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This project was initiated by the Chilean colleagues who were willing to be introduced through the cooperative research to some of the most recent theoretical developments of French didactics. It lasted for 3 years and was financed by a bilateral ministerial structure. Only researchers’ travels and stays in the other country were financed.

From the beginning, the researchers involved (5 French, 3 Chilean) could more or less understand and speak the other country language.
The research project was to compare geometry teaching in both countries, geometry chosen as a good entry to a more general comparison. We have worked at the curriculum level, with different focal distances: comparison of the geometry conception in both curriculum within the framework of the Geometrical Paradigms theory due to two French group members; thematic studies referring to common geometrical objects as Pythagoras theorem; study of the geometry conception of student teachers.

Interesting points of this cooperation from my point of view:

· Taking contact with another math education system than yours: for the French researchers, it was really an opportunity to become aware of some of our math system specificities which were so natural for us that we were not seeing them and to consider that other ways of doing are possible. International cooperation opens your eyes and let you ask new questions on your own system.

· Spreading among the Chilean researchers French theories and methods they were not familiar with.

· After the end of our common work, the Chilean colleagues have conceived several propositions for geometry teaching which were accepted by the Chilean Education Department and experienced.

It is clear from the lines above that the cooperation effects are not symmetrical as positions during the project itself were not. I want to elaborate on this point, its causes and its consequences during the cooperation.

During the first period, when transforming the general project subject in research questions was at stake, French researchers were the driving force: we chose the object (geometry), the way to tackle with the comparative issue, the theoretical frames to use, the methodology. These choices were based on our own didactic culture, competences and previous works. Hence the project was for us an opportunity to go further on with our usual research issues, providing more extensive working grounds and data sources. But our Chilean colleagues were not familiar with the adopted framework. Hence we were from the beginning in a dissymmetrical form of cooperation where one group is introducing the other one to some field it does not know, some sort of training action; the fact that furthermore our colleagues produced new teaching proposals proves that this way of disseminating research in math education is somewhat efficient. 

As for the research central period, that is the data collecting and interpreting period, both team equally contributed to the data providing, for the curricular study as well as for the investigation among the student teachers in both countries. Through discussions and visits in the classes, stays in the other country was an opportunity for each of us to get a better knowing and feeling of the other education reality. So the cooperation project actually contributed to the widening data sources.

But the initial dissymmetry had consequences on the contributing to the data analysis work. The common work periods were not frequent and long enough for the team to quickly unify its knowing of theories and methods. Therefore the Chilean team essentially worked on the students’ answers to the questionnaire, that is, a methodological approach they were familiar with. They have left to the French group the curricular comparison which was the core of the chosen comparative approach. So that in the final project report, it appears that most of the analyses are due to the French researchers. 

I do not feel well with this kind of co-operation which, in my opinion, has a certain “colonialist” flavour: one community brings the theoretical and methodological tools and finally uses them to produce the analyses while the other one produces part of the data. I acknowledge that in this form of project, both parts are winning something: getting a wider experience field for the first one and disseminating its theories, becoming familiar with new frameworks and methodologies for the second one. But if the purpose of a co-operation project is to favour the involvement of each component in a common labour, I would draw from this Chilean-French experience the following lesson: the phase when the real issue the team will work on is elaborated is very important; it may be necessary to define an issue that is situated in the Zone of Proximal Development of every participating subgroup. Of course the development zone depends on how long the project lasts and how frequent the meetings are. If the cooperation project involves members of research communities of unequal development, of unequal reputation within the international world of math education research, it falls to the more “advanced” groups to pay attention to this dimension, especially if it appears that the other groups do not actively contribute to the research designing process, perhaps feeling that they are not entitled to. 

This is my personal feeling, perhaps due to my sensibility to political questions relative to different forms of domination in the world. Is that conclusion also marked by colonialism or undue superiority complex joined to some culpability complex? I shall acknowledge that is possible.

