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Abstract

Purpose—Historic destinations face an acute policy trilemma: stimulating vibrant
creative-economy  microenterprises  without  precipitating  overtourism,
gentrification, or the commercial degradation of living heritage. This paper
establishes a university-community collaboration architecture through which
Samarkand, Uzbekistan, can bridge intangible cultural heritage safeguarding,
experiential creative tourism, and technopreneurial incubation to maximize locally
retained economic value. Design/methodology/approach—The study adopts a
design-science conceptual synthesis and institutional policy framework
methodology, integrating peer-reviewed scholarship across creative tourism,
entrepreneurial university ecosystems, multi-helix governance, and digital
microenterprise incubation. UNESCO World Heritage documentation for
Samarkand and Bukhara's UNESCO Creative Cities Network (UCCN) trajectory
provide empirical institutional anchors. Four formal conceptual propositions are
formulated to govern systemic deployment. Findings—The architecture delineates
six structural policy functions: (1) heritage stewardship and customary rights; (2)
participatory experience co-design; (3) university-anchored technopreneurial
incubation; (4) ethical digital market access and CRM; (5) polycentric financing and
equitable benefit-sharing; and (6) multidimensional indicator monitoring. These
functions are operationalized into a hexa-helix responsibility matrix, three
experiential pilot prototypes, an iterative implementation pipeline, and a balanced
sustainability scorecard aligned with the United Nations Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs 8, 9, 11, and 12) and the UNESCO Culture|2030 Indicators.
Originality/value—Deviating from conventional volume-driven destination
management models, this framework positions resident artisan agency, communal
intellectual property protection, and living-lab learning loops as structural
prerequisites for market entry, offering a transferable model for heritage cities
across the Global South and Central Asia. Practical implications—Municipal
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directorates, higher education leadership, artisan guilds (mahalla craft collectives),
and digital platform operators can directly utilize this modular architecture to
design, de-risk, and assess small-scale creative pilots prior to city-scale deployment.

1. Introduction

The global creative and cultural economy has evolved into a cornerstone of sustainable
regional development, connecting intellectual property, artisanal traditions, digital
marketplaces, and community livelihoods [1], [2]. According to United Nations Trade and
Development estimates, global trade in creative services surpassed US$1.4 trillion in 2022,
accompanied by more than US$713 billion in physical creative goods exports [1]. Cultural and
creative industries (CCIs) generate far more than aggregate macroeconomic turnover; they
foster localized innovation, preserve intangible human identity, build social capital, and
revitalize regional industrial fabrics [2], [3], [25]. UNESCO underscores that sustainable
cultural policy must reject monolithic market-turnover metrics, focusing instead on structural
working conditions, decent work, cultural rights, and the preservation of culture as a global
public good [3], [26].

In historic and World Heritage destinations, this imperative is especially urgent. Historic
urban ensembles and centuries-old craft practices draw substantial tourist inflows; however,
traditional cultural bearers, independent craftspersons, and surrounding residential
communities frequently capture only marginal economic returns from visitor spending [4],
[7], [27]. Inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List in 2001, "Samarkand - Crossroad of
Cultures" exemplifies both the rich potential and the systemic vulnerability of iconic urban
heritage [4]. While Samarkand’s Registan, Bibi-Khanum Mosque, Gur-e-Amir, and historic
mahalla quarters represent layered masterworks of Islamic architecture and living Silk Road
craft traditions, UNESCO has repeatedly documented urban development tensions,
infrastructural strain, and the risks of aggressive spatial commercialization [4], [28].
Consequently, any forward-looking destination innovation strategy for Samarkand cannot
prioritize footfall expansion alone; it must anchor tourism growth within heritage
stewardship, community agency, and local economic resilience [4], [18], [29].

Creative tourism provides a theoretical and operational alternative to conventional
sight-based mass tourism. As Richards [5], [6] conceptualizes, creative tourism marks an
evolutionary transition from passive visual consumption toward active, participatory
co-creation, skills acquisition, and authentic engagement with living cultural expressions.
Rather than gazing upon static architectural relics, creative tourists seek pedagogical
encounters with local artists and knowledge bearers [9], [10], [30]. For historic Silk Road cities,
this model creates avenues for microenterprise development: visitors learn traditional
ceramic throwing, silk carpet weaving, calligraphy, or bread-making within supervised,
artisan-led workshops [8], [31]. However, experiential co-production introduces profound
ethical risks: commodification, loss of spiritual authenticity, exploitation of traditional
cultural knowledge, and uncompensated digital appropriation [7], [16], [32]. The 2003 UNESCO
Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage emphasizes that
safeguarding measures must center on the communities, groups, and individuals who
maintain these practices [7], [33].
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Uzbekistan possesses clear institutional momentum in this domain. In 2023, the historic city
of Bukhara achieved designation into the UNESCO Creative Cities Network (UCCN) under the
Crafts and Folk Art cluster, demonstrating how artisanal identity can be systematically
integrated into national urban planning, creative enterprise, and international cultural
diplomacy [8]. While Bukhara’s political and institutional context cannot simply be replicated
in Samarkand due to distinct municipal structures and spatial layouts, Bukhara demonstrates
the viability of craft-led creative innovation in Central Asia [8], [34]. For Samarkand, the
central policy challenge is not mechanical replication, but developing a participatory
innovation system that empowers local artisans, university researchers, technology
intermediaries, and civic actors to jointly establish the rules, economic mechanisms, and
boundaries of creative enterprise [12], [14], [35].

Universities represent an underutilized institutional catalyst in this dynamic. The evolution of
the modern academic institution into an "entrepreneurial university" charges higher
education with a third mission: active socioeconomic development through technology
transfer, digital innovation, student venture creation, and collaborative knowledge exchange
[12], [21], [36], [37]. When applied to cultural industries, academic living labs provide
platforms where students, software engineers, business faculty, and traditional artisans
co-develop digital booking platforms, sustainable packaging, multilingual interpretation, and
ethical marketing campaigns [38], [39]. Crucially, however, academic intervention must avoid
patronizing or exploitative behaviors, ensuring that traditional knowledge is not extracted
without informed consent and equitable economic return [14], [40], [41].

To address these interconnected challenges, this paper investigates the following central
research question:

Core Research Question: How can a university—community collaboration architecture translate
Samarkand’s cultural heritage into sustainable creative-tourism enterprise while preserving heritage
integrity and community agency?

