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Abstract

Exotic quantum transport phenomena established in Josephson junctions (JJs) are

reflected by a non-sinusoidal current-phase relation (CPR). The solidified approach to

measure the CPR is via an asymmetric dc-SQUID with a reference JJ that has a high

critical current. We probed this method by measuring CPRs of hybrid JJs based on a

3D topological insulator (TI) Bi2Te2Se with a nanobridge acting as a reference JJ. We

captured both highly skewed and sinusoidal critical current oscillations within single

devices which contradicts the uniqueness of the CPR. This implies that the widely

used method provides inaccurate CPR measurement and leads to misinterpretation. It

was shown that the accuracy of the CPR measurement is mediated by the asymmetry

in derivatives of the CPRs but not in critical currents as was previously thought.

We provided considerations for an accurate CPR measurement that encourage future

experiments with reference CPRs different from those that were used before.
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In the last decades, two main approaches to measure the current-phase relation (CPR)

were solidified: methods based on rf-SQUIDs,1–8 and on dc-SQUIDs.9–17 While rf-SQUID

method requires a complicated setup to inductively couple SQUID to the pick-up loop and

field coil, the dc-SQUID technique has a rather simple implementation.

There are two types of dc-SQUID methods distinguished. The first one relies on the

reference JJ with a known sinusoidal CPR.17

The second one fully relies on high asymmetry of critical currents of the studied JJ and of

the reference JJ IJJc � IREFc .9–16 This method will be further referred to as an asymmetric

dc-SQUID technique.

In case a high asymmetry is provided, it is thought that ISQUIDc (H) dependence should

directly reflect the CPR of the studied JJ , thus no mathematical processing is required

to extract the underlying CPR. The CPR obtained this way will be further called ”ex-

pected” (ECPR). In the original paper,14 where this method was developed, Superconductor-

Insulator-Superconductor (SIS) was used as a reference JJ. Afterwords, this method was

adapted for different types of reference JJs such as JJs of the same nature as those under

study12,13 and nanobridges.9–11,16

However, we show that the high asymmetry of critical currents is insufficient for accurate

CPR measurements in many cases. Instead, a high asymmetry in derivatives of supercurrents

is criterion for an accurate CPR measurement. We validate the claim experimentally and the-

oretically by studying asymmetric SQUIDs that consist of superconducting Nb nanobridges

and Nb-(Bi2Te2Se)-Nb Josephson junctions.

All of the fabricated devices show universal behavior, thus we will further describe the

main device (see Figures S7-S9 of Supporting Information for other samples). An SEM

image of the device is presented in Figure 1a. It is a 5µm×5µm SQUID loop, where the

100 nm thick Nb film was deposited on top of the TI flake with the distance between the

superconducting electrodes of d = 140 nm and a Nb nanobridge with the film thickness of

t = 20 nm, width w = 230 nm and length L = 390 nm.
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Figure 1: ECPR transformation from skewed to sinusoidal oscillations. (a) A false-
colored SEM image of the main device. The TI flake (magenta) forms an S-TI-S JJ carrying
IJJs (δ) supercurrent with phase difference δ. The superconducting nanobridge (turquoise)
carries IREFs (ϕ). All the phase differences are defined as the phase on the tip of the arrow
minus the phase on the beginning of the arrow. The magnetic field direction is indicated
by the red cross. (b) SQUID critical current oscillations (blue circles) matched with a
Fraunhofer pattern (blue-toned gradient) of an S-TI-S JJ with the same material (see Figure
S3 of Supprting Information). Red and green regions denote ”False” and ”True” CPR
measurement regimes, respectively (see main text for details). The regions are separated by
a black dashed line, which corresponds to κ = IREFc /IJJc ϕc = 1. The top and bottom inset
graphs are zooms of red and black boxes correspondingly, they display fine features of the
oscillations from both regions.

The critical current of the SQUID as a function of the applied magnetic field is shown

in Figure 1b by blue circles. The critical current demonstrates oscillations with the period

that is consistent with the magnetic flux quantum Φ0 per area of the SQUID loop. Since

a high asymmetry of critical currents is established in the SQUID (IREFc ≈ 45 µA, IJJc ≈

1.7 µA), we should directly observe the CPR IJJs (δ) of the studied junction, i.e., the SQUID

oscillations should coincide with the real CPR.14

Surprisingly, we observed the transformation of the critical current oscillations shape

with the increasing magnetic field. We distinguished two completely different behaviors

which are labeled by red and green regions in Figure 1b. In the red region, the oscillations
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are skewed, contain linear segments (see top inset graph in Figure 1b), and do not follow a

symmetric envelope of a single JJ Fraunhofer pattern (dark-blue line in Figure 1b). However,

the skewness gradually decreases and the oscillations become sinusoidal when the magnetic

field exceeds a 7 G value (see bottom inset graph in Figure 1b).

