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The generation of Sz = 1 triplet Cooper pairs has been predicted theoretically in superconducting-
ferromagnetic hybrid heterostructures in the presence of spin-orbit coupling.1,2 In this study, we experimen-
tally investigate vertical Josephson junctions where the weak link is formed from a ferromagnetic layer with
perpendicular magnetic anisotropy sandwiched by two non-magnetic layers with weak or strong spin-orbit
coupling. We find that the decay of the Josephson coupling is reduced in the latter case, possibly indicating
the presence of Sz = 1 spin-triplet correlations. We speculate that the canted magnetization required for
these correlations is provided by the interaction of magnetization with Meissner effect in the superconducting
layers.

The superconducting proximity effect at interfaces be-
tween conventional superconductor (SC) and ferromag-
netic (FM) layers enables unconventional Cooper pair-
ing such as odd-frequency correlations which may carry
a non-zero total spin.3–5 Such systems have sparked a
significant interest within the research community in
recent years, as they may give rise to dissipationless
spin-polarized currents. The effect of magnetization
on supercurrents has been studied extensively and has
found applications in cryogenic memory6–8 and quan-
tum technologies.9–12 The spin-polarization induced in
Cooper pairs by passage through magnetic layers is gov-
erned by a combination of spin-mixing and spin-rotation
effects.13 This process is illustrated by the example of a
non-collinear (NC) magnetic structure that is proximi-
tized to a SC state. When a spin-singlet Cooper pair dif-
fuses from a SC into a FM it experiences an exchange in-
teraction and acquires a finite momentum.4,14 This leads
to the spatial oscillation of the singlet ground state wave
function, known as 0 − π phase oscillations. Along with
such short-range singlet oscillations, this process gener-
ates short-range triplet correlations (SRTCs) with Sz = 0
which also oscillate spatially. In a quantization axis or-
thogonal to the initial magnetization direction at the
SC/FM interface, the SRTCs are ‘rotated’ into long range
triplet correlations (LRTCs) with Sz = 1. Unlike singlet
correlations and SRTCs, LRTCs are not as susceptible
to depairing and therefore can maintain coherence over
relatively large distances across a FM. The most com-
mon method to experimentally investigate spin-polarized
supercurrent is via transport experiments in Josephson
junctions (JJs) in which the weak link contains magnetic
non-collinearities, for example, non-collinear ferromag-
netic layers,15,16 helical ferromagnets,17 Heusler alloys18

and artificial domain walls.19 Most recently, long-range
supercurrents have been observed in JJs with a chi-
ral Kagome antiferromagnet as the weak link.20 Histor-
ically, LRTCs have been demonstrated in JJs with half-
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metallic ferromagnetic oxides, some with collinear mag-
netic structures.21–23 These systems host LRTCs over sig-
nificantly longer distances than conventional FMs. How-
ever, the transport through these JJs is more complicated
as the half-metallic weak link also acts as a spin filter.24,25

As an alternative to a magnetic non-collinearity, spin-
orbit coupling (SOC) at the SC/FM interface has been
proposed as a source of LRTCs.1,2,26–28 The required
SOC at the interface can be obtained by placing a thin
heavy metal layer between the SC and the FM. The op-
timal magnetization direction of the FM depends on the
geometry of the JJ: the FM should be canted at 45° from
the direction of the supercurrent in a vertical JJ2,29 or
directed along the supercurrent for a lateral JJ.30 De-
spite the reduced complexity of magnetic layering, earlier
transport studies in JJs haven’t established the presence
of LRTCs in these systems.31–33 However, recent stud-
ies with non-equilibrium spin-pumping experiments have
established the connection between spin absorption and
LRTCs in the presence of SOC.34–36

In this work, we investigate transport in vertical JJs
with the structure SC/NM/FM/NM/SC where NM are
non-magnetic layers formed from Pt, Ir, Cu or Pt/Cu and
FM are ferromagnetic layers with perpendicular magnetic
anisotropy (PMA) formed from Co/Ni/Co multilayers.
For the case of Pt/Cu, Pt is in each case, sandwiched
between the SC layer and Cu. We vary the thickness of
the FM for a given NM layer thickness. We show that the
critical current (Ic) in JJs with Pt and Ir layers decays
similarly with FM thickness. On the other hand, this
decay in ‘Pt’ and ‘Ir’ JJs is qualitatively different from
that in JJs with ‘Cu’ and ‘Pt/Cu’. We compare these
dependencies with the established 0− π mechanism and
conclude the possible presence of LRTCs in our ‘Pt’ and
‘Ir’ JJs.

