
 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

MOORE, MEGAN EILEEN Made in the USA, Country of Origin, Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing (Under the direction of Dr. Lori Rothenberg and Dr. Marguerite Moore). 

 

Made in the USA is a branding and label application based on the concept which 

academics refer to as Country of Origin (COO). [Appendix A is an acronym reference guide.] 

The purpose of this study is to investigate Made in the USA apparel from a consumer 

perspective. Based on insights from the literature review, the research will identify the 

antecedents and moderators that impact consumer purchasing decisions for apparel that bear the 

Made in the USA label using a series of hypotheses to guide inquiry into Made in the USA. 

Consumer surveys are implemented to address the research question and hypotheses. The 

Extended Theory of Planned Behavior (ETPB) provides theoretical direction for hypotheses 

development to examine the impact of Made in the USA among consumers. Latent variable 

modeling, namely Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in AMOS, was used to analyze Made in 

the USA labeling consumer data. The study found that ETPB was an adequate model for 

Purchase Intention of Made in the USA apparel. The study found evidence to support the 

hypotheses that Attitude, Perceived Behavioral Control, and Consumer Ethnocentrism towards 

Made in the USA apparel are all significantly positively related to intention to purchase Made in 

the USA apparel products. The current study did not find evidence to support the hypothesis that 

Subjective Norm towards Made in the USA apparel is positively related to intention to purchase 

Made in the USA apparel products. 

Reshoring is defined in this study as the act of reintroducing Domestic Manufacturing. 

This study aims to investigate Reshoring for the Textile and Apparel Industry in the United 

States, from a company perspective. To that end, one research objective, comprising three parts, 



 

 

 

is proposed to guide the investigation of Reshoring in the U.S. textile and apparel industry. 

Qualitative, in-depth interviews are implemented to address the research objective. Dunning's 

Eclectic Theory of the Firm provides direction for exploring the Reshoring phenomenon. 

Content analysis, using manual methods in NVivo, was used to analyze the interview data. The 

study found five primary categories of factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing - U.S. 

Operational Considerations, Global Trade Impacts, Cost Considerations, Stakeholder Drivers, 

and Labor Considerations. The current study proposes the novel idea of Hybrid Vigor Supply 

Chains. A Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain is defined as a mixed supply chain that possesses survival 

and performance superiority, compared to current distinctly pure supply chain strategies. Based 

on current supply chain strategies, a Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain is a supply chain that has 

superior performance due to its adaptability, transparency, circularity, survivability and does not 

create waste. Advantages and disadvantages of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing are 

discussed.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Made in the USA emerged as a phenomenon of interest in the apparel industry, in large 

part due to the rise of ethnocentrism and global events. Ethnocentrism refers to consumers' 

propensity to prefer domestic products based on a sense of national pride (Suh et al., 2016). 

Certain events beginning in the 21st Century, such as the 9/11 attacks and the Great Recession of 

2008, drove renewed patriotism and subsequently increased ethnocentrism among U.S. 

consumers (Bhaduri & Ha-Brookshire, 2015). Due to the Great Recession of 2008, interest in 

purchasing products made in America has increased among consumers, from a desire to support 

American manufacturing jobs (Zatepilina-Monacell, 2014). The recent Coronavirus pandemic 

has led to an increased marketing power of the Made in the USA label (Simonite, 2020).  

Terrorism, the Great Recession, and the Coronavirus pandemic have led to renewed 

isolationism that upsurges Domestic Manufacturing across the globe. The U.S. apparel industry 

is particularly isolationist and protectionist about its operations (Kincade & Annett-Hitchcock, 

2021). This heightened level of ethnocentrism is particularly of interest to the U.S. apparel 

industry, as the heritage of Made in the USA products continues to be present among consumer 

perceptions (Bhaduri & Ha-Brookshire, 2015). Future research is necessary to "address the 

similarities and differences between the Country of Origin Effect and Made in the USA effect 

among consumers' perceptions" (Bhaduri & Ha-Brookshire, 2015, p. 514).  

Made in the USA is simply a branding application based on the concept which academics 

refer to as Country of Origin (COO). The definition of COO is "the location where an article was 

wholly obtained; when more than one country is involved, the location where the last substantial 

transformation was carried out; the location where there is a change in the product designation 
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number, according to the Harmonized Commodity Code and Designation System (H.S.)" (Kunz, 

Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 426). Per Forney, Pelton, Caton, & Rabolt (1999), COO is an 

extrinsic evaluation criterion and is required by many nations to ensure that consumers know if 

they are buying domestic or imported goods. The Country of Origin Effect (COOE) is defined by 

Suh, Hur & Davies (2016) as "the influence on a buyer considering a product or service from 

another country due to stereotyping of that country and its outputs" (p. 2721). There is an 

increasing demand for product origin information for U.S. textile and apparel products resulting 

from the abundance of multinational products (Ha-Brookshire, 2012). Many brands in retail and 

wholesale use COO as a communicative tool as a component of their branding strategy (Rashid 

& Barnes, 2018). Textile and apparel labels, including American Giant, Reformation, Todd 

Shelton, Pendleton, and New Balance commonly signal Made in the USA in their marketing 

communications (Rindskopf, 2018).  

 

1.1 Purpose of the Research 

This study aims to investigate Made in the USA apparel in the United States from a 

consumer perspective. In pursuit of meeting the goal of this research, the following research 

objective is proposed: 

 

Research Objective: Identify the antecedents and moderators that impact consumer purchasing 

decisions for apparel that bear the Made in the USA label. 
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1.2 Conceptual Framework 

A comprehensive literature review was conducted on Made in the USA and Country of 

Origin to approach the research objective. The research objective is addressed using consumer 

surveys. The Extended Theory of Planned Behavior (ETPB) provides theoretical direction for 

hypothesis development to examine the impact of Made in the USA among consumers. Latent 

variable modeling, namely Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), was used to analyze the 

consumer survey data.  

 

1.3 Significance 

Empirical attention to the impact of Made in the USA on apparel purchasing behavior is 

limited to a few studies (e.g., Sletten Daneshvary & Schwer, 2001; Bhaduri, 2017), despite the 

emphasis of this attribute among contemporary market positioning (Rindskopf, 2018). Past 

literature that focuses upon COO provides limited insight into the likely effects of Made in the 

USA on consumer purchasing behavior. Therefore, an updated understanding Made in the USA 

impact within the current domestic consumer market for apparel is necessary to understand the 

potential for leveraging this attribute as an alternative form of marketing advantage. The current 

study's main contribution to the existing literature is that ETPB is an adequate model for 

predicting Purchase Intention (PI) of Made in the USA apparel products. Additionally, the 

current study combines Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) as an antecedent, with the traditional 

Attitude (ATT), Subjective Norm (SN), and Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) from ETPB, to 

PI for Made in the USA apparel products.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The literature is presented to inform the research objective and consumer behavior study. 

Due to the lack of direct empirical attention on the impact of Made in the USA on consumer 

behavior, direction from Country of Origin (COO) and Country of Origin Effects (COOE) 

literature are also considered. Based on insights from the literature, this research develops a 

series of hypotheses to guide inquiry into Made in the USA apparel. The COO of products is 

communicated by the phrasing "Made in (name of country)" (Bilkey & Nes, 1982 p. 89). 

Therefore, Made in the USA can be considered an application of COO studied for decades and 

has global applications. The country image is "the overall perception consumers form of 

products from a particular country, based on their prior perceptions of the country's production 

and marketing strengths and weaknesses" (Bilkey & Nes, 1982, p. 480). Roth and Romeo (1992) 

define COOE as examining "how consumers perceive products emanating from a particular 

country" (p. 477). Durand (2016) characterizes COO as a "mature topic" spanning multiple 

industries and decades through a comprehensive literature review incorporating 355 empirical 

and conceptual articles. The literature for both Made in the USA and COO is presented in 

chronological order due to the limited attention to Made in the USA. 

 

2.1 Made in the USA and COO Literature 

Per Huddleston, Cassill, & Hamilton, when consumers look at the label of an apparel 

garment, the four most prominent pieces of information are the brand, fiber content, care 

information, and COO (1993). This study includes Made in the USA as a factor for consumers' 

attitudes towards buying American-made products and finds that COO and quality proneness are 
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significant predictors of brand orientation (Huddleston et al., 1993). Sletten Daneshvary & 

Schwer (2001) finds that buying US-made apparel is less important for younger, college-

educated respondents and individuals employed in service occupations. Sletten Daneshvary & 

Schwer (2001) state that "research which directly examines the relationship between COO 

preference for apparel and the independent variables of patriotism and age would add 

significantly to the COO literature" (p. 26).  

Liefeld (2004) performed a study at the retail point-of-purchase among North American 

consumers and found that COO is not necessary for the decision-making process at the time of 

purchase. Moreover, of the 1,248 consumers in this study, 93 percent do not know the COO of 

the product being purchased (Liefeld, 2004). Among the 91 individuals who knew the COO at 

the time of purchase, only 27 (2.2%) indicated that COO was a purchasing factor (Liefeld, 2004).  

According to Pharr, additional research is needed into antecedents of COOE (2005). Ha-

Brookshire & Norum (2011) finds that for sustainable products, age, gender, and consumer 

attitudes toward socially responsible apparel and the environment, impact consumers' willingness 

to pay premium prices for Made in the USA. They find that half of their respondents are willing 

to pay a premium price (five dollars or more) for organic, sustainable, and US-grown cotton T-

shirts (Ha-Brookshire & Norum, 2011). Additionally, in a different study by Norum & Ha-

Brookshire (2011), they find a consumer emphasis on U.S. fiber origin with transparency, and 

they suggest creating a certification and verification process for transparent U.S. fibers. 

Consumers desire a cotton apparel product that is low priced, made from U.S. cotton with a 

transparent supply chain, and produced via sustainable methods (Norum & Ha-Brookshire, 

2011).  
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According to a 2012 study by Ha-Brookshire, which conceptualizes COO as Country of 

Parts and Country of Manufacturing, both concepts impact consumer purchase preferences, 

perceptions of price, and perceptions of sustainability value. When consumers perceive that the 

price is unusually high, overall consumers' purchase preferences significantly decreases, even 

when manufactured domestically or having high perceived sustainability (Ha-Brookshire, 2012). 

Ha-Brookshire (2012) further stipulates that opportunity lies in making COO more prominent, 

enhancing consumer purchase preferences and perceived values.  

In the global market, international consumers seek American-made home furnishings 

products for the status symbol they represent rather than for the domestic reputation of a heritage 

brand (Zatepilina-Monacell, 2014). Bhaduri & Ha-Brookshire (2015) notes that males are more 

likely to rely on their existing schemas for judgment compared to females in the case of Made in 

the USA but not for Fair Labor claims. Some differences may exist between COOE and Made in 

the USA, leading to a need to study the similarities and differences between the two (Bhaduri & 

Ha-Brookshire, 2015). 

However, according to Collins & Weiss' 2015 paper, the authenticity and provenance of 

luxury textiles brands are critical drivers for purchasing, and these drivers are essential to the 

perception of quality. Katsumata & Song (2016) finds that Japanese and South Korean 

consumers prefer domestic products, but Chinese and U.S. consumers do not care about the 

product's origin. Per Brodie and Benson-Rea (2016), branding managers should adopt a broad 

and integrated perspective of COO beyond the image and identity and towards a collective brand 

meaning. Consumers are only willing to pay a fifteen percent premium price for products with 

fair trade messages (Rashid & Byun, 2018). A broad perspective of COO branding is advocated 
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by Brodie & Benson-Rea (2016) to include collective meaning and consider the roles of sellers, 

buyers, and other stakeholders.  

Suh, Hur & Davies (2016) divulge that cultural appropriation positively influences the 

COOE and purchase intentions. There is a difference in COOE among performance products and 

personal products, in that COOE for performance products is enhanced by cultural appropriation 

influence, whereas COOE in personal products stems more from a direct influence over purchase 

intentions (Suh et al., 2016). This study focuses on cultural appropriation, adopting another 

country's culture, rather than ethnocentrism, preferring domestic products from a sense of 

national pride (Suh et al., 2016).  

For consumer brands, there is little empirical research into the effectiveness of United 

States-based sourcing initiatives (Bhaduri, 2017). Bhaduri (2017) investigates consumers' 

understanding and evaluation of Made in the USA messages, which are consistent/inconsistent 

with consumers' prior knowledge and expectations about a brand's U.S. sourcing strategies. This 

study finds that "consumer-perceived message credibility, attitude toward message, and attitude 

toward brand were highest for congruent messages, followed by messaging where incongruity 

was resolved and lowest when incongruity was not resolved" (Bhaduri, 2017, p. 74). Consumers' 

brand attitudes change from message exposure, with positive changes occurring when 

incongruity exists followed by congruity and the most negative changes occurring when there is 

incongruity non-resolution (Bhaduri, 2017). When Made in the USA marketing messages conflict 

with a consumer's existing expectations, they are perceived as less credible (Bhaduri, 2017). 

A 2018 study by Yu & Kim investigates financial profitability based on profitability, 

inventory, cost, and lost sales via sourcing simulations. When comparing offshore sourcing to 

reshoring sourcing through a Made in USA domestic production strategy, the domestic strategy 
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provides better financial profitability, mainly when there is more supply than demand, either 

through fewer customers than expected or over-assortment error (Yu & Kim, 2018). This study 

implores apparel manufacturers to consider Made in the USA as a strategy for increasing 

retailers' consumer responsiveness to uncertain demand and to offset merchandise plan errors 

(Yu & Kim, 2018). Furthermore, Made in USA domestic production strategies may assist with 

avoiding surplus inventory, reducing markdowns, and providing a larger variety in seasonal 

products (Yu & Kim, 2018). 

Multiple retail and wholesale brands are using COO as a communicative tool and overall 

branding strategy (Rashid & Barnes, 2018). Rashid & Byun (2018) state that fair trade messages 

can counteract negative COOE when consumers evaluate a brand, leading to an increased 

willingness to pay premium prices. Consumers may evaluate products made in developing 

countries and products made in the U.S. with similar favorability when exposed to fair trade 

messages (Rashid & Byun, 2018).  

Despite brand attitude and brand trust increasing when developing countries use fair trade 

practices, consumers become hesitant once there is an additional fifteen percent greater cost for 

these fair-trade products, even with fair trade messages (Rashid & Byun, 2018). Rashid & 

Barnes (2018) claim that a brand's history, positioning, brand value, and type of market sector 

may all be dependent on COO associations. In 2019 International Textile and Apparel 

Association conference proceedings, Dubreuil and Lu found that Made in the USA apparel is 

almost 400% more likely to be womenswear. They also found that Made in the USA apparel is 

over 180% more likely to be reordered at least in the next year, lending credence to their notion 

that high speed to market and flexibility are essential aspects of Made in the USA apparel 

(DuBreuil & Lu, 2019).  
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Moreover, Made in the USA was 150% more likely to be at a premium of at least 20% 

higher than the average product selling price, and still higher than the average price even when 

sold at a discounted price (DuBreuil & Lu, 2019). Consumers' cultural orientations influence the 

consumers' responsiveness to patriotism-themed ads, and this influence is mediated by the 

chronic level of national identity (Yoo & Lee, 2019). Koreans, who are traditionally 

collectivistic, have a higher level of national identification when compared to Americans, who 

are more individualistic (Yoon & Lee, 2019). Additionally, multiple studies have investigated 

the impacts of COO on luxury textiles products (e.g., Aiello et al., 2009; Jung, Lee, Kim, & 

Yang, 2014; Chung, Youn, & Lee 2014; Collins & Weiss, 2015; Correa & Parente-Laverde, 

2017).  

 

2.2 Extended Theory of Planned Behavior and Made in the USA Hypotheses 

The current study adopted a modified Extended Theory of Planned Behavior (ETPB) to 

explore Made in the USA consumer behavior. The ETPB provides insight into consumer 

purchase intention and thus can aid in identifying the antecedents and moderators that impact 

consumer purchasing decisions for textiles and apparel which bear the Made in the USA label. 

The ETPB and model constructs were discussed, followed by the adaptation of the ETPB to the 

purchasing behavior of textiles and apparel which bear the Made in the USA label. The Theory of 

Reasoned Action and the Theory of Planned Behavior (TBP) are popular models for predicting 

consumers' behavior (Yousafzai, Foxall & Pallister, 2010). Theory of Reasoned Action assumes 

that one's behavioral intention is an antecedent immediately preceding one's individual behavior, 

which can be controlled (Yousafzai et al., 2010; Chen & Hung 2016) (Figure 1).  
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One limitation of the Theory of Reasoned Action is that individuals do not always have 

complete control of a situation; thus, Ajzen's TPB addresses this by including behavior beliefs, 

normative beliefs, and control beliefs (Ajzen, 1991; Yousafzai et al., 2010) (Figure 2). An 

important distinction of TPB is that human beings act in a rational behavior resulting in the 

elements included in TPB, which are Attitudes (ATT), Subjective Norms (SN), and Perceived 

Behavioral Control (PBC) (Ajzen, 1991; Chen & Hung 2016).  

 

Figure 1. Theory of Reasoned Action Model; from Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). 

 

 

Figure 2. Theory of Planned Behavior Model (TPB Model); from Ajzen (1991). 
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The traditional TPB model uses ATT, SN, and PBC as correlated exogenous constructs 

that lead to the intentions and behavior of interest (Quintal, Lee & Soutar, 2010). The ETPB 

specifies that relationships between ATT, SN, and PBC should be considered endogenous within 

the model (Quintal et al., 2010). The ETPB is more effective than the traditional Theory of 

Planned Behavior and Theory of Reasoned Action as a research framework explaining purchase 

intention (Paul et al., 2016).  

The ETPB is applicable to the textile and apparel industry (e.g., Ha-Brookshire & 

Norum, 2011; Cao et al., 2014; Hwang, Lee, and Diddi, 2015; Tao & Xu, 2018). Ha-Brookshire 

& Norum (2011) studies consumer interest in sustainability, in conjunction with U.S.-made, in 

their investigation of organic, sustainable, and U.S.-grown cotton T-shirts. Cao et al. (2014) 

advocate for locally produced textiles made of natural fibers, such as sheep’s wool and natural 

dyes from plant sources. They suggest buying local to alleviate some of the negative 

environmental and social equity issues that can result from global textile and apparel 

manufacturing (Cao et al., 2014). This study finds that students' overall sustainability attitudes, 

including equity, economy, and environment, were an antecedent to students' preferences for 

locally produced textiles (Cao et al., 2014). Hwang, Lee, and Diddi (2015) uses Theory of 

Reasoned Action to investigate Generation Y's moral obligations and purchasing intentions for 

organic, fair-trade, and recycled apparel products. Tao and Xu (2018) investigate consumers’ 

purchase intention and adoption of fashion subscription retailing by studying ATT, SN, PBC, 

perceived usefulness, and perceived enjoyment.  

Pharr's 2005 literature review calls for more structured modeling when addressing the 

COO paradigm. According to Pharr, antecedents are the "conceptual foundations", moderators 

are the "modifications in theoretical function", and outcomes are the "implications" that serve as 



13 

 

the conceptual foundations of COO (p. 35). The ETPB model does consider the ability of 

multiple background factors, such as age, gender, ethnicity, education, socioeconomic status, 

personality, and other factors to influence an individual's held beliefs (De Leeuw, Valois, Ajzen, 

and Schmidt, 2015). The three predictors of purchase intention, called antecedents, in ETPB, are 

Attitudes towards the behavior (ATT), Subjective Norms (SN), and Perceived Behavioral 

Control (PBC), each of which will now be discussed in detail, as well as the additional construct 

of Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE). Hypotheses that illuminate the research objective will also be 

presented in the corresponding sections. 

  

2.2.1 Attitude (ATT) 

The first determinant of behavioral intention outlined in the ETPB is the ATT. The ATT 

towards the behavior of interest is defined as "the degree to which a person has a favorable or 

unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of the behavior in question" (Ajzen, 1991 p. 188). ATTs are 

assumed to be influenced by behavioral beliefs (Ajzen, 1991). ATT was a function of the 

respondent's beliefs about results from purchasing textiles and apparel which bear the Made in 

the USA label and the evaluation of the results (adapted from Kang et al., 2013). Consumers with 

favorable ATT towards Made in the USA apparel will likely exhibit a higher purchase intention.  

 

H1: Attitude towards Made in the USA apparel is positively related to intention to 

purchase Made in the USA apparel products (adapted from Paul et al., 2016). 

 

For the current study, the survey questions regarding ATT, SN, PBC, and Purchase 

Intention (PI) were developed from survey questions used in Paul et al. (2016) to investigate 
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predicting green product consumption using the ETPB. A 7-point Likert scale was used for this 

question. H1 was tested based on the current survey questions regarding the ATT and PI (ATT1 

through ATT3 and PI1 through PI5 in Appendix B). 

  

2.2.2 Subjective Norm (SN) 

SN is defined as "the perceived social pressure to perform or not perform the behavior" 

(Ajzen, 1991 p. 188). The underlying determinates of SN are Normative Beliefs (Ajzen, 1991). 

Per Ajzen (1991), Normative Beliefs are determined by the likelihood that peers and social 

groups will approve or disprove of performing the behavior of interest. The SN was the 

respondent's belief about what others think regarding whether the respondent should purchase 

textiles and apparel which bear the Made in the USA label and the respondent's motivation to 

comply with other people's general textile and apparel decision making (adapted from Kang et 

al., 2013). Consumers who think that others want them to purchase Made in the USA apparel will 

likely exhibit a higher purchase intention. H2 was tested based on the current survey questions 

regarding the SN and PI (SN1 through SN4 and PI1 through PI5 in Appendix B). 

 

H2: Subjective Norm is positively related to intention to purchase Made in the USA 

apparel products (adapted from Paul et al., 2016). 

 

2.2.3 Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) 

According to Paul et al. (2016), the PBC is the most important of the three antecedents in 

ETPB when the behavior of interest is under volitional control. Ajzen (1991) defines PBC as 

"people's perception of the ease or difficulty of performing the behavior of interest" (p. 183). An 
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important aspect of PBC is that it reflects upon past experiences and indicates anticipated 

obstacles and impediments to the behavior of interest (Ajzen, 1991). Control beliefs provide the 

foundation for PBC, and they involve "the presence or absence of requisite resources and 

opportunities" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 196). In this study, PBC was the extent to which the respondent 

feels that they can control the difficulties/barriers to purchasing textiles and apparel which bear 

the Made in the USA label (adapted from Kang et al., 2013). Consumers who feel they have 

access to Made in the USA apparel will likely exhibit a higher purchase intention.  

 

H3: Perceived Behavioral Control is positively related to intention to purchase Made in 

the USA apparel products (adapted from Paul et al., 2016). 

 

H3 was tested based on the current survey questions regarding the PBC and PI (PBC1 

through PBC7 and PI1 through PI5 in Appendix B). 

 

2.2.4 Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) 

When developing an adapted ETPB model, additional variables of interest may be added 

to extend the model to address the behavior of interest (e.g., Kang et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2016; 

Hsu et al., 2017). Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) is defined as "the beliefs held by American 

consumers about the appropriateness, indeed morality, of purchasing foreign-made products" 

(Shimp & Sharma, 1987, p. 280). Furthermore, CE "indicates a general proclivity of buyers to 

shun all imported products irrespective of price or quality considerations due to nationalistic 

reasons" (Shankarmahesh, 2004, p. 147). Some consumers will refuse to purchase imported 

products and even go so far as chastising those consumers who do buy imported goods, stating 
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that buying imported goods causes the loss of American jobs, hurts the domestic economy, and is 

unpatriotic (Shimp & Sharma, 1987).  

In some cases, consumers are even made to feel guilty for purchasing foreign goods, and 

patriotic advertisements may be implemented to reinforce the duty to choose domestic goods 

over imported goods (Sharma, Shimp, & Shin, 1995). CE and COO bias are two different and 

independent topics (Shankarmahesh, 2004). The construct of CE can explain consumers' 

preferences for products from their home country when compared to foreign alternatives 

(Zeugner-Roth, Žabkar, & Diamantopoulos, 2015).  

When an individual is highly ethnocentric, purchasing imported products can be both an 

economic issue and a moral problem (Sharma et al., 1995). Ethnocentric consumers tend to 

evaluate domestically manufactured products more favorably than imported products 

(Fernández-Ferrín, Bande-Vilela, Klein, and del Río-Araújo, Fernández-Ferrín, 2015). They may 

even feel that "not buying foreign imports is good, appropriate, desirable, and patriotic; buying 

them is bad, inappropriate, undesirable, and irresponsible" (Sharma et al., 1995, p. 27). 

Ethnocentric consumers are generally more likely to be older, female, hold patriotic views, have 

lower levels of education, and have lower levels of income. (Fernández-Ferrín et al., 2015).  

CE is primarily driven by an economic motive for domestic country bias (Zeugner-Roth, 

Žabkar, & Diamantopoulos, 2015). CE captures the belief about the moral appropriateness of 

buying foreign products while animosity captures the feeling of anger toward a specific country 

and the willingness of a consumer to buy from that country (Fernández-Ferrín et al., 2015). 

