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I. DETAILS OF THE FITTING PROCEDURE
TO EXTRACT PEAK POSITIONS

To extract the spin-dependent peak positions and the
resulting spin splittings, we fitted the individual spin
spectra separately. The spectra for θ ≥ 65◦ in Fig. 2
of the main paper show one dominant spectral feature
on an almost linearly increasing background. Therefore,
our fit functions F consist of a Lorentzian function L on
a background B, multiplied by the Fermi distribution f
at room temperature for unoccupied states. The result
is then convoluted with the apparatus function A, which
is approximated by a Gaussian function with full width
at half maximum (FWHM) of 350 meV1.

F = A ∗ [f(L+B)] (1)

The background B consists of a spin-independent con-
stant part due to dark counts of the photon detectors plus
an energy- and spin-dependent part due to secondary
processes, mainly caused by electron scattering creat-
ing an electron-hole-pair preceding the optical transition.
The exact shape of the latter part of the background in-
tensity is difficult to model. A simple approach assumes
random k approximation and constant transition prob-
abilities in the case of angle-integrated measurements,
which leads to model calculations based on the denstiy
of states2 (see also model calculations in Ref. 3). In our
case of k-resolved measurements, however, the random k
approximation has to be questioned. Obviously, the lin-
ear background above the peak energy is higher than the
extrapolation of the linear background below the peak
energy. This reflects the increase of the density of states
at the conduction-band minimum of WS2. Therefore,
we modeled this background increase by a step function
at the position of the dominating spectral feature. Fig-
ure 1 presents the individual components for the fitting
procedure to extract the peak positions in Fig. 4 of the
main paper: Lorentzian function L, linear background
(spin-independent slope) with a spin-dependent step-like
increase at the position of L (model A). Both components
are added and multiplied with the Fermi distribution f .
The result is then convoluted with the apparatus function
A resulting in the solid lines through the data points.

The fits show good agreement with the data except for
a systematic deviation in the energy region around the
Fermi energy. Here, the spectra are influenced by the

density of states of the Au substrate, which results in a
different slope of the background compared with the slope
at higher energies. Note that our inverse-photoemission
data of bulk WS2 samples (not shown) do not exhibit
this intensity at the Fermi level. We decided not to in-
clude additional functions (and fitting parameters) in the
fitting procedure to model this substrate-induced inten-
sity because the peak position of L is energetically well
separated, and additional fitting parameters don’t make
the fitting more conclusive.

To evaluate the statistical relevance of the result, a fit-
ting program provides usually uncertainty intervals for
the best fitting parameters, based on the statistical un-
certainties of the data points n↑,↓, which in a counting
experiment is given by √n↑,↓. [The statistical uncertain-
ties of N↑,↓, the counts for a hypothetically 100% spin-
polarized electron beam, are derived using Eq. 6 (see
Sect. 2) by progagation of uncertainties.] An equiv-
alent way to derive the statistical uncertainties of the
fitting parameters, which is more intuitive and illustra-
tive, was used in former publications3–5. Pseudospec-
tra are produced by varying each data point randomly
according to its own statistical uncertainty. Each pseu-
dospectrum is fitted with the described fitting functions
and the obtained peak positions are collected in a his-
togram. The histogram showing the peak position distri-
bution N(E)dE is a direct measure of the most probable
peak position and its uncertainty. These distributions
are displayed in the lower panels of Fig. 4 of the main
paper.

To test the stabilitiy and reliability of the fitting rou-
tine, we modified the fitting parameters in the following
way:

• Model B: One might argue that the step-like back-
ground increase due to the onset of the density of
states at the conduction-band minimum is better
described by an integral over the peak L. There-
fore, we also tried a broadened step function to ac-
count for that.

• Model C: It is reasonable to assume the energy po-
sition of the step function to be spin dependent be-
cause the conduction-band minimum is spin depen-
dent. However, we also tested a spin-independent
position of the step-like background increase.

• Model D: In addition, we tested the influence of the
energy position of the step function. We shifted
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FIG. 1. Spin-resolved inverse photoemission spectra of Fig. 4 of the main paper together with their fit components: B · f
(L · f) denotes the background (Lorentzian function) multiplied by the Fermi distribution. The background consists of a linear
function with a step function at the position of L (see text for details).

FIG. 2. Test of reliability and stability of the fitting routine
for the spectra of θ = 75◦ along Γ−K: (a,b) model A as used
in Fig. 1, (c,d) model B [broadened step function], (e,f) model
C [spin-independent step energy], and (g,f) model D [spin-
independent step energy, shifted by 0.2 eV to higher energy
with respect to L].

the step function to 0.2 eV higher energy for both
individual spin spectra.

