arXiv:1810.11253v1 [cond-mat.mes-hall] 26 Oct 2018

Nonlinear Electrical Spin Conversion in a Biased Ferromagnetic Tunnel Contact

R. Jansen^1, A. Spiesser^1, H. Saito^1, Y. Fujita^{1,2}, S. Yamada^2, K. Hamaya^{2,3} and S. Yuasa^1 1 Spintronics Research Center, National Institute of Advanced Industrial Science and Technology (AIST), Tsukuba, Ibaraki, 305-8568, Japan.

2 Department of Systems Innovation, Graduate School of Engineering Science, Osaka University, Toyonaka 560-8531, Japan. 3 Center for Spintronics Research Network, Graduate School of Engineering Science, Osaka University, Toyonaka 560-8531, Japan.

The conversion of spin information into electrical signals is indispensable for spintronic technologies. Spin-to-charge conversion in ferromagnetic tunnel contacts is well-described using linear (spin-)transport equations, provided that there is no applied bias, as in nonlocal spin detection. It is shown here that in a biased ferromagnetic tunnel contact, spin detection is strongly nonlinear. As a result, the spin-detection efficiency is not equal to the tunnel spin polarization. In silicon-based 4-terminal spin-transport devices, even a small bias (tens of mV) across the Fe/MgO detector contact enhances the spin-detection efficiency to values up to 140 % (spin extraction bias) or, for spin injection bias, reduces it to almost zero, while, parenthetically, the charge current remains highly spin polarized. Calculations reveal that the nonlinearity originates from the energy dispersion of the tunnel transmission and the resulting nonuniform energy distribution of the tunnel current, offering a route to engineer spin conversion. Taking nonlinear spin detection into account is also shown to explain a multitude of peculiar and puzzling spin signals in structures with a biased detector, including two- and three-terminal devices, and provides a unified, consistent and quantitative description of spin signals in devices with a biased and unbiased detector.

I. INTRODUCTION

Whereas electronic devices are based on charge, current and voltage, the key elements of spintronics technology are spin, spin current and spin accumulation^{1–5}. Nevertheless, the vast majority of spin-based devices and systems employ the conversion of spin information into electrical signals. This enables the detection of the spin information and provides an electrical output that can be linked to conventional electronic circuitry. It is thus indispensable to develop efficient methods for the electrical detection of spin and to obtain a thorough understanding of the process of spin conversion. Motivated by the successful application of ferromagnetic tunnel junctions^{6–8} in magnetic hard-discs, sensors and magnetic random access memory^{9–12}, the prevalent method for the detection of spin accumulation in a nonmagnetic material employs ferromagnetic tunnel contacts. At a tunnel interface between a nonmagnetic material and a ferromagnetic tunnel contact, a spin accumulation is converted into a charge voltage across the contact^{2,13,14}, owing to spin-polarized tunneling^{15,16}. Spin detection with ferromagnetic tunnel contacts has proven to be efficient and robust, and avoids problems due to spin absorption by the ferromagnet and the conductivity mismatch^{13,17,18}.

Examining the rich literature on the subject, we find that the degree of understanding of electrical spin conversion at a ferromagnetic tunnel interface depends critically on whether the tunnel contact is biased or not. In the so-called nonlocal spin transport devices^{19,20}, one employs a four-terminal measurement configuration in which one ferromagnetic contact is biased in order to induce a spin accumulation in the nonmagnetic channel, whereas the second ferromagnetic contact, the spin detector, remains unbiased. The spin signals observed in such nonlocal devices with tunnel contacts^{21–29} are well described by the theory for spin injection and detection in the linear response regime^{13,30}. Consequently, nonlocal devices have been instrumental to prove and understand spin injection and transport in a wide variety of materials, although they are of little direct technological relevance.

In all other devices, including the technologically relevant ones, the ferromagnetic tunnel contact in which the spin conversion occurs is located in the current path and is thus biased. For instance, in two-terminal magnetoresistance devices having two ferromagnetic contacts on a nonmagnetic channel, the current is applied between the two ferromagnetic contacts and the spin signal is obtained from the two-terminal voltage between the two contacts. Importantly, for devices in which the spin detector contact is biased, the observed spin signals are surprising and puzzling^{31–45}, and no suitable explanation for the peculiar behavior is available. Moreover, when existing (linear) transport theories are applied to devices with a biased detector, the conclusions are inconsistent with those obtained from analysis of nonlocal spin transport devices, even if the same structure is used for the different measurement configurations.

It is shown here that spin detection in a biased ferromagnetic tunnel contact cannot be described by linear transport equations, i.e., spin detection is nonlinear. The nonlinearity originates from the nonuniform energy distribution of the tunnel current. The deviation from linear transport is surprisingly strong and already appears at small bias for which charge transport is still linear. It is also demonstrated that nonlinear spin detection is the common origin of the various puzzling and inexplicable spin signals in devices with a biased detector^{31–45}. In fact, taking the nonlinearity of spin detection into account (i) explains these puzzling results qualitatively and quantitatively, and (ii) provides a unified description of electrical spin signals in devices with and without biased detector, in which the spin signals and spin transport parameters obtained from devices with a biased detector are consistent with those extracted from nonlocal spin-transport measurements.

II. BACKGROUND

Linear transport theory of spin detection. Two important quantities define the spin transport across a tunnel contact between a ferromagnet and a nonmagnetic material (metal or semiconductor). The first is the spin polarization P_I of the charge tunnel current I, generating a spin current I_s = P_I I. The second quantity is the spin-detection efficiency, denoted by P_{det} and defined as V_{spin}/(Δμ/2 e), with V_{spin} the extra voltage across the tunnel contact produced by a spin accumulation Δμ in the nonmagnetic material (e is the electron charge). In a linear transport description, due to reciprocity, these two quantities are necessarily identical (P_I = P_{det}), which is straightforward to show. We start from the linear expressions^{13,14} for the tunnel currents for majority (↑) and minority (↓) spin electrons:

I^↑ = G^↑ ( V − Δμ 2 e ) (1) I^↓ = G^↓ ( V + Δμ 2 e ) (2) with G^↑ and G^↓ the tunnel conductance for majority and minority spin electrons, respectively. Defining the tunnel resistance as R_{tun} = 1/(G^↑ + G^↓) and the spin polarization of the tunnel conductance as P_G = (G^↑ − G^↓)/(G^↑ + G^↓), we readily obtain V = R_{tun} I + P_G Δμ/2 e. The last term represents the spin voltage, from which we obtain P_{det} = P_G. Secondly, the spin current generated by a bias across the contact is equal to P_G I (provided that the spin accumulation is small so that back flow (conductivity mismatch) is negligible). Hence, both the quantities P_I and P_{det} are equal to P_G. Within the linear description, the spin-detection efficiency cannot be different from the spin polarization of the charge tunnel current. This statement holds at any particular bias, i.e., even if P_G depends on bias voltage, as it generally does, the linear transport equations (1) and (2) still dictate that P_I and P_{det} are both equal to P_G, which means that P_I and P_{det} have the same variation as a function of bias. Thus, in the terminology used here and elsewhere^{46}, a bias-dependent P_G does not constitute nonlinearity. In the following we will use a four-terminal spin transport device in various configurations to independently measure both the spin polarization of the charge current and the spin-detection efficiency. It will be shown that these two quantities are completely different when the ferromagnetic tunnel contact is under bias, implying that a linear transport description is not appropriate.

