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Abstract

We study the effects of stochastic resetting on the Reallocating geometric Brownian
motion (RGBM), an established model for resource redistribution relevant to systems
such as population dynamics, evolutionary processes, economic activity, and even cos-
mology. The RGBM model is inherently non-stationary and non-ergodic, leading to
complex resource redistribution dynamics. By introducing stochastic resetting, which
periodically returns the system to a predetermined state, we examine how this mech-
anism modifies RGBM behavior. Our analysis uncovers distinct long-term regimes
determined by the interplay between the resetting rate, the strength of resource re-
distribution, and standard geometric Brownian motion parameters: the drift and the
noise amplitude. Notably, we identify a critical resetting rate beyond which the self-
averaging time becomes effectively infinite. In this regime, the first two moments are
stationary, indicating a stabilized distribution of an initially unstable, mean-repulsive
process. We demonstrate that optimal resetting can effectively balance growth and
redistribution, reducing inequality in the resource distribution. These findings help us
understand better the management of resource dynamics in uncertain environments.
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1 Introduction

The Reallocating Geometric Brownian Motion (RGBM) model, is a versatile framework
used to understand resource redistribution governed by multiplicative dynamics across vari-
ous domains [1, 2, 3, 4, 5]. For example, in population dynamics, RGBM can represent the
distribution and growth of species across different habitats, where resources such as nutrients
or space are redistributed over time [6, 7, 8, 9, 10]. Similarly, in evolutionary biology, RGBM
can model the distribution of genetic traits within a population, accounting for mutations
and natural selection processes [11, 12, 13, 14, 15]. In physics, when the RGBM dynamics
are considered on a regular lattice in d dimensions, upon a Cole-Hopf transformation, the
model maps in the Kardar-Parisi-Zhang (KPZ) equation [16] with applications in a range of
areas: cosmology and turbulence [17, 18], surface growth [19, 20] and directed polymers [21].
In econophysics, RGBM is also known as the Bouchaud-Mézard model of wealth condensa-
tion [2], and is used to simulate the allocation of wealth among individuals or the distribution
of resources across different sectors of an economy.

Depending on the parameters, RGBM can lead to either positive or negative reallocation
of resources. Positive reallocation, where resources flow from the rich to the poor, results
in a system that is stationary, self-averaging, and ergodic [22, 23, 24]. In this regime, the
long-term behavior of the system is predictable, and the time-average matches the ensemble
average, making it a stable representation of resource dynamics. In the case of negative
reallocation, however, the resources are disproportionately redistributed from the poor to
the rich and the system becomes unstable and non-ergodic [2, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31]. In
this non-ergodic regime, the time-average does not converge to the ensemble average, leading
to unpredictable and often inequitable outcomes. Notably, recent literature suggests that the
non-ergodic regime may be a more realistic representation of real-world resource dynamics,
where wealth and resources tend to concentrate rather than distribute evenly [1].

To address the challenges posed by the non-ergodic nature of RGBM in the negative real-
location regime, we explore the application of stochastic resetting [32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63].
Stochastic resetting involves periodically reverting the system to a predetermined state,
which can potentially stabilize the dynamics of the process [32]. In real-world applications,
resetting can represent various interventions depending on the domain. In population dy-
namics, resetting might correspond to natural events or human interventions, such as habitat
restoration or reintroduction of species, which replenish resources or reset population levels.
In evolutionary biology, it can represent environmental changes that disrupt selection pres-
sures or reintroduce genetic diversity through migration or mutation. In physics, resetting
could correspond to external forces or events that disrupt surface growth or turbulence, such
as cooling processes in surface growth or shocks in cosmology. These interventions allow
systems to avoid collapse, re-stabilize, or explore new configurations. See [34, 64, 65] for a
multi-facet review of the subject.

We find three different long-term regimes specific to the negative reallocation regime.
These regimes depend on the relation between the resetting frequency, the magnitude of the
reallocation and standard GBM parameters: the drift and the noise amplitude. In the first
regime, the resetting rate is insufficient to mitigate the mean-repulsive behavior, resulting
in dynamics similar to the standard RGBM (see Fig. 1a). As the resetting rate increases,
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however, the system transitions into the second and third regime, where the first and second
moments converge, respectively. The behavior of the mean in these regimes is visualized
in subplots b) and c) in Fig. 1. The convergence of the both moments in the last regime
hints at a stabilized probability distribution of the initially unstable mean-repulsive process,
which is one of the main results of this work, because it enables us to explore the system’s
dynamics and derive analytical results under the condition of negative resource reallocation,
an aspect that has not been addressed in previous studies. Moreover, in the third regime,
the self-averaging time period becomes practically infinite and in this case the system will
mimic ergodic behavior.

