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A m ostbasic and puzzling enigm a in surface science is the description ofthe dissociative adsorption
of O, at the (111) surface of AL A Iready for the sticking curve alone, the disagreem ent between
experin ent and resuls of state-oftheart rst-principles calculations can hardly be m ore dram atic.
In this paper we show that this is caused by hitherto unaccounted spin selection rules, which give
rise to a highly non-adiabatic behavior in the 0, /A 1(111) Interaction. W e also discuss problem s
caused by the Insu clent accuracy of present-day exchange-correlation finctionals.

PACS numbers: 8220K h, 8220Gk, 68.35.Ja

O xygen-m etal Interactions are responsible for every-
day phenom ena like corrosion, and form the atom icscale
basisbehind num erous technological applications like ox—
dation catalysis. It is therefore m ost discom forting that
despite severaldecades of research in surface science, the
Initial step in the oxygen-m etal interaction, nam ely the
dissociation process ofO , m okcules overm etal surfaces,
is not yet understood. This is in particular so for what
is often called the most sin pl metal surface, nam ely
A1(111): a closepacked surface of a nearly-free electron
m etal. For the Initial Interaction of O, with A1(111) ex—
perin ents have consistently shown tJ:, :_2] that the initial
dissociative sticking probability for them al O, is very
Iow (about 2% ). D ensity-fiinctional theory OFT) cal-
culations, on the other hand, found that dissociation is
not hindered by energy barriers Ej], which im plies that
the initial sticking coe cient should be very high (@bout
100% ). Another intriguing aspect ofthe 0 , /A 1(111) sys—
tem is that at very low coverages the distrdbution of ad—
sorbed oxygen atom s is random , even when adsorption
is perform ed at tem peratures at which them aldi usion
can not play a signi cant role f]. Thus, it is in possble
to trace back which two adatom s stem from the same
m olcule. Initially this led to the suggestion that the ad-
sorption energy is used to trigger the di usion of \hot
adatom s" E_Z']. M ore recently, a di erent explanation has
been suggested (\abstraction"), where only one O -atom
is adsorbed and the other one is repelled back into the
vacuum g]. A gain, theoreticalw ork, so far, doesnot give
a cluie why thism ay be so. Thus, onem ay ask, what we
can trust In surface science when understanding of such
a m ost basic and sin pl system for m olecule-surface In-
teractions is so clearly lacking.

F jgurerg.' sum m arizes the experinm entaldata forthe ini-
tial sticking coe clent as fiinction of the kinetic energy
of ncom ing O, m olecules for a m olecular beam at nor-
m al incidence (full diam onds) E:], as well as the resul,
ofwhat hashitherto been the standard theoretical treat—
ment (labeled as \theory-adiabatic"). A lso shown is the
result ofthe approach taken in the present paper (labeled
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FIG.1l: Initial sticking curve of O, at A1(111), based on
the adiabatic (em pty triangles) and the spin-triplet (em pty
circles) potentialenergy surfaces using the RPBE ﬁmd%j'onal
The experin entaldata (solid diam onds) are from ref. {L].

as \theory-triplet"), which w illbe detailed below . O bvi-
ously, there ishardly any sin ilarity betw een the \theory—
adiabatic" curve and the experim ental resul. Though
we called this the \standard theoretical treatm ent", we
note that already the calculations behind the \theory-
adiabatic" curve (@nd also behind the \theory-triplt"
curve) are m uch m ore elaborate and advanced than typ—
ical approaches to obtain the iniial sticking coe cient:

A 11 theoretical results presented in this paper were cb-—
tained from extensive allelectron DFT calculationsusing
the DM of code B]. This provided the six-din ensional
potentialenergy surface PES) for the 0,/A1(111) sys-
tem at more than 1500 geom etries of the two oxygen
atom s, kegping the substrate frozen. These PES data
points were then interpolated by a neuralnetw ork E, ::/:],
enabling us to perform m olecular dynam ics M D) calcu—
lations for about 100,000 tra Ectories, ncluding allpossi-
bl initialm olecular ordentations. T hus, this approach i_g]
grantsa controlled and good statistics, in contrastto \on—
the- y ab initioM D ", which gives (fora frozen substrate)

the sam e tra ectories, but where due to the high CPU

cost at best only 50 tra gctories could be perform ed
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even on todays biggest com puters.