A key feature of the measured oscillations in the red region is that there are sharp corners

in the minimums, whereas the maximums are smooth (top inset graph in Figure 1b). Similar

behavior is observed in several works,9,10,14–16 where this feature was either not discussed or

was thought to be caused by exotic properties of the studied object. Since we would expect

preserved time-reversal symmetry in an S-TI-S JJ, the equality Is(δ) = −Is(−δ) should

hold.7 Nevertheless, such a non-antisymmetrical9 shape of the measured oscillations does

not allow the supercurrents to map onto themselves upon simultaneous change of signs in

the current and phase, thus the equality is violated.

Since the oscillations in the red region are significantly different from those in the green

region, we raise the question how ECPRs in the red and green regions are related to the real

CPR of the studied JJ.

The ambiguity of the experiment interpretation may be lifted after careful revision of the

usually briefly discussed theory. The full analysis may be found in Supporting Information.

Below we show the core relation following from the analysis:

∂ϕI
REF
s (ϕ) + ∂ϕI

JJ
s (ϕ+ 2πΦ/Φ0) = 0, (1)

where IREFs and IJJs are the supercurrents of the reference and the studied JJ correspond-

ingly. The solution of this equation ϕ∗(Φ) is the phase difference over the reference JJ that

maximizes the supercurrent in the SQUID. In case the root is ϕ∗ ≈ ϕc (critical phase of the

reference JJ) the SQUID oscillations will be a vertically shifted studied CPR. It is commonly

assumed that the asymmetry in critical currents is enough for such situation, however it is

already can be seen that the solution is affected by both critical currents and shapes of the

used CPRs.
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Therefore, we introduce ”True” and ”False” CPR measurement regimes, where the former

corresponds to the case of ϕ∗(Φ) well localized near ϕc providing accurate measurements. The

latter corresponds to the SQUID oscillations with CPR mixing, where the ECPR extracted

conventionally does not coincide with the underlying CPR.

We solve the equation (1) for our system, assuming that the studied CPR is sinusoidal

IJJs (δ) = IJJc sin(δ). It is known, that in the limit of extremely low temperatures and high

lengths L of the junctions (L/ξ � 1, where ξ is the coherence length in the weak link),

nanobridges show multivalued CPR with linear shape IREFs (ϕ) = Ic[(ϕ−ϕc mod 2π)+ϕc−

2π]/ϕc, where ϕc may be tens of π/218–20 (see Supporting Information for side experiments

determining nanobridges’ CPR).

Introducing a dimensionless parameter κ = IREFc /IJJc ϕc, we may write the condition (1)

in the following form:

κ(1− δ(ϕ− ϕc + 2πn)) = − cos(ϕ+ 2πΦ/Φ0), (2)

where δ(ϕ−ϕc) is the Dirac delta-function and 2πn term arises from nanobridges CPR peri-

odicity. The solution ϕ∗(Φ) of equation (2) can be graphically represented as an intersection

of two curves, that stand for CPRs derivatives. One of the curves is a negative cosine (right

hand side of the equation (2)), and the other is a constant with a singularity (left hand

side of the equation (2)). There are two different operating regimes of the system: κ < 1

and κ > 1 (”False” and ”True” CPR regimes correspondingly). In Figure 2a, we show the

”True” CPR case for κ = 3 > 1, where the solutions of the equation (2) (blue circles) are

well localized near the critical phase ϕc and do not leave its origin with the applied magnetic

flux. In this case the ECPR coincides with the real CPR (see Figure 2b). The opposite

situation is realized for κ < 1, as shown in Figure 2c. In this case, the constant level has

more intersections with the negative cosine (red circles), giving rise to new solutions that are

not localized near the critical phase. This results in a significant deviation of the ECPR from
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the underlying CPR, as shown in Figure 2d. We expect the critical phase not to change with

the applied magnetic field, thus κ is proportional to the critical currents ratio and rises with

the decaying amplitude of Fraunhofer oscillations, which explains ECPR transformation in

Figure 1b.
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Figure 2: Model for an asymmetric SQUID with a nanobridge. (a) A graphical
representation of the equation (2) for a ”True” CPR regime. The blue line indicates a
realistic derivative of the reference nanobridge junctions CPR for κ = IREFc /IJJc ϕc = 3. We
depicted a singular behavior near the critical phase to account for the near vertical segments
of the sawtooth shaped CPR of the nanobridge. Red lines indicate negative derivatives of
the studied sinusoidal CPR, that slide to the left with the applied magnetic field. Blue circles
denote solutions ϕ∗(Φ). Black dashed line locates ϕc mod 2π. (b) ECPR obtained from an
asymmetric SQUID with a nanobridge when κ = 3. (c) A graphical representation of the
equation (2) for the ”False” CPR regime. The blue line indicates a realistic derivative of
the reference nanobridge junctions CPR for κ = 0.5. Red lines are negative derivatives of
the studied sinusoidal CPR at different flux values. Red circles indicate solutions ϕ∗(Φ) that
maximize the SQUID supercurrent. (d) The red curve shows the ECPR for κ = 0.5 that
does not coincide with the underlying sinusoidal CPR (blue).

