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Abstract 
 

The debate of economic inequality is long-lived and have in the recent years come to be 

reignited. Although there is little research that supports fully eradicating wealth inequality, the 

subject of appropriate levels of inequality is an extensively discussed matter. This paper uses a 

model based upon the board game Monopoly to discuss the drivers of wealth inequality, and 

study the effect of introducing georgistic, income and wealth taxation respectively in the game. 

Using iterated simulations the results yielded display evidence of wealth and georgistic taxation 

having a noteworthy impact on wealth inequality at certain stages of the game. Additionally, 

correctly specified income taxation yields notable results. Despite the model’s simplicity, the 

results found share interesting similarities with empirical evidence. 
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 2 

Table of Contents 
1. INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................................................. 3 
2. METHOD ............................................................................................................................................................ 7 

2.1 GINI-COEFFICIENT ........................................................................................................................................... 7 
2.2 MONTE CARLO SIMULATION ........................................................................................................................... 9 
2.3 SIMULATION ................................................................................................................................................. 10 

2.3.1 Competitive rules ................................................................................................................................. 10 
2.3.2 Cooperative rules ................................................................................................................................. 12 
2.3.3 Limitations ............................................................................................................................................ 13 
2.3.4 Differences between Monopoly and Landlords game .......................................................................... 14 

2.4 TAXATION SYSTEMS ...................................................................................................................................... 15 
3. RESULTS .......................................................................................................................................................... 17 

3.1 SIMULATION DESIGN .................................................................................................................................... 17 
3.2 COMPETITIVE VS. COOPERATIVE SET OF RULES ............................................................................................ 21 
3.3 TAXATION ..................................................................................................................................................... 21 

3.3.1 Income Taxation ................................................................................................................................... 22 
3.3.2 Georgistic Taxation .............................................................................................................................. 23 
3.3.3 Wealth Taxation ................................................................................................................................... 24 

4. DISCUSSION .................................................................................................................................................... 27 
5. APPENDIX ........................................................................................................................................................ 31 
 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 3 

1. Introduction 
The Game of life, that was how the inventor of Monopoly described her invention. A game 

based upon capitalistic ambitions where every player stride to amass as large fortune as 

possible, on the expense of the other players. In essence this is the rationale behind wealth gaps 

and inequality, however the popular topic of studying the drivers of wealth inequality is a 

difficult subject. This paper will discuss how far fundamental drivers of wealth inequality can 

be simplified, and study the impact of introducing redistributive measures in a community. To 

make the results as transparent and graspable as possible I will study this by looking at the 

immensely popular board game of Monopoly, hopefully rendering the results easy to 

understand well beyond the universe of social sciences.  

 

In 2014, Thomas Piketty published the book Capital in the Twenty-First Century, in which he 

studies wealth- and income-inequality throughout the 20th and 21st century. Piketty shows that 

wealth inequality generally for most developed countries has followed a U-shaped trajectory 

since 1900. The minimum point occurred in the United States around 1960-1970 and in Europe 

around 1970-1980, and inequality has from that point on continuously increased. He argues that 

the main drivers for the general decline in wealth inequality primarily stems from the two world 

wars, causing both high tax rates and asset-devaluation. Although this view has been subject 

for critique in Acemoglu & Robinson (2015) and Soskice (2014). Piketty’s (2014) findings 

display that developed countries universally seems to have shown similar tendencies in wealth 

inequality through the twentieth century, although the respective countries have displayed 

considerably differing levels of inequality. 

 

In an OECD report (2015) it is estimated that income inequality between 1985-2005 have 

cumulatively knocked out 4.7 % of GDP growth on average across all OECD countries. The 

report finds similar evidence that high wealth concentration could lower potential growth. 

Another OECD report (2013) found specific ways that economic inequality could reduce 

people’s overall wellbeing, with the most graphic example being how inequality fuelling crime 

rate. However, inequality in itself is not necessarily bad; it is rather in most instances a question 

of what degree of inequality is optimal (Keeley, 2015). Being a lively debated subject, Freeman 

(2011) defines this optimal state as “Just-right inequality”.  
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Due to these associated problems, how to best combat economic inequality is a subject that 

have come to gain much attention in the last century. Berman et al. (2016) finds that controlling 

income inequality has very little effect on wealth inequality in the short run. The authors rather 

found some evidence that while an increase in income tax would lead to a lowering of income 

inequality, it could lead to a mild increase in wealth inequality and vice versa. Scheve & 

Stasavage (2017) reviews the linkage between democracy and wealth inequality, and find little 

evidence that democracy actively put societies on path towards greater wealth equality. The 

authors argue that the reason is not due to inefficiencies of public policies, but rather due to the 

findings that democracies do not tend to implement wealth-equalizing policies. However, both 

Scheve & Stasavage (2017)  and Piketty (2015a) stresses the absence of adequate data to draw 

any definitive conclusions of how wealth- and income-inequality have historically changed 

during the last century. 

 

In recent time the growing threats of wealth- and income-inequality have come into the 

spotlight. Berman et al. (2016) commence their article with the statement “The rapid increase 

of wealth inequality in the past few decades is one of the most disturbing social and economic 

issues of our time”. Founder of the world’s largest hedge fund, Ray Dalio, warn of the 

possibility of a revolution in the US if not wealth inequality is not addressed (Schatzker , 2019). 

Simultaneously, Zucman & Saez (2016) states that wealth inequality in the US is high, and due 

to rising income and savings inequality; wealth inequality is only expected to deepen. 

 

However, wealth inequality can arguably hardly be characterized as an issue that never existed 

until recent times. Duncan (2017) argues that wealth inequality was a contributing factor to the 

fall of the roman empire. Chattarjee et al. (2007) discuss how economic inequality can be found 

in societies throughout history. Similarly to Dalio and Berman et al., in 1904 a woman wanted 

to ignite the discussion of widening wealth gaps in the aftermath of the industrial revolution. 

Her name was Elizabeth Magie and patented a board game that she hoped would convince the 

US public of the benefits of wealth- and income-redistribution. The original game was titled 

“Landlord’s game” and contained two sets of rules; the first set of rules shared its name with 

the games title, and was a competitive game where the winner was the player that accumulated 

the most wealth. The other set of rules was titled “Prosperity”, where the players through 

cooperation and property taxation aimed to achieve prosperity for all players (Pilon, 2015). The 

former competitive set of rules could be likened to capitalistic society, and the latter cooperative 
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rules would resemble a society based upon socialistic georgism. Landlord’s game is widely 

attributed to be the predecessor to the immensely popular board game of Monopoly. 

 

Capitalism is described as a system characterized by private ownership of capital goods, which 

is distributed mainly as a result of competitions in a free market (Merriam Webster, 2019). 

Combining this with an individualistic view where every person aims to maximize their own 

wealth, we get a simplified theoretical framework that fairly closely resembles the rules of an 

ordinary game of Monopoly. This capitalistic set of rules are predominantly found in the 

modern version of Monopoly; where all properties are purchasable, and the objective of the 

game is to create a monopoly and thus forcing all other players to declare bankruptcy.  

