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CORE CHALLENGE OF THE TRIBE MODEL -
BALANCING AUTONOMY AND STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

Tomasz Migdutal*

Abstract: The Tribe Model is an Agile organizational architecture with the innate goals of
accelerating innovation and achieving deep customer centricity. Its core challenge, how-
ever, is managing a fundamental paradox: the inherent tension between the high degree of
team autonomy required for rapid innovation and the high degree of strategic alignment
needed for a cohesive customer experience. The main aim of this paper is to deconstruct
the model to analyze how this central paradox shapes an organization's ability to achieve
its dual strategic goals. This study employs a systematic literature review, involving a meta-
synthesis of academic articles, practitioner works, and expert analysis. The results confirm
that while autonomous Squads effectively dismantle functional silos, they can also fragment
the customer journey without robust strategic alignment mechanisms. The paper concludes
that the model's success is not guaranteed by its structure alone, but is contingent on actively
managing this inherent paradox through a conducive organizational culture, the right lead-
ership approach, and the use of appropriate tools, such as OKR.
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agility, Tribe Model
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Introduction

Organizations today confront the dual imperative of achieving deep customer
centricity while sustaining continuous innovation. The former demands the holistic
alignment of functions to deliver value, whereas the latter requires transforming
concepts into market-ready solutions. However, these objectives are often impeded
by the inertia of traditional, siloed structures. Such hierarchies, characterized by
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self-contained departments that prioritize vertical coordination over horizontal col-
laboration, tend to fragment the customer experience (Scott & Gong, 2021). This
structural rigidity fosters a “silo mentality”, where insular departments prioritize nar-
row functional goals over broader organizational objectives, stifling the cross-disci-
plinary cooperation essential for innovation. This insularity leads to resource dupli-
cation, delayed decision-making, and a failure to address cross-cutting challenges
effectively (Scott & Gong, 2021). Consequently, the organization's ability to inno-
vate and respond cohesively to customer needs is severely undermined.

In response to the limitations of these hierarchical structures, Agile methodolo-
gies emerged, initially within the software development sector, to promote flexibil-
ity, speed, and adaptability. The core principles of Agile, such as iterative develop-
ment, continuous feedback, and empowered, cross-functional teams, were designed
to help organizations respond more effectively to market changes. While its origins
are in technology, the success of this mindset has led to the adoption of Agile prin-
ciples in various business functions beyond I'T as companies seek to increase respon-
siveness and break down operational silos across the entire enterprise.

A prominent manifestation of scaling these principles is the Tribe Model, an
organizational architecture that structures work into small, autonomous teams known
as Squads. These Squads, containing all the skills needed to execute their mission,
are designed to operate like independent startups and are grouped into larger, mis-
sion-aligned Tribes. The model's primary intention is to dismantle traditional hierar-
chies and apply Agile ways of working to broader business challenges, not just soft-
ware delivery. Nevertheless, despite its conceptual appeal and celebrated success
stories, such as that of the Dutch bank ING which credits the model for improved
time-to-market and employee engagement (Jacobs & Schlatmann, 2017), its practi-
cal implementation has yielded mixed results. The transformation journey is often
a long, non-linear process fraught with challenges, as documented in a decade-long
case study of a large IT services firm (Berkani & Causse, 2019). Many organizations
struggle to balance the high degree of team autonomy central to the model with the
strategic alignment necessary for coherent value delivery.

This paper addresses this gap by deconstructing the Tribe Model not merely as
a catalyst, but as an organizational architecture defined by a core challenge: the in-
herent tension between team autonomy and strategic alignment. The analysis will
demonstrate that the model's architectural principles constitute a powerful frame-
work, but one whose success is ultimately contingent on an organization's ability to
navigate this central paradox. Consequently, this study posits the following research
hypothesis: The active management of the paradox between Squad autonomy and
strategic alignment is a critical success factor in the implementation of the Tribe
Model. The contribution of this work is therefore to move beyond prescriptive de-
scriptions of the model and offer a nuanced analytical framework for understanding
its implementation challenges and critical success factors.
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Literature review