III. RESULTS

Spin polarization of current. The spin current produced by a charge current across a ferromagnetic tunnel contact is measured using the standard nonlocal geometry (Fig 1a). The 4-terminal devices have a 70 nm thick heavily doped n-type Si channel, two Fe/MgO tunnel contacts for spin injection and detection, and two nonmagnetic (Ti/Au) reference contacts at the ends of the Si strip. When a bias current is applied to one of the Fe/MgO contacts, a spin accumulation is induced in the Si channel. Spin diffusion causes the spin accumulation to spread out through the channel, resulting in a finite spin accumulation under the second Fe/MgO contact that acts as detector, converting the spin accumulation into a charge voltage V_{NL}. Importantly, the charge current in the detector contact is kept at zero. The exact same devices have recently been used^{28} to establish that a giant spin accumulation can be created in the Si, with the spin splitting reaching 13 meV at 10 K and 3.5 meV at room temperature. All the nonlocal spin transport data (spin-valve geometry as well as Hanle spin precession) on these devices are perfectly well described by the existing theory for spin injection and diffusion coupled with the linear response expression for spin detection in an unbiased detector. All the relevant spin transport parameters are thus known^{28} (at 10 K, the spin-diffusion length L_{SD} is 2.2 μm, the spin lifetime is 18 ns, and the tunnel spin polarization of the Fe/MgO contacts is 53 % at low bias).

The nonlocal spin-valve signals were measured for different magnitude and sign of the current across the 0.4 μm wide Fe/MgO injector contact (Fig. 1b). The 1.2 μm wide Fe/MgO contact is the nonlocal detector. The amplitude

FIG. 1: Spin polarization of injector current across a Fe/MgO contact in a Si nonlocal spin-transport device. (a) Schematic layout of the nonlocal device having a n-type Si channel and two Fe/MgO contacts, with dimensions indicated (W 1 = 0.4 μm, W 2 = 1.2 μm, d = 0.4 μm). The MgO is 2 nm thick, as determined before^{28} . (b) Nonlocal spin signals VNL measured in spin-valve geometry with the external magnetic field applied in-plane (BY ) along the long axis of the FM contacts, for different values of the current across the injector Fe/MgO contact. Positive current corresponds to injection of electron spins from the Fe into the Si channel. The narrow FM strip (0.4 μm) was used as injector, and the spin accumulation in the Si was detected using the wide FM contact (1.2 μm), while keeping the current across the detector strictly at zero. The BY is either swept from plus to minus (green symbols), or in the opposite direction (black symbols). Field-independent offsets were subtracted from the measured signals. (c) Nonlocal spin-valve signals as a function of current density across the injector contact measured using either the narrow FM strip (0.4 μm) as injector and the wide FM strip (1.2 μm) as nonlocal detector (circles), or vice versa, using the wide FM strip (1.2 μm) as injector and the narrow FM strip (0.4 μm) as the nonlocal detector (square symbols). (d) Extracted spin polarization of the current across the injector Fe/MgO contact. All data was obtained at T = 10 K.

of the nonlocal spin-valve signal increases as the injector current increases and V_{NL} also changes sign when I does. The spin signal at positive bias (electron spin injection from the Fe into the Si) is larger than that at negative bias (electron spin extraction from the Si to the Fe), as can be seen by plotting V_{NL} as a function of current density (Fig. 1c, circles). The amplitude of the nonlocal spin signal is proportional to P_{det} P_I I, multiplied by a factor that includes an integration over time and space containing geometric factors and spin-transport parameters that are all known. Importantly, since the detector current is kept constant (i.e., at zero), P_{det} is constant. Therefore, the variation of the spin signal is completely due to the variation of the spin current P_I I across the 0.4 μm wide injector contact. Since I is known, we can extract P_I from the data for each injector bias (Fig. 1d, circles). The current polarization has a value of around 53 % at low bias, decreases with increasing current density, particularly for spin extraction (negative bias). A similar set of spin-valve curves was obtained (not shown) with the injector and detector contact interchanged, thus using the 1.2 μm wide Fe/MgO contact as injector, and the 0.4 μm wide Fe/MgO contact as the nonlocal detector. From this data one obtains the spin polarization of the charge current across the 1.2 μm contact (square symbols in Fig. 1c and d). The behavior of the two contacts is similar, although not exactly the same.

The decay of P_I at larger injector bias, and the asymmetry with respect to the current polarity, are consistent with previous reports^{21,47}. The decay is because the tunnel spin polarization of the electrons tunneling out of or into the Fe decreases away from the Fermi energy of the Fe. The P_I decays faster for negative bias, because it involves electrons tunneling into empty states in the Fe well-above the Fermi energy of the Fe. The decay is relatively weak for positive bias, because in this case a large fraction of the tunneling electrons still originates from the Fermi energy of the Fe or just below it^{21,47}.

Spin-detection efficiency. Next, we use the same device to determine the spin-detection efficiency. The current across the 0.4 μm wide Fe/MgO contact (the injector) is fixed at a value of +1 mA. The other Fe/MgO contact is used as nonlocal spin detector, but a nonzero bias current I_{det} is applied across it using a separate current supply (Fig. 2a). Because the differential equations for spin-diffusion in a non-magnetic material are linear in the spin accumulation, the spin accumulations from different sources (injector and detector) are simply superimposed. Moreover, as pointed out before^{43}, in such a nonlocal measurement with a biased detector, the nonlocal spin-valve signal is not affected by the extra spin accumulation Δμ_{det} that is induced in the channel by the detector current, because it produces a spin voltage that is proportional to P_{det} (Δμ_{det}/2 e) at the detector interface and that does not depend on the relative magnetization alignment of injector and detector. Hence, the spin-valve signal is still given by P_{det} (Δμ_{inj} /2 e), as in the conventional nonlocal measurement, but now the spin accumulation Δμ_{inj} induced by the injector current is kept constant and P_{det} changes as a function of the bias across the detector.

FIG. 2: Spin-detection efficiency of a biased Fe/MgO detector contact in a Si nonlocal spin-transport device. (a) Schematic layout of the nonlocal device with a biased detector. (b) Nonlocal spin signals VNL measured in spin-valve geometry for a fixed value (+1 mA) of the current across the injector, but different values of the current across the detector contact, as indicated. Positive detector current corresponds to electrons flowing from the Fe/MgO detector to the Si. The narrow FM strip (0.4 μm) was used as injector, and the wide FM contact (1.2 μm) was the biased detector, thus measuring the spin-detection efficiency of the wide contact. The BY is either swept from plus to minus (green symbols), or in the opposite direction (black symbols). Non-trivial^{48} background signals due to the nonzero current in the detector were experimentally determined by measuring the nonlocal voltage across the biased detector with the injector current switched off and subtracted from the data (Supplemental Material^{49} ). Spin-valve data for larger detector bias is given in the Supplemental Material^{49} . (c),(d) Extracted spin-detection efficiency as a function of current (c) or the bias voltage (d) across the detector. The spin-detection efficiency is normalized to the value of an unbiased detector using the VNL signal for 0 mA detector current (central panel of (b)). T = 10 K.

