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Magnetism is a fundamental research area in which the recently proposed altermagnetism (AM)
has become an emergent frontier. Very recently, the quasicrystal (QC) was proposed as a possible
platform to realize AM. However, the existence of AM in QCs still lacks vigorous evidence. In this
work, we adopt the sign-problem-free projector quantum Monte Carlo (PQMC) algorithm to investi-
gate the magnetic phases in the half-filled Hubbard models in various 2D bipartite QCs, and always
obtain Néel ordered states. While the Néel states in bipartite crystals are usually antiferromagnetism
(AFM), we find it common that those in bipartite QCs can also be AM or ferromagnetism (FM).
Based on symmetry analysis, combined with our comprehensive PQMC results, we propose a gen-
eral criterion for determining the magnetism classes of the Néel states in a bipartite QC: According
to whether the two sublattices are related by the inversion, the other point-group operation, or no
operation about the unique symmetry center in the QC, the corresponding Néel state is AFM, AM
or FM, respectively. For example, our results yield AM for the two D4-symmetric Thue-Morse QCs
and FM for the D5-symmetric Penrose QC at half-filling. Our results provide a solid foundation for
experimental investigations and potential applications of different classes of magnetism in QCs.

Introduction. — Magnetism plays a crucial role in
condensed matter physics, with ferromagnetism (FM)
and antiferromagnetism (AFM) representing two tradi-
tional magnetic phases. The representative physical ori-
gins of FM include the Stoner criterion[1] that considers
direct exchange interactions between itinerant electrons
and the double-exchange mechanism[2, 3] that describes
interactions of itinerant electrons with localized spins.
In contrast, AFM usually emerges through Fermi surface
nesting[4–6] in weak-coupling systems or superexchange
interactions[7–10] in strong-coupling systems. Compos-
ite lattice structures can further induce ferrimagnetism
(FIM) by the superexchange mechanism[11], which is a
subtype of FM with opposite magnetic moments of un-
equal magnitude on distinct sublattices yielding residual
net magnetization.

Recently, altermagnetism (AM) has been considered as
a distinct class of magnetic phase[12–25], characterized
by zero net magnetism similar to AFM and spin-split
electronic band structures similar to FM. Theoretically,
AM can be realized by various mechanisms, e.g. the pres-
ence of nonmagnetic atoms[26, 27], spontaneously broken
orbital order[28–30], Pomeranchuk instabilities[31–34] or
spin-cluster engineering[35]. Currently, although there
exist experimental evidences to support that some ma-
terials are possible candidates for AM [36–48], the con-
firmed ones among them are still rare.

To explore more possibilities to realize AM, researchers
recently considered AM in quasicrystals (QCs) [49–51].
The QC is an aperiodic structure that possesses long-
range-order, in which the higher-fold rotational symme-
tries and the absence of translational symmetry[52–54]
produce various novel phases[49–51, 55–86], including the
magnetic phases[49–51, 55, 57, 59, 60, 64, 74, 75, 83]. In
Refs.[49, 50], the possibility of realizing AM in some 2D
QCs is proposed through mean-field (MF) studies. In

Ref.[51], it is pointed out that without the translational
symmetry to recover the broken parity (P) and time-
reversal (T ) symmetry, point-group symmetries other
than P can protect AM, making AM more common in
QCs than in crystals. Furthermore, since a QC can host
at most one inversion center, magnetic phases can be eas-
ily classified according to the irreducible representations
(IRRPs) of the point-group[51]. Ref.[51] points out that
nearly half of the 1D IRRPs correspond to AM, implying
the widespread presence of AM in QCs.

However, the existence of AM in QCs still lacks rigor-
ous evidence. On the one hand, the possible realization of
AM in QCs investigated by self-consistent MF approach
is not persuasive: Firstly, the MF theory cannot capture
the quantum fluctuations. Secondly, due to absence of
translational symmetry, it is difficult to determine the
spatial distribution pattern of the magnetic moments in
QCs, easily leading to being trapped at local energy min-
ima. On the other hand, although the classification[51]
indicates which IRRPs correspond to AM, it is not easy
to determine which IRRP the ground state of a given
QC belongs to. To address these problems, we employ
the sign-problem-free projector quantum Monte Carlo
(PQMC) algorithm[87–89] to study the magnetic phases
in bipartite QCs by solving the half-filled large-U Hub-
bard model, which turn out to be Néel-ordered states.
Intriguingly, in contrast to the cases in bipartite crys-
tals wherein the Néel states are usually AFM, the Néel
states in QCs can be AFM, AM or FM, determined by
symmetries of the QCs.