The imperative of customer centricity

Transitioning to a customer-centric strategy entails fundamental reorientation,
placing the customer at the core of the organizational ecosystem (Burritt & Kilara,
2016). This paradigm is defined as a strategy that aligns an organization's architec-
ture and processes to deliver a unique and valuable customer experience, thereby
creating a strategic and managerial advantage (Al Sayed et al., 2022; Burrit & Kilara,
2016). Research indicates that while customer centricity drives innovativeness, its
effect on business growth is largely indirect, mediated by this enhanced innovative
capacity (Tuominen et al., 2023). This approach moves beyond traditional market
orientation to a more profound integration of customer needs into the very fabric of
the organization.

The success of a customer-centric model depends on several key factors, includ-
ing a deep commitment to understanding customer needs and promoting an internal
marketing culture that prioritizes customer satisfaction (Al Sayed et al., 2022). The
case of Amazon exemplifies this, where a relentless focus on the customer experi-
ence has become a cornerstone of its competitive advantage (Baboolal-Frank, 2021).
This strategic choice reflects a deeper philosophical shift, where the concept of the
customer is reinterpreted in a way that challenges traditional business logic, allowing
a more dynamic and responsive organizational posture (Mehraramolan, 2016).

Consequently, success requires an ecosystem where every component supports
the customer journey (Burritt & Kilara, 2016). This strategic choice is not merely
tactical but also structural, yielding proven returns in loyalty and innovation (Tuom-
inen et al., 2023). This inherent dependence of a customer-centric strategy on its
structural foundation means that its successful implementation is, fundamentally,
a matter of organizational design. Hence, understanding how specific organizational
architectures can overcome the fragmentation of traditional, siloed structures is crit-
ical to translating the vision of customer centricity into a tangible reality.

The role of organizational design in fostering innovation

Organizational design is a key lever for competitive advantage, directly shaping
innovation capacity (Sengul, 2019). This is vital for business model innovation,
which necessitates asset reconfiguration (Leih et al., 2015). Conversely, innovation
acts as a catalyst for structural change; as firms encounter limitations during projects,
they often redesign organizational components to better support experimentation
(Brix & Peters, 2015). This iterative relationship underscores that organizational de-
sign is not a static blueprint but an evolving framework that both shapes and is
shaped by a firm's innovative activities. The role of design in this context is measur-
able, with clear impacts on the growth and success of innovation within an enterprise
(Galindo-Rueda & Millot, 2015).

The journey toward an Agile organization is a deliberate design choice aimed at
enhancing responsiveness and innovation. This is especially critical for high-tech
startups, where initial organizational design choices can significantly impact long-term
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innovation outcomes and the ability to scale effectively (Grimpe, Murmann & Sofka,
2019). By viewing organizational design as a strategic choice, firms can proactively
structure themselves to foster the collaboration, flexibility, and learning required to
thrive in dynamic and competitive environments (Sengul, 2019).

The Tribe Model as an Agile organizational architecture

Kniberg and Ivarsson (2012) detailed the Tribe Model as an architecture designed
to scale operations while preserving innovation. Its foundation is the autonomous
“Squad”, a cross-functional unit responsible for specific features, grouped into larger,
mission-aligned “Tribes”. This modularity is supported by knowledge-sharing struc-
tures: “Chapters” unite specialists for skill development under a Chapter Lead
(De Smet, 2018), while voluntary “Guilds” facilitate the cross-pollination of ideas to
balance autonomy with strategic coherence (Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al., 2025).

Table 1. Architectural components of Tribe Model

scaled to maintain
close personal
connections.

to a broader, shared business
objective and fosters
an environment of collaboration
and innovation.

Composition Core purpose L
Component & scale & focus Key principle
To take end-to-end responsibility
A small for a specific feature area or
L mission. The Squad is designed | Autonomy. Functions
self-organizing, : " . o "
. to operate with minimal like a “mini-startup”,
cross-functional - :
Squad : dependencies and handoffs, | empowered to decide
team, typically : ! : :
e covering everything from design| how to best achieve
comprising 5-8 . .
and development to deployment |its long-term mission.
members. . X
and maintenance of its
designated area.
_ To provide st_rateglc alignment Alignment. Acts as
A collection and a supportive ecosystem for a “lichtweicht
of Squads working its Squads. The Tribe Lead & v &
. . matrix” or an
in a related business| ensures that the work of all the incubator. orovidin
Tribe area, typically constituent Squads contributes P g

context and a shared
mission without
imposing rigid,
top-down control.

