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This article looks at time banking — a system of exchange in which people trade services with
one another using time instead of money as currency. Time banking is framed from a social
work perspective as a social innovation that contributes to poverty alleviation and increasing
inclusion. However, most such organizations fail to institutionalize as care providers and fail
within the first three years. In this paper, I discuss a rare success story—a time bank in Nizhny
Novgorod, the fourth largest city in Russia—which has been functioning for over 15 years and
positioned itself as a non-charitable organization.

1 engage with sharing economy studies—a growing but ambiguous field—to explain
the success of the time bank in Nizhny Novgorod. Research in the sharing economy has mostly
concentrated on two extreme cases: business-to-customer operations or grassroots communities
practicing radical alternatives to market exchange. The case studies have been united by an
assumption that sharing economy organizations would generate social capital. However, there
has been limited evidence to support this claim. In this article, I aim to test this hypothesis and
explore whether the informal networks, norms of reciprocity and trust that are fostered among
members of the Nizhny Novgorod time bank are the factors that explain the sustainability of this
association.

The study is informed by 22 in-depth interviews with the gatekeepers and members of this
community. In the interviews, I paid attention to the socio-demographic characteristics of the
participants and the structure of their social capital; the characteristics of the mode of exchange
practiced in the community (the volume, direction, and range of services, the relatedness
to professional activities and other spheres of life); their value set and worldview (egalitarianism,
altruism, justice); and indicators of generalized trust.

Results revealed that time bankers do not tend to create strong and sustainable relationships
outside of the framework of the exchange. I put forward the following explanatory hypothesis:
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the calculativeness of time bankers, the market-driven valuations of ‘egalitarian’service exchange
and a unilateral attitude to the exchange are in conflict with a longing for Gemeinschaft—a
community with strong bonding interdependence based on the norms of mutuality. This association
failed to provide the conditions for generalized trust to emerge. The attempt to simultaneously
create a tightly bonded community, but still answer the needs of the digital age resulted
in a pastiche of a sharing economy platform.

Beyond the case at hand, this study theorizes the rhetoric and reality of the sharing economy
by summarizing the grounds for the expectations of generating social capital and explains why
certain expectations could not be met.

Keywords: time banking, sharing economy, non-for-profit associations, social capital,
trust, brokerage

Introduction

This paper looks at time banking—a system of exchange in which people trade services
with one another. Within a time bank, money does not exchange hands, but a time-based
currency—credits earned by providing services and spent by receiving them—does.
The bedrock principle of time banking is that the value of offers is equal and measured in
hours of service. The currency unit traded is valued at ‘an hour’s worth of any person’s
labor’. This egalitarian accounting system and the democratic principles of governance
practiced in such organizations became programmatic for the founders of time banks
(TB) all over the world thanks to Cahn’s works (see for example [Cahn, Rowe 1992]).
The term ‘time dollar’ was coined by him and has been used in the US. Prior to the
widespread diffusion of the Internet, time banks operated as local communities of mutual
assistance: they were tied to existing institutions (schools, hospitals, churches, social
services, etc.), and targeted vulnerable populations [ Collom 2008; Seyfang, Smith 2002].
They have been replaced by digital platforms (such as TimeRepublik) that have enabled
time banking to scale up [Del Moral, Pais 2015; Arcidiacono, Podda 2017].

Time banking has been studied in the complementary currencies and LETS (Local
exchange trade schemes) literatures. LETS have been gaining popularity in Europe in
response to the political instability of the 1990s in Italy [Del Moral, Pais 2015], the
transformation of the social services system in the UK in the 1980s [ William et al. 2003 ]
and the Greek debt crisis that began in 2010 [Henley 2012]. In Russia, the same practices
were found in Irkutsk, where in 2007 a barter club “100 friends” was organized. This local
trade system used coupons for mutual credit [Mitusov 2013]. In 2013, the Supreme Court
of Bashkiria recognized the legality of “shaimuratiki”—the local currency of the city
of Shaimuratovo [Zykova 2013]. Both were created to compensate for imperfections in
the local economy. However, there are inevitable differences between the principles of
LETS and time banking. LETS emphasizes economic exchange, while TB are promoted
as a social exchange system [Seyfang 2004]. The former uses an alternative currency
that reflects the prevalent market valuation of services, while the latter is built upon the
equality of a time-based currency.

The present study is on the Nizhny Novgorod Time Bank (NNTB), an organization
that has existed since 2006 on the basis of the Nizhny Novgorod Volunteer Service.
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NNTB’s work is based on the ‘purist’ principles formulated by Cahn—an egalitarian
exchange using a time-based currency. The organization also has a mixed territorial-
digital structure [Del Moral, Pais 2015]. This case contrasts the framing of time banking
in a social work perspective, which describes time banking as a social innovation
focused on local community-building, especially in disadvantaged areas and targeted
at vulnerable populations [North 2003; Seyfang 2004; Dittmer 2013]. The popularity of
such initiatives should increase during economic turmoil [Weaver et al. 2016], as they
are supposed to aid poverty alleviation, overcoming social exclusion and alienation, and
to compensate for the imperfections of social provisions. The primary message of NNTB
is that it is a non-charitable organization. Quite the opposite, it is aimed at being an
autonomous from social care provision and at overcoming hierarchical relations between
giver-receiver by providing a platform for the peer-to-peer exchange of services. About
70% of TB collapse within the first 3 years [Weaver et al. 2016], while the Nizhny
Novgorod case is a rare success story, which adds to the understanding of how time
banking as a type of exchange institutionalizes and reproduces. Using NNTB as a case
study allows us to retrospectively trace how this system of exchange evolved over
15 years and to make explanatory hypotheses of why other attempts (strictly territorial
or strictly digital) have failed.

As an alternative economic activity, time banking has received some attention in
studies of the sharing economy. Time banking is positioned as a part of the sharing
economy—"“for-profit and non-profit peer-to-peer sites serving individuals in offline
exchanges” [Schor 2020]. The sharing economy emerged in the US in the aftermath of
the Great Recession and the Occupy Wall St movement [Horowitz 2011], as a need to
“do more with less”. Despite the fact that sharing is as old as civilization itself [ Widlok
2016], the new decentralized form of online interaction became visible after Laurence
Lessig coined the term in his “Remix” to contrast the nonmonetary sharing economy
with the commercial economy [Lessig 2008]. The same year Airbnb—the short rental
online marketplace—was founded and soon became one of the three (together with
UberX! and Lyft) biggest players identified by many as the core of sharing economy
based on the use of idle assets by private individuals [Frenken, Schor 2017]. The core
idea of the sharing economy is a peer-to-peer market in which durable assets with
excess capacity are rented out on a temporary basis [Schor 2020] usually via web-based
platforms or mobile applications. This field is conventionally defined as including polar
enterprises: business-as-usual and radical alternatives to market exchange. Time banking
is an example of a not-for-profit peer-to-peer service exchange initiative (a for-profit
analogue in Russia would be, for example, YouDo.com). Within this site, exchange is
carried out between two individuals, who enact an asynchronous dual role as provider
and receiver of services, and an organization acts as a mediator. Skills and time are
the objects of exchange, the benefits from such exchange are social and economic
[Valor, Papaoikonomou 2020]. While the large commercial players have attracted most
attention, from the beginning the sharing economy included not-for-profits offering a
wide range of distributional agreements: from food and clothing swaps to rental, gifting
and loaning sites for consumables, repair and DIY cafes, makerspaces, service exchange
or errand sites, such as TB. The not-for-profits have been integral to the emergence