To demonstrate implications of our results, we consider the particular case of wealth
redistribution and the effects of resetting on mobility and wealth concentration, assuming
that they undergo the RGBM with resetting process. In [66] the authors study the measure
of mixing in standard RGBM in order to quantify mobility across the whole wealth distri-
bution. They argue that the relationship between standard mobility measures and mixing
in the negative reallocation regime is impossible. Additionally, they show that some mobil-
ity measures such as Spearman’s rank correlation, the Intragenerational earnings elasticity
(IGE) and transition matrices will still indicate a presence of mobility in the non-mixing
regime (negative reallocation). Their results for Spearman’s correlation and IGE suggest
that in the negative reallocation regime, the magnitude of the reallocation rate does not
impact the extent of mobility. Here we recover the same result that the rank correlation
remains unaffected by the magnitude of the negative reallocation rate and decreases as a
function of the resetting rate. Moreover, there is a weak dependence between earnings elas-
ticity and the strength of negative reallocation at lower resetting rates. However, as the
resetting rate increases, earnings elasticity converges to a constant value, independent of
reallocation strength. Finally, we study the degree of concentration with the probability
of observing states located in the top 1% of the distribution as is done in [67] and recover
the same result that as the resetting rate increases, the probability of observing extreme
configurations decreases and stabilizes.

These results help us understand how stochastic resetting can mitigate the inherent insta-
bility of the non-ergodic regime and create conditions that are more favorable for equitable
resource redistribution.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2. we provide a detailed
description of the Reallocating Geometric Brownian Motion (RGBM) model with stochas-
tic resetting along with its jump-diffusion formulation. Section 3. develops the theoretical
framework for the analytical results using the jump-diffusion formulation. Section 4. delves
into the analysis of the effects of stochastic resetting on RGBM, highlighting the identifi-
cation of the three distinct long-term regimes and exploring their implications for wealth
redistribution. Finally, in Section 5. we summarize our findings, discuss their broader im-
plications and limitations; and finally propose potential avenues for future research.

2 Model

In our model, at each time point t, the resources xi(t) of entity i evolve through one of two
processes. First, with probability 1 − rdt, the resources grow multiplicatively, following a
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growth rate µ and experiencing stochastic fluctuations with noise amplitude σ. Alternatively,
with probability rdt, the resources are reset to a fixed value xr. After the growth or reset
phase, each entity contributes a fraction τ of their resources into a central pool. The total
amount in the pool is then redistributed evenly across all entities in the population, ensuring
that every individual receives the same share of the collective resources, regardless of their
initial contribution.

The model is usually defined with the following Langevin equation:

dx(t) = (1 − Zt) [x(t)(µdt + σdWt) − τ(x(t) − ⟨x⟩N)dt] + (xr − x(t))Zt, (1)

where µ is the drift term, σ is the noise amplitude, dWt is an independent Wiener increment,
⟨x⟩N is the ensemble or population average and τ is the rate of reallocation. Resetting
events occur when the random variable Zt takes value 1 in the interval between t and t+ dt;
otherwise, it is zero and the dynamics correspond to the standard RGBM. The corresponding
Fokker-Planck equation for the model (Eq. 1), in the Itô interpretation of the multiplicative
noise η(t) = dWt/dt, by utilising [68] takes the form:

∂P (x, t)

∂t
= − ∂

∂x

{[
µx− τ

(
x− ⟨x⟩N

)]
P (x, t)

}
+

σ2

2

∂2

∂x2

[
x2P (x, t)

]
− rP (x, t) + rδ(x− x0).

(2)

The model without resetting simplifies to the well-known Reallocating Geometric Brow-
nian Motion (RGBM) equation, which models resource redistribution under multiplicative
dynamics. The behavior of this system is governed by the sign of the reallocation rate τ .
For τ > 0, the growth rate of the population’s average resources becomes an ergodic observ-
able, and the model exhibits mean-reverting dynamics, where each xi eventually converges
to the population average. In this regime, the large population approximation for the av-
erage resources, ⟨x(t)⟩N = exp (µt), remains valid. In contrast, when τ < 0, the system
becomes non-ergodic, and its dynamics bifurcate into two distinct phases, divided by a crit-
ical self-averaging time tc. During the initial period, when t < tc, the ensemble average
approximates the population behavior, with ⟨x(t)⟩N ∼ exp (µt). However, after this time,
the non-ergodicity dominates, causing the population average to be influenced by extreme
values resulting in both positive and negative outcomes, due to the presence of individu-
als with negative resources. This phenomenon is visualized in subplot a) in Fig. 1 where
we plot the mean wealth behavior averaged across 103 simulations. We can see that after
the self-averaging period non-ergodicity causes the average to oscillate between positive and
negative values, as its magnitude becomes influenced by the most extreme wealth values in
the population. The properties of standard RGBM are summarized in Appendix A.

In our case (when r > 0), the model incorporates resource redistribution with resetting,
where periodically the resources of entities are reset to a baseline value xr, which we set
equal to the initial position xr = x0 = 1. In many scenarios, resetting may make the model
more realistic. For example, in economic systems, periodic resets can model tax reforms or
wealth redistribution efforts that prevent extreme inequalities. In ecological systems, reset-
ting could represent natural events like wildfires or floods that reset populations or resource
availability. Similarly, in financial markets, resets could model regulatory interventions or
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market corrections.

