easy access countries. The results between the EU and market 

access criteria hardly differ. Because of space constraints we do not present them. The 

correspondence of the results suggests that market entry costs are much higher on average for 
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non-EU destinations. So the differences in survival and characteristics of FCP relations for 

EU and non-EU destinations can be interpreted from differences in market access costs. 

A second robustness check is a country classification based on GDP. We classify countries 

with a GDP larger than 3333 billion US$ ppp terms as large countries and counties with a 

lower GDP as small countries. This is the median GDP value of the countries in the sample. 

Comparing the large country with the EU sample, the share of FCP relations with new 

products is about ten- points higher and with new destinations lower. Also the increase over 

time is smaller. The average trade value per FCP-relation is about 50 percent higher than for 

EU countries. Comparing both samples the large country sample does not include the smaller 

markets in the EU. The results are the reverse if we compare the small country sample with 

the non-EU sample. In the former sample the share of new products in the number of FCP 

relations is lower and the share with new destinations higher and the average trade value is 

lower.
10

 

6.3 Brand new and recurring new trade relations 
In considering new trade relations, we defined new as a trade relation which did not exist the 

previous year. It could be the case that these FCP-relations existed two or three years back. 

Then firms already paid the market entry costs and market access is probably easier than for 

brand new trade relations. We want to check whether the characteristics of recurrent and 

brand new trade relations are different and define brand new trade relations as the ones which 

did not exist before in the sample period 2002 to 2008. This definition has two consequences. 

First, only from 2004 we can distinguish both kinds of new trade relations. The 

decompositions for the years 2002 and 2003 will not change. Second, a trade relation 

characterized as ‘brand new’ could have been there before 2001. It is less likely that the 

brand new trade relations include before 2002 trade relations if we reach the end of the 

sample period. 

Table 20 present the number of brand new trade relations which can be compared with Table 

2 which includes also the recurrent relations. The number of new relations from 2004 

onwards is often 50 percent lower, although this reduces to 25% in 2008. This suggests that 

many new trade relations are recurrent relations. The question is whether both types of 

relations behave differently. The survival rates are not significantly different. By comparing 

                                                           
10

 We also used a GDP per capita measure and split the sample at 11441 US$ in ppp terms (median value). 
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Tables 23 and 5 we find that slightly less brand new trade relations survive, but this is only 1 

or 2% of the total number of relations. Only the decomposition over new exporting firms, 

new export products, new destinations and so on differs somewhat, see Tables 3 and 21. With 

only brand new trade relations, the share of familiar products to familiar markets is 

significantly larger. This seems to diminish over time, although the trend is also affected by 

the difficult identification of new FCPs in the first years of the sample. The share of FCPs 

with new products and new destinations is somewhat higher in particular in the first years of 

the trade relation. This is less the case for new products, new destinations or new firms. The 

share in trade value of the FCP with known products and markets is also higher compared to 

trade including recurrent FCPs and for new product and new markets this is the other way 

around. The trade value share of new firms is higher in the first years after birth, while it is 

loser for new products no matter whether the country is a familiar or new destination (Tables 

4 and 22).  

The average trade values in the birth years by survival year do not differ from those in table 

7. The trade value of recurrent trade relations is not larger or smaller than of brand new trade 

relations.  Also the survival rates are not different. Knowing a product and market from 

previous export experience does not seem to affect a firms’ export behaviour.  

Moreover, we replaced the 1000 euro threshold of the export value by a threshold of 100 

euro. The number of trade relations is about 25% higher, but the total trade value does not 

change. Average exports are about 25% lower. There are not significant changes in de 

decomposition of the new trade relations and by survival year. Results are available upon 

request. The trade relations with a value between 100 and 1000 euro seem to be 

proportionally distributed over the years and over the types of FCPs. Moreover, also the 

survival rates do not change significantly. 

7. Conclusions 
 

This paper utilizes new Dutch transaction-level data on international trade to investigate the 

duration of firm-country-product (FCP) export relations between 2002 and 2008. We classify 

product at the five digit level and exclude all transactions less than 1000 euro, oil and gas 

products and re-exports. First we establish that the intensive margin drives trade growth year 

by year. However after 6 years, new trade relations are responsible for about half of the value 



21 

 

of Dutch exports. Each year 40 percent of these relations are new, but only 25 percent of 

them survive after two years. The average export value of new relations is about 100 

thousand euro and increases fivefold in about four year’s time. This is still much smaller than 

the average trade value of incumbent relations.  