Multi-layer thin films with the structure of Si/SiOx/
TaN(2)/Nb(50)/NM/Co(0.7)/[Ni(0.3)/Co(0.7)]n/NM/
Nb(10)/Pt(2) were grown on Si(100) in a high vacuum
sputter deposition system, where n is the number of
Ni/Co bilayer repeats (see supplementary material Sec.
I for more details). Note that the layer thicknesses
are given in nanometers throughout the text unless
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otherwise noted. A few ‘Pt’ samples were grown on
a thinner Nb(20) layer. In the stack, the top Nb(10)
layer ensures that the SC/NM and NM/SC interfaces
in the junctions are as similar as possible and the
Pt capping layer helps to prevent oxidation. Atomic
force microscopy (AFM) measurements of the films
show smooth growth with rms roughnesses averaging
between 0.14 and 0.22 nm over an area of 1×1 µm2. The
superconducting critical temperature (Tc) of the bottom
Nb layer, as determined from transport measurements
in the complete stack, is 7.5K for Nb(50) and 5.9K for
Nb(20) in the absence of any external magnetic field.
Vibrating sample magnetometry (VSM) of the films was
performed at room temperature using a LakeShore 8600
Series magnetometer. Magnetization mapping at room
temperature was carried out using polar magneto-optical
microscopy (p-MOKE).

The films were subsequently patterned into JJs via
photo-lithography and Ar-ion milling etching processes
(see supplementary material Sec. I for fabrication de-
tails). The structure of a fabricated JJ is schematically
depicted in Fig. 1a. The transport measurements were
carried out in a Quantum Design PPMS using Keithley
2182a nanovoltmeters and 6221 current sources.

Fig. 1b shows the out-of-plane (OOP) moment per
unit area as a function of OOP magnetic field for typical
films before device fabrication. All films exhibit PMA
and have nearly 100% remnant magnetization. We note
an additional magnetization for films with Pt layers com-
pared to those with Cu and Pt/Cu, that arises from
the proximity-induced magnetization in Pt.37 Conversely,
films with Ir layers exhibit the lowest magnetization al-
though Ir exhibits a relatively smaller proximity-induced
magnetization.38 In Fig. 1c we compare the magnetiza-
tion switching process of films with NM = Pt(2 nm) and
n = 1, 4 and 6 (which correspond to summed FM layer
thicknesses, dF = 1.3, 4.3 and 6.3 nm). The increase of
dF results in a denser domain structure as it is energeti-
cally favorable. Thus, we observe a gradual transition in
the magnetization switching mechanism from the propa-
gation of a single domain wall (DW) to the percolation
of stripe domains.

Fig. 2 shows various cases of the dependence of the
normalized critical current (Ic) on the external in-plane
magnetic field, capturing the magnetic diffraction pat-
tern measured in our junctions, where Ic was extracted
from fitting the voltage (V ) versus current (I) curves to

the relation, V = Re(RN

√
I2 − I2c ), where RN is the

resistance of the junction in the dissipative state.39 Fig.
2a represents a typical diffraction pattern for the ‘Cu’
and ‘Pt/Cu’ JJs with the thinnest FM layer i.e. n = 1.
A skewed pattern indicates self-field effects arising from
the magnetic field generated by the large supercurrent in
these JJs. However, the self-field effect is not expected
to considerably alter the maximum critical current in the
diffraction pattern.40 We do not observe skewing for any
of the ‘Pt’ and ‘Ir’ JJs or for ‘Cu’ and ‘Pt/Cu’ JJs with
n ≥ 2 due to reduced Josephson coupling and lower su-
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FIG. 1: (a) Schematic structure of the JJs investigated
in this work. (b) Dependence of OOP magnetic
moment/area (m/area) as a function of OOP magnetic
field (H) of films with Pt, Cu and Ir layers, where
n = 2. (c) p-MOKE of films with Pt(2) layers for
different FM layer thicknesses (dF).

