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Abstract: 
Previous historical attempts to democratize the economic sphere have systematically failed due to the absence of an appropriate financial architecture, while monetary and financial reforms lacking a democratic ownership structure have likewise failed to ensure long-term macroeconomic stability. This presentation breaks through this analytical impasse by introducing cooperativism—a comprehensive, closed systemic model that explicitly integrates radical monetary reform with the foundational principles of economic democracy. 
In this talk, I will specifically address and deliver concrete solutions to the major, historically unresolved challenges of implementing a state-issued, interest-free currency. Chief among these is the heavily debated problem of a potential shortage of funds for long-term investment. I will demonstrate how the model of cooperativism effectively resolves this bottleneck through a two-fold architectural design. First, by proposing a structurally closed economic system, the model maximizes the elimination of capital leakage and ensures the efficient, continuous recycling of financial resources directly within the productive economy. Second, I will outline the expected fundamental structural changes the model introduces to the real estate market, which systematically compress the aggregate demand for long-term speculative credit. 
Ultimately, this presentation outlines a novel macroeconomic framework that directly combines sovereign money creation with the principles of co-ownership and strict individual responsibility. Moving away from purely utopian or abstract models, this study utilizes a rigorous historical-comparative method, synthesizing institutional theory with empirical experience. Attendees will be presented with a logically consistent, realistic roadmap for systemic economic transformation capable of securing both long-term stability and genuine equity. 


1. Why Cooperativism? – The Systemic Problem
Contemporary economies face structural challenges that question the capacity of established economic models to provide long-term stability, equitable resource distribution, and sustainable development. Modern capitalism has generated substantial technological and productivity growth, but has also been associated with recurrent financial instability, rising indebtedness, concentration of wealth and economic power, and persistent inequality (Minsky, 1986; Piketty, 2015; Stiglitz, 2019). Historical socialist economies, by contrast, constrained private wealth concentration and achieved relatively high employment and financial stability, but suffered from central planning, weak incentives, limited political democracy, and inefficient resource allocation (Kornai, 1992; Ellman, 2014).
Cooperativism starts from the proposition that some persistent economic problems cannot be adequately addressed through corrective policies alone if their causes are embedded in the institutional architecture of the economic system (Jurčišin, 2015, 2024). Regulation, redistribution, welfare policies, and stronger labour protection can moderate undesirable outcomes, but they do not necessarily alter the mechanisms through which money, ownership, and economic power are structured.
The objective is not to abolish markets or return to central planning, but to modify the institutional conditions under which markets operate. Cooperativism seeks to preserve competition, individual motivation, personal responsibility, and decentralized market coordination while reducing structural concentrations of economic power and strengthening monetary stability. Its principal objectives are to improve the allocation of resources toward productive contributors, democratize economic decision-making, and strengthen the relationship between contribution, responsibility, and reward (Jurčišin, 2025).
The proposed architecture rests on two mutually reinforcing pillars. The first is a state-issued, interest-free currency, separating money creation from commercial bank lending and reducing dependence on continuous credit expansion. This builds on the broader sovereign-money tradition associated with Fisher (1936), Huber and Robertson (2000), Benes and Kumhof (2012), and Huber (2017).
The second pillar is economic democracy, implemented primarily through cooperative and related forms of democratic ownership. Cooperatives combine ownership, participation, and personal responsibility, particularly through the principle of one member, one vote. Existing cooperative systems demonstrate that such structures can operate within competitive market economies (Restakis, 2010; Cheney et al., 2014; Birchall, 2013).
The distinctive proposition of Cooperativism is that these two dimensions should not be treated independently. Monetary reform without broader economic democracy may preserve concentrated ownership and resource extraction, while democratic ownership operating within a debt-dependent monetary system remains exposed to existing financial pressures. Cooperativism therefore hypothesizes that monetary sovereignty and economic democracy can function as mutually reinforcing institutional mechanisms (Jurčišin, 2025).
Cooperativism should consequently be understood not as an attempt to construct an economy outside the market, but as a proposal to redesign some of the institutional foundations of the market economy itself. The central research question is whether combining sovereign monetary issuance with substantially more democratic ownership can improve macroeconomic stability, economic democracy, and productive performance while preserving competition, motivation, and market coordination.

