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Superconductivity (SC) is a ubiquitous feature of
graphite allotropes, having been observed in Bernal
bilayers[1], rhombohedral trilayers[2], and a wide vari-
ety of angle-misaligned multilayers[3–6]. Despite signif-
icant differences in the electronic structure across these
systems, supporting the graphite layer on a WSe2 sub-
strate has been consistently observed to expand the range
of SC in carrier density and temperature[7–10]. Here,
we report the observation of two distinct superconducting
states (denoted SC1 and SC2) in Bernal bilayer graphene
with strong proximity-induced Ising spin-orbit coupling.
Quantum oscillations show that while the normal state
of SC1 is consistent with the single-particle band struc-
ture, SC2 emerges from a nematic normal state with bro-
ken rotational symmetry. Both superconductors are ro-
bust to in-plane magnetic fields, violating the paramag-
netic limit; however, neither reach fields expected for spin-
valley locked Ising superconductors. We use our knowl-
edge of the Fermi surface geometry of SC1 to argue that
superconductivity is limited by orbital depairing arising
from the imperfect layer polarization of the electron wave-
functions. Finally, a comparative analysis of transport
and thermodynamic compressibility measurements in SC2

shows that the proximity to the observed isospin phase
boundaries, observed in other rhombohedral graphene al-
lotropes, is likely coincidental, constraining theories of un-
conventional superconducting pairing mechanisms in the-
ses systems.

Spin-orbit coupling (SOC) preserves the time reversal sym-
metry of electron bands in solids. As a result, SOC is not
necessarily detrimental to the superconducting transition tem-
perature: Cooper pairs may still condense from the degen-
erate Kramers’ doublets by the same attractive interactions
that lead to superconductivity in its absence[11, 12]. Within a
weak-coupling Bardeen-Cooper-Schrieffer picture, SOC may
either raise or lower the density of states with opposite con-
sequences for Tc. However, SOC does typically make super-
conductors more resilient to applied magnetic fields by pin-
ning the spin direction of electrons. One example is Ising

superconductivity[13–15], where in-plane mirror and time re-
versal symmetry protects Cooper pairs[16] making them, in
theory, immune to arbitrarily large applied in-plane magnetic
fields at zero temperature. Experimentally, however, other ef-
fects which break these symmetries will typically limit the
critical in-plane magnetic field.

Graphene[1–6, 17–19] provides a unique venue to inves-
tigate the interplay of superconductivity and spin-orbit cou-
pling. Due to the small atomic number of carbon, the atomic
SOC in graphene is small[20, 21]. However, SOC may be in-
duced by supporting the graphene layers on a transition metal
dichalcogenide substrate such as WSe2[22–29]. The existing
literature appears to show a systematic enhancement of super-
conducting transition temperatures for graphene systems with
induced spin-orbit coupling. For example, twisted bilayer and
trilayer graphene on WSe2 substrates was observed to super-
conduct for a wider range of angles[7, 9], while in twisted
double bilayer graphene [30–34] superconductivity has been
observed only on WSe2 substrates[10]. However, the lack
of reproducibility in graphene moiré systems[35] makes con-
trolled experiments difficult.

Recently, it was shown that supporting Bernal bilayer
graphene (BBG) on a WSe2 substrate increases the maxi-
mal superconducting Tc by an order of magnitude and dra-
matically expands the domain of carrier density and applied
electric displacement field over which superconductivity is
observed[8]. BBG is an ideal candidate to quantitatively
study the effect of proximity induced SOC on superconduc-
tivity. First, the magnetic and superconducting phase dia-
gram of hexagonal boron nitride supported BBG is highly
reproducible[1, 36], allowing for reliable experimental con-
trols for the effects of SOC. Second, the magnitude of the
proximity-induced Ising SOC can be precisely determined in
situ using Landau level coincidences[37]. Finally, the simplic-
ity of the BBG band structure allows for detailed comparisons
between experiment and theoretical calculations. While prior
experiments have found significant violations of the Pauli
limit, the origin of the ultimate destruction of superconduc-
tivity in in-plane field has not been resolved, with both orbital
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FIG. 1. Superconductivity in Bernal bilayer graphene (BBG) on WSe2. (A) Sample schematic showing dual gated BBG on WSe2. (B)
Band structure calculated within a tight binding model including Ising SOC. Bands correspond to the different isospin flavors as indicated.
Here a0 = 2.46 Åis the graphene lattice constant. (C) Total density of states (black) along with individual contributions from the spin/valley
split bands, plotted for D ≈ 1.0 V/nm. (D) Longitudinal resistivity for hole-doped BBG/WSe2. Two superconducting phases SC1 and SC2

are marked. (E) Temperature dependent resistivity of SC1 at the point indicted by the red dot in panel D. (F) Perpendicular magnetic field B⊥
and current bias Ibias dependence at the same point. (G) Temperature dependent resistivity for SC2 at the point indicted by the purple dot in
panel D. (H) B⊥ and Ibias dependence at the same point.

