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Abstract 

 

Purpose of the paper This paper investigates whether product line breadth, innovation and 
company size can be linked with export performance. The focus is on the relationship 
between export performance and firm performance, especially for family brewers in 
Belgium.  

 

Research method A questionnaire was sent to most family brewers in Belgium at the end of 
2009 and the beginning of 2010. 22 brewers participated in the survey. The case study of 
Duvel Moortgat relies heavily on press releases and annual accounts of the firm. 
Moderated regressions were used to test hypotheses. The case study is exemplary for the 
issues investigated. 

 

Findings Product line breadth, innovation and firm size are not significantly correlated with export 
intensity. Export intensity in turn is also not significantly correlated with profits. But 
export intensity is beneficial for the growth of Belgian breweries. Product line breadth 
and innovation moderate the export intensity – firm performance relationship. The 
positive relationship between export intensity and firm performance is higher for high 
levels of innovation, while innovation in itself harms firm growth. Product line breadth 
in itself helps firm growth. However, the positive effect of export intensity on firm 
performance is higher for lower levels of product line breadth. The case of Duvel-
Moortgat indicates that an equilibrated growth of sales and profits is possible and that 
internationalization and exports are an important part of the strategy. 

 

Practical implications The paper shows that a more intensive export orientation is beneficial for the 
growth of the brewery. The case study of Duvel-Moortgat illustrates that there is no trade 
off between internal growth and external growth, and that firm performance can keep pace 
with internationalization. 

 

Originality/value The paper is the first study of the role of product line breadth on export intensity. 
The relationship between innovative behavior and export performance - a topic under 
investigation here - has also received scant empirical attention. 
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1. Introduction 

It is generally accepted that an increase in the exports of a country has a positive effect on the 
growth of a country’s economy, as well as the prosperity of the individual firms involved (Dean 
et al., 2000). The increased interest in exporting has been driven by changes in the world 
economy and is characterized by the spread of new technology around the world, reducing trade 
barriers, the formulation of multi-country trade agreements, financial market deregulation and 
the convergence of consumer tastes. This paper is not about the importance of exports at macro-
economic level but is situated at sector level and firm level. The question is whether or not 
exports are creating value for a particular sector, i.e. the family brewing industry in Belgium, and 
for one particular firm, i.e. the company Duvel-Moortgat. 

The steady rise in the export share of sales in the brewing sector in Belgium can be seen 
as a tribute to Belgian beers and Belgian brewers. But this increasing orientation towards 
international markets is also a necessity for the growth or even survival of the family brewers 
since the domestic market is shrinking every year. Foreign demand compensated for the decrease 
in domestic demand so that production was more or less stable (see Houthoofd, 2010, 2011). The 
absence of increase in foreign demand would be very painful for many brewers and not only 
cause a decrease in employment but also cause failures of family breweries themselves. The 
major purpose of this paper is to investigate some supposed determinants of the export 
performance of family brewers. In particular the impact of firm size, innovativeness and the 
breadth of the product portfolio on export intensity are studied. Next, the link between export 
intensity and firm performance is analyzed. The - supposedly positive - correlation between 
export performance and firm performance is the ultimate focus of this research. 

The paper is structured as follows. A second section deals with the measurement and 
determinants of export performance of firms. A third section provides some information on the 
Belgian brewing sector. A fourth section discusses the state of research on the 
internationalization of Belgian family brewers. A fifth part zooms in on the export performance 
and firm performance of one brewery in particular, Duvel-Moortgat. We start with a discussion 
of the determinants of the export performance of firms in general and Belgian family brewers in 
particular. 

 

2. Determinants of export performance 

Reviews of the literature on the determinants of export performance can be found in Katsikeas et 
al. (1995); Sousa et al. (2008) and Zou and Stan (1998). These reviews provide studies on export 
involvement and internationalization that group variables supposed to be of influence on export 
performance under labels such as: (1) unique competitive advantage, (2) deployment of 
resources for export, (3) characteristics of the decision makers/managers, (4) perceptions of the 
attractiveness of exporting, and (5) firm characteristics (Brouthers and Nakos, 2005; Cavusgil 
and Naor,1987; Schlegelmilch and Crook, 1988). In this paper we only address the role of 



company size, product line breadth and innovation as these are seen as possible relevant strategic 
variables in the Belgian brewing industry. 

Export performance can be measured with ‘soft’ data (perceptions) or ‘hard’ data (mostly 
financial data). An example of a ‘soft’ measure of export performance is the satisfaction with 
export volumes of the firm (measured with a 5-point Likert scale). Examples of ‘hard’ measures 
are: (1) yearly export volume (in monetary terms or in physical terms), (2) growth percentage of 
exports, or (3) the percentage of foreign sales in total sales (the export intensity). The most 
commonly used criterion with regard to the export performance and export position of a firm is 
the export intensity (share of exports per total sales) (Andersen and Suat Kheam, 1998; Dean et 
al., 2000; Katsikeas et al., 1995; Katsikeas and Morgan, 2003). That is also the measure used in 
this study: % of sales of a firm outside Belgium versus total sales of the firm (in Belgium and 
abroad). From previous research, we can learn that there is a strong association between export 
intensity and other measures of export performance (Lages and Jap 2002, Shoham 1998; Lages 
and Lages, 2004; Stoian et al., 2011). Data can be measured at firm level or at the level of the 
exporting department (Sousa et al., 2008). In general, there is no agreement on the ‘right’ level 
of analysis. Reviews of the literature on export performance show there is tendency to use data at 
firm level. Anyway, Belgian family brewers are not familiar with the notion of an export 
department, as these firms are rather small. 