2. First Pillar – State-Issued, Interest-Free Currency
The first pillar of Cooperativism is a state-issued, interest-free currency designed to separate money creation from commercial bank lending and reduce the structural dependence of the economy on continuous credit expansion. The proposal builds on the historical evolution of monetary systems and on a long tradition of sovereign-money reform.
Monetary systems have undergone several fundamental transformations. Early monetary arrangements were predominantly based on precious metals, particularly gold, whose limited supply and physical properties contributed to long-term monetary stability. Gold was gradually supplemented and replaced by paper currencies backed by metallic reserves, while the development of banking introduced increasingly sophisticated forms of credit creation. Fractional-reserve banking emerged within this process, allowing banks to provide loans in excess of their immediately available reserves. Although this mechanism significantly increased the flexibility of the financial system, it also introduced an inherent vulnerability: banks could not simultaneously satisfy all depositors if confidence in the system collapsed (Eichengreen, 1996; Mishkin, 2019).
The twentieth century gradually transformed this arrangement into the modern fiat monetary system. The decisive step occurred in 1971, when the United States terminated the convertibility of the dollar into gold, completing the transition toward currencies without direct commodity backing (Eichengreen, 1996). In the contemporary system, commercial banks play a central role in creating money through lending. Consequently, a substantial part of the money supply enters circulation together with corresponding debt obligations.
This mechanism provides monetary flexibility, but it also creates a close relationship between economic activity and credit expansion. If governments, firms, or households significantly reduce borrowing, monetary and financial conditions can tighten unless borrowing expands elsewhere. Over time, this may contribute to increasing public and private indebtedness and to financial cycles in which periods of credit expansion are followed by instability and deleveraging (Minsky, 1986; Keen, 2017; Wray, 2012). The global financial crisis of 2007–2008 demonstrated the systemic vulnerability of highly leveraged financial systems and required unprecedented interventions by central banks and governments to prevent wider financial collapse (Bernanke, 2015; Mishkin, 2019).
Inflation represents another relevant dimension. Historical evidence cited in the underlying analysis indicates substantially lower average inflation during several periods based on metallic or gold-backed currencies than during the post-1971 fiat-money period. However, this should not be interpreted as an argument for returning to the gold standard. Commodity-based monetary systems imposed important constraints on monetary flexibility and did not eliminate banking crises or financial instability. The relevant question is therefore whether the relative monetary stability associated with constrained money creation can be combined with the flexibility required by a modern growing economy.
From this perspective, the experience of historical socialist economies provides an important, although controversial, reference point. These economies operated with state-issued monetary systems, administratively controlled credit, and strongly constrained financial speculation. For several decades, they experienced virtually no conventional banking panics or systemic failures of financial institutions comparable to those periodically observed in capitalist economies (Kornai, 1992; Ellman, 2014; Reinhart and Rogoff, 2009). Financial resources were also less exposed to several forms of leakage associated with private rent extraction, speculative capital flows, and offshore capital transfers.
This experience nevertheless cannot be separated from the fundamental weaknesses of socialist economic organization. Central planning weakened market signals and economic incentives, while political centralization, insufficient personal responsibility, and limited adaptability contributed to inefficient resource allocation and technological stagnation (Kornai, 1992; Ellman, 2014). Cooperativism therefore does not propose the restoration of the socialist economic system. Instead, it asks whether some of its monetary stability can be reproduced within an open, democratic, and competitive market economy.
This question is not unique to Cooperativism. Proposals to separate money creation from private bank lending have a long intellectual history. One of the most influential was the Chicago Plan, developed during the Great Depression and associated particularly with Irving Fisher (1936). The proposal sought to establish full control over money creation and substantially reduce the ability of commercial banks to create money through credit expansion. Similar principles were later developed by Huber and Robertson (2000), who proposed a sovereign-money architecture adapted to modern electronic monetary systems.
The idea received renewed attention following the global financial crisis. Benes and Kumhof (2012), in an IMF working paper revisiting the Chicago Plan, modelled a monetary architecture based on much stronger public control over money creation and concluded that such a reform could potentially reduce both private and public debt while improving macroeconomic stability. Related proposals were subsequently developed by Positive Money in the United Kingdom, particularly through the work of Jackson and Dyson (2013), while Joseph Huber further developed the theoretical foundations of sovereign money (Huber, 2017).
