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Abstract
The rapid advancement of generative artificial intelligence (AI) has
transformed the information environment, creating both oppor-
tunities and challenges. This paper explores how generative AI
influences economic rent-seeking behavior and its broader impact
on social welfare. We develop a dynamic economic model involving
multiple agents who may engage in rent-seeking activities and a
regulator aiming to mitigate social welfare losses. Our analysis
reveals a dual effect of generative AI: while it reduces traditional
information rents by increasing transparency, it also introduces
new forms of rent-seeking, such as information manipulation and
algorithmic interference. These behaviors can lead to decreased
social welfare by exacerbating information asymmetries and misal-
locating resources. To address these challenges, we propose policy
interventions, including taxation and regulatory measures. This
study provides a new perspective on the economic implications
of generative AI, offering valuable insights for policymakers and
laying a foundation for future research on regulating AI-driven
economic behaviors.

1 Introduction
1.1 Research Background and Significance
The rapid emergence of Generative Artificial Intelligence (gener-
ative AI) has fundamentally transformed the digital landscape by
enabling systems to autonomously create, manipulate, and dissem-
inate vast quantities of high-quality content. Unlike traditional
machine learning models that rely on fixed patterns or predefined
outputs, generative AI systems dynamically generate novel content,
thereby lowering barriers to information access and democratiz-
ing content production. However, this technological revolution
also introduces significant risks. As generative AI becomes more
pervasive, its potential misuse to distort information ecosystems
and facilitate novel forms of rent-seeking behavior is increasingly
evident.

In today’s digital economy, agents can leverage advanced al-
gorithms to exploit information asymmetries, engage in covert
content manipulation, and strategically interfere with algorithmic
outputs to secure unfair economic advantages. Such practices not
only undermine market efficiency and erode public trust but also
pose serious threats to social welfare. Recognizing and addressing
these emerging challenges is crucial, particularly as AI-driven tools
gain prominence in critical areas ranging from financial decision-
making to policy formulation.

1.2 Research Questions and Objectives: The
Impact of Generative AI on Rent-Seeking
and Social Welfare

This paper aims to systematically examine how the rise of genera-
tive AI reshapes rent-seeking behavior and influences overall social
welfare. In particular, we investigate the central question: Does the
proliferation of generative AI give rise to new, information-based rent-
seeking strategies, and if so, how do these behaviors affect market
efficiency, transparency, and broader social outcomes?

To address this question, we develop a dynamic economic model
that embeds generative AI within the evolving information envi-
ronment. Our framework considers multiple agents—each with in-
centives to pursue rent-seeking through both traditional means and
innovative, AI-enabled methods. By contrasting the transparency-
enhancing effects of generative AI (which can diminish conven-
tional information rents) with its potential to enable more subtle
forms of manipulation, our analysis quantifies the net impact on
social welfare. This approach not only deepens our understand-
ing of the dual-edged nature of generative AI but also provides a
foundation for evaluating policy interventions aimed at mitigating
adverse outcomes.

1.3 Organization of the Paper
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section
2, we survey the relevant literature on rent-seeking, information
asymmetry, and the emerging influence of generative AI, highlight-
ing gaps that our research seeks to fill. Section 3 introduces our
dynamic model, detailing its underlying assumptions, state vari-
ables, and functional forms. In Section 4, we conduct a theoretical
analysis of the model’s equilibrium outcomes, demonstrating how
generative AI modifies rent-seeking incentives and impacts social
welfare. Section 5 presents simulation experiments that validate
our theoretical insights and explore the effectiveness of various
policy interventions. Finally, Section 7 concludes by summarizing
our key findings and outlines directions for future research

2 Literature Review
2.1 Theoretical Foundations of Rent-Seeking

Behavior
Rent-seeking, a concept first introduced by Tullock [12], refers
to efforts by individuals or enterprises to secure economic gains
through manipulation of the institutional or informational envi-
ronment without contributing new value. Early works framed rent-
seeking as a source of inefficiency that diverts resources from pro-
ductive uses, resulting in welfare losses. For example, Acemoglu
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et al. [1] argue that rent-seeking reinforces class inequality by con-
solidating wealth among elites, thereby reducing social mobility.
Similarly, studies by Rodriguez [9] and Stiglitz [10] document how
rent-seeking exacerbates income inequality through distorted re-
source allocation.

Despite their contributions, these traditional models exhibit no-
table limitations. Many assume homogenous agents and static en-
vironments, failing to capture the dynamic and heterogeneous na-
ture of modern economies. While Krueger [7] and Zingales [17]
emphasize the role of government and institutional structures in
shaping rent-seeking, their models often overlook how technologi-
cal changes can alter rent-seeking incentives. More recent studies,
such as those by Catalini and Gans [4] on blockchain and Prat
and Valletti [8] on digital markets, have extended the discussion
by demonstrating that technological innovations can both reduce
traditional information asymmetries and create novel rent-seeking
opportunities. However, these works tend to analyze either the effi-
ciency gains or the new distortions in isolation, leaving a gap in our
comprehensive understanding of the dynamic interplay between
technology and rent-seeking behavior.

2.2 Development of Generative AI and Its
Impact on the Information Environment

The emergence of generative AI—exemplified by generative adver-
sarial networks [5] and large-scale language models [2]—marks a
fundamental shift from static prediction to active information syn-
thesis. This technology not only enhances content creation but also
transforms the underlying information environment by increasing
data accessibility and transparency. Research in this area has shown
promising applications in labor markets [6, 16], market simulation
[11, 15], and even mechanism design [3].

Nevertheless, the literature on generative AI also reveals signifi-
cant controversies and limitations. While many studies praise gen-
erative models for reducing reliance on manual labeling and democ-
ratizing content production, concerns remain about ethical risks
such as bias, discrimination, and the potential for misuse [13, 14].
Critically, the capability of generative AI to produce synthetic con-
tent creates new avenues for rent-seeking—enabling agents to ma-
nipulate information ecosystems through content manipulation
and algorithmic interference. Although some researchers acknowl-
edge these risks, a comprehensive framework that captures both
the transparency-enhancing benefits and the novel rent-seeking
strategies enabled by generative AI is still lacking.