In this work, we investigate the magnetic phases in the
half-filled large-U Hubbard models in various 2D bipar-
tite QCs, which are expected to be Néel ordered phases.
We propose a general criterion for determining the mag-
netism classes of the Néel states in these bipartite QCs:
Due to lack of translational symmetry, there exists one
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FIG. 1. Schematic diagrams of the lattice geometry-based criterion for determining the magnetic classes of Néel ordered states
in bipartite QCs. (a) Néel ordered AFM is allowed in, e.g. the D2-symmetric Thue-Morse QC, whose two sublattices are
related by P. A pair of sites related by P (dashed line) with opposite magnetic moments (red up arrow for spin-up and blue
down arrow for spin-down) are marked in (a). (b) Néel ordered AM emerges in, e.g. the D4-symmetric Thue-Morse QC, where
other symmetry operation (e.g., the mirror σ) instead of P connects the two sublattices. The dashed line represents a mirror
axis. The red (blue) arrow indicates the same meaning as in (a). (c) Néel ordered FM is present in, e.g. the D5-symmetric
Penrose QC, in which no symmetry operations relate the two sublattices. In (a-c), the red stars label the symmetry centers,
and the solid (hollow) circles denote the sites in sublattice A (B) and the solid lines represent the NN or NNN bonds.

unique point-group symmetry center in a QC. According
to whether the two sublattices are related by the inver-
sion operation P, the other point-group operation, or no
operation about this symmetry center, the corresponding
Néel state is AFM, AM or FM, respectively. For verifica-
tion, we solve the ground state via the sign-problem-free
PQMC algorithm to determine the magnetic pattern and
study the spectroscopic properties. This PQMC simula-
tion verifies our criterion and reveals the robust existence
of AM, FM and AFM Néel orders in bipartite QCs, pro-
viding a theoretical foundation for future experimental
investigations and potential applications.

Model and Approach. — As the beginning of our
study, we construct the Hubbard model in QCs as

H = HTB + U
∑
i

ni↑ni↓, (1)

where niσ is the particle number of spin-σ at site i and
HTB represents the tight-binding (TB) Hamiltonian, in-
cluding up to the nearest neighbor (NN) or the next near-
est neighbor (NNN) inter-sublattice hoppings. We set the
hopping integral along the NN bonds t1 as an energy unit
and U = 4t1 throughout this work.

The Hamiltonian (1) is solved by the PQMC algorithm,
in which the expectation of a physical quantity O is

⟨O⟩ = lim
Θ→∞

⟨ψ|e−ΘHOe−ΘH |ψ⟩
⟨ψ|e−2ΘH |ψ⟩

, (2)

where |ψ⟩ represents the trial wave function, and Θ is
the total imaginary time. This PQMC algorithm is sign-
problem-free for the half-filled case in bipartite QCs.

Traditionally, the total imaginary time projection op-
erator e−ΘH is decomposed as e−ΘH = e−n∆τH with a
uniform time slice ∆τ = Θ/n. Here we adopt a non-

uniform time-slice strategy to decompose e−ΘH as

e−ΘH = lim
n→∞

e−∆τ1He−∆τ2H · · · e−∆τnH , (3)

with Θ =
∑n

i=1 ∆τi and

∆τ1 ≥ ∆τ2 ≥ · · · ≥ ∆τn > 0. (4)

Our tests in small clusters suggest that this strategy can
effectively balance the number of time slice and the Trot-
ter error, and thus efficiently accelerate the simulation.
See more details in Supplementary Material (SM)[90].
In the PQMC simulations, we apply two kinds of trial

wave functions. The first trial wave function reads

|ψ⟩ =
N∏

m=1

N∑
i=1

ϕim

(
c†i↑ + c†i↓

)
|0⟩, (5)

where c†iσ creates a spin-σ electron at site i andN denotes
the site number. ϕim is the single-particle wave function
at site i for them-th eigen state ofHTB and |0⟩ represents
the Fock vacuum. We adopt this trial wave function when
the total magnetism of the ground state is unknown, e.g.
in the FM phase. The second trial wave function is

|ψ⟩ =
N/2∏
m=1

∏
σ

N∑
i=1

ϕimc
†
iσ|0⟩. (6)

In Eq. (6), the total magnetism is fixed at zero. There-
fore, in the cases of AFM or AM ground states, adopting
this trial wave function turns out to accelerate conver-
gence. See more details in the SM[90].
Magnetic classes of Néel orders in bipartite QCs. —

For large-U , the two sublattices within a bipartite lattice
tend to host magnetic moments with opposite orienta-
tions, which constitute the Néel order, so that the energy
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of the low-energy effective superexchange interaction be-
tween the two sublattices is minimized. However, this
does not ensure a zero net magnetism in QCs: Firstly, the
inevitable quantum fluctuations lead to partial polariza-
tion in each sublattice. Secondly, different sites within a
QC reside in distinct local environments and experience
different quantum fluctuation strengths, and thus host
different magnitudes of magnetic moment, unless they
are related by any point-group operation. Therefore, in
a bipartite QC, based on whether the two sublattices
are related by any point-group symmetry element and
by which symmetry, there exist three possibilities.

The first is the Néel ordered AFM. If the two sub-
lattices are related by P, as shown in Fig. 1 (a), each
pair of sites related by P must belong to different sub-
lattices, and will thus accommodate magnetic moments
with equal magnitudes but opposite orientations. There-
fore, the global magnetic pattern will be flipped after P,
which can be recovered after an extra T operation, lead-
ing to the combined PT symmetric AFM phase.

The second is the Néel ordered AM. If the two sub-
lattices are not related by P, but are related by an al-
ternative point-group symmetry, e.g. the mirror σ, as
illustrated in Fig. 1 (b), this symmetry can also ensure
zero net magnetism. In this case, the Néel state lacks
the PT symmetry, leading to a Néel ordered AM. Note
that this differs from the situation in crystals. For ex-
ample, in a square lattice, although the two sublattices
cannot be related by a plaque-centered P operation, like
that illustrated in Fig. 1 (b), they can alternatively be
related by a bond-centered P operation, leading to a PT
symmetric AFM Néel state. However, in QCs, due to
the absence of translational symmetry, there can exist at
most one inversion center [51] as marked in Fig. 1(b),
which relates one sublattice to itself by P, leading to the
PT symmetry broken Néel ordered AM phase.

