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ExECuTivE SuMMAry

Network Exploitation 
Capability:

T
his report provides the validation of a model for Network Exploitation Capability (NEC), which 
is a newly proposed measure of a lodging firm’s level of sophistication in its application of 
networked information technology (IT). The report also includes a questionnaire and 
benchmarks that allow management to gauge its own hotel’s NEC and compare that to a pilot set 

of validation data. Network Exploitation Capability is the ability of hospitality organizations to 
successfully respond to new technology in three key areas: demand generation, multi-channel digital 
distribution, and profit optimization—all of which are being constantly reinvented by IT innovations. 
As IT changes, so must hospitality ventures be able to acquire or develop new capabilities for using the 
new applications. The NEC Maturity Model describes how the sophistication of hospitality ventures 
might progress over time in their use of IT. This discussion of the NEC model validation includes 
empirical results, along with detailed suggestions for how properties, management companies, owners, 
and chains can assess their own current level of IT sophistication. 

Model Validation

by Gabriele Piccoli, William J. Carroll, and Paolo Torchio
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CornEll hoSPiTAliTy rEPorT

Network Exploitation Capability (NEC) involves the ability of hospitality organizations 
to successfully recognize and employ new information technology in the areas of 
demand generation, multi-channel digital distribution, and profit optimization.1 In 
conjunction with that concept, we have developed the NEC Maturity Model, which 

describes how hotel operators can benchmark the level of a lodging firm’s sophistication in its application 
of networked information technology (IT). In this report, we present the first data to validate that 
model, and we offer a specific framework for hospitality firms to benchmark their own Network 
Exploitation Capability. 

1 For the derivation of the NEC, see: Gabriele Piccoli, William Carroll, and Larry Hall, “Network Exploitation Capability: Mapping the Electronic 
Maturity of Hospitality Enterprises,” Cornell Hospitality Report, Vol. 11, No. 18 (2001), Cornell Center for Hospitality Research. We define IT as hard-
ware, software, and telecommunication technologies. Thus, this concept embraces all technologies that enable the generation of demand and electronic 
distribution of the hospitality services (e.g., distribution systems and social media).

Network Exploitation Capability:
Model Validation

by Gabriele Piccoli, William J. Carroll, and Paolo Torchio
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hospitality ventures to progress. In this report we bring the 
model to life by validating the model and providing a tool 
that allows hospitality firms to determine their own NEC 
maturity. 

Foundations of NEC Maturity
One can gauge a firm’s maturity by matching its processes 
and practices against the yardstick of network exploitation 
behaviors. A firm’s maturity is determined by the degree of 
reliability and consistency with which the firm undertakes 
increasingly more sophisticated IT-related behaviors. In 
other words, we can measure the level of maturity of an or-
ganization by looking at what behaviors they perform, and 
how consistently and rigorously they perform them. 

As an organization’s network exploitation capability 
matures, the repertoire of behaviors that the firm is able to 
implement grows larger and more complex. We therefore 
define NEC maturity in terms of both the breadth of the 
behaviors the firm exhibits (i.e., what it does) and the rigor 
and regularity with which the firm is able to execute them 
(i.e., how it does what it does). Note that even immature 
organizations may from time to time be successful with a 
particular activity, a particular campaign, or with a par-
ticular technology. However, such success is usually neither 
predictable nor replicable across the company. Moreover 
if the successful practice is the work of one person, it will 
disappear if the person leaves the organization. In contrast, 
mature organizations are able to consistently profit from 
the opportunities made available by networked IT and are 
more likely to achieve sustained success over time. 

Network exploitation is an umbrella term for the set of 
activities, techniques, and practices by which a hospitality 
firm utilizes networked information technology to create 
and manage demand for its services. Network information 
technology comprises internet and mobile-based systems and 
their applications, such as web sites (including brand sites and 
third-party sites such as OTAs), channel management applica-
tions, rate shoppers, search engines, social networking, and 
mobile apps. 

Network exploitation comprises three main areas of 
activity: demand generation, multi-channel distribution, and 
revenue optimization. Demand generation involves the adop-
tion and use of existing and emerging technologies to create 
interest in the firm’s product and convert it into revenue. 
This includes search engine optimization and management, 
user-generated content monitoring and measurement, social 
networking, and mobile marketing management. Multi-chan-
nel distribution covers the management of the various digital 
channels of distribution, including a firm’s web site, global 
distribution systems, online travel agents, mobile applications, 
and other sales organizations. Profit optimization encompass-
es the management of pricing and hotel inventory availability 
in an effort to maximize revenue net of cost.

As demonstrated by the list of sample activities above, we 
are seeing demand generation, multi-channel distribution, 
and profit optimization constantly being reinvented by new 
IT applications. Consequently, hospitality operations must 
acquire or develop additional capabilities when they imple-
ment new IT applications. The NEC Maturity Model is meant 
as a tool that allows hospitality firms to gauge their readiness 
on a continuum of IT sophistication, along which we expect 
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The NEC Maturity Model
Exhibit 1 shows the five sequential levels 
of the NEC Maturity Model, together with 
a brief summary of each level.2 Mastery of 
one level becomes the basis for proficiency 
in the next level. The levels are as follows:

Level 1: Basic

This is a residual level where we categorize 
firms with no systematic organizational 
capability in the areas of demand genera-
tion, multi-channel distribution, or profit 
optimization. There may be individual 
breakthroughs, but activity is haphazard 
and results are inconsistent. 

Level 2: operational

The defining characteristic of this stage 
is that the firm has developed codified 
processes and procedures that are executed 
consistently and reliably in the three areas. 
Level 2 organizations exhibit systematic 
procedures to perform operational activi-
ties in each of the three NEC areas, but such 
activities are independent of each other. 

Level 3: integrated

The defining characteristic of this stage is 
that the firm systematically fosters synergy 
among the activities found in Level 2. Silos 
are broken down, and the firm pursues 
this synergy by consciously and systemati-
cally coordinating its operational behaviors. 
Moreover, those synergistic processes are 
codified and consistently performed. It is 
important to note here that the firm must 
have mastered the activities that it seeks to 
link, because trying to integrate or create 
synergies between processes that the firm 
has not yet mastered will not produce the 
expected results. 

Level 4: Analytical

The defining characteristic of this stage is 
the fact that the firm systematically engages 
in quantitative and qualitative data gather-
ing and analytical behavior concerning net-
work exploitation. Not only is the analysis 
systematic, but it is performed consistently. 
These activities pertain to all three aspects 

2 For a fuller explanation of the levels in the model 
please see: Carroll, Piccoli, and Hall, op. cit.

EXHIBIT 1

network exploitation capability maturity levels
 

    Basic 

Operational 

Integrated 

 Analytical 

Optimizing  

 

 

 

 

Transition 1 

Transition 2 

Transition 3 

Transition 4 

level Defining  
feature Description Macro-Behaviors

Basic Survival
Individual 

opportunistic 
exploitation

There are little to no systematic 
behaviors. Everything is left to the 
whim of the individual.

operational Systematization
Systematized 
operational 
behaviors

There are codified, systematic, 
consistently performed behaviors 
related to the operational processes 
of demand generation, multi-
channel distribution, and revenue 
optimization.

integrated Synergy
Coordinated 
operational 
behaviors

The hotel interrelates the three main 
areas of activity with actions that 
manage rapidly changing conditions.

