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The poorly flammable room-temperature ionic liquid-based
electrolyte composed of lithium
bis(trifluoromethanesulfonyl)imide (LiTFSI) and N-butyl-N-meth-
ylpyrrolidinium bis(fluorosulfonyl)imide (Pyr14FSI) with fluoro-
ethylene carbonate (FEC) as an additive is investigated towards
its compatibility with the LiNi0.88Co0.09Mn0.03O2 (NCM88) cathode
and a high-capacity Si/graphite (SiG) anode, revealing a
remarkably stable performance in lithium-ion cells. Interestingly,
this dual-anion electrolyte with FEC additive forms a stable
electrode-electrolyte interphase on both sides, which sup-

presses the morphological degradation of the electrode materi-
als and continuous electrolyte decomposition. Consequently,
lithium-ion cells using such dual-anion ionic liquid-based
electrolyte display significantly improved cycling stability
compared to conventional carbonate ester-based electrolyte,
achieving a high specific energy of 385 Whkg� 1 (based on both
cathode and anode active materials weight) with a capacity
retention of 74% after 200 cycles at 0.2 C, demonstrating the
possibility to realize safe and high energy density LIBs.

Introduction

High energy density lithium-ion batteries (LIBs) are required to
increase the driving range of electric vehicles. Thus, selecting
advanced electrode materials with high specific (theoretical)
capacity is the simplest approach to improve the energy
density of LIBs.[1,2] At the negative electrode, to avoid the safety
risks posed by using metallic lithium,[3] silicon is considered the
best candidate to replace graphite. Silicon has an almost ten
times higher specific capacity than graphite (3579 mAhg� 1), is
less expensive and far more abundant in the Earth’s crust. In

addition, the average lithiation potential of Si is lower than
0.4 V vs. Li+/Li, which is slightly higher than graphite (0.1 V vs.
Li+/Li), thus reducing the risk of lithium plating and dendrite
formation during cycling especially at high charge rates and at
a relatively low energy penalty.[4–6] However, the main challenge
of Si anodes is their large volume expansion during lithiation,
resulting in unstable and excessive solid electrolyte interphase
(SEI) formation and particle pulverisation. This leads to a rapid
capacity fading of pure Si anodes and hinders their practical
implementation.[6,7] The main strategies to counter this are the
modification of Si by designing nanostructures,[8] coating the
material with carbon,[9,10] or using functional binders with high
modulus to buffer the volume changes.[11,12] However, from a
practical perspective, the incorporation of only small amounts
(3–5 wt.%[13]) of Si in composites with graphite has been
considered the most efficient to increase the capacity and
energy density, as well as retaining the high stability of
graphite electrodes; this has been introduced for commercial
LIBs.[14]

For the positive electrode, Ni-rich layered oxide materials
(LiNixMnyCozO2, x�0.6, x+y+z=1, NCM) are currently the
preferred choice for high-energy LIBs, following the trend
towards increasingly high Ni contents to reduce the amount of
critical and toxic cobalt and increase the specific capacity (�
170 mAhg� 1).[15,16] Nevertheless, very high nickel contents (x�
0.8) also introduce safety concerns and reduce the cycle life of
the cells, because of severe parasitic side reactions with the
electrolyte as well as structural and morphological degradation
of the cathode material at high state of charge.[17,18] The
oxidative decomposition of the electrolyte in combination with
the highly reactive Ni4+ present in the charged state lowers the
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thermal stability of the material. In addition, the similar ionic
radius of Li+ (0.076 nm) and Ni2+ (0.069 nm) results in an
intermixing of Ni and Li ions in the structure, promoting the
phase transition from the layered to the electrochemically
inactive rock-salt structure.[19,20] Additionally, the large variation
of unit cell volume generates mechanical stress on the
secondary particles. During repeated cycling, cracks are formed
rapidly causing the penetration of electrolyte into the secon-
dary particles, where the detrimental side-reactions are trig-
gered, accelerating the structure deterioration and voltage
decay.[21,22] Thus, the application of these materials in lithium-
ion cells remains challenging, especially because of the
formation of unstable cathode electrolyte interphases (CEI) and
thermal instability.

