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The complementary currency systems: atricky issue for economists

Abstract:

By complementary currency systems (CCS) we megredfis unit of account that complements the cffici
currency and has been developed on a group of agkat have formed a network or operate in a define
territory, with a view to accounting for and regtitey exchanges of goods and services. Despiteothiedlity
and the number of CCS, economists seem appareyygnly marginal attention to them. This articleygests
that economics is based on a particular methodalaigand epistemological approach and on theoreteadl
normative conceptions of money that prevent it ftaking into account the CCS'’s practices, theiri¢sgand
their impacts. Their diversity and their relativew emergence confront economics to a methodologioalem

of impact studies. Because of their limited vajidihe CCS tend to be considered as peripheraltaitional.

Last, we show the obstacles that prevent moneli@gries to recognize and legitimate them.
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By complementary currency systems (CCS) we megpeaifsc unit (or system) of account

that complements the official currency and has lareloped on the initiative of a group of
agents (individuals, enterprises, NGOs, associgtifmundations) that have formed a network
or operate in a defined territory, with a view tcaunting for and regulating exchanges of

goods and services.

Complementary Currency Systems (CCS) are by no sneaw to history; since the
1980s they have been attracting more and moretiatteand growing apace in developed as
in developing economies. In the current state ef dhestion, we have only estimates — in

most cases debatable — of their extension; thearsity has been overlooked. According to



our sources, some 3,500 to 4,500 systems have beda recorded in more than 50 countries
(Blanc, 2006; Seyfang and Longhurst, 2013Among the better-known are the LETS in
Canada and the United Kingdom (Lee, 1996; Nortl@62®Williams, 1996a, 1996b, 1996¢c,
1996d), the time banks in Italy and the UK (Colag@001; Seyfang, 2006b), the barter clubs
in Argentina (Gomez, 2009, Ould Ahmed, 2010), theada Hour in the United States
(Collom, 2005; Douthwaite, 1996; Jacob et al., 3084e Regiogeld and the Chiemgauer in
Germany (Gelleri, 2009; Thiel, 2012), the communigvelopment banks in Brazil (Borges,
2010; Melo et al., 2009; Neiva et al., 2013), 8@L in France (Fare, 2010, 2011), the
Brixton pound, The Stroud Pound and the Bristolrqmbin the UK (Ryan-Collins, 2011; Scott
Cato and Suéarez, 2012), the WIR-type systems inz8vand (Stodder, 2009), and the
Accorderies in Quebec and in France (Comeau andiddme, 2012; Fare, 2011). The CCS
are very diverse in their nature and their objesj\their concepts, their forms and modes of
monetary governance, and the degree of their &tion to political and economic
institutions (table 1). Nevertheless they share mom objectives those of supporting
territorial socio-economic and political dynamio$ setting up new economic practices based
on new standards (ethical, environmental, soligaand of promoting empowerment. They
also challenge, from a theoretical point of vielg tole and place of money in the economy.
Despite the topicality and the number of CCS, eousts seem apparently pays only
marginal attention to them, when it pays any atbenat all, if we are to judge by the tiny
volume of publications on the subject. This lackraérest is all the more puzzling as these
new monetary systems deal with major economic $opitd problems: markets, money, the

price-setting mechanisms, values, economic govemada mention only the most obvious.

Why do these CCS not appeal more to economistswlWattempt in this article to
answer this question. We will suggest that coneeti economics is based on a particular

methodological and epistemological approach andheoretical and normative conceptions



of money — its essence, size, status, and monetgwation — that prevent it from taking into
account the CCS'’s practices, their logics and timgpacts. In a first section, we will see that
their diversity and their relative new emergencenfamt economics to an upstream
methodological problem of measure and of impaatliets The second section shows that,
because of their limited validity in time and inasp, the CCS tend to be considered as
peripheral and transitional. The last section shdke obstacles that prevent monetary

theories to recognize and legitimate them.

