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Abstract
Despite growing interest in corporate relocation decisions and sustainability, the existing literature is limited in its consumer-centric approach. Integrating social exchange theory and construal level theory, this research investigates how consumers perceive sustainability-driven nearshoring motives (i.e., socio-economic vs. environmental) and further examines how psychological distance (i.e., spatial and social) shapes consumer gratitude and consumer brand reactions (i.e., willingness to reciprocate, and brand avoidance), following a corporate hypocritical event. Based on three preregistered experiments, including a pre-study, we demonstrate that while sustainability motives foster consumer gratitude and willingness to reciprocate, corporate hypocrisy significantly diminishes positive consumer responses when it occurs in a recently nearshored country with lower spatial distance, rather than in a formerly offshored country with higher spatial distance. Interestingly, consumers often disregard corporate hypocritical practices when they occur in a formerly offshored country (vs a recently nearshored country) or involve brands with a higher (vs a lower) social distance, uncovering a distance paradox in consumer concern for sustainability. Highlighting the norm of reciprocity generated through nearshoring, with the conditioning role of psychological distance, we shed light on the mechanisms affecting consumer-brand relationships and provide important implications for both research and practice.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In the wake of globalisation’s impact on competitive landscapes, the outsourcing and overseas production paradigm has dominated manufacturing and sourcing (Gereffi et al., 2021). Numerous enterprises have embraced offshoring practices since the 1980s, driven by benefits such as reduced labour costs (Mukherjee et al., 2023), accessing specialised knowledge and resources (Mukherjee et al., 2019), reduced risk exposure (Choi et al., 2018) and opportunities for innovation (Hong et al., 2022). However, recent discourse has highlighted several drawbacks, including operational inefficiencies and transportation setbacks, which were magnified during the COVID-19 pandemic (Gillani et al., 2023). Additionally, the growing emphasis on sustainability has drawn attention to the social and environmental implications of sourcing and production procedures, particularly raising ethical deliberations around offshoring (Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019). Differing stakeholder perspectives compound these ethical concerns, where investors prioritise profitability, but consumers are more concerned with product safety, service quality, and the broader social and environmental impacts of corporate practices, all of which reflect the complex moral landscape of offshoring decisions (Gereffi & Lee, 2016; Robertson et al., 2010).
In response, nearshoring, which involves relocating value-chain activities closer to the home country, has emerged as an alternative relocation strategy to offshoring. Nearshoring not only offers operational advantages, such as reduced lead times and lower transportation costs (Ellram et al., 2013), but also supports sustainability goals by fostering socio-economic and environmental benefits (Sachs, 2012). For instance, nearshoring supports circular-economy practices, including improved recycling and waste minimisation, by shortening supply chains and facilitating closer coordination between manufacturers and suppliers, thereby garnering attention from multinationals (Andersson et al., 2018). Recent events, including the pandemic and climate crisis, have further amplified consumer interest in regionally or locally produced goods, as consumers seek to avoid supply chain disruptions and unsafe consumption practices (Grappi et al., 2018; He & Harris, 2020). For example, approximately 65% of consumers, including both individuals and companies, prefer domestically produced goods and businesses recognised for their robust operational supply chains and environmentally friendly practices (Deloitte Insights, 2021). This is particularly salient in the apparel industry, where global supply chains are highly fragmented, and nearshoring has increasingly been adopted as firms seek to balance cost efficiency, sustainability pressures, and responsiveness to consumer expectations (Andersson et al., 2018). This growing attention highlights the significance of adopting a consumer-centric approach in nearshoring research (Gillani et al., 2023). However, the bulk of previous research has centred on firm-side drivers of relocation and value creation (e.g., Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019) and has given far less attention to the consumer side, despite the nearshoring context offering an important setting for examining how consumers understand and react to these decisions (Grappi et al., 2020; Lu et al., 2021). An overview of representative consumer-centred studies on relocation decisions is provided in Table A1 (see Web Appendix A).
Although nearshoring is often framed as a sustainable alternative to offshoring, there is limited understanding of how consumers interpret and evaluate such relocation decisions, particularly those motivated by sustainability concerns. Prior research indicates that environmental motives behind corporate actions, particularly those aimed at enhancing contributions to the natural environment, such as reducing pollution and carbon footprints, tend to elicit positive reactions from consumers due to moral considerations (e.g., Becker-Olsen et al., 2006). In contrast, socio-economic motives that focus on improving conventional well-being often provoke scepticism and associations with opportunistic behaviour (e.g., Forehand & Grier, 2003; Grappi et al., 2015). This is despite the fact that socio-economic sustainability, including fair wages and improved working conditions, greatly benefits both society and individuals (Lindgreen et al., 2009). Although the extant literature has highlighted that companies pursue nearshoring practices with environmental and socio-economic sustainability-based motives (Sheth et al., 2011), it has yet to fully examine how consumers interpret these sustainability motives when evaluating firms’ relocation decisions. From a practical standpoint, understanding these interpretations is increasingly vital for firms managing reputational risk and stakeholder scrutiny. As sustainability becomes central to brand strategy, misjudging consumer sentiment, even with well-intended actions, can provoke backlash (Kim et al., 2024; Murphy, 2023). Recent examples suggest that consumer sentiment increasingly influences how nearshoring decisions are communicated and leveraged. Duolingo and Shopify, for instance, nearshored customer support to Latin America not only to cut costs but to deliver culturally aligned, multilingual service that enhanced consumer satisfaction and brand loyalty (Ardan Labs, 2024). Hence, when consumers interpret sustainability-driven nearshoring as reflecting benevolent corporate intent, they may develop positive relational expectations toward the firm, experience gratitude, and become inclined to reciprocate, consistent with social exchange theory (SET), which posits that perceived benefits in social interactions give rise to reciprocal obligations and guide subsequent behavioural responses (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 1976). However, such relational responses depend on how consumers interpret corporate actions and their consequences.
Despite these growing practical concerns, the limited attention to how consumers respond when sustainability-driven corporate actions are later contradicted by firms’ behaviour is surprising for several reasons. First, discrepancies between companies’ sustainability claims and their actual practices, often perceived as corporate hypocrisy, pose significant risks to consumer-brand relationships and are likely to evoke scepticism (Wagner et al., 2009). For instance, prevalent irresponsible corporate practices such as tax evasion, bribery, labour exploitation, and environmental damage can significantly harm consumers, employees, and society, thereby influencing consumer responses (Kim et al., 2024). Second, consumers' attitudes toward firms and brands are strongly shaped by how companies conduct operations across their supply chains (Czinkota et al., 2014). When firms fail to meet their own declared benchmarks for social responsibility (Lenz et al., 2017) or sustainability, they are perceived as disingenuous, which can result in significant reputational risks and damage (Gereffi & Lee, 2016). Notable examples, such as H&M’s greenwashing lawsuit over environmental scorecard claims (Murphy, 2023), highlight companies' attempts to maintain a facade of social and environmental responsibility despite contradictory actions. Ultimately, while consumers frequently advocate for sustainability and ethical production, prior research suggests that their responses to corporate transgressions are not always consistent. Prior research shows that consumers’ responses vary depending on individual and contextual factors such as empathy (Xie et al., 2015), power distance beliefs (Xu et al., 2021), moral emotions (Grappi et al., 2013), perceived similarity of the victims (Antonetti & Maklan, 2018), customer involvement (Paharia, 2020), and firms’ responsiveness (Fang et al., 2025). Although these studies offer valuable insights into the boundary conditions of consumer judgment, they do not explain why consumers who strongly advocate sustainability may still overlook unethical practices when these occur in distant or unfamiliar contexts. These dynamics, though, also remain insufficiently understood in the nearshoring context. 
In view of the foregoing, an overarching theoretical puzzle remains insufficiently addressed in consumer responses to sustainability-related corporate conduct. Although consumers increasingly advocate responsible production and reward firms for sustainability initiatives (e.g., Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004; Delis et al., 2019; Duan et al., 2021), their reactions are not always consistent when confronted with corporate hypocrisy. This inconsistency becomes particularly evident when the misconduct is perceived as psychologically distant. Although sustainability-driven corporate conduct can evoke positive relational responses and reciprocal tendencies, these reactions may depend on how such actions and subsequent violations are interpreted. Through the lens of construal level theory (CLT), we argue that spatial and social distance influence the level of abstraction with which consumers evaluate such transgressions (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). This notion of psychological distance differs from the proximity dimension in Jones’s (1991) moral-intensity framework, where proximity is treated as an attribute of a moral issue that amplifies perceived seriousness. Our perspective instead emphasises how spatial and social distance frame the construal through which consumers interpret corporate behaviour and evaluate sustainability violations. When a firm or event feels geographically or relationally close, consumers are more likely to scrutinise it concretely and apply higher ethical standards, whereas distant contexts tend to be processed more abstractly, thereby weakening the intensity of moral responses (Fujita et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2020). This tension between consumers’ stated commitment to sustainability and their muted responses to violations occurring in distant settings or involving unfamiliar actors reflects what we refer to as the distance paradox, a pattern in which consumers who express support for sustainability may nevertheless overlook unethical practices and respond less critically when violations occur further away (i.e., at greater spatial distance) or involve unfamiliar brands (i.e., at greater social distance). In our theorisation, psychological distance alters the level of abstraction at which consumers evaluate corporate behaviour, influencing the moral weight they attribute to sustainability violations. Despite its implications for business strategy and sustainability, this phenomenon remains underdeveloped in both theory and empirical research, spotlighting the need to examine how spatial and social distance interact with corporate motives and perceived hypocrisy to shape consumer judgments and behavioural responses within the nearshoring context, where these dynamics are particularly salient.
To address these gaps, this research employs three preregistered experiments, including an initial pre-study, to examine how psychological distance informs consumer responses to sustainability-driven nearshoring decisions. Drawing on SET, we examine consumers’ interpretations of sustainability-based relocation motives and the relational responses that these evoke toward firms, particularly gratitude and willingness to reciprocate. We integrate this relational perspective with CLT to explain how psychological distance reshapes these processes by influencing the level of abstraction through which corporate behaviour is interpreted. In particular, we investigate whether perceived corporate hypocrisy disrupts gratitude-based reciprocity and redirects consumer reactions toward more defensive responses, such as brand avoidance, rather than toward a tendency to discount the wrongdoing (i.e., resilience intention toward the firm). By situating these dynamics within spatial and social distance, the study illuminates the role of psychological distance in interpreting sustainability motives and the strength of consumer responses when expectations are violated. More specifically, the present research pursues three focused objectives: (i) to understand how consumers evaluate sustainability-driven nearshoring motives (environmental vs socio-economic motives) as relational mechanisms; (ii) to investigate how perceived corporate hypocrisy disrupts these relational evaluations and affects consumer responses to nearshored brands; and (iii) to assess how psychological distance (i.e., spatial and social distance) shapes consumer interpretations of hypocrisy in the nearshoring context.
This study contributes to consumer behaviour and sustainability research by identifying a distance paradox in sustainability-based nearshoring decisions, whereby consumers who strongly endorse sustainability-driven motives may nonetheless respond less critically to corporate hypocrisy when misconduct occurs in spatially or socially distant contexts. By demonstrating how psychological distance alters the moral scrutiny applied to corporate behaviour, the study extends CLT to sustainability-related corporate actions, thereby revealing an inconsistency between consumers’ stated sustainability commitments and their reactions to sustainability violations. Second, the study explains the mechanisms underlying this paradox by integrating CLT with the SET. Specifically, sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions can generate gratitude-based reciprocity by signalling benevolent corporate intent. At the same time, these relational responses are contingent on how corporate behaviour is construed and may break down when sustainability claims are perceived as inconsistent with corporate conduct. This theoretical integration clarifies how construal processes influence relational expectations and moral emotions in consumer-firm exchanges. Third, the study herewith extends emerging research on sustainability-driven relocation strategies by introducing a demand-side perspective on nearshoring decisions. Moving beyond the predominant firm-level viewpoints on nearshoring, this study demonstrates that consumers interpret sustainability-based relocation decisions as relational signals that influence brand evaluations. In doing so, the study also highlights how perceived corporate hypocrisy can destabilise these relational expectations, revealing that sustainability violations reshape consumer-firm exchanges across psychological distance. These insights offer guidance for firms navigating sustainability-driven relocation decisions by illuminating how the framing of such initiatives can shape consumer interpretations and reactions.
2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
2.1. Norm of reciprocity generated through nearshoring strategy
2.1.1. Social exchange perspective on sustainability-based nearshoring motives 
Manufacturing activities are widely recognised to exert substantial effects on various aspects of sustainability (Fratocchi & Mayer, 2023; Sutherland et al., 2016). In particular, relocation strategies and sourcing decisions can generate significant sustainability implications across global supply chains (Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019), thereby amplifying consumer concerns (Veit et al., 2018). At the same time, there is a gradual increase in consumer interest in sustainability, coupled with an escalating demand that companies adopt sustainability-focused initiatives in their nearshoring practices (Delis et al., 2019). Nearshoring is often associated with potential sustainability benefits. By relocating production closer to domestic or regional markets, firms may reduce transportation-related CO₂ emissions and operate under labour conditions that are often more regulated and equitable in many Western economies (Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019; Orzes & Sarkis, 2019). Consequently, nearshoring decisions motivated by environmental sustainability motives (e.g., reducing pollution or carbon emissions) or socio-economic sustainability motives (e.g., improving working conditions and socio-economic well-being) may signal a commitment to sustainability (Font et al., 2008; Gillani et al., 2023; Sarkis & Zhu, 2018). These sustainability-oriented motives steer how consumers interpret firms’ relocation decisions. 
In that vein, the sustainability and consumer behaviour literature debates the extent to which sustainability actions are part of the relational exchange between firms and consumers. Consumers increasingly reciprocate sustainability initiatives through trust, loyalty, and positive behavioural responses (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2004), whereas perceived irresponsibility elicits negative reciprocity (Grappi et al., 2013). These patterns align with SET’s emphasis on fairness, moral obligations, and reciprocal expectations (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Moreover, rising consumer expectations regarding sustainability are shaping firms’ organisational decisions, encouraging greater transparency in disclosing sustainability practices across their supply chains (Duan et al., 2021) and the adoption of nearshoring to signal stronger environmental and social responsibility (Chen et al., 2014; Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019).
Within this context, sustainability-based nearshoring motives can be perceived as a relational investment based on SET, which centres on the exchanges between customers and firms that arise from the appreciation of praiseworthy intentions after an instinctive cost-benefit evaluation (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 1976).  Bagozzi (1975) defines exchange as “a fundamental and universal aspect of human behaviour”. While early marketing theory emphasised transactional exchange (Palmatier, 2008), a shift toward relationship-oriented perspectives has taken root through SET-based lifecycle models of business relationships (Dwyer et al., 1987), dominating research on business exchange (Beitelspacher et al., 2018). SET recognises that reciprocal exchanges can also occur without contractual obligation, especially where contributions unfold over time. This is particularly pertinent in nearshoring, where company decisions, though managerial in origin, may be evaluated by consumers through ethical and relational lenses (Chen & Choi, 2005). As consumers assess nearshoring through a cost–benefit lens, they may construe such actions as a reward for socially or environmentally responsible conduct (Oakley et al., 2021), thereby fostering a sense of gratitude within consumers (Renfrow & Howard, 2013).
Importantly, reciprocity under SET does not require mutual involvement from the outset. Rather, social exchanges may originate from a unilateral act that is later reciprocated if perceived as beneficial (Cropanzano et al., 2017). In consumer contexts, this is particularly relevant, as gratitude often arises from inferred moral intent rather than direct engagement (McCullough et al., 2001; Palmatier et al., 2009). Supporting this view, Jones (2010) demonstrates that consumers respond favourably to moral intentionality in corporate conduct, even when they are not actively involved. In that vein, as nearshoring decisions are top-down, sustainability-based actions evoke gratitude and trigger reciprocity when aligned with consumers’ moral expectations. Following this, a recent survey indicates that businesses are redesigning supply chains in response to evolving customer needs alongside sustainability and geopolitical pressures, even when such decisions originate from senior leadership (Bain & Company, 2024). These developments suggest that, even without direct consumer involvement, reciprocity may be triggered by perceived moral alignment, reinforcing our argument that such exchanges are often reactionary rather than participatory. In the context of nearshoring, when individuals recognise that these corporate decisions contribute positively to societal and ecological well-being, they are more likely to experience gratitude, which serves as an acknowledgement of the perceived advantages (Palmatier et al., 2009). This gratitude-driven response is often rooted in a psychological inclination to reciprocate after receiving perceived benefits. 
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2.1.2. The diverse effect of sustainability-based nearshoring motives on gratitude
Grounded in the tenets of SET, the relationship between consumers and a nearshoring company can be understood as a form of social exchange embedded within an economic context (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Consumers engage in market transactions with the company through purchasing, yet they may also interpret corporate decisions such as nearshoring through relational and ethical lenses. When firms relocate production closer to consumers’ regions and invest resources locally, such actions may be perceived as beneficial contributions to the community (“Home or Away”, 2022). Consequently, nearshoring decisions can be perceived as a reward, signalling socially or environmentally responsible conduct and shaping consumers’ emotional responses toward the firm (Oakley et al., 2021).
In this sense, nearshoring decisions may evoke gratitude among consumers (Renfrow & Howard, 2013). Gratitude refers to the tendency to recognise and respond with a grateful emotion to the benevolence of another party (McCullough et al., 2002). This emotion reinforces social relationships by fostering appreciation of perceived benefits and functions, and it serves as a key psychological mechanism underlying the norm of reciprocity (Bono & McCullough, 2006; Palmatier et al., 2009). Prior consumer research demonstrates that gratitude plays an important role in generating brand-related responses, enhancing consumers’ intentions to engage in electronic word-of-mouth (Septianto et al., 2021), strengthening their relationship with the brand (Audrain-Pontevia & Garnier, 2021; Choi et al., 2024; Jin, Line, & Yoon, 2018), and increasing purchase intentions (Septianto & Garg, 2021; Koskie et al., 2024). Gratitude is particularly likely to arise when corporate actions are interpreted as morally intentional and beneficial for broader societal well-being (McCullough et al., 2001). Research on relocation supports this view. For instance, Grappi et al. (2013; 2015) reveal that offshoring elicits negative moral reactions such as anger, whereas relocation strategies can elicit positive moral responses, including gratitude. In the context of nearshoring, consumers may therefore experience gratitude when firms invest resources closer to their markets and signal commitments to social or environmental responsibility (Peng et al., 2018; Watkins et al., 2006).  
However, the strength of gratitude may depend on how consumers interpret the motives underlying sustainability-based nearshoring decisions. Consumers tend to experience stronger gratitude when benefits are perceived as intentional acts aimed at promoting societal well-being, particularly when such actions appear costly for the firm (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006). Environmental sustainability motives, such as reducing emissions or minimising environmental impact, are often interpreted as visible signals of global responsibility and altruistic intent (Mohr & Webb, 2005). These motives may therefore evoke stronger positive emotional responses. Conversely, socio-economic sustainability motives may elicit weaker emotional reactions when they are perceived as more instrumental or strategic. When corporate initiatives are interpreted as serving operational efficiency or cost-saving objectives alongside broader societal benefits, consumers may question the firm’s intentions (Bono & McCullough, 2006; Forehand & Grier, 2003). Economic emphasis in corporate environmental management-related communication is often perceived as more abstract and less quantifiable (Lee et al., 2012). Such perceptions can reduce the emotional impact of the initiative and increase scepticism toward the firm’s motives. In nearshoring contexts, socio-economic motives that emphasise economic efficiency or competitiveness may therefore evoke lower levels of gratitude than environmental sustainability motives. 
2.1.3. Gratitude as a mediator of reciprocity 
According to SET, reciprocal behaviours stem from the emotional outcomes of exchange relationships between partners (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Lawler, 2001). Among these emotions, gratitude plays a crucial role in activating the norm of reciprocity (Palmatier et al., 2009). Gratitude arises when individuals perceive that another party has intentionally provided benefits, thereby motivating them to respond with favourable or reciprocal actions (Bono & McCullough, 2006). Prior research highlights the motivational power of gratitude in shaping reciprocal behaviour, as grateful individuals are more likely to respond generously toward benefactors and strengthen social relationships (Tsang, 2006; Pelser et al., 2015). Extending this logic to consumer-firm relationships, perceived benefits arising from corporate actions can evoke gratitude among consumers as an emotional recognition of received benefits that motivates reciprocal responses (Peng et al., 2018).
In this context, when consumers perceive nearshoring decisions as rewarding due to their positive environmental and socio-economic impacts, these actions can foster gratitude, reflecting appreciation for the benefits received. Gratitude-based reciprocal behaviours stem from the psychological inclination that individuals experience after receiving a perceived benefit (Oakley et al., 2021; Palmatier et al., 2009). Empirical evidence indicates that consumers favour environmental motives over financial ones (Mohr & Webb, 2005), which leads to the perception of environmentally based nearshoring motives as a benefit and helps establish the norm of reciprocity in consumers' minds. Prior relocation research further suggests that perceived benefits from such decisions can foster gratitude and supportive consumer responses (Grappi et al., 2015). These insights suggest that gratitude functions as a key mechanism through which consumers translate perceived corporate actions into reciprocal behavioural responses. Thus, we assert: 
H1. Gratitude mediates the relationship between perceived nearshoring motives and willingness to reciprocate, such that perceived sustainability-based nearshoring motives increase individuals’ willingness to reciprocate by enhancing gratitude.
2.2. Boundary conditions of the norm of reciprocity
To better understand when the norm of reciprocity generated by sustainability-based nearshoring motives holds or weakens, we examine the role of perceived corporate hypocrisy under different conditions of psychological distance. Specifically, we investigate how hypocrisy associated with a nearshoring decision is evaluated when the inconsistency occurs in locations that vary in spatial distance (i.e., a recently nearshored versus formerly offshored country) and when consumers differ in their perceived social distance to the focal brand. These conditions allow us to assess how gratitude-driven willingness to reciprocate may change when corporate behaviour appears inconsistent with communicated sustainability motives. Figure 1 illustrates our overall conceptual model and provides an overview of the empirical studies.
… Figure 1 about here…

