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Abstract 

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the effects of the Business Opportunity Projects 

(BOPs) that the Swedish Trade Council uses when promoting export for small enterprises. The 

Business Opportunity Projects have the same type of setup for all offices where the Swedish 

Trade Council is established and are subsidized by 60 percent from the government. A dataset on 

firms’ financial state on a ten year basis is used and survey interviews conducted in 2005/06 and 

2007/08. From this data three types of methods are used; a calculations on expected values of 

return; a panel data model and a probit model. 

The results show that the expected return of one project is around 250 000 SEK and if the project 

is successful the average return is around 1 000 000 SEK. The governmental return is around 22 

times the invested money. The probability of creating business volume directly or indirectly is 

around 45 percent. It is also shown that the projects have an impact on the export turnover of the 

participating firms. The effect comes after two years and it increases until four years after the 

BOP. The interpretation of the exact effect should be made with caution due to estimation issues. 

The result also indicates that the BOP generates around 1.5 employees on averages. 

The results show that the participating firms do not have advantage being larger, or being from 

the middle region of Sweden nor in a specific branch in order to have a successful project. Firms 

from north part of Sweden that have a slightly smaller chance of having a successful project, if 

the project is made in Western European offices, the firms have a higher probability to succeed 

compared to other offices. 

Keywords: Swedish Trade Council, Business Opportunity Projects, Expected value, Panel data, 

Probit model. 
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1
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2
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etc. to branch activity. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Most countries in the world have implemented some sort of trade promotion programs. These are 

commonly known as Export Promotion Agencies (EPA). Sweden is no exception. The Swedish 

Trade Council (STC) was founded 1972 and has promoted Swedish companies to grow 

internationally ever since. Today they have more than 60 offices in 50 different countries. STC is 

owned by the Swedish government and the Confederation of Swedish Enterprises
3
. The STC 

contributes in different ways to increase the Swedish trade and interest in foreign markets.  

An export promotion service that the STC uses to promote Swedish trade is the Business 

Opportunity Project (BOP). The BOP can help a company as it takes its first step into the 

international market. The project is a consultant assignment designed for small enterprises
4
 to 

exploit business opportunities in foreign markets. The BOP consists of a market check, a visiting 

program and a strategic plan for what to do next. The market check includes an industry 

overview and a suggestion of potential business partners. The visiting program consists of visits 

to potential business partners and usually lasts for one or two days with STC personal that 

assists. The strategy plan is a recommendation of future actions to develop the business. The 

STC conducts around 350 BOPs in one year
5
. The BOPs are subsidized for small enterprises, if 

the company has less than 50 employees or a maximum of 10 MEUR in turnover the company 

gets a 60 percent government subsidy of the project cost. The initial cost of a one BOP is 100 

000 Swedish krona (SEK). 

1.1 Background to the Export Promotion Agencies  

The first EPA was founded in Finland in 1919. In the mid-1960s it becomes a popular instrument 

for boosting exports for countries all around the world. Though, in 1990’s the EPAs efficiency 

began to be questioned. Kessing and Singer (1991) were among the first that started questioning 

the EPAs in developed countries. The EPAs were criticized for lacking strong leadership, being 

inadequately funded, having staff that were not suitable for the client, far too much government 

involvement and that they were established in countries that had antitrade policies. In recent 

                                                 
3
 Svenskt Näringsliv. 

4
 Small enterprises/firms/companies will in this paper be the definition of firms that have less than 50 employees or 

less than ten million euro in turnover. This is the also the condition to get the subsidized for the BOP.  
5
 Estimation on conducted BOPs for 2008 to 2005, see table 10 in the Appendix. 
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years, the policy environment has changed and many of the EPAs have evolved and there is a 

consensus that the EPAs services are desirable for many Small and Medium-sized Enterprises 

(SME) to promote the firm´s pursuit in becoming exporters (Lederman et al., 2006).  

The EPAs services can be categorized in four different sections:  1) Country image building: 

This is everything from advertising and event promotion to advocacy. 2) Export support services: 

exporter training, technical assistance, capacity building, including regulatory compliance, 

information on trade finance, logistics, customs, packaging and pricing. 3) Marketing: trade fairs, 

exporters and importer missions, follow-up services offered by representatives abroad, 4) Market 

research and publication: general, sector, and firm level information, such as market surveys, on-

line information on export markets, publications encouraging firms to export, importer and 

exporter contact databases (Lederman et al., 2006). The BOP can been seen as a mixture of the 

third and fourth category. 

1.2 Aim and method 

The main question addressed in this paper is: 

How efficient is the Swedish Trade Council in promoting exports when using the Business 

Opportunity Projects? 

Efficiency will be defined according to two criterions; first as the export turnover share that the 

BOP will generate and secondly as the rate of a successful BOP. Further, a successful BOP is 

defined as; when the firm have generated business volume as an effect, fully or partial, as a result 

of the participation of the BOP program. 

The analysis is divided into three sections. The first section will answer the question; how much 

export in business volume does the BOP expect to generate? Secondly I will investigate if the 

BOPs have a significant impact on the participating companies export turnovers during the time 

period 1999/08. In the third and last section I will examine if the companies, that had successful 

BOPs which means that they generated business volume as a result of the project, had some 

different firm characteristics that made the firm more successful compared to the companies that 

did not have a successful BOP and if it matters in which part of the world the BOP is conducted. 
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To answer the questions in the first section an expected value calculation is done. This is a 

calculation that uses the known probabilities of created business volume from the survey 

questions. The reported business volumes are based on interviews of the companies, this should 

not be mixed up with the export turnovers that are used in the second section that are based on 

actual export data from Statistics Sweden. The survey questionnaire is based on 418 respondents. 

In the second section I investigate the impact of the BOP on the firms export turnover using data 

from 778 firms. This includes financial figures of; profit, total turnover, export turnover intervals 

and which year the BOP have been conducted, from the years 1999/08. The panel data is used to 

investigate the significant level on the impact of the average BOP, on the export turnover and the 

employees. 

Third, I examine the probability of having a successful project for firms with different 

characteristics.  The variables that are used in this model are home region in Sweden, branch, 

firm size and in which part of the world the BOP was conducted. The dependent variable is a 

binary variable, that states if the firms had a successful project or not. The data that is used in 

this model is taken from the survey questionnaire and the financial firm dataset, which is used in 

the second section, which is a total of 495 firms. The probit model is used to reveal if the 

probabilities of having a successful BOP depends on these certain characteristics. 

This paper will contribute to the micro foundation evidence on the EPAs performance, by 

narrowing down the analysis to a specific export promotion service (the BOP) in a specific 

country I hope not only to find results that are useful for the STC but also contributes to the 

literature on EPAs. The study will be an evaluation of the work of the Swedish Trade Council 

and a contributing to the knowledge for the first time how efficient an export promotion service 

can be for export performance of the specific firms. 

The reminder of the paper is organized as follows: In section 2 the previous research field on 

EPAs and empirical studies on export success are shortly reviewed. Section 3 presents the 

dataset and the descriptive statistics. In section 4 the different models are presented and in 

section 5 the results of the models. The last section contains a discussion of the results and 

suggestions for future studies. 
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2 PREVIOUS STUDIES 

In this section I will address the findings of previous papers on which firm characteristics’ that 

makes an exporting firm successful and the research field on EPAs. In table 9 in the appendix 

there is a shorter and more comprehensive overview of previous studies. 

