ABSTRACT

MOORE, MEGANEILEEN. Evaluation of Reshorin§ourcing andManufacturing
Strategies in the Textile and Apparel Industrideder the directioof Dr. Lori Rothenberg).

ReshoringAmerican manufacturipand stakeholdetesire for Made in the USAroducts are
increasing in the textile and apparel industry. Benefits from reshoring include lower
transportation costs, quicker letahes, sustainabilityand laboroversight. Higher labor
costs for U.S. employegsosts from rebuilding manufacturing infrastructyresd potential
loss ofsomeefficiencies from international trade and globalizatiwe some of the biggest
concerns Made in the USA andeshoringare broad termwith varyingdefinitions in
American manufacturing.

The aim of this research wasevaluat strategies fareshoring sourcing and
manufacturing strategies in the apparel andléexdustries. An analysis of secondary data
was conductetb identify theattributes of textile and apparel companies that have reshored,
the factors that have led those same companies to reshore as part of their sourcing decisions,
and the relationship between those attributes and reshoring fattargotal jobs in the
company, annual revenue, product type, year reshoring was anmbhueg®n of operations,
region of the world reshored from, and category of reshoring prowedee thegeneral
attiibutes ofreshoring compadas thatwere used as thadependent varialbde Aggregated
quality, aggregated lead time, aggregated product management, aggregated cost factors,
aggregated other push factors, aggregated customers, aggregated government incentives,
aggregated skilled workforce, aggregated product manufacturing, aggregagzgies, and
aggegated other pull factors weltee response variables for analydtiSnphasis was placed
on identification of the pusand pull factors that havedi¢extile and apparel companies to

reshore as part of their sourcing decisions.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
The objective of sourcing is Afinding, ev
and services to achievelohge r m c omp et i t i-Breokshik\2@lapt /nges o ( Ha
AccordingtoHaBr ooks hi re, sourcing is fia set of bus
businesses acquire and deliver components or fully finished products or services from outside
of the or g-8mdkshieet201dp?0 Likewise, sourcing has been definedlzes
fiprocess of finding, evaluating, and partnering with a vendor to secure services, materials,
production, or finished goods, or a combination of these, at a specified cost, quality, and
service level, fordeler y wi t hi n an i denretal, ROlGpd). t i me f r ame
Many companies source from a variety of countries, with some sourcing from over 20
countries simultaneously (Ellis, 2014d).n t odays 06 appar el industry
countriesglobally hat are fAcapabl e of apparel assembl
countyfor such assembd(Kunzet al, 2016 p. 225. According toKunz, Karpova, &
Garner, ountries that firms source from varythe development level @haracteristicsuch
asnoverall stability and security, bureaucrat
infrastructure, and | abor costso and by geodg
time, cultural values and norms, import duties, and risk of natural disastefsketah, z
2016 p. 19§. Sustainable supply chains benefit all participants including the manufacturer,

retailer, and consumé¢Kunz et al,, 201§. Additionally, the textile and apparel industries



are leveraging a variety of expertise to prioritize development of a sustainable supply

chain (Kunzet al,, 2016).

Gl obali zation is the process whereby fAthe
countries become increasingly (Kunzétalr20l®,pnect ed
4). Inacl i mate of Atodayds expanded gl obal sour

product development, vendor compliance, materials and factory sourcing, manufacturing

control, and |l ogisticsodo must betam20Ggpged by t
192. Of f shoring can be described as fthe | ocat
companyds headquarters regionodo, and fAnear sho

within onebseta.gBph5 (EI I ram

During the fiveyear period from 2009 to 2014, there was an increase in both U.S.
manufacturing and in the importation of-stiored manufactured good (Friedman, 2014).
According to a survey conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, there was a
6.2 percent bp in the manufacturers surveyed who were returning manufacturing to the
U.S. from the time period of August 2008 to August 2010 (Haflich, 2010). The study also
showed that in this same time period, those surveyed who moved operations overseas
dropped fom 11.1 percent in 2008 to only 9.7 percent in 2010 (Haflich, 2QR06yghly 12
percent of the Gross Domestic Product of the United States of America is from
manufacturing jobs, however AU.S. manufactur
economy righhh o wo ( B rBarichh 20t6pavan’. According to the 2016 blog by

BrothertonBunch,Chi na i s experiencing a(pérandly si ve ove



producing more than the country can consume leading to the excess production being sent to

theUni ted States, fAwhlkeoet om(pppail2pésdboaded at

Additionally, global apparel trade increased 8 percent from the year 2012 to the year
2013 while the average growth of all other industries globally was only a 2 percent increase
from the year 2012 to 2013 (Kuekal, 2016). Furthermore, in 2014 there was a 12 percent
increase in the pace and rate of the return of manufacturing operations to the U.S. in the
apparel manufacturing industry (Friedman, 2014). According to the Aamefipparel &
Footwear Associationn 2014therewerefour million U.S. workers that contribudeé361
billion in annual U.S. retail sales (American Apparel and Footwear Association, 2014).

The United States utilizes U.S. frade agreements to receidutyfree benefits

and prioritiedrom these trading partners (Ellis, 2014a). The top four tusst dutyfree
trade deals and preference programs that the United States participates in are The North
American Free Trade Agreement, tbeminican Republic Central American Free Trade
Agreement, the African Growth and Opportunity Act, and the-Kld3ea Free Trade
Agreement (Elk, 2014a).The TransPacific Partnership between the U.S. and 11 other
countries and the Transatlantic Trade and Investmemd?ship with the European Union
are two new agreements currently being developed (Ellis, 2014a).

The trade balance of a country is determined by subtracting the imports of a country
from the exportgKunzet al, 2016. According toKunz, Karpova,& Garne, presentlythe

United States has a negative trade balance resulting in a trade(defiztet al, 2016, p.

14). The trade deficit in the United States



consumption and the rapid decline of American manufexgof textiles and apparel since
t he 1(kuBz@téls 201§. A trade surplus for America would exist if the value of
exports exceed the value of imports, and a teanlplus is usually considereesirable
(Kunzet al, 2016.

According to the 2016xtbook by Kunz, Karpova, & Garnehg apparel industry is
defined as Acombination of trades and busi ne
producing, and retailing garments and other attire that covers, protects, and/or adorn the
human (p.8)dywhereas the textile industry is de
businesse that contribute to productipmanufacturing, and retailing of fibers, yarns, fabrics,
and r el at éd5. While raanyi cansusnérs believe that manufactunadonger
takes place in America, it is important to note that there are still numerous domestic
manufacturing firms (Soltes, 2011). Global trade, social responsibility, sustainability,
product safetyintellectual property, and governmental proceduressame of the biggest
issues facing apparel and footwear retailers today (American Apparel and Footwear
Association, 2014).

Reshoring can be defined as fda strategy t
count r yoetaMalsp.83 RKeshoring is the return to domestic manufacturing,
and in the case of the United States it means making products in the U.S.A @Eladgm
2013. Onshoring is an alternative synonymouserm for reshoring (Haflich, 2010).

Additionally, while compargs are reshoring they may also practice insourcing decision

making which means that they return n@iue tasks to domestic suppliers or to within the



company (Foerstt al, 2016). Managers and firms need to establish more definitive
vernacular in rel@n to reshoring and its practices (Foeestal, 2016). Simply put,
offshoring is manufacturing in foreign countries, nearshoring is manufacturing in
neighboring countries, and reshoring is returning manufacturing to domestic prodddteon.
purpose bthis study is to identify the relationghbetween the attributes cdbmpanies and

the reasons for reshoring in the textile and apparel companies.



Chapter 2
Literature Review

2.1  Overview of Reshoring Reasons

Many companies are startihg see American manufacturing as a viable opportunity,
and they are becoming passionate about the possibilities reshoring presents (Ellis, 2014a).
According to the Reshoring Initiative website, the top reasons that companies are deciding to
return to Ameican manufacturing include shorter lead times, higher product quality and
consistency, rising offshore wages, and a skilled workforce (Reshorirggiv@ti2016.
Furthermore, manufacturing in America reduces freight costs, presents the added benefit of
the image of being Made in USA, aadcouragefower inventory levels with betteutns
(Reshoring Initiative, 2016

Additional benefits of reshoring include better responsiveness to capricious customer
demands, mitigation of intellectual property aedulatory compliance risks, enhanced
innovation and product offering, and local tax inoesg (Reshoring Initiative, 2016 Many
larger U.S. ompanies use tdepth evaluation of a multitude of factors including country,
risk and cost assessmeim ordet o pr a c+ hoe WilLglatg, B0tL4p. 68.
ARi-ghdbringod requires making sourcin@Wlblbdecisio
Tate, 2014p.68. Many gl obal compani es ar ehousebating t
manufacturing and/ or-cesubci ogattelp2lEp.o €ogn s 6

509).



2.1.1 Decision Makingfor Reshoring

According to a 2007 article by Sanféyt h e s tcigsiahynakmd attedingts to
understand our fundamental ability to process multiple alternatives and to choose an optimal
course of action(p. 598) Furthermorefi many of our most i mportant
the context ofandamoidali doévacdieeansoon i s oft
choices of other individuals with which the individual interacts (Sanfey,,20(0§.
Game Theoryfor examplej s coileation of rigorous models attempting to understand and
explain situations in whichatisionrma k er s must i nteract with one
p. 599.

A recent study revealed that reshoring practices arise from-gtaken and country
specific motivations rather than the efficierdryven and firmspecific motivations that lead
mary to offshore (Fratocctetal, 2 016) . Furthermore, offshor
managerial challenges for companies and severe economic and social concerns in Western
countries due to the | oss of | (Flateccheena t he de
2016 p. 119. This study suggested that the over thirty factors for reshoring motivations
could be categorized as interactions between the four main typologies of internal
environment, external environment, customer perceived value pahéfticiency factors
(Fratocchiet al, 2016).
2.1.2 Overview of Manufactured Fiber Consumption

During the year 2013, the United States manufactured fiber industry experienced a

7.2 percentequivalent to 262 million pounyisicrease in domestic and export shipments of



all manufactured fiber (U.S. Manufactured Fiber: 2013 Year in Perspective, 2014). The total
United States domestic and export shipments of manufactured fibers in 2013 was 6.34 billion
pounds which is still 4percent below the 10.52 billion pounds that were shipped in the peak
year of 2000or the industry (U.S. Manufactured Fiber: 2013 Year in Perspective, 2014). In
the year 2009, the United States manufactured fiber industry suffered from the recession,
with a low 5.02 million pounds (U.S. Manufactured Fiber: 2013 Year in Perspective, 2014).
However recent increases in shipment of manufactured fibers indicated that the industry is
rebounding from the recession (U.S. Manufactured Fiber: 2013 Year in Petsp2gia).

In 2013, Asian production accounted for 83 percent of the total globally
manufactured fibers excluding the production of olefin fibers (2014 Worldwide Survey of
Production and Capacity, 2014). Furthermore, excluding olefin fibers, 63 pefd¢bat
worldwide manufactured fiber production occurred in China (2014 Worldwide Survey of
Production and Capacity, 2014). The total global production cbiefin fibers increased
by 6.8 percent in 2013 (2014 Worldwide Survey of Production and Cap2@ity).

Globally, excluding Asia, there was only a 1 percent increase in the production-ofefion
fibers worldwide (2014 Worldwide Survey of Production and Capacity, 2014).

Exports of manufactured fiber to Canada and Mexico from the United States
decreased 9 percent equivalent to 313 million pounds during the time period of 2007 to 2013
(NAFTA Trade in Manufactured Fiber, 2013). In this same time period, Canadian exports of
manufactured fibers to Mexico and the U.S. decreased 7 percent or 165 pullinds

(NAFTA Trade in Manufactured Fiber, 2013). Inversely, the exportation of Mexican



manufactures fibers to Canada and the United States increased 2 percent to 112 million
pounds (NAFTA Trade in Manufactured Fiber, 2013). In 2013, the consumption o
manufactured fibers increased 3.1 percent, the consumption of cotton decreased 5.4 percent,
and the consumption of wool fibers increased 8.4 percent throughout North America

(NAFTA Trade in Manufactured Fiber, 2013).

COTTON USA is a 25/earold flagshp brand of the Cotton Council International
(CCI) (Meister Media Worldwide2014. The brand was recently-l@unched with a new
| ogo and fia revitalized brand visi @Meistee mphasi
Media Worldwide 2014 p. § para. 4. From 1989 to 2014, the COTTON USA brand has
converted approximately 100 million bales of cotton into over 50,000 product lines and over
3 billion productyMeister Media Worldwide2014. COTTON USA promotes cotton that
is harvested in the Uritl States to over 50 countries globa@OTTON Council
International 2015). Manufacturers seek American cotton because of its purity, high quality,
and environmental responsibilf@OTTON Council Internationa015. COTTON USA
boasts clean, not carinated, nofirritating, safe, renewable, recyclable, and biodegradable
cotton fiberyCOTTON Council Internationa015.

In 2014, almost 54 percent of the Indian textile industry comprised of cotton fiber
consumptioCOTTON Council International015). Price fluctuations, inconsistent quality
amongst the local cotton, and oxdapendence on monsoons for the production of cotton are
someof the reasons that India begsgekng raw cotton from other countries such as the

United State¢COTTON Councilinternational2015. Indian consumers seek premium
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productsand that is an important focus of thelaenched COTTON USACOTTON
Council International2015.
2.1.3 Voice of the Consumer Made in the USA

One definition of reshoring proposed by t
well-paying manufacturing jobs back to the United States by assisting companies to more
accurately assess theiretd,@014.12673. dAsonmmeof of f s h
perspectives study from Cotton Incorporated in 2014 claims that consumers are more likely
to purchase items with A100 percent cottono
that are considered Anaturdlrd enfid yodt diCodh loed
Incorporated, 2014@ara Key Insightg. American made products excel at being produced
in both socially and environmentally responsible ways (Jankowski, 2014).

During a study conducted in 2003 by Lee, Hong, & Lee, when purchasingcameri
manufactured products, some beli@teat they are helping their fellow Americans by
enhancing domestic economies and local communitieseiLale 2003). Moreover,
bloggers and pundits across America are linking U.S. manufacturing with U.S. jdies,(So
2011). Domestic economic growth is not only fueled when American jobs are created, but
also when those employed make purchases and shop at the retailers purchasing from the
manufacturers (Jankowski, 2014).

Globalization has led to wage declines S workers as companies have been
offshoring to low wage countries and importing to low wage countries (Eberstain

2015). As aresult of globalization, American workers have been reallocated away from high
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wage manufacturing jobs into other opation and sectors with lower wages (Ebenstein

a.,, 2015) . It has been proposed by Ebenstein
China has also contributed to wea@.2018ecl i nes
para Abstrac).

During the 2012 electiot her e was a fiBring Joband Back t
this philosophy was incorporated in many political platforms (Elleal, 2013 p. 20.
Additionally, after the 2012 election Presid
jobs and investing in American manufacturing duarfgrum he hosted at the White House
(W.L. Tate, 2014p.66. Duri ng the 2016 New York presiden
parties are | amenting the decl igsectoohhs manuf ac
found a sixty percent decline spama@eAspaiie 1940
of the 2016rimaryelectiors, Mrs.Hi | | ary Clinton has fAvowed to
jobs and hel p s it&2016 pataf).sAdditiersaly,dMs. DondldETfuinp has
promised to make Apple build computers and other products in the United States (Hockett,
2016). Furthermore, it has been noted that during the Democratic and Republican primaries
and caucuses 0t hleseem tosagree anebrirgyitmanufacturing jokes backa |
to the U.S. ppar@ellockett, 2016

The notion of #Abuying locallyodo has becom
(Cotton Incorporated, 2014para Economics of Ecd-riendly Appare). Accordingto the
Reshoring Initiativavebsite r eshor i ng fAmotivates skill ed w

demonstrating that manufacturing is a growth career, reduces unemployment by creating
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productive jobs, and reduces income inequaly 6 ( Res hor i,pivhyl ni ti ati ve
Reshore, para. Why Reshoring Makes Sense for Ameridaere have been recent television

ads that are pushing for Made in the USA with scenes from manufacturing plants to appeal to
consumers emotions (Loepp, 2014).

Investments are being made in ®a&rolinas specifically to develop apparel
manufacturing plants in America (Ellis, 2014b). In 2014, the MAGIC trade show focused on
Americanmade goods for the first time since sourcing was introduced (Tran, 2014). TAP
America is an organization with a sss directory that asks its members to stock at least
20 percent of goods manufactured in America in their store and then increase these levels
every month (Soltes, 2011). According to a 2014 article by Ingram, the U.S. Department of
Commer c e 0 s s d@velepedthetiiraver governmersponsored Made in the USA
textile, apparel, and footwear database.

Moreover, patriotism amongst Amean consumers has increasedgbpularity of
the ABuy Made i n-BrooBshite & ¥amp0dZp.d4q. Thisl@atriotism
is fueled by factors such as ethnocentrism, the 9/11 World Trade Center attacks, and the
Great Recession starting in 2008 {Biabokshire & Yoon, 2012). Similarly, as a result of
World War 1, some British consumers would not purchase Geriuilt carsand some
Americans believ@that purchasing a Japanesg wa unpatriotic (Arminas, 2003).

American manufacturing can be beneficial for a healthy national defense as it aids in

maintaining broad industrial capaligis (Reshoring Initiatie, 2016.
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2.2 Higher Prices for Made in the USA

Sandeep Chugani of the Boston Consulting
product made in the U.S., but not at a premi
to how you can leverage thathsée i ment wi t hout asking those co
20171 p. 19. Of the consumers surveyed by Cotton Incorporated in 2014, 78 percent of them
said that fAknowing a clothing item would sup
influentialint hei r wul ti mate decision to,pprarchaseo (!
Economics of Ecd-riendly Apparel . Additionally, this study
concern about product being made outside of the U.S. has increased to 68 percent, up from
65percen i n 20120 ( Cot t,paraEtonanics opEcd-reendlg Appare 0 1 4 a

In 2008 Jung and Eu¥ioung conducted a study of 300 college students with 100
South Korean students in Korea, 100 South Korean students in the USA, and 100 American
students in the USAThis study investigated the brand equity of the international apparel
brands Pol o, Gap, -Yaumg 2008¢ e svas @ strony gelatnsiipu n
between brand equity and purchase intention (Jung &¥ewmg, 2008). Further, for a
brand to have high international da&mssnd it n
countries and c-¥MdurigRo08E 3. (Jung & Eun

During a study conducted in 2012, the research bidakshire & Yoon indicated
that consumers surveyed assumed that, when the label indicated US cotton the price of the
product would awtmatically be igher than a comparable prodirdlicating that the cotton

originated in China. Most American consumers believe that cotton is both high quality and a
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more sustainable material (Cotton Incorporated, 2014b). Even if the products havedhe sa
manufacturing, the country origins of raw materials impacted the consumer perceptions
especially regarding price, quality, and level of designBiraokshire & Yoon, 2012).
Demographic variables such as income determine the value of sustainabikty @ty the
consumer with regards to country of origin (Beookshire & Yoon, 2012).

In 2015, Maronde, Stambaugimd Martin conducted a study usiagix question
surveyadministered t&04 student in undergraduate business courses in a university within
the United States and two universities in Ge
i mprovements do not influence the consumeros
(Marondeet al, 2015 p. 89. In contrast, environmental improvement was importarii¢o
US under gr aduat erélasvanfiouthedGermanetadentsi{Miatonetealy t
2015) . Reshoring reduces environment al I mp a
willingness to pay a price premiuehalf or reduc
2015 p. 89. According to this study, environmental conceains a stronger motivation than
guality concerns fothe purchase of reshored produatsongst the undergraduate students
(Marondeet al, 2015).

However, wer 93 percent of U.S. consumesssv eyed say that nAcl ot
strongly impacts their decision to purchasedo
apparel products (Cotton Incorporated, 2QJgHra Key Insight3. In order to produce high
quality products that are sociallysponsible, consumers will have to be willing to pay a

premium and understand that retail costs will increase as a result (Donaldson, 2014). The
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perceived quality of a productfi the eye of the behold®and varies based on the
individual (Who Cares Abut Quality?, 2014p. 11). Given that &éommerce is on the rise,
the online product description is the first impression and a primary driver of the consumers
perception of the product quality (Who Cares About Quality?, 2014).
2.3  Positives of AmericanReshoring

According to supporters of reshoring, it
trendsofthe Zlc ent ur yo i n the manuf aparau Reshgring ndust r
and nearshoring are becoming more prevalent in the textile industry amongst many well
known brands as a result of fast fashion, financial flexibility needs, faster lead times, and
lower transportation costs (Edelson, 2014). One of the biggestitsesf reshoring is that the
lead time for American made goods to the American consumer is significantly shorter and in
some cases items can make it to the store shelves within 60 days (Edelson, 2014).
Manufacturing goods in the United States also aléivns to better oversee the production
process (Jankowski, 2014). At the same time, humane gitdsave arisen icountries
such as Bangladesh has caused American sourcing managers to adopt and apply stringent
compliance standards that the foreigammfacturers must pay for themselves (Tran, 2014).

Some U.S. manufacturers are reshoring by returning offshored opstatibe
United States as a result of concerns with offshoring (Sarder, 2014). Consumers believe that
there is a greater negative @ommental impact from clothing manufacturing overseas when
compared to domestically manufactured clothing (Cotton Incorporated, 2014a).

Transportation costs are rising, communication issues are increasing, and currency risk issues
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are increasing (Huttor2013). Furthermore, consumers state that domestic regulation and
more stringent environmental protection laws aid in differentiating America as more
environmentallyfriendly manufacturers (Cotton Incorporated, 2014a).
As suggested by Tran in 20J4merican sourcing managers are requiring shorter
lead times and low labor costs from their manufactures. According to Hutton, the gap
between manufacturing in China and the United States is decreasing, and direct labor costs
are becoming a smaller portiohthe total part costs (2013). Rising labor costs in China,
along with U.S. manufacturing plantsd abilit
major factors in this change (Loepp, 2014). Higher labor costs in Asia with inflation and
sustainabiliy trends amongst consumenr® two primanydriving forces behindreshoring
manufacturing from China back to North America (Hutton, 2013). China is the top supplier
of apparel to America with 41.5 percent of the apparel imports, but it is losing shdriss of
market as the minimum wage in China increases (Ellis, 2014a). Developing a strong
domestic manufacturing sector would provide American workers with global
competitiveness (Houseman, 2014).
Since the end of 2012, there have been two factory tragadiesgladesh that have
claimed more than 1,240 workers lives (Ellis, 20142glitical instability in the Middle East
can impede the ability of apparel and textile firms to receive the services and goods
necessary from a global supply chain (Jankow&Kki4). According to a 2013 article by
Ur bi na, Li & Fung is the worlddés | argest sou

companies includinmg, SEammy Mdiclyfbisge dJ CPamaea Koh
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suppliers in over 60 countriegccording b the article bydrbina in 2013Li & Fung is

devel oping a reputat i on(pafao6) Fubhermore Li & Fungs we at s h
has been tied to labor violations and deadly accidents in several countries including

Cambodia and Bangladesh (Urbi2Q.13).

As reported in the articlei & Fung treads a year dfansition and investmepthe
chairman of Li & Fung, William Fung, s awar e that 2013 was fAa ch
& F u n(lg & Fung Ltd., 2015p. 23) Starting in 2014 Li & Fung has laumed a thregear
planof fAtransi ti din oand viersMe sthmernttrato@igki ¢ i ni t i :
Fung Ltd.,2015 p. 23. Li & Fung is seeking growth opportunities by focusing on
sustainable enterprisetganic growth, vendaupport servicg strengthen logistics, and
other key ideaglLi & FungLtd., 2015).

According to a 2014 article by Ingram, the United States ranks amongst the Top 10
largest single country textiles exporters with $23.7 billion exports of textiles and apparels per
year. The largest markets for U.S. exports of textiles are Mexico, Canada, and partners of the
U.S. Dominican Republic Central America Free Trade Agreement (Ingram, 2014). These
countries represent over 60 percent of the total UnitedsStaperts(Ingram, 20%).

Interestingly the desire to purchasghe American lifestyleis a psychological driving force

for the importation of goods made in the United States for these other co(intyrasn,

2014 p. 4). The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTAL994 prevents tariffs

and quotas amongst the United States, Canada, and Mexico encouraging these countries to

purchase from one anoth@unzet al, 201§.
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Domestic production and offshore production are both considered by U.S. executives
tomeetU.S.d mand (Friedman, 2014) . Gi wansumdr h a t
market, increasing domestic manufacturing capabilities in America would lead to a more
balanced national trade and decrease the budgeitsiéReshoring Initiative, 2036 If
America is able to create a positive trade balance by having the value of exports exceed the
value of imports, then a trade surplus would o¢kumz et al,, 2018.

