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This research study is one portion of a three-part study on economic
competitiveness in the global textile and apparel industries. The purpose of this
research was to determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the
areas being sourced by U.S. retailers, and to determine the supply chain structures
and performance measures being used by U.S. manufacturers, global
manufacturers, U.S. retailers, and sourcing agents in the bottom weight and bedbath markets. The study’s results were intended to provide the U.S. with a
benchmark of how their supply chain should be configured, as well as the metrics to
be used along the chain in order to be more competitive in a global environment.
Stock, Greis, and Kasarda’s (1999) conceptual model from their “Logistics, Strategy,
and Structure” study was used as a framework for this study.
The sample consisted of 18 companies with the participation of 33
respondents from manufacturers and retailers of both markets, as well as sourcing
agents and auxiliary companies. A survey questionnaire was used to interview
company representatives via face-to-face interviews or phone conferences. Results
were separated into eight groups depending on the company business sector and
market. The responses pertaining to each research objective were compared
among each group and analyzed. Results identified they key areas that U.S. textile
manufacturers need to improve in order to gain market share. The results also
identified the measures to be used to measure the performance of a supply chain
and the dominant supply chain structures being used among each business sector.
Finally, a benchmark supply chain model was designed from how research
suggested that U.S. textile manufacturers could compete in the global market.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The U.S. textile and apparel industries generate more than $360 billion each
year, and the current market situation is characterized by volatile demand, multiple
trading partners, short product lifestyle, increased impulse purchases, unpredictable
customers, and offshore sourcing strategies (Singhal, 2003). The U.S. textile and
apparel industries are “large, mature, and highly fragmented” (Apparel and Footwear
Industry Survey, 2004, pg1), and the goods consumed in the U.S. are made both
domestically and globally.
The industry has been plagued with manufacturing job losses for the past
three decades, for there were 43,800 jobs lost in 2003 alone. Reduced tariffs, new
free-trade agreements, and increased quotas contributed to the increase in job
losses. These factors have pushed U.S. manufacturing into low-cost countries such
as Mexico, the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, China, and Latin America (Apparel
and Footwear Industry Survey, 2004).
The apparel and home furnishings industries are the top two sectors that
have had decreases in exports and increases in imports. From 2002 to 2003,
apparel exports decreased 9.6%, and imports increased 6.8%. Home furnishing
exports decreased 6.6%, while imports increased 18.8% (www.usitc.gov).
United States apparel production was approximately 3.5 billion pounds in
2003, a decrease of 11% from the previous year and a decrease of 47% since 1994.
U.S. apparel shipment values were $23.9 billion in 2003, a decline of 11% as well

from 2002 and a decline of 48% since 1994 (Current Industrial Reports-Apparel,
1997-2003). In the bed and bath furnishings sector of the home textiles market, U.S.
production has decreased 30% since 1990 and 40% since a 1995 peak. United
States bed and bath sales have declined only 10% since 1990, but they have
declined 32% since a peak in 1997 (Current Industrial Reports: Bed and Bath
Furnishings, 1997-2003).
The increase in U.S. imports and decrease in exports clearly illustrates the
trend of U.S. retailers sourcing with low-wage offshore vendors.

However, low cost

labor is not the only reason that offshore sourcing has increased. Many retailers will
say that, “Labor costs are not the biggest factor in retailing decisions. Innovation,
product development, execution, delivery time, fashion focus, and speed are as
important, if not more so” (Neuman, 2004, p.8). So, why are U.S. manufacturers
losing market share in the areas being sourced by U.S. retailers?
When analyzing any sector of the U.S. textile and apparel industry, it is
important to look at the supply chain, the logistics measures being used, and the
overall structure. Since U.S. retailers are sourcing more and more with offshore
vendors, benchmarking against successful global supply chains is also important.
Stock, Greis, and Kasarda’s (1999) model from their study Logistics, Strategy and
Structure: A Conceptual Framework, which was used as a framework for this study,
recognizes the role of logistics that has evolved due to global competition and is a
necessity today to remain competitive. The model is based on the premise that
“market forces shape the formulation and implementation of a firm’s strategy and its
organizational structure” (Stock, Greis, & Kasarda, 1999, p. 37). The framework is
2

used to show how supply chain structures, both globally and in the U.S., are
influenced by a competitive environment. The competitive environment includes the
demands made by the market, which may include characteristics and features of the
product, location of customers, the time requirements of customers, and the change
in demand. A company’s strategy may often be illustrated by the supply chain
structure, which will then influence the overall performance in the end (Stock, Greis,
& Kasarda, 1999).
Despite the importance of the textile and apparel industries to the United
States’ economy, little research has been conducted on the supply chain structures
and the performance measures being used globally. Modeling global supply chain
structures are difficult due to the long lengths caused by globalization. Lengthy,
fragmented supply chains increase the need of superior supplier/customer
relationships. Measuring the same performance measures across the entire supply
chain is imperative in today’s environment. Therefore, an opportunity existed to
perform an analysis of the market competitiveness in the global textile and apparel
supply chains and to examine supply chain configurations in terms of their structure
and performance measures.
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Purpose of this Study
The purposes of this study were to:
1. Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas
being sourced by U.S. retailers.
2. Determine the supply chain structure that is most successful in the bottom
weight and bed-bath sectors of the global supply chain.
3. Provide insight into the performance measures that U.S. retailers use when
choosing a supplier.
The primary objectives were to collect data from a sample of major U.S.
textile and apparel retailers, U.S. textile and apparel manufacturers, global1 textile
and apparel manufacturers, and sourcing agents with market share in the bottom
weights and bed-bath sectors to:
RO1 Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas being
sourced by U.S. retailers.
RO2. Determine the supply chain structures that are being used by:
1. U.S. retailers
2. U.S. manufacturers
3. Global manufacturers
4. Sourcing agents
RO3. Determine the performance measures that are being used by:
A) U.S. retailers
B) U.S. manufacturers
C) Global manufacturers
D) Sourcing agents

1

Global Manufacturers are those with over 50% of production performed off-shore.
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Significance of this Study
This research will provide insight into the growing importance of supply chain
management in terms of supply chain structure and performance metrics used.
Currently, there are several misperceptions of how U.S. manufacturers can gain
market share in the areas that are being sourced by U.S. retailers. Many U.S.
manufacturers believe that they are losing market share because they cannot
compete on cost, but U.S. retailers are saying that speed and innovation are just as
important. This study will provide insight into the U.S. retail industry and the factors
that are used when making sourcing decisions.
The study will also provide the dominant supply chain structures and
performance measures used in today’s global textile supply chains for two product
categories: bottom weights and bed-bath. The study’s results are intended to
provide the U.S. with a benchmark of how their supply chain should be configured,
as well as the metrics to be used along the chain in order to be more competitive in
a global environment.

5

Limitations of this Study
1. The study only focuses on two product categories: bottom weights and bedbath. Even though these two categories represent a stable business for U.S.
companies, results cannot be generalized to other product categories.
2. The sample size only consists of a representative sample from the two
product categories due to inability to include the entire population; The
sample is a non-probability convenience sample.
3. Depending on the position of the respondent, there may be potential inability
error in that they may not have access to the complete data needed to
answer certain questions.
4. There is potential for respondent bias depending of the willingness of
respondents to disclose actual and accurate numerical data.
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Definitions of Nominal Terms
Benchmarking: The process of identifying, understanding, and adapting
outstanding practices from within the same organization or from other
businesses to help improve performance (Cook, 1995)
Competitive Advantage : A position of superiority a firm may establish over its
competitors in the marketplace. The four P’s of marketing are all possible
avenues to a firm’s finding itself in a favorable marketing situation (Ostrow,
1988).
Economic Competitiveness: The ability to sustain and grow a business within the
global textile and apparel environment, through optimization of products,
processes, and strategies to gain a competitive advantage (Cesca, Jones, &
Nowell, 2005).
Global Supply Chain : A network of factories and material sourcing on a worldwide
basis (Klassen, 1994).
Lead time : The time elapsed in between the receipt of customer order until the
delivery of finished goods to the customer (Gunasedaran, 2004).
Logistics:- The part of the supply chain process that plans, implements, and
controls the efficient flow and storage of goods, services, and related
information from the point of origin to the point of consumption in order to
meet customers’ requirements (Council of Logistics Management, 1998).
Market:- The aggregate demand for certain products or services, i.e., all the actual
or potential customers who have the means to purchase the product or
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service and who actually have access to it should they make a decision to
buy (Ostrow, 1988).
Market Competitiveness : Having a position of superiority over competitors in
satisfying the aggregate demand for certain products or services (Nowell,
2004).
Supply Chain : A term increasingly used by logistics professionals – encompasses
every effort involved in producing and delivering a final product, from the
supplier’s supplier to the customer’s customer (Supply Chain Council, 1997).
Performance Measures : Metrics that show not only how well you are providing for
your customers (service metrics) but also how you are handling your business
(speed, asset/inventory, and financial metrics) (Supply Chain Council, 2004).
Supply Chain Management : Every effort involved in producing and delivering a
final product, from the supplier’s supplier to the customer’s customer (Supply
Chain Council 1997).

Sourcing : The process of determining how and where manufactured goods or
components will be obtained (Dickerson, 1999).
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual model used by Stock, Greis, and Kasarda (1999) is based on
the premise that “market forces shape the formulation and implementation of a firm’s
strategy and its organizational structure” (p.37).

Competitive Environment

Logistics Environment

Strategy
•Competitive Priorities
•Competitive Scope
•Geographic Scope

Enterprise Logistics
Integration

Performance

Structure
•Network Organization
•Geographic Dispersion

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework
Source: Stock, G., Greis, N., & Kasarda, J. (1999). Logistics, Strategy and Structure: A Conceptual
Framework. International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics, 29(4), 224-239.

The model recognizes the role of logistics, which has evolved due to global
competition and is a necessity today to remain competitive. The model is made up
of three elements: competitive environment, strategy, and structure. For the
purpose of this research, the focus was on the competitive environment with a
9

concentration on structure, strategy, and performance. The research focused on
how supply chain structures, both globally and in the U.S., are influenced by a
competitive environment. The competitive environment includes the demands made
by the market, which may include characteristics and features of the product,
location of customers, the time requirements of customers, and the change in
demand. The model is mainly concerned with how structure is related to
manufacturing and the whole supply chain. The model looks at organizational
structure and network structure. There are three dimensions that differentiate
networks: vertical integration, flexibility, and cooperation. A company’s strategy may
often be illustrated by the supply chain structure, which will then influence the overall
performance in the end (Stock et al., 1999).
Market Competitiveness
When taking into consideration Onslow’s (1988) definitions of market and
competitive advantage, one could define market competitiveness as having a
position of superiority over competitors in satisfying the demand for certain products
or services. As globalization has increased, competition in the textile and apparel
markets has also increased. Several research studies have been conducted that
have discussed factors that are important to gain market competitiveness.
Chin (2004) identified five strategic success factors and their corresponding
key issues as: building customer-supplier relationships, implementing information
and communication technology, re-engineering material flows, creating corporate
culture, and identifying performance measures. However, other major studies
10

identified the top three major reasons for global sourcing as cost reduction, quality,
and availability. Therefore, improvements in these areas are a must to be
competitive in a global market.
The main reason for the surge of apparel imports is due to the cost advantage
of foreign manufacturers (Wayne, 1998). The apparel industry especially is very
labor intensive and wages make up a large portion of production costs, which has
led to a decrease in domestic apparel production (Barbee, 1998). Customers today
are more quality conscious and are willing to pay higher prices for it. However, to be
competitive a firm must offer high quality products at competitive prices, for many
foreign manufacturers that used to compete on price alone are now producing better
quality goods (Carter & Narasimhan, 1990). The availability of goods is a major
motivator of offshore sourcing because many desired products are not available in
the United States. The trend of offshore sourcing has led to a decrease in domestic
suppliers, which has led to a decrease in domestic supply. In order to compete,
suppliers must not only be able to have high quality goods available at competitive
prices, but also be able to deliver those goods to the customer on time (Cho, 2001).
As globalization has increased another factor recognized is logistic support.
According to Birou and Fawcett (1992), logistic problems are the number-one
challenge that domestic buyers face in global sourcing. International logistics
support is needed to achieve maximum cost-effectiveness while maintaining service
requirements. With the trend of global sourcing, companies must be able to manage
international logistics, which covers longer distances than domestic logistics. Longer
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distances create longer lead times, which lead to more opportunities for operations
to go wrong (Cho, 2001).
Singhal (2003) suggested that textile and apparel firms could be more
competitive and gain market share by improving products or by reducing costs. He
suggested that improved productivity would lower costs, and improved products
would increase demand and add value. He also suggested that increased
collaboration and the benefits of technology across the supply chain can lead to
higher utilization, optimized logistics, lower product development expenses, and
lower inventories (Singhal, 2003).
Prasad and Sounderpandian (2003) suggested factors to gain competitive
advantage with a global supply chain. The global supply chain is a new structure
that enables companies to gain the competitive advantages of different countries.
Value-added services can now be dispersed among multiple countries to produce a
competitive advantage. Prasad and Sounderpandian’s (2003) study suggested that
in order to gain a competitive advantage in a global supply chain a company must
carefully manage lead times, quality, costs, inbound and outbound logistics, and the
supporting technical service. Companies involved in a global supply can normally
compete with low cost or product differentiation. However, the costs and complexity
of coordinating global supply chains can sometimes wear down the competitive
advantage. Therefore, it is essential for companies to invest in information systems
to organize the entire supply chain. Overall, a company involved in a global supply
chain must have flexible and responsive networks, which can only be obtained if all

12

viable information is made available to all supply chain locations (Prasad and
Sounderpandian, 2003).
Yusauf (2004) presented a paper that discussed supply chain integration
patterns and the relationship between the patterns and the achievement of
competitive objectives. The paper also discusses the nature, attributes, and
capabilities of agile supply chains. The drivers of supply chain integration that lead
to competitiveness with an agile supply chain are the integration of upstream and
downstream operations, seamless flow of assets, advanced information technology,
and supplier-customer contact. A study was performed to find the impact that
certain supply chain structures had on a firm’s ability to compete. The three
structures studied were traditional, lean, and agile. The study showed that most
companies had adopted the lean, rather than agile, approach to embrace long-term
collaborations with suppliers and customers. The traditional approach was not
significant, for it had no influence on the study. A lean supply chain influences a
company’s ability to compete on the basis of flexibility and time-based technology
leadership, whereas agile supply chain structures allow companies to compete more
on the basis of cost. Therefore, Yusauf suggested that in order to compete in the
areas of timely deliveries and supply chain flexibility, companies should adopt the
lean supply chain approach (Yusauf, 2004).
Trends Affecting the U.S. Textile and Apparel Industries
Structure
The U.S. apparel industry is “large, mature, and highly fragmented” (Apparel and
Footwear Industry Survey, 2004, p.1). Apparel consumed in the U.S. is made both
13

domestically and globally. Domestic apparel companies are emphasizing market
research and re-evaluating their manufacturing strategies. The most successful
U.S. textile and apparel companies have moved a large portion of their
manufacturing offshore, but they have had to keep some operations domestically in
order to satisfy small and seasonal orders (Apparel and Footwear Industry Survey,
2004). Singhal (2003) explained the textile and apparel supply chains as typical
buyer-driven value chains in that they are highly unpredictable and are characterized
by short lifecycles, many trading partners, cross-border trade difficulties, and
dormant economies. The textile and apparel supply chains are “buyer-driven” in that
large retailers, marketers, and branded manufacturers are key players in setting up
decentralized production facilities in many exporting countries. Buyer-driven supply
chains are labor-intensive, global, highly competitive, have low entry barriers, and
are led primarily by the marketers and merchandisers of large retailers. Profits in a
buyer-driven supply chain come from value-added activities that result from high
level research (Singhal, 2003).
Employment
The industry has lost manufacturing jobs for the past three decades, and there
were 43,800 jobs lost in 2003 alone. The increase in job losses is contributed by
reduced tariffs, new free-trade agreements, and increased quotas. These factors
have pushed U.S. manufacturing into low-wage countries and those with free trade
agreements such as Mexico, the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan Africa, China, and Latin
America (Apparel and Footwear Industry Survey, 2004). As seen in Figure 2,
14

domestic apparel production alone declined 11% to 3.5 billion units from 2002 to
20003 (Census Bureau, 1997-2004).
U.S. Apparel Production
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Figure 2. U.S. Apparel Production
Source: 1997-2003. Current Industrial Reports: Apparel. (Online), September 20, 2004. U.S. Census
Bureau. http://www.census.gov/cir/www/.

Trade
U.S. textile and apparel imports have continuously increased since 1999,
reflecting the sourcing trend of U.S. retailers to source from low-cost offshore
suppliers. Exports have remained fairly steady since 1999, but imports are so high
that the trade deficit was $70.2 billion in 2003 – a $5.9 million increase from the
previous year. Imports increased to $87.2 billion in 2003, a 7% increase from 2002.
Exports declined 1% from 2002 to $17 billion. Figure 3 graphically shows how
imports have impacted the trade deficit since 1999. Quotas were removed for
certain goods in 2002, which is a main cause of the increase in imports in 2003. A
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2% increase in consumer spending also increased the demand for imports in 2003
(United States International Trading Corporation, 2004).

