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Universidad del Páıs Vasco, 20018 Donostia-San Sebastián, Basque Country, Spain

2IKERBASQUE, Basque Foundation for Science, 48009 Bilbao, Basque Country, Spain
3Donostia International Physics Center (DIPC), 20018 Donostia–San Sebastián, Spain

4Centro de F́ısica de Materiales (CFM-MPC), Centro Mixto CSIC-UPV/EHU, E-20018 San Sebastián, Spain
(Dated: December 30, 2025)

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.1–5. 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-
sor3,6,7. 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 Meservey8,9, 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 Aronov10.
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 then11–20.

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 superconductors17,19,21, it fails to describe non-local
effects over distances of the order of the superconduct-
ing coherence length. As an example, in Ref.14 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 →012, 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.14,22–24. Specifically, we show that the spin pene-
tration length is set by the minimum of the normal state
spin relaxation length lS and the superconducting coher-
ence length ξ0 =

√
D/2∆. For the injector spin voltage

VS well below the superconducting gap ∆, the injected
spin density grows linearly with VS , and for VS ≲ ∆ the
spin density injected into the superconductor is larger
than in the normal state, resulting in an excess spin for
VS > ∆.

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 VS > ∆. Once generated, the
charge imbalance relaxes away from the contact over
the characteristic charge-imbalance length Λ∗25,26. As
a result, a finite voltage is detected between two nor-
mal probes, 1 and 2 in Fig. 1(c), located at distances
shorter than Λ∗. If one probe is placed at a distance much
larger than Λ∗, 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
Λ∗, 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”27: 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 regime3. 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 state28. If the injection spin VS < ∆, then
a non-dissipative current, supercurrent, flows along the
loop. In contrast, if VS > ∆, a conversion of a quasipar-
ticle (dissipative) charge current into a pure supercurrent
takes place at distances of the order of Λ∗. Thus, when
the voltage is measured between the two probes located
within a distance smaller than Λ∗ 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 (SI)29.

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 ω < ∆. 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
η30,31, making the in-gap DoS proportional to η. How-
ever, even for an ideal BCS superconductor with η = 0,
as assumed in previous works12,20,21,32, 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 Nω in the tunnel limit, is of the order
of λ̃ω = λξω

D , where λ = 1/(2e2RbNF ), Rb 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, ξω the energy
dependent superconducting coherent length, and NF 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 VS

13. The properties of the superconductor possess-
ing SGE are described using the Usadel equation in the
Keldysh formalism7,33:

−D∂x(ǧ∂xǧ) + ∂xJ sg
x + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, ǧ]+

+ 1
8τs

[σǧσ, ǧ] + T sg = −λδ(x) [ǧinj, ǧ] . (1)

Here, ǧ denotes the quasiclassical Green’s function (GF)
matrix in the combined Keldysh–Nambu–spin space, σj

and τj are the Pauli matrices acting in spin and Nambu
space, respectively, while τs is the spin-relaxation time,
which we assume to originate from spin-orbit scatter-
ing. Matrix current J sg

k and torque T sg are propor-
tional to the SGE pseudotensor γ, and describe the di-
rect and inverse SGE, respectivelly7. Their exact form
is given in Eq. (A2)-(A3) of SI29. The right-hand side
in Eq. (1) models a local normal injector characterized
by the GF ǧinj with components, gRinj = −gAinj = τ3 and

gKinj = 2τ3finj, where

finj = tanh [(ω + σyVS)/2T ] = nL + σynT , (2)

is the distribution function of the normal electrode with
the applied spin bias VS .
Assuming a small γ, we solve the problem in two steps.

First, we set γ = 0 and solve the spin-injection problem.
Then, the SGE is analyzed perturbatively in γ.
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From Eq. (1) it follows that the retarded and ad-
vanced components contain only singlet terms, gR(A),
being proportional to the identity matrix in spin space.
In contrast, the Keldysh component acquires both sin-
glet and triplet contributions, gK = gKs + σyg

K
t . It

is customary13,20,34 to use the parametrization gKt =(
gR − gA

)
Ftσy. Here Ft is the triplet distribution func-

tion which satisfies the following kinetic equation ob-
tained from Eq. (1) (see section B 2 in SI):

−D∂x [dω(x)∂xFt] +
dω(x)

τs
Ft = 2λδ(x)Nω(0) (nT − Ft)

(3)
where Nω(x) = trτ3(g

R(x) − gA(x))/4 is the density of
states, and dω(x) = tr(1 − gR(x)gA(x))/4, is a spectral
function renormalizing the diffusion coefficient and the
spin scattering rate. In the normal state, gR = −gA = τ3,
and the solution of Eq. (3) takes the form:

FN
t (ω, x) =

Rs/2

Rb +Rs/2
e−

|x|
ls nT (ω), (4)

where Rs = ρDls = ls/(NFD) 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 ls =

√
Dτs.

In the superconducting state, assuming the tunnel-
ing limit, Rb ≫ Rs, the spectral functions Nω(x) and
dω(x) can be approximated by their values at the injec-
tor, x = 0, multiplied by exp(−κ̃ω|x|) and exp(−2κ̃ω|x|),
respectively, where κ̃ω = Θ(∆2 − ω2)[1− (ω/∆)2]1/4/ξ0.
The corresponding solution to Eq. (3) reads (SI, Sec. B 2):

Ft(ω, x) =
λNω(0)nT (ω)

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)
e−κt(ω)|x|, (5)

where κt =
√

κ̃2
ω + κ2

S − κ̃ω and κS = 1/lS . This ex-
pression smoothly interpolates between different known
limits. In particular, in the normal state, Eq. (5) is re-
covered after setting Nω = dω = 1, and κt = κS .