percurrents, and we measure an expected Airy diffraction
pattern with minor deviations at higher order diffraction
lobes. Fig. 2b represents a typical diffraction pattern for
junctions with thicker magnetic layers measured for ‘Cu’
JJs with n = 6. With increasing n, we observe increasing
deviations from Fig. 2a. These patterns are asymmet-
rical with respect to zero field and the local maxima of
the lobes decrease non-monotonically. Such diffraction
patterns are often measured in JJs formed from Co/Ni
multilayers with relatively large diameters.16,31,32 This
has been associated with the spatial non-uniformity of
the magnetic field inside a JJ .41,42 We find that the
diffraction pattern is highly dependent on the magnetic
initialization procedure of our junctions before cooling
to below Tc. Saturating the PMA layer by applying an
OOP H = 1T before cooling results in a wide and promi-
nent peak centered around zero field. However, fitting to
an Airy-like function leads to errors due to asymmetry
in the pattern. Therefore, we obtain the Ic maxima of
the JJ from the experimental data without fitting. In
Fig. 2c we show the diffraction measured on the same
device as Fig. 2a but under different cooling conditions,
highlighting the unwanted effects of trapped flux within
the junction. Unlike the continuous patterns observed
in Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b, Fig. 2c exhibits clear discon-
tinuities which have been attributed to trapped flux in
the JJs.43 The issue of Abrikosov vortices (AVs) is sig-
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nificant as it complicates accurate identification of the
maximum Ic. To mitigate parasitic effects we perform
the following protocol until the desired condition with-
out AVs is achieved: we measure diffraction pattern at
the working temperature, 2K; if discontinuities are de-
tected, we warm the device to 10K, saturate it with an
OOP H = 1T, cool slowly to the working temperature,
and then re-examine the pattern.
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FIG. 2: Normalized critical current (Ic) as a function of
external in-plane magnetic field (H) showing magnetic
diffraction of JJs for three different cases: (a) n = 1 and
NM = Pt/Cu, (b) n = 6 and NM = Cu, (c) n = 1 and
NM = Pt/Cu with trapped flux, normalized to (a).

In Fig. 3, we plot the decay of IcRN across JJs with
fixed NM layers (referred to as ‘3.5Cu’, ‘2Pt’, ‘3Ir’ and
‘2Pt3.5Cu’, where the numbers preceding the layers are
their thicknesses in nm) for varying n. We fix Pt thick-
ness at 2 nm and Ir thickness at 3 nm for further exper-
iments because at these thicknesses we obtain an opti-
mum balance between superconducting properties, mag-
netic properties and flux channeling (see supplementary
Sec. II). Ic is multiplied by RN, to account for varia-
tions in JJ area during device fabrication. However, this
does not account for variations in Ic due to supercur-
rent transmission across different layers and their inter-

faces. The highest IcRN values at n = 1 are observed
for ‘2Pt3.5Cu’ and ‘3.5Cu’ JJs, while those for ‘2Pt’
and ‘3Ir’ JJs are nearly an order of magnitude lower.
This disparity may be attributed to the difference in su-
percurrent transmission across the Cu/Co, Pt/Co and
Ir/Co interfaces. Reduced Josephson coupling in JJs
with Pt/Co and Ir/Co might be connected to the strong
interfacial Dzyaloshinskii-Moriya exchange interaction at
these interfaces38 which may lead to additional depairing
mechanisms. The Nb/Cu and Nb/Pt interfaces appear
to contribute similarly to the attenuation of IcRN, since
the values for the ‘2Pt3.5Cu’ and ‘3.5Cu’ layers are nearly
the same. We also highlight the difference in supercur-
rent transmission between Cu/Co and Cu/Ni interfaces
in the supplementary material (see supplementary Sec.
IV), noting that Cu/Ni has higher IcRN. The variabil-
ity of attenuation at interfaces with different materials
complicates the identification of LRTC in JJs with SOC
layers based solely on the absolute values of IcRN.
Turning to Fig. 3, the data can be fitted with the

established model of 0 − π oscillations in ferromagnetic
JJs:44

IcRN (dF ) = Ic,0RN exp

(−dF
ξF1

) ∣∣∣∣sin
(
dF − d0−π

ξF2

)∣∣∣∣
(1)

where Ic,0 is an effective supercurrent at dF = 0nm and
RN is the resistance of the junction in the normal state,
d0−π is dF corresponding to the first 0 − π oscillation,
ξF1 is a decay constant in the FM, and ξF2 is the elec-
tron coherence length in FM. For dirty FM weak links,
the diffusive regime is used where ξF2 =

√
h̄DF /Eex in

Eq. 1. Here, DF = vF lmfp/3 is the diffusion constant, vF
is the Fermi velocity, lmfp is the electron mean free path
and Eex is the exchange energy of the FM. In case of
strong FM such as Co and Ni with Eex ≫ ∆, intermedi-
ate limit is typically considered, where ξF2 is ballistic in
Eq. 1 with lmfp ≫ ξF2 = h̄vF /2Eex.

