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Laboratoire de Physique de l’École normale supérieure, ENS, Université PSL,
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We analyse the income distributions of cities in France and the scaling of the income of different
deciles as a function of the population. We find a significant difference in the scaling exponents for
the richer and poorer parts of the population, implying an unequivocal rise in inequalities in larger
cities, made worse by living costs that are disproportionately higher for the poor. We find that
the distribution of revenues of cities in France has a universal, Gumbel-like form, with mean and
variance growing with the logarithm of population. We show how this result directly implies different
income scaling exponents as a function of decile. We also study the spatial correlations of income
and population, which decay exponentially with distance. We find that large cities are not more
income-segregated than small cities. Finally, we search for couplings between social and economic
factors, like age and income, and propose a toy model that reproduces some of our observations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Urbanization is one of the most significant global
trends of our time. Cities are engines of economic growth
and development, attracting millions of additional people
every year. Characterized by their size, density, and com-
plexity, cities are home to large and diverse populations.
As cities continue to grow, their complexity and the chal-
lenges they face continue to increase, as it brings with it
a host of social, economic, and environmental challenges.

One of the most significant challenges of urbanization
is inequality. While cities offer opportunities for eco-
nomic and social mobility, they also host significant dis-
parities in wealth and income. These inequalities can
have severe consequences, impacting health, education,
and quality of life, among other things. Understanding
the patterns and drivers of inequality in cities is thus
critical for creating sustainable and equitable urban en-
vironments, and may also shed light on the mechanisms
leading to wealth and income inequalities in general.

Many urban features, including economic, social, and
environmental factors, scale with the size of population.
This scaling is known as urban scaling, and it has been
observed across a wide range of urban phenomena, from
innovation to crime, across the world [1–6]. However,
little is known about how inequality scales with popu-
lation, or how it changes as cities grow. Does the dis-
tribution of wealth or income change with the size of a

city? Is inequality greater in larger cities, or do larger
cities offer greater opportunities for economic mobility,
hence alleviating poverty? These questions are critical
for understanding the dynamics of urban inequality and
developing policies to address it.

In a very interesting recent paper, Mora et al. [7] have
investigated the scaling of inequality using data from US
cities. One of their main findings is that the top in-
come deciles increases super-linearly with city size when
the bottom income decile only increases sub-linearly with
city size. In other words, income inequalities is markedly
higher in large cities than in small cities. In the present
paper, we investigate the same question using data pro-
vided by the French institute of statistics (INSEE). Our
quantitative results are, perhaps surprisingly, very close
to those obtained in US cities. Additional results, not
addressed in Ref. [7], are also reported. We show in par-
ticular that the distribution of income in different cities
appears to be universal, when centred to account for dif-
ferent means and rescaled to account for different stan-
dard deviations. We show that the dependence of decile
income with city size is entirely explained by the fact
that the income mean and income standard deviation
both increase logarithmically with city size, albeit at dif-
ferent rates. The mean grows slower than the standard
deviation, leading to poorer poors and richer affluents
in large cities. This is in agreement with the result of
Ref. [8], which reports a Gini coefficient that increases
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FIG. 1. Average yearly standard of living in euros of each
box of side 200 meters plotted against its population. The
colourbar represents the density of points on the plot, and
the black line is a moving average over the incomes of boxes
arranged in order of increasing population.

as the logarithm of city sizes. We also study the spatial
correlations of income and population, as well as other
interesting statistical trends that differentiate small and
large cities. In particular, we find that large cities are not
more income-segregated than small cities, confirming the
conclusion reached in [8]. Finally, we will discuss possible
reasons for the observed scaling of inequalities with city
size, and propose a toy-model that qualitatively repro-
duces the growth of income inequalities with city size.

