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Chapter 7 
Team Responsibilities and Team 
Responsiveness: Exploring the 
Relationships 

In this chapter, I will explore the relationship between team responsibilities and 
team responsiveness. First, I will determine the regulation tasks at Volvo Umeå 
and describe their characteristics. Secondly, I shall test the hypotheses as 
formulated in the previous chapter. 

7.1   Selection of Crucial Regulation Tasks 
For the determination of regulation tasks I first selected eight functional areas. 
These functional areas correspond with the six functional areas at Volvo Umeå and 
to these I added customer and supplier relationships (Suzaki 1993). Subsequently, 
I defined two examples of regulation tasks for each functional area and asked 
specialists from each department to review these examples and to add regulation 
tasks to each functional area where they deemed it appropriate. The restriction for 
the regulation tasks they could add was that these should either be used on the 
shop-floor or directly affect the work in the production. After this expert-based 
inventory 24 regulation tasks had been defined for 8 functional areas. Each of them 
is listed in table 34 below. 

Table 34 Total List of 24 Regulation Tasks within 8 Functional Areas 
Personnel Financial Logistics Engineer-

ing 
Operations Planning Customer Supplier 

Personnel 
planning 

Accounting Material 
handling 

Production 
engineer-
ing 

Working 
methods 

Production 
planning 

Internal 
relation-
ships 

Internal 
relation-
ships 

Selection Budgeting Transport 
(external) 

Mainte-
nance 

Cleaning  External 
relation-
ships 

External 
relation-
ships 

Appraisal  Logistics Quality     
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Personnel Financial Logistics Engineer-
ing 

Operations Planning Customer Supplier 

develop-
ment 

Salary 
admini-
stration 

  Process 
develop-
ment 

    

PR   Product 
develop-
ment 

    

Healthcare        
Training & 
education 

       

 

This table with its 24 tasks was used in interviews with seven team managers, one 
from each production department. In the press-shop, one extra manager was 
interviewed, since this department has rather distinctive processes; and in the 
assembly department, an extra manager was interviewed so as to better represent 
the high number of teams working in this area. During these interviews, the 
respondents received a large table including all 24 regulation tasks. The table also 
mentioned the 6 performance criteria, 5 of those referred to Suzaki’s QCDSM 
indicators (1993), and as an extra criteria “utilization” was added. For each 
regulation task, the managers marked to which of the 6 production performance 
criteria this task contributes. As a result, each regulation tasks received a 
maximum of 6 references from each manager (one per performance criteria).  

In addition, they were asked to motivate their answers and to review the listed 
regulation tasks. Most managers indicated that they saw a large overlap between 
“material handling” (headed under “logistics”) and “internal supplier relationships” 
(headed under “supplier”). For this reason, I decided to combine these two tasks 
into one new regulation task called  “material supply”.  

In the analysis of the remaining 23 regulation tasks, I totaled the number of 
references for each regulation task. Since the total number of 23 tasks was too 
large for further use in the analysis, this number was reduced. For the further 
analysis I only used tasks which are of relevant importance; to this effect, I 
selected those tasks that received at least two references on average for all 
respondents. The result is a list of 12 so-called crucial regulation tasks, shown in 
table 35 below. 

Table 35 Twelve Crucial Regulation Tasks in Five Functional Areas 

Functional area Regulation task No. of references* 
Personnel personnel planning 38 
 training & education 29 
 selection 24 
 appraisal 22 
 healthcare 20 
Engineering process development 26 
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Functional area Regulation task No. of references* 
 product development 26 
 production 23 
 maintenance 21 
Operations working methods 26 
Logistics & internal suppliers material supply 21 (material) 

17 (intern. supplier relations) 
Planning production planning 14 
* The maximum number of references is 42, since the 7 respondents could give a maximum 
of 6 references for each regulation task relating to each of the 6 performance indicators. 
 
For each regulation task the table shows the total number of references given by 
the 7 respondents, with the highest number of references for personnel planning 
(38) and the lowest number of references for production planning (14). 

7.2   Characteristics of the Management Structure 
After the determination of the 12 crucial regulation tasks in 2001, the complexity 
and the location of these tasks were measured in 2002 and 2003. Now, all team 
managers from the production departments were involved. In table 36 below, the 
numbers of respondents as well as the numbers of teams they represented are 
listed per department. 

