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Verdict: for every 1,000 organic content impressions, a restaurant converts an average of
3.7 tables (range 1.9-6.4 by segment). The bottleneck isn't views: 71% of the funnel drop-
off happens between the save and the click to the booking link. Whoever instruments that
jump doubles conversion without adding a single follower.

First-party research - methodology & sample disclosed - 10 min read

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OF MASTERESTAURANT® — EXCLUSIVE FOR SECTOR LEADERS

Almost every restaurant tracks followers, likes and reach. Few track the one thing that pays payroll: how many
tables get seated because someone saw a Reel. This Index separates vanity from cash.

We audited the full path — impression, save, profile visit, booking-link click, booking and actual show-up —

across independent restaurants and small groups, broken down by service format and number of locations.

The uncomfortable finding: content rarely fails for lack of views. It fails in the three micro-steps between 'l liked it'

and 'l booked.' That's where the Index focuses and where Diego F. Parra concentrates the cash-flow fixes.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

DISH/RECIPE REEL
(ASPIRATIONAL)

Avg impressions / piece X
Save rate X
Click to booking link X

Bookings / 1,000 impressions X
Actual show-up rate X

Cost per seated table X

14,200
4.1%
0.6%
1.9
78%

US$6.80

OFFER REEL WITH BOOKING
(TRANSACTIONAL)

v 8,900
v 1.8%
v 3.9%
v 64
v 84%

v US$2.40
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https://contenidorestaurante.com/autor-diego-f-parra-en.html

Finding 1 — How many tables does organic content actually pay for?

For every 1,000 organic impressions, a restaurant converts an average of 3.7 tables, ranging from 1.9 to
6.4 depending on the segment.

That number pays the payroll, not followers or likes. At Masterestaurant we measure the full journey —impres-
sion, save, profile visit, click to the booking link and real attendance— across independent restaurants and small
groups. The uncomfortable finding, which | repeat in every audit: content almost never fails from a lack of views.
It fails in the three micro-steps between 'l liked it' and 'l booked." An account with 40,000 monthly impressions
converting at the bottom of the range seats 76 tables; the same account at the top seats 256. That gap, 180
monthly tables, is a 34 USD average ticket multiplied across services: the difference between a month that clos-
es in the green and one that bleeds. Reach does not predict bookings: the correlation between impressions and
tables in our base is barely r=0.31, a weak link that dismantles the obsession with growing followers.

Finding 2 — Reach does not predict the table: the correlation is weak

We see accounts with 120,000 monthly impressions and miserable conversion, and accounts of 8,000 that fill
service Thursday to Sunday. Diego F. Parra says it plainly in board meetings: buying reach without fixing the fun-
nel is paying for witnesses, not diners. An r=0.31 means less than 10% of the variation in tables is explained by
view volume; the remaining 90% lives in the journey design. I've seen owners spend 600 USD a month on ads
to double impressions and not move a single table, because the booking link was still three taps away. The met-
ric that matters is not how many people see you, but how many cross the bridge to the register. The leak point is
the click to the booking link: 71% of the funnel loss happens between the save and that click, not in the views.
Broken down, the journey loses roughly 12% from save to profile, and a devastating 71% from profile to booking
click; what remains converts well.

Finding 3 — The click to the booking link: 71% is lost right there

Translated into the register: of 1,000 people who save a Reel, about 880 reach the profile, but only 255 tap the
booking link. That is the real hole. At Masterestaurant we close it with three cheap fixes: a booking link on the
first line of the bio, a single button visible without scrolling, and an explicit call inside the Reel itself —not buried
in the caption. Restaurants that applied these three fixes raised their link click from 25% to 41% in six weeks,
without spending a dollar more on content or ads. Format matters more than volume: a feed that is 70% aspira-
tional and 30% transactional converts 2.1 times more tables than a 100% aspirational one with the same reach.
The pretty plate drives saves; transactional content —hours, availability, 'book for Saturday,' the day's menu with
price— drives the click. A feed that only seduces leaves the diner admiring without acting.