2.2.1. The role of perceived corporate hypocrisy through the lens of CLT 
Corporate hypocrisy is defined as “the belief that a firm claims to be something that it is not” (Wagner et al., 2009, p.79). Companies, like individuals, may be perceived as hypocritical when their actions contradict their claims. Consequently, corporate hypocrisy can harm perceived corporate reputation and willingness to pay, adversely affect consumer attitudes toward the company, increase boycott intentions, and generate negative word-of-mouth (Wagner et al., 2009, 2020). Although much of this research has focused on hypocrisy in the context of corporate social responsibility, related studies have examined hypocrisy in workplace settings such as employee silence (Wang et al., 2024), compliance (Yang et al., 2020), and reactions to hypocritical leadership (Greenbaum et al., 2015). Despite these contributions, key areas where hypocrisy may arise remain underexplored (Wagner et al., 2020), particularly in sustainability contexts that can provoke strong public backlash, such as environmental incidents (Hardcopf & Dhanorkar, 2024). While some studies have examined sustainability-related hypocrisy from the employee perspective (e.g., Ha-Brookshire, 2017), its implications for marketing and global supply chain strategies remain insufficiently addressed (Hoffmann et al., 2020).
In addition, stakeholders and customers from various countries and cultures increasingly expect firms to act responsibly within global supply chains (Le et al., 2021). Ethical evaluations of relocation can therefore diverge across stakeholder paradigms, with investors favouring offshoring for profitability, while consumers raise concerns over product safety, service quality, and data security (Robertson et al., 2010). Prior research on relocation strategies (e.g., Ellram et al., 2013; Fratocchi & Di Stefano, 2019) supports the assertion that failures to deliver promised benefits of nearshoring may evoke negative consumer reactions similar to those in offshoring, consistent with expectancy violations theory (Burgoon, 1993). 
As such, nearshoring creates expectations among consumers regarding the benefits it promotes. When corporate actions contradict the communicated motives, stakeholders may perceive a heightened hypocrisy (Robertson et al., 2023; Wagner et al., 2009). Consequently, inconsistencies in ethical or sustainability-related moral attributions and subsequent violations may undermine positive responses. For instance, Grappi et al. (2013) reveal that reshoring as a domestic value chain activity can generate favourable consumer attitudes through gratitude, while Gillani et al. (2023) suggest that consumers view reshoring as beneficial not only for nationalistic reasons but also for its perceived sustainability benefits. In this context, inconsistent behaviour following a nearshoring decision motivated by a public-serving motive (e.g., sustainable production) may reduce gratitude through the appraisal of goal incongruence, as emotions such as gratitude depend on whether outcomes are perceived as beneficial or harmful (Bock et al., 2021). Yet, a paradox emerges herein. While consumers expect ethical behaviour from companies, they may overlook unethical practices when these occur at a greater psychological distance. 
CLT offers a useful lens to explain this paradox. CLT posits that psychologically distant objects or events are represented more abstractly than proximal ones (Liberman et al., 2002, 2007). Psychological distance can take several forms: (a) temporal (i.e., near vs. distant future); (b) spatial (i.e., here vs. there); (c) hypothetical (i.e., certain vs. uncertain); and (d) social distance (i.e., familiar versus unfamiliar) (Liberman & Trope, 2014). As distance increases, events are construed more abstractly, whereas psychologically proximal events are processed more concretely (Trope et al., 2007). Importantly, individuals tend to evaluate distant events (high-level construal) more favourably than those perceived as close (low-level construal) (Kim et al., 2020).
Prior studies have applied psychological distance to understand reactions to unethical corporate behaviour, such as engagement with fair trade practices or tolerance of misconduct (e.g., Gillani et al., 2021; Paramita et al., 2022). However, much of this work has focused on temporal and social distance, while spatial distance remains comparatively underexplored, which could have implications for sustainability, given its role in shaping how consumers evaluate corporate misconduct (Adler & Sarstedt, 2021). Under hypocritical conditions, both the location of the misconduct and the focal company can influence consumer perceptions. CLT suggests that psychologically distant events are processed more abstractly, encouraging individuals to focus on general benefits while disengaging from morally troubling details (Eyal et al., 2008; Liberman et al., 2007). This abstraction can reduce the perceived relevance and emotional impact of hypocrisy. By contrast, geographically proximate events feel more immediate and personally relevant, prompting stronger reactions. In nearshoring contexts, this implies that consumers may respond more negatively when hypocrisy occurs in recently nearshored locations (i.e., low spatial distance) than in formerly offshored ones (i.e., high spatial distance). Supporting this view, Nardella et al. (2023) demonstrate that multinational corporations face severe reputational damage when irresponsible behaviour occurs in countries seen as part of individuals' extended ingroup (i.e., Western host markets) than in outgroup countries (i.e., non-Western countries). Similarly, research in global supply chains suggests that distant production locations can reduce the salience of labour and sustainability concerns for Western consumers (Stringer et al., 2022).  
Given this backdrop, it is important to examine whether the relational mechanism identified (i.e., gratitude and willingness to reciprocate) is influenced by the geographical context (i.e., spatial distance) of hypocritical behaviour. Integrating SET with CLT, we expect that hypocrisy emerging in a recently nearshored country (i.e., low-level construal) will trigger stronger negative relational reactions than hypocrisy occurring in a formerly offshored country (i.e., high-level construal). Thus, we hypothesise:
H2. In nearshoring decisions with environmental (vs socio-economic) sustainability-based motives, corporate hypocrisy decreases gratitude more when it occurs in a spatially proximal (i.e., nearshored) location than in a spatially distant (i.e., formerly offshored) location, thereby decreasing consumer willingness to reciprocate.

