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We analyze the French housing market prices in the period 1970-2022, with high-resolution data from 2018
to 2022. The spatial correlation of the observed price field exhibits logarithmic decay characteristic of the two-
dimensional random diffusion equation – local interactions may create long-range correlations. We introduce a
stylized model, used in the past to model spatial regularities in voting patterns, that accounts for both spatial and
temporal correlations with reasonable values of parameters. Our analysis reveals that price shocks are persistent
in time and their amplitude is strongly heterogeneous in space. Our study confirms and quantifies the diffusive
nature of housing prices that was anticipated long ago [1, 2], albeit on much restricted, local data sets.

Complex spatial patterns often result from a subtle inter-
play between random forcing and diffusion, like for example
surface growth [3] or fluid turbulence [4]. One can also ex-
pect such competition between heterogeneities and diffusion
to take place in socio-economic contexts. For example, word
of mouth leads to spreading of information or of opinions. Pro-
vided the spreading mechanism is local enough (i.e. before the
advent of social media), the large scale description of such
phenomena is provided by the diffusion equation that leads to
specific predictions for the long-range nature of spatial corre-
lations of voting patterns, which seems to be validated by the
analysis of empirical data [5–7].

One may argue that housing prices should display similar
patterns. Indeed, it is intuitively clear that the price of real es-
tate in a given district is affected, among many other factors,
by the price of the surrounding districts, through a sheer prox-
imity effect. This is enough to generate a diffusion term in any
coarse-grained description of the spatio-temporal evolution of
prices – see below and SI-1 for more precise statements. The
aim of this work is to present such a phenomenological de-
scription of the price field in a given region of space, and to
compare analytical prediction to empirical data using spatially
resolved transaction prices in France for the period 1970 to
2022 – see Fig. 1 for a visual representation of the price field
that motivates our analysis. We will find what we consider
to be rather remarkable agreement with theory, in view of the
minimal amount of modeling ingredients. In particular, the
logarithmic dependence of spatial correlations, characteristic
of two-dimensional diffusion, is clearly visible in the data at
all scales (see Fig. 3 below).

Due to its potent macroeconomic and systemic risk impli-
cations, the housing market and its corresponding price field
have long been studied by economists, see [9]. One of the most
famous description of the housing market is through the He-
donic prices hypothesis (see e.g. [10]), which states that goods
are valued for their utility-bearing attributes. Hedonic prices
are defined as the implicit prices of attributes and are revealed
from observed prices of differentiated products and the specific
amounts of characteristics associated with them. In essence,
we shall argue that real-estate prices in the vicinity of a given

Figure 1. Spatial transaction log-prices p distribution in France in
1970 (left) and in 2022 (right). We use a sigmoid transformation of
the log prices rescaled by their mean and divided by their standard
deviation in order to highlight price differences. As seen in this plot,
high prices are concentrated around France’s principal cities and on
the coasts and mountains, but the price pattern clearly displays spatial
diffusion. Data from [8].

location is one of these characteristics.
There is also a great body of empirical literature highlight-

ing the links between the housing market prices and, for ex-
ample, violence [11] or school grades [12]. This has naturally
led to models of the housing market using reasonable assump-
tions. In particular, recent agent-based models of the housing
market have been designed to explain price dynamics [9], or
its link with social segregation. Ref. [13] observed that segre-
gation patterns can be observed even with the simplest param-
eter setting in an agent-based model of the housing market.
Ref. [14] showed how such models could be very helpful to
test and apply effective policies to prevent social/racial segre-
gation, in the same vein as Ref. [15] where the effectiveness of
macro-prudential policies is tested on an agent-based model of
the UK housing market. Interestingly, [16] showed that social
segregation is also strongly linked with social influence.

Concerning spatial patterns, studies from the mid-1990’s
have suggested the potential importance of spatial diffusion ef-
fects. For example, Clapp & Tirtiroglu [1] find evidence of lo-
cal price diffusion from their empirical study of the metropoli-
tan of Hartford, Connecticut. Pollakowski & Ray [2] confirms
these results at the local level, and conclude that housing prices
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are inefficient: If housing markets were efficient, [...] shocks
would either be confined to one area, in which case informa-
tion transfer is irrelevant, or affect a number of areas, in which
case the price changes should occur nearly simultaneously, not
one after another. These authors also note that price changes
are auto-correlated in time (a feature that we will explicitly in-
clude in our theoretical model), which is a further sign of price
inefficiency. Indeed, properly anticipated prices should not be
predictable [17].