Still, \on-the- y ab initio M D " has the advantage that
it can also be used beyond the frozen substrate approxi-
mation. To check on the validity of our treatm ent, we
therefore perform ed 24 ab initio M D runs, where the
full dynam ics of the A 1 surface atom s was taken into ac—
count. These studies show that the adsorption energy
ise ciently transferred to strong surface vbrations, and
that the oxygen adatom s do not m ove far. Thus, the
\hot adatom " concept is not supported. In all studied
tra pctordes the A 1(111) surface got only a ected, when
the O, was quite close to the surface, ie. when OA1l
bonds were being formed and the 0O bond notably
weakened (@tm oleculesurface distancesbelow 2:5A).
Before this point, the O, tra fctories were not changed
by the substrate vibrations, and in particular all incom —
Ing O, molkcules are found to dissociate, ully con m —
Ing the adiabatic result shown In Fig. :14' W e also per-
form ed a system atic com parison using di erent exchange-
correlation (xc) functionals, including the PBE [g] and
RPBE I_l-(_]'] The resulting PESs look di erent in som e
details, however, the resulting sticking curve is always
esseentially the sam e as the \theory-adiabatic" curve in
Fig. :}' Hence, neither the approxin ate xc treatm ent,
nor the frozen substrate approxin ation can acocount for
the dram atic disagreem ent between the theoretical and
experim entalresults. W e therefore conclude that the ori-
gin must be m ore findam ental, nam ely In the assum ed
adiabatic description, restricting the In pinging m olecule
to the electronic ground state ofthe com bined O , /A 1sys—
tem at each point ofthe O, trafctory. Based on less rig-
orous studies, thishad been saggested previously [11,12].

Inspecting the six-din ensional adiabatic PES reveals
Inmediately an obvious aw of the adiabatic descrip—
tion, independent of the em ployed xc functional: Even
at largest distances the electron chem ical potentials of
the O, molcul and the A 1(111l) surface align, which
is achieved by som e electron transfer towards the O,
m olcule. O bviously, In reality charge transfer w ill occur
only when the two system s are getting close fora su -
ciently long period of tim e. Recently, Hellm an et al. [_1-1:]
considered the In uence of charge transfer by em ploy—
Ing an approach, where they replaced the A 1(111) sur-
face by ®lluim and treated the kineticenergy operator
In the Thom asFem iW eizsacker approxin ation. T hen,
tw o one-din ensionaldiabatic P E Ssw ere constructed, one
where the O, molcule was kept neutraland one where a
fi1ll electron was transferred Ill- T his description could
Indeed account for the qualitative shape of the experi-
m ental sticking curve, as could B nettiet al. le ollow —
Ing a com parable approach, but considering fourdi erent
diabaticm odelP E Ss. B oth treatm ents point therefore at
the possble in portance of non-adiabatic e ects, but due
to the arbitrary and severe approxin ations, doubts re—
m an about their conclisiveness.

Ourworks starts from recognizing that chem ical nter—

actions are ruled by various selection rules, and for the
present situation spin-conservation I_l-é] isexpected to be
relevant. In gasphase chem istry it iswellknown thatO ,,
when in its triplet ground state, is rather inert when the
other reactant and the product are spin singlets. Inter—
estingly, this role ofthe O, spin has not attracted m uch
attention in the 0 ,/A 1(111) interaction, although it was
eg. studied for the adsorption of oxygen on Si(100) f_l-é_b']
T he appropriate theoretical m odeling should then con-
strain the soin to the O, Hibert subspace, preventing
charge transfer, aswell as soin quenching before the sys—
tem s Interact. Such a spin-constrained DFT approach
has neither been ©om ulated nor evaluated for m olecule—
surface scattering so far. W e will show that it not only
gives a good description of the sticking coe cient (cf.

Fig. :}', em pty circles), but m ay also explain the enig—
m atic abstraction m echanian .

Let usbrie y describe the theoreticalm ethod enabling
us to study the dynam ics of an O, molcul that re—
mains in is spin-triplet con guration. O nly very close
to the surface transitions to other con gurations of the
0,/A1(111) system m ay set In. In order to calculate the
sointriplet PES we follow the work of D ederichs et al.
f_l-E_;], forwhich onemust rst de ne the H ibert subspace
ofthe 0, m olecule. A stheDM oF code em ploysan atom —
centered basis set, we use for this allbasis finctions that
are also needed to provide a good description of the free
O, molcule. Then, for any position ofthe O, m olecule,
w e request that the totalelectron soin in thisH ibert sub—
space is one. In practice this approach involves the self-
consistent 1Iling of the four partial densities of states of
the spin-up and soin-down, O, and A 1(111) sub-system s.
This is form ulated in tem s of an auxiliary eld in order
to properly inclide the e ect of the spin-constraint on
the totalenergy f11.