Figure 3. U.S. Imports, Exports, and Trade Balance 1999-2003
Source: Shifts in U.S. Merchandise Trade: Exports, Imports, and Trade Balance. (Online), August 26,
2004. http://www.usitc.gov/tradeshifts/textiles.html

The apparel and home furnishings industries are the top two sectors that have
had decreases in exports and increases in imports. From 2002 to 2003, apparel
exports decreased 9.6%, and imports increased 6.8%. Home furnishing exports
decreased 6.6%, while imports increased 18.8% (United States International Trading
Corporation, 2004).
The increase in apparel imports, retail promotions, and market share by
discounters have caused a downward trend in average selling prices even though
sales have risen. The trend in offshore sourcing will continue due to legislation and
the elimination of quotas. In July 2002, the Trade Act of 2002 was approved, which
gives the President the right to negotiate trade agreements while Congress has the
final authority to approve or disapprove an agreement. This legislation also
16

contained the Andean Trade Preference Act, which provided duty-free access to
most apparel from the Andean region. The new trade act also modified the
Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act and the African Growth and Opportunity Act.
Most analysts believe that these trade agreements have increased sourcing to these
areas, but the trend is only temporary (Apparel and Footwear Industry Survey,
2004).
Imports from Asia, mainly China and Vietnam, also increased in 2003. United
States imports from Asia were over $80 billion in 2003, increasing the trade deficit
with Asia to $47.4 billion. Imports from China alone increased 22% in 2003 to $15.4
billion. China is by far the largest supplier of textiles and apparel to the United
States (United States International Trading Corporation, 2004). China is able to
produce goods at a significantly lower cost, and their factories employ highly skilled
workers that can produce complex garments unlike those employed in such areas as
Sub-Saharan Africa (Apparel and Footwear Industry Survey, 2004). Neuman (2004)
contributes China’s success to their “can-do” attitude especially towards on-time
performance. Manufacturers in China will lose money to get goods to a customer
on-time because they do not want to lose their integrity and they know the customer
is more likely to come back (Neuman, 2004).
United States trade with the NAFTA countries, as well as those involved with
the Caribbean Basin Economic Recovery Act (CBERA), declined in 2003. United
States manufacturers decreased the amount of sourcing done with Mexico, which
led to a decline in the amount of U.S. exports of textile goods for production in
Mexico to be re-imported by the United States. A decline in the amount of trade with
17

the NAFTA countries is due to the restrictions on the use of duty drawbacks and
greater competition from China, the CBERA countries, as well as sub-Saharan
African countries involved in the African Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA). The
trade deficit with the CBERA countries rose 5% to $47,408 million in 2003, and the
deficit with AGOA countries rose 41% to $1,421 million (United States International
Trade Commission, 2004).
Retailing Decisions
Other major trends impacting the textile and apparel supply chains are retail
consolidation, deflationary price trends, and the elimination of quotas. Global
retailers are dominated by large organizations that differentiate themselves by price.
In order to remain competitive, the large retailers must source from low-wage
countries and develop strong relationships with offshore suppliers. In a Kurt Salmon
Associates (KSA) analysis, it was predicted that the top ten retailers will control 2530% of trade by 2010. The trend of decreasing retail prices has also increased
competition among retailers to offer the lowest prices (Singhal, 2003).
Quotas
Over the past 20 years, the cost of quotas has influenced the sourcing
strategies of U.S. apparel companies and retailers, and quotas are the main reason
why apparel is imported from over 50 countries (Apparel Export Promotion Council,
2004). After January 1, 2005, more key players are predicted to enter the market,
which is expected to put more pressure on prices. The quota elimination is also
predicted to free 49% of trade. In order to compete, suppliers will have to invest
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collaboratively with customers for product development and forecasting (Singhal,
2003). However, after the quota elimination apparel firms are expected to
concentrate their sourcing strategies in fewer countries to reduce the time it takes to
get new products into stores and to increase supply chain flexibility.
The U.S. International Trade Commission performed a study that predicted
that China would be the “supplier of choice,” but U.S. importers would also form
close relationships with suppliers in other low cost countries, especially India, to
reduce the risk of sourcing from only one country. India will flourish due to its low
cost labor, large supply of fabrics, and its ability to produce a wide range of products.
Bangladesh and Pakistan are also expected to emerge as major suppliers to U.S.
importers. Many countries are predicted to become 2nd tier suppliers for niche
goods, who will be responsible for goods not supplied by 1st tier suppliers.
Companies capable of quick response for replenishment purposes include Mexico,
the CBERA region, Turkey, and Colombia. China’s textile and apparel imports to the
U.S. have increased 340% since they entered the World Trade Organization at the
beginning of 2002. Imports are predicted to increase even more after quota removal
(Apparel Export Promotion Council, 2004).
Supply Chain Management
Supply Chain is a term increasingly used by logistics professionals that
encompasses every effort involved in producing and delivering a final product, from
the supplier’s supplier to the customer’s customer (Supply Chain Council 1997).
Lummus (1999) combined several definitions to define supply chain as: all the
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activities involved in delivering a product from raw material through to the customer
including sourcing raw materials and parts, manufacturing and assembly,
warehousing and inventory tracking, order entry and order management, distribution
across all channels, delivery to the customer, and the information systems
necessary to monitor all of these activities (Lummas, 1999). Supply chain
management has evolved over the years taking on several different terms such as
interorganizational relationships, supplier management, logistics management,
transaction cost economics, and corporate strategy (Choi et al., 2002).
Supply chain management has become a growing interest in the industry due
to that fact that it looks beyond each entity to the linkages between each entity (Choi
et al., 2002). Supply chain management has become increasingly crucial due to
fewer companies being vertically integrated, increased competition, the increased
realization of the effect that one entity has on the entire supply chain, greater
emphasis on flexibility, and the need to produce new products more quickly
(Lummas, 1999).
Companies are beginning to realize that they must be able to compete on the
basis of time. Cost, quality, delivery, and technology are still major factors to
consider, but a company must be competitive in these areas so that they can get the
product to the customer faster than their competitors. This has led to an increase in
the need for superior supply chain management (Handfield, 1999). However, the
integration of supply chain management has been slow due to failure to develop
measures, lack of guidelines to form alliances with partners, lack of trust amongst
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suppliers and customers, lack of trust within a company, organizational resistance,
and lack of integrated technology (Lummas, 1999).
Performance Measurement
In order to access the overall performance of a supply chain, performance
measurement is needed. Companies are not only competing product to product
anymore. They too are competing in the area of logistics processes to achieve
maximum asset utilization and operational efficiency (Durtsche, 1999).
As more products are becoming a commodity, companies also have to
compete on the service with which a product is delivered. Companies have to use
logistics to differentiate themselves. As more and more retailers expand globally in
their sourcing strategies, many U.S. manufacturers must also go global.
Globalization has led to very long supply chains, which must be flexible, lean, and
agile with minimum inventory levels. As the market becomes more complex,
performance measures will have to be a priority in order to meet customer demands.
Every company that is involved in the supply chain must work together to generate
the most savings. Every entity of the supply chain should be working towards the
same goals (Durtsche, 1999).
The information needed includes: products and services offered, sales,
market share, cost, quality, delivery, cycle times, assets utilized, responsiveness,
and customer service (Handfield, 1999). In order to be successful in performance
measurements one must make sure that the performance measures are in synch
with the company strategy, and one must also understand customer expectations
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and the cost of providing logistics services. Logistics measures must be defined at
the business level first, and only key process measures should be the focus in order
to eliminate any ineffective measuring (Durtsche, 1999).
Cooke (2001) described a study that was performed that surveyed 350
companies in which the majority surveyed said that they had metrics in place to
measure performance, but few were measuring performance with both suppliers and
customers. The study also found that when on-time delivery was measured, the
supplier and customer rarely defined the term jointly. Satisfying customer
expectations can be very difficult when performance metric terms have not been
defined and agreed upon by all parties involved. By measuring performance a
company can prove to customers that they are meeting goals, and they may prove
that suppliers are not meeting goals. Either way, areas for improvement are
identified (Cooke, 2001).
Durtsche (1999) conducted a survey with 355 responses from U.S. retailers,
manufacturers, and transportation providers. The results showed that U.S.
companies are having a hard times making improvements in their logistics
operations. The major driver in superior logistics performance was the existence of
a structured measurement program. Measuring and quantitatively analyzing
logistics factors help companies to understand how they are performing compared to
their competitors (Durtsche, 1999).
Durtsche’s (1999) study also showed that performance measuring also helps a
company to better understand how well they are meeting the expectations of their
customers and how to correct problems before they occur. The research found that
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a company can benefit from a structured measurement program in three areas:
reducing operating costs, improved customer service, and new growth opportunities.
Performance measures that over 50% of customers of the surveyed companies
measure to evaluate performance include: on-time delivery, order fill rate, invoice
accuracy, performance to request date, order cycle time, customer service, stockouts/back orders, over/short/damaged, performance to commit date, and line item
fill. Effective performance measures can help to understand which suppliers offer
the lowest costs, what customers are the most profitable, and which services are
adding the most value (Durtsche, 1999).
Durtsche’s (1999) study showed how customer-value measurements were
replacing utilization and productivity measures as the key drivers in decision making.
Handfield (1999) recognized the main integrated supply chain performance
measures as time and customer satisfaction. He found that customer satisfaction
could be found by measuring perfect order fulfillment, product quality, delivery-tocommit date, warranty costs, returns, and customer-inquiry response time. Time
can be measured through order fulfillment lead time, source/make cycle time, supply
chain response time, and production plan achievement (Handfield, 1999).
Beamon (1999) presented an evaluation of performance measures used in
supply chain models and supplied a framework for performance measurement
selection. She suggested that the performance measures chosen must be inclusive,
universal, measurable, and consistent. The performance measures used in supply
chain models to date are cost, customer responsiveness, activity time, flexibility, and
combinations of these Beamon (1999). Other measures that have been used
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include: customer satisfaction, information flow, supplier performance, and risk
management. Performance measures can be used singly or jointly. Using a single
measure exhibits simplicity, but it must describe all aspects of the supply chain in
order to be accurate (Beamon, 1999).
Beamon’s (1999) framework suggests that a measurement system should
include one measurement from three identified types: resources, output, and
flexibility. Resources are meant to measure efficiency, output measures customer
service, and flexibility measures a company’s ability to respond to a changing
environment (Beamon, 1999).
Gunasekaran (2004) suggested that process control along a supply chain is
imperative to improving performance and can be achieved through measurement.
Individual companies will succeed faster at maximizing their supply chain potential
by developing the performance measures and metrics needed to fully integrate the
entire chain. The measurements used should be understood by all members of the
supply chain, and all members should be performing to achieve the same
organizational goals. Gunasekaran (2004) discussed supply chain metrics and
measures in the context of the activities: plan, source, make/assemble, and
delivery/customer.
The most important metrics for order planning are the order entry method,
order lead time, and the customer order path. The order entry method illustrates
how customer requirements are converted into information that is distributed along
the supply chain. Measuring order lead time is important because a reduction in
lead time leads to a reduction in response time. The customer order path is an
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important measure in that the time spent in different channels can be determined
and non-value adding processes can be acknowledged (Gunasekaran, 2004).
Measuring a supplier’s performance performs measuring sourced goods.
Measuring a supplier’s performance is important to ensure that they are performing
up to customer expectations and to ensure that they are working towards the same
goals as the rest of the supply chain. Gunasekaran (2004) discussed that supplier
performance measurements include lead time, quality, cost savings initiatives,
pricing against the market, purchase order cycle time, capacity flexibility, technical
expertise, customer service, and defect rate. The measurements chosen should be
those that strengthen the supplier-customer relationship (Gunasekaran, 2004).
Production is one of the most important entities of the supply chain and
should therefore be measured for improvement purposes. Production
measurements include product range, capacity utilization, and scheduling
techniques. Product range affects supply chain performance in that companies with
a wide range of products usually add less value per employee and lack in speed and
delivery reliability. Capacity utilization is important because it directly affects the
response time to satisfy the customer demand. Scheduling determines how goods
will flow in operation, which directly impacts production and performance
(Gunasekaran, 2004).
Delivery is the link in the supply chain that directly affects the customer.
Important delivery measures include on-time delivery, faultless invoices, flexibility,
and total distribution costs. On-time delivery measures the percentage of perfect
deliveries and is an appropriate measure of customer service as well. Perfect
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deliveries can also be measured by comparing invoices to a previously made
agreement. Flexibility is an important measure in that in it measures a firm’s ability
to provide a product that meets customers’ demands when needed. Total
distribution costs should be measured to encourage appropriate trade-offs that will
lead to a more effective system (Gunasekaran, 2004).
The results of Gunasekaran’s (2004) survey provided the measures that are
deemed as the most beneficial in the four concentrated areas. The performance
metric rated as “highly important” for planning was customer query time, while the
most important for supplier metrics was supplier delivery performance. The defect
percentage, cost per operation hour, and capacity utilization were rated as highly
important for production metrics, and quality, on-time delivery, and flexibility were the
most important for delivery metrics (Gunasekaran, 2004).
Global Supply Chain Structures
Textile and apparel manufacturers occupy very different economic
environments. Textile manufacturers are typically large, capital intensive firms that
have integrated spinning and weaving/knitting facilities. Some are in the business of
finishing the fabrics into an end product, while others partner with cheaper off-shore
finishers. The apparel industry is more fragmented in that it is comprised of many
small, labor intensive firms. The search for low-wage labor and the desire for
flexibility are the two primary reasons that explain the shift of geographical locations
of apparel firms. Because the retail sector is more fashion-oriented they are more
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involved in global sourcing, which is growing more and more every year (Gereffi,
1994).
Globalization has been the leading cause of the change in supply chain
structures in the global textile and apparel industries. Competition in the market
today is no longer between companies but instead is between supply chains
(Christopher, 1992). Trends affecting supply chain structures include the change
from pull to push strategies, global sourcing to multiple low-wage countries, free
trade agreements, sourcing agents, and full package “sourcing cities” (Kahn, 2004).
Global Sourcing
Sourcing refers to the process of determining how and where manufactured
goods or components will be obtained (Dickerson, 1999). Mark Neuman (2004)
from the Limited Brands explains that labor costs are not the biggest factor in
retailing sourcing decisions. From a retail perspective the most important factors are
innovation, product development, execution, delivery time, fashion focus, and speed.
Customers want fashion, value, product assortment, and innovations that cannot be
bought from someone else. If one retailer does not carry what they are looking for,
going next door to a competitor is very simple. Retailers want to spend the least
amount of money on a higher quality product and receive it as fast as possible. The
entire supply chain should be flexible and provide speed (Neuman, 2004).
Within the last decade, retailers have become the competitors of apparel
manufacturers as they have progressively turned to imports. Brand marketers are
shrinking their supply chains by decreasing their number of suppliers, they are
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reducing their purchasing activities, and they are decreasing their support functions
(Gereffi, 1994).
Harris (2001) agreed with Neuman (2004) in saying that the two main factors
of outsourcing production, reducing costs and quick response, are actually
contradicting the success factors in today’s retail environment. “Cost reduction is no
longer necessarily the end game strategy” (Harris, 2001, p.6). There are currently
three trends that are changing the retail environment: shrinking lead times, suppliers
are in charge of inventory management, and there are increasing consequences for
non-compliances. While speed and getting the product to the customer on time are
important, they often cancel each other out (Harris, 2001).
Harris (2001) also suggested that excellent customer service and quality
products are just as important as costs and quick response. With new issues
arising, the sourcing process has become more complex with many alternatives.
The companies that are successful are those that can compete on costs, quick
response, quality, and customer service. Successful manufacturers are those that
can integrate design, fabric production, cut and sew operations, as well as logistics.
The key is to become a partner with the retailer or the customer in general, and to
offer a totally integrated operation. The key factors to successful sourcing are to
make it part of your competitive strategy, control your internal quality, maintain an
effective merchandising calendar, have sophisticated communication capabilities,
and adopt a code of ethics (Harris, 2001).
Cho and Kang (2001) investigated the benefits and challenges of global
sourcing as perceived by 148 retailers that were involved in global sourcing. The
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benefits identified as the reasons that U.S. retailers participate in global sourcing are
quality, cost reduction, availability, improving international competitiveness, and
shortening of product development time. The major disadvantages to global
sourcing include: quotas, tariffs, trade restriction bills, border-crossing procedures,
inventory management, and transportation delays. The major benefits were found to
differ in terms of the firm size, product type, and import volume. The challenges to
sourcing were found to differ in terms of firm size, product type, import percentage,
experience, and region (Cho & Kang, 2001).
Lowson (2003) implied that when quantified, the disadvantages often
outweigh the benefits of low cost foreign supply.