2.3 Research Gaps
In summary, current research lacks a unified, dynamic framework
that captures the interplay between traditional and AI-enabled
rent-seeking. Our study addresses this gap by proposing a dynamic
economic model that accounts for the evolving information envi-
ronment and the strategic adaptations of agents. This approach
not only reveals the limitations of existing theories but also offers
valuable insights for policymakers balancing innovation with social
welfare.

3 Model Setup
In this section, we present a dynamic economic model that cap-
tures the interplay between agents’ rent-seeking behavior and an
evolving information environment influenced by generative AI.
We begin by outlining the basic framework and defining the key
roles, then describe the state variables and the dynamics of the
information environment. Next, we incorporate the impact of gen-
erative AI through specific parameters, and finally, we discuss the
microfoundations of emerging rent-seeking behaviors. Throughout,
we highlight the idealized assumptions of our model and discuss
potential extensions for future work.

3.1 Basic Framework and Role Definitions
We consider a discrete-time dynamic setting with 𝑡 = 0, 1, . . . ,𝑇 ,
where multiple economic agents interact within an information
environment that evolves over time. The key players in our frame-
work are agents (rent-seekers) and a regulator. The agents, indexed
by 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑁 }, each seek to maximize their economic returns
and may engage in rent-seeking by exploiting information asym-
metries, manipulating content, or interfering with generative AI
algorithms. Their individual actions collectively influence the state
of the information environment. In contrast, the regulator is a
central authority tasked with safeguarding social welfare by miti-
gating the adverse impacts of rent-seeking; it may deploy policy
tools—such as taxation, regulatory constraints, or technological ver-
ification measures—to reduce information asymmetries and limit
manipulative activities. This framework establishes the roles and
interactions that underlie our subsequent analysis.

3.2 State Variables and the Dynamics of the
Information Environment

To capture the evolution of the information environment, we intro-
duce a scalar state variable 𝑆𝑡 ∈ [0, 1], which represents the trans-
parency level at time 𝑡 . Higher values of 𝑆𝑡 indicate greater trans-
parency and reliability, while lower values suggest increased opacity
and informational frictions. The dynamics of 𝑆𝑡 are driven by two
primary factors: (1) transparency enhancement—where generative
AI improves information availability, reduces scarcity, and enhances
verifiability; and (2) rent-seeking distortions—where agents’ ma-
nipulative activities, such as content manipulation or algorithmic
distortion, introduce noise and misinformation, thereby reducing
transparency. Formally, we define the state transition as

𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑆𝑡 + 𝛾 − 𝛿 𝑅𝑡 + 𝜀𝑡 , (1)

where:

• 𝛾 ≥ 0 denotes the baseline improvement in transparency
attributable to generative AI, capturing the intrinsic boost
from enhanced content verification and information access.

• 𝑅𝑡 =
1
𝑁

∑𝑁
𝑖=1 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 is the average rent-seeking effort at time

𝑡 , with 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 representing the individual rent-seeking invest-
ment.

• 𝛿 > 0 measures the sensitivity of the information environ-
ment to rent-seeking; a higher 𝛿 implies that even modest
rent-seeking can substantially degrade transparency.
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• 𝜀𝑡 is a mean-zero random shock capturing unpredictable
external influences (e.g., sudden technological or policy
changes).

Note: Bounding 𝑆𝑡 within [0, 1] is an idealization that simplifies
our analysis. In practice, transparency may be multi-dimensional
and influenced by additional factors; future work could extend
the model to incorporate heterogeneous agents or multiple state
variables.

3.3 Incorporating Generative AI: Parameters 𝛾 ,
𝛿 and Δ𝐵AI

Building on the state dynamics, we now specify how generative
AI influences agents’ benefit functions. In an AI-rich context, agents’
rent-seeking gains aremodified by an incremental termΔ𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ).
Here, 𝛾 captures the intrinsic transparency boost from generative
AI—if rent-seeking were absent, a high 𝛾 would drive 𝑆𝑡 upward,
reflecting a more informed market. Conversely, 𝛿 quantifies the
environment’s vulnerability to rent-seeking, so that a larger 𝛿 indi-
cates that manipulative actions can more readily offset the benefits
of generative AI. The term Δ𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ) represents the additional
gains (or losses) from rent-seeking in this context, reflecting two
opposing effects: on one hand, generative AI increases the overall
supply of information, reducing traditional rents; on the other hand,
it enables new forms of rent-seeking through sophisticated manipu-
lation—such as fabricating synthetic content or poisoning training
data—that can enhance economic gains. Thus, while 𝛾 and 𝛿 govern
the evolution of 𝑆𝑡 at the environmental level, Δ𝐵AI adjusts the
cost-benefit calculus for individual agents.

3.4 Microfoundations of Emerging
Rent-Seeking Behaviors: Information
Manipulation and Algorithmic Interference

Traditional rent-seeking typically involves overt activities such as
lobbying or restricting access to valuable data. However, the advent
of generative AI has enabled more covert strategies. Agents can
engage in information manipulation by leveraging generative AI to
produce large volumes of misleading or synthetic content—such
as generating fake news or market rumors to sway public opinion,
or fabricating counterfeit expert opinions via synthetic academic
papers and technical reports—thereby increasing information asym-
metry and complicating the task of discerning truth from fabrica-
tion. Additionally, agents may directly target AI systems through
algorithmic interference. This includes both model poisoning, where
malicious data is introduced into training sets to skew AI outputs
in favor of specific outcomes, and adversarial attacks, in which
vulnerabilities in AI models are exploited to generate biased or
false outputs that disrupt critical decision-making processes. The
combined effect of these actions is a distortion of the state variable
𝑆𝑡 , leading to macro-level inefficiencies and reduced transparency,
which in turn reinforce the negative externalities of rent-seeking.

