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Coordination geometries describe how the neighbours of a central particle are arranged around
it. Such geometries can be thought to lie in an abstract topological space; a model of this space
could provide a mathematical basis for understanding physical transformations in crystals, liquids,
and glasses. With this motivation, the present work proposes a metric model of the space of three-
dimensional coordination geometries. This model is conceived through the generalisation of a local
orientational order parameter and seems to be consistent with geometric intuition. It appears to
suggest a taxonomy of coordination geometries with five main classes, each with a distinct character.
A quantitative notion of orientational typicality is introduced and its interplay with orientational
order is found to evidence a statistical regularity with respect to point symmetry. By the assertion
of axioms on the topology of the space herein modelled, the range of structures that are possible to
resolve with the order parameter in molecular dynamics simulations is greatly increased.

I. INTRODUCTION

In both crystalline and noncrystalline materials, the
geometry of the immediate surrounding of a particle of-
ten undergoes transformation between seemingly dissim-
ilar geometries of coordination [1–4]. A scientific under-
standing of precisely which transformations are possible
is precluded by the lack of a mathematical model of the
abstract topological space that coordination geometries
can be thought to lie in. Prior discussion on such a space
is limited [5–7], presumably because there is little inter-
esting to be said about it from the traditional perspective
of symmetry.

In a recent publication, the authors of this work dis-
cussed a local structural phenomenon called extracopu-
larity—the tendency of particles in condensed phases to
have far fewer distinct bond angles than combinatorially
possible [8]. Extracopularity is an informational redun-
dancy that accompanies local orientational order and is
quantified by the extracopularity coefficient E, an order
parameter in the sense of the work by Steinhardt and col-
leagues [9]. Being a strictly local quantity, the original
extracopularity coefficient says little about the relation-
ships between coordination geometries. Fig. 1 illustrates
this point.

To enable the study of these relationships, the present
work generalises E to n particles. The generalised quan-
tity is a statistical expansion of the original one and thus
enjoys a similar, information-theoretic interpretation. A
metric for three-dimensional coordination geometries fol-
lows naturally from the generalisation. The space en-
dowed with this metric exhibits clustering around ge-
ometries that are similar in construction, thereby vali-
dating it as a model of the hypothetical abstract space
of coordination geometries. But many of the remaining
features of this space are nontrivial, making it a possi-
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ble new source of theoretical insight on the atomic-scale
structure of crystals, liquids, and glasses [6, 7, 10].

The main computational challenge with a metric based
on n-particle E is that evaluating the latter quantity re-
quires the explicit discretization of bond angles. Such
was avoidable with one-particle E [8]. Here we present a
method of bond angle discretization that is in a certain
sense optimal. This method is based on the observation
that bond angles are more likely to take certain values
than others. The method can also be used to compute
one-particle extracopularity coefficients with greater pre-
cision than previously possible. It therefore has immedi-
ate practical implications on structural analysis in the
molecular dynamics setting.

The remainder of this work is organised as follows:
Sec. II reviews E and discusses its generalisation to
n particles. Sec. III proposes a metric for three-
dimensional coordination geometries based on this gener-
alisation. Sec. IV addresses the computational problem
of bond angle discretization. Sec. V studies the topology
of the space of three-dimensional coordination geome-
tries. Finally, Sec. VI discusses a few implications of our
results.

FCC 109°
146° HCP

60°
90°
120°
180°

FIG. 1. Bond angles for the FCC and HCP coordination ge-
ometries, rounded to the nearest integer. The presence of
many common bond angles suggests a strong similarity be-
tween the geometries. Such is not obvious from their one-
particle coefficients, EFCC ≈ 4.04 and EHCP ≈ 3.46.
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II. GENERALISATION

We begin this first section by briefly reviewing the one-
particle extracopularity coefficient. We then make pre-
cise the behaviour that is desired of its n-particle gener-
alisation. Lastly, we define such a generalisation, obtain
its closed form, and check that it behaves in the desired
way.

