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Abstract 

With the growing ownership of multiple technology devices, and the contri-
bution of mobile travel bookings to the overall travel market, it is critical to 
investigate the hotel searching and booking process for different device users. 
This research investigates four categories of device users via a survey with 383 
respondents, in the context of search behaviour and information sources 
used. The results reveal that search engines and family and friends are the 
most frequently used information sources while the personal computer (PC) 
is the most used device for both searching and booking. However, there is a 
significant difference in how these device users engage with information 
sources, specifically online travel agents (OTAs) and search engines. Fur-
thermore, device users favor one device and are unlikely to switch devices 
during the search process. 
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1. Introduction 

With the increasing ownership of multiple devices, and the expansion of smart-
phone and tablet ownership among the travel population, the assumption that 
on-line travel planning was performed on a personal computer or laptop may no 
longer be justified [1]. More recently, Google and Ipsos MediaCT [2] reported 
travel planning was increasingly performed on multiple screens, and activities 
started on one device could be transferred, repeated or completed on another 
screen. 
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The proliferation of smartphones and tablets now extends when and where 
customers engage with content. Heggestuen [3] stated that 22% of the global 
population now own smartphones, 20% own PCs (desktops and laptops), and 
6% own tablets. Consumers select the combination of devices that best meets 
their needs and wants and increasingly smartphones are the device of choice for 
consumers, while tablets are gradually replacing traditional PCs.  

Meanwhile, there has been a dramatic increase in information and booking 
channels available for customers [4]. Hotel customers use an extensive range of 
information through various channels such as search engines, comparison web-
sites, supplier sites, and online travel agents (OTAs). An OTA, such as Expe-
dia.com or Booking.com specializes in offering planning sources and booking 
capabilities from suppliers such as airlines, hotels and cruise companies who 
may also have their own sites, referred to as supplier sites [5]. Though research 
has been conducted on these channels and has clearly identified the most used 
information sources, they tended to focus specifically on travelers and destina-
tions [6], and there is little investigation of the specific hotel booking context 
that often entails a lengthy, complex booking process [7]. Google and Ipsos Me-
diaCT [2] also reported that travelers planned journeys in micro-increments and 
switched between devices during the booking process. 

Given the accelerating adoption of smartphones and tablets, the growing 
ownership of multiple devices, the contribution of mobile travel bookings to the 
overall travel market, and the reported different behaviors between smartphone 
and tablet users, it is imperative to investigate the hotel booking process for dif-
ferent device users. By examining the devices and information channels, this 
study will contribute not only to the literature but also to practice. The main 
contribution to the literature will be in examining the booking process and in-
formation channel behaviors for various device users. Despite the growing im-
portance of multiple device use, there has been limited, academic or empirical 
research, especially at the critical stages of information search and booking. Re-
lated studies examined some aspects of device usage in travel but failed to inves-
tigate the synergies between various devices and emerging information channels. 
Thus, this research aims to fill the gap and investigate the range of multi-use de-
vices with the information sources and booking processes used. It contributes to 
our understanding of the information search behavior for a range of device us-
ers, not just the solitary examination of mobile use. Thus it includes PC users, 
smartphone users, tablet users, and traditional landline phone users. This re-
search will also contribute to managerial practice in a number of ways, for ex-
ample, to inform the design of content for specific devices and promote respon-
sive websites for consumers. It further answers a call by previous researchers [8] 
that further research on devices “should extend beyond the focus on functionali-
ties… the dialectic worldview suggests that the opposite side of the phenomenon 
(i.e. the non-use of smartphones) is also critical for a comprehensive under-
standing of the phenomenon” (p. 25). 
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Eriksson [9] identify and categorize segments of mobile users by ownership, 
frequency or usage. However, in our research we use the device/s to categorize 
users in order to give a wider perspective of all commonly used devices and en-
sure that mobile and fixed devices are therefore included as information search 
still depends on both online and offline modes. Fesenmaier, Xiang, Pan, and Law 
[10] have identified the five most frequently used information sources, search 
engines, OTAs, suppliers’ sites, review sites, and friends and family and these 
channels will be examined here. The over-arching research question is, Are there 
significant differences in the use of devices in information searching and in the 
hotel booking process? In particular, three sub-questions will be addressed in 
this study: 

1) Do device users use information sources differently? 
2) When we compare PC users against other device users, do they use infor-

mation sources differently? 
3) When comparing PC users against other device users, do they use these de-

vices differently? 