Recently, a safety improvement was achieved using room
temperature, non-volatile and poorly flammable ionic liquid
electrolytes (ILEs) specifically with respect to Ni-rich cathodes,
achieving excellent long-term cycling stability.[23,24] Heist et al.[23]

employed a bis(fluorosulfonyl) imide (FSI)-based ILE for Ni-rich
cathodes (LiNi0.8Mn0.1Co0.1O2) for the first time and obtained
satisfactory electrochemical performance. In our previous work,
a dual-anion ILE consisting of bis(fluorosulfonyl) imide (FSI) and
bis(trifluoromethanesulfonyl)imide (TFSI) was successfully ap-
plied to enhance the stability of highly Ni-rich layered oxide
cathodes (LiNi0.88Co0.09Mn0.03O2, NCM88), achieving an outstand-
ing capacity retention of 88% over 1,000 cycles in lithium-metal
batteries (LMBs).[24] Although these ILEs reportedly inhibit
surface degradation of Ni-rich NCM layered cathodes, they are
mostly used in lithium-metal cells due to the frequently
observed incompatibility of ILEs with graphite.[25] Using ILEs
with Si/graphite (SiG) negative electrodes is similarly challeng-
ing because the organic cations may insert into graphite,
partially leading to its decomposition due to exfoliation
resulting in decreased battery performance and the formation
of unstable SEI.[26,27] Herein, for the first time, we successfully

realized the combination of SiG composite negative and Ni-rich
NCM88 positive electrodes in lithium-ion cells employing a safe
poorly-flammable dual-anion ionic liquid-based electrolyte. The
comparative study of the two slightly different ILEs based on
the Pyr14

+ cation and the FSI� anion as solvents, investigates
LiTFSI and LiFSI as Li salt, with fluoroethylene carbonate (FEC)
as additives to achieve stable cycling of SiG j jNCM88 lithium-
ion cells. Remarkably, choosing the right ILE, highly stable
electrode-electrolyte interphases are formed on both electro-
des (SEI and CEI) and the SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cell shows a
high specific energy of 385 Whkg� 1 (based on both cathode
and anode active materials weights) with a capacity retention
of 74% after 200 cycles.

Results and Discussion

The morphology of the SiG (Figure S1) and the NCM88
(Figure S2) active materials was characterised by scanning
electron microscopy (SEM). Most of the 5–10 μm sized Si
particles are evenly distributed among the graphite, with only a
few particles of significantly smaller size (<1 μm) visible. The
NCM88 is mostly composed of secondary particles of a
spherical morphology with the particle size in the range of 2 to
15 μm. Higher magnification SEM image indicates that the
primary particles have an irregular rod-like shape and are
tightly packed together (see Figure S2b). Prior to lithium-ion
cell assembly, the electrochemical performance of SiG negative
electrodes and NCM88 positive electrodes has been evaluated
in half-cells using a conventional organic carbonate ester-based
electrolyte (1 M LiPF6 in EC/DEC+10 wt.% FEC+1 wt.% VC,
labelled as OR) as shown in Figure 1. The first dis-/charge
capacity of SiG is 501.0/625.6 mAhg� 1 at 0.1 C (1 C=

600 mAg� 1), corresponding to an initial Coulombic efficiency
(ICE) of 80%. The relatively low ICE (compared to pure graphite)

Figure 1. a–c) Selected voltage profiles and d–f) galvanostatic cycling of a, d) SiG and b, e) NCM88 in half-cells configuration as well as c, f) SiG j jNCM88
lithium-ion cells in organic carbonate ester-based electrolyte (1 M LiPF6 in EC/DEC+10 wt.% FEC+1 wt.% VC, labelled as OR). The specific capacity values
refer to the weight of the electrode material under investigation in half-cells (SiG or NCM88), but to the weight of NCM88 only for the full-cell tests.
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is due to the irreversibility of Li alloying with Si and the
electrolyte decomposition forming the SEI.[28] Figure 1d shows
the rate capability and cycling performance of SiG in half-cells
at initially 10 cycles each at 0.1 C, 0.2 C, and 0.5 C, before
continuous cycling at 0.2 C. The capacity retention is 88.2%
after 100 cycles with an average Coulombic efficiency (CE) of
99.6% (not considering the ICE). The electrochemical perform-
ance of NCM88 in half-cells is shown in Figure 1(b and e). The
first dis-/charge capacity is 213.8/243.9 mAhg� 1 at 0.1 C (1 C=