3 Large number of al-
ternating sub-nanometer Co and Ni layers may lead to an
additional scattering of Cooper pairs resulting in reduc-
tion of lmfp, affecting the intermediate limit condition.45

We note that for JJs with Co/Ni/Co multilayers, only
ξF1 has been reported,16 while 0−π oscillations and ξF2

have not yet been established. The main reason for this is
that ξF2 is comparable to the thickness of a single Co/Ni
repeat, making it challenging to resolve the oscillations.
Additionally, due to the differing exchange energies of Ni
and Co, the frequency of the oscillations is spatially mod-
ulated, which may also lead to additional deviations from
the model. In our case, we assume that the FM has an av-
erage uniform exchange energy across the weak link and
compare both ballistic and diffusive ξF2. We consider
several factors to check the physical feasibility of such
fits. First, ξF2 should be similar in all four types of junc-
tions, as we use identical FMs with identical Eex. In Fig.
3b and Fig. 3a, corresponding to ‘3.5Cu’ and ‘2Pt3.5Cu’,
we observe that the data exhibits a prominent dip which
we associate with an oscillation. Typically, in strong fer-
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FIG. 3: IcRN values of JJs with fixed NM layers and varying thickness of FM, dF , where FM is
Co(0.7)/[Ni(0.3)/Co(0.7)]n, r − χ2 is reduced χ2 values of the respective fits. (a) ‘2Pt3.5Cu’ JJs with
Pt(2)/Cu(3.5)/FM/Cu(3.5)/Pt(2) weak links in semi-log scale, (b) ‘3.5Cu’ JJs with Cu(3.5)/FM/Cu(3.5) weak links
in semi-log scale (c) ‘2Pt’JJs with Pt(2)/FM/Pt(2) weak links in log-log scale, solid magenta points correspond to
‘2Pt’ JJs with Nb(20) at the bottom, and hollow points correspond to the ‘2Pt’ JJs with Nb(50). (d) ‘3Ir’ JJs with
Ir(3)/FM/Ir(3) weak links in log-log scale.

romagnets d0−π, ξF2 < ξF1.
46 To fulfill this condition,

the dip should not be less than the first π− 0 transition.
At the same time, the dip cannot be higher than second
0 − π transition, as such fit would produce an unreal-
istically high Eex. This leads us to two possible values
for all data sets: ξF2,1 = 0.2 nm and ξF2,2 = 0.5 nm.
In the intermediate limit,3 we calculate exchange en-
ergy as Ei

ex = h̄vF /2ξF2. Assuming vF ≈ 0.3 × 106

m/s,17 we get Ei
ex,1 = 0.55 eV for ξF2,1 = 0.2 nm and

Ei
ex,2 = 0.22 eV for ξF2,2 = 0.5 nm. On the other hand,

in fully diffusive limit, Ed
ex = h̄DF /ξ

2
F2 ≈ h̄vF ξF1/3ξ

2
F2,

where we estimated lmfp ≈ ξF1 = 1.15 nm. Here, ξF2,1 =
0.2 nm gives Ed

ex,1 = 1.9 eV and ξF2,2 = 0.5 nm corre-

sponds to Ed
ex,2 = 0.3 eV. Ed

ex,1 is significantly higher
than the values typically reported for Co or Ni, and

Ei
ex,1, E

i
ex,2, E

d
ex,2 are realistic values that one would ex-

pect .17,47 Finally, we expect d0−π to be inversely related
to the magnetic moments of the films in Fig. 1b due
to proximity-induced magnetization effects, d0−π,‘2Pt’ <
d0−π,‘3.5Cu’ < d0−π, ‘3Ir’. This condition can only be sat-
isfied for the case of ξF2,1 = 0.2 nm and d0−π, ‘3Ir’ =
0.51 nm, d0−π, ‘3.5Cu’ = 0.5 nm and d0−π, ‘2Pt’ = 0.45 nm.
Therefore, we obtain physically feasible fit to the 0 − π
model only in the case of the intermediate limit and
ξF2 = 0.2 nm. Additionally, we observe linear depen-
dence of Ic on temperature in both ‘3.5Cu’ and ‘2Pt’
JJs for dF = 6.3 nm (see supplementary material Sec.
VI). This confirms validity of the intermediate regime,
as a fully diffusive case would be expected to show a su-
perlinear dependence.48 We also note that this analysis
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indicates reduced decay for ‘2Pt’ JJs, which has about
20% higher ξF1 than all other junctions, while ‘3Ir’ JJs
are comparable to ‘3.5Cu’ and ‘2Pt3.5Cu’ (see supple-
mentary material Sec. III).

