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Abstract 

Organization theory scholars have identified diverse antecedents to organizational ambidexterity including structure, 
context, and leadership characteristics. Each antecedent has been conceptualized as an alternative solution to 
organizational ambidexterity. This study argues that these distinct antecedents can have complementary effects on 
organizational ambidexterity. Differentiation mechanisms can generate new ideas, which are necessary for change 
and adaptation. Integration mechanisms make it possible to reconcile and address trade-offs and contradictions to 
achieve organizational ambidexterity. The aim of this research is to examine the interaction effect of these two 
distinct mechanisms on organizational ambidexterity in restaurant chain industry. Drawing on franchising and 
corporate governance literature, this paper proposes that the adoption of the franchising system can work as a 
differentiation mechanism and board of directors can be an integration mechanism. The results show when the 
number of outside directors and the average tenure of directors are combined with the adoption of the franchising 
system, chain performance increases.  
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1. Introduction 

In recent years, there has been a growing interest in organizational ambidexterity (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013). 
Organizational ambidexterity is defined as an organization’s ability to simultaneously balance different activities in a 
trade-off situation (Rothaermel & Alexandre, 2009). A recent meta-analysis showed that organizational 
ambidexterity is positively related to organizational performance at a business unit, firm, and inter-firm level (Junni, 
Sarala, Taras, & Tarba, 2013). Empirical research showed that organizational ambidexterity has a positive effect on 
sales growth, subjective rating of performance, innovation, market valuation, and firm survival (O’Reilly & 
Tushman, 2013). The main argument of organizational ambidexterity is that an organization’s ability to reconcile and 
harness the conflicting demands can improve both short-term and long-term performances of the organization 
(Rothaermel & Alexandre, 2009). Of particular interest to researchers has been how organizations can be 
ambidextrous. Previous research has extended our understanding of this topic through identifying antecedents that 
make it possible for organizations to develop the capabilities to address conflicting demands such as exploitation and 
exploration. Researchers have proposed structure, context, and leadership characteristics as antecedents of 
organization ambidexterity (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2013; Raisch & Birkinshaw 2008).  

These diverse antecedents can be classified into differentiation and integration mechanisms (Raisch, Birkinshaw, 
Probst, & Tushman, 2009). Differentiation antecedents enable organizations to develop different capabilities. The 
structural antecedent is an example of the differentiation mechanism. Explorative activities and exploitative activities 
are pursued in separate organization units which are specialized in each activity (Raisch et al., 2009). This 
differentiation mechanism helps organizations to develop capabilities which are different from current ones. On the 
other hand, integration antecedents enable organizations to address conflicting demands. The focus of integration 
mechanism is on development of conceptual connection among differentiated capabilities to identify potential 
synergies (Kogut & Zander, 1992). O’Reilly and Tushman (2004) argued that tight coordination at the top level 
management facilitates sharing of the resources across the new units and the traditional units. This cross-fertilization 
can increase the ambidexterity capabilities (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2004). Top managers frequently encounter 
trade-off situations while they allocate scarce resources. The finding of creative solutions, which can address the 
trade-off situations, can make organizations ambidextrous (Smith & Lewis, 2011). The integration capabilities of top 
managers are of help in generating new solutions to deal with seemingly incompatible organizational goals 
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(Andriopoulos & Lewis, 2011). Therefore, the quality of management is critical to the success of organizational 
ambidexterity (Birkinshaw & Gupta, 2013).  

Scholars argued while each mechanism can contribute to organizational ambidexterity, neither is sufficient for 
organizational ambidexterity (Raisch et al., 2009). Differentiation mechanism creates different competencies that 
address disparate requirements. However, the potentials of distinct capabilities cannot be realized without integration 
mechanism which is associated with the sustained attention to the potential synergies among them (Smith & 
Tushman, 2005). Mere existence of exploitative and explorative capabilities cannot lead to organization success 
(Gilbert, 2006) because value is created with the recombination of distinct capabilities in a way to increase efficiency 
and adaptation to external environment (O’Reilly & Tushman, 2008; Teece, 2007). Critic of integration mechanism 
argues that without the differentiation mechanism, individual’s differentiation capabilities will be constrained due to 
the lack of diversity in experiences, values, knowledge, and information (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005).   

Although it was argued that the integration and differentiation mechanisms are complementary, not alternative, this 
idea has not been empirically examined (Raisch et al., 2009). This study aims to address this research gap. This paper 
proposes a differentiation mechanism and an integration mechanism, then empirically tests the complementary 
effects of these two mechanisms in restaurant chain industry.   