Therefore, he developed a

framework to show the full implications of foreign vs. offshore purchasing. The study
hoped to see how factors such as lead-time, inventory, supplier performance, and
customer service could be used to develop a sourcing strategy (Lowson, 2003).
A European-based textile and apparel retailer agreed to take part in Lowson’s
(2003) study. The retailer supplied high quality, fashionable clothing for men and
women ages 20-30. They had outlets in Europe and North America supplying basic,
seasonal, and short-season goods. An example from each category was taken:
summer shirts, denim jeans, and underwear. A number of senior managers were
asked to rank and score the chosen variables for each of the 3 product groups using
2 sourcing strategies: Domestic and Off-shore. Relationships considered for the
product groups were: lead-time vs. customer service and inventory, supplier service
vs. customer service and inventory, and supplier process time vs. customer service
and inventory (Lowson, 2003).
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The results of Lowson’s (2003) study illustrate the areas that U.S.
manufacturers may be able to compete. The results showed that domestic sourcing
was more appropriate for short season and seasonal goods, and the costs
associated with off-shore sourcing strategies could be classified as hidden and
inflexibility costs (Lowson, 2003).
Supply Chain Structures
A supply chain encompasses every effort involved in producing and delivering
a final product, from the supplier’s supplier to the customer’s customer (Supply
Chain Council, 1997).
According to Gereffi (1994), global supply chains have three main
dimensions: an input-output structure, a territoriality, and a governance structure.
The input-output structure consists of a set of products or services that are linked
together in a sequence of value-adding activities. A territoriality structure consists of
dispersed or centralized distribution networks that are made up of different types of
entities. The governance structure consists of the financial, material, and human
resources that are assigned and flow along a supply chain (Gereffi, 1994).
Spens (2002) identified the aspects to consider concerning supply chain
structure as: 1. the members of the supply chain; 2. the structural network
dimensions; 3. the process links. There are three structural dimensions identified to
describe, analyze, and manage a supply chain: horizontal structure, vertical
structure, and horizontal position. A horizontal structure shows the number of tiers
across the supply chain, while a vertical structure illustrates the number of suppliers
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or customers within each tier. Horizontal positioning refers to the location of a
company between the beginning and end-user of a supply chain (Spens, 2002).
Figure 4 illustrates a traditional textile supply chain, for the fiber and textile
industries are invoking the remainder of the supply chain activities as indicated by
the arrows. This model shows the flow of goods in one direction, and the
downstream activities are not shown to have any influence on upstream activities.

Figure 4: Dickerson’s Textile Supply Chain
Source: Dickerson, K. G. (1999). Textiles and apparel in the global community (3rd ed.). Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Merrill.

The U.S. textile and apparel industries are described as a “buyer-driven”
supply chain (Singhal, 2003). Buyer-driven chains are those in which large retailers,
brand-name merchandisers, and trading companies play a vital role in setting up
decentralized production in a variety of exporting countries, especially third world
countries. The international contractors typically make the finished goods, and the
specifications are given to them by the branded companies that design the product
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(Gereffi, 1994). Figure 5 illustrates a typical buyer-driven supply chain. The solid
arrows represent primary relationships, while the dashed arrows represent
secondary relationships.

Figure 5. Buyer-driven Commodity Chains
Source: Gereffi, G. (1994). The Organization of Buyer-Driven Global Commodity Chains: How U.S.
Retailers Shape Overseas Production Networks. Commodity Chains and Global Capitalism.
Westport, CN: Praeger, 1994, 95-122.

The Demand Activated Manufacturing Architecture (DAMA) was a project
performed at TC2 that defined the soft goods supply chain and produced supply
chain analysis tools. Figure 6 illustrates a typical supply chain for a textile enterprise
from a fiber company to the retailer. The model shows the types of information that
flows from one entity of the supply to another (TC2).
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Figure 6. DAMA Textile Enterprise Model (TC2)
Source: TC2, 2004.

Bruce and Daly (2004) provided characteristics of the textile and apparel
supply chains while looking at the perspectives of lean, agile, and leagility. The
textile and apparel supply chains are often long and complex with many parties
involved. Commonly retailers will deal with manufacturers on the basis of buying,
price negotiations, quality, and delivery times. However, it is very common today for
retailers to deal with an intermediary, such as an import or export agent, especially
for global sourcing purposes. Textile and apparel retailers must get the right product
on the shelves at the right time, for the fashion industry is characterized by a short
product life cycle, low predictability, high volatility, and impulse purchases (Bruce &
Daly, 2004).
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Bruce and Daly (2004) performed case studies of companies at different levels
of the supply chain, from fiber producer to retailer in order to determine the
perspective of lean, agile, and leagility amongst the supply chains. In order to do
this, the supply chain structures of the companies were mapped out. Company 1
manufactured high street fashion, and their products were sourced directly and
through agents mainly from the Far East and some from the UK. Problems with this
supply chain structure were increased lead times, communicating changes, and poor
quality production. The supply chain for company one is shown below in Figure 7,
and is an example of a supply chain structure of a company that sources directly
from an overseas fabric manufacturer or through a sourcing agent.

Figure 7. Global Supply Chain Structure – Sourcing Directly with Offshore
Manufacturer or Sourcing Agent
Source: Bruce, M., Daly, L., & Towers, N. (2004). Lean or Agile: A Solution for Supply Chain
Management in the Textiles and Clothing Industry? International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, 24(2), 151-170.

Company two was a fiber producer that focused production in Germany, The
Netherlands, UK, USA, Brazil, Italy, and Poland. This company informed end users
about new products in order to speed up market awareness. They also worked
directly with the end customer to apply its research and development to the market
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needs. The supply chain structure of company two is below. This is a good
example of a company forming key partnerships with their customers.

Figure 8. Global Supply Chain Structure – Customer/Supplier Partnership
Source: Bruce, M., Daly, L., & Towers, N. (2004). Lean or Agile: A Solution for Supply Chain
Management in the Textiles and Clothing Industry? International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, 24(2), 151-170.

Company three was a small company that designed and sourced the
manufacturing of headwear and accessories for the sportswear market in the UK
and the Far East. This is an example of a supply chain for a company that sources
manufacturing domestically and globally. The mixed supply base enabled this
company to optimize its situation in the sportswear market.

Figure 9: Global Supply Chain Structure: Domestic and Global Sourcing
Source: Bruce, M., Daly, L., & Towers, N. (2004). Lean or Agile: A Solution for Supply Chain
Management in the Textiles and Clothing Industry? International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, 24(2), 151-170.
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Company four was a premium brand manufacturer and retailer with over 220
shops world-wide. This company tried not to work through agents, but rather
invested in relationships at all levels. They had close relationships with 10 mills and
used 20-30 other suppliers on occasion. Building close relationships allowed
company four to overcome problems with volume and lead times. This is an example
of a company’s supply chain that is involved in high fashion goods with small batch
quantities.

Figure 10: Global Supply Chain Structure: Push Strategy
Source: Bruce, M., Daly, L., & Towers, N. (2004). Lean or Agile: A Solution for Supply Chain
Management in the Textiles and Clothing Industry? International Journal of Operations and
Production Management, 24(2), 151-170.

The case study results showed that textile and apparel companies utilize both
agile and lean perspectives. Companies 1, 3, and 4 took a leagile approach, while
company 2 took a lean approach. The results proved that the textile and apparel
markets are characterized by volatile markets with short product life cycles and high
product variety. The two sectors have low profit margins so holding stock is not a
good option (Bruce & Daly, 2004).
According to Gunneson (1997) there are three dominant supply chain patterns.
The traditional pattern is the dominant structure of companies seeking globalization
to enter into new markets. This structure is known for difficult contribution, sharing,
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and responsibilities. The traditional alliance focuses on outsourcing instead of
knowledge sharing. The second pattern is known as the lean supply chain, which is
known for long-term collaboration with certain suppliers and customers. Companies
with a lean supply chain strive to secure cost, quality, and smooth operations. The
lean supply chain model has limited impact on market competitiveness. The third
pattern is the agile supply chain, which is known for global exchange of
manufacturing components. The agile supply chain has a stronger influence on
market competitiveness because it enables tracking of technology changes and
material development. Agile supply chains focus on co-operation with other
facilities, which increase the potential for lower costs, quality, flexibility, speed, and
product innovation (Gunneson, 1997).
Flexibility of a supply chain is constrained due to little information sharing and
demand fluctuation. Each entity of a supply chain forecasts a demand for what will
be needed from their direct customer. However, exact forecasts are nearly
impossible and accurate information is rarely shared with textile suppliers.
Incomplete information is mainly due to the “pre-positioned” amounts of fabric that is
based on the seasonal forecast. Many companies, such as Li & Fung, work this way
in that they have certain orders that are “in the dark” so that certain types of fabrics
may become less available. The distorted information leads to demand amplification
which in turn affects the fabric supply (Leung, 2000).
Leung (2000) explained the trend of sourcing agents with a focus on Hong
Kong and proposed a new sourcing-enterprise model. Hong Kong plays a major
role in that the city holds several sourcing activities and offices for U.S. retailers.
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The trend of using sourcing agents and buying offices has introduced a new supply
chain structure that is being used more and more by U.S. retailers. Hong Kong has
taken the role as a sourcing enterprise as global sourcing has increased. Many U.S.
retailers have partnered with firms in Hong Kong that handle all aspects of
production and supply (Leung, 2000).
Retailers normally send a concept to a sourcing agent who in return will send a
prototype to allow the U.S. importer to make timely purchasing decisions. Figure 11
below models the typical role of a global sourcing agent and what a typical supply
chain structure may look like. The figure shows the role of Hong Kong in organizing
the activities by supplying information to move physical goods. The major functions
of sourcing enterprises include product development, order placement, order followup, and order shipments (Leung, 2000).
“The primary reason for using sourcing enterprises is that they provide a
service to their customers” (Leung, 2000). Sourcing agents assume most of the
risks involved with manufacturing, eliminating problems to be dealt with by the
retailer. Hong Kong’s strengths in providing full package include production
flexibility, understanding customers, managing networks, and one-stop shopping.
The world-class sourcing-enterprise model proposed by Leung (2000) suggested
that agents must retain existing strengths, endless improvement, customer-based
management, flexible organization, human resources management, and ethics to
continue to compete (Leung, 2000).
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Figure 11. Supply Chain Structure Using a Sourcing Agent
Source: Leung, S.Y.S. (2000). World-Class Apparel-Sourcing Enterprises and the Restructuring of
Existing Global Supply Chains. The Journal of the Textile Institute, 91(2), 73-93.

A company by the name of Luen Thai Holdings Ltd. in Dongguan, China
created a possibly new sourcing model. Luen Thai created a “supply chain city,”
which consists of an industrial campus where designers from U.S. companies can sit
down with engineers and technicians to work together to create a garment from
design to production in record time. Kahn (2004) predicted that many retailers will
consolidate their sourcing into only a few countries after the elimination of quotas.
Companies are also predicted to consolidate their operations to cut down on the
time and money it takes to produce goods in many parts of the world. The creation
of a “supply chain city” enables companies to reduce their staff and concentrate all
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their operations closer to the production floor. Luen Thai predicted that they could
take weeks off of production times and streamline the supply chain. The new model
also solves a huge problem for retailers: “getting new styles into stores faster.” The
downfall to the new model is that if there is a malfunction in any area, an entire
season’s line could be ruined (Kahn, 2004).
Market Analysis
Bottom Weights
Consumers in the U.S. spent over $310 billion on clothing and footwear in
2003. However, employment in the U.S. apparel industry has fallen approximately
65% over the past 30 years with 43,800 lost in 2003 alone (Apparel and Footwear
Industry Survey, 2004). The trend by U.S. retailers to source with low-wage offshore
vendors is illustrated by the $4.3 billion increase in apparel imports in 2003 to $68.3
billion. Consumer spending rose in 2003 due to a rebound in the stock market,
economic growth, and a trend in dressier fashions. This in turn caused an increase
in demand for imports (United States International Trading Corporation, 2004).
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Figure 12: U.S. Bottom Weights Production vs. Imports
Source: 1997-2003. Current Industrial Reports: Apparel. (Online), September 20, 2004. U.S. Census
Bureau. http://www.census.gov/cir/www/

Figure 12 proves that U.S. companies have lost market share in the bottom
weights market, for it shows a comparison of production and imports from 1997 to
2003. Imports have risen over 52% since 1997 and over 10% since 2002. On the
contrary, production declined over 36% from 1997 and over 11% from 2002.
Imports were 82.4% of men’s consumption in 2002 and 84.6% of women’s.
Bottomweights for men include dress and sport trousers, jeans, jean-cut casual
slacks, shorts, and workpants. Women bottom weights consist of jeans, slacks,
shorts, and skirts (Current Industrial Reports: Apparel, 2003).
Over the past decade there has been a shift in standardized apparel
production, including jeans and other bottom weight articles, mainly to Mexico and
the Caribbean. Standardized apparel consists of basic clothing articles that can be
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bought all year long. Since there is always a need for replenishment, retailers and
apparel manufacturers would rather source from a region with shorter lead times
(Gereffi, 1994). Table 1 shows the top ten countries and their production of cotton
bottom weights. Mexico is the top producer with 26.5% market share, and the
Dominican Republic is the second largest producer (Cotton, Inc., 2004). The
production in these two areas has especially increased since the creation of NAFTA
in 1994 and the 807 initiative (Gereffi, 1994).
Table 1. Top 10 Cotton Bottom Weight Producing Countries by SME
Country
World
Mexico
Dominican Republic
Hong Kong
Honduras
Guatemala
Turkey
Egypt
Cambodia
Bangladesh
El Salvador
Source: Cotton, Inc., 2004

SME
9,813,584,541
2,599,693,264
653,556,910
495,451,148
393,047,441
309,389,679
305,143,178
273,278,203
271,792,956
266,801,755
247,338,301

% Share of
World
Production
1
26.49%
6.66%
5.05%
4.01%
3.15%
3.11%
2.78%
2.77%
2.72%
2.52%

Figure 13 shows the top ten countries that are exporting cotton
trousers to the United States. In 2002 the top three U.S. cotton trouser imports
came from Mexico, Dominican Republic, and Hong Kong, but all three countries had
negative growth in 2003. However, in 2003 Vietnam had a growth rate of over 200%
to take the third spot, while the rest of the top ten also had small, positive growth
rates (OTEXA, 2004).
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Figure 13 . Top 10 U.S. Cotton Trouser Imports by Country
Source: Office of Textile and Apparel: Major Shippers Report, 2004

Figure 14 shows the top ten countries that are exporting man-made fiber
trousers to the United States. Mexico is also the leading exporter of man-made fiber
trousers to the United States. However, from 2002 to 2003 Mexico’s growth rate
declined almost 15%, while Honduras, a smaller country, had a positive growth rate
of 13.4% (OTEXA, 2004).
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Figure 14. Top 10 U.S. Man-made Fiber Trouser Imports by Country
Source: Office of Textile and Apparel: Major Shippers Report, 2004

Tables 2 and 3 refer to the imports and exports of broadwoven fabric, which is
the fabric that is used to construct bottom weight garments. Table 2 illustrates the
top five countries that the U.S. exported broadwoven fabric to in 2004. The top five
countries are all in the Western hemisphere. These, with the exception of Canada,
are large garment manufacturing countries. The U.S. exports fabric to these lower
wage countries for garments to be assembled, and then the U.S. will re-import the
garments back into the U.S. to be sold. The interesting factor to look at is that the
top five producers of cotton bottomweights are not the same as the countries that
are receiving U.S. broadwoven fabric. While Mexico, Dominican Republic, and
Guatemala are still in the top five producers of cotton bottom weights, so are Hong
Kong and Vietnam. However, Hong Kong and Vietnam are not getting their
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broadwoven fabric from the United States. Their fabric is probably coming from
China due to their large fabric supply or another country in the Far East.
Table 2. U.S. Exports of Broadwoven Fabric in 2004
Numbers in thousands of dollars
Amount
Country
Imported
Mexico
1,236,362
Canada
453,048
Dominican
Republic
359,767
Guatemala
166,454
Honduras
132,865
Source: www.census.gov, 2004

Table 3 illustrates the top five countries that the U.S. is imported broadwoven
fabric from in 2004. The most fabric came from China, followed by Italy, Canada,
Pakistan, and South Korea. This illustrates the effect of import penetration and the
fact that many mills in the U.S. have closed. Therefore, the U.S. is having to import
fabric from countries in Asia and Europe to satisfy product needs because the fabric
is no longer available in the United States.
Table 3. U.S. Imports of Broadwoven Fabric in 2004
numbers in thousands of dollars
Country

Amount Exported

China

382,313

Italy

362,875

Canada

350,149

Pakistan
343,672
South
Korea
270,663
Source: www.census.gov, 2004
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Bed – Bath
Products in the bed-bath market are classified by the North American Industry
Classification System as “Other Household Textile Products” (U.S. Census Bureau,
2002). The bed-bath market is a sector of the home furnishing industry, and the
main products include bedding, sheets, comforters, blankets, pillowcases, and
towels.
Standard and Poor’s (2004) is uncertain about the strength, in terms of
economic recovery, of the U.S. Home Furnishings industry. The industry is fueled
by the housing market, which in turn is influenced by interest rates. Due to the
recent state of the economy consumer confidence has been down, which is also a
major driver in home furnishing sales. However, the recent decrease in interest
rates has resulted in strong housing sales. Standard and Poor’s (2004) predict that
home furnishing sales will benefit from the increase in housing sales.
The home furnishings industry has also been affected by low-cost, offshore
competition. They have seen minimal pricing power and low net margins. Domestic
companies have invested in new machinery, new information systems, and updated
equipment to remain competitive. Standard and Poor’s (2004) predict that domestic
companies will benefit from increased efficiency to help consolidate production in to
only a few domestic manufacturing facilities. The U.S. companies that have the
money are expected to reduce debt, make acquisitions, and repurchase shares
(Standard and Poor’s, 2004).
The bath market has been spurred by the addition of more bathrooms in new
homes, as well as people redecorating to incorporate their bathroom with the
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bedroom. Discount retailers have taken market share from specialty retailers to
become the leaders in the bath market. Discount stores have begun to offer better
quality and more variety than department or specialty stores. They are providing
towels with heavier piles and construction, as well as rug with finer yarns. With
discounters leading the bath retail market importing has become more and more
important. They can provide quality bath products at affordable prices (Home
Textiles Today, 2001). Table 4 shows the percentage of home textiles divided up
among retail distribution channels. Even though discount department stores hold
36% of home textile sales, the top five retailers in terms of percent growth are midprice chains, off-price chains, or home textile specialty stores (Home Textiles Today,
2004).
TABLE 4: % OF HOME TEXTILE SALES PER DISTRIBUTION CHANNEL
Distribution Channels
Type of Store
%
Discount department stores
36%
Mid-price chains
22%
Home textiles specialty stores
16%
Department stores
12%
Off-price chains
5%
Other
3%
Variety/closeout
2%
Direct-to-consumer
2%
Single unit specialty stores
1%
Warehouse clubs
1%
Source: Bedding Report: 2004 Home Textiles Today, May 2004

