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The Lieb-Robinson theorem states that information propagates with a finite velocity in quantum
systems on a lattice with nearest-neighbor interactions. What are the speed limits on information
propagation in quantum systems with power-law interactions, which decay as 1/rα at distance
r? Here, we present a definitive answer to this question for all exponents α > 2d and all spatial
dimensions d. Schematically, information takes time at least rmin{1,α−2d} to propagate a distance r.
As recent state transfer protocols saturate this bound, our work closes a decades-long hunt for
optimal Lieb-Robinson bounds on quantum information dynamics with power-law interactions.

Over a century ago, Einstein realized that there is
a speed limit to information propagation. If no phys-
ical object or signal can travel faster than light, then
the speed of light itself must constrain the dynamics
of quantum information and entanglement. In ordinary
quantum systems, however, emergent speed limits can
arise that place more stringent restrictions on informa-
tion propagation than does the speed of light. For ex-
ample, in quantum spin systems with nearest-neighbor
interactions on a lattice, Lieb and Robinson proved in
1972 that there is a finite velocity of information propa-
gation [1].

Of course, most non-relativistic physical systems real-
ized in experiments include long-range interactions such
as the Coulomb interaction, the dipole-dipole interac-
tion, or the van-der-Waals interaction. Each of these
decays with distance as a power law 1/rα for some ex-
ponent α. What is the fundamental speed limit on the
propagation of quantum information in these systems?

Despite the importance of this question in design-
ing and constraining the operation of future quantum
technologies [2–6], bounding information propagation in
systems with power-law interactions has been a noto-
riously challenging mathematical physics problem. In
2005, Hastings and Koma [7] showed that it takes a
time t & log r to send information a distance r, for all
α > d, where d is the dimension of the lattice. By anal-
ogy to Einstein’s relativity, we say that there is at least a
“logarithmic light cone” for such power-law interactions.
However, it was suspected that this bound was far from
tight, and ten years later it was shown that t & rγ , for an
exponent 0 < γ < 1 when α > 2d [8–10]. In 2019, Chen
and Lucas [11] proved the existence of a linear light cone
(t & r) for all α > 3 in d = 1; Kuwahara and Saito [12]
later generalized this result to higher dimensions, finding
a linear light cone for all α > 2d+1. These recent results
prove that power-law interactions are, for all practical
purposes, entirely local for sufficiently large α.

A natural question is then how small α must be in

FIG. 1. The gap in the Lieb-Robinson literature in d > 1
dimensions. The red solid lines represent the exponent γ of
the Lieb-Robinson light cone t & rγ in literature. The green
solid lines correspond to the light cone exponents of best-
known information-propagating protocols. Accordingly, the
green region corresponds to attainable light cone exponents,
whereas the red region is forbidden by the known bounds.
Our result (red dashed line) closes the gap in our under-
standing of the Lieb-Robinson light cone.

order to break a linear light cone. Fast state-transfer
and entanglement-generation protocols developed in the
past year [12–15] have ultimately demonstrated that the
time t required to send information a distance r obeys
t . rmin(α−2d,1) for any α > 2d and t . ro(1) for
α < d, where o(1) is an arbitrarily small constant. Com-
bining all best known results in the literature leads to
the diagram shown in Fig. 1, which compares known
information-transfer protocols to corresponding Lieb-
Robinson bounds.

In this Letter, we complete this extensive literature
on Lieb-Robinson bounds for power-law interactions [7–
22], by proving that quantum information is contained
within the Lieb-Robinson light cone t & rmin(α−2d−ε,1),
for any ε > 0. This result closes the remaining gap be-
tween bounds and protocols in Fig. 1, and concludes the
fifteen-year quest to understand the fundamental speed
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limit on quantum information in the presence of power-
law interactions. We sketch the proof of the result in the
main text and refer readers to the Supplemental Material
(SM) [23] for a rigorous treatment.

Main result.—We consider a d-dimensional regular lat-
tice Λ, a finite-level system at every site of the lat-
tice, and a two-body power-law Hamiltonian H(t) with
an exponent α supported on the lattice. Specifically,
we assume H(t) =

∑
i,j∈Λ hij(t) is a sum of two-body

terms hij supported on sites i, j such that ‖hij(t)‖ ≤
1/dist(i, j)α for all i 6= j, where ‖·‖ is the operator norm
and dist(i, j) is the distance between i, j. In the follow-
ing discussion, we assume Λ is a hypercubic lattice of
qubits for simplicity.

We use L to denote the Liouvillian corresponding
to the Heisenberg evolution under Hamiltonian H, i.e.
L |O) ≡ |i[H,O]) for any operator O, and use eLt |O) ≡
|O(t)) to denote the time-evolved version of the opera-

tor O. We also use P(i)
r |O) to denote an operator con-

structed from O by decomposing O into a sum of Pauli
strings and removing strings that are supported entirely
within a ball of radius r from i. Colloquially speaking,

P(i)
r |O) is the component of O that has non-trivial sup-

port on sites a distance at least r from site i. If i is the
origin of the lattice, we drop the superscript i and simply
write Pr for brevity.

Given a unit-norm operator O initially supported at
the origin, our main result is a bound on how much O
spreads to a distance r and beyond under the evolution
eLt:

Theorem 1. For any α ∈ (2d, 2d+1) and an arbitrarily
small ε > 0, there exist constants c, C ≥ 0 such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d− ε2

(1)

holds for all 1 ≤ t ≤ crα−2d−ε.

Because
∥∥PreLt |O)

∥∥ can be both upper- and lower-

bounded by linear functions of supA
∥∥[A, eLtO

]∥∥, where
A is a unit-norm operator supported at least a distance r
from O, Eq. (1) is equivalent to a bound on the unequal-
time commutators commonly used in the Lieb-Robinson
literature.

For α ∈ (2d, 2d + 1), by setting the left-hand side of
Eq. (1) to a constant, Theorem 1 implies the light cone
t & rα−2d−ε for some ε that can be made arbitrarily
small. Note that our definition does not require ‖hij‖
to decay exactly as 1/dist(i, j)α; it may actually decay
faster than 1/dist(i, j)α and still satisfy the condition of
a power-law interaction with an exponent α. Therefore,
for α ≥ 2d+1 and power-law Hamiltonians H =

∑
ij hij

satisfying ‖hij‖ ≤ 1/dist(i, j)α < 1/dist(i, j)2d+1−ε,
Theorem 1 implies a linear light cone t & r1−2ε.

Sketch of proof.— For simplicity, we assume here that
the lattice diameter is O(r). We show in the SM [23] that
interactions whose ranges are much larger than r do not

contribute significantly to the dynamics of O and, there-
fore, can be safely removed from the Hamiltonian. Our
strategy is to group the interactions of the Hamiltonian
by their ranges, prove a bound for short-range interac-
tions, and recursively add longer-range interactions to
the Hamiltonian.

Specifically, we choose `k ≡ Lk for k = 1, . . . , n, where
L, n are parameters to be chosen later. We use Hk to
denote those terms of H with range at most `k and use
Lk ≡ i[Hk, ·] to denote the corresponding Liouvillian.
We start with the standard Lieb-Robinson bound for
H1 [1]:

∥∥PreL1t |O)
∥∥ . e

v1t−r
`1 , (2)

where v1 ∝ `1 = L is the rescaled Lieb-Robinson veloc-
ity, and prove a bound for H2 by adding V2 ≡ H2 −H1,
i.e., interactions of range between `1 and `2, to the
Hamiltonian H1.

For that, we move into the interaction picture of H1 so
that we can decompose the evolution eL2t = eL2,IteL1t

into two consecutive evolutions, where eL2,It is the evo-
lution under V2,I ≡ eL1tV2. Loosely speaking, the light
cone induced by H2 will be a “sum” of the light cones
induced by H1 and V2,I individually (see the SM [23] for
a proof.) With the light cone of H1 given by Eq. (2), our
task is to find the light cone of V2,I .

For this purpose, we consider the structure of V2,I and
show that, with a suitable rescaling of the lattice, the in-
teractions in V2,I decay exponentially with distance. We
then obtain the light cone of V2,I using the standard
Lieb-Robinson bound on the rescaled lattice. Specifi-
cally, we divide the lattice into non-overlapping hyper-
cubes of length `2 (see Fig. 2). Given x, y as the cen-
ters of two hypercubes, we define dist(x, y)/`2 to be the
rescaled distance between the hypercubes. We shall esti-
mate the strength of the interaction between hypercubes
under the Hamiltonian V2,I .