Figure 2 provides an example of the described tests

for one data set (θ = 75◦ along Γ−K). Table I presents
the obtained peak positions and corresponding spin split-
tings. While the different models result in slightly differ-
ent absolute peak positions, the spin splittings are reli-
able within the uncertainty intervals.

TABLE I. Test of stability and reliability of the fitting routine.
Spin-dependent energy positions of L and spin splittings for
models A, B, C, and D for one data set (θ = 75◦ Γ-K).

Fit model E↑ (meV) E↓ (meV) ∆E↑↓ (meV)
Model A 773.4 747.5 25.9
Model B 779.6 753.3 26.3
Model C 773.3 747.5 25.8
Model D 793.5 770.6 22.8

Based on the spin-resolved photoemission results,
which showed completely spin-polarized states, we had
reasonably assumed that the same is true for the states
at the conduction-band minimum. Nevertheless, we con-
sidered that the states are not completely spin polarized,
i.e., each individual spin spectrum consists of a two-peak
structure with different intensites for the two peaks. For
an assumed spin polarization of 80% instead of 100% in
both conduction bands, the two peaks would have an
intensity ratio of 9:1. While it is not possible to use
the peak splitting as a free parameter in the fitting rou-
tine due to the overlapping states, one can estimate the
outcome. Fitting the peak with two Lorentzians, e.g.,
a dominant part at lower energy and a minor part at
higher energy in one individual spin spectrum, shifts the
peak energy of the dominant part to lower energy com-
pared with the fit with only one Lorentzian. Vice versa,
in the other individual spin spectrum, the peak energy
of the dominant part is shifted to higher energy. As a
consequence, the derived spin splitting will be larger if
the spin polarization of the conduction band is not 100
%. In addition, we tried to fit the data with a given
but variable peak splitting for both individual spin spec-
tra. The result was consistent with the expectation: The
energy difference between the dominating peaks in the
two individual spin spectra was slightly larger (≈ 3 meV,
data for θ = 80◦) than the spin splittings obtained from
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a fit with one Lorentzian function. In conclusion, the
spin splittings derived from a fit with one Lorentzian is a
lower limit as stated in the main paper. Any reasonable
assumption of the conduction-band spin polarization will
only slightly enhance the spin splitting.

II. OBTAINING INDIVIDUAL SPIN SPECTRA
FROM RAW (INVERSE) PHOTOEMISSION

DATA

This section provides a short tutorial of how to derive
individual spin spectra from raw photoemission and in-
verse photoemission data, which are obtained with non-
ideal spin-polarization detectors and spin-polarized elec-
tron sources, respectively.

Angle-resolved photoemission and inverse photoemis-
sion are the two most direct techniques to determine the
occupied and unoccupied electronic states of solid sur-
faces. Adding spin resolution offers access to the spin
character of the investigated bands. In photoemission, a
spin-polarization detector has to be used after the photo-
electrons have passed an energy analyzer. To detect the
spin character, different types of detectors are applied, ei-
ther based on exchange or on spin-orbit interaction. Us-
ing exchange interaction in ferromagnetic scattering tar-
gets, the scattered intensity from a ferromagnetic film de-
pends on the magnetization of the target [very low-energy
electron diffraction (VLEED) detector]. Two measure-
ments on the oppositely magnetized target (M and −M)
yield an asymmetry A = (nM−n−M)/(nM +n−M). Us-
ing high-energy scattering [Mott detector] or low-energy
scattering [spin-polarized low-energy electron diffraction
(SPLEED) detector] on a high-Z material, a left-right
asymmetry A = (nl − nr)/(nl + nr) of the scattering is
observed, caused by spin-orbit interaction.

In both cases, the obtained asymmetry reflects the spin
polarization of the scattered electrons. The spin separa-
tion is, however, not complete. The spin-resolving power
of the detector is characterized by the so-called Sherman
function S, defined by the scattering asymmetry A for a
100% polarized electron beam. S depends on the type
of detector, the experimental parameters, and the target
condition, ranging from a few percent to some tens of
percent. Provided the Sherman function S of a detector
is known from an independent calibration measurement
(in our case 24%), the spin polarization of the emitted
photoelectrons P = (N↑ −N↓)/(N↑ +N↓) is given by

P =
A

S
. (2)

The individual or sometimes called partial spin-up and
spin-down data N↑ and N↓ are obtained from the po-
larization P and the total number of electrons N =
nM + n−M or N = nl + nr by

N↑ =
N

2
(1 + P ) =

N

2
(1 +

A

S
) (3)

and

N↓ =
N

2
(1− P ) =

N

2
(1− A

S
) (4)

with N = nM + n−M = NM + N−M or N = nl +
nr = Nl + Nr. n denotes the number of electrons mea-
sured with the non-ideal spin-polarization detector, N
the number of electrons measured with an hypotheti-
cally ideal spin-polarization detector. In the case of dif-
ferent sensitivities of the electron detectors for left and
right scattering, additional apparatus asymmetries ap-
pear that have to be taken care of. Detailed descriptions
about the described issues are found in the literature, see,
e.g.6–8.