Two important attempts to move the debate from theory toward public policy occurred in Iceland and Switzerland. Following the severe consequences of the 2008 financial crisis, Iceland considered a proposal to transfer money creation more directly to the central bank (Sigurjónsson, 2015). The proposal ultimately did not proceed to implementation, partly because of political caution and concerns regarding uncertainty and capital flight in a small open economy.
The most extensive public debate occurred in Switzerland through the 2018 Vollgeld referendum. The initiative proposed prohibiting commercial banks from creating money through lending and transferring exclusive control over monetary creation to the Swiss National Bank. Although the proposal was rejected, the debate was important because it exposed several practical and macroeconomic questions that any sovereign-money reform must address.
Within Cooperativism, the proposed monetary architecture follows the same general sovereign-money principle but forms part of a broader institutional system. Currency would be issued exclusively by the state and introduced into circulation interest-free through public expenditure, with its quantity adjusted to developments in the real economy. Commercial banks would cease to function as creators of new money and would instead primarily operate as intermediaries between savers and investors. Transaction accounts would be protected within the monetary architecture, reducing the possibility that the failure of an individual commercial bank could threaten depositors or destabilize the wider payment system (Huber and Robertson, 2000; Jurčišin, 2015, 2024).
The objective is therefore not simply monetary nationalization and certainly not a return to central planning. It is to establish sovereign money within a market economy. The state would control the creation of the currency, while decisions concerning production, consumption, investment, competition, and the allocation of most economic resources would remain decentralized and market-based.
This distinction is essential. Cooperativism attempts to combine the monetary stability potentially associated with sovereign issuance with the mechanisms that historical socialist systems were unable to preserve effectively: market competition, individual motivation, decentralized decision-making, personal responsibility, and political democracy.
However, sovereign money creates an important unresolved question. If commercial banks can no longer create new money through lending, where will sufficient long-term investment capital come from? This issue became one of the central objections raised during the Swiss Vollgeld debate and represents a critical test for any proposal seeking to replace fractional-reserve money creation. Cooperativism argues that this problem cannot be solved through monetary reform alone. Its solution requires the second pillar of the model—economic democracy and the transformation of ownership structures—which is examined in the following section.

3. Second Pillar – Economic Democracy and Cooperatives
The second pillar of Cooperativism concerns the democratization of economic ownership and decision-making. A central problem of contemporary capitalism is the concentration of ownership and economic power. As wealth becomes increasingly concentrated, economic inequality can also translate into unequal decision-making power and political influence (Piketty, 2015, 2019).
This raises a broader question about the relationship between political and economic democracy. Political democracy provides citizens with formal mechanisms of participation in public decision-making, while comparable democratic principles remain much less developed within the economic sphere. Individuals may therefore possess equal political rights while operating within economic institutions characterized by highly unequal ownership and decision-making power.
Economic democracy can take different institutional forms, including employee ownership, codetermination, profit sharing, mutual enterprises, and worker cooperatives. Cooperativism focuses particularly on cooperatives because they combine three important elements: ownership, democratic participation, and personal responsibility. In contrast to conventional shareholder corporations, where voting power generally follows capital ownership, cooperatives can operate according to the principle of one member, one vote.
This structure does not eliminate market discipline or individual responsibility. Cooperative members participate in ownership and decision-making while also bearing the economic consequences of those decisions. Cooperativism therefore understands cooperative ownership as a mechanism for combining economic democracy with responsibility, motivation, and market competition.
Importantly, cooperatives are not merely a theoretical alternative. Existing examples demonstrate that democratic ownership can operate successfully within competitive market economies. The Mondragón Cooperative Corporation in Spain has developed into a large network of enterprises operating across several sectors (Whyte & Whyte, 1991; Cheney et al., 2014). Strong cooperative sectors have also developed in Emilia-Romagna and Québec, while German codetermination demonstrates that elements of employee participation can also be incorporated into conventional corporate structures (Restakis, 2010).
Empirical research further indicates that worker participation and cooperative ownership are not necessarily associated with lower efficiency. Studies report competitive performance and, under appropriate institutional conditions, positive effects on productivity, employment stability, and organizational resilience (Dow, 2003; Pérotin, 2016).
For Cooperativism, however, the importance of cooperatives extends beyond firm-level performance. Broader ownership can reduce the concentration of economic power, while retained profits and cooperative financial institutions can keep a greater proportion of economic resources within the productive cycle.
At the same time, economic democracy alone is insufficient. Cooperatives operating within a conventional credit-based monetary system remain exposed to existing debt dynamics and financial instability. Conversely, sovereign monetary reform without changes in ownership may leave the concentration of economic resources largely unchanged.