A. Review

Consider a finite nonempty set S of points in Euclidean
space, and call each point p ∈ S a particle. Define the
neighbourhood N (p) of a particle p as a subset of S not
containing p, and call its elements q ∈ N (p) the neigh-
bours of p. Given a particle p and its any neighbour q,
call the vector q − p a bond. Typically, the neighbour-
hood of a particle is not known a priori and must be
determined empirically. In particle packings, this can be
achieved through the robustified Voronoi tessellation [8].

Let Bi denote the set of all unordered bond pairs for
the ith particle and Θi its set of (smaller) pairwise bond
angles. Finally, let I(A) = log2|A| give the information
content of a discrete set A [11]. Then, the (one-particle)
extracopularity coefficient Ei of the ith particle is defined
by the following difference:

Ei = I(Bi)− I(Θi). (1)

Information-theoretically, this quantity tells us how
much easier it would be to search for a specific bond
pair if the angle made by the pair were known.

For a particle with ki > 1 bonds and mi = |Θi| distinct
bond angles, Ei can be written more explicitly as follows:

Ei = log2

[
k2
i − ki
2mi

]
. (2)

We now consider a generalisation of this quantity to n
particles.

B. Desideratum

The simple fact that some quantity generalises the ex-
tracopularity coefficient to n particles does not guarantee
that it will be useful. Hence, before defining such a quan-
tity, we must carefully consider the behaviour needed to
make it so.

Let E1...n denote the extracopularity coefficient of a
nonempty collection of particles. If each of these particles
were to have the same coordination geometry, it would
only be natural for the coefficient of the collection to be
equal to the coefficient corresponding to that geometry.
More concretely, if these n particles are arranged, say, as
an FCC crystal, then one would expect to have E1...n =
EFCC ≈ 4.04. Furthermore, it would not make sense

for a particle collection to be more ordered as a whole
than it is locally around any of its constituent particles.
We capture the above behaviour in the following upper
bound:

E1...n ≤ max{E1, . . . , En}, (3)

with equality if and only if (ki,Θi) = (kj ,Θj) for all i, j.
Observe that a necessary condition for this bound to

hold with equality is that Ei = Ej for all i, j. Notice,
however, that this condition is not sufficient, since the
fraction in the argument of the logarithm in Eq. (2) is
not unique to every pair (ki,Θi).

C. Definition

Having formalised the desired behaviour, we are ready
to devise a generalisation able to satisfy it. Define the
extracopularity coefficient E1...n of a collection of n par-
ticles by

E1...n = 〈I(Bi)〉 − I(Θ1...n), (4)

where 〈·〉 denotes the arithmetic average and Θ denotes
the set of all bond angles exhibited by the particles.

Much like the one-particle coefficient Ei, the n-particle
coefficient E1...n can be expressed more explicitly in
terms of the number of bonds and distinct bond angles.
From elementary combinatorics, we have

I(Bi) = log2|Bi| (5)

= log2

[
k2
i − ki

2

]
. (6)

Taking the arithmetic average of this quantity gives us
the first term in the definition of E1...n,

〈I(B)〉 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

log2

[
k2
i − ki

2

]
(7)

=
1

n
log2

n∏
i=1

[
k2
i − ki

2

]
(8)

=
1

n
log2


n∏
i=1

(
k2
i − ki

)
2n

 (9)

= log2


n

√
n∏
i=1

(k2
i − ki)

2

. (10)

The second term in the definition can be expanded as
follows:

I(Θ1...n) = log2|Θ1...n| (11)

= log2

∣∣∣∣∣
n⋃
i=1

Θi

∣∣∣∣∣. (12)
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Combining Eq. (4), (10), and (12) reveals a general for-
mula for the extracopularity coefficient of n particles,

E1...n = log2


n

√
n∏
i=1

(k2
i − ki)

2

∣∣∣∣ n⋃
i=1

Θi

∣∣∣∣

. (13)

Observe that taking n = 1 recovers Eq. (2), showing that
what we have obtained is indeed a generalisation of the
one-particle case. The focus of the present work is on the
case of n = 2.