Before discussing the results obtained with this ap—
proach, we rem Ind oftw o generalproblem sofpresent-day
K ohn-Sham D FT :F irst, even w ith gradient corrected xc
functionals the description of the binding energy of the
free O, molecule is ratherbad. G oing from the O, spin—
triplet ground state to two free oxygen atom s, each of
them also in the spin-triplet ground state, the errors of
our calculated binding energies w th respect to the ex-—
perin ental value (51e&V {1é are: 23 &/ (@LDA), 1.0
eV PBE),0.6evV BLYP),and 05&V RPBE).Fortu—
nately, for the part of the PES, that is im portant for
the sticking coe cient, we nd that di erent finction-
als give resuls that di er by much less, indicating som e
favorable error cancellation. Below we w ill therefore re—
strict our discussion to the PBE and the RPBE, since
they represent the extrem e cases for the gradient cor-
rected functionals, yielding the strongest and sm allest
overbinding in the O, m olecule, respectively. A second
notew orthy problem arisesbecause the expectation value
ofS? isnot de ned in K chn-Sham -DFT .For the present
case this in plies that the m ultiplet structure is not well
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FIG .2: Two-din ensional (ebow ) cutsthrough the six-dim ensionalPE Ss calculated for three di erent situations, always using
DFT-RPBE (see text): adiabatic (@;d), tripkt (o;e) and singlet PES (c;f). The energies are shown as a function of the O
bond length r and of the distance Z ofthe O, center ofm ass from the surface. The angles and lateral positions are indicated
in the insets. The energy zero (green/yellow border) corresponds to a free triplet O, molecule. Contour lines are drawn at
02 eV Intervals. D issociation barriers (if present) are labeled (V).

descrbed [[1, 18]. In free O, the many-body ground
state belongs to the triple degenerate * | state which
is ©llowed by two singlts, nam ely a doubly degenerate
1 4 Jkvel (098 eV above the ground state), and a non
degenerate ! + Jevel (1.63 eV above the ground state).
W hilke the total energy of the spin-triplt ground state
is descrbed well, the !  and ! + states are not de-
scribed appropriately, shoehere DFT w ith lluim -based
xc functionals describes a certain m ixture of m ultiplets.
A reasonable approxin ation to the true spin-singlet state
is Instead obtained by a soin-unpolarized calculation ij],
which is ©rPBE 1.1eV (or RPBE 12€&V) higher than
the spin-triplet ground state.

Figure :_Z show s two cuts through the calculated six—
din ensional PE Ss for three situations: the adiabatic ap—
proxin ation (discussed in the introduction), the spin-—
triplet PES (usihg constrained DFT) and the spin—
unpolarized calculation, which is the best we can do to
describe the spin-singlet PES. W hereas the two ebow
plots of the adiabatic PES (cf. Fig. I_Z kft panels) do
not exhbit sizeable energy barriers toward dissociative
adsorption, we nd clearbarrierson the triplet PES (cf.
Fig. u_Z m iddle panels). In fact, ngpecting the whole six—
din ensionaltriplet PE S there isalw aysan energy barrier
(the lowest one is 0.05 €V). The right panels of F ig. :_2

show the corresponding cuts through the singlt PES,
w hich never exhbits any energy barriers. C learly, an O ,
m olcul prepared In the singlkt state would therefore
react most e ciently wih the A1(111) surface. Sice
the soin forbidden transition to the triplet ground state
can only proceed by scattering w ith another m olecule,
the long lifetin e of a singlet O, should renderm olecular
beam experin ents possible to verify this proposition.

T he sticking coe cient for these PE Ss is calculated as
described above, ie., using the \divide and conquer" ap—
proach E_é, -rj, 't_a']. The results for the adiabatic and the
triplet PESs, usihg the RPBE functional, are given in
Fig. . Obviously, the spin-triplet PES gives a stick—
Ing curve n good agreem ent w ith the experin ental re—
sukt. However, when the O, and A1(111l) wave func—
tions overlap at close distances, soin transfer w ill occur
wih a certain probability. Due to the uncertainty in
the description of the shglktPES, it is at present not
very m eaningfil to perform a quantitative evaluation of
these transition probabilities. A rough estim ate of the
In portance of transitions bringing the system away from
the tripketPES is Instead provided by the width of the
2 Kohn-Sham resonance, which is the level that car-
ries the spin. At large distance the width is zero, and
it gradually Increases upon approach to the surface. For
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FIG . 3: Potential energy along the reaction path shown as

dashed line in F igs. :_Z'a, b, c (solid line = triplet PES, dotted
line= sinhgktPES, dashed line= adiabaticPES).The red ar-
row indicatesthe classicaltra fctory ofa them alO , m olecule
constrained to the tripket PES, with CTP m arking the classi-
caltuming point. At this point the coupling, represented by
the width ofthe O 2p K ohn-Sham IXvel (dash-dotted line), is
only just em erging.

