

[image: Chart

Description automatically generated]
Figure S5: Galvanostatic electrochemical performance (0.01 to 3 V) of commercial PbO (litharge) vs. (a) lithium, (b) sodium, and (c) potassium, each showing poor activity. 
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Figure S6: TEM analysis of ex-situ samples at 1st discharge (vs. lithium) at 0.5 V. (a) Bright field micrograph and (b) SAED pattern of partly cycled PbTiO3 confirming TiO2. (c) Bright field micrographs of a Pb or LixPb particle taken at (c) low, and (d) high magnification (showing particle damage).
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