II. DATA ANALYSIS

A. Presentation of the data

For the purpose of our analysis, we use data provided
by the INSEE (Institut National de la Statistique et des
Etudes Economiques). This data is geolocalised, and
split into averages over boxes of side 200 meters. Thus
we have the locally averaged yearly incomes across France
by location in tandem with local population, number of
families, living area, home ownership, and lots of other
information [9]. The data is obtained from the tax decla-
rations for 2015 (the forms are filed individually the year
after, thus in 2016).

It is important to note that the “income” data we rep-
resent is in fact the “yearly standard of living” defined
by INSEE, which factors in the number of people living
in a household. In particular, a family of two people
each earning the same salary as a person comprising a
household alone will be shown to have a higher standard
of living in euros than the latter. This is achieved by
dividing the total income of each family by the number
of “units of consumption” (UC) in the family. The first
adult in the family has a UC of 1, while the rest have a
UC of 0.5. Children under the age of 14 are taken to have

a UC of 0.3. This standard of living winsor-summed over
the whole population of each box represents a single data
point, shown as a scatter plot as a function of population
density in Fig. 1. At first glance, we find that there is
very little relation between local population density and
average income (see the moving average line through the
cloud of points). Though the most populated boxes are
poorer, this is not a very striking observation. However,
as we show now, grouping together boxes belonging to
the same city leads to a much clearer picture (see also
section IIIA

B. Scaling of different income deciles with city size

To see how the incomes of various sections of the popu-
lation changes with city size, we apply a similar method-
ology as proposed in [7], comparing how different income
deciles scale with population.
Following [7], the variable whose scaling we are looking

for is

Y
(n)
i =

∑
j∈Dn

yi,j (1)

where Dn represents the nth decile, and yi,j is the income
of a person in city i. We are looking for scaling of the
form:

Y
(n)
i ∝ Nβ(n)

i . (2)

When the distribution of income is independent of city
size, the total income of each decile should grow propor-
tionally to Ni, i.e. β

(n) ≡ 1. Different scaling coefficients
for different deciles would characterise the dependency of
inequalities on city size.
To obtain these exponents, we perform a linear least

box regression of log(Y
(n)
i ) = β(n) log(Ni) + c. One chal-

lenge to this approach however is defining what a “city”
is. We try various methods of clustering points and cat-
egorising them as parts of different cities, and the expo-
nents obtained are slightly different in each case.
Somewhat surprisingly, the values of β(n) for French

cities are very similar those reported in [7] for US cities,
with the poorest 30-60% of the population’s income actu-
ally reducing as the city population grows, and the rest
seeing higher and higher returns on larger populations
(fig. 3). The bottom 50% consistently benefit less than
the average increase in growth brought about by larger
cities, while the top 50% sees a higher scaling in total
income than average.
Thus we have simultaneously two seemingly contradic-

tory results, a) the lack of a strong trend in the variation
of local income with local population (Fig. 1), and b) the
clear dependence of average city income (and the income
of each quantile) on city size. This shows at the very least
that local factors and interactions that have an effect on a
person’s revenue extend further than the immediate box
of side 200m. This suggests that the scale up to which
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(a) (b)

FIG. 2. Visualisation of the data used in this study, with the log population density in (a) and the average quality of life in
(b). Each data point represents an average over a box of side 200m located at the given location.

(a)
(b)

FIG. 3. Scaling exponents β(n) of the incomes of different quantiles of the population (b) based on which definition for cities
(a) is chosen. The top two images in (a) are manually performed clustering of semi-continuous regions formed of boxes with
at least 200 and at least 50 people each. The bottom two images in (a) are two different definitions for urban regions we found
on INSEE. On the left we have what is called the basins of the cities, which includes all communes that send at least 15% of
their working population to the most populated part of the basin. On the right we have “Urban Units”, which are defined
as built-up areas of at least 2000 people each without discontinuities of more than 200 metres. As seen in (b), the overall

trend of β(n) vs. n remains the same, independently of the precise definition of a city (shaded region): higher quantiles earn
disproportionately more in larger cities than in smaller ones. In black, we show the exponents obtained from assuming that the
income distribution of each city follows a Gumbel distribution with its given mean and variance, see Eq. (6) below. The dashed
horizontal line and the corresponding filled circles correspond to a null benchmark, where boxes are aggregated at random to
create fictitious cities of various sizes.

these factors are important are the scale of the city itself,
though this simplification excludes factors like travel and
migration between cities, and firms encompassing multi-
ple cities. It helps to see however that defining a city
as an entirely random combination of points across the
country removes this scaling altogether as in fig. 3, again

granting credence to cities as an economic unit that plays
a role in deciding its income distribution.

