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ABSTRACT- In this paper we are finding knowledge about the
Different strategies of optimization used in Indian Manufacturing
Companies. Most Indian companies in the manufacturing
functions have been running hard for the past decade to stay
competitive and cut costs. They have extended their
manufacturing and supply operations to low-cost sources
globally, embraced innovations in automation and cost
management, leaned out operations without sacrificing quality,
and made significant inroads to serving customers in emerging
markets.

general flexibility, while in some cases also driving up costs with
the need for complex network management. In some cases, this
situation has limited the companies’ competitive advantage,
causing limitations on growth and revenue. For example, nearly
half
(49 percent) of respondents reported facing issues with cycle or
delivery time, and 46 percent have experienced product quality
concerns as a result of off shored manufacturing and supply
operations (see Figure 1).

I. INTRODUCTION
The world in which manufacturers compete today continues to
grow more complex. It may be a truism, but customers do have
ever-increasing expectations of performance and in today’s tough
competitive market environment, those expectations get moved
higher at a quicker pace. The pressure placed on the
manufacturing function demands flexibility and speed along with
an ability to supply unique, customer specific products or
variations. A major survey conducted by Accenture among 287
manufacturing companies identified that, in order to compete
effectively, manufacturers need to rebalance their existing supply
footprint to better match with demand location. The majority of
respondents (61 percent) reported that they are currently
considering shifting their manufacturing operations closer to
customers to provide better service and to enable accelerated
growth. Companies are beginning to realize that having off
shored much of their manufacturing and supply operations away
from their demand locations, they hurt their ability to meet their
customers’ expectations across a wide spectrum of areas, such as
being able to rapidly meet increasing customer desires for unique
products, continuing to maintain rapid delivery/response times,
as well as maintaining low inventories and competitive total
costs.
A number of companies have also found that managing supply
operations that are separated far from where demand occurs has
weakened their overall operational planning, forecasting and
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Figure 1. The issues Indian manufacturers face from off shored
manufacturing and supply operations.
Index Term : Introduce Different strategies of optimization used
in Indian Manufacturing Companies, Change, Customer ,
strategies, Challenge, solutions.
II
Changes in the manufacturing environment
Moreover, manufacturers are beginning to recognize that many
of the factors they previously based their off shoring
manufacturing and supply decisions on most heavily, such as
component price and transportation costs, have dramatically
increased over the last few years—and those seemingly initial
cost savings are no longer so big. They are, in fact, diminishing
as transportation, commodity costs and in-country labor rates rise
and exchange rates change.
Manufacturers have been dealing with greater volatility in many
different variables, from energy and material input prices to
political instability (see Figure 2).
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Moving closer to the customer
The results of the study indicated that respondents acknowledged
that in order to compete effectively they need to rebalance their
existing supply footprint. It is becoming increasingly clear that
the physical location of supply and manufacturing operations can
have a significant
impact on overall competitiveness. Getting closer to the customer
allows for improved flexibility to respond to uncertain demand
and unknown customer requests in an agile way with fast
delivery times while maintaining high quality and optimized
costs. The ability to do this may not always be the lowest-cost
approach, but other value drivers that the customer may require,
such as also having the ability to supply customized product or
customer-specific SKUs in a timely fashion may be more
important. The study’s findings reveal the beginning of a trend
reversal that, over the past decade, found companies relocating
their manufacturing and supply operations to lower-cost areas
only to re-import those goods to meet regional, demand
requirements. A shift to onshore or nearshore (production of
local demand in nearby low-cost countries, e.g., Mexico for the
United States, Eastern Europe for Western Europe)
manufacturing operations appears to be here to stay as
manufacturers look for the next level of competitive advantage.
More than half (59 percent) of respondents also stated they
intend to pursue new supplier options, whether near or abroad,
and 54 percent of companies plan to improve existing supply
networks in light of changing costs and competitive issues (see
Figure 3). An additional 37 percent of respondents said they were
shifting their networks to better align with the customer base and
the real sources of demand.

