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Introduction

The distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents is not clear in the literature of welfare economics. I suggest that the importance of making this distinction lies in determining whether economists may make value judgments in their professional work and determine how value judgments may be crucial to justify the economic agents' preferences. In essence, I analyze this distinction, not in a separated but a related way.

The degree of neutrality that economists have when they are asked for advice of economic policy has been a crucial debate in welfare economics. On the one hand, the upholders of the idea that economists are analytical technicians who study an economic problem rationally without entangling their value judgments refer to the well-known notion of axiological neutrality proposed by Weber (1919Weber ( [1965]]). It establishes the objectivity of knowledge that a social science scientist has to practice when he does research. This objectivity consists of the fact that the economist is conscious that values are present when deciding the subject of research and the direction it is going to take. In this way, the economist can take a position regarding his values. On the other hand, the upholders of the idea that economists may study economic problems based on not only facts but also on value judgments refer to Myrdal's proposal: "The interests can never be purely scientific. They are choices, the products of our valuations. Without valuations we have no interest, no sense of relevance or of significant and, consequently, no object" (Myrdal 1958, 51).

Welfare economics has been at the center of this debate because it provides a theoretical framework that allows assessing the consequences of individual actions and public decisions on social states (Baujard 2017). Behind individuals' actions, there are the value judgments of individuals that I shall now call "economic agents." Counseling economic agents is economists' concern, and this counseling is meaningful if it is based on values about economic agents [START_REF] Bergson | On the Concept of Social Welfare[END_REF]. A subject that relates the value judgments of economists to those of economic agents is interpersonal comparisons of utility (ICU's). Accepting or rejecting ICU's has been crucial on the history of welfare economics and, therefore, in normative economics progress. 2 The rejection of ICU's has been a key element in the transition from the "old" to the "new" welfare economics. However, ICU's will be reintroduced in welfare economics in order to avoid the Arrow's impossibility theorem [START_REF] Backhouse | L'économie Du Bien-Être Est Morte . Vive l'économie Du Bien -Être ![END_REF]). In the "old" welfare economics, ICU's can play an essential role in determining economic policies to improve people's well-being. The way ICU's are made reveals a normative conception. In the "new" welfare economics, ICU's are rejected because these comparisons are based on value judgments and not on empirical facts and also because the economist cannot match them with possible experience [START_REF] Mongin | Normes et Jugements de Valeur En Économie Normative[END_REF].

Although these two fields seem irreconcilable, Harsanyi argues that it is possible to make ICU's, without resorting to value judgments. The analysis of Harsanyi's approach to ICU's allows one to study how an economist can claim that ICU's are not based on ethical or political value judgments. Since individual preferences are based on impersonal attitudes (extended preferences) guaranteed by the existence of an impartial observer. I use Harsanyi's attempt to 'objectify' ICU's to analyze the distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents in welfare economics. This distinction has not been explicitly established in welfare economics, which has concentrated on the debate on economics as a neutral social science. As a result, economists have to step back and consider not only their own value judgments but also those of economic agents when they study economic phenomena. So, my contribution is to bring this distinction to light and propose a theoretical framework that allows it to be better studied.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the interpersonal comparisons of utility as a case study to discuss the distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents. For this purpose, I focus on the analysis of Harsanyi's impartial observer theorem. Section 3 discusses an important criticism to the impartial observer theorem made by [START_REF] Mackay | Extended Sympathy and Interpersonal Utility Comparisons[END_REF], which indicates that value judgments of economists and economic agents have to be properly identified for avoiding the risk of "experimental contamination." Section 4 defends the idea that the distinction already mentioned has to be explicit in economics. To do that I study Mongin's framework about the degree of neutrality of economists and Sen's classification about the nature of value judgments. Section 5 concludes by discussing the importance of a theoretical framework to make the distinction between the role of values of economists and that of economic agents in economics.

Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility as a Case Study

A willingness to make interpersonal comparisons is no more than an admission that other people are just as real as we are, that they share a common humanity with us, and that they have the same basic capacity for satisfaction and for dissatisfaction, in spite of the undeniable individual differences that exist between us in specific detail (Harsanyi 1982, 52).

The debate around ICU's is focused on the possibility of making value judgments in the study of the well-being of individuals. On the one hand, using ICU's allows legitimizing the economic policies proposed by economists. On the other hand, ruling out ICU's allows legitimizing the scientific character of economics. 3 I focus on the analysis of Harsanyi's impartial observer theorem that gives us a framework about the possibility of doing ICU's without making value judgments. 4 With attention to the impartial observer theorem, I am going to examine why it is crucial to know who assumes this role: an economist or an economic agent 'x'.