2. Literature Review 

2.1. Information Sources and Multiple Devices 

Information sources are composed of internal and external sources [11]. Internal 
sources are dependent on personal experiences and knowledge and external 
sources tend to be commercially based and market-dominated. The Internet is 
now the most important external source of information for travel planning and 
hotel booking [10]. Customers search and consult information sources prior to 
booking accommodation more frequently than other travel related products [6]. 
Fesenmaier et al. [10] rank travel-related websites in the following order in terms 
of sources of information, that is, general search engines, suppliers’ sites, OTAs, 
friends and family, review sites, destination sites, general travel sites, travel 
search engines, travel guidebook sites, community sites, newspaper/magazine 
sites, consumer content generates sites, and social networking sites. Verma, 
Stock, and McCarthy [12] state that travellers use different websites during dif-
ferent stages, with search engines more important at the beginning of informa-
tion search, while review sites, suppliers’ and OTA sites are essential during the 
comparing and considering stage. Suppliers and OTA sites are more important 
at the booking stage. Anderson [13] reports that, among suppliers’ site bookers, 
75% have previously visited OTAs and 83% visited search engine sites before 
booking. Google dominates the search engine market with 92.8% of the Euro-
pean market [14]. Though the search engines are not information sources as 
such, they are tools for finding information and thus play a mediating role for 
consumers in the search process. 

2.2. Multiple Devices and Booking 

These multiple devices are characterized by certain features and functions. The 
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PC (desktop and laptop) is less portable but has a physical keyboard and more 
storage capacity. It is supported by a range of business software that is compati-
ble with certain accepted protocols and standards. The tablet format is specifi-
cally designed for graphic display and ease of reading, though the virtual key-
board uses up half the display, resulting in less functionality when typing. The 
smartphone is portable, versatile and accessible virtually anywhere. A smart-
phone combines cellular phone, Internet access, e-mail, music and movie player, 
camera and camcorder, GPS navigation system and several built-in applications, 
with versions for iPhone, Android, BlackBerry and Windows Phone [2]. Smart-
phones and tablets are used more for leisure purposes and PCs (desktop and 
laptops) are more task or work based. The traditional landline phone has limited 
capacity to transmit and store voice messages whereas laptops, tablets, and 
smartphones are computing devices with distinct benefits and disadvantages. 

Hotel booking behavior patterns also vary widely between devices and activi-
ties. Google and Ipsos Media CT [2] report that, during the online research 
process, 88% of travel search is performed on PCs/tablet, compared to 27% 
smartphone. Hotel bookings are mostly completed on PCs/tablets (81%) in pre-
ference to smartphones (21%) with post purchase sharing divided between 
PCs/tablets (57%) and smartphones (50%). Furthermore, both tablets and 
smartphones have unique functions in the travel purchasing process [2]. Walsh 
[15] reports that even though tablet users also own smartphones, they tend to 
use tablets to select destinations, for shopping and booking. Google and Ipsos 
Media CT [2] reported smartphone sales tend to be smaller in value or simpler 
transactions, involving last-minute hotel stays or car rental, while tablet sales 
tend to be larger transactions involving longer trips. 

2.3. Mobile and Travel-Specific Technologies 

Increasingly, mobile technology adoption is characterized by the use of “smart-
phones” and “tablets”. Smartphones and tablets support ubiquitous computing, 
contextual computing, pervasive computing, ubiquitous connectivity to the In-
ternet, and integration of various sensors [16]. Smartphones have changed tour-
ist behaviors, information needs, decision making, and experience documenting 
and sharing [16]. The portable nature of smartphones and tablets have prompted 
researchers to investigate both pre-trip and during trip traveler behaviors [9]. 
The perceived benefits of using mobile technology have been explored by several 
researchers [17] and include ubiquity, convenience, immediacy, personalization, 
information access, pragmatism, money savings, innovation, planning capacity, 
and entertainment. Similarly, investigation of the perceived barriers to use mo-
bile technology during the trip have been widely examined and focus on high 
entry costs, usage costs, security issues, poor technology capability, and lack of 
relevant services [9]. 

