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Executive Summary 
 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), companies with fewer than 500 employees, are the 

backbone of U.S. economy and employment, and also critical part of U.S. exports. SMEs represent 

98 percent of the 300,000 U.S. exporters and 34 percent of America’s export revenue. Their ranks 

are poised to grow: recent surveys indicate that three-quarters of current SME exporters look to 

expand their overseas sales, while almost a quarter of the 6 million non-exporters want to start 

exporting. These globalizing companies target the 80 percent of global purchasing power that is 

outside U.S. borders.  

 

Overall, the United States has enormous latent SME export capacity: 95 percent of U.S. SMEs 

have yet to start exporting. Meanwhile, American products and services remain highly competitive 

and desired in international markets, and macroeconomic fundamentals such as lowering energy 

prices and increasingly competitive labor costs also favor U.S. exporters in the years ahead.  

 

What is less well-understood is that America’s globalizing SMEs are also among the country’s 

elite companies. Leading academic research across multiple rigorous studies on practically every 

continent in any time period has found that exporters outperform the broader market across several 

metrics: they employ significantly more workers, pay higher wages, are more skill-intensive, and 

have higher sales and labor productivity than do SMEs that only target the domestic market. SMEs 

that have investments overseas are even more productive. If there is one iron law in international 

economics, it is that globalizing companies are superior to companies serving only the domestic 

market. 

 

Even though globalizing companies outperform, they also view lack of access to capital as a 

leading constraint to engaging in trade. Exporting is expensive: international marketing and sales, 

distribution, order fulfillment, shipping, and trade compliance often involve much greater 

investments than domestic commerce does. Financing for globalizing companies is wanting. 

SMEs’ typical sources of financing, banks have been pulling back from the small business market. 

Private equity and angel investments are reserved only for select companies – and typically not 

dedicated to helping SMEs grow internationally. These financial constraints are particularly 

important for prospective “born global” companies that internationalize very early in their life 

cycles typically in such sectors as IT, biotech, and cleantech; as well as for proven exporters that 

were hurt in the financial crisis, yet that have solid further international potential. 

 

Capital markets have yet to adequately serve a growing segment of outperforming companies – 

America’s export-driven, globalizing SMEs. The purpose of TradeUp is to bridge this market 

inefficiency. We believe SME exporters are a new asset class of superior companies, and ones that 

also offer an exceptional investment profile: U.S. risk with global growth potential. This White 

Paper expands on these concepts. We assess the state and performance of U.S. SME exporters, 

discuss the financial constraints facing export-driven SMEs, and discuss how TradeUp works to 

bridge this financing gap – and helps globalizing companies expand their international sales.    
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Exporters as a New Asset Class 

Introduction 
 

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), companies with fewer than 500 employees, are the 

backbone of U.S. economy and employment, and also important part of U.S. exports. SMEs 

represent 98 percent of the 300,000 U.S. exporters and 34 percent of U.S. export revenue. Their 

ranks are poised to grow: SMEs are seeking growth through exports in record numbers. The target 

of executives in these globalizing companies is the 80 percent of global purchasing power that is 

outside U.S. borders. The overseas wallet space is growing on the back of rising middle classes 

across the emerging world, rapid growth in the frontier economies of Africa, Latin America and 

Asia, and recoveries in wealthy, advanced markets of Japan and Europe. America’s own recovery 

is fueling optimism and investments in internationalization.  

 

Macroeconomic fundamentals also work for internationalization: the United States is growing 

increasingly competitive in world trade due to lowering energy costs and competitively-priced 

labor. There is enormous latent export capacity in the United States: U.S. products and services 

are competitive and desired in international markets, yet only 5 percent of America’s 6 million 

SMEs export.  

 

What makes globalizing companies interesting is that they are also America’s elite SMEs. An 

impressively consistent research finding is that export-driven U.S. SMEs, just like globalizing 

companies everywhere else in the world, outperform the broader market across several metrics. 

SME exporters employ significantly more workers, pay higher wages, are more skill-intensive, 

and have higher sales and labor productivity than do SMEs that only target the domestic market. 

SMEs that have investments overseas are even more productive. If there is one iron law in 

international economics, it is that globalizing companies are superior to companies serving only 

the domestic market. 

 

Even though globalizing companies outperform, they also view lack of access to capital as a 

leading constraint to trade. Some of the plausible reasons for this market inefficiency include the 

relatively elevated capital needs required for doing cross-border business; the overall insipid 

economy environment and credit conditions as banks have retrenched from the SME market; the 

inherent challenges of small firm size in capital markets; SMEs’ lack of awareness of government 

loan guarantees for exporters; and lack of the range of financial instruments available in some 

other countries such as Canada that are tailored specifically to globalizing companies, such as 

equity financing and royalty-based financing.  

 

Capital markets have yet to adequately serve a growing segment of outperforming companies – 

America’s export-driven, globalizing SMEs. The purpose of TradeUp is to bridge this market 

inefficiency. We believe SME exporters are a new asset class of superior companies, and ones that 

also offer an exceptional investment profile: U.S. risk with global growth potential. This White 

Paper expands on these concepts. We assess the state and performance of U.S. SME exporters, 

discuss the financial constraints facing export-driven SMEs, and discuss how TradeUp works to 

bridge this financing gap – and also helps globalizing companies expand their international sales 

further.    
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The first section reviews trends in U.S. SME exports. Section two discusses the future prospects 

for SME exports. Section three lays out research findings on the performance of exporter SMEs 

vis-à-vis non-exporters. Section four discusses the reasons why exporters are consistently found 

to be superior companies. The fifth section turns to SME exporters’ financing constraints. The 

sixth section elaborates on how TradeUp aims to bridge the financing constraints facing SME 

exporters through crowd investing.  

 

 

1. Trends in U.S. SME Exports  
 

Small and mid-size enterprises with fewer than 500 employees are the backbone of the U.S. 

economy, and make up 98 percent of the 300,000 U.S. exporters (figure 1). Just like in other 

economies, overall U.S. trade is still driven by large companies and multinationals, but SMEs have 

in the past few years gained ground and now make up over a third of U.S. exports (figure 2).  

 

Overall, U.S. SMEs are still focused on serving the domestic market only: merely 5 percent of the 

6 million employment-providing SMEs export. However, there is variation across sectors: for 

example, almost 40 percent of computer and electronic product manufacturers and of electrical 

equipment and appliance manufacturers export (figure 3). Export intensity (export sales over total 

sales) is also rather limited: according to 2002 census data, exports still make up a typically less 

than 20 percent of overall company revenue in most sectors and on average 14.1 percent of  

revenue among manufacturers (figure 3). According to a more recent, 2011 survey by shipper UPS, 

of U.S. businesses doing business overseas, 66 percent reported that exporting contributes up to a 

quarter of their annual revenue.1  

 

 

Figure 1 – Number of U.S. Exporters in 2012, by Company Size and Broad Sectors  
 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Figure 2 – Value of U.S. Exports in 2012, by Company Size and Broad Sector (in $ billions) 

 

 
              Source: U.S. Census Bureau.  

