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Abstract

The d-band center model of Hammer and Ngrskov is widely usediunderstanding and predicting
catalytic activity on transition metal (TM) surfaces. Here, we demonstrate that this model is inad-
equate for capturing the complete catalytic activity of themagnetically polarized TM surfaces and
propose its generalization. We validate the generalized na@l through comparison of adsorption en-
ergies of the NH; molecule on the surfaces of 3d TMs (V, Cr, Mn, Fe, Co, Ni, Cu and&n) determined
with spin-polarized density functional theory (DFT)-baseal methods with the predictions of our model.
Compared to the conventional d-band model, where the naturef the metal-adsorbate interaction is
entirely determined through the energy and the occupation bthe d-band center, we emphasize that
for the surfaces with high spin polarization, the metal-adsrbate system can be stabilized through a

competition of the spin-dependent metal-adsorbate interetions.

PACS numbers: 82.65.My, 82.20.Pm, 82.30.Lp, 82.65.Jv

Keywords: d-band center model, spin catalyst, two-statetity

*Electronic address$: leesc@kist.re.kr,seungcheol.lkst@gs.in; Corresponding author

1


http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.01746v1
mailto:leesc@kist.re.kr,seungcheol.lee@ikst.res.in

Introduction

Due to the low abundance, toxicity-related issues and hagt of 4d and 5d metals, in re-
cent years researchers have turned to developing catabisty cheap and abundant 3d transition
metals (TMs) and their alloys or oxides. The catalytic reactions in these materials can also be
manipulated using spin, in addition to the usual paramestech as size, strain, and electrode po-
tential. The role of magnetism in heterogeneous catalgsiss subject of a recent stutd§. It was
demonstrated by Behlet al? that on metal surfaces such as Al (111), spin selection leealkow
sticking probability of @ molecules with a triplet spin state. Recently, Melaneteal 1° showed
that the reactivity of metal surfaces is dependent on theigmetic states. Using first-principles
methods, they noted that in the case of adsorption.obha ferromagnetic Fe surface, there is
an asymmetry in the Fe-Hnteraction for majority and minority spin channels. Suslrametric
interaction results in weaker hydrogen-metal binding féerasomagnetic Fe surface than for an
antiferromagnetic Fe surface. In the ferromagnetic caslg,spin minority electrons take part in
the bond formation, while on the antiferromagnetic surfdlbe bond formation is accomplished
through both the minority and majority spin electrons.

Such notable results obtained either from the first-priesigimulations or experiments require
a simple theoretical model to interpret. The majority of fing-principles theoretical studies are
focused on the understanding the nature of interactiondertvthe adsorbate and the d-electrons
of the TM surfacé!=1% The most widely employed model invoked to understand theabthe
d-electrons is the so-callattband center mod¥=21 of Hammer and Ngrskov, developed more
than a decade ago. This simple yet highly celebrated moa¢lerhisorption is again based on the
concepts of other models of chemisorption such as (1) thelémderson mod&:23and (2) the
effective medium theo&?=25 The former is a more general description of the interaatibthe
adsorbate state with the continuous band of valence stbtiee metal, while the latter relates the
adsorption energy to the local electron density and thegdanone-electron states of the surface.

In the d-band model, the band of d-states participatingeéninteraction is approximated with
a single state at energy, known as theenter of the d-bandSuch a model can be thought of as a
narrow d-band limitof the Newns-Anderson model. According to this model, theati®n in the
adsorption energy from one TM surface to another corretateapward shift of this d-band center
with respect to the Fermi energy. A stronger upward shificats the possibility of the formation

of a larger number of empty anti-bonding states, leadingsioanger binding energy. The upward



shift of the d-band center can therefore be treated desariptorof the catalysis. Hammer-
Ngrskov model successfully explains both the experimeatal the first-principles theoretical
results for different ligands/molecules on a variety of Tiface’=2°,

However, there are few studies on the adsorption of molscotemetal surfaces with high
spin polarization. Moreover, if an adsorbate itself has saerable magnetic dipole moment, it
will have a strong magnetic interaction with the surfaceerEfiore, the validity of the Hammer-
Ngrskov model for molecular adsorption on surfaces witgdaspin polarization is not obvious.
The d-band center model predicts a uniform decrease (iseyedthe adsorption energy of a given
molecule from one TM surface to another where the numberaléditrons increases (decreases).
An exception to the prediction of the d-band center modelimtor OH adsorption on Pt and Pd
skin alloy system®. However, such exceptions are typically related to thed@igctronegativity
of the adsorbate and the substrate having a nearly full d-ban

In the present study, we demonstrate the limitations of tmeentional d-band center model via
a simple case study: the adsorption of non-magnetic maeauch as Nklon 3d TM surfaces.
The reaction of NH on TM surfaces is important due to its relevance in contiglthe corrosion
of steel and iron surfaces. We show that for a better commamsth the results obtained from
the spin-polarized DFT-based methods, the conventiomarat center model has to be extended
by considering two band centers, one each for the spin nygomd the spin minority electrons of
the system. Such a model would be useful in designing chémngiaations that can be controlled

through spin arrangement of the catalytic surface or by &ereal magnetic field.

