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Abstract: The MICE (meetings, incentives, conferences, and exhibitions) industry consists of various
stakeholders and their collaboration is essential in achieving the success of the entities involved.
Yet, limited attention has been paid in the literature to examining cooperation among them. Thus,
this research intends to understand the impact of social capital on supply chain integration in the
MICE industry and the influence of supply chain integration on corporate performance and MICE
destination competitiveness. Based on purposive sampling to recruit respondents working in the
MICE industry in Busan, Korea, surveys were distributed online and offline. A total of 158 valid
samples were utilized for data analysis, in which partial least squares (PLS)-SEM was conducted.
According to the results of this study, relational and cognitive social capital affects supply chain
integration and enhanced supply chain integration leads to higher corporate performance and
destination competitiveness. The findings unearth novel understanding regarding the importance
and function of collaboration among stakeholders in the MICE industry, from the perspective of
social capital and supply chain integration, that offers valuable theoretical and practical implications.

Keywords: MICE industry; social capital; supply chain integration; corporate performance;
destination competitiveness

1. Introduction

The MICE (meetings, incentives, conferences, and exhibitions) industry, which is
highly valued due to its capability to boost local economies and to facilitate socio-cultural
development, is expected to continue its development and to expand its market size.
According to the market analysis report by Grand View Research [1], continuous growth
of the global MICE market is forecasted, in which it is predicted that the market size is
expected to reach USD 1563.29 billion by 2030, from USD 986.42 billion in 2022. As the
success of a host city as a MICE destination leads to positive ripple effects that extend to
various areas that are beneficial to the country, governments invest large sums of spending
and effort to foster the growth of this industry. In fact, the existing literature has identified
local government support as one of the important factors that affect the attractiveness of
a destination in the MICE industry market [2]. While government support is critical in
accelerating the development of the MICE industry, one of the most critical yet neglected
antecedents to the growth of the MICE industry is that attention needs to be paid to
including the role of MICE industry stakeholders and their partnership.

As a case in point, the success of the global MICE destination Madrid, which was
listed as the world’s top meetings and conferences destination in the World Travel Awards
in 2022, is credited to the efforts of the Madrid Convention Bureau to bring together
both public and private companies and organizations of Madrid’s MICE industry [3].
That is, strong partnerships formed among the entities in this industry contributed to the
accomplishment of Madrid being recognized as a global MICE destination. Stakeholders in
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the MICE industry include convention and visitors bureaus (CVB), professional conference
organizers (PCO), professional exhibition organizers (PEO), venues, incentive houses,
accommodation, tourism organizations, and any others that are involved in organizing
an event in the MICE industry [4]. To hold an event, these stakeholders need to closely
collaborate and, thus, cooperation among them is essential [5]. By applying the proposition
of stakeholder theory, as suggested by Freeman [6], that stakeholders are those that are
affected by and affect the achievement of an organization, Lau, Milne, and Chi Fai Chui [7]
defined stakeholders in the event industry context as being “people and organizations
with a legitimate interest in an event’s outcomes.” As such, the function of stakeholders is
critical in determining event performance.

Although limited, some studies have explored the role of specific type of a stake-
holder in enhancing the attractiveness and survival of holding an event [2]. Specifically,
local government is known to play an important role in maximizing attractiveness of a
destination to host event and in enhancing MICE industry performance [2]. However,
the focus of the current literature on government as the solely important key player offers
a fragmented understanding of what determines the successful performance of the MICE
industry. In addition, as prior studies have mostly delved into stakeholder performance
or their perceptions on an individual level, regarding issues including decision making,
performance, MICE destination competitiveness, and sustainable practices [4,8], the func-
tion of partnership among MICE industry stakeholders is tangentially explored in the
existing literature. According to the proposition of stakeholder theory, the performance
of stakeholders is maximized when they collaborate, as the resources shared among them
empower them with greater competitiveness [9]. Considering the importance of communal
work among stakeholders, this is an important yet rarely examined issue in the MICE
industry literature.

To address such a research gap, this research intends to understand the antecedents
to and outcomes of supply chain integration in the MICE industry. The concepts of
social capital and supply chain integration, which are yet to be widely explored in the
MICE tourism literature, will be applied in this research. Supply chain integration, which
indicates strategic collaboration among stakeholders to effectively and efficiently manage
one’s supply chain [10], is utilized to explore the strength of the partnership among MICE
industry stakeholders in this research. Among different types of supply chain integration,
the notion of external supply chain integration, which involves cooperative work process
among a firm and its external stakeholders, will be utilized in this study. Social capital,
which refers to cognitive, relational, and structural resources based on partnership that
promotes the development of organizations [11], is examined as the precursor of such a
collaboration. Specifically, the application of the notions of social capital and supply chain
integration in this research is a pioneering attempt as barely any studies have investigated
the function of suppliers, rather than general stakeholders, in the MICE industry.

The structure of this paper will unfold as follows. First, in the literature review section,
discussion on existing knowledge and analysis of the MICE industry, stakeholders in the
MICE industry, social capital, and supply chain integration is outlined. In the hypothesis
development section, a series of hypotheses are delineated based on research objectives,
which are backed up by findings from previous studies. The research method section
includes discussion on research instruments, data collection, and data analysis. In the
results section that follows, results from data analysis are presented. Last, the paper
concludes with the conclusion and discussion section, which summarizes the findings of
this research and suggests theoretical and practical implications.