Figure 2. Variables experiencing the greatest percentage price
increase for manufacturers from 2010 to 2012.
These cost pressure issues are arising at a time when customer
requirements for agility, speed and capability are
becoming more challenging. Often the nature of managing a
network that is not balanced (regional supply that is physically
separated from regional demand) is that it hinders the ability of
the organization to deliver on the very customer expectations that
drive growth.
In addition, manufacturers have been hindered in their ability to
more fully integrate with their customers’ operations to help
provide unique solutions to the market. Being integrated with
customer operations is not a new trend. Many industries have for
years co-located their operations around their key customers’
factories; automotive and some aerospace and defense
contractors, for example, have been doing this for years. In some
cases, these firms have even co-located on their customers’ shop
floors—in-plant operations—for the ultimate in getting close to
their customers. Manufacturers are now seeking to become more
agile in a more specialized world. This goal will demand much
faster response times and better integration—all in an
environment where uncertainty is increasing on what is needed
when, thus creating the quiet trend of manufacturers moving
closer to their customers.
III
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Figure 3. Key actions companies have taken or plan to take with
regard to their manufacturing supplier base in light of changing
costs and competitive issues.
IV
Winning manufacturing attributes for the Use of Optimization
strategies
A) Customer priorities • Customize products (and ancillary
services) to serve customer’s unique, specific needs and
priorities—both spoken and implicit. • Differentiate by
integrating the product with a compelling customer experience.
B) Globally local operations • Design the network footprint
according to total “landed” value chain costs and customer
service needs.
• Balance regional demand with regional supply.
• Learn to migrate modular components of the operation
to the next new low-cost, appropriate-quality country or
countries.
• Ensure that the global network has excellent visibility and high
service levels.
C) Supply network flexibility
• Adopt differentiated models and processes to support
increasingly diverse channel and customer needs.
• Shift fixed costs to variable costs in order to accommodate
market changes.
D) Agility on the shop floor and beyond • Use reliable, efficient
equipment that is highly configurable and easily transportable.
• Leverage advanced analytical capabilities to build predictive
business knowledge.
• Determine and obtain the right mix of skills and resources.
E) Sustainability and partnering for scarce resources
• Give customers visibility into the complete product life cycle,
from design through disposal.
• Learn to negotiate and “partner” with governments and
regulators in nations that control key materials and commodities.
V
Challenge
Despite the desire to rebalance, it is readily acknowledged that
rebalancing manufacturing and supply networks is not an easy
undertaking. It is a challenging proposition—one
that will take years, and require extensive planning, engineering
and execution. For nearly half of the survey respondents,
workforce availability, production skills and transportation costs
were cited as the main obstacles hampering companies from
rebalancing production. Other major well-known hurdles include
access to the appropriate supply base, access to capital to
restructure the network and government policies on such things
as taxes, incentives, employment law, legal protection and
content requirements.
VI
Finding solutions
Companies recognize they need new capabilities to address the
rebalancing of their manufacturing and supply network. A large
majority of respondents (61 percent) said
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the ability to conduct a total cost analysis properly is one of the
leading capabilities they most need to address in order to
rebalance their manufacturing and supply network (see Figure 4).
The global manufacturing landscape has become extraordinarily
complex, and companies face many more challenges than they
did just a few years ago. Dramatic shifts in relative costs, market
volatility and dynamic changes in customer demand patterns
have all contributed to the need for companies to step back and
reevaluate
how they can be agile and can best meet the extraordinary and
growing demands of their customers. How they assess more
closely the matching of supply location with demand
location by onshoring or nearshoring manufacturing and supply
operations is a key strategy in enabling overall competitive
advantage, and ultimately, achieving high performance.
manufacturing and supply networks.