In summary, our model captures the dual nature of generative
AI: it has the potential to enhance information transparency while
simultaneously enabling new forms of rent-seeking that degrade the
information environment. In the following sections, we integrate
these components into the agents’ optimization problems, analyze

the resulting equilibrium outcomes, and explore the implications
for social welfare and policy interventions.

4 Model Solution and Theoretical Analysis
4.1 Equilibrium Conditions and Steady-State

Analysis
Having established the equilibrium conditions, we now turn to
discuss how generative AI alters the incentive structure for rent-
seeking. We focus on a Markovian equilibrium in which each
agent’s rent-seeking choice 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 and the system’s state 𝑆𝑡 evolve
according to rational expectations. Agents take the evolution of 𝑆𝑡
as given and anticipate that other agents follow similar decision
rules.

Agent’s Optimization Problem: Each agent 𝑖 chooses 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 to maxi-
mize expected discounted net benefits:

max
{𝑅𝑖,𝑡 }

E

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛿𝑡
(
𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ) −𝐶 (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 )

) ]
, (2)

where 𝐵AI (·) incorporates both traditional and AI-influenced rent-
seeking benefits, and 𝐶 (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 ) is the cost function. A possible speci-
fication for 𝐵AI and 𝐶 is:

𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ) = 𝛽𝑅𝑖,𝑡 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 ) + Δ𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ),
𝐶 (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 ) = 𝑐𝑅2𝑖,𝑡 .

(3)

Under regularity conditions (e.g., concavity and differentiability),
each agent’s optimal choice in period 𝑡 is characterized by the
first-order condition (FOC):

𝜕𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 )
𝜕𝑅𝑖,𝑡

−
𝜕𝐶 (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 )
𝜕𝑅𝑖,𝑡

= 0. (4)

In a symmetric equilibrium, we assume that all agents face iden-
tical parameters and choose the same rent-seeking effort, denoted
as 𝑅∗

𝑖,𝑡
= 𝑅∗𝑡 . Aggregating across all agents, we obtain:

𝑅∗𝑡 =
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑅∗𝑖,𝑡 . (5)

Steady-State Equilibrium: A steady-state equilibrium (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗) is
defined by the conditions:

𝑅∗ = argmax
𝑅

[
𝐵AI (𝑅, 𝑆∗) −𝐶 (𝑅)

]
, (6)

𝑆∗ = 𝑆∗ + 𝛾 − 𝛿𝑅∗ + E[𝜀], (7)

with E[𝜀] = 0. From (7), we obtain:

𝛾 − 𝛿𝑅∗ = 0 =⇒ 𝑅∗ =
𝛾

𝛿
. (8)

This results in a direct relationship between 𝛾 and 𝛿 in the steady
state. By substituting 𝑅∗ into the agent’s FOC and the definition of
𝐵AI, we can solve for 𝑆∗ numerically. The existence and uniqueness
of 𝑆∗ depend on the parameters and the functional form of Δ𝐵AI.

4.2 Impact Mechanisms of Generative AI on
Traditional and Novel Rent-Seeking
Incentives

Generative AI significantly alters the rent-seeking landscape through
two primary channels:
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Diminishing Traditional Rent-Seeking: As generative AI increases
information availability, the marginal benefit of controlling scarce
data diminishes. In traditional settings, 𝐵(𝑅, 𝑆) would be high if
(1 − 𝑆) is large. However, with generative AI, 𝑆𝑡 tends to increase,
reducing (1 − 𝑆𝑡 ) and thus the marginal returns to conventional
rent-seeking activities such as withholding critical information.

Enabling Novel Rent-Seeking Behaviors: Conversely, generative
AI opens avenues for new forms of rent-seeking, captured by
Δ𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ). Agents exploit advanced tools to produce false sig-
nals, manipulate public opinion, or bias model outputs. This can
create a scenario where the direct negative effect of AI on tradi-
tional rent-seeking returns is offset—or even surpassed—by the
emergence of new, more subtle manipulation-based rents.

In equilibrium, agents weigh these opposing forces. If generative
AI predominantly enhances transparency (i.e., 𝛾 is large relative
to the complexity of new manipulation strategies), then steady-
state rent-seeking may decrease. However, if new manipulation
techniques provide lucrative returns, overall rent-seeking 𝑅∗ could
remain substantial, mitigating the gain from increased transparency
and keeping 𝑆∗ lower than expected from transparency gains alone.

4.3 Social Welfare Analysis: Quantifying
Resource Misallocation and Opacity

We now evaluate social welfare implications by examining how
rent-seeking and information opacity affect resource allocation and
market efficiency. Define the social welfare loss function:

𝐿(𝑅𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ) = 𝜙𝑅2𝑡 +𝜓 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 )2, (9)

where 𝜙 > 0 captures the deadweight loss from resource misalloca-
tion due to non-productive rent-seeking, and𝜓 > 0 measures the
social cost of reduced transparency and informational asymmetries.

Welfare Decomposition: - Resource Misallocation (𝜙𝑅2𝑡 ): As rent-
seeking diverts capital and effort away from productive activ-
ities, it reduces aggregate output. The quadratic form ensures
that excessive rent-seeking is increasingly costly. - Opacity Costs
(𝜓 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 )2): Lower transparency (1 − 𝑆𝑡 ) complicates price discov-
ery, information-based decision-making, and trust. The social cost
rises rapidly as the environment becomes more opaque.

Equilibrium Welfare Evaluation: At steady state, substituting
𝑅∗ = 𝛾/𝛿 and the corresponding equilibrium 𝑆∗, we get:

𝐿(𝑅∗, 𝑆∗) = 𝜙

(𝛾
𝛿

)2
+𝜓 (1 − 𝑆∗)2 . (10)

A higher 𝛾 (enhanced transparency from generative AI) tends to
reduce (1−𝑆∗), decreasing the opacity cost. However, if novel rent-
seeking avenues are sufficiently profitable, 𝑅∗ remains high, miti-
gating the gain from increased transparency and keeping 𝐿(𝑅∗, 𝑆∗)
elevated.