The third is the Néel ordered FM. If there is no
point-group symmetry that relates the two sublattices,
as shown in Fig.1 (c), any site in one sublattice transfers
to another site in the same sublattice after any symme-
try operation (e.g., P, σ or rotation). In this case, no
symmetry ensures the zero net magnetism, and the cor-
responding Néel state is generally FM phase.

In summary, we have: In a bipartite QC, de-
pending on whether the two sublattices are re-
lated by the P operation, the other point-group
operation, or no symmetry operation about the
unique symmetry center, the corresponding Néel
order is AFM, AM, or FM, respectively.

To verify this proposal, we employ the sign-problem-
free PQMC approach to study the half-filled large-U
Hubbard models in various bipartite QCs as examples.

Examples. — Firstly, we explore the possibility of
Néel ordered AM in bipartite QCs. According to the
above proposal, this requires that the two sublattices are
connected by point-group operations other than P. The

FIG. 2. (a, b) The distribution of the magnetic moments
in the D4-symmetric Thue-Morse lattice hosting (a) 120 sites
with the central 8-site cluster, and (b) 104 sites with the cen-
tral 4-site cluster. In (a-b), the red (blue) dots represent
spin-↑ (↓), and the size of each dot represents magnitude of
the magnetic moment. The central black stars label the sym-
metry center and the solid lines with t1 and t2 represent the
NN and NNN hoppings. (c, d) The spin-resolved spectral den-
sity difference A↑(p, ω)−A↓(p, ω) as a function of momentum
p for (c) the lattice exhibited in (a) with ω = −0.33t1, and
(d) the lattice exhibited in (b) with ω = −0.2t1.

two different D4-symmetric Thue-Morse lattices shown
in Figs. 2 (a) and (b) satisfy this condition: In both
QCs, the two sublattices are related by mirror or rotation
operation instead of P. In the following, we verify the
existence of Néel ordered AM in the two QCs by the
sign-problem-free PQMC approach.

The TB Hamiltonians on the two Thue-Morse lattices
include hopping terms along the NN- (t1) and the NNN
(t2) bonds, as indicated in Figs. 2 (a) and (b) by the
solid lines. The magnetic patterns on the two lattices
obtained by PQMC are shown in Figs. 2 (a) and (b),
which illustrate the Néel orders with opposite spin ori-
entations in the two sublattices. The magnetic pattern
shown in Fig. 2 (a) exhibits a dx2−y2 · dxy-wave sym-
metry under the D4 point-group around the symmetry
center marked by the solid pentagram: It is unchanged
under P or the rotation c14 and changes sign under the
mirror reflection about the four axes of symmetry. The
magnetic pattern shown in Fig. 2 (b) exhibits a dxy-wave
symmetry: It is unchanged under P or mirror reflection
about the diagonal directions and changes signs under c14
or mirror reflection about the x- or y-axes.

The above two Néel states shown in Fig. 2 remain un-
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FIG. 3. (a) The distribution of the magnetic moment in
the 104-site D2-symmetric Thue-Morse lattice. (b) The spin-
resolved spectral density difference A↑(p, ω) − A↓(p, ω) as a
function of momentum p for arbitrary ω.

changed under P and then flip spins after an extra T
operation, which break the PT symmetry and are thus
AM. To further characterize AM in QCs, we calculate
the spin-resolved angle-resolved photoemission spectrum
A↑,↓(p, ω)[49, 50, 91] (see SM[90] for details), which indi-
cates the spectrum weight for spin-↑ or ↓ at a certain en-
ergy level ω to detect momentum p. As shown in Figs. 2
(c) and (d), the spectrum differences A↑(p, ω)−A↓(p, ω)
as functions of p exhibit non-zero value with correspond-
ing symmetries, characterizing AM.

These examples demonstrate the great potential of the
QC as a platform to realize AM. Note that the magnetic
pattern shown in Fig. 2 (b) exhibits the same dxy-wave
symmetry as that in the square-lattice Néel state. In the
latter state, the plaque-centered PT symmetry is also
broken, like that illustrated in Fig. 2 (b). However, the
broken PT symmetry can be recovered after a subsequent
translation by a unit vector. Here in the QC, the lack
of translational symmetry prevents recovery of the PT
symmetry, making AM more easily realized.

Secondly, we consider the possibility of Néel ordered
AFM in biparitite QCs. According to our proposal, this
requires that the two sublattices are connected by P.
A typical example is the D2-symmetric Thue-Morse lat-
tice shown in Fig. 3 (a), in which the two sublattices
are indeed related by P. The magnetic pattern on this
lattice obtained by our PQMC calculation is shown in
Fig. 3 (a), which exhibits a Néel order with opposite
spin orientations in the two sublattces. This pattern
exhibits the px−y-wave symmetry under the D2 point-
group: It is unchanged under the mirror reflection about
the x+ y = 0 line and changes sign under P, c12 rotation
or mirror reflection about the x− y = 0 line. Obviously,
such a magnetic pattern would be flipped under P and
recovered after a subsequent T operation, belonging to
the PT -symmetric AFM phase. The spectrum difference
A↑(p, ω) − A↓(p, ω) shown in Fig. 3 (b) illustrates zero
value for arbitrary (p, ω), characterizing AFM.

