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A new model of an evolution of ranks of employees due to staff turnover in an organization is
designed. If the rank is determined only by the performance, the rank shift of incumbents due to
the turnover is proportional to the initial rank: the status of high staff is reduced only slightly. This
effect that has been observed in the literature. However, if the status also depends on some other
variable, the positions of high staff may be greatly deteriorated. In that case, the effect depends
nonlinearly on the time τ between subsequent replacements of staff.

I. INTRODUCTION

Formation of a hierarchy of social status is an ubiqui-
tous phenomenon in each social setting [1–5]. As defined
in the literature [6], the social status is ’the relative rank
that an individual holds, with attendant rights, duties,
and lifestyle, in a social hierarchy based upon honour
or prestige’. This definition reveals an inter-subjective
character of status, as it places sources of the social
status in human minds. Further, scholars distinguish
between ascribed (age, gender, race) and achieved marks
of status (education, occupation, marital state etc.)
[6]. As here we are interested in status dynamics, our
considerations are limited to the latter.

Our motivation for this work was initialized by the
paper by Prato and Ferraro [7]. There, two hypotheses
have been formulated in the context of hiring new
employees in organizations:
H1. Hiring high-status newcomers negatively affects
incumbents’ performance,
H2. High-status incumbents experience a lower perfor-
mance decline than low-status incumbents
and both have been confirmed when analyzing data
collected in 1996-2007 on hiring security analysts [7].
Our first aim is to demonstrate that if the social status
of individuals in an organization is based on their
performance, these hypotheses appear in a natural way
within the frames of rank modeling. The conceptual link
from status to performance is justified in subsection I A
on the basis of literature.

However, if this link is taken without reservations,
a set of parameters related to social status, such as
performance, productivity, education, experience, cen-
trality etc. [8, 9], is reduced to one ordinal variable. In
subsection I B a piece of literature is cited to show that
this setting is quite restrictive. To make the approach
more realistic, in the next step the model is generalized
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to include a dynamical coupling of the social status
also with another variable. In subsection I C we discuss
productivity in this role. Other interpretations of the
coupled variable will be mentioned in the Discussion
(Section IV). In subsection I D, theoretical approaches
are listed which support the hypotheses H1 and H2.

Our aim here is to develop a model which is able to
reproduce the hypotheses H1 and H2, and which can be
generalized to take into account a contribution to the
social status related to an additional variable. Namely,
although the status is determined by performance, it
is influenced also by productivity because performance
and productivity are coupled by the model dynamics.
In section II, the model is described in details. Without
the coupling, the time evolution reduces to a discrete
rank dynamics, given in subsection II A. The coupling
itself is introduced in subsection II B. At this stage the
model is fully analytical. In subsection II C, the model is
supplemented by adding a removal of an employee with
the worst status and hiring a new employee.

Our main result is that the coupling between perfor-
mance and productivity deteriorates also the position of
high-status (low rank) incumbents. This new effect is
shown in Section III to depend non-monotonously on the
coupling constant. Further possible generalizations of the
model are discussed in the last section.

A. Status based on performance

Social status has been shown to appear in laboratory
experiments as a mediating variable between perfor-
mance and job satisfaction [10] and greed [11]. Also, in
[12] a psychological factor of self-efficacy, internalized
from the socioeconomic status of parents, has been
found to influence the pupils’ performance at school. On
the other hand, in [13], high or low status was randomly
assigned to school children, and then the children took
individually an anagram test; as a result, children with
high status performed significantly better. Similarly in
[14], direct connection between status (either measured
or manipulated) and performance has been found in
neurobiological experiments on police officers. Yet we
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should add that a similar experimental setting, reported
in [15], has given a less clear result.

A theoretical link between social status and perfor-
mance has been drawn in [16]. In accordance with its
inter-subjective character, status leads to performance
expectations. These expectations produce real differ-
ences in performance in a self-fulfilling way. The conclu-
sion of this subsection is that a large contribution to the
social status is produced by the performance on socially
accepted aims. For a thorough discussion of experiments
and theory and a vast list of references we refer to [16].