The paper answers this question across three analytical dimensions:

+ RQ1: What theoretical mechanisms translate cultural participation into sustainable, locally
retained entrepreneurial value without generating cultural degradation?

+ RQ2: What multi-helix governance structures, decision rights, and institutional safeguards
are required to maintain balanced power between academic, municipal, corporate, and
artisanal stakeholders?

« RQ3: How can municipal and academic authorities systematically evaluate the
socioeconomic, educational, and heritage performance of creative enterprises using
metrics beyond standard visitor volume?

Addressing these questions, this paper establishes a formalized six-function policy
architecture, presents a hexa-helix governance matrix, details three scalable pilot prototypes,
and articulates a balanced indicator scorecard benchmarked against international standards.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Research Design and Conceptual Synthesis Protocol
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This study employs a conceptual framework and policy synthesis methodology grounded in
design-science principles for regional innovation systems [11], [14], [42]. In public policy and
destination management research, conceptual architecture design serves as a foundational
step to diagnose systemic institutional failures, map stakeholder power dynamics, and
establish actionable, testable interventions before capital-intensive municipal deployment
[14], [43], [44].

The analytical synthesis was conducted through a structured multi-phase literature screening
and policy document analysis completed between January 2024 and October 2026. The
documentary corpus comprises four core literature streams:

1 Sustainable Creative Tourism and Co-Creation: Seminal and contemporary research
addressing experiential tourism, authentic living culture, and participatory heritage
interpretation [5], [6], [9], [10], [16], [30].

2 Heritage Safeguarding and Cultural Common-Pool Resources (CPR): Institutional
guidance and scholarship from UNESCO, UNWTO, and governance theorists regarding
intangible heritage safeguarding, spatial carrying capacity, and community commons
management [3], [4], [7], [15], [17], [18], [28], [32].

3 Entrepreneurial Universities, Living Labs, and Multi-Helix Ecosystems: Theoretical
frameworks covering the Triple, Quadruple, and Quintuple Helix innovation models,
knowledge transfer networks, university-based technopreneurship, and collaborative living
labs [12], [13], [21], [36], [38], [39], [45].

4 Digital Technopreneurship, Fintech, and Inclusive Business Models: Peer-reviewed
empirical and theoretical studies on startup matchmaking, green financing, customer
relationship management (CRM) adoption, and digital capacity building for micro, small,
and medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs) [22], [23], [24], [46], [47], [48], [49].

Sources were evaluated through thematic content analysis to extract operational mechanisms,
identify recurrent institutional tensions, and derive design criteria. The resultant framework
synthesizes these theoretical insights into structured, testable propositions.

2.2. Theoretical Foundations and Analytical Boundaries

The conceptual architecture integrates three primary theoretical lenses:

Lens 1: Creative Experience Co-Creation and Cultural Authenticity

Traditional heritage tourism often relegates visitors to spectator status, leading to passive
consumption, congestion around monument clusters, and static souvenir merchandising [5],
[9]. In contrast, experiential co-creation models conceptualize value as jointly generated
through collaborative interaction between visitors and cultural bearers [10], [30]. However, as
Chhabra et al. [16] emphasize through the lens of staged authenticity, commercial packaging
can distort living cultural expressions into superficial performances. Therefore, our model
integrates Ostrom’s Common-Pool Resource (CPR) principles [15], treating living heritage
traditions as cultural commons that require clearly demarcated boundaries, communal
monitoring, and collective sanctions to prevent over-exploitation [32], [50].

Lens 2: The Extended Hexa-Helix Innovation Configuration
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Traditional innovation policy relies on Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff's Triple Helix
(university-industry-government) [12], which Carayannis et al. [13] expanded into Quadruple
and Quintuple Helices to encompass civil society and environmental considerations. For
heritage-led regional innovation, this study operationalizes an explicit Hexa-Helix
configuration comprising six distinct stakeholder spheres:

1 Cultural Custodians and Artisans (holders of intangible cultural heritage);

2 Academic Institutions and Creative Campuses (providers of R&D, incubation, and pedagogical
mediation);

3 Municipal and Heritage Conservation Authorities (enforcers of spatial regulations and legal
mandates);

4 Creative MSMEs and Tour Operators (market intermediaries and commercial operators);

5 Digital Intermediaries and Media Platforms (digital access, storytelling, and ethical
marketing);

6 Financial Institutions and Micro-Financiers (capital providers and impact investors).

Within this configuration, universities act as ecosystem orchestrators—neutral knowledge
brokers that lower transaction costs and cultivate technopreneurial capabilities among
microenterprises [22], [36], [51].

Lens 3: Technopreneurship and Digital Ecosystem Enablement

Micro-artisans in emerging economies frequently face severe operational barriers, including
digital illiteracy, lack of direct market access, exploitative intermediary margins, and
inadequate business record-keeping [22], [46], [52]. Contemporary technopreneurship
literature indicates that university-supported digital solutions—ranging from web-based
customer relationship management (CRM) frameworks [24] to machine-learning-assisted
matchmaking [22] and green financial incentives [23]—significantly bolster early-stage
enterprise survival and sustainability [47], [48], [53]. By deploying university-managed "Living
Labs," students and faculty provide continuous digital scaffolding, enabling artisans to
maintain digital autonomy and directly access global high-value consumer segments [38], [54].

3. Results: The Heritage-to-Enterprise Policy Architecture

3.1. Policy Diagnosis: Core Structural Tensions

A rigorous analysis of Samarkand's urban and economic landscape reveals five foundational
tensions that any creative tourism policy must address:

1 Conservation Rigor vs. Commercial Acceleration: Surges in footfall generate local revenue
but risk degrading sensitive architectural monuments and historic mahalla neighborhoods
[4], [7], [28].

2 Authentic Co-Creation vs. Theatrical Exploitation: Direct visitor participation enriches
cultural exchange, yet excessive commercial staging risks distorting sacred or traditional
practices into kitsch [5], [16], [32].
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3 Technological Acceleration vs. Digital Divide: Digital marketing, online direct booking,
and cashless payments expand artisan profit margins; however, older master craftspersons
(ustoz) often lack access to digital tools, leaving them vulnerable to digital aggregators [22],
[24], [46].

