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ABSTRACT: Industrial relations (IR) refer to the complex interplay of relationships between employers, employees, trade 
unions, and government regulatory bodies within the workplace. In manufacturing industries — where workforce size is large, 
working conditions are physically demanding, and collective bargaining is historically active — the effectiveness of industrial 
relations practices is a decisive determinant of organizational productivity, labour stability, and long-term competitiveness. This 
research paper investigates the effectiveness of industrial relations practices in selected manufacturing units in the Chh. 
Sambhaji Nagar (Aurangabad) industrial region of Maharashtra, India. The study examines prevailing practices across key IR 
dimensions: collective bargaining, grievance redressal mechanisms, employee participation and communication, disciplinary 
procedures, health and safety compliance, and union-management relations. 
The study employs a mixed-methods research design, incorporating structured questionnaire surveys administered to 215 
respondents comprising managers, HR professionals, union representatives, and shop-floor employees across 14 selected 
manufacturing units, supplemented by semi-structured interviews with 28 key informants. Findings reveal that while formal IR 
structures exist in most sampled units, significant implementation gaps persist — particularly in the quality of grievance 
redressal, the authenticity of participative mechanisms, and the consistency of disciplinary processes. A pronounced perception 
gap between management and workers on IR effectiveness is documented across all studied dimensions. The paper proposes a 
Comprehensive Industrial Relations Effectiveness Framework (CIREF) tailored to the manufacturing context, and offers 
evidence-based recommendations for strengthening IR practices to achieve mutual gain outcomes for employers and employees 
alike. 
Keywords: Industrial Relations, Collective Bargaining, Grievance Redressal, Manufacturing, Trade Unions, Employee 
Participation, Disciplinary Procedures, Health and Safety, Chh. Sambhaji Nagar, Labour Relations, Organizational 
Effectiveness 

 
I.   INTRODUCTION 

Industrial relations constitute one of the most fundamental pillars of organizational management in manufacturing enterprises. The 
term encompasses the totality of relationships and interactions between employers and their workforce — mediated through trade 
unions, collective agreements, grievance mechanisms, disciplinary procedures, and participative structures — as well as the 
regulatory environment established by the state through labour legislation. The effectiveness with which these relationships are 
managed determines not only day-to-day operational continuity but also the long-term capacity of an organization to attract skilled 
labour, sustain high productivity, and adapt to competitive change. 
Manufacturing industries present a distinctive context for industrial relations. Unlike service industries, manufacturing 
environments are characterised by large, heterogeneous workforces; physically demanding and often hazardous working conditions; 
strong traditions of trade union organization and collective bargaining; complex hierarchical structures; and direct, measurable links 
between workforce behaviour and production outcomes. These characteristics make manufacturing settings particularly fertile 
ground for both IR conflicts — strikes, go-slows, absenteeism, and grievance disputes — and IR successes — cooperative 
agreements, joint productivity initiatives, and participative problem-solving. 
The Marathwada region of Maharashtra, and Chh. Sambhaji Nagar in particular, has emerged as a significant manufacturing hub, 
housing a diverse range of industries including automotive components, engineering goods, textiles, chemicals, and food processing. 
This industrial concentration has given rise to a complex IR landscape, shaped by the co-existence of large organized-sector 
manufacturers operating under formal IR frameworks and smaller units where IR practices are more informal and uneven.  
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Periodic industrial disputes, workforce grievances related to wage parity and working conditions, and evolving regulatory 
requirements under the Indian labour codes have all contributed to making IR management a pressing organizational priority in this 
region. 
Despite its evident importance, systematic empirical research on the effectiveness of IR practices in manufacturing units in this 
region remains limited. Much of the available IR literature in the Indian context focuses on macro-level labour market trends or 
specific industrial conflict episodes, rather than examining the day-to-day effectiveness of IR systems at the enterprise level. This 
study addresses this gap by providing a detailed empirical investigation of IR practice effectiveness across 14 selected 
manufacturing units in Chh. Sambhaji Nagar, with the objective of generating actionable insights for improving IR outcomes. 