Finally, we study the possibility of Néel ordered FM
in bipartite QCs. According to our proposal, this re-

FIG. 4. The distribution of the magnetic moments in (a) the
86-site D5-symmetric Penrose lattice, and (b) the 89-site D8-
symmetric Ammann-Beenker lattice. The average magnetic
moment per site for each sublattice is shown in each figure.

quires that the two sublattices cannot be related by any
point-group operation. A class of bipartite lattices which
satisfy this condition is those with a single central site as
the symmetry center, which is never related to another
site by any point-group operation. The D5-symmetric
Penrose lattice and the D8-symmetric Ammann-Beenker
lattice shown in Figs. 4 (a) and (b) belong to this class.
The TB Hamiltonians on the two lattices include only

the NN hoppings, as indicated in Figs. 4 (a, b) by the
solid lines, wherein the magnetic patterns obtained by
our PQMC calculations are shown. Both magnetic pat-
terns illustrate Néel orders, and exhibit the s-wave sym-
metry, as they are unchanged under all point-group oper-
ations. Without protection by symmetry, the magnitudes
of the average magnetic moments per site in the two sub-
lattices are not equal, as provided in Figs. 4 (a) and (b).
Since the two sublattices host equal site numbers in the
thermal dynamic limit, the net magnetism is non-zero, re-
sulting in FM. This Néel ordered FM originates from the
unequivalence between the two sublattices in this type of
bipartite QCs, similar to the FIM in crystals.
Conclusion and Discussion. — We have investigated

the magnetic phases in half-filled large-U Hubbard mod-
els in various bipartite QCs, demonstrating the feasibility
of QC as a symmetry-protected platform to realize AM,
AFM and FM. Based on symmetry analysis, combined
with our comprehensive PQMC results, we propose a gen-
eral criterion to determine the magnetism classes of the
Néel states in bipartite QCs, which brings convenience in
the exploration and application of magnetism in QCs.
This work focuses on half-filled Hubbard models with

fixed U in bipartite QCs. With tuning U and the doping,
more intriguing phases are expected. On the one hand,
in the case of weak U , without driving by Fermi surface
nesting in QCs, it is fascinating to figure out the emergent
magnetic patterns. On the other hand, upon doping, un-
conventional superconductivity (SC) could emerge. Par-
ticularly, the AM or FM fluctuations might mediate



5

triplet SC[92–108]. These topics are left for future study.
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in spin-splitting antiferromagnet, Science Advances 10,
eadn0479 (2024).

[25] Z. Zhou, X. Cheng, M. Hu, R. Chu, H. Bai, L. Han,
J. Liu, F. Pan, and C. Song, Manipulation of the alter-
magnetic order in CrSb via crystal symmetry, Nature
638, 645 (2025).

[26] S. S. Fender, O. Gonzalez, and D. K. Bediako, Altermag-
netism: A chemical perspective, Journal of the Ameri-
can Chemical Society 147, 2257 (2025).
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

A. Hubbard Model in Different Bipartite Quasicrystals

As the beginning of our study, we construct the Hubbard model in several 2D bipartite quasicrystals (QCs). The
geometries of the five QCs we studied are shown in Fig. A1, including the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse QC with central
8-site cluster in (a) panel, the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse QC with central 4-site cluster in (b) panel, the D2 symmetric
Thue-Morse lattice in (c) panel, the D5 symmetric Penrose QC in (d) panel and the D8 symmetric Ammann-Beenker
lattice in (e) panel.

The Hubbard Hamiltonian in the D4 and D2 symmetric Thue-Morse lattices takes the form of

H = −t1
∑
⟨i,j⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− t2

∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓, (S1)

and the one in the D5 symmetric Penrose lattice and D8 symmetric Ammann-Beenker lattice is written as

H = −t1
∑
⟨i,j⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓. (S2)

Here, ⟨i, j⟩ and ⟨⟨i, j⟩⟩ denote the nearest neighbor (NN) and the next nearest neighbor (NNN), respectively. c
(†)
iσ

annihilates (creates) a spin-σ electron at site i and niσ denotes the number operator for spin-σ electrons at site i. We
set t1 = 1, t2 = 0.5 and U = 4 throughout this work.

B. Projector Quantum Monte Carlo Algorithm with Non-uniform Time Slice Strategy

In this section, we propose a non-uniform time slice strategy applicable to the projector quantum Monte Carlo
(PQMC) algorithm, which saves more than 40% of time with the same accuracy compared to the usual uniform time
slice strategy.