 

Georgism on the other hand is the set of ideas derived from American economist Henry George. 

The core idea of Georges proposal is that all taxes should be replaced by a single levy on land 

value. Georgists argues that to achieve prosperity for all requires an equal sharing of land rents 

combined with individual ownership of wages. The simplest example of the rationale behind 

this is what has to become called the Henry George Theorem. In the model there only exists 

two resources (land and labour) and only two goods (private and public). According to the 

theorem, all income will be distributed as either wages or rent. Thus, the wages will equal the 

spending for private goods, and conversely the cost to produce the good equals the wage. The 

rest of the spending is thus for public goods. The equation holds given the fact that the land rent 

is equal the spending for public goods, and thus financing public goods through land rent 

(Foldvary, 2011). 

 

The most common of redistributive measure in societies throughout the world is a taxation 

system based upon the individual’s income. Naturally, income tax has an evident impact on 

income inequality as found in, among other papers, Joumard et al. (2012). However, the impact 

is far less evident when studying the effect of income taxation on wealth inequality as found in 

Berman (2016). Piketty (2015b) argues for some of the benefits of wealth taxation in reducing 

wealth inequality, but he stresses the fact that the limited historical data available renders it 

difficult to draw any concrete conclusions regarding the impact of wealth taxation. 

 

As discussed in Scheve & Stasavage (2017)  and Piketty (2015a,  2015b), the absence of 

adequate data renders it difficult to empirically study the impact of wealth distribution within 

different ideological systems. Thus, I will generate data from a Monte Carlo simulation of 
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repeated games of Monopoly. This approach has previously been employed in Baur (2019) 

where the author simulated a simplified version of the board game of Monopoly. However, 

Baur focuses on the role of house ownership and how the introduction of interest rates, savings 

rates and house price growth impact inequality. He found that even a simplified model of the 

board game of Monopoly gave remarkably similar results as to the empirical evidence in 

industrial countries when studying wealth inequality, house prices and disposable income. 

While Baur studied the driving forces of wealth inequality in his augmented model of 

Monopoly, this paper will focus on the introduction of income- and wealth-redistributive 

measures and how these impact wealth inequality within a model which is based upon the board 

game to a larger extent. 

 

It can scarcely be denied that the supreme goal of all theory is to make the irreducible basic 

elements as simple and as few as possible without having to surrender the adequate 

representation of a single datum of experience.                              - A. Einstein 

 

This study aims to pertain to the former part of the statement above, to make the irreducible 

basic elements as simple and as few as possible. And with that in mind to evaluate how much 

adequate representation […] of experience is lost due to the simplification. My aim is to discuss 

how far the fundamental drivers of wealth inequality can be simplified, and to study the impact 

of introducing redistributive measures within a community. I will be doing so by investigating 

the wealth distribution of the simulated society in a game of Monopoly.  

 

In the words of Magie, the predecessor to the game of Monopoly could be seen as “the game 

of life” in that it shared the fundamental drivers of economics. I am not arguing against the fact 

that this view is a substantial simplification of the drivers of inequality within society. However, 

keeping in mind the findings of Baur (2019) I find that on the premise of a thought experiment 

the board game of Monopoly share elementary characteristics of an economic system. To 

further align myself with Magie’s train of thought, I will use Monopoly to examine wealth 

inequality hopefully makes the design easy to grasp and the results transparent for people 

outside the world of Social Sciences. Also, aiming to shed some light on the impact different 

forms of taxation can have on the simulated community and discuss the comparability of the 

results found to empirical evidence. 
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2. Method 

2.1 Gini-coefficient 
The graphical approach for finding the Gini coefficient is by studying the Lorentz-curve, simply 

another way to render the same results as equation [2]. Upton & Cook (2014) defines the 

Lorentz curve as the graphical illustration where w is the total income of the individuals whom 

is earning less than v, and letting W correspond to the total income of the population. Thus, 

within the Lorenz curve w/W is plotted against the cumulative share of the population earning 

less than v. Hence, denoting f as the probability density function of income, the curvature of 

the income plot corresponds to  

 

∫ "#(")&"'
(

∫ "#(")&")
(

 against ∫ 𝑓(𝑢)𝑑𝑢-
.                          [1]                                              

 

Which can be shown graphically in Figure 2.1, where the Gini-coefficient is equal to the ratio 

of the area between the 45° line and the Lorenz curve. Using the Pareto-distribution to draw 

random observations we can display the Lorenz curve, as shown in the figure below. 

 
Figure 2.1 Display of example of calculated Lorenz curves, where observations for income are drawn from the 

Pareto distribution with parameter k=1, and a= 1.2, 1.6, 2.2 and 3.2. 
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As Shkolnikov (2003) states, there are many equally suited ways to define the Gini coefficient, 

both geometrically and algebraically. One such algebraic approach is the following as defined 

in the Oxford dictionary of Economics by Black et al. (2017), the GINI coefficient is a statistical 

measure of inequality. The metric is defined as  

𝐺 = 1 −	
1
𝐻5𝜇77min	{𝑀=

>

?@A

𝑀?
>

=@A

}																																												[2] 

Where 𝑀F is the income of the h:th individual from a population consisting of H individuals, 

and µ is the mean income in the population. The Gini coefficient, G in equation [2], is defined 

between 0 and 1. Where a value of 0 denotes complete equality and a value of 1 displays a 

maximum degree of inequality, i.e. one individual holds all wealth. In the simulation I employ 

the Gini function from the R-package DescTools to perform the calculation.  

 

In Deltas (2003) the author argues that Gini estimator is downward biased, where bias typically 

roughly 15% of the true value in sample sizes of n=5 to n=10. Deltas finds that the bias is 

substantial for both the asymptotic true value of the Gini as well as relative to the sampling 

error when studying the issue using Monte Carlo simulations. This raises a warning that 

comparing different sample sizes would lead to biased results, and thus I will not study different 

sample sizes in the simulation. If one would study this Deltas proposes to use an upward 

adjusted Gini, or another statistic unaffected by sample size.  

 

Theoretically, when discussing differences in outcome an using confidence intervals one should 

not necessarily just simply compare whether the confidence intervals overlap in order to discuss 

statistical significance. Rather to study if the mean difference between the samples is expected 

to be significantly different than 0. However, in this paper I will just study the confidence 

intervals without testing for mean differences. Due to the simplistic and inquiring nature of the 

simulation, I argue that this approach suffices as a graphical representation of the results found. 