In inverse photoemission, spin resolution is achieved
by using a spin-polarized electron beam. However, the
spin polarization P of the electron beam is not 100%,
in our case P = 29%. The incomplete spin polariza-
tion of the electron beam in inverse photoemission plays
the same role as the incomplete spin separation of the
spin-polarization detector in photoemission. Therefore,
to obtain the individual spin spectra, the equivalent pro-
cedure as in photoemission has to be applied. P has
to be known from an independent calibration measure-
ment. Here, n↑,↓ denote the number of photons detected
for the two opposite spin polarization directions of the
electron beam. The observed asymmetry in the num-
ber of photons A = (n↑ − n↓)/(n↑ + n↓) is smaller than
the asymmetry for a hypothetically 100% spin-polarized
beam A/P = (N↑−N↓)/(N↑+N↓). The individual spin
spectra are obtained from the beam spin polarization P
and the total number of photons N = N↑+N↓ = n↑+n↓
by

N↑,↓ =
N

2
(1± A

P
). (5)

In the case of non-collinearity between the spin-
quantization axes of sample and spin-polarization detec-
tor or electron source, this angle has to be taken into ac-
count. In our case, the spin-quantization axis at K and

TABLE II. Influence of the assumed spin polarization P of
the incoming electrons.

E↑ (meV) E↓ (meV) ∆E↑↓ (meV)
θ = 80◦ Γ-K
Raw data 722.3 ± 2.0 717.8 ± 2.0 4.5 ± 2.8

Data for P = 32% 726.9 ± 4.5 712.4 ± 5.0 14.5 ± 6.8
Data for P = 29% 727.5 ± 4.9 711.5 ± 5.4 16.0 ± 7.4
Data for P = 26% 728.4 ± 5.4 710.5 ± 6.1 17.9 ± 8.2
θ = 70◦ Γ-K′

Raw data 875.1 ± 1.7 884.3 ± 1.8 -9.2 ± 2.4
Data for P = 32% 865.8 ± 3.9 893.8 ± 3.9 -28.0 ± 5.5
Data for P = 29% 864.5 ± 4.3 895.3 ± 4.3 -30.8 ± 6.1
Data for P = 26% 862.9 ± 4.7 897.1 ± 4.8 -34.3 ± 6.7
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FIG. 3. Inverse photoemission spectra for θ = 80◦ along Γ−K (upper panel) and for θ = 70◦ along Γ−K′ (lower panel). From
left to right: Raw data and spin-resolved data normalized to 32, 29, and 26% spin polarization of the electron beam together
with corresponding peak-position distributions N(E)dE.

K
′
is out of plane and the electron beam is transversally

spin polarized. As a consequence, the spin sensitivity is
zero for normal electron incidence and increases with in-
creasing angle of incidence θ, as it was discussed in the
case of Tl/Si(111), see Ref. 9. Equation 4 modifies to

N↑,↓ =
N

2
(1± A

Psinθ
). (6)

For a more detailed description of this "normalization"
procedure in inverse photoemission, the reader is referred
to the literature1,10,11.

An important input to determine the individual spin
spectra measured with nonideal spin-polarization detec-
tors and electron sources is the exact knowledge of S

and P , respectively. Any uncertainty of S and P in-
fluences the outcome of the "normalization" procedure.
In our case, we have calibrated the spin polarization of
our electron source to P = 29 ± 3%, see Ref. 12. We
demonstrate in Fig. 3, how this uncertainty in P in-
fluences the determination of the conduction-band spin
splitting at the K valley of WS2. In the left-hand panel,
the spin-resolved raw inverse-photoemission data is pre-
sented. The additional three panels show the individual
spin spectra, derived with Eq. 6 for assumed electron-
beam spin-polarization values of 32, 29, and 26%. The
spin splitting for θ = 80◦ along Γ−K varies by ±2 meV,
for θ = 70◦ along Γ − K

′
by ±3 meV, both well within

the given uncertainty margins.
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