Finally, the spectral spin density is obtained from
Sω(x) =

1
4 tr

{
τ3g

K
t (ω)

}
:

Sω(x) =
λN2

ω(0)nT (ω)

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)
e−

√
κ̃2

ω+κ2
S |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 x = 0 is shown in
Fig. 2a. It is clearly non-zero below the gap. In the limit
lS ≪ ξ0, the zero-energy spin density coincides with its
normal-state value. Increasing lS the subgap spin den-
sity decreases but remains finite and ∝ λ 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,

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 2: (a) Spectral spin at the injector point, x = 0 for

different values of lS , T = 0, and λ̃ = 0.1. (b)
Dependence of the spin density at x = ξ0 on the spin

voltage for different temperatures, λ̃ = 0.05, and
lS = ξ0. (c) Spatial dependency of the injected spin

density in the normal state (dashed lines) and
superconducting state (solid lines) for two different

values of lS , λ̃ = 0.05, T = 0, and VS = 0.5∆0. (d)
Temperature dependence of the non-local resistance

measured in the setup of Fig. 1(b) for different values of

lS , and λ̃ = 10−3. The detector is situated at a distance
2ξ0 from the injector.

with Nω(0) ∝ λ and dω(0) ∝ λ2. When the energy ap-
proaches ∆, the spectral spin strongly increaces, having
a sharp maximum at ω = ∆. This behavior contrasts
with the assumptions made in previous works12–14, and
as we will see has consequences in interpreting real data.

The spin density is obtained as S(x) = NF

2

∫
dωSω(x).

In Fig. 2b we show S(ξ0), for lS = ξ0, as a function
of the spin voltage. Remarkably, the maximum in the
spectral spin around ∆ 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 lS and the superconducting
coherence length ξ0. In the case lS > ξ0, as in aluminum,
the spin signal decays faster in the superconducting state,
as indeed observed in Refs.14,22. In fact, the ratio of spin
diffusion lengths at T = 0 and T > Tc gives ξ0/lS , which
using the values for ∆, D, and lS of that reference gives
ξ0/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 14,18. Details of these calculations are given in
Sec C of SI. The obtained non-local resistance RNL, 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
observations14, RNL does not diverge at T = 0 as pre-
dicted by previous models, but instead saturates as T →
0, because of the finite density of statesN0 at zero energy.
The above calculations assumed a perfect BCS supercon-
ductor with vanishing Dynes parameter. The finite sub-
gap DoS N0 ∼ λξ0/D = λ̃ arises from the tunnel injector,
and the zero-temperature value of RNL ∼ N−2

0 is there-

fore proporional to 1/λ̃2. If inelastic processes dominate

(η > λ̃∆), where η is the Dynes parameter, the density of

states is given by Nω = Re[−i(ω+iη)/
√
∆2 − (ω + iη)2],

and hence N0 ∼ η/∆ controls the low-temperature be-
havior of RNL. This is the case of highly resistive tun-
neling contacts (see Sec. B 3 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 < ∆) and above-
gap (VS > ∆) spin biases. The triplet GF ǧt, gener-
ated by the injection, determines the spin-galvanic cur-
rent J sg

x = γǧt, which now acts as a perturbation in the
singlet channel, so that from Eq. (1) we obtain:

−Dǧ0
(
∂2
xǧ1s − i∂2

xθ[τ3, ǧ0]
)
+ [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, ǧ1s]

= −∂x (γǧt) . (7)

Here ǧ0 denotes the unperturbed BCS GF with finite η.
We assume higly resistive tunneling cotacts with η/∆ >

λ̃, so that ǧ0 is taken spatially independent. Importantly,
to ensure charge conservation, we have introduced the
superconducting phase θ via ǧ 7→ e−iτ3θ ǧeiτ3θ, which is
determined from the condition

∫
dω tr

{
τ2g

K
s (ω)

}
= 0.

Details of the calculation are presented in Sec. D of SI29.
The charge imbalance induced by the SGE follows from
gK1s as Q∗

q = NF

8

∫
dω tr gK1s(ω), which determines the po-

tential drop across the injector29.

e∆φ = γ
NFλτs

D

∫
dωNω nT (ω). (8)

Thus, at low temperatures, and η → 0, a finite volt-
age drop appears only if VS > ∆. In this case, a finite
voltage difference 2V0 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
ΛQ∗ . Measuring the voltage between probe 2 and an-
other probe situated at a distance much larger than ΛQ∗

yields V0, whereas performing the same measurement on
the opposite side gives −V0.
The appearance of a charge imbalance in the super-

conductor is not the only consequence of spin injection.
A phase gradient is also always generated29. We distin-
guish two experimentally relevant situations. Consider
first a superconductor with open boundaries, Fig1(c).
In this case, no current flows, but a phase gradient is
generated to compensate for the SG anomalous current.
The phase difference δθ between the ends of the wire

0 0.5 1 1.5 2

VS="0

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

I
(V

S
)=

I N
(V

S
)

T = 0:01Tc
T = 0:3Tc
T = 0:6Tc

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 = ξ0, and η = 0.01∆0.

is found by integrating the continuity equations (see SI,
Sec. D 2) and is given by δθ = γS̄/Ks, where S̄ is the
total, space integrated, spin induced in the S wire, and
Ks = 2πσ0∆tanh(∆/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 by29 I = γS̄/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 VS , S̄ 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 VS is smaller
than ∆, 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 VS > ∆, probes located at
distances shorter than ΛQ∗ , 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 phase gradient develops, either as a phase
drop across the superconductor in an open circuit or as a
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circulating supercurrent in a loop. For VS > ∆, 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 valves14,18,35 and loop geometries28.
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D. Beckmann, Physical Review B—Condensed Matter and
Materials Physics 87, 024517 (2013).

