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The concept of 'preferences' is a cornerstone of economic theory. However, the question whether or how preferences accrue has not been discussed in economic literature so much. Kirchgässner suggested that this happens during a 'phase of socialisation' of an individual. Discussing the topic 'preferences,' leads to several contradictions and unanswered questions. I show a path how to address the topic and present a first step towards an economic 'theory of persuasive rhetoric' that Galperti recently requested.

Rationality and Preferences

According to [START_REF] Kirchgässner | Homo Oeconomicus[END_REF], his Homo economicus consists of four basic components:

(1) methodological individualism; (2) rational human action; (3) the maximisation of each human being's own 'utility;' and (4) constant preferences and variable 'restrictions.'

In the past years, the economic critics of mainstream economics focused strongly on 'rationality.' Whether human beings act 'rationally' has been widely discussed, e.g., by [START_REF] Kahneman | Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk[END_REF]. The theory of rationality under constraints brought a lot of progress. [START_REF] Hodgson | On the limit of Rational Choice Theory[END_REF] analysed the disposition of the economic critics connected with game theory concisely. In his best-selling book, [START_REF] Kahneman | Thinking, Fast and Slow[END_REF] named 'two modes of thinking.' System 1 is 'experimental ' (fast, emotional). System 2 is 'analytic' (slow). Kahneman analysed situations when System 1 is in charge. According to his findings, decisions were then less 'rational. [START_REF] Ruiz | The Self According to Others: Explaining Social Preferences with Social Approbation[END_REF] advocated to integrate a variable called 'social approbation' into a utility function in order to depict group influence.

By focussing on rationality of behavior, another basic assumption that human preferences are constant has slipped under the radar. This is, however, a basic assumption of the theory of utility maximation and of expected utility theory. When analyzing this assumption thoroughly, it raises even more questions. If the cornerstone of a house is slanting, the house as a whole might be askew. In that case, a strong 'emphasis on mathematical modelling' that [START_REF] Lawson | Mathematical Modelling and Ideology in the Economics Academy: competing explanations of the failing of the modern discipline?[END_REF] criticised could be counterproductive. Palacios-Huerta and Santos (2004, p. 625) described the dilemma as it follows: 'Although much progress has been made in economics by taking preferences as constant and assuming that they are stable, many important matters cannot be explained without addressing the fundamental endogeneity of tastes.'

An Economic Concept of Preferences

What exactly is the economic concept of preferences? Kirchgässner (2008, p. 12) outlined: 'In a given situation the restrictions limit the individual's leeway of action.…Within this leeway, there are various alternatives of acting which are available and from which the individual can choose. It is not necessary that the individual knows all alternatives.' Kirchgässner explained where preferences originate: 'The preferences are derived from the intentions of the individual, they reflect the individual's ideas of value as they have been developed during the process of socialisation, and they are principally independent of the actual possibilities of action.' The preferences lead to the action of the individual: 'According to these preferences, the individual assesses the various alternatives at his disposal, he weighs up the pros and cons, the costs and benefits of the alternatives against each other and finally chooses that (those) alternative(s) which come(s) closest to his preferences or which promise(s) to bring about the maximum net benefit.' I support the importance of differentiating between preferences and restrictions. However, the origin of the preferences is unclear. Does it make sense to assume that each child is born with an unchangeable grid of preferences which cannot be changed afterwards? Kirchgässner remarked that preferences accrue 'over the process of socialisation' (Kirchgässner, 2008, p. 24;p. 38). This thought gives rise to several other questions. How do preferences accrue during the socialisation? When does the socialisation end? And, can preferences change after the process of socialisation had ended? What do Kahneman's two modes of thinking mean for the accrual of preferences? Kahneman (2011, p. 269) outlined that it is 'self-evident' to a psychologist that 'tastes' are 'anything but stable.' Is Kahneman saying that preferences may change after the 'process of socialisation' had ended? In advocating for a holistic model of preference formation, Hausman (2012, p. 118) identified four sources of preferences: (1) means-end reasoning, (2) attribute-based valuation, (3) emotional influence, and (4) physiological needs. How does this approach affect a theory of preference formation?