A problem of measure and of evaluation of their impact

CCS seem, because of their very diversity anddhethat they have emerged only relatively
recently, to pose a methodological problem to endos. They have not yet been thoroughly
studied; there is no database to document theieldpment, characteristics, specific logics
and quantitative and qualitative features. Econamettudies not being practicable, it is

difficult to account properly for individual behawir, quantitative aspects and the logics in
operation. This is why fieldwork to be undertakenpbtain data through analyses of impacts.
Theoretical work on CCS is still a minority concehowever, as Ryan-Collins (2011) has
pointed out. This can be explained, in our opinioy,a need to distance oneself in time: so
many monetary innovations, so different from onether. A lot of empirical research will be

needed before a theory can be formulated convihcing

Furthermore, the lack of directly usable data,éhsran important diversity of contexts
that give rise to CCS and of socio-economic prsfdéthe actors involved, and of the logics.
They are differing in their political and ideologlcbases, theoretical reasoning, modes of
governance, the material form of their currencyl #reir connexion with the official currency

system. CCS are created in geographical contaxtthe countries of the South they often



emerge in reaction to an economic crisis, and aonpepulation strata suffering from high
degrees of social insecurity. These strata arellysogoverished and their support for CCS
springs mainly from economic needs. In contrastSGlkat emerge in Northern countries are
linked to more varied social strata, and the matiwes concerned are more diverse (not only
economic, but also environmental or ideologicahey have a plurality of aims — single or
multiple: economic, social, environmental, politié@mpowerment). Furthermore, for within
a certain level, the economic one for example,rtbbjective can be very different. While
some systems, such as Ithaca money in the US (ldaut) 1996) are oriented towards the
local productive apparatus, and employment, pradicand local dynamics, others target
growth in sustainable consumption, such as theefgmoints” customer fidelity cards in the
NU-Spaarpass in Rotterdam (Sambeek and Kampergl),200 the SEL (Laacher, 2003;
Servet, 1999), on time banks and LETS (Seyfang322006a), and on SOL in France and

Accorderie in Quebec (Fare, 2011).

This heterogeneity constitutes a genuine methodmbgoroblem to evaluate the
meaning and the impact of CCS. In development eoiry) researchers first make field
surveys known as randomised control trials befomving on to impact studies [cf. The
approach of Duflo and her J-PAL team (Abdul La@fnkel Poverty Action Lab), a research
network specializing in randomized evaluations ofial programs] (Banerjee and Duflo,
2011). Evaluation by randomized control is thusedrat “establishing a credible comparison
group, a group of individuals who, as there is nmgpamme, would have given rise to results
similar to those displayed in the programme” (Du#2605: 188). Using this “control group”
one can compare the effects on individuals of aq@mme, project or policy that is being
envisaged. Surveys of this type usually aim at nm@ag the effects of a given programme in
terms of monetary poverty at the individual lewslthout taking into account the relevant

structural and institutional conditions. This methdespite its current vogue, is limited in its



effects. It predetermines the objectives to belredcthen compares the results obtained with
these objectives, but without discerning other @ffethat might have affected the people
involved in the process being examined. This factoderlies (and undermines) efforts to
establish direct causal links between the effeots the programme, and to neutralise the
context in which it is being effectuated. Causatigynot be treated probabilistically when the
context makes generalisation problematic. This ogktlakes into account only the average
impact, without capturing the diversity of effectés)d does so in the short term (Labrousse,
2010), hiding ripple effects and those of learniogmposition and imitation (Bédécarrats et
al., 2013). Furthermore, no explanation is giventloé reasons, processes and causal
mechanisms involved, the whys and the wherefotesstablishes only causal links between
the programme and the effects. Yet the factorsluagbare multiple, as are the interactions.
Effects resulting from interactions between mudifhctors are always situated socially and
bear the stamp of the context in which they taleeg@l As a result, causal links should be
examined in all their complexity, with dynamic irdetions being grasped in context, and
institutional and socio-economic dimensions tak#n account. The effects of a programme
cannot be defined uniquely in terms of predeterchiolgiectives, nor can they be summarised

by accumulating quantitative data unaccompanieeXmanations.