Animosity only predicts the consumers' willingness to buy, while the CE predicts both the 

willingness to buy and product judgements (Fernández-Ferrín et al., 2015). For the current study, 

the focus was placed on CE, as this will capture both willingness to buy and product judgements. 
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In terms of ETPB constructs concerning CE, an example of commodities-based beliefs 

and attitudes include the perceptions that a consumer has towards the quality of a product and the 

product's value (Fernández-Ferrín et al., 2015). In a literature review by Shankarmahesh (2004), 

the four categories of CE antecedents are socio-psychological, economic, political, and 

demographic. The socio-psychological antecedents for CE include cultural openness, world 

mindedness, patriotism, conservatism, collectivism, animosity, materialism, list of values, 

salience, and dogmatism (Shankarmahesh, 2004). Economic antecedents include capitalism, 

stage of economic development, improving national economy, and improving personal finances 

(Shankarmahesh, 2004). Political antecedents of CE include political propaganda, history of 

oppression, leader manipulation, and proximity, size, and power of out-groups (Shankarmahesh, 

2004). Demographic antecedents include age, gender, education, income, race/ethnicity, and 

social class (Shankarmahesh, 2004). Of these, Stere &Trajani considers age, gender, education, 

and income the most important (2015). According to Sharma et al. (1995), antecedents for CE 

are openness to foreign cultures, patriotism, conservativism, and collectivism/individualism. 

Openness to foreign cultures has a negative correlation, while patriotism, conservativism, and 

those with collectivistic goals are positively correlated with CE (Sharma et al., 1995). Carpenter, 

Moore, Alexander, & Doherty (2013) indicates that social interactions, e.g., travel, migration, 

and interactions with foreigners, and cosmopolitanism, willingness to engage with the other, 

reduce ethnocentrism towards retailers. Rybina, Reardon, & Humphrey (2010) study patriotism 

and cosmopolitism as antecedents for CE and find a significant positive effect of patriotism and a 

significant negative effect of cosmopolitism on ethnocentric attitudes. In a study of consumers in 

Kazakhstan, CE resulted in higher consumption of domestic products and decreased 
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consumption of foreign products (Rybina et al., 2010). Fernández-Ferrín et al. (2015) find that 

CE is higher amongst older consumers.  

However, by limiting the age to a narrower range between 18 to 35, the current study was 

focused only on CE amongst Generation Y and Generation Z. Consequences of CE include both 

direct and indirect factors (Shankarmahesh, 2004). Outcomes for CE include attitude towards 

foreign product, purchase intention, and support for foreign products (Shankarmahesh, 2004). 

Examples of direct consequences of CE include attitude toward buying foreign products, 

purchase intention, support for foreign product, perceived cost, and product evaluation 

(Shankarmahesh, 2004). Indirect mediators between CE and outcomes include perceived equity, 

empathy, perceived cost, responsibility, COO, and product evaluation (Shankarmahesh, 2004). 

Indirect moderators of the relationship between CE and outcomes include perceived product 

necessity, perceived economic threat, and cultural similarity (Shankarmahesh, 2004).  

More research is needed on the link between CE and attitudes towards buying local and 

COO (Stere & Trajani, 2015). The personal views concerning the most appropriate behavior with 

respect to the individuals' self-interest can include the choice of the product (Fernández-Ferrín et 

al., 2015). Attitudes and normative beliefs include the opinions about whether foreign products 

should be purchased (Fernández-Ferrín et al., 2015). Consumers who feel morally obligated to 

buy Made in the USA apparel will likely exhibit a higher purchase intention.  

 

H4: Consumer Ethnocentrism is positively related to intention to purchase Made in the USA 

apparel products.  
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Shimp & Sharma (1987) originally developed the 17 item Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale 

as a measure of CE using 7-point Likert responses. Multiple studies confirm the reliability and 

validity of this Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale as a measurement of CE and further reduce the 

Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale to 10 items and then six items (e.g., Netemeyer, Durvasula, & 

Lichtenstein, 1991; Luque-Martinez, Ibanez-Zapata, & del Barrio-Garcia, 2000; Bawa, 2004; 

Gabrielle Klein, Ettenson, & Krishnan, 2006; Stere &Trajani, 2015). The current study used an 

adaptation of the six item Consumer Ethnocentrism Scale by Gabrielle Klein, Ettenson & 

Krishnan in 2006 to determine the CE (CE1 through CE6 in Appendix B). H4 was tested based 

on the current survey questions regarding the CE and PI (CE1 through CE7 and PI1 through PI5 

in Appendix B). 

 

2.2.5 Adapted ETPB Model for Made in the USA 

Figure 3 shows the total adapted ETPB Model for Made in the USA apparel. In this 

model, ATT, SN, PBC, and CE all positively correlate with PI toward Made in the USA apparel. 

These positive relationships are by the hypotheses labeled H1 through H4. The double-sided 

arrows in Figure 3 between ATT, SN, PBC, and CE are the covariances. Variance is the measure 

of the variability of a random variable, whereas by definition, "the covariance of two random 

variables is the measure of their joint variability, or their degree of association" (Rice, 2007, p. 

138).  

Generally, when ATT and SN are both favorable, then the PBC is greater, and the 

individual's intention towards performing the behavior of interest is also stronger (Ajzen, 1991). 

However, Ajzen (1991) points out that any number of antecedents, as well as the degree to which 

these antecedents impact the intention to perform the behavior of interest, may vary across 
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behaviors and situations. Therefore, it is vital to identify and determine the degree to which the 

antecedents predict the behavior of interest, in this case, the purchasing of Made in the USA 

apparel products. 

 

 

Figure 3. Adapted ETPB Model for Made in the USA; source: author. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

This study aims to investigate Made in the USA Apparel in the United States from a 

consumer perspective. The current study will use a survey to address the Made in the USA 

research objective and subsequent hypotheses. This study used quantitative information via 

Structural Equation Modeling.  

 

3.1 Use of Surveys 

Surveys were used to investigate the Made in the USA research objective and hypotheses. 

These surveys were created, distributed, and stored in Qualtrics. The sampling frame was a list of 

3,000 randomly selected undergraduate and graduate students at North Carolina State University 

provided by the university's Office of Institutional Research and Planning. The survey was 

administered between November 4, 2019, and February 20, 2020. There were 344 total 

responses, with 288 completed surveys. Thus, the final sample was 288 surveys.  

There have been a variety of approaches in studying the topics of Made in the USA and 

Country of Origin; the following are a few examples. Ha-Brookshire & Norum (2011) collected 

data from 500 respondents using a national telephone survey in the U.S. The 2014 study of local 

manufacturing by Cao et al. leveraged two focus groups, each composed of six participants and 

50 surveys completed by students. Zatepilina-Monacell (2014) used a case study of a single U.S. 

home furnishing brand, involving executive interviews, contextual observations, and corporate 

documentation to investigate COO and Made in America brand communications.  

Student surveys are used in Made in the USA and local apparel purchasing research (e.g., 

Ettenson, Wagner, & Gaeth, 1988; Cao et al., 2014). It is common for CE studies to survey 
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university students (e.g., Sharma et al., 1995; Bawa, 2004; Gabrielle Klein, Ettenson & 

Krishnan, 2006). Additionally, college students are commonly surveyed in TPB and ETPB 

studies (e.g., Ajzen & Driver, 1992; Xiao, Tang, Serido, & Shim, 2011; Kang et al., 2013; Hsu et 

al., 2017). These students are of particular interest, as they constitute future consumers, and they 

have higher levels of education which may make them more informed on specific consumer 

topics, such as sustainability and COO (Kim, Njite, & Hancer, 2013; Hsu et al., 2017). Given 

that university students are the most often researched group across the globe, this demographic is 

most ideal for cross-cultural comparisons of the results of studies (Bawa, 2004). The current 

study combines multiple constructs leading to the need to leverage student surveys, as they have 

previous use in all relevant research areas. 

Porter (2011) states that using quantitative surveys of college students may be subject to 

validity and reliability failures. These failures can occur when college students lack the cognitive 

ability to accurately report their own behaviors and attitudes, have difficulty correctly answering 

simple factual questions; scholars may not properly recognize evidence that a study is not valid 

or reliable (Porter, 2011). Therefore, there may be some limitations in the inferences that can be 

made about the data collected from a quantitative survey of college-aged students. 

 When using surveys, there may be some human error, in that humans do not always 

recognize their own intentions when completing an act. Human error problems can be broken 

down into personal approaches and system approaches (Reason, 2000). Kenning & Plassmann 

(2008) argue for the application of neuroscience to the field of consumer behavior, specifically 

consumer loyalty research. Kenning & Plassmann (2008) discuss the impossibility of observing 

an underlying mental process that impacts subjects when perceiving marketing stimuli and 

making purchasing decisions. Ultimately, it is difficult to alter the human condition, so human 
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error countermeasures tend to be focused on the conditions under which a human is working 

(Reason, 2000). While human error may be an underlying bias in using surveys, this study will 

proceed with survey research, as it is still one of the most widely applied methodologies for this 

type of research. For this reason, human error countermeasures were built into the surveys to 

alleviate the impact of such biases.  

 

3.2 Measures 

The measures for motivations were adapted from an existing study, namely Paul et al., 

2016, which predicts green product consumption using the ETPB and TRA. A 3-item, 7-point 

Likert scale was utilized to measure Attitude towards Made in the USA apparel based on Paul et 

al., 2016. They are referred to as ATT1, ATT2, and ATT3. A 3-item, 7-point Likert scale was 

operationalized to measure Subjective Norm for Made in the USA apparel, derived from Paul et 

al., 2016. SN1, SN2, and SN3 represent these measures. Perceived Behavioral Control was 

measured via a 7-item, 7-point Likert scale adapted from Paul et al., 2016. They are named 

PBC1 through PBC7. Additionally, Consumer Ethnocentrism was measured using a 6-item, 7-

point Likert scale extracted from Gabrielle Klein et al., 2006. Thus, they are called CE1 through 

CE6. Purchase Intention for Made in the USA apparel was measured by a 5-item, 7-point Likert 

scale gleaned from Paul et al., 2016. Finally, demographic questions were also included. Refer to 

Appendix B.  

 

3.3 Data Analysis Methodology 

The analytical techniques leveraged in analyzing Made in the USA and COO data are 

varied, like the variety of data collection. Ellram et al. (2013) uses principal component 
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exploratory factor analyses and a multiple regression analysis. Grappi et al. (2015) analyze their 

data following a multi-categorical mediation regression analysis using Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis. Zhai et al. (2016) implements contingency table analysis, hierarchical loglinear 

analysis with backward elimination, regression analysis, and Analysis of Variance. 

For the current study, Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Structural Equation Modeling 

(SEM) were implemented using SPSS software to analyze the relationships in the data from the 

Made in the USA surveys. When using an adapted TBP model, many studies use Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis to establish validity (e.g., Kang et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2016) and then SEM for 

empirical results and hypothesis testing (e.g., Kang et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2016; Hsu et al., 

2017). The definition of SEM is "a collection of statistical techniques that allows a set of 

relationships between one or more Independent Variables (IVs) either continuous or discrete, and 

one or more Dependent Variables (DVs), either continuous or discrete, to be examined" (Ullman 

& Bentler, 2012, page 661).  

De Leeuw et al. (2015) developed three different models and applies SEM to test these 

ETPB models to identify the key beliefs of pro-environmental behavior. The means, standard 

deviations, and correlations were tested for the variables: attitudes, injunctive norms, descriptive 

norms, perceived control, behavioral beliefs, descriptive beliefs, injunctive beliefs, control 

beliefs, moral norms, gender, empathetic concern, intentions, and behavior (De Leeuw et al., 

2015). Matthews, et al. (2019) assessed the impact of mass customization on fashion-innovative 

students using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling and the Theory of Reasoned 

Action.  

The benefit of SEM is that it allows for the simultaneous running of multivariate, 

multilevel path analysis (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). SEM is essentially 
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simultaneously solving entire systems of linear equations and may encompass other statistical 

techniques such as regression, factor analysis, path analysis, and latent growth curve modeling 

(Stein, Morris, Hall, Nock, 2017). This simultaneous process allows for more complex models 

when compared to traditional regression analyses (Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). SEM is 

particularly powerful when there are latent psychometric variables to consider (Hamari, Sjöklint, 

& Ukkonen, 2016).  

 

3.4 Summary of Methodology 

Surveys were used to investigate the Made in the USA hypotheses. Convenience surveys 

were taken of undergraduate and graduate students. Demographic questions were used to 

establish age, occupation, gender, and other demographic information of interest. These were 

followed by questions on Made in the USA derived from the ETPB conceptual framework. The 

survey questions were developed from survey questions used in Paul et al. (2016) to investigate 

predicting green product consumption. Paul et al. (2016) uses Confirmatory Factor Analysis to 

test the validity and reliability of the model based on the Maximum Likelihood Estimate. The 

Cronbach's alpha for all the constructs that were included in the final model were greater than the 

0.7 threshold (Paul et al., 2016). The convergent validity is established as all the factor loadings 

are significantly above 0.5 and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values above 0.5 (Paul et 

al., 2016). Additionally, the square root of the AVE is greater than the squared correlations and 

thus this demonstrates that there is discriminant validity (Paul et al., 2016). The survey questions 

for the current study are included in Appendix B. 

To the researcher's knowledge, this was the first study to investigate Made in the USA 

using a new modified ETPB that includes CE and implementing SEM analysis. There is existing 
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literature with ETPB being analyzed via SEM, and SEM has been used with CE, but they have 

not been combined into a single study. This novel approach will enhance the comprehension of 

this topic and may establish/inspire other new theoretical frameworks for research.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

The sample size consists of 288 completed surveys. See Appendix B for the survey 

questions. Demographic data were analyzed with Descriptive Analysis within IBM SPSS 

Statistics 27. The data were then analyzed using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis and an SEM 

using Maximum Likelihood Estimation in IBM SPSS Amos 26. Two layers of adjustments were 

made to improve the model. PBC1, PBC5, PBC6, PBC7, and CE5 were removed based on weak 

factor loadings that were less than 0.5 (following the protocol established in Paul et al., 2016). It 

is worth noting that four of the five items removed were on the same construct, PBC. Measuring 

PBC was fraught, but this is like the findings of Paul et al. (2016) in which PBC5 and PBC7 

were also removed from the final model. Further, some error terms were allowed to covary to 

improve fit.  

First, the demographic data were analyzed with Descriptive Analysis within IBM SPSS 

Statistics 27 and can be found in Appendix C. Of the 288 respondents, 182 (63%) were female, 

101 were male (35%), one was non-binary (0.3%), and four responded other or prefer not to 

answer (1.4%). The respondent's birth years ranged from 1965 to 2001 with 75% of them aged 

18 to 26 at the time of the survey. Regarding relationship status, 55% were single, 11.5% were 

married, 16.9% were in a committed relationship, 12.2% were widowed, and 4.4% were other. 

For the student status question, 56.9% answered Undergraduate, 22.6% answered Graduate – 

Master student, 19.8% responded Graduate – PhD student/candidate, and 0.7% answered other. 

The education completed by the survey respondents was 46.5% had a high school degree or 

equivalent, 9.4% held an associated degree, 28.1% held a bachelor's degree, 14.9 % had obtained 

a master’s degree, and 1% had already earned a Doctorate. The number of hours worked a week 
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outside of being a student for the respondents was 63.2% working less than 40 hours a week, 

3.5% working more than 40 hours a week, and 33.3% not working outside of being a student.  

The data were then analyzed using a Confirmatory Factor Analysis in IBM SPSS Amos 

26. The results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis can be found in Appendix D. The Model Fit 

Summary evaluates the overall quality of the model using Goodness-of-Fit assessments. The 

CMIN Summary offers the chi-squared statistics. The default model has 35 parameters with a 

chi-square value 166.174 and 70 degrees of freedom with a probability level of 0.000 (below the 

presumed alpha of 0.05). This chi-square means that assuming the default model is correct, the 

probability of getting a discrepancy as large as 166.174 is 0.000. According to Byrne (2010), 

“both the sensitivity to sample size and its basis on the central chi-squared distribution, which 

assumes that the model fits perfectly in the population (i.e., that the null hypothesis is correct) 

have led to problems of fit that are widely known” for SEM (p. 76). The Normed Chi-Squared 

Value (PCMIN/DF) value of 2.374 is calculated by dividing the chi-square discrepancy by the 

degrees of freedom [166.174/70= 2.374]. This is between 2.0 and 5.0, which is typically the 

threshold for a good model (Paul et al., 2016).  

The Root Mean Square Residual (RMSR) is 0.128, but this represents the unstandardized 

residual value. The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMSR) is 0.0616. Ideally, the 

SRMSR would be below 0.05 as this represents "the average discrepancy between the sample 

observed and hypothesized correlation matrices" (Byrne, 2010, p. 77), however, this a marginal 

difference. The Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) is 0.924. The Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index 

(AGFI), which adjusts for the number of degrees of freedom, is 0.887. Both the GFI and the 

AGFI range from zero to 1.00 and are ideally above 0.90. However, GFI and AGFI can be overly 

influenced by sample size (Byrne, 2010). The Parsimony-Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) is 0.616. 
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It is common for the PGFI to be lower than the acceptable threshold for other indices of fit 

(Byrne, 2010).  

The Baseline Comparison shows that the default model has a Normed Fit Index (NFI) of 

0.930, Incremental Index of Fit (IIF) of 0.958, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) of 0.945, and 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.958. These values are above 0.90 indicating good model fit 

(Byrne, 2010; Paul et al., 2016).  

Further, the PRatio of 0.769, PNFI of 0.716, and PCFI of 0.737 all fall within the range 

of expected values (Byrne, 2010). The Non-Centrality Parameter (NCP) estimate is 96.174  

[calculated as: chi-square – degrees of freedom] with LO 90 62.289 and HI90 137.767. This 

means that there is a 90% confidence that the population value of the lambda (non-centrality 

parameter) is between 62.289 and 137.767. Similarly, the FMIN (minimum discrepancy 

function) is .579 with the FO (population discrepancy) of 0.335 and a confidence interval 

between the LO 90 of 0.217 and HI 90 of 0.480.  

The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is 0.069, with a confidence 

interval for the RMSEA ranges from LO 90 of 0.056 to HI 90 of 0.083. The RMSEA value is 

less than the 0.080 threshold used for reasonable model assessment (Byrne, 2010; Paul et al., 

2016). It is worth noting, too, that the RMSEA is "one of the most informative criteria in 

covariance structure modeling" (Byrne, 2010, p. 80). Given the robustness of RMSEA as a 

measure of model fit, the model in the current study is considered a good model.  

For the Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC), the default model is lower than the 

independence model but slightly higher than the saturated model. For the Brown-Cudeck 

Criterion (BCC), the default model is lower than the independence model but slightly higher than 

the saturated model. However, for both the Bayes Information Criterion (BIC) and Consistent 
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version of the AIC (CAIC), the default model is lower than the saturated model and the 

independence model. Likewise, the Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) for the default 

model is much less than the independence model but slightly higher than the saturated model.  

The final model fit is the Hoelter model, which focuses on whether the sample size is 

large enough for the model. The default model has a range from Hoelter 0.05 of 157 to Hoelter 

0.01 of 174. When the Hoelter values are greater than 200, the model adequately represents the 

sample data (Byrne, 2010). Both 157 and 174 are below these 200 thresholds, indicating that the 

sample size is a limitation of the model.  

After achieving good overall fit with the Confirmatory Factor Analysis, the current study 

proceeded with the SEM. Following fitting the full model, additional error terms were allowed to 

covary to improve fit. Figure 4 is the SEM model that tested the latent variables pertaining to the 

adapted ETPB model for Made in the USA. The latent variables of interest are in ovals, namely 

ATT, SN, CE, PBC, and PI, towards Made in the USA apparel products. The observed variables 

from the construct survey questions are in squares, namely ATT1-3, SN1-3, PBC 2-4, CE1-4 and 

6, and PI1-5. The error terms are indicated by the e1 through e25 (errors are not in order as the 

errors were not renamed after some constructs and their errors were removed during the 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis). 
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Figure 4. SEM Diagram for Adapted ETPB Model for Made in the USA; source: author. 

 

The results of the SEM can be found in Appendix E. There are a total of 44 variables in 

the model. There are 19 total observed variables (ATT, SN, PBC, CE and PI included in the 

model [3+3+3+5+5 = 19]). In total, there are 25 unobserved variables, and they are the latent 

variables (ATT, SN, PBC, CE and PI), error terms included in the model, [5+20 = 25].  
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There are 24 exogenous or independent variables, the observed and the latent variables 

[19+5=24], and there are 20 endogenous or dependent variables which are the error terms. 

The sample covariance matrix for the 19 observed variable can be calculated using the 

formula p(p+1)/2 to be 190 [19*20/2 = 190]. From the model summary, there are 190 distinct 

sample moments that are the elements in the sample covariance matrix (in other words, the 

number of pieces of information generated from the data). There are a total of 53 distinct 

parameters to be estimated, thus leaving 137 degrees of freedom (190 – 53) on an overidentified 

model. The chi-square value is 297.334 with a probability level of 0.000 (chi-squared indicates 

how much of a difference exists between the observed counts and the counts expected if there 

was no relationship in the population).  

According to Table 1, the Regression Weights, the relationships of interest amongst the 

latent variables and between the latent variables and observed variables are significant, except 

for SN → PI (which has a β of 0.090 and a p-value of 0.134). This significance is indicated by 

the p-values all being below the alpha of 0.05, and specifically indicated by *** and 0.002 in the 

Table 1 for all the other relationships. Most notably, ATT, PBC, and CE all have a significant 

positive relationship with PI. PBC is the greatest predictor of PI with a β of 0.791, followed by 

ATT with a β of 0.690, and lastly CE with a β of 0.232. All the latent variables have a significant 

positive relationship with their corresponding observed variables. For example, ATT has a 

positive relationship with ATT1, ATT2, and ATT3 with β's of 1.151, 1.00 (this regression weight 

of 1.0 was imposed on the model), and 1.068 respectfully. This positive relationship holds true 

for SN, CE, PBC, and PI  

The fourth row of Table 1 will be discussed in-depth as an example as PBC was the 

greatest predictor of PI. The third row of Table 1 is PBC → PI with an Estimate (β) of 0.791, SE 
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of 0.179, CR of 4.419, and P Label ***. The estimate of 0.791 means that when PBC goes up by 

1, PI goes up by 0.791. The Standard Error (SE) means that the regression weight estimate of 

0.791 has a standard error of about 0.179. The Critical Ratio (CR) is calculated by dividing the 

regression weight estimate by the estimate of its standard error [z = 0.791/0.179 = 4.419]. This 

means that the regression weight estimate is 4.419 standard errors above zero. The regression 

weight for PBC in the prediction of PI is significantly different from zero at the 0.001 level (two 

tailed), and the probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 4.419 in absolute value is less 

than 0.0001.  

 

Table 1. Regression Weights Table of Made in the USA Apparel SEM. 
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Table 2. Covariances of Made in the USA Apparel SEM. 

 

 

The Covariances are presented in Table 2. The covariance for ATT ↔ SN, SN ↔ CE, 

ATT ↔ CE, SN ↔ PBC, CE ↔ PBC, and ATT ↔ PBC are all significant. Specifically, ATT ↔ 

SN has the highest β of 0.670, followed by SN ↔ CE with a β of 0.623, and so on. The first row 

of Table 2 will be discussed in-depth as an example, as it is the highest estimate. The first row of 

Table 2 is ATT ↔ SN with an Estimate of 0.670, SE of 0.086, CR of 7.776, and P Label ***. 

The covariance ATT ↔ SN is estimated to be 0.670. The covariance estimate of 0.670 has a 

standard error of about 0.086. The CR is calculated by dividing the covariance estimate by the 

estimate of its standard error [z= 0.670/0.086= 7.776]. The covariance estimate is 7.776 standard 

errors above zero. The P Label is ***, meaning that ATT ↔ SN is significantly different from 

zero at the 0.001 level (two-tailed) based on suitable large sample assumptions. In other words, 

the probability of getting a critical ratio as large as 7.776 in absolute value is less than 0.001.  

Evaluation of the fit of a SEM model should consider "a variety of perspectives and be 

based on several criteria that assess model fit from a diversity of perspectives" (Byrne, 2010, p. 
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67). The two main evaluation criteria are (1) the adequacy of parameter estimates - including the 

feasibility of parameter estimates, appropriateness of standard errors, and the statistical 

significance of the parameter estimates and (2) the adequacy of the model as a whole - including 

the model fitting process, the issue of statical significance, the estimation process, and the 

goodness-of-fit statistics (Byrne, 2010). Reviewing Table 1 and Table 2, the estimates are 

reasonable and statistically significant, and all standard errors are seemingly neither too large nor 

too small (based on Byrne, 2010, p. 66 - 69).  

The Model Results Summary for the SEM found in Appendix E evaluates the overall 

quality of the model using Goodness-of-Fit assessments. The CMIN Summary offers the chi-

squared statistics. The default model has 53 parameters with a chi-square value 297.334 and 137 

degrees of freedom with a probability level of 0.000 (below the presumed alpha of 0.05). This 

chi-square means that assuming the default model is correct, the probability of getting a 

discrepancy as large as 297.334 is 0.000. According to Byrne (2010), “both the sensitivity to 

sample size and its basis on the central chi-squared distribution, which assumes that the model 

fits perfectly in the population (i.e., that the null hypothesis is correct) have led to problems of fit 

that are widely known” for SEM (p. 76). The Normed Chi-Squared Value (PCMIN/DF) value of 

2.170 is calculated by dividing the chi-square discrepancy by the degrees of freedom 

[297.334/137= 2.170]. This is between 2.0 and 5.0, which is typically the threshold for a good 

model (Paul et al., 2016).  