Harsanyi justifies the use of ICU's through an additive cardinal social welfare function derived from the Von Neumann-Morgenstern axioms.5 From these axioms, Harsanyi assumes rational behavior, which is essential for determining the rational decision of an impartial observer choosing lotteries describing the situation of individuals. Besides, two elements are necessary to introduce ICU's in his analysis: The Uniformity of Extended Preferences principle and the causal variables that influence the individuals' behavior.

Before formally presenting the Impartial Observer theorem, it is important to understand the concept of extended preferences propose by [START_REF] Harsanyi | Cardinal Welfare , Individualistic Ethics , and Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility[END_REF]Harsanyi ( , 1977)), because as Mongin says:

"Extended preferences is a natural tool to model the impartial observer" (Mongin 2001, 11).

Harsanyi gives an example to introduce this concept:

Thus let A be a social situation where all individuals' diets consist mainly of fish and let B be a social situation where all individuals' diets consist mainly of meat.

Suppose that individual has a mild preference for fish, while individual has a very strong preference for meat (with a violent distaste for fish). Then individual , his taste being what it is, will obviously prefer fish to meat, which means that he will prefer to . But he will presumably also recognize that it is better (less inconvenient) to eat meat with a mild distaste for meat than it is to eat fish with a strong distaste for fish. Therefore, he will prefer to . In terms of the language of interpersonal utility comparison, he will recognize that would derive more disutility (i.e., would derive less utility) from eating fish than himself would derive from eating meat. (Harsanyi 1977, 52-3) In this example, some elements are essential in order to understand the extended preferences notion: (i) the social situation that represents the context that surrounds the individuals, (ii) the preferences between ideal alternatives, (iii) the empathy that one individual has for the other.

The first element (i) that we identify in the example (the individuals' dietary regime) is influenced by causal variables, namely the preference has for fish to , and the possibility that could have other preferences while still being to . Harsanyi proposes that these causal variables are considered as objectives and they are needed to explain "the subjective attitudes of individuals (including their preferences)" (Harsanyi 1977, 58).

The second element (ii) is important in order to establish a difference between individual's personal preferences and extended preferences. According to Harsanyi, "An individual's personal preferences will manifest themselves both in this actual choice behavior and his verbal statements of preferences, whereas in general his extended preferences can manifest themselves only in his verbal statements" (Harsanyi 1977, 53). The ideal alternatives are thus represented by verbal statements, but not by preferences between real options.

The third element (iii) of empathy that we mention is at the basis of extended preferences. Sometimes it is confused with sympathy. But these terms are quite different. According to the Oxford Dictionary, empathy is "the ability to understand and share the feelings of another" (individual recognizes that would derive less utility from eating fish than himself would derive from eating meat). By contrast, sympathy means the "feeling of pity and sorrow for someone else's misfortune".

More specifically, Harsanyi explains the term 'imaginative empathy' as a process necessary to make interpersonal comparisons of utility and puts it at the base of his definition of extended preferences. This process allows him to create an objective framework to interpersonal comparisons of utility, which must be based on the causal variables that explain subjective attitudes and personal preferences. These causal variables, according to [START_REF] Harsanyi | Cardinal Welfare , Individualistic Ethics , and Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility[END_REF]Harsanyi ( , 1977)), are factual information such as the individuals' psychological, biological, social and cultural characteristics and the general psychological laws governing human behavior.

I cannot however discard the sympathy characteristic that is mentioned by Harsanyi (1977) in different passages of his paper when he talks about the impartial observer.

This observer has not only the capacity to have an impartial moral point of view at the moment of judging the welfare of two individuals, but also the ability to correlate some of his preferences judgments with those of the observed individual positively.

I now look at the consistency axioms for extended preferences proposed by Harsanyi:

-Axiom 1. The rationality of individual i's extended preferences.

"This axiom is needed to establish that, in making moral value judgments, individual will try to maximize the expected utility " (Harsanyi 1977, 54) Equation ( 1) means that individual has an equal probability of swapping places with any other individual obtaining the utility , which represents individual j's utility level in a social situation .

-Axiom 2. Agreement between individual i's extended preferences and any other individual's personal preferences.

cases:

 The case where "To say that individual prefers to is the same thing as saying that, his subjective attitudes being what they are, he prefers position to position " (Harsanyi 1977, 54).

 The case where "The axiom… is a restatement of the principle of acceptance (consumers' sovereignty). It expresses the fact that individual will evaluate the personal position of another individual j in terms of 's own personal preferences" (Harsanyi 1977, 54).

From these two axioms we see two principles important for the formulation of Harsanyi's Impartial Observer theorem: The Equal Chance principle (EC) and the Consideration of Others principle (CO). The former connects moral value judgments to extended preferences and the latter extended to actual preferences.