There are hidden costs of offshoring, including logistic ¢astd administrative
coststhat are causing some firms to consider reshoring (Satdéy 2014). Production
capability, research, development, engineering, and design are all impacted when a country
loses its manufacturing (Soltes, 2011). American products are most compathiveghly
automated product processes and items that are inefficient to ship along with items made of
raw materials that are available in America such as cotton, plastic, and metals (Edelson,
2014). As component parts and processes are offshoredcotimgries gain the knowledge
and capability to produce the goods often at a lower price (Soltes, 2011). Customer
retention, ease of doing business, policy regulation, difference in labor costs, logistic cost,
product quality, proximity to customers, at@c implication are some of the factors a firm
must consider when contemplating reshoring actions (Satcéy 2014).

2.4  Negatives of American Reshoring

Reshoring takes capital to buy or lease a building and bring in machinery for

manufacturing and pduction (Edelson, 2014)n order to reduce the cost of building, many

companies are updatirmgnd renovating abandonbdildings used for manufacturing prior to

t
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offshoring when they are reshoringy (L. Tate, 2014). As such, the southeastern part of the
U.S. possess growth potential for manufacturihgl( Tate, 2014).Additionally, clothing
prices as a whole would have to increasth the use of American labaas countries such as
Bangladesh have some of the cheapest labor in the world (Urbina, Zds)oring
manufacturing to America would lower the amount of money that the federal US government
has by billions of dollars because tariffs are collected on products that are imported into the
United Statesrom many countrie§Sarderet al, 2014).

In a 2003 article by Arminas discussing British patriotism in consumerism, he
proposedhat some consumers will favor products based on their nationality. Furthermore,
he claimed that patriotism should not be a major factor when considering the best@alue o

product, but the best values for the end consumer comes from competition in the market

(Arminas, 2003). Americans tend to intercha

Americano showing a | ack of knowlpfddt or
the time of purchase, many consumers do not even consider the nation of origin when
determining the value of the product during purchasing (Arminas, 2003).

The Federal Trade Commission has developed an Enforcement Policy Statement for
U.S. origirs claims, however companies are asked teceetify that they meet the
accreditation standard set forth by this policy (Made in the USA Brand, 2015). The Made in
USA Brand SeHCertification Mark does not verify that products are Made in the USA
(Made n the USA Brand, 2015). According to the Made in the USA Brand website, the

mar k 1 snanblaorymrand enhancer and identifier of goods made or grown in the

c

ar
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United States (Made in the USA Brand, 20fp5About, paral). Some Americafbased
supplies are only able to produce part of the product in the United States resulting in
Adegrees of homemapddAo (Jankowski, 2014

The reality of manufacturing and producing products in the United States is a difficult
notion as there is a large discrepaneyneen the wages and labor costs in America versus
nations like Bangladesh (Donaldson, 2014). A few countries such as Luxembourg, France,
Australia, Belgium, Netherlands, Ireland, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and Canada
have higher minimum wages thére United States (Weissmann, 2013). That said, more
countries have minimum wages less than the United States such as Austria, Japan, Slovenia,
Israel, South Korea, Spain, Greece, Poland, Turkey, and Portugal (Weissmann, 2013).
Furthermore, Hungary, Slak Republic, Czech Republic, Chile, Estonia, and Mexico all
have minimum wages that are less than half of the minimum wage in America (Weissmann,
2013). Meanwhile, in the United States there has been an increasing movement to increase
the minimum wage t815 an hour from the $5 an hour established in 2009 (Pollin &
Wicks-Lim, 2-16). The Midwest area of the United States is of specific interest for reshoring
manufacturing due to lower wag@sahidji & Tucker, 2014).

Global sourcing is a very common thed used for manufacturing sectors in the
United States (H&rookshire, 2014). The Comparative Advantage Theory developed in
1817 by David Ricardo proposed that there is a comparative advantage that results from

international tade due to relative cost$ producing the same goods (HBaookshire, 2014).

Similarly, in 1990 Michael Porter developed
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whi ch suggests firegions or nations must focu
advantage relative to ot -Brébhshire, 2014p. 29.

Furthermore, the fAecl ect i suggedtsehdirmg of | nt e
need toexhibit resource seeking advantage, market seeking advantage, efficiency seeking
advantage, and strategic asset seeking advatmagighlightinghe need for offshoring
(Ellramet al, 2013 p. 15. Additional factors such as costs, labor, logistics, supply chain,
country risk, strategic access, and government trade policies all impact the viability of
offshoring practices (Ellra et al, 2013) . The Afragmentation theor
shows that countries trade components and parts for the development of a more efficient
supply chain (HéBrookshire, 203, p. 33. Simply put, sourcing serves as a strategic
business furtoon, and there are many reasons for companies to choose to trade and source on
a global level (HeBrookshire, 2014).

Manufacturing jobs in America have been declining dramatically in the years leading
up to and during the Great Recession (Houseman, 2018 total manufacturing jobs in
America have dropped 30 percent since the year 2000 (Houseman, 30i#).believe that
reshoring will not result in large domestic job growth due to new technologies and
productivity tools (P. Tate, 2014Yhe United$ at es has become a fAserv
the elimination of many manufacturing based jobsl( Tate, 2014p. 67. Many believe
that technological advancements and automation is one of the greatest reasons for the loss of
manufacturing jobgHouseman, 2014)lt has been further postulated thasitinlikely that

these jobs will be recovered even with increase American Manufacturing (Houseman, 2014).
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Furthermore, vertical integration of firms, along with increasingly complex supply ckgins,
hindering the growth of higkkilled manufacturing jobs (Houseman, 2014).
Additionally, there has been specul ation
swing between hype and realitpy).fToaReshainge t i me
Index measures the Manufacturing Imports Ratio (MIR) through net reshoring and net
offshoring to measure the amount of resg taking place (P. Tate, 2014). Apparently, the
AU. S. has experienced wide swings imgn reshori
Il ndexo during a time per,pdd of 2004 to 2014
2.5 Companies with Manufacturing in the USA
Some manufactures are developifyb | e n d e d do Mage inthe @SAh
sourcingby importing raw materials that are then assembledmedca (Jankowski, 2014.
21). Modernplum is a linen manufacturer with a new modern lifestyle approach that sources
linen material from the Czech Republic prior to cut, sewing, and packaging the material in
Chicago, lllinois (Jankowski, 2014). RoyaMer Trading is the exclusive wholesaler of
Cuddledown that imports raw material from around the globe, and then manufactures
comforters and pillows within the United States to produce Made in the USA products
(Jankowski, 2014).
Similarly, Avanti Linens mnufactures products in Canada that are then sewn,
embroidered, and finished in the United States (Jankowski, 2014). Many of the Avanti
Linens goods are later exported to Central and South America, Japan, China, and the Middle

East with a oMaddéeeintbhhe BSAgnals quality boc
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productiono according to Jeff Kaufman the pr
Linens (Jankowski, 2014¢.25. Thus, this il lustrates the fAde
Abl ended #&pppoductafmimieearicanbased supplis, especially when they are
only able to produce part of the product in the United S{asesowski, 2014p. 2J).
In June 2014, an assistant professor, Shen Lu, along with$é-&khion Industry
Association conducted a survey of the 29 largest retajlapparel brands, textile companies
and importers, and wholesalers in America (Ellis, 2014a). Over half of the executives that
were surveyed intend to increase their production in the United States in tiheongears
with retailers showing stronger intention than wholesalers (Ellis, 2014a). Of those surveyed,
77 percent of the companies claimed that they already source products from the United States
(Ellis, 2014a). Those companies that are sourcing fhentnited States tend to have a more
diversified sourcing base overall than the other respondents (Ellis, 2014a).
In 2014, Edelson conducted a case study in effective reshoring processes by Wal
Mart emphasizing the mass preductsimanefactured aodo mmi t n
produced in the United States. This retail giant ensures that owthita® of the products
that it buys are made or grown in the United States (Edelson, 2014). In July of 2014, Wal
Mart made an open call with over 500 Amencauppliers and committed to spend over $250
billion over 10 years on products made within the United States (Edelson, 2014). The
executive vice president of consumable and U.S. manufacturing felafal Michelle
Gl oeckl er, said tishbedomiighorScompetdive inferaatidnally i n g

thanks to automation and ,p. 6. WahMareiscemmijtgd pr i ces
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to cultivating Americarmade products via reshoring and expanding orders with current
suppliers while simultaneously wonky with new domstic suppliers (Edelson, 2014)ean
and costefficient strategies during the recession have also caused the big box retailer to look
towards American manufacturing (Loepp, 2014).
2.5.1 Examples of the Impact of WaiMart Stores Inc. on Reshoring

For manufacturers, major retailers who purchase the product wholesale are the
customers whose needs they are attempting
is Walmart, hence as Walmart is making strong commitments to offer gsioens U.S.
made products, the manufacturers and suppliers for Walmart must also increase their
commitment to Made in the USA (Gill, 2015). In January 2013, Walmart announced that it
planned to increase the retailers purchases of bh&ufactured prodis to 50 billion
dollars by the year 2023 (Gill, 2015). In 2013 and 2014, Walmart the largest retailer in the
world hosted the U.S. Manufacturing Summit joining government and industry
representatives together imeshoring effect (Gill, 2015)Kayla Whaling, a Walmart
spokeswoman, has c¢l aimed that Ato the Wal

second in importance in the,pprasf.chase deci

Many suppliers have r espondesthgpoductsVal mar t

Made in the USA (Gill2015). 1888 Mills has committed to build a 500;800arefoot mill
for the production btowels in Griffin, GA (Gill, 2015). Walmart made an extremely
generous commitment to 1888 Mills in order make better qualitglfowithin the United

States rather than offshorifigeshoring Initiative, 2016)Meadowcraft is a manufacturer of

mar

0

0
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patio furniture and outdoor productstiwa factory in Alabama (Gjl2015). Meadowcratft is
developing the Arlington House brand to selbi00 Walmatrstores across America (Gill

2015). Ranir, which manufactures electric toothbrushes, and Korona, which manufactures
candles, have both moved production from abroad to the Unitegk$tareshoring efforts

(Gill, 2015).

In2013,asadiréec result of Wal martds commit ment
products, Louis Hornick & Co. opened a plant in South Carolina to manuavindow
treatments (Gill2015). No Nonsense and Kay$twth Corporation manufacture socks in
North Carolina that skin Walmart(Reshoring Initiative, 2016)An additional investment
of $28 million helped to create 100 new jobs for No Nonsense and Kig#eiCorporation
(Reshoring Initiative, 2016)By expanding their Made in the USA program to meet the
Walmart purbasing commitments, No Nonsense and Kajgeth Corporation ceased
offshoring prospects in 20kE8d kept from offshoring (Reshoring Initiative, 2016).

Wal mart 6 s ¢ o mmexpaning drders with cutremtdsuppliers while
simultaneously working wit new domestic suppliers (Edelson, 2014)Val-Mart Stores Inc.
is committed to cultivating Americamade productkeading to increased reshoring efforts
from suppliers (Edelson, 2014).

2.5.2 Examples of American Reshoring

The Reshoring Initiative websithas a list of over 300 case studies of companies that
have benefited from reshoring maessincluding reshoring, kept from offshoring, and

foreign direct investmer{Reshoring Initiative, 2006 Some of the most notable companies
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listed on the websitmclude the GE Appliance Park, Walmart, Hubbardton Forge and
Zentech (Reshoring Initiative, 20).6 Most of these companies are manufacturing based with
some examples from the IT and call center industries (Reshoring Initiativ@, 201

American Giant in example of a case study featured on the Reshoring Initiative
website (Reshoring Initiative, 26L American Giant is a manufacturer of hooded
sweatshirts, that in 2012 to 2013 reshored sourcing and production from India to Gaffney,
South Carolina (Reshing Initiative, 2056). American Giant sources its spun yarn from
Parkdale Mills, in Gaffney, South Carolina which reopened its mill in 2010 (Reshoring
Initiative, 20%6). Parkdale Mills t he wor | d-gasn marafactuesisat beenot t o n
headquarted in Gastonia, North Carolina for over 70 years (Mt¢ 2013). American
Giant sources fabric from Carolina Cotton Works, showcasing the benefit that a single
reshored company can have on other domestic compg&weskoring Initiative, 2016).
AmericanGi ant ci t e deadiimdtineitogrtarket, ds;mg wages, communication,
guality and automation/technologyd as reason
manufacturingReshoring Initiative, 201,6. 21 of
http://reshorenow.org/content/compesi reshoring/Cases9_26_16)pdf

Williams-Sonoma created a new furniture manufacturing division, Sutter Street
Manufacturi ng, -mmad el baosossar tAnmegrata.stpafquialedlby , 2015
Eric Fulcher in 2007, Sutter Street Manufacturing baations in Claremont, North
Carolina, City of Industry, California, and Arlington, Texas (Gill, 2015). Sutter Street

manufactures upholstered furniture including chairs, beds, dining chairs, and sofas for all of
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the WilliamsSonoma brands (Gill, 2015Eric Fulcher has emphasized the craft and skill
necessary in upholstery furniture, and this knowledge will be critical in training future
Americans ilfmanufacturing fields (Gill, 2C3).

Prior to its reshoring efforts through Sutter Street Manufactuvififiams-Sonoma
sourced from the United States, Asia, and Europe (Gill, 2015). By conducting all of the
companyods manufact ur i ng-Sonomandwdasgraatet centrol §t at e s
the process from product development to finished produdt @il5). Sutter Street
Manufacturing leverages regionalized factories to offer faster shipping and customized
special orders both of which enhance customer service (Gill, 2015). WH#Bamsma
offered a 20 percent off American manufactured productaigiout its brands, ihading
Pottery Barn, on July 4, 2015, the United States Independencslizaycasing the
marketing benefits of Made in the USA products (Gill, 2015).
2.5.3 Examplesof Kept From Offshoring

Consumers are drawn to American goodstoyserceived enhanced value, quality,
design, and trendetting style (Ingram, 2014). Some companies have stuck with American
manufacturing due to niche markets and innovation (Soltes, 2011). According to Tran,
Apockets of produStioonaocanichoiosenignbehae¥n
manufacturing i sm9.tTheeeassa piche rhafket davelopiryhNdw
York and L.A. for the manufacturing of highend products with very short lead times (Ellis,

2014b).
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An example of aniche market for American manufactured product in the apparel
industry is the Raleigh Denim jeans that are made at Cone Denim Mills in Raleigh, North
Carolina (Need Supply Company, 2014). The founders of Raleigh Denim, Sarah and Victor
Lytvinenko, were sarching for an easily accessible location close to home (Need Supply
Company, 2014). According to the Need Supply Company website in 2014, each pair of
jeans is hand signed and individually numbered, while the jeans are made by hand at this
premier Amerca mill (Need Supply Company, 2014).

Il n 2010, Rambl erds Way was founded by Kat
2010) . Tom Chappell i s ,awedkndwomato@lr head of
toothpaste (McCurry, 2013) letwodtfmomlisHeepfabrs Way u

in Maine and partner ranches from other states includingCald o and Nevada ( Ra

Way, 2010) . Rambl er 6s Way of f er -fayesgarpmentsf i ne f
and intimate apparel to both warm and comfortcorsr s ( Rambl er 6s Way, 2
Spinning, knitting, and weaving of the wool

owns and operates its own dye houdeCurry, 2013). With an emphason sustainability,
Rambl erds Way uses cmolmpangdest amlimemedyesali mMyteh
(McCurry, 2013.

Saatva is an online mattress company ¢t hat
proud to |l ocally source materials and contin
Inc., 2016, p. 100% Made iheé USA, para. 2). Saatva has 19 American independent

factories producing their mattresses, and 135 fulfillment centers delivering their mattresses
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(Saatva Inc., 2016). On average, the mattresses only travel 100 miles from manufacturing to
t he c u é&dusefbaatva Imc., 2016). Saatva is able to offer competitive pricing, because
they Asave on transportation and storefront
c 0 s(Baatva Inc., 2016, p. 100% Made in the USA, para. 2). While their ssatre
100% Made in America, the website does mention that raw materials such as some nuts and
bolts may come from other countries (Saatva Inc., 2016).

Similarly, Tuft & Needle is a mattress fi
St ateso,t hend aralttafesses fAare designed and c|
2016, p. Our Story, para. Made with care in the United States). Tuft & Needle sources its
fabri c {yeaooid famdyo @fed textil e mil/l i n tilhhe Caro
p. Our Story, para. Made with care in the United States). The foam for the mattresses are
poured and cut in the United States (Tuft & Needle, 2016). Sewing and finishing occurs in
Southern California, and all finishing touches are done prior toatglif uft & Needle,
2016).

Another example of an American textile manufacture is American Rug Craftsmen
(Jankowski, 2014). The company was founded in Northwest Georgia and labeled as
Mohawk Home after being acquired by Mohawk Industries (Jankowski) 2@imerican
Rug Craftsmen fully manufactures woven, printed, and tufted area rugs in the United States
for every phase of the manufacturing process (Jankowski, 2014). According to Brandon
Culpepper, the vicpresident of specialty sales for American Rirgftsman, goods that are

not purchased by the domestic market are exported to Canada, Mexico, Brazil and China
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(Jankowski, 2014). Cul pepper noted that the
manufacturingandeh r end desi gno a <hasingthe Amerganfproduaeee s f or
tufted rugs (Jankowsk2014, p. 20).

In addition to reshoring, some American manufacturers are making significant
investments to ensure that companies can continue success in the Unite@R8&itesng
Initiative, 2016). Sans Technical Fibers is a North American manufacturer of nylon 6.6
fibers (McCurry, 2013). The manufacturing plant is located in Stoneville, North Carolina,
and in 2013 Sans Technical Fibers committed to making a $10 million investment in
machineryand egipment (McCurry, 2013)This allowed the company to expand its
position in the automotive, military, and apparel markets in both textile and industrial
application by increasing the production by over 8 million pounds per year (McCurry, 2013).
Additionally, Sans Technical Fibers partnered with Ascend Performance Material, Inc. in
order to meet the demands of both domestic arelgn markets (McCurry, 2013Pue to a
2010 workforce expansion, the new 2013 investment did not directly result in thercieat
new jobs (McCurry, 2013)The increased capacity contributed to a more stable and financial
successful American manufacturing firm (McCurry, 2013).

Home Source International is a manufacturer of flat and fitted sheets, pillowcases,
comforters, overlets, bedspreads, shower curtains, decorative pillows and window
treatments located in Marinanna, Florida (Jankowski, 2014). One of the greatest hurdles for
the manufacturer in developing American manufacturing was obtaining financing and

permits in aimely and costly manner (Jankowski, 2014). According to Keith Sorgeloos, the
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president and CEO of Home Source International, after the factory was built, it took an
additional three years before manufacturing could b@ginkowski, 2014)This three gar

lag time was du# the difficulties in purchasing, obtaining, and preparing the manufacturing
equipment for production (Jankowski, 2014). Home Source International focuses on smaller
manufacturing runs leveraging shorter lead times, fast replenishuanearound, and

flexibility to better serve its customers (Jankowski, 2014).

Americhem is a worldwide provider of custom color and additive solutions for both
synthetic fibers and other polymeric products. Headquartered in Cutahoga Falls, Ohio,
Americhem recently added a new production line to its plant in LibBidyth Carolina
(McCurry, 2013).This new production line allows for the manufacturing of masterbatches
that have a high percentage of fillers and other additives for a wide range ofdfiprsicleict
applications (McCurry, 2013). As reported in a 2013 article in International dyer, the
manager of the Liberty pl athroughpul lineprokidesa on, t h

combination of superior digsp@Persion technol og
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Chapter 3
Research Methodology
The purpose of this study is to investigatergshoring osourcing and
manufacturing strategies of apparel and textile companies. The sourcing and manufacturing
strategies are the methodstth@ompany uses to obtaiaw mateials, manufactured
materials, ofinished products from suppliers. Specifically this study evaluates reasons
companies have been reshoring (moving from previous international suppliers back to
domestic suppliers). Furtheame, some apparel and textile companies have been kept from
offshoring(KFO) as part of their reshoring initiatives, alternatively selecting domestic
suppliers or to selupply(Reshoring Initative, 2016) Another form of reshoring included
in the studyare foreign direct investments (FDWhich is an investment in the form of a
controlling ownership in a company by an entity based in another cdtR@sforing
Initiative, 2016).In addition to the reasons that companies reshore, theatgdyred bas
information about the apparel and textile companies to deterntimerd is a relationship
betweerthe general typ of apparel and textile compaagdthe reasons farsing domestic
suppliers The ultimate goal is to save apparel and textigmpaniedtime, work, and money
when determining their sourcing and manufacturing strategies.
3.1 Research Aim and Objectivs
In pursuit of meeting the goals of the research, the following research ainbjectves

have been developed.
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Research AimEvaluation 6 reshoring sourcing and manufacturing strategies in the apparel
and textile industries.

Research Objective To identify general attributesf companies that have reshored.
Research Objective 20 identify and quantify the push factors and pull facteasling to
reshoring practices amongst textile and apparel companies.

Research Objective 3o examine theelationshipbetween the general attributes of
companies that have reshored and the factors leading to their reshoring.

In order to achieve #seobjectives, a thoraugh literature review was conducted on
reshoring and Made in the USA. This wa®ider to identify previous research in the area
along with the current social climate on the issue regarding demand and consumer desires.
Through the peparation, evaluation, and analyzation of the secondary dat@derstanding
into the reasons for reshorim@gs gleamed
3.2  Use ofSecondary Data

Secondary dataidata that was collected by someone other than the user. Th
secondary data weeecolection of information from news articles and publications that are
listed on the Reshoringitiative website This collection of information wgsrovided by
Mr. Harry Moser the founder of the Reshoring Initiativd his secondary dateere
comprised ofLl40 companies that were apparel and textiles cases including Reshoring,
ForeignDirect Investmentand Kept From OffshoringThe secondary data wepeblicized
information about companies and did not involve the collection of data from human subjects.

For this reason, IRB approval was not necessary for the secondary ataformation
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retained from theecondary data included company name, pa@npany, category of
reshoring, total jobs reshored, year reshoring was announced, year reshored, country reshored
from, region reshored from, products reshored, push factors of reshoring, and pull factors of
reshoring. All information in this researctsiaggregated, and all identifying information
about the companies is not reported on an individual basis for the sake of confidentiality.
3.3  Preparation of Secondary Data

While the secondary data was very extensive, additional preparation of thessgcond
data information and additional acquisition of secondary data was required for the purpose of
this researchThe additiomal acquisitionof secondary data includéide total jobs in the
company and estimatennual revenue in millions which wesbtaired fromReference
USA andOne Source databases. In instances where information differed between a single
location and the entire company, the parent company information was included. This is due
to the fact a company with 30 employees wquigsumabljhave less resources availalaie
its disposathan a company with 30 employees at a specific location that is a subsidiary of a
company with 3,000 employeesmpanywide.The categories regarding the annual revenue
andtotal number of jobs arebtainedfromU|l us kands research which i
from the Smal.l Business Administr @ttal, onds cat
2016. Additionally, the products reshored were categorized into the types of products
reshored.Appendix Atitled Dedgnations Assigned to Secondary Data describesatiges

for total jobs, annual revenue, and product type categohiggitionally, Appendix B,
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Distributionsand Frequenciesf the General Attributes of the Reshoring Comparsiesws
the distributiorandthe frequenciefor of the independent variablés the 140 companies.

One of the primary goals of this research
factors and pull factors leading to reshoring practices amongst textile and apparel
c o mp ani eecadary daf boatained thirfpur reasongor reshoring mentioned
combined into only four columns. The largpe¢paration of the secondary data involved
organizing the push and pull reshoring reasons by separating out théatirtgictors into
individual columns and converting these columns to binary. Anything with reason with only
one instancamongst the 140 companieas kept in the other push factors and other pull
factors columns. For binary, a 1 indicated that the specific reason was redntidhe
publication as a contributing factor for reshoring, and a 0 indicated that the specific reason
was not mentioned in the publication as a contributing fagtppendixC has the
distribution analysis of the push facd@ndthe pull factors for reshoringlhe thirty-four
factors for reshoring were combined iffitce primary push factors and six primary pull
factors for reshoring listed in detail in Append@»xand Appendix E The five primary push
factors for reshoring usddr analysis in this research are aggregated quality, aggregated lead
time, aggregated product management, aggregated cost factors, and aggregated other push
factors. The six primary pull factors for reshoring used for analysis in this research are
aggreated customers, aggregated government incentives, aggregated skilled workforce,

aggregated product manufacturing, aggregated synergies, and aggregated other pull factors.
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Chapter 4
Data Analysis and Results

In pursuit ofaddresmg the research aim @valuationof reshoring sourcing and
manufacturing strategies in the apparel and textile industiaés analysis was conducted
identify the factors that havedeextile and apparel companies to reshore as part of their
sourcing decisionsThe totajobs in the company, annual revenue, product type, year
reshoring was announgeregion of operations, region of the world reshored from, and
category of reshoring providegeneral attributesf the reshoring company-or the purpose
of analysisthese geeral attributes wernaesed as the independent varigblAggregated
guality, aggregated lead time, aggregated product management, aggregated cost factors,
aggregated other push factors, aggregated customers, aggregated government incentives,
aggregated sled workforce, aggregated product manufacturing, aggregated synergies, and
aggregated other pull factors wedentified and quantied asthe push factors and pull
factors leading to reshoring practices amongst textile and apparel compEmass.
aggegated push and pull factors were used as the dependent \woiatgleponse varialde
for analysis.

