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Strictly linear light cones in long-range interacting systems of arbitrary dimensions
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In locally interacting quantum many-body systems, the velocity of information propagation is
finitely bounded and a linear light cone can be defined. Outside the light cone, the amount of
information rapidly decays with distance. When systems have long-range interactions, it is highly
nontrivial whether such a linear light cone exists. Herein, we consider generic long-range interacting
systems with decaying interactions, such as R~ with distance R. We prove the existence of the
linear light cone for a > 2D + 1 (D: the spatial dimension), where we obtain the Lieb—Robinson
bound as ||[0;(t), 0;]|| < t*PTH(R — o)™ with © = O(1) for two arbitrary operators O; and O;
separated by a distance R. Moreover, we provide an explicit quantum-state transfer protocol that
achieves the above bound up to a constant coefficient and violates the linear light cone for a < 2D+1.
In the regime of v > 2D + 1, our result characterizes the best general constraints on the information

spreading.

II. INTRODUCTION

In deep understanding of many-body physics, we nec-
essarily encounter the question on how fast information
propagates in the dynamics. In this context, the most
fundamental principle is the causality; that is, in rela-
tivistic systems, information propagation is completely
prohibited outside the light cone. On the other hand,
in non-relativistic quantum many-body systems, a rig-
orous light cone is not defined. Lieb and Robinson
proved in 1972 [1] that an effective light cone can be
defined, outside which information propagation expo-
nentially decreases with distance. In their study, the ef-
fective light cone is characterized by the so-called Lieb—
Robinson velocity.

The Lieb-Robinson bound imposes one of the most
fundamental restrictions to the dynamics [2-13] and
has been improved in various ways [9, 14-20]. More-
over, after Hastings’ work on the Lieb-Schultz-Mattis
theorem [21], the Lieb-Robinson bound has been recog-
nized as a crucial ingredient for analyzing the universal
physics in many-body systems, such as quasi-adiabatic
continuation [22], the area law of entanglement [23-26],
thermalization [27-30], quantization of Hall conduc-
tance [31, 32], stability of the topological order [33-35],
clustering theorem for correlation functions [14, 15, 36—
38], effective Hamiltonian theory [39, 40], classical simu-
lation of many-body systems [41-47]. More recently, the
Lieb—Robinson bound has been further applied to the
digital quantum simulation of many-body systems [48—
50] and quantum information scrambling [51-63], where
the Lieb—Robinson velocity gives an upper bound of
butterfly speed [51]. In addition, experimental advance-
ment enables direct observation of the Lieb—Robinson
bounds [64-70].

In the case of short-range interacting spin systems,
an effective light cone is characterized by a finite veloc-

ity, and information propagation is restricted inside the
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“linear light cone.” However, when we consider long-
range interacting systems, the existence of a linear light
cone is quite subtle because long-range interactions en-
able immediate communication between two arbitrar-
ily distant parties. Here, long-range interaction implies
that the interaction strength between separated sites
shows a power-law decay of R™¢ with the distance R.
Depending on the exponent «, both the linear and non-
linear light cones can appear. Recent experiments have
realized long-range interacting systems with various val-
ues of a [71-80], and hence, exploring the universal
aspects of long-range interacting systems is attracting
increasing attention [81-87]. From these backgrounds,
one of the most important and intriguing open problems
is the so-called linear light cone problem, which clarifies
whether linear right cones can exist in long-range in-
teracting systems, and what is the general criterion for
it.

So far, various studies have clarified dynamical prop-
erties in the long-range interacting systems [88-104]. As
one of the generic aspects of the Lieb—Robinson bound,
Refs. [15, 17, 105-107] showed that the amount of in-
formation propagation is suppressed at least outside the
effective light cone exponentially growing in time, irre-
spective of a. Later, a more detailed universal upper
bound was provided by Foss-Feig et al. [108]. They
proved that the effective light cone is at most polyno-
mial with respect to time; in more detail, the shape of
the light-cone was given by t(@=P+1/(a=2D) (4 > 2D)
with D as the spatial dimensions. However, despite sig-
nificant efforts [49, 109-111], the critical value of « to
obtain a linear light cone is still unclear even in the
numerical level.

In this work, we rigorously prove that a linear light
cone is obtained in generic long-range interacting sys-
tems under the condition of & > 2D + 1. As related
work, in one-dimensional two-body interacting systems,
the long-range Lieb—Robinson bound has been proved
very recently in the form of ||[O;(t),O;]|| < t/R for
a > 3 [112], which gives a non-trivial upper bound up to
the time ¢ = O(R). In our analyses, the Hamiltonian is
not restricted to few-body interactions, and is applica-
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FIG. 1. When we consider time-evolution O;(t) of a local
operator O;, the quasi-locality of the interaction ensures that
O;(t) is well-approximated by an operator defined on a ball
region i[r] having the maximum distance of r from i. The
dynamics define the linear light cone if we can achieve an
arbitrary approximation error for r = O(t) as in (5).

ble to arbitrary spatial dimensions. Our Lieb—Robinson
bound is given in the stronger form of ||[0;(¢), O;]|| <
2P+ (R — ot)~®. However, only the above commuta-
tion relation is not sufficient to upper-bound the entire
information propagation outside the light cone. To ob-
tain a linear light cone in a strict sense (see (5) and
Fig. 1), we also prove that the error of the local ap-
proximation of O;(t) decays as tPT1 R~ outside the
light cone (see (7) below). Our result can improve vari-
ous existing analyses that depend on a polynomial light
cone [49, 108].

We also discuss whether a = 2D + 1 is the critical
value to ensure a linear light cone in general setups.
In other words, we investigate the achievability of our
Lieb—Robinson bound and the possibility to violate the
linear-light cone for a« < 2D+ 1, by which we show that
our bound is the best general upper bound. We consider
a quantum state-transfer protocol through the dynam-
ics on a spin network and give an explicit example that
achieves our Lieb—Robinson bound for « > 2D + 1 and
violates the linear light cone for a« < 2D+ 1. Our proto-
col is applied to (1/2)-spin systems and comprises only
the Ising-type long-range interactions and simple short-
range interactions that generate the controlled NOT
gate operation. This example ensures the optimality
of our results.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec.
II, we formulate the precise setting and state the main
results and their implications. In Sec. III, we sketch
the intuitive explanation for the condition that linear
light cone appears. We also show the brief strategy for
the proof. In Sec. IV, we discuss the optimality of
the present Lieb—Robinson bound. In more detail, we
explicitly show a quantum state transfer protocol which
achieves our theoretical upper bound up to a coefficient.
Finally, in Sec. V, we summarize the paper making a
brief discussion.

III. MAIN RESULTS

We consider a quantum many-body system with n
sites, where each site is located on a D-dimensional lat-
tice with the total set A (JA] = n). We assume that a

finite-dimensional Hilbert space is assigned to each of
the sites.

For simplicity, we restrict ourselves to two-body in-
teractions, but our results are extended to a more gen-
eral setup, as shown in Appendix VII. We focus on the
following Hamiltonian H with power-law decaying in-
teractions:

- ; 9o
H=3 hij+y hi with [h| <2 (1)
B,jeEA i=1 1,7

where d; ; is the distance between the sites ¢ and j,
namely the minimum path length from the site i to
J, {hij}tic; are the bi-partite interaction operators,
{hi}?_, are the local potentials, go is a positive constant
of O(1), and || ---| is the operator norm. Although in
some literatures [113, 114] the long-range interaction
often implies the power-law decaying interactions with
a < D, we refer to systems with arbitrary power-law
decaying interactions as long-range interacting systems
in distinction from the finite-range (or, exponentially
decaying) interactions.

Our analysis can be also applied to a time-dependent
Hamiltonian, but for simplicity, we present the analysis
only for the time-independent case. One typical ex-
ample is the following one-dimensional long-range Ising
model:

9o z = z
H = dTUia'j—i-BZa'i (D =1), (2)

i<j G i

where {o%,0Y,0*} are the Pauli matrices. This class of
Hamiltonians is experimentally realized for the power-
law exponent in « < 3 [69, 79].

We are now interested in the time-evolution using the
Hamiltonian H. For simplicity, we consider an operator
O; that is locally defined on the site ¢ and analyze

O;(t) := eHtOze~ 11,
Mainly, we focus on the following two quantities:

I0i(2), 0511 for Vj €A, 3)

and
[10:(t) = Oi(t,i[r])]|  with (4)

: 1 N
Oi(t,ilr]) := mtri[r]c [0:(8)] @ Lifye,

where i[r] denotes the set of sites having a maximum
distance of r from the site ¢ and i[r]° is its complement
set. The quantity (4) characterizes the error of the local
approximation for the time-evolved operator O;(t) into
the region i[r] (see Fig. 1). We note that the decay of
(4) is not necessarily derived only from the decay of (3).
Here, we define the linear light cone in the following
sense. We say that the Hamiltonian dynamics e~
has a linear light cone if the following inequality holds
for an arbitrary error 6 € R and ¢:
1[08) = Ostt il DI <6 for v = visltl,  (5)
where v; 5 decreases in time and eventually converges to
a finite value (i.e., voo,5 = const.). From the definition,
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FIG. 2. Effect of the operator spreading. When a bipartite
interaction h; ; evolves using the Hamiltonian Hi, interac-
tions between the sites i’ and j' such that d; < vt and
d; i S vt are effectively induced. The operator hq, ;(Hi,t)
now acts on a subsystem with roughly O(t”) sites. Hence,
one-site energy of Hy(Hi,t) defined as in Eq. (9) becomes
O(tP) times the original one.

the amount of information propagation is smaller than
d outside the region separated by the distance v s|t|.

Here, we show our main results. For a > 2D + 1,
the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) satisfies the Lieb—Robinson
bound for (3) as

110:(t), Ol < CaltPFH(R — vft]) = (6)

with R = d; ;. In addition, the Lieb-Robinson bound
for (4) is given by

1[0s(#) — Os(t, A[RD]| < Chy 1P+ (R — Blt])=+2, (7)

where R > o|t] is considered and Cy, Cy, and v are con-
stants that depend only on the parameters {D, go,a}
and a geometric constant defined by the lattice struc-
ture. We emphasize that the same upper bound is
obtained for generic operators Ox and Oy (see Ap-
pendix VII).

As long as we consider the commutator for local ob-
servables, the first inequality (6) is stronger than the
second one (7) in the sense that asymptotic decay is as
small as O(R~%). From the inequality (7), we can calcu-
late the Lieb—Robinson velocity vs; defined in Eq. (5):

Vst = U+ c5_ﬁ\t|% 1220 5
where ¢ is a constant of O(1), and where we use the
condition oo > 2D + 1.

IV. INTUITIVE EXPLANATION OF THE
CONDITION « >2D+1

We here show an intuitive explanation of why the
condition o > 2D + 1 appears. The point to obtain the
linear light cone is that the contribution to the Lieb—
Robinson velocity from the long-range interaction with
very large distance becomes asymptotically negligible.
To get better insights into this condition, we consider
the simplest setup as follows.

Let us consider the Hamiltonian given by H = H; +
H,, where H; has only nearest-neighbor interactions,
while H, consists of the long-range interactions with
the length scales from ¢ to 2¢ as Hy = Ze<di‘j<2€ hij.

Note that the condition (1) implies [|h; ;|| < god; ;*. We

eventually take the large £ limit to consider asymptotic
behavior arising from the interactions of the large dis-
tance. Note that the Hamiltonian H; consists of short-
range interactions; hence, the unitary operator e *H1t
satisfies the standard Lieb—Robinson bound [1, 14, 15]
giving a finite Lieb—Robinson velocity. Here, we denote
it by v1. We focus on the time range of ¢t < ¢/v; and
then consider the condition for which the Lieb-Robinson
velocity for the Hamiltonian H is given by a finite ve-
locity related to vy in the large ¢ limit.

As a simple exercise, we first consider the product
of the unitary operators e *Hite=iHzt  Then, to esti-
mate the contribution from the long-range interactions,
we only have to consider the Lieb—Robinson bound for

e~ "2t The Lieb-Robinson bound for Hs is given by
e—c@/t=vet) " and v, is proportional to the one-site en-
ergy:

— e —a+D
g=max |hi;| = O +P),
JEA

where ZjeA Rl < g0 Zj:egdi,jgﬂ d; i is a summa-
tion of all the interaction terms that act on the site 3.
Hence, the Lieb—Robinson velocity is proportional to
¢—2+tDP+1 which vanishes in the limit of £ — oo for o >
D+1. Therefore, the unitary operator e ~*#1te=iH2t hag
finite Lieb-Robinson velocity v; as long as @ > D + 1.

Now, let us discuss the unitary operator e ~*(f1+H2)t,
For this unitary operator, we use the following repre-
sentation to decompose the contributions from H; and
HQS

e—i(H1+H2)t _ €_iH1tTe_i fot H?(Hlﬂ')dT’ (8)

where Ho(Hyp,7) := 17 Hye "1™ and T denotes the
time-ordering operator. Because the one-site opera-
tor spreads up to a distance O(7) owing to the time-

evolution e *17 (Fig. 2), the one-site energy is now
given by
g(r) =max Y ||h-z] = TPO@*), (9

Z:Z>1

where h, 7 is an interaction term on the subset Z
that constitutes Ho(H1,7), i.e., Ho(H1,7) = >, hr 7.

Lot
Therefore, the time-evolution Te_zfo Ha(Hy,m)dr gives

the Lieb-Robinson bound as e~ ¢(®/¢=vt.et) with the ve-
locity v o g(t) = tPO(U=**P). For t < {/vy,
this estimation provides the Lieb—Robinson velocity as
tPj—atD+l < O(¢=o+2D+1) " Hence, the contribution
to the Lieb—Robinson velocity from Hs vanishes in the
limit of / — oo for @« > 2D + 1. This leads to the fi-
nite Lieb—Robinson velocity v; for the unitary operator
e—i(H1+Hz)t

In summary, the spread of the operator changes the
effective one-site energy by tP times (see Eq. (9)), which
yields the condition of a@ > 2D + 1 for the linear light
cone. In our proof for the general Hamiltonian (1), we
decompose the total length scale into pieces and con-
sider the multi-unitary decomposition by generalizing
Eq. (8) (see also Appendix VIII). We then obtain the
Lieb—Robinson bound for each of the decomposed uni-
tary operators and connect them into a single Lieb—
Robinson bound. The technical difficulties lie in that we
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FIG. 3. Schematic of our state-transfer protocol. We show
many copies of the input state here and transform the re-
ceiver into the GHZ state. The protocol effectively amplifies
the long-range interaction strength between the sender and
the receiver by t?” times (D = 1). We can see that this
simple protocol gives an example that realizes the intuitive
picture in Fig. 2. We here consider 1D systems, but the gen-
eralization to high-dimensional systems is straightforward.

need to connect infinitely many Lieb—Robinson bounds;
in the step-by-step connections, a simple estimation
makes the Lieb—Robinson velocity diverge rapidly, and
hence, highly refined analyses are required to obtain a
finite velocity.

V. OPTIMALITY OF THE PRESENT
LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND

We have proved that the condition o > 2D+1 is a suf-
ficient condition for arbitrary Hamiltonians to have the
linear-light cone. We here discuss whether this condi-
tion can be further improved. It has been conjectured in
previous studies [49, 94] that the best general condition
may be given by a > D + 1 from numerical and theo-
retical analyses of specific models. Against the conven-
tional expectation, we show that any improvement from
a > 2D+ 1 is impossible as long as we consider the gen-
eral long-range interacting systems (1). In the following,
we explicitly provide a quantum-state transfer protocol
that achieves a nonlinear light cone for o < 2D + 1.

We follow a similar setup as in Ref. [2] and consider
the quantum-state transfer between two separated spins
A and B through a spin network, where we define R as
the distance between the spins A and B (Fig. 3). We
start from the initial state |¢) such that all spins are
given by |0), namely |) := |0)®™. We then apply the
unitary operation Uy or Uy to the spin A, where U is
the identity operator and U;j is the spin flip operator
(i.e., Uy = 10)(1| +|1)(0]). After applying Uy or Uy, the

4

initial quantum state is transformed into |¢s) = |s) ®
|0)©" =1 with s = 0,1. After time ¢, the quantum state
evolves according to the unitary time operation U(t) =

. t
T[e_zfo H(T)dT]. We then define the output state for
spin B as

pi = trpe [UOR)(WIU®T. (10)

If we can distinguish between the state pg) from pg)

with the probability 1, we can achieve the perfect quan-
tum state transfer.

By utilizing the Lieb—Robinson bound (6), we have [2]

loi’ = ol < 22T R7, (11)
where || - ||1 is the trace norm. When ||pg) —pg)Hl =2,

the two states pg) and pg) are orthogonal to each other

and completely distinguishable. We prove that the up-
per bound of (11) is achievable by combining controlled-
NOT-type short-range interactions and the Ising-type
long-range interactions.

We here consider a one-dimensional (1/2)-spin system
and decompose the time-evolution into three steps (see
Fig. 3). In each of the steps, we take a time of O(t) (e.g.,
t/3). In the first step, we copy the state of the spin
A using the controlled NOT (CNOT) gate operation,
which is generated by a simple bipartite interaction [94].
We define the subset L 4 as the spins that are the same
state as that of spin A (see Fig. 3). We consider the
dynamics by short-range interactions, and the number
of spins in the subset L 4 is thus upper-bounded by O(t).
At the same time, we prepare the Greenberger-Horne-
Zeilinger (GHZ) state that includes the spin B. The
GHZ state is also generated by combining the rotation
of the spin B and the CNOT gate operation. We define
the subset Lp as the spins that are involved in the GHZ
state. Owing to the short-rangeness of the interactions,
the number of spins in Lp is also of O(t).

In the second step, we apply long-range Ising inter-
actions by the Hamiltonian

Hising = % Z Z o; ®o3, (12)

i€La jELB

with g < go. Because the states of spins L 4 are given by
|0---0) or [1---1), the unitary time evolution by Higing
only changes the phase factor of the GHZ state of spins
Lp; that is, the GHZ state (]00---0) + [11---1))/v/2
is rotated as (|00 ---0) 4+ e*2|11...1))/v/2 with £ de-
pending on the states of spins L 4. Simple and straight-
forward calculations can give the phase shift 6 as § =
gO(t)|La|-|Lp|R™. Then, if 0 is taken as § = /4, the
rotated GHZ states (|00---0) + e*2¥[11---1))/v/2 are
mutually orthogonal.

In the final step, we untangle the rotated GHZ state
and concentrate the phase term on the spin B, which
transforms this state to [00---0) ® (|0) + e*2¥|1))/\/2.
This procedure is also performed by the CNOT gate
operation; hence, we only need the short-range inter-

actions. In this protocol, we obtain the lower bound
of

195 = pP|1 = 2sin(20) > ¢|La| - |Lp|R™*.  (13)



Considering that |L4| = |Lg| = O(t), we can achieve
the theoretical upper bound of (6) with D = 1. Thus,
as long as o < 3, the information can reach a distance
of R = O(t*/). This protocol can be generalized to
high-dimensional setups, and we obtain the same lower
bound as (13), where we have |La| = |Lg| = O(tP).
Then, the shape of the light cone becomes t(2P+1)/«
This simple quantum model (i.e., two-body interac-
tion and (1/2)-spin systems) already saturates the Lieb—
Robinson bound of (6); hence, our condition o« > 2D+1
for the linear light cone cannot be improved unless we
consider a special class of Hamiltonians. At the same
time of our submission, a similar protocol to achieve the
Lieb-Robinson bound (6) was given [115] with a more
explicit lower bound on the commutator [|[O;(t), O;]||.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this study, we proved the existence of the linear
light cone (see (5) for the definition) in general long-
range interacting systems, where the interaction decays
as according to the relation R~ (o > 2D + 1) with
respect to the distance R. Our Lieb—Robinson bound
in (6) provided an approximate commutation relation
as ||[0:(t), 04]|| S t*PH(R — ot)~, with rapid decay
beyond r 2 ©¥t. Moreover, the error of the local ap-
proximation for O;(t) was estimated as in (7), namely
|0:(t) — O;(t,i[R])|| < tPTHR — vt)= P, Our result
was obtained for Hamiltonians with two-body interac-
tions but can be extended to a more general setup (see
Eq. (14) with (15) in Appendix VII), where even the
few-body interactions are not assumed. We also show
an explicit example that our Lieb-Robinson bound is
saturated for a > 2D + 1, and the linearity of the
light cone deteriorates for a < 2D + 1. Therefore, our
condition for the linear light cone is optimal as long
as we consider the general class of Hamiltonians. Al-
though we consider Hamiltonian dynamics throughout
this work, we expect that the same analysis can be ap-
plied to generic Markovian dynamics using the proce-
dures in Refs. [18, 116].

We finally present an open question. In the present
work, although we provided the optimal Lieb—Robinson
bound for o« > 2D+ 1, it is still unclear what can be ob-
tained in the o < 2D + 1 regimes. The most important
problem is to identify the regime of the exponent a that
ensures the polynomial (or superlinear) light cone. A
state-of-the-art analysis [49] has defined the polynomial
light cone in the form r = ¢(@=P)/(@=2D) for ¢ > 2D.
In contrast, the super-polynomial light cone has been
explicitly shown for a < D [94]. In tackling this prob-
lem, the simplest case with only two length scales as in
Eq. (8) may be a good starting point. We expect that
our present analysis will provide a better polynomial
light cone for high-dimensional systems.
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VII. FORMAL EXPRESSION OF THE
THEOREM

We demonstrate our theorem here in a general man-
ner. First, some necessary notations are provided; for
arbitrary subsystems X,Y C A, we define dx y as the
shortest path length on the lattice that connects X and
Y. IfEXNY #0,dxy =0. For a subset X C A, we
define diam(X) := max; jex(d; ;) + 1, the cardinality
|X| as the number of vertices contained in X, and the
complementary subset of X as X¢:= A\ X.

We consider a general class of the Hamiltonian be-
yond the two-body interaction (1) as

H=Y hg, (14)

ZCA

where each of the interaction terms {hz}zca acts on
the sites in Z C A. Notably, we do not assume the
few-body interaction here, i.e., |Z| can be arbitrarily
large up to |Z| = n. Therefore, the Hamiltonian H
includes macroscopic interactions such as 0 ® 05 ®- - -®
o?. However, the assumption (15) below restricts the
amplitude of such interactions as poly(1/n). Here, the
only assumption is the following power-law decay of the
interactions:

sup Z

€A 7. 754, diam(Z)>r

sup > bzl < goldiy +1)7" (15)
BIEA 7. 25145}

Ihzl < gr=o*?,

with
a>2D+1 (16)

for an arbitrary site pair of {7, j} C A. Here, ZZ:Za{i,j}
denotes the summation that encompasses all the inter-
action terms {hz}zca, including the sites ¢ and j, and
|-~ is the operator norm. By considering an appro-
priate energy unit, we set g = 1.