Utility Function

Microeconomics uses a utility function as a common concept to display preferences. The utility of a human being is normally a product of the amount of goods that he or she consumes. Often, there are two goods, x1 and x2. Good x2 can be all goods other than x1 expressed in money. The Cobb-Douglas utility function is a simple and commonly used model to depict existing preferences (Varian, 1993, pp. 60f). Figure 1 The Berlin Wall fell on November 9 th 1989. People from East Germany travelled to the 'West' for the first time in their lives. There, for instance, in the famous department store KaDeWe ('Kaufhaus des Westens') in West Berlin, they found products that didn't exist in the bulkheaded German Democratic Republic. Exotic fruits, all kinds of fashion products, luxury goods -the list is long. What happened to the preferences of an East German?

The effect of a consumer discovering a new, previously unknown good (x1), cannot be explained by the existing utility function (Figure 1). The case that a human being receives new information during the process of consuming is not part of the model. [START_REF] Nelson | Information and Consumer Behavior[END_REF] introduced the concept of an 'experience good.' Once the human being has 'experienced' the good, his or her preferences are stable. This raises new questions. What exactly is happening during the process of the 'experiencing' of the good? Is Kirchgässner's 'phase of socialisation' identical with Nelson's phase of 'experiencing?' Can preferences of an experience good change after the process of the 'experiencing' had ended? How exactly changes the utility function? Can the changes of the utility function be depicted in Figure 1? If the consumer likes the new product, a new diagram should be constructed containing the new alternative choices. The preferences changed.

4. 'Commodities' [START_REF] Stigler | De Gustibus Non Est Disputandum[END_REF] probably kept in mind cases like mentioned above when they developed the theory of so-called 'commodities.' They wanted to prove the stability of preferences with assuming preferences do not exist for specific consumer goods but rather for specific psychological states that they called 'commodities.' Stigler and Becker modeled a 'commodity' as a function of 1 to k market goods, the time input 1 to l of a person, the human capital of a person and other inputs. They used their theory to explain 'addiction' (p.77ff), 'custom and tradition' (p.81ff), 'advertising' (p.83f), and 'fashions and fads' (p.87ff) with constant preferences. By using Stigler and Becker's model, it is possible to explain the case above. The object of the consuming of an East German is not the new product, e.g., an exotic fruit, itself but a 'commodity' called the 'joy of consuming exotic food.' The fruit only helps to 'produce' the 'commodity.' The appearance of the new good does not shift his or her preferences; rather, a new market good is included in the utility function to 'produce' the commodity. At first glance, this artifice seems to seamlessly solve the problem of a new product with constant preferences.

'Commodities' have a central position within the model. Therefore, it is essential for the model to precisely, and concisely define the 'commodities.' What are they? Wieland (1995, pp. 7f) delivered a list of commodities that Stigler and Becker mentioned: 'health, a comfortable indoor temperature, clean sidewalks and roads, music appreciation, social distinction, the seeing of a play, milk consumption at home, children, recreation, companionship, euphoria, etc.' This, however, raises new questions. Does this list include all possible 'commodities?' Are there other 'commodities' that are not on the list? Is the list helpful to explain the origin of preferences?

In a different approach, [START_REF] Lancaster | Consumer Demand: A New Approach[END_REF] described preferences for 'characteristics' of goods instead of preferences for goods themselves. According to this approach, an East German consumer liked that a fruit is, e.g., 'sweet' and 'exotic.' Preferences exist for 'sweetness' and 'exoticness.' Also, this approach seems to explain the preferences of an East German for an exotic fruit at first glance. However, there are also new questions. What exactly is a characteristic of a good? What are the characteristics of goods that humans prefer? What about variations within a characteristic? For example, if a 'characteristic' is the color 'yellow,' what about 'dark yellow' and 'light yellow?' How many shades of yellow does it make sense to differentiate? In addition to raising new questions, Lancaster's model of 'characteristics' also adds new complexity.