4.4 Policy Tools Analysis: Deriving Optimal
Strategies for Taxation and Regulation

The regulator’s goal is to minimize cumulative discounted social
loss:

min
{𝜏𝑡 }
E

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛿𝑡𝐿(𝑅𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 )
]
. (11)

We consider two main classes of policy interventions:

Taxation (𝜏𝑡 ): By imposing a per-unit tax on rent-seeking in-
vestments, the regulator effectively increases the marginal cost of
rent-seeking:

𝜕𝐵AI
𝜕𝑅𝑖,𝑡

− 𝜕𝐶

𝜕𝑅𝑖,𝑡
− 𝜏𝑡 = 0. (12)

As 𝜏𝑡 increases, agents reduce 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 to maintain optimality. The opti-
mal tax 𝜏∗𝑡 must balance the reduction in misallocation and opacity
against potential side effects, such as discouraging certain informa-
tional enhancements or beneficial uses of generative AI.

Regulatory Measures: Regulation can impose direct constraints
on manipulative actions or algorithmic interference. For instance,
restricting certain content generation practices reduces the space
for Δ𝐵AI to be positive from malicious rent-seeking. In equilibrium,
a well-designed regulation that limits the feasible set of 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 could
yield:

𝑅𝑖,𝑡 ∈ F (𝑆𝑡 ),where F (𝑆𝑡 )
excludes highly manipulative strategies. (13)

This might be conceptualized as raising an effective barrier that
reduces 𝛿 , making transparency less susceptible to rent-seeking or
directly capping rent-seeking returns. An optimal regulatory policy
would set these constraints to achieve a socially desirable (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗)
that minimizes 𝐿(𝑅∗, 𝑆∗).

4.5 Summary of Theoretical Insights
Our theoretical analysis shows that the steady-state equilibrium
rent-seeking level 𝑅∗ depends on the interplay between trans-
parency gains (𝛾 ) and rent-sensitivity (𝛿). While generative AI can
reduce traditional rent-seeking returns, it may also enable more
complex manipulation-based rents. Social welfare hinges on bal-
ancing resource misallocation and opacity; although AI improves
transparency on average, unchecked novel rent-seeking methods
can erode welfare gains. Policy instruments like taxation and reg-
ulation are essential for realigning private incentives with social
welfare goals. These insights provide the foundation for the subse-
quent simulation-based analysis, where we will numerically verify
the results, explore parameter sensitivities, and evaluate the effec-
tiveness of policy tools.

5 Experiment and Results
The experimental framework is built on the background of “Gen-
erative AI + Rent-Seeking Behavior” and focuses on the scenario
of fake information and intelligence manipulation on social media
platforms. This framework captures the dual impact of generative
AI in both content generation and moderation, while reflecting
the dynamic interplay among information asymmetry, agent rent-
seeking, and social welfare losses.

5.1 Experiment Design
This experiment simulates a scenario of fake information and intel-
ligence manipulation on social media. Ordinary users browse and
publish content for reliable information or entertainment, while
rent-seeking agents use generative AI to mass-produce content for
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economic or political gain. The platform or regulator monitors and
governs the content.

To better reflect real-world conditions, the simulation incorpo-
rates long-term agent benefits, reputation penalties, and potential
"collateral damage" from strong supervision. Multiple rounds and
scenarios are used to explore the optimal mix and limits of various
policy tools (e.g., taxation, detection, and disclosure).

Different groups are formed based on the use of long-term dis-
counting, reputation mechanisms, and supervision. Key output
indicators include the average amount of fake information released,
platform transparency, agent reputation distribution, social welfare
loss, and false injury rate.The details can be found in the appendix.

5.2 Analysis of Experimental Results
From the figures above, it is evident that the system exhibits a
characteristic “rapid convergence” pattern during the simulation:

(a) General Experimental Results Part 1.

(b) General Experimental Results Part 2.

Figure 1: General Experimental Results.

1. Rent-Seeking and Utility Over Time.

• In the “R & Utility Over Time” plot, the rent-seeking level 𝑅
starts near 1.0 and then quickly drops to close to 0 between

time steps 15 and 20, reflecting the strong suppressive effect
of regulatory and reputation mechanisms on high-fake-
content strategies.

• The average utility of agents initially remains relatively low,
then stabilizes at a moderate level after the system reaches
equilibrium. This indicates that the short-term gains from
high rent-seeking are not sustainable in the long run.

2. Corresponding Changes in Platform Transparency and Social
Loss.

• The “S & Loss Over Time” plot shows that platform trans-
parency 𝑆 rises sharply from around 0.3 to nearly 1.0, while
social loss decreases from a relatively high level to near 0.

• These trends align with the drop in 𝑅, suggesting that under
strong regulation and reputation constraints, the injection
of fake information is substantially reduced, thereby lower-
ing overall social costs.

3. Correlation of Multi-Dimensional Metrics and Diver-
sity/Convergence.

• The correlation matrix reveals significant negative or pos-
itive relationships among rent-seeking, platform trans-
parency, and social loss, consistent with theoretical expec-
tations.

• The “Diversity / Convergence Speed” chart indicates that
agents display high strategic diversity in the early phase,
which rapidly declines around step 20. The system then
maintains low diversity, implying that most agents con-
verge to a stable low-rent-seeking strategy.

4. Evolution of Agent Investment and Reputation Distribution.
• Comparing the “R Dist” and “Rep Dist” figures shows that

agents initially adopt high levels of fake-content injection,
with reputation concentrated at a high level. Around 𝑡 = 50,
some agents reduce their injection due to detection and
penalties, causing reputation to diverge.

