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I. Biology

1. TWO ONTOLOGICAL  
INTERFERENCES

T

he first ontological inter

ference between Biolo

gy and Economics is the 

necessary

1

 presence of the 

biological individual in

side the two “territories”. Biology does 

not exist without the biological indi

vidual, because the biological phenom

enon is created just by this individual. 

Economics also cannot exist without 

the economic subject, because the eco

nomic phenomenon is created just by 

the individual’s act (or, after the case, 

his/her abstention).

The second ontological interference 

is the necessary presence of evolution. 

The biological individual evolves (as 

species) based on the mechanism geneti-
cal mutation – natural cumulative selection, while 

the economic individual (as cultural 

hypostasis of the biological individual) 

evolves based on the mechanism mesetic2 
mutation – social cumulative selection.

Some consequences of the ontolog

ical interferences between Biology and 

Economics emerge now:

1 The word necessary has its logical  
signification,i.e.mandatory,inevitable,
inherent.
2Meseticmeansmemetic+semetic.
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a) the biological evolution influen

ces the economic function of the bio

logical individual;

b) the economic evolution acts as 

secondary integrator (by the social cu

mulative selection, which is secondary 

related to the natural cumulative selec

tion) for the genetic replicator;

c)the economic evolution acts as a pri-
mary integrator for the memetic and/or se

metic replicators. In other words, the social 

selection alters the natural one (for exam

ple, by cooperation, in the case of generic 

biological individuals, or by medicine, in 

the case of cultural biological individuals)

2. EIGHT PRINCIPLED  
INTERFERENCES

(1) the principle of co-evolution
•	 the adult individual (the pheno

type) evolves (from the species’ perspec

tive) with and through interaction with 

its environment (the integrator) in both 

biology and economics. The biological 

sanction is equivalent to the economic 

sanction, i.e. extinction (physically, in 

the biological field, economically, in the 

economic field);

•	 the coevolution has the same 

me chanism (based on two interrelated 

phenomena) in both biology and eco

nomics: the emergence of novelty (ge

netic mutation in biology, economic or 

institutional innovation in the econo

my). In both fields arises an interaction 

between the novelty and the existing 

background. 

We should note that the biological 

fitness, respectively the competitive eco

nomic advantage are preferentially di

rected (nondeliberately in the case of bi

ology, but deliberately in the case of the 

economy). This interaction modelling is 

done by the Malthusian fitness model (in 

biology), and by the production function 

model (in economy). For example, the 

punctuated equilibrium (from biology) 

is analogous with the Schumpeterian 

business cycle in economy. 

ECONOMICS’ 
INTERFERENCES
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(2) the principle of non-predictability
In both fields (biology and econo

my) the phenomena/processes are fun

damentally unpredictable. The main 

cause is, of course, the coevolution 

(more precisely: coevolutionary fit

ness, including adaptation). Also, in 

both fields, the coevolution is an ex

clusive ex post finding: 

a) an appropriate coevolutional fit

ness is observed/measured in biology 

after it has been achieved; 

b) an appropriate coevolutionary 

competitive advantage is observed/mea

sured in the economy after its achieve

ment. 

In addition, in both biology and 

economy is working the autopoiesis 

(selforganization, selfreorganization, 

selfrepair, selfgeneration, selfrege

neration).

(3) the principle of evolving dynamics
Both fields exhibit an evolution

ary dynamic, i.e. a dynamic which is 

controlled at the same time randomly 

and nonrandomly. The randomization 

works when the novelty comes in (genes 

or memes

3

), while nonrandomization 

works to validate the replication (per

petuation) of the novelty by cumulative 

(natural or social) processes. The mod

els of evolutionary dynamics in biology 

and economy are formally analogous. 

Some examples: a) LotkaVolterra type 

replicators; b) the hypercycle (Manfred 

Eigen); c) autocatalytic networks; d) 

generative grammars (including sto

chastic type of grammar). Maybe, the 

3Itisnotadmissiblethatthesemeswork
randomly(theyworkinsideanintellectual
projectonly).

economic taxonomies should be of an 

evolving type, not of a numeric one: for 

example, we should have: developing 

countries, stagnant countries, involutive 

countries, etc.

(4) the principle of morphostatic causality
Both in the biology and in the 

economy, any cause has adverse effects. 

