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Abstract

By introducing appropriate lattice parameters for a bi-lattice smoothly connect-
ing the hexagonal close-packed (hcp) with the cuboidal structures, namely the body-
centered (bcc) and the face centered cubic (fcc) lattices, we were able to map out the
minimum energy path for a Burgers-Bain type of phase transition. We demonstrate
that for three different models applied, i.e. the kissing hard-sphere model, the Lennard-

Jones potential, and density functional theory for metallic lithium, the direct transition
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path is always from hcp to fcc with a separate path leading from fcc to bee. This solves,
at least for the models considered here, a long-standing controversy of whether or not

fcc acts as an intermediate phase in martensitic type of phase transitions.

TOC Graphic




Solid-state phase transitions are notoriously difficult to model.’ While experimental methods
can give quite detailed (P, T,V u, ...) phase diagrams, the specific mechanism (dynamics) of
a phase transition around the boundary line of different phases often eludes such experi-
ments even for the simplest solids such as the rare gases. On the computational side, phase
transition simulations are computationally very demanding and often plagued by the accu-
racy of the underlying model chosen for describing the intermolecular forces.?® Unlike in
simple chemical reactions where the minimum energy path (MEP) from the reactants to
the product can be obtained by certain algorithms* and sophisticated electronic structure
methods such as coupled-cluster theory,” for the solid state it is often difficult to map out
phase transition MEPs.® Here one relies mostly on model potentials” or on computationally
demanding density functional theory and sophisticated algorithms like machine learning to
explore the potential energy hypersurface.® '’

Martensitic transformations are a subclass of phase transitions described by diffusionless
displacive transformations caused by lattice deformations where atoms move in a coordi-
nated, homogeneous, and crystallographically oriented manner relative to their neighbors
along some MEP.'"!% It controls for example the mechanical properties of many materials
such as steel at elevated temperatures.'* Bain described such a transition from fcc to bee (the

15 and Burgers

so-called Bain path) as early as in 1924 on purely crystallographic grounds,
later in 1934 in a similar fashion for the hcp to bee transformation (Burgers path).'® While
the former only involves changes in the basic lattice parameters a and 7, = ¢/a within a
cuboidal lattice, the latter is more complicated and involves a transition from a hexagonal
based bi-lattice to some cuboidal (cub) lattices such as bee. 17 It remains, however, an open
question whether there is a direct path from hcp to bee or if the fcc lattice is an interme-
diate step in the Burgers hcp—bee transformation. ! For a recent discussion on lattice

instabilities see Grimvall et al.'!

In order to map out the MEP between hcp and the cuboidal lattices, we developed



a simple and intuitive lattice model which we apply to three different models: the hard-
sphere model,?* the (12,6)-Lennard-Jones potential,?® and to metallic lithium using density
functional theory.?* Our treatment involves a much larger parameter space than previously
applied ??" and should therefore give a detailed insight into the combined Burgers-Bain type
of phase transition.

We define the generator matrix B = {l;l, by, 53} containing the lattice vectors b; and the

shift vector v, as follows

1 0 0
B=a|im(l-a) jn/1I+a)@B—-a) 0
0 0 V2
v = 3(51752,53) (1)

The B-matrix has been obtained from the conditions that (a) we have a linear transformation
between the hexagonal and the cuboidal (cub) B-matrices defining the unit cell and char-
acterized by the transformation parameter a, (b) we have a bi-lattice introducing a middle
layer with the atom in the unit cell situated at the Wyckoff position ¥, as defined in eq.(1)
and shown in Figure 1, (c) any distortion from the base lattice parameter |by| = |bo| = a is
described by the lattice parameter v; (|bs| = 71a), and (d) we define v, = ¢/a as the ratio
between the two lattice parameters in a Bravais lattice. We keep the angles between the
vectors 4(53, I;l) and 4(53, 62) at 90° reducing the problem from a complete 9 to a subset of
7 parameters for the lattices constants p;, i.e. {p;} = {a, a,v1, 72, 51, B2, B}

The transformation from bec/fec to hep is visualized in Figure 1. The parameters for the
three lattices are summarized in Table 1. From the table it is clear that the lattice parameter
« is responsible for the hecp—cub (cub = fce or bee) transformation through the angle 615
between the vectors 51 and 52, i.e. cosbiy = %(1 — «), and the parameter v, for the fcc—bce

transformation.?® This implies that we can describe the phase transition as a hypersurface



of the cohesive energy, Eon(a,y2) with the remaining lattice parameters being optimized.

Figure 1: Left: The (distorted) cuboidal (blue lines shown on the left) and the hep structure
both with a ABABAB... sequence (layers A in red and B in blue) in a hexagonal unit cell with
corresponding basis vectors. Right: The transformation between the cuboidal lattices fcc or bee
(top) and the hexagonal closed packed bi-lattice (bottom). The red atoms indicate the middle layer
in the unit cell.