A lot has been said about scaling laws recently, es-
pecially their strong dependence on the definition of
what constitutes an agglomeration unit or an urban area
[8, 10]. These papers show that a large number of re-
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ported non-linear scaling exponents switch from super-
linear to sub-linear values (or vice-versa) based on the
definition of urban areas, and thus cannot be taken se-
riously. We see these effects as well, especially in the
fact that the total city income scales (weakly) super-
linearly for three of our used definitions (βinc

basin = 1.008,
βinc
uu = 1.004, and βinc

200 = 1.015) and sub-linearly for
the fourth (βinc

50 = 0.988). However, the important re-
sult we believe to be robust and significant is the up-
ward trend in the scaling exponents for various income
deciles which show a minimum range for the basin case
at β10

basin−β1
basin = 0.06 and a maximum for the ρ = 200

per box cutoff case at β10
200 − β1

200 = 0.11. Given the
shaded range in fig. 3, the lowest and highest possible
differences between the scaling exponents corresponding
to different income deciles are similar, at ∆βmin = 0.051
and ∆βmax = 0.127. These differences signify that if we
go from an average French city (80-100k people) to Paris
(6-12 million people), we will observe a 25-80% increase
in the highest income decile to lowest income decile ratio.
We will see in the next two sections that the existence of
a scaling law of the type Nβ(n)

, with β(n) close to unity
and increasing with decile n, can be fully explained by
the logarithmic dependence of the mean and standard
deviation of income with city size.

C. Relation between city size and mean/standard
deviation of income

The effect of urban agglomerations on the increase in
per-capita income is well-characterized, and we see this
in our data in the way the mean income of cities increases
with population. Fig. 4 (top left) shows a scatter plot
of mean income µ as a function of population N , for
different cities, here defined as continuous built-up areas,
corresponding to βuu in fig. 3. We find a statistically
significant increase of µ that can be fitted as µ(N) =
mµ log10 N + cµ with mµ ≈ 860 and cµ ≈ 19200, both
units in euros.

The standard deviation σ of incomes exhibits an even
stronger dependence on city population, showing that
larger cities have huge disparities in income compared
to smaller ones. Fig. 4 (top right) shows that σ can also
be fitted as σ(N) = mσ logN + cσ with mσ ≈ 1240 and
and cσ ≈ −160. As we discuss in the next section, the
fact that mσ > mµ is the basic reason explaining why the

scaling exponent β(n) is smaller than one for low deciles
and larger than one for high deciles.

D. Universality of the demeaned and rescaled
distribution of income

When extending the analysis of the previous section
to the skewness and kurtosis of the income distribution,
we find nearly no dependence at all on population size.
This suggests that once demeaned by µ(N) and rescaled

FIG. 4. The trends in the average and the standard deviation
of the income distribution implies that we have a gradually
shifting and widening distribution of revenues for larger and
larger cities. Higher order cumulants (skewness, kurtosis) of
income do not show a consistent trend as a function of city
population. Lines are linear regressions with respect to the
logarithm of city size.

by σ(N), the distribution of income should become inde-
pendent of city size. This is confirmed in fig. 5, where we
show the distribution of income, demeaned and rescaled,
for ten deciles of city sizes. As illustrated by the width
of the shaded red area, there is no systematic differences
between these empirical distributions (more formally, the
distance between this distributions measured as the av-
erage pairwise Kolmogorov-Smirnov test statistic scaled
with sample size was found to be 0.292, with a standard
deviation of 0.120). Averaging over all city sizes, we can
fit the resulting universal distribution rather well with a
Generalized Gumbel Distribution (GGD), to wit