Another principle to explain the Impartial Observer theorem is named as the Uniformity of Extended Preference principle (UEP). Harsanyi says this principle consists in assuming that "the ordinary utility functions of two individuals and may be quite different, but their extended utility functions will be identical" (Harsanyi 1977, 59).

Having identified these three principles we can present Harsanyi's Impartial Observer Theorem following Mongin's (2001) statement :

Assume that for each individual, the extended preferences relation satisfies the Von Neumann-Morgenstern (VNM) axioms, and that (EC), (CO) and (UEP) hold. Then there exists a common utility representation of the individuals' moral preferences for social situation , such that: for all , it is given by equation (1).

I identify two important implications of this theorem: 1) Anybody can assume the role of an impartial observer; and 2) Interpersonal comparisons of utility can be "objective" thanks to the identical extended preferences of the different observers.

The first implication may seem trivial when we study the theorem. Still, we think that if we identify who is the impartial observer, we may know who is "objective" when making value judgments. Harsanyi's view concerning the anonymity of the observer is clear: "Indeed every person is expected to follow such impartial criteria when he makes moral value judgments" (Harsanyi 1977, 48). The impartial observer can thus be an expert who looks after social interests or any individual in society, depending on the context under study.

The importance of determining who is assumed to be an outsider observer is a question that makes sense when we aim to study the role that value judgments may play in economics. On the one hand, is the case where economists try to recommend a specific action for the benefit of general social interests. On the other hand, is the case of studying where value judgments may influence the social decisions of economic agents.

Consequently, if we want to study the differences between the value judgments made by economists and those made by economic agents, we cannot do it within the framework defined by Harsanyi. This distinction is not important for him, because he is focused on demonstrating that interpersonal comparisons of utility have a 'logical basis', which allows one to make these comparisons without the intervention of value judgments based on ethical or political postulates. His purposes are clear:

Professor Robbins is clearly right when he maintains that propositions which purport to be interpersonal comparisons of utility often contain a purely conventional element based on ethical or political value judgments (…) But in order to avoid confusion, such propositions based on ethical or political restrictive postulates must be clearly distinguished from interpersonal comparisons of utility without a conventional element of this kind (Harsanyi 1955, 320).

This conventional element refers to 'subjective' preferences, which express the actual preferences of individuals, "showing an egoistic attitude in the case of an egoist and an altruist attitude in the case of an altruist" (Harsanyi 1955, 315). By contrast, the 'ethical'

preferences express what individuals prefer or would prefer based on impersonal social considerations lonely. The existence of an impartial observer guarantees this detached attitude. Thus, interpersonal comparisons of utility are possible because Harsanyi assumes that "individuals' choice behavior and preferences are governed by the same basic psychological laws" (Harsanyi 1977, 58).

Nevertheless, the extended preferences' proposition has his limits, which have been studied

by authors as [START_REF] Broome | A Cause of Preference Is Not an Object of Preference[END_REF], Mongin (2001), and[START_REF] Mackay | Extended Sympathy and Interpersonal Utility Comparisons[END_REF]. The criticisms made by Broome and Mongin reveal that subjective attitudes cannot be "objectify" when ICU's are made. However, none of these propositions highlight who takes the role of the impartial observer because they are focused on demonstrating that values have to be part of the analysis but not who makes these value judgments. For this purpose, I examine the analysis made by MacKay, who presumes that economists cannot assume the role of impartial observer because of their values could be intermingled with those of economic agents. 6

The Risk of 'Experimental Contamination' between Economists and Economic Agents

Mackay identifies three themes that are essential for him in Harsanyi's impartial observer framework: (1) 'the mental shoehorn maneuver' (empathy), (2) the counterfactual judgment, and (3) the logical basis of interpersonal comparisons of utility. The relationship between the first and third themes is one of the author's concerns because when the 'investigator' imagines himself in the shoes of someone else, this depends on the satisfaction of certain conditions such as tastes, education level, social background, cultural values and psychological makeup (Mackay 1986, 318).

Mackay's question is how far the investigator's imagination can get when he swaps places with another individual. In essence, Mackay doubts why anybody would think that "He" (in 6 The hypothesis defended by Broome is that 'a cause of preference must not be mistaken for an object of preference' (Broome 1993, 59). Broome's objection is based precisely on the role of value judgments of individuals that Harsanyi had avoided with his hypothesis that the same psychological laws govern individuals. Mongin enunciates a weaker version of the Impartial Observer theorem, which excludes the Uniformity of Extended Preferences.

his role as an investigator) has any special authority about how "He" (with the objective and subjective attitudes of another individual and none of his own) would react in different circumstances? The importance of this proposition lies in the possibility that the economist cannot put aside his own objective and subjective attitudes at a specific moment in order to evaluate those of another individual.

