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In order to capture the specific nature of the Polish “road to democracy,” we shall identify what we believe to we the most important factors, which are impeding and delaying the transformation of the institutional and axiological order. In accordance with the logic of analysis presented earlier1 – and notwithstanding the inevitable simplifications – we shall:


1) analyse the difficulties involved in the construction of a democratic state;


2) discuss problems associated with relations between society and state;


3)  interpret the limits to the formations of a self-organising society.





The State and its Set-Backs





The implementation of new systemic principles and organisational solutions is not without its obstacles and limitations. At the state level, pluralization is accompanied by processes conductive to the perception of transformation solely in terms of total chaos.


�
The difficulties confronting the new state are rooted in both faulty institutional solutions within the state structure and distorted relationships within society. These difficulties are attributable first and foremost to the ideological assumptions and practical solutions associated with the initial attempts to construct a democratic-liberal state. One of the contributory factors is the contesting version of democracy and market economy, which figure, in public discourse. The most serious clash is between democratic liberal and social-democratic doctrines and programmes for social reform. These ideological arguments are presented before the general public in ways, which explain little and only complicate still further already difficult processes of economic and political reform.


The political elites have not yet negotiated and achieved, via mutual compromise, any generally accepted conceptions of the political and economic systems. They disagree as to what procedure to follow in designing the future constitution and how society is to participate in its preparation. They continue to dispute what systemic assumptions can and should transcend their narrower party interests – because no consensus has been reached in the concept of reasons of state, the fundamental assumptions of budget policy, basic economic and political priorities, or the general outline of the future. The elites have yet to agree the relations between citizens and the democratic state, between society and nation and between church, state and society. Because of this, the basic principles, which model and regulate the political life is unclear, hazy and internally inconsistent.


Above all, there is no agreement between the political elites themselves as to basic political and economic strategies. The elites are quarrelling about the constitution, the mode of decommunization, the basic assumptions of legal order, the basic of privatisation programmes, and strategies and tactics for suppression of the socialist welfare state.


Nor is their consensus between the elites and society with regard to basic principles and important institutional solutions. Disputes focus in particular on the degree of state interventionism in the production and (re)distribution of goods, the tempo and range of privatisation and reprivatization, and the objectives of state economic policy. Indeed, it is hard to find even the beginning of consensus. 


Another controversial issue, both for the elites and for society, is the appropriate relationship between to state and citizens’ initiatives. Many members of the new political elite are still trying to break the strong ties between the state and society and in this they are frequently repeating their earlier political behaviour in the 1970s and 80s when they belonged to illegal groups in opposition and everything they did was in opposition to the state.


�
The new state institutions, which refer to democratic procedures, and attempt to apply them, still have not established stable rules for “day-to-day democracy”. Channels of communication remain inadequate. Deficiencies in communication, or sometimes even just slight interference with it, generate and fortify the opposition between the interests of the state and the basic interests of larger segments of society as represented by parties and trade unions. Conflicts between the state on the one hand and various institutions representing the interests of the working-class and the peasants on the other are of particular importance here. Members of these classes and their political leaders often believe that both government and parliament do not reflect their political and economic interests clearly enough. Instead of engaging in legal negotiations, they prefer mass protests. They go on strike, organise street demonstrations, occupy public buildings, block roads, etc. In other words, they defend their sectional interests using means traditionally associated with social minorities oppressed by society and state2.


The difficulties involved in the design and realisation of a new order can be exceptionally clearly seen in the legal sphere. Here the difficulties are so manifold and so severe that the current state of the law is often diagnosed as ‘legislative chaos’, and the reactions of society to the legal system – the fundamental instrument connecting the state to its citizens – manifest themselves in disrespect for the law or, at best, a strictly instrumental approach to it in which individuals respect what suits them and ignore the rest.


Legislation cannot catch-up with the rapidly changing new structures and functions of the state. Many novel economic and political phenomena demand legislation where the People’s Republic had none, and where reversion to the legal codes in force prior to 1939 is a quite inadequate solution. (Much of the legislation in the economic sphere is based on pre-war banking and commercial statutes.


The above-mentioned phenomena can be attributed not only to the tendency towards petrifaction and resistance to change characteristic of all large political and economical organisational structures; they also spring from the nature of the new political elites at the national and local levels – these elites are recruited mainly from the previous opposition and are relatively inexperienced in such matters as managing the economy and the country or preparing efficient legislation. In other words, the prevalence of charismatic-missionary elites of dissident provenance over rational-legal elites is leading to even, greater deficiencies in the co-ordination of state management3.