 

2.1. Export performance and firm size 

According to Ito (1997) there is an inverted U-shaped relationship between company size and 
export intensity. Schlegelmilch and Crook (1988) found a non-linear relationship between firm 
size and export intensity: there seems to be a negative correlation from a certain export level. A 
possible explanation for this is that above a certain level of exports, firms switch to the next 
phase in international involvement, i.e. foreign direct investments (FDI). Company size can be 
used as a proxy for the resourcefulness of the firm - among others things – in order to stimulate 
foreign sales (Sousa et al., 2008). In their meta-analysis of 52 papers, Sousa et al. (2008) 
postulate that the connection between firm size and export performance is not yet clarified. 
Empirical research on the relationship between firm size and export intensity is mixed and 
conflicting (Zou and Stan, 1998). All in all, there appears to be only a weak association between 
firm size and export. In this research we assume that the probability of firm export increases with 
firm size (due to the larger availability of resources, among other things). We further hypothesize 
that more gains will be subtracted from foreign sales for larger firms than for small firms. So, we 
start with the following hypotheses:  

H1a: export intensity is positively correlated with firm size 

H1b: firm size moderates the relationship between export intensity and firm performance 



Average output volume is used as a measure of firm size as the brewers themselves commonly use 
output volume to compare their firm sizes. The natural logarithm of the output level was taken as 
an attempt to normalize the size variable (Miller and Dröge, 1986). 

 

2.2. Export performance and innovation 

Despite the existence of abundant research on export, there was only limited interest in the 
relationship between innovative behavior and export or the link between export and innovation. 
Samiee et al. (1993) argue that a firm can be seen as an export-innovator or export initiator if the 
company starts to export on its own initiative. That means that the idea to go abroad is generated 
internally. The discriminator between an innovator and the others is the self-induced wish to engage in 
exports. Schlegelmilch and Crook (1988) find that the percentage of products in the introduction 
or growth phase of their life cycle is not a significant determinant of export intensity. One may 
argue that a firm with innovative products (recently developed products for a target market) not 
only will perform better in the domestic market but in foreign markets as well. From the 
perspective of the literature on entrepreneurial orientation, one can assume that a firm that is 
innovative in terms of products is also innovative in terms of geographical markets and is willing 
to take more risks in order to become involved in new geographical markets (Brinckman et al., 
2010; Certo et al., 2009; Dess et al., 1997). Moreover, innovative firms will better exploit the 
profit potential of the new markets. As such we derive the following hypotheses: 

 

 H2a: export intensity and innovation are positively correlated 

 H2b: innovation moderates the export intensity – firm performance relationship 

 

 In this study innovation is measured with ‘hard’ data, i.e. the number of new brands, defined 
as the number of really new beers (for the family brewery, not necessarily for the world) that exist 
for less than five years and that still exist. This operationalization excludes 'label beers' and ‘one-
time beers’. A one-time beer is launched in response to some commemoration or a special event. 
A label beer is a so-called new beer but is in fact an established beer that is sold under a new name 
(with another label). 

 

2.3. Export performance and product line breadth 

To our knowledge, there is no published research on the role of product line breadth in establishing 
foreign contacts or in being interesting for a foreign importer. Many Belgian family brewers work 
with foreign importers (which makes the risks and costs manageable). We may assume therefore 
that it is more interesting for a foreign importer to embark with a firm that can offer a broad range 
of beers. It will also make his purchase more efficient. Moreover, the importer is probably then 



hoping for more business support for his imports (in the form of  free beer glasses, coasters, or 
even financial discounts or volume discounts). For the exporter it may also be more cost efficient 
to sell a broad range of beers (if available). This leads us to the following hypotheses: 

 H3a: export intensity and product line breadth are positively correlated 

 H3b: product line breadth moderates the export intensity – firm performance relationship 

 

 Product line breadth is measured in this study by means of a hard measure: the number of 
segments the firm is active in. When a family brewer only produces ‘specialty beer’, the product line 
breadth is just one. When two brewers have the same product line breadth, that does not necessarily 
mean that they are competitors. Yet, they face the same strategic context, a much simpler context vis-à-
vis brewers with a product line breadth of six (the maximum).  

 

2.4. Export performance and firm performance 

One may assume that exporting is profitable in the long run, otherwise it is hard to explain why 
some brewers so stubbornly make efforts to export (Fryges and Wagner, 2010). In a meta-
analysis of 36 studies, Bausch et al. (Bausch and Krist, 2007; Bausch et al., 2007) found a 
positive and statistically significant relationship between internationalization and firm 
performance. We also hypothesize a positive link between export performance and firm 
performance 

H4: firm performance and export intensity are positively correlates 

 

Firm performance can also be measured with soft or hard measures. A soft measurement 
can consist of asking top management whether the firm performs better than direct competitors 
(or than industry average) or by asking whether management is satisfied with performance 
(measured with a Likert – scale). Hard measures of firm performance are often financial. In this 
study we make use of profitability measures (return on business assets ROBA, and earnings 
before interest and taxes EBIT) and growth measures (increase in value added or increase of 
sales, in percentages). 

 

3. The Belgian brewing sector 

The Belgian brewing industry produces some 14 à 15 million hectoliters of beer (though at first 
glance a different calculation method suggests an increase to more than 18 million Hl) (see Table 
1). The general context of the Belgian brewing sector is one of saturation with declining domestic 
demand. So far, exports of Belgian beer have been able to compensate for this decreasing domestic 



demand. Exports exceed half of the domestic production nowadays. Competitive pressure from 
foreign imports is rather low.  