Analytical Learning
Systematic 
analytical 
behaviors

Analysis goes beyond the review of 
individual reports necessary to 
support simple operational 
decisions.

optimizing Renewal Continuous 
improvement

The hotel has the ability to 
recombine and to reconfigure assets 
and organizational structures as the 
enterprise grows and as markets 
and technologies change.

Basic

operational

integrated

Analytical

optimizing



Cornell Hospitality Proceedings • April 2013 • www.chr.cornell.edu   9

of NEC as they interact. The analysis is principally 
devoted to better understanding and measuring the 
network exploitation process (e.g., how responsive 
is a given customer segment to Twitter promotions), 
rather than to support individual operational deci-
sions (e.g., how many rooms to make available for a 
given OTA). While Level 2 and Level 3 organizations 
use reporting to monitor operational outcomes and 
metrics, Level 4 firms engage in behaviors such as 
benchmarking, testing, and experimentation (e.g., 
online campaign tracking and analysis) designed to 
generate insight and learning.

Stage 5: optimizing

The defining characteristic of this stage is that 
the firm institutionalizes a process of continuous 
learning and improvement of its network exploitation 
capability. 

Model Implementation
In the remainder of this report we describe the valida-
tion process and its outcomes. We caution that any 
model like this one faces the challenge of balancing 
generality, detail, and usability. That is, the model 
cannot be general enough to apply to all hospitality 
ventures, detailed enough to thoroughly address all 
aspects of network exploitation, and remain manage-
able enough to be used by practicing managers. We 
developed the NEC Maturity Model to strike the ap-
propriate balance between these competing needs.

We posit that attaining a particular maturity level 
implies that the firm performs certain behaviors that should 
lead to improved performance, and become the basis upon 
which to build further. As noted above, the maturity levels 
are logically sequential because each stage provides the foun-
dation of competencies necessary to master the next. A firm 
cannot develop the capacity to perform all critical behaviors 
at once. It must build them over time, and it is virtually im-
possible to complete a higher level without having the lower 
level behaviors in place. 

For our purposes, a behavior is an activity that the 
lodging firm regularly and rigorously performs in any one 
of the three NEC areas (abbreviated for the model): demand 
generation (DG), multi-channel distribution (MC), and 
profit optimization (PO). An organization performs the 
behavior rigorously if it follows an established procedure, a 
formally codified process. It performs the behavior regularly 
if it applies a set schedule. The frequency of the behavior is 
not the issue, as long as the firm defines a specific timing for 
engaging in the activity and it follows the schedule consis-
tently. Conversely, a firm rates low on rigor and regularity 
if it performs the behavior with an implicit, un-formalized 
process on an ad hoc basis. 

Behavior Generation

The first step in model validation consisted of developing 
a set of behaviors to represent each level of NEC maturity. 
Based on a review of the literature and interviews with  
executives, we developed an initial list of 95 behaviors that 
we then refined to 81, as enumerated in Exhibit 2. No behav-
iors are listed in level 1, because it is a residual category for 
those organizations that do not perform any cohesive set of 
behaviors in a regular or rigorous fashion. 

External validation

We performed a two-stage process to externally validate 
our preliminary list (reducing the numbers as indicated in 
Exhibit 3). The first phase consisted of a q-sort exercise. We 
gave a list of questions regarding the 81 behaviors (with 
definitions) to five executives who are well known in the 
industry for their knowledge of network exploitation and 
online marketing. Two of these individuals work in hotel 
chains, two of them are in consulting and advisory firms, 
and the fifth is in a trade association. All five are frequent 
speakers at industry conferences on subjects of demand gen-
eration, multi-channel distribution, and profit optimization. 
We asked them to assign each behavior to the single maturity 

level
Demand 

Generation

Multi-
channel 

Distribution
Profit 

optimization Total

Basic None*

operational 17 8 7 32

Systematic 4 3 2 9

Analytical 6 4 10 20

optimizing 6 7 7 20

EXHIBIT 2

number of potential nEC behaviors initially identified

 *The basic level has no behaviors because it is a category comprising organizations with no 
regular cohesive electronic behaviors.

level
Demand 
generation

Multi-
channel 
Distribution

Profit 
optimization Total

Basic None*

operational 10 7 3 20

Systematic 4 3 2 9

Analytical 5 3 3 11

optimizing 1 2 2 5

EXHIBIT 3

number of validated nEC behaviors
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EXHIBIT 4

level 5 behavior q-sort discrepancies

Behavior Area Discrepancy

Collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in demand 
generation. DG 0.4

Speak at conferences on demand generation issues and techniques. DG 0.4

Collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in electronic 
distribution. MC 0.4

Collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in revenue 
optimization. PO 0.4

Speak at conferences about revenue optimization. PO 0.4

Speak at electronic distribution conferences. MC 0.6

Participate in conferences on demand generation issues and techniques. DG 0.8

Engage in beta testing of emerging demand generation software and tools. DG 1

Participate in electronic distribution conferences. MC 1

Actively engage in benchmark studies in profit optimization, demand generation, and distribution. PO 1

Engage with external agencies to provide profit optimization, recommendations, and execution assistance. PO 1

Engage with external agencies to provide distribution advice, recommendations, and execution assistance. MC 1.2

Engage in beta testing of emerging revenue optimization software and techniques. PO 1.2

Participate in conferences about revenue optimization. PO 1.2

Engage with external agencies to provide demand generation advice, recommendations, and execution 
assistance. DG 1.4

Maintain a formal job role with specific individuals, including responsibility for evaluating and testing 
emerging trends. DG 1.6

Monitor the emergence of new distribution trends. MC 1.6

Retrain electronic distribution staff on the emerging channels and techniques. MC 1.8

Maintain a formal job role with specific individuals, including responsibility for evaluating and testing 
emerging trends. PO 1.8

Maintain a formal job role with specific individuals, including responsibility for evaluating and testing 
emerging channels. MC 2

 Note: DG = Demand generation; MC = Multi-channel distribution; PO = Profit optimization.

level that each considered most appropriate. For each rater 
and each behavior we computed the discrepancy between 
the expected maturity level and the category assigned by the 
executive. We then averaged these discrepancies across the 
five raters to identify problematic items. We interpreted an 
average discrepancy above 0.8 as an indication that the item 
did not characterize the expected level, as the raters could 
not consistently place that particular behavior at that level. 
With the exception of one behavior, we dropped those items. 
Level 5 behaviors presented the greatest challenge. Of twenty 
proposed level 5 behaviors, only seven had an average 
discrepancy below 1.0 (Exhibit 4). Moreover, the executives 

mentioned that they found it difficult to relate those behav-
iors to their own experience. 