To fit ‘2Pt’ and ‘3Ir’ data to 0 − π model we need to
assume that all data points are located near the 0 − π
transitions. Alternatively, if we now suppose that the
data points for ‘2Pt’ and ‘3Ir’ are outside of dips and
focus on the envelopes of the oscillating components, we
find a good fit to an inverse power law dependence of the
IcRN on dF as follows:

IcRN (dF ) ∝ d−α
F (2)

where α‘2Pt’ = 2.39 and α‘3Ir’ = 2.75. The algebraic de-
pendence in Eq. 2 could indicate an enhancement of the
mean free path and reduced scattering of Cooper pairs
in the magnetic material, suggesting that transport in
the JJs is more ballistic than in the intermediate regime.
If we focus only on the exponential envelopes, we can
assume a crossover of two contributions — short-ranged
(SR) and long-ranged (LR) — where the former is dom-
inant for smaller dF :

IcRN (dF ) ∝ ISRc,0RN exp

(−dF
ξSRF1

)
+

ILRc,0RN exp

(−dF
ξLRF1

)
, ISRc,0RN ≫ ILRc,0RN

(3)

Both these models (Eq. 2 and 3) imply the presence
of LRTCs. In the latter case, fitting ‘2Pt’ data to Eq.
3 produces ξLR = 3nm and ξSR = 0.4 nm. Although
ξSR = 0.4 nm is much shorter compared to ‘3.5Cu’ and
‘2Pt3.5Cu’ JJs from previously considered models, the
ratio ξLR/ξSR = 7.5 is a realistic reduction of decay from
LRTC with respect to SRTC in the studied FM (see sup-
plementary material Sec. IV). We note that theory pre-
dicts that the LRTC generation in our system depends
on the relative orientation of the magnetization with re-
spect to the direction of current flow, peaking at 45°, and
vanishing at 0° or 90°.2,29 Therefore, LRTCs are unlikely
in JJs with fully OOP saturated FM. The dependence
of supercurrent on the angle of magnetization naturally
brings into consideration the magnetic origin of Eq. 2.
One possible way to reliably achieve 45° magnetization
is by utilizing a domain wall (DW). Indeed, the mag-
netization in a 180° DW in a FM with PMA will always
contain 45° and −45° orientations, regardless of the thick-
ness of the FM or the lateral size of the magnetic film.
Next, junctions with thicker dF are expected to have a
higher density of DWs as was demonstrated in Fig. 1c.
The asymmetric diffraction pattern in Fig. 2b resulting
from non-uniform magnetic field in the weak link, is con-
sistent with this hypothesis. However, this would also
imply that the Meissner effect takes part in a compe-
tition between exchange, anisotropy and magnetostatic

energies in the FM and that DWs are spontaneously nu-
cleated at the superconducting transition of Nb. In addi-
tionalM(T ) measurements on an array of 6 µm pillars for
‘3.5Cu’ S/FM(n=6)/S (see supplementary material Sec.
V), we do not find any indication of such nucleation at
Tc. Therefore, we can rule out spontaneous DW nucle-
ation. On the other hand, the absence of DWs does not
exclude possible canting because of the Meissner effect
in Nb. By ensuring the absence of AVs in the Nb of the
JJs via our initialization protocol, we expect the SC layer
to expel the field lines into the NM layers between the
SC and FM layers, directing the lines tangentially to the
surface of the FM. This channeling of the field may act
as an effective external in-plane field HMeiss

IP ∝ Ms ∝ dF ,
and thereby introduce a slight canting of the FM mo-
ment without breaking into DWs. Therefore, the mag-
netostatic interaction of the PMA FM with SC may lead
to a reduction of supercurrent decay in JJs with SOC
layers.

In conclusion, we have investigated vertical FM JJs
with Pt, Ir, Cu and Pt/Cu layers sandwiched between
a FM and the SC. The IcRN versus dF data for JJs
with Pt/Co and Ir/Co interfaces can be fitted with the
established 0 − π model with the assumption that the
data is aliased by 0 − π oscillations. From this analysis,
we observe that Josephson coupling decays slower in JJs
with Pt/Co interfaces with increasing dF than in JJs with
Cu/Co interfaces. We also suggest an inverse power law
dependence of IcRN on dF in JJs with Pt/Co and Ir/Co
and speculate its origin being a result of the interaction
between the magnetization and the Meissner effect. Al-
though the supercurrent transmission is attenuated, its
reduced decay with dF may indicate an unoptimized gen-
eration of Sz = 1 spin-triplet Cooper pairing in JJs with
the SOC layers. We note that the choice of materials in
this study makes our JJs compatible with contemporary
spintronic devices.38

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See supplementary material for details concerning sam-
ple preparation and fabrication, a comparison of different
SOC thicknesses, a table with parameters from fitting
models, a comparison of different FM types, a verifica-
tion of the absence of DWs and the dependence of JJ
critical current on temperature.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank J-C. Jeon, J. Yoon, Y. Guan, P.K.
Sivakumar for valuable discussions. We also thank P.
Grunewald, H. Deniz, D. Knyazev and A. Stakhnova for
technical help. We thank the reviewers for their feed-
back as it resulted in a significantly improved manuscript.