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 1 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 Competitive rivalry is determined partly by the evolution of demand for beer itself, but also 
by the evolution of demand for substitute products like water, juices, wine or spirits. Domestic 
demand for beer decreases year after year and is yet below 10 MIO Hl. Demand is not only 
decreasing in absolute terms but also relatively to substitute products as demand for the latter 
products increases in general. Government campaigns warning against beer consumption and a 
general trend towards healthier and lighter products seem to have achieved success (see Table 2). 
The introduction of alcohol free or low alcohol beers could not solve the problem. The high 
expectations brewers had when launching this beer type were never met. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 2 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 The stagnation of the brewing sector as a whole masks some substantial shifts within the 
demand for beer. The pils segment is still the largest segment though its percentage share decreased 
from 77% in 1985 to 67% in 1996 but there has been a revival to around 70% nowadays (see Table 
3 and Table 4). Only two segments are still gaining share: the heavy blonde beers (now called 
‘degustation beers’) and most prominently the abbey and trappist beers. Amber beer (nowadays 
called ‘thirst-quenching beers’) are losing their strong foothold in the market. In the next 
subsections we will describe the structural characteristics of the Belgian brewing sector, examining 
factors such as concentration, the existence of entry barriers, the degree of product differentiation 
and the distribution system (Caves, 1980; Jones and Cockerill, 1984; Lipczynski and Wilson, 
2004).  

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 3 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 4 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 



3.1. Concentration 

The Belgian brewing sector is highly concentrated in terms of output as well as in terms of control 
of the distribution channels (vertical integration). The four firm concentration level exceeds 80% 
(see Table 5). So more than 90% of brewers have to compete for less than 20% of the market. 
Moreover, the largest two companies -AB-Inbev Belgium and Alken-Maes (Heineken Group) -
control 90% of the pils segment. Their share of the pils market is larger than their average share, 
indicating the high capital needs to operate within this segment. Their power in the other segments 
is much lower. However, the concept ‘market share’ should be used with care. For a small player, 
national market share has no real meaning. Besides, market share can be computed in production 
volume or in sales volume. These are totally different. Market share can be computed with or 
without contract work (as some brewers brew on behalf of another company). The same market 
share can also represent two totally different situations. Take for instance brewery Haacht and 
brewery Martens. They sell about the same volume, but Haacht sells mainly special brands whereas 
Martens sells large volumes of private labels. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 5 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

3.2. Potential entry and entry barriers 

Entry barriers are huge in the pils segment of the market (Houthoofd and Heene, 1997). They are 
associated with several factors. First, there is the system of tied outlets. The exclusive agreement 
between the brewer and the tied café owner relates to the beers produced by the brewer himself as 
well as to the beers this brewer buys from other breweries to fill up his product line. As such, the 
brewer has complete control over the café owner's sales. Only the sale of brands, often 'special 
beers', for which the brewer has no alternative, cannot be forbidden in a tied outlet. The number of 
'free cafés' is very limited. Starting up a new network of tied outlets is theoretically possible, but 
that would require huge capital injections. Such an undertaking seems doomed to fail as the best 
locations are already taken by the existing cafés. Second, the brand recognition and reputation of the 
existing pils brewers works as a strong handicap for potential entrants. Moreover, the food 
distribution channel is not at all inclined to free some shelf space for unknown pils brands. A 
potential entrant is forced 'to buy his place' on the shelves by charging 'predatory prices' to the 
distributors, limiting his own profit potential. Third, the capital requirements are high in order to 
keep pace with technological evolution (e.g. large fermentation and storage tanks, large brewing 
vessels, high-speed bottling lines, and so on). The production of pils needs to be done on a large 
scale in order to be price competitive, to justify the advertising expenses, to be able to give the 
needed promotional support (other than advertising), and to justify the needed investments in 
manufacturing. Taking into account the poor chances of success of a new pils brand launched by a 
new firm, any serious investment analysis will drop such a project. Some incumbent small pils-



brewers do exist and can survive if they have some tied outlets and if they also have (strong) local 
non-pils beers. Non-pils brewers can hardly penetrate into the pils segment, but the strong pils 
brewers can enter the non-pils market, precisely thanks to the system of tied outlets. In a way, they 
only have to introduce a non-pils brand to chase off a similar brand of a small competitor.  

 The situation is different for the (mostly smaller) firms in the other segments of the market. 
Selling prices are often higher here, so unit costs may also be higher. On the one hand, production 
on a small scale is a disadvantage from the viewpoint of costs (in the long run), but on the other 
hand it is a commercial trump card. The image that non-pils beers are produced according to 
traditional methods is a source of differentiation that can offset the differentiation of the pils beers 
of larger firms, built up by large advertising campaigns. A local anchorage makes it possible to 
overcome entry barriers, if any, in the non-pils segments. 

 

3.3. Product differentiation 

Product differentiation is meant to make customers perceive otherwise similar products as more or 
less unique. This uniqueness is due to taste differences, but also due to brand name, the form of the 
bottle and/or beer glass, and advertising. Advertising intensity is supposed to be the single best 
indicator of a product differentiation strategy (Harrigan, 1985; Bettis, 1981; Varadarajan, 1985; 
Johnson and Thomas, 1987; Schendel and Patton, 1978; Hergert, 1987). Advertising can be used to 
create a unique position in the minds of customers, which Porter (1980) calls 'brand identification', 
to implement a pull strategy or to signal product quality. Our own research shows that - at best - 10 
brewers (the largest ones) advertise on a regular basis. From time to time some other firms advertise 
on a non-regular basis. The absence of advertising does not compromise, however, the large degree 
of distinctiveness between products as buyers discern or can perceive (color, smell, taste, perceived 
quality, and so on). 

 It should also be noted here that the position of the six trappist brewers is legally protected: 
no other brewery can claim that its beer is a trappist beer. These six trappist beers are brewed in 
monasteries (or under their immediate supervision): Abbaye Notre-Dame de Scourmont (producing 
Chimay), Abbaye Notre-Dame d’Orval (producing Orval), Abbaye Notre-Dame de Saint-Remy 
(producing Rochefort), Abdij der Trappisten at Westmalle (producing Westmalle), Abdij Sint-
Sixtus at Westvleteren (producing Westvleteren), and Sint-Benedictusabdij (brewery Achelse 
Kluis). The trappist label was introduced in 1997 and can be used for other food articles than beer 
(for instance cheese). However, brewers can – if they want to – launch an “abbey” beer, no matter 
whether the beer is actually brewed within an abbey or not, and even if there is no link between the 
brewery and an abbey whatsoever. The segment of abbey and trappist beer is very popular 
nowadays in Belgium. 