Meta-preferences

Nobel Prize winner Gary Becker probably knew that his concept of 'commodities' has weaknesses. Becker himself suggested a modification to the concept. He acknowledged that only 'meta-preferences' are 'stable.' 'Meta-preferences include past choices and choices by others as arguments in a person's current utility function' (Becker, 1992, p. 340). However, it is not exactly clear what meta-preferences are. Marrow (2015, p. 48) described metapreferences as 'underlying matrices for human behavior: they ground our first-order preferences in moral structures which sustain our vision of a society that is simultaneously just and based on self-interest.' Meta-preferences were sometimes linked to the concept of 'pleasures ' and 'pains' outlined by Bentham (1781, pp. 35 ff).

Sen developed another concept of 'moral rankings', which are 'rankings of rankings.' He remarked (Sen, 1977, p. 337): 'A particular morality can be viewed, not just in terms of the "most moral" ranking of the set of alternative actions, but as a moral ranking of the rankings of actions. ' Sen (1977, p. 339) added that this 'structure demands much more information than is yielded by the observation of people's actual choices.'

The concept of meta-preferences appears partly coinciding to the widely published insights of the psychologist [START_REF] Maslow | A Theory of Human Motivation[END_REF]1987, p. 56ff) defined five levels of human needs: (1) physical needs (food, sleep, remaining healthy); (2) security needs; (3) social needs (sociability); (4) needs for self-respect and appreciation; and (5) needs for self-fulfillment. If the human being reaches the aspiration level on a lower level of the hierarchy, he or she turns to the next higher level of the hierarchy. Maslow obviously assumed that some needs of human beings have a higher significance than others. I want to address 'physical integrity,' a basic need in Maslow's hierarchy of needs. I assume 'physical integrity' is also an economic preference. If there is a preference that is expected to be stable, 'physical integrity' would be such a preference. However, the case of suicide bombing is haunting our societies. The basic need 'physical integrity' apparently loses its importance under specific circumstances. What are these circumstances?

One explanation is that suicide bombers are mentally ill. Another explanation is that weak people 'radicalized themselves in the internet' or got 'brainwashed. [START_REF] Thottam | Prabhakaran: The Life and Death of a Tiger[END_REF] described this process of brainwashing in the 90s in Sri Lanka. We know the behavior of suicide bombers is irrational. However, do the suicide bombers themselves think their behavior is irrational? This case is important because if it is possible to alter preferences even regarding 'physical integrity,' it appears that all kinds of preferences can be altered. Can there be some insight from this extreme case to learn about preferences formation as a whole?

A Multi-level Preference Hierarchy

Notwithstanding basic preferences might also swing, Becker's approach of meta-preferences seems reasonable. I want to outline a potential preference hierarchy using a random topic Table 1).

Hierarchy Level Type of Preferences 1 Meta-preferences 2 Lifestyle preferences 3

Consumer preferences 4

Preferences for product characteristics 5

Brand preferences Table 1: A Possible Multi-Level Preference Hierarchy I chose the topic 'breakfast.' On the top of the hierarchy could be named preferences like 'I want to be safe' or 'I want to have enough food.' These preferences could be called metapreferences. In a level below meta-preferences, preferences could be like 'I want to have breakfast.' These preferences could be called 'lifestyle' preferences. In a third level, there were 'consumer' preferences like preferences for cereals, salami etc. Economists depict these preferences in a Cobb-Douglas utility function. In the next level below were preferences for a characteristic of a good like Italian, Hungarian, or French salami. This would be close to Lancaster's approach. Below that were 'brand' preferences for a specific brand of that product. Table 1 outlines a possible preference hierarchy.

Such a differentiation would help to understand that there are different layers of preferences and different layers of preference formation.

Information and Behavioral Change

The cases above have one thing in common. Apparently, information can change the behavior of individuals. This seems to possibly occur on all levels of a multi-level preference hierarchy. Information apparently has an ability to influence the preferences of individuals.