a one-din ensional cut through con guration space this
is shown in Fig. -'_3 T he peak width rem ains quite nar-
row and even at the point where the triplet and singlet
PESs cross it is only about 0.1&V . In general, the life—
tineofthe2 electronsshould be com pared to thetim e
the m olecule spends between the classical tuming point
CTP) and ca. 5 A away from the surface. For ther-
malmolecules (cf. the arrow and the CTP point In Fig.
:_3) the com parison is: lifetin e 3 psvs. tine of pres—
ence 1 ps. W e therefore conclude that for them alO ,
molcules (and even for allm olecules w ith a kinetic en—
ergy below 02€eV) transitions away from the triplt
PES will not play a big role. Our results then suggest
that particularly these low est energy m olecules should be
repelled by the barriers on the triplet PES, well before
there is signi cant hybridization of wave functions, ie.
before relaxation tow ards the adiabatic ground state oc—
curs. Only for higher kinetic energies, transitions w ill
gradually becom e In portant, leading to higher sticking
coe cients than in the \theory—triplet" curve shown in
Fig. :;I: W e also note that the PESs of the PBE and
RPBE functionals are sin ilar, but quantitatively di er-
ences exist. These di erences have noticeable In uence
on the calculated sticking curve only for kinetic transla—
tionalenergiesbelow 02€eV .Asthe RPBE givesa better
description for free O, we place a higher credibility on
its PES. D etails w ill be discussed elsew here 1.
Analyzing the approaching O, molecule in greater
detail reveals nally another interesting feature. For
m olcules that approach In an ordentation perpendicu-—
lar to the surface (or close to this) the soin is shifted
to the atom that is further away from the surface. W e
believe this to be the onset of adsorption by the abstrac-

tion m echanism . In thisway one O atom can adsorb in
a singlt state, whik the spin is e ciently carried away
w ith the other O atom that is either repelled back into
the vacuum or to a distant place at the surface. Calcu—-
lating the fulldynam ics ofthis process, ie. going beyond
the onset of dissociation In portant for the sticking coef-

cient, requires the explicit consideration of forces on the
A latom s, which we are In plem enting at present.

In summ ary, we have shown that soin selection rules
can play an im portant role for O, scattering at m etals.
They mmply that O, molkcules should travel n a soin—
triplet con guration up to distances close to the surface
where hybridization with m etalsurface states becom es
signi cant. This is particularly im portant for system s
with a Jow DO S at the Femn 1 level; or transition m etals
we expect that the high density of d-states at the Ferm i
Jevel can m ore easily take up the spin. At A1(111) spin
selection leadsto a very low sticking probability for ther—
malO, molcules In the triplet ground state, whilk O,
m olecules prepared in the singlkt con guration should
adsorb with high probabiliy. Sim ilar e ects as those
discussed in this paper should just aswellply a rok for
other substrates w ith a low ®llum —lke density of states
at the Fem 1 kevel, and for other m olecules w ith a high—
soin ground state.

1 L.O sterlund, I.Zoric, and B .K asem o, Phys.Rev.B 55,
15452 (1997).

R1H .Brune et al, Phys.Rev. Lett. 68, 624 (1992).

Bl K . Honkala and K. Laasonen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 84,
705 (2000); Y . Yourdshahyan, B . Razaznerd, and B I.
Lundqgvist, Phys.Rev.B 65, 75416 (2002).

B]1A J. Kom rowski et al,, Phys. Rev. Lett. 87, 246103
(2001).

B]1 DM o —academ ic version, B .Delley, J.Chem .Phys. 92,
508 (1990).Em ployed basis set: 9 bohr real space cuto
for the basis functions, \all" basis set or O and \dnd"
basis set forAl, 4 4 1) M onkhorstPack k-m esh.

6] S.Lorenz, A .Gro ,and M . Sche er, Chem .Phys. Lett.
395, 210 (2004); S. Lorenz, PhD Thesis, TU Berlin
(2001).

[71 3.Behlret al., (to be published).

Bl]A.Gro andM .Sche er, Phys.Rev.B 57,2493 (1998).

Pl JP.Perdew, K. Burke, and M . Emzerhof, Phys. Rev.
Lett.77, 3865 (1996).

0] B.Hammer, L B.Hansen, and J.N rskov, Phys.Rev.B
59, 7413 (1999).

[l1] A .Hellm an et al, Surf. Sci. 532-535, 126 (2003).

[12] M .Biettiet al, Chem .Phys. Lett. 373, 366 (2003).

[I3]1 E.W igner, Nachr. Ges. W iss. Goett.,, M ath Phys.K 1,
375 (1927)

[l4]1 K .Kato, T .Uda, and K . Terakura, Phys.Rev. Lett. 80,
2000 (1998).

[L5]1 P H .D ederichs et al,, Phys.Rev. Lett. 53, 2512 (1984).

[l6] G .Herzberg, Can.J.Phys. 30, 185 (1952).

[L7]1 O .Gunnarsson and R .0 .Jones, J.Chem .Phys.72, 5357
(1980).



[18] U .von Barth, Phys.Rev.A 20, 1693 (1979).