B. One dimension is not enough

In [17], statistical data on the period from 1978 to
2019 have been presented to show that less popular
ministers in the Danish government were dismissed
more often. However, even in this case the popularity
cannot be treated as a single criterion, and the very
existence of any single criterion is untenable. In [18], the
list of characteristics of teachers in Chicago eligible for
dismissal by their principals has been shown to include
teacher absences, value added measures, gender and
age; in particular, old males were laid off more often.
Similarly in [19], extended data on more than three
thousand CEO turnovers in 1993-2009 indicated that
most dismissals have not been justified by those CEO’s
agency. In [20], an attempt has been made to distinguish
between wise and unwise dismissal of a football coach,
based on his actual work (wise) and the role of bad
luck (unwise). Basing on data on European football,
collected for five seasons (2013/14–2017/18), the authors
have shown that unwise dismissals do not improve the
performance on the pitch. Similar conclusions have been
drawn from earlier data on basketball, where the main
criterion of evaluation of a manager was winning, and
not efficiency [21]. Other factors which influence the
probability of dismissal dependence on the performance
of the person to be fired are: the horizon of investors
[22], policy of unions [23], national culture [24], and the
type of board [25, 26]. In the latter case this dependence
indicates a kind of collusion between CEOs and the
board which hired them; to dismiss the same person is
equivalent to an admission that the former decision was
a fault, and therefore it is often evaded. On the other
hand, hiring a new manager is known to rise costs of
reconstruction of social contacts [21, 27].

Our conclusion from this list of examples is twofold.
First is that status – however understood – of candidates
to dismiss plays an important role. On the other hand,
it is hard to find a case when a decision of firing an indi-
vidual is taken based on a single parameter.

C. Status and productivity

Coupling of productivity and social status is well
known in literature, both in micro- and macro-scale, and
several problems have been discussed in this context.
In [28], cross-cultural data have been used to show a
correlation between productivity and social class. In
[29], productivity has been found to be optimal for flat
hierarchy; the status differences have been then attained
through frequent favor exchange. In [30], a coupling of
social status with consumption has been shown to lead
to over-productivity and a decline of human welfare. In
[31], productivity of scientists in acquired companies has
been shown to go down when they lose their status in
the combined entity. Detrimental consequences of low
status for productivity have also been reported in [32]
and literature therein. These notional connections allow
one to treat productivity as directly correlated with
social status.

D. Current models of rank dynamics

In [33], the Langevin equation has been proposed
for the normalized market shares of economic items.
Besides the evolving shares, the items were endowed
with fitnesses, i.e. time-independent intrinsic abilities to
increase their market shares [33]. In a steady state, the
share of an item was a monotonic function of its fitness.
Also, the shares of different items influenced each other
only via the normalization of their sum to unity. A
central result of [33] was a classification of different
systems according to stability of the related rankings,
with the word usage in English and the citations of
scientific papers as opposing and extreme examples. In
any case, the volatility of shares of the top-ranked items
was found to be less than that of the items with low
shares [33].

The ranking dynamics of words in five European
languages was also considered in [34]. The time evolu-
tion of the ranks of words have been analyzed within
a random walk model. There, low-ranked (the most
frequent) words have been shown to vary only slightly,
and the variation of words – to increase with their rank.
Similar model has been also applied to twelve data sets
on sport rankings ([35] and references therein). Also
there, in all cases the top players or teams have been
found to change their ranks more slowly, than the others.

In [36], the Authors analyzed data on the time de-
pendence of 30 ranking lists of different origin. On this
basis a classification of rankings has been designed, built
on two parameters: (i) the rank turnover σt, defined as
the number of elements ever seen in the rank list until
time t, normalized by the list length, and (ii) the rank
flux Ft, defined as the probability that an element enters
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or leaves the rank list at time t. When averaged over
time, the mean rate of turnover and the flux appear to
be correlated. Further, the ranks have been classified
according to the mean turnover rate σ̇ = ∆σ/∆t,
from σ̇ ∼ 1 (more open) to σ̇ ∼ 0 (more closed) as
extreme cases. The model designed in [36] includes two
mechanisms, displacement of elements in rank positions
and replacement of a randomly selected elements by
new ones. It is characteristic that in most systems, top
ranked elements maintain their ranks during the time
evolution [36].

Concluding this subsection, the hypotheses H1 and H2
find at least a qualitative confirmation by the model re-
sults of [33–36].

II. TIME EVOLUTION

Below we will use some elements of [36]: the mech-
anism of replacements (with our additional condition
that the element ranked as the worst is replaced), and
the relation between the turnover and its rate; one is the
time derivative of the other.