2.1 Expected return of EPAs 

In a study by Lederman et al. (2006) the authors conducted a survey on 88 EPAs around the 

world. By using a model that uses the export per capita as dependent variable and EPA budget 

per capita as dependent and control variables the authors found that for each 1$ of export 

promotion invested in the median EPAs budget it generated around 300$ in increased export. 

The results differ from different regions where the highest export increase was found in Latin 

America and the Caribbean (LAC) with 490$ and the lowest in the OCED countries with 160$. 

The estimates suggest that the marginal efficiency starts to decline after 60 cents of the EPA 

budget/per capita. The average EPAs have a budget of 0.11 percent of the exported goods and 

services, with a standard deviation 0.35 percent and a median of 0.04 percent. The EPAs budget 

may differ a lot depending on the country. 

It is commonly known in the international trade research that there are spillover effects from the 

engagement in foreign markets. In the study by Alvarez et al. (2007) that uses firm-level data on 

different exporting products and to which specific country they were exported to. The firms are 

from Chile and the data was composed from 1991-2001.  The authors report evidence that the 

probability of firms to introduce given products to new countries or different products to the 

same countries increase with the number of firms exporting those products and to those 

destinations, respectively. This is consistent with learning from experience since, “the number of 

firms exporting a product, or to a given market, increases the probability that a firm will 

introduce those products to new markets, or different products to the same markets.”  

2.2 How efficient are the export promotion services’? 

A paper by Alvarez (2004) analyses if the differences between Small and Medium Enterprises 

(SME) can affect their export performance, Alvarez uses data from a large number of Chilean 

firms that are divided into three groups; non-exporters, sporadic exporters and permanent 
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exporters. He finds that trade promotion activities, by reducing transaction cost and fostering 

trade, can promote new firms to enter new foreign markets and also help existing firms to expand 

into new markets and expand sales in current markets as well. The results suggest that efforts in 

international business such as training of workers, process innovation and the utilization of 

export promotion programs had positive effects on the export performance for the SMEs. The 

author also points out that there is a self-selection phenomenon that the EPAs should keep in 

mind when designing optimal export promotion services. This self-selection phenomenon refers 

to that the firms that are contacting the EPAs are firms that may be more ready to become 

exporters than the firms that do not.  

Martincus & Carballo (2009) raise the question if trade promotion programs have heterogeneous 

effects on the distribution of export performance. They estimate how export promotion services 

affect different groups of firms, by using Chilean exporters over the time period 2002-2006. 

They found that smaller and a relatively inexperienced firm, measured by their total exports, 

benefits the most from promotion activities and that the heterogeneous effects had an impact 

over export performance both on the intensive
6
 and extensive

7
 margin. They also show that 

different firms with different degrees of international involvement face different obstacles and 

accordingly have different needs. It can be harder for firms which are smaller and relatively 

inexperienced in foreign markets to become successful exporters. Hence, different export 

promotions action can have different effects for the firms. 

The BOP is a specific export service that the STC provides; other EPAs have different kinds of 

export promotion instruments. In a paper by Alvarez & Crespi (2000) they examine the EPA of 

Chile, the National Agency for Export Promotion (PROCHILE) institute. They use data from a 

special survey that was sent to 365 Chilean firms and export statistics from 1992-1996. The 

authors find that technological innovation and aggressive activities in international markets had a 

positive impact on the export sector. The export promotion instruments that PROCHILE uses 

where also found to be effective in increasing export for the firms. However there were only 

some instruments’ that had a positive significant impact in opening new markets and increasing 

export. They found that the export committees where the most effective instruments.  

                                                 
6
 In this case an aggregated term for; average exports per country, average exports per product, and average exports 

per country and product.  
7
 In this case an aggregated term for; number of countries the firms export to and number of products they export.  
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Fischer & Reuber (2003) have addressed the issues of EPAs support program, for Canada, if they 

can be an efficient instrument when trying to promote export for SMEs, by using a survey to 496 

Canadian firms. They develop five different hypotheses. One of the hypothesis states that: 

“Among the SMEs whose owners that are aware of export support services, firms led by less 

internationally experienced owners will be more likely to use export support services than firms 

led by more experienced owners.” They found that this hypothesis was partially supported. The 

results indicated that SME owners’ awareness of the Canadian EPAs export support services, 

which had less internationally experienced owners, were more likely to try to use the export 

support services. The less export experience the firms have the bigger chance that they will use 

the EPAs export promotion service.  

Kneller & Pisu (2007) find evidence that export experience lowers the trade cost for the firm. 

The trade cost is defined as the cost of delivering a good to a foreign country minus the marginal 

cost of producing the goods. Using a survey on British firms, the author concludes that there is a 

process of learning to export. 

2.3 What makes a good exporter? 

Literature that tries to explain why only some firms become exporters have present several 

stylized facts concerning the relationship of firms’ characteristics and export performance. Data 

from a range of different countries and periods has showed that exporting companies are more 

productive, larger and more capital intensive compared to non-exporters (Alvarez, 2006). Similar 

studies that examine factors behind exports have found that productivity, human capital, 

technological innovation, size and age are the main factors in becoming an exporting firm 

(Bernard & Jensen, 2004; Roberts & Tybout, 1997). 

The probit model will test if the firms have advantages or disadvantages of being from some 

specific part of Sweden. In an overview by Chandry (2005) the author finds that firms in 

developing countries gain from being in an industry cluster when it comes to access to markets, 

skilled workers, and technological spillovers, more flexible specialization and reduced 

transaction cost. 

This section has shown that there are a numerous studies that show that EPAs has an impact on 

firms trying to become successful exporters. Though, there is an absence of more specific 
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evaluations of the export activities that the EPAs’ provide. Previous studies have focused mostly 

on the impacts of EPAs on the country’s export as a whole’. 
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3 DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

In this section a descriptive overview is given of the datasets that are being used in the different 

models. There are two statistical sources that are used. The first is a survey questionnaire, which 

is made by an external survey company and the second source is firm-based statistics based on 

the STC’s own database and Statistics Sweden
8
.  

The survey questionnaire has been made for the Swedish Trade Council to evaluate the 

satisfaction of the companies that have participated in the BOPs. This dataset contains nine 

survey questions (see table 11 in the Appendix). The second source is  firm based statistics 

which includes profit, total turnover, export turnover intervals, intervals of employees, SNI
9
 

codes, region in Sweden where the companies are situated, which part of the world the 

companies have export to, what year the BOP was conducted and in which part of the world it 

was made. Also information of the Swedish GDP growth taken from the Statistic Sweden is 

used. This dataset are yearly information from 1999-2008.  

The expected value calculations are based on the survey information. In the panel model the firm 

based statistics of turnover, export turnover interval, profit, exporting and importing region, GDP 

growth and which year the BOP is conducted is used. In probit model survey question 1, the SNI 

codes, BOP office region, the home region and in which part of the world the BOP is conducted 

are used as dummies. It is important to remember that expected value calculation is based on the 

survey question one (see table below) where authorized persons in the firms have answered 

questions about their created business volume and in panel model the export turnover intervals 

are used from the firm’s annual audit.  