 

Figure 3 – U.S. Manufacturers’ Export Participation and Exports as Share of Company 

Revenue, 2002 

 
  

Source: Bernard et al. (2012), based on U.S. Economic Census data. 
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Most SME exporters are small: almost half of U.S. exporters, or 146,123 companies, have fewer 

than 50 employees (figure 4). Particularly these smaller SME exporters typically export to only 1-

2 markets. Indeed, most SME exporters are still rather undiversified – some 58.2 percent of 

exporters export to just one market and 83 percent export to 1-4 markets (figure 4).  
 

Figure 4 – Number of U.S. Exporters in 2010, by Firm Size Category 
 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 

 

Figure 5 - % of SME Exporters in 2010, by Number of Export Destinations 

 

 
 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 
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To be sure, SME exporters make up the majority of the number of exporters in the set of companies 

exporting to 1-49 markets (figure 6), but they are fewer among the set of companies that export to 

many markets: large companies (companies with over 500 employees) tend to be more dominant 

in the group of companies that export to over 50 markets, making up nearly three-quarters of the 

6,666 U.S. companies exporting to 50 or more markets. This is hardly surprising, given that 

company size correlates with export diversification. Larger companies also play a more 

pronounced role in the export value (figure 7). Notably, though, SME exporters make up the bulk 

of exports generated by exporters that ship to 1-49 countries; it is the giant U.S. multinationals that 

ship to over 50 countries that dominate the aggregate export data.  

 

Tables 1-3, based on year 2000 data, illustrate these patterns further. Most U.S. exporters ship 1-2 

goods to 1-2 markets: 56.7 percent of exporters are of this kind. These companies make up a small 

share of U.S exports. However, they employ a substantial 11.5 percent of workers employed by 

exporting companies. In other words, although SMEs have yet to catch up with large companies’ 

export volume, they represent a significant share of the number of exporters and of employment 

offered by exporters. 

 

 

Figure 6 – Share of SME Exporters of All U.S. Exporters in 2011, by Exporter Size 

Categories and Number of Export Destinations 
 

 
 

Source: Author on the basis of U.S. Census Bureau data. 
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Figure 7 – Share of SME Exports of All U.S. Exports in 2011, by Exporter Size Categories 

and Number of Export Destinations 

 

 
 

Source: Author on the basis of U.S. Census Bureau data. 

 

 

Table 1 - Distribution of Exporters and Export Value by Number of Products and Export 

Destinations in 2000: Share of Exporting Firms 

 
 

Source: Bernard et al. (2012). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1 2 3 4 5+ All

1 40.4 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.2 42.2

2 10.4 4.7 0.8 0.3 0.4 16.4

3 4.7 2.3 1.3 0.4 0.5 0.5

4 2.5 1.3 1 0.6 0.7 6.2

5+ 6 3 2.7 2.3 11.9 25.9

All 64 12.6 6.1 3.6 13.7 100

Number 

of 

products

Number of countries
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Table 2 - Distribution of Exporters and Export Value by Number of Products and Export 

Destinations in 2000: Share of Exports 

 
 

Source: Bernard et al. (2012). 

 

 

Table 3 - Distribution of Exporters and Export Value by Number of Products and Export 

Destinations in 2000: Share of Employment

 
 

Source: Bernard et al. (2012). 

 

 

Regionally, most SME exporters are in California, Florida, New York, and Texas. These states 

also make up the bulk of the value of U.S. SME exports (figure 8; appendix I table 1). SMEs’ 

export destinations reflect overall U.S. trade patterns, with Canada, Mexico, and China as the 

leading markets by export volume. In terms of the number of SME exporters, most SME exporters 

are also focused on these markets, as well as on UK and Germany (figure 9).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1 2 3 4 5+ All

1 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.4

2 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.5

3 0.2 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.5

4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0 0.3 0.6

5+ 2.6 1.2 1 0.9 92.2 98

All 3.3 1.5 1.2 1 92.9 100

Number 

of 

products

Number of countries

 1 2 3 4 5+ All

1 7 0 0 0 0 7.1

2 1.9 2.6 0.1 0 0 4.6

3 1.3 1 0.8 0 0.2 3.3

4 0.5 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.2 1.6

5+ 3.5 2.6 4.3 4.1 68.8 83.3

All 14.2 6.7 5.5 4.3 69.2 100

Number 

of 

products

Number of countries
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Figure 8 – Number of SME Exporters and Value of Exports in 2011, by Export Destination 

by State 

 

 
 

Source: Author on the basis of U.S. Census Bureau data. 
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Figure 9 – Number of SME Exporters and Value of Exports in 2011, by State of Origin 

 
 

 

Source: Author on the basis of U.S. Census Bureau data. 
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2. Strong Prospects for U.S. SME Exports  
 

The United States has tremendous latent SME export potential. In contrast to other advanced 

economies, U.S. SMEs appear to under-export – have a lower export participation rate than 

economies of comparable size, such as many European and East Asian and economies. For 

example, export participation rates for South Korean SMEs is 19 percent, and European SMEs 

some 25 percent.  

 

However, the share of U.S. SMEs that export is poised to grow, possibly dramatically. Record 

numbers of U.S. SMEs are seeking growth through exports (figure 10). In a 2010 HSBC survey, 

72 percent of surveyed SMEs planned to increase their overseas sales in the coming years, up from 

9 percent in 2008.2 In an HSBC survey in California, some 70 percent of exporters said they were 

seeking seek further export growth, while 22 percent of non-exporters planned to start to export.3 

In the UPS’s 2012 survey of 125 U.S. high-tech companies (of which 64 percent were likely to be 

SMEs, with revenues between $5 million and $1 billion, while the rest were larger), only 23 percent 

of companies had seen export growth in the prior two years, but 74 percent expected to see export 

growth in the next two years, in 2013-14.4  

 

In the NSBA survey of 2013, as many as 63 percent of small businesses responded yes to question 

“would you be interested in selling merchandise or services to a foreign customer in the future, if 

some of your concerns could be addressed?’, up from 43 percent in 2010. Concerns in the question 

here related to lack of knowledge about exporting and costs of exporting, among others.5 
 

 

Figure 10 – Different Types of U.S. SMEs’ Export Plans, 2010-2013

 
Sources: HSBC (2010 and 2011), UPS (2013), and NSBA (2013). 
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A key cited factor driving interest in exporting is emerging markets’ growing purchasing power: 

the expansion in discretionary spending resulting from the rise of an estimated 1.5 billion middle 

class consumers in these nations in the coming decade is expected to add $10 trillion to the global 

GDP, a vast new market for American businesses.6 This will drive demand consumer goods, 

electronics, food processing, fashion, and entertainment. Also energy and water demand will soar 

on the back of urbanization and population growth, opening opportunities for energy, clean tech, 

and water technology companies. 

 

Also driving business owners to export are the forthcoming U.S.-led free trade agreements with 

European Union and East Asian economies, and the coming investments in infrastructure and 

manufacturing capacity in the developing world, which drive demand in such sectors as industrial 

machinery, transportation equipment, IT equipment, and business and engineering services. Trade 

in infrastructure and manufacturing-related goods is estimated to soar to 54 percent of total global 

goods exports by 2030, from 45 percent today.7 U.S. companies are among the most competitive 

in the world in transport equipment and industrial machinery, which gives them an edge as 

exporters in the main demand centers – India, China, Vietnam, Malaysia, Indonesia, Bangladesh, 

and Turkey and Egypt.  