Other researchers have addressed some behavioral characteristics and differ-
ent contexts in the use of mobile technology devices. For example, Peres, Corre-
ia, and Moital [18] investigated intention to use and habitual use and MacKay 
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and Vogt (2012) have explored specific contexts such as examining the “spillov-
er” theory to explain the adoption of mobile technology devices from everyday 
life and use. Most researchers highlight the next wave of innovation will come 
from the accelerating growth of applications and the capacity of mobile tech-
nology [19]. Though these studies provide insights into device user behavior, 
they fail to examine specific device use for explicit tasks in the hotel booking 
process. 

2.4. Segmenting the Device Market 

Okazaki et al. [20] identified segments of mobile user as; savvies, planners, op-
portunists, and low-techs. These segments differ in their mobile usage patterns, 
and perceived benefits of mobile internet usage. Alternatively, MacKay and Vogt 
[21] used IT equipment ownership and frequency of Internet use to categorize 
respondents. Eriksson (2014) focused on activities conducted on mobile devices 
and identified five segments; allrounders, bookers, checkers, info-seekers, and 
non-users. PCs remain highly relevant to all travel activities, including search, 
reserve, pay, change/cancel, check-in, and reflect. Yet, smartphones and tablets 
are increasingly used for these activities, such as change/cancel, check-in [9]. 
Given the accelerating adoption of mobile devices, and the “spillover” effect of 
IT use, more research is needed in identifying behavioral aspects of multiple de-
vices users, including mobile service users [9]. 

The hotel booking process has become even more complex, including mul-
tiple points of contact while consumers revert to a wide and diverse range of in-
formation sources on a variety of devices, which makes the context of hotels a 
unique phenomenon worthy of study. In our research, we use the device/s to 
segment the market and users in order to provide a specific investigation of the 
commonly used devices in the hotel booking process. Explicitly, Wang et al. [19] 
recommend future research should focus on the influence of mobile devices on 
travel planning. Furthermore, Lamsfus et al., [16] argued that the widely ac-
cepted and researched technology acceptance model (TAM) could be enhanced 
by considering the importance of incorporating the specificity of technology 
characteristics and usage contexts. 

3. Methodology 

The goal of this study is to identify the relationships between multiple device us-
ers, information searching and the final hotel booking. The research design is 
predominately quantitative in this investigation. The use of multiple devices in 
hotel booking and information searching is the context under examination and 
this goal can be examined best through a survey method [22]. Thus this study 
employed a survey instrument to investigate the range of devices used in the in-
formation searching and booking stages of the hotel room. The devices investi-
gated in this study are PCs (laptop and desktop), smartphones, tablets, and tra-
ditional phones. The information sources, as identified by previous researchers 
are; search engines, OTAs, suppliers’ sites, review sites, and friends and family. 
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3.1. Research Instrument 

Whittaker [8], Walsh [15] have variously identified the several devices and in-
formation sources used in the buying process. From this established research, we 
developed a three-part, structured questionnaire for this study. In the first part, 
the respondents were asked to refer to their most recent hotel reservation and 
identify the devices used to search and the device used to make the final book-
ing. Respondents indicated their various use of devices in four close-ended, di-
chotomous format questions. For the device used in the final booking, respon-
dents selected only one of the four devices. In the second part, respondents in-
dicated which five information sources were used as sources in their pre-trip 
planning by responding to five close-ended, dichotomous format questions. 