Communications research has no problem explaining such a shift in the behavior like outlined above. For almost seventy years since Hovland worked on the Yale studies in the 40s and 50s, it is empirically proven that information influences behavior. This context is common knowledge for communications research as indifference curves are common knowledge for economists. Also, ancient rhetoric analysed the context between information and behavior over 2000 years ago. This raises new questions. Do economists know the results of empirical communications research? Would it make sense to try to integrate the results of empirical communications research into economic theory? How could this be worked out? Does it make sense to look at the insight of ancient rhetoric? Or, do economics and communications research work on such different fields that they are not compatible? Kirchgässner (2008, p. 37) also mentioned a 'state of information.' He demanded not to define a change in preferences if a change of restrictions and/or a change of the state of information is capable to explain the change of the behavior. This creates the outward impression that the 'state of information' is not a restriction. This gives rise to new questions. What exactly is the 'state of information?' Is it a restriction? Is it a preference? Is it a hybrid? Do preferences change if the 'state of information' changes? Does it make sense to strictly differentiate between preferences and restrictions if there is a possible hybrid element? Does this possible philosophical inconsistency affect the significance of the results of economic research? Whenever preferences 'change' this change is accompanied by new information. At the stock exchange, it is common knowledge that stock prices vary if there is new information. The U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission requires each publicly traded company to promptly publish new information that could affect its stock price. Laws ban the use of 'insider information' to gain profits. Everybody who works in the financial services industry knows how sensitive stock prices react to new information. High-frequency trading at the stock exchange aims to react some milliseconds earlier to new information than other market participants. The success of each talk with customers depends on how effectively information is transmitted. So, it makes sense to have a closer look at the context between information and preferences.

Information and Preferences: Expected Utility

The concept of expected utilities links information and preferences. It assumes that the preferences for alternatives depend on uncertain events in the future. This context cannot be depicted by a utility function like Figure 1. According to [START_REF] Savage | The Foundation of Statistics[END_REF] and von [START_REF] Von Neumann | The Theory of Games and Economic Behavior[END_REF], human beings compare 'expected utilities.' Expected utilities depend on 'outcomes' of alternatives, 'probabilities of states' and a 'risk parameter.' According to the model, human beings decide in favor of the alterative with the highest 'expected utility.' How can new information possibly influence the utility function? New information can affect outcomes or probabilities of states. This may affect the expected utility of the alternatives. Thus, a human being may decide in favor of a different alternative even though his or her preferences are technically unchanged. New information is exogenous. 9. Subjective Utilities (Bayes) Bayes' Theorem is an endogenous way to depict new information in an expected utility function. Information changes a 'prior probability' to a 'posterior probability' (Equation 1).

𝑝 = 𝑝 *

(1) qπ is the probability of receiving the information 𝜋; and qπj is the conditional probability of information π, given a State J. In the case of two information signals that are equally probable, qπ is 0.5. If the probability of receiving the information about State J is also 0.5, the information does not influence the posterior probability. The individual regards the receiving of the signal as accidental. If qπj > 0.5, the individual concludes from the signal to the state. The individual regards State J more probable, if she receives signal π. The posterior probability of State J exceeds its prior probability. If qπj = 1, the individual is sure that State J is true after only receiving one information. The evaluation of the influence of an information signal on the probabilities requires exogenous given qπj.

The concept of subjective utilities raises several questions. What happens if there are no exogenous given qπj? How frequently do exogenously given qπj occur in real live? How exactly does the information affect the posterior probability? Which are the mechanisms of this impact? What exactly is a 'state?'

States

Expected utility theory and Bayes' theory work with 'states' that are assessed with probabilities. Savage (1972, p. 9) defined the terms shown in Table 2 below.

According to Savage's definition, a 'state' must consist of a vast number of elements. In order to reduce the number of elements, Savage (1972, pp. 82 ff). differentiates between a 'grand (large) world' and a 'small world'. The 'smaller' the world, the fewer elements a state contains.

Term Definition The world

The object about which the person is concerned A state (of the world)

A description of the world, leaving no relevant aspect undescribed A true state (of the world)