4 Academic Orchestration vs. Community Paternalism: Academic institutions offer
essential training, R&D, and student resources, but external project managers risk
disempowering local artisans or treating traditional knowledge as open-access university
property [12], [14], [40].

5 Macro Growth Metrics vs. Holistic Local Value: Conventional tourism policies assess
performance primarily via visitor arrivals, hotel occupancy, and aggregate sales. These
metrics obscure wealth distribution, local wage equity, skill transmission, and cultural
preservation [3], [17], [19].

To resolve these tensions, the policy architecture is formulated as a closed-loop, governed
learning cycle (Figure 1). Cultural safeguarding and community consent operate as
non-negotiable entry conditions and binding decision gates at every stage of enterprise
development.

Figure 1. The Heritage-to-Enterprise Governance and Learning Cycle.

3.2. Theoretical Propositions Governing the Framework

To transform this conceptual policy architecture into testable empirical assertions, four
formal propositions are advanced:

+ Proposition 1 (${P}_{1}$): Creative tourism initiatives that mandate written, community-held
cultural protocols prior to commercial launch achieve higher rates of intangible heritage
preservation and lower incidence of cultural distortion than unconstrained market-driven
programs.

« Proposition 2 (${P}_{2}$): University-anchored living labs that integrate technopreneurial
training, student-artisan pairing, and localized digital tools significantly increase the operational
autonomy and net retained revenue of traditional craft microenterprises compared to conventional
intermediary-led models.

« Proposition 3 (${P}_{3}$): Multi-helix governance structures with formal veto rights and
grievance channels for practicing cultural bearers demonstrate higher enterprise survival rates and
lower stakeholder conflict than top-down municipal tourism programs.

« Proposition 4 (${P}_{4}$): Deploying multidimensional indicator scorecards combining
economic, educational, and safeguarding metrics prevents overtourism externalities and aligns
urban regeneration with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals.

3.3. Six Linked Policy Functions

Table 1 outlines the six core policy functions of the framework, detailing the operational
mechanisms, direct deliverables, and specific decision gates for each phase.
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Policy Function

Heritage Stewardship &
Customary Mapping

Participatory Experience
Co-Design

University
Technopreneurial
Incubation

Ethical Digital Access & CRM
Enablement

Polycentric Financing &
Shared Governance

Evidence-Led Impact
Auditing

Operational Mechanism &
Deliverables

Comprehensive
documentation of intangible
craft practices, local cultural
narratives, spatial
vulnerabilities, and
master-apprentice lineages;
drafting of a community-held
Cultural Safeguarding
Charter.

Collaborative workshops
between craft masters, local
residents, tourism specialists,
and university design faculty
to structure bounded,
pedagogical visitor learning
experiences and transparent
pricing models.

Dedicated Creative Campus
Living Labs deliver structured
modules on business
management, IP
fundamentals, export
packaging, sustainable
materials sourcing, and
conversational language skills
[21], [36], [48].

Deployment of accessible
web-based direct-booking
channels, mobile payment
integrations, verified
provenance digital
certificates, and customer
relationship management
(CRM) workflows [22], [24],
[46].

Structuring micro-grant
mechanisms, revolving credit
pools, green finance access
[23], [47], transparent
multi-party contracts, and
formal ombudsman offices
for disputes.

Quarterly tracking of
economic distribution,
apprentice onboarding,
conservation integrity, and
tourist educational outcomes
using the balanced scorecard
architecture.

Safeguard & Decision Gate

Explicit, documented consent
(free, prior, and informed
consent) from elder master
artisans (ustoz) and
neighborhood mahalla
councils; immediate veto of
sacred, private, or fragile
cultural traditions.

Artisans maintain unilateral
authority over curriculum
content, maximum workshop
participant capacity, and
visitor interaction
parameters; zero involuntary
disclosure of trade secrets.

Fair academic compensation;
university students and
faculty serve as paid
facilitators or credit-bearing
apprentices without
appropriating communal
design copyright or
patentable assets [14], [40].

Data privacy compliance,
transparent pricing with no
hidden commissions,
zero-algorithm
discrimination against small
producers, and mandatory
visitor behavior guidelines
embedded in booking portals.

Full pre-launch disclosure of
all commission splits,
platform hosting fees, and
licensing terms; minimum
70% net revenue retention
guaranteed directly to local
creators.

Formal termination, spatial
relocation, or operational
restructuring of any pilot
initiative that violates
conservation ceilings, inflates
local living costs, or disrupts
mahalla harmony.

3.4. The University Living Lab as Ecosystem Delivery Infrastructure

Rather than establishing an expensive new administrative bureau, the university creative
living lab operates as a flexible, cross-disciplinary execution platform embedded directly
within existing Samarkand higher education institutions (e.g., Silk Road International
University of Tourism and Cultural Heritage, Samarkand State University) [38], [54]. The living
lab mobilizes interdisciplinary student-faculty teams—encompassing tourism management,
heritage conservation, graphic design, software engineering, economics, and foreign
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languages—to address specific technical and operational challenges identified by local artisan
guilds [21], [22], [39].

The living lab functions through experiential design cycles:

1

Diagnostic Immersion: Students and faculty observe traditional workflows within the
artisan’s workshop, conducting ethnographic workflow mapping with institutional ethical
clearance.

Co-Prototyping: The team co-creates solutions with the artisan—such as an automated
[24],
interpretative booklet.

reservation portal standardized eco-friendly packaging, or a multi-lingual

Controlled Market Testing: The prototype is deployed with a pilot cohort of cultural

visitors, collecting real-time operational feedback, user experience ratings, and

transactional margin metrics [10], [46].

Knowledge Handover: The technical infrastructure, access credentials, and management
routines are fully transferred to the artisan enterprise, supported by step-by-step training

manuals to ensure long-term operational autonomy [22], [36].

Figure 2. Operational dynamic of the University Living Lab infrastructure.

3.5. Stakeholder Responsibilities and Multi-Helix Decision Rights

Equitable multi-helix governance requires clearly delineated decision-making authority,

explicit reporting obligations, and enforceable dispute-resolution mechanisms (Table 2).

Stakeholder Sphere

Artisans & Heritage Bearers

University & Creative
Campuses

Municipal & Heritage Bodies

Creative MSMEs & Tour

Operators

Digital Platforms & Media

Primary Institutional Role

Cultural co-designers,
primary instructors,
authenticity stewards.

