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Try to cover a blank sheet of paper with dots as uniformly as you can. If you are an orderly
person, you will arrange the dots in an array. You will start with a few dots at the vertices of
a square or a triangle and then add more, trying to keep the right directions and separations.
At each step you control only the local order and yet end up with imperfect but long-range
order — you have grown a crystal. This is as uniform as one can get. Take transparent disks
of increasing radii R, move them around the sheet, and count the number of dots N which
happen to fall inside the circle. The distribution of the number of contained dots quantifies
uniformity. In a random arrangement of dots with no long-range correlations the variance
2
σN
(R) grows extensively, as N ∼ R2 . In your ordered pattern it will have a sub-extensive
2
variance, growing with R as the circle’s perimeter, σN
(R) ∼ R. A random arrangement is
pretty uniform but not nearly as uniform as a crystal. The crystal is “hyperuniform”.
If you are not at all orderly, no long-range order will form. To achieve uniformity you will
gradually cover the sheet with dots that are well separated from one another. Again, you
control only the local sparse arrangement but it seems possible to end up with long-range
correlations, even if not with order. Can you create a disordered pattern with a degree of
uniformity similar to that of a crystal? The answer is yes [1, 2]. With respect to uniformity,
at least, orderly people do not have a big advantage.
Thus we can characterize uniformity by the normalized variance of N as a function of R
for asymptotically large R,
2
(R → ∞)/Rd ∼ R−µ .
(1)
σN
Normal uniformity corresponds to µ = 0, hyperuniformity to 0 < µ ≤ 1, and hyperfluctuations to µ < 0. (The latter might be found on your sheet of paper if you could draw a
fractal.) Maximum uniformity, as that of a crystal, has µ = 1.
A less intuitive but very helpful characterization of hyperuniformity uses the correlation
between density fluctuations at two different positions. A Fourier transform of the array
1

that you have drawn would show a pattern of Bragg peaks, the structure factor S(q), with
a vanishingly small signal for q below the first peak. A Fourier transform of a random
arrangement would give a diffuse pattern with a finite signal for q → 0. Hyperuniformity
is characterized by S(q → 0) = 0, implying suppressed density fluctuations on large length
scales. In more detail we may define
S(q → 0) ∼ q α .

(2)

Normal uniformity corresponds to α = 0, hyperuniformity to α > 0, and hyperfluctuations
to α < 0. The relation between the two characteristic exponents is µ = α if α < 1 and µ = 1
if α > 1. (For α = 1 there is a logarithmic correction to Eq. (1) [2].) Despite the apparent
lack of one-to-one correspondence between µ and α (for any α > 1 µ is “stuck” on 1), the
two characterizations in real and Fourier spaces have been regarded as physically equivalent.
According to the work by Hexner and coworkers this is not the case.
Change ‘dots’ to ‘particles’ and the issue becomes the possible structures of materials.
In addition to the classification according to order — crystalline, quasicrystalline, liquidcrystalline (with all the different symmetries included in these categories), and disordered,
another classification of structures suggests itself, according to uniformity — hyperuniform
(with different exponents), uniform, and hyperfluctuating.
Whether or not hyperuniformity becomes a concept of general importance in physics and
materials science depends on its relevance to large classes of systems, not only to individual
ones. Its occurrence in arrested absorbing states of schematic kinetic models has been well
characterized (e.g., [3]). Experimental observations have been more sporadic, usually in finetuned systems, such as sheared emulsions at a certain shear rate or density [4]. Hyperuniform
structures have been fabricated by man [5] and Nature [6] for photonic purposes. There have
already been indications of hyperuniformity in random close packings of colloid particles
[7, 8], but they have remained under controversy.
The recent work by Hexner and coworkers has established numerically the existence of
hyperuniformity in jammed packings of soft spheres in two, three, and four dimensions. The
hyperuniformity is observed in the disordered distribution of the contacts between particles
rather than the positions of their centers. This explains the elusiveness of the phenomenon
in earlier studies of jammed packings. The measured exponents are µ ' 1 (the maximum
value) and α ' 1.53.
Disordered packings of spheres undergo at a critical density of contacts, Z = Zc , a
continuous transition to a mechanically stable structure. The transition is manifested as
a sharp increase in the rigidity of the packing. The structural change accompanying the
rigidity transition has been unclear. Now the structural change has been identified as the
appearance of hyperuniformity in the contact density.
As in other critical phenomena, the transition involves a growing correlation length.
Using Eq. (1) a correlation length for hyperuniformity can be defined as the sub-system size
ξf such that for R  ξf the fluctuations in contact number are suppressed (µ > 0) and for
R  ξf they are still normal (µ = 0). Another definition, according to Eq. (2), is the length
ξZ such that for q  1/ξZ the density fluctuations are suppressed (α > 0) and for q  1/ξZ
they are normal. The correlation length should grow indefinitely as the critical point is
approached, ξ ∼ (Zc − Z)−ν . One expects the two definitions of the correlation length to
2

yield the same exponent ν. Yet the two values measured by Hexner at al. differ significantly.
This may indicate that the two definitions of hyperuniformity (1) and (2) do not describe the
exact same thing. The work gives additional new information on the jamming transition.
Comparing the measured critical exponents in two, three and four dimensions, and in a
mean-field model of jamming, the authors assess that the transition has an upper critical
dimension of 2, reinforcing earlier results.
Yet the main importance of the work is in its potential generality. It is plausible that
hyperuniformity will be found now in other jamming systems, making it relevant to a large
class of materials.
Lastly we note that there are two distinct categories of hyperuniformity. In the first,
to which the jammed packings belong, hyperuniformity is a critical phenomenon. A locally
hyperuniform region grows to cover the entire system. The physical principle making such
a strong suppression of density fluctuations favorable, is still to be clarified. The other type
of hyperuniformity is found in systems with long-range interactions such as ionic solutions
[9] and sedimenting suspensions [10]. Here the origin is clearer. The particles are sources
of a conserved field — charge, momentum, or other [11] — and density fluctuations are suppressed to avoid costly fluctuations in that field. Instead of growth of a correlation length, in
these systems density fluctuations are suppressed beyond a screening length, and the local
fluctuations are normal.
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