Importing and exporting home furnishings to the U.S. is an accelerating trend.
The market saw the greatest shift in players in 2003 in the towel sector due to the
loss of Pillowtex and decrease in capacity. Many U.S. manufacturers have
increased their amount of imports by gross amounts: West Point Stevens increased
towel imports by 220% and greige goods by 125.3%, Croscill increased window
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treatments by 125%, and CHF Industries increased their bed in a bag imports by
100% (Home Textiles Today, 2004). Figure 15 shows the production versus import
trends from 1997 to 2003.
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Figure 15: U.S. Bed-Bath Imports vs. Production
Source: 1997-2003. Current Industrial Reports: Bed and Bath Furnishings. (Online), September 20,
2004. U.S. Census Bureau. http://www.census.gov/cir/www/

Imports of U.S. Bed-Bath products were up 55% from 1997 and up 22% from
2002. However, production declined 30% from 1997 and 14% from 2002. Imports
made up over 49% of U.S. consumption of bed and bath products in 2002. United
States imports of home furnishings increased $795 million in 2003 to $5 billion (U.S.
Census Bureau, 1997-2003). The imports were concentrated in categories that
were eliminated from quota in 2002, which included bedspreads, bath linens, and
towels (United States International Trading Corporation , 2004).
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U.S. Production: Sheets, Pillowcases, Terry Towels
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Figure 16: U.S. Production: Sheets, Pillowcases, & Terry Towels
Source: 1997-2003. Current Industrial Reports: Bed and Bath Furnishings. (Online), September 20,
2004. U.S. Census Bureau. http://www.census.gov/cir/www/

The top three products in the bed-bath sector are sheets (fitted and flat),
pillowcases, and terry towels (U.S. Census Bureau). Since 1990 U.S. production of
sheets has decreased around 21%, but has decreased about 38% since 1996.
Sheet sales in the U.S. peaked in 1999, the highest since 1990. Sales in 2003 were
$914,510 thousand, which was 37% down from $1,447,403 thousand in 1999.
The U.S. production of pillowcases decreased only 7% since 1990, but has
decreased approximately 29% since 2000. Since 1990, pillowcase sales have
actually increased, but sales declined 17% from 2002 to 2003.
Terry towel production in the U.S. has declined around 40% since 1990, and
has declined around 48% since 1995. Even though production of terry towels were
53% higher in 2003 compared to sheets, the sales value of terry towels are much
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less. Terry towel sales in the U.S. dropped 37% from $1,313,403 thousand in 1998
to $822,099 thousand in 2003 (U.S. Census Bureau, 1997-2003).
Figure 17 illustrates the trend of increasing home textile imports by U.S.
manufacturers. The top two companies in sales, Springs and Westpoint Stevens,
were also the top two companies to import goods in 2003 and 2004. This shows
that more and more U.S. manufacturers are outsourcing production or components
in the areas that are more economical to source (Home Textiles Today, 2004).
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Figure 17: U.S. imports by U.S. Home Textile Manufacturers
Source: February 17, 2004. Top 15 Vendors – 2003. (Online), August 30, 2004. Home Textiles
Today. http://hometextilestoday.com
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U.S. retailers and manufacturers are sourcing home textile products from
various countries, with the top five being India, Pakistan, Brazil, Turkey, and China
(as seen in figure 15). Although China is the 5th most sourced from country in terms
of home textiles, they had a 77% growth from 2003 to 2004. With the elimination of
quota, this trend is predicted to continue. Figure 18 illustrates the top countries from
which home textiles are being imported. While Pakistan is the second largest
exporter of home textiles to the U.S., they are the overall largest global producer of
bed-bath products as seen in Table 5.
U.S. Imports of Home Textiles by Country
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Figure 18: U.S. Home Textile Imports by Country
Source: February 17, 2004. Top 15 Vendors – 2003. (Online), August 30, 2004. Home Textiles
Today. http://hometextilestoday.com
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Table 5. Top 10 Cotton Bed-bath Producing Countries by SME

Country

SME

% of World
Production

World
Pakistan
Portugal
China
Turkey
India
Philippines
Mexico
Bangladesh
Israel
Brazil

3,877,301,263
1,082,074,553
427,304,905
413,664,258
372,615,243
366,396,720
132,342,750
120,540,377
116,518,718
95,883,083
94,686,317

27.91%
11.02%
10.67%
9.61%
9.45%
3.41%
3.11%
3.01%
2.47%
2.44%

Source: Cotton, Inc., 2004

Figure 19 shows the leading foreign home textiles producers that are
exporting to the United States.
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Figure 19: U.S. Home Textile Imports by Company
Source: February 17, 2004. Top 15 Vendors – 2003. (Online), August 30, 2004. Home Textiles
Today. http://hometextilestoday.com
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CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Research Statements
The purposes of this research study were to:
1. Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas
being sourced by U.S. retailers.
2. Determine the supply chain structure that is most successful in the bottom
weight and bed-bath sectors of the global supply chain.
3. Provide insight into the performance measures that U.S. retailers use when
choosing a vendor.
The primary objectives were to collect data from a sample of major U.S. textile
and apparel retailers, U.S. textile and apparel manufacturers, global textile and
apparel manufacturers, and sourcing agents with market share in the bottom weights
and bed-bath sectors to:
RO1 Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas being
sourced by U.S. retailers.
RO2. Determine the supply chain structures that are being used by:
A) U.S. retailers
B) U.S. manufacturers
C) Global manufacturers1
D) Sourcing agents
RO3. Determine the performance measures that are being used by:
A) U.S. retailers
B) U.S. manufacturers
C) Global manufacturers
D) Sourcing agents

1

For the purpose of this study, global manufacturers are those with over 50% of their production performed offshore.
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Research Design
Strategy
Mixed Methods
This research used a mixed methods approach in that the primary and
secondary data collection will consist of both qualitative and quantitative
approaches. The concept of the mixed methods approach began in 1959 when
Fiske and Campbell used the approach to study the validity of psychological traits
(Creswell, 2003). A study conducted by Mangan (2004) highlighted the benefits of
using a mixed methods, or methodological triangulation, approach in logistics
research. He said that by using both quantitative and qualitative methods,
researchers could increasingly provide multidimensional insight into management
problems, because “triangulation” provides a middle ground between the two
extremes (Mangan, 2004). Mixed method approaches are used to eliminate any
bias from using one single method, for the results from one method can influence
the other method. A mixed methods approach consists of both predetermined and
emerging methods, open-end and close-ended questions, multiple forms of data
collection, and statistical and text analysis (Creswell, 2003).
Figure 20 illustrates the criteria used to determine the mixed methods
strategy to be used for data collection. The implementation of the quantitative and
qualitative data research was performed concurrently with an equal priority, and the
two types of data are integrated in the collection of both secondary and primary data.
Therefore, the theoretical perspective is explicit in that the theory was used as a
guiding framework for the study (Creswell, 2003).
54

Implementation

Priority

Integration
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Concurrent

Equal

At Data
Collection

Theoretical
Perspective

Explicit
SequentialQualitative
First

At Data
Analysis

Qualitative

At Data
Interpretation

SequentialQualitative
First

Implicit

Quantitative
With Some
Combination

Figure 20. Mixed Methods Strategy
Source: Creswell, J. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Method
Approaches, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Concurrent Triagulation
The strategy used was a concurrent triangulation strategy, which is illustrated
in Figure 21. The visual model depicts that the quantitative and qualitative data
were collected at the same time, while the data were compared at the data analysis
stage. This model strategy was chosen because it allows the findings to be
confirmed, cross-validated, and corroborated within a single study that results in a
shorter collection time (Creswell, 2003).
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Figure 21. Concurrent Triangulation Strategy
Source: Creswell, J. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed Method
Approaches, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications

Inductive and Deductive
The study consisted of two phases of research: inductive and deductive. The
inductive phase, modeled in Figure 22, was aimed to gain more insight into the
subject. Once there was a better understanding of the subject at hand, the
deductive phase, illustrated in Figure 23, was used to clarify the subject in terms of
global supply chain structures and performance measures.
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Generalizations or Theories
to Past Experiences and Literature

Researcher Looks for Broad Patterns,
Generalizations or Theories from
Themes or Categories
Researcher Analyzes Data to
Form Themes or Categories

Researcher Asks Open-Ended Questions
of Participants or Records Field notes

Researcher Gathers Information
(e.g., interviews, observations)
Figure 22. Inductive Model of Research
Source: Creswell, J. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed
Method Approaches, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
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Researcher Tests or Verifies a Theory

Researcher Tests Hypotheses
or Research Questions from the Theory

Researcher Defines and Operationalizes
Variables Derived from the Theory

Researcher Measures or Observes
Variables Using an Instrument
to Obtain Scores
Figure 23. Deductive Model of Research
Source: Creswell, J. (2003). Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative,
and Mixed Method Approaches, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
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Phase I: Inductive
For Phase I of the study, secondary qualitative and quantitative research was
conducted concurrently. Secondary data are data collected for some other purpose
other than the problem at hand. Secondary data research is an essential step that
helps to: identify the problem, define the problem, develop an approach, answer
certain research questions, and to interpret primary data (Malhotra, 2004). The
information gathered from the secondary data was used to clarify the research
objectives and to define preliminary supply chain structures and performance
measures to be found during Phase II.
Data Collection: Phase I
External secondary sources were used to gather information to provide depth
into the subject and to provide data that could be used to contribute to the
development of the Phase II data instrument. External sources include data in the
form of published materials, online databases, and syndicated services. The
secondary data for Phase I was collected from Spring to early Fall of 2004, as well
as January of 2005.
Table 6 outlines the steps taken in the secondary data collection process, the
sources used, and the data’s contribution to the study and the Phase II instrument
development.
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TABLE 6: PHASE I INSTRUMENT: SECONDARY DATA COLLECTION
Step
Step 1

•

Process
Define market competitiveness

Step 2

•

Locate U.S. production, sales,
import/export, and shipment data
for bottom weights and bed-bath
markets.

Step 3

•

Survey the current competitive
environment and market trends
in the textile and apparel industries

•
•
•
•
•

•

1999-2003 U.S. Census Data
Trade Literature
International Trade Commission
data
S&P Industry Surveys
Internet research
S&P Industry Surveys
Industry related journals
- marketing
- supply chain management
- logistics
- textile and apparel
- management
Industry literature/textbooks
- international trade
- supply chain management
U.S. Census Data
S&P Industry Surveys
- apparel and footwear
- bed and bath furnishings
Internet research
Trade periodicals
- Home Textiles Today
Trade Associations
- National Retail Federation
- American Apparel and
Footwear Association
U.S. Securities and Exchange
Commission
Harris Textile Manufacturing

•
•
•

Harris Apparel Manufacturing
Excel
Discussion

•
•
•
•

•

Step 4

•

Perform a market analysis of the
bottom weight and bed-bath
industries

•
•

•
•
•

•

Step 5

•

Analyze Steps 1-4

Sources Used
Marketing textbooks
Marketing journals

Source: Nowell, H. (2004)
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•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

•

•
•

Contribution (Research Objective is specified in parentheses)
Clarified the type of study to be conducted (1)
Identified the factors to consider in order to gain a competitive
advantage (1)
Provided industry trends (1,2,3)
Proved that U.S. manufactures are actually losing market share
in the bottom weights and bed-bath categories (1)

Explained the market characteristics(1,2,3)
Identified the sourcing trends and strategies used by U.S. retailers
and the reasons behind those trends (2)
Identified the performance measures often used to measure the
performance along supply chains (3)
Identified examples of global supply chain structures and how
they have evolved (2)
Identified the evolution and importance of supply chain management (3)
Identified the top countries trading with the U.S. (2)

Identified the NAICS and SIC codes needed to define the
bottom weights and bed-bath product categories (2)
Identified market characteristics specific to the two categories (1)
Identified the major companies involved in the bottom weights and
bed-bath industries with the corresponding NAICS and SIC codes
in order to identify the sample size in Phase II (2,3)
Identified the market share held by companies in the two markets (2,3)
Identified sales data from 1999-2003, as well as other company
Information (2,3)
- location
- manufacturing locations
- product mix
- percent growth over the past five years
Identified the top countries, other than the U.S., producing bottoms and
bed-bath products (1,2,3)
Assisted in sample selection for Phase II
Assisted in the Phase II development of a questionnaire instrument
- company information
- potential performance measures
- potential supply chain structures

Phase II: Deductive
A questionnaire in interview form was used to gather primary data in Phase II
of the study. A mixed methods approach is appropriate in that both structured,
close-ended and non-structured, open-ended questions were used. However, the
information to be obtained from the questionnaire was strictly qualitative data, for
there was no data gathered that could be used for statistical analysis. A
questionnaire was chosen because it translates the needed information into specific
questions that can be answered, it encourages respondents to become involved in
an interview, and questionnaires minimize response error (Malhotra, 2004).
Instrument Development: Phase II
This research study was part of a collective research study conducted by
three researchers. The researchers collected information simultaneously on
economic competitiveness issues of the global textile and apparel industries: supply
chain, logistics cost structures, and international trade disparities. The questionnaire
developed consisted of three separate sections focusing on each researcher’s area
of concentration. The questionnaire contained questions related to each of the
economic competitiveness issues as indicated in the trade and research literature.
This study’s questionnaire was part one which focused on supply chain
structures and the performance measures used along the supply chain. Due to the
fact that the sample consisted of different entities of the supply chain, separate
questionnaires were developed to target the individual respondent: U.S.
manufacturer, global manufacturer, U.S. retailer, and auxiliary companies. The
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questionnaires consisted of open and close-ended questions that were intended to
gather qualitative data needed to determine the research objectives and their related
research questions. Table 7 illustrates how the instrument questions correlate with
the research objectives, as well as the structure of the question. The actual
questionnaires can be found in Appendix A.
TABLE 7: CORRELATION OF INSTRUMENT QUESTIONS TO RESEARCH
OBJECTIVES

Source: Nowell, H. (2005)

Sample Selection
The sample selection process for the six groups began by identifying the key
industry leaders involved according to the corresponding NAICS and SIC codes
found during secondary data: bed-bath retailers, bed-bath U.S. manufacturers, bedbath global manufacturers, bottom weights retailers, bottom weights U.S.
manufacturers, and bottom weights global manufactures. Once the companies
involved in the given NAICS and SIC descriptions were identified, information was
gathered and tabulated. The information gathered included: location, sales from
1999-2003, growth rates from 1999-2003, and the market share that the company
had for either bottom weights or bed-bath if available. The product mix and
manufacturing locations were also found for the U.S. and global manufacturers, and
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the distribution channel was found for the U.S. retailers. The methods for narrowing
down the sample size for the six categories differed due to the information available
for each category.
Once the population was narrowed down and the sample for each market was
chosen, the sample was validated with leaders of major companies involved in both
markets. The chosen sample was put into three tiers with tier one being the chosen
sample. Tier one was chosen first and the other remaining companies were
narrowed down into two additional tiers using the same process. The additional tiers
were created in the instance that a tier one company would not agree to participate
or could not be contacted. The criteria used to narrow down the sample as well as
the validation process are explained below.
U.S. Bed-Bath Manufacturers
1. The top twenty-one U.S. bed-bath manufacturers that were classified under
the chosen NAICS and SIC codes were identified. However, there were two
manufacturers with no manufacturing in the U.S., so they were automatically
shifted to the global manufacturing sample. The remaining 19 manufacturers
were ranked based on their 2003 sales.
2. The top 15 companies based on their 2003 sales were chosen and then
ranked based on their average sales growth from 1999 to 2003.
3. To ensure a representative sample two companies with an above average
percent growth were chosen, along with two companies with a below average
percent growth and two companies with above average overall sales.
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Therefore, the sample size for U.S. bed-bath manufacturers was six. Figure
24 is a model that illustrates the sample selection process.
4. There were two exceptions: 1. A company with above average percent growth
was a leading manufacturer but produced a small amount of bedding and
bath products. Therefore, two other companies were chosen that also had,
though not as high, above average percent growth; 2. The home furnishing
sales of a company with below average percent growth was only 8%.
Therefore, another company with below average percent growth was chosen.
5. Of the companies selected, those who have over 50% of their manufacturing
off-shore were considered global manufacturers, and those with over 50% of
their manufacturing in the U.S. were considered U.S. manufacturers.
U.S. Bed-Bath Mfr. Identified Population n=21
Narrow down to the top 15 based
on 2003 sales and then ranked according to their %
growth over the past 5 years
Narrow down to a population of n=6. Selection process:
2 companies with above average % growth
2 companies with below average % growth
2 companies with above average overall sales

Figure 24. Sample Selection Process: U.S. Bed-Bath Manufacturers
Source: Nowell, H. (2004)
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U.S. Bed-Bath Retailers
1. The top 50 retailers based on their average home textile sales over the past
five years, 1999-2003, were identified.
2. The top 50 retailers were then divided into groups based on their distribution
channel: mass, specialty, chain, department store, off-price, direct mail, and
other.
3. From each distribution channel a company with above average sales and a
company with above average percent growth were chosen. Two bed-bath
retailers, according to above average sales, were specialty stores. Therefore,
three companies were chosen from the specialty retailers.
4. If negative growth or growth less than 1%, the retailer was not considered.
The direct mail and other channels’ market share in bed-bath were not very
significant. Therefore, representatives from those two channels were not
chosen. Figure 25 is a model that illustrates the sample selection process.
U.S. Bed-Bath Retail Identified Population n=50
based on sales from 1999-2003
Divide 50 companies according to their distribution
channel
Mass, n=5 Specialty, n=12 Chain, n=15 Dept. Store
n=13 Off-Price, n=9 Direct Mail, n=4 Other, n=2
Narrow down to a population of
n=11
Selection from each channel:
-Above average sales
-Above average % growth
-Companies with < 1% growth
were not considered.