The turnover or revenue is defined as the net turnover which is the turnover without discounts in 

sales, value added tax and other taxes connected to the sales. The profits of the firms are 

summarized in the firms’ annual audit and the Statistics Sweden gathers the information. How 

the firms define profit can vary between the companies. 

                                                 
8
 Statistiska centralbyrån. 

9
 A standard for Swedish branch activity classification. Is a standard classification code system for production unit 

etc. to branch activity 
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3.1 The survey questionnaire - expected value 

The survey questions are designed to capture the satisfaction factor and future prospect that the 

firms have about exports. The survey is made on request of the STC to evaluate the costumer 

satisfaction of the BOPs. In the survey there are yes and no questions, Likert scale
10

 questions 

and direct questions where the firms are asked to estimate their business volume in certain 

intervals. Since the start of the BOP programs the STC have conducted surveys repeatedly to 

measure the costumer satisfaction of the participating companies. The two surveys that I will use 

in this paper were conducted among the companies that made BOPs in 2005/06 and 2007/08. A 

quantitive method is used in the survey with telephone calls and question forms. The companies’ 

identities are confidential and cannot in any way be identified with the question in the survey. It 

is the same firms that are used from the two different data sources so the firm-based statistics can 

be identified with the firms that participated in the survey. 

There are a total of nine questions in the survey questionnaire of which four are used in this 

paper: 

Q1.  Have you done any business in (country) as an effect, full or partial, of your participation 

on in the BOP program? 

Q3. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created as a 

result of the BOP program from the selected country? 

Q5. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created 

further as a result of the BOP program from some other country? 

Q8. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created 

further as a result of the BOP program from some other country (if no in question one)? 

Table 1 shows that 35-40 percent of the companies experienced that the BOP program had 

created new business opportunities for them in the country where the BOP was made. Question 

four is answered if the firms answered yes in question one and question seven is the estimated 

                                                 
10

 From the psychologist Rensis Likert, that designed the degree scale question. E. g. 1-5 degree question, were 1 

resembles strongly agreed and 5 strongly disagree, is a common used Likert scale.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Psychologist
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Rensis_Likert
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synergy business volume of the BOP participation of some other country than that the BOP was 

done in, if they answer no in question on.   

Table 1 Observations in the survey questions  

 05/06 07/08 

Yes No Yes No 

Have you done any business in (country) as an effect, full or partial, of 

your participation on in the BOP program? (Q1) 
72  

(35) 

133  

(65) 

85 

(40) 

128 

(60) 

Have your establishment in (country) implied further business in some 

other country? (Q4) 
10 

(14) 

62 

(86) 

21 

(27) 

56 

(73) 

Have your done business in some other country than in (country) as the 

result of, full or partial, that your firm toke part of the BOP program? (Q7) 
16 

(12) 

117 

(88) 

19 

(15) 

110 

(85) 

The percentages are given within the parentheses. 

Questions three; five and eight are used in the expected value calculation since there is always a 

reliability problem when using this survey based data. The answers from these questions are 

estimated within seven different intervals (see table 13 in the Appendix). Since the width of the 

intervals increases with the business volume the estimation becomes more uncertain, but since 

most of interviewed firms are small most of the observations are within the lower intervals. 

3.2 Firm characteristics - panel and probit model  

Panel 

There are some observations missing in the export turnover as well for the total turnover 

variable. This means that the observation size decreases when the variable for export turnover 

share is used. The total the observation sample drops there for from 7780 to 4940 observations.  

The export turnovers are reported in eight intervals. The actual values of the export turnovers are 

confidential. These interval estimations have been given the average value within the interval. 

This is done because the variables have to be on an exact scale in order to create interpretable 

estimates. The eighth interval of the export turnover is on the scale of one hundred million SEK 

goes to infinitive. This interval will be assumed to be three hundred million SEK. The 

assumption of three hundred millions is made because it would be the natural step when looking 

on the interval scales.  



 

11 

 

Table 2 Export intervals  

 Export turnover in TSEK 

Original 

interval 
<249 250>999 1000>1999 2000>4999 5000>9999 10000>4999 50000>99999 >100000 

Trans.
11

 

average 
125 500 1500 2500 7 500 30000 75000 300000 

Obs. 931 691 519 858 718 1618 323 155 

 

The export turnover and profit are divided by the total turnover to get the percentage share of 

these variables. This is done for two reasons; the first one is that the coefficients can then be 

interpreted as the percentage point’s effect on dependent and independent variables. The second 

reason is that the share captures the relative increase or decrease of profit and export turnover 

instead of the absolute effect which would be inaccurate since the absolute effect can increase of 

many different factors e.g. branch growth or economy shocks.   

In table 3 the descriptive statistics on turnover share, profit share, Swedish GDP and employees 

are shown.  

Table 3 Descriptive statistics 

 Turnover share Profit share Swedish GDP  Employees 

 Mean  2.309 -0.085  2.979 20.628 

 Median  0.214  0.037  3.237 10 

 Maximum  3333  1777  4.660 943 

 Minimum  0.001 -1024 -0.409 0 

 Std. Dev.  63.052  29.031  1.534 37.455 

 Observations  4939  6268  7780 7700 

  

The average export turnover share is 230 percent higher than then the total turnover because in 

some observations the export turnover is bigger than then the firms’ total turnover. The 

explanation of this can be understood by looking into the transposed average interval from table 

2. Since the export turnover interval becomes wider with the higher values the true export 

turnover share value becomes more uncertain. The certainty of the actual export turnover 

                                                 
11

 Trans. means transposed. The export turnover interval is transposed to the average value of the interval.  
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becomes more and more uncertain as the interval increases as for the increasing span of the 

intervals. This is why the average export turnover share becomes unrealistically high. This 

problem can unfortunately not be solved. Since, if these observations would be removed the 

sample size would be too small to analyze. The interpretation of the panel model therefore made 

with caution with this problem in mind. The median turnover indicates that the turnover share is 

21 percent of total turnover which is reasonable. 

The negative profit share indicates loss. The average firm has a profit loss share of 0.08 percent 

of the total turnover. Because of the same problem that was stated in previous section. The 

median shows that the companies have around 4 percent profit of the total turnover. The 

observations differ from the four variables since there are some missing values within the 

dataset. 

The BOP dummy will only be considered if the firms has done a project or not, still there some 

firms that have done more than one BOP. The effects of doing more than one projects will not be 

analyzed since there are only a few companies that have made more than one BOP and the effect 

of doing more project can not be interpret due to model setup.
12

 

All firms have on average 20 employees; the median firm has 10 employees. This indicated that 

most of the firms are small. The biggest firm has 943 employees and the smallest have zero 

which means that the firm is do not have any employees except for the owner. 

Table 4 Conducted BOPs 

Year 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Total 

Nr. of BOPs 22 61 68 85 110 121 70 63 35 51 686 

 

Most of the BOPs where conducted in 2003/04 in this sample, there are also some missing values 

in the dataset since the statistical framework includes 780 companies. There are 92 missing 

values were the BOP year is not observed. 

