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Abstract: The present paper reflects on 
the  idea  that  laws  of  nature  are 
something  relative  to  the  environment, 
meaning by ‘environment’ basically the 
global distribution of matter, energy, and 
fields surrounding all the Universe. The 
idea is from physicist Leonard Susskind 
[Susskind2006],  though  all  humean 
tradition  points  in  a  similar  direction. 
Here  we  develop  it  assessing  its 
plausibility  and  a  consequence  that 
follows  from  its  acceptance.  The 
consequence  is  related  with  the 
possibility  of  existence  of  a  correct, 
idealized  environment,  upon  which  the 
true objective laws would be formulated. 
I explore first whether such an environ-
ment  exists  in  our  actual  world,  and 
further  whether  it  could  conceptually 
exist. If the answer to those questions is 
negative,  then  the  traditional  notion  of 
law should be substantially qualified.
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Resumen:  El  presente  artículo 
reflexiona sobre la idea de que las leyes 
de la naturaleza son relativas al entorno, 
es decir  son relativas a las  distribución 
global de materia, energía y campos que 
puedan afectar todo el Universo. La idea 
proviene  del  físico  Leonard  Susskind 
[Susskind2006], aunque toda la tradición 
humeana  apunta  ya  en  esta  dirección. 
Aquí  la  desarrollamos  analizando  su 
plausibilidad y una consecuencia que se 
sigue de su aceptación. La consecuencia 
está  relacionada  con  la  posibilidad  de 
existencia  de  un  entorno  correcto, 
idealizado,  sobre  el  cual  las  leyes 
objetivas  y  verdaderas  debieran  ser 
formuladas.  Exploro  si  dicho  entorno 
existe en nuestro mundo actual, y si tal 
entorno  puede  existir  si  quiera  a  nivel 
conceptual.  Si  la  respuesta  a  estas 
cuestiones  es  negativa,  la  noción 
tradicional de ley debería ser modificada 
sustancialmente.

Palabras clave: Leyes de la Naturaleza, 
idealización, espacio-tiempo.
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1. Laws relative to the environment

Our starting point is Leonard Susskind’s suggestion mentioned in chapter III of 
“The cosmic landscape” [Susskind2006] that the the laws of nature are relative to the 
environment. His suggestion is not crucial to his central claims, but fits better with them 
than the traditional accounts on laws. Here we are going to develop that suggestion, but 
we are not going to assume any of his further claims. Just to understand why he is 
interested in proposing that laws might be dependent on the environment, I cite now 
some of Susskind’s main claims: he defends a theory that is somewhat at odds with the 
traditional scientific methodology, in that it does not fit with the traditional criteria of 
beauty,  elegance,  economy, that have been usually appreciated in history of science. 
More specifically, as a string theorist, he has to find an explanation to the huge quantity  
of solutions that the have been found recently. Further, he wants to explain the many 
dimensions predicted by string theory, all in addition to the already known high quantity 
of constants of nature with their very specific values. In brief, for an explanation of all  
these elements, Susskind takes into account the problem of the fine-tuning of the values 
of the constants and the laws, so to give a global explanation that is based on the idea of 
the megaverse: there is a landscape of possible worlds, that string theory calculates to be 
around 10500, and each world is actual and with its own constants and laws. Leaving 
aside the details, in such a scenario it seems perhaps easier to conceive the laws more in  
the humean line, i. e. as something emerging from the distribution of matter along the 
humean mosaic, and not as something that governs the world “from outside”: it is at 
least more complex the case of millions of different sets of laws governing each of the 
millions of parallel  universes.  One single universe,  ruled by a set  of laws could be 
understandable  in  the  sense  of  having  some  governing laws,  but  is  probably  more 
difficult to conceive something common to the 10500 possible worlds that rules them all. 
In any case, we are going to forget Susskind’s theories, and we are going to focus only 
in the suggestion regarding the nature of laws, to check how plausible it can be in a 
normal  scenario,  i.e. without  assuming  parallel  universes  nor  any  other  special 
assumption.