effects and Rashba spin-orbit coupling possibly playing a role.
Here, we study a WSe2-supported Bernal bilayer graphene

device (Fig. 1A) with a measured proximity-induced Ising
spin orbit coupling λI = 1.6 meV (see Fig. S1). We focus on
hole filling and applied electric displacement fields D > 0. In
this regime, electronic states near the Fermi energy are polar-
ized on the layer adjacent to the WSe2[8, 37]. Fig. 1B shows
the low energy band structure calculated within a tight bind-
ing model[38] for an inter-layer potential of 100 meV, which
corresponds to a displacement field D ≈ 1 V/nm [39]. In
the low density regime of |ne| < 1012cm−2, the measured
Ising SOC is comparable to the Fermi energy, breaking the
the native four-fold degeneracy of the spins and valleys and
leaving a two-fold degeneracy between pairs of spin-valley
locked bands. As shown in Fig. 1C, for λI = 1.6 meV the
single-particle density of states is characterized by two well-
separated van-Hove singularities, corresponding to the sad-
dle points in each degenerate pair of spin/valley locked bands.
Absent Ising SOC, the density of states of regular BBG dis-
plays only one van-Hove singularity[1].

Fig. 1D shows electrical transport measurements for low
hole densities and as a function of displacement field. For

large displacement fields, we find two distinct superconduct-
ing states which we refer to as SC1 and SC2. SC1 has a transi-
tion temperature Tc ≈ 40 mK, just above the base temperature
of our dilution refrigerator. As a result the resistance does not
reach zero, showing a saturation at the lowest temperatures
(Fig. 1E) that we attribute to disequilibration of the electron
system with the phonon bath (see also Fig. S14). However,
nonlinear transport measurements in an applied perpendicu-
lar magnetic field (Fig. 1F) show both strong non-linearities
at sub-10 nA currents and exceptional magnetic field sensi-
tivity characteristic of low-Tc superconductors in crystalline
graphene systems[1, 2]. As shown in Fig. 1G, SC2 has a
much higher maximum transition temperature. By fitting
the non-linear voltage to a Berezinskii–Kosterlitz–Thouless
model [40, 41], we find TBKT ≈ 255 mK (Fig. S2). The
B⊥ dependence shows a critical field of BC ≈ 10mT (Fig.
1H), in line with previous reports of superconductivity in this
regime[8].

To understand the normal phases from which these su-
perconducting states condense, we perform high-resolution
Shubnikov-de-Haas oscillation measurements, from which we
resolve fine details of the Fermi surfaces. Fig. 2A, B show
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FIG. 2. Fermiology of the superconducting states in the presence of Ising SOC. (A) Rxx at D = 0.95 V/nm, including the domain of SC1.
(B) Fourier transform of Rxx(1/B⊥) over the same density range. The Fourier transforms are performed over a field range of 130 - 400 mT
and 130 - 260 mT in the left and right panels, respectively (see Fig. S3 and SI). fν denotes the oscillation frequency normalized to the Luttinger
volume, as described in the main text. (C) Intensity peaks in fν from panel B. Shaded areas represent error bars corresponding to the standard
deviation of Gaussian fits to the peak frequencies. The black lines show the indicated frequency sums, providing a visual representation of
the sum rules according to Eq. (1) described in the main text. (D) Single-particle band structure near the K point. The spin orbit split energy
bands generate contrasting Fermi-surfaces for different spin-valley combinations, as shown in insets I, II, and III. (E) Rxx at D = 1.15 V/nm,
including the domain of SC2. (F) fν corresponding to the ne and D of panel E. Dashed lines show the peak fits and the sum rule. (G) Fourier
transform amplitude of data in panel B for ne = -8.75 · 1011 cm−2 and (H) ne = -8.3 · 1011 cm−2. The peak positions are indicated, illustrating
the quantitative agreement of the contrasting sum rules. (I) Schematic depiction of the nematic transition, in which one of the small Fermi
pockets is absorbed by the large Fermi pocket with opposite spin and valley.

a comparison between zero magnetic field transport and the
quantum oscillation frequencies fν at D = 0.95 V/nm, across
the domain of SC1. Here, fν denotes the quantum oscillation
frequency normalized to the total carrier density. fν thus rep-
resents the fraction of the total Luttinger volume encircled by

a given phase coherent orbit in momentum space. In these
units, Luttinger’s theorem may be expressed as

Σiki · fi = 1 (1)
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FIG. 3. Orbital depairing from in-plane critical fields: (A) Superconducting transition temperature for different values of B∥ for SC2 at
D = 1.15 V/nm. Tc is extracted from temperature dependent resistance data (see Fig. S6, S7) by defining R(Tc) as half of the normal state
resistance. (B) Tc as a function of B∥ for SC2 for the maximum of the Tc domes in A. The black and grey dashed line represent the pure
Ising superconductivity and Pauli limits, respectively. (C) The same plot for SC1 where the bandstructure is in the approximate single particle
limit known from quantum oscillations (see 2). The three solid lines represent the calculated in-plane critical fields including orbital depairing.
Each line I-III represents a different subset of Fermi pockets hosting superconductivity as illustrated in D. (D) shows the single particle Fermi
surfaces used to determine the in-plane orbital effect in C. For I, II, III all Fermi pockets, only the large and only the three small pockets in
each valley are included in the calculation, respectively. Fermi surfes not contributing to superconductivity are greyed out.

where the index i runs over all peaks corresponding to sin-
gle orbits of a Fermi surface and ki is an integer degeneracy
and carrier sign for the Fermi surfaces producing the oscilla-
tion at frequency fi.