D. Bounds

While clearly desirable, the upper bound discussed in
Sec. II B is difficult to prove, as doing so would require a
precise understanding of the relationship between bond
angles and the number of bonds. There are nonetheless
certain indications that it may be satisfied. Notably, the
following looser bound is found to hold:

E1...n ≤ log2

[
maxi(k

2
i − ki)

2 mini(mi)

]
, (14)

with equality if and only if (ki,Θi) = (kj ,Θj) for all i, j.
Let us show that this is indeed the case. The argument

of the logarithm in the formula for E1...n is a positive frac-
tion, which increases with its numerator and decreases
with its denominator. Observe that the numerator of
the argument is simply the geometric average of k2

i − ki.
It is known that a geometric average cannot be larger
than the largest of the numbers being averaged,

n
√
x1 . . . xn ≤ max{x1, . . . , xn}, (15)

with equality if and only if xi = xj for all i, j. Next
observe that the denominator of the argument is twice
the cardinality of a union. Certainly, the cardinality of
a union cannot be less than the cardinality of the sets
under union,∣∣∣∣∣

n⋃
i=1

Ai

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ min{|A1|, . . . , |An|}, (16)

with equality if and only if Ai are identical. Eq. (14) is
now immediate.

For completeness, let us also consider the correspond-
ing lower bound. A geometric average cannot be smaller
than the smallest of the numbers being averaged,

n
√
x1 . . . xn ≥ min{x1, . . . , xn}. (17)

And the cardinality of a union is no larger than the sum
of the cardinalities of the sets under union,∣∣∣∣∣

n⋃
i=1

Ai

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
n∑
i=1

|Ai|. (18)

Thus, E1...n is bounded from below as follows:

E1...n ≥ log2

[
mini(k

2
i − ki)

2(m1 + · · ·+mn)

]
. (19)

III. METRIC

The relationship between coordination geometries is
of both practical [12, 13] and theoretical [7, 14] interest.
Prior efforts to capture these relationships tend to have
done so through general dissimilarity functions [5, 14, 15].
Such functions, however, lack one or more of the prop-
erties that are important to quantifying the degree of
dissimilarity between two objects [16]. Much more in-
formative are metric dissimilarity functions, often called
distance functions or metrics. Given a set M , a map
d : M ×M → R is said to be a metric on M if it satisfies
the following three properties:

I. d(x, y) = 0 if and only if x = y

II. d(x, y) = d(y, x)

III. d(x, z) ≤ d(x, y) + d(y, z)

(20)

Here we seek such a function on the set G of three-
dimensional coordination geometries. Given two geome-
tries g, h ∈ G, define the extracopularity distance dE(g, h)
between them by

dE(g, h) = max{Eg, Eh} − Egh, (21)

where Eg is understood to be the extracopularity coef-
ficient of a particle with coordination geometry g and
Egh that of a pair of particles with geometries g and
h. Property II is immediate from the symmetries of the
set maximum and the two-particle extracopularity coef-
ficient. While Properties I and III are difficult to prove
analytically, they can be shown numerically for 22 of the
most important geometries of coordination, which are
given in Appendix A.

IV. BOND ANGLE DISCRETIZATION

As visible from Eq. (21), the extracopularity distance
is ultimately the difference between a one-particle and a
two-particle extracopularity coefficient. The key to com-
puting both kinds of coefficients is in determining the
number of distinct bond angles |Θ| for the particle(s) be-
ing studied. This is typically much lower than the naive
count of bond angles due to equivalences between an-
gles. For example, the three instances of the 180◦ degree
bond angle class in a simple cubic neighbourhood may be
measured as 176.4◦, 178.7◦, and 179.2◦. Thus, a naive
count of these angles would result in overcounting 180◦ by
two. Clearly, each instance of an angle must be mapped
to the angle class before an informative count can take
place. We call this process bond angle discretization.
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In this section, we discuss a bond angle discretization
method that is optimal in a specific sense. Previously,
one-particle E had been computed without discretiza-
tion using a workaround that resulted in lower precision.
An updated version of our algorithm that uses the dis-
cretization method discussed below is publicly available
[17].