 

Trade forecasts speak to these macroeconomic trends. According to recent estimates, growth in 

world trade in goods is poised to reach nearly 5 percent in 2014, more than doubling 2013 growth 

figures.8 Global trade in services – such as engineering, legal, technical, accounting architecture, 

or any service where the provider is in one country and the buyer in another – continue growing 

robustly. These trends are very positive after the 12 percent plunge in world trade in 2009 and the 

lackluster growth in trade over the past few years.   

 

The long-term view is even better. World trade in goods will grow 8 percent annually through 

2030. 9 This means that world trade will double between 2013 and 2022, and triple by 2028. Trade 

will yet again outpace global GDP growth, as it has over the past several years. In 1950-2005, 

world GDP grew about 5 times, but world trade grew 11 times. According to HSBC, 2016 is a 

major inflexion point: exports from advanced economies, particularly the United States, are set to 

expand very rapidly in 2016-2020.  

 

Over the past few decades, the growth in trade has been driven by four main factors – global 

economic growth, trade liberalization, reduction in transport and communications costs, and the 

build-out of corporate global supply chains by such giants as Apple, Boeing, and IBM, which 

radically increased trade both in final products such as iPhones, and especially trade in parts and 

components.  

 

These drivers will still be very important going forward. In the next decade, trade will be boosted 

by the global recovery and the above macroeconomic factors, trade facilitation, such as faster port 

clearance and customs procedures, further reductions in tariff and non-tariff barriers particularly 

in the context of regional trade agreements, and new technologies such as cloud computing, 

ecommerce, and high-speed travel that will obliterate distance and cultural barriers that still 

hamper trade.  
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These trends favor in particular smaller companies seeking growth through exports: the costs of 

doing international business have never been as low; the opportunity never so large. 

 

Structural changes in the U.S. economy are hugely propitious for SMEs’ export growth. A widely 

cited 2012 Boston Consulting Group report shows that by 2020, declining energy costs and 

increasingly competitive wages will give America as large as a 25 percent export cost advantage 

over Japan and several Western European nations, including Germany, a global export might.10 

BCG estimates that the United States will experience a manufacturing renaissance and reshoring 

from such locations as China particularly starting in 2015, and will eventually add 2 million to 3 

million jobs and an estimated $100 billion in annual output in a range of industries.  

 

 

3. Exporters Outperform the Broader Market 
 

The key reason why still relatively few SMEs in the United States per se export is the size of the 

U.S. market: fewer companies export in large markets than in small economies. U.S. SMEs have 

long enjoyed access to a vast domestic market making up nearly a quarter of the global economy, 

and have not had a similar urgency to seek market share from overseas as companies in small 

markets, such as in the Netherlands or Sweden. This is now changing, in part because the relative 

share of the United States of the global economy is shrinking.   

 

There is also a key reason for why only a minority of SMEs in practically any economy, including 

the United States, export: exporting is only for the best-performing companies to begin with. 

Academic research has firmly established that exporters are more productive than non-exporters 

before they even commence their export journey. Compared to non-exporters, exporters are 

typically larger and more productive, have higher sales, pay higher wages, and are more skill-

intensive.   

 

Anecdotal data in figure 11 from the U.S. International Trade Commission illustrates the 

differences between exporters and non-exporters. In the 2000s, U.S. manufacturing and services 

SMEs outperformed their domestic counterparts in revenue growth (figure 11). Exports were the 

key in keeping manufacturing SMEs afloat during the worst of the 2008-09 crisis as emerging 

markets drove global demand; SMEs targeting only the flailing U.S. market lost out.  
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Figure 11 - Globalizing Companies Outperform: Recent Revenue Growth of U.S. SMEs 

 

 
Source:  U.S. International Trade Commission (2010), based on a survey of 1,176 manufacturing and 1,175 

services SMEs (<500 employees). 

 

 

Table 4 takes a more rigorous approach, reporting causation rather than only correlation between 

a company’s exporter status and performance in the United States. This pioneering data by leading 

trade economists shows that exporters are larger than non-exporters in employment (by 119 

percent) and sales (148 percent), are more productive (by 26 percent in terms of value added per 

worker and 2 percent in terms of total factor productivity), and use higher levels of capital per 

worker (32 percent) and have higher skill intensities (19 percent).  

 

These effects persist after controlling for industry-specific factors in the second column. 

Regardless of their industry, exporters are 119 percent larger in employment and 108 percent larger 

in shipments, and more productive (11 percent more in terms of value-added per worker and 3 

percent more in terms of total factor productivity). Exporters also pay 6 percent higher wages. 

Exporters are relatively more capital- and skill-intensive than non-exporters, as well, by 12 percent 

and 11 percent, respectively. 

 

Importantly, the differences between exporters and non-exporters remain even after controlling for 

company size (i.e., employment), as shown in the third column of Table 4. Regardless of their 

industry and size, exporters outperform non-exporters. Very similar results have been found for 

many other countries and time periods.  

 

What is more, exporters are across numerous studies found to be more resilient: companies that 

export are more likely to survive than non-exporters.11 Appendix II includes an extensive 

compilation of these various studies. 
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Table 4 - Exporter Premia in the United States under Various Specifications, 200212 

 

 
 

                                       Source: Bernard et al. (2007). 

 

 

Exporters are not only better companies: they are also important as importers. Nearly 40 percent, 

or 80,640, of U.S. exporters also import. This reflects America’s open trade regime and is overall 

positive: importing enables U.S. SMEs access a larger variety of high-quality inputs at world prices 

– which, in turn, makes their final products, including exports, more competitive. Indeed, there is 

empirically a strong positive relationship between imports and company productivity: companies 

that import are more productive.13  

 

Imports not only fuel SME exports; importing can be a precursor to exporting. One typical 

conceptualization of SME internationalization is a sequential, step-wise model where the company 

imports, followed by engaging in indirect exporting (i.e., supplying a large U.S. multinational that 

is the ultimate exporter) and, subsequently, direct exporting. Success in the initial one or few export 

markets in turn leads to further export market diversification and introduction of new products – 

so that a company enters different markets through sequential steps, expanding to a new market 

only after having become profitable in its existing markets.14 In this step-wise, incremental 

process, the company gains knowledge, skills, and scale conducive to further expansion.  

 

Eventually the company may decide to move beyond being arms-length exporter, and engage in 

foreign direct investment to set up production facilities and sales offices in its export markets, so 

as to be closer to the end customer. In this step, exporting serves a useful testing function: 

1 2 3

Employment 1.19 1.19 –

Shipments 1.48 1.08 0.08

Value added per 

worker
0.26 0.11 0.1

Total factor 

productivity
0.02 0.03 0.05

Wage 0.17 0.06 0.06

Capital per 

worker
0.32 0.12 0.04

Skill per worker 0.19 0.11 0.19

Additional 

covariates
None

Industry fixed 

effects

Industry fixed 

effects,  

employment
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companies that are uncertain about their ability to earn profits in a foreign market and must decide 

whether or not to serve it tend to do so by exporting, before engaging in outward foreign direct 

investment.15  

 

Such internationalized companies, whichever their mode of internationalization, are found to be 

the elite companies, head and shoulders above un-internationalized firms. Just like exporters, 

importers outperform their non-importer peers. Table 5 shows that, holding industry-specific 

factors as well as company size constant, importers have 26 percent higher sales, 23 percent higher 

value added by worker, and 23 percent higher wages than do non-importers. 