Adesorption on 3d-TM surfaces; why do we need a spin-polarid d-band center model?

Here, we examine the applicability of the conventional débeenter model to a simpler prob-
lem: adsorption of non-magnetic molecules on spin-podarimetal surfaces. From a compari-
son of the adsorption energies of an NiHolecule on 3d TMs obtained from spin-polarized and
spin-unpolarized calculations, we find a significant effgfctpin polarization on adsorption. The
adsorption energies of the molecule on magnetic surfaeesnaaller for the spin-polarized calcu-
lations (see Fig. 1). This simple fact also suggests thatlthand center model, which relies on a
non-spin-polarized (or spin-averaged) description ofdindace electrons, has to be expanded to
incorporate spin polarization effects.

To understand the trend in catalytic activity across TMs should consider the spin polar-



ization of the metal surface in addition to the number ofekbns. In Figl. 2, we schematically
compare the d-band center of a metallic surface with andowtitBpin polarization. When spin
polarization is considered in a calculation, it is appraf@ito consider two d-band centers, one
for the spin up stategy; and the other for the spin down statgs. These are shifted in opposite
directions in energy relative to the unpolarized d-banderey. &4, is shifted downwards, while
the gq, is shifted upwards with respect 8. If we consider that these two centers interact with
the adsorbate level, we should obtain two sets of bondingatiebonding orbitals that are higher
and lower in energy with respect to the unpolarized bondimtanti-bonding levels. The possibil-
ity of obtaining a non-linear dependence of the adsorptiergy with the number of d-electrons
originates from the fact that the contributions to the agison energy from two such band centers
cancompetewith each other. Naturally, when the degree of the spin paton is smaller, the
two d-band centers are close to each other, and their gcisvéimilar. However, when the spin
polarization is higher, the two band centers are shiftedit@ntly in opposite directions. If we
consider the interaction with an adsorbate possessingpieuliévels, among which the occupied
ones are closer to the metal band centers than for the nyirspih, there are more unoccupied
metal-adsorbate anti-bonding states giving rise to statirgctive interactions, while there are
more occupied metal-adsorbate states for the majorityedpatrons, resulting in strong repulsion.
Therefore, the minority spin d-bands bind more stronghh®adsorbate, while the binding with
majority spin states is weaker. This phenomenon resulesgelchanges in the adsorption energies

of Mn and Fe as shown in Fig. 1 for spin-polarized and non-gpilarized cases.

Two-centered d-band model

In this section, we generalize the d-band model but stilbfelthe approach used by Hammer
and Ngrskov. Let us consider the interaction of the adserstates with the metal states using a
basis set with a minimum number of staté@aic, Yyo }, Whereysiq is the th adsorbate state with
spino and Y4q (0 =7,]) are two hypothetical discrete states representing metesstvith two

spins. The adsorption energy can be expressed as folloeshssupplemental material):
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For simplicity, we have assumed that all the adsorbatesstaitesigma-type orbitalvdak >, are the

matrix elements of the coupling between the TM d-state withk" adsorbate state? , is the

nio’
energy of the'l' unoccupied adsorbate state with spirande, e is the energy of thé") occupied
adsorbate state. The two d-band centers for the majorityramolrity spins are respectivesy; and
&q4)- The first term in the above equation is the energy gain dukeanteraction of the unfilled
adsorbate state with the metal states. The second termlzksstine interaction of the metal d-
states with the filled adsorbate states. The first term alwlagsribes an attractive interaction,
while the second term has both attractive and repulsive coemts. Heref is the fractional
filling of the metal state with spia. The last two terms in Eqri.l(1) are due to the orthogonabinati
of the adsorbate state and TM d-states and are always nepulBhe parameter is adjustable
and has units of eVL. The third term is due to the orthogonalization of the emplscabate states
on the metal d-states, while the fourth term representsrthegonalization of the filled adsorbate
states on the metal states.

When there is more than one adsorbate state, with some filéd@me empty, to understand
how the net attractive and repulsive interactions compdie @ach other in a realistic situation,
we consider the case of an Niholecule on the TM surface. In this case, the adsorbate is non
magnetic, and we assume that the interaction param@%/r is spin-independent and constant
for a particular metal surface. We express the various gnaygtributions to the molecule and

d-electron interaction as follows:

N 2 2
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whereN andM are respectively the number of unoccupied and occupiediaatsoorbitals.

