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DIGITAL TRANSFORMATION AS A CATA
LYST FOR BRAND DEVELOPMENT: STR
ATEGIC INSIGHTS FROM EMERGING M
ARKETS.

Abstract:

Digital transformation is frequently presented as a decisive driver of brand equity in emerging
markets, yet the empirical record is inconsistent. Firms invest heavily in digital platforms,
analytics, and customer-facing technologies without producing commensurate gains in brand
strength, while smaller firms occasionally outperform digitally mature competitors on brand-
related indicators. This paper interrogates that inconsistency. Drawing on a structured synthesis
of literatures on digital transformation, brand equity, digital customer experience, and emerging-
market marketing, and grounded in dynamic capabilities theory, the paper develops the Digital
Transformation Brand Catalyst (DTBC) framework. The framework specifies that digital
transformation operates as a conditional catalyst: its effect on brand development is mediated by
customer-experience integration and organisational capabilities, and moderated by digital
maturity, strategic clarity, sector characteristics, and contextual market conditions. Using an
interpretive integrative review of 118 sources published between 2010 and 2024, complemented
by illustrative cases from India, Nigeria, Brazil, and Indonesia, the analysis identifies four
configurations under which digital investment produces sustainable brand equity and three
configurations under which it dissipates value. The central contribution is theoretical: reframing
digital transformation from an independent variable to a conditional amplifier of prior strategic
brand foundations. Practical implications for managers and policymakers in emerging markets
are outlined, along with a research agenda emphasising longitudinal and configurational designs.

1. Introduction

Between 2015 and 2023, firms across emerging markets committed unprecedented capital to
digital transformation initiatives — customer data platforms, mobile-first commerce, artificial
intelligence in service delivery, programmatic advertising infrastructure. The rhetoric
accompanying this investment has been strikingly uniform. Digital transformation, we are told, is
the route to brand relevance, customer intimacy, and long-term equity in markets where
consumer behaviour is shifting faster than in mature economies (Verhoef et al., 2021; Vial,
2019). The empirical picture, however, refuses to cooperate with that rhetoric.
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Consider two observations that ought to trouble any serious student of brand strategy. First,
several of the most digitally advanced firms in emerging markets have failed to translate
technological sophistication into durable brand equity, as measured by unaided recall, perceived
quality, or price premium (Kumar & Kaushik, 2022). Second, a number of firms with modest
digital footprints — regional dairy brands in India, family-run apparel businesses in Nigeria,
mid-tier cosmetics manufacturers in Brazil — continue to command loyalty and pricing power
that their digitally saturated competitors envy. If digital transformation were an independent
driver of brand equity, neither pattern would be common. Both are.

The gap in the literature is not one of volume. Studies on digital transformation and marketing
outcomes have proliferated (Kannan & Li, 2017; Sestino et al., 2020). Studies on brand equity in
emerging markets constitute a mature field (Erdem et al., 2006; Sharma, 2011). What is missing
is a serious theoretical account of the conditions under which digital transformation converts into
brand value — and, correspondingly, the conditions under which it does not. Much of the extant
work treats digital transformation as either uniformly beneficial (a resource-based reading) or
uniformly disruptive (a Schumpeterian reading), without addressing the mediating and
moderating structures that determine actual outcomes. The dynamic capabilities tradition (Teece,
2007) offers a more nuanced vocabulary, but has been unevenly applied to brand-building
contexts in emerging markets.

This paper argues, directly, that digital transformation is a conditional catalyst for brand
development rather than an independent driver of brand equity. Its effect is mediated by
customer-experience integration and organisational capabilities, and moderated by digital
maturity, strategic clarity, sector characteristics, and contextual market conditions. The corollary
is uncomfortable for managers and consultants who prefer clean causal stories: firms that pursue
digital investment as a substitute for foundational brand-building activities are likely to generate
less brand equity, not more.

The paper's contribution is threefold. Theoretically, it introduces the Digital Transformation
Brand Catalyst (DTBC) framework, which specifies the mediating and moderating architecture
linking digital transformation to brand outcomes. Empirically and methodologically, it
synthesises a decade of fragmented literature into a configurational account and illustrates that
account with cases drawn from four emerging markets. Practically, it offers a diagnostic logic for
executives and policymakers who must decide when digital investment will amplify existing
brand foundations and when it will accelerate their erosion.