                                                 
12

 See the Methodology chapter in the panel model section for an explanation of the setup. 
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Dummy variables for the probit model 

The independent dummy variables that are used in the probit model are constructed from the 

firm based statistics, for 2008. The four variables divided into two and three sub-categories.  

 Branch activity knows as SNI code is divided into three categories (Manufacturing, 

Service, finance, resource and other or Wholesale and retail trade). 

 Home region for the company (North or south and middle of Sweden)  

 Size of the company measured from the numbers of employees (less than 9 or more than 

9 employees). 

 Home of the office were the projects was done (West Europe or some other part of the 

world). 

Table 5 shows that most companies are from the middle region of Sweden and in the 

manufacturing industry and that most BOP have been done in East Europe.  

In the probit model the sample size is 495 observation because apart from the survey that were 

made in 2005/06 and 2007/08 there was also a third follow up survey made in 2008 on the firms 

that made BOPs in 2005/06 that is why there are more observation on question one compared to 

table 1. 

Table 5 Dummy observations 

 Question 

1 

Size 

(<9) 

Size 

(>9 

Home 

region 

south 

Home 

region 

middle 

and south 

Service 
Manu-

facturing 

Whole 

and 

retail 

sale 

West 

Europe 

Rest of 

the 

continents 

Yes  304 243 326 46 267 130 274 161 72 490 

No  185 333 250 530 309 446 302 415 490 72 

Obs. 495 576 576 576 576 576 576 576 562 562 

 

Question 1 has a total of 495 observations because some of the firms failed to answer this 

question. From the total sample of 778 firms there are 576 that have been observed. The branch 

activity variable is based on the Swedish branch activity classification system (SNI). These SNI 

codes are international standards for customs all over the world. There are 17 main activity codes 

from the SNI. The SNI activity codes are divided into three branch activities; Service, Finance, 
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Resources and Other; Manufacturing; and Whole and Retail Sale. This classification is being 

made to get such a smooth sample size as possible over the branches. The offices regions are 

divided upon West and then the rest of the continents which includes East Europe, North and 

South America, the Middle East and Asia. There are 562 observations of these variables. 
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4 METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 

4.1 Expected value 

The expected value calculations give the long run average of all the expected values. The 

expected value can be used to evaluate if an investment should be made or not. Since, the 

probabilities of doing further business as a result of the BOP is known (remember table 1). This 

can be used to calculate the expected value of the BOP investment.  

  is the average outcome of a successful BOP. Equation (1) formalize the calculation: 

     
                             

                                         
               

i is the either question 3, 5 or 8 (see table 6 below). The equation is used to calculate the average 

outcome for one BOP for 2006/05 and 2007/08. The average outcome is then used to calculate 

the expected outcome of a successful BOP. The calculation of expected outcome per firm is 

formalized as: 

                                                                             

t is the probability to create business volume either from question 3, 5 or 8. The expected 

outcome of an unsuccessful BOP is null. If the cost of a BOP is drawn from the expected 

outcome and it returns a positive value then the investment should be made. Equation (1) and (2) 

is used on the three question (see table 1) where the companies have stated how much business 

volume that were created in the BOP country or in some other country.  

It should be brought to the reader’s attention that this kind of calculation cannot compensate for 

industry sector shocks or other economic shocks that may occur. The estimated business volume 

can be seen a result or partly as a result from these shocks and this simple test cannot take these 

into consideration. The results may also have a bias since the estimations are based on survey 

questions alone and should therefore be interpret with caution. 
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4.2 Expected value calculations  

Table 6 shows that the total probability to gain from a BOP is 40.2 and 49 percent.  The 

governmental business-creating effect per SEK is 114 and 137 times the invested money for the 

same time periods. The average outcome per successful BOP for 2005/06 and 2007/08 is 

6 854 542 and 8 226 504 SEK respectively. The expected outcome for a successful BOP are on 

average 1 274 440 and 2 199 255 SEK for the same time period. 

Table 6 Expected value  

 2005/2006 2007/2008 

Total estimated business volume in BOP country (Q3) TSEK 127 407 131 137 

Total estimated business volume in other than BOP country 

(Q5) TSEK 
42 450 108 427 

Total estimated business volume in other than BOP country 

(Q8) TSEK (Answered no in Q1)  
13 440 28 890 

Expected probability to gain from the BOP % 40.2 49.0 

Total average outcome of successful BOP in SEK 6 854 542 8 226 504 

Governmental business-creating effect per SEK 15.5 28.0 

Expected outcome per BOP in SEK 1 274 440 2 199 255 

 

In the following section the specific calculation are explained. The expected probability to gain 

from a BOP is calculated by multiply the probability to not succeed in the BOP country with 

probability to not succeed in some other country minus one
13

.  

The average outcome of a successful BOP per SEK is calculated by the created business volume 

divided with the number of firms that created business volume for each questions, then the sum 

is taken from the three calculations
14

.   

                                                 
13

 Probability to gain from the BOP for 2005/06 and 2007/08 respectively: [1-(0.65*0.92)] and [1-(0.60*0.85)].  
14

 Average outcome per BOP in SEK for 2005/06 and 2007/08 respectively: [(127 407 

000/72)+(42 450 000/10)+(13 440 000/16)] and [(131 137 000/85)+(108 427 000/21)+(28 890 000/19)]. 
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The cost of a BOP is 100 000 SEK per project, 60% of the project is subsidized by the 

government for small companies. The governmental business-created effect per SEK is 

calculated for 2005/06 and 2007/08 by taking the average outcome of a BOP divided with the 

governmental cost for one BOP. For every SEK the government spends it generates around 114-

137 times in export turnover for the participated firms
15

.  

To calculated the expected outcome of the one BOP the average outcome from the three different 

questions are multiplied with the probability to gain from the BOP (or not but still made 

business, as in question 7). The calculation is formalized in by equation (2) in the previous 

section.
16

 The equation is used on the three questions from table 6 and since there are different 

probabilities to gain (remember the answer from table 1) from the question there will three 

separated calculation for each time period that are summarized minus the BOP cost to derive in 

the expected outcome per BOP.  

4.3 Panel model 

This model presents a variant of the classical method of experimental design that is called Qasi-

Experimanetal Design (QES). The QES methodology assesses the influence of one project by 

measuring the changes that have taken place in the performance of the target group and 

systematically isolate the effects of the other factors that might contribute to the observed 

changes. The regression analysis will capture the “treatment” effects of the BOP participation.. 

In order to determine the effectiveness of export promotion programs the best way to do this 

would be to compare the companies that have used the BOP programs with companies that have 

not. Since, this is not possible there is a risk for selection bias. If the BOP firms are systematical 

better than non-BOP firms in terms of specific firm characteristics, there is a risk that the 

estimation would overstate the causal effects of the participation of the BOP program. 

