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ABSTRACT: Many catalysts consist of late transition metal nanoparticles dispersed
across oxide supports. The chemical potential of the metal atoms in these particles
correlate with their catalytic activity and long-term thermal stability. This chemical
potential versus particle size across the full size range between the single isolated atom
and bulklike limits is reported here for the first time for any metal on any oxide. The
chemical potential of Cu atoms on CeO2(111) surfaces, determined by single crystal
adsorption calorimetry of gaseous Cu atoms onto slightly reduced CeO2(111) at 100
and 300 K is shown to decrease dramatically with increasing Cu cluster size. The Cu
chemical potential is ∼110 kJ/mol higher for isolated Cu adatoms on stoichometric
terrace sites than for Cu in nanoparticles exceeding 2.5 nm diameter, where it reaches
the bulk Cu(solid) limit. In Cu dimers, Cu’s chemical potential is ∼57 kJ/mol lower at
step edges than on stoichiometric terrace sites. Since Cu avoids oxygen vacancies, these
monomer and dimer results are not strongly influenced by the 2.5% oxygen vacancies
present on this CeO2 surface and are thus considered representative of stoichiometric
CeO2(111) surfaces.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Late transition metal nanoparticles dispersed across oxide
supports form the basis of industrially important heterogeneous
catalysts and are the subject of intensive research.1−15 The
strength of bonding of the metal to the oxide support has been
shown to control the chemical potential of the metal atoms in
the nanoparticles and how it varies with particle size.11−14 This
chemical potential in turn influences how strongly adsorbed
catalytic reaction intermediates bind to the metal particles13

and how quickly the particles deactivate by sintering.11,15 Thus,
understanding the strength of bonding of late transition metals
to oxide support and the resulting metal chemical potential is
crucial for understanding structure−function relationships in
catalysis. However, no one has previously reported an
experimental measurement of the adsorption energy of any
late transition metal adsorbed in the form of isolated atoms on
any oxide surface. We report here calorimetric measurements of
the adsorption energies of Cu atoms onto CeO2(111) under
conditions where they remain as isolated adatoms on terraces
and others where they grow as Cu nanoparticles with
controllable average size. We estimate from these Cu’s chemical
potential versus particle size across the full range from single
Cu adatoms to the bulk Cu(solid) limit. This has never been
reported for any late transition metal on any oxide surface and
provides a simple benchmark for validating the energy accuracy
of quantum mechanical calculations of metal/oxide bonding,
for example, density functional theory (DFT).9,10 These Cu/
CeO2(111) model catalysts address the crucial role of ceria as a
support11,15−28 and of Cu nanoparticles in industrial
catalysis.6−8

In this work, Cu was dosed onto a slightly reduced
CeO2(111) surface at 100 K, and its heat of adsorption was
measured by calorimetry, and the resulting structure of the
adsorbed Cu and Cu nanoparticle size were characterized using
surface spectroscopies. The results are compared with our
previous study of Cu adsorption onto this same surface at 300
K, where Cu makes clusters at step edges, even at the lowest
coverage studied.29 Cooling to 100 K enables production of
isolated Cu adatoms located on stoichiometric CeO2(111)
terraces. We also compare these results with previous DFT+U
studies of the adsorption energy of Cu atoms on stoichiometric
and reduced CeO2(111) surfaces.

17−21

2. EXPERIMENTAL SECTION

The microcalorimetry apparatus has been described in detail
elsewhere.30 The calorimeter was housed in an ultrahigh
vacuum chamber, with a base pressure of ∼2 × 10−10 mbar. It
was equipped with low-energy electron diffraction, X-ray
photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS), ion scattering spectroscopy
(ISS), a quadrupole mass spectrometer (QMS), and two quartz
crystal microbalances (QCM). ISS was performed using He+

ions with a 1.5 kV primary energy, and XPS with Al Kα X-rays.
Single crystal adsorption calorimetry was performed as

described in detail previously.29−32 The calorimeter heat
detector is a pyroelectric polyvinylidene fluoride (PVDF)
ribbon that was translated into mechanical contact with the

Received: July 1, 2015
Revised: August 13, 2015
Published: August 14, 2015

Research Article

pubs.acs.org/acscatalysis

© 2015 American Chemical Society 5673 DOI: 10.1021/acscatal.5b01372
ACS Catal. 2015, 5, 5673−5678