The remainder proceeds as follows. Section 2 reviews the four literatures the argument
integrates, naming their internal tensions. Section 3 sets out the methodological approach — an
interpretive integrative review with illustrative cases — and its limitations. Section 4 develops
the DTBC framework and presents the analytical findings. Section 5 discusses implications and
returns to the anomalies identified above. Section 6 concludes.

2. Literature Review

The argument rests on four literatures that have developed largely in parallel: digital
transformation, brand equity, digital customer experience, and emerging-market marketing. Each
has internal disagreements. Rather than summarise them, this section identifies the tensions that
motivate the DTBC framework.
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2.1 Digital Transformation: Capability, Culture, or

Technology?

The digital transformation literature has grown quickly and untidily. Vial's (2019) integrative
review defined digital transformation as a process that seeks to improve an entity by triggering
significant changes to its properties through combinations of information, computing,
communication, and connectivity technologies. Verhoef et al. (2021) subsequently distinguished
digitisation (converting analog to digital), digitalisation (using digital to change business
processes), and digital transformation (using digital to alter business models and value
propositions). These distinctions matter more than they appear to. Studies that conflate the three
tend to overstate the strategic significance of what are essentially operational upgrades.

A first tension concerns the locus of digital transformation. One camp treats it as fundamentally a
technological phenomenon — cloud infrastructure, data platforms, algorithmic capabilities
(Bharadwaj et al., 2013). A second treats it as an organisational and cultural transformation in
which technology is enabling but not defining (Kane et al., 2015; Warner & Wager, 2019). A
third, aligned with dynamic capabilities theory, treats it as the reconfiguration of sensing,
seizing, and transforming capabilities under conditions of technological change (Teece, 2007,
Warner & Waéger, 2019). The three positions are not equivalent. If digital transformation is
primarily technological, then brand outcomes should track technology investment. If it is
primarily organisational, then investment without capability development produces little. The
empirical evidence favours the second and third positions, but the first continues to dominate
managerial discourse — and, arguably, managerial spending.

A second tension concerns whether digital transformation is best understood as a discrete
strategic choice or an environmental condition to which firms must adapt (Nambisan et al.,
2019). The former framing invites analysis of variance in adoption; the latter treats adoption as
inevitable and shifts attention to differential outcomes. This paper adopts the latter framing,
which is more compatible with the observation that most emerging-market firms of scale have
already committed to digital transformation in some form.

2.2 Brand Equity: Consumer-Based, Firm-Based, and

Contested

Brand equity is one of marketing's most theorised and least settled constructs. Aaker's (1991)
foundational conceptualisation identified brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations,
and brand loyalty as core dimensions. Keller's (1993) customer-based brand equity model shifted
the focus toward brand knowledge structures in consumer memory. Both remain influential,
though they differ meaningfully in what counts as evidence of equity.

The disagreements have implications for the digital transformation question. If brand equity is
fundamentally a matter of consumer cognition and memory, then digital tools that improve
message reach, personalisation, and consistency should build equity — and much of the
literature has taken this route (Bruhn et al., 2012; Colicev et al., 2018). If brand equity is a firm-
level asset reflecting relational, cultural, and operational commitments (Christodoulides & de
Chernatony, 2010), then digital tools without such underlying commitments produce a hollow
signal that consumers eventually detect.
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The tension is not merely semantic. Rubio et al. (2020) show that consumers in emerging
markets frequently distinguish between brands they encounter digitally and brands they trust, and
that the two categories overlap incompletely. This finding is fatal to the assumption that digital
reach automatically produces equity.

2.3 Digital Customer Experience: The Mediating Layer

The digital customer experience literature, which has matured since Lemon and Verhoef's (2016)
synthesis, offers the most direct link between digital investment and brand outcomes. Customer
experience is a multi-dimensional construct spanning cognitive, emotional, sensory, social, and
behavioural responses across touchpoints. Digital transformation reshapes touchpoints — but
whether it integrates them is a different question.

Studies of omnichannel integration (Verhoef et al., 2015; Hossain et al., 2020) suggest that
fragmented digital touchpoints can degrade rather than enhance experience, particularly when
consumers detect inconsistency between digital promises and offline reality. This is a critical
mediating mechanism. Digital transformation that produces integrated, coherent experience
amplifies brand equity; digital transformation that produces fragmented, inconsistent experience
corrodes it. The mediator is not digital presence but digital integration.

