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Superconducting phase typically favors a uniform spatial distribution like ferromagnet. Neverthe-
less, the pair-density-wave state exhibits sign changes in the pairing order, and thus frustrations can
occur in phase coherence. We propose a mechanism to the sextetting order arising from the frus-
trations in the phase coherence of a pair-density-wave state, whose spatial modulation manifests a
vortex-antivortex honeycomb lattice. The classical ground state configurations are mapped to Bax-
ter’s three-coloring model, exhibiting a macroscopic degeneracy and extensive entropy. The phase
coherence problem couples the U(1) phases and the vorticity variables together. The resultant color
and phase fluctuations suppress the pair-density-wave order but maintain the sextetting order above
the superconducting Tc. The 1/3-fractional vortex emerges as the fundamental topological defect
in the sextetting order. This novel frustrated superconductivity provides an alternative explanation
for the experimental observation of fractional oscillation in CsV3Sb5.

INTRODUCTION

The multi-fermion ordering has received considerable
attention in a wide range of research fields in modern
physics. Inside a heavy nucleus, the alpha-particle-like
quartetting instability involving two protons and two
neutrons competes with the deuteron-like instability of
pairing between one proton and one neutron [1]. Its
many-body version has been investigated in the 1D spin-
3
2 ultra-cold fermion system via bosonization, revealing
the Ising-dual relation between these two instabilities [2].
In the context of superconductivity (SC) in electron sys-
tems, the multi-fermion ordering, quartetting or sextet-
ting, can emerge as a vestigial secondary order of the
charge-2e Cooper pairing SC above the superconduct-
ing critical temperature Tc, often termed as the so-called
charge-4e, or, charge-6e SC states [3–16].

The quartetting or sextetting states can appear as
a consequence of melting the pair-density-wave (PDW)
state, i.e., the superconducting pairing orders ∆Q carry-
ing finite momenta [6–8]. A PDW state can exhibit multi-
ple incommensurate wave vectors Q, and the incommen-
surabilities render the relative phases of the translational
degree of freedom gapless. There exist topological defects
related to the transnational phase, and the system un-
dergoes a Kosterlitz-Thouless (KT) type transition [17]
as temperature increases. The PDW superconducting or-
der disappears above a critical temperature Tc due to the
strong fluctuations in the relative phase channels, never-
theless, the overall phase remains ordered, leading to the
quartetting or sextetting state [6–8].

Here we propose an alternative mechanism based on
the frustrations of the superconducting phase coherence,
which naturally leads to the sextetting order. Usually the

frustrated systems are characterized by the macroscopic
degeneracy of ground-state configurations at the classic
level [18, 19]. The three-coloring model on the honey-
comb lattice [20] is a celebrated example, which applies
to various frustrated systems including classical antiferro-
magnets [21], Josephson junction arrays[22, 23], orbital-
active materials[24–26], and other systems [11, 27, 28].
Each bond of the honeycomb lattice is painted by one of
the three colors R(red),G(green),B(blue) under the so-
called “color constraint” that three bonds connected to
the same vertex are pained by different colors. The clas-
sical ground-state configurations exhibit a macroscopic
degeneracy, leading to an extensive entropy of 0.38kB
per hexagon[20]. The strong frustrations kill the order
of the single color variable, but a combined three-color
order could survive. This frustration mechanism has
also been extended to the four-coloring model on the
three-dimensional diamond lattice [29], which exhibits
the dipolar correlation characterized by a cubic power
decay 1/R3.
In this article, we investigate the sextetting order in

the superconductivity via frustrations to the PDW or-
der. The corresponding superconducting phase coher-
ence problem is mapped to the three-coloring model, ex-
hibiting macroscopic degeneracy arising from color con-
figurations. The low-energy degrees of freedom encom-
pass the local pairing-phases coupled to the vorticity vari-
ables. Monte-Carlo simulations are performed to obtain
the phase diagram, showing the competition between the
Cooper pairing and sextetting order. The entropy associ-
ated with the color configurations dominates, leading to
the sextetting state at a higher temperature before the
system enters the completely disordered regime. More-
over, the sextetting order manifests 1/3-fractional vortex,
providing an alternative mechanism to the fractional flux
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FIG. 1. (a). A honeycomb lattice of vortices/antivortices.
Here, an AFM-like vortex-antivortex pattern satisfying the
three-color constraint is shown. The superconducting phases
along three bond directions can take values of 0, 2

3
π, 4

3
π de-

noted by three colors R,G,B. (b). The honeycomb lattice
with A,B sublattice. The three bond directions are denoted
as êν (ν = 1, 2, 3).

oscillations.