The state that does in fact obtain, i.e., the true description of the world An event A set of states Table 2: Elements of the Expected Utility Theory According to Savage This approach gives the impression that states of various sizes were used. However, this is not the case. Normally, states used by economists contain only one element. This leads to several questions. Why do economists use 'small worlds?' What does the use of predominantly 'small worlds' mean for the concept of 'states?' What happens if 'states' contain more elements? What happens if a 'state' is not a financial outcome? 11. 'States' with More Than One Element Referencing [START_REF] Cook | The Demand for Insurance and Protection: The Case of Irreplaceable Commodities[END_REF] and [START_REF] Marshall | Gambles and the Shadow Price of Death[END_REF], Hirshleifer and Riley (1992, p. 60ff) discussed some examples of a 'state-dependent utility.' This meant the 'state' had at least a second element. They named such elements, e.g., 'being alive versus being dead,' 'sickness versus health,' 'life versus death of one's child,' 'success versus failure at love,' or 'retention versus loss of a unique heirloom.' Hirshleifer and Riley showed 'states' containing an additional element. As an example of such an element, they named 'the life of one's own child'. They defined this element being 'l'=living or 'd'=dead. They integrated the two cases into a function v(c) that depicted the preferences. The utility of state 'l is true' was shown for all possible financial outcomes above the utility of state 'd is true.' According to them, the utility of an individual is higher for all financial outcomes if his or her child is alive. This approach probably makes sense for most individuals.

However, Hirshleifer and Riley created more questions with this model. What would happen if it is necessary to include more than two elements into a state? What if these elements cannot be measured as a financial outcome? These considerations show that the concept of a 'state' reaches its limits relatively quickly. The v(c) function gets very complicated. I add more elements in Hirshleifer and Riley's model. Except 'life of one's own child', let the 'health of one's liver', 'freeway noise in the apartment' and 'eyesight' be part of the state. Do 'states' with these three additional elements make sense? Are those 'states' too complex? Isn't a 'world' that contains only five elements still 'small?'

The truth is, Bayes' theorem seems basically capable to depict preferences in a manageable way, if a 'state' consists of one element that is a financial outcome. According to Binmore (1994, p. 305), Savage only wanted his theory to be used 'in the context which he calls a small world. ' Savage (1972, p. 84) called this 'typical isolated decision situations.' The connection between a 'small world' and a 'grand world' requires according to Savage the satisfaction of 'seven postulates ' (1972, pp. 86f). The idea to integrate more aspects into a 'state' did not work out the way expected. What, however, is then the use of defining a 'state'? Does the additional complexity deliver additional insight? De facto, a 'state' in the sense of Savage is a predominantly numeric information. If a 'state' is an information about a financial outcome it deals with preferences of the source that Hausman (2012) described as 'means-end reasoning.' It reaches its limits when Hausman's other sources are involved like 'attribute-based valuation,' 'emotional influence,' or 'physiological needs. ' Machina (2003, p. 25) remarked: 'Outside of a gambling hall, most economic decisions and transactions involving uncertainty -investment decisions, search decisions, insurance contracts, financial instruments -are defined in terms of uncertain events rather than numerical probabilities. ' Taleb (2010, p. 279), a former Wall Street broker, heavily criticized the use of numerical probabilities without clarifying the origin ('The Black Swan'). Outside the 'gambling hall' or a comparable setting, Bayes' theorem seems to be less applicable. It does not satisfactorily explain the origin of all kind of preferences.