De Keyser et al. (2020) argue further that customer experience quality depends on organisational
capabilities that most firms do not possess and cannot buy — data literacy, cross-functional
coordination, service recovery routines. This connects the customer-experience literature to the
dynamic capabilities tradition and to the second mediating pathway in the DTBC framework.

2.4 Emerging-Market Marketing: Context Is Not a
Nuisance Variable

Emerging-market marketing scholarship has evolved from treating context as a set of
adjustments to established frameworks toward treating it as constitutive of different marketing
dynamics altogether (Sheth, 2011; Burgess & Steenkamp, 2006). Sheth's (2011) influential
critique argues that market heterogeneity, sociopolitical governance, unbranded competition,
chronic shortages, and inadequate infrastructure produce marketing environments substantively
different from those assumed in North Atlantic scholarship.

The implications for digital transformation are significant but underexplored. Digital
infrastructure varies dramatically across and within emerging markets. Consumer digital literacy
is uneven. Regulatory environments are unstable. Payment systems and logistics can either
enable or throttle digital business models (Chakravorti & Chaturvedi, 2019). Brand-building
through digital channels in Lagos is not the same activity as brand-building through digital
channels in Sdo Paulo. Studies that pool emerging markets into a single category obscure these
differences.

Sharma (2011) and Kumar and Steenkamp (2013) further show that emerging-market consumers
hold brand meanings that reflect local status hierarchies, cultural narratives, and aspirations
imperfectly mapped by frameworks developed elsewhere. This is a moderating condition of first-
order importance: the same digital campaign that builds equity in one market may not travel to
another, even when infrastructure and demographics superficially align.



157

158
159
160
161
162
163
164

165
166
167
168
169

170

171
172
173
174
175
176

177

178

179
180
181
182

183
184
185
186
187

188
189
190
191
192

2.5 Dynamic Capabilities: The Connective Tissue

Dynamic capabilities theory (Teece, 2007; Teece et al., 1997) provides the connective tissue
among these literatures. The theory identifies three higher-order capabilities: sensing
opportunities and threats, seizing them through resource commitment, and transforming the
organisation continuously. Applied to digital transformation and branding, sensing corresponds
to reading shifting consumer meanings and technological affordances; seizing corresponds to
committing resources to specific digital-brand configurations; transforming corresponds to
reconfiguring the organisation to sustain those configurations.

Warner and Wager (2019) show that digital transformation success depends on dynamic
capabilities that pre-exist digital investment or must be built alongside it. This is the theoretical
core of the DTBC argument. Firms without sensing, seizing, and transforming capabilities that
digitise their operations produce faster, larger versions of their existing pathologies. They do not
produce brand equity.

2.6 What Is Missing

Prior work has established, separately, that digital transformation matters, that brand equity is a
firm-level asset requiring more than communication, that customer experience mediates brand
outcomes, that emerging-market context is constitutive, and that dynamic capabilities condition
digital returns. What is missing is an integrated account that specifies how these elements
combine to produce or fail to produce brand equity. The DTBC framework, developed in Section
4, is that integrated account.

3. Methodology

3.1 Approach and Justification

The research question — under what conditions does digital transformation convert into brand
equity in emerging markets — is configurational rather than variance-based. It asks about
combinations of factors that produce outcomes, not the marginal effect of each factor holding
others constant. This shapes methodological choice.

The paper adopts an interpretive integrative review method (Torraco, 2016; Snyder, 2019),
supplemented by illustrative case vignettes drawn from four emerging markets. Integrative
review is appropriate when the aim is to develop new theoretical framing across fragmented
literatures rather than to test hypotheses. It is a defensible choice precisely because the four
literatures in Section 2 have developed in parallel with limited theoretical integration.