 

3.4. Distribution system 



Beer is sold via two marketing channels that are nowadays of more or less equal importance (in 
volume): the retail channel (also called the food channel) and the hotel and catering industry 
(including the cafés). This classification could also respectively be called “home consumption” and 
“outdoor consumption”. Outdoor consumption is gradually decreasing in favor of home 
consumption (see Table 6). This may be due to more severe control of driving under the influence 
of alcohol by the police and the high prices asked in the hotel and cafés relative to the prices of beer 
in retail outlets. A visible effect of this change in buying behavior is the decline in the number of 
cafés. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 6 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

3.5. Vertical integration 

Backward vertical integration is nowadays non-existent: no brewery has its own malt-house. The 
last Belgian brewer with a malt-house was AB-Inbev who bought Dewolf-Cosyns in Aalst in 1989. 
But the malt-house was closed in 2001 for different reasons, among others the lack of expansion 
possibilities on that site. Anyway, it is often cheaper and more flexible to buy in the malt of 
independent malt-houses. These malt-houses can – by selling at most breweries, not only Belgian 
brewers – attain a large scale and thus lower costs. However, forward integration does make sense 
in the pils segment of the market. The pils market is the largest submarket within the sector (70% of 
the market). Those brewers who want to have a stake in this segment de facto need to have tied 
cafés. Tied cafés generate stable level of demand, which in turn generates a return that may be 
sufficient to justify the investment in that tied café.  

 

3.6. Mergers and acquisitions 

The number of Belgian breweries is decreasing for a number of reasons. As most firms are family 
firms, the causes of the decline are: lack of successors, family disputes, owners who are not 
willing to make the necessary efforts to carry out innovation, undercapitalization and so on. The 
most striking (not the main) cause of the decline in the number of breweries are mergers and 
acquisitions. Wellknown acquisitions include the takeovers of Brewery De Keersmaeker (in 
Kobbegem) and Eylenbosch (in Schepdaal) by Alken-Maes who closed Eylenbosch afterwards. 
Alken-Maes was in turn acquired by Heineken in 2008. Brewery De Halve Maan (in Brugge), 
Brewery Liefmans (in Oudenaarde) and Brewery Het Anker (in Mechelen) were acquired by 
Brewery Riva (in Dentergem). After the failure of Riva in 2007, Brewery Liefmans was acquired by 
brewery Duvel Moortgat in 2008. The last acquisitions (in Belgium) of the then called brewery 
Interbrew (now AB Inbev) consist of brewery Hoegaarden (in 1989) and Belle-Vue (Anderlecht in 
1991). Interbrew itself emerged out of the merger of the at that time two largest brewing groups 



in Belgium Artois and Piedboeuf (in 1987). Eupener Bierbrauerei was acquired by Haacht (in 
september 1998). Production was stopped in Eupen, but the brands are still commercialized. 
Brewery De Smedt in Opwijk - called nowadays Affligem Brewery – was acquired in May 2000 by 
Heineken (stake of 50%). Afterwards Heineken increased their stake to 95%. It should also be noted 
that the real number of breweries is much lower than the official number of 115. This number is 
based on the number of juridical entities recognized by the Ministry of Finance – Department of 
Customs and Excise – as being independent breweries. As excises increase with increasing output 
volume and as excises are an important cost factor, breweries are inclined to push up the number of 
independent (fiscal) entities. 

 

4. Research  

 

4.1. Data and research model 

Research is based solely on primary data gathered by means of a written survey. Questionnaires 
were sent at the end of 2009 / beginning of 2010 to 50 family brewers. The smallest brewers (and 
the two major brewing groups AB Inbev and Heineken) were not invited to cooperate. After a 
second request to participate in the inquiry, 22 usable questionnaires were gathered (response 
rate of 44%). Flemish as well as Walloon breweries cooperated. Respondents targeted different 
market segments and were of different sizes so we can assume the data sample to be 
representative for the Belgian family brewing industry. For the case study on Brewery Duvel-
Moortgat, we mainly used secondary data such as press releases and annual reports. In this study, 
only hard data are used (see summary Table 7), mostly survey data. The two performance 
measures are based on secondary financial data (obtained via the database Belfirst of the Bureau 
Van Dyck). 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 7 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 8 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

------------------------------------------ 



Insert Table 9 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 
------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 
The direct effects for the a-hypotheses are tested with the following model: 

Y= c1 + a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + e1     [1] 

 Where  

 Y = export intensity 

 X1 = firm size 

 X2 = innovation 

 X3 = product line breadth 

 

 All the b-hypotheses tested in this study are of the following form: the positive impact of Xi 
on Y will be stronger when Xi is high as compared to when Xi is low. The most appropriate 
analytical method for testing every such hypothesis is to run the two regression equations given 
below: 

 

 Y= c1 + a1X1 + a2X2 + a3X3 + a4X4 + e2        [2]  

 Where  

 Y = firm performance (either profitability or grwoth) 

 X1 = export intensity 

 X2 = firm size 

 X3 = innovation 

 X4 = product line breadth 

 



 Y= c2 + b1X1 + b2X2 + b3X3 + b4X4 + b5X1X2 + b6X1X3 + b7X1X4 + e3     [3]  

 

 If the unstandardized regression coefficient b5, for example, is positive and significant, one 
would conclude that the positive impact of X1 on Y is indeed stronger for higher as compared to 
lower values of X2. Alternatively, a negative and significant b5 would lead to the conclusion that the 
positive impact of X1 on Y is stronger for lower rather than higher values of X2. Finally, if b5 is not 
significantly different from zero, one would conclude that X2 does not have any contingency effect 
on the relationship between X1 and Y. In addition, it should be noted that whenever b5 is 
significantly different from zero, the coefficient of determination (R²) for equation 3 will be 
significantly greater than that for equation 2. Both equations are estimated twice (once per 
performance measure). 