Table 36 Data Sample of Managers and Teams for Team Responsibilities 
(research period 2002-2003) 

Department 2002 2003 

Press & Detail Shop 
Teams 
Managers 

 
21 
5 

 
23 
6 

Body-in-white Dept. 
Teams 
Managers 

 
20 
7 

 
8 
4 

Paint Shop 
Teams 
Managers 

 
20 
8 

 
17 
7 

Pre-Assembly Dept. 
Teams 
Managers 

 
32 
7 

 
36 
8 

Final Assembly Dept. 
Teams 
Managers 
 

 
26 
9 

 
25 
9 

Total teams 

Total managers 

119 

36 (95%) 

109 

34 (81%) 
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In the following sub-sections the regulation task characteristics of Volvo Umeå’s 
management structure are discussed. I will first concentrate on the complexity of 
the regulation tasks within Volvo, and then on the location of authority and 
expertise. 

7.2.1   Regulation Task Complexity 
For each of the regulation tasks, team managers were asked to indicate the 
frequency, predictability and the level of dependency for each of his or her teams. 
As indicated in 6.6.2 the measures for frequency and predictability are not 
combined into one measure for the level of routine, but are used separately. 

Table 37 Average Frequency of Regulation Tasks in 2002 (n=119) and 2003 
(n=109) 

order regulation tasks frequency 
2002 

regulation tasks frequency 
2003 

Most frequent material supply 5.16 material supply 3.30 
 appraisal 5.06 production planning 2.20 
 production planning 2.56 working methods 1.60 
 personnel planning 1.67 personnel planning 1.41 
 healthcare 1.13 training & education 0.38 
 production engineering 1.09 process development 0.36 
 working methods 0.96 healthcare 0.32 
 maintenance 0.92 maintenance 0.25 
 process development 0.41 production engineering 0.25 
 product development 0.27 product development 0.18 
 training & education 0.25 appraisal 0.17 

Least frequent recruitment 0.11 recruitment 0.07 
n = number of teams (the managers answered these items for each single team) 
 
Frequency table 37 shows that material supply and production planning are the 
regulation tasks that are carried out most often in 2002 and 2003. Both tasks are 
being performed several times per day in the production process. Recruitment, 
process development and product development belong to the least frequent tasks 
and are carried out only a few times to less than once a week. Appraisal 
undergoes a metamorphosis between 2002 and 2003, turning from a very frequent 
to a very infrequent task. In 2002, managers indicate that personnel appraisal still 
takes place several times a day. However, during the past few years the 
organization has started to pay more attention to the formal appraisal dialogues, 
which were not carried out on a regular and structured basis before. The drop in 
frequency of appraisal, therefore, might be readily explained by the shift in 
perception of appraisal. It used to be an informal part of the daily work which 
maybe did not fully disappear, while nowadays the formal appraisal dialogues 
receive much more attention on all levels in the organization. 



 

 

101 

Team Responsibilities and Team Responsiveness: Exploring the Relationships 

Table 38 Average Predictability of Regulation Tasks in 2002 (n=119) and 
2003 (n=109) 

order regulation tasks predictability 
2002 

regulation tasks predictability 
2003 

production planning 1.44 production planning 1.43 Most 
predictable personnel planning 1.50 personnel planning 1.60 

 appraisal 1.60 working methods 1.63 
 material supply 1.66 maintenance 1.66 
 training & education 1.87 training & education 1.89 
 maintenance 2.04 appraisal 1.96 
 working methods 2.14 material supply 2.11 
 recruitment 2.18 recruitment 2.34 
 process development 2.18 process development 2.39 
 product development 2.23 healthcare 2.49 

healthcare 2.23 product development 2.62 Least 
predictable production engineering 2.29 production engineering 2.66 
n = number of teams (the managers answered these items for each single team) 
 
The most predictable regulation tasks (table 38) are production and personnel 
planning, activities that usually start at the beginning of each working day. The 
least predictable tasks are related to engineering, such as production engineering 
and product and process development. Table 38 shows how half of the regulation 
tasks are regarded as predictable to partly predictable and the other half are 
regarded as partly unpredictable to unpredictable. 