In biology: anaerobic organisms have 

generated oxygen, which has led to the 

proliferation of aerobic organisms that 

have then eliminated anaerobics, while 

in the economy: avoiding unsafe bank 

customers (as a result of informational 

asymmetry) by imposing risk premia 

on the active interest rate cuts out also 

customers who are safe (the adverse se

lection effect

4

). 

4See,here,thenotoriousworksofJoseph
Stiglitz.
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(5) the principle of functional organization
Both the biological and the eco

nomic fields are organized in such a 

way that the structure generates the 

function. By function I understand the 

potential (i.e. not necessarily current) 

output of a system, having a persistent, 

repeatable and coevolutionary char

acter with the system of the environ

ment. However, some analysts believe 

that Lamarckism is dominant in the 

social field (transmission based on use 

or disuse of the trait or meme under 

discussion). The discussion on this  

issue cannot be extended here, but the 

interested reader could find more about 

in the synthesis provided by Geoffrey 

Hodgson

5

.

(6) the principle of topological substantiation
Both biology and the economy 

are topologically organized and condi

tioned: biological species is conditioned 

by geographic separation (thus, topo

logically), while the economic special

ization (values, behaviours, etc.) is geo

graphically, geopolitically conditioned, 

and from the perspective of endowment 

with resources  see HOS theory (i.e. 

also topologically)

6

. 

(7) the principle of sustainability
Both in biology and in economy, 

the principle of sustainable develop

ment works: in biology – evolution 

does not optimize (see, for example, the 

incredibly suboptimized structure of 

the human brain) but ensures the sus

tainability of the body (through cumu

lative natural selection); in the economy 

– generalizing the paradigm of optimal

ity in the economy has led to chronic 

and serious adverse effects (inequality, 

poverty, global environmental damage, 

etc.), so it seems that the whole sustain

ability paradigm would be better.

(8) the principle of dissipation
Both in biology and in economy, 

5GeoffreyM.Hodgson,The Evolution of 
Institutional Economics.Agency, Structure 
and Darwinism in American Institutiona
lism,Routledge,2004.
6Probablythemostappropriatemodelling
(and formalismaswell) of the economic 
process is the topologicalmodelling, but
suchamodellingisstillbeingwaitedfor.

the principle of evolution goes away 

from equilibrium, i.e. the principle of 

dissipation is working: in biology – the 

individual organism extracts from the 

environment (including from indivi

duals of other or even the same species) 

low entropy (negentropy) and “dis

charges” high entropy into the environ

ment; in the economy: economic actors 

(economic individuals or multiindivid

ual economic structures) gain advan

tages, for example, profit (i.e. low en

tropy) from the economic environment 

(including other economic individuals) 

and eliminate in the economic environ

ment disadvantages, for example, costs

7

 

(i.e. high entropy) in the fulfilment of 

the economic goals.

7 The so-called negative externalities
which generate, in principle, social costs
(see,also,theRonaldCoase’stheorem).

II. Thermodynamics
1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

While the relationships or interfer

ences between Economics and Biolo

gy seems be very natural and obvious, 

analogous interferences between Eco

nomics and Thermodynamics appear 

quasiexotic. For such assessments, the 

following statements come into play:

a. Economics is a social discipline 

(or, maybe, science), while Thermody

namics is a natural one. So, Econom

ics has to deal with conscious subjects 

(the human beings, that is, with the 

free will, on the one hand, and with the 

rationality model, on the other hand), 

while Thermodynamics has to deal 

with objects only;

b. Economics aspires to model and 

predict the individual behaviour (des
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pite the current – fortunately down 

sloping – enthusiasm for probabilities, 

i.e. for the statistics), while Thermo

dynamics cannot proceed elsewise than 

statistically, i.e. it can describe only the 

average behaviour of its own “popula

tion” (for example, the gas molecules);

c. the economic behaviour is driv

en by both the natural laws (for exam

ple, the psychological laws) and the pos

itive ones (for example, the fiscal rules), 

while the thermodynamic “behaviour” is 

driven by the natural laws only.