A. Approach

The most straightforward approach to bond angle dis-
cretization is what one might call fixed discretization,
wherein the interval (0, 180] is partitioned into subin-
tervals called bins, each having fixed endpoints, called
edges. Such an approach is justified by the observation
that bond angles do not take values in (0, 180] with uni-
form probability. Observe that the repulsive forces that
prevent (physical) particles from getting too close to each
other also make certain angles more likely than others.
The angle of 60◦ for instance is quite common, as it is ob-
served whenever three particles all neighbour each other
with equal radial distance. In this way, 60◦ can be seen
as an inherent bond angle of systems of interacting par-
ticles. Given a comprehensive list of such bond angles,
fixed discretization can be performed optimally by plac-
ing bin edges at the points in (0, 180] that lie between
them. A technicality of this approach is discussed in Ap-
pendix B.

B. Method

We now outline a method of bond angle discretization
with the fixed approach. We begin by listing the bond
angles exhibited by particles with commonly encountered
geometries of coordination (given in Appendix A). We
omit a geometry if any other geometry can be described
as a capping (or augmentation) of it. For instance, we
include BSA but not SA and CSA, as the former con-
stitutes a capping of the latter. This is done to avoid
biasing the bond angle list towards clusters of geometries
that are essentially identical in construction. Then, in-
herent angles are taken to be the points in (0, 180] that
are locally maximal in bond angle density (0 is taken to
be inherent by convention). We establish these points
using the algorithm DBSCAN [18], which takes the fol-
lowing two arguments: the minimum number of nearby
points minPts needed for a point to be considered an
inherent angle candidate, and the search radius ε that
defines ‘nearby’.

We select the first argument minPts = 1, which is the
most conservative choice as it does not disqualify any
point from inherent angle candidacy. The choice of the
second argument ε is more subtle. Visibly, larger val-
ues of ε will lead to coarser and hence more statistically
robust discretisations. If chosen too large, however, sub-
stantially different angles will be equivalated, rendering

the result of the discretization uninformative. To op-
timise this choice, we assert two axioms regarding the
topology of the space of coordination geometries:

1. (a) FCC is closer to HCP than it is to BCC.

(b) HCP is closer to FCC than it is to BCC.

2. (a) CSA and BSA are the two closest to SA.

(b) CSP and BSP are the two closest to HDR.

The first axiom simply formalises the well-known inti-
mate link between the constructions of FCC and HCP.
The second axiom is justified by the fact that capping
constitutes only a minimal change to any geometry. We
thus arrive at our choice of ε = 2.85, the largest value
to two decimal places for which the above axioms are
satisfied.

V. THE TOPOLOGY

To evaluate our model numerically, we considered 22
of the most commonly encountered geometries of coordi-
nation. We computed all 231 extracopularity distances
between these geometries, given partially in Fig. 2 and
fully in Fig 6. These distances were found to satisfy the
properties of a metric [Eq. (20)], and the extracopularity
coefficients they were computed from were found to sat-
isfy the desired upper bound [Eq. (3)]. We employed two
common techniques to make sense of this distance data,
namely hierarchical clustering and multidimensional scal-
ing.
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FIG. 2. Heatmap of extracopularity distances for 11 of the 22
commonly encountered geometries (see Appendix A for the
full version). All values are rounded to one decimal place.
Rows/columns are ordered as per Ref. [20].
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A. Hierarchical clustering

Hierarchical clustering is the construction of a binary
tree through the iterative pairing of a set of items given
the distances between them [19]. Each iteration pairs the
two items that are closest to each other, which are there-
after treated as a single item. The distance to/from this
new item is calculated as the average distance to/from its
constituents. The iteration stops when only one item re-
mains. Fig. 3 illustrates the result of hierarchical cluster-
ing for commonly encountered coordination geometries
based on the extracopularity distance.

