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To study crystals that contain heavy atoms, it is important to consider the relativistic effects, as
electrons in orbitals close to the atom’s nucleus can reach speeds comparable to that of light in a vac-
uum. In this study, we utilized the first-principles DFT+U method to analyze the electronic struc-
ture and geometric properties of uranium dioxide (UO2) using three formulations: full-relativistic,
scalar-relativistic, and non-relativistic. Our findings demonstrate that the non-relativistic scheme
produces results that deviate significantly from experimental values for both lattice constant and
band gap. In contrast, the scalar-relativistic regime yields highly accurate results for the geometric
properties of UO2, and is therefore sufficient for most studies. However, for a more precise analysis,
the full-relativistic calculations with spin-orbit effects should be employed, which result in a 6.2%
increase in the Kohn-Sham band-gap and a 0.05% decrease in the lattice constant compared to the
scalar-relativistic approach.
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I. INTRODUCTION

UO; is frequently used as a fuel in nuclear power
reactors.  Experimental investigations have revealed
that UO2 possesses an anti-ferromagnetic (AFM) crys-
tal structure with a 3k-order at temperatures below 30 K.
Conversely, at higher temperatures, UO; takes on a para-
magnetic form.[1, E] Previous experimental findings B]
demonstrated that uranium and oxygen atoms occupy
the octahedral (4a) and tetrahedral (8c) symmetry posi-
tions, respectively, within the cubic space group Fm3m
(No. 225) with a lattice constant of 5.47A, as depicted
in Fig. Il However, recent XRD experiments [4] have re-
vealed that UOg crystallizes with a less symmetric cubic
space group Pa3 (No. 205), with oxygen atoms slightly
displaced inside the cube.

FIG. 1: UOz crystal structure at low temperatures with
cubic space group Fm3m (No. 225) with lattice
constant of 5.47A.

Previous research has investigated the electronic struc-
ture of UOq E@] It is widely recognized that the stan-
dard approximations used in density-functional theory
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(DFT) [15,[16] to describe the system often result in in-
correct metallic behavior, whereas experimental observa-
tions indicate that UQOs is an insulator, a phenomenon re-
ferred to as the "Mott insulator.” This incorrect metallic
prediction is due to the standard approximations treat-
ing the partially-filled "localized” 5f and/or 6d valence
electrons in uranium atoms, or 2p valence electrons in
oxygen atoms, on par with other ”delocalized” electrons.
To address this issue, researchers commonly employ the
DFT+U method ﬂﬂ, ﬂ—@], which is computationally
less expensive and used in our calculations. Another ap-
proach involves utilizing orbital-dependent hybrid func-
tionals for the exchange-correlation (XC) energy func-

tional [13).

The high speeds of electrons in orbitals near the nu-
clei of heavy atoms, such as uranium, are well-known,
and must be considered when analyzing their behavior.
To estimate the speeds of these inner electrons in a ura-
nium atom, we used a simple Bohr model for hydrogen,
neglecting electron-electron interactions. The speed of
the electron can be calculated using the formula v, =
VEkZe2/mer, where k = 8.99 x 10°, m, = 9.11 x 1073},
and e = 1.6 x 1079 in SI units. For a uranium atom
with Z = 92, we used the positions of the peak of atomic
wave-functions as the radii of Bohr orbits and estimated
the speeds of 1s, 2p, 3d, and 4f electrons. The results
are presented in Table [ The data presented in Table [l
indicate that relativistic effects do not need to be consid-
ered for O atoms, whereas for U atoms, the speeds of the
inner electrons are of a magnitude comparable to that of
light.

The effects of relativity are typically accounted for us-
ing two levels of approximation: the ”scalar-relativistic”
approximation, where the spin-orbit interaction is neg-
ligible, and the ”full-relativistic” approximation, where
the spin-orbit effect is significant. In the full-relativistic
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TABLE I: Estimation of the speed for inner electrons of
U and O atoms using the simple Bohr model.
ap = 0.529A4 and c is the speed of light.

atom Z nl re/ao ve/c
U 92 1s 0.008 0.80
2p 0.041 0.40

3d 0.114 0.20

4f 0.286 0.10

O 8 1s 0.129 0.06

approach, the Dirac-Kohn-Sham equations are solved.