As we argue below, such local diffusion of prices is ex-
pected to create long-range correlations in the price field both
in space and in time, which we will indeed observe in the data.
Although the presence of spatial correlations were noticed in
[18], no mention was made of their long-range nature, let alone
their specific logarithmic dependence discussed below. Other
socio-economic variables, on the other hand, are known to
be long-range correlated [6], with far-reaching consequences
on the statistical significance of many results in spatial eco-
nomics, as forcefully argued in [19].

Our theoretical framework aims at modeling the dynamics
of the housing price field in a similar spirit as for the dynam-
ics of opinions or intentions [5, 20–22]. We introduce a two-
dimensional field ψ(r, t) which represents the deviation from
the (possibly time dependent) mean of the log-price of hous-
ing around point r at time t. We then posit that such a field
evolves in time according to the following stochastic partial
differential equation

∂ψ(r, t)

∂t
= D∆ψ(r, t)− κψ(r, t) + η(r, t) + ξ(r), (1)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator, D a diffusion coefficient,
κ a mean-reversion coefficient, η(r, t) a Langevin noise with
zero mean and short range time and space correlations, and
ξ(r) a static random field with zero mean and short range cor-
relations. The correlators of these terms are assumed to be of
the following type:

⟨η(r, t)η(r′, t′)⟩ = A2

Ta2
e−|t−t′|/T ga(|r− r′|);

⟨ξ(r)ξ(r′)⟩ = Σ2

a2
ga(|r− r′|), (2)

where ga(r) is a bell-shaped function that decays over length
scale a, such that 2π

´
r>0

ga(r)rdr = a2. Note that in terms
of dimensions, [A2] = [D] = [L2T−1], [κ] = [T−1] and
[Σ] = [LT−1].

The four different terms of Eq. (1) capture the following fea-
tures: (i) the diffusion term describes the proximity effect al-
luded to in the introduction and documented in Refs. [1, 2]:
pricey districts tend to progressively gentrify; conversely, run-
down districts lower the market value of their surroundings. (A
more technical version of this argument is given in SI-1). (ii)
The mean-reversion term can be seen as a coupling between
local log-prices and the mean log-price, here set to zero, and
can be thought of as the result of long-range economic forces
that keep prices within a country more or less in sync through

the effect of e.g. migrations, policies or wealth inequalities.
(iii) The time-dependent noise term η models all idiosyncratic
shocks affecting the “hedonic” variables determining the price
of properties – for example the creation of a local metro or train
station, of a pedestrian zone, or adverse shocks like increase
in local crime, floods, etc. The impact of such shocks is often
drawn out in time, so we assume η to be auto-correlated with a
decay time T , in line with the observations reported in [2]. (iv)
The time-independent stochastic term ξ is meant to represent
persistent biases in the local quality of life in different regions,
due to e.g. geographical features (close to the sea-shore, or
to river banks, etc.). For simplicity, We have assumed that the
spatial correlation lengths of both η and ξ are equal to the same
value a.

Now, Eq. (1) makes detailed predictions for the spatial and
temporal correlations of the field ψ(r, t). To wit, the spatial
variogram V(ℓ, 0) := ⟨(ψ(r, t) − ψ(r′, t))2⟩|r−r′|=ℓ can be
explicitly computed in the range max(a,

√
DT ) ≪ ℓ ≪ ℓ⋆

(where ℓ⋆ :=
√
D/κ), and reads (see SI-2.2):

V(ℓ, 0) ≈ A2

2πD
log ℓ− Σ2

4πD2
ℓ2 log ℓ+ C, (3)

where C is a constant. Note that the first term is the familiar
logarithmic correlation of the Gaussian free-field in two di-
mensions, see e.g. [23]. For ℓ ≳ ℓ⋆, the variogram reaches a
plateau value.

Similarly, the temporal variogram V(0, τ) := ⟨(ψ(r, t) −
ψ(r, t + τ))2⟩ can be computed, but the final expression is
cumbersome and depends on the relative position of three time
scales: κ−1, the correlation time T and the typical diffusion
time S = a2/D over length scale a, see SI-2.3. There are
typically four regimes, a short time regime where V(0, τ) ∝
τ2 that reads

V(0, τ) =
A2

16πD
log

(
1 + T

S

1 + κT

)
τ2

T 2
, τ ≪ T, S (4)

followed by two intermediate regimes where V(0, τ) ∝ τ and
log τ , and finally a saturated regime for κτ ≫ 1.

In the next sections, we will compare these predictions to
empirical data, with good overall agreement. We will find that
the spatial variogram is well described by a pure logarithm, i.e.
the first term of Eq. (3) – this allows us to determine the ratio
A2/D. With the same value ofA2/D, we then fit the temporal
variogram with reasonable values of T and S.

