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meetings industry has always been perceived as an 

intractable problem. What should always be co-creative 

and mutually beneficial efforts between industry and 

government have always been hampered by weak 

benchmarking and limited data for facts based decision 

making.  

Destination development processes tend to suffer from, 

at best, a lack of clarity on demonstrable costs and 

benefits.  At worst, they suffer from uninformed 

decision making by governments about the correlation 

between levels of investment and resulting return.  

When the facts aren’t available, it’s easy to make 

assumptions. It’s hard to make sophisticated decisions 

based on unsophisticated information.   

Impractical expectations by both industries and 

governments in relation to the market resources vs. 

market outcomes dynamic is unfortunately 

commonplace.  “Do more with less” can be an 

inspirational rallying call for policy makers, but often 

can lead to failure in destinations that lack the tools 

necessary to achieve expected results.  

How much a destination could or should expect to 

accomplish is a question that is important to answer.  

Through the Competitive Index we evaluate 

destinations, establish their competitive relativity and 

equate that to potential business levels.  The door is 

then open for meaningful discussions about the 

requirements for achieving those business outcomes, 

rather they be resources, product development, 

improved industry collaboration, etc.

What it is, and what it isn’t

The Competitive Index is not an attempted measure of 

“the best” or the “most successful” international 

convention destinations.  Many factors go into 

customer decision making about what destinations are 

best suited to their needs.  

The global meetings industry has always had a very 

useful tool for monitoring destination performance.  

The annual ICCA statistics allow cities and countries to 

gauge how they compare in terms of international 

meetings occurring.   So, cities know how much 

business they are hosting, but have lacked a standard 

resource for determining how much business they could

or should be hosting.

Better informed discussion making

In our work with cities and countries around the world 

we have discovered a fundamental weakness within the 

industry.  Inevitably, the meetings industry partners in a 

given destination would need to confer with their 

respective governments to develop ambitious 

destination development programs.  However, there 

has always been a shortage of data with which to build 

proper business cases. 

Fundamental to building strong value propositions is a  

clear sense of reasonable expectations.  In strategic 

planning processes, most destinations would establish 

at least one goal around their national, regional or 

global standing in relation to hosted meetings.  Often 

using ICCA or UIA data as reference points these plans 

would set ambitious goals for increasing their levels of 

meetings activity and to achieve higher rankings among 

their competitive set.

The challenge has been that there are not clear 

understandings between these industry and 

government collaborators as to reasonable 

expectations and timeframes.  In most sophisticated 

industries there are metrics that facilitate goal setting in 

relation to issues like product strengths, quantities of 

supply, levels of demand and ultimately, fair share.

The lack of such data based perspectives in the
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1. Why a competitive index?

Rather, the Index is an assessment of how destinations 

compare, in general, in terms of the strength of their 

product offering as well as other factors that impact on 

destination selection. 

In short, the Index is not suggesting that any given 

destination is better than another, which would be a 

qualitative distinction.  What it is suggesting is that 

some destinations should reasonably be expected to 

host more or less meetings than others based on their 

relative strengths, including facility and hotel capacities, 

air service levels, cost, destination brand issues, 

strength of their local association communities, 

geographic locations and market conditions.  The Index 

is more a quantitative assessment of these elements as 

a way of predicting the relative business levels that the 

destinations might reasonably expect to achieve.

What it does, and what it doesn’t 

The Index is essentially focussed on product issues.  It 

compares destinations in terms of “hygiene factors” i.e. 

capacity and access,  “competitive advantages” such as 

cost and destination appeal and finally “key 

differentiators” like logistics, business environment and 

safety.

What the Index deliberately doesn’t do is assess 

destinations in relation to “input” factors, like the size 

of bureau budgets and sales teams, the strength of 

sales and marketing efforts, subvention levels, etc.  