ρ(u) = Z(a, b, c)e−ae−bu−cu, u :=
x− µ

σ
, (3)

where x is the income, µ, σ the mean income and its
standard deviation corresponding to the city size, and Z
the normalisation coefficient. [11] The coefficients a, b, c
are found to be equal to 3.90, 0.56, and 2.60, respectively.

n Mn n Mn

1 -1.474 6 -0.061

2 -0.990 7 0.170

3 -0.716 8 0.439

4 -0.488 9 0.800

5 -0.275 10 1.579

TABLE I. Values of the average of each decile of the Gen-
eralized Gumbel Distribution for the parameters we use, i.e.
a = 3.90, b = 0.56, and c = 2.60.

Taking such a universal distribution seriously, we can
revisit the result of sec. II B on the dependence of the
scaling exponent β(n) on n. First, define the average
decile of the GGD as

Mn =

∫ dn

dn−1

duu ρ(u), (4)
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where dn is such that∫ dn

−∞
du ρ(u) = n/10

for n = 1, . . . , 9 and d10 = +∞. The numerical values of
Mn are given in table I. We then define the total income
in the n-th decile In for a city of population N as

In = N (m(N) + σ(N)Mn) , (5)

or, using the logarithmic fits of m(N) and σ(N) obtained
in the previous section,

In = (cµ+cσMn)N (1 +Kn log10 N) , Kn :=
mµ +mσMn

cµ + cσMn
.

(6)
But since Kn is numerically small, we can rewrite In as

(cµ + cσMn)N
β(n)

with β(n) ≡ 1+ ℓKn with ℓ := log10 e.
The corresponding prediction is shown as the thick black
line in Fig. 3, and is in qualitative agreement with the
direct determination of the exponents β(n). Note that
when the mean and the standard deviation evolve in sync
with population size, one finds that β(n) is independent
of n. The difference β(n) − 1 is expected to change sign
when mσ is large compared to mµ.
Such an analysis leads to two important conclusions,

not emphasized enough (in our view) in Ref. [7]: a) The
fact that the difference between the scaling exponents
β(n) are close to unity reflects an underlying dependence
of the mean and standard deviation of the income on
the logarithm of population size; b) The fact that low
incomes grow slower than population size comes from
the fact that higher mean income in large cities are not
enough to counterbalance stronger income inequalities.

FIG. 5. The distributions of demeaned and rescaled income
for ten deciles of city sizes, depicted as the red area filled be-
tween the min and the max of all ten individual distributions.
The thick red line is the average of these distributions. The
dashed black line represents a fit with a GGD (defined in Eq.
(3)) with a = 3.90, b = 0.56, and c = 2.60.

Following up on the last point, we note that if the
distribution of income is a universal GGD with mean
m(N) and standard deviation σ(N), it is not difficult to
show that the Gini coefficient G is given by:

G(N) = Z ′(a, b, c)
σ(N)

m(N)
, (7)

where Z ′(a, b, c) is a comutable numerical constant. This,
together with the logarithmic dependence of m(N) and
σ(N) on N and the fact that mµ ≪ cµ, leads to an
approximately logarithmic dependence of the Gini coef-
ficient on N , as reported in [8].
What are the mechanisms leading to a logarithmic in-

crease of the mean revenue and its standard deviation
with city size, and in particular of a stronger dependence
of the latter? It seems to us that this is a crucial ques-
tion on which future research should focus. We outline
a few suggestions in the discussion section below. Before
addressing those, however, we want to provide several
additional empirical results in the next section.