Fig. 2C distills the data of Fig. 2B by plotting only the cen-
ter frequencies and standard deviations extracted from Gaus-
sian fits of the observed peaks. Across the density range cor-
responding to regions I, II, and III, the oscillation frequen-
cies can be understood from the SOC-modified single-particle
band structure of Fig. 1B-C. For example, region I shows two
peaks with slightly different frequencies, denoted f1 and f2,
where f1 + f2 = 1/2 within experimental error. Using Eq.1,
we see that Luttinger’s theorem may be satisfied by assigning
a two fold degeneracy to both Fermi surfaces, k1 = k2 = 2.
As shown in Fig. 2D, this is consistent with SOC-modified
band structure where the favored- and disfavored spin-valley
locked bands have slightly mismatched Fermi surface areas
even at comparatively high densities. We denote this state
Ising2,2. In region II, we observe the emergence of an addi-
tional peak, f3. Due to its low frequency, f3 is barely visible
in Fig. 2B but can clearly be identified in the raw resistance
and capacitance measurements (see Fig. S3). This is again
consistent with band structure, and marks the formation of an
annular Fermi sea with both hole-like and electron-like Fermi
surfaces. The sum rule implied by the band structure model,
f1 + f2 − f3 = 1/2 is again consistent with experimental data,
and we denote this state Ising2,2,−2. In region III, both f2
and f3 vanish and are replaced by a peak at intermediate fre-
quency f4. The Luttinger sum rule is satisfied for k1 = 2
and k4 = 6, as expected after the minority-occupation bands
cross the saddle point and each annular Fermi sea breaks into
three pockets. We label this state Ising2,6, and conclude that
SC1 emerges from a normal state with no additional broken
symmetries as compared to the single particle picture.

At the low-|ne| boundary of SC1, f1 abruptly disappears
and is replaced by a peak (f5) at higher frequency and a peak
at frequency 2 · f4, while f4 continues its linear trend. The
fermiology of region IV is consistent across a large domain
of ne and D, including the entire domain of SC2, as shown
in Figs. 2E, F for the highest accessible displacement field
and in Fig. S5 at D = 1.05 V/nm for a larger density range.
This is unexpected within the single particle picture, which
cannot account for the emergence of a larger fν peak as |ne|
is lowered.

As shown in Fig. S4, the peak at 2 · f4 can be attributed
to ‘magnetic breakdown’[42] between the Fermi surfaces rep-
resented by f4, and we denote it f4,breakdown; as a result, it
should not be counted towards the sum rule of Eq.(1). Re-
markably, among simple possibilities, Luttinger’s theorem is
satisfied only for k5 = 2 and k4 = 4 (Fig. 2G, H). This assign-
ment implies that for a single spin-valley flavor in a minority
band, the Fermi surface degeneracy is 2—a fact plainly in-
compatible with preserving the C3 point group symmetry of
bilayer graphene. We conclude that the parent state of SC2,
and adjoining state to SC1, is nematic and we denote it N2,4.
Notably, most prior experiments probing possible nematic-
ity in graphene devices[9, 43–46] have focused on resistance
anisotropy. These measurements rely on structural uniformity
of the device, a condition that can be difficult to meet under re-
alistic experimental conditions in mesosopic two dimensional
samples. Because quantum oscillations probe closed electron
orbits in the sample bulk they provide a detection scheme
for nematic order that is immune to many of these possible
sources of systematic error. Of course, the Fermi surface de-
generacy is not directly sensitive to nematic order, produc-
ing ‘false negatives’ when its topology is compatible with C3

symmetry. However, in the case studied here, quantum oscil-
lations provide unambiguous evidence for a nematic ground
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state.
Incidentally, attributing region IV to a nematic phase

provides a natural explanation for the observation of the
magnetic breakdown peak f4,breakdown. Breaking C3 sym-
metry relaxes the requirement that the small Fermi pockets be
arranged symmetrically around the K and K’ points. In this
picture, the two small pockets remaining in the N2,4 phase
may move in momentum space to balance the competing
effects of the kinetic and exchange contributions to the total
energy; Fig. 2I illustrates a schematic representation of the
fermiology in the N2,4 phase near the III-IV transition where
the pockets are very close, enabling breakdown. As the
density is tuned deeper into region IV, the breakdown signal
at 2 · f4 fades, implying that the pockets eventually decouple,
growing farther apart in momentum space as they shrink in
relative volume.

Theoretically, a variety of nematic phases have been
proposed throughout the phase diagrams of Bernal and
rhombohedral graphene[8, 47–53]. These include phases
with differing isospin orders, including phases that conserve
the occupation of the two valleys separately and those that
develop inter-valley coherence[8, 50, 51, 54, 55]. While
quantum oscillations cannot distinguish these states directly,
the phenomenology of SC2, which develops in the N2,4

phase, allows us to rule out at least some possibilities.