2.2.2. Intersection of social and spatial distances 
Given that nearshoring represents a key location decision in internationalisation and supply chain processes, this research initially focuses on spatial distance. However, social distance, one of the four fundamental types of psychological distance identified in CLT (Trope & Liberman, 2010), is also crucial in consumers' evaluations of the moral implications of brand actions. Social distance refers to the perceived interpersonal closeness or familiarity between an individual and a target (Liberman & Trope, 2014) and has been shown to shape levels of moral abstraction and evaluative stringency in response to ethical violations (Eyal et al., 2008). Social distance may be conceptualised across various relational dimensions (e.g., self–other, in-group–out-group, or similarity–dissimilarity), and perceived familiarity has often served as a pragmatic proxy for social closeness in consumer-brand contexts (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Kim & Song, 2019). Accordingly, brands that are familiar to consumers can be understood as socially close, whereas unfamiliar brands are perceived as socially distant. 
When nearshoring is framed as a sustainability-motivated decision, it can generate consumer gratitude and foster a norm of reciprocity toward the brand. However, when such actions are followed by hypocritical behaviour, the spatial proximity of the transgression may modulate consumer reactions through construal-level processes, as proposed in H2. In such morally charged contexts, social distance also becomes particularly salient, as both spatial and social distances influence the level of abstraction consumers use in moral reasoning (Trope & Liberman, 2010). Although psychological distance is widely recognised to shape moral judgement, empirical findings concerning the role of spatial and social distance remain mixed. For instance, Grolleau et al. (2023) report that the environmental wrongdoing occurring closer to observers may lead to more lenient judgments, suggesting a spatial proximity-based tolerance. Conversely, Wood et al. (2013) contend that lower social distance prompts more concrete construal, which heightens the need to examine how spatial and social proximity influence consumer responses during moral conflicts, such as perceived hypocrisy. 
Building on this, we propose that when a nearshored brand is socially close (i.e., familiar), a hypocritical act occurring in the nearshoring location (i.e., spatially close) will be processed at a lower level of construal. Such concrete, detail-oriented processing is more likely to intensify evaluative scrutiny and undermine the goodwill generated by the brand’s sustainability-based action (Eyal et al., 2008). Conversely, when social distance is high, such as when consumers evaluate an unfamiliar brand’s nearshoring decision, moral judgments are more likely to occur through abstract construal. This abstraction may become even more pronounced if the hypocritical act occurs in a distant location (i.e., a formerly offshored country). In such cases, psychological distance can buffer the emotional salience of the hypocrisy and attenuate punitive responses (Fujita et al., 2006). Consistent with this reasoning, greater psychological distance has been shown to encourage moral judgements based on general principles rather than situational details (Eyal & Liberman, 2012; Trope & Liberman, 2010), thereby reducing the likelihood of harsh consumer backlash when distant brands commit hypocritical acts in faraway locations. Conversely, when proximity is high, more concrete and emotionally salient evaluations may intensify negative appraisals of corporate hypocrisy (Kim et al., 2020). Supporting this view, Baghi and Antonetti (2021) suggest that consumers who feel socially close to a brand respond more harshly to CSR hypocrisy, highlighting that psychological closeness can magnify moral disapproval. These insights imply that gratitude-induced willingness to reciprocate becomes more fragile when both spatial and social proximity are high, as the perceived hypocrisy feels more immediate and personally relevant.
One behavioural consequence of this heightened scrutiny is brand avoidance, defined as the deliberate rejection of a brand by consumers, encompassing various forms, such as moral avoidance related to ethical misconduct and experiential avoidance stemming from unfulfilled brand promises (Lee et al., 2009). Prior research shows that perceived hypocrisy can fuel negative behavioural and emotional reactions, including complaining, boycotting, and affective responses such as contempt, anger, and disgust (Grappi et al., 2013; Sajid et al., 2024; Wagner et al., 2009). These reactions are more likely when moral expectations are violated under conditions of high proximity, where consumers feel both spatially and socially close to the brand. As such, we hypothesise an interactive effect between spatial and social distance:
H3. When gratitude is felt towards a nearshoring decision of a brand with lower (vs. higher) social distance, corporate hypocrisy decreases the willingness to reciprocate more when it occurs in a spatially proximal (i.e., nearshored) location than in a spatially distant (i.e., formerly offshored) location, thereby increasing consumer brand avoidance.
Negative information tends to attract greater attention and is often scrutinised more thoroughly than positive information (Fiske, 1980). Resilience to negative information refers to “the extent to which consumers do not allow negative information about a company to diminish their general view of the company” (Eisingerich et al., 2011, p.62). When psychological proximity is high, such as when a brand is both socially and spatially close, consumers are more likely to process transgressions concretely and to evaluate inconsistencies in brand behaviour in greater detail (Connors et al., 2017; Trope & Liberman, 2010). In such situations, scepticism regarding a company’s societal motives or ethical standards may intensify, particularly when the firm is perceived as insincere in its sustainability commitments (Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013). This heightened scepticism increases attentiveness to ethical violations and encourages more concrete, detail-oriented processing of the transgression (Connors et al., 2017).
Consistent with CLT, psychological closeness therefore sharpens attention to behavioural inconsistencies and intensifies moral appraisal. Accordingly, when a socially close brand acts hypocritically in a nearby location, consumers are less likely to discount the wrongdoing. Under such conditions, the perceived inconsistency between communicated sustainability motives and actual behaviour may weaken consumers’ willingness to reciprocate and diminish their resilience to negative information. Hence, we propose:
H4: When gratitude is felt towards a nearshoring decision of a brand with lower (vs. higher) social distance, corporate hypocrisy decreases the willingness to reciprocate more when it occurs in a spatially proximal (i.e., nearshored) location than in a spatially distant (i.e., formerly offshored) location, thereby decreasing consumer resilience intention.

3. METHODOLOGY
We employed a scenario-based experimental methodology to examine how consumers evaluate sustainability-driven nearshoring decisions, particularly in the presence of perceived corporate hypocrisy and varying levels of spatial and social distance. Although qualitative methods offer rich interpretive insight into consumer meaning-making (Denzin & Lincoln, 2011), they are less suited to identifying causal mechanisms or controlling extraneous influences, particularly in ethically sensitive or hypothetical contexts (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). Their typically smaller samples and greater susceptibility to interpretive bias also constrain their ability to test causal relationships systematically (Saunders et al., 2016). For these reasons, we employ a scenario-based experimental methodology, which enables the controlled manipulation of nearshoring motives and distance cues while maintaining contextual realism, thereby supporting clearer causal inference (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). Given the ethical and reputational stakes associated with sustainability communication, this design allows for the systematic manipulation of nearshoring motives and corporate actions without compromising internal validity. 
Across all three studies, vignettes were randomly presented to participants via the Qualtrics Randomizer. These vignettes depicted nearshoring decisions involving a fictitious brand, strategically designed to mitigate potential biases stemming from existing brand history (Albrecht et al., 2017) and consumers’ predispositions (Lim & Shim, 2019). We explicitly stated at the outset of each vignette that the depicted scenario reflected a real-world situation, notwithstanding the use of a fictitious company name. The apparel industry was chosen due to its extensive use of nearshoring practices (Andersson et al., 2018). All scenarios were pre-tested for manipulation effectiveness among 22, 27, and 39 respondents, respectively. These pre-tests revealed the applicability of the scenarios (see Web Appendix B). Further details on pretests, full scenario design, procedures and manipulations (Web Appendix C), empirical details of the pre-study (Web Appendix D), construct measurement instruments (Web Appendix E), summary statistics (Web Appendix F), and supplementary tests (Web Appendix G) are provided in the online supplementary material. 
To examine reciprocity in response to sustainability-driven nearshoring, we conducted three consecutive experiments, one preliminary study and two main studies. The pre-study established differential emotional responses to sustainability-based nearshoring motives and served as a conceptual baseline for formal hypothesis testing (see Appendix D). Study 1 examined H1, validated the pretest, and tested the moderating effect of perceived corporate hypocrisy as a function of spatial distance (H2). Study 2 further extended this logic by examining whether the effects of corporate hypocrisy depend jointly on spatial and social distance (H3, H4), using a mixed design with a between-subjects factorial and a repeated-measures longitudinal within-subjects experiment. Table 1 provides an overview of the three studies. 
… Table 1 about here…

3.1. Study 1: The norm of reciprocity under corporate hypocrisy
Study 1 replicated and extended the pre-study by testing whether gratitude mediates the effects of sustainability-based nearshoring motives on willingness to reciprocate, and whether this process is conditioned by the spatial distance of a subsequent hypocritical act. 
3.1.1. Participants, design of experiment and measures 
In this pre-registered study (i.e., at AsPredicted[footnoteRef:2], #128249), we employed a 2 × 2 between-subjects design manipulating nearshoring decision (socio-economic vs environmental) and corporate hypocrisy (hypocrisy in nearshored vs offshored country). The final sample comprised 257 Turkish participants (63.4% female, 36.2% male) after eliminating the careless responses. Participants first read a nearshoring scenario (identical to pre-study) and reported gratitude (Time 1), then read a follow-up news scenario describing a hypocritical act by the same company and again reported gratitude (Time 2). [2:  AsPredicted (https://aspredicted.org/) is a public pre-registration repository. Record #128249 refers to the pre-registered plan for this study.] 