This is an open access article published under an ACS AuthorChoice License, which permits
copying and redistribution of the article or any adaptations for non-commercial purposes.

pubs.acs.org/acscatalysis
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acscatal.5b01372
http://pubs.acs.org/page/policy/editorchoice/index.html
http://pubs.acs.org/page/policy/authorchoice_termsofuse.html


backside of the Pt sample. A 4 mm diameter beam of Cu atoms
is chopped and collimated through a series of apertures to
produce a spatially and temporally well-defined 100 ms pulse
every 2 s that is directed onto the front face of the single crystal
sample. The detector response is usually calibrated using pulses
of a known energy from a HeNe laser before and after each
calorimetry run, but here, we did not know the exact optical
reflectivity of the ceria-coated Pt sample, which changes from
run to run as a result of differences in ceria film thickness.
Therefore, we scaled the absolute calibration factor slightly so
that the multilayer heat of adsorption in the high-coverage limit
equals the literature value for the heat of sublimation of bulk
Cu(solid).
The CeO2(111)-coated Pt(111) sample was cooled to 100 K

for calorimetry by mounting both the sample holder and the
calorimetry detector head on a liquid-nitrogen-cooled thermal
reservoir. Its temperature was monitored by two type K
thermocouples attached to the sample holder and the PVDF
ribbon holder as close as possible to the Pt sample. Before each
calorimetry measurement, the detector was retracted and the
surface was flash-heated to 873 K (measured by optical
pyrometry) in 1 × 10−6 Torr O2 to remove adsorbed
background gases. It recooled quickly (<3 min) to a stable
temperature near 100 K, and calorimetry was begun. The Pt
sample was mounted on a manipulator for XPS and ISS analysis
and for transfer to and from the calorimetry position. The
manipulator fork that holds the sample platen was cooled to
100 K by a reservoir of liquid nitrogen, and its temperature
there was monitored by a type K thermocouple mounted to the
manipulator fork as close as possible to the sample.
The absolute flux of Cu atoms was determined by QCMs, as

described previously.29,30 The sticking probability of the Cu
atoms was measured with a QMS. See refs 30−32 for more
details on measurement methods.
The growth morphology of Cu on CeO2−x(111) was

determined using He+ ISS detected normal to the surface at
a 135° scattering angle, 2 × 10−7 Torr He background, and 3
mA emission current (which gives an ion current of ∼90 nA/
cm2 averaged over the sample area over which the ion beam is
rapidly rastered).

3. RESULTS
3.1. CeO2(111) Thin Film Characterization. The

CeO2(111) thin films used were grown on a Pt(111) substrate
and characterized as described previously.29,33 They were
grown to a thickness of 4 nm, which is twice the thickness
needed to achieve bulklike heats of adsorption for Ag atoms.33

The ceria oxidation state was verified by XPS of the Ce 3d
region as described previously,29 measuring the contribution of
Ce3+ to the total integrated area of the 3d region [Ce3+]/
([Ce3+] + [Ce4+]).34 This showed the CeO2 surface to have
∼2.5% oxygen vacancies (i.e., CeO1.95), which are known to
reside mainly at step edges22 that cover ∼5% of the surface.29

3.2. Cu Film Growth Morphology on CeO1.95(111) at
100 K. Discrete amounts of Cu were deposited onto
CeO1.95(111) films at 100 K using the same Cu atomic beam
as in the calorimetry experiments, and the Cu and Ce signals
were monitored using He+ ISS (Figure 1a). Total Cu coverage
is defined in monolayers (ML), where 1 ML = 7.89 × 1014

atoms/cm2, the density of O atoms in the top layer of
CeO2(111). The integrated ISS intensity of the Cu was
normalized to that from a thick enough Cu overlayer to block
all the Ce signal (>40 ML). The Ce ISS signal was normalized

to that for clean CeO1.95(111) before Cu deposition. The Cu
ISS intensity increased with Cu coverage while the Ce ISS
intensity decreased. As shown, the data deviate strongly from
the layer-by-layer (2D) growth model but are well fit by the
hemispherical cap (3D) model, which assumes Cu grows as
hemispherical particles with a fixed particle diameter, D, at any
coverage and a fixed number density of particles, n,
independent of coverage.35 The fixed density of particles is a
well-known consequence of particle growth kinetics whereby a
saturation density of clusters is formed at very low coverage and
stays constant thereafter.36 Because n and D are mathematically
related for a given total Cu coverage, n is the only fitting
parameter.35 When the angle of detection is normal to the
surface but the ions are incident at angle θi = 45° from normal,
as here, that model gives that the fraction of the ceria substrate
signal masked by Cu particles equals nπD2(1 + 1/cos θi)/8,

