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ABSTRACT

Most of the time, in the teaching of geometrical and physical optics, the visual system is not
considered in the analysis of different phenomena. This situation is often reflected in the
physic texts and is responsible of a limited comprehension of physic concepts involved. It is
so natural for us to see that it is sometimes difficult for the physic teachers to give up
intuitive conceptions about what and how we see.

The authors propose that the common sense is not enough. It is necessary to start from a
scientific point of view considering contributions from diverse fields of analysis, avoing the
tentation of reducing the behaviour of the vision system to a photgraphic camera. To see is
much more than just to record images.

Vision seems effortless. Objects are recognised in the environment and actions are carried
out accordingly. However, current thinking suggest that the task is performed by the
cooperative action of many different modules, each with specific task. Theses modules may
represent different parts of the brain, or different routines in a computer program.

This article stands out significant contributions from different approaches:

* Theory of information processing

* Artificial vision

* Computational vision

* Cognitive psychology theory of learning

These interdisciplinary contributions lead to the conclusion that the vision is an intended
process. It is also able to make use of light propagation in the environment. This energy is
processed constructing usefull visual representations and symbols. The conclusion is that
the vision is a cognitive process.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Most of the time, in the teaching of geometrical and physical Optics, the visual system is not
considered in the analysis of different phenomena. This situation, also reflected in the basic
Physics texts, is often responsible of:

* a limited comprehension of some physical concepts involved like the concept of coherence
or the concept of virtual image,

* some difficulties to understand, predict and explain experimental results with the optical
systems at the laboratories,

* the lack of consciousness respect to the characteristics, functioning principles and
limitations of the observer's eye as an optical detector.

This paper takes the students intuitive conceptions about vision as a starting point. Some
examples about the persistence of these ideas and their negative influences on the learning
are analyzed. The foundamental principles and notions of the visual systems, that we
considered convenient to be included at the basic optics curricula for Physicist and
Engineers, are stated. Finally, this article stands out significant contributions from different
interdisciplinary approaches in order to get a correct conceptualization of the optical
phenomena.

2. PRECONCEPTIONS ABOUT VISION

Recent science learning models enphasised (1) the important role of previous and intuitive
knowledge in the construction of scientific conceptions. Furthermore, many scientific
educational researches in the Optical area have brought to light those pre-conceptions
showing that they are deeply anthropomorphic, centered on the perceptual phenomena,
especially on the visual perception.

This behavior is not surprising from the genetical epistemology theory frame, which states
the connections between the historical and psychological genesis of scientific conceptions.
History of science shows that the "...questions about vision have been pondered even since
philosophy began. Indeed, the Greeks modeled knowledge upon vision; they invested
considerable effort in understanding how we come to know the visible world and how this
knowledge may contribute to - or constitute - general understanding... Aristotle was
interested in discovering how the eye actually works" (2).

If science teachers realize that it took a large and deep process of reflection (2000 years
1) to overcome the precientific paradigm about vision and the nature of light and to
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formulate the first geometrical Optics models, it is undoubtedly reasonable to use the
necessary time during instruction for the reconstruction of those conceptions (3).

The most critical problem during the Optics learning process is that the students hold a
common sense conception about the meaning of vision. They are so familiar with seeing,
that "...it seems that it takes a leap of imagination to realise that there are complex problems
to be solved during vision." (4): the formation of real images "up side down" at the retina,
the formation of a 3D image from a 2D intensity pattern, the objec recognition,"...and this is
nothing short of a miracle" (4).

The prescientific conceptions about vision (3) (5) have several characteristics that deserve
to be mentioned:

* Vision seems an effortless act . Objects are recognised in the environment and actions
are carried out accordingly. However, scientific research suggests that the task is performed
by cooperative actions of many different modules. These modules may represent different
parts of the brain, or different routines in a computer program.