To check the model, we have precisely measured ECPRs near the 0th and 1st Fraunhofer

maximums (red and blue boxes correspondingly in Figure 1b). In Figure 3a,b, we show the

ECPRs, where each point was obtained by averaging of critical currents from 10,000 I-V

measurements. The features in this figure are the same as in Figure 2b,d. We fitted the
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Figure 3: Analysis of the captured CPR measurement regimes. (a) Precise SQUID
oscillations measurement near the zeroth maximum (red box in Figure 1b). The black curve
is the fit with the model. The experimental data is contrasted with the sinusoidal curve (blue
dashed line). Linear parts of the oscillations attribute to the nanobridges’ CPR, whereas
sinusoidal parts correspond to the real S-TI-S CPR. (b) Precise measurement of the SQUID
oscillations near the first Fraunhofer maximum (black box in Figure 1b). The black curve
is the fit with a sine. (c) Extracted phases ϕ∗(Φ) (blue) and δ∗(Φ) (red) that maximize the
supercurrent of the SQUID. In (a) the black curves display the phases provided by the model
model. Regions of constant phases match with the corresponding segments of the CPRs in
(a). (d) Phases ϕ∗ and δ∗ extracted from (b). The phase of the reference JJ is localized near
the critical phase ϕc ≈ 56. The phase of the studied JJ obeys a linear law.

ECPR in Figure 3a with the model, and the ECPR in Figure 3b with a sine. Both fits

perfectly describe the experiment, therefore we conclude that Figure 3b shows sinusoidal

CPR of the studied JJ that was measured in the ”True” regime.

In Figure 3c the extracted phases are presented for the ”False” measurement regime with
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Figure 4: Measurement of ECPR transition with temperature. (a) ECPRs for dif-
ferent temperatures normalized by the critical currents that were obtained from the fits.
The curves are shifted in the vertical direction for clarity. (b) Temperature dependence
of the critical current for the studied JJ (red) and for the reference JJ (blue). Parame-
ter κ becomes greater than unity in the grey region at a certain T ∗. Inset graph shows
κ = IREFc (T )/IJJc (T )ϕc where ϕc = 56 was obtained from the fit at T=27 mK.

κ = 0.4717 (see Supplementary Information for details). Both of the JJs show regions of

constant phase, which implies that the role of the reference junction switches between the

two JJs in spite of the high asymmetry. For this reason, each JJ in the SQUID alternately

displays the CPR of the opposite JJ, leading to consecutive linear and sinusoidal segments in

the ECPR. The phase dynamics in this case may be seen explicitly in the Supporting Video

1.

On the other hand, for κ = 1.3 the phase of the reference JJ is well localized near the

critical phase, and the phase of the studied JJ δ∗(Φ) = ϕc + 2πΦ/Φ0 increases linearly

with the applied flux (Figure 3d). Such phase behavior is an evidence of accurate CPR

measurements.

Parameter κ may be controlled not only by the magnetic field but the temperature. We

performed ECPR measurements for the temperatures lower than the critical temperature
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T JJc ≈ 1.7 K of an S-TI-S JJ and observed a gradual transition from skewed oscillations

to sinusoidal ones (see Figure 4a). Similar results may be interpreted (see, for example,

Ref.9) in the frame of a universal rule, that the CPR should become sinusoidal when the

temperature approaches T JJc .7 However, in our case, it is due to rise of asymmetry IREFc /IJJc ,

which leads to increasing κ as shown in the inset of Figure 4b. The observed oscillations

appear sinusoidal for the first time at 600 mK, thus κ becomes greater than 1 at a certain

T ∗ close to 600 mK (gray region in Figure 4b).

Notably, the ”False” CPR regime makes extraction of the studied JJs critical current

as IJJc (H) = ISQUIDc (H) − 〈ISQUIDc (H)〉 misleading, since an average value of the SQUID

oscillations does not coincide with IREFc when κ < 1.

In order to generalize the condition of an accurate CPR measurement for the case of

arbitrary SQUID components let us consider the following examples (i)-(iii), where in (i) a

linear CPR is used to measure an arbitrary CPR, in (ii) a sinusoidal CPR is used to measure

a skewed CPR, and in (iii) a skewed CPR is used to measure a sinusoidal CPR.