Finding 4 — Format beats volume: the 70/30 mix wins

In register terms: two sibling accounts with 30,000 monthly impressions each, the 100% aspirational one seated
111 tables, the 70/30 seated 233. Same kitchen, same reach, 122 tables of difference from reordering the mix.
The rule | apply with my clients is simple: seven of every ten pieces that seduce, three that push a booking with
date, price and link. The balance is non-negotiable; a 100% transactional account tires the audience and loses
organic reach, and a 100% aspirational one never collects. Real attendance cuts final conversion by 16% to
22%: booking is not sitting, and the Index measures the fulfilled table, not the promise. A no-show reservation
takes a slot you denied another diner and disrupts the kitchen line. That's why we count show-up, not bookings.
With a refundable 10 USD per-person deposit or a WhatsApp confirmation 24 hours ahead, no-shows drop from
an average 21% to around 8% —recovering 13 to 14 points of final conversion you had already earned and
were giving away.
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Finding 5 — Booking is not sitting: show-up cuts final conversion

I've seen restaurants celebrate a record of Instagram bookings and close the month in the red because 20%
never walked through the door. The mistake | see again and again: optimizing up to the click and abandoning
the last stretch. The fulfilled table is the only metric that bills; everything else is a promise. You instrument the
Index with a tagged booking link and a spreadsheet, no thousand-dollar platforms. Use a unique link with a UTM
parameter for each social channel, count saves and profile visits from the free native stats, and cross the clicks
against confirmed bookings and the real attendance the host notes down. With those five data points you com-
pute tables per 1,000 impressions and detect which micro-step is bleeding. At Masterestaurant we build this
dashboard in under two hours per client and it costs zero in software. Discipline matters more than the tool:
logging show-up every service for four weeks reveals patterns no expensive dashboard delivers if you don't
measure the fulfilled table.

Finding 6 — How to instrument the Index without expensive tools

Start with the profile-to-click stretch, which concentrates 71% of the leak; fixing there first pays off more than any
other content investment. An owner with this sheet decides with the register, not with vanity. Reach does NOT
predict tables. The correlation between impressions and bookings in our base is just r=0.31: large accounts with
miserable conversion and small accounts that fill service. The leak point is the click to the booking link: 71% of
the funnel loss happens between the save and that click, not at the views stage. Format beats volume: a feed
that's 70% aspirational / 30% transactional converts 2.1x more tables than a 100% aspirational one with the
same reach. Actual show-up cuts final conversion 16-22%: booking isn't sitting; the Index measures fulfilled ta-
bles, not promises.

POINT BY POINT

Aspirational vs transactional: which Index rung each one wins

TABLE CONVERSION

A - DISH/RECIPE REEL (ASPIRATIONAL) B - MASTERESTAURANT 6.4 bookings /

1.9 bookings / 1,000 impressions 1,000 impressions

Verdict: Transactional converts 3.4x more tables per impression.
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REACH / DISCOVERY

A - DISH/RECIPE REEL (ASPIRATIONAL) B - MASTERESTAURANT 8,900 avg

14,200 avg impressions impressions

Verdict: Aspirational fills the funnel: 60% more reach.

COST PER SEATED TABLE

A - DISH/RECIPE REEL (ASPIRATIONAL) B - MASTERESTAURANT US$2.40

US$6.80

Verdict: Transactional costs a third per table.

ROLE IN THE FUNNEL

A - DISH/RECIPE REEL (ASPIRATIONAL) B - MASTERESTAURANT Bottom (close)

Top (discovery)

Verdict: They don't compete: they need each other; the 70/30 mix wins.
SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Aspirational Reel (dish/recipe) HIGH REACH, LOW TABLE

X Maximum reach and saves: wins on vanity and brand discovery.

X Low table conversion: 1.9 bookings per 1,000 impressions on average.

X Cost per seated table of US$6.80 — nearly 3x the transactional format.

X Useful at the top of the funnel; lethal as your ONLY format.
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Transactional Reel (offer + booking) MASTERESTAURANT

v" Less reach, but 6.4 bookings per 1,000 impressions.
v Click to booking link 6.5x higher (3.9% vs 0.6%).
v" Cost per table of US$2.40 and better actual show-up (84%).

v~ Only pays off if aspirational content above fills the funnel.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

DISH/RECIPE REEL
(ASPIRATIONAL)

Avg impressions / piece X 14,200
Save rate X 41%
Click to booking link X 0.6%
Bookings / 1,000 impressions X 19
Actual show-up rate X 78%
Cost per seated table X US$6.80

THE NUMBERS THAT MATTER

The Index scorecard (first-party data 2026)

3.1

TABLES
per 1,000 organic impressions
(average; range 1.9-6.4 by segment)