We distinguish new trade relations by new exporting firms and incumbent firms exporting 

new products, to new market, new products to new markets or new combination of familiar 

products and markets. In the longer term, the export value of new firms add most to trade, 

followed by new product, new markets and its combination. New combinations of familiar 

products and markets are not very important due to low initial sales and low export growth 

rates. Initial sales are a good indicator for FCP survival. Relations with an average initial 

export value of 50 thousand euro, do not survive, while those with an initial value of 200 

thousand euro will exist after a few years. New firms have higher initial sales and better 

survival rates (factor 2), but lower growth rates. That is also the case for trade relations to 

new destinations. New products have lower survival rates, average initial sales and growth 

rates vary by birth cohort. New products and countries have slightly lower survival rates, 

initial starting sales and also varying growth rates. 

For a sensitivity analysis we also distinguish homogeneous and differentiated goods, using 

the conservative classification of Rauch. Homogeneous goods have higher average trade 

values in the initial and later years. New FCP relations with homogeneous goods also survive 

longer. After the first year the survival rates of exporting heterogeneous goods improve, but 

after four or five years the survival rates of export relations with homogeneous goods are still 

somewhat higher. A larger share of the new relations consists of new exporting firms and 

their share increases faster over time.  New FCP’s with heterogeneous goods are more often 

new products (and new markets).  

Moreover, we distinguish EU and non-EU destinations. Average sales to EU destinations are 

often 50 to 100 percent higher and survival rates of new export relations are also better. After 

three years the former is 20 percent while this is 10% for the latter FCP relations. The share 

of new exporting firms is considerably higher for EU destinations than for non-EU countries, 

which is probably related to the size of to market access costs (Smeets et al, 2010). The share 

of new destinations in de FCP’s is much higher for non-EU destinations, but the decay of 

new product and country relations for non-EU destinations is much larger. Firms are more 
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successful in new combinations of existing products and non-EU markets. This share 

increases over time. 

Survival rates are higher if market entry costs are higher. This could be due to a selection 

effect. As with starting to export, the more productive and larger firms are more inclined in 

exporting. This could also be the case for higher market entry costs (as we know from Smeets 

et al, 2010). It could also be the case that market entry costs are too high to experiment with 

exporting because the financial burden of export failure is too high. This suggests a causal 

relation between market entry costs and survival rates. Something similar could be the case 

with respect to initial sales. Higher initial sales indicate better survival chances, but it is not 

clear whether this is a causal relationship or a selection effect. In this paper we have 

presented a complete description of long and short-lasting trade relationships. We have a 

better understanding which kind or relationships have better survival chances. However, we 

did not determine the underlying motivations and characteristics of firms when they decide to 

enter a new export market or product. Further analyses would require a link between the firm-

level trade data and other firm characteristics.  
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Table 1 Development of the intensive and extensive margins in billion euro between 2002 and 2008 

 

2002-

2003 

2003-

2004 

2004-

2005 

2005-

2006 

2006-

2007 

2007-

2008 

2002-

2008 

new FCP’s 7.0 7.1 8.9 9.0 10.8 12.3 47.5 

   new firms 1.7 1.7 1.8 2.5 1.8 1.7 18.9 

   new destinations 2.0 1.9 2.3 2.0 1.9 3.1 8.2 

   new products 1.5 1.5 2.7 2.2 3.5 4.7 10.1 

   new des & prod 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.7 1.3 7.1 

   old des & prod 0.9 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.9 1.6 3.2 

        intensive margin 58.8 62.1 66.5 76.2 85.9 89.7 54.5 

total 65.8 69.2 75.4 85.2 96.6 102.0 102.0 

 Note that the rows new FCPs and intensive margin add up to total. The other five rows add up to new FCP’s. 

 

 

Table 2 Decay in export relationships (firm-country-product relationships) 

 

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 156994 

      

156994 

2003 87795 75329 

     

163124 

2004 64119 27899 73516 

    

165534 

2005 51933 17351 28411 77008 

   

174703 

2006 43429 12615 17833 29966 80141 

  

183984 

2007 37310 9844 13072 18681 31240 86791 

 

196938 

2008 32936 8221 10550 14115 20601 37267 101072 224762 

Note that the cells in the rows add  up to the total. 