These stumbling blocks in the way of true undeditagnmake it necessary to adopt an
alternative method to conduct field surveys usinifistance socio-economic and economic-
anthropological methods (quantitative and qualitaby means of individual and/or collective
interviews and surveys conducted by means of questires). A methodological approach of
this sort seems to be helpful to reveal the multatisional nature, the logics and the impacts
of the monetary facts and practices being examih@adobilises a comprehensive set of tools,
starting with observation of monetary practicesg gmogressively formulating theoretical

concepts and elaborating them on the basis of exmer. This orients research towards



production of highly contextualised primary datangeated directly by the actual practice of
fieldwork. The current field surveys on CCS thatamaies from economic geography,
socioeconomics and institutional economics, useethatological approach of this sort. To
evaluate the impact of CCS, they adopt diverseriait as their relevance is tied to forms and
objectives that are proper to each system. For pleano measure their ability to avoid social
and economic exclusion, two criteria are usuallyed: direct creation of jobs at local level,
and the increase in economic, social and humanatdpeld by persons in a situation of
exclusion. Seyfang (2003) adopted another oneishtlite ability of CCS to enable users to
assert their rights as citizens: social rightse@nation into networks, bonds of reciprocity),
economic rights (having an income; receiving redogm in work; consuming; saving), and
political rights (participating in public and assttve decision-making). Fare (2011) keeped
three multi-dimensional criteria: territorialisatioof activities (localisation of exchanges,
creation of social links, participation in demoargirocess); intensification of the dynamics
of exchange (development of access to credit, erapuent, struggle against poverty), and
transformation of practices, lifestyles and socggresentations (responsible consumption,
ecological citizenship, making organisations resae, valorising the capacities of each and

everyone, and collective empowerment).

A problem of viability: the limited purchasing power of money

Money used to be defined in economics as the im&ni of exchange: recognized and
accepted by all agents for trade. In the begintiege was barter, money then appeared as a
means of resolving the famous problem of the doablacidence of needs. In other words,
money is thought of as an invention of the markeinemy aimed at overcoming barter. It is

important to underline that this monetary genesi®tally in line with this previous monetary



approach. If money is defined as a pure economjecgbas an instrument of exchange, its
genesis stems from an entirely functional modedrehs a logistic problem to solve, and the
appropriate device will be invented accordingly i@&hmed, 2010). The story of the double
coincidence of needs is a classic explanation @fetimergence of money. It can be found as
early as 1776 (Smith, 1995), then in 1892 (Mengat)l persists implicitly today in models of
pure monetary theory (Kiyotaki and Wright, 1993;IN&mson and Wright, 1994), despite a
wide consensus among historians, anthropologisterddox economists, and sociologists of
money refuting this imaginary genesis of money @tk and Orléan, 1998, 2002; Davies,

1994; Innes, 1913; Ingham, 2000; Servet, 2001;arés001; Théret, 2007).

Therefore, money is perceived as is a universainsmeé payment: that is its value. It
constitutes a promise of goods to its holder. HewvevCCS have essentially a limited
liberatory power: they arepecial purpose currencigsaccording to the terminology of

Polanyi (2008). Indeed, they are valid only for-dedined uses in space and in time.

A limited purchase power in market spaces

In the first place, they have territorial limitétety can be used only in a specific geographical
area). They can also be limited to a particular mamity (Blanc, 2002): the circulation and
value of currencies have to be validated by volyntadherents of the systems. The
community or association in question has to beupdbr the money, which is created by a

citizens’ movement (Blanc, 2013).

Furthermore, certain currencies, used for the @mselof specific goods and services,
can be used only by certain categories of the @ojn. Some initiatives, for example in

France with local currencies (teille, the Mesure the SOL Violettegtc.), promote direct



consumption towards socio-economic partners whpeessocial and environmental criteria
that have been incorporated into a charter afteficgtion of selection criteria (Blanc and
Fare, 2013b). Although these charters often ap@giaer than a banner, they affirm the values

and the symbolic universe of the payment community.

The liberatory power of these currencies can beomaed still further by rules of usage
and mechanisms of monetary creation and regulafibost CCS in circulation are not
convertible into official currencies. Local currées (often in paper or electronic), however,
assume a possibility of conversion, in particulacduse they integrate into the circuit agents
of the production and distribution of goods and/ees. A fixed relation of equivalence is set
up to link the local to the national currency, dadh can be used at the same time. Entry into
the local system from the national one is posdiyl€onverting one currency into the other,
but exit from the system is not always possibleewft is, it only for professionals; penalties
are attached to exit (in the form of conversion taxlimit risks of mass sell-offs of the local

money (e.g. the Brixton Pound in UK, tAeeillein France).

