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Abstract 
Despite the fact that mathematical deductivist models in line with positivism are mostly 

considered as the conventional way to do economic research, those have been criticised for 

failing to deal with social complexities. The complexities in economics may come from two 

sources, the objects of economic research, and the approaches toward these objects. The main 

objects of economic research, social phenomena, are complex as it involves social 

interactions between individuals and institutions under the specific influencing environment. 

Therefore, for complex social realities, they requires economic research to obtain social 

ontology. This definitely goes beyond mathematical deductivists models and positivism, 

which often ignore this matter. Acknowledging the limitations of the conventional 

approaches from philosophical perspectives, there are two main ways to bring economics 

closer to social realities. Some propose alternative models with the aid of advanced 

econometrics and computational tools (Arthur, 2013). However, the underlying principle of 

this approach is still to isolate phenomena from its surrounding and potential causal 

mechanism. For this reason, alternative models hardly escape from criticisms as of their 

counterparts, i.e. mathematical deductivist models. In other words, economic models do not 

solve the root of methodological problems in economics. Based on the work of Lawson 

(2009) and his commentators like Downward and Mearman (2007), this paper argues for the 

use of mixed-method in economics research. It turns out that mixed-method is evidently used 

in a number of economic research like poverty and innovation. Additionally, mixed-method 

appears to respond to the inquiries made by some economists like Hebert Simon to make 

                                                 
1 This paper does not specify any industries/companies/institutions. 



 
 

proper observations in economics. And, mixed-method has some supportive philosophical 

foundations, e.g. from critical realism alike. 
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1. Introduction 
Economics due to its nature and content is a complex social science. The real world, or social 
phenomena involve complex interactions between individuals and institutions within the 
evolutionary process of society. 

„The economy is not something given and existing but forms from a constantly 
developing set of institutions, arrangements, and technological innovations.‟ (Arthur, 
2013, 1) 

Complexities may occur through approaches to deal with economic complexities (in terms of 
complex reality) at the same time. On the one hand, recent literature has criticised positivism 
and conventional mathematical deductivist models in economics as those fail to address 
emergent issues in economies (Hausman, 1998, Hodge, 2008, Mäki, 2003). On the other 
hand, in response to economic complexities, the majority of economists seek alternative 
mathematical models, or computer-based experiments (Arthur, 2013). For example, 
economists may revise the general and unrealistic assumptions in mathematical models to 
simulate the real world according to Colander et al., 2008 cited in Lawson (2009). Or 
econometricians and economists have tried to improve the mathematical models on account 
of advanced econometric techniques and the aid of computers. It seems that most of attempts 
made to introduce complexities into economics are actually to bring economics closer to 
social reality. However, as Lawson (2009) precisely pointed out, the persistent problems lie 
in the economic methodology itself. Therefore, alternative mathematical models or computer-
based experiments for theorising complexities in economics may never fix the root of 
problems. 

From philosophical perspectives, the crux of problems with mathematical models as well as 
computer-based experiments is due to its ignorance of social ontology. By the same token, 
some have doubted that economic research may have a wrong ontological picture of reality 
(Hodge, 2008). The theoretical world as built in mathematical deductivist models or 
experiments turns out to be strange and dissimilar to the real world (Sugden, 2001). 
Economies perpetually evolve and restructure at both miso, meso and macro levels. As long 
as mathematical models and controlled computational experiments, and simulation try to 
„isolate phenomena and the mechanisms that cause these (phenomena)‟ for the sake of 
theorising (Arthur, 2013, 7), theories and policies recommended from deductivist inference 
may no longer be real and practical.    

Besides, the dominant methodology in economic research considers only observables as 
reliable for scientific methods, making economics closely linked to natural sciences rather 
than social sciences. Yet, scientific methods may be of little help for gaining an insight into 
human behaviour (Knight, 1921, cited in Mabsout, 2015). To elaborate, Hausman (1994) 
gave a summary of various philosophical views on the distinctions between natural sciences 
and social sciences. Accordingly, natural sciences are deemed to be predictive and 
explanatory; whereas, social sciences are more likely to be exploratory. Weber, Verstehen 
and other philosophers mutually agree that social sciences should aim to provide 
understanding. Such understanding about social world and social phenomena requires 
“interpretation” rather than “empirical theorizing and testing” (Hausman, 1994, 25).  