! Unlike other players, Uber has always rejected the rhetoric of sharing, yet the company is commonly addressed

as a pioneer of the sharing economy [Ravenelle 2018].
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and development of the sector. These mostly community-based initiatives helped to
legitimize the utopian promise of Silicon Valley corporations to create economic, social,
and environmental benefits [Cockayne 2016; Martin 2016; Schor 2014; Schor 2020].
Sharing economy studies speak to these claims; there is a consensus that community-
building is a primary goal of participation in sharing economy organizations.
In this vein, TB have been defined as community building initiatives “which enable
people to exchange goods and services using time as money” [Seyfang 2004, p. 1],
and “alternative market with the hopes of empowering the economically marginalized and
building social capital” [Collom 2011, p. 144]. The functions of time banking described
in the literature include supporting local residents, keeping “money” in the community,
thus strengthening the local economy [Collom 2011], and fostering community relations
and building social capital [Seyfang 2001; Seyfang 2009]. There is, however, limited
discussion addressing the claims of the sharing economy creating social benefits.

The theoretical underpinnings of this article are found in social capital theories used
to account for the findings of an interview-based study of a TB in Nizhny Novgorogd,
Russia’s 4™ largest city. The paper positions time banking within sharing economy
studies, and by integrating previous work in this field by authors who explicitly engage
with the concept of sharing, it tests the hypothesis of whether the sharing economy
contributes to the generation of social capital.

To this end, this paper addresses the following research question: Does generation
of social capital have an impact on building a robust community in the sharing economy?

This article offers a preliminary analysis of failed community-building attempts
in the NNTB, which has been successfully functioning for over 15 years. The results
reveal that it failed to generate social capital in form of durable networks, norms
of reciprocity or generalized trust, while creating human capital in form of valuable skills,
habits and individual traits which enabled the professional development of members.
This allowed the formulation of an extended hypothesis about the inability of some
sharing organizations to generate social capital and fulfill the expectations imposed on
them due to the tensions arising between top-down ideological extremes and practice.
The paper concludes with a discussion of the main implications of this argument.

The sharing economy and community-building: rhetoric and reality

Arvidsson argues that the sharing economy represents a peculiar kind of re-embeddedness
of the economy based on digital platforms, which combines market and social logic,
and which is characterized by “the coexistence of instrumental action oriented to
exchange and market, and virtuous action oriented to relationship and community”
[Arvidsson 2018, p. 290]. This duality fascinates most of the research in the field. The
notion became associated with tensions between market order (platform capitalism
driven by for-profit firms), and non-market order (collaborative commons fostering
social cohesion). Part of the confusion is that the definition of the sharing economy
has migrated from being a solely grassroots phenomenon connected to anticonsumerist
social movements to being predominantly identified with Silicon Valley-backed
ventures which have become more and more successful. Sharing practices retain
strong normative connotations—an idealistic and inclusive view of a community
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[Cockayne 2016] “essentially altruistic, pro-social, and nonreciprocal, yet predicated
too on private ownership and the possibility of capitalist exchange” [Benkler 2004].

A mainstay of the sharing discourse is that it will build strong social ties
among strangers. By reviewing the literature speaking to this claim [A4/binsson,
Perera 2012; Eckhardt, Bardhi 2016; Harvey et al. 2018; McArthur 2015; Ozanne,
Ballantine 2010], I suggest that the persistent “sharing fiction” is built on a vision
of sharing as a Gemeinschaft practice, a community that creates strong networks
of interdependence. These communities are tightly knit and manage to govern common
resources “‘by creating shared rules and norms available in a tight relational network
with expectations of reciprocity. Individuals communicate and interact with each
other in a localized physical setting [so that they develop] shared norms and patterns
of reciprocity” ([Ostrom 1990, p. 184] as cited in [Arvidsson 2018]). Gemeinschaft—a
tightly bounded group of people who live in a close proximity, whose relationships
are based on mutuality and caring [Toennies (1887) 1957] is persistently held up
as an ideal to support the sharing fiction. The origin of such attitudes are rooted in
interdependence and trust. In the same vein, Putnam theorized community as based on
civic engagement, a sense of belonging, and contribution [Putnam 2000]. Historically
people tended to share inside their close social networks of trusted individuals. People
were closer physically and socially—early examples of sharing signifies highly
localized collaborative and co-operative behavior. Sharing is as old as civilization
itself, proven by the literature in anthropology, psychology and behavioral sciences,
revolving around the social practices of sharing [Belk 2017; Davies et al. 2017; Kovdcs
etal. 2017; Widlok 2016] Prototypes of sharing are found within kinship-based groups
and characterized as “sharing in”, an empathetic caring behavior helping to create and
reinforce social bonds and a feeling of commonality [Belk 2017; Belk 2010]. Sharing
may have played an important role in shaping human history, social organization, and
cooperative behavior [Kaplan et al. 2005]. Anthropological studies of hunter-gatherer
societies make it clear that sharing was constitutive of social relations, a social
practice of distribution governed by social norms [Pryor, Graburn 1980], and the most
universal form of economic action, distinct from the narrower notion of reciprocity
[Price 1975].

Pre-modern forms of sharing were distinguished by: (1) having roots in the moral
economy, (2) sharing meant “to divide into parts”, (3) sharing food and communal
infrastructure; (4) being based on kinship groups, and (5) most importantly, being social
and altruistic. Modern forms of sharing are, on the contrary, networked, existing in a
market economy, having at least three meanings (the introduction of the sharing of both
tangible and intangible objects, emotional states and even “fuzzy” objects [John 2013]
such as “life, world, belief”), relying heavily on information and communication
technologies, practicing exchange irrespective of the social structure of the group or
the structure of relations between members of the group. Modern sharing is criticized
as being behavior driven by self-interest, as Morozov puts it “the sharing economy
amplifies the worst excesses of the dominant economic model: it is neoliberalism
on steroids” [Morozov 2013]. The logic is that digital platforms, on which sharing
is organized, involve the pursuit of economic profits, rather than solidarity. As the
sharing economy became a system commodifying everyday life, it turns people into
neoliberal subjects crowding out altruistic sharing [Schor, Cansoy 2019]. As Arvidsson
puts it, “the sharing economy is situated in an area of economic action where the logic
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of market exchange coexists with a logic of virtue anchored in communal social relations
[...] with the desire to create and reaffirm social relations; to contribute to a common
cause; [...] practice and promote a number of virtues” [Arvidsson 2018, p. 290]. Russel
Belk distinguished between “true” and “pseudo” sharing. Belk defines sharing as “the
act and process of distributing what is ours to others for their use as well as the act
and process of receiving something from others for our use” [Belk 2007]. He further
distinguishes between “sharing in” and “sharing out”: “Sharing out, as seen in dividing
a resource among discrete economic interests, preserves the self/other boundary and
does not involve expanding the sphere of aggregate extended self beyond the family.
But sharing in expands the sphere of extended self by expanding the domain of common
property” [Belk 2010, p. 726]. This points to tensions between the moral and economic
implications (sharing within a small kinship-based community) and the market economy.
Much of what is called the sharing economy today is pseudo-sharing, according to Belk’s
description of what sharing implies, as the sharing economy is not aimed at the creation
of social bonds, but is distinguished by “the presence of profit motives, the absence
of feelings of community, and expectations of reciprocity” [Belk 2014, p. 7]. Sharing
has been associated with activity of the “home, rather than the exterior worlds of work
and the market” [Belk 2010, p. 716]. Prototypes of sharing are found within kinship-
based groups and characterized as “sharing in”, an empathetic caring behavior helping to
create and reinforce social bonds and a feeling of commonality [Belk 2017; Belk 2010].