(i) This case generalizes the method of an asymmetric SQUID with a nanobridge that

acts as a reference JJ. In Supporting Information, we derive the condition for the ”True”

measurement regime for an arbitrary studied CPR: κ > max ∂δI
JJ
s (δ)/IJJc . This condition

is stricter then κ > 1, and makes it complicated to measure skewed CPRs due to high

magnitude of the supercurrents derivative. If κ does not fulfill the condition, there will

be both CPRs alternately displayed in the SQUID oscillations, thus the skewed parts will

be masked. The described example provides an alternative explanation of the results in

Ref.9,10,16

(ii) Let us consider an asymmetric SQUID, where the reference CPR is IREFs (ϕ) =

IREFc sin(ϕ) and the studied JJ has a skewed CPR IJJs (δ), which can be observed, for example,

in ballistic SNS JJs or point-contact JJs7 (see Supporting Information for details). In this

case the equation (1) may be graphically displayed as in Figure 5a. Due to high skewness of

the studied CPR, there is a peak in the derivative (blue line). When the magnetic field is
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Figure 5: Prediction of measurements with a (non-)skewed reference CPR. (a)
Graphical representation of the equation (1) for a sinusoidal reference CPR (red) and a
skewed measured CPR (blue). Red circles denote solutions ϕ∗(Φ). (b) The color map is the
dV/dI(Φ) map obtained from the RSJ model and displays the ISQUIDc (Φ) dependence.The
skewed part of the SQUID oscillations does not match with the studied CPR that is denoted
by the red curve. (c) Graphical representation of the equation 1 for a skewed reference CPR
(blue) and a sinusoidal measured CPR (red). Blue circles denote solutions ϕ∗(Φ). (d) The
color map obtained from the RSJ model that displays SQUIDs critical current dependence
on the applied magnetic flux. The SQUID oscillations match with the underlying CPR in
this case.

applied, the peak slides, thus the intersection (red circle) with the derivative of the reference

CPR (red line) leaves the origin of the critical phase ϕc = π/2 of the sinusoidal CPR,

giving rise to non-localized solutions ϕ∗(Φ). This leads to a significant deviation of the

SQUID oscillations from the underlying CPR (Figure 5b), where the most skewed part of

the CPR (red line) is masked. The observed feature of both angle-shaped minimums and

smooth maximums may be an immediate sign of inaccurate measurement, if observed in the

experiment. The angle-shaped minimum originates from a jump-like behaviour of phases

as in Figure 3c. One may explicitly observe the phase dynamics in case of the described

example in Supporting Video 2. From the Video 2 and Figure 5a it is evident that the

jump-like phase behaviour arises when the intersection of derivatives jumps to the critical
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phase after being transferred from its origin by the peak of the studied CPRs derivative.

This may explain angle-shaped features in Refs,14,15 where an SIS reference JJ was used.

Generally speaking, we can conclude that there is a fundamental limitation of any asym-

metric SQUID method. If the peak in the studied CPRs derivative is too high, there might

be a range of phases δ∗(Φ) which do not appear as solutions of (1). Therefore, the corre-

sponding parts of the studied CPR can not be recovered from the data. To have the full

range of δ∗(Φ) available, the following necessary condition should be satisfied:





max ∂ϕI
REF
s > max−∂δIJJs

min ∂ϕI
REF
s < min−∂δIJJs

, (3)

which says that the oscillations of the studied CPR derivative should fall inside the range of

reference CPRs derivative. The described problem is evident in Figure 2c and Figure 3c. In

this case the condition (3) is not satisfied, thus there are approximately 50% of δ∗(Φ) lost.

The condition (3) is necessary but not sufficient. In example (ii), this condition is satisfied,

however the SQUID oscillations still do not coincide with the CPR. The phase error |ϕc −

ϕ∗(Φ)| is limited by the ϕ−coordinate of the intersection of the derivative peaks maximum

and the reference CPRs derivative (see Figure 5a). Therefore, the error is mediated by the

asymmetry of the magnitudes of the derivatives, increasing which ensures an accurate CPR

measurement.

(iii) In this example, the skewed CPR from (ii) is used as a reference to measure a

sinusoidal CPR, thus a high asymmetry in derivatives of the CPRs is established. In Figure

5c, the peak of the reference CPR ”scans” the derivative of the studied CPR. Therefore, the

solutions ϕ∗(Φ) are localized near the critical phase, enabling accurate CPR measurements

as shown in Figure 5d.

Thus, we consider a point contact or a ballistic SNS with a highly-skewed CPR to be

a good choice for a reference JJ. They allow measurement of mildly non-sinusoidal CPRs.
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However, measurements of highly skewed CPRs may be complicated due to the high magni-

tude of the studied CPRs derivative. The best candidate for the reference JJ for an asym-

metric dc-SQUID method should have a linear CPR (sawtooth shaped) with a low critical

phase.21 In this case the model for an asymmetric SQUID with a nanobridge is applicable,

but κ = IREFc /ISQUIDc ϕc is much larger due to low critical phase.

In summary, we showed that an asymmetric dc-SQUID method works only when high

asymmetry in magnitudes of derivatives of the supercurrents is established. The inaccu-

rately measured CPR may be recognized by angle-shaped extremums (arbitrary case) or

linear segments (case of a reference nanobridge junction). These features are artifacts of the

method and were previously misinterpreted as parts of the real CPR. The condition for an

accurate CPR measurement becomes stricter with increasing skewness of the studied CPR.