37 =
(1.207)nπD2/4. The least-squares best fit shown in Figure 1a,
gives n = 5.3 × 1013 particles/cm2 for Cu adsorption onto
CeO1.95(111) at 100 K. This is ∼7 times as great as that
observed for similarly prepared CeO1.95(111) surfaces and
similar flux but at 300 K (7.8 × 1012 particles/cm2).29 The
higher density is expected at 100 K because kinetic growth
models appropriate for these conditions predict a saturation
number density that varies as the inverse cube root of the Cu

Figure 1. (a) Integrated Cu (closed) and Ce (open) ISS signal
intensities normalized to bulklike (>40 ML) Cu and clean
CeO1.95(111), respectively, as a function of total Cu coverage at 100
K onto CeO1.95(111). The dashed line represents a layer-by-layer fit
for 2-dimensional growth of Cu. The solid line represents a
hemispherical cap fit with a fixed particle density of 5.3 × 1013

particles/cm2. (b) The average Cu particle thickness versus Cu
coverage at 100 K calculated from these ISS data points, and on the
right axis, the average effective diameter of hemispherical caps that
corresponds to this thickness. Also shown is the result expected for the
same hemispherical-cap model and particle number density as used for
the best fit to the data in part a.

ACS Catalysis Research Article

DOI: 10.1021/acscatal.5b01372
ACS Catal. 2015, 5, 5673−5678

5674

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acscatal.5b01372


monomer diffusion constant across the surface,36 which will be
much smaller at 100 K than at 300 K. Within that model, this
ratio of 7 corresponds to an activation energy for Cu monomer
diffusion of ∼7 kJ/mol on CeO2(111).
To ensure no ion beam damage in Figure 1a, a growth

experiment was performed with only two Cu coverages (1 and
2 ML), giving much less total ion beam exposure up to 2 ML.
These data fell within error of Figure 1a, indicating that no ion-
beam damage occurred.
The normalized ISS signals in Figure 1a directly provide the

fraction of the ceria surface whose signal is masked by Cu
particles and the fraction of the total maximum Cu signal (due
to complete coverage by Cu) that is observed at any given Cu
coverage. If we assume the masked area is expanded from the
actual footprint of the Cu particles as a result of macroscopic
shadowing by the same factor as for hemispherical caps ((1 +
1/cos θi)/2 = 1.207; see above), dividing these fractions by
1.207 gives the area fractions actually covered by Cu particles.
Because we know the average Cu film thickness from the Cu
coverage (assuming the Cu particles have the density of bulk
Cu(solid)), dividing it by this covered fraction for each point
gives the average thickness of the Cu particles. Figure 1b shows
the average Cu particle thickness versus Cu coverage estimated
in this way. These thicknesses would only decrease by 21%
even if we assumed no macroscopic shadowing, so this
hemispherical-shape assumption has only a small effect on
the thickness plotted here. Because the average thickness of a
hemispherical cap is 1/3 its diameter, we multiplied this
thickness by 3 to show the corresponding average effective
diameter along the right-hand axis here. For comparison, the
result expected from the same hemispherical-cap model and
particle number density as used for the best fit to the top part of
Figure 1 shows excellent agreement. The XPS signals observed
were also consistent with this hemispherical cap model29 but
much less surface-sensitive than ISS, so they are not presented.
It is unlikely that the deposited Cu was incorporated into the
ceria film as a dopant (i.e., substituting for a Ce atom) because
of the high activation energy expected. (The energy cost to
create a Ce vacancy is 1833 kJ/mol,18 and surface Ce vacancies
are absent in these as-prepared CeO2(111) films.33)
3.3. Heats of Cu Adsorption on CeO1.95(111) at 100 K.