Unlike  the  humean  account,  Susskind’s  idea  that  the  laws  are  relative  to  the 
environment is not focused on the distribution of matter and energy along all history of 
the world, but it emphasizes more how the possible presence of many types of fields can 
influence  the  behaviour  of  all  the  matter  and energy,  and  hence,  can  influence  the 
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resulting laws we could induce. Now that I mention the induction, the dependence is not 
meant to be only at the epistemological level, in the sense of: we are inducing other 
laws but at the ontological level there are only a unique set of correct laws, so we are 
simply  making  a  wrong  induction.  The  claim  can  be  stronger,  aiming  also  at  the 
ontological level; in that sense the answer to the question “which are the laws” is totally 
dependent on the specific environment that appears to be in the world. In other words, 
the laws are ones or others depending on the presence of whatever fields are there. As 
can be appreciated, is an approach in the line of humeanism.

In any case, specially if we are reading this in a humean vein, we should give an 
explanation of why the world, that is now the ground from which laws are explained, is 
as it is; i. e. if we solve the narue of the laws by recurring to the world, now we still 
have to explain the world, i.  e. why the world is so and so, such that produces that 
determinated behaviour, which corresponds to such laws. Within this approach we can 
realize that the specific presence of the actual fields, and therefore the laws entailed can 
still be taken as something necessary or contingent.

We could take it as something necessary. I. e. it could not be otherwise as we find it 
to be. Though not inmediately obvious ,  it  is a matter of logical necessity that laws 
could not have been others.1 Perhaps it could have had different initial conditions, but 
no  other  patterns  of  behaviour  once  fixed  the  initial  conditions.2 Given  this  strong 
“necessity  scenario”,3 other  possibilities  would  not  be  allowed,  and  therefore,  the 
relativity of laws to the environment, if true, would be merely a feature of the inevitable 
picture  of  how  the  cosmos  is.4 If  we  really  achieve  an  explanation  of  the  logical 
necessity of the way the world is, then we would have (assuming also Susskind’s idea) 
an explanation of how the unique possible  environment  is  determining (partially,  or 
totally) the inevitable and unique set of laws of nature. That is an option. Realize that in 
such case, the aforementioned openness of possible initial conditions is also impossible, 
given the constraint imposed by the relation among inevitable laws and environment. 
That is, there could not be other environment, given that this could lead to different 
laws,  therefore there is neither room for other initial conditions.

On the other hand, it can be taken as something contingent. Susskind, for instance, 

1 Said so, it allows the laws to be deterministic or indeterministic or any intermediate option.
2 I cite this possibility despite the obviously questionable concept of “initial conditions” when applied 

to the entire Universe. Not only because it might have never been any “initial moment”, but because 
even so, the schematization of “laws + I.C.” it is not clear that could be made; it is difficult even to 
conceive what would mean a determinated initial condition instead of another initial condition.

3 Recall that necessitarian accounts don’t go that far, stating that laws are based on contingent relations 
among universals. Cfr.Armstrong, David. A Theory of Universals. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 1978; Dretske, Fred.  “Laws of Nature”, Philosophy of  Science, 1977, 44: 248–268.

4 By the other  hand,  it  would still  be interesting to  reflect  upon the case where there is  not  strict  
determinism: in fact, if we allow variations in the values of the fields that are not controlled by the  
laws, these variations could in turn influence the laws. They would propagate the uncertainty that was 
not covered by these indeterministic laws to the very laws. Therefore, this case, in the assumption of  
necessary laws, would appear strange at least, if not contradictory. 
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given his other beliefs, takes this way. Humeans, that take the world to be the primitive, 
brute fact, I think that can adopt any position. Weak necessitarians take laws to be based 
on contingent relations among universals; therefore they can be put in this basket. They 
have  to  answer  somehow the  question  of  “why these  laws”.  Susskind  has  his  own 
version,  since  he  defends  the  reality  of  all the  possible  solutions  that  give  stable 
universes: the contingency is explained in that is merely one of all the actualized cases. 
Without the need of committing to a multiverse, the contingency can be explained in 
other  ways.  One  is  to  accept  contingency  and  believe  in  an  intrinsic  randomness 
underlying the universe. That is just another option. What I wanted to point out is that  
explaining the character of the given environment becomes an important element in the 
account proposed.

Having specified that, let’s understand more what is the thesis with an example. 
Let’s suppose we have a world w1 with its own laws; then we have another world w2 

that is the same as w1 but with a further global magnetic field added all over it. The first 
thing to notice is that this global magnetic field, if strong enough, would change in a 
very  substantial  way  the  behaviour  of  all  the  particles,  and  would  influence  the 
fundamental forces of nature5. Let’s reproduce two quotes of Susskind that explain the 
point.