Table 39 Average Level of Dependence of Regulation Tasks in 2002 
(N=119) and 2003 (N=109) 

order regulation tasks dependency 
2002 

regulation tasks dependency 
2003 

appraisal 1.12 appraisal 1.51 Least 
dependent healthcare 1.49 maintenance 2.98 

 training & education 2.86 working methods 3.02 
 recruitment 3.82 recruitment 3.55 
 maintenance 3.97 personnel planning 3.69 
 working methods 4.10 material supply 3.80 
 production engineering 4.99 healthcare 3.88 
 production planning 5.61 training & education 3.88 
 material supply 7.38 production planning 3.94 
 personnel planning 7.78 production engineering 5.80 

process development 8.90 process development 6.07 Most 
dependent product development 10.37 product development 6.43 
n = number of teams (the managers answered these items for each single team) 
 
The dependency on other teams for the performance of a regulation task, shown in 
table 39, is an average of all teams on the shop-floor level. In case of appraisal 
dialogues, it is clear that generally only one team is independently involved with 
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carrying out this task. The same is the case for healthcare in 2002, although this 
has changed in 2003. During 2002, a special program was started to lower the 
absenteeism: teams and team managers were guided in their policies to deal with 
healthcare issues, which called for closer cooperation between teams of the same 
manager. Activities like process and product development clearly involve many 
teams at the same time, mostly within the same process or department and 
sometimes even involving all teams in the entire plant. 

7.2.2   Regulation Task Location 
Team managers were also asked to indicate where in the organization the 
expertise and the authority for each of these tasks were located. A summary of 
both parameters in 2002 is shown in Figure 11 (see next page). 

These figures provide a nice visualization of the division of authority and expertise 
over different levels within Volvo Umeå. Noteworthy is the overall percentage of 
regulation task authority that is located at the team and team manager level. In 
2002, both hold a similar percentage of about 42%; this means that a large majority 
of the authority is in hands of team and team manager, while other levels only play 
a minor role. Comparing the distribution of authority with those of expertise, it is 
interesting to see that teams in 2002 hold the smallest percentage of expertise, 
whereas their share in authority is much larger. This indicates that that expertise 
and authority for a certain regulation task are not always in the same hands (see 
6.4.2). Nevertheless, more than half of the expertise in the organization is shared 
and for the majority of tasks the team is the first expert with the support of other 
agents. 

Table 40 Location of Authority and Expertise, as a Percentage of the Total 
Number of Regulation Tasks (for 2002, 2003 and the change from 
2002-2003) 

Authority level % 2002 % 2003 difference 
team 42.8 25.9 -16.9 
team coordinator 4.9 12.2 7.3 
team manager 41.8 56.1 14.3 
department manager 6.6 1.3 -5.3 
plant management 3.8 4.5 0.7 
 

Expertise level % 2002 % 2003 difference 
team 14.5 24.9 10.4 
team + support 44.3 40.1 -4.2 
support + team 15.2 10.9 -4.3 
support 25.9 24.1 -1.8 
 

The tables above show the distribution of authority and expertise in 2002 and 
2003, but they also show the changes that the total managing system can undergo. 
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Figure 11 Location of authority and expertise in 2002 at Volvo Umeå, in 
percentages of regulation tasks per hierarchical level 
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A considerable shift of authority from teams to team managers has taken place 
between 2002 and 2003. Internal discussions about the roles of the team manager 
and the accompanying tasks have certainly played a role in this. During these 
years there have been important discussions about the actual meaning of the 
concept of “self management” at Volvo Umeå. Since the introduction of teams ten 
years ago, as a Volvo manager said, “teams were told to be self going and 
managers were told to back-off, with the result that nowadays the teams on the 
floor and management at the top are asking for leadership, but we do not know 
how to do it”. Especially the demands on the team managers have been made 
clearer, the effect of which can be seen in their increased level of authority in 2003. 
The role of the internal team coordinator was also extended. This was partly 
because of the increased pressure on team managers, who, due to more authority, 
were in need of closer communication lines. Since it is easier to direct one person 
in the group instead of to the whole group, team coordinators are involved more in 
the management process. Another reason for extending the internal team 
coordinator’s role, is the establishment of more specialist team coordinators in the 
body-in-white department. In that department engineering and maintenance tasks 
in the robotic areas have been delegated to specialists in the teams for both 
practical and financial reasons (the education of people in these areas is costly and 
time-consuming). 

The increase of the teams’ expertise can be explained in line with the decrease of 
their authority. As the managers have more authority to take care of, they need to 
rely more on the teams’ expertise within certain areas.  