 
II.   LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Theoretical Foundations of Industrial Relations 
The theoretical study of industrial relations is organized around several competing frameworks that reflect different assumptions 
about the nature of workplace conflict and cooperation. Dunlop (1958) proposed the systems theory of industrial relations, in which 
the IR system comprises actors (employers, workers, and government), a web of rules governing the workplace, and the 
environmental contexts of technology, market forces, and power distribution. Dunlop's framework remains one of the most widely 
cited in IR scholarship, providing a structured lens through which to examine the structural determinants of IR outcomes. 
Fox (1966, 1974) introduced the unitary and pluralist frames of reference as competing perspectives on workplace relations. The 
unitary frame views the organization as a cohesive team with shared objectives, in which conflict is seen as aberrant and unions as 
unnecessary. The pluralist frame acknowledges legitimate divergences of interest between employers and employees, and sees 
collective bargaining and trade unions as necessary mechanisms for managing these divergences constructively. In Indian 
manufacturing, the pluralist frame is more empirically accurate: manufacturing workforces are characterised by distinct groups with 
legitimately different interests, and effective IR systems must accommodate and manage these differences rather than denying them. 
More recently, the concept of High Performance Work Systems (HPWS), associated with Appelbaum et al. (2000) and Pfeffer 
(1998), has introduced an integrative perspective in which IR practices — including employee voice, participation, and cooperative 
union relations — are seen not merely as conflict-management mechanisms but as genuine drivers of competitive performance. 
Under this view, effective IR is not simply about maintaining industrial peace but about harnessing the collective intelligence and 
commitment of the workforce to achieve sustained competitive advantage. 
 
B. Industrial Relations in the Indian Manufacturing Context 
India's industrial relations framework has been shaped by a complex legislative history, beginning with pre-independence colonial 
labour law and evolving through the post-independence era of state-led industrialization, the liberalization reforms of 1991, and 
most recently the consolidation of 29 central labour laws into four Labour Codes between 2019 and 2020. The Industrial Relations 
Code (2020) represents the most significant recent legislative development, consolidating the Trade Unions Act (1926), the 
Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act (1946), and the Industrial Disputes Act (1947) into a unified framework. 
Venkata Ratnam (2001) provided a comprehensive analysis of industrial relations in India and documented the transition from 
adversarial to increasingly cooperative IR models in organized manufacturing, particularly in sectors facing global competition. 
However, he also noted persistent challenges including multiplicity of trade unions, politicization of union leadership, wage and 
benefit disparities between organized and contract workers, and the reluctance of management in smaller enterprises to genuinely 
engage with participative mechanisms. 
Sodhi (2013) examined the impact of economic liberalization on IR in Indian manufacturing and found that while export-oriented 
and multinational manufacturers had made significant progress in modernizing their IR practices — adopting HR-centric 
approaches, reducing adversarial bargaining, and investing in workers' skills — domestically-oriented SMEs had largely retained 
traditional, adversarial IR structures. This dual-speed pattern is likely to be reflected in the IR landscape of Chh. Sambhaji Nagar, 
where export-linked automotive component manufacturers co-exist with smaller, domestically-oriented engineering units. 
 
C. Key Dimensions of Industrial Relations Effectiveness 
The literature identifies several core dimensions through which IR effectiveness can be assessed at the enterprise level. Collective 
bargaining effectiveness is examined by Kochan et al. (1986), who proposed that the outcomes of bargaining — not just the process 
— must be evaluated, including wage parity, benefit coverage, and the durability of agreements. Effective collective bargaining 
produces agreements that both parties perceive as fair and that deliver stable labour relations over the agreement period. 
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Grievance management is examined extensively by Lewin and Peterson (1988), who found that the presence of a formal, multi-step 
grievance procedure with third-party arbitration significantly reduces industrial conflict and improves employee perceptions of 
procedural justice. In the absence of effective grievance mechanisms, unresolved worker complaints tend to manifest as collective 
actions, absenteeism, or turnover. 
Employee participation and voice mechanisms are studied by Marchington and Wilkinson (2005), who identified a spectrum 
ranging from direct communication (notice boards, team briefings) through consultation (works councils, joint committees) to co-
determination (employee representation on boards). They found that the effectiveness of participation mechanisms depends 
critically on whether workers perceive them as genuine channels of influence or as management-controlled communication 
exercises. 
Health and safety as an IR dimension is emphasized by Walters and Nichols (2007), who demonstrated that worker representation 
on health and safety matters — through safety committees and representatives — is associated with significantly better safety 
outcomes in manufacturing environments. This dimension is particularly salient in the Chh. Sambhaji Nagar context, where 
engineering and chemical manufacturing present significant occupational safety challenges. 