 

The 40 percent of U.S. exporters that also import (and the nearly 80 percent of importers that also 

export) are two-way traders. These companies are the most productive of companies engaged in 

trade, as they benefit from the positive effects of both importing and exporting. Table 5 shows that 

U.S. SME exporters, importers, and two-way traders alike enjoy premia vis-à-vis their non-

exporter and non-importer peers. For example, holding industry-specific factors as well as 

company size constant, two-way traders have 31 percent higher sales, 25 percent higher value 

added by worker, and 33 percent higher wages than do companies that are not two-traders. 

 

When internationalized companies are stacked vis-à-vis each other a further interesting pattern 

typically emerges: importers are more productive than non-internationalized companies, exporters 

are more productive than importers, two-way traders are even more productive, and companies 

that also invest overseas are most productive.16 

. 

Table 5 – Exporter, Importer, and Two-way Trader Premia for U.S. Manufacturers, 199717 
 

 
 

                                       Source: Bernard et al. (2007). 

 

 

 

Exporter 

premia

Importer 

premia

Two-Way 

Trader 

premia

Employment 1.50 1.40 1.75

Shipments 0.29 0.26 0.31

Value added per 

worker
0.23 0.23 0.25

Total factor 

productivity
0.07 0.12 0.07

Wage 0.29 0.23 0.33

Capital per 

worker
0.17 0.13 0.2

Skill per worker 0.04 0.06 0.03
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4. Why Are Exporters Better Companies? 
 

To summarize the discussion so far, extensive academic research in the United States and countries 

around the world shows that companies that export typically outperform non-exporters in 

productivity, wages, skill levels, and employment.18 Exporters are also more resilient, and tend to 

outrank non-exporters in revenue growth.  

 

Is it safe to conclude that exporting benefits companies? Yes, but there is more to the answer than 

that: in fact, it is better companies that export, and exporting makes these companies even better. 

 

a. Better Companies Export 

 

Research in several countries and time periods shows that exporting not only makes companies 

better, but it is actually the better companies that are likelier to get in the export game. In other 

words, high-productivity companies self-select into exporting. This is an impressively robust 

finding across studies, and implies that exporters are stand outs, not necessarily only because they 

export, but because they are better to begin with.  

 

One reason for why better companies export is that only these companies are able to become 

exporters. Exporting has high sunk entry costs that only the best companies are able to manage.  

Consider a simple yet renowned economic framework to explore this further.19 In order to sell part 

of its output abroad, a company has to pay not only variable costs involved with the transaction 

(such as shipping and tariffs), but also a sunk entry cost (such as costs involved with identifying 

new markets and customers, adapting products to foreign customers’ needs, and meeting 

international standards). More productive companies earn higher profits, and hence are better 

positioned to cover these sunk costs. Thus only a subset of companies, those that are sufficiently 

productive and typically also larger, will be able to export.  

 

What is more, such high-productivity companies are also likelier to seek export opportunities 

particularly actively and strategically. These companies typically have superior managerial assets 

and organizational capabilities to pursue international growth. Take a recent GE Capital and Ohio 

State University study on U.S. SMEs with $10 million to $1 billion in revenue: the top-10 percent 

best-performing companies are also ones seeking international opportunities (figure 12). 20 
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Figure 12 - Growth and Globalization Correlate: Highest-Growth U.S. SMEs Are Also 

Most Globalized  

 
Source:  Ohio State and GE Capital (2011), based on a survey of 1,447 SMEs (companies with $10mm to 

$1bn in revenue). 

 

 

b. Exporting Makes Companies Better  

 

Best companies self-select into exporting. However, research has more recently also found that the 

very act of exporting has an independent, positive impact on company performance. When 

compared to non-exporters, exporters gain higher revenue and productivity growth as a result of 

their export drive. Several studies published in the past 15 years have supported this notion. For 

example, a 1997 study of German exporters, found that the labor productivity of export starters is 

4.8-6.7 percent greater than for non-exporters in the year after exporting starts.21 A study of 

Colombian companies found that compared to non-exporters, exporters’ labor productivity grows 

1.5 percent faster annually for a horizon of five years after export entry.22 Studies on Italian, 

British, Canadian, Chinese, and Sub-Saharan African companies all yielded similar results – 

regardless of methods and data sources.23  

 

Other recent research has provided evidence that export market entry may increase the return to a 

company’s other complementary investments such as adoption of new technologies.24 In fact, there 

are at least five specific channels through which exporting can result into greater productivity:   

 

 “Learning-by-exporting”: Exporters are poised to gain information from their 

international buyers, distributors and competitors, which leads to discovery of new market 

opportunities and improved management decision-making.25   

 

 Innovation: Exporting can increase companies’ propensity to innovate and invest in R&D, 

as exporters seek to improve products and processes in order to respond to customer 

demands and competitive pressures.26 
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 Revenue diversification: Revenue diversification across different international markets 

often reduces the volatility of the company’s sales along with vulnerability to downturns 

in any one market. 

 

 Capacity utilization: In companies and industries with opportunities for scale economies, 

selling in international markets increases capacity utilization and reduces average costs.  

 

 Competitiveness: Exporters are generally exposed to intense foreign competition, which 

forces them to pursue greater efficiencies so as to survive in the global marketplace.  

 

More generally, exporters can be incented to upgrade their technologies, improve distribution 

channels, and enhance the composition of their labor force so as to compete harder, increase market 

penetration, conquer new markets, and introduce new products.  

 

Productivity is not the only aspect that improves with exporting. Research has also found that once 

companies export, they experience greater access to credit than domestic companies do – which 

suggests that exporting loosens companies’ credit constraints, perhaps by making companies more 

productive and by playing a countercyclical role when domestic markets flail.27  

 

When small businesses themselves were asked by NSBA what the benefits of exporting are, the 

top three answers were: increased sales and profits; diversified and expanded customer base; and 

increased economic stability in light of U.S. economic difficulties.28  

 

c. Greatest Gains Go to…Persistent Exporters and Multi-product, Multi-Market  Exporters  

 

Gains from exporting are found to happen both overnight and over the course of several years. 