These latter factors can have a great impact on a 

destination’s ultimate success.  They are certainly 

competitive factors, but ones that can be adjusted or 

“controlled” for the purpose of responding to issues 

surrounding production levels.  In other words, the 

Index is essentially pointing to how a destination could 

or should be expected to perform based on product 

variables and all “other things being equal.”  If a 

destination is performing below the desired level, then 

which sheds light on the issue of “comparability.”     

The fair share approach, informed by the Index,    

will offer, for most destinations, a new and more 

rational way of gauging relative performance.

3. Strategic Visioning – Sometimes we find that 

destination stakeholders (public and private) 

embark on visioning processes without any robust 

assessment of how visionary the goals actually are.  

It may be satisfying to say things like “we will triple 

our number of conventions occurring” but how 

realistic is the expectation that such an outcome is 

actually achievable?   The Index will provide a 

useful benchmark for visioning processes.

4. Strategic Planning – Once destinations have 

established meaningful visions and goals the next 

step is putting in place the strategies that will drive 

success.  The Index will provide useful insights into 

the focus issues that will underpin those strategies.

5. Strategic Resourcing – As destinations set goals, 

and they develop a more rational focus on 

competitive sets and relative performance levels, 

they will be more capable of evaluating the 

resource needs that will be required to achieve 

their strategic goals.

7. Strategic Product Development – The Index will 

help destinations to compare themselves to others 

in relation to key product issues.  If they want to 

increase their competitiveness they will have an 

easier time identifying the factors that require the 

most attention and validating  to policy makers 

and the industry what needs to be done. 

8. Communications and Branding – The Index will 

help to identify key issues that need to be 

addressed in a destination’s communications 

processes.

the “controllable levers” like sales efforts and 

subvention can be adjusted.  And, if a destination is 

performing above levels indicated by the Index, then 

it’s quite possible those levers are already being pulled.

The Index also doesn’t consider uncontrollable factors 

such as human made or natural disasters.

Anticipated applications 

1. Competition Analysis – Destinations typically 

identify primary competitors and seek to 

benchmark their own performance in relation to 

them.  The Destination Competitiveness Index can 

be a useful source of information for this analysis 

and a helpful tool for establishing competitive sets.

2. Goal Setting – Until now, destinations, especially 

convention bureaus, have lacked the information 

needed to set optimum business goals.  Yes, they 

could identify competitor destinations and make 

general assumptions about how to set comparable 

and/or reasonable performance goals in relation to 

them.  The Index offers a tool for comparing the 

relative competitive strengths of destinations  

which in turn provides insight into how those 

relative strengths relate to business outcomes.   

Later in the report we present information on our    

ability to do “fair share” analysis.  Over time, we 

want destinations to see the Index as a useful and 

reliable source of information on the fair share of  

meetings occurring in a given destination based on

the correlation between competitiveness and total      

business occurring in a chosen competitive set.

3. Performance Measurement – Traditionally, 

destination stakeholders - industry, governments 

and bureaus - have gauged performance on 

relatively vague notions of how their business 

levels compared to neighbouring destinations or 

perceived “comparable sets.”  The Index will allow 

bureaus and destinations to strengthen these 

assessments based on a more sophisticated model, 



2. Competitive rankings - 2018

For our first index, we took at look at the 54 

destinations that are reported to have hosted 150 or 

more international conventions in 2017.  Our reference 

is ICCA’s annual survey of international convention 

business occurring.

We established the competitive factors that we wanted 

to include in the index and researched quantitative 

metrics that would be a good indication of strength in 

each factor and applied the results to the list of 

destinations.  Based on weightings that reflect decision 

maker priorities and behaviour and through algorithms 

that establish scores in each of the competitive areas, 

we were able to establish a ranking list of the cities 

based on their relative levels of competitiveness.  

In devising our scoring system and algorithms, there are 

a number of factors that we considered.  These factors, 

as well as what we think the Index is really “saying”, are 

discussed in the following.

Bigger isn’t necessarily more competitive

Our modelling is making an important assumption.  