Next, we study the in-plane critical field dependence of
both superconductors. Fig. 3A shows Tc as a function of
the in-plane magnetic field, B∥, at D = 1.15 V/nm for SC2.
In Fig. 3B, we contrast the B∥ dependence of the maxi-
mal experimental Tc with two limits. The paramagnetic
(“Pauli”) limit for a spin-singlet superconductor is determined
by the competition between the Zeeman energy and the pair-
ing gap (proportional to the transition temperature), µBBP =
1.23kBTc,0[56, 57]. For large Ising SOC (the “Ising” limit),
in contrast, superconductivity is almost impervious to the in-
plane Zeeman energy[13] as long as the Zeeman energy is
much smaller than the spin orbit coupling. In these systems,
superconductivity consists of both spin singlet and spin-triplet
components, with the latter becoming more dominant as the
electron spins cant in an applied in-plane magnetic field.

Our experimental data fall between these two limits. This
raises the question of which of several possible mechanisms–
including Rashba spin orbit coupling, disorder, and the orbital
effect of the in-plane field[8, 15, 16]–limit superconductiv-
ity at high B∥. To address this question, we focus on SC1,
which also shows a B∥ dependent critical temperature inter-
mediate between the Pauli and Ising limits (see Fig. 3C). In
contrast to other superconducting states observed in Bernal bi-
layer graphene, however, the fermiology of the normal state of
SC1 extracted from quantum oscillation measurements is well
fit by a single particle band structure model (See Fig. S16).
This implies that Coulomb interactions induce only moderate
Fermi surface renormalization in this regime. We may thus
take a single particle band structure model as a basis to esti-

mate pair breaking effects. To model the pair-breaking effect
of the in-plane magnetic field, we set A⃗ = z(B⃗ × ẑ) and per-
form a Peierls substitution to extract the magnetic field depen-
dent band structure. We take a linear approximation of the dis-
persion in B⃗ and in the momentum perpendicular to the Fermi
surface and solve the linearized gap equation to find Tc as a
function of B∥. As shown in Figure 3C, including the orbital
effect of B∥ lowers the critical magnetic field from B ≈ 10T
at low temperatures to B∥ ≈ 500mT , accounting for the bulk
of the discrepancy with the experimental data. Rashba spin-
orbit coupling induced by the WSe2 substrate may also be
included within this model; for Rashba coupling constant as
large as λ = 2meV, we find that it has negligible effect on
TC due to the sublattice polarization of the electronic states
near the Fermi level (see fig. S17). Notably, although the dis-
persion and the orbital moment are not symmetric to in-plane
rotations, we find numerically that Tc is only weakly depen-
dent on the direction of B∥ in the plane, consistent with a lack
of detectable experimental dependence on the angle between
B∥ and the graphene lattice vectors. This leaves the ques-
tion of the origin of the remaining quantitative discrepancy
between the experimental data and our model. One source of
systematic error is experimental: the low values of TC will
be affected by the disequilibrium between the charge carriers
with the phonon bath, which tends to decrease measured TC
relative to its true value.

An additional discrepancy may arise from the fact that
quantum oscillations measure only the Fermi surface pocket
size and number, but not their position. Coulomb-induced
Fermi surface reconstructions may change the positions of the
Fermi pockets–and thus the in-plane orbital moment of states
at the Fermi surface–without noticeable changes to fermiol-
ogy inferred from quantum oscillations. To investigate the
possible magnitude of this effect, we compare three models
for superconducting pairing (see Fig. 3C-D) based on the
Fermi surfaces calculated from the single-particle band struc-
ture. These assume superconducting pairing within all, only
the large, or only the small Fermi pockets. These different as-
sumptions produce a range of low temperature critical B∥ of
∼ 150mT , despite the close proximity in momentum space
of the different Fermi pockets. It seems likely, then, that addi-
tional Fermi surface reconstruction may be sufficient to close
the gap between theory and experiment.

We conclude that orbital effects are the dominant source
of depairing in in-plane magnetic fields. Notably, this effect
applies to both the Ising-enhanced and spin-triplet supercon-
ductors in graphene: the contrasting in plane orbital magnetic
moments in the two valleys provide a source of pair breaking
in a magnetic field for any superconductor in which pairing
occurs between states at the two corners of the Brillouin zone.
This finding implies that detailed knowledge of the Fermi sur-
face is essential for interpreting the in-plane critical field in
multi-layer graphene superconductors–besides violations of
the Pauli limit, the upper critical field may not provide any
information on the spin structure of the condensate. Rather,
Pauli limit violations may provide information about the mo-
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inverse compressibility κ = ∂µ/∂ne in rhombohedral trilayer graphene (RTG) for D = 0.46 V/nm and T ≈ 60 mK[2]. The lower inset
illustrates the fermiology as described in [2], while the upper inset depicts a schematic of the free energy (black line) across a first order phase
transition. As κ = ∂2F/∂n2
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mentum space positions of the Fermi surfaces involved in su-
perconducting pairing. For example, both rhombohedral tri-
layer and BBG/WSe2 devices[2, 8] have shown Pauli limit
violations that become largest before the system undergoes a
phase transition; this may imply that pairing between states is
occurring closer to the Brillouin zone corners, where the wave
functions are most layer polarized.

