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A com putational m odel for the distribution of wealth am ong the m em bers of an ideal society is
presented. It is detem ined that a realistic distribbution of wealth dependsupon two m echanian s: an
asymm etric ux ofwealth In trading transactions that advantages the poorer of the tw o traders and
a non-stationary creation and destruction of individualwealth. T he form erm echanism redistributes
wealth by reducing the gap between the rich and poor, kading to the em ergence of a m iddJle class.
T he latter m echanisn , together w ith the form er one, generates a distrbution of wealth having a
power-aw tail that is com patible w ith P areto’s law .
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M ore than a century ago the Talian sociologist and
econom ist, V ilfredo P areto, studied the distrbution of
Incom e am ong people of di erent westem countries and
found an Inverse power law E'}']. T he cum ulative proba-
bility P w ) ofpeople whose ncom e is at least w seem ed
tovary asP w)/ w .Paretom istakenly believed that
the exponent was universal constant w ith an approxi-
mate value of = 15 @:] In our discussion we use the
tem s distrbution of ncom e and distribution of wealh
Interchangeably, and although the tw o distribbutionsm ay
not exactly coincide, they are in fact strongly dependent
on one another. The distinction between the two will
not in uence the conclisions drawn from the dynam ical
m odels of econom ic interactions we present here.

Societies in the W est have historically been partitioned
Into three classes; the poor, them iddle and the rich. The
relative size ofeach class isdeterm ined by som ew hat arbi-
trarily assigned levels of incom €, but it is safe to say that
the an allest class is the rich and for a stable society the
largest is the m iddle class. T his partitioning m ust be in—
corporated into any m athem aticalm odel describing how
wealth is distrbbuted w ithin a society. T he inverse pow er
law ofP areto does not have this characteristic partition—
ng, because the derivative ofa power law is stilla power
law . A ccording to data, across the full range of incom e,
we should expect the probability density finction (df)
p W) to increase at low lncom e, reach am aximum and, -
nally, decrease w ith increasing wealth. M oreover, tting
the cum ulative probability P (w) Instead ofthe pdfp W)
w il certainly m ask in portant properties of the dynam ics
of the econom y. T herefore, herein we m odel the density
function p@w). The cumulative probabiliy %l(w) is re—
lated to thepdfp W) via the relation P W) = p®)dx.

W e Investigate a com putationalm odel of the distribu—
tion of wealth, which is based on the assum ption that
the pdf of wealth is the result of a non-stationary to—
tal wealth and asymm etric trading m echanisn s in the
econom y. For a non-stationary economy we postulate a

situation in which the totalwealh ofa society isnot con—
served, since an ndividualm ay create orconsum ewealth.
Foran asym m etric trading econom y we postulate am ech—
anisn by which, through trades, wealth random Iy m oves
from one individual to another, but in such a way as to,
on average, slightly advantage the poorer trader in the
exchange.

W ealth decays because of hum an consum ption and
needs to be continuously recreated through work and
hum an creativity. People m ust work to live! The m ech—
anisn s that regulate the creation and consum ption of
wealh are neither identical nor sym m etric, and they do
not com pensate exactly for one another. This lack of
com pensation In plies that the wealth of an Individual,
even in the absence of any type of trade, uctuates in
tin e. Individualwealth m ay increase or decrease accord—
Ing to the situation. M oreover, also the assum ption that
all transactions occur at precisely the right price, a fact
that In plies the absence of any ux of wealth between
traders, is unrealistic. Som e sellers are m ore persuasive
and som e buyers are m ore disceming than others. T here
are good and bad deals. T herefore, the proper value of
an asset m ay be lower or higher than the price paid for
it. This dynam ic ofa transaction continuously generates
a random ux ofwealth from one trader to the other in
every transaction.