In order toperform contingency analysis and analysis of meangrtgportions JMP
Pro13 was usetbr the analyses (se&ppendix F through Appendix M For all of the
response v@ables,a 1 was used to indicatieat the factor weamentioned in the publications.
The value ordering wastandardizedh the analysis iorder tofocusont he quest i on

a significant factoro.
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For the purpose of thresearchthe Likelihood Ratiotestrather tharthe Pearsorwas
used to test for statistically significant relationshagst is more robust to small sample sizes
(Augustin & Hable, 2010)In order to identify the largest contributor(s) to a statdiyc
significant relationships, an analysis of means for proportions was Uikecalpha or
significance levkis 0.05 for all of the analyseconducted in this researcAdditionally,

UDL means upper decision limit and LDL means lower decision limatliof the analysis
results. The unabridged analysis of the data can be found in Appendix F through Appendix
M.

Thefirst analysis of the data was total jobs asitigependent variablend
aggregatedeasons as the response variable. This analysiseckound in Apendix F, the
Contingency Analysis of Total Jobs with Aggregated Reasons for Resh@&asgd on
Figure4.1l and Table 41, there is a significant relationship between total jobs and the
reshoring reason @iggregatedkilled workforce Speeifically, the decision limits indicate
that the proportion of companies with 8030 employees and the proportion of companies
with 10025000 employees were significantly different from the average proportion of the
other companies.

Further, he decisia limits indicate that the proportion of companies with-080
employees was significantly smaller in comparison to the average proportion of other
companies. However, as indicated in Tablk #he proportion was zero. The decision limits
indicate theproportion of companies with 1068000 was significantly higher than the

average proportion of the other companies.cAn be found in Appendix &d Appendix E,
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Askilled workforce availability/traindngo ha
in the aggregated skilled workforc&his figureand tablandicatethat total jobdhas a
significant relationship with skilled workforcél'his was the only one of the aggregated

reasongo which total jobs in the company was significant related.
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Figure 4.1: Analysisof Means of Proportioof Total Jobs and Aggregated Skilled
Workforce
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Table 4-1: Analysis of Means of Proportions Summary of Total Jobs and Aggregated Skilled

Workforce
Level Group N Lower Limit Group  Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded

001-050 38 0.00346€ 0 0.213401Lower
51-100 8 0 0.125 0.40377¢€
101-250 9 0 0.111111 0.38502<
251-500 6 0 0.166667 0.45398¢
501-1,000 5 0 0 0.489414
1,001-5,000 9 0 0.444444 0.38502zUpper
5,001-10,000 1 0 0 0.98190z
10,001-15,000 2 0 0.5 0.722291
25,001-35,000 1 0 0 0.98190z
35,001-45,000 1 0 0 0.98190z
>45,000 3 0 0.33333¢ 0.60654%

Interestingly the second analysis of the dafi¢gh total annual revenue in millions as
theindependent variablend aggregated reasons as the response vagidblsts very
similar results This analysis can be found in Appendix G, the Contingency Analysis of
Annual Revenue with Aggregated Reasons for ReshoBaged on Figurd.2 and Table 4
2, total annual regnueis significantly related to theggregatedkilled workforcereason for
reshoring Specifically, the decision limits indicate that the proportion of companies with
revenue below $10 million and the proportion of companies with revenue between $250
million and $500 million were significantly different from theerageproportion of other
companies. The decision lita indicate that the proportion of companies wibenue
between $25mnillion and $500 million was significantly higher than the aver@g@ortion
of the other companies. The decision limits indicate that proportion of companies with

revenue less than $10 million was significantly lower than the average proportion of other
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companies. However, as indicated in Tab the proportion wagero. As with the

contingency analysis of total jobs, aggregated skilled workfeesethe only one of the
aggregated reasomsth a significant relationship with trennual revenue of th@mpany.

This is not surprising, as one woulduitively expecta direct relationship betweemnual

revenue and total jobs. This means that when annual revenue increases a company will hire

more people to meet new demaitetding tototal jobsincreasing as well
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Figure 4.2: Analysis of Means Proportions with Annual Revenue (in millions) and
Aggregated Skilled Workforce
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Table 4-2: Analysis of Means of Proportions Summary with Annual Revenue (in millions)
and Aggregated Skilled Workforce

Level Group N Lower Limit Group  Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded

Less than $10 million 38 0.005369 0 0.197162 Lower
$10 million 8 $25 million 6 0 0.166667 0.42329

$25 million 8 $50 million 6 0 0.166667 0.42329

$50 million 8 $100 million 4 0 0 0.50103

$100 million & $250 million 7 0 0.142857 0.397353

$250 million 8 $500 million 6 0 0.5 0.42329 Upper
$500 million & $1 billion 4 0 0.25 0.50103

$1 billion & $10 billion 8 0 0.125 0.3763

Continuing, the third analysis of the data wegion of the world reshored froas the
independent variablend aggregated reasons as the response variable. This analysis can be
found in AppendipH, the Contingency Analysis &egion of the World Reshordgbm with
Aggregated Reasons for Reshori8grprisingly,none of the contingency analgs@volving
region of the world reshored from with aggregated reafwmeshoringhad asignificant
Likelihood Ratiaest. This indicates that the is no ré&ationship between the aggregated
reasons antheregion of the world reshored from, including Asia, Western Europe, and the
Americas

Furthermore, the fourth analysis of the data veggon of the USA the company
operates from aheindependent variablend aggregated reasons as the response variable.
This analysis can be found in Appendijthe Contingency Analysis &egion of USAwith

Aggregated Reasons for Reshori@ased on Figurd.3 and Table -8, there is a significant
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relationship betweeregion of the USAand the reshoring reasonaggregatd quality

Although the Likelihood Ratio test indicates a significant relationship between the region of

the USA and aggregated qualityothingappears to be significant when the Analysis of

Means was performedAs can be found in Appendix &d Appent D,

Agual ity/ rework/ warrantyo had enough inciden
aggregated qualityThus Figure 4.3 and Table3indicate that region of the USA that the

company operates from is a significant factor when quality/rework/warmatyaason

mentioned for reshoringWhile the Pearson test indicates a significant relationship between

region of the USA and aggregated cost, éinalysis of region of USA and aggregated quality

was the only Likelihood Ratio test indicating a significaaationship.
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Figure 4.3: Analysis ofMeans Proportions dkegion of the USA and Aggregated Quality
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Table 4-3: Analysis of Means of Proportions Summary of Region of the USA and
Aggregated Quality

Level Group N Lower Limit Group Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded
Midwest 15 0 0.466667 0.47012
Northeast 32 0.064043 0.1875 0.378705
South 57 0.119456 0.140351 0.323292
West 27 0.045821 0.296296 0.396927

Moreover the ffth analyss of the datalesignated product tyes thendependent
variableand aggregated reasons as the response variable. This analysis can be found in
AppendixJ, the Contingency Analysis &froduct Typewith Aggregated Reasons for
Reshoring.Based on Figurd.4 and Table 4}, there is a significant relationship b&ten
product typeand the reshoring reasonaigregated product manufacturin§pecifically, the
decision limits indicate that the proportion of apparel companies was different from the
average proportion of the other product types. The decision Imditate that the
proportion of companies with apparel product type was significantly smaltemparison
to theaverage proportion aither product typesAs can be found idppendix E,aggregated
product manufacturing includes automation/technologrdesign of the part,
manufacturing/engineering joint innovation (research and development), 3D printing/additive
manufacturing, customization, dodhigher productivity This figure and table indicate that

product type is a significant factor when ausdion/technology, relesign of the part,
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manufacturing/engineering joint innovation (research and development), 3D printing/additive
manufacturing, customization, and/or higher productivity are reasons mentioned for
reshoring. This was the only one of tleggregated reasots which product type in the

company was significantly related based onlitkelihood Ratiotest.
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Table 4-4: Analysis of Mean®f Proportions Summary of Product Type and Aggregated

Product Manufacturing

Level Group N Lower Limit Group Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded
Accessories 16 0 0.25 0.383073
Apparel 56 0.056468 0.053571 0.254643 Lower
Home 10 0 0.4 0.45051
Shoes 12 0 0.333333 0.422648
Socks 13 0 0.230769 0.411125
Textile 17 0 0.176471 0.37535
Yarn 11 0 0 0.435657

The sixthanalysis of the data wasitegory of reshorings theindependent variable
and aggregated reasons as the response variable. This analysis can be found in Kppendix
the Contingency Analysis @ategory of Reshoringith Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring.
Based on Figuréd.5 and Table 4, there is a significant relationship taetencategory of
reshoringand the reshoring reasonaggregate@ther push factorsin detail the decision
limits indicate that the proportions of companies that have reshored were significantly
different from the average proportion of companies teat krom offshoring or received
foreign direct investment. The decision limits indicate that the proportion of companies that
had reshored was significantly larger in comparison to the other two categories of reshoring.
As can be found in Append}, aggegatedther push factors include green considerations,
supply chain interruption risk, social/ethical considerations, intellectual property risk,

communications, aridr other push factorsGiven that the triple bottom line involves
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environmental, sociand economic sustainability, the other push factors could be thought of
as sustainability concerndhis figure and table indicate that the category of reshoring is a
significant factor when green considerations, supply chain interruption risk, sthotalle
considerations, intellectual property risk, communication, and/or other push factors are
mentioned as reasons for reshoring.

Likewise, Figure4.6 and Table 4 indicated that the category of reshoring is
significantly related to aggregatest reasns for reshoring. Specifically, the decision limits
indicate that the proportion of companies that have kept from offshamishgeshoringvere
significantly different than the average proportion of compahi@shadreceived foreign
direct investmentsMoreover, the decision limits indicate that the proportion of companies
that have kept from offshoring was significantly lower than the average proportion of the
other categories of reshoringn contrast, the decision limits indicate that the proportib
companis that have reshored was significartigher than the average proportion of the
other categories of resting. As can be found in AppendR, aggregated cost factors
include rising wages, freight cost, price, total cost, and/or traveliowestihis figure and
table indicate that the category of reshoring is a significant factor when rising wages, freight

cost, price, total cost, and/or travel cost/time are mentioned as reasons for reshoring.
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aggregateather push and aggregated cost vibesonly tworeasons for reshoring with an

observed significant relationship with categories of reshoring.
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Figure 4.5: Analysis of Means Proportions of Category of Reshoring with Aggregated Other
Push Factors

Table 4-5: Analysis of Means oProportions Summary of Category of Reshoring with
Aggregated Other Push Factors

Level Group N Lower Limit Group Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded

FDI 17 0 0 0.282757

KFO 68 0.049838 0.058824 0.178734

Reshoring 55 0.036424 0.218182 0.192148 Upper
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Figure 4.6: Analysis of Means Proportions of Category of Reshoring with Aggregated Cost
Factors

Table 4-6: Analysis of Means of Proportions Summary of Category of Reshoring with
Aggregated Cost Factors

Level Group N Lower Limit Group Upper Limit Limit
Proportion Exceeded

FDI 17 0 0.058824 0.282757

KFO 68 0.049838 0.044118 0.178734 Lower

Reshoring 55 0.036424 0.218182 0.192148 Upper

Lastly, the seventh analysis of the data Whas/ear the company announced
reshoring as thmmdependentariableand aggregated reasons as the response variable. This
analysis can be found in Appendix L, the Contingency Analysis of Xeaouncedwith

Aggregated Reasons for Reshorifthis analysis did not result in any significauiktelihood
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Ratics, howeve the data showed clear signs of outliers. The original data was reviewed and

it was found that 139 of the 140 companies had a year announced listed, and of the 139 listed
years only b of them were from the time period 2001 to 2009. Thud,adfZhe canpanies

included in the secondary data had announced their reshoring from 2010 to 2016. For this
reasonthe Logistic Fit of Year Announced (Years 2010 to 2016) with Aggregated Reasons

for Reshoring found in Appendix M was conductégom the time periodf 2010 to 2016,
aggregated quality comprising of the mentioning of quality/rework/warranty was the only
significant aggregated reshoring factor. Figlieand Table 47 indicate that
guality/rework/warranty became a less influential reason for reghasitime progressed

from 2010 to 2016.This isnot surprising given thatffshoring quality concerns have been

addressed by other nations, and quality has become more consistent globally.
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Figure 4.7: Logistic Fit with Year Announced (period 20102016) with Aggregated
Quality
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Table 4-7: Logistic Fit with Year Announced (period 2010 to 2016) with Aggregated

Quality
Model -LogLikelihood DF ChiSquare  Prob>ChiSq
Difference  3.076524 1 6.153048 0.0131*

Full 60.601067
Reduoced 63.677591



51

Chapter 5
Conclusions and Future Work
5.1  Summary of Conclusions

One of the biggest decisions that any textile and apparel firm needs to make in
todayodos gl obal environment is the decision o
and manufacturingOffshoring is manufacturing in foreign countries, nearshoring is
manufacturing in neighboring countries, and reshoring is returning manufacturing to
domestic productionAs a result of faster lead times, financial flexibility needs, and lower
transportéion costs, reshoring is becoming more prevalent in the textile industry amongst
some weHknown brands.

Consumers have perceived value added for products made in the United States
reinforced by national campaigns touting the benefits of domestic maumirigct While
reshoring is a complicated issue, if consumers desire textile and apparel products that are
Made in the USA they must valling to pay ahigher premiun{Soltes, 2011Donaldson,

2014. Moreover, increasing labor costs in other countriescifpally China, along with
social concerns involving accidents in other countries cause many to seek domestic
manufacturingdKunz et al, 2016; Loepp, 2014; Hutton, 2018ljis, 2014a, Houseman,
2014) American consumers are also conscientious of @mviental impacts, and they
perceive a higher quality for products Made in the Y{SAtton Incorporated, 2014a; Ha
Brookshire & Yoon, 2012) Concerns with reshorinigclude the investment in infrastructure

necessary for American manufacturifgqinz et al, 2016) lack of consumer understanding
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and attention regarding country of origrminas, 2003)and high labor costs in the United
States when compared to the global marketpésissmann, 2013)Furthermore, there are
manybenefits that results fromabpal specialization and global traftéa-Brookshire, 2014
Kunzet al, 2016, which may be hampered by domestic manufacturiMith the increase
of automation and manufacturing, there is no guarantee that reshoring American
manufacturing wuld aid inAmerican employmentHouseman, 2014).

There are brands and retailers that are committed to sourcing products that are Made
in the USA as part of their already diverse sourcing portf¢Reshoring Initiative, 203,
Kunzet al, 2016; Ellis, 2014a There are varying forms of reshoring, including returning
manufacturing to the United States, preventing companies from offshoring through
significant investments, and assembling raw materials from other countries inside the United
StateqReshoring Initiae, 206; Jankowski, 2014) Reshoring practices offer many
possibilities to theextile industry, apparel industry, andmpanies that are willing to take
the risk.

The aim of this researahas the ezaluationof reshoring sourcing and manufacturing
strakegies in the apparel and textile industri@® this endgata analysis of secondary data
was conductetb identify theattributes of textile and apparel companies that have reshored,
thefactors that have leatiose same companies to reshore as pahneaf$ourcing decisions,
and the relationship between those attributes and reshoring fagtasrding to the
Reshoring Initiative website, the top reasons that companies are deciding to return to

American manufacturing include shorter lead times, highaduct quality and consistency,
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rising offshore wages, and a skilled workforce (Reshoringalive, 201$. Reshoring
practices arise from valegriven and countrgpecific motivations rather than the efficiency
driven and firmspecific motivations titdead many to offshore (Fratocattial, 2016).
Totd jobs and annual reveneaghibited a significant relationship with the reshoring
reason ofiggregated skilled workforcAccording to the Reshoring Initiatiwgebsite
reshor i ng 0 morkforee setrd@tmentsbk deindnsratingwhat manufacturing is a
growth career, reduces unemployment by creating productive jobs, and reduces income
inequal t (Reshoring Initiative, 2016, p. Why Reshore, para. Why Reshoring Makes Sense
for America). There were no observable significant relationships between reshoring reasons
and theregion of the world reshored from, including Asia, 3¢gn Europe, and the
Americas.| n todaysdé appar el i ndustry, there are
of apparel assemblyodo, and yet Athereka,i s no 6
2016 p. 225. A few countries have higher minum wages than the United States, and
more countries have minimum wages less than the United States (Weissm&nnMedity
companies source from a variety of countries, with some sourcing from over 20 countries
simultaneously (Ellis, 2014a)According toKunz, Karpova, & Garner,auntries that firms
source from vary by level of developmentincludj 7 o v e ityandlsecwity,a b i | i
bureaucratic efficiency, education, human ri
geographic |l ocation including fAshipping cost

i mport duties, and r ietak2016fp.18Gat ur al di sasters
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Further, there was an observable significant relationship betkegion of the USA
that the company operatasd the reshoring reasqnality/rework/warranty Many
companies are updating and renovating abandoned buildings used for maimgfgctar to
offshoring when they are reshoring, and these can buildings are abundant in the Southern
region of the United States (W.L. Tate, 2014¥he Midwest area of the United States is of
specific interest for reshoring manufacturing due to lowegesé_ahidji & Tucker, 2014).
According to a presentation by Lahidji &
assured with geographic proximity between the supplier and the original equipment
manufacturer that will assemble and ship the finadl puoc(ltaldidji & Tucker, 2014 p. 1.

Moreover, there was a significant relationship betweedyrt typeand aggregated
product manufacturingThe decision limits indicate that the proportion of companies with
apparel product type was significantly slkeain comparison to the average proportion of
other product typesThe aggregated product manufacturing inclusl@®mation/technology,
re-design of the part, manufacturing/engineering joint innovation (research and
development), 3D printing/additive mafiacturing, customization, and/or higher productivity
reasons for reshoringAmerican products are most competitive with highly automated
product processes (Edelson, 2Q1Bue to large numbers of SKUs in appgmelducts when
compared to other product categorieshsas socks, yarn, and shoes, the manufacturing is
typically less automated.

In addition, he category of reshorimqpssesses a significant relationship with

aggregated other push reasons for resgorirhese other push reasons for reshoring include
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green considerations, supply chain interruption risk, social/ethical considerations, intellectual
property risk, communication, and/or other push factors are mentioned as reasons for
reshoring. American poducts are most competitive with products that are inefficient to ship
anditems made of raw materials that are available in America such as cotton, plastic, and
metals (Edelson, 2014} .ikewise, there was an observable significant relationship between
category of reshoringnd aggregated cost reasons for reshoringinfRwages, freight cost,
price, total cost, and/or travel cost/tinvere the components of the aggregated cost reshoring
reasons.There are hidden costs of offshoring, including logistists and administrative
costs that are causing some firms to consider reshoring (®amer2014). According to
Sarder, one of the ¢go aéassistimgtompahiestoRers hor i ng | n
accurately assess t haidertd,@dl4d 26620st s of of f sh
From the time period of 2010 to 2016, aggregated quality comprising of the
mentioning of quality/rework/warranty was the only significant aggregated reshoring factor.
Quality/rework/warranty has become a less influenéakon for reshoring as time
progressed from 2010 to 2Q1&he gap between manufacturing in China and the United
States is decreasing, and direct labor costs are becoming a smaller portion of the total part
costs Hutton,2013).
5.2  Significance of Rese&h
Reshoring is a quickly growing trend in the textile and apparel indusaneswill
likely expandover the next decaddt is important for sourcing, strategies, and operations

managerslong with all executives to have a greater understanding afahses of these
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trends. Whether companies intend to offshore, reshore, nearshore, onshore, etc. insight into
the factors that are having the greatest impact on reshoring will be beneficial in an
understanding of what competitors are implementing aatesfies for within the firm.
Likewise, it is vital for academia to have an understanding of the trend and reasons for
reshoring when developing the minds of future industry leaders. International companies and
companies focusing on a global perspectiayifind insight into the impact of the Made in
the USA branding and its potential impacts on reshoring.
5.3 Limitations and Recommendations

Throughout the research, teanple sizes were less than anticipated and a hindrance
to the extenaind applicatiorof the researchDue to time and financial limitations, remedies
for the small sample size were restrictddhe secondary dateith 140 companies is a
relatively snall sample size. Throughout the analysis found in Appendix F through
Appendi x M t her e ar e waSomasasmgessizes aratbo smadl o useé War ni r
the normabpproximatiot o t he bi nomi al di snalysisfharéntlyo n o . T
possessesome limitations as a diretsultof the small sample sizeg&ssetmially, there is an
underlining limitation in the fact that only a relatively small number of textile and apparel
companies have publically announced that they have reshored.

Moreover, an additional limitation is thétte scope of the Reshoring Initiagiis
focused orfirms operating in the United States. While the Foreign Direct Investdoss
give insight into the actions of some foreign companies, most of the information is pertaining

to firms in the United States. Thus, the research does notlprimgight into global



57

impacting of reshoring or reshoring practices in other countries. Likewise, for the scope of
this research only textile and apparel companies were included in the research. Therefore,
the reshoring discussed in this research ig wntelation to these two industries and does not
address the entire domesti@anufacturing resiring tend that is occurring throughdbe
United States.
Additionally, limitations of the research are that there are varying levels of reshoring,
and thatompanies included in the secondary data weressédtting in that they publically
announce their reshoring efforts. The federal agencies overseeing commerce should consider
the development of a definitive level and requirements of manufacturingofdugis that
carry the Made in the USA labeThe Made in USA Brand Sefertification Mark does not
verify that products are Made in the USA (Made in the USA Brand, 20ltgse
requirements for Made in the USA should be developed in order to meet@mnssm® desi r e
for transparency in their purchasing, and should be enforceable rather thaertdgihg.
When companies are only able to produce part
homemadeodo or fAbl ended ap fierentiateddamlowski,201lfdpst and
21).
While identifying and contacting companies that had publically announced their
reshoring efforts, it was discovered that a two of them were no longer in business. Due to
time limitations it was not possible to cant these companies that lgmhe bankrupt or

defunct. t may be worthwhile to contact these companies to discover if their reshoring



58

practices contributedln an ideal world, the research would also include individual case
studies of the failures andesses of the reshoring sourcing and manufacturing practices.
5.4  Future Work

Given that reshoring is a nowast increasing trend in the textile and apparel
industries, there are numerous avenues for future wbtk.e A U. S. has experi e
swingsi n reshoring over the time horizon of the
2004 to 2014 (P. Tate, 201@. ). Examples ofuture work could include an evaluation of
the economic competitiveness of reshoriiitne competitive advantage of resimgversus
offshoringhas been studied insairvey conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank of
Philadelphia (Haflich, 2010)In a study by Ellis, wer half of the executivelsom the 29
largest retailers, apparel brands, textile companies and importers, and wholesalers in America
surveyedntend to increase their production in the United States in the next two years with
retailers showing stronger intention than wholesaleliss(2014a)l n t odays o6 appar
industry, there are over 180 countries gl oba
yet fAthere is no o6éperf ecdd,2@l6m 22f.yWmdrican such a
products are most competitive with hig automated product processes and items that are
inefficient to ship along with items made of raw materials that are available in America such
as cotton, plastic, and metals (Edelson, 20C€Hmparison case studies of companies that
have and have notskored could provide significant insight into the economic
competitiveness of reshoringhere are inheré¢rcompetitive advantages to global trade{Ha

Brookshire, 2014)hat should be considered in the evaluation of reshoring competitiveness.
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The impotance and impact of Made in the USA products has begun to be explored,
however, there is much room for greater comprehension in the Tialkel Cotton
Incorporates t udy showed that Aconsumer concern abi
US.hasincreasd t o 68 percent, up from 65 percent
para Economics of Ecd-riendly Apparel. Lee, Hong, &Leés st udy whdnowed t he
purchasing American manufactured products, some beliba¢ they are helping their
fellow Ameilicans by enhancing domestic economies and local communitiegtlbée
2003). During a study conducted in 2012, the research bidakshire & Yoon indicated
that consumers surveyed assumed that, when the label indicated US cotton the price of the
product would automatically be higher than a comparable product, indicating that the cotton
originated in ChinaAdditionally,c onsumer s are more | ikely to p
percent cottono or Made in the WBSA Aomttulrealloa
Asustainabl eo, -friemdlydoi e NCvoitrt commmel mtcpalralep r at ed, 20
Insightg. Likewise, environmental concerns are a stronger motivation than quality concerns
for reshoring amongst the undergraduate students (Maetrade2015). Thisfield of study
would include continued studies on the perceived quality, costs, and environmental impacts
of products that are Made in the USA.