R&D orchestrator, incubation
host, digital trainer,
monitoring hub.

Urban planning regulator,
site protection authority,
basic infrastructure provider.

Logistics facilitators,
hospitality providers,
professional tour packagers.

Software developers, digital
storytelling platforms,
international marketing
channels.
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Operational Decision Rights

Unilateral right to define
pedagogical content, enforce
workshop limits, and veto
inappropriate
commercialization.

Authority to structure
academic curricula, direct
student credit assignments,
and conduct objective
evaluation audits.

Power to issue site permits,
enforce fire/safety codes, and
restrict footfall in sensitive
heritage zones.

Prerogative to market
compliant workshops,
package combined transport,
and advise on international
service standards.

Authority to manage hosting
architecture, optimize search
discovery, and automate
multi-currency payment
workflows.

Primary Accountability
Mechanism

Mahalla-elected
representative council; open
artisan feedback assemblies;
transparent apprenticeship
logs.

Institutional Ethics Review
Board approvals; publication
of fully open-source
methodologies;
student-artisan mutual
evaluations.

Public registers of operating
permits; open zoning
hearings; alignment audits
with UNESCO World Heritage
criteria [4].

Transparent booking ledgers;
contractual compliance with
revenue floors; merchant
service quality accreditations.

Transparent algorithmic
sorting criteria; published
commission caps; adherence
to ethical digital storytelling
protocols.



Stakeholder Sphere

Primary Institutional Role

Financial & Impact Investors A Micro-credit providers,

catalytic seed funders, green
loan syndicates.

Operational Decision Rights

Authority to review
microenterprise
creditworthiness and
structure sustainable,
low-interest microfinance

Primary Accountability
Mechanism

Publicly disclosed lending
terms; elimination of
predatory collateral rules;
integration of green and
social covenants [23].

terms.

3.6. Three Actionable Pilot Prototypes

To illustrate the application of this architecture in Samarkand, three targeted pilot concepts
are developed. Each prototype addresses distinct operational capabilities, heritage domains,
and customer segments:

Prototype A: Masterclass Apprenticeship Studios (Ustoz-Shogird Sessions)

« Target Heritage Sector: Hand-made Silk Road ceramics (e.g., Afrasiyab slipware styles),
silk carpet knotting, and miniature painting.

« Operational Model: High-value, small-group pedagogical workshops (capped at 4-6 visitors
per session) held within working historic workshops. Sessions are led by master artisans
(ustoz) supported by bilingual university students. Visitors receive an in-depth oral history
of the craft, follow guided demonstrations of fundamental techniques, and craft a
personalized piece fired or finished under professional supervision.

+ Enterprise & Technology Integration: Direct online booking managed via a streamlined
web-based CRM [24], bypassing intermediary aggregator markups. Finished pieces are
packaged with a digital NFC/QR certificate verifying authenticity and fair compensation for
the artisan.

+ Safeguarding Mandate: Production is calibrated to avoid physical exhaustion of the master;
session frequencies are restricted to preserve the authentic master-apprentice rhythm of
the studio.

Prototype B: Community-Curated Mahalla Narrative & Craft Trails

« Target Heritage Sector: Vernacular architecture, culinary heritage (Samarkand bread and
plov traditions), copper embossing, and traditional embroidery (suzani).

« Operational Model: Guided walking routes through the historic mahalla quarters
surrounding the core monuments. Rather than passive walking tours, these itineraries link
structured micro-stops at independent family ateliers, communal bakeries, and historic
courtyards.

+ Enterprise & Technology Integration: A location-aware, multilingual digital guide app
co-developed by university computer science students, offering curated audio narratives
narrated directly by resident families. The platform integrates a universal micro-payment
system enabling visitors to purchase small cultural experiences directly from
micro-ateliers.
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« Safeguarding Mandate: Routes are designed in consultation with neighborhood
committees to divert footfall from congested monument plazas while strictly avoiding
residential alleyways marked as private by local residents.

Prototype C: University-Artisan Technopreneurial Studio (The Creative Foundry)

« Target Heritage Sector: Next-generation creative merchandise, sustainable artisan
packaging, eco-friendly textile dyeing, and modern adaptations of Silk Road crafts.

« Operational Model: A semester-long venture studio pairing teams of senior undergraduate
students (across business, engineering, and arts programs) with emerging young artisans.
Teams collaboratively refine product design, optimize raw material supply chains,
formulate digital branding, and establish direct-to-consumer export pipelines.

« Enterprise & Technology Integration: Implementation of lean e-commerce platforms,
machine-learning-assisted market trend discovery [22], and participation in
university-sponsored microenterprise matchmaking events connecting artisans with
ethical international distributors [48], [49].

+ Safeguarding Mandate: All intellectual property generated during the studio remains the
exclusive property of the artisan. Students are rewarded through academic credits, direct
stipends, and formal co-innovation portfolio recognition [12], [40].

3.7. Implementation Pipeline and Governance Phases

Deploying this architecture requires an iterative four-phase implementation sequence over a
24-month horizon, designed to mitigate systemic risks and build institutional trust:

Figure 3. Structured 24-Month Implementation Pipeline.

+ Phase 1: Scoping, Safeguards, and Consensus (Months 1-4): Establish the
multi-stakeholder Steering Council; execute participatory mapping of craft workshops and
sensitive spatial sites; ratify the Cultural Safeguarding Charter and dispute-resolution
protocols.

« Phase 2: Co-Creation and Incubator Staging (Months 5-8): Establish the physical and
digital infrastructure of the Creative Campus Living Lab; conduct co-design workshops with
selected artisan cohorts; develop and test web-based direct-booking and CRM prototypes
[24]; deliver digital skills and language training modules.

+ Phase 3: Controlled Prototype Deployment (Months 9-18): Launch Prototypes A, B, and C
with small, pre-screened tourist cohorts; enforce weekly capacity ceilings; capture
comprehensive operational data across transaction flows, customer feedback, and craft
conservation metrics.

« Phase 4: Comprehensive Audit, Policy Iteration, and Selective Scaling (Months 19-24):
Evaluate overall system performance against the Balanced Indicator Scorecard; present
findings at open community town halls; permanently retract, modify, or scale specific pilot
activities based on empirical performance; publish policy briefs for municipal and national
ministries.