7.3   The Relationship between Complexity and Location of 
Regulation Tasks 
In this section, I test hypothesis 8. Table 41 shows the correlations for all twelve 
regulation tasks between the three aspects of complexity and the two aspects of 
location; in other words, it shows how frequency, predictability and dependency 
correlate with expertise and authority. For each regulation task there are two rows, 
one for 2002 and one for 2003. In accordance with hypothesis 8, I expect to find 
negative correlations between the frequency and the location of authority and 
expertise, meaning that more frequent tasks are more likely to be located on team 
level. For predictability and dependency I expect to find positive correlations with 
authority and expertise, meaning that very predictable tasks and tasks for which 
the team is rather independent of other teams are more likely to be located on 
team level. 
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Table 41 Correlations¹ between Complexity and Location per Regulation 
Task (119 teams in 2002 and 109 teams in 2003) 

Aspects of complexity 
correlated with  

Authority 

Aspects of complexity 
correlated with  

Expertise 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulation task 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 

 fre
qu

en
cy

 

 pr
ed

ic
ta

bi
lit

y 

 de
pe

nd
en

cy
 

 fre
qu

en
cy

 

 pr
ed

ic
ta

bi
lit

y 

 de
pe

nd
en

cy
 

2002 0.283** -0.047 0.485** 0.064 0.320** 0.465** Personnel planning  
2003 -0.363** 0.197* 0.343** -0.183 0.135 0.251** 
2002 -0.071 -0.099 0.150 -0.419** 0.137 0.136 Training 
2003 -0.077 -0.208* 0.335** -0.172 -0.043 -0.108 
2002 -0.234* 0.078 0.311** -0.272** 0.282** -0.001 Working methods 
2003 -0.174 0.321** 0.355** -0.323** 0.343** 0.359** 
2002 -0.275** 0.133 0.643** 0.054 0.224* 0.443** Material supply 
2003 -0.097 0.102 -0.020 -0.049 0.094 0.038 
2002 -0.050 -0.125 0.537** -0.096 -0.286** 0.196* Product development 
2003 -0.037 -0.122 -0.215 -0.190 -0.010 -0.307** 
2002 0.196* 0.002 0.387** -0.147 -0.063 0.126 Process development 
2003 0.012 -0.154 -0.312** 0.012 0.088 -0.365** 
2002 0.029 -0.250** 0.083 0.071 -0.096 0.366** Recruitment 
2003 0.124 0.153 0.043 0.096 0.008 -0.137 
2002 -0.410** 0.161 0.018 -0.480** 0.065 0.160 Production engineering 
2003 -0.248** 0.023 -0.354** -0.197 -0.023 -0.526** 
2002 0.026 0.114 0.068 -0.276* -0.303** 0.122 Appraisal 
2003 0.126 -0.016 0.102 0.064 0.336** 0.051 
2002 -0.368** 0.045 -0.088 -0.237* 0.323** -0.430** Maintenance 
2003 -0.268* 0.719** 0.181 -0.329** 0.424** -0.103 
2002 -0.417** -0.128 0.081 -0.162 -0.125 -0.022 Healthcare 
2003 0.193 -0.108 0.014 -0.467** 0.362** 0.228** 
2002 -0.099 -0.122 0.127 -0.099 -0.122 0.127 Production planning 
2003 -0.058 0.044 0.224* -0.281* -0.057 -0.275* 
2002 5 0 5 5 4 4 Number of predicted 

significant correlations 2003 3 3 4 4 3 3 
¹ Pearsson, two-tailed; *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 
 
 
The last two rows of the table show the total number of correlations that were 
found in keeping with the predicted direction. These results show that there was no 
majority of significant relationships (the maximum number is 5 out of 12) for any of 
the expected relationships. Moreover, some of the tasks show positive 
relationships whereas negative relationships were expected (for frequency), and 



 

 

106 

PART IV  

 

vice versa (for dependency). Another fact is that some complexity characteristics 
correlate differently with location over the two years. 

The conclusion is that, at least at Volvo, there is no unequivocal relationship 
between the complexity of regulation tasks and their location. Hypothesis 8 is 
therefore not supported by the data. However, a number of other conclusions can 
be drawn from these results. 

First of all, the large number of non-significant results can indicate that there is no 
consistent policy for the delegation of regulation tasks to teams. On the one hand, 
there are managers who indicate that their teams are responsible for certain simple 
tasks, while other managers locate the authority and expertise for the same simple 
tasks higher in the organization. The variation between how managers delegate 
tasks to teams varies widely, often even within the same department. 

Secondly, the fact that certain simple tasks are located high in the organization 
while certain complex tasks are clearly positioned low in the organization, could 
have two reasons. Either this indicates that the managers are not aware of the 
theory, or they have found out that there are better ways to delegate tasks to 
teams than those suggested by the theory. In both cases, it is obvious that further 
insight is required on the effect of location, to which end hypotheses 9a and 9b will 
be tested in the following sections. Now that we know that there is no connection 
between complexity and location, it is even more useful to see what effect team 
responsibilities, as a resultant of location, has on the responsiveness of teams; for 
complexity in itself does not tell us anything about this relationship. 

