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But there is another which cannot so far be removed by deter-
mining correspondence, though subsequent developments of
that theory might affect it

And a third which could not be removed by determmmg corre-
spondence, nor by complete causal determination

A philosophical ]ustlﬁcatmn of induction has not yet been
found . . . .

CHAPTER XXX. THE DIFFERENTIATION OF
PRIMARY PARTS

Tt is necessary that every primary part should be differentiated
from all other primary parts .

This may take place by a dlfference in then- dlﬁerentxatmg
groups—though this could not be the sole method with all
primary parts .

Or by a difference in their re]a,tlons to other substances

Or by a difference in their original qualities

Or by a difference in their derivative qualities

‘We have no reason to assert that every primary part has any
quality which is common and exclusive

CHAPTER XXXI. THE UNITY OF THE UNIVERSE

We can, at this point, determine definitely nothing further as to
the unity of the universe. But it is useful to consider some
possible results

The first supposition to be cons1dered . .

It would produce a unity in many respects very close .

And between the parts of any primary part, there would exxst
a system of relations homologous to a system of relations
existing between the primary parts of the universe . .

The same continued .

And this would lead to a correspondence between the universe
and each primary part . . . . . . .
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