VORTEX-ANTIVORTEX HONEYCOMB
LATTICE

Frustrated superconductivity emerges from phase
coherence of a vortex-antivortex honeycomb lattice.
The vortex lattice model could be realized through
Josephson junction arrays[22], p-orbital unconventional
superfludity[30] or PDW state[8, 31]. The cores of single
vortices/anti-vortices are located at the sites of the hon-
eycomb lattice, with phase winding ±2π around it. A
pair of neighboring single vortices couple with each other
through Josephson coupling and inter-vortex coupling.
In the ground state, all the vortices and antivortices ex-
hibit phase coherence, leading to unconventional super-
conductivity with simultaneously time-reversal symme-
try breaking [30]. A typical vortex-antivortex pattern
with alternating vortices/anti-vortices is illustrated in
Fig. 1(a). Furthermore, the superconducting phase or-
der induced by a fixed coherent pattern of vortices and
anti-vortices can display spatial modulation, giving rise
to the pair-density-wave order.

The vortex-antivortex model can be mapped to the
three-coloring problem on the honeycomb lattice [22, 30].
(Its generalization to the four-coloring problem in the di-
amond lattice was done by Chern and one of the authors
[29].) The superconducting phase winds ±2π around a
site j of the honeycomb lattice, depending on whether
a vortex or antivortex is located at that site. Each site
is connected to its three nearest neighbors and the an-
gles between two bond directions are all 120◦. Hence, to
minimize the phase difference across each bond, without
loss of generality, we can assign three colors R,G,B cor-
responding to the phases 1, ei

2
3π, ei

4
3π, respectively, and

paint each bond according to this color constraint. The
clockwise or anticlockwise ordering of the colors R,G,B
defines the chirality τj = ±1, or, the vorticity. Under

FIG. 2. A schematic phase diagram of the effective model in
Eq. (1). At low temperatures T < Tc, 2e quasi-long-range
order (QLRO) dominates (η2e < η6e), while at intermediate
temperatures (Tc < T < TKT ), 6e QLRO takes precedence.
Above the KT temperature TKT of the U(1) phase, the system
is in the disordered phase.

time-reversal transform, the vorticities are flipped. If
only considering the color frustration effect, the charge-
2e correlation of the phases exhibits power-law decay,
G2e(r) ∼ r−4/3 [21].
To fully describe the phase coherence of the supercon-

ducting state, it is essential to account for U(1) phase
fluctuations. For later convenience, the following con-
vention is employed: The honeycomb lattice system is
divided into two sublattices A and B, as depicted in
Fig. 1(b). Consider a site j belonging to sublattice A. It
emits three bonds denoted as êν whose azimuthal angles
are 90◦, 210◦, 330◦ for bond index ν = 1, 2, 3, respec-
tively. The superconducting phase along the ê1 direction
is denoted as θj . On the other hand, for a site k be-
longing to sublattice B, its superconducting phase along
−ê1 direction is set as θk. Then around any site j, the
superconducting phase along the bond ν is represented
as θj + τjϕν , where ϕν = 0, 2

3π,
4
3π for ν = 1, 2, 3, respec-

tively. Then the effective Hamiltonian reads [30],

H = −J
∑

j∈A,ν

cos
[
θj − θk + (τj − τk)ϕν

]
−J2

∑
j∈A,ν

cos
[
θj − θk + (τj − τk)ϕν +

π

2
(τj + τk)