In this study, we have utilized the DFT+U method to
compute the electronic and geometric characteristics of
uranium dioxide employing full-relativistic (FR), scalar-
relativistic (SR), and non-relativistic (NR) formulations,
and subsequently compared the outcomes. The ura-
nium atoms were modeled utilizing the simplified 1k-
order AFM configuration, and the constraint of Fm3m
space group was applied during the geometry optimiza-
tion stage, which had minimal impact on the results.
Our findings demonstrate that the equilibrium lattice
constants in the FR and SR methods exhibit slight dif-
ferences (0.05%), while the electronic band gaps differ
significantly (6.2%). In contrast, the equilibrium lattice
constants in the SR and NR cases show relatively large
differences (2%), and the gap energy difference is con-
siderable (64%). Therefore, for investigating UOg, the
SR approach is reasonably accurate as long as electronic
excitation properties are not of concern.

This paper is organized as follows: Section [l provides
the computational details; Section [[IIl presents and dis-
cusses the calculated results; and Section [Vl summarizes
the conclusions of this study.

II. COMPUTATIONAL DETAILS
A. Pseudopotentials

The norm-conserving pseudo-potentials (NCPP) used
for U and O atoms were generated by the APFE code,
and to ensure transferability, nonlinear core correction
was applied during the generation step for all three cases
(NR, SR, and FR). The reference valence configurations
of U(6s2, 6p8, 7s2, Tp°, 6d", 5f3) and O(2s2, 2p*) were
used in the NCPP generation for all three cases. In the
FR case, the pseudo-potentials were generated by solving
Dirac’s equation, as described in Appendix [Al

In the NR case, the KS equations were solved self-
consistently in the spherically symmetric effective po-
tential for the atom. The simplified Dirac’s equations
were used in the SR case, in which the spin-orbit term
in the Hamiltonian was initially omitted but the ”mass-
velocity” and "Darwin” terms were retained [21]. For
the FR case, the two-coupled equations (AZ])-([A%]) were

solved self-consistently. It should be noted that even the
valence electrons, which may have small speeds compared
to the inner relativistic electrons, undergo modifications
in their orbitals due to the modified effective potentials
resulting from the contributions of high-speed core elec-
trons.

B. Electronic structure of UQO»

All calculations presented in this paper are based on
the solution of the KS equations in DFT, utilizing the
Quantum-ESPRESSO code package. [22, 23] To ensure
the accuracy of our calculations, we performed conver-
gence tests and determined the appropriate kinetic en-
ergy cutoffs for the plane-wave expansions to be 350 and
1400Ry for the wave functions and charge densities, re-
spectively. To avoid self-consistency issues, we used the
Methfessel-Paxton smearing method |24] with a width of
0.01Ry for the occupations. For geometry optimizations,
we employed a 6 x 6 x6 grid with a shift for Brillouin-zone
integrations. For density-of-states (DOS) calculations,
we utilized a denser grid of 8 x 8 x 8 in reciprocal space
and the ”tetrahedron” method [25] for the occupations.
In DFT+U calculations, we used a Hubbard-U parame-
ter value of 4.0 eV, consistent with values determined by
other works.[26, 27] We applied the Fm3dm constraint
to optimize all geometries for total pressures on unit
cells to within 0.5 kbar, and forces on atoms to within
107% Ry/a.u. To handle the multi-minima total energy
function for the lowest energy in DFT+U approach, we
utilized the occupation-matrix control (OMC) method,
previously used by others.[11,[19] After examining differ-
ent XC schemes, we found that the generalized gradient
approximation (GGA-PBEsol)|28, 29] produced the best
agreement with experimental lattice constant and band-
gap values. Hence, we employed GGA-PBEsol for our
calculations. Finally, we used the simplified model of 1k-
order AFM configuration for uranium atoms in all our
calculations.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS
A. Pseudopotentials

The pseudo-potentials used for the U and O atoms
were generated using the APE code. In Figure[2] we com-
pare the radial wave functions of the atomic all-electron
valence orbitals (6s, 6p, 7s, 7p, 6d, and 5f) for the U
atom. The 6s and 7s orbitals in the NR case are ex-
panded spatially compared to the SR and FR cases, lead-
ing to a larger equilibrium lattice constant in the NR
case. Figure [B] shows the comparison of the atomic all-
electron valence orbitals (2s and 2p) for O. The relativis-
tic treatment of the O atom does not cause any correc-
tions to the NR orbitals, but we use the same regime



for the U and O pseudo-potentials in NR, SR, and FR
calculations of UO; for consistency.