The tree was found to exhibit clustering around col-
lections of geometries with similar construction, namely
those pentagonal prismatic, square antiprismatic, trigo-
nal prismatic, bipyramidal, cubic-cored, and pentagonal
antiprismatic. Among the less expected pairings were
that of HCP with the pentagonal prismatics, FCC with
the pentagonal antiprismatics, and SDS with the trigo-
nal prismatics. The technique we discuss next offers some
perspective on these pairings.

cubic-
cored

pentagonal
antiprismatic

bipyramidal
form

trigonal
prismatic

square
antiprismatic

pentagonal
prismatic

TET
TTP
BTP
CTP
SDS
TBP
PBP
SC
HBP
HCP
BPP
CPP
BSA
CSA
SA
HDR
BSP
CSP
BCC
FCC
CPA
ICO

0.20.4 0.00.6
dE

0.81.01.21.41.6

FIG. 3. Dendrogram of the binary tree obtained through the
hierarchical clustering of commonly encountered geometries
based on dE . The height of each branch (as measured hori-
zontally) corresponds to the average extracopularity distance
between the geometries that it connects. Leaves are ordered
as per Ref. [20].

BCCFCC

HCP
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BSP

CSP

CSA
TTP

HDR

SA

BTP
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SDS

PBP
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ellipsoidal
bipyramidal
cuboidal
tetrahedral

spheroidal cuboidal

bipyramidal

tetra.

ellipsoidal

quasi-pentagonal antiprism.
pentagonal antiprismatic
quasi-pentagonal prismatic 
pentagonal prismatic
square antiprismatic
trigonal prismatic

1a.
1a1.
1b.
1b1.
1c.
6.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

FIG. 4. Graph of commonly encountered geometries implied
by the Delaunay triangulation of the two-dimensional scaling
of extracopularity distances. Edge lengths have no signifi-
cance.

B. Multidimensional scaling

Multidimensional scaling (MDS) is the practice of em-
bedding a set of items into an abstract Cartesian space
given their pairwise distances [21]. We used nonclassi-
cal MDS with metric stress, which is the algorithm ap-
propriate for non-Euclidean metrics. We established 8
as a sufficient number of dimensions for the scaling, as
additional dimensions were not found to lead to further
reductions in stress. Fig. 4 depicts the graph implied by
the Delaunay triangulation [22] of the two-dimensional
approximation of the full, 8-dimensional scaling.

1. Taxonomy

The graph appeared to suggest five main classes of co-
ordination geometries: (1) spheroidals, characterised by
their high sphericity; (2) ellipsoidals, characterised by
their high moment of intertia; (3) cuboidals, characterised
by their cubic core; (4) bipyramidals, characterised by
their bipyramidal form; and (5) the tetrahedral, a class
on its own. Statistics for these classes are given in Ta-
ble I. Augmenting the classes with the clusters from the
binary tree resulted in the taxonomy depicted in Fig. 4.

Upon close inspection, we found the positions of in-
dividual geometries within classes to exhibit consistency
with the overall taxonomy. For example, the proximity of
TET to the cuboidals makes sense given that its 4 bonds
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correspond to 4 of the 8 edges of a cube. Likewise, the
proximity of PBP and HBP to the spheroidals is justified
by the fact that they are the biypramidal geometries of
highest sphericity, as is the proximity of BTP and SDS
to the spheroidals, given that they are the trigonal pris-
matics of highest sphericity.

2. Typicality

An important finding of the original work on E was
that ICO is the maximally ordered coordination geome-
try among those commonly encountered and that FCC is
the most ordered such lattice [8]. An interesting follow-
up question that can be asked is how ‘typical’ a given
coordination geometry is relative to others. To answer
this question, we define the extracopular typicality τE(g)
of a geometry g as its negative extracopularity distance
from the centroid 〈h〉 of all three-dimensional coordina-
tion geometries,

τE(g)− dE(g, 〈h〉). (22)

We computed typicalities numerically using the 8-
dimensional coordinates obtained through MDS, taking
〈h〉 to be the componentwise average over all 22 geome-
tries under study. We found TET to be the geometry of
lowest typicality, which is not surprising given its anoma-
lously low coordination number and bond angle count.
Meanwhile, HBP was found to be the geometry of high-
est typicality, which also makes sense given that it is
quite usual in both regards. Table I provides class aver-
ages on typicalities; Table II gives values for individual
geometries.