Why do we expect the sharing economy to create social bonds at all? Three main
discursive threads build up the sharing fiction:

1) The sharing economy advocates exploiting the “innate human capacity
to share” [Bird-David 2019, p. 1]and describes human societies as naturally inclined
to achieve cooperation, trust and togetherness. It does so by referring to anthropological
studies of sharing in hunter-gatherer societies and arguing that hunter-gatherers display
“prototypical sharing [...] in the simplest forms of human social organizations”
([Woodburn 1998, p. 63] as cited in [Bird-David 2019) and by referring to prehistorical
societies a la Kropotkin and his concept of mutual aid ([Kropotkin 1902] as cited in
[John 2017, p. 81]).

2) The second thread is built on the techno-exceptionalist idea that the digital
revolution opened up an abundance of possibility to interact with strangers and gave
way to “sharing turn” [Grassmuck 2012]. Often, “stranger sharing” [Schor 2014]
takes place on digital platforms, extending the circle of individuals who get to share.
This brings increases participation in sharing as it became much easier to reach out
to different populations and create bridging social capital. Sharing economy transactions
are based on the idea that strangers trust each other. Technically, platforms mitigate
risks by crowdsourcing reputational information from its users, thus fostering trust
between strangers and reducing free riding and non-cooperation. Not-for-profit sharing
economy sites, however, aim to sustain social and sustainable goals, and build up trust
in a sense of community, participants’ intrinsic motivation, social norms and values
[Ter Huurne et al. 2015, p. 495]. The act of altruistic sharing leaves traces in the digital
space. As platforms crowdsource information about past transactions, and form networks
in which reputations are posted, trustworthiness is promoted by monitoring each other
in the network.

3) The third line of reasoning is grounded in the idea that the sharing economy
generates social capital as means of rule enforcement and increases security by “sowing
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seeds of reciprocal obligations” [Belk 2010, p. 715]. Sharing economy sites promote
cooperation, collaboration, trust, etc., while issuing sanctions for non-compliance
(by, for example, excluding opportunistic members and free riders). The shared
expectations of generalized reciprocity are supposed to bond members together.
The logic is that by making contributions to the network, you will be paid back by the
benefits of being a part of an “imagined community” and can make use of communal
resources when needed. These expectations are of course driven by the strong normative
conformity and ideological commitment with the stated goals of participation.

Social capital “refers to the basic raw material of civil society” [Onyx,
Bullen 2000, p. 24]. At the most general level, the concept of social capital includes
a relationship element (concrete social ties) and a resource element (e.g. trust) at the
individual and collective level. Although conceptualizations vary between authors and
disciplines (for example, social capital theory has been widely used in the democratic
political and the economic development literatures), I follow Putnam in that social
capital provides a passage from micro-level analysis of how interpersonal relationships
produce social cohesion to the macro-level analysis of the effect that social capital has
on social connectedness in general. Putnam considered social capital and community
to be “conceptual cousins” ([Putnam 2000, p. 21] as cited in [Castiglione et al. 2008]).
Onyx and Bullen discussed social capital in terms of participation in networks, reciprocity,
trust, social norms, the commons, and social agency [Onyx, Bullen 2000]. Castiglione
et al. discussed three broad meanings of social capital accounting for the role it plays
in promoting social cohesion [Castiglione 2008, p. 557]:

1) resources provided by being connected to a social network (information,
coordination and cooperation, personal support, ability to sustain social norms);

2) attitudes of social cooperation fostered by being connected to a social network
(trust, generalized reciprocity);

3) the moral capacity to internalize virtues of the common good (civicness).

Social capital, defined by its function of being a resource for actors, appeared
in Coleman’s theory [Coleman 1988]. He defined social capital as a resource for
action and described how strong ties shape obligations and expectations, information
channels, social norms, informal social control, and trust. Drawing on Coleman’s
theory, Putnam defined social capital as “those features of social organization, such
as trust, norms and networks that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating
coordinated actions” [Putnam 1993, p. 35] and as “features of social life—networks,
norms and trust—that enable participants to act together more effectively to pursue
shared objectives” [Putnam 1995, pp. 664-665]. He further discusses two types of
social capital—bonding and bridging. The former implies the relationships that benefit
a narrow circle of people which may be to the detriment of society, while the latter
assumes interactions that are beneficial to society as a whole. Fukuyama conceptualized
social capital primarily in terms of generalized trust and defined it as “the expectation
that arises within a community of regular, honest and cooperative behavior, based on
commonly shared norms, on the part of other members of that community [Fukuyama
1995]. Those norms can be about deep “value” questions like the nature of God or
justice, but they also encompass secular norms like professional standards and codes
of behavior” [Fukuyama 1995, p. 26].

The next section demonstrates the conceptualization of social capital applied to the
further analysis of the community-building potential of NNTB.
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Methods

The empirical study is informed by 22 in-depth interviews which were recorded and
transcribed. Maximum variation in the sample maximized the diversity of cases to answer
the research question. The recruited participants had varying degrees of involvement
in the community (active members and newcomers) and varying degrees of awareness
of community life (members and gatekeepers). The analysis draws on extended
interviews with an expert on local currencies and the first trustee of the TB. All names
were anonymized. The participants were recruited using snowball sampling, the entry
point was NNTB’s website.

There were 5 males and 17 females, ages varied from 17 to 50 (which refutes the
hypothesis of the need for a bank exclusively for older participants as in [ Collom 2008]).
The demographic characteristics of the sample are representative of the group. There
was no screen for the length of participation, but the participants had from 3 to 15 years
of experience on the site. The duration of the interviews ranged from 45 to 90 minutes,
and the conversations took place via Zoom.

I used a semi-structured interview guide which set the thematic structure but allowed
me to build a narrative in individual interviews. The guide paid specific attention to the
following narratives:

1) the socio-demographic characteristics of interviewees and the structure of their
social capital;

2) the characteristics of the mode of exchange practiced in the community (volume,
direction, repertoire of services, relatedness to professional activities and other spheres
of life);

3) interviewees’ value set and worldview (egalitarianism, altruism, justice);

4) trust.

Transcripts of the interviews were coded by line-by-line coding and prior
conceptualization. Thematic analysis was applied to reveal analytical categories.
This process represented a movement from the particular to the general, and from
analytical memos to concepts of a larger significance.