Chapters

A group of
specialists with the
same competence
(e.g. all UX
designers, all
database
administrators)
from the various
Squads within
a single Tribe.

To maintain and develop
functional excellence within
a specific discipline. It serves as
a “home” for specialists to share
knowledge, establish best
practices, and engage in skill
development. The Chapter Lead
is typically the line manager for
the members.

Competence.
Functions as a formal
“community of
practice” that ensures
high standards and
prevents knowledge
from becoming siloed
within individual
Squads.
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Composition Core purpose L
Component & scale & focus Key principle
To facilitate the cross-pollination Community of
A voluntary, of ideas, knowledge, and Interest. Acts as the
organization-wide practices across the entire “organic glue” of the
community of | organization. Guilds are formed organization,
Guild people wh_o share _ organically around topics of connecting people
a common interest. | interest, which can range from across formal
A Guild can span specific technologies (e.g. boundaries and
across multiple a programming language) breaking down
Tribes. to broader subjects (e.g. web | potential Tribe-level
performance). silos.

Source: Own elaboration based on Kniberg & Ivarsson (2012)

This model embodies several key trademarks of Agile organizations, including
a networked structure that replaces traditional hierarchy and a focus on empowering
teams to make decisions quickly. The effectiveness of such Agile teams is a subject
of ongoing research, which seeks to understand how different architectural arrange-
ments contribute to their success (Steegh et al., 2025). The core principle is to create
an environment where small, focused teams have the autonomy and resources to de-
liver value iteratively, a practice that many large corporations are now seeking to
implement in order to enhance their own agility.

The Tribe Model, therefore, should be understood not as a rigid framework to
be copied, but as a case study in applying Agile principles to organizational design
at scale. It provides a practical example of how to structure an organization to foster
collaboration, empower employees, and accelerate innovation cycles (Kniberg
& lvarsson, 2012).

Despite its widespread discussion and adoption, however, much of the existing
literature treats the model as a set of best practices rather than a complex system with
inherent paradoxes. There remains a significant gap in research that deconstructs the
model to analyze the fundamental tensions between its core tenets, such as high team
autonomy, and the strategic alignment required for true customer centricity.

The successful implementation of such a model requires not only a deep commit-
ment to Agile values (Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al., 2025), but also a nuanced under-
standing of these internal conflicts, which this paper aims to provide.

Research methodology

This study employed a systematic literature review and qualitative synthesis.
Since the Tribe Model is an evolving construct rather than a static framework, a sys-
tematic review was selected to integrate fragmented knowledge from diverse
sources, offering a more comprehensive perspective than a single case study.
The objective was to construct a holistic understanding of the model by analyzing its
conceptual foundations, practical applications, and documented outcomes.
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The research process was initiated with a structured search of academic and pro-
fessional literature. To ensure a comprehensive scope, the search strategy utilized
arange of keywords, including “Spotify Model”, “Tribe Model”, “agile scaling”,
“organizational agility”, “squads, chapters, guilds”, and “customer centricity”. The
analysis was intentionally grounded in a multi-source corpus designed to capture
a variety of perspectives. This corpus included:

— Peer-reviewed academic articles from the fields of management, organizational
design, and innovation, identified through scholarly search engines including
Google Scholar, used to establish the theoretical context and review empirical
findings concerning Agile organizational structures.

— Seminal practitioner-authored works, particularly the foundational whitepaper
by Kniberg and Ivarsson (2012), analyzed to understand the model's original
intent and core architectural principles.

—  Expert critiques and implementation analyses from credible industry practition-
ers and consultants (e.g. Lee, 2020) provided critical, real-world insights into
implementation challenges and deviations from the original concept.