]
,
(1)

where the summation over j is only carried on sublat-
tice A, and k belongs to sublattice B along the bond
direction of êν . The J-term represents the nearest-
neighbor Josephson coupling, whose dependence on the
bond geometry can be viewed as a vector potential Ajk =
(τj − τk)ϕν . The J2-term describes the coupling between
nearest vortices in the perpendicular direction[30]. A lit-
tle J2-term could fix the vortex configuration into a spe-
cific antiferromagnetic (AFM) like pattern, where near-
est neighbours exhibit opposite vorticities as depicted in
Fig. 1(a).
If the temperature T is lower than the KT transition

temperature TKT of the U(1) phase θi, but is still high
enough such that the long-range inter-vortex interactions
(e.g., J2-term) can be neglected, then the entropy of the
color configurations dominates. As a result, there is no
long-range pairing order, but the cube of the pairing or-
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der is long-range ordered since color variables 1, ω, ω2 are
cubic roots of 1 with ω = ei

2
3π. This manifests as the sex-

tetting superconductivity. As the temperature is lowered
enough, the inter-vortex interactions will lift the degener-
acy among different vortex configurations. The ordered
PDW configuration emerges, resulting in the transition
to the charge-2e superconducting state. A schematic
phase diagram of the system is summarised as in Fig. 2.

NUMERICAL SIMULATION

Monte-Carlo simulations are performed to simulate
the Hamiltonian of Eq. (1). Importantly, the update
method depends on the relevant temperature regime.
Similar situation appears in many frustrated systems,
e.g., in the Ref. [27], due to the macroscopic degener-
acy at low temperature. We will follow the same in-
spiration in Ref. [27], separating the temperature into
lower and higher regime. Above the KT temperature
of the U(1) phase θi, 1/3-fractional vortice proliferate
and the U(1) phase coherence is destroyed. The color
configurations are disordered. The system exhibits the
disordered phase, where the U(1) phase correlation, or
charge-2e correlation, ⟨eiθje−iθk⟩ between two sites j, k
decays exponentially as the relative distance increases.
The local update of the chiralities and phase variables
is sufficient to handle the disordered phase. As tem-
perature decreases, the vorticity configuration tends to
satisfy the color constraint and the local update breaks
down[27]. Alternatively, we apply the loop update where
the vorticity configuration keeps the color constraint in
each update step. The U(1) phase variables are updated
simultaneously according to the vorticity configuration.
(see App.A for the details).

The simulation of the critical exponents for the su-
perconducting phase correlations in the low tempera-
ture regime is summarized in Fig. 3(a), which shows
two competing phases: lower temperature charge-2e su-
perconductivity, and higher temperature charge-6e dom-
inated phase. The charge-2e and charge-6e correla-
tions are characterized by the quasi-long-range order-
ing (QLRO) of the relevant phase correlations defined
as ⟨eiθje−iθk⟩ ∼ r−η2e and ⟨e3iθje−3iθk⟩ ∼ r−η6e , where
r is the distance between the two sites j, k. Here, η2e
and η6e are power-law decay exponents for the charge-2e
and 6e correlations. For comparison, the critical expo-
nent η4e of the 4e-correlation, ⟨e2iθje−2iθk⟩ ∼ r−η4e , is
also deduced from the numerical estimation.

The three critical exponents fit well with the follow-
ing relations, η2e = ηc + η6e/9 and η4e = ηc + 4η6e/9.
Here, ηc represents the contribution of color frustration
in the vorticity correlation, which does not contribute to
the charge-6e correlation. At low enough temperature,
the vortex configuration is fixed with ηc = 0 and the
critical exponents are only related to the QLRO of the
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FIG. 3. (a). Critical exponents η for 2e-, 4e- and 6e-
correlations evaluated from model (1) at J = 1 and J2 = 0.01
in the temperature regime well below TKT . At lower tempera-
ture below Tc, charge-2e correlation exhibits greater strength
compared to the charge-6e correlation (η2e < η6e). Color
frustration emerges at higher temperature and above Tc,
charge-6e correlation dominates. (b). η2e,η4e/4 and η6e/9
are presented for comparison. At low enough temperature
(T ≲ 0.03), these quantities converge to nearly identical val-
ues, i.e., color configuration is pinned down in this regime.