Additionally, academia should considmralyzingthe development and future needs
of a skilled vorkforce in the textile and apparel industriéss a result of globalization,
American workers have been reallocated away from high wage manufacturing jobs into other

occupation and sectors with lower wages (Ebensteah, 2015). Thus, there may be a need
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for the creating of new vocational and trade schools for manufacturing and the overseeing of
automation/technology. While manufacturing has become nuoenatedvith machines,

there is still a need for employees who can opeaitt machines and perform maintenance

on manufacturing machinefeveloping a strong domestic manufacturing sector would
provide American workers with global competitiveness (Houseman, 20A@reover,

specific reshoring studies could involve the impeEaquality, rising wages, energy prices,
intellectual property, et@an an individual factorial basisAs revealed in a recent study,
reshoring practices arise from valdeven and countrgpecific motivations rather than the
efficiency-driven and firmspecific motivations that lead many to offshore (Fratoetlal,

2016). Of course, this will be possible once more companies have reshored, and the sample
sizes for such factors have increased enough for reliable analyses.

Furthermore, the federal govenent will likely desire studies on the impacts of
government incentives, tariff adjustments, and policy changes on reshoring practices in the
textile and apparel industries along with other manufacturing indusfries United States
ranks amongst the Ppdl0 largest single country textiles exporters (Ingram, 20IH& top
four mostused dutyfree trade deals and preference programs that the United States
participates in are The North American Free Trade Agreement, the Central American Free
Trade Agreemat, the African Growth and Opportunity Act, and the LK8rea Free Trade
Agreement (Elk, 2014a).The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) of 1994
prevens tariffs and quotas for purchases betwdaited States, Canada, and Mexico (Kunz

et al, 2016). There are numerous opportunities to study the impact that reshoring could have
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on international trade, gross domesgtioduct, global economies, etn brief, due to the
newfangled and extensive nature of reshoring, there are a plethora of regganthnities

in the field or reshoring.



62

REFERENCES

2014worldwide survey of production and capaci®014).Fiber Organon 8%6), 95116.

American Apparel and Footwear Association. (2014). American apparel & footwear
associatiormission statement. Retrieved findnttp://www.wewear.org/mission/

Arminas, D. (2003)The folly of patriotic purchasingupply Managemer(2), 15.

Augustin, T., & Hable, R. (2010). On the impact of robust statistics on imprecise probability
models: A reviewStructural Safety, 3B), 358365.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/10.1016/j.strusafe.2010.06.002

BrothertonBunch, E. (2@6, January § A scary sign for manufacturing jobs in 20]@/eb
log comment]Retrieved from http://www.americanmanufacturing.org/blog/erntry/a
scarysignfor-manufacturingobsin-2016

COTTON Council Internationa{2015).CClI flagship brand COTTON USA launched in
India. Textile Magazine, 58), 1818.

Cotton Incorporated. (2014a). Cotton incorporated: Consumer perspectives on "green”
apparel. Rtrieved fromhttp://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market
Data/SupplyChaininsights/consurqeerspectivemn-greenrapparel/

Cotton Ircorporated. (2014b). Cotton incorporated: Lifestyle monitor: U.S. apparel
consumers. Retrieved frohttp://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market
Data/SupplyChaininsights/USpparetConsumers/index.cfm

Donaldson, T. (2014). Sourcing trends 2015: The state e Sourcing Journ&nline.


http://www.wewear.org/mission/
http://www.wewear.org/mission/
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/consumer-perspectives-on-green-apparel/
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/consumer-perspectives-on-green-apparel/
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/consumer-perspectives-on-green-apparel/
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/US-Apparel-Consumers/index.cfm
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/US-Apparel-Consumers/index.cfm
http://www.cottoninc.com/corporate/Market-Data/SupplyChainInsights/US-Apparel-Consumers/index.cfm

63

Ebenstein, A., Harrison, A., & McMillan, M. (2018)Vhy are American workers getting
poorer? china, trade and offshorinGambridge, United States, Cambridge: National
Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/10&3w21027

Edelson, S. (2014). Walart gaining steam with maea-U.S. push. WWD: Women's Wear
Daily, 208(6), 1.

Elliott, P. (2016 March 13. Clinton Promises Manufacturing Renaissance in Rust Belt
Ohio.Time.Com1.

Ellis, K. (2014a). Made in USA gainbut china still key. WWD: Women's Wear Daily,

207(117), 41.
ElIlis, K. (2014b). Execs declare algd@F in USA
(86), 6

Ellram, L. M., Tate, W. L., & Petersen, K. J. (2013). Offshoring and reshoring: an update on
the maufacturing location decision. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49¢2), 14
22.doi:10.1111/jscm.12019

Foerstl, K., Kirchoff, J. F., & Bals, L. (2016). Reshoring and insourcing: Drivers and future
research directiongnternationalJournal of Physcal Distribution & Logistics
Management 465), 492515. doi:10.1108/1IJPDLM2-20150045

Fratocchi, L., Ancarani, A., Barbieri, P., Mauro, C. D., Nassimbeni, G., Sartor, M., . . .

Zanoni, A. (2016). Motivations of manufacturing reshoring: An interpretative



64

framework. InternationalJournal of Physcal Distribution & Logistics Managenent
46(2), 98127. doi:10.1108/IJPDLM6-20140131

Friedman, A. (2014). Study cites U.S-gleoring drive WWD: Women's Wear Daily,
208123), 61.

Gill, D. (2015). Mssion PossibteMade in the USAHFN: Home Furnishings News, @8,
17-24.

Ha-Brookshire, J(2014). Global sourcing in the textile and apparel industry (1st ed.). United
States: Pearson Education, Inc.

Ha-Brookshire, J., & Yoon, S. H. (2012). Country of origin factofgiencing US
consumers' perceived price for multinational products. Journal of Consumer Marketing,
29(6), 445454, doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/07363761211259250

Haflich, F. (2010). (AMM) 'Reshoring’ debate heats up among trade gideps. Bulletin
Daily, (226), 11.

Hockett, M. (2016). The State Of Reshoring In U.S. Manufactuhmaystrial Maintenance
& Plant Operation 77(4), 6.

Houseman, S. (2014). The role of manufacturing in a jobs recaiashington, D.C.:
Center on Budget and Policy Prioriti€&etrieved from
http://research.upjohn.org/externalpapers/62

Hutton, D. (2013). Century CEO talks trends, keeping competitive edge. Plastics News,
24(43), 00090009.

Ingram, C. W. (2014). bde in the USA presents real opportun@@gsual Living 54(7), 42.



65

Jankowski, W. (2014). OAmericansoil. LDB Interior Textiles, 11 2), 2026.

Jung, J., & Euf¥oung, S. (2008). Consumébased brand equityournal of Fashion
Marketing and Management, (13, 24 35.
doi:http://dx.doi.org.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/10.1108/13612020810857925

Kunz, G. |, Karpova, E., & Garner, M. B. (201&oing global: The textile and apparel
industry(3rd ed.) New York: Fairchild Books

Lahidji, B., & Tucker, W. (2014, November 4131). The Case for Rghoring Manufacturing
Jobs. InConference proceedings: XXVI Sinergie Conference

Lee, W., Hong, J., & Lee, S. (2003). Communicating with american consumeesposh
9/11 climate: An empirical investigation of consumer ethnocentrism in the united states.
International Journal of Advertising, 22), 487510.
doi:10.1080/02650487.2003.11072865

Li & Fung Ltd. (2015). li & fung treads a year ofansition and investent.Textile Asia,
46(5), 2323.

Loepp, D. (2014). WaMar t 6s ''made in the USA' <campaign
reshoring effort. Plastics News, 26(22), 04ID6.

Made in the USA brand. (2015). Retrieved frbttps://www.madeintheusabrand.com/

Maronde, U., Stambaugh, J., Martin, L., & Wilson, P. (2015). The effect of reshoring on
purchase behaviodournal of Marketing Development and Competitiveng&y, 80
o1

Matiash, C. (2016, May 10). New York City's Bi@®llar Industry Isn't Deadlime.Com 1.


http://dx.doi.org.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/10.1108/13612020810857925
https://www.madeintheusabrand.com/

66

McCurry, J. W. (2013). Technical fibre expansibrternational Dyer, 193), 9-9.

Meister Media Worldwide(2014). Cotton council international launches new COTTON

USA identity.Cotton Grower, 5@), 5.

NAFTA trade in manufactured fibef2013).Fiber Organon 84(4), 5564.

Neal Supply Company. (2014). Raleigh denim. Retrieved from

http://needsupply.com/mens/brands/raleitgmim

Pollin, R., & WicksLim, J. (2016). A $15 U.S. minimum wage: How the fiagid industry
could adjust without shedding jolkurnal of Economitssues, 5(B), 716744.

doi:10.1080/00213624.2016.1210382

Rambl er @¥O)Ramb| er 6s way we ar sWSA:tPerformanteke s o n

Sports Materials, 1@), 1819.

Reshoring hitiative. (201¢. Retrieved fromhttp://www.reshorenow.org/

Saatva Inc. (2016). 100%mericanmade. Retrieved from

http://lwww.saatvamattress.com/madeameica.html

Sanfey, A. G. (2007). Social decistamaking: Insights from game theory and neuroscience.

Science, 31%850), 598602.


http://needsupply.com/mens/brands/raleigh-denim
http://needsupply.com/mens/brands/raleigh-denim
http://needsupply.com/mens/brands/raleigh-denim
http://www.reshorenow.org/
http://www.saatvamattress.com/made-in-america.html

67

Sarder, M. D., Miller, C., & Adnan, Z. (2014). Understanding the reshoring decisa&ing

process using AHP approach. IIE AnhGanference Proceedings, 262@81.

Soltes, F. (2011). Patriotic purchasisgores 93(10), 1618.

Tate, P. (2014Wh at 6 s t he t r u Rdirievedbfmrat reshoring?

http://www.gilcommunity.com/blog/whatsuth-aboutreshoring/

Tate, W. L. (2014). Offshoring and reshoring: U.S. insights and research challtnges

of Purchasing & Supply Management(2)) 6668. doi:10.1016/j.pursup.2014.01.007

Tran K. T. L. (2014. Sourcing field focuses beyond pri®8WD, 207 9.

Tuft & needle. (2016). Retrieved frohttps://www.tuftandneedle.com/about/story/

Uluskan, M., Joines, J. A., & Godfrey, A. 016). Comprehensive insight into supplier
quality and the impact of quality strategies of suppliers on outsourcing decBSigsy

Chain Management, 21), 92102. doi:10.1108/SCN4-20150140

U.S. manufactured fiber: 2013 year in perspective. (2FiBgr Organon, 88L), 35.

Urbina, I., & Bradsher, K. (2013, August 8). Linking Factories to the Malls, Middleman

Pushes Low Costdlew York Timas Opposing Viewpoints in ConteX1 (L).


http://www.gilcommunity.com/blog/whats-truth-about-reshoring/
https://www.tuftandneedle.com/about/story/

68

Weissmann, J. (2013eptember)2 How America's minimum wage reaktacks up
globally. The Atlantic dahttp://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/09/how

americasninimumwageemreally-em-stacksup-globally/279258/

Who cares about quality? (cover story). (20HYme Textiles Today, 85, 1011.


http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/09/how-americas-minimum-wage-em-really-em-stacks-up-globally/279258/
http://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2013/09/how-americas-minimum-wage-em-really-em-stacks-up-globally/279258/

APPENDICES

69



70

Appendix A
Designations Assigned t&econdary Data

1) Categorical ranges for total jobs designated to the secondary data
1-50

51-100
101-250
251-500
501-1,000
1,0015,000
5,001-10,000
10,00%15,000
15,00%25,000
25,00135,000
k. 35,00%45,000
[. >45,000

S@rooo0oTy

— —

2) Categorical ranges for annualenue (in millions) designated to the secondary data
Less than $10 million

$10 millionT $25 million
$25 millionT $50 million
$50 millionT $100 million
$100 millioni $250 million
$250 millioni $500 million
$500 millioni $1 billion
$1 billionT $10 billion

$10 billionT $25 billion
More than $25 billion

S@roo0oTy

— —

3) Categories of product type assigned to the secondary data
Apparel

Home

Accessories

Shoes

Socks

Yarn

Textile - Other

@roaoop
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Appendix B
Distributions and Frequenciesof the General Attributes of theReshoringCompanies

Distribution of Total Jobs
£ Frequencies

Level Count Prob
001-050 383 0.45783
1,0071-5,000 0 010843
1071-250 0 0.10843
51-100 g 0.09630
251-500 6 0.07220
RS h‘P.\@ PP PP 501-1,000 5 0.06024
TG el :.,f':ﬂ :,g-}* f-,;-r :.5:-~ =45,000 3 0.03014
R Vo TS 10,001-15000 2 0.02410
o
WD DT At W 25,001-35,000 1 0.01205
35.007-45000 1 0.071205
5,001-10,000 1 0.01205
Total 23 1.00000
M Missing 57
11 Levels
Distribution of Annual Revenue (in millions)
4 Frequencies
Level Count Prob
Less than $10 million 38 0.481M
$1 billion - $10 billion g8 aimzy
$100 million— $250 million 7 0.08381
10 million - %25 million 6 0.07595
£25 million %50 million 6 0.07595
B O P S B R S $250 million— $500 million 6 0.07595
& D&“‘G IR IR N«_ﬁ*‘p §50 million -$100 million 4 005083
A M R $500 million - $1 billion 4 0.05063
g 7 Ty s Total 79 1.00000
;‘5‘ ,$P A S &:} o
N & NMissing 61
5 M@ ;}“ ;;lf? & a;,lﬁ g 8 Levels



Distribution of World Regions Reshored From

Distribution of Region of USA Operations

South

Northeast

West

Midwest

72

4 Frequencies

Level Count

Asia 33 0.62264

Americas 11 0.20735

Western Europe 0 0.16961

Total 53 1.00000

NMissing 93
3 Levels

4 Frequencies

level  Count  Prob
South 57 043311
Mortheast 32 0.24427
West 27 0.20611
Midwest 13 0.11430
Total 131 1.00000
N Missing 0

4 Levels



Distribution of Product Type

Distribution of Category of Reshoring

KFO Reshering

FOI

A4 Frequencies

Level Count Prob
Apparel 56 0.41481
Textile - Cther 17 0.12593
Accessories 16 0.11832
Socks 13 0.09830
Shoes 12 0.088809
Yarn 11 0.08148
Home 10 0.07407
Total 135 1.00000
M Missing 5

7 Levels
A Frequencies

level  Count  Prob

KFO 68 0.48371

Reshorng 33 039286

FOI 17 0121483

Total 140 1.00000

NMising 0

3 Levels

73
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Distrubition of Year Announced

— 4 Quantiles 4 Summary Statistics
vo o —[H 1000% masimum 205 Mean 20124676
99.5% 2015 Std Dev 2.322861
97.5% 2015 StdErMean 01970223
90.0% 2015 Upper95% Mean 20128572
150%  quartile 2014 Lower93% Mean 20120781
500%  median 2013 N 139
250%  quartile 2012
10.0% 2009
25% 20065
0.5% 2001

200020022004 200820102012 20162018 0% minimum 2001
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Appendix C

Push and Pull FactorsDistributions
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4 Test Rate Within Groups
ChiSquare DF Prob>Chisqg
84,3021 15 <.0007*

£ Per Unit Rates

Cause Count Rate Lower95%  Upper953%
Quality/rework/warranty 30 0.265487 0.17a1 0.3790
Lead time/time to market 19 0.168142 01012 0.2626
Rising wages 10 0.,0854094 0.0424 01627
Freight cost & 0.070796 00308 0.1385
Inventory T 0.061947 0.0249 01276
Delivery 5 0.,044248 0.0144 0.1033
Green considerations 5 0044248 0.0144 0.1033
Social/ethical concerns 5 0.044248 0.0144 0.1033
Total cost 5 0044248 0.0144 0.1033
Other Push Factors 4 0.035303 0,009 0.0906
Communications 3 0.026549 0.0055 0.0776
Loss of control 3 0.026549 0.0055 0.0776
Travel cost/time 3 0.026549 0.0055 0.0776
Intellectual property risk 2 0.017699 0.0021 0.0e39
Price 2 0.017699 0.0021 0.0838
Supply chain interruption risk 2 0.017629 0.0021 0.0e39
Pooled Total 113 0.082500 0.0515 0.0751

Push Factors I Quality/rewerk/warranty Il Total cost
Lead time/time to market Bl Cther Push Factors

Il Fising wages I Communications
-Freightcost I Loss of control

Bl inventory B Travel cost/time

B Dzlivery I Intellectual property risk
I Green considerations B Price

I social/ethical concems [0 Supply chain interruption risk
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£ Test Rate Within Groups

ChiSquare  DF Prob>ChiSq
172,167 17 <0001

£ Per Unit Rates

Cause

Image/brand [customer preference for LS. made)
Government Incentives

Skilled Workforce Availability/Training

Cther Pull Factors

Walmart

Automation/Technology

Re-design of the part

Customer responsiveness improvement

Eco-system synergies

Proximity to market
Manufacturing/engineering joint innovation (R&D)
L5, price of natural gas/chemicals/electricity
Lean/cther business process improvement technigues
Raw materials cost

3D Printing/Additive Manufacturing

Customization

Higher productivity

Infrastructure (transport, internet, power)

Pooled Total

e 1
Ma LaLn o o e

[ ST N T S T O Ty R U O T S O O T s T |

—t
==l

Rate
0.313953
0.093023
0.093023
0087209
0.075581
0.069767
0.040698
0034854
0034884
0029070
0023256
0023256
0.017442
0017442
0.011628
0.011628
0.011628
0.011628
0055556

Lower 95%

0.2330
0.0532
0.0532
0.0488
0.0402
0.0360
0.0164
0.0128
0.0128
0.0094
0.0063
0.0063
0.0036
0.0036
0.0014
0.0014
0.0014
0.0014
0.0476

Upper 95%

0.4006
0.1511
0.1511
0.1438
0.1292
0.1219
0.0839
0.0759
0.0758
0.0678
0.0595
0.0595
0.0510
0.0510
0.0420
0.0420
0.0420
0.0420
0.0645



Appendix D
Explanation of the AggregatedPush Factors

Push Factors
1) Aggregated Quality
a. Quality/rework/warranty
2) Aggregated Lead Time
a. Lead time/time to market
3) Aggregated Product Management
a. Delivery
b. Inventory
c. Loss of Control
4) Aggregated Cost Factors
a. Rising Wages
b. Freight Cost
c. Price
d. Total Cost
e. Travel cost/time
5) Aggregated OthdPush
a. Green Considerations
b. Supply Chain interruption risk
c. Social/ethical Considerations
d. Intellectual property risk
e. Communications
f. Other Push Factors
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Appendix E

Explanation of the Aggregated Pull Factors

Pull Factors

1) AggregatedCustomers
a. Image/brand (customer preference for U.S. made)
b. Customer Responsiveness Improvement
2) Aggregated Government Incentives
a. Government Incentives
3) Aggregated Skilled Workforce
a. Skilled workforce availability/training
4) Aggregated Product Manufacturing
a. Automation/Technology
b. Redesign of the part
c. Manufacturing/engineering joint innovation (R&D)
d. 3D Printing/Additive Manufacturing
e. Customization
f. Higher Productivity
5) Aggregated Synergies
a. Proximity to market
b. Walmart
c. Ecosystem synergies
6) Aggregated Other Pull
a. U.S.price of natural gas/chemicals/electricity
. Raw materials cost

Lean/other business process improvement techniques

b
C.
d. Infrastructure (transport, internet, power)
e. Other Pull Factors
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Contingency Analysis of Total Jobs with Aggregated Reasons fé&eshoring

Appendix F
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Skilled Workforce By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated
Skilled Workforce

Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Skilled Workforce

250

101

in Company *

0.25
0.00 = 3
Total Jobs

Contingency Table

Count 1 Q Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

001-050 0 38 38
0.0¢ 45.74 45.7¢
0.00 51.31
0.0(¢ 100.0(

51-100 1 7 8
1.20 8.43 9.64
11.11 9.44
12.5( 87.5(

500

251

501-1,000

1,001-5,000

(] ——————

gt

R

o

>45,000)



101-250 1 8 9
1.20 9.64 10.84
11.1] 10.8]
11.17 88.8¢
251-500 1 5 9
1.20 6.0 7.29
11.1] 6.76
16.6] 83.33
501-1,000 0 5 5
0.0 6.04 6.07
0.0¢ 6.76
0.0( 100.0(
1,00%5,000 4 5 9
484 6.04 10.84
44.44  6.76
44.44 55.5¢
5,00210,000 0 1 1
0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€
0.0 1.35
0.0( 100.0(
10,00t 1 1 2
15,000 1.2¢ 1.2¢ 2.41
11.17  1.3§
50.0(¢ 50.0(
25,002 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C
0.0 1.35
0.0( 100.0(
35,002 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C
0.0 1.35
0.0( 100.0(
>45,000 1 2 3
1.2¢ 241 3.6]
11.17  2.7(
33.3§ 66.67
Total 9 74 83
10.84 89.1¢
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 10.15242. 0.356¢

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 20.30¢ 0.0265’
Ratio

Pearson 21.08: 0.020%

Warning: 20%of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
1.0
0.8
06

0.4

02 [

Aggregated Skilled Workforce - Proportion 1

0.0 ® & l l l
o o o o o (=] o o o o o
LN o N o o o o o o o o
o - [N} [re} =} o o Q o o (=}
[ 1 S 5 N N N}
— — — — — N o N LN [7p) LN
o w0 = 0 - - i i 0 bl D

o - N o o — — — —

LN o o =3 o o

N o 7o) N

A\ [V} m

Total Jobs in Company *

a = 0.05

uDL

Avg = 0.108
LDL
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpperLimit Limit
Proportior Exceedec
001-050 38 0.00346! 0 0.21340Lower
51-100 8 0 0.128  0.403771
101-250 9 0 0.11111. 0.38502.
251-500 6 0 0.16666  0.45398.
501-1,000 5 0 0 0.48941.
1,0015,000 9 0 0.44444. 0.38502:.Upper
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 0.98190:
10,00t 2 0 0.5 0.72229:
15,000
25,00t 1 0 0 0.98190:
35,000
35,00t 1 0 0 0.98190:
45,000
>45,000 3 0 0.33333 0.60654.

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.
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Contingency Analysisf Aggregated Government Incentives By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated
Government Incentives

000 L I- I

g e & 8§ 8§ &£=8
5 noz g oz f &%%
2 8§ %%
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Government Incentives
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 2 36 38
2.41 43.3] 45.7¢
28.57 47.3]
5.2¢ 94.74
51-100 0 8 8
0.0 9.64 9.64
0.0¢ 10.53
0.0( 100.0(




101-250 1 8 9
1.20 9.64 10.84
14.2¢ 10.53
11.17 88.8¢
251-500 0 g 9
0.0 7.23 7.29
0.0¢ 7.89
0.0q 100.0(
501-1,000 1 4 5
1.20 4.87 6.07
14.2¢ 5.26
20.0¢ 80.0(
1,00%5,000 2 T 9
241 8.43 10.8/
28.57 9.21]
22.24 17.78
5,00210,000 0 1 1
0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€
0.0¢ 1.37
0.0( 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 241
0.0 2.63
0.0( 100.0(
25,002 1 0 1
35,000 1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
14.29 0.0
100.0¢  0.0d
35,002 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C
0.0¢ 1.37
0.0( 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3
0.0¢ 3.6] 3.61]
0.0 3.95
0.0( 100.0(
Total 7 76 83
8.4 91.5]
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 5.762510: 0.240(

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 11.52¢ 0.318:
Ratio

Pearson 16.45: 0.087«

Warning: 20% of cells have expectealint less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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87



88

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec
001-050 38 0 0.05263. 0.17815:
51-100 8 0 0 0.34830:
101-250 9 0 0.11111:  0.3315¢
251-500 6 0 0 0.39317-
501-1,000 5 0 0.2 0.42484:
1,0015,000 9 0 0.22222 0.3315¢
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 0.86500«
10,00t 2 0 0 0.63297i
15,000
25,00t 1 0 1 0.86500Upper
35,000
35,00t 1 0 0 0.86500«
45,000
>45,000 3 0 0 0.52952!