To formulate our main theorem, we first define the
coarse-grained subsets (see Fig. 6). For a subset X C A,
we first define X|[r] as the extended subset:

X[’I“] = {’L € A|dX7i < T‘}, (17)

where X[0] = X and r is an arbitrary positive number.
We also define the coarse-grained total set A©) as the
minimum subset such that A©[¢] = A, namely

A® = i Z 18
argzgﬁlzlﬁ]:[\‘ B (18)

where A(®©) = A. Similarly, for an arbitrary subset X C
A, we define X C A© as follows:

X© = arg min |Z], (19)
ZCA®)|Z[E]DX

where X(© = X From the definition, the cardinality
of the subset X(€) is roughly (1/€)P times that of the
original, namely | X©)| ~ (1/6)P|X].
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For an arbitrary subset X C A (pink region), X ©) C A® is the coarse grained subset (red sites) which is defined as the
minimum subset such that X [€] © X. The cardinality of the subset X© is roughly (1/6)P times as the original one,

namely | X©| ~ (1/¢)P|X].

Using the notation X (€, we state our main theorem
as follows:

Main theorem. Let us consider the long-range
interacting Hamiltonian H of the form (14) with
the assumption (15). For |t| > 1, this Hamiltonian
H satisfies the Lieb—Robinson bound for arbitrary
operators Ox and Oy that are supported on X C A
and' Y C A, respectively:

D 2D
lOx(®). Ovlll _ ¢, xien| |y ien L2 log (@ +1)
[oxI- oyl (o = lt])°
and

D+1 2D
l0x(0.0v1 _ ¢ | op 2t log” 'z +1)
[oxT-Tov] (z = ltl)°

where Cg, Cly, and U are constants that depend only on
parameters {D, go, a} and a geometric constant that is
determined by the lattice structure. Note that we use
the notation from Eq. (19) with £ = vlt|.

Here, the coefficient log?? (x 4+ 1) exists because
of a technical reason, which results from the macro-
scopic interactions in Eq. (14) (e.g., O(n)-body
interactions). If we restrict ourselves to the few-body
(or k-local) Hamiltonians with & = O(1), namely

H= Z hy, (20)

ZCA, |Z|<k

the Lieb—Robinson bound is slightly improved as
follows:

Main theorem (k-local Hamiltonians). Let
us consider the long-range interacting Hamiltonian H
of the form (20) with the assumption (15). For |t| > 1,
this Hamiltonian H satisfies the Lieb—Robinson bound
as follows:

||[OX(t),OY]|| < C(k)|X(5(k)|t|)|"y(5(k)|t|)| |t|2D+1
[Ox] - lOv[l = (z — o®]E])e
and
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[Ox[l- oy = (z — oW|¢])a=D"

where Cg;), Cg)/ and ¥ are constants that depend
only on the parameters {D,go,a,k} and a geometric
constant that is determined by the lattice structure.

The first and second inequalities in the above theorem
reduce to the inequalities (6) and (7) in the main part,
respectively; in deriving the inequality (7), we use
the discussion in Ref. [2] to relate the commutator
inequality to the local approximation.

VIII. SKETCH OF THE PROOF

We herein show the essential ideas, and further details
are provided in the supplementary materials [117]. For
the proof, we first decompose the length scale into <
l; and > {; for a fixed ¢ and consider the following
decomposition for the total Hamiltonian: H = H<y, +
H~y,, where we define H<, for arbitrary £ € N as the
operator that includes all the interaction terms whose
length scales are less than ¢: H<, = Zdiam(z)<€ hz.
In the case where the length ¢ is short range or ¢ =
O(1), the Hamiltonian H<, provides the Lieb—Robinson
bound with a finite velocity. However, we consider the
case of ¢ = ¢, with ¢; depending on time t here. In

the following computations, we choose ¢; = |t|7 with
7:=1-— Oé(_jfjg)l < 1. When the length scale ¢ is in

the middle-range between ¢ = O(t°) and ¢ = oo, it
is no longer considered trivial if the light-cone for the
dynamics by H<y, is retained.

To obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound for H<, with a
generic ¢, we further decompose H<; as follows (Fig. 5):

o
Heg=>» H, Hy:= > hz.
qg=1

Lg—1<diam(Z)<t,

We define a set of length scales {Eq}g;1 as g = é;f;’q

*

with , > 0, where {n,}{_, is appropriately chosen such

that {/,}¢_, is an integer and there exists an integer

¢ € Nsatisfying £, = ({208 (Fn) _p 1 ghig

case, ¢, increases by the double exponential function
with respect to q.



Middle range Long range
Hcy, Hsy, Length scale
= [t
Length decomposition
I — — Y — |
1l by =07 gy = gLt 0y =5t Uy =10, by =1y

FIG. 5. Decomposition of the length scale. We first decompose the total Hamiltonian into two regimes: H<;, and Hsy,.
The Hamiltonian H<,, includes all the interactions up to the length scale ¢; that is dependent on time, and H~¢, includes
the other interactions. To obtain the middle-range Lieb—Robinson bound, we further decompose the range [1,¢;] into ¢*
segments. We start from the Hamiltonian that only includes the length scale ¢; and iteratively consider the increasing length

scales.

In deriving the Lieb-Robinson bound for e #<¢t we

iteratively take in the increasing length scales. We be-
gin with the unitary operator e~*#1%; as long as ¢; is
independent of ¢, the Lieb-Robinson bound for =1t
is in the shorter range with a velocity of v; = O(1).
Then, using this Lieb—Robinson bound, we derive a
new Lieb-Robinson bound for e #(Hi+H2)t — o—iHiat
where we define Hy., := Y 1_, Hy with 1 < ¢ < ¢*.
This process is repeated to extend the length scales for
6y =4y = -+ = Ly = L. In each of these steps, based
on the Lieb-Robinson bound for e*Ht:a-1t we update
the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~ 14,

In the first update, we start from the following de-
composition of the unitary operator e~ *H1:2¢;

t
U2t — efi(HlJng)t — efiHltTef fo Hy(Hy,7)dr

s

The operator spreading by e *H1! is of the order

of O(vit); hence, as long as t < Aty =~ fly/vy,
Hy(Hy,7) (7 < Ats) has the same interaction length
as the original, namely /¢5. Thus, we can obtain
the Lieb—Robinson bound with a linear light cone for

Aty
- Hy(Hy,7)d : .
Te Jo " HLET R any unspecified time ¢, we con-

sider Uzt = Ug"s;, Uz Ay, with t = mAty + Ath, where
Aty x ly/v; and Aty < Aty. By appropriately con-
necting all the Lieb-Robinson bounds, this results in a
Lieb-Robinson bound of the following form:

Ox(H<y,,t),0 <(14+axz/¢ D—1,-2(z—v2[t])/ L2
||[ X( <ls> )a YH|N( /2)

with * = dx,y, where the velocity vo > vy is upper-
bounded using the Lieb-Robinson velocity v; for e 7#1f,
For general ¢—1, we define v, as the Lieb-Robinson

velocity for e *#1a-1t and analyze the unitary oper-

ator Uy, := e "4l which we decompose as U, ; =
m .

Ug'at,Ug.ar, with

At
Uq AL = e—iH];qflAthe— fo qu(Hl:q—lﬂ')dT
yRlg

and t = mAt, + Aty; here, Aty oc ly/v,1 and
At; < At,. From the choice of At,, we can ensure that
H,(Hy.q—1,7) has the same interaction length as that
of Hy, namely £,. We then obtain the Lieb-Robinson
bound for Hy.4 as follows:

HOx (Hyiq, ), Oy ]Il S (14 /bg) P~ e 2 valtD/ b

where v, depends on the v,_;. Thus, we iteratively es-
timate the Lieb—Robinson velocity v, using v4—1. Fur-
ther, we can derive the following recursion relation:

clog(¢,) c
Vg =vg—1 | 1+ + ,
o ( G-y log(fy)

a=(2D+1)

D+2
We provide the explicit form in [117]. The length scale
{4 is now lower-bounded by a double exponential func-
tion with respect to ¢. Therefore, lim,_,, v, converges
to a constant v*, and we obtain the following “middle-
range Lieb-Robinson bound” for e~ #H<¢t:

where n = /1 + — 1 and ¢, ¢ are constants.

I[Ox (H<e,t), Oy]|| S (1+ z/0)P~ e 2= 1D/,
(21)

In this manner, we can ensure that H<, retains the
linear light cone for £ < ¢ from (21), whereas no such
confirmation is possible for £ 2 ¢t. Thus, we consider the
case of £ = ¢; and decompose the total time evolution
as

e*’LHt — e*ZHSettU>£t7

t
—i [ Heey(Her,,m)d
where Us, = Te i Jo Hoeo(Herpom)dr In or-

der to estimate the quasi-locality of the interaction
for Hyy,(H<p,,7), we apply the middle-range Lieb—
Robinson bound (21). Based on the quasi-locality, we
utilize the standard recursion approach [14, 15] to ob-
tain the Lieb-Robinson bound for Us,,. After intricate
calculations, we obtain the Lieb—Robinson bound for
Usy, as

|t|2D+1 10g2D(x + 1)
(z — Kov*[t])*

I[U,,0xUse,, O¥]| S . (22)

where £ is a constant. We then connect the two Lieb—
Robinson bounds for e~*<! (21) and Us,, (22) to
derive the total Lieb-Robinson bound in the main the-
orem.
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IX. SETUP

A. Definition of the lattice

We here recall the setup in the main theorem. We consider a quantum spin system with n spins, where each of
the spin sits on a vertex of the D-dimensional graph (or D-dimensional lattice) with A the total spin set, namely
|A] = n. We assume that a finite dimensional Hilbert space is assigned to each of the spins. We note that our Lieb-
Robinson bound does not depend on the spin dimensions. For a partial set X C A, we denote the cardinality, that
is, the number of vertices contained in X, by |X| (e.g. X = {i1,42,...,ix|}). We also denote the complementary
subset of X by X°¢:= A\ X.

For arbitrary subsets X,Y C A, we define dx,y as the shortest path length on the graph that connects X and
Y that is, if X NY # 0, dx,y = 0. When X is composed of only one element (i.e., X = {i}), we denote dy;; y by
d; vy for the simplicity. We also define diam(X) as follows:

diam(X) := 1+ max(d, ;). (S.1)

i,j€X

B. Definition of the long-range interacting Hamiltonian

We consider a Hamiltonian as

H=>"hg, (5.2)

ZCA

where each of the interaction terms {hz}zca acts on the sites of Z C A. Note that we here do not need to assume
the few-body interaction (i.e., |Z| = O(1)). We do not explicitly consider the time-dependence of the Hamiltonians,
but all the analyses can be generalized to the time-dependent Hamiltonians.

When we discuss the few-body interactions, we impose the following additional assumption:

H= Y hz (S.3)

ZCA,|Z|<k

This Hamiltonian includes at most k-body interactions, and we refer to such a Hamiltonian as “k-local Hamiltonian.”
For example, in the case of |Z| < 2 (i.e., including up to two-body interactions), the Hamiltonian is given in the
form of

n

H = Z hy + Z hZ:Zhi’j+Zhi' (84)

Z:|Z|=2 Z:Z|=1 i<j i=1

In the main text, we considered the above Hamiltonian for the simplicity of the notation. If we consider the k-local
Hamiltonian instead of the generic Hamiltonian (S.2), our main results are slightly modified as shown in Table I.

TABLE I. Dependence of the k-locality of our main theorems. Theorem 2 does not depend on the k-locality.

Hamiltonian Theorem 1 Theorem 2 Theorem 3
Generic Hamiltonians in Eq. (S.2) (S.27) and (S.28) (S.32) (S-38)
k-local Hamiltonians in Eq. (S.3) (S.29) and (S.30) (S.32) (S.39)
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Throughout the paper, for arbitrary operators A and O, we define
O(A,t) := e MO 41, (S.5)
In particular, for A = H, we denote
O(t) := et Qe tH? (S.6)

for the simplicity of the notation.
In order to characterize the long-range interaction of the Hamiltonian, we impose the following assumption for
the Hamiltonian:

Assumption 1 (Power-law decaying interactions). We assume the power-law decay of the interaction in the fol-
lowing senses:

sup Z |hz|l < gr—otP, (S.7)
€A 7. 25, diam(Z)>r
sup Y |lhgll < goldi; +1)7° (S.8)
LIEA 7. 25005}
with
a>2D+1, (.9)
where ||--- || denotes the operator norm and the parameters g, go are O(1) constants which do not depend on the
system size n. By taking the energy unit appropriately, we set
g=1. (S.10)

Here, 3_ . 75 diam(z)>r Means the summation which picks up all the subsets Z C A such that Z > i and diam(Z) >
r. In the similar way, ZZ:Za{ij} means the summation which picks up all the subsets Z C A which include {i,j}
We notice that we actually need only the condition (S.8) since it implies the condition (S.7).

From the assumption (S.8), we can also derive
Z [hzl < ZZ Z [hz]| S%ZZ(@J*‘UW < golX]-|Y|(dxy +1)7%, (S.11)
Z:ZNX#0,ZNY #0 1€X jeY Z:Z35{i,j} i€X jJEY

where we use dxy < d;; fori€ X and j €Y.

C. Coarse grained set (Fig. 6)

For a subset X C A, we define X[r| as
X[r]:={ieAdx, <r}, (5.12)

where X[0] = X and r is an arbitrary positive number (i.e., 7 € R"). We also define the coarse grained total set
A®) as the minimum subset such that A©[¢] = A, namely

A©) = i A 1
argzgﬁlzlﬁ]:Al ly (S.13)

where A(®) = A. Similarly, for an arbitrary subset X C A, we define X(€) (C A©) as

X© = arg min |Z], (S5.14)
ZCA®|Z[g2X

where X(©) = X. From the definition, because of X(€2)[¢; 4 &] = (X(€2)[&])[€1] D X[€1], we notice that

X[G] C X®g +&] and  [X[G]] < [XE)[G + &), (S.15)

where we use the fact that | X| < |Y| for X CY.
We introduce a geometric parameter v which is determined only by the lattice structure. We define v > 1 as a
constant of O(1) which satisfies all the following inequalities for arbitrary £ € R* and X C A:

| X| < y[diam(X)]”,
li[r]] <7(2r)” (r>1),
|X | < max( ~[diam (X )/S]D) ,

max (#{j eAOr <d;;<r +5}) <2yD(2r/§)P7t for r>E>1,
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(a)Definition of X|r] (b)Definition of A(®) (c)Definitions of X (§)

FIG. 6. (a) Extended subset. The subset X|[r] is defined by extending the original subset X by a distance r. (b) The subset
A®) C A is the coarse grained lattice (orange sites) which is defined as the minimum subset such that A®)[¢] = A. (c) For an
arbitrary subset X C A (pink region), X € C A® is the coarse grained subset (red sites) which is defined as the minimum
subset such that X®)[¢] D X. As shown in (S.18), the cardinality of the subset X (¢ is roughly (1/£) times as the original
one, namely | X®)| ~ (1/¢6)P|X].

where we have defined diam(X) = max; jex(d; ;) + 1 > 1. Note that the inequality (S.17) implies

U ilr]

icX

[ X[r]l = < D lilrl < v(2r)P1 X (5.20)

icX

Furthermore, we compare two subset X ©) and X with ¢ > 1. Because of X (<€) [c€] 2 X, we have X © <
(X9 [c£])©), and hence

[ XO< (XD ee)O< D [l D)< D (207 < (207X ), (S-21)
i€ X (c&) i€ X (c&)

where in the third inequality we utilize (S.17).

X. MAIN RESULTS
A. Definitions

We first define G(x,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound and G(z, ¢, X')-Lieb-Robinson bound as follows:

Definition 1. Let Hy be an arbitrary Hamiltonian. Then, the Hamiltonian Hy satisfies G(x,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson
bound if it satisfies

[[Ox (Ho, 1), Oy |
10| - 1Oyl

< g(x,t, X,y), x = d/y,y (8.22)

for arbitrary operators Ox and Oy which are supported on X and Y, respectively, where we define Ox(Hoy,t) as in
Eq. (S.5). If the function G(x,t,X,Y) does not depend on the subset Y, we simply denote it by G(x,t, X).

The definition clearly implies G(z, ¢, X,Y) < 2 from ||[Ox(Hp, 1), Oy| < 2||Ox| - [|Oy| and we assume that the cut
off is automatically included in the definition. For example, when G(x,t, X', ) is given in the form of

G(z,t,X,Y) =min (2,]X| - |Y]e~ "), (S5.23)
we denote it by omitting the min(2,---) for the simplicity of the notation:
G(z,t, X,Y) = |X]| - |[Y]e T (S.24)

The function G(x,t, X) is connected to an error in approximating time-evolved operator on a local region. We
show the following lemma which has been given in Ref. [2]:
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). Let Hy be an arbitrary Hamiltonian satisfying G(x,t, X)-Lieb-

Lemma 1 (Bravyi, Hastings and Verstaete [2]). 1
C A, we define Ox(Hy,t,X) as the local approzimation of Ox(Hy,t)

Robinson bound. For arbitrary subsets X, X
onto the subset X :

Ox(Ho,t,X) := trg. [Ox ()] ® 15, (S.25)

trg(1)

where trg(---) is the partial trace with respect to the subset X¢.  The definition implies that the operator

Ox(Ho,t, X) is supported on the subset X and it also satisfies |Ox(Ho,t,X)|| < ||Ox||. Then, by choosing
X = X[r] (r € N), we obtain

|Ox (Ho,t) — Ox (Ho,t, X[r])|| < G(r,t, X), (S.26)

where ||Ox || = 1 and X|[r] was defined in Eq. (S.12). Recall that we mean by G(z,t,X) the function G(z,t,X,))
which does not depend on the subset ).

B. Main theorem

‘We here show our main theorems:

Theorem 1 (Lieb-Robinson bound for long-range interacting systems). Let us consider the long-range interacting
Hamiltonian H satisfying the assumption 1. For |t| > 1, the Hamiltonian H satisfies the Gy (x,t, X,))-Lieb-
Robinson bound as

|t|2D+1 10g2D(:C + 1)

Grr (.1, X, V) = Cpg | XD |- | paleD) RETE

(It] < z/v) (S.27)

and

2 |t|P T 1og?P (2 + 1)
(z —wft))o=P

Grla,t,X) = Cly | x| (|t < z/v), (S.28)

where Cg, Cyy and v are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, o, v}. Note that we use the notation
in Eq. (S.14) for XD and Y@,

Theorem 1’ (k-local Hamiltonian). Let us impose an additional assumption of the k-locality (S.3) with k =
O(1). Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies the gg;)(x,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound as

2D+1
(k) _ o) @@ ey @@y T (k)
Gy (2,1, X,Y) =Cp’| X B84 \(xi@(w)a (It < z/3™) (S.29)
and
, N tD+1
6 (a1, 2¢) = ' | w1 (I < x/o®), (5.30)

(e~ oD
where Cgc), Cg;)/ and ©™%) are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, v, v, k}.

Remark. From the theorem, outside the light-cone of R > ¥|¢|, the commutator is as small as O(R~*). The first
inequality (S.27) is stronger than the second one (S.28) when subset ) is small. However, in the case where ) is
infinitely large, the inequality (S.27) is useless. For example, in order to obtain the local approximation (S.26) for
time-evolved operators, we need the second inequality (S.28).

In the case of generic Hamiltonians, we need the logarithmic correction log?” (x + 1). This condition arises from
Theorem 3 below, which characterizes a contribution from interactions with sufficiently long length scales. This
logarithmic correction can be deleted when we assume the k-locality of the Hamiltonian (see Theorem 3’).
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Middle-range interactions Long-range interactions

__________________________________________________________

. i . 1 . rt H
‘ —tHt | —iH<,, t!! —zf H-y, (H<g,,7)dT! _ )
e _:\@ >t ,:iTe 0 t >kt ,:H>éf,(H§ém7') — elHS[tTH>Zt€—ZH§th

J Theorem 2 Theorem 3
Middle-range Lieb—Robinson bound Contribution by the long—range interacting terms
i . . wpepy [E2PH log?P (z + 1
Ger, (2, X) :Co}Xf(l+~T/£t)D_le_2(z_v [t])/2: Goo, (z,t, X, ) =Jo|X(” \tI)Hy(v \zl)“ | g *( B )
=0 (z — Kov*[t])
Proof is given in Sec. V Proof is given in Sec. VII

Connecting two Lieb—Robinson bounds (S.44)

Using Proposition 5
v

Theorem 1 on the long-range Lieb-Robinson bound

FIG. 7. Outline of the proof. In the proof, we decompose the Hamiltonian as in Eq. (S.34). The unitary operator e~ *f*

t
also consists of e "<tt and Usy, = Te_lfo Hoe (M DI o in Eq. (S.36). The former one characterizes the middle-range
interactions, while the latter one gives the contribution from the long-range interactions. Then, the central tasks for the proof
of Theorem 1 are the derivations of the Lieb-Robinson bounds for e~*<? and Us¢,, which are given by Theorems 2 and 3
(or Theorem 3’), respectively. The remaining task is to connect these two bounds, which are given by Eqgs. (S.40)—(S.55).
For a technical reason (see Sec. XI), we first restrict the subset Y such that diam(Y") < 2v*|t|+1 as in Eq. (S.41). Afterward,
we remove the restriction by using Proposition 5, which completes the proof of Theorem 1.

C. Proof of Theorem 1 (see also Fig. 7 for the basic outline)

Before discussing the long-range interaction, we consider the Lieb-Robinson bound which is obtained from the
following Hamiltonian with an interaction truncation:

Hep= > hz. (S.31)

ZCA:diam(Z)<¢

Aslong as £ = O(1), the Hamiltonian gives the Lieb-Robinson bound with a finite velocity (see Lemma 3). However,
when we choose the length ¢ depending on the time ¢, it is highly nontrivial whether the unitary operator e ~*H<¢t
satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound with a finite velocity or not. This kind of “middle-range” Lieb-Robinson bound
is crucial in discussing the long-range Lieb-Robinson bound. We here show the following theorem which we will
prove in Sec. XII:

Theorem 2 (Middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound). We consider a Hamiltonian H which satisfies Assumption (S.7)
with o > 2D + 1. Then, for arbitrary ¢, the Hamiltonian H<, satisfies the G<¢(x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

_ 2 D—1_—2(z—v*|t])/¢
< s by - ’ .
Geo(m,t, X) = Co| X| (L +z/0)P e (S.32)

where v* is a constant which depends only on the parameters {D, go,,v} and
~ 4 .
Co := 5610/315131)!7@, (o = 16e34% - 457, (S.33)

From Theorem 2, we ensure that the middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound (S.32) retains the linear light cone for
¢ < O(t). Afterward, we prove the long-range Lieb-Robinson bound by using this middle-range Lieb-Robinson
bound. For the purpose, we consider the following decomposition of the total Hamiltonian into

H:ngt +H>gt (834)
with

_ a—2D—1
ﬂt = |t|777 mn:i= 1— m, (835)
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where we defined H<y, by Eq. (S.31). Note that under the condition of & > 2D +1 we have 7] < 1 and the dynamics
by H<y, retains the linear light cone. We then decompose the unitary operator e~ into the form of

L[t
eszt — eszggttTefl fo Hsy, (Hglt;"')d"" (836)

where 7T is the time-ordering operator and we use the notation (S.5), namely Hs, (H<g,,7) = et "Ho g e,
We have already obtained the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~*<#* from Theorem 2. Hence, we need to consider the
Lieb-Robinson bound for the unitary operator of

Usy, = Te_ifol H>Zt(H5e“T)dT. (5.37)

We can prove the following theorem on the Lieb-Robinson bound for the unitary operator Us,, (see Sec. XIV for
the proof):

Theorem 3 (Contribution by the long-range interacting terms). Under the choice of £, by Eq. (S.35), the unitary
operator (S.37) satisfies the Gy, (x,t, X,Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound as

P 1og?? (2 + 1)
(& = mov*[t])

2
Gory (a1, 70,3) =o| 21D ||y 1e0 | , (5.38)

where Jo and ko are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, o, v}.