To investigate the interplay between typicality and or-
der, we produced a scatter plot of τE(g) versus Eg, pre-
sented in Fig. 5. The plot appeared to evidence a statis-
tical regularity with respect to point symmetry. In par-
ticular, it was possible to construct nested ellipses of de-
creasing maximum point group order. We also observed
an apparent ‘frontier’ of geometries with high typicality
for a given level of order.

At the highest-order end of the frontier we found ICO,
the coordination geometry that is locally preferred in
many monodisperse systems, notably simple liquids [23],

Class Ψ I/k τE

1. spheroidal 0.90 1.09 −0.74
2. ellipsoidal 0.84 1.28 −0.95
3. bipyramidal 0.83 1.04 −0.75
4. cuboidal 0.85 1.12 −0.73
5. tetrahedral 0.67 1.00 −1.36

TABLE I. Class-average parameters: sphericity Ψ, moment
of inertia per neighbour I/k, and extracopular typicality τE
(see Appendix C for details on the former two quantities).
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FIG. 5. Typicality versus order. The number on each dotted
ellipse indicates the maximum point group order of any ge-
ometry in the region between that ellipse and the one smaller.
The solid curve indicates the apparent frontier.

metallic glasses [24], and hard-sphere packings [25]. Fur-
ther along the frontier were FCC and HCP, which de-
scribe the structural tendency of a wide variety systems
[26]. And at the lowest-order end of the frontier was
HBP, the coordination geometry of particles arranged in
a simple hexagonal lattice—the ground state structure
for certain ‘core-softened’ potentials [27, 28].

It is also worth remarking on the geometries found near
(but not on) the frontier. These include BSA, which is
known to be locally preferred by the Kob-Andersen mix-
ture [29, 30]; BPP, which closely resembles HCP; BCC,
which corresponds to the lattice of the same name; HDR,
a subset of BCC; and CPA, a subset of ICO.

Lastly, we note the geometries observed furthest from
the frontier, TBP and TET, both of which are associated
with materials of highly anomalous properties, such as
graphite, diamond, water, and silica. [31].

VI. DISCUSSION

In essence, this work advances a redundancy-based
perspective on coordination geometries as an alternative
to traditional symmetry-based thinking. Point symme-
try is itself of course a kind of very useful redundancy
[32]. However, there are at least two ways in which it is
unsuited to the study of coordination geometries. Firstly,
it is degenerate to the extent of not being able to distin-
guish between basic crystal structures (e.g. FCC, BCC,
and SC). Secondly, small changes to a given geometry,
such as the removal of a neighbour, can lead to large
differences in its symmetry (cf. ICO and CPA). In as-
signing positive distances to all 231 pairs of geometries
herein studied (Fig. 6), our perspective does not appear
to evidence any degeneracies. And in suggesting a ge-



7

ometrically meaningful taxonomy (Fig. 4), it does not
appear to avoid degeneracies at the expense of informa-
tiveness.

The central result of this work is our metric model
of the space of three-dimensional coordination geome-
tries. It is conceivable that the metric captures, if only
partially, the energetic or entropic cost that would be
associated with a transformation from one geometry to
another [3]. Certainly, the well-known pathways of Bain
[33] and Burgers [34] are consistent with this idea, as the
geometries they involve lie in close proximity to one an-
other in our model. Further work would be needed to
explore this hypothesis.