The final stage of the research involved a thematic analysis of the selected mate-
rial. This qualitative technique was used to systematically code the content and iden-
tify recurring concepts, arguments, and reported experiences. The process focused
not merely on summarizing individual sources, but also on synthesizing disparate
findings into a coherent conceptual framework. This synthesis enabled identification
of the underlying mechanisms, inherent tensions, benefits, and critical failure points
associated with the implementation of the model, which are presented in the Results
section.

Results: analyzing the core challenge of the Tribe Model

Dismantling silos, creating micro-silos: the paradox
of the squad structure

Analysis indicates that the Squad, the foundational unit of the Tribe Model,
embodies a central paradox. Although designed to dismantle functional silos and
accelerate value delivery (Kniberg & lvarsson, 2012), its inherent autonomy can in-
advertently foster “micro-silos”. While the cross-functional structure addresses the
fragmentation typical of departmental divisions (Trkman et al., 2015), by embedding
all the necessary skills within a single, mission-oriented unit, the model aims to elim-
inate the delays and communication overhead typical of siloed organizations, thereby
accelerating value delivery (Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al., 2025). The inherent design
of the Squad, as a self-contained “mini-startup”, directly addresses the structural im-
pediments that prevent a holistic view of the customer journey.

Nonetheless, practitioner critiques reveal a counter-theme: highly autonomous
Squads can inadvertently create “micro-silos”. When teams focus exclusively on
their mission, they may fail to share knowledge, leading to duplicated work and
a fragmented understanding of the broader product ecosystem (Segars, 2019).
Empirical research confirms that organizations do not simply replicate the generic

71



Research Reviews of Czestochowa University of Technology. Management No. 61 (2026), pp. 66-78

Spotify template but actively adapt it to their needs. A multi-case study found that
a common adaptation to mitigate these micro-silos is the creation of shared cross-
product tribes (e.g. for security or infrastructure) that provide specialized services
across multiple Squads, ensuring both efficiency and standardization (Gerster et al.,
2020). This observation aligns with broader research on cross-functional teams.
While such teams are designed to dismantle knowledge barriers, their potential can
be undermined if they foster internal conflicts or a sense of isolation from the rest of
the organization, a risk that effective management must mitigate (Blindenbach-
-Driessen, 2015).

The model's horizontal structures, Chapters and Guilds, are presented as the
intended solution to this problem of secondary fragmentation. Chapters, that is
groups of specialists of the same discipline across different Squads within a Tribe,
are designed to maintain technical excellence and facilitate knowledge sharing
within a specific competency (Kniberg & Ivarsson, 2012). They function as formal
structures for competence development that prevent knowledge from becoming iso-
lated within individual teams, a role complemented by Guilds, which the same re-
search identifies as informal “communities of practice” (Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al.,
2025). Guilds, as voluntary, cross-Tribe communities of interest, are meant to create
even broader networks for cross-pollinating ideas and practices across the entire
organization, acting as the “glue” that prevents knowledge fragmentation (Kniberg
& Ivarsson, 2012). However, the successful implementation of such informal struc-
tures is not guaranteed; at ING for instance, Guilds failed to gain significant traction,
demonstrating that even well-intentioned knowledge-sharing mechanisms can strug-
gle to thrive within a specific corporate context (Kerr et al., 2018).

The contingent effect of autonomy on innovation

Analysis confirms a strong thematic link between team autonomy and innovation
capacity (Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al., 2025; Segars, 2019). The freedom to experi-
ment is consistently identified as a key driver of creativity. This aligns with research
demonstrating a significant negative relationship between high centralization and
employee innovative behavior (Dedahanov et al., 2017). Furthermore, the model's
cultural emphasis on treating failure as a learning opportunity creates the psycholog-
ical safety necessary for radical innovation (Bécklander, 2019). This decentralized
approach is found to have a positive impact on both operational efficiency and em-
ployee engagement, which are precursors to sustained innovation (Trzaskowska-
-Dmoch et al., 2025).