 

4.2. Research results 

The direct effects of size, product line breadth and innovation on export intensity are not 
statistically significant (none of the coefficients in equation 1 is statistically significant, R² for 
model A equals .049, F = .309). The hypotheses 1A, 2A and 3A cannot be accepted. As to 
equation 3 with regard to profitability, the model is not able to make any contribution (F-value 
equal to 1,744 for the full model of equation 2). None of the coefficients in the full model is 
statistically significant at conventional levels. But the model has statistically significant 
explanatory power with regard to growth (F = 3,217 which is significant at the 5% level for 
equation 2; F = 5,641 which is significant at the 1% level for equation 3, R² = .815). However, as 
can be seen in Table 10, the coefficient for size is not significant, and tolerances are low, 
indicating multicollinearity. This has implications for the stability of the model and estimated 
standard errors. As the model includes 7 variables for 22 cases, we decided to skip the variable 
size (and its interaction with the variable export intensity) and re-estimate the model. 
Significance levels for the remaining variables increase, R² = .765, F = 7.827 for equation 3, 
tolerances are all above 0.1 (see Table 11). 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 10 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

Table 11 shows a positive direct effect of export intensity on firm performance when 
measured in terms of growth (H4 accepted for growth only). The direct effect of product line 
breadth on growth is also statistically significant. There is a negative effect of innovation on 
growth. This indicates that foreign demand looks primarily for established well-known brands. 
There is a positive interaction effect of innovation and export intensity on growth, indicating that 
the positive relationship between export intensity and growth is stronger for higher levels of 
innovation than for lower levels of innovation. The negative interaction effect of export intensity 



and product line breadth indicates that the positive effect of export intensity on growth is 
stronger for lower levels of product line breadth, thus stronger for more focused, more 
specialized firms. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 11 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 
5. The Duvel-Moortgat case 

5.1. History of Duvel-Moortgat 

Duvel-Moortgat (DM) was founded as a farm brewery in 1871 by Jan-Leonard Moortgat. It was 
one of the many farm breweries in Belgium at that time. The brewery specialized from the very 
beginning in specialist beers. The famous Duvel-beer was launched in 1923. This beer generated 
80% of sales revenue well into the nineties. An important milestone in the history of DM was the 
procurement in 1965 of a bottling contract for the premium-pils beer Tuborg (of the Danish 
company Carlsberg since 1970). This contract generated a stable cashflow with low risk which 
financed the steady growth of DM. DM lost this contract in 1991 in favor of Interbrew (now AB-
Inbev). The fourth generation of the Moortgat family brought the firm in 1999 to the stock 
market in order to finance further expansion. The firm can, however, still be considered a family 
firm as the top management team and the board largely depends on family members, and as ¾ of 
the stocks are still in family hands. 

DM has excellent competences in strategy formulation and implementation. Their 
strategic intent was and still is to reduce their dependence on the success of one single brand 
Duvel. Bel Pils was launched in 1930 and is still in production, mainly sold through their tied 
cafés. Vedett was launched in 1945 as an “export-beer” which is a kind of pils beer. It was 
relaunched and repositioned in 2003 to attract young people. Vedett Extra White was launched in 
2008 in the segment of white beers (wheat beer). This beer was immediately launched after the 
50/50 alliance with Palm Breweries for the production of a white beer (the ‘Steendonk’) had 
been terminated. 

A number of well targeted acquisitions also served to broaden the brand portfolio. Only 
breweries with strong brands in unserved market segments are acquired. That was the case with 
the acquisition in 2006 of Brasserie d’Achouffe, a highly respected brewery in the Ardennes (in 
the French speaking part of Belgium). This acquisition enabled DM to expand its presence in the 
South of Belgium. Duvel is not so popular in the South as it is in the North (Flanders). Achouffe 
was and still is a dynamic fast growing company with a number of special “goblin”- beers.  

In 2008 DM acquired the best parts of the failed brewery Liefmans, including the brewing 
site of Liefmans in Oudenaarde and the brand name Liefmans itself. By acquiring Liefmans it 
also enters another new segment (brown sour beers). In 2010 DM acquired the brewery De 



Koninck in Antwerp (including installations and brand names). By so doing it enters still another 
segment: the segment of amber beers (a competing brand for the well-known brand Palm, the 
strongest brand of Palm Breweries, and for Vieux Temps, a brand of AB-Inbev).  

In the meantime, DM began to implement its international ambitions. In June 1999, DM 
participated at a level of 22.5% in the capital of Brewery Ommegang (New York State, US). 
This stake was increased in December 1999 to reach 45% and a full 100% in 2002. Ommegang 
is active in the segment of “Belgian Style Beers”, a segment that became very popular in the US. 
This participation not only provides external growth, but also serves as a platform to introduce 
and promote the sales of Duvel in the US. In 1999, sales of Duvel in the US grew by 60%. As 
such, DM is now active in the two most dynamic segments of the beer market in the US: the 
segment of imported beers and the segment of locally brewed special Belgian Style beers. 

On August 1 2001 DM took a 50% participation in brewery Bernard located in Humpolec 
in the Bohemian-Moravic Highlands in the Czech Republic. Bernard had a production volume of 
94000 Hl in 2001, composed of different types of beer (pils and special beers, all under the 
‘Bernard’ brand). These beers are sold through the food channel via Tesco, Spar, Globus, Billa 
and Delvita (Delhaize) and via cafés. Bernard is sold in more than 850 cafés. The Czech republic 
is (through the city of Pilzen in West Bohemia) the homeland of the pils. Production is 
fragmented: 34 of the 52 breweries produce less than 250,000 Hl. 