2. SPECIFIC ISSUES  
OF ECONOMICS – THERMODY-

NAMICS INTERFERENCES

The interferences between Eco

nomics and Thermodynamics must be 

examined both from the perspective of 

their shared phenomena and from the 

perspective of their nonshared phe

nomena.

a. Shared phenomena in Economics and 
Thermodynamics

i. the most obvious shared phe

nomenon in Economics and Thermo

dynamics is the statistical nature of 

their “populations”. Indeed, in both 

disciplines it is not individuals (or not 

individuals only) who are studied, but 

groups of individuals. Although both 

Economics and Thermodynamics can 

examine the individuals per se, a com

plete explanation of these individuals 

cannot be done without taking into 

consideration all the individuals in the 

group. On the contrary, for example, 

Biology can study the individual phys

iology without considering other indi

viduals;

ii. both Economics and Thermody

namics “observe” the macroscopic effects 

from microscopic causes. Economics can 

talk about the consumption behaviour at 

macroeconomic level, without consider

ing the consumption of every individual 

at microeconomic level. Likewise, Ther

modynamics can talk about temperature 

without considering the movement of 

every molecule inside a gas. We could 

discuss also the metaphysical

8

 concepts 

which are used by both disciplines;

iii. both Economics and Thermody

namics are led towards macro stability by 

the micro fluctuations. In other words, 

in both disciplines a macro order is gen

erated by micro disorders

9

;

iv. both fields of interest (economic 

processes and thermodynamic ones) are 

characterized by the entropic phenome

na. Of course, the entropic phenomenon 

is shared by the entire Universe but it 

manifests the more so as both fields are 

statistical ones;

v. based on the statistical nature of 

the fields “governed” by Economics and 

Thermodynamics respectively, another 

8 Here, a metaphysical concept means a
non-experimentalone.
9 In passing, this is what constitutes the
crucial role of governing. Generally, all
of the economic theories, nomatter their
basic ideology, have aspired just to play
sucharole.

shared phenomenon is the attractive

ness of the representativeness. Indeed, 

both Economics and Thermodynamics 

require the modelling of their own pop

ulation behaviour by appealing to the 

“representative agent”. Such a “represen

tative agent” is, of course, an average of 

the individuals’ behaviours;

vi. both the fields of Economics and 

Thermodynamics, respectively, are un

der the chaotic imperative. Indeed, tak

ing into consideration that in both fields 

the accuracy of measuring the initial 

conditions is vulnerable, then the chaot

ic behaviour of the populations in case is 

logically necessary.

b. Un-shared phenomena in Economics and 
Thermodynamics

i. although both the fields of Eco

nomics and Thermodynamics are en

tropically labelled, only in the economic 

field does the dissipativity work. The 

dissipative phenomenon is, generally, 

an idiosyncrasy of life (i.e. of living en

tities), so it is working in the economic 

field because such a field is “populated” 

with human beings;

ii. based on the dissipative phe

nomena, the economic field is neces

sarily antiequilibrium oriented

10

, while 

Thermodynamics is proequilibrium 

oriented;

iii. Economics has to deal with indi

vidual idiosyncrasies (the human beings 

are different one from the other, because 

they are, better said, persons), that is 

with heterogeneities, while Thermody

namics has to deal with identical individ

uals, that is with homogeneities;

iv. because of the antiequilibrium 

nature of the economic processes, the 

stability, which is associated with the 

equilibrium, is not possible in this field. 

Consequently, while Economics has to 

deal with the sustainability

11

, Thermo

dynamics has to deal with stability and 

even stationarity;

v. although, as we have seen above, 

both Economics and Thermodynamics 

10 Inotherwords (see IlyaPrigogine) the
economic processes stay far from equili-
brium.
11That is,a replicabilitywithoutstability
(muchlessstationarity).
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face the variance of initial conditions, 

however, while within Thermodynamics 

the movement law can be generally con

sidered as constant, within Economics 

often the “movement law” is changing

12

. 

SOME FINAL (DESIDERATIVE) 
REMARKS

The most important concept which 

could be “imported” from Thermody

namics into Economics seems to be the 

concept of entropy (of course, in a pre

cautionary way, that is, by combining it 

with the concepts of dissipativity, and 

sustainability)

13

. 

The most important process which 

could be “imported” from Thermody

namics into Economics seems to be the 

process of “order from fluctuations”. 

Ideologically, such an aim requires, 

probably, that a new ordoliberalism 

be elaborated and implemented. More

over, I think the current processes of 

globalization and regional economic 

(and not only economic) integration 

imperatively require such a new social 

philosophy and ideology.