We first consider the case t = 0 so that V2,I = V2. Be-
cause each interaction in V2 has range at most `2, no in-
teraction hij is supported on two distinct hypercubes un-
less they are nearest neighbors. Therefore, only nearest-
neighboring hypercubes may interact under V2,I = V2.

The case t > 0 is slightly more complicated. The sup-
port of an interaction hij in V2 may expand under eL1t,
and, hence, non-nearest-neighboring hypercubes may in-
teract with each other. However, due to Eq. (2), the
support of eL1thij would largely remain inside the balls
of radius v1t around i, j. The interactions between hy-
percubes are exponentially suppressed with distance by
Eq. (2). Therefore, the system of hypercubes would in-
teract via a nearly finite-range interaction (see Fig. 2).

To apply the standard Lieb-Robinson bound for this
system of hypercubes, we estimate the maximum effec-
tive interaction between any pair of nearest-neighboring
hypercubes centered on x, y. In particular, assuming
v1t ≤ `2, the primary contributions to such an interac-
tion come from ∝ `d2× `d2 = `2d2 interaction terms eL1thij
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FIG. 2. We study the structure of V2,I by dividing the lattice
into hypercubes of length `2 (labeled by x, y, and z for exam-
ple). In the interaction picture, how much each eL1thij con-
tributes to the pair-wise “effective interaction” between two
hypercubes depends on how strongly the support of eL1thij
(represented by the shaded area) overlaps with the hyper-
cubes. Because of the bound in Eq. (2), the evolved operator
eL1thij is largely confined to the light cones induced by L1

around i and j (the smallest disks around i and j). The
component of eL1thij supported outside this light cone is ex-
ponentially suppressed with distance (represented by lighter
shade). Consequently, the effective interaction between the
hypercubes x and z is exponentially smaller than the one
between x and y.

whose light cones under H1 may overlap with the hyper-
cubes. Because each interaction hij has norm at most
1/`α1 by our assumption, the total contribution to the
interactions between the cubes x, y is O(`2d2 /`

α
1 ). Apply-

ing the standard finite-range Lieb-Robinson bound on
the system of hypercubes, where the maximum energy
per interaction is O(`2d2 /`

α
1 ) and the distance is rescaled

by a factor `2, we obtain the bound for the evolution
under V2,I :

∥∥PreLIt |O)
∥∥ . exp

(
O
(
`2d2
`α1

)
t− r

`2

)
≡ e

∆vt−r
`2 , (3)

where ∆v = O(`2d+1
2 /`α1 ).

After getting the light cone for the evolution under
V2,I , we now combine it with the evolution under H1 to
obtain the light cone of H2. Intuitively, the evolutions
under H1 and V2,I for time t may each grow the sup-
port radius of an operator by v1t and ∆vt respectively.
Therefore, one would expect an operator evolved under
H1 and V2,I consecutively, each for time t, may have the
support radius at most (v1 + ∆v)t. In the SM [23], we
show that

∥∥PreL2t |O)
∥∥ =

∥∥PreL2,IteL1t |O)
∥∥ . e

v2t−r
`2 , (4)

where

v2 ∝ log(r)v1 + ∆v = log(r)v1 +
`2d+1
2

`α1
(5)

and r is the diameter of the lattice Λ. The additional
factor of log(r) (compared to our intuition) comes from
the enhancement to the operator spreading due to the
increased support size after the first evolution eL1t.

Up to this point, we have used the bound Eq. (2) for
H1 to prove a bound for H2 [Eq. (4)], which has the
same form. Repeating this process, we arrive at similar
bounds for Hk (k = 3, 4, . . . , n):

∥∥PreLkt |O)
∥∥ . e

vkt−r
`k , (6)

where the velocity vk is defined iteratively:

vk ∝ log(r)vk−1 +
`2d+1
k

`αk−1

. (7)

Increasing k makes the bound in Eq. (6) applicable for
longer and longer interactions. However, doing so also
increases `k, resulting in weaker and weaker bounds. In
particular, if `k > r, Eq. (6) becomes trivial even for
t ≤ r/vk. Therefore, we stop the iteration at k = n such
that `n is slightly smaller than r. Specifically, we choose
n such that `n = Ln = r/χ(t, r), where χ(t, r) > 1 is
a function of t, r. For vnt ≤ r/2, the right-hand side of
Eq. (6) becomes

e
vnt−r
`n . e−

r
2`n . e−

1
2χ(t,r) . 1

χ(t, r)ω
, (8)

where we upper-bound an exponentially decaying func-
tion of χ(t, r) by a power-law decaying function of χ(t, r)
with an exponent ω > 0. Choosing χ(t, r) = (rα−2d/t)ζ ,
where ζ > 0 is an arbitrarily small constant, and ω =
α−d

ζ(α−2d) , we obtain the desired bound

∥∥PreLnt |O)
∥∥ .

(
t

rα−2d

) α−d
α−2d

. (9)

Note that Eq. (9) only holds for t ≤ r/2vn. To
maximize the range of validity of Eq. (9), we aim to
choose L such that vn is as small as possible. With-
out the second term in Eq. (7), we would expect vk to
increase by a factor of log r between iterations. Mean-
while, given `k = Lk, the second term in Eq. (7) also
increases by a factor L2d+1−α in every iteration. Choos-
ing L2d+1−α ∝ log r so that the two terms in Eq. (7)
have roughly equal contributions to vk, we expect

vn ∝ (log r)n ∝ Ln(2d+1−α) =

(
r

χ(t, r)

)2d+1−α
(10)

up to a small logarithmic correction in r. Substituting
the earlier choice of χ(t, r), we have

vnt ∝ r
(

t

rα−2d

)1+o(1)

≤ r, (11)

where o(1) represents an arbitrarily small constant, for
all t ≤ rα−2d. Therefore, the bound in Eq. (9) holds as
long as t . rα−2d.

The bound in Eq. (9) applies to the Hamiltonian Hn

constructed from H by taking interactions of range at
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most `n, which is slightly smaller than r for all t . rα−2d.
To add interactions of range larger than `n to the bound,
we use the identity [24]:

eLt = eLnt +
∑

i,j:dist(i,j)>`n

∫ t

0

ds eL(t−s)LhijeLns, (12)

where Lhij = i[hij , ·] is the Liouvillian corresponding to
the interaction hij . We will argue that the contribution
from the second term of the right-hand side to the bound
on
∥∥PreLt |O)

∥∥ is small.

Note that LhijeLns |O) vanishes if eLns |O) has no sup-
port on the sites i, j. Suppose site i is closer to the origin
than site j. Then, most contributions to the right-hand
side of Eq. (12) come from terms hij where i lies within
the light cone of eLns |O). Let V be the volume inside
this light cone at time t. Using the triangle inequality
on Eq. (12), we would arrive at

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ .

∥∥PreLnt |O)
∥∥+

Vt
`α−dn

, (13)

where V is the result of the sum over i inside the light
cone, summing over j where dist(i, j) > `n gives a factor
proportional to 1/`α−dn , and the integral over time in
Eq. (12) gives the factor t.

Suppose we can apply the desired light cone t & rα−2d.
Then we can estimate the volume inside the light cone
V . td/(α−2d). Substituting it into the above bound
together with the value of `n, we would arrive at

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ .

(
t

rα−2d

) α−d
α−2d

, (14)

which gives about the same light cone as in Theorem 1.

However, we are proving Theorem 1 and so cannot yet
apply the light cone t & rα−2d. Instead, we use the light
cone from Ref. [8], which is weaker than Theorem 1, to
estimate V. Substituting this value of V into Eq. (13),
we obtain a tighter light cone than that of Ref. [8]. Iter-
atively using the resulting light cone to estimate V (see
the SM [23] for a more detailed derivation), we obtain
tighter and tighter bounds. These bounds converge to
a stable point that is exactly Eq. (14). Therefore, we
obtain Theorem 1.

Discussion.—Theorem 1 implies a light cone that can
be made arbitrarily close to t & rα−2d for all α ∈
(2d, 2d + 1). In addition, Theorem 1 also implies a lin-
ear light cone t & r1−o(1) for α ≥ 2d + 1, providing an
alternative proof to Refs. [11, 12] for two-body Hamilto-
nians. Together with Refs. [7, 11, 12], we have the final
Lieb-Robinson light cone for power-law interactions:

t &





log r if d < α ≤ 2d

rα−2d−o(1) if 2d < α ≤ 2d+ 1

r if α > 2d+ 1

, (15)

which we can saturate, up to subpolynomial corrections,
using the protocol for state transfer and entanglement
generation in Ref. [15].