III. SOME ADDITIONAL EMPIRICAL
FINDINGS

A. A closer look at the relation between local
population and income

Let us revisit the dependence of income on local pop-
ulation density by introducing scaled variables: we first
rescale the population of each box by its average over the
city the box belongs to. We do the same for revenues:
rescale the local box revenue by its average over the city
the box belongs to. We then plot the average rescaled
income as a function of rescaled population, resulting in
fig. 6. Whereas fig. 1 did not show any correlation be-
tween local density and income, the rescaled data paints a
much clearer picture. Relative to the city characteristics,
heavily populated neighbourhoods are clearly poorer, as
could have been anticipated – a correlation that disap-
pears when all the data is mixed together like in fig. 1,
and that is even inverted when we group boxes into cities,
since larger cities are wealthier.
Note that one can also detect a mild decrease of income

for low density neighbourhoods, which might come from
the fact that, in France, suburbs of large cities are both
less populated and relatively poorer. One might this ex-
pect such a humped shaped distribution not to hold for
US data.

B. Dependence of other social parameters on city
size

At this point, we wonder if there are any correlations
between the income, city size and other social param-
eters, like family sizes and age. To this end, we use
the data of families per elementary box given to us to
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FIG. 6. We scale the population of each box with the average
box population of the city it belongs to, and its revenue by the
average box revenue of the same city. Then we divide the data
into n = 81 quantiles based on this rescaled population, and
plot the rescaled revenues of each quantile against it. We get a
much better understanding of the underlying information this
way than we can from fig. 1, as we see that the more populated
neighbourhoods of any city are also relatively poorer.

calculate the average family size in that box, and we
calculate the standard deviation of these average fam-
ily sizes across each city. Similarly, we have information
on how many people in each box correspond to which age
bracket. This averaged data can be used to construct a
rudimentary age distribution for each city. We look at the
correlations between averages and standard deviations of
wages, family sizes, and ages. Average income does not
seem to show any strong dependences over average fam-
ily size or average ages, however, the variances of age
and family size grow significantly with city population,
as does the variance of income.

However, one can study more subtle effects: for each
city, we can regress (over different boxes) income vs. age
or family size vs. income, etc.. This gives a regression
coefficient for each city i, call it mi. We then average
mi for all cities of the “same” size (i.e. in the same size
decile n and plot the result as a function of n. These
plots exhibit consistent and statistically significant trends
(fig. 7) that show that: (a) richer families in larger cities
are often larger, while richer families in smaller cities
seem to be smaller on average, (b) older people have
higher incomes across the board, but the age dependency
is much stronger in large cities than small towns, and (c)
families can afford a larger increase in apartment size
when they get a raise in larger cities than in if they get
the same raise in income in a smaller city.

These trends may just be artefacts of nuanced social
circumstances: (a) maybe only richer families of those
that are large can afford living in big cities; (b) maybe
only big cities have corporate chains that go high up
enough to provide promotions and raises that increase
heavily with age; and (c) perhaps small cities have nei-
ther the diverse housing market present in larger cities, in

FIG. 7. We measure the regressions coefficients mi of social
factors like the average size of a family (top), age (middle),
and living surface of families (bottom) with income within
each city i, and average the slopes of these regressions within
each city size decile to get the above plots. These suggest a
higher dependence between the variables for larger cities: in
the most populated cities, family sizes are larger for higher
incomes, income grows strongly with age, and the amount of
extra living area you can afford with an increase in salary is
higher.

particular nor tiny apartments students and immigrants
often live in, explaining the strong impact of income on
apartment size. Be that as it may, all of these trends do
go hand in hand with the fact that big cities are charac-
terised by a larger dispersion of income.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 8. Here we show the spatial auto-correlation of the pop-
ulation density (a) and locally averaged revenues (b). After
a fast decay corresponding to intra-city distances, the decay
of correlations in the range 5-100 km is roughly linear in log
scale, corresponding to Eq. (8) (see dotted red lines). From
the slope, we get a characteristic length dc around 68 km for
the population density, and around 60 km for revenue.