In PQMC simulations, the expectation of a physical quantity O is written as

⟨O⟩ = lim
Θ→∞

⟨ψ|e−ΘHOe−ΘH |ψ⟩
⟨ψ|e−2ΘH |ψ⟩

, (S3)

where |ψ⟩ represents the trial wave function. Θ denotes the total imaginary time, and e−ΘH is the total imaginary
time projection operator. The overlap integral between the ground state and the trial wave function |⟨Ψ0|ψ⟩|2 can
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FIG. A1. (a-e) The schematic diagram of D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with central 8-site cluster for (a), D4 symmetric
Thue-Morse lattice with central 4-site cluster for (b), D2 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice for (c), D5 symmetric Penrose lattice
for (d) and D8 symmetric Ammann-Beenker lattice for (e). The solid (hollow) circle denotes the site in sublattice A (B) and
the solid line represents the NN or NNN bond.

depict the degree of approximation between the two. |⟨Ψ0|ψ⟩|2 = 1 indicates that the trial wave function is the exact
ground state, while |⟨Ψ0|ψ⟩|2 = 0 implies that the two are orthogonal. As it gets closer to 0, the larger Θ is required
to project the trial wave function to reach the ground state.

For systems with many-body interactions, the Hubbard-Stratonovich (HS) decomposition is used to deal with the
interaction terms, in which the total projection operator e−2ΘH is decomposed into projection operators with several
time slices as

e−2ΘH = lim
n→∞

e−2n∆τH , (S4)

which is always implemented numerically using the Trotter decomposition and thus introduce the so-called Trotter
error. Obviously, the accuracy of the simulated ground state with the same total imaginary time Θ is restricted by
both the deviation of the trial wave function from the exact ground state and the Trotter error. When the overlap
integral is less than a certain threshold, the deviation of the trial wave function from the exact ground state cannot
be adequately eliminated after projection; while the time slices ∆τ are too large, the Trotter error leads to insufficient
simulation accuracy. When both are taken into account, the excessive number of time slices limits the computational
efficiency of PQMC simulations.

In previous PQMC studies, the time slices ∆τ are set to a unitary value, leading to a large number of time slices
∆τ for a sufficiently large Θ and a sufficiently small Trotter error. Here, we propose a non-uniform time-slice strategy
to accelerate the PQMC simulation by setting a series of different ∆τ . The strategy decomposes the total projection
operator into projection operators with non-uniform time slices as

e−ΘHOe−ΘH = lim
n→∞

e−∆τ1He−∆τ2H · · · e−∆τnHOe−∆τnHe−∆τn−1H · · · e−∆τ1H , (S5)

e−2ΘH = lim
n→∞

e−∆τ1He−∆τ2H · · · e−∆τnHe−∆τnHe−∆τn−1H · · · e−∆τ1H , (S6)



10

where

Θ =

n∑
i=1

∆τi and ∆τ1 ≥ ∆τ2 ≥ · · · ≥ ∆τn > 0. (S7)

This strategy aims to balance the Trotter error and the error between the trial wave function and the exact ground
state by regulating the time slices. In a many-body system, particularly a strongly correlated system (e.g., large-U
Hubbard model), the trial wave function |ψ⟩ always deviates far from the exact ground state |Ψ0⟩, which requires a
large Θ to cool |ψ⟩ to |Ψ0⟩. Thus, it is a sensible strategy to preferentially apply the projection operator with larger
time slices to the trial wave function for a rapid approach to the ground state, and then apply the ones with smaller
time slices to reduce the Trotter error and further optimize the state.

In order to demonstrate the efficiency of the non-uniform strategy, we do a series of tests with the Hubbard model
Eq. (S1) in the 8-site Thue-Morse lattice, while comparing with the results of exact diagonalization (ED). Fig. A2
(a) illustrates the geometry of the 8-site Thue-Morse lattice, where the solid lines indicate the NN or NNN bonds.

We solve the ground state for 2Θ ≈ 20 with 600 non-uniform time slices, i.e., 2Θ = 2× (20× 0.2 + 30× 0.1 + 30×
0.05+30× 0.02+50× 0.01+80× 0.005+60× 0.002) = 20.24, compared to the results for 2Θ = 20 with unitary time
slices ∆τ = 0.01, 0.02 and 0.04 and for 2Θ = 30 and 40 with unitary time slice ∆τ = 0.01.

FIG. A2. (a) The schematic diagram of 8-site Thue-Morse lattice. The solid line represents the NN or NNN bond. (b) The
energy as a function of sampling number. The exact ground state energy and the statistical mean and error of the energy for
different parameters are labeled in the figure.

The results are shown in Fig. A2 (b). Comparison of results for 2Θ = 20, 30 and 40 with unitary time slices
∆τ = 0.01 indicates that 2Θ = 20 is sufficient to allow the trial wave function to evolve to the ground state, while the
accumulated Trotter error amplifies the systematic error for 2Θ = 30 and 40. Combining the results for 2Θ = 20 with
uniform ∆τ = 0.01, 0.02 and 0.04, it is easy to see that the increase in ∆τ leads to a rapid deviation of the energy
from the exact ground state due to the increasing Trotter error. The results of the non-uniform time slice strategy
with 600 time slices demonstrate similar accuracy to the results for 2Θ = 20 with uniform ∆τ = 0.02, slightly worse
than the one with ∆τ = 0.01. As a result, our non-uniform time slice strategy saves more than 40% of time with the
same accuracy compared to the usual uniform time slice strategy, exhibiting a great value for numerate simulation.