This process is further reinforced by ordinary people who, due to their day-to-day experience with the state administration, trust neither the elites’ competence nor the efficiency of their organisational structures. Surrounded by faulty organisation, they have no satisfactory models for civic and organisational initiatives of their own. In the confusion, the state begins to force its own visions of the active society on to local communities.


Much disturbance is also to be found in the relations between local communities and state institutions; it is manifest at all levels. This can be seen in the difficulties, which confront local self-governments when they want to gain something for their local communities or for their higher administration. Many local communities frequently come up against various stumbling blocks erected by the authorities, who want either to introduce top-down reforms prepared too quickly or to block bottom-up initiatives.


�
This state of affairs is facilitated by the existing structure of regional administration, which is the result of many socialist reforms. This inherited structure acts like a tight corset restricting bottom-up local economic, cultural, educational and political initiatives, which do not fit ideologically or practically into the extant territorial divisions.


Many of these difficulties at the state level are reinforced by the current state of social awareness which is rooted in the previous collective experience with para-democratic institutions, designed and enforced by the socialist regime. Many of the social groups, which have an important role to play in the process of systemic transformation find these quasi-democratic state structures to be greatly, sometimes totally, disorganised and inefficient.


In our discussion of the difficulties accompanying the development of a multi-party political system we cannot fail to mention the rather low quality of the new political elite caused by its so-called institutional nomadism4. Quite frequently the members of the new political elite approach the creation and transformation of state institutions not from the point of view of what is good for these institutions but from the point of view of their own personal aspirations or the expectations of their own parties. Their activities are not focused on the maintenance and perfection of the new or transformed organisational structures and projects. On the contrary, once they have achieved their personal goals, they quit these institutions and move on somewhere else to continue their specific acts of destruction and disorganisation. The leave their local associations and regional administrations to go on to the ministries and then, from there, to parliament, the government, the presidency, frequently changing their political affiliations as they go, but never improving their organisational competence. In so doing, they harm the new state and the nation; they are neither good architects – they have not designed a good constitution, nor good constructors – they are helping neither the state nor the citizens build political and civil democracy.


Relations between the state and its citizens are fraught with difficulties as far as the development of democracy is concerned. The following situations contribute to the many limitations, which we have already discussed more fully before:


�
1) The central administration is designing independently, and “unaided” by society, the general principles of a new pluralist social order, including not only a general vision of civil and political society but also specific practical solutions to be imposed at the local level.


2) The state administration, mainly at the local level, is limiting or even blocking specific forms of co-operation between local authorities and members of the local community. (After 1989, it was frequently the case that in a specific village or housing estate two or more rival parties were unable to reach any agreement as to the construction of a new road, which everybody needed).





Self-Organising Society and its Stumbling Blocks





The change of political order which took place in 1989 – largely due to collective civil action – crated a fair number of institutional prerequisites enabling society to regain its sense of agency5. However, society has not taken full advantage of these prerequisites. The state has stopped its extensive adoption of various organisational solutions “in the name of society”; it has also given up widespread control of “state-independent” institutions. Society, however, has not yet filled this “space for civil activity” with unions and associations independent of the state. 


�
In recent years, the Polish society has, for many complex reasons, been relatively uncreative and passive. It is hard to find examples of any large-scale participation by either individuals or larger groups in non-governmental organisations. Citizens’ social activity is generally limited to the private domain of the family or small social group (Staszy_ska 1984). People are rarely involved in any individual activity on the public plane; what involvement there is, mainly restricted to public protests and immediate interventions intended to exert strong pressure on the authorities6. Numerous surveys have revealed that the citizens of this country are passive7. The latter seek individual support form institutions whose job is to intervene with the state on their behalf, but they are disinclined to act for themselves collectively in institutions of their own, dedicated to citizen protection and the improvement in living standards. Collective activity, which contributes even more to education in democracy than individual activity, is rather low. Group identities of the civic type are still relatively undeveloped; very few people participate in various types of civic organisations and movements8.