3.8. The Balanced Sustainable Performance Scorecard
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Table 3 establishes a multi-dimensional measurement system to track the holistic

performance of the creative ecosystem, moving beyond gross visitor arrivals.

Dimension

Livelihood & Value
Retention

Social & Gender
Inclusion

Educational & Skill
Transfer

Cultural Safeguarding

Visitor Cognitive
Impact

Enterprise Financial
Health

Heritage Conservation
Load

4. Discussion

Core Metric & Formula

Net Creator Retained
Margin:$$\text{NCRM}
=\frac{\text{Net
Income to
Artisan}}{\text{Gross
Visitor Expenditure}}
\times 100$$

Marginalized
Participation Ratio:
Proportion of
incubated
microenterprises
owned or operated by
women, youth, or rural
migrants.

Technological
Autonomy Index:
Documented capability
of artisans to
independently update
web-CRM listings and
process digital
payments [22], [24].

Safeguarding Violation
Index: Total recorded
complaints regarding
commercial distortion,
unauthorized
photography, or sacred
breaches.

Transformative
Learning Score:
Standardized
post-experience
evaluation assessing
enhanced visitor
respect for Silk Road
living heritage [10].

Microenterprise
Breakeven Duration:
Operating margin and
working capital
stability of artisan
studios [23], [47].

Physical Carrying
Capacity Threshold:
Recorded visitor
density in fragile
architectural and
residential spaces.

Collection Cadence

Monthly

Quarterly

Post-cohort (6-month
audit)

Real-time continuous
monitoring

Continuous
post-experience survey

Quarterly financial
ledger review

Real-time sensor and
gate records

4.1. Theoretical and Policy Contributions

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026)

Verification Lead

Independent
University Auditor

Mahalla Council & Civil

Society Lead

Living Lab Pedagogical
Team

Artisan Guild
Ombudsman &
Custodians

Joint
Academic-Enterprise
Research Team

Microfinance &
Incubation Advisors

Municipal
Conservation
Directorate

Target Benchmark

$\text{NCRM} \ge
70\%$ retained directly
by local cultural
bearers.

$\ge 50\%$ active
participation across
non-traditional creator
groups.

$\ge 80\%$ of
participants achieve
self-sufficient digital
management without
ongoing student
assistance.

Zero unresolved critical
violations; 100%
resolution of minor
grievances within 14
days.

Mean Likert score
$\geq 4.5/5.0$ across
transformative
learning and cultural
respect.

Positive net cash-flow
achieved within 6
months of market
entry.

Zero instances
exceeding defined
physical carrying
capacity limits ($<1.2
\text{ persons/m}~2$).
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The conceptual framework developed in this study advances the academic literature and
policy debate on cultural heritage tourism and regional innovation in several key ways:

First, it reframes intangible cultural heritage safeguarding from a post-hoc policy constraint
into an ex-ante institutional design filter [4], [7], [32]. Prevailing destination management
literature often treats cultural authenticity as a marketing narrative to attract tourists,
attempting conservation mitigations only after commercialization produces congestion and
displacement [5], [16]. By integrating Ostrom’s Common-Pool Resource (CPR) design
principles [15], this framework establishes that living cultural practices require formal
boundaries, monitored usage rules, and community veto mechanisms prior to
commercialization [50], [55].

Second, the study expands the Triple/Quintuple Helix model within emerging-economy
contexts [12], [13], [35]. Rather than limiting the university's role to high-technology patenting
or corporate spin-offs, this architecture positions higher education as an ethical intermediary
[21], [36], [38]. Universities possess the multidisciplinary capabilities needed to lower
transaction costs for marginalized craft microenterprises: software engineering students
develop web-based CRM and reservation systems [24], design students refine eco-friendly
packaging, and business students structure sustainable microfinance strategies [22], [23], [48].
This collaborative approach ensures that digital transformation directly empowers local
artisans rather than concentrating value among external digital aggregators [46], [47].

Third, this research offers an actionable model for historic Silk Road centers navigating
structural modernization. While Bukhara’s entry into the UNESCO Creative Cities Network
represents a valuable national milestone [8], Samarkand’s urban scale requires distinct
governance mechanisms [4]. By combining UNESCO Culture|2030 indicators [17] with digital
technopreneurship practices [22], [46], this framework provides a structured pathway to
operationalize the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals—specifically Decent Work
and Economic Growth (SDG 8), Industry, Innovation, and Infrastructure (SDG 9),
Sustainable Cities and Communities (SDG 11), and Responsible Consumption and
Production (SDG 12) [17], [23].

4.2. Implementation Complexities, Trade-offs, and Failure Modes

Applying this theoretical architecture to real-world environments introduces institutional and
operational complexities that must be proactively managed:

1 Transaction Cost Asymmetries: Community-centered, multi-helix governance is
inherently negotiation-intensive. Micro-artisans who work long manual hours may
experience "meeting fatigue" if multi-helix committees demand excessive administrative
time [14], [43]. Academic and municipal leaders must keep bureaucratic overhead low by
scheduling consultations around traditional craft rhythms, providing direct compensation
for advisory time, and utilizing concise, translated agreements [22], [48].

2 The "Living Culture vs. Museumization" Dilemma: In developing creative tourism
masterclasses, there is an inherent risk of over-codifying artisanal traditions. Master
craftspersons must retain the creative freedom to innovate, experiment, and incorporate
contemporary influences into their work. Policy frameworks must avoid defining
"authenticity" so rigidly that living traditions are frozen into historic artifacts [7], [16], [32].
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3 Power Asymmetries in Digital Platform Governance: While web-based CRM and
direct-booking systems reduce reliance on commercial travel agencies [24], [46], technical
systems require ongoing maintenance, server hosting, and cybersecurity updates. If
universities withdraw grant funding or student cohorts rotate without proper handovers,
digital platforms can quickly degrade. Long-term operational plans must train artisan
enterprises to manage their digital tools independently [22], [36].

4 Gentrification and Spatial Displacement Pressures: As walking trails and artisan
courtyards gain popularity, real-estate speculation can drive up commercial rents in
historic mahallas, pricing out local families and traditional workshops. Preventing this
displacement requires municipal authorities to enact proactive zoning protections, such as
reserving ground-floor workshops for accredited master artisans and establishing
community land trusts [4], [28].