7.4   The Effects of Location on Team Responsiveness 
In this section, I shall test hypotheses 9a and 9b by investigating the relationship 
between location and team responsiveness. With the first sub-hypothesis, I will 
relate the proximity of expertise and authority for all 12 regulation tasks to a team’s 
responsiveness (in terms of job management, joint management and boundary 
management). With the second sub-hypothesis, the number of regulation tasks for 
which authority and expertise have been delegated to the team are related to team 
responsiveness. In other words, the first one tests the impact on responsiveness 
by measuring the distance between the hierarchical level of the task location and 
the team level. The second one tests the impact on responsiveness by the mere 
number of tasks delegated to teams. In both cases, team responsiveness is 
considered the result of the location of authority and expertise for regulation tasks. 

7.4.1   The Effects of the Proximity of Authority and Expertise 
Hypothesis 9a says that if authority and expertise are located closer to the team, or 
within the team, higher team responsiveness will be the result. This hypothesis is 
based on Rice (1958), who states that this location is an organizational strength. 
To test this hypothesis, a regression analysis was used in which all regulation 
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tasks were entered as input to the three dimensions of team responsiveness. The 
score for authority and expertise (their hierarchical positions in the organization) 
indicate the proximity of a regulation task’s actual location to the team it concerns 
(see 6.6.3). This means that with a score of 1 the authority for a regulation task is 
at the team level and with a score of 5 that authority is at the level of the plant 
management. According to the hypothesis, the first situation is favorable for team 
responsiveness. The same is the case for expertise, where a score of 1 refers to 
expertise on team level and a score of 4 refers to expertise at the level of a 
supporting agent. 

The results of the analyses are listed in the tables 42 and 43 below.13 The 
outcomes for job, joint and boundary management are shown separately. While the 
first twelve rows show the beta for the regulation tasks’ location, the last row 
provides insight into their total explained variance for each responsiveness 
dimension. A positive β in this case means that if expertise or authority is located 
higher in the organization (with larger distance from the team) there is a positive 
effect on team responsiveness. A negative β means that the expertise or authority 
located lower in the organization has a positive effect on team responsiveness. 

7.4.1.1   General Conclusion Concerning the Location of Authority 
The most important conclusion regarding the results shown in table 42 is that 
hypothesis 9a needs to be rejected for the relationship between authority and 
responsiveness. The location of authority for most regulation tasks has no 
significant effect on team responsiveness, and of the few significant effects only 5 
out of 36 relationships show the expected outcome. 

Table 42 Regression Analysis’ Results for the Effects of Authority on Team 
Responsiveness in 2002 

 Standardized coefficient Beta 

Authority Job management  Joint management Boundary 
management 

Regulation tasks  
Personnel planning -.221  .072 -.358** 
Training & education -.010 -.145  .054 
Working methods -.053 -.104 -.159 
Material supply  .115 -.203  .098 
Product development  .283¹  .403**  .134 

                                                     
13 This analysis is only carried out with the data of 2002. In 2003 respondents combined 
their answers for several regulation tasks at the same time, since they felt these tasks 
shared the same characteristics. This causes some collinearity in the regression analysis 
and therefore it is better to exclude the model for 2003. Further investigation is required to 
solve this issue, which go beyond the limits of this explorative question. 
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 Standardized coefficient Beta 

Authority Job management  Joint management Boundary 
management 

Process development -.343*  .082  .020 
Recruitment  .081 -.089 -.028 
Production engineering  .229* -.062  .042 
Personnel appraisal -.160  .037 -.111 
Maintenance  .159  .116 -.121 
Healthcare -.260¹  .210 -.067 
Production planning  .017  .006  .164 
    
Total R² .209* .230** .208* 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, (¹p<.1), degrees of freedom=108 

7.4.1.2   Some Specific Outcomes Concerning the Location of Authority 
The results in table 42 show how the location of authority for the twelve regulation 
tasks explains a little more than 20% of the variance for each of the dimensions. In 
case of job management there are a few tasks for which the location of authority 
has a significant effect. A closer location of authority for process development and 
healthcare to the team turns out to contribute to the development of job 
management. Job management, however, is better off with authority for product 
development and production engineering located on higher levels in the 
organization. The location of the authority for product development at a further 
distance from teams is also positive for joint management. Boundary management 
profits from locating authority for personnel planning lower in the organization. 