Figure 25. Sample Selection Process: U.S. Bed-Bath Retailers
Source: Nowell, H. (2004)
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U.S. Bottom Weight Manufacturers
1. United States bottom weight manufacturers classified under the chosen
NAICS and SIC codes were identified. The identified population of U.S.
bottom weight manufacturers was 19. These companies were ranked based
on their 2003 sales.
2. The companies were then divided into three groups based on their
manufacturing locations and sourcing strategies: A) manufacture only in the
U.S., B) mixture of both domestic and offshore manufacturing. There were
two companies with no manufacturing in the United States. Therefore, they
were automatically eliminated and were considered a global manufacturer.
3. The companies were then ranked based on their average percent growth
from 1999-2003.
4. To ensure a representative sample two companies with above average
percent growth were chosen, along with two companies with below average
percent growth and two companies with above average overall sales. The
tier one sample size for U.S. bottom weight manufacturers was seven. Two
additional tiers were chosen in the instance that a tier one company does not
comply with the study. Figure 26 is a model that illustrates the sample
selection process.
5. There were a few exceptions: 1. The companies for which no financial
information could be found were eliminated from being a possible tier one
company. They were automatically put into tier three; 2. Two additional
companies with below average percent growth were chosen due to their
reputation and market share in the bottom weights business.
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6. Of the companies selected, those who have the majority of their
manufacturing off-shore were considered global manufacturers, and those
with the majority of their manufacturing in the U.S. were considered U.S.
manufacturers.

U.S. Bottom weight Mfr. Identified Population n=19
Divide companies into 3 groups based on mfg locations (provided
info was available)
Group A: U.S. mfg only, n=3
Group B: All offshore mfg, n=2
Group C: Mixture of both, n=14
Total n=19

Narrow down to 2 companies from each
group based on growth rate:
Above average growth rate
Below average growth rate
With exceptions 2 additional
companies were added
n=7

Figure 26. Sample Selection Process: U.S. Bottom Weight Manufacturers
Source: Nowell, H. (2004)

U.S. Bottom Weight Retailers
1. A listing of U.S. bottom weight retailers was obtained by a compilation of
three sources: Standard & Poor’s Retailer Company Analysis Report (2004),
Apparel’s annual Top 50 report (2004), and Stores’ (July 2004) Top 100
Retailers. This resulted in a population of 45 retailers that are involved
bottom weight sales.
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2. The 45 retailers were then divided into groups based on their distribution
channel: mass, specialty, chain, department store, off-price, direct mail, and
other.
3. From each distribution channel a company with above average sales and
above average percent growth were chosen with the exception of the direct
mail and other channels whose market share was insignificant. Companies
with growth less than 1% were not considered.
4. Exception: For the specialty retail channel, an additional company with above
average growth rate was chosen because their product mix was geared more
towards denim and bottom weights more so than a few others.

U.S. Bottom weight Retail Identified Population n=45
Divide 45 companies according to their distribution channel
Mass, n=3 Specialty, n=20 Chain, n=3 Dept. Store n=7 Off-Price, n=7
Direct Mail, n=2 Other, n=2
Narrow down to a population of n=10
Selection from each channel:
-Company with above average sales
-Company with the above average
% growth
-Companies with < 1% growth were
not considered.

Figure 27. Sample Selection Process: U.S. Bottom Weight Retailers
Source: Nowell, H. (2004)
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Sample Validation
Once the proposed sample for each market was selected, a group of leaders
from major companies involved in each market was chosen to validate the sample.
Two industry representatives from the bed-bath market were used, and three
representatives from the bottom weights market were used to validate the sample.
Each representative was given a copy of the chosen sample and was asked to give
their opinion as to whether each company would be a significant contribution to the
study. The validators were also asked to validate the selection of countries to
evaluate in Phase I of the study. They were also asked if there were any other
companies or countries that have been left out that should not be over looked. The
additional companies proposed by the industry executives were added to the
sample. Based on the results companies were contacted to participate in the study.
Table 8 illustrates the title of each individual that validated the sample.
Table 8. Market Leaders Used to Validate Sample
Bottom
Weights
Executive 1
Executive 2
Executive 3
Bed-Bath
Executive 1
Executive 2

Position
Division Director of New Product Development, Fashion Apparel &
Specialty Products
VP, Product Development
VP, Merchandising
Position
President, CEO
President, Creative Products
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Data Collection: Phase II
Bruce and Daly’s (2004) methodology used in their “Lean or Agile” study was
used as a framework for the data collection in Phase II. In Bruce and Daly’s study
key stakeholders from the chosen companies were contacted by letter, which
explained the purpose of the research and asked for their participation. The
companies were later contacted by phone to provide further details and to arrange
face-to-face interviews. Once confirmed, semi-structured interviews were conducted
at the arranged times using an aide-memoire. An aide-memoire was used to verify
the interview structure, to add response flexibility, and to enable comparisons to be
made.
For the purpose of this study, companies were first contacted by either letter
or by email depending on the type of contact information that was available for each
company. However, the same letter was sent by each mode of communication. The
letter, which can be found in Appendix B, explained the study at hand and asked for
the company’s participation. Each company was then sent a follow-up email or
phone call in attempt to set up a meeting to conduct the questionnaire in a face-toface interview or via phone conference.
Due the location of the companies that responded, four trips were designed
for data collection. During the trips additional companies not involved in bottom
weights or bed-bath were met with to discuss the topic of economic competitiveness
in the global textile and apparel industry. These companies were added as part of
the study’s sample and were given the umbrella term “auxiliary” due to the array of
different markets involved.
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The data collected in the information interviews were recorded into a
spreadsheet instrument, and responses were divided separately into those referring
to performance measures and those referring to supply chain structures. Each
company’s response relating to each research objective was then grouped together
for comparisons.
Data Analysis
Data analysis was conducted in three stages.
1. The interviews were transcribed by typing each answer after each question
on the questionnaire form, and were then entered into the questionnaire
response instruments.
2. The data were organized according to the six categories: Bottom weight
retailers, U.S. manufacturers, global manufacturers; Bed-bath retailers, U.S.
manufacturers, global manufacturers.
3. The three categories from each product sector were compared according to
their responses directly dealing with the three research objectives.
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Operational Definitions

Bed-bath: Textiles in the bed-bath sector of the home furnishings industry: sheets,
towels, pillowcases, and washcloths. (RO1-3)
Bottom weights: Woven bottoms made of cotton dominant fabric: ex. Denim and
khaki. (RO1-3)
Economic Competitiveness: A function of a successful supply chain structure and
the metrics used to measure the performance of a supply chain in order to
sustain a growing business in a global economy by retaining profitability.
(RO2,3)
Full Package: A sourcing strategy used in which one entity of the supply chain takes
full responsibility of managing the entire supply chain. That company is
responsible for sourcing and/or manufacturing every aspect of a product, as
well as getting that product to the customer. (RO2)
Global Manufacturer: Global manufacturers include 2 sub-categories (RO2,3)
1. U.S. manufacturers that produce over 50% of their goods (in volume) offshore.
2. Sourcing agents
Population: The total number of leading companies found for each market from
which the sample was chosen. The population for this study does not include
all existing manufacturers and retailers involved in both markets. (RO1-3)
Pull marketing: Taking new product and design ideas that are presented by
potential vendors or customers. (RO2)
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Push marketing: Developing and/or designing a new product and presenting it to a
potential customer or vendor. (RO2)
Performance measures: Metrics that show not only how well you are providing for
your customers (service metrics) but also how you are handling your business
(speed, asset/inventory, and financial metrics) (Supply Chain Council, 2004).
(RO3)
Sourcing Agent : Someone who uses global resources to manage the flow of
physical goods and coordinate production. Key functions performed include:
product development, sourcing, order placement, order follow-up, and order
shipment (Leung, 2000). (RO2)
Supply chain structure: What the supply chain looks like from raw material to
consumer. This will include the flow of materials, the flow of information, as
well as the geographical locations involved. (RO2)
U.S. Manufacturer: U.S. based manufacturer that produces over 50% of their goods
(in volume) in the United States. These manufactures may also own facilities
off-shore or source other components to make-up a finish product. (RO2,3)
U.S. Retailer: U.S. Based retailers that purchase goods from both U.S. and global
manufacturers. (RO2,3)
Vendor: Supplier (RO2,3)
Western Hemisphere: United States, Mexico, Canada, the Caribbean, Central
America, Latin America, and South America. (RO2)
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The results of the Phase I secondary data collection was analyzed in relation
to each step outlined in Table 6. All secondary sources used in the analysis were
those discussed in detail in the review of literature (Chapter II). The sample
description, which was part of Step 5 in the table, is illustrated directly below.
Following the sample description are detailed results from secondary data in regards
to steps 1-4 in Table 6.
Phase I Results
Sample Description

Based on the results of Phase I, the research sample consisted of 18
companies involved in either the manufacturing or retailing of bottom weights or bedbath products. The sample was chosen based on the population of manufacturers
and retailers described by the NAICS and SIC codes found during Phase I
secondary research (Step 4). Tables 9 and 10 show the NAICS and SIC codes that
were used to define the bottom weights and bed-bath categories for this study.
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TABLE 9. NAICS/SIC CODES: BOTTOMWEIGHTS
Bottomweights
SIC code
2211
2221
2325
2326
2339

Description
Cotton, Woven Fabric
Man-made fiber
Men's & Boys' Separate Trousers & Casual Slacks
Men's & Boys' Work Clothing
Women's and Misses' Outerwear, NEC
Girls' & Infants' Outerwear,
NEC
Men's & Boys' Clothing
Women's and Children's Clothing
Description
Broadwoven Fabric Mills
Broadwoven Fabric Finishing

2369
5136
5137
NAICS code
313210
313311
Product
code
Description
224590
Fabrics: Broadwoven, Cotton
224580
Fabrics: Broadwoven, Synthetic
Source: Table adapted by H. Nowell,(2004) from Harris InfoSource: “Apparel-Clothing Manufacturing
Industry Report,” (2004)

TABLE 10. NAICS/SIC CODES: BED-BATH
Bed-Bath
SIC code
Description
2211
Cotton, Woven Fabric
2392
Housefurnishings: Textile
5023
Home Furnishings
NAICS code
Description
313210
Broadwoven Fabric Mills
31331
Textile and Fabric Finishing Mills
313312
Textile and Fabric Finishing (except broadwoven) Mills
314129
Other Household Textile Product Mills
Product
code
Description
49950
Bedding, Bedspreads, Blankets, & Sheets
576995
Towels
Source: Table adapted by H. Nowell, (2004) from Harris InfoSource: “Textile Manufacturing Industry
Report,” (2004)
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Table 11 summarizes the sample for both the bottom weights and bed-bath
markets that was used for the collective study. Overall, there were 34 executives
that were interviewed from the 18 companies. Their titles ranged from Chief
Executive Officer, President, VP of Product Development, VP of Merchandising, VP
of Supply Chain, Director of Logistics, Director of Operations, to Merchandise
Manager. The average number of years in the respondents’ current positions was
three years, and the average number of years spent in the industry was 25 years.

76

Table 11. Sample Description
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Market competitiveness (Step 1)
After analyzing the definitions of the terms market and competitive advantage,
the term market competitiveness can be defined as: Having a position of superiority
over competitors in satisfying the aggregate demand for certain products or services
(Nowell, 2004). In the textile and apparel industries, being competitive in the market
mean that you must also be competitive economically. Economic competitiveness in
the textile and apparel industries means that one must sustain and grow a business
within the global environment, through optimization of products, processes, and
strategies to gain a competitive advantage. In regards to this study, secondary
research discussed in Chapter II showed that in order to be competitive in the
market you must also be economically competitive through successful supply chain
structures, streamlined performance measurements, partnerships, and
communication along the entire supply chain. Other factors to consider in order to
gain a competitive advantage include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Customer-supplier relationships
Quality driven
Cost competitive
Product availability
Service/Delivery
Logistics
Innovative products
Value-added services
Flexible supply chain
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Industry Trends (Step 2)
Trends in the Bottom Weights Market
Secondary data examination indicated that there were five key trends
impacting the bottom weights market.

1. U.S. manufacturers are losing market share.
Imports increased over 52% from 1997 to 2003, and production of bottom
weights decreased over 36% from 1997 to 2003. These numbers are based on the
production of the finished product meaning garment manufacturing. The U.S. is still
involved to a large extent in the production of broadwoven fabrics used to make
bottom weight garments.
2. U.S. imports of broadwoven fabric are exceeding U.S. exports.
In 2004 U.S. imports of broadwoven fabric, NAICS 313210, were $3.2 billion
dollars, and U.S. exports of broadwoven fabric were $2.9 billion. The top two
countries receiving U.S. broadwoven fabric in 2004 were Mexico who imported $1.2
million dollars worth of U.S. broadwoven fabric, and Canada who imported $453
million dollars worth. This shows that manufacturers in the U.S., Mexico, and
Canada are still taking advantage of NAFTA.
However, the largest country exporting broadwoven fabric to the U.S. in 2004
was China with $382 million worth of fabric. China was followed by Italy, Canada,
Pakistan, and South Korea respectively. With many U.S. manufacturers shutting
down, an abundant fabric supply is just not in the U.S. anymore. China now has the
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largest fabric supply base in the world explaining why the U.S. must now import
large amounts of fabric from that region.
3. The growth of garment manufacturing in Mexico is decreasing.
Labor prices in Mexico are increasing and production is therefore moving
south into South/Central America, especially for the production of bottomweights.
After Mexico and Canada, the top countries that received U.S. fabric in 2004 were
the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, and Honduras respectively. From 2003 to
2004, Mexico had an increase of 9.6% in U.S. broadwoven fabric imports while
Canada saw a decrease of 5%. The Dominican Republic had a 6% increase in U.S.
imports, Guatemala had a 22% increase, and Honduras had a 26% increase.
4. Hong Kong – Third largest producer of bottom weights?
Although numbers show that Hong Kong is the third largest producer of
bottom weight garments, secondary research showed that this is not usually the
case. Secondary research sources showed that goods are being exported out of
Hong Kong, but they are actually being manufactured in mainland China and other
smaller countries along the Pacific Rim. Like in Central and Latin America, smaller
countries in Asia are starting to increase their production and overall core
competencies. Smaller Asian countries competing with China include Vietnam,
Cambodia, Indonesia, and Thailand. Fabric is still dominantly coming from China
and is then cut and sewn in one of the smaller countries due to lower wages. Since
the countries are relatively close, lead times are still competitive.
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5. U.S. retailers are using a full package sourcing strategy to produce their bottom
weight goods.
Secondary research showed that the dominant strategy used to produce their
bottom weight goods was full package sourcing. The retailer or apparel brand
marketer typically goes to the garment manufacturer, gives them the specs for their
garment, and the garment manufacturer will then be in charge of the supply chain.
The garment manufacturer is in charge of sourcing the fabric, trims, labels, etc as
well as taking care of the logistics of getting the goods to the customer. In many
cases the retailer will also source the fabric that is needed and will then specify to
the garment manufacturer who to buy the fabric from.

Trends in the Bed-Bath Market
1. Trouble for many U.S. manufacturers
Many U.S. bed-bath manufacturers went global too late or have yet to do so
at all. These companies are suffering, for many are in the process of trying to get
out of Chapter 11 bankruptcy. The main trend that is hurting U.S. manufacturers is
that they are not moving with their customers. Those that are surviving have a
mixed strategy in that they own U.S. facilities and they either own facilities off-shore
or source with other factories off-shore. The percentage produced in the U.S. is said
to decrease more and more over the next few years with the removal of quota.
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2. Discount retailers are gaining market share.
Many discount retailers are starting to create sourcing operations off-shore.
They can now produce quality plain bedding and towels at very low prices.
3. U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the bed-bath market.
United States imports rose 55% and production decreased 30% from 19972003. Imports were concentrated in the areas that were eliminated from quota in
2002. Therefore, with all quotas removed in 2005 bed-bath imports are expected to
rise even more.
4. China
The top 5 countries exporting bed-bath products to the U.S. are India,
Pakistan, Brazil, Turkey, and China. However, China had 77% growth from 20032004 in produced home textiles. China has focused on finished bedding products
but will continue to expand their product offerings.
5. Brazil gaining market share
Secondary research said that Brazil was the country to watch in the bed-bath
market. Brazil can manufacture goods and ship to the U.S. three weeks faster than
China. They also have a good cotton supply, cheap electricity, and lower duties.
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Market Characteristics (Step 3)

Key Sourcing Strategies
1. Cost is not the number one factor in sourcing decisions.
Secondary research showed that more and more retailers are looking at the
importance of on-time delivery. If you cannot get the product on the shelf on-time
then you will never make any money.