 

 

Table 3 Average share of decomposed FCP relations by birth year and over time  

 (standard deviation between brackets) 

 

survival 

year 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 8.9  30.9 22.6 14.0 23.7 6 

 

(0.35) (1.72) (1.13) (1.10) (0.61) 

 one 11.0 26.4 25.8 10.1 26.7 5 

 

(0.59) (3.18) (2.61) (1.23) (0.81) 

 two 12.7 23.1 27.9 9.9 26.4 4 

 

(1.21) (1.52) (2.01) (1.47) (1.18) 

 three 13.7 21.3 29.7 9.3 26.0 3 

 

(0.83) (2.05) (2.27) (1.77) (1.21) 

 four 14.7 19.5 32.1 9.2 24.5 2 

 

(0.76) (1.53) (0.58) (2.51) (0.80) 

 five 14.5 18.2 32.8 11.4 23.0 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 
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Table 4 Average share of decomposed trade value by birth year and over time  

 (standard deviation between brackets) 

survival 

year 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 20.2 23.9 29.2 13.0 13.8 6 

 

(5.03) (4.15) (6.71) (1.87) (2.22) 

 one 26.5 23.1 24.0 11.3 15.1 5 

 

(4.32) (6.06) (7.04) (1.86) (3.65) 

 two 31.4 25.4 21.1 9.1 13.0 4 

 

(4.29) (6.65) (8.33) (1.04) (2.26) 

 three 30.4 25.8 22.7 8.1 13.0 3 

 

(4.49) (8.49) (14.28) (2.08) (3.18) 

 four 34.3 30.9 12.2 8.2 14.3 2 

 

(2.55) (4.23) (0.76) (2.31) (0.13) 

 five 32.9 35.4 12.7 6.2 12.8 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 

 

Table 5 share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts by survival year  

year\birth 

year    2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 44.1 . . . . . . 

2003 15.1 63 . . . . . 

2004 7.8 14 61.4 . . . . 

2005 5.4 6.3 14.4 61.1 . . . 

2006 3.9 3.7 6.5 14.7 61 . . 

2007 2.8 2.2 3.4 5.9 13.3 57.1 . 

2008 21 10.9 14.4 18.3 25.7 42.9 100 

Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 

 

Table 6 Trade value (in billion euro) of new cohorts by survival year 

year\birth 

year    2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 8.53 . . . . . . 

2003 5.83 2.58 . . . . . 

2004 4.81 1.16 2.66 

 

. . . 

2005 3.57 0.58 1.01 2.72 . . . 

2006 2.24 0.39 0.67 1.57 2.59 

 

. 

2007 2.64 0.22 0.26 0.68 1.10 3.14 . 

2008 38.40 2.06 2.54 3.96 5.31 7.62 12.31 

total 66.03 6.99 7.14 8.92 9.00 10.75 12.31 
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Table 7 Average trade value (in hundred thousand euro) of new cohorts by survival year 

year\birth 

year    2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 1.2 . . . . . . 

2003 2.5 0.5 . . . . . 

2004 3.9 1.1 0.6 

 

. . . 

2005 4.2 1.2 1.0 0.6 . . . 

2006 3.7 1.4 1.4 1.4 0.5 

 

. 

2007 6.0 1.3 1.0 1.5 1.0 0.6 . 

2008 11.7 2.5 2.4 2.8 2.6 2.0 1.2 

 

 

Table 8  Number of FCP-relations, aggregate and average trade value with homogeneous products 

FCP  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 41835 . . . . . . 41835 

2003 25886 17868 . . . . . 43754 

2004 19932 7957 17386 . . . . 45275 

2005 16396 5068 8084 18116 . . . 47664 

2006 14019 3887 5287 8396 17881 . . 49470 

2007 11925 3115 3896 5415 8049 18914 . 51314 

2008 10398 2493 3010 4045 5411 9583 22696 57636 

 

 

Trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 28.9 . . 

 

. . . 28.9 

2003 26.6 2.3 . 

 

. . . 29.0 

2004 26.0 2.1 2.4 

 

. . . 30.5 

2005 25.6 1.9 2.6 3.6 . . . 33.6 

2006 27.1 1.8 2.2 4.3 3.2 

 

. 38.6 

2007 27.3 2.1 2.1 3.7 3.8 3.9 . 42.9 

2008 26.0 1.9 2.1 3.6 4.0 3.5 4.3 45.3 

in billion euro 

 

Average  

trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 0.69 . . 