Findings

I turn now to discuss the case of NNTB emphasizing the community-building practices
I observed there and evidence of attempts to generate social capital. Despite the stated
egalitarian claims and the intended inclusive participation, the results revealed that
members are far from establishing a sustainable community driven by the desire to
contribute to the common cause. Findings point to the calculativeness and self-interest
in participation in the TB, the hypothesis of the promotion of a number of virtues such
as autonomy, civic participation, cooperation, desire to reaffirm social relations found
no support. Members of NNTB were successful in generating human capital in form
of valuable skills. Did it lead to the development of bonding ties and improving social
cohesion? There was not enough evidence to suggest that time bankers create strong
and sustainable relationships outside of the framework of exchange. I put forward
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the following explanatory hypothesis: the calculativeness of time bankers, market-driven
valuations of ‘egalitarian’ service exchange and a unilateral attitude to the exchange
stand in conflict with longing for Gemeinschaft-type of community with strong bonding
interdependence, based on the norms of mutuality. This association failed to provide the
conditions for generalized trust to emerge. The attempt to simultaneously create a tightly
bonded community, but still answer the needs of the digital age resulted in a pastiche
of a sharing economy platform. These findings challenge the claims the organization
makes about egalitarianism and raise questions about how the fulfillment of the social
goals of participation varies across sharing economy sites.

Organizing the Time Bank - a success story?

NNTB was founded in 2006 as a project of the Nizhny Novgorod Volunteer Service.
The project owed its launch to a local entrepreneur who imported the idea from the
Rushey Green Time Bank in London and sponsored the founding of a similar association
in his hometown. The idea was very simple. A bedrock principle of time banking is that
it has an egalitarian structure—it assigns equal value for each person’s time and skills.
It means that value is not created the same way as through commodity exchange; for
every hour you spend providing service to someone, you are entitled to an hour of credit.
The ‘hour-credits’ that can be ‘spent’ on ordering a service from another member
(or, ‘client’, as they call themselves). Obtaining a better variety of services is a frequent
concern in time banking [Collom 2008]. The importance of a range of market services
for a time banking scheme to become successful was echoed in NNTB as well. The range
of services offered in NNTB is comprehensive, but can be reduced to several categories:

1) household services (varying from flower watering to electrics and plumbing);

2) informal education and training (languages, tutoring in school subjects, music);

3) the creation and fabrication of products (tailoring, baking, clothing repair);

4) healthcare and beauty;

5) non-standard services that have limited supply on the market (for example,
graphology, tutoring in Old Slavonic lettering, etc.)

There is a large list of prohibited services, mainly related to the physical well-being
of members. This quotation from an interview with one of the members exemplifies
the working of the time banking mechanism:

[ provided everything related to needlework and tailoring. I ran a few errands. I helped to
organize an exhibition of TB clients’ works. That is, all the participants of the time bank
who do something tangible: bake, sew, make, they brought their work. These were sold for
‘hours’. That is, if you have, for example, 20 hours on your account, and here is some knitted
blouse worth 10 hours, you can buy it for 10 hours. I then baked something; it was sold in
pieces. For each piece, I put a price tag on half an hour or so. Most often, people honestly
reckon on how much time they spent. Well, you can add a little bit, but nevertheless, people
who exhibited their goods, they earned hours. Most of the time, I earned ‘hours’doing such
things like tailoring and repairing. And I ordered services, most often, anything renovation-
related. We were just starting renovation and there were bags full of cement to carry up our
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staircase. Once I did not know how to move the furniture in the kitchen—the refrigerator,
stove, table. And I called some guys and asked, “Who can help me? You will move, I will
watch.” And people agreed to do this nonsense and moved the furniture.

This mechanism is an instance of a chain-generalized exchange system that requires
indirect and multilateral exchange from users. In some sharing contexts users have the
option of being either the provider or the consumer, (such as for example, the sharing
of consumables), while in TB, members are explicitly required to take on both roles in
order to ensure the continuity of exchange. If a member takes a role of receiver, sooner
or later their ‘hour-credit’ balance will fall to zero, and they will be forced to leave the
exchange circuit or start providing services to earn ‘hours’. If members only provide
services, their balance will increase until there are no more people left to trade with.
In this case, the provider has the same choice: to either leave the time bank or change
roles. Exchange is facilitated online and offline. The spaces available for NNTB members
are a physical office located in the center of Nizhny Novgorod, and a digital platform
launched in 2009 to reduce administration to minimum and to allow members to contact
and share on their own. The digital space is a noticeboard-like website where members
can post and reply to offerings and monitor ratings and reviews others leave. In practice,
the communication there is limited as the website is rarely updated. The preferred type
of communication is offline—through a broker who matches the supply and demand for
services. Previous studies which discussed TB which adopted Cahn’s ideas described the
primary role of a broker (often a paid employee) as a facilitator of exchanges between
private individuals. Platforms and software in such organizations have the main role
of helping the broker to manage exchanges and collect data about the members rather
than serving as a connective platform for members.

Communications mediated by a broker work in the following manner.
A client requests a service, the broker (or, coordinator, to use the local parlance) finds
the availability of potential contractors through personal calls and makes an offer.
The broker selects a number of contractors from the database, basing the selection
on their ideas about the match. The client that contacts the contractor on their own
to negotiate the details and secure the payment in ‘hours’. After performing the service,
both return to the coordinator in order to close the deal, and to report how many hours
should be debited from one account and credited to the other. They report the time
of service provision. In practice, many services are accompanied with unaccounted time
for preparation and for a short interaction after the service is finished. A paid broker
who oversees and sustains operations is a key gatekeeper in the community. Having
a broker, however, makes TB dependent on external funding to cover brokers’ wages.
Funds secured by NNTB allowed them to keep a maximum of 3 brokers at a time, which
imposed constraints on participation. Each broker had a capacity of 250-300 members
and experienced difficulty in sustaining a network once that threshold was reached.
The number of members averaged never exceeded 700 registered participants
at a time, the peak was in 2011, when NNTB registered 2,000 participants, during the
less successful years, there were 200-300 active members.

Compared to the majority of time banks, which fail within the first three years,
we may call NNTB a success story, as it managed to get a robust economy and trading
system that has been working for over 15 years. The timeline below (see 7able 1) shows
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that NNTB has demonstrated great continuity over the years of operation. From the
standpoint of the organizers, the success of their organization was mostly determined
by stable funding. Nevertheless, as the findings show, funding cannot solely determine
the sustainability of TB. While funds are important to hire brokers, who manage the
exchanges between participants, it cannot guarantee success in terms of the number
of exchanges in hours.

What kept participants returning to NNTB was having the ability to use it as a
complementary financial instrument. Participants were not dependent on the provision
of services from the TB. The key to success from the standpoint of participants was not
to view NNTB as a survival mechanism. Research shows that poverty and inequality
do not contribute to the success of time banks despite the fact that a key objective
of time banking is to help unemployed, impoverished, or marginalized individuals
[Gawthorpe 2017]. Collom found that poverty negatively affects the number of hours
exchanged, as impoverished but employed individuals might be deprived of time to be
involved in time banking [Collom 2008]. The majority of participants in NNTB were
middle-aged, educated and self-employed women who either had flexible working
hours or a sustainable work-life balance which left them a sufficient amount of time
to spend on participation in time banking. Furthermore, they were not dependent on those
services. The available time of the participants could have contributed to the growth
of human capital in the form of valuable and marketable skills. In the following section,
I show that even though NNTB became a success in terms of providing a platform for
improving human capital, it failed to provide conditions for social capital to emerge.
The divergence between the ideological commitments of time bankers and their practices
led to further atomization and alienation.

Ideology and practice

The period of active development began when NNTB adopted the original Cahn
model. The main ideas they built upon are “core economy” and “co-production”
[Cahn 2000], highlighting how the non-monetary exchange of services can contribute
to the wellbeing of community members, and thus respond to the “need of redefining
the economy”.

