UISP: SPORT FOR ALL IN THE 2000
The nine hundred has been also the century of the sport; the record and competition idea is born, the idea of absolute performance like a symbolic product and as a commercial good, of economic and sports interests around to the sports practice.
In ‘70s it is matured in all the industrialized countries the idea of “Sport for All”, that extends to all citizens the opportunity of physical practice as a research of a best life quality opposing itself to the doping and the limit idea.
Sport for All interprets the philosophy of inclusion rather than to privilege the selection of the psycho-physical attitudes just focused to the technical result; at the same time it represents a formidable opportunity of integration for the neglecteed subjects like elderly people, disabled people, young people coming from areas of social marginalization risk.

Sport for All proposes a representation of time and space so different and antagonist regarding the model of the absolute performance; it privileges practices on open air, it uses poor facilities, and it contests the ideology of risk and no-limits sport.
SPORT FOR ALL AND SPORT OF ABSOLUTE PERFORMANCE

Sport for All represents a common good, deserving of recognition and public protection; its referent is the territory and its organizational product is multisport activities.

The sport of absolute performance privileges instead rigorously codified monodisciplinary activities.

For giving future to Sport for All it is therefore necessary to shape the sport system like open system; that means to diversify the government institutions and to be involved local autonomies, universities, enviromentalist associations, etc.

TWO DIFFERENT CULTURES

Sport for All needs of a resetting within a less crushed organizational frame.

UISP is engaged to encourage such resetting in the shapes and times necessary to produce a politically shared outcome congruent with its associative mission.

The inheritance of the old system will sure place problems of borders delineation between agonists sport and citizens sport. Therefore, before giving a definition of strategies it is necessary an acknowledgment of autonomy and equal dignity of the two cultures and of the two distinguished organizational shapes: sport of performance and sport for all.

The present paradox is that the Italian movement of sport for all is at same time the more developed of Europe and the less legislatively protected. By consequence the reform of sport for all cannot be limited to  the reform of the Olympic Committee.
THE CHALLENGES WE HAVE TO FACE

It’s time to become aware of the fact that the Italian model is not only a mix of toto and politics of the sector; it is represented also by diffused weaving of amateurime that demands to pay a particular attention and it claims new responsibilities.

Today a quality jump is necessary to concurs with the cultural innovations represented by sport for all, to find a complete institutional citizenship.

That sport for all asks is that all are placed in condition for carrying out just the role, to acquit to the mission that has been given and that nobody is free from impartial verifications on the carried out activities.

UISP means also to converse with the Italian NOC in order to govern without useless conflicts the border areas, therefore as it assumes as interlocutors the organizations of the third sector, the enviromentalist associations, and the movements oriented to defend and to develop old and new citizenship rights.
TOWARDS A NEW MODEL

We know that it does not exist an univocal sports model able to contain the requests and the expectations of sport for all, therefore as there are different situations in Europe too.

In France there is a concentration of responsibilities in the ministry of sport that governs also  sport for all.
In Germany and Spain sport for all falls back in the competences of the local autonomies; in Scandinavia the powerful public agencies of sport for all, meant as service lacking of connection with the agonistic practice, are financed from the State; in Great Britain sport for all is entrusted to the market of the base voluntary associationism.
The numbers demonstrate as it is false that the Italian sport system enjoys particular public resources and that the centralistic regimes are more "generous" and efficient of which are based on local autonomies.

Therefore we speed up institutions and government to a wide and urgent comparison in order to design a new sport system. Moreover we think consider fundamental the development of the collaboration between local institutions, schools and associations in sight of the constitution of a national independent Council of sport for all.