Bigger doesn’t necessarily mean competitive 

advantage.  Just as the law of diminishing returns 

suggests a point beyond which the costs of 

consumption begin to accelerate faster than the 

benefits, we considered that, in a product sense, there 

are points beyond which more or bigger won’t actually 

deliver a significant competitive advantage.

Consider for instance the capacity of convention 

facilities.  Certainly having bigger venues increases the 

possibility of hosting larger groups.  However, the Index 

is not really measuring the size of groups or the total 

number of participants.  We are only focussed on the 

issue of numbers of events.  (For more discussion on 

why numbers of meetings are important, see the later 

section on “What makes a city competitive?”)

Interpreting the rankings

The following table lists the top international 

convention cities in order of their competitive ranking.  

Paris and Washington come out first and second.

Again, this ranking system should not be interpreted to 

mean that Washington is second to Paris in terms of 

international conventions hosted.  Rather, it’s that 

Washington is 2nd in relative competitiveness.  In fact, 

Washington hosts significantly fewer international 

conventions than, for example, Melbourne, our 30th

ranked city.

The lack of a direct correlation between 

competitiveness and numbers of meetings hosted can 

be explained by many factors.  Using the Washington –

Melbourne comparison as a reference, one might 

consider that the US has an enormous domestic 

meetings market, while Australia has a relatively small 

one.  Therefore, it might be understandable that 

Melbourne may be more focussed on the international 

market than Washington is.  Melbourne invests many 

times more resources, both funds and personnel, in the 

international market than Washington does.  

It is also worth noting that a city’s competitiveness in 

terms of conventions occurring  will be significantly 

impacted by the volume of business available.  

Washington, by our measures, may be the second most 

competitive city in the world in terms of its convention 

product offering, but there are more than 4 times the 

ICCA reported meetings happening in Europe each year 

than are available to North American destinations.  We 

have chosen to manage this dynamic at the fair share 

analysis stage rather than making it a major factor in 

the competitive index itself.  A city isn’t really less 

competitive for a given convention because there are 

fewer conventions happening.  It is merely likely to 

secure a smaller share of conventions as a result of 

having a smaller market to work from.

Facility capacity will also affect a city’s competitiveness 

for numbers of groups, as larger facilities allow for 

multiple groups to meet simultaneously.  

However, recognising that a relatively small proportion 

of international conventions are larger than 500 – 1,000 

delegates, there is certainly a point where scale doesn’t 

really matter.  Having multiple facilities of larger scale 

also offers capacity for more meetings and the Index 

considers that by assessing the three most utilized 

venues in each given destination.  But, again, once the 

second and third most utilized facilities are considered, 

scale would arguably diminish even more in 

importance.  We have thoroughly considered these 

issues when doing our weighting and scoring system.

As a result some of our scoring  may seem a bit counter-

intuitive.   For example, in our scoring system there are 

18 cities that get top marks for air service.  How can we 

equate cities like Madrid and Kuala Lumpur to cities like 

Paris and London on air service?  Again, the thinking is 

that beyond a certain level of service the difference 

ceases to be a competitive advantage.  

If a convention is choosing between Paris and Madrid 

they will certainly want to be convinced that either will 

have adequate and convenient international 

connections to service their event.  Paris serves over 

100 M passengers a year and is a much bigger airport 

than Madrid with approximately 53 M passengers.  But, 

will a meeting decision maker be concerned about 

Madrid’s air access?  Will the fact that Paris has a  

bigger airport make a significant difference in their 

decision making?  Would a meeting planner for a 500 

person convention favour a destination with 10,000 

rooms within walking distance to the meeting venue 

over one with 5,000 rooms?  In general, the hygiene 

factor of capacity is far more about the adequacy of 

capacity than it is about the scale.  