2. Full Package sourcing
Retailers want to communicate with as few people as possible. They are
moving more and more towards full package sourcing in which they go to one
person, usually the garment manufacturer, who takes full responsibility of the entire
supply chain. This takes the responsibility off of the retailer and makes business a
lot easier.
3. Condensing supplier base due to quota removal
Secondary research was performed in the latter part of 2004 before the
removal of quotas. Therefore secondary research showed a strong prediction that
many retailers and manufacturers would decrease their number of suppliers.
Without quotas they would not have to worry about spreading their sourcing
amongst many countries.
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4. Minimal Inventory
Secondary research showed that many retailers want to source from
companies that are willing to keep their inventory for them so that they do not have
to acquire those costs. The retailer wants to simply call out goods as they need
them without actually keeping a large amount of inventory themselves.
5. China
There has been a huge shift in sourcing production to China. They not only
have low labor costs, but they also have a huge fabric supply that allows them to
have vertical manufacturing capabilities.

Supply Chain Structures
From secondary data research, the population of U.S. manufacturers and
U.S. retailers for each market was identified to assist in the sample selection
process. Once the sample was identified and validated, further secondary research
was conducted for each company. Through this research several preliminary supply
chain structures were identified. The information gathered from industry
representatives during the sample validation process was also used to draw together
preliminary supply chain structures. The companies’ supply chain configurations
differed based on their business sector and geographical location.
U.S. Manufacturers
Secondary research presented that there are very few U.S. manufacturers in
the bottom weight market that are involved in vertical manufacturing today.
However, while these products may not be manufactured this way, there are a few
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existing companies that have vertical capabilities. Figure 28 illustrates a model of a
vertically integrated supply chain used in the United States. To be vertically
integrated means that a company has the manufacturing capabilities to make a
complete product; they own the entire manufacturing portion of the supply chain.
The dotted lines show that the fibers are bought from outside suppliers, and the solid
lines show all possibilities of internal flow. While most vertically integrated
companies will operate all their facilities in the U.S., some companies own facilities
outside the U.S. and will transport goods back and forth.

Natural
Fibers

Staple Yarn
Manufacturing

Weaving

Man-made
Fibers

Man-made
Fiber chips

Dyeing &
Finishing
Filament Yarn
Manufacturing

Cut & Sew

Retailer

Knitting

Figure 28. Vertical Supply Chain Structure
Source: Nowell, H., (2004)

Research did reveal examples of U.S. manufacturers that are involved in all
U.S. manufacturing, but not vertically integrated completely. This means that a
company owned and operated at least one facility that was used to manufacture a
portion of a product. The supply chain will typically look the same as in Figure 28,
but one manufacturer did not own all entities of the chain. The operations that were
not owned by a company were contracted out to another U.S. supplier. For
example, many bottom weight manufacturers in the U.S. are in the business of fabric
formation and finishing. Therefore, they will buy yarn from another U.S. supplier that
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will go into their woven fabric. The finished fabric is then sent to a cut and sew
manufacturer and then sent to the customer.
Figure 29 illustrates an example of a supply chain structure of U.S.
manufacturers that have a blended strategy. The solid lines indicate the flow of
materials, and the dashed line indicates the flow of communication. Secondary
research showed that this is more common in the apparel industry rather than
textiles. A blended strategy means that they own at least one manufacturing facility
in the U.S., and they outsource all other production in the U.S. or off-shore. For
example, in the bottom weights market a leading U.S. apparel manufacturer owns a
few facilities in the U.S. that are used to make their basic products. However, they
source the rest of their manufacturing from off-shore manufacturers that can produce
more labor intensive goods for less money. Other U.S. manufacturers may source
their fabric from an off-shore supplier and then have it sent to their own cut and sew
operation in the United States. Many U.S. manufacturers have also put offices offshore so that they can better manage their supply chain, as well as communicate
with their customers. While there a several possibilities, secondary research shows
that those manufactures with a global component in their supply chain are seeing
more growth.

86

United States

Sourced Fabric

Owned
Garment
Manufacturing
Facility

U.S. Apparel
Manufacturer

Retailer

Off-shore
Owned
Manufacturing
Facility

Apparel Contractor

Figure 29. U.S. Manufacturer Supply Chain with a Blended Strategy
Source: Nowell, H.,(2004)

U.S. Retailers
While some U.S. bottom weight and bed-bath retailers are still sourcing small
amounts from U.S. manufacturers, secondary research showed that the full-package
sourcing model is the most popular strategy used. Retailers find the full package
option more convenient and cost effective, for they can contact one person off-shore
and the manufacturer will take full responsibility for the entire supply chain. The offshore manufacturer with full package capabilities will find suppliers of yarn, fabric,
dyeing and finishing, and cut and sew operations. The manufacturer will take full
responsibility of making sure that all facilities are compliant in terms of quality
assurance and working conditions, and they will make sure that the order is
delivered when it is needed. Though there are some U.S. based manufacturers that
offer full-package sourcing, these manufacturers own and source off-shore.
However, the manufacturers providing full-package were found to be either apparel
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manufacturers or textile manufacturers in the bed-bath market. Secondary research
showed no full-package options offered by U.S. textile manufactures involved in the
apparel industry.

UNITED STATES

OFF-SHORE
FULL PACKAGE
CAPABILITIES

Design Trends Source Fabrics

Off-shore
Manufacturer

U.S. Retailer

Yarn

Packaging

Cut & Sew
Fabric
Formation

Figure 30. Full Package Sourcing Model
Source: Nowell, H., (2004)

Global Manufacturers
Global manufacturers consist of manufacturers with all non-U.S.
manufacturing as well as sourcing agents. Those U.S. companies that are
considered global manufacturers will have a supply chain structure similar to that in
Figure 29, but over 50% of their volume produced will be manufactured off-shore.
They will own at least one facility in the U.S. as well as facilities off-shore for minimal
production. The majority of their production is sourced off-shore. The majority of offshore manufacturers found through secondary research has vertical capabilities and
would therefore have a supply chain structure similar to that in Figure 28.
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Sourcing agents were also found to be used by U.S. retailers and even some
U.S. manufactures to provide off-shore sourcing options. Sourcing agents provide
intense trend research, and they will help locate manufacturers that will provide all
manufacturing needs, but they do not take full responsibility. Secondary research
showed that many retailers are moving away from using sourcing agents because
most have their own internal sourcing team that takes care of their needs. Sourcing
agents are typically used if there are not enough internal sourcing personnel, or they
may also be used if there are specific trends that must be identified.

Performance Measures
Through secondary research, studies were found that identified several
metrics used to measure the performance of vendors as well as an entire supply
chain. The performance measures identified through secondary sources include:
Cost

Order Accuracy

Quality

Stock Outs

On-time delivery

Damages

Lead time

Flexibility

Responsiveness

Technical Expertise

Customer service

Product Range

Order fill rate

Capacity
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Figure 31: Performance Measure Frequency
Source: Adapted by Nowell, H. (2004) from secondary data resources.

Figure 31 illustrates the frequency of each performance measure noted in the
identified secondary data sources. The secondary data showed that the most
important metrics used to measure the performance of a vendor or supply chain are
cost and customer service. However, on-time delivery, lead time, damages,
flexibility, and capacity are becoming increasing important to measure especially as
supply chain structures are becoming longer due to global sourcing.
Market Analysis (Step 4)
The complete list of companies from both markets found in secondary data,
which was the basis for the Phase I market analysis (Step 4), can be found in
Appendix C. The table includes the company’s sales data from the past year,
location, and product description.
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Phase II Interview Results

Data collection in Phase II consisted of information interviews with 34
executives from 18 companies. The questionnaire used in the interviews consisted
up of questions based on the information gained from Phase I. For each interview
conducted, the results were compiled into a survey instrument as seen in Tables 12
and 13. The topic headings in the tables relate to the questions making up the
survey questionnaire. The information was separated based on the comments
regarding to supply chain performance measures and supply chain structure. A
supply chain diagram was also developed for each company from the data collected
during the interviews.
Table 12. Survey Instrument for Comments Pertaining to
Performance Measures
Topic
Executive’s Comments Regarding Performance Measures
Customers
What the respondent thinks is important to the U.S. Retailer or
Vendor
U.S. Manufacturer:
Selection
Criteria
Company’s used performance measures:
Own performance:
Metrics to
measure
Vendor performance:
performance
Communication
Importance of partnerships with your vendors and customers
Partnerships
1=not important 2=somewhat important 3=neutral
4=important 5=very important
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Table 13. Survey Instrument for Comments Pertaining to
Supply Chain Structure
Topic
Executive’s Comments Regarding Supply Chain Structure
Manufacturing
Facilities
Sourcing
Strategies
Push vs. Pull
Marketing
Domestic vs.
Off-shore
Sourcing
Supply
Chains Post
Quota
Phase II Summary of Results Regarding Each Topic
Customers
The types of customers found during primary research were different
depending on a company’s position in the supply chain. There was not a different
customer base for U.S. and global manufactures within the same market, but the
customer base between the bed-bath and bottom weight markets was slightly
different.
The textile manufacturers in the bottom weight market will directly work with
retailers on occasion to develop a new fabric. However, their main point of contact
in typically the garment manufacturer. A retailer will simply demand that the garment
manufacturer use a certain fabric. Therefore, the main point of contact for the
apparel manufacturer is the retailer.
In the bed-bath market, manufacturers are considered textile manufacturers
but they are slightly different from those working with an apparel end product. Bed92

bath manufacturers will typically manufacturer fabric to finished product, but the
finished product does not typically have to be assembled in the way that apparel
does. Therefore, the bed-bath manufacturers’ main point of contact was the retailer.
A retailer will come to a bed-bath manufacturer with a new design for them to
manufacturer, or a manufacturer may present new designs for the retailer to carry in
their stores.
Vendor Selection Criteria and Metrics
The top three criteria found to be used when selecting a vendor was quality,
on-time delivery, and cost. Primary research supported Neuman (2004) in that all
U.S. retailers feel that on-time delivery is more important than costs. Retailers feel
that if the product is not on their shelf when it is supposed to be, no money will be
made and costs will no longer matter.
With U.S. and global manufacturers, quality, on-time delivery, and cost were
the most frequently used when selecting a vendor. When looking beyond the top
three criteria, the global manufacturers were found to be using more common criteria
with the U.S. retailers than the U.S. manufacturers. However, data was not
significant enough to prove that global manufacturers are performing better than
U.S. manufacturers due to the criteria used.
The major metrics used by U.S. retailers to measure the performance of their
vendors was again on-time delivery, quality, and costs. The costs measured may be
first costs, distribution costs, or the margins that they receive from a certain vendor’s
product. The U.S. and global manufacturers from both markets were also
measuring their own on-time delivery and quality. However, only the global
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manufacturers were found to be using metrics to measure their costs. United States
retailers were also using flexibility as a metric to measure the performance of their
vendors. However as Leung (2004) suggested, neither the U.S. nor global
manufacturers were measuring their companies’ flexibility.
Communication
Primary research found that the retailer made manufacturers aware as to
what criteria were being used when selecting a vendor. Research also showed that
both parties agreed upon the definitions of the performance measures being used as
selection criteria and metrics. The majority of the manufacturers in the sample also
said that they incorporate their customer’s requirements into what is required by their
own vendors.
Partnerships
All respondents in the study were asked to rank the importance of
partnerships with their customers and vendors on a scale from one to five with one
meaning not important and five meaning very important. All retailers in the sample
responded with a four or five rating, meaning that they feel that partnerships with
their vendors are important to very important. All manufacturers except one rated
vendor partnerships as very important. Overall, 78% of respondents said that a
partnership with their vendors was very important.
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Manufacturing Facilities
Table 14 illustrates where the sample owned manufacturing facilities. Every
company in the sample that was involved in manufacturing owned some type of
facility in the United States. The textile manufacturers owned facilities
manufacturing yarn, greige, and finished fabric. All U.S. manufacturers were textile
manufacturers who had vertical capabilities. All facilities owned by an apparel
manufacturer were cut and sew facilities.
With the exception of the three U.S. bottom weight manufacturers, all other
companies in the sample had a mixed strategy in that production was performed in
their own facilities and sourced offshore. The key sourcing locations found during
primary data were Asia (mainly China), Mexico (bottom weights), the Caribbean, and
Central America. Europe and Africa were never mentioned by any part of the
sample as a location for sourcing bottom weights or bed-bath products.
Table 14. Sample Facility Locations
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Sourcing Strategies
The sourcing strategies found during primary research differed among textile
and apparel manufacturers due to the fact that all of the apparel manufacturers in
the sample were considered global. Primary research also showed that while the
apparel industry began the globalization process over ten years ago, the bed-bath
market started to follow the same model about two years ago. Therefore, the
strategies did not differ between the two different markets.
There were six textile manufacturers in the sample, and two out of the six
were considered global manufacturers because over 50% of their production was
performed offshore. Three of the four U.S. manufacturers had no offshore
production, while one of the U.S. manufacturers has almost 50/50, U.S. and offshore production. The U.S. manufacturer with the mixed sourcing had very similar
strategies to the two global textile manufacturers. Among the textile manufacturers
with a mixed sourcing strategy, they all owned facilities in the U.S. and off-shore.
The owned off-shore facilities were located in Asia, Mexico, the Caribbean, and
Central America. The sourcing and manufacturing decisions were based on the
product to be produced. If the end-product was to be a fashion good, then the
sourcing and/or manufacturing was predominately done in Asia. However, if the
end-product was to be a basic item, the sourcing and/or manufacturing would be
performed in the Western Hemisphere. The three textile manufacturers with all U.S.
manufacturing performed all manufacturing in their own facilities. The only sourcing
involved was also done in the U.S. and this was only done if the company did not
have certain capabilities in their own facilities.
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The study’s sample consisted of three apparel manufacturers, which were all
considered global companies. All three companies owned at least one facility in the
U.S., but only a very small percentage of their sourcing mix was using the U.S.
facilities. Each apparel manufacturer owns or has formed a joint venture with
manufacturers in Asia, Mexico, the Caribbean, and Central America. Their basic
sourcing strategy is to source fashion goods in Asia and basic goods in the Western
Hemisphere. If they own facilities in these regions they will usually use them if they
have the capabilities and if it is most economical. Otherwise, they will source fullpackage with a third party contractor. All three companies in the sample offer fullpackage sourcing for their customers. Typically, the sourcing of all sub-components
will be done in the same region as the garment manufacturing so that there is
minimal logistics involved.
The major theme seen amongst all retailers in the sample was the use of fullpackage sourcing. The retailer typically approaches a garment manufacturer with
product specifications, and they will rely on that manufacturer to take full
responsibility of the supply chain. The retailer will sometimes specify certain subcomponents to use, but they will typically leave it up to the garment manufacturer to
source. Opposing the study performed by Lowson (2003), the trend of sourcing
fashion goods in Asia and basic goods in the Western Hemisphere was also seen
among retailers in the sample.
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Push vs. Pull Marketing
Primary research showed that most companies are involved in both push and
pull marketing in terms of product development. However, the type of business a
company is involved in depends on whether they are involved in one type of
marketing more so than they are another.
The bottom weight and bed-bath textile manufacturer results showed that
they typically rely equally on both push and pull marketing depending on the retail
distribution channel that their product is going into. They may develop a new fabric,
wash, or design and present it to a customer. Or, a customer may come to them
with a new design and ask them to produce it.
The bottom weight apparel manufacturer results varied depending on the
largest part of their business: brands or private label. For those companies in the
sample that are primarily devoted to producing their own brands, they are doing
more push marketing. And, those companies who are producing more private label
merchandise for retailers are relying more on pull marketing.
The distribution channel that the retailer was involved in depended on their
push and pull strategies. There were representatives in the specialty and
department store categories for the bottom weights sample. The specialty retailer
relied almost 100% on push marketing, and the department store retailer relied on
push for their private label business and pull for everything else. The bed-bath retail
sample also had a representative in the specialty channel, and there were also
representatives in the mass and discount categories. In the mass channel the type
of marketing that is relied on depends on a company’s store image and how they
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want to differentiate themselves. The companies representing the mass channel
typically relied on both, but there was one company who was increasing their
amount of push marketing. Their goal was to increase store brands so that the
brands that were carried in their stores were not carried in any of their competitors’
stores. The bed-bath specialty retailer in the sample was different from the bottom
weights retailer in that they rely mainly on pull marketing. They buy from bed-bath
manufacturers who provide and produce brands for their stores. They are relying on
the designs from the manufacturer side rather than pushing out their own designs.
The discount store in the sample was involved in both push and pull marketing.
The survey results involving a sourcing agent suggests that they rely mainly
on pull marketing. Research showed that retailers typically approach a sourcing
agent with their own designs and rely on the sourcing agent to source all
components and manufacturing. However, the sourcing agent in the sample plans
to increase their amount of push marketing in the next few years in order to remain
competitive.
Domestic vs. Off-shore sourcing
Primary research showed commonalities amongst all business segments
concerning the advantages and disadvantages to sourcing domestically and offshore.
United States
Primary research showed that U.S. retailers and brand marketers will usually
only source with a U.S. manufacturer for their brand equity. However, even those
companies who own the brands are typically manufacturing the goods off-shore in
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order to be more cost competitive. The manufacturers in the U.S. who proved to be
the most successful in terms of profitability were the apparel manufacturers who
have a mixed strategy and source the majority of their production off-shore.
Many respondents said that the U.S. should have an advantage when it
comes to time and speed. However, many respondents went on to explain that
timing was a major reason that they will not work with U.S. manufacturers.
Research showed that the U.S. textile industry was too slow to change and have
been hurting because they did not follow their customer globally as did the apparel
industry. The U.S. textile industry was found to be too manufacturing and utilization
driven rather than on speed to market and service.
Research showed that the only avenues for the U.S. to compete are in
innovative/niche products and basic goods for replenishment. And, in order for the
U.S. to compete in a replenishment model they must partner with apparel
manufacturers in the Western Hemisphere in order to provide retailers with a fullpackage option.
Off-shore: Asia
Primary research showed that the respondents in the study use Asia mainly
for fashion goods. Fashion goods are those that typically last about one season,
and Asian manufacturers offer retailers a full-package sourcing option at lower costs.
Fashion goods will not have the replenishment needs that basic goods do, so
retailers can afford to have a longer transportation time.
The overall cost structure in Asia is much cheaper than in the United States,
for the profit needed at each part of the supply chain is much smaller. Costs are not
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the only reason why textile and apparel production have largely moved to Asia. The
survey respondents said that they use Asia because long term partnerships are
more important, the labor supply is steady, there is plenty of capital, the people are
easy to do business with, the infrastructure is good, and the logistics is good due to
their large ports in Hong Kong and Shanghai. The main two reasons that were
found during primary research to source in Asia were the fabric supply and
mentality. The respondents agreed with Cho (2001) in that Asia, particularly China,
has the largest fabric supply in the world, and they are on-time delivery driven more
so than domestic producers.
Off-shore: Central America
There were mixed responses from primary research in terms of sourcing with
Central America. Some respondents said that they use Central America for their
shorter lead times for basic and replenishment goods. However, some respondents
said that shipping from Central America is not that much faster than shipping from
Shanghai. Other disadvantages to sourcing in Central America are the lack of fabric
supply and the fact that there are very few full-package providers. One respondent
from a major U.S. apparel manufacturer suggested that U.S. textile manufacturers
should make Central America their apparel manufacturing hub. However, most
respondents mentioned that trade regulations will be a deciding factor as to whether
or not they stay or enter into Central America.
Supply Chains Post Quota
Only 50% of respondents made comments concerning supply chains in a post
quota environment, but the responses received were very similar. Each respondent
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agreed that production in China would increase, but there were differing views as to
how much their market share would increase. Overall, the respondents felt that
China could eventually have anywhere from 50-75% market share in apparel
production. A respondent also predicted that there would be a vendor change in
Asia. Because of quotas China has not had things set up to run very long runs, and
they actually prefer things that way. However, now that quotas have been removed
Asia is predicted to be able to run longer runs within the next three years that are
very consistent.
The most frequent comment made during primary research was that retailers
would consolidate the number of countries that they source from. The number of
countries that are producing apparel could fall from 50 to half that in the next ten
years. One of the major shifts will be a “non-China” shift, which involves the
countries that were once restrained by quotas. The countries predicted to be the big
beneficiaries are India, Pakistan, and Indonesia.
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Phase II Comparison of Company Comments Pertaining to Each Research
Objective