 

. . . 

2003 1.03 0.13 . 

 

. . . 

2004 1.30 0.27 0.14 

 

. . . 

2005 1.56 0.38 0.32 0.20 . . . 

2006 1.93 0.47 0.42 0.51 0.18 

 

. 

2007 2.29 0.67 0.54 0.68 0.47 0.21 . 

2008 2.50 0.76 0.69 0.88 0.73 0.37 0.19 

in hundred thousand euro 
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Table 9 Average share of decomposed FCP relations with homogeneous goods by birth year and over 

 time (standard deviation between brackets) 

 

survival 

year 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 9.9 27.6 23.2 10.3 28.9 6 

 

(1.33) (1.65) (1.17) (1.43) (1.62) 

 one 12.7 23.9 25.1 7.4 30.9 5 

 

(1.57) (2.69) (2.20) (1.02) (0.45) 

 two 15.5 21.0 26.2 7.2 30.2 4 

 

(2.03) (2.21) (3.51) (0.50) (1.07) 

 three 16.8 20.1 27.4 6.3 29.4 3 

 

(2.22) (4.18) (4.97) (0.51) (1.25) 

 four 15.8 17.2 31.5 6.5 29.0 2 

 

(0.91) (0.55) (1.85) (0.51) (0.13) 

 five 17.1 17.6 30.7 7.1 27.5 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 

 

Table 10 share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts with homogeneous goods by survival year  

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 38.1 . . . . . . 

2003 14.2 55.5 . . . . . 

2004 8.5 16.2 53.5 . . . . 

2005 5.7 6.6 16.1 53.7 . . . 

2006 5.0 4.3 8.0 16.4 55.0 . . 

2007 3.7 3.5 5.1 7.6 14.8 49.3 . 

2008 24.9 13.9 17.3 22.3 30.3 50.7 100.0 

 Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 
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Table 11  Number of FCP-relations, aggregate and average trade value with heterogeneous products 

FCP  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 93036 . . . . . . 93036 

2003 50163 46714 . . . . . 54338 

2004 35755 16288 45437 . . . . 41391 

2005 28894 10018 16632 47445 . . . 35396 

2006 23937 7170 10328 17530 50134 . . 31791 

2007 20595 5551 7525 10780 18670 54025 . 30024 

2008 18172 4707 6143 8177 12225 22228 62667 29746 

 

Trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 28.8 . . . . . . 28.8 

2003 24.9 3.5 . . . . . 28.4 

2004 22.9 3.0 3.5 

 

. . . 29.4 

2005 21.9 2.6 3.1 4.0 . . . 31.6 

2006 22.4 2.2 2.7 3.5 4.5 

 

. 35.2 

2007 22.9 2.1 2.6 3.2 4.5 5.3 . 40.6 

2008 21.4 1.8 2.5 2.8 3.7 4.3 6.5 43.0 

in billion euro 

 

Average  

trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 0.31 . . . . . . 

2003 0.50 0.08 . . . . . 

2004 0.64 0.18 0.08 

 

. . . 

2005 0.76 0.26 0.19 0.08 . . . 

2006 0.94 0.31 0.26 0.20 0.09 

 

. 

2007 1.11 0.39 0.35 0.29 0.24 0.10 . 

2008 1.18 0.39 0.40 0.34 0.30 0.19 0.10 

in hundred thousand euro 

 

Table 12 Average share of decomposed FCP relations with heterogeneous goods by birth year and  

 over time (standard deviation between brackets) 

survival 

year 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 8.5 31.9 22.2 15.1 22.3 6 

 

(0.40) (1.79) (1.37) (1.14) (0.51) 

 one 10.1 27.5 25.8 11.2 25.4 5 

 

(1.12) (3.26) (3.08) (1.49) (1.41) 

 two 11.1 24.3 28.2 11.1 25.2 4 

 

(1.49) (2.18) (1.65) (1.78) (2.05) 

 three 12.0 22.1 30.1 10.7 25.1 3 

 

(1.71) (1.84) (1.46) (2.30) (2.40) 

 four 13.6 21.4 31.4 10.6 22.9 2 

 

(1.27) (3.22) (1.85) (3.33) (0.67) 

 five 13.1 18.9 32.8 13.4 21.8 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 
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Table 13 Share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts with differentiated goods by survival year  

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 46.1 . . . . . . 