III. Quantum Mechanics 
1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

As it is well known, Quantum Me

chanics has developed because the ev

idence showed that, within the micro

scopic natural world, the established 

laws of the macroscopic natural world 

seemed to be violated. In addition, oth

er specific natural laws were required 

to be accepted and formulated for the 

microworld

14

. So that, along with the 

12 See the recent results of Behavioural
Economics (for example, the Oedipus 
effect).
13Attention:currently,theconceptofeco-
nomicentropyiswronglydefinedandop-
erationalized (especiallybyassociating it
with theconceptofprobability,basedon
theworkofBoltzmannandShannon). In
myopinion, theconceptofeconomicen-
tropy should be accurately built on the
NicholasGeorgescu-Roegensuggestions.
14Asitturnedoutshortly,evenmathemat-
icsusedat themacroscopic levelwasno

physics of the macrocosm, a physics 

of the microcosm has been developed. 

However, what connections could be 

made between Economics – a discipline 

of the macroscopic world and of a social 

field – and the Quantum Mechanics – a 

discipline of the microscopic world and 

of a natural field? The two disciplines 

seem to be at cosmic distance one from 

the other. Let us, from the beginning, 

put into evidence the visible differences 

between the two disciplines, then we 

turn to highlight the invisible similar

ities between them. So, the visible dif

ferences:

•	 as already shown, Economics is 

a macroscopic discipline, while Quan

longer suitable for microscopic descrip-
tionandexplanation

tum Mechanics is a microscopic one. 

As the laws for the macroscopic world 

are inappropriate for the microscopic 

one, it seems hazardous to put Eco

nomics and Quantum Mechanics into 

any relation;

•	 as already also shown, Econom

ics is a social discipline, while Quan

tum Mechanics is a natural one. This 

means Economics has to deal with 

cultural subjects which have free will, 

while Quantum Mechanics does not 

to have to deal with subjects, but with 

objects only;

•	 Economics is rather a herme

neutic than a science

15

, while Quan

15Because theprincipled impossibilityof
thefactualfalsifiabilityinthesocialfield,
so,afortiori,intheeconomicfield.

AntiSinTHESES
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tum Mechanics is an almost comple

tely mathematized science;

•	 in the most part, Economics 

cannot enunciate predictions

16

, while 

Quantum Mechanics seems to be the 

most predictable among all the natural 

sciences by now.

As can be seen, the two disciplines 

seem to have a vacuous intersection 

from the most relevant points of view. 

However, we will try to show these dif

ferences are apparent only. Moreover, 

we will try to show that Economics 

cannot afford to ignore the Quantum 

Mechanics if it is desirable to reach 

16Becausethepresenceofthefreewill(in
ouropinion, just thepresenceof the free
willconfersthequalityofthecomplexity,
which is almost generally confused with
thecomplicatedness).

a new stage of maturity – both the

oretical and methodological – in this 

discipline.

2. SPECIFIC ISSUES  
OF ECONOMICS – QUANTUM 

MECHANICS INTERFERENCES 

The interferences between Eco

nomics and Quantum Mechanics must 

be examined both from the perspective 

of their shared phenomena and from 

the perspective of their nonshared 

phenomena.

a. Shared phenomena in Economics and 
Quantum Mechanics

i. free will

The issue of free remains problem

atic both in theology, psychology and 

philosophy. In theology, there persists 

the dilemma between deism and the

ism – if the deism is accepted, so the 

free will and the associated responsi

bility hold sense, while if the theism is 

accepted, so the free will and the asso

ciated responsibility disappear because 

God decides on all behaviours. The 

psychology did not yet with certain

ty establish if the free will flows from 

the consciousness or, on the contrary, 

it is a result of the unconsciousness. 

Regarding philosophy, the free will 

is approached from the perspective of 

individual freedom, being viewed as 

a species of it. Among all theses, the 

free will establishes a deep connection 

between Economics and Quantum Me

chanics – if free will is defined as be

ing simply the unpredictability of the 

humans, the same unpredictability is 

met regarding the elementary particles. 

So, at least for methodological reasons, 

the free will can constitute a bridge be

tween the two disciplines.

ii. the linear superposition

The linear superposition in Quan

tum Mechanics says that, before an ex

periment, an elementary particle could 

be in any “place”. In other words, this 

“place” is a linear superposition of dif

ferent possible “places” or states, and 

only after the experiment is done, the 

“true place”/state emerges for the ob

server. But the same is true regarding 

the prediction in Economics – every 

individual has his own prediction on a 

future event, so the future event might 

be understood as a linear superposi

tion of many predictions, and the true 

prediction can be known just after the 

event predicted is measured/observed. 