We conducted extensive empirical analyses based on two
data sources. The first one is accessible online via the DVF
(Demande de Valeur Foncière) website, and displays every
housing market transaction in France between 2018 and 2022.
This data include the price of the property, its surface and its
spatial coordinates. This allows us to study both transaction
prices and prices per square meter, up to the granularity of
a given point in space. The second data source comes from
[8], where the authors compiled a wealth of socio-economic
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indicators, spanning from 1970 to 2022 1, including housing
market prices, but the dataset only contains average transac-
tion prices per communes in France up to 2022 and average
prices per squared meter per communes from 2014 to 2022. 2

Even though the second data source is less granular than the
DVF dataset, its time span of 52 years allows us to investigate
the temporal variogram of prices, see below. (The DVF data
only span 5 years, which will turn out to be of the same or-
der of magnitude as the correlation time T of the noise). For
empirical findings on prices per square meters from DVF, see
SI-4.

We first show a color map of transaction log-prices p :=
logP across France in Figure (1), sourced from [8], to com-
pare the spatial distribution of prices in France over the past
five decades, a key aspect of our investigation. Indeed, one
can see that the price distribution in France is far from uni-
form, and reveals spatial diffusion around big cities, coastal
regions or ski resorts.

Then, it is interesting to study the distribution of individ-
ual transaction log-prices p, unconditionally over the whole of
France. Using the DVF data base, we find that the distribution
of prices has a double hump shape, probably reflecting the su-
perposition of two different price distributions for cities and for
the countryside, see Fig. 2. We show in SI-4, Fig. 6 a compar-
ison between the distribution of prices in the département of la
Creuse (chosen to represent a typical countryside district) and
in Paris, highlighting the mixture of two distributions seen in
the global price distribution for the whole of France. The tail
of the distribution of the transaction prices decays as P−1−µ

with µ ≈ 1.5, implying that the variance of the transaction
prices is mathematically infinite. This should be compared to
the Pareto tail of the wealth distribution in France, which de-
cays with a similar exponent [24]. The distribution of prices
per square meters does not have the same shape, but has again
a similar power-law tail, as shown in SI-4, Fig. 7.

We now shift our focus to the spatial correlations of the log-
arithm of prices, which we characterize by the equal-time var-
iogram V(ℓ, 0) defined above. The square-root of this quan-
tity measures how different the (log-)prices are when con-
sidering two properties a distance ℓ away.3 We studied this
quantity inside cities, départements, régions and the whole of
France, with a different coarse-graining scale for the elemen-
tary cells over which we average the transaction prices P in
order to define the log-price field p(r). We choose hexag-
onal cells of area 0.73 km2 for the 17 cities considered,4 5
km2 for départements, 30 km2 for régions, and 250 km2 for
France. The results are shown in Fig. 3. At all scales, we

1 For the specific case of the housing market. Other socio-economic indica-
tors cover an even longer time span. We in fact found similar logarithmic
correlations for, e.g., the alphabetization rate in France.

2 The housing market data compiled by [8] for the years 2014-2022 comes
from the DVF database, and is averaged per communes.

3 The spatial structure of transaction prices per square meters is investigated
in SI-4, Fig. 5.

4 This leads, for instance, to the division of Paris into 185 neighborhoods.
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Figure 2. Distribution of all transaction log-prices p := logP , for
the 5 years of DVF data. Note the double hump shape, reflecting
a mixture of two distributions, corresponding to prices in cities and
prices in the countryside. The right tail, for property prices above
500, 000 Euros, corresponds to a power-law tail for prices as P−1−µ

with µ ≈ 1.5.

observe a logarithmic dependence on ℓ, provided ℓ is smaller
than the size of sector considered (see further down). Further-
more, the slope predicted by Eq. (3) is the same at all scales
and equal to A2/2πD ≈ 0.19. The measured (log-)slopes of
the variograms are extremely stable over the period 2018-2022
spanned by the DVF data. The other data source [8] allows
one to measure the spatial variogram over a much longer his-
tory. However, the data collection and averaging procedures
used in [8] seem to induce distortions in the price variograms
when compared to the raw DVF data, that we do not fully un-
derstand. Still, the analysis of these variograms reveals that
the slope of the short-distance logarithmic behaviour is only
weakly time dependent, before reaching a plateau value for
ℓ ≈ 70 km in 1970 and 300 km nowadays, as seen in SI-4,
Fig. 8. A possible interpretation is that this crossover length
is set by ℓ⋆ =

√
D/κ which has increased with time, either

because D has increased (faster spatial propagation of price
changes) or because κ has decreased, reflecting larger wealth
inequalities that allows for larger price dispersion, or both.

A reasonable value for D is – say – 50 km2/year, corre-
sponding to prices adapting to a local shock on a scale of 7 km
after a year. This leads to a value of A2 ≈ 2π × 0.19D ∼ 60
km2/year. We will comment on this value below, after having
discovered that the noise amplitude A2 is in fact space depen-
dent.