The nature of this paper is to study the effects of introducing different approaches of taxation 

in a game of Monopoly to see how far fundamental drivers of wealth inequality can be 

simplified. Thus, the additional assertiveness gained from a strict hypotheses test would be 

limited with regard to the aim of this paper. 
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2.2 Monte Carlo simulation 
Due to the randomness associated with the board game of Monopoly, it would be a futile 

attempt to try to find an analytical solution of how wealth distribution takes form over k iterated 

games. Thus, I will employ a Monte Carlo approximation in order to find the expected value of 

the wealth distribution of game k. Publicly introduced by Metropolis & Ulam (1949), the Monte 

Carlo method was invented a couple of years earlier by Stanislaw Ulam and was helped 

developed by John Von Neumann as described in Eckhardt (1987). A simplifying mathematical 

example of Monte Carlo methods would be the integral value of a function f for an arbitrarily 

chosen unit interval (Glasserman, 2003). The integral of f on the unit interval is denoted as 

𝛼 = 	H 𝑓(𝑥)𝑑𝑥
A

.
																																																																		[3] 

Given that f (U) is a uniformly distributed function over the unit interval, the expected value of 

the function can be denoted as E[f (U)]. Equation [3] would be described as the Monte Carlo 

approximation. The Monte Carlo literature suggests that drawing n random observations from 

the uniformed unit interval, denoted as 𝑈=’s and finding the average by 

 

𝛼LM =
1
𝑘7𝑓(𝑈=)

M

=@A

																																																																[4] 

where 𝛼LM is an estimation of E[f (U)], thus also an estimation of a. Hence, the law of large 

numbers implies 

𝛼LM → 	𝛼																																																																								[5] 

 

with a probability of 1 as n è ∞. Repeating the approximation over k samples, adjusting for 

any randomised effects in the approximation, allows us to study the value a using a Monte 

Carlo simulation. Since the function f is far too complex to be written mathematically the results 

from the repeated games have to be found by using a Monte Carlo simulation.  
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2.3 Simulation  
For the simulation I primarily rely upon the rules in the standard US Atlantic version of 

Monopoly. However some simplification had to be made in order to adequately model the board 

game. These simplifications are discussed in Section 2.3.3 below. All players are homogenous 

and thus act in the same manner if facing the same choice, and they all start with $1500 in 

capital to invest. Every game includes 8 players and is played for 120 rounds. The Gini-

coefficient is calculated based upon each player held cash added to the value of deeds (proof of 

ownership of properties, stations and companies), houses and hotels at nominal value. The Gini 

coefficient is calculated after each completed round enabling the possibility to study wealth 

inequality over time. This simulation is iterated for 1000 iterations.   

 

2.3.1 Competitive rules 

 
Figure 2.2, Graphical representation of how the simulation works. 

 

Two values are sampled from a 1 to 6 discrete integer, with equal probability for every value 

to be drawn independently of the respective other dice. Thus, these two values are each 

sampled from a Uniform(1, 6) distribution, identically to throwing two dices. If the two dices 

cast are of the same value, the player will roll the dices again. The total sum of these rolled 

dices correspond to the number of steps the player will move. If passing “Go” then the player 

will receive $400 in funds, this aspect of receiving funds is further discussed in Section 2.3.3.  

 

After moving to the new square, the type of square is evaluated in order to decide what course 

of action the player will take. If it is a unowned property, station or company; then the player 

Dice Move

Action

PropertyGo to Jail Tax

Not owned Owned

Chance-card

Purchase if funds 
available

Pay rent



 11 

will purchase the property given that funds are available. If not, the square will not be auctioned 

to the remaining players. Hence, the land will be available for sale for the next player landing 

on that square. On the other hand, if the property, station or company is owned by another 

player, then player landing on that square will pay rent equal to the amount due, based upon 

number of houses and hotels on the property. The structure of rent due, depending on what type 

of square, can be examined in full in Table A1.2 in the Appendix. Table A1.1 in the appendix 

further explains board layout and all available square for a player to land on. 

 

Beyond the purchasable squares and the three out of the forty squares that imply no action to 

be taken if landed directly on, players can land on squares that imply either to; pay tax, go to 

jail, draw a chance card or draw a community chest card. If landing on one of the two squares 

that implies the player to pay tax; the first square implies that the player pays the lower amount 

of either $200 or 10% of money held, the second square implies that the player pays a flat rate 

of $100. If the player instead lands on either a community-chest-card or chance-card, the player 

will draw a card and perform the action the card states. The possible cards that can be drawn 

can be found in Tables A1.5. and A1.6. in the Appendix. There are two ways that a player can 

be forced to go to jail, either by drawing a specific chance-card, or by landing on the “Go 

Directly To Jail”-square. If the player is forced into jail, there are three ways to get out and the 

player will always try to get out as fast and as cheap as possible. The first way evaluated in the 

simulation is if the player holds a specific chance-card that allows the player to get out of jail, 

if held the player will utilise this card. If not held, the player will roll the dices, if both dices 

equals the same amount the player will be allowed to move the corresponding steps. Then if 

the dices do not match, the player will pay $200 if funds are available to continue travelling 

around the board. Else, the player will repeat the abovementioned approaches and if still not 

fruitful the player will automatically be released after three full turns in jail. 

 

According to the rules of Monopoly, players can at any time resell their houses and hotels to 

the bank at a 50 % discount compared to the purchase price. In the simulation however, players 

will only resell property and houses to the bank when they are forced to do so due to insufficient 

funds and thus are not able to loan money from the bank using the properties as collateral i.e. 

no mortgages. Players will in such instances of restrained liquidity resell houses and hotels to 

the bank at a 50 % discount and sell the deeds to the properties at full value. Players cannot sell 

single houses or hotels, but will sell the property and all houses and hotels built on that property 

in the same action. Since selling property results in a 50% net loss for houses, it is assumed that 



 12 

the player will try to minimize this net loss. Thus, the player is assumed to first sell the least 

valuable property in order to meet the debt the player needs to pay. If the player is indebted and 

have no additional properties to sell, the player will declare bankruptcy and leave the game. In 

the Gini calculation this player will be denoted as having a wealth equal to 0. 

 

2.3.2 Cooperative rules 

When landing on a property owned by another player rent is to be paid in full, similar to the 

standard rules. However, the landlord only retains rent for the improvements added to the 

property while the land rent payed will be given to the Land Rent Fund. Thus, if a player for 

example owns Connecticut Avenue and have built one house on said property, then when 

another player lands on said property she will pay a rent of $30 to the owner. In turn, the owner 

will only retain $24 since the land rent of $6 must be paid to the Land Rent Fund. Furthermore, 

if a player lands on the same property she owns, she will have to pay an amount equal to the 

land rent to the Land Rent Fund. The purpose of the Land Rent Fund is to purchase property 

through executive domain when funds are available. According to the rules, the Land Rent Fund 

will first purchase the public utility companies and then the railroads. In the case where the 

property is already owned by a player, the Land Rent Fund purchases the property for the same 

amount initially payed by the player who owns the property.  

 

In the Rules from 1932, the public utilities will in the standard set of rules yield a rent of $50. 