20 F. S. Bergeret, M. Silaev, P. Virtanen, and T. T. Heikkilä,
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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 reads7:

−D∂k(ǧ∂kǧ) + ∂kJ sg
k + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1 + Σ̌, ǧ] +

1

8τs
[σǧσ, ǧ] + T sg = 0 . (A1)

Here τs is the spin diffusion time, D the diffusion coefficient, ω real frequency, and ∆, the superconducting order
parameter. The SGE shows up in the matrix current,J sg

k , which transform the triplet GF into a singlet current

J sg
k =

i

16
ϵijlγlk {[ǧ, σi] , σj + ǧσj ǧ} 7→ γjkǧt,j , (A2)

where γ is the SGE pseudotensor, and the SGE matrix torque, T sg, transforms a singlet current into spin torque,

T sg =
i

8
ϵijlγlk [{∂kǧ, ǧσiǧ} , σj ] (A3)

The Usadel equation is complemented by the normalization condition ǧ2 = 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 condition36

nk ǧ ∂kǧ = λ(x) [ǧinj, ǧ] , (A4)

where nk is the unit vector normal to the interface and λ(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 λ(x) by a delta function, λ(x) = λ δ(x), with λ = 1/(2e2RbNF ). 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, VS , into a quasi-1d
system along x–direction. Assuming a small spin–galvanic coefficient γ, the SGE problem is solved in two steps: (i)
the spin injection at γjk = 0 (section B 1, and (ii) the spin-charge conversion perturbatively in γjk (section D). In
what follows, we use the .̌ for denoting 8×8 matrices, Keldysh-Nambu-spin space. The .̂ symbol denotes 4×4 in the
Nambu-spin space, whereas g’s denote 2×2 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:

−D∂k(ǧ∂kǧ) + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, ǧ] +
1

8τs
[σǧσ, ǧ] + λ(x) [ǧinj, ǧ] = 0 (B1)

where λ(x) 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 GFs:

gRinj = −gAinj = τ3, (B2)

ĝKinj = 2τ3 tanh

(
ω + σyVs

2T

)
= 2τ3 (nL + σynT ) , (B3)

where Vs 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

−D∂x(g
R,A∂xg

R,A) +
[
−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

R,A
]
± λ(x)

[
τ3, g

R,A
]
= 0 (B4)

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

ĝK = gKs + σyg
K
t . (B5)
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The triplet part satisfies the

−D∂x
(
gR∂xg

K
t + gKt ∂xg

A
)
+

[
−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

K
t

]
+

1

2τs

(
gRgKt − gKt gA

)
+λ(x)

(
τ3g

K + gKτ3 − gR2τ3nT + 2τ3nT g
A
)
= 0 (B6)

In order to obtain the injected spectral spin density, Sω(x) =
1
4 tr

{
τ3g

K
t (ω)

}
we will solve Eqs. (B4-B6) in different

situations. From the spectral spin one obtains the physical spin from S = (NF /2)
∫
dωSω.

1. Spin injection in the normal state

In the normal state ∆ = 0 and gR = −gA = τ3, which dramatically simplifies the problem. It follows from (B6)
that gKt = 2τ3Ft, where the distribution function satisfies the equation

−D∂2
xFt +

1

τs
Ft = 2λδ(x) (nT − Ft) (B7)

where I assumed that the size of the injector is much smaller than the spin diffusion length ls =
√
Dτs, so that

the local tunneling rate can be represented as λ(x) = λδ(x), with λ = 1/2e2RbNF , and Rb is the contact (barrier)
resistance per area, The solution of (B7) is:

Ft(ω, x) =
λls/D

1 + λls/D
e−

|x|
ls nT (ω) =

Rs/2

Rb +Rs/2
e−

|x|
ls nT (ω) . (B8)

where Rs = ls/σD is the spin resistance per area, with σD being the Drude conductivity σD = e2NFD. 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,

λls
D

=
λNF ls
NFD

=
Rs

2Rb

that is the ratio of characteristic resistances. The tunneling limit corresponds to the regime Rb >> Rs. In the
opposite limit of λls/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 works12,13,21,32,37. It is customary to parametrize the Keldysh GF gKt as20,

gKt = (gR − gA)Ft (B9)

where gR,A 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

−D∂x
(
tr
{
1− gRgA

}
∂xFt

)
+

1

τs
tr
{
1− gRgA

}
Ft

= 2λ(x)tr
{
τ3

(
gR − gA

)}
(nT − Ft) (B10)

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

D 7→ Dω(x) =
D

4
tr
{
1− gRgA

}
=

D

8
tr
{(

gR − gA
)2} ≡ Ddω(x) (B11)

1

τs
7→ 1

τs(ω, x)
=

1

4τs
tr
{
1− gRgA

}
=

1

8τs
tr
{(

gR − gA
)2}

=
dω(x)

τs

λ 7→ λω(x) =
λ

4
tr
{
τ3

(
gR − gA

)}
= λNω(x) (B12)

In the tunneling regime, the kinetic equation can be solved analytically, in two limiting cases.
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1. It the limit of small energies ω << ∆ 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 ls << ξ =
√

D
2∆ . As dω(x) and Nω(x) are varying on the

scale large than ξ, while the characteristic scale of eq.(B10) is ls, 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 gR,A(ω, x), eq.(B4) can be
solved perturbatively to the linear order in λξ/D. The linearized in λ equation for gR reads

−DgR0 ∂
2
xg

R
1 +Ωω[g

R
0 , g

R
1 ] + λ(x)[τ3, g

R
0 ] = 0

where gR0 is the BCS GF and Ωω =
√
∆2 − ω2. After multiplication with gR0 the above equation takes the form,

−D∂2
xg

R
1 + 2Ωωg

R
1 = λ(x)