2.1 Jump-diffusion formulation

We proceed with an alternative formulation of the process (Eq. 1) (as done in [69]) which
allows us to develop a framework for analytical calculation of the moments and regimes. This
formulation is within the framework of the so-called jump-diffusion models, such as the Lévy
processes. Examples of these kind of processes are the α- stable, Linnik, Mittag-Leffler,
Gamma or Laplace processes [70]. These processes are implemented in various physical
systems [71, 72], financial systems [73, 74, 75], as well in models in biology chemistry, data
mining, statistics and other various fields [76]. Another Lévy process that is of our interest
is the Poisson process which, is a non-decreasing Lévy process with jumps of size 1 and
flat periods between jumps. Times between consecutive jumps of the Poisson process are
independent and drawn from an exponential distribution with mean r > 0. The process of
interest in this paper (Eq. 1) formulated as a jump-diffusion model of Poisson type is given
with the stochastic equation [69, 77]:

dXt = dRt + (xr −Xt)dNt, xr = x0, (3)

where Nt is a Poisson process with intensity r, with resetting position xr = x0 and the RGBM
process as Rt (Eq. 25). This form of the stochastic equation is an analogue of the stochastic
equation defined in (Eq. 1) where x(t) = Xt. Here Nt = max{n ∈ N :

∑n
i=1 Ti ≤ t} and

whether there is a change in values or not, dNt can take values 1 and 0. When the Poisson
process takes value 1 a resetting event occurs and (xr − Xt)dNt sends the particle to the
initial position, and when dNt = 0 the RGBM process is active and Xt = Rt. This form
allows us to use the stochastic Itô integral [78, 79] and Itô’s lemma in order to analyse the
process. The process of interest in this paper (Eq. 3) has the full form:

dXt = Xt(µdt + σdWt) − τ(Xt − ⟨x⟩N)dt + (xr −Xt)dNt, (4)

From Eq. 4 we observe the two opposing forces: when τ < 0 the second term of the RHS
acts as a repulsive force, whereas when there is a resetting event the last term of the RHS
has the effect of a potential that instantaneously reverts the particle to the resetting position
xr. In Sec. 4, we explore in more detail this interplay between the magnitude of negative τ
and the resetting rate, in relation to the GBM parameters.

We will next develop the theoretical framework using the jump-diffusion formulation.

3 Theoretical framework

We can derive the formulation in a more general setting by taking an arbitrary function
f(Xt), such that using the Taylor expansion we get

df(Xt) =
∂f

∂t
+
∑
i

∂f

∂Xt,i

dXt,i +
1

2

∑
i

∑
j

∂2f

∂Xt,i∂Xt,j

dXt,idXt,j. (5)

5



0 100 200 300 400 500
t

15

10

5

0

5

10

15
si

gn
(x

(t)
N
)×

lo
g(

1+
|x

(t)
N
|) a)

Frozen regime, 0 = r <

0 100 200 300 400 500
t

2

0

2

4

b)

Unstable regime, < r < 2( ) + 2

0 100 200 300 400 500
t

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0 c)

Stable regime, r > 2( ) + 2
Minimum x(t) N Maximum x(t) N Median x(t) N Mean x(t) N tc

Figure 1: Mean wealth behavior in different regimes. Numerical estimations for the
median, mean, maximum and minimum of the mean wealth ⟨x(t)⟩N for a super sample of
103 simulations with N = 10, µ = 0.021, σ2 = 0.01, τ = −0.01. a) No resetting, r = 0, b)
µ− τ < r < 2(µ− τ) + σ2 and c) r > 2(µ− τ) + σ2. tc is critical self-averaging time, which
for c) is practically infinite. The gray lines in the background are samples of trajectories of
a single simulation run.

We are interested in calculating the expected value of that arbitrary function f(Xt).
From (5) the general Itô formula for the expected value E[f(Xt)] is (see 4.2 in [80])

dE[f(Xt)] =
∑
i

E
[

∂f

∂Xt,i

dXt,i

]
+

1

2

∑
i

∑
j

E
[

∂2f

∂Xt,i∂Xt,j

dXt,idXt,j

]
. (6)

Now, from [30] and [69], if we take i = j, and substitute the stochastic equation (4) for
dXt,{i,j} in the Taylor expansion (6),

dE[f(Xt)] =
∑
i

E
[

∂f

∂Xt,i

(
Xt(µdt + σdWt) − τ(Xt − ⟨x⟩N)dt + (xr −Xt)dNt

)]
+

1

2

∑
i

E
[
∂2f

∂X2
t,i

(
Xt(µdt + σdWt) − τ(Xt − ⟨x⟩N)dt + (xr −Xt)dNt

)2]
. (7)

Expanding the last term in Eq. 7, substituting (dWt)
2 = dt, (dWt)

n = 0 for n > 2, and using
(dNt)

n = dNt for any n ∈ N and dividing by dt, we end up with the following equation

dE[f(Xt)]

dt
= (µ− τ)

∑
i

E
[

∂f

∂Xt,i

Xt,i

]
+ τE

[
⟨x⟩N

∑
i

∂f

∂Xt,i

]
+

σ2

2

∑
i

E
[
∂2f

∂X2
t,i

X2
t,i

]
+ rE[f(xr) − f(Xt,i)], (8)
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where we have used

E
[
f(xr) − f(Xt)

]
dNt

=
1∑

i=0

E
[
(f(xr) − f(Xt))dNt|dNt = i

]
P(dNt = i)