In this section we describe the model dynamics. In
its simple version we assume that ranks of elements are
given by the values of status, which is equivalent to
performance. In this case the time evolution is reduced
to the evolution of the rank itself. In the more extended
version, the relation between rank and status is the
same, but the status variable is additionally coupled
with another observable, termed here as productivity.
The core of the model is that status and productivity
enhance each other.

In subsection II A the simple version of the algorithm
is described, where the scores on social status of individ-
uals are presented in the form of a rank. The dynamics is
driven by a replacement of an element with last (worst)
rank by an element with rank randomly selected. We
will show that this setting allows to reproduce the hy-
potheses H1 and H2 [7], listed in the Introduction. Two
subsequent subsections II B and II C are devoted to the
full version of the algorithm which includes a sequence
of two alternating stages. In II B, the continuous stage is
described and solved analytically. The continuous evolu-
tion is periodically interrupted by the replacements, sim-
ilarly to those described in II A; this stage is described
in subsection II C. Therefore the whole dynamics can be
termed as ’piecewisely analytical’.

A. Discrete rank dynamics

In this version of the algorithm, there is no need to
specify the scores which would be used to evaluate ranks.
The number N of elements remains constant. In each
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FIG. 1. Mean shift of rank 〈R−R′〉 as dependent on rank R
for τ = 0, i.e. lack of the coupling. The vertical lines mark
the standard deviations, added and subtracted.

time step, the element at the last position (R = N) in
rank list is removed; instead, a new element is introduced
with randomly selected rank R′ such that R′ < R. As a
consequence, each element of rank R′′ such that R′ < R′′

is shifted down in the list, i.e. R′′ → R′′ + 1. The
probability that an element of rank R will be shifted
is proportional to R. After tmax time steps, the mean
number of shifts is Rtmax/N . This result is shown in
Fig. 1. Clearly, the status of incumbents decreases, and
those at lower rank positions (i.e. of higher status) lose
less, in accordance with the claims in literature [7].

In next subsections this replacement is described as
entangled with the continuous evolution of performance
and productivity. Both these variables are continuous.
The rank list is formed on the basis of status, which is
an inter-subjective measure of the performance.

B. Continuous dynamics

We consider a set of interacting actors. Each actor i is
endowed by a given productivity yi. Also, a social status
of actor j in i’s mind is defined, xij . The essence of the
model is in two causal assumptions on the dynamics:
– the status xij varies in time, proportionally to the dif-
ference of productivities,
– the productivity yi of i varies in time, proportionally
to the i’th total status.
These assumptions are encoded in two model equations:

dyk
dt

= α
∑
j 6=k

xjk (1)

dxjk
dt

= yk − yj (2)

In the Appendix A we show that these equations are
equivalent to
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dwk

dt
= vk (3)

dvk
dt

= wk (4)

where wk = yk − γ, γ = (1/N)
∑

k yk = const(t) and α
is chosen to be 1/N . The analytical solution is

wk(t) = wk(0) cosh(t) + vk(0) sinh(t) (5)

vk(t) = wk(0) sinh(t) + vk(0) cosh(t) (6)

In the matrix form it reads(
wk(t)
vk(t)

)
= A(t)

(
wk(0)
vk(0)

)
(7)

with the property A(t1 + t2) = A(t1)A(t2).

In this new representation, the variables wk are
related to the productivities, and the variables vk to the
statuses, based on the performances.

The transformation given in Eqn. (7), when applied
several times, leads to a strong correlation of wk(t) and
vk(t). This property is shown in the Appendix B. The
related number of steps depends on t; it is large for t
close to zero, and for large t it decreases with t.

C. Combined dynamics

The continuous process described in the preceding
subsection is assumed to be interrupted in discrete
time moments τ, 2τ, 3τ, ... etc. At each instant, an
individual with minimal status is removed, and a new
actor appears. The status of this actor is randomly
chosen, and her/his productivity is inherited from the
individual just removed.

As we expect from Eqns. (5,6), the solution grows ex-
ponentially with time. Although the time scale of the
process depends on particular application, the exponen-
tial growth can be numerically unfeasible. On the other
hand, our aim is the dynamics of the related ranking,
and the ranking order does not depend on the time scale.
Then, the time evolution of wk and vk from t = nτ to
t = (n + 1)τ is supplemented by rescaling both sets of
variables to the range (−1, 1). Namely,

vk →
2vk − vM − vm

vM − vm
(8)

wk →
2wk − wM − wm

wM − wm
(9)

where vM and wM (vm and wm) are the maximal
(minimal) values of vk and wk. This mapping projects
vm to −1, and vM to +1, and similarly wm to −1, and
wM to +1. It preserves the homogeneous character

of the distribution of v values, ρ(v). Finally, a new
value of vm is randomly chosen from the homogeneous
distribution ρ(v) = 1/2 for −1 < v < +1, zero elsewhere.
This is done after each time step τ .