The result of the first exercise was a list of 48 items. Our 
second validation phase was a pilot test designed to refine 
the categories for these remaining 48 items and to offer a 
preliminary validation of the maturity levels. After present-
ing the model at three industry conferences hosted by a 
leading marketing and e-business solution provider, we 
conducted a survey of a subset of the items for each maturity 
level. The conferences were held in North America, Europe, 
and Asia, allowing for a diverse sample. This phase led to a 
redefinition of the wording of the survey items. The resulting 
full list is shown in the appendix (page 22). 
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Survey and Data

In addition to typical demographic questions, the final NEC 
maturity survey instrument consists of 48 questions asking 
respondents to report the degree of rigor and regularity 
with which their firm performed each behavior. We used a 
continuous scale ranging from 0 to 100, with anchors “not 
at all” and “extremely” (Exhibit 5). We ran this question-
naire through a pilot test, which received 186 responses. We 
ended up with 150 reasonably complete forms, although 
some did have missing values due to the length and com-
plexity of the survey. We expect that some of these and other 
issues related to our statistical analysis will be resolved in 
subsequent tests. We believe that as properties use the tool 
for self-assessment, they will be motivated to complete the 
entire survey and our data set will grow.

Model Validation
The first step in the empirical validation of the Network 
Exploitation Capability (NEC) Maturity Model consists of 
evaluating the five levels of the model. As we had surmised, 
the average degree of rigor and regularity with which the 
hotels in our sample perform the behaviors is inversely 
related to their maturity levels (Exhibit 6). 

These results are visually 
confirmed by way of a boxplot (see 
Exhibit 7, next page). For each box 
the solid line represents the median 
response, the box’s upper and lower 
sides represent the first and third 
quartile, and the whiskers represent 
the largest and smallest values. The 
dot in the plot of averages for re-
sponses about regularity of behavior 
performance at level 4 represents 
an outlier (DG45_re: Developing 
analytical models to understand 
the effectiveness of integrated sell-
ing initiatives). Using analysis of 
variance we formally tested the null 

hypothesis that the average response at all levels of maturity 
is the same. We rejected that hypothesis for both rigor and 
regularity (Exhibit 8), thus confirming that there are signifi-
cant differences in the quality and extent to which modern 
hospitality ventures apply network exploitation processes. 

Our expectation is not only that modern hospitality 
ventures perform behaviors with different degrees of rigor 
and regularity, but in fact that lower level behaviors are per-
formed with significantly higher rigor and regularity by the 
average hotel. Stated formally, this notion is:

µL2 > µL3 > µL4 > µL5,

where µ represents the degree of rigor or relevance with 
which the average firm performs the behaviors at each level 
(L) of NEC maturity. Subjecting the data to the Tukey HSD 
test (Exhibit 9), the results indicate the following: 

µL2 > µL3 = µL4 > µL5.

Thus, there are significant differences between the Op-
erational and Integrated levels (L2 and L3), and also between 
the Analytical and Optimizing levels (L4 and L5). However, 
this test found little difference between the Integrated and 
Analytical level (L3 and L4). A more sensitive test, Dun-
nett’s one-way contrasts, found at least a moderate difference 
between level 3 and level 4, albeit not strictly significant (p 
= .061). 

When repeating the test independently for each area—
that is, separately for demand generation, multichannel 
distribution, and profit optimization—the results do not 
change and the null hypothesis that there are no intra-level 
differences within each area is rejected. As expected, higher 
degrees of sophistication of the activity correlate with 
lower average responses on both the rigor and regularity 
dimensions. 

EXHIBIT 5

Sample nEC maturity question

We monitor rate consistency across all channels of distribution

EXHIBIT 6

Average response by level of maturity

n rigor regularity

level 2 behaviors 20 72.5 76.6

level 3 behaviors 9 58.5 63.2

level 4 behaviors 11 51.5 55.9

level 5 behaviors 5 35.2 38.5

regularly

rigorously
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EXHIBIT 7

Box plots of average “rigorously” and “regularly” responses with quartiles and ranges 

All behaviors “rigorously”

nEC level

80

70

60

50

40

30

2 3 4 5

All behaviors “regularly”

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

2 3 4 5

nEC level
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rigor vs. regularity

We also find that the average response on the rigor dimen-
sion is below that of the regularity dimension for each 
question (Exhibit 10). Because this result holds for each one 
of the 48 behaviors tracked, we investigated whether the dif-
ference is systematic and found that the overall average for 
regularity (64.949) is different from that for rigor (60.777). 
We conclude that the organizations we studied have a bias 
toward action and are more concerned with implementing 
an activity than with its rigor, at least initially. Our experi-
ence suggests that this is not uncommon, particularly in 
the ramp-up period for a new activity.3 To verify that these 
differences are systematic, we performed a matched sample 
t-test, which shows a statistically significant difference. Thus, 
we conclude that the hotels in our sample prioritize regular-
ity over rigor (t = 16.5986; p = 0.000), albeit by only 6.86 
percent.

Differences by Area

On the other hand, we found no systematic differences 
for either rigor or regularity when we isolated the three 
specific areas of network exploitation: demand generation, 
multi-channel distribution, and profit optimization. Such 

3 We give a detailed explanation of how to interpret the averages in the 
section “benchmarking behaviors.”

Df Sum Sq Mean Sq F value

level (ri) 3 6987.7 2329.2 54.091 0.000

residuals 41 1765.5 43.06

level (re) 3 7116.2 2372.1 54.612 0.000

residuals 41 1780.8 43.43

EXHIBIT 8

Model fit summary

EXHIBIT 9

Tukey hSD test results

Diff. lower upper p-value

rigor

L2 > L3 14.0 6.985 21.090 .0000

L3 > L4 6.9 -0.979 14.815 .1044

L4 > L5 16.3 6.819 25.772 .0002

regularity

L2 > L3 13.3 6.275 20.441 .0001

L3 > L4 7.3 -0.609 15.254 .0796

L4 > L5 17.4 7.843 26.879 .0001

EXHIBIT 10

Average results for regular and rigorous ratings for each activity

“regularly” average

“rigorously” average

“regularly” average trend
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Code level Activity rigorous regular

MC23_ 2 Monitoring best available rate parity 86.4 87.8

MC50_ 2 Monitoring production of distribution channels 84.5 87.7

DG07_ 2 Responding to complaints and comments on digital channels 80.9 82.7

Po14_ 2 Monitoring local events to anticipate high demand or sell-out periods 79.3 84.0