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregate
Other Push
o
i
o

0.25

001-050 I

0.00 &% g8 § £23
55 g oz L 2%

Total Jobs
in Company *

Contingency Table

Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

001-050 5 33 38

6.04 39.7¢ 45.7¢
71.43 43.47

13.1¢ 86.84
51-100 0 8 8

0.0¢ 9.64 9.64

0.0¢ 10.53

0.0( 100.0(

101-250 0 9 9
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0.00 10.84 10.84

0.00 11.84

0.00 100.0(
251-500 0 6 6

0.0 7.23 7.23

0.0¢ 7.89

0.00 100.0(
501-1,000 1 4 5

1.2q4 4.872 6.07

14.29 5.26

20.0¢ 80.0(
1,005,000 0 9 9

0.00 10.84 10.84

0.0¢ 11.84

0.0¢ 100.0(
5,00%:10,000 0 1 1

0.00 1.2¢ 1.2

0.00 1.37

0.00 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.00 241 2.41

0.00 2.67

0.00 100.0(
25,00t 0 1 1
35,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2

0.00 1.37

0.00 100.0(
35,00t 0 1 1
45,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2c

0.00 1.37

0.00 100.0(
>45,000 1 2 3

1.2¢ 2.41 3.61

14.29 2.63

33.3] 66.61
Total 7 76 83

8.43 91.57]
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Tests

N
83

Test

Likelihood

Ratio

Pearson

DF -LogLikeRSquare (L

10 4.798775 0.199¢

ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
9.59¢ 0.476¢

7.78] 0.650:

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less tharlL® ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Aggregate Other Push - Proportion 1

o

o
—
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a = 0.05

|

51-100
101-250
251-500

501-1,000
1,001-5,000
5,001-10,000

Total Jobs in Company *

10,001-15,000

25,001-35,000

35,001-45,000

>45,000

ubDL

Avg = 0.084
LDL
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 38 0 0.13157' 0.17815:
51-100 8 0 0 0.34830:
101-250 9 0 0 0.3315:
251-500 6 0 0 0.39317-
501-1,000 5 0 0.2 0.42484:
1,0015,000 9 0 0 0.3315:
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 0.86500«
10,00t 2 0 0 0.63297i
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 0.86500«
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 0.86500«
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0.33333 0.52952!

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Management By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated
Product Management

0.25

oo I— 8|8|!M1 H
z : s g o; I 2%
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggrated Product Management
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 3 35 38
3.61 42.17 45.7¢
75.00 44.3(
7.89 92.1]
51-100 0 8 8
0.00 9.64 9.64
0.0¢ 10.13
0.0( 100.0(
101-250 0 9 9
0.00 10.84 10.84




0.0¢ 11.3¢

0.0q 100.0(
251-500 0 g 9

0.0 7.23 7.29

0.0¢ 7.59

0.0q 100.0(
501-1,000 0 5 5

0.0 6.04 6.07

0.0¢ 6.33

0.0( 100.0(
1,00%5,000 1 8 9

1.20 9.64 10.84

25.0¢ 10.13

11.1] 88.8¢
5,00210,000 0 1 1

0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€

0.0 1.27%

0.0( 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 241

0.0 2.53

0.0( 100.0(
25,002 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C

0.0 1.27%

0.0( 100.0(
35,001 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€

0.0 1.27%

0.0( 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3

0.0¢ 3.6] 3.61]

0.0 3.8(

0.0( 100.0(
Total 4 79 83

4.84 95.1§
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 2.397468 0.149¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 4.79¢ 0.904-
Ratio
Pearson 3.38: 0.970¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
07

0.6
0.5

0.4

0.2

0.1

Aggregated Product Management -

Proportion 1
— )

0.0

-0.1

001-050
51-100
101-250
251-500
501-1,000

Total Jobs in Company *

a = 0.05

03 _l_l—'—l_

1,001-5,000

5,001-10,000

10,001-15,000

25,001-35,000

35,001-45,000

>45,000

ubDL

Avg = 0.048
LDL
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 38 0 0.07894° 0.12049
51-100 8 0 0 0.25163:
101-250 9 0 0 0.23871.
251-500 6 0 0 0.28621.
501-1,000 5 0 0 0.3106:
1,0015,000 9 0 0.11111. 0.23871.
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 0.64985I
10,00t 2 0 0 0.47103:
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 0.64985I
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 0.64985I
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0 0.39130:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappadximation to the binomial
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Lead Time By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00
075
e 0
g5 050
33
<<
0.25
_ A=l
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Lead Time
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 6 32 38
7.23 38.55 45.7¢§
66.67 43.24
15.79 84.2]
51-100 0 8 8
0.00 9.64 9.64
0.0¢ 10.81
0.00 100.0(
101-250 1 8 9
1.20 9.64 10.84
11.11 10.8]
11.1] 88.8¢
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251-500 0 g 9

0.0 7.23 7.29

0.0¢ 8.11

0.0q 100.0(
501-1,000 0 5 5

0.0¢ 6.04 6.07

0.0¢ 6.76

0.0q 100.0(
1,0015,000 2 7 9

241 8.43 10.84

22.24 9.46

22.24 17.78
5,00210,000 0 1 1

0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C

0.0¢ 1.35

0.0( 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 241

0.0q 2.7(

0.0( 100.0(
25,001 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C

0.0 1.35

0.0( 100.0(
35,002 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C

0.0 1.35

0.0( 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3

0.0¢ 3.6] 3.61]

0.0 4.05

0.0( 100.0(
Total 9 74 83

10.84 89.1¢
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 4.006919 0.140°

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 8.01¢ 0.627¢
Ratio

Pearson 5.45] 0.859:

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0
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Total Jobs in Company *

a = 0.05

1,001-5,000

5,001-10,000

10,001-15,000

25,001-35,000

35,001-45,000

>45,000

ubDL

Avg = 0.108
LDL
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 3€ 0.00346( 0.15789! 0.21340:
51-100 8 0 0 0.40377i
101-250 9 0 0.11111. 0.38502.
251-500 6 0 0 0.45398:
501-1,000 5 0 0 0.48941.
1,0015,000 9 0 0.22222: 0.38502.
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 0.98190:
10,00t 2 0 0 0.72229:
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 0.98190:
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 0.98190:
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0 0.60654.

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.



Contingency Analysisf Aggregated Cost Factors By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregated
Cost Factors
o
Ul
o

0.25

0.00 -I

-

050

001

51-100

Total Jobs
in Company *

101-250
251-500
501-1,000

5,000

1,001

3;1 :8%9:::
>45,000)

O
==C]
Pun

Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Cost Factors
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 8 30 38
9.64 36.14 45.7¢
66.67 42.2f
21.05 78.9f
51-100 0 8 8
0.00 9.64 9.64
0.0¢ 11.2j
0.0( 100.0(
101-250 0 9 9
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0.0¢ 10.84 10.84
0.0¢ 12.6§
0.0¢ 100.0(
251-500 1 5 6
1.2 6.042 7.29
8.3 7.04
16.67 83.33
501-1,000 1 4 5
1.2 4.84 6.07
8.3 5.67
20.0¢ 80.0¢
1,00%5,000 2 7 9
2.41 8.43 10.84
16.67 9.86
22.24 T7.7¢
5,002110,000 0 1 1
0.0¢ 1.2 1.2C
0.0 1.41
0.0¢ 100.0(
10,002 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 2.41
0.0¢ 2.87
0.0¢ 100.0(
25,001 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2 1.2C
0.0 1.41
0.0¢ 100.0(
35,00t 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2 1.2C
0.0 1.41
0.0¢ 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3
0.0¢ 3.61 3.61
0.0¢ 4.23
0.0¢ 100.0(
Total 12 71 83
14.4¢ 85.54
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 4.765063 0.138¢

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 9.53( 0.482¢
Ratio

Pearson 6.14¢ 0.802:

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less th&@hBgquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 3€ 0.02585! 0.21052( 0.26330:
51-100 8 0 0 0.47862I
101-250 9 0 0 0.45741!
251-500 6 0 0.16666  0.53541.
501-1,000 5 0 0.2 0.57548
1,0015,000 9 0 0.22222; 0.45741!
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 1
10,00t 2 0 0 0.83888:
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0 0.70796!

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregated
Customers
o
i
o

0.25
1
0.00 = =S L
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Customers
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 11 27 38
13.25 32.53 45.7¢
34.3¢ 52.94
28.95 71.0%
51-100 3 5 8
3.61 6.04 9.64
9.3§ 9.8(
37.5( 62.5(
101-250 4 5 9
484 6.04 10.8/
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12.5¢ 9.8(
44.44 55.5¢
251-500 3 3 9
3.6] 3.6] 7.29
9.3§ 5.8§
50.0¢ 50.0(
501-1,000 1 4 9
1.20 4.87 6.07
3.1 7.84
20.0¢ 80.0(
1,00%5,000 7 2 9
8.49 2.4] 10.8/
21.84 3.92
77.74 22.27
5,00210,000 1 0 1
1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
3.13 0.0
100.0¢  0.0d
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 241
0.0q 3.94
0.0( 100.0(
25,002 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C
0.0 1.9¢
0.0( 100.0(
35,001 1 0 1
45,000 1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
3.13 0.0
100.0¢  0.0d
>45,000 1 2 3
1.2¢ 241 3.6]
3.13 3.97
33.3§ 66.67
Total 37 5] 83
38.54 61.41
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 7.660330 0.138¢

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 15.32: 0.120¢
Ratio

Pearson 13.62¢ 0.190¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, CRiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 38 0.22122° 0.28947. 0.54985
51-100 8 0 0.37t  0.84786!
101-250 9 0 0.44444. 0.81851.
251-500 6 0 0.5 0.92646:
501-1,000 5 0 0.2 0.98192!
1,0015,000 9 0 0.77777! 0.81851.
5,00110,00(C 1 0 1 1
10,00t 2 0 0 1
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 1 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0.33333: 1

Warning:Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregated
Synergies
o
i
o

0.25

=y

0.00

501-1,000

001-050
51
101-250
251-500
1,001-5,000
11‘-‘1?%%
ELN
>45,000

> 83

o

Total Jobs
in Company *

Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Synergies
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 19 23 38
18.07 27.7] 45.7¢§
37.5( 53.4¢
39.47 60.53
51-100 3 S 8
3.6]1 6.0 9.64
7.50 11.63
37.5( 62.5(
101-250 5 4 9
6.04 4.84 10.84
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12.5¢ 9.3(
55.5¢ 44.44
251-500 3 3 9
3.6] 3.6] 7.29
7.5¢ 6.9§
50.0¢ 50.0(
501-1,000 2 3 5
241 3.6]1 6.07
5.0¢ 6.99
40.0¢ 60.0(¢
1,00%5,000 8 1 9
9.64 1.2(¢ 10.84
20.00 2.33
88.8¢ 11.11
5,00210,000 1 0 1
1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
2.5( 0.0¢
100.0¢  0.0d
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.0¢ 241 241
0.0 4.65
0.0( 100.0(
25,002 1 0 1
35,000 1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
2.5( 0.0¢
100.0¢  0.0d
35,001 1 0 1
45,000 1.2¢ 0.0¢ 1.2
2.5( 0.0¢
100.0¢  0.0d
>45,000 1 2 3
1.2¢ 241 3.6]
2.5( 4.65
33.3§ 66.67
Total 4(Q 43 83
48.19 51.8]
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 7.937700. 0.138:

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiSc
Likelihood 15.87¢ 0.103:¢
Ratio

Pearson 13.18: 0.213.

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis ofMeans for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 38 0.31324. 0.39473 0.65061!
51-100 8 0.007: 0.37¢  0.95655!
101-250 9 0.03743{ 0.55555! 0.92641!
251-500 6 0 0.t 1
501-1,000 5 0 0.4 1
1,0015,000 9 0.03743! 0.88888! 0.92641:
5,00110,00(C 1 0 1 1
10,00t 2 0 0 1
15,000

25,00t 1 0 1 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 1 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0.33333: 1

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

0.75

Aggregated
Quality
o
i
o

—

0.25
0.00 = T
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Quality
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 9 29 38
10.84 34.94 45.7¢
56.25 43.2¢
23.6§ 76.32
51-100 1 7 8
1.20 8.43 9.6/
6.25 10.45
12.5( 87.5(
101-250 2 7 9
241 8.43 10.8/
12.5( 10.45

250

101

251-500

1,000

501

5,000
i

1,001

e
BB

P

>45,000)
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22.24 T7.7¢
251-500 0 6 6
0.0 7.23 7.23
0.00 8.96
0.00 100.0(
501-1,000 2 3 5
241 3.6]1 6.02
12.5( 4.48
40.0¢ 60.0¢
1,005,000 1 8 9
1.2¢ 9.64 10.84
6.25 11.94
11.1] 88.8¢
5,00%:10,000 0 1 1
0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.0¢0 1.49
0.00 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.00 241 2.41
0.00 2.99
0.00 100.0(
25,00t 0 1 1
35,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.00 1.49
0.00 100.0(
35,00t 0 1 1
45,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.00 1.49
0.00 100.0(
>45,000 1 2 3
1.2¢ 2.41 3.61
6.2 2.99
33.3] 66.61
Total 1€ 67 83
19.2¢ 80.77
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 3.690664 0.090:

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 7.381 0.689(
Ratio

Pearson 5.53¢ 0.852¢

Warning: 20% of cells havexpected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 3€ 0.05959! 0.23684. 0.32594.
51-100 8 0 0.12¢ 0.56747.
101-250 9 0 0.22222. 0.54368:
251-500 6 0 0 0.63117:
501-1,000 5 0 0.4 0.67612:
1,0015,000 9 0 0.11111: 0.54368:
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 1
10,00t 2 0 0 0.97157!
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0.33333: 0.82472

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Tatlas in Company *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

Total Jobs in Company * By Aggregated Product Manufacturing

—

_ 075
2o
° £
2 E 0.50
5 S
2‘»
0.25
0.00 : g
Total Jobs
Contingency Table
Count 1 Q Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 8 30 38
9.64 36.14 45.7¢
61.54 42.8¢
21.04 78.95
51-100 2 6 8
241 7.23 9.64
15.3§ 8.57%
25.0( 75.0(
101-250 1 8 9
1.2 9.64 10.84
7.69 11.43

101-250

in Company *

251-500

501-1,000

1,001-5,000

0

{ e

1

BB

o

>45,000)




11.1] 88.8¢
251-500 1 5 6
1.24 6.0 7.23
7.69 7.14
16.67 83.33
501-1,000 0 5 5
0.00 6.04 6.0z
0.00 7.14
0.0¢ 100.0(
1,005,000 1 8 9
1.2¢ 9.64 10.84
7.69 11.43
11.1] 88.8¢
5,00%:10,000 0 1 1
0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.0¢0 1.43
0.00 100.0(
10,00t 0 2 2
15,000 0.00 241 2.41
0.00 2.86
0.00 100.0(
25,00t 0 1 1
35,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.00 1.43
0.00 100.0(
35,00t 0 1 1
45,000 0.00 1.2¢ 1.2
0.00 1.43
0.00 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3
0.00 3.61 3.61
0.00 4.29
0.00 100.0(
Total 13 7(Q 83
15.6¢ 84.34
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 2.986915. 0.082¢

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 5.97¢ 0.817¢
Ratio

Pearson 4.06¢ 0.944.

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Averageell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 3€ 0.03392¢ 0.21052( 0.27932!
51-100 8 0 0.2t 0.50185
101-250 9 0 0.11111. 0.47993I
251-500 6 0 0.16666 0.56054!
501-1,000 5 0 0 0.60196:
1,0015,000 9 0 0.11111: 0.47993I
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 1
10,00t 2 0 0 0.87417!
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0 0.73887!

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomia
distribution.



Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Total Jobs in Company *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregated
Other Pull
o
i
o

0.25
'
0.00 = S TS Tglgl g THEZ
Total Jobs
in Company *
Contingency Table
Total Jobs in Company * Biggregated Other Pull
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
001-050 6 32 38
7.2 38.5§ 45.7¢
40.0¢ 47.0¢
15.79 84.2]
51-100 2 6 8
241 7.23 9.6/
13.37 8.84
25.00 75.0(
101-250 1 8 9
1.20 9.64 10.84
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6.61 11.7¢
11.17 88.8¢
251-500 2 4 9
241 487 7.29
13.35 5.8§
33.3] 66.61
501-1,000 1 4 9
1.20 4.87 6.07
6.61 5.8§
20.0¢ 80.0(
1,00%5,000 2 T 9
241 8.43 10.8/
13.35 10.29
22.24 77.78
5,00210,000 0 1 1
0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€
0.0 1.47%
0.0( 100.0(
10,00t 1 1 2
15,000 1.2¢ 1.2¢ 2.41
6.64 1.47%
50.0¢ 50.0(
25,002 0 1 1
35,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2C
0.0 1.47%
0.0( 100.0(
35,001 0 1 1
45,000 0.0¢ 1.2¢ 1.2€
0.0 1.47%
0.0( 100.0(
>45,000 0 3 3
0.0¢ 3.6] 3.61]
0.0¢ 4.41
0.0( 100.0(
Total 15 68 83
18.07 81.93
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
83 10 2.529407 0.064¢

Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 5.05¢ 0.887:
Ratio

Pearson 4.44¢ 0.924¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimilLimit
Proportior Exceedec

001-050 3€ 0.0508: 0.15789! 0.31062!
51-100 8 0 0.2 0.54622-
101-250 9 0 0.11111. 0.52301
251-500 6 0 0.33333: 0.60835!
501-1,000 5 0 0.2 0.65220!
1,0015,000 9 0 0.22222; 0.52301!
5,00110,00(C 1 0 0 1
10,00t 2 0 0.5 0.94040:
15,000

25,00t 1 0 0 1
35,000

35,00t 1 0 0 1
45,000

>45,000 3 0 0 0.79715i

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappadximation to the binomial
distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Annual Revenue with Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Skilled Workforce By Estimated Annual

Revenue (mil) *
Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated
Skilled Workforce

0.25

0.00

Estimated Annual
Revenue (mil) *

Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Skilled Workforce
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 0 38 38
million 0.0 48.1( 48.1(
0.0 53.52
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2 L 2 o0 9o 9 o 09
1S E E € E E © -g
o n o o o L
— d 338 I 8 & hs
A “HB A — LN |
c | | A A o |
© | | I O =
c c =2
s 6 6 c c c = 8
« = £ 90 98 Q9 E =
[ ‘= = = = 0
Q IS e = = = o
—
o w E E € S -
— Ao O o &
“r A N O LN
@ al
©r A



0.0(¢ 100.0(
$10 millionT $25 1 5 6
million 1.294 6.33 7.59
12.5( 7.04
16.67 83.39
$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.294 6.33 7.59
12.5( 7.04
16.67 83.39
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.00 5.0 5.06
0.0 5.63
0.00 100.0(¢
$100 millioni $250 1 6 7
million 1.29 7.59 8.84
12.5( 8.45
14.29 85.7]
$250 millionT $500 3 3 6
million 3.80 3.80 7.59
37.5(0 4.23
50.0¢ 50.0(¢
$500 millioni $1 1 3 4
billion 1.29 3.8 5.0€
12.5( 4.23
25.0( 75.0(
$1 billioni $10 1 7 8
billion 1.297 8.8§ 10.13
12.5( 9.86
12.5( 87.5(
Total 8 71 79
10.13 89.8j
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
7¢ 7 8.200643 0.316¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 16.40: 0.0217°
Ratio
Pearson 16.93: 0.0178°

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis ofMeans for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0.00536! 0 0.19716.Lower

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0.16666°  0.4232¢

million

$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.16666°  0.4232¢

million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0 0.5010¢

million

$100 millioni $250 7 0 0.14285 0.39735:

million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0.5  0.4232Upper

million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0.28  0.5010¢

billion

$1 billionT $10 billion 8 0 0.12¢ 0.376:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Cost Factors
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Estimated Annual
Revenue (mil) *

Contingency Table
EstimatedAnnual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Cost Factors
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 6 32 38
million 7.59 40.5]1 48.1(
54.55 47.06
15.79 84.2]
$10 millionT $25 0 g 6
million 0.0¢ 7.59 7.59




0.0q 8.87
0.0( 100.0(
$25 millionT $50 3 3 6
million 3.8 3.80 7.5¢
27.27 4.41
50.0¢ 50.0(
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.0 5.068 5.0€
0.0q 5.8§
0.0( 100.0(
$100 millioni $250 0 7 7
million 0.00 8.8 8.8¢
0.0¢ 10.24
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$250 millioni $500 1 5 6
million 1.294 6.33 7.59
9.09 7.35
16.67 83.33
$500 millionT $1 0 4 4
billion 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0 5.89
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$1 billionT $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
9.09 10.29
12.5( 87.5(
Total 11 68 79
13.97 86.08
Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 5.432428. 0.170¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiSc
Likelihood 10.86¢ 0.144¢
Ratio
Pearson 10.07¢ 0.184¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.7
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g
;S 00 l l l l DL
-0.1 o I I I e I [ I (-
; c C c C c o C C c C c c O
c 2 9 2.8 2 = 29 2.9 2 L =
£ s EE EE € S EE EE g2 25
2= S a2 R 82 28 S - -
3 E HH s ae LS 298 4z
Estimated Annual
Revenue (mil) *
a = 0.05
Analysis of Meangor Proportions Summary
Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec
Less than $10 million 38 0.02919: 0.15789' 0.24928:
$10 millionT $25 6 0 0 0.50878-
million
$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.5 0.50878-
million
$50 millionT $100 4 0 0 0.59799!
million
$100 millioni $250 7 0 0 0.4790:
million
$250 millioni $500 6 0 0.16666° 0.50878-
million
$500 millioni $1 4 0 0 0.59799!
billion
$1 billioni $10 billion 8 0 0.12¢ 0.4548¢

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Management By Estimated Annual

binomial distribution.
Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Estimated AnnuaRevenue (mil) * By Aggregated Product Management

Contingency Table
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 2 36 38
million 2.53 45.57 48.1(
66.67 47.37
5.2¢ 94.74
$10 millioni $25 0 6 6
million 0.0q¢ 7.59 7.59
0.0q 7.89
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$25 millionT $50 0 6 6
million 0.0q¢ 7.59 7.59
0.0q 7.89
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0q 5.26
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$100 millioni $250 0 7 7
million 0.0 8.8 8.8¢
0.0¢ 9.21
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$250 millioni $500 0 6 6
million 0.0¢ 7.59 7.59
0.0q 7.89
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$500 millioni $1 0 4 4
billion 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0q 5.26
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$1 billioni $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
33.33 9.21
12.5( 87.5(
Total 3 76 79
3.80 96.2(
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 1.905350. 0.149¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 3.811 0.801:
Ratio
Pearson 3.18¢ 0.867¢

134

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means foProportions SutdARY

Level Group NLower Limit
Less than $10 million 38 0
$10 millionT $25 6 0
million
$25 millionT $50 6 0
million
$50 millionT $100 4 0
million
$100 millioni $250 7 0
million
$250 millioni $500 6 0
million
$500 millioni $1 4 0
billion
$1 billionT $10 billion 8 0

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappadximation to the

binomial distribution.