U(1) phase variables, η2e = η4e/4 = η6e/9, as depicted in
Fig. 3(b). The low-temperature regime is characterized
by the dominance of charge-2e behavior (η2e < η6e). As
temperature increases, color frustration begins to mani-
fest, encoding in a finite ηc. Above the critical tempera-
ture Tc, the entropy associated with color configurations
takes precedence over the energy cost arising from the
J2-term and the charge-2e correlation is suppressed. The
charge-6e behavior dominates over the charge-2e correla-
tion, as evidenced by the relationship η6e < η2e. More-
over, the estimated color correlation ηc is much smaller
than 4/3 for the pure three-color model[21]. Different
color configurations have unequal weights around the
staggered AFM-like vortex pattern preferred by the J2
term.

Above the KT temperature TKT of the U(1) phase
variables θi, both charge-2e and 6e correlations exhibit
exponential decay, leading the system into a disordered
phase. The color configuration also becomes disordered
and a local update proves sufficient for estimating cor-
relation behavior above TKT . The numerical simulation
confirms the exponentially decay behavior of the corre-
lations in this regime. However, due to limitations in
Monte Carlo simulation, as mentioned earlier, precise de-
termination of the KT temperature is not feasible. As the
temperature decreases from high to the critical tempera-
ture TKT , the effectiveness of local updates gradually di-
minishes, reflected in rapidly increasing acceptance rates
and computation times. The temperature at which the
local updates become ineffective is approximately around
0.13, establishing an upper bound for TKT . This kind of
numerical difficulty is common in frustrated system, e.g.,
happening in Ref. [27]. More advanced method is nec-
essary for completely simulating the problem, which is
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leaving for further works.
The preceding analysis focuses on the inherently two-

dimensional system, where charge-2e and charge-6e cor-
relations exhibit only quasi-long-range order. In the real
materials, it is natural that the system comprises layered
2D lattices, thereby forming a quasi-two-dimensional
model. The inter-layer couplings between the 2D lay-
ers could enhance the QLRO, leading to the stabiliza-
tion of a true long-range order of either charge-2e type
(for η2e < η6e regime) or charge-6e type (for η6e < η2e
regime) at low temperature.

The 1
3 -fractional flux can emerge above the Tc of the

PDW order due to fluctuations of the vorticity variables
[22, 30]. Around each hexagonal vortice/antivortice pla-
quette h, its total vorticity is defined as Φh = 1

3

∑
i∈h τi.

For a configuration under the color constraint, the vor-
ticity around a plaquette takes values of 0,±2. A funda-
mental topological defect exhibits a domain wall which is
a string of bonds with mismatched color variables. The
plaquette containing the ending point of a domain wall
is the core of a 1

3 -vortex, or, a
1
3 -antivortex. Around the

vortex core, the superconducting phase winding equals
to ± 2

3π. An external magnetic flux at one third of the
value of the fundamental flux generates a 1

3 -vortex such
that the superconducting phase across each bond remain
matched. Consequently, the free energy will show peri-
odic modulation under the flux change of

Φ6e =
hc

6e
, (2)

respecting the charge-6e QLRO and 1/3-fractional flux.

PDW STATES

PDW states exhibiting spatial modulation of the pair-
ing order have been proposed in the FFLO states [32, 33].
The vortex-antivortex model provides a platform for real-
izing the PDW state as its ground state. In the hexagonal
crystal system, PDW state can manifest 6 commensurate
wave vectors denoted as ±Qi (i = 1, 2, 3). The spatial
distribution of PDW order parameter is represented as
[8],

∆(r) =
∑
i

(
∆Qie

iQi·r +∆−Qie
−iQi·r

)
, (3)

where the gap functions ∆±Qi (i = 1, 2, 3) carry
nonzero mass-of-center momentum ±Qi, respectively.
The ground state configuration can be determined by
the Ginzburg-Landau free energy [8], presenting several
possibilities depending on the microscopic details of the
relevant model.