Lastly, we contrast superconductivity in BBG/WSe2 with
crystalline graphene superconductors without proximity in-
duced SOC. In these systems, superconductivity has been ob-
served only near isospin phase transitions[1, 2]. However, the
nature of these transitions has not been experimentally deter-
mined. To characterize the phase transitions and their con-
nection to superconductivity, we measure both resistance and
the inverse electronic compressibility κ = ∂µ/∂ne. We take
pains to measure these simultaneously, ensuring that com-
pressibility measurements are taken under identical condi-
tions, and do not heat the electron systems (see Fig. S15
and Methods). Fig. 4A shows the comparison of Rxx and κ
for rhombohedral trilayer (RTG). The isospsin transition be-

tween the isospin unpolarized state and the partially isospin
polarized state (PIP) is first order, as indicated by the negative
compressibility peak (see Fig. 4A inset) observed at the phase
boundary. In this regime, superconductivity is observed on the
isospin-disordered side of the phase boundary. Fig. 4B shows
the same comparison for BBG, taken in the high-D, high B∥
regime where triplet superconductivity is observed. Again,
superconductivity occurs immediately adjacent to a first order
phase transition, in this case on the isospin-ordered side.

In BBG/WSe2, the evolution of the isospin polarization
near SC1 bears a superficial resemblance to these systems,
with superconductivity developing adjacent to a phase bound-
ary (Fig. S13). However, the phenomenology of SC2 contrasts
markedly: as illustrated in Fig. 4C, superconductivity emerges
deep within the nematic N2,4 phase, far from any isospin
phase transitions. This is corroborated by Fig. 4D, which
compares transport and compressibility across a wide range
of ne and D; the domain of superconductivity approaches a
first order isospin transition only at the largest displacement
fields, but is otherwise uncorrelated. The lack of direct cor-
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relation between superconductivity and phase boundaries is
also evident in the quantum oscillation data of Fig. 2F, where
superconductivity develops, peaks, and subsides over a range
for which fermiology evolves monotonically.

These observations suggest that the observed correlation
between superconductivity and phase transitions in crystalline
graphene layers is likely coincidental. Rather, superconduc-
tivity evolves within a given phase but may be destroyed if a
competing phase with different symmetry becomes energeti-
cally favorable. Within this picture, the enhancement of super-
conductivity in WSe2-supported graphene devices arises from
the broken ‘spinless’ time reversal symmetry relating wave-
functions in opposite valleys with the same spin. Breaking
this symmetry at the single-particle level preferentially stabi-
lizes a subset of orders featuring two-particle states near the
Fermi level compatible with Cooper pairing[11, 12]. It then
becomes possible to trace the evolution of superconductivity
within a single phase to its maximum strength. SOC may also
suppress fluctuations of electronic orders which may suppress
superconductivity[53, 55, 58–61]. In the case of the valley-
symmetric nematic order depicted in Fig. 2I, ne- and D-tuned
details of the electron wavefunctions near the Fermi surface
must then account for non-monotonic dependence of the tran-
sition temperature across the phase.

By breaking a symmetry not required for superconductiv-
ity (spinless time reversal), SOC stabilizes electronic orders
with higher superconducting Tc, including nematic states. In
the future, this procedure may be generalized, for example by
applying uniaxial strain. Coupling of the strain to a nematic
order parameter would then increase the range of stability of
the N2,4 phase, possibly further enhancing superconductivity.
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Sample preparation: the bilayer graphene, monolayer WSe2 (commercial source, HQ graphene) and hBN flakes for the van-
der-Waals heterostructure are obtained by standard mechanical exfoliation of bulk crystals. The heterostructure is assembled
via a dry transfer technique[62] using poly bisphenol a carbonate (PC) placed on a polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) stamp. A
dual graphite gated device design is chosen to reduce the charge disorder [63] and tune density ne and displacement D field
independently. The geometry of the device is then defined by a CHF3/O2 etch and contacted by ohmic edge contacts of Ti/Au
(5nm/100nm). The BBG/WSe2 sample and other devices of the same geometry were also studied in [8] for more information on
sample preparation. For details on sample fabrication of the rhombohedral trilayer and Bernal bilayer graphene without WSe2
measured in Fig. 4, see Ref. [1, 2, 64]. Sample 2 of Ref. [1] is used here to study BBG without WSe2 support.

Transport measurements: Longitudinal resistance measurements are performed utilizing lock-in techniques at frequencies
in the DC limit < 48 Hz and low currents of 1 - 2 nA. Each transport line is filtered by several Pi- and RC-filter stages at
the mixing chamber and an additional RC filter with a cutoff < 5.7 kHz on the sample holder to reduce electronic noise and
lower the electron temperature. We want to note that the present device has very long (> 10 µm) dual gated bilayer graphene
contact leads (sample image see S14A) - compared to the many layer graphite contacts of devices used in previous studies[1].
Thus, the contacts are in the same phase as the bulk of the sample which has two consequences: first, contact resistances are a
higher than for many layer graphite contacts of similar aspect ratio, leading to additional heating at the contacts. We attribute
the saturation of resistance of SC1 at the lowest temperatures to this heating effect (see Fig. 1D) while the disequilibration of the
charge carriers with the phonon bath simultaneously prevents efficient cooling. Second, the contacts become superconducting
at much lower critical currents (corresponding to similar current densities) due to their long aspect ratio. In Fig. S14B, raw
data is shown taken at ne = -7.3 · 1011 cm−2, D = 1.15 V/nm where Tc of SC2 is maximal. The AC voltage drop across the
sample and the DC current flowing through the sample is plotted against applied DC voltage bias. While the raw voltage drop
follows typical behavior for a superconductor, the DC current shows two kinks without corresponding feature in the AC voltage
data. These kinks can be explained by the superconducting transition of the dual gated bilayer graphene leads. As we calculate
Rxx = VAC/IDC , such kinks visually imprint themselves onto the noise fluctuations of the zero resistance state—even in a
four-terminal measurement setup. Therefore, features within the superconducting state such as in e.g. Fig. 2E or Fig. 4D should
be disregarded as artefacts.