Spin-dependent attractive and repulsive surface-adsorlia interaction

Eqn. [2) describes a simplified model for adsorption enefgyrmon-magnetic molecule inter-
acting with the TM surface. The states with eneggyande,; are respectively empty antibonding
and filled bonding molecular states. Competition and ccatp®r between the different spin chan-
nels during the process of adsorption are evident as wethplienergy given by Eqnl](2) into
attractive and repulsive parts. The first term in Egh. (2)wsags attractive for arbitrary filling of

the d-states for both the spins, while the second term carrittenvas the sum of attractive and



repulsive contributions. The attractive component is #evic:

foV/2

Eattractive - - (3)
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The first term of Eqnl(3) gives the gain in energy due to thetgragsorbate levels interacting

with the d-band centers, while the second term is the eneagy due to the bonding orbitals

formed between the filled adsorbate states and the d-babersemhe energy due to the repulsive
interaction between the molecule and the metal surfaceéngis follows:
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The first term of Eqn[(4) is the energy of the antibondingtatbj which promotes destabilization
of the adsorbate on the metal surface, while the last twodeesult from the orthogonalization of

the metal and adsorbate states, as already mentioned.

Results and discussions

In this section, we quantify the energy contributions maméid in Eqns[{2]3, arid 4). We have

calculated the matrix elements V for different TM surfacesg Harrisongl? rule3s:

da da ﬁz 3/2
Vi) = Nnto) 172" ()

wherengf‘a) = 1.36(—2.95), Eni — 7.62eVAZ are constants. The characteristic lengttof the d-
orbitals of different TM atoms is taken from R&. The bond-lengthd were taken from our DFT
calculations. Because motype molecular orbital is involved, we have consideviéd only (note
that hereg indicates the type of adsorbate orbital, not the spin indexn Eqn.[(R)). To calculate
the attractive and repulsive contributions in Eqhs. (3[@naf&4n NH; molecule on different TM
surfaces, we considered four discrete energy levels of thgrolecule (obtained from the DFT
calculations) in a symmetric manner, two from the HOMO reagiad two from the LUMO region,
(see FigLB, where the density of states (DOS) of the; Nidlecule is shown). The DOS exhibits
five distinct peaks at the energigg=-15.4 eV, -5.5 eV, and -0.5 eV ard,= 4.4 eV, and 6.4 eV,
respectively. Among these peaks, the peak at -5.5 eV camnelspto the doubly degenerate N-H
bonding molecular orbital with 1e symmetry, while the petl0sb is due to the molecular orbital

with 3al symmetry representing the lone pair. The peakglavand 6.4 eV are the anti-bonding



molecular states with symmetries 4al and 2e, respectivetyur calculation of the chemisorption
energy, we have not considered the level at -15.4 eV sinseeiiérgetically too far from both the
majority spin and the minority spin d-band centers for adl TiMs.

The adsorption energies are calculated from Edn. (2), wihereenormalized adsorbate levels
£aj ande; are due to the interaction with sp electrons of the metal s&éthevels are obtained using
the Newns-Anderson modél23 (see Fig[#, where the renormalized levels are shown aldegsi
the d-projected DOS of the Fe (110) surface). The correspgnménormalized DOS of the NH

molecule is as follows:

Dnw, (E) = lz A(E)

T4 (E—&—NE)) +A(E)? ©

whereA(E) = mV?Ds(E) is the chemisorption functiorV describes the adsorbate-metal cou-

pling for the sp electrons, ariby(E) is the DOS of the metals sp electrongE) = 1 é,(Eng’

m

is the Kramers-Kronig transformation A{E). The renormalized adsorbate levels are calcu-
lated from the values dE for which the lines described by= E — £; crossA(E).

In the actual calculation cA(E), we assume a semi-elliptical sp band centered at the Fermi
energy, with the bandwidth obtained from our DFT calculatio

In Table 1, in the 2nd and 3rd columns, we show calculatedrdttz@nters for the majority
spin and the minority spin for TM surfaces in the 3d seriese furth column gives the attractive
contribution to the metal-ligand interaction, while theHitolumn gives the repulsive part of the
metal-ligand interaction. Table 1 shows that for V, Cr, Cd @m, &4 ~ £y, which is not the
case for Mn, Fe, Co, and Ni, for whicly; < £4;. The 6th and 7th columns give the magnitude
of the spin-dependent attractive interaction, while theatd 9th columns give the magnitude of
the spin-dependent repulsive interaction. It is evideoinfthe table that for V, Cr, Cu and Zn,
the energies for the attractive interaction are the samédur the majority and minority spins.
Additionally, as expected, the energies for the repulsiteraction are the same for both the spins.
In contrast, for Mn, Fe, Co, and Ni (see columns 8 and 9 of Tapléhe attractive interaction has
a larger magnitude for the minority spin, while the reputsivteraction has a larger energy for the
majority spin.

In the case of NH, the strongest molecule-TM interaction is through thedillene pait®34
For spin-polarized surfaces, most of the repulsive intevads produced by the majority spin
electrons, mainly becaugg + f;)aVv2 > (1+ f)aV2 sincef; > f|.