This paper suggests the use of franchising system as a differentiation mechanism. Board of directors is suggested as 
an integration mechanism which aims to develop a better business strategy by integrating new ideas and suggestions 
into a current business model. With these two mechanisms, this study tests whether chain performance is increased 
with the use of both mechanisms. The effectiveness of a board of directors as an integration mechanism can be 
influenced by many factors. Drawing on corporate governance literature, this research examines how board 
composition can influence integration capabilities of the board.  

2. Theory and Hypothesis Development 

2.1 Adoption of the Franchising System as a Differentiation Mechanism 

The chain system has been widely used as a way to expand business by entrepreneurs who developed a successful 
business system (Combs & Ketchen, 2003; Huarng & Yu, 2014). There are two types of units under chain systems. 
The company-owned units are owned by chain owners and are managed by their employees (Murray & Evans, 2013). 
The other type of unit is the franchised unit, which is operated by franchisees who purchase the right to market goods 
or services from chain owners and use the chain’s business practices to make their own profits (Combs, Michael, & 
Castrogiovanni, 2004).  

This paper suggests that the adoption of the franchising system can allow chains to develop new ideas which help 
them to be more in tune with their environments. Chains should be able to adapt to new opportunities and threats to 
ensure sustainability over time (Bradach, 1997). The adoption of the franchising system can facilitate the adaptation 
of the chains which refers to the adaptation to macro environment changes to enhance their sustainability (Bürkle & 
Posselt, 2008). Franchised units can work as a mechanism that promotes chain-wide changes of organization routines 
to adapt to environmental change (Méndez, Galindo, & Sastre, 2014). Franchisees who receive residual claims have 
high-powered incentives to create and experiment with new ideas in order to enhance the adaptation to their 
environmental changes (Dada, Watson, & Kirby, 2012). Thus, the franchising system can be used as a differentiation 
mechanism that limits organizational inertia and promotes new innovations and changes for chain-wide adaptations. 
Based on this argument, this paper hypothesizes that chains that adopt the franchising system will show higher 
performance than ones that do not.  

Hypothesis 1: The adoption of the franchising system will have a positive effect on chai performance.  

2.2 Board of Directors as an Integration Mechanism 

Integration mechanism is required to fully take advantage of distinct capabilities provided by the franchising system 
(Jansen, Tempelaar, van den Bosch, & Volberda, 2009). Bradach (1997), through his field study, found that many 
franchisees are willing to suggest new ideas to meet current and emerging customer needs. Without a proper 
integration mechanism, chains cannot incorporate new ideas into their business system. This paper proposes board of 
directors as an integration mechanism which helps organizations to balance external forces for innovation and 
change, and internal forces for efficiency. The role of integration mechanism is to look for ways that reconcile 
trade-offs generated by differentiation mechanisms (Smith & Tushman, 2005). Development of conceptual 
connections among differentiated dimensions or products is critical to the integration mechanism (Dane, 2010; 
Suedfeld, Tetlock, & Streufert, 1992).   
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Boards of directors can work as an integration mechanism by participating in major strategic decisions. Although the 
most important role of the directors is to monitor managers to mitigate agency conflicts between managers and 
shareholders (Fama & Jesen, 1983), they also provide resources including expertise, advice, and guidance so that the 
organization can make better strategic choices (Boyd, 1990; Daily & Dalton, 1994; Goodstein, Gautam, & Boeker, 
1994; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Shropshire, 2010). The advice, information, and guidance available through the 
directors can at least partially influence strategic decisions of an organization (Westphal & Fredrickson, 2001).     

This paper draws upon human and social capital theory to examine how the composition of a board of directors can 
enhance the integration capabilities of an organization. Human capital is defined as an individual’s knowledge, skills, 
and abilities typically developed through education, training, and various experiences (Becker, 1964; Coleman, 
1988). Social capital can be defined as a sum of actual and potential resources that are available through a person’s 
relationships with others (Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998). The human and social capitals that directors bring to an 
organization can influence strategic decisions of the organization (Carpenter & Westphal, 2001; Jensen & Zajac, 
2004). 

2.2.1 Number of Outside Directors 

The human capital of an organization can be enhanced by appointing outside directors (Bailey & Helfat, 2003; 
Carpenter & Westphal, 2001). Outside directors have distinct experiences in different fields. As the number of 
outside directors increases, they can bring more diverse perspectives, experience, knowledge, and skills which will 
increase the likelihood of connecting different ideas and identifying possible synergies (Burt, 1992).  