To ensure experimental control and avoid the confounding influence of participants’ prior associations with specific countries or political geographies, the decision-maker was consistently described as a Europe-centred company. The scenario referred to a "country close to its headquarters" to represent spatial proximity and to the "Far East" to indicate spatial distance, without naming specific countries. In line with our CLT-based conceptualisation (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2010), this abstract spatial framing was designed to capture psychological spatial distance while intentionally holding cultural cues constant, following past experimental work on spatial distance framing (e.g., Fujita et al., 2006), so that any observed effects reflect spatial distance rather than cultural distance. This approach enabled a clean manipulation of psychological distance, aligning with prior methodological guidance for scenario-based research in ethically and politically sensitive domains (Aguinis & Bradley, 2014). Notably, the participant pool for Study 1, including the pre-test, was composed of Turkish consumers, thereby enabling the examination of spatial distance effects in a regionally relevant consumer context. 
In addressing the measurement of primary constructs within Study 1, we preserved consistency with the pre-study in operationalising the nearshoring motive and employed identical scales to measure gratitude and willingness to reciprocate. Additionally, for the latter part of Study 1, we operationalised corporate hypocrisy as a dichotomous variable (i.e., formerly offshored country = 0, recently nearshored country = 1). To assess perceived corporate hypocrisy, we adapted five items from Wagner et al. (2009) as a manipulation check to examine whether each group perceived a fair amount of hypocrisy. Furthermore, we included cosmopolitanism as a control variable, as in the pre-study. Additionally, we controlled for sustainability value orientation, aligning with research suggesting that sustainability-focused values are linked to responsible consumer behaviour (Buerke et al., 2017), to reduce the risk that responses to corporate hypocrisy are inflated by underlying value orientations.
3.1.2. Manipulation, realism checks and preliminary analyses 
We again ensured the effectiveness of the scenarios through the manipulation and realism checks. First, the scenario believability test ensured the realism (M = 5.12; t [256] =12.2, p < .001). Second, participants indicated whether the nearshoring motive implied environmental or socio-economic sustainability using a seven-point semantic scale. The t-test results confirmed successful manipulation of the sustainability-based nearshoring motive, with significant variation in scores aligning with the implied motive in each condition (M environmental = 4.68, SD environmental = 2.39; M socio-economic = 2.35, SD socio-economic = 1.84; t = -8.74, p < .001; 1 = socio-economic, 7 = environmental). Subsequently, we assessed whether the intended manipulation of corporate hypocrisy in the scenarios was achieved (Wagner et al., 2009). A one-sample t-test confirmed that the average score for corporate hypocrisy (M = 5.36) was significantly higher than the critical value of 4 (t [256] = 15.16, p < .001).
All constructs demonstrated satisfactory reliability and validity (see Web Appendix E for item-level statistics and model fit indices). We conducted a measurement invariance assessment following the approach used in our pre-study (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). The configural invariance model demonstrated that respondents across the four groups conceptualised the constructs similarly, with good model fit across all groups (χ2(1424) = 2540.423, χ2 / df = 1.784; CFI = 0.829; RMSEA = 0.056). Further assessment of metric invariance, wherein measurement weights of factors were constrained to be equal across groups, revealed changes in CFI scores between unconstrained and constrained models of less than 0.01 (∆CFI ≤ 0.01; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). These results confirm both configural and metric invariance. In line with the pre-study, we assessed common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003) using Gaskin and Lim’s (2017) specific bias test, with social desirability (Hays et al., 1989) as the marker variable. Significant results for both the chi-square difference test (Δχ2 = 44.154, Δdf = 24; p < 0.05) and the equal-constraints test (Δχ² = 36.624, Δdf = 23, p < .05) indicated unevenly distributed bias. Social desirability was therefore retained as a covariate in subsequent analyses.
3.1.3. Hypothesis testing 
Replicating the baseline finding from the pre-study, we observed a significant difference in gratitude felt after nearshoring (T1) (M socio-economic= -.23, SD socio-economic = 1.75; M environmental= .24, SD environmental = 1.83; t [255] = -2.1, p < .05). Subsequently, we conducted serial mediation analyses on willingness to reciprocate (PROCESS Model 6; 20,000 resamples; Hayes, 2018), estimating the indirect effects of nearshoring motives on willingness to reciprocate through gratitude felt after learning about nearshoring driven by sustainability-based motives (i.e., Gratitude T1) and gratitude felt after learning about a hypocritical act of the nearshored brand (i.e., Gratitude T2). Providing support for H1 and initial evidence for the proposed process outlined in H2, the results revealed a significant index of serial mediation (B = .475, SE = .027, 95% CI [.0007, .1083]). 
In full test of H2, we estimated the indirect effect of nearshoring motive × corporate hypocrisy through gratitude felt after learning about nearshoring driven by sustainability-based motives (i.e., Gratitude T1) and gratitude felt after learning about hypocritical act of the nearshored brand (i.e., Gratitude T2), controlling for cosmopolitanism, sustainability value orientation, and social desirability with a moderated serial mediation analysis by employing PROCESS Model 84 (20,000 resamples; Hayes, 2018). Our results revealed a significant index of moderated serial mediation (B = -.100, SE = .056, CI95% [-.228, -.004]). Consistent with H2, environmental sustainability-based nearshoring motives led to a greater increase in felt gratitude (T1) compared to socio-economic sustainability-based motives. However, when a hypocritical event occurred, participants’ gratitude toward nearshoring (T2) decreased, and this decrease was more pronounced when nearshoring was driven by environmental-sustainability-based motives (see Figure 2).  Specifically, a hypocritical event occurring in a recently nearshored country resulted in lower gratitude (T2), leading to lower willingness to reciprocate (B = -.000, SE = .035, CI95% [-.076, .067]). Conversely, a hypocritical event occurring in a formerly offshored country resulted in higher gratitude (T2), leading to a higher willingness to reciprocate (B = .099, SE = .042, CI95% [.028, .194]). Further details on hypothesis testing for Study 1 are available in Web Appendix F. 
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3.1.4. Discussion 
The findings from Study 1 provide support for H1 and initial support for H2. Replicating the pattern observed in the pre-study, participants reported greater gratitude toward nearshoring decisions motivated by environmental sustainability than toward those framed in socio-economic terms. This suggests that consumers continue to evaluate environmental motives more favourably, even though socio-economic motives such as fair wages and improved working conditions are also socially meaningful. Study 1 further shows that this positive response is vulnerable to subsequent inconsistency. When a hypocritical act followed the nearshoring decision, gratitude declined, and this decline was more pronounced when the inconsistency occurred in the recently nearshored country rather than in the formerly offshored one. These findings provide initial evidence that spatial distance conditions the reciprocity process triggered by sustainability-based nearshoring. Building on this, Study 2 examines whether the process becomes even more contingent when social distance from the brand is also taken into account, and whether these shifts extend to downstream brand responses.

3.2. Study 2: Unveiling the Role of Spatial and Social Distances on Reciprocity
Study 2 builds on Study 1 by examining how the reciprocity mechanism unfolds when both social distance to the brand and spatial distance to the hypocritical act vary. It tracks how this process evolves over time and translates into downstream brand responses (H3 and H4).
3.2.1. Participants, design of experiment and measures 
Study 2 (AsPredicted, #146980) employed a 2 × 2 mixed design in which social distance to the brand (familiar vs fictitious brand) was manipulated between subjects and spatial distance to the hypocritical act (recently nearshored vs formerly offshored country) was manipulated at Time 2. At Time 1, we primed felt gratitude using a scenario in which a Europe-centred company implemented a nearshoring decision driven by sustainability motives. In the low-distance condition, participants indicated the first textile and apparel brand they regularly shopped from that came to mind after reading the scenario, which was referenced again at Time 2. We retained only participants who recalled the same brand. In the high-distance condition, participants read about a fictitious brand (“D4C”) (see Appendix C for further details). After a 7-day interval (Time 2), participants read a follow-up scenario describing a hypocritical act by the same company occurring either in the recently nearshored country (low spatial distance) or the formerly offshored country (high spatial distance). This design allowed us to test how prior gratitude, elicited under different social distances, influenced avoidance and resilience intentions following corporate hypocrisy. 
The study began with 306 UK-based adults recruited via the Prolific online panel. After excluding responses that failed attention check and bogus item questions, the final Time 1 sample comprised 295 participants (n low distant brand = 144; n high distant brand = 151). In the second wave (time 2), 230 usable observations remained following attrition and additional attention-check exclusions (54.8% female, 44.3% male, .9% other; n low distant brand = 116; n high distant brand = 114). Within the low social-distance condition, 56 participants observed hypocrisy occurring in the formerly offshored country and 60 in the nearshored country. In the high social-distance condition, 59 participants observed hypocrisy in the formerly offshored country and 55 in the nearshored country. Consistent with Study 1, spatial distance was manipulated using abstract spatial framing ("a country close to the company’s headquarters" vs "a formerly offshored country") without naming specific nations. This approach ensured that responses reflected primarily psychological distance rather than geopolitical or cultural associations, aligning with our CLT-based operationalisation of distance across studies. 
Gratitude, willingness to reciprocate, and perceived corporate hypocrisy were measured using the same scales as in the earlier studies. In addition, we measured brand avoidance (Lee et al., 2009) and resilience intention (Skarmeas & Leonidou, 2013). As in prior studies, we included cosmopolitanism and sustainability value orientation as controls. To reduce the risk that responses reflected general affective elevation rather than gratitude toward the nearshoring decision, we introduced a control for positive affect using selected items from the PANAS[footnoteRef:3] (Watson et al., 1988), aligning with research indicating that discrete emotions may yield varying effects on consumer judgments and behaviour (Kranzbühler et al., 2020).  [3:  For two main reasons, we restricted ourselves to a subset of PANAS items. Firstly, to prevent participant boredom, we carefully considered item selection. Secondly, given the study context, clarity and relevance were prioritised, leading us to choose emotions that directly aligned with our objectives and minimised potential confusion among participants. This approach is commonly adopted in extant marketing research (e.g., Norberg & Horne, 2014). We only controlled for positive affect, as pre-assessment of negative affect didn’t reveal any effect on the predicted variables in our model. This decision aligns with the idea that including controls not associated with dependent variables may reduce the power to detect meaningful relationships (Nielsen & Raswant, 2018, p. 960).] 