6

Funded by the European Union (ERC Advanced Grant
SUPERMINT, project number 101054860). Views and
opinions expressed are however those of the authors only
and do not necessarily reflect those of the European
Union or the European Research Council. Neither the
European Union nor the granting authority can be held
responsible for them.

AUTHOR DECLARATIONS

Conflict of interest

The authors have no conflicts to disclose.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The supporting data are available from the correspond-
ing author upon reasonable request.

1F. S. Bergeret and I. V. Tokatly, Phys. Rev. B 89, 134517 (2014).
2S. H. Jacobsen, I. Kulagina, and J. Linder, Sci. Rep. 6, 23926
(2016).

3F. S. Bergeret, A. F. Volkov, and K. B. Efetov, Phys. Rev. Lett.
86, 4096 (2001).

4A. I. Buzdin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 77, 935 (2005).
5J. Linder and A. V. Balatsky, Rev. Mod. Phys. 91, 045005 (2019).
6V. V. Ryazanov, V. V. Bol’ginov, D. S. Sobanin, I. V. Vernik,
S. K. Tolpygo, A. M. Kadin, and O. A. Mukhanov, Phys. Proce-
dia 36, 35 (2012).

7I. I. Soloviev, N. V. Klenov, S. V. Bakurskiy, M. Y. Kupriyanov,
A. L. Gudkov, and A. S. Sidorenko, Beilstein J. Nanotechnol. 8,
2689 (2017).

8I. M. Dayton, T. Sage, E. C. Gingrich, M. G. Loving, T. F.
Ambrose, N. P. Siwak, S. Keebaugh, C. Kirby, D. L. Miller, A. Y.
Herr, Q. P. Herr, and O. Naaman, IEEE Magn. Lett. 9, 3301905
(2018).

9L. B. Ioffe, V. B. Geshkenbein, M. V. Feigel’Man, A. L. Fauchere,
and G. Blatter, Nature 398, 679 (1999).

10G. Blatter, V. B. Geshkenbein, and L. B. Ioffe, Phys. Rev. B 63,
174511 (2001).

11T. Yamashita, K. Tanikawa, S. Takahashi, and S. Maekawa, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 95, 097001 (2005).

12A. Feofanov, V. Oboznov, V. Bol’Ginov, J. Lisenfeld, S. Po-
letto, V. Ryazanov, A. Rossolenko, M. Khabipov, D. Balashov,
A. Zorin, et al., Nat. Phys. 6, 593 (2010).

13M. Eschrig, Phys. Today 64, 43 (2011).
14E. A. Demler, G. B. Arnold, and M. R. Beasley, Phys. Rev. B
55, 15174 (1997).

15T. S. Khaire, M. A. Khasawneh, W. P. Pratt, and N. O. Birge,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 137002 (2010).

16E. C. Gingrich, P. Quarterman, Y. Wang, R. Loloee, W. P. Pratt,
and N. O. Birge, Phys. Rev. B 86, 224506 (2012).

17J. W. A. Robinson, J. D. S. Witt, and M. G. Blamire, Science
329, 59 (2010).

18D. Sprungmann, K. Westerholt, H. Zabel, M. Weides, and
H. Kohlstedt, Phys. Rev. B 82, 060505 (2010).

19J. Robinson, F. Chiodi, M. Egilmez, G. B. Halász, and
M. Blamire, Sci. Rep. 2, 699 (2012).

20K.-R. Jeon, B. K. Hazra, K. Cho, A. Chakraborty, J.-C. Jeon,
H. Han, H. L. Meyerheim, T. Kontos, and S. S. Parkin, Nat.
Mater. 20, 1358 (2021).

21R. S. Keizer, S. T. Goennenwein, T. M. Klapwijk, G. Miao,
G. Xiao, and A. Gupta, Nature 439, 825 (2006).

22K. Dybko, K. Werner-Malento, P. Aleshkevych, M. Wojcik,
M. Sawicki, and P. Przyslupski, Phys. Rev. B 80, 144504 (2009).

23M. S. Anwar, F. Czeschka, M. Hesselberth, M. Porcu, and
J. Aarts, Phys. Rev. B 82, 100501 (2010).

