






In a previous paper (Fershtman and Segal (2018), hereafter FS) we mod-

eled social influence by introducing a setup in which each individual is char-

acterized by two sets of preferences: unobservable core preferences and ob-

servable behavioral preferences, where actual choice is determined by the

latter. Each person has an individual social influence function that deter-

mines the way this individual is affected by the opinions of others. Formally,



replacement of one of its members with another juror who in her core pref-

erences prefers alternative A. We show that it is possible that such a switch

will result in a shift of vote by the jury from A to B. This may happen if the

replaced juror has strong preferences for A while the new juror’s preferences

for A are much milder and therefore she will be much less effective in the

social influence process. In a similar way we show that if a committee is

expected to vote for one of the alternatives then adding a member who in

her core preferences prefers the same alternative may induce the committee

to change its opinion. Finally, we show that as a result of social influence,

deliberation may result in a violation of the unanimity property. That is,
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no alternative receives unanimous support, then typically there is a variety

of options how to proceed, for example, instructing the juries to continue



of interaction is irrelevant to jury, judges, or parole-boards deliberations, as

both are forbidden from using any private information. In contrast, the social

influence we discuss is about affecting preferences, not information.

When juries need to determine conviction, and for this choic













The above claim provides a valuable information regarding the relation-

ship between the types of jury members and their final vote. Its main message

is that it is not enough to focus on the ordinal preference (i.e., which alterna-

tive the juror prefers) as the cardinal preferences (the intensity of the ordinal

preferences) play an important role in determining the social influence and







captured by a single parameter α (which is equivalent in our terminology

to the core preferences). Similarly, following the deliberation in the parole

board each member may adjust her opinion to β (which is equivalent to the

behavioral preferences). Thus, members with β 6 γ will vote in favor of a

parole and those with β > γ will vote against it.

We assume boards of three members and consider two possible decision

rules. The first is a majority rule in which a parole decision requires the

support of at least two members of the board. The second is a unanimity





right choice. This is true in juries, parole boards and even in most families.

Our paper focuses on the effect of deliberation as a mechanism that changes

preferences and opinions. This important aspect of deliberation implies that

the deliberation process is not just an exchange of informat
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