Due to the limitation of their purchasing power dahd low number of their users and of
volume of trade they engender, these currencieslafemall-scale” (see Table 2). Despite
the growth in the number of users as their develppmost CCS remain “niche” involving
relatively few people with a notable exception, kwer: the Argentine barter clubs, which at
one time concerned 2.5 million people (Gomez, 200Bus Seyfang and Longhurst (2013b)
see CCS as socio-technical niches, “local grassrwiovations” springing from citizens’
initiatives experimenting with alternative lifestyl and sustainable practices that are able to
grow and influence society on a broader scales &lso important to stress that unlike the
CCS that have economic objectives, those that kag&l aims do not necessarily seek to

expand their scale of application. This is the daggarticular with the French SEL (Laacher,



2003; Servet, 1999) and also with some Japanes¢ ¢oicrency systems, thehiiki tsika
(Hirota, 2006; Nakazato and Hiramoto, 2012). Thassfar as economics is concerned — it
usually operates on a far grander scale — CCSttebd seen as peripheral, too insignificant

to make much difference in the dynamics of the aeconomy.

However, their validity can be advantageous in teaiterritorial development. Indeed
in the restricted territorial in which they can bged, these currencies can have a beneficial
effect on local economies, affecting them in anogighous manner (consumption inside a
local monetary and territorial space; creation efources and of new outlets and of jobs),
promoting a development model based on micro-ergrgurs and extra-economic values.
The combination between microcredit and local awye as in the Brazilian experiment,
constitutes a particular powerful tool in developiniey financing productive activities inside
the territory and improving the local supply. Udeadocal and territorial currency can also
strengthen local community links and local identiag for example by community

development banks in Brazil (Neiva et al., 2013).

Some conditions could lead to increase or imprdesr tterritorial economic effects.
First, the size of the experiment (Gomez, 2012)envthe size is too small, its impact remains
marginal, as is shown in Aldrige et al. (2003), vdeal with LETS in the UK. The size of the
scheme depends on the actors involved, and ondhersity. Local authorities can also play
a decisive role (Blanc and Fare, 2013a). The rdatiogrof the social utility of CCS by public
authorities and economic decision-makers wouldeiase their potential influence on the
entire socio-economic system. For example, loc#haiiies could accept the payment for
public services or payment of local taxes with lib@al currencies (it is already the case with
the Bristol Pound in UK for example). Finally, tleverage effect of the CCS increases when

they are combined with other mechanisms and ingnisnused by the local authorities and



their partners, by connecting up the logics andsttimat stem from the social and solidarity

economy and using them for social and economicldpreent.

A limited liberatory power in time
Moreover the limitations of the CCS’s use in spabejr use are also limited in time. First,
some CCS have time-limits to their validity. Themag “rusts” or “dissolves”, according to a
principle devised by the economist Silvio Geseb58): its face-value decreases regularly
(three—six-months), and can be restored only byngda complement (affixing a stamp that
has to be purchased). Conservation fees can thustthehed to the money in order to
encourage circulation and dissuade accumulatiomeyit®ecomes perishable “like goods and
labour” (Gesell, 1958, p. 215). His monetary theargs encouraged by Keynes The
General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Mofo®pk 6, note 23) during the US great
Depression. Local currencies based on a systemaaipgd notes (subject to the cost of
demurrage, and depreciating with time) were trigtlio the 1930s at Woérgl in Austria, and
were applied on various terrains, e.g. in the UBA1933, with Stamp Scrip, under the
influence of the economist Irving FisRdGatch, 2012); later, in France during the 19%0s,
system of local vouchers was developed; very matdr,lin Argentina, with some currencies
used by barter clubs; and, as of the new millennimmGermany, with regional currencies
(such as the Chiemgauer); and last but not leassttoud pound, launched in the UK in 2009
(Scott Cato and Suarez, 2012) and in France wiill lcurrencies (for example tideille).
Furthermore, CCS are also seen as transitionakaaing during periods of monetary
crisis or liquidity shortage, and disappearing asnsas the monetary situation improves.
Though it is during periods of crisis that many GGf8e seen as offering original solutions to
economic problems, as e.g. in the case of the Airgemarter clubs, some complementary

currencies outlast the crises that bring them lo@img. There are cases of hysteresis. One of
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the oldest CCSs, the WIR that came into being intZ&nand in the 1930s during the Great
Depression, is still in circulation today, thougtinattedly it has evolved, adapting to the
economic cycle.