200 mAg� 1) in a voltage range of 3.0–4.3 V vs. Li+/Li. After
three formation cycles at 0.1 C, the NCM88 half-cell is
continuously cycled at 0.2 C for 100 cycles, showing a capacity
retention of 85.9% and an average CE of 99.7%. To achieve
stable and high energy SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cells, the
voltage window was set to 2.6–4.1 V. Considering the formation
of SEI and CEI on the electrodes during the first cycle and the
excess consumption of Li ions from electrolyte and cathode,
the SiG anode was pre-lithiated to 0.25 V (~60 mAhg� 1), and
then assembled against the NCM88 positive electrode.[27] Fig-
ure S3 presents typical voltage profiles of the lithium-ion cell
during initial cycles. The specific dis-/charge capacity of the first
cycle is 195.2/220.6 mAhg� 1, corresponding to an ICE of 88.5%.
The irreversible capacity loss may still be due to electrolyte
decomposition and SEI/CEI formation on both electrodes. The
specific energy of such cells tested in OR electrolyte is
458 Whkg� 1, based on the cathode and anode active material
weights. Figure 1(c and f) shows the evolution of voltage
profiles and cycling performance of the SiG j jNCM88 cell cycled
at 0.5 C in the voltage range of 2.6–4.1 V. The SiG j jNCM88 cell
delivers 86% of the initial capacity after 100 cycles with an
average CE of 99.9%. However, the capacity fades rapidly
during the following cycles indicating the Li-reservoir from pre-

lithiation of the anode has been consumed in the early stages
of cycling. After 200 cycles, the capacity retention is only 53%
and the average CE decreased to 99.7%. In addition, the
voltage profiles show increasingly high polarisation. The severe
capacity fading during long-term cycling is mainly caused by
the large volume expansion and particle pulverisation of Si
during repeated lithiation, causing the continuous reaction
with electrolyte and resulting in a thick SEI that increases cell
resistance.[6,7] This is additionally amplified by the instability of
the NCM88 CEI in organic carbonate ester-based electrolytes,
and cathode material degradation at high state of charge.[24,29,30]

To fully exploit the great potential of the individual
electrode materials, and at the same time improve the safety
and electrochemical performance of SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion
cells, we aimed to replace the OR electrolyte by poorly
flammable ILEs [0.8 mol Pyr14FSI-0.2 mol LiFSI+10 wt.% FEC
(ILE1) and 0.8 mol Pyr14FSI-0.2 mol LiTFSI+10 wt.% FEC (ILE2)],
with FEC as an SEI stabilising additive for the SiG negative
electrode.[31,32] The electrochemical stability window of the ILEs
was determined by linear sweep voltammetry (LSV) shown in
Figure 2(a). The ILE with exclusively FSI� anions (ILE1) displays a
steeper rise of the anodic current than the dual-anion electro-
lyte (ILE2) with additional TFSI� anions, with a slightly higher
anodic stability. The ionic conductivity of the two ILEs is
displayed in Figure 2(b). ILE1 exhibits slightly higher ionic
conductivity, from 18 mScm� 1 at 80 °C to 0.5 mScm� 1 at
� 20 °C. Meanwhile the ionic conductivity values of ILE2 range
from 15 mScm� 1 at 80 °C to 0.3 mScm� 1 at � 20 °C. The lower
ionic conductivity of ILE2 is due to the large molecular size of
TFSI� compared to FSI� , which increases the viscosity and glass
transition, and thus decreases the conductivity of the
electrolyte.[33] Nevertheless, the room temperature ionic con-