Philosophically, the paper adopts a critical realist stance (Bhaskar, 2008; Fletcher, 2017). Critical
realism treats the mechanisms linking digital transformation to brand equity as real but not
directly observable, requiring inference from patterns across cases and studies. It accommodates
both the quantitative findings dominant in the digital marketing literature and the interpretive
work more common in brand and emerging-market scholarship.
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3.2 Source Selection

Sources were identified through structured searches of Scopus, Web of Science, and Google
Scholar for the period 2010-2024. Search terms combined “digital transformation,"”
"digitalisation,” "brand equity,"” "brand development,” "customer experience," and “emerging
markets," along with country-specific variants. The initial pool of 412 sources was reduced to
118 through the following criteria:

1. Peer-reviewed journal publication or major scholarly monograph.

2. Direct theoretical or empirical engagement with at least two of the four constituent
literatures.

3. Empirical work situated in emerging markets, or theoretical work whose scope conditions
plausibly include them.

The 118 sources are not exhaustive; they are the corpus judged sufficient for saturation on the
theoretical questions posed. Additional sources were consulted for the case vignettes but did not
enter the systematic synthesis.

3.3 Case Vignettes

Four illustrative cases were selected to demonstrate variation in outcomes across otherwise
similar digital transformation initiatives: two Indian firms (one consumer goods, one financial
services), one Nigerian telecommunications firm, one Brazilian retail firm, and one Indonesian
consumer services firm. Cases were selected using theoretical rather than statistical logic
(Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). Publicly available sources — annual reports, trade press, and
secondary case studies — were used. Because the cases are illustrative rather than evidentiary in
the strict sense, they are used to sharpen the framework rather than to test it.

3.4 Limitations
Several limitations require honest acknowledgement.

First, an integrative review is interpretive. Another researcher working the same corpus might
weight sources differently and produce a somewhat different framework. The paper's claims
about the DTBC framework are theoretical claims, not empirical generalisations.

Second, the case vignettes are illustrative. They cannot support strong causal inference about the
framework's predictive power. A subsequent programme of primary empirical work —
configurational comparative analysis, longitudinal firm-level data — would be required to test
the framework rigorously.

Third, "emerging markets" is a heterogeneous category. The four illustrative markets do not
represent all emerging economies, and the framework's applicability to, for example, Central
Asia or sub-Saharan Africa beyond Nigeria requires further work.

Fourth, the literature itself has a linguistic and geographic bias toward English-language work
and toward larger emerging economies. Framework construction inherits this bias.

These limitations do not invalidate the argument, but they bound its claims.
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4. Analysis: The Digital Transformation
Brand Catalyst Framework

4.1 Framework Overview

The DTBC framework specifies a mediated-moderated relationship between digital
transformation (DT) and brand equity (BE) in emerging markets. The relationship is expressed
compactly as follows:

DT — [CX integration; organisational capabilities] — BE, moderated by [digital maturity;
strategic clarity; sector characteristics; market context]

Three claims are embedded in this expression. First, DT does not act directly on BE; it acts
through two mediating pathways. Second, the mediating pathways themselves are conditional on
four moderators. Third, the framework treats DT as endogenous to organisational choice —
firms with strategic clarity choose different DT investments than firms without it.

4.2 The Two Mediating Pathways

4.2.1 Customer-Experience Integration

The first mediator is customer-experience (CX) integration: the degree to which digital
investments produce coherent, consistent, and progressively personalised experiences across
touchpoints. CX integration is not the same as digital touchpoint proliferation. A firm may
deploy an app, a chatbot, a personalisation engine, and a loyalty programme and still produce a
fragmented experience if these systems are not orchestrated around a coherent brand promise.

Analysis of the reviewed studies suggests three properties of CX integration that matter for brand
outcomes:

Consistency. Consumers penalise brands that promise one thing digitally and deliver another
physically (Hossain et al., 2020). In emerging markets, where physical service infrastructure is
often the weak link, digitally elevated brand promises can create disappointment gaps that
damage rather than build equity.

Continuity. Integrated experiences carry context across touchpoints. A customer who begins on
a mobile app should not have to restart on a call centre line. Continuity signals competence and
respect, both antecedents of trust (Grewal & Roggeveen, 2020).

Progressive personalisation. Personalisation without proportionate consumer benefit is
intrusion; personalisation that reduces friction or produces relevant offers builds equity (Kumar
& Kaushik, 2022).

CX integration mediates the DT-BE relationship most strongly when digital transformation
produces all three properties simultaneously. When it produces only some — and the majority of
emerging-market implementations produce only some — the mediation weakens or reverses.
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4.2.2 Organisational Capabilities

The second mediator concerns capabilities in the sense used by Teece (2007). Digital
transformation without corresponding capability development produces what Warner and Wager
(2019) describe as "digitised dysfunction.” Three capability clusters are especially relevant to
brand outcomes:

Data-to-decision capability. The capacity to convert digital data streams into brand-relevant
decisions (positioning refinement, message adjustment, service recovery). Many firms
accumulate data they cannot act on.