Figure 2 shows the heat of adsorption of Cu onto CeO1.95(111)

at 100 K and at 300 K from ref 29 as a comparison. All heats of
adsorption reported here have been corrected slightly for the
hot temperature and directed nature of the Cu atomic beam to
correspond to Cu atoms in a Boltzmann distribution at the
surface temperature, and RT has been subtracted from the
measured energies, as we always do in calorimetry.30−32 This is
done so the values on plots such as Figure 2 (times −1) equal
the standard enthalpy of adsorption at the sample temperature.
At 100 K, Cu adsorbs with an initial heat of adsorption of 225
kJ/mol, remains nearly constant for the first two gas pulses, and
then increases with coverage to asymptotically approach the
standard heat of sublimation of bulk Cu(solid) (337 kJ/mol at
300 K38 and 332 kJ/mol at 100 K38) by 5 ML. The sticking
probability of Cu atoms was found to be unity at all coverages.
As shown in Figure 2, the initial heat of adsorption of Cu on
CeO1.95(111) at 100 K is 75 kJ/mol lower than at 300 K and
remains lower at all coverages. The Cu heat of adsorption on
CeO1.95(111) at 100 K converges to the heat of sublimation by
5 ML, which is slower than at 300 K. The difference in initial
heats of adsorption is partially due to the smaller particles at
100 K (see below), but also partially due to the aggregation of
Cu nanoparticles, primarily at step sites at 300 K29 but on
terraces at 100 K due to slower Cu adatom diffusion at 100 K
(see below).
Using the particle density from the hemispherical cap model

in Figure 1a and the total Cu coverage in Figure 2, the
measured heats are replotted as Cu heat of adsorption vs
average Cu particle diameter in Figure 3. Again, the Cu heat of

adsorption on CeO1.95(111) at 300 K from ref 29 is shown for
comparison. The plot is truncated for nanoparticles larger than
0.85 nm at 100 K (equivalent to 1 ML total coverage) because
the fractional surface covered reached 35%, above which the
hemispherical cap model might begin to break down as a result
of particles possibly overlapping each other. The heat of
adsorption for Cu nanoparticles with a similar particle diameter
in the range 0.45−0.8 nm is lower at 100 K than at 300 K
because of different adsorption sites at the two temperatures
(see below). The particle density determined from the fit to the

Figure 2. Cu atom heat of adsorption at 300 K (diamonds, from ref
29) and 100 K (squares) on CeO1.95(111) as a function of Cu
coverage.

Figure 3. Cu atom heat of adsorption at 300 K (diamonds, from ref
29) and 100 K (squares) on CeO1.95(111) as a function of average Cu
particles diameter after adsorption. The effective particle diameter was
calculated using the total Cu coverage, assuming the nanoparticles
grow as hemispherical caps with a constant particle density of 5.3 ×
1013 particles/cm2. The data at 300 and 100 K were truncated at 35%
total surface coverage to avoid heats when particles were
agglomerating.
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hemispherical cap model is larger than the number of Cu atoms
per unit area adsorbed in the first two gas pulses, indicating that
these two calorimetry pulses produce only isolated Cu adatoms
at 100 K. The effective hemispherical Cu particle diameter is
0.22 and 0.32 nm for these pulses, which correspond to particle
volumes of 2.9 × 10−3 and 8.6 × 10−3 nm3, respectively, both
smaller than the volume per atom in bulk Cu(solid), 1.18 ×
10−2 nm3 based on its density.38 This is, of course, impossible,
which we attribute to a breakdown of the assumption of fixed
density of nuclei at such low coverages. The nuclei here are
single, isolated Cu adatoms, and their number density increases
in these first two pulses. These two pulses gave the same heat of
adsorption, within 3 kJ/mol, which does not increase with
coverage (effective diameter) in this ultrasmall size range, as at
larger sizes. This is again consistent with these two pulses’
producing the same structure: isolated Cu adatoms on
CeO2(111) terraces. These heats for isolated Cu adatoms
average 224 kJ/mol. This value will allow for much more direct
comparisons to DFT results than all our earlier calorimetry
measurements of such systems, for which multiatom clusters of
unknown geometry were made in the first gas pulse (see
below). Figure 3 represents the first measurement of the heat of
any metal adsorption on any oxide that covers the full size
range from isolated metal adatoms to such large metal
nanoparticles that they have reached the bulk limit.
Because Figure 3 presents dif ferential heats of adsorption,