12. Further Developments of Expected Utility Theory Do the further developments of Expected Utility Theory explain the origin of preferences instead? [START_REF] Kahneman | Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk[END_REF] developed prospect theory. They found in experiments that the (financial) outcome of an alternative was not always decisive for the decision of an individual. They introduced two phases, an 'editing phase' and an 'evaluation phase.' According to them, individuals attach subjective 'values' to the alternatives. These values determine the decision the individual makes, not the pure 'consequence' -meaning the financial outcome -of the alternative. Several similar models were developed, amongst others, by [START_REF] Machina | Expected Utility' Analysis Without the Independence Axiom[END_REF], [START_REF] Quiggin | A Theory of Anticipated Utility[END_REF], [START_REF] Chew | A Generalization of the Quasilinear Mean with Applications to the Measurement of Income Inequality and Decision Theory Resolving the Allais Paradox[END_REF], and [START_REF] Kahneman | Advances in Prospect Theory: Cumulative Representation of Uncertainty[END_REF]. Kahneman and Tversky measured such a 'value function' as being concave above a reference point and convex below. Several papers analysed such reference points. [START_REF] Kőszegi | A Model of Reference-Dependent Preferences[END_REF] modeled endogenous reference points of a value function. Yaari (1987) developed Dual Theory. He transformed outcomes of decision problems into a [0,1] interval resulting in different axioms in comparison to expected utility theory. Both, Kahneman and Tversky and Yaari, worked with constant preferences. As mentioned above, these theories focus basically on the assumption of the rationality of human behavior. The question on whether or how preferences form is not part of their models. [START_REF] Bikhchandani | A Theory of Fads, Fashion, Custom, and Cultural Change as Information Cascades[END_REF] and Banerjee (1992) developed models of information cascades and herd behavior. [START_REF] Bikhchandani | A Theory of Fads, Fashion, Custom, and Cultural Change as Information Cascades[END_REF] used the picture of two restaurants in the same street. One restaurant is crowded, the other one is empty. They posed the question in which restaurant would you go? Most people would prefer the more frequented restaurant. Why is this? Bikhchandani and Banerjee modeled that the behavior of individuals produces so called 'signals.' A 'signal' is, e.g., somebody sitting in a restaurant. According to them, individuals observe the behavior of other human beings and adjust their behavior on what they have observed. What does this mean for the preferences of the human beings? There are apparently preferences for 'having a good dinner.' The preferences for a specific restaurant seem to form from the 'signals' the individuals have observed. So, is this the 'phase of socialisation' Kirchgässner was mentioning? It seems very much like it. The preferences of the individuals regarding a specific restaurant seem to form from the signals they have observed. The preferences for 'having a good dinner,' on the other hand, seem stable. It seems unlikely that signals may alter these preferences. Regarding 'having a good diner,' the 'phase of socialisation' had apparently already ended. [START_REF] Kamenica | Bayesian Persuasion[END_REF] and [START_REF] Galperti | Persuasion: The Art of Changing Worldviews[END_REF] In their wording, 'recipients' receive 'signals' that are sometimes called a 'stimulus.' A signal leads to an impact that is called a 'response.'

If depicting the context between information and impact in that way Figure 2 does, the question comes up how exactly the information causes the impact. Galperti (2019, p. 996) analysed the chances and challenges of a 'persuader' to change people's 'worldviews' and concluded that several aspects of 'persuasion' cannot be captured 'in the standard Bayesian framework.' This is inevitable because Bayes focusses on the probability of states and not on what exactly causes a possible change of behavior after receiving the information. What exactly is an economic theory of persuasive rhetoric that Galperti called for? It seems very helpful to review the findings of communications research and ancient rhetoric in order to get input for an economic theory of persuasive rhetoric.

Conclusion

Yet, Economists have not really answered the question how preferences accrue. Kirchgässner suggested that this happens during a 'phase of socialisation' of an individual. Lancaster introduced the concept of an 'experience good.' Preferences of such a good accrue while an individual 'experiences' the good. It is unclear what exactly happens in these phases. When, and why do these phases end?

Becker introduced the concepts of 'commodities' or 'meta-preferences.' It is yet unclear what exactly these higher-ranking preferences are. This approach has similarities to Maslow's hierarchy of needs. The concept of meta-preferences seems reasonable to create multi-level preference hierarchy. Even for preferences at a higher level of the hierarchy, counterexamples can be found when these preferences are suddenly less important.

Apparently, preferences possibly 'accrue' or 'change' when information is present. Kirchgässner mentioned a 'state of information' but did not say whether it is a preference or a restriction. Expected utility theory and Bayes' theorem link behavior to 'expected utilities' that depend on 'states' and 'probabilities of states.' However, what exactly is a 'state?' In fact, attempts to model more complex 'states' were mostly given up. A 'state' is mainly a financial outcome in a 'small world.' Working with 'states' and 'probabilities of states'' might work in lottery cases that Hausman described as 'means-end reasoning.' But even in these cases, this approach has weaknesses as, e.g., Kahneman and Tversky showed. How exactly does 'information' influence behavior? For going beyond Bayesianism as Galperti postulated, apparently new variables are necessary. Cognate disciplines approached this question for a long time. These fields of research are communications research and ancient rhetoric. Their research should be analysed striving for variables for a more holistic approach on the accrual of preferences and decisions. This paper is a revised version.
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