MC02_ 2 Monitoring rate consistency across all channels of distribution 77.6 84.9

DG30_ 2 Evaluating customer sentiment on digital channels 76.9 81.1

DG06_ 2 Search engine optimization 76.6 79.3

DG19_ 2 Monitoring traffic with software (e.g., Google Analytics) 74.4 78.0

MC35_ 2 Evaluating the quality of content on each channel of distribution we use 74.0 76.2

Po37_ 2 Identifying trough and shoulder periods to direct sales and marketing activities 72.4 76.6

MC36_ 2 Communicating with account managers of largest intermediaries 70.7 74.3

DG43_ 2 Using digital channels to promote the hotel 70.4 77.6

MC03_ 2 Monitoring listing position in distribution channels 69.1 75.0

DG16_ 2 Local search engine optimization 68.9 71.4

DG12_ 2 Mention monitoring with software (e.g., Google Alerts) 68.5 72.2

DG22_ 2 Using traditional digital channels (e.g., email) to build awareness 68.3 71.3

DG33_ 3 Integrating user generated content across media channels to monitor conversations 66.3 72.1

MC47_ 2 Monitoring performance of specific products and services (e.g., special packages) 65.6 70.6

Po13_ 3 Holding meetings with group sales, catering, and outlets to review rate, reservation pace, and pickup 65.0 71.4

Po29_ 2 Holding meetings with reservations and front desk staff to review rate, reservation pace, and pickup 63.8 68.6

DG21_ 3 Coordinating efforts between marketing and distribution (e.g., web only packages distributed via social media) 62.5 69.3

DG44_ 2 Using digital channels to deliver special offers 60.9 67.6

DG15_ 2 Paid search and search engine marketing 60.7 64.3

DG42_ 3 Align content across all digital marketing channels leveraging uniqueness of each one 60.7 64.2

Po39_ 4 Analyzing changes in guests’ distribution channel preferences over time 59.1 63.5

Po05_ 3 Developing integrated ADR, occupancy and RevPAR forecasts by channel 57.9 63.2

MC11_ 3 Integrate new distribution channels in the current portfolio managing their interactions 57.8 60.5

MC24_ 4 Performing tests or experiments to optimize display position on major distribution channels 57.2 60.9

DG31_ 4 Analyzing interactions across the main distribution and marketing channels (e.g., billboard effect) 55.0 58.7

DG34_ 4 Analyzing competitors’ demand generation efforts to evaluate their effect on the hotel’s performance 54.1 57.9

DG41_ 3 Evaluating and coordinate upselling efforts across distribution channels 54.0 59.3

DG18_ 4 Evaluating the effect of emerging distribution channels on the current portfolio 53.3 56.7

Po17_ 4 Performing price tests or experiments designed to understand guests’ rate sensitivity 53.0 57.5

Po48_ 4 Computing abandonment and conversion rate for each of the major channels of distribution used 52.5 54.8

MC10_ 3 Implementing integrated distribution strategies to take advantage of particular distribution channels 52.1 56.7

MC27_ 3 Integrating products or services targeting specific distribution channels 50.0 52.2

DG40_ 4 Testing or experimenting to understand customer response to marketing initiatives and promotions 49.2 53.2

MC09_ 4 Measuring customer value and margin contribution by channel and segment 45.7 52.9

MC08_ 4 Performing tests or experiments to optimize the conversion of digital distribution channels 45.2 53.5

DG20_ 5 Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in demand generation 43.8 49.0

DG45_ 4 Developing analytical models to understand the effectiveness of integrated selling initiatives 42.7 45.1

MC26_ 5 Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in distribution 40.2 43.9

Po32_ 5 Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in profit optimization 37.9 39.5

MC04_ 5 Speaking at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in distribution 29.6 34.2

Po28_ 5 Speaking at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in profit optimization 24.7 25.9

EXHIBIT 11

Average scores for regular and rigorous ratings for all activities
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for speaking at conferences on emerging trends and tech-
niques in profit optimization. A score of 25.9 on regularity 
indicates that the average hotel is only 25.9 percent distant 
from never speaking at all at conferences on emerging 
trends and techniques in profit optimization. Again, these 
numbers represent the result that the average hotel would 
report if it existed. In this case the numbers are a function 
of the fact that few hotels engage in this type of activity (see 
Exhibit 11 for the full list of behaviors we measured). 

Our results confirm the correlation between maturity 
level and increasingly sophisticated activities in demand 
generation, multi-channel distribution, and profit optimiza-
tion. We find that only Level 2 behaviors are characterized 
by a degree of rigor above 70 percent. The same holds for 
regularity, with the exception of one Level 3 behavior: Hold-
ing meetings with group sales, catering, and outlets to review 
rates, reservation pace, and pickup (PO13 in Exhibit 11). 
With respect to rigor we also find that no Level 4 behavior 
scored above 60 percent in any of the three areas. A variety 
of Level 3 and Level 4 behaviors fell into the 50- to 60-per-
cent range. While Level 5 behaviors have the lowest average, 
with the exception of collaborating with trade associations 
and universities on developments in demand generation 

systematic differences would indicate that hospitality firms, 
on average, are consistently more mature in one area than in 
the others. We evaluated this question based on an analysis 
of variance of the three areas. The results indicate that there 
are no systematic differences across the three areas for either 
rigor or regularity.

Maturity Level Analysis
In this section we provide a benchmark of each behavior by 
area and level. This results are to be interpreted as follows. 
The behavior most rigorously and regularly performed by 
the respondents to our survey was monitoring best available 
rate parity. A score of 86.4 on rigor indicates that the average 
hotel (a mathematical construct not an actual property) is 
only 13.6 percent distant from perfectly following an estab-
lished or formal process to monitor best available rate parity. 
A score of 87.8 on regularity indicates that the average hotel 
is only 12.2 percent distant from perfectly following a strict 
schedule when monitoring best available rate parity. 

Conversely, the activity least rigorously and regularly 
performed was speaking at conferences on emerging trends 
and techniques in profit optimization. Here a score of 24.7 
on rigor indicates that the average hotel responding to our 
survey is only 24.7 percent distant from not having a process 
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Theoretical response pattern by maturity level
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(DG20), which is performed slightly more rigorously than 
developing analytical models to understand the effectiveness 
of integrated selling initiatives (DG45).