Finally, weassum e that thisrandom ux ofwealh dur-
Ing a transaction depends upon the di erence n wealth
between the two traders and m ay be statistically biased
tow ard the poorer partner. Thism echanisn seem s to be
needed to redistribute the wealth am ong peopl. M ore
In portantly, w ithout this m echanisn, i would be true
that the rich would get richer and the poor would get
poorer. But this latter ux ofwealth from the poor to
the rich would be a consequence of the excess wealth of
the rich and not the result of any hypothetical econom ic
abuses of the poor by the rich. Tn a fair gam e in which
the rich and the poor have the sam e probability to win
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or lose In any transaction nvolving one of each clss,
the rich ultin ately win because of their larger resources
r[_:1]. So for a society to avoid the rich getting too rich
and the poor getting too poor w ith the fallout ofa social
collapse, the poor m ust be slightly advantaged in their
transactions w ith the rich.

The symm etry-breaking m echanian that advantages
the poor, In their transactions w ith the rich, should be
thought to be both a necessiy for, and a consequence
of, an e clent and stable society. In fact, the neces-
sity to slightly advantage the poor requires a policy of
rights and freedom , balanced by duties and responsibil-
ities, that has been typical of westem societies. For ex—
am ple, n a m odem dem ocratic society the right of the
em ployed worker to be protected by a union is recog—
nized, as is their right to strike against their em ployers
In particular cases. T hese rights allow the w orkersto ob—
tain a salary statistically higher than the real value of
their Pb, com patible to the actualeconom y. In the sam e
way, the freedom to decide the price of their own goods
is not only an incentive to a larger and better produc—
tion of goods, but allow s the selfem ployed of the work—
Ing class to statistically Increase the price of their own
products. In fact, m any such workers are fam ers, sh-
em en and sm all scale artisans, who produce the basic
needs of a socity, for exam ple, food. Even the richest
person needs to eat, therefore, if he/she cannot enslave
the fam er and w ants to eat, he/shem ust buy food at the
price the fam er decides. W e understand that the eco-
nom ic sittuation ismuch m ore com plex than we are ablke
to detail here, but the policy of rights and freedom in
an econom ic context contributes the sym m etry-breaking
m echanisn iIn ourm odelas we descrbe.

In the physics tradiion we hypothesize a m athem at—
ical m odel descrbing the econom ic m echanisn s in an
dealized situation, predict the resulting distrbution of
wealth and then com pare the predicted distribution finc—
tion w ith data EZJ:;_ﬂ] T he correctness of our assum ptions
are ultim ately determm ined by data and not logical dis—
course. In all our sin ulations we suppose an econom ic
society 0£10,000 agents, who at the onset have the sam e
degree of wealth. W e calculate the wealh pdf, pw), of
our hypothetical society after 100 m illion random trans—
actions between all agents. W e proceed by steps, ntro—
ducing m odels of increasing com plexity and discussing
the consequences ofeach ofthem in tum. The rstthree
m odels assum e the conservation of total wealth, while
the last m odel assum es that the totalwealth ofa society
m ay change.

P erfect trade price. The sin plest hypothesis is to
suppose that wealth cannot be created or destroyed and
that all transactions between agents occur at the right
price. This com plete symm etry m eans that each agent
acquires the exact sam e am ount of wealth that is given
up to the other trader. The m odel is based upon the
assum ption that the price of an asset is de ned by is

Intrinsic value. Consequently the wealth of each agent
rem ains constant and the nal distrbution of a closed
society’s wealth rem ains identical to the initial uniform
distrdbbution. Thism odel is clearly at odds w ith our ex—
perience of the econom ic world.
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FIG.1l. Symmetric, stationary economy. The wealth is
m easured In units of the poorest agent’s wealh.

R andom sym m etric trade price. Again we sup—
pose that wealth cannotbe created or destroyed, how ever
wenow assum e that the transactionsbetw een agentsm ay
occur at a price that random Iy  uctuates around a hypo—
thetical ideal value. T herefore, the wealh of each agent
may increase or decrease according to whether he/she
m akes good or bad deals. W e still assum e symm etry,
that is, both agents have the sam e chance to w in or lose,
such as in a coln toss. W e also suppose that the m axi-
mum wealth thatm ay m ove from one agent to the other,
In a single transaction, is lim ited to som e fraction ofthe
wealh of the poorer of the two traders. T his restrictive
condition is required because only in a robbery is i re-
alistic to assum e that a person w ill give over to another
m ore wealh than he/she possesses.