Nevertheless, the synthesis of critical analyses reveals that autonomy alone is in-
sufficient and can even be detrimental to organization-wide innovation. An overem-
phasis on autonomy without effective knowledge-sharing mechanisms leads to du-
plicated efforts and fragmented learning as different teams independently “reinvent
the wheel” to solve similar problems (Lee, 2020). Both structural differentiation
(autonomy) and integration (knowledge sharing) are necessary to execute complex
innovation streams. The effectiveness of Chapters and Guilds is thus identified as
a critical moderating factor. When these horizontal networks function well, they
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amplify innovation by disseminating best practices and new ideas. When they are
weak or ineffective, the innovative potential of autonomous teams remains localized
and fails to scale.

This brings the model's core challenge directly into focus within the realm of
innovation. The relationship between autonomous Squads and the horizontal struc-
tures of Chapters and Guilds is not merely supportive. It is the very manifestation of
the tension between creative freedom and strategic coherence. While high autonomy
is essential for fostering localized, bottom-up experimentation, scaling these individ-
ual innovations into a cohesive organizational capability requires the deliberate
alignment that these knowledge-sharing networks are designed to provide. There-
fore, the model's success in creating a truly innovative ecosystem hinges on actively
managing this paradox by empowering teams to diverge in their explorations while
ensuring their discoveries ultimately converge into collective, strategic progress.
This tension demonstrates that the path to enterprise-wide innovation is defined by
the delicate balance between enabling freedom and maintaining focus.

The central trade-off: reconciling autonomy with a cohesive customer
experience

The analysis reveals that the model's core challenge becomes most apparent when
pursuing a truly customer-centric strategy. This goal requires managing a central
trade-off: the inherent conflict between the high level of team autonomy granted for
speed and the high level of strategic alignment necessary for a cohesive customer
experience across all touchpoints. Academic research confirms that a truly customer-
centric strategy requires a consistent and seamless journey across all product touch-
points, which is difficult to achieve when dozens of teams operate independently
(Lemon & Verhoef, 2016). While Squads are empowered to respond quickly to cus-
tomer needs within their specific domain, this can lead to a fragmented user experi-
ence if not guided by a unified vision (Lee, 2020). This tension represents a classic
organizational paradox, where leaders must manage the competing demands of free-
dom and control to foster innovation.

The literature, particularly critiques of the model, indicates that overemphasis on
autonomy without robust alignment mechanisms leads to divergence from strategic
business goals. The success of the model in fostering customer centricity is therefore
contingent on the effectiveness of its alignment mechanisms. These are identified as
the leadership roles of the Tribe Lead and the Trio (a leadership group of product,
design, and tech leads), who are responsible for communicating a clear strategic vi-
sion and ensuring that the work of all Squads contributes to that shared mission.
In practice, this strategic alignment is often operationalized through frameworks
such as objectives and key results (OKRs), which provide a structured methodology
for setting clear, ambitious goals and formulating measurable action steps to achieve
them (Wulff et al., 2024). Such tools allow the organization to cascade strategic in-
tent without resorting to the top-down control that the model aims to replace, thereby
connecting high-level business outcomes with the autonomous work of the Squads
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(Wulff et al., 2024). This aligns with broader research on customer-centric transfor-
mations, which emphasizes the critical role of leadership in embedding a customer-
first mindset across all functions.

Synthesis of critical failure points and success factors

The meta-synthesis of practitioner critiques and implementation analyses (e.g.
Carroll et al., 2023; Lee, 2020) reveals several recurring failure points. The most
prominent is the attempt to copy the model's structure without adopting its underly-
ing culture of trust and autonomy. This approach, often referred to as “Cargo Cult
Agile”, is the ritualistic imitation of Agile practices without a full understanding of
the underlying principles or the reasons behind them (Havstorm et al., 2025), which
leads to superficial transformations where organizations simply relabel existing
structures, for instance, calling departments “Tribes”, without granting teams the
genuine autonomy required for success (Lee, 2020; Carroll et al., 2023).