In Fig. [8, we show the adsorption energies obtained from phegolarized DFT calculations
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alongside thé\Ey4 calculated from our model (left panel) using Eqris][3,4]r E@amparison, we
also showAEy calculated from the Hammer-Ngrskov model (right panel)e @iFband centers in
this case were obtained from the spin-unpolarized DFT taicums. It is evident from Fid.]5 that
our model is more consistent with the trend of the adsorpiwergies representing the DFT cal-
culation. This better fit arises because the spin-deperudenpeting metal-adsorbate interaction
(which is important for Mn, Fe, Co, and Ni) is absent in the Hia@n-Ngrskov model.

Instead of the spin-averaged d-band centeg, >= 5 fotdo e propose that the adsorption

Yo fo
energies obtained from the spin-polarized DFT calculatarfrom the experiments) can be cor-

related with the following descriptor:

foe
el =5 =% — (ea) — £ar)H (7)

whereu = % is the reduced fractional moment. The first term is the uspial-averaged d-
band center, while the second term is a shift depending osghepolarization of the surface.
The second term is non-zero only for the surfaces with a mwo-magnetic moment. The role of
this term is to push the effective d-band center to lowerggnand thus capture the effect of the
spin polarization in reducing the adsorption energy. kef fandéegq, = &4, = &y, geff — g4, the
descriptor for the usual d-band center model. In Fig. 6, e gfl’ f with the adsorption energies
obtained through spin-polarized DFT calculations and stt@spin-averaged d-band center for

comparison.

General relationship between chemisorption energy and d-d4nd centers in spin-polarized systems

The variation of the chemisorption energy from one metdbs@arto another as predicted in the
conventional d-band center moélis as follows:

SAEy = (‘ME“) Seq+ (‘MEd) OV2 = ydeq + voV?2 (8)
\% &d

0&g oVv?2
The first term in Eqn[{8) corresponds to the covalent intewadetween the metal and the adsor-

bate, while the second term corresponds to the Pauli reputiie to orthogonalizatiéhof TM

and adsorbate stateg— <‘9AE">V <0, whilev = <‘7AE"> > 0. g4 is the d-band center that is
&d

Oeg ov2
obtained either from a non-spin-polarized calculationnwotigh spin averagingq = 5 4 fz";‘]ég.
Ignoring the second term, we obtain the following:
AE,
SAEy = <‘9 d) 5eq = yoeq (9)



Eqn. [9) represents the central result of the conventiotalrdd center mod&l?’, i.e., a positive
shiftin d&y implies an increase in the chemisorption energy, while atmegshiftindey decreases
the chemisorption energy.

The variation of the chemisorption energy and the d-bantecéras the following relationship

from our spin-generalized model from Eqnl. (2):

(9AEd> <0AEd) (aAEd) 2 (0AEd) 2
OAEq = O&4t + 084 + | =55 oV« + oV
‘ < 04y /v “ L TAY “ ov? &gy oV? €|

- ; (YoOdo + VaOV?) (10)

_ [ 9AEy _ ([ 0AE4
wherey; = <0sdo>v andvg = <W)5da.

The form of Eqn.[(10) suggests a decrease in the chemisorgtiergy as we move from a mini-
mally spin-polarized surface to a highly spin-polarize@ osince if we considedey; to be posi-
tive, 5&4; should be negative, and the first two terms in EQnl (10) withpete. The change of the
chemical reactivity due to the antiferromagnetic-to-demagnetic crossov&t can also be under-
stood in terms of Eqn[(10). For antiferromagnets, therévwaoespin sub-lattices, which we label
A and B. If we consider the simplest case, in which both of thie-lattices are composed of the
same metal, we have
£f = &g, a1
£y, = &5
From Egn[1lL, the stronger coupling of an adsorbate to thenityrspin channel of the sub-lattice
A implies a strong coupling to the majority spin channel af gub-lattice B. This coupling can

lead a change of site preference, even in a mono-compongfiereomagnetic material.

Stoner criterion and chemisorption

The formation of local moment on th® site of a TM surface is governed by the local Stoner
criterion,D;(Eg)l > 1, whereD;(Eg) is the DOS of the d-electrons oA site at the Fermi energy
and | is the Stoner integral. Since strong chemisorptiorh@si| large number of states from
the region near the Fermi energy to lower energies (due td lmmation with the adsorbate), it
therefore disturbs the Stoner criterion locally. Thussthevo effects, viz, chemisorption and the

Stoner criterion, oppose each other. The former leads tocgase in the kinetic energy, while the



latter promotes a smaller kinetic energy so that the magmes retained. It is therefore expected

that the spin-polarized surfaces would show lower actithgn the non-spin-polarized surfaces.