Fig. 1 shows the pdf of wealth am ong the agents af-
ter 100 m illion random transactions. It is a very wide
nverse power law ofthe typep@w) / 1=w . T he fraction
of wealth that m oves from one agent to the other n a
single transaction is assum ed to vary between 0% and
50% ofthe poorer agent’swealth. Fig. 1 show s that the
distance In wealth between the richest and the poorest
is huge. P ractically, the entire wealth of society con—
centrates in the hand ofvery few people. In fact, even if
both agents In a transaction have the sam e chance to w in
or lose, the risk for the rich trader is am aller because if
he/she loses, the loss is a an aller fraction ofhis/her own
wealh than that which the poorer agent m ay lose. C on—
sequently, there is a high probability in this m odel that
a very faw people accum ulate alm ost the entire wealth
available and the others becom e extrem ely poor, asF ig.
1 shows. An ideal society that adopts such a trading
policy will ultin ately collapse.

R andom asym m etric trade price. The third



m odel assum es that the poorer of the two traders is
slightly advantaged in the trade, and hasa greater chance
to form ulate a good deal. In practice, we In plem ent this
ability to m ake a good dealby assum ing that ifw, and
w, are the wealth of the poorer and the richer of the
tw o traders, respectively, the probability for the poorer
trader to pro tis

=05+ for T2, M

Wyt Wp
where 0 f 05 istheasymmetry ux index.Eq. i(l)
assum es that if the two agents have the sam e degree of
wealh, they have the sam e chance to get a good deal,
while if one trader is much richer than the other, the
poorer is advantaged w ith the m axinum probabiliy of
=05+ f.
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FIG.2. Asymmetric, stationary economy. f is the ux
index. The wealth is in units of the poorest agent’s wealth.
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In the com puter sin ulations shown In Fig. 2, we cal-
culate three di erent situationswih £ = 010, £ = 045
and f = 025, and the fraction of wealth that m ay m ove
In the transaction is assum ed to vary between 0% and
10% of the poorer agent’s wealth. W e determm ine that
these com putergenerated wealth pdf, as Fig. 2 shows,
arevery well t by curves of the form

pw)=aw exp( bw): )

Fig. 2 shows that with this m odel the economy of a
society does not collapse as it did In the previous case.
The random asym m etric trade price m odel yields a sta—
bl distrbbution of wealth, pw), well tted by :9’2) . The
presentm odel leads to a partitioning of society into three
parts: poor, m iddle and rich classes, where the m iddle
is the largest class followed by the poor and nally the
rich. The econom ic gap between richest and poorest is
not unrealistically wide, as i was In the random sym —
m etric m odel. If the curves of Fig. 2 seem unrealistic,
it is because the gap In the wealth between the richest
and poorest is too an all! However, the gure show sthat
the separation In wealth between the rich and poor in—
creases by decreasing the asymm etric ux index £ and

a m ore realistic distrdbution w ith an exponentiallike tail
m ay em erge by decreasing this param eter.

In sum m ary, the random asym m etric trade pricem odel
produces a stabl wealth pdfthatmay be tted by func-
tions of the type ofEq. @) . Theonly di culty wih this
m odel is that i does not reproduce m any experin ental
data, like those analyzed by P areto, which suggest an in—
verse pow er-law distrbution that isnot tted by Eq. -_(2) .
W e shall show that this failure is due to the assum ption
that society’s totalwealth rem ains constant.