3.2. Instrument Administration 

A convenience, purposive sample was drawn from within Switzerland as there 
are identifiable respondents that match the required profile. The data collection 
was conducted from October 2017 till January 2018 and administered by email. 
The sample frame included email contacts from our own institution and known 
multi-device users who had recently participated in the hotel booking process. 
After recruitment of this initial set of participants, a snowball technique was 
used where the initial seed respondents were asked to refer the survey by email 
to others who share the same multi-device use, and specifically to give a more 
diverse variety of respondents [23]. All instructions were included in the ques-
tionnaire. Snowball sampling is a non-probability sampling technique and used 
in hard to reach populations, such as multi-device users who are engaged in a 
specific activity, in this case booking a hotel room [24]. 

There were 403 returned questionnaires with 383 usable results. Based on our 
over-arching research question and three main research questions postulated, 
the data was analyzed using descriptive statistics, chi-square tests, and multi-
nomial logit regression. The demographic data and frequencies are presented in 
percentages in tables. Chi-square is used to investigate the significant differences 
between device users and information sources. Multinomial logit regression al-
lows the comparison between the reference group (the PC users) and other cat-
egories (tablet users, smartphone users, and phone users), individually. Multi-
nomial logit regression is used to compare device users’ information sources and 
to compare the multiple uses of devices. The results are presented in the tables 
below. 

4. Results 

Eriksson [9], MacKay and Vogt [21] and Okazaki et al. [20] used IT equipment 
ownership and frequency of Internet use to categorize respondents. Here, the 
device used to make the hotel booking is used to categorize respondents into 
four segments, specifically, PCs users, tablet users, smartphone users, and (tradi-
tional) phone users. 
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As shown in Table 1, respondents use a wide range of channels as informa-
tion sources for hotel pre-purchase decisions. Search engines were used by 64% 
of respondents, representing the information source with the highest usage. This 
is followed by family and friends (58%), suppliers’ sites (54%), OTAs (45%), and 
review sites (42%). 

Table 2 presents the usage of information sources by multiple device users. 
Each row is one of the five information sources. Each column represents a cate-
gory of device users. For example, general search engines are used by 68% of PC 
users, 59% of tablet users, 48% of smartphone users, and 52% of phone users. 
Also, within the PC user group, 68% use general search engines, 58% use family 
and friends, 54% use suppliers’ sites, 49% OTA sites, and 44% review sites. 

Table 2 indicates different behaviors among device users. Smartphone users 
are most likely to consult family and friends as sources of information, as are the 
traditional phone users. Tablet users, by contrast, are most likely to consult 
OTAs and search engines compared to other sources. To confirm if these dif-
ferences are statistically significant, chi-square tests have been conducted. 

Table 3 shows the results from the chi-square tests. It is evident that from the 
information source perspective, that there is a significant difference between de-
vice users in their use of general search engines and OTAs. 
 
Table 1. Information sources used. 

Information sources All 

General search engine 64% 

Family and friends 58% 

Suppliers’ sites 54% 

OTAs 45% 

Review sites 42% 

 
Table 2. Information sources by category of device users. 

Information sources PC users Tablet users Smartphone users Phone users 

General search engines 68% 59% 48% 52% 

Family and friends 58% 45% 64% 62% 

Suppliers’ sites 54% 41% 52% 58% 

OTAs 49% 59% 20% 25% 

Review sites 44% 45% 28% 33% 

 
Table 3. Chi-square test results e comparing device users’ information sources. 

Information sources Chi square valuea 

General search engine 7.85*** 

Family and friends 2.06 (n.s.) 

Suppliers’ sites 1.83 (n.s.) 

OTAs 18.76*** 

Review sites 4.68 (n.s.) 

***Significant at p < 0.05 level, n.s. not significant. aChi square critical value: 7.815. 
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Multinomial logit regression was applied to investigate the differences in the 
use of information sources. The first multinomial logit regression compares 
three categories of device users (tablet, smartphone, and phone) with PC users, 
in terms of how they use information sources. As presented in Table 4, the coef-
ficients for the intercept and OTAs are significant. Negative coefficients can be 
interpreted as less likely to occur, while positive coefficients are more likely. 
Specifically, compared to PC users, smartphone and traditional phone users are 
less likely to use OTA sites.  