When purchased by the Land Rent Fund the rent would be reduced to $25. However, in the 

Atlantic U.S. standard edition of Monopoly the rent is based upon the how many steps the 

player has moved (value of dices). To maintain as much as possible of the effect of introducing 

prosperity-rules the rent in the simulation will be halved compared to the contemporary board 

game. Thus, the rent will be based upon the value of the dices rolled multiplied by a factor of 

2, regardless of how many public utilities are owned by the Land Rent Fund. When the Land 

Rent Fund have purchased a railroad station the rent will automatically be $25 for that station, 

regardless of how many stations are held by the Land Rent Fund. In the empirical case, the 

Land Rent Fund can be likened to a tax collecting state. 

 

In the Rules from 1932 the reason for a player to go to jail was due to “trespassing”, but after 

abolishing the strong form of private ownership there are no longer any reason for a player to 

go to jail. However, since the subject of this paper is wealth inequality and not board game 
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design, I will disregard this difference between the set of rules and instead players can be forced 

to go to jail in both the Cooperative and the Competitive game.  

2.3.3 Limitations 

Some simplifications had to be made in order to make the game able to simulate without relying 

on assumptions regarding discretionary player-to-player interaction. In this paper I make no 

effort to try to include any strategy for how players would trade with each other, due to the 

complexity of making assumptions of how other factors of the board impact the valuation 

process of each property for each respective player. E.g. a player already owning 3 railroad-

stations would perhaps be willing to pay more to own a fourth station as the payoff increases 

as can be seen in Table A1.2 in the Appendix. Hence, no trading is allowed to take place 

between the players. Prohibiting trading among players in the simulation gives rise to another 

problem, that this makes it more difficult to acquire all properties in the same colour group, 

which is required in order to start building houses according to Monopoly rules. In order to 

surpass this dilemma, and to speed up the game, players are allowed to build houses on all 

properties owned. However, players can at max build 2 houses on each property, which is 

further discussed in Section 2.3.4. below. 

 

As discussed above in Section 2.3.1. players cannot loan money from the bank, but instead can 

sell property at any time when experiencing liquidity constraints at full value for properties and 

50 % of full value for houses and hotels. Players cannot sell individual houses, but instead have 

to sell both the property and eventual houses built.  

 

The aim of this paper is to study different forms of income that can affect the distribution of 

wealth between the players. Thus, it is interesting to allow for different forms of income to have 

a notable effect on player wealth throughout the game. The main drivers of income in the game 

are rent-payments received from owning property and from passing “Go”. Regarding the latter 

type, the payment from passing “Go” will be double the amount in the simulation compared to 

the standard Monopoly US Atlantic Edition set of rules. According to the rules each player 

receives $200 from passing “Go”, however in the simulation presented in this paper each player 

will receive $400. This will likely speed up the game in that sense that people more seldom will 

experience liquidity constraints when facing a purchase decision, while also lessen the 

possibility of a player going bankrupt. Further this will widen overall economic growth for the 

community as a whole, highlighting potential effects that might stem from this. 
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2.3.4 Differences between Monopoly and Landlords game 

There are some key differences between the two variants of the board game. In Monopoly each 

player starts with no deeds and has to purchase the deeds throughout the game. Whereas in 

Landlords Game each player starts with the deeds to the various properties, although 8 out of 

the 34 properties are not distributed among the players at start and instead have to be purchased 

in the 1932 edition of Landlords Game.  

 

Studying another difference between Monopoly and Landlords game, it is evident that the cost-

to-rent ratio of the properties are quite different. In the game of Monopoly the land rent (rent 

when no houses are built on said property) is on average 8.5 % in comparison to the upfront 

cost of the property. In the 1932 edition of Landlords game however, properties are not bought 

and thus do not have a upfront cost. One comparative metric between the two versions of the 

game can be found by comparing total land rent for all properties and the income each player 

collects when passing “Go”. In the contemporary standard US Atlantic version of Monopoly 

the player receives $200 when passing “Go”, while in the 1932 edition each player collects 

$400. However, in the contemporary game of Monopoly the aggregated base land rent of all 

properties amounts to $391. In Landlords game the equivalent number is $1250, which is still 

approximately 60 % higher after adjusting for differences in income from passing “Go”, 

compared to the contemporary game of Monopoly. 

 

Further, the marginal pay-out for building houses are also different. In Monopoly the marginal 

net income for buying one additional house can be found in Table 2.1 below. In Landlord’s 

game, each player can buy an additional house for $250 each which entitles the owner to an 

additional $100 in rent, regardless of the land rent of each property. When applying the same 

calculation as in the Monopoly case it is evident in Table 2.1 that the payoff for purchasing 

houses is far bigger in the game of Monopoly. To adjust for this difference between the different 

versions of the board game I will only allow each player to own a maximum of two houses for 

each property. Studying the real world, it would seem improbable that a property investment of 

$100 would in the first instance of payment yield $1500, as is the case for building a third house 

in the game of Monopoly. 
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Table 2.1. Relative change in net rent income for building n houses or hotel on each property. Net rent income is 

calculated as the rent income for only one instance of rent payment minus the cost of building the house or hotel 

on respective property. 

 

2.4 Taxation systems 
In this paper I will also study three different approaches of taxation and what effects these have 

on the wealth inequality of the community in the simulation. These approaches can be defined 

as Georgistic taxation, Wealth taxation and Income taxation. Each approach will be evaluated 

by using what can be perceived as a low, medium and high tax rate for the respective approach. 

Note that these forms of taxation mentioned below does not affect the taxation squares placed 

on the board.  

 

The Georgistic taxation approach is the same as used in the Cooperative set of rules, i.e. a 

taxation on property. This tax is, as shown in Equation [6], directly based upon the base land 

rent of each property in accordance with georgistic theory. The base land rent is equal to the 

rent due for a property without any houses or hotels built. This amount is paid every time 

someone lands on a property, even when a player lands on a property held by the player itself. 

The low tax rate will correspond to 50 % of the base land rent and the medium rate will equal 

the full value of the base land rent. The high rate will somewhat arbitrarily equal 500 % of the 

base land rent.  

𝑇𝑎𝑥= = 𝐵𝑎𝑠𝑒	𝐿𝑎𝑛𝑑	𝑅𝑒𝑛𝑡																																																							[6]	 

 

The income tax is a tax based on the rent income of the player. Compared to the georgistic 

taxation system, the income tax is based on the rent income itself and not the perceived base 

land rent of the property. Thus, it is rather constructed as tax rate multiplied with the rent 

income. As rent increases, e.g. from purchasing houses on a property, the tax due to the Land 

Monopoly Landlord's Game
1 -2.1 -1.4
2 0.3 -3.8
3 15.0 -6.2
4 18.0 -8.6

Hotel 20.7 -11

Relative change in income compared to land 
rentHouse number n
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Rent Fund also increases. This can be simply be defined as Equation [7]. The three different 

rates used will correspond to the 1st decile, median and 9th decile of the OECD all-in average 

personal income tax rates for a single earner with no children (OECD, 2019). These correspond 

to 15 %, 25 % and 35 %. It should be noted that income in this regard includes rents from 

properties, railroad stations and companies, as well as the $400 income when passing “Go”. 