Figure 2. a) Linear sweep voltammetry to probe the electrochemical stability window of ILE1 and ILE2 recorded at a scan rate of 0.1 mVs� 1 using a Ni foil as
working electrode. b) Ionic conductivity of both ILEs. c, d) Selected voltage profiles of SiG half-cells in ILE1 and ILE2, respectively. Voltage profiles during the
first five cycles of NCM88 half-cells at 0.1 C in e) ILE1 and f) ILE2. The specific capacity values refer to the weight of the electrode material under investigation
in half-cells (SiG or NCM88).
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ductivity of ILE1 and ILE2 is in the same order of magnitude as
the organic electrolyte (7×10� 3–8×10� 3 Scm� 1[34]), i. e., suitable
for application. To provide further insight regarding the
compatibility of the ILEs towards the anode and its SEI forming
capability, cyclic voltammograms (CVs) were recorded for SiG
electrodes in both ILEs as shown in Figure S4. The CV curves
show the typical features related to alloying and de-alloying of
Li with Si. The corresponding cathodic peak is observed at 0.2 V
and the anodic peaks appear at 0.31 and 0.5 V.[35] Moreover, the
pronounced anodic feature located at 0.2 V represents the Li
extraction from graphite.[29] The CV results indicate that the ILEs
and graphite have good compatibility, and no other cathodic
features which would indicate Pyr14

+ cation intercalation into
graphite are observed. Figure 2(c and d) shows the charge/
discharge curves of SiG half-cells in these two electrolytes, with
very similar electrochemical performance as in OR electrolyte
(Figure 1). The first specific dis-/charge (delithiation/lithiation)
capacity in ILE1 is 496.8/604.3 mAhg� 1, which is slightly lower
than that observed in ILE2 (535.9/662.7 mAhg� 1). The cycling
stability of the SiG electrode has been assessed using the same
procedure as in OR electrolyte. The results further confirm the
good compatibility of both ILEs with graphite. After 100 cycles
at 0.2 C, the capacity retention is 76% in ILE1 and 82% in ILE2,
respectively (based on the first cycle reversible capacity at
0.05 C; Figure S5). The higher specific capacity and more stable
cycling performance was obtained for the dual-anion electro-
lyte containing FSI� and TFSI� anions (ILE2). This might be
ascribed to the well-maintained integrity of SiG particles cycled
in ILE2 electrolyte, facilitated through a protective and stable
SEI on the surface of Si and graphite. The decomposition
mechanisms of FSI� and TFSI� upon electrochemical reduction
differ,[33,36,37] resulting in different chemical composition and
morphology of the IL-derived SEI. In relation to the interaction

of ILEs with the positive electrode, Figure 2(e and f) compares
the electrochemical performance of NCM88 half-cells in the
different ILEs. In both cases, NCM88 has its typical discharge/
charge profile and similar specific capacity. Considering our
previous work, this is not surprising as excellent long-term
cycling performance can be achieved in these types of ILEs
which is attributed to the interface-stabilising properties of ILE
and the formation of a beneficial CEI on Ni-rich positive
electrodes.[24]

The electrochemical performance of lithium-ion cells using
either of the two ILEs was further investigated. The full-cell
were balanced with a Negative/Positive capacity ratio of ~1.2.
To prevent Li plating on the negative electrode and extreme
delithiation of the positive electrode, the voltage window was
limited to 2.6–4.1 V. The voltage profiles in Figure 3 display the
typical response of SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cells and are
recorded at 0.2 C. In Figure 3(a) the polarisation gradually
increases upon cycling in ILE1, which could be due to the
unstable electrode-electrolyte interphases and internal resist-
ance increase. On the contrary, the polarisation only slightly
increases in ILE2. The corresponding differential capacity plots
are shown in Figure S6. The anodic redox features appear to be
reversible in ILE2, while a substantial loss of redox activity and
a strong shift of the feature around 3.6 V is observed in ILE1,
which might reflect the structural degradation of the active
materials.[38] Although both electrolyte systems show a gradual
capacity decay, the capacity retention after 200 cycles is much
higher for the cell using ILE2 (51.7% vs. 73.8%, respectively).
The fading is likely associated to the relatively low CE, i. e.,
irreversible Li losses in repeated SEI formation on the Si (and
graphite) surface after rupture due to the large volume
expansion of the Si fraction and exfoliation of graphite in the
composite.[39] Besides, the structural and morphological degra-