Cross-functional coordination. Brand promises cross marketing, service, operations, and
human resources. Digital tools that improve one function while leaving inter-functional handoffs
broken produce experience failures.

Absorptive capacity for digital learning. The organisation's ability to internalise external
digital know-how through partnerships, hires, and iterative experimentation (Zahra & George,
2002). Emerging-market firms often depend on external agencies and vendors; if learning does
not transfer, capability does not accumulate.

Where both mediating pathways are strong, DT is converted efficiently into BE. Where one is
weak, conversion is partial. Where both are weak, DT investment produces no BE gain and, in a
subset of cases, produces measurable BE loss.

4.3 The Four Moderators

4.3.1 Digital Maturity

Digital maturity refers to the depth and integration of the firm's existing digital infrastructure and
practice, prior to any given investment (Kane et al., 2015). The moderating effect is not linear.
Firms at very low maturity levels lack the absorptive capacity to convert new investment; firms
at very high maturity levels experience diminishing marginal returns; firms in the middle band
show the strongest conversion. This inverted-U pattern was observable in the reviewed studies,
though rarely named as such.

An important implication: pushing low-maturity firms to leapfrog stages may waste resources.
Sequenced capability development produces stronger cumulative outcomes than heroic
transformation.

4.3.2 Strategic Clarity

Strategic clarity — the extent to which the firm has an articulated and internally shared brand
position — is the most consequential moderator. Digital transformation amplifies whatever
strategy the firm has. A firm with a clear position and a coherent brand promise finds in digital
tools a means to reach, personalise, and deepen that promise. A firm without such a position
finds in digital tools a means to distribute its confusion at higher velocity.

This is the theoretical core of the paper's central argument. Digital investment substituted for
strategic clarity does not compensate for it; it dilutes it. The analysis found repeated instances of
emerging-market firms whose digital campaigns produced short-term engagement metrics but no
durable equity because the underlying brand had no consistent meaning to reinforce.
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4.3.3 Sector Characteristics

The framework treats sector characteristics as a moderator rather than a control. Three sector
features shape DT-BE conversion: purchase frequency (higher frequency provides more digital
touchpoints for equity-building); experiential complexity (services with high experiential content
depend more on integrated CX); and regulatory intensity (heavily regulated sectors such as
finance and pharmaceuticals face constraints on personalisation and data use that shape available
strategies).

Financial services in India and Brazil, for example, show high conversion of DT to BE when
execution is strong, partly because purchase frequency and experiential complexity align digital
investment with brand-relevant moments. Consumer packaged goods show weaker conversion in
similar markets because purchase-decision moments occur largely outside digital channels.

4.3.4 Contextual Market Conditions

Finally, market context moderates the framework. Four dimensions are particularly
consequential in emerging markets:

e Digital infrastructure quality. Where connectivity and payment infrastructure are
uneven, digital brand promises risk collapse at the last mile.

e Consumer digital literacy and trust. Consumers who are new to digital transactions
weight trust cues heavily; brands that invest in trust-building convert digital adoption into
equity, while brands that assume trust do not.

e Regulatory environment. Emerging markets differ dramatically in data protection,
advertising standards, and platform regulation; instability constrains long-term digital
brand investments.

e Competitive structure. In markets with strong unbranded or informal competition
(Sheth, 2011), digital brand-building competes with fundamentally different value
propositions.

4.4 Configurational Findings

Rather than assess each factor's independent contribution, the analysis identifies configurations
— combinations of factors — associated with different outcomes. Seven recurring configurations
emerged from the reviewed corpus. Four are associated with sustainable brand equity generation;
three are associated with value dissipation.

4.4.1 Configurations that Generate Sustainable Brand Equity

Configuration A: Aligned amplifier. High strategic clarity, moderate-to-high digital maturity,
strong CX integration, and strong organisational capabilities. This configuration is characteristic
of successful digital transformations in Indian financial services and Brazilian retail. Digital
transformation amplifies an already-coherent brand foundation.

Configuration B: Capability-first builder. Moderate strategic clarity paired with strong
organisational capabilities, particularly cross-functional coordination and absorptive capacity.
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The firm builds capability ahead of digital scaling and converts investment progressively. This
configuration appeared in several Indonesian consumer services firms.