24M. Eschrig, J. Kopu, J. C. Cuevas, and G. Schön, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 90, 137003 (2003).
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Supplementary Material: Reduced decay in Josephson coupling across
ferromagnetic junctions with spin-orbit coupling layers

I. SAMPLE PREPARATION AND DEVICE
FABRICATION DETAILS

The films were grown on Si(100) wafers with 300 nm-
thick thermally oxidized SiO2 layers in an ultra-high vac-
uum multi-source sputter deposition system, which has a
typical base pressure below 10−7 Pa. The TaN seed layer
was deposited by reactive sputtering using Ar/N2 sput-
ter gas. The Nb layers were grown by ion beam sputter
deposition at a pressure of 9×10−3 Pa. All the remaining
layers were grown by dc magnetron sputtering at an Ar
pressure of 0.4Pa. All the films were grown at ambient
temperature.

The complete stack was patterned and etched to form
the bottom Nb electrodes. Then, circular pillars with
diameters of 4 and 6 µm were patterned and etched down
to the bottom NM layer using an in-situ secondary ion
mass spectrometer (SIMS) end point detection. Without
breaking vacuum, a 60 nm thick layer of insulating AlOx

was deposited in-situ to electrically isolate the bottom SC
leads to avoid shorting. Lastly, the top electrodes were
made using photo-lithography followed by the deposition
of Nb(50)/Au(4) layers grown using ion beam sputter
deposition at a pressure of 1.2 × 10−2 Pa after light Ar-
ion etching to completely remove the Pt capping layer in
the pillars. The top Nb layer has a Tc of ∼ 7.2K.

II. IcRN FOR VARYING THICKNESS OF SOC LAYERS
AND FIXED dF AT n = 1

0 . 5 1 . 0 1 . 5 2 . 0 2 . 5 3 . 00

1 × 1 0 3
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FIG. S1: IcRN values of JJs with varying thickness of
Pt and Ir layers (dSOC) and fixed FM thickness, n = 1
(dF = 1.3 nm)

In Fig. S1, we vary the thickness of Pt and Ir lay-
ers with strong SOC (dSOC), while fixing n = 1 (dF =
1.3 nm), and measure IcRN values. We note that these
samples belong to a different deposition run and were
processed in a different batch than the JJs in the main
text. Although the Ics for these are comparable to the
JJs in the main text, the RN is about 20% higher, thus
comparably inflating the IcRN values somewhat. There-
fore, we do not include this data for ’2Pt’, n = 1 JJs
in Fig.3 of main text. We observe a non-monotonic de-
pendence of IcRN, with maximum values at NM = Pt(2)
and Ir(2). For films with the thinnest SOC layers, NM =
Pt(0.5) and Ir(0.5), the remanent OOP magnetization is
zero, while films with dSOC ≥ 1 nm exhibit close to 100%
remanent magnetization. At the same time, we find that
proximity-induced magnetization effects are saturating in
our films at dSOC ≈ 1 nm. On the other hand, our mea-
surements indicate that flux trapping is more prominent
for the JJs with the thinner SOC layers, dSOC ≤ 2 nm
for Pt and dSOC ≤ 3 nm for Ir. AVs in the Nb electrodes
are expected to be spontaneously generated at the edge
of an SC/FM interface with SOC when the magnetiza-
tion is directed orthogonal to the edge.? However, we
attribute this not only to the aforementioned effect but
also to the field focusing effect in the non-magnetic lay-
ers due to the Meissner expulsion of the field.? We find
that the flux trapping in the Nb electrodes is reduced by
including an additional layer, such as Cu, between the
SOC and FM layers. We fix Pt thickness at 2 nm and Ir
thickness at 3 nm for further experiments with n varia-
tion because at these thicknesses we obtain an optimum
balance between superconducting properties, consistency
of magnetic properties and flux channeling.

III. PARAMETERS OBTAINED FROM FITTING IN
THE MAIN TEXT

In Table S1 we provide fitting parameters from all
equations used in the main text.

IV. JJs WITH DIFFERENT VERSIONS OF FM

In Fig. S2, we focus only on NM = Cu
JJs. FM#1 corresponds to FM weak link used
in the main text. FM#2 and FM#3 corre-
spond to [Ni(0.4)/Co(0.2)]n/Ni(0.4) (“singlet”) and
Ni(1.2)/Cu(4)/[Ni(0.4)/Co(0.2)]n/Ni(0.4)/Cu(4)/Ni(1.2)
(“triplet”) weak links from Ref. ? , which we reproduce.
The estimated decay constants for “singlet” and “triplet”
JJs were found to be ξSF1 =2nm and ξTF1 =7.8 nm, re-
spectively. We observe that decay in JJs with FM#1
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‘2Pt’ ‘3Ir’ ‘3.5Cu’ ‘2Pt3.5Cu’
ξF1,1 1.6 nm 1.3 nm 1.3 nm 1.1 nm
ξF1,2 1.4 nm 1.1 nm 1.2 nm 1.1 nm
ξF2,1 0.2 nm 0.2 nm 0.2 nm 0.2 nm
ξF2,2 0.5 nm 0.5 nm 0.5 nm 0.5 nm