“Time Dollars [...] are designed to rebuild a fundamentally different economy,
the economy of home, family, neighborhood and community. [...] Home, family,
and neighborhood are not an alternative economy. They are the CORE Economy”
[Cahn 2000, p. 2]. Cahn argued that marketization has seriously damaged this core
economy, which echoes Polanyi’s seminal work “The Great Transformation”. Time
banking could bring economic activity back into communities and de-commodify it,
re-balancing the economy by reducing the dependence on markets and state welfare
while increasing intra-communal cohesion. This logic emphasizes the egalitarian and
communitarian ideology of TB organizers vis a vis capitalist markets, embedded in a
view of actors as ‘homo economicus’: calculative and self-interested utility-maximizers.

Organizers of NNTB and most of the participants adhere to this rhetoric and
expressed a longing for community. Intended outcomes of participation in time banking
were stated by organisers as follows: building community, skills (including sociability)
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and social networks; improved intergenerational relations; increased social inclusion for
typically marginalized groups; increased access to public services.

I will now turn to an assessment of these claims. Further analysis shows that time
bankers could generate human capital in form of a stock of valuable skills, habits and the
individual traits which developed their professional skills. They however receive little or
no recognition of services that “a pure market system devaluates”. The paradox is that,
apparently, the ideological alignment with the stated outcomes of participation is very
high across members. In the interviews, participants repeated Cahn’s promises almost
verbatim while the transaction patterns they follow contradict their egalitarian stance
and tell a radically different story.

Calculativeness vs communitarianism

Nikolay vocalized the ideological alignment with the virtues of solidarity by
a comparison with mutual benefit funds—“we pool our talents together to help out a
peer in need”. Regina and Igor showed their adherence to the practice of tithing, paying
a contribution to a religious organization as an indicator of justice, mercy and faithfulness.
Nevertheless, these members quickly realized that by offering services to others they are
not volunteering, but earning “hours”, and this time can be included as an additional
currency in their budgets. Having additional currency at their disposal opened up new
opportunities, as Regina told me later during the interview:

People have credit cards in their wallets. Having two cards is much more useful than
possessing one—each may have different interest rates, or you may have ruble and dollar
accounts. It's the same here—I have rubles, and I have “hours "—and I know what I possess,
what I can buy, and what I can order free of charge.

I noticed that time bankers used the additional currency they possess when they
budgeted for multi-composite events, such as renovations, anniversaries, weddings,
concerts, and even pre-university training. Time-based currency is a relatively easily
accumulated currency, compared to money. To save up enough hours to pay for the
services, members activated a limited set of saving strategies, including organizing
master classes and fairs for other TB members (in this case, the leader receives an hour
payment from each participant), and giving an individual course in any subject which
consists of several classes (each class would be some “hours” worth).

1 said that I'm going to pay for the lessons. She actively objected. She told me that she needs
to earn hours.

Regina, a professional seamstress, evaluated expenditures in “hours” against the
benchmark of her earnings in money. This was specifically the case for other members
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who knew the “price” of their hour—professionals who get paid on an hourly basis.
The calculus they made was the following: first you need to account for time spent
on providing services (and hours earned) and compare it to the time lost in the labor
market. Step two was to account for wages lost compared to that amount of time.
Having in mind the specific needs one has to cover (for example, any reparation service)
and the costs of these needs, step three was to compare monetary expenditures and time
expenditures. Finally, a decision was made on whether it was more profitable to lose in
earnings but get services done which otherwise cost more than the losses. As Regina
mentioned, “[NNTB] is a space for people who value their time”. This expression surely
takes on a new meaning in the context of translations from time to money which time
bankers make.

Tatyana is a professional confectioner. Her clients can find the services she offers
on her personal page on a popular Russian social networking site. Surprisingly, the
page showcases dozens of photographs depicturing the cakes she baked for TB peers.
Her story showed us that there are participants in NNTB who through delivering services
for peers get valuable and marketable skills and build up their CVs, which might be
helpful in finding employment or starting their own enterprises. Tatyana not only
practiced in NNTB, but she also made active use of the hours she earned.

I made wedding cakes, birthday cakes. My husband is a maintenance specialist, he also
helped people. So we went together to someone’s dacha to hang wallpaper. My eldest son,
when he finished school, he was studying for university admission exams. He took lessons
in mathematics and physics. He successfully completed them and was admitted thanks to his
studies. My husband celebrated his anniversary. I had 8 people involved from the time bank.
1 had two dresses made for this event. Then we had a cook, a bartender, a photographer,
a graphic designer, an artist. Musical numbers. I took vocal lessons, too, in [NNTB] for this
event. Full pot, actually. We even had a dancer from the time bank.

While longing for community, participants remained rational about their
transactions. The ideology of time banking assumes greater independence from the
market-based provision of services and increased access to public services. Participants
in my study were not deprived of public services or state welfare. Assessing this claim
is outside of the scope of my research, however, the data suggests that time bankers fall
into greater dependence on market-based provisioning, both as consumers of valuable
services, and as providers preparing to enter the market with improved skills (building
up human capital).

Shallow interactions vs improved social ties

In this section, I turn to the question of whether the human capital generated is converted
into social capital in form of informal networks, norms of reciprocity and trust fostered
among members of NNTB. The results suggest the instrumentality of ties and reveal
shallow interactions between time bankers which do not lead to deeper sociality.
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Strengthening ties among members and encouraging community development is stated
as an intended outcome of time banking. However, none of the participants in this
study formed new friends or acquired valuable contacts through participation in NNTB.
Communication rarely went beyond the exchange of services as members showed little
or no interest in altering social relations with alternative modes of exchange. The findings
suggest that calculative attitudes and issues with building interpersonal trust made it harder
to establish strong interpersonal ties.

As I explained in the previous section, many of the members of NNTB treated
this community as an alternative savings plan and were mostly motivated to participate
in paid tasks. Altruistic participants, who showed an ideological alignment with claims
of the common good and followed them by delivering services without demanding
anything in return, were crowded out as the time banking exchange mechanism is built
upon the idea that members enact the double role of providers and receivers.

If it turns out that a person only needs services, but is not ready to provide services,
or, on the contrary, the person intends to help others, but does not want anything in return,
they are invited to contact the volunteer organizations of the city and are given their contact
information (from the broker s handbook).

Furthermore, in practice, time bank organizers actively downplayed the forms
of altruism and volunteerism that demand direct help to hide the embedded inequalities
between providers and receivers. Organizers emphasized egalitarian imperatives instead
and defined the scope of their organization as specifically distinct from volunteer
organizations. This led to further atomization of participants who took on this rhetoric,
stating their interest in trade rather than in altruism.

I personally am not attracted to volunteering in its purest form. You know, time, effort,
travel. I'm too old to be running around the city like a young man for nothing.

From the beginning, NNTB focused on fostering intergenerational ties
and promoted its services as a mentorship program. The idea, which failed in the
short run, was to connect two unemployed populations—the elderly and students.
According to the data collected by the organizers, in the long run NNTB sparked
the interest of the middle-aged population—employed professionals, mostly women.
Although the origins and models of time banking vary across time and space, they
do have one common feature—women seem to be overrepresented. [Boyle 2014;
Del Moral-Espin 2013; Valor, Papaoikonomou 2020]. Due to age homogeneity,
intergenerational interactions remained in the minority.