Unfortunately, this bias risk cannot fully be ruled out in these evaluation approaches.
 17

 

This problem is overcome, in the most doable way, by using the facts that the firms have done 

the BOPs in different years e.g. if a firm has done a project in 2003 and a other firm has done it 

                                                 
15

 Governmental business-created effect per SEK for 2005/06 and 2007/08 is respectively: (6 854 542/60 000) and 

(8 226 504/60 000).  
16

 Expected outcome per BOP in SEK for 2005/06 and 2007/08 is respectively: 

[(1 769 542*0.35)+(4 245 000*0.14)+(840 000*0.12)] and [(1 542 788*0.40)+(5 163 190*0.27)+(1 520 526*0.15)]. 
17

 See Matrincus & Carballo (2010) page 204, for a discussion of the same problem. 
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one 2007, there is gap in the time period between the years when one firm have done the a BOP 

and the other has not. This gap can be thought of as the control group that did not received a 

BOP. With this assumption I can only account for, if the firms that have made one BOP. Because 

if the firms receive more than one BOP it does not matter, the effect of the BOP can only be 

accounted for one time.  

The formalization of the panel model with the variables that is used is given by: 

                                                      

The dependent variable Y is the export turnover as a share of the total turnover. t is the observed 

firms and i is the time period 1999 to 2008, one observation for every year.  The independent 

variables D are the BOP dummy that states in which year the BOP is conducted. For every firm 

it will take the value of zero until the year when the BOP is conducted and then it will take the 

value of one throughout the time period. X is the profit as a share of the total turnover and Z is 

the Swedish GPD growth in percentage.   is the dummy variable for exporting within the EU 

region.   indicates the cross-section fixed effect. The formalization of the second panel model is 

the same as the in equation (3) with the exception that the employees’ variable is used as the 

dependent and the turnover share is used as an independent variable.  

The export share of total turnover is used to get a good approximations as possible since the size 

of the firms does not matter then comparing the firms export e.g. if the firm is growing then the 

export turnover could also grow as well but since it is the effects of the BOP on export turnover 

that are of interest, the share of the export on total turnover is used.  

The variable of interest is the BOP dummy variable, as this will show if it have the BOP have a 

significant impact on the export turnover share. The BOP dummy will be lagged because of the 

underlying assumption that the BOP program may have a stronger effect after some years, as it 

may take a while to build business contact and to develop business relations. 

The profit share variable is a proxy for the how much the firm is investing. The profit is equal to 

the turnover minus fixed costs and variable costs. If the cost accounts increase due to 

investments in e. g. export promotion services, the profit will be negative if the cost is higher 

than then the turnover. I will expect that this variable will be negative for companies that are 
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investing more to become exporter and positive if the firms are in the beginning in theirs 

exporting strategy. 

The Swedish GDP growth controls for economic shocks. A positive aggregate demand shock is 

expect to increase the Swedish companies export turnover and v.v. The dummy variable for 

exports within the EU is used to control if the firms that trade within EU have an advantage or 

not.   

Estimation aspects 

Panel datasets often suffer from unobserved heterogeneity, this problem refers to omitted 

variables with values that are constant for an observed individual
18

 over the time span of the 

panel data sample. The omitted variable has a specifics value for each individual and all the 

observation in a given individual on the same sample contains this common unobserved constant 

effect (Murry, 2006, pp. 679). In this study the panel consists of time series observations on a set 

of firms, there are a firm-specific effects common for all the observation on each specific firm. 

These firm-specifics effects are the employees’ skills, corporate culture, CEO’s style and the 

rules of the firms, which might each give rise to firm-specific effects that is constant for all the 

firms. The unobserved heterogeneity might be these different skills that the firm have and each 

skilled could be explanatory if measured. When this unobserved firm-specific effect is assumed 

to be in the model, then heterogeneity is assumed.  

The unobserved heterogeneity comes in two varieties, distinct intercepts Data-generating 

Process
19

 (DGP) and error components DGPs. The distinct intercept model is appropriate when 

the unobserved differences among groups are the same from one sample to the next. The error 

components model is selected when the differences among the groups are assumed to vary 

randomly between different samples (Murray, 2006, p. 680). In this study the sample is drawn 

from the contacted firms of the STC. This sample is assumed to have distinct intercepts since the 

sample is drawn from Swedish firm that are assumed to have the same corporation cultures 

compared to foreign firms. The sample of the firms has also in common that they are driven to 

become successful exporter. The distinct intercept model will assume that the disturbance have a 

                                                 
18

 The individual refers to the firms that are investigated in this study. I use the individual term to simplify the 

examples and the reason that it could be confusing when reading the rest of the paper.  
19

 “What we know about the about our data come from, combining what we assume about the underlying population 

of interest with what we assume about how data are chosen from that population”(Murray, 2006, p. 902) 
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mean of zero and are homoskedastic and serially uncorrelated. It also implies that the dependent 

variables are contemporaneously uncorrelated with the disturbance (Murray, 2006, pp. 680).  

Hausman test for correlated random effects 

When choosing the most efficient estimator for panel data it is important to choose the right 

model specifications. Since, estimation with the wrong model may result in an inefficient and 

inconsistent estimator. The Hausman test enables us to choose between the fixed effects and 

random effects coefficient estimators (Murray, 2006, pp. 700). The central assumption of the 

Hausman test is to settle whenever the random effects are uncorrelated with the independent 

variables. If the null hypothesis is rejected, fixed effects estimator should be used and in the 

other cases if the null hypothesis is accepted the random effects estimator should be used 

(Murray, 2006, p. 703).  

The result of the Hausman test rejects the null hypothesis of no correlation between the 

individual error components and the independent variables. The result indicates that there is 

correlation between variables. The fixed effect estimator is therefore used. See table 18 in the 

appendix for the result. In the fixed effects estimator it can control for fixed effects in the cross-

sections and in the periods. Since the selected sample is not random, the firms are all selected for 

the participation of the projects, the fixed effects estimator is used in cross-section is used. In this 

case the fixed effects are assumed in the cross-section. The periods will not be assumed to have a 

constant effect since a firm over ten year period may change their line of business in many ways.  

The fixed effect model cannot be estimated with highly collinear independent variables some of 

the independent cannot be used in the panel model.
20

 That is the Home region and Branch 

activity and Employees variables; because these are dummies that only indicate one value per 

time period. These dummies are used in the probit model instead. 

4.4 Panel model results 

The panel models goals are to answer the question if the BOP has an impact on the participating 

firms’ export turnover and employees. In table 7 the BOP dummy variable shows the impact, 

with and without year lags, on the export turnover share.  

                                                 
20

 E-views user’s guides, estimations problems, help. 
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Table 7 Panel model with export turnover share as dependent variable 

ESTIMATION 
No lags One lag Two lags Three lags Four lags 

VARIABLE      

BOP DUMMY
• -0.674 

(2.383) 

0.565 
(2.384) 

4.091 
(2.500) 

5.886** 
(2.819) 

8.662** 
(3.440) 

PROFIT SHARE 2.726*** 
(0.074) 

2.737*** 
(0.076) 

-2.921*** 
(0.254) 

-15.771*** 
(0.764) 

-25.806*** 
(1.032) 

GDP SWE PERCENT -0.189 
(0.638) 

-0.193 
(0.663) 

0.102 
(0.696) 

0.407 
(0.752) 

0.696 
(0.797) 

EXPORTS WITHIN EU -2.312 
(3.976) 

-2.733 
(4.244) 

-1.551 
(5.060) 

3.180 
(5.599) 

4.754 
(6.272) 

INTERCEPT 5.341 
(4.262) 

4.997 
(4.342) 

0.604 
(4.854) 

-5.355 
(5.575) 

-7.869 
(6.322) 

OBSERVATIONS 3864 3738 3323 2907 2487 

*Significant at the 10% level, **significant at the 5 % level, ***significant at the 1% level. The standard 

errors are given in the parentheses. 
• 
Indicates lag on the variable.  