The logarithmic term log?” (z+1) appears from the contribution by the macroscopic interactions (e.g., O(n)-body
interactions). It vanishes under the assumption of the k-locality (i.e., few-body interactions) as follows:

Theorem 3’ (k-local Hamiltonian). Let us assume the k-locality of the Hamiltonian [see Eq. (S.3) for the
definition]. Then, under the same setup as that of Theorem 3, we obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound QQZ (z,t,X,))

‘t|2D+1

_ H(ﬂ)* M)a ’
where JO(k) and ko are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, o, 7, k}.

By using Theorems 2 and 3, we prove the main theorem as follows. We here estimate the norm of the commutator

I[Ox(t),Oy]l = [UL,,0xUsy,, Oy (Hey,, —t)]|l, R=dxy (S.40)
for operators Ox and Oy with ||Ox|| = ||Oy|| = 1, where we impose the restriction of
diam(Y) < 20*[t] + 1. (S.41)

This restriction is removed afterward. Note that we impose no restrictions on X. By using the notation of
Eq. (S.25), we first decompose Oy (H<y,,—t) as

Jx

Oy (Hzy,,—t) = Oy (H<q,, —t,Y[&1]) + Opyie,.1 + O Orvie,)s

j=2
Oy yie,) := Oy (H<p,, —t,Y[§;]) = Oy (H<p,, —t,Y[£5-1]),
Ot yie,,) = Oy (Hzy,, —t) — Oy (H<y,, —t, YI[EL]), &5, = [ R/2], (S.42)

where & < & < --- < §;, = |R/2| and we will appropriately determine {¢; ;:*:711 afterwards. From the inequal-
ity (S.26) in Lemma 1, we have

|0y (H<e,, -t Y[&])|| < 1,
10, yie; 0l < G<e,(&5.,8,Y) = G<o, ([ R/2],1,Y),
[0t yie, )l = |0y (H<r,, =1, Y[§5]) — Oy (Hee,, —t, Y[E-1])|
<Oy (H<e,, —t,Y[§5]) — Oy (H<p,, —t)|| + [|Oy (H<e,, —t) — Oy (H<e,, —t, Y1)
< 2G<y,(&-1,1,Y), (S5.43)
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where we use §;, := |R/2| and G<y,(&,t,Y) < G<4,(§-1,t,Y). By using the above decomposition, we obtain the
upper bound of the commutator (S.40) as follows:

UL, 0xUss,, Oy (H<q,, —t)]|
<UL, OxUst,, Oy (Hee,, =t Y [GDI + UL, OxUse,, Oy g, lll + D UL, Ox Vs, Ovyiell
j=2

Jx

<Gor, (R =&, t, X,Y[&]) - |0y (Her,, —t, Y[ED] + 200x [ - 100y, | D Gor, (R =&, t, X, Y &) - |0 vie 1l

j=2
Jx
§g>ft (R - Ela ta Xv Y[é.l]) + QQS& ( LR/QJ ) ta Y) +2 Z g>Zt (R - £j7 ta Xa Y[{]}) : ggz,, (gj—la ta Y)7 (844)
j=2
where we use Theorems 3 from the second line to the third line, and use the inequalities in (S.43) and ||Ox| =1
from the third line to the fourth line.
We, in the following, determine {¢; j—*:_ll such that
Ger,(&5,1,Y) = Co| Y|*(1 + & /)P e 2E&—v"Ith /b < = (S.45)

for each of j > 1, where we use the form of Eq. (S.32) for G<y, (§;,t,Y). First, because of diam(Y) < 2v*[¢t| + 1, we
obtain

Y [P< 42(2v*|t] + 1)%P, (S.46)
where we use the inequality (S.16). Thus, we need to choose &; as
& = cv*|t] + calyj = crv*|t] + calt|], (5.47)

where ¢; and ¢, are constants which depend on v*, Cy and 7; that is, they depend on {D, go, , 7}. Remember that
we have chosen ¢; as in Eq. (S5.35). By applying the inequality (S.45) to (S.44), we obtain

Jx
11U, OxUsiy, Oy (Hee,, 1))l < 266, (1R/2).,Y) 423 e 7% - Gog, (R~ &.1.X, Y [E,)), (5.48)

j=1
where the first term in (S.44) is now involved in the summation.
We then consider the values of Gs, (R — &;,t, X, Y[¢;]) for j < j.. Because of &; < |R/2| < R/2, we obtain
|t|2D+1 IOgQD(R _ 57 + 1)
(R — & — wov*[t])*
p [t?P ! log*” (R + 1)

Gotr (R =&, 1, X, Y[]) = Jo| X ID] -y [g;) 71|

< Jo| XD | (3 + 2¢1 + 2¢05[t| 71 f0) R o (S.49)
where we estimate |Y[§j](”*‘t|)| by using the inequality (S.18) as follows:
* diam(Y) + 2¢;\ ” o an
VI ] < 4 (“W) <A+ 261 + 2eat] 1 "D (5.50)

where in the second inequality we use (v*[t])~tdiam(Y) < 2+ (v*[t])~! < 3 and the form of Eq. (S.47). By applying
the inequality (S.49) to (S.48), we obtain
!

>l

Ox U>£m OY(HSZt ) 7t)] ”

20 log?P(R+1) &~ L
| |(R/2 gK/O’UE‘“)a )Ze ]+1(3+261 +262]|t‘ 1+77/U )D

j=1
2P+ o (R + 1)

<2G<, (|R/2),1,Y) + 2T | X @1

Szgfit(LR/2J ) t7 Y) + 2a+1c3\70’y|X(v*‘t|)| (R _ 2:‘€0’U*|t|)a (851)
We here define c3 as
0 Jx
3= e I (B4 201 + 205 /v)” =) e T3+ 201 + 2]t T /0%)P, (S.52)

j=1 j=1
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where the inequality caj/v* > coj|t| =177 /v* is satisfied from the condition of [t| > 1 in the theorem.
We define the parameter %o (> ko) so that that it satisfies the following inequality for R > Rov*|t|:

|t‘2D+1 IOgQD(R + )

G0, (LR/2],,Y) < 2%c3Toy| X D] S )3 (S.53)
More specifically, from the inequality (S.32), &Ko is defined by
. . a . o [H2P 1 log?P (R + 1
60’}/’2(1 + LR/QJ/|t|n)D_1€_2|t| T(LR/2|—v™|t]) < 2a63j07|X(v \t|)’ ‘ | g ( ) (854)

(R — 2Rov*|t])

Because of 77 < 1 and diam(Y) < 2v*|t| + 1, we can always find such a parameter %y which depends only on
{D, go, @,v}. The inequality (S.5 ) reduces the inequality (S.51) to

12P+110g?P (R 4 1)
(R — 2Rov*|t])™

e It
1Ox (1), Oy]|| = [UL,,0xUss,, Oy (Hes,, —t)]l| < 2% 2e3 Joy] X © '”)“ (S.55)

We note that the subset Y is now restricted by the condition (S.41), namely diam(Y) < 2v*|¢| 4 1.
In order to remove the restriction, we use Proposition 5 in the subsequent section. Here, the inequality (S.55) is
given in the form of (S.69) by choosing

F(t, X, ) =20 2e3 Jory| XTIV [¢2PH ) p=2D, £=0'ft], ap=a, K=28. (S.56)
Then, from the inequalities (S.70) and (S.72), we obtain

[t 4 1og?” (2 + 1)

Gla,t, X, ) = 2(1-"—303\70,7")(‘ It\){ |y(v |t\)| (@ = 2rg0 [1])°

(S.57)

and

[P+ log?? (z + 1)
(x — 2Rou*|t] — 4v*|t])>—D

Gla,t,X,Y) = 223 707Chzy 2.0 D\X<”*‘tl>| (S.58)

for z > (2fo + 5)v*|t|, where Cyz ,p , is defined by Eq. (S.73). Therefore, the two inequalities (S.57) and (S.58)
reduce to the inequalities (S.27) and (S.28) respectively by choosing v = (2&g + 5)v*; in order to upper-bound
XD by 21D we utilize the inequality (S.21). We note that all the constants depend only on {D, go, a, v}.

In deriving the Lieb-Robinson bound for k-local Hamiltonians, we follow the same analytical steps. The only
difference is that we utilize Theorem 3’ instead of Theorem 3. After straightforward calculations, we can derive
the inequalities (S.29) and (S.30). This completes the proof of the main theorem. [

XI. EXTENDING THE LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND FOR LOCAL OPERATORS TO THAT FOR
GENERIC OPERATORS

We first consider the Lieb-Robinson function G(z,t,X,)) under the constraint that the local subsets X,)
satisfy diam(X’), diam()) < 26 4 1 for a given £. In our analyses, it is crucial to relate the Lieb-Robinson bound
for local operators to that for generic operators, including global operators that have no restrictions on diam(X)
and diam(}).

To make the motivation clearer, we consider a connection of the Lieb-Robinson bounds from different time-
evolutions e "1t and e~#72!, We are now interested in the commutator of ||[e!2te! 1t O e~ Hite=iH2t Oy ]||. The
difficulty in the connection lies in the subset dependence (i.e., |X| or [Y|) of the Lieb-Robinson bound. We often
obtain the Lieb-Robinson bounds for e 1t and e~ *2¢ in the form of

1[0x (Hj, 1), Ov]|| < |X|F;(z,t) (|Ox]| =[|Oy[=1) (5.59)
for j = 1,2 and = = dx y (see [15, 17] for example), where F;(z,t) is determined by details of H;. In order to

connect the Lieb-Robinson bounds for e~*H1* and e~*H2? to obtain that for e~*1te~"H2! we consider a similar
decomposition to Eq. (S.42):

x(Hi,t) Z Oxse] (S.60)

with

Oxjg = Ox(H1,t, X[€]), Oxisg = Ox(Hi,t, X[s€]) — Ox (Hy,t, X[(s —1)€]) (s >2), (S.61)
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where ¢ is appropriately chosen and we use the definition (S.25). Note that lim, .o Ox (H1,t, X[s{]) = Ox (H,1)
and the operator O x|y is supported on the subset X [s¢] C A. By using the decomposition, we obtain

[[e"2t et O x e Hite™ 2t Oy || < ||[Ox sy (Ha, 1), Oy ]| < > | X[s8]|Falz — s6,1) - Oxpsglll,  (S.62)

s=1 s=1

where we use dx[s)y > dx,y — s{ =z — s{ and the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.59) with j = 2.

From the inequality (S.26), we can obtain ||OX[55]H < 2|X|Fi((s — 1)&,t), where we use the Lieb-Robinson
bound (S.59) with j = 1. Hence, the upper bound of (S.62) reduces to

[[etH2tetitQ ettt =2t || < 2|X]| Z’X[sf]’fg(a: —s&,0)F1((s — 1)&, t). (5.63)
s=1

Then, after connecting two unitary operators e~*#1* and e~*2!  the new Lieb-Robinson bound depends on the

support X in the form of |X|?. If we connect Lieb-Robinson bounds for m unitary operators, |X|-dependence of
the coefficient grows as |X|™ and leads to a meaningless Lieb-Robinson bound in the process of the connections.
In order to prevent it, we consider only the operators Ox and Oy which are supported on local subsystems
with diam(X),diam(Y) < 2¢ 4+ 1 with appropriate . After the connection process, we remove the constraints
on the subset sizes to obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound for generic operators. The following theorem relates the
Lieb-Robinson bound for local operators to that for generic operators:

Theorem 4. We consider a Hamiltonian Hy which satisfies the G(x,t, X,))-Lieb-Robinson bound in the form of
Gz, t,X,Y) = F(t, X, Y)L(z) with L(x):=e /% (S.64)

for YX, Y C A such that diam(X),diam(Y) < 2£ + 1, where we assume F(t,X,Y) = F(—t,X,)). Then, for
arbitrary subsets X C A with diam(X) < 2641 and L C A, we obtain the Lieb-Robinson function G(x,t, X, L)
which is given by

G(z,t,X,L) =2|LW|F(t)L(z), z=dxr, (S.65)
.7:"(t) = sup [F(t, X, V). (S.66)
X, YCA

diam(X),diam(Y)<2¢6+1
Furthermore, for arbitrary two subsets L, L' C A, we obtain the Lieb-Robinson function G(x,t, L, L") which is given
by
G,t, L, L) = Ceeo|[LO P F ()1 + /)P e %%, w=dy 1, (S.67)
where we define
Ce.co 1= 2PT2DIy(1 + £ /&) PP/ %0 (S.68)
Note that we here do not impose any restrictions on L and L’.

We obtain a similar statement for the case where G(z,t, X',)) decays polynomially with respect to z. We have
utilized the following proposition in deriving the inequalities (S.57) and (S.58) in the proof of Theorem 1:
Proposition 5. We consider a Hamiltonian Hy which satisfies the G(x,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound in the form
of

log? 1
Gla,t,X,Y) = F(t,X,V)L(z) with L(z):= (Og(””ga) (0 > D +1) (S.69)
T —K

forYX C A without any restrictions and VY C A with diam()) < 26+1, where we assume F(t,X,Y) = F(—t, X,)).
Then, for arbitrary two subsets L, L' C A, we obtain the Lieb-Robinson function G(x,t, L, L") which is given by

G(a,t, L, L) =2|L'®|F(t,L)L(z), z=dru, (S.70)
or
- _ logP(z 4+ 1
t,L,L'") =C , o, |L®|F(t, L) P =d1 71
g(.’b, s ) Cn,p,a0| |.7:( ’ )5 [J? _ (4+ I‘i)g] 0o—D"’ X L,L" (S 7 )
where we assume x> (k + 5)¢, and define F(t, L) and Clipao 08
Ft,L):=  sup  [F(tLY)], (8.72)

YCA
diam(Y)<2¢+1

C! = C'R7p7a02D+2’yD(n + 3)“071, CN’,WAO = sup <

2P 210g(2) + 1]”)
R,P;&0 !
zER|z2>Kk+3

P (S.73)

Note that we here do not impose any restrictions on L and L'.



22
A. Proof of Theorem 4

We first prove the inequality (S.65). For the proof, we need to consider the norm of
[[Ox (Ho,t),Oc]|| (diam(X) < 2¢ +1), (S.74)

where Ox and Op, are arbitrary operators with the unit norm (i.e., ||Ox|| = ||OL|| = 1) supported on X and L,
respectively. Now, we do not assume any constraints on the subset L. Because Ox (Hy,t, L¢) is supported on L€
from the definition (S.25), we have [Ox (Hy,t, L¢),Or] = 0, and hence we have

I[Ox (Ho, t), OL]l| = [[[Ox (Ho, t) — Or(Ho,t, L), OL] + [Ox (Ho, t, L), OL]]|
= || [OX(H07 t) - OX(HO7 ta LC)7 OL] ||
where we use ||Or|| = 1 in the last inequality. The partial trace with respect to an arbitrary subset Xy C A is
given by
1 N
(O ®ix = / dp(Ux, UL, OUx, (S.76)
trXo(lxo)

for an arbitrary operator O, where Uy, is a unitary operator acting on X, and u(Ux,) be the Haar measure for
Us,.

We here estimate an upper bound of the norm of ||Ox(Ho,t) — Ox(Ho,t, L°%)||, which immediately gives the
upper bound of ||[[Ox (Hy,t), Or]|| by Ineq. (S.75). For the purpose, we consider the coarse grained subset of L [see
Eq. (S.14)]. We here denote L(€) by {j,}"2, € A where we define ny, := |L®)|. We then define the following
subsets {L,}5%, recursively:

Ly :=j[NnL for s=1,
Ls:=(s[§)NL)\ (L1 ULy U---ULg_q) for s>2. (S.77)

Note that for arbitrary s # s’ we have L, N Ly = (). From the definition (S.14), we have L(®)[¢] D L and hence

nr
UL =19 nL=L. (S.78)
s=1
Also, we notice that
dX,LS < dX,L7 dlam(LS) < dlam(]s[ﬂ) <2641, (879)

By using the notations of (S.77), we obtain

Ox(H()7t,LC) = trinL)trL[OX(H()’t)]@iL == /d,u(ULl)/dM(ULQ)'"/dM(ULnL>U£OX(HO7t)UL7 (880)

where we define Uy, := [[0%, U, with U, = 1 for Ly = (). From the assumption of diam(X) < 2¢ + 1 and the
inequality (S.79), we can apply the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.64) to ||[Ox(Ho,t),UL.]| as follows:

I[Ox (Ho,t),U]ll) < F(t, X, Ls)L(dx 1, ), (S.81)

where Ur_ can be an arbitrary unitary operator. Therefore, we calculate

|0x (Ho. t) — Ox (Ho.t, %)) < / dp(Uz,) / dp(Us,) - / dp(U, ) |[Ox (Hot), UL

<3 sup(Ox (Ho. 1) Us

s=1 U

)

nr,

<> F(t,X,Lo)L(dx.r,)

s=1

<npF(t)L(dx,.) = |[LO|F(t)L(dx,L), (S.82)

where we use the definition (S.66) of .7:"(15) and L(dx, r,) < L(dx,1) for dx,, > dx,r in the fourth inequality. By
applying the above inequality to (S.75), we prove the inequality (S.65).
We then prove the second inequality (S.67). For the proof, we need to estimate the norm of

|HOL(HO7t)ﬂOL’]||7 (883)
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where O, and Op are arbitrary operators supported on L, L’ C A with ||O|| = ||Or/|| = 1. In order to estimate
the commutator norm, we calculate

||OL(H0,t) — OL(Ho,t, L[dL,L' - 1])”, (8.84)
which gives the upper bound of
1OL(Ho,t), O]l = [[[OL(Ho,t) — OL(Ho,t, L{dr, 1 — 1]), O] + [Or(Ho, t, Lldr,.r — 1]), Or/]||
= [[[OL(Ho,t) — Or(Ho, t, L[dr,r — 1]), O]
< 2||OL(H0,t) — OL(HO,t,L[dLL/ — 1])” (8.85)

In the following, we estimate an upper bound of the norm of ||Or(Ho,t) — Or(Ho,t, L[R])| for an arbitrary R.
We will set R =dp ;r —1 (or R+ 1=dp 1) afterward. Similar to the deﬁnition (S.77), we consider a set of spins
(L[R]®)®) := {j,}7_, € A© with @ = [(L[R]°)®)|, and define a set of {X,}7_, as follows:

X, = (js[€] N LIR]Y) \ (X1 U X3 U--- U X, _q). (S.86)

We obtain the similar relations to (S.78) and (S.79) as follows:
X, =L[RF, dx,p>R+1, and diam(X,) < diam(j,[€]) < 26 +1, (S.87)

where we use dx, . > dpge,, = R+ 1 in the second inequality. By following the derivation of Eq. (S.80), the
partial trace with respect to L[R]® is given by

Ou(Ho,t LIR) = [ du(Us,) [ duVr) -+ [ duUs, U} . On(Ho ) Usie, (.88)

where we define Upgje := H?Zl Ux,.. Because of diam(Xs) < 2§ + 1, we can apply the inequality (S.65) to
H[OL(HO’t)aUXs] ) i

I[OL(Ho,t),Ux ]|l = [Ux, (Ho, —t), OL]|| < 2|L®|F(t)L(dx. 1), (S.89)

and hence

0L (Ho,t) — Or(Ho,t, LIR])| < /du(ULl)/dN(ULQ) /dﬂ (UL,) ||[OL(Ho, 1), ULg)e]

Z p([[OL(Ho, 1), Ux,]l)

< 2F(t) Zn:|L<§>|£(dL,XS). (S.90)

Thus, the remaining task is to estimate the summation with respect to s.
By using the relation L(€)[¢] D L and the definition of £(z) := e~*/€ we obtain

dix. 2 dyogx, and L(dpogx) < max [£(dggx,)] < 3 L(dig.x.), (.91)
! e L(©

which yields

> Lldrx,) Z Z difg) x.) (S.92)
s=1 s=14ec[(¢

Moreover, the definition (S.86) implies X, C j,[¢] and we obtain for i € L(€)
dife), x, = difg] j.[¢) = dig, — 2€. (S.93)

We therefore obtain

ZZE i) x.) S

s=14eL(6)

I M:

Z (dij, =20 =Y, > Lldij—28), (S.94)

i€ L&) je(L[R]C)(ﬁ)
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where in the equation we use the definition of {js}7_; := (L[R]°)®). The conditions i € L&), j € (L[R]°)) and
dL,L[R]C = R + 1 1mp1y

di; > R+1-2¢, (S.95)
which yields

for Vie L©®, S Ldi;—2) < > L(d;; —2€). (S.96)
JE(L[R]®)® FEA®) d; ;>R+1-2¢

By applying the above inequality to (S.94), we obtain
> > Lldagx) < D > Lldiy—2). (3.97)
s=14eL(&) i€L(®) jeA©):d; ;> R+1-2¢

By using the inequality (S.19), the summation with respect to j is bounded from above by

Z E(di,j _25) < Z Z E(di“j —26)
JEA®:d; j>R41-2¢ s=0 jEA®
R+1-2¢+s€<d; j <R+1-28+(s+1)¢
<2yD Y L(R+1— 46+ s§) [2(R+1— 26+ s8) /P71 (S.98)
s=0
The form of £(x) is now given by
L(x) = e /%, (S.99)

and hence we obtain

29D> L(R+1 -4+ 58 [2(R+1— 28+ 5) /¢!

s=0

< QD,yDe—(R+1—4§)/Eo /OO e—(ﬂc—l)ﬁ/ﬁo[(R +1-— 2&)/5 + x]D_ldx
0

< 209 DeP/E(D = (/R + 1= 26 + &) /€] P e HHI/E
< 2PDly(1 4 & /P e /1 + (R+1)/g]P e /%0 = (Ce ¢ /4)[1 + (R4 1) /P Tem(FFD/S - (S.100)

where we use the inequalities
(o)
/ (x4 20)Pre™®/"1de < (D — 1)y (@1 + 20) P71 (S.101)
0

and

(R+1-204+8)/ =[(R+14+8/¢]- 1+ (=3¢ +&)/(R+ 1+l < [T+ (R+1)/¢]- (1+&/E).  (5.102)

Also, the definition of C¢ ¢, has been given in Eq. (S.68). We thus arrive at the inequality of

2 L(dij —26) < (Cegy /(1 + (R+1) /6P e D/, (S.103)
JEA®©:d; j>R+1-2¢

By combining the inequalities (S.92), (S.97) and (S.103), we obtain

ZH:E (drx.) < D (Ceg/DA+ (R+1)/gP e BT/

i€ L&)
= |LO|(Ce.eo /AL + (R + 1) /€]PLe™ BFD/S, (S.104)