The reader must have noticed that although the slopes of
the variograms are the same at all scales, they are shifted up
and down in the y-direction. This is expected if one accounts
for measurement noise. Indeed, the “true” price field p(r, t)
is approximated here by an empirical average over the cho-
sen cells of transaction prices. The larger the cell size and the
smaller the dispersion of prices within each cell, the smaller
such idiosyncratic contributions to the difference of prices for
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Figure 3. Spatial variogram for the log price field p(r) averaged over
the period 2018-2022 for France as a whole, its régions, départements
and cities, with their respective cross-sectional variability highlighted
in shaded colors and the averages for each scale as filled circles. The
black dashed lines have a slope equal to 0.19 for all scales, corre-
sponding to A2/D = 1.2. The different off-sets in the y direction
corresponds to the measurement noise contribution to the empirical
field p(r).

two neighbouring cells.
Finally, note that the spatial variograms do not seem to re-

veal any departure from the log ℓ behaviour predicted by the
first term of Eq. (3), except at large distances where finite size
and boundary effects start playing a role. Comparing the two
terms of Eq. (3), one concludes that the second term remains
negligible provided ℓ ≲ D/Σ. Choosing D = 50 km2/year,
and assuming that idiosyncratic effects lead to persistent dif-
ferential of price variations of at most 10%/year over 1 km,
one finds D/Σ ∼ 500 km. This justifies why one may safely
neglect the second term in Eq. (3).

Turning to the temporal variogram of prices, there are two
different empirical definitions for such an object, which should
lead to similar results if the system is (statistically) spatially
homogeneous. One (V1(τ)) is to compute the temporal vari-
ance of local price changes p(r, t) − p(r, t + τ) over the
full time period, which is then averaged over r. The second
(V2(τ)) is to remove from p(r, t) the spatial average of the
log-price at time t, i.e. p̄(t) = ⟨p(r, t)⟩r, and then compute
the average of [p(r, t) − p̄(t) − (p(r, t + τ) − p̄(t + τ))]2

over both t and r. For a statistically homogeneous system,
these two procedures lead to comparable results. However, as
shown in Fig. 4, our data reveals strong differences between
V1(τ) and V2(τ), which can be accounted for by assuming
that the variance A2 of the driving noise η is space depen-
dent: A2 → A2(r). In this case, spatial correlations lose their
translation invariance but if one insists on computing them as a
function of ℓ = |r−r′|, one recovers Eq. (3) withA2 replaced
by its spatial average ⟨A2⟩r, see SI-4, Fig. 9.

Now, it turns out that in the presence of spatial hetero-
geneities, the temporal variogram V1(τ) is also given by

100 101
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V
(τ
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slope = 2

V1(τ)

V2(τ)

Theory

Figure 4. Comparison between V1(τ) and V2(τ) for the empirical
data, in a log-log representation. We also show (in red) the fit found
for V1(τ) with our theoretical equation. Note that the short time be-
haviour of V1(τ) is in-between τ and τ2, indicating a non-zero cor-
relation time T . We find T = 3.5 years, S = 1 year, D = 50km2

per year and A2/D ≈ 1.2. The observed shift between V1(τ) and
V2(τ) is a consequence of strong spatial heterogeneities, see SI-4,
Fig. 9. Note that with 50 years of data, only the first 10 years of lags
are reliable.

Eq. (4) with A2 → ⟨A2⟩r, see SI-4, Fig. 9. Hence we fo-
cus our attention to V1(τ) and attempt to fit it with our the-
oretical formula (see SI-2.3) with T, S as adjustable param-
eters, with ⟨A2⟩r/D fixed and set to 1.2, close to the value
inferred from spatial variograms. (D itself has negligible in-
fluence on the goodness-of-fit). The optimal values are then
found to be S = 1 year, corresponding to a correlation length
for shocks a =

√
DS = 7 km, and a correlation time of

T = 3.5 years, such that
√
DT = 13 km. The order of mag-

nitude of A2 is expected to be a2/T ∼ 30 km2/year, a factor
two times smaller than expected if D = 50 km2/year, but not
unreasonable in view of the crudeness of our model and the
possibility to change the value of parameters without substan-
tially affecting the joint goodness-of-fit of spatial and temporal
variograms. For example, choosing ⟨A2⟩r/D = 1.3 leads to
T = S = 2.5 years and in this case a2/T ∼ 50 km2/year.
Note that the short-time regime of V1(τ) is a sign that price
changes are persistent, which is inconsistent with the hypoth-
esis that the housing market is “efficient” [2]. In view of the
large transaction costs incurred when buying a house, this is
hardly surprising.