How it works



Top Global Destinations: Rankings for Competitive Strengths
Cities hosting 150+ conventions (ICCA Report for 2017 business)

City Rank Score

Paris 1 780.0

Washington 2 740.9

Barcelona 3 736.1

New York 4 730.0

Boston 5 717.3

Singapore 6 715.8

Istanbul 7 714.2

Toronto 8 709.9

Tokyo 9 708.0

Berlin 10 703.6

Beijing 11 682.6

Amsterdam 12 678.3

London 13 675.4

Hong Kong 14 672.8

Bangkok 15 672.7

Kuala Lumpur 16 665.8

Vienna 17 650.0

Milan 18 643.9

City Rank Score

Madrid 19 642.4

Rome 20 622.2

Montreal 21 622.0

Vancouver 22 620.9

Seoul 23 615.4

Mexico City 24 615.2

Shanghai 25 606.0

Taipei 26 595.8

Brussels 27 595.3

Dublin 28 594.6

Copenhagen 29 586.9

Melbourne 30 578.8

Munich 31 577.2

Stockholm 32 575.0

Dubai 33 559.6

Sydney 34 529.1

Sao Paolo 35 527.3

Rio 36 521.3

City Rank Score

Helsinki 37 514.4

Kyoto 38 506.1

Prague 39 504.2

Edinburgh 40 501.1

Bogota 41 492.4

Budapest 42 487.7

Warsaw 43 483.9

Cape Town 44 478.4

Zurich 45 477.8

Athens 46 471.1

Oslo 47 470.7

Lisbon 48 470.3

Cracow 49 452.7

Buenos Aires 50 428.2

Lima 51 423.8

Belgrade 52 422.8

Porto 53 405.2

Santiago 54 380.8

2. Competitive rankings - 2018



Regional Rankings for Most Competitive Cities
Cities hosting 150+ conventions (ICCA Report for 2017 business)

Europe Asia North America

Australia Africa& ME

Latin America

City Rank

Paris 1

Barcelona 2

Istanbul 3

Berlin 4

Amsterdam 5

London 6

Vienna 7

Milan 8

Madrid 9

Rome 10

Brussels 11

Dublin 12

Copenhagen 13

City Rank

Singapore 1

Tokyo 2

Beijing 3

Hong Kong 4

Bangkok 5

Kuala Lumpur 6

Seoul 7

Shanghai 8

Taipei 9

Kyoto 10

City Rank

Mexico City 1

Sao Paolo 2

Rio 3

Bogota 4

Buenos Aires 5

Lima 6

Santiago 7

City Rank

Melbourne 1

Sydney 2

City Rank

Dubai 1

Cape Town 2

City Rank

Washington 1

New York 2

Boston 3

Toronto 4

Montreal 5

Vancouver 6

City Rank

Munich 14

Stockholm 15

Helsinki 16

Prague 17

Edinburgh 18

Budapest 19

Warsaw 20

Zurich 21

Athens 22

Oslo 23

Lisbon 24

Cracow 25

Belgrade 26

Porto 27

2. Competitive rankings - 2018

Analysis - It is understandable that Europe is home to 

fully half of the destinations in the world which were 

reported to have hosted 150 or more meetings in 2017.  

Europe is also reported to be the place where half of 

the international conventions occur.  

The most competitive Asian destinations are in SE Asia

and, with the exception of Beijing, in the coastal areas

Latin America hosts less than 1/6 as many meetings 

each year as Europe, so it’s significant that 7 

destinations make ICCA’s global top performers list.

Only 850 international conventions occurred in 

Australia/NZ in 2017 and less than 500 in Africa & the 

Middle East.  So, again, it’s significant that four cities 

there make the star performers list.

of East Asia.  Singapore is the regional leader both in 

terms of meetings occurring and competitiveness. 

North American destinations have very strong products 

but tend to be focused primarily on the large US 

market.  So, while they score high in competitiveness, 

they tend to record disproportionately lower numbers 

in terms of meetings occurring. 



Top destinations in relation to business drivers

2. Competitive rankings - 2018

NOTE: Air Access cities are listed in order of passenger volume.  All 10 of these cities were given top values for air access along with Singapore, Madrid, Amsterdam, Hong Kong, Taipei, Kuala 

Lumpur and Sao Paolo and Washington. 



