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In systems with a conserved density, the additional conservation of the center of mass (dipole mo-
ment) has been shown to slow down the associated hydrodynamics. At the same time, long-range
interactions generally lead to faster transport and information propagation. Here, we explore the
competition of these two effects and develop a hydrodynamic theory for long-range center-of-mass-
conserving systems. We demonstrate that these systems can exhibit a rich dynamical phase diagram
containing subdiffusive, diffusive, and superdiffusive behaviors, with continuously varying dynam-
ical exponents. We corroborate our theory by studying quantum lattice models whose emergent
hydrodynamics exhibit these phenomena.

Hydrodynamic theories are coarse-grained descriptions
of the flow of conserved densities. They help us un-
derstand large-scale behavior and universality without
knowing how these emerge from microscopic details [1, 2].
The price for this is the introduction of unknown macro-
scopic parameters such as diffusivity or viscosity, which
are difficult to compute from first principles [3–8]. Under-
standing how hydrodynamics emerges in quantum sys-
tems is of great interest, and recent progress has been
made in this direction [9–13]. It is also of interest to
understand what kinds of hydrodynamic behavior can
possibly arise in quantum many-body systems, including
both chaotic and integrable models [14–30], as well as
models with symmetries or kinetic constraints [31–37].

For highly-excited quantum chaotic lattice models, the
default expectation is often that standard diffusion will
emerge. However, the dynamics can be systematically
slowed down by conserving higher moments of the den-
sity distribution. A common example of this is the sub-
diffusion that results from conserving the center of mass
(COM), also known as the dipole moment [38–47]. This
can occur in “tilted” systems with a strong linear poten-
tial [48–51], as realized in cold-atom setups [52–54], and
is relevant also for quantum Hall systems [55–58]. The
additional conservation law can not only modify the hy-
drodynamics but can result in a frozen phase where the
state space is fragmented into dynamically disconnected
sectors [59–68]. While we focus on the highly-excited dy-
namics of such systems, there has also been interest in
their low-temperature equilibrium properties [69–81].

In contrast to constrained dynamics, faster dynam-
ics can be achieved in systems with long-range interac-
tions [82, 83]. Interactions that decay as a power law
of the distance between particles—including Coulomb,
dipolar, and van der Waals—are ubiquitous, and can
nowadays be explored using, e.g., ultracold atoms [84–
87], polar molecules [88–90], or trapped ions [91]. In
such systems, Lieb-Robinson bounds can become super-
ballistic, and hydrodynamics superdiffusive, depending
on the power-law exponent and the dimensionality of the
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FIG. 1. (a) We consider models involving long-range interac-
tions and COM conservation. The dynamics are governed by
pairs of equal and opposite currents (or the underlying “pair
hopping” processes depicted) acting on lattice sites separated
by the distances s ≥ 0 and r ≥ 1. The strengths of the cur-
rents are suppressed by power laws (s + 1)−αr−β . [(b), (c)]
Schematic cuts through the dynamical phase diagram for the
limiting cases r → 1 (β →∞) and s→ 0 (α→∞).

underlying lattice [92–102].

Given their competing effects, it is natural to exam-
ine the interplay between higher-order conservation laws
and long-range interactions, however, this problem has
only been briefly touched on in the literature [39]. Here,
we bridge the gap and consider a class of models where
“hops” are long-range but always occur in pairs such that
the COM is conserved [Fig. 1(a)]. We develop a hydro-
dynamic theory of such models and map out its phase
diagram [Fig. 1(b),(c)]. More specifically, our model
is characterized by two power-law exponents, α and β,
that control the suppression of pair-hopping amplitudes.
We calculate the dynamical exponent z, governing long-
wavelength relaxation, as a function of these two expo-
nents, as well as the scaling functions for density-density
correlations. When α and β are large enough, we re-
cover the known z = 4 subdiffusion of short-range COM-
conserving systems in one dimension. When α or β is
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small enough, z continuously varies. The scaling func-
tion of the correlations also continuously varies with the
exponents. We find consistent results when examining a
less-tractable quantum spin-1 model (a long-range ver-
sion of the systems studied in Ref. [61, 62]). We also
discuss the relevance of our findings to long-range many-
body quantum systems in a tilted potential.

Setup. As a starting point, we consider a 1D quantum
spin model

H =
∑

x

∑

s,r

Jsr
(
S+
x S
−
x+rS

−
x+r+sS

+
x+s+2r + h.c.