Finally, in order to account for the empirical difference be-
tween the two temporal variograms V1(τ) and V2(τ), one
needs to introduce rather strong spatial heterogeneities in the
noise amplitude A2, that must vary by a factor of 10 depend-
ing on the considered region, see SI-4, Fig. 9. This is not very
surprising in view of the very different structure of the housing
market in international cities like Paris or Nice and the remote,
low density regions like Lozère. An generalized version of our
model, Eq. (1), that properly accounts for geographical hetero-
geneities that make both D and A2 space dependent, would
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however require a different, much more granular calibration
strategy.

In conclusion, we have shown that housing prices in France
reveal clear, robust statistical regularities. Such regularities
are expected if the dynamics of prices is diffusive, that is, the
spatial variogram of prices has a logarithmic dependence on
distance. Indeed this is a signature of two-dimensional dif-
fusing fields driven by random noise, captured by our stylized
model, Eq. (1), which was already used in the past to model
spatial regularities in voting patterns [5, 6]. Note that a model
where prices propagate in a ballistic way (r ∼ t) instead of
diffusing (r ∼

√
t) would lead to completely different spatial

correlations. The temporal fluctuations of prices can be ac-
counted for within the same framework, provided the shocks
are persistent over a time scale that we find to be around 3
years. The data also suggests, not surprisingly, that the am-
plitude of the price shocks is spatially heterogeneous, with a
large variation span. All the dimensional parameters obtained
from fitting the spatial and temporal correlations appear to be
of reasonable order of magnitude.

Our study thus confirms and quantifies the diffusive nature
of housing prices that was anticipated long ago [1, 2], albeit
on more restricted, local data sets. Case studies, like the open-
ing of a TGV (Train à Grande Vitesse) railway station, or of
a new metro line that are expected to boost nearby housing
prices, would be quite interesting as independent validations
of the model proposed in this paper. Future work should at-
tempt couple the random diffusion equation for prices to the
population field in order to describe social mobility, as a two-
field extension of our previous work [25]. Extending our anal-
ysis to other spatial socio-economic variables would also shed
light on the mechanisms underlying diffusion of socio-cultural
traits, as suggested in [22].

Acknowledgements We thank Xavier Gabaix, Swann
Chelly, Nirbhay Patil and Max Sina Knicker for fruitful com-
ments and discussions. We also thank Thomas Piketty for use-
ful explanations about how the data published in [8] was cre-
ated. This research was conducted within the Econophysics &
Complex Systems Research Chair, under the aegis of the Fon-
dation du Risque, the Fondation de l’École polytechnique, the
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SI-1: Analytical derivation of the diffusive term

We assume that the diffusive term in the price field evolves through a mechanism of supply and demand such that the time
evolution of the field ψ depends on the difference of the field between two locations ψ(Rα)− ψ(Rβ) where Rα and Rβ refer to
the considered locations. We then propose the following generic equation to describe the propagation of the field with respect to
its surrounding influences:

∂tψ(Rα, t) =
∑
β

Γα,βψ(Rβ)−
∑
β

Γβ,αψ(Rα), (5)

where Γ is a symmetric influence matrix such that:

Γα,β = Γ(Rα|Rβ) = t(Rα −Rβ |Rβ). (6)

Hence, in the continuous limit and in one dimension for simplicity, it comes:

∂tψ(x, t) =

ˆ
t(x− x′|x′)ψ(x′, t)dx′ −

ˆ
t(x′ − x|x)ψ(x, t)dx′, (7)

which we can re write as:

∂tψ(x, t) =

ˆ
t(y|x− y)ψ(x− y, t)dy −

ˆ
t(y|x)ψ(x, t)dy, (8)

changing variables to y = x− x′. The Kramers-Moyal expansion of (8) up to the order 2 in y then gives:

∂tψ(x, t) = −∂x [R1(x)ψ(x)] +
1

2
∂2x [R2(x)ψ(x)] , (9)

where:

R1(x) =

ˆ
yt(y, x)dy; (10)

R2(x) =

ˆ
y2t(y, x)dy. (11)

Moreover, the influence matrix is symmetric, hence the drift term R1(x) is set to zero and we retrieve the one dimensional
diffusion equation:

∂tψ(x, t) = ∂2x [D(x)ψ(x)] (12)

with D(x) = 1
2

´
y2t(y, x)dy. Note that we retrieve here a non-uniform diffusion coefficient, but we assume in the rest of the

study that we can take D(x) = D.