 
III.   OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

A. Primary Objectives 
 To examine the current state of industrial relations practices in selected manufacturing units in Chh. Sambhaji Nagar, covering 

collective bargaining, grievance redressal, employee participation, disciplinary procedures, and health and safety. 
 To assess the perceptions of management, union representatives, and shop-floor workers regarding the effectiveness, fairness, 

and outcomes of existing IR practices. 
 To identify the primary barriers to effective IR implementation in the sampled manufacturing units. 
 To document the nature and frequency of industrial disputes and their resolution in the study sample. 

 
B. Secondary Objectives 
 To develop a Comprehensive Industrial Relations Effectiveness Framework (CIREF) adapted to the operational realities of 

manufacturing enterprises in the Marathwada region. 
 To provide evidence-based recommendations for improving IR practices in small and medium-scale manufacturing units. 
 To contribute empirical findings from the Chh. Sambhaji Nagar industrial context to the broader literature on IR in developing 

economy manufacturing. 
 

IV.   RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
A. Research Design 
This study employs a mixed-methods research design, integrating quantitative survey data with qualitative insights from semi-
structured interviews and documentary analysis of collective bargaining agreements, standing orders, and grievance records. The 
mixed-methods approach is well suited to the study of industrial relations, where quantitative data can document the prevalence and 
structure of IR practices while qualitative methods capture the lived experience of managers, union representatives, and workers — 
dimensions that are not accessible through survey instruments alone. 
 
B. Study Area and Sample 
The study was conducted in manufacturing units located in the Chh. Sambhaji Nagar MIDC industrial areas of Waluj, Chikalthana, 
and Shendra. A purposive sampling strategy was used to select 14 manufacturing units representing a cross-section of industries 
including automotive components, engineering products, textile processing, chemicals, and food manufacturing. Organizations were 
selected to ensure variation in size (small, medium, and large), union density (unionized and non-unionized), and ownership type 
(Indian private, public sector undertaking, and multinational subsidiary). 
Within each organization, structured questionnaire surveys were administered to a stratified sample of respondents comprising: 
senior managers and HR/IR professionals (n=42), production supervisors and middle managers (n=51), union office-bearers and 
representatives (n=38), and shop-floor workers and skilled tradespeople (n=84). A total of 215 valid survey responses were 
collected. In addition, semi-structured interviews were conducted with 28 key informants, including plant HR managers, union 
presidents, labour welfare officers, and an industry-level conciliation officer. 
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C. Data Collection Instruments 
The primary quantitative instrument was a structured questionnaire comprising six sections covering: organizational and IR 
background; collective bargaining practices; grievance redressal effectiveness; employee participation and communication; 
disciplinary procedures; and health and safety practices. Likert scale items (1-5) were used to capture attitudinal and perceptual data. 
The questionnaire was pilot-tested with respondents from two non-sampled manufacturing units and refined based on feedback 
before administration. 
Qualitative data was gathered through interview protocols covering IR history and recent developments, specific challenges and 
success stories in IR management, and perceptions of the effectiveness of current practices. Interviews were conducted in a 
combination of Hindi and English, recorded with consent, and transcribed verbatim for thematic analysis. Documentary analysis of 
collective agreements, standing orders, and grievance records supplemented primary data collection where organizations consented 
to sharing these materials. 
 
D. Data Analysis 
Quantitative data was analyzed using descriptive statistics (frequencies, means, standard deviations) and inferential statistics 
including independent samples t-tests and ANOVA to examine differences in IR perception across respondent groups. Correlation 
analysis was used to explore relationships between IR practice quality and self-reported organizational performance indicators. 
Qualitative interview data was subjected to thematic analysis using a combination of deductive codes derived from the IR 
effectiveness literature and inductive codes emerging from the data. The convergence and divergence of quantitative and qualitative 
findings were examined through triangulation. 
 

