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In my talk I’ll face the following questions:

1. Is it still alive the school practise, usual in our secondary schools, consisting in teaching the rational geometry according to Euclid-Hilbert?

Which are the effective alternatives: the transformation geometry, the analytic geometry, the vector geometry, the geometry with the computer,…?

2. Is it meaningful proving everything in geometry and nothing in arithmetic and algebra?

3. Suppose the number of proofs in geometry must diminish; which are the criteria to choose :

· according to importance (but which are the important theorems?)

· according to simplicity-difficulty

· according to the level of intuitiveness

· going on systematically, even if there will be no time for teaching the most advanced topics in geometry (e.g. space geometry)?

4. Is it better for pupils memorising a certain number of proofs, or being able to point  out autonomously what must be proved, in simple situations not yet taught in the classroom?

5. Does studying rational geometry improve spatial intuition? And conversely, does a good spatial intuition help in studying rational geometry?

6. Once people thought that training to rigour in geometrical proofs was a good practise for learning correct reasoning also in all other environments. To which amount is this still true?