Additionally, at any fixed time, our bound decays with
distance as 1/rα−d−o(1). Because the total strength of
the interactions between the origin and all sites that are
at distance at least r from the origin already scales as
1/rα−d, this so-called “tail” of our bound is also optimal.

Our result tightens the constraints on various quan-
tum information tasks in power-law systems, including
the growth of connected correlation functions, the gener-
ation of topological order, and the digital simulation of
local observables. Intuitively, as a local operator evolves,
it is mostly constrained to lie within a light cone defined
by a Lieb-Robinson bound, with total leakage outside
this light cone constrained by the tail of this bound.
To simulate the dynamics of such observables, it is suf-
ficient to simulate only the dynamics inside the light
cone [10, 14, 25], resulting in a more efficient simula-
tion than simulating the entire lattice. Similarly, the
connected correlator between initially local observables
remains small during the dynamics if their corresponding
light cones have little overlap [14, 18, 26]. Topologically
ordered states—those that cannot be distinguished by
local observables—would also remain topologically or-
dered until local observables have enough time to sub-
stantially grow their supports [14, 26]. Crucially, then,
Theorem 1, which has a provably optimal light cone and
tail, provides the best-known asymptotic constraints for
the dynamics of these quantities. The mathematical de-
tails of precisely how they are bounded and the improve-
ments that our new bound provides are detailed in the
SM.

While we assume that the Hamiltonian is two-body
throughout the paper, we expect the result extends to
general many-body interactions. Specifically, we conjec-
ture that Theorem 1 holds for all Hamiltonians H =∑
X⊂Λ hX , where the sum is over all subsets of the lat-

tice and
∑
X3i,j ‖hX‖ ≤ 1/dist(i, j)α for all i 6= j.

Lastly, while Theorem 1 demonstrates the optimality
of the single-particle state transfer protocol of [15], other
information-theoretic tasks are constrained by tighter
light cones. Our techniques may help extend recent
progress [14, 27, 28] in constraining the remaining light
cone hierarchy that has been demonstrated with power
law interactions.
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In this Supplemental Material, we provide a rigorous proof of Theorem 1 in the main text (Sec. S1) and details
on the applications of the bound to connected correlators, topologically ordered states, and simulations of local
observables (Sec. S2).
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S1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we provide a rigorous proof of Theorem 1. We first summarize the lemmas we use in the proof of
the theorem, followed by the proofs of the lemmas in Secs. S1 A to S1 C.

For convenience, we first recall the definitions from the main text. We consider a d-dimensional lattice of qubits
Λ and, acting on this lattice, a two-body power-law Hamiltonian H(t) with exponent α. Specifically, we assume
H(t) =

∑
i,j∈Λ hij(t) is a sum of two-body terms hij supported on sites i, j such that ‖hij(t)‖ ≤ 1/dist(i, j)α for

all i 6= j, where ‖·‖ is the operator norm and dist(i, j) is the distance between i, j. In this paper, we assume
2d < α < 2d+ 1.

We use L to denote the Liouvillian corresponding to the Hamiltonian H, i.e. L |O) ≡ i |[H,O]) for all operators
O, and use eLt |O) ≡ |O(t)) to denote the time evolved version of the operator O. Similarly to the main text, we use

P(i)
r |O) to denote the projection of O onto sites that are at least a distance r from site i. In particular, if i is the

origin of the lattice, we may also drop the superscript i and simply write Pr for brevity.
Given a unit-norm operator O initially supported at the origin, PreLt |O) provides the fraction of the time-evolved

version of the operator O that is supported at least a distance r from the origin at time t. The identity [S1]

1

2
≤

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥

supA ‖[A, eLtO]‖ ≤ 2, (S1)

where the supremum is taken over all unit-norm operators A supported at least a distance r from O, establishes the
equivalence between the projector and the unequal-time commutator commonly used in the Lieb-Robinson literature.

Theorem 1. For any α ∈ (2d, 2d+ 1) and ε ∈
(

0, (α−2d)2

(α−2d)2+α−d

)
, there exist constants c, C1, C2 ≥ 0 such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C1

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d− ε2

+ C2
t

rα−d
(S2)

holds for all t ≤ crα−2d−ε.

Our strategy is to divide the terms of the Hamiltonian by their interaction range and prove a Lieb-Robinson-like
bound recursively for each range. Specifically, let `0 = 0 and `k ≡ Lk for k = 1, 2, . . . , n, where L > 1 to be chosen
later,

n =

⌊
1

logL
log

[
r

(
t

rα−2d

)η]⌋
, (S3)
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2

and η ∈ (0, 1
α−d ) is an arbitrary small constant. For our convenience, we set `n+1 = r∗, where r∗ is the diameter

of the lattice. We then divide the Hamiltonian into H =
∑n+1
k=1 Vk, where Vk =

∑
i,j:`k−1<dist(i,j)≤`k hij consists of

terms hij such that the distance between i, j is between `k−1 and `k. We also use Hk =
∑k
j=1 Vk to denote the

sum of interactions whose lengths are at most `k and Lk = i[Hk, ·] are the corresponding Liouvillians. Note that
Hn+1 = H contains every interaction of the Hamiltonian.

We start with a standard Lieb-Robinson bound for H1 [S2, S3], i.e.

∥∥PreL1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

[
v1t− r
`1

]
, (S4)

where v1 = 4eτ`1 is proportional to `1 and τ = maxi
∑
j∈Λ,j 6=i 1/dist(i, j)α is a constant for all α > d, and recursively

prove bounds for H2, H3, . . . ,Hn using the following lemma:

Lemma S1. Suppose for `k ≥ 1, we have

∥∥PreLkt |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

[
vkt− r
`k

]
, (S5)

for some unit-norm operator O supported at the origin. Then for `k+1 > `k, we have

∥∥PreLk+1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

[
vk+1t− r
`k+1

]
. (S6)

where

vk+1 = ξ log(r∗)vk + νλ
`2d+1
k+1

`αk
(S7)

and ξ, ν, λ are constants that may depend only on d.

Note that each of the bounds in the series has a logarithmic dependence on the diameter r∗ of the lattice. We later
show that this dependence on r∗ can be replaced by a similar logarithmic dependence on r, leading to a logarithmic
correction in the light cone. After applying Lemma S1 n− 1 times, we arrive at a bound for the evolution under Hn:

∥∥PreLnt |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

[
vnt− r
`n

]
, (S8)

where

vn = xn−1(v1 − L2d+1νλ) + xn−1L2d+1νλ

[
1 +

L2d+1−α

x
+ . . .

(
L2d+1−α

x

)n−1
]

(S9)

and x ≡ ξ log r∗. We now choose L = x1/(2d+1−α) so that

vn = xn−1[v1 + (n− 1)L2d+1νλ]. (S10)

At this point, we have a bound for the evolution under Hn, which contains most terms of the Hamiltonian except
for those with range larger than `n. With the value of n in Eq. (S3), we eventually show that the bound Eq. (S8)
has the desired light cone t & r/vn ∼ rα−2d.

Next, we add the remaining long-range interactions in H −Hn, i.e. those with range larger than `n, to the bound.
The result is the following lemma, which we prove in Sec. S1 B.

Lemma S2. Given any ε > 0, there exist constants C, c, κ, δ such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C logκ r∗

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

(S11)

holds for all t ≤ crα−2d−ε/ logδ r∗.

The bound at this point still has an undesirable feature: it depends on the size of the lattice r∗. Finally, we show
in Sec. S1 C that we can remove this dependence on r∗ at the cost of adding additional terms to the bound. The
result is Theorem 1 presented in the main text.
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A. Proof of Lemma S1

In this section, we prove Lemma S1.

Proof. For simplicity, let V ≡ Vk+1 = Hk+1 −Hk in this section. We shall move into the interaction picture of Hk

and write the time evolution under Hk+1 as a product

T exp

(
−i
∫ t

0

ds Hk+1(t)

)
= T exp

(
−i
∫ t

0

ds Hk(t)

)
.T exp

(
−i
∫ t

0

ds eLksV

)
(S12)

of an evolution under Hk, for which Eq. (S5) applies, and an evolution eLIt under the VI(t) = eLktV .