Social capital provided by outside directors can contribute to the development of the integration capabilities of the 
board. Outside directors can provide more social capital since individuals who are separate from each other can have 
a distinct network of relationships (Burt, 1992). Directors can, through inter-organizational connections, facilitate the 
communication and exchange of information across organizations (Hillman & Danizel, 2003). The timely and 
valuable information obtained through outside director’s social capital can help organizations to develop better 
strategies to deal with challenges the environment poses (Hillman & Danizel, 2003).  

Thus, with the human capital and social capital available through outside directors, boards of directors that are 
composed of more outside directors can improve their ability to integrate different ideas and find solutions to 
balancing trade-offs developed by a differentiation mechanism. Based on this argument, it is hypothesized that the 
board of directors that is composed of more outside directors can develop a superior integration mechanism. When 
combined with a differentiation mechanism, it can increase chain performance. 

Hypothesis 2: The number of outside directors moderates the relationship between the adoption of the franchising 
system and chain performance. As the number of outside directors increases in the board, the adoption of the 
franchising system has a positive effect on chain performance.  

2.2.2 Average Tenure of Directors 

As the tenure of directors on the board increases, they can develop organization-specific human capital and internal 
social capital. Each organization is idiosyncratic in terms of their resources and capabilities (Penrose, 1959). A better 
understanding of strengths and weaknesses of an organization is required in order to develop better strategies the 
organization can implement (Kor & Mahoney, 2000). While working on a board, directors deepen their 
understanding of the resources and capabilities possessed by the organization. Fiske and Taylor (1991) argued that 
more experiences in an organization help individuals to access a richer stock of remembered information. With the 
development of organization-specific knowledge, outside directors can provide better suggestions and advice which 
help organizations to select a better strategy (Kor & Sundaramurthy, 2009; Nahapiet & Ghoshal, 1998).   

With longer tenure, directors can develop internal social capital (Fischer & Pollock, 2004). Directors can develop 
richer relationships with other directors and executives in the organization through the interactions with one another. 
These interactions increase familiarity among directors and help to develop mutual understanding of one another’s 
personalities and behavioral styles as well as their skills and expertise (Fischer & Pollock, 2004). This understanding 
can facilitate collaboration among them and make the decision making process smoother, which leads to the 
integration of ideas that help organizations select better strategies (Datta, 2011; Westphal & Bednar, 2005).   

Some scholars found that increased tenure is related to the greater rigidity and less changes (Musteen, Barker, & 
Baeten, 2006). Boeker (1997) showed that the tenure of top management team is negatively related to strategic 
changes. People have a tendency to be reluctant to change once they have got used to a new environment (Staw, 
1976).The negative effect of a longer tenure can be mitigated by a differentiation mechanism which provides new 
ideas and suggestions for the directors. Thus, the longer tenure on board can enhance the integration capabilities with 
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the better understanding of the organization and people in the organization. When combined with a differentiation 
mechanism, it will lead to high performance.   

Hypothesis 3: Director’s average board tenure moderates the relationship between the adoption of the franchising 
and chain performance. As the average tenure of directors increases, the adoption of the franchising system has a 
positive effect on chain performance.  

2.2.3 Diversity of Tenure on the Board 

Although an individual’s greater tenure on a board can increase an understanding of the organization and people in it, 
shared tenure among directors can have an adverse effect on the quality of decision making by the board of directors 
(Kor, 2006; Kor & Mahoney, 2000). Shared tenure is the length of time that members of an organization stay 
together. This shared tenure can influence group decision making (Katz, 1982). The greater shared tenure on an 
organization’s board can create shared frames of reference (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). This shared tenure increases 
the homogeneity of perspectives among members due to the common beliefs, understanding, and norm which have 
been developed through the same past experiences (Michel & Hambrick, 1992). The increased familiarity can 
produce groupthink tendencies (Janis, 1972). Groupthink can decrease the quality of group decision making because 
people in a cohesive group tend to pursue unanimity instead of debating and questioning each other (Janis, 1972). 
Group members who show groupthink tendencies would not suggest diverse ideas (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; 
Hambrick, 1995). 