R andom asym m etric trade price w ith nonsta-
tionary wealth. Our last com putationalm odel in ple—
m ents the mechanian of the previous m odel w ith the
additionalproperty that the totalwealth isnot constant.
The wealth ofeach individual trader is sub fct to a ran-—
dom destruction—creation dynam ics, due to the natural
ebb and ow ofwealth through hum an creativity, work
and investm ent. W e introduce the non-stationary m echa—
nisn through a risk ndex r > 0, that m easures the stan—
dard deviation ofthe destruction-creation wealth process.
In our com puter sin ulation we assum e that after every
10,000 transactions the wealh of each trader is reinitial-
ized by the follow Ing expression

wit+ 1)= L+ )wi@® ; 3)

where w; (t) is the wealth of the ith agent after the t-th

epoch and w; (t+ 1) is that agent’s wealh at the start

of the new epoch, t+ 1. Finally, is a zero-centered

G aussian random variable w ith uni variance. The rare

nstances of too negative a random value of the variable
, that m akes the wealth w (1) negative, are neglected.

F ig. 3a show s the distrbbution ofwealth for three com —
puter sim ulations obtained by assum ing a xed risk in-
dex r = 01 and varying the asymmetry ux index f:
f= 0:10,f= 015 and £ = 030. Fig. 3b show s another
three com puter sin ulations obtained by assum inga xed
asymmetry ux index f = 0: and varying the risk index,
r= 005, r= 010 and r= 0:15. The fraction of wealh
that m ay m ove between agents in a single transaction is
assum ed again to vary between 0% and 10% ofthepoorer
agent’s wealth. Finally, Figs. 3a and 3b show that the
com putergenerated wealth pdf can be well tted for a
very large region by curves of the form

pw)=aw =0L+bw) " : @)

A s in the previous m odel, we cbtain a stable wealth
distrbbution p W) that partitions society into the three
classes. The wealth gap between the richest and poor—
est Increases by decreasing the asymm etric ux index f
and/or by increasing the risk index r.

W e stress that Eq. (:4) is characterized by an inverse
power-law tail of the typep@w) / 1l=w , where is the
Inverse pow er-law exponent. T his inverse power-Jdaw dis—
tribution is com patible with Pareto’s m easurem ents. In
fact, Fig. 4 shows the cum ulative probability P W) for



an economy wih £ = 045 and r = 0075, tted wih
the P areto distrbution and having a P areto exponent of

= 1= 148.This gureisconsistentwith the tto
U S.hoom e data m ade in Figure 35 ofRef. '_B].
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FIG . 3. A symm etric, non-stationary econom y. (@) T he risk
index isr= 0:;the tgives: = 1776 0:05, =21 005,
= 33 02. (O)The ux Index is £ = 0:1; the t gives:
=32 01, =176 003, = 144 0:02.Thewealh is

m easured In units of the poorest agent’s wealh.

A society that allows a am all class of people to ab-
sorb all is wealth is unstable and will either collapse
econom ically, or be destroyed by revolution. This m ay
also happen in the absence of econom ic exploitation of
the poor by the rich, aswe explained above. A stable so—
ciety requires that the poor have an advantage in trans—
actionsw ih the wealthy and are protected by particular
rights and m arketing freedom . On the other hand, In
a real hum an society, wealth does not only m ove ran-—
dom ¥y from one individual to another through trades,
but is continuously created and destroyed through an in—
dividuals work, creativity and investm ent. T he hum an
aspiration of personal riches requires a positive risk in—
dex r that generatesboth a largem iddle classand a sm all
rich class, when applied acrossthe society. The asymm e~
try ux Index f and the risk index r express the hum an
need to share and the hum an need to create, respectively.
T herefore, we conclude from the m odel that both m ech—
anisn s m ust be present to som e degree in any hum an
society that functions e ectively and rem ains stable. In

fact, when these two m echanian s are present, according

to ourm odel, the wealth pdf assum es the Inverse pow er—

law distribution of Pareto at the high incom e end, and,

m ore realistically, still retains a smallbut nite popula-
tion at the low Incom e end.
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FIG. 4. Cumulative probabiliy for an asymm etric,

non-stationary economy. £ = 0:15, r = 0:075. The Pareto’s
exponent is = 148 002.
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