In the estimations with no lag and one year lag the BOP dummy is insignificant. The BOP 

dummy variable with two years lag just misses the ten percent significant level. The coefficient 

show that after two years increase the export turnover as a share of the total turnover with 4.09 

percentage points and in three years its increase with 5.88 percentage points. The maximum 

impact comes after four years there the increase with 8.66 percentage points. After four years the 

BOP dummy gets insignificant.  

The profit as a share of total turnover variable is significant on the one percent level for all 

estimations. The coefficient becomes negative the third estimation (the two year lag estimation). 

The explanation of this is that if the firm has a loss, it means that the cost is higher than the 

turnover, the profit share of the total turnover will also be negative. The reason that the profit 

share becomes negative after two year is that the firms cost increases when they trying to enter 

new markets. That also explains way it is positive in the begging since the it may take a some 

years establish in the new market and that the establishment is associated with a high cost. 
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The GDP variable has no effect on the firms export turnover which may be due to the fact that 

there has been no aggregated chock between 1999 and 2008. In table 2 it is showed that the 

standard deviation of the Swedish DGP only has been 1.5 percent and the highest growth and 

lowest has been 4.7 percent and -0.4 percent, respectively. This indicates that the effect of the 

Swedish GDP had no impact on the firms export turnover share.  

The exports within EU variable indicate the firms that are exporting within EU. The variable is 

insignificant for all the estimations. This can be interpreting as that previous exporting 

experience does not affect the export turnover share for the participating firms.    

The coefficients of the intercepts are insignificant for all estimations. This is due to the model 

controls for fixed effect. The intercept then losses its interpretations and need there by no further 

explanation. 

In table 8 the BOP dummy variable shows the impact on the employees’ variable. The same 

independent variables are used from previous table with the exception that the export turnover 

share variable is also used as an independent variable.  
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Table 8 Panel model with employees as dependent variable 

ESTIMATION 
No lags One lag Two lags Three lags Four lags 

VARIABLE      

BOP DUMMY
• 

1.393*** 

(0.366) 

1.218*** 

(0.359) 

1.512*** 

(0.380) 

1.584*** 

(0.426) 

1.185** 

(0.496) 

PROFIT SHARE 
-0.003 

(0.004) 

-0.003 

(0.004) 

0.000 

(0.004) 

0.001 

(0.010) 

0.001 

(0.010) 

GDP SWE PERCENT 
-0.337*** 

(0.096) 

-0.326*** 

(0.098) 

-0.351*** 

(0.103) 

-0.360*** 

(0.106) 

-0.377*** 

(0.110) 

EXPORTS WITHIN EU 
0.588 

(0.572 

0.629 

(0.596) 

0.731 

(0.652) 

0.393 

(0.738) 

-0.144 

(0.774) 

INTERCEPT 
23.732*** 

(0.607) 

24.098*** 

(0.602) 

23.996*** 

(0.652) 

24.328*** 

(0.719) 

24.987*** 

(0.765) 

OBSERVATIONS 4699 4556 4115 3653 3172 

*Significant at the 10% level, **significant at the 5 % level, ***significant at the 1% level. The standard 

errors are given in the parentheses. 
• 
Indicates lag on the variable.  

The BOP dummy variable is significant for all time lags. The results indicate that the BOP 

generates 1.4 employees the same year that the BOP was conducted and in the first year after the 

BOP year it generates 1.2 employee, in the second year 1.5 and in the third 1.6 employees. After 

four years the BOP impact decreases to 1.2. In the fifth lag it becomes insignificant and the 

sample size has decreased to less than half from the original sample size with no lags. The result 

from the sixth lag is therefore not interpreted due to the decrease sample size. 

 The profit variable is insignificant in all estimations. The firms profit level does not affect the 

employment rate. This can be explained with the fact that the firms is hiring when it is need 

rather than when the profit is large. 

The export turnover share is negative significant for all the estimation. It would be expected that 

the export turnover would increase the employment rate since a higher export would require 

more resources from the firm. Since the effect is very small and almost constant through all 

estimations this effect can be overlooked. 



 

24 

 

The Swedish GDP coefficients differ from the results in table 7. The GDP variable is negative 

significant which is the opposite on what could be expected since the GDP is expected to at least 

raise the employment rate. There is no conclusion to be drawn for this result. The effect is very 

small and will therefore not be analyzed further. 

If the firm is exporting within the EU have no effect on the employment rate. This concludes that 

firms trading within EU have no effect if the firms is hiring or not.   

The intercept is significant for all estimation and capture a large effect of the employment rate. 

This is because the fixed effect model cannot capture the whole constant effect of the 

employment decisions. The second reason is that there may be variables that are affecting the 

employment rate that is not controlled for in these estimations because of the limitations in the 

dataset. 

4.5 Probit model 

The probit model is used to answer the question if there are known firm-specific characteristics 

that make some firms more successful than others. When dealing with a dependent variable that 

take on the value of one or zero the probit model is a good estimator. The probit model deals 

with the probabilities of binary outcomes and assumes that there are some latent variables that 

that determines the binary outcome. The probit model introduces a nonlinear estimator to 

measure the relationships between probabilities and the independent variables, using a maximum 

likelihood estimator instead of the more common OLS regressor. The formalized probit model is 

given by: 

                                                                         

Where Y is question one from the surveys “Have you done any business in BOP country as an 

effect, full or partial, of your participation on in the BOP program? Taking the value one if the 

firm did business and zero if otherwise. i is observed firm. Φ is standard normal cumulative 

distribution function.  X1 is the branch activity, X2 the home region of the firm and X3 the size of 

the firm (by measuring employees) and X4 is the region that the BOP was conducted. These are 

the time independent dummies that will have the value of one if the specific characteristics are 

met or zero otherwise. 
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4.6 Probit model results 

The questions that will be answered in this section are: Are the BOP projects more successful for 

certain industry sectors? Are the probability rates for a successful BOP lower for smaller firms? 

Does it matter were in Sweden the firms are locate? And are the STC offices in West Europe 

more successful?  

In the probit model there are four dummy variables divided into two and three sub-categories 

(see the 3.2 chapter). These dummy variables are collinear as each firm can only have one of the 

three different attributes. This means that the coefficients must be interpreted with the respect of 

the category that is removed. In table 7 there a presentation of the maximum likelihood 

estimation (1) what have been made and in the second column the marginal effect (ME) 

calculations on the probability on having a successful project is shown. 

The coefficients should be interpreted as the effect of having a certain characteristic compared to 

a reference case where all dummy variables are zero. The reference case is the firm that is a 

manufacturing company, has more than nine employees, is from the middle or south region of 

Sweden and has not done a BOP in West Europe. This is the reference firm that the results of 

coefficient will be interpreted upon.     