7.4.1.3   An Alternative Interpretation Concerning the Location of Authority 
The outcomes show that the location of authority for regulation tasks needs to be 
considered for each single task specifically. For a large number of tasks no 
significant results were found. Perhaps the location of their authority is of no 
importance to the responsiveness of teams. Only a few tasks have a positive effect 
if their authority is located lower in the organization. Both job and joint 
management are even positively affected by a location of authority for certain tasks 
higher in the organization. Contrary to the hypothesis that the delegation of 
authority is always positive for teamwork, in some cases team responsiveness 
gains from regulation tasks located higher in the organization, at a greater distance 
from the team. This interpretation leads to the conclusion that simply locating the 
authority for all types of tasks as low as possible in the organization is not positive 
for team responsiveness. 

Looking at the complexity of the tasks that appeared to affect responsiveness, it is 
clear why location can be considered as a more important parameter than 
complexity. For instance, the authority for product development located at a higher 
organizational level affects job management positively, whereas the authority for 
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process development affects job management positively when located at lower 
organizational levels. Nevertheless, both share the same complexity: low 
frequency, low predictability and high dependence on other teams. 

7.4.1.4   General Conclusion Concerning the Location of Expertise 
Sub-hypothesis 9a, about the effects of authority, is not supported either by the 
data concerning the relationship between expertise and team responsiveness (see 
table 43). Only 12 out of 36 relationships show significant outcomes, while in case 
of only half of these relationships the expected effect is found. For the rest of the 
regulation tasks there is no significant positive effect of expertise located lower in 
the organization on team responsiveness. 

In sum, hypothesis 9a can be rejected, considering both the effects of authority and 
expertise. 

Table 43 Regression Analysis’ Results for the Effects of Expertise on Team 
Responsiveness in 2002 

 Standardized coefficient Beta 

Expertise Job management  Joint management Boundary 
management 

Regulation tasks  
Personnel planning -.083  .106 -.454** 
Training & education  .208¹ -.075 -.015 
Working methods -.225¹ -.077 -.226* 
Material supply -.038  .174  .110 
Product development  .204¹ -.032  .221** 
Process development  .004  .005  .207¹ 
Recruitment -.207¹ -.017 -.531*** 
Production engineering  .106 -.195 -.055 
Personnel appraisal  .046  .128  .228¹ 
Maintenance  .159 -.023  .068 
Healthcare -.104 -.191  .027 
Production planning  .201¹ -.200¹  .155 
    
Total R² .301*** .160 .457*** 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, (¹p<.1), degrees of freedom=109 
 

7.4.1.5   Some Specific Outcomes Concerning the Location of Expertise 
The results concerning the location of expertise in the organization are diverse. 
The total percentage of explained variance varies over the three responsiveness 
dimensions. Job management appears to be positively affected by the expertise for 
working methods and recruitment located lower in the organization, while the 
expertise about training and education, product development and production 
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planning is better located higher in the organization. The expertise for the latter 
regulation task, production planning, affects joint management with a location 
closer to the team. Such an outcome forms a dilemma: whatever the location of 
expertise for production planning, it is always negative for either job or joint 
management. Maybe the middle location, at the level of the team manager, is the 
golden mean in this case. The location of expertise for several tasks has positive 
effects on boundary management. In three tasks cases (personnel planning, 
working methods and recruitment), expertise shows positive effects of a location 
lower in the organization, while for another three tasks (product development, 
process development and personnel appraisal) the location higher in the 
organization affects team responsiveness positively. 

7.4.1.6   An Alternative Interpretation Concerning the Location of Expertise 
Again, it seems that delegating expertise for all regulation tasks is either positive or 
negative for team responsiveness. Maybe some tasks are preferably located 
higher and others lower in the organization to have positive effects on the three 
dimensions. The outcomes of the analyses contradict the theory by showing 
positive effects on responsiveness when located on higher levels in the 
organization. 

In sum, for 7 tasks, the distance of expertise or authority further from the team 
shows significant positive impact on one or more responsiveness dimensions. On 
the other hand, the three dimensions are positively affected by the location of 9 
regulation tasks closer to the team.14 

7.4.2   The Effects of the Number of Regulation Tasks 
In this section, I will look at the total number of tasks for which authority and 
expertise are delegated to the team (hypothesis 9b), expecting a higher number to 
result in higher levels of job, joint and boundary management. The effects of the 
number of tasks delegated to teams is tested with a cross-sectional model for 
responsiveness in 2002 (no longitudinal data are available for responsibilities in 
this year, table 44) and a longitudinal model for responsiveness in 2003 (see table 
45). A similar model as explained in 3.4.1 will be used for the longitudinal test. 