In fact, we do not extensively test the performance of different sets of non-uniform time slices. We believe that
more reasonable parameter selection allows this strategy to at least double the performance of the PQMC algorithm,
particularly in a strongly correlated system.
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C. Trial wave function in the PQMC simulation

The trial wavefuntion is introduced as the initial state for imaginary time propagation in PQMC simulations. For
the half-filled Hubbard model, it is a common and convenient constructor of wave function as follows: We denote the
tight-binding (TB) Hamiltonian (including hopping terms and pinning field terms) as HTB, which can be decomposed

to spin-↑ (H↑
TB) and spin-↓ (H↓

TB) components asHTB = H↑
TB+H

↓
TB. The coefficient matrix ofHTB is a block-diagonal

matrix with H↑
TB and H↓

TB as diagonal blocks, i.e.,

[HTB] =

[
[H↑

TB]

[H↓
TB]

]
. (S8)

Here, [. . . ] denotes the coefficient matrix. Then we solve the eigen equations

[H↑
TB][ϕ

↑] ≡ [H↑
TB]


ϕ↑1,1 ϕ↑1,2 · · · ϕ↑1,n↑

ϕ↑2,1 ϕ↑2,2 · · · ϕ↑2,n↑
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↑n,1 ϕ↑n,2 · · · ϕ↑n,n↑

 =


ϕ↑1,1 ϕ↑1,2 · · · ϕ↑1,n↑

ϕ↑2,1 ϕ↑2,2 · · · ϕ↑2,n↑
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↑n,1 ϕ↑n,2 · · · ϕ↑n,n↑



E↑

1

E↑
2

. . .

E↑
n↑

 (S9)

and

[H↓
TB][ϕ

↓] ≡ [H↓
TB]


ϕ↓1,1 ϕ↓1,2 · · · ϕ↓1,n↓

ϕ↓2,1 ϕ↓2,2 · · · ϕ↓2,n↓
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↓n,1 ϕ↓n,2 · · · ϕ↓n,n↓

 =


ϕ↓1,1 ϕ↓1,2 · · · ϕ↓1,n↓

ϕ↓2,1 ϕ↓2,2 · · · ϕ↓2,n↓
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↓n,1 ϕ↓n,2 · · · ϕ↓n,n↓



E↓

1

E↓
2

. . .

E↓
n↓

 , (S10)

where n denotes the number of lattice sites and n↑ = n
2 (n↓ = n

2 ) denotes the particle number of spin-↑ (spin-↓)
Fermion. E↑

i (E↓
i ) is the i-th lowest eigenvalue of H↑

TB (H↓
TB) with the eigenvector ϕ+i (ϕ−i ) whose coefficient matrix

is the i-th column of [ϕ↑] ([ϕ↓]).
We construct the trial wave function |ψ⟩ as

|ψ⟩ =
N/2∏
m=1

∏
σ

N∑
i=1

ϕσimc
†
iσ|0⟩, (S11)

with the coefficient matrix

[ψ] =

[
[ϕ↑]

[ϕ↓]

]
=



ϕ↑1,1 ϕ↑1,2 · · · ϕ↑1,n↑

ϕ↑2,1 ϕ↑2,2 · · · ϕ↑2,n↑
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↑n,1 ϕ↑n,2 · · · ϕ↑n,n↑

ϕ↓1,1 ϕ↓1,2 · · · ϕ↓1,n↓

ϕ↓2,1 ϕ↓2,2 · · · ϕ↓2,n↓
...

...
. . .

...

ϕ↓n,1 ϕ↓n,2 · · · ϕ↓n,n↓


. (S12)

The constructor is sign-problem-free in the lattice with a gapped Fermi surface (e.g. D2 and D4 symmetric Thue-
Morse lattice). However, the sign-problem occurs in the half-filling Hubbard model with a gapless ground state of
HTB (e.g. D5 symmetric Penrose lattice or D8 symmetric Ammann-Beenker lattice) because of the incompleteness
of the trial wave function (S11), which can be avoided by the particle-hole (PH) transformation.

Another character of the trial wave function (S11) is the fixed and equal particle numbers of spin-↑ and spin-↓,
which requires that the net magnetism of the measured ground state be zero. Without the magnetic pinning field,
the spin SU(2) symmetry preserves the measured ground state with zero net magnetism in finite size. However, the
introduction of magnetic pinning field explicitly breaks spin SU(2) and T symmetries, leading to a possible non-zero
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net magnetism and the particle number difference ⟨n↑⟩ − ⟨n↓⟩ that cannot be determined a priori. Therefore, we
propose a new and complete constructor to capture different Néel order, which avoids the sign-problem without the
aid of PH transformation.

We denote the TB Hamiltonian without pinning field as HTB0 = H↑
TB0 + H↓

TB0, where H
↑
K0 (H↓

K0) is the spin-↑
(spin-↓) component. The coefficient matrix follows

[HTB0] =

[
[H↑

TB0]

[H↓
TB0]

]
. (S13)

Here, [H↑
TB0] = [H↓

TB0]. Different from Eqs (S9) and (S10), the eigen equations are solved by

[Hσ
TB0][ϕ] ≡ [Hσ

TB0]


ϕ1,1 ϕ1,2 · · · ϕ1,n
ϕ2,1 ϕ2,2 · · · ϕ2,n
...

...
. . .

...
ϕn,1 ϕn,2 · · · ϕn,n

 =


ϕ1,1 ϕ1,2 · · · ϕ1,n
ϕ2,1 ϕ2,2 · · · ϕ2,n
...

...
. . .

...
ϕn,1 ϕn,2 · · · ϕn,n



E1

E2

. . .