Figure 3. Selected voltage profiles of SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cells at 0.2 C in a) ILE1 and b) ILE2. c) Capacity retention and d) corresponding CE of the
lithium-ion cells tested in both ILEs. e) Specific energy and average discharge voltage of a SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cell in ILE2. The specific capacity refer to
weight of NCM88 only and the specific energy values refer to the weight of NCM88 and SiG.
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dation of the positive electrode might also affect the full-cell
performance. Figure 3d compares the average CE of both
lithium-ion full-cells, which in the early stages is clearly lower
(98.5%) for ILE1, before it gradually increases to 99.0%. This
indicates more severe Li loss during the first few cycles and is
reflected in the rapidly fading capacity. In ILE2, a notably higher
average CE of 99.8% was achieved yet from the initial cycles,
which is not only higher than for ILE1, but also on a similar
level as for the OR electrolyte with fine-tuned additives.
Consequently, Figure 3(e) displays the average discharge volt-
age of the SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cell using ILE2, which is
extremely stable and close to 3.6 V. In addition, the first
discharge capacity is 166 mAhg� 1 at 0.2 C, corresponding to a
high specific energy of 385 Whkg� 1, which is an excellent value
for an ILE-based LIB using SiG negative and high Ni content
positive electrode. More importantly, a high specific energy of
300 Whkg� 1 could be maintained throughout 200 cycles, which
confirms a good stability that could potentially meet the
requirement for electric vehicle application.[40] Electrochemical
impedance spectroscopy measurements further demonstrated
the effect of ILE2 on the stability of the electrode-electrolyte
interface, as shown in Figure S7, which includes the SEI/CEI film
resistance (Rf) and the charge transfer resistance (Rct) of the
cathode and anode electrode. Upon cycling, i. e., after 10 and
20 cycles, the full-cell shows rather low and stable impedance.
These results suggest that ILE2 can stabilise the electrode-
electrolyte interfaces of both the electrodes improving the
long-term cycling performance of the high-energy lithium-ion
cells.

To elucidate the mechanism of enhanced lithium-ion cell
performance in ILEs, an in-depth SEM analysis was carried out
to investigate the structural evolution of the active materials
after 200 cycles. The SEM images of cycled SiG electrodes in

both ILEs are shown in Figure 4, serious exfoliation of the
graphite layers can be seen for ILE1, which might be attributed
to an unstable SEI. The co-insertion of solvent molecules
together with Li-ions exfoliates the graphite layer. In contrast,
the graphite and Si particles of SiG electrodes cycled in ILE2 still
show the original flake-like morphology and no pulverisation of
Si (Figure S8). This highlights the favourable impact of the
mixed anions of FSI� and TFSI� with high electrochemical
stability during repeated de-/lithiation.

A comparably striking difference is observed for the positive
electrodes recovered after cycling. Figure 5 depicts top view
and cross-section SEM images after focused-ion beam (FIB)
milling. From the top view (Figure 5a, d, g), all the samples
have a similar morphology without any evident cracks or
fracture of the secondary particles surrounded by carbon black.
However, at the interior of the particles, the picture is
completely different. The fresh electrode has a well-structured
shape with no microcracks between the clearly visible primary
particle grains. Whereas the secondary particles cycled in ILE1
have several cracks inside their core, due to the strong
anisotropic strain of the crystal lattice when lithium ions are
extracted during charging.[40] On the contrary, the microcracks
in NCM88 cycled in ILE2 are significantly reduced, if not absent,
suggesting that a stable CEI is formed that protects the
secondary particles’ structure. Taken together these findings
highlight the importance of the electrolyte, which appears to
dictate the evolution of the morphology of the active materials
in both positive and negative electrode and thus strongly
affects the electrochemical performance.