Therefore, the economist's impartial moral point of view is questioned because there is the risk of "experimental contamination," which appears when the economist has to infer another individual's psychological laws based on his own actual psychological relations. Mackay sheds light on this issue as follows:

The "me" that appears under these extreme hypotheses -a person in his position, with his taste, his education, his social background, his cultural values, and his psychological makeup-would indeed display his reactions, but wouldn't be a "me" toward which I, the investigator, had any special epistemic authority. I, the investigator, would be no better off asking questions about this "me" than I would about the original other person (Mackay 1986, 322).

According to Mackay, the economist cannot take the role of the impartial observer because his values could be intermingled with those of the economic agent. The importance of this conclusion lies in two principles: (1) the rejection of the extended preferences proposition for making interpersonal comparisons of utility, and (2) the problem of experimental contamination, which the economist undergoes when he puts himself in the shoes of someone else.

This experimental contamination problem shows that economists cannot assume an 'epistemic authority' because they cannot express their own mental states and experiences. It Mackay's criticism might be perceived as a real difficulty when making the distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents due to experimental contamination. However, suppose it is assumed that an economist is an impartial observer. In that case, it is essential to know to what extent her value judgments may be useful to recommend a specific action for the benefit of general social interests. In order to overcome the difficulty posed by experimental contamination in making the distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents, Mongin's (2006) based "a priori" on motivating reasons. A motivating reason "may affect the agent's actual preference for the given alternative vis-à-vis others" (Dietrich and List 2013, 6). I briefly present the three features that determine a motivating reason, which is part of the development followed by Dietrich & List to explain economic agents' preferences and choices within the framework of a positive theory of rational choice. 8 A proposition becomes motivating when: 1) "in his or her conceptualization of the world in the relevant context, the agent distinguishes between those alternatives of which the proposition is true and those of which it isn't" (Dietrich and List 2013, 7). However, the abstract understanding of a proposition is necessary but insufficient to generate a motivating reason that affects the agent's choices. For this reason, a proposition becomes motivating when: 2) "the agent qualitatively understands it" (Dietrich and List 2013, 8). Once the agent has understood abstractly and qualitatively some propositions, only some are 'typically salient for the agent'. Thus, 3) "the idea is that a proposition becomes motivating for an agent if he or she focuses on it actively or uses it as preferences-formation heuristic or criterion" (Dietrich & List 2013, 8).

However, Dietrich and List do not limit their analysis to motivational reasons. So, they propose the conception of normative reason. A normative reason "may affect the preference the agent ought to have for that alternative vis-à-vis others" (Dietrich and List 2013, 6). In essence, these authors not only focus on "capturing the relationship between an agent's motivating reasons and his or her actual preferences" but also try to study the "relationship between an agent's normative reasons and the preferences he or she ought to have" (Dietrich and List 2013, 18). So then, they take the same formal framework to analyze the reasonbased explanations and the reason-based justifications of the agent's choices. 9

These motivating reasons may be affected by normative reflections if the economic agent is in a conscious, deliberate process of reviewing his or her preferences given a set of alternatives.

The following quotation clarifies this point:

An agent can deliberately interrogate him-or herself about which propositions are genuine normative reasons for him or her in relation to some alternatives, and thereby exercise some influence over which reasons come to motivate him or her (Dietrich and List 2013, 21).

The adjective 'genuine' to describe a normative reason is enlightened by the origin of this word. According to the Oxford Dictionary, it comes from the Latin genuinus, which refers to 8 "An agent's preferences are determined by his or her motivating reasons, together with a 'weighing relation', a binary relation that ranks different possible combinations of reasons relative to one another" (Dietrich & List 2013, 3). 9 "Our formal framework can be reinterpreted to address the relationship between an agent's normative reasons and the preferences he or she ought to have, rather than the relationship between an agent's motivating reasons and his or her actual preferences, on which we have focused so far" (Dietrich and List 2013, 18). The formal analysis refers to "a formal calculus for linking normative reasons with ideal preferences, based on some underlying weighing relation" (Dietrich and List 2013, 19).

the Roman custom of a father acknowledging a newborn child's paternity by placing him or her on his knee. The motivating reasons for an agent can be influenced by an authentic (from the Greek authentikos) reflection inspired by agent's value system.

As a result, Harsanyi's causal variables may be formed of both motivating reasons and normative reasons. It means that value judgments cannot be ruled out when determining the subjective attitudes of an individual. So, I focus on studying the normative reasons that can justify an economic agent's preferences. To do this I use the classification of value judgments made by [START_REF] Sen | The Nature and Classes of Prescriptive Judgments[END_REF].

The choice of the Sen's framework to study the justification of preferences is based on the possibility that the classification of prescriptive judgments may be enlightened in order to study the nature of normative reasons. This framework allows us to expand the normative perspective studied by Dietrich and List, they admit that "this formal analysis does not settle the question of what the right normative reasons are in any given context (…)" (Dietrich and List 2013, 18).