(
τ3 − gR0 τ3g

R
0

)
(B13)

For the kinetic coefficients in Eqs.(B11)-(B12) we need to obtain gR−gA. The equation for this difference is obtained
by subtracting from (B13) its advanced counterpart,

−∂2
x

(
gR − gA

)
+ κ2

ω

(
gR − gA

)
=

2λ

D
δ(x)

2∆2

∆2 − ω2
τ3 (B14)

where κω = ξ−1
ω =

√
2Ωω

D is the inverse spectral coherence length. We have used the fact that below the gap

gR0 = gA0 = −iωτ3+∆τ1
Ωω

. The solution to Eq. (B14) reads,

gR − gA = 2τ3
λξω
D

∆2

∆2 − ω2
e−κω|x| = 2τ3λ̃ωe

−κω|x| (B15)

The validity of this solution assumes the condition

λ̃ω =
λξω
D

∆2

∆2 − ω2
<< 1

which is definitely satisfied for low energies in the tunneling regime when λ̃ω ≈ λ̃0 = λξ0
D . From eq.(B15) we

immediately find the required kinetic coefficients,

Nω(x) =
1

4
tr
{
τ3

(
gR − gA

)}
= λ̃ωe

−κω|x| (B16)

dω(x) =
1

8
tr
{(

gR − gA
)2}

= λ̃2
ωe

−2κω|x| (B17)

The kinetic equation (B10) then takes the following form

−e2κω|x|∂x

(
e−2κω|x|∂xFt

)
+ κ2

sFt =
2λ

Dλ̃ω

δ(x) (nT − Ft) (B18)

where κs = ξ−1
s = 1/

√
Dτs. It is remarkable that the r.h.s. in (B18) is independent of the tunneling rate λ:

λ

Dλ̃ω

= κω

(
1− ω2

∆2

)
.

In other words, in the parametrization Eq. (B9), the distribution function does not depend on λ. One can check by
a direct substitution that the solution of (B18) is of the form

Ft(x) = Ft(0)e
−(
√

κ2
ω+κ2

s−κω)|x|
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where the value of Ft(0) is found from the boundary condition

[∂xFt]
+0
−0 = 2κω

(
1− ω2

∆2

)
[nT − Ft(0)]

By resolving this condition we find the final distribution function,

Ft(x) =
κω

(
1− ω2/∆2

)
nT (ω)√

κ2
ω + κ2

s − κωω2/∆2
e−(

√
κ2

ω+κ2
s−κω)|x| . (B19)

We then obtain for the spectral spin density,

Sω(x) = Ft(ω, x)Nω(x) =
λnT (ω)/D√

κ2
ω + κ2

s − κωω2/∆2
e−

√
κ2

ω+κ2
s |x| (B20)

In the small energy limit this result simplifies as,

Sω(x) ≈
Rs

Rb
nT (ω)

κs√
κ2
0 + κ2

s

e−
√

κ2
0+κ2

s |x| (B21)

In the limit of short spin diffusion length κs >> κω the above small energy spin density in SC coincides with the
spectral spin in the normal metal (cf. with Eq. (B8) when Rb ≫ Rs),

SN
ω (x) ≈ Rs

Rb
nT (ω)e

−κs|x|

In short, even in the case of an ideal BCS superconductor with eta = 0, the tunneling contact provides a finite
density of states at ω = 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, ls << ξ0(0), where ξ0(0) = ξω=0(T = 0). In this limit,
the spatial dependence of the kinetic coefficients can be neglected and in (B10) we can simply replace dω(x) by its
value at the injector, i.e., dω(x) 7→ dω(0). Equation (B10) then simplifies to the form

−∂2
xFt + κ2

sFt =
2λNω(0)

Ddω(0)
δ(x) (nT − Ft)

which is essentially identical to the kinetic equation in the normal metal and is solved in the same way. The solution
is,

Ft(ω, x) =

λlsNω(0)
Ddω(0)

1 + λlsNω(0)
Ddω(0)

nT (ω) e
−κs|x| (B22)

Notice that in the tunneling limit when λls/D = Rs/Rb << 1. The functions Nω(0) and dω(0) are expressed in terms
of components of gRω (x) = gω(x)τ3 + fω(x)τ1 at the injector point,

Nω(0) =
1

4
tr
{
τ3

(
gR(0)− gA(0)

)}
= Re gω(0)

dω(0) =
1

8
tr
{(

gR(0)− gA(0)
)2}

= [Re gω(0)]
2 − [Im fω(0)]

2

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 gR(x) = g(x)τ3 + f(x)τ1 in the following explicit form

−D

2
∂x [g(x)∂xf(x)− f(x)∂xg(x)]− iωf(x)−∆g(x) = 0 (B23)

−D

2
[g(x)∂xf(x)− f(x)∂xg(x)]

+0
−0 = λf(0) (B24)
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Here the boundary condition (B24) represents the injection δ-function. In addition, the normalization g2(x)+f2(x) = 1
is assumed. By multiplying Eq.(B23) with g(x)∂xf(x)− f(x)∂xg(x) one can represent it in a total derivative form

∂x

(
D

4
[g(x)∂xf(x)− f(x)∂xg(x)]

2 − iωg(x) + ∆f(x)

)
= 0

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

D

4
[g(x)∂xf(x)− f(x)∂xg(x)]

2 − iωg(x) + ∆f(x) =
√
∆2 − (ω + i0)2 (B25)