GrougUpper LimiiLimit

Proportior
0.05263:
0

0

0

0

0

0

0.12¢

Exceedec
0.09873:
0.24199!
0.24199!
0.29125:;
0.22556I
0.24199!
0.29125:;

0.21222:
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Estimated Annual

Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregated Product
Manufacturing
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Estimated Annual
Revenue (mil) *

Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Product Manufacturing
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 8 30 38
million 10.13 37.97 48.1(
66.67 44.78
21.0§ 78.95




$10 millionT $25 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.59
16.67 5.97%
33.3] 66.67
$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.59
8.33 7.46
16.67 83.33
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.00¢ 5.06 5.0€
0.0q 5.97%
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$100 millioni $250 0 7 7
million 0.00 8.8 8.8¢
0.0 10.45
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$250 millioni $500 0 6 6
million 0.0 7.59 7.59
0.0q0 8.9¢
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$500 millioni $1 0 4 4
billion 0.00¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0q 5.97%
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$1 billionT $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
8.39 10.45
12.5¢ 87.5(
Total 12 67 79
15.19 84.8]
Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 4.559661 0.135¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 9.11¢ 0.244:
Ratio
Pearson 6.36: 0.498(
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0.03780( 0.21052( 0.26599:

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0.33333: 0.53502!
million

$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.16666 0.53502!
million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0 0.62751
million

$100million 7 $250 7 0 0 0.50416
million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0 0.53502!
million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0 0.62751
billion

$1 billionT $10 billion 8 0 0.12¢ 0.47911!
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the

binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *
Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

Aggregate
Other Push
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ui
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2 2 88 8 8 90 ©°
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Estimated Annual
Revenue (mil) *

Contingency Table

Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Tota

Total %

Col %

Row %

Less than $10 5 33 38

million 6.33 41.77 48.1(
71.49 45.83
13.1€¢ 86.84

$10 millionT $25 0 g 6

million 0.0 7.59 7.5¢
0.0¢ 8.39
0.0(¢ 100.0(




$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.59
14.29 6.94
16.67 83.33
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0€
0.0q 5.56
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$100 millioni $250 0 7 7
million 0.0 8.86 8.8€
0.0q 9.74
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$250 millioni $500 0 6 6
million 0.0 7.59 7.59
0.0¢q 8.39
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$500 millionT $1 0 4 4
billion 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0q 5.5¢
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$1 billionT $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
14.29 9.77
12.5( 87.5(
Total 7 72 79
8.8¢ 91.14
Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 3.131185 0.132¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 6.26: 0.509¢
Ratio
Pearson 4.07¢ 0.770¢

Warning: 20% of cells havexpected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.
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Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level

Less than $10 million
$10 millionT $25
million

$25 millionT $50
million

$50 millionT $100
million

$100 millioni $250
million

$250 millioni $500
million

$500 millioni $1
billion

$1 billioni $10 billion

Group N_ower Limit

38
6

6

Proportior
0 0.13157
0 0
0 0.16666
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0
0 0.12¢

ubL

Avg = 0.089

LDL

GrougUpper LimiiLimit

Exceedec

0.1789:¢
0.39194:

0.39194:

0.46517

0.36751!

0.39194:

0.46517

0.34768-
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
binomial distribution.

Contingency Analysis oAggregated Lead Time By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Lead Time
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 6 32 38
million 7.59 40.5]1 48.1(
66.671 45.71
15.79 84.2]
$10 millionT $25 0 6 6
million 0.0q¢ 7.59 7.5¢
0.0 8.57%
0.0¢ 100.0(
$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.5¢
11.11] 7.14
16.67 83.33
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.0 5.06 5.0€
0.0¢ 5.71
0.0( 100.0(
$100 milliont $250 0 7 7
million 0.0 8.8¢ 8.8€
0.0¢ 10.0(¢
0.0( 100.0(
$250 milliont $500 0 g 6
million 0.0q¢ 7.59 7.59
0.0¢ 8.57%
0.0( 100.0(
$500 millionT $1 1 3 4
billion 1.27 3.8¢ 5.06
1111 4.2¢
25.0(0 75.0(
$1 billionT $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
11.17 10.0(¢
12.5( 87.5(
Total 9 70 79
11.3¢ 88.6]
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
7S 7 3.475654 0.124:
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 6.95] 0.434(
Ratio
Pearson 4.59¢ 0.709¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning:Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0.01292¢ 0.15789' 0.21491!

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0 0.45306:
million

$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.16666 0.45306:!
million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0 0.53494:
million

$100 millioni $250 7 0 0 0.42575:
million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0 0.45306:
million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0.28 0.53494:
billion

$1 billionT $10 billion 8 0 0.12¢  0.4035¢

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Estimated Annual Revienilje*

Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Quality
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 9 29 38
million 11.39 36.7] 48.1(
60.0( 45.3]
23.64 76.32
$10 millionT $25 0 6 6
million 0.0q¢ 7.59 7.5¢
0.0 9.3¢
0.0¢ 100.0(
$25 millionT $50 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.5¢
13.37 6.25
33.37 66.67
$50 millionT $100 1 3 4
million 1.27 3.8¢ 5.06
6.61 4.69
25.0(0 75.0(
$100 milliont $250 0 7 7
million 0.0 8.8¢ 8.8€
0.0¢ 10.94
0.0( 100.0(
$250 milliont $500 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.59
6.61 7.81
16.67 83.33
$500 millionT $1 0 4 4
billion 0.0 5.06 5.0€
0.0¢0 6.2
0.0( 100.0(
$1 billionT $10 2 6 8
billion 254 7.59 10.13
13.37 9.3§
25.0( 75.0(
Total 15 64 79
18.99 81.0]
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
7S 7 4.324962 0.112¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 8.65( 0.278¢
Ratio
Pearson 5.63¢ 0.582¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Revenue (mil) *

o = 0.05
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Avg = 0.190
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0.06520: 0.23684. 0.31454.

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0 0.60852.
million

$25million 1 $50 6 0 0.33333: 0.60852.
million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0.25 0.70958:
million

$100 millioni $250 7 0 0 0.57480:
million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0.16666° 0.60852.
million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0 0.70958:
billion

$1 billionT $10billion 8 0 0.28 0.54743:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
binomial distribution.



151

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Government Incentives By Estimated Annual

Revenue (mil) *
Mosaic Plot
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Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Government Incentives

Contingency Table
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 2 36 38
million 2.53 45.57 48.1(
33.37 49.37
5.2 94.74
$10 millioni $25 0 6 6
million 0.0 7.59 7.5¢
0.0q 8.27
0.0( 100.0(
$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.294 6.33 7.59
16.67 6.85
16.67 83.33
$50 millionT $100 0 4 4
million 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0 5.48
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$100 millioni $250 1 6 7
million 1.294 7.59 8.86
16.67 8.27
14.29 85.7]
$250 millioni $500 1 5 6
million 1.294 6.33 7.59
16.67 6.85
16.67 83.33
$500 millioni $1 0 4 4
billion 0.0¢ 5.06 5.0¢
0.0 5.48
0.0(¢ 100.0(
$1 billioni $10 1 7 8
billion 1.27 8.8¢ 10.13
16.67 9.59
12.5( 87.5(
Total 6 73 79
7.59 92.4]
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 2.105276. 0.099:
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 4.211 0.755:
Ratio
Pearson 3.57¢ 0.827:

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Meangor Proportions
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Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0 0.05263: 0.1601¢

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0 0.35873
million

$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.16666 0.35873:
million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0 0.42699
million

$100 millioni $250 7 0 0.14285 0.33595!
million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0.16666° 0.35873:
million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0 0.42699
billion

$1 billionT $10 billion 8 0 0.12¢ 0.31746:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the
binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenymil) * By Aggregated Other Pull
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 6 32 38
million 7.59 40.5]1 48.1(
42.84 49.243
15.79 84.2]
$10 millionT $25 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.59
14.29 6.15
33.3] 66.67%
$25 millionT $50 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.59
7.14 7.69
16.67 83.33
$50 millionT $100 1 3 4
million 1.27 3.80 5.06
7.14 4.64
25.0( 75.0(
$100 millioni $250 1 6 7
million 1.27 7.59 8.8¢
7.14 9.23
14.29 85.7]
$250 millioni $500 1 5 6
million 1.27 6.33 7.59
7.14 7.69
16.67 83.33
$500million 7 $1 2 2 4
billion 253 2,53 5.06
14.29 3.08
50.0¢ 50.0¢
$1 billioni $10 0 8 8
billion 0.0¢ 10.13 10.19
0.0¢4 12.31
0.0(¢ 100.0(
Total 14 65 79
17.77 82.28
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
7S 7 3.211673 0.087(
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 6.42:¢ 0.491:
Ratio
Pearson 5.89¢ 0.552¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means foProportions Summary
Group N_ower Limit

Level

Less than $10 million

$10 millionT $25
million

$25 millionT $50
million

$50million T $100
million

$100 millionT $250
million

$250 millionT $500
million

$500 millioni $1
billion

$1 billionT $10 billion

38

6

6

4

8

0.05583!

0

0

0

0

0

GrougUpper Limit
Proportior
0.15789! 0.29859!

0.33333:  0.58481.
0.16666° 0.58481
0.2 0.68321!
0.14285 0.55198
0.16666° 0.58481
0.5 0.68321!

0 0.52533!

Limit
Exceedec

158

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the

binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
EstimatedAnnual Revenue (mil) * By Aggregated Customers
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 11 27 38
million 13.92 34.1§ 48.1(
36.67 55.1(
28.9% 71.0%
$10 millionT $25 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.5¢
6.67 8.1€
33.37 66.67
$25 millionT $50 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.5¢
6.67 8.1€
33.37 66.67
$50 millionT $100 1 3 4
million 1.27 3.8¢ 5.06
3.3 6.14
25.0(0 75.0(
$100 milliont $250 3 4 7
million 3.8 5.06 8.8€
10.0¢ 8.1€
42.8¢ 57.14
$250 milliont $500 4 2 6
million 5.0¢ 253 7.59
13.33 4.0
66.67 33.33
$500 millionT $1 2 2 4
billion 254 253 5.06
6.67 4.08
50.0(¢ 50.0(
$1 billionT $10 5 3 8
billion 6.39 3.8¢ 10.13
16.67 6.12
62.5( 37.5(
Total 30 49 79
37.97 62.03
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
7S 7 3.035386 0.057¢
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiSc
Likelihood 6.071 0.531¢
Ratio
Pearson 6.16% 0.520¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Meangor Proportions Summary
Group N_ower Limit

Level

Less than $10 million
$10 millionT $25
million

$25 millionT $50
million

$50million T $100
million

$100 millioni $250
million

$250 millioni $500
million

$500 millioni $1
billion

$1 billionT $10 billion

38

6

6

4

8

0.22547!

0

0

0

0

0

GrougUpper LimiiLimit

Proportior
0.28947.
0.33333:
0.33333:

0.25
0.42857:
0.66666°

0.5

0.62¢

0.53401!
0.89779!

0.89779!

1

0.85607-

0.89779!

1

0.82220-

Exceedec

162

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the

binomial distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Estimated Annual Revenue (mil) *

Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
Estimated Annual Revenimil) * By Aggregated Synergies
Count 1 0 Tota
Total %
Col %
Row %
Less than $10 15 23 38
million 18.99 29.11 48.1(
40.54 54.7¢
39.47 60.53
$10 millionT $25 2 4 6
million 253 5.0 7.5¢
541 9.57
33.37 66.67
$25 millionT $50 3 3 6
million 3.8¢0 3.8¢ 7.5¢
8.11 7.14
50.0( 50.0(
$50 millionT $100 1 3 4
million 1.27 3.8¢ 5.06
2.70  7.14
25.0(0 75.0(
$100 milliont $250 4 3 7
million 5.0¢ 3.80¢ 8.8€
10.81 7.14
57.14 42.8¢
$250 milliont $500 4 2 6
million 5.0¢ 253 7.59
10.81 4.7€
66.67 33.33
$500 millionT $1 2 2 4
billion 254 253 5.06
5.41 4.7€
50.0(¢ 50.0(
$1 billionT $10 6 2 8
billion 7.59 2.53 10.13
16.274 4.7€
75.0(0 25.0(
Total 37 42 79
46.84 53.1€
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Tests
N DF -LogLikeRSquare (L
79 7 3.011119 0.055!
Test ChiSquar Prob>ChiS
Likelihood 6.02: 0.537:
Ratio
Pearson 5.867 0.555:

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Warning: Average cell count less than 5, LR ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
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Analysis of Means foProportions Summary

Level Group N_ower Limit GrougUpper LimiiLimit
Proportior Exceedec

Less than $10 million 38 0.30973( 0.39473 0.62697.

$10 millionT $25 6 0 0.33333: 1
million

$25 millionT $50 6 0 0.5 1
million

$50 millionT $100 4 0 0.2 1
million

$100 millioni $250 7 0 0.57142¢ 0.95810:
million

$250 millioni $500 6 0 0.66666° 1
million

$500 millioni $1 4 0 0.5 1
billion

$1 billioni $10 billion 8 0.01343: 0.7 0.92327:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappaximation to the
binomial distribution.



Appendix H
Contingency Analysis of Region of the World Reshored From
with Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring
Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Region Reshored From

Mosaic Plot
1.00

o
3
o

o
wu
o

Aggregate Other Push

o
o
%]

Americas Asia Western

Europe
Region Reshored From

Contingency Table
Region Reshored From By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 1 10 11
1.89 18.87  20.75
14.29 21.74
9.09 90.91

Asia 6 27 33
11.32 50.94 62.26
85.71 58.70
18.1§ 81.82

Western Europe 0 9 9
0.00 16.98 16.98
0.00 19.57
0.00 100.0¢

Total 7 46 53
13.21] 86.79
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
53 2 1.689001" 0.081¢€
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 3.378 0.1847
Pearson 2.244 0.325&

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSsuspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.40

uDL
';' 0.35
*§ 0.30
§ 0.25
‘Cé 0.20
E 0.15 I Avg = 0.1321
g 0.10 l
;';‘ 0.05
§ 0.00 ‘ ‘ & LDL
-0.05
Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
Americas 11 0 0.09090¢ 0.34427¢
Asia 33 0.04753Z 0.18181¢ 0.21661¢

Western Europe 9 0 0 0.37219¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Government Incentives

000 e

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Government Incentives By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot
(]
Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From Byggregated Government Incentives

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 0 11 11
0.00 20.75 20.75
0.00 22.45
0.00 100.00

Asia 3 30 33
5.66 56.60 62.26
75.00 61.22
9.09 90.91

Western Europe 1 8 9
1.89 15.09 16.98
25.00 16.33
11.11] 88.89

Total 4 49 53
755 92.45
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
53 2 0.9886192¢ 0.0697
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 1.977 0.3721
Pearson 1.175 0.555¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Meangor Proportions

uDL

, 0.25

% 0.20

g 0.15

% 0.10

= 1 I Avg = 0.0755

%% 0.05

g8 0.00 & f 1 LDL

Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From

o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Americas 11 0 0 0.2410¢
Asia 33 0.009511 0.09090¢ 0.14143:

Western Europe 9 0 0.111111 0.262811
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Warning: Some sampkazes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

o
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Aggregated Other Pull
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. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot
| ‘
Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Other Pull

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 1 10 11
1.89 18.87  20.75
11.11 22.73
9.09 90.91

Asia 5 28 33
9.43 52.83 62.26
55.5 63.64
15.15 84.85

Western Europe 3 6 9
5.66 11.32 16.98
33.33 13.64
33.33 66.67

Total 9 44 53
16.98 83.02




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 1.030648: 0.0427
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.061 0.356¢&
Pearson 2.271 0.3212
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions

UUL

04

0.3

0.2

i
0.1

0.0

Aggregated Other Pull - Proportion 1

Avg = 0.170

LDL

Americas Asia

Region Reshored From

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group

Limit Proportior
Americas 11 0 0.09090¢
Asia 33 0.07605t 0.15151¢

Western Europe 9

Western Europe

0 0.33333¢

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.40513¢
0.26356¢
0.436097
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approxitogherbinomial
distribution.

0.75
0.50

) .-
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Aggregated Quality

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Quality

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 3 8 11
5.66 15.09 20.75
23.08 20.00
27.27 72.73

Asia 9 24 33
16.98 45.28 62.26
69.23 60.00
27.27 72.73

Western Europe 1 8 9
1.89 15.09 16.98
7.69 20.0Q
11.11] 88.89

Total 13 40 53
2453  75.47
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.6045475: 0.020t
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 1.209 0.5463
Pearson 1.054 0.590z

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.6

uDL

= 05

é 0.3

5 1 f Avg = 0.245

% 0.2

% 0.1

) 0.0 LDL

Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From

o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Americas 11 0 0.272727 0.51494¢
Asia 33 0.13784¢ 0.272727 0.35272

Western Europe 9 0 0.111111 0.55042¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

o
3
%

o
n
o

Aggregated Cost Factors

o
N
%]

0.00 .

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

ContingencyAnalysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Cost Factors

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 5 6 11
9.43 11.32 20.75
27.78 17.14
4545  54.55

Asia 11 22 33
20.79 4151 62.26
61.11 62.86
33.33 66.67

Western Europe 2 7 9
3.77 13.21 16.98
11.11 20.00
22.22 77.78

Total 18 35 53
33.96 66.04




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.6101726¢ 0.018C
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 1.220 0.5432
Pearson 1.207 0.547C
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.7

UL

0.6

0.5

04 [

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

Avg = 0.340

LDL

Aggregated Cost Factors - Proportion 1

-0.1
Americas Asia

Region Reshored From

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group

Limit Proportior
Americas 11 0.04280z 0.45454¢
Asia 33 0.22136€ 0.33333:

Western Europe 9 0.00375: 0.22222:

Western Europe

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.63644¢
0.45787¢
0.67549:
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75

0.50

Aggregated Product Management

.. I

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregat&toduct Management By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Product Management

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 1 10 11
1.89 18.87  20.75
1250 22.22
9.09 90.91

Asia 6 27 33
11.32 50.94 62.26
75.00 60.00
18.1§ 81.82

Western Europe 1 8 9
1.89 15.09 16.98
12.50 17.78
11.11] 88.89

Total 8 45 53
15.09 84.91
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.3530437¢ 0.0157
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.706 0.702t
Pearson 0.666 0.7167

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

! 04 UDL

:

& 03

s

g 0.2

£ | Avg = 0.151
5o | l

82 00 LDL

Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From

o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Americas 11 0 0.09090¢ 0.37531¢
Asia 33  0.0615t 0.18181¢ 0.24033:

Western Europe 9 0 0.111111 0.40483:
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

o
N
(9,1

0.50

Aggregated Lead Time

. . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Lead Time By Region Reshenad
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Lead Time

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 2 9 11
3.77 16.98 20.75
13.33 23.68
18.18§ 81.82

Asia 10 23 33
18.87 43.40 62.26
66.677 60.53
30.30 69.70

Western Europe 3 6 9
5.66 11.32 16.98
20.00 15.79
33.33 66.67

Total 15 38 53
28.30 71.70
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
53 2 0.3897527: 0.012¢
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.780 0.6772
Pearson 0.733 0.6933

Warning: 20% of cells have expected colass than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.7

2 o8 uDL
§ 05
< 04
E 03 ’ | Avg = 0.283
% 0.1
8 o0 LDL
-0.1
Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
Americas 11 0.00068¢ 0.18181¢ 0.565352
Asia 33 0.17053t 0.3030: 0.39550:

Western Europe 9 0 0.33333: 0.60249¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75

0.50

000 -_-

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Aggregated Product Manufacturing

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
ContingencyTable

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Product Manufacturing

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 2 9 11
3.77 16.98 20.75
20.00 20.93
18.18§ 81.82

Asia 7 26 33
13.21] 49.068 62.26
70.00 60.47
21.21 78.79

Western Europe 1 8 9
1.89 15.09 16.98
10.00 18.60
11.11] 88.89

Total 10 43 53
18.87 81.13




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
53 2 0.2601257: 0.0101
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.520 0.771C
Pearson 0.476 0.7884

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less th&@higquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.5

uDL
% 03
2
-§ 0.2 . T Avg = 0.189
§§ 00 LDL
Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
Americas 11 0 0.18181¢ 0.433901
Asia 33 0.090981 0.212121 0.28637¢

Western Europe 9 0 0.111111 0.466161
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75

0.50

Aggregated Skilled Workforce

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Skilled Workforce By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region ReshoreBrom By Aggregated Skilled Workforce

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 1 10 11
1.89 18.87  20.75
1429 21.74
9.09 90.91

Asia 5 28 33
9.43 52.83 62.26
71.43 60.87
15.15 84.85

Western Europe 1 8 9
1.89 15.09 16.98
14.29 17.39
11.11] 88.89

Total 7 46 53
13.21  86.79
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.1602765: 0.0077
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.321 0.851¢
Pearson 0.306 0.8582

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis ofMeans for Proportions
0.40

- uDL

£ 035

é 0.30

Z 0.25

g 0.20

z o1s 1 Avg = 0.1321
§ 0.10 l l

© 005

% 0.00 ‘ ‘ LDL

<t?-vos - .

Americas Asia Western Europe
Region Reshored From

o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Americas 11 0 0.09090¢ 0.34427¢
Asia 33 0.04753z 0.15151t 0.21661¢

Western Europe 9 0 0.111111 0.37219¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75

o
n
o

Aggregated Synergies

o
N
%]

0.00

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Synergies

Court 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 6 5 11
11.32 9.43 20.75
18.18 25.00
5455 45.45

Asia 21 12 33
39.62 22.64 62.26
63.64 60.00
63.64 36.36

Western Europe 6 3 9
11.32 5.66 16.98
18.18 15.00
66.67 33.33

Total 33 20 53
62.26 37.74
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.1874487: 0.0053
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.375 0.8291
Pearson 0.380 0.8271

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

10 uDL
209
il
G 08
Q.
]
& 07
8 . | Avg = 0.623
206 1
(]
=
>
v 05
pel
2
S04
19
[*)]
203 LDL

0.2

Americas Asia Western Europe

Region Reshored From

o = 0.05

Analysis ofMeans for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Americas 11 0.31883¢ 0.54545: 0.926447

Asia 33 0.50160z 0.63636¢ 0.743681

Western Europe 9 0.27886¢ 0.66666: 0.96641¢
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Warning: Some sample sizage too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Aggregated Customers
o )
w1 ~
o (6]

o
N
%]

0.00

. T . T
Americas Asia Western
Europe

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Region Reshored From
Mosaic Plot

Region Reshored From
Contingency Table

1.00
Region Reshored From By Aggregated Customers

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Americas 5 6 11
9.43 11.32 20.75
20.83 20.69
45,45  54.55

Asia 15 18 33
28.30 33.9 62.26
62.50 62.07
4545  54.55

Western Europe 4 5 9
7.55 9.43 16.98
16.67 17.24
4444  55.56

Total 24 29 53
4528 54.72




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
53 2 0.0015397: 0.000C
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.003 0.998¢
Pearson 0.003 0.998¢
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.9

uDL

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

(]
(]

0.4

0.3

0.2

Aggregated Customers - Proportion 1

0.1

Avg = 0.453

LDL

0.0
Americas Asia

Region Reshored From

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group

Limit Proportior
Americas 11 0.14084¢ 0.45454¢
Asia 33 0.32853/ 0.45454¢
Western Europe 9 0.09980t 0.44444«

Western Europe

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.76481:
0.57712
0.80585¢

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappaiximation to the binomial

distribution.3
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Contingency Analysis of Region of USA wth Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Management By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Management

0.00

Midwest

T

T

Northeast

South

Region

T

West

Contingency Table

Region By AggregateBroduct Management

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Midwest 3 12 15
2.29 9.16 11.45
27.27  10.0Q
20.00 80.0C

Northeast 5 27 32
3.82 20.6] 24.43
4545  22.50
15.63 84.38

South 2 55 57
153 41.98 43.5]
18.18 45.83
3.51 96.49

West 1 26 27
0.76 19.85 20.61




9.09 21.67
3.70 96.3C
Total 11 120 131
8.40 91.6C
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 3.458803¢ 0.091¢
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 6.918 0.074¢€
Pearson 7.343 0.0617

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less th&@higquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.25

2 0w upL

% 0.15 ‘

£, 00 Avg = 0.0840
%% 0.05 l l

g 0.00 1. bL

Midwest Northeast South West
Region
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Midwest 15 0 0.2 0.25013¢
Northeast 32 0 0.1562t  0.18907
South 57 0.01588¢ 0.03508¢ 0.15205:

West 27 0 0.037037 0.20124-
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

o
%
o

Aggregated Cost Factors

o
N
%]

0.00

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Region

Contingency Table
Region ByAggregated Cost Factors
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 5 10 15
3.82 7.63 11.45
33.33 8.62
33.33 66.67
Northeast 4 28 32
3.05 21.37 24.43
26.67 24.14
12.50 87.5Q
South 4 53 57
3.05 4044 4351
26.67  45.69
7.02 92.98
West 2 25 27
153 19.08 20.61
13.33 21.5§
7.41  92.59




Total 15 116 131
11.45 88.55
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 3.396597" 0.072¢
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 6.793 0.078¢
Pearson 8.659 0.0342*
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less fh&hiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.35

E 0.30
§. 0.25 ubL
i 0.20 —\—
:Ei 0.15
% ? Avg = 0.1145
S 0.10 l
_‘gi 0.05 1
5 0.00 I !
<

-0.05

Midwest Northeast South West
Region
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Midwest 15 0 0.33333% 0.30528:Upper
Northeast 32 0 0.125 0.235171
South 57 0.03633¢ 0.07017t 0.192671
West 27 0 0.07407¢ 0.24914
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00 _—

>‘0.75

S

£ 050

g

0.25 .