To explicate the nature of the different electrochemical
performance and how the two ILEs affect the morphology of
the active material particles, the surface chemistry composi-
tions of cycled SiG and NCM88 electrodes were investigated by

Figure 4. SEM images of a, b) as made and c–f) cycled SiG electrodes recovered from lithium-ion cells after 200 cycles in (c, d) ILE1 and (e, f) ILE2.
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X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS). According to the
literature, the Li+ cation is preferentially coordinated by TFSI�

instead of FSI� , which is expected to be true for the charge/
discharge process and therefore reflected in the chemistries of
both the SEI and CEI.[42,43] Figure 6 compares the XPS spectra,
before and after sputtering 3 and 10 min of SiG anodes after
200 cycles in either electrolyte recovered from the lithium-ion
cells. For ILE1 (Figure 6a), the O 1s spectrum has two
components at 532.4 and 531.3 eV, which correspond to
� C� O� C� /� S=O and � C=O, respectively.[44] In the C 1s region,
the peaks characteristic for � CO3

2� (289.0 eV), � C� O� C� /� C� N�
(286.3 eV) and � C� C� /� C� H� (284.8 eV)[45] are observed, which
is consistent with the O 1s spectrum. Interestingly, the C 1s
region does not show � C� F bonding from FEC at high binding
energies (>290 eV)[46] indicating the FEC reduction by F�

release and ring-opening forming � C� O� C� polymeric
species.[47,48] This agrees with the F 1s region, where two signals
are observed, which correspond to FSI� and LiF inorganic
species. The latter one formed from FSI� and FEC reduction.[49,50]

This is supported by the N 1s spectrum, where FSI� contribu-
tion is observed at 399.5 eV, as well as Li3N from FSI�

reduction.[51] In addition, Pyr14
+ traces are shown at 402.3 eV.

Finally, the S 2p region provides more details about IL
fragments, such as, FSI� , FNSO2

� /SO4
2� and SO3

2� (Li2SO3) at

169.8, 168.7, and 166.8 eV, respectively.[52,53] After 3 and 10 min
of sputtering, the chemical species and their relative concen-
tration remains practically unchanged, indicating that a signifi-
cant amount of IL is trapped on the SEI, with a thick SEI being
formed that is chemically homogeneous at higher depths. A
thicker SEI may increase the resistance of the electrode and
cause sluggish Li+ transport kinetics contributing to capacity
fading.

On the other hand, even though the SEI of the SiG
electrode cycled in ILE2 (Figure 6b) is composed of similar
species as in ILE1, such as � COC� , � C=O (Li2CO3), LiF, Li3N,
NFSO2

� and Li2SO3, different concentrations are observed. In
addition, ROCO2Li, Li2O, and LixCy species are also formed in
ILE2 SEI, as the O 1s and C 1s spectra indicated.[44,45] Moreover,
the spectra after 3 and 10 min of the sputtering indicate that
the SEI species distribution is not homogeneous as in ILE1 SEI.
In fact, the oxygen-carbon species, such as � C� O� C� , and
ROCO2Li, as well as low concentration of ILE2 traces (Pyr14

+ and
TFSI� /FSI� ) are mainly observed on the outermost layer of the
SEI, while the sublayer (close to SiG electrode) is composed of
inorganic-rich species, i. e., Li2O, Li2CO3 (� C=O), LixCy, LiF and
Li3N. Moreover, the ILE2 SEI is overall richer in inorganic species,
which provides high ionic conductivity, superior Li ion diffusion
and electrochemical performance.[54]

Figure 5. Top view SEM images and corresponding cross-sectional FIB-SEM images of a–c) pristine NCM88 electrodes and d–i) electrodes recovered from
lithium ion-cells after 200 cycles d–f) in ILE1 and in g– i) in ILE2.
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Figure 7 depicts the comparison of the CEI chemical
composition on the NCM88 positive electrodes after cycling.
The deconvolution of the O 1s spectra of the electrodes cycled
in ILE1 and ILE2 show components at 529.5, 531.8, 532.5 and
533.8 eV, which correspond to M� O (M=Ni, Co, Mn), and � C=O,
� S=O/� C� O� C� , � O*� C=O, Li2CO3, FSI/TFSI/ethers and RCO2Li,
respectively. After sputtering (3 and 10 min) the concentration
of carbonates (� C=O) increase in both ILE systems. Further-
more, the M� O peak, which corresponds to NCM88, is more
pronounced in the ILE2 CEI, suggesting a thinner CEI. In
addition, the C 1s region in both configurations shows the
same trend as O 1s, displaying peaks which correspond to