• By 𝑡 = 99, overall injection levels converge to a lower state,
yet the reputation distribution remains somewhat polarized.
This suggests that under strong regulation and reputation
constraints, distinct groups of agents emerge based on their
long-term behavior.

Figure 2: Evolution of Agent Investment and Reputation
Distribution.
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5. Phase Space and Temporal Cross-Section Analysis.
• The phase space plot (“Phase Space, S vs R”) visualizes the re-

lationship between platform transparency and rent-seeking,
with color denoting average utility. As 𝑆 increases and 𝑅

decreases, utility changes accordingly. This indicates that
in the region of high transparency and low rent-seeking,
agents do not achieve substantial long-term gains, while
short-term benefits in the high-rent-seeking region are dif-
ficult to sustain.

• The “Highlight Major R Drops” plot underscores a signif-
icant decrease in 𝑅 occurring between time steps 15 and
20, corresponding to the primary effect of regulation or
reputation penalties within that period.

Figure 3: Phase Space and Temporal Cross-Section Analysis

Figure 4: Highlight Major R Drops.

Overall, these results confirm that under the current model as-
sumptions and parameter settings, moderate and effective regula-
tory and reputation mechanisms can significantly curb fake infor-
mation injection within a short period, raise platform transparency,

and reduce social loss. Although agent behavior converges to a
“low-rent-seeking, high-transparency” steady state, disparities in
reputation still exist among different agents. These findings of-
fer valuable insights for more complex scenario simulations and
real-world platform governance, indicating that while reinforcing
supervision and enhancing transparency are crucial, it is also im-
portant to balance potential group polarization and the risk of
misclassification.

5.3 Sensitive Analysis

(a) 2D Sensitivity Heatmap: R.

(b) 2D Sensitivity Heatmap: Loss.

Figure 5: Sensitivity Analysis Results.

From the two 2D sensitivity heatmaps, we can observe that when
varying the values of 𝜙 (the rent-seeking loss weight) and 𝜓 (the
transparency loss weight), there is no significant difference in either
the final rent-seeking level (e.g., 𝑅_final20 at 𝑡 = 20) or the final
social loss (Loss_final20). In the first heatmap, 𝑅_final20 remains
virtually the same across all parameter combinations, while in the
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second heatmap, Loss_final20 only fluctuates within a very narrow
range.

This “uniform color block” phenomenon indicates that the sys-
tem is not particularly sensitive to changes in 𝜙 and𝜓 . Even if the
relative weights of rent-seeking losses or transparency losses are
adjusted, both the final rent-seeking level and social loss remain at
roughly the same low values. This suggests that once regulation
intensity and reputation mechanisms are sufficiently effective, mod-
erate variations in 𝜙 and𝜓 do not substantially alter the system’s
equilibrium state.

Overall, these heatmaps demonstrate a high degree of robust-
ness with respect to 𝜙 and𝜓 . In the “high-transparency, low-rent-
seeking” steady state, both rent-seeking behavior and social loss
remain at low levels, largely unaffected by moderate changes in
these parameters. From a policy-design perspective, this implies
that as long as certain thresholds of regulatory strength and rep-
utation penalties are maintained, the precise calibration of the
“rent-seeking loss weight” and “transparency loss weight” does not
need to be excessively fine-tuned. Under these conditions, effective
control of fake content and a significant reduction in social loss can
still be achieved.

5.4 Conclusion
In summary, our experiments demonstrate that rent-seeking be-
havior can be rapidly suppressed through moderate yet effective
regulatory and reputation mechanisms. Within a short time, the
system converges to a high-transparency, low-rent-seeking state,
significantly reducing social losses. Although most agents adopt
low-fake-content strategies, disparities in reputation levels remain,
indicating a potential for group polarization.

6 Discussion, Future Work, and Conclusion
This study presents a dynamic economic model to analyze how
generative AI transforms information rent-seeking behaviors and
affects social welfare. We demonstrate that while generative AI can
reduce traditional information rents by increasing transparency,
it simultaneously introduces new rent-seeking avenues, such as
algorithmic interference and large-scale information manipulation.
Our analysis elucidates the equilibrium conditions governing the
information environment, shows the delicate balance between trans-
parency gains and new manipulation opportunities, and highlights
the necessity of policy interventions to ensure positive outcomes.

Moving forward, several extensions can enrich the model. Incor-
porating bounded rationality, cognitive biases, or other behavioral
factors can better capture real-world decision-making in complex
information settings. Examining oligopolistic or monopoly condi-
tions may yield different equilibrium outcomes, as market power
interacts with generative AI-driven strategies. Furthermore, ex-
ploring how different AI modalities—such as vision, speech, and
multimodal systems—jointly influence information rents and policy
responses can provide a more comprehensive understanding of
future challenges. Such extensions would make the model more
applicable to diverse economic contexts and improve its policy
relevance.

As generative AI capabilities advance, the information environ-
ment will continue to evolve, presenting new challenges and op-
portunities for economic actors. Continuous monitoring, timely
policy updates, and active stakeholder engagement are crucial. By
persistently refining our understanding and interventions, we can
steer the information ecosystem toward greater fairness, efficiency,
and societal well-being in the era of transformative AI technologies.

7 Limitations
While our model and analysis provide insightful theoretical con-
clusions, several limitations warrant attention.We employ reduced-
form models for both agent behavior and generative AI effects.
In reality, strategic interactions and agent heterogeneity may be
more complex. The absence of large-scale, empirical datasets on
generative AI-driven rent-seeking constrains our ability to calibrate
parameters and validate model predictions against real-world sce-
narios. Acknowleding these limitations is the first step towards
refining the framework and improving the robustness of future
research.
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A Appendix: Theoretical Proofs
In this appendix, we provide detailed proofs of the theoretical results
discussed in the main text. These proofs establish the existence,
uniqueness, and stability of the steady-state equilibrium and provide
insights into the impact of policy interventions on rent-seeking
behavior. We also discuss the limitations of the model assumptions
and suggest possible extensions to improve its applicability.