Figure 4. Capabilities companies believe are most needed to
rebalance manufacturing and supply networks.
VII
Conclusion
To analyze the structure of manufacturing sector at the national
level, then our analysis has clearly indicated that the rise in
industrial output is accountable to substitution of capital for
labour in almost all states. In the pre-globalization period the
industries experienced increasing returns to scale. Globalization
has given way to diminishing returns to scale. Along with a rise
in industrial output, globalization has possibly led to a decline in
regional disparities in terms of population-deflated indices of
employment of manpower and capital, and the resultant output.
REFERENCES
[1]

“BMW Ramps Up U.S. Plant Output,” IndustryWeek, Agence
France-Presse, October 13, 2010.

[2] “Siemens Receives Its Largest Onshore Wind Turbine Order to

www.ijsrp.org

International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, Volume 3, Issue 12, December 2013
ISSN 2250-3153

Date,” IndustryWeek, Agence France-Presse, December 28, 2010.
[3] “Nissan Shifting Rogue Production from Japan to Tennessee,”
IndustryWeek, Josh Cable, January 10, 2011.
[4]

4

[17] Kalirajan, K. and Bhide, S.(2004) “The Post-reform Performance of
the Manufacturing Sector in India”, Asian Economic Papers, 3(2),
pp. 126-157.

“Electrolux to Build New Factory in Memphis,” IndustryWeek,

[18] Kirkpatrick, S., Gelatt, C.D. Jr., and Vecchi, M.P.(1983)

Josh Cable,

"Optimization by Simulated Annealing", Science, 220, 4598, pp.

December 16, 2010.

671-680.

[5] Balakrishnan, P., Pushpangadan, K. and Babu, M.S.(2002) “Trade

[19] Kundu, A (1997). “Trends and Structure of Employment in the

Liberalization, Market Power and Scale Efficiency in Indian

1990s. Implications for Urban Growth”, Economic and Political

Industry”, CDS Working Paper-336, www.cds.edu

Weekly, June 14, 1399-1405.

[6] Chand, S. and Sen, K.(2002) “Trade Liberalization and

[20] Lall, S., Shalizi, Z. and Deichmann, U.(2001) “Agglomeration

Productivity Growth: Evidence from Indian Manufacturing”,

Economies and Productivity in Indian Industry”, Social Science

Review of Development Economics, 6(1), pp. 120-132.

Research Network, http://ssrn.com/abstract=632732.

[7]

Dasgupta, M. and Mishra, S.K.(2004) "Least Absolute Deviation

[21] Mishra, SK.(2006-a) "Global Optimization by Differential

Estimation of Linear Econometric Models: A Literature Review".

Evolution and Particle Swarm Methods: Evaluation on Some

SSRN, http://ssrn.com/abstract=552502.

Benchmark Functions",

[8] Diewert, W.E.(1971) "An Application of the Shephard Duality
Theorem: A Generalized Leontief Production Function," Journal of
Political Economy, 79(3), pp. 481-507.
[9] Driffield,

N.L.

Liberalization

and

the

Efficiency

of

U.S.(2003)
Firms

in

“Trade
Indian

Science Research

Network,

[22] Mishra, S. K.(2006-b) "A Note on Numerical Estimation of Sato's
Two-Level

Khambhampati,

and

Social

http://ssrn.com/abstract=933827.

CES

Production

Function"

SSRN,

http://ssrn.com/abstract=947307.
[23] Mishra, S.K.(2006-c) “Estimation of Zellner-Revankar Production

Manufacturing”, Review of Development Economics, 7(3), pp.

Function

Revisited”,

Social

419-430.

http://ssrn.com/abstract=950731.

Science

Research

Network,

[10] Dutt, A.K. and Rao, J.M. (2000) “Globalization and its Social

[24] Nath, H.K.(1996) “Relative Efficiency of Modern Small Scale

Discontents: The Case of India”, Working Paper No. 16, CEPA

Industries in India : An Inter-State Comparison” (unpub) M. Phil.