There are many reasons for the low level of participation in public life in Poland. One of the most serious impediments to the formation of new civil involvement is the pattern of civil activity conveyed by Socialist propaganda. Society is still convinced that new forms of civil activity are not any different from the previous socialist patterns of “social actions” which were usually quite unnecessary and ineffective, which were anything but voluntary and spontaneous, and which were actually enforced and given their ideology by the state.


Many Poles lived at work and at home by the principle of calculated passivity. This passive defensive response to “civil actions” has survived, despite the new political order, as a living example of the enduring nature of socialist experiences, habits and patterns. It discourages association and action on behalf of others and it provides citizens with a justification for civic non-participation9.


Another source of the lack of organised civil activity is the persistence of the romantic model of activity, according to which good intentions are what counts, not the practical effects of behaviour. While quixotic behaviour is admired, it is much more difficult to win plaudits for day-to-day individual of group co-operation towards the common good. The negative social effects of the romantic model are also manifest in the respect accorded pathetic failures in the face of reality. In public opinion, individual and group activities which have aborted for some reason or another are still highly esteemed. On the other hand, well organised and successful co-operation is neither copied nor even accepted because it does not fit the pattern of noble defeat inherited form the nineteenth-century.


�
The traditional belief in “gloria victis” does not encourage people to undertake practical endeavours, especially if they are to be successful. This is why so many circles respond so negatively to clubs and associations formed by those who have been successful because many Poles still believe that to be successful in new Poland in something shifty and deplorable. This is why the new middle class is finding it so difficult to gain social respect and to encourage others to take up various forms of public activity.


The difficulties the intelligentsia is having in organising itself are an excellent example of Socialist contamination and the debilitating influence of mantic patterns of action. After 1989, many circles within the intelligentsia came to the conclusion that they could retreat from public life and “emigrate within themselves”. Other are trying to repeat patterns of oppositional attitudes and behaviour practised under martial law – patterns of civil disobedience10. Quite a few groups belonging to the intelligentsia are consciously or unconsciously reverting to the romantic tradition of the public mission of the intelligentsia, the pattern of great acts of bravery, which strips all ordinary mundane activity on behalf of one’s environment, association, union or local community of any value.


Some difficulties in public collective self-organisation can also be explained in terms of the historical-cultural factor,11 – the nineteenth-century national tradition, the irredentist tradition of one large national tradition, the irredentist tradition of one large national community12, the historic political culture, the cultural location between East and West, etc. Other are attributable to real socialism – the socialist life style, ideology and propaganda of 1945-1989 in general and the 1950s and 60s in particular.


�
It is often thought that withdrawal from civil activity is caused not only by the absence of any authentic organisational experience of it in the past but also by the presence of inappropriate thinking about public matters in which the most important categories of thought and experience have to do with belonging to the large organic collectives of community, nation and society. Categories pertaining to membership of non-organic, voluntary collectives which exists and function at the micro– and meso– levels of social life, have had much less salience. In other words, the current difficulties in public self-organisation can, we think, be attributed to insufficient cultural, intellectual and emotional experience of coping with the establishment and control of institutions located between the individual on the one hand and society and nation on the other (Walicki 1991).


Poles continue to interpret and experience their relationships with social and political reality in macro-social, organic and, especially, national terms. This is inhibiting the self-organisation of society at the meso level. Many social groups and circles act within two different organisational structures when they launch into public activity. Sometimes they choose a minimalist strategy, limited to rather fortuitous, and often singular, spontaneous behaviours. At other times they choose a quite different, maximalistic strategy derived form abstract nations of general obligations to the nation or the whole society.  This latter strategy leads to “spontaneous” action, unconnected to (the interests) one local environment or community, for the good of the nation or the whole society. Groups which select this strategy do not pass through the social  space of associations and unions where they could acquire democratic strategies most effectively and mediate and consolidate contradictory individual group interests. They thus fail to learn the democratic lesson of practical negotiation and co-operation with others.


It is not only tradition, especially the traditional collectivist elements of group and individual awareness, which should be held responsible for the dysfunction of public life today. Another factor is the specific focus on contemporary Western culture, which is leading to the non-acceptance of certain associations and organisations by significant groups. Much of the present difficulty is caused by a misunderstanding of the “return to Europe”, i.e. and uncritical acceptance of behavioural and organisational patterns which are well embedded in cultures and civilisations outside Poland but which do not fit into the Polish historical-cultural traditions. We are frequently witnessing the emergence of associations, organisations and social movements, which would once again turn Poland into “the peacock and parrot of nations”. Certain pro-environmental groups practise shocking, Western forms of protest; groups of young people without higher education or proper qualifications are organising “Yuppie” clubs; modern rock fans are organising clubs contesting traditional music and culture.