2003 15.5 65.1 . . . . . 

2004 7.4 13.4 63.4 

 

. . . 

2005 5.3 6.1 13.9 63.0 . . . 

2006 3.6 3.5 6.2 14.2 62.8 

  2007 2.6 1.8 3.0 5.5 12.9 58.9 

 2008 19.5 10.1 13.5 17.2 24.4 41.1 100.0 

Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 

 

Table 14  Number of FCP-relations, aggregate and average trade value to EU countries 

FCP  2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 90452 . . . . . . 90452 

2003 58425 39824 . . . . . 98249 

2004 44438 17752 38874 . . . . 101064 

2005 37718 12079 18664 40726 . . . 109187 

2006 32542 9386 12709 19565 42890 . . 117092 

2007 28769 7583 9780 13176 20677 48043 . 128028 

2008 26030 6544 8190 10488 14824 25825 22696 147288 

 

Trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 53.5 . . . . . . 53.5 

2003 48.9 5.0 . . . . . 53.9 

2004 47.7 4.7 4.6 

 

. . . 57.1 

2005 46.3 4.2 4.8 6.2 . . . 61.6 

2006 48.8 3.9 4.5 6.8 6.2 

 

. 70.2 

2007 50.0 4.2 4.4 6.1 7.1 7.3 . 79.2 

2008 47.4 3.8 4.4 5.8 6.9 6.4 8.1 82.8 

in billion euro 

 

Average  

trade value 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 0.59 . . . . . . 

2003 0.84 0.13 . . . . . 

2004 1.07 0.27 0.12 

 

. . . 

2005 1.23 0.35 0.26 0.15 . . . 

2006 1.50 0.41 0.35 0.35 0.15 

 

. 

2007 1.74 0.55 0.45 0.46 0.34 0.15 . 

2008 1.82 0.59 0.54 0.55 0.46 0.25 0.15 

in hundred thousand euro 
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Table 15 Average share of decomposed FCP relations to EU countries by birth year and  

 over time (standard deviation between brackets) 

survival 

year New firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 10.7 33.8 19.1 11.6 24.8 6 

 

(0.79) (2.48) (1.84) (1.78) (0.83) 

 one 13.1 29.0 22.7 10.1 25.1 5 

 

(1.20) (3.89) (3.36) (2.12) (1.39) 

 two 14.9 25.1 25.3 10.6 24.1 4 

 

(1.56) (2.08) (3.29) (2.31) (1.53) 

 three 15.4 22.9 28.0 10.2 23.6 3 

 

(0.27) (2.02) (3.04) (2.73) (1.77) 

 four 16.2 20.8 30.8 10.3 22.0 2 

 

(0.45) (0.49) (1.17) (3.73) (1.61) 

 five 15.8 20.2 30.8 13.3 20.0 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 

 

Table 16 Share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts with EU destinations by survival year  

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 35.4 . . . . . . 

2003 15.5 55.4 . . . . . 

2004 7.4 14.2 52.0 

 

. . . 

2005 5.7 6.8 15.3 52.0 . . . 

2006 4.2 4.5 7.5 15.7 51.8 

  2007 3.0 2.6 4.1 6.6 13.6 46.2 

 2008 28.8 16.4 21.1 25.8 34.6 53.8 100.0 

Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 
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Table 17  Number of FCP-relations, aggregate and average trade value to non-Eu countries 

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 66554 . . . . . . 66554 

2003 29373 35516 . . . . . 64889 

2004 19681 10147 34660 . . . . 64488 

2005 14215 5272 9747 36306 . . . 65540 

2006 10887 3229 5124 10401 37253 . . 66894 

2007 8541 2261 3292 5505 10563 38758 . 68920 

2008 6906 1677 2360 3627 5777 11442 45707 77496 

trade value 

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 12.5 . . . . . . 12.5 

2003 9.9 2.0 . . . . . 11.9 

2004 8.3 1.3 2.5 

 

. . . 12.2 

2005 8.2 1.0 2.0 2.7 . . . 13.8 

2006 8.1 0.8 1.4 2.0 2.8 

 

. 15.0 

2007 7.5 0.7 1.3 1.7 2.7 3.4 . 17.4 

2008 7.2 0.6 1.1 1.5 2.1 2.5 4.2 19.2 

average 

trade 

value 

        

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

 2002 0.19 . . . . . . 