Finally, some CCSs have emerged in contests thed wet crises of liquidity or of
payment (see section 1). Some have come into demgocial reasons (as in the case of
Japanese complementary currency systems) or faro@nvental ones. This is the case of the
local currencies of the Towns in Transition in thi€, set up with a view to transforming and
relocalising sectors such as energy, healthcarejirig, business — in order to make the

territory more resilient, better able to cope wilimate change and peak oil.

A difficulty to recognize this specific monetary plurality regime

Configurations of monetary plurality regimes arenspnand various today, corresponding to
the diversity of units of account and instrumerftpayment and trade in space defined space
in terms of markets and territories. The particwase that interests us here is characterised
by coexistence of an official currency and locatrencies that are compartmentalised in
commercial spaces distinct from one another buetimtess inter-related. So far, economic
literature has not evinced much interest in coerise and plurality. It apparently has
difficulty in accounting for situations of this d$orHaving briefly revisited monetary
approaches that make it possible to apprehend @ugnelurality regimes, we will now turn

to this question.

Monetary plurality regimes as understood by contemporary monetary theories

A synthesis has examined the way in which the reaonomic theories account for — or falil

to account for — the question of monetary pluralggime (Blanc et al., 2013). Three series of
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approaches have been identified. The first one makeallowance whatever for monetary
plurality. Only State money is perceived as reahay and only the official authorities can
issue it. No unofficial means of payment circulgtim a territory governed by State
authorities can be recognised as money (Bell, 208fner, 1947; Wray, 1999). This is the
case in particular with the Chartalist school,daling the work of Knapp (1924). Monetarism
also reserves to the State the right to issue moliethe neutrality of money is to be
guaranteed and inflation controlled, money — dnegtthe money supply — cannot be allowed
to come from a private source. Monetary pluraliystitutes a violation of sovereign rights
and alternative currencies are simply forgeries.

A second serie of theories recognise a pluralityssfiers and of instruments of trade.
The space provided is nonetheless conditionaluthie of account must be unique. On the
guestion of the unit of account, however, theretaxevery different approaches, not only to
monetary organisation, but to economics in genérast-Keynesianismn, post-Marxism and
French Regulation School (Aglietta and Orléan, 198@02; Théret, 2007) see monetary
plurality as a characteristic of the monetary ecoyoof production. They reject the
hypothesis of an exclusive right of the State suéscurrency, and recognise a plurality of
private issuers (e.g. banks, and even enterpriat®) put into circulation a diversity of means
of payment (i.e. private debts). Nonetheless, joyethe status of money, these private debts
must conform to the monetary rule, i.e. prove tlwaipacity for conversion into the official
currency. Approaches of this type are based omeaeagiion of monetary and banking systems
as hierarchies over which preside the official enay (the unique unit of account) and the
official monetary system. Monetary plurality is seas an expression of the plurality of
instruments of trade, with levels of acceptanagu(tlity) that vary (a factor in crises), and/or
varying yields. If these alternative currencies aot¢ convertible, the plurality is seen as

pathology of the monetary system. Another approatiparticular some cash-in-advance
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models (particularly Sturzenegger, 1992) and seamodels (Kiyotaki and Wright, 1993;
Kocherlakota and Krueger, 1999), sees monetaraltiyias the result of optimal selection by
rational economic agents. The framework is a deaksed economy regulated by
competition between markets, with money being éeats an instrument of exchanges.
Simultaneous circulation of different instrumentdrade (e.g. fiat money, national currency,
foreign currency, interest-bearing cheque accowusymodity money, credit cards, and so
forth) is seen as problematic, as the currenciesnat perfectly interchangeable and have
different yields and degrees of acceptability.