SI-2: Theoretical predictions for the variograms

SI-2.1: Computation of the generic space-time variogram

Let us consider the following stochastic partial differential equation:

∂ψ(r, t)

∂t
= D∆ψ(r, t)− κψ(r, t) + η(r, t) + ξ(r), (13)

where ∆ is the Laplacian operator, D a diffusion coefficient, κ a mean-reversion coefficient, η(r, t) a Langevin noise with zero
mean and short range time and space correlations, and ξ(r) a static random field with zero mean and short range correlations.
The correlators of these terms are assumed to be of the following type:

⟨η(r, t)η(r′, t′)⟩ = A2

Ta2
e−|t−t′|/T ga(|r− r′|);

⟨ξ(r)ξ(r′)⟩ = Σ2

a2
ga(|r− r′|), (14)
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where ga(r) is a bell-shaped function that decays over length scale a, such that 2π
´
r≥0

ga(r)rdr = a2. For the rest of the
calculations, we consider the regime where |r− r′| = ℓ ≫ a which leads to 1

a2 ga(|r− r′|) ≈ δ(|r− r′|). Moreover, the space
time correlation function can be written as:

C(|r− r′|, |t− t′|) = ⟨ψ(r, t)ψ(r′, t′)⟩ =
ˆ ˆ

e−ikr−ik′r′⟨ψk(t)ψk′(t′)⟩ dk

(2π)2
dk′

(2π)2
, (15)

where ψk is the solution of the following equation in Fourier space:

∂ψk(t)

∂t
= −Dk2ψk(t)− κψk(t) + ηk + ξk. (16)

Hence:

ψk(t) = ψk(0)e
−(Dk2+κ)t +

ˆ t

0

e−(Dk2+κ)(t−τ)(ηk(τ) + ξk)dτ. (17)

Because of the two fields η and ξ - assumed to be independent - we will separate the calculation for the correlation function into
two contributions. In the long time limit, the first contribution in Fourier space, coming from field η, is:

ˆ t

0

ˆ t′

0

dt1dt2e
−(Dk2+κ)(t−t1)−(Dk′2+κ)(t′−t2)⟨ηk(t1)ηk′(t2)⟩, (18)

leading to:

A2(2π)2

T

ˆ t

0

ˆ t′

0

dt1dt2e
−(Dk2+κ)(t−t1)−(Dk′2+κ)(t′−t2)e−

|t1−t2|
T δ(k+ k′). (19)

We find, in the long time limit, that the integral yields in Fourier space:

A2(2π)2

2T

 e−(Dk2+κ)|t′−t|
2(Dk2 + κ)(Dk2 + κ + 1

T )
+

e−
|t−t′|

T

(Dk2 + κ)2 − 1
T 2

− e−(Dk2+κ)|t′−t|
2(Dk2 + κ)(Dk2 + κ − 1

T )

 . (20)

This can be condensed as:

A2(2π)2

2T ((Dk2 + κ)2 − 1
T 2 )

[
e−

|t−t′|
T − e−(Dk2+κ)|t′−t|

T (Dk2 + κ)

]
. (21)

Similarly, we can compute the contribution for the correlation function coming from field ξ(r):

(2π)2Σ2

ˆ t

0

ˆ t′

0

dt1dt2e
−(Dk2+κ)(t−t1)−(Dk′2+κ)(t′−t2)δ(k+ k′). (22)

This yields, in the long time limit:

(2π)2Σ2

(Dk2 + κ)2
. (23)

In the next sections, we will show how, starting from what has just been shown, we compute both the spatial and the temporal
variograms, defined as V(ℓ, 0) := ⟨(ψ(r, t)− ψ(r′, t))2⟩ and V(0, τ) := ⟨(ψ(r, t)− ψ(r, t+ τ))2⟩.

SI-2.2: Computation of the spatial variogram

We come back to the first contribution (coming from field η) in Fourier space for the space time correlation function:

A2(2π)2

2T ((Dk2 + κ)2 − 1
T 2 )

[
e−

|t−t′|
T − e−(Dk2+κ)|t′−t|

T (Dk2 + κ)

]
. (24)
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We now focus on the static behavior of this term, hence imposing t = t′. This yields:

A2(2π)2

2T ((Dk2 + κ)2 − 1
T 2 )

[
1− 1

T (Dk2 + κ)

]
. (25)

Using notations |k| = k, k.(r− r′) = kℓ cos(θ) and notation Cη to describe the contribution from η to the correlation function,
it comes in polar coordinates:

Cη(ℓ, 0) =
A2

2T (2π)2

ˆ
dk

ˆ
dθe−ikℓ cos(θ) k

((Dk2 + κ)2 − 1
T 2 )

[
1− 1

T (Dk2 + κ)

]
. (26)

The integral is defined for 1/ℓ∗ ≪ k ≪ 1/a, which ensures that Dk2 ≫ D
ℓ∗2 = κ. We can hence neglect the mean-reversion

term in the computation. Moreover, we can neglect D2k4 in favor of 1
T 2 if Dk2 < 1