However, income from Chance- and Community Chest-cards are not subject for taxation as 

they predominantly are defined as gifts among players and cash prizes. 

 

	𝑇𝑎𝑥= = 𝑅𝑒𝑛𝑡	𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑒= × 𝑇𝑎𝑥	𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒																																																		[7]	 

 

The Wealth taxation system is based upon a percentage tax rate of the total wealth of each 

individual, i.e. the sum of money held along with properties and additional houses owned, as 

can be defined in Equation [8]. In the simulation studying wealth tax, each player will pay 1/8 

of the wealth tax after every round, in order to not give rise for any bias in the Gini-calculation. 

There are a few examples where wealth tax is employed in the world, although usually 

progressive in nature the rate tends to hover around 0.25 – 2.5 % (Drometer et al., 2018). 

However, these rates would be far too low to yield any notable results in the game of Monopoly 

as wealth shifts faster in the board game than in society. Thus, the tax rates under the wealth 

taxation approach will be somewhat arbitrarily; 2 %, 5 % and 10 %. It is fairly arbitrarily as 

well to define what is considered a wealthy player in Monopoly, and thus difficult to argue for 

one specific threshold for when wealth should be subject for taxation. Hence, I will study two 

different settings, one where the threshold is at $1500 and one where wealth is considered to be 

a fortune above $2500. 

𝑇𝑎𝑥= = 𝑊𝑒𝑎𝑙𝑡ℎ= × 𝑇𝑎𝑥	𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑒																																																						[8]	 

 

Hence, in summarised form all tax rates that will be studied for the respective tax system can 

be found in Table 2.2 below. 

 

 
Table 2.2 Summary of the corresponding tax rates under each tax system 

Low Medium High
Georgistic Tax 50% 100% 500%
Income Tax 15% 25% 35%
Wealth Tax 2% 5% 10%
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3. Results 
In this section I present the results yielded from the simulations. First presenting the 

implications of simulation design, and how the assumptions made affect the outcome of wealth 

inequality. Then I present the results from the comparison between Monopoly and Landlord’s 

game to see how well the georgistic theory Magie proposed would function in the game of 

today. In the last part of this section I present the findings from introducing other forms of 

redistributive efforts in the game, and the effect they have on wealth inequality. 

 

3.1 Simulation Design 
An ambition of this paper was to stay as true as possible to the rules of Monopoly in the 

simulation, while illuminating all factors that might effect wealth inequality in the game. Thus 

hopefully, enable as big audience as possible to fully comprehend the simulation and the results 

it renders. As discussed in the methodology section, there are some aspects of the standard rules 

of the board game that are analytically difficult to implement in the simulation. Some aspects 

of the game would lead to unwanted effects in the results, and some that are just unreasonable 

in regard to empirical findings. Thus, the simulation design has in a limited degree deviated 

from the Monopoly baseline rules.  

 

One such aspect that have been adjusted for in the simulation is the amount of houses a player 

can build. As motivated in Section 2.3.4, I will set a rule that every player can only build a 

maximum of 2 houses on each property instead of 4 houses + 1 hotel. The impact of this rule 

under both the competitive and cooperative set of rules can be studied in Figure 3.1, where it is 

evident that limiting the number of houses each player can build lowers the Gini-coefficient in 

the latter stages of the game. This is a result of limiting the amount that a player could be forced 

to pay in rent if landing on a property with many houses built upon it. However, up until 

approximately round 40 the differences are less evident. This is probably due to the fact that 

around round 40 the players will start building their 3rd house, thus generating higher payoffs. 
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Figure 3.1, Displaying the difference in simulated outcome under both competitive and cooperative set of rules, 

depending on how many houses each player is allowed to build on each property. All series are presented with 

95% Confidence intervals.  

 

 

In Figure 3.2 we can see the difference in outcome of inequality under both the competitive and 

cooperative set of rules when excluding Chance and Community-chest -cards. What is evident 

in the Figure 3.2 below is that the inequality seems to be higher when including the possibility 

to receive Chance and Community-chest -cards. Studying the strict monetary expected value 

from receiving a card is +$67 for Chance cards and +$64 for Community Chest cards, when 

disregarding cards affected by other factors. Further these cards can result in the player going 

to jail, getting out of jail as well as quickly advancing around the board. Being subject for one 

of these effects should in most instances be considered as generating inequality, as these effects 

are randomised. It seems rational that increasing the possibility for one player to be subject for 

a shock, should widen the distribution of outcomes and thus increase inequality. 
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Figure 3.2, Displaying the difference in simulated outcome under the competitive set of rules, both with 

and without including the possibility for the player to receive a Chance or Community-chest -card. 95 % 

Confidence Interval for the series with cards (Red). 

 

What is notable in Figure 3.2, and most other Figures displaying Gini-coefficient over 120 

rounds of the game is shift in steepness found approximately around round 40-55. This is likely 

due to the effect of the respective player receiving $400 from passing “Go”. Running a 

simulation with 1 million iterations of the randomised aspect of the dice yields a mean of 8.169. 

Thus, it will take each player approximately five turns to pass one time around the board. When 

running the simulation with 8 players, all players are expected to receive these $400 around 

round 41-48. The rationale behind the Gini-coefficient decreasing around this stage of the game 

is that a upward shift of every players wealth will decrease the relative difference between the 

players. Simply displayed in Table 3.1 below; that when the nominal difference is the same 

between the players but the relative difference decreases, then the Gini-coefficient decreases.  

 

 
Table 3.1, displaying different Gini coefficients for three different groups consisting of 4 individuals each. 

 

 

 

 

Player: 1 2 3 4 Gini-Coefficient
20 40 60 80 0.333
120 140 160 180 0.111
220 240 260 280 0.067
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Specifically studying the impact of increasing the money received from passing “Go” from 

$200 to $400 we can in Figure 3.3. see evidence of how the additional funds impact the wealth 

inequality throughout the game. In the earlier stages of the game, up to approximately round 50 

the wealth inequality seems to increase when players receive $400 from passing “Go”. This is 

likely due to the randomized aspect of the dice, as players will receive the $400 at different 

stages of the game. Increasing the individual shock in funds received would theoretically yield 

a more substantial variation in outcome, hence widening the income distribution. However,  

when all the players then receive the substantial funds from passing “Go” the wealth inequality 

temporarily seem to plateau, due to the same reason as previously discussed and presented in 

Table 3.1. Further, since the relative effect on wealth inequality from rent payments is fairly 

low in the onset of the game, the main reason for the early increase in inequality ought to be 

from the probability that a player receives the $400 from passing “Go” in advance of the other 

players.  

 

 

 
Figure 3.3, Displays the difference in outcome when comparing the impact of receiving $200, respectively $400 

from passing “Go”. The graph displays the comparative outcome under both the Competitive and Cooperative 

set of rules. 
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3.2 Competitive vs. Cooperative set of rules 
 

 
Figure 3.4, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality, for both the normal Competitive game as well as the 

Cooperative game described as “Prosperity” rules. The Cooperative outcome is identical to the outcome of 

Georgistic taxation using a medium tax rate.  