The spin-valve signals (Fig. 2b) are rapidly reduced for positive bias across the detector contact^{50}. A significant reduction already occurs at a very small current of only +0.001 mA, corresponding to a bias of only +60 mV. The spin signal completely disappears for +0.066 mA. For the negative bias, the effect is strong as well, but opposite, i.e., the spin signal with bias across the detector is larger than for the unbiased detector. The enhancement is already significant at a very small current of −0.001 mA (bias of −71 mV), and an enhancement by more than a factor of two is achieved for larger negative bias. From this data, we extract the spin-detection efficiency of the biased detector tunnel contact relative to the spin-detection efficiency at zero bias (Figs. 2c and 2d). We observe that the spin-detection efficiency is changed drastically by a bias across the detector, and that pronounced changes occur already at small bias (below ±200 mV).

Having determined the spin polarization of the current (Fig. 1) and the spin-detection efficiency (Fig. 2), we next compare the two quantities (see Fig. 3). The key result is that, when the Fe/MgO tunnel contact on Si is biased, the spin-detection efficiency is completely different from the spin polarization of the current. Whereas the P_I decays when a bias is applied and most strongly so for negative bias, the spin-detection efficiency is enhanced and largest for negative bias (spin extraction), and is reduced rapidly to zero for positive bias (spin injection), for which P_I remains rather large. These results are inconsistent with what is expected from linear transport theory (see section I), for which the current spin polarization and the spin-detection efficiency are identical and both given by the tunnel spin polarization P_G at every bias. Also note that because at zero bias P_{det} = 58 %, the enhancement by a factor of 2.3 at negative bias implies that P_{det} = 130 % and thus larger than 100 %. This is impossible in a linear transport description (for which P_{det} = P_G, and P_G ≤ 100%, by definition).

FIG. 3: Comparison of the spin polarization of the current and the spin-detection efficiency of a biased Fe/MgO tunnel contact on Si. The dark blue signals represent the normalized spin-detection efficiency of the 1.2 μm wide contact versus bias current (left and bottom axis), as obtained from the data in Fig. 2c. The pink signals represent the current spin polarization of the same 1.2 μm wide contact versus bias current (right and top axis), as obtained from the data in Fig. 1d (square symbols) after normalizing to the value (∼ 58 %) that the current polarization approaches at zero current. In both cases, positive current corresponds to electrons flowing from the Fe to the Si. T = 10 K.

Is spin drift responsible? In principle, the electric field E that the applied current produces in the Si channel can affect the spin signals. In previous work on Fe/GaAs devices^{32}, changes in the amplitude of the nonlocal spin-valve signal by a bias across the nonlocal detector were attributed to the electric field in the GaAs. However, based on new measurements at lower currents this interpretation was later abandoned^{43}. Our results corroborate the latter. We observe significant changes in the nonlocal spin-valve signal at very small current (± 0.001 mA). Using the cross section of the Si channel (width 50 μm, thickness 70 nm) and the Si resistivity (1.3 mΩcm), the corresponding electric field^{51} in the Si is only 4 V/m. This is extremely small and has no noticeable effect on the spin transport. The effect of spin drift^{52} becomes relevant above a critical electric field E_{crit} = ε_{drif t}/e L_{SD}, where ε_{drif t} is an energy scale that, loosely speaking, is the Fermi energy for degenerate semiconductors, but more precisely, it is given by ε_{drif t} = e D/μ_e. With a diffusion constant D of a few cm^2/s and an electron mobility μ_e of ∼ 200 cm^2/Vs, the ε_{drif t} is of the order of 10 meV. We then obtain E_{crit} ≈ 4500 V/m. The electric field of 4 V/m in our devices is thus completely negligible. Spin drift would become noticeable only for electric fields that are more than 3 orders of magnitude larger. The observed variation of the spin-detection efficiency is thus not due to spin drift.

Origin of nonlinear spin detection. The results are explained by the nonlinearity of spin detection via tunneling. The nonlinearity is found to be inherent to tunneling and ultimately arises from the dependence of the tunnel probability on the electron energy ε. When a bias V is applied across a tunnel contact, electrons with energy between 0 and e V can contribute to the tunnel current, but the energy distribution of the tunnel current is peaked near the highest energies within this energy interval, because electrons with higher energy typically have a larger tunnel probability. Since the spin accumulation (in thermal equilibrium) modifies the occupation of the states very close the Fermi level in the nonmagnetic electrode ε^{NM}_F , the alignment of ε^{NM}_F relative to the peak in the tunnel current energy distribution has a profound effect on the spin-detection efficiency.

To illustrate and quantify this, we employ a free-electron description^{53} of tunneling using a rectangular tunnel barrier (width w and height Φ) sandwiched between two metallic electrodes, one of which is a ferromagnet and the other is not. The energy-resolved tunnel current is computed for each spin, using the tunnel transmission function T (ε) and the Fermi-Dirac distributions of the electrons in the electrodes, which are spin split by an amount Δμ in the nonmagnetic electrode (details are given in Supplemental Material^{49}). The tunnel spin polarization P_G, which in general depends on energy as well, is set to a constant value, so as to remove any effect on the variation of the spin-detection efficiency with bias.

FIG. 4: Origin and calculation of the nonlinear spin detection. (a),(b) Schematic energy diagrams of a tunnel junction between a ferromagnet (FM) and a nonmagnetic material (SC) under small bias (± 50 mV, (a)) or moderate bias (± 0.3 V, (b)), with superimposed on it the distribution of the tunnel current as a function of electron energy ε, for two cases: (i) no spin accumulation in the SC (dark blue curves), (ii) with a spin accumulation of 25 meV in the SC (pink curves). The spin splitting in the SC is indicated by the black shaded area. Arrows indicate the direction of electron flow. It is stressed that the tunnel distributions are not schematic drawings but the result of an actual calculation using a free electron tunneling model, for T = 10 K. (c) Calculated spin-detection efficiency versus tunnel bias voltage (solid symbols, left axis) for different values of the width (w) and height (Φ) of the tunnel barrier (dark blue: w = 2.6 nm, Φ = 1.5 eV, violet: w = 1.4 nm, Φ = 1.5 eV, green: w = 1.4 nm, Φ = 3 eV). The simultaneously calculated spin polarization of the charge current across the tunnel contact is also shown (open symbols, right axis). The PG was set to an arbitrary^{54} constant value of 65 % for all electron energies. The right inset shows the tunnel transmission versus the electron energy for the same combinations of w and Φ. The left inset shows the spin voltage as a function of Δμ at different values of the bias (for w = 2.6 nm, Φ = 1.5 eV).