For the previously considered AFM-like vortex-
antivortex pattern, it corresponds to an inversion sym-
metric breaking PDW state with only three wavevectors

FIG. 4. The vortex-antivortex lattice pattern of the PDW
state for the (a) 3Q state and (b) 6Q state. In the 3Q state,
single vortices and antivortices form a honeycomb lattice. In
the 6Q state, single vortices (or antivortices) form a honey-
comb lattice with double antivortices (or vortices) in the cen-
ters of the hexagons.

Q1,Q2 and Q3. The superconducting order parameter
is given by

∆3Q(r) = ∆3Q

(
eiQ1·r + eiθ2+iQ2·r + eiθ3+iQ3·r

)
, (4)

with relative phases θ2, θ3 between the three PDW com-
ponents. This 3Q state forms a honeycomb lattice
with alternating vortices/antivortices as illustrated in
Fig. 4(a) [8]. On the other hand, when inversion symme-
try is preserved, the 6Q PDW order parameter exhibits
all the six momenta and a typical chiral PDW pattern is
depicted in Fig. 4(b) [8, 31], where vortices or antivortices
with higher vorticity appear. The 3Q-state with AFM-
like vortex/antivortex lattice pattern could be more en-
ergetically favorable than the 6Q-state. Notice that pre-
vious mechanism of frustrated superconductivity could
similarly occur in the 6Q-state, where the honeycomb
lattice is formed from single vortices or antivortices.
In the STM experimental detection of the PDW state,

the local density of state (LDOS) could exhibit extra spa-
tial modulation resulting from the PDW state[34–41].
When the uniform SC ∆0 coexists and dominates, the
strong peaks shown in the Fourier transform of LDOS
corresponds to the PDW wavevectors directly. The uni-
form SC component couples to a particular PDW com-
ponent ∆Q, contributing to a spatial modulation compo-
nent NQ(r) in LDOS to the lowest order,

NQ(r) ∝ ∆∗
0∆QeiQ·r +∆0∆

∗
Qe−iQ·r. (5)

The LDOS measurement from STM experiment can not
distinguish the 3Q PDW state and 6Q PDW state up to
this order, since both of them would exhibit six peaks in
the Fourier spectrum of LDOS.

The difference between the LDOS patterns of 3Q and
6Q state arise from the couplings among PDW compo-
nents. A pair of two PDW components, ∆Qi

, ∆Qj
, will

contribute to the LDOS,

NQi−Qj
(r) ∝ ∆∗

Qi
∆Qj

ei(Qi−Qj)·r + h.c. (6)

For the 3Q state, LDOS pattern exhibits peaks corre-
spond to the wavevector ±(Qi−Qj) with i ̸= j = 1, 2, 3.
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For the 6Q state, several extra peaks ±2Qi (i = 1, 2, 3)
different from 3Q state appear. Such difference could be
helpful to distinguish these two PDW states.

DISCUSSIONS

Recently, superconductivity of the Kagome material
AV3Sb5 (A=K,Rb,Cs) has been observed [42–44]. A 4

3×
4
3

bidirectional spatial modulation of the superconducting
gap function is observed [40] in the low-temperature su-
perconducting state on top of a 2×2 charge-density-wave
(CDW) normal-state background [31, 45–48]. This su-
perconducting state is suggested to be a chiral PDW SC
which breaks the time-reversal symmetry spontaneously
[31, 40]. However, as described previously, it may not
be easy to distinguish the 3Q-PDW and 6Q-PDW order
when only six peaks are clearly seen in the experiment
[40].

A particularly interesting experimental progress on the
CsV3Sb5 superconductor is the detection of the hc/(6e)
magneto-resistance oscillation period in the Little-Parks
experiment above Tc, one third of the conventional Little-
Parks oscillation [49], which has aroused considerable in-
terests [31, 50–53]. The above mechanism to the charge-
6e state based on the frustrations of the PDW order may
be applied to this fractional hc/(6e) oscillation. The ex-
periment set up is a thin CsV3Sb5 flake with a hole form-
ing a mesocopic ring. Below the Tc of the PDW order,
an external magnetic flux going through the hole gener-
ates an integer vorticity, accounting for the conventional
hc/2e oscillation. As increasing temperature, frustra-
tions suppress the charge-2e PDW order but favor the
charge-6e order. An external magnetic flux of n times of
hc/6e can generate the n/3 fractional vorticity, with the
core pinned inside the hole, which gives rise to the hc/6e
type quantum oscillations.