 

The outcome from comparing the competitive and cooperative game do not seem to be that 

drastically different from each other. However, as we can see in Figure 3.4 above, under some 

stages of the game the series’ confidence-intervals do not seem to overlap. As discussed in the 

Section 2.3.4, studying the differences in payoff for purchasing additional houses between 

Monopoly and Landlord’s game it is evident that the incentive for a player to purchase 

additional houses are higher in Monopoly. Similarly the effect of the base land rent taxation is 

more quickly marginalised in the Monopoly game as the income from the rent yielded from 

additional improvements on each property quickly increases.  

 

3.3 Taxation 
In the section that follows I examine the impact of different types and degrees of taxation has 

on the community’s wealth inequality under the cooperative set of rules. The simulation design 

is essentially the same as in the cooperative example above, the only difference being how the 

player is being subject for taxation. The red line in the figures presented below represents the 

outcome from the competitive game as a point of reference, this is the same outcome as 

presented in Figure 3.3. 
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3.3.1 Income Taxation 

In Figure 3.5. we can study the effects of a 15%, 25% respectively a 35% income tax that is 

levied upon both rent-income and income from passing “Go”. As shown the effects from the 

tax levied seems to be fairly inconsistent as the two series converge as the number of rounds 

increase. Unsurprisingly, the higher the tax rate the higher is the impact it has on lowering 

wealth inequality as found in Figure 3.5.  
 

 
Figure 3.5, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality under income taxation with 95% CI. Low rate is defined 

as a rent income tax rate of 15%, Medium corresponds to a 25 % rate and High to a 35 % rate.  

 

When studied over time, the income taxation should theoretically give rise to two effects that 

affect the community’s wealth distribution. One being the effect of taxing rent income, the other 

being the effect taxing income from passing “Go”. We can see how the effect from the players 

passing “Go” seem to have a diminishing effect on wealth inequality, by the same rationale as 

presented in Table 3.1 That being, when subjecting all players of an equal shift upward in 

nominal wealth, then the relative wealth difference is as a result lower. Hence, when increasing 

the Income tax rate will lead to each player keeping a smaller portion of the $400 each player 

receives when passing “Go”. Studying the other effect of income taxation, the case of rent 

income, this effect could be considered more of redistributive nature. A player holding more 

properties will receive more income in the form of property-rents, thus will have to pay more 

tax on such income. However, the combined impact of these effects seems to be marginalised 

as we can see in Figure 3.5. When the simulation progresses towards round 120, the Gini-

coefficient seem to converge toward the referential competitive case.  
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Figure 3.6, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality under only rent-income taxation with 95% CI. Low rate is 

defined as a rent income tax rate of 15%, Medium corresponds to a 25 % rate and High to a 35 % rate.  
 

In the case presented in Figure 3.6. I present the results from the simulation when excluding 

the $400 received when passing “Go” from the income subject to taxation. As we can see in 

the graphs, altering what income that is subject for taxation seem to have a drastic impact on 

wealth inequality. As discussed in the case above, when increasing the cumulative wealth 

with the full $400 for every time a player completes a full circle around the board the dilution 

of nominal wealth disparity seems to reduce wealth inequality. Similarly, it seems like the 

effects from rent-taxation and taxing the $400 received when passing “Go” in some regards 

cancel out each other.  

 

3.3.2 Georgistic Taxation 

Studying the georgistic case in Figure 3.7, when using a low tax rate we note two interesting 

findings. In the earlier stages of the game, paying half of the base land rent and keeping the 

other half leads to lower wealth inequality among the players compared to the normal 

competitive case. However, this effect is the inverse in the later stages of the game.  
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Figure 3.7, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality under rent georgistic taxation. Low rate is defined as a 

land rent tax rate of 50 %, Medium corresponds to a 100 % rate and High to a 500 % rate.  

 

The medium case in Figure 3.7 corresponds to the rules described in the 1932 version of 

Landlord’s game. It is notable that there are no distinctive differences in outcome between the 

competitive and cooperative set of rules, when studying the medium-rate instance. This 

relationship is the same as studied above in the comparison between the standard settings 

between the cooperative and competitive rules. As discussed, this lack of notable difference is 

thought to be a result of the low base land rent income in comparison to land value, thus not 

having a noteworthy effect on wealth inequality. Instead studying a high rate of georgistic 

taxation, the graph presents a  distinctive effect on wealth inequality. When introducing a rate 

of 500 %, as found in the “High rate” graph in Figure 3.6, we see how the wealth inequality is 

notably lower and seems to yield a consistent decrease in wealth inequality throughout the 120 

rounds of the game. 

 

3.3.3 Wealth Taxation 

In Figure 3.7 and 3.8 we can study the how the wealth inequality is affected by introducing a 

2%, 5% respectively 10% tax on wealth. As discussed in the method section it is fairly difficult 

to define what would represent a wealthy player, thus I present the outcome using two different 

thresholds; $1500 and $2500. 
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Figure 3.8, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality under wealth taxation with a threshold of $1500. Low 

rate is defined as a wealth tax rate of 2 %, Medium corresponds to a 5 % rate and High to a 10 % rate.  

 

Examining Figure 3.7 it is evident that Wealth taxation has a considerable effect on wealth 

inequality within the community. Since the threshold value for what is subject for wealth 

taxation is $1500, the effect should be evident fairly early on in the game as every player starts 

with $1500 in capital, and further receives $400 every they pass “Go”. However, the initial 

effect, especially in the low-rate instance, seems to yield results that are not all that different 

compared to the competitive case, probably since players have fairly limited net income in the 

early stages of the game. Further, Figure 3.7 displays that taxation of wealth seem to yield fairly 

consistent results in that sense that a higher tax rate shows signs of leading to lesser wealth 

inequality in the three instances.  
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Figure 3.9, displays the outcomes in wealth inequality under wealth taxation with a threshold of $2500, along 

with 95% CI. Low rate is defined as a wealth tax rate of 2 %, Medium corresponds to a 5 % rate and High to a 

10 % rate. 