Configuration C: Contextual specialist. Strong strategic clarity focused on a specific market
segment or geography, with digital tools calibrated to that context rather than to global best
practice. Nigerian telecommunications firms that built USSD and mobile-money capabilities
before adopting more sophisticated digital tools illustrate this configuration.

Configuration D: Experience integrator. Strong CX integration is the primary mediator;
capability development is uneven but sufficient to sustain experience coherence. This
configuration is fragile — it depends on continued discipline in touchpoint orchestration — but
produces strong short- and medium-term equity gains.

4.4.2 Configurations that Dissipate Brand Value

Configuration E: Substitution trap. Low strategic clarity combined with high digital
investment. Digital transformation is used as a substitute for foundational brand work.
Engagement metrics rise; brand equity does not. This is the most common failure mode observed
in the reviewed literature.

Configuration F: Fragmentation failure. Adequate strategic clarity and moderate capability,
but poor CX integration. Digital touchpoints proliferate without orchestration. Consumers
experience the brand as inconsistent, and trust erodes.

Configuration G: Capability void. Digital investment outpaces capability development. Data
accumulates unused; personalisation misfires; service recovery is broken. Brand associations
shift from competence to frustration.

4.5 The lllustrative Cases
Four brief vignettes anchor the framework.

Indian financial services firm (Configuration A). The firm entered digital transformation with
an established brand position emphasising reliability and accessibility. Investments in a mobile
platform, personalised advisory content, and streamlined onboarding were designed to reinforce
that position. Brand equity indicators — customer-reported trust, unaided recall, willingness to
recommend — rose steadily across the period observed. Digital transformation amplified an
existing foundation rather than replacing one.

Indian consumer goods firm (Configuration E). In contrast, a mid-tier consumer goods firm
undertook a comparable-scale digital investment without corresponding brand clarity. Multiple
sub-brands received distinct digital treatments; positioning was inconsistent across platforms;
influencer campaigns emphasised reach over meaning. Sales rose modestly on promotions;
brand-tracking studies showed no equity improvement. Digital investment substituted for
strategic work that was never done.

Nigerian telecommunications firm (Configuration C). The firm's early digital investments
were calibrated tightly to Nigerian consumer realities — USSD-based services, agent networks
bridging offline and digital transactions, brand communication in multiple languages. Later
investment in more sophisticated digital platforms built on this foundation. The firm's brand
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equity in Nigeria significantly exceeds what its purely technological sophistication would
predict.

Brazilian retail firm (Configuration D moving toward A). An omnichannel retail firm
invested heavily in digital-physical integration during a period of intense competition. Early
gains from CX integration were substantial but fragile. Subsequent capability investments —
particularly in cross-functional coordination — stabilised the equity gains. The case illustrates
the transition from a fragile to a robust configuration.

The vignettes are not evidence in a hypothesis-testing sense. They demonstrate the framework's
descriptive traction and identify observables that a subsequent empirical programme could
measure.

5. Discussion

5.1 Returning to the Anomalies

Section 1 posed two anomalies: digitally advanced firms with weak brand equity, and digitally
modest firms with strong brand equity. The DTBC framework accounts for both without strain.

The first anomaly is a symptom of Configurations E, F, or G — high digital investment without
corresponding strategic clarity, CX integration, or capability. The firms in question are doing
something recognisable as digital transformation but not something that converts to brand equity.
Their expenditure is legible; their outcomes are not.

The second anomaly is a symptom of the framework's implicit claim about the primacy of
foundations. Digitally modest firms with strong brand equity typically have strategic clarity,
sector-appropriate touchpoints, and capabilities matched to their scale. They may not need digital
sophistication because the mediating pathways are functioning through other means — trained
sales staff, community networks, coherent product experience. Their brand equity is not evidence
that digital transformation is unnecessary; it is evidence that digital transformation without
foundations is insufficient.

5.2 Connections to Prior Literature
The framework connects to and extends several strands of prior work.

It aligns with, and sharpens, Verhoef et al.'s (2021) distinction between digitisation,
digitalisation, and digital transformation. Brand equity gains are most plausibly associated with
genuine digital transformation (business-model reconfiguration), not with digitisation or
digitalisation alone. Fir