By applying the above inequality to (S.90), we obtain the upper bound of ||Or(Hy,t) — Or(Ho,t, LIR])||. We
combine the upper bound of ||Or(Ho,t) — Or(Ho,t, L[R])|| with the inequality (S.85) by choosing R = dr, r — 1.
Then, we arrive at the inequality (S.67). This completes the proof. O
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B. Proof of Proposition 5

First of all, because the proof of (S.65) does not rely on diam(X’) and the form of £(x), we obtain the inequal-
ity (S.70) in exactly the same way.
Our task is to prove the inequality (S.71). We start from the inequality (S.85):

IOL(Ho,t), O]l < 2|OL(Ho, t) = Or(Ho, t, L[dr,rr — 1])]- (S.105)

We obtain the same inequality as (S.90) for an arbitrary integer R as follows:

|01 (Ho,t) — Oy (Ho.t, LIR)|| < / dp(Ux,) / dp(Ux,) - / dp(Ux, ) [|[O1 (Ho 1), Uy

<> sup(|[Or(Ho, 1), Ux,])

s=1"Xs
<Y F(, L X)L(dx,) < F( L)Y L(d x,), (S.106)
s=1 s=1

where 7i = |(L[R]°)®)], the third inequality is derived from the Lieb-Robinson bound (8.69), and the last inequality
is derived from the definition of F(t, L) in Eq. (S.72).
For the summation of £(dr x,), we can utilize the same inequality as (S.92) and (S.97). We then obtain

> Lldx)< Y > £(di; = 28). (8.107)
s=1 i€L(®) jeA®) d; ;> R+1-2¢
In order to estimate the summation with respect to j, we utilize the following lemma (see Sec. XIB1):

Lemma 2. Let f(z) be an arbitrary function and Cy 4, (xo > £) be a constant such that

2P (2
z€R[z>x0 \ T f(xo)
Then, for an arbitrary i € A, we obtain the following upper bound:
> fdig) <2PFCp oy DEPaf f (o). (S.109)
FEA®:d(i5) >0
In the following, we set
logP(z — 26 +1
zo=R+1-2¢, f(Z)Z'C(Z—Q@:[Z_((Q_i_H)g]aO),
2P+l L(z—2¢)
Ctory = sup < : > S.110
Jio seRlz>Re1—2¢ \(R+1=2)PH L(R+1-48) ( )

in the above lemma. Note that z¢ > & is satisfied from the condition of R > (k 4 5)§. We then obtain from the
inequality (S.109)

logP (R — 4+ 2)
[R+1— (44 k)]

> L(d;; —26) < 2P PCs , yD(R+1 - 26)P
JEAN®):d; j>R+1-2¢

_ log? (R + 2)
< oP*le=Po, . Cf D 111
= f Cf7 OCR,R7D7 [R+1— (4_"_“)5]060_[)7 (S )
where we define
, (R+1-2¢)P
= . 112
Chos. [R+1—(4+K)EP (8:112)

We then discuss the values of C% . 1, and Cf ;, in more details. First, from the condition of R > (x+5)¢ in this
proposition, we have

(k€ + 3¢+ 1)P

Chwp =10 < (5+3)P. (S.113)
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Note that for x < y we have (y/z)P < [(y—9)/(x—§)]P (6 > 0). Second, we notice that zg = R+1—2£ > (k+3)¢
due to R > (k + 5)&. Also, because Cy ,, monotonically decreases with x, we have

B 2P+l L(z—2)
Crao < Crurane = zeR|zS§(a+3)§ <[(’$ + 3)¢]P+1 c (k€ + f))
— su < 2P . logP(z — 26 +1) ) [(k + 1)¢]o0 )
cerlr (e \[(5+ B)EPTT o= (n+ 2)€o0  logP (k€ + £+ 1)

_p_ 2/&)PFlogl(z — 26 + 1)
< (K + 3)%0—P—1 sup ( ( . S.114
( ) 2€R|z>(n+3)e \[2/§ — K — 2] logP (K +§ + 1) ( )
Then, by upper-bounding
log(z —2(+1) _ log(2/§ —2+1/¢) +1og(§) _ log(z/¢)
< < +1<21 +1, S.115
log(RE+ €+ 1) = log( + 1) S Tog(z) LS 2losl/d) (8:115)
we have
—Dp— 2PH1210g(2) + 1]P D1~
Ctao < Cf (ugaye < (k4 3)%° b=l gqup ( [2log( )a } > =: (kK + 3)7° D 1057,,700. (S.116)
zER|z2>kK+3 (Z — k= 2) 0
By applying the inequalities (S.113) and (S.116) to the inequality (S.111), we finally obtain
~ _ _ log? (R + 2)
L(d;;—28) < Crprao2P ¢ PyD(k + 3)* ! : S.117
' Z ( »J 6)— Pro 6 Y (’i+ ) [R+17(4+H)§]QO,D ( )
jEA“):diJ‘ZR—‘rl—Qf
By combining the above inequality with (S.107), we have
a . log? (R + 2
N L(drx,) < |LO|Crpae2” e PyD(k + 3)0 ! og"(F +2) . (S.118)

[+ 1= {4+ gD

s=1

The above inequality with (S.106) reduces the inequality (S.105) to the main inequality (S.71) by choosing R =
dr,r» — 1. This completes the proof. [

1. Proof of Lemma 2

From the definition of Cy ., the following summation with respect to j is bounded from above by

D+1
o fdig) = o)l Y] Md‘“wmf(xo) Y AP (S119)

f(xo)p o
JEAE):d; ;>0 JEA®):d; j >0 JEA®):d; ;>0
where i is an arbitrary site (¢ € A). Then, by using the inequality (S.19), we obtain
oo
—D-1 -D-1
E di,‘ < E : E : di,j
jeA(&);di,ijo s=0 jGA(g)

zo+sE<d; j<zo+(s+1)§

<2yD (o +5€) "7 [2(z0 + 5) /6P

s=0
< 2PyDEPHN " (o + 56) 7 < 2Py D Pag (S.120)
s=0
where the last inequality is derived from
Z xo + sE)~ 2+ Z 2o + s6) 7% < x5 / (zo 4 2€) P de = 252 + (€x0) "' < 2(€xo)'.  (S.121)
s=0 0

Note that o > £ from the assumption. By combining the inequalities (S.119) and (S.120), we obtain the inequal-
ity (S.109). This completes the proof. [J
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XII. PROOF OF THEOREM 2: MIDDLE-RANGE LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND
A. statement
Theorem 2 (Middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound) We consider the Hamiltonian H which satisfies Assumption (S.7)
with & > 2D + 1. Then, for arbitrary £, the Hamiltonian H<, satisfies the G<y(z,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with
Ger(a,t,X) = Co|X[* (1 4 z/0)P~ 1207 ItD/E (S.122)
where v* is a constant which depends only on the parameters {D, go, o, v} and

.4
Co := 5610/315131)!7@, (o = 16e3~% - 457, (S.123)

Middle range

Hey Length scale
e £4 increases by double exponential
Length decompo&tlon% function with respect to gq
) )
1 51 fg _ @4—772 63 _ gé-l—ns £4 _ Eé—&-m\ { €5 _ &11-"-775 gq* =/
4 Lieb—Robinson bound for e_ileqt

Hyq = ZHS Prove 5 5 q=q

s=1 )| G, (2,t,X) = Co|X| (1 +2/l;)P e 2= v/t | | Theorem 2
H, = > hz

Z:0,_1 <diam(Z)<t, Gor (2,1, X) = Gy, t, X)

N (Hclog(eq)+ ¢ >(s.153)

Vg <~ Vg—1
e €y log(l4—1)

* .
v* = lim v, < oo /. stants
oo 1 c,c': constants

Induction method

[Case of g = 1] [Assume the case of ¢ — 1] [Derive the case of g]
Using short-range _ Gg—1(z,t, X) — N A9

Lieb—Robinson bound B S L 4 8 \
=Co|X|"(1 + & /ly—1)P~ e 2EvamrltD/ba =Co|X|"(1 + z/ty) P~ e 2=altD/te
—> Lemma 3 ol ¥ M=) o X( /q)

FIG. 8. Outline of the proof on the middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound 1. For the proof, we first decompose the length ¢ into

q" pieces as {Zq}g; with £4= = £. We choose them so that the length scale ¢, increases double exponentially with respect
to ¢ [see Ineq. (S.130)]. Our purpose is to estimate the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~ et which is equal to e *H#<¢t from
the definition (S.150). The main task is to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for e™*#1:4* which we denote by G,(x,t, X), in
the form of Eq. (S.152) with (S.153). If we can derive the bound, Theorem 2 is immediately derived by choosing ¢ = ¢*. In
order to prove Eq. (S.152), we use the induction method. The case of ¢ = 1 is derived by using the standard technique to
obtain the short-range Lieb-Robinson bound (see Lemma 3 with its proof in Sec. XIII C). The derivation of the case ¢ from
the assumption of the case ¢ — 1 is a bit intricate and we give the outline in Fig. 9.
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[Derivation of the case q under the assumption of the case g-1]

Hyqg=Hiq1+H,
Decomposition of the unitary operator

Interaction length of Hy(Hy:q—1,1): £q + v4-10(t)

Aty = €y /vy [Step 1, Proposition 6]

Interaction length of Hy(Hy.q—1, Aty): O(4y) Estimation of quasi-locality of Hq (H] :q—1, T)
e LAty _ip—iH1a-18t) o= [o ' Hy(Hug-1,7)d7 | [Step 2, Proposition 7]

: | JA | i Deriving the Lieb-Robinson bound

| by using the quasi-locality
Assumption (S.183)l

Lieb-Robinson bound: G,_1(z, At,, X) Lieb-Robinson bound: G, (z, At,, X)

Ga(, Aty X) o |30 | (€77, O/ am) 4 g1/ . o= lonlta-)Ole/t0))

lgeneral t (t =mdt,)

. s A At N At b T Vi At Y
esz],q'mAtq :ief'LH],q_1AtqH Te™ Jo T Hy(Hiq—1,7)dT :} —Jo Y“Hy(Hiq—1,7)dT 3 . iclel:q_JAtqHTef Jo T Hy(Hiq—1,7)dT |

Connecting the Lieb-Robinson bounds
(S. 193) with the proof in Sec. V E for all the unitary operators
Proposition 8 + Theorem 4

[Proof of the case of ¢]
Gy(2,t, &) = Co| X|*(1 + &/t,) P~ e 2@ valtD/t

FIG. 9. Outline of the proof on the middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound 2. In order to derive the case g from the as-
sumption (S.156) for the case of ¢ — 1, we decompose the unitary operator e "¢t as in Eq. (S.166): e *f1a—1* and

t
Te fo Ha(H1iq=17)d7 oo the assumption, the unitary operator e™*#1:a=1* gatisfies the G,—1(x, t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound
in the form of Eq. (S.152). Then, the time-evolved Hamiltonian Hy(H1.q—1,t) has the interaction length of £, + v,—10(t),
which is of order of O(¢y) for t < £g/vg—1. We thus consider the time range ¢t < Aty &~ lq/vq—1 [see Eq. (S.157) in de-
tail] for the first, and extend the time scale afterward [see Eq. (S.187)]. In order to obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound for

t
Te fo Ho(Hyg—1.m)d7 g0y < Atgq, we take two steps: i) in the first step, we estimate the quasi-locality of Hq(H1.q—1,7) by

using Proposition 6 (the proof is given in Sec. XIIT A), ii) in the second step, based on the quasi-locality, we derive the Lieb-
t
Robinson bound (S.183) for Te fo Ha(Hiq-1.m)dr by using Proposition 7 (the proof is given in Sec. XIII B). After obtaining

t
the Lieb-Robinson bounds for e *#1:a=1% and Te~ fo HalHa—1mIT Gy < Atq, we extend the time scale to generic t. In
order to connect all the Lieb-Robinson bounds appropriately, we first restrict the subsets X and Y such that diam(X’) < ¢,
and diam(Y) < {4, and remove the restrictions afterward by using Theorem 4. The connections rely on Proposition 8, which
yields the inequality (S.193) (see Sec. XIIE for the proof). By combining all the ingredients, we derive the Lieb-Robinson
bound for the case of q.
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B. Decomposition of the length scale

We define a set of the length scales {Eq}g;l. First, ¢; is defined as a constant which depends only on the
parameters {D, go, «,v}. We show the conditions for ¢; in Sec. XIIC. Other length scales {Eq}g;2 are defined as

by = (gqfl)l-mq (n<ng <), (S.124)
_ a—2D+1 —
7= 157_1_2), n:=+/14+n-1, (S.125)

where we choose {nq}g*:z appropriately such that {Zq}g;2 become integer and for ¢* > 2 the length ¢, satisfies

b = A (Ha) _ g e, (S.126)

From the condition n <1, <7 (1 < ¢ < ¢*), we have

1 1 21
_loglpe) vy o loslp) _ Zlog(p) (S.127)
log(1 +7) log(1+mn) log(1+7)
Thus, as long as
pe>1+7 or >0 (S.128)

there exists parameters {nq}g;2 such that ¢,- = ¢. From the definition, we note that

(S.129)

and

(S.130)

Therefore, the length scale ¢, increases double exponentially with respect to g.
We then define Hamiltonian H, which picks up all the interaction terms with interaction length from ¢,_; to £;:

H, := > hz (g=1,2,...,¢" = 1),
Z:4, 1 <diam(Z)<t,
Hy = > hz, (S.131)

Z:lgx _y <diam(Z) <l

where we set ¢y = 1. From the assumption (S.7), we obtain

sup > Ihzl <sup > |zl < gq (S.132)
ieA Z:23i €Az 75
£q_1<diam(Z)<t, diam(Z)>£, 1
with
gq = gZ;f‘frD. (S5.133)

From the definition (S.125), we have

EqDng < ggé?‘lfl)(l+77q)7a+D _ gﬁ((llzfz)”r"faHDH < g@_"i <gl,", (S5.134)
where in the second inequality we use 1, <7 = %—?jl)'

C. Conditions for ¢;

In the proof, we adopt various kinds of conditions for £;. We choose ¢; so that the following conditions for
¢, (¢ > 1) are satisfied. Some of the conditions include ¢,, but they reduce to lower bounds for ¢; because of
Eq. (S.124). We note that all the conditions depend only on the parameters {D, go, @, v}. We summarize all the
conditions in the following:
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. Used in the inequality (S.159):

1 . 61log[Cov?(204)P] + 6(D — 1) log(1 + €17, /12)
— = 2, Wlth (Sqfl == 7,
1-— 5(]—1 éqq—l

b

where Cp is defined in Eq. (S.123).

. Used in the inequalities (S.171) and (S.180):

01 > 00 > 0] > max (24 log(27?),48) .

. Used in the inequality (S.182):

2 2 D
e*gv*(20D) <1,
351’00 -

where vg = % as defined in Eq. (S.148).

. Used in the inequality (S.196):

ly-1log(G) i1 nlog(¢y)
&q B log(€g—1) ~ 16 -
where (; = 2P*1e242D! and ¢, := % as defined in Eq. (S.192) and Eq. (S.194), respectively.

. Used in the inequalities (S.206) and (S.216).

L mlog(ly) _ 2 0 Loy 9
186,1,1 8&1 gq 10g(£q,1) 4
where &, := %ﬁ:il) as defined in Eq. (S.194).

. Used in the inequality (S.208):

1 nlog(€y—1) 48
é = 176(1 >3 or log(fy—1)>log(f1) > s

where £, 1= ﬁf:_l) as defined in Eq. (S5.194).

. Used in the inequality (S.212):

204110g(¢1) _ 21og(C1) < 21og (1) <1

‘ a, c

where (; = 2P*1e242D! as defined in Eq. (S.192).

. Used in the inequality (S.199):

4 > 3.

. Used in the inequality (S.221):

2 1 46\
gfq_nl/ Sa or fg_q Zng(e) ;

where (; = 2P*t1e242 D! as defined in Eq. (S.192).

Used in the inequality (S.326):

log(Co) + (D — 1) log(voly + 1) < 1
20041 -2’

where vg = % as defined in Eq. (S.148).
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(S.136)

(S.137)

(S.138)

(S.139)

(S.140)

(S.141)

(S.142)

(S.143)

(S.144)
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D. Proof of Theorem 2 (see also Figs. 8 and 9)

We first consider the case of £ < ;77 where 7j was defined in Eq. (S.125). In this case, we cannot define ¢* (> 2)
such that £,+ = £ in Eq. (S.125), but the Hamiltonian H<, has a finite interaction length which is independent of
t. As a general setup, we consider the Lieb-Robinson bound by a Hamiltonian which has a length scale at most
&. Aslong as £ = O(1), we trivially obtain the Lieb-Robinson velocity of order O(1), whereas the -dependence of
the velocity may be non-linear with respect to £. Our purpose here is to prove that the Lieb-Robinson velocity is
at most linear to ¢ as long as a > 2D + 1. We prove the following lemma (the proof is given in Sec. XIII C):

Lemma 3. Let H be a Hamiltonian such that

H= Z hy (S.145)

ZCA:diam(Z)<¢

with the same condition as (S.7), namely

sup > bz <P for r<t (S.146)
€A g7
r<diam(Z)<¢

Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G (x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

G (z,t, X) = min (zm (egﬁ'jﬂ ) o 72> < 2| X |e R Ewltl/S (S-147)
with
vg 1= —Ze:gj(;zD—le) (S5.148)
We note that the same inequality holds for time-dependent Hamiltonians.
From Lemma 3 or the inequality (S.147), we obtain for ¢ < ¢}
Geo(z,t,X) = 2| X |~ tooltD/C < 9| y|=2(x—6"TwoltD/L, (S.149)

Because E}Jrﬁvo depends only on the parameters {D, go, «, v}, we obtain the inequality (S.122) by choosing v* =
(1 0o for the case of £ < £},

We next focus on the case of £ > Eﬁﬁ, where we can define ¢* > 2 such that ;- = £. We here define the
Hamiltonian H.q as follows:

Hy., = ZH (S.150)
For the proof, we need to estimate the Lieb-Robinson bound for the Hamiltonian H;.,-, which is equal to H<,. We
define that {leq}gzl satisfy the G,(z,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound for ¢ = 1,2, ..., ¢*, namely,

le¥et0 e at, 0|
10410 ]

S Qq(x, t,L), Xr = dL,LI (8.151)
for arbitrary operators O, and Or,. We aim to prove the Lieb-Robinson bound for Hj., in the form of
Gl t, ) = Co| X[*(1 + /8P~ e 2e=alth/ta, (8.152)

where Cy is defined in Eq. (S.123), and vq is given by the recurrence relation as follows:

1 + 192 10g(<2)>
0g—1  nlog(ly_1) )’

v = 51’00, Vg = VUg—1 <1 —

~ 610g[Cov?(264)*P] + 6(D — 1) log(1 + £, /12)

dg—1 iz , G = 1639245 (S.153)
q—1
with vy = M as defined in Eq. (5.148). By remembering that the ¢, is lower-bounded by a double
a—2D—1 q

exponential function with respect to ¢ as in (S.130), we can ensure

Voo = qlggo Vg < 00, (S.154)
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and v, depends only on the parameters {D, go, @, v}. From the inequality (S.149) and Eq. (S.154), we can choose
v* = max(£; v, vso). We thus prove the theorem.

In the following, we prove the inequality (S.152) by induction method. We first consider the case of ¢ = 1. From
the inequality (S.147), we obtain

Gi(x,t, X) = 2| X|e”2@—frvolth/f1 (S.155)

which clearly reduces to the form of (S.152). We then adopt the assumption that the Hamiltonian Hy.,—1 (¢ > 2)
satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound of

Gy (w8, X) = Co| X|*(1 + /ly_1)P e 2 —vamalth/tams, (S.156)

By using the assumption (S.156), we aim to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for Hi.4 in the form of (S.152). We
first restrict ourselves to

14
< At, = 4 1
t < Aty 120, 1" (S.157)
and consider the generic t afterward [see Eq. (S.187)]. Before going to the proof, we derive the following lemma:

Lemma 4. For arbitrary ¢ > 2, the Lieb-Robinson function Gg—1(z,t, X) in (S.156) is reduced to the form of
Gy (m, 8, X) = | X P @Pamsdt)/lams (4 < A), (S.158)

where we define Uy_1 as

Vg—1

r— 2,1 (S.159)

’qu,1 =

with

~ 610g[Cov?(264)*P] + 6(D — 1) log(1 + £, /12)

q—1 Enq . (8160)
q—1

Note that vg—1 < 2v4_1 is a consequence from the condition (S.135).

Proof of Lemma 4. From Eq. (S.23) and the definition of d,_1, the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.158) gives a trivial
bound for x < vg_1At,. Hence, we only have to consider the range of x > v,_1At,.
We start from the form of G,_1(z,t, X') as in Eq. (S.156):

Gy (w8, X) = Co| X|*(1 + /ly_1)P e 2 vamnlth/tas, (S.161)

First, from the definition (S.14), we have X C (X())[¢,] for an arbitrary subset X C A, and hence |X| is
upper-bounded as follows:

X< [(XEDN) < D filkg)|< (2607 X ], (S.162)
ieXx ‘a)

where we use the inequality (S.17). Then, we have
gq—l(‘ra i, X) < gq—l(xv AtQa X) < (:;0'72(26(1)2D |X(eq) ’2(1 + l,/éq_l)D*1€72(:L’7'uq71Atq)/lq,1’ (8163)

where we use the condition ¢ < At, in the first inequality.
Second, by using x > v,_1At,, we obtain the upper bound of

60,72(26[1)2D|X(€q) |2(1 + x/gq_l)D71672(a:7vq,1Atq)/5q71
—2z [1 ~ Lq—11og[Con?(264)*P (1 + x/fql)D‘ll} } 21Dty /by

{ 2z
{ —2z [1 Ly log[Coy?(26,)%P (1 + ’Uq—lAtq/gq—l)D_l]:| } 2018t/

2’Uq_1 Atq

—2(1 = 04-1) [0 = (1= 8ym0) ] } 7 (S.164)
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where in the last equation we use the definitions At, = ¢,/(12v,_1) and ¢, = E;f?“ to derive

lg—110g[Con?(26,)*P (1 +vy_1At, /L, 1)P7Y] _ 610g[Cov?(204)?P] + 6(D — 1) log[1 + £,/(124,_1)]

2’Uq,1Atq eq/qul
610g[Co?(26,)P] + 6(D — 1) log(1 + £1* | /12
_ 6log[Coy™(2£4)""] + 6( )log(1 + 6,241/ ):5,1. (S.165)
enql 4
i

From the condition (S.135), we have 1/(1 — d,—1) < 2, which yields 2(1 — d4—1) > 1. Therefore, the inequal-
ity (S.164) reduces to (S.158). This completes the proof. O

—iH1.q

We now consider the unitary operator e ! for t < At, and start from the decomposition of

. . _ft iHyg T iHy.g_1—7 . _ [t
e—'LH1;qt _ e—zleqfltTe fg € ¢ Hge ¢ dr = e_lHliqfltTe fo Hq(Hl:q_hT)dT. (8166)

We aim to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for Te Jo H"(leq’l’T)dT, which we characterize by the function
G,(z,t, X). Note that the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~#1:4-1 hags been already given by the function G,_1(z,t, X)
as in Eq. (S.158). In order to estimate Qq(x, t, X), we first estimate the quasi-locality™ of H,(Hy.g—1,7). We prove
the following proposition (see Sec. XIII A for the proof):

Proposition 6. Let Zq be a length scale such that
2r2ePa-17 a1 le/(2a1) < (S.167)
for T < At,. Then, under the assumption of (S.158), we can give a decomposition of the time-evolved Hamiltonian
H,(Hy.q—1,T) in the form of
Hq(leqth) = Z Zh‘r,Z[qu] (8168)
Z:diam(Z)<t, s=1
with
S s < 28)Pgqv|XC0M (s + s) Pe e Da/ (ha-r) (S.169)
Z:diam(Z)</t4
Z[slq]NX#0

for an arbitrary subset X C A, where sq can be arbitrarily chosen and hr,z[séq] is an operator which acts on the
subset Z[sl,).