The Root Mean Square Residual (RMSR) is 0.150, but this represents the unstandardized 

residual value. The Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMSR) is 0.0667. Ideally, the 

SRMSR would be below 0.05 as this represents "the average discrepancy between the sample 

observed and hypothesized correlation matrices" (Byrne, 2010, p. 77), however, this a marginal 
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difference. The Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) is 0.901. The Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index 

(AGFI), which adjusts for the number of degrees of freedom, is 0.863. Both the GFI and the 

AGFI range from zero to 1.00 and are ideally above 0.90. However, GFI and AGFI can be overly 

influenced by sample size (Byrne, 2010). The Parsimony-Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) is 0.650. 

It is common for the PGFI to be lower than the acceptable threshold for other indices of fit 

(Byrne, 2010).  

The Baseline Comparison shows that the default model has a Normed Fit Index (NFI) of 

0.917, Incremental Index of Fit (IIF) of 0.896, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) of 0.953, and 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of 0.953. These values are above 0.90, or marginally close in the 

case of TLI, indicating good model fit (Byrne, 2010; Paul et al., 2016).  

Further, the PRatio of 0.801, PNFI of 0.734, and PCFI of 0.763 all fall within the range 

of expected values (Byrne, 2010). The Non-Centrality Parameter (NCP) estimate is 160.334  

[calculated as: chi-square – degrees of freedom] with LO 90 114.395 and HI90 214.017. This 

means that there is a 90% confidence that the population value of the lambda (non-centrality 

parameter) is between 114.395 and 214.017. Similarly, the FMIN (minimum discrepancy 

function) is 1.036 with the F.O. (population discrepancy) of 0.559 and a confidence interval 

between the LO 90 of 0.399 and HI 90 of 0.746.  

The RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) is 0.064, with a confidence 

interval for the RMSEA ranges from LO 90 of 0.054 to HI 90 of 0.074. These values are all less 

than the 0.080 threshold used for reasonable model assessment (Byrne, 2010; Paul et al., 2016). 

It is worth noting, too, that the RMSEA is "one of the most informative criteria in covariance 

structure modeling" (Byrne, 2010, p. 80). Given the robustness of RMSEA as a measure of 

model fit, the model in the current study is considered a good model.  
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For the Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC), the default model is lower than the 

independence model but higher than the saturated model. For the Brown-Cudeck Criterion 

(BCC), the default model is lower than the independence model but higher than the saturated 

model. However, for both the Bayes Information Criterion (BIC) and Consistent version of the 

AIC (CAIC), the default model is lower than the saturated model and the independence model. 

Likewise, the Expected Cross-Validation Index (ECVI) for the default model is much less than 

the independence model but slightly higher than the saturated model.  

The final model fit is the Hoelter model, which focuses on whether the sample size is 

large enough for the model. The default model has a range from Hoelter 0.05 of 160 to Hoelter 

0.01 of 173. When the Hoelter values are greater than 200, the model adequately represents the 

sample data (Byrne, 2010). Both 160 and 173 are below these 200 thresholds, indicating that the 

sample size is a limitation of the model.  

Table 3 shows the reliability of scales for the latent and observed variables. The 

Cronbach's α's are 0.903, 0.878, 0.747, 0.837, and 0.872 for ATT, SN, PBC, CE, and PI 

respectively. These Cronbach's α's are all over the 0.7 threshold for adequate and good (Fornell 

& Larcker, 1981; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010; Lam 2012; Paul et al., 2016). The 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) is calculated using the formula (∑λ)^2 /n. The Composite 

Reliability is calculated using the formula (∑λ)^2 /(∑λ)^2 + ∑ Ԑ. AVE is considered a strict 

evaluation for validity analysis, and all the AVE's are over 0.5 and thus acceptable, except for 

PBC and CE (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Despite the lower AVE, PBC and CE still has a 

Composite Reliability that are greater than 0.6, and thus the convergent validity of the construct 

is still adequate (Fornell & Larcker, 1981; Hair, et al., 2010; Lam 2012). 
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Table 3. Reliability of Scales for the Variables. 

Latent 

Variable 

Observed 

Variables 

Corrected 

Item-to-

Total 

Correlation 

Cronbach's 

α 

λ 

(Standardized 

Factor 

Loadings) 

λ^2 
Ԑ 

(Error) 
AVE 

Composite 

Reliability 

         
 ATT1 0.821  0.891 0.794 0.268   

Attitude ATT2 0.839 0.903 0.897 0.805 0.188 0.766 0.892 
 ATT3 0.775  0.837 0.701 0.379   
         
 SN1 0.809  0.884 0.781 0.393   

Subjective SN2 0.812 0.878 0.932 0.869 0.255 0.724 0.795 

Norm SN3 0.680  0.722 0.521 1.017   
         

Perceived PBC2 0.599  0.898 0.806 0.398   

Behavioral PBC3 0.564 0.747 0.561 0.315 0.766 0.490 0.622 

Control PBC4 0.595  0.590 0.348 1.389   
         
 CE1 0.588  0.605 0.366 1.984   

 CE2 0.547  0.611 0.373 1.670   

Consumer CE3 0.721 0.837 0.856 0.733 0.681 0.493 0.650 

Ethnocentrism CE4 0.727  0.760 0.578 0.997   

 CE6 0.638  0.645 0.416 1.179   
         
 PI1 0.690  0.785 0.616 1.015   

 PI2 0.567  0.540 0.292 1.806   

Purchase PI3 0.737 0.872 0.769 0.591 1.123 0.581 0.731 

Intention PI4 0.805  0.874 0.764 0.584   

 PI5 0.712  0.801 0.642 0.687   

                  
         

Note: ATT = Attitude, SN = Subjective Norm, PBC = Perceived Behavioral Control,  

CE = Consumer Ethnocentrism, and PI = Purchase Intention 
 

 

Based on the totality of the Model Fit Summary and the Reliability of Scales for the 

Variables, the SEM model that was derived from the Confirmatory Factor Analysis is a good 

model. There are some criteria where the default model performs well and others where the 

default model underperforms. Those indices that underperformed tended to be indices that are 

susceptible to smaller sample sizes. Ultimately, the "assessment of model adequacy must be 

based on multiple criteria that take into account theoretical, statistical, and practical 
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considerations" (Byrne, 2010, p. 84). Given that most of the statical indices denoted that the 

model was adequate, combined with the theoretical and practical considerations, this model 

remains presentable. Moreover, the limited research on the topic of consumer preferences for 

Made in the USA apparel highlights that this model still provides unique insights and value to the 

literature. In brief, the current study found that ETPB is an adequate model for predicting PI of 

Made in the USA apparel products. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE WORK 

The Structural Equation Model examined the relationship between Purchase Intention 

amongst the latent endogenous variables of interest, namely Attitude, Subjective Norm, 

Perceived Behavioral Control, and Consumer Ethnocentrism. This study's main contribution to 

the existing literature is that ETPB is an adequate model for predicting PI of Made in the USA 

apparel products. Additionally, this study combined CE as an antecedent, with the traditional 

ATT, SN, and PBC, to PI for Made in the USA apparel products.  

The model in the current study supports three of the hypotheses, H1, H3, and H4. The 

study found that Attitude, Perceived Behavioral Control, and Consumer Ethnocentrism towards 

Made in the USA apparel are all significantly positively related to intention to purchase Made in 

the USA apparel products. PBC is the greatest predictor of PI with a β of 0.791, followed by ATT 

with a β of 0.690, and lastly CE with a β of 0.232. The current model does not support H2, 

meaning that at this time it cannot be determined if Subjective Norm towards Made in the USA 

apparel is positively related to intention to purchase Made in the USA apparel products. 

These Hypotheses address the research objective, which was to identify the antecedents 

and moderators that impact consumer purchasing decisions for apparel that bear the Made in the 

USA label. This study finds that ATT, PBC, and CE serve as antecedents for consumer 

purchasing decisions for apparel that bear the Made in the USA label. Consumers who feel that 

they have access to Made in the USA apparel will exhibit a higher PI for Made in the USA 

apparel product. Consumers who have a favorable attitude towards Made in the USA apparel will 

exhibit a higher PI for Made in the USA apparel product. Likewise, consumers who feel morally 

obligated to buy Made in the USA apparel will likely exhibit a higher purchase intention for 
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Made in the USA apparel products. The current study did not find evidence to support the 

hypothesis that Subjective Norm towards Made in the USA apparel is positively related to 

intention to purchase Made in the USA apparel products. Therefore, it cannot be concluded yet 

that consumers need to believe that their favorite celebrities, influencers, friends, families, and 

other acquaintances would prefer that the consumer purchase Made in the USA apparel. 

There are numerous practical implications of this research to increase sales for Made in 

the USA apparel products. Companies should focus most on ensuring that consumers feel capable 

of and have access to purchasing Made in the USA apparel if companies wish to increase sales 

for Made in the USA apparel products. There need to be apparel products that feature the Made 

in the USA label on the shelves when the consumer walks into the store. For online consumers, 

domestic products need to be available in their search results and Made in the USA or COO need 

to be included in the product description. If Made in the USA apparel are not readily available, 

consumers can demand or request these items (like when customers requested Organic grocery 

options). Eco-labels in the apparel industry can include "made in the USA, 100% cotton, organic, 

ethically sourced, recycled, environmentally friendly, recycled materials, locally produced, good 

working conditions and/or fair trade" (Byrd & Su, 2020, p. 337). Brands are compelled to 

encourage the purchasing of Made in the USA apparel and locally produced goods as one aspect 

of a sustainability goal. 

Additionally, companies should promote favorable attitudes towards Made in the USA 

apparel products if they want to increase sales of Made in the USA apparel products. Companies 

can enhance this favorability through marketing such as commercials, branding, and product 

descriptions that highlight Made in the USA. There are examples of apparel companies that have 

already started to promote Made in the USA as a primary product feature. To increase Made in 
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the USA apprel sales, these consumers ought to feel a moral obligation to purchase American-

made products whenever possible. This can include moral obligations to society to support the 

domestic economy and local jobs. This study offers an updated understanding of Made in the 

USA labeling impact within the current domestic consumer apparel market leading to the 

potential for leveraging this attribute as an alternative form of marketing advantage.  

While the current study offers an abundance of practical implications, it is not without 

limitations. The major limitation of this study is that the survey resulted in a relatively small 

sample size. A larger sample size would lead to a more robust model and enhanced statistical 

inference. In addition, the sampling frame was a convenience sample of undergraduate and 

graduate students at a single university. This subgroup of the population is not a representative 

sampling of the entire population of American consumers. Moreover, the study and survey 

focused on American consumers and did not offer insights into international or global consumer 

behavior.  

As stated previously, the main contribution of this study to the Made in the USA and 

COO literature is that the ETPB, with the inclusion of CE, is an adequate model for predicting PI 

of Made in the USA apparel. This conceptual framework and methodology can serve as a 

template in studying other antecedents and moderators towards the purchasing of Made in the 

USA apparel or for other products. For example, this conceptual framework could be applied 

beyond apparel products into other industries such as automotive, food, personal care, and other 

manufactured goods. Similarly, one could expand on the current study looking at factors similar 

to CE, such as patriotism and nationalism to evaluate their effects on Made in the USA 

purchasing. If one were interested in combining sustainability concerns with domestic 

purchasing, one could include the Environmental Concern questions from Paul et al., 2016 with 
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the constructs of the current study, including CE. One could use this conceptual framework to 

develop a novel approach to inquiring into sustainability and domestic purchasing concerns. The 

conceptual framework could be replicated in other countries to evaluate the effects of COO on 

domestic product purchasing. The effects of Made in the USA labeling could be re-evaluated in a 

post-Coronavirus pandemic world. In addition, other COO could be studied in a similar fashion 

using this methodology and Made in (the country of interest). In short, there are a plethora of 

applications for this study to consumers, companies, and academics. 
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STUDY 2 

RESHORING AND DOMESTIC MANUFACTURING 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing are issues of increasing interest to politicians, 

companies, consumers, and academics. Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing are complex 

issues with layers of considerations that go beyond those typically explored in the literature. In 

2020, during the Covid pandemic, there were millions of unemployed workers. The pandemic 

highlighted the basic need for countries to create goods and services; seemingly overnight, 

everyone needed a mask for personal safety. A country needs to be capable of manufacturing for 

a more robust Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and overall healthy economy. Fostering Domestic 

Manufacturing will also reduce a country’s trade deficit.  

Furthermore, considering the social events of 2020 in America, the benefits of Reshoring 

and Domestic Manufacturing need to be reevaluated as a social justice issue. For example, an 

African American woman entrepreneur (pseudonym Abigail) found that when it comes to 

bonnets, caps, and shower cap textiles and apparel to meet the hair needs of African American 

women in the United States, “…We are buying our products from a country that doesn’t even 

understand our needs. Let’s make it here, let’s appreciate each other, riding on that wave of 

supporting a sister and each other in our community” (Adejuwon, Matthews, & Rothenberg, 

2021, p. 6). Thus, Made in the USA presents some opportunity for a “For Us, By Us” mentality 

amongst traditionally underrepresented minorities (Adejuwon, et al., 2021). Increasing Domestic 

Manufacturing will create and support domestic jobs. This increased employment can expand the 

U.S. workforce and reduce unemployment. Given that unemployment is often highest amongst 

individuals from traditionally unrepresented minorities and oppressed communities, this can be a 
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step in rectifying social and racial injustice. A more robust American economy will help all 

Americans, particularly those living below the poverty line.  

Many companies are contemplating the integration of Reshoring strategies into their 

supply chains and increasing their American manufacturing. One case made for advocating for a 

strong American manufacturing sector, despite America’s service-dominated economy, is that 

Domestic Manufacturing serves as a driver for technical innovation, leading to economic growth 

(Smil, 2013). Manufacturing jobs are the backbone of the U.S. economy, and service industry 

jobs cannot replace these jobs (Lipscomb, 2011). American manufacturing remains a large sector 

of the American economy, and even with offshoring in specific sectors (e.g., textiles, apparel, 

leather goods, consumer electronics, primary steel, and machine tools), manufacturing is 

experiencing overall growth (Smil, 2013).  

Another case for Reshoring is that manufactured exports offset the U.S.'s trade deficit and 

increasing American manufacturing may help establish a trade surplus (Smil, 2013). A trade 

deficit is when a nation imports more than it exports, and a trade surplus is an excess of exports 

over imports (Mankiw, 2004). Lipscomb (2011) postulates that the massive and increasing U.S. 

trade deficit, because of the lack of American manufacturing, has significant impacts on many of 

the largest domestic issues facing the United States, including a decaying economy, high levels 

of unemployment, lack of living wages, lack of economic opportunity, out of control 

governmental debt, and other cracks in the economy resulting in stronger and longer recessions.  

American manufacturing has been critical in its growth from colonial dependency to a 

world superpower (Livesay, 2012). In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, innovation from 

the likes of Eli Whitney, Cyrus Hall McCormick, Andrew Carnegie, Thomas Edison, Henry Ford 

I and II, Alfred P. Sloan, Pierre du Pont, and Edwin Land led to mass production and a powerful 
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American manufacturing dynasty. Outsourcing and offshoring began in the 1960s and continued 

to expand through the 1990s (Imberman, 2013).  

There was once a robust textile and apparel industry in the U.S., which has declined due 

to globalization and offshoring, but many companies are now returning to Domestic 

Manufacturing (Freund, Roop, & Colby-Oizumi, 2018). To fully understand Reshoring, one 

must first consider offshoring as the Reshoring “starting point” (Grappi et al., 2015). While 

offshoring was prominent at the end of the last century, in recent years, there has been increasing 

discussion of the potential benefits of Reshoring.  

The initial benefits of offshoring include reduced cost of materials, reduced labor costs, 

access to skilled/qualified labor and expertise, ability to focus on core competencies, admittance 

to new markets and countries, advantageous trading conditions, organizational flexibility, and 

entry into new technologies (Ashby, 2016) (Table 4). Disadvantages of offshoring include 

complicating the supply chain and overall reduction in control, less visibility of processes and 

practices, diminishing quality of materials and production, degrading domestic skills and 

manufacturing, loss of core competencies, and increased reputational risk for human rights 

violations (Ashby, 2016; Ellram, Tate, & Petersen, 2013). Additional disadvantages of 

offshoring include extended lead times and delays from geographic distance, cultural differences 

leading to potential communication breakdowns, surges in inventory, and varied environmental 

and social standards for different countries (Ashby, 2016). Moreover, the strategic and hidden 

costs of offshoring must be taken into consideration when seeking comprehensive determination 

of the real costs of offshoring (Espana, 2013).  
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Table 4. Benefits and Disadvantages of Offshoring; from: Ashby (2016) and Ellram et al. (2013). 

 

Benefits Disadvantages 

Low-cost materials Supply chain complexity and loss of control, 

human rights violations, and terrorism 

 
Low-cost labor Visibility of processes and practices 

Access to qualified labor Quality of materials and production 

Access to resources, knowledge, and 

expertise 

 

Loss of skills/manufacturing in the “home” 

country 

Focus on core competencies Loss of core competencies 

Access to new/broader markets Geographic distance, longer lead-times, and 

delays 

Beneficial trading conditions Quality of communication/cultural differences 

Organizational flexibility Increased inventory 

Access to technology Environmental and social standards 

 

Bringing back operations to the home Country of Origin assumes many virtually 

synonymous names with subtle nuances: insourcing, inshoring, Reshoring, and backshoring 

(Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014). The terms insourcing and backshoring are sometimes used to 

refer to moving manufacturing in the opposite direction of outsourcing and offshoring (Arlbjørn 

& Mikkelsen, 2014). According to Imberman (2013), Reshoring is the reverse of outsourcing and 

offshoring. Bals, Kirchoff, & Foerstl (2016) distinguish between Reshoring and insourcing based 

on combinations of governance and location dimensions. Overall, there is little consensus on a 

unified definition or theory of Reshoring (Wiesmann, Snoei, Hilletofth, & Eriksson, 2017). 

Therefore, clarification into the definition of Reshoring is needed to reduce the confusion that 
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continues to plague the Reshoring phenomenon (e.g., Gray et al., 2013). For this study, 

Reshoring manufacturing was defined as the act of reintroducing Domestic Manufacturing, with 

a focus on domestic textiles and apparel manufacturing for the current study. 

Attention to the topic of Reshoring is abundant in the popular press (Gray et al., 2013; 

Ellram et al., 2013). In fact, as pointed out by Tate (2014), Reshoring constituted a political 

platform in the 2012 presidential election. Again in 2016, the Reshoring issue arose among 

presidential debates, including discussion of the merits of domestic US production for improving 

overall country competitiveness (Albertoni, Elia & Piscitello, 2017). In a 2019 study by Mariani 

& Borghi, Reshoring was one of seven main bibliographic networks emerging in academic 

literature on Industry 4.0 in 2018.  

Bailey and De Propris (2014) indicate that the possibility of Reshoring manufacturing is 

enhanced by the weaknesses and risks of Global Value Chains (GVCs). Additional factors that 

can positively impact relocation decisions are more competitive exchange rates, higher 

transportation costs, and rising labor costs in China and other areas (Bailey & De Propris, 2014). 

Reshoring manufacturing is also supported by changes in company attitudes toward restructuring 

supply chains. In the past, companies viewed changing their supply chains as a significant risk. 

However, more recently, companies have become open to embracing change to create more 

flexible supply chains (Bailey & De Propris, 2014). This supply chain resilience is shown in the 

aftermath of the Japanese earthquake and tsunami (Bailey & De Propris, 2014). For example, 

Toyota had a higher dependency on Japanese manufacturing compared to Nissan, but Toyota 

was still able to shift more production to the United Kingdom (Bailey & De Propris, 2014). 
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1.1 Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of this study is to investigate Reshoring and Domestic Production for the 

Textile and Apparel Industry in the United States, from a company perspective. In pursuit of 

meeting the goal of this research, the following objective is proposed: 

 

Research Objective: Explore the degree to which Reshoring exists among the companies in the 

US Textile and Apparel Industry as well as potential competitive advantages. 

 

1.2 Conceptual Framework 

To approach the research objective; a comprehensive literature review was conducted on 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. Qualitative, in-depth interviews were leveraged to 

address the research objective. Dunning’s Eclectic Theory of the Firm provided direction for 

exploring the Reshoring phenomenon. Manual content analysis was used to analyze interview 

data for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. 

 

1.3 Significance 

Investigating the Reshoring phenomenon will provide actionable information that may be 

used by textile and apparel firms in supply chain management and decision-making. Empirical 

knowledge related to offshoring commonly focuses on application contexts that are not 

necessarily applicable to Reshoring. Delving into this phenomenon requires a fresh perspective, 

given the unique nature of current global supply chains. Deconstructing the experiences of 

companies engaged in Reshoring should reveal foundational information based on the articulated 

successes and challenges companies encounter as they pursue this goal.   
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Literature related to Reshoring, predominantly from a supply chain management 

perspective, is reviewed to inform the managerial perspective. Based on insights from the 

literature, this research develops a series of research objectives to guide investigation of 

Reshoring in the US textile and apparel industry. Reshoring is a relatively novel topic, as this is a 

recently emerging supply chain management decision. The conceptual framework for which 

Reshoring is measured is still being developed by academics. As mentioned previously, this 

study defines Reshoring as the act of reintroducing Domestic Manufacturing. Domestic 

Manufacturing is when at least part of the act of transforming raw materials into finished good 

products occurs in the same country in which they will be sold.  

In 2014, Kinkel proposes that there are two main models for backshoring; captive 

backshoring happens when a company is returning their own manufacturing back to the home 

country and outsourced backshoring, when a company is Reshoring from foreign suppliers. 

Martinez-Mora & Merino (2014) discover that the Reshoring phenomena is a response to 

changes in the economic climate and the market’s desire for smaller batches and shorter lead 

times. The cyclical nature of businesses, the size of businesses, resource scarcity, and 

government influence may likewise impact Reshoring initiatives (Tate, 2014). Zhai, Sun and 

Zhang (2016) determine that quality is the most abundant reason for Reshoring relocations and 

classifies Reshoring reasons into five categories: cost, product, competence, operations, and 

institutions. Relocation decisions require the consideration of factors beyond just the Total Cost 

of Ownership to produce desired costs savings (Hartman, Ogden, Wirthlin, & Hazen, 2017). A 
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recent study found that product category and size of the firm affect textile and apparel 

manufacturers’ likelihood to engage in exports (Keough & Lu, 2021).  

According to Kinkel (2014), reasons for backshoring or Reshoring include quality, 

flexibility, coordination efforts, transport and logistic costs, availability of qualified personnel, 

labor costs, loss of know-how, and proximity to R&D in the home-base. Uluskan, Godfrey & 

Joines (2017) finds that companies that consider Made in the USA and speed to market as part of 

their distinct competitive strategy have a higher proportion of reshoring activities. Chen & Hu 

(2017) include the effects of Offshore Supply Dependence on a company’s offshoring and 

Reshoring decision-making. This study finds that Offshore Supply Dependence limits Reshoring 

responsiveness and may affect total profit (Chen & Hu, 2017). Similarly, responsiveness of 

suppliers is the main reason that United Kingdom suppliers have been Reshoring from suppliers 

in India (Moradlou, Backhouse, & Ranganathan, 2017). Ciabuschi, Lindahl, Barbieri, & 

Fratocchi (2018) focuses on a behavioral view, rather than economic arguments, of Reshoring as 

a risk-management strategic process. If initial Reshoring is a result of efficiency-seeking reasons, 

such as cost-saving and productivity-enhancing, then companies are more likely to relocate 

manufacturing (Barbieri, Elia, Fratocchi, & Golini, 2019).  

Academics from across the globe are interested in the topic of Reshoring. In a 22-paper 

literature review conducted in 2017, Wiesmann and co-authors find peer-reviewed papers from 

the USA (7 total papers), Germany (3), Spain (2), the United Kingdom (1), Denmark (1), Finland 

(1), Italy (1), New Zealand (1), International (1), and Not Specified (4). Martinez-Mora & 

Merino (2014) suggests the possibility that Reshoring is a permanent strategy, however, Hartman 

et al. (2017) claim that Reshoring is not considered a long-term business strategy by 

manufacturers. Wiesmann et al. (2017) concludes that all the drivers and barriers could be 
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grouped into five different sets of dynamics which are listed as global competitive dynamics, 

home country, host country, supply chain, and firm-specific. A 2018 literature review of 57 

articles by Barbieri, Ciabuschi, Fratocchi, & Vignoli, finds that there is some convergence on 

what Reshoring is and the key features and motivations for it, however, there is less 

understanding in the decision-making and implementation processes.  

According to Hartman et al. (2017), most firms do not have complete and necessary 

information for appropriately considering relocation decision-making processes, and many 

would benefit from a structured delay when making relocation decisions. When making 

Reshoring decisions, practitioners should consider quality, risk, brand reputation, and other 

factors as well as avoid rushed decisions (Wiesmann et al., 2017). Reshoring can be both a result 

of a company response to offshoring performance shortcomings or a component of the original 

intent of the company as part of their offshoring (Albertoni, Massini, & Piscitello, 2017). A key 

finding from Tate et al. (2014) is that many of the 319 companies in the study “place an 

increasing importance on where their customers want them to locate” (p. 381).  