Anatomy of the World’s Most Competitive International Convention Destination

Factor Possible 

Points

Score Rank Notes

Convention Facilities 200 166.0 5th Shared 5th position with Hong Kong

Hotel Offer 150 150.0 1st Shared 1st position with Singapore and New York City

Air Access 100 100.0 1st Shared top marks with 17 other international hubs

Association Community 100 78.0 4th Over 1,900 associations have members in France and 542 are 

headquartered in Paris alone

Cost (higher costs = lower ranks) 100 38.4 46th Shared 46th position with Washington

Destination Appeal 100 82.0 4th France scores top marks in National travel competitiveness and 

tourism arrivals

Logistics 50 22.2 32nd Paris has a high traffic rating so, less freedom of movement

Market (population) 50 36.7 9th Paris scores 20 out of 50 in terms of its market size

Economy (size) 50 36.1 14th Shared 14th position with Vienna

Business Environment 50 43.6 27th Paris scored relatively high with 43.6 out of 50 points

Safety & Stability 50 26.8 31st While a relatively safe city, Paris scores in the mid-range of these 

54 cities in crime statistics and perceptions of corruption

OVER ALL 1,000 779.8 1st

Paris

2. Competitive rankings - 2018

Analysis – The first three “hygiene” factors comprise 

450 of the 1,000 possible points used in the Index.  Paris 

scores high on all three.  It’s two primary venues can 

easily accommodate over 5,000 delegates and there are 

over 10,000 hotel rooms within 5 kilometres of its 

primary venue, over 5,000 of which are within 1 

kilometre.  It’s airports serve well over 50 M passengers

more importantly enjoys a strong brand as a place to do 

business. 

While it scores lower in areas such as cost it must be 

remembered that this is in comparison with the top 54 

convention cities in the world which all do relatively 

well to the rest of the world on these factors.

a year and offer large numbers of direct international 

flights and very convenient connections.  The city also 

has a large number of members of international 

associations as well as a very well developed national 

association community.

The city has great appeal as a visitor destination and



3. Fair share

Fair Share Defined

Traditionally, a fair share calculation would begin with 

the number of product units offered by a given business 

divided by the total units available on the market.  That 

would be the business’ percentage of available 

inventory.  Then the business would measure total sold 

inventory within the market.  The fair share would be 

the business’ percentage of available market inventory 

multiplied by the amount of inventory sold throughout 

the market.  An example in the hotel market would be 

that a given hotel has 10% of the rooms offered within 

its competitive set and the total sales by the set is 1,000 

room nights.  So, the given hotel’s fair share would be 

10% of the 1,000 sold, or 100 room nights.

A fair share calculation can be very useful in terms of 

projecting sales, goal setting and as an indicator of a 

competitor’s performance against other products in its 

competitive set.

For the purposes of the Competitive Index, fair share 

calculations for destinations uses their competitive 

scores as the substitute factor for inventory.  More 

facilities, more hotel rooms, better air service, etc. drive 

its score higher and it thus captures a higher proportion 

of the business occurring within its competitive set.

A destination’s competitive score as a % of the 

combined competitive scores in a given competitive set 

would represent it’s proportional fair share of the total 

business procured by that set.  So, if a destination’s 

proportion of “competitive points” within a set is 10% 

then it could reasonably seek to secure 10% of the total 

business secured by the set.  

The benefits of fair share analysis

Bureaus and destinations can use fair share analysis as a 

means of assessing their own past market performance 

as well as for setting future goals and measuring future

Perspectives on a fair share surplus

A destination that is enjoying a fair share surplus might 

also find it useful to evaluate why since in these 

situations there is always a downside risk.  

There will always be reasons for a fair share surplus.  