C. Spatial correlations

We find that the spatial auto-correlation of population
density and of income in each box drops exponentially
with the distance between boxes. More formally we write

E
[
(x(ri)− µx)(x(rj)− µx)

σ2
x

]
∝ exp

(
−|ri − rj |

dc

)
(8)

where x(ri) is value of a certain variable whose covari-
ance we are calculating at position ri, µx and σx are
its mean and standard deviation respectively, and dc is
the characteristic distance associated with the decay of
this correlation. We find that the characteristic length of
the system is similar whether we look at the correlation
of population or of revenue. The length scale dc over
which these spatial correlations decay is ≈ 60km. We
see secondary peaks in the correlation functions at large
distances, which is approximately how far large French
cities are from each other. In particular, coastal cities in
France tend to be more populated and richer, leading to
such correlation “resurgences” at large distances.

Such a short-range, exponential decay of correlations is
at variance with the observation that cultural traits (such
as voting propensity for example) are long range corre-
lated, see e.g. [12–14]. This is indeed intuitive: whereas
opinions, beliefs or preferences can be transmitted from
one agent to another by e.g. word of mouth and propa-
gate out to large distances, as argued in [12–14], income
and population are of fundamentally different nature and
do not easily propagate spatially.

We have also examined the spatial correlation of in-
come at the smallest distance available, i.e. the standard
deviation of income difference between two nearby boxes,
measuring the degree of social segregation between close-
by neighbourhoods. We have in particular computed the
dependence of this standard deviation on the size of the
city within which these boxes are embedded. The idea
was to test whether rich/poor neighbourhoods are more
segregated in large cities, which could have been a mech-

FIG. 9. Comparison between scaling exponents for housing
costs versus those for income for the urban units case.

anism explaining why the average income in each box is
more heterogeneous in large cities than in small cities.
However, we found that the standard deviation of in-
come difference between neighbouring boxes tracks, up
to a constant multiplicative factor, the standard devia-
tion of income of the whole city. This means that larger
cities are not more segregated socially than small cities,
in agreement with the results shown in [8]. Hence, the
observed increase of inequalities in large cities is not an
artefact of the data induced by a stronger spatial segre-
gation.

D. Scaling of housing costs

To round off our analysis of inequalities, we investi-
gate the scaling of housing costs across deciles using geo-
localized data from the INSEE on house purchases in
2022. The scaling exponents for each house-price decile
are found to be significanlty larger than those for income
scaling, indicating a steeper increase in housing costs
with city population. While the trend between the ex-
ponents of different deciles for housing costs is not clear,
it suggests that the most and the least expensive parts
of the house-price spectrum see the largest increase as a
function of city population.

It is worth noting that the data only represents average
transaction prices of houses, which we use as a proxy for
living costs due to a lack of average rent data. It is uncer-
tain how similar the trends in apartment prices and rents
are, though we may assume rents also scale super-linearly.
As mortgages and rent for the same houses are typically
similar [15, 16], we can reason that rent scales at higher
rates than prices, as the profit margin, given by the dif-
ference between rent and mortgage, should have scaling
exponents similar to that of income. This is because
a significant portion of the income of the richer deciles
likely comes from rent (considering for example the rev-
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enue split of one of the richer parts of Paris [17]). This
implies that the scaling for percentage income spending
on housing will see a sharp negative trend throughout
deciles, if we consider it to be at the very least equal to
the difference between the cost and income exponents we
observe in fig. 9. Again, as the richer deciles do not pay
rent, this will only be a good approximation till decile 8
or 9, and the sudden rise in house cost exponent for the
most expensive houses will not feature into their living
costs as it would for the poorest.

Overall this negative trend over deciles for costs in ad-
dition to the positive trend for incomes suggests that the
effective inequality, for example the dispersion of dispos-
able income available after living costs, is actually much
larger than the dispersion of pre-cost incomes.

