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We show that nonequilibrium spin injection into a superconductor can generate an anomalous
supercurrent or induce a phase gradient, even for spin voltages below the superconducting gap.
Our mechanism does not require breaking time-reversal symmetry in the effective superconduct-
ing Hamiltonian, but instead relies on nonequilibrium spin injection. We further demonstrate that
superconductivity enhances spin injection due to the large quasiparticle density of states near the
pairing gap, an effect that persists well below the gap. This contrasts with earlier works predicting
the absence of spin injection at zero temperature and small spin voltages. Our results provide a
natural explanation for long-standing experimental observations of spin injection in superconduc-
tors and predict novel effects arising from spin—charge coupling, including the electrical control of
anomalous phase gradients in superconducting systems with spin—orbit coupling. These effects are
broadly testable in a variety of materials and hybrid superconducting structures.

Recent research on quantum materials exhibiting su-
perconductivity and spin—orbit coupling, as well as on
superconductor—heavy-metal hybrids, has driven growing
interest in non-reciprocal transport effects in supercon-
ducting systems.'®. These effects may arise in different
materials and structures in which both time-reversal and
inversion symmetries are broken. Of particular interest
are non-reciprocal effects in superconductors with intrin-
sic spin—orbit coupling. In this case, the resulting non-
reciprocity is closely connected to the superconducting
spin-galvanic effect (SGE), namely the conversion of an
equilibrium spin polarization—originating from the re-
sponse of the superconducting condensate to an external
magnetic field—into a charge current. The SGE takes
place in gyrotropic materials or structures, i.e., those
that allow for the existence of a second-rank pseudoten-
sor®%:7, Most studies on superconducting SGE have so
far focused on supercurrents, i.e., on equilibrium proper-
ties, where time-reversal symmetry is broken either by an
external dc magnetic field or by intrinsic exchange fields,
such as those produced by a ferromagnet.

In this work, we focus on another situation that is
also fundamental for realistic experiments: the injection
of a non-equilibrium spin density into a superconduc-
tor with spin—orbit coupling and its conversion into a
voltage drop or a charge current. The electrical injec-
tion of spin into superconductors is a long-standing re-
search topic that probably started with the experiments
by Tedrow and Meservey®?, in which the tunneling con-
ductance of ferromagnet-insulator-superconductor (FIS)
junctions was used to determine the spin polarization of
the F electrodes, and the theoretical work by Aronov!C.
The basic assumption of the model, sufficient to extract
the polarization of the F layers, is that the spectrum of
the superconductor remains unaltered. This assumption
has propagated throughout the literature since then'2°,

While this assumption agrees well with experiments on
non-local transport over length scales much larger than
the superconducting coherence length, especially in spin-
split superconductors!”-19:21 it fails to describe non-local
effects over distances of the order of the superconduct-
ing coherence length. As an example, in Ref.'* spin is
injected from a ferromagnetic injector and the non-local
resistance is measured at a ferromagnetic detector some
distance away. An unmodified BCS spectrum predicts an
unbounded increase of the non-local resistance in the su-
perconducting state as T'— 02, whereas the experiment
clearly shows saturation at low temperatures. Using the
kinetic theory for superconductors, we show that such a
finite non-local spin signal occurs doe to inevitable renor-
malization of the spectrum of the superconductor at the
injection region, even in the absence of any inelastic re-
laxation processes. Our theory also naturally explains
the change in the effective spin-diffusion length observed
in Refs.!422-24_ Specifically, we show that the spin pene-
tration length is set by the minimum of the normal state
spin relaxation length /s and the superconducting coher-
ence length & = /D/2A. For the injector spin voltage
Vs well below the superconducting gap A, the injected
spin density grows linearly with Vg, and for Vg < A the
spin density injected into the superconductor is larger
than in the normal state, resulting in an excess spin for
Vs > A.

We then examine how the injected spin gives rise to
an electrical signal. In a superconductor with spin—orbit
coupling, the injected spin naturally couples to charge
transport, and can be converted into a measurable elec-
trical response via the SGE. This manifests in different
forms, as a voltage, an anomalous phase, or a current,
depending on the measurement setup and on the spin
voltage at the injector. Here we outline our main results.

In the open circuit setup shown in Fig. 1(c),
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non-equilibrium spin injection into the superconductor
through the middle normal-metal finger N induces a
charge imbalance when Vg > A. Once generated, the
charge imbalance relaxes away from the contact over
the characteristic charge-imbalance length A*2%26,  Asg
a result, a finite voltage is detected between two nor-
mal probes, 1 and 2 in Fig. 1(c), located at distances
shorter than A*. If one probe is placed at a distance much
larger than A*, the voltage difference between this probe
and probes 1 or 2 acquires the opposite sign. In this
open-circuit configuration, no net charge current flows
through the superconductor; nevertheless, a finite phase
difference develops between the two ends of the wire.
When the length of the superconducting wire exceeds
A*, the phase difference between the ends of the S wire
becomes independent of the wire length. In this sense,
spin injection realizes a “phase battery”?”: a supercon-
ducting element that generates a persistent current when
embedded in a superconducting loop, as illustrated in
Fig. 1(d). The anomalous phase implies a superconduct-
ing diode effect in the nonlinear regime®. Specifically, the
superconductor in Fig. 1(a) exhibits direction-dependent
critical currents when a nonequilibrium spin polariza-
tion is induced. Unlike previous proposals, this mech-
anism does not require time-reversal symmetry breaking
in the Hamiltonian but arises from the nonequilibrium
spin population. In the superconducting state, the loop
geometry, Fig. 1(d), has a richer phenomenology than in
the normal state?®. If the injection spin Vg < A, then
a non-dissipative current, supercurrent, flows along the
loop. In contrast, if Vg > A, a conversion of a quasipar-
ticle (dissipative) charge current into a pure supercurrent
takes place at distances of the order of A*. Thus, when
the voltage is measured between the two probes located
within a distance smaller than A* from the injector, up-
per two probes in Fig. 1(d), a finite voltage will be meas-
sured. However, measuring the voltage between probes
far from the injector (lower contacts in Fig. 1(d)) yields
zero voltage. In the remainder of the article, we present
the theoretical framework underlying these effects and
provide quantitative predictions for the proposed experi-
mental configurations. Technical details are given in the
Supplementary Material (ST)2°

Spin injection revisited. Here we show that it is pos-
sible to inject spin into a superconductor even at spin
voltages much smaller than the gap. The reason is that
the density of states (DoS) of a superconductor is, strictly
speaking, never exactly zero at w < A. This is, of course,
not surprising in real superconductors, where inelastic
processes, either intrinsic or due to the electromagnetic
environment, lead to an effective finite Dynes parameter
73931 making the in-gap DoS proportional to 7. How-
ever, even for an ideal BCS superconductor with n = 0,
as assumed in previous works'?20:21:32 the very presence
of the normal injector leads to a renormalization of the
superconducting DoS in the vicinity of the contact. The
induced in-gap DoS N,, in the tunnel limit, is of the order
of A\, = )‘%7 where A = 1/(2¢2RyNr), Ry is the resis-
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FIG. 1: (a) Schematic of the system under investigation:
A normal metal(N) layer sits atop a superconductor. A
spin polarized current is injected from a ferromagnetic
lea (F). This results in spin accumulations within the
normal metal layer, which diffuses toward the region of
the metal that lies above the superconductor (S). (b)

tance of the N/S interface per unit area, &, the energy
dependent superconducting coherent length, and Np is
the normal DoS at the Fermi level.