The Laws of Physics are like the “weather of the vacuum”, except instead of the 
temperature, pressure, and humidity, the weather is determined by the values of the 
fields. And just as the weather determines the kinds of droplets that can exist, the 
vacuum  environment  determines  the  list  of  elementary  particles  and  their 
properties.6

And in concrete reference to the effect of a strong magnetic field:

The electrons will move in strange orbits, and atoms will be squashed in directions 
perpendicular to the magnetic field. The electric field will also distort the shape of 
atoms by pulling the electrons and nuclei in opposite directions.7

Now,  this  situation  has  nothing  particularly  striking  for the  traditional 
understanding. That understanding has its own answer regarding the underlying laws: 
the laws that are valid in world w1 will be the same in w2, just that in w2, given the 
different values we put into the formulae, the outcomes will be different, as in fact we 
could check by looking at the different behaviour (see fig. I).

5 Without the aim of complicating the issue, the field could be oscillating in time. Then, its influence on  
the universe would be periodical, according to the peaks when increases its intensity (Cfr. Susskind, 
Leonard. The cosmic landscape. Back bay books, 2006. p. 107). 

6 Ibid., p. 107.
7 Idem. 
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Fig. I.

But there is an alternative way, the way Susskind proposes and in the spirit of the 
humean version: each world has a specific behaviour, and that specific behaviour is not 
due as we thought before (same governing laws and different inputs to them that lead to 
different outcomes). The specific behaviour is due only to the specific distribution of 
matter and the specific presence of certain fields; those fields determine crucially the 
resulting behaviour of all particles, influencing their masses, their trajectories and their 
interactions. Therefore, given so different outcomes, we can also mantain an alternative 
version: there is not a same set of laws, as we postulated before. Now we also postulate 
them but under a different conception: each set of laws we induce from each world is a 
different and independent set of laws. That is to be understood in a strong ontological 
sense, so there won’t be anything else, shared by both worlds, that would correspond to 
independent  rules  appliable  to  both.8 This  alternative  does  not  take  it  that  laws  are 
something extra “outside” that governs the world, but rather something that comes from 
the inside and therefore varies depending on how the world is made. According to this 
alternative, it is meaningless to conceive the laws as something unrelated to what there 
is in the world, in opposition to the standard account. 

Now, notice  the following:  so far  we are  simply presenting this  option,  but  of 
course the other traditional option is still also appliable. So now what we are going to do 
is a reflection on the  plausibility of this alternative, glimpsing perhaps which of the two 
viewpoints is more reasonable.

8 Logical  principles  should  be  mantained  across  any  metaphysically  possible  world.  If  the 
aforementioned  strong  necessity  account  would  be  true  (as  defended  e.g.  by  William  Kneale, 
Probability and Induction.  Oxford University Press, 1949), this alternative would be automatically 
undermined, as all the laws would be the same for each possible world. In fact, all the metaphysically 
possible worlds would be reduced to the unique  non-contradictory possibility. We could only still talk 
of possible worlds in the range of conceptual possibility, or in the so-called impossible worlds.
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2. Against the case of a neutral environment

a) Two levels of inquiry

Given  this   scenario,  the  following  arguments  are  intended  to  suggest  the 
alternative interpretation in front of the traditional. The idea is to discuss a questionable 
assumption of the traditional version, that can be simplified thus: we tend to figure w1 as 
a world in “standard conditions”, that is free of influences and interferences of any kind. 
In general, we assume that laws are true in idealized conditions, and we accept that our 
world is not so ideal, but they work because in some circumstances we can approximate 
our “impure” world with those ideal conditions, conditions that could be practically 
achieved. For instance, we know that in the actual world there is always friction, but our 
models of classical mechanics ignore often such fact; it can be negligible and thus we 
can apply those laws with approximate (but correct enough) results, that serve for our 
practical purposes. It is well known that we do this idealization in many respects. And is 
regarding this idealization that I want to reflect, wondering 

[1] whether the idealizations we make are really independent of the determined 
conditions of our actual world, and in a stronger sense; 

[2] whether, irrespective of how our world is, we can still make this idealization 
-upon which the laws are stated- in a legitimate way, or instead there is something unfair 
in the presuppositions made when such idealizations are carried out. If the latter were 
the case, it would be motivated by pointing that some elements of the environment are 
always inevitably linked to the idealizations we took to be independent; in general, that 
this alleged neutral and objective idealization is unachievable or even meaningless. In 
that case, the environment would be also linked always to the statement of the laws, 
whose objective and independent traditional characteristics would be lost.