 

5.2. Product portfolio of DM 

The Belgian beer market is subdivided into the pils market (about 2/3 of the market) and the 
market of non-pils beers (all the rest). The pils market is highly concentrated as this submarket is 
dominated by two large groups (AB-Inbev and Heineken, cf. infra). Prices are constantly under 
pressure, at least in the food channel, due to the buyer power of large distributors. In the market 
of special beers sales are less price sensitive. This submarket is also more fragmented and not 
dominated by the two large groups. In the light of this business environment, DM has chosen to 
try to dominate in the subsegments of the non-pils market. Dependency on Duvel has diminished 
from about 75% at the beginning of the century to about 55% nowadays (see Table 12). DM 
keeps its pils brand Bel Pils as it is meant to serve the tied outlets of DM. The brand Vedett is 
also a pils beer but especially positioned to serve a young public. The importance of Maredsous 
is gradually increasing and benefits from the success of abbey beers in general. This segment is 
one of the few really growing segments in Belgium (cf. infra). The share of foreign beers 
(Bernard and Ommegang) already exceeds ten percent. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 12 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 



5.3. Internal and external growth 

Domestic sales of DM increased during the last ten years with around 50% (see Figure 2). That 
is a success on its own as the domestic market is declining. However, total sales of DM doubled 
in that same period. That indicates that the internationalization strategy of DM is a success. 
Figure 2 clearly shows that the international growth does not at all impedes domestic growth. 
Table 13 suggests that DM is evolving towards a 50/50 ratio of domestic versus foreign sales. 
This 50/50 is not an end goal for DM. Table 14 indicates that the most important foreign 
geographic markets are the Netherlands, France and the US. The importance of the UK is 
decreasing slightly year by year, while the importance of the Czech Republic is more or less 
stable at around 15 to 18%. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 13 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Table 14 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

5.4. The launch of ‘Passendale’: not a success 

At the beginning of 2000 DM concluded an agreement with the cheese factory ‘Kaasmakerij 
Passendale’ to launch an amber beer under the name ‘Passendale’. The idea came from the cheese 
makers. The dairy group Campina is the owner of the cheese factory. The brewery was carrying out 
the sales efforts but would cooperate with the cheese factory to promote the beer. However, the 
segment of the amber beers has been shrinking year after year (cf. infra). Sales of Passendale beer 
declined with 40% in 2002. The new brand Passendale is not a success because there is not enough 
differentiation from other brands, dixit CEO Michel Moortgat at a press conference in 2003. The 
consumer is not waiting for a new brand, according to Michel Moortgat, unless it has a clear added 
value relative to other brands, which is obviously not the case here. By acquiring the brewery De 
Koninck (cf. infra) the brewery DM has become active (for the second time) in this segment of 
amber beers. The main difference from the Passendale-beer is that ‘De Koninck’ is a strong brand 



while the Passendale brand needed to be built from scratch. The failure of the launch of Passendale 
illustrates that innovation is difficult and risky. But it also shows that the directors of DM dare to 
intervene swiftly and decisively when necessary. 

 

5.5. Internationalisation and firm performance of DM 

Figure 3 indicates that the evolution of EBITDA and EBIT nearly keeps pace with the degree of 
internationalization (measured as the percentage foreign sales per total sales). That indicates that 
the internationalization is not “bought” with profits but on the contrary contributes to profits. 
From the preceding we may therefore conclude that there is no trade-off between profits, growth 
and exports, at least for Duvel Moortgat. 

------------------------------------------ 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

------------------------------------------ 

 

6. Conclusions 

Nuanced conclusions emerge. There is – at least in the Belgian beer brewing industry - a positive 
direct effect of export intensity on firm performance when measured in terms of growth, but not 
in terms of profits. If top management really seeks growth, then exports is not a choice but rather 
a necessity. But for smaller breweries that are satisfied with their current output level and profits, 
exporting is not a necessity. Profits and output can remain stable depending on what industry 
segments the brewery is targeting. Starting a new brewery is still possible even in the declining 
domestic market, if management targets segments like abbey beers or specialty beers. 

The direct effect of product line breadth on growth is also statistically significant. There is 
a negative effect of innovation on growth. This indicates that foreign demand looks primarily for 
established well-known brands. There is a positive interaction effect of innovation and export 
intensity on growth, indicating that the positive relationship between export intensity and growth 
is stronger for higher levels of innovation than for lower levels of innovation. The negative 
interaction effect of export intensity and product line breadth indicates that the positive effect of 
export intensity on growth is stronger for lower levels of product line breadth, thus stronger for 
more focused, more specialized firms. 

It seems that, once more, a strategic fit between the firm’s strengths and seizing 
opportunities is a good strategy. The research results favor specialization (and thus focus) and 
differentiation (being distinctive vis-à-vis other breweries). Duvel-Moortgat is an example of 
how a company can grow in a balanced manner while making money. The firm extends its brand 
portfolio by targeting those segments where it can exploit a strong position (a so-called 
multifocal differentiation strategy). The strategy of Duvel-Moortgat is indicative that 



specialization on some strong brands in well targeted segments is beneficial. Duvel-Moortgat is 
continually reducing its dependence on one single brand (Duvel) while growing domestically 
and internationally. This does not mean that the findings here should encourage every smaller 
sized family brewer to become active on multiple segments. Innovation and growing for the sake 
of growing is not without risk. But starting with a strong brand in one segment and then 
gradually enlarging the portfolio is feasible, as the case of Duvel-Moortgat demonstrates. 
Successful firms, possessing strong intangible firm specific assets (i.e. strong brands) are able to 
grow both at home and abroad. 
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Table 1 