In furtherance of Lawson‟s ideas and his commentators (Downward & Mearman, 2007), this 
paper argues for the need of ontological discussion to address complexities in economics. In 
this relevance, positivism, which has guided the majority of mathematical deductivist models 
becomes inappropriate to investigate emergent and evolutionary phenomena in economies. 
Given the ontological depth, critical realism is perhaps more proper to deal with economic 
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complexities. In line with critical realism, with respect to economic methodology, 
methodological triangulation, especially the between-method triangulation2, or mixed-method 
would be beneficial to address complexities as it could:  

„…enable the systematic development of analytical links between individual decisions 
and the social structures in which they are embedded and to include the views and 
understandings of participants, such as employees, within a particular field of study‟ 
(Jefferson et al., 2014, 291) 

The structure of this paper is as followings. Section 2 illustrates some criticisms of positivism 
and mathematical deductivist models from philosophical aspects. Based on these criticisms, 
Section 3 deals with the approaches to address the limitations of positivism and mathematical 
deductivist models. It turns out that apart from the conventional method, namely quantitative, 
a part of economic research has resorted to mixed-method in complex and emergent issues, 
such as poverty and innovation. Notably, mixed-method methodology is evidently based on 
some supportive philosophical foundations, namely critical realism and abduction. Finally, in 
conclusion, the paper suggests that further work need to be done to justify the employment of 
mixed-method in economic research.   

2. Criticism against positivism and mathematical deductivist models in economic 
research  
The mathematical deductivist models are taken for granted to be the dominant approach, or 
the only suitable way to do economic research. In alignment with economic modelling, its 
respective philosophy might be positivism in the extreme position. Generally, positivism is an 
epistemology-driven philosophy along with the deemed trivial role of ontology and axiology.  

Ontology commonly refers to the nature of social reality and the existence of reality and 
phenomena (Saunders et al., 2016). Positivists believe in the insignificance of ontology, as  

„…only the study of the ontological presuppositions of theories and their consistency 
with the world views, beliefs and knowledge claims espoused by the theorist is 
deemed to be of any value‟ (Hodge, 2008).  

However, this may be a misconception about the ontological issues in economics, or in the 
words of Lawson “an epistemic fallacy”. Instead of dividing ontological issues into “being”, 
or “not being”, Lawson discussed about “scientific ontology” and “philosophical ontology”. 
While scientific ontology is things that exist untenably; philosophical ontology provides a 
conceptual framework about researchers‟ world views on the existence of social reality and 
phenomena. It further directs the economic research in terms of „identification and 
explanation of significant social entities and mechanism‟ (Hodge, 2008, 179). Hence, the 
matter of ontology may be more ubiquitous than some economic researchers and 
philosophers may think. For instance, the selection of a certain theory or a set of theories over 
the others, along with research design and methods are undeniable examples reflecting the 
researchers‟ own beliefs and preconception.  

Also, positivism is value-free (Blaikie, 2007, Crotty, 2003, Guba and Lincoln, 2005). Most of 
economic research argued over different interpretations of facts, i.e. statistic data, rather than 

                                                 
2 The term “between-method triangulation”, coined by Denzin (1970) as cited by (Downward and Mearman, 

2007)  is often referred as mixed-method, which combines both quantitative and qualitative methods within one 

single study.  
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values (Dasgupta, 2005). As noted by Lawson (2009, 762), the economic methodology as 
found in economic modelling has been suggested to be more data-driven. Accordingly, under 
statistical laws, a simulated world is built upon the assumptions about the real world for the 
scientific tests to confirm or reject the hypotheses. Nevertheless, there are a few critical 
points worth noting here. 

First, the majority of economic research, especially those in economic modelling, is 
constructed by assumptions rather than axioms (Lawson, cited in Hodge, 2008), for example, 
assumptions in market perfection, rationality, and perfect information. While axioms are 
likely to be unquestionable, assumptions are probably not. Actually, most of assumptions 
found in mathematical models are critical due to its reality.  