The coefficient measures the unobserved change in the estimated dependent variable Y that is 

related to the change of the independent variable. The coefficients of the probit model cannot be 

interpreted directly as the marginal effect of the probability of the independent variables. 

Therefore it is necessary to calculate marginal effect of the probability. To get the marginal 

effect (ME) of an independent variable, we need to derive: 

    
        

    
 

                              

    
             

j is the specific variable that is derived. Equation (6) is used to make a series that is multiplied on 

the coefficient of interest, in this case the Home region north and the West Europe Offices 

coefficients. Hence, 
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where ϕ is the standard normal probability density function. The estimation shows that the home 

region and the West Europe variables are significant. 

Table 9 Probit model results 

Dependent variable – question 1 from the survey. 

ESTIMATION (1) ME 

VARIABLE   

C 
0.166* 

(0.013) 
 

SERVICE AND OTHER 
0.189 

(0.155) 
 

MANUFACTURING   

WHOLESALE 
0.159 

(0.142) 
 

EMPLOYEES <9 
0.098 

(0.123) 
 

EMPLOYEES >9   

HOME REGION NORTH 
-0.458** 

(0.216) 

-0.140 

 

HOME REGION MIDDLE AND MIDDLE   

WEST EUROPE OFFICES 
0.564** 

(0.233) 
0.190 

REST OF THE CONTINENTS OFFICES   

OBSERVATIONS 484  

*Significant at the 10% level, **significant at the 5 % level, ***significant at the 1% level. The standard 

errors are given in the parentheses. 

The ME calculation states that the firms from the north region of Sweden has a 14 percentage 

points less successful rate compared to the reference firm. The West Europe offices show that 

probability to a have successful BOP in the BOP country are 19 percent higher if it done in a 

West Europe office compared to reference firm. The employees/size and branch activity 

variables are not significant. This means that the probability to have a successful project has no 

effect whether you are a neither smaller nor bigger company or what kind of activity the firms 

are involved in. This concludes that for all participated BOP companies every firm has an equal 
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chance to become a successful exporter except if the company is from the north then it has a 

slight less probability to succeed or if the BOP is made in the West Europe then the BOP has a 

higher chance to succeed. 



 

28 

 

5 DISCUSSION 

5.1 Expected value 

The results in table 6 show that the return of a successful BOP is around 6.8 MSEK in 2005/06 

and 8.2 MSEK in 2007/08. The governmental business-creating effect per SEK is 15.5 and 28 for 

the same years. The expected return of a BOP (successful or not) is around 1.3 MSEK and 2.2 

SEK for 2005/06 and 2007/08 respectively. It is easier to think of the expected values as the 

expected investment return. When the initial cost of the investment (the BOP cost) is discounted 

for and if the value is positive then the investment should be done. The total probability to 

generate business volume as a result of a BOP is 40 percent 2005/06 and 49 percent for 2007/08. 

The spillover effects when firms are engaging in new foreign markets that Alvarez et al. (2007) 

reported evidence of are also supported by the expected value calculations in this paper.   

The study by Lederman et al. (2006) fund that 1$ invested in the EPA budget generated around 

300$ in aggregated export. This paper uses a different estimation approach and presents that 

these values are smaller for Sweden which can be explained with that there are only small 

companies that are conducting the BOPs. The target for the STC is to promote export for small 

companies solely. These small companies will have a rather marginal impact on the aggregated 

Swedish export. Therefore this study constitutes an important measurement of the actual effects 

for the participating firms rather than for Sweden as a whole.  

The calculations for the expected return are based on information that that is not fully validated, 

but even with some error range of the results it is with no doubt that the STC’s BOP generates 

increased business volume for the participating firms. The estimated effect on business volume is 

based on survey questions, and to overcome the possibility of biased answers from single 

participating firms a larger sample has been used. 

5.2 Panel model 

Table 7 shows that the BOP has the largest impact on the export turnover after four years which 

supports previous research (see Alarez, 2006) that more experienced firm are more successful in 

becoming exporters. The BOP is made for small firms which are in the starting phase in 

becoming exporters. The firms will have more experience after a few years and the impact of this 



 

29 

 

experience is proven to be important in this paper as well. After two years the results indicates 

that the BOP generates about 4 percentage points in export turnover share for a single firm, after 

three year 6 percentage point and after four 9 percentage points. These results can be interpreted 

as when a firm tries to find new foreign markets it may take two to four years until the firm starts 

to make business from the BOP.  

From the second panel model in table 8 it is showed that the BOP on average generates 1.4 

employees the same year in which the BOP is conducted. In the first year after the BOP was 

conducted it generates 1.2 employee and increases until the fourth lag to 1.6 employees. The 

effect then declines in the fifth year and in the sixth lag the sample size has decrease too much to 

drawn any conclusion. These results also support the view that the firms learn from the export 

experience.  It is important to remember that the BOP dummy coefficients show the marginal 

effects on the employment; this means that the effect must be excluded for every estimation.  

A word of caution should be raised when dealing with models that try to capture the treatment 

effects since there is no easy way to know the exact impact of the projects. When dealing with 

panel model regressions they cannot fully capture the heterogeneity of the firm specific 

characteristics. The result shows that there is an effect on the firms’ export turnover and this 

effect may come from the projects or something else that the model cannot account for. The 

reader should also be reminded that some of the observations for the export turnover share could 

have been overestimated, due to the validity problems related to the estimation of the export 

intervals (remember table 3). The BOP dummy results should therefore be interpreted with 

caution. On the other hand, the effect of the BOP does not seem to be overestimated in the panel 

regressions, since the effects are between four to nine percentage points on the export turnover 

share. When the panel results are compared to the expected return calculations the effects seems 

realistic.  

5.3 Probit model 

In the probit model it is shown that the firms from the north part of Sweden are disfavored in the 

probability of having a successful BOP. This can depend on many things. One conclusion that 

can be considered is the effect from clusters. In the article by Chaudhry (2005) the author show 

that firms can take advantage of each other when firms are geographically near. The area of the 
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northern part of Sweden is large compared to the middle and the southern parts. The cluster 

effects may therefore be more likely to occur in the latter.  

The probit model also indicates that the BOPs made in West Europe have higher successful rates 

compared to the rest of the world. This may be due to the fact that markets that are 

geographically far away are harder to enter. The reason for this can be that the market barriers 

cost is higher in more distant markets. 

In the studies by Bernard & Jensen (2004) and Roberts & Tybout (1997) found that firm 

characteristics such as size (employees), among others, matter for firms export performance. The 

size variable did not matter in this paper may depend on the fact that it is only small firms that 

are included in this study. The average firm in Bernard & Jensen’s study had 252 employees for 

exporters and 58 employees for non-exporters compared to this study where more than half of 

the companies had less than nine employees’. The branch activity characteristics did not affect 

the probability to have a successful BOP which would simply mean that it does not matter. 

5.4 What to expect? 

It is important to remember that there are only small companies that have participated in BOPs. 