 

 

 

                                                     
14 It should be noted, however, that the outcomes of the separate analyses for authority and 
expertise cannot be added. There is some correlation between the two and to avoid multi-
collinearity the two aspects are not used within the same model. 
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Table 44 Regression Analysis’ Results for the Cross-Sectional 
Relationship between Number of Tasks on Team Level and Team 
Responsiveness 2002 

 Standardized coefficient beta 

Number of regulation tasks Model 1 Model 2 

Joint management   
Authority 2002 -.149 -.119 
Expertise 2002  -.110 
   
R² .022 .033 
R² change .022 .011 
   
Job management   
Authority 2002  .027 -.067 
Expertise 2002   .348*** 
   
R² .001 .113 
R² change .001 .112*** 
   
Boundary management   
Authority 2002  .188*  .095 
Expertise 2002   .340*** 
   
R² .035 .142 
R² change .035* .107*** 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, (¹p<.1), degrees of freedom=117 
Model 1: enters authority 2002, Model 2: enters expertise 2002 
 
 
 

Table 45 Regression Analysis’ Results for the Longitudinal Relationship 
between Number of Tasks on Team Level and Team 
Responsiveness 2003 

 Standardized coefficient beta 

Number of regulation tasks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Joint management     
Authority 2002 -.097 -.033 -.115 -.116 
Expertise 2002  -.234* -.233* -.203¹ 
Authority 2003    .224*  .261* 
Expertise 2003    -.080 
     
R² .009 .060 .103 .107 
R² change .009 .051* .043* .004 
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 Standardized coefficient beta 

Number of regulation tasks Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Job management     
Authority 2002 .014 -.091 -.009 -.008 
Expertise 2002   .382***  .381***  .326** 
Authority 2003   -.223* -.291* 
Expertise 2003    .148 
     
R² .000 .135 .178 .192 
R² change .000 .135*** .043** .013 
     
Boundary management     
Authority 2002  .399***  .295***  .390***  .386*** 
Expertise 2002   .382***  .381***  .519*** 
Authority 2003   -.259** -.090 
Expertise 2003    -.365*** 
     
R² .160 .294 .353 .435 
R² change .160*** .135*** .058** .082*** 
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, (¹p<.1), degrees of freedom=99 
Model 1: enters authority 2002, Model 2: enters expertise 2002, Model 3: enters authority 
2003, Model 4: enters expertise 2003 

7.4.2.1   Outcomes of Expertise and Authority 
The cross-sectional model (table 44) shows positive and statistically significant 
relationships between the number of regulation tasks for which expertise is 
delegated to the teams on one hand and both job management and boundary 
management on the other. Increased numbers of expertise seem to make the team 
more multi-functional, they support the decision making process, improve the work 
communication and performance management, and also seem to make the team 
use more management and support activities. Expertise about a larger number of 
regulation tasks might be an important condition for each of these aspects of job 
management. The same is expected for the aspects of boundary management. 
Expertise about more regulation tasks can be considered an important resource for 
initiating improvement activities, carrying out advanced management and support 
activities, as well as maintaining customer and supplier relations. 

The longitudinal models for these two dimensions appear to be even better 
predictors, again including a very important long-term effect of increased expertise. 
The direct effect of expertise in this model for boundary management is negative, 
although the long-term effect is stronger and explains more of the variance of 
boundary management. Perhaps the effect is curve-linear and needs the team time 
to process the extra expertise first, after which it finds the proper response to it. 
However, the overall effect of expertise is positive considering the higher beta for 
the long term effect (β .519 in 2002, compared to β -.365 in 2003). The effect of 
increased expertise on job management seems to be only long-term, while the 
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direct effect is not significant. Perhaps a similar curve-linear effect occurs, with 
expertise only contributing significantly positive after a period of time. Joint 
management is hardly affected by expertise for higher numbers of regulation tasks. 
The cross-sectional model shows no significant effect at all, while in the 
longitudinal model this effect is slightly negative and only with a higher interval 
level (p<.1). 