 2003 0.34 0.06 . . . . . 

 2004 0.42 0.13 0.07 

 

. . . 

 2005 0.57 0.18 0.20 0.08 . . . 

 2006 0.74 0.26 0.27 0.19 0.07 

 

. 

 2007 0.88 0.33 0.41 0.31 0.26 0.09 . 

 2008 1.04 0.36 0.48 0.40 0.36 0.22 0.09 

  

Table 18 Average share of decomposed FCP relations to non-EU countries by birth year and  

 over time (standard deviation between brackets) 

survival 

year New firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

New cty-

prod 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 6.7 27.5 26.7 16.8 22.3 6 

 

(0.45) (0.86) (0.79) (0.81) (1.00) 

 one 6.8 21.4 31.9 10.1 29.8 5 

 

(1.25) (1.52) (1.75) (0.90) (0.93) 

 two 7.5 18.2 34.2 8.2 32.0 4 

 

(1.78) (1.21) (2.76) (0.91) (1.04) 

 three 8.8 16.8 34.6 6.8 33.1 3 

 

(2.55) (2.91) (4.07) (1.26) (0.95) 

 four 9.5 15.1 36.4 5.5 33.4 2 

 

(1.70) (4.96) (6.43) (1.55) (1.77) 

 five 9.4 10.7 40.9 4.4 34.7 1 
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Table 19 Share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts with non-EU destinations by survival year  

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 55.9 . . . . . . 

2003 14.6 71.4 . . . . . 

2004 8.2 13.7 71.9 

 

. . . 

2005 5.0 5.8 13.3 71.4 . . . 

2006 3.5 2.7 5.3 13.5 71.6 

  2007 2.5 1.6 2.7 5.2 12.8 70.5 

 2008 10.4 4.7 6.8 10.0 15.5 29.5 100.0 

Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 

 

Table 20 Decay in export relationships with only new entrants (firm-country-product relationships) 

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 total  

2002 156994 . . . . . . 156994 

2003 87795 75329 . . . . . 163124 

2004 64119 27899 41021 . . . . 133039 

2005 51933 17351 9112 40477 . . . 118873 

2006 43429 12615 3971 9042 40635 

  

109692 

2007 37310 9844 2169 3518 7989 40887 

 

101717 

2008 32936 8221 8864 10450 14682 26534 76960 178647 

 

Table 21 Average share of decomposed FCP relations by birth year and over time with only new entrants 

 (standard deviation between brackets) 

  

 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

survival 

year 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 7.5 30.6 21.1 11.3 29.5 6 

 

(1.18) (1.49) (2.17) (1.92) (3.47) 

 one 10.9 24.8 24.8 8.7 30.7 5 

 

(1.01) (2.48) (3.55) (1.94) (3.10) 

 two 13.1 21.7 27.4 8.5 29.3 4 

 

(1.94) (0.62) (2.62) (2.34) (2.91) 

 three 14.2 20.2 29.3 8.3 27.9 3 

 

(1.46) (1.33) (3.11) (2.72) (3.47) 

 four 15.2 18.7 32.1 8.6 25.4 2 

 

(1.69) (0.49) (0.63) (3.70) (2.15) 

 five 14.5 18.2 32.8 11.4 23.0 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 
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Table 22 Average share of decomposed trade value by birth year and over time with only new entrants 

 (standard deviation between brackets) 

 

New 

firms 

New 

products 

New 

countries 

survival 

year 

Old cty-

prod obs. 

birth 19.9 23.0 29.2 10.3 17.6 6 

 

(6.20) (5.49) (8.76) (2.47) (2.99) 

 one 31.8 22.2 21.6 8.2 16.2 5 

 

(5.36) (7.76) (6.05) (1.28) (1.99) 

 two 41.8 22.8 15.8 5.9 13.7 4 

 

(9.32) (8.79) (4.71) (1.80) (2.66) 

 three 44.7 23.7 13.8 5.4 12.5 3 

 

(13.04) (11.11) (5.30) (2.21) (3.82) 

 four 41.8 28.2 10.4 5.6 13.9 2 

 

(13.36) (8.32) (3.40) (1.24) (0.40) 

 five 32.9 35.4 12.7 6.2 12.8 1 

Note that the cells in the row add up to 100. 

 

Table 23 share of finishing FCP relations of new cohorts by survival year with only new entrants 

 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

2002 44.1 . . . . . . 