I'm a tech-savvy person, and most of the time bankers are humanities-minded.
Andmostly women, pensioners. What common interests can we have? Iwas 36, and they were
60 years old.
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Brokerage and trust

As mentioned, exchanges in TBs have been fully controlled by brokers—paid
members of staff who match counterparts, oversee trading and gathered reputational
information about participants. Brokers act as structural links [Burt 2009] collecting
and transferring information between unconnected individuals, thus having control
over the network. I assume that effective brokerage discouraged members from
creating interpersonal ties. Furthermore, brokerage discourages participants from
filling the structural holes by crowdsourcing information about themselves and
their past trading behavior on a web-platform. It was more convenient to delegate
matching and overseeing to a broker, who was a trusted individual. Time bankers
trusted brokers because they were seen as the source of full information, while the
web platform was viewed as something estranged and incomplete. Time bankers’
techno-pessimism can be explained by the fact that they overcame the risks of trading
with strangers by appealing to more archaic ways of establishing trust (interpersonal
connections), rather than by appealing to novel, impersonal means (platformized
reputational information).

A human being should stand between people, not a robot. You could do something like
“Alisa” [a Russian virtual assistant], but it would be impersonal. You immediately see and
you know this person, you have seen them, their voice inspires you with optimism. [...] You’ll
do everything, even if you don t have the time.

Given the attitudes discussed above, one could assume that time bankers made
useful weak ties with professionals who polished their skills to get the contact
of a trusted electrician or a seamstress, and resort to their paid services if necessary.
Nevertheless, my data contested this assumption. Participants were discouraged
to exchange repeatedly with the same person. As far as brokers hindered autonomous
linking and matched different contractors each time, the persistence of ties has been
discouraged.

The coordinator was looking for performers. I could not know them at all, I meet them
once, get the service and never see them again. In this regard, I think that those who wanted
to provide services, but did not want to communicate, had no problems with it. This is more
a question for the coordinators, how they chose the performer.

Brokers recognized the tensions raised by the limitations of distrust and the
reluctance of some participants to establish friendships, and organized social
gatherings in the office, or elsewhere. These events were specifically designed
to implement group exchanges and stimulate networking. The events were supposed
to lead to closure—at least in cliques of the most active members—and foster bonding.
Tighter connections, however, led to the spread of informal practices (unpaid services,
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favors) that met resistance from the rest of the community who refused to volunteer
or provide services as favors.?

Trust is essential for any organization to work. In sharing economy studies, the
establishment of trust between strangers is a recurrent theme, reputation is treated as
the equivalent of value [Arcidiacono, Podda 2017]. While most of the sharing-based
systems take soft regulatory measures such as identity checks, peer rating evaluations,
personal photo displays [Valor, Papaoikonomou 2020] and crowdsource reputational
information from its users; TB rejects using an explicit evaluation system. One reason
for such reluctance is that it may ruin the egalitarianism and the principles of inclusivity
and justice, which provide the opportunity for all community members to exchange,
not highly ranked participants alone. The downside of it, however, is the decreasing
number of exchanges and reluctance to “stranger share” [Schor 2014]. Another reason
is that in NNTB, the automated reputational mechanisms of the virtual platform were
replaced by a human broker. Brokers play an important role in securing transactions:
they scrutinize members and perform background checks; collect personal data and
documentation of qualifications; do follow-ups with members and informally evaluate
providers and receivers in an internal rating with a blacklist. This information is the
basis for brokers’ decision-making on future matching. The broker guides and navigates
members’ understanding of how the system works and why it works in such a manner,
thus becoming a trust mediator. Generalized trust in the platform and its participants did
not develop on its own, as all communication was mediated by the broker.

Conclusion and discussion

Perhaps the most recurrent theme in empirical studies of time banking is that it builds
social capital by connecting private individuals in the delivering and receiving of services
from one another using time currency as a medium for exchange [Collom 2008; Collom
2011; Collom 2012; Dubois et al. 2014; Seyfang 2003; Seyfang 2006]. In this paper
I call this assumption into a question. The research question was: does the generation
of social capital have an impact on the successful operation of a time bank? Drawing
on 22 in-depth interviews with members, organizers and paid brokers in the Nizhny
Novgorod Time Bank, I conclude that the TB trading economy was robust, which can
explain the 15-year history of this association. However, NNTB did not conform to the
ideological principles on which it was based. While providing economic value to the
participants, it failed to provide social value or institutionalize as a sustainable community.
The results revealed that time bankers showed great ideological alignment with the stated
outcomes of participation—building community, skills (including sociability) and social
networks; improved intergenerational relations; increased social inclusion for typically
marginalized groups; increased access to public services. However, the practices they

2 “Here comes a newcomer. Where do they start from? They don't have hours. They can help someone. In order to help

someone, they must be known. And they have to take part in events for "hours" to be known. We decided that we would give
10 hours to new arrivals. And this is what started... I remember that at times attention was focused on our personalities.
And the empty talk began: "You are ruining the economy." "Strong smart people"—I call them that—started arguing for
the purity of the experiment. I mean, there's been a discussion about why you're giving away 10 hours. They work for
10 hours, and we give them as a gift. Why?”.
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followed were in conflict with these claims and did not contribute to the establishment
of strong interpersonal ties. Furthermore, the brokers, who were, as results suggest, central
actors in this organization, discouraged participants from establishing interpersonal ties.

TB provide a good empirical site from which to theorize about the claims
of common good made by the growing field of the sharing economy. Why do we even
expect such associations to generate social capital? The literature on the sharing economy
grounds the expectations on the exploitation of an “innate human capacity to share”
[Bird-David 2019, p. 1], as if human societies were naturally inclined to achieve
cooperation, trust and togetherness. The social glue bonding the community participants
together in sharing economy organizations were “sowing seeds of reciprocal obligations”
[Belk 2010, p. 715]. This line of reasoning seemed self-explanatory until facing a case
where it did not happen.

Sharing does not preclude calculating and self-interested behavior. Time bankers
are strongly socialized as consumers in traditional marketplaces. They explicitly
exhibited market-driven valuations by showing how efficient they were in translating
time currency into money and vice versa. This finding challenged previous studies
(e.g. [Seyfang 2001; Seyfang, Smith 2002; Seyfang 2004; Seyfang 2009; Cahn 2000;
Collom 2008]) that rated the importance of alternative economic exchange behind that
of the social benefits of time banking. These studies also emphasized the inclusion of
services undervalued by the labor market. The results of this study revealed that in NNTB
the most appreciated services were those which we use on a daily basis: educational
services and small errands. Members started using NN'TB for other purposes rather than
stated. In her study of a Boston Time Bank, Schor found that delegation fatigue caused by
anonymized and commodified versions of the services that until recently people received
within the household (or, what Hochschild calls “the outsourced self” [Hochschild 2012])
was the main driver of participation [Schor 2020]. My findings barely echo the ones
of Schor. The participants in my study were not fatigued in this way, as it is unlikely
that they delegated the services they received in the TB. Previous studies emphasize
the problem of altruism—participants deliver significantly more services than they
receive—as one of the fundamental challenges that impact the high failure rates of TB
[Valor, Papaoikonomou2020; Weaver et al. 2016]. The case of NNTB showed the opposite
logic: members tend to receive more services than they manage to provide to make savings
for future transactions. These findings add to the hypotheses of TB’s embeddedness in
market logic. Previous studies in similar not-for-profit sharing economy contexts found
that such practices do not necessarily lead to fostering communitarian relations, or to
the improvement of social capital, but rather contribute to further individualization
and the commercialization of services. Aptekar found that alternative anti-consumerist
practices on Freecycle may still depend on and reflect the dominant capitalist processes
and hierarchies [Aptekar 2016]. The studies of Couchsurfing revealed that this platform
strengthens class hierarchies, as hosts are eager to meet “comfortably exotic” guests,
i.e. of a similar social class [Ladegaard 2018; Shmidt 2020].