V.   FINDINGS: CURRENT IR PRACTICES IN MANUFACTURING UNITS 
A. Union Presence and Collective Bargaining 
Of the 14 sampled manufacturing units, 10 (71%) had recognized trade unions affiliated with central trade union federations 
including INTUC, AITUC, BMS, and CITU. The remaining 4 units — all smaller enterprises with fewer than 75 workers — had no 
recognized union, though 2 had informal worker committees that performed limited representative functions. The multiplicity of 
unions was a feature in 3 of the larger units, where 2-3 competing unions were recognized, a pattern associated with fragmented 
bargaining and weakened worker voice in the IR literature. 
Collective bargaining agreements (CBAs) were in place in all 10 unionized units, with a three-year agreement period being the norm 
(7 of 10 units). The scope of bargaining covered wages and allowances in all CBAs, but extended to working time arrangements in 
only 60%, training and skill development in 40%, and worker participation mechanisms in only 30%. This limited scope reflects a 
traditional, adversarial bargaining culture focused on distributive issues rather than integrative, productivity-enhancing 
arrangements. 

Table 1: Collective Bargaining Profile of Sampled Units 

Parameter Finding % / Score 

Units with recognized unions 10 of 14 units 71% 

Multi-union environments 3 of 10 unionized units 30% 

Three-year CBA duration (norm) 7 of 10 units 70% 

CBAs covering wages & allowances 10 of 10 CBAs 100% 

CBAs covering working time 6 of 10 CBAs 60% 

CBAs covering training & skills 4 of 10 CBAs 40% 

Management rating of bargaining 
effectiveness 

Mean score 3.4/5.0 

Union rep rating of bargaining 
effectiveness 

Mean score 2.8/5.0 
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B. Grievance Redressal Mechanisms 
Formal, multi-step grievance procedures were documented in 9 of the 14 sampled units. However, the de facto functioning of these 
procedures varied considerably. In 5 of the 9 formally compliant units, grievance records indicated that most complaints were 
resolved at the first step (supervisor level), suggesting either effective early resolution or reluctance among workers to escalate 
grievances through formal channels — a pattern associated with procedural intimidation in the IR literature. 
Survey respondents were asked to rate the grievance redressal system on five dimensions. The results reveal a significant perception 
gap between management and workers on all dimensions, with the largest gap (1.3 points) occurring on the dimension of fairness of 
outcomes. This finding suggests that while management perceives the grievance procedure as a functional dispute resolution tool, 
workers experience it as biased toward managerial interests — a perception that fundamentally undermines its legitimacy and 
effectiveness. 

Table 2: Employee Perceptions of Grievance Redressal Effectiveness (Mean Scores, Scale 1–5) 

Grievance System Dimension Management Rating Worker Rating Gap 

Awareness of grievance procedure 4.1 3.2 0.9 

Accessibility of the procedure 3.9 2.8 1.1 

Timeliness of resolution 3.7 2.6 1.1 

Fairness of outcomes 3.8 2.5 1.3 

Freedom from retaliation 3.6 2.4 1.2 

Overall effectiveness 3.8 2.6 1.2 

 
C. Employee Participation and Communication 
Joint Management Councils (JMCs) or Works Committees — as mandated under Section 3 of the Industrial Disputes Act (1947) for 
units employing 100 or more workers — were operational in 7 of the 9 qualifying units. However, the quality of participation varied 
dramatically. In only 3 units did interview data suggest that joint committees exercised meaningful influence on operational 
decisions; in the remaining 4, committees met irregularly and were perceived by worker representatives as management-controlled 
communication channels rather than genuine co-determination forums. 
Direct communication practices were more uniformly present: 92% of sampled units conducted regular toolbox meetings or shift 
briefings, 79% maintained notice boards, and 57% used digital communication channels (WhatsApp groups, intranet portals) to 
communicate organizational updates. Despite this infrastructure, 68% of shop-floor respondents reported that they did not feel 
adequately informed about decisions affecting their work — underscoring that the presence of communication channels does not 
guarantee effective communication. 
 