In the event of only sales being offshored, then intra-organizational coordination can still 

be centralized in the home country (Zorzini, Stevenson, & Hendry, 2014). However, once 

manufacturing and other stages are offshored, then coordination between local and global 

suppliers becomes much more complex (Zorzini, Stevenson, & Hendry, 2014). Bailey & De 

Propris (2014) note that manufacturing activities typically are moved to lower labor cost 

locations, such as Asia, Africa, and Latin America, meanwhile high-end design, research & 

development, and product development activities are still happening in the home economy 

locations that tend to be higher-cost and more knowledge-intensive. Companies that originally 

pursued offshoring as an attempt to access new markets are more likely to relocate, and those 
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who are dissatisfied with the efficiency and talent offered by Reshoring are less likely to relocate 

(Albertoni et al., 2017).  

 

2.1 Reshoring Theory 

The study of the Reshoring phenomenon needs to be researched to both contribute to the 

science of supply chain management and to the practice of industrial Reshoring (Gray, 

Skowronski, Esenduran & Rungtusanatham, 2013). There are multiple manufacturing location 

decision theories that can be applied to Reshoring, including transaction cost economics, 

internalization theory, and Dunning’s eclectic theory of international production (Ellram, Tate & 

Petersen, 2013). Implementation of different theories may be beneficial to “look through 

different theoretical lenses and how they apply to this phenomenon” (Ellram, Tate & Petersen, 

2013, p. 20). A 2013 editorial by Ellram calls for the incorporation of novel viewpoints and 

theories into supply chain research.  

Multiple theories from business and management academic literature have been applied 

to Reshoring research. In fact, Ellram et al. (2013) and Zhai et al. (2016) mentions Transaction 

Cost Economics, internationalization theory, and Dunning’s eclectic theory of international 

production, whilst focusing on the theoretical framework of Dunning. Likewise, Fratocchi et al. 

(2016) discuss the Transaction Cost Theory, Resource-Based View, Buckley and Casson’s 

Internalization theory, and Dunning’s eclectic paradigm. They further postulate that, while the 

Internalization theory and Dunning’s eclectic paradigm were originally developed as explanation 

for a firm’s international expansions, these can be applied to Reshoring as it is a firm’s 

international reconfiguration (Fratocchi et al., 2016). Rugman (2010) points out that Dunning’s 
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eclectic paradigm is an expansion of Buckley and Casson’s Internalization theory, and that 

together these two theories are used for research in Multinational Enterprise.  

Buckley and Casson’s Internalization theory from 1976 makes use of the internalization 

of markets in the development of a model for the growth of firms (Buckley, 1988). The two 

axioms of the internationalization approach are for firms to choose the locations that offer the 

lowest cost for each activity and to grow by internalizing markets to the point that the benefit of 

any additional internalization is outweighed by the addition of costs (Buckley, 1988). According 

to Dunning (2003), the two primary strands of internationalization theory are functions of 

exchange and value-adding unit. A firms’ profitability, and thus its rate of growth, is determined 

by the combination of these two aspects of internationalization theory (Dunning, 2003). Per 

Buckley (1988), the main addition in Dunning’s original eclectic theory is the third factor titled 

ownership advantages. In Dunning (2003), the exchange function model, Foreign Direct 

Investment (FDI) models, and the value-added route are the three channels of the antecedents to 

the international model. FDI is the purchase of physical assets, such as real estate or businesses, 

by a foreign individual or company (Gerber, 2014). 

Dunning’s eclectic paradigm has undergone multiple updates in a series of publications 

(Rugman, 2010). In Dunning’s 2009 update to the 1998 paper, Dunning claims that economic 

geographers, trade theorists, and international political economists are paying more attention to 

the spatial aspects of value-added activity. They are seeking ways to incorporate them into firms’ 

growth and competitiveness, trade and foreign direct investment, and the overall economic 

structure and comparative advantages of countries and regions (Dunning, 2009). Dunning’s 

eclectic paradigm consists of four types of international production activities: resource seeking, 

market seeking, efficiency seeking, and strategic asset seeking (Dunning, 2009). Moreover, when 
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comparing changes in these activities from the 1970’s to the 1990's, Dunning (2009) notes the 

increased importance on intangible assets, intellectual capital as well as the changing role of 

location-bound assets and need for more attention for specific motives and market conditions.  

Dunning’s eclectic theory of international production location paradigms has been 

discussed in many studies about Reshoring (Ellram et al., 2013; Gray et al., 2013; Ellram, 2013; 

Ancarani et al., 2015; Zhai et al., 2016). Ciabuschi, Lindahl, Barbieri, & Fratocchi (2018) 

theorizes and extends the internationalization process model to explain Reshoring manufacturing 

as a decision to manage risk when internationalizing. In fact, studying Reshoring can contribute 

to expanding academics’ understanding of internationalization processes and strategies (Barbieri 

et al., 2018). A study by Barbieri, Elia, Fratocchi, & Golini (2019) recommends considering a 

dynamic view of internationalization and for managers to take on a “real option theory” approach 

to offshoring.  

There is an overlap in sustainability concerns and Reshoring. Gray et al. (2013) postulate 

that Reshoring may evolve over time due to an increased focus on the impact of business 

decisions on the environment. Ashby (2016) also investigates the intermingling of sustainability 

and Reshoring by applying the Social Network Theory to examine the Reshoring decision-

making process. Per Orzes and Sarkis (2019), the evolution of Reshoring and backshoring 

production presents a major quandary for sustainable supply chain management scholars. One 

goal of this study is to apply multiple theoretical lenses to the investigation of Made in the USA 

and Reshoring in the American textile and apparel industry. 
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2.2 Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing Objectives 

Based on directions from the literature, this research develops a series of Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing objectives guide, inquiry into Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

in the U.S. textile and apparel industry and implications for companies considering Reshoring 

and Domestic Manufacturing. Due to the exploratory nature of this research component, research 

objectives are developed to direct qualitative, foundational inquiry into Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing for companies. These research objectives, RO2A through RO2C, will aid in 

addressing RO2. 

 

RO1: Evaluate U.S. textile and apparel companies’ consideration of supply chain 

relocation and possible strategies for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing.  

RO2: Determine the factors leading to supply chain relocation and Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing. 

RO3: Identify advantages and disadvantages to textile and apparel manufacturing in the 

USA from Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing strategies. 

 

According to an article by Van den Bossche, Gupta, Gutierrez, & Gupta, “Of all the 

industries, textiles would be one of the last you would expect to return to the U.S. if only the 

macroeconomic picture is considered” (2014, p. 27). However, there is a rising notion of 

anecdotal information that suggests an increase and expansion in domestic textile and apparel 

manufacturing (Freund, Roop, & Colby-Oizumi, 2018). Additionally, there are multiple 

empirical studies on Reshoring in the textile and apparel industry and related products (e.g., 

Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014; Foster, 2016; Uluskan, Godfrey, & Joines, 2017; Benstead, 
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Stevenson, & Hendry, 2017; Freund, Roop, & Colby-Oizumi, 2018; Moore, Rothenberg, & 

Moser, 2018).  

Companies strive towards an “optimal supply chain configuration” (Ellram, 2013). Per 

Fine (2013), “intelli-sourcing” involves the most intelligent sourcing teams finding success by 

making sourcing decisions that balance economics with a good reputation. Rigorous analysis is 

necessary for a company to determine if Reshoring is the right strategy for now and the future 

(Van den Bossche et al., 2014). Joubioux & Vanpoucke (2016) put forth the notion of “right-

shoring,” advocating for a more comprehensive decision-making process beyond the traditional 

cost considerations. Companies should consider the total/risk/benefit balance when they are 

considering location decisions (Moradlou, Backhouse, & Ranganathan, 2017). Harris (2018) 

developed the “Domestic and Balanced Sourcing Model” to determine the competitiveness of 

domestically produced garments from balanced manufacturing and niche markets (p. 3). When 

considering sustainability practices, there may be a need to better understand the Reshoring 

implementation process in greater detail first (Orzes & Sarkis, 2019). When investigating 

Reshoring, the current study must first evaluate U.S. textile and apparel companies’ 

consideration of supply chain relocation and possible strategies for Reshoring.  

From the literature review, there are an abundance of factors leading to supply chain 

relocation and Reshoring. When a company analyzes the impact that Reshoring could have on 

their business, “these exercises usually result in a healthy list of 10 to 15 factors that could affect 

the reshoring dilemma” (Van den Bossche et al., 2014, p. 30). A 2014 article by Kinkel 

recommends looking into the effects of the global financial crisis and a possible herding effect 

on companies’ Reshoring. Walmart intends to increase its sourcing within the United States by 

fifty billion dollars between 2013 and 2023 (Ellram, 2013; Foster, 2016). Walmart’s 
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announcement may serve as a catalyst for such a herding effect as the one mentioned by Kinkel. 

In a survey form 319 companies, forty percent of these companies perceive that their industry is 

trending toward Reshoring (Tate, Ellram, Schoenherr, & Petersen, 2014). Benstead, Stevenson, 

& Hendry (2017) attempts to focus beyond just why firms reshore and to include how Reshoring 

is operationalized and calls for more case studies to capture future Reshoring plans more in-

depth. Further research should include questions about “accessibility, relevance, representation, 

and accessibility of data for decision making about offshoring and backshoring” (Stentoft, 

Olhager, Heikkilä, & Thoms, 2016, p. 59).  

Ellram (2013) states that in the past, the movement of manufacturing locations has been 

predominantly towards low-cost countries. Price is still important to supply chains; however, it is 

no longer the supreme decision maker, as supply chains are becoming more complex and there is 

a greater need for transparency (Fine, 2013). There may be high risk and high costs to one's 

reputation, associated with constantly seeking the lowest possible costs (Fine, 2013). Kinkel 

(2014) suggests investigating if there is a difference in Reshoring from mainly cost versus 

market driven motives for strategic offshoring. Benstead et al. (2017) proposes splitting 

Reshoring drivers into four main categories: risk, cost-related, infrastructure-related, and 

competitive priorities. These cost-related drivers include labor cost reduction, labor productivity 

improvements, duty cost reduction, transportation cost reduction, energy price reduction, 

production cost reduction (that is not labor related), coordination and monitoring cost reduction, 

working capital/pipeline cost reduction, and capacity utilization improvement onshore (Benstead 

et al., 2017). According to Uluskan and co-authors (2017), Reshoring and relocation decisions 

tend to be more cost-focused for large companies and retailers compared to small manufacturing 

companies in the textile and apparel industry. Through asking companies about their intentions 
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regarding Reshoring and possible execution of Reshoring strategies, there may be an opportunity 

to identify the effects of the global recession, identify a herding effect from Walmart or other 

companies, and gain a greater understanding of the phenomenon. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

For this research, a qualitative approach was implemented to obtain a more 

comprehensive picture of the state of U.S. textile and apparel manufacturing. The purpose of this 

study is to investigate Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing of U.S. textile and apparel. The 

current study used an in-depth interview approach to address the Reshoring objectives.  

The current study was limited to U.S. textile and apparel manufacturing, as there is 

precedent for investigating one specific industry or product, rather than the entire economy. For 

example, the automotive (Bailey & De Propris, 2014), bicycle (Gylling, Heikkila, Jussial, & 

Saarinen, 2015), home furnishings (Zatepilina-Monacell, 2014), footwear (Martinez-Mora & 

Merino, *2014); and knit apparel (Foster, 2016) industries have been studied individually. 

Furthermore, the textile industry and products have specifically been studied in terms of locally 

produced (Cao et al., 2014). There have been numerous studies on Reshoring in the textile and 

apparel industry and related products (e.g., Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014; Foster, 2016; 

Uluskan, Godfrey, & Joines, 2017; Benstead, Stevenson, & Hendry, 2017; Freund, Roop, & 

Colby-Oizumi, 2018; Moore, Rothenberg, & Moser, 2018).  

As with studying the topic of Reshoring in terms of a specific industry, multiple studies 

have studied Reshoring in terms of a specific country, for example the United States (Moore, 

Rothenberg, & Moser, 2018), United Kingdom (Ashby, 2016; Bailey & De Propris, 2014), Spain 

(Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014), Germany (Kinkle, 2014). There are only a few studies that 

study more than one country at a time, for example, Bals, Kirchoff, & Foerstl (2016) is a 

comparison study with U.S. and German business press sources. Bailey & De Propris (2014) 

claim that specific sectors of the U.S. are particularly close to the Reshoring ‘tipping point’. 
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Country specific comparisons are needed, as there may be differences based on economic 

structures, labor markets, access to natural resources, market size, etc. (Stentoft, Olhager, 

Heikkilä, & Thoms, 2016). Barbieri, Elia, Fratocchi, & Golini (2019) mentions the need to 

broaden research beyond Europe to include the United States and the main Asian countries. As 

the U.S. textile and apparel industry was so heavily outsourced at the end of the 20th century, it 

may serve as an early Reshoring sector and thus offer strong potential for insights into the 

Reshoring phenomenon. 

 

3.1 In-Depth Interviews 

There have been a variety of approaches in studying the topic of Reshoring; the following 

are a few examples. Arlbjørn & Mikkelsen (2014) leverages questionnaire-surveys of companies 

when investigating backshoring. Martinez-Mora & Merino (2014) likewise analyzes data from 

in-depth interviews of 14 companies on the topic of Reshoring. Ashby (2016) conducted six site 

visits over a 12-month period with on-site interviews included in the case study. Kinkel (2014) 

uses empirical data from a survey from a representative sampling of German manufacturing 

companies. Zhai et al. (2016) collects 139 cases of Reshoring from public records such as 

newspapers, business magazines, and Reshoring websites. Knox (2020) collected qualitative data 

from semi-structured interview questions for 12 employees of Washington State apparel small 

and medium-sized enterprises and document analysis.  

According to a literature review of 20 academic papers in backshoring by Stentoft, 

Olhager, Heikkilä, & Thoms in 2016, research methodologies include: conceptual (6 papers), 

case research (4), survey research (5), mathematical modeling (3), and mixed method (2). 

Wiesmann, Snoei, Hilletofth, & Eriksso (2017) conducts a similar literature review of 22 
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Reshoring peer-reviewed journal articles, that may have some overlap with the literature review. 

Their results list case (3 papers), mixed methods (3), model (2), review (0), survey (6), and 

theory (8) as the categories for methodology in this topic (Wiesmann et al., 2017). Thus, there is 

an opportunity to discover new insights from using a mixed methods approach in the “shoring” 

literature (backshoring, reshoring, etc.). 

Benstead et al. (2017) implements a systematic literature review, combined with a single 

case study of a textile firm, to describe why the firm is Reshoring, how the decision was 

operationalized, and the contingency factors affecting the decision and implementation of 

Reshoring. Moore, Rothenberg, and Moser (2018) further investigate this, listing company, 

annual revenue, region of the world reshored from, region of operation, U.S. production 

category, year reshoring was announced, product, and product types as the contingency factors. 

Reshoring drivers include competitive priorities, quality, lead time, cost related, product 

management, cost, infrastructure related, manufacturing process, skilled workforce, risk, 

sustainability concerns, government incentives, and synergies (Moore, Rothenberg, and Moser, 

2018). 

Gray et al. (2013) recommends in-depth case studies to understand the past drivers for 

offshoring and present motivations to reshore. Similarly, Ellram, Tate, and Petersen (2013) 

suggest in-depth Reshoring case-study research “to better understand how the decision-making 

works in a decentralized environment” (p. 20). Benstead et al. (2017) identifies “a need to 

conduct more case study work to understand the unfolding process of reshoring, which allows 

for the process to be explored retrospectively whilst capturing future plans in more depth” (p. 

100). Based on sparsity in their literature review, Stentoft et al. (2016) prescribes more in-depth 
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case studies and more survey research. Ergo, the current study will make use of the 

recommended in-depth interview study approach.  

When using in-depth interviews, there may be some human error, in that humans do not 

always recognize their own intentions when completing an act. Human error problems can be 

broken down into person approaches and system approaches (Reason, 2000). Kenning & 

Plassmann (2008) argue for the application of neuroscience to the field of consumer behavior, 

specifically consumer loyalty research. Kenning & Plassmann (2008) discuss the impossibility of 

observing an underlying mental process that impacts subjects when perceiving marketing stimuli 

and making purchasing decisions. Ultimately, it is difficult to alter the human condition, so 

human error countermeasures tend to be focused on the conditions under which a human is 

working (Reason, 2000). While human error may be an underlying bias in using surveys, this 

study will proceed with survey research, as it is still one of the most widely applied 

methodologies for this type of research. For this reason, human error countermeasures were built 

into the surveys to alleviate the impact of such biases. 

  

3.2 Data Analysis Methodology 

At the completion of the data collection process, all the interviews were transcribed by 

the principal investigator verbatim. The qualitative information obtained from the Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing in-depth interviews were analyzed using NVivo 12 software for text 

analysis. NVivo is an example of Qualitative Data Analysis Software, sometimes referred to as 

Computer-Aided Qualitative Data Analysis Software (Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). NVivo is often 

leveraged in the interpretation of unstructured or semi-structured data (Bazeley & Jackson, 

2013).  
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Qualitative analysis can be particularly beneficial when a more detailed understanding of 

a process or experience is desired, more information is necessary to determine boundaries or 

characteristics of the investigated issue, or when the data is in non-numeric or text form (Bazeley 

& Jackson, 2013). NVivo can aid in the management of data, management of ideas, query of 

data, visualization of data, and the development of reports from the data (Bazeley & Jackson, 

2013). NVivo offers a systematic approach to qualitative case study analysis (Ghauri & Firth, 

2009; Bazeley & Jackson, 2013). NVivo and other computer aided qualitative data analysis are 

not necessarily the best at designing and conducting research methodology, but, when grounded 

in theory, serve as a strong alternative to traditional methodologies (Costa, Reis, Sousa, Moreira 

& Lamas, 2017). However, NVivo may “have highly practical application whenever qualitative 

data is used” (Costa et al., 2017, p. 93).  

The use of NVivo software for qualitatively analyzing case studies about the topic of 

Reshoring is not a novel approach. In fact, Robinson & Hsieh (2016) makes use of NVivo in a 

case study of the Burberry clothing brand in the United Kingdom. Theyel, Hofmann and Gregory 

use NVivo to analyze the transcripts of in-depth interviews with 50 manufacturers (2018). 

Benstead et al. (2017) leverages NVivo software in the qualitative analysis of a single case study 

of a company that reshored from China back to the United Kingdom. Similarly, Fjellstrom, Fang, 

and Chimenson analyzes in-depth case studies of companies in Sweden and China with NVivo 

software (2019). The current study used NVivo for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing in-

depth interviews in the United States as this technique has been instrumental in previous studies 

investigating Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing companies in other countries.  

Manual coding was used to analyze the text from the interviews. NVivo allows for the 

grouping of qualitative rich textual data into nodes, allowing for descriptive statistics. The 
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Primary Investigator developed the nodes based on the literature reviews. Nodes were created 

that were not from the literature review when there were multiple mentions and the node did not 

fit into existing concepts. Nodes with common themes were grouped together. This led to a 

three-tiered hierarchy. The first tier with the biggest themes consisted of the parent nodes that are 

listed as categories in the Data Analysis section. The second tier consisted of the child nodes of 

the parent nodes, and they are listed as subcategories in the Data Analysis section. The third tier 

included the child nodes of the child nodes, grandchildren nodes of the first tier, and they are 

listed as groups in the Data Analysis section.  

 

3.3 Summary of Methodology 

In-depth interviews were used to investigate Reshoring research objectives and were 

conducted in person and/or by phone depending on the availability of textile and apparel industry 

leaders. The in-depth interview questions were developed from a literature review of articles that 

include their research questions, (e.g., Martinez-Mora & Merino, 2014; Ashby, 2016) and 

suggested future research (e.g., Benstead, Stevenson, & Hendry, 2017). Additionally, some of 

the questions are direct suggestions from a phone interview with Mr. Bill DiIanni1 conducted on 

May 21, 2018. The in-depth interview questions will intentionally be open ended type questions 

towards a more exploratory approach. To that end, there is a reduced number of questions to 

allow for the free flow of ideas. To respect the time of textile and apparel executives and 

company leaders, Q1 were asked prior to the setting up of the in person or phone interview. The 

in-depth interview questions are included in Appendix G. 

 
1 Mr. Bill DiIanni was the Director of Research and Development at International Textile Group at the time of the 

interview on May 21, 2018 
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To the researcher’s knowledge, this was the first study to interview executives in the U.S. 

textile and apparel industry on the topics of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing and 

included both pre-Covid and during Covid interviews. As society and the world enters a post-

Covid pandemic economy, the timing of these interview can offer unique insights. NVivo text 

analysis and descriptive statistics were used to analyze the results from the in-depth interviews. 

This study will enhance the comprehension of these topics and may inspire future studies.  
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CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS  

The in-depth interviews were open-ended and exploratory in nature, with a total of 11 

company interviews from 13 leading industry experts. Three people were interviewed from a 

single company2, and the rest had a single participant per company. Textile and apparel 

companies and those with the appropriate NAICS3 codes were contacted from companies listed 

on the Reshoring Initiative website (reshorenow.org) and Manufactured in N.C. website 

(manufacturednc.com). These companies were not a full representation of the entire textile and 

apparel industry. The companies included cut-and-sew operations, manufacturers, retailers, and a 

network organization and represented end products such as socks, fasteners, apparel, and highly 

technical military gear. Participants were from across the United States but did not necessarily 

constitute a representative sample of the entire country. All participants were executive levels, 

with example titles of Co-Founder, Co-Owner, Chief Executive Officer, Chief Operating Officer, 

President, Senior Vice President, and Vice President. The interviews were conducted over the 

phone, in person, and over Zoom. The interviews took place between October 30, 2019, and 

October 16, 2020. The interviews lasted between 30 minutes and two and a half hours in length.  

All interviews were audiotaped with the participant’s consent. The participants’ identities 

were replaced with pseudonyms (colors – Brown, Green, Yellow, Gray, Red, Purple, Silver, 

Blue, Orange, Gold, and Pink), and the company with three individuals is considered a single 

interviewee for consistency. The interviews were recorded using a password-protected device, 

the transcriptions were made by the principal investigator of the interviews, and all the 

 
2 The President of the company suggested that including the Director of Sourcing and a Senior Sale Associate would 

provide more complete answers 
3 NAICS stands for the North American Industry Classification System 
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information was stored on a password-protected computer. A semi-structured interview script 

(Appendix G) guided the interview and aided in the reliability of the data collection process. 

Additionally, the primary investigator refrained from asking questions that did not apply to the 

company or had already been covered based on preliminary company research and previous 

questions during the interview. The primary investigator implemented the same data collection 

procedures for each interview to establish consistency and reliability.  

The transcripts of the interviews were analyzed using manual coding in NVivo 12, 

reinforcing an explorative qualitative approach. The literature review led to the categorization for 

coding using an iterative process. The current study implemented the method for qualitative 

analytical technique proposed by Spiggle (1994) for analysis, structuring, and interpreting the 

interview data. Meaningful patterns emerged and interpretations of the data will be discussed in 

the subsequent sections. All histograms were created using JMP Pro 16.  

 

4.1 Evaluation of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

Part of the objective of the current study was to explore the degree to which Reshoring 

exists among the companies in the U.S. Textile and Apparel Industry. To accomplish this goal, 

the researchers evaluated the U.S. textile and apparel companies' consideration of supply chain 

relocation and possible strategies for Reshoring. As mentioned previously, Reshoring has many 

meanings and is still being defined.  

First, the executives were asked how they and others in their company define Reshoring 

after being provided the researcher’s definition that Reshoring is U.S. companies who opt for 

domestic rather than offshore manufacturing. Interviewees Red, Green, and Pink all indicated 

that for it to be Reshoring, the company had to at some point offshore. However, Interviewees 
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Blue, Yellow, and Gold stated a preference for the broader definition that included companies 

that had chosen not to offshore as part of Reshoring.  

 

Interviewee Blue said: "I would define reshoring as both options that you just 

outlined. It is either a hindsight decision of what is the true cost here during 

manufacturing or jobs in general, are we just losing jobs or are we losing the 

know-how, which in some sectors is kind of key to high-quality products. Once 

this know-how is lost, will there ever be a way to get it back. And so, it could be 

kind of like a hindsight decision that a company decides to make, or it could be 

just a very conscious intention decision that a company makes from the get-go".  

 

There was a consensus amongst the manufacturers that Domestic Manufacturing was not 

an ideal solution for every product or appropriate to meet all consumer needs. This lends 

credence to the notion that Reshoring is gaining strides in niche markets. While Interviewee 

Gold focused on the community aspect of Reshoring, Interviewee Gray emphasized the reality 

and limitations of Reshoring.  

 

Interviewee Gold said: "We have a philosophy that if you go outside of your 

market for product or service, you're cheating the system. Reshoring is an 

opportunity to reconnect to that supply chain that can make it. And again, we 

can't make everything here. We still live in a global economy, and I don't expect 

that to change. But reshoring is bringing it back to the community that can make 
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the product. And that is the community that you are planning to sell your 

product." 