4.3. Boundary Conditions and Generalizability

While developed with Samarkand’s institutional and cultural landscape in mind, the modular
design of this six-function architecture allows for adaptation to other historic destinations
across Central Asia, the Middle East, North Africa, and Southeast Asia [5], [9], [56]. However,
successful transferability depends on three contextual prerequisites:

« The presence of viable intangible cultural craft lineages sustained by experienced,
recognized master practitioners.

+ An academic institution willing to commit faculty resources and formal student curricular
credits to public-service incubation [21], [36], [38].

+ Sufficient municipal and legal flexibility to enable polycentric, participatory
decision-making, rather than relying on top-down state-directed tourism plans [14], [15],
[44].

Where these conditions are absent or weak, the framework must be sequenced conservatively,
focusing initially on community capacity-building and heritage documentation (Functions 1
and 2) before attempting complex digital incubation and commercial market launch.

4.4. Directions for Future Empirical Research

Because this paper advances a normative conceptual architecture, rigorous empirical
research is required to test and refine the proposed propositions:

« Empirical Field Trials: Implement Prototypes A, B, and C as controlled field pilots within
selected Samarkand mahallas, evaluating the propositions (${P}{1}$-${P}$) using pre- and
post-intervention measurements.

+ Longitudinal Value-Retention Audits: Track actual creator revenue margins
($\text{NCRM}$) over multiple tourism seasons to compare the economic returns of
direct-booking systems [24] against external commercial aggregators [46].

« Comparative Multi-City Analysis: Conduct comparative studies examining creative
tourism governance across Samarkand, Bukhara, Khiva, and other historic Silk Road
destinations to identify how differing administrative structures shape ecosystem
performance.
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+ Pedagogical Impact Assessments: Investigate the long-term impact of living-lab
participation on university students, evaluating how hands-on community incubation
enhances technopreneurial self-efficacy and civic responsibility [22], [36], [54].

5. Conclusion

Transforming cultural heritage into viable creative enterprise without degrading living
traditions remains one of the defining policy challenges of contemporary urban management.
This paper develops a comprehensive, six-function collaboration architecture that links
heritage safeguarding, participatory experience co-design, university technopreneurial
incubation, ethical digital access, polycentric governance, and multidimensional performance
evaluation for Samarkand, Uzbekistan.

By establishing community consent and conservation mandates as recurring decision gates,
the framework shifts tourism development away from volume-driven exploitation toward a
balanced model of sustainable regional innovation. Higher education institutions serve as
neutral ecosystem orchestrators, mobilizing student talent and digital innovation to help
traditional craftspeople build operational autonomy and capture fair economic returns.
Ultimately, the long-term preservation of historic cities like Samarkand depends on the
vitality and independence of their cultural bearers. This architecture provides municipal,
academic, and civic leaders with a structured, testable roadmap to ensure that creative
tourism strengthens the human communities that keep Silk Road heritage alive.

Declarations

Funding Acknowledgement: This conceptual research was conducted without direct external
commercial or grant funding.

Al assistance disclosure: Al tools were used to assist with language editing. The author takes
full responsibility for the content of this paper.

« Data Availability: No primary empirical datasets were generated or analyzed during this
conceptual study. All analytical models, matrices, and frameworks are fully presented
within this manuscript.

« Ethics Statement: This research synthesizes published academic literature and public
institutional policy documents; it did not involve direct human participant
experimentation. Future empirical deployments of the proposed pilot prototypes must
secure prior ethical clearance from institutional review boards.

+ Conlflict of Interest: The authors declare no financial or personal conflicts of interest that
could inappropriately influence the design, analysis, or presentation of this work.

References

[1] UN Trade and Development (UNCTAD), Creative Economy Outlook 2024: Trends and Challenges in
the Creative Economy, Geneva, Switzerland: United Nations, 2024. [Online]. Available:
https://unctad.org/publication/creative-economy-outlook-2024.

[2] OECD, The Culture Fix: Creative People, Places and Industries, Paris, France: OECD Publishing,
2022. doi: 10.1787/991bb520-en. doi: 10.1787/991bb520-en

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026) 14


https://doi.org/10.1787/991bb520-en

[3] UNESCO, Re|Shaping Policies for Creativity: Addressing Culture as a Global Public Good, Paris,
France: UNESCO Publishing, 2022. [Online]. Available:
https://www.unesco.org/reports/reshaping-creativity/2022/en.

[4] UNESCO World Heritage Centre, "Samarkand - Crossroad of Cultures," World Heritage List,
property ref. 603, inscribed 2001. [Online]. Available: https://whc.unesco.org/en/list/603.

[5] G. Richards, "Creativity and tourism: The state of the art," Annals of Tourism Research, vol. 38, no. 4,
pp. 1225-1253, 2011. doi: 10.1016/j.annals.2011.07.008. doi: 10.1016/j.annals.2011.07.008

[6] G. Richards, E. Binkhorst, and M. K. Smith, "25 years of creative tourism: Are we being creative
enough?," Journal of Policy Research in Tourism, Leisure and Events, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 1-19, 2026.
doi: 10.1080/19407963.2026.2654405. doi: 10.1080/19407963.2026.2654405

[7] UNESCO, Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, Paris, France:
UNESCO, 2003. [Online]. Available:
https://www.unesco.org/en/legal-affairs/convention-safeguarding-intangible-cultural-heritage.

[8] UNESCO Creative Cities Network (UCCN), "Bukhara - Crafts and Folk Art," designated 2023. [Online].
Available: https://www.unesco.org/en/creative-cities/bukhara.