3.2.2. Manipulation, realism checks and preliminary analyses 
The results confirmed the realism of the scenario at both Time 1 (M = 5.42; t [229] =23.4, p < .001; critical value 4) and Time 2 (M = 5.93; t [229] =43.5, p < .001; critical value 4). Additionally, the t-test results indicated that felt gratitude was successfully manipulated (M = 4.97; t [229] =13.1, p < .001; critical value 4), with no significant difference between the low- and high-social-distance conditions (Mlow = 5.08, SD = 1.04; Mhigh = 4.86, SD = 1.19; t = 1.45, p > .05), indicating similarly positive responses to the nearshoring decision across groups. To verify the social distance manipulation, participants evaluated the focal brand (self-nominated vs. fictitious “D4C”) using three binary brand-familiarity items adapted from Delgado-Ballester et al. (2012). The items assessed whether the brand was familiar, whether participants had heard of it, and whether they knew it, with responses coded dichotomously (1 = unfamiliar, 2 = familiar). Results confirmed the effectiveness of the manipulation, with significantly higher familiarity reported for actual brand than for the fictitious brand (q1: 89.7% vs. 57.9%, χ²(1) = 30.07, p < .001; q2: 81% vs. 66.7%, χ²(1) = 6.15, p < .05; q3: 87.9% vs. 58.8%, χ²(1) = 28.08, p < .001).  Finally, perceived corporate hypocrisy did not differ significantly between the spatial-distance conditions (M formerly offshored country = 5.14, SD = 1.07; M nearshored country = 5.58, SD = 1.02; t = -3.16, p > .05), indicating that both groups perceived similarly high levels of hypocrisy towards the company's recent actions. 
All constructs demonstrated satisfactory reliability and validity (see Web Appendix E for full measurement statistics). To assess common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we followed the same procedure used in the previous studies. Both the zero-constrained model (∆χ2(∆df = 35) = 105.48, p < 0.001) and the equal-constrained model (∆χ2(∆df = 34) = 97.68, p < 0.001) indicated measurable and unevenly distributed bias. Social desirability was therefore retained as a covariate in subsequent analyses. Measurement invariance was assessed using multi-group analysis guidelines (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). The configural invariance model indicated acceptable fit across groups (χ2(1424) = 4793.725, χ2 / df = 1.724; CFI= 0.743; RMSEA = 0.057), and metric invariance was confirmed as the change in CFI scores between unconstrained and constrained models remained below 0.01 (∆CFI ≤ 0.01; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). 
3.2.3. Hypotheses testing 
To test H3, we first used latent difference score (LDS; McArdle, 2009) analyses to model longitudinal changes in willingness to reciprocate from Time 1 to Time 2 following a hypocritical action. Following recommended LDS procedures, Time 2 willingness to reciprocate was regressed on Time 1 willingness to reciprocate and the latent change score, with both paths constrained to 1 (McArdle, 2009). The resulting model provided a good fit, χ2(df) = 107.639(42) = 2.56, p < 0.001, RMSEA = .008, CFI = 0.95, SRMR = 0.08.
Gratitude toward the company’s nearshoring decision was significantly associated with subsequent changes in willingness to reciprocate following the hypocritical action. Specifically, when the nearshored brand was socially distant, consumers exhibited a greater decrease in willingness to reciprocate than when the brand was socially closer (b = −.15, p = .001). Changes in willingness to reciprocate were also negatively related to brand avoidance at Time 2 (b = −.43, p = .001). We followed a two-step analytical approach to test H3. First, bootstrapped mediation analysis (Preacher & Hayes, 2008) revealed that gratitude toward the nearshoring decision indirectly affected brand avoidance through changes in willingness to reciprocate (b = 0.066, SE = 0.03, p = .01). Second, a multi-group LDS structural equation model examined whether this effect depended on spatial distance to the hypocritical act. The indirect relationship between social distance and brand avoidance became stronger when the hypocritical action occurred in a recently nearshored country (low spatial distance; b = .20, 95% CI [0.09, 0.34]).
We used the same LDS framework to test H4, examining resilience intention as the outcome. The model again demonstrated acceptable fit, χ2(df) = 113.840(41) = 2.77, p < 0.001, RMSEA = .008, CFI = 0.94, SRMR = 0.05. Bootstrapped mediation analysis indicated a significant indirect effect of social distance on resilience intention through changes in willingness to reciprocate (B = −0.528, SE = 0.14, p = .001). Multi-group LDS modelling further showed that this indirect relationship was stronger when the hypocritical act occurred in the recently nearshored country (low spatial distance; B = −0.71, 95% CI [−1.56, −0.32]). The latent difference change models performed are shown in Figure 3. 
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To assess robustness, we conducted additional analyses using PROCESS macro models in SPSS (Hayes, 2018) based on imputed LDS change scores. Bootstrapped mediation (Model 4; 20,000 resamples) confirmed that gratitude indirectly increased brand avoidance (IE = 0.519, CI [0.3136, 0.7208]) and reduced resilience intention (IE = −0.580, CI [−0.8464, −0.3072]) through changes in willingness to reciprocate. We then estimated conditional indirect effects using PROCESS Model 7. The results indicated that the indirect effects on both brand avoidance and resilience intention were contingent on the spatial distance of the hypocritical act, supporting H3 and H4. In particular, the negative change in willingness to reciprocate was stronger when the hypocritical action occurred in the recently nearshored country (low spatial distance). As illustrated in Figure 4, the interaction between social distance and spatial distance significantly predicted changes in willingness to reciprocate for both low spatial distance (b = −0.919, p < .001) and high spatial distance conditions (b = −0.413, p < .05) (see Web Appendix F for fully detailed conditional indirect effects and pairwise comparisons). These findings corroborate the LDS results.
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3.2.4. Discussion 
Study 2 extends the findings of Study 1 by evidencing that the reciprocity process becomes more fragile when both spatial and social distance are considered simultaneously. Consistent with H3 and H4, hypocrisy in a recently nearshored country led to a more pronounced decline in willingness to reciprocate when the focal brand was socially close rather than socially distant. This decline, in turn, increased brand avoidance and diminished resilience intention. These findings indicate that consumer reactions to hypocrisy are shaped not only by where the inconsistency occurs, but also by how close the brand feels to the consumer. In this way, Study 2 reveals that gratitude generated by sustainability-motivated nearshoring is especially vulnerable when moral inconsistency is experienced as both geographically and socially proximate. This pattern also foreshadows a distance paradox. Although consumers expect ethical consistency from firms, their reactions become less critical when misconduct is perceived as psychologically distant. We return to this paradox in the next section to clarify its implications for sustainability, nearshoring, and consumer ethics.

4. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
Notwithstanding a growing body of literature examining how firms’ sustainability-motivated relocation decisions are perceived by consumers (e.g., Gillani et al., 2022; Grappi et al., 2018), existing evidence remains empirically underexplored in explaining the boundary conditions shaping consumer responses within the context of nearshoring decisions. The present study examines how consumers evaluate sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions, with particular attention to the roles of corporate hypocrisy and psychological distance. To address this, SET and CLT are integrated to develop a more fine-grained understanding of the mechanisms underlying consumer responses. More specifically, SET provides a foundational lens to examine how the norm of reciprocity shapes consumer gratitude and subsequent brand reactions in the context of nearshoring decisions. Building on this, CLT further unpacks how psychological distance (i.e., spatial and social distance) conditions these reciprocity-based evaluations, particularly in situations marked by perceived corporate hypocrisy.
4.1. Theoretical implications
Are sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions consistently eliciting favourable consumer responses? Although such actions are often assumed to generate positive consumer evaluations, our findings indicate that these effects vary depending on the presence of corporate hypocrisy and the psychological distance through which such actions are interpreted. In this regard, our study makes three contributions to the existing literature.
First, we extend the research on CLT (Adler & Sarstedt, 2021; Liberman, Trope, & Wakslak, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010) by identifying a distance paradox in sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions, whereby strong endorsement of sustainability-driven motives does not necessarily align with critical responses to corporate hypocrisy in spatially or socially distant contexts. In that vein, our findings reveal that closer psychological distance, whether spatial or social, amplifies the negative emotional responses and disrupts the norm of reciprocity. However, when hypocrisy occurs in spatially distant locations or involves socially distant brands, consumers construe this hypocritical event more abstractly and respond less critically. Thereby, we demonstrate how psychological distance alters the moral scrutiny applied to corporate behaviour, revealing an inconsistency between consumers’ stated sustainability commitments and their reactions to sustainability violations. This contrasts with Gillani et al. (2023)’s findings, which indicate that consumers remain equally concerned about harm occurring in previous production locations. However, our findings also extend Eyal et al. (2008), which suggests that psychological distance amplifies principle-based moral evaluations, by indicating that spatial and social distance may instead reduce moral scrutiny in consumer responses to corporate hypocrisy. On the other hand, we support Kim and Hur (2025)’s arguments, demonstrating that variations in consumers’ construal levels play a significant role in shaping judgments of corporate actions, confirming the view that corporate hypocrisy triggers intense negative consumer responses. In a similar vein, our findings complement Hong et al. (2024) by aligning with their proximity bias, whereby individuals perceive outcomes as more likely when they occur in closer proximity and extend this logic from probability judgments to moral evaluations, elaborating that psychological distance also attenuates consumers’ critical responses to corporate hypocrisy. 
Our second contribution advances understanding of the relational mechanism underlying the distance paradox by integrating CLT with SET, demonstrating how psychological distance conditions the norm of reciprocity and, in turn, influences consumers’ responses to corporate hypocrisy within the context of sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions. Our findings indicate that sustainability-based nearshoring motives can evoke consumer gratitude and willingness to reciprocate by signalling benevolent intent, reflecting that reciprocity may emerge not only from direct interactions but also from corporate relocation decisions perceived as socially responsible. However, these effects are contingent on psychological distance, such that proximity strengthens reciprocity-based evaluations, whereas distance weakens both reciprocity-based evaluations and consumers’ critical responses to corporate hypocrisy, as well as their subsequent brand reactions. Relatedly, our findings extend SET (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 1976) by revealing that reciprocity-based responses are contingent on different sustainability-based motives, with environmental motives eliciting stronger gratitude than socio-economic motives in the context of nearshoring decisions. This aligns with Grappi et al. (2015)’s arguments by confirming that relocation decisions can generate consumer gratitude, while extending this perspective by showing that such responses vary across sustainability-based motives and are contingent on corporate hypocrisy. Further, the scepticism toward socio-economic motives aligns with Gillani et al. (2023), which highlights consumers’ critical evaluation of firms’ relocation decisions, while our findings further demonstrate that such scepticism is associated with weaker gratitude and reduced willingness to reciprocate. In this regard, our findings also extend those of Lindgreen et al. (2009), which demonstrate that although social sustainability is perceived as personally relevant, it tends to be regarded as professionally secondary. In a similar vein, our findings support Chou et al. (2023)’s arguments, which contend that sustainability motives drive consumers to feel gratitude. This also complements existing research demonstrating that consumers’ feelings of gratitude increase when they observe the altruistic actions of the firm (De Vries & Duque, 2018).  
Third, we contribute to the demand side understanding of relocation strategies, particularly in the context of sustainability-driven nearshoring decisions. Prior research on relocation has focused predominantly on firm-level drivers such as cost optimisation, resource access, and operational efficiency (e.g., Ellram et al., 2013; Fratocchi et al., 2016; Moradlou et al., 2023), while paying limited attention to how such decisions are interpreted by consumers and influence relational outcomes. Our findings build on Lu et al. (2021), which examines consumer responses to service offshoring through perceptions of fit and cognitive consistency, by extending this perspective to sustainability-driven nearshoring and explaining how consumers interpret corporate behaviour through construal processes, gratitude-based reciprocity, and the distance paradox. Our longitudinal design further allows for the tracing of consumer responses over time, thereby offering a more nuanced view of the reputational risks associated with sustainability-motivated nearshoring strategies. Besides, we complement Dey et al. (2023)’s findings, which examine attitudes toward reshored brands in a Brexit-related context by drawing on corporate social responsibility perceptions, political and national reshoring sentiments by shifting attention to sustainability-motivated nearshoring and explaining consumer responses through motive attribution, reciprocity, and psychological distance. Similarly, our findings responds to recent calls for more integrative value system perspectives (Grappi et al., 2019) and extend Grappi et al. (2020), which highlights the role of consumer reshoring sentiment and animosity in determining market responses, by explaining how sustainability driven nearshoring can generate reciprocity yet also lead to adverse consumer reactions under perceived corporate hypocrisy, particularly when misconduct is psychologically proximate. 
4.2. Managerial Implications
The findings from our studies offer actionable insights for companies aiming to leverage sustainability-driven nearshoring decisions to enhance favourable brand-related outcomes. Firstly, marketing managers should understand and capitalise on consumer preferences for sustainable initiatives by prominently featuring their environmental commitments in marketing communications. While such preferences vary across product categories and regional markets, awareness among eco-conscious consumers is growing. Brands should recognise that location decisions can foster positive emotional and behavioural responses, yet they rarely foreground these in marketing communications, even when these strategies carry substantial sustainability implications. Promoting nearshoring, particularly for those motivated by environmental considerations, can create a distinct differentiator, since accountability and tangible benefits of sustainability efforts can enhance consumer trust and elicit more positive reactions (Pomering & Dolnicar, 2009). From a practical perspective, companies may operationalise these findings by including reasons for nearshoring in their communication materials, such as in sustainability reports, on-pack messages or via storytelling in marketing materials that illustrate how relocation decisions reduce environmental and social burdens. They can also provide transparent, verifiable evidence, such as carbon-reduction data or improved labour conditions, to substantiate these claims. 
Furthermore, it is imperative for managers to ensure that their messages are internally consistent. As our research highlights, perceived consistency in the sustainability motives behind nearshoring decisions is key to maintaining positive consumer responses, whereas inconsistency disproportionately amplifies negative reactions when proximity is high. To counteract corporate hypocrisy, marketing practitioners should support their sustainability promises with visible actions, such as assessing current practices, transparently sharing progress, addressing potential gaps, and correcting inconsistencies swiftly. Genuine and consistent sustainability efforts can preserve consumer goodwill and reduce brand avoidance. For companies that have faced criticism for their past offshoring practices, sustainability-motivated nearshoring decisions can serve as an opportunity to rebuild trust and elicit favourable responses. Proactively highlighting environmental and socio-economic benefits demonstrates a commitment to responsible practices and can rehabilitate consumer-brand relationships. Relatedly, practitioners should adopt a strategic approach to communicating all dimensions of sustainability and recognise the value-creating impact of supply chain decisions, which are perceived merely as a cost-optimisation function, leading to insufficient attention from upper management towards the communication needs of value chain departments (Gambetti & Giovanardi, 2013). In this sense, framing nearshoring as a mutually beneficial decision, highlighting how environmental and social gains also contribute to consumer well-being, can activate reciprocity, foster gratitude and strengthen brand relationships, thereby reinforcing the brand's ethical image. This framing directly reflects the relational mechanisms uncovered in our studies.
Lastly, it is essential for companies to maintain consistency in their actions following nearshoring decisions. While concerns about brand avoidance or boycotts are common, our findings reveal that perceptions of corporate hypocrisy vary with social and spatial distance, leading to diverse consequences. Marketing practitioners should be mindful of these dynamics when assessing the impact of perceived corporate hypocrisy on stakeholder relationships. Variations in reactions with respect to spatial distance underscore the need to heighten consumer awareness regarding firms' sustainability practices and to foster a more holistic view of global corporate responsibility. Public authorities and companies should promote awareness of global sustainability issues, encouraging consumers to view the world without geographical divisions, particularly in terms of environmental and socio-economic sustainability. By aligning nearshoring strategy with genuine sustainability motives and maintaining consistent corporate behaviour, companies can sustain long-term consumer-brand relationships. This approach not only addresses ethical concerns but also aligns with the strategic marketing objectives by ensuring that sustainability efforts translate into substantive consumer engagement.
4.3. Limitations and further research
While three studies significantly contribute to understanding consumer responses to corporate hypocrisy and sustainability-driven decisions, our research has several limitations that also present promising avenues for future research. First, all three studies employed hypothetical scenarios, which potentially limit the generalizability of the findings to real-world consumer behaviour. Future research could complement experimental designs with field studies involving actual consumer responses. Complementing experimental approaches with qualitative methods, such as interviews or focus groups, could also provide a deeper understanding of the underlying mechanisms driving consumer responses. Furthermore, participants across studies were recruited from online panels, which may not fully represent the broader population. Future research could include more diverse samples, such as participants from different demographic backgrounds and geographic locations, to enhance generalizability.
Second, although we implemented established procedural and statistical remedies to ensure measurement validity and mitigate common method bias across three studies, the reliance on self-report measures may still introduce biases such as social desirability. Future research could therefore complement self-reported data with alternative measurement approaches, such as behavioural observations or physiological indicators. Despite efforts to enhance external validity, limitations also remain in extrapolating findings to real-world settings. Future research could therefore collaborate with industry partners or conduct field studies that include stakeholder perspectives beyond those of consumers, such as those of employees, Investors, and local communities. 
Third, the pre-study and Study 1 examined consumer responses in a developing-country context, whereas Study 2 examined them in a developed-country context. Future research could explore cultural variations in consumer reactions to corporate hypocrisy and sustainability-driven decisions, considering factors such as individualism-collectivism and cultural values. Furthermore, the studies primarily focused on how corporate hypocrisy and sustainability motives affect consumer reactions to company decision-making and communication. Future research could explore alternative explanations, including brand reputation, trust, or perceived importance of sustainability issues, along with the roles of transparency, scepticism, and cynicism. Future studies could also examine additional emotional responses beyond gratitude, including both positive reactions (e.g., happiness or liking) and negative feelings toward corporate hypocrisy. Drawing on behavioural economics to examine how mechanisms such as loss aversion, cognitive biases, and decision heuristics could add further insights into consumer decision-making in nearshoring contexts. Extending the demand-side perspective to other neo-internationalisation strategies, such as safe-shoring or friend-shoring, may also clarify their implications for consumer responses. Moreover, in Study 2, social distance was operationalised through brand familiarity, with participants indicating a familiar, self-nominated brand in the low-distance condition and evaluating a fictitious brand in the high-distance condition. This approach aligns with CLT-based manipulations of familiarity and successfully produced the intended differentiation in perceived familiarity (Delgado-Ballester et al., 2012). Nonetheless, relying on participant-nominated familiar brands may introduce variation in prior brand experience, such as differences in prior exposure, liking, or usage history, which were not directly measured. Such variation may influence brand-related evaluations independently of the familiarity manipulation. Future research could incorporate explicit measures of participants’ prior brand experience or use experimentally controlled brand stimuli, for example, pretested brands with standardised familiarity and attitude profiles, to reduce such variability while preserving the conceptual logic of social distance. 
A further consideration concerns our scenario-based design, in which spatial distance was manipulated through abstract spatial framing (e.g., “a country close to the company’s headquarters”) without naming specific countries. This methodological choice aimed to isolate spatial proximity and psychological distance while holding geopolitical, cultural, and identity-related cues constant. Prior research suggests that psychological distance can reduce attention to individuating features such as cultural identity when forming moral evaluations (Mentovich et al., 2016), supporting our use of abstract distance cues to capture construal-level effects. Although this allowed us to focus on spatial distance independently of explicit cultural cues, cultural interpretations may still inform consumer reactions.[footnoteRef:4] Our findings should therefore be interpreted as reflecting spatial distance effects within the limits of an abstract scenario-based design. We also note that institutional distance, including differences in governance quality or labour protections across countries, may influence consumer moral assessments in real-world settings. Because our manipulation did not reference specific national contexts, however, institutional factors could not operate within the experimental design. At the same time, spatial, cultural, and institutional forms of distance are often intertwined, and consumers may interpret corporate hypocrisy differently depending on the broader context in which it occurs. Future research could therefore examine contexts in which cultural and spatial proximity are decoupled (e.g., by assessing ethical tolerance in culturally similar versus dissimilar countries that are equidistant from the consumer’s own country). Prior research suggests that cultural similarity may amplify perceived moral obligations and consumer reactions, whereas cultural distance may buffer or deflect consumer outrage (e.g., Septianto et al., 2022). Lu et al. (2021) similarly demonstrate that consumer judgments in offshore service contexts are influenced by perceived cultural and locational consistency. These highlight the value of further disentangling how spatial and cultural perceptions together shape consumer reactions, enriching our understanding of how cultural biases (e.g., cultural distance, perceived ‘foreignness’) interact with spatial proximity to influence ethical appraisal in business strategy implementations.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  As part of our robustness checks, we also examined whether participants’ evaluations of the transgression differed in perceived severity across spatial distance conditions. Perceived crisis severity can serve as a proxy for the intensity with which consumers judge a violation (Dawar & Lei, 2009; Maxham & Netemeyer, 2002; Shin et al., 2016), and such evaluations could vary if cultural interpretations influence responses. These supplementary analyses did not indicate any effect of perceived severity on the key relationships, suggesting that spatial distance effects are not attributable to differences in the severity of the transgression as judged. This robustness check, therefore, functions as a control for an alternative explanation but does not eliminate the broader conceptual possibility that cultural distance may still shape moral evaluations.]  [5:  This distinction between spatial and cultural distance was raised by one of our anonymous reviewers and reflects an insightful perspective from which future research can generate new questions. While our scenarios intentionally avoided national or cultural markers to isolate spatial distance effects, we acknowledge that consumer moral judgments may sometimes be co-shaped by both geographic proximity and subtle contextual cues. We believe future research could meaningfully explore these dynamics through comparative designs that disaggregate geographic and cultural biases.] 

Finally, we employed a cross-sectional survey approach in both the pre-study and Study 1, reflecting subjects’ perceptions at a single point in time and may overlook potential changes in attitudes and behaviours over longer periods. We addressed this limitation in Study 2 by using a longitudinal within-subjects design with multiple measurement points to capture dynamics and test stability over time. Future research, for example, could further examine real corporate relocation announcements or sustainability-related controversies over time to offer additional insight. Such research could also examine observable outcomes such as changes in consumer engagement or broader market reactions following nearshoring-related corporate actions. These limitations suggest the study's conclusions are tied to its specific experimental design, which used particular national samples, abstract spatial frames to isolate psychological distance, and brand stimuli with fictitious or participant-nominated brands. Future research on real corporate relocations in varied contexts could offer deeper insights beyond the experimental setting.

Declarations
Conflict of interest: The authors have no conflict of interest.