2. Literature Review
2.1. MICE Industry

The MICE industry, which consists of meetings, incentives, conferences, and exhibi-
tions, represents events such as those in the following descriptions [12]. Meetings refers to
events that are attended by a relatively small number of people compared to other events,
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and includes corporate meetings, workshops, and seminars. Incentives refers to incentive
tourism, in which holiday travel is organized to reward and motivate the employees of
a company or loyal customers. Conferences are large meetings that tend to include ed-
ucational sessions, participant discussions, and social gatherings. Exhibitions refers to
events in which products and services are presented to audiences to induce a sale or to
inform visitors about specific content. As all four dimensions of the MICE industry embrace
business-related purposes, some papers label them as business events [13].

The importance of the MICE industry has been recognized in terms of its economic
and socio-cultural impact [12,14]. The host industry could enjoy a multiplier effect on
its local economies, including accommodation, transportation, attractions, restaurants,
and such economic impact is especially important considering the findings of existing
studies that average MICE tourists tend to spend more than average leisure tourists [15].
Moreover, development of the MICE industry could create jobs, complement the attractive-
ness of the destination as a place to travel to, promote cultural exchange among countries
from different cultures in which new ideas are shared, and enhance sustainable regional
development [16,17].

In accordance with the importance of the MICE industry, prior studies have explored
factors that make destinations attractive to hold an event, and the factors identified are
mostly site attributes such as exhibition center facilities, accessibility, and the image of the
convention and exhibition center [18]. Likewise, factors that contribute to MICE destination
competitiveness encompass those that relate to the infrastructure of the destination includ-
ing facilities, hotel room availability, attractions, environment, safety, and security [19].
An, Kim, and Hur [20] identified that the venue attributes that are perceived to be im-
portant differ among different types of organizations in the MICE industry, such that the
importance of factors such as “number, size, and quality of meeting room”, “attractions and
entertainment opportunity”, and “shopping opportunities and accessibility to shopping
area” varied across different entities.

From the perspective of the event attendee, elements that motivate them to travel for
the purpose of attending events include venue, accommodation, transportation, other sup-
port services, sustainability, the destination leisure environment, the destination economic
environment, and cluster effects [21–23]. Similarly, decoration of the hall and artifacts were
found to affect attendee satisfaction [24]. Additional factors that were found to impact
attendee motivation and satisfaction include education, networking, and the destination’s
image [25,26]. As such, factors that have been explored to affect MICE destination perfor-
mance, attendee motivation, and satisfaction are mostly confined to the physical aspects
of the destination infrastructure. In turn, this offers a limited view regarding what ef-
forts should be made to attract events and maximize the satisfaction of the attendees and
stakeholders involved in the event.

2.2. Stakeholders in the MICE Industry

One of the factors that is important for maximizing MICE event outcomes encompasses
the function of MICE industry stakeholders. The constituents of stakeholders discussed in
the MICE industry varied by research. Some research segmentalized the categorization of
stakeholders, such as the work of van Niekerk and Getz [27], which identified the festival
organization, coproducers, facilitators, allies and collaborators, regulators, suppliers and
venues, and the audience and those impacted as the stakeholders involved in festivals,
while others identified stakeholders more broadly, such as Clarkson [28], who classified
stakeholders as primary and secondary stakeholders. The existing literature regarding
stakeholders in the event industry examined the role of individual stakeholders, in terms of
their function in the survival and attractiveness of an event [27,29]. Moreover, past studies
have argued that each stakeholder has different expectations and interests that they seek
from an event, such that venders seek profit making [30], sponsors expect to receive a return
on their investment [31], and local government is interested in promoting the socioeconomic
development of the destination [27]. In addition, Adongo, Kim and Elliot [32] examined
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perceptions stakeholders have of other stakeholders regarding trust, control, dependence,
and altruism.

As such, prior studies that dealt with event stakeholders paid attention to each of the
stakeholders, respectively rather than examining the interrelationship between or collabo-
ration among the stakeholders [33,34]. In fact, the importance of a collaborative stakeholder
strategy in an event industry has been acknowledged in the current literature [29]. Relation-
ships among stakeholders become important in situations including those where resources
are limited, conflicts and problems exist among stakeholders, and when information is
asymmetric [35]. Thus, collaborative relationships among stakeholders are important
as such collaboration enables them to share information and various types of benefits,
exchange resources, enhances stakeholder satisfaction and trust, and facilitates decision
making in the sense that collaboration improves its quality [30,36,37].

According to resource dependency theory, stakeholders need to be interdependent in
sharing resources for them to survive and the resources shared are important in determin-
ing organizational competitiveness [38]. Resources include tangible attributes including
monetary resources, as well as intangible elements including skills, knowledge reputa-
tion, trustworthiness [39] and these resources lend stakeholders power to exert influence
in determining organizational outcomes. Moreover, according to the notion of network
centrality, as the number and closeness among one another within a stakeholder network is
high, this lends them power [40], and such collaboration allows them to achieve individual
as well as communal benefits for the entities involved [41]. In the context of an event,
the network structure and relationships among stakeholders has also been identified to
be influential in leading an event to success, but past studies have induced such conclu-
sions from interviews and case studies rather than empirically verifying this proposition,
and attention has only been paid to identifying who the stakeholders are and what the
network structure is like [42,43]. Despite the importance and potential of collaborative
relationships among stakeholders in the MICE industry to positively impact MICE industry
performance, limited research has been conducted regarding the power of stakeholders in
the existing literature.

