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T he unfair consequences of equal opportunities: com paring exchange m odels of w ealth
distribution
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Sin ple agent based exchange m odels are a comm onplace In the study of wealth distribution of
arti cial societies. G enerally, each agent is characterized by itswealth and by a risk-aversion factor,
and random exchangesbetween agentsallow fora redistribbution ofthe wealth. H ow ever, the detailed
In uence of the am ount of capital exchanged has not been filly analyzed yet. Here we present a
com parison of two exchange rules and also a system atic study of the tim e evolution of the wealth
distribbution, its functionaldependence, the G inicoe cient and tim e correlation functions. In m any
cases a stable state is attained, but, interesting, som e particular cases are ound in which a very slow
dynam ics develops. F inally, we observe that the tin e evolution and the nalwealh distribbution are
strongly dependent on the exchange rules in a nontrivialway.

PACS num bers:

I. NTRODUCTION

Em pirical studies of the distrdbution of incom e of workers, com panies and countries were rst presented, a little
m ore than a century ago, by Ttalian econom ist V ilfredo P areto. He asserted that In di erent countries and tin es the
distrdbution of incom e and wealth f©llow sa power law behaviour, ie. the cum ulative probability P (w) ofagentswhose
ncome isat leastw isgiven by P w) / w <. Today, this power law distrbution is known as P areto distribution,
and the exponent is nam ed Pareto index. However, recent data indicates that, even though P areto’s distribution
provides a good t to the distrdbution ofhigh range of incom e, it does not agree w ith observed data over the m iddle
and low range of incom e. For instance, data from Japan?2, Fral?, Thdia2, the United States of Am erica and the
United K lngdom2Z#€ are tted by a Jog-nom alor G fbobs distrdoution w ith a m axinum in m iddle range plus a power
law for the high incom e strata. T he existence of these two regin esm ay be justi ed in a qualitative way by stating
that in the low and m iddle incom e class the process of accum ulation of wealh is additive, causing a G aussian-lke
distribution, while i the high incom e class the wealth grow s in a m ultiplicative way, generating the power law tai.

D i erent m odels of capital exchange am ong econom ic agents have been proposed trying to explain these em pirical
data. M ost of these m odels consider an ensem ble of Interacting econom ic agents that exchange a xed or random
am ount of a quantity called \wealth". The wealth represents the welfare of the agents. The exact choice of this
quantity is not straightforward. For instance, in the m odel of D ragulescu and Y akovenko® the wealth is associated
w ith the am ount ofm oney a person has available to exchange. W ihin thism odel the am ount ofm oney corresponds
to a kind of econom ic \energy" that m ay be exchanged by the agents in a random way and the resulting wealh
distrdbbution is { unsurprisingly { a G bbs exponential distrbution. An exponential distrdbbution but as a fiinction of
the square of the wealh is obtained in a m odel w ith extrem al dynam ics where som e action is taken, at each tine
step, to change the wealth of the poorest agent, trying to in prove its econom ic state? . Tn the case of this lJast m odel
a poverty lne wth nite wealth is also obtained, descrbing a way to din inish inequality in realsocietiesO.

A In Ing to obtain distributions w ith power law tails, severalm ethods have been proposed. K esping the constraint
ofwealth conservation a detailed studied proposition is that each agent savesa fraction {constant or random { oftheir
resourcest22344:45:164718 Nyum erdcal results, as well as recent analytical calculationstt, indicate that one possble
result ofthat m odel is condensation, ie. concentration ofallavailable wealh in jist one ora few agents. To overcom e
this situation, di erent rules of interaction have been applied, for exam ple increasing the probability of favoring the
poorer agent in a transaction 128 | H owever, to our know ledge, there are fow detailed studies com paring the e ect of
these tw o param eters, the risk-aversion param eter and the probability of favoring the poorer agentt® . B esides, m ost
ofthe previous works do not consider the tin e evolution of the system , m oreoverm any ofthem do not guarantee that
a steady state was attained indeed.