Shubnikov-de-Haas measurements: Magnetic field dependence of the longitudinal resistance of Fig. 2, S3 and S5 are
taken with constant spacing in 1/B⊥ down to the lowest fields where quantum oscillation are visible. We perform Fourier
transformations over different field ranges (see S4) sampled in 1/B⊥ and show the lowest field range in the main text for which
all primary peaks of the quantum oscillations are clearly visible. This method reduces effects of higher harmonics and magnetic
breakdown between different Fermi surfaces[42] (additional peaks in Fig. SS4C) and ensures that we can correlate our QO data
with the zero field phase diagram. To convert gate voltages into charge density and normalize frequencies to the total Luttinger
volume (as done in Fig. 2, S3 and S5), we calibrate the geometric capacitance of the gates to the sample via Shubnikov-de-
Haas oscillations at zero displacement field and large densities. Further, a displacement field dependent voltage offset has to
be accounted for. This voltage offset arises from that fact that the chemical potential has to be shifted out of the band gap
of the BBG before increasing gate voltages is going to increase the charge carrier density. As transport and penetration field
capacitance measurements are inaccurate in determining the exact position of the band edge in gate voltage space due to large
resistances and long charging-times, we instead utilize the fully spin- and valley-polarized phase. Its frequency fν should be
exactly one by definition, as all charge carriers live on a single Fermi surface. We adjust the voltage offset so that this is true
over the whole gate voltage range of the quarter metal.

Field dependence: All measurements are performed in a dilution refrigerator with base temperature of ∼ 10 - 20 mK and a
1T/1T/9T (XYZ) superconducting vector magnet. For the measurements of Tc domes vs B∥, the sample is mounted with the
field of the Z magnet aligned to the bilayer graphene plane and the out-of plane field component is carefully minimized to be
< 0.1 mT using the XY magnets. Tc is determined for discrete in-plane fields as flux trapping in the XY magnets and field
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misalignment of the Z magnet with the sample in this configuration prohibits continuous sweeping of B∥ while keeping B⊥ ≈
0.0 mT. Numerical values of Tc in Fig. 3 are extracted from fits of a step function to the raw data in fig. S6, S7, S8. We define
Tc as the temperature when the resistance is half of its normal state value.

Penetration field capacitance: We utilize a capacitance bridge circuit to measure penetration field capacitance. In a previous
capacitance bridge setup ([63]), a FHX35X high electron mobility transistor (HEMT) is directly connected to the sample gate,
resulting in elevated electron temperatures above 100 mK. In order to lower the electronic temperature, we add an isolation
capacitor made of silicon between the HEMT and the sample. We also installed a series of attenuators at each temperature stage
to ensure thermalization of input coaxial cables. Finally, we added an ATF34143 HEMT at the 4K stage to transform the output
impedance of the FHX35X HEMT and increase the bandwidth of output signal. (for full circuit schematic see Fig. reffig:S14).

We apply an A.C. excitation of ∼ 1 - 2 mV and a frequency of 166.667 kHz. The improved capacitance setup described
above allows us to measure inverse compressibility at the base temperature of our dilution unit. This can be best seen in Fig. 4B
where transport and capacitance are measured simultaneously. Superconductivity is well developed in this case. This indicates
no significant increase in the electron temperature; as a reference, Tc in BBG on hBN is less than 30mK. Indeed, Rxx linecuts
with and without[1] simultaneous capacitance measurement show no noticeable difference.

BAND STRUCTURE CALCULATIONS

We computed the electronic dispersion ϵk⃗,j and density of states ρ(u, ne) of BBG with layer-specific Ising spin-orbit coupling
at interlayer potential u = −100 meV and electronic density ne. The band structure of bilayer graphene without spin-orbit
coupling is well-described near the K and K ′ points by a continuum model, expressed in the (A1, B1, A2, B2) basis as [38, 65]

H0 =


−u/2 v0π

† −v4π† v3π
v0π −u/2 γ1 −v4π†

−v4π γ1 u/2 v0π
†

v3π
† −v4π v0π u/2

 , π = ℏ(ξkx + iky), vi =

√
3a

2ℏ
γi.