In order that the condition (S.167) is satisfied for 7 < At, = £,/(12v4—1), we choose
ly = 50,/12. (S.170)
This choice implies the condition (S.167) as follows:

2726%717/%71E*Zq/(%q—l) < 292e2va-1lla/ (1204 -1)]/ba1 o= (5¢a/12)/ (2-1) — e lal1/24+10g(29?) 1, (S.171)

where in the first inequality we use U,_1 < 2v,_1 which is given in (S.159), and the second inequality 6211 /24 >
€11 /24 > 1og(27?) is derived from the condition (S.136). From the choice of ly = 5(,/12, we have

diam(Z[sl,]) = diam(Z) + 2sf, < 11s¢,/6 for diam(Z) < ,,. (5.172)
Also, by replacing sg — 22s0/5, we have
(QZq)ng'y‘X(SOZ‘?)KS + SO)D — (2gq)ng'y|X(2250l7‘1/5)‘(s + 2280/5)D < (IOEQ)ngﬂX(HSOé‘I/@|(8 + SO)D. (S.173)

Note that sg can be arbitrarily chosen.
Moreover, we can prove the following proposition on the Lieb-Robinson bound for quasi-local operators in the
form of Eq. (S.168) with (S.169) (see Sec. XIIIB for the proof):

*1 An interaction is said to be quasi-local if the interaction de-

tion length.
cays rapidly (exponentially or polynomially) with the interac-
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Proposition 7. Let H be a Hamiltonian such that
B oo
H= hz =) ha.. (S.174)
Z:ZCA s=1 diam(Z,)<s&

For an arbitrary subset X and an arbitrary positive sg, we assume

Z Ihz ] < g’X(s°5)|(s +50)Pe =D (4> 1). (S.175)

diam(Z,)<s¢
ZNXAD

Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G (x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

-1 25 t mz
G, t, &) = e| X O |aft|exp ( ~Eo=% + o] ) + ( & ol (S.176)
2 ¢ mk
with
- - N p—1z
¥ :=4gy(4D)P, m: = {J + 1L S.177
(4D) o (5.177)
We note that the same inequality holds for time-dependent Hamiltonians.
From Proposition 6, in order to apply Proposition 7 to Hy(Hi.q—1,7) (7 < At,), we choose {&, i1, §} as
Zq ly ~ 7 \D D
§=114,/6 <20y, p= > and g = (10€5)" gy < (544)" 97, (S.178)
201 — 4y

where we use the inequalities (S.172) and (S.173) in determining the parameters £ and § as in (S.175). Note
that p > £y/(46g—1) = £,"1/4 > 1 is ensured from the condition (S.136). From Eq. (S.176), we obtain the Lieb-

Robinson function G, (x, t, X) for dynamics by the time-evolved Hamiltonian H,(Hi., 1,7) (0 < 7 < t with t < At,)
as follows:

. 2~ my
Go(z,t, X) < e|xIHa/O) |5, [t] exp —%x—kﬁqm + €T0qlf] (S.179)
lﬁéq_l m;;
with
N 1—4b,_1/l))x x
.= 4v%(20D¢,)P *::(# 1>— 1
Uq Y ( O gq) glb maj \\ 116(1/3 + - 46(17 (S 80)

where we use the condition (S.136) to obtain £,/{,—1 = 42‘11 > 48, which yields 1 — 44,1/, > 11/12.
We further simplify the bound (S.179) as

5 11 . .
Gylz,t,X) < e [ﬁq|t| exp (—w%lx + @q|t|) + (2, |t))™=/2 - (626qt|)m1/2}
.

1 log (e, |t
< e x| {ﬂq|t| exp <—18£1x + ﬁqt|) + (2,|t)Y? - exp (Og(;”q")xﬂ (S.181)
q— q

for t < At,, where we use |X(11/6)|< | x(%s)|. Note that from Aty = £,/(12v4_1) and Def. (S.180) for @, we have

2,2(90D)P 2 ,~2(90D)P
€20, Aty = 46242(20D0,)P g, - £g)(1204_1) = quDJrlgq < 9DV on  pon (S.182)
3v4-1 3l1vg K 1
where we use vy_1 > v1 1= {17 [see Eq. (S.153) for the definition of v1] and the inequality (S.134) for KqD‘ng in
the first inequality and the condition (S.137) in the second inequality. This reduces the inequality (S.181) to

_ —nl _
x) + Kq_"l/Q - exp (7705&11)90)} for t < At,, (S.183)
q

) 1
' _
Gy(z,t, X) < e‘X( Q)‘ {Zq—nl exp <_ 18041

where we use the following bound in deriving the first term:

exp(€;f1/62) < exp(1/e?)

Og|t] exp(Dyt]) < 04t exp(d,AL,) < £, = 1o <. (S.184)

q
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In the following, by combining G,_1(z,t, X') and Qq(x, t,X'), we obtain the Lieb-Robinson function G,(z,t, X,))
for generic time ¢. For the purpose, we first estimate G,(z,t, X', Y) under the constraints of

diam(X) < £,, diam(Y) < £,. (S.185)

We then remove the constraints by using Theorem 4.
We first decompose the unitary operator e~ *t:e? into a sequence of the small time unitary operators. For the
purpose, for a fixed ¢, we define the sequence of times {to,t1,ta,...,tm,} as

to =0, tp:=(m—1)At;+ At, (m>1),
mo = [t/Ath At; =t— (mo - I)Atq, (8186)

where the definition implies Atg < At,. We aim to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for the unitary time evolution
e~ "Hiatm which is decomposed as

e—ilethL — e—iHl:th; [e—ilethq]m

’ m—1
= e*iHLq—lAt;Te_ foAtq Ho(Hi:g—1,7)dT e Hig-18 T j;JAtq Hy(Hq-1,m)dr . (S.187)
We note that e iHua-18ts and e Hia18%  gatisfies  the Gy—1(z,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound, while

Atg At! N
Te~Jo THaHamindr g e fo " HaHigmomdT oo the Gq(x, t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound (S.183). Our task
is to connect all the Lieb-Robinson bounds appropriately. We here utilize the following proposition (see Sec. XIII D
for the proof):

Proposition 8. We consider a Hamiltonian Hy which satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound for a fixed t as
G, t, X,Y) < Ce~@vlth/¢ (S.188)

for diam(X),diam(Y) < v& (v > 3). Also, let H) be a Hamiltonian which satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound for a
fized t' as

G'(w,t', X) = |X O F (2,1), (S.189)
where the function F'(x,t') is assumed to satisfy
Fla,t') < F(xo,t')e 2@720/ for >0, 0<mzy < (S.190)

Note that we impose no assumptions on diam(X) for G'(x,t',X). We then obtain the Lieb-Robinson function
G (x,t,t,X,Y) for e~ Hote=iHot" gg

G (x,t,t', X, V) = 4Cy(3/v)P (2K* + v)Pe(z=r7E-vltD/¢ (S.191)
for diam(X), diam(Y) < v, where £* is defined as an integer (k* € N) which satisfies

1

F'(k*¢,t) < LErer T Gt (S.192)
Note that t'-dependence of G" (x,t,t', X, Y) is included in K*.
By using Proposition 8, we prove the form of
Go(@,tm, X, V) = Rite™ @ Pamrtn)/Sa (1 = 0,1,2,...,mp) (S.193)

under the constraint of diam(X) < ¢, and diam(})) < ¢, [see Sec. XII E for the proof of Ineq. (S.193)], where

164
£ = ——1 S.194
" log(ly ) (5194
and

Rq = 4679De€q,1]0g(cl)/§q . 46’}/5D — 1662")/2 . 45D . eéq—IIOg(Cl)/ftI' (8195)

For the parameters {, and R,, we can derive

1
£, <2 R, <16e39? - 457 = (o, (S.196)

ga
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where in the first inequality we use the condition (S.140), and in the second inequality we use efa—1 log(€1)/éa < ¢
which is a direct consequence from the condition (S.138).
From the inequality (S.193), we can reduce Gy(z,t, X,Y) (= Gy(z, tim,, X,V)) to

& = Tgoitmy — Eg(mo — 1) Aty AL, log(Rq)N

Gylz,t,X,Y) = Ryexp l— <

&q
< Cyexp [_ (17 — 1og—1 42;2&(11 103((2”)] = (e 2e—vat)/te. (S.197)
where we use (mg — 1)Aty <ty =t and §; < £4/3 < £,/2 from (S.196) for the inequality and define v, as
vy = 1 + 211082 log(C2) _ Bomt + Vg1 22208(62) log(C) (S.198)

Aty “Inlog(ly1)’

where we have defined At, and &, in Egs. (S.157) and (S.194), respectively. By remembering that v,_1 = (1 —
8q—1) tvg—1 from Eq. (S.159), we obtain the recurrence equation (S.153) for v,. In this way, we obtain the
Gq(z,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound under the constraints of diam(X’) and diam()) < ¢,.

Finally, in order to remove the constraints of diam(X),diam(Y) < ¢,, we apply Theorem 4 to G,(z,¢,X,Y) in
(S.197) by setting

&o=104/2, E=,—1)/2>4,/3, (5.199)

where we use ¢, > ¢; > 3 from the condition (S.142). From the inequality (S.67), we obtain the Lieb-Robinson
bound for generic operators without the constraints as follows:

Gol,t, X) < C, y.0, /2| X /D2 (14 32/0,) P e 2 va0/ e < G| X| (1 + w/by) Pl 2@ vad)/ b (S.200)

where Cy, /3.4, /2 is defined by Eq. (S.68), and Co was defined as
~ 4
Co = 5610/315%17@. (S.201)

We thus prove the inequality (S.152). This completes the proof of Theorem 2. [J

E. Proof of the inequality (S.193)

We prove the inequality (S.193) by induction. For m = 0, we have G,(x, t9, X,Y) = 0 because of t; = 0 and the
inequality is trivially obtained.

Then, we assume the form of (S.193) for a fixed m and prove the case of m+1. We here consider the Lieb-Robinson
bound for

e—ileqtm-H

) ) ) ) Atg
— e—lleqtm+1e—lH1;thq — e_’LHl:qt‘me_Zleq_lAthei fO Hq(leq—laT)dT (8202)

)

—iH1:qAty  Tp order to obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound for

—iHiqtm gnd e~ #1:0-18%  We then connect the two

where we use Eq. (5.166) for the decomposition of e

e~ Hiatmi1 e first connect the two Lieb-Robinson bounds of e
Atgq

Lieb-Robinson bounds of e~ Huatme=i1:q-1A% and Te~ Jo " HalHam)dr o n o of the connections, we utilize
Proposition 8.

For the first, we consider the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~ *Hiatme
function of

—tHi:a—18%  which we characterize by the

Go(@, b, Atg, X, V). (S.203)
The Lieb-Robinson bound for e~ *t:atm is given by the assumption (S.193), namely
Go(@,t, X, ) = RIMe™ @ Vam1tm)/Ca (S.204)

q

where we have defined &, as in Eq. (S.194). Also, the Lieb-Robinson bound for e~*1a-1t is given by G,_1(z,t, X)
in Eq. (S.158), which has the form of

gq_l(x7taX) = |X(ZQ)‘2fq—1(x7t)7 ]:q—l(xat) = e_(z_ﬁq_lt)/zq_l' (8205)
We notice that F,_1(z,t) satisfies the condition (S.190) in Proposition 8 as follows:
Fyoa(z,t) = e~ (@=Ta-1t)/la—1 < o= (o—Tg-1t)/lg—1 o~ (2—20)/Lq—1

< Fyo1(xo, t)e2@70)/% (S.206)
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for 0 < g < x, where 1/£,_1 > 2/, is a consequence from the condition (S.139), namely 1/(18¢,_1) > 2/¢&,.
In Proposition 8, we set

G(z,t,X,Y) = Gy(z,tm, X,Y), G(2,t',X)=Gy1(x,Aty, X), F'(z,t')=Fs_1(z,Aty), (S.207)
and the parameters therein are given by

/
t=tm, t'=Aty, C=RJ, v=041, =&, uzuqzzg—qz& (S.208)
q

where the inequality v, > 3 is given by the condition (S.140). Then, from Eq. (S.191), the Lieb-Robinson function
Go(z,tm, Aty, X, ) is given by

G, tmy Atg, X, V) = 4R1(3/vg)" (265 1 + vg)Pem 7 FantaPamaltml)/Sa, (S.209)
where £ ; is chosen so that the following inequality holds
]:qfl(’fz,lgqutq) — e_(’@;,1€q_77q71Atq)/£q—1 < Cfl’ (8210)

where we have defined (3 in (S.192). The parameter &} ; is given by

KJZ L= ’V,UqlAtq + qul log(Cl)-‘ S ﬂqflAtq + qul 1Og(<1) + 1 (8211)
’ gq Efl
We also obtain
(3/0) (205 1 +vg) < 3 <1 L2 2vq_1£q/(12vq_2) + 2€q_110g(C1)> <9 (5.212)
' Vq q

with At, = £,/(12v4_1), where we use £,vy = {4, the condition (S.141), v4—1 < 2v4_1 [see Eq. (S.159)] and v, > 3.
The inequalities (S.211) and (S.212) reduce the inequality (S.209) to

g;(ff,tm, Aty X)) < R;ﬂ .47671/&1gDef(fr*ﬂqflAtrqul log(¢1)—g—1ltm1)/&q
—. R;an7le—(I—77q—1|tm+1\)/€q, (S.213)
where we define
Ry i= 4ye~H/8a9Pela-1108(C1)/8 < 9P ela-1l08(C1)/Ea, (S.214)

In the next step, we connect the Lieb-Robinson bounds for the unitary operators

Atg
i —i - Hy(Hiq_1,7)d
o= iHiatm g =iHiq 10t a0 7o Jo " Ha(Higo1m)dr (S.215)

)

which gives the Lieb-Robinson bound for e=*Huatm+1 namely G,(z,tm41,X,Y). In order to apply Proposition 8

At
a Hq(leq_l,T)dT

to this case, we first simplify the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.183) for Te fo as follows:

5 - 1 —n/2 —nlog(£g—1)
< 2e| X |02 20 /8 = | X P F () Aty) (S.216)
with

Folaw, Aty) = 2e,"% - e=20/%, (S.217)
where we use the condition (S.139) and the trivial inequality of |X(Zq)|§ |X(Zq)|2. We notice that F,(x, At,)

satisfies the condition (S.190) in Proposition 8.
In order to connect two unitary operators (S.215), we set in Proposition 8

Gz, t, X, D) = Go(@,tm, Atg, X, ), G'(a,t',X) = Gyla, Mg, X), F'(x,t') = Fy(x, Aty), (S.218)

and the parameters therein are given by

t=tm + Aty =tmy1, t'=At;, C=RI'Rg1, v=04-1, {=¢&, Vv=v,:= >3 (S.219)
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We then obtain from Eq. (S.191)
Gy, tms1, X, V) = AR R 17 (3/vg) P (265 o + vg) Pe™ @ Fa2fa=Pamaltmia D/ (S.220)
where £y 5 is chosen such that it satisfies
Fyl o€q Atg) = 2e0,"{% - e72ra2 < (71, (S.221)
From the condition (S.143), the above condition is satisfied by choosing ; , = 1. Hence, we have
Go(@, tmr1, X, V) = AR R 17(6/vg + 3)Pe (=t tatltmiiD/Ss = RIMR (R pe™(PamrltmeaD/Ca(5.299)
with
Ry = 4ey(6/v, + 3)P < deys?, (S.223)
where we use v, > 3. Because of Ry1R42 < Ry from the definition (S.195), we prove the inequality (S.193) for

the case of m + 1. This completes the proof. [

XIII. DETAILED PROOF OF THE COMPLEMENTARY STATEMENTS FOR THE MIDDLE-RANGE
LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND

A. Proof of Proposition 6: Quasi-locality of operator after time-evolution

1.  Statement

Proposition 6. Let {, be a length scale such that
2v2€5q,1r/6471effq/(%qa) <1 (S.224)
for 7 < At,. Then, under the assumption of (S.158), we obtain a decomposition the time-evolved Hamiltonian
H,(Hy.q—1,7) in the form of
HQ(Hliq*h T) = Z Z h‘r,Z[qu] (8225)
Z:diam(Z)<(, s=1
with
ST M zgeig |l < (20)Pgqn] X0 | (s + s9)Pe 7D/ ham) (8.226)
Z:diam(Z)<t,
Z[s N X #0

for an arbitrary subset X C A, where sy can be arbitrarily chosen and h_ Z[s7,] is an operator which acts on the
subset Z[sly).

2. Proof of Proposition 6

For the proof, we consider a more general setup. We define two operators A; and A;. We assume that the
operator A; satisfies G4, (z,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

Ga, (z,t,X) = C| X&) P (erlth /& (S.227)

Also, the operator A, consists of terms with interaction length at most of &, namely

Ay= > az, Y ezl < g (S.228)

Z:diam(Z)<&s Z:Z>i
We here consider

Ag(Ap,t) = eMifdge Ml = N ay(Ay,t), (S.229)

Z:diam(Z)<&s
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and denote Ay(A;,t) by
A(AL) = D D ay ), (5.230)
Z:diam(Z) <&z s=1
where 52 is an arbitrary positive integer such that 52 > &. We here define

@ 716 = 0z(A1t, Z[6)),
0y g1eey) = 02(A1,t, Z]5&)) — az(Art, Z[G(s — 1)) for s> 2, (S.231)

where az (A1, t, Z[ség]) is defined by using the notation of (S.25). Notice that lims_,c az(A;, ¢, Z[ség]) =az(A1,t).
We then derive the following lemma for the time-evolved operator As(Aj,t) which satisfies the quasi-locality:

Lemma 5. Let sg be an arbitrary positive number. Then, we have

Z ”at,Z[sfg} H < 2(252)DC’)/3926U|H/£1 ’X(so&)‘(s + SO)De—(s—l)gz/ﬁl (8.232)
Z:diam(Z)<&s
Z[s€2]NX#0D

for s > 2, where diam(Z[s&,]) = diam(Z) + 2s€s < & + 2s&y from diam(Z) < &. In particular, for s = 1, we have,

Yo Mozl < (26)Pgay| X0 |(so + 1)P. (5.233)
Z:diam(Z)<&;
Z[E]NX#0
In this lemma, we further simplify the upper bound (S.232) as follows. By choosing & as
Q,YQCevlt\/fle—fz/(%l) <1, (S.234)

we obtain for s > 2

2(252)Dc,y:3926v\t|/§1 (s+ SO)D€7(871)‘§2/§1 :272C€v‘t|/5167(371)52/(251) . (252)[)92’7(5 + SO)Def(sfl)éz/(zgl)
SQ,yQCeU\tl/&e—gz/(?&l) . (252)D92’7(S + SO)De—(S—l)&/(Q&)

<(265)Pgay(s + so)Pe D&/ 8, (S.235)
which reduces the inequality (S.232) to
a Sl < (262)P goy X (s0€2) | (5 S0 Do—(s=1)/(261) S.236
t,Z[s€3)
Z:diam(Z)<&s
Z[s€a]NX#0

We note that the inequality (S.233) also reduces to (S.236) for s = 1.
Proposition 6 is immediately given by choosing [t| = 7, A1 = Hi4-1, A2 = H,;. Note the Lieb-Robinson
bound Gy, (x,t, X) in (S.227) is replaced by G,_1(x,t, X') which has been given in (S.158), namely G,_1(z,t, X) =

|X(Zq)|2e*(z’5q4mq)/zrl. Now, the parameters {go, &1, &2, &2,C, v} in Lemma 5 are given by

G2 =0y G =l 1, &=L, &=10, C=1 v==0, 1. (S.237)

Then, the condition (S.234) and the inequality (S.236) reduces to the condition (S.224) and the inequality (S.226),
respectively. This completes the proof. [J

3. Proof of Lemma 5

In the proof, we aim to obtain the upper bound of

Yo ezl (S.238)
Z:diam(Z)<&;
Z[s2]N X £0

First, from the Lieb-Robinson bound in the form of of Eq. (S.227) and Lemma 1, we obtain

HG,Z(Al, t) - GZ(A:[, t7 Z[8£2])“ S gA1 (S§2a t7 Z) = C’X(£2) ’26_(352_1)“‘)/51’ (8239)
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which upper-bounds the norm of s 75 10 Eq. (S.231) as follows:

S HaZ(Alat) - GZ(Al,t7 Z[££2])|| + HaZ(Aht) - aZ(A17t7 Z[SEQ - gZ])H
< ||aZH .CQUM/&|Z(52)|26*SE~2/51 + ||aZ|| ,Cev\t\/ﬁl |Z(§2)‘26*(5*1)§~2/51

Ay 7[s€2]

< ||aZH .272(;'6””\/516—(5—1)52/51’ (8.240)

where we use the inequality (S.18) with the condition diam(Z) < & to obtain |Z(52)‘§ y[diam(Z)/&)P = ~. For
s =1, from the definitions (S.25) and (S.231), we have

Hat,Z[éz] < llazll- (S.241)

By applying the inequality (S.240) to the summation (S.238), we have

Z llay, zise1ll < 2y2cerltl/e Z ||az\\e_(5_1)52/51 for s>2. (S5.242)
Z:diam(Z)<&s Z:diam(Z)<&s
Z[s€2]NX A0 Z[s€a]NX#£D

On the summation with respect to Z, we obtain

Yoo lazl= Y azl< Yo D llazl < Y] g2 < g X[s&

Z:diam(Z)<&2 Z:diam(Z)<¢&2 jEX[s€3] Z: 23] JEX[sEs)
Z[s&2]NX#D ZNX [s&2)#0

< g2|X(soé2)[(S + 50)52”§ gz,y‘X(SOP;:z)’. [2(3 + So)gz]D (S.243)

for arbitrary sy > 0, where we use the inequalities (S.228), (S.15) and (S.20) in the second, fourth and fifth
inequalities, respectively. Note that the condition Z[s&] N X # 0 for Z C A is equivalent to Z N X[s&s] # 0.
By combining the inequalities (S.242) and (S.243), we have

Z ||at72[s§.2]” < 2(252)Dc,y3926v|tl/£1 }X(S‘)é?)‘(s + SO)De_(S_1)5~2/£1. (S.244)
Z:Z[s€]NX A0