Region

Contingency Table

RegionBy Aggregated Quality

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Midwest 7 8 15
5.34 6.11 11.45
24.14 7.84
46.67  53.33

Northeast 6 26 32
458 19.85 24.43
20.69 25.49
18.75 81.25

South 8 49 57
6.11] 37.40 43.5]
2759 48.04
14.04 85.96

West 8 19 27
6.11] 1450 20.6]
2759 18.63
29.63 70.37




(V)

Total 29 102 131
22.14  77.86
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
131 3 3.918793¢ 0.056¢
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

q
7.838  0.0495*

8.499  0.0367*

Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

Aggregated Quality - Proportion 1

o = 0.05

Midwest

I

o

0.1 —]—[—
0.0

Northeast South

Region

Analysis ofMeans for Proportions Summary

Level

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Group N Lower Group

Limit Proportior
15 0 0.466667
32 0.06404: 0.187¢
57 0.11945€¢ 0.14035]
27 0.045821 0.29629¢

uDL

I Avg = 0.221

LDL

West

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.47012
0.37870¢
0.32329:
0.396927
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Region
Mosaic Plot

1.00

o e
wn ~
o w

Aggregate Other Push

o
N
%]

0.00 -u EE < =
Region

Contingency Table

Region By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Midwest 1 14 15
0.76 10.69 11.45
6.67  12.07
6.67  93.33

Northeast 4 28 32
3.05 21.37 24.43
26.67 24.14
12.50 87.5C

South 4 53 57
3.05 4044 4351
26.67  45.69
7.02 92.98

West 6 21 27
458 16.03 20.61
40.00 18.10
22.22  77.78

Total 15 116 131
11.45 88.55
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
131 3 2.097697¢ 0.045C
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 4,195 0.2411
Pearson 4,568 0.2063

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.35

—
C
Rl
5 DL
g 0.25 I ¥
o
% 020
@
& 015
g ® Avg = 0.1145
g 010 l 1
g
S 005
o
[*)]
2 000 I T !

-0.05

Midwest Northeast South West
Region

a = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Midwest 15 0 0.066667 0.30528:

Northeast 32 0 0.125 0.235171]

South 57 0.03633¢ 0.07017t 0.192671

West 27 0 0.22222: 0.24914;
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Lead Time By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

o
%
o

Aggregated Lead Time

o
N
%]

000 I-_-

T T T

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Region

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Lead Time
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 4 11 15
3.05 8.40 11.45
22.22 9.73
26.67 73.33
Northeast 5 27 32
3.82 20.61] 24.43
27.7§  23.89
15.63 84.38
South 6 51 57
458 38,93 4351
33.33 45.13
10.53 89.47
West 3 24 27
229 18.32 20.61
16.67 21.24
11.117  88.89




Total 18 113 131
13.74 86.26
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
131 3 1.263117¢ 0.0241
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.526 0.470¢€
Pearson 2.865 0.412¢
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.40

0.35

0.30

Aggregated Lead Time - Proportion 1

-0.05 -
Midwest

o = 0.05

Northeast

0.25 —\—
0.20

0.15 T

0.10 l

South

Region

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Midwest 15
Northeast 32
South 57

West 27

Lower Group
Limit Proportior

0 0.266667

0.0069¢  0.1562¢
0.052891 0.10526:

0 0.111111

uDL

Avg = 0.1374

l

0.05 —]—’—\—
0.00 LDL

West

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.34367:
0.26786¢
0.22191¢
0.28297¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Government Incentives By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Government Incentives

0.00

—
wn
Q
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=
3
o
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Northeast

Region

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Government Incentives
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 3 12 15
2.29 9.16 11.45
20.00 10.34
20.00 80.0C
Northeast 2 30 32
153 2290 24.43
13.33 25.84
6.25 93.75
South 6 51 57
458 38,93 4351
40.00 43.97
10.53 89.47
West 4 23 27
3.05 17.56 20.61
26.67  19.83
14.81  85.19




Total 15 116 131
11.45 88.55
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
131 3 1.119955¢ 0.024cC
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.240 0.5241
Pearson 2.284 0.515&

200

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.35

0.30

% 0.25 ubL

é 0.20

g l

£ 0.15

2 | Avg = 0.1145
Q010 l é

%% 0.05

8 € 000 I !

0.05
Midwest Northeast South West
Region
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level GroupN Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Midwest 15 0 0.2 0.30528:
Northeast 32 0 0.0625 0.235171
South 57 0.03633¢ 0.10526: 0.192671
West 27 0 0.14814¢ 0.24914;
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the nappadximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Skilled Workforce By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Skilled Workforce

Northeast

Region

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Skilled Workforce
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 2 13 15
1.53 9.92 11.45
13.33 11.2]
13.33 86.67
Northeast 3 29 32
229 2214 24.43
20.00 25.00
9.3 90.63
South 5 52 57
3.82 39.69 4351
33.33 44.83
8.77 91.23
West 5 22 27
3.82 16.79 20.61
33.33 18.97
18.52 81.48




Total 15 116 131
11.45 88.55
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
131 3 0.8878530: 0.019C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 1.776 0.6202
Pearson 1.922 0.5887
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.35

§0.25 UDL
g 0.20
5 015
= ] Avg = 0.1145
2 010 : l l =
% 0.05
£ 000 I T
<t?—0.05
Midwest Northeast South West
Region
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportior&immary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
Midwest 15 0 0.13333% 0.30528:
Northeast 32 0 0.0937t 0.235171
South 57 0.03633¢ 0.08771¢ 0.192671
West 27 0 0.18518t 0.24914;
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too shealise the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

o
%
o

Aggregated Other Pull

o
N
%]

T T T

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Region

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Other Pull
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 4 11 15
3.05 8.40 11.45
21.05 9.82
26.67 73.33
Northeast 5 27 32
3.82 20.61] 24.43
26.32 24.1]
15.63 84.38
South 7 50 57
534 38.17 43.51
36.84 44.64
12.28 87.72
West 3 24 27
229 18.32 20.61
15.79 21.43
11.117  88.89




Total 19 112 131
1450 85.5Q
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 1.017276: 0.018¢€
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.035 0.5652
Pearson 2.300 0.512¢
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Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.40

0.35

0.30

0.25
0.20
0.15 ? 1
0.10

Aggregated Other Pull - Proportion 1

-0.05
Midwest Northeast South

Region

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means foProportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group

Limit Proportior
Midwest 15 0 0.266667
Northeast 32 0.01159: 0.1562¢
South 57 0.05859¢ 0.122807

West 27 0 0.111111

0.05 —]—[—
0.00 —

ubDL

Avg = 0.1450

LDL

West

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.35601¢
0.27848:
0.23148¢
0.29393¢
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Warning: Some sampkazes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

0.50

0.00 I

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Customers

Aggregated Customers

o
N
1%

T

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Region

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Midwest 4 11 15
3.05 8.40 11.45
7.84 13.75
26.67  73.33

Northeast 14 18 32
10.69 13.74 24.43
27.45 22.50
43.75 56.25

South 23 34 57
1756 2595 43.51
4510 42.50
40.35 59.65

West 10 17 27
7.63 1298 20.61
19.61 21.25
37.04 62.96
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Total 51 80 131
38.93 61.07
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 0.6984140: 0.008C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 1.397 0.7063
Pearson 1.351 0.7171

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.7

0.6 . ubL

—
C
RSl
: D
& 05
a
0 04 | . Avg = 0.389
: ' °
8
2 03
O
= T
£ 02 LDL
(o)}
o
201 +—— |
<

0.0

Midwest Northeast South West
Region

a = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Midwest 15 0.09717¢ 0.266667 0.6814t

Northeast 32 0.20453: 0.4375  0.57408¢

South 57 0.26961¢ 0.40350¢ 0.50901

West 27 0.183137 0.37037 0.59548¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximéakierbioomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Region

Mosaic Plot

1.00

0.75

o
%
o

Aggregated Synergies

o
N
%]

0.00

Midwest
Northeast
South
West

Region

Contingency Table

Region By Aggregated Synergies

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

Midwest 9 6 15

6.87 4.58 11.45

13.43 9.38
60.00  40.00

Northeast 16 16 32
12,21 12.21 24.43
23.8§ 25.00
50.00 50.00

South 27 30 57
20.613 2290 43.51
40.30  46.88
47.37  52.63

West 15 12 27
11.45 9.16 20.61
22.39 18.75
55.56 44.44




Total 67 64 131
51.15 48.85
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 0.5136737: 0.0057
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.9

© o o o o o o
nN w N w (o)} ~ [e-]
—

Aggregated Synergies - Proportion 1

o
=

Midwest

a = 0.05

1.027
1.023

Northeast

Region

q

0.794¢
0.7957

ubDL

]

| | Avg = 0.511

—’—\—LDL

South West

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Midwest 15
Northeast 32
South 57
West 27

Lower
Limit
0.21195¢
0.32202:
0.388741
0.30008¢

Group Upper Limit
Proportior Limit Exceedec
0.6 0.81094:
0.5 0.70087¢
0.47368¢  0.6341¢
0.55555¢ 0.722817
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Region
Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Manufacturing

(e

=
w
@©
Q
<
£
]
=z

Region

Contingency Table
Region By Aggregated Produdtanufacturing
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Midwest 3 12 15
2.29 9.16 11.45
13.64 11.01
20.00 80.0Q
Northeast 5 27 32
3.82 20.61] 24.43
22.73  24.77
15.63 84.38
South 9 48 57
6.87 36.64 43.51
40.91 44.04
15.79 84.2]
West 5 22 27
3.82 16.79 20.61
22.73 20.18
18.52 81.48
Total 22 109 131
16.79 83.2]
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
131 3 0.1174715: 0.002C
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.235 0.9718
Pearson 0.240 0.970€&

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less th&higquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

o
~

E uDL
Z; 02 i \ , | Avg = 0.168
25 o
82 —y—[— LDL
Midwest Northeast South West
Region
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
Midwest 15 0 0.2 0.39190¢
Northeast 32 0.026281 0.1562t 0.309597
South 57 0.07617¢ 0.15789t 0.25970¢
West 27 0.00987t 0.18518: 0.32600:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.



Appendix J

211

Contingency Analysis of Product Type with Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Manufacturing

Accessories

Type of product *

Textile

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Product Manufacturing
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 4 12 16
2.96 8.89 11.85
19.05 10.53
25.00 75.00
Apparel 3 53 56
222 39.26 41.48
14.29 46.49
5.36 94.64
Home 4 6 10
2.96 4.44 7.41
19.05 5.26
40.00 60.00
Shoes 4 8 12
2.96 5.93 8.89




19.05 7.02
33.33 66.67
Socks 3 10 13
2.22 7.41 9.63
14.29 8.77
23.08§ 76.92
Textile - 3 14 17
Other 222 1037 12.59
1429 12.28
17.65 82.35
Yarn 0 11 11
0.00 8.15 8.15
0.00 9.65
0.00 100.0¢
Total 21 114 135
15.56 84.44
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 8.341824: 0.143C
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

16.684
15.59¢

q

0.0105*
0.0161*
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.5

o
~

o
w

|

o

o
o

Aggregated Product Manufacturing -
<}
IS}

Proportion 1

o
o

—\—\—\—’7UDL

Avg = 0.156

LDL

Accessorie  Apparel
s

a = 0.05

Home Shoes

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0

0.05646¢
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.25
0.053571
0.4
0.33333¢
0.23076¢
0.176471

0

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.38307:
0.25464:Lower
0.45051
0.42264¢
0.41112¢
0.3753¢

0.435657

213



214

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small tahus@ormal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

o
u
o

Aggregated Cost Factors

o
N
%]

0.00

s
o
o

Type of product *
Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Cost Factors
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 1 15 16
0.74 11.11 11.85
6.25 12.61
6.25 93.75
Apparel 4 52 56
296 38.52 41.48
25.00 43.7¢
7.14  92.86
Home 2 8 10
1.48 5.93 7.41
12.50 6.72
20.00 80.00
Shoes 5 7 12
3.70 5.19 8.89
31.25 5.88




41.67  58.33
Socks 1 12 13
0.74 8.89 9.63
6.25 10.08
7.69 92.31
Textile - 1 16 17
Other 0.74 1185 12.59
6.25 13.45
588 94.12
Yarn 2 9 11
1.48 6.67 8.15
12.50 7.56
18.18§ 81.82
Total 16 119 135
11.85 88.15
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 5.285924 0.107¢€
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

10.572
13.73Z

q

0.102¢
0.0328*

215



Analysis of Means for Proportions

04
L

0.3

|

0.1 l 1

ee—

Aggregated Cost Factors - Proportion 1

uDL

|

I Avg = 0.119

LDL

Accessorie Apparel Home Shoes

S

Socks Textile

Type of product *

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower

Limit
Accessories 16 0
Apparel 56 0.03015]
Home 10 0
Shoes 12 0
Socks 13 0
Textile - 17 0
Other

Yarn 11

0

Group
Proportior
0.062¢
0.07142¢
0.2
0.416667
0.07692:
0.05882¢

0.18181¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.3214z2
0.20688¢
0.38156:
0.35671<Upper
0.34643’
0.31453:

0.36831¢
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Warning:Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Skilled Workforce

0.00

o [

-
T =)

Home
Shoes

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Skilled Workforce By Type of product *
Mosaic Plot

Type of product *
Contingency Table

1.00
Type of product * By Aggregated Skilled Workforce

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 1 15 16
0.74 11.11 11.85
6.25 12.61
6.25 93.75
Apparel 8 48 56
5.93 35,56 41.48
50.00 40.34
14.29 85.71
Home 3 7 10
2.22 5.19 7.41
18.75 5.88
30.00 70.00Q
Shoes 0 12 12
0.00 8.89 8.89
0.00 10.08




0.00 100.0¢
Socks 2 11 13
1.48 8.15 9.63
12.50 9.24
15.38§ 84.62
Textile - 1 16 17
Other 0.74 1185 12.59
6.25 13.45
588 94.12
Yarn 1 10 11
0.74 7.41 8.15
6.25 8.40
9.09 90.91
Total 16 119 135
11.85 88.15
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 3.583752¢ 0.072¢
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

7.168
6.380

q

0.305¢€
0.382C
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.40
0.35
0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

Aggregated Skilled Workforce - Proportion 1

—\—\—\—’7UDL

T | Avg = 0.1185

0.10 l ‘ l 1

0.05

0.00 j 1 LDL

005 Accessorie  Apparel Home Shoes Socks Textile Yarn

Type of product *
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Accessories 16 0 0.062t  0.3214:
Apparel 56 0.030151 0.142857 0.20688¢
Home 10 0 0.3 0.38156:
Shoes 12 0 0 0.35671¢
Socks 13 0 0.15384¢ 0.346437
Textile - 17 0 0.05882¢ 0.31453:
Other
Yarn 11 0 0.09090¢ 0.36831¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Government Incentives

0.00

o [ I

-
T =)

Home
Shoes

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Government Incentives By Type of product *
Mosaic Plot

Type of product *
Contingency Table

1.00
Type ofproduct * By Aggregated Government Incentives

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 3 13 16
2.22 9.63 11.85
18.75 10.92
18.75 81.25
Apparel 7 49 56
5.19 36.30 41.48
43.759 41.18
1250 87.50Q
Home 1 9 10
0.74 6.67 7.41
6.25 7.56
10.00 90.00Q
Shoes 0 12 12
0.00 8.89 8.89
0.00 10.08




0.00 100.0¢
Socks 3 10 13
2.22 7.41 9.63
18.75 8.40
23.08§ 76.92
Textile - 1 16 17
Other 0.74 1185 12.59
6.25 13.45
588 94.12
Yarn 1 10 11
0.74 7.41 8.15
6.25 8.40
9.09 90.91
Total 16 119 135
11.85 88.15
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 2.886921¢ 0.058¢€
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

5.774
4.626

q

0.449C
0.592¢
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

Aggregated Government Incentives -

Proportion 1

0.40
0.35
0.30
0.25
0.20
0.15

0.10

a = 0.05

—\—\—\—’7UDL

Avg = 0.1185

l

LDL

Accessorie  Apparel

S

Home Shoes

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysisof Means for Proportions Summary

Level

Accessories

Apparel

Hom

e

Shoes
Socks

Textile -

Other

Yarn

Group N

16
56
10
12
13
17

11

Lower
Limit

0

0.030151
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.187¢
0.125

0.1

0
0.23076¢
0.05882¢

0.09090¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.3214z2
0.20688¢
0.38156:
0.35671¢
0.34643"
0.31453:

0.36831¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

Aggregate Other Push
o
%
o

o
N
%]

0.00

o
o

Socks

Type of product *

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 1 15 16
0.74 11.11 11.85
6.25 12.61
6.25 93.75
Apparel 8 48 56
5.93 35,56 41.48
50.00 40.34
14.29 85.71
Home 2 8 10
1.48 5.93 7.41
12.50 6.72
20.00 80.00
Shoes 1 11 12
0.74 8.15 8.89
6.25 9.24




8.33 91.67
Socks 0 13 13
0.00 9.63 9.63
0.00 10.92
0.00 100.0¢
Textile - 2 15 17
Other 1.48 11.117 12.59
1250 12.6]
11.76 88.24
Yarn 2 9 11
1.48 6.67 8.15
12.50 7.56
18.18§ 81.82
Total 16 119 135
11.85 88.15
Tests
DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 2.608631¢ 0.0531
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio
Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

5.217
3.746

q

0.5162
0.711C

224



Analysis of Means foProportions

0.40
0.35
0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

Aggregate Other Push - Proportion 1

)

|

—\—\—\—’7UDL

I Avg = 0.1185

LDL

0.10 l f 1
0.05
0.00 j
-0.05
Accessorie  Apparel Home Shoes

S

a = 0.05

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0

0.030151
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.062¢
0.142857
0.2
0.08333¢
0
0.117647

0.18181¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.3214z2
0.20688¢
0.38156:
0.35671¢
0.34643"
0.31453:

0.36831¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Management

0.00

o
o

Socks

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product ManagerBgntype of product *
Mosaic Plot
|
Type of product *
Contingency Table

1.00
Type of product * By Aggregated Product Management

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 2 14 16
1.48 10.37 11.85
15.38 11.48
1250 87.50
Apparel 5 51 56
3.70 37.7§ 41.48
38.44 41.80
8.93 91.07
Home 1 9 10
0.74 6.67 7.41
7.69 7.38
10.00 90.00Q
Shoes 2 10 12
1.48 7.41 8.89
15.38 8.20




16.67  83.33
Socks 0 13 13
0.00 9.63 9.63
0.00 10.66
0.00 100.0¢
Textile - 1 16 17
Other 0.74 1185 12.59
7.69 13.11
5.8 94.12
Yarn 2 9 11
1.48 6.67 8.15
15.38 7.38
18.18 81.82
Total 13 122 135
9.63 90.37
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
V)
135 6 2.223161¢ 0.052C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less th@higquare suspect.

4.446
3.452

q

0.6165
0.7504
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.35

0.30

0.25

0.20

0.15

Aggregated Product Management -

Proportion 1

0.10 T

|

—\—\—\—’7UDL

] Avg = 0.0963

LDL

Accessorie  Apparel

S

a = 0.05

Home Shoes

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level

Accessories
Apparel
Home
Shoes
Socks
Textile -
Other

Yarn

Group N

16
56
10
12
13
17

11

Lower
Limit

0

0.01564t
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.125
0.08928¢
0.1
0.166667
0
0.05882¢

0.18181¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.2814¢
0.176947
0.33637
0.31369:
0.30431:
0.27519¢

0.3242¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

ContingencyAnalysis of Aggregated Lead Time By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
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o
u
o

Aggregated Lead Time

o
N
%]

T

<
T

-

0.00

N I-

oo [ I

o
o

Home

Type of product *

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Lead Time

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 4 12 16
2.96 8.89 11.85
21.05 10.34
25.00 75.00
Apparel 7 49 56
5.19 36.30 41.48
36.84 42.24
1250 87.50Q
Home 2 8 10
1.48 5.93 7.41
10.53 6.90
20.00 80.00
Shoes 1 11 12
0.74 8.15 8.89
5.26 9.48




8.33 91.67
Socks 2 11 13
1.48 8.15 9.63
10.53 9.48
15.38§ 84.62
Textile - 1 16 17
Other 0.74 1185 12.59
526 13.79
588 94.12
Yarn 2 9 11
1.48 6.67 8.15
10.53 7.76
18.18§ 81.82
Total 19 116 135
14.07  85.93
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 1.708805¢ 0.0312
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expectealint less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

3.418
3.427

q

0.754¢
0.7537
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.3

0.1

o

d

Aggregated Lead Time - Proportion 1

ubDL
04 w

[ Avg=0141

LDL

Accessorie Apparel Home

S

o = 0.05

Shoes

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0

0.04566¢
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.25
0.125

0.2
0.08333¢
0.15384¢
0.05882¢

0.18181¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec

0.35904:

0.23581¢

0.42374¢

0.39701¢

0.38595¢

0.35163:

0.40949;

231



232

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75

0.50

Aggregated Quality

0.25

0.00

o I

Type of product *

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Quality

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 5 11 16
3.70 8.15 11.85
17.24 10.38
31.25 68.75
Apparel 13 43 56
9.63 31.85 41.48
4483  40.57
23.21 76.79
Home 2 8 10
1.48 5.93 7.41
6.90 7.55
20.00 80.00
Shoes 2 10 12
1.48 7.41 8.89
6.90 9.43




16.67  83.33
Socks 2 11 13
1.48 8.15 9.63
6.90 10.38
15.38 84.62
Textile - 4 13 17
Other 2.96 9.63 12.59
13.79 12.26
23.53 76.47
Yarn 1 10 11
0.74 7.41 8.15
3.45 9.43
9.09 90.91
Total 29 106 135
21.48 78.52
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
135 6 1.336779: 0.019C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning:20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

2.674
2.513

q

0.848¢
0.867C
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Analysis of Means for Proportions
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uDL
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Avg = 0.215

LDL

Accessorie Apparel Home

S

o = 0.05

Shoes

Socks Textile

Type of product *

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0

0.10253:
0

0
0
0

0

Group
Proportior
0.312t
0.23214:
0.2
0.166667
0.15384¢
0.23529¢

0.09090¢

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec

0.47262’

0.327097

0.54904¢

0.51747:

0.50441¢

0.46387¢

0.53221:
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to usediraal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Type of product *
Mosaic Plot

1.00

Aggregated Customers
o )
w1 ~
o vl

o
N
%]

o

-

0.00

T

Accessories

Apparel

T

T

Home
Shoes

Type of product *

T

Socks

Textile
Yarn

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Customers
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 4 12 16
2.96 8.89 11.85
7.27  15.00
25.00 75.00
Apparel 24 32 56
17.79 23.70 41.48
43.64  40.00
42.8§ 57.14
Home 4 6 10
2.96 4.44 7.41
7.27 7.50
40.00 60.00
Shoes 5 7 12
3.70 5.19 8.89
9.09 8.75




41.67  58.33
Socks 5 8 13
3.70 5.93 9.63
9.09 10.0Q
38.46 61.54
Textile - 7 10 17
Other 5.19 7.41 12.59
12.73 12.50
41.18 58.82
Yarn 6 5 11
4.44 3.70 8.15
10.91 6.25
5455  45.45
Total 55 80 135
40.74  59.26
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
135 6 1.367860¢ 0.015C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

2.736
2.650

q

0.8412
0.8513
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

~ 08 UDL
e
- T s T
]
Q.
o 06
o
5 _
® P ~ I Avg = 0.407
E 0.4 l s
3
O
2 02
(1]
[o))
E i
2 4,—'—'—\— LDL
< 00
Accessorie Apparel Home Shoes Socks Textile Yarn
s
Type of product *
a = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0.09896:
0.27307¢
0.007537
0.04530¢
0.06093:
0.109431

0.02767¢

Group
Proportior
0.25
0.428571
0.4
0.416667
0.38461¢
0.41176¢

0.54545¢

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec

0.71585:

0.541741

0.80727¢

0.76950¢

0.75388:

0.70538:

0.787141
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
N
(9,1

o
u
o

Aggregated Other Pull

o
N
%]

0.00

-

Type of product *

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregate@ther Pull

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 3 13 16
2.22 9.63 11.85
14.29 11.40
18.75 81.25
Apparel 10 46 56
7.41 34.07 41.48
47.62 40.35
17.8§ 82.14
Home 2 8 10
1.48 5.93 7.41
9.52 7.02
20.00 80.00
Shoes 1 11 12
0.74 8.15 8.89
4,76 9.65




8.33 91.67
Socks 2 11 13
1.48 8.15 9.63
9.52 9.65
15.38§ 84.62
Textile - 2 15 17
Other 1.48 11.117 12.59
9.52 13.16
11.76 88.24
Yarn 1 10 11
0.74 7.41 8.15
4.76 8.77
9.09 90.91
Total 21 114 135
15,56 84.44
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
135 6 0.8170883 0.014C
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

1.634
1.513

q

0.9501
0.958¢
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Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.5

ubDL

0.3

0.2 T ? I

0.1

0.0 j LDL

Accessorie Apparel Home Shoes Socks Textile Yarn
s

Avg = 0.156

—
o

[ —

[ —

Aggregated Other Pull - Proportion 1

Type of product *
o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

Accessories 16 0 0.1875 0.38307:

Apparel 56 0.05646¢ 0.178571 0.25464:

Home 10 0 0.2  0.45051

Shoes 12 0 0.08333: 0.42264¢

Socks 13 0 0.15384¢ 0.41112¢

Textile - 17 0 0.117647 0.3753¢

Other

Yarn 11 0 0.09090¢ 0.43565
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Type of product *

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o

0.75

T

o
u
o

Aggregated Synergies

o

N

%]
-

T

0.00

T T

Accessories
Apparel
Home
Shoes
Socks
Textile
Yarn

Type of product *

Contingency Table
Type of product * By Aggregated Synergies

Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
Accessories 8 8 16
5.93 593 11.85
11.27 12.50
50.00 50.00
Apparel 31 25 56
22.96 18.52 41.48
43.66 39.06
55.36 44.64
Home 5 5 10
3.70 3.70 7.41
7.04 7.81
50.00 50.00
Shoes 5 7 12
3.70 5.19 8.89
7.04 10.94




41.67  58.33
Socks 7 6 13
5.19 4.44 9.63
9.86 9.38
53.85 46.15
Textile - 8 9 17
Other 5.93 6.67] 12.59
11.277  14.06
47.06§ 52.94
Yarn 7 4 11
5.19 2.96 8.15
9.86 6.25
63.64 36.36
Total 71 64 135
5259 47.4]
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
L)
135 6 0.7901782¢ 0.008¢t
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis

Likelihood Ratio

Pearson

1.580
1.571

q

0.954C
0.954¢
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Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0

0.8

0.6

04

Aggregated Synergies - Proportion 1

0.0

Accessorie Apparel Home

S

o = 0.05

Shoes

Type of product *

Y

Socks Textile

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N
Accessories 16
Apparel 56
Home 10
Shoes 12
Socks 13
Textile - 17
Other

Yarn 11

Lower
Limit

0.21247¢
0.38941:
0.11956¢
0.1579¢
0.17382¢
0.22311:

0.14002¢

Group
Proportior
0.5
0.553571
0.5
0.416667
0.53846:
0.47058¢

0.63636¢

243

UDL

I Avg = 0.526

02— 4’—'—'—\—LDL

Yarn

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec
0.83937¢
0.66244
0.93228"
0.89390:
0.87802¢
0.82873¢

0.91182¢

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial

distribution.