[bookmark: _Hlk167651067]References 
Adler, S., & Sarstedt, M. (2021). Mapping the jungle: A bibliometric analysis of research into construal level theory. Psychology & Marketing, 38(9), 1367–1383.
Albrecht, C.-M., Hattula S., & Lehmann, D.R. (2017). The relationship between consumer shopping stress and purchase abandonment in task-oriented and recreation-oriented consumers. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 45(5), 720–740.
Aguinis, H., & Bradley, K. J. (2014). Best practice recommendations for designing and implementing experimental vignette methodology studies. Organizational research methods, 17(4), 351–371.
Andersson, J., Berg, A., Hedrich, S., Ibanez, P., Janmark, J., and Magnus, K-H. (2018). Is apparel manufacturing coming home? McKinsey Global Institute. Retrieved from: https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/retail/our-insights/is-apparel-manufacturing-coming-home.
Antonetti, P., & Maklan, S. (2018). Identity bias in negative word of mouth following irresponsible corporate behavior: A research model and moderating effects. Journal of Business Ethics, 149, 1005–1023.
Ardan Labs. (2024, January 10). A case study on exploring nearshoring potential: A roadmap for global dominance. https://www.ardanlabs.com/news/2024/a-case-study-on-exploring-nearshoring-potential/
Audrain-Pontevia, A. F., & Garnier, I. (2021). Are your customers grateful? How customer gratitude impacts loyalty programme effectiveness. International Journal of Retail & Distribution Management, 49(12), 1660-1679.
Bager, S. L., & Lambin, E. F. (2020). Sustainability strategies by companies in the global coffee sector. Business Strategy and the Environment, 29(8), 3555–3570.
Baghi, I, & Antonetti, P. (2021). The higher they climb, the harder they fall: The role of self-brand connectedness in consumer responses to corporate social responsibility hypocrisy. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 28(4), 1216–1230.
Bagozzi, R. P. (1975). Social exchange in marketing. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 3, 314–327.
Bain & Company. (2024, November 14). Businesses accelerate reshoring and near-shoring amid heightened geopolitical uncertainties and rising costs [Press release]. https://www.bain.com/about/media-center/press-releases/2024/businesses-accelerate-reshoring-and-near-shoring-amid-heightened-geopolitical-uncertainties-and-rising-costs-bain--company-finds/ 
Bar-Anan, Y., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2006). The association between psychological distance and construal level: evidence from an implicit association test. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 135(4), 609.
Becker-Olsen, K. L., Cudmore, B. A., & Hill, R. P. (2006). The impact of perceived corporate social responsibility on consumer behavior. Journal of Business Research, 59, 46–53.
Beitelspacher, L. S., Baker, T. L., Rapp, A., & Grewal, D. (2018). Understanding the long-term implications of retailer returns in business-to-business relationships. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 46, 252–272.
Bhattacharya, C. B., & Sen, S. (2004). Doing better at doing good: When, why, and how consumers respond to corporate social initiatives. California Management Review, 47(1), 9-24.
Bock, D., Thomas, V., Wolter, J., Saenger, C., & Xu, P. (2021). An extended reciprocity cycle of gratitude: How gratitude strengthens existing and initiates new customer relationships. Psychology & Marketing, 38(3), 564–576.
Bono, G., & McCullough, M. E. (2006). Positive responses to benefit and harm: Bringing forgiveness and gratitude into cognitive psychotherapy. Journal of Cognitive Psychotherapy, 20(2), 147–158.
Buerke, A., Straatmann, T., Lin-Hi, N., & Müller, K. (2017). Consumer awareness and sustainability-focused value orientation as motivating factors of responsible consumer behavior. Review of Managerial Science, 11, 959-991.
Burgoon, J. K. (1993). Interpersonal expectations, expectancy violations, and emotional communication. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 12(1-2), 30–48.
Chen, S., & Choi, C. J. (2005). A social exchange perspective on business ethics: An application to knowledge exchange. Journal of Business Ethics, 62, 1–11.
Chen, L., Olhager, J., & Tang, O. (2014). Manufacturing facility location and sustainability: A literature review and research agenda. International Journal of Production Economics, 149, 154-163.
Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233–255.
Choi, J. J., Ju, M., Kotabe, M., Trigeorgis, L., & Zhang, X. T. (2018). Flexibility as firm value driver: Evidence from offshore outsourcing. Global Strategy Journal, 8(2), 351-376.
Choi, L., Kim, M., & Kim, S. (2024). The role of employee empathy in forming brand love: customer delight and gratitude as mediators and power distance belief as a moderator. Journal of Service Management, 35(3), 381-407.
Chou, C. Y., Leo, W. W. C., Tsarenko, Y., & Chen, T. (2023). When feeling good counts! Impact of consumer gratitude and life satisfaction in access-based services. European Journal of Marketing, 57(2), 626-652.
Connors, S., Anderson-MacDonald, S., & Thomson, M. (2017). Overcoming the ‘window dressing’ effect: Mitigating the negative effects of inherent skepticism towards corporate social responsibility. Journal of Business Ethics, 145, 599–621.
Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods approaches. Sage publications.
Cropanzano, R., & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of Management, 31, 874–900.
Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., & Hall, A. V. (2017). Social exchange theory: A critical review with theoretical remedies. Academy of Management Annals, 11(1), 479–516.
Czinkota, M., Kaufmann, H. R., & Basile, G. (2014). The relationship between legitimacy, reputation, sustainability and branding for companies and their supply chains. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(1), 91–101.
Delgado‐Ballester, E., Navarro, A., & Sicilia, M. (2012). Revitalising brands through communication messages: the role of brand familiarity. European Journal of Marketing, 46(1/2), 31–-51.
Deloitte Insights (2021). Shifting sands: Are consumers still embracing sustainability? Available at https://www2.deloitte.com/uk/en/pages/consumer-business/ articles/sustainable-consumer.html [accessed 23 December 2021].
Delis, A., Driffield, N., & Temouri, Y. (2019). The global recession and the shift to re-shoring: myth or reality?. Journal of Business Research, 103, 632–643.
Denzin, N.K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (eds) (1998). Collecting and Interpreting Qualitative Materials. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
De Vries, E. L., & Duque, L. C. (2018). Small but sincere: How firm size and gratitude determine the effectiveness of cause marketing campaigns. Journal of Retailing, 94(4), 352-363.
Duan, Y., Hofer, C., & Aloysius, J. A. (2021). Consumers care and firms should too: On the benefits of disclosing supplier monitoring activities. Journal of Operations Management, 67(3), 360-381.
Dwyer, F. R., Schurr, P. H., & Oh, S. (1987). Developing buyer-seller relationships. Journal of Marketing, 51(2), 11–27.
Eisingerich, A. B., Rubera, G., Seifert, M., & Bhardwaj, G. (2011). Doing good and doing better despite negative information?: The role of corporate social responsibility in consumer resistance to negative information. Journal of Service Research, 14(1), 60–75.
Ellram L, Tate, W, Petersen K (2013) Offshoring and reshoring: an update on the manufacturing location decision. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49(2), 14–22.
Emerson, R. M. (1976). Social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 2, 335–362.
Eyal, T., & Liberman, N. (2012). Morality and psychological distance: A construal level theory perspective. In M. Mikulincer & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), The social psychology of morality: Exploring the causes of good and evil (pp. 185–202). American Psychological Association.
Eyal, T., Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2008). Judging near and distant virtue and vice. Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology, 44(4), 1204–1209.
Fang, X., Yang, Z., So, K. K. F., Shao, Y., Zhang, Z., & Yu-Buck, G. F. (2025). Stay or leave? How corporate responses to economic sanctions shape consumer reactions. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 1–21.
Fiske, S. T. (1980). Attention and weight in person perception: The impact of negative and extreme behaviour. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 38(6), 889.
Font, X., Tapper, R., Schwartz, K., & Kornilaki, M. (2008). Sustainable supply chain management in tourism. Business Strategy and the Environment, 17(4), 260–271.
Forehand, M. R., & Grier, S. (2003). When is honesty the best policy? The effect of stated company intent on consumer skepticism. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 13(3), 349–356.
Fratocchi, L., Ancarani, A. Barbieri, P., Di Mauro, C., Nassimbeni, G., Sartor, M., Vignoli, M., & Zanoni, A. (2016). Motivations of manufacturing reshoring: an interpretive framework. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics, 46(2), 98-127. 
Fratocchi, L., & Di Stefano, C. (2019). Does sustainability matter for reshoring strategies? A literature review. Journal of Global Operations and Strategic Sourcing, 12, 449–476.
Fratocchi, L., & Mayer, J. (2023). The impact of environmental and social sustainability on the reshoring decision making and implementation process: insights from the bicycle industry. Operations Management Research, 16(2), 574–593.
Friemann, F. (2016). The role of manufacturing in affecting the social dimension of sustainability. CIRP Annals, 65(2), 689–712.
Fujita, K., Henderson, M. D., Eng, J., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2006). Spatial distance and mental construal of social events. Psychological Science, 17(4), 278–282.
Gambetti, R., & Giovanardi, M. (2013). Re-visiting the supply chain: A communication perspective. Corporate Communications: An International Journal, 18(4), 390–416.
Gaskin, J., Lim, J. (2017). CFA tool, AMOS plugin. Gaskination’s StatWiki.
Gereffi, G., & Lee, J. (2012). Why the world suddenly cares about global supply chains. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 48(3), 24–32.
Gereffi, G., & Lee, J. (2016). Economic and social upgrading in global value chains and industrial clusters: Why governance matters. Journal of Business Ethics, 133(1), 25–38.
Gereffi, G., Lim, H. C., & Lee, J. (2021). Trade policies, firm strategies, and adaptive reconfigurations of global value chains. Journal of International Business Policy, 4(4), 506–522.
Gillani, A., Kutaula, S., & Budhwar, P. S. (2023). Heading home? Reshoring and sustainability connectedness from a home‐country consumer perspective. British journal of management, 34(3), 1117–1137.
Gillani, A., Kutaula, S., Leonidou, L. C., & Christodoulides, P. (2021). The impact of proximity on consumer fair trade engagement and purchasing behavior: The moderating role of empathic concern and hypocrisy. Journal of Business Ethics, 169, 557–577.
Grappi, S., Romani, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2013). Consumer response to corporate irresponsible behavior: Moral emotions and virtues. Journal of Business Research, 66(10), 1814–1821.
Grappi, S., Romani, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2015). Consumer stakeholder responses to reshoring strategies. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43, 453–471.
Grappi, S., Romani, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2018). Reshoring from a demand-side perspective: Consumer reshoring sentiment and its market effects. Journal of World Business, 53, 194–208.
Grappi, S., Romani, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2020). Consumer reshoring sentiment and animosity: Expanding our understanding of market responses to reshoring. Management International Review, 60, 69–95.
Greenbaum, R. L., Mawritz, M. B., & Piccolo, R. F. (2015). When leaders fail to “walk the talk” supervisor undermining and perceptions of leader hypocrisy. Journal of Management, 41(3), 929–956.
Grolleau, G., Ibanez, L., & Mzoughi, N. (2023). The effect of distance on the moral judgment of environmental wrongdoings. Business Strategy and the Environment, 32(4), 1504–1512.
Ha-Brookshire, J. (2017). Toward moral responsibility theories of corporate sustainability and sustainable supply chain. Journal of Business Ethics, 145, 227–237.
Hardcopf, R., & Dhanorkar, S. (2024). How environmental accidents influence consumer “green” behavior: An econometric analysis. Business Strategy and the Environment, 33(8), 8851–8867.
Hayes, A. F. (2018). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach (2nd ed.). New York, NY: The Guilford Press.
Hays, R. D., Hayashi, T., & Stewart, A. L. (1989). A five‐item measure of socially desirable response set. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 49(3), 629–636. 
He, H., & Harris, L. (2020). The impact of Covid-19 pandemic on corporate social responsibility and marketing philosophy. Journal of Business Research, 116, 176–182.
Hoffmann, N. C., Yin, J., & Hoffmann, S. (2020). Chain of blame: A multi-country study of consumer reactions towards supplier hypocrisy in global supply chains. Management International Review, 60(2), 247–286.
Hong, J. S., Longoni, C., & Morwitz, V. G. (2024). Proximity bias: Interactive effect of spatial distance and outcome valence on probability judgments. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 34(1), 18-34.
Hong, J., Massini, S., & Edler, J. (2022). Governance choice misfit and firm performance in offshoring innovation: the role of institutional environment. R&D Management, 52(5), 970-991.
Home or away? Manufacturing location decisions and customer responses (2022). Strategic Direction, 38 (1), 13–15.
Jin, N., Line, N. D., & Yoon, D. (2018). Understanding the role of gratitude in building quality relationships. Journal of Hospitality Marketing & Management, 27(4), 465–485.
Jones, D. A. (2010). Does serving the community also serve the company? Using organizational identification and social exchange theories to understand employee responses to a volunteerism programme. Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(4), 857–878.
Jones, T. M. (1991). Ethical decision making by individuals in organizations: An issue-contingent model. Academy of Management Review, 16(2), 366–395.
Kim, S., He, H., & Gustafsson, A. (2024). The impact of corporate social irresponsibility on prosocial consumer behavior. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 1–25.
Kim, S., Jin, Y., & Reber, B. H. (2020). Assessing an organizational crisis at the construal level: how psychological distance impacts publics' crisis responses. Journal of Communication Management, 24(4), 319–337.
Kim, J., & Hur, W. M. (2025). When and why does corporate hypocrisy trigger vindictive customer behavior? The moderating role of self-construal. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 34(4), 588-602.
Kim, D. H., & Song, D. (2019). Can brand experience shorten consumers’ psychological distance toward the brand? The effect of brand experience on consumers’ construal level. Journal of Brand Management, 26(3), 255–267.
Koskie, M. M., Freling, R. E., Locander, W. B., & Freling, T. H. (2024). The role of brand gratitude in consumer relationships with cool brands. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 33(4), 419-435.
Kranzbühler, A-M., Zerres, A., Klejnen, M. H. P., & Verlegh, P. (2020). Beyond valence: a meta-analysis of discrete emotions in firm-customer encounters. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 48, 478–498.
Lawler, E. J. (2001). An affect theory of social exchange. American Journal of Sociology, 107, 321–352.
Lee, M. S. W., Conroy, D., & Motion, J. (2009a). Brand avoidance: A negative promises perspective. Advances in Consumer Research, 36. 
Lee, J., Gereffi, G., & Beauvais, J. (2012). Global value chains and agrifood standards: Challenges and possibilities for smallholders in developing countries. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 109(31),12326–12331
Le, T. T., Tiwari, A. K., Behl, A., & Pereira, V. (2021). Role of perceived corporate social responsibility in the nexus of perceived cause-related marketing and repurchase intention in emerging markets. Management Decision, 60(10), 2642-2668.
Lenz, I., Wetzel, H. A., & Hammerschmidt, M. (2017). Can doing good lead to doing poorly? Firm value implications of CSR in the face of CSI. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 45, 677–697.
Liberman, N., Sagristano, M. D., & Trope, Y. (2002). The effect of temporal distance on level of mental construal. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 38(6), 523–534.
Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (2014). Traversing psychological distance. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 18(7), 364–369.
Liberman, N., Trope, Y., & Stephan, E. (2007). Psychological distance. Social psychology: Handbook of basic principles, 2(2), 353–383.
Lim, J. S., & Shim, K. (2019). Corporate social responsibility beyond borders: U.S. consumer boycotts of a global company over sweatshop issues in supplier factories Overseas. American Behavioral Scientist, 000276421983524.
Lindgreen, A., Antioco, M., Harness, D., & Van der Sloot, R. (2009). Purchasing and marketing of social and environmental sustainability for high-tech medical equipment. Journal of Business Ethics, 85, 445–462.
Lu, L., Gregory, G. D., Ngo, L. V., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2021). Managing customer uncertainty in making service offshoring decisions. Journal of Service Research, 24(4), 500–519.
McArdle, J. J. (2009). Latent variable modeling of differences and changes with longitudinal data. Annual Review of Psychology, 60, 577–605.
McCullough, M. E., Emmons, R, Kilpatrick, S. D., Larson, D. B. (2001). Is gratitude a moral affect? Psychological Bulletin, 127(2), 249–256.
McCullough, M. E., Emmons, R. A., & Tsang, J. A. (2002). The grateful disposition: a conceptual and empirical topography. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 82(1), 112.
Mentovich, A., Yudkin, D., Tyler, T., & Trope, Y. (2016). Justice without borders: The influence of psychological distance and construal level on moral exclusion. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 42(10), 1349–1363.
Mohr, L. A., & Webb, D. J. (2005). The effects of corporate social responsibility and price on consumer responses. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 39, 121–147.
Moradlou, H., Boffelli, A., Mwesiumo, D. E., Benstead, A., Roscoe, S., & Khayyam, S. (2023). Building parallel supply chains: How the manufacturing location decision influences supply chain ambidexterity. British Journal of Management, 0, 1–23.
Mukherjee, D., Kumar, S., Pandey, N., & Lahiri, S. (2023). Is offshoring dead? A multidisciplinary review and future directions. Journal of International Management, 29(3), 101017.
Mukherjee, D., Lahiri, S., Ash, S. R., & Gaur, A. S. (2019). Search motives, local embeddedness, and knowledge outcomes in offshoring. Journal of Business Research, 103, 365-375.
Murphy, T. (2023, Mar 16). 5 examples of greenwashing claims. TechTarget.  https://www.techtarget.com/sustainability/feature/Examples-of-greenwashing-claims#:~:text=4.-,H%26M,consumers%20with%20its%20environmental%20scorecards. 
Nardella, G., Surdu, I., & Brammer, S. (2023). What happens abroad, stays abroad? Exploring how corporate social irresponsibility in domestic and international markets influences corporate reputation. Journal of World Business, 58(4), 101420.
Nielsen, B. B., & Raswant, A. (2018). The selection, use, and reporting of control variables in international business research: A review and recommendations. Journal of World Business, 53, 958–968
Norberg, P. A., & Horne, D. R. (2014). Coping with information requests in marketing exchanges: an examination of pre-post affective control and behavioral coping. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 42, 415–429.
Oakley, J., Bush, A. J., Moncrief, W. C., Sherrell, D., & Babakus, E. (2021). The role of customer entertainment in B2B sales strategy: Comparative insights from professional buyers and salespeople. Industrial Marketing Management, 92, 190–201.
Orzes, G., & Sarkis, J. (2019). Reshoring and environmental sustainability: An unexplored relationship?. Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 141, 481-482.
Paharia, N. (2020). Who receives credit or blame? The effects of made-to-order production on responses to unethical and ethical company production practices. Journal of Marketing, 84(1), 88–104.
Palmatier, R. W. (2008). Interfirm relational drivers of customer value. Journal of Marketing, 72(4), 76–89.
Palmatier, R. W., Jarvis, C. B., Bechkoff, J. R., & Kardes, F. R. (2009). The role of customer gratitude in relationship marketing. Journal of Marketing, 73, 1–18.
Paramita, W., Purnomo, B. R., Virgosita, R., & Wibowo, A. (2022). Small is beautiful: Insights from the broaden-and-build theory of positive emotions on layoff decision in micro and small enterprises. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 18, e00331.
Pelser, J., Ruyter, K., Wetzels, M., Grewal, D., Cox, D., & Beuningen, J. V. (2015). B2B channel partner programs: Disentangling indebtedness from gratitude. Journal of Retailing, 91(4), 660–678.
Peng, C., Nelissen, R. M., & Zeelenberg, M. (2018). Reconsidering the roles of gratitude and indebtedness in social exchange. Cognition and Emotion, 32(4), 760–772.
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(5), 879.
Pomering, A., & Dolnicar, S. (2009). Assessing the prerequisite of successful CSR implementation: are consumers aware of CSR initiatives?. Journal of Business Ethics, 85, 285–301.
Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2008). Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator models. Behavior Research Methods, 40(3), 879–891.
Priolo, D., Pelt, A., Bauzel, R. S., Rubens, L., Voisin, D., & Fointiat, V. (2019). Three decades of research on induced hypocrisy: A meta-analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 45(12), 1681–1701.
Renfrow, D. G., Howard, J. A. (2013). Social psychology of gender and race. In J. DeLamater and A. Ward (eds.), Handbook of Social Psychology (pp. 491–531). Springer.
Robertson, C. J., Lamin, A., & Livanis, G. (2010). Stakeholder perceptions of offshoring and outsourcing: The role of embedded issues. Journal of Business Ethics, 95, 167–189.
Robertson, J. L., Montgomery, A. W., & Ozbilir, T. (2023). Employees' response to corporate greenwashing. Business Strategy and the Environment, 32(7), 4015-4027.
Saunders, M., Lewis, P., & Thornhill, A. (2016). Research Methods for Business Students. 7th edn. Harlow: Pearson.
Sachs, J. D. (2012). From millennium development goals to sustainable development goals. The Lancet, 379(9832), 2206–2211.
Sajid, M., Zakkariya, K. A., Suki, N. M., & Islam, J. U. (2024). When going green goes wrong: The effects of greenwashing on brand avoidance and negative word-of-mouth. Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 78, 103773.
Sarkis, J., & Zhu, Q. (2018). Environmental sustainability and production: taking the road less travelled. International Journal of Production Research, 56(1-2), 743-759.
Septianto, F., & Garg, N. (2021). The impact of gratitude (vs pride) on the effectiveness of cause-related marketing. European Journal of Marketing, 55(6), 1594-1623.
Septianto, F., Seo, Y., & Errmann, A. C. (2021). Distinct effects of pride and gratitude appeals on sustainable luxury brands. Journal of Business Ethics, 169, 211-224. 
Septianto, F., Japutra, A., Sung, B., & Seo, Y. (2022). The interaction effect of country-of-origin positioning and cultural distance on international advertising effectiveness: a construal level perspective. International Marketing Review, 39(4), 931–954.
Sheth, J. N., Sethia, N. K., & Srinivas, S. (2011). Mindful consumption: A customer-centric approach to sustainability. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39, 21–39.
Skarmeas, D., & Leonidou, C. N. (2013). When consumers doubt, watch out! The role of CSR skepticism. Journal of Business Research, 66(10), 1831–1838.
Steenkamp, J. B. E., & Baumgartner, H. (1998). Assessing measurement invariance in cross-national consumer research. Journal of Consumer Research, 25(1), 78–90.
Stringer, T., Payne, A. R., & Mortimer, G. (2021). As cheap as humanly possible: why consumers care less about worker welfare. Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management: An International Journal, 26(4), 717–737.
Sutherland, J. W., Richter, J. S., Hutchins, M. J., Dornfeld, D., Dzombak, R., Mangold, J., ... & Friemann, F. (2016). The role of manufacturing in affecting the social dimension of sustainability. CIRP Annals, 65(2), 689-712.
Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2003). Temporal construal. Psychological review, 110(3), 403.
Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance. Psychological review, 117(2), 440.
Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal levels and psychological distance: Effects on representation, prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 17(2), 83–95.
Tsang, J.-A. (2006). The effects of helper intention on gratitude and indebtedness. Motivation and Emotion, 30(3), 198–204.
Wagner, T., Lutz, R. J., & Weitz, B. A. (2009). Corporate hypocrisy: Overcoming the threat of inconsistent corporate social responsibility perceptions. Journal of Marketing, 73(6), 77–91.
Wagner, T., Korschun, D., & Troebs, C. C. (2020). Deconstructing corporate hypocrisy: A delineation of its behavioral, moral, and attributional facets. Journal of Business Research, 114, 385–394.
Wang, Z., Ren, S., Chadee, D., & Chen, Y. (2024). Employee ethical silence under exploitative leadership: the roles of work meaningfulness and moral potency. Journal of Business Ethics, 190(1), 59–76.
Watkins, P., Scheer, J., Ovnicek, M., & Kolts, R. (2006). The debt of gratitude: Dissociating gratitude and indebtedness. Cognition & Emotion, 20(2), 217–241.
Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures of positive and negative affect: the PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 54(6), 1063.
Wood, M. O., Noseworthy, T. J., & Colwell, S. R. (2013). If you can’t see the forest for the trees, you might just cut down the forest: the perils of forced choice on “seemingly” unethical decision-making. Journal of Business Ethics, 118(3), 515–527.
Veit, C., Lambrechts, W., Quintens, L., & Semeijn, J. (2018). The impact of sustainable sourcing on customer perceptions: association by guilt from scandals in local vs. offshore sourcing countries. Sustainability, 10(7), 2519.
Xie, C., Bagozzi, R. P., & Grønhaug, K. (2015). The role of moral emotions and individual differences in consumer responses to corporate green and non-green actions. Journal of the academy of Marketing Science, 43, 333–356.
Xu, H., Bolton, L. E., & Winterich, K. P. (2021). How do consumers react to company moral transgressions? The role of power distance belief and empathy for victims. Journal of Consumer Research, 48(1), 77–101.
Yang, L., Manika, D., & Athanasopoulou, A. (2020). Are they sinners or saints? A multi-level investigation of hypocrisy in organisational and employee pro-environmental behaviours. Journal of Business Research, 114, 336–347.