The last serie of approaches takes a normative, delwocating monetary plurality.
They assume a decentralised market with perfectpetiton. Examples are Mengerian
theories of money (Free Banking; the competitied fnoney model) and monetary theories
that integrate financial economics [New Monetarpiamics initiated by Black (1970) and
Fama (1980)]. Monetary functions are no longer @sed by a single currency; the unit of
account is issued either by the central bank (eeMBanking and the competitive fiat money
model) or by the market (NME) and is not connediedhe plurality of competing bank
currencies that serve as instruments of busineskthe value of which is determined by the
market (the financial market in the case of NMEdn@etitive fiat money models (Hayek,
1978, 1979; Klein, 1974) go even further, supposimgaddition a plurality of units of
account: banks have their own trademarks and iggieown scrip as a means of payment.
Monetary plurality is analysed as an optimal arsangnt nonetheless subjected to the
existence of a unique or common unit of account tegulates the system. NME and the
competitive fiat money models envisage regulatiprihe market only, and reject all rules of
convertibility applicable to private moneys on cersion into the central currency. A central
currency is nonetheless recognised, to guaraneeettbility of the system, in the case of

competitive flat money. NME sets up competitionviltn private banking currencies treated
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as (interest-bearing) financial assets, and inéekbsettlements are channelled through
clearing houses. Free Banking (Selgin and Whit®4),9does not reject centralisation of
inter-bank compensation operations and the needotwert one by one private bank

currencies into a central public currency (the Engit of account).

CCSiinvalidate the hypotheses of monetary theories

Monetary plurality approaches mark out the limifspossibility as far as the nature of the
issuer of money is concerned, at the same timbeakegial status of currency, the relationship
between different currencies in a single space, regdlation of the monetary system. We
shall now explain why CCS can only be problemati@ll the hypothetical, theoretical and
normative thinking in the above approaches.

As to the nature of the issuer, first of all thélseories recognise only two types: the
State and banks (and sometimes, though rarelyrpeisies). CCS, however, are issued by
none of these, but by agents who belong to ciwietyg. Monetary economists presumably
greet monetary initiatives of this sort with a diegd smile; they see money as a mere tool,
supposedly technical; its creation and managementnaatters for technical experts and
legitimate official institutions. Creation of mon®y agents of civil society is a breach of the
traditional practice of monetary sovereignty andhaf legal status of national currencies that
are always held in law to be sovereign and exctudNational and supra-national monetary
systems today would seem always to be charactdngadunitary conception of money and a
hierarchical organisation headed by a central nawpetuthority in charge of issuing money
(ensuring the convertibility of private currencieso the central currency) and ensuring the
stability of the system. Historically, however, tb@nception of money as homogeneous and

unique has sometimes been challenged; the redlithi® conception has not always been
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certain; but considerations of this sort have abvegmained largely marginal; reminders by
the central sovereignty have apparently sufficedlistourage any dissidence. This is why
CCS invite all stakeholders in the economy to qaedieir own roles and positions, and to
reflect on a possible vocation for complementaryatary arrangements. What impact would
the latter have on the issues raised by the orgamisof today’s societies (democratisation,
new sources of wealth, new values, commons, praServ of resources,
transition/transformation of behaviour patterns lawels of awareness, etc.)? From a political
economy perspective of money, and from variousscasglies (Argentine barter clubs, SEL
in France, LETS in UK, Green Money in Hungary, Graiollars in New Zealand, etc),
studies on CCS show how they play a part in rat¢emalising the political by creating new
spaces for contestation and liberation of monetader (Laacher, 2003; North, 2007; Ould
Ahmed, 2009). Complementary currency systems caappeshended as social organisations
with political aims, their objective being to consit, by means of collective action, new
economic and social bonds that respect new valag®mr than capitalist norms. In these
systems, the bonds formed between participants@renerely social but alsgoliticised as
Smain Laacher (2003) has rightly pointed out. Instmoases they establish these bonds
outside conventional political structures, représives and spaces (Ould Ahmed, 2014).
However, it is above all the leaders and organieéthese CCS who experience the political
activism as such; the rank-and-file users’ expemtatare more practical, materially and
symbolically.