these differences in heats of adsorption with size directly reflect
differences with size in the chemical potential of the metal
atoms, but with opposite sign. Neglecting entropic contribu-
tions to the free energy, which change very little with particle
size compared with the huge enthalpic changes here, the
chemical potential of a metal atom in a particle of diameter D,
μ(D), is higher than that in the bulk metal, μ(∞), by an
amount equal to the heat of sublimation of bulk Cu minus the
differential heat of Cu adsorption at diameter D.13 Thus,
another way to view the data from Figure 3 is to plot this
chemical potential (relative to that for the bulk metal, μ(∞),
which we set as the reference zero here) versus average effective
diameter, as shown in Figure 4. Here, we have corrected the
first two data points at 100 K to reflect the proper effective
hemisphere diameter of single, isolated atoms. As seen, these

Cu adatoms at terrace sites are ∼110 kJ/mol higher in chemical
potential than Cu atoms in particles that have reached the
large-size limit (>2.5 nm). This shows why it is challenging to
make so-called single-site catalysts (i.e., isolated late transition
metal adatoms on supports). This drop in chemical potential
with size reflects the thermodynamic driving force for catalysts
to sinter into larger particles with time on stream.11,13 It also
reflects a decreasing propensity for the metal to bind strongly
to small adsorbates, mainly associated with the decreasing
degree of coordinative unsaturation as size grows.13 Also clear
in Figure 4 is the large decrease in chemical potential of ∼57
kJ/mol between Cu in dimers at step edges compared with
dimers on terraces. Once the particles exceed 0.85 nm in
diameter, this stabilization by step edges has diminished to an
undetectable level.

4. DISCUSSION
In Figure 3, the difference in the heats of adsorption at 100 K
versus 300 K for Cu on CeO1.95(111) for nanoparticles of the
same size below 0.85 nm in diameter is attributed to differences
in binding sites of the nanoparticles. Although there are no
STM images available for Cu adsorption on CeO1.95(111), we
have proposed that the majority of Cu atoms deposited at 300
K are nucleated into nanoparticles at step edges (including kink
sites)29 to explain adsorption heats and other data at 300 K for
Cu on CeO1.95(111), most importantly the initial decrease in
heat of adsorption with coverage and particle size (Figures 2, 3)
as these step sites get titrated. (Particle-particle repulsions
probably keep the steps from getting completely covered by
particles.) This is consistent with STM results for similar
systems (nanoparticles of Ag39 and Au23 on CeO2(111) and Cu
on Al2O3

40 and TiO2(110)
41 at 300 K).

When grown at 100 K, the particle density increases to ∼7-
fold compared to 300 K (5.3 × 1013 vs 7.8 × 1012 particles/cm2,
respectively). Similar increases in particle density were observed
by Freund et al.23,42 for Au on CeO2(111) at 100 versus 300 K,
with the increased density at 100 K due to Au particles
nucleated on terraces, as opposed to much more predominantly
at steps at 300 K. The increased particle density for Cu/
CeO1.95(111) at 100 K is also attributed to nucleation of Cu
nanoparticles mainly on terraces, whereas they nucleate mainly
on steps at 300 K.29 This explains the 52 kJ/mol lower heat of
adsorption at 100 K versus 300 K in Figure 3 for 0.44 nm
diameter Cu particles (the smallest Cu nanoparticles measured
at 300 K), given the well-known lower-stability metal
nanoparticles on terraces compared with steps.43,44 This
difference in heats of adsorption slowly diminishes with size
to zero by 0.85 nm, probably because the increasing footprint
of the Cu particles is associated mainly with their expanding
onto terraces above 0.85 nm, even when they started at step
edges. The nanoparticles are probably not exclusively nucleated
at steps for adsorption at 300 K nor terraces at 100 K, but these
are their dominant nucleation sites.
Because this surface has 2.5% oxygen vacancies (mainly at

step edges),29 the Cu atoms may be located at a mixture of
oxygen vacancies and stoichiometric ceria sites. However,
because DFT results from both Fabris et al.,17 and Hermansson
et al.18 predicted that Cu binds 1.4−1.2 eV (135 and 116 kJ/
mol) more strongly to stoichiometric ceria sites on (111)
terraces than to oxygen vacancies in (111) terraces, consistent
with our experimental result that Cu in 0.4 nm diameter
particles is ∼40 kJ/mol less stable on the more reduced
CeO1.8(111) surface than on CeO1.95(111),