Outlook

It should be noted here that this approach of consideringipheild-band centers can be
further extended to study catalytic reactions involving Txides, which will help us design
inexpensive catalysts The d-bands of such systems are usually not continuous amicin
multiple subbands, mainly due to the crystal field effect.e iumber and the arrangement of
such subbands depends on the symmetry of the crystal fielthe Ifystem is magnetic, these
subbands further split into minority and majority spin sabts. A reliable description of the
catalytic activity of such systems can be obtained only fmmodel with a Hamiltonian of
H =Y a0€oNac + YioEdioNd,i + <za7aVol;chig+ H.C), which describes the interaction be-
tween the adsorbate levelg; with a set{i} of spin-dependent d-band centékg;, } with occu-
pationsngjg-. cga, Cao are respectively the creation and annihilation operatorghfe adsorbate
states, whilecgia, C4ig are the corresponding operators for the d-states. For gkiteg with an
ABOQOg structurej € tyg, €5. Additionally, using the present approach allows one tegtigate how
to activate the reactions that are forbidden due to conervaf the spin angular momentm
by choosing a catalyst material with appropriate spin pzddion. Although so-calletivo-state
reactivity has already been the subject of a case study of organoroeaitiplex catalysgs, the
concept was not discussed rigorously for heterogeneoalystd, most importantly using the con-
cept of d-band centers (narrow d-band limit). There arelyatareactions in which both the
reactants and the products are non-magnetic, but thesaantermediates can be magnetic, and
the rate-determining steps can depend on the spin exchatgedn the adsorbate and the surface.

A more complete analysis along this direction is a subjeftinire studies.

Methods

The adsorption energies and the spin-dependent band semtecalculated from first prin-
ciples. These first-principles calculations are performétin the framework of DFT with the
Perdew-Burke Ernzerhof exchange correlation energy iomaf! based on a generalized gradient

approximation. We used a projector augmented wave methmdgsmented in Viennab initio
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simulation package (VAS®). The surfaces were modelled as slabs of 4x4 in-plane urit aed
four atomic layers containing 64 atoms. Kohn-Sham wavetfans of the valence electrons were
expanded in a plane wave basis with an energy cut-off val4b0feV. Brillouin zone sampling
was conducted using a Monkhorst Pack grid of 3x3x1 k-poildsic relaxation was performed
using the conjugate-gradient method until forces wereaedtio within 0.02 eV/Angstrom for the
non-constrained atoms. A vacuum of A@vas included. In all cases, we considered close-packed
structures of TM surfaces. We considered ferromagnetit)(6arfaces of V, Cr, Mn and Fe, the
(0001) surface of Co, and the (111) surfaces of fcc Ni, Cu amdThe dipole corrections were
applied along the directions perpendicular to the metdhsarto eliminate the unwanted electric
fields arising from the asymmetry of the simulation cell. Bh@ctural relaxations were performed
for NH3 and only the top two layers of the TM surface. The bottom tweita were fixed to their

bulk experimental values. The adsorption energy was catiediifrom the following relation:
Ead = Esya— (Es+Ea), (12)

whereEs, 4 is the energy of the surface plus the adsorbateEndndEx are the energy of the
surface and adsorbate, respectively. We used Egh. (12)dola the adsorption energies of
NH3 on different TM surfaces with and without spin polarizatidine d-band centers of both the
majority spins and the minority spins were calculated frbmfirst moment as given 9

[, EDgyo(E—Er)dE
B fiooo Dda(E_EF)dE,

&do (13)

whereDyq(E) is the DOS projected on the d-states of the TM for spiand Er is the Fermi

energy of the system. The spin-dependent fractional od¢mnsaare considered as follow; =

Er
M. These band centers and occupations were used as inputgter 2, 3, and 4).

Author contributions

S.B. and S.C.L conceived the idea. S.B performed the nualaaitd analytical calculations,

wrote the paper. S.C.L and U.U.W provided valuable input.

Competing financial interests
The authors declare no competing financial interests.

11



Acknowledgement

UVW acknowledges funding from the Indo-Korea Institute @ieé®ice and Technology and
support from a J.C. Bose National Fellowship (Dept. of Sowéeand Technology, Govt. of India).
This work was supported by the Convergence Agenda PrograP)©f the Korea Research

Council of Fundamental Science and Technology (KRCF).

12



[1] Enthaler, S, Junge, K, Beller, M, Sustainable metal lgats with iron: from rust to a rising star?,
Angew. Chem., Int. Eg47, 3317-3321 (2008)

[2] Sherry, B.D, Furstner, A, The promise and challenge ofiicatalyzed cross couplingcc. Chem.
Res.2008,41, 1500-1511 (2008)

[3] Hong, Wesley Tet al. Toward the rational design of non-precious transition tretades for oxygen
electrocatalysiskEnergy & Environmental Science8 , 1404-1427 (2015)

[4] Chretien, S. and Metiu, H., £Evolution on a Clean Partially Reduced Rutile %i(210) Surface and
on the Same Surface Precovered withyAamd Ay: The importance of Spin Conservatioh,Phys.
Chem G129 074705-074716 (2008)

[5] Torun, E., Fang, C.M, de Wijs, G.A, and de Groot, R.A, Rolélagnetism in Catalysis: Ru{{110)
Surface. Phys. Chem (117, 6353-6357 (2013)