The lines that are going to be explored here are 1) whether our actual world has 
certain characteristics that are somehow influencing the form and values of our known 
laws, and 2) a perfect and alleged neutral idealization is something perhaps conceivable 
but it describes an impossible world (metaphysically impossible). Then, given that laws 
are stated in such an impossible world, that could be taken as problematic. In that case, 
a solution to this can be to accept the idea suggested in this paper of the dependence of 
the laws on the environment, and abandon the traditional conception of independent 
objective laws, since they are grounded in an impossible scenario. Scientific knowledge 
seems to suggest a negative answer to the first point. And regarding the second, i. e. the 
possibility  of  such  a  conceptual  neutral  environment,  philosophical  arguments  are 
shown towards a negative answer. They are old arguments coming from the discussions 
on the nature of space and time, and the possibility of the concept of the vacuum.
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b) Two illustrative analogies

For sake of clarity I can mention now a pair of analogies with the main idea. As 
analogies, they do not count as arguments at all, they are nothing more than something 
illustrative. 

An analogy in the line of opposing to such idealized scenarios can be found in 
Anthropology,  regarding the  debates  of  the  influence of  culture  and genetics  in  the 
human nature.  There  are  those  who bolster  the  role  of  culture in  front  of  genetics.  
Among them, there is a position against the proposals from some neuroscientists that 
put the weight on genetics as the common and universal feature of humankind, thus 
taking genetics as the most crucial factor. Against them, there is the thesis that underlies 
how  the  cultural  influence  plays  not  a  mere  secondary  role  (as  agreed  by  those 
neuroscientists)  but  a  crucial  role  since  it  influences  from  the  very  beginning 
(influencing the individual and even the very genetics of the individual) in a way that 
becomes absolutely unavoidable and determinating; in sum, results thatis impossible to 
idealize an agent without culture -i. e. idealize a human being irrespective of its cultural 
influence,  only  focusing  in  the  common  genetic  pool  that  is  shared  among  all 
humankind, wherever and whenever-; necessarily there has to be some or other process 
of cultural influence on him, and from the very beginning! Therefore you cannot think 
in idealized terms, because you are conceiving an impossible situation. In other words, 
the  ideal  “culturally-neutral”  human  being  is  an  impossibility  (metaphysical 
impossibility), he cannot exist in any metaphysically possible world.

Another analogy can be made with the relativization of concepts carried out by 
Einstein. Until the special theory of relativity, the concepts of motion, rest and time 
were taken as  absolute  concepts. The system of reference  with respect to the position  
and motion  of an object lost its validity. Indeed, it can be said that general relativity 
stretched the validity of laws of nature to all systems of coordinates, and not only to the 
inertial ones (as was then the case regarding newtonian mechanics). Now, the similarity 
is in that we are disputing also an existing unique frame of reference, but now we talk of 
a frame of reference not with respect to the motion or acceleration of an observer, but 
with respect to other variables. Namely, to the relativity entailed by the environment 
when we obtain the laws -and by environment we mean the very Universe, with its 
particular distribution of matter, energy and fields-. In other words, we take the content 
of the Universe as a variable that will provide us with many systems of reference as it  
varies. From these ones, we are interested in evaluating whether there is one of them 
that is privileged, “more objective” than the rest, a case in which the laws of nature are 
the correct,  the true  ones.  Allegedly,  if  they exist,  they are  those that  scientists  are 
implicitly seeking. For sake of clarity, we can take this inquiry also as the exploration of 
whether  there  is  a  background  upon  which  Physics  relies,  and  both  whether  that 
background  is  actually  as  neutral  as  it  should  be,  and  whether  a  really  neutral 
background could be meaningful.
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3. The reality of the idealization

Now is  the  time to return to  the example above of  the  two worlds,  where we 
conceived the second world as the first one plus a magnetic field all over it. We were 
asking whether such a situation should be understood as a case in which the same laws 
would be applied, as well as a case in which we might be allowed to state that the laws 
in  each  world  were  different.  They  were  two  different  approaches  with  substantial 
differences regarding what should be understood as a law of nature, and at the moment, 
in  the  absence  of  further  arguments  to  decide,  the  alternative  approach  keeps  its 
plausibility. 