 

Interviewee Gray postulated: "You really can't bring everything back. The issue is 

the complexities and the capital required to have the entire thing work allow for 

certain products in a certain place. You can't just pick up wedding gowns and 

move them from China to Los Angeles. There are challenges there. The 

manufacturers aren't there. The suppliers aren't there. The buyers aren't there. 

Finishing isn't there. Marketing isn’t there. There is never going to be a tidal 

wave of reshoring. It will have to pick its spot. Whereas there might be the 

opportunity for some things to come back. There are things that are not going to 

be able to come back. That is the reality".  

 

While the Reshoring capacity is finite, many of the manufacturers felt that the American 

textile and apparel industry is not at capacity yet. Many too thought that Domestic 

Manufacturing is positioned to remain highly competitive within a global marketplace. This 

indicates a large growth potential for Domestic Manufacturing. Overall, the current state of 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing is optimistic.  

 

Interviewee Yellow exclaimed: "We're ready. We'll do whatever we can to provide 

them with domestic manufacturing, and the demand is nowhere near our 

capacity." 
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Interviewee Gold challenged: “We’ll compete with anyone in the world because 

we’ll beat them on the triple bottom line.” 

 

Despite the optimism for the growth potential of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing, 

Interviewees indicated that they were still offshoring or nearshoring. This means that not 

everything is coming back and that companies are using Domestic Manufacturing as a 

component of their comprehensive sourcing strategies. Those that expressed interest in 

nearshoring highlighted that nearshoring still offers many of the traditionally exalted benefits of 

Reshoring, such as short lead times. Additionally, companies are still sourcing from multiple 

countries. Specific countries the companies still source from that were mentioned in the 

interviews include China, Vietnam, Korea, Thailand, India, Pakistan, Turkey, Haiti, Honduras, 

Mexico, and the U.S. territory Puerto Rico. 

 

Interviewee Grey explained the company's openness to multiple sourcing 

strategies based on their client's desires: "So we've had to morph our model to 

react to the realities of apparel manufacturing. So, we do both. We manufacture 

here, we manufacture there, and we will manufacture wherever our companies 

want us to manufacture. To make sure we stay in business."  

 

Interviewee Yellow offered: “I think we are finding more in nearshoring rather 

than bringing it into the United States so far.” 
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Interviewee Green stated: “There’s probably 15 different countries that may still 

be a part of the supply chain we have today.” 

 

4.2 Factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

To fully comprehend the Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing phenomenon, the 

current study determines the factors leading to supply chain relocation and Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing. While the factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing are 

numerous, the current study has grouped the factors into five primary categories, U.S. 

Operational Considerations, Global Trade Impacts, Cost Considerations, Stakeholder Drivers, 

and Labor Considerations. Each of these five categories include subcategories. To be considered 

a subcategory, the topic had to be mentioned at least once by at least two of the companies 

interviewed. In some instances, these subcategories are further broken down into groups, which 

also required at least one mention by at least two different companies. The categories and the 

subcategories are presented in descending order of mentions by the Interviewees. In the event of 

ties, they are presented in alphabetical order. See Appendix H for the overall outline of this 

classification.  

The categories will now be discussed along with their subcategories. In each of the 

following sections, two histograms will be provided that show the frequency in descending order 

of the categories and subcategories for the Factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

for both the number of interviewees and number of mentions. In each category sections, the 

frequency from the interviews will be stated and the subcategories will be listed. The 

subcategories frequency from the interviews will be stated, a general description or if applicable, 

an existing definition from textbooks, websites, or literature will be provided. Each subcategory 
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will then include additional relevant literature and references, followed by a discussion of the 

insights gleamed from the interviews, and finally direct quotes from the interviews. The groups 

will be discussed with their respective subcategories.  

Figure 5 shows the Categories of Factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by 

Number of Interviewees. All 11 of the Interviewees discussed Cost Considerations, Global Trade 

Impacts, and U.S. Operational Considerations. In the interviews, 10 of the 11 Interviewees 

discussed Labor Considerations and Stakeholder Drivers. Figure 6 is the Categories of Factors 

for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. The category U.S. 

Operational Considerations was mentioned much more than any of the other categories with 210 

mentions, however, this category does also have more subcategories than any of the other 

categories. Global Trade Impacts was mentioned 129 times in the interviews. Cost 

Considerations was mentioned 91 times in the interviews. Stakeholder Drivers was mentioned 78 

times, and Labor Considerations was mentioned 70 times. 
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Figure 5. Categories of Factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. 

 

Figure 6. Categories of Factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions.. 
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4.2.1 U.S. Operational Considerations 

The first category for factors for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing is U.S. 

Operational Considerations. The category U.S. Operational Considerations was mentioned a total 

of 210 times in all 11 of the interviews. U.S. Operational Considerations include the 

subcategories Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain, U.S. Infrastructure, Quality Assurance, Sustainability, 

Niche Markets, Control, Lead Time, Order Quantities, Technological Advancements, 

Communication, Inventory Levels, and Intellectual Property. A 2019 report by the World 

Economic Forum ranked 141 countries in terms of their Global Competitive Index (GCI), which 

measures national competitiveness, and the United States (Overall GCI 84.8) ranked second 

behind Singapore (Overall GCI 83.7) (Schwab, 2019). U.S. Operational Considerations is the 

harvesting of value from both tangible and intangible assets. The subcategories of U.S. 

Operational Considerations are distinct advantages for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. 

Figure 7 shows U.S. Operational Considerations Subcategories Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. The subcategory U.S. Infrastructure was discussed in 

10 of the interviews. Quality Assurance was discussed by nine of the Interviewees, and 

Technological Advancements were talked about in eight of the interviews. Seven of the 

Interviewees discussed Lead Times and Niche Markets were discussed in six of the interviews. 

Communications, Control, Order Quantities, and Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain were discussed in 

five of the interviews. The subcategories Intellectual Property, Inventory Levels, and 

Sustainability were talked about by four of the Interviewees. Figure 8 is the U.S. Operational 

Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of 

Mentions. Throughout the interviews, the subcategory Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain was 

mentioned 28 times, U.S. Infrastructure was mentioned 27 times, and Quality Assurance was 
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mentioned 21 times. Niche Markets and Sustainability were both mentioned 19 times. Control, 

Lead Time, and Order Quantities are all mentioned 17 times by the Interviewees. During the 

interviews, Technological Advancements were mentioned 16 times, and Communications were 

mentioned 15 times. Both Intellectual Property and Inventory Levels were mentioned seven 

times during the interviews.  

 

 

Figure 7. U.S. Operational Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of 

Interviewees. 
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Figure 8. U.S. Operational Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. 

 

4.2.1.1 Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain 

Aspects of the subcategory Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain were mentioned 28 times in five 

of the interviews. The definition of supply chain is the "total sequence of business processes 

involving single or multiple companies and countries that enables demand for products or 

services to be satisfied; an apparel supply chain might include some or all of the following: 

design and product developing agencies, material suppliers, manufacturers, transporters, 

warehouses, retailers, and consumers" (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p.431). Current purely 

distinct supply chain strategies include agile, traceable, circular, resilient, and zero-waste supply 

chains. Agile manufacturing allows for minimal changeover time, adaptability, and reduced 

interruptions in a made-to-order production strategy (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016). A 

traceable supply chain means that the customer has access to the product's provenance from raw 

material to finished product. As consumers become more conscientious about environmental and 
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social issues in textiles and apparel, “the need for transparency throughout the global sourcing 

process may be more intensified in the near future” (Ha-Brookshire, 2015, p. 231). A zero-waste 

supply chain is “a supply chain that completely reuses, recycles, or composts all materials” 

(Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 432). A resilient supply chain is a supply chain that can 

recognize, adapt, recover quickly, and survive difficult conditions. These difficult conditions 

could be a natural disaster, major economic changes, or something as monumental as Covid.  

The phrases hybrid supply chain, ideal supply chain, and optimal supply chain exist. 

However, at this time, there is not a single phrase that encompasses the benefit of a combined 

agile, traceable, circular, resilient, and zero-waste supply chain. Hybrid vigor, also known as 

heterosis and outbreeding enhancement, is a well-known genetic principle that hybrid offspring 

possess survival and performance superiority compared to their genetically distinct (purebred) 

parents (Baranwal, Mikkilineni, Zehr, Tyagi, & Kapoor, 2012). Hybrid vigor was first perceived 

by Charles Darwin and then rediscovered by George H. Shull and Edward M East, and for the 

past century it has become one of the most widely utilized phenomena in agriculture and animal 

breeding (Baranwal et al., 2012). The current study proposes the novel terminology Hybrid 

Vigor Supply Chain to describe the benefit of a supply chain that is a hybrid of existing supply 

chain strategies, e.g., agile, traceable, circular, resilient, and zero-waste supply chain. A Hybrid 

Vigor Supply Chain is defined as a mixed supply chain that possesses survival and performance 

superiority compared to current distinctly pure supply chain strategies. Note that these current 

distinctly pure strategies will change over time to meet companies' needs. A Hybrid Vigor 

Supply Chain leads to improved and increased functionality. Based on current supply chain 

strategies, a Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain is a supply chain that has superior performance due to 

its adaptability, transparency, circularity, survivability and does not create waste.  
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Interviewee Blue championed the benefits of a traceable supply chain: "It was an 

intentional decision. A very strong value for us from the get-go. To establish our 

production entirely in the United States and to make our product entirely 

traceable and to make our supply chain entirely transparent. To list our 

manufacturing partners on the website… <removed for brevity and identifiable 

information> … So, by sharing them with a broader audience, the hope is that 

more businesses will work with them. This will make them stronger businesses, 

and fit will guarantee long-term financial viability. This gives us the Peace of 

Mind of thinking we can work with these people for the next 10, 15, 20 years, and 

maybe who knows, at some point, there will be a reshoring renaissance. And 

thanks also to companies like ours, these businesses are the businesses who will 

be able to preserve the know-how and the United States." 

 

Interviewee Gold warned of the need to create more resilient supply chains: "But 

definitely we can do a better job when it comes to textiles and apparel. Because 

we can grow it here, we can process here, and we can manufacture here. And 

build those more resilient supply chains because there will be another global 

disruption somewhere down in the future. It could be a trade war, it could be a 

pandemic, I mean, that's going to happen."  

 

4.2.1.2 U.S. Infrastructure 

 The subcategory U.S. Infrastructure was mentioned 27 times in 10 of the interviews. 

Infrastructure is defined as “fundamental physical and organizational facilities and systems 
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needed for operation of a country, city, or area; includes transportation and communication 

systems and power supply” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 428). Under the category 

Enabling Environment, the United States ranked 20th in Institutions (GCI 71), 13th in 

Infrastructure (GCI 88), 27th in ICT adoption, which is the investment in technology to support 

business activities (GCI 74), and 37th in Macro-economic Stability (GCI 100) out of 141 

countries (Schwab, 2019). The United States once had a robust infrastructure, but with the rise of 

offshoring, there has been less upkeep of this infrastructure, leading to overall deterioration. 

Investment in U.S. Infrastructure restoration and upkeep is required to increase Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing.  

 

Interviewee Brown avowed: “There was this tremendous infrastructure that we 

had in the United States that disappeared.” 

 

Interviewee Red described the collapse of the U.S. textile infrastructure: "The 

infrastructure is gone. If you still have the infrastructure, the machines, you might 

stand a chance. But it's all gone. As soon as the plant shut down, the vultures 

came in, and those are the used equipment salesmen. And they come in and buy 

the equipment for pennies on the dollar." 

 

4.2.1.3 Quality Assurance 

The subcategory Quality Assurance was mentioned twenty-one times in nine of the 

interviews. Quality Assurance is defined as “a commitment to product quality that utilizes the 

concept of error prevention as integral to the entire product development process” (Kunz et al., 
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2016, p. 233). While cheap prices have been a key condition for sourcing decisions, reliability 

and the assurance of high-quality products are increasingly prioritized (Ha-Brookshire, 2015). 

Without reliable high-quality products, additional expenses may be incurred in time to 

troubleshoot problems, conducting inspections, need for re-work, loss, and returns from damaged 

goods, and possibly late deliveries (Ha-Brookshire, 2015). This can be summed up in the idea 

that it is more cost-effective to make the product right the first time than having the hassle of 

defective products (Kunz et al., 2016). Brands and retailers often establish standards from their 

manufacturers that outline the expectations and acceptability for the quality of the products 

(Kunz et al., 2016). While most Reshoring literature highlights U.S. manufacturing as high 

quality, there are still other countries that are known for higher quality products than the U.S. 

 

Interviewee Blue points out that the perception is that U.S. quality is lower than 

Italian quality for certain products: "And the sales reps would say - well they are 

made there because in the United States there aren't any mills left, or any dye 

houses left or it costs too much to make the yarn here, or the quality level is not 

the same as the level of you know some mills in Italy or where have you." 

 

Interviewee Pink commented on the high quality that domestic manufacturing can 

offer: "So we try to offer high quality, and that's why you know like entrepreneurs 

are looking for when they're looking for domestic manufacturing." 

 

Interviewee Purple vocalized quality: " You also get what you pay for. So, you 

know, we got to teach people what that value-added is. I think honestly, there are 
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good things made all over the world. I am not just saying that the U.S. makes a 

better product quality. I think overall, our quality is probably a little higher, 

maybe our quality control is a little bit higher. Once I got into doing some 

apparel, and you know as well as I do, you go into a store, you see something on 

a rack, you flip it inside out, and you start looking at it. When you can see the 

threads that are this long that haven't been trimmed, you know it's just the small 

attention to detail. And when things start to unravel before you have even put it 

on, it is nuts." 

 

4.2.1.4 Sustainability 

The subcategory Sustainability was mentioned nineteen times in four of the interviews. 

Sustainability “involves the corporate, government, and consume responsibility to integrate 

economic, political, environmental, and cultural dimensions to promote cooperation and 

solidarity among people and generations” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p.431). Per Byrd & 

Su (2020), U.S. consumers have an interest in environmental and social labeling but lacked 

knowledge about social and environmental practices within the textile and apparel industry. In 

general, consumers were either unaware of specific brands or questioned the validity of those 

brands that they were of that uphold environmental, sustainable, and social standards (Byrd & 

Su, 2020). Sustainability goes beyond environmental sustainability to include economic and 

social longevity. The United States has high ecological, economic, and social standards.  

 

Interviewee Blue lamented about the impacts of fast fashion on the environment: 

"Which is you know when do when we start talking about the true cost of fast 
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fashion and the impact that fast fashion has on the environment with all of these 

landfills, they are filled with acrylic which will be there after our great-

grandchildren. It will still be there." 

 

Interviewee Orange provided examples of sustainability concerns: "You would 

have to produce like 300 garments. Which isn’t usually financially advantageous 

to an emerging designer, and also, it's producing waste if, indeed, those things 

don't sell. So, you're experimenting a little bit with you know what's going to work 

what's not going to work. If you overproduce that, then you create waste. How do 

we make this fashion start to change up the fashion world a little bit? Get rid of 

some of the waste in production? You've seen recently, in the last couple years, 

people like Louis Vuitton and such destroying their stuff because they don't want 

it to water down their brand by selling them cheaply. Obviously, that's a waste too 

because now you produced all this stuff. You've used all these resources, and now 

you just burned them up. So that was part of it. And part of it was that the 

commitment to having people wearing garments that are made in a sustainable 

way, meaning not just sustainable fibers. The word "sustainable" has been used a 

lot, and it doesn’t really have a lot of meaning these days, or it can mean different 

things. But for us, it's about something that can be sustained. Can you sustain 

your brand? Can a person who's making that sustain their life? You know, are 

they able to work and make a living wage. We don't have control over that in 

other countries."  
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Regarding environmental sustainability, there was discussion from Interviewees Orange 

and Gold about the negative impacts of plastic on the environment, specifically micro-plastics. 

Interviewees Orange, Gold, and Purple advocated for the benefit of hemp-based textiles. There is 

a need for the de-stigmatism of hemp-based products.  

  

Interviewee Orange commented about the plastics in stuffed animals: "That fleece 

stuff, that fleece is plastic. All that stuffing, little filling inside, that is plastic. The 

fibers of plastic, when you wash them, it's going in our waterways. And we're 

drinking that stuff! We are literally drinking water plastic. We have to stop it. 

Seriously! If we want to save this planet like we need to be more responsible in 

terms of that. <removed for brevity> I’m a huge fan of hemp. I’m talking 

industrial hemp. You can make clothes and build a house.” 

 

Interviewee Gold remarked: "Billions of pounds of those plastic bags and plastic 

water bottles. What happens with plastic? Unlike a natural fiber which will 

biodegrade and go back into nature, plastic just gets smaller. When it gets 

smaller, it passes through our waste treatment facilities. It's in our streams, 

rivers, oceans, fish, and now it is in us. We learned about that and decided to 

make a pivot. Strictly on environmental reasons." 

 

4.2.1.5 Niche Markets 

 The subcategory Niche Markets was mentioned nineteen times in six of the interviews. 

Niche or concentrated marketing is “a market-coverage strategy in which a firm goes after a 
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large share of one or a few segments or niches” (Kotler & Armstrong, 2008, p. 204). According 

to Harris (2018), there is a strong Reshoring advantage for niche markets. Globally, the United 

States has one of the strongest markets, ranking 8th in Product Market (GCI 69), 4th in Labor 

Market (GCI 78), 3rd in Financial System (GCI 91), and 2nd in Market Size (GCI 100) (Schwab, 

2019). A niche market is a small subset of the entire market for which a company provides 

specific products. In the textile and apparel industry, this means a specific market segment for 

which a company is producing textile and apparel products.  

  

Interviewee Pink said: “What we have to do in the U.S. is create kind of niche 

sewing actually because we just can't compete on price with Asia or South 

America or some of these places where a lot of things are produced right now. So, 

it's really difficult to compete with the prices. What <name removed> encourages 

with entrepreneurs and with companies' reshoring is kind of like niche. We do 

smaller batches, but it's more of this like we call our class crafted production 

where there's a lot of communication it's a relationship of trust that builds 

between the two, which can take time and but at the end is really fruitful for both 

production company, and you know their client so whoever is selling out to the 

public…. <removed for brevity>… And the handcrafted movement that happened 

with Etsy and that small business idea. I feel like it brought a lot of people into 

that kind of manufacturing like I'm making this product, but I can't make it by 

myself forever, so how do I do that, and so then a lot of people have started 

looking through like these you know domestic companies. And I think that it's the 

domestic companies have always been there."  
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Interviewee Blue stated: "To getting to a point where it would be financially 

viable for them to make small runs of things instead of having to mass-produce. 

So, to work more towards the boutique ready-to-wear model as opposed to a mass 

production ready to wear model. And I think that that's exactly what's happening 

<removed identifiable product type>. Because you know we are a small company 

they're small companies so we're able to really you know customize the orders 

that we put in. Make sure that we don't overproduce. Because we don't have that 

financial power, you know to produce all the inventory, we wanted to let it sit on 

the shelf."  

 

Interviewee Silver stated: “But there are a lot of other companies, smaller 

companies, that are kind of starting to do that domestic production. They can do 

smaller quantities. I think that’s very valuable.”  

 

4.2.1.6 Control 

 The subcategory Control was mentioned seventeen times in five of the interviews. To the 

researcher's knowledge, Control has been rarely cited in the literature as a factor for Reshoring 

and Domestic Manufacturing. Ha-Brookshire (2015) states that control, flexibility, and risk can 

be defining criteria in deciding whether a company should make products on their own or source 

them from an external organization. Controlling the type and quality of fabrics and raw materials 

can lead many retailers to opt for a Cut Make Trim (CMT) contract, direct sourcing, or joint 

venture sourcing as opposed to full-package sourcing (Ha-Brookshire, 2015). Companies that are 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing have greater control over their production process.  
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Interviewee Orange explained the impact of Covid: “But the value comes in 

supporting your neighbor’s livelihood or making things, so we have more control. 

What happens if China decides. Look what's happening right now. China shut 

down their factories. Some of their factories, a lot of their factories. To contain 

this virus. Which means that we are getting textiles manufacturing things. We are 

going to start to see the effects of that. Like we have no control over that sort of 

thing.” 

 

Interviewee Orange also described the importance of control on the environment: 

"And you have control over the environment. You have no control over them 

putting chemicals in the dyes in the water. We have no control over if they burn 

that stack of T-shirts that didn't sell or whatever. Like that's all adding to the 

pollution. And we can say we want to save our globe. If you don't buy responsibly 

where you have an understanding, where we have safeguards in this country on 

some level, maybe not always with the chemicals going into stuff. But the 

emissions you know we have, we know what those things are, there are things in 

place. We don't know that in other countries. We don't know what they're doing 

with their leftover textiles." 

 

4.2.1.7 Lead Time 

The subcategory Lead Time was mentioned seventeen times in seven of the interviews. 

Lead time is defined as “the total amount of time required to receive goods from the suppliers 

from the moment contracts are issued” (Ha-Brookshire, 2015, p. 74). Furthermore, lead time can 
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include "raw material-production and delivery time, apparel-manufacturing time, shipping period 

from the suppliers' countries to the source's location, and any other time necessary to care of 

import-export procedures" (Ha-Brookshire, 2015, p. 74). In an era where fashion can change 

overnight thanks to social media, lead time now comes with an increased cost. Some are even 

claiming that clothing is becoming a perishable item, like food, with the ever-changing fashions 

and seasonality (Ha-Brookshire, 2015). Shorter Lead Times from Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing allows companies to get products manufactured and to consumers quickly, which 

is increasingly necessary with fashion constantly changing in real-time due to social media.  

 

Interviewee Gold highlighted the impact of lead time during Covid: “In a global 

apparel market, you got to plan six to 12 months out. Well, there was a lot of 

products in the pipeline, that never, that is still stuck in the pipeline. Or the stores 

are closing” 

 

Interviewee Yellow provided: “The majority of the people that we deal with, they 

want products as fast as they can get. They do not like those lead times that you 

deal with, when you offshore.” 

 

Interviewee Green said: “The advantages of having facilities here are obvious, 

your lead times. Your ability and savings associated with less inventory in the 

pipeline. Because you don’t have a month of lead time of goods just sitting there 

on the water. They aren’t sitting there, they’re moving.” 
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4.2.1.8 Order Quantities 

The subcategory Order Quantities was mentioned seventeen times in five of the 

interviews. Economic order quantity is defined as “the ideal order quantity a company 

should purchase to minimize inventory costs such as holding costs, shortage costs, and 

order costs” (Fernando, 2021b, para 1). When sourcing from other countries, a firm must 

purchase large amounts of the product to justify the costs, time, and logistics. The need of 

some sourcing firms for smaller order quantities reinforces the benefits of Reshoring for 

niche markets. The difference between these two subcategories is that a niche market 

typically considers the consumer market, whereas the order quantities are from the 

standpoint of the brand or retailer. Manufacturing in the United States has an opportunity 

to offer small-batch products.  

 

Interviewee Pink declared: "There used to just be huge minimums that people had 

to meet to go into domestic manufacturing, and we're just shifting that a little bit 

or trying to. Where if you're a small company and you want to make 200 items to 

see how it goes, we will try to help you do it. Because we want you to succeed, 

and we want domestic manufacturing to succeed. We offer low minimums, which 

is unlike, you know, overseas production. A lot of times, these companies need to 

be making 1000 or buying 1000 yards to even start. So, low minimum for clients." 

 

Interviewee Brown said: "We are such a small company that it has been difficult 

for us to find Chinese resources who are willing to handle our order quantities. It 

is easier to find those resources in South America. …<removed for 
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breviary>…Well we're typically in the three-digit territory. And a lot of the 

resources are looking for four digits. They're looking for the mid four digits. So, 

they're looking for thousands, and we are looking for hundreds per SKU. So, 

we're a niche, specialty brand." 

 

4.2.1.9 Technological Advancements 

 The subcategory Technological Advancements was mentioned sixteen times in eight of 

the interviews. Technological Advancements in the textile and apparel industry can include 

automation, robotics, and modern equipment. Supply chain management textile and apparel 

technologies can include ERP (Enterprise Resource Planning), RFID (Radio Frequency 

Identification), and data analysis integration. While ranking 141 countries in terms of Innovation 

Ecosystem, the United States ranked 1st in terms of Business Dynamism (GCI 84) and 2nd in 

Innovation Capability (GCI 84) (Schwab, 2019). Despite the recent decline in U.S. 

manufacturing and innovation, many still have hope for renewal (Lipscomb, 2011).  

Amongst the Interviewees, there was a lack of consensus about the amount of technology 

that exists already. Perceptions about the level of automation existing in the textile industry 

pertaining to Domestic Manufacturing could be explored in future research.  

 

Interviewee Blue advocated the use of modern equipment and machines: "The 

hope is that we can urge or encourage our current manufacturers to take little 

leaps, you know, little steps forward when it comes to development growth. In 

other words, inspiring them to buy more modern equipment. To train a new 

generation of machine technicians." 
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Interviewee Yellow offered concerns about the impacts of technological 

advancements on the textile industry: " In fact, some of the information that I see 

is that 40% of a lot of the jobs that are here today would be replaced by a robot. 

So, that begs the question, what happens to those people that are displaced. Some 

say that they will be building robots and servicing robots. So. Who knows? That’s 

a big crisis I think right now in the textile industry is the labor issue.” 