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

λ2

4D
f2(0)− iωg(0) + ∆f(0) =

√
∆2 − (ω + i0)2

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

1

2
λ̃f2 − izg + f −

√
1− z2 = 0 (B26)

where z = ω
∆ + i0, and λ̃ = λ√

2∆D
= λξ0

D 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 λ̃ << 1. Specifically, assuming
λ̃ << 1, and solving the squared equation for g we obtain for zero energy,

g0(0) ≈ λ̃

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

g(z) ≈ λ̃− 2
3

{
e−iπ

6 − 2

3
λ̃− 2

3 ei
π
6

√
1− z2

}
Notice that since z = ω

∆ + i0, the square root in the above equation reads,√
1− z2 =

√
1− z2 θ(1− z2)− i

√
z2 − 1 θ(z2 − 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 κω, for energies inside the gap. Therefore, it looks reasonable to
approximate the space dependence of spectral coefficients dω(x) and Nω(x), Eqs. (B11) and (B12), by the following
simple exponential functions,

Nω(x) = Nω(0)e
−κ̄ω|x| (B27)

dω(x) = dω(0)e
−2κ̄ω|x| (B28)

Here Nω(0)and dω(0) are the exact values at the contact, and we define κ̄2
ω = θ(∆2 − ω2)2

√
∆2 − ω2/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 λ the essential relative modifications of all the spectral coefficients are in
the gap region. Note that the heuristic construction of Eqs. (B27)-(B28) is inspired by the small-energy solution of
Eqs. (B16)-(B17). With this assumption, the kinetic equation, Eq. (B10), takes the form structurally identical to its
low energy form (B18),

−e2κ̄ω|x|∂x

(
e−2κ̄ω|x|∂xFt

)
+ κ2

sFt =
2λNω(0)

Ddω(0)
δ(x) (nT − Ft) (B29)
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Therefore the solution of (B29) is again of the form

Ft(x) = Ft(0)e
−(
√

κ̄2
ω+κ2

s−κ̄ω)|x| . (B30)

The difference is that now Ft(0) is determined by a slightly modified boundary condition

[∂xFt]
+0
−0 = −2λNω(0)

Ddω(0)
[nT − Ft(0)]

The final solution for the distribution function then takes the form

Ft(x) =
λNω(0)nT

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)
e−κt(ω)|x| (B31)

where κt(ω) =
√
κ̄2
ω + κ2

s − κ̄ω. This result for the distribution function, interpolates smoothly between all previous
limiting cases. Namely,

• the short ls limit of Eq. (B22), which corresponds to κs ≫ κω;

• the low energy limit of Eq. (B19);

• the normal state limit in which ∆ = 0 leading to Nω = dω = 1 and κt(ω) = κs. In this limit we recover Eq.
(B8)

The corresponding spectral spin is therefore

Sω(x) = Ft(x)Nω(x) =
λN2

ω(0)nT

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)
e−

√
κ̄2

ω+κ2
s |x| (B32)

This expression for the spin also recovers all above limits except for the case of “transparent contact” because for
λ → ∞ the assumption Eq. (B27) is not valid (in this case gap closes at the contact point so that Nω(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 dω(0) and Nω(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 environment30. Such effects may be
qualitatively described by a single parameter η, the so-called Dynes parameter. In this section we compute the spin
injected in a superconductor with a finite η.

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:

−D∂2
xg

K
t + (ΩR +ΩA)g

K
t +

1

τs
gKt = 2λδ(x)(τ3 − gR0 τ3g

A
0 )nT (B33)

where ΩR,A =
√
∆2 − (ω ± iη)2 and the unperturbed GFs are defined as,

gR,A
0 =

−i(ω ± iη)τ3 +∆τ1
ΩR,A

. (B34)

The triplet component of gK can be obtained straightforwardly:

gKt =
λe−|x|

√
κ̃2

ω+κ2
S

D
√

κ̃2
ω + κ2

S

(τ3 − gR0 τ3g
A
0 )nT (B35)

. The spectral spin density, Sω(x) =
1
4 tr

{
τ3g

K
t (ω)

}
, is then given by:

Sω(x) =
λN2

ωnT (ω)

Ddω
√

κ̃2
ω + κ2

S

e−|x|
√

κ̃2
ω+κ2

S (B36)
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where we have used the following identity for GFs,

gR0 − gA0 =
2η

ΩR +ΩA

(
τ3 − gR0 τ3g

A
0

)
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 VS < ∆, and for
VS ∼ ∆, 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 xd

from the injector. A sizable spin signal may appear if xd is smaller than the characteristic decay length of the spin,
determined by the minimum of lS and xi0.
We assume that the F–electrode, located at the point xd, is polarize in the same direction as the spin injected, i.e.

σy. The electrode is described by the following term in the Usadel equation,

J̌dδ(x− xd) = λd[ΓǧdΓ, ǧ]δ(x− xd) (B37)

where λd = 1/2e2NFRd, Rd is the S/F interface resistance times area, and ǧd is the GF of the normal detector
electrode

gRd = −gAd = τ3, (B38)

gKd = 2τ3 tanh

(
ω + τ3Vd

2T

)
= 2τ3 (nL + τ3nT ) (B39)

and Γ = t+ τ3σyu with t2 + u2 = 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,

Ǧd = ΓǧdΓ (B40)

whose components are easily found to be,

GR
d = −GA

d = τ3 + Pdσy (B41)

GK
d = 2(τ3 + Pσy)(nL + τ3nT ) (B42)

The charge current in the detector is calculated as,

Id = −π

4
NF

∫
dω

2π
tr
{
τ3J̌

K
d

}
= −1

8
NFλd

∫
dωtr

{
τ3[Ǧd, ǧ(xd)]

K
}

Using ǧ generated by the spin–biased electrode we get,

1

8
tr
{
τ3[Ǧd, ǧ]

K
}
= Nω (PdFt − nT )