To demonstrate this, we consider the setup shown in
Fig. 1(a), consisting of a quasi-one-dimensional super-
conducting wire (S) attached to a normal-metal injector
at x = 0. To disentangle spin and charge transport,
the electrical spin injection from a ferromagnet F is per-
formed in the N metal, away from the N/S interface.
The non-equilibrium spin injected in N diffuses toward
the interface and is described by an effective spin volt-
age Vg'3. The properties of the superconductor possess-
ing SGE are described using the Usadel equation in the
Keldysh formalism”33:

*Daz(gaxg) + (%ijsg + [*inB + ATl, §]+
+alogo, g + T°9 = =A\6(2) [ginj» 9] - (1)

Here, ¢ denotes the quasiclassical Green’s function (GF)
matrix in the combined Keldysh-Nambu-spin space, o;
and 7; are the Pauli matrices acting in spin and Nambu
space, respectively, while 75 is the spin-relaxation time,
which we assume to originate from spin-orbit scatter-
ing. Matrix current J;¢ and torque 7°9 are propor-
tional to the SGE pseudotensor v, and describe the di-
rect and inverse SGE, respectivelly”. Their exact form
is given in Eq. (A2)-(A3) of SI?. The right-hand side
in Eq. (1) models a local normal injector characterized
by the GF ginj with components, gﬁj = fg;‘rllj = 713 and
gﬁj = 273 finj, Where

finj = tanh [(w + 0, Vs)/2T] = np, + oynr, (2)

is the distribution function of the normal electrode with
the applied spin bias Vg.

Assuming a small v, we solve the problem in two steps.
First, we set v = 0 and solve the spin-injection problem.
Then, the SGE is analyzed perturbatively in ~.



From Eq. (1) it follows that the retarded and ad-
vanced components contain only singlet terms, ¢/4),
being proportional to the identity matrix in spin space.
In contrast, the Keldysh component acquires both sin-
glet and triplet contributions, g% = ¢& + aygf( It
is customary®2934 to use the parametrization g/ =
(gR - gA) Fioy. Here Fy is the triplet distribution func-
tion which satisfies the following kinetic equation ob-
tained from Eq. (1) (see section B2 in SI):

dy,(x)

S

— D, [dy(2)d, F] + Fy, = 200(2) N,y (0) (nr — Fy)

3)
where N, (z) = trrs3(g®(x) — g4 (2))/4 is the density of
states, and d,,(z) = tr(1 — g®(x)g?(z))/4, is a spectral
function renormalizing the diffusion coefficient and the
spin scattering rate. In the normal state, g% = —g* = 73,
and the solution of Eq. (3) takes the form:

Rs/2 sl

Fion) = g me " nrle).

(4)

where Ry = ppls = Is/(NpD) is the spin resistance per
unit area. As expected, the spin injected depends on
the ratio between the barrier and spin resistances, and
decays exponentially away from the injector on the spin
diffusion length scale [y = v/ Ds.

In the superconducting state, assuming the tunnel-
ing limit, R, > Rs, the spectral functions N, (z) and
dy,(x) can be approximated by their values at the injec-
tor, © = 0, multiplied by exp(—sz,|z|) and exp(—257,|x]|),
respectively, where iz, = O(A2? — w?)[1 — (w/A)?]Y/4/&.
The corresponding solution to Eq. (3) reads (SI, Sec. B 2):

B AN, (0)np(w)
~ Dd,,(0)32(w) + AN, (0)

where 54 = /32 + »% — 3, and xg = 1/lg. This ex-
pression smoothly interpolates between different known
limits. In particular, in the normal state, Eq. (5) is re-
covered after setting N, = d, = 1, and s = 5.

Finally, the spectral spin density is obtained from
Su(x) = tr {m39f (W) }:

B ANZ(0)nr(w)
"~ Ddy,(0)s¢(w) + AN, (0)

Fy(w, ) e @lal (5

N

Su(x) (6)

This is an important result of the first part. It expresses
the non-equilibrium spin density in terms of the spectral
functions evaluated at the injection point, x = 0. These
can be found by solving the algebraic equation, Eq. (B26)
in the SI. The spectral spin density at = 0 is shown in
Fig. 2a. It is clearly non-zero below the gap. In the limit
ls < &, the zero-energy spin density coincides with its
normal-state value. Increasing ls the subgap spin den-
sity decreases but remains finite and oc A as in the normal
state. This remarkable result stemms from the fact that
even for an ideal BCS superconductor with zero Dynes
parameter, the subgap spectral functions remain finite,
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FIG. 2: (a) Spectral spin at the injector point, z = 0 for
different values of Ig, T =0, and A = 0.1. (b)
Dependence of the spin density at © = £y on the spin
voltage for different temperatures, A = 0.05, and
ls = &. (c) Spatial dependency of the injected spin
density in the normal state (dashed lines) and
superconducting state (solid lines) for two different
values of lg, A = 0.05, T =0, and Vg = 0.5A,. (d)
Temperature dependence of the non-local resistance
measured in the setup of Fig. 1(b) for different values of
lg, and X = 1073. The detector is situated at a distance
2¢y from the injector.

with N, (0) o< A and d,(0) oc A2. When the energy ap-
proaches A, the spectral spin strongly increaces, having
a sharp maximum at w = A. This behavior contrasts
with the assumptions made in previous works'? 4, and
as we will see has consequences in interpreting real data.
The spin density is obtained as S(z) = % [ dwS.,(z).
In Fig. 2b we show S(&), for lg = &, as a function
of the spin voltage. Remarkably, the maximum in the
spectral spin around A translates to an excess spin over
the normal state for spin voltages exceeding the gap.
In Fig. 2c we show the spatial dependence of S(x) at
low temperatures (solid lines) and in the normal state
(dashed lines). According to Eq. (6), the characteristic
spin-diffusion length in the superconducting state is de-
termined by the minimum of /g and the superconducting
coherence length &y. In the case lg > &g, as in aluminum,
the spin signal decays faster in the superconducting state,
as indeed observed in Refs.!#22. In fact, the ratio of spin
diffusion lengths at T'= 0 and T > T, gives &y/ls, which
using the values for A, D, and lg of that reference gives
&o/ls = 0.10 — 0.17 in agreement with the experiment.