= E
[
(f(xr) − f(Xt))dNt|dNt = 1

]
P(dNt = 1)

= rdtE
[
f(xr) − f(Xt,i)

]
(9)

Now if we take f(Xt) = x we can calculate the ensemble average. The solution for this is
straightforward, by substituting f(Xt) = x in (8) and solving for E[x] we get the expression

E[xi(t)] = E[x0]

[
µ

µ− r
exp ((µ− r)t) − r

µ− r

]
(10)

where we utilized

E[f(x)] = lim
N→∞

= ⟨f(x)⟩N (11)

However, due to the non-ergodic nature of the negative reallocation regime of RGBM,
Eq. 11 will be valid until some critical self-averaging time, tc, but with the introduction of
stochastic resetting, for some value of the resetting rate rc, the assumption will be applicable
always (tc → ∞). The calculation of rc is the focus of the next section which will play a key
role in calculating the moments.

3.1 Critical self-averaging time

To explore some properties of RGBM with resetting under negative wealth reallocation rates,
we consider the concept of self-averaging. In statistical physics self-averaging is a property
of the system when, a sample mean resembles the corresponding expectation value, i.e.
when Eq. 11 is valid. The key question we ask in this paper is: What resetting rate will
cause the self-averaging time to become infinite? In other words, which value of the resetting
rate, r, will allow us to remain in the self-averaging regime indefinitely? To estimate when
this occurs, we need to investigate the relative variance [81, 82] of the population average
⟨x(t)⟩N , defined as

RN(t) ≡ var(⟨x(t)⟩N)

⟨⟨x(t)⟩N⟩2
, (12)

where var(x) = E[x2] − E[x]2 is the variance of x.
Using this value, we can identify when the system exhibits self-averaging and the popula-

tion average wealth will always resemble the ensemble average; this will be true when RN(t)
converges to 0 in the time limit. For negative values of the reallocation rate τ in RGBM the
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system will experience self-averaging until some critical time tc, which is dependent on both
the initial condition and the population size N , and afterwards it will collapse to its time-
average behavior. Stochastic resetting effectively allows this critical time to become infinite
for certain values of the rate r. The critical time can be found by writing for (Eq. 12)

RN(t) =
E[⟨x(t)⟩2N ] − E[⟨x(t)⟩N ]2

E[⟨x(t)⟩N ]2

=
1

N2

E[
∑

i

∑
j xi(t)xj(t)]

E[⟨x(t)⟩N ]2
− 1

=

∑
i

∑
j E[xi(t)xj(t)]

(
∑

i E[xi(t)])2
− 1, (13)

where we have used the fact that E[⟨x(t)⟩2N ] = 1
N2E[

∑
i

∑
j xi(t)xj(t)]. The system will be

self-averaging until the critical point, which occurs when RN(tc) = 1. In order to calculate
the relative variance we need to estimate the dynamics of E[xi(t)xj(t)], and because any
two trajectories are coupled and their evolution is interdependent when τ ̸= 0, this task is
not trivial. This can be done by interpreting the dynamics of E[xi(t)xj(t)] as a system of
differential equations and utilizing the Itô lemma [30] of RGBM with resetting. By setting
f(x) = xixj in Eq. 8, we see that the dynamics of dE[xi(t)xj(t)]/dt can be described as [30,
82]:

2

(
µ− N−1

N
τ + σ2

2
− r

)
E[x2

i ] + τ
N

(
∑

k ̸=i E[xixk] +
∑

k ̸=i E[xixk]) + rE[x2
0] if i = j

2

(
µ− N−1

N
τ − r

)
E[xixj] + τ

N
(
∑

k ̸=i E[xkxi] +
∑

k ̸=j E[xkxi]) + rE[x2
0] otherwise

(14)

where we can rewrite them with v(t) = E[x2
i (t)] and q(t) = E[xkxj], so we end up with

another form for the equations:
dv
dt

= 2

(
µ− N−1

N
τ + σ2

2
− r

)
v + 2N−1

N
τq + rv(0)

dq
dt

= 2

(
µ− 1

N
τ − r

)
q + 2

N
τv + rv(0)

(15)

This system of equations is solvable, and we get the expressions for q(t) and v(t). On
the other hand, the relative variance (13) can be rewritten in the following form (see [30])

RN(t) =
v(t) + (N − 1)q(t)

N(E[xi(t)])2
− 1, (16)

and by utilizing q(t), v(t) and E[xi(t)] (10) we can calculate the resetting rates for which
tc → ∞. Generally, the behavior of the critical self-averaging time, tc, for various population
sizes and magnitudes of negative reallocation, as a function of the resetting rate, is shown
in Fig. 2. The system’s behavior is more strongly influenced by the value of τ , compared to
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the impact of the population size. As τ becomes more negative, the redistribution dynamics
are more unstable, requiring a higher resetting frequency to reach self-averaging.

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Resetting rate, r

102

103

104

105
t c

N = 10
N = 102

N = 103

N = 104

N = 105

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15
Resetting rate, r

102

103

104

105

t c

= 10 6

= 10 3

= 10 2

= 2 10 2

= 5 10 2

Figure 2: Self-averaging critical time as a function of the resetting rate, for different number
of trajectories with τ = −0.05 (left), and reallocation rates with N = 1000 (right). Param-
eters: σ =

√
0.02, µ = 0.021.