While a smattering of research has been conducted regarding the function of MICE
industry stakeholders, local government has been explored in the current literature as an
entity that impacts MICE industry performance [2,44]. However, the conclusions of the
existing studies regarding the role of local government are fragmented. Studies such as
Kim et al. [2] suggest that for MICE events to survive, local government support is one of
the most important factors, indicating that relationships among MICE industry players,
including MICE event organizers and local authorities, are important. On the other hand,
others have found that the survival of events is not related to government support, such
as the work of He et al. [45], which concluded that exhibition survival is not related to
government support.

The work of Lee, Lee, and Jones [46] is one of the few studies that examined the
relationships among different MICE industry stakeholders and CVBs (convention and
visitor bureaus) on CVB performance. Specifically, they found that goal conflict and
interdependence among MICE industry stakeholders and CVBs impacted collaborative
relationships. However, the findings suggest that in the case of MICE stakeholders in Korea,
information asymmetry among the stakeholders and CVBs does not impact collaborative
relationships and the authors explain that MICE industry stakeholders in Korea tend to
believe that CVBs actively collaborate with them regardless of information asymmetry.
While the findings of this research suggest the importance of collaborative relationships
among MICE industry stakeholders and CVBs, the study did not address relationships
among the stakeholders. Accordingly, the communal power of MICE industry stakeholders
in achieving MICE industry performance success warrants investigation and such an issue
needs to be explored with a theoretical framework. Therefore, this research applies the
notion of social capital and supply chain integration to understand the role of social capital
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among MICE industry stakeholders and the integration of their functions in maximizing
their performance.

As such, the role of MICE industry stakeholders has yet to be examined in a micro-
scopic perspective and inconsistency in findings regarding the function of local government
calls for further research to validate their role. Therefore, there is a need to expand our
knowledge regarding the impact of the relationship among different stakeholders in the
success of MICE industry performance.

2.3. Social Capital

Social capital refers to resources that are accumulated among individuals and organi-
zations within a supply chain network based on their trust and partnership and structural
configuration [47]. Originally, the relational aspect of the social capital was emphasized in
the literature, in which social capital was viewed as a relational resource that contributes
to the growth of individuals and organizations that engage in networking with one an-
other [48]. Later works expanded the range of resources that are included in the notion of
social capital, including “economic, political, technological, and cultural resources” [49].
As such, prior works have identified a range of elements that constitute social capital.
Among such variations, the most recognized set of dimensions of social capital includes a
structural dimension (networking and mutual relationships among members of an organi-
zation), a relational dimension (shared norms and trust constructed via social interactions
among members of an organization), and a cognitive dimension (shared understanding
among members of an organization) [50].

While many of the existing studies argue that all three dimensions of cognitive, rela-
tional, and structural dimensions enhance firm performance [51–53], some studies have
argued that one specific dimension is more effective than the other. For instance, Autry
and Griffis [47] found that relational and structural dimensions enhance operational and
innovation-oriented firm performance, while Muniady et al. [54] identified that structural
capital impacts firm performance in the case of a micro-enterprise. Such divergent findings
in the existing literature suggests the need for further validation regarding whether social
capital itself results in higher firm performance or whether a specific dimension of the
social capital exerts influence in enhancing positive outcomes for an organization.

Social capital has been recognized as helping individuals and organizations within a
network to acquire meaningful information that could eventually help them to produce
valuable outcomes [55–57]. As the social capital a firm has is strengthened, operational
performance and overall firm performance has been identified as being enhanced as the
information exchange among stakeholders is facilitated [58]. In a similar vein, social capital
has been recognized to have power in encouraging knowledge sharing among members of
a group, which in turn boosts the knowledge-based capability within an organization [51].
Moreover, collaboration among the entities involved in the supply chain empowers them
with flexibility, which leads to higher firm performance [58]. The importance of enhanced
social capital in an organization has also been identified in terms of enhanced organizational
creativity and organizational efficiency [57]. Although the value of communal resources
shared among stakeholders has been recognized in the existing literature, very limited
attempts have been made in exploring its role within the MICE industry by applying the
notion of social capital.

2.4. Supply Chain Integration

Supply chain integration refers to the degree to which stakeholders (i.e., company,
suppliers, customers) within one’s supply chain collaborate with one another [59]. While
early research on supply chain integration argued that this is a unidimensional concept
(e.g., [60,61]), the view that supply chain integration is a multi-dimensional concept is more
dominant [62]. While some have outlined a two-dimensional approach including internal
and external integration, where external integration encompasses supplier and customer in-
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tegration [63], others have dissected external integration and outlined three types of supply
chain integration: customer integration, internal integration, and external integration [64].

Customer integration concerns a cooperative process through which firms attempt to
enhance their understanding of their customers’ needs and culture [65]. Identifying the
needs of the customers and engaging customers in the decision-making processes enables
companies to offer products and services that create the highest value for customers
and to maximize customer satisfaction [10]. Internal integration involves structuralizing
operational procedures of internal entities in collaborative processes. Through internal
integration, the activities of different divisions within a firm are incorporated to work
collectively instead of each division working independently [66]. External integration refers
to a collaborative work process among a firm and its suppliers, through which entities
engaged in this partnership aim to jointly eliminate unnecessary procedures involved while
enhancing the efficiency of their work [64]. Based on external integration, firms engage
in processes to establish a system through which they can exchange information with
their suppliers [67]. The external integration procedure allows the firm and its suppliers
to strategically collaborate in terms of activities including establishment of communal
plans and practices as well as the development of conjoint products [68]. In the current
study, external supply chain integration was examined as this research intends to examine
cooperation among firms and related stakeholders on an external level.