We decompose every term hij in V into a sum of products of two single-site operators u
(µ)
i :

hij =
∑

µ

J
(µ)
ij u

(µ)
i u

(µ)
j , (S13)

where u
(µ)
i have unit norms, J

(µ)
ij are nonnegative, and

∑
µ J

(µ)
ij ≤ 1/dist(i, j)α. In doing so, we can reduce the

evolution of hij into the evolutions of single-site operators u
(µ)
i :

eLkthij =
∑

µ

J
(µ)
ij

[
eLktu(µ)

i

] [
eLktu(µ)

j

]
. (S14)

We then pick a parameter R ≥ `k and divide the lattice around i into shells of width R. Specifically, let B(i)
r

denote the ball of radius r centered on i. Let S(i)
r = B(i)

r \ B(i)
r−R denote the shell of inner radius r − R and outer

radius r centered on i. For each µ, we have

eLktu(µ)
i =

[
(I− P(i)

R ) + (P(i)
R − P(i)

2R) + (P(i)
2R − P(i)

3R) + . . .
]
eLktu(µ)

i ≡
∞∑

q=0

u
(µ)
i,q (t), (S15)

where the distance in the subscript of the projectors is with respect to i and u
(µ)
i,q is supported on B(i)

(q+1)R for

q = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
Using Eq. (S5) and the triangle inequality, we can show that

∥∥∥u(µ)
i,q (t)

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥∥P(i)

qRe
Lktu(µ)

i

∥∥∥+
∥∥∥P(i)

(q+1)Re
Lktu(µ)

i

∥∥∥ ≤ exp

(
vkt− qR

`k

)
+ exp

(
vkt− (q + 1)R

`k

)
. (S16)

Choosing R ≥ vkt and R ≥ (1 + ε)`k for some positive constant ε, we have

∥∥∥u(µ)
i,q (t)

∥∥∥ ≤ e
−(q−1)R

`k + e
−qR
`k ≤ e−(q−1)(1+ε) + e−q(1+ε) ≤ (1 + e1+ε)e−q(1+ε) (S17)

for all q = 0, 1, 2, . . . . By combining the two legs of hij together, we arrive at a decomposition eLkthij =∑
p,q wi,p;j,q(t), where wi,p;j,q(t) =

∑
µ J

(µ)
ij u

(µ)
i,p (t)u

(µ)
j,q (t) and

‖wi,p;j,q(t)‖ ≤
(1 + e1+ε)2

dist(i, j)α
e−(p+q)(1+ε). (S18)

Next, we divide the lattice into complementary hypercubes of length R. We shall prove that VI(t) actually consists
of exponentially decaying interactions between hypercubes. We shall index the hypercubes by their centers, i.e. Cx
denotes the hypercube center at x. Given x, y as the centers of two hypercubes,

h̃xy(t) ≡
∑

i,j,p,q

B(i)

(p+1)R
∩Cx 6=∅

B(j)

(q+1)R
∩Cy 6=∅

wi,p;j,q(t) (S19)

defines the effective interaction between the cubes Cx and Cy. Note that
∑
x,y h̃xy 6= VI because some wi,p;j,q might be

double counted. The conditions B(i)
(p+1)R∩Cx 6= ∅ and B(j)

(q+1)R∩Cy 6= ∅ ensure that we account for all terms wi,p;j,q(t)

whose support might overlap with the cubes Cx, Cy (Fig. S1). These conditions, together with dist(i, j) ≤ `k+1, can
be relaxed to
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FIG. S1. The effective interaction between two hypercubes Cx and Cy comes from the terms wi,p;j,q whose support (the shaded
area) overlaps with the cubes.

1. dist(i, x) ≤ (p+ 1)R+R
√
d

2 ,

2. dist(j, y) ≤ (q + 1)R+R
√
d

2 , and

3. dist(x, y) ≤ (p+ 1)R+R
√
d

2 + `k+1 + (q + 1)R+R
√
d

2 ,

where (p+ 1)R and (q+ 1)R are the radii of the balls around i and j, R
√
d/2 is the maximum distance between the

center and the corner of a hypercube, and the middle term `k+1 comes from the maximum distance between i and j.

We bound the norm of h̃xy(t) using the triangle inequality and relax the conditions for i, j, p, q as we discussed
above:

∥∥∥h̃xy(t)
∥∥∥ ≤

∑

p,q,i,j
(1),(2),(3)

‖wi,p;j,q(t)‖ ≤
∑

p,q,i,j
(1),(2),(3)

(1 + e1+ε)2

dist(i, j)α
e−(p+q)(1+ε), (S20)

where the subscript (1), (2), (3) of the sum refers to the three conditions above, respectively. Since dist(i, j) ≥ `k, we
can simplify the bound and carry out the sums over i, j:

∥∥∥h̃ij(t)
∥∥∥ ≤ (1 + e1+ε)2

`αk

∑

p,q,i,j
(1),(2),(3)

e−(p+q)(1+ε) (S21)

≤ (1 + e1+ε)2

`αk

∑

p,q
(3)

4d

(
R+ pR+R

√
d

2

)d(
R+ qR+R

√
d

2

)d
e−(p+q)(1+ε) (S22)

=
(1 + e1+ε)2

`αk
(2R)2d

∑

p,q
(3)

(
p+ 1 +

√
d

2

)d(
q + 1 +

√
d

2

)d
e−(p+q)(1+ε). (S23)

We then use use the following identity to simplify the expression: For every ε > 0,

xd ≤ gεeεx (S24)

holds for all x ≥ 0, where gε = d!/εd. Therefore, we can bound

(
p+ 1 +

√
d

2

)d
≤ gεeε+ε

√
d

2 eεp. (S25)

Substituting back to the earlier equation, we have

∥∥∥h̃xy(t)
∥∥∥ ≤ g2

εe
2ε+2ε

√
d

2
(1 + e1+ε)2

`αk
(2R)2d

∑

p,q
(3)

e−(p+q)(1+ε−ε) ≤ g̃ε
`αk
R2d

∑

p,q
(3)

e−(p+q), (S26)
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where g̃ε absorbs all constants that depend only on ε and d. Recall that condition (3) is equivalent to

p+ q ≥ dist(x, y)

R
− 2−

√
d− `k+1

R
≡ a. (S27)

We consider two cases. For q ≥ a, the sum over p can be taken from 0 to ∞:

g̃ε
`αk
R2d

∑

q≥a

∑

p≥0

e−(p+q) ≤ g̃ε
`αk
R2de−a+1

∑

q≥0

∑

p≥0

e−(p+q) =
e3g̃ε

(e− 1)2`αk
R2de−a

=
e3g̃ε

(e− 1)2
e2+
√
de

`k+1
R

R2d

`αk
e−

dist(i,j)
R . (S28)

For q < a, we sum over p ≥ a− q:

g̃ε
`αk
R2d

∑

q<a

∑

p≥a−q
e−(p+q) ≤ e2

e− 1

g̃ε
`αk
R2dgεe

−(1−ε)a ≤ e2g̃εgεe
2+
√
d

e− 1
e
`k+1
R

R2d

`αk
e−(1−ε) dist(i,j)

R , (S29)

where we have used the identity Eq. (S24) again with d ≥ 1 and ε > 0 having the same value as before.
Combining Eqs. (S28) and (S29), we have

∥∥∥h̃xy(t)
∥∥∥ ≤ g̃ε

e2

e− 1
e2+
√
d

(
e

e− 1
+ gε

)
e
`k+1
R

R2d

`k︸ ︷︷ ︸
=E0

e−(1−ε) dist(x,y)
R . (S30)

Note that dist(x,y)
R is the rescaled distance between the hypercubes Cx and Cy. Therefore, the interaction between

the hypercubes decays exponentially with the rescaled distance between them. Using the standard Lieb-Robinson
bound for exponentially decaying interactions, there exists a constant ν such that

∥∥PreLIt |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

(
νE0t−

(1− ε)r
R

)
(S31)

for any unit-norm operator O supported on a single hypercube (including operators supported on single sites.) We
now choose R = (1− ε)`k+1 and rewrite

E0 = g̃ε
e2

e− 1
e2+
√
d

(
e

e− 1
+ gε

)
e

1
1−ε (1− ε)2d

︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡λ

`2dk+1

`αk
, (S32)

where the constant λ depends only on ε and d. Plugging this expression into the earlier bound, we get

∥∥PreLIt |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp



νλ

`2d+1
k+1

`αk
t− r

`k+1


 = exp

(
∆v t− r
`k+1

)
, (S33)

where

∆v ≡ νλ`
2d+1
k+1

`αk
. (S34)

Note that we assume R = (1− ε)`k+1 ≥ (1 + ε)`k. A constant ε satisfying this condition exists as long as `k+1 > `k.
Next, we use the following lemma to “merge” this bound for eLIt with the bound in Eq. (S5) for eLkt.