In view of the above, we provided considerations for an accurate CPR measurement that

might encourage future experiments with reference CPRs different from those that were used

previously.
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(2) Spanton, E. M.; Deng, M.; Vaitiekėnas, S.; Krogstrup, P.; Nyg̊ard, J.; Marcus, C. M.;

Moler, K. A. Current–phase relations of few-mode InAs nanowire Josephson junctions.

Nature Physics 2017, 13, 1177–1181.

(3) Hart, S.; Cui, Z.; Ménard, G.; Deng, M.; Antipov, A. E.; Lutchyn, R. M.; Krogstrup, P.;

Marcus, C. M.; Moler, K. A. Current-phase relations of InAs nanowire Josephson junc-

tions: From interacting to multimode regimes. Physical Review B 2019, 100, 064523.

(4) Frolov, S.; Van Harlingen, D.; Oboznov, V.; Bolginov, V.; Ryazanov, V. Measurement of

the current-phase relation of superconductor/ferromagnet/superconductor π Josephson

junctions. Physical Review B 2004, 70, 144505.

(5) Sochnikov, I.; Bestwick, A. J.; Williams, J. R.; Lippman, T. M.; Fisher, I. R.;

Goldhaber-Gordon, D.; Kirtley, J. R.; Moler, K. A. Direct measurement of current-

phase relations in superconductor/topological insulator/superconductor junctions.

Nano letters 2013, 13, 3086–3092.

(6) Sochnikov, I.; Maier, L.; Watson, C. A.; Kirtley, J. R.; Gould, C.; Tkachov, G.; Han-
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Supporting Information
Limitations of the current-phase relation measurements by an

asymmetric dc-SQUID

Transport measurements

We used a dilution refrigerator BlueFors LD-250, equipped with a 9T superconducting
solenoid. All the measurements were performed at the temperature of 27 𝑚𝐾 if not stated
otherwise. Yokogawa GS-200 was used to charge the solenoid. In order to measure I-V charac-
teristic we applied a 10 Vpp sinusoidal signal with frequancy 𝑓 = 78.688 Hz through a 50 kOhm
resistor by Low-distortion Function Generator SRS DS360. The voltage drop on the sample
was amplified by the low noise preamplifier SRS SR560 and then measured by NI-9234 ADC.
The second channel of ADC measured the voltage, provided by the generator, i.e., the current
through the sample. At each value of the magnetic field, we measured 10,000 I-V character-
istics, determined the critical current by the threshold method, and averaged the list of the
obtained values to get a single point in the 𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷

𝑐 (𝐻) curve. The value of the critical current
weakly depends on the threshold, since the I-V characteristic is very sharp at 𝐼 = 𝐼𝑐. QFilter
from QDevil was placed at the MC plate of the cryostat.

Device fabrication

We have developed a two-step process for the device fabrication. On the first step, the
grid of nanobridges or symmetric SQUIDs (devices that consist of two identical nanobridges,
see Figure S4) was formed via an electron beam lithography on MMA/PMMA bilayer resist,
followed by e-beam evaporation of 20 nm of Nb and a lift-off. Then the flakes of Bi2Te2Se
crystals (grown by a Bridgman method) were mechanically exfoliated and transferred to the
substrate with nanobridges using blue tape. The flakes with an appropriate size and location
were selected for the S-TI-S JJs. On the second step, another electron beam lithography on
PMMA resist was done in order to define Josephson junctions, SQUID loops, and contacts.
The substrates were exposed to the 20 sec of Ar-plasma etching process prior to the deposition
of a 100 nm thin Nb film by magnetron sputtering that was followed by lift-off. This two-step
technology was developed for two reasons. (i) The thickness of the flakes is around 50-70 nm,
therefore, in order to have good electrical contact between Nb and the topological insulator,
the thickness of the deposited metal film should be greater than that of the flake. At the same
time, the thickness of the nanobridges should be small enough in order to have a smaller weak
link cross-section for appropriate critical currents. (ii) It is necessary to avoid heating the flakes
during the e-beam evaporation of the nanobridges.

We would like to note, that the properties of nanobridges (critical current and critical phase)
are reproducible from device to device if fabricated in the same process, but are not reproducible
between different processes. See Figures S5 and S6 for details.

Model details

Let us consider an asymmetric SQUID that consists of the studied JJ and a reference JJ
that have CPRs 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿) and 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑠 (𝜙) correspondingly. Phase differences between the supercon-
ducting leads of the JJs are related by a well-known formula 𝛿−𝜙 = 2𝜋(Φ−𝐿𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷𝐼𝑐𝑖𝑟𝑐)/Φ0 ≈
2𝜋Φ/Φ0, where the contribution of a SQUID loop inductance 𝐿𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷 is typically neglected for
similar to our case geometric dimensions (see, for example, methods section in Ref. [1]).
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The critical current of the SQUID is a maximum non-dissipative current that can be present
in the SQUID:

𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ) = max

𝜙

[︀
𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙) + 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝜙 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0)

]︀
. (1)

The maximum is reached at a certain phase difference 𝜙 = 𝜙*(Φ), which is impossible to
determine without knowing the exact CPR functions. Further development is usually made
under the assumption of a high asymmetry 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 ≫ 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 , which allows to approximately write
𝜙*(Φ) ≈ 𝜙𝑐, where 𝜙𝑐 is the critical phase difference at which the critical current of the reference
JJ is reached. If 𝜙*(Φ) is well localized near 𝜙𝑐, the supercurrent through the reference JJ does
not change with the flux. Therefore, the supercurrent of the studied JJ may be approximated
as

𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝜙* + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) ≈ 𝐼𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑠 (𝜙𝑐 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) = 𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ) − 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 . (2)

Here we introduced 𝐼𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑠 (Φ) that is expected to be the studied current-phase relation (ECPR).
It is usually assumed [2], that 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 = ⟨𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ)⟩ to represent (2) in measurable quantities.