There are many reasons for the lag. For example, gains may kick in only after the sunk costs 

involved with new market entry and product launches are recouped, and after the firm has time to 

absorb and translate the many gains from exporting, from innovation to enhanced managerial 

capabilities. In a 2011 UPS survey, 64 percent of SMEs already exporting saw a financial return 

from exporting within 2 years; 34 percent saw one in less than 6 months.29 

 

Indeed, some empirical studies find multiple waves in the relationship between firms’ level of 

foreign involvement and their performance.30 The reason is straight-forward: just like building a 

new venture, exporting is not a linear but an iterative process of several phases of learning-by-

doing. Some firms drop out in such a turbulent process – but often also learn from the experience 

and come back. Moreover, companies with higher export intensities might also sell to a larger 

number of export destinations – and each successive entry implies new sunk costs that may be 

compensated for by future profits rather than contemporaneous profits. In other words, there can 

be a temporal disconnect between the benefits of exporting and its costs – so that sunk entry costs 

weigh negatively, albeit temporarily, on firm performance in the first few years after export entry.31 

 

“Survival” in export markets is essential for the company to reap substantial growth gains from 

trade. Exporting once in one year and again once a few years later is not the best means to harness 

exports for growth: rather, sustained exporting is needed. Persistent exporters gain most. 
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Further, companies that are more export-intensive (have a substantial share of their sales coming 

from exports), and multi-product exporters that have diversified their export markets and products 

tend to see higher productivity gains from exporting than do companies with low export intensities 

or companies that are single export products and/or single export markets. The key factor by which 

a company becomes a multi-product, multi-market exporters is survival in its core export markets 

and export products. Recent research on U.S. and German companies finds that the number of 

products exported and the number of export destinations are significantly related to the firm’s total 

exports, exports of the firm’s largest product across all markets, and firm productivity.32 

  

d. Exporters Raise All Boats 

 

To be sure, exporting is not only good for SMEs’ bottom lines, but can have positive effects to the 

U.S. economy, in at least four ways:  

 

 Employment. Given that SMEs are typically less vertically integrated than large firms are, 

their export growth can also spur job gains in downstream services as well as upstream in 

accounting, IT, and website management, among others. For each good that is exported 

there are typically technology efforts to design the product, financing and production 

services, wholesalers to sell the goods, logistics and transport services to ship it.33 In the 

United States, for example, direct and indirect services employment embodied in U.S. 

goods exports is estimated to make up 39 percent of the total employment generated by 

goods exports.34 

 

Exporters themselves can also boost U.S. employment. Granted, productivity spurts 

associated with exporting may evince “doing more with same”, with the internationalizing 

company using the same amount of staff and facilities to produce for the export markets. 

However, companies that grow through exporting into larger companies will generate new 

jobs, and also hire more skilled labor, paying higher wages than non-exporters. In a recent 

study, exporting was found to add 18 percent to worker’s earnings in U.S. manufacturing 

companies, even after controlling for the workers’ educational attainment.35  

 

 Knowledge “spillovers.” Exporters can help non-exporters become exporters. Research 

has found that exporters can transfer knowledge and skills gained through exporting to 

non-exporters in their home markers. This can occur through the movement of staff from 

exporters to non-exporters, demonstration and network effects whereby non-exporters 

learn about export opportunities and process from exporters, or market diffusion via 

imports, such as when an internationalized company that has acquired a new foreign 

technology sells to domestic firms products that include that same technology.  

 

 Innovation. Exporting can unlock SMEs’ full innovation potential. In particular, the entry 

of young, high-productivity SMEs into exporting can help these firms invest more in 

innovation and thus compete harder against large incumbents in the domestic market, with 

the domestic economy benefiting. 

 

 Productivity. Given that exporters become more productive, they also access greater 

resources and gain greater market shares in their domestic economies, which makes the 
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entire economy more productive.36 For example, more than 40 percent of total factor 

productivity growth in the U.S. manufacturing sector in 1983-92 resulted from changing 

output shares across plants – and almost all this reallocation of output shares stemmed from 

the rapid growth of exporters vis-à-vis non-exporters.37 In a baseball analogy, exporters 

raise the economy’s “batting average”.  Still another if not as benign effect of exporting is 

the Darwinian process of creative destruction that leads to the exit of the least productive 

companies. By scoring productivity gains, exporters are poised to outcompete 

unproductive domestic firms in the domestic market, again with the economy overall 

becoming better off.  

 

 

5. Market Inefficiency: SMEs Exporters’ Access to Capital   
 

Exporters are better companies. However, they need capital to thrive. Access to capital is key for 

setting up and expanding export-related operations, offering competitive payment terms to foreign 

customers, developing new export products and markets, and investing in production facilities, 

new capabilities and staff required for exporting. Indeed, export activities create at least four 

additional financial needs for which exporting SMEs need to identify and source capital: 

 

 Sunk costs. Export entry involves high upfront sunk costs stemming from such activities 

as identifying foreign customers and new export markets, creating distributor networks, 

and meeting foreign product standards. These costs are proportionally much greater for 

SMEs than they are for large companies.38 Prospective “born global” companies are 

particularly disadvantaged, despite their exceptional potential for innovation and growth, 

as they have limited assets available as collateral, and as equity financing is often available 

only for a select number of companies. 

 

 Variable costs. Costs of each export transaction can be more onerous than those incurred 

in the domestic market, such as higher shipping, logistics, and trade compliance costs. As 

an example, cross-border shipping and delivery usually take 30-90 days longer to complete 

than do domestic orders, with each day in transit adding to shipping costs.39 In addition, 

exporters need sufficient resources to manage risks such as potential customer non-

payment, exchange rate instability, and cash flow problems. In the 2013 NSBA survey, 35 

percent of exporters stated that securing financing for exporting operations is more difficult 

than accessing financing for general business operations. 40   

 

 Cash flow. Exporters need sufficient cushion and resources to manage risks such as 

potential customer non-payment and exchange rate instability – all the while having to 

accommodate foreign buyers, such as large foreign OEMs (original equipment 

manufacturers) that demand payment terms that extend beyond the 60- and 90-day norm 

in the U.S. market. 

 

 Export capabilities. Successful exporting, when driven in a smart way, is not just about 

financing a set of transactions; rather, it involves developing and deepening relationships 

in foreign markets, and building a holistic set of company export capabilities, staff 

capacities, and production capacities, all of which require resources. 
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Large companies are often better able to overcome the financial challenges related to exporting – 

they tend to have more extensive pre-existing contacts and distributor relationships that can limit 

the sunk costs, and they also have several external financing options at their disposal, such as 

issuance of bonds, commercial paper, or publicly traded equity. SMEs, meanwhile, tend to face 

higher financing costs and have fewer financial windows available to them.  

 

a. U.S. Exporters’ Top Challenge: Access to Capital 

 

Recent academic literature finds that companies that are credit constrained are less likely to 

export.41 Conversely, access to finance enhances company’s exports and buoys SMEs’ exports in 

particular.42  Survey data shows that U.S. SMEs poised to export view credit constraints as a key 

impediment to trade. In a 2010 U.S. International Trade Commission survey of 2,349 SMEs and 

849 large companies, 32 percent of SMEs in manufacturing sectors and 46 percent of SMEs in 

services sectors cited obtaining financing as “burdensome” to conducting cross-border trade. By 

contrast, only 10 percent of large manufacturing companies and 17 percent of large services 

companies shared this view.43 Even more significant, out of 19 hurdles, SME manufacturers rated 

access to financing as the steepest hurdle to trade, while SMEs in services sectors rated access to 

capital as the third hurdle to trade (figures 13-14).44  

 

Such results are strikingly similar in other markets. In a 2010 survey commissioned by the 

European Commission of nearly 9,500 European SMEs, 54 percent of SMEs viewed lack of capital 

as an “important barrier” to doing business in the EU market and 44 percent to doing business in 

extra-EU markets. No other barrier (paperwork, laws and regulations, lack of information on 

overseas markets, etc.) was considered as important. 