The detailed sequence of calculation steps is as follows:

1. select randomly N values vk and N values wk from
the homogeneous distribution in the range (−1,+1)

2. rescale both sets vk and wk

3. assign ranks R(wk) to the set wk

4. select randomly a number g from the same distri-
bution

5. substitute vm by g and rescale the set vk again

6. apply the transformation, based on Eqns. (5,6)

wk(t+ τ) = wk(t) cosh(τ) + vk(t) sinh(τ) (10)

vk(t+ τ) = wk(t) sinh(τ) + vk(t) cosh(τ) (11)

7. rescale the sets vk and wk

8. assign ranks R′(vk) to the set vk

9. compare R and R′, as described in subsection II A
(The ranking dynamics). Rename R(vk) = R′(vk)
for each k

10. go to 4

The loop from 4 to 10 is repeated a prescribed number
tmax of time steps.

III. RESULTS

In analogy to the Lagrangian and Eulerian representa-
tions of liquids [37], the time evolution of rankings can be
observed in two ways. The more intuitive (Lagrangian)
method is to ask about the time evolution of the rank of
a given entity k. Another (Eulerian) way is to ask what
is the rank change of an entity of a given rank R. Below
we address both these ways.

Observations of the rank of a given entity, if suffi-
ciently long, give results which are easily predictable.
Sooner or later, the status of each entity (except the
best one) will appear to be the worst, and this status
will be substituted by a random variable. Examples of
such sequences are shown in Fig. 2. Such observations
are related to a particular agent if the time duration
measured by the number of time steps tmax is not much
longer than the number N of actors. In this sense, the
results on the dynamics of the rank of a given agent are
related to this agent only when limited to a transient
stage of the process. (For completeness, this condition
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FIG. 2. Examples of time evolution of a rank position of an
agent, which started at R = 2. Each time when the curve
reaches R = N , the agent of this rank is removed and a new
agent is introduced. Here τ = 0.5.

is not preserved in Fig. 2.) On the contrary, there is
no time limit for observations of the rank changes of
entities of a given rank. Below, we show the results of
these rank changes.

It is worthwhile to add a comment on some specific
consequences of the adopted rule of evolution. It is
always the individual with the worst status (the maximal
R) who is eliminated. As a rule, both her performance
vm and her productivity wm are low, as for τ > 0 these
quantities attract each other to form her status. The
newly hired individual gets a new performance, but
inherits low productivity, as acquired in the evolution.
Consequently, the distribution of statuses is shifted
towards negative values. This effect is shown in Fig. 3.
The rule ”remove the last” (of the worst performance),
natural from an economic perspective [38], mirrors the
Red Queen effect, adopted from a fable to ecology: ”we
must run as fast as we can, just to stay in place” [39, 40].
In the theory of organizations, modifications of risk
tolerance [41] can be seen as a counterpart of this effect.

In Fig. 1 the line inclined from zero to −1 is the mean
value of the shift of rank 〈R − R′〉 vs R, obtained for
lack of coupling, i.e. for τ = 0. This is precisely the case
described in subsection II A. The vertical lines mark the
standard deviation, added and subtracted. As expected,
these results agree with the binomial distribution, where
the variance is equal to (1 − R/N)R/N . The inclined
line agrees with both hypotheses H1 and H2:
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FIG. 3. Time evolution of the distribution of statuses vk for
τ = 0.5. The same effect is observed for larger τ . For τ = 0
the distribution remains unchanged in time.

– the obtained values are negative (R′ > R), which
means that incumbents lose;
– the shift is smaller for incumbents of high-status (i.e.
of low rank R), which means that they lose less.