RO1 Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas being
sourced by U.S. retailers.
Table 15 compares the responses regarding research objective one from U.S.
manufacturers, global manufacturers, U.S. retailers, sourcing agents, and auxiliary
companies in both markets. The common responses found amongst each group
were listed in the similarities column. If there was an outlier, the response was listed
under differences with a footnote as to who made the comment.
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Table 15. Comments Regarding Research Objective One
Market

Business

Comments Pertaining to Research Objective One
Similarities

Bottom
Weights

U.S.
Manufacturer

Bottom
Weights

Global
Manufacturer

Bottom
Weights

U.S.
Retailer

BedBath

U.S.
Manufacturer

BedBath

Global
Manufacturer

BedBath

U.S.
Retailer

Both

Sourcing
Agent

Auxiliary

Global
Manufacturer

1. Cannot compete on price.
1. U.S. didn’t change fast enough
and follow customers globally.
2. Flexibility
3. There is not a sufficient fabric
supply in the U.S. anymore.
4. Lead times are just as good, if
not better, in Mexico and South
America as they are in the U.S.
1. Timing – Delivery
2. Flexibility
3. Cost
4. Work Ethic
1. Cost
2. Insufficient fabric supply
1. Insufficient fabric supply
2. Cost
3. Partnerships are becoming less
important to U.S. manufacturers.
1. Cost

Differences
None

None

1. Too focused on efficiency
2. Don’t see their true market
opportunities
None (only one bed-bath U.S.
manufacturer in sample)
None (only one bed-bath global
manufacturer in sample)
1. Flexibility

1. U.S. manufacturers didn’t
change fast enough by going
global.
2. U.S. manufacturers are stuck in
their business model.
3. Delivery
1. Insufficient fabric supply
2. Delivery
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None (only one sourcing agent in
sample)

1. U.S. manufacturers are not
willing to initiate supply chain
management practices.
2. Measurement is not there

RO2. Determine the supply chain structures that are being used by U.S.
manufacturers, global manufacturers, U.S. retailers, and sourcing agents.

U.S. Manufacturers
There were four companies in the sample to be considered U.S.
manufacturers in that at least 50% of their manufacturing is performed in the United
States. One company out of the four had almost 50% of their production being
performed off-shore, but the manufacturing was not being performed in one of their
own facilities. The model in Figure 32 illustrates the common supply chain structure
being used by U.S. textile and apparel manufacturers.
Of the supply chain model’s found from the study’s sample, all companies
had vertical capabilities. Three out of the four companies had vertical capabilities
from yarn to finished fabric, while one company had vertical capabilities from yarn
through greige fabric. They may also source some yarn and greige fabric, usually
from the U.S., but only if they do not have the capabilities to manufacturer those
goods in their own facilities. The U.S. manufacturers in the sample usually work
some with the U.S. retailer in terms of product development, but the U.S.
manufacturers’ main point of contact is usually an off-shore garment manufacturer.
The goods typically being manufactured in the U.S. are finished fabrics that are
being sold to a garment manufacturer in the Western hemisphere: Mexico,
Caribbean, or Central America. The products being made are basic goods or goods
being manufactured for replenishment reasons.
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U.S. Manufacturers
Vertical Capabilities

Yarn

Greige

Finished
Fabric

Off-shore
Garment
Manufacturer

U.S. Retailer

Figure 32. U.S. Manufacturer Supply Chain Model
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)

Global Manufacturers
There were seven companies in the study to be considered global
manufacturers in that at least 50% of their production is performed off-shore. Of the
seven companies, two were textile manufacturers, three were apparel
manufacturers, and two were auxiliary companies. Common supply chain models
were seen amongst the textile manufacturers and the apparel manufacturers. The
models being used by the auxiliary companies are different due to the type of
business they are involved with.
Both global textile and apparel manufacturers seem to being using a mixed
strategy and have at least two supply chain models. Figure 33 illustrates the supply
chain models being used by global textile manufacturers. The global textile
manufacturers in the sample had one supply chain model for the U.S. and the
Western Hemisphere, and they also had a supply chain model for Asia. When
producing in the Western Hemisphere, they are manufacturing in their own facilities.
The global textile manufacturing companies were from different markets, so the type
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of manufacturing may be somewhat different but the overall model applies to both
companies. The global textile manufacturer typically manufacturers finished fabric
and will sell the fabric to a garment manufacturer in Mexico or Central America.
However in the bed-bath market, the global manufacturer may actually finish the
product themselves and send it directly to the retailer.
The second supply chain model for global textile manufacturers is an Asia
model. The textile manufacturer may be hired by the U.S. retailer or by a garment
manufacturer or finisher in Asia. For the bottom weights industry, the global textile
manufacturer in the sample would source finished fabric from a mill that was in their
network of partnerships. For the bed-bath industry, the company in the sample
would either manufacturer the finished product in their own facility or they would
contract out the fabric or finishing of the product from a third party vendor.
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Supply Chain #1: Western Hemisphere Manufacturing in Owned Facilities

Global
Textile
Manufacturer

Owned Manufacturing
Facilities: U.S. Or Mexico

Garment Manufacturer:
Mexico, Central America

U.S. Retailer

Supply Chain #2: Asia

Global
Textile
Manufacturer

Owned Manufacturing
Facilities: Asia
Garment Manufacturer/
Finisher: Asia

U.S. Retailer

Sourcing Manufacturing: Asia

Figure 33. Global Textile Manufacturer Supply Chain Model
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)

Figure 34 illustrates the models being used by global apparel manufacturers.
Supply chain model one depicts the model used by global apparel manufacturers for
their basic goods. Primary research showed that basic goods are usually
manufactured in the Western Hemisphere: U.S., Mexico, Caribbean, and Central
America. All four of the global apparel manufacturers in the sample own garment
manufacturing facilities in the Western Hemisphere, including at least one in the
United States. A global apparel manufacturer will source the finished fabric from
somewhere in the Western Hemisphere and either manufacture the product in one
of their own facilities or source the apparel manufacturing from an outside vendor in
the same hemisphere. The apparel manufacturer will often source their own fabric
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and findings for basic goods, but if it is more economical they may source with a fullpackage provider and allow them to source the fabric. However, primary research
proved that there are few full-package providers within the Western Hemisphere.
The second model being used by global apparel manufacturer is a Asia
model for fashion goods. In this model, the global apparel manufacturer typically
sources with a full-package provider who will take full responsibility of managing the
supply chain. The full-package garment manufacturer will source all fabric, findings,
and trim, and they will take responsibility of the logistics of getting the product to the
customer.
Supply Chain #1: Basic Goods – W estern Hemisphere

Global Apparel Manufacturer
Garment M anufacturing in their own
facilities in the U.S. Mexico,
Caribbean, or Central Am erica

U.S. Retailer

Fabric, Trim , Findings, etc.:
Sourced in W estern Hem isphere
Source garment manufacturing:
W estern Hem isphere, but non-U.S.

Supply Chain #2: Fashion Goods - Asia

Global
Apparel
M anufacturer

Garm ent
Manufacturer: Full Package
Provider in Asia

U.S. Retailer

Fabric, Findings, Trim , etc.

Figure 34. Global Apparel Manufacturer Supply Chain Models
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)
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U.S. Retailers
The major theme seen from the supply chains of U.S. retailers is their use of
full-package sourcing. The preferred sourcing strategy of all U.S. retailers in the
sample from both markets was full-package. The U.S. retailers’ main point of
contact is typically the apparel manufacturer who offers full-package sourcing in that
they will take full responsibility of managing the supply chain. The retailer wants to
communicate with as few people as possible and wants to take on less
responsibility. They want to go to an apparel manufacturer with product
specifications and have the manufacturer produce or source any components and
manufacturing needed. The retailer typically leaves the sourcing and manufacturing
location decisions up to the manufacturer. There were several retailers from the
sample who would also source their own fabric at times. However, the retailer will
specify to the apparel manufacturer what fabric to use. The retailer does not
typically order directly from a fabric manufacturer.
Figure 35 shows the typical full-package supply chain being used by U.S.
retailers. The majority of the U.S. retailers in the sample used both the Western
Hemisphere and Asia for sourcing. The Western Hemisphere - including the U.S.,
the Caribbean, Mexico, and Central America – was typically used for basic and
replenishment goods. However, the majority of the apparel manufacturers are no
longer in the United States. Asia was used more by U.S. retailers for their fashion
goods. Fashion goods can be produced with shorter runs and will not have the
replenishment programs needed like basic goods.
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Basic
Full-Package
Apparel Manufacturer:
Western Hemisphere
U.S. Retailer
Fashion
Full-Package
Apparel Manufacturer:
Asia
Figure 35. U.S. Retailer Supply Chain Structure
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)

Sourcing Agents
Comparisons amongst sourcing agents could not be made because there
was only one in the sample. However, the sourcing agent in the sample is a leader
in the field in that they source from all over the world, have formed partnerships with
manufacturers all over the world, their average sales over the past five years was $4
billion, and 75% of their business comes from U.S. retailers.
Figure 36 illustrates the supply chain structure of a typical sourcing agent as
found through this study. The sourcing agent acts as a supply chain manager for a
retailer, and they will source every aspect of a product including sub-components
and garment manufacturing. Once in awhile they may source with a full-package
garment manufacturer and allow the garment manufacturer to also source the fabric,
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trim, findings, etc. However, in order to manage the supply chain better the sourcing
agent typically prefers to take full responsibility for all sourcing. The sourcing
decisions made will depend on what the customer is trying to accomplish.

Source Fabric,
Findings, Trim, etc.

Retailers

Sourcing
Agent
Source
Garment
Manufacturer

Wholesalers

Figure 36. Sourcing Agent Supply Chain Structure
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)
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RO3. Determine the performance measures that are being used by U.S.
manufacturers, global manufacturers, U.S. retailers, and sourcing agents.
Table 16. Comments Regarding Research Objective Three

1
2

Market

Business

Quantity in
Sample

Bottom
Weights

U.S.
Manufacturer

3

Bottom
Weights

Global
Manufacturer

4

Bottom
Weights

U.S.
Retailer

2

Bed-Bath

U.S.
Manufacturer

1

Bed-Bath

Global
Manufacturer

1

Bed-Bath

U.S.
Retailer

4

Both

Sourcing Agent

1

Comments Pertaining to Research Objective Three
Metrics to Measure Company
Vendor Selection Criteria
Performance
1.Grade of Cotton
1.Quality
2.Quality
2.Product specifications
3. Cost
3.Fall out
4.Availability
4.Inventory turns
5.Financial health
5.On-time delivery
6.Reliability1
1.Mentality
2.Cost
1.On-time delivery
3.Speed2
2.Charge backs
3.Gross margin
4.Quality
5.Compliance
4.Costs
6.Dependability
5.Brand portfolio
6.Balance sheet
7.Reliability
8.Flexibility
7.Growth
9.Product Innovation
8.Quality
10.Profittability
1.On-time delivery
2.Quality
3.Cost
4.Government issues
1.Quality
5.Currency exchange rates
2.On-time delivery
6.Speed
3.Flexibility
7.Flexibility
4.Cost
8.Product Innovation
9.Compliance
10.Financial Health
1.Quality
1.Quality
2.Technical Capabilities
3.Compliance
2.On-time delivery
4.Reliability
3.Sales
5.Cost
1.Service
1.On-time delivery
2.Cost
2.Order fill rate
3.Quality
3.Violations
4.Customer service
1.Quality
2.Service
1.On-time delivery
3.Cost
2.Quality
4.Technical Support
5.Speed
3.Margins
4.Sell-through of goods
6.EDI accuracy
5. In-stock percentages
7.In-stock rates
8. Financial health
9. Product development
1.Consistency
2.Quality
3.On-time Delivery
No comments
4.Compliance
5.Cost

Reliability, service, and on-time delivery were used interchangeably among all respondents.
Speed, lead-time, and response time were used interchangeably among all respondents.
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Figure 37 illustrates the frequency that each performance measure was heard
during the interviews with the study’s sample. The only three performance
measures that were seen among all sectors were quality, cost, and on-time delivery,
and these performance measures were the ones with the highest frequency.
Although there were several additional performance measures used when selecting
a vendor, the global manufacturers had more measures in common with the U.S.
retailers. The additional common performance measures used when selecting a
vendor include speed, compliance, flexibility, and product innovation.

12
8
6
4
2

Performance Measures

Figure 37. Performance Measure Frequency
Results in Relation to Conceptual Framework
Figure 38 re-illustrates the conceptual framework used in this study. The
research focused on how supply chain structures and the strategies used, both
globally and in the U.S., are affected by a competitive environment. And as the
figure shows, strategy and structure will as a result affect a company’s performance.
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Profittability

Mentality

Grade of
Cotton

Government
Issues

EDI
Accuracy

Dependability

Currency
Exchange

Availability

Technical
Support

In-stock
Rates

Flexibility

Financial
Health

Speed

Product
Innovation

Compliance

On-time
Delivery

Quality

0
Cost

Frequency

10

The structure and strategy portions of the framework were redefined in relation to
the results that were received through primary research. The definitions of strategy
and structure in relation to the results illustrate how a company can increase
performance and gain economic competitiveness in a competitive environment.

Competitive Environment

Logistics Environment

Strategy
•Competitive Priorities
•Competitive Scope
•Geographic Scope

Enterprise Logistics
Integration

Performance

Structure
•Network Organization
•Geographic Dispersion

Table 38. Conceptual Framework
Source: Stock, G., Greis, N., & Kasarda, J. (1999). Logistics, Strategy and Structure: A Conceptual
Framework. International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics, 29(4), 224-239.