 

Granted, these data may in part reflect the financial crisis. SME exporters are disproportionately 

exposed to external shocks; during the crisis, large companies outcompeted SMEs in capital 

markets and in trade finance. However, the results are also keenly echoed by surveys in other 

advanced markets preceding the crisis. In a 2008 OECD survey of 230 SMEs in advanced 

economies, access to working capital was ranked as the greatest hurdle to trade, out of 47 hurdles.45  
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Figure 13 - U.S. Manufacturing SMEs Cite Obtaining Financing as the Leading 

Impediment to Engaging in Global Trade 

 
Source: U.S. International Trade Commission survey (2010), based on 2,349 U.S. SMEs and 849 large companies. 

 

Figure 14 - U.S. Services SMEs View Obtaining Financing as the Third Leading 

Impediment to Engaging in Global Trade 

 
Source: U.S. International Trade Commission survey (2010), based on 2,349 U.S. SMEs and 849 large companies. 
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b. Reasons behind SME Exporters’ Financing Gaps  

 

Exporters may not necessarily be unique in that also domestically-focused SMEs often cite lack of 

capital as an important constraint. In the 2012 GE Capital and Ohio State University survey of 

SMEs with $10 million to $1 billion in revenue, 55 percent of SMEs reported a lack of adequate 

access to capital.46 However, NSBA data speaks to the financing challenges facing exporter SMEs 

per se, with over a third of SMEs reporting higher difficulties to securing financing for exports 

than for domestic transactions.  

 

To be sure, some might argue that credit-constrained companies do not merit financing because 

they may not be able to manage the debt. However, there are very good reasons to believe that 

capital markets are not as efficient as that, and that even good companies poised for substantial 

export growth lack access to adequate capital to pursue their overseas growth plans. One reason is 

the one mentioned above: globalizing companies’ have more substantial financing needs. There 

are four further plausible reasons for the financing gap facing U.S. SME exporters:  

 

Lackluster economy. The financing challenges faced by export-driven SMEs have recently been 

compounded by the overall poor economic environment, which since the 2008-09 crisis has 

undermined SMEs’ credit conditions. Bank lending to SMEs has improved, but has yet to return 

to pre-crisis levels. In June 2013, the loan balances for commercial and industrial (C&I) loans of 

$1 million or less stood at $288.7 billion, $47 billion below June 2008 preceding the Great 

Recession (figure 15). The annual decline in small-business lending in 2008-2012 has reversed, 

yet particularly the smallest of SMEs have trouble securing a loan, and loans are not as substantive 

as they used to be. The total number of small business loans has been increasing from 2009-2011 

levels, but the average loan size is still below 2010 levels.  

 

These patterns are driven by a number of challenges, catalogued in TradeUp white paper on the 

state of U.S. SME financing, such as bank consolidation, which has reduced the number of banks 

focused on the small business segment; and increased regulatory scrutiny that has caused banks to 

tighten lending standards and secure more internal approvals, which in turn has reduced the share 

of creditworthy borrowers and also increased bank’s fixed costs per loan, making SME loans less 

attractive. 47 Small businesses too have also been borrowing less in the past few years’ lackluster 

economy, with weak earnings and economic uncertainty translating into subdued loan demand.48 

In addition, collateral values have been low as real estate prices have declined, curtailing the 

amount that small business owners can borrow. 
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Figure 15 – Number of Loans to Small Businesses by FDIC-Insured Institutions in 2000-

2013 

 

 
Source: FDIC. 

 

 

The Small Business Administration (SBA) has played a countercyclical role as bank lending to 

small business has dried up. In FY 2013, SBA supported $29.6 billion in lending to small 

businesses, nearly at par with SBA’s two record years of supporting $30.25 billion in small 

business loans in FY 2011 and $30.5 in FY 2012.  

 

However, the financing gaps facing SMEs are expected to deepen as Basel III capital adequacy 

requirements come into effect in 2015. Because banks will have to hold additional cash in reserve 

to meet the terms of Basel III, they will have less money to lend compared to pre-crisis levels. 

These new standards are expected to have a disproportionately negative effect on SME financing 

opportunities. Two problems can result – credit pricing, where banks set a higher price for 

companies to obtain credit due to the reduced credit supply; or, worse, credit rationing, a setting 

where lenders limit the supply of additional credit to borrowers even if the latter were willing to 

pay higher interest rates.49 In the latter case, banks worry about adverse selection, and will rather 

ration credit than increase the interest rate.50   

 

As traditional sources of small business credit have dried up, SMEs have turned to alternative 

sources, first and foremost online to technology-enabled financing platforms that have proliferated 

in the past few years. These platforms offer speed and higher odds of success than traditional 

lenders, approving an estimated two-thirds of the loan applications they receive within minutes or 

a few days. They also typically use a wider or a different set of criteria than do traditional lenders 

to assess the borrower’s credit-worthiness, such as analyzing the business owners’ credit card 

payment records. In exchange for the speed and convenience, borrowers typically pay a premium 

in the form of higher interest rates. While this space will in our view the future of small business 

lending in several sectors and types of companies (such as franchises), none of these platforms is 

specialized in export-driven companies, and most loans are quite small, below $100,000.   
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“Missing middle.” SME exporters can fall in the missing middle in capital markets. At the smaller 

end, they struggle to secure small loans in the below $500,000 range that they typically need for 

export-related investments and transactions. Loans of this size have a low payoff for banks due to 

the high transaction costs, exacerbated by increased need for regulatory compliance. The federal 

government has attempted to address this issue through the U.S. Export-Import Bank’s Global 

Express Loan program, which provides working capital loans up to $500,000, but rather high 

upfront fees, restrictive requirements, and limited uptake on the part of lenders and brokers (who 

have little to gain from such transactions) have curtailed the program’s reach.  

 

At the other end of the spectrum, larger-scale financing in the $1-10 million range for export-

related acquisitions, production capacity expansions, market development activities, overseas 

projects and investments, and other longer-term investments may also be tough for SMEs. Banks 

may consider these sums as too large relative to the borrowing capacity of the SME. While debt 

and equity funds could provide supplementary financing such as subordinated debt, but they also 

tend to be highly selective. Meanwhile, federal solutions such as the SBA’s International Trade 

Loan guarantees aimed at export-related investments of up to $5 million have received very limited 

interest by banks and other lenders, possibly due to the documentation requirements.  

 

In response to these gaps, in April 2013 six U.S. trade agencies embarked on a U.S. Global 

Business Solutions campaign to expand the base of financial institutions and service providers that 

facilitate exports. Among other things, this initiative aims to bundle government trade finance 

products for lenders and exporters, so as to facilitate usage. Although this new effort focuses on 

many of the right problems, the program will not deliver results for a number of years – and it 

remains unclear whether it will in fact significantly improve SME access to financing. Even when 

banks are aware of programs to support export financing, they may still be reluctant to issue loans 

for small export-related transactions given their diminished appetite for small business loans and 

their continued exposure to the non-guaranteed portion of the loan.   