2

[bookmark: _Hlk167301933]Table 1 Overview of studies
	
	Pre-study
	Study 1
	Study 2

	Method
	2-cell between-subjects experiment (nearshoring motives: socio-economic vs. environmental)
	2×2 between-subjects experiment (nearshoring motive × spatial distance: hypocrisy in nearshored vs. offshored country)
	2×2 mixed experiment: social distance to brand (between-subjects) × spatial distance of hypocrisy (within, repeated measures)

	Time Span and Sample
	Cross-sectional; n = 152– Convenience - student and adult - Turkey
	Cross-sectional; n = 257– Convenience - student and adult - Turkey
	Longitudinal; n = 230 (ΔTime2-Time1= 65) – UK Prolific panel

	Thematic Scope and Focal Mechanism
	Norm of reciprocity shaped by nearshoring motive (environmental vs. socio-economic); baseline consumer responses
	Moderating role of spatial distance (hypocrisy in nearshored vs. offshored country) on gratitude and willingness to reciprocate
	Interaction of spatial and social distance under hypocrisy; divergence in consumer resilience vs. avoidance responses

	Theory
	SET
	SET & CLT
	SET & CLT

	Baseline relationship: Gratitude ↑ (Env. > Soc.-Econ.)
	√
	√
	—

	Hypothesized relationship
	
	
	

	H1: Nearshoring → Gratitude (Env. > Soc.-Econ.) → Willingness to reciprocate
	√
	√
	—

	H2: Nearshoring (Env. > Soc.-Econ.) → Gratitude → Willingness to reciprocate ↓ (Hypocrisy–Spatial Proximity > Distance)
	—
	√
	—

	H3: Gratitude → Brand Avoidance ↑ (Nearshored Brand–Social Proximity > Distance) × (Hypocrisy–Spatial Proximity > Distance)
	—
	—
	√

	H4: Gratitude → Resilience Intention ↓ (Nearshored Brand–Social Proximity > Distance) × (Hypocrisy–Spatial Proximity > Distance)
	—
	—
	√

	√ = hypothesised relationship tested and supported, n.s. = hypothesised relationship tested but not significant, — = hypothesised relationship not tested




[image: ]
Fig. 1 Conceptual model and overview of empirical studies
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Fig. 2. Felt Gratitude (T2) by nearshoring motive and corporate hypocrisy
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Fig. 3. Latent Difference Score Longitudinal Mediation Structural Equation Modelling
Note(s): The squares in the model represent the observed raw scores at each time point. Circles represent latent variables. | Reported values are unstandardized coefficients and are significant at *p<0.050, **p<0.010, ***p<0.001| This model also includes control variables, namely cosmopolitanism, sustainability value orientation, positive affect (measured at Time 1 and Time 2), and social desirability. However, these variables are not shown in the figure to avoid creating visual complexity. 
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Fig. 4. Moderation of gratitude felt towards a nearshoring decision of a brand on the change in willingness to reciprocate by corporate hypocrisy
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