The brackets denote averaging over one period of oscillations.
The equation to determine the maximizing phase difference 𝜙*(Φ) is

𝜕𝜙𝐼
𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙) + 𝜕𝜙𝐼

𝐽𝐽
𝑠 (𝜙 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) = 0, (3)

We solve the following system of equations to calculate the ECPR for the SQUID with JJs
that have sinusoidal and linear CPRs:

⎧
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙) = 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐
(𝜙−𝜙𝑐 mod 2𝜋)+𝜙𝑐−2𝜋

𝜙𝑐
,

𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿) = 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 sin 𝛿,

𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑠 (𝜙, 𝛿) = 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑠 (𝜙) + 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿),

𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ) = max

𝜙

[︀
𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑠 (𝜙, 𝛿)

]︀
,

𝛿 − 𝜙 = 2𝜋Φ/Φ0,

𝐼𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑠 (Φ) = 𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ) − 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 .

(4)

The critical current for the linear CPR is reached at 𝜙𝑐 ± 2𝜋𝑘. We would like to note, that
such a sawtooth-shaped CPR is an upper part of a multivalued CPR of the nanobridge. The
phases of the JJs are defined up to a 2𝜋𝑘, thus we will consider 𝜙*(Φ) solutions that fall in the
(𝜙𝑐 − 2𝜋, 𝜙𝑐) range.

The analytical solution is the following:

𝜙*(Φ) =

⎧
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎨
⎪⎪⎪⎪⎩

−2𝜋Φ/Φ0 + arccos
(︁
− 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐

𝐼𝐽𝐽
𝑐 𝜙𝑐

)︁
+ 2𝜋 floor(Φ/Φ0) + 2𝜋𝑘, if

𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑠 (𝜙*(Φ), 𝜙*(Φ) + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) ≥ 𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷

𝑠 (𝜙𝑐, 𝜙𝑐 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) and
𝜙*(Φ) ∈ (𝜙𝑐 − 2𝜋, 𝜙𝑐);

𝜙𝑐, otherwise.

(5)

The first expression follows from the condition on 𝜙*:

𝜅 + cos(𝜙 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) = 0, (6)

gathered with the requirement that the phase over the reference JJ should be bounded. The
latter is taken into account by 2𝜋 floor(Φ/Φ0) term that describes the phase slips when 𝜙*

exceeds the critical phase. The First expression in equation (5) is a solution if it provides
the current in the SQUID larger then at the critical phase (Figure S1a) and falls in the range
(𝜙𝑐 − 2𝜋, 𝜙𝑐). In other cases 𝜙* = 𝜙𝑐. The phase from equation (5) leads to the SQUID
oscillations that are shown in Figure S1b for different 𝜅 parameters.
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Below we show that in case of an arbitrary studied JJ one will observe alternately linear
segments of the reference CPR and parts of the studied CPR.

𝜅 + 𝜕𝜙𝐼
𝐽𝐽
𝑠 (𝜙* + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) = 0,

𝜙* = −2𝜋Φ/Φ0 + (𝜕𝜙𝐼
𝐽𝐽
𝑠 )−1[−𝜅],

𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ) = −2𝜋Φ/Φ0 · 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 /𝜙𝑐 + 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 ((𝜕𝜙𝐼
𝐽𝐽
𝑠 )−1[−𝜅]).

(7)

The condition for an accurate CPR measurement depends on the skewness of the CPR, i.e,
the derivative 𝜅 of the reference CPR should be always higher then that of the studied CPR:
𝜅 > max 𝜕𝛿𝐼

𝐽𝐽
𝑠 (𝛿).