D. Disciplinary Procedures 
All 14 sampled units had documented standing orders or disciplinary policies, consistent with their obligations under the Industrial 
Employment (Standing Orders) Act (1946). However, the application of disciplinary procedures showed significant inconsistencies. 
In 6 of the 14 units, interview data revealed that disciplinary action was applied more strictly to permanent unionized workers — 
where due process requirements were better observed — than to contract workers, who reported being terminated without formal 
inquiry in some instances. 
The overall management-worker perception gap on disciplinary fairness was 1.1 points (management: 3.9/5.0; workers: 2.8/5.0), 
indicating a substantial legitimacy deficit that, if unaddressed, is likely to generate resentment, reduced discretionary effort, and 
increased collective grievance activity over time. 
 
E. Health and Safety Practices 
Health and safety compliance was assessed against the requirements of the Factories Act (1948) and relevant industry-specific 
regulations. Joint Safety Committees were operational in 10 of the 14 units. Safety training — including induction training for new 
workers and periodic refresher training — was conducted in 12 units, though the frequency and content varied.  
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Lost Time Injury (LTI) data was available for 8 units, with reported LTI rates ranging from 0.8 to 4.2 per 100 workers per year — a 
variation that likely reflects both genuine safety performance differences and inconsistencies in incident reporting practices. 
Worker satisfaction with health and safety arrangements showed the smallest management-worker perception gap of all studied IR 
dimensions (management: 3.7/5.0; workers: 3.0/5.0; gap = 0.7), suggesting that this is an area of relative IR strength in the sampled 
organizations — perhaps reflecting the objective, auditable nature of safety compliance requirements, which are less susceptible to 
perceptual distortion than relational dimensions such as grievance fairness. 
 

VI.   BARRIERS TO EFFECTIVE IR IMPLEMENTATION 
A. Adversarial Culture and Historical Distrust 
The most pervasive barrier identified in interview data was the persistence of an adversarial industrial relations culture rooted in 
historical conflict between management and unions. In several older manufacturing units, IR relationships were characterized by 
mutual suspicion, defensive communication, and an unwillingness to share operational information with union representatives. This 
adversarial legacy is self-reinforcing: distrust limits information sharing, which limits the scope for cooperative problem-solving, 
which perpetuates the perception that IR interaction is inherently zero-sum. 
 
B. Union Multiplicity and Fragmented Worker Voice 
In units with multiple competing unions, IR management is complicated by inter-union rivalry, which creates incentives for unions 
to adopt maximalist bargaining positions and escalate minor disputes into demonstrations of strength. The resulting IR environment 
is characterized by fragmentation of worker voice, reduced stability of collective agreements, and elevated management transaction 
costs in dealing with competing union claims. This is a structural feature of Indian IR that individual organizations can partially 
mitigate through recognition policies but cannot unilaterally resolve. 
 
C. Contract Worker Integration 
The growing reliance on contract workers in Indian manufacturing — driven by flexibility and cost considerations — creates a 
significant IR challenge. Contract workers are typically employed through third-party contractors, fall outside the scope of 
collective bargaining agreements, and have limited access to formal IR mechanisms. The dual workforce structure (permanent and 
contract) creates a two-tier system that generates resentment among both groups: permanent workers perceive contract workers as 
threats to their bargaining position, while contract workers experience IR exclusion as a significant injustice. 

 
D. Limited IR Professional Capability 
Effective IR management requires specialized competencies in labour law, collective bargaining, negotiation, conflict resolution, 
and occupational psychology. The study found that HR/IR functions in smaller manufacturing units were typically understaffed and 
staffed by generalists without specialist IR training. This capability deficit results in reactive IR management — responding to 
disputes after they escalate — rather than proactive relationship-building and early intervention. 
 