Maintaining heterogeneous perspectives can reduce this negative effect. Diversity in terms of board tenure can imply 
a broad set of perspectives on the opportunities and threats in the market and ideas and strategies an organization can 
use (Sawyer, Houlette, & Yeagley, 2006). Diversity in tenure is related to diversity in cognitive frameworks which 
can improve the quality of discussion (Awino, 2013; Elenkov, Judge, & Wright, 2005). While older tenured 
members can provide a solid understanding of the organization, newer members are able to provide different 
perspectives on the organization’s future direction. Thus, this study proposes that having board members with 
diverse tenure can increase integration capabilities of the board. When the diversity of tenure ob the board is 
combined with a differentiation mechanism, it can increase chain performance.  

Hypothesis 4: Diversity of tenure on the board moderates the relationship between the adoption of the franchising 
system and chain performance. As the board tenure diversity increases, the adoption of the franchising system has 
a positive effect on chain performance.  

3. Methods 

3.1 Sample 

This paper tested the hypotheses with the data from publicly-traded restaurant chains. North American Industry 
Classification System (NAICS) was used to identify restaurant chains. Companies under NAICS code 722110 
full-service restaurants) and 722211 (limited service restaurants) were included in the sample. Companies whose 
sales mainly come from a different industry were excluded. The dataset includes a total of 68 chain companies. I 
collected longitudinal data from 2004 to 2008. The number of observations used for data analysis was 264. Financial 
information was collected from the Standard and Poor’s COMPUSTAT database which is widely used to gather 
financial data. Data on board of directors was collected from proxy statements, and 10Ks of the chain. 

3.2 Variables 

3.2.1 Dependent Variable 

Sales growth: The dependent variable in this study is sales growth of chains. Yin and Zajac (2004) found that sales 
growth is a highly relevant performance measure in the restaurant industry. This was measured by the percent 
changes in the chain-level sales from the previous year to the current year. 

3.2.2 Independent Variables 

Adoption of the franchising system: This research suggests the adoption of the franchising system as a differentiation 
mechanism. With the information provided by each chain’s 10ks, I could identify the chains which adopted the 
franchising system.  

Number of outside directors: The number of directors who do not take managerial position in the organization was 
counted. Considering the purpose of this study, I did not exclude outside directors who have a relationship with the 
organization through business relationship or financing because this variable is not to measure the degree of 
independence of the board but to measure the amount of human and social capital that the outside directors provide 
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(Daily, Johnson, & Dalton, 1999). This study used the number of outside director rather than proportion of the 
outside directors because the number of outside directors can more accurately measure the amount of human and 
social capital offered by the outside directors.  

Average tenure of directors: Following previous research (Fischer & Pollock, 2004; Kor & Sundaramurthy, 2009), 
directors’ average number of years of service on the board in the current organization was used to measure 
organization-specific human and social capital.  

Diversity of board tenure: The diversity board tenure was measured using coefficient of variation. Allison (1979) 
suggested the coefficient of variance because the coefficient of variation has scale invariant property. The coefficient 
in of variation was calculated by standard deviation divided by the mean of the tenure.  

3.2.3 Control Variables 

Previous year’s sales: This paper uses sales growth as a dependent variable. The sales growth amount is expected to 
be influenced by total sales amount of the previous year. It is expected that the companies with a large amount of 
previous sales will have a smaller amount of sales growth. 

Organization size: Organization size can influence sales growth. The franchising literature has used the number of 
total units to measure organization size (Alon, 2001; Falbe, Dandridge, & Kumar, 1999; Lafontaine, 1992; Shane, 
Shankar, & Aravindakshan, 2006). 

Organization age: Organization theorists argued that organization age can influence its growth (Barron, West, & 
Hannan, 1994). Organization age is measured as the number of years since the organization’s establishment. This 
information was collected from annual reports, 10Ks, or chain websites.  

Service type: The restaurant’s service type was also included as a control variable. The sample of this study was 
selected from two types of restaurants; full service restaurant and limited service restaurant. The service type was 
controlled with a dummy variable. 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations 

 Mean SD 1 2 3 4  5  6  7 8

1. Sales growth 10.51 20.74          

2. Previous salesa 5.94 1.63 -0.04          

3. Chain age 35.13 18.97 -0.10 0.22 **         

4. Chain sizea 5.90 1.91 -0.00 0.77 ** 0.39 **        

5. Full service 0.74 0.44 0.04 -0.26 ** -0.27 ** -0.47 **      

6. Franchising system  0.79 0.41 -0.01 0.13 * 0.30 ** 0.44 ** -0.22 **    

7. Num of outsider directorb 2.44 0.39 0.00 0.53 ** 0.28 ** 0.64 ** -0.24 ** 0.32 **  

8. Board average tenureb 2.71 0.70 0.02 0.16 ** 0.30 ** 0.09  -0.04  0.02  -0.03  

9. Board tenure diversity 0.64 0.22 -0.07 0.17 ** 0.02  0.15  -0.16 * 0.18 ** 0.31 ** -0.01

N = 264 a: log transformation, b: square root transformation                * p < .05        ** p < .01 