W e present here a systam atic study ofan agent based m odelw here exchanges arem ade by pairs of agents chosen at
random , so it ism odelw ith no underlying lattice. E ach agent, i, is characterized by a wealh, w; and a risk-aversion
factor ;, whilke in the exchange there is a probability of favoring the poorer partner given by*/28 :
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where £ isa factor going from 0 (equalprobability forboth agents) to 1=2 (tighest probability of favoring the poorer
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agent). Thus, In each Interaction the poorer agent has probability p of eam a quantity dw , whereas the richer one
hasprobability 1 p. W e focus on the choice of the quantiy dw transferred from the loser to the w inner. In m ost of
the previous work:? a kind of fair lottery is used: the am ount ofm oney exchanged correspond to them ininum stake
am ong the partners: dw = m In [l Dwy); @ 3w 5 ()], s0 it is the sam e am ount for both agents. H owever this
equal opportunity rule produces an evil aftere ect: in the £ = 0 case, \condensation" occurs: all available wealth

goes to one (or very few) agent, ie. the G ini coe cient convergesto 1. Also, for £ € 0, even if the poorer partner

has bigger chances of w nning, its gains are as negligble as its own capital, so chances of in proving are very low:2.
For this reason we also investigate an altemative rule, where dw is just the am ount risked by the loser { (1 w5 ()
{ being j the loser agent. W e call this rule Joser rule. A ctually, variations of this loser rule have been used in som e
of the papers quoted above?22:1314:13 Kyt there is no a good reason why a rich agent w ill risk m ore than its poorer
partner. Possble exam ples are m arriage followed by divorce, the parties do com bine their holdings and later divide
them , or, In the corporate world, m ergers Hllowed by spih-o si2.

In what follow s we com pare the resuls between the two rules in tem s of the follow Ing quantities that we de ne
thereafter: wealth distrbution H W), G ini index vs. tin e, and wealth tem poral correlation fiinction. The wealh
distrdbution is probably the m ost in portant quantity for the global description of a econom ic system . H W) vs. dw
gives the fraction of the population that have wealth between w and w + dw . H owever, this distrbbution is obtained
at a given tin e, both in real situations as well as In sin ulations, and In the case of sim ulations i is im portant to
know weather the results are stable ornot. W ith this purpose we m easure the G ini coe cient as a fiinction oftim e.
Tt represents a practical way to verify the tin e dependence of the econom ic param eters. Finally, we also present
the wealth tem poral autocorrelation function. For one side this is another possible m easure of tim e dependence n a
system . Besides, it is m ore sensitive because it depends on two tin es, so aging properties, if there is any, could be
grasped.

II. W EALTH DISTRIBUTIONS

A 11 the sinulations have been performed for a system of 1000 agents and the results have been averaged over
1000 sam ples. W ealth distrbutions are evaluated at the nalstage, whik at the initial condition, both wealth (W)
and risk-aversion factor ( ;) are uniform ly distrbbuted in the [0;1] interval. F inal stage m eans not further | or very
an a]l| changes are observed as tin e goes by. Support for that assum ption w ill be presented in the next section.
At rst both rules seem to be qualitatively sin ilar (one of them , the fair rule, was already discussed in ref2’). The
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FIG .1l: W ealth distrdbbution for severalvalues of the param eter £, with 2ir (left) and loser (right) rule. T he straight line w ith
slope 2 corresponds to the slope ofthe £ = 05 case, in the intermm ediate incom e region, for both rules.

m ain features of the wealth distrbutions em erging of the present m odel are: a) an alm ost uniform region for very
low lncomes W < 3 10 1), being m ore uniform as f isbigger, b) a power law region extended over less than three
decades w ith an f-dependent exponent. T he distinctive feature is In the Intermm ediate incom e region which appears
less populated, at low £ values, In the fair rule, when com pared to the Ioser rule. T he straight line depicted in both
graphs, w ith slope equalto two, is a guide to the eye, and i Pllow s approxin ately the slope of the distributions in
the Interm ediate incom e region, wih £ = 05, orboth rules. W e would lke to em phasize the £ = 0 case, where both
distributions exhibit a power law, but the loser case has a bigger exponent ( 2:17 compared to 1:93 for the fair
case) so Indicating a less unequaldistribution.



III. GINICOEFFICIENT

The G Inicoe cient is a m easure of the Inequality ofa distrdbution and is often used to m easure lncom e nequality
by econom ists and statistical organizations because it gives a raw picture of the inequalities w ith a single num ber
between 0 and 1. It isde ned as the ratio of the area enclosed by the Lorenz curve of the distribution (or cum ulative
distrbution finction) and the curve of the uniform distrbution, to the area under the unifom distrbution??. In a
operationalway we de ne the G ini coe cient as:
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and it is evident that it varies between 0, which corresponds to perfect equality (ie. everyone has the sam e lncom e),
and 1, that corresoonds to perfect nequality (ie. one person hasallthe incom e, w hik everyone else has zero incom e) .
Here we will use the G Ini coe cient to m easure the degree of inequality, but also to determm ine the stability of the

wealth distrbution. W ith this obfctive in m ind, we show in Fig.[d the tim e evolution of the G ini index, where we
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FIG.2: Giniindex as a function of tim e for di erent values of £, w ith fair (left) and loser (right) rule.