Table 1: Lattice parameters for kissing hard spheres of diameter 1 for the three lattices hcp, fcc
and bce. The volumes V', corresponding packing densities and kissing numbers Ny;ss are also given.

Parameter | hep | feec | bee
Q@ 0 1 1
2
a ]_ ]_ 75
- 1 1 1
V2 % V2 1
o 1 1 1
B2 \/Lg 1 1
B3 S V2 1
Z(by, by) 60° | 90° | 90°
8
\%4 V2 | V2 3V3
| n_ | w3
P 3V2 | 3V2 8
Niiss 12 12 8




We can derive the volume of the unit cell using the B-matrix from (1)

V = det(B) = @\/Qﬂxm—a) (2)

Since V' > 0 we have the condition that a € (-1, 3).

The kissing hard-sphere (KHS) model with attractive inverse power potential, called the
Sutherland potential,* is defined by ¢(r) = oo for r < 1 and ¢(r) = —r™" for r > 1 (in
reduced units). This model maximizes the number of nearest neighbors with distance 1,
i.e. the kissing (or coordination) number Ny. For the cohesive energy we obtain E.,, =
—%L%(pi), where Lz (p;) are 3D infinite lattice sums dependent on the exponent n and the
lattice parameters {p;} as defined in the generator matrix B. These are slowly converging
sums which we treat efficiently to computer accuracy in terms of fast converging Bessel

*U In the limit n — oo we get Feon = —Mygs/2. The minimum energy

function expressions.
conditions yields a = 1,74 = 1 and 5, = 1 for the hecp—cub transition, leading to the
expressions for the lattice parameters and the volume V derived from simple geometric

arguments,

Yo(ar) = \/w (3)

4—(1—w)?
Bale) = \/ e d )

Via) =24+ a(l —a) (5)

v2(c) is a monotonically decreasing function in the interval a € [0, 1] changing from ~2(0) =
\/g to v2(1) = V2. Consequently, the KHS model directly connects the hep with the fec
phase. The volume is at maximum at o = % with V = %, which we interpret as the transition

state. Along the hcp—fcc transition path the kissing number reduces to Ny = 10 for the



interval « € (0,1). For the r~% attractive potential, for example, we locate the transition
state at o = 0.5000623690 with an activation energy (with respect to the hep structure)
of AE*

coh

= 0.7061966753. The small deviation from the ideal a = % value comes from the
fact that the hcp structure is slightly more stable compared to fcc by an energy difference of
AE., = —4.881170486 x 10~2.

If we proceed to the bce phase the parameter v, becomes now our reaction coordinate
for the fcc—bcc Bain path. Here the 8 atoms at the edges of the cuboidal cell move slightly
outwards as the unit cell gets compressed along the c-axis and we have a > r,. = 1, where
Tbe 18 the distance from the sphere at the origin of the unit cell to the one in the middle
layer. The kissing number changes now from 12 (fcc) to 8 along the path to bece. We can
easily derive that
2 872

a(y) = m and V(y) = m
2 2

(6)
In this case the volume is monotonically increasing from fcc to bee. For the ¢ attractive
potential, the bee structure becomes a maximum at v, = 1.0, with a difference to the fcc
structure of AFE.;, = 1.100126588, which lies energetically even above the transition state
for the hep—fee path. In this model the bee phase is not stable towards distortion to the
fce structure. !

For a general (n, m)-LJ potential (in reduced units and n > m)*

dra(r) = — {1 - ] (7)

n—m |nrv mrm

we get the cohesive energy as a function of the lattice constant a for m > 3 to avoid

divergencies®

nm {Lg(pi) B Lg‘(pi)]

Eeon(pi) =
n(pi) 2(n—m) | na" ma™

(8)

in terms of the lattice sums L%(pi). As both lattice parameters connect the three phases
hep, fee and bee in a natural way, we map out the F.on(a, ;) hypersurface to obtain a

detailed insight into the phase transitions. To save computational time we restrict three of



the lattice parameters to their ideal values as shown in Table 1, i.e. 73 = 1, 3 = 75 and
(1 = 1. Test calculations with a few random points in the parameter space revealed that the
former two restrictions can be imposed and the latter is justified as it does not change the
overall topology of the hypersurface. All other lattice parameters were optimized by using a
Newton-Raphson procedure.

The AEcon(,v2) = Feon(0, \/g) — Eeon(a,72) hypersurface for the (12-6)-LJ potential
(taking the hcp structure as the reference) is shown in Figure 2. It is clear that there is no
direct MEP from hcp to bee; the MEP starting at hep leads directly to the fce structure
as predicted from the simple KHS model. Further calculations reveal that neither of the
more general (n, m)-LJ potentials have a direct MEP from hcp to bee.?! Starting from bec
towards the hcp structure, by changing the parameter o and optimizing all others, ends in
steep ascend energetically. As discussed before,”! the bee structure at @« = 1 and v, = 1 is a
maximum for the (12,6)-LJ potential. Concerning the transition state for the hep—fcc path,
we locate it at o = 0.50036605 with an activation energy of AEﬁh = 0.41488952 relative
to the hep structure. The volume at the transition state is 1.32709616 and below the KHS
limit as we expect for soft penetrating spheres.