Given the hierarchical nature of our model, the last step 
in the validation process consists of ensuring that the pro-
posed behaviors represent cohesive sets that are indicative 
of the distinct levels of network exploitation maturity. The 
theory underpinning our work posits that maturity levels 
are inherently hierarchical and that in order for a firm to 
move to a greater level of maturity (e.g., Integrated) it needs 
to first master activities that define the preceeding phase 
(e.g., Operational). If this is the case, we would expect to 
find distinct patterns in the responses of organizations that 
have mastered different levels of maturity. So, for example, 
we would expect Optimizing organizations (Level 5) to rank 
high on behaviors at all levels, while Analytical firms would 
rank high on behaviors at Level 4 or below, but drop off at 
Level 5. Level 1 firms (i.e., Basic) would be low on all five 
levels while Operational organizations would rank high on 

Level 2 and exhibit an immediate drop from Level 3 onward 
(Exhibit 12).

For this test we applied Ward’s clustering analysis meth-
od, a hierarchical clustering approach that uses a maximum 
distance measure to aggregate elements that exhibit similar 
magnitude and patterns of responses. We first averaged 
the response of each firm across the set of behaviors that 
characterize each maturity level, which gave us an evalua-
tion of the degree of rigor and regularity with which they 
performed the aggregate set of activities at each level. At this 
point we deleted any respondents that were missing data on 
any one of the levels and so could not be averaged. We thus 
performed cluster analysis on the remaining firms categoriz-
ing them based on their Level 2 to Level 5 activities. 

In the first analysis we used survey responses for 125 
firms on the rigor dimension, as shown in the dendrogram 
in Exhibit 13. 

We clustered similar firms in five cohesive groups to 
compute averages by level for each cluster. The emerging 
pattern of responses is depicted in Exhibit 14 and average 

EXHIBIT 13

Cluster membership based on “rigorously” responses
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level scores for each clusters are reported in Exhibit 15.4 The 
pattern suggests the existence of Optimizing firms (purple 
line). These organizations, on average, perform all activi-
ties with a significant degree of rigor (over 70%). A second 
clearly discernible pattern represents organizations in the 

4  We originally proposed that a representative sample of global hospital-
ity ventures would be skewed toward the Basic and Operational level, with 
a small percentage of organizations in the Optimizing phase of develop-
ment. However, the Ward clustering method seeks to create balanced 
clusters and, and as a consequence Exhibit 15 shows unexpected levels of 
membership for Optimizing and Analytical clusters. 

Basic maturity phase (black line). These respondents report 
a low level of rigor in their performance of behaviors across 
all levels. While they tend to be more systematic in their 
activities at Level 2, they are below 50 percent at all levels. 
We also identified a well-defined pattern for the analytical 
cluster (red line in Exhibit 12, green in Exhibits 14 and 17). 
As expected for this group, behaviors at Levels 2, 3, and 4 are 
performed with a high degree of rigor (above 60%), with a 
significantly lower degree of rigor in the execution of Level 
5 behaviors. The Operational cluster, while not as clearly 
defined as we would expect, is representative of Level 2 orga-

EXHIBIT 14

Emerging clusters based on “rigorously” responses
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optimizing 24 88.12 5.77 78.33 9.81 74.00 12.11 75.71 9.91

EXHIBIT 15

Average and standard deviation for clusters by level
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nizations with scores above 60 percent for Level 2 behaviors, 
but under 50 percent for all other levels. 

We obtained similar results for regularity, in which 123 
organizations were grouped into five clusters (Exhibit 16). 
The cluster pattern for regularity is also similar to that for 
rigor (Exhibit 17). Once again we see the higher frequency 
of regularity over rigor. The data for regularity support 
fairly clear patterns for Basic, Operational, Analytical, and 
Optimizing organizations. Less clearly defined is the cluster 
representing organizations at the Integrated level of maturity. 
These organizations, on average, exhibit a similar degree of 
rigor in the performance of behaviors characterizing Levels 
3, 4, and 5. 

Discussion
Our results offer general validation for the Network Ex-
ploitation Capability Maturity Model, with a hierarchical 
five-level structure. Low-maturity activities are generally 
performed more systematically by our sample of hotels than 
the higher maturity behaviors, with the possible exception of 
Levels 3 and 4. Although this particular data set did not pro-

vide statistically significant support that those two levels are 
different, a larger sample might resolve this matter. At the 
moment, we must state that Level 3 and Level 4 behaviors 
may not be as distinct as we originally hypothesized. This 
finding opens up an interesting discussion. On the one hand 
we could conclude that our theory is incorrect and that Level 
3 and Level 4 activities need not be sequential. Conversely, 
we could conclude that our original intuition is correct, and 
the fact that we don’t find strong discrimination between 
Level 3 and Level 4 behaviors in our sample indicates that 
hospitality enterprises in our sample are, on average, not ap-
proaching developing their network exploitation capabilities 
in the most effective fashion. More pragmatically, we believe 
that while there should be sequencing in the development 
of Level 3 and Level 4 activities, it is possible for organiza-
tions to experiment with analytical behaviors and become 
increasingly proficient in that area, before having completely 
integrated operational activities. We cannot settle this ques-
tion with the data available, but this is an important avenue 
for future work in order to refine the model. 
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Cluster membership based on “regularly” responses
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The lack of stark separation between Level 3 and Level 
4 behaviors is symptomatic of a larger issue. As is evident in 
the comparison of our theorized response pattern in Exhibit 
12 with the actual emerging patterns in Exhibits 14 and 
17, some of the clusters emerging from our data are not as 

“clean” as predicted. Specifically, rather than seeing horizon-
tal lines representing levels that have been mastered, with 
a steep drop at the level the firm has yet to master, we have 
downward sloping trends. While this is not strictly what we 
predicted, it makes sense if organizations do not just switch 
to a higher level of maturity instantaneously once they are 
ready. Rather, they progress over time toward higher levels. 
This is evident with the cluster representing hotel ventures 
currently at the Basic level. These firms have higher aver-
ages in rigor and regularity when it comes to operational 
behaviors, as we predicted. However, they already show 
progress with Level 3 and Level 4 activities. This result also 
points to further empirical questions of great interest. Would 
organizations be better off in terms of their developmental 

efficiencies by focusing on one level at a time? Or is early 
experimentation necessary to gradually move toward NEC 
sophistication? 

Applying the NEC Maturity Model
The purpose of the Network Exploitation Capability Matu-
rity Model is to provide a rigorous IT benchmarking tool 
for hospitality enterprises. We also wanted to be able to offer 
tangible guidance to managers who seek to move their firm 
toward higher levels of NEC maturity. In the appendix at the 
end of this report we provide a sample benchmark instru-
ment based on our current data set. Here, we explain how 
to use the model to benchmark your company’s operations, 
using the original respondents to our survey.

Grading System
We utilize a familiar grading scheme to individually assign 
organizations to a given maturity level. We consider a D 
(60%) as a minimal “passing” grade for a given level, and we 
consider the highest level for which the firm has achieved 

EXHIBIT 17
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a passing grade as indicative of its overall maturity level. 
In this analysis we cannot use any organization that does 
not have a strictly monotonic set of responses. That is, we 
discard from the analysis any organization that achieved 
the 60-percent threshold at a one particular sophistication 
level but not at the next lower level. That is, for example, we 
eliminated firms with a “D” on any level x but not at level y 
(where x > y). 