On balance, this criticism to Harsanyi's work allows me to confirm that value judgments cannot be avoided when making ICU's. In addition, it allows me to show that it is necessary to have a theoretical framework to study the distinction between the value judgments of economists and economic agents in economics. For this purpose, in section 4 I use Mongin's framework and Sen's framework in order to study this distinction. With the aim in mind to emphasize why this distinction has to be explicit in economics.

Making Explicit the Distinction between the Role of Values of Economists and Economic Agents in Economics

Economists often find themselves called upon to explain behavior that is believed to be motivated by or influenced by ethical values people have and by the moral norms they observe. In such circumstances, economists then need to fit their accounts of economic behavior to include motivations that operate in ethical life, making the values and norms people observe part of their economic explanations (Boumans and Davis 2010, 180-81).

The distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents is essential to understand that economists cannot avoid value judgment in their professional work, and also that value judgments may be important to determine the economic agents' preferences. Authors like Weber and Myrdal identify the role of value judgments of social scientists and individuals in social sciences. On the one hand, Weber (1904[START_REF] Weber | The Methodology of the Social Sciences[END_REF]) considers that value judgments are essential in the individual sphere at the moment of making choices.

In the scientific sphere, the role of value judgments is limited to understanding them and also judging them logically. On the other hand, [START_REF] Myrdal | Value in Social Theory[END_REF] considers that valuations and beliefs are essential for determining individual behavior. For this reason, the social scientist has to consider the set of valuations and belief of individuals in order to study a social phenomenon.

The contributions of Weber and Myrdal are essential in the discussion about the role of value judgments in economics. So, their ideas are considered by economists (cf. [START_REF] Blaug | The Distinction between Positive and Normative Economics[END_REF]Blaug ( , 1998)); Mongin (2006); [START_REF] Boumans | Value Judgments in Economics[END_REF]) in order to study methodological value judgments in economics, the value-ladenness of economic concepts and explanations, and the way explanations in economics need to take into account people's value judgments. These different ways to consider the importance of value judgments in economics mainly focus on the role economists play in order to make a more appropriate analysis of economic phenomena.

However, this is not to say that the role of value judgments of economic agents in the analysis of economic phenomena has been neglected by economists. For instance, [START_REF] Kolm | Macrojustice, The Political Economy of Fairness[END_REF] considers the social dimension of individual values:

(…) the individuals hold values, but they adopt values that exist and that they observe and hear about society. This comes from education, influence, imitation, and the like (…) In addition, the causes of values include, more than is the case for tastes, ingredients of reason (…) Moreover, even though an individual does not create her own values ex nihilo, in choosing some rather than others (when this is the case), at any rate in holding, interpreting, and possibly applying them, and in influencing others in this respect (for instance, in education), individuals also more or less participate in the social creation of values (Kolm 2005, 382).

It is interesting to note that according to Kolm, individuals do not choose their values completely because the society has an influence over their value system, but at the same time individuals can contribute in some way to the social creation of values given their social interactions. In addition, [START_REF] Aoki | Institutions as Cognitive Media between Strategic Interactions and Individual Beliefs[END_REF] shows us through his study of the role of institutions as cognitive media between agent's strategic interactions and their individual beliefs that the agent's individual behavioral belief and valuation is at the basis of individual strategic choices. 10 Hausman, McPherson, and Satz (2017) make a seminal contribution that response to the view that ethics and economics are sharply separated. They verify throughout the book that "economists are not only social engineers contributing to policy in the way that civil engineers contribute technical information about dams and highways." (349). In contrast, value judgments influence the choice of the study, the methods to employ and consequently the hypothesis made by economists. But beyond this influence of value judgments over the conduct of inquiry, these authors uphold that economists 'need to be concerned' of the moral commitments of economic agents because these commitments are important causes and effects of economic phenomena (344,350).

We observe that in general economists have studied the role of value judgments of economists and those of economic agents in economics in a separated way. This leads to economists not making explicit the distinction between the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents. For this reason, I propose a theoretical framework which allows us to make this distinction explicit. In order to do that, I compare Mongin's (2006) framework, which is useful to analyze the role of value judgments of economists in their professional work, and [START_REF] Sen | The Nature and Classes of Prescriptive Judgments[END_REF] framework, which might be appropriated to study the normative reasons that can justify the preferences of economic agents. Since the objective of each author is not the same, the tools to develop their framework will be significantly different.

The tools used by Mongin are based on the study of economic evaluations, which may be judgments of facts or judgments of value. He focuses on specifying the elements that make up the judgments of value (sentence, statement, utterance, or inscription and judgment). This first step in his analysis is essential to proposing a two-stage analysis to determine what sort of judgments economists can make. The next step in Mongin's groundwork is to make a difference between thin and thick predicates, which are crucial to define the nature of evaluative predicates.