Working Paper Series I: Globalization, Labor Markets, and Social

dissertation, Jawaharlal Nehru University, Delhi.

Policy. Center for Economic Policy Analysis, New School

Application of Stochastic Production Frontier Model”, Economic

University, New York.
[11] Eberhart R.C. and Kennedy J.(1995) “A New Optimizer using
Particle Swarm Theory”, Proceedings Sixth Symposium on Micro
Machine and Human Science, pp. 39–43. IEEE Service Center,

[12] Fair, R.C. (1974) "On Robust Estimation of Econometric Models",
Annals of Economic and Social Measurement, 3, pp. 667-678.
[13] Felipe, J. and Fisher, F.M. (2001) "Aggregation in Production
What

and Political Weekly, pp. 592-597, Feb. 7.
[26] Robinson, J. (1953) “The Production Function and the Theory of
Capital”, The Review of Economic Studies, 21, pp. 81-106.
[27] Sankar, U. (1970) “Elasticities of Substitution and Returns to Scale

Piscataway, NJ.

Functions:

[25] Nikaido, Y.(2004) “Technical Efficiency of Small-Scale Industry:

AppliedEconomists

Should

Know",

Metroeconomica, 54, pp. 208-262. Reprint available at Social

in Indian Manufacturing Industries”, International Economic
Review, 11(3), pp. 399-411.
[28] Saptari, R. (2001) “The Impact of Globalization on Employment in
India and Responses from the Formal and Informal Sectors”,
Seminar of CLARA fellow: Rohini Hensman, Bombay.

[14] Glover F. (1986) "Future paths for Integer Programming and Links

[29] Schlossmacher, E.J. (1973) "An Alternative Technique for

to Artificial Intelligence", Computers and Operations Research, 5:

Absolute Deviations Curve Fitting", Journal of the American

pp. 533-549.

Statistical Association, 68, pp. 857-859.

[15] Hensman, R. (2001) “The Impact of Globalisation on Employment

[31]• Shaikh, A. (1974) "Laws of Production and Laws of Algebra: The

in India and Responses from the Formal and Informal Sectors”

Humbug Production Function", The Review of Economics and

IIAS/IISG, CLARA Working Paper, No. 15, Amsterdam, 2001.

Statistics, 56(1), pp. 115-120. Reprint available at the website

[16] Holland, J.(1975) Adaptation in Natural and Artificial Systems,
Univ. of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor.

http://homepage.newschool.edu/~AShaikh/humbug.pdf
[32] Shaikh, A. (1980) "Laws of Production and Laws of Algebra—

www.ijsrp.org

International Journal of Scientific and Research Publications, Volume 3, Issue 12, December 2013
ISSN 2250-3153

5

Humbug II", in Growth, Profits and Property (ed.) Nell. E.J.,

Underdeveloped Economy”, Economic Development and Cultural

Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge. Reprint available at the

Change, 32(2), pp. 401-412.

website http://homepage.newschool.edu/~AShaikh/humbug2.pdf.
[33] Storn, R. and Price, K. (1995) "Differential Evolution - A Simple

[37] Zellner, A. and Revankar, N.S.(1969) “Generalized Production
Functions”, The Review of Economic Studies, 36(2), pp. 241-250.

and Efficient Adaptive Scheme for Global Optimization over
Continuous Spaces": Technical Report, International Computer
Science Institute, Berkley.
[34] Taylor, L.D.(1974) “Estimation by Minimizing the Sum of
Absolute Errors”, in Zarembka, P. (Ed) Frontiers of Econometrics,
Academic Press, New York.
[35] Törn, A.A.(1978) “A Search Clustering Approach to Global
Optimization” , in Dixon, LCW and Szegö, G.P. (Eds) Towards
Global Optimization – 2, North Holland, Amsterdam.
[36] Williams, M. and Laumas, P.S.(1984) “Economies of Scale for
Various Types of Manufacturing Production Technologies in an

www.ijsrp.org