 

Figure 3.9, displays the outcome in wealth inequality using a wealth tax for every player holding 

a fortune greater than $2500. Comparing with the results found in Figure 3.8, it is clear that the 

effect of the wealth tax is not evident until approximately round 40 in the high threshold 

instance. This is likely due to the fact that it takes a longer time for the players to amass a 

fortune large enough to be eligible for taxation. It is not until approximately round 40 that the 

players are expected to start receiving the $400 from passing “Go”, helping the players to push 

their fortunes closer to the $2500 mark. However, comparing the two set of graphs it is evident 

that in the low- and medium-rate instances a threshold of $2500 seem to even result in lower 

levels of wealth inequality compared to the $1500 threshold. As it appears that redistributive 

effects of wealth taxation subside at a faster rate in the latter stages of the simulation in the low 

threshold cases, hence leading to increasing wealth inequality. Similar to what is found in the 

simulation employing a $1500 threshold, results seem to be consistent. When the tax rate 

increases, the redistributive effects of wealth taxation seem to lower wealth inequality.  
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4. Discussion 
An underlying ambition within this paper have been to discuss how far the complex subject of 

wealth inequality can be simplified and study the effects redistributive efforts may have. In an 

aim to make the simulation as understandable for a wide array of people as possible, I have 

simulated a game based upon the immensely popular board game of Monopoly. Naturally, this 

is a substantial simplification of reality, and some deviations from the standard set of rules have 

been made in the simulation. But the results presented in this paper, as well as Baur (2019), 

may be viewed as a base for an argument that the board game to some degree captures the 

essence of the drivers of wealth inequality. 

 

From Section 3.1 it is clear that limiting the number of houses to 2 drastically lowers wealth 

inequality from approximately round 40 and onward. Thus, dampening the knock-out effects 

of properties with exorbitant rents, hence illuminating how wealth inequality is affected by rent 

payments over time. Combining this with the findings in Figure 3.3, the outcome from the 

simulations better depicts the different effects rent-payments, purchases and overall income has 

upon wealth inequality over time. Further, I have shown that including the possibility to receive 

chance- and community-chest-cards displays how the randomised component along with a 

positive expected value in nominal terms tend to lower wealth inequality within the simulation. 

 

Studying the difference in outcome between the competitive set of rules and the cooperative set 

of rules in Section 3.2, it is notable that the different rules generally do not seem to produce 

momentous differences in outcome, with a possible exception of what is found between 

approximately round 75 and 100. One explanation for this might be that the Land Rent Fund in 

the cooperative game have amassed sufficient returns at this stage to purchase enough 

properties to have an effect in the game, as can be studied in Table A1.4. in the Appendix. 

However, as time progress this effect might be marginalised as a result of overall economic 

growth of the community due to the income from passing “Go”. 

 

As discussed in Berman et al. (2016) income redistributive efforts tend to have low effect upon 

wealth inequality. Studying the results found in Section 3.3.1, the simulations based upon 

income tax show how a tax on all income not necessarily have a substantial and consistent 

effect upon wealth inequality. However, studying the results from the simulations where only 

rent-income is subject for taxation, the results seem to display notable and consistent results in 
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differences in wealth inequality. Consistent in the sense that increasing the tax rate, shows signs 

of lowering wealth inequality. 

 

As we can see in the georgistic high-rate case in Section 3.3.2., the wealth inequality 

distinctively decreases throughout the game when we introduce a tax. This corresponds to a 

scenario when every player pays 5 times the base land rent, which is not necessarily completely 

unthinkable. In a urbanized area for example, the rent income of bare land would be fairly low 

as people seldom are incentivized to pay money to walk in a field of grass. However, the value 

of the land is high since the rent income from a developed lot of land is very high. Thus, it is 

arguably a sound practice from the states point of view to tax such land at a higher rate than the 

potential base land rent income. 

 

Simulating the wealth taxation outcome with a $1500 threshold naturally implies a stricter 

stance on what is considered a fortune subject for taxation, compared to the $2500 case. The 

lower threshold of $1500 in some regards can be viewed as introducing a relative measurement 

of success in the game, as all players start out the game with the same amount of $1500. While 

the $2500 threshold more correspond to an unmitigated wealth tax, as not all players are 

expected amass enough wealth that exceeds the threshold. Unsurprisingly, the lower threshold 

results in lower wealth inequality in the earlier stages of the game as it is takes time for a player 

to amass a fortune of $2500 or more, while a player could theoretically be subject for wealth 

taxation after the initial round when using the low threshold. Interestingly however, in the latter 

stages of the simulation there seems to be lower levels of wealth inequality in the cases with 

the higher threshold. From the presented results regarding wealth tax, it seems that the 

implementation of wealth tax yields results that can be fairly generalizable depending on the 

tax-rate and wealth-threshold chosen. A higher tax-rate will redistribute wealth more quickly 

in the simulation, and vice versa. Similarly, a higher threshold will imply that the effect of 

wealth taxation will not be notable until a later stage in the game, where players have had the 

possibility to amass a fortune large enough to be subject of wealth taxation.  

 

Comparing the different results from taxation it becomes evident that the most effective 

approaches of taxation are those who either specifically targets wealth or rent income. A player 

owning more land on the board have a higher expected revenue stream as there are more squares 

that the other players will have to pay rent if they land on. Further, owning properties yield 

returns in form of rent income, which allow the player to buy more land or improve their 
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property. In turn increasing the expected value of rent income, and so forth. Thus, taxing wealth 

itself inhibits the player from expanding as rapidly as otherwise, allowing other players to be 

able to purchase the scarce land on the board. Similarly, taxing rent income lowers a player’s 

overall income, which has the same effect of slowing down the rate of expansion of the player’s 

land ownership.  

 

As we can study in Figure A1.3 in the Appendix, the players who are among the first to roll the 

dice generally amass more wealth. The rationale behind this is due to the fact that these players 

start the game “earlier” and are thus more likely to hold the limited properties distributed on 

the board, hence accumulating capital more quickly. Similarly, the players who start last are 

more likely to land on a property already owned. As Baur (2019) states, this effect can be 

likened to the “Cantillon effect”, stating that money does not flow uniformly into the economy. 

 

In the game of Monopoly, similarly to what is found in Baur (2019) the supply of land is fixed 

and the random component of the dice will generally allow for unequal distribution of the land 

among the players. Under these conditions David Ricardo (1817) predicts that given economic 

growth and population growth, the community will experience rising inequality. Albeit being 

no population growth in the simulation, Ricardo’s prediction seems to hold true even in this 

simple simulation as can be found in the results presented. Where the economic growth within 

the community can be represented by the income each player receives from passing “Go”.  

When studying especially Figure 3.5 and the impact of income taxation we can arguably see 

some evidence of Ricardo’s prediction that when lowering economic growth through taxing the 

$400 in income from passing “Go” seems to lower wealth inequality. 

 

As explained in Table 3.1 the Gini-coefficient is a measure by the relative inequality, and not 

absolute inequality. Thus, when evenly increasing the cumulative wealth on the board, the Gini-

coefficient will decrease, ceteris paribus. The main driver of the overall economic growth is in 

the same regard the main effect for diluting the relative wealth inequality. Hence, the effect 

predicted by Ricardo is likely to be counteracted by the effect of increasing overall wealth in 

regard to how the Gini-coefficient is calculated.  
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This paper has studied how far the complex subject of wealth inequality and redistributive 

efforts can be simplified. In line with previous research, the results presented share interesting 

similarities with empirical findings in what are the essential drivers of wealth inequality. 