Ic,0,1RN 9.6 µV 8.1 µV 30.9 µV 62.5µV
Ic,0,2RN 12.5 µV 13.5µV 32.6 µV 74.4µV
d0−π,1 0.45 nm 0.51 nm 0.5 nm 0.47 nm
d0−π,2 0.91 nm 1.04 nm 0.75 nm 0.86 nm

α -2.3 -2.7 -3.1 -2.55

ξSRF1 0.4 nm - - -

ξLR
F1 3 nm - - -

ISRc,0RN 92.8 µV - - -

ILR
c,0RN 0.7 µV - - -

TABLE S1: Fitting parameters obtained from the fit of
Fig. 3 data to Eq. 1, Eq. 2 and Eq. 3.

used in the main text is faster than in “singlet” JJs
with FM#2. We additionally fabricate a “singlet” JJs
with FM#4, where thicknesses of Co and Ni match the
main text, but the Cu is interfaced with Ni instead of
Co: [Ni(0.7)/Co(0.3)]n/Ni(0.7). We find supercurrent
transmission is lower in JJ with Cu/Co interface than
Cu/Ni. We also observe that an increase in the number
of Co/Ni interfaces unexpectedly enhanced IcRN . This
result highlights the complexity of identifying LRTC
when the LRTC-candidate JJ has interfaces with mate-
rials different from the singlet reference. In contrast, the
interfaces in singlet JJ and non-collinear triplet JJs are
the same but their combination is different.
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FIG. S2: IcRN values of JJs with NM = Cu and
different FM: FM#1 = same [Co/Ni]n/Co used in the
manuscript with Co interfaced to Cu, FM#2 =
“singlet” weak links from? , FM#3 = non-collinear
“triplet” weak links from? , FM#4 = same Co/Ni/Co
as FM#1, but Ni is interfaced to Cu instead of Co
([Ni/Co]n/Ni).

V. VERIFICATION OF THE ABSENCE OF DW
NUCLEATION
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FIG. S3: Dependence of magnetic moment on OOP
magnetic field measured on the array of S/F/S pillars in
‘3.5Cu’ samples with n = 6 (dF = 6.3 nm) JJs
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FIG. S4: Dependence of magnetic moment on
temperature measured on the array of S/F/S pillars
corresponding to the composition of ‘3.5Cu’, n = 6
(dF = 6.3 nm) JJs

For this investigation, we deposit extra 60 nm
of Nb on top of Si/SiOx/TaN(2)/Nb(50)/Cu(3.5)/
Co(0.7)/[Ni(0.3)/Co(0.7)]6/Cu(3.5)/Nb(10)/Pt(2) film
and etch it into an array of 6µm pillars matching the
lateral size of the JJs used in the main text. This fab-
rication process was done to match magnetic properties
of the JJs. First, we carry out M(HOOP) measurement
at 10K using SQUID magnetometry, Fig. S3. We find
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values of M0 corresponding to saturated magnetization
, and M1 corresponding to intermediate state where do-
main wall are nucleated. Next, we measure M as a func-
tion of T to examine if magnetic state is affected by su-
perconducting transition of Nb, Fig. S4. Pillar array
is initialized with certain OOP field, cooled down to 2K,
which was the working temperature in the main text, and
warmed up to 10K. In both initial states, M0 and M1,
magnetic state was not changed. Therefore, we conclude
that spontaneous nucleation of DWs is not the reason for
the asymmetric diffraction pattern demonstrated in Fig.
2b in the main manuscript. Alternative cause might be
stray field from Abrikosov vortices which may appear in
superconducting leads outside of junction area near the
JJ rim. Affect of such stray fields has been reported to
have µm range of influence on Josephson phase.?

VI. TEMPERATURE DEPENDENCE OF Ic FOR ‘2Pt’,
n = 6 (dF = 6.3 nm) JJ
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FIG. S5: Dependence of normalized critical
supercurrent as a function of temperature measured on
‘2Pt’ and ‘3.5Cu’ JJs with n = 6 (dF = 6.3 nm). The
solid lines are linear fits to the data.

Fig. S5 shows the dependence of normalized critical
supercurrent as a function of temperature measured on
‘2Pt’ and ‘3.5Cu’ with n = 6 (dF = 6.3 nm) JJ. The
dependencies for both JJs exhibit linear behavior.