From the kinetic equations we can also compute the
non-local transport signal in a non-local spin valve, such
as the one sketched in Fig. 1(b), and studied in exper-
iments '%!8 Details of these calculations are given in
Sec C of SI. The obtained non-local resistance Ry, i.e.
the ratio between the voltage measured at the detector
and the injector current I, is shown in Fig. 2d as a func-
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tion of temperature. We find that, in agreement with the
observations'*, Ry does not diverge at T = 0 as pre-
dicted by previous models, but instead saturates as T —
0, because of the finite density of states Ny at zero energy.
The above calculations assumed a perfect BCS supercon-
ductor with vanishing Dynes parameter. The finite sub-
gap DoS Ny ~ A{y/D = A arises from the tunnel injector,
and the zero-temperature value of Rny, ~ Nj 2 is there-
fore proporional to 1/ A2 If inelastic processes dominate
(n > S\A), where 7 is the Dynes parameter, the density of
states is given by N, = Re[—i(w+in)//A?% — (w + in)?],
and hence Ny ~ 1/A controls the low-temperature be-
havior of Rnr. This is the case of highly resistive tun-
neling contacts (see Sec. B3 of SI), which we assume in
the following.

Spin-charge conversion. Having established the mech-
anism of spin injection into a superconductor, we now
study how the spin is converted into a charge signal
via the SGE, for both subgap (Vs < A) and above-
gap (Vg > A) spin biases. The triplet GF ¢, gener-
ated by the injection, determines the spin-galvanic cur-
rent J79 = vg:, which now acts as a perturbation in the
singlet channel, so that from Eq. (1) we obtain:

—Dgo (635715 — ’6839[7'3,90]) + [—iw7‘3 + ATl,f]lS]

Here go denotes the unperturbed BCS GF with finite 7.
We assume higly resistive tunneling cotacts with /A >
A, so that Jo is taken spatially independent. Importantly,
to ensure charge conservation, we have introduced the
superconducting phase 6 via § — e "%ge'™% which is
determined from the condition [ dw tr {m2gX(w)} = 0.
Details of the calculation are presented in Sec. D of SI?.
The charge imbalance induced by the SGE follows from
gk as Q; = % [ dw tr gf (w), which determines the po-
tential drop across the injector?”.

NF>\7's
= / dw N,y (). (8)

eAp =~

Thus, at low temperatures, and n — 0, a finite volt-
age drop appears only if Vs > A. In this case, a finite
voltage difference 2V between probes 1 and 2 in Fig. 1
will be measured, provided that the probes are located
at distances smaller than the charge-imbalance length
Ag+. Measuring the voltage between probe 2 and an-
other probe situated at a distance much larger than Ag-
yields Vj, whereas performing the same measurement on
the opposite side gives —Vj.

The appearance of a charge imbalance in the super-
conductor is not the only consequence of spin injection.
A phase gradient is also always generated??. We distin-
guish two experimentally relevant situations. Consider
first a superconductor with open boundaries, Figl(c).
In this case, no current flows, but a phase gradient is
generated to compensate for the SG anomalous current.
The phase difference 060 between the ends of the wire
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FIG. 3: The spin voltage dependence of the ratio
between the current induced in the superconducting
loop of Fig. 1(d) and its value in the normal state for
ls =L =¢&), and n=0.01A.

is found by integrating the continuity equations (see SI,
Sec. D2) and is given by 60 = vS/K, where S is the
total, space integrated, spin induced in the S wire, and
K, = 2mopAtanh(A/2T). Thus, the finite wire acts as
a phase battery, a circuit element that develops a finite
phase difference between its ends. When embedded in a

superconducting loop, it drives a circulating current.

This brings us to the second setup, a superconducting
loop, shown in Fig. 1(d). The SGE induces a circulat-
ing current given by?® I = 4S/L, where L is the loop
length. This result is identical to that of the normal
state. However, in the superconducting state, for large
enough values of Vg, S is larger as in the normal state
and so the circulating current. The ratio of the currents
in the superconducting and normal state as a function of
Vs is shown in Fig. 3. If the spin voltage Vg is smaller
than A, the current in the loop is a pure supercurrent.
In this case, both pairs of probes in Fig. 1d will measure
zero voltage. In contrast, for Vg > A, probes located at
distances shorter than Ag-~, probes 1 and 2 in Fig. 1(d),
detect a finite voltage, signaling the presence of a dissi-
pative quasiparticle current. At larger distances from the
injector, this current is converted into a pure supercur-
rent. Consequently, probes 3 and 4 in Fig. 1(d), which
are placed far from the injector, measure zero voltage, in-
dicating purely superconducting transport. In principle,
the circulating current could also be detected inductively
by a second superconducting loop.

Conclusion We have presented a complete theory of
the spin-galvanic effect in superconductors induced by a
non-equilibrium spin. To this end, we revised the theory
of spin injection, showing that even for spin voltages be-
low the superconducting gap a finite spin can be injected.
In the presence of intrinsic spin-orbit coupling, this spin
generates a charge signal via the SGE. Specifically, for
Vs < A, a phase gradient develops, either as a phase
drop across the superconductor in an open circuit or as a



circulating supercurrent in a loop. For Vg > A, a charge
imbalance appears, producing a voltage drop across the
injector if probes are within the charge-imbalance relax-
ation length. Our predictions can be tested in standard
multiterminal setups used in spintronics, such as nonlocal

spin valves'418:3% and loop geometries?®.
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Appendix A: Usadel equation for a superconductor with spin-orbit coupling

The complete Usadel equation for a superconductor with intrinsic spin-orbit coupling reads”:

- 1
—D0y(§0kg) + Ok Ty* + [—iwTs + AT + 3, g] + 3 [0go, gl + T =0. (A1)

S
Here 74 is the spin diffusion time, D the diffusion coefficient, w real frequency, and A, the superconducting order
parameter. The SGE shows up in the matrix current,7,?, which transform the triplet GF into a singlet current

S 1 ~ ~ ~ ~
T = 1g Eut e {g,0:],05 + 9039} = vjrges » (A2)

where 7 is the SGE pseudotensor, and the SGE matrix torque, 759, transforms a singlet current into spin torque,

s i d.d0;q
T = 3 Cial ik {0k, goig} , o] (A3)

The Usadel equation is complemented by the normalization condition §? = 1 and appropriate boundary conditions.
We consider a quasi-one-dimensional superconducting wire (S), shown in Fig. 1(a), in contact with a normal-metal
injector (N) on top. The S/N interface is described by the Kupriyanov—Lukichev boundary condition%

ng gakg = /\(33) [ginj; fﬂ s <A4)

where ny is the unit vector normal to the interface and A\(x) is a parameter proportional to the inverse interface
resistance. Since the wire is quasi-one-dimensional and the S/N interface cross section is assumed to be smaller than
the spin-diffusion length, we approximate A(z) by a delta function, A(x) = Aé(z), with A = 1/(2¢2R,NF). In this
case the problem reduces to a one dimensional problem, and the boundary problem is reduced to Eq. (1) of the main
text.