A second characteristic of money is its status. &ary theories are based on an idea of
the status of money that is part of law. Only Statmey and the official means of payment
are recognised as proper money. Recognition of tfumetary nature of private bank
currencies is conditioned (according to the apgroamncerned) by convertibility into other

currencies and/or into the State currency. Moneyecognised as such by isgality and
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convertibility. CCS, however, exist in a legal vacuum, oftenr@ygone” in legislation; they
do not enjoy legal recognition of their status amey and as legal tender. Absence of legal
recognition has not precluded, in some cases, néomg of social utility (e.g. the case of
community development banks in Brazil, which areogmised as instruments that can be
used in the struggle against poverty and exclusitngir legal framework is currently being
worked out or is being discusseéfor the time being, however, there is no regulatory
framework into which they fit or that recognisesitlspecificity (Blanc and Fare, 2013a).

Most of these currencies have not been recognigedffitial monetary institutions,
whether private or public. They are not officiatlgnvertible into either private (i.e. bank) or
public (State) currencies. Not being recogniseg@as of the official monetary system, most
of these arrangements are not subject to supenvasid regulation by the central bank of their
respective countries. Lacking convertibility intther currencies of any sort (community,
bank, national, foreign exchange), their existesagsually tenuous. Their purchasing power
as we have seen is restricted to the communityespawhich they circulate. An exception
should nonetheless be pointed out: local currenttigison the one hand are convertible into
private bank currencies and, on the other hand,apparently in some cases subject to
supervision by the central authorities. This cajyakr conversion, however, does not flow
from a legal obligation but from organisationaliops taken at the time of their inception.

The third characteristic of approaches to monefawyality is their understanding
money in terms of its substitutability, or as pafrta decentralised but hierarchical monetary
system. Substitutability of currencies stems frdma postulate of the fungibility of money,
money being seen as a universal means of paymengnit bearing any sign that could
distinguish it from another of the same value. Tike of one currency rather than another is
therefore simply the result of optimal monetaryiagges by agents in terms of yield or of the

transactional costs entailed in the use of altereaturrencies. However, highlighting
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gualitative criteria for conversion and differetita inherent in CCS invalidates this thesis of
pure fungibility (Blanc, 2008). This leads us tovpege a theoretical approach that allows for
complementarities in monetary matters, and evennionetary subsidiarity (Fare, 2011,
2014), instead of competition. The monetary subsityi amounts, finally, to determine for
each currency (taking account of the relevant dbjes) a single and singular scale for

deployment in the framework of a new territorial’gmance.

Conclusion

From a deduction of the hypothesis, methodologyrerchative conceptions of economy and
money, the complementary currency systems arepmaid — logically — either as non-
monetary phenomena (as they do not constitute tegaler), or as merely insignificant and
marginal (their purchasing power being too limitedy — yet another possibility — as a
pathology linked to a lack of official currency quantity or quality, an ill that can be cured
by reform of monetary, fiscal or redistribution gl No matter which interpretation is

adopted, CCS are not deemed to be a fitting sufipeeiconomic literature.

An economic approach, using socio-economic andrapthogical methods seems
more helpful to reveal the multidimensional natutiee logics and the impact of these
particular monetary practices. An approach of sloit takes account in particular of the social
and political contexts in which an economy operafdse literature on CCS, that is still
emerging, uses this kind of methodology. They akare a rejection of the instrumental
conception of money that reduces it to a mere tdatommercial trade; they privileges a
socio-economic and institutional approach to moitsyyses and the practices associated with
it (Aglietta and Orléan, 199&002; Blanc, 2000, 2009; Ingham, 2006; Ould Ahna08;

Théret, 2007; Zelizer, 1994). They see money assachsocial institution of all societies,
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whether commercial or not: the institution that ldea people to settle debts thanks to the
practices of accounting and payment. An approadfisfsort takes account in particular of
the social and political contexts in which an ecogmperates, and rejects attempts to make

the economy a natural, autonomous entity (Pol&®08; Steiner andVatin, 2009).
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Table 1. Main characteristics of some currencies