The calculated energy distributions of the (spin-integrated) tunnel current are depicted in Fig. 4a and b, overlayed on the schematic energy diagram of the tunnel junction for positive and negative biases of 50 mV and 0.3 V. The profiles in the absence of a spin accumulation (dark blue lines) as well as for a spin accumulation of 25 meV (pink lines) are shown. For small bias, the tunnel current is still relatively evenly distributed in energy, but at larger bias, it becomes more and more peaked near the higher energies. For a bias of 0.3 V, the effect of the spin accumulation on the tunnel current depends drastically on bias polarity. For negative bias (spin extraction), the states whose occupation is changed by the spin accumulation have energies that match with the peak in the tunnel current energy distribution. Hence, the spin accumulation produces large changes in the tunnel current and the spin-detection efficiency is maximum. In contrast, for + 0.3 V (spin injection), the spin accumulation concerns states that are in the tail of the current distribution and contribute very little to the tunnel current. In this case the spin accumulation has almost no effect on the total tunnel current and the spin-detection efficiency is minimal. At smaller bias, the energy interval is smaller and hence the energy distribution is more homogeneous. Consequently, the spin-detection efficiency depends less on bias polarity, although a difference is still visible at ± 50 mV.

The computed spin voltage, given by V (Δμ) − V (Δμ = 0) at constant current, scales with the magnitude of Δμ, but the slope (which equals the spin-detection efficiency) depends sensitively on the applied bias voltage (left inset of Fig. 4c). The calculated spin-detection efficiency (Fig. 4c) decays rapidly for small positive bias, and reaches a value near zero around a few hundred mV, whereas for negative bias, the spin-detection efficiency is enhanced compared to the value at zero bias. The spin-detection efficiency computed at zero bias is equal to P_G, the linear response result, as it should be. The simultaneously computed spin polarization of the tunnel current is P_G, independent of bias, and thus matches with the spin-detection efficiency only around zero bias. Calculations for different width and height of the tunnel barrier show that the nonlinearity becomes stronger when the tunnel transmission depends more steeply on energy (Fig. 4c, right inset), because this makes the tunnel distribution more strongly peaked. Thus, the calculations demonstrate that indeed the spin polarization of the tunnel current and the spin-detection efficiency are unequal under bias, and that the deviation from linear response starts at very small bias.

Although our model calculations capture and illustrate the basic physics and describe the experimental trends, more sophisticated calculations should include the depletion region that is present in the Si at the interface with the Fe/MgO contacts, as well as the specific density of states of the semiconductor, which includes a band gap and an impurity band for heavily-doped material. Moreover, the (complex) band structure of the MgO tunnel barrier needs to be taken into account^{55}. Nonetheless, the described nonlinearity is a general feature of tunneling. It not only applies to tunneling through an oxide barrier, but, for instance, also to Schottky tunnel barriers and Esaki diodes. In fact, in a Schottky tunnel contact, the tunnel energy distribution is expected to be even more peaked because there is an extra increase of the tunnel probability at higher energy because the Schottky barrier is more narrow. Another point is that the calculations were done for a constant value of P_G. In reality, the tunneling spin polarization is known to decay at larger bias^{21,47}. This explains why the measured spin-detection efficiency decays at larger negative bias (Fig. 2d). However, the same effect cannot account for the upturn in the measured spin-detection efficiency at larger positive bias, which at present is not understood.

The essence of the mechanism we described has been suggested before^{31}, albeit briefly. However, no quantitative analysis was made to support it, and there was no discussion about nonlinearity, the crucial role of the tunnel energy distribution, nor about enhancement of the spin detection sensitivity compared to zero bias. Moreover, the suggestion was made^{31} in connection with three-terminal Hanle measurements. In contrast, in experiments on nonlocal spin transport devices with a biased nonlocal detector^{32,43,45}, the mechanism we describe was not considered, but instead the results were attributed to electric fields and spin drift. We argue here that the nonlinearity of spin detection is the common origin of the puzzling data obtained in all the devices in which the spin detector contact is biased, including nonlocal spin detection with a biased detector, three-terminal Hanle spin detection as well as two-terminal magnetoresistance. We demonstrate this, starting with the two-terminal magnetoresistance in the next section.

Nonlinear spin detection & two-terminal magnetoresistance. In devices having two nominally identical ferromagnetic tunnel contacts on a semiconductor, one would expect that the two contacts contribute equally to the two-terminal magnetoresistance, each producing half of the total spin signal. However, experiments give an entirely different result. In Si devices with Fe/MgO tunnel contacts^{39,40,42}, it was found that the complete two-terminal spin signal is generated at the interface of one of the two tunnel contacts, whereas no spin signal is detected at the other contact. An unequal contribution of the two contacts was also reported for GaAs devices with Esaki diode contacts^{45}. It has also been reported^{33,38,39,45} that the two-terminal magnetoresistance is larger than what is expected from linear response theory using the spin-transport parameters extracted from nonlocal devices. We shall show that these puzzling results can be understood if the nonlinear spin detection is taken into account.

We use the same devices as before, but now the two-terminal local magnetoresistance (2T-MR) is probed (Fig. 5a). In this case, the current is applied between the two ferromagnetic strips, that will hereafter be referred to as ”source” and ”drain” (superscripts ”S” and ”D”, respectively). The total two-terminal spin-valve signal is about 0.4 mV at room temperature for a current of -1.2 mA (Fig. 5c, dark blue symbols). Parenthetically, the signal measured across the source contact is also 0.4 mV (Fig. 5d, dark blue symbols), whereas no spin-valve signal is detected at the drain contact (Fig. 5e, dark blue symbols). Hence, the complete spin-valve signal is produced by only one of the two contacts. This peculiar result has previously been reported for devices with heavily-doped Si^{39} and nondegenerate Si^{40,42}, but no suitable explanation exist. Because spin drift has been suggested^{39,40,42}, we first prove experimentally that electric fields and spin drift are not responsible^{56}. For this, we introduce a modified measurement configuration, referred to as a two-terminal nonlocal geometry (Fig. 5b). The voltage measurement is the same as in the local 2T-MR geometry, but instead of applying the current between the two FM contacts, we use two separate current supplies for the source and the drain contacts, making use of the two nonmagnetic reference contacts at the far ends of the channel. The currents I_S and I_D are chosen such that for both Fe/MgO/Si contacts, the direction of electron flow and the tunnel current magnitude are the same as in the regular two-terminal measurement. Thus, only the charge flow and the electric field in the Si channel are changed. Therefore, if spin transport is governed exclusively by spin diffusion, the spin accumulation profile in the channel and the spin signals will be the same as in the regular local 2T-MR measurement. We find that the spin signals for the two-terminal nonlocal geometry (pink symbols in Figs. 5c,d,e) are comparable to those obtained for the local 2T-MR geometry. This proves that spin drift is negligible and is not responsible for the absence of a spin signal at the drain contact.

