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List of symbols

The following list contains the most important symbols which are used in
this study.

a, a®,b: goods, distribuenda

a: a distribuendum of type a* belonging to person i

@, @: an allocation (ay,as,...,a;, ... a,), or (a§, ak ... a¥ ... a%) of
the distribuendum a, or ¢*, among persons 1,...,n

A, B: allocations of goods a”, a’ etc., or b* b’ etc., among persons 1,...,n

k

>~ A: summation of the elements of the rows of the matrix matrix Y ;. a

S>> A>3 B: all the values of the summation of the elements of the rows
of A are equal or greater than the values of the summation of the
elements of the rows of B

a: descriptions of actions

C': conditions of situations

1, j: persons

I(): index representing the seriousness of inequality
l: the amount of leisure

min{ , }: the minimum of the set { | }

M (): monotone increasing transformation function

— .

P: price vector, or probability vector!

1Tt will be clear from the context what is meant.
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X1l LIST OF SYMBOLS

r;: the amount of time spent by person i to work

R;(aj): the amount of time needed for i to produce a;

m: permutation of persons

@ (1,1,...,1)

w;(): well-being of person i

dwd’—y): derivative of w; with respect to a, sometimes represented by w’()
W (): social welfare function

z, y: goods, equalisanda?

Z: an allocation (21, #2,...,2;,...,2,) of equalisandum z among persons

1

R

Zrep: the allocation in which all persons are equally well off with respect
to the equalisandum z due to a (re)distribution of the available dis-
tribuenda

=: better ‘all things considered’

=7t worse regarding inequality

=1 p: better regarding the Lorenzcurve, ‘the Lorenzcurve lies above’
V: for all

3: there exists

and

: or/and

T 5z

: 18 satisfied in those models in which the premises are satisfied

: material equivalence

2sometimes = and y represent a variable in logical formulas, for example in the ap-

pendix 1 of chapter 2. The context will make clear what is meant.