244

Appendix K
Contingency Analysis of Category Reshoring with Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring
Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Category

Mosaic Plot
1.00

o o
(9] ~
o w

Aggregate Other Push

o
N
%]

_-
0.00

FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregate Other Push
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 0 17 17
0.00 1214 12.14
0.00 13.71
0.00 100.00
KFO 4 64 68
2.86 45.71] 48.57
25.00 51.6]1
5.88 94.12
Reshoring 12 43 55
8.57 30.71] 39.29
75.00 34.68
21.82 78.18
Total 16 124 140
11.43 88.57




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2  5.687935¢ 0.1143
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 11.37€  0.0034*
Pearson 10.12¢ 0.0063*

Analysisof Means for Proportions
0.30

0.25

5 oz | ubL
ié 0.15 ‘
5 Avg = 0.1143
£ 010 l
;2 0.05 1 LDL
< 0.00 &
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0 0.28275i
KFO 68 0.04983¢ 0.05882:¢ 0.17873¢

Reshoring 55 0.03642¢ 0.21818z 0.19214¢Upper
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Warning:Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Category
Mosaic Plot
1.00

o
J
v

0.50

0.00 NN LI

Aggregated Cost Factors

FDI KFO ‘ Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Cost Factors
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 1 16 17
0.74 1143 12.14
6.25 12.9C
5.8 94.12
KFO 3 65 68
2.14 46.43  48.57
18.7§  52.42
441  95.59
Reshoring 12 43 55
8.57 30.71 39.29
75.00 34.68
21.82 78.18
Total 16 124 140
11.43 88.57




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 4.802043: 0.096E
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 9.604
Pearson 9.689

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.30

0.25

§ 0.20 ] T UDL
52 Avg = 0.1143
& 0.10 l
2:;;, 0.05 & LDL
§ 0.00
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0.05882¢ 0.28275i
KFO 68 0.04983¢ 0.04411¢ 0.17873<Lower
Reshoring 55 0.03642¢ 0.218182z 0.19214¢Upper
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Leadne By Category
Mosaic Plot
1.00

o
J
v

0.50

000 ——- !

Aggregated Lead Time

FDI KFO ‘ Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Lead Time
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 1 16 17
0.71 1143 12.14
5.26 13.22
5.88 94.12
KFO 6 62 68
429 4429 48.57
3158 51.24
8.82 91.18
Reshoring 12 43 55
8.57 30.71] 39.29
63.16 35.54
21.82 78.18
Total 19 121 140
13.57 86.43




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
140 2 2.645259¢ 0.047¢
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 5.291 0.071C
Pearson 5.353 0.068¢&

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.35

2 030
g
g 025
5 uDL
S 020 : l
g
= 015 Avg = 0.1357
% 0.10 l l
i 0.05 ‘ LDL
;2 0.00
-0.05
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis ofMeans for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0.05882¢ 0.317067
KFO 68 0.06633¢ 0.08823t  0.2050¢

Reshoring 55 0.05189¢ 0.21818: 0.2195&
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small tahus@ormal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Manufacturing By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75

0.50

0.25

200 .—-

T

Aggregated Product Manufacturing

FDI KFO ' Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Product Manufacturing
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 3 14 17
2.14 10.00 12.14
13.64 11.864
17.65 82.35
KFO 7 61 68
5.00 43.57 48.57
31.82 51.69
10.29 89.7]
Reshoring 12 43 55
8.57 30.71] 39.29
5455 36.44
21.82 78.18
Total 22 118 140
15.71 84.29




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 1.569544¢ 0.025€
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 3.139 0.2081
Pearson 3.103 0.211¢

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.40

0.35

0.30

% 0.25 ] ubDL

% 0.20 I

3 o f Avg = 0.1571
% = 0.10 l

&S 1 LDL

g 5 005

£ 000

005 FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

FDI 17 0 0.176471 0.34985¢
KFO 68 0.08342: 0.102941 0.23086¢
Reshoring 55 0.06807¢ 0.21818: 0.24620¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Other Pull By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00

o
J
v

0.50

Aggregated Other Pull

FDI KFO ‘ Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Other Pull
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 3 14 17
2.14 10.00 12.14
1429 11.76
17.65 82.35
KFO 7 61 68
5.00 43.57 48.57
33.33 51.26
10.29 89.7]
Reshoring 11 44 55
7.86 3143 39.29
52.3§ 36.97
20.00 80.00
Total 21 119 140
15.00 85.00




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 1.193304« 0.0202
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.387 0.3032
Pearson 2.353 0.3084

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.35

= 030
5 0.25 1 uDL
f 0.20
2 os | I Avg = 0.1500
g 0.10 l
2 1 LDL
;S;\ 0.05
§ 0.00
-0.05
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportiorl@ummary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0.176471 0.33907¢
KFO 68  0.07767 0.102941 0.2223:
Reshoring 55 0.06261¢ 0.2 0.23738¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximéakierbioomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Customers By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00

Aggregated Customers
) )
w1 ~
o vl

o
N
1%

0.00 I

T

FDI KFO ‘ Reshoring
Category

Contingency Table

Category By Aggregated Customers

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

FDI 5 12 17

3.57 8.57 12.14
9.09 14.12

29.41  70.59

KFO 23 45 68
16.43 32.14  48.57
41.82 52.94
33.82 66.18

Reshoring 27 28 55
19.29 20.00 39.29
49.09 32.94
49.09 50.91

Total 55 85 140
39.29 60.71




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
140 2 1.878351: 0.020cC
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 3.757 0.152¢&
Pearson 3.762 0.1524

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.7

é 0.6
s uDL
a 05 I
2 0 | I Avg = 0.393
§ 03 l : LDL
EO.Z
2
0.1
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0.134247 0.29411¢ 0.651467
KFO 68 0.293927 0.33823t 0.49178:

Reshoring 55 0.27333¢ 0.49090¢ 0.51237¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Synergies By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00

0.75

o
w
o

Aggregated Synergies

o
N
%]

0.00 T

FDI KFO ' Reshoring
Category

Contingency Table

Category By Aggregate8ynergies

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

FDI 8 9 17

5.71 6.43 12.14

11.27 13.04
47.0§ 52.94

KFO 30 38 68
21.43 27.14  48.57
42.25  55.07
4412  55.88

Reshoring 33 22 55
23.57 15.71 39.29
46.48  31.88
60.00 40.00

Total 71 69 140
50.71] 49.29




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 1.594275¢ 0.0164
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 3.189 0.2031
Pearson 3.172 0.2047

Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.8

_E 07
g uDL
2os : I
% 0s | l Avg = 0.507
% 04 1 LDL
%OB
<
0.2
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17  0.24241 0.47058¢ 0.77187¢
KFO 68  0.40587 0.44117¢ 0.60841t

Reshoring 55 0.38479: 0.6 0.62949¢
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Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Category

Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated Quality

0.25

FDI

KFO

Category

Reshoring

Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Quality
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 2 15 17
1.43 10.71 12.14
6.67  13.64
11.76 88.24
KFO 13 55 68
9.29 39.29 48.57
43.33 50.00
19.12 80.88
Reshoring 15 40 55
10.717  28.57  39.29
50.00 36.36
27.27 72.73
Total 30 110 140
21.43  78.57
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 1.177346¢ 0.0162
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 2.355 0.3081
Pearson 2.274 0.3207

Analysis of Means for Proportions

04

£ uDL
gL 03 I
% 0 | I Avg = 0.214
&
2 l . LDL
=8 0.1
§
0.0
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
o = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0.117647 0.431561
KFO 68 0.13116¢ 0.19117¢ 0.29740¢

Reshoring 55 0.11386¢ 0.272727 0.31470¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

ContingencyAnalysis of Aggregated Government Incentives By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75

0.50

0.25

200 .—_

T

Aggregated Government Incentives

FDI KFO ' Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Government Incentives
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 3 14 17
2.14 10.00 12.14
18.75  11.29
17.65 82.35
KFO 7 61 68
5.00 43.57 48.57
43.75  49.19
10.29 89.71
Reshoring 6 49 55
429 35.00 39.29
3750 39.52
10.91 89.09
Total 16 124 140
11.43 88.57




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 0.3361971! 0.006¢&
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.672 0.714¢
Pearson 0.751 0.6871
Analysis of Means for Proportions
0.30
é 0.25
E 0.20 ] uDL
g 0.15 I
g Avg = 0.1143
8 _ 010 ¢ ¢
%é 0.05 LDL
?i 0.00
FDI KFO Reshoring
Category
a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
FDI 17 0 0.176471 0.28275i
KFO 68 0.04983¢ 0.102941 0.17873¢
Reshoring 55 0.03642¢ 0.109091 0.19214¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Management By Category

Mosaic Plot
L |

1.00
0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Management

- | |

T

FDI KFO ' Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Product Management
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 1 16 17
0.71 1143 12.14
7.69 12.60
5.88 94.12
KFO 6 62 68
429 4429 48.57
46.15 48.82
8.82 91.18
Reshoring 6 49 55
429 3500 39.29
46.15  38.58
10.917  89.09
Total 13 127 140
9.29 90.71
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
140 2 0.2234212: 0.0052Z
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.447 0.799¢
Pearson 0.423 0.8093

Analysis of Means for Proportions

0.25

0.20

g upL

= o015 ]

g om0 . i Avg = 0.0929

%% 0.05 l

3¢S | LDL

<e 0.00

FDI KFO Reshoring
Category

a = 0.05
Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary
Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

FDI 17 0 0.05882¢ 0.24654]
KFO 68 0.03406¢ 0.08823t 0.15164¢

Reshoring 55 0.02182¢ 0.10909] 0.16388¢
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Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis oAggregated Skilled Workforce By Category

Mosaic Plot

1.00
0.75
0.50
0.25

. I B

T

Aggregated Skilled Workforce

FDI KFO ' Reshoring
Category
Contingency Table
Category By Aggregated Skilled Workforce
Count 1 0 Total
Total %
Col %
Row %
FDI 2 15 17
143 10.71 12.14
12,50 12.10¢
11.76 88.24
KFO 7 61 68
5.00 43.57 48.57
43.75  49.19
10.29 89.7]
Reshoring 7 48 55
5.00 34.29 39.29
43.75 38.71
12.73  87.27
Total 16 124 140
11.43 88.57




Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
140 2 0.0898731¢ 0.001¢€
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 0.180 0.914C
Pearson 0.180 0.913¢

Analysis ofMeans for Proportions
0.30

0.25

265

i 0.20 ] UDL

% 0.15

= . 1 Avg = 0.1143

8 010 $

TEJ 0.05 LDL

gé 0.00

<<

FDI KFO Reshoring

Category

a = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

FDI 17 0 0.117647 0.28275i

KFO 68 0.04983¢ 0.102941 0.17873¢

Reshoring 55 0.03642¢ 0.12727: 0.19214¢

Warning:Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial

distribution.
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Contingency Analysis of Year Announced with Aggregated Reasons for Reshoring

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Quality By Year Announced
Mosaic Plot

1.00

0.75

0.50

Aggregated Quality

0.25

0.00

Year Announced

Contingency Table

Year Announced By Aggregated Quality

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

2001 1 0 1
0.72 0.00 0.72
3.33 0.00

100.0(¢ 0.00

2002 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.92
0.00 100.0(

2006 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.92
0.00 100.0(¢

2007 0 4 4
0.00 2.88 2.88
0.00 3.67
0.00 100.0¢




2008 1 3 4
0.72 2.16 2.88

3.33 2.79

25.00 75.00
2009 1 2 3
0.72 1.44 2.16

3.33 1.83

33.33 66.67
2010 2 1 3
1.44 0.72 2.16

6.67 0.92

66.674  33.33
2011 3 9 12
2.16 6.47 8.63

10.00 8.26

25.00 75.00
2012 5 9 14
3.60 6.47  10.07

16.67 8.26

35.7] 64.29
2013 13 39 52
935 28.0§ 37.41

43.33 35.78

25.00 75.00
2014 4 25 29
288 1799 20.86

13.33 22.94

13.79 86.2]
2015 0 15 15
0.00 10.79 10.79

0.00 13.76

0.00 100.0¢
Total 30 109 139

21.58 78.42
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
139 11 9.682063¢ 0.133¢
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 19.364 0.054¢
Pearson 16.422 0.1262

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0

0.8 I

0.6

— uUDL

0.4 4’—’7
02 P 1 Avg = 0.216
00 l l l !—\ﬁL LDL

2001 2002 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year Announced

Aggregated Quality - Proportion 1

o = 0.05

Analysis ofMeans for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2001 1 0 1 1
2002 1 0 0 1
2006 1 0 0 1
2007 4 0 0 0.79449¢
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Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2008 4 0 0.25 0.79449¢
2009 3 0 0.33333: 0.88648¢
2010 3 0 0.666667 0.88648¢
2011 12 0 0.25 0.539871
2012 14 0 0.35714: 0.51346:
2013 52 0.086987 0.25 0.344667
2014 29 0.02183: 0.137931 0.40982:
2015 15 0 0 0.502217

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Product Management By Year Announced
Mosaic Plot
1.00

0.75
0.50

0.25

Aggregated Product Management
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oo 01 I s I -

o
S
5513

201
201
2012
2013
2014
2015

oo
SS
QN

Year Announced

Contingency Table

Year Announced By Aggregated Product Management

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

2001 1 0 1
0.72 0.00 0.72
7.69 0.00

100.0¢ 0.00

2002 0 1 1

0.00 0.72 0.72




0.00 0.79

0.00 100.0¢
2006 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72

0.00 0.79

0.00 100.0¢
2007 0 4 4
0.00 2.88 2.88

0.00 3.17

0.00 100.0¢
2008 0 4 4
0.00 2.88 2.88

0.00 3.17

0.00 100.0¢
2009 0 3 3
0.00 2.16 2.16

0.00 2.38

0.00 100.0¢
2010 0 3 3
0.00 2.16 2.16

0.00 2.38

0.00 100.0¢
2011 1 11 12
0.72 7.91 8.63

7.69 8.73

8.33 91.67
2012 0 14 14
0.00 10.07 10.07

0.00 11.11

0.00 100.0¢
2013 5 47 52
3.60 33.81] 37.41]

38.49  37.30

9.62 90.38
2014 4 25 29
288 1799 20.86

30.77 19.84

13.79 86.2]
2015 2 13 15
1.44 9.35 10.79

15.38 10.32

13.33 86.67
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Total 13 126 139
9.35 90.65
Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
)
139 11 5.748813¢ 0.1331
Test ChiSquar¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 11.49¢€ 0.402¢
Pearson 13.761 0.246%

Warning: 20% of cells have expected colass than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0 p

0.8

0.6

N
~

uDL

I

. . 1t 1t Avg=0.094

3 J NS LD U U U U T S

2001 2002 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year Announced

o
N

Aggregated Product Management -

Proportion 1

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2001 1 0 1 0.921687Upper
2002 1 0 0 0.92168:
2006 1 0 0 0.92168:
2007 4 0 0 0.5030¢
2008 4 0 0  0.5030¢
2009 3 0 0 0.56818:
2010 3 0 0 0.56818
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Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit
Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec

2011 12 0 0.08333: 0.32286¢

2012 14 0 0 0.30417¢

2013 52 0.00233¢ 0.09615¢ 0.18471:

2014 29 0 0.137931 0.23082¢

2015 15 0 0.13333¢ 0.29621¢

Warning: Someample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Lead Time By Year Announced
Mosaic Plot

T T T

1.00
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o
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0.00 T

Year Announced

Contingency Table
Year Announced By Aggregated Lead Time

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

2001 1 0 1
0.72 0.00 0.72
5.26 0.00

100.0C 0.00

2002 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.83
0.00 100.0¢

2006 0 1 1




0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.83
0.00 100.0¢

2007 0 4 4
0.00 2.88 2.88
0.00 3.33
0.00 100.0¢

2008 1 3 4
0.72 2.16 2.88
5.26 2.50
25.00 75.00

2009 0 3 3
0.00 2.16 2.16
0.00 2.50
0.00 100.0¢

2010 0 3 3
0.00 2.16 2.16
0.00 2.50
0.00 100.0d

2011 3 9 12
2.16 6.47 8.63
15.79 7.50
25.00 75.00

2012 1 13 14
0.72 9.35 10.07
5.26 10.83
7.14  92.86

2013 8 44 52
5.7 31.65 37.41
42.11  36.67
15.38 84.62

2014 5 24 29
3.60 17.27  20.86
26.32 20.00Q
17.24 82.76

2015 0 15 15
0.00 10.79 10.79
0.00 12.50
0.00 100.0¢

Total 19 120 139
13.67 86.33
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Tests

139

Test

Likelihood Ratio
Pearson

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

-LogLike  RSquare
(V)
7.192809( 0.1297

14.38¢
13.28C

ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis

q
0.2124

0.2754

Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

Aggregated Lead Time - Proportion 1

[

IHUDL

[

o ¢ Avg = 0.137

00 A_l_l—l_l—l:—\—LLDL

2001 2002 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year Announced

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N

2001
2002
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011 12
2012 14

WwWwhbhbRrLrPEPPR

Lower
Limit
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2013 52 0.02910¢

Group
Proportior
1

0

0

0

0.25

0

0

0.25
0.07142¢
0.15384¢

Upper Limit
Limit Exceedec

1
1
1
0.61988¢
0.61988¢
0.6967
0.6967
0.40727:
0.3852¢
0.24427¢
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Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2014 29 0 0.17241< 0.29867¢
2015 15 0 0 0.3758:

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregate Other Push By Year Announced
Mosaic Plot
1.00

Aggregate Other Push
° °
w1 ~
o (6,1

o
N
%]

0.00

Year Announced

Contingency Table

Year Announced By Aggregate Other Push

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

2001 1 0 1
0.72 0.00 0.72
6.25 0.00

100.0¢ 0.00

2002 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.81
0.00 100.0(¢

2006 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.81
0.00 100.0(




2007 2 2 4
1.44 1.44 2.88

12.50 1.63

50.00 50.00
2008 1 3 4
0.72 2.16 2.88

6.25 2.44

25.00 75.00
2009 1 2 3
0.72 1.44 2.16

6.25 1.63

33.33 66.67
2010 1 2 3
0.72 1.44 2.16

6.25 1.63

33.33 66.67
2011 1 11 12
0.72 7.91 8.63

6.25 8.94

8.33 91.67
2012 1 13 14
0.72 9.35 10.07

6.25 10.57

7.14 92.86
2013 5 47 52
3.60 33.81] 37.41

31.25 38.21

9.62 90.38
2014 2 27 29
144 1942 20.86

12.50 21.95

6.90 93.10
2015 1 14 15
0.72 10.04 10.79

6.25 11.38

6.67 93.33
Total 16 123 139

11.51] 88.49
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
139 11  6.334088: 0.127¢
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 12.66¢& 0.315€
Pearson 18.801 0.064¢&

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.
Analysis of Means for Proportions

1.0

0.8

S

hud

o

&

é 0.6

% 04

5 IHUDL

T 02

g I ] l R T Avg = 0.115
o011 Lo

2001 2002 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year Announced

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2001 1 0 1 1
2002 1 0 0 1
2006 1 0 0 1
2007 4 0 0.5 0.56402i
2008 4 0 0.25 0.564027
2009 3 0 0.33333¢ 0.635391
2010 3 0 0.33333: 0.635391
2011 12 0 0.08333: 0.36649¢
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Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2012 14 0 0.07142¢ 0.346007
2013 52 0.01515€¢€ 0.09615¢ 0.21505¢
2014 29 0 0.06896¢ 0.26560¢
2015 15 0 0.066667 0.33728¢

Warning: Some sample sizes are too small to use the normal approximation to the binomial
distribution.

Contingency Analysis of Aggregated Cost Factors By Year Announced
Mosaic Plot
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Contingency Table
Year Announced By Aggregated Cost Factors

Count 1 0 Total

Total %

Col %

Row %

2001 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.81
0.00 100.0¢

2002 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72
0.00 0.81
0.00 100.0¢

2006 0 1 1
0.00 0.72 0.72




0.00 0.81

0.00 100.0¢
2007 0 4 4
0.00 2.88 2.88

0.00 3.25

0.00 100.0¢
2008 2 2 4
1.44 1.44 2.88

12.50 1.63

50.00 50.00
2009 1 2 3
0.72 1.44 2.16

6.25 1.63

33.33 66.67
2010 1 2 3
0.72 1.44 2.16

6.25 1.63

33.33  66.67
2011 1 11 12
0.72 7.91 8.63

6.25 8.94

8.33 91.67
2012 2 12 14
1.44 8.63  10.07

12.50 9.76

1429 85.7]
2013 5 47 52
3.60 33.81] 37.41

31.25 38.21

9.62 90.38
2014 4 25 29
288 1799 20.86

25.00 20.33

13.79 86.2]
2015 0 15 15
0.00 10.79 10.79

0.00 12.2¢

0.00 100.0¢
Total 16 123 139

11.51 88.49
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Tests
N DF -LogLike  RSquare
(V)
139 11  5.761394¢ 0.1161
Test ChiSquare¢ Prob>Chis
q
Likelihood Ratio 11.52Z 0.400¢€
Pearson 12.041 0.360¢

Warning: 20% of cells have expected count less than 5, ChiSquare suspect.

Analysis of Means for Proportions
1.0

0.8

06 L ]

0.4

1] L

L Avg = 0.115

S5 N U R
00 LDL

2001 2002 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Year Announced

Aggregated Cost Factors - Proportion 1

o = 0.05

Analysis of Means for Proportions Summary

Level Group N Lower Group Upper Limit

Limit Proportior Limit Exceedec
2001 1 0 0 1
2002 1 0 0 1
2006 1 0 0 1
2007 4 0 0 0.56402:
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