 

Interviewee Orange suggested a change from automation: "What would change 

that is automation. Because then it's a different type of job. But you can't totally 

automate a garment. If you look inside a garment and you look at all the seams 

and all the different things that go into that, it's not possible to do it hands-free." 

 

Interviewee Purple explained: "Equipment is not here. Automation, for the most 

part, is not here. The old-school long arm type stuff is not here. Everything has 

relied on China." 

 

Interviewee Red showcased the importance of automation for Domestic 

Manufacturing: "We have some products that have a lot of automation and low 

labor content. We are very competitive in those types of products because we have 

invested in automation. But we have products that have a high level of labor 

content, and it's more difficult to get the type of margins. We end up subsidizing 

them with the margins that we get from the more automated processes." 
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Interviewee Brown explained: “I think that the whole garment knitting 

technology, as that becomes more refined. That offers a real opportunity because 

the labor content is so low. But machines are still too expensive and too slow to 

have a big impact today.” 

 

Interviewee Green said simply: "If it's highly automated, you can do it anywhere." 

 

4.2.1.10 Communication 

 The subcategory Communication was mentioned fifteen times in five of the interviews. 

Communication considers language barriers, time changes, and the logistics of communication. 

When an individual is communicating across the globe and in a foreign language, it is not 

surprising that there will be communication issues. When the transmission is regarding the 

production of manufactured goods, such as textiles and apparel, these communication issues can 

lead to poor quality, delayed production, and even loss of sales. Interviewee Purple even told of a 

broken machine that was halting some production being delayed from communicating with a 

company in another state and a company in China trying to get the machine fixed for over nine 

months. There can be a tremendous amount of communication and customer service for domestic 

manufacturers when running small batch services. From the standpoint of retailers and brands, 

they have a greater understanding of the process.  

 

Interviewee Pink discussed communication as a major benefit of Domestic 

Manufacturing, stating: "As well as that communicative nature, we want to just 

make sure that we are involving them in every part of the process. That they know 
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how their products are being made. That they know the terminology. They know 

all the people that are involved in jobs that happened in the cut and sew." 

 

Interviewee Orange also highlighted communication as a major benefit of their 

Domestic Manufacturing: "It's a very difficult business model to maintain because 

of the amount of communication one has when you have the same amount of 

communication for 30 garments as you would for three million. When you think 

about when you're only doing 30 garments, then you have to have a lot more 

customers. This means you have a lot more communication which gets very 

complicated now you have 300 clients instead of one or two. So that gets very 

involved. …<removed for brevity>… For us, we do small-batch, so your 

customer service level is way higher with us. Of course, the number you can talk 

to us without an interpreter. And you know we understand each other. But when 

you're working with us, you need to go over the design with our patternmaker. 

Yeah, we allow that. You could talk to the person who's developing your garment. 

So that customer service part is essential, especially in small-batch stuff." 

 

4.2.1.11 Inventory Levels 

The subcategory Inventory Levels was mentioned seven times in four of the interviews. 

Inventory and storage are a prime pillar of logistics for textile and apparel firms, and "the cost 

associated with holding inventories is also substantial throughout logistics" (Ha-Brookshire, 

2015, p. 192). Physical distributions are “the movement or flow of materials from the firm’s 

point of manufacturing origin and/or distribution center to the point of sales” (Ha-Brookshire, 
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2015, p. 187). As Ha-Brookshire (2015) puts it, appropriate inventory management reduces the 

overall costs of merchandise carrying, transportation, and storage. When inventory needs to be 

stored, there can be rent costs, labor costs, and risk costs that the products could be stolen (Ha-

Brookshire, 2015). Understanding the costs associated with surplus inventory, many major 

retailers are striving towards zero inventory practices. Conversely, an inventory deficit will result 

in stock-outs and lost sales. Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing offer the opportunity for 

companies to optimize their Inventory Levels.  

  

Interviewee Silver said: "Our value proposition to them was the fact that they 

don't need to order an entire containers' worth of product at one time. We can 

give you weekly shipments, or monthly shipments, or whatever, so you don't have 

to, you know, wait for a whole container that might take six months to get it 

delivered. And then you have to take in all that material all at once. And then you 

burn through your inventory, and then you place more. We can set up a steady 

flow, and just you give you guys basically what you need, and then we can ramp 

that up or ramp that down with little tweaks." 

 

Interviewee Red explained: "Lot of issues with the way things were shipped, and 

the cost of shipping and the length of time to get it. The old model used to be to 

build the inventory and then sell the inventory. And the model for most industry 

now is we don't keep inventory long. Because inventory costs a lot of money, so 

we're going to build it as we receive the order. That's what we do here. ... 

<removed for brevity>… Probably 70% of all apparel items are generally sold at 
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some time of clearance. It may start at 10% or 25% or 75% or whatever. That's 

because they still work off of that inventory model." 

 

Interviewee Gray summarized the Reshoring factors thusly: “If you would rather 

have lower inventory but you have higher cost per widget, then reshoring is good. 

Or you don’t care about how much inventory you have and are entirely focused 

on capital, and everything is focused on lowering the cost of the widget. Those are 

the two factors that go into whether to offshore or reshore”. 

 

4.2.1.12 Intellectual Property 

The subcategory Intellectual Property was mentioned seven times in four of the 

interviews. Intellectual property is mentioned throughout the Reshoring literature (e.g., Ellram et 

al. 2013; Gray et al., 2013; Tate, 2014; Fratocchi et al., 2016; Zhai et al. 2016; Reshoring 

Initiative 2021). Intellectual Property is defined as the “copyrights, trademarks, patents, trade 

secrets, and semiconductor chips; inventions or other discoveries that have been registered with 

government authorities for the sale and use by their owner” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 

428). Intellectual Property Rights are “legal protections for exclusive use by owners of 

copyrights, trademarks, patents, trade secrets, and semiconductor chips” (Kunz, Karpova, & 

Garner, 2016, p. 428). According to Zhai et al. (2016), Intellectual Property Rights protections 

are weaker in developing countries, including China, and there is better protection in the United 

State. Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing allow a company to leverage protecting their 

Intellectual Property using the U.S. legal system.  
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Interviewee Purple claimed that the Intellectual Property of a company can be 

difficult to protect overseas: “He has no patterns. Has nothing digitized? Because 

it is all being done in China. So, he can’t get the Chinese to give him that 

information. Because they will immediately know, well what are you doing if you 

need your patterns. We’re building this for you, don’t worry about it.” 

 

Interviewee Red told of a friend who had experience with I.P. theft in China: 

"They call them kick-offs, so they would just take, when the trucks were traveling 

down the road, the guys in the back would just kick off a box full of stuff. And they 

would have a friend waiting. As soon as he kicks it off, he picks it up and sells it. 

Yeah, it is a loss of industrial espionage, I guess you would call it." 

 

4.2.2 Global Trade Impacts 

The next category for factors of Reshoring is Global Trade Impacts. The three main 

subcategories in this section are U.S. Trade, Business Practices in other countries, and Covid. 

The subcategory U.S. Trade includes the groups national security (e.g., the Berry Amendment), 

tariffs and duties, tax breaks and subsidies, trade advantages, and trade agreements (e.g., 

NAFTA, TPP). Business practices in other countries constitute the groups China's changing 

operations and rising labor costs, ease of doing business in other countries, exploiting foreign 

labor, and business concerns. Examples of business concerns include natural disasters in other 

countries, environmental regulation in other countries, political instability in other countries, and 

recourse when products are damaged or delayed. Figure 9 shows Global Trade Impacts 

Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. Business 
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Practices in Other Countries and U.S. Trade were discussed in 10 of the interviews. Considering 

that only eight of the 11 interviews were in 2020, five of the interviewees discussed Covid. 

Figure 10 is the Global Trade Impacts Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

by Number of Mentions. U.S. Trade was mentioned sixty times, and Business Practices in Other 

Countries were mentioned fifty-two times in the interviews. Covid was mentioned seventeen 

times by the Interviewees.  

 

 

 

Figure 9. Global Trade Impacts Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. 
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Figure 10. Global Trade Impacts Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. 

 

4.2.2.1 U.S. Trade 

  The subcategory U.S. Trade was mentioned sixty times in 10 of the interviews. 

The subcategory U.S. Trade includes the groups national security (e.g., the Berry Amendment), 

tariffs and duties, tax breaks and subsidies, trade advantages, and trade agreements (e.g., 

NAFTA, TPP). The Berry Amendment is defined as “a statutory requirement that restricts the 

Department of Defense (DoD) from using funds appropriated or otherwise available to DoD for 

procurement of food, clothing, fabrics, fibers, yarns, other made-up textiles, and hand or 

measuring tools that are not grown, reprocessed, reused, or produced in the United States” 

(Office of Textile and Apparel (OTEXA), n.d., para 1). Since 1941, the Fifth Supplemental DoD 

Appropriations Act followed by the Berry Amendment has been “critical to maintain the safety 

and security of our armed forces” and been instrumental in the continuation of the U.S. textile 

and apparel industry (Office of Textile and Apparel (OTEXA), n.d., para 1). Trade policy is "a 
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government policy that directly influences the quantity of goods and services that a country 

imports or exports" (Mankiw, 2004, p. 834). The United States became a superpower due in 

large part to the country's manufacturing capabilities. In 1994, the United States entered the 

North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which eliminated tariffs and quotas between 

Canada, Mexico, and the United States (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016). Historically, textiles 

and apparel have played a vital role in the United States’ economy, and U.S. Trade involves the 

geopolitical benefits of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. 

 

Interviewee Silver describes the importance of the Berry Amendment: "So the 

main reason for that goes beyond it's for national defense. But it's making sure 

that they protect the industrial base. Because it's critical if they don't have a 

military-industrial base, and then we get into a conflict. And we have a need for 

products, and we don't have the industrial base here to ramp up, then the 

government can go without the products they need… <removed two sentences due 

to identifiable information> … And now they get into a conflict where China, you 

know, is on the other side of that conflict, our military is not going to have the 

<removed product name as it is identifiable> they need. So, we can't be reliant on 

a foreign source for items that might be critical for our national defense. That's 

the purpose of the Berry Amendment." 

 

Interviewee Brown stated: “Penalties and the whole tariff uncertainty is causing 

us to wish we had moved soon, faster, and further.” 
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Interviewee Gold describes the impact of NAFTA on the textile industry: “With 

NAFTA, it really affected a sector of the economy. If you were in the textile or 

apparel business, yes, you knew it, you felt it. And business was lost, we lost a lot 

of jobs. But a lot of people who were not connected to that, you know, didn't see 

the impacts if they got clothes cheaper.”  

 

4.2.2.2 Business Practices in Other Countries 

The subcategory Business Practices in Other Countries were mentioned 52 times in 10 of 

the interviews. Business practices in other countries constitute the groups China's changing 

operations and rising labor costs, ease of doing business in other countries, exploiting foreign 

labor, and business concerns. Exploiting foreign labor can include child labor and unsafe 

working conditions such as factory fires. As Lipscomb puts it, "… many of our own retailers not 

only prefer to buy from sources that result in job loss for this country but will seek out the 

absolute cheapest places to make products, despite egregious exploitation of those peoples and 

places" (Lipscomb, 2011, p. 7). Examples of business concerns include natural disasters in other 

countries, environmental regulation in other countries, political instability in other countries, and 

recourse when products are damaged or delayed. Business Practices in Other Countries are the 

most negative impacts of globalization pertaining to Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing.  

 

Interviewee Yellow stated on the topic of China's changing operations and rising 

labor costs: "China's entrance and acceptance into the WTO have changed the 

world. It certainly impacted our industry significantly. And took away a 

significant number of our customers and competitors. It's just shrunk the textile 
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industry. But, I didn't expect them to grow as fast as they have and to sophisticate 

as fast as they have. And their standard of living and labor rates have gone up 

significantly. There were already people realizing how expensive it was to 

manufacture there."  

  

Interviewee Orange provides an example of the exploitations that have occurred 

in offshore labor: "And they look at you know disasters of factories where people 

are losing their lives because they are not set safety measures in place. We know 

we have that in the United States, but you don't know when you buy your clothes 

who made those. Who? And what is their life like? That person that made your T-

shirt. What is their life like? ...<removed for brevity, includes a discussion of a 

scene from a documentary called The True Cost with a scene of a woman sewing 

at a machine in a filthy factory while her baby sleeps on the floor>… It's 

disturbing that we're doing that so that we can have 500 T-shirts in our closet. 

That the value of that garment is nothing to us and everything to that woman 

sitting there with a baby on the floor. Because without that T-shirt she's, you 

know, whatever. But that T-shirt could cost a little bit more. She could be paid a 

little bit more. And we don't need to have so many of them." 

 

Interviewee Grey explains the political risk using Covid as an example and 

natural disasters using hurricanes, tsunami, and earthquakes as examples that 

can occur in other countries: "You have a situation where we don't know whether 

or not factories in China are going to open up. Today, next Monday, a week from 
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Monday, two weeks from Monday. We don't know, right. So, you have a political 

risk associated with offshoring theoretically that you won't have, or you have less 

of a risk with reshoring. So, you have that sort of X factor. That all of the sudden 

will alter your decision-making processes. So, you if you have Haiti, or Puerto 

Rico, or the Dominica Republic. Those places are significant offshoring 

manufacturing. Except when they have a hurricane or a tsunami or an 

earthquake. In Haiti's case, an earthquake essentially took them out of production 

for almost six months." 

 

4.2.2.3 Covid 

The subcategory Covid was mentioned seventeen times in five of the interviews. The 

interviews took place from October 2019 to 2020. Three of the interviews were in 2019, five of 

the interviews were in February 2020, and three of the interviews took place between March and 

October of 2020. As a reference, the first reported case of Covid-19 in the U.S. was January 21, 

2020 and the World Health Organization claimed Covid-19 had reached pandemic status on 

March 11, 2020 (World Health Organization, 2021).  

The Coronavirus pandemic has forever changed the global economy. Before the 

Coronavirus pandemic, Harris (2018) predicted that the privately owned and niche market 

producers that tend towards Domestic Manufacturing would benefit from their small order size 

and ability to change quickly in the event of changes in the economy compared to their larger 

counterparts that place large orders months in advance overseas. From 2010 to 2019, e-

commerce in the United States increased an average of 10 percent per year (Schwab & Zahedi, 

2020). Due to Covid, from July 2019 to July 2020, there was a 24 percent increase in e-
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commerce in the United States in a single year (Schwab & Zahidi, 2020). Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing will likely see increased interest from the average consumer in a post-

Covid world. Future research will undoubtedly study the impacts of Covid on Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing. 

 

Interviewee Orange on March 12, 2020, was practically prophetic, stating: "As 

the world economy is fluctuating things like you know things like a Coronavirus 

which changes everything again you have no control about what other countries 

are going to do. They may just stop flights going anywhere. They may just stop 

ships going anywhere. And then everyone in the United States will see the value of 

buying American." 

 

Interviewee Gold: “The conversation is good right now with Covid, is it really 

has shined a light on the weakness of depending solely on a global supply chain. 

Because it has been really disruptive.” 

 

Interviewee Pink stated: “During all of the Corona things I feel for so many 

industries because they really slowed down and had to lay off people and then 

shut their doors. The textile industry is the opposite. Everybody I know is so busy 

or overloaded. They have more work than they can handle. Like the PPE 

production that started for a lot of these companies. Like masks, gowns, hospital 

things, and other things that companies have been doing”.  
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4.2.3 Cost Considerations 

The next category of factors for reshoring is Cost Considerations. Cost Considerations 

were mentioned ninety-one times in all 11 of the interviews. The subcategories for Cost 

Considerations are Cost of Goods Sold, Total Cost of Ownership, Transportation Costs, Travel 

Costs, Labor Costs, Capital Investments, and Rent and Utilities. This category includes both 

direct and indirect costs. Figure 11 shows Cost Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. The total Cost of Ownership was 

discussed in all 11 interviews. Cost of Goods Sold was talked about in 10 of the 11 interviews. 

Transportation Costs were discussed by interviewees in seven of the interviews. Labor Costs 

were talked about in six of the interviews, and Capital Investment was a conversation point in 

five of the interviews. Travel Costs and Rent and Utilities were discussed in three and two of the 

interviews, respectively. Figure 12 is the Cost Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. Cost of Goods Sold was mentioned 29 times, 

and Total Cost of Ownership was mentioned 20 times in the interviews. The Interviewees 

mentioned Transportation Costs fifteen times and Travel Costs nine times. Labor Costs were 

mentioned eight times, Capital Investment was mentioned seven times, and Rent and Utilities 

were mentioned three times in the interviews.  
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Figure 11. Cost Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. 

 

 

Figure 12. Cost Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. 
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4.2.3.1 Cost of Goods Sold 

The subcategory Cost of Goods Sold was mentioned twenty-nine times in 10 of the 

interviews. Cost of Goods Sold is defined as "the direct costs of producing the goods sold by a 

company" (Fernando, 2021a, para 1). Cost of Goods Sold can include material and labor costs 

that were used directly to create the goods but does not include distribution and sales force costs 

(Fernando, 2021a). According to the Reshoring Initiative (2021), most companies are making 

sourcing decisions based exclusively on price, but price-only decision-making can result in a 

miscalculation of the actual offshoring costs by 20 to 30 percent. In contrast to the Total Cost of 

Ownership, Cost of Goods Sold can be considered direct costs that do not include hidden costs. 

Other countries, especially China, offer manufacturers subsidies that prevent a level playing field 

for Cost of Goods Sold (Lipscomb, 2011). Typically, the Cost of Goods Sold for domestically 

produced products are higher than offshored products, which is often cited as the greatest 

disadvantage of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing.  

 

Interviewee Blue advocated for a robust American supply chain to make 

American produced goods more competitive on price: "Which is now that we have 

created supply chains that are somewhat stable, within the United States, what 

can we do to gain efficiencies. Because if we gain efficiencies, we can bring the 

price, the production cost down a little and pass that saving on to the customer. 

And hopefully, that will open the access to our products to a broader customer 

base because that's what we want. If you make something good, you want as many 

people as possible to put their hands on it." 
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Interviewee Green backed the importance of price: "For most consumers in the 

real world, price is first. And while you ask them do you want to buy Made in the 

USA products, they say of course. Or what's most important, and you have a list 

of things, and Made in the USA would be on that list. But in the real world, the 

studies that we have done with consumers are not a deciding factor. In some 

cases, it might be a tie-breaker. For the most part, consumers, I don't want to say 

don't care, it's just that's not their priority. Their priority is getting what they need 

for themselves and their family in the most economical way that they can."  

 

4.2.3.2 Total Cost of Ownership 

The subcategory Total Cost of Ownership was mentioned twenty times in all 11 of the 

interviews. Total Cost of Ownership includes hidden costs, and there can be thirty cost and risk 

factors that are considered when determining the Total Cost of Ownership (Reshoring Initiative, 

2021). Examples of costs beyond price to consider include overhead balance sheet, risks, 

corporate strategy, and other internal and external considerations (Reshoring Initiative, 2021). 

Once companies include hidden costs and evaluate Total Cost of Ownership, they often find that 

domestically manufactured products are globally competitive.  

 

Interviewee Red: “I think you are going to get a better product. Sometimes it 

costs a little bit more. People want to focus on the direct cost, but they don’t often 

focus on the indirect cost. The indirect cost of the delays, in quality, and the 

potential stealing of your IP.” 
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4.2.3.3 Transportation Costs 

The subcategory Transportation Costs were mentioned fifteen times in seven of the 

interviews. Transportation Costs include freight and shipment costs for the manufactured goods. 

Delays in shipping from going through customs can be a significant risk associated with 

transportation costs. Transportation Costs can have an enormous impact on the types of products 

suited for reshoring versus offshoring. Some larger items such as carpeting, bedding, and 

furniture may be advantageous to Domestically Manufacture to reduce transportation costs. 

 

Interviewee Orange said: “You're saving costs on freight. Freight costs can be 

pretty high.” 

 

Interviewee Red stated: “Because shipping is bulky, takes up a lot of space, and 

so their shipping costs are so high.” 

 

4.2.3.4 Travel Costs 

The subcategory Travel Costs were mentioned nine times in three of the interviews. 

Travel Costs can include trips for meeting with and contracting the manufacturers, inspecting the 

facilities, or troubleshooting issues. Travel Costs can also include the time of these trips. Travel 

Costs can consist of the actual price of the plane ticket or the gas for the car if the trips are 

reachable by automobile. International travel costs are almost always more expensive than 

domestic travel costs, thus offering Domestic Manufacturing advantages.  
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Interviewee Gold praised a close supply chain when making Covid masks: “So 

we’ve probably made since we started, at least a dozen changes and 

modifications on these masks. So, when you’re local, you can be a lot more 

flexible to change compared to where you’re dealing with 10 time zones away, 

maybe a language barrier, and a time barrier. And then again, put Covid on top 

of that, I don’t really want to get on a plane right now and fly over to China.” 

 

4.2.3.5 Labor Costs 

The subcategory Labor Costs were mentioned eight times in six of the interviews. Labor 

costs are the salaries or wages of the people manufacturing the product. According to Ha-

Brookshire (2015), cost reduction is a prime goal towards businesses' economic improvement, 

and "one of the main sources of cost reduction comes from savings in labor costs … by using 

low-cost labor, companies producing labor-intensive products can save a substantial amount of 

labor input costs" (p. 13). Labor Costs are an aspect of the Cost of Goods Sold, but in the current 

study, Labor Costs are when labor is explicitly named. While not the highest globally, the 

minimum wage in the United States is much higher than the minimum wage of other less 

developed countries. High labor costs are often considered a massive disadvantage of Reshoring 

and Domestic Manufacturing.  

  

Interviewee Orange exemplified the wage disparity this way: "So when you go 

and buy a $3 or $5 T-shirt. You are saying, 'Yay, I got a $3 or $5 T-shirt'. And if 

you think about all the people involved in that. Including the raw materials, the 

shipping tariffs, the middleman, packaging, all that. Suppose you go down to the 
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first person who has to touch that the cutter and then the person who's making 

that. How much money do you think they're making? Like nothing, you're making. 

Nothing. They might work for a month and make $10. Per month!" 

 

Interviewee Purple proclaimed: “But the issues that we find is that once you are 

gone, you are gone. You’ll deal with the small headaches of tariffs. But coming 

back, the US labor rates are what kills everybody.” 

 

4.2.3.6 Capital Investment 

The subcategory Capital Investment was mentioned seven times in five of the interviews. 

Capital Investment is defined as “the procurement of money by a company in order to further 

business goals and objectives” (Kenton, 2021, para 1). This can include initial startup costs, 

buying machines, closing costs on real estate, hiring the initial staff, and all the large expenses 

that are necessary to launch a business. The adage “It takes money to make money”. In an in-

depth discussion about Capital Investment, Interviewee Blue mentioned the importance of being 

self-funded and that venture capitalists were seen as unwilling to invest in Domestic 

Manufacturing. There was a consensus amongst some of the Interviewees that it can be 

problematic to secure and obtain Capital Investment for Domestic Manufacturing.  

 

Interviewee Orange lamented: "Starting a manufacturing business in this country, 

I can tell you right now financially, is darn near impossible. The government. The 

banks. Nobody understands manufacturing. Nobody understands how 

manufacturing works. And nobody will loan to you. Nobody. Nobody invests in it. 
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Everybody invests in high tech because they see more immediate bigger returns. 

Because there isn’t a lot of return in manufacturing. People don't appreciate the 

clothing that they wear and the amount of time and energy, and what goes into 

creating that garment. So there has to be a re-education in terms of that. That's 

how we're going to reshore. That's how things are going to get made in the United 

States. Is when people realize the value of their clothing.” 

 

Interviewee Green stated: "Our category though is not a cut and sew product. 

There is not as much labor. Much of the cost is your capital investment, and then 

the components of that make up the product."  

 

4.2.3.7 Rent and Utilities 

The subcategory Rent and Utilities was mentioned three times in two of the interviews. 

The Upper 5th Avenue in New York City was the second most expensive retail location 

worldwide (Statista Research Department, 2019). Rent for all commercial property in 2018, 

including different building types such as office buildings, retail stores, restaurants, and 

undeveloped land, was 847 billion in U.S. dollars in the Asian Pacific region compared to 

commercial real estate in the Americas was 511.6 billion in U.S. dollars (Statistic Research 

Department, 2021). Utilities include electricity, gas, water, or sewage. Compared to the rest of 

the world, the United States has affordable and reliable utilities.  

 

Interviewee Green provided: “The cost of electricity in the U.S. is lower than 

almost anywhere else in the world. Right. So, there are savings there.” 
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4.2.4 Stakeholder Drivers 

The next category for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing factors is Stakeholder 

Drivers, and these are from the answers to Q13 in the interviews (Appendix H). The 

subcategories of the Stakeholder Drivers include Consumer Responsibility, Other Stakeholder 

Drivers, Brands and Retailers, Corporate Social Responsibility, Relationship Building, and Code 

of Conduct. Other stakeholder drivers were further grouped into tradition or heritage, Berry 

Amendment, board of directors, and founder or owner’s desire. Stakeholders are anyone that has 

concern or interest in the business. Figure 13 shows Stakeholder Drivers Subcategories for 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. Consumer Responsibility 

was discussed by nine of the 11 Interviewees. Brands and Retailers, Corporate Social 

Responsibility, and Other Stakeholder Drivers were talked about in six of the interviews. 