We thus prove the inequality (S.232). In the same way, we can prove the case of s = 1. By using the inequal-
ity (S.241), we have

Z lay zig |l < Z lazll < (262)P g2y X ¢0%)| (s + 1), (S.245)
Z:diam(Z)<&; Z:diam(Z)<&s
Z[&]NX A0 Z[&)NX#0

where in the last inequality we use (S.243) with s = 1. This completes the proof of Lemma 6. [

B. Proof of Proposition 7: Lieb-Robinson bound by time-evolved Hamiltonian

1. Statement

Proposition 7. Let H be a Hamiltonian such that
H= hz =Y hz.. (S.246)
Z:ZCA s=1diam(Zs)<s&

For an arbitrary subset X and an arbitrary positive sg, we assume

Szl < gIX 0| (s 4 s)Pem D (> 1), (S.247)

diam(Z,)<s&
ZsNXAD

Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G (x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

. w—1lx e2|t| ma
with
- - uw—1z
¥ :=4Gy(4D)P, m: = LJ +1. S.249
Y(4D) ¢ (5.249)

We note that the same inequality holds for time-dependent Hamiltonians.
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2. Proof of Proposition 7

We estimate the norm of ||[O(H,t), 0], where Of, and Oy are arbitrary operators with the unit norm (i.e.,
|OLIl = 1|OL/]| = 1) which are supported on L and L', respectively. Following Ref. [15], we start from the inequality
as

d 7 d iH —iH T (T T (T
IO, ), 0] = —|le T ope™, 0p|| < 2(|OL|| - I[HL(H,7), 0| = 2[|[Ho(H,7), Ou]ll,  (S:250)

where we define H 1, as follows:

F[L::Z; Z haz.. (S.251)
s=1d

iam(Z,)<s¢
Z.NLAD

The operator Hy, picks up all the interaction terms {hz}zca in (S.246) that act on the subset L.
By using the inequality (S.250), we first obtain

Oz (1), Or]ll < [0z, O]l +2/0 I[HL(H,7),0p]ldr

o0
<2, >
s1=ldiam(Zs, )<s1¢
Zsy NLAD

t

I[hz., (H,m),0L]|ldr, (S.252)
0

where we use dr, 1 > 1 which implies [Or, Or/] = 0. By applying the inequality (S.250) to [|[hz,, (H,71),0r/]|, we
have

o0 T _

>, > / I[hz., (H,72),Or/]||drs. (S.253)

s2=1diam(Zs,)<s2¢ 0
ZsyNZsy 70

7z, (H,71), 0L < l[hz., . Oulll + 2| hz.,

In the following, for the simplicity of the notation, we simply describe as

o= ) (S.254)

diam(Zs,)<s2¢ ZsogNZsy 70
ZsoNZsy 70

by omitting the constraint of diam(Z,,) < s2£. By combining the inequalities (S.252) and (S.253), we have

oL@ &), 0l <20t Y > llhz.,, Oul

s1=1 Z,, NL#D

ZsyNL'#0
oo oo t T1
$2Y Y Y X [ e, (). Oudndn, (5.255)
s1=1Z,, NL£0 s2=12,,nZ,,#0"0 70

where in the summation of the first term we add the restriction of Zs, N L # 0 because of ||[hz
Zs, NL =10.
By repeating this process (m* — 1) times, we obtain

I[OL(H,t), 0L

o0 2 [e ]
<Y Y bz, 0ull+ PSS g,

Or/]|| = 0 for

510

> Y bz, 0l

s1=1 ZslﬁLy&(Z) s1=1 ZslﬁLgé(Z) so=1 Z52ﬂZ517é(Z)
Zg,NL'#0 ZsyNL'#0
@t)? .- S
i nD DD END IR D N DI D |l
T os1=1Z,,NL#AD $2=1 Z,,NZs, #0 53=1 Z,,NZs, #0
ZgyNL'#0

+...+2m*§: > bz, i > IIhz‘gz\mi >

s1=1Z, NL#D s2=12Z.,NZs, #0 s=12s NZs . 70

t T1 Tm*—1 ~
/ / / llhz, . (,7e), O ldridrs - drp-
0 0 0

<> L. (S.256)
m=1
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In the above inequality, we define {£,,}7_, as

L, = 2|t| Z S o, HZ S bzl Y > bz, (S.257)

s1=1Z, NL#D s2=12Z,,NZs, #0 sm=1Z,,NZs, _ #0
Z oy NL'#D
form =1,2,...,m* — 1, where we use ||[[hz, ,Or]|| <2||hz,, || from [|Or| = 1. For m =m*, we define L,,- as
202p)™ S
SIS U SN D S ED SR PR 1D SUNED S P T

s1=1Z, NL#D s2=12Z,,NZs, #0 Sp=12Zs NZs . 70

We notice that for £,,- the summation with respect to Z, . is not restricted to {Z, .|Zs, . NL # 0}.
We, in the following, aim to upper-bound the mth term £, in Eq. (S.257). By using the condition (S.247) with
59 = 5;—1, we obtain the upper bound of
Yo b, <8128 (54 55-1)Pe 5T < gy(sg +5,0) e (8.259)
Zs;NZs;_, #0

for j > 2, where we use the inequality (S.18) with the condition diam(Z,, ,) < s;_1£ to obtain

|Z{3719| < yldiam(Zs, ) /(5518)]° = - (5.260)
Also, from the condition (S.247) with so = 1, we obtain
Sz, < GILO](1+ 51)Pe 1) < | LO(1 4 5p)PeniorD), (5.261)

Zgy NL#D
where we use v > 1. By combining the inequalities (S.259) and (S.261), we have

Yoozl Yo bzl Yz, < [ 05 (5.262)
j=1

Z4y NL#£D ZoyNZsy 70 ZsmnNZs 1 70

where g, , s, = g7(sj + sj_l)De”‘(Sfl) for j > 2 and g5,.5, = §7|L(5)|(1 + sl)De’“(Sl’l). For the product of
{9s;_1.5; 721, the following inequality holds as

m mD
HgsJ oy = (@)™ P LO| 1 1 80)P T (s + 57200 < |9 @)™ (25’") emSumm) | (8.263)
j=2

m

where Sy, := 377" s; > m and we use

m 25 mD
(1 +s)P [[(ss+s-0)" < <WZ”) : (S.264)
j=2

Under the constraints of {Zs, NL #0,Z,,NZs, #0,...,Zs, NZs, _, # 0}, a necessary condition for Z, NL' # ()
is given by

Sm& > dr,1, (5.265)
and hence by combining (S.257), (5.262) and (S.263), the mth term L£,, is bounded from above by
(29’Y|t| ( 2Sm mb — _
L €) K(Sm m) .
< |L®)] > - e (S.266)
s12>21,802>21,- ;8,21
SmfzdL,L/

We upper-bound the summation as follows:

2S mD . (Sm?m) B 25 mD B (S,m)
Z ,Sm>1 (Tnm> “ Z Z ySm>1 <m> °

s1>1,80>1,--- > S>max(m,dy, rr/€) s121,52>1,-
SmEZdL,L/ S1+82+-- Gm—S

() E)

S>max(m,dy, /&)

mD
_ > (S - 1) <2S> o H(S—m)
m—1 m
SZmax(m,dL,L//f)

2mDeum

D4m—1_—pS
S 2. ST (5.267)
S>dy, 11/€



43

where the summation with respect to {s1, 82, - , 8} such that s; + s + -+ + s,, = S is equal to the (S — m)-
multicombination from a set of m elements, and we use (2:11) < SmL/(m 1) in the inequality. For an arbitrary
constant Sy > 0 and z € N, we obtain

Z Sze—uS: Z Sze—(,u—l)Se—S Se—(u—l)So Z Sze—S

S$>S0 S>S S>5So

< 67(#71)50 /OO e "4y < 6*(I~L*1)50+1Z!7 (8268)
So

where in the first inequality we use the condition g > 1. By using the above inequality with Sy = dr /& and
z=mD + m — 1, the inequality (S.267) reduces to

25, mD gmD I+pum—(p—1)dy, 1/ /€
3 eTHSmmm) <2 ——(mD +m —1)!
>1,55>1 >\ ™ mmom = 1)
s121l,8021,--,8m 2

Smé&>dy, 1+

2777,D€1+IL7T7«*(M*1)dL,L’/'E (mD)' (mD +m — 1)

mmD 1
<e(2D)mD rm—(n=1)dy p /¢ (D =1
< e
<e(4D)mP M1 gnm=(n=1)dy s /€ (S.269)

where in the second inequality we use (mD)! < (mD)mD and in the last inequality we use (m?;ﬂ_l) < gmbtm-1

Therefore, by combining the inequalities (S.266) and (S.269), we finally arrive at the inequality for £,, as

~ D m ~ m
M L == o0/ — wws) jem— =1 11 € (8.270)
m: m:

Lo <

where we use the definition of ¥ in Eq. (S.249). In the same way, we can derive the similar upper bound for
Ly~ For L,~, only the difference is that the constraint of S,,§ > dr 1 in (S.266) is removed. Hence, the same
calculations as (S.267) and (S.269) give

mD mD
3 25m) " sy 2§ (5T 1Y (250 s
S\ m m—1 m

5121,522>1,- ;8 > S>m
2mD pum
< § SmD+m 1 —[LS
—mmD( l
S>m
omD p

_mef(ﬂfl)m+l(mD +m— 1)! < 6(4D)mD2m71€m. (8.271)

We thus obtain from Eq. (S.258)

*

m* 2~ m
L. < Clieqy(4D)Plt] 11O |= 76““' L© |<e(en1)lt|> L@, (5.272)

m*! m*

where we use m*! > (m*/e)™
We here choose m* such that

dr, w—1dp 1
) (- 1) < :
(= 1) = (u = 1) B < A0
« p—1ldg L’J
or m*—1=|———2 . S.273
{ 2 € ( )
Then, by using the upper-bounds for {£,,}™_,, we arrive at the following inequality:
£ dr,r 2ot \™
NOL®), Ol € L + Y L < e| O |aft]exp ( p(m* —1) = (u = 1) == +oft] | + ( — =
m=1 g m*
—1dp 29|t m
< €|L(§)| [ﬂ|t| exp (_;42 LéL + 1~J|t> + <€7;L)U) ] ; (S.274)

where we use Yoo 2™ /m! <z > o a™/(m+1)! <z Y0 2™ /m! < ze”. We thus prove the inequality (S.248).
This completes the proof. [J
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C. Proof of Lemma 3: Lieb-Robinson bound for Hamiltonian with a finite interaction length

1. Statement

Lemma 3. Let H be a Hamiltonian such that

H = hy (S.275)
ZCA:diam(Z)<¢

with the same condition as (S.7), namely

sup Y bzl <grYetP for r<é (S.276)
€A g7
r<diam(Z)<¢

Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G (x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound with

[z/€]
— mi volt| ) —2(z—&volt])/€
Gz(x,t,X) = min | 2|X ( ,2 ] < 21X e =\ wmsvol S.277

with

_ 2e3gy(a — 2D)

2
a—2D—1 (8.278)

Vo
We note that the same inequality holds for time-dependent Hamiltonians.

Remark. When we consider a Hamiltonian with k-body interactions (k = O(1)) (i.e., k-local Hamiltonian), the
inequality (S.277) is trivially obtained for o > Dj; for example, please see Sec. 2.3 in Ref. [118] or Appendix C in
Ref. [24]. However, the k-dependence of the Lieb-Robinson bound is roughly given by

0<gk>t|)”E
/€ '

This estimation gives the Lieb-Robinson velocity of order O(1/(k€)). The Hamiltonian (S.275) includes up to
O(£P)-body interactions, namely k = O(¢P). Hence, the Lieb-Robinson velocity is not given by O(¢), but given
by O(¢P+1). Therefore, in order to obtain the Lieb-Robinson velocity of O(¢), we need to utilize the power-law
decay as in (S.276) with « > 2D + 1.

Gl t,X) ~ < (S.279)

2. Proof of Lemma 3

The proof is almost the same as Proposition 7. We note that min(+,2) is given by the trivial upper bound of
Gz, t,X) < 2. We start from the same inequality as (S.256):

*

[OL(H,1),0L] <> L (S.280)
m=1
with ||Or|| = ||Or/|| = 1, where L,,, (m < m*) and L,,» are defined as
2(2)¢)™
Ln=="2 3 Mzl Y bzl X b, (8.281)
© ZinL#D ZaNZ1#D Zn N\ 170
ZmNL'#0

and

202e)™
Lo === 30 bzl X2 Mhzl-- Y bz,

Z1NL#D ZaNZ1#0 Zx N Z 1 70

(S.282)

Now, due to the finite interaction length of £, we have £, = 0 as long as {m < dr, 1. Hence, if we choose

m* = dy /€], (5.283)
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we obtain £, =0 for m <m* — 1 < dg r//¢. This choice of m* gives the inequality of

Our task is to estimate the upper bound of L,,«.
In order to estimate L,,~, we first decompose the Hamiltonian as

3
H= Y hz=) >  hg. (S.285)

diam(Z)<¢ r=1Z,:diam(Z,)=r

We notice that the condition (S.276) gives

> lhz, || < > |hz|| < gr=e*P for VieA. (S.286)

Zy:diam(Z,)=r,Z,>1 Z:diam(Z)>r,Z>1

Therefore, we have for arbitrary subset L C A

> lhz, | < > lhz, Il < g Llr=*?, (5.287)

Z,:diam(Z,)=r,Z.NL#£D 1€L Z,:diam(Z,)=r,Z,>1
which gives the following upper bound:
3
> hz, |l < 9l Zme—1| > 1P, (S.288)
Zonx N _ 170D T =1

From the inequality (S.16), we have |Z| < y[diam(Z)]P, which yields the inequality of

¢
> 1z | Zme ] < 91 Zme—2] D ()T (5.289)
Zom 1N Zpx 270 Tm* —1=1
By repeating the same process, we obtain
I3 m*—1

Yoozl Yo kzl- Yo bz,

<ol > gt P I 9Pyt
s=1

Z1NL#D ZyNZ17#0 Zox N Zop v —1 720 T1,T ey Py =1

¢ ™

<|L| (Z gyr—ot2P ) : (S.290)
r=1
where we use 7, TP < ~yr ¢T2P for p,. > 1 from v > 1. For a > 2D + 1, we obtain
3 0 00
—2D

—at2D £ N pat2D o 1+/ —at2Dg, XD 5291
2t Sy S [ e = e (5.201)

By applying the inequalities (S.290) and (S.291) to Eq. (S.282), we obtain the upper bound of L,,« by

m* _ m* 3 B m* m*

- m*! a—2D—1 a—2D—1 e2m* e2m*

where we use m*! > (m*/e)™ and vy was defined in Eq. (S.278). We thus obtain the first inequality in (S.277)
from the choice of m* as in Eq. (S.283).
Finally, we need to prove

[2/€]
min <2|L < ;}[Ol?ﬂ) ,2> < 2|L|e~2(@—Ewlth/€, (S.293)
e2|x

For & < &uplt|, the inequality trivially holds, and hence we only need to consider & > Evglt|. For x > &uglt|, we use
the following upper bounds:

[z/€] z/€
volt| ) ( volt| ) —2x/e  —2(w—tuvolt])/€
< <e <e 0 , S.294
(62 [z/€] —\e*(z/§) - - ( )

where the last inequality is a trivial inequality. We thus obtain the inequality (S.293). This completes the proof.
O
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D. Proof of Proposition 8: connection of two Lieb-Robinson bounds from different unitary operators

1. Statement

Proposition 8. We consider a Hamiltonian Hy which satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound for a fixed t as
G(x,t,X,Y) < Cem(@mrlD/e (S.295)

for diam(X),diam(Y) < v¢ (v > 3). Also, let H) be a Hamiltonian which satisfies the Lieb-Robinson bound for a
fized t' as

G'(w,t', X) = |X O F (2,1), (S.296)
where the function F'(z,t') is assumed to satisfy
Fla,t') < Fl(xo,t')e 2@720/8 for >0, 0<mzy < (S.297)

Note that we impose no assumptions on diam(X) for G'(z,t',X). We then obtain the Lieb-Robinson function
G (x,t, 8, X,Y) for e Hote=iHot" 4

G (x,t,t', X, V) = 4Cy(3/v)P (2K* + v)Pe(z=r7E-vltD/¢ (S.298)
for diam(X), diam(Y) < v€, where k* is defined as an integer (k* € N) which satisfies
1

F(k* ) < e = (7L S.299
(K’ f ) — 2D+1€272D! Cl ( )
Note that t'-dependence of G" (x,t,t', X,Y) is included in K*.
2. Proof of Proposition 8
We need to consider the norm of the commutator
[eiH[')t’eiHotOXe—iHote—iHét" OY] (S.300)

for arbitrary operators Ox and Oy with diam(X), diam(Y) < v¢ (v > 1). In the following, we aim to estimate the
upper bound of

l[es" e ot O e Hote= ot Oy ]| = [|[Ox (Ho, t), Oy (Hy, —t)]|| (S.301)

We first decompose Oy (H{), —t') as

OY(H(/)a _tl) = OY(H67 _t/’ Y[’Q*f]) + Z OY[sg]a
s=k*+1
Oylsg) = Oy (Hg, —t',Y[s¢]) — Oy (Hg, —t', Y [(s — 1)¢]), (S.302)

where we determine x* afterward. From the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.296) and Lemma 1, the norm of Oy s is
bounded from above by

|0y 1sq1 || < 10y (Hg, —t') = Oy (Hg, —t', Y [s€))[| + | Oy (Hg, —t') — Oy (Hg, —t', Y [(s — 1)€))||
S g’(5§7t'7Y) + g/((s - 1)§7t/7Y)
<2AYCOPF (s — 1)E,t') < 29°F (s — DET), (S.303)

where we use |Y(”5) |< ~[diam(Y)/(v€)]P < ~ which is derived from the inequality (S.18). On the other hand, we
have the trivial upper bound of

10y (Hp, =", Y[s*E)I < Oy || = 1. (S.304)

By using the decomposition (S.302), we obtain

o0

I[Ox (Ho, 1), Oy (Hy, —")]|| < |[Ox (Ho, 1), Oy (Hy, —t', Y [x"éD]| + Y N[Ox(Ho, ), Oyieglll (5.305)

s=kr*+1
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In the estimation of the commutators [Ox (Ho,t), Oy|s¢], we cannot directly use the Lieb-Robinson bound (S.188)

because the subset Y[s¢] may no longer satisfy the condition diam (Y [s¢]) < v§. We thus utilize Theorem 4. From
the definition of G(x,t, X,)) in Eq. (S.295), we set

F(t,x,Y)=ce'tlVe  L(x)=e/¢ (S.306)

in Eq. (S.64). Because the assumption diam(Y’) < v¢ (v > 3) implies diam(Y") < 2(v€/3) + 1, the inequality (S.65)
in the theorem gives

I[Ox (Ho, t), Oy (Hf, —t', Y [*€])]|| < 2C|Y [*€]¥¢/3) e (dxy=nTe=vlth/E,
I[Ox (Ho, t), Oy (sg)]ll < Oy sq|l - 2C|Y [5€] 8/ |~ ey =se=vlth /€, (S.307)

where we use (S.304) in the first inequality. Note that dx y[sg) = dx,y — s&. Because of diam(Y[s¢]) < 2s& +
diam(Y') < 2s€ + v€, we have

Y [sg] /D] < 43P (1 + 2s/v)P (S.308)
from the inequality (S.18). We thus reduce the inequality (S.305) to
|| [OX(HOa t)v OY(H67 _t/)] ||

<20y3P(1 4+ 20* J) Pe (I y = EVI/E L 9033D S [[Oy g - (1+ 28/)Pe (e —s6rlD /s
s=r*+1
<20y3Pe (e =rTem /S (1 2k® /)P 4297 D (14 2s/w) e Fl((s = 1)&,1)| (S.309)
s=k*+1
where we use the upper bound (S.303) for ||Oy [s¢]-
We then calculate an upper bound of
S 425/ F (s = D)EH) =Y [+ 2(k" + 1+ 5) /WP F (57 + 5)E,1). (S.310)
s=Kr*+1 s=0
By using the inequality (S.297) with zo = k*&, we obtain
F (k" 4+ 8)&,t") < F/(k*E,)e™ 2, (S.311)
which upper-bounds (S.310) as
ST @+2s/)Per T F (s = D) S F(EH) Y (14 2(5" + 14 5)/v]Pe !
s=Kk*+1 s=0

< Fl(k*,t)e?(2/v)P / (x+ K" +1+v/2)Pe %da
0
< F(5*61) - 2(2/v)PDI(K* +2 +1v/2)P, (S.312)
where in the last inequality we use (S.101). By applying the inequality (S.312) to (S.309), we finally obtain

I[Ox (Ho, 1), Oy (Hg, —t")]||
<20y(3/v)Pedxy =rE=vIN/C (25 1+ )P 4 26242 DI(2k* + 4+ V)P F/ (7€, t')] . (S.313)

By choosing £* in the above inequality such that

Fwet) < 2¢2 21()2'?2/£t i)4+ v)P (5-314)
we obtain the inequality (S.298). Because of k* > 1 and v > 3, we have
. -D
m _ <1 e ,,) > (9/5)0 > 27D, (5.315)
and hence the condition (S.314) is simplified as
1
F(k*&t) < 3D 2 DT (S.316)

This completes the proof. [J
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XIV. CONTRIBUTION OF THE LONG-RANGE INTERACTIONS TO LIEB-ROBINSON BOUND:
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

A. Statement

Theorem 3 (Contribution by the long-range interacting terms). Under the choice of £; by Eq. (S.35), the unitary
operator (S.37) satisfies the Gy, (x,t, X, Y)-Lieb-Robinson bound as

Pt og?? (z + 1)

: S.317
(&= R )" (8:317)

2
g>ét ($,t, X,y) :jO‘X(D*”D"’y(y*‘ﬂ)’ ‘t|

where Jo and ko are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, v, v}.

Theorem 3’ (k-local Hamiltonian). Let us assume the k-locality of the Hamiltonian [see Eq. (S.3) for the
definition]. Then, under the same setup as that of Theorem 3, we obtain the Lieb-Robinson bound Q(:Z)t (z,t,X,))

‘t|2D+1

k k v* v”

>0 (S.318)

where JO(k) and kg are constants which depend only on the parameters {D, go, 0,7, k}.
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Contribution by the long—range interactions

a—2D -1

—i [t — T p =1 —
U>€t = Te lfo H>5t(H§5t’T)dT L=1t]", 7:=1 2@ D)

l Decomposing

Hoy(Hep,7) =Y hrtyz
ZCA
Middle-range Lieb-Robinson bound for H<y,
Gty (1, X) = Co| X[ (1 + /) P2 0D/

[Quasi-locality of Hs,,(H<e,, ), Propositions 9,10]

(S.347), (S.348) ixy=R _ Y
< @ e .|y @ 1) /
ch;\ [r e,z )l < g:(R)|X ||y | X Tnteraction: g;(R)| X" 1tD[.]y "1t

ZNX#0,Z0Y £

(R) := = j§|t\’1"1/2 for R < Rv*|t],
IV T = PP R 10g?P(R+1)  for R > Fvrlt].

l Deriving long-range Lieb—Robinson bound

[Propositions 11] ¢, c: constants
(8.359) * * ) e [i-/2 O(R/It])
Got,(@,8,2,Y) =c| X IO [ Y710 Jt|gy (R) + | X 71D <R>

polynomial decay - o %
ponential decay
as [t|?P+1 R~ 10g?P (R) as R-OR/It])

l The first term is dominant

Theorem 3

FIG. 10. Outline of the proof. In the proof of Theorem 3, we need to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for Us., in Eq. (S.322).
The proof consists of the following two steps: i) estimation of the quasi-locality of Hx,, (H<y,, ), ii) derivation of the Lieb-
Robinson bound under the estimated quasi-locality. In the first step, we can utilize Theorem 2 for the time evolution by
H<,,, and aim to prove Proposition 9 (the proof is given in Sec. XIV C). By using the proposition, we can derive the quasi-
locality of Hsg, (H<g,, ) in the form of Eq. (S.347) with (S.348). Based on this estimation of the quasi-locality, we derive
Proposition 11 (the proof is given in Sec. XIV D), which yields the Lieb-Robinson bound for Usg, as in Ineq. (S.359). By
appropriately transform the inequality (S.359), we arrive at the main inequality (S.317). In the case where the k-locality is
assumed, the only difference arises from the point that Proposition 9 is replaced by Proposition 10.