Table 5 presents the usage of devices by device users during the search 
process. Each row is one of the four devices. Each column represents a group of 
device users. For example, the PC is used by 98% of PC users, 73% of tablet us-
ers, 64% of smartphone users, and 71% of phone users. Also, of the PC user 
group, 98% use PCs, 23% use tablet, 25% use smartphones, and 22% use phones. 
This table indicates that PC users are comparatively low users of other devices, 
while other users tend to employ several devices. 

To test different behaviors among device users, we conducted a multinomial 
logit regression. The second multinomial logit regression compared the three 
groups of device users with PC users on their use of different devices in the 
search process. The results from the second multinomial logit regression are 
presented in Table 6. This table indicates that customers have a preferred device  
 
Table 4. Multinomial logit results e comparing device users’ information sources. 

Group Intercept 
Search 
engine 

Family and 
friends 

Supplier 
sites 

OTA 
sites 

Review 
sites 

Tablet/PC 2.1148*** 0.4884* 0.4538* 0.3517 (n.s.) 0.4337* 0.0961 (n.s.) 

Smartphone/PC 1.7645*** 0.3923 (n.s.) 0.1900 (n.s.) 0.1339 (n.s.) 1.1898*** 0.2035 (n.s.) 

Phone/PC 1.2049*** 0.3819* 0.0907 (n.s.) 0.1111 (n.s.) 0.9131*** 0.0923 (n.s.) 

***Significant at p < 0.05 level, *Significant at p < 0.1 level, n.s. not significant. 

 
Table 5. Device used in the search process by device users. 

Device PC users Tablet users Smartphone users Phone users 

PC 98% 73% 64% 71% 

Tablet 23% 64% 16% 21% 

Smartphone 25% 41% 60% 12% 

Phone 22% 9% 28% 60% 

 
Table 6. Multinomial logit results e comparing the use of devices. 

Group Intercept PC Tablet Smartphone Phone 

Tablet/PC 0.8648*** 2.5711*** 1.7198*** 0.2730 (n.s.) 1.3398*** 

Smartphone/PC 0.5090 (n.s.) 2.7654*** 0.7262* 1.2325*** 0.5077* 

Phone/PC 0.5610* 3.0523*** 0.1776 (n.s.) 1.4272*** 1.9684*** 

***Significant at p < 0.05 level, *Significant at p < 0.1 level, n.s. not significant. 
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to search. Tablet users prefer their tablets to search while smart-phone and 
phone users remaining loyal to their phones. It also shows that compared to PC 
users, all three other groups of users are less likely to use PCs to search, and 
more likely to use their preferred devices to search. Furthermore, compared to 
PC users, tablet users are less likely to use their phones, while traditional phone 
users are less likely to use smartphones. Additionally, the smartphone users are 
less likely to use tablets and more likely to use phones, though these findings are 
only significant at 0.1 level. 

5. Discussion and Implications 

This paper investigates the range of devices used in the hotel booking process, 
the information sources used by device users and compares behaviors among 
device users. 

As shown in Table 2, although PCs remain the most used device in the search 
process, tablets, smartphones and phones also are used by about one-quarter of 
respondents. This confirms that when searching for hotel accommodation, trav-
elers do adopt a multi-device approach. Nonetheless, PCs remain highly relevant 
in the search process, as reported by Eriksson [9] and Google and Ipsos Me-
diaCT [2]. Respondents return to their PCs (74%) and traditional phones to 
make the final hotel booking. In this study, 13% of travellers used phones to 
book hotel rooms, similar to results reported by Schegg et al. [25]. These find-
ings confirm the importance of accessible content through multiple devices, as 
well as having the appropriate staff to respond to phone enquires and bookings. 

In terms of information sources used in the hotel booking context, the impor-
tance of search engines, friends and family, supplier sites, OTAs, and review sites 
are comparable to results from other researchers [2] [11]. It is noteworthy that 
friends and family remain a major influence and this traditional information 
source is still a key part of the booking decision. This finding supports research 
by Kim, Lehto, and Morrison [17] [26]. 