)
, (1)

where S±x are raising and lowering operators at site x, and
Jsr depend on the distances s ≥ 0 and r > 0. The Hamil-
tonian conserves the magnetization

∑
x S

z
x and its dipole

moment
∑
x xS

z
x, i.e., the “center of mass” of the Sz den-

sity. Eq. (1) can be understood as a generalization of the
short-range “pair-hopping” models of Refs. [61, 62, 64].
When those systems thermalize, they exhibit subdiffu-
sion with dynamical exponent z = 4 and density correla-
tions that are nonmonotonic in space [38–40]. Here, we
are interested in how the hydrodynamics is affected by
long-range interactions, particularly for Jsr with power-
law decay.

Since directly computing the emergent hydrodynam-
ics of quantum models is generally intractable, here we
also introduce a solvable hydrodynamic model that is in-
spired by Eq. (1). We consider a density nx ∈ R which
is slightly perturbed from its uniform equilibrium value.
The dynamics of the model are governed by pairs of equal
but opposite currents that displace density from positions
x+r and x+r+s to positions x and x+s+2r (and vice
versa), where s ≥ 0 and r ≥ 1 [Fig. 1(a)]. Such “pair
currents” occur in superposition for all s and r, but the
magnitudes of each are driven by the density at the four
positions involved. The analog to Fick’s law is that each
pair current is driven with strength proportional to the
curvature of nx on those four sites [38]. The proportion-
ality for a given s and r is denoted Csr and it encodes
the suppression of such pair currents as a function of s
and r. The equation of motion for the density profile is

ṅx =
∑

r,s

Csr[− (nx−2r−s − nx−r−s − nx−r + nx)

+ (nx−r−s − nx−s − nx + nx+r)

+ (nx−r − nx − nx+s + nx+s+r)

− (nx − nx+r − nx+s+r + nx+s+2r)]. (2)

The four lines correspond to the ways in which four sites
with spacings s and r can intersect site x. As a simple
tractable choice, we will focus on the separable form

Csr = (s+ 1)−αr−β , (3)

where α and β are tuning parameters. Later, we will
also discuss the nonseparable form of Csr that arises in
strongly tilted systems.
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FIG. 2. The dynamical exponent z. (a) Contour plot of
log2 (γ2k/γk) ∼= ẑ on the (α, β)-plane, numerically evaluated
using k = 2π/3200. The dashed box marks z = 4 subd-
iffusion. The dotted line along β = 2 + α marks where the
behavior of z changes from z = β−1 to z = α+1. (b) Demon-
stration of the boundary behavior ẑ(k) = 4−log(1/k)−1 where
the horizontal axis is L = 2π/k, the lattice sizes used in the
estimates. The vertical shift between the two curves is from
different subleading (but only by a log(1/k) factor) contribu-
tions. [(c),(d)] Cuts along the top and right edges of the
contour plot. Colors (light to dark) represent estimates using
k ≥ 2π/3200, i.e., lattices of size L ≤ 3200.

While this classical hydrodynamic model is our main
focus, we expect that our results qualitatively carry over
to the transport behavior of appropriate quantum sys-
tems. Indeed, after solving our hydrodynamic model,
below we numerically study the dynamics generated by
Eq. (1) for small spin-1 chains and obtain behavior con-
sistent with our hydrodynamic theory if the pair-hopping
amplitudes in the Hamiltonian are chosen as Jsr ∼

√
Csr,

in accordance with Fermi’s Golden Rule [98], cf. Fig. 4.
Hydrodynamic Theory. Equation (2) is a lin-

ear equation with a basis of decaying plane-wave solu-
tions nx = eikx−γkt, where the decay rates are γk =∑
s,r 16Csr sin2

(
kr
2

)
sin2

(
kr+ks

2

)
. We are interested in

the small-k behavior of γk as a function of α and β. In
that limit, the lattice approximates a continuum such
that

γ(k) =

∫ ∞

1

∫ ∞

0

16 sin2
(
kr
2

)
sin2

(
kr+ks

2

)

(s+ 1)αrβ
dsdr . (4)

At small enough k we expect γ(k) ∝ kz where z is a
dynamical exponent that could dependent on α and β.
It is then useful to define an effective exponent ẑ(k) =
d log γ(k)
d log k .
To get an immediate picture of the model’s behavior,

in Fig. 2 we numerically evaluate log2 (γ2k/γk) ∼= ẑ on
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the (α, β)-plane [Fig. 2(a)], and along two cuts through
it [Fig. 2(c),(d)]. We identify three phases: (A) α > 3
and β > 5. The power laws are sufficiently short-ranged
that z = 4, consistent with the known behavior in finite-
range COM-conserving systems in one dimension [38–
40, 52]. (B) α > β − 2 and β < 5. The long-range
“hopping” dominates. The result is a dynamical expo-
nent that continuously varies with β but not α. This
is similar to Refs. [97, 98] where the hydrodynamics of
models with long-range hopping (but no higher-moment
conservation laws) was studied. In this phase, the dy-
namical exponent varies within z ∈ (0, 4). (C) β > α+2
and α < 3. The long-range “pairing” dominates, and
hopping is short ranged. This again leads to a continu-
ously varying dynamical exponent, but this time it varies
with α and not β. Notably, the fastest relaxation possi-
ble in this phase is diffusive (z = 2). This results from
the effective loss (locally) of the COM conservation that
follows from allowing the paired short-ranged currents to
be far away from each other.