Therefore the current in the detector reads

Id = R−1
d

1

2

∫
dω [Nω(xd)nT − PdNω(xd)Ft(xd)] (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 Id = 0 determines the detector voltage, which can be obtained by solving following integral equation:∫

dωNω(xd)nT (Vd) = Pd

∫
Sω(xd)dω (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. 1a in the main text. However, in experiments, spin is usually injected from ferromagnetic (F) electrodes by
driving a spin-polarized current14,18,22,35. In 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,

−D∇x(ǧ∇xǧ) + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, ǧ] +
1

8τs
[σǧσ, ǧ] = −λδ(x)

[
ǦF(V ), ǧ

]
(C1)

where ∆ is real and ∇kg = ∂kg − i[∂kφτ3, g], which accounts for a possibility of having a supercurrent. The Green

function ĜF of the normal F–electrode with polarization P along y–axis read [see Eqs. (B40)-(B42)],

GR
F = −GA

F = τ3 + Pσy

GK
F = 2(τ3 + Pσy)(nL + τ3nT )

From Eq. (C1), gR,A have trivial spin structure. The equation for them is given by Eq. (B4) after replacing ∂k → ∇k,
that is,

−D∇x(g
R∇xg

R) +
[
−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

R
]
+ λδ(x)

[
τ3, g

R
]
= 0 (C2)

−D∇x(g
A∇xg

A) +
[
−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

A
]
− λδ(x)

[
τ3, g

A
]
= 0 (C3)

The Keldysh component is naturally separated into the singlet and triplet parts,

gK = gKs + σyg
K
t

and can then be represented in terms of four distribution functions,

gKs = (gR − gA)FL
s + (gRτ3 − τ3g

A)FT
s (C4)

gKt = (gR − gA)FT
t + (gRτ3 − τ3g

A)FL
t (C5)

In previous section, where a pure spin biased injector was consider, the triplet channel generates only FT
t and was

completely decoupled from the rest. Now however, by substituting the above representation for gK into the Keldysh
component of Eq. (C1) and taking the traces with τ3, 1, σy, and τ3σy one get four coupled equations,

−D∂x

(
d̃ω∂xF

T
s

)
−Djx,ω∂xF

L
s +

1

2
∆tr

{
τ1(g

R + gA)
}
FT
s

= 2λNωδ(x)
[
nT − FT

s − PFT
t

]
(C6)

−D∂x
(
dω∂xF

L
s + jx,ωF

T
s

)
= 2λNωδ(x)

[
nL − FL

s − PFL
t

]
(C7)

−D∂x
(
dω∂xF

T
t + jx,ωF

L
t

)
+
dω
τs

FT
t = 2λNωδ(x)

[
P
(
nT − FT

s

)
− FT

t

]
(C8)

−D∂x

(
d̃ω∂xF

L
t

)
−Djx,ω∂xF

T
t +

1

2
∆tr

{
τ1(g

R + gA)
}
FL
t

+
dω
τs

FL
t = 2λNωδ(x)

[
P
(
nL − FL

s

)
− FL

t

]
(C9)

Here the coefficients are defined as follows

dω(x) =
1

4
tr
{
1− gRgA

}
Nω(x) =

1

4
tr
{
gR − gA

}
d̃ω(x) =

1

4
tr
{
1− τ3g

Rτ3g
A
}

(C10)

jx,ω(x) =
1

4
tr
{
τ3

(
gR∇xg

R − gA∇xg
A
)}

≡ nω(x)∂xφ (C11)

nω(x) = − i

4
tr
{
τ3g

Rτ3g
R − τ3g

Aτ3g
A
}

(C12)

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

{
τ2g

K
}
=

∫
dωtr

{
τ2(g

R − gA)FL
s − iτ1(g

R + gA)FT
s

}
= 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 Eqs.(C2) and (C3)
with τ3 and subtract them from each other. The result is the following identity,

D∂xjx,ω =
i

2
∆tr

{
τ2(g

R − gA)
}

Using this identity I rewrite the selfconsistency condition in the form

∆

2

∫
dωtr

{
τ1(g

R + gA)FT
s

}
= −D

∫
dωFL

s ∂xjx.ω (C14)

This equation guaranties that after the ω–integration the l.h.s. in Eq.(C6) becomes a total divergence, and can be
written as follows,

∂xJ(x) = Iδ(x)

where J(x) is the charge current in the wire and I is the current in the electrode,

J(x) = −σD
1

2

∫
dωd̃ω(x)∂xF

T
s − σD

1

2

∫
dωnω(x)∂xφF

L
s (C15)

I = R−1
b

1

2

∫
dωNω(x)

[
nT − FT

s − PFT
t

]
(C16)

Here σD = DNF is the Drude conductivity and Rb = (2e2λNF )
−1 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, dω = d̃ω =
Nω = 1, and jx,ω = 0, and the T− and L−channels fully decouple. The equations for the distributions functions FT

s

and FT
t , Eqs. (C6-C8) simplify as,

−D∂2
xF

T
s = 2λδ(x)

[
nT − FT

s − PFT
t

]
(C17)

−D∂2
xF

T
t +

1

τs
FT
t = 2λδ(x)

[
P
(
nT − FT

s

)
− FT

t

]
(C18)

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

µ =
1

2

∫
FT
s (ω)dω (C19)

η =
1

2

∫
FT
t (ω)dω (C20)

By multiplying Eqs. (C17)-(C18) with 1
2e

2NF and integrating over ω, we get

−σD∂2
xµ(x) = 2e2NFλ [V − µ(0)− Pη(0)] δ(x) (C21)

−σD∂2
xη(x) + σDκ2

sη(x) = 2e2NFλ [P (V − µ(0))− η(0)] δ(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 2e2NFλ = R−1

b 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,

RbI = V − µ(0)− Pη(0) (C23)

Finally, by expressing the source in Eg.(C22) in terms of the current I, the spin diffusion equation reads:

−σD∂2
xη(x) + σDκ2

sη(x) =
[
PI −R−1

b (1− P 2)η(0)
]
δ(x) (C24)

Eqs.(C24)-(C23) coincide in form with the equations used in the literature12,38,39 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 Rb by
the resistance of the ferromagnet RF

s = lFs /σF
38. 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, Rb ≫ RF
s , 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,

nT =
1

2

[
tanh

(
ω + V

2T

)
− tanh

(
ω + V

2T

)]
≈ V

2T cosh2
(

ω
2T

)
nL =

1

2

[
tanh

(
ω + V

2T

)
+ tanh

(
ω + V

2T

)]
= tanh

( ω

2T

)
+O(V 2)

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

FT
s,t = O(V ), jx,ω = O(V ),

FL
s = tanh

( ω

2T

)
+O(V 2), FL

t = +O(V 2)

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

−D∂x

(
d̃ω∂xF

T
s

)
+

∆

2
tr
{
τ1(g

R + gA)
}
FT
s = 2λNωδ(x)

[
nT − FT

s − PFT
t

]
(C25)

−D∂x
(
dω∂xF

T
t

)
+

dω
τs

FT
t =2λNωδ(x)

[
P
(
nT − FT

s

)
− FT

t

]
(C26)

where in the r.h.s. nT = V

2T cosh( ω
2T )

. At T → 0 only ω = 0 contribution is relevant and this system of equations

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 nT → P

(
nT − FT

s

)
in the r.h.s. Therefore solution

of Eq.(C26) is immediately obtained from (B31),

FT
t (x) =

λNω(0)P
(
nT − FT

s (0)
)

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)
e−κt(ω)|x| (C27)

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

determines the charge imbalance,

−D∂x

(
d̃ω∂xF

T
s

)
+

∆

2
tr
{
τ1(g

R + gA)
}
FT
s

= 2λNω
Ddωκt(ω) + (1− P 2)λNω

Ddωκt(ω) + λNω

(
nT − FT

s

)
δ(x) (C28)

In this equation, in contrast to Eq.(C26), the coefficients in the l.h.s. are never small , even at λ → 0 (d̃ω is of order
unity at ω = 0). Therefore in the tunneling contact limit, i.e. large Rb (small λ), the r.h.s. can be treated as a
perturbation. This means that FT

s (0) can be neglected compared to nT 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 ω,

RbI =
V

2

∫
dωNω(0)

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + (1− P 2)λNω(0)

2T cosh2
(

ω
2T

)
[Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)]

(C29)

This relation can be written compactly as

V = RinjI (C30)

where the effective resistance of the injector is

R−1
inj =

R−1
b

2

∫
dωNω(0)

Ddω(0)κt(ω) + (1− P 2)λNω(0)

2T cosh2
(

ω
2T

)
[Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)]

(C31)
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At the same level of accuracy the injected spectral spin reads,

Sω(x) = Nω(x)F
T
t (x) = PI

RinjλN
2
ω(0)e

−
√

κ̄2
ω+κ2

s |x|

2T cosh2
(

ω
2T

)
[Ddω(0)κt(ω) + λNω(0)]

(C32)

b. Detection of the injected spin by magnetic detector

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

Id ∼
∫

dω
[
Nω(xd)nT (Vd)−Nω(xd)F

T
s (xd)− PdSω(xd)

]
= 0

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

antiparallel orientations of the injector and detector polarizations, that is, V ↑↑
d for Pd = P , and V ↑↓

d for Pd = −P .
This is how non-local spin valves are operated35,38 The corresponding nonlocal resistance then reads,

RNL =
V ↑↑
d − V ↑↓

d

I
= 2P

∫
dωSω(xd)

I
∫ Nω(xd)dω

2T cosh2( ω
2T )

(C33)

By inserting here Eqs.(C32) and (C31) we get explicitly,

RNL = RbP
2

∫ λN2
ω(0)e

−
√

κ̄2
ω+κ2

sxddω

2T cosh2( ω
2T )[Ddω(0)κt(ω)+λNω(0)][∫ Nω(0)[Ddω(0)κt(ω)+(1−P 2)λNω(0)]dω

4T cosh2( ω
2T )[Ddω(0)κt(ω)+λNω(0)]

] [∫ Nω(0)e−κ̄ωxddω

4T cosh2( ω
2T )

] (C34)

where Rb = (2e2λNF )
−1. This equation is used to plot RNL in the Fig. 2 (d) of teh main text.

In the limit T → 0 we have 1
2T cosh2(ω/2T )

→ 2δ(ω) and the above expression simplifies dramatically,

RNL = RbP
2 2λe−κtxd

Dd0(0)κt + (1− P 2)λN0(0)
(C35)

where κt =
√

κ2
0 + κ2

s − κ0. From here the normal state result is obtained by setting d0 = N0 = 1 and κt = κs,

whereas in the superconductor d0(0) = N2
0 (0) with N0(0) = λ̃ = λξ0/D = 1

2ρDξ0/Rb (here ρD = 1/σD 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 η/∆ > λ̃,
such that the spectral functions of the superconductor, at zeroth order in the spin–galvanic parameter γ, are those
given in Section B 3.