The collaboration formed among entities involved in supply chain integration includes
communal management among stakeholders to expedite and maximize the efficiency of
their internal and external operational processes [69]. Through supply chain integration,
the efficiency of the supply chain structure can be enhanced and a company’s competi-
tiveness can be enhanced via effectively executing the decision-making process required
within a company. Moreover, companies involved in supply chain integration are able to
achieve seamless operation as flexibility and agility are enhanced, which in turn leads to im-
proved operational performance [70,71]. Supply chain integration also enables individuals
involved in the supply chain to make decision-making effective, which ultimately plays an
important role in offering high value to customers [72]. While collaboration among entities
involved in the MICE industry supply chain is also important in facilitating the processes
involved and in enhancing the outcomes related to holding MICE events, as discussed
above, very limited attention has been paid to examining the relationships among MICE
industry stakeholders in terms of supply chain integration and its impact. In fact, barely any
research has applied a theoretical framework such as the notion of supply chain integration
in examining collaborative relationships among stakeholders in the MICE industry.

3. Hypothesis Development
3.1. Social Capital and Supply Chain Integration

In the current literature, enhanced social capital has been identified to influence de-
velopment of supply chain integration [73,74]. For entities to strengthen integration of
supply chain, relational resources developed based on trust are essential as such resources
facilitate the relationship building process [75]. As the nature of social capital entails trust,
shared vision and commitment and, thus, social capital can influence supply chain inte-
gration [47]. While some studies have identified that a specific type of capital has positive
impact on supply chain integration [76,77], the consensus is that all three dimensions of
social capital enhance supply chain integration. For instance, in the context of food process-
ing industry, Saleh [78] found that social capital has a positive influence on supply chain
integration. Similarly, social capital has been identified as the antecedent to sustainable
supply chain management [79]. Based on this background, this research proposes the
following hypotheses:

Hypotheses 1a (H1a). Structural capital has a significant impact on supply chain integration in
the MICE industry.
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Hypotheses 1b (H1b). Relational capital has a significant impact on supply chain integration in
the MICE industry.

Hypotheses 1c (H1c). Cognitive capital has a significant impact on supply chain integration in
the MICE industry.

3.2. Supply Chain Integration and Corporate Performance

Intensification of supply chain integration has been found to lead to higher firm per-
formance in existing studies [80,81]. Firms are able to improve operational performance in
terms of various aspects including enhanced product quality, cost efficiency, and flexibil-
ity [82]. When integration of a supply chain is intensified, information is actively shared
among stakeholders in the supply chain, which allows transparency among them [83]. This
information exchange allows the entities involved to understand the operational activities
of others, which in turn results in enhanced transparency among them. Moreover, when
supply chain integration is intensified, firms are able to achieve higher performance as firms
can boost creativity and innovation [84]. As such, the numerous beneficial outcomes of
supply chain integration enable firms to improve their own performance. The importance
of supply chain integration in augmenting firm performance in the MICE industry can also
be inferred from the work of Rittichainuwat et al. [85], which concluded that the collective
effort of suppliers in executing operational and marketing activities during the COVID-19
pandemic expedited the recovery of the MICE industry in Thailand. Against this backdrop,
the current research presents the following hypothesis:

Hypotheses 2 (H2). Supply chain integration has a significant impact on corporate performance
in the MICE industry.

3.3. Supply Chain Integration and MICE Destination Competitiveness

Destination competitiveness is a concept that has been widely studied in the existing
literature [86–88]. One of the most widely cited definitions of destination competitiveness
was coined by Crouch and Ritchie [89], stating that it is “the ability to increase tourism ex-
penditure, to increasingly attract visitors while providing them with satisfying, memorable
experiences and to do so in a profitable way, while enhancing the well-being of destina-
tion residents and preserving the natural capital of the destination for future generations”
(p. 137). Accordingly, MICE destination competitiveness in this research is defined as
the capability of the destination to attract more MICE event visitors and ultimately to
enhance their satisfaction level. The work of Cronjé and du Plessis [87], which reviewed
studies that dealt with destination competitiveness, concluded that the most frequently
identified determinant of destination competitiveness in the literature is infrastructure,
followed by events that take place in the destination from the supply side. Cronjé and
du Plessis [87] outlined that activity factors and quality of service factors were most the
frequently examined antecedent to destination competitiveness from the demand side.
For infrastructure to be well developed, to offer satisfactory activities, and to provide
high-quality services to visitors, collaborative work among stakeholders is essential. In fact,
Kvasnová, Gajdošík, and Maráková [90] identified that the degree of partnership among
tourism stakeholders has a positive influence on destination competitiveness. Moreover, en-
hanced supply chain integration has been known to improve product quality and the level
of customer service [91]. Thus, supply chain integration among MICE industry stakeholders
could play an important role in enhancing MICE destination competitiveness. In addition,
the findings of the studies which identified that government support influences destination
competitiveness [92,93] suggest that the role of suppliers can be an important determinant
of destination competitiveness. Thus, the following hypothesis is suggested in this research:

Hypotheses 3 (H3). Supply chain integration has a significant impact on MICE destination
competitiveness in the MICE industry.
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3.4. Corporate Performance and MICE Destination Competitiveness