E. Weak Linkage Between IR Outcomes and Business Strategy 
In most sampled organizations, IR was managed as a compliance and conflict-management function, disconnected from business 
strategy. The potential of effective IR — through productivity agreements, cooperative quality improvement initiatives, and 
workforce development partnerships — to deliver genuine competitive advantage was largely unrealized. This reflects a failure of 
organizational leadership to recognize IR as a strategic capability rather than an administrative cost centre. 
 
F. Legislative Complexity and Compliance Burden 
The multiplicity of labour legislation applicable to manufacturing units — even with the Labour Code consolidation process 
underway — creates a significant compliance burden for smaller organizations. Uncertainty about the interpretation and 
implementation of new Labour Codes was a source of anxiety for both management and union representatives in the study, creating 
a climate in which defensive compliance-orientation crowds out proactive IR management. 
 

VII.   PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE IR EFFECTIVENESS FRAMEWORK (CIREF) 
Based on the study findings and drawing on the established IR literature, this research proposes a Comprehensive Industrial 
Relations Effectiveness Framework (CIREF) for manufacturing enterprises.  
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The CIREF is organized around five interconnected domains, each of which must function effectively if industrial relations are to 
deliver genuine mutual gain outcomes for employers and employees. 
 
A. Domain 1: Relational Foundation 
The foundation of effective IR is a relationship of sufficient trust between management and worker representatives to enable honest 
communication, good-faith bargaining, and collaborative problem-solving. Building this foundation requires: formal recognition of 
union representation rights without unnecessary obstacles; regular informal contact between senior management and union 
leadership, not only during bargaining or dispute episodes; transparent communication of business performance, strategic 
challenges, and operational decisions; and genuine consultation with worker representatives on significant operational changes 
before implementation. 
 
B. Domain 2: Structural Effectiveness 
The structural layer of the CIREF encompasses the formal IR mechanisms whose design and implementation determine the 
reliability of IR outcomes. Key elements include: collective bargaining agreements with sufficient scope to address the full range of 
employment conditions (not merely wages); multi-step grievance procedures with defined timelines, independent oversight, and 
freedom from retaliation; works committees and joint management councils with genuine agendas and documented outcomes; and 
disciplinary procedures applied consistently across all worker categories, including contract workers. 

 
C. Domain 3: Participation and Voice 
Genuine employee participation requires active investment beyond the structural mechanisms. Effective participation involves: 
direct participation mechanisms (quality circles, problem-solving teams, suggestion systems) that give workers agency over their 
immediate work environment; periodic town hall or open-door sessions that allow workers to raise concerns directly with senior 
management; worker representation on health and safety committees with real authority to halt unsafe work; and digital 
communication tools that enable two-way information exchange rather than one-directional management broadcasting. 
 
D. Domain 4: Development and Welfare 
A mutual-gain IR model recognizes that worker development and welfare are not concessions extracted through bargaining but 
investments that generate organizational returns through increased skill, loyalty, and discretionary effort. This domain encompasses: 
jointly developed training and skill development programmes integrated into collective agreements; welfare facilities (canteens, 
medical, housing loans) that demonstrate a commitment to worker wellbeing beyond minimum statutory requirements; career 
progression pathways for shop-floor workers through skill-based grade structures; and contract worker welfare provisions that 
reduce the gap between permanent and contract employment conditions. 
 
E. Domain 5: Dispute Resolution and Compliance 
Even the most effectively managed IR systems will encounter disputes. The fifth domain ensures that dispute resolution 
mechanisms are robust, fair, and efficient: conciliation procedures for collective disputes that prevent premature escalation to 
industrial action; integrated compliance management systems that proactively monitor obligations under the Labour Codes and 
sector-specific regulations; regular IR audits that assess both formal compliance and the quality of IR relationships; and post-dispute 
review processes that extract learning from conflict episodes to prevent recurrence. 
 

VIII.   RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the research findings and the CIREF, the following practical recommendations are offered to manufacturing organizations 
in Chh. Sambhaji Nagar and similar industrial contexts: 
 
A. For Management 
1) Invest in IR professional capability: appoint or develop dedicated IR specialists with expertise in labour law, collective 

bargaining, and dispute resolution. The return on this investment in conflict prevention and productivity improvement 
significantly exceeds the cost. 