These phases and boundaries can be studied in more
detail by analyzing Eq. (4): At large α and β, the inte-
gral is dominated by s, r � k−1 and we can expand the
sin functions to leading order which yields γ(k) ∝ k4 as
expected, i.e., z = 4. The resulting integral is only con-
vergent when α > 3 and β > 5, consistent with Fig. 2.

For α = ∞ (s = 0), the asymptotic small-k behavior
of Eq. (4) is

γ(k) =





(β − 5)−1k4 β > 5

k4 log (1/k) β = 5

(2β − 8)Γ(1− β) sin
(
πβ
2

)
kβ−1 β < 5

, (5)

where Γ(·) is the Gamma function. Thus, for β > 5 the
long-wavelength behavior is characterized by dynamical
exponent z = 4, while for β < 5 it is z = β − 1, in
accordance with Fig. 2. At the phase boundary (α, β) =
(∞, 5), the dynamics incurs a logarithmic correction that
corresponds to ẑ(k) = 4 − log(1/k)−1. This scaling of ẑ
at the phase boundary is demonstrated in Fig. 2(b).

For β =∞ (r = 1), we similarly get

γ(k) =





(α− 3)−1k4 α > 3

k4 log (1/k) α = 3

2[−Γ(1− α)] sin
(
πα
2

)
kα+1 α < 3

, (6)

that is, the behavior changes from z = 4 to z = α +
1 at α = 3, and at the boundary we obtain the same
logarithmic correction.

In contrast, across β = 2 + α [dotted line in Fig. 2(a)]
there is a qualitative change of behavior, from z = β − 1
to z = α + 1, but the effective z converges to a con-
stant without a log correction. The dashed and dotted
boundaries in Fig. 2(a) are therefore distinct in that re-
spect. It should be noted that the boundaries between
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FIG. 3. Scaled density profiles obtained from time evolving
n(x, 0) = δx,0 under Eq. (2) (red), and comparison with Fz(ξ).
The system size is L = 3200 and the time is t ∼ γ−1

2π/L for

each panel. Position x extends from −L
2

to L
2

but we show
x ≥ 0. We set α = ∞, and β varies over panels (a)-(f). The
annotated values of z are used for the scaling of the axes.
Data at other late times collapses well onto the same curves,
but we show curves from one time for clarity. Data is in red,
and D−1/zFz is plotted in faint blue for comparison, where
D is extracted from n(0, t) = Dt1/z, but these are directly
behind the data curves due to excellent agreement.

the “phases” are not continuous phase transitions with
a diverging length scale, so there is no criticality of that
type.

Distinct spatial correlations develop as a result of the
various different z values. In Fig. 3 we show the late-time
density profile resulting from evolving n(x, 0) = δx,0,
and compare with our theoretical understanding. At late
enough times, the relaxation is governed by γ(k) ∼= Dkz,
so n(x, t) ∼= (Dt)−1/zFz(x/(Dt)

1/z), where D is the gen-
eralized diffusion constant (depends on α and β) and the
only parameter controlling the scaling function Fz(·) is
the value of z governing the long-wavelength relaxation.
More specifically, we have Fz(ξ) =

∫∞
−∞ eiκξ−|κ|

z dκ
2π . In

Fig. 3 we test this scaling, with z set to its predicted
asymptotic value in each panel, and find excellent agree-
ment. When z = 4 the sign of correlations is posi-
tive at smaller distances, negative at intermediate dis-
tances, and positive again at larger distances [Fig. 3(d)-
(f)]. At z = 3, the correlations no longer become positive
again at larger distances; they approach zero from below
[Fig. 3(c)]. At z = 2, we regain standard Gaussian dif-
fusion at long times [Fig. 3(b)], which does not have any
negative lobe in the spatial profile. Finally, at z = 1 we
have a heavy-tailed Lorentzian profile [Fig. 3(a)].
Dynamics of a quantum spin-1 chain. Having

established the properties of our classical hydrodynamic
model, we now turn to less-tractable microscopic many-
body quantum systems. Given a quantum spin Hamil-
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FIG. 4. Infinite-temperature autocorrelation function for a
long-range COM-conserving spin-1 chain as in Eq. (1) with