Regarding economic evaluations, Mongin (2006) starts by separating judgments of fact and judgments of value. When a judgment of value is made, he distinguishes four characteristics: the linguistic entity which is represented by the sentence itself; the sentence meaning which is 10 Aoki defines behavioral belief based on game theory. "To play the game effectively at all, each player needs to form a belief about how other players will behave in reaction to his or her own behavioral choices and what they believe for doing that and so on (for higher order)." (Aoki 2011, 23). identified as the statement; the material act performed by the speaker or writer which is the utterance or inscription; and the judgment being made. One of the reasons to consider these four items in an economic evaluation according to Mongin, is because they allow one to identify when economists are reciting a sentence or are making a judgment.

To determine if economists make judgments of facts or judgments of value, Mongin proposes a two-stage analysis. At stage 1, a diagnosis about the statement expressed by the sentence is made, that is to say, the idea is to determine whether non-analytical statements can be considered as logically evaluative, logically factual or logically neutral.11 Each of these logical classifications are related to the nature of predicates in the statement. Then, there are three sub cases: (1) if at least one evaluative predicate is used in the statement, it is a logically evaluative statement; (2) if factual or logical predicates are used in the statement, it is a logically factual statement; and (3) the statement is logically neutral in residual cases.

Stage 2 restricts the analysis to those statements that are regarded to be either logically evaluative or logically factual. With this in mind, "the economist makes a judgment of value if the statement is logically evaluative and the economist sincerely asserts it; that he makes a judgment of fact if the statement is logically factual and he sincerely asserts it; and he makes no judgment at all if he does not make a sincere assertion" (Mongin 2006, 263).

Mongin analyses stage 1 through the distinction between thin and thick predicates. The thinness of a predicate is characterized by being exclusively evaluative. By contrast, the thickness of a predicate is characterized by being evaluative and descriptive at the same time.

For instance, when Joshua says that Anne is good, he seems to be evaluating her without giving much description. In other words, Joshua only evaluates but does not describe Anne because he does not explain in what Anne is good.12 On the contrary, in the case of thick predicate when Joshua says that Anne is honest, he appears to be doing two things: evaluating her positively and describing her as someone truthful and sincere.

With regards to the tools used by Sen, they are based on Hare's meta-ethical framework, which assumes that an evaluative term has two meanings: prescriptive and descriptive.

"Evaluative" judgments cannot thus be separated from a prescriptive meaning. Hare's distinction is essential for Sen because it allows him to establish the first classification of value judgments: purely prescriptive and evaluative judgments. 13 Later on, he proposes two other classifications: compulsive and non-compulsive judgments, and basic and non-basic judgments. The former criterion implies judgments based on imperatives, which can be made either without considering the rest of someone's value system or considering someone's conceivable value judgments. The latter criterion is crucial to establish a relationship between value judgments and factual arguments. So then, the non-basic judgments may be revised based on a factual argument, while the basic ones may not. 14 Once the instruments used to shape each framework are presented, it is essential to know how each author uses it to demonstrate the role of value judgments, either in the case of the economist or in the case of the economic agent.

Mongin uses the two-stage analysis that we explained above as the cornerstone of his work to elucidate why so many economic statements cannot fit in well with the positive-normative dichotomy, which Mongin defines as follows:

(…) A statement made by an economist counts as normative if it is paired with a value judgment made by that economist (not somebody else), and as positive otherwise (in particular, it may bear on somebody else's value judgments) (Mongin 2006, 259).

The following example shows how Mongin uses the two-stage analysis and what is one of the weaknesses of the positive-normative dichotomy in economics. A hypothetical development economist says: 'If people are sufficiently well fed, and have access to basic education and health care, they do not live in a state of poverty'. Mongin considers poverty as a thick predicate because it is something undesirable (evaluative content), and at the same time it is a state of affairs that can be described by the concept of 'poverty line'. A diagnosis of the substatement 'they do not live in a state of poverty' thus leads Mongin to conclude that it is logically both evaluative and factual. It is assumed that the economist sincerely asserts the complete statement. The economist thus makes both a judgment of value and judgment of 13 Putnam criticizes Sen's classification because "it lies in squarely within the framework of Hare prescriptivism" (Putnam 2002, 70). Putnam affirms that Hare's belief that value terms are inherently motivational is unreasonable. 14 Blaug (1998) argues that normative economics invokes two different types of value judgments, namely, the basic or non-basic value judgments proposed by Amartya Sen. Like the most part of value judgments expressed in social questions are non-basic or impure, "a debate on value judgments can take the form of an appeal to facts, and that is all to the good because our standard methods for settling disputes about facts are less divisive than those for settling disputes about values" (Blaug 1992, 116).

fact. This means that economic statements may be qualified as being both normative and positive (not exclusive).