Moreover, identical to the unstable regime (when µ < r < 2µ+σ2) in the baseline model
(without reallocation), the ensemble average of our model (with reallocation) (10) converges
to a stationary value,

E[xi(t)] ≈
r

r − µ
x0, (17)

and as we saw previously, self-averaging is present when the following expression is true:

E[xi(t)] = ⟨x(t)⟩N . (18)

We will next explore how the assumption (Eq. 18) is key in the analytical calculations
through which we analyze the influence of resetting on the overall dynamics of the system.

4 Results

4.1 Moments and classification of regimes

In the self-averaging regime, when Eq. 18 is true, the Fokker-Planck equation (2) has the
following form:

∂P (x, t)

∂t
= − (µ− τ)

∂

∂x

[
(x +

τr

(r − µ)(µ− τ)
x0)P (x, t)

]
+

σ2

2

∂2

∂x2
[x2P (x, t)] − rP (x, t) + rδ(x− x0), (19)
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Table 1: Moments behavior of RGBM with resetting

Moment
Limiting behavior

Exponential
divergence

Linear
divergence

Convergence

⟨x(t)⟩ r < µ− τ r = µ− τ r > µ− τ
⟨x2(t)⟩ r < 2(µ− τ) + σ2 r = 2(µ− τ) + σ2 r > 2(µ− τ) + σ2

where we have substituted

⟨x(t)⟩N =
r

r − µ
x0. (20)

This form of the Fokker-Planck equation will enable us to calculate some properties of the
RGBM with resetting model, such as the first and second moment. If we multiply Eq. 19 by
x and x2 and integrate from −∞ to ∞ we can calculate the mean value ⟨x(t)⟩ and the MSD
⟨x2(t)⟩, respectively:

⟨x(t)⟩ =
x0

r − µ
[r − exp (−t(r − µ + τ))µ] (21)

and

⟨x2(t)⟩ =
rx2

o

(r − µ)2
exp (t(2µ− r + σ2 − 2τ))

×
[

2 exp (−t(µ + σ2 − τ))µτ

µ + σ2 − τ
+

exp (t(r − 2µ− σ2 + 2τ))(r2 − 2rµ + µ2 + 2rτ)

r − 2µ− σ2 + 2τ

]
+ exp (t(2µ− r + σ2 − 2τ))

[
x2
0 −

rx2
0(

2µτ
µ+σ2−τ

+ r2−2rµ+µ2+2rτ
r−2µ−σ2+2τ

)

(r − µ)2

] (22)

To ensure the long-time limit of the mean and MSD converge, the conditions r > µ−τ and
r > 2(µ−τ)+σ2, respectively, must be met. This gives rise to three regimes for the evolution
of the moments, summarized in Table 1. For the case without reallocation (when τ = 0), we
recover the results for the regimes of srGBM analyzed in [67]. This simple modification of
the regimes by the reallocation parameter τ < 0 is an important and interesting result.

By finding the limit t → ∞ of equations 21 and 22 we get the stationary values for the
first moment,

⟨x(t)⟩st =
r

r − µ
x0, (23)

and MSD

⟨x2(t)⟩st =
r

(r − µ)2
r2 − 2r(µ− τ) + µ2

r − 2(µ− τ) − σ2
x2
0, (24)

where for τ = 0, the results in [67] are again recovered.
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Figure 3: MEAN and MSD. Parameters: µ = 0.021, σ =
√

0.01, dt = 0.01. The resetting
rates for τ = {−0.01,−0.05,−0.1} plots are r = {0.12, 0.22, 0.32} respectively, chosen to
ensure the convergence of both moments. The results are the average of 103 simulation runs.

This long-term behavior as a function of the resetting rate is shown in Fig. 4, where the
long-term values decrease and saturate as the resetting rate increases beyond the correspond-
ing critical points for convergence. Furthermore, the MSDs and means for different negative
reallocation rates are depicted in Fig. 3. Negative reallocation with larger magnitude neces-
sitates more frequent resetting to ensure convergence of both moments. In addition, as the
reallocation strength becomes more negative, the long-term values of both the MSD and the
mean decrease; however, the rate of this decrease slows as the reallocation further decreases.
This observation is expected because more negative values of τ require higher resetting rates,
which further constrain the space in which the agents can freely move, resulting in a lower
long-term MSD. Consequently, this suggests that ’optimal’ resetting is necessary to effec-
tively balance growth and redistribution. If the resetting rate is too low, resources become
concentrated, leading to high inequality. If it’s too high, growth is hindered.
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Figure 4: Long time MEAN and MSD. Parameters: µ = 0.021, σ =
√

0.01, τ =
−0.01, T = 104.
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As previously mentioned, a stationary probability distribution function does not exist in
the negative reallocation regime. Thus, here we provide numerical evidence that resetting
induces stationarity. In particular, we show in Fig. 5 the evolution of the PDF in the τ < 0
regime under resetting and see that the distribution stabilizes for t ≥ 102. This fact is
expected and supported by the observation that the second moment also becomes stationary
at t ≈ 102 (see right plot of Fig. 3).
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Figure 5: Numerical PDFs. Parameters: µ = 0.021, σ =
√

0.01, τ = −0.01, r = 0.15 for
different times.