For a real quantum system, we consider metallic lithium analyzed at the density func-
tional theory (DFT) level. A detailed account of the lithium phase diagram has been given
by Guillaume et al.?” and Ackland et al.?® Each point on the (o, y2)-energy hypersurface, as
shown in Figure 2, corresponds to an optimization of a and (3, at fixed values of o and s,
together with 7, = 1, 81 = 1 and 3 = 7. The algorithm employed in the crystal structure
optimization is the Newton-Raphson with the gradient and Hessian matrix calculated numer-
ically through finite differences and ensuring an energy threshold for convergence of 1076 eV
in the electronic energy. The single-point calculations were performed with density functional
theory using the Perdew-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) exchange-correlation functional®” coupled

to the dispersion corrections by means of the DFT-D3 approach including the Becke-Johnson

damping function,*®*" as implemented in the VASP 6.4.0 version.*" %! The atomic cores are
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Figure 2: Cohesive energy hypersurface, AEq. (v, ¥2), with all other lattice parameters optimized
for (top) the (12,6)-LJ potential (in reduced units), and (bottom) the lithium metal (in kJ/mol)
calculated using the PBE-D3 functional. The white circles represent the position of the hep (o =

0,72 = 1/8/3), hep—fcc transition state (a ~ 0.54), fcc (o = 1,72 = v/2) and bee (o = 1,792 = 1)
structures.

described by the Projector Augmented Wave (PAW) method,*® and the electronic minimiza-

tion was done using the tetrahedron method*® with Blochl correction with an energy width



of 0.1 eV. The k-point grid was set using the keyword KSPACING=0.07 centered at the I'
point and an energy cut-off of 500 eV. The cohesive energies are obtained by comparing the
energy of the bulk and the isolated atom, the latter calculated from a large orthorhombic
unit cell of 14 x 14.001 x 14.002 A. Scanning the hypersurface and optimizing the lattice

parameters is computationally very demanding.

Table 2: Lattice parameters and volume V for the hcp, fcc and bece structures of lithium together
with the transition states along the Burgers-Bain transformation path. The transition state of the
hepfee transformation is denoted as T'Sq, whereas for the fcc<+bcec is denoted by TSs.

Prop.| hcp fcc bee TS, TS,
Eoon [172.2216(172.2515|172.0344(171.1907|172.0212
a 0.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.541 | 1.000
a 2.962 | 2.963 | 3.325 | 29079 | 3.230
Yo 1.632 1411 1.000 1.599 1.095
By | 0.577 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.820 | 1.000
V] 36.731 | 36.708 | 36.757 | 38.268 | 36.900

Figure 2 shows that the topology of the lithium cohesive energy surface is quite similar
to the one obtained for the (12,6)-LJ potential, with the deepest minima located at the hep
and the fcc structures, fcc being the ground state, see Table 2. This is in agreement with a
detailed phase diagram study of Ackland et al.*® At standard conditions, the lithium metal is
found in the bee structure with a measured cohesive energy of 158 kJ/mol.*” The difference
from the experimental cohesive energy comes from temperature effects, zero-point vibrational
contributions (3.971 kJ /mol for the fcc structure using the PBE functional *®) and the density
functional approximation applied. We expect that this error is mostly compensated when
taking energy differences along the transformation path.*® The bcc structure of lithium
is shown to be a very shallow minimum, in agreement with previous work.*>*’ The path
connecting hcp to the cuboidal structures leads directly to the fcc structure and has a
transition state at o = 0.541 with an energy difference from hep of AEf)h = 1.031 kJ/mol.

The transformation from fcc to bee occurs through a second transition state at v, = 1.095
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with an energy difference of AEZﬁh = 0.230 kJ/mol from the fcc phase. Noticeably, the
hep—fee transition state lies energetically above the fcc—bcee Bain path. The maximum
volume increase for the hep—fee transition is 4.18% compared to the hep structure (see
Table 2), and is less compared to the hard-sphere limit of 6.07% (3/2v/2) as we expect.

In summary, for the unit cell, lattice parameters and three different interaction models
applied we do not observe a direct minimum energy path from hcp to bee as originally sug-
gested by Burgers'® and others.?%?” The transition states on the (o, ,)-hypersurface MEP
for lithium comes at rather low energies of about 1 kJ/mol. Classical molecular dynamics
simulations at higher temperatures will explore the whole region of the parameter space
outside the MEP,”" and from such simulations it is therefore often difficult to get a detailed
picture of the phase transition compared to directly mapping out the MEP as presented here.
For solid-state systems such as barium,?® or iron,”! where the bce phase is significantly sta-
bilized over the fcc or hep phase, ! the topology of the hypersurface is expected to change,

which is the subject of our future investigations.
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