can observe that the system s converge rather fast to a xed value, indicating that, affer a transient, the system s
arrive to an alm ost stable wealth distrdbbution. A further analysis (m easuring the slope) reveals that in som e cases
stabilization is not com plete, and that a slow dynam ics is still present. T hispoint is con m ed by the analysis of the
tin e correlation function presented in the next section. The e ect of £ on the G inicoe cient is the expected one, the
bigger the value of £, the bigger the probability of favoring the poorer agent in each transaction, and the lower the
G Ini iIndex. H owever, the Ioser rule produces, or low values of £, a considerable lower G ini index than the fair rule,
suggesting that an unfair lottery produces a m ore equal society than a fair one. Particularly, for £ = 0 the fair rule
delivers a G ini coe cient equalto 1 (full condensation of the econom y), whilk the Ioser rule produces a nie G ini
coe clent near 0:8. This is a result that can induce som e second thoughts about the concept of equal opportunity 2.

W e summ arize the com parison of the two rules depicting the G ini coe cient as a function of the f param eter.
I Fig.[d we can see clearly that the G ini index decreases when increasing the param eter £, but the two rules give
unequal resuls: the air rule spans on a w ider interval of G ini Index values than the loser rule. T he crossing ofboth
lnesat £ = 03 con m s what was apparent in F ig.[dl(a-b): for that value the sam e distrdoution em erges w ith both
rules. In fact m ost of the previous analysis of wealth distrdbbution can be see clearly here: while the fair rule gives a
little bit m ore \hum aniarian" distributions for high £ values (m ore protective econom is), the loser rule rescue m ore
agents from the poorest region in the case of anallvaluesof f.

IV. WEALTH TIME AUTOCORRELATION FUNCTION

W e de ne a tim e autocorrelation function for the wealth as follow s:
P N
corr( jt) = —F—=
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T he behavior depicted by the tim e correlation fiinctions is very rich, in a way that is not perceive neither by the
distrbbution or the G Iniindex. T he behaviour In the rules are very digparate, but in both cases clearly signs of aging
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FIG.4: W ealth tim e autocorrelation function (de ned in text) or = 100 M C steps and di erent values of the param eter f,
w ith fair (left) and loser (right) rule.

are observed (e checked this varying the Initialtine ). W hile in the 2ir case the tim e correlation decreases, in the
Jser case, after an initialand short decrease, the correlation fiinction increases to valiesbigger than one. W e rem ark
that In the fair case and for £ = 0 the tin e correlation is stabl and equalto 1, because the system condensates very
fast and the changes in the wealh ofthe agentsare very an all. But when Increasing the value of £ the tim e correlation
function decreases, suggesting a higher degree of socialm obility as tin e evolves. O n the other hand, for the Ioser rule
the tin e correlation exhdbits slow dynam ics (glassy behaviour, also ocbserved for the air rule in the case £ = 0:1));
that m eans that the system requires a large tin eperiod to attain an aln ost stable situation (as that represented in
Fig[ll), and this characteristic tin e increases whhen increasing the size of the system , as expected. A nother interesting
point is that, with the exception of £ = 05, the value of the autocorrelation function is bigger than one, indicating
a kind of bias in the evolution: on average rich agents are becom ing richer and poor agents poorer. This resul,
com bined w ith the conservation of the totalwealth, explains the fact that the correlation finction increases as time
goesby. A full discussion of these resuls, considering also di erent values of w illbe presented elsew here.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Our results clearly show that in m any cases the system does not arrive to a steady con guration (@ ram arkable
exception is the case £ = 05, when the probability has its strongest bias to the poorer partner). This point is not
decisive for the description ofeconom ic system s asusually they are not In a steady state neither they are conservative,
but the In plications could be interesting for possible physical system s that behaves in a sim ilar glassy way.

P robably them ost relevant result isthe fact that the Joser rule appearsto produce a lessunequalw ealth distributions
than the one we call fair rule. That is valid for values of the £ < 03, which represent situations m ore close to real
econom ic system s. T hus, the Ioser rule behaves som ehow lke an unfair lottery, in the sense that the richer agent risks
more { In average { than its poorer partner, but has less chances to w In. A s a consequence, this bias attenuates the
nequalities induced by low f values. It seem s to us that this resul is an indication that the best way to din inish
nequality doesnot pass only through equalopportuniy (fir rule) but through som e kind ofpositive action increasing



the odds of poorer strata of the society.
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