I want to remark now an assumption that we have been making “unconsciously” in 
the exposition of that example (and fig. I helped to such an assumption). We have been 
taking the world w1 (having in mind perhaps our actual world) as “the normal world”, as 
a world in a situation that has no specific bias, no offset of any sort; a world in neutral 
conditions. Is legitimate this idealization? (1): Is it actually our world as w1? I will argue 
this is not the case. Our world is in reality as the depicted in the picture below. Indeed,  
it will be argued that any metaphysically possible world is as the depicted below, i. e. 
without any privileged conditions. Even if our world is not so idealized, that might not 
be an argument to not admit such idealization (a question that must be analyzed). Thus, 
even so, I wonder in a broader scope (2): Is such an idealization conceptually admissible 
for the purposes of stating the alleged objective correct laws of nature? If the answer to 
that question is negative, the traditional account of laws could face a problem that the 
alternative approach presented above would lack.

Let’s see how might be concluded that it is not the case, that there is not a neutral  
background. The underlying idea is that we always have a w1 that has something, as in 
the new picture (fig.II). There is always  something  and it influences in a determined 
way how the resulting laws are.

We  have  convincing  scientific  support  in  favour  of  denying  that  our  world  is 
neutral. Two brief contributions from Physics can support this claim. One is the actual 
presence of a field that surrounds all the universe, the Higgs field. The value of this field 
is not zero in our universe. And it’s value influences the masses of all the particles. We 
don’t  notice  its  presence,  we  could  say  we  have  been  used  to  it,  but  there  it  is 
surrounding  and  influencing  crucially  the  behaviour  of  the  content  of  the  universe. 
Given the relation it has with the values of the masses of the fundamental particles, a 
slight  change  in  his  value  would  alter  radically  all  the  content  of  our  universe;  so 
radically  that  if  there  were  external  observers  investigating  the  behaviour  of  the 
universe, they would arrive to laws of physics different from the current ones. Would 
this induction be only an epistemic problem, that is, as if those external observer would 
have committed a mistake in their conclusions ? How to choose between this option (the 
traditional  conception)  and  the  alternative  approach  that  denies  any  mistake  of  the 
external observers, as they are inducing the correct but different laws ?
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Fig.II

Let’s look at other fact. Nowadays the current background for many laws is the so 
called ‘free space’, also known as vacuum. This is the idealization made for the cases of 
classical mechanics, in which we always presuppose idealized experiments in which 
friction,  the resistance of the air,  etc.  are  overlooked,  ignored.  In electromagnetism, 
electromagnetic  waves  propagate  through  free  space.  In  the  statement  of  Maxwell 
equations, the constants that appear (electric permittivity 0 and magnetic permeabilityϵ  
μ0)  have  values  that  are  also  referred  to  free  space  (indeed  they  are  also  labeled 
permittivity of free space and permeability of free space). Such a free space, such a 
vacuum,  could  be  taken  as  a  true  neutral  background  -and  as  the  canvas  that  the 
substantivalist believes at-.  If before I was proposing the principle by which always 
there has to be something, the existence of free space / vacuum would be the reply. 
However, analyzing the issue, we might realize that the alleged neutral background is 
not so. First, still remaining in the scope of the first question (i. e. regarding our actual 
world), we have evidence (besides the aforementioned case of the Higgs field) that the 
vacuum is not so void as it  might be initially thought.  Quantum mechanics talks us 
about the ‘ground state’. The 'ground state' lacks matter, but contains a finite amount of 
energy ('vacuum energy'). The 'ground state' or 'vacuum state' is a state of minimum 
energy of a quantum system. Further, is not unique. String theory predicts the existence 
of multiple steady "vacuum states" (about 10500)  9. We find that we live in a universe 
with a given vacuum state. As such, it is not empty, it has some amount of energy. It is 
difficult to mantain that this determined value of the vacuum state -that as we have seen, 
is not so void- could have a special privileged character in comparison with all the other 