IV. DISCUSSION

A. Qualitative considerations

The reasons behind the sub-linear/super-linear divide
of income scaling of different deciles could have to do ei-
ther with (a) an absolute scaling in average income of a
particular job based on city population, or (b) a scaling
of the compositions of the salaried workers population
of each city (or both). The former would imply the ex-
istence of jobs which are paid worse (or better) as city
population grows. This is hard to imagine, but might be
true if we factor in increased competition or discrimina-
tion against immigrants in larger cities for lower-skilled
jobs, resulting in a drop in wages [18]. It could also be
due to the dependence of availability and wages of certain
jobs on other factors that are known to scale with city
population. Perhaps low paying jobs scale with a mea-
sure of city infrastructure per capita, something known
to scale sub-linearly with population.

Similarly, maybe wages in high paying jobs scale with
the number of human interactions, which clearly follows
a super-linear scaling with respect to city population.
The hierarchical structure of big firms, where each per-
son manages k people who, in turn, manage k persons
each, may also lead to a non-trivial scaling of a person’s
income with the size of the firm [20]. On the other hand,
the sub-linear/super-linear divide may also be due to en-
tirely different jobs that are more prevalent in large cities,
for example childcare and retail on the lower end of the
spectrum, and stock traders and advertising executives
in higher quantiles. It could also be due to the disap-
pearance of land intensive occupations like people who
own wine-yards or farms. This last example could point
to the fact that both possible reasons go hand in hand, as
the available land for such occupations decreasing would
first lead to a decrease in income of such jobs and then
the disappearance of the occupations altogether.

We check whether there is some truth to this assump-
tion by looking at the exact kind of jobs people do in
different parts of France, shown in fig. 10. We see that

FIG. 10. The partition of jobs by socio-professional cate-
gories as defined in the INSEE databse in randomly chosen
postal codes in small cities, and the richest and poorest parts
of Paris. We see that the distribution of jobs within these
postal codes depends less on how populated the region is
and more on whether its population is rich (or rather vice-
versa). The affluent commune of Mérignes has the same kind
of job distribution as the 6th arrondisement of Paris, while
people working in Fay-de-Bretagne and Montayral comprise
of similar socio-professional categories as those in Saint-Denis.
These distributions are found to be generic, with all French
communes displaying a job profile lying between the two ex-
tremes. We also show the distributions for all of Paris in red
which naturally includes its 6th district, and the entire Île-
de-France region in grey which contains both Paris and the
suburb of Saint-Denis in its confines. Looking at larger scales
this way has an effect of averaging out the socio-professional
categories. Thus it is clear that different incomes in different
cities is not just the effect of an absolute change in pay for
the same jobs. Categories are defined in [19].

there is a clear difference between kind of jobs preva-
lent in rich and poor neighbourhoods. The categories
correspond to the INSEE definitions, with “Category 3”
corresponding to the group Cadres et professions intel-
lectuelles supérieures, typically high paying jobs, “Cate-
gory 1” being the group Employés which are usually jobs
that don’t pay a lot, while “Category 2” corresponds to
Professions intermédiaires which lies somewhere between
the other two categories. Labourers are perhaps the least
paid of all socio-professional groups, while Agriculturists
and Artisans can cover a large range of revenues (the
latter includes shop owners, hair-stylists, as well as own-
ers of big businesses) and thus are difficult to rank in
this manner. Further definitions on what comprises these
groups is given in [19]. What we gather from this visuali-
sation is that the differences in income in various regions
cannot be solely due to the same jobs paying different
amounts, and that different compositions of the job mar-
ket are clearly an important factor.



9

FIG. 11. In the simulations of our toy model described by
eq. (9), we get an income distribution with an increasing mean
and standard deviation as we grow the size of the city. Both
growths are linear, with the latter being much faster than
the former, leading to the same kind of city size effects as
those found in the French data. For the simulation resulting
in these distributions we have used cE = 0.5, cρ = 0.001,
and γ = 3. The mean and standard deviation of the distribu-
tion are found to increase logarithmically with the population,
with µw ≈ 300 log10 N + cµ, and σw ≈ 750 log10 N + cσ, thus
qualitatively displaying a similar behaviour as observed due
to the values in fig. 4.