Youth groups are not only associating in ways which frequently evoke public scorn; some of them are also basing their ideologies and cultures on Western counter-cultures crystallised around negative values such as physical violence, hatred, chauvinism and xenophobia. For example Polish Satanists and skinheads are copying their German or British counterparts, and Polish radical nationalists refer to the latest German models. It is paradoxical that the latter, despite their slogan “Poland for Poles,” should frequently refer to foreign, German or Italian, patterns. Because of their Western provenance, such organisations and movements, rightly condemned by the rest of society, are frequents cause of total rejection of Western culture. This rejection is particularly strong in conservative-Catholic circles.


�
Typical examples of such organisational lethargy can be found in north-eastern Poland where the socialist regime established large collective farms which employed as unqualified farm-workers displaced people from the Soviet Union and other regions of Poland, people who were uprooted and who formed no new social ties. Most of these collective farms are now being scrapped and their employees are being left to themselves and their own resources. Unfortunately they are quite helpless in these new conditions and are unable to find new ways of living. They cannot and do not want to migrate, change their qualifications or take up farming on their own. They are even unable to defend their interests before their previous employers or organise themselves into self-help groups.


Other examples of such social disintegration can be found among some of the intelligentsia were able to develop their own organisational political and cultural networks and self-help groups. Now that the conditions have changed, they are defending themselves and their culture against the market just as they defended themselves and their culture against the state and socialism not so long ago. However, the values around which they are focusing are negative, not positive. These groups of people are finding it very difficult to create their own social and professional identity and to develop new forms of self-organisation.


Still other difficulties spring from the fact that local communities are losing their elites. Very often the local and regional leaders – those who managed most successfully to cope with various specific initiatives – have now gone “higher up.” Local leaders are joining the state administration and party structures at various levels of hierarchy, for example the regional or the parliamentary. Cases where the local leaders leave their local structures to join other national or regional non-state organisations are much rarer. This process is accompanied by the inability of new local authorities to mobilise local residents to work for the community in accordance with democratic principles. Not infrequently, instead of leaders prepared to initiate positive action on behalf of their own town or housing estate, we are witnessing the emergence of aggressive local demagogues organising protests against the state, contrary to interests of the local community.


We have presented above –in a very general form– the causes and manifestations of low civil activity, both individual and group, dispersed and organised. It is now time to analyse the popular, permanent patterns and forms of civil self-organisation, which are blocking and limiting the development of pluralist democratic mechanisms at various levels of social life.


�
One of these is the tendency found in certain circles to organise themselves in exclusive groups.13 These exclusive mutually intersecting group and organisational relationships, can be found most frequently today in youth subcultures, conservative-Catholic circles and in various institutions connected with churches and charity organisations. These groups usually continue certain organisational structures developed in the 1970s and 80s but their present social and cultural role is quite different. Their previous activities were beneficial for the culture and political life. Groups, which formed then their own models of  social existence, resisted the effects of socialism on culture and social life. Nowadays, when there is no longer any need to oppose the state and state-supported ideological and cultural groups in defence of one’s values, the social egoism of these groups is leading to their isolation from wider cultural and social networks. Because of this, their members are unable to co-operate with other groups and find themselves marginalized. This marginalization, in turn, is causing increasing animosity in other social groups, which do not function on this “ingroup-outgroup” basis.


Today's ethos groups are being copied by groups, which in contrast to their predecessors are focused solely on political goals alien to the new, democratic political arena. One spectacular example are the young, radical nationalists whose slogans include ethnic and cultural intolerance, anti-democratic and anti-semitic ideology. They are co-operating with fascist and nationalist political groups with no parliamentary representation.14


Socialisation patterns rooted in the defensive adjustment of citizens to life in a socialist state and society, but dysfunctional with regard to wider social networks today, also figure in the particularism which marks many individual and group relationships with large formal organisations. In order to safeguard their own private interests, individuals and groups initiate informal relationships with these organisations. In order to safeguard their own private interests, individuals and groups initiate informal relationships with these organisations. Under the socialist regime, this pattern of adjustment to state institutions and significant organisations divided society into many small informal groups competing for access to the resources of the communist state and the social organisations approved by it. This in turn led to the “ethnical dualism” which made it possible for individuals to suspend their moral standards and rules of conduct in their contacts with “outgroups” and to treat the demands of groups other than their own as unjustified and a thread to the interests of their own group (Marody 1992; Tarkowska, Tarkowski 1990).