The 2T-MR results can be explained if the nonlinear spin-detection efficiency is taken into account. For quantitative analysis, we performed measurements in the 2T nonlocal geometry and at 10 K, at which all the relevant parameters are known from the data in Figs. 1 and 2. The 2T nonlocal data in Fig. 6 provides one more salient feature, namely, that the contact at which the spin-valve signal is observed, depends on the polarity of the current. The complete spin-valve signal originates from the contact at which the electrons flow from the Si to the Fe (spin extraction, contact D for +0.33 mA, contact S for −0.33 mA), whereas no spin signal is detected at the contact at which the electrons flow from the Fe to the Si (spin injection, contact S for +0.33 mA, contact D for −0.33 mA).

FIG. 5: Two-terminal MR in local and nonlocal geometry at 300 K. (a) Geometry for the measurement of the conventional local two-terminal MR, with the charge flowing between the two Fe/MgO contacts. (b) Geometry for the measurement of the two-terminal magnetoresistance in the nonlocal geometry, using a separate current supply for each of the two Fe/MgO contacts. For both geometries, the two-terminal voltage is detected in the same way, i.e., between the two Fe contacts. The narrow (0.4 μm) contact on the left is labeled as ”source, S”, whereas the wide (1.2 μm) contact on the right is labeled as ”drain, D”. (c),(d),(e) Two-terminal spin-valve signals at 300 K in local (dark blue symbols) and nonlocal (pink symbols) mode, including the total spin signal (c), and the contribution to the spin signal produced by each Fe/MgO contact separately ((d) source contact, (e) drain contact). For the local geometry, the charge current was −1.2 mA, corresponding to spin extraction at the source contact and spin injection at the drain contact. For the nonlocal geometry, both current supplies were set to −1.2 mA, which, given the wiring as indicated in (b), ensures that the direction of electron tunneling across the Fe/MgO interfaces is the same as for the local geometry. Non-trivial background signals are subtracted from the data (Supplemental Material^{49} ).

The experimental results are compared with the spin signals expected using, respectively, linear transport or the nonlinear detection efficiency (Table I). The total two-terminal spin-valve signal is the sum of two contributions, (i) the current across the source Fe/MgO/Si contact produces a spin accumulation in the channel with an amplitude Δμ^S under the drain contact, which converts it into a spin voltage given by P^D_{det} (Δμ^S /2 e), and (ii) the current across the drain Si/MgO/Fe contact produces a spin accumulation in the channel with an amplitude Δμ^D under the source contact, which converts it into a spin voltage equal to P^S_{det} (Δμ^D/2 e). These spin voltages can be computed by taking the spin signal for the conventional nonlocal measurement (Fig. 1), for which the spin detection contact is unbiased, and multiply this by the ratio P_{det}(V )/P_{det}(0) of the spin-detection efficiency under bias and at zero bias. The latter ratio can be calculated in two different ways. In the first one, we use the linear transport equations, so that P_{det}(V ) = P_I (V ) for each bias and the ratio becomes P_I (V )/P_I (0) (see Table I, column labeled as ”polarization ratio”, with the numbers obtained from Fig. 1d). In the second case, we take the nonlinear spin detection into account. Then, the ratio P_{det}(V )/P_{det}(0) is the spin-detection efficiency normalized by its value at zero bias (as previously plotted in Fig 2c,d).

Based on the linear transport theory, one expects that the spin signals at the source and drain contact are almost identical (for instance, 0.25 mV versus 0.29 mV for +0.33 mA). This disagrees with the experiment, in which a spin signal is present only for one of the two contacts (Table I, last column, data from Fig. 6). Moreover, for linear transport, also the total spin signal does not agree with the experimental result. For instance, for +0.33 mA, the experimental signal is 1.6 mV, whereas 0.54 mV is expected. In contrast, when the nonlinear detection efficiency is taken into account, the predicted signal for each of the two contacts, as well as the predicted total spin signal, are in excellent agreement with the data. The absence of a spin signal in the contact that is under spin injection bias is because for that bias polarity, the spin-detection efficiency is negligibly small. And a large spin signal is produced at the contact at which spin extraction occurs, because for that bias polarity the spin-detection efficiency is large. This demonstrates that the peculiar behavior of the two-terminal spin signals originates from the nonlinearity of the spin detection. Taking this into account produces a qualitative as well as quantitative description of the two-terminal magnetoresistance^{57}.

FIG. 6: Nonlinear spin detection in two-terminal MR at low temperature. (a),(b),(c) Geometry for the measurement of the twoterminal spin-valve signals in nonlocal configuration. (d),(e),(f) Two-terminal spin-valve signals at 10 K in nonlocal geometry for a current of +0.33 mA, which corresponds to spin injection at the source contact and spin extraction at the drain contact. (g),(h),(i) Two-terminal spin-valve signals at 10 K in nonlocal geometry for a current of −0.33 mA, which corresponds to spin extraction at the source contact and spin injection at the drain contact. Panels (a),(d),(g) correspond to the total two-terminal signal, panels (b),(e),(h) correspond to the spin signal produced at the source contact, whereas panels (c),(f),(i) correspond to the spin signal produced at the drain contact. Background signals are subtracted from the data (Supplemental Material^{49} ).

TABLE I: Comparison of observed two-terminal spin signals at T = 10 K (from Fig. 6) with the values predicted, respectively, by linear transport theory and by using the nonlinear spin detection sensitivity. Predicted values of the spin signal for each contact are obtained by taking the spin signal detected with an unbiased detector (standard nonlocal geometry) and multiplying that with a factor correcting for the different detection efficiency under bias. The correction factor is either the polarization ratio (linear transport, assuming that P_{det} = PI , with PI obtained from Fig. 1d) or the measured relative spin-detection efficiency (obtained from figure 2c). The absolute values of the spin-detection efficiency are also indicated in brackets.

Contact Bias Spin signal Polarization Predicted signal Detection Predicted signal Observed condition unbiased ratio PI (V )/PI (0) linear transport efficiency nonlinear detection signal +0.33 mA Source injection 0.25 mV 54.1/53 0.25 mV 0.05 (2.7 %) 0.01 mV 0 mV Drain extraction 0.69 mV 24.3/58 0.29 mV 2.18 (126 %) 1.51 mV 1.6 mV Total 0.54 mV 1.52 mV 1.6 mV −0.33 mA Source extraction 0.60 mV 25.9/53 0.29 mV 2.62 (139 %) 1.57 mV 1.6 mV Drain injection 0.33 mV 58.3/58 0.33 mV 0.05 (2.9 %) 0.02 mV 0 mV Total 0.62 mV 1.59 mV 1.6 mV

Nonlinear spin detection & three-terminal spin signals. Finally, we show that the nonlinear spin detection also explains the puzzling dependence of three-terminal spin signals on bias polarity. This issue was first noted for Fe/GaAs structures. Experiments using either optical spin detection methods or nonlocal spin transport devices have clearly established that a spin accumulation can be electrically induced in GaAs by injecting electron spins from an Fe Schottky tunnel contact into the GaAs, or by extracting spins from the GaAs into the Fe^{23,58}. And yet, when in the same Fe/GaAs structures the spin accumulation under the (biased) injector contact is probed in a three-terminal geometry (using the Hanle effect), one finds that the spin accumulation produces a three-terminal Hanle signal only for spin extraction bias, but no spin signals are observed for the bias that corresponds to spin injection^{31}. The latter would lead one to conclude that no spin accumulation is created in the GaAs under spin injection bias, in direct contradiction with the results of optical and nonlocal detection. Similarly puzzling behavior was observed for devices with a Si channel and Schottky contacts^{34,35} or MgO tunnel contacts with CoFe, Fe or Co_2FeSi electrodes^{36,37,41,44}.