Like in Quantum Mechanics, we have 

also in Economics something like of the 

collapsing of the “wave function”.

iii. the principle of uncertainty 

(Heisenberg)

The principle of uncertainty in 

Quantum Mechanics says that we can

not

17

 measure with any precision and 

simultaneously two conjugate parame

ters of a particle (usually the impulse 

and the position). When the precision 

of measuring for one parameter increas

es, the precision of measuring the other 

decreases, the two changes being embe

dded in Heisenberg’s formula. But the 

same happens in Economics regarding 

the vast set of tradeoffs – when one of 

the paired conjugate parameters moves 

in a sense, the other moves in the con

trary sense, and the two changes are 

embedded in the associated indifference 

curve. So, in essence, we have also in 

Economics something like the principle 

of uncertainty

18

. 

iv. the interference between subject 

– object

Closely linked to the previous 

common element is the issue of the 

interference between subject – object. 

Heisenberg’s uncertainty emerges only 

if an experiment is done, so only if an 

interference between the observer and 

the object observed actually happens. 

Such a condition, which is contingent 

in the Quantum Mechanics, becomes 

necessary in Economics – the economic 

phenomenology necessarily implies the 

interference subject –object

19

, because 

no economic event could come into ex

17Suchanimpossibilityisofprinciple,not
accidentally(forexample, itdoesnotde-
pendontheaccuracyoftheinstrumentor
thecompetenceoftheobserver).
18Heretheconceptofuncertaintylacksthe
significancepopularizedbyKnight.
19Tosomeextent,inEconomics,thesub-
jectisindiscerniblefromtheobject.
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istence without the action of a subject 

on an object. Again, between Quantum 

Mechanics and Economics we can infer 

a significant similarity. 

b. Non-shared phenomena in Economics and 
Quantum Mechanics

i. statistical predictability

The Quantum Mechanics cannot 

be understood without the probabilistic 

modelling. Although the predictions 

based on the statistical average provide 

here exceptional corroborative results, 

such a modelling method seems in

appropriate for Economics, where we 

lack a simple statistical population of 

objects, having instead individuals with 

their own values, interests and goals.

ii.  the factual truth

The Quantum Mechanics, despite 

its exotic air, remains a natural science. 

So, the concept of truth remains in the 

sphere of factual testability, that is, it 

remains a correspondencetruth spe

cies. By the contrary, in Economics, 

since normativity prevails in estab

lishing the goals, the concept of truth 

becomes much more problematic – 

probably it should be viewed only as a 

degree in which the results are overlap

ping with the prediction, without any 

connections with the factual truth in 

Quantum Mechanics.

3. SOME FINAL (DESIDERATIVE) 
REMARKS

The most important concept which 

could be “imported” from Quantum 

Mechanics into Economics seems to 

be the concept of linear superposition 

(of course, in a precautionary way, that 

is, taking into account normativity as 

a fundamental mark of the economic 

process). 

The most important process which 

could be “imported” from Quantum 

Mechanics into Economics seems to 

be the process of subject – object in

terference and, linked to this, the im

precision of Heisenberg (of course, in 

a precautionary way, because the eco

nomic tradeoffs are not, in fact, a re

sult of measurements, but a result of 

intersubject interactions).

IV. Topology

1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

It is somehow surprising that to

pology has not yet roused the attention 

of Economics. Probably the most im

portant obstacle were some orthodox 

definitions of the two disciplines – Eco

nomics is a discipline of the processes, 

while Topology is a discipline of static 

configurations (the changes in topo

logical configurations are also viewed 

as static, that is, outside any causality 

except the formal “causality”). In fact, 

things are not at all that way. Here are 

some considerations in support of this 

statement:

a. as it is well known, a function of 

a system is always ensured by the struc

ture of that system

20

. But the structure 

is simply a configuration – including 

the spatial one, although it could be of 

many other kinds – so the connection 

of Economics with the Topology is not 

at all nonnatural;

b. the topological equivalence

21

 

is not different, in its essence, from 

the economic equivalence – in To

pology we conserve the neighbour

hood against the spatial configuration 

changes, while in Economics we con

serve a given parameter (for example, 

the total utility, modelled by indiffer

ence curves) against the changes in the 

economic choices;

c. the behaviour of the objects

22

 in 

the two fields happens in the same for

mal, i.e. “physiological” way (although 

“somatically” or hylically in a different 

one), that is, under a sui generis geode

sic – the preservation of the convexity 

in Topology, respectively the preserva

tion of the norms in Economics.