T , hence if ℓ >
√
DT . This is typically the

regime that we consider for this study, since we estimate (see in the main text)
√
DT ≈ 13 km, so we assume here that this term

is negligible. Finally, we can identify the Bessel function

1

2π

ˆ 2π

0

dθeikℓ cos(θ) = J0(kℓ) = J0(−kℓ), (27)

so:

Cη(ℓ, 0) ≈
A2

4π

ˆ 1/a

1/ℓ∗
dk
J0(kℓ)

Dk
. (28)

The Bessel function can be expanded for kℓ −→ 0, and yields J0(kℓ) ≈ 1 − ℓ2k2/4 + o(k4ℓ4). Moreover, the Bessel function
decays to zero when kℓ≫ 1, concentrating the integral towards its lower bound. This gives, up to constant contributions:

Cη(ℓ, 0) ≈ − A2

4πD
log ℓ+K(ℓ) (29)

with correction term K(ℓ). Similarly, we can compute the contribution from field ξ:

Cξ(ℓ, 0) =
Σ2

2πD2

ˆ 1/a

1/ℓ∗
dk
J0(kℓ)

k3
=

Σ2

2πD2
ℓ2
ˆ ℓ/a

ℓ/ℓ∗
du
J0(u)

u3
. (30)

In order to have a non-constant contribution here, we must go to the second order in the expansion of the Bessel function towards
the lower bound of the integral. This yields:

Cξ(ℓ, 0) ≈
Σ2

2πD2
ℓ2
ˆ ℓ/a

ℓ/ℓ∗
du

1− u2

4

u3
, (31)

which finally yields, up to constant terms:

Cξ(ℓ, 0) ≈
Σ2

8πD2
ℓ2 log ℓ+K ′(ℓ) (32)

with correction K ′(ℓ). Furthermore, the variogram is defined as V(ℓ, 0) = 2⟨ψ(r, 0)2⟩ − 2C(ℓ, 0). Hence, summing both
contributions yields:

V(ℓ, 0) ≈ A2

2πD
log ℓ− Σ2

4πD2
ℓ2 log ℓ+ C, (33)

where C is a constant. This result is of course only valid in the range where a≪ ℓ≪ ℓ∗.

SI-2.3: Computation of the temporal variogram

As we are now interested in the temporal variation of the same point in space, we will neglect the random static field ξ(r⃗) in
the computation which will only yield constant terms. Moreover, we will again neglect the contribution κ in the calculations
as the integration back to real space will impose Dk2 ≫ κ, as seen in the previous section. Our starting point is therefore the
following:

A2(2π)2

2T (D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

[
e−

|t−t′|
T − e−Dk2|t′−t|

TDk2

]
. (34)
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When τ = |t− t′| ≫ T

When τ = |t− t′| ≫ T , we can set e−
|t−t′|

T to zero. Coming back in real space yields:

C(0, |t− t′|) = − A2

T 2(2π)2

ˆ
dk

e−Dk2|t−t′|
2Dk2(D2k4 − 1

T 2 )
, (35)

which gives in polar coordinates:

C(0, τ) = − A2

T 2(2π)2

ˆ
dk

ˆ
dθ

ke−Dk2τ

2Dk2(D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

. (36)

It comes:

C(0, τ) = − A2

8πDT 2

ˆ Dτ
a2

Dτ
ℓ∗2

du
e−u

u(u
2

τ2 − 1
T 2 )

. (37)

Moreover, u
τ <

1
T if S = a2

D > T , which allows us to neglect this term, leading to:

C(0, τ) ≈ A2

8πD

ˆ Dτ
a2

Dτ
ℓ∗2

du
e−u

u
. (38)

Hence, in the regime where T < S ≪ τ ≪ κ−1 = ℓ∗2

D :

C(0, τ) ≈ − A2

8πD
log τ, (39)

up to constant terms. This finally yields:

V(0, τ) ≈ A2

4πD
log τ. (40)

When S ≪ T ≪ τ ≪ κ−1, logarithmic contributions can once again be obtained by performing a partial fraction decomposition
in (37) prior to integration. For completeness, in the regime where τ ≫ κ−1, S, T , the computation yields a constant value.