According to one of the most widely utilized models of destination competitiveness,
as suggested by Ritchie and Crouch’s work [94], destination management, such as the
organizational aspects of tourism firms in the destination, serves as a trigger in boosting
destination competitiveness. That is, the management and performance of firms within
the tourism industry plays an important role in maximizing destination attractiveness.
Moreover, the performance of stakeholders in the tourism industry, such as accommoda-
tion, airlines, and restaurants, could influence the overall experience and satisfaction level
of tourists [95,96]. In the case of the MICE industry, increased corporate performance of
the entities involved means that the quality and efficiency of the event organized is en-
hanced. Thus, this could lead to increasing MICE destination competitiveness. Accordingly,
the following hypothesis is proposed:

Hypotheses 4 (H4). Corporate performance has a significant impact on MICE destination competitiveness.

Based on the hypotheses suggested above, the following research model is proposed
in this study, as shown in Figure 1.
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4. Research Method
4.1. Research Instrument

We constructed reflective multi-item measurements based on items adopted from pre-
vious studies. Measurements for social capital were adopted from Nahapiet and Ghosal [49]
and Johnson, Elliott, and Drake [97]. A total 12 items to measure three dimensions of social
capital (structural capital, relational capital, cognitive capital) were adopted (4 items for
each dimension). Supply chain integration was operationalized using 6 items adopted
from Narasimhan and Jayaram [98] and Huo et al. [59]. Lastly, corporate performance was
operationalized using 4 items adopted from Younis, Sundarakani, and Vel [99] and Chen
et al. [81] while destination competitiveness was operationalized using 3 items adopted
from Lee, Choi, and Breiter [100] and Altinay and Kozak [86]. All items were measured
on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The measurement items were validated and finalized based on consultation with experts
currently working in the MICE industry.
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4.2. Data Collection

Data was collected from October to December, 2021. Data collection was conducted
based on purposive sampling to recruit respondents that work in the MICE industry
(i.e., venue, PCO, PEO, event/promotion company, travel agency, other event related
service providers) in Busan, Korea. Surveys were distributed online and offline. A total of
197 surveys were collected and 158 valid samples were utilized for final analysis.

The demographic characteristics of the respondents are as follows (see Table 1). In the
case of gender, 52% (82 people) were male and 48% (76 people) were female, out of a total
of 158 samples. As for the age distribution of respondents, those in their 20s accounted
for the largest portion with 32% (51 people), followed by 30% (47 people) in their 40s,
27% (42 people) in their 30s, and 11% (18 people) in their 50s or older. Respondents’
current working organization consisted of 41% (65 people) working for venues such as
convention centers and hotels, 34% (54 people) working for PCOs, 11% (18 people) for event
related service providers, 5% (8 people) for PEOs, 3% (4 people) for events and promotions
companies, travel agencies 1% (2 people), and others 5% (7 people). As for the length
of service at the current job, more than 10 years accounted for the largest share at 33%
(53 people), followed by less than 1 year at 25% (39 people), less than 3 years, less than
10 years at 16% (25 people), and less than 5 years were at 10% (16 people). Finally, as for
the total length of service in the MICE industry, more than 10 years accounted for 42%
(66 persons), followed by less than 1 year at 17% (27 persons), less than 3 years at 16%
(25 persons), less than 10 years at 15% (23 people), and 10% (16 people) for less than 5 years.

Table 1. Sociodemographic Profiles of the Respondents.

Variables Percent/Frequency

Gender Male 52%/82
Female 48%/76

Age 20s 32%/51
30s 27%/42
40s 30%/47

Over 50s 11%/18
Working organization Venue 41%/65

PCO 34%/54
PEO 5%/8

Event-related service provider 11%/18
Events and promotions company 3%/4

Travel agencies 1%/2
Others (CVB, association, etc.) 5%/7

Length of service at the
current job Over 10 years 33%/53

Less than 10 years 16%/25
Less than 5 years 10%/16
Less than 3 years 16%/25
Less than 1 year 25%/39

Total length of service at the
MICE industry Over 10 years 42%/66

Less than 10 years 15%/23
Less than 5 years 10%/16
Less than 3 years 16%/25
Less than 1 year 17%/27

4.3. Data Analysis

Before examining the model, common method bias should be checked in cross-
sectional studies, particularly when both the dependent and independent variables are
obtained from the same respondents. To examine this issue, a full-collinearity test was
conducted through the variance inflation factor (VIF). As shown in Table 2, all VIF values
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were less than the threshold of 3.3, varying between 1 and 3.104, suggesting that common
method bias was not a major issue in this model [101].

Table 2. Results of Full-Collinearity test.

Variables SC RC CC SCI CP DC

VIF 1.449 3.037 2.982 2.386 2.688 3.145
SC (structural capital), RC (relational capital), CC (cognitive capital), SCI (supply chain integration), CP (corporate
performance), DC (destination competitiveness).

For data analysis, partial least squares (PLS)-SEM with Smart PLS 4.0 software was
used. PLS-SEM is gaining popularity and has been widely utilized in the marketing and
management literature in the last decade [102–104].