In what follows we focus on the spin injection from a local contact with a given spin voltage, Vg, into a quasi-1d
system along ax—direction. Assuming a small spin—galvanic coefficient v, the SGE problem is solved in two steps: (i)
the spin injection at ;5 = 0 (section B 1, and (ii) the spin-charge conversion perturbatively in ;5 (section D). In
what follows, we use the 7 for denoting 8x8 matrices, Keldysh-Nambu-spin space. The ~ symbol denotes 4x4 in the
Nambu-spin space, whereas g’s denote 2x2 in the Nambu space.

Appendix B: Spin injection problem: Spin-biased injector

Here we focus on the spin-injection problem neglecting first the SGE. The Usadel equation reads:

L (0903 + A(@) [ging, 5] = 0 (B1)

—Dak(gakf]) + [—iWTg + ATl,g] + 3

where A(z) is a tunneling rate from the injector assumed to be localized at the origin. The normal metal injector, N
finger in Fig. 1(a) in the main text, is described by following GF's:

A
giﬁj = —9inj = 73, (B2)

Vs
Qi[;j = 273 tanh (w—;;‘y) =273 (ng + UyTLT) , (B3)

where V; is an effective “spin bias”, induced, for example, by the electrical spin injection from a ferromagnet (see 1(a)
in the main text).
Equations for the retarder/advanced components read

—D3,(g"40,¢") + [—iwrs + AT, g4 £ A(@) [13,974] =0 (B4)

In fact, the spectral GF have only singlet (scalar) component. In contrast, the Keldysh component acquires both
singlet and triplet parts,

i* =gF +o,9" . (B5)



The triplet part satisfies the

1
—D3, (470,95 + gf0,9") + [—iwrs + AT, gf] + 5 (99 — gFg?)
S
—0

+A(x) (ngK + g% 75 — g 2mgny + QTgnTgA) (B6)
In order to obtain the injected spectral spin density, S,,(z) = +tr {739 (w)} we will solve Eqs. (B4-B6) in different
situations. From the spectral spin one obtains the physical spin from S = (Ng/2) [ dwS,,.

1. Spin injection in the normal state

In the normal state A = 0 and g = —¢g# = 73, which dramatically simplifies the problem. It follows from (B6)
that g/ = 273F;, where the distribution function satisfies the equation

1
—DO?F, + —Fy = 2)6(2) (nr — F) (B7)

where I assumed that the size of the injector is much smaller than the spin diffusion length Iy = +/D7s, so that
the local tunneling rate can be represented as A(x) = AJ(x), with A = 1/2¢2R,Np, and Ry, is the contact (barrier)
resistance per area, The solution of (B7) is:

Ny/D

Rs/2 _l=l
= —F——=¢€
1+ Ms/D

Fy(w, z) nr(w) = =g (w) . (B8)

B Rb+Rs/2e

where Ry = l;/op is the spin resistance per area, with op being the Drude conductivity op = e2NpD. The factor of
1/2 in Eq. (B8) signifies the fact that the parts of the wire on the opposite sides from the injector work effectively as
parallel resistors. Thus, the injection in the normal metallic wire is characterized by a single dimensionless parameter,

N,  ANgpl, R,
D~ NeD 2R,

that is the ratio of characteristic resistances. The tunneling limit corresponds to the regime R, >> Rs. In the
opposite limit of Al;/D >> 1 the contact is transparent. In what follows, we focus on tunneling contacts.

2. Spin injection in ideal superconductors with vanishing Dynes parameters

We first focus on a perfect BCS superconductor without inelastic processes. This situation conicides with previous
theory works!#13:21:32:37 Tt ig customary to parametrize the Keldysh GF g¢ as?,

9 = (g" - gMF, (B9)

where g4 are the solutions to (B4). By inserting the representation (B9) into Eq.(B6), and taking its trace we
obtain the following exact kinetic equation for the distribution function in the SC

—Do, (tr {1 — gRgA} 8,;Ft) + %tr {1 — gRgA} F,
=2X(2)tr {73 (9" — 9*)} (nr — F}) (B10)

It has a structure similar to Eq.(B7) in the normal state, but with renormalized kinetic coefficients,

Dw— D,(z) = gtr {1 — gRgA} = gtr{(gﬁ" — gA)Q} = Dd,(z) (B11)
A= A (z) = gtr {5 (¢" - gA)} = AN, (x) (B12)

In the tunneling regime, the kinetic equation can be solved analytically, in two limiting cases.



1. It the limit of small energies w << A a complete analytic solution is possible because in this case the spatial
dependence of the renormalized kinetic coefficients is exponential.

2. In the limit of a short spin relaxation length, when [, << £ = ,/%. As d,(z) and N, (z) are varying on the

scale large than £, while the characteristic scale of eq.(B10) is s, we can the spatial dependence of the kinetic
coefficient in (B10) and solve it the same way as in the normal metal.

In the next two subsections, we present these two cases, which will help to construct a general solution by interpolation.

a. Spin injection in the small energy limit.

In the case of small energy, and within the tunneling limit, the Usadel equation for g4 (w,z), eq.(B4) can be
solved perturbatively to the linear order in A¢/D. The linearized in A equation for g% reads

—Dgg o291 + Qulad’, ot + (@) (73, 98] = 0
where gf¥ is the BCS GF and Q,, = v/A2 — w2. After multiplication with g the above equation takes the form,
—DZg1" + 200,91 = (@) (75 — 90'7395) (B13)

For the kinetic coefficients in Egs.(B11)-(B12) we need to obtain g’ — g#. The equation for this difference is obtained
by subtracting from (B13) its advanced counterpart,

2\ 2A2

2 (9" =g + 32 (4" - 9") = *ﬁ@m

D T3 (B14)

where s, = £ = \/mﬁ is the inverse spectral coherence length. We have used the fact that below the gap
N %“'A”. The solution to Eq. (B14) reads,
Mo A2

9" 9" =om T G e = amdue el (B15)

The validity of this solution assumes the condition

N A, A?
Ao = ———— 1
D A% —w? <<
which is definitely satisfied for low energies in the tunneling regime when X\, ~ Ay = %. From eq.(B15) we
immediately find the required kinetic coefficients,
1 N x|
N,(z) = Ztr {Tg (gR — gA)} = A e el (B16)
1 -
dy(x) = gtr{(gR - gA)Q} = 2\ e 2lal (B17)
The kinetic equation (B10) then takes the following form
2\
_emlaly (672zw|xlaxpt) +32F, = —25(z) (n — Fy) (B18)

w

where s = £;1 = 1/y/D7s. It is remarkable that the r.h.s. in (B18) is independent of the tunneling rate A:

A 1 w?