[9] N. Duxbury and G. Richards, "Towards a research agenda for creative tourism: Developments,
diversity, and dynamics," in A Research Agenda for Creative Tourism, N. Duxbury and G.
Richards, Eds., Cheltenham, U.K.: Edward Elgar Publishing, 2019, pp. 1-14. doi:
10.4337/9781788110723.00008. doi: 10.4337/9781788110723.00008

[10] E. Binkhorst and T. den Dekker, "Agenda for co-creation tourism experience research," Journal of
Hospitality Marketing & Management, vol. 18, no. 2-3, pp. 311-327, 2009. doi:
10.1080/19368620802594193. doi: 10.1080/19368620802594193

[11] A.-M. Hjalager, "A review of innovation research in tourism," Tourism Management, vol. 31, no. 1,
pp. 1-12, 2010. doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2009.08.012. doi: 10.1016/j.tourman.2009.08.012

[12] H. Etzkowitz and L. Leydesdorff, "The dynamics of innovation: From National Systems and '"Mode 2'
to a Triple Helix of university-industry-government relations," Research Policy, vol. 29, no. 2, pp.
109-123, 2000. doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4. doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4

[13] E. G. Carayannis, T. D. Barth, and D. F. J. Campbell, "The Quintuple Helix innovation model: Global
warming as a challenge and driver for innovation," Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship,
vol. 1, no. 1, art. no. 2, 2012. doi: 10.1186/2192-5372-1-2. doi: 10.1186/2192-5372-1-2

[14] J. M. Bryson, "What to do when stakeholders matter: Stakeholder identification and analysis
techniques," Public Management Review, vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 21-53, 2004. doi:
10.1080/14719030410001675722. doi: 10.1080/14719030410001675722

[15] E. Ostrom, Governing the Commons: The Evolution of Institutions for Collective Action,
Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1990. doi: 10.1017/CB0O9780511807763. doi:
10.1017/CB0O9780511807763

[16] D. Chhabra, R. Healy, and E. Sills, "Staged authenticity and heritage tourism," Annals of Tourism
Research, vol. 30, no. 3, pp. 702-719, 2003. doi: 10.1016/S0160-7383(03)00044-6. doi:
10.1016/S0160-7383(03)00044-6

[17] UNESCO, Culture|2030 Indicators, Paris, France: UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2019. [Online].
Available: https://whc.unesco.org/en/culture2030indicators/.

[18] World Tourism Organization (UNWTO), Tourism and Culture Synergies, Madrid, Spain: UNWTO,
2018. doi: 10.18111/9789284418978. doi: 10.18111/9789284418978

[19] G. Li, N. Abd Halim, and M. Liu, "From community participation to responsible governance in
cultural heritage tourism: A systematic literature review," Journal of Nusantara Studies, vol. 11,
no. 2, pp. 209-227, 2026. doi: 10.24200/jonus.vol11liss2pp209-227. doi:
10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp209-227

[20] J. Howkins, The Creative Economy: How People Make Money from Ideas, London, U.K.: Allen Lane
/ Penguin, 2001.

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026) 15


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2011.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/19407963.2026.2654405
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788110723.00008
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368620802594193
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/2192-5372-1-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719030410001675722
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511807763
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-7383(03)00044-6
https://doi.org/10.18111/9789284418978
https://doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol11iss2pp209-227

[21] H. Etzkowitz, A. Webster, C. Gebhardt, and B. R. C. Terra, "The future of the university and the
university of the future: Evolution of ivory tower to entrepreneurial paradigm," Research Policy,
vol. 29, no. 2, pp. 313-330, 2000. doi: 10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00069-4. doi:
10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00069-4

[22] N. Lutfiani, M. H. R. Chakim, S. Wijono, U. Rahardja, H. D. Purnomo, and A. Rizky, "A machine
learning framework for startup investor matchmaking to enhance sustainable innovation," Aptisi
Transactions on Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 1133-1146, 2026. doi:
10.34306/att.v8i3.792. doi: 10.34306/att.v813.792

[23] E. P. Lestari, U. Rahardja, D. Sunaryo, and R. D. Handoyo, "Linking green financing and energy
innovation to firm performance: Evidence from technopreneurial companies," Aptisi
Transactions on Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 85-98, 2026. doi:
10.34306/att.v8i1.624. doi: 10.34306/att.v8il1.624

[24] A. Yanto and N. Asiah, "Customer Relationship Management (CRM) based on web to improve the
performance of the company," IAIC Transactions on Sustainable Digital Innovation (ITSDI), vol. 1,
no. 1, pp. 32-41, 2021. doi: 10.34306/itsdi.v1il.7. doi: 10.34306/itsdi.v1i1.7

[25] A.]. Scott, "Creative cities: Conceptual issues and policy problems," Environment and Planning A:
Economy and Space, vol. 38, no. 1, pp. 1-17, 2006. doi: 10.1068/a38286. doi: 10.1068/238286

[26] D. Throsby, Economics and Culture, Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2001. doi:
10.1017/CB09780511549953. doi: 10.1017/CB09780511549953

[27] M. Hampton, "Heritage, local communities and economic development," Annals of Tourism
Research, vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 735-759, 2005. doi: 10.1016/j.annals.2004.10.010. doi:
10.1016/j.annals.2004.10.010

[28] UNESCO World Heritage Centre, State of Conservation Report: Samarkand - Crossroad of Cultures
(Uzbekistan), Document WHC/23/45.COM/7B.58, Riyadh / Paris: UNESCO, 2023.

[29] R. Sharpley, Tourism, Development and the Environment: Beyond Sustainability?, London, U.K.:
Earthscan, 2009.

[30] C. Campos, J. Mendes, P. O. do Valle, and N. Scott, "Co-creation experiences: Attention and
memorability," Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, vol. 33, no. 9, pp. 1309-1325, 2016. doi:
10.1080/10548408.2015.1118424. doi: 10.1080/10548408.2015.1118424

[31] A. Allayarov and S. K. Kang, "Craft tourism development along the Silk Road: The case of artisan
workshops in Uzbekistan," Journal of Heritage Tourism, vol. 17, no. 4, pp. 412-429, 2022. doi:
10.1080/1743873X.2022.2057431. doi: 10.1080/1743873X.2022.2057431

[32] B. Graham, G.J. Ashworth, and J. E. Tunbridge, A Geography of Heritage: Power, Culture and
Economy, London, U.K.: Routledge, 2000.

[33] L. Smith, Uses of Heritage, London, U.K.: Routledge, 2006. doi: 10.4324/9780203602263. doi:
10.4324/9780203602263

[34] D. Juraev and M. Sharipov, "Evolving craft economies and tourism synergies in historic urban
landscapes: Insights from Bukhara," Central Asian Journal of Social Sciences and History, vol. 5,
no. 2, pp. 88-101, 2024.

[35] E. G. Carayannis and D. F. J. Campbell, "Mode 3' knowledge production in quadruple helix
innovation systems: 21st-century democracy, innovation, and entrepreneurship for
development," SpringerBriefs in Business, New York: Springer, 2012.

[36] B.R. Clark, Creating Entrepreneurial Universities: Organizational Pathways of Transformation,
Oxford, U.K.: Pergamon / Elsevier Science, 1998.