In this study, PLS-SEM was used for two reasons. Firstly, PLS-SEM is considered
to be a useful method for analyzing small and medium sample sizes. It performs more
efficiently in terms of statistical power and convergence when the size of the sample is
small compared to other methods [102,105]. Therefore, considering the characteristics of
this study, where the subject of the study was limited to stakeholders in the regional MICE
industry, using PLS-SEM was deemed appropriate. Secondly, PLS-SEM is considered to
be superior to the CB-SEM method when there is little prior knowledge of the structural
relationships of variables or when the nature of the research is exploratory rather than
confirmatory [102]. Therefore, PLS-SEM seems appropriate for this study because of its
exploratory nature with limited prior research; as our research is one of the initial attempts
to investigate the structural relationships of social capital and supply chain integration in
the context of the MICE industry.

In accordance with recommendations by Hair et al. [102], we adopted a two-stage
analytical procedure for PLS-SEM, first testing the measurement model (reliability and
validity of the structures) and then examining the structural model.

5. Results
5.1. Measurement Model

PLS-SEM was applied to check the reliability and validity of the scale. First, the relia-
bility of the construct was assessed through Cronbach’s Alphas and composite reliability
(CR). Both the Cronbach’s Alphas and CR of all factors were greater than the 0.7 threshold
(between 0.870 and 0.937) indicating that the reliability of the scale is satisfactory.

The convergent validity of the scale was assessed through average variance extracted
(AVE) and factor loadings. AVE values were greater than the 0.5 threshold, varying between
0.667 and 0.842, and all the items have a loading above the threshold of 0.7 (see Table 3).
Consequently, the convergent validity of the model was confirmed [102].

The discriminant validity was assessed via the Fornell–Larcker criterion [105]. The square
root of the AVE of each factor was greater than its corresponding correlation coefficients,
suggesting the discriminant validity of the model (see Table 4). However, some recent
criticism of the Fornell and Lacker [105] criteria suggests that they do not reliably detect
the lack of discriminant validity in common research situations [106]. Thus, discriminant
validity was tested again using the heterotrait–monotrait ratio of correlation (HTMT) (see
Table 5). Results show that all HTMT values were lower than the marginal threshold of 0.9,
confirming an acceptable level of the discriminant validity of the model [106,107]
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Table 3. Validity and Reliability of the Scale.

Constructs Items Loadings CR AVE Alpha

Structural
capital

Social gatherings for relationship building are going well 0.812

0.879 0.735 0.879
Good exchange of knowledge, ideas, and market-related information 0.881

Frequent communication and interaction with each other 0.884
Mutual business support is carried out well 0.849

Relational
capital

Mutual respect among internal members 0851

0.886 0.739 0.882
Closely related to each other 0.828

When conflicts and disputes occur, we strive to resolve them with sincerity 0.880
We strive to keep our promises to each other 0.879

Cognitive
capital

Share a common vision 0.915

0.940 0.842 0.937
Have a consistent goal within the industry 0.907

Share a common culture 0.937
Have a common code of conduct that is respected 0.911

Supply chain
integration

Our company responds jointly to changes in market demand with partners 0.810

0.903 0.667 0.903

Our company shares risks and rewards, profits, and losses with our partners 0.831
Our company shares information about the market with partners 0.818

Our company works with partners from the planning stage of
a new business 0.850

Our company has established a clear contact point with our partners 0.774
Our company is establishing a common business strategy with our partners 0.817

Corporate
performance

Your organization has been helped to innovate 0.874

0.921 0.799 0.921
Core competencies within your organization have been strengthened 0.910

Your organization’s costs have been reduced 0.869
Your organization’s performance has improved 0.922

Destination
Competitiveness

Contributed to strengthen the ability to attract local MICE events 0.910

0.932 0.828 0.932
Contributed to strengthening the ability to operate local MICE events 0.926
Contributed to improving the environment for attracting MICE events 0.894

Contributed to the improvement of MICE service quality 0.911

Table 4. Fornell–Lacker Criterion.

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6

Structural capital 0.857
Relational capital 0.740 0.860
Cognitive capital 0.706 0.778 0.917

Supply chain integration 0.637 0.718 0.685 0.817
Corporate performance 0.629 0.698 0.658 0.699 0.894

Regional competitiveness 0.701 0.813 0.725 0.694 0.743 0.910
Values on the bolded diagonal are square roots of the AVE while the off-diagonals are correlations.

Table 5. HTMT (heterorait–monotrait) Analysis.

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6

Structural capital
Relational capital 0.840
Cognitive capital 0.778 0.854

Supply chain integration 0.708 0.796 0.739
Corporate performance 0.700 0.773 0.708 0.766

Destination competitiveness 0.775 0.895 0.775 0.752 0.800

5.2. Structural Model

To test H1 to H4, the proposed structural model was assessed using 5000 bootstrap
resamples (see Table 6 and Figure 2). The results showed that each relational capital and
cognitive capital has positive and significant effect on supply chain integration (β = 0.393,
p < 0.01; β = 0.268, p < 0.01, respectively) while construct capital was found to have no
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significant effect on supply chain integration (β = 0.157, p > 0.05). Therefore, H1 was
partially supported.

Table 6. Results of Hypothesis Testing.