Using this approach we assigned an NEC level to each 
of the firms in our sample, thus benchmarking our dataset 
for responses on the degree of rigor with which they imple-
ment their activities. We find that 24 percent of the 114 
organizations in our sample are at the Basic level (27 firms), 
24 percent at Operational, 18 percent at Integrated, 17 
percent at Analytical, and 18 percent at Optimizing (Exhibit 
18). These results are significantly above our expectations, 
suggesting that a threshold of 60 percent is too low. 

If we establish a “C” as a passing grade (70%), the re-
sults are more in line with our expectations and exploratory 
research. We find the bulk of the firms in the sample to be 
in the Basic (43%) and Operational phases (20%) of NEC 
Maturity (a total of 61 firms). The remaining third is split 
among organizations in the Integrated (16%), Analytical 
(14%), and Optimizing (7%) levels (Exhibit 19). 

We chose these “passing grades” only as a heuristic, and 
they are not developed as strict thresholds. Meant as a quick 
way to sort the categories, these “grades” provide an impor-
tant practical interpretation tool and a range within which to 
evaluate organizations. As with any grading system, higher 
scores are indicative of better performance. 

Using the Model 
One purpose of this model is for management to know 
where their organization is and where it could be in terms of 
technological sophistication. Just as hotel companies moni-
tor key financial performance indicators—ADR, occupancy, 

and RevPAR—compared to their peers and their competi-
tors, so management groups can assess where their proper-
ties or groups of properties stand in terms of the capability 
to exploit networked information technology to improve 
revenue generation, manage multi-channel distribution, and 
optimize profit. 

An analytical tool based on the NEC Maturity Model 
can help managers understand how their properties or 
groups of properties fare relative to both what experts be-
lieve is possible in terms of competency and how they com-
pare to similar types of properties based on location, quality 
level, and so forth. More important, such a tool produces 
information that prescribes what would be needed in terms 
of behavioral change to achieve higher levels of organiza-
tional performance. 

There are other clear advantages to the general use of 
such a tool. As more properties use the tool, the data base of 
behavioral characteristics by key characteristics grows and 
becomes more robust. Second, management can monitor 
the progression of a given property against key behavioral 
activity targets, vetted by experts to predict a path to 
improvement.

Users
We see several types of hospitality-related management 
groups that could use the NEC model. An individual hotel 
management team could compare themselves to peer prop-
erties, perhaps using the scoring system we applied here, 
or revising the heuristic passing grade as appropriate for 
the firm. A small chain or property management company 
could, in a similar fashion evaluate their properties’ posi-
tions against one another and against peer sets of properties 
to determine how to improve performance, including setting 
performance targets for individual properties or groups of 
properties, or as a basis to engage external support to make 
improvements and prioritize resource use.
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Distribution of hotels with “passing grade” of 60%
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Distribution of hotels with “passing grade” of 70%
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By the same token, consulting companies and vendors 
could use the model to determine current client competen-
cies and chart a path for an extended engagement. Or, they 
could use the model for diagnostic purposes for new or 
potential clients.

Gathering and using the Data

As we explain in the appendix, using the data in our model 
is relatively straightforward. Property managers can assess 
individual properties using the survey that we offer, or an 
objective, knowledgeable third party could administer it. We 
believe that chains, management companies, or ownership 
groups could survey all the properties in the chain, averag-
ing the results. Likewise vendors could execute the survey as 
part of sales and service activities or engage a third party.

interpreting the Data

With the data in hand, you can compare the values of a 
specific property or the average entry values for a group of 
properties to the values for properties with similar demo-
graphics. You can also compare the results on a behavior-
by-behavior basis in each of the demand management areas, 
rather than as an overall average, as in Exhibit 20. In this 
case, the NEC performance would be shown compared to all 
similar properties, whether they have the same NEC level or  
the next higher level of NEC capability. 

Charting nEC improvement

Using an aggregate NEC level report and behavior-by-behav-
ior reporting, the property, management company, owner-
ship group, or vendor can easily understand where their 
properties fall relative to similar properties with regard to 
NEC capabilities. They also have clear behavioral indicators 
of what changes are needed to get to the next higher level of 
competence based on what experts believe is needed and in 
comparison to similar properties. This, in turn, could sup-
port goal setting for internal management; realignment of 
budgets and staff to make such changes happen; or the deci-
sion to engage vendor. Vendors could use such information 
to identify prospects for more of their services or the nature 
of services they should provide for clients or prospects.

Conclusion
Developing a systematic understanding of what separates 
technically sophisticated organizations from ineffectual 
ones can help managers benchmark their hotel’s level of 
network exploitation capability. With this understanding 
of NEC, managers chart a course toward improving their 
firm’s effectiveness in taking advantage of opportunities to 
integrate technology for demand generation, multi-channel 
distribution, and revenue optimization. The NEC score can 
also serve as a benchmarking device for multi-property 
owners or investors to evaluate the capability of the portfolio 
and make changes as needed. n

EXHIBIT 20

nEC behavior comparison format example

Demand Generation
Score rigor regularity

you Comp Set you Comp Set you Comp Set

Engage in local search optimzation to promote your website 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Evaluate and coordinate upsell efforts across distribution channels 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Analyze key metrics such as conversion and price response 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Multichannel Distribution
Score rigor regularity

you Comp Set you Comp Set you Comp Set

Monitor rate consistency across all channels of distribution 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Measure, evaluate, and explain customer retention across all channels 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Participate in electronic distribution conferences 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Profit optimization
Score rigor regularity

you Comp Set you Comp Set you Comp Set

Identify seasonal sell-out periods and pre-set pricing 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Perform formal displacement analysis for group business 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

Measure abandonment for each channel of distribution 70 75.2 50 76.8 40 63.3

you: operational Comparison Set: integrated
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Code nEC level Activity

DG16_

level 2

Local search engine optimization.

DG15_ Paid search and search engine marketing.

DG06_ Search engine optimization.

DG07_ Responding to complaints and comments on digital channels.

DG12_ Mention monitoring with software (e.g., Google Alerts).

DG22_ Using traditional digital channels (e.g., email) to build awareness.

DG19_ Traffic monitoring with software (e.g., Google Analytics).

DG30_ Evaluating customer sentiment on digital channels.

DG43_ Using digital channels to promote the hotel.

DG44_ Using digital channels to deliver special offers.

DG21_

level 3

Coordinating efforts between marketing and distribution (e.g., web only packages distributed via social media).

DG33_ Integrating user generated content across media channels to monitor conversations.

DG42_ Align content across all digital marketing channels leveraging uniqueness of each one.

DG41_ Evaluating and coordinating upselling efforts across distribution channels.