Here, a = 2.46 Å is the monolayer graphene lattice constant and ξ = ±1 indicates whether H0 has been expanded about
the K =

(
4π
3a , 0

)
or K ′ =

(
− 4π

3a , 0
)

valley. We extract the band structure parameters from fits to quantum oscillation data (fig.
S16). The hopping parameters are: γ0 = 2880 eV for same layer hopping between nearest-neighbor sites, interlayer coupling
term γ1 = 361 meV for same effective hopping between dimer sites B1 and A2, interlayer coupling term γ3 = 323 meV for
trigonal warping, and γ4 = 30 meV for interlayer coupling between the dimer and non-dimer sites. Adding monolayer WSe2
adjacent to one side of the bilayer graphene induces Ising SOC on the adjacent layer and can be accounted for in the model by
adding a Hamiltonian HI [66]

HI =


ξλI ŝz 0 0 0
0 ξλI ŝz 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


acting on the A1 and B1 sublattices. Here, ŝz is a Pauli matrix acting on the spin subspace. The total Hamiltonian is then

H = H0 +HI . The electron density ne(µ, u) at chemical potential µ and interlayer bias u is computed by evaluating

ne(µ, u) =

(
dk

2π

)2 ∑
k⃗,j

1

exp
(
β(ϵk⃗,j − µ)

)
+ 1

where j indexes the energy bands and k⃗ runs over the regular grid of momenta on which we computed the electronic dispersion
ϵk⃗,j . The factor dk2 normalizes for grid spacing. The electron density in Fig. 1 was evaluated at temperature T = 10 mK. The
density of states ρ(µ, u) is computed by grouping the energy eigenvalues in bins of equal width dE and normalizing by bin size
to be consistent with dne/dµ.

Tc CALCULATIONS INCLUDING ORBITAL MAGNETIC FIELD

To include the orbital effect of in-plane magnetic field in the single-particle dispersion, we take A⃗ = z(B⃗ × ẑ) and perform a
Peierls substitution, which amounts to taking
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H0(B⃗) =


−u/2 v0π

†
+ −v4π† v3π

v0π+ −u/2 γ1 −v4π†

−v4π γ1 u/2 v0π
†
−

v3π
† −v4π v0π− u/2

 ,
π+ = ξ(ℏkx +

edBy

2 ) + i(ℏky − edBx

2 ), vi =
√
3a
2ℏ γi

π− = ξ(ℏkx − edBy

2 ) + i(ℏky + edBx

2 ), π = ℏ(ξkx + iky),

with d being the interlayer distance.
For simplicity, we consider a singlet pairing interaction local in the continuum (valley) description

Hint = −Vs
∫
d2r[ψ†

+(−isy)ψ
†
−][ψ−(isy)ψ+],

where ψ± is the 8-dimensional (spin, layer, and sublattice) vector of annihilation operators of a particle in valley ξ = ±1, and
sy is the second Pauli matrix in spin space. The gap equation is given by

∆q⃗ =
Vs
Ω

∑
k⃗

⟨ψk⃗+q⃗/2,−(is
y)ψ−k⃗+q⃗/2,+⟩∆q⃗

,

where Ω is the system’s area, and the expectation value is computed with respect to the mean field Hamiltonian HMF given
below.

Denoting the transformation to band basis as

ψk⃗,α,s,ξ =
∑
n

uα,s
n,⃗k,ξ

cn,⃗k,ξ, α = {σ, l} (sublattice and layer index),

and neglecting inter-band pairing (justified due to the small SC gap at the vicinity of the transition), the mean-field Hamiltonian
is given by

HMF =
∑
n,⃗k,ξ

εnk⃗ξc
†
nk⃗ξ

cnk⃗ξ −∆q⃗

∑
n,⃗k,α,s,s′

(uα,s
n,⃗k+q⃗/2,+

)∗(−isy)s,s′(uα,s
′

n,−k⃗+q⃗/2,−
)∗c†

n,⃗k+q⃗/2,+
c†
n,−k⃗+q⃗/2,−

+ h.c.,

where

∆q⃗ =
Vs
Ω

∑
n,⃗k,α,s

(uα,s
n,−k⃗+q⃗/2,−

)(isy)s,s′(u
α,s′

n,⃗k+q⃗/2,+
)⟨cn,−k⃗+q⃗/2,−cn,⃗k+q⃗/2,+⟩,

or in its linearized form

1 =
Vs
Ω

∑
n,⃗k

|fn,⃗k,q⃗|
2 tanh(

βε
n,k⃗+q⃗/2,+

2 ) + tanh(
βε

n,−k⃗+q⃗/2,+

2 )

2(εn,⃗k+q⃗/2,+ + εn,−k⃗+q⃗/2,+)
, fn,⃗k,q⃗ =

∑
α,s,s′

(uα,s
n,⃗k+q⃗/2,+

)∗(−isy)s,s′(uα,s
′

n,−k⃗+q⃗/2,−
)∗.