20Ofcourse,therelationshipsbetweenthe
systemanditsenvironmentalsointervene
here,but,essentially,afunctionistheef-
fectofthestructure.
21See, forexample, thefamous topologi-
calequivalencebetweenthepretzel(and,
generally,thetor)andthecoffeecup.
22Forasubject(forexample,anobserver)
alltheothersubjectsareobjects.

2. SPECIFIC ISSUES  
OF ECONOMICS – TOPOLOGY 

INTERFERENCES

The interferences between Econom

ics and Topology must be examined both 

from the perspective of their shared 

phenomena and from the perspective of 

their nonshared phenomena.

a. Shared phenomena in Economics and  
Topology

i. the spatiality

One of the most common phenom

AntiSinTHESES
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ena shared by Economics and Topology 

is the spatialiy (of course, in the Euclid

ian space). Both disciplines develop their 

rationality, inter alia, firstly from the 

point of view of the space. The econom

ic market (production, distribution, sell

ing, consumption) works into the space. 

Topological objects, in turn, change into 

space. So, a topological modelling of the 

economic process could be one of the 

most appropriate modelling methods, 

compared with the coarse current alge

braic modelling. In addition, the con

vexity conditions which are put almost 

in all of the economic decision models 

are compatible with the analogous con

ditions of convexity used in Topology.

ii. the hub character

Topology, especially when combined 

with networks, generates the interesting 

phenomenon of hub formation – the 

selfconstituting of a positive feedback of 

a node in the network, so this node at

tracts the majority of connections of the 

network (for example Google in the net

work of information searching engines). 

But the phenomenon is very common in 

Economics – for example the collusion 

or the legal monopolies or monopsonies 

in the economic market. So, the mathe

matical operators developed by Topolo

gy could be used to describe and explain 

the analogous phenomenon happening 

in the economic field.

i. the gravitation

The issue of attractor (and of at

tractiveness) is also a common issue of 

Economics and Topology. An attractor 

is, as it is well known, a fixed point (or 

an invariant point) of the equation de

scribing the dynamics of a system, where 

the module of the first derivative of the 

equation is less than 1. So, the majority 

of possible trajectories of the given sys

tem will gravitate around that attractor. 

But the same happens in the economic 

field – an agglomeration of infrastruc

ture inside a small territory will generate 

the reduction of the fixed costs and, as 

a consequence, that territory will attract 

many economic agents (see, for exam

ple, the industrial platforms). So, such 

concentration phenomena are common 

for Topology and Economics and, again, 

the operational developments gained on 

the attractor in Topology could be use

ful in modelling the analogous economic 

phenomena

23

.

ii. the invariants

Maybe the strongest link between 

Topology and Economics is achieved by 

23 To be mentioned that the Theory of 
Chaos has a very strong development of
the issues of attractor points vs. source
pointsinnon-linearsystems.Itseemsthe
chaotic behavior, the topological beha-
vior,andtheeconomicbehaviorhavevery
manyfeaturesincommontobeexplored.

the concept of invariants. The topologi

cal equivalence means simply an invari

ance of a topological object (so, which 

still remains a topological object) faced 

with a group of transformations. In an 

analogous way, in Economics we have 

the socalled prime integrals which pro

vide laws of invariants – in fact any prime 

integral which is identified is associated 

with a conservative law regarding the 

process described by that integral. Taking 

into account that a science (if it respects 

its name) should find nothing else than 

invariants of its processes and phenom

ena, it is curious that Economics paid 

by now so little attention to the topic of 

economic invariants. But, by connecting 

with Topology, this underdevelopment 

from theoretical and methodological 

perspectives could be eradicated.

a. Non-shared phenomena in Economics and 
Topology

i. In Topology we do not have causal

ity, any topological changes are generat

ed only functionally (in the mathematical 

sense, here), while the economic process 

is driven by causality and, more than 

that, by teleology (final causality). So, 

some precautions must be considered.

ii. In Topology we have to do with 

spatial transformation only, while, in 

Economics, the spatiality is only one of 

the dimensions of the economic process 

(not the most relevant, however). So, 

again, we must pay attention to a carbon 

copy import from Topology.

3. SOME FINAL (DESIDERATIVE) 
REMARKS

The most important concept which 

could be “imported” from Topology into 

Economics seems to be the concept of 

invariant process/phenomenon. The ac

quisition of such a concept could lead to 

a new stage of Economics development 

towards being a science.

The most important process which 

could be “imported” from Topology into 

Economics seems to be the process of 

hub formation. Economists focused for a 

long time on the negative feedbacks, but 

the positive ones could be of the same im

portance and significance if not greater. l