DG18_

level 4

Evaluating the effect of emerging distribution channels on the current portfolio.

DG34_ Analyzing competitors’ demand generation efforts to evaluate their effect on the hotel’s performance.

DG31_ Analyzing interactions across the main distribution and marketing channels (e.g., billboard effect).

DG40_ Testing or experimenting to understand customer response to marketing initiatives and promotions.

DG45_ Developing analytical models to understand the effectiveness of integrated selling initiatives.

DG20_ level 5 Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in demand generation.

MC02_

level 2

Monitoring rate consistency across all channels of distribution.

MC03_ Monitoring listing position in distribution channels.

MC23_ Monitoring best available rate parity.

MC35_ Evaluating the quality of content on each channel of distribution we use.

MC36_ Communicating with account managers of largest intermediaries.

MC50_ Monitoring production of distribution channels.

MC47_ Monitoring performance of specific products/services (e.g., special packages).

MC27_

level 3

Integrating products and services targeting specific distribution channels.

MC10_ Implementing integrated distribution strategies to take advantage of specific distribution channels.

MC11_ Integrating new distribution channels in the current portfolio managing their interactions.

MC08_

level 4

Performing tests or experiments to optimize the conversion of digital distribution channels.

MC09_ Measuring customer value and margin contribution by channel and segment.

MC24_ Performing tests or experiments to optimize display position on major distribution channels.

MC26_
level 5

Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in distribution.

MC04_ Speaking at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in distribution.

PO29_

level 2

Holding meetings with reservations and front desk staff to review rate, reservation pace, and pickup.

PO14_ Monitoring local events to anticipate high demand or sell-out periods.

PO37_ Identifying trough and shoulder periods to direct sales and marketing activities.

PO05_
level 3

Developing integrated ADR, occupancy, and RevPAR forecasts by channel.

PO13_ Holding meetings with groups sales, catering, and outlets to review rate, reservation pace, and pickup.

PO17_

level 4

Performing price tests or experiments designed to understand guests’ rate sensitivity.

PO39_ Analyzing changes in guests’ distribution channel preferences over time.

PO48_ Computing abandonment and conversion rate for each of the major channels of distribution used.

PO32_
level 5

Collaborating with trade associations and universities on developments in profit optimization.

PO28_ Speaking at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in profit optimization.

Appendix
nEC Maturity Behaviors and levels
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Code
nEC 

level Discrepancy Survey question
DG16_

level 2

-0.2 We engage in local search optimization to promote our hotel’s website.

DG15_ -0.2 We engage in paid search (pay per click) to improve the visibility of our web site.

DG06_ -0.2 We engage in search engine optimization (organic promotion) to improve the visibility of our hotel’s web site(s).

DG07_ -0.2 We respond to guest complaints and comments posted on digital channels (e.g., email, TripAdvisor, Facebook).

DG12_ -0.2 We utilize Google Alerts (or similar brand monitoring software) to observe mentions of our hotel or our brand.

DG22_ -0.4 We employ traditional digital channels (e.g., email,) to build awareness of our hotel(s) or brand.

DG19_ -0.4 We utilize Google Analytics (or similar web log analyzers) to monitor traffic on our web site.

DG30_ -0.6 We evaluate customer sentiment on digital channels (e.g., Tripadvisor, Facebook, OTAs, twitter).

DG43_ -0.8 We utilize digital marketing channels (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Youtube, mobile) to promote our hotel(s).

DG44_ -0.8 We utilize digital marketing channels (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, Youtube, mobile) to deliver special offers.

DG21_

level 3

0.0 We develop coordinated efforts between our marketing and distribution channels (e.g., we create “web only” package distributed via social 
media or email).

DG33_ 0.2 We integrate user generated content across media channels (e.g., online reviews, Facebook comments, twitter mentions) in order to monitor 
and evaluate what is being said.

DG42_ -0.4 We align and integrate content across all digital marketing channels, leveraging the unique characteristics of each one.

DG41_ 0.4 We evaluate and coordinate upselling efforts across distribution channels.

DG18_

level 
4

0.4 We evaluate the potential effects of emerging distribution channels on the current portfolio of distribution channels used by our hotel.

DG34_ 0.6 We analyze our competitors’ demand generation efforts to evaluate their effect on our hotel’s performance.

DG31_ 0.6 We analyze the interactions across the main distribution and marketing channels we utilize (e.g., the billboard effect).

DG40_ -0.8 We actively perform tests or experiments designed to understand customer response to marketing initiatives and promotions.

DG45_ -0.4 We develop analytical models designed to understand the effectiveness of integrated selling initiatives across “touch points.”

DG20_ level 5 0.4 We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in demand generation.

MC02_

level 2

0.0 We monitor rate consistency across all channels of distribution.

MC03_ 0.0 We monitor the listing position (e.g., price, display position) of our hotel(s) against competitors in our main channels of distribution.

MC23_ -0.4 We monitor best available rate parity in all the channels of distribution we use.

MC35_ -0.6 We evaluate the quality (i.e., accuracy) of our content (e.g., descriptions, images) on each channel of distribution we use.

MC36_ -0.6 We communicate with our account manager (or market manager) at the largest intermediaries or distribution channels with which we work.

MC50_ -0.8 We monitor the production of our channels of distribution.

MC47_ -0.8 We monitor the performance of specific products or services (e.g., special packages) specific to our various channels distribution.

MC27_

level 3

-0.4 We integrate products and services being attentive to the different characteristics of each distribution channel (e.g., we target different 
packages to different distribution channels).

MC10_ -1.0 We implement integrated distribution strategies that leverage the unique characteristics of each distribution channel (e.g., differentiating 
availability, content, and rates across channels).

MC11_ -0.6 We integrate new distribution channels in the current portfolio of channels carefully managing their interactions (i.e., evaluating how each 
new channel fits with our overall distribution strategy).

MC08_
level 

4

-0.2 We perform tests or experiments (e.g., A/B testing, multivariate testing) designed to optimize the conversion of digital distribution channels.

MC09_ 0.2 We measure customer value (e.g., customer lifetime value or account value) and margin contribution by channel and segment.

MC24_ 0.4 We actively perform tests or experiments designed to optimize the display position of our hotel(s) on the major digital distribution channels.

MC26_
level 5

0.4 We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in digital distribution.

MC04_ 0.6 We speak at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in digital distribution.

PO29_

level 2

0.0 We hold meetings with the reservations and front desk staff to review prior performance and rate, reservation pace, and pickup.

PO14_ -0.2 We monitor local events to anticipate high demand or sell-out periods.

PO37_ -0.6 We identify trough and shoulder periods to direct sales and marketing activities as part of the planning process.

PO05_
level 3

0.4 We develop integrated ADR, occupancy, and RevPAR forecasts by channel.

PO13_ 0.8 We hold meetings with groups sales, catering, and outlets to review prior performance and rate, reservation pace, and pickup.