� C� C� /� C� H� (conductive carbon and hydrocarbons),
� C� O� C� (ether from FEC ring opening)/� C� N� (citation of
ILE)/� CH2 (PVdF), � O� C=O (ROCO2Li) and � CO3

2� (Li2CO3)/� CF2

(PVdF, FEC and/or FSI/TFSI).[53] The comparison of the F 1s, N 1s
and S 2p spectra of cycled NCM88 and SiG electrodes shows
that the ILEs are decomposed to a lesser extent at cathode side
than the anode side, not forming inorganic-rich CEIs. The ILE2
CEI exhibits low concentration of LiF, which may be due to less
decomposition of FEC and FSI� /TFSI� anions. This is expected
since TFSI� prefers to absorb at the electrode and hence
displaces a fraction of FSI� from the surface, therefore, the
relatively slower reaction of TFSI� helps to control the FSI�

Figure 6. High-resolution core level XPS of the O 1s, C 1s, F 1s, N 1s and S 2p region of SiG electrodes recovered from SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cells after 200
cycles in a) ILE1 and b) ILE2. The time scale on the left indicates times for Ar+ sputtering to remove the outer layers of the SEI and electrode (0.8 nmmin� 1)
and probe the depth profile.
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decomposition kinetics.[42] As a result, less LiF and other FSI� /
TFSI� reduction products accumulate on the surface, leading to
the formation of a more uniform and robust CEI.[42]

In summary, single-anion ILE forms a thick SEI and CEI,
which potentially leads to rapidly increasing cell impedance,
accelerating the growth of cell polarisation as observed in
Figure 3, and resulting in a rapid capacity decay. On the
contrary, the dual anion electrolyte (ILE2) possesses an SEI
composed of chemically different layers, i. e., organic-rich outer-

most and inorganic-rich sublayer, while thinner CEI is formed
with respect to ILE1, due to the lower decomposition of the
FSI/TFSI and FEC on the cathode side. The different SEI and CEI
properties on the ILE2 system may be optimal for a superior
electrode protection, since NCM88 shows reduced crack
formation, and SiG does not show graphite exfoliation and
pulverisation of Si during cycling.

Figure 7. High-resolution core level XPS of the O 1s, C 1s, F 1s, N 1s and S 2p spectra of NCM88 electrodes recovered from SiG j jNCM88 lithium-ion cells after
200 cycles in a) ILE1 and b) ILE2. The time scale on the left indicates times for Ar+ sputtering to remove the outer layers of the CEI and electrode
(0.8 nmmin� 1) and probe the depth profile.
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Conclusion

In this work, the stable cycling of high specific energy LIBs
comprised of NCM88 (Ni-rich) positive electrodes and SiG
negative electrodes were demonstrated using an IL-based
electrolyte. Lithium-ion cells employing ILE2 (0.2 mol LiTFSI-
0.8 mol Pyr14FSI-FEC) delivered a high specific energy of
385 Whkg� 1 based on both positive and negative active
materials weight with a capacity retention of 74% after 200
cycles. The enhanced performance is ascribed to the different
electrode-electrolyte interphase properties elucidated for ILE2.
The SEI is composed of an inorganic-rich sublayer and organic
outermost layer while NCM88 is covered by thin CEI. Con-
sequently, the structural degradation and particle cracking of
the Ni-rich material as well as the pulverisation of the micro-
metre-sized Si could be effectively mitigated. Moreover, the
graphite fraction displays high compatibility with ILE2 and does
not exfoliate. Our findings highlight the potential use of such
IL-based electrolyte to develop high energy density and safer
LIBs making full use of state-of-the-art positive and negative
electrode materials.
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