Hence, when comparing the results from this study with previous studies that find that firms 

characteristics such as productivity, capital intensive, size and age etc. are the main factors to 

become exporters this has to be taken into consideration. These factors may not be the same for 

small companies since these companies are more likely not have the high productivity or capital 

intensiveness. The size and age factors are of obvious reasons not likely to have an impact sine 

the primary group for the BOP are small and often younger firms. In the article by Kneller & 

Pisu (2007) experience shows to be a main factor when reducing trade cost. This ought to be 

valid also for the small firms what are included in this paper. Since, the firms need these new 

experiences in order to begin any export at all. The results indicate that the BOP has an impact 

on the export turnover for the participated firms. A more general conclusion is that the BOP is 

giving the participated firms export experience since the setup of the BOP includes e.g. a visiting 

program that are conducted in the selected country which the BOP is made.  
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5.5 Further studies 

The next step for STC would be to find out how much business and employment tax the STC 

contributes to as a direct result of their promotion services that is creating business volumes for 

Swedish firms. It would also be interesting study how much the STC increase the Swedish export 

for small companies as the share of the total aggregated export. Many of the estimation models 

in the previous studies in this research field uses information from Chilean firms finding the 

resembling data for Swedish firms would also be an interesting approach. 
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7 APPENDIX 

Table 10 Compilation of previous studies 

Studie Data & Method Results 

Alvarez  (2006) Explaining 

export success; firm 

characteristics and spillover 

effects 

Firm data from range of 

different countries. Using  

multinomial logit models. 

Exporters are more 

productive, bigger and more 

capital intensive compared to 

non-exporters. 

Alvarez (2004) Sources of 

export success in small- and 

medium-sized enterprises: 

The impact of public 

programs 

Data for Chilean firms. 

Using Probit estimation. 

Efforts in international 

business, process innovation 

and the utilization of export 

promotion programs had a 

positively effect on the 

export performance for the 

SMEs 

Alvarez et al. (2007) New 

products in export markets: 

Learning from experience 

and learning from others 

Firm-level dataset from 

1991-2001. Using linear 

probability models with fixed 

effects. 

To introduces new products 

or enter the same market as 

other firms increase the 

probability that more firms 

will do the same. The firms 

learn from each other.   

Alvarez & Crepsi (2000) 

Exporters performance and 

promotion instruments: 

Chilean empirical evidence 

Survey question on 365 

Chilean firms. Using a Tobit 

estimation method. 

Finds that technological 

innovation and aggressive 

activities in international 

markets had a positive 

impact on the export sector. 

Bernard & Jensen (2004) 

Why some firms export 

 

Panel data of U.S. 

manufacturing plants. Using 

a GMM estimator with fixed 

effects. 

Why some firms become 

export? It is showed that 

productivity; human capital; 

technological innovation; 

size and age are the main 

factors in becoming an 

exporting firm.  
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Chandry (2005) Industrial 

clusters in developing 

countries: A survey of the 

literature 

A survey of the literature on 

clusters in developing 

countries. 

The author finds that firms in 

the developing countries gain 

from industry cluster when it 

comes to access to markets, 

skilled workers, and 

technological spillovers, 

more flexible specialization 

and reduced transaction cost. 

Fischer & Reuber (2003) 

Targeting Export Support to 

SMEs: Owners’ International 

Experience as a 

Segmentation Basis 

Survey questions on 

exporters in Canada. Using 

ANOVA estimation with 

different hypothesis.  

 

 

Less internationally 

experienced owners’ were 

more likely to try to use the 

export support services. 

Kneller & Pisu (2007) Export 

barriers: What are they and 

who do they matter to? 

Survey question to U.K. 

firms. Ordered Probit 

estimation where used. 

The higher the export 

barriers to exporting firms 

the lower the trade cost firms 

faces when generated by 

specific barriers to export. 

Lederman et al. (2006) 

Export promotion agencies: 

Do they work? 

Survey data from EPAs. OLS 

and Heckman estimators are 

used. 

1$ of export promotion in the 

median EPAs budget it 

generated around 300$ in 

increased export. 

Martincus & Carballo (2009) 

Beyond the average effects: 

The distributional impacts of 

export promotion programs 

in developing countries 

Aggregated data of firms and 

countries over time period of 

2002-07. Using a difference-

in-differences method. 

Smaller and relatively 

inexperienced firms, 

measured by their total 

exports benefit the most from 

promotion activities and that 

the heterogeneous effects had 

an impact over export 

performance both on the 

intensive
21

 and extensive
22

 

margin.   

 

 

                                                 
21

 In this case an aggregated term for; average exports per country, average exports per product, and average exports 

per country and product.  
22

 In this case an aggregated term for; number of countries the firms export to and number of products they export.  
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Table 11 Survey presentation in numbers 

 Year 

 2008/2007 2006/2005 

Number of BOPs conducted 795 701 

Selected from population  285 250 

Non- representative 9 6 

Quit  26 19 

Does not exist 11 3 

On leave/sign off/parent leave 3 3 

New staff 35 - 

New selection 271 - 

Did not want to participate 9 3 

Not available 48 57 

Interviews  214 205 

 

 



 

37 

 

Table 12 Survey questions 

1. Have you done any business in (country) as an effect, full or partial, of your participation 

on in the BOP program? 

If yes in the first question: 

2. I which degree does you feel that your firm has established in the country meaning that 

you do continuous business in the country?  

3. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created as a 

result of the BOP program from the selected country? 

4. Have your establishment in (country) implied further business in some other country? 

If yes in question four: 

5. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created 

further as a result of the BOP program from some other country? 

6. Do you think that your business in (country) will increase, decrease or remain the same in 

the following years? 

If no in question one: 

7. Have your done business in some other country than in (country) as the result of, full or 

partial, that your firm toke part of the BOP program? 

If yes in question seven: 

8. Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created as a 

result of the BOP program from the selected country? 

If no in question one: 

9. Do you think that your business in (country) will increase, decrease or remain the same in 

the following years? 

Table 13 Hausman test  

Correlated Random Effects - Hausman Test  

Equation: HAUSMAN   

Test cross-section random effects  
     

   Test Summary Chi-Sq. Statistic Chi-Sq. d.f. Prob.  
     
     Cross-section random 53.760568 11 0.0000 
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Table 14 Survey questionnaire - business estimations observations 

The percentages are given within the parentheses. 

 Export turnover TSEK 

 <15 15>99 100>299 300>999 1000>1999 2000>9999 10000> 

 Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created as a result of 

the BOP program from the selected country? 

07/08 8 (11) 11 (15) 15 (20) 14 (19) 10 (14) 12 (16) 4 (5) 

05/06 1 (2) 10 (16) 15 (24) 15 (24) 8 (13) 13 (21) 1 (2) 

 Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created further as a 

result of the BOP program from some other country? 

07/08 2 (15) 3 (23) 2 (15) 2 (15) 2 (15) 1 (8) 1 (8) 

05/06 0 (0) 0 (0) 3 (38) 2 (25) 1 (13) 0 (0) 2 (25) 

 Approximately how big business volume, in Swedish kronor, has your firm created as a result of 

the BOP program from the selected country? (If no in question one) 

07/08 2 (13) 2 (13) 3 (19) 1 (6) 4 (25) 3 (19) 1 (6) 

05/06 1 (10) 1 (10) 1 (10) 1 (10) 4 (40) 2 (20) 0 (0) 