It is important to note that the pairing potentials ∆q⃗ at different momenta q⃗ are decoupled in the linearized gap equation.
Thus, one can calculate T (q⃗)

c for each momentum q⃗ independently and take Tc = maxq⃗(T
(q⃗)
c ). For finite in-plane magnetic

field, time-reversal symmetry is broken, and therefore one really has to scan q⃗ and cannot simply assume T (q⃗)
c to be maximal for

q⃗ = 0. Generically, as one can expect, we find the optimal q⃗ to point along the direction of B⃗ × ẑ.
In practice, to achieve results with high enough momentum resolution at a reasonable run time, we expand the non-interacting

spectrum as

εn,⃗kF+δk⃗,ξ(B⃗) = v⃗n,ξ(k⃗F ) · δk⃗ + µ⃗n,ξ(k⃗F ) · B⃗,

where k⃗F is a point on the Fermi surface of the nth band at B⃗ = 0, δk⃗ is a vector pointing in the perpendicular direction from
the Fermi surface, v⃗n(k⃗F ) = ∇⃗k⃗εn,⃗kF ,ξ is the Fermi velocity and µ⃗n,ξ(k⃗F ) = ∇⃗B⃗ϵn,⃗kF ,ξ is the orbital magnetization of the

Bloch state at a point on the Fermi surface labeled by k⃗F .
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ADDITIONAL NOTES ON THE COMPETING ORDER STATE

In the main text discussion of Fig. 3, we have noted a suppression of superconductivity at densities around -6.9 · 1011cm−2 and
highest displacement fields. Here, additional data is shown in order to support and contextualize this argument and give further
information about this ”competing order state” (COS). First, the location of the COS is shown in Fig. S11 — only developing at
high D above 1.05 V/nm for a small density range. A small out-of-plane magnetic field favors such state over SC2 as indicated
by the black arrows. Fig. S10A-D displays temperature and B⊥ dependence of SC2 at D = 1.15 V/nm. Again, the COS appears
at finite out-of-plane field and elevated temperatures with a characteristically increased resistance. It is useful to compare the
energy scales of superconducting gap ∆ and depairing energy ED due to finite Cooper pair momentum. For a simple BCS
superconductor, the superconducting gap is proportional to kBTc. An out-of-plane magnetic field breaks Cooper pairs due to
their orbital motion at an energy that is proportional to

√
Hc,2. Thus, we contrast T 2

c and Hc,2 plotted against density. Their
density dependence agrees reasonably well within error, most notably in the region of the COS at ne ≈ -6.9 · 1011cm−2, see fig.
S10C. Following this argument, not only Tc, but the superconducting gap is suppressed at these densities.

Non-linear transport reveals that COS is destroyed at finite current (Fig. S10E-G) with a critical temperature similar to Tc
of SC2, reminiscent of a charge density wave state. Interestingly, the balance between COS and SC2 is tipped in favor of
superconductivity by lowering the magnetic field and temperature (Fig. S12). We also want to note that the fermiology evolves
smoothly across COS (Fig. 2F) implying no additional symmetry breaking within the different isospin flavors. Instead, a natural
explanation might involve nesting of different Fermi surfaces—only favored for wave vectors at specific densities.
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FIG. S12. Additional data of the COS at D = 1.15 V/nm. (A - B) Out-of plane field dependence of dV/dI and ne ≈ -6.9 · 1011 cm−2 at
base temperature and 150 mK. (C - D) Comparison of dV/dI at base temperature, B⊥ = 50 mT with T = 150 mK and B⊥ = 0 mT. E dV/dI
at high in-plane field and B⊥ = 50 mT showing that COS is only weakly dependent on B∥.
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FIG. S13. Comparison of transport and penetration field capacitance. (A - B) ne-D phase diagram of Rxx and κ over a larger density
range than Fig. 4D, including SC1. The superconducting regions are overlaid from transport onto the inverse compressibilit map via the white
dashed line. (C) linecuts of Rxx and κ at D = 0.95 V/nm across SC1. The noise of κ gives an upper bound of ∼ 300 mK on a possible
chemical potential jump due to a first order phase transition below our experimental resolution. The fermiology is added as determined in
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lines marks zero as guide to the eye.
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FIG. S14. Sample image and raw data of the current-voltage characteristics of the superconducting state. (A) image of the sample. The
scale bar is 10 µm. The inset shows the measurement setup used for transport measurements (contacts a and b are both used as negative voltage
contact in different sets of measurements). (B) Voltage bias dependence of the raw voltage and DC current data at D = 1.15 V/nm, ne = -7.3 ·
1011 cm−2, deep within SC2. An AC-excitation of 1 nA is used for to measure the voltage drop VAC across the sample region while ramping
the DC voltage bias, Vbias. The arrows indicate DC current jumps due to the superconducting transition of the dual gated bilayer graphene
leads—uncorrelated with the voltage drop across the bulk of the sample.

CISO = 2pF

δvout

Cref = 50 fF`

Bilayer 
Graphene

100 MΩ

100 MΩ
FHX35X

10mK
(Base T)

15kΩ

10nF

15kΩ
10 nF

ATF34143 at 4K4K ~ 50K

300K

`
`

VDrain
δvex δvstd

34 dB34 dB

`
`

`

VHEMT VTG VBG
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Ising SOC set to λI = 1.6 meV from fits to single particle calculations. These values are used to calculate the in-plane orbital pair breaking.
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FIG. S17. In-plane critical fields including orbital and Rashba SOC effects. Analogous calculations to those of Fig. 3c of the main text,
including both orbital depairing and the effect of Rashba spin orbit coupling with values ranging from from 0.5 - 2 meV.
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