2) Shift from adversarial to partnership-oriented bargaining: explore interest-based bargaining approaches that expand the scope of 
negotiation beyond wages to include productivity sharing, skill development, and quality improvement initiatives. 
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3) Extend IR coverage to contract workers: develop welfare and voice mechanisms for contract workers, even where they fall 
outside formal bargaining units. This reduces the dual-workforce resentment dynamic and improves overall IR stability. 

4) Invest in grievance system legitimacy: conduct regular employee surveys on grievance system effectiveness, address identified 
deficiencies, and communicate improvements to demonstrate responsiveness. Grievance system legitimacy is the single most 
critical determinant of worker trust in the IR system. 

5) Integrate IR into business strategy: task HR/IR leadership with developing a multi-year IR strategy aligned with business 
growth plans, including workforce composition, skill development, and technology adoption implications. 

 
B. For Trade Unions 
1) Prioritize internal governance and democratic legitimacy: unions whose leadership is seen as responsive to member concerns 

and elected through transparent processes command greater worker confidence and bargain more effectively with management. 
2) Expand bargaining agenda beyond wages: incorporate training, career development, and productivity-sharing into bargaining 

priorities to demonstrate the relevance of union membership to younger, skill-oriented workers. 
3) Build constructive relationships with management beyond the bargaining table: engage in joint problem-solving forums, 

participate actively in works committees, and develop working relationships with HR leadership that can be drawn on when 
conflict arises. 

 
C. For Policy and Industry Associations 
1) Facilitate IR training and capacity building for small manufacturers: industry associations such as MIDC, CII, and FICCI 

should provide IR management training and model policy templates for SMEs that lack the scale to invest in dedicated IR 
capabilities. 

2) Clarify Labour Code implementation guidelines for manufacturing SMEs: the transition to the new Labour Codes creates 
compliance uncertainty; clear implementation guidance specific to manufacturing SMEs would reduce the defensive 
compliance orientation that currently constrains proactive IR management. 

3) Promote tripartite dialogue forums: regional tripartite forums involving government, employer associations, and union 
federations can address sector-level IR challenges — such as contract worker conditions and the regulation of new forms of 
employment — that individual enterprises cannot resolve unilaterally. 

 
IX.   CONCLUSION 

This research has demonstrated that industrial relations practices in selected manufacturing units in Chh. Sambhaji Nagar exhibit 
significant variation in formality, coverage, and effectiveness, with persistent gaps between management and worker perceptions of 
IR quality across all studied dimensions. While formal IR structures — collective agreements, grievance procedures, works 
committees, and safety mechanisms — are present in most of the sampled organizations, their effective functioning is constrained 
by adversarial cultural legacies, limited IR professional capability, the exclusion of contract workers from formal IR coverage, and 
the disconnection of IR from organizational strategy. 
The Comprehensive Industrial Relations Effectiveness Framework (CIREF) proposed in this study offers manufacturing enterprises 
a structured, evidence-based approach to building industrial relations systems that deliver mutual gain outcomes — sustained 
industrial peace, productive workforce engagement, equitable employment conditions, and strategic adaptability — for both 
employers and employees. The five domains of the CIREF (Relational Foundation, Structural Effectiveness, Participation and 
Voice, Development and Welfare, and Dispute Resolution and Compliance) are mutually reinforcing: investment in any one domain 
strengthens the others, while neglect of any domain undermines overall IR system effectiveness. 
As manufacturing in Chh. Sambhaji Nagar continues to integrate with global value chains and upgrade to more technology-intensive 
production, the workforce skills, organizational flexibility, and collaborative capability that effective IR enables will become 
increasingly decisive competitive advantages. Organizations and union leaderships that invest in building genuine mutual-gain IR 
relationships today will be better positioned to navigate technological change, attract and retain skilled workers, and sustain the 
operational stability that global customers and supply chain partners require. 
Future research should examine the longitudinal impact of IR practice improvements in manufacturing, the IR implications of 
digital manufacturing technologies and automation, and the specific IR challenges associated with the integration of contract 
workers into collective IR frameworks under the emerging Labour Code regime in India. 
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