Sharing does not foster technocratic trust in time banking. Compared to its for-
profit counterpart YouDo, an online marketplace that matches freelance labor with
local demand, a TB does not generate any trust in the platform. The basic elements
of trust: knowledge about past performance and belonging to a known circle are missing.
The distinctive feature of a TB is that the broker who oversees and sustains operations
plays the role of the mediator of trust: the role which was supposed to be taken over
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by platform algorithms with their capacity to crowdsource reputational information.
Combined with the techno-pessimism of some participants and a reluctance
to communicate peer-to-peer using the web-platform, this highlights the attempts
to overcome the risks of dealing with strangers by appealing to more archaic rather than
more high-end technology. Transforming interpersonal trust into more impersonal forms
(what Putnam 1993 called social trust) is required to foster cooperation. “Voluntary
cooperation is easier in a community that has inherited a substantial stock of social
capital” [Putnam 1993, p. 176]. TB have not succeeded in forming such a stock.
Furthermore, the norms of reciprocity, which are required for social trust to emerge,
were absent from the organizational context of TB. Reciprocity might be mistaken for
compensation in the context of time banking. Social capital research has noted that
the generalized norm of reciprocity increases social capital among network members
[Coleman 1988; Putnam 2000], time banking has been pronounced as an instance of
this norm [Collom 2008]. Evidently, studies of the sharing economy appeal to this logic
to imply altruistic and stabilizing neighborly values [Kennedy 2016]. Sharing, however,
may not foster communal social relations because of the non-necessity of reciprocation
as a situational opportunity rather than a contractual obligation towards a fixed set of
partners [ Widlok 2020, p. 27]. Furthermore, in time banking, the reciprocation may be
erroneously taken for compensation. Reciprocity refers to the “extension of control”—
having agency over the future economic behavior of others or informal expectations
of return [Kennedy 2016]. In time banking, the members have a degree of autonomy
allowing them to enter and exit exchanges whenever they want. However, the usage
of time-based currency and the prescribed double role of providers and receivers
of services puts certain demands on the behavior of time bankers: there is an expectation
of immediate compensation.

I sum up this discussion by placing time banking in line with similar not-for-profit
sharing associations. We may find sparks of interest in different sharing models in Russia,
specifically commercial ones: consumer-to-consumer online marketplaces, freelance
work, and car-sharing. In the not-for-profit sector, food sharing and give-away sites
have been the most institutionalized [Ekonomika sovmestnogo potrebleniya v Rossii
2020; Foodsharing in Russia 2019]. As long as a sharing site answers either market
logic or ‘gift-giving’ logic, it attracts consumers socialized in the practice of balanced
reciprocity typical for markets. However, at the junction of the two logics—when the
largely ephemeral time becomes a calculable currency—users may experience tensions
in defining the properties and norms of such exchange. The findings on the efficient
translation between time and money is a paradox of time banking. Furthermore, a TB is
dependent on external funding, while other sites are often self-sufficient. Previous studies
provide support for this hypothesis. Parigi and State found a negative effect on social
capital in not-for-profit sharing sites due to investor pressures to increase transactions
and revenue which normalized asociality [Parigi et al. 2013]. Similar sharing sites
functioned successfully when they had institutional support (were nested in schools,
hospitals, churches, elderly care facilities, etc.) or were established in communities with
high demand [Light, Miskelly 2014; Seyfang 2004].

I may hypothesize that the fundamental difference between TB and other not-
for-profit sharing economy sites lies in the centrality of a broker. The necessity of a
broker for the successful continuity of a TB and the dependency on external funding a
broker requires suggests that this association have been organized in an environment
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that was not geared for it. While other sites distribute the moderating function to the
members (fostering informal social control and autonomy), time bankers are deprived
of the opportunity to govern the community together. On other sharing economy sites,
the trustworthiness of counteragents is promoted by monitoring reputational information
about one another, such as in Couchsurfing, Freecycling or Daru-dar (a site for sharing
of consumables), while ina TB, brokers discourage members from monitoring one another
or checking up on receivers and providers of services. Another distinguishing feature
is that brokers in TB do not give participants the freedom of choosing the counteragent,
which is common practice in other sharing contexts. Finally, in TB, there was no place
for collective action, as in collaborative spaces.
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B crarpe ananm3upyercst Takoe TOHATHE, Kak «baHK BpeMEHIM» — CHCTEMBI O€3BO3ME3/I-
HOTO OOMEHa yCIIyraMu, B KOTOPOH «BaJIIOTON» IS B3aUMHBIX PAacueTOB CTAHOBHUTCS
BpeMsi. OTIMYUTETBHOM YepTO SIBISIETCS TO, UTO BPEMEHHAsl JICHe)KHAs SIUHUIA, HC-
TIOJIB3YOINAsCS I OOMEHOB BHYTPH CHCTEMBI, HE MMeeT HoMuHana. lleHa «BpeMeH-
HOW BAJIIOTBD) COCTaBIACT «4ac TPyaAa JII0OOOTO YeJIOBEKa», HE3aBUCHMO OT XapakTepa
MIPEeIOCTaBIsIeMOl yCiIyT. B nmuTeparype, MocBsIMEeHHON TaiMOaHKHHTY, OH OITHCHIBA-
eTcsl KaK COLMaibHas MHHOBALHSI, OPUCHTUPOBAaHHAs Ha pa3BUTHE MECTHBIX COOOLIECTB,
0COOCHHO B HEONArornojy4HbIX MecTax W ycJIoBHsx. HecMoOTps Ha To, 4TO mOmOOHBIC
OpraHM3aliy He OTIMYAIOTCS OONBIIMM YHCIOM y4acTHUKOB [Gawthorpe 2017], 3a-
SIBJICHHBIMHU LEJISIMH YYaCTHsI B HHUX SIBJISIIOTCSl YKpEIUICHHE CIa0bIX COLMAIbHBIX Ce-
TeH, pemnienne mpobiaemM OeTHOCTH M colManbHON M3omsanuu. bonee Toro, banku Bpe-
MEHHU CIOCOOCTBYIOT Pa3BUTHIO COIHMAJIbHOTO KallUTalia M TPAXKIAHCKOTO yYaCTHS
[North 2010], x0T GONBIIMHCTBO U3 HUX HE CIOCOOHBI HMHCTUTYHOHATU3UPOBATHCS B
KadecTBE IMOCTABIINKOB CONMAIBHBIX YCIYT M TEPIAT HeyJady B TCUCHHE MEPBBIX TPEX
net [Weaver et al. 2016]. B npeuioxkeHHOH CTaThe HCCIEMYeTCs YHUKalIbHas UCTO-
pus ycnexa — bank Bpemenu B Huxxnem HoBropozne, cyliecTBYOIMNA Ha MPOTKEHUU
15 meT; K TOMY e 3TO KeliC OpraHH3aIyy, He TIO3UITHOHUPYIOIICH ceOsT Kak BOJIOHTEP-
CKOH M HE CTpeMsiILeiica K CO3JaHuIO JIOKAJILHOTO COOOIIECTBA 3aKPhITOTO THIIA.