We treat the problem perturbately in the spin-galvanic coeffcient γ7. The generated triplet GF now works as a
perturbation in the singlet channel,

−Dǧ0
(
∂2
xǧ1s − i∂2

xθ[τ3, ǧ0]
)
+ [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, ǧ1s] = −∂x (γǧt)

Importantly, the presence of the τ1 component in the Keldysh source inevitably generates the τ2 component in the
Keldysh GF, which then breaks the continuity equation. To restore the charge conservation we are forced to introduce
a superconducting phase θ by ǧ 7→ e−iτ3θ ǧeiτ3θ, determined from the condition∫

dω

2π
tr
{
τ2g

K(ω)
}
= 0 (D1)
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which ensures that there is no imaginary correction to ∆, and thus guaranties the charge conservation. The correction,
gR1 , to the retarded GF is determined from the equation,

−DgR0 ∂
2
xg

R
1 + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

R
1 ] = −iD∂2

xθg
R
0 [τ3, g

R
0 ] ,

which in readily solved in the Fourier space,

gR1 =
iDq2θq

Dq2 + 2ΩR
[τ3, g

R
0 ] (D2)

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

−D
(
gR0 ∂

2
xg

K
1s + gK0 ∂2

xg
A
1

)
+ [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

K
1s] = −∂x

(
γgKt

)
(D3)

−iD∂2
xθ

(
gR0 [τ3, g

K
0 ] + gK0 [τ3, g

A
0 ]
)

It is convenient to write this equation using the standard representation of gK in terms of the distribution function34,

gK = gRF − FgA = gK0 + (gR1 − gA1 )h0 + (gR0 τ3 − τ3g
A
0 )h1T ,

where the distribution function has the form, F = h0 + τ3h1T with h0 = tanh ω
2T . Thus, from Eq. (D3) we find the

the equation for the non-equlibrium part of the distribution function,

−D
(
τ3 − gR0 τ3g

A
0

)
∂2
xh1T + [−iωτ3 +∆τ1, g

R
0 τ3 − τ3g

A
0 ]h1T = −∂x

(
γgKt

)
, (D4)

which can be further simplified,(
τ3 − gR0 τ3g

A
0

) {
−D∂2

xh1T + (ΩR +ΩA)h1T

}
= −∂x

(
γgKt

)
(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,

h1T = γ
−iq2λqτsnT (ω)

[Dq2 +ΩR +ΩA] [1 + τs(ΩR +ΩA) + l2sq
2]

(D6)

1. Charge imbalance and the voltage drop

The induced distribution function h1T determines the charge imbalance induced in the superconductor,

Q∗
q =

πν

4

∫
dω

2π
tr
{
gK(ω)

}
=

ν

2

∫
dωN0(ω)h1T = γ

νλqτs
iDq (1 + l2sq

2)

∫
dωN0(ω)nT (ω)

and the potential drop across the injector,

e∆φ = i lim
q→0

qQ∗
q = γ

νλτs
D

∫
dωN0(ω)nT (ω) (D7)

Notice that at T → 0 and Vs < ∆ no charge imbalance and no voltage drop (larger than η) 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),∫
dω

2π
tr
{
τ2g

K
1s

}
=

∫
dω

2π
tr
{
τ2(g

R
1 − gA1 )h0 + τ2(g

R
0 τ3 − τ3g

A
0 )h1T

}
= 0

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

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

j = −πNF

2
D

∫
dω

2π
tr
{
τ3 [ǧ∂xǧ − i∂xθǧ[τ3, ǧ]]

K
}
+

πNF

2

∫
dω

2π
tr
{
τ3γg

K
t

}
= −NF

4
D∂x

∫
dωtr

{(
1− τ3g

R
0 τ3g

A
0

)
h1T + h0τ3

[
gR0

(
gR1 − iθ[τ3, g

R
0 ]
)
− gA0

(
gA1 − iθ[τ3, g

A
0 ]
)]}

+
NF

4

∫
dωtr

{
τ3γg

K
t

}
With the solutions for gR,A

1 and h1T from Eqs. (D2,D6), the Fourier component of the current is given by

jq = γ
NF

2

∫
dω

ΩR +ΩA

Dq2 +ΩR +ΩA
sq(ω)

+qθq
σ0

4

∫
dωh0(ω)

[
ΩR

Dq2 +ΩR
tr
{
τ3g

R
0 [τ3, g

R
0 ]
}
− ΩA

Dq2 +ΩA
tr
{
τ3g

A
0 [τ3, g

A
0 ]
}]

.

which after evaluation of the traces result in,

jq = γ
NF

2

∫
dω

ΩR +ΩA

Dq2 +ΩR +ΩA
sq(ω)− iqKs(q)θq (D8)

where we have introduced a q−dependent superfluid weight,

Ks(q) = −iσ0

∫
dω

{
∆2

(Dq2 +ΩR)ΩR
− ∆2

(Dq2 +ΩA)ΩA

}
tanh

ω

2T

= 4πσ0T
∑
ωn

∆2(
Dq2 +

√
∆2 + ω2

n

)√
∆2 + ω2

n

The phase θ is determined by the condition ∂xj(x) = 0, which requires j(x) = 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. 1c in main text) : In this case the current should be identically zero
j(x) = 0 which determines the phase distribution,

iqKs(q)θq = γNF

∫ ∞

0

dω
ΩR +ΩA

Dq2 +ΩR +ΩA
sq(ω)

For the induced anomalous phase drop across the injector we get depending of the wire length L,

δθ = i lim
q→0

qθq =

{
γ
Ks

NF

∫∆

0
dωsq=0(ω) =

γ
Ks(0)

S∆ , L < ΛQ∗

γ
Ks

NF

∫∞
0

dωsq=0(ω) =
γ

Ks(0)
S , L > ΛQ∗

where ΛQ∗ is the charge imbalance length18. Formally, the first case corresponds to taking the limit η → 0 before the
limit q → 0, and the in the second case one takes q → 0 first while keeping η finite.

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

I =
γ

L
NF

∫ ∞

0

dωsq=0(ω) =
γ

L
S (D9)

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,

js(q) ≡ iqκs(q)θq = γNF

∫ ∞

0

dω
Dq2

Dq2 +ΩR +ΩA
sq(ω) (D10)

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