29 the isolated Cu

Figure 4. Chemical potential of Cu atoms in Cu nanoparticles on
CeO1.95(111) relative to that in bulk Cu(solid) versus the effective
diameter of the Cu particle down to the single atom limit.
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adatoms produced here at 100 K on terraces surely adsorb only
to stoichiometric sites and avoid bonding to oxygen vacancies.
At 300 K, Cu diffuses fast enough to reach step edges, where it
binds more strongly than at terraces despite these steps missing
about half of their oxygens.29

These results provide benchmarks to test the energy accuracy
of computational estimates of metal bonding to oxide surfaces.
Table 1 compares the measured adsorption energy for Cu
adatoms on stoichiometric CeO2(111) with published DFT +
U results at its most stable adsorption geometry (using periodic
boundary conditions within the generalized gradient approx-
imation (GGA)44). To properly describe the localization of the
Ce 4f electrons, a Hubbard parameter (U) was added to the
functionals, as summarized in Table 1.25−27 These calculated
Cu adsorption energies are generally higher by 30−69 kJ/mol
than our experimental result. Because the heat capacity of solids
is generally smaller than gases at low temperature, part of this
difference may be due to the fact that the calculation is at 0 K,
whereas the measurement is at 100 K. This could account for
only <2.1 kJ/mol of the difference because the average heat
capacity difference is surely less than the heat capacity of
Cu(gas) (5/2 R). This main difference can be associated with
the use of large U values. The result by Illas et al.21 using a
lower U (3 eV) is the only calculation to underestimate the
adsorption energy, although the magnitude of the error is not
improved. Huang et al.28 showed that calculated adsorption
energies for CO on CeO2(111) were better represented using
lower U values (2−3 eV) and suggested that a lower U is
probably required whenever describing electron transfer
reactions. Also listed in Table 1 are the charge transfers
predicated by DFT, which are generally >+0.66. Using the PBE
+ 4.5 functional, the calculated charge transfer is greater than
PBE + 5; however, PW91 gives a similar extent of charge
transfer, independent of U value. Our XPS results29 indicate
only a small amount of electron density is transferred from Cu
to CeO1.95(111), approximately 0.17 electrons per Cu atom at
1.2 ML Cu coverage.29 However, when analyzed in this same
way, the data of Matolin et al.24 on CeO1.99(111) give 0.62
electrons per Cu atom up to 0.6 ML Cu, after which it tracks
our data. It thus seems that all these DFT functionals are
overestimating the extent of charge transfer, although the
charge transfer per Cu atom is not known from experiments at
the very low coverage and temperature required to maintain
isolated Cu adatoms.

5. CONCLUSIONS
Copper atoms adsorb onto CeO1.95(111) at 100 K with a nearly
constant heat of adsorption of 224 kJ/mol at very low coverage,
associated with Cu adatoms on stoichiometric terrace sites.
Above 0.05 ML, Cu grows as 3D Cu nanoparticles on
CeO1.95(111) at 100 K, with a fixed particle density of 5.3 ×
1013 particles/cm2, 7-fold as large as at 300 K The heat of
adsorption increases slowly with coverage (and particle size) to
eventually reach the heat of sublimation of bulk Cu(solid). The
heat of Cu adsorption when making Cu nanoparticles with an
average diameter of 0.45 to 0.8 nm is lower at 100 K than at
300 K by ∼50−30 kJ/mol on the same CeO1.95(111) surface,
attributed to cluster nucleation on terrace sites at 100 K but
instead on the more stable step edge sites at 300 K. Figure 4
summarizes the measured chemical potential of Cu atoms
versus Cu nanoparticle size at both stoichiometric CeO2(111)
terraces and step edges with ∼50% oxygen vacancies. Because
Cu is much less stable near oxygen vacancies on this surface,29

it will avoid bonding near oxygen vacancies upon adsorption.
Thus, the results for the smallest Cu clusters in Figure 1 are not
strongly influenced by the ∼2.5% oxygen vacancies present on
this CeO2 surface. We therefore consider the monomer and
dimer energies in Figure 4 to be representative of
stoichiometric CeO2(111). Comparison to DFT + U
calculations shows that calculated monomer adsorption
energies differ from this experiment by −44 to +69 kJ/mol.
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