In the case of non-zero coupling (τ > 0), this picture
is refined. The most important change appears for small
values of R, where individuals of high status suffer an
additional shift of rank. As shown in Fig. 4, the shift
is no more linear with R. Instead, the plot shows an
inflection point already for τ = 0.05. For higher τ , there
is a minimum of the plot 〈R−R′〉 vs R (maximal shift) at
some value of rank R which decreases with τ . However,
for τ slightly above 1.5 the effect vanishes, and for τ = 5.0
the plot is similar to that of τ = 0. Similar irregularities
are observed in the variance of the shift, as shown in
Fig. 5.
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The peculiarities of the mean shift of rank and its
volatility, measured by its variance, in the range of low
R, are a consequence of the time evolution of the distri-
bution of the status vk, shown in Fig. 3. Often, a newly
introduced agent is endowed with a high status (low rank
R). For small but non-zero τ , the evolutions of the sta-
tuses of subsequently added agents overlap in time. This
overlapping makes the evolution of low ranks complex.
To visualize the characteristic time of evolution for dif-
ferent τ , in Fig. 6 we show an evolution of vk(t) and vk(t)
without introducing new agents at each time step.

IV. DISCUSSION

Within the simple version of the algorithm, described
in subsection II A, we have identified the status with its
measurable and dynamic aspect: performance. In this
way, both hypotheses H1 and H2 of Prato and Ferraro
[7] have been confirmed. Within the expanded version of

-1
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 0

 0.5
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 0  5  10  15  20

v k
  
,  

w k

t – tmax

vk τ=0.1
wk τ=0.1
vk τ=0.5
wk τ=0.5
vk τ=1.5
wk τ=1.5

FIG. 6. The time evolution of a pair (wk(t), vk(t)) according
to the continuous dynamics, for various values of the cou-
pling parameter τ . The initial states are obtained with re-
placements of agents till t = tmax; later the replacements are
abandoned. As we see, the time to level vk and wk decreases
with τ .

the algorithm, we have gained additional insight into the
status dynamics. Namely, the coupling of status with
an additional variable, termed above as productivity,
has been shown to modify the rank dependence of the
volatility of status. For some range of the coupling,
controlled by the parameter τ , the volatility is enhanced
for individuals high in hierarchy (with low rank R).

In the literature, changes of employees’ jobs within
organization are termed internal mobility [42]. The
distinction between internal mobility of high- and
low-status employees is only rarely mentioned in the
literature [43]. Internal mobility has been discussed as a
way to reduce high staff turnover [42, 44] or as a marker
of commitment [45]; the latter can be seen as correlated
with high status [38]. Our result indicates that internal
mobility is also a – possibly unintended – consequence
of hiring new employees. Similar effects can be expected
from internal training [46] and robotization [47].

The role of the parameter τ is the intensity of the
coupling of performance-based status with productivity.
For τ = 0, there is no coupling and the results on status
reduce to the simplest version of algorithm, as described
in subsection II A. For large values of τ , the coupling is
strong, and status and productivity become equal after a
small number of time steps. The volatility of individuals
of high rank (small R) is most enhanced for small
positive coupling τ , as in this case the process of leveling
status and productivity takes more time, and within this
time subsequent reorderings of ranks disrupt each other.
In any case, for τ > 0 the replacements of the worst
elements give fuel to gradual equalization of the status
and productivity of the new element. This is a difference
when compared to Ref. [36], where replacements and
displacements were mutually independent mechanisms.
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It is worth adding that our model formalism of status
dynamics can be applied also to variables other than
performance and productivity. The triad: status-power-
access to resources is a well-established option [2, 48].
Also there, elements of this triad mutually enhance each
other. The difference is that in [2] status is treated
mostly as an ascribed factor; as such, it contributes
autonomously to causal relations with the other two. On
the contrary, in our case an evaluation of status is based
on measurable performance with its ups and downs, and
therefore status ceases its stabilizing role described in
[2, 49].

According to this freedom of choice of model parame-
ters, yet another possible application of our results can
be drawn as follows. Suppose that formal statuses of
employees in an organization, determined for example
by their performance, are accompanied by an additional
characteristics, as a position in an informal network of
contacts; the latter not being legally recognized. As
a rule, in a steady state the ranking of status takes
both these characteristics into account, and both these
characteristics of each worker fit to each other. Once a
new employee appears, presumably of high performance,
his position in the network is going to improve, which
can lead to a partial reconstruction of the network.
Accordingly, both formal and informal statuses of
incumbents will be modified. Having recognized this
process, organizations and employees attempt to control
it by dedicated tools [50–52].