Lemma S3. Let H1, H2 be two possibly time-dependent Hamiltonians and L1,L2 be the corresponding Liouvillians.
Suppose that for all unit-norm, single-site operators O and for all times t ≤ ∆t for some ∆t,

∥∥PreL1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ c1rξ1e

v1t−r
`1 , (S35)

∥∥PreL2t |O)
∥∥ ≤ c2rξ2e

v2t−r
`2 , (S36)

for some `2 ≥ `1 and c1, c2 ≥ 1; ξ1, ξ2 ≥ 0 are constants. We have

∥∥PreL2teL1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ 2d+5c1c2r

ξ1+ξ2+d+1e
(v1+v2)t−r

`2 , (S37)

for all t ≤ ∆t.



6

We prove Lemma S3 in Sec. S1 A 1. Using the lemma, we obtain a bound for the evolution under Hk+1:

∥∥PreLk+1t |O)
∥∥ =

∥∥PreLIteLkt |O)
∥∥ ≤ 2d+5rd+1e

(vk+∆v)t−r
`k+1 . (S38)

However, because we assume vkt ≤ R in deriving Eq. (S33), Eq. (S38) is only valid for small time t ≤ (1−ε)`k+1/vk ≡
∆t. To extend the bound to all time, we use a corollary of Lemma S3:

Corollary 1. Suppose we have a single-site, unit-norm operator O, a Hamiltonian H with a corresponding Liouvillian
L, a constant ∆t, and

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ c0rξ0e(vt−r)/` (S39)

holds for all t ≤ ∆t. Then, for all t ≤ 2k∆t for any k ∈ N, we have
∥∥PreLt |O)

∥∥ ≤ ckrξke(vt−r)/`, (S40)

where ck = 2(d+5)(2k−1)c2
k

0 , ξk = (2k − 1)(d+ 1) + 2kξ0 are constants. In particular,

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ e χt∆t+ vt−r

` , (S41)

where χ = 2[log(2d+5c0) + (d+ 1 + ξ0) log r], holds for all time t.

We prove the corollary in Sec. S1 A 2. Using the corollary, we can extend Eq. (S38) to a bound for all time:

∥∥PreLk+1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ exp

(
χt

∆t
+

(vk + ∆v)t− r
`k+1

)
≤ exp

(
χ∗vkt

(1− ε)`k+1
+

(vk + ∆v)t− r
`k+1

)
= exp

(
vk+1t− r
`k+1

)
, (S42)

where we have upper bounded χ by χ∗ = 4(d+ 5) log 2 + 4(d+ 1) log r∗, r∗ ≥ r is the diameter of the lattice, and

vk+1 =

(
χ∗

1− ε + 1

)
vk + νλ

`2d+1
k+1

`αk
≤ 4(4d+ 13) log(r∗)vk + νλ

`2d+1
k+1

`αk
. (S43)

Here, we have assumed that r∗ ≥ 2 and ε ≤ 1/2 so that 1/(1 − ε) ≤ 2, χ∗ ≤ 4(2d + 6) log r∗, and 1 ≤ 4 log r∗.
Therefore, Lemma S1 holds with ξ = 4(4d+ 13).

1. Proof of Lemma S3

In this section, we prove Lemma S3.

Proof. The bound is trivial for r < vt, where v = v1 + v2. Therefore, we will consider r ≥ vt in the rest of the proof.
The strategy is to apply Eqs. (S35) and (S36) consecutively. A technical difficulty comes from the fact that after

the first evolution eL1t, the operator has spread to more than one site. Therefore, we cannot directly apply Eq. (S36),
which assumes that the operator is single-site. Instead, we need to use [S4, Lemma 4] to extend the bound for sing-
site operators to multi-site operators. In particular, given the assumed bound Eq. (S36) and an unit-norm operator
OX supported on a ball X of radius x ≤ r, we have

∥∥PreL2t |OX)
∥∥ ≤ 9

2
|X| c2rξ2e(v2t−r+x)/`2 . (S44)

With that in mind, we divide the lattice into:

1. A ball of radius v1t around the origin,

2. Shells of inner radius v1t+ (q − 1)`1 and outer radius v1t+ q`1 for q = 1, . . . , r−v1t
`1

,

3. The rest of the lattice, i.e. sites at least a distance r from the origin.

We then project eL1t |O) into these regions:

eL1t |O) =

[
(I− Pv1t) +

(r−v1t)/`1∑

q=1

(Pv1t+(q−1)`1 − Pv1t+q`1) + Pr
]
eL1t |O) (S45)

≡ |O0) +

q∗∑

q=1

|Oq) + |O∗) , (S46)
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where q∗ = (r − v1t)/`1. We then apply the other evolution, i.e. eL2t, on each term of the above expansion.
First, we consider |O0), which has norm at most three and is supported on at most (2v1t)

d = (2v1t)
d ≤ (2r)d sites

that are at least a distance r − v1t from the outside. Using the assumed bound, we have

∥∥PreL2t |O0)
∥∥ ≤ 27

2
(2r)dc2r

ξ2e(v2t−r+v1t)/`2 =
27

2
2dc2r

ξ2+de(vt−r)/`2 . (S47)

Next, we consider |O∗). Because ‖O∗‖ ≤ c1rξ1e(v1t−r)/`1 ,

∥∥PreL2t |O∗)
∥∥ ≤ 2 ‖O∗‖ ≤ 2c1r

ξ1e(v1t−r)/`1 ≤ 2c1c2r
ξ1+ξ2e(vt−r)/`1 ≤ 2c1c2r

ξ1+ξ2e(vt−r)/`2 . (S48)

Finally, we consider |Oq). Note that Oq is supported on a ball of volume at most 2d(v1t+ q`1)d ≤ (2r)d, ‖Oq‖ ≤
(1 + e)c1r

ξ1e−q and the distance between Oq and Pr is r − v1t− q`1 ≤ r. Therefore, we have

∑

q

∥∥PreL2t |Oq)
∥∥ ≤

∑

q

9

2
(2r)d ‖Oq‖ c2rξ2e(v2t−(r−v1t−q`1))/`2 (S49)

≤
∑

q

9

2
(2r)d(1 + e)c1r

ξ1e−qc2r
ξ2e(vt−r)/`2eq

`1
`2 (S50)

≤
∑

q

17× 2dc1c2r
ξ1+ξ2+de(vt−r)/`2 (S51)

≤ 17× 2dc1c2r
ξ1+ξ2+d+1e(vt−r)/`2 , (S52)

where we have used `1 ≤ `2 and the fact that there are at most r−v1t
`1
≤ r different q.

Combining Eqs. (S47), (S48) and (S52) with c1, c2 ≥ 1, d ≥ 1 and ξ1, ξ2 ≥ 0, we have

∥∥PreL2teL1t |O)
∥∥ ≤ 2d+5c1c2r

ξ1+ξ2+d+1e(vt−r)/`2 , (S53)

with v = v1 + v2. Therefore, the lemma follows.

2. Proof of Corollary 1

In this section, we prove Corollary 1, an application of Lemma S3 which extends the validity of a bound from
t ≤ ∆t to arbitrary time.

Proof. The lemma clearly holds for k = 0. So we will prove it by induction. Suppose Eq. (S40) holds for some k ∈ N.
We will prove that it holds for k + 1.