Belgian production, domestic consumption and international trade in beer (x 1000 Hl) 

year domestic 
production 

imports exports domestic 
consumption 

% exports/production 

1990 14,141 648 2,752 12,037 19.5 

1991 13,799 459 3,145 11,113 22.8 

1992 14,259 467 3,458 11,268 24.3 

1993 14,182 454 3,776 10,860 26.6 

1994 14,742 570 4,592 10,720 31.1 

1995 14,528 593 4,608 10,513 31.7 

1996 14,232 585 4,229 10,284 29.7 

1997 14,014 646 4,439 10,243 31.7 

1998 14,105 731 4,825 10,011 34.2 

1999 14,575 703 5,072 10,206 37.8 

2000 14,734 804 5,474 10,064 37.15 

2001 14,966 877 5,857 9,986 30.14 

2002 15,696 744 6,539 9,901 41.66 

2003 15,650 1,023 6,738 9,935 43.05 

2004 17,409 (*) 993 8,699 9,702 49.97 

2005 17,274 1,015 8,814 9,475 51.02 

2006 18,311 1,171 10,112 9,370 55.2 

2007 18,565 1,169 10,597 9,137 57.08 

2008 18,044 880 10,130 8,794 56.1 

2009 18,009 894 10,224 8,680 56.8 

 Legend: (*) = new methodology used since 2004 

 Source: CBB 

 



Table 2 

Demand for beer and substitute products (in Hl.) 

year Beer Water and 
lemonade 

Wine and 
sparkling 

wine 

Spirits 

1965 11,096,717 5,215,056 1,059,964 106,635 

1970 12,780,674 7,496,691 1,256,934 127,610 

1975 12,788,238 10,068,820 1,747,871 195,155 

1980 12,945,253 11,522,498 2,027,957 233,831 

1985 11,922,493 12,227,304 2,234,674 209,290 

1990 12,036,828 18,362,442 1,837,000 119,674 

1995 10,513,000 21,408,990 2,182,000 112,107 

2000 10,064,401 24,010,183 2,153,211 123,467 

2001 9,986,364 24,626,782 2,215,579 124,090 

2002 9,901,397 26,128,656 2,436,711 128,357 

2003 9,935,211 27,621,490 2,407,609 140,526 

2004 9,562,313 26,395,000 2,471,388 129,202 

2005 9,474,652 26,840,000 2,550,852 128,652 

2006 9,369,937 26,805,000 2,623,400 128,407 

2007 9,136,875 26,390,000 2,624,917 128,578 

2008 8,794,236 26,403,195 2,557,459 131,375 

2009 8,679,597 24,990,000 2,640,466 130,690 

Source: Confederation of Belgian Brewers (CBB) 

 



Table 3 

Consumption per beer type relative to Total beer consumption (prior to 2002) 

% share 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

pils 67.29 66.97 67.31 67.89 68.33 69.61 70.37 70.84 

amber 6.74 6.62 6.60 6.37 5.79 5.09 4.58 4.22 

white beer 5.98 6.02 5.98 5.65 5.53 5.38 4.89 4.66 

abbey and trappist 5.78 6.44 6.71 7.05 7.24 7.50 7.95 8.24 

table beer 3.27 3.11 2.97 2.81 2.87 2.66 2.45 2.30 

geuze and fruit bier 2.45 2.34 2.30 2.16 2.17 2.13 2.16 2.10 

British beer 2.01 1.73 1.62 1.60 1.50 1.46 1.39 1.32 

luxury pils 1.94 2.21 2.08 2.13 2.05 1.76 1.74 1.72 

alcohol free 1.34 1.14 1.04 0.97 0.94 0.88 0.86 0.81 

heavy blond 1.74 1.86 1.85 1.90 1.99 2.05 2.14 2.31 

regional  0.67 0.80 0.79 0.78 0.82 0.79 0.79 0.80 

sour 0.77 0.75 0.75 0.70 0.75 0.68 0.69 0.66 

Legend: luxury pils is pils of the Carlsberg or Tuborg type; heavy blond consist of brands such as Duvel or 
Judas; British Beers are beers like Pale Ale, Stout or Scotch. A sour beer is, for example, Rodenbach. 

n.a. = not availalbe 

Source: computations based on data of the Confederation of Belgian Brewers (CBB) 

 



Table 4 

Consumption per beer type relative to total beer consumption (since 2003)  

 2003 2004 2005 2006 

 in Hl in % in Hl in % In hL in % in Hl in % 

pils 7,044,252 70.90 6,930,525 71.43 6,590,748 69.56 6,558,057 69.99 

‘other pils’ 462,677 4.66 431,785 4.45 487,037 5.14 439,235 4.69 

thirst-quenching  881,086 8.87 746,903 7.70 623,442 6.58 560,403 5.98 

abbey and trappist 852,579 8.58 879,671 9.07 890,871 9.40 917,252 9.79 

tasting beer 452,430 4.55 460,116 4.74 546,276 5.77 554,128 5.91 

fruit beer 242,187 2.44 253,619 2.61 336,278 3.55 340,862 3.64 

total 9,935,211 100 9,702,619 100 9,474,652 100 9,369,937 100 

Source: CBB, own computations 

Legend: ‘other pils’ = ‘table beer’ + alcohol free beer or low alcohol beer + luxury pils; thirst-quenching = amber beer + 
white beer + red-brown beer; tasting beer = heavy blond beer + local beer + British beer types (pales ale + 
stout + scotch + x-mas); fruit beer = geuze + cherry beer + other fruit beers 

 



Table 5 

Market shares (in production volume) of the largest Belgian brewers 

Name Market share cumulative production as a 
% of total production 

(concentration ratio) 

AB-Inbev Belgium 57.1% 57.1 

Alken-Maes (Heineken) 12.5% C2 = 69.6 

Haacht + Martens 10.4% C4 = 80.0 

   Source: own computations 

 



Table 6 

Beer sales via retail (as percentage of total volume sold) 

year  % sales via retail  

(home consumption) 

1982 23.7 

1985 25.4 

1990 27.4 

1993 35 

1997 38.2 

1998 38.6 

1999 39.43 

2000 40.51 

2001 n.a.. 