�
This type of behaviour is still practised today, despite its negative consequences for macro-social integration and social self-organisation. Examples are easy to find. Many citizens, and many groups formed for the purpose of intervention, try the benefit their place of residence or work by forming informal relationships with, and within, state institutions and public organisations in order to speed up the bureaucratic procedures and be treated better than others. And although access to institutions and organisations is much easier nowadays than it used to be, many individuals and social groups still habitually look for “access” and connections, forgetting that they could arrange their business quite formally, with no bother at all (Swida-Ziemba 1991).


Another problem is the institutionalization of negative collective behaviour. This is manifest in both temporary and more permanent public initiatives. Groups which get together to protest against the state and its representatives, as well as against other social groups, often refer to this type of self-organisation. They do so not only when some basic social value is allegedly in jeopardy but also when (as is most frequently the case) some specific “outsider” or “alien” appears on local scene and threatens the psychological security of the local community. 


Many examples have shown that such spontaneous self-organisation usually takes place when there is a conflict over some specific events. This typically happens when the local authorities remain in the background, acting as neither arbiter nor authority in the conflict, or else when they themselves are a party to some conflict with the local community. In such cases the only things that count are the local community on one side and the “outsider” or “alien” on the other: them and us15. When this happens the local community organises itself on the basis of this single emotional action or reaction. A good example is the collective efforts of local communities to get rid of an “external danger” such the HIV virus or some other perceived threat to well being. Many small communities have launched aggressive protests against such “threats” as hospices (Skwienci_ska 1992).


�
Many different examples of such negative forms of self-organisation have revealed the same characteristics: singularity, a readiness to resort to violence; rejection of the law as a regulator of social behaviour; and inability and/or unwillingness to negotiate; and a rapid withdrawal – conscious or unconscious – form activity, and a dissolution of the organisation concerned, as soon as the “threat” has disappeared or receded. Groups organised around opposition find it difficult, or even impossible, to build on their experience to refocus on positive goals and achieve co-operatively long-term objectives. This – let us repeat – is especially manifest in the many attempts, well-known in Poland, made by local communities to self-organise against HIV-carriers. Once the HIV-carriers have disappeared from the scene, they lose all interest in self-organisation.


This negative institutionalization of considerable portions of immediate activity is harmful for social co-operation and the development of day-to-day democracy, especially at the regional and local level.


Limited positive institutionalization of collective behaviour has much less harmful effects. The vast majority of positive forms of social self-organisation have not yet entered the phase of strict institutionalization. The range of this institutionalization is still very limited16. It is typically confined to a few aspects only of collective activity and a few goals, and remain partial, temporary and adjusted only to particular local circumstances.


Let us add that self-organisation which issues diversified participation in mainly characteristic of clearly distinguished minority groups17, whose activity is focused on solving specific problems of their members. Unfortunately strategies are often still incomplete or rudimentary. Members of social or ethnic minorities, collectives stigmatised by disease or invalidity, are usually unable or unwilling to encourage other organisations and associations or the general public to join them in their struggle (Budzisz 1992).





Final Remarks





In this study we have attempted to describe the new Polish society, to explain under what aspects it is “new” and to show the difficulties confronting the Polish state and Polish society in their attempts to build a social and political democracy and a polycentric social order. We believe that our analyses, both those in which we reveal what we consider the most important components of novelty, and those which reveal the difficulties and limitations on the Polish road to Western-type democracy, have pinpointed the following:


�
1) After few years it is not yet possible to make a reliable balance of the “old” and “new” in Polish society, to say what has remained of old traditions and what is innovative; the only thing we have been able to do is to show the hybrid nature of the polish state and Polish society between 1989 and 1997 and to reduce slightly the haziness and complexity of this hybrid by indicating the points where the “new” is crystallising and the “old” resists.


2) The specific nature and complexity of the Polish systemic experiment has served as a model for other post-communist countries, despite the fact, that since the radical erosion of the socialist regime began in 1980, Poland had no models to heed, apart from Western ones which have often not fitted Polish conditions very well.