B. Proof of the theorem (see Fig. 10 for the outline)

In the following, we define & as

a:=a-—2D -1, (S.319)
which gives 7 in Eq. (S.35) as
a
p=1——. S.320
i a—D) (5.320)
From the assumption of o > 2D + 1, we have & > 0. Also, the assumption (S.7) implies
S lhgl < gt P = gl et P, (8.321)
ZCA,Z3i
diam(Z) >4,

where we use the definition of ¢; := |t|7 [see Eq. (S.35)].
Here, the primary task is to derive the Lieb-Robinson bound for the unitary operator of

Use, = Te t Jo Hree(Hsenmir (S.322)
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which appears from the decomposition of the unitary operator e~/

e—l’Ht — e—iHSzttTefi fot Hse, (HS’ft’T)dT7 (8323)

Notice that we have already obtained the Lieb-Robinson bound for e*#<¢* from Theorem 2.
From Theorem 2, H<y, satisfies the G<y, (z,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound as

Geo (2,8, X) = éo‘X|2(1 + /)P eI/ (S.324)
We first rewrite the function G<y, (x,t, X) in the form of
Ger, (2,1, X) = | X |20 00— (1=~ o [el] /L (S.325)
By following the same calculations in the proof of Lemma 4, we obtain d; as follows:

log(Co) + (D — 1) log(v*|t|/¢; + 1) < log(Co) + (D — 1) log(vely + 1) < 1

6 p—
' 2(0°[t]/£y) = 000,

(S.326)

O |

where in the first inequality we use v*|t|/¢; = v*[t|T > v* > vol; [see Eq. (S.153)], and in the second inequality we
use the condition (S.144) for ¢;. We thus obtain

1—0;>1/2, (S.327)
which reduces (S.325) to
Gep, (2,8, X) < |X) e (@207 lD/0 (S.328)

For the derivation of (S.317), we first show the quasi-locality of H, (H<y,,7) for 7 < t. We prove the following
propositions (see Sec. XIV C for the proof):

Proposition 9. Let us consider an operator A as follows:

A= az, (S.329)

ZCA

where A satisfies the assumptions (S.7) and (S.8) with g = g, and go = ga,0. We also consider an operator Ay
which satisfies Go(x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound as follows:

Golx,t, X) = C|x|Pe@vIth/E (€ >1). (S.330)

For arbitrary 7 < [t| such that v|t|/§ > 1, we obtain the decomposition of

A(Ag, 1) Z ar,z (5.331)
ZCA
such that
S llarzl Smin [Jigao| XDy OO (og)2P (R 4 e (BATROGO) g, | XD (Fre)P]
ZCA
ZNX#£0,ZNY #£0
+ 92 J3| XD t)PR™  with  fr = log(22P ey’ CR®) + v|t|/¢, (S.332)

where R = dxy and we define J; := 26PF2e(2D)1n?, Jy := e6PyD! and J3 = eyD![8log(2e7C)|Pcq.p with
ca,p i= D7 sup,y ([1+2Dlog(r)]P fre=2P1).

Because of fr x log(R), this proposition implies that the interaction strength algebraically decays as R~ log2D (R).
In particular, if we assume the k-locality for the Hamiltonian, we can obtain a stronger statement as follows:

Proposition 10 (k-local operator). Let us consider an operator A which includes at most k-body interactions
(i.e., k-local operator), namely

A= > az (S.333)

ZCA|ZI<k

Then, under the same setup as that of Proposition 9, we obtain the decomposition of

A(Ao, )= arz (S.334)

ZCA
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such that
S Jarsl < min [Jfk)ga70|X(um>|.|y<v|t|>|(v‘t|)w (Rfa T 67<R74v|t\>/<ss>) 7J2(k)ga|X(U\t|)’(v|tDD} ,
ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0
(5.335)
where R = dx.y and we define J\*) = (2eCk?)20P+e(2D)1n2 and JIF = (2eCk?)e6P~ D!,
In Proposition 9, we choose A = H-, and Ay = H<y,, which gives the parameters
E=l, C=1, gao=go, ga=glt|*TPT2  y=20" (S.336)

We note that these choices ensure the condition v|t| > £ because of v* > 1 and ¢, = [t|7 < |t| (|t| > 1). Then, for
7 < |t|, we have

Hop(Heg,7) = Y etz (S.337)
ZCA
with
N ezl < gltTetPH 2 X @D | (207 |t) PR

ZCA
ZNX#0,ZNY #0

1 min |:jlgo|X(2v*|tD|.’}/(2U*\t\)’(f'tl’Rgt)2D (Rfa + ef(R74ft,Ret)/(set)) 7j2g|t|fa+D+d/2 X(2v*\t|)|(ﬁ7R£t)D}
(S.338)
and

fo.r = log(22PHey? R2) 4 20* [t| /4, (S.339)

where {jl, Jo, j3} are constants which are defined by {.Ji,J2, J3} in Proposition 9. Note that these parameters
depend only on {D, gy, «,v}. Furthermore, from f; gf; > 2v*|t|, we can reduce the inequality (S.338) to

Z ||hT7étyz||

ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0

< ¢3min [jlgolX(v*ltD|'|Y(v*|t|)|(ﬁ,R€t)2D (Ria + 67(R74f"’*2t)/(8£t)) 7j29|t|7a+D+d/2|X(v*‘tl)|(ft,R€t)D} ;
(S.340)

where the first term in (S.338) is absorbed by taking an appropriate constant ¢; which depends on g, go and
{J1, J2, J3}. Note that we have ‘X(ZU ‘t|)’§ ‘X(“ |t|)‘.
From ¢; = |t|7, we have fi gl; in the form of

fi.rle = [t|T1og(22P T ey? R%) 4 20* [t]. (S.341)

From the above expression, there always exists a constant & (> 2) such that it satisfies the following inequalities

. R
R—4fipli > 5 and e T/06L) < R=> for R > Ro*|t], (S.342)

2DR*log?®” ' (R +1)

d
[R~*log?®(R+1)] = —aR " 1og?” (R + 1) + <0 for R>#&v*|t],  (S.343)

dR R+1
and
. log(22P*1ey? R29) ¥t for R < Rrv*|t|
by = 20"t — 1)< ’ S.344
Junty = 20| |< 20%|t[1-7 )= cu*lt|log(R+1)  for R > rv*t, (5:344)

where ¢, depends on the parameters {D, go, v, v}. Note that the inequality (S.342) implies R > 8f~t,R€t > 16v*|¢|
and hence & is at least larger than 16, namely % > 16.
Under the above definition of &, for R > #v*|t|, the inequalities (S.342) and (S.344) give

(f‘t,Rgt)2D (Rfa + e*(R74ft,th)/(SZt)) < Q(C*v*‘t|)2DR7a 1Og2D(R + 1) (8345)
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Also, for R < fv*|t|, the inequality (S.344) gives
|t|_a+D+&/2(]?t,R£t)D < (C*v*)D|t|—a+2D+&/2 < (C*U*)D|t‘_1+&/2, (8346)

where the last inequality is given by the condition o > 2D + 1. By using the inequalities (S.345) and (S.346), the
inequality (S.340) reduces to

ST ezl < g (R)|XCID] |y Tl (S.347)
ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0
with
ggJa(cv*) Pt TIm2 = Ji|t|71ma/2 for R < Rv*|t],
9+(R) := o0 |t12P log?P (R + 1) (S.348)

23g0J1 (c*v*) = Ji|t|*PR™*1og*” (R + 1) for R > Rv*|t|,

Ra

where J| and J} depend on the parameters {D, go,,7}. Note that the function g,(R) monotonically decreases
with R because of the condition (S.343). ~
In the case where the Hamiltonian is k-local, we can apply the same analyses. Only the difference is that f; r¢;

is replaced with 2v*|t| from Proposition 10. Hence, the logarithmic dependence log?” (R + 1), which results from
the inequality (S.344), does not appear in this case. Then, the inequality (S.347) is replaced by

ST ezl < g (R X @D [y 71D (S.349)

ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0

with

7(k) || —1—&/2 P
(k)(R) . {J2 2] for R < Rv*|t], (5.350)

T JPREPPR for R > Rvr|,
where jl(k) and jQ(k) are constants which depend on the parameters {D, go, v, 7y, k}.

We here show the Lieb-Robinson bound for time-evolved long-range Hamiltonians Hs, (H<y,, 7). We can prove
the following proposition (see Sec. XIV D for the proof):

Proposition 11. Let us consider a Hamiltonian H as follows:

H=> hy (S.351)
ZCA
with
Z ||f~lz|| < ’X(io)’.’y'(fo)‘g(R)’ R=dxy,
ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0
g for R < k&, . -
R) = = golog?(R+1) (pEN), S.352
9(R) {gRR“ for R > ey, IR0 og’(R+1) (peN) ( )

where k> 2, & > 1, and g(R) monotonically decreases with R. Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G(x,t, X, Y)-
Lieb-Robinson bound with

29l (a4 2) [ oo dergohy20P e\ /)
G, 2, 7) = wwywm,% (c2e32%971 1) () + 2| x(&)| (6“50;|) . (S.353)
where I'(z) is the gamma function and we define A as
S Cp.GoyD2P ! logP (k€ + 1)
= gv[2(k +3)]P + 2 ,
9712(k + 3)] P &
(log(2) + 1)” }
Cp i=  SUp — . S.354
b 2€R|z>r 42 [(z —2)a-b-1 ( )

In the following, we apply Proposition 11 to the unitary operator of

Te fg Hs (Hsem)dr (S.355)
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From the inequality (S.347) with Eq. (S.348), the parameters in Proposition 11 is now given by
Go=v'tl, w=Fk, p=2D, g=Jt|"""2 go=Jit". (8.356)
Then, the definition (S.354) gives A|t| as follows:

\ 7 ~, & C gj/ D2D+1 10 2D IN'i’U*t +1
Nt = Joy[2(7 + 3)]|PJe|~8/2 4 BRAATZE T 1y2D+1208 (Rv*[t| +1)

Rt2 (v*ft))e
. ; wJiyD2P+L
= T 20+ 3P YI/2 + Rl o™ ] +1), (5.357)

where & := o — 2D — 1 as defined in Eq. (S.319). Because of & > 0 and |¢| > 1, there exists a constant g which
depends only on the parameters {D, go, v, 7} such that

Alt] < Xolt|=%/% < Xo. (S.358)

Then, from the inequality (S.353) in Proposition 11, the unitary operator (S.355) satisfies Gy, (z,t, X', Y)-Lieb-
Robinson bound with

20 el (o + 2) (626’\0729D - 1)
Ao
| <46/~Q’U*)\0’)/29D|t|1d/2)

Gor, (2,1, X,Y) =[xl It|ge(R)

R/(2/v*[t])

+2|x 7D (S.359)

R

From the definition of g;(R) in Eq. (S.348), the first term in (S.359) decays as t2P+1R=*10g*" (R + 1) for
R > kv*[t|. On the other hand, the second term exponentially decays as (R~ [t|'~%/2)%/I!l. Hence, there exists a
constant kg > K such that

First term in (S.359) > Second term in (S.359) for R > kov™*|t]. (S.360)
We then obtain
20+ 16T (q + 2) <626)\0729D _ 1)
Ao

G, (.8, X, Y) =2|X @] | It JU PP R 10g?P (R + 1) (S.361)

for R > kov*|t|. Therefore, we finally obtain

t[2P+1 10g?P (R + 1)
Ra

g>ft (l’,t, X,y) :‘70|X(v*|t‘)||y('u*\t|)| for R > Kio’U*|t| (8362)

by choosing

2a+261'\(a + 2) (e2eA0,y29D _ 1) i
Jo = Ji. (S.363)
Ao
The inequality (S.362) reduces to the main inequality (S.317).
In the case where the Hamiltonian is k-local, from the inequality (S.349) with Eq. (S.350), we set the parameters
in Proposition 11 as follows:

Co=vt, w=& p=0, g=Jp12  Go= T2, (S.364)
By following the same steps for the derivation of (S.362), we obtain for the k-local Hamiltonians
|¢[2D+1

Gor (2,8, X,)) ZJO(k)|X(U*‘tI)’-|y(v*|t‘)‘T for R > kov™|t], (S.365)

where jo(k) is a constant which depends on {D, go, @, 7y, k}. This completes the proof of the theorem. O

C. Proofs of Propositions 9 and 10
1. Statement

Proposition 9. Let us consider an operator A as follows:

A= "az, (S.366)

ZCA
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where A satisfies the assumptions (S.7) and (S.8) with ¢ = g, and go = ga,0. We also consider an operator Ay
which satisfies Go(x,t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound as follows:

Go(z,t, X) = C|X|Pe” @V (€ >1). (S.367)

For arbitrary 7 < |t| such that v|t|/§ > 1, we obtain the decomposition of

A(Ag,7) =) arz (S.368)
ZCA
such that
> [ar,z| <min [Jlga,o|X(”‘t‘> |- [V D (Fr8)*P (R*a + e*(R*‘*fR@/(gE)) ; nga|X(”‘t')|(fR§)D}
ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0
+ g2 3| XD t)P R with  fr == log(22P ey’ CR*) + v|t|/¢, (S.369)

where R = dxy and we define J; := 2°P+*e(2D)!y?, Jy := 6P D! and J3 = eyD![8log(2e7>C)|Pca,p with
Ca,p = D7 sup,>; ([1 +2Dlog(r)]? /ro—2P71).

Proposition 10 (k-local operator). Let us consider an operator A which includes at most k-body interactions
(i.e., k-local operator), namely

A= > az (S.370)

ZCAM|Z|<k

Then, under the same setup as that of Proposition 9, we obtain the decomposition of

A(Ag,7) =) arz (S.371)
ZCA
such that
: k v v —a —(R—4v k v
Z lar.z|| < min [Jl( )ga,0|X( |t\)|.|y( |t|)|(v\t|)2D (R 4+ (R4 |t\)/(85)> 7J2( )ga|X( \tl)’(vw)D} :
ZCA
ZNX#0,ZNY #0
(S.372)

where R = dxy and we define J") = (2eCk?)26P+e(2D)1y? and JSF = (2eCk?)e6PyD!.

2. Proofs of Propositions 9 and 10.

[Few-body (k-local) operator]
We first consider the case where the operator A includes up to k-body interacting terms:

A= Y az (S.373)

ZCM|Z|I<k
In this case, the proof is much simpler than that for generic A. We here denote
dxy =R (S.374)

for the simplicity.
For the proof, we decompose A as

> az,. (S.375)

Z,.CA
|Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r

)
hE

r=1

We then obtain A(Ag,7) in the following form:

A(Ag, 7) Z Z az, (Ao, 7). (S.376)

|Z 1<k, dldm(Z) r
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We further decompose each of {az, (Ao, 7)}z, ca as follows:

az, (A, T) = Z‘IT,ZT[s&ET] with diam(Z,) = r, (S.377)
s=0

where we define

a _Jaz, (Ao, 7, Z:[&]) for s=0, (S.378)
T 0y (Ao, T, Ze[sE + &) — az, (Ao, T, Ze[(s — 1)E+E])  for s> 1. '
The parameter &, is appropriately chosen afterward. By combining Eqs. (S.376) and (S.377), we have
A(Ao, T) = Z Z Z aT7ZT[S§+§T] . (8379)
r=1 Z.CA s=0

|Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r
In order to obtain the inequality (S.369), we need to estimate the following quantity:

2.2 ) lar,z, 1se+el- (S.380)

r=1 s=0 Z.CA,| Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r
Zr[sE+E-INX#D, Z - [sE+E-INY #D

We notice that the condition Z,.[s§ + &N X # @ for Z. C A is equivalent to Z, N X[s€ + &,] # 0, and hence

o0 oo (oo} oo
2.2 > larz,serel =D 2 3 larz el (S:381)
r=1 s=0 Z.CM,|Z|<k,diam(Z,)=r r=1s=0 ZyCA,|Zy|<k,diam(Z,)=r
Zy[sE+EnINX#D, Z, [sE+E-]NY #£0 ZoNX [sE+E0]£D, Z Y [sE4+E,]#£0
By using the Gy(z, t, X)-Lieb-Robinson bound of Ag and Lemma 1, we obtain
||aT,ZT[S£+£T] | = llaz, (Ao, T, Zr[s€ +&:]) — az, (Ao, 7, Z[(s — 1§ + &l
< llaz, Go(s€ + &, 7, Zr) + |laz, [|Go((s = 1)E+ &, 7, Zy)
S 2||a’Z7- go((S - 1)5 + §T7 |t|a Z’r‘)7 (8382)

where we use Go(z,7,X) < Go(z, |t|, X) for 7 < |t|. By using the k-locality of the operator A, namely |Z,| < k for
arbitrary r and choosing &, as

& =wft] for VreN, (S.383)
we reduce the inequality (S.382) to

lar 2, (se el < 2C1Z0*llaz, [le” (57D~ mmith/e
< 2eCk?e™ &I/ |0y (€7 = 2eCk?|azg, |le°. (S.384)

For [|a, 7, 1¢,1]|, we obtain the following trivial inequality:
larz el = laz, (Ao, 7, Z (&N < llaz, || < 2eCE?|laz, |- (5.385)

Thus, we obtain the following upper bound for the summation (S.381):

oo oo
Z Z Z ||GT,Z,.[55+5,.]

o}

§26Ck2§:e_sz Z laz, |

r=1s=0  Z,.CA,|Z.|<k,diam(Z,)=r s=0 r=1  Z,.CA,|Z.|<k,diam(Z,)=r
ZrNX [sE+E-1#0,Z,-NY [sE+E-]7£0 ZrNX [sE+E,]70,Z,NY [sE+E0]£D
oo
:2eCkzze_s Z llazl
5=0 ZCA,|Z|<k

20X [s¢+0[t]]£0,20Y [s6+v]t]]£0

o om o Ja0| X [sE 4 v[t]]]-]Y[sE + vlt]]]
<2Ck* ) e [max(R — 2s€ — 20[t],0) + 1]°

(S.386)
s=0

with R = dx y, where the last inequality is derived from the assumption (S.11) with gy = gq4,0 for the operator A.
Note that we have dx[s¢qolt),v[se+olt] = dx,y — 2(8§ +v[t]) = R — 2(s€ + vt]).
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We define sg as sg := (R — 4v|t|)/(4€), which satisfies R — 2sré — 2v|t| = R/2. We first consider the case of
sg >0 (i.e., R > 4vlt]). From the inequalities (S.15) and (S.20), we obtain

| X [s€ + v[t]| < | XD [s¢ + 20]t]]| < A X D] [2(s¢ + 20]t])]” . (S.387)

Then, for s < sp, we obtain the following upper bound for the summation of

o Yao|X[sE+ vt |-[YsE+v[t]]]  gaor?XCED| [y D] .
2 ¢ [max(R — 25¢ — 2001],0) + 1° (R/2)" S;RB(SH%IH)] e
22D+ (2D)\g, o2 X VItD] |y (0D
< )
< i

s<SR

(€ + 20|t))?P, (S.388)

where we use R — 2s€ — 2u[t| > R/2 for s < sg in the first inequality. Also, the second inequality is derived from

D [2(sE+20[t)]PPem < (26)P Y (s + 20lt]/6)*P e

s<SR s=0

< (26)%P /Ooo(x + 20|t]/€)*P e ldx < e(26)*P(2D)!(1 + 2v|t|/€)*P, (S.389)

where we utilize the inequality (S.101). For s > sg, we obtain

_ o 9a,0| X[s€ + vlt]]|-[Y[s€ + v]t]]| 2|y (0lt) ||y (It 2D —s
Do fmax(R — 256 — 20]2],0) £ 1]° = 9007 | X @] [y D] 256 + 20t])]*Pe

S>SR

< ga,o’yQ‘X(v‘tl)|'|Y(U|t‘)|6_SR/2 Z [2(s€ + QUM)]?DG—S/?

SESR

< e2?PT(2D)1gq 07| X IV | [V 1D (2¢ + 20[t))2P =R/, (S.390)

S>SR

where we use the same inequality as (S.389) in estimating the summation in the third inequality. By applying the
above two upper bounds to (S.386), we arrive at

> > lar z, serell

r=1s=0 Z,.CM,| Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r
ZrNX [sE+E1#D,Z,NY [sE4+E,]#0D

622D+a(2D)!ga70’Y2|X(v‘t|) ||Y(v|t‘)‘
ROC

<2eCk? (& + 20t])?P + e22PF1(2D)lg, o2 | X @I ||y 1D | (2¢ + 2v|t|)2DeSR/2>

<(2eCk*)22PFe(2D)lg, 02| X D] Y I | (2¢ + 20]¢]) 2P (R’“ + e*<R*4”|”>/(85>)
§(266k2)26D+ae(2D)!ga,072|X(“|t‘)‘-’Y(”‘tl)’(v|t|)2D (R_a + e_(R_‘“’ltl)/(S@) ) (5.391)
where in the last inequality we use 2v|t| + 2¢ < 4w|¢| from the assumption of v|t| > &.