Relationship Building was discussed in five interviews, and the Code of Conduct was talked 

about in three of the interviews. Figure 14 is the Stakeholder Drivers Subcategories for 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. Of the Stakeholder Drivers, 

Consumer Responsibly was mentioned 22 times. Other Stakeholder Drivers were mentioned 14 

times by the Interviewees. There were 13 mentions for both Brands and Retailers and Corporate 

Social Responsibility. Relationship Building was mentioned nine times, and the Code of Conduct 

was mentioned seven times in the interviews.  
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Figure 13.  Stakeholder Drivers Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. 

 

 

Figure 14.  Stakeholder Drivers Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. 
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4.2.4.1 Consumer Responsibility 

Consumer Responsibility was mentioned twenty-two times in nine of the interviews. 

Lipscomb (2011) advocated for American consumers to request Made in the USA products the 

same way they requested Organic products in grocery stores. There were times when the 

interviewees indicated that consumer responsibility was more of a pull factor from consumers 

requesting domestically manufactured goods. Other times the interviewees mentioned consumer 

responsibilities as more of a push factor, something that the company needed to educate the 

consumer about the benefits of domestically manufactured goods. Ideally, there will be a two-

pronged approach with companies highlighting and educating brands, retailers, and end 

consumers on the benefits of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing and at the same time 

consumers requesting these American-made products when they do not see them in the stores.  

 

Interviewee Blue stated: “It’s a very loyal customer base that I believe has 

become very loyal because they have been able to see this unwavering 

commitment to do manufacturing sourcing in the United States.”  

 

Interviewee Pink explained: “It is a lot of re-learning both from the business 

needs to learn and then that needs to be told to the consumer.” 

 

Interviewee Gold summarized: “Another thing we like to say is our best customer 

is an educated customer.” 
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4.2.4.2 Other Stakeholder Drivers 

The subcategory Covid was mentioned seventeen times in five of the interviews. These 

are Stakeholder Drives that were not Brands and Retailers, Code of Conduct, Consumer 

Responsibility, Corporate Social Responsibility, and Relationship Building. Other Stakeholder 

Drivers were further grouped into tradition or heritage, Berry Amendment, board of directors, 

and founder or owner’s desire. Tradition and heritage brands are long-standing brands that have 

been manufactured in the U.S. for decades. These heritage brands have always been 

manufactured in the United States, and it is a key component of their brand identity. While the 

Berry Amendment was previously discussed in U.S. Trade, here it is specifically about the Berry 

Amendments being a driver for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. The Board of Directors 

typically has a fiduciary responsibility to represent a company's shareholder's interest. The 

founder and owner’s desires involve Domestic Manufacturing being a guiding principle since the 

creation of the company. 

 

Interviewee Silver praised the importance of the Berry Amendment as a driver of 

Domestic Manufacturing: “If the Berry Amendment didn’t exist, then I am 

competing against other people. It is not necessarily a level playing field. Now at 

least I know that I am competing on somewhat of a level playing field with all of 

my competitors having to produce domestically as well.” 

 

Interviewee Gray enthusiastically exclaimed: "I'm sure that my board of directors 

would love for us to have more American-made products."  
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4.2.4.3 Brands and Retailers 

Brands and Retailers were mentioned thirteen times in six of the interviews. A brand is “a 

name, term, sign, symbol, design, or a combination of these that identifies the products or 

services of one seller or group of sellers and differentiates them from those of their competitor” 

(Kotler & Armstrong, 2008). Some high-end designers focused on fashion brands that sell at 

Saks Fifth Avenue and Bloomingdale’s, manufacture in New York City’s Garment District 

(Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016). Some "lower-end retailers have started looking for 'Made in 

the USA' goods. For example, in 2013, Wal-Mart started a campaign to increase American-made 

goods in its stores by $50 billion in 10 years" (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 225). Many 

brands in retail and wholesale use COO as a communicative tool as a component of their 

branding strategy (Rashid & Barnes, 2018). Textile and apparel labels including American Giant, 

Reformation, Todd Shelton, Pendleton, and New Balance commonly signal Made in the USA in 

their marketing communications (Rindskopf, 2018). As more retailers emphasize their Made in 

the USA label, the Federal Trade Commission is strengthening the requirements to use the label.  

 

Interview Green stated the importance of being a heritage brand and retailers as 

a driver: "We've been around since <removed year as it is identifiable 

information> and so being a manufacturer in the U.S. is important to us. There's 

certainly been a discussion internally many times over whether we should 

continue to manufacture in the U.S. Because you can, there's certainly 

justification from a cost standpoint to take everything offshore. There are certain 

types of products that are competitive. And so, it makes sense for us to keep that 

capability and what's happened over the last five years. There have been 
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initiatives from certain companies, retailers, Wal-Mart being one that, wanted to 

buy products Made in the U.S." 

 

4.2.4.4 Corporate Social Responsibility 

 The subcategory Corporate Social Responsibility was mentioned thirteen times in six of 

the interviews. Social responsibility “involves the obligations of an individual, group, or general 

population toward the welfare and interest of the communities in which they live and operate, 

including fair treatment of human beings, resources, and the law” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 

2016, p. 94). Corporate Social Responsibility is defined as “the ethical obligation of companies 

toward the community and economic, ecological, and social environments in which they 

operate” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 94). Corporate Social Responsibility is when a 

company mentions Domestic Manufacturing as being for the greater good, the good of all of 

society, or the benefit of society at large. Corporate Social Responsibility involves social values, 

social norms, ethics, and morals. One can ask the questions: What do we want society to look 

like? Who do we want to be? What do we want to value? More specifically, to textiles, one can 

ask the questions: How do we value our clothes? How are we impacting developing nations? 

How are we connected to our clothing?  

 

Interviewee Orange illustrated Domestic Manufacturing as corporate social 

responsibility: "We've got so far removed from the clothing that we wear. You 

know when we were the ones like growing the cotton, spinning it, and then sitting 

up at night with our, you know, candlelight and our needle creating a dress. That 

dress was valuable because you knew what went into making that, and you 
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patched it, and you repaired it until it literally could not support covering your 

body anymore. And then you had to do it again. There was value in that in that 

garment." 

 

Interviewee Gold highlighted how Domestic Manufacturing can be a Corporate 

Social Responsibility: "Well, you are creating jobs in developing countries. And I 

say, well, if you're truly interested in creating jobs, do something that's beneficial 

to those people. Sustainable agriculture or something like that. You're just there 

to take advantage of their cheap labor. So, reshoring is bringing it back to the 

community that can make the product." 

 

4.2.4.5 Relationship Building 

The subcategory Relationship Building was mentioned nine times in five of the 

interviews. It is important to the overall strategic supplier quality management in a company to 

build strong supplier relationships, empower and support employees, and foster accountability 

(Hale, 1991). Incorporating knowledge and building relationship with other firms in the US 

apparel production supply chain helps support the building of network ties which can aid in job 

creation, support, and growth of the US sewn apparel and goods industry, and even help drive 

the US economy. (Miller, Engel-Enright, Hobbs, & Brown, 2021). Stronger social 

interconnections lead to knowledge sharing, more cooperative relationships, and advancing 

production, however, many apparel companies find it challenging to learn more about the 

apparel industry and make meaningful external connections (Miller et al., 2021). Building deep 
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and meaningful connections to all members of the textile supply chain can be a significant 

benefit of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing.  

 

Interviewee Gold claimed: "When you're working in a global economy, and you 

have a purchase order, you have a price, you have an email on a website. You 

only get that surface-level connection. By reshoring or domestic manufacturing, 

you can have a lot deeper relation with your suppliers. …<removed product 

information as it is identifiable>… And there's not one person that has all the 

answers. You just have a lot deeper relation. You can build deeper relationships 

in a local, domestic supply chain than you can in a global supply chain." 

 

4.2.4.6 Code of Conduct 

The subcategory Code of Conduct was mentioned seven times in three of the interviews. 

A Code of Conduct is defined as "a statement of principles and standards by which business 

decisions are made" (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 94). A company's Code of Conduct 

"outlines a company's relations with and obligations towards its employees, suppliers, customers, 

consumers, and communities where they operate" (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 94). A 

strong Code of Conduct can serve as an early step in the development of a sustainable supply 

chain (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016). In terms of this study, the Code of Conduct means that 

a company made an intentional commitment to Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing and saw 

this strategy as a core value of the company.  
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Interviewee Blue proclaimed: “It was an intentional decision. A very strong you 

know value for us from the get-go. To establish our production entirely in the 

United States is to make our product entirely traceable and to make our supply 

chain entirely transparent.” 

 

4.2.5 Labor Considerations 

  The final category for reasons for Reshoring is Labor Considerations. Labor 

Considerations include the subcategories Know-how and Aging Workforce, Living Wage, 

Training Concerns, and Supporting Domestic Jobs. Labor Considerations can consist of working 

conditions, compensation, and wages, benefits, career advancement opportunities, etc. Figure 15 

shows Labor Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by 

Number of Interviewees. Know-how and Aging Workforce was talked about in eight of the 

interviews. Training Concerns was discussed by seven of the Interviewees. A total of six of the 

Interviewees talked about Supporting Domestic Jobs, and five Interviewees discussed Living 

Wage. Figure 16 is the Labor Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. Know-how and Aging Workforce was mentioned 21 

times, and Living Wage was mentioned 19 times in the interviews. The Interviewees mentioned 

Training Concerns 17 times and Supporting Domestic Jobs 13 times.  
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Figure 15. Labor Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Interviewees. 

 

 

 

Figure 16. Labor Considerations Subcategories for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing by Number of Mentions. 
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4.2.5.1 Know-how and Aging Workforce 

Know-how and aging workforce were mentioned twenty-one times in eight interviews. In 

terms of Human Capital, the United States ranks 55th out of 141 countries in Health (GCI 83) and 

9th out of 141 countries in terms of the Skills (GCI 82) (Schwab, 2019). Know-how is particular 

knowledge or skill and is the expertise of the workforce. This is the idea that we want to continue 

to have the know-how of how to manufacture textiles for future generations.  

Further, the textile industry, like many other industries, has historical examples of 

problems. The negative connotations that are sometimes associated with textile manufacturing 

include sweatshops, child labor, and poor working conditions. Historically, small-pox infected 

blankets traded with Native Americans led to loss of life. The years of U.S. slavery starting in 

1619 was mostly created and maintained to tend cotton fields. In the 1830’s the women textile 

workers in Lowell, Massachusetts unionized due to unsafe working conditions. Some conjure an 

image of Sally Field’s portrayal of Norma Rae in 1979 when thinking of textile manufacturing. 

There is an overall concern that young people do not see textile manufacturing as a viable career 

path. Many of the textile employees and skilled workforce are mature individuals that are 

nearing retirement.  

 

Interviewee Blue shared: “I think that would spark so much interest and would 

make our you know the next generation understand that the value isn’t necessarily 

in how much you produce. But the value is in knowing how to make things.”  

 

Interviewee Pink explained: “I mean it's really interesting actually like it feels 

like our skilled labor force is aging out. A lot of the people that were working in 



124 

 

factories in the 1980’s and 1990’s are now in their 60’s and 70’s. And they’re 

retiring. … <removed sentence with company name>… The textile world has a 

bad rap a little bit. I mean the word sweatshop is usually what comes to mind 

when people think about sewing. You know about that kind of workspace.” 

 

Interviewee Yellow said: “Know-how and desire or willingness. Whether you are 

in China or in the United States, I think most folks entering the workforce today 

would rather sit in an air-conditioned retail environment making the same 

amount of money that they would sitting behind a sewing machine or a machine in 

a production environment. On the shop floor manufacturing is not viewed as a 

romantic, attractive career option for most people. So, they have had a challenge 

in refilling those positions that they have eliminated.” 

 

4.2.5.2 Living Wage 

Living Wage was mentioned nineteen times in five of the interviews. Living Wage is 

defined as “the level of income that covers a family’s basic needs, including maintenance of 

good health” (Kunz, Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 429). While the term living wage has been 

used for over a hundred years, there has been a lot of talk in United States politics recently about 

what constitutes a living wage (Luce, 2021). Many have hoped that the Biden administration 

would pass a $15 minimum wage (Luce, 2021).  

When someone purchases an offshore product, some of the money is being sent out of the 

United States, but when someone purchases a domestically manufactured product, the money 
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stays in the United States. This means that the sale of that item has a greater impact on the 

United States economy and helps the U.S.'s GDP (Gross Domestic Product).  

 

Interviewee Yellow explained: “And now you have kids coming out of schools 

who want to be in the high-tech industry because it is faster money. Who wants to 

go and sit at a sewing machine for the rest of their life for basically making 

minimum wage? It’s a hard sell.” 

 

Interviewee Blue promoted manufacturing as a calling: "I'm reminded that these 

people that we work with whether it's our in-house team or the people that work 

with our manufacturers, you know at the manufacturer facilities, these people rest 

assured are people that have chosen to do this type of work. Because it's labor of 

love, it's something they are passionate about, it's something that can make a 

living. Perhaps not, you know, a huge living, but they can make a living, and they 

can support themselves. And it's kind of like a mix of a job and a calling. Calling, 

you know, if I have to use a word that kind of you know describes well the way 

that we all feel about what we do. So, you know, sometimes we will say the 

mission."  

 

4.2.5.3 Training Concerns 

 Training Concerns were mentioned seventeen times in seven of the interviews. While the 

United States ranks 5th out of 141 countries in terms of the skillsets of graduates, “business 

leaders consider them less adequate to meet their needs” (Schwab, 2019, p. 21). According to the 
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2020 World Economic Forum, the United States ranked in the top five for countries that could 

leverage flexible work arrangements (Schwab & Zahidi, 2020). In a post-Covid pandemic world, 

human capital will move past access to education and health to "shift to active labor market 

policies and business practices that integrate education and health with mid-career training 

opportunities which match the needs of the labor market, safety nets for times of workforce 

disruption and workforce management underpinned by merit-based practices" (Schwab & 

Zahidi, 2020, p. 21). Training Concerns mean that there need to be accreditations, 

apprenticeships, and certificates for textile manufacturing, specifically as a trade skill.  

 

Interviewee Orange endorsed trade skills: " So we have a lot of people going to 

four-year colleges who can't find jobs, and they want the trendier jobs. It's 

making a trade valuable in this country. Making kids realize there is value in 

working with your hands. Like maybe more value in some way with working with 

your hands. That you don't necessarily need to go to a four-year college. And to 

have training programs. Like there are no training programs. Very few. I've 

searched and searched." 

 

4.2.5.4 Supporting Domestic Jobs 

Supporting Domestic Jobs were mentioned thirteen times in six of the interviews. 

Cheaper production overseas has led to a reduction in domestic sewing operations, thus resulting 

in large-scale job losses (Harris, 2018). According to a 1991 book by Hale, “United States 

workers do have the intelligence, desire, and heart to turn American business into quality 

enterprises” (p. v). New offshoring is happening to a greater degree than reshoring, and "there is 
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limited evidence to suggest that automation is accelerating reshoring" (Parschau & Hauge, 2020, 

p. 123). Per Parschau & Hauge (2020), the impact of automation on jobs in developing countries 

fail to acknowledge all the factors that will determine the net impact of automation and potential 

barriers to adopting new technology. According to Lipscomb (2011), if “every adult in this 

country made the commitment to buy one $30 American-made product per month, instead of its 

foreign version, we would directly create 500,000 jobs here in the USA” (p. 150) and "buying an 

article of American-made clothing benefits more than just the person who makes it; your choice 

benefits an entire supply chain of people, from the farmer who grew the cotton through every 

step of the process until it reaches your hands" (p. 214). Supporting Domestic Jobs includes the 

ideas that you are helping your neighbor and helping your community.  

 

Interviewee Orange shared: "People would value clothing more and probably be 

willing to pay a little bit more if their neighbor was the one going to the factory 

and making it. Because it gives it a personal connection. You say, oh God, you 

know they got kids, they have to feed their kids, she should be making a living 

wage." 

 

Interviewee Yellow explained: “The availability of work and the security of your 

job ends up with how you vote with your wallet. And if the consumer wants to 

secure American manufacturing jobs, then they will buy American-made 

products.” 
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4.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

The final research objective of the current study is to identify advantages and 

disadvantages to textile and apparel manufacturing in the USA from Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing strategies. Answers to Q14 in the interviews (Appendix H) and the factors for 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing give rise to the advantages and disadvantages. While 

there were differences in the Interviewee’s emphasis on certain advantages and disadvantages, 

there were general trends that arose.  

Based on the interviews, one of the greatest advantages of Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing is the development of a healthy supply chain. The current study proposes the 

novel idea of Hybrid Vigor Supply Chains. A Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain is defined as a mixed 

supply chain that possesses survival and performance superiority compared to current distinctly 

pure supply chain strategies. Based on current supply chain strategies, a Hybrid Vigor Supply 

Chain is a supply chain that has superior performance due to its adaptability, transparency, 

circularity, survivability and does not create waste.  

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing advantages often involve higher quality, higher 

American sustainability standards, and competitive advantages in niche markets. Additional 

advantages of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing include greater control, shorter lead 

times, and smaller minimum order quantities. Overall, American-made products are perceived to 

be of higher quality when compared to products manufactured in less developed countries. 

Companies that manufacture their own products have greater control over the design, quality, 

and quantities that they produce. On average, offshore production requires up to 12 months lead 

time, whereas Domestic Manufacturing can be accomplished as quickly as a one-week lead time. 

Social Media is causing consumer tastes to change rapidly so that the shorter lead time will 
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become increasingly important. Domestic Manufacturing allows for small-batch manufacturing 

and smaller minimum order quantities. Companies will not need to have enough products to fill 

up shipping containers.  

Technology advancements offer growth opportunities for Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing as automation will reduce the significance of labor costs in sourcing 

considerations. Per the interviews, brands and retailers receive high-standard customer service 

and streamlined communication when selecting domestic manufacturers. Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing allow a company to leverage protecting their Intellectual Property 

using the U.S. legal system. Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing offer the opportunity for 

companies to optimize their inventory levels and reduce waste from stagnant inventory. 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing will lead to a more robust U.S. economy. The 

ability to manufacture is necessary for national security to ensure that as a nation, we do not 

become reliant on other countries in case there is ever a war, natural disaster, or global crisis. 

China’s changing operations and rising labor costs, exploiting foreign labor, and business 

concerns are additional advantages of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. Business 

concerns include natural disasters in other countries, environmental regulation in other countries, 

political instability in other countries, and recourse when products are damaged or delayed. 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing will likely see increased interest from the average 

consumer in a post-Covid world.  

Many companies find Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing advantageous once they 

evaluate the Total Cost of Ownership, including hidden costs. Additional advantages include 

reduced costs associated with freight transportation and travel during sourcing. Moreover, the 

price of utilities in the United States is relatively low when compared to global prices. For some, 
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Domestic Manufacturing is for the greater good, the good of all of society, or the benefit of 

society at large. A major benefit of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing can be building deep 

and meaningful connections to all members of the textile and apparel supply chain. Domestic 

Manufacturing is beneficial to companies that make an intentional commitment to Domestic 

Manufacturing and see this strategy as a core value of the company.  

Domestic Manufacturing is necessary to continue to have the know-how of how to 

manufacture textiles and apparel for future generations. It will generate a more robust American 

economy that will help all Americans, particularly those living below the poverty line. 

Supporting Domestic Manufacturing supports domestic jobs, helps reduce unemployment, and 

can possibly provide a living wage to American workers.  

Domestic Manufacturing can be more advantageous for certain products compared to 

others. Typically, bedding, furniture, and oversized items are too heavy to ship efficiently and 

are manufactured closer to the consumer. Socks require little labor, so they are cost-effective to 

manufacture in the United States. 

 

Interviewee Gray stated: “Mostly the industry prefers to reshore bedsheets, 

sweaters, jeans, or under goods or backpacks or something like that.” 

  

The greatest disadvantage of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing is that the overall 

price of the product is higher. Typically, the Cost of Goods Sold for domestically produced 

products are higher than offshored products. Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing will remain 

limited until domestic products' cost and price structure can be globally competitive.  
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Interviewee Green stated: “Supply chains naturally move to lower-cost 

locations.” 

 

Moreover, Labor Costs are a major disadvantage of Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing. The minimum wage in the United States is much higher than the minimum wage 

of other less developed countries. The higher minimum wage leads to increased labor costs 

which bring about increased Cost of Goods Sold. Until there are technological advancements and 

automation, the high labor costs in the United States will continue to limit the amount of 

Domestic Manufacturing.  

Investment in U.S. infrastructure restoration and upkeep is required to increase Reshoring 

and Domestic Manufacturing. Some of the Interviewees mentioned the ease of doing business 

with other countries, such as simply emailing a tech pack to a sourcing company. Some 

companies stated that obtaining Capital Investment from banks for Domestic Manufacturing is 

more complicated than when outsourcing.  

Reshoring requires that companies that have offshored need to bring the manufacturing 

back to the U.S. Changing the status quo will require companies to honestly evaluate their supply 

chains, make a commitment to Reshoring, and invest time and money into making the change. 

As a fundamental principle of the human condition, change can be difficult, and commitment to 

change will require a paradigm shift. For there to be large-scale Reshoring and Domestic 

Manufacturing, there needs to be buy-in from multiple stakeholders, such as U.S. political 

leaders, company owners, board of directors, brands and retailers, and consumers. Consumers 

need to be educated about the value of their clothing and how important it is that the people 

making it earn a living wage.  
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Interviewee Orange stated: “So there has to be a shift in our mindsets about what 

is the value of our environment and our world and our life and our clothing for 

things to change.” 

 

Additional disadvantages are the aging workforce, lack of training a skilled workforce, 

and overall apathy amongst younger Americans. Many of the textile employees and skilled 

workforce are mature individuals that are nearing retirement. There need to be accreditations, 

apprenticeships, and certificates for textile manufacturing specifically as a trade skill. There was 

general belief that younger Americans don’t see manufacturing as a viable career path. 

Investments will need to be made to create targeted campaigns to shift consumer and worker 

perceptions and sentiment towards Domestic Manufacturing.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE WORK 

The research objective of the current study is to explore the degree to which Reshoring 

exists among the companies in the US Textile and Apparel Industry as well as potential 

competitive advantages. This research objective led to three sub-objectives. The first sub-

objective was to evaluate U.S. textile and apparel companies’ consideration of supply chain 

relocation and possible strategies for Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. The second sub-

objective was to determine the factors leading to supply chain relocation and Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing. The third sub-objective was to identify advantages and disadvantages 

to textile and apparel manufacturing in the USA from Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing 

strategies. 

The methodology of this study was in-depth interviews with thirteen executives from 11 

companies in the textiles industry about their reshoring strategies. These interviews took place 

from October 2019 to October 2020, with six of them taking place in February and March of 

2020, the onset of the pandemic. From this qualitative exploratory research, the state of 

Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing was evaluated. Most of the executives were comfortable 

with the researcher’s definition of Reshoring being U.S. companies that opt for Domestic 

Manufacturing rather than offshore manufacturing. Many felt that Reshoring is gaining strides in 

niche markets. While the capacity to Reshore is finite, many manufacturers think that the 

American textile and apparel industry is not at capacity yet and that there is growth opportunity 

to expand.  

While the factors for Reshoring are numerous, the current study has grouped the factors 

into five primary categories: U.S. Operational Considerations, Global Trade Impacts, Cost 
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Considerations, Stakeholder Drivers, and Labor Considerations. Each of these five categories 

includes subcategories. U.S. Operational Considerations include the subcategories Hybrid Vigor 

Supply Chain, U.S. Infrastructure, Quality Assurance, Sustainability, Niche Markets, Lead Time, 

Order Quantities, Control, Technological Advancements, Communication, Inventory Levels, and 

Intellectual Property. The three main subcategories for Global Trade Impacts are U.S. Trade, 

Business Practices in other countries, and Covid. The subcategories for Cost are Cost of Goods 

Sold, Total Cost of Ownership, Transportation Costs, Travel Costs, Labor Costs, Capital 

Investments, and Rent and Utilities. The subcategories of the Stakeholder Drivers include 

Consumer Responsibility, Other Stakeholder Drivers, Brands and Retailers, Corporate Social 

Responsibility, Relationship Building, and Code of Conduct. Labor Considerations include the 

subcategories Know-how and Aging Workforce, Living Wage, Training Concerns, and 

Supporting Domestic Jobs.  

These Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing factors allowed for identifying the 

advantages and disadvantages of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. Advantages include 

greater control, higher quality, shorter lead times, intellectual property protection, higher 

American sustainability standards, increased national defense, a more robust economy, and 

retention of know-how. The greatest disadvantage of reshoring is the overall price of the product 

is higher. Additional disadvantages are the aging workforce, lack of training programs for a 

skilled workforce, and overall apathy amongst younger Americans who don’t see manufacturing 

as a viable career path. Consumers need to be educated about the value of their clothing and how 

important it is that the people making it are earning a living wage.  

There is a myriad of practical implications for the current study. As society and the world 

enters a post-Covid pandemic economy, the timing of these interview can offer unique insights. 
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The capacity of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing is finite, but many manufacturers think 

that the American textile industry is not at capacity yet and there is growth opportunity to 

expand. The current study proposes the novel idea of Hybrid Vigor Supply Chains with the 

aspiration that this concept will aid supply chain management practitioners and academics. 