— =, 1—-—] .
DX, A2
In other words, in the parametrization Eq. (B9), the distribution function does not depend on A. One can check by
a direct substitution that the solution of (B18) is of the form

Ft(x) e Ft(O)e_(V 22 +52— 52, ) |z



where the value of F;(0) is found from the boundary condition

UJ2
[0, F) 0 = 252, (1 — A2> [nr — F,(0)]

By resolving this condition we find the final distribution function,

w 1- 2 A2 2 2
Fy(z) = 2 (1 —w?/A%) nr(w) o~ (Ve tZ—)al (B19)
2+ 2 — w2 /A2

We then obtain for the spectral spin density,

Sul) = Fu(w, 1) No(z) = ——Zl/D -/l (B20)

2+ 22— w2 /A2

In the small energy limit this result simplifies as,

Xs —A/ x5 +xs |
0 s

In the limit of short spin diffusion length s; >> s, the above small energy spin density in SC coincides with the
spectral spin in the normal metal (¢f. with Eq. (B8) when R, > Ry),

R -
SN(z) ~ Z2np(w)e™ el
Ry
In short, even in the case of an ideal BCS superconductor with eta = 0, the tunneling contact provides a finite
density of states at w = 0, which leads to a finite subgap spin density, in contrast with teh assumptions of previous
works12:14,32

b. Spin injection in the limit of a short spin diffusion length

Now, let us assume that the spin diffusion length is short, I << &y(0), where &(0) = £,=o(7 = 0). In this limit,
the spatial dependence of the kinetic coefficients can be neglected and in (B10) we can simply replace d,(x) by its
value at the injector, i.e., dy,(z) — d,(0). Equation (B10) then simplifies to the form

2AN,,(0)
—0iF, + 52 F, = =224 ~F
T t+%s t de(O) (.’E) (nT t)
which is essentially identical to the kinetic equation in the normal metal and is solved in the same way. The solution
is,
Als Ny, (0)
Fi(w,z) = — Ddu(0) (w) e~ %! (B22)

Mo N (0)
ER S EH ()

Notice that in the tunneling limit when Aly/D = R;/R, << 1. The functions N, (0) and d,,(0) are expressed in terms
of components of g% (x) = g, (z)73 + f.(z)71 at the injector point,

N(0) = 3t {75 (57(0) — 4 (0)) } = Re g (0)
4(0) = 5t { (57(0) = 9 (0)"} = [Re g (0)) ~ [1m £ (0))

Calculation of ¢g(0) and f(0) can be reduced to solving an algebraic quartic equation. To derive this equation I
represent the Usadel equation for gf(x) = g(x)73 + f(x)7; in the following explicit form

D0, 9(@)0. 7 (@) — [(@)Deg(x)] — iwof () ~ Ag(x) = 0 (B23)

5 9(0)0.S (@) ~ F@)g(@)]* = AF(0) (B24)
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Here the boundary condition (B24) represents the injection é-function. In addition, the normalization g2(x)+f2(x) = 1
is assumed. By multiplying Eq.(B23) with ¢g(x)0, f(x) — f(2)0zg(z) one can represent it in a total derivative form

0. ()0 1) ~ F02ua(a)]” ~ iwg(o) + Af(a) ) =0

The integration of this equation from a given point x to co gives the first integral of the Usadel equation:

g [9(2)0:f (x) = f(2)Dpg(2)]* — iwg(z) + Af(x) = /A? = (w +i0)? (B25)

where the r.h.s. corresponds to [—iwg(x) + Af(x)],_... We now evaluate eq.(B25) at = 0 and substitute the
boundary condition (B24) for the first term. This yields an algebraic equation,

2
%Df%m — iwg(0) + Af(0) = /A — (w +i0)?

which, together with the normalization condition ¢g2(0) + f2(0) = 1, fully determines the required functions g.,(0) and
fw(0). It is useful to rewrite the above equation in terms of dimensionless parameters,

1~
5)\f2—izg—|—f—\/1—22:o (B26)
where z = § +10, and A= \/2)\AiD /\[5)0 is the only dimensionless parameter which controls the solution. By squaring

this equation can be reduced to a closed quartic equation either for g or for f. It becomes quadratic at z = 0, and also
possesses a relatively simple analytic solution in the gap region at z ~ 1 in the limit A << 1. Specifically, assuming
A << 1, and solving the squared equation for g we obtain for zero energy,

90(0) ~ A

which agrees with Eq.(B15). In the vicinity of the gap for |z — 1| << 1 the solution reads,

Notice that since z = X + 0, the square root in the above equation reads,

\/1—222\/1—2'291—2' iV z 0(2% —1)

c. Interpolation scheme smoothly connecting known limits

From the previous sections it becomes clear that (i) the tunneling contact modifies the spectral Green’s functions,
and (ii) these modifications decay on the scale of s, for energies inside the gap. Therefore, it looks reasonable to
approximate the space dependence of spectral coefficients d, (z) and N, (z), Egs. (B11) and (B12), by the following
simple exponential functions,

&

—

=
I

N, (0)e™#Il (B27)
dy(z) = dy(0)e™ 2] (B28)

Here N, (0)and d,,(0) are the exact values at the contact, and we define 32 = 0(A? — w?)2y/A2 — w2/D which takes
care of the fact that above the gap the density of states is well approximated by a space independent function. In
fact, in the limit of small tunneling rate A the essential relative modifications of all the spectral coefficients are in
the gap region. Note that the heuristic construction of Eqgs. (B27)-(B28) is inspired by the small-energy solution of
Egs. (B16)-(B17). With this assumption, the kinetic equation, Eq. (B10), takes the form structurally identical to its
low energy form (B18),

2AN,,(0)

§(z) (nr — Ft) (B29)



11

Therefore the solution of (B29) is again of the form
Fy(z) = F,(0)e” (Vi —5)lal (B30)
The difference is that now F;(0) is determined by a slightly modified boundary condition

0. = =g or — FiO)]

The final solution for the distribution function then takes the form

o )\Nw (O)HT
= Dd,(0)54(w) + AN, (0)

Fy(x) e (Wlzl (B31)

where s (w) = /%2 + 2 — 3,. This result for the distribution function, interpolates smoothly between all previous
limiting cases. Namely,

e the short I limit of Eq. (B22), which corresponds to s >> s;

e the low energy limit of Eq. (B19);

e the normal state limit in which A = 0 leading to N, = d, = 1 and »4(w) = 5. In this limit we recover Eq.
(B8)

The corresponding spectral spin is therefore

)\]\72 (0)7’LT 72 2|
So(x) = Fy(x)Ny,(z) = w e~V FE =z B32
(0) = PN = B 0)salw) + ANL(0) 232
This expression for the spin also recovers all above limits except for the case of “transparent contact” because for
A — oo the assumption Eq. (B27) is not valid (in this case gap closes at the contact point so that N, (0) = 1).
In the main text, we focus on tunneling contacts. To create Fig. 2 (a-c) we use Eq. (B32) by solving Eq. (B26) to
determine the spectral functions d,,(0) and N (0) at the injection point.