The central proposition of Cooperativism is therefore that the two pillars must operate together. Its systemic contribution lies not in sovereign money or cooperative ownership considered separately, but in their interaction.
4. Why the Two Pillars Must Work Together
The central contribution of Cooperativism lies not in either of its two pillars considered separately, but in their institutional interdependence. Proposals for economic democracy and proposals for sovereign monetary reform have existed for decades, but they have generally developed as separate traditions. Cooperativism argues that this separation represents an important limitation. Monetary reform without changes in ownership may leave the concentration of economic resources largely intact, while economic democracy operating within the existing debt-based monetary architecture remains exposed to many of the financial pressures and resource leakages characteristic of contemporary capitalism.
This distinction can be illustrated by comparison with previous models of economic democracy. Schweickart's model, for example, combines worker-managed enterprises with democratic mechanisms for investment (Schweickart, 2011). However, such approaches do not integrate a comprehensive transformation of money creation with democratic ownership. Cooperativism therefore treats monetary reform not as an additional policy instrument, but as a necessary component of a broader transformation of economic ownership and power.
The opposite problem applies to sovereign-money reform implemented without economic democracy. Transferring money creation from commercial banks to a public monetary authority may constrain credit-driven monetary expansion and strengthen control over the money supply. However, this does not automatically alter the ownership of productive assets or the distribution of economic power. Profits and financial returns may continue to accumulate within concentrated ownership structures. From the perspective of Cooperativism, monetary sovereignty therefore needs to be accompanied by institutional arrangements that broaden ownership and recycle a greater proportion of economic resources within the productive economy.
The Vollgeld Problem: Financing Long-Term Investment
The interaction between the two pillars becomes particularly important when considering one of the principal objections raised against the Swiss Vollgeld initiative of 2018. Vollgeld proposed prohibiting commercial banks from creating money through lending and transferring exclusive authority over money creation to the Swiss National Bank. One of the most important objections concerned the availability of long-term investment capital:
Where would long-term investment capital come from if commercial banks could no longer create money through lending?
Under a sovereign-money architecture, banks would principally lend resources previously obtained from savers rather than simultaneously creating new deposits when loans were issued. Long-term lending would therefore become more dependent on available savings and investment resources. Critics consequently argued that restricting commercial bank money creation could produce shortages of long-term financing, potentially constraining investment and economic growth. 
Cooperativism attempts to address this problem through several mutually reinforcing mechanisms.
First, profits are recycled within the system. Cooperative enterprises can retain part of their earnings for future investment, while profits generated by cooperative financial institutions can remain within the broader cooperative and productive network rather than being extracted primarily for external shareholders. This can contribute to the gradual creation of long-term reserves and investment funds. The accumulation of investment resources therefore becomes less dependent on continuous creation of new bank credit. 
Second, the model does not necessarily require the complete elimination of maturity transformation. Regulatory coefficients could permit banks to allocate a defined proportion of available resources to long-term lending even where these resources are not fully matched by deposits of equivalent maturity. The appropriate parameters would need to be determined empirically and subjected to macroeconomic and financial stability testing. The objective is to preserve sufficient flexibility for long-term financing without recreating unrestricted credit expansion and the associated liquidity risks. 
Third, cooperative banks constitute an important component of the architecture. Unlike conventional shareholder-owned financial institutions, cooperative banks can recycle returns from lending and investment back into the economic system. Cooperativism therefore extends monetary reform beyond the mechanism of money creation to the ownership structure of financial institutions themselves. This is intended to create a more closed monetary-financial cycle and reduce the leakage of financial returns into concentrated private wealth. 
Fourth, the state performs a stabilizing role, particularly during the transition toward the new system. Public stabilization funds could address temporary financing shortages or localized business failures without requiring unlimited monetary expansion. This does not imply permanent protection of inefficient enterprises. Economically unviable cooperatives would still be allowed to fail, preserving market selection and avoiding the soft budget constraints associated with historical socialist economies. 
Together, these mechanisms address the supply side of the long-term financing problem. However, Cooperativism introduces an additional argument that was less prominent in the Vollgeld debate: the relevant question is not only how much long-term capital can be supplied, but also how much long-term private credit would actually be required under the new institutional architecture.