We obtain similar results on our Si devices with Fe/MgO contacts. As an example, we present data using a 1.2 μm wide ferromagnetic contact (Fig. 7). For positive bias, no three-terminal Hanle spin signal could be detected above the noise level. However, for spin extraction bias, a clear Hanle spin signal is observed, and the line width is in agreement with what is expected^{59}. When the same 1.2 μm wide tunnel contact is used as the injector in a 4-terminal configuration, a nonlocal spin signal is detected for both polarities (V_{NL} = +0.3 mV for +0.33 mA and V_{NL} = −0.125 mV for −0.33 mA, see Fig. 1b, square symbols). Hence, a spin accumulation is present in the Si channel for both polarities of the current, and the spin accumulation is larger for positive bias, in apparent contradiction with the three-terminal data. Note that the data was taken at sufficiently small current, so as to ensure that the electric field in the Si channel is negligibly small and spin drift does not play any role.

FIG. 7: Nonlinear spin detection in three-terminal Hanle spin signals. (a) Geometry for the measurement of the three-terminal spin signal. The magnetic field is applied along the z-direction, perpendicular to the spins. (b),(c) Three-terminal Hanle spin signals for the wide (1.2 μm) contact at 10 K for a current of −0.33 mA (b), corresponding to spin extraction from the Si, and for +0.33 mA (c), corresponding to spin injection from the Fe into the Si. The pink symbols are the measured spin signal. The green solid lines represent the signal that is expected if the detection efficiency P_{det} is taken to be equal to PI (linear transport). The blue solid lines represent the signal that is expected if the nonlinear detection efficiency is used. T = 10 K.

Since all the geometric and spin-transport parameters of our device are known from the nonlocal spin transport data (Fig. 1 and Ref. 28), we exactly know the spin accumulation and its spatial profile, including the magnitude of the spin accumulation under the injector contact. From this, we calculate the magnitude of the three-terminal Hanle signal that is expected from linear transport theory, in which case the detection sensitivity of the contact under bias is equal to the spin polarization of the current at that bias (the latter was presented in Fig. 1d). The expected spin signal is included in Fig. 7 (solid green lines). The result does not match with the data at all. The predicted signal is large for spin injection bias because P_G is large (P_I = P_{det} = 58 %), so that the induced spin accumulation as well as the spin-detection efficiency are large. However, no spin signal is observed in the experiment. For negative bias the predicted spin signal is rather small because P_G is small for spin extraction (P_I = P_{det} = 24 %), but the experimentally observed signal is about a factor of 4 larger than predicted.

In contrast, if the nonlinearity of spin detection is taken into account, the predicted spin signals (Fig. 7, dark blue lines) are in excellent agreement with the experimental data. For positive bias, even though the spin accumulation is large owing to the large spin polarization of the injected current (P_I = 58 %), the three-terminal spin signal is expected to be very small because at this bias the spin-detection efficiency is almost zero (P_{det} = 2.9 %). On the other hand, for negative bias, where P_I = 24 % and thus the spin accumulation is smaller, the spin signals are large because the detection efficiency is larger than unity (P_{det} = 126 %). Thus, by taking the spin-detection efficiency into account, the three-terminal spin signals can be described not only qualitatively, but also quantitatively.

Two final remarks. Whereas it has been pointed out before that the detected three-terminal spin signal for spin injection bias is unusually small, it has never been pointed out that for spin extraction, the three-terminal spin signal is actually enhanced compared to what is expected from linear transport. Secondly, it is common practise to determine the tunnel spin polarization from three-terminal Hanle signals using linear transport theory, which, given that signals are only observed for spin extraction, will lead to a significant error (i.e., overestimation) of the tunnel spin polarization, and potentially to values of P_G that are larger than 100 %, which, by definition, is impossible. Our analysis shows that proper values of P_G can be extracted from the three-terminal Hanle data, but only if the spin-detection efficiency is known (from measurements such as those in Fig. 2).

IV. SUMMARY

It is shown that in a biased ferromagnetic tunnel contact, spin detection is strongly nonlinear. As a result, the spin-detection efficiency is not equal to the tunnel spin polarization. In Si-based 4-terminal spin-transport devices, even a small bias (tens of mV) across the Fe/MgO detector contact enhances the spin-detection efficiency to values up to 140 % (spin extraction bias) or, for spin injection bias, reduces it to almost zero, while, parenthetically, the charge current remains highly spin polarized. Calculations reveal that the nonlinearity originates from the energy dispersion of the tunnel transmission and the resulting nonuniform energy distribution of the tunnel current, offering a route to engineer spin conversion. The results imply that the description of spin detection in tunnel contacts based on linear transport equations is correct at strictly zero bias and thus can be used to describe conventional nonlocal devices (with an unbiased detector), but it fails to provide a correct description of spin transport in devices with a biased detector, including the two-terminal magnetoresistance. The notion of the inherent nonlinearity of spin detection presents a milestone in our understanding of spin transport in nanodevices and allows a complete, unified and quantitative description of spin transport with consistency between nonlocal spin signals and spin signals in devices in which the detector is biased. Although the results were obtained on devices with a silicon channel, the described phenomena originate from the tunneling process and are therefore present for any type of channel, including other semiconductors, metals, graphene and other two-dimensional materials.

V. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research on Innovative Areas, Nano Spin Conversion Science (Grants No.26103002 and 26103003).

1 I. Žutić, J. Fabian, and S. Das Sarma, Spintronics: fundamentals and applications, Rev. Mod. Phys. 76, 323 (2004). 2 J. Fabian, A. Matos-Abiague, C. Ertler, P. Stano, and I. Žutić, Semiconductor spintronics, Acta Physica Slovaca 57, 565 (2007). 3 A. Fert, Nobel Lecture: Origin, development, and future of spintronics, Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 1517 (2008). 4 S. Sugahara and J. Nitta, Spin-Transistor Electronics: An Overview and Outlook, Proc. IEEE 98, 2124 (2010). 5 R. Jansen, Silicon Spintronics, Nature Mater. 11, 400 (2012).