Throughout his article Mongin shows two other weaknesses of the positive-normative dichotomy. He thus demonstrates that economic statements cannot always be qualified as either positive or normative (not exhaustive), and that economic statements can sometimes involve a counterintuitive division between the positive and the normative. All these weaknesses leads Mongin to the following conclusion about the role of value judgments of economists in their professional work:

Economists make and are justified in making a large number of value judgments; that some of these are easy to pinpoint, but others are not; and that judgments of fact and of value often turn out to be inseparable from each other (Mongin 2006, 282).

The last quote leads one to think about the value neutrality problem in economics, which was already mentioned in section 3. Among the four theses studied by Mongin, he proposes that the WNN thesis is the most appropriate to study the role of values of economists in their professional work. This implies on the one hand giving importance to the nature of predicates in the sentences made by economists, which will be crucial to determine if the sentence is logically evaluative or logically factual. On the other hand, it is difficult to make a clear distinction between normative and positive economics. For this reason, Mongin not only discards the theses that are at the extremes (SN and SNN) but also the WN thesis, which takes normative and positive economics as two distinct specialties of economics.

With regard Sen, I examine three examples that show how his classification of value judgments is not precise concerning the question who makes the judgments of value: the economist or the economic agent. This lack of specificity by Sen shows that his goal was to study the nature of value judgments to clarify subjects such as: (a) 'the relevance of factual considerations in ethical debates; (b) 'the problem of simultaneously holding some general moral principles that can conflict'; and (c) the relationship between preferring and choosing (Sen 1967, 62).

The first example refers to his classification criterion, purely prescriptive and evaluative judgments. When someone says, "Your action last Sunday was courageous", not only the individual who makes this sentence commends the action, but he also describes it in a certain way. If instead, he says, "Your action was right", he almost commends it, but he may or may not mean to imply that it fitted in well with the accepted standards of "right" behavior. So, Sen concludes that the same sentence may express a purely prescriptive and an evaluative judgment (Sen 1967, 47).

Based on this example, I can say three essential things: in the first place, the inseparability between evaluative and purely prescriptive judgments that can sometimes be presented in the same sentence. In the second place, the use of an ethical predicate as courageous may lead us to think that this sentence does not seem associated with the application of an economic policy. In the third place, the individual that makes the sentence might not be an economist, but an economic agent, which would not be far-fetched considering the last observation about the use of an ethical predicate.

The second example refers to his classification criterion, compulsive and non-compulsive judgments. A compulsive judgment is presented in the next statement 'It is better for you to go to the hospital now rather than to stay at home with this unbearable stomachache'. The judgment in favor of 'go to the hospital' against 'stay at home' implies an imperative without reference to the rest of individual's value system. In contrast, a non-compulsive judgment is given by the following example: 'Let me choose 'go to the opera' If I have no other reason to judge 'go to the movies' to be better'. It is essential to say that 'go to the opera' depends on there being no judgment in individual's value system that give a reason for 'go to the movies'.

The third example refers to Sen's classification criterion, basic and non-basic judgments. I consider a person who makes the following value judgment, 'the government should not raise the money supply more than in proportion to the national output'. This would be based on a factual theory that relates money supply and output to inflation. However, this factual theory may be an object of debate and the person may move on to another judgment independent of the first factual assumption. So, according to Sen this person could continue to move on to more fundamental value judgment due to new factual assumptions, until he reaches, a basic value judgment.

In contrast with the first example, I could assume that the above sentence seems associated with an economic policy recommendation, even if Sen did not identify at any time "the person" who makes the value judgments. This example shows us that economists have to deal with basic and non-basic value judgments, but more specifically that it is possible to discuss the validity of a value judgments if economists focus on the underlying factual assumption.

In short, the three examples that I took from Sen's framework allow me to corroborate that the role of the economist and the economic agent is not explicitly defined in his classification criteria. This lack of precision by Sen can be exploited in order to study the importance of the distinction between value judgments of economists and economist agents in his classifications. Besides, the three criteria proposed by Sen provided some hints about how an economic agent may justify his preferences. In this way, economic agents may justify their preferences if there are a set of evaluative judgments that can play a role in their choice, if there are relevant facts that have to be considering; or if there are categorical or hypothetical imperatives to which the agents agree.

Conclusions

The distinction between the role of values judgments of economists and those of economic agents in economics that has been studied in this paper allows us to enlighten why it is important that economists step back and consider not only their own value judgments but also those of economic agents when they study economical phenomena. I have used interpersonal comparisons of utility (specifically Harsanyi's framework) to showing that it is not possible to 'objectify' subjective attitudes of economic agents, and that economists cannot avoid value judgments when they recommend an action for the benefit of the society. The criticism made by Mackay to Harsanyi's impartial observer framework allowed us to point out that it was necessary to have a theoretical framework to make this distinction. For this purpose, two approaches have been useful: Sen's classification of value judgments and Mongin's theses about value neutrality in economics.