Jsr ∝ s−α/2r−β/2 and system size L = 16. (a) Varying α
for β → ∞. (b) Varying β for α → ∞. The dashed curves

indicate power laws ∝ t−1/z with z set according to the pre-
diction of our hydrodynamic theory. The thin gray curves are
data for smaller L = 14.

tonian H as in Eq. (1) with couplings Jsr, transition
rates will scale as ∝ J2

sr due to Fermi’s Golden rule [98].
Thus, in order to compare the transport properties of
H to our hydrodynamic theory, it is natural to choose
Jsr ∝

√
Csr [100, 102, 103]. More specifically, we study

Eq. (1) for spin-1 and set Jsr = 1 if s + 2r ≤ 3, while
Jsr ∝ s−α/2r−β/2 for terms of longer range. This choice
of Jsr avoids signatures of strong Hilbert-space fragmen-
tation and, under α, β → ∞, recovers the pair-hopping
model of Ref. [61].

In Fig. 4, we show the infinite-temperature autocorre-
lation function tr[Szx(t)Szx]/3L, obtained using quantum
typicality [104, 105], for chains with L = 16. The spe-
cific site x is irrelevant due to periodic boundaries. We
consider the limiting cases of β →∞, i.e., short hopping
distance r [Fig. 4 (a)], and α→∞, i.e., short pairing dis-
tance s [Fig. 4 (b)]. In all cases, we find a hydrodynamic
tail ∝ t−1/z, where the value of the dynamical exponent
z is consistent with the prediction of our hydrodynamic
theory [Fig. 1]. Given the small systems in the quan-
tum case, a more detailed comparison is challenging and
the regime of smaller α, β is not accessible. Neverthe-
less, the data in Fig. 4 substantiates that our hydrody-
namic model indeed correctly captures the dynamics of
generic quantum systems with long-range pair-hopping
processes.

Quantum systems in a tilted lattice. Our study
of the hydrodynamics in long-range models with COM
conservation is also motivated by potential experimental
realizations. Consider, e.g., a long-range spin-1/2 XY
model in a “tilted” potential,

HXY =
∑

i<j

J

|i− j|ν (σ+
i σ
−
j + σ−i σ

+
j ) + F

∑

i

ini , (7)

where F is the tilt strength, ν > 1/2 the power-law expo-
nent, and ni = (σzi + 1)/2. Such models with power-law
interactions can nowadays be achieved in experiments
with Rydberg atoms, polar molecules, or trapped ions,
at least for certain values of ν, e.g., Refs. [97, 106, 107].

When F/J is large, the model has a long-lived conser-
vation of a dressed version of F

∑
i ini. As we show in the

SM [108] using a Schrieffer-Wolff (SW) transformation,
the dynamics in the strong-tilt regime are governed by
pair-hopping processes σ+

i σ
−
i+rσ

−
i+r+sσ

+
i+2r+s (and h.c.).

These terms occur with amplitude

Jeff ∝
J3

F 2

1

rν+1(r + s)ν+1

(
1

sν
− 1

(2r + s)ν

)
, (8)

and can be understood as third-order processes via, e.g.,
combining σ+

i+2r+sσ
−
i+r+s, σ+

i+r+sσ
−
i+r, and σ+

i σ
−
i+r+s,

with the intermediate states being off-shell by energies
Fr and F (r + s) [108]. Therefore, strongly-tilted long-
range models are indeed governed by pair-hopping analo-
gous to our hydrodynamic model. However, we note that
Eq. (8) is not separable and depends only on one tuning
exponent ν.

Similar to our results in the context of Fig. 2, we
can make predictions about the hydrodynamics of the
strongly-tilted XY model by studying the small-k behav-
ior of the decay rates γ(k), but now for a hydrodynamic
model with the more complicated pair-current strengths
Csr ∝ J2

eff. Doing so, we find that z = 4 subdiffusion
in fact remains stable even for originally long-range sys-
tems with small ν = 1/2. This stability occurs because
the exponents in the denominator of J2

eff are larger due to
the pair-hopping processes being generated at third or-
der. Realizing the dynamical regimes with continuously-
varying z found for our simplified model in Fig. 1 thus
seems challenging in strongly tilted systems; see also the
SM [108].
Conclusion. Using a hydrodynamic model inspired

by pair-hopping, we have investigated the interplay of
long-range interactions and COM conservation on the
dissipative hydrodynamics of 1D systems. We have also
corroborated the predictions of our theory using simula-
tions of small spin-1 chains. When the interactions decay
sufficiently quickly, the dynamics are subdiffusive with
dynamical exponent z = 4, consistent with earlier work.
As the power-law interactions are made longer-ranged,
our model enters a phase where z, and the associated
spatial profile of density correlations, vary continuously.
One possible extreme for this is when the “pairing dis-
tance” of the pair currents is long-range but the “hopping
distance” is short-range, where transport can become as
fast as diffusive (z = 2). Another extreme is where the
pairing distance is short and the hopping distance is long,
then z can be made arbitrarily small.