6 J. S. Moodera, L. R. Kinder, T. M. Wong, and R. Meservey, Large magnetoresistance at room temperature in ferromagnetic thin film tunnel junctions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 74, 3273 (1995).

7 S. S. P. Parkin, C. Kaiser, A. Panchula, P. M. Rice, B. Hughes, M. Samant and S. H. Yang, Giant tunnelling magnetoresistance at room temperature with MgO (100) tunnel barriers, Nature Mater. 3, 862 (2004).

8 S. Yuasa, T. Nagahama, A. Fukushima, Y. Suzuki, and K. Ando, Giant room-temperature magnetoresistance in single-crystal Fe/MgO/Fe magnetic tunnel junctions, Nature Mater. 3, 868 (2004).

9 C. Chappert, A. Fert, and Nguyen van Dau, The emergence of spin electronics in data storage, Nature Mater. 6, 813 (2007). 10 L. Thomas, et al., Perpendicular spin transfer torque magnetic random access memories with high spin torque efficiency and thermal stability for embedded applications (invited), J. Appl. Phys. 115, 172615 (2014).

11 H. Sato, E. C. I. Enobio, M. Yamanouchi, S. Ikeda, S. Fukami, S. Kanai, F. Matsukura, and H. Ohno, Properties of magnetic tunnel junctions with a MgO/CoFeB/Ta/CoFeB/MgO recording structure down to junction diameter of 11 nm, Appl. Phys. Lett. 105, 062403 (2014).

12 K. Yakushiji, A. Sugihara, A. Fukushima, H. Kubota, and S. Yuasa, Very strong antiferromagnetic interlayer exchange coupling with iridium spacer layer for perpendicular magnetic tunnel junctions, Appl. Phys. Lett. 110, 092406 (2017).

13 A. Fert and H. Jaffrès, Conditions for efficient spin injection from a ferromagnetic metal into a semiconductor, Phys. Rev. B 64, 184420 (2001).

14 R. Jansen, S. P. Dash, S. Sharma, and B. C. Min, Silicon spintronics with ferromagnetic tunnel devices, Semicond. Sci. Technol. 27, 083001 (2012).

15 P. M. Tedrow and R. Meservey, Spin-dependent tunneling into ferromagnetic nickel, Phys. Rev. Lett. 26, 192 (1971). 16 R. Meservey and P. M. Tedrow, Spin-polarized electron tunneling, Phys. Rep. 238, 173 (1994).

17 G. Schmidt, D. Ferrand, L. W. Molenkamp, A. T. Filip, and B. J. van Wees, Fundamental obstacle for electrical spin injection from a ferromagnetic metal into a diffusive semiconductor, Phys. Rev. B 62, R4790 (2000).

18 E. I. Rashba, Theory of electrical spin injection: Tunnel contacts as a solution of the conductivity mismatch problem, Phys. Rev. B 62, R16267 (2000).

19 M. Johnson and R. H. Silsbee. Interfacial charge-spin coupling: Injection and detection of spin magnetization in metals, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 55, 1790 (1985).

20 F. J. Jedema, A. T. Filip, and B. J. van Wees, Electrical spin injection and accumulation at room temperature in an all-metal mesoscopic spin valve, Nature 410, 345 (2001).

21 S. O. Valenzuela, D. J. Monsma, C. M. Marcus, V. Narayanamurti, and M. Tinkham, Spin polarized tunneling at finite bias, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 94, 196601 (2005).

22 N. Tombros, C. Jozsa, M. Popinciuc, H. T. Jonkman, and B. J. van Wees, Electronic spin transport and spin precession in single graphene layers at room temperature. Nature 448, 571 (2007).

23 X. Lou, C. Adelmann, S. A, Crooker, E. S. Garlid, J. Zhang, K. S. M. Reddy, S. D. Flexner, C. J. Palmstrøm, and P. A. Crowell, Electrical detection of spin transport in lateral ferromagnet-semiconductor devices, Nature Phys. 3, 197 (2007).

24 M. Ciorga, et al., Electrical spin injection and detection in lateral all-semiconductor devices, Phys. Rev. B 79, 165321 (2009). 25 T. Suzuki, T. Sasaki, T. Oikawa, M. Shiraishi, Y. Suzuki, and K. Noguchi, Room-temperature electron spin transport in a highly doped Si channel, Appl. Phys. Express 4, 023003 (2011).

26 M. Shiraishi, et al., Spin transport properties in silicon in a nonlocal geometry, Phys. Rev. B 83, 241204 (2011). 27 M. Ishikawa, T. Oka, Y. Fujita, H. Sugiyama, Y. Saito, and K. Hamaya, Spin relaxation through lateral spin transport in heavily doped n-type silicon, Phys. Rev. B 95, 115302 (2017).

28 A. Spiesser, H. Saito, Y. Fujita, S. Yamada, K. Hamaya, S. Yuasa, and R. Jansen, Giant spin accumulation in silicon nonlocal spintransport devices, Phys. Rev. Appl. 8, 064023 (2017).

29 M. Yamada, M. Tsukahara, Y. Fujita, T. Naito, S. Yamada, K. Sawano, and K. Hamaya, Room-temperature spin transport in n-Ge probed by four-terminal nonlocal measurements, Appl. Phys. Express 10, 093001 (2017).

30 S. Takahashi and S. Maekawa, Spin injection and detection in magnetic nanostructures, Phys. Rev. B 67, 052409 (2003). 31 X. Lou, C. Adelmann, M. Furis, S. A, Crooker, C. J. Palmstrøm, and P. A. Crowell, Electrical detection of spin accumulation at a ferromagnet-semiconductor interface, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 176603 (2006).

32 S. A. Crooker, E. S. Garlid, A. N. Chantis, D. L. Smith, K. S. M. Reddy, Q. O. Hu, T. Kondo, C. J. Palmstrøm, and P. A. Crowell, Bias-controlled sensitivity of ferromagnet/semiconductor electrical spin detectors, Phys. Rev. B 80, 041305 (2009).

33 T. Sasaki, T. Oikawa, T. Suzuki, M. Shiraishi, Y. Suzuki, and K. Noguchi, Local and non-local magnetoresistance with spin precession in highly doped Si, Appl. Phys. Lett. 98, 262503 (2011).

34 Y. Ando, K. Kasahara, K. Yamane, Y. Baba, Y. Maeda, Y. Hoshi, K. Sawano, M. Miyao, and K. Hamaya, Bias current dependence of spin accumulation signals in a silicon channel detected by a Schottky tunnel contact, Appl. Phys. Lett. 99, 012113 (2011).

35 Y. Ando, K. Kasahara, S. Yamada, Y. Maeda, K. Masaki, Y. Hoshi, K. Sawano, M. Miyao, and K. Hamaya, Temperature evolution of spin accumulation detected electrically in a nondegenerated silicon channel, Phys. Rev. B 85, 035320 (2012).

36 M. Ishikawa, H. Sugiyama, T. Inokuchi, K. Hamaya, and Y. Saito, Effect of the interface resistance of CoFe/MgO contacts on spin accumulation in silicon, Appl. Phys. Lett. 100, 252404 (2012).