On the other hand, although the properties of the model for τ > 0 are well known, we
calculate the stationary PDF in this regime under resetting using our analytical approach.
The PDFs for different rates of positive reallocation are shown in Fig. 6.

Next, we explore the implications of the results from this section on wealth redistribution,
focusing on how resetting influences mobility and wealth condensation.

4.2 Mobility in the non-ergodic regime with resetting

Measures of economic mobility assess how individuals’ wealth ranks change over time. When
mobility is high, individuals have a greater likelihood of moving up or down in the wealth
distribution over a certain period. On the other hand, when mobility is low, individuals
are less likely to change their position in the wealth distribution. As mentioned in the
introduction, we examine wealth mobility through Spearman’s rank correlation and earnings
elasticity in the τ < 0 regime (see Appendix D, paragraphs a. and b. for definitions of the
mobility measures). It is known that the magnitude of the reallocation rate does not impact
the extent of mobility [66] (as measured by the previous two metrics) and that only the
randomness (σ) in the system drives the changes in the observed wealth rankings. In both
measures that we study, lower values indicate higher mobility. Here we recover the same
result that the rank correlation is independent of the magnitude of the negative reallocation
rate, and decreases as a function of the resetting rate in the same manner (see Fig 8).
Furthermore, there exists some dependence between earnings elasticity and the strength of
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Figure 6: Numerical solution of (19) (solid line) and simulation with process (25) (markers).
Parameters: τ = 0.05, σ =

√
0.02, µ = 0.021, r = 0.17

negative reallocation for smaller values of the resetting rate. As the resetting rate is further
increased, earnings elasticity stabilizes around the same value regardless of τ . We find that
the rank correlation remains unaffected by the magnitude of the negative reallocation rate
and decreases in the same way as a function of the resetting rate (see Fig 8).

In addition, we study the degree of freezing with the probability P1%(t) which shows how
likely it is that the system is in one of the top 1% of energy states at a given time t (see
Appendix C, paragraph a. for estimation details). In economic terms, this can be seen as
a way to measure inequality. Concretely, as the resetting rate increases, the probability of
observing extreme configurations decreases and stabilizes (see main plot in Fig. 7). Moreover,
in the second regime (µ − τ < r < 2(µ − τ) + σ2; or before the vertical orange dashed line
in the main plot in Fig. 7) the variance diverges and as a consequence there exists higher
”wealth condensation” as indicated by the P1% measure. After this transition point, the
resetting is frequent enough for the variance to be finite; and the wealth of many agents
stays close to the average. This observation is similar to the case of Bouchaud-Mézard
model of wealth condensation [2, 83] where the critical point for variance convergence occurs
when the positive coupling (reallocation), J , between agents on a network, exceeds some
critical value Jc. Although, in our case J = τ is negative and the crucial point is that the
transition to a non-condensation regime is induced by resetting, s.t. r > rc = 2(µ− τ) + σ2.
We also analyze the fraction of agents that reach the position of the top 1% in the stationary
distribution over a sufficiently long time frame, here t = 103, (see Appendix C, paragraph b.
for estimation details). For example, we observe that for larger resetting rates the fraction
increases and stabilizes around 1 (see inset plot in Fig. 7). In other words, if the resetting
rate is high enough (relative to other model parameters), then each individual will eventually
experience the state of the top 1% of the wealth distribution.
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5 Discussion

The results of this paper offer a comprehensive understanding of how stochastic resetting
alters the dynamics of the standard RGBM model, providing a potential pathway to ad-
dress the challenges posed by non-ergodic and non-stationary processes. The introduction
of stochastic resetting into the RGBM framework is a significant step forward, as it not
only modifies the system’s behavior but also offers solutions to stabilize and manage the
redistribution of resources in fluctuating and unpredictable environments.

We identified three distinct regimes that the system can occupy, depending on the reset-
ting rate. In the first regime, characterized by low resetting rate, the system behaves similar
to the standard RGBM. This regime leads to uncertain outcomes that are difficult to predict
and often resulting in concentration of resources, a phenomenon that mirrors the non-ergodic
behavior observed in many natural and social systems, where wealth and resources tend to
concentrate rather than distribute evenly. As the resetting rate further increases, the system
transitions into a second regime, where the first moment, namely the mean value of the
distribution becomes stationary. Here, we observed the initial stabilization effect of reset-
ting, where the system starts to exhibit more predictable behavior. However, it is in the
third regime, reached by further increasing the resetting rate, where the system achieves a
higher level of stability, namely here both the first and the second moment (MSD) become
stationary. This indicates that the system has reached a steady state, effectively mitigating
the instability inherent in the RGBM model.