[37] F. T. Rothaermel, S. D. Agung, and L. Jiang, "University entrepreneurship: A taxonomy of the
literature," Industrial and Corporate Change, vol. 16, no. 4, pp. 691-791, 2007. doi:
10.1093/icc/dtm023. doi: 10.1093/icc/dtm023

[38] D. Schuurman, L. De Marez, and P. Ballard, "The impact of living lab methodology on open
innovation: A comparative study of four case trials," Technology Innovation Management Review,
vol. 6, no. 1, pp. 7-16, 2016. doi: 10.22215/timreview/956. doi: 10.22215/timreview/956

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026) 16


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00069-4
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.792
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i1.624
https://doi.org/10.34306/itsdi.v1i1.7
https://doi.org/10.1068/a38286
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511549953
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2015.1118424
https://doi.org/10.1080/1743873X.2022.2057431
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203602263
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/dtm023
https://doi.org/10.22215/timreview/956

[39] K. Foth and M. Brynskov, "Participatory design and urban living labs," in Designing for the Living
City, London: Routledge, 2016, pp. 45-62.

[40] L. T. Smith, Decolonizing Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples, 3rd ed., London, U.K.:
Zed Books, 2021.

[41] S.R. Arnstein, "A ladder of citizen participation," Journal of the American Institute of Planners, vol.
35, no. 4, pp. 216-224, 1969. doi: 10.1080/01944366908977225. doi: 10.1080/01944366908977225

[42] K. Peffers, T. Tuunanen, M. A. Rothenberger, and S. Chatterjee, "A design science research
methodology for information systems research," Journal of Management Information Systems,
vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 45-77, 2007. doi: 10.2753/M1S0742-1222240302. doi: 10.2753/MI1S0742-1222240302

[43] C. Ansell and A. Gash, "Collaborative governance in theory and practice," Journal of Public
Administration Research and Theory, vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 543-571, 2008. doi:
10.1093/jopart/mum032. doi: 10.1093/jopart/mum032

[44] D. L. Weimer and A. R. Vining, Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice, 6th ed., New York:
Routledge, 2017.

[45] S. Kosasi, C. Lukita, M. H. R. Chakim, A. Faturahman, and D. A. R. Kusumawardhani, "The
influence of digital artificial intelligence technology on quality of life with a global perspective,"
Aptisi Transactions on Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 240-250, 2023. doi:
10.34306/att.v5i3.354. doi: 10.34306/att.v5i3.354

[46] R. Tarmizi, N. Septiani, P. A. Sunarya, and Y. P. A. Sanjaya, "Harnessing digital platforms for
entrepreneurial success: A study of technopreneurship trends and practices," Aptisi Transactions
on Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 278-290, 2023. doi: 10.34306/att.v5i3.360. doi:
10.34306/att.v513.360

[47] C.Lukita, A. W. A. Rahman, I. N. Hikam, and U. Rahardja, "Integrating strategic management with
SDG 10 for sustainable development and equity," Aptisi Transactions on Technopreneurship
(ATT), vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 527-541, 2025. doi: 10.34306/att.v7i2.501. doi: 10.34306/att.v7i2.501

[48] E.S. Tarigan, H. Muharam, and W. Mawardi, "Entrepreneurial and firm determinants of SME
growth through behavior based financial technology innovation," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 862-875, 2026. doi: 10.34306/att.v8i3.990. doi:
10.34306/att.v813.990

[49] D. Indiyati, A. Prasetio, F. P. Sary, N. Dudija, and U. Rahardja, "The impact of mindset and
self-efficacy on entrepreneurial intentions in Indonesia," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 850-861, 2026. doi: 10.34306/att.v8i3.752. doi:
10.34306/att.v8i3.752

[50] P. Hess and E. Ostrom, Understanding Knowledge as a Commons: From Theory to Practice,
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2007.

[51] Q. Aini, D. Manongga, U. Rahardja, I. Sembiring, V. Elmanda, A. Faturahman, and N. P. L. Santoso,
"Security level significance in DApps blockchain-based document authentication," Aptisi
Transactions on Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 4, no. 3, pp. 277-288, 2022. doi:
10.34306/att.v4i3.277. doi: 10.34306/att.v4i3.277

[52] N. Lutfiani, S. Wijono, U. Rahardja, A. Iriani, Q. Aini, and R. A. D. Septian, "A bibliometric study:
Recommendation based on artificial intelligence for iLearning education," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 5, no. 2, pp. 109-117, 2023. doi: 10.34306/att.v5i2.279. doi:
10.34306/att.v5i2.279

[53] M. Fahrurrozi, S. R. Djalilah, D. Yunitasari, M. Mohzana, and H. S. Butt, "Development of
technopreneurship based e-modules on entrepreneurial learning," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 795-808, 2026. doi: 10.34306/att.v8i3.680. doi:
10.34306/att.v8i3.680

[54] A.V.Mortini, S. W. Fitriati, R. P. Haryanti, S. Wahyuni, and J. C. Rodriguez, "Theme-based
edupreneurship model for reading achievement and learner autonomy," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 836-849, 2026. doi: 10.34306/att.v8i3.717. doi:

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026) 17


https://doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225
https://doi.org/10.2753/MIS0742-1222240302
https://doi.org/10.1093/jopart/mum032
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v5i3.354
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v5i3.360
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v7i2.501
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.990
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.752
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v4i3.277
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v5i2.279
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.680

10.34306/att.v8i3.717

[55] F. Geraldina, A. Muktiyanto, and U. Rahardja, "Boosting ESG performance: Overcoming collusion
among entrepreneurial family and institutional shareholders," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 48-60, 2025. doi: 10.34306/att.v7i1.412. doi:
10.34306/att.v7i1.412

[56] D.N. Armariena, A. Nuryatin, T. Supriyanto, N. H. Setyaningsih, and E. Harrington, "Short story
writing model to cultivate creativity and digitalpreneurship," Aptisi Transactions on
Technopreneurship (ATT), vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 876-888, 2026. doi: 10.34306/att.v8i3.727. doi:
10.34306/att.v8i3.727

CreatiCampus - Vol. 1, Issue 2 (2026)

18


https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.717
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v7i1.412
https://doi.org/10.34306/att.v8i3.727