37 M. Kameno, Y. Ando, E. Shikoh, T. Shinjo, T. Sasaki, T. Oikawa, Y. Suzuki, T. Suzuki, and M. Shiraishi, Effect of spin drift on spin accumulation voltages in highly doped silicon, Appl. Phys. Lett. 101, 122413 (2012).

38 P. Bruski, Y. Manzke, R. Farshchi, O. Brandt, J. Herfort, and M. Ramsteiner, All-electrical spin injection and detection in the Co_2FeSi/GaAs hybrid system in the local and non-local configuration, Appl. Phys. Lett. 103, 052406 (2013).

39 T. Sasaki, T. Suzuki, Y. Ando, H. Koike, T. Oikawa, Y. Suzuki, and M. Shiraishi, Local magnetoresistance in Fe/MgO/Si lateral spin valve at room temperature, Appl. Phys. Lett. 104, 052404 (2014).

40 T. Sasaki Y. Ando M. Kameno T. Tahara, H. Koike, T. Oikawa, T. Suzuki, and M. Shiraishi, Spin transport in nondegenerate Si with a spin MOSFET structure at room temperature, Phys. Rev. Applied 2, 034005 (2014).

41 M. Ishikawa, H. Sugiyama, T. Inokuchi, K. Hamaya, and Y. Saito, Spin transport and accumulation in n^+-Si using Heusler compound Co_2FeSi/MgO tunnel contacts, Appl. Phys. Lett. 107, 092402 (2015).

42 T. Tahara, Y. Ando, M. Kameno, H. Koike, K. Tanaka, S. Miwa, Y. Suzuki, T. Sasaki, T. Oikawa, and M. Shiraishi, Observation of large spin accumulation voltages in nondegenerate Si spin devices due to spin drift effect: Experiments and theory, Phys. Rev. B 93, 214406 (2016).

43 T. A. Peterson, S. J. Patel, C. C. Geppert, K. D. Christie, A. Rath, D. Pennachio, M. E. Flatté, P. M. Voyles, C. J. Palmstrøm, and P.

A. Crowell, Spin injection and detection up to room temperature in Heusler alloy/n-GaAs spin valves, Phys. Rev. B 94, 235309 (2016). 44 S. Sato, R. Nakane, T. Hada, and M. Tanaka, Spin injection into silicon in three-terminal vertical and four-terminal lateral devices with Fe/Mg/MgO/Si tunnel junctions having an ultrathin Mg insertion layer, Phys. Rev. B 96, 235204 (2017).

45 M. Oltscher, F. Eberle, T. Kuczmik, A. Bayer, D. Schuh, D. Bougeard, M. Ciorga, D. Weiss, Gate-tunable large magnetoresistance in an all-semiconductor spin valve device, Nat. Commun. 8, 1807 (2017).

46 M. Gurram, S. Omar, and B.J. van Wees, Bias induced up to 100% spin-injection and detection polarizations in ferromagnet/bilayerhBN/graphene/hBN heterostructures, Nat. Commun. 8, 248 (2017).

47 B. G. Park, T. Banerjee, J. C. Lodder and R. Jansen, Tunnel spin polarization versus energy for clean and doped Al_2O_3 barriers, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 99, 217206 (2007).

48 S. P. Dash, S. Sharma, J. C. Le Breton, J. Peiro, H. Jaffrès, J. -M. George, A. Lemaître, and R. Jansen, Spin precession and inverted Hanle effect in a semiconductor near a finite-roughness ferromagnetic interface, Phys. Rev. B 84, 054410 (2011).

49 See Supplemental Material at [URL to be inserted by publisher] for a description of the subtraction of the background signals produced by the current bias across the detector interface, and (ii) the details of the calculation of the spin-detection efficiency using a free electron description of tunneling.

50 Note that the data in Fig. 6e and 6i correspond to a non-local measurement with a biased detector, with the detector contact biased in spin injection mode, whereas the spin accumulation in the channel is created with the other contact in spin extraction mode. The latter is opposite to the measurement in Fig 2, in which the spin accumulation is induced with the injector biased in spin injection mode. The fact that for the data in 6e and 6i the spin signals are absent (i.e., the spin-detection efficiency is near zero), shows that the spin-detection efficiency does not depend on whether the spin accumulation in the channel is created by spin injection or spin extraction at the injector.

51 We computed the electric field in the lateral direction of the Si channel, because this produces the largest current density. The electric field perpendicular to the Si channel, at the tunnel interface, is even weaker, because the current is the same but the area of the tunnel contact is more than an order of magnitude larger than the cross section of the Si channel (compare the width of the ferromagnetic contact (1.2 μm) to the thickness of the Si channel (70 nm)).

52 Z. G. Yu and M. E. Flatté, Spin diffusion and injection in semiconductor structures: Electric field effects, Phys. Rev. B 66, 235302 (2002).

53 E. L. Wolf, Principles of Electron Tunneling Spectroscopy (Oxford University Press, New York, 1989). 54 It was confirmed that the calculated spin-detection efficiency is directly proportional to P_G. We choose to display the results obtained for a rather large value of P_G (65 %) in order to illustrate that the calculated spin-detection efficiency can be larger than 100 %.

55 S. Yuasa and D. D. Djayaprawira, Giant tunnel magnetoresistance in magnetic tunnel junctions with a crystalline MgO(001) barrier, J. Phys. D: Appl. Phys. 40, R337 (2007).

56 The conclusion that spin drift is negligible can also be obtained by comparing the electric field to the critical field E_{crit} above which spin drift becomes relevant^{52} . At room temperature, the electric field in the Si channel is 2.45 kV/m for a current of 0.33 mA (using ρ_{Si} = 2.6 mΩcm). With D = 4 cm^2/s, μ_e = 150 cm^2/Vs and L_{SD} = 1.0 μm at room temperatue, we obtain ε_{drif t} = 26.7 meV and E_{crit} = 26.7 kV/m. Spin drift is thus negligible at electric fields of 2.45 kV/m (it changes the spin-transport length by less than 5 %).

57 Although electric fields and spin drift certainly play a role when the channel is a nondegenerate semiconductor^{40,42}, the nonlinear spin detection effficiency should also be taken into account for nondegenerate semiconductors and explains the absence of a spin signal at the spin injection contact, irrespective of whether spin drift is present or not.

58 S. A. Crooker, M. Furis, X. Lou, C. Adelmann, D. L. Smith, C. J. Palmstrøm, P. A. Crowell, Imaging spin transport in lateral ferromagnet/semiconductor structures, Science 309, 2191 (2005).

59 When the lateral dimensions of the ferromagnetic contact are comparable to or smaller than λ_{SD}, the Hanle curve for a three-terminal measurement is not exactly Lorentzian and the line width depends on the lateral dimensions of the contact. The width of the Hanle curve was therefore obtained from a full numerical calculation that includes the integration over the spatial variables^{28} .