3. Spin injection in a superconductor with a finite Dynes parameter: tunneling limit

In the previous sections, we have assumed an ideal BCS superconductor, i.e., a superconductor with an exactly zero
density of states below the gap. However, real superconductors do not exhibit a perfect gap, either due to intrinsic
inelastic processes or extrinsic ones, such as coupling to the electromagnetic environment3?. Such effects may be
qualitatively described by a single parameter n, the so-called Dynes parameter. In this section we compute the spin
injected in a superconductor with a finite 7.

We focus on the tunneling limit and calculate again the Keldysh triplet component. The retarded and advance
GF’s are now homogeneous in space To the linear order in the tunneling rate the equation has the simple form:

1
—DO3gi" + (Qr +Qa)g," + —g;" = 2\0(2)(7s — 96’790 ) (B33)

where Qp 4 = /A2 — (w+xin)? and the unperturbed GF's are defined as,

R,A —i(w:l:i’l])Tg +AT1

B34
90 Qna ( )
The triplet component of g% can be obtained straightforwardly:
Ae~lelv/Z2 53
K _ € (B35)

R A
9 = 75— 9o Tsgh )T
e Werun AR Y

. The spectral spin density, S, (z) = %tr {ngtK(w)}, is then given by:

/\NQTLT(OJ) 52 2
S, (z) = © o~ lel/E2 B36
(@) Dd\/ 32 + % (B36)
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where we have used the following identity for GFs,

2

R A n R_ _A
_ e N

Y90 90 Qr +Q (3 90 390)

By computing the spin density S(x) from the expression of Eq. (B36), one can see that it qualitatively behaves like
that of an ideal BCS superconductor (Fig. 1b in the main text). First, it does not vanishes for Vg < A, and for
Vs ~ A, the spin density in the superconducting state is much larger than in the normal state.

4. Electric detection of injected spin by a magnetic probe

In order to electrically detect the spin injected at x = 0, one may place a ferromagnetic probe F at a distance x4
from the injector. A sizable spin signal may appear if x4 is smaller than the characteristic decay length of the spin,
determined by the minimum of g and xig.

We assume that the F-electrode, located at the point x4, is polarize in the same direction as the spin injected, i.e.
oy. The electrode is described by the following term in the Usadel equation,

jd5($ — xd) = Ad[ngF, g](;(.’L‘ — :L‘d) (B37)

where Ay = 1 /262]\7 R4, Rq is the S/F interface resistance times area, and gq is the GF of the normal detector
electrode

w—+ 13V,

g = 273 tanh ( 5T

) =273 (ng + T3nT) (B39)

and I' = ¢ + 130,u with ¢* + u? = 1 and 2tu = P is the spin filtering operator accounting for the spin polarization of
the detector. For a compact characterization of the F—electrode it is natural to introduce the effective GF,

Gqg=Tg4l' (B40)

whose components are easily found to be,
GF = -G} =13+ Pyo, (B41)
Gl =2(m5 + Poy)(nL + m3n7) (B42)

The charge current in the detector is calculated as,
m dw < 1 .
Iy = —ZNF/Q—tr{Tg,Jf} = ”NFAd/dwtr{Tg[Gd,g(:cd)]K}
m 8

Using ¢ generated by the spin—biased electrode we get,

1 .

gtr {Tg[Gd,g]K} = N, (PiF; —nr)
Therefore the current in the detector reads

41

Ii=R;'; / dw [Ny (za)nr — PalNo(2a) Fy () (B43)

The second term in the r.h.s. is the injected spin at location of the detector times the polarization of the detector.
The condition I; = 0 determines the detector voltage, which can be obtained by solving following integral equation:

/dwNw(QL'd)TLT(Vd) = Pd/Sw(:cd)dw (B44)

Appendix C: Electric spin injection from magnetic electrode

In the previous sections, we considered spin injection via a spin voltage induced in a normal (N) electrode; see
Fig. 1la in the main text. However, in experiments, spin is usually injected from ferromagnetic (F) electrodes by
driving a spin-polarized current'418:22:35 1In this section, we analyze this situation.
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1. General kinetic equations

The Usadel equation for a wire with ferromagnetic contact at x = 0 reads,

1
~DV4(§V24) + [~iwrs + Am g + o

[ogo,g) = =Ad(x) [Gr(V), §] (C1)
where A is real and Vg = Org — i[OkT3, 9], which accounts for a possibility of having a supercurrent. The Green
function G g of the normal F—electrode with polarization P along y—axis read [see Eqs. (B40)-(B42)],

Gf = -G# =13+ Po,

G = 2(m3 + Poy,)(ng + m3nr)

From Eq. (C1), g™ have trivial spin structure. The equation for them is given by Eq. (B4) after replacing 0y — V4,
that is,

—DV . (g"V,g") + [—iwrs + A7, g%] + Xo(2) [13.9%] =0 (C2)
—DV,(¢*V,g?) + [~iwrs + Ary, g*] — Ao(2) [13,9] =0 (C3)
The Keldysh component is naturally separated into the singlet and triplet parts,
9% =g + oy
and can then be represented in terms of four distribution functions,
g9s = (9" — g Fy + (97 — g™ E] (C4)
gt = (9" — gL + (9" — mg™) Ff (C5)

In previous section, where a pure spin biased injector was consider, the triplet channel generates only F;/ and was
completely decoupled from the rest. Now however, by substituting the above representation for g¥into the Keldysh
component of Eq. (C1) and taking the traces with 73, 1, o, and 730, one get four coupled equations,

— D, (dwang’) — Dj, w0, FE + %Atr {r(g" + 9"} FF

= 2AN,.6(z) [ny — F) — PF]] (C6)
—D0, (dw0s FE + juwFY) = 2AN,6(z) [n, — FX — PFF] (C7)
—D0, (d.0.F + jm,wFtL)#iiFT = 2\N,0(z) [P (np — F) — F/] (C8)

- 1
—D0, (du0.FF) = Djn w0 + 58t {ra(g" +¢*)} Ff
dy,
+—F} = 2\N,6(z) [P (ng, — FF) — F}] (C9)
Ts
Here the coefficients are defined as follows

1
dus(z) = Jtr {1 - g%}

N, (z) = itr {g" —g*}

~ 1
dy(z) = itr {1 - ngRngA} (C10)
, 1
]m,w(x) = itr {7_3 (ngng - gAvmgA)} = nw(x)amcp (Cll)
ny(z) = —itr {rsg" 739" — 739" 739"} (C12)

The phase gradient in these equation is determined from the selfconsistency condition

/dwtr {r2g"} = /dwtr {r2(g" — ") FL —ir (g% + g*)FT} =0 (C13)
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which is equivalent to enforcing the charge conservation. Formally, the condition (C13) ensures that after the energy
integration Eq. (C6) becomes the continuity equation. This can be seen as follows. Let us trace Eqgs.(C2) and (C3)
with 73 and subtract them from each other. The result is the following identity,

Dazjz,w = %Atr {TQ(gR - gA)}
Using this identity I rewrite the selfconsistency condition in the form
A
5 / dwtr {r1 (g% + g FI'} =-D / dwF Y0,z (C14)

This equation guaranties that after the w—integration the Lh.s. in Eq.(C6) becomes a total divergence, and can be
written as follows,

O J(x) = I6(x)

where J(x) is the charge current in the wire and I is the current in the electrode,
1 7 T 1 L
J(x) = —0Dg dwd,, ()0, F; — op; dwn, (2) 0, F; (C15)
1
I= R;1§ /dwNw(x) [ny — F — PF]] (C16)

Here op = DNp is the Drude conductivity and R, = (2¢2ANp)~?! is the contact resistance.