The dominance of search engines is highlighted here, as travelers consult 
search engines on a regular basis in their daily lives, and extend their use of 
search engines to conduct their hotel accommodation search, referred to as the 
“spillover effect” [19] [21]. The introduction of Google HotelFinder and Google 
Carousel may also promote the use of Google as a more detailed source of in-
formation to inform hotel bookings. OTA sites are also being extensively used as 
information sources. The variety of hotel selections, comparability, us-
er-friendliness of the site and mobile-friendly content offered by OTAs may 
contribute to their popularity. 

Table 5 shows that various device users use search engines and OTA sites dif-
ferently. In Table 6, the multinomial logit results further indicate that compared 
to PC users, smartphone and phone users are less likely to use OTA sites. To a 
certain extent, compared to PC users, both tablet and phone users are less likely 
to use search engines. These findings indicate that investing resources to im-
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prove search engine results and OTA ranking results may satisfy only PC users, 
but may prove somewhat redundant for the other device users. 

Table 5 and Table 6 clearly demonstrate that, for devices used in the search 
process, users have their preferred devices, and they are significantly less likely 
to use other devices. In comparison to PC users, all other device users are less 
likely to use PCs. This finding confirms that the assumption that all web interac-
tions are mainly taking place between users on PCs is no longer valid [15]. Fur-
thermore, these findings also confirm tablet and smartphone users have different 
behaviors [2]. Tablets and smartphones have smaller screens, can present fewer 
results per screen, and are more challenging for users to input data. Despite 
these constraints, tablet and smartphone users still prefer to conduct their hotel 
search on these devices. 

Hotel managers need deep insights into the devices that their customers are 
most likely to use, ensuring relevant content is available on those devices, thus 
giving a consistent online experience. This study highlights that customers have 
different device preferences in both the search process and booking, and these 
preferences must be accommodated when deploying digital marketing strategies 
to increase visibility and bookings. It is crucial that hoteliers do not assume that 
PC/laptop users are their typical customers and thus design content and website 
information architecture based solely on desktop use. Although most reserva-
tions may come from PCs, customers tend to search on several different devices 
before the final booking and thus tracking users across multiple devices would 
provide more accurate information about the customer journey. It would also 
provide a seamless experience for the customer; though tracking across a variety 
of browsers, applications and networks remains a challenge. Whatever the device 
used, hotel websites and preferred channels must be “responsive”, that is, able to 
detect the device in use and convert the website experience to the functionalities 
of the device. As smartphone and phone users are less likely to use OTA sites, 
this presents problems for hotels that have relied on OTAs and the “billboard 
effect” (Anderson, 2011) to generate visibility. Hotels need to be present on the 
channels where smartphone users are more likely to be “looking” and “compar-
ing” before “booking”. Hoteliers should also be aware of the specific barriers 
preventing customers from booking through smartphones and tablets. 

Though mobile bookings are still relatively low compared to other channels, 
smartphone and tablets are used increasingly to share information. Google and 
Ipsos MediaCT [2] reported that customers demand download speed, design 
customized to device, and compatibility from mobile devices. Hoteliers need to 
ensure that their content and web presence ‘fits’ the screen size(s) of these de-
vices to enhance the usability at any stage during the booking process. Further-
more, they must provide customized content that communicates the hotel’s val-
ue proposition on mobile channels/devices/partners, particularly at the informa-
tion searching stage. Given the increasing switching behavior [2], this content 
must be consistent across all channels and devices, to retain customers and mi-
nimize confusion. This will require vigilance and investment in content and 
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channel management from hotel marketers. 
Search engines are the most important information sources, despite not being 