Hypotheses Beta t-Value
Bias Corrected 95% CI

Results
Lower Upper

H1a SC→ SCI 0.157 1.762 −0.002 0.343 Not supported
H1b RC→ SCI 0.393 4.233 ** 0.197 0.562 Supported
H1c CC→ SCI 0.268 2.700 ** 0.066 0.455 Supported
H2 SCI→ CP 0.699 14.31 ** 0.582 0.780 Supported
H3 SCI→ DC 0.341 4.451 ** 0.189 0.485 Supported
H4 CP→ DC 0.505 7.088 ** 0.360 0.641 Supported

Notes: Critical t-values. ** 2.58 (p < 0.01), SC (structural capital), RC (relational capital), CC (cognitive capital), SCI
(supply chain integration), CP (corporate performance), DC (destination competitiveness).
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Results also showed that supply chain integration has positive and significant effect
on both corporate performance (β = 0.699, p < 0.01) and MICE destination competitiveness
(β = 0.341, p = 0.000). Moreover, corporate performance was found to have positive
and significant effect on MICE destination competitiveness (β = 0.505, p < 0.01). Thus,
H2 and H3 was supported. In addition, Table 7 shows the specific indirect effects of
variables. As shown in the table, all indirect effects were found to be significant, except
the indirect effects of structural capital mediated by supply chain integration on corporate
performance (β = 0.110, p > 0.05) and destination competitiveness (β = 0.054, p > 0.05),
and the indirect effects of structural capital mediated by supply chain integration and
corporate performance on destination competitiveness (β = 0.056, p > 0.05), were found to
be insignificant.

Table 7. Results of Indirect Effects.

Beta t-Value
Bias Corrected 95% CI

Lower Upper

SC→ SCI→ CP 0.110 1.758 −0.001 0.243
SC→ SCI→ DC 0.054 1.682 0.003 0.128
RC→ SCI→ CP 0.275 3.831 ** 0.132 0.410
RC→ SCI→ DC 0.134 2.715 ** 0.052 0.249
CC→ SCI→ CP 0.187 2.636 ** 0.045 0.323
CC→ SCI→ DC 0.091 2.320 ** 0.026 0.182
SCI→ CP→ DC 0.353 6.098 ** 0.246 0.473

SC→ SCI→ CP→ DC 0.056 1.676 0.001 0.132
RC→ SCI→ CP→ DC 0.139 2.320 * 0.068 0.225
CC→ SCI→ CP→ DC 0.095 2.323 * 0.025 0.188

Notes: Critical t-values. * 1.96 (p < 0.05); ** 2.58 (p < 0.01), SC (structural capital), RC (relational capital), CC
(cognitive capital), SCI (supply chain integration), CP (corporate performance), DC (destination competitiveness).
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We also examined the R2 value of endogenous variables and 56.6% of variance in
supply chain integration is explained by social capital (R2 = 0.566) and supply chain
integration explains 48.9% of variance in corporate performance (R2 = 0.489) whereas supply
chain integration and corporate performance explain 61.2% of variance in MICE destination
competitiveness (R2 = 0.612). The R2 values of 0.489 to 0.612 indicate that the proposed
structure model shows moderate exploratory power [108]. In addition, the Q2 values of all
endogenous variables were found to be above 0 (0.544, 0.482, 0.586, respectively), further
supporting the predictive power of the proposed structural model [109].

6. Conclusions

In response to growing recognition of the importance of partnerships among stake-
holders as an integral part of sustainable development in the MICE industry, this research
explored the impact social capital has in intensifying supply chain integration in the MICE
industry as well as the role of supply chain integration in increasing corporate performance
and MICE destination competitiveness. The findings reveal that the relational and cognitive
dimensions of social capital have a positive influence on supply chain integration. It was
also determined that the intensification of supply chain integration leads to higher corporate
performance and MICE destination competitiveness. Moreover, the influence of corporate
performance on MICE destination competitiveness was confirmed. As such, it can be
concluded that relational and cognitive capital are important antecedents to enhancing
supply chain integration and that higher corporate performance and MICE destination
competitiveness could be the outcomes of increased supply chain integration. The findings
of this research can be summarized as follows.

First, among the three dimensions of social capital, only relational and cognitive capital
were found to have positive impact on supply chain integration while structural capital
did not influence supply chain integration. Such findings suggest that shared trust and
understanding among related entities performs important functions in their collaborative
relationship. These results may indicate the greater significance of relationships built upon
trust, intimacy and/or shared goals, compared to formal and superficial relationships.
The result of this research, that only relational and cognitive social capital influences supply
chain integration, also builds on the existing knowledge that only some aspects of social
capital can influence supply chain integration [54].

Second, the result of this study that increased supply chain integration leads to higher
corporate performance confirms the current knowledge that when a supply chain is inte-
grated, performance of the firm can be enhanced [81]. Moreover, the positive influence
of supply chain integration on MICE destination competitiveness identified in this re-
search corroborates the argument of previous studies that increased partnerships among
stakeholders could trigger an enhancement of destination competitiveness [90].

Lastly, the effect of corporate performance on MICE destination competitiveness
confirmed in this research is in line with the relationship outlined in the existing literature
regarding how factors such as tourist satisfaction, which is important part of destination
competitiveness, can be based on corporate performance [95].

7. Discussion
7.1. Theoretical Implications

The current research bears several theoretical implications, such as the following.
First, the finding that social capital and supply chain integration among MICE industry
stakeholders enhances MICE destination competitiveness and corporate performance
fills the void in the existing literature regarding the communal power of MICE industry
stakeholders. While the role of collaborative resources and relationships in yielding positive
outcomes for relevant stakeholders has been recognized in general [37], barely any research
has explored the collective function in the MICE industry. In line with the proposition
of stakeholder theory that entities within a group can achieve higher performance when
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they collaborate with one another, the result of this study validates the notion that such a
proposition can be applied to the MICE industry [9].