2. Electric spin injection in normal metal

Before considering the superconducting case, let us check the injection in the normal state. In this case, d,, = d,, =
N, =1, and j, . = 0, and the T— and L—channels fully decouple. The equations for the distributions functions F.'
and FT, Egs. (C6-C8) simplify as,

—DOZF] =2X\5(z) [np — F — PF] (C17)
1
~DO?FF + ;FtT =2X0(2) [P (nr — FF) — F[] (C18)

One can integrate these equations over the energy to get a closed system of equations for the charge and spin chemical
potentials,

1
p=3 /FST(w)dw (C19)
1
"= / FY (w)dw (C20)
By multiplying Eqs. (C17)-(C18) with %eQNF and integrating over w, we get
—opdu(x) = 2¢°NpA[V — p(0) — Pn(0)] d(x) (C21)
—opdin(x) + opsin(x) = 262 NpX [P (V — 11(0)) = (0)] 8(x) (C22)

Equation (C21) is the charge continuity equation. The coefficient in front of the delta—function in its r.h.s. is the
charge current flowing from the F-electrode and 2e? Np\ = R;l is identified with the inverse boundary resistance of
the contact. Thus, from Eq.(C19) we get the Ohm’s law relating the current through the contact with F-electrode to
the voltage drop across the contact,

Ryl =V — p(0) — Pn(0) (C23)
Finally, by expressing the source in Eg.(C22) in terms of the current I, the spin diffusion equation reads:
—opdin(z) + opsin(z) = [P1 — Ry (1 — P*)n(0)] é(x) (C24)

Eqgs.(C24)-(C23) coincide in form with the equations used in the literature!®383% This equations are valid in the
tunneling contact limit. In the case of transparent interfaces, in the source term in Eq.(C24) one should replace Ry, by
the resistance of the ferromagnet RY = /038, In fact, the inverse of the total resistance should enter the second
(back flow) term in the r.h.s. in Eq.(C24). In our case, R, > RI, the large interface resistance suppresses the back
flow, while the source term, is determined by the current, does not depend on the transmission of the contact.
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3. Electric spin injections in a superconductor: Linear regime

The situation when L— and T—channels decouple in general is the linear response to the voltage bias V. In this case,

n 1[tanh(“’+v) —tanh<w+v>} N S
T2 2T 2T "~ 2T cosh? ()

ané[ ( ) ( +V>} :tanh(%)+0(v2)

Using these equalities and inspecting Egs.(C6)—(C9), (C11) and (C13) one finds that

(
Fl, =0(V), jow=0(V),
FL = tanh (QT) +O(V?), FL = +0(v?)

Therefore the coupling can be neglected and the kinetic equations in the T—channel, read

—D, (JwaszT ) + %tr {r(g" + 9"} FT = 2AN,(z) [ny — FT — PF[] (C25)
~DO, (d,0.FF) + %FE =2AN,6(z) [P (ny — F]) — F/] (C26)
|

where in the r.h.s. np = At T — 0 only w = 0 contribution is relevant and this system of equations

2T cosh( ﬁ) :
possesses a complete analytic solution.

a. Solution of the injection problem

In general, the solution to Eq.(C26) can be constructed in the same way as for the case of the spin—biased electrode.
In fact, Eq.(C26) can be obtained from (B10) by the replacement ny — P (ng — F) in the r.h.s. Therefore solution
of Eq.(C26) is immediately obtained from (B31),

AN (0)P (ng — FX(0))

Ff(x) = Dd.,(0)32(w) + AN, (0)

e wlel (C27)

By inserting this result into the r.h.s. of (C25) we get a closed equation for the singlet distribution function £ which
determines the charge imbalance,

—-Da, (JwﬁszT) + %tr {ri(g" +g"} FT

Dd,, s (w) + (1 — P?)AN,,

=2)\N,
Dd, 5 (w) + AN,

(nr — FI) 6(x) (C28)

In this equation, in contrast to Eq.(C26), the coefficients in the Lh.s. are never small , even at A — 0 (Jw is of order
unity at w = 0). Therefore in the tunneling contact limit, i.e. large R; (small X\), the r.h.s. can be treated as a
perturbation. This means that F (0) can be neglected compared to ny both in the r.h.s. of Eq.(C28) and in the
r.h.s. of Eq.(C27). In this regime we can relate the current I and the voltage V' in the injector simply by integrating
the r.h.s. of Eq.(C28) over w,

% Doy (0)340(w) + (1 — P2)AN,(0)
Bl = / TN (O) o cost? () [Dda(0)5(@) + ANo(0)] (029)

This relation can be written compactly as

V = Rin;1 (C30)
where the effective resistance of the injector is
Ry! Dd, 1 — P?)AN,,
it 2 2T cosh? (% ) [de(O)%t (w) + AN, (0)]
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At the same level of accuracy the injected spectral spin reads,

Rin AN2(0)e~V#itsilal

Su(z) = Ny(x tT €r)=
() = No @) F ) = P () [Dda (@) () + AN (0]

(C32)

b. Detection of the injected spin by magnetic detector

Similarly to the spin—bias case in Sec.2.4, the voltage V; induced in the detector is calculated by setting to zero the
detector current

Iy~ /dw [No(za)nr(Va) = No(za) ] (£4) — PaSu(za)] =0

The important difference with Eq.(B43) for the spin—biased case is the presence of the charge imbalance componente,
FT at the location of detector. This contribution is eliminated by subtracting the V; measured for parallel and

antiparallel orientations of the injector and detector polarizations, that is, VdT T for Py = P, and VdT Y for Py = —P.
This is how non-local spin valves are operated33® The corresponding nonlocal resistance then reads,

vty dwS,, (x
R 2P / - (m(d)jl (C33)
f 2T cosh2(%)
By inserting here Eqgs.(C32) and (C31) we get explicitly,
I ANZ(0)e” VZEt=Eeag,
Ruvp = Ry P 2T cosh? (55 ) [Ddu (0) 5, (w) + AN, (0)] (C34)
i N, (0)[Dd., (0)5¢¢ (w)+(1— P2)AN,, (0)]dw i N, (0)e~ % %d dw
4T cosh? (55 ) [Dd., (0) 3¢ (w)+ AN, (0)] 4T cosh? (5% )
where R, = (2¢2ANr)~!. This equation is used to plot Ry, in the Fig. 2 (d) of teh main text.
In the limit " — 0 we have WM/”) — 26(w) and the above expression simplifies dramatically,
2)\ —XtXq
Ryp = RyP? ° (C35)

Ddo(0)5 + (1 — PE)AN,(0)

where 2 = \/%(2) + 32 — 55. From here the normal state result is obtained by setting dy = Ny = 1 and s = ¢,
whereas in the superconductor do(0) = Ng(0) with No(0) = A = A&/D = $pp&o/Ry (here pp = 1/0p is the Drude
resistivity).