the content owners. This magnifies the importance of search engine optimiza-
tion (SEO) of the hotel’s website. Search engine result pages (SERPS) are further 
limited in size on tablets or mobile phones. As customers become more mobile, 
SEO on smaller screens will present increasing challenges of visibility, already a 
problem for individual hotels where the big players like Booking.com and Tri-
padvisor, dominate search engine results. As hotel search is dominated by 
Google [2], this creates further obstacles for hotel marketers, as Google changes 
its algorithm and limits the search result presentation by including paid hotel 
links on the first SERP, along with a Google map marking the hotel locations. In 
addition, Google has developed Google Hotel Finder and Google Carousel, 
which further intensifies the competition for visibility. Hoteliers should manage 
their Google Business accounts to improve their visibility on search engines, 
Google Hotel Finder, Google Carousel, and Google Maps. In addition, hotels 
need to work with either OTAs or customer reservation systems (CRSs) to de-
liver real-time rates and availabilities on Google Hotel Finder. 

Though a simple proposition, hotel marketers must remain aware that most 
information sources serve a dual purpose, providing information but also serv-
ing as booking channels [27]. It is therefore important to track the consumption 
path and map key customer touch points in order to determine which channels 
are critical and convert information seekers to hotel bookers. This means that 
hotels must invest in more sophisticated customer tracking by using ‘cookies’ or 
agencies that will gather this critical information and inform channel invest-
ment. As customers migrate and switch to different channels and devices, it is 
critical to remain in their consideration set at the information seeking stage. 

6. Conclusions 

This research contributes to the existing literature by linking the devices used in 
the hotel search process with information sources and channels. Device users 
have their preferred devices and are less likely to use other devices. Furthermore, 
there is a significant difference in the way device users use OTAs and search en-
gines. The results indicate that hoteliers should implement a multi-channel dis-
tribution management system across devices, taking into account different de-
vices and the information criteria and formats that could be used to reach cus-
tomers. 

Our results confirm that market-dominated sources, which are the search en-
gines and OTAs, have a dominant position in the marketing of hotels. Hotel 
marketers need to effectively manage both easily managed channels, such as 
their own site, and more complex channels, such as OTAs and review sites. 
Given that friends and family continue to be an important source of information 
for hotel bookings, it remains critical to have effective customer relationship 
management incentives for guests to promote the hotel in a positive manner. 
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Hotel marketers should provide accurate and appealing information, across dif-
ferent channels, to facilitate customers’ decision making. In addition, hoteliers 
should leverage their brand sites to have direct contact with potential customers. 

There were several limitations of this study. First, a convenience, Swiss-based, 
partly student sample, makes generalization to a wider population limited and 
the bias inherent in the sampling approach prevents inference to the general 
population. Secondly, the survey was based upon a recalled hotel booking, which 
differs from an actual hotel booking, where there is greater risk involved and 
more scrutiny given to booking requirements and pre-requisites. Nonetheless, it 
provides an insight into the changing role of channels and the multiple uses of 
devices for hotel room bookings. 

Future research should explore the customer’s level of attachment to their 
preferred devices and the specific nature of the “spillover effect” from everyday 
life to travel and particularly hotel bookings [19] [21]. Further research is also 
needed to investigate and explain why different device users have different pre-
ferences in the use for their devices, and use search engines differently. Though 
Eriksson [9] identified barriers to use mobile technology during trips, this does 
not explain the lack of mobile hotel bookings, with the exception of “same day” 
reservations. Investigation to identify these specific barriers to mobile bookings 
would provide insights for all information providers and booking channel oper-
ators. OTAs are more advanced in developing applications (apps), yet smartphone 
users in this study prefer other sources than OTAs and their apps. This is critical 
information for hotel marketers who must decide where to invest their market-
ing budget, develop apps and invest in smartphone friendly platforms and stra-
tegic partners. 

In addition, this research focuses on hotel bookers’ search behavior. Future 
research should investigate hoteliers’ actual channel management practices and 
identify if alignment exists between hotel booking behavior and hoteliers’ chan-
nel management. Lastly, previous researchers argue that Technology Acceptance 
Model is limited in explaining technology adoption behavior, and advocate re-
search that could focus on monitoring the actual behavior [16], and investigate 
the barriers to use and carefully consider other ways to segment users [9]. This 
research partially addresses these issues as we investigate device users and diffe-
rentiate information sources from the booking process. 
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