* Vision is a source of objective knowledge. The students sustain an empirist point of
view when they consider perceptions as reliable base from which it is possible to apprehend
the world "without disturbing it". However, there are certain evidence that suggest that
"...there is much more when we see that what is discover by the eye ball" (6). What an
observer perceives depends on his/her past experiences, his/her previous knowledge and
his/her expectations. In this way there are qualitative differences between what is "seen" by
an expert or what is "seen" by a "novice", for example, when they look at the same portion
of the sky with a telescope.

* What it is not perceived, it is not conceived. In apparent contradiction with the
intuitive conception of vision as "asceptic observation of reality" just mentioned, many
students answers are strongly linked to perceptual sensations. In concordance with this idea,
we have detected for example, that the students have firmly rooted the beleive that "the
light emited by a source can travel only a finite distance (1m or 10m or 1km)" (5). Although
this idea is wrong from a scientific perspective, it is founded in a phenomenological personal
experience in everyday life. Scientific conceptions for light propagation as the ray model, or
electromagnetic wave model, or photonic model, that hypothesized that light energy
propagates without limits at vacuum, it is not directly perceived in the real world where the
media are absorvent and dispersive.

* The eye behaves like a simple screen. Some students do not consider the eye as a
complex optical system that behaves as an optical detector responsible of image formation.
Even more, they do not consider the possibility of any processing of the incident light,
neither the disturbing effects due to the system aberrations. They are not aware that each
part of the eye is an extremely specialized structure.
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Effects such as spatial and temporal integration, threhold sensitivities, induced contrast,
colour perception are only a few examples that even the formal instruction does not account
for.

* The meaning of vision as generalization of inmediate experiences. Anything that we
see turns inmediatly clear and in focus, and at the same time, all the objects sourrounding
get blurred. This result could be the base of some surprisingly educational results (7) that
have shown a deeply rooted implicit misconception associated to the permanence of the
theory of light emanation: "mysterious rays of light come out from our eyes in straight line
to make the objects visible" (8). This idea reminds the prescientific Greek conceptions. In
fact it is a piece of evidence that the prescientific model could be explained because of its
strong links to the everyday experience.

To sinthesized, it seems reasonable to think that as more complex aspects of the Optics are
developed during the instruction, simultaneously conceptualizations more and more
complex about the visual system aspects, have to be considered, until arriving to a model of
it that detects, codifies, interprets, processes and re-constructs the external world (9).

3. MISCONCEPTIONS OF VISION AND ITS EFFECTS ON LEARNING

It has already been pointed out that teachers, the same as some usual textbooks on basic
Optics, do not include the observer's eye (or any other kind of detector) in Optical systems.
This means disregard one of the most perfect optical instrument, forgetting that the visual
system is, most of the time, part of the experimental device for image formation, image
processing, colour vision, the detection of patterns of light and darkness, etc.

* Difficulties detected in geometrical optics show the importance of considering the
observer's eye as an optical system. We shall anlyze as examples two situations: the
formation of real images with converging lens and the formation of virtual images with
plane mirrors.

Real image formation. The fact of not including the obsever's eye makes it even
more difficult for the student to understand the idea that a real image is formed without the
help of a screen and in the case he/she accepts that possibility, to be able to decide about the
more appropiate position for the eye to detect it. These data were collected primary through
individual demostrations interviews, in which an investigator presents a series of tasks based
on a experimetal demostration that the students observed in a system formed by a light
source, a converging lens and a screen (Examples of some questions formulated during the
interviews are: What happens with the image if you remove the sreen?; Where should you
locate your eye if you want to see the image and the screen has been removed? (10) (11).
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During these interviews we detected a lack of understanding of the role of the eye
exacerbated the problems the students had with the idea of observing a real image without a
screen. Their lack of experience in directly viewing such image, coupled with the frequency
with which they had seen one on a screen without analysing the diffusse reflection on the
screen and the image formation at the retina, may have predisposed the misunderstandings.

Those students who recognized that the screen was not necessary to see the image often
could not realize that the eye behaves at least as a converging system and that the divergent
rays from the images point must enter the eye to form the image.

Virtual image formation. It is not obvious for the students, that the understanding
of virtual image formation requires an understanding not only of how light reflects or
refracts in a mirror or a lens, but also some reflexion about how an observer sees an image.