2002 43 

2003 44.09 

2004 45.84 

2005 47.13 

2006 48.91 

2007 50.50 

2008 51.93 

 Source: Het Brouwersblad, CBB, own computations 



Table 7: operationalizing of the variables 

Variable  Operationalization Data source 
Product line breadth Number of product categories the brewery is active in survey 
Export intensity  Percentage of exports per total sales survey 
Size Ln(production volume in Hl) survey 
Innovation Number of new brands survey 
Profitability  Return on business assets (ROBA) Belfirst 
Growth Value added growth (VAG) Belfirst 

 



Table 8 
Descriptive statistics of the sample: rank correlations 

 

  Export 

 intensity 

Product line 

 breadth Size  

Inno- 

vation 

Profit- 

ability 

Product line breadth Correlation Coefficient -,235 1,000    

Sig. (2-tailed) ,292 .    

N 22 22    

Size  Correlation Coefficient -,091 ,167 1,000   

Sig. (2-tailed) ,686 ,459 .   

N 22 22 22   

Innovation Correlation Coefficient -,015 ,531* ,029 1,000  

Sig. (2-tailed) ,946 ,011 ,899 .  

N 22 22 22 22  

Profitability Correlation Coefficient ,188 -,430 -,349 -,513* 1,000 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,470 ,085 ,169 ,035 . 

N 17 17 17 17 17 

Growth Correlation Coefficient ,538* -,559* -,453 -,487* ,414 

Sig. (2-tailed) ,021 ,016 ,059 ,040 ,098 

N 18 18 18 18 17 
Legend: the number of available data for profits and growth is lower (17 and 18 respectively) due to the fact that some 

breweries are not obliged to disclose their financial statements under Belgian law. 



Table 9 
Descriptive statistics of the sample: minimum, quartiles and maximum 
 
   Quartiles   
 Valid Min 25 50 75 Max 
Product line breadth 22 1 1.00 1.00 2.00 5 
Export intensity 22 5 24.50 37.00 52.50 65 
Size  22 6.91 8.01 9.98 11.19 12.01 
Innovation 22 0 .00 2.00 4.00 6 
Profitability  17 -26 16.71 46.52 58.59 69 
Growth 18 -21 20.88 43.65 87.17 116 

 



Table 10 

Research results for the full model (equation 3, with size) 

 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) -72.957 94.392 -.773 .457  

Export intensity 4.373 2.009 2.099 2.177 .055 .020 50.266 
Size 7.969 10.925 .360 .729 .482 .076 13.192 
Innovation -20.107 8.422 -.959 -2.387 .038 .115 8.728 
Product line breadth 24.456 10.752 .790 2.275 .046 .153 6.531 
Export*size -.266 .232 -1.335 -1.147 .278 .014 73.327 
Export*innovation .367 .182 .873 2.014 .072 .098 10.161 
Export*breadth -.843 .284 -1.275 -2.964 .014 .100 10.007 
 Legend: dependent variable: growth 
 



Table 11 

Research results for the full model (equation 3, without size) 

 

 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
(Constant) -10.255 29.198 -.351 .732 
Export intensity 2.160 .598 1.037 3.615 .004 .238 4.206 
Product line breadth 30.287 10.254 .979 2.954 .012 .178 5.614 
Innovation -20.817 8.083 -.993 -2.575 .024 .132 7.597 
Export*innovation .440 .175 1.048 2.514 .027 .113 8.884 
Export*breadth -1.073 .251 -1.623 -4.270 .001 .135 7.386 
 Legend: dependent variable: growth 
 

 



Table 12 

Percentage share of different beer types in total sales of Duvel Moortgat 

 

Type 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

% share Duvel  76.20 73.9 72.82 72.85 72.24 64.43 56.26 52.79 56.42 

% share Bel Pils Pils 4.70 4.5 4.02 3.67 3.87 3.87 3.51 2.96 3 

% share Maredsous Abbey 4.10 4.11 4.36 4.82 4.81 4.64 4.77 5.22 

% share Bernard  3.60 5.4 5.21 5.28 6.39 6.21 6.64 7.69 6.89 

% share Steendonk White 1.60 1.3 1.07 0.58 0.42 0.38 

% share Vedett Pils 0.66 1.32 2.39 3.43 3.53 4.11 5.21 

% share Achouffe Special 1.8 7.13 6.75 9.6 

% share Ommegang Belgian style 2.55 n.a. 3.51 3.51 4.74 

% share Others  0.01 9.29 9.39 7.32 15.07 14.83 17.4 8.92 
Source: own computations based on annual accounts; n.a. = not available 

 



Table 13: evolution of domestic and foreign share of total sales 

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
% share domestic 
market (in %) 82.95 80.37 77.19 76.72 75.58 73.59 64.99 63.01 59.07 56.91 55.33 
Internationa- 
lization (in % ) 17 20 23 23 24 26 35 37 41 43 45 
 



Table 14: share of the most important foreign markets 

 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 
Netherlands 23 21.5 20.5 19.4 20.8 

France 19.2 19 19.9 16.6 18.9 
USA 21.8 23.1 23.6 24.7 25 
UK 8.9 10.5 9.1 8.1 7.4 

Czech Rep. 18.3 16.9 16.3 17.9 15.4 
Other  8.8 9 10.6 13.5 12.5 

Source: own computations based on annual accounts of DM 

 

 



Figure 1 

Graphical representation of the research model 
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Figure 2 

Evolution of domestic and total sales of DM 

 



Figure 3 

Share of exports, EBITDA and EBIT at DM 
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