We are not aware of a research which demonstrates
how hiring new employees influences the rank structure
of high staff. In the literature, the filling of jobs by
external or internal candidates is usually presented
as two alternative strategies of employers, sometimes
termed ’buying versus making’ [53–55]. Still, mutual
interactions of consequences of these strategies are
sometimes taken into account. In [56], it has been
shown that filling the job with an external (and not
internal) candidate enhances the probability of exit of
the rejected internal candidate. In [57], the hiring of an
external candidate was demonstrated to be profitable if
accompanied by the reallocation of authority. This effect
is already close to our topic of rank reconstruction. In
[58, 59], the authors refer to the so-called performance
paradox. Its specific formulation ’external hires fail to
replicate prior performance after switching firms’ [58]
reflects commonly known difficulties in prediction of
performance. For scholars, its application to univer-
sities with quality identified with quantity [59] is of
particular interest. Our results add to the unintended
consequences of hiring external candidates, expressed in
this formulation of the performance paradox.

A comment should be added on the algorithmic
aspects of the model. As shown in the Appendix A,

between subsequent replacements the coupling between
agents is removed and the calculation is fully analytical.
The only stochastic process is related to the replacement
of agents. This makes the model quite feasible numer-
ically. It would be easy to generalize the approach,
allowing for some distribution of times τ between the
stochastic events.

Concluding, we have assumed that the social status of
individuals in an organization is determined by their per-
formance. This assumption allows reproducing the ob-
servations reported in the literature [7, 33–36]. Namely,
newly hired individuals reduce the performance of incum-
bents, especially of those of low status. Furthermore, to
take into account the multidimensional character of so-
cial status, the model is extended to include productivity,
coupled with status with mutual positive feedback. This
additional mechanism is shown to produce deterioration
and high volatility of ranks in the range of high status.
The effect can be seen as a mechanism of position mobil-
ity of high staff within an organization. A discussion of
its cons and pros [46, 59–62] is beyond the scope of this
paper.

Appendix A:

The equations (1,2) are equivalent to

d2yk
dt2

= α
∑
j

(yk − yj) (A1)

Next, suppose that at t = 0 the sum of all statuses is
zero: ∑

k

∑
j 6=k

xjk = 0 (A2)

Further, its time derivative is

d

dt

∑
k

∑
j 6=k

xjk =
∑
k

∑
j 6=k

(yk−yj) = (N−1)
∑
k

yk−
∑
k

(
∑
j

yj−yk)

(A3)
Having defined γ = (1/N)

∑
k yk, we have

d

dt

∑
k

∑
j 6=k

xjk = (N − 1)Nγ −N2γ +Nγ = 0 (A4)

Then we have
∑

k

∑
j 6=k xjk = 0 at each time. Therefore

d(
∑

k yk)/dt = 0, i.e. γ = const(t).

Furthermore, the two terms in r.h.s. of Eq. (3)∑
j 6=k

yk = (N − 1)yk (A5)

∑
j 6=k

yj = Nγ − yk (A6)
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and, then,∑
j 6=k

(yk − yj) = Nyk − yk −Nγ + yk = N(yk − γ) (A7)

We get

d2yk
dt2

= αN(yk − γ) (A8)

It is convenient to keep αN = 1, which defines the
timescale of the whole process. With this choice, the
time derivative of yk in Eq. (1) is roughly proportional
to the mean status of the actor k. (In general, the depen-
dence of the factor α on the system size N depends on a
particular application.) With new variables wk = yk−γ,
vk = dwk/dt the basic equation of motion is

d2wk

dt2
= wk (A9)

or, equivalently

dwk

dt
= vk (A10)

dvk
dt

= wk (A11)

The analytical solution is

wk(t) = wk(0) cosh(t) + vk(0) sinh(t) (A12)

vk(t) = wk(0) sinh(t) + vk(0) cosh(t) (A13)

Appendix B:

Let us consider a pair of random variables x, y, both
of mean value zero and the variances σ2

x and σ2
y equal 1,

with the Pearson correlation coefficient between x and y
equal to f . Let us transform them to x′, y′ such that

x′ = ax+ by

y′ = bx+ ay

From a simple algebra, the variances of x′ and y′ are

σ2
x′ = σ2

y′ = a2 + b2 + 2abf (B1)

and the correlation coefficient between the normalized
x′/σx′ and y′/σy′ is

F =
2ab+ (a2 + b2)f

a2 + b2 + 2abf
(B2)

Having applied the transformation several times, we ex-
pect that F = f , which leads to f2 = 1.
In our case a = cosh(τ) and b = sinh(τ). For τ = 0, the
transformation is reduced to identity. For large values of
τ , x and y are quickly mixed with each other.
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