PO17_
level 

4

0.2 We actively perform price tests or experiments designed to understand the rate sensitivity of our guests.

PO39_ 0.6 We analyze changes in our guests’ distribution channel preferences over time.

PO48_ 0.8 We compute abandonment and conversion rates for each of the major channels of distribution we use.

PO32_
level 5

0.4 We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to remain abreast of developments in profit optimization.

PO28_ 0.4 We speak at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in profit optimization.
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Where Am i with regard to nEC?

Based on the list of NEC behaviors on the preceding pages and the questions on the following pages, we offer the following self-assessment for you 
to (1) evaluate your NEC position and (2) compare your position to other organizations that have taken the NEC survey. You’ll see both the average of 
responses, as indicated by the line on the survey form, and the range of those within one standard deviation around that average (approximately two-
thirds of respondents). We are in the process of developing an online automated assessment tool and dashboard that will allow you more quickly and 
efficiently to compare your NEC performance more precisely to a meaningful competitive set, or any other comparison you might want to make.

Take the Survey
 Please realistically answer the following questions. You may then compare your responses with the average and approximately two-thirds of those 
who have previously taken the survey. The average is the dot, and the lined area shows one standard deviation, which includes two-thirds of 
respondents.

It is important that you carefully assess how regularly and how rigorously your hotel (individual property, chain) performs each behavior. You perform 
a behavior extremely regularly if you follow a strict schedule. It does not matter how frequently that may be (daily, weekly, monthly, or quarterly), as 
long as you have a set or specified schedule that your staff adheres to. You perform a behavior extremely rigorously if you follow an established or 
formal process rather than allowing your staff to perform the activity as they see fit. For each behavior mark the level of regularity and rigor on the 
percentage scale.

Appendix (continued)

Pilot Survey responses
1. We monitor rate consistency across all channels of distribution. 

2. We monitor the listing position (e.g., price, display position) of our 
hotel(s) against competitors in our main channels of distribution.

3. We speak at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in 
digital distribution.

4. We develop integrated ADR, occupancy, and RevPAR forecasts by 
channel.

5. We engage in search engine optimization (organic promotion) to 
improve the visibility of our hotels’ web site(s).

6. We respond to guest complaints and comments posted on digital 
channels (e.g., email, TripAdvisor, Facebook).

7. We perform tests or experiments (e.g., A/B testing, multivariate 
testing) designed to optimize the conversion of digital distribution 
channels.

8. We measure customer value (e.g., customer lifetime value or account 
value) and margin contribution by channel and segment.
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Appendix (continued)
9. We implement integrated distribution strategies that leverage the 

unique characteristics of each distribution channel (e.g., 
differentiating availability, content, and rates across channels).

10. We integrate new distribution channels in the current portfolio of 
channels carefully managing their interactions (i.e., evaluating how 
each new channel fits with our overall distribution strategy).

11. We utilize Google Alerts (or similar brand monitoring software) to 
observe mentions of our hotel or our brand.

12. We hold meetings with groups sales, catering, and outlets to review 
prior performance and rate, reservation pace, and pickup.

13. We monitor local events to anticipate high demand or sell-out 
periods.

0 20 40 60 80 100

Regularly

Rigorously

14. We engage in paid search (pay per click) to improve the visibility of 
our web site.

15. We engage in local search optimization to promote our hotel’s 
website. 

16. We actively perform price tests or experiments designed to 
understand the rate sensitivity of our guests.

17. We evaluate the potential effects of emerging distribution channels 
on the current portfolio of distribution channels used by our hotel.

18. We utilize Google Analytics (or similar web log analyzers) to monitor 
traffic on our web site. 

19. We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to 
remain abreast of developments in demand generation.

20. We develop coordinated efforts between our marketing and 
distribution channels (e.g., we create “web only” packages 
distributed via social media or email).

21. We employ traditional digital channels (e.g., e-mail) to build 
awareness of our hotel(s) or brand. 

22. We monitor best available rate parity in all the channels of 
distribution we use. 
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Appendix (continued)

23. We actively perform tests or experiments designed to optimize the 
display position of our hotel(s) on the major digital distribution 
channels. 

24. We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to 
remain abreast of developments in digital distribution. 

25. We integrate products and services being attentive to the different 
characteristics of each distribution channel (e.g., we target different 
packages to different distribution channels). 

26. We speak at conferences on emerging trends and techniques in 
profit optimization. 

27. We hold meetings with the reservations and front desk staff to 
review prior performance and rate, reservation pace, and pickup. 

28. We evaluate customer sentiment on digital channels (e.g., 
Tripadvisor, Facebook, OTAs, Twitter).

29. We analyze the interactions across the main distribution and 
marketing channels we utilize (e.g., the billboard effect).

30. We collaborate with trade associations and universities in order to 
remain abreast of developments in profit optimization. 

31. We integrate user generated content across media channels (e.g., 
online reviews, Facebook comments, Twitter mentions) in order to 
monitor and evaluate what is being said. 

32. We analyze our competitors’ demand generation efforts to evaluate 
their effect on our hotel’s performance.

33. We evaluate the quality (i.e., accuracy) of our content (e.g., 
descriptions, images) on each channel of distribution we use. 

34. We communicate with our account manager (or market manager) 
at the largest intermediaries or distribution channels with which we 
work. 

35. We identify trough and shoulder periods to direct sales and 
marketing activities as part of the planning process.

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly

rigorously

regularly



Cornell Hospitality Proceedings • April 2013 • www.chr.cornell.edu   27

Appendix (continued)

36. We evaluate the quality (i.e., accuracy) of our content (e.g., 
descriptions, images) on each channel of distribution we use.

37. We analyze changes in our guests’ distribution channel preferences 
over time. 

38. We actively perform tests and experiments designed to understand 
customer response to marketing initiatives and promotions. 

39. We evaluate and coordinate upselling efforts across distribution 
channels.  

40. We align and integrate content across all digital marketing channels, 
leveraging the unique characteristics of each one. 

41. We utilize digital marketing channels (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, 
Youtube, mobile) to promote our hotel(s).

42. We utilize digital marketing channels (e.g., Facebook, Twitter, 
Youtube, mobile) to deliver special offers.

43. We develop analytical models designed to understand the 
effectiveness of integrated selling initiatives across touch points. 

0 20 40 60 80 100

Regularly

Rigorously

44. We align and integrate content across all digital marketing channels, 
leveraging the unique characteristics of each one. 

45. We monitor the performance of specific products and services (e.g., 
special packages) specific to our various channels distribution. 

46. We compute abandonment and conversion rate for each of the 
major channels of distribution we use.

47. We evaluate and adjust our rates across distribution channels 
following a clear rate strategy and structure.

48. We monitor the production of our channels of distribution. 
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