B. Electronic structure of UQO»

As previously stated, the GGA-PBEsol approximation
for exchange-correlation yields excellent agreement with
experimental results. Orthonormalized projection on to
Hubbard orbitals was used. To account for the anti-
ferromagnetic configuration of U atoms, a simplified 1k-
AFM configuration was utilized, in which the U atoms
alternately change magnetization in the z direction. Ge-
ometries were optimized with the Fm3m space group
constraint. To prevent meta-stable states in the DFT+U
calculations, the OMC method was employed.

Table [l displays the equilibrium lattice constants for
each of the three regimes considered. The results indi-
cate that the difference in lattice constant between the
FR and SR approaches is very small (0.05%), whereas
the electronic gaps differ significantly (by 6.2%). In con-
trast, the equilibrium lattice constants in the SR and
NR cases differ relatively significantly (by 2%), while the
difference in the energy gap is very large (64%). These
findings suggest that the NR scheme for both geometric
and electronic properties is far from experimental values
and should not be used in the study of UO5. However,
the SR regime is quite accurate when considering geo-
metric properties, while the FR regime provides better
accuracy when studying electronic excitation properties.

TABLE II: Equilibrium lattice constant, a, in A;
Kohn-Sham electronic band gap, E,, in eV for the three
schemes of NR, SR, and FR compared with

experimental values.

scheme a(A) E4 (eV)
NR 5.588 0.97
SR 5.480 2.72
FR 5477 290
Exp. 5.470 2.20

Fig. [ illustrates the total electron density of states
(DOS) for the three scenarios. It can be observed that
all three ground states are insulators.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This study demonstrated the necessity of considering
relativistic effects on the inner electrons of U atoms, while
such effects are negligible for O atoms. To investigate
the properties of UO; crystal, NCPPs were generated at
three levels of NR, SR, and FR. The U atoms’ AFM
configuration was modeled using a simplified 1k-order

AFM. To prevent meta-stable states in the DFT+U cal-
culations, the occupation-matrix control method was em-
ployed. The results indicated that the NR scheme is not
reliable for both geometric and electronic properties, and
thus, should be avoided. Conversely, the SR and FR ap-
proximations produce comparable and accurate geomet-
ric properties, with only a 0.05% difference in lattice con-
stant. Nevertheless, the band gaps vary by 6.2%, leading
to differences in the excitation energies.
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Appendix A: Dirac Equation

The Dirac equation for an electron in a scalar potential
V' is given by

HpU(7) = BU(F), (A1)

Hp = ¢(@ - p) + fmc® + Vg, (A2)

w(0%) o= (i 0) ¢ emree o

in which o¢;’s are Pauli matrices and Is is a two-
dimensional unit matrix. P, m, and ¢ are electron mo-
mentum, electron rest mass, and light speed in vacuum,
respectively.

For a scalar potential with spherical symmetry, it can
be shown that the Dirac equation transforms to the fol-
lowing two coupled equations:

K1 d [ ,dg R I(+1)
T AaaAr o 1 V AT nkKk
2M r2 dr {T dr ] + { 2M 72 g
_ W dVdga, (Ad)
AM?2c2 dr dr
B2 dV 14k
V=70 05 3. nn:E/ nk
e ar r Y g
df, 1 k—1
"t = — (V-F nk nK A5
I Ly By gt S g 9)

Here, we have used
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FIG. 2: All-electron U-atomic valence orbitals for NR, SR, and FR cases. As is seen, the 6s and 7s orbitals in the
NR case are spatially expanded relative to SR and FR cases, and this, in turn, leads to the increase of equilibrium
lattice constant in NR level of computations.
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where the spinor-angle functions ¢;;,, are defined as
products of spherical harmonics and spinors, and for

j =1+1/2 are given by:
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FIG. 3: All-electron O-atomic valence orbitals for NR, SR, and FR cases. As is seen, the 2s and 2p orbitals in all
cases of NR, SR, and FR are more or less the same.

In the above equations, the following definitions were
used:

E —
E'=E—mc* M(r)=m+ 20‘2/(T)
N 1 A
j=ltg k=M g) A=+1,-1 (A9

1 1
j:l—|—§—>/£:—(l—|—1), j:l—§—>n:+l

In the left hand side of Eq. ([Ad]), the second, third, and

fourth terms are the so-called ”mass-velocity”, ” Darwin”,
and ”spin-orbit” terms.
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FIG. 4: Electron density of states (DOS) for the NR, SR, and FR cases. All the three cases are predicted to be
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