A.1 A.1 Existence and Uniqueness of the
Steady-State Rent-Seeking Level

Having defined the basic model setup, we now examine the exis-
tence and uniqueness of the steady-state equilibrium.

Proposition: Under the assumptions of monotonic and concave
benefit functions, strictly convex cost functions, and parameter
conditions 𝛾 ≥ 0 and 𝛿 > 0, there exists a unique steady-state
equilibrium (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗) that satisfies the conditions:

𝑅∗ =
𝛾

𝛿
, 𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑆𝑡 = 𝑆∗ .

Proof: To analyze the steady state, we begin by considering the
state transition equation for the information environment:

𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑆𝑡 + 𝛾 − 𝛿𝑅𝑡 + 𝜀𝑡 .

At steady state, we assume E[𝜀𝑡 ] = 0 and 𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑆𝑡 = 𝑆∗, leading
to the equation:

0 = 𝛾 − 𝛿𝑅∗ =⇒ 𝑅∗ =
𝛾

𝛿
.

The existence of 𝑅∗ is guaranteed by the conditions 𝛾 ≥ 0 and
𝛿 > 0, ensuring that the ratio 𝛾

𝛿
is well-defined and non-negative.

Given the agents’ optimization problem and the symmetry condi-
tion (where all agents choose the same rent-seeking effort 𝑅∗

𝑖,𝑡
= 𝑅∗

in equilibrium), substituting 𝑅∗ into the first-order conditions con-
firms the existence of a unique 𝑅∗. This ensures the consistency of
the system.

Uniqueness follows from the strict convexity of the cost function
and the monotonicity of the benefit function. If two distinct solu-
tions 𝑅∗1 and 𝑅∗2 existed, they would both need to satisfy 𝑅∗ =

𝛾

𝛿
,

which contradicts the assumption of a unique solution. Therefore,
the steady-state solution is unique.

Finally, 𝑆∗ can be determined by substituting 𝑅∗ back into the
agent’s equilibrium conditions and the steady-state information
environment equation. The existence and uniqueness of 𝑆∗ fol-
low from the continuity and monotonicity properties of the state
transition function and the well-defined equilibrium choice 𝑅∗.

Q.E.D.

A.2 Comparative Statics on Policy Parameters
Next, we explore the impact of a per-unit tax 𝜏 on rent-seeking
behavior.

Proposition: Suppose a per-unit tax 𝜏 is introduced on rent-
seeking. Under regularity conditions (differentiability, strict con-
cavity of the net benefit function), an increase in 𝜏 will reduce the
equilibrium rent-seeking level 𝑅∗.

Proof: Let 𝐵AI (𝑅, 𝑆) denote the net benefit from rent-seeking,
and 𝐶 (𝑅) represent the cost function. With a tax 𝜏𝑅, the first-order
condition (FOC) at equilibrium becomes:

𝜕𝐵AI (𝑅, 𝑆)
𝜕𝑅

− 𝜕𝐶 (𝑅)
𝜕𝑅

− 𝜏 = 0.

As 𝜏 increases, the marginal net benefit of rent-seeking decreases,
causing agents to reduce their rent-seeking effort 𝑅∗ to maintain
optimality. Since 𝜕2𝐶

𝜕𝑅2 > 0, the equilibrium rent-seeking level 𝑅∗
must decrease as 𝜏 increases. By the implicit function theorem, we
have 𝑑𝑅∗

𝑑𝜏
< 0, confirming that the tax reduces the equilibrium

rent-seeking level.
Q.E.D.

A.3 Stability of the Steady State
We now examine the stability of the steady-state equilibrium
(𝑅∗, 𝑆∗) under mild conditions on the parameters.

Proposition: The steady-state equilibrium (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗) is locally stable
under reasonable assumptions on the parameters.

Proof (Sketch): Let 𝑆𝑡 = 𝑆𝑡 − 𝑆∗ and 𝑅𝑡 = 𝑅𝑡 − 𝑅∗ represent the
deviations from the steady state. Linearizing the state transition
equation around (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗):

𝑆𝑡+1 ≈ 𝑆𝑡 − 𝛿𝑅𝑡 ,

since 𝛾 and 𝑆∗ are constants at equilibrium, and 𝜀𝑡 has mean zero.
Similarly, linearizing the agent’s first-order condition (FOC)

around 𝑅∗ and 𝑆∗, we get:

𝑅𝑡 ≈ − 𝑓𝑆

𝑓𝑅
𝑆𝑡 ,

where 𝑓𝑆 and 𝑓𝑅 are partial derivatives of the net marginal benefit
function with respect to 𝑆 and𝑅, evaluated at (𝑅∗, 𝑆∗). Under typical
conditions (e.g., 𝑓𝑅 < 0, ensuring a unique maximum for the agent’s
problem), the system is stable. The linear system of equations for
𝑅𝑡 and 𝑆𝑡 will produce eigenvalues with magnitudes less than one,
ensuring that small deviations from equilibrium dissipate over time
and the system returns to equilibrium.

Q.E.D.
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A.4 Policy Optimality Conditions
Finally, we consider the regulator’s problem of minimizing social
welfare losses by choosing optimal policy interventions.

Proposition: The optimal tax rate 𝜏∗𝑡 that minimizes social welfare
losses satisfies:

𝜕

𝜕𝜏𝑡
E

[
𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛿𝑡𝐿(𝑅𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 )
]
= 0,

where 𝐿(𝑅𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 ) = 𝜙𝑅2𝑡 +𝜓 (1−𝑆𝑡 )2 is the social welfare loss function.

Proof (Sketch): Applying the chain rule, we obtain:
𝜕𝐿

𝜕𝜏𝑡
=

𝜕𝐿

𝜕𝑅𝑡

𝜕𝑅𝑡

𝜕𝜏𝑡
+ 𝜕𝐿

𝜕𝑆𝑡

𝜕𝑆𝑡

𝜕𝜏𝑡
.