B. A toy-model

To quantify the effects of crowding in cities, we con-
struct a simplified toy-model. Imagine that people have
expected incomes - based on their circumstances, educa-
tion, luck, skill, etc - that are spread according a Gumbell
distribution of the kind we found in the previous sections.
We consider the following dynamics: an initially empty
city progressively grows into a city of size N , which can
be assumed to be via birth or migration. We write the
probability of getting a job of income wn+1 when joining
a city which already has size n as

PJ(wn+1|wE) ∝ exp

[
−
∣∣∣∣wE − wn+1

wEcE

∣∣∣∣γ
− log(1 + n)

(
ρn(wn+1)∆w

cρ

)]
,

(9)

where wE is the expected income for each person and
∆w is the width of the income brackets that we con-
sider, making ρ(w)∆w the fraction of people in said in-
come brackets. Thus brackets that are already densely
occupied are less accommodating to new arrivals, push-
ing people to the edges. The effect of which is that a
larger population is ’creating’ jobs with higher and lower
incomes. At the same time, people are reluctant to take
jobs that pay less than what they reasonably expect to
be paid due to their circumstances and education. On
the other hand, jobs that pay more than the average pay
at a person’s level of skills or contacts are harder to get

as well, all the more so in large cities (hence the factor
log(1 + n)).[21]
In this simple simulation, we do not modify previous

people’s incomes as the city grows, neither do we let them
find different jobs, or adjust their expected income with
time in the form of further acquired skills, capital, or
promotions. All these changes would help fit our toy
model more perfectly to the data we analysed in this
article. As we do however obtain behaviour similar to
what we want, we argue that competition could be a
major driving factor in the larger spread of incomes in
larger cities.

V. CONCLUSION

Previous works suggest that quantities that scale
super-linearly are those depending on interactions within
the population, whereas quantities that scale sub-linearly
depend on city infrastructure, which evidently often does
not keep up with city population [22]. As we find that the
same measure, i.e. total income, displays either regime
of scaling based on what part of the population we are
looking at, salaries of different kind of jobs might also be
dependent on fundamentally different factors for differ-
ent parts of the population. In the face of valid criticism
for scaling laws [23], we make various measurements on
our data to show that inequalities are without doubt in-
creasing with city population. We were able to reach a
number of interesting qualitative and quantitative con-
clusions: (a) the rise in inequalities as a function of city
size regardless of city definition; (b) the larger dispersion
of social factors like family sizes and living areas in bigger
cities; (c) the universality of rescaled income distribution
and finally (d) the logarithmic dependence of the mean
and standard deviation of income as a function of city
size, that (together with (c)) naturally explains the dif-
ferent scaling exponents for different income deciles.
While it is often suggested that urban areas lead

to a higher productivity due to being “agglomeration
economies” [24], we find that these increasing returns are
skewed in favour of the rich. The median income of the
population sees very little increase with city size and the
mode actually shifts downwards, which calls into question
the supposed benefits of agglomeration economies. Cities
are not closed systems, and research suggests migration
can dominate the population dynamics of cities [25], how-
ever there is evidence from elsewhere in the world that
suggests that travel for the purpose of earning one’s living
is most often short term, especially among the poor [26],
meaning that this population is probably not well cap-
tured by official statistics. Hence, given the insurmount-
able evidence for it in today’s world as both a source of
increased poverty and improved living standards [27, 28],
migration is most likely an important factor but there are
probably other reasons unrelated to migration causing
the larger dispersion of wealth in urban areas.
With the higher costs of upkeep/lower sustainability of
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urban regions mixed with higher inequalities, rising emis-
sions, higher temperatures, and risk of global pandemics,
and waves of immigration, we might be at the dawn of an
age that requires de-urbanisation. The transition to an
equitable society will have to start with policies directed
at balancing these challenges, for greater social welfare
and for reducing unrest as our challenges and economic
inequalities increase.
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