We second consider the case of sg < 0 (i.e., R < 4v|t|). We take a different approach to estimate the summa-
tion (S.386) as follows:

S ) larzperell <2823 ST ag. (.302)

r=1s=0 Z.CA,| Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r s=0 ZCAM,|Z|<k
ZpNX[sE+Er)#0,Z,NY [sE+E,]#0 ZNX [s&+v|t|]#0

By applying the assumption (S.7) with g = g, and the inequality (S.387), we have

S llazl < ga| X[s€ +vlt]]|< gay| X D] (2058 + 20ft)))7 (S.393)

ZCA,|Z|<k
ZNX [sé+v]t]]#£0D

which gives the upper bound of
> e > laz|l < gay| XY " e7#[2(s€ + 20[t)] < 2P gay| XD |DI(E + 20]8])7, (S.394)
s=0

ZCA,|Z|<k s=0
ZNX[sé+vt]]#0
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where we use the same upper bound as (S.389). By combining the inequalities (S.392) and (S.394), we obtain

' ) lar 2 el < (26CK2)e2” gy | KOO [ DIE + 20]t])P
r=1s=0 Z,CM,| Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r
Z’rmX[55+£T}7é®azrﬂy[5£+£r]7é®

< (2eCk2)e6Dgafy’X(”M)‘D!(v|t|)D7 (S.395)

where in the last inequality we use v|t| + & < 3v|t| from the assumption of v|t| > &.
From the upper bounds of (S.391) and (S.395), we finally obtain

Z Z Z |‘a77Zr[3€+§r] ”

r=1s=0 Z,.CA,|Z,|<k,diam(Z,)=r
ZrmX[S£+€r]7£®>ZrmY[5€+£r]¢®

< min [(260k2)26D+ae(2D)lgam2]XWD\-yw‘fl)y(v|t|)2D (R—a + e—<R—4v‘fl>/<8f>) ,(2eCk2)66Dgafy]X(”|t‘)‘D!(v|t|)D}
— min [Jl(k)ga’0|X(vlt\)|.’y(v\t|)’(U|t|)2D (R—a + e—(R—4v\t|)/(8£)> ,Jz(k)ga|X(U|tD|(v|t|)D} (S.396)
with

T8 = (2eCk?)26Ptee(2D)1y2, I = (2eCk?)e6P~ D). (S.397)
This completes the proof of Proposition 10. [

[generic cases]
We here consider the general case without the assumption of the k-locality:

A= az. (S.398)

ZCA

In this case, we also start from the equation (S.381). Here, in estimating the norm of ||a,, z, [s¢4¢,]ll, We cannot
utilize the upper bound of |Z,|* < k? as in (5.384). Instead, we utilize the following upper bound which is derived
from the inequality (S.16):

|Z,| < y[diam(Z,.)]P = yrP. (S.399)
This replaces the inequality (S.384) by
lar z,(se el < 269°Cllag, 2P ErmvliD/eems (5 > 1), (S.400)
We here choose &, as
& = fr&, fr = log(2e7°Cr?P) + olt| /€. (S.401)

By applying the above choice of £, to (S.400), we obtain

lar z, (seve. 1|l < llaz,[le™. (5.402)

We note that this inequality also holds for s = 0 since |la, 7, [¢,]|| = ||az, || from the definition (S.378). We then

estimate the same quantity as (S.386):
e} o

>y > frzrere ] <3S > oz, (540

r=1s=0 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r s=0 r=1 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r
ZNX[sE+E,]#0,Z,-NY [sE+E-]7£D Z-NX [(s+fr)El#0,Z-NY [(s+f)E]#D

In order to estimate the summation with respect to r, we analyze the cases of r < Ry and r > Ry in different
ways, where we will choose Ry afterward. For r < Ry, we use the assumption (S.11) with gy = gq4,0, which implies

Ro
> > laz. | < > lazll
r=1 Z,CA,diam(Z,)=r ZCA

ZOX[(s+Fr)E]£0, ZNY [(s+ fr)€]£0 ZOX (54 Fro )E)AD, ZNY [(s+F Ry E]#D

- 9a.0|X[(s + fro)E]|-|Y (s + fro )¢
[max(R — 2s€ — 2fg,&,0) +1]*

(S.404)
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where we use f,. < fg, for r < Ry from the definition (S.401). From this inequality, we obtain

[e%) R
e _ |X 5+fRo IV (s + fro )€
* a, s an S.405
;:o e ;:1 zTgA,diEam(zr>_r laz, || < ga0 E : [max (R — 25 — 2fg,&,0) + 1] ( )

ZrNX[(s+fr)8]#0,Z-NY [(s+fr)€]#0

and the remaining task is to estimate the summation with respect to s. This summation has been already estimated
n (S.386), where we only need to replace v|t| with fr,&. Hence, we can obtain the similar upper bound to (S.396):

‘X S+fRo | ’Y S+fRo)§H
gaOZ [max (R — 25§ — 2fg,&,0) + 1]°

< min [zwwe(w)!ga,m?\X‘“‘t“ [V D[ (fr§ + 2 + 0]t 2P (R 4 = (R0 (0))
2Dga’y}X(”‘t|) |D!(fR0§ +E+ ’U‘t|)D}

< min [26D+°‘e(2D)!ga,o’yQ | x @ltD Hy(vltl) |(fro€)?P (Rfa 4 e*(R*4fRo§)/(8§)) €62 g, X 1D \D!(fzzoi)D] ,
(S.406)

where we use fr,& > v|t| > £ from the definition (S.401) and the assumption v|t| > £. By applying the inequal-
ity (S.406) to (S.405), we arrive at the inequality of

Ze‘SZ > laz, |

r=1 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r
ZoNX [(s+fr) €10, 2,0 [(s+£7) €170
< min [Jlg o| XCID ||y D | £z £)2P (R 4 o~ (B=4fre8)/( s@) Taga| X |(f5,6) ] (S.407)
with
Jy = 26PFe(2D)1y2 Ty = e6Py D). (S.408)

We next consider the summation for r > Ry. We here use the assumption (S.7), which yields

o0

> > <y Y
r=Ro+1 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r r=Ro+1 ZCA,diam(Z)>r
ZNX[(s+fr)E]#0,Z-NY [(s+fr)E]#0 ZNX[(s+fr)E]#0
= ga| X[(s + fr)€]]
S Z roz—D
r=Rop+1
= oy | XD [[2(s€ + fr€ +0ft])]
S Z roz—D
r=Rop+1
[e%s) ; ¢ D
< gur|XCI|(2e)p 3 SR UH/OT (S.409)
r=Rp+1 r
where we use (S.387) in the third inequality. We thus obtain
o0 . o _(s+ fr+ult]/€
DY )3 oz, < ain| X0 2e) 30 3 et IO
s=0 r=Ro+1 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r r=Rp+1 s=0
ZoNX[(s+fr)€]#£0,Z-NY [(s+ fr) €] 0
(L4 fr +olt|/o)P
< g X0 e)Pent ) LEL LT (g 410
r
r=Ro+1

where we use the inequality (S.101) to obtain the following upper bound:

Ze (s 4 fr +0[t|/€)P /OO e "z + £ 4 olt|/€)Pdx < eDV(1 + £, +vlt]/€)P. (S.411)
0
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From the definition of f, in Eq. (S.401), we have f,. = f; + 2D log(r), and hence

— I+ fr+ot]/OP O [L+ A +olt]/§+2Dlog(r)]”
TZRZ[H_l roz—D TZRZO+1 ,ra—D

o0 D
<@+ fitoltl/OP > Miﬂ#w
r=Ro+1

Dlog(r)]”)
<(1+f1+v|t/£)D§g§<W> > Dl+1

r=Ro+1

1+ f1 +o|t] /)P /D 1 +2Dlog(r)]P 1+ fi+olt|/&)P
L 0+h ;}/)/ g}f([ 2D log(r) )::CQ,J 1R{)3U| /97

(S.412)

where we define cq,p := D™'sup,; ([1 4 2Dlog(r)]P /r*=2P~1). Note that from o > 2D + 1 the constant cq,p
has a finite value. By applying the above inequality to (S.410), we arrive at the following upper bound:

- —s - v (1+f1 +U|t|/£)D
Sy > oz < g X 26 et p I
s=0 r=Ro+1 Z,CA,diam(Z,)=r 0
Zrf‘lX[(s—‘,—fr)f];ﬁ@,ZTﬂY[(s-l-f,ﬂ)ﬁ];ﬁ@
NP
< ga’X(“‘tl) leyD![8 log(2e7%C)]P ca.p (vlt) = gaJ3|X(”|tD |(v|t\)DRaD, (S.413)

Ry

where we use 26(1 + f1 + v|t|/€) = 26 + 2€ log(2e7?C) + 4v|t| < 8v|t|log(2e*C) from the assumption of v|t| > &.
Note that J3 is defined as

Js = eyD![81log(2¢72C)]" ¢ p- (S.414)

Finally, we choose Ry as Ry = [R*/P] < 2R*/P. The upper bounds in (S.407) and (S.413) reduce to

o0 Ro
> e > laz,|
s=0 r=1 Z,.CA,diam(Z,)=r
ZrﬂX[(s-‘,—fr)f]#@,ZTﬂY[(S—‘,—fT)E]#@
< min {Jlga,0|X<v|t\>|.|y<v\t|>|(fR§)2D (Rfa 4 6—<R—4fR5>/<85>)  Jaga| X (V1) ’(ng)D} (S.415)
and
Ze‘s Z Z llaz, || < gan‘X(”ltD|(v|t\)DR_°‘, (S5.416)
s=0 r=Ro+1 Z,CA,diam(Z,)=r
ZrNX[(s+£r)E]#0,Z-0Y [(s+fr)E]#0
respectively, where in the first inequality we use fr, < fopa/p =: fr. By combining the above two bounds with

(S.403), we obtain the main inequality (S.369). This completes the proof of Proposition 9. O

D. Proof of Proposition 11

1. Statement

Proposition 11. Let us consider a Hamiltonian H as follows:

H=>" hy (S.417)
ZCA
with
Z ||f~lz|| < ’X(&o)’.’y’(fo)‘g(R)’ R=dx.y,

ZCA
ZNX#D,ZNY #0
g for R < k&,
QM{

iR = dolog’(R+ 1) (p € N), S.418
GRRC  for R>ney, TR0 og’(R+1) (peN) ( )
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where k > 2, & > 1, and g(R) monotonically decreases with R. Then, the Hamiltonian H satisfies G(x,t,X,))-
Lieb-Robinson bound with

20+ +2) / o s dergohy29P ¢\ T/ (3réo)
Gla,t, X,Y) = |40 [yt 2L laT2) ;‘” (200”11 1) g(r) + 2 x| (“’50 s ') | (8419)
where I'(x) is the gamma function and we define A as

T ¢p,rGoy D27 log” (k€ + 1)
A= gy[2(k +3))7 + 2 :

gy2(k +3)]7 + == &

(log(2) +1)”

= — | S.420

o zeRilzpmz [(Z —2)a-b=1 ( )

Remark. The theorem is similar to the ones in [15, 17]. Indeed, we will utilize their proof technique, but the
theorems therein cannot be directly applied. The main reason is the following. The theorems in Ref. [15, 17]
roughly give the following bound:

Gla,t, ¥, 9) = [ |-|p] (et~ 1) g(R), (8.421)
where the parameter )\ is defined by the inequality of

max > g(da2)g(dzy) < Ag(day). (S-422)

In our case, from the definition (S.418), the parameter A is roughly upper-bounded by §&%, and hence the expo-
nential term is given by @@’ 1) On the other hand, the inequality (S.420) gives it by

OGN +0(go&g 1)
)

which is much better than e©@€ ) when g, go and & depend on the time as in Eq. (S.356). This improvement is
crucial in proving the linear light cone for a > 2D + 1.

2. Proof of Proposition 11.
We denote Al = {i,}7_, with 7i = |[A(&)|. We also define {L,}7_; as
Ly :=is[&] for i, € A, (S.423)
Note that L1 U Ly --- Lz = A and
diam(L) = diam(is[&p]) < 2&o + 1. (S.424)

The essence of the proof is similar to the ones in [15, 17]. The key idea to improve the original results is to treat

the coarse grained set A0) instead of the original total set A. For example, this point is reflected in the inequal-

ity (S.437). In order to simplify the inequality to a convenient form, we will utilize the similar inequality (S.441)

to (S.422). The parameter A defined in Eq. (S.420) will appear in order to upper-bound the summation (S.442).
We start from the same inequality as (S.256):

[[Ox(H,1),0v]I| <> L (S.425)
m=1

with [|Ox|| = [|Oy| = 1 and R = dx.y, where {£,,}™ " and L,,- are defined as

Lo =200 S S sl S ) (5.426)

m)!
Z1iNX#0 ZaNZ1#0 ZoiNZy 170
ZmNY #£0

and

2(20t)™ - 7 7
=D S AN DU VA R DR P |

Z1NX#D ZQﬂZl#@ Zon* ﬂzm*_1$ﬁ®

(S.427)
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In the proof, we choose m™* such that for m < m* — 1 the following inequalities are satisfied

R — 2(m + 1)50

R
— and — > k&.
m - 2m 2m — o

(S.428)
We note that the above inequalities hold for m < R/(4&;) — 1 and m < R/(2k&p), respectively. Because of k > 2
we need to choose so that the parameter m may satisfy m < R/(2k&p), and hence we adopt

| R R
268 ~ 2K&0
We first consider L£;:

(S.429)
L1 =2(2[t]) >

1z, || < 2(2t])| X |- [y &) | g (S.430)
ZANX#0,Z1NY #0
where the inequality is given by the definition of the interaction (S.418). We second consider Lo

2(2[t])? .
£ = 2200 S i

> [ZAL
ZyNXA£D
From X©)[¢y] D X, we obtain

ZoNZ1 20, ZaNY #£0
dSolbal< D sl D> Y
Z1NXF#D Z1NX (60 [€0]#£0

lhz = > > bzl
i, €X(60) Z1Nig[€0]#D

, (S.432)
is€X(€0) Z1NLs#D
where we use the notation of L in (S.423). By using the above inequality, we have
> lhal > bzl < > > > kgl
Zﬂ"\X;ﬁg 220217£®7Z2ﬂY$£®

i.€X(0) i, €Y (§0) Z1NLs#0 ZoNZ1#0,Z2NL g #£0
Furthermore, from Ly U Lo U---U Lz = A, we obtain
i
ZANLo#0 Z3NZ1#0,Z2NL 1 £

17z, | > 1hz,-
s1=1Z1NL #0,Z1NLs, #0 Z3NLsy #0,Z2NL 1 #D
The definition (S.418) gives the upper bound of

1oz, || < |LE | LE |g(dr. 1., )
Z10Lo#0,Z1 0L, #0

(S.431)

[ZAR (5.433)

(S.434)

<~°9"g(dr, 1.,)

(S.435)
where we use the inequality (S.18) to obtain |L55°)’§ y[diam(Ly) /&) P < v[(2& + 1)/&]P < 43P (& > 1). This
upper bound reduces the inequality (S.434) to

7
> bz > L
ZlmLs;’é@

bz, |l < (429P)* > g(dr, 1., )9(dr,, L.,)
ZQﬂZlim,ZzﬁLs/;ﬁw s1=1
By combining (S.433) and (S.436), we have

> bzl > lhz, |l < (
Z1NX#D

ZQﬂZl;ﬁw,ZQﬂY;é@

(S.436)

29D

>y Z (dr,..)9(dr., .L.,)- (S.437)
is€X(€0) ¢ ,ey(éo) 1=1

Because of i, € X(©0) i, € V() we have Ly N X # ) and Ly NY # 0. Then, from R = dx.y, the distances

dr,r., and dr 1, should satisfy

R<dp,r, +dr, L, + diam(Ls) — 1 + diam(Ly) — 1 + diam(Ls, ) — 1 < dj, L., +dr, ., + 6%,

where we use the inequality (S.424) for diam(L

o (S.438)
s)- The above inequality yields

R—-6 R
max(dr, .., ,drL, L) > 0

(S.439)
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where the second and third inequalities are derived from the condition (S.428) with m = 2. From the above
inequality, the definition of g(R) in (S.418) implies

4(1
minfg(dz, 1., ),9(dr., L) < g(R/4) = —=—g(R) < 4%g(R), (S.440)
Gr/GR/a
where the last inequality is given by gr > gr/4. Hence, we obtain
i
Z 9(dr..r.,)9(dr,, L)
81:1

811

<3 minlgldin.), 9di., 1)) [9(dr.n.,) + 9(de, )] < 2X-4%9(R),  (S.441)

where in the last inequality we use

max Z 9(dr ., 1.)
i, €A0)

is,eA(Eo)

(S.442)
with A\ defined in Eq. (S.420). The proof of the inequality (S.442) is given in Sec. XIV D 3. We thus upper-bound
Eq. (S.431) by

2(2429P|¢))2
Ly < (27297 1t])

o ’X(fo)|.’y(50)‘25\.4ag(R)
In the same way, we consider the third term L3

(S.443)
2(2[t])* z 2 -
Ly ===~ ST olbzll D bzl > Azl (S.444)
’ Z1NX#0 ZoNZ1#0 Z3NZa#0,Z3NY £
In order to estimate the summation, we first consider
oozl D ksl > [ZA
Z1NX#D ZaNZ1#£0 Z3NZ2#0,Z3NY #0
oD > hall Y ksl > (A
is€X(€0) i, €Y (€0) Z1NL#D ZaNZ1#0 Z3NZa#0,Z3NL 1 #0
3
< > > > > bzl Y bzl > Azl
is€X(0) i, €Y €0) s1=1 Z1NL#0,Z1NLs; #0 ZyNLsy #0 Z3NZ2#0,Z3N L #£0
3 . i . 3
> > > ZADS > Az, | > Az, |
is€X(€0) 4 ,€Y(80) s1=1Z1NL,#0D, Zngl;ﬁ(Z) s2=1 ZyNLs, #0,Z2NLs, #0 Z3NLsy#0,Z3NL 1 #0
SR DD Z Z (e, r.)9(dL,, L.,)9(dL., L) (S.445)
is€X (€0 ¢ ,eY(Eo) s1=1s2=1
In the similar manner to the inequality (S.438), we obtain
R < dLs;le + dlestz + dLbz,L , + dlam( ) -1+ diam(LS/) -1+ diam(LSl) -1+ diam(LSz) -1
<dr,r. +dr. L., +dr,,L,, +8: (5.446)
which yields

R-38 R
max(dr, 1, ,dL,, L., AL.,.L,) > Tﬁo 5
we also obtain

(S.447)
from the condition (S.428) with m = 3. By combining the above inequality and the definition of g(R)

n (S.418),
. 6% o
minlg(dy, L., ), 9(dL., L.,),9(dL,, L,.)] < g(R/6) = ———g(R) < 6%g(R), (5.448)
gR/gR/G
which yields

n n
E E g(dr, L, )9(dz,,
s=logml

9(dr,, .,)9(dr., L,,) < 3\ 6%g(R)

(S.449)
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where we use the inequality (S.442). We thus obtain

L3 < mv?ﬂ\x“ow.;w&)m? -6%g(R). (S.450)
By repeating this process, we obtain
Ly < 72(27231?“”171 | X €] |y €0 A=t . (2m)*g(R) (S.451)
for m < m* — 1. From the above upper bounds for {Em}ﬁ*:_ll, we have
W;X_—:: o< ?,X(so)|_|y(§o)‘g(3) mij:l mﬁiﬂmaﬂ
< %}\(O‘M‘X(fo)‘,’y(éo”(6265\’729D|t| _ 1) 9(R), (S.452)

where the upper bound of the summation is derived as follows:

N 2A29P )™ o= AP IED™ L e et
D U D e D UL
m=1 m=1 m=1

< (626:\729])“‘ - 1) / (z+1)*Te™ < el'(a +2) <6265‘729D‘t| - 1) . (S.453)
0

Note that I'(x) is the gamma function.
Finally, for m = m*, by regarding as Y = A, we can apply the same analyses as in the case of m < m* — 1. We
obtain

Yo bzl Y0 Mzl Yo lha,.

Z1NX#D Z2NZ1#0 Zpx Ly —1 70
n
<y X > > bzl > Izl > [zl
1.€X(€0) i, €A0) 81,52,,8m* _1=1 Z1NL,#0,Z1NLs, #0 Z2NLsy #0,Z2NL s, #0 Z3NLsy#0,Z3NL g #0
3 Izl 3 Iz,
Zmx 1NLs o 070, Zmx _1NLpx 170 ZypxNLs o #0, 2« NL g #0
n
< (97 N > g(dr,,r.)9(dc,, £.,)9(dr , L.,) - 9(de, oo, . )90, . .r.)
i,€X(€0) 8/,81,52,...,8,,x _1=1
< (v29P)™" | x E0) |\ (S.454)

From the definition of £,,- as in (S.427), the above inequality yields

207290 [¢)™

Lo = 2|X(5U)|( < 2|X<€0>|< (S.455)

m*! m*

2eAy29P 1| ) "
where we use m*! > (m*/e)™ .

By applying the inequalities (S.452) and (S.455) to (S.425) with Eq. (S.429), we obtain the main inequal-
ity (S.419). This completes the proof. [J

3. Derivation of the inequality (S.442)

We here derive the upper bound (S.442) for

 max > gldr, L) (S.456)
i cA o)
Note that we have defined L, = i [{o] and Ly = iy[&]. First, by using dr_, ., > di_, i, — 2§ and the defini-
tion (S.418), we obtain

o gldo, L)< Y gldia, —2%) < > 9(di, i, — 260) + > 9(di,, i, — 260),

iy €A0) iy €AE0) is,eA(Eo) is,eA(Eo)
di s <(K+2)&0 di ;is2(K+2)80

(S.457)
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where in the first inequality we use the condition that g(R) monotonically decreases with R. The first term is
bounded from above by

Yoo gldiy —26) < > 5 <3|l +2)&)D < gy[2(k +3)], (S-458)
i entéo) 1€ (15 [(k+2)€o]) (<0
dis,,is<(ﬁ+2)§0

where the last inequality is derived by using (S.16) as follows:

D
|(is[(5 + 2)&]) | < v } < y[2(k + 3)]P. (S.459)

diam (i[5 + 2)60]) | _ [2@: +2)6 + 1
& =7 &

The second term in (S.457) is bounded by using Lemma 2. By choosing
f(2) =9(z = 26), 0= (k+2)&, (S.460)

we obtain from Ineq. (S.109)

Z g(disuis - 260) < 2D+1Cg,(n+2)§0’yD§07D[(KJ + 2)50]D9<"$§0)u (8461)
isleA(ﬁo)
di ;s 2(k+2)80

where Cy (,.42)¢, is defined by Eq. (S.108):

ZPg(z — 2) )
O, ame = “ ) S.462
oDt = S ([(F& +2)&] P+ g (ko) S

From the definition (S.418), for z > (k + 2)& we have g(z — 2&y) = golog(z — 20 + 1)(z — 2&) ™ and hence

_ K D+1y(, _
Coterato = (k4 2)D+1 zeR|zS§E+2)§o [(Z/EO) (== 260) /%ol

_ologP(z —2& + 1)
logP (k& + 1)

K& (log(z) + 1)P K&
— . 4
< G e = e (5469
where we use the upper bound of
log(z — 2§ +1) _ log(z/&) +log(&o) _ log(z/&)
< < 1<1 1. S.464
lo(Eo + 1)~ log26y+ 1)~ log@) || )T (546
Note that kK > 2 and &, > 1. By combining the inequalities (S.461) and (S.463), we have
_ K
Z 9(di, i, — 260) < 2P T yDETP (1 + 2)&]P g(K&o) - DTk
% /EA(§O) (KZ + 2)
di_, 10 2(r42)E0
< Cp,nng;D“ logp(zéo +1) (S.465)
- K+ &
By applying the inequalities (S.458) and (S.465) to (S.457), we have
xJoyD2P T log? (ko +1) <
ST gldn,n) < gy[20n+ )P + I D2T loaTsbo 1) 5 (3.466)

K—+2 &
is,eA(Eo) + 50

where we have defined X in Eq. (S.420). We thus obtain the inequality (S.442). This completes the proof. [J
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