[6] Ma'mari, F. A. et al, Beating the Stoner criterion using molecular interfadéature 524, 69-73
(2015)

[7] Mtangi, W, Kiran, V, Fontanesi, C and Naaman, R, Role @& Electron Spin Polarization in Water
Splitting, Phys.Chem.Letts5, 4916-4922 (2015)

[8] S. Pick,Trends in Surface Science Reseafdbva Publishers, (2005)

[9] Behler, J, Delley, B, Lorenz, S, Reuter, K, Scheffler, Misgdciation of @ at Al(111): The role of
spin selection rulefhys.Rev. Lett.94, 036104 (2005)

[10] Melander, M, Laasonen, K. and Jonsson, H, Effect of MdignStates on the Reactivity of an
FCC(111) Iron Surfacel. Phys. Chem (118 15863-15872 (2014)

[11] Grunze, M, Brundle, C.R , Tomanek, D. Adsorption andateposition of ammonia on a W(110)
surface: Photoemission fingerprinting and interpretatibthe core level binding energies using the
equivalent core approximatioBurface Sciencd 19, 133-149 (1982)

[12] Rao, C.N.R and Rao, G. N. R., Nature of nitrogen adsodrettansition metal surfaces as revealed
by electron spectroscopy and cognate technigBedace Science Reporfs3, 223-263 (1991)

[13] Ruban, A., Hammer, B, Stoltze, P., Skriver, H.L, NgrgkbK., Surface electronic structure and reac-
tivity of transition and noble metalgpurnal of Molecular catalysis AL15 421-429 (1997)

[14] Theoretical Aspects of Transition Metal Catalysigpics in Organometallic Chemistrywol 12
Springer, 2005

13



[15] Cheng, Het al, Investigation of Nitriding Mechanism at Transition Meg&ulrfaces: NH Adsorption
and Decomposition on Fe(100), Ni(100), and Cr(1J0Rhys. Chem99, 3715-3722 (1995)

[16] Xin, H, Vojvodic, H, Voss, J, Nagrskov, J.K and Abild-Raden, F, Effects of d-band shape on the
surface reactivity of transition-metal alloyBhys. Rev. B39115114 (2014)

[17] Hammer, B, and Ngrskov, J.K, Electronic factors deiaing the reactivity of metal surfaceSurface
Science343 211-220 (1995)

[18] Hammer, B and Ngrskov, J.K., Why gold is the noblest bfted metalsNature 376, 238-240 (1995)

[19] Hammer, B and Narskov, J.K., Theoretical surface smend catalysiscalculations and concefits,
vanes in catalysis45, 71-129 (2000)

[20] Gross, A, Theoretical Surface Science: A Microscopic Perspectiviag€r, 2003

[21] Nilsson, A, Pettersson,Lars G.M. and Ngrsko¥;emical Bonding at Surfaces and Interfaces. Else-
vier ScienceOctober 2007

[22] Newns, D, Self-Consistent Model of Hydrogen Chemisiorp Phys. Revi78 1123 (1969)

[23] Anderson, P.W, Localized magnetic states in meRifg;s. Revi24, 41 (1961)

[24] Jacobsen, K.W, Ngrskov, J.K and Puska, M.J, Interatoméractions in the effective-medium theory,
Phys. Rev. B35 7423 (1987)

[25] Narskov, J. K., irPhysics and chemistry of alkali adsorptjadited by I-I. P. Bonzel, A.M. Bradshaw,
and G. Ertl (Elsevier Science Publishers, 1989)

[26] Jacobsen, K.W, Stoltze, P, N@rskov, A semi-empiri¢idative medium theory for metals and alloys,
Surface Scienc&36394-402 (1996)

[27] Kitchin, J.R, Ngrskov, J. K., Barteau, M.A., and Cheg . Chem. Phys., Origin of the overpotential
for oxygen reduction at a fuel-cell cathod€)8 1788617892 (2004)

[28] Nilsson, A..et al,, The electronic structure effect in heterogeneous caglgatal. Lett100 111-114
(2005)

[29] Greeley, J., Ngrskov, J. K. and Mavrikakis, M., Eledim structure and catalysis on metal sur-
faces,Annu. Rev. Phys. Cheng3, 319-348 (2002)

[30] Xin, H and Linic, S., Exceptions to the d-band model oéetfisorption on metal surfaces: The domi-
nant role of repulsion between adsorbate states and metatak,The Journal of Chemical Physics
132, 221101-221104 (2010)

[31] Perdew, J.P, Burke, K., Ernzerhof, M., Generalizeddinat Approximation Made Simpl&hys. Rev.
Lett, 77, 3865 (1996)

14



[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

Kresse, G., Furthmller, J., Efficient iterative seotes for ab initio total-energy calculations using a
plane-wave basis sé?hys. Rev. B54, 11169 (1996)

Harrison, W. A. Electronic Structure and the Properties of Solids: The Risysf the Chemical Bond
Dover, New York, 1989