The strategy is to apply the assumed bound for k [Eq. (S40)] twice:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ =

∥∥∥PreLt/2eLt/2 |O)
∥∥∥ , (S54)

where the evolutions under eLt/2 can be bounded by the assumed bound because t/2 ≤ 2k∆t. We then use Lemma S3
to merge the two identical bounds with v1 = v2 → v/2, `1 = `2 → `, c1 = c2 → ck, ξ1 = ξ2 → ξk:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ 2d+5c2kr

2ξk+d+1e(vt−r)/`. (S55)

We choose

ck+1 = 2d+5c2k ⇒ ck = 2(d+5)(2k−1)c2
k

0 (S56)

ξk+1 = 2ξk + d+ 1 ⇒ ξk = (2k − 1)(d+ 1) + 2kξ0. (S57)

Therefore, by induction, Eq. (S40) holds for k + 1.
Next, to prove Eq. (S41), we choose k = dlog2(t/∆t)e so that t ≤ 2k∆t. We also have 2k ≤ 2t

∆t . Therefore,

ck ≤ (2d+5c0)
2t
∆t , ξk ≤ (d+ 1 + ξ0) 2t

∆t . Plugging them into Eq. (S40), we have

∥∥PrePrt |O)
∥∥ ≤ (2d+5c0)

2t
∆t r(d+1+ξ0) 2t

∆t e
vt−r
` = eχ

t
∆t+ vt−r

` , (S58)

with χ = 2[log(2d+5c0) + (d+ 1 + ξ0) log r].
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B. Proof of Lemma S2

In this section, we prove Lemma S2.

Proof. First, we need the following lemma, which uses an existing bound to prove a tighter bound. We will use the
lemma recursively to prove the nearly optimal bound in Lemma S2.

Lemma S4. Let η ∈ (0, 1
α−d ) be an arbitrary constant and

δ =
2d+ 1

(2d+ 1− α)(1 + η(2d+ 1− α))
(S59)

be another constant. Suppose there exist constants γ,C, c ≥ 0, κ ≥ δ, and β > d such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C logκ r∗

tγ

rβ
, (S60)

holds for all tγ ≤ crβ/ logδ r∗. Then, there exist constants C ′, c′ > 0, and κ′ > δ such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C ′ logκ

′
r∗
tγ
′

rβ′
, (S61)

holds for all tγ
′ ≤ c′rβ′/ logδ r∗, where

κ′ = max

{
κ− δ(β − d)

β
+

α− d
2d+ 1− α, δ

}
, (S62)

γ′ = γd/β + 1− η(α− d), (S63)

β′ = α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d) > d. (S64)

Proof. Let V = H −Hn to be the sum over interactions of range more than `n. We have [S3]

eLt |O) = eLnt |O) +
∑

hij

∫ t

0

ds eL(t−s)LhijeLns |O) , (S65)

where the sum is over all hij in V . The first term is the evolution under Hn, which we can bound using Eq. (S8).
Our task is to bound the second term.

Without loss of generality, we assume i ≤ j. Because Lhij |O) only acts nontrivially on the part of O supported at
least a distance dist(i, 0) from the origin, we can insert Pdist(i,0) in the middle of the intergrand and use the triangle
inequality:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤

∥∥PreLnt |O)
∥∥+

∥∥∥∥∥∥
Pr
∑

hij

∫ t

0

dseL(t−s)LhijPdist(i,0)e
Lns |O)

∥∥∥∥∥∥
(S66)

≤
∥∥PreLnt |O)

∥∥+ 4
∑

hij

∫ t

0

ds ‖hij‖
∥∥Pdist(i,0)e

Lns |O)
∥∥ . (S67)

Because ‖hij‖ ≤ 1/dist(i, j)α and dist(i, j) > `n, there exist a constant K1 such that
∑
j:dist(i,j)>`n

‖hij‖ ≤
K1/`

α−d
n for all i ∈ Λ. Therefore, we have

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤

∥∥PreLnt |O)
∥∥+

4K1

`α−dn

∫ t

0

ds
∑

i

∥∥Pdist(i,0)e
Lns |O)

∥∥ , (S68)

We then consider two cases for the sum over i. If dist(i, 0)β ≤ 1
c logδ(r∗) sγ , we use a trivial bound on the

projection:

∑

i:dist(i,0)β≤ 1
c logδ(r∗) sγ

∥∥Pdist(i,0)e
Lns |O)

∥∥ ≤ (2c−1/β(log r∗)
δ/βsγ/β)d × 2 = 2d+1c−d/β(log r∗)

δd/βsγd/β . (S69)



9

Otherwise, if dist(i, 0)β > 1
c logδ(r∗) sγ , we apply Eq. (S60):

∑

i:dist(i,0)β> 1
c logδ(r∗) sγ

∥∥Pdist(i,0)e
Lns |O)

∥∥ ≤ C logκ r∗
∑

i:dist(i,0)β> 1
c logδ(r∗) sγ

sγ

dist(i, 0)β
(S70)

≤ CK2 logκ r∗
sγ

[c−1/β(log r∗)δ/βsγ/β ]β−d
(S71)

≤ CK2c
β−d
β (log r∗)

κ− δ(β−d)
β sγd/β , (S72)

where K2 is a constant such that

∑

i:dist(i,0)>a

1

dist(i, 0)β
≤ K2

aβ−d
, (S73)

for all a > 0. Such a constant K2 exists because β > d by assumption.
Combining Eqs. (S69) and (S72) and accounting for κ ≥ δ, we can upper bound

4K1

`α−dn

∫ t

0

ds
∑

i

∥∥Pdist(i,0)e
Lns |O)

∥∥ ≤ K(log r∗)
κ− δ(β−d)

β
t
γd
β +1

`α−dn

, (S74)

where we absorb all constants into K = 4K1(2d+1c−d/β +CK2/c
β−d
β ) β

γd+β . Substituting Eq. (S74) in Eq. (S68), we

have a bound for the evolution under H:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ e vnt−r`n +K(log r∗)

κ− δ(β−d)
β

t
γd
β +1

`α−dn

(S75)

We now substitute the values of vn and `n into the bound. Recall from Eq. (S3) that

n =

⌊
1

logL
log

[
r

(
t

rα−2d

)η]⌋
, (S76)

where η ∈ (0, 1
α−d ) is an arbitrary small constant. With this choice, we can bound `n from both above and below:

r ≥ r
(

t

rα−2d

)η
≥ `n = Ln ≥ r

L

(
t

rα−2d

)η
=

r

(ξ log r∗)1/(2d+1−α)

(
t

rα−2d

)η
. (S77)

With v1 = 4eτ`1, x = ξ log r∗ = L2d+1−α, we also have a bound for vn from Eq. (S10):

vn ≤ r2d+1−α
(

t

rα−2d

)η(2d+1−α)
4eτx1/(2d+1−α) + νλ(n− 1)x(2d+1)/(2d+1−α)

x
. (S78)

Assuming that r∗ ≥ ee
2d+1−α/ξ so that logL ≥ 1 and x ≥ 1, we have n ≤ log r/ logL ≤ log r∗ = x/ξ. We can then

crudely upper bound

vn ≤ (4eτ + νλ/ξ)(ξ log r∗)
2d+1

2d+1−α
r

t

(
t

rα−2d

)1+η(2d+1−α)

= K3(log r∗)
2d+1

2d+1−α
r

t

(
t

rα−2d

)1+η(2d+1−α)

. (S79)

where K3 is a constant. Assuming

t ≤ rα−2d/[2K3(log r∗)
2d+1

2d+1−α ]
1

1+η(2d+1−α) (S80)

so that vnt ≤ r/2, we can simplify the first term of Eq. (S75):

e
vnt−r
`n ≤ e− r

2`n ≤ exp

[
−1

2

(
rα−2d

t

)η]
. (S81)
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Similarly, the second term of Eq. (S75) can be simplified to

K(log r∗)
κ− δ(β−d)

β
tγd/β+1

`α−dn

≤ K(log r∗)
κ− δ(β−d)

β tγd/β+1

[
r

(ξ log r∗)1/(2d+1−α)

(
t

rα−2d

)η]d−α
(S82)

= Kξ(α−d)/(2d+1−α)(log r∗)
κ− δ(β−d)

β + α−d
2d+1−α

tγd/β+1−η(α−d)

rα−d−η(α−2d)(α−d)
(S83)

= K4 logκ
′
r∗
tγ
′

rβ′
, (S84)

where K4, κ
′, γ′ are constants. In particular, γ′ = γd/β + 1 − η(α − d) and β′ = α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d) > d.