Housing and the Demand for Long-Term Credit
Housing is particularly important because residential mortgage lending constitutes one of the largest components of private-sector credit in advanced economies. The framework draws on evidence that mortgages account for approximately 45–75% of private-sector credit, together with research documenting a substantial deterioration in housing affordability in many post-socialist economies and literature linking credit expansion to real-estate price dynamics (Hegedüs, 2009, 2020; Jordà et al., 2014; Borio, 2014). Given the absence of harmonised historical measures of housing affordability, the analysis adopts a deliberately conservative scenario in which housing affordability improves by a factor of three to four relative to current conditions. This is used as a calibration assumption rather than as an empirically observed historical ratio. 
The potential effect on aggregate private-credit demand can be expressed using the following analytical approximation:
p = 100 × s × (1 − 1/k)
where:
p = estimated percentage reduction in required private credit,
s = assumed share of residential mortgage lending in total private-sector credit,
k = assumed housing-affordability improvement factor.
The framework uses:
0.45 ≤ s ≤ 0.75
and
3 ≤ k ≤ 4
For the lower-bound scenario:
s = 0.45
k = 3
we obtain:
p = 100 × 0.45 × (1 − 1/3)
p = 45 × 0.667
p ≈ 30%
For the upper-bound scenario:
s = 0.75
k = 4
we obtain:
p = 100 × 0.75 × (1 − 1/4)
p = 75 × 0.75
p = 56.25%
The resulting scenario therefore indicates an approximate 30–55% reduction in aggregate private-credit demand. Since mortgage lending is predominantly long-term, the corresponding reduction in the demand for long-term private financing could be even larger. 
An intermediate scenario illustrates the mechanism. If residential mortgages represent 60% of private-sector credit and housing affordability improves by a factor of three:
p = 100 × 0.60 × (1 − 1/3) = 40%
If the affordability factor increases to four:
p = 100 × 0.60 × (1 − 1/4) = 45%
These calculations should be interpreted strictly as scenario calibrations rather than empirical forecasts. They do not imply that the introduction of Cooperativism would automatically reduce private-credit demand by 30–55%. Rather, they illustrate the potential magnitude of one transmission mechanism under deliberately conservative assumptions. The actual effect would have to be determined through empirical calibration, sensitivity analysis, and simulation.
The mechanism nevertheless has a theoretical and empirical basis. Research on post-socialist housing systems documents a substantial deterioration in housing affordability following the transition toward market-based housing finance (Hegedüs, 2009, 2020). At the same time, the sovereign-money and financial-cycle literature suggests that limiting money creation through commercial-bank lending may reduce speculative credit expansion and mitigate asset-price inflation, particularly in real-estate markets (Fisher, 1936; Benes & Kumhof, 2012; Borio, 2014; Huber, 2017; Jackson & Dyson, 2013). 
An additional supporting consideration is long-term labour-productivity growth. Under otherwise unchanged institutional conditions, productivity improvements would normally be expected to contribute to greater affordability of basic goods and services. The scenario therefore combines several complementary sources of evidence rather than relying on a single historical benchmark. 
This demand-side mechanism changes the interpretation of the Vollgeld objection. If a different monetary and institutional architecture substantially reduces the amount of credit required for housing, a sovereign-money system would not necessarily need to reproduce the existing volume of private credit. The long-term financing problem can therefore be approached from two directions simultaneously: reducing structurally elevated credit demand and increasing the recycling of existing financial resources into productive investment.
The Systemic Interaction of the Two Pillars
This brings the analysis back to the central hypothesis of Cooperativism. Monetary reform alone is insufficient because changing the mechanism of money creation does not automatically transform the ownership and distribution of economic resources. Economic democracy alone is also insufficient because democratic enterprises remain embedded in the existing monetary and financial architecture.
The two pillars are therefore designed to reinforce one another.
Sovereign money may constrain speculative credit creation and reduce dependence on continuous debt expansion. Cooperative and democratic ownership may, in turn, retain a larger proportion of economic surpluses within the productive economy. Empirical evidence indicates that worker cooperatives retain substantial proportions of profits within firms and show no systematic tendency toward underinvestment; comparative studies report investment rates comparable to or higher than those of conventional firms in several sectors (Pérotin, 2015; Zevi, 2005). 