Bhattacharjee, S, Yoo, S.J., Waghmare, U.V, Lee, S.C,Hsz Mdsorption on PtM (Fe,
Co, Ni) surfaces: Cooperating effects of charge transfemgmatic ordering and lattice
strain,Phys.Chem.Chem.Phy&18 166-169 (2016)

Hammer, B, Special Sites at Noble and Late TransitionaWAi@atalystsTop. Catal.37, 3-16 (2006)
Xin, H, Holewinski, A, Linic, S, Predictive StructureeRctivity Models for Rapid Screening of Pt-
Based Multimetallic Electrocatalysts for the Oxygen Reiunc Reaction, ACS Catalysis2, 12-16
(2012)

Hammer, B, Morikawa, Y and Ngrskov, J.K., CO Chemisiotptat Metal Surfaces and Overlayers,
Phys. Rev. Lett76, 2142-2144 (1996)

Holland, P.L, Distinctive Reaction Pathways at Basedein High-Spin Organometallic Catalysts,
Acc. Chem. Re€81696-1702 (2015)

15



TM| €4t | &4) |Eattractive| Erepulsive| (Eattractive) o—1 | (Eattractive) o—| | (Erepulsivd o=+ | (Erepulsivd o=
V |-0.89-0.89 -1.22 0.42 -0.61 -0.61 0.21 0.21
Cr|-1.00-1.00 -4.31 1.75 -2.15 -2.15 0.88 0.88
Mn|-1.38-0.29 -4.20 1.50 -1.05 -3.15 0.78 0.72
Fe|-1.86 0.48| -1.33 0.95 -0.66 -0.67 0.63 0.32
Co0|-1.93 0.28| -0.22 0.16 -0.10 -0.12 0.09 0.07
Ni |-1.65-1.01] -1.48 1.08 -0.56 -0.92 0.52 0.56
Cu|-2.09-2.09 -3.91 3.93 -1.95 -1.95 1.96 1.96
Zn |-3.88-3.88 -17.90| 17.63 -8.95 -8.95 8.81 8.81

TABLE I: Calculated d-band centers (in eV) for both the miyoand the minority spins for the different
TM surfaces. The attractive energy and the repulsive endugyto the molecule-surface interaction and

their corresponding values for different spins are alsaltdbd.
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FIG. 1: (Color online) Adsorption energy with the number eéldctrons for spin-polarized (SP) and non-

spin-polarized calculations (NSP).
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FIG. 2: (color online) Schematic representation of the carspn of the coupling of an adsorbate leggl
with the metal d-states characterized by a single d-bantkcéotted line) g4 for the non-spin-polarized
case and two d-band centers, aggdandégy, for the spin-polarized casey ) andé&ay () are respectively
the metal-adsorbate bonding and anti-bonding energyddeelthe majority (minority) spins. [Eis the

Fermi energy.
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FIG. 4: (Color online) The (renormalized) DOS of the Bhholecule (left) and of the Fe (110) surface
(right) as obtained from spin-polarized DFT calculatiofitie results are shown with respect to the Fermi
energy. As an illustration, we show the interaction of thezNéhe-pair level (at -0.5 eV) with the two
d-band centersef; andgy)) of the Fe (110) surface. It can be easily understood thatathe-paireq,
interaction is attractive (the metal-adsorbate bondirgyanti-bonding states are shown as black) singe

is unoccupied, while the lone-pagg interaction (the metal-adsorbate bonding and anti-bandiates are
shown as blue in this case) has a repulsive contribution #sbeeausecy; has an occupation of f The

magnitude of the bonding-anti-bonding spht | is larger for minority spin.
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FIG. 5: (Color online) The calculated valueski, for different TMs as obtained from Eqgn. 2 are compared
with the adsorption energi&Dl T obtained from the spin-polarized DFT calculations (Out)e Bdsorption

energies calculated using the Hammer-Ngrskov (HN) modehkso shown.
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Derivation of two-centered d band model

Let us consider the simplest case, an adsorbate with a single molecular
orbital is interacting with a transition metal (TM) surface represented by
its d-band centers €4,. o is the spin index(oc =1,]). Supposing that the
metal and the adsorbate sub-systems are characterized by the wave functions

respectively Wy, and ¥,,, i,e

HiVar = o Vo (1)

and

Ha\paa - 5aaqjaa (2)

when they are not coupled. ¢, is the energy of the adsorbate state with spin
0. The wavefunction of the interacting system , Hyr = Ha + Ha + Haa, (
where Hy, |V >= V|¥,, > describes the mixing between a and d states)
can be written in terms of linear combination of atomic orbitals (LCAO)

approach,

\deaa - CdJ\IldO' + C(J,O'\PGJO' (3)

the energy of the interacting system is given by,

_ < \IldaJ|Htot‘\IldaJ >

E
< \Ddaalqjdaa >

(4)

Due to the interaction there will be spin-dependent bonding and anti-

bonding orbitals which can be obtained by setting:

OE
aCvdo B

0

2



and

8E
=0

a 4 — Ca
Ept = i) ;— c —-VS - \/ ng © ) s

a 4 T Ca 2
€abT:€dT;€ —VS+\/ ng 8),

(5)

a 4V2 — Ca
€b¢: —8d$;—8 - VS - \/ 5d¢ ° ) s

. AVZ + (eq) — £4)?
€abl = 8(”;8 —VS+\/ (Zdi )

Where we have considered €,4 = €4 = €4 V =< Vy,|Haa|Veor >, are
independent of the spin. The subscript b’ refers the bonding state, while
‘ab’ refers the anti-bonding state. The situation is shown in the Fig.1 of the
manuscript. The overlap integral is defined by S =< W4, |V, >, again same

for the both spin components for a given TM.

Case-1,the adsorbate orbital is occupied, ¢, < ¢4,

Suppose that the metal state is having the fractional occupancies respec-
tively for the two f; and f| for the two spin channels, In this case, the change

in energy due to the adsorbate-metal interaction can be written as,

AEy =(ep + v, + freat + f1€ab)) — 260 — frear — fiea

2 2
1 ) (- ) (14 f)aVE 4 (14 f)aV?

Edt — €a €dl — €a
(6)

Where o = —

<l



Case-2,the adsorbate orbital is unoccupied, ¢, > ¢4,

The change in energy in this case is,

V2 V2
AEy= —fy——— — fI————+ fraV? + flaV? (7)
€a — Edt €a — &4}
In the case of NH3 molecule, we have 4 adsorbate orbitals, two among them
are occupied(HOMO) and the remaining two are empty(LUMO), leading us

to

V2 v2 )
AEd:_;fagi — Edo _Z(l _fa)gdo_gj +ngav

o,j 0,1
d-LUMO interaction d-HOMO interaction d-LUMO orthogonalization
2
+Y (1+ fo)aV (8)
0.J

7

d-HOMO ort?lc)gonalization
Here the subscripts ’i” and ’j’ respectively refers to LUMO and HOMO regions

of g,.
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FIG. 1: (Color online) The magnetic moment of the TM atom attached to NHj for different

TM-surfaces



Origin of attractive and repulsive interactions: simple picture

To understand the interaction described by Eq.(2) of the manuscript, we
consider a simplified picture with a filled adsorbate state interacting with
valence states of the TM-metal. Since there is no empty adsorbate state, the
first and third term in the equation (2) are zero and we can write, AF,; =

0 2
=D (1 = >|€d0 Yol f)VieT = (Ar + A) + (R + R)).
Where A, and R, are the spin dependent attractive and repulsive part of

the metal-adsorbate interaction respectively.
AE; = (At + AY + (By + Ry (9)

where
Vda

Z”
‘5d0 5aa‘

is the energy gain due to formation of bonding orbitals for spin ¢. Similarly,

Z for— 20—

is the repulsive energy due to the formation of antibonding orbitals for spin o

2

+3 a1+ fo) Ve

|5d0 _'5aa|

plus the energy due to the orthogonalization of adsorbate state to the metal.
Let us now consider an hypothetical case: the same TM can exist in two spin
polarized states: (I) It is 100% spin polarized, i,e spin-T states are completely
filled while spin-] states are completely empty(half-metallic limit). (II) the
TM is 0% spin polarized (non-magnetic limit). Let us consider the interaction

of the filled adsorbate state with such states:



Case I, half-metallic (HM) limit:

Let us consider that the TM is 100% spin polarized i,e the majority spin
states are completely filled and the minority spin states are completely empty.
Such situation is represented in the Fig.2a (top panel). In such case, the
entire majority spin channel is pushed down so much that there is practically
no attractive contribution from the majority spin (A+ = 0). Similarly, there
is no repulsive contribution from the minority spin (R; = 0), since we have
assumed that the down-spin states are completely empty. From Eq. (9) we
get,

AEIM — R, + A, (10)

where AFEM is the adsorption energy for the half-metallic case.

Case II, non-magnetic limit:

In this case, both spin channels contribute equally to the attractive and
repulsive part (such situation in this case is represented in the Fig.2b (bottom

panel)), and therefore , Ay = A and Ry = R, From Eq. (10), we get

AEYP = 2(Ry + A)) = 2AEMM, (11)

ECJZV SP is thus twice in

The adsorption energy for the non-magnetic case, A
magnitude compared to the adsorption energy in the half-metallic case. It
is clear why a two-band centered d-band model with appropriate filling is
required to predict the catalytic activity on magnetically active surface. Cal-

culation based on single centred model for spin polarized surfaces may lead



over-binding(up to a factor of 2).
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FIG. 2: (Color online) Interaction of a filled adsorbate state with the TM-states in two extream
cases: (a)100% spin polarization (half-metallic limit) (b) 0% spin polarization (non-magnetic

limit). Here ”"A” represents attractive interaction while ”R” represent repulsive interaction be-

tween adsorbate-TM interactions.
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