En

 . (S14)

The trial wave function |ψ⟩ are constructed by

|ψ⟩ =
N∏

m=1

N∑
i=1

ϕim

(
c†i↑ + c†i↓

)
|0⟩, (S15)

with the coefficient matrix

[ψ] =



ϕ1,1 ϕ1,2 · · · ϕ1,n
ϕ2,1 ϕ2,2 · · · ϕ2,n
...

...
. . .

...
ϕn,1 ϕn,2 · · · ϕn,n
ϕ1,1 ϕ1,2 · · · ϕ1,n
ϕ2,1 ϕ2,2 · · · ϕ2,n
...

...
. . .

...
ϕn,1 ϕn,2 · · · ϕn,n


. (S16)

In our subsequent study, we confirm the existence of altermagnetism (AM) and antiferromagnetism (AFM) Néel
order with a zero net magnetism in D4 and D2 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice using the trial wave function (S15). As
a result, we reconsider the trial wave function (S11) to accelerate the simulations.

D. Spin-Resolved Angle-Resolved Photoemission Spectrum

To distinguish the AM and AFM states, we consider the spin-resolved angle-resolved photoemission spectrum.
We begin with a mean-field Hamiltonian with magnetic order,

HMF = −t1
∑
⟨i,j⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− t2

∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− µ

∑
iσ

niσ − 2U

3

∑
i

⟨Sz
i ⟩ (ni↑ − ni↓) . (S17)

For Thue-Morse lattice, t1 = 1 and t2 = 0.5. In the Wannier basis, the matrix form of HMF is block-diagonal,

[HMF] =

[
[H↑]

[H↓]

]
, (S18)

where [HMF] is the matrix form ofHMF in the Wannier basis, and [Hσ] is the matrix form of the mean-field Hamiltonian
for spin σ, which is defined as

Hσ = −t1
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− t2

∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− µ

∑
i

niσ − 2U

3
σ
∑
i

⟨Sz
i ⟩niσ. (S19)
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The spectrum weight for spin σ at a certain energy level ω is expressed as

Aσ(p, ω) = − η
π

|⟨pσ|mσ⟩|2

(ω − Eσ
m)

2
+ η2

, (S20)

where Eσ
m and |mσ⟩ are the m-th eigenvalue and the corresponding eigenstate of Hσ, |pσ⟩ = 1√

N

∑
i e

ip·ric†iσ |0⟩ (N
is the number of sites, ri is the position of site i and |0⟩ is vacuum state) is the plane wave with momentum p, and η
is a small Lorentzian expansion width.

E. More Details and Results with Local Magnetic Pinning Field

The PQMC algorithm is limited by the inability to distinguish between degenerate ground states, and therefore
cannot correctly compute the nonzero order parameters for spontaneous symmetry breaking. In addition, the correla-
tion function cannot accurately evaluate the magnitude of the local order parameters for further spectroscopic study.
Therefore, we introduce the pinning field and obtain the exact magnitude and distribution of the order parameters
by extrapolation within the linear response region.

In this section, we apply the local magnetic pinning field of different patterns on the central small-cluster or
single-site to determine the pattern of the ground state. The local magnetic pinning field is written as

H local
p = hl

∑
i∈C

sign(i) Sz
i , (S21)

where C represents the central small-cluster or single-site and sign(i) denotes the sign of the pinning field at the site
i. Sz

i is the z-component spin operator at site i. The total Hamiltonian is written as

H = −t1
∑
⟨i,j⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
− t2

∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩σ

(
c†iσcjσ + h.c.

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓ +H local
p . (S22)

FIG. A3. (a) The schematic diagram of 120-site D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with central 8-site cluster circled in red.
The black dot denotes the site and the solid line represents the NN or NNN bond. The local magnetic pinning field is applied in
the cluster circled in red. (b-f) The schematic diagram of the local magnetic pinning field signs of s-wave for (b), dx2−y2 -wave
for (c), dxy-wave for (d), dx2−y2 · dxy-wave for (e), px-wave pattern for (f).

Here, we take the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with central 8-site cluster as an example. Fig. A3 (a) exhibits
the structure of 120-site D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with central 8-site cluster circled in red, where the black
dot represents the site and the solid line represents the NN or NNN bond. Figs. A3 (b-f) show the signs of the local
magnetic pinning field with s-wave, dx2−y2 -wave, dxy-wave, dx2−y2 · dxy-wave, px-wave pattern, respectively. We set
t1 = 1, t2 = 0.5, U = 4 and hl = 0.2 to determine the ground state pattern of the original Hamiltonian (S1) without
the pinning field.

Fig. A4 shows the results under local pinning field with different patterns. As shown in Fig. A4 (a), the ground
state of the Hamiltonian (S22) with the local magnetic pinning field with dx2−y2 ·dxy pattern holds the lowest energy.
As the introduction of a weak local pinning field lifts the energy of the ground state mismatching the pattern of the
pinning field and lowers the matched one, the results indicate that the ground state of the original Hamiltonian (S1)
without the pinning field takes dx2−y2 · dxy pattern.
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FIG. A4. (a) The ground state energies in the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with under local magnetic pinning fields
with different patterns on the central 8-site cluster. (b-f) The distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under local
magnetic pinning fields with s-wave for (b), dx2−y2 -wave for (c), dxy-wave for (d), dx2−y2 · dxy-wave for (e), px-wave pattern
for (f). The values of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ are labeled in the figure.