Regarding reality, ones need to examine those assumptions under the light of ontological 
position of positivism. Some claim that the equivalent ontology of positivism is naïve realism 
or empirical realism (Guba and Lincoln, 2005). This type of realism implies a closed and 
static world; it rejects „the independence of though and reality‟ (Downward and Mearman, 
2007, 87). Additionally, according to Blaikie (cited in Crotty, 2003, 11) claims that naïve 
realism includes „an ordered universe made up of atomistic, discrete and observable events‟. 
This notion is associated with two presuppositions of economic mathematical models, 
including: 

„(i) empirical regularities of the sort required are ubiquitous, and  

(ii) social reality is constituted by sets of isolated atoms, are simply erroneous.‟ 
(Lawson, 2009, 764) 

Nevertheless, these two prepositions are far from realistic. Regularities or probabilistic in 
economics are evidently not so ubiquitous (Downward et al., 2002, Hausman, 1998). 
Empirical realists seek to establish “empirical gernerlisation” or “scientific laws” based on 
reliable event regularities, which are often in the reduced form of complex phenomena 
(Hodge, 2008, 180). The point is that such closed ontological view emphasizing event 
regularities would be „unable to adequately address complexity and change‟ (Morgan, 2015, 
845). Additionally, proponents of positivism may argue that   

„even if human freedom sets limits to psychological or social laws, there are still 
uniformities in human behaviour, which social theorists may study‟ (Hausman, 1994, 
26).  

Admittedly, economists have gained more recognition on the existence of human beliefs and 
intentions, but, in mathematical models, we rarely know the nature and exploratory aspects of 
these beliefs and intentions. The common assumption in mathematical  models is still  

„people have perfect information about all the relevant facts‟ but economic model 
builders „disregard what beliefs are‟ (Hausman, 1994, 26).  

Such acknowledgement of human behaviour is still insufficient for making conclusive 
statements about individual beliefs, neither with policy prescription.  

Regarding the second proposition, it is similar to those of natural sciences, such as physics 
and mathematics. However, economics should be distinguished with mathematics or physics 
(Davis, 2008). The latter employs controlled experiments with laboratory data. As a social 
science, concerning human beings and human behaviour, economics may never be able to do 
the same, e.g. controlled experiments in strict sense. By simulating human behaviour in 
mathematical models, the appearance of value-ladeness within the objects of research ought 
to be diminished. Nonetheless, any attempts to deny the axiological aspect of economics 
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probably push economics away from social sciences. The conception of isolation in 
mathematical models means „a set of elements is theoretically removed from the influence of 
other elements in a given situation‟ (Mäki, 1992, 318, cited in Sugden, 2001, 15). Hence, 
economic theories is no more but fragments of what happen in real worlds, the social worlds. 
Other potential causal factors are assumingly to be left in error terms. Following this thread, 
the interpretation of error terms may be varied upon researchers‟ own judgments based on 
literature review. Even for those who do not allow any sense of subjectivity in economic 
research, those should admit that the interpretation of error terms probably consists of bias to 
some extent. This, in turn, decreases the credibility and reliability of economic research. In 
the second strand, this requires the discussion of ontology in economic research, which 
represents researcher‟s worldview and belief. To emphasize, this is not to say the objectivity 
of economic research would be reduced due to the ontological discussion. Instead, we know 
that an economic research is a personal or a group‟s product, thus, it is likely that researchers 
inevitably left some trace of subjectivity in their research.   

To put it briefly, the social realities and social structures could be anything but isolated items. 
Human beings are bounded by social relations and relevant social responsibilities. Lawson 
(2009, 765) emphasized that: 

(social reality) „is a relational totality in motion‟ … including „social relations, rules, 
positions, power structures and … meanings and values‟, which are „typically 
immeasurable‟.  

Social structure is within an evolutionary process, so it involves changes and transformation. 
For those reasons, social reality cannot be separated and isolated under experimental 
conditions like in mathematical models without being criticised.  

Second, unlike physics and other natural science, there is no law in economics, but mainly 
theories.  

On this issue, the essay wroteby Milton Friedman (Friedman, (1953), 1966), which has 
exerted a great influence on economic methodology, and has laid foundations for positive 
economics, is worth of critical discussion.  

According to Friedman, the goal of economics should be to develop theories or hypotheses 
about social phenomena. Theories, in Friedman‟s words, are „a body of substantive 
hypotheses designed to abstract essential features of complex reality‟ (p.7). Of which, 
hypotheses are assumed to be true, and “confirmed by experience”. As the argument runs, 
„theory is to be judged by its predictive power for the class of phenomena which it is intended 
to explain‟ (p.8). It was emphasized that empirical evidence is a must to confirm or reject 
hypotheses. Possibly, the most outstanding and critical point within Friedman‟s essay would 
be his explicit acceptance of unrealistic assumptions, alternatively, his rejection of the view 
that justifies the validity of theories and hypotheses by their respective assumptions.  