One of the most interesting aspects of our findings is the identification of a critical
resetting rate at which the system’s self averaging time becomes infinite. The analysis
presented in Fig. 2 reveals a nuanced insight into the dynamics of our model. Specifically,
it becomes clear that the size of the ensemble of individuals plays a less significant role
in determining the critical resetting rate compared to the magnitude of the reallocation
rate, τ . It is the magnitude of τ that exerts a greater influence on the system’s behavior.
As τ becomes more negative, the redistribution dynamics become increasingly uneven and
volatile, necessitating a higher frequency of resetting to achieve self-averaging. In other
words, when resources are reallocated more aggressively, particularly in scenarios where
wealth tends to concentrate the system requires more frequent interventions to maintain a
more stable distribution. From Fig. 4 and Fig. 7, we can infer that while reaching a critical
resetting rate is essential for achieving self-averaging, there are potential drawbacks if the
resetting rate is increased much more beyond this critical threshold. Although a higher
resetting rate may indeed lead to a more equitable distribution of wealth among agents,
this comes at a cost: the overall wealth within the system is reduced. As a result, agents
may find themselves with a more equal share of total wealth, but it becomes noticeably
smaller as Fig. 4 suggests, limiting their ability to accumulate a substantial amount over
time. This fact is further validated by the observed increase in the number of individuals
who eventually reach the top 1% of the wealth distribution as the resetting rate increases,
depicted in Fig. 7. However, as more individuals reach this part of the right tail, the time
they spend there decreases accordingly. This finding underscores the critical importance of
carefully calibrating the resetting rate in relation to the reallocation dynamics to ensure the
system remains within the desired self-averaging regime.

In our exploration of mobility and inequality within the framework or RGBM, we found
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that higher resetting rates lead to reduced resources and wealth concentration and increased
economic mobility. By using metrics such as Spearman’s rank correlation and earnings
elasticity we demonstrated that increased resetting results in a more evenly distributed flow
of resources, with individuals having a greater likelihood of changing their position in the
wealth distribution. This is particularly relevant in economic systems where wealth tends to
concentrate.

Finally, we point out certain limitations of our work. The interpretation of stochastic
resetting in an empirical setting is of crucial importance. In our case, it can be interpreted as
an external (bankruptcy) event that resets an entity’s wealth. However, resetting stabilizes
the first moment and as a result invalidates an important stylized fact that the mean wealth
of an economy is a multiplicative growing quantity. Thus, using a different mechanism that
stabilizes the non-ergodic regime and in the same time reproduces observed empirical facts
is left for future work.
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A Properties of RGBM

The RGBM dynamics for the resources of entity i at time t are described by the following
stochastic differential equation [4, 2, 3],

dxi(t) = xi(t)(µdt + σdWi) − τ(xi(t) − ⟨x⟩N)dt, (25)

where µ > 0 is the drift term, σ is the noise amplitude, dWi is an independent Wiener
increment, ⟨x⟩N is the ensemble or population average and τ is the rate of reallocation
of wealth. The equation can be viewed as a combination of geometric Brownian motion
(the first term) and mean-reverting term around the ensemble average, represented with
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. In every time period t everyone in the economy contributes a
fraction τ of their wealth in the central pot. This is a case where all agents feel the same
environment. It can be shown that the average wealth grows in time as exp (µt). Thus, it
is more informative to consider the relative (rescaled) wealth yi = xi

⟨x⟩N
governed with the

following stochastic equation:

dyi(t) = y(t)σdWi − τ(y(t) − 1)dt, (26)
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and the corresponding Fokker-Planck equation:

∂

∂t
P (y, t) = τ

∂

∂y
[(y − 1)P (y, t)] +

σ2

2

∂2

∂y2
[y2P (y, t)]. (27)

As previously mentioned, the reallocating geometric Brownian motion exhibits both er-
godic and non-ergodic regimes, characterised by the sign of the reallocation parameter τ :

Ergodic regime. This regime occurs when the reallocation parameter is positive (τ > 0).
In this case wealths are positive with a Pareto tail around their mean value. This regime is
characterized with reallocation of wealth from the richer to the poorer. Another property
of this regime is the existence of a stationary distribution, and its form is that of an inverse
gamma distribution

P =
(ζ − 1)ζ

Γ(ζ)
exp (−ζ − 1

y
)y−(1+ζ), (28)

where ζ = 1 + 1+2τ
σ2 is the Pareto tail index, and can be used as a measure of economic

equality [84] and Γ(ζ) is the gamma function.

Non-ergodic regime. On the other hand, when τ < 0 the model exhibits mean repulsion
(the reallocation of wealth in this case is opposite from the previous regime and is from the
poorer to the richer) and the population of trajectories splits into two groups, those above
and below the mean. As a result, contrary to the ergodic regime, a stationary rescaled wealth
distribution does not exist in this regime.

B Method of simulation

The main step to numerically simulate RGBM with resetting is to generate a trajectory
using Eq. 4. Concretely, to obtain the distribution of the position of the particle at time
t, we discretize the time t = n∆t, where n is an integer. We initialize the position of the
particle at x(0) = 1, and then, at each step (n = 1, 2, 3, . . . ), the particle can either reset or
it can evolve according to the laws of reallocating GBM. Thus,

1. with probability 1− r∆t (r is the rate of resetting); the particle undergoes reallocating
GBM so that

x(n∆t) =x[(n− 1)∆t] + x[(n− 1)∆t][µ + σ
√

∆tη(n∆t)] − τ [x[(n− 1)∆t] − ⟨x⟩N ],
(29)

where η(n∆t) is a Gaussian random variable with mean 0 and variance 1, and ∆t is
the microscopic time step;

2. with complementary probability r∆t, resetting occurs such that

x(n∆t) = x(0) = 1. (30)
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A Python code for implementing the method of simulation can be found at: https:

//github.com/pero-jolak/rgbm-resetting.