At equilibrium, 𝑅𝑡 and 𝑆𝑡 are functions of 𝜏𝑡 . As 𝜏𝑡 increases,
the marginal rent-seeking effort 𝑅𝑡 decreases, leading to lower
opacity and resource misallocation. The optimal tax 𝜏∗𝑡 balances
the reduction in rent-seeking with the potential negative effects
on information transparency. Numerical methods or sensitivity
analyses can be employed to identify the optimal 𝜏∗𝑡 that minimizes
welfare losses.

A.2 Discussion
These theoretical results form the foundation for the numerical
simulations and policy analysis presented in the main text. They
establish the equilibrium conditions, show the effects of policy in-
terventions on rent-seeking behavior, and highlight the importance
of balancing transparency with rent-seeking control. These insights
will guide further simulations and help refine policy recommenda-
tions.

B Detailed Experimental Setup and Parameters
This appendix provides a comprehensive description of the experi-
mental framework, including detailed parameters and simulation
design. The framework is built on the background of “Generative AI
+ Rent-Seeking Behavior” and focuses on the scenario of fake infor-
mation and intelligence manipulation on social media platforms. It
captures the dual effects of generative AI in both content generation
and moderation, while reflecting the dynamic game among informa-
tion asymmetry, agent rent-seeking, and social welfare losses. The
goal is to explore the optimal balance among various policy tools
(such as taxation, detection, and disclosure) under multi-round and
multi-scenario settings.

B.1 Experiment Scenario and Overall Objectives
Scenario Overview. The simulation models a social media envi-

ronment where fake information and intelligence manipulation
occur. The primary participants include:

• Ordinary users and content producers, who browse and
post content to obtain accurate information or entertain-
ment.

• AI agents (rent-seekers) that employ generative AI to mass-
produce content (which may be true or fake) in order to
secure economic or political benefits (for example, by influ-
encing public opinion to affect stock prices, brand reputa-
tion, or political outcomes).

• The platform or regulator, which monitors and governs
content through measures such as content review, algorith-
mic detection, and policy interventions to enhance overall
information transparency and reduce societal harm.

Experimental Objectives. The experiment aims to:

(1) Enhance realism by extending the traditional scenario of
fake information and intelligence manipulation. Long-term
agent payoffs, reputation penalties, and potential "collateral
damage costs" due to stringent regulation are incorporated
to produce more realistic simulation results.

(2) Explore policy tools by running multi-round and multi-
scenario numerical simulations. The goal is to identify the
optimal combination and boundary conditions for various
policy instruments (e.g., taxation, detection probability, and
information disclosure intensity) under a controlled envi-
ronment with 50 to 100 agents.

(3) Reveal the game dynamics by simulating the dual role of
generative AI in information generation, propagation, and
moderation. The experiment examines how agents balance
immediate gains with future risks (such as reputation de-
terioration and fines), thereby uncovering the trade-off be-
tween new AI-enabled rent-seeking behaviors and social
welfare losses.

B.2 Model Structure and Key Modifications
Multi-Agent Structure. The model assumes a set of 𝑁 agents (typ-

ically between 50 and 100). Each agent selects a fake information
injection amount 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 in each round to maximize its illicit gains. A
subset of these agents, such as traditional trolls, may have lower
gains but still impact the information environment. Ordinary users
and content producers are treated as an exogenous variable that
indirectly influences the collateral damage cost. The platform or
regulator implements interventions, such as taxation, detection,
and information disclosure, to maintain overall information trans-
parency denoted by 𝑆𝑡 .

Long-Term Decision-Making and Discounting. Each agent’s long-
term objective is to maximize its cumulative discounted payoff:

𝑈𝑖 =

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=0

𝛽𝑡 · 𝜋𝑖,𝑡 ,

where the discount factor 𝛽 ∈ (0, 1) reflects the agent’s valuation of
future returns, necessitating a trade-off between immediate gains
and long-term risks (e.g., reputation loss or fines).

Reputation Mechanism. Each agent maintains a reputation score,
rep𝑖,𝑡 ∈ [0, 1], which is initially set to 1. If an agent is detected
generating fake content in a given round, its reputation is updated
as

rep𝑖,𝑡+1 = max
(
rep𝑖,𝑡 − Δrep, 0

)
,

where Δrep (e.g., between 0.1 and 0.2) is the reputation deduction. A
lower reputation reduces the efficiency of fake information propa-
gation (by, for instance, multiplying the revenue function by rep𝑖,𝑡 )
and increases the likelihood of future detection.
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Platform Information Transparency and Generative AI Effects. The
platform’s transparency is represented by 𝑆𝑡 ∈ [0, 1], indicating the
proportion of true and verifiable information. Higher transparency
makes it easier for users to distinguish real from fake content,
thereby hindering the spread of misinformation. Two parameters
capture the dual role of generative AI: 𝛾 denotes the transparency
gain from automated review and content traceability, while 𝛿 re-
flects the platform’s susceptibility to fake content—indicating how
quickly AI-generated misinformation can erode transparency.

Policy Side Effects. Additional costs are incorporated in both
agent payoffs and social welfare losses to reflect collateral damage,
such as the misclassification of true content or the suppression
of innovation caused by strict regulation. For example, the social
welfare loss function includes a term:

𝐿total (𝑡) = 𝜙

(
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑅𝑖,𝑡

)2
+𝜓 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 )2

+ 𝜂 · CollateralDamage𝑡 .

where (Collateral Damage)𝑡 is estimated based on the platform’s
detection accuracy.

B.3 Core Equations of the Modified Model
Agent Payoff Function. The payoff for each agent is defined as:

𝜋𝑖,𝑡 = 𝐵AI
(
𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 , rep𝑖,𝑡

)
−𝐶

(
𝑅𝑖,𝑡

)
− 𝜏 · 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 − Fines𝑖,𝑡 .