„Truly important and significant hypotheses will be found to have "assumptions" that 
are wildly inaccurate descriptive representations of reality, ….‟ (p.14) 

Friedman claimed that the validity of assumptions was totally different with the validity of 
hypotheses for two main reasoning: 

x The assumptions ought to be “descriptively false” in the sense that hypotheses try to 
simplify the real world by extracting „the common and crucial elements from the mass 
of complex and detailed circumstances surrounding the phenomena to be explained‟ 
(p.14); 
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x The validity of hypotheses in economics should not be judged upon its assumptions 
but its predictions about complex and diverse social phenomena.  

The above reasons, as of instrumentalism, have attracted a number of criticisms, especially 
from realism (Hausman, 1998, Mäki, 2003, Simon, 1994).  

As Friedman did not talk about philosophical concerns such as ontology or epistemology, 
particularly of unobservables, Mäki challenged his arguments as being confused and open for 
controversy.  

„Friedman emerges as a realist and social constructivist rather than, say, a positivist 
and instrumentalist.‟ (Mäki, 2003, 496)     

In a similar vein, the majority of economic theories, especially those deduced from 
mathematical models, rarely “postulate new unobservable entities” (Hausman, 1998, 196).  
For this reason, the mainstream orthodox economics, namely neo-classical school, has been 
disgraced in economic research about emergent and evolutionary issues. The main reasons 
are probably due to the equilibrium and static approaches as provided by the neo-classical. 
These approaches become inappropriate in studying about the evolutionary process in social 
world, e.g. innovation, which intrinsically involves complex and emergent social interaction 
between individuals and institutions (Nelson, 2008, Stiglitz and Greenwald, 2014). Therefore, 
„in a world of complexity, a complexity closely associated with nonequilibrium‟ (Arthur, 
2013, 5).   

Notwithstanding, according to Friedman, the unrealistic assumptions are taken for granted. 
Admittedly, this perception allows certain viewpoints to prevail (Lawson, 2009, 
Subramanian, 2013). Friedman‟s work was even considered to liberate those want to 
construct mathematical models but still worried of unrealistic assumptions (Mäki, 2003). 
However, mathematical models as supported by Friedman‟s essay likely face a logical 
fallacy. As illustrated in Simon‟s brief essay, assuming a theory consists of two propositions 
X, Y, and Z as prediction/conclusion, if we apply Friedman‟s logical reasoning, we would 
have as long as Z is true, the validity of X and Y does not matter, and even X and Y are not 
directly observable. But, this is fallacious as it is not absolutely true when we first affirm the 
truth of the predictions or the consequent, then argue from the truth of the consequent to the 
truth of assumptions.  

Lawson shared a common thought in doubt about the validity of conclusions or findings built 
upon unrealistic assumptions.  

„A mathematical modelling (or any other) exercise, which unavoidably generates 
accounts of factors acknowledged as (wildly) unrealistic, provides no grouding 
thereby for the conclusions reached, whatever our independence evaluation of the 
latter‟ (Lawson, 2009, 767). 

In this sense, the capability of an economic theory as deduced from mathematical models to 
explain what happen in the real world is limited upon its unrealistic assumptions.   

3. So what are the solutions to reorient economics to social sciences by getting closer to 
reality? 
I observe there are two ways to address those challenges of mathematical deductivist models 
in literature review. 

One, some may accept the algorithmic view on the complex economy as „an ongoing 
computation – a vast, distributed, massively parallel, stochastic one.‟ (Arthur, 2013, 6). Those 
also insist to use probabilistic and statistics methods to deal with complexity. In other words, 
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complexity should be studied through computational models based on algorithms. However, 
as discussed earlier, the persistent problems with economic models are due to economic 
methodology itself. Given the advanced econometric tools and the aid of computational 
algorithms, the criticisms in terms of philosophy like ontology or axiology are still valid.  

Two, the addition of qualitative method in mixed-method could reorient economics toward 
social sciences (Downward and Mearman, 2007).  