Another critical failure point is the flawed implementation of the matrix structure,
particularly the role of the Chapter Lead. Critiques from former employees highlight
that when Chapter Leads act as traditional line managers responsible only for career
development but not for delivery, it creates a vacuum of accountability and leaves
the Product Owner without a single, accountable engineering counterpart (Lee,
2020). Finally, a consistent theme is the underestimation of the need to enable lead-
ership. The model requires a fundamental shift from “command and control” man-
agement to a servant leadership style, a difficult transition that is often a major source
of resistance (Bécklander, 2019). From these failure points, a clear set of success
factors emerges, as summarized in Table 2. This is further supported by the work of
Carroll (2023), whose research on large-scale Agile transformations highlights that
a focus on initial adoption without a strategy for long-term “normalization” is a pri-
mary reason for failure.

Table 2. Synthesis of architectural principles and documented implementation
challenges

Architectural Intended purpose Documented challenges
element (catalyst) (barrier)
Break down functional silos and | C0 create “micro-silos”, leading
. to knowledge fragmentation and
accelerate value delivery through : !
Squads - duplicated work if not properly
cross-functional autonomy d to the wid 7
(Kniberg & Ivarsson, 2012) connected to the wider organization
' ' (Segars, 2019).
Maintain technical excellence, ensure| The Chapter Lead role can create
Chapters engineering standards, and foster |a flawed matrix structure with unclear
skill development across Squads |accountability for delivery, hindering
(Trzaskowska-Dmoch et al., 2025). decision-making (Lee, 2020).
Promote cross-organizational Can lack focus and lose momentum
Guild knowledge sharing and innovation without clear goals or active
unds through voluntary communities of | coordination, becoming ineffective
interest (Kniberg & lvarsson, 2012). discussion forums.
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Architectural Intended purpose Documented challenges
element (catalyst) (barrier)
Susceptible to “cargo cult”
implementation, where a department
Provide strategic alignment and a |is simply renamed a “Tribe” without
. shared mission for a collection of fundamentally changing its
Tribes . . . .
Squads, acting as an “incubator” for | hierarchical structure or processes.
broader business objectives. It can also evolve into a new, larger
“Tribe-level silo,” hindering
cross-organizational collaboration.
Tribe Provide clear strategic direction and | Risk of reverting to “command and
. ensure that autonomous Squads control” management styles or
Leadership o ; . i :
. remain aligned with the broader creating role ambiguity regarding
(Tribe Lead, - . . -
. customer journey and business accountability relative to the
Trio)
goals. Product Owner.
. . Over-fixation on autonomy without
Empower teams to innovate quickly - .
Autonomy- - - strong alignment mechanisms leads
: (autonomy) while ensuring they S . .
-Alignment . o : to strategic drift and inconsistent
2 contribute to a unified strategic -
Principle direction (alignment) customer experiences
g ' (Carroll et al., 2023).

Source: Own elaboration

Taken together, the findings synthesized in Table 2 reveal a fundamental duality
within the architectural elements of the Tribe Model, where each intended catalyst
presents a corresponding implementation challenge. Each component, designed as
a catalyst for agility, presents a corresponding barrier if implemented without ad-
dressing its inherent complexities. The autonomy that empowers Squads can lead to
fragmentation, while the matrix structure of Chapters intended to ensure quality can
create accountability conflicts. This synthesis reveals that the model is not a static
blueprint but a dynamic system of managing organizational tensions. These results
provide the foundation for a subsequent discussion on the broader implications for
theory and practice.

Conclusions

The findings of this meta-synthesis demonstrate that the Tribe Model is best un-
derstood not as a prescriptive framework to be replicated, but as a set of architectural
principles designed to manage the inherent tensions between autonomy and align-
ment. Analysis confirms that core components, such as autonomous Squads, are ef-
fective in breaking down traditional functional silos, while the matrixed structures
of Chapters and Guilds are intended to foster the knowledge sharing crucial for
innovation. Nonetheless, this research reveals that these architectural elements
present a fundamental paradox. The very autonomy that fuels speed and creativity
can lead to strategic fragmentation and inconsistent customer experiences if not care-
fully balanced by robust alignment mechanisms. The model's catalytic potential,
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therefore, is not an automatic outcome of its structure, but is contingent upon an
organization's ability to actively navigate these persistent organizational paradoxes.