Here,

𝐵AI
(
𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 , rep𝑖,𝑡

)
=

[
𝛽1𝑅𝑖,𝑡 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 )

+ Δ𝐵AI (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 )
]
× rep𝑖,𝑡 .

represents the additional gains from generative AI (with repu-
tation incorporated), 𝐶 (𝑅𝑖,𝑡 ) is the cost associated with producing
fake content, 𝜏 · 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 is the tax imposed, and Fines𝑖,𝑡 is determined
based on the detection probability 𝜃 and a penalty multiplier 𝜅.
Agents aim to maximize their cumulative discounted payoff.

Platform Transparency Update Equation. The update rule for the
platform’s transparency is given by:

𝑆𝑡+1 = 𝑆𝑡 + 𝛾 − 𝛿 · 𝑅𝑡 + 𝜀𝑡 ,

where 𝑅𝑡 is the average fake content injection by all agents in
round 𝑡 ,𝛾 is the transparency gain from fact-checking or automated
review, 𝛿 reflects the susceptibility to misinformation, and 𝜀𝑡 is a
noise term representing external disturbances.

Social Welfare Loss Function. The overall social welfare loss is
defined as:

𝐿total (𝑡) = 𝜙

(
1
𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑅𝑖,𝑡

)2
+𝜓 (1 − 𝑆𝑡 )2

+ 𝜂 · CollateralDamage𝑡 .

The first term captures the impact of misinformation on resource
allocation and user attention, the second term represents the loss

of social trust and information quality, and the third term accounts
for additional societal costs due to misclassification of true content
under strict regulation.

B.4 Experimental Design and Simulation
Procedure

Environment Initialization. The simulation is set to run for
𝑇 = 100 discrete time steps, modeling the platform’s evolution
over 100 rounds. The number of agents is initially set to 𝑁 = 100,
although a mix of traditional trolls can be included. The initial
platform transparency is set to 𝑆0 = 0.5, indicating a mix of true
and false content. Key parameters such as 𝛾 , 𝛿 , the discount factor
𝛽 , reputation deduction Δrep, base detection probability 𝜃0, and
penalty multiplier 𝜅 are preliminarily determined based on pilot
studies.

Agent Decision Process. In each round, every agent decides its
fake content injection 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 based on the current platform trans-
parency 𝑆𝑡 , its reputation rep𝑖,𝑡 , and other regulatory parameters.
Agents compute their payoff using

𝜋𝑖,𝑡 = 𝐵AI
(
𝑅𝑖,𝑡 , 𝑆𝑡 , rep𝑖,𝑡

)
−𝐶

(
𝑅𝑖,𝑡

)
− 𝜏 · 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 − Fines𝑖,𝑡 .

and factor in future returns using the discount factor 𝛽 . Two
decision algorithms are considered: one based on reinforcement
learning (e.g., Q-learning or policy gradient methods) where agents
learn optimal actions based on the state (𝑆𝑡 , rep𝑖,𝑡 , 𝜏, 𝜃 ), and another
based on piecewise optimization via local iterative search.

Reputation and Detection Module. If an agent is detected produc-
ing fake content in round 𝑡 , its reputation is updated according
to

rep𝑖,𝑡+1 = max
(
rep𝑖,𝑡 − Δrep, 0

)
.

If no detection occurs, reputation remains constant or recovers
slowly. The detection probability for an agent is defined as

𝜃𝑖,𝑡 = 𝜃0 + 𝛼 · (1 − rep𝑖,𝑡 ),
implying that lower reputation increases the chance of detection.

Platform and Regulatory Interventions. The platform imposes
taxation and fines on agents detected with fake content; fines can
be computed as either 𝜏 · 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 or 𝜅 · 𝑅𝑖,𝑡 . Information disclosure and
review measures are applied to reduce the additional benefit Δ𝐵AI,
thereby improving transparency 𝑆𝑡 . The platform’s transparency is
dynamically updated based on the average fake content 𝑅𝑡 and the
external noise term 𝜀𝑡 .

Experimental Scenarios and Parameter Settings. Several experi-
mental scenarios are considered:

• A baseline group without discounting, reputation mecha-
nisms, or regulatory side effects.

• A long-term perspective group that incorporates discount-
ing and reputation mechanisms to observe long-term be-
havioral changes.

• Groups under strong versus weak regulation, where high-
tax/high-detection settings are compared with low-tax/low-
detection settings.
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• A collateral damage comparison group where the misclas-
sification rate 𝜌 (e.g., 0.01, 0.05, 0.1) is varied to assess its
impact on social welfare.

Key parameters are explored via grid or random search:

𝛽 ∈ {0.8, 0.9, 0.95}, Δrep ∈ {0.1, 0.2},
𝜌 ∈ {0.01, 0.05, 0.1}, 𝜏 ∈ {0, 0.1, 0.3}.

𝜃0 ∈ {0.2, 0.5, 0.8}, 𝜅 ∈ {2, 5}.

Output Metrics. The main output indicators include:
• The average fake information injection 𝑅𝑡 over time, to

determine whether the system reaches a steady state or
exhibits cyclic behavior.

• The evolution of platform transparency 𝑆𝑡 , which reflects
the overall quality of information on the platform.

• The distribution of agent reputations rep𝑖,𝑡 and its relation
to individual payoffs.

• The instantaneous and cumulative social welfare loss
𝐿total (𝑡) under different regulatory policies.

• The collateral damage rate, defined as the proportion of
true content mistakenly affected by stringent regulation.

B.5 Summary
The experimental framework presented here constructs a multi-
agent simulation environment that integrates the dual role of gen-
erative AI in fake information generation and manipulation with
agents’ long-term payoffs, reputation mechanisms, and platform
regulatory interventions (including detection, and information dis-
closure). By incorporating long-term decision-making, reputation
penalties, dynamic transparency updates, and policy side effects
such as collateral damage, the framework not only validates theo-
retical equilibrium relationships and rent allocation mechanisms
but also provides quantitative insights for developing effective reg-
ulatory policies.
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