In our previous work, we observed that a pairwise in-
formational redundancy in the bonds formed by a particle
underlies orientational order [8]. In the present work, we
find that the same phenomenon underlies orientational
dissimilarity and orientational typicality. It would thus
appear that this single phenomenon, which we call extra-
copularity, is able to reconcile three otherwise distinct,
orientational aspects of local structure—order, dissimi-
larity, and typicality.

In addition to the theoretical implications discussed
above, our results also have implications on the practi-
cal problem of local structural indication [12, 13]. The
present work asserts a set of axioms on the topology of
the space of coordination geometries to arrive at an op-
timal method of discretizing bond angles. Bond angle
discretization makes it possible to compute one-particle
E with greater precision than by the workaround dis-
cussed in Ref. [8]. This greatly increases the range of
structures that are possible to resolve with E in silico.
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Appendix A: Commonly encountered geometries

Table II lists 22 of the most commonly encountered ge-
ometries of coordination. These include 11 zero-lone-pair
molecular geometries predicted by valence shell electron
pair repulsion theory [35] and 8 solutions of the Thom-
son problem [36], the latter of which also happen to be
minimum-energy sphere packings for k ≤ 12 [37]. Math-
ematically, these correspond to the first 4 Platonic solids,
all 8 strictly convex deltahedra, 12 capped (anti)prisms, 4
regular bipyramids, 2 circumscribable bicupolae, and the

rhombic dodecahedron (a Catalan solid). Fig 6 depicts
their extracopularity distances.

Appendix B: A technicality of fixed discretization

One of the inevitabilities of fixed bond angle discretiza-
tion is the confusion of angles that are close yet unequal
even in the ideal form of a coordination geometry. Among
the geometries studied here, this issue is observed to af-
flict those of type (X)PP, (X)SA, (X)TP, and SDS. For
the analysis described in Sec. V, we corrected their bond
angle counts as follows. Let fg(θ) denote the number of
close yet unequal angles that are discretized to the (same)
angle θ for a coordination geometry g. Then, we define
the corrected cardinality of Θgh as

|Θgh|′ =
∑
θ∈Θgh

max{fg(θ), fh(θ)}. (B1)

Appendix C: Miscellaneous parameters

1. Sphericity

The sphericity Ψ of a particle with a given three-
dimensional coordination geometry is defined as the frac-
tion of the surface area of a sphere with the same volume
V as the geometry to the surface area A of the geometry
itself,

Ψ =
π1/3(6V )2/3

A
(C1)

[38]. By the isoperimetric inequality, we have 0 < Ψ < 1.

2. Moment of inertia per neighbour

The moment of inertia per neighbour I/k of a particle
with a given coordination geometry can be computed as
follows:

1. Calculate the centroid c of the particle’s neigh-
bourhood as the average position of its neighbours,
c = 〈q〉.

2. Determine the Euclidean distance `q of each neigh-
bour q from the centroid, `q = |c− q|.

3. Take the sum of the square of these distances to get
the moment of inertia, I =

∑
q `

2
q.

4. Divide I by k to get the per-neighbour value.
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[8] J. Çamkıran, F. Parsch, and G. D. Hibbard, J. Chem.
Phys. 156, 091101 (2022).

[9] P. J. Steinhardt, D. R. Nelson, and M. Ronchetti, Phys.
Rev. B 28, 784 (1983).

[10] L. Pauling, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 51, 1010 (1929).
[11] R. V. L. Hartley, Bell Syst. Tech. J. 7, 535 (1928).
[12] A. Stukowski, Modell. Simul. Mater. Sci. Eng. 20, 045021

(2012).
[13] H. Tanaka, H. Tong, R. Shi, and J. Russo, Nat. Rev.

Phys. 1, 333 (2019).
[14] L. Yang, S. Dacek, and G. Ceder, Phys. Rev. B 90,

054102 (2014).
[15] R. Hundt, J. C. Schön, and M. Jansen, J. Appl. Crystal-

logr. 39, 6 (2006).
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FIG. 6. Heatmap of extracopularity distances for all 22 commonly encountered geometries. All values are rounded to one
decimal place. Rows/columns are ordered as per Ref. [20].
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