This research deepens insights into the type of relationships among stakeholders in the
MICE industry. In contrast to attempts in the existing literature that only explored the rela-
tionships among limited types of stakeholders, such as CVBs and private companies [46],
this research validated the notion that the efforts of various types of stakeholders yields
positive outcome. Such a finding suggests that the research subject could be expanded to a
comprehensive scope. Going beyond its traditional practice, in the existing literature, of ex-
amining the role of only single stakeholders in the MICE industry [29], the current research
also underscored the importance of the function of stakeholders on a collective level.

Application of the notions of social capital and supply chain integration in the MICE
industry to examining interrelated resources and relationships is a pioneering attempt that
promotes solidification of theoretical foundations regarding partnerships in the MICE indus-
try. Departing from the approach of existing studies regarding MICE industry stakeholder
relationships and their role explored in case studies and interviews or the examination of
the network strength [42,43], this research has empirically verified this linkage. That is,
examination of partnerships among them by adopting the well-established concepts of
social capital and supply chain integration establishes a theoretically meaningful extension
of prior MICE tourism studies.

Moreover, the approach of this study, which employed the concepts of social capital
and supply chain integration, extends the current literature on these two notions. While
these two concepts have been utilized in the manufacturing industry literature [10], they
are yet to be implemented in the MICE industry or other fields extensively. In turn,
valid relationships identified among these constructs with other variables in this research
confirm that application of social capital and supply chain integration can be extended to
other contexts.

The findings of this research also contribute to the current understanding of the vari-
able nature of social capital in regard to its role in influencing supply chain integration.
In the context of the MICE industry, social and cognitive capital could serve as the con-
stituents of social capital that help stakeholders to strengthen their collaboration, indicating
that the effect of social capital on supply chain integration may vary by context. The impact
of the relational and cognitive aspects of social capital on supply chain integration identified
in this study also sheds light on the relative value of these two dimensions to structural
capital, signifying the aspect of social capital that is important in intensifying the integration
of supply chains.

Lastly, the results of this research expand our knowledge regarding the antecedents
to the enhancement of MICE destination competitiveness. While existing studies fo-
cused on infrastructural aspects of the MICE industry, including transportation, venues,
and accommodation [21,23], the results of this study suggest that intangible assets in the
MICE industry, such as the resources and collaboration among MICE industry stakeholders,
serve as important precursors of MICE destination competitiveness. Thus, such a finding
enlarges the list of factors that help to maximize the performance of the MICE industry for
the destination.

7.2. Practical Implications

The findings of this research suggest practical insights for tourism and MICE industry
practitioners. First, the current study informs practitioners that collaboration among
stakeholders is crucial in yielding positive outcomes for MICE industry stakeholders.
Specifically, the findings of this research inform industry practitioners that working with
others on a collective level is crucial for them to achieve higher firm performance compared
to themselves working on their own. Moreover, destination marketers that are interested in
enhancing the competitiveness of their destination as a MICE destination should also assist
entities in the MICE industry to intensify their partnerships with one another by providing
pertinent support. It is also important for governmental organization themselves to work
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closely with private companies in the MICE industry. Thus, both private companies and
governments should recognize its importance and make a collective effort to build close
networks among stakeholders.

In building such a cooperative relationship among stakeholders in the MICE industry,
the results of this study indicate that shared trust and understanding among the entities
involved should be enhanced. Accordingly, collaborative systems or platforms should
be established through which stakeholders in the MICE industry can transparently share
information and the knowledge they have. For instance, an online platform shared among
entities in the MICE industry where they could interact with one another and upload
up-to-date information in real time could be effective in promoting an easy and efficient
way of facilitating the development of collaborative relationships. Moreover, entities in the
MICE industry should make efforts to learn about the needs and work of the others within
the industry to build trust and good understanding of others. The government could also
reinforce the partnerships by establishing an official committee among stakeholders in the
MICE industry through which they could regularly hold a meeting to connect with one
another and exchange ideas and latest information. Also, the government could facilitate
close interaction among stakeholders by offering seminars and training through which
these entities can come together.

7.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This research is not free of limitations. First, the sample of this research is limited
to MICE industry stakeholders in Busan, Korea. Future research should be conducted
with various samples to verify whether the findings of this research can be extended to
stakeholders in different regions. Second, while this study is limited to examining the
outcomes of supply chain integration from the perspective of the suppliers, future studies
could be conducted from the view of the consumers, in which how collaboration among the
suppliers can positively impact consumers could be investigated. For instance, outcome
variables such as destination image and behavioral intention could be examined in future
studies. Third, while the empirical approach of this study allows enhanced understanding
regarding the linkages among social capital, supply chain integration, and its outcomes,
such an approach limits our understanding regarding why such a relationship is valid.
Thus, qualitative research could be conducted in future to gain an in-depth understanding
regarding why collaborative relationships among MICE industry stakeholders lead to
positive outcomes for the entities involved as well as for the destination. In addition,
although this research attempted to diversify the research sample by collecting data from
various types of stakeholders in the MICE industry, the majority of the recruited participants
were those who work in venues and PCOs due to the large population of individuals
working in these entities compared to others. Future studies should ensure that data
is collected as evenly as possible from diverse types of entities. Last, as there could be
limitations in applying the data collected from two years ago, future studies should monitor
the possible structural changes stakeholders in the MICE industry experience, to ensure
that newly added types of stakeholders and changes in structure are considered.
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