Combining Eqs. (S81) and (S84), we get a bound for the evolution under H.
We now simplify the bound by considering t such that

tγ
′ ≤ c′rβ

′

(log r∗)δγ
′ (S85)

for some constant c′ and δ = 2d+1
(2d+1−α)(1+η(2d+1−α)) . Since β/γ ≤ α− 2d by assumption, we also have

β′

γ′
=
α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d)

γd
β + 1− η(α− d)

≤ α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d)
d

α−2d + 1− η(α− d)
= α− 2d. (S86)

Therefore, with c′ = (2K3)
−γ′

(1+η(2d+1−α)) , Eq. (S85) satisfies the condition in Eq. (S80). In addition, for rα−2d ≥ t,
there exists a constant K5 such that

exp

[
−1

2

(
rα−2d

t

)η]
≤ K5

(
t

rα−2d

)γ′
≤ K5

tγ
′

rβ′
, (S87)

where we have again used γ′(α − 2d) ≥ β′ in the last inequality. Replacing Eq. (S81) by Eq. (S87) and combining
with Eq. (S84), we arrive at a bound

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C ′ logκ

′
r∗
tγ
′

rβ′
, (S88)

for all tγ
′ ≤ c′rβ′/ logδ r∗, where C ′ ≥ K4 +K5 and c′ are constants,

κ′ = κ− δ(β − d)

β
+

α− d
2d+ 1− α, (S89)

γ′ = γd/β + 1− η(α− d), (S90)

β′ = α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d) > d. (S91)

If κ′ < δ, we simply replace κ′ by δ in Eq. (S88). Such replacement can only increase the bound in Eq. (S88).
Therefore, Lemma S4 follows.

We now use Lemma S4 to prove Lemma S2. To satisfy the assumption of Lemma S4, we start with the bound in
Ref. [S5]: There exist constants K6,K7, and vF such that

∥∥[O′, eLtO
]∥∥ ≤ K6exp

(
vF t−

r

t(1+d)/(α−2d)

)
+K7

t
α(α−d+1)
α−2d

rα
, (S92)

for all single-site, unit-norm operators O′ supported a distance r from O. We consider the regime

t
α(α−d+1)
α−2d ≤ crα−d/ logδ r∗ ≤ crα−d ≤ crα, (S93)

where we choose c = (2vF )−α so that

vF t ≤
r

2t(1+d)/(α−2d)
. (S94)
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Therefore, there exists a constant K8 such that

K6exp
(
vF t−

r

t(1+d)/(α−2d)

)
≤ K6exp

(
− r

2t(1+d)/(α−2d)

)
≤ K8

(
t(1+d)/(α−2d)

r

)α(α−d+1)
1+d

≤ K8
tα(α−d+1)/(α−2d)

rα

(S95)

holds for all t satisfying Eq. (S93). In the last inequality, we have used α−d+1 ≥ d+1 to lower bound the exponent
of r. Substituting Eq. (S95) into Eq. (S92), we get a simplified version of the bound in Ref. [S5]:

∥∥[O′, eLtO
]∥∥ ≤ K9

t
α(α−d+1)
α−2d

rα
, (S96)

where K9 = K7 +K8. Applying Lemma 4 in Ref. [S4], there exists a constant K10 such that:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ K10

t
α(α−d+1)
α−2d

rα−d
< K10 logδ r∗

t
α(α−d+1)
α−2d

rα−d
, (S97)

where the additional factor −d in the exponent of r comes from “integrating” over sites that are at least a distance
r from the origin. Equation (S97) satisfies the assumption of Lemma S4, with C → K10, c → (2vF )−α, κ → δ, γ →
α(α−d+1)
α−2d , β → α− d. Therefore, by the lemma, there exist constants C1, c1, κ1 such that

∥∥PreLr |O)
∥∥ ≤ C1 logκ1 r∗

tγ1

rβ1
(S98)

holds for all tγ1 ≤ c1rβ1/ logδ r∗, where

γ1 =
α(α− d+ 1)

α− 2d

d

α− d + 1− η(α− d), (S99)

β1 = α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d). (S100)

Equation (S98) again satisfies the assumption of Lemma S4. Applying the lemma again with γ → γ1, β → β1, we
obtain

∥∥PreLr |O)
∥∥ ≤ C2 logκ2 r∗

tγ2

rβ2
(S101)

for some constants C2, κ2, β2 = β1, and

γ2 =
γ1d

β1
+ 1− η(α− d) ≡ f(γ1). (S102)

After applying Lemma S4 for m times, we obtain

∥∥PreLr |O)
∥∥ ≤ Cm logκm r∗

tγm

rβm
= Cm logκm r∗

(
t

rβm/γm

)γm
(S103)

for some constants Cm, κm, βm = β1, and

γm = f◦(m−1)(γ1), (S104)

where f◦(m−1) denotes the (m− 1)-th composition of the function f . It is straightforward to show that

lim
η→0

lim
m→∞

γm = lim
η→0

α− d− η(α− 2d)(α− d)

α− 2d
=

α− d
α− 2d

, (S105)

lim
η→0

lim
m→∞

βm
γm

= α− 2d. (S106)

Therefore, for all ε > 0, there exist m ≥ 1, η ∈ (0, 1
α−d ) such that βm/γm ≥ α − 2d − ε and γm ≥ α−d

α−2d − ε. We
obtain

∥∥PreLr |O)
∥∥ ≤ Cm logκm r∗

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

, (S107)

which holds for all t ≤ c1/γmm rα−2d−ε/(log r∗)δ/γm ≤ rα−2d−ε. Lemma S2 thus follows.
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C. Removing the dependence on the lattice size

In this section, we use Lemma S2 to prove Theorem 1 by removing the dependence on r∗.

Proof. Let Hout = Pr0H denote the terms of the Hamiltonian H that have support outside a distance r0 from the
origin, Hin = H −Hout be the rest of the Hamiltonian, and Lout, Lin are the corresponding Liouvillians. Using the
triangle inequality, we have

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤

∥∥PreLint |O)
∥∥+

∑

hij

∥∥∥∥Pr
∫ t

0

ds eL(t−s)LhijeLins |O)

∥∥∥∥ , (S108)

where the sum is taken over terms hij in Hout. Without loss of generality, we assume dist(i, 0) ≤ dist(j, 0), which
implies dist(j, 0) ≥ r0. In addition, since eLins |O) is supported entirely within the radius r0 from the origin, only
terms where dist(i, 0) ≤ r0 contribute to the above sum. We consider two cases: dist(i, 0) > r0/2 and dist(i, 0) ≤ r0/2.

In the former case, we insert Pdist(i,0) in the middle of the integrand and bound

∑

hij :dist(i,0)∈(
r0
2 ,r0]

∥∥∥∥Pr
∫ t

0

ds eL(t−s)LhijPdist(i,0)e
Lins |O)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 4
∑

hij :dist(i,0)∈(
r0
2 ,r0]

‖hij‖
∫ t

0

ds
∥∥Pdist(i,0)e

Lins |O)
∥∥

≤ 4K1C logκ(2r0)
∑

i:dist(i,0)∈(
r0
2 ,r0]

∫ t

0

ds

(
t

dist(i, 0)α−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

≤ K2r
d
0t

(
t

rα−2d−ε
0

) α−d
α−2d−ε

, (S109)

where K2 is a constant. We have used Lemma S2 to bound the evolution under eLins, which is supported entirely
within a truncated lattice of diameter 2r0, and used the fact that the interaction hij decays as a power law with an

exponent α > 2d to bound the sum over j by a constant. We require t ≤ c1r
α−2d−ε/ logδ(2r0), for some constant

c1, δ, to satisfy the conditions of Lemma S2.
On the other hand, when dist(i, 0) ≤ r0/2, we have dist(i, j) ≥ r0/2. Therefore, there exists a constant c2 such

that
∑
j ‖hij‖ ≤ c2/rα−d0 for all i. We can then bound

∑

hij :dist(i,0)≤ r02

∥∥∥∥Pr
∫ t

0

ds eL(t−s)LhijeLins |O)

∥∥∥∥ ≤ 4
∑

i:dist(i,0)≤ r02

c2

rα−d0

∫ t

0

ds ≤ K3
t

rα−2d
0

, (S110)

for some constant K3.
Using Lemma S2 on the first term of Eq. (S108) and combining with Eqs. (S109) and (S110), we have:

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ C logκ(2r0)

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

+K2r
d
0t

(
t

rα−2d−ε
0

) α−d
α−2d−ε

+K3
t

rα−2d
0

. (S111)

We choose r0 = rξ, where

ξ =

(
1 +

α− d
α− 2d

− ε
)

α− 2d− ε
α− 2d− ε (α−2d)2+α−d

α−2d + ε2
≥ α− d
α− 2d

, (S112)

and we require ε ≤ (α− 2d)2/[(α− 2d)2 + α− d] so that the lower bound on ξ holds. Under this choice,