This creates the second side of the long-term financing mechanism. Lower housing-related credit demand reduces the amount of financing that must be provided, while profit recycling, retained earnings, long-term investment funds, and regulated maturity transformation increase the resources available for productive investment. The framework subsequently treats long-term investment funds and limited maturity transformation as mechanisms whose parameters must be determined through stress testing and simulation rather than fixed in advance. 
The central proposition is therefore not that sovereign money or cooperative ownership is sufficient independently. Rather, Cooperativism hypothesizes that their interaction may create a more internally consistent financial architecture: monetary reform reduces dependence on debt-based money creation, while democratic ownership and profit recycling help generate investment resources within the economy itself.
Whether this interaction actually produces the expected effects on credit demand, investment capacity, financial stability, and broader macroeconomic performance remains an empirical question. These mechanisms are therefore treated as hypotheses to be evaluated through the subsequent testing framework rather than as predetermined outcomes.

5. Macroeconomic Implications, Testing and Conclusion
The institutional architecture of Cooperativism has broader implications for interest-rate formation, debt dynamics, inflation, employment, financial stability, productivity, and the distribution of economic power. These outcomes should not be treated as predetermined consequences of the model, but as hypotheses requiring systematic testing.
One expected effect concerns the formation of a more market-based interest rate. In the proposed sovereign-money architecture, commercial banks would primarily intermediate existing financial resources rather than create new money through lending. Interest rates could therefore reflect more directly the relationship between savings and productive investment demand. The integration of cooperative banks is intended to strengthen competition and reduce the risk of cartel-like behaviour in financial markets (Fisher, 1936; Benes and Kumhof, 2012; Huber, 2017).
A second implication concerns debt accumulation and macroeconomic stability. By separating money creation from bank lending, economic expansion would no longer require the same degree of continuous credit expansion. Debt would remain an important economic instrument, but the monetary system itself would become less structurally dependent on rising indebtedness. Sovereign-money proposals have also been associated with lower inflationary pressures and greater financial stability, although these effects depend on the institutional design and discipline of monetary issuance (Huber and Robertson, 2000; Jackson and Dyson, 2013). The broader ambition is to create conditions compatible with high employment and long-term macroeconomic stability.
The model is also connected to the broader concept of Macroeconomic Democracy. This concept extends economic democracy beyond individual enterprises and examines the institutional organization of the economy as a whole. It focuses on the extent to which economic positions, rewards, and decision-making power are shaped by productive contribution, responsibility, participation, and accountability rather than inherited privilege, concentrated ownership, or protected economic power. Within the developing framework, Macroeconomic Democracy is treated as a measurable institutional characteristic linking ownership structures, governance, productivity, inequality, and the long-term relationship between the rate of return on capital and economic growth.
The research programme is explicitly interdisciplinary, combining macroeconomics with group psychology and behavioural analysis. The objective is to investigate how institutional structures influence not only financial and economic outcomes, but also behaviour within organizations. Mechanisms such as ostracism, interpretive dominance, feedback suppression, cooperation, and concentration of power may influence organizational efficiency and productivity. These behavioural mechanisms are therefore treated as testable components rather than as assumptions.
The next stage of the project is systematic testing through an integrated methodological framework. The framework combines Stock-Flow Consistent modelling, institutional modelling, Agent-Based Modelling, stability and resilience analysis, and behavioural modelling. SFC models are used to evaluate monetary flows, sectoral balances, debt dynamics, and investment financing. Institutional modelling examines the effects of alternative ownership and governance structures. ABM allows heterogeneous agents to interact under different institutional conditions, while stress testing is used to identify stability boundaries in areas such as liquidity management, investment financing, reserve requirements, profit recycling, and maturity transformation.
The methodological architecture is deliberately modular. Individual components can be developed and validated separately before being integrated into a broader testing environment. The objective is not only to evaluate Cooperativism, but also to create a transferable framework for comparing alternative macroeconomic architectures under consistent and reproducible conditions.
Cooperativism should therefore not be presented as a finished or proven economic system. It is more appropriately understood as a systemic hypothesis about an alternative macroeconomic architecture. Its central proposition is that sovereign monetary issuance and economic democracy may generate more stable and productive outcomes when implemented together than when either is introduced separately.
The decisive question is therefore empirical: whether the proposed interaction between monetary reform, democratic ownership, market competition, and behavioural mechanisms actually produces the expected effects on stability, debt, productivity, inequality, and economic resilience.
Cooperativism is therefore not presented as a proven alternative, but as a systemic architecture that can now be systematically tested.
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