Authority for more regulation tasks seems to be of less importance to team 
responsiveness than expertise. The cross-sectional models show no significant 
relationship between authority and responsiveness, whereas the longitudinal 
models show more authority to have a slightly positive effect on joint management 
and a slightly negative effect on job management. Delegating authority for more 
regulation tasks might increase the cooperation processes to deal with the 
increased team responsibilities. On the other hand it seems, that the opposite 
effect is the case for job management. The neutral long-term effect of authority on 
job management suggests that this negative effect disappears after a period of 
time. The delegation of authority for more regulation tasks only shows a significant 
positive effect for boundary management, and that only in the longitudinal model. 
Perhaps the authority for tasks is required besides the expertise, to initiate more 
improvement activities, maintain better customer and supplier relationships, and 
take care of advanced management and support activities. 

7.4.2.2   Conclusions Regarding Hypothesis 9b 
The conclusion is that the number of regulation tasks for which expertise and 
authority are delegated to the team is an important predictor for team 
responsiveness. In total, the relationships between both are positive for two of the 
dimensions, job management and boundary management, and therefore I consider 
hypothesis 9b to be supported by the data. Another conclusion is that it seems that 
expertise on team level is a more important predictor for team responsiveness than 
authority on team level. Again, the effects vary per dimension of team 
responsiveness. 

There appears to be a small effect of the delegated number of regulation tasks on 
joint management. Increased expertise seems to disturb the intra-group relations, 
whereas increased authority has a positive effect. Authority possibly creates a 
need for joint accountability, which makes the team united, enhancing the internal 
relationships. Job management is positively affected by increased expertise. The 
production process already largely pre-defines the team’s authority over the 
primary production task. In other words, there seems to be no positive effect from 
extra delegated regulation tasks on job management, whereas expertise is still 
required to develop key-aspects such as multi-functionality and decision making. 
This is different for boundary management. The production process itself does not 
define customer and supplier relations and improvement activities. Consequently, 
there is a specific need to delegate both authority and expertise to teams to enable 
their development in boundary management. 
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7.5   Conclusion 
This chapter described the management structure of Volvo Umeå and tested 
hypotheses 8, 9a and 9b (see table 46 below). 

Twelve crucial regulation tasks were empirically determined. These tasks, varying 
from personnel planning to product development, appeared to vary in terms of 
frequency, predictability and dependency. An overview of the delegation of these 
tasks showed how the authority for the majority of regulation tasks was in hands of 
the team manager, followed by the team. For most of the expertise concerning 
these tasks the team is also dependent on some support from others. 

Hypothesis 8, concerning the relationship between the complexity of regulation 
tasks and their location could not be supported by the data of Volvo Umeå. The 
conclusion is that (at Volvo) the delegation of regulation tasks varies widely over 
teams and managers and there is no correlation between location and complexity. 
Sometimes even non-routine tasks with a high dependency on other teams are 
located at team level, while for other routine tasks with low dependency the 
location of expertise and authority is at a high organization level. 

Hypothesis 9a, stating that the proximity of authority and expertise affects the 
team’s responsiveness, could not be supported either; this type of location only 
seems to be of clear importance for a small number of tasks. The specific kinds of 
tasks to be delegated seem to require special attention. Certain tasks, maybe, 
should not be delegated to teams and should instead be left at a higher 
organizational level.  

The number of delegated regulation tasks (hypothesis 9b), on the other hand, does 
matter; for instance, an increased number of team responsibilities appears to have 
a positive impact on team responsiveness. This hypothesis is supported by the 
data, since both job and boundary management, and to a lesser extent joint 
management, are affected by a higher number of tasks for which expertise and 
authority are delegated. Expertise shows to be a better predictor than authority in 
this matter. 

Considering the high percentages of explained variance, team responsibilities are 
very important for team responsiveness. It shows, however, that the delegated 
number of regulation tasks is more important than the location of the specific tasks 
in the organization. It suggests that team responsibilities can be enlarged by 
increasing the number of delegated tasks. However, it seems that a few specific 
tasks should not be delegated to the team. Team responsiveness is supported in 
these tasks by expertise or authority at a further distance from the team. The 
approach that increased team responsibilities, regardless the task, always improve 
the team functioning, needs to be reconsidered. 
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Table 46 Summary of Results; Hypotheses 8 and 9ab 

Regulation tasks characteristic Predicted effect Hypothesis 

Lower complexity Location lower in the organization 8 
Proximity to the team General positive effect on team 

responsiveness 
9a 

Higher numbers at team level General positive effect on team 
responsiveness 

9b* 

* Hypothesis which found support 
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PART V  GENERAL CONCLUSIONS: Findings, Model, 
Further Research and Practical Applications 