Appendix D: Spin—to—charge conversion: Spin—galvanic effect

Once we understood that spin can be injected even for voltages below the gap, we focus now on the spin-charge
conversion via the spin-galvanic effect. For this we assume a sizable spin-orbit coupling in the superconductor.
Moreover, because of its closer connection with experiments involving tunneling barriers, we assume here that n/A > A,
such that the spectral functions of the superconductor, at zeroth order in the spin—galvanic parameter -y, are those
given in Section B 3.

We treat the problem perturbately in the spin-galvanic coeffcient 7. The generated triplet GF now works as a
perturbation in the singlet channel,

—Dgo (92915 — 1030[7s, gol) + [—iwrs + A71, g1a] = 0 (v32)
Importantly, the presence of the 71 component in the Keldysh source inevitably generates the 75 component in the

Keldysh GF, which then breaks the continuity equation. To restore the charge conservation we are forced to introduce

a superconducting phase 6 by § — e 793¢ determined from the condition

/ ;l—(:tr {ngK(w)} =0 (D1)
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which ensures that there is no imaginary correction to A, and thus guaranties the charge conservation. The correction,
gF, to the retarded GF is determined from the equation,

~Dgg gt + [—iwrs + Amy, g7'] = —iDI095 (13, 95 »
which in readily solved in the Fourier space,

R iDq20q

R
D2
g1 Dq2 ZQR [7—3390 } ( )

Similarly we find the advanced component.
The Keldysh component of the above equation reads,

—D (9592975 + 95 297") + [—iws + At gfs] = =04 (va!") (D3)
~iDO20 (9873, 981 + 98 (73, 98])

It is convenient to write this equation using the standard representation of g% in terms of the distribution function3*,

g% = g"F — Fg* = g§ + (91" — g{")ho + (98’73 — T390 ) b,

where the distribution function has the form, F' = hg + m3hir with hg = tanh 5%. Thus, from Eq. (D3) we find the
the equation for the non-equlibrium part of the distribution function,

—D (73— 9(1)%73964) O2hyr + [—iwTs + ATy, goi s — 395 |har = —0Os (’ng() ) (D4)
which can be further simplified,
(13 — g'7398") {—D2hir + (Qr + Qa)hir} = —0s (var) (D5)

Notice that the matrix structure on either side of this equation is identical, which confirms the ansatz for the distri-
bution function. The explicit solution takes the form,

—1q2AgTsnr (W)

hip = D6
D Qo+ Qal [+ (R 0a) + 2] (D6)

1. Charge imbalance and the voltage drop

The induced distribution function hi7 determines the charge imbalance induced in the superconductor,
v [ dw K v VgTs
= — | —t = — [ dwN, hip =y—+~22— | dwN,
Q=T [ Eule @) = § [ aoNowihr = 152 [ duo(winr(e)
and the potential drop across the injector,
o N VAT,

eAp =1 (}1_% qQ; =" ) dwNy(w)nr(w) (D7)

Notice that at T — 0 and Vs < A no charge imbalance and no voltage drop (larger than 7) is induced from the
injected spin. In this situation only a supercurrent and or a phase drop are expected.

2. Phase gradient and the phase drop
The phase gradient is determined by the condition, Eq(D1),
dﬂ K\ _ df(.d R __ A h R _ A h _
o T {mgis} = o T {7291’ — 91")ho + T2(g0'Ts — 7395 )lur } =0

or, equivalently, by the requirement that the continuity equation is fulfilled,

Ouj(x) =0
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where the current is defined as follows,

. TNp dw P . TwNp dw
j= _TD/TH{T?’ (902G — 10:09[T3, §]] }+T/§tr{73wf(}

N
= FD@ /dwtr 1 - 7'390 T3gH ) hit + hoT3 [go (gf - iH[Tg,g(If‘D - g()4 (gi4 - 2'9[7'37964])]}
Np

JrT/dwtr {Tg’ygtK}

With the solutions for gf/’A and hir from Eqs. (D2,D6), the Fourier component of the current is given by

NF/d Qr+ Q4 54(w)
Dq2 +QR+QA

Qr Q4 A A
+q0,— 0 /dwho( ) {Mtr {39873, 901} — mtf {7390 [73, 951}

which after evaluation of the traces result in,

Ng Qr+ Q4

2F L — iqK(q)0 D
9 qu2+QR+QAsq(W) tq (Q) q ( 8)

jq:7

where we have introduced a g—dependent superfluid weight,

A2 A2 w
Ks = —1 d — tanh —
(@) 170 / “ { (D@? +Qr)Qr  (Dg? +Q4)24 } or

A2
=4 T
o ; (Dq2 + /A2 +w,%) VA2 + w2

The phase 6 is determined by the condition 9,j(x) = 0, which requires j(z) = const. The constant depends on the
geometry and boundary conditions. There are two relevant situations, sketeched in Fig. 1(c-d) of the main text and
which we analyze next.

I. Wire with open boundaries (Fig. 1lc in main text) : In this case the current should be identically zero
j(x) = 0 which determines the phase distribution,

Qr+ Q4

iqKs(q)0, = ’YNF/O dwm

5q(w)
For the induced anomalous phase drop across the injector we get depending of the wire length L,

2 Np [2 dwsg—o(w) = =2=Sa, L < Ag-
86 = i lim g6, = {(y F fooo wsg=o(w) KSS/O) A Q
q—0 =Nr Jo dwsg—o(w) = oS, L> Ao~

where Ag- is the charge imbalance length'®. Formally, the first case corresponds to taking the limit n — 0 before the
limit ¢ — 0, and the in the second case one takes ¢ — 0 first while keeping 7 finite.

II. Closed loop geometry(Fig. 1d in main text): In this case the current j(z) = I induced in the loop is
given by the ¢ = 0 component of the current density Eq. (D8) under the condition of regularity and periodicity of
the phase, I - L = j,—o, which implies,

gl > gl
1=1Np /O dosy—olw) = 1§ (DY)

The total current is thus given by the total injected spin divided by the loop length. This is the same as in the
normal state, but the current is larger, because the injected spin is larger in the superconducting case , and part of
it is superfluid. The distribution of the supercurrent along the loop is readily found as,

Dg” 3q(w) (D10)

o0
i.(q) = iqse.(q)0, = YN dy—0n "1
Js(q) = igrs(q)0, ’YF/O Y BE TN T,

We have ignored the magnetic field induced by the current, assuming that the current is small compared to the
critical current.