Consumers need to be educated about the value of their clothing and that the people making 

textiles and apparel are earning a living wage. This study gleaned foundational information based 

on the articulated successes and challenges companies encounter as they pursue Reshoring and 

Domestic Manufacturing. Encouraging Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing can bolster the 

American economy, contribute to trade balance, and foster innovation, which benefits society.  

While the current study offers an abundance of practical implications, it is not without 

limitations. The greatest limitation is that generalizability of the results is limited to the sample. 

Those interviewed might not represent the Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing experience 

for all U.S. textile and apparel manufacturers. The study includes the attitudes and opinions of 

decision makers, and these people are in positions that have impact. However, their accuracy is 

not guaranteed and may demonstrate a need for more education about the entire industry even 

amongst industry experts. An additional limitation is that the researcher developed the nodes 

from existing literature and topics that seemed to be mentioned frequently. There is the 

possibility that a category, subcategory, or group was not discovered. Moreover, the study 

focused on U.S. manufacturers and does not offer insights into international or global 

manufacturing. 

The true capability and capacity of Reshoring will need to be assessed more in the future. 

Perceptions about the level of automation existing in the textile and apparel industry pertaining 

to Domestic Manufacturing could be explored in future research. Future research will 
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undoubtedly study the impacts of Covid on Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. The topic of 

Consumer Responsibility in the context of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing could be 

studied more in-depth. A study could be used to determine and provide guidance as to the extent 

that a company has the responsibility to educated consumers about the benefits of Domestic 

Manufacturing. There is a potential to study the perceptions of textile and apparel manufacturing 

as a career path amongst young Americans.  

To the researchers’ knowledge, this was the first study to interview executives in the U.S. 

textile and apparel industry on the topics of Reshoring and Domestic Manufacturing. Moreover, 

to the researchers’ knowledge, this is the only study with both pre-Covid and during Covid 

interviews. As society and the world eventually enters a post-Covid pandemic economy, the 

timing of this interview can offer unique insights.  
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Appendix A – Acronym Reference Guides 

 
Table 5. Acronyms: Those Used in This Study. 

Acronym Unabbreviated 

Word/Phrase 

Definition or Example Reference(s) 

ATT Attitudes Defined as “the degree to which a person has a 

favorable or unfavorable evaluation or appraisal of 

the behavior in question” (Ajzen, 1991 p. 188). 

CE Consumer Ethnocentrism Defined as “the beliefs held by American 

consumers about the appropriateness, indeed 

morality, of purchasing foreign-made products” 

(Shimp & Sharma, 1987, p. 280) 

COO Country of Origin Defined as “the location where an article was 

wholly obtained; when more than one country is 

involved, the location where the last substantial 

transformation was carried out; the location where 

there is a change in the product designation 

number, according to the Harmonized Commodity 

Code and Designation System (HS)” (Kunz, 

Karpova, & Garner, 2016, p. 426). 

COOE Country of Origin Effect Defined as “the influence on a buyer considering a 

product or service from another country due to 

stereotyping of that country and its outputs” (Suh, 

Hur, & Davies, 2016, p. 2721). 

ETPB Extended Theory of 

Planned Behavior 

See (Quintal et al., 2010; Paul et al., 2016). 

PBC Perceived Behavioral 

Control 

Defined as “people’s perception of the ease or 

difficulty of performing the behavior of interest” 

(Ajzen, 1991, p. 183). 

SEM Structural Equation 

Modeling 

See (Kang et al., 2013; Paul et al., 2016; Hsu et al., 

2017) 

SN Subjective Norm Defined as “the perceived social pressure to 

perform or not perform the behavior” (Ajzen, 1991 

p. 188). 

TPB Theory of Planned 

Behavior 

See (Ajzen, 1991; Yousafzai, Foxall & Pallister, 

2010) 
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Appendix B – Survey Questions for Made in the USA Study 

 

Survey on Made in the USA Clothing 
 

Survey Flow 

Standard: Consent (1 Question) 

Standard: Scenario (1 Question) 

Standard: Attitude (4 Questions) 

Standard: Subjective Norm (SN) (4 Questions) 

Standard: Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) (8 Questions) 

Standard: Purchase Intention (PI) (6 Questions) 

Standard: Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) (7 Questions) 

Block: Demographics (6 Questions) 

Page Break  

Start of Block: Consent 

 

Consent Adult Informed Consent Form Title of Study: Made in the USA Consumer Research 

for the U.S. Apparel Industry (eIRB # 19186) Principal Investigator: Megan E. Moore, 

memccar4@ncsu.edu, (919) 561-8220 Funding Source: None       Faculty Point of Contact: Dr. 

Lori F. Rothenberg, lfrothen@ncsu.edu, (919) 513-1597  

 What are some general things you should know about research studies? You are invited to 

take part in a research study. Your participation in this study is voluntary. You have the right to 

be a part of this study, to choose not to participate, and to stop participating at any time without 

penalty. The purpose of this research study is to gain a better understanding of Made in the USA 

labeling in the apparel industry. We will do this through consumer surveys. You are not 

guaranteed any personal benefits from being in this study. Research studies also may pose risks 

to those who participate. You may want to participate in this research because consumer research 

strengthens consumers’ access to products and services that they desire. You may not want to 

participate in this research because completing the survey may take up to 15 minutes. Specific 

details about the research in which you are invited to participate are contained below. If you do 

not understand something in this form, please ask the researcher for clarification or more 

information. A copy of this consent form was provided to you. If, at any time, you have 

questions about your participation in this research, do not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) 

named above or the NC State IRB office. The IRB office’s contact information is listed in the 

What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? section of this form. 

What is the purpose of this study? The purpose of the study is to identify the antecedents and 

moderators that impact consumer purchasing decisions for Made in the USA apparel.  Am I 

eligible to be a participant in this study? There were approximately 100 to 500 participants in 

this study.  In order to be a participant in this study, you must be a student, be notified of the 

existence of this survey, agree to be in the study (click "I consent to this research"), and complete 
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this online survey.  You cannot participate in this study if you are not a student, not aware that 

this research is being conducted, or do not want to be in the study (click "I do not consent to this 

research").  What will happen if you take part in the study? If you agree to participate in this 

study, you were asked to complete an online survey.  The total amount of time that you were 

participating in this study is approximately 10 to 15 minutes.  Risks and benefits There are 

minimal risks associated with participation in this research. The survey will remain anonymous, 

and no IP addresses were recorded.  There are no direct benefits to your participation in the 

research. The indirect benefits are the potential for research into the consumer demand of Made 

in the USA leading to an increase in domestic manufacturing. Therefore, this study could result 

in increases in American manufacturing jobs, which could mean more job opportunities in the 

textile and apparel industry.  Right to withdraw your participation You can stop participating 

in this study at any time for any reason. In order to stop your participation, please close the 

survey without submitting. If you choose to withdraw your consent and to stop participating in 

this research, you can expect to not be contacted in any way.  Confidentiality, personal 

privacy, and data management Trust is the foundation of the participant/researcher 

relationship. Much of that principle of trust is tied to keeping your information private and in the 

manner that we have described to you in this form. The information that you share with us were 

held in confidence to the fullest extent allowed by law. Protecting your privacy as related to this 

research is of utmost importance to us. How we manage, protect, and share your data are the 

principal ways that we protect your personal privacy. Data generated about you in this study 

were anonymous. Anonymous. Anonymous data means that at no time can we or anyone else 

link your real identity to the information or bio-specimen collected during this research. This 

means that we cannot identify you at all, even when the data is combined with other information. 

We will also not seek to identify you using any techniques or technology. Data that were shared 

with others about you were anonymous because individual identification is not necessary to the 

applicability of the study.  To help maximize the benefits of your participation in this project, by 

further contributing to science and our community, your anonymous information or bio-

specimens were stored for future research and may be shared with other people without 

additional consent from you.  Compensation For your participation in this study, you will not 

receive anything for participating.  What if you are an NCSU student? Your participation in 

this study is not a course requirement and your participation or lack thereof, will not affect your 

class standing or grades at NC State.  What if you have questions about this study? If you 

have questions at any time about the study itself or the procedures implemented in this study, 

you may contact the researcher, the principal investigator: Megan E. Moore, 

memccar4@ncsu.edu, (919) 561-8220 or the faculty advisor: Dr. Lori F. Rothenberg, 

lfrothen@ncsu.edu, (919) 513-1597.  What if you have questions about your rights as a 

research participant? If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this 

form, or your rights as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this 

project, you may contact the NC State IRB (Institutional Review Board) Office. An IRB office 

helps participants if they have any issues regarding research activities. You can contact the NC 

State IRB Office via email at irb-director@ncsu.edu or via phone at (919) 515-8754. Consent 

To Participate I am affirming that I have read and understand the above information. All of the 

questions that I had about this research have been answered. I have chosen to participate in this 
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study with the understanding that I may stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of 

benefits to which I am otherwise entitled. I am aware that I may revoke my consent at any time.   

o I consent to this research (4)  

o I do not consent to this research (5)  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Consent = 5 

End of Block: Consent 
 

Start of Block: Scenario 

 

Scenario  

Thank you for your willingness to complete this survey. 

We are interested in consumers' perspective on Made in the USA apparel, specifically, your 

attitudes and behaviors concerning apparel Made in the USA.  

 

For the following questions, please consider your typical apparel shopping experiences. 

 

End of Block: Scenario 
 

Start of Block: Attitude 

ATT1 - ATT3 For the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement regarding 

Made in the USA apparel. 

 

ATT1, I like the idea of purchasing Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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ATT2 Purchasing Made in the USA products is a good idea. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

ATT3, I have a favorable attitude toward purchasing the Made in the USA version of a product. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

End of Block: Attitude 
 

Start of Block: Subjective Norm (SN) 

 

SN1 - SN3 For the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement about 

purchasing Made in the USA products. 
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SN1 Most people who are important to me think I should purchase Made in the USA products 

when going for purchasing. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

SN2 People whose opinions I value would prefer that I purchase Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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SN3 My friends' positive opinion influence me to purchase Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

End of Block: Subjective Norm (SN) 
 

Start of Block: Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) 

 

PBC1 - PBC7 For the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement about your 

ability to purchase Made in the USA apparel.  

 

 

 

PBC1, I believe I have the ability to purchase Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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PBC2 If it were entirely up to me, I am confident that I will purchase Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

PBC3, I see myself as capable of purchasing Made in the USA products in future. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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PBC4, I have resources, time and willingness to purchase Made in the USA products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

PBC5 Made in the USA products are generally available in the shops where I usually do my 

shopping. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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PBC6 There are likely to be plenty of opportunities for me to purchase Made in the USA 

products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

PBC7, I feel that purchasing Made in the USA products is not totally within my control. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

End of Block: Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC) 
 

Start of Block: Purchase Intention (PI) 

 

PI1 - PI5 For the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement concerning your 

intention to purchase Made in the USA apparel in the future. 
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PI1 I will consider buying products because they are Made in the USA. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

PI2 I will consider switching to Made in the USA brands for ecological reasons. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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PI3, I plan to spend more money on products Made in the USA rather than imported products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

PI4, I expect to purchase products in the future because they are Made in the USA. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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PI5 I definitely want to purchase Made in the USA products in the near future. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

End of Block: Purchase Intention (PI) 
 

Start of Block: Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) 

 

CE1 - CE6 For the following statements, please indicate your level of agreement regarding 

purchasing foreign and domestic apparel products. 

 

 

 

CE1 Only products that are unavailable in the United States should be imported. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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CE2 American-made products first, last, and foremost... I would be willing to reduce my 

consumption to buy more products from the USA. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

CE3 A real American should always buy American-made products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  
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CE4 Americans should not buy foreign products, because this hurts American businesses and 

causes unemployment. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 

CE5 It may cost me in the long-run, but I prefer to support American products. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

 

 



171 

 

CE6 American consumers who purchase products made in other countries are responsible for 

putting their fellow Americans out of work. 

o Strongly agree (1)  

o Agree (2)  

o Somewhat agree (3)  

o Neither agree nor disagree (4)  

o Somewhat disagree (5)  

o Disagree (6)  

o Strongly disagree (7)  

 

End of Block: Consumer Ethnocentrism (CE) 
 

Start of Block: Demographics 

 

D1 What is your preferred gender identification?  

o Female (1)  

o Male (2)  

o Non-binary (3)  

o Other or prefer not to answer (4)  

 

 

 

D2 Please indicate your year of birth. 

 

 

 

 

Year (54)  

▼ 2002 (1) ... 1900 (103) 
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D3 What is your marital status? 

o Single (20)  

o Married (21)  

o In a committed relationship (22)  

o Widowed (23)  

o Separated (27)  

o Divorced (28)  

o Other (29)  

 

 

 

D4 What is your student status? 

o Undergraduate (1)  

o Graduate - Master student (2)  

o Graduate - PhD student /candidate (3)  

o Other (4)  
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D5 What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?  

If you are currently in school, please indicate the highest degree that you have previously 

earned.  

o High school degree or equivalent (e.g., GED) (1)  

o Associate’s degree (2)  

o Bachelor's degree (3)  

o Master's degree (4)  

o Professional degree (5)  

o Doctorate (6)  

o Other (7)  

 

 

 

D6 Outside of being a student, approximately how many hours a week do you work? 

o I am not employed (7)  

o Up to 5 hours (1)  

o 5 to 10 hours (2)  

o 10 to 20 hours (3)  

o 20 to 30 hours (4)  

o 30 to 40 hours (5)  

o More than 40 hours (6)  

 

End of Block: Demographics 
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Appendix C – Demographic Descriptive Statistics for Made in the USA Study 

 
Table 6. Demographic Data: Number of Respondents. 

 
 

Table 7. Demographic Data: Preferred Gender. 
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Table 8. Demographic Data: Birth Years. 
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Table 9. Demographic Data: Marital Status. 

 

 

Table 10. Demographic Data: Student Status. 
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Table 11. Demographic Data: Level of Completed Education, 

 

 

 

Table 12. Demographic Data: Hours Work (Outside of Being a Student). 
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Appendix D – Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Made in the USA Study 

 

 

Figure 17. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Model. 
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180 

 

 

 

Table 13. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Parameter Summary. 
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Table 14. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Regression Weights. 
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Table 15. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Standardized Regression Weights. 

 

 

Table 16. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Covariances. 

 

 

Table 17. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Correlations. 
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Table 18. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Variances. 

 

 

Table 19. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Squared Multiple Correlations. 
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Table 20. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Residual Covariances. 

 

 

Table 21. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Standardized Residual Covariances. 
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Table 22. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Modification Indices Covariances. 
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Table 23. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Modification Indices Regression Weights. 

 

 

Table 24. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Minimization History. 
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Table 25. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Model Fit Summary. 
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Table 26. Confirmatory Factor Analysis: Model Fit Summary; Continued. 
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Appendix E – SEM Model Results for Made in the USA Study 
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Table 27. SEM: Parameter Summary. 
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Table 28. SEM: Regression Weights. 
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Table 29. SEM: Standardized Regression Weights. 

 

 

Table 30. SEM: Covariances. 
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Table 31. SEM: Variances. 
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Table 32. SEM: Covariances. 
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Table 33. SEM: Regression Weights. 
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Table 34. SEM: Minimization History. 
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Table 35. SEM: Model Fit Summary. 
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Table 36. SEM: Model Fit Summary; Continued. 
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Appendix F – Reliability Analysis for Made in the USA Study 

 

 
 

Table 37. Reliability Analysis: Attitude. 
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Table 38. Reliability Analysis: Attitude; Continued. 
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Table 39. Reliability Analysis: Subjective Norm. 
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Table 40. Reliability Analysis: Subjective Norm; Continued. 
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Table 41. Reliability Analysis: Perceived Behavioral Control. 
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Table 42. Reliability Analysis: Perceived Behavioral Control; Continued. 
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Table 43. Reliability Analysis: Consumer Ethnocentrism. 
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Table 44. Reliability Analysis: Consumer Ethnocentrism; Continued. 
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Table 45. Reliability Analysis: Consumer Ethnocentrism; Continued Page 3. 
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Table 46. Reliability Analysis: Purchase Intention. 
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Table 47. Reliability Analysis: Purchase Intention; Continued. 

 

 

  



211 

 

Appendix G – Depth Interview Questions for Reshoring Study 

Introduction 

Research Objective 2: Explore the degree to which Reshoring exists among the companies in the 

US Textile and Apparel Industry as well as potential competitive advantages. 

We are interested in the idea of reshoring. Different people tend to define reshoring in different 

ways. For this study, we define reshoring as US companies who opt for domestic rather than 

offshore manufacturing. This encompasses companies establishing first time production 

domestically, as well as those who move all or part of ongoing offshore production to the United 

States. We are interested in your company’s experience in this area.  

 

Part 1 

RO2A: Evaluate U.S. textile and apparel companies’ consideration of supply chain relocation 

and possible strategies for Reshoring. 

First, we are going to consider reshoring and next we will discuss any first-time domestic 

operations that you may have undertaken.  

Q1: How do you define reshoring? How do others in your company define reshoring?  

Q2: Has your company engaged in reshoring in the past?  

If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Q3: Are you currently engaged in reshoring activities?  

If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Q4: Do you foresee your company engaging (or expanding) in reshoring activities (including 

first time domestic operations)? 
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If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Use when appropriate (affirmative answer to Q2 through Q4): 

Q5: What strategies have been implemented to prepare towards reshoring goals?  

Q6: What is the goal and timeframe that you anticipate for your company to reshore? 

Q7: Has your company engaged in establishing domestic production for the first time in the past?  

If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Q8: Are you currently establishing domestic production for the first time?  

If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Q9: Do you foresee your company engaging (or expanding) your domestic production? 

If yes, what activities? Can you describe these activities?  

If no, why? 

Use when appropriate (affirmative answer to Q2 through Q4): 

Q10: What strategies have been implemented to prepare towards domestic production?  

Q11: What is the goal and timeframe that you anticipate for your company to produce 

domestically? 
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Part 2 

RO2B: Determine the factors leading to domestic supply chain operations, including reshoring 

and first-time domestic production activities.  

Q12: What factors have impacted your company’s decisions regarding reshoring? Regarding first 

time production?  

If need suggest the following prompts: skilled workforce, cost, intellectual property, quality. 

Why? 

Q13: Do you have a mandate for domestic production from a Chief Executive Officer, Board of 

Directors, shareholders, customers, etc.? 

 

Part 3 

RO2C: Identify advantages and disadvantages to textile and apparel manufacturing in the USA 

including first-time domestic production and Reshoring. 

 

Q14: What are the advantages and disadvantages that your company faces with manufacturing in 

the USA? 

 

Part 4 

Q15: Are there any other thoughts that you have about Domestic Manufacturing in our industry 

that you would like to add? 

 

  



214 

 

Appendix H – Outline of Node Coding for Reshoring Study 

 

1) U.S. Operational Considerations 

a) Hybrid Vigor Supply Chain 

b) U.S. Infrastructure 

c) Quality Assurance 

d) Sustainability 

e) Niche Markets 

f) Control 

g) Lead Time 

h) Order Quantities 

i) Technological Advancements 

j) Communication 

k) Inventory Levels 

l) Intellectual Property 

 

2) Global Trade Impacts 

a) U.S. Trade 

i) National Security (e.g., Berry Amendment) 

ii) Tariffs and Duties 

iii) Tax Breaks and Subsidies 

iv) Trade Advantages 

v) Trade Agreements (e.g., NAFTA, TPP) 

b) Business Practices in Other Countries 

i) China’s changing operations and rising labor costs 

ii) Ease of doing business in Other Countries 

iii) Exploiting Foreign Labor 

iv) Business Concerns 

(1) Natural Disasters in other countries 

(2) Environmental Regulation in other countries 

(3) Political Instability in other countries 

(4) Recourse when products are damaged or delayed 

c) Covid 

 

3) Cost Considerations 

a) Cost of Goods Sold 

b) Total Cost of Ownership 

c) Transportation Costs 

d) Travel Costs 

e) Labor Costs 

f) Capital Investment 

g) Rent and Utilities 
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4) Stakeholder Drivers  

a) Consumer Responsibility 

b) Other Stakeholder Drivers 

i) Tradition or Heritage  

ii) Berry Amendment 

iii) Board of Directors 

iv) Founder or Owner’s Desire 

c) Brands and Retailers 

d) Corporate social responsibility 

e) Relationship Building 

f) Code of Conduct 

 

5) Labor Considerations 

a) Know-how and Aging Workforce 

b) Living Wage 

c) Training Concerns 

d) Helping Neighbors or Supporting Domestic Jobs 
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Appendix I – Additional Interesting Interview Quotes 

 

U.S. Infrastructure 

Interviewee Blue said: “The United States is a huge country. We have we have an 

incredible textile tradition here. I find it hard to believe that a nation that was 

able to clothe millions of people in the 60s and in the 70s that that infrastructure 

is completely gone. …<removed for brevity and identifiable information> … 

Which is while there might be some you know resemblance of an infrastructure 

left in the United States. Whatever is left is very fragile and it's not very well 

connected. …<removed for brevity>… And instead of being limited by what the 

options are right now because it's a fragile infrastructure and it's an 

infrastructure that's more concerned about survival then about growth or 

expansion of options.” 

 

Interviewee Yellow expressed growth opportunity for U.S. infrastructure: “Could 

we produce everything that we are importing? Absolutely not. But could we 

produce another five or 10 or 20%? I don’t know where that cutoff is. But it’s a 

huge number. Just a monstrous number.” 

 

Quality Assurance 

Interviewee Red when discussing the impacts of implementing Quality control 

measures: “I think regardless of the advances made in China. Our quality is 

tremendous. I mean, we have a first pass rate in this plant that is over 98.5%, I 

mean we use methods like Lean and Six Sigma, more so Lean than Six Sigma 
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here, but we drive defects back to the operation. And we utilize modern problem 

solving, they aren’t modern, they’re old, they’ve been around forever, problem 

solving methods to determine where a defect comes from. And we try to either 

address that through some sort of engineering control, or through government 

procedures, or training, or whatever, to take that defect out. And we, we use 

Kaizen-blitzes and things like that. <removed identifiable information> We’re 

going to catch it in the area there where it’s being created, and it’s a defect, and 

you're going to fix it yourself. And by doing so, we eliminated a ton of defects and 

our quality is so much better. And when you do that, your labor hours drop, your 

cost drop, you become more competitive, or you become more profitable. This is 

not new stuff to us. We’ve learned this because we had to. We don’t have free 

labor. And I think you are going to get a better quality; I think you're going to get 

a product that is more durable.” 

 

Lead Times 

Interviewee Orange exclaimed: “The advantage obviously to producing here in 

the United States is number one your turn-around time…<removed customer 

name for identity reasons> … Basically every month, sometimes even you know 

two a month. They want to have the most relevant and current textiles colors. Like 

that quickly they would have a hard time producing in China or someplace 

because of the time frame. Like it's literally like they send the fabric in and we 

start producing like within a week.” 
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Interviewee Brown discussed the benefits of nearshoring: “The strategy or 

tactical change has really been to identify resources in the Western Hemisphere. 

It hasn’t caused us to change our other strategies. It has dramatically shortened 

our lead times. It hasn’t had a great impact on our cost structure. So, it's just a 

matter of our shift towards resources that better suit our needs.” 

 

Order Quantities 

Interviewee Purple told a rather funny story of a potential customer who had 

decided to offshore for price reasons after discussing using their facilities for a product. 

The customers called Interviewee Purple months later asking what to do with a shipping 

container as the potential customer lived in assisted living with a two car garage. This 

new entrepreneur had not understood their order quantities and the benefits of small 

batch.  

 

Interviewee Orange explained the benefits they off their customers: “We make a 

limited SKU and a limited version and then sell it. Which allows you to make 

enough money to do your next capsule. You aren’t investing in big amounts in 

case they don't sell. You are kind of testing it. Seems like every time you do a 

capsule you're testing your water so if something sells really well and it sells 

really quickly, you go “OK that could be part of our permanent collection”. It's 

like almost like a test run. What do we keep and what do we let go of? What do we 

remake or what do we you know move on with? But we're trying to keep it into the 

basics, like basic things.” 
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Technological Advancements 

Interviewee Blue postulated: “Okay, the beautiful thing about America is that it's 

still a relatively young country and it's a country that in my opinion is being 

innovative and as creative as it has been. Because we have been able to look at 

what has been done in the past and we have always, not always, but I think in this 

nation people before us have asked the question “Is this the best we can do? How 

can we do it better?”. And I think that that's really quintessentially one of the 

most exciting parts of American ingenuity. It is not necessarily inventing lots of 

new things. But it is more about how can we improve things? How can we make 

things better? So, one of the reasons why we want to continue to source and 

manufacturer here in United States is because we believe that we can push the 

technological progress forward. And instead of being limited by what the options 

are right now because it's a fragile infrastructure and it's an infrastructure that's 

more concerned about survival then about growth or expansion of options. Our 

hope is that we could sort of like lead a mini fashion revolution. Which is you 

know when do when we start talking about the true cost of fast fashion and the 

impact that fast fashion has on the environment with all of these landfills, they are 

filled with acrylic which will be there after our great grandchildren.” 

 