 

3.3 Analysis 

Estimation model: This dataset has panel structure because I collected data from 68 chains in the restaurant industry 
over 5 years. Fixed effects model is commonly used to test hypotheses with the panel data (Greene, 2003). The fixed 
effects model is preferred because it can parcel out the effects of unobserved organization-specific factors (Griliches 
1986). Statistical assumptions were checked before testing hypotheses. Variables such as previous year’s sales, the 
total number of units, the number of outside boarders, and the average tenure of directors are negatively skewed. 
These variables were transformed to have symmetric distributions. Multicollinearity problems were minimized with 
the inclusion of mean-centered interaction terms (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Because this data has panel 
structure, it is necessary to check whether there are organization-specific (chain) and time-specific (year) effects. A 
comparison of the two ordinary least-square models, one of which includes dummy variables and the other of which 
does not include dummy variables, was used to see whether chain-specific or year-specific effects on chain 
performance. The results showed that there were chain-specific effects but were not year-specific effects. Thus, the 
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chain dummy variables were included to control for the chain-specific effects. Next, heteroskedasticity assumption 
was checked with Breusch-Pagan, Cook-Weisberg test. The result of this test indicated that the variance is not 
constant across chains (chi-square (1) = 173.47, p < .000). The xtpcse model command Stata provides can fix this 
heteroskedasticity problem (Worrall & Pratt, 2004). Last, panel data can have an autocorrelation problem. This 
problem occurs when the value of the previous year influences the value of the current year. Durbin-Watson statistic 
showed that this model has an autocorrelation problem since this statistics (0. 826445) is far from 2. To fix the 
problem, previous sales variable was included in the estimation model. To consider lagged effects of the independent 
variables on chain performance, the independent variables measured at year t were regressed on chain performance 
measured at year t+1. 

Table 2. Results of fixed effect regression model: Influence on sales growth of chain 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 Control  Franchising BOD main 
effects  

Interaction 
effects  

Constant -251.25* -61.42 -47.25*** 45.06* 

Firm dummy Included Included Included Included 

Previous sales -62.45*** -63.21*** -66.17*** -67.58*** 

Chain age  1.12 1.04 0.85 1.64 

Chain size 72.74*** 76.12*** 78..85*** 79.73*** 

Full service 198.35 109.17 100.29 160.13 

Franchising system (H1)  -11.39 -10.46 -19.57 

N of outside director    2.50 -10.77 

Board average tenure     3;31 2.48 

Board tenure diversity     20.91** 10.46 

Franchising × N of outside director (H 2)     27.16* 

Franchising × Board average tenure (H 3)      14.90* 

Franchising × Board tenure diversity (H4)      15.03 

Wald Chi squire  (χ2) 354361.31*** 18241.18*** 4771.78*** 4869.61*** 

R2 0.5753 0.5781 0.5995 0.6199 

N = 264,       *P < .05,    ** p < .01,    ***p < .001 

 

4. Results 

Table 1 displays means, standard deviations, and correlations for all variables used for this study. Table 2 reports the 
results of hypothesis tests. This study used the fixed effect model with sales growth as a dependent variable. Model 1 
reports the results with control variables. The franchising system variable was included to model 2 to test hypothesis 
1. Hypothesis 1 predicts that the adoption of the franchising system will increase chain performance measured by 
sales growth. The result in model 2 shows the coefficient of the franchising system variable is not statistically 
significant. Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported. Model 4 tests the interaction effects of the franchising system and 
board composition. The interaction terms between the franchising system and board composition variables were 
added to model 4. This model examines the complementary effects of the differentiation and integration mechanisms 
on chain performance. Hypothesis 2 predicts that the adoption of the franchising system will have a positive effect on 
chain performance as the number of outside directors increases. The interaction term between the franchising system 
and the number of outside director is positive and statistically significant. (β = 27.16, p < .05). The results provide 
supporting evidence for Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 3 predicts that the adoption of the franchising system will have a 
positive effect on chain performance as the average board tenure increases. The interaction term between the 
franchising system and average board tenure is positive and statistically significant (β =14 .90, p < .05). This finding 
supports hypothesis 3. Hypothesis 4 concerns the interaction effect of the franchising system and board tenure 
diversity. The result in model 4 shows that the interaction term between the franchising system and board tenure 
diversity is not statistically significant. This result does not support hypothesis 4. 
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5. Discussion 