9 Each of which could correspond to a stable universe. Susskind believes that all these possibilities are 
actual, thus believing in the multiverse, but this now does not matter.
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possible vacuum states. And recall that the laws of Physics (e. g. Maxwell equations) 
are stated presupposing a ‘vacuum’ that in reality what it is is this determined state of 
affairs, this not-so-vacuum state. It can be doubted of the scope of this reasoning, since 
even if  there is  this  positive level  of energy, that does not  mean that waves do not 
propagate through vacuum. That is a matter of further study, here left aside for sake of 
brevity. But just to mention it, there can be the doubt regarding whether the form of the 
Maxwell  equations,  in a  different  vacuum state,  would change or would remain the 
same varying only the values of the constants (that are empirically determined). Further, 
it can be added other possibility (not to confuse), namely the variation of the Maxwell 
equations due not to a “different free space”, but due to the aforementioned addition of a 
global magnetic field. Irrespective of the study of these issues, what we already can 
acknowledge is the existence of certain conditions that make our actual world not as that 
neutral background where to state the laws, but a certain canvas that is not so polite as it 
could be expected. We could also face the issue in the terms of the following question: 
should we have to modify perhaps the Maxwell equations to attain a set of equations 
with a form independent of the [contingent] characteristics of our vacuum state? It does 
not seem to be anybody worried about that. Assuming that were true that the form of the 
equations changes, what sort of idealization should be made in order to account for a 
neutral statement of the laws ? It could be thought that you should have to substract, as 
in the cases for friction and resistance in classical mechanics, every disturbance of any 
sort, that is, any magnetic field, Higgs field, and anything else. If the vacuum state also 
disturbs, it should also be dropped in the calculations. 

That is leading us to the second question.  Let’s suppose we have enough skills to 
be able to make abstraction from the contingencies of our actual world and discern and 
distinguish from it the real patterns that underlie the behaviour of everything (that is 
what any scientist desires). Is the resulting idealized situation, obtained after a complete 
substraction of the interferences, a legitimate situation? It corresponds to a physically 
possible world? It has to be a possible world with the same laws as ours; otherwise we 
would be accepting the alternative account in spite of the traditional.

After such a substraction, it could be thought that we arrive to the real vacuum. 
That  would be the privileged and neutral  background, and that would be the place 
through which the waves propagate (besides the other mediums through which they also 
propagate, slower). However, we must point out here the dubious plausibility of such a 
real vacuum. To begin with, is dubious at least for many philosophers in the history of 
philosophy. Since Aristotle (and other ancient greeks) there has been a line of criticizing 
the concept of vacuum as an inconsistent idea that would be impossible to find, per 
definition, in nature. Given the meaning of vacuum, it can be thought that is something 
that you know you cannot find in nature. Is a priori impossible (and a posteriori research 
does not suggests the contrary). That is why many philosophies of nature had avoided 
the  possibility  of  existence  of  vacuum  by  describing  a  relational spacetime,  not  a 
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substantival one (which neither implies necessarily a vacuum, but it can deal with it).
We could admit  that  we somehow conceive the vacuum, though neither  that  is 

undisputable. But even assuming we conceive well such a concept, that does not mean 
that  such  a  concept  is  physically  possible.  At  first  sight,  we  should  not  think  that 
everything  conceivable  entails  its  possibility.  We conceive  contradictory,  impossible 
things. And the real vacuum can be thought to be as contradictory as conceiving an 
inconsistent fiction story, an Escher’s picture, or a mathematical impossible figure like a 
round square. In a strict sense is meaningless to say that there there is nothing; such an 
utterance is only acceptable in a loose sense, as we use it daily. But strictly speaking, we 
cannot say that in any place of space there is a vacuum. The daily use of the expression 
leads to confusion.

Now, if in the light of these brief arguments we accept this suggestion, we arrive to 
the final point: if there cannot be nothing,  the background of reality must be made of  
something, label it ‘ether’ or as you want10. Then, being whatever it may be, we know it 
is  something;  and as  such does  not  seem to have  any special  feature that  makes  it 
privileged  over  the  other  possible  ‘ethers’,  over  the  other  possible  ‘backgrounds’ 
(quoted because there are  no backgrounds actually!).  Therefore,  that  means that  the 
objective frame upon which state the objective laws cannot exist. If that reasoning were 
the case, the standard account of laws would be threatened, and it would seem more 
plausible to adopt this alternative humean / antirealist version sketched above.

10 But you might remind that something as ‘ether’ is totally neglected nowadays! Therefore, the thesis  
here exposed should be complemented by a rescue of the concept of ether. That could be made at least 
following two (complementary) strategies. One is recurring to the current theories in Physics that are  
indeed recovering such a concept (mainly motivated by the dark enery mentioned before). Other way 
is to argue that the discarding of the ether, made since Einstein by all the scientific community, was 
not strictly justified: in brief, not needing anymore such a concept does not entail its non existence.
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