Unlike other social science research, it is quite difficult to trace the employment of mixed-
method in economic research in literature review, especially with regard to top journals in 
economics even Journal of Economic Methodology. Those economic research which 
explicitly mentioned the use of mixed-method or similar terms could be found in a small 
number of research areas, such as:  

x the q-squared methods in poverty (Kanbur and Shaffer, 2007),  
x mixed methods in innovation and industrial organization (NBER/Sloan Foundation, 

2000; Zachariadis, Scott & Barrett, 2010),  
x mixed methods in environmental  economics (Keske et al., 2011),  
x the between-method triangulation in feminist economic research (Blin and Siegman, 

2006), and  
x other socio-economic matters (Jefferson et al., 2014, Starr, 2014). 

It turns out that the emergence of mixed-method in economic research is to respond to the 
inquiry of making proper observations by noble economists. For example, Herbert Simon 
proposed that „let us make the observations necessary to discover and test true propositions, 
call them X‟ and Y‟, to replace the false X and Y‟ (Simon, 1994, 216). Another example 
could be found in Sugden (2000). Sugden arguably claimed that we need the inclusion of 
inductive inference to bridge the gap between the model world and real world. The induction 
alone is not an appropriate logic approach in economic research (Blaug, 1992). But the key 
point worth noting is that Sugden emphasized the importance of real observations. 
Unfortunately, the author did not go further to justify the legitimation of observations, and 
how economists should observe. Or, Davis (2008) mentioned that economists often have to 
borrow concepts and ideas from other disciplines. This is understandable as the nature of 
economic research, as of instrumentalism, which highlight that theories are the tools for the 
ultimate goal of science, is more about explanatory, rarely exploratory. However, ones may 
doubt such import of knowledge from other disciplines, especially whether the contextualized 
meanings of this knowledge change from discipline to discipline. For those, who persistently 
disregard social ontology in economics, this question actually concerns epistemology rather 
than ontology. The involving issue is why economists do not directly observe social 
phenomena themselves; or economists could borrow concepts and ideas from other 
disciplines, but with more deliberation. 

Certainly, mixed-method does not suit to every circumstances; nevertheless, it is particularly 
useful in addressing complex and emergent phenomena. In closer details, (Starr, 2014, 240-
241) demonstrates general situations in need of mixed-method: 

„(a) when very little is known about the topic, so that broad exploratory research is 
needed to identify its basic characteristics;  

(b) when there has already been a lot of quantitative research on the subject, but key 
questions remain unresolved;  

(c) when back-and-forth with an interviewer is thought to be needed to help elicit full 
and accurate information;  
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(d) when the topic under investigation has some inherent complexities the researcher 
wants to be able to capture; and/or  

(e) when respondents‟ own views of their own situations are of inherent interest.‟  
Under those circumstances, for example, in sequential mixed-method research, qualitative 
phase could be done at first to generate concepts and variables for the quantitative phase. Or, 
the other way is to conduct quantitative strand in the beginning, then findings in the first 
strand could be compared, elaborated and confirmed by qualitative method in the second 
strand.  

More importantly, mixed-method actually has some supportive philosophical foundations, 
e.g. critical realism.   

In section 2, the paper has critically illustrates limitations of mathematical models and 
positivism from philosophical perspectives. These challenges probably become more severe 
when dealing with complexities in social phenomena, e.g. emergent and evolutionary issues, 
which are desperately in need of exploratory and discovery approaches rather than simply 
explanatory. Besides, it seems to be impossible or at least considerably less persuasive to 
explain something „without making inference to some larger set of things of which it is itself 
an element‟ (Elster, 1989, cited in Blaug, 1980, 10). Critical realism together with abduction 
as the logic of discovery would be more appropriate in response to this call3.  

Critical realism could avoid criticisms on the ignorance of ontology in economics as it has a 
detailed discussion on this matter. More specifically, critical realism acknowledges the 
external being of social reality regardless of human minds. Critical realists view the world as 
a combination of three strata or layers, namely the empirical (observables), the actual 
(includes actual events, which occur no matter we can observe or not) and the real (or “causal 
mechanism” – the mechanism cause actual events to happen). Of which these layers are inter-
connected. Accordingly, the role of researchers is to investigate these multi-dimensional 
social realities. Notably, critical realists aim to find out „the underlying causal mechanism 
between the different ontological levels‟ (Kim, 2012), namely the unobservable structure 
causing the observable events.  