Figs. A4 (b-f) exhibit the distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz
i ⟩ under local magnetic pinning fields with

s-wave, dx2−y2-wave, dxy-wave, dx2−y2 · dxy-wave, px-wave pattern, respectively. The results indicate that the order
parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under the pinning field with dx2−y2 · dxy pattern maintains a finite value within the finite size, while
the ones under the pinning fields with other patterns quickly fall to zero with the increasing distance from the central
cluster. Since the effect of a local pinning field decays algebraically with distance[109, 110], a weak mismatched local
pinning field can only pin the local order parameter, while the matched one can stabilize the global order parameter
by the existence of the long-range order. The behavior of the distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ in
finite size also suggests that the ground state of the original Hamiltonian (S1) without the pinning field holds the
dx2−y2 · dxy-wave pattern.

In short, both the lowest energy and the finite value of ⟨Sz
i ⟩ in finite size indicate that dx2−y2 · dxy-wave is the

ground state pattern of the original Hamiltonian (S1) without the pinning field.

Similarly, we investigate the ground state properties of different QCs under the corresponding local pinning fields
and determine their ground state patterns. Some of the results are shown in Fig. A5. Fig. A5 (a) exhibits that
dxy-wave is the pattern of local pinning field with the lowest ground state energy in the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse
lattice with central 4-site cluster, which also leads to a finite value of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ in the finite size in Fig. A5 (b) in the
same lattice, indicating that dxy-wave is the pattern of the ground state of the original Hamiltonian (S1) without the
pinning field. Fig. A5 (c) indicates that the distribution of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ in the D5 symmetric Penrose lattice maintains global
symmetry breaking with the s-wave pattern, suggesting that the ground state pattern is s-wave, while Fig. A5 (d)
implies the pattern in the D8 symmetric lattice is s-wave as well. Figs. A5 (e-f) provide the similar information in
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FIG. A5. (a) The ground state energies in the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice under local magnetic pinning fields with
different patterns on the central 4-site cluster. (b) The distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under local magnetic
pinning field with dxy-wave (circled in red) in the D4 symmetric lattice as same as (a). (c) The distribution of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under local
pinning field at the central single-site (circled in red) in the D5 symmetric lattice. (d) The distribution of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under local
pinning field (circled in red) at the central single-site in the D8 symmetric lattice. (e) The ground state energies in the D2

symmetric Thue-Morse lattice under local magnetic pinning fields with different patterns on the central 2-site cluster. (f) The
distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ under local magnetic pinning field with px−y-wave (circled in red) in the D2

symmetric lattice as same as (e). The values of ⟨Sz
i ⟩ are labeled in the figure.

the D2 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice, which demonstrates the ground state pattern is px−y-wave.

F. More Details and Results with Global Magnetic Pinning Field

At the end of Sec. E, we have obtained the ground state patterns in different QCs by the application of the local
pinning field. Although the matched local pinning field globally maintains nonzero order parameters, the convergence
rate at the lattice edge region is unsatisfactory with significant statistical error.

In this section, we introduce the global pinning fields with the same patterns as the ground states, which demon-
strates better global convergence than the local one. The global pinning field is written as

Hglobal
p = hg

∑
i∈L

sign(i) Sz
i , (S23)

where L denotes the entire lattice. As all patterns determined in the different QCs take the form of the Néel order,
we actually add the global pinning field with the same form in these bipartite lattices, i.e., one sublattice satisfies
sign(i) = 1 and the other satisfies sign(i) = −1.

Here, we still take the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with central 8-site cluster as an example, with the typical
parameter set of t1 = 1, t2 = 0.5 and U = 4.
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FIG. A6. (a-b) The distribution of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz
i ⟩ under global magnetic pinning field hg = 0.01 for (a)

and hg = 0.02 for (b). (c) The distribution of ⟨Sz
i ⟩ as a function of the pinning field hg at the sites i circled in (a). (d) The

distribution of ⟨Sz
i ⟩ fitted by the linear-fitting method. The values of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ are labeled in the figure.

FIG. A7. (a-d) The distribution of ⟨Sz
i ⟩ fitted by the linear-fitting method in the D4 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice with

central 4-site cluster for (a), D5 symmetric lattice for (b), D8 symmetry for (c) and D2 symmetric Thue-Morse lattice for (d).
The values of ⟨Sz

i ⟩ are labeled in the figure.
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We calculate the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz
i ⟩ under the global pinning fields of different strengths hg = 0.01,

0.02, 0.03, 0.04, 0.06 and 0.08. The results of hg = 0.01 and 0.02 are shown in Figs. A6 (a) and (b), respectively,
both of which show excellent global convergence with acceptable statistical error. Fig. A6 (c) illustrates the magnetic
order parameter ⟨Sz

i ⟩ as a function of the pinning field hg at the sites i labeled in Fig. A6 (a). The results indicate
that ⟨Sz

i ⟩ exhibits a linear response behavior when hg < 0.03, which allow us to obtain the actual distribution of ⟨Sz
i ⟩

with hg = 0 by the linear-fitting method. The fitting results after symmetrization with values are shown in Fig. A6
(d).

The fitting distributions of the magnetic order parameter ⟨Sz
i ⟩ after symmetrization in other QCs are shown in Fig.

A7.
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