3) We have aimed to show that Poland and Polish society are only at the very beginning of the road towards democracy. By trial and error, and resorting to doctrines and spontaneous activity, they are trying to cope practically and theoretically with the task of implanting modern democratic principles. It is not certain yet what the right balance between old and new is and the Polish attempt to put into practice the theoretical principles of democracy still carriers many surprises, both practical and theoretical.


4) What we have presented are only the most dramatic elements in the process of creation of a new cultural, political and economic order by such significant collective agents as the state and self-organizing society. We further believe that only after 1989 have the state and self-organizing society been fully “compelled” to seek mutually related positive goals and strategies for the development of democracy.





1 This order of analysis is consistent with the contribution of the particular collective agents to the nature and range of systemic transformations. Recall that in Poland the state is the initiator of political and economic modernization.


2 Paradoxically, in the period under discussion, minority groups resorted to democratic patterns of interest articulation more frequently than could be expected.





3 For more on this, see Kami_ski, Kurczewska (in press).


4 How to limit the phenomenon of institutional nomadism? It seems that the only ways is through connecting the elite with their social and institutional bases through organizational changes of public life which would secure: (1) An effective mechanism for the execution of responsibilities concerning activity in the public sphere; (2) The separation of administration from politics; (3) The precise establishment of the limits of state authority over citizens. All the problems listed above are concerned with the width of constitutional issues. At the same time, however, there are no grounds for believing that the authors of the various constitutional projects circulating among the public are concentrating precisely on these issues. (Kurczewska, Kami_sky 1992)


5 We wrote about this earlier in part Towards a New State and a New Society.





6 About one third of People participated in activities aimed at putting pressure on the authorities, 14 percent of the respondents participated in strikes, 14 percent signed letters of protest, 10 percent took part in demonstrations.





7 Passive attitudes as far as individual activity is concerned are attributed to lack of belief in the possibility of exerting influence on national affairs (74 percent), local affairs (66 percent) and the situation at work (61 percent).





8 One third of respondents report membership in cultural associations and local social movements, 3 percent are members of religious organizations, 4.5 percent belong to professional associations and 22 percent to trade unions, 53 percent of respondents declare that no organizations in Poland today serve, their interests (Gli_ski 1993).





9 Let us add that this is frequently accompanied by the belief that public activity is merely a jumping board to political privileges or a career in the civil service.





10 For example, they attempt displays of moral and political indignation at the current state of the country; prior to 1989 these had some effect  –thanks to the Western media– but today the are hardly visible.





11 Here we merely wish to show that certain cultural traditions may or may not be conductive to self-organizational abilities. We do not intend to explain social behaviour and attitudes in terms of  and attitudes in terms of inheritance from  the past. We believe that this entire text is devoted to showing how society and the state reacted to former patterns.





12 The concept of “state” is rarely present in the collective style of thinking about public life. This is not only because the state is not an organic social being, it is also because of the lack of a sovereign state prior to 1918 and the experience of oppressive regimes then and since.


13 In this style of self-organization the individual who joins the groups invests almost all his or her social experience in the group. The individual treats his or her formal ties, in compulsory organizations and voluntary associations, as family or friendship ties. This has certain significant effects on both individual and public life. Due to group participation the individual receives a global model of organization mental and social life and is instructed how to practise this model. This contributes considerably to the increase of public egoism. The nature of “exclusive groups” affects public life in that the group members think and act according to “ingroup” and “outgroup” distinction. They therefore tend to avoid participation in other groups; more importantly, they regard other groups as hostile or unfriendly towards their won group’s goals.





14 Skinheads act according to similar principles (Lipka 1992).


15 A good example of this is what happened in M³awa, a small town in central Poland, where one single episode mobilized almost the whole town against the Gypsies. A rich young Gypsy knocked down two young Poles in a driving accident. The entire Polish community respondent extremely aggressively, attacking the Gypsies and demolishing their houses (Nyczek 1991).





16 We are referring here to the meaning attribute to “institutionalization” by Mauss (1995).





17 Borowski, Bukowski (1993). Limited positive institutionalizations acting instead of, or in addition to, state institutions or special professional services. These groups include Alcoholic Anonymous clubs, clubs of people caring for the chronically ill, foundations such as the charity foundation SOS, and certain civil organisations, such as Monar, whose purpose is the active combat of drug addiction among young people.
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