As opposed to positivism, critical realists view the external world as an open system. 
Therefore, “patterns and regularities” as extracted from the “potential causal mechanisms” 
are likely to be tendencies (Kim, 2012). These tendencies are therefore less “determined and 
predictable” than would be the case with law-like statements/propositions. Similarly, there 
may be no ultimate or constant causal mechanisms for a given phenomenon for two reasons. 
First, the social ontology following critical realism is contextualized subject to specific study 
and historical conditions (Hodge, 2008). Second, “cause” in the causal mechanism should be 
perceived as „an evolutionary concept of emergence‟ (Downward & Mearman, 2007, 88). It 
involves social interactions between individuals and institutions under the influencing 
environment; so, cause is also transfactual.    

At the same time, critical realism emphasizes the significance of interpretation process and 
social construction (Watson, 2013). Such recognition of hermeneutics could help reorient 

                                                 
3 Critical realism has been considered to be the guiding philosophical position to a range of methodology, not 
only mixed-method (Downward & Mearman, 2007). Also, in literature, there are other philosophical paradigms 
deemed to fit mixed-method research, for example pragmatism (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). 
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economics toward social sciences4. However, this view should be distinguished from 
constructivism, which sees the social world only from verbal and non-verbal construction.  

In terms of logic of inferences, induction has been rejected to be the valid logic of scientific 
knowledge (Blaug, 1992). Meanwhile, under the ontological position of critical realism, 
„research methods that embrace the logic of inference described generally as deductivism will 
be faulty‟ (Downward & Mearman, 2007, 88). Thus, on this issue, critical realists likely use 
the logic of discovery, abduction or retroduction, to identify the causal mechanism. 
According to Lawson (1997, 2003) as cited in (Mabsout, 2015, 511): 

„…retroduction does not stay on the surface of events but goes deeper behind the 
surface phenomenon and can accommodate a range of explanatory forms of holism, 
atomism, evolutionary, etc‟.  

In short, critical realism and abduction would enable the use of mixed-method in economics 
research as they encourage the methodological pluralism. Given this philosophical supportive 
foundations, mixed-method methodology could bring benefits to economics. Particularly, it 
could: 

- enlarge the knowledge stock of economics, and open new opportunities for inter-
disciplinary research, of which the collaboration between economists and qualitative 
researchers in other social sciences is emphasized; and 

- improve the quality of economic research, i.e. in terms of value and ethics, by making 
inferences upon findings from both quantitative and qualitative components (Starr, 2014). 

Though mixed-method methodology (MMM) has increasingly gaining popularity in 
academia (Fielding, 2012, Flick, 2017), it still faces many challenges in terms of 
philosophical framework, sampling and mixing data, and quality. According to the Sage 
handbook of mixed methods in social & behavioral research edited by Tashakkori and 
Teddlie (2010), MMM is multi-faceted. In practice, the MMM research community still 
strives for balance and compromises within the community. In other words, MMM is critical 
and complex itself. Therefore, further elaboration should be done in MMM in economic 
research in particular.  

4. Conclusions 
The majority of economists have sought for alternative models assuming that mathematical 
modelling is the only proper way to do economic research. However, Lawson challenged 
against this dominant notion to call for a non-formalistic approach. According to Lawson, the 
main problems with the mainstream economics, i.e. mathematical deductivist models, lie 
within its methodology. This paper has summarized some criticisms against positivism and 
mathematical deductivist models. Positivism and mathematical deductivist models fail to 
address complexities in economics. The complexities in economics may come from two 
sources, the objects of economic research, and the research methods toward these objects. 

The objects of economic studies are generally social phenomena, involving social 
interactions, complex transformation and evolutionary process. Therefore, it requires 
methodological pluralism, which provides both exploratory and explanatory tools to 
understand and explain a particular social phenomenon. In this relevance, the present paper 
argues for the valid use of mixed-method methodology in economics with some supportive 

                                                 
4 According to Bhaskar (1978) as cited in (Downward & Mearman, 2007), social science researchers approve 
the hermeneutic view of the study‟s objects.  



9 
 

momentum from (i) enquiries of making real observations of social phenomena from noble 
economists, and (ii) critical realism and the logic of discovery, i.e. abduction. 

Nevertheless, MMM is complex itself. There are variations in respect of typologies for MM 
research design, and for MM research quality. Unfortunately, the discussion of benefits of 
MMM and these variations in the details may go beyond the objectives of this paper. While 
other social sciences have been open to discussions about MMM in order to tackle research 
questions on complex social phenomena, economics is likely to be more sceptical. Hence, 
further elaboration is required to justify the use of mixed-method methodology in economics 
to deal with complexity.   
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