 

Limits of government-backed programs. The United States Export-Import Bank (Ex-Im Bank) 

supports small business export transactions by offering export credit insurance, working capital 

loan guarantees, and direct loans to SMEs’ foreign customers. In 2013, Ex-Im authorized a record 

3,413 small business transactions (figure 16). However, the bulk, or 83.4 percent, were export 

credit insurances rather than working capital loan guarantees. Ex-Im authorizations in total 

supported $5.2 billion in small business loans, of which 54 percent went towards export credit 

insurance and 35 percent towards working capital loan guarantees (figure 17). In dollar terms, Ex-

Im’s small business portfolio is about a fifth of its total portfolio (figure 18). Ex-Im transactions 

overall support only a small share of U.S. exports, typically 1-2 percent. 

 

Ex-Im Bank instruments are useful, but their availability to SMEs is fundamentally a function of 

banks’ desire to lend to SMEs. Banks and SMEs themselves lack understanding of financial 

instruments and government programs aimed at exporters. In the 2013 NSBA survey, as many as 

82 percent of small businesses already engaged in exporting reported that their lending institution 

never discussed Ex-Im Bank products with them, and some 22 percent had never even heard of 

the Ex-Im Bank (figures 19-20).51 Only 12 percent reported using an Ex-Im product to help finance 

their export activities, and just 5 percent had used Ex-Im financing through a commercial bank. In 

addition, a mere 3 percent had made use of SBA’s export lending programs. 
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Figure 16 – Number of Ex-Im Bank-Supported Export-Related Loan Authorizations to 

Small Businesses in 2000-2013  

 

 
Source: Ex-Im Bank annual reports, 2000-2013. 

 

 

Figure 17 – $ Value of Ex-Im Bank-Supported Export-Related Loan Authorizations to 

Small Businesses in 2000-2013  

 

 
Source: ExIm Bank annual reports, 2000-2013. 
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Figure 18 – ExIm Bank-Supported Export-Related Loan Authorizations to Small 

Businesses in 2000-2013 as % of all Authorizations 

 
 

Source: ExIm Bank annual reports, 2001-2013. 

 

 

Figure 19 - Has Your Bank or Other Lender Ever Discussed Ex-Im Bank Products with 

You Products (surveyed: exporters only)? 

 

 
 

Source: NSBA (2013). 
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Figure 20 – Have You Ever Used Ex-Im Bank Products (surveyed: exporters only)? 

 

 
 

Source: NSBA (2013). 

 

 

Lack of equity for exporters. Loans are just one way to support exporters. In fact, exporters and 

companies seeking to do projects or invest in overseas markets need a range of financial products 

to fill their respective needs. In particular, both earlier-stage, born global companies that 

internationalize soon after being founded; and seasoned exporters in turnaround situations face 

difficulty meeting banks’ underwriting requirements and can be non-bankable altogether, 

regardless of how promising their export prospects may be. These companies could use equity 

financing or royalty-based instruments, but those is available to a limited number of companies – 

for example, only a quarter of deals brought to angels get funded, and VCs are even more selective. 

What is more, companies with overseas projects in such sectors as clean energy and water 

purification tend to inherently need a certain portion of equity in order to secure a loan.  

 

In select other countries, the government has stepped in. For example, Canadian government’s 

export-credit agency Export Development Canada’s Equity Program serves two types of 

companies that typically have trouble accessing the quantum of capital required for 

internationalization: born global companies, and more mature SMEs that want to grow their 

business through exports. EDC provides these companies growth capital investments directly and 

via co-investments, and also connects Canadian companies to international venture capital and 

equity fund managers. In particular, the program provides equity funding for exporting and 

international expansion, and helps companies develop international relationships, including to 

senior leaders at large global corporate buyers. The program is apparently working well, and EDC 

overall is self-sustainable, not requiring refurbishments from tax payers. In Europe, the 

government of Malta has had in place an innovative royalties-based financing program for young 

Maltese companies, including for internationalization purposes.   
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6. TradeUp: Filling Exporters Financing Needs -- and More 
 

This paper has shown that the ranks of globalizing, export-driven U.S. companies are bound to 

grow, and that these companies consistently outperform the broader market, yet that they are also 

constrained for capital.  

 

At TradeUp, our purpose is to bridge the financing gap facing globalizing companies by leveraging 

the power of crowd investment. We believe SME exporters are a new asset class of superior 

companies, and ones that also offer an exceptional investment profile: U.S. risk with global growth 

potential.  As experts in international trade and globalizing companies, this proposition is hugely 

intuitive for us: the research is utterly compelling, as are the dozens of real-life, globalizing 

companies we have encountered.  

 

a. Why Crowd Investment for Exporters? 

 

In addition to globalizing companies, we have also taken a bet on crowd investment (our shorthand 

for loans- and equity-based crowdfunding), which enables small companies to sell small amounts 

of equity to individual investors. Crowdfunding gained steam in 2013. While comprehensive data 

has yet to be collected, according to recent estimates, the global crowdfunding volume nearly 

doubled in 2012 to $2.7 billion, of which over one-half, or $1.6 billion, was in North America 

(figure 21). Crowdfunding is expected to have exceeded $5 billion in 2013, and in 2014 the space 

of equity-based platforms is likely to expand dramatically.  

 

The equity-based model is particularly poised to take center stage in the United States, after the 

passage of the JOBS Act, which approved doing a general solicitation over the Internet. The two 

most transformative pieces of the JOBS Act legislation are Titles II and III. Title II, which allows 

companies raising capital to advertise and market their raise online, passed on September 23, 2013; 

Title III, which will allow non-accredited investors to make investments in exchange for equity, is 

still pending. The equity-based models, which tend to favor larger financings, grew by 30 percent 

in 2011-2012; currently, some 42 percent of equity-based crowdfunding investments are above 

$100,000 range (figure 22). The growth in lending volumes mainly stemmed from crowdfunded 

micro-loans and community-driven loans to local SMEs. 
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Figure 21 - Growth in Worldwide Funding Volume, in Millions of Dollars - Research 

Estimate 

 
Source: Massolution 

 

 

 

Figure 22 - Funds Paid Out Per Equity-Based Project as %, 2011 
 

 
 

 

Source: Massolution, based on 10 Crowdfunding Platforms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TradeUp,- January 2014                                                                                                                             33 

 

Founding TradeUp, our insight was, since crowd investing enables companies to gain visibility 

across multiple types of investors globally, why not use it to capitalize high-growth companies 

constrained for credit: globalizing SMEs?  

 

We also believe the online capabilities inherent in crowd investing give us five capabilities that 

are uniquely useful for our target market and harder to accomplish in an offline model:   

 

 Flexible: We also recognize that export operations and constraints of each firm will be 

different depending on their industry, market focus, and export capabilities. The power of 

TradeUp is that it enables the creation of a tailor-made financing package to meet each 

exporter’s unique needs. The platform model is far more flexible than say, an equity fund 

with a specific investment mandate to invest in companies of certain size and sectors. As 

such, our companies and investors are far more unfettered, able to invest across the capital 

structure from senior loans to equity, and match capital to specific needs.  

 

 Scalable: Crowd investing and online presence offers scalability that a conventional 

investment fund, ultimately focused on a few portfolio companies, does not have. We 

believe this capability enables us to soon enough work with companies and investors not 

only in the United States, but around the world.  

 

 Countercyclical: TradeUp can be countercyclical. For investors, we offer a way to invest 

in companies with diversified revenue streams in distinct world markets – if some struggle, 

others can compensate: there is always an opportunity. For companies, this capability is 

aimed at keeping a financing window open even when other lenders and investors recoil.  