Extraction of the phase differences and CPR of the nanobridge

It is possible to extract the studied CPR from the data if the CPR of the reference JJ is
known and if all phases 𝛿*(Φ) are available. This was shown theoretically and experimentally
[3] for a sinusoidal reference CPR. In case if 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑠 (𝜙) = 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑐 sin𝜙 the 𝜙*(Φ) expression reads

𝜙*(Φ) = arccos

(︂
− Φ0

2𝜋𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑐

𝑑𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ)

𝑑Φ

)︂
+ 2𝜋𝑘. (8)

Where we used 𝛿 = 𝜙 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0 relation.
Let us derive the phase 𝜙*(Φ) following the same method as in Ref. [3] for 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿) = 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 sin 𝛿

:
𝑑𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷

𝑠

𝑑𝜙
=

𝑑𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙)

𝑑𝜙

⃒⃒
⃒⃒
𝜙=𝜙*

+ 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 cos(𝜙* + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) = 0;

𝑑𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐

𝑑Φ
=

𝑑𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙*)

𝑑𝜙*
𝑑𝜙*

𝑑Φ
+ 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 cos(𝜙* + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0) ·

(︂
2𝜋

Φ0

+
𝑑𝜙*

𝑑Φ

)︂
=

=
2𝜋𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐

Φ0

cos(𝜙* + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0);

𝜙*(Φ) = arccos

(︂
Φ0

2𝜋𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐

𝑑𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷
𝑐 (Φ)

𝑑Φ

)︂
− 2𝜋Φ/Φ0 + 2𝜋𝑘(Φ).

(9)

Note that we did not use the condition of high asymmetry that determines which JJ will
act as a reference. In fact, this condition is hidden in the 2𝜋𝑘(Φ) term. In the experiment, the
phase of the studied CPR should revolve and grow with the applied field, thus the phase of
the reference JJ should be bounded. In expression for 𝜙*(Φ), the term −2𝜋Φ/Φ0 is compen-
sated by +2𝜋𝑘(Φ). In our system, 2𝜋𝑘(Φ) accounts for the phase slips, this expression is the
2𝜋 floor(Φ/Φ0) term in equation (5).

Derivation (9) may be applied to any known reference CPR. However, it is challenging
to control CPR of the reference JJ in the experiment if there are too many parameters. A
sinusoidal CPR does not lead to such problems, however measurement of highly skewed CPR
remains complicated due to the reasons discussed in the main text.

In our experiment, we observed sinusoidal CPR of the S-TI-S JJ, which allowed to extract
all phases of the JJs in the SQUID and a fragment of the nanobridges’ CPR (Figure S2a,b):

𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙*(Φ)) = 𝐼𝑆𝑄𝑈𝐼𝐷

𝑐 (Φ) − 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 sin(𝜙*(Φ)). (10)

We observed approximately a half of the nanobridges CPRs, because the range of available
phase 𝜙* was less then 2𝜋. The obtained CPR is linear and shows critical phase of about
56 radians. Semi-transparent points in the figure originate from the error of the numerical
derivative.
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Data processing

In Figure 1b 𝑑𝑉/𝑑𝐼(Φ) color map for the single S-TI-S JJ (see Figure S3) was shifted and
stretch to match the envelope of an asymmetric SQUID oscillations. That was done to see
whether the measured ECPR mirrors the S-TI-S properties.

In Figure 4a, we duplicated a single period of oscillations to present two periods in all the
figures and to show angle-shaped minimums clearly.

For simulations presented in Figure 5 we used a non-sinusoidal CPR from the KO-2 model
[4]:

𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿) = # sin(𝛿/2) tanh
∆ cos(𝛿/2)

2𝑇
. (11)

Here ∆/2𝑇 controls the skewness of the CPR and was set to be 10 in all computations. Asym-
metry in critical currents 𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 /𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 was set to be 1/10.

Supporting video 1

Supporting video 1 consists of three animated graphs (i)-(iii) and describes an asymmetric
SQUID that consists of two JJs with sinusoidal and linear CPRs. In the graphs, the applied
magnetic flux Φ(𝑡) is parameterized with time.

Graph (i) shows the solution 𝛿*(Φ) of equation

𝜅 · (1 − 𝛿(𝜙*(Φ) − 𝜙𝑐)) = − cos(𝛿*(Φ)), (12)

that maximizes the SQUIDs critical current. Parameter 𝜅 = 0.5, 𝛿(·) is a Dirac delta-function.
The solution is the intersection of blue and red curves (left and right hand sides of the equation
(12) correspondingly). It is denoted by a red point which moves with the changing flux Φ(𝑡).

Graph (ii) shows how the superconducting phase differences 𝜙*, 𝛿* across the studied and
the reference JJ depend on the applied flux Φ. Blue curve represents 𝜙*(Φ) and red curve
represents 𝛿*(𝜙). Blue and red dots correspond to the Φ(𝑡) value.

Graph (iii) shows the critical current of the SQUID shifted by the critical current of the
reference JJ and normalized by the critical current of the studied CPR (red curve) and a
sinusoidal studied CPR (blue dashed curve). The red point corresponds to the Φ(𝑡) value.

Supporting video 2

Supporting video 2 consists of three animated graphs (i)-(iii) and describes an asymmetric
SQUID that consists of two JJs with reference sinusoidal and studied skewed CPR

𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑠 (𝛿) = # sin(𝛿/2) tanh
∆ cos(𝛿/2)

2𝑇
.

The critical current of the studied JJ is 10 times smaller then of the reference JJ and 𝛿/2𝑇 = 10.
In the graphs, the applied magnetic flux Φ(𝑡) is parameterized with time.