The above idea of frustrated superfluidity can also be
extended to three dimensions. The three-coloring model
is generalized to the 4-coloring model defined on a dia-
mond lattice, and the color constraint is updated as that
all the four bonds connected to a lattice site should be
painted by the R, G, B, Y colors without repetition [29].
The R, G, B, Y colors represent the quartic unit roots
1, i,−1,−i respectively. The frustration therein could fa-
vor a charge-8e state.

CONCLUSIONS

We study the phase frustrations in the vortex-
antivortex model on the honeycomb lattice by mapping
its superconducting phase coherence problem to the three
coloring model. The fundamental degrees of freedom are
described by the U(1) phase coupled to the discrete vor-
ticity variables. The classical ground states, subject to

the color constraints, exhibit a macroscopic degeneracy in
terms of coloring patterns. The inclusion of inter-vortex
coupling results in a phase coherent ground state pat-
tern that naturally realizes the pair-density-wave state.
Above the superconducting transition temperature (Tc),
charge-6e order prevails over the Cooper charge-2e order
, persisting until the system enters a disordered regime.
Such behavior is further numerically verified through
Monte Carlo simulations. The fundamental topological
defects are ± 1

3 vortices, which can lead to the hc/6e
flux modulations. Our findings establish possible con-
nections to the recent quantum oscillation experiments
on the Kagome superconductor CsV3Sb5 [49].
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APPENDIX A

In this appendix, we provide a detailed explanation
of the combined loop update method employed in low-
temperature Monte Carlo simulations. At exceedingly
low temperatures, the system primarily manifests states
within the three-color subspace, adhering to color config-
urations subjected to color constraints. To effectively
capture the system’s behavior in such conditions, we
would confine the simulation to the three-color subspace
in this temperature regime.

For the implementation of the combined loop update
method, we initially define loops within the three-color
subspace. These loops are generated by traversing a path
with two alternating colors, such as RGRG · · · , as de-
picted in Fig. 5(b). Importantly, the interchange of the
two colors along the loop does not violate the three-color
constraint. In the loop update, a specific loop is selected,
and colors along its path are interchanged, effectively flip-
ping the chiralities along the loop.

Simultaneous updates of the U(1) phases are also nec-
essary for the sufficience of the simulation. During the
loop update, the chiralities along the loop L are flipped,
and the local U(1) phases θi(i ∈ L) are altered concur-
rently. It is crucial to note that each site i ∈ L within
the loop possesses one external bond that is not part of
the loop, featuring a phase coupling denoted as ϕi,out at
the bond. The transformation of θi(i ∈ L) under the
update is determined while keeping the external phase
φi,out fixed,

φi,ν=out = θ
(0)
i + ϕi,outτ

(0)
i = θ

(1)
i + ϕi,outτ

(1)
i
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where (θ
(0)
i , τ

(0)
i ) and (θ

(1)
i , τ

(1)
i ) are phase variables and

chiralities before and after the loop update. All the chi-

ralities along the loop are flipped, τ
(1)
i = −τ

(0)
i , and we

can find the updated phase θ
(1)
i as

θ
(1)
i = θ

(0)
i + 2ϕi,outτ

(0)
i .

In total, for each loop L, we use the following updates
for the color configuration,

i ∈ L :

{
τ
(0)
i → τ

(1)
i = −τ

(0)
i ,

θ
(0)
i → θ

(1)
i = θ

(0)
i + 2ϕi,outτ

(0)
i .

FIG. 5. (a). The three bonds ν = 1, 2, 3 and the correspond-
ing coupling phase ϕν = 0, 2

3
π, 4

3
π for them. (b). A schematic

diagram for a loop with alternating colors RGRG · · · and
the external bond. The sites i on the loop are labeled by
· · · ,−2,−1, 0, 1, 2, · · · .
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