When τ = |t− t′| ≪ T

We come back to:

A2(2π)2

2T (D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

[
e−

|t−t′|
T − e−Dk2|t′−t|

TDk2

]
. (41)

If τ ≪ S, we can expand up to the order two in the exponentials for Dk2τ −→ 0, in addition to the expansion for τ
T −→ 0,

leading to:

A2(2π)2

2T (D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

[
TDk2 − 1

TDk2
+

1

2
(1− TDk2)

τ2

T 2

]
. (42)

Hence, the temporal contribution in the correlation function, coming back to real space, is:

C(0, τ) =
1

2π

ˆ 1
a

1
ℓ∗

dk
A2k

2T
(
D2k4 − 1

T 2

) 1
2
(1− TDk2)

τ2

T 2
. (43)

This yields, after integration and up to constant terms:

C(0, τ) ≈ A2

32πD
log

(
TD
ℓ∗2 + 1

TD/a2 + 1

)
τ2

T 2
, (44)
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which we can re write as:

C(0, τ) ≈ − A2

32πD
log

(
T
S + 1

κT + 1

)
τ2

T 2
. (45)

This finally yields:

V(0, τ) ≈ A2

16πD
log

(
T
S + 1

κT + 1

)
τ2

T 2
. (46)

If τ ≥ S, we cannot expand in the second exponential term of (21). This leads us to study separately both terms. The first one
will give, after expanding up to the second order in τ

T :

1

2π

ˆ
kdk

A2

2T (D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

(
1− τ

T
+

τ2

2T 2

)
, (47)

which yields:

A2

32πD
log

(∣∣T
S − 1

∣∣ (κT + 1)

(TS + 1) |κT − 1|

)(
1− τ

T
+

τ2

2T 2

)
. (48)

The second term:

− 1

2π

A2

2T (D2k4 − 1
T 2 )

e−Dk2|t′−t|
TDk2

(49)

will give:

− A2

8πT 2D

ˆ 1
a

1
ℓ∗

dk
e−Dk2τ

k(Dk2 − 1
T )(Dk

2 + 1
T )
. (50)

Changing variables to u = Dk2τ yields, after a few integration steps:

− A2

32πD

[
eτ/T log

( ∣∣T
S − 1

∣∣
|κT − 1|

)
+ e−τ/T log

(
T
S + 1

κT + 1

)
− 2 log (κS)

]
, (51)

which gives, after expanding the two exponentials eτ/T and e−τ/T up to the order two in τ
T :

− A2

32πD
log

(∣∣T
S − 1

∣∣ (κT + 1)

(TS + 1) |κT − 1|

)
τ

T
− A2

64πD
log


∣∣∣T 2

S2 − 1
∣∣∣

|κ2T 2 − 1|

 τ2

T 2
. (52)

This finally yields, after adding the first and second term contribution from (21):

V(0, τ) ≈ A2

8πD
log

(∣∣T
S − 1

∣∣ (κT + 1)

(TS + 1) |κT − 1|

)
τ

T
+

A2

16πD
log

(
T
S + 1

κT + 1

)
τ2

T 2
. (53)

We hence lose the quadratic behavior for the variogram when S ≤ τ ≪ T and the dominant behavior becomes linear.
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SI-4: Additional Plots
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Figure 5. Spatial variogram for the log-price field per squared meter p̂(r) := log(P̂ ), where the notation P̂ indicates the prices per squared
meter, averaged over the period 2018-2022 for France as a whole, its régions, départements and cities, with their respective cross-sectional
variability highlighted in shaded colors and the averages for each scale as filled circles. The different off-sets in the y direction corresponds to
the measurement noise contribution to the empirical field p̂(r). The observed empirical behavior is once again logarithmic.
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Figure 6. Distribution of all transaction log-prices p := logP , averaged for the 5 years of DVF data, both for the département of la Creuse
and for Paris. These locations were chosen as typical examples of both the countryside and cities, showing clearly two different shapes. This
explains the double-hump nature of the global log-price distribution for the whole of France, discussed in the main text.
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Figure 7. Distribution of all transaction log-prices per squared meter p̂, for the 5 years of DVF data. The right tail corresponds to a power-law
tail for prices per squared meter as P̂−1−µ with µ ≈ 1.4, close to 1.5, as found for the log-prices above.
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Figure 8. Spatial variograms for the log price field p(r) for every year between 1970 to 2022, using the data from [8]. We see that the slope
of these variograms is only weakly time-dependent, and that the logarithmic behavior is robust in time. The variogram reaches a plateau for
ℓ ≈ 70 km in 1970 and for ℓ ≈ 300 km in 2022.
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Figure 9. Theoretical predictions for the spatial variogram, computed when the noise amplitude is uniform, equal to A2, and when the noise
amplitude A2(r) is strongly heterogeneous, with ⟨A2(r)⟩ = A2 = 2πD × 0.19. We obtain a similar logarithmic behavior in both cases.
The inset shows a comparison between V1(τ) and V2(τ) computed for data simulated on a lattice with the same strongly heterogeneous noise
amplitude A2(r). We hence qualitatively retrieve the observed empirical temporal behavior.
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