C Method of estimating the degree of freezing and the

fraction of individuals reaching the top 1%

Degree of freezing. We study the degree of freezing with the probability P1%(t) which
shows how likely it is that the system is in one of the top 1% of energy states at a given
time t. Numerically, this is done by reordering the trajectories, such that x1(n∆t) ≥
x2(n∆t) ≥ · · · ≥ xN(n∆t), where N is the number of trajectories and n is an integer
step (n = 1, 2, 3, . . . ). Then, P1%(n∆t) in the period n∆t is estimated as:

P1%(n∆t) =

∑0.01N
j xj(n∆t)∑N

i xi(n∆t)
(31)

A value of P1% closer to 1 indicates a frozen configuration and consequently high concentra-
tion of wealth.

Fraction to top 1%. The estimation procedure for the fraction of agents that reach the
position of the top 1% is as follows. We simulate the stochastic process described in Eqs. 29
and 30 and generate N = 104 trajectories of length t = 103. Then, for each particle, we
check if it has hit a predefined absorbing boundary, x(n∆t) = y, where y represents the 99th

percentile of the distribution at t = 103. Then, we calculate how many agents k out of the
total N reached y. Finally, this procedure is repeated for each resetting rate, r.

D Definitions of mobility measures

In the following paragraphs we define the mobility measures analyzed in the main text:
Spearman’s rank correlation and Intragenerational earnings elasticity:

Spearman’s rank correlation. Spearman’s rank correlation ρt,∆ is defined on a joint
distribution of wealth at two points in time, t and t + ∆. Mathematically, it reads

ρt,∆ = 1 − 6
∑

i [rg (xi (t)) − rg (xi (t + ∆))]2

N (N2 − 1)
, (32)

where rg(x) is the rank transformation of x. This measure is bounded between −1 and 1.
ρt,∆ = 1 suggests perfect immobility, a state in which there is no change in wealth ranks
between the two points in time. Lower values suggest greater wealth mobility.
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Intragenerational earnings elasticity. The earnings elasticity is defined as the slope
bt,∆ of the regression

log (xi (t + ∆)) = b0 + bt,∆ log (xi (t)) + ui , (33)

where b0 is the intercept and ui is the error term. This is a simple linear regression and
therefore,

bt,∆ = corr [log (x (t)) , log (x (t + ∆))]
var [log (x (t + ∆))]

var [log (x (t))]
, (34)

where corr(x, y) is the correlation, between the variables x and y, i.e.,

corr [x, y] =
cov[x, y]√

var[x]
√

var[y]
, (35)

with

cov[x, y] ≡ ⟨xy⟩ − ⟨x⟩⟨y⟩ (36)

being the covariance of the same variables and var(x) is the variance of x. As with the rank
correlation, lower EE also indicates greater mobility. However, this measure is unbounded
and may take on any real values.
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particle currents with evaporation and resetting from an interval. Phys. Rev. Res.,
2:043138, Oct 2020.

[44] Viktor Stojkoski, Trifce Sandev, Ljupco Kocarev, and Arnab Pal. Autocorrelation
functions and ergodicity in diffusion with stochastic resetting. Journal of Physics A:
Mathematical and Theoretical, 55(10):104003, feb 2022.

[45] Deepak Vinod, Andrey G. Cherstvy, Wei Wang, Ralf Metzler, and Igor M. Sokolov.
Nonergodicity of reset geometric brownian motion. Phys. Rev. E, 105:L012106, Jan
2022.

[46] Viktor Stojkoski, Petar Jolakoski, Arnab Pal, Trifce Sandev, Ljupco Kocarev, and Ralf
Metzler. Income inequality and mobility in geometric brownian motion with stochastic
resetting: theoretical results and empirical evidence of non-ergodicity. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and Engineering Sciences,
380(2224):20210157, 2022.

[47] L N Christophorov. Resetting random walks in one-dimensional lattices with sinks.
Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and Theoretical, 55(15):155006, mar 2022.

[48] Ofek Lauber Bonomo and Arnab Pal. First passage under restart for discrete space
and time: Application to one-dimensional confined lattice random walks. Phys. Rev. E,
103:052129, May 2021.

[49] Alejandro P. Riascos, Denis Boyer, Paul Herringer, and José L. Mateos. Random walks
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[83] Takashi Ichinomiya. Bouchaud-mézard model on a random network. Physical Review
E—Statistical, Nonlinear, and Soft Matter Physics, 86(3):036111, 2012.

[84] Frank Cowell. Measuring Inequality. Oxford University Press, 01 2011.

24


	Introduction
	Model
	Jump-diffusion formulation

	Theoretical framework
	Critical self-averaging time

	Results
	Moments and classification of regimes
	Mobility in the non-ergodic regime with resetting

	Discussion
	Properties of RGBM
	Method of simulation
	Method of estimating the degree of freezing and the fraction of individuals reaching the top 1%
	Definitions of mobility measures