The interviews done by some researchers (12) presented tasks with plane mirrors (Example
of a question formulated during the interviews is: If you replace the observer by a screen,
can you see the image formed by the plane mirror on it?). Most of the answers reflected a
lack of understanding of a fundamental conceptualization: both the formation and the
perception of the image as inseparable processes, in other words, both the mirrors and the
observer (or any other detector, like a camera) are necessary for the formation of a virtual
image. In fact, the eye makes the diverging light reflected from the mirror, converge on the
retina. Meanwhile typical diagrams made by most of the students show only one ray
entering the eye, and are incomplete because they do not represent how the observer can
both form and see the image (13).

Image inversion. It is usual to think that there must be a mechanism to invert the
retinal image in same stage of the visual way suggesting the need of some kind of "internal
eye" to see it. This is absurd. What the eyes do is to feed the brain with the information
coded into neural activity changes of electrical impulses which by their codes and the
patterns of brain activities represent objects. A similar process occurs with language: the
letters and and words readen in a book, for example, have certain meanings, to those who
knows the language. They affect the reader's brain, but they are not pictures. In other
words, when we look at something, the pattern of neural activity represents the object and
to the brain is the object. No internal picture is involved (8).

* The Stlldy of interference phenomena requieres to consider the eye as a sensor
system.

Teaching experience shows that in the study of interference phenomena there are mistakes
and confusions very settled that difficult the comprehension of physical phenomena
involved. Different educational research (14) hypothesize that the foundamental reason is a
strong internalization and permanence of the simplified model of light wave represented as a
train of infinite lenght, amplitude and frecuency constant and linearly polarized. This idea
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implies to relate the concept of coherence only or basicaly with the emited source,
considering the sun or an incandescent lamp, as incoherence sources and a laser as a
coherence source, independing of the experimental system's dimensions and the detector's
characteristics. This last point is the one we want to emphasize.

In fact, if we pay attention to the eye as a detector, two significative magnitudes are: the
reaction time, related with the ability to discriminate interference patterns changing on time
and the minimun sensitive area necessary to detect a luminous signal. In most of the
interference experiments the eye is used as the detector but the students do not realize
about this fact, and often they do not know that the order of magnitude of the reaction time
is tenth of second and the order of magnitude of sensitive area is hundredth of milimeter.

Even more, the language keeps the wrong meaning. For example, when one talks about
"interference patterns" instead of talking about "stable patterns of dark and brightness"
when the sensor is "able" to differentiate, in time and in space, changes of intensity. At the
same time, one talks about "absence of interference", instead of "a uniform intensity
pattern", when the sensor "does not detect" the changes.

* Understanding the concept of colour perception

The white. One of the most usual mistakes connected with colour is considering
"white" like a coulor that exists by itself, or even more, considering it as a sum of all
spectral colours present in the visual spectrum. These are strong misconceptions. In the first
case, the students do not consider that white is a perception resulting by the fact that the
visual system is not able of discriminating the spectral components. The visual system in this
case is not capable of seeing any colour, it sees "white" although there are sum of colours.
In the second case, they are not aware that the perception of white can also be obtained by
the sum of three primary colours or by the sum of two complementary colours.

Spatial integration. It is usual not taking into account how does a monochrome
monitor actually work. Similar to the previous example the students think that "grey" is a
real colour. In place of three types of phosphor, each emiting only a single hue integrated
by the visual system, the students have an implicit and underlying "idea" that would imply a
single phosphor emiting grey.

It is interesting to mention the results of some experiences that were performed with
students in order to investigate knowledge about colour addition. Traying to explain
differences between the "white" produced by the sum of three primary light on a screen and
the "white" obtained on a mochrome monitor, it was surprising to register the following
answers "white light comes out from the screen” but in the monitor situation "it is the eye
which produces the integration". Obviously in both cases the important fact is that the visual
system, in opposite to the auditive system, is not an analizer of modulated frecuency.
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