Actorsinvolved

Relationship
. Relationship | with third | Relationship
Countries il
Cces Convertibility Relationship | with local | sector or the| with local
with banks | shopsand social and public
producers solidarity policies
economy
UK
France
Japan
South of
Africa
USA It depends on
More or less
Germany Non- the case :
LETS Autonomous connected by Seldom
Belgium convertible sometimes
countries
Austria connected
Hungary
Australia
New
Zealand
May be
Currencies in ) Non- Sometimes
Argentina Autonomous| integrated; | Connected
Barter Clubs convertible connected
can promote
UK
Time banks Italie Non- Often
Autonomous| Autonomous Connected
USA convertible connected
Japan
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Spain

Greece
Finland
Canada Non- Connected
Accorderie Scriptural Autonomous| Autonomous, Connected
France convertible (France)
Convertible
At the heart
France (on entry but
Local of the
USA on exit for Sometimes Sometimes
complementary Manual scheme: | Connected
Canada service connected connected
currency seeks to
providers
promote
only)
Convertible
At the heart
(on entry but
Manual of the
Germany on exit for Sometimes
Regiogeld and scheme: | Connected Seldom
service connected
electronic seeks to
providers
promote
only)
Convertible
At the heart
(on entry but
Brazilian of the
Brazil on exit for
community Manual Connected| scheme: | Connected Connecteq
service
currencies seeks to
providers
promote
only)
Convertible
At the heart
(on entry but
Currencies of Manual of the
UK on exit for
Towns in and Connected| scheme : Connected Connected
service
Transition electronic seeks to
providers
promote
only)
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Experimental

SOL

France

Electronic

Convertible
(cooperation
SOL on entry
but on exit for
service
providers
only), non
convertible
(commitment
SOL and

assigned SOL

Sometimes

connected

Connected

At the heart

of the

scheme

Connected

Nu

Netherlands

Scriptural

Convertible
(on entry but
on exit for
service

providers

only)

Autonomous|

Connected

Connected

Connected

Source: Adapted from Fare (2011).

Table 2. Some examples of CCS

IS

Name of Zone of activity Date of Number of providers| Number of individual use
currency introduction of
the currency
Palmas Conjunto Palmeira 2002 270 (in 2013) Not recorded
(Fortaleza, Brazil
Chiemgauer Chiemgau 2003 630 (end 2012) 2573 (end 2012)
(Germany)

Brixton pound

Brixton (London

UK)

September 2004

)

200 (paper money

100 (payment by

SMS) (October. 2013

3000 used it at least once (

2012)
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Bristol pound Bristol (UK) September 2012 600 (®epber 2013 A few thousand, 1 200 of
whom held accounts with the
Bristol Credit Union (Sept.
2013)
Béki Canton of 2012 71 (January 2014) Not recorded
Redange
(Luxemburg)
uDIS Suchitoto (San 2009 100 Not recorded
Salvador)
Eusko Basque country| January 2013 500 (December 2013) 2 700 (Decemies)20
(France)
NU Spaarpasy  Netherlands May 2002 - | Approx one hundred 10 000
incentive card March 2003
SOL Alpine France November 200} 23 (2012) 147 active userklj28ut
of 1360 holders of cards
distributed since 2007

Source: The Authors, using documents distributed by assions supporting CCS and interviews carried alt a

hoc.

Notes

! The website http://www.complementarycurrency.arBiatabasemanaged by Stephen DeMeulenaere, founder
and coordinator of the Complementary Currency ResoGentre (CCRC), details this diversity.

2 During the US Great depression in the 1930s, Fistaposed to set up this kind of monetary rul®tmsevelt
(but he didn’t convince him).

3in France, we refer readers to the CCS/SOL netantkACPR (the French supervisory authority on bagki
and insurance) for information on the legal and etary framework applicable to CCS.

In an article published in the APCR revieRefvue de 'APCRin 2013, the authority officialised its positiom
CCS, indicating the legal framework it intended Igjmy to them http://www.acpr.banque-
france.fr/fileadmin/user_upload/acp/publicationgire-acp/201309-Revue-autorite-controle-prudentiel-
resolution.pdfDiscussions of the same sort are, more or lesargdyd, in progress elsewhere, in particular in
Belgium and the UK. For the latter see Naqgvi andt&gate (2013).
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