M

of funnel leakage happens between
save and click to booking link
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OFFER REEL WITH BOOKING
(TRANSACTIONAL)

v

v

8,900
1.8%
3.9%
6.4
84%

US$2.40
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ACCOUNTS

base of restaurant accounts audited in the 2026 Index

2 8yso

cost per seated table for the
transactional format (vs 6.80 aspirational)

0.31:

real correlation between impressions and
bookings: reach barely predicts tables

84

average actual show-up after
booking via transactional content

VISUALIZATION

The numbers, visualized

per 1,000 organic impressions (average; range 1.9-6.4 by segment)

aa

TABLES

of funnel leakage happens between save and click to booking link

G

cost per seated table for the transactional format (vs 6.80 aspirational)

@ 2.4UsD

real correlation between impressions and bookings: reach barely predicts tables

@ o031

average actual show-up after booking via transactional content

G

Sources: Masterestaurant internal data Chart by masterestaurant.com

REAL CASE
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“They had 61,000 followers and 40 diners a night. The problem wasn't the content: their only booking link
lived three clicks deep in the profile. We moved the link to the first step of the path and added one
transactional Reel per week. In six weeks the table-per-1,000-impressions index went from 1.7 to 4.3 —
without spending a cent more on ads.”

— Diego F. Parra, Masterestaurant — audit of a full-service, 2-location restaurant, 2026
HOW TO APPLY IT IN YOUR RESTAURANT

How to place yourself in the Index and raise your percentile

@ 1. Instrument the full path, not reach
UTM-tag every booking link by content format. Without the attributed click there's no Index:
measure impression — save — profile — click — booking — show-up. 71% of your leakage sits
in a jump you can't see today.

@ 2. Rebalance the feed to 70/30
Keep the aspirational content that drives reach, but guarantee 30% transactional with a booking
link in the first step. That mix converts 2.1x more tables at equal reach in our base.

@ 3. Shorten the path to the booking click
One link, visible on first touch, with booking one click away. Every extra step between 'l want to
go' and 'l booked' costs measurable conversion: it's where 71% of the funnel is lost.

@ 4. Close the loop with real show-up
Booking isn't a table. Confirm by message 24h before and measure show-up. Lift attendance
from 78% to 84% and you recover tables already won without producing a single new piece of
content.

FAQ

Frequently asked questions about the Content-to-Table Index

How many tables should my social content generate?

The Masterestaurant 2026 Index sets the average at 3.7 tables per 1,000 organic impressions, with a healthy
range of 1.9 to 6.4 by segment. Below 2.0 there's leakage at the booking click; above 5, your transactional
format is working.
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Why do | have many followers but few bookings?

Because reach barely predicts tables: the real correlation in our base is r=0.31. The problem is usually the path,
not the content: 71% of the leakage happens between the save and the click to the booking link, a jump almost
nobody instruments.

What converts more, a dish Reel or an offer Reel?

The offer Reel with booking converts 6.4 tables per 1,000 impressions versus 1.9 for the aspirational one, at a
third of the cost per table. But you need both: aspirational fills the funnel, transactional closes it. The 70/30 mix
yields 2.1x more.

How do | measure the show-up of a booking that came from a Reel?

UTM-tag the booking link by format and cross the booking with real attendance in your system. In the
Index, average show-up after transactional content is 84%; measuring it prevents mistaking a promise for a
fulfilled table.

DATA & SOURCES

Sector data 2026 (official sources)

Verifiable industry benchmarks from official, non-commercial sources (government, industry associations,
market research) - not competitors.

Metric Benchmark 2026 Source
Tendencias de consumo . . . .
diaital el delivery digital crece a doble digito anual World Economic Forum
igita
Video corto y el video corto es el canal de descubrimiento de Forb
orbes
descubrimiento restaurantes que mas crece
Delivery en América las apps de ultima milla sostienen crecimiento de doble i
. L. Bloomberg Linea
Latina digito anual

Preferencia de pedido

. 67% prefiere pedir desde la web/app del restaurante Statista
directo
Crecimiento del pedido . L Nation's Restaurant
. +300% mas rapido que el dine-in desde 2014
online News
Adopcion de apps de 3 . National Restaurant
. 78% de adultos descarg6 21 app de comida -
comida Association

Propiedad Intelectual de Masterestaurant® — Exclusivo para Lideres de Sector - masterestaurant.com
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https://bloomberglinea.com/
https://statista.com/
https://nrn.com/
https://nrn.com/
https://restaurant.org/
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