Further, the results presented regarding the impact of redistributive measures share noteworthy 

resemblance with the theoretical empirical effects. Hence, showing evidence that the game of 

Monopoly can captures some of the fundamental aspects of wealth inequality within a 

community. The findings within this paper could hopefully be seen as an effort in finding ways 

to inform people of how wealth inequality takes form, and what measures can be used to limit 

inequality.  

 

All findings in this paper are based upon assumptions that are not evident in real life, rather 

being based on a utopian model of studying the inner workings of society. People do not act 

homogenously; not in the way they invest nor in there undefiant adherence to the rules set up 

by society. Some people are more risk seeking in their investment decisions, which is highly 

rewarded in the game of Monopoly as a strategy to win the game. Contrary, being risk averse 

generally leads to the player foregoing returns vital to win the game. As found in Evans (2017) 

the strategy to win the game is based upon being aggressive in purchasing land, and correctly 

evaluating which properties to further develop. But beyond that, the outcome of the game is 

much down to the random components of the game.  

 

In contrast, the outcome in life comes down to larger number of factors, although some factors 

are more telling than others. In a meta-analytic review of longitudinal research Strenze (2007) 

find evidence that even when controlling for parental socioeconomic status and academic 

grades, intelligence is a not insignificant predictor of socioeconomic success. With this in mind, 

future efforts similar to this paper might find it interesting to include heterogenous agents. 

Likening their aggressiveness in Monopoly to an individual’s intelligence as a predictor to best 

play the respective game of Monopoly, and in a larger sense Life. Further, it would be 

interesting to see whether the effects from redistributive measures found in this paper would be 

consistent if actual humans were playing the game, studying changes in how people play the 

game.  
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5. Appendix 

 
Table A1.1., displays the board layout for the US Atlantic Standard Edition of Monopoly, which is upon what 

the simulation is based. “Square ID” corresponds to the respective squares’ location on the board. “Type” 

identifies what action that corresponds to each respective square, e.g. property implies that square can be 

purchased and built upon. Value is how much each square cost to purchase, in the cases of squares of Type tax 

the value corresponds to how much tax is to be paid. “Rent” corresponds to how much the owner of the square 

would receive in rent if another player lands on the square, which will increase if the owner has built additional 

houses on the property, if possible. “Cost House” displays how much it costs to buy an additional house on the 

respective properties. 

Square 
ID Type Value Rent Rent 1 

house
Rent 2 
house

Rent 3 
house

Rent 4 
house

Rent 
Hotel

Cost 
house

1 Go - - - - - - - -
2 Property 60 2 10 30 90 160 250 50
3 Community chest - - - - - - - -
4 Property 60 4 20 60 180 320 450 50
5 Tax 200 - - - - - - -
6 Station 200 - - - - - - -
7 Property 100 6 30 90 270 400 550 50
8 Chance - - - - - - - -
9 Property 100 6 30 90 270 400 550 50

10 Property 120 8 40 100 300 450 600 50
11 Jail - - - - - - - -
12 Property 140 10 50 150 450 625 750 100
13 Company 150 - - - - - - -
14 Property 140 10 50 150 450 625 750 100
15 Property 160 12 60 180 500 700 900 100
16 Station 200 - - - - - - -
17 Property 180 14 70 200 550 750 950 100
18 Community chest - - - - - - - -
19 Property 180 14 70 200 550 750 950 100
20 Property 200 16 80 220 600 800 1000 100
21 Free parking - - - - - - - -
22 Property 220 18 90 250 700 875 1050 150
23 Chance - - - - - - - -
24 Property 220 18 90 250 700 875 1050 150
25 Property 240 20 100 300 750 925 1100 150
26 Station 200 - - - - - - -
27 Property 260 22 110 330 800 975 1150 150
28 Property 260 22 110 330 800 975 1150 150
29 Company 150 - - - - - - -
30 Property 280 24 120 360 850 1025 1200 150
31 Go to jail - - - - - - - -
32 Property 300 26 130 390 900 1100 1275 200
33 Property 300 26 130 390 900 1100 1275 200
34 Community chest - - - - - - - -
35 Property 320 28 150 450 1000 1200 1400 200
36 Station 200 - - - - - - -
37 Chance - - - - - - - -
38 Property 350 35 175 500 1100 1300 1500 200
39 Tax 100 - - - - - - -
40 Property 400 50 200 600 1400 1700 2000 200
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Type Rent 

Property Equal to the amount specified in the game, based upon how many houses are 
built  

Station If the player who owns the station, only owns one station the rent is $25. 
If the same player owns two stations, the rent is $50.  
If the player owns three stations the rent is $100. 
If the same player owns all four station the rent is $200. 

Company If the player who owns the Company only owns one company, then the rent 
due is equal to the number of moved spaces multiplied by a factor of 4. If the 
same player owns both Companies than the multiplying factor increases to 
10.  

 

Table A1.2., displays the rent income of the different types of purchasable land. 

 

 

 

 
Figure A1.3., displays outcome in amassed wealth for each player at end of each game. The earlier players tend 

to amass more wealth throughout the game compared to the later player. Although, since all players act 

homogenously this will not affect the simulation in any regard. 
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Table A1.4., representation of the average round that the Land Rent Fund purchases each respective property, 

under simulation based upon Cooperative georgistic medium tax rate. The percentage value indicates the share of 

iterations that the respective property is bought. E.g. Property number 5 is purchased 9 % of the iterations and is 

usually purchased around round 114. 

 

 
Table A1.5., displays all the possible cards that a player can receive when drawing a Community Chest-card. 

 

 
Table A1.6., displays all the possible cards that a player can receive when drawing a Chance-card. 

Property Nr. Avr. Round Purchased % of rounds purchased
1 46 100%
2 68 100%
3 93 100%
4 109 69%
5 114 9%
6 - 0%

Community Chest cards
1 Advance to Go
2 Bank error in your favour, collect $200
3 Doctor's fee. Pay $50
4 From a sale of stock you get $50
5 Get out of jail free card
6 Go to jail
7 Grand opera night, Collect $ 50 from each player
8 Holiday Fund matures, recieve $100
9 Income tax refund, Collect $20
10 It's your Birthday, collect $10 from every player
11 Life insurence matures - Collect $100
12 Hospital fees. Pay $50
13 School fees. Pay $50
14 Recieve $25 consultancy fee
15 Street repairs. Pay $40 per house and $115 per house you own
16 You won second prize in a beauty contest, Collect $10
17 You inherit $100

Chance cards
1 Advance to Go
2 Advance to Illinois Avenue
3 Advance to St. Charles Place
4 Advance to nearest Utility, If owned pay 10x dice roll
5 Advance to nearest Railroad, pay double the rent owned
6 Recieve $50 dividend
7 Get out of jail freecard
8 Go back three steps
9 Go directly to jail
10 Street repairs. Pay $25 per house and $100 per house you own
11 Pay poor tax of $15
12 Advance to Reading Railroad
13 Advance to Boardwalk
14 Elected Chairman, pay each player $50
15 Loan matures, recieve $150
16 Won crossword competition, collect $100
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