While we have discussed the connections and differ-
ences of our pair-hopping model to potential experimen-
tal realizations in strongly-tilted systems, we note that
in the case of short-range systems, Ref. [52] observed
and explained subdiffusive relaxation at long wavelengths
even with weak lattice tilts. Indeed, as we numerically
illustrate in the SM [108], taking F to be large appears
not to be necessary to study the interplay of long-range
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interactions and COM conservation. Nonetheless, it ap-
pears that the new regimes of z < 4 found in this work
will be difficult to realize using tilted systems. How to
realize these regimes in experimental systems is therefore
an interesting question for future research.

Note added. While finalizing this manuscript we be-
came aware of related independent works by J. Gliozzi et
al. [109] and Ogunnaike et al. [110] that will appear in
the same arXiv posting.
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I. EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN OF THE LONG-RANGE STRONGLY-TILTED XY MODEL

Below, we will employ a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation to derive the effective coupling strength Jeff for the strongly-
tilted long-range XY model of the main text. Before doing so, it is however instructive to consider on a more basic level
which kinds of spin-flip/hopping processes can occur in a tilted system under the constraint of energy conservation.
In Fig. S1, we show examples of such energy-conserving third-order processes that effectively lead to pair-hopping
processes as discussed in the main text. The effective amplitude of these processes can be obtained by multiplying
the power-law interaction strength with the corresponding energy denominator for all individual virtual hops in the
process, see caption of Fig. S1 for more details. As we will show below, the resulting expressions for Jeff agree with
the effective Hamiltonian obtained using the significantly more involved Schrieffer-Wolff technique. Furthermore, we
note that lower order processes, as well as higher-order processes involving more lattice sites, will not contribute as
their amplitudes will cancel.

In the following, we use the Schrieffer-Wolff technique to generate an effective Hamiltonian for the tilted spin-1/2
XY chain in the limit of large F . This effective Hamiltonian describes dynamics within subspaces with the same energy
under F

∑
i i(σ

z
i + 1)/2. The following calculations are performed in the thermodynamic limit and were inspired by

those for a tilted short-range model in [1].
It is useful in the following to rewrite the Hamiltonian as

H

F
= D + λT (S1)

where T ≡∑δ 6=0 CδTδ, Cδ ≡ 1
|δ|ν , Tδ ≡

∑
x σ

+
x+δσ

−
x , D ≡ F∑i i(σ

z
i + 1)/2, λ ≡ J

F .

Our aim is to construct a unitary transformation that brings this Hamiltonian to a “block diagonal” form, Heff,
describing dynamics in sectors labeled by eigenvalues of D.

We’ll construct this transformation and Heff order-by-order in λ:

Heff = eλSHe−λS , (S2)

Heff =
∑

n

λnH
(n)
eff (S3)

S =
∑

n

λnS(n) (S4)

Our aim is to find the lowest non-trivial contribution beyond D, which we’ll show to be λ3. Expanding Heff =
eλSHe−λS to this order yields

Heff

F
= D + λ (T + [S0, D]) + λ2

(
1

2
[S0, [S0, D]] + [S0, T ] + [S1, D]

)

+ λ3

(
1

6
[S0, [S0, [S0, D]]] +

1

2
([S1, [S0, D]] + [S0, [S1, D]] + [S0, [S0, T ]]) + [S1, T ] + [S2, D]

)
+O(λ4)

(S5)

Order λn determines the form of Sn−1, as the anti-hermitian S must be chosen so Heff is block-diagonal order-by-order.
For the sake of determining S0, note that T is purely off-block-diagonal relative to D, since Tδ shifts the eigenvalues
of D by a factor of δ. Thus, we must have

[D,S0] = T (S6)
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FIG. S1. Sketch of exemplary third-order hopping process that are central to the emergent pair-hopping in quantum lattice
models with strong tilt F . (a) First, the right particle hops a distance r, which costs an energy Fr. Then, the left particle
hops a distance s and thereafter occupies the original position of the other particle. The