 

 Complementary to other sources: TradeUp is inherently complementary to other 

financing sources. For example, we can work with banks and lenders seeking additional 

capital for their exporter clients. For the more nascent companies, we can also complement 

the resources of angel investors. Select TradeUp transactions may possibly also be 

complemented by government loan guarantees available only to exporting companies, such 

as SBA and Ex-Im Bank’s export working capital loan guarantees, SBA’s International 

Trade Loan guarantee and Overseas Private Investment Corporation’s co-financing, 

political insurance, and guarantees, as well as multilateral development bank financing.  

 

 Comprehensive: Exporting is a hugely detailed process with complexities spanning those 

of operating in the domestic market. TradeUp is designed to help companies navigate the 

export process by offering a comprehensive suite of services for companies choosing our 

platform. We do what lenders and investors seldom do: offer companies access to an online 

network of rigorously pre-screened experts to seek guidance on ways to enter and thrive in 

the international marketplace. This capability enables us to help offer a customized solution 

to ever company’s unique situation, reduce companies’ search costs for excellent expertise, 

and help companies avert costly mistakes when internationalizing. And importantly, our 

growing network of advisors and service providers is open also to companies that do not 

have current financing needs.  
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The timing for crowd investment in exporters is right. Crowd investing will be an increasingly 

powerful means to finance companies in 2014 and beyond, the global and U.S. economies are 

rebounding, and world trade is bound to grow at 8 percent annually through 2030. If trade growth 

is strong now, it will start peaking in 2016. This is the time to get in, for companies and investors. 

We want to accelerate this process.  

 

Everyone wins: companies can access critical gap capital to export and expand in international 

markets; savvy lenders and investors around the world access pre-screened assets with superior 

growth prospects and pent-up demand for capital; and U.S. economy gains via investments in 

companies that drive export-led economic recovery, growth, and competitiveness across America. 
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APPENDIX I: U.S. Exporters in 2011, by State and Size Category 

 

 
 

 

Number of 

Exporters

% of 

Number of 

Exporters

Exports in 

million $ 

(known 

value)

% of total 

exports

Number of 

Exporters

% of 

Number of 

Exporters

Exports in 

million $ 

(known 

value)

% of total 

exports

United States 295,594 97.8 440,099 33.3 302,260 100 1,319,942 100

California 72,039 96 64,755 44.2 75,028 24.8 146,488 11.1

Florida 57,381 95.4 40,799 68 60,147 19.9 59,980 4.5

New York 38,968 94.5 42,157 59.1 41,218 13.6 71,281 5.4

Texas 37,374 93.3 70,989 30.4 40,056 13.3 233,360 17.7

Illinois 20,649 90.3 15,550 25.7 22,855 7.6 60,592 4.6

New Jersey 19,436 92.4 15,009 45.1 21,027 7 33,258 2.5

Ohio 14,835 89.6 10,258 24 16,559 5.5 42,743 3.2

Pennsylvania 14,175 89.3 13,385 36 15,881 5.3 37,165 2.8

Michigan 13,339 90 10,345 22.1 14,814 4.9 46,764 3.5

Georgia 13,037 88.9 10,073 31.7 14,662 4.9 31,758 2.4

Washington 11,451 90.3 15,761 26.1 12,677 4.2 60,415 4.6

Massachusetts 10,165 90 10,488 39.7 11,294 3.7 26,387 2

North Carolina 9,486 87.8 6,113 24.6 10,802 3.6 24,870 1.9

Wisconsin 7,550 87.7 6,058 30 8,605 2.8 20,216 1.5

Minnesota 7,457 87.7 6,222 33.2 8,507 2.8 18,747 1.4

Arizona 7,113 88.1 4,500 27.3 8,078 2.7 16,456 1.2

Indiana 6,921 85.4 4,897 16.7 8,101 2.7 29,334 2.2

Maryland 6,626 88.8 3,440 35.2 7,461 2.5 9,768 0.7

Virginia 6,619 86.1 4,827 29.2 7,687 2.5 16,558 1.3

Tennessee 5,980 83.3 4,706 16.9 7,179 2.4 27,889 2.1

Connecticut 5,357 89 3,824 26.6 6,020 2 14,399 1.1

Oregon 5,332 89 5,885 34.1 5,993 2 17,252 1.3

Missouri 5,063 85 2,924 22 5,957 2 13,295 1

Colorado 4,989 87.9 2,488 36.4 5,674 1.9 6,826 0.5

SouthCarolina 4,970 85 3,482 14.9 5,847 1.9 23,374 1.8

Kentucky 3,823 80.7 3,369 17.8 4,740 1.6 18,884 1.4

Louisiana 3,715 83.8 18,310 34.6 4,432 1.5 52,891 4

Alabama 3,133 82 3,226 19 3,822 1.3 16,955 1.3

Kansas 2,897 83.8 2,453 24.7 3,456 1.1 9,927 0.8

Utah 2,881 85.9 2,166 12.5 3,353 1.1 17,304 1.3

Iowa 2,697 83.5 2,339 18.9 3,231 1.1 12,398 0.9

Oklahoma 2,687 85.1 1,426 25.9 3,159 1 5,510 0.4

New Hampshire 2,405 87.7 1,414 35.6 2,741 0.9 3,968 0.3

Nevada 2,327 85.2 1,380 18.6 2,730 0.9 7,427 0.6

Maine 1,896 85.4 1,120 36.5 2,221 0.7 3,066 0.2

Arkansas 1,783 78 1,561 32.1 2,285 0.8 4,861 0.4

North Dakota 1,731 85.4 1,043 35 2,027 0.7 2,985 0.2

PuertoRico 1,662 85.6 6,359 35.3 1,942 0.6 18,031 1.4

RhodeIsland 1,577 88.4 1,361 65.7 1,783 0.6 2,074 0.2

Nebraska 1,570 81.6 1,577 21.7 1,924 0.6 7,254 0.5

Mississippi 1,569 76.3 1,711 16.5 2,056 0.7 10,337 0.8

Idaho 1,525 83.9 1,537 27.5 1,818 0.6 5,596 0.4

Delaware 1,465 86.1 724 13.9 1,701 0.6 5,206 0.4

Montana 1,360 85.9 1,016 73.7 1,584 0.5 1,379 0.1

New Mexico 1,090 82.2 542 28.9 1,326 0.4 1,877 0.1

Vermont 1,070 84.8 D D 1,262 0 4,063 0.3

West Virginia 802 75.3 1,902 22.7 1,065 0.4 8,378 0.6

Washington DC 771 81.2 178 67.1 949 0.3 266 0

Hawaii 767 87.2 349 48.2 880 0.3 723 0.1

SouthDakota 750 78.5 507 40.7 956 0.3 1,248 0.1

Alaska 491 73 1,842 38.5 673 0.2 4,779 0.4

Wyoming 343 76.1 697 64.3 451 0.1 1,084 0.1

SMEs All
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APPENDIX II: Summary of Select Research on Exporting and Firm Performance; source: 

Wagner (2011)52 

 

Table 1 - Exporting and wages 
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Table 2 – Domestic companies vs. exporters vs. companies with foreign investments 
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Table 3 - Exporting and firm survival 
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