B crarpe ObLT MOCTaBJICH CIEMYIONMA UCCIE0BATEIbCKHI BOIIPOC: BIUSCT JIN
CO3/IaHUE COIMAJHLHOTO KaluTala COOOIIECTBOM Ha €ro yCIENTHOE BOCIIPOH3BOICTBO
BHYTPH SKOHOMHKH COBMECTHOTO NOTpeOieHus (sharing economy)? UToObl OTBETHTH
Ha 3TOT BOMIPOC, aBTOp obparmaetcs K sharing economy studies — pacTyliemMy, HO He-
OJTHOPOAHOMY KOPIYCy HCCieoBaHWH. PaboThl B 00MacTH SKOHOMUKH COBMECTHOTO
NoTpeOICHNsT Ha CETOJHSLIHUN JIeHb B OCHOBHOM COCPEIOTOYCHBI Ha TOJSPHBIX Kei-
cax: omeparnusix Mexay om3HecoM U KiaueHTamMu (b2c-mmaTdopMbl, HaIIpUMEp Kapie-
PHHT) MM HU30BBIX CO00IIeCTBaX, MPAKTUKYIOLINX aJIbTEPHATHBEI PHIHOYHOMY OOMEHY.
UccnenoBanusi 00beIMHEHBI TPEIOIOKEHUEM, YTO 3TH OpraHU3alMH OyJIyT T'€HEepH-
pOBaTh CONMAIBHBIN KamuTall. B 3TO# cTarke aBTOp CTPEMHUTCS MTPOBEPHUTH TUTIOTERY U
UCCIIeIOBaTh, SIBISIOTCS JIM He(hOpMaJIbHbIE CETH, HOPMBI B3aUMHOCTH U IOBEPHS, KOTO-
pBIe TOOHIPAIOTCS cpeau uieHoB banka BpeMeHu, pakTopaMu, 0ObSICHAIOINMH yCTOM-
YUBOCTBH ATOH aCcCOIMAIINH.

OMIUpHYECcKyro 0a3y pabOThl COCTABISIOT 22 UHTEPBBIO, 3AMMMCAHHBIX HA JIUKTO-
(hoH u TpaHCKpHOUPOBaHHKIX verbatim. Beribopka B cirydae HHTEPBBIO TeTEpOTreHHA, BHI-
CTPOCHA 10 NPUHLUIY MaKCUMaJIbHOH BapHallii YYaCTHUKOB MO YPOBHIO BOBJICYEHHO-
CTH (aKTUBHBIC YYACTHUKH U HOBHYKH, & TAK)KE OPTaHU3aTOPBI: TUPEKTOP U METOJHUCT
HIDKeropojckoro banka BpeMeHH, KOOPAMHATOPHI, BBITIOIHATONINE ()YHKIIHIO TIOCPEIHHU-
KOB). JlOTIOTHUTENbHBIM HCTOYHMKOM JIAaHHBIX CITY’KaT HHTEPBBIO C SKCIIEPTOM I10 CO37a-
HUIO JIOKAJIbHBIX BAJTIOT, a Takke nHTepBbhio B CMU ¢ mepBbiM noneuntenem banka Bpe-
MeHH. PekpyTrHT HHQOpPMaHTOB MPOBOAMIICS Yepe3 BeO-callT baHka BpeMeHH, a TakKke
10 IPUHLIUITY «CHEKHOTO KOMay — ABMYKCHUEM 10 CETH COLIMAIBHBIX KOHTAKTOB YWICHOB
banka Bpemenu. B mHTepBhIO UCTIONB3YETCS Tai1 cBOOOaHON (hopMbl. OcOOCHHOE BHU-
MaHHe YIEIIOCh CleyoIuM HapparueaM: (1) conmanbHo-eMorpaguueckuM xapax-
TEPUCTUKAM aKTOPOB M CTPYKTYPE MX COLMAIBHOIO KanmuTana; (2) XxapakTepuCTHKE pe-
KUMa 0OMeHa yciayraMu (00beMy, HalpaBIEHHOCTH, perepTyapy yCIIyT, COOTHOIICHUTO
¢ podeccHOHANBHON JEATENBHOCTRIO U APYTHMH cepamu KU3HH); (3) HEeHHOCTHOMY
HabOPy U MHPOBO33PEHUYECKIM YCTaHOBKAM (3raluTapu3My, albTPyHU3My, CIIpaBe [ InBO-
cTH); (4) crereHu 0000IIEHHOTO JOBEPHSL.
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Pesynbrarel mokaszanay, 4TO YYAaCTHUKM baHKa BPEMEHU HE CKJIOHHBI CO3/1aBaTh
MPOYHBIC U YCTOWYMBBIC OTHOIICHHSI BHE PaMOK 0OMeHa. B cTarbe BhIIBUTACTCS CIICAY-
fo1as OObSCHUTENIbHAS THIIOTE3a: KAIbKYISTUBHOCTh YYaCTHUKOB, PHIHOYHAS OICHKA
«AraJInTapHOTO» OOMEHa yCJIyraMu M OJHOCTOPOHHEE OTHOIIECHHE K OOMEHY BCTyIa-
IOT B KOH(IIUKT CO CTPEMIICHUEM K CO3/1aHuI0 coodbinectsa tuna Gemeinschaft ¢ cub-
HOM B3aMMO3aBUCHUMOCTBHIO, OCHOBAaHHOM Ha HOpMax B3aMMHOCTH. B To ke Bpems 3Ta
accoluaiysi He 00eCIeurnBaeT yCJIOBHM JJIi BOSHUKHOBEHUSI O0OOIICHHOIO JOBEPHSL.
CrpeMsich BOCCO3/IaTh TECHO CBS3aHHOE COOOIIECTBO, HO OTBEUAIOIIEE MOTPEOHOCTIM
K(POBOI FTOXH, OPraHU3aAIUs CTOJIKHYIIACH C TEXHOIMECCUMU3MOM YUYaCTHUKOB, HE IO~
TOBBIX HCITIOJIb30BATh TUIAT(OPMEHHBIC MEXaHU3MbI CO3/IaHUS PEITy TAIlUU.

IToMuMoO paccMaTpuUBaEcMOro Ciaydasi, HCCIACIOBAHHE TECOPETHU3UPYET PUTOPHUKY
U peajbHOCTh SKOHOMHKH COBMECTHOTO MCIOJIb30BaHHUs, 0000Ias OCHOBAHUS OXHJIa-
HUI CO3MaHUs COIMATILHOTO KAUTANa, U O0BSICHSET, TOYEMY ONPEICICHHbBIC 0K IaHUS
HE MOT'YT OBITh BBIIIOJHEHBI.

KiamoueBble cioBa: banku BPEMCHU, DKOHOMUHKA COBMECTHOTO HOTpCGJIeHI/ISI, HCKOM-
MCpPYCCKUEC accolimanuu, COI_II/IaJII)HLIﬁ KamnuTalj, 10BEpUuc, noCpeaAHNICCTBO
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