K2r
d
0t

(
t

rα−2d−ε
0

) α−d
α−2d−ε

= K2

(
t

rα−2d−ε

)1+ α−d
α−2d−ε

≤ K4

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

, (S113)

for all t ≤ c1rα−2d−ε, where K4 is a constant. In addition, for ε ≤ (α− 2d)2/[(α− 2d)2 +α−d], ξ ≥ (α−d)/(α− 2d)
and, therefore,

K3
t

rα−2d
0

≤ K3
t

rα−d
. (S114)

Combining Eqs. (S112) to (S114), we have

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ K5 logκ(r)

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d−ε

+K6
t

rα−d
, (S115)
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which holds for all t ≤ c1rα−2d−ε/ logδ(2rξ) for some constants K5,K6 independent of t, r.
Next, we simplify Eq. (S115) by “hiding” the factor logκ r inside the constant ε. Specifically, there exist a constant

K7 such that logκ r ≤ K7r
ε′ , where ε′ = ε

2

(
α−d
α−2d − ε

2

)
, and constants K8,K9 such that

∥∥PreLt |O)
∥∥ ≤ K8 logκ(r)

(
t

rα−2d−ε/2

) α−d
α−2d− ε2

+K9
t

rα−d
≤ K7K8

(
t

rα−2d−ε

) α−d
α−2d− ε2

+K9
t

rα−d
, (S116)

which holds for all t ≤ c1rα−2d−ε/2/ logδ(2rξ). In addition, there exists a constant K10 such that K10 logδ(2rξ) ≤ rε/2
for all r ≥ 1. By requiring that t ≤ K10c1r

α−2d−ε, we also ensure t ≤ c1rα−2d−ε/2/ logδ(2rξ). Therefore, Theorem 1
follows with c→ c1K10, C1 → K7K8, and C2 → K9.

S2. APPLICATIONS OF THEOREM 1

We discussed in the main text that the tightened light cone and nearly optimal tail in Theorem 1 improved the
scaling for various applications of Lieb-Robinson bounds to problems of physical interest in the regime 2d < α < 2d+1
Here we provide some mathematical details to justify those assertions. We also provide a table briefly summarizing
the bounds we will use to compare, where we consider each bound to take the form ‖[A(t), B]‖ ≤ ctγ/rβ for some
constants c, γ and β, where A is single-site, but B may generally be some large multi-site operator.

Bound Light cone Tail γ β γ′ β′

This work (B1) t & rα−2d 1/rα−d α−d
α−2d

α− d γ + 1 β

Ref. [S5] (B2) t & r
(α−d)(α−2d)
α(α−d+1) 1/rα−d α(α−d+1)

α−2d
α− d γ + 1 β

Ref. [S6] (B3) t & r
α−2d
α−d 1/rα−2d α− d α− 2d γ β

TABLE S1. Comparison of Lieb-Robinson bounds for 2d < α < 2d+ 1. We name the bounds B1, B2, and B3 for brevity. We
ignore the arbitrarily small parameter ε in B1 for simplicity, as it does not affect the conclusions.

We first consider the application of the bound on the growth of connected correlators. Consider two unit-norm,
single-site observables A and B initially supported on sites x and y, respectively, such that x and y are separated by
a distance r. Let |ψ〉 be a product state between Br/2(x) and Br/2(y), where Br/2(x) is the ball of radius r/2 around
x. The connected correlator is defined by

C(r, t) ≡ 〈A(t)B(t)〉 − 〈A(t)〉 〈B(t)〉 , (S117)

where 〈·〉 ≡ 〈ψ| · |ψ〉. Define Ã(t) ≡ TrBc
r/2

(x)[A(t)] and B̃ similarly. It is elementary to bound C(r, t) by

C(r, t) ≤ 2
∥∥∥A(t)− Ã(t)

∥∥∥+ 2
∥∥∥B(t)− B̃(t)

∥∥∥ . (S118)

That is, the connected correlator is controlled by the error in truncating A(t) and B(t) to within a ball of radius r/2
around their initial support. A simple result from Ref. [S7] allows us to bound this error

∥∥∥A(t)− Ã(t)
∥∥∥ ≤

∫

Bc
r/2

(x)

dU ‖[U,A(t)]‖ ≤ c tγ

(r/2)β
, (S119)

where dU is the Haar measure on unitaries supported outside a ball of radius r/2 around x. Thus, for a given
Lieb-Robinson bound

C(r, t) ≤ 2β+2c
tγ

rβ
. (S120)

Ignoring constants and focusing on the asymptotics with respect to t and r, we see that

R12 ≡
B1

B2
∼
(

tα−d

tα(α−d+1)

) 1
α−2d

, (S121)

R13 ≡
B1

B3
∼
(
t

1
α−2d

t

)α−d
r−d. (S122)
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Thus, as t increases, the tighter light cone of B1 leads to significant improvement in bounding the connected correlator
as compared to B2. While B1 has a slightly worse time-dependence than B3 (as 0 < α − 2d < 1), it has a much
better r-dependence. And, of course, when taken together, B1 follows a tighter light cone than B3, leading to an
overall more useful bound. Thus, while B3 may strictly have a better time-dependence, B1 provides the tightest
holistic bound on the growth of connected correlators.

A nearly identical calculation allows us to place stricter bounds on the time required to generate topologically
ordered states from topologically trivial ones. We define topologically ordered states as follows: consider a lattice Λ
with diameter L and O(Ld) sites. We say that a set of orthonormal states {|ψ1〉 , . . . , |ψk〉} are topologically ordered
if there exists a constant δ such that

ε ≡ sup
O

max
1≤i,j≤k

{|〈ψi|O |ψj〉 − 〈ψj |O |ψi〉 , 2 〈ψi|O |ψj〉|} (S123)

is bounded ε = O(L−δ). The supremum is taken over operators O supported on a subset of the lattice with diameter
`′ < L, so ε essentially measures the ability to distinguish between states |ψi〉 using an operator O supported on
only a fraction of the lattice. In contrast, we say the states are topologically trivial if ε is independent of L. Given
a set of topologically trivial states {|φi〉}i and a set of topologically ordered states {|ψi〉}i, the question is how long
it takes to generate a unitary U such that U |φi〉 = |ψi〉 for all i using a power-law Hamiltonian. Ref. [S4] proves
that this time is controlled by the time it takes ‖O(t)−O(t, `′)‖ to become non-vanishing in L, where O(t, `′) is
the truncation of the time evolution of O to a radius `′. This expression is bounded in the exact same way as the
connected correlator was, and so we see the same improvement from B1 as compared to both B2 and B3.

Finally, we consider the task of simulating the evolution of a local observable under a power-law Hamiltonian H
using quantum simulation algorithms. In contrast to the earlier applications, it is not sufficient to simply truncate the
time-evolved observable to the light cone. Instead, to simulate the observable, we need to construct the Hamiltonian
that generates the dynamics of the observable inside the light cone.

Let A be a unit-norm, single-site observable originally supported on site x, and consider A(t) its evolution under a
2-local power-law Hamiltonian H. Define Hr to be the Hamiltonian constructed by taking terms of H that are fully
supported within Br(x), and let Ã(t) be A(0) evolved under Hr (note that this is different than our previous definition

of Ã). The question is how large r must be (i.e., how many terms of H must we simulate) for
∥∥∥A(t)− Ã(t)

∥∥∥ to have

small error. Intuitively, this observable should be constrained to lie mostly within the light cone of a Lieb-Robinson
bound for H as long as the tail of the bound decays sufficiently quickly, so we expect r to be related to the lightcone
of our bounds. Refs. [S4, S6] make this intuition rigorous and yield

∥∥∥A(t)− Ã(t)
∥∥∥ . tγ

′

rβ′
, (S124)

where γ′ and β′ are listed in Table S1. In particular, in order to ensure only a constant error, we must choose
r ∼ tγ

′/β′ , which corresponds to simulating about r2 ∼ t2dγ
′/β′ terms of the Hamiltonian. We can compare this

exponent φ ≡ γ′/β′ between bounds:

φB1 − φB2 = − (α− 1)(α− d) + α

(α− d)(α− 2d)
, (S125)

φB1 − φB3 = − (α− d)2 + d

(α− 2d)(α− d)
. (S126)

These differences are all negative for 2d < α < 2d+ 1, meaning the current work provides the tightest bound on how
many terms must be kept to get constant error when simulating the evolution of local observables in this regime.
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