Graph (i) shows the solution 𝜙*(Φ) of equation

𝜕𝜙𝐼
𝑅𝐸𝐹
𝑠 (𝜙) = −𝜕𝜙𝐼

𝐽𝐽
𝑠 (𝜙 + 2𝜋Φ/Φ0). (13)

The solution 𝜙* is the intersection of red and blue curves (left and right hand sides of the
equation (13) correspondingly). It is denoted by a red point which moves with the changing flux
Φ(𝑡). Black dashed line shows the position of the critical phase of the reference JJ (𝜙𝑐 = 𝜋/2).

Graph (ii) shows how the superconducting phase difference 𝜙* across the reference JJ depend
on the applied flux Φ. The red dot correspond to the Φ(𝑡) value. Black dashed line shows the
position of the critical phase of the reference JJ (𝜙𝑐 = 𝜋/2).
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Graph (iii) shows the critical current of the SQUID shifted by the critical current of the
reference JJ and normalized by the critical current of the studied CPR (red curve) and a skewed
studied CPR (blue curve, equation (13)). The red point corresponds to the Φ(𝑡) value.
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Figure S1: Model description. (a) Supercurrent of the SQUID as a function of phase 𝜙 over
the nanobridge at the fixed magnetic flux for 𝜅 = 2/3 (black line). Critical current is reached
at the maximum value of supercurrent (blue circles) which is not at 𝜙𝑐 (red circle). (b) ECPR,
predicted by the model for different 𝜅 parameters.
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differential resistance as a function of the bias current and external magnetic field, obtained for the
device, shown in (a). In Figure 1b of the main text, we rescaled the colormap from this Figure so
that the positive critical current branch and the envelope of the SQUID oscillations were matched.
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Figure S4: SEM images of symmetric SQUIDs. (a)-(c) SQUID consisting of nanobridges
with 𝐿 = 390 𝑛𝑚, 𝐿 = 210 𝑛𝑚 and 𝐿 = 40 𝑛𝑚, respectively. These devices were fabricated using
the same technological process, as described in the main text. The thickness of the Nb film is 20
nm (deposited by e-beam evaporation), and the thickness of the Nb contacts is 100 nm (deposited
by magnetron sputtering). (d)-(f) Zoom of the left nanobridge from (a), (b) and (c), respectively.
The width 𝑤 and the Lenght L of nanobridges are shown in the figures.
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Figure S5: Symmetric SQUID oscillations of the devices from Substrate 1. (a) and (b)
show the 𝐼𝑐(𝐻) for nanobridges with 𝐿 = 210 𝑛𝑚. Devices that correspond to (a) and (b) were
fabricated in one technological process on the same substrate. We extracted critical phases of the
nanobridges from the linear fit [5, 6]. As one can see, the values of the critical current and the
critical phase are reproducible.
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Figure S6: Symmetric SQUID oscillations of the devices from Substrate 2. (a) The
𝐼𝑐(𝐻) for nanobridge with 𝐿 = 210 𝑛𝑚. As one can see, the values of critical parameters are
different, compared with devices from Figure S5. Therefore, the properties of the nanobridges are
irreproducible between two fabrication cycles. (b) The 𝐼𝑐(𝐻) for nanobridge with 𝐿 = 390 𝑛𝑚.
As one can see, longer nanobridges have a smaller critical current and higher critical phase, as
expected.
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Figure S7: AS2 device. (a) A false-colored SEM image of the AS2 device. The superconducting
nanobridge (turquoise) is 35 nm long. The distance between leads in the S-TI-S JJ is 110 nm. (b)
SQUID oscillations for AS2 device. Two measurement modes are observed. Red and green regions
denote "False" and "True" CPR measurement regimes, respectively. The regions are separated by
a black dashed line, which corresponds to 𝜅 = 𝐼𝑅𝐸𝐹

𝑐 /𝐼𝐽𝐽𝑐 𝜙𝑐 = 1. (c) "False" CPR measurement
regime from the red box, linear regions are indicated by black lines. (d) "True" CPR regime from
the blue box. Almost sinusoidal CPR is observed.
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Figure S8: AS3 device. (a) A false-colored SEM image of the AS3 device. The superconducting
nanobridge (turquoise) is 35 nm long. The distance between leads of the S-TI-S JJ is 160 nm. (b)
SQUID oscillations for device AS3, the device works entirely in the "True" measurement regime.
(c) CPR from the blue box. The measured CPR is slightly skewed from the sinusoidal.
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Figure S9: AS4 device. (a) A false-colored SEM image of the AS4 device. The superconducting
nanobridge (turquoise) is 390 nm long. The distance between leads of the S-TI-S JJ is 160 nm.
(b) SQUID oscillations for the AS4 device, a pronounced peak in the zero-field region originates
from the nanobridge’s critical current. (c) SQUID oscillations in the high-field region (left red box
in (b)). A black line is the fit with the model. (d) SQUID oscillations in small fields (right red
box in (b)). A black line is the fit with the model.
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