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............. ...However, basically, along that matter could be open an
other alternative which it would be a susceptible along an adequation to an
objective resolution along that matter of that confusion. Therefore, which
it would be a just a thought regulation. However, to attain to anything
along any attempt, it would be a wonderful clarification, when we should
turn around the source of the thought. Therefore, when we do have to get any
regulation along the thought, which is a naturally the database along that
subject.

............ ...For the time being, from where it does blows up the
thought scientifically or a biologically precisely. Along that moment, we
can find that it is from the brain. Then, however, we do have to turn around
the brain, whether, we do know, that none along the humans knows much about
the brain. But we do know, that it contains two parts or precisely two
hemispheres, the left and the right. However, it is already known −or
unknown− that the both hemispheres have a different functions.

........... ...Therefore, the left hemisphere is a simply for ordering
and organizing any infinitesimal detail turning around and however, the
right is for a perceiving anything which it crosses any detail and also and
a systematically for any intuitive detail which it can be a most of the time
missing. For the simple reason, that the most of a people, does not use the
both hemispheres, which it does makes ready to look for any conflicts along
any detail outside of the them, when in reality the conflict resides inside
of them naturally. However, sometime, when it happened that somebody can be
having naturally the ability to use the both sides, it is a definitely
called the imagination, which is an other and a different story, which it
can usually creates a categoric separation to people as it can allow them to
look for the conflicts outside of them.

.......... ...However, in the meantime, when we do get the point, we can
find that the philosophy and a mathematics are a just a matter of an
accomplishement to one an other, whether, we do know, that it is not a
possible to attain the generality, and this is the nature and what is all
about, definitely as a matter a
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fact!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!............................. ...

−− 
Ahmed Ouahi, Architect
Best Regards!
"shuba" <tim.shuba@lycos.ScPoAmM> kirjoitti viestissä
news:tim.shuba−3C168D.20535031102004@news.individual.net...
> Bilge wrote:
>
> >  Patrick Reany:
> >  >Request for comments:
> >  >
> >  >Should math be held to be literally the 'language of physics'? In
> >  >other words, is the language of physics equal to, less than, or
> >  >greater than mathematics?
> >
> >    You post the most bizarre questions. The `language of physics',
> > is what ever physicsts find to be useful as a language of physics.
> > While a lot of physics is rather mathematical, mathematicians and
> > physicists do not generally have the same motivation for the way
> > they use that math. So, my guess is that the official language of
> > physics is ``math that tends to make mathematicians wince.''
>
> Nicely put.  A similar statement could describe the more
> philosophical aspects of physics.  This is yet another case of
> Chairman Reany demanding an exact definition of a term, in this
> case "language of physics", and missing the point again.
>
>
>          −−−Tim Shuba−−−
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