Structure
Network Organization
Stock, Greis, and Kasarda (1999) defined a network organization as having
three dimensions: vertical integration, flexibility, and cooperation. Primary research
affirmed the three dimensions outlined, but now each dimension can be adapted to
relate directly with the global textile and apparel supply chain.
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Primary research showed that in order to be competitive you must be
manufacturing or sourcing in a part of the world that provides vertical manufacturing.
One company does not have to be vertically integrated in itself, but they must form
partnerships or joint ventures so that they are part of a vertically integrated network.
Having flexibility in your internal supply chain was also an important aspect
found during primary research. A company must have flexibility to change its
operations to run a short or long run at a moment’s notice in order to meet customer
demands. Survey respondents said that this was an area where U.S. textile
manufacturers were lacking. If one company is not flexible enough to make changes
to their operations very quickly, there are plenty more companies, especially offshore, that are willing to be flexible. Having flexibility simply means doing whatever
it takes to meet customer demands and expectations in a timely manner.
The third dimension outlined concerns the cooperation of relationships
between companies. Primary research showed that forming partnerships with your
customers and vendors was very important. Firms must also communicate
frequently and understand one another’s business. Most retailers in the U.S. have
specific vendor selection criteria, and it is very important that manufacturers know
what criteria is being used and the definitions of those criteria. Retailers also use
certain metrics to measure the performance of their vendors, and the results often
influence which vendor gets more business. Therefore, research showed that
manufactures should be measuring themselves according to the same metrics that
their customers are using. Manufacturers should also use those same metrics to
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measure the performance of their own vendor. In return there will be more
cooperation along the entire supply chain.
Geographic Dispersion
Primary research supported Stock, Greis, and Kasarda (1999) in that
geographic dispersion reflected a trend toward the location of manufacturing
facilities in several regions of the world. Research showed that the companies
remaining competitive had a global strategy, which usually involved two supply chain
models. The first model was for fashion goods, and the key area to include in the
supply chain was China. The second model was for basic goods, and the key area
to include in the supply was Central America and any domestic owned facilities.
Research also showed that these areas must not only have vertical capabilities, but
they must also offer full-package sourcing options and a large fabric supply.
Strategy
Competitive Priorities and Competitive Scope
According to Stock, Greis, and Kasarda (1999), competitive priorities define a
company’s strategic manufacturing capabilities and the areas that a company
chooses to compete. Primary research showed that in order to gain competitiveness
in the global textile and apparel industries, companies must be competitive in cost,
quality, delivery, brands, or product/design innovation. A company’s competitive
scope relates to the breadth of their strategy. Research suggested that quality and
delivery are given to be competitive, and that companies must be able to compete in
at least one of the other three areas. Research also suggested that in a few years,
117

companies must be able to compete in at least two of the other three areas: design,
cost, or brands.
Geographical Scope
The conceptual framework used considers a firm’s geographical scope to be
the extent to which their market is dispersed geographically. Primary research
supported all secondary sources in that the textile and apparel industries have seen
an increase in foreign competition. Research showed that the production of textiles
and apparel has seen a huge shift to Asia – particularly to China, India, and the
smaller countries along the Pacific Rim. The production of basic and replenishment
goods was seen to be mainly in Central America, Mexico, and the Caribbean.
Research suggested that in order for U.S. manufacturers to remain competitive they
must have a global strategy and follow where there customer is going. They could
either invest in their own facilities or partner with other manufacturers in these
regions. Research also suggested that U.S. textile manufacturers should partner
with apparel manufacturers in Central America as their hub in order to offer U.S.
retailers a full-package sourcing option in the Western Hemisphere for basic and
replenishment goods.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
The purpose of this research was to analyze the supply chain structures and
performance measures being used by U.S. manufacturers, global manufacturers,
and U.S. retailers in the bed-bath and bottom weight markets. For this research, an
information interview questionnaire composed of three sections was developed by
three researchers working on a collective study concerning global economic
competitiveness. Section one of the questionnaire was directed toward the subject
of this study (Appendix A). The questions were developed from secondary research
and were designed to not only discover the supply chain structures and performance
measures being used, but it was also designed to get the respondent’s insight into
the industry and to find out why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the
areas being sourced by U.S. retailers.
With regards to supply chain structures, this study examined the sample
companies and their primary business operations. The study examined their
manufacturing capabilities, their facility locations, the type of sourced goods, and the
locations from where goods are sourced. The customer base and point of contact
for each company was also found in order to get a good visual depiction of each
company’s supply chain model.
With regards to performance measures, this study examined the vendor
selection criteria being used by U.S. retailers when choosing a supplier, as well as
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the metrics being used by U.S. retailers to measure the performance of their
suppliers. The study also examined the performance measures that U.S. and global
manufacturers in both markets are using when choosing their own vendors, as well
as the metrics they are using to measure their own performance and the
performance of their vendors. The information was used to determine if
manufacturers were using the same performance measures and metrics being used
by U.S. retailers and to determine the communication level of each company’s
supply chain.
Companies in the sample were chosen based on their sales from 1999-2003,
their growth rate from 1999-2003, market share, and product mix. Sourcing
strategies and retail distribution channels were also used when narrowing down the
sample. Respondents from each company were interviewed via face to face or by
phone.
Summary of Results
The success of this study was due to the strength of the sample. The strength of the
sample came from:
1. The methodology used to identify and select the sample
2. The representation of the sample consisted of leaders from diversified
product categories.
3. The openness of the executives to share information on the topic at hand
4. The representation of positions of expertise that were related to the study
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RO1 Determine why U.S. manufacturers are losing market share in the areas
being sourced by U.S. retailers.
Primary and secondary research presented five main reasons as to why U.S.
manufacturers are losing market share:
Cost
Manufacturers in the U.S. cannot compete against low-wage countries on the
basis of first cost. Consumers want quality goods at competitive prices, and
cheap labor is a way to achieve a low first cost product.
Mentality
Off-shore manufacturers in Asia are on-time delivery driven, whereas U.S.
manufacturers are not. The mentality of workers in Asia is to do whatever it
takes to meet customer demands. Research showed that U.S. manufacturers
are resistant to change, and they are more focused on efficiency rather than
delivery and service.
Flexibility
The supply chains, especially internally, of U.S. manufacturers are not flexible
to produce short runs as in Asia. United States manufacturers have their
facilities set up to run long runs and are often resistant to changing the set up
of their facilities to service the customers. Manufacturers in the United States
are also lacking flexibility in their supply chains in that they were often too
slow to move off-shore to follow their customers. Without facilities or
partnerships with manufacturers off-shore, the supply chain is lacking fullpackage sourcing options and flexibility.
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Availability of Goods
With the closing of so many textile facilities in the U.S., there has been a
drastic decrease in domestic textile suppliers. Therefore, U.S. retailers often
have no choice but to source off-shore. The availability of needed fabric and
other sub-components can no longer be found in the United States.
Currently, Asia has the largest fabric and sub-component supply.
Government Legislation
Free trade agreements have allowed the U.S. to trade duty free with other
countries within the agreement. This has caused the majority of apparel
production to move off-shore, and a large portion of textile production has
followed in order to be in close proximity to the apparel manufacturing. The
elimination of quotas in 2005 was predicted to increase the amount of imports
from China. China was predicted to increase their market share in apparel
production to 50 -75%.

RO2. Determine the supply chain structures that are being used by:
U.S. Manufacturers
Textile manufacturers in the United States typically possess vertical
manufacturing capabilities. Only one out of four U.S. textile manufacturers in
the sample also owned facilities off-shore. Their main point of contact for
bottom weight textile manufacturers is the apparel manufacturer, which is
typically off-shore but still in the Western Hemisphere. There were no apparel
manufacturers in the sample that were defined as a U.S. manufacturer.
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Global manufacturers
Research showed that global manufacturers have a blended strategy with two
supply chain structures: Western Hemisphere and Asia. The global
manufacturers in the sample had at least one facility in the U.S., as well as
other owned facilities off-shore: Mexico, the Caribbean, Central America, and
Asia. The production of basic goods was typically performed in their own
facilities or sourced from other manufacturers in the Western Hemisphere.
The production of fashion and more labor-intensive goods were produced in
Asia. Four out of the five global manufacturers in the sample were apparel
manufacturers, and they all provided full-package sourcing options for the
U.S. retailer.
U.S. Retailers
United States retailers want to deal directly with as few people as possible
and they will typically always source full-package. The retailers’ main point of
contact is with the finished goods producer, and they will rely on the
manufacturer to manage the entire supply chain. The retailer will leave all
sourcing decisions up to the manufacturer. Research showed that U.S.
retailers are mainly sourcing fashion goods in Asia and basic goods in the
Western Hemisphere due to proximity.
Sourcing Agents
A sourcing agent will manage every aspect of a supply chain. Their main
point of contact is with the retailer who will provide them with product
specifications. A sourcing agent will source every component of a product.
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An agent will typically source each component separately in order to maintain
control over the supply chain, but they will source full-package depending on
what the customer is trying to accomplish.
RO3. Determine the performance measures that are being used by U.S.
manufacturers, global manufacturers, U.S. retailers, and sourcing
agents.
Overall, secondary and primary research showed that the main performance
measures used when choosing a supplier are those associated with quality, costs,
and delivery. Specific performance measures that may also be associated with
quality, costs, and delivery are compliance, service, and reliability. Quality, costs,
and delivery were also the most frequently seen metrics used by all sectors to
measure the performance of their suppliers. However, research also showed that
retailers will often measure flexibility. Global manufacturers were found to measure
flexibility more so than U.S. manufacturers. No matter what performance measures
were used, all definitions were known and agreed upon by customers and suppliers.
In regards to partnerships, on average all sectors in the study thought that
partnerships were very important with their vendors.
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Conclusions
1. The conceptual framework by Stock, Greis, and Kasarda was proven to be
beneficial to the study.
a. The study proved that a competitive environment influences a firm’s
strategy and structure, which will affect their performance in the end.
b. The study also supported the framework in that in order to improve
performance, a firm must be flexible, cooperative, geographically
dispersed, and be able to compete in more than one area.
2. United States manufacturers are losing market share in the bed-bath and bottom
weight markets.
3. United States manufacturers cannot compete on cost alone; they must compete
on cost, quality, delivery, product innovation, and flexibility.
4. United States retailers source from U.S. textile manufacturers in the bed-bath
market more so than those in the bottom weight market. There are more U.S.
manufacturers in the bed-bath market that offer full-package sourcing for their
customer. However, the goods are typically being manufactured off-shore.
5. The bed-bath market started following the apparel industry a few years ago in
terms of globalization. The apparel industry started seeing the globalization
trend about ten years ago.
6. Performance Measures
a. Partnerships with vendors are very important to U.S. manufacturers,
global manufacturer, and U.S. retailers.
b. On-time delivery and service are as important as cost to U.S. retailers.
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c. Quality, on-time delivery, and cost are the three most frequently used
criteria for vendor selection and performance measurement.
d. Communication seems to be streamlined across the supply chain in that
manufacturers are incorporating their customer’s vendor selection criteria
into their own.
7. Supply Chain Structure
a. The main point of contact for textile manufacturers is the garment/apparel
manufacturer.
b. The main point of contact for an apparel manufacturer (or textile
manufacturer in the bed-bath market) is the retailer.
c. A product’s sub-components are typically manufactured where the product
will be assembled to reduce the movement of goods.
d. Retailers and global apparel manufacturers typically have two supply
chain models: Asia and Western Hemisphere.
8. Sourcing
a. The main sourcing strategy for U.S. retailers in all distribution channels is
full-package.
b. Fashion goods are typically being manufactured in Asia.
c. Basic and replenishment goods are typically being manufactured in the
Western Hemisphere.
d. Global manufacturers are manufacturing only 5-15% in the United States;
90-95% of production is off-shore; 50-99% of their production is sourced
from outside vendors, which are typically off-shore.
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9. Asia
a. Manufacturers in Asia are more on-time delivery driven than U.S.
manufacturers.
b. There are more full-package providers in Asia than anywhere else.
c. Retailers and global manufacturers source in Asia due to cost, work ethic,
infrastructure, good ports, and fabric supply.
d. China is set-up to run very short runs (i.e. fashion goods) but this is
expected to change in the next few years.
10. Central America
a. Central America is used predominantly for proximity and speed to market.
b. Central America’s apparel production has increased as Mexico’s has
decreased due to higher labor costs.
11. Post Quota
a. Retailers and manufacturers involved in sourcing will consolidate the
number of countries that is sourced from.
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12. Benchmark Supply Chain Model
a. Results showed a possible solution for U.S. textile manufacturers to
compete is by partnering with apparel manufacturers, particularly in
Central/South America, in order to provide full-package sourcing options in
the Western Hemisphere. However, in order for the model to offer
flexibility there should be a partnership among all three parties: textile
manufacturer, apparel manufacturer, and retailer.
b. The supply chain model, including material flow and performance
measures, to be used as a benchmark for U.S. manufacturers can be
seen in Figure 39. The solid arrows indicate material flow and the dashed
line indicates point of contact/partnership.

Textile
Manufacturer

CONSUMER
Apparel
Manufacturer /
CMT

Retailer

PERFORMANCE MESUREMENTS:
1. On-time delivery
2. Costs
3. Quality
4. Flexibility

Figure 39. Benchmark Supply Chain Model for U.S. Textile Industry
Source: Nowell, H. (2005)
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Limitations
1. While results showed several similarities among the bottom weight and bed-bath
markets, caution should be taken in the interpretation of the bed-bath results
since there were only one representative in the U.S. and global manufacturer
sample.
2. Though the study’s sample possessed great strength, the results received were
limited due to the sample size. Therefore, results may not be able to be
generalized to the entire U.S. textile and apparel industries.

Recommendations for Future Research
1. Future research could include a more in-depth study into the bed-bath or
bottom weight markets. This would provide insight into niche market
opportunities and strategies to help U.S. manufacturers compete.
2. Future research could examine the different strategies used by major U.S.
retailers in each distribution channel. This study could possibly help U.S.
manufacturers know which retail channel that their capabilities could best
serve so that they may target a specific customer base.
3. Research showed that on-time delivery is just as important as cost to
retailers. Research also showed that fashion goods are typically made in
Asia. Future research could do a time study of how long it would take order
to ship to make an order of fashion bottom weights in the Western
Hemisphere versus Asia. Since retailers prefer full-package sourcing, the
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study should examine the times of full-package manufacturers in Asia and in
the Western Hemisphere.
4. Future research could provide an in-depth study of current global full-package
sourcing providers in order to develop a supply chain model for U.S.
manufacturers.
5. Research showed that there are few full-package options in the Western
Hemisphere. Therefore, additional research is needed to perform a market
feasibility study for full-package sourcing options in the Western Hemisphere.
This is needed for U.S. textile manufacturers to remain competitive in the
global market.
6. Research suggested that U.S. manufacturers do not understand their
opportunities in the market. A study is needed to discover the real cost of
markdowns as well as how to eliminate the need for markdowns for U.S.
retailers.
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES
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U.S. Retailer Questionnaire

1. What criteria are used when selecting a vendor?
2. What metrics are used to measure the performance of your vendor?
3. Have the definitions of the performance measures used been agreed upon by
your vendors?
4. What performance measures do you think are most important to U.S.
manufacturers?
5. On a scale of 1 to 5, describe the importance of partnerships with your
vendors.
1=not important 2=somewhat important 3=neutral 4=important 5=very important

6. What different sourcing strategies do you use?
7. What is the preferred sourcing strategy for your bottom weight/bed-bath
products?
8. What are the advantages/disadvantages to sourcing offshore?
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U.S. / Global Manufacturer Questionnaire
1. Who are your customers?
2. What criteria do you believe is most important to U.S. retailers when choosing
a vendor – both manufacturing and component?

3. What criteria do you use when choosing a vendor?

4. What metrics do you use to measure your own performance? The
performance of your vendors?

5. Have the definitions of the used performance measures been agreed upon by
your customers and vendors? Are customer requirements incorporated into
what is required by your vendors?

6. On a scale of 1 to 5, describe the importance of partnerships with your
vendors and customers.
1=not important 2=somewhat important 3=neutral 4=important 5=very important

7. Do you own manufacturing locations off-shore?
8. Is your company involved in any sourcing? If so, do you source within the
U.S., off-shore, or both?
9. What components do you manufacture and/or source in the U.S.? Offshore?
10. Does your company rely on push or pull marketing?
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Generic Questionnaire – Auxiliary Companies
1. Where do you see global textile supply chains going? Why?
2. What are the drivers of the global textile supply chain today? The future?
3. What are the advantages of doing business with China rather than other
countries in this hemisphere?
4. What advantages do manufacturers in Asia have over U.S. manufacturers
besides costs?
5. In your experience working with U.S. retailers, what criteria do you believe is
most important to them when choosing a vendor?
6. How important are partnerships with the retailers to the manufacturers in
Asia? Where do you see this going in the future?
7. From your experience, what sourcing strategies are preferred today U.S.
retailers and brand marketers?
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APPENDIX B: INITIAL CONTACT LETTER
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Date

Contact Name
Company
Address
City, State Zip
Dear Contact Name:
<Reference name, company>, suggested that we contact you regarding our
research study. Our study focuses on the textile supply chain and examines the
issues of global trade, supply chain structures, performance measures, and logistics
cost structures. Your company has been selected to participate in this study, and
your confidentiality will be secured.
We will be conducting information interviews in your area the week __. We would
like to set up a time to meet with members of your company in the given areas
during this week if possible. If an on-site visit is not possible during this week we
would like to arrange a conference call when convenient. The questionnaire to be
administered during the information interview is attached for your review. We will
follow-up with you via email or by phone to discuss a possible meeting time. Please
let us know when you will be available during this time or if there is someone else
that we should contact.
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated. If you have any questions concerning the
studies, please contact us via email at one of the addresses below.
Sincerely,

Hope Nowell
Graduate Student
NCSU/ITT
chnowell@unity.ncsu.edu

Lynsey Cesca
Graduate Student
NCSU/ITT
lacesca@unity.ncsu.edu

Michael Jones
Graduate Student
NCSU/ITT
majones6@unity.ncsu.edu

Nancy L. Cassill, Ph.D.
George Hodge, Ph.D.
Michelle Jones, Ph.D.
Professor – NCSU
Professor-NCSU
Professor-NCSU
Nancy_Cassill@ncsu.edu George_Hodge@ncsu.edu Michelle_Jones@ncsu.edu

139

APPENDIX C: MARKET POPULATION
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Table C1. Bottom Weights Manufacturer Population
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Table C2. Bottom Weights Retailer Population
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TableC3. Bed-Bath Manufacturer Population
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TableC4. Bed-Bath Retailer Population
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