2003 15.1 63 . . . . . 

2004 7.8 14 63.0 

    2005 5.4 6.3 14.0 63.8 

   2006 3.9 3.7 6.1 14.2 64.2 

  2007 2.8 2.2 3.3 5.5 12.6 60.6 

 2008 21 10.9 13.6 16.5 23.2 39.4 100.0 

Note that the cells in the columns add up to 100. 
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Annex 
 

Table A1 Decay in export relationships (% of firm-country-product relationships) 

 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Decay in new firm export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 9.31 

     2004 10.76 9.08 

    2005 11.58 10.82 8.97 

   2006 13.44 13.1 10.2 9.1 

  2007 14.11 14.66 11.8 11.81 8.65 

 2008 14.49 15.19 13.07 14.17 11.18 8.35 

Decay in new firm-product export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 28.96 

     2004 23.52 30.27 

    2005 21.31 24.57 29.46 

   2006 19.35 22.38 25.06 30.31 

  2007 18.41 20.88 23.42 25.75 33.56 

 2008 18.23 20.57 23.41 24.88 31.59 32.02 

Decay in new firm-country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 23.04 

     2004 27.88 24.14 

    2005 29.64 28.57 23.38 

   2006 31.3 29.66 26.54 22.75 

  2007 32.49 30.86 27.09 25.3 21.07 

 2008 32.83 31.67 27.16 25.57 21.95 21.68 

Decay in new firm-product-country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 14.93 

     2004 11.99 12.85 

    2005 11.72 8.96 13.99 

   2006 11.14 8.13 10.26 13.77 

  2007 11.03 7.6 9.73 10.55 12.66 

 2008 11.43 7.48 9.19 10.06 9.09 15.41 

Decay in old firm-product country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 23.77 

     2004 25.85 23.66 

    2005 25.75 27.07 24.19 

   2006 24.76 26.73 27.92 24.06 

  2007 23.96 25.99 27.96 26.59 24.07 

 2008 23.01 25.09 27.17 25.31 26.19 22.53 

 

Note that numbers per birth and survival year add up to 100.  
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Table A2 Decay in export value (firm-country-product combis in billion euro) 

 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 02 

Decay in new firm export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 

 

24.02 

     

7011 

2004 

 

25.93 23.51 

    

9677 

2005 

 

27.62 28.88 19.97 

   

11993 

2006 

 

29.92 33.65 23.89 27.38 

  

14387 

2007 

 

32.41 34.74 27.17 32.28 16.78 

 

16709 

2008 

 

32.9 36.02 27.29 35.71 21.15 13.78 20163 

Decay in new firm-product export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 

 

29.04 

     

21813 

2004 

 

34.13 26.45 

    

28812 

2005 

 

36.05 24.19 26.17 

   

33369 

2006 

 

35.92 25.61 20.72 21.99 

  

38236 

2007 

 

34.11 26.13 21.69 21.97 17.26 

 

46087 

2008 

 

35.37 28.13 19.01 22.32 18.57 25.17 56238 

Decay in new firm-country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 

 

21.73 

     

17355 

2004 

 

17.15 20.97 

    

25529 

2005 

 

13.6 18.64 29.71 

   

31267 

2006 

 

12.43 14.86 33.8 24.59 

  

35422 

2007 

 

12.78 12.65 31.87 19.94 32.7 

 

38480 

2008 

 

12.72 11.7 37.28 20.08 27.44 37.99 45238 

Decay in new firm-product-country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 

 

12.6 

     

11248 

2004 

 

9.31 14.51 

    

12789 

2005 

 

7.93 13.88 11.99 

   

15353 

2006 

 

7.35 10.22 9.7 13.81 

  

16970 

2007 

 

6.51 10.51 8.51 12.09 15.37 

 

18178 

2008 

 

6.22 9.77 6.58 9.64 11.56 10.2 24067 

Decay in old firm-product country export relationships (firm-country-product combis) 

2003 

 

12.61 

     

17902 

2004 

 

13.48 14.56 

    

24608 

2005 

 

14.8 14.41 12.16 

   

30788 

2006 

 

14.38 15.66 11.89 12.23 

  

35540 

2007 

 

14.19 15.97 10.76 13.72 17.89 

 

40174 

2008 

 

12.79 14.38 9.84 12.25 21.28 12.86 46120 

 

 