Mongin's framework and Sen's framework were important to examine the nature of the value judgments of economists and those of economic agents. So, Mongin's framework allowed one to better understand the debate of welfare economics about the value judgments of economists, and to recognize the different degrees of neutrality that can have economists in their professional work. Sen's framework allowed one to study a set of criteria that would be useful to determine the nature of value judgments of economic agents.

If Mongin's analysis seems fitting to study the role of value judgments of economists in his professional work, the same cannot be said of Sen's analysis to study how economic agents use their value judgments to justify their preferences. As a result, it is essential to continue studying how the set of valuations that economic agents hold can justify their preferences.

One way to do that is to examine the set of valuations that a person can hold according to the different dimensions of her personality (person's plural identities), which has been analyzed

by Sen (2006) and [START_REF] Binder | Agency , Freedom and Choice[END_REF].

  is because the causal variables defined by Harsanyi are a black box and it will be difficult for the economist (as an impartial observer) to identify what his own values are and what the values of the economic agent are. Mackay's analysis reveals that even if an economist takes the role of impartial observer under Harsanyi's framework, he cannot be completely objective making ICU's. On the other hand, this analysis also reveals that the causal variables defined by Harsanyi keep closed Pandora's box that represents the different value judgments of economic agents.

  framework about the value neutrality problem becomes enlightening. Mongin proposes a duality in order to study the role of values in the decisions that economists make: the economist qua economist and the economist qua citizen. This duality can be explained through the characteristics of a god from Greek mythology. It could assume that economists are like the Greek god Janus who has two faces and represents among other issues duality. This means that economists may make value judgments depending on whether they assume their role as professionals or if they assume their role as citizens or private persons. The importance of this double role lies in the economists' ability to separate the values that they have when they have one role or the other.In essence, Mongin proposes a framework to study how economists may handle value judgments in their professional work. So, he analyzes the degree of neutrality of economists using four theses: Strong Neutrality (SN), Weak Neutrality (WN), Strong Non-Neutrality (SNN) and Weak Non-Neutrality (WNN). These theses explains to what extent economists might, should, might not, should not make value judgments.7 Mongin's framework may be a way to divert the problem of experimental contamination. It means that the economist qua economist can recognize when he/she makes a judgment of value or a judgment of fact.Nevertheless, the main problem of Harsanyi's framework is the uniformity of extended preferences, which are based on causal variables. For this reason, I think that it is important to know the nature of these psychological laws that govern human behavior. In order to do that, I focus on[START_REF] Dietrich | A Reason-Based Theory of Rational Choice[END_REF] framework, which proposes a new reason-based theory of rational choice intending to explain how the agent's preferences are determined. This reasonbased theory helps us to understand how the psychological laws mentioned by Harsanyi are
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(Mongin 2002) studies the progress pattern that follows normative economics in his development, so he analyzes the different stages that the welfare economics has gone through.

See Robbins (1935[START_REF] Robbins | An Essay on the Nature and Significance of Economic Science[END_REF]),[START_REF] Mongin | Normes et Jugements de Valeur En Économie Normative[END_REF][START_REF] Backhouse | L'économie Du Bien-Être Est Morte . Vive l'économie Du Bien -Être ![END_REF] andElter & Roemer (1991) for studying the relevance of interpersonal comparisons of utility in welfare economics.

It is important to note that there are different forms of ICU's. Thus, we have Interpersonal comparisons of utility levelsbased on ordinal comparisons of real numbersand Interpersonal comparisons of utility differencesbased on cardinal comparisons of utility functions. See[START_REF] Hammond | Dual Interpersonal Comparisons of Utility and The Welfare Economics of Income Distribution[END_REF](Hammond , 1991) ) for studying a comparison of these two forms of ICU's.

See the axiomatic treatment of utility in[START_REF] Neumann | Theory of Games and Economic Behavior[END_REF].

Strong Neutrality: economists should always abstain from making value judgments. Weak Neutrality: economists might, and even should, make value judgments. Strong Non-Neutrality: economists may not abstain from doing value judgments. Weak Non-Neutrality: economists might, might and should, or might not, make value judgments, depending on the case at hand.

Mongin does not consider analytical statements in his analysis because those statements can be declared true or false by virtue of the meaning of their constituent terms(Mongin 2006, 264).

"A necessary condition for 'good' to be descriptive is that 'X' in the sentence must be a functional word, i.e., a word the definition of which explains what X is for"(Hare 1957, comment by Mongin 2006).