The primary contribution of this study is the deconstruction of the Tribe Model
into a set of underlying principles and tensions, offering a more nuanced perspective
than is typically found in practitioner-focused literature. For theory, this paper
bridges the gap between organizational design literature and Agile scaling method-
ologies, framing the model as a socio-technical system for managing the paradoxes
of innovation. For practice, the findings serve as a critical caution against cargo cult
adoption. The key implication for managers is that a successful transformation
requires a shift in focus from merely copying structural artifacts to fundamentally
rewiring the organizational backbone, its core processes of budgeting, performance
management, and talent development (Brosseau et al., 2019). The journey is rarely
linear. It can be a “step-wise” process of gradual implementation or an “all-in” trans-
formation, but in every case, it demands cultivation of the cultural prerequisites.
As one of the architects of the ING transformation stated, leaders must be willing to
“give up fundamental parts of [their] current way of working,” including traditional
hierarchy and input steering, in exchange for empowered teams and “output steer-
ing” (Jacobs & Schlatmann, 2017). This underscores the final point: success hinges
on fostering organizational trust and a deep commitment to enabling leadership.
Without these foundational elements, the architectural principles of the model fail to
function as intended and may even introduce new dysfunctions.

Finally, the limitations of this study, rooted in its reliance on a meta-synthesis of
publicly available data, open several avenues for future research. While this ap-
proach allowed a broad synthesis of diverse perspectives, it lacks the depth of direct
empirical investigation. Future research should therefore employ longitudinal, in-
depth case studies within organizations that have implemented these principles. Such
studies could provide richer data on the evolution of these structures over time and
the specific leadership behaviors required to manage the identified tensions effec-
tively. Furthermore, quantitative research is needed to measure the precise impact of
specific architectural elements. Future studies could, for instance, examine the corre-
lation between Guild strength (measured by meeting frequency and cross-Tribe project
participation) and the reduction of duplicated work among Squads, offering tangible
metrics beyond general innovation scores. Ultimately, as organizations continue to
seek greater agility, understanding the deep interplay between architectural design,
organizational culture, and strategic outcomes will remain a critical area of inquiry.
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GLOWNE WYZWANIE MODELU TRIBES -
ROWNOWAZENIE AUTONOMII I STRATEGICZNEGO
DOPASOWANIA

Streszczenie: Model Tribes to zwinna architektura organizacyjna, ktorej wrodzonymi ce-
lami sa przyspieszenie innowacji i osiagnigcie glebokiej klientocentrycznosci. Jego kluczo-
wym wyzwaniem jest jednak zarzadzanie fundamentalnym paradoksem: nicodtgcznym na-
pigciem miedzy wysoka autonomia zespoldow, niezbedna dla szybkich innowacji,
a wysokim stopniem strategicznego dopasowania, koniecznym do zapewnienia spojnego
doswiadczenia klienta. Glownym celem tego artykutu jest dekonstrukcja modelu w celu
analizy, w jaki sposob ten centralny paradoks ksztattuje zdolno$¢ organizacji do osiggania
jej podwojnych celow strategicznych. W badaniu zastosowano systematyczny przeglad li-
teratury, obejmujacy metasynteze artykuldw naukowych, prac praktykow oraz analiz eks-
perckich. Wyniki potwierdzaja, ze cho¢ autonomiczne sktady skutecznie likwiduja silosy
funkcjonalne, moga one rowniez fragmentaryzowac $ciezke klienta bez solidnych mecha-
nizmoéw strategicznego dopasowania. W artykule dokonano konkluzji, ze sukces modelu
nie jest gwarantowany przez samag jego strukture, lecz zalezy od aktywnego zarzadzania
tym nieodtacznym paradoksem poprzez sprzyjajaca kulture organizacyjna, odpowiednie
podejscie przywodcze i wykorzystanie odpowiednich narzedzi, takich jak OKR.

Stowa kluczowe: zwinne projektowanie organizacyjne, klientocentrycznos¢, innowacje,
zwinno$¢ organizacyjna, Model Tribes
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