This study investigated how organizations can enhance organization ambidexterity. Although it has been suggested 
that both differentiation and integration mechanisms are required for organizational ambidexterity (Raisch, et al., 
2009), little research has examined the complementary effects of the two mechanisms. Differentiation mechanism is 
required to create distinct capabilities to enhance adaptation to new environments. Integration mechanism enables 
organizations to combine distinct capabilities in a way to create synergies by addressing conflicting demands (Smith 
& Tushman, 2005).   

In this paper, I suggested the adoption of the franchising system as a differentiation mechanism in restaurant chain 
industry. Franchisees who are the owners of their units are more motivated to search new opportunities and suggest 
new ideas to meet their customer’s changing needs (Bradach, 1997). This paper proposed board of directors as an 
integration mechanism. With the diverse human and social capital provided by board of directors, organizations can 
enhance integration capabilities to create connections among distinct capabilities. In general, this study provided 
supporting evidence of the complementary effects of differentiation and integration mechanisms. Hypothesis 1 
suggests that the adoption of the franchising system will enhance chain performance. This hypothesis tests whether a 
differentiation mechanism alone can contribute to chain performance. The hypothesis was not supported. It can 
imply that an exclusive use of the differentiation mechanism may not be sufficient to enhance organization 
ambidexterity (Raisch et al., 2009). Another possible explanation for this insignificant result is the use of a dummy 
variable to measure the differentiation mechanism. The ratio of franchised units varies widely among chains ranging 
from .01 to .99. It is possible that too low or too high a proportion of franchised units may not enhance organization 
ambidexterity because of the lack of balance between exploitative and explorative activities.  

Model 3 in Table 2 provides some insights into the research question examined in this paper. Model 3 includes three 
main effects of board composition characteristics. Model 3 shows that the main effects of the number of outside 
directors and average board tenure on chain performance are not statistically significant. As we see in Model 4, these 
two board composition characteristics lead to increase in chain performance only when they are combined with a 
differentiation mechanism. It may imply that these board composition characteristics are not sufficient for 
organizational ambidexterity. The results of the main effect and the interaction effect of board tenure diversity 
provide interesting insights. Model 3 in Table 2 shows that the main effect of board tenure diversity has a positive 
effect on chain performance. However, the interaction term between the adoption of the franchising system and 
board tenure diversity is not statistically significant. It means that the use of the franchising system does not 
contribute to the increase in chain performance when boards are composed of directors with a diverse set of tenures. 
In other words, board tenure diversity can be a sufficient factor that leads to the growth of chain performance. It 
implies that some characteristics represented by board tenure diversity can enhance differentiation and integration 
capabilities simultaneously. Smith and Tushman (2005) suggested that top management teams’ cognitive process and 
behavioral interactions can be antecedents of both differentiation and integration capabilities for organizational 
ambidexterity. This could be possible when directors with shorter tenure can work as a differentiation mechanism by 
suggesting new ideas and challenging organizational norms and directors with longer tenure may have better ideas of 
how to integrate the new ideas suggested by new directors into the organization. Further research would be required 
to test this potential explanation.  

This research contributes to the organizational ambidexterity literature in several ways. First I provided empirical 
evidence that shows the complementary effect of differentiation and integration mechanisms for organizational 
ambidexterity. While previous research focused on either differentiation or integration mechanism of organizational 
ambidexterity, this paper incorporated two mechanisms and showed that the benefits of each mechanism can be 
enhanced with the other mechanism. This research suggests that human and social capital provided by directors can 
contribute to the development of superior integration capabilities.  

This research has several limitations that should be noted. First, I used board composition as a proxy to measure 
integration capabilities. Although demographic characteristics and experiences can serve as proxies for cognitive 
framework (Carpenter, Geletkanycz, & Sanders, 2004), they do not accurately measure the internal cognitive process 
of directors. Researchers can use a field study or survey for more accurate measurements of cognitive processes of 
boards of directors to provide in-depth insights into this issue. This research drew the sample from only one industry. 
Although single-industry design can control potential industry effects (Roquebert, Phillips, & Westfall, 1996), 
caution should be used in generalizing beyond the restaurant industry. Future research can test whether the findings 
of this research can be generalizable to other industries. 
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