Maybe the destination’s sales team is more 

experienced or has better skills.  Maybe its industry is 

more united, mature and engaged.  Maybe the 

destination enjoys a stronger brand or maybe it is 

achieving better referrals and testimonials from 

satisfied customers.  Whatever the reasons one thing is 

clear.  Those advantages are not guaranteed.  

Understanding and monitoring your strengths against 

competing destinations will give you a much better 

chance of maintaining your share.  

If your share is high, then someone else’s is low.   If 

such deficits in other parts of the set disappear, your 

share goes down.  Complacency can lead to future 

disappointments.  Your share advantage may be due to 

a temporary weakness by others in your competitive 

set, and such weaknesses may some day be remedied.

Important considerations in relation to fair share in 

the international meetings industry

It’s important to note that as stated previously human 

caused or natural events can affect a destination’s 

performance.  That leaves business share on the table 

for others to capture.  But, such conditions tend to be 

temporary.

Also, the choice of a competitive set will dramatically 

impact your fair share analysis.  A set comprised of 

stronger competitors will put downward pressure on 

your fair share just as choosing weaker competitors will 

elevate your fair share.  Ideally, your competitive set 

would consist of the cities you most compete with if 

you are seeking an indication of future business levels.

performance against those.

One of the greatest potential benefits of fair share 

analysis will be in developing meaningful consensus

between government, industry and bureaus as to what 

are reasonable expectations of performance.

Fair share analysis can also provide useful insights into 

the future business projections for proposed new 

inventory.  For instance, the addition of new convention 

facilities and/or new hotels will boost a destination’s 

competitive score thus increasing its projected fair 

share within a given competitive set.  So, fair share 

analysis can also add support to business cases for 

investments in new inventory.

Responses to a fair share deficit

If a destination were to find that it is performing below 

its fair share it has an opportunity to engage 

stakeholders in remedial action.  The first step would be 

to evaluate other destination factors that might 

attribute to the shortcoming. Often a lost business 

analysis could shed light on these. 

Perhaps other destinations are more adept or better 

organised. Maybe they have larger sales forces, more 

aggressive subvention programs, or pursue types of 

business development activities that your destination 

doesn’t.  There could be policy issues that are impeding 

success, like difficult visa processes, or lack of 

ministerial support for inbound groups.  This is a higher 

level competitive analysis that seeks to determine what 

other destinations are doing better than yours is.  

It’s important to keep in mind that for destinations to 

perform better than their fair share within a 

competitive set, others have to perform worse than 

their fair share.  The net sum of fair share variances 

within a competitive set is by definition, zero.

New Approaches



3. Fair share

Illustration of Fair Share Dynamics among the top 9 Asian Destinations

The Model Explained – The Fair Share scenario model 

illustrates how cities compare in terms of their “fair 

share” and in terms of their “momentum.”

On fair share they plot either above or below the 

midline to the extent that their actual meetings hosted 

vary from their fair share.  On momentum they plot to 

the left or right of the midline based on their % growth 

or decline in meetings hosted in the three year period 

between 2015 – 2017 compared to the three year 

period prior to that. 

Cities in the “Opportunity Cost” quadrant have 

decelerated to some extent when comparing the two 

three-year periods, while their number of meetings 

hosted is below their notional fair share.  This means 

that they should look to accelerate their bid win pace 

significantly.  Keep in mind that these cities are all 

among ICCA’s top performing destinations, so they have 

no reason to be ashamed.  This is merely saying that 

they have an opportunity to do even better.

While Tokyo is accelerating it remains slightly below its 

fair share level, so has “Room to Move” in terms of 

hosting more meetings.

“In the Zone” are cities that are already above fair share 

but have  decelerated.  This suggests that they are 

hosting fewer meetings on average than they did 

before but remain ahead of their fair share.  None of 

the Asian destinations happen to fall into this category.

This fair share analysis is illustrative only.  How a city 

plots on the scenario map will depend on which cities it 

chooses as a competitive set.  For instance, Kyoto is the 

least competitive city among these top Asian 

destinations and should not be expected to perform as 

well as many of the others.  So, in reality Kyoto would 

likely do better on fair share when properly matched to 

cities with which it more frequently competes.  



4. What makes a city competitive?

The Convention Destination Ecosystem

1. Product – An international convention destination 

is essentially a place that can effectively facilitate 

meetings.  Doing so requires essential product 

elements like airports, convention facilities and 

hotels.  It also requires service elements like 

professional congress organisers (PCOs), 

Destination Management Companies (DMCs), 

transportation companies and a wide range of 

other meetings services companies.  

2. Promotion – A successful destination also needs to 

be actively promoted  to the associations which 

are conducting the meetings.  Destinations must 

bid to host conventions.  Without bids, there is no 

invitation.  If they aren’t invited they don’t come.  

Bidding requires well resourced convention 

bureaus working collaboratively with their local 

industry service providers and local hosts – the 

professionals that are engaged with the 

international association as a member because 

they work in the field that is represented by the 

association. 

3. Political Will – No destination will ever be 

successful if the policy makers are not committed.  

Infrastructure is needed.  Destination marketing 

efforts invariably need government funding.  

Public policy affects the destination’s 

marketability.  Ministerial support and 

engagement levels can often separate the strong 

from the weak.

4. Public Support – Destinations that have strong 

levels of community engagement have a significant 

advantage over those who don’t.  

hosting international meetings. 

Singapore is, in our view, the world’s best case study in 

relation to a government that truly understands and 

fully exploits the international convention industry.  

Singapore is, according to ICCA, the 6th most successful 

city in the world in terms of the number of international 

meetings, and it is the leading city in Asia.   Based on 

our research in developing the Competitive Index, 

Singapore is, not surprisingly also the 6th most 

competitive destination and is a star destination that is 

enjoying  numbers of international meetings that are 

significantly beyond its normal fair share.   A key 

explanation for Singapore’s world renowned success is 

that its government really does “get it” when 

considering the value of the meetings industry in 

helping to build its trade based economy.

A focus on building a knowledge and creative 

economy

Destinations tend to be more competitive when 

governments understand that hosting international 

conventions is a key strategy for the development of 

knowledge and creative economies.  

In our experience, the simple litmus test is this.  If only 

the tourism ministry cares about conventions, the 

destination is weak.  If there is a whole of government 

approach where all ministries understand the potential 

for international conventions to help drive the 

developmental priorities of all ministerial portfolios, 

then the destination is strong.

Singapore and other smart governments understand 

that hosting international conventions is actually a 

global trade and knowledge engagement strategy.  

Governments that understand that are a big part of 

making a city competitive.

Understanding that International Conventions have 

relatively little to do with Tourism

Many destinations pursue convention business as if it is 

a tourism market segment.  The major focus is on 

generating tourism impacts – direct spending from 

foreign travellers.  It is true that conventions can 

provide an incremental impact on total tourism 

volumes.  However, when seen primarily as a tourism 

market niche, efforts to generate international 

conventions tend to operate as a weak convention 

destination ecosystem.

In terms of product, conventions are not looking for 

tourism product, they are looking for business product.  

In securing meetings, the buyers, buyer motivations, 

distribution channels and promotional approach are 

dramatically different than tourism.  Supply chains for 

conventions run far broader and deeper within a 

community than just utilisation of hospitality product.  

As for political will, to the extent that policy makers fail 

to understand the significant “beyond tourism” benefits 

of hosting international conventions, the policy 

response is typically misdirected, inappropriate and 

inadequate.  In short, policy makers who see 

conventions as merely the exploitation of a tourism 

market niche will probably not set the clear policy 

guidelines necessary to achieve strong success.

Those governments which understand the 

transformative nature of hosting international 

conventions and pursue conventions as a matter of 

broader economic and social policy are more successful.

There are a relatively few destinations which are an 

exception to these rules. For those destinations tourism 

is the only or predominant industry.  Certainly, in those 

cases, conventions can add incremental benefits as a 

tourism market niche.  However, purely tourism 

destinations are almost never star performers at

Visionary Leadership



4. What makes a city competitive?

The Model Explained – Virtually every nation, and 

many cities, around the world have identified building a 

knowledge and creative economy as part of their 

economic policy statements and transformation plans.  

Highly competitive and successful destinations have a 

clear understanding of the significant role that 

international conventions can play in building 

knowledge and creative societies.  

This model illustrates the essential dynamics of a

Conventions, or “business events” bring global thought 

leaders, investors, product and service buyers and 

distributors to a destination.  They also introduce 

potential pools of new talent to the destination. 

Hosting international conventions is a highly impactful 

and cost-effective strategy for developing a 

community’s global networks.  The results drive the 

wide range of benefits referenced on the right side of 

the model.

knowledge and creative economy and the way that 

international meetings contribute.

The foundation of any knowledge and creative 

economy is certainly the institutions of higher learning.  

Universities train future professionals.  However, once 

professionals have completed their tertiary studies and 

enter the workforce, they have a need for professional 

certification and lifelong learning.  That’s why 

associations, too, are part of the foundation of a 

knowledge and creative society.



6. Methodology

The 2018 Index examines the relative competitiveness 

of destinations that are the top performers in the 

International Congress & Convention Associations 

(ICCA) annual ranking of cities based on their number of 

hosted international conventions.  The cities included in 

this year’s index are those listed by ICCA as having 

hosted 150 or more international conventions over the 

three year period 2015 – 2017.

To establish a measure of relative competitiveness, we 

focussed on 11 key drivers of destination selection by 

international meeting planners.  These are:

 Convention facility capacities (top 3 most utilised 

by international conventions)

 Hotel offer (capacity and proximity to the primary 

facility)

 Air access (levels of international direct service and 

convenience of connections)

 Destination appeal (for business and tourism)

 Association market audience (strength of 

association community)

 Cost (staging and delegate costs)

 Logistics (ease of movement)

 Market size (population)

 Size of economy (GDP and GDP per capita)

 Business environment (competitiveness, 

innovation, ease of doing business)

 Safety & stability (crime rates and corruption 

levels)

The index is quantitatively based.  A city’s strength in 

each of these factors is assessed based on 29 indicative 

data points, including 3rd party indices other 

information sources and our own primary research.  

The external data points include those provided by ICCA 

as well as other highly respected reports by 

organisations such as the World Bank, BrandFinance, 

Mercer, the World Economic Forum and the United 

Nations.   Each factor has been assigned a weighting 

and we have developed a model which utilises 

algorithms to calculate a point score in each category 

for each city.  Over all of the factors, a maximum 1,000 

point scoring system has been applied. 

The weighting system applies 45% of the possible points 

to what are commonly referred to as destination 

“hygiene factors” relating to capacity – convention 

facilities, hotel offer and air access.  The remaining 55% 

of the weighting is spread over the remaining 8 factors 

based on independent studies of meeting planner 

perceptions of the relative importance of the factor in 

their decision making processes.

Future Focus

This first Competitive Index represents the beginning of 

a process.  It is an initial “test.”  We wanted to start with 

the top tier of international convention cities to use as 

the laboratory for creating our Index modelling.  

Ultimately, the Index will improve with the expansion of 

the destinations included.  After doing that research we 

will be able to further evaluate the efficacy of our 

modelling by testing how it performs across different 

tiers of destinations.  We acknowledge that we need to 

further test our assumptions, test our weighting and 

algorithms and test our approach to evaluating fair 

share.

Our goal is to expand the study and to release an 

updated version in 2019.  Once we and testing panels 

are convinced that our methodology is sound, the Index 

will provide useful information to a much broader range 

of cities.  Our hope is that this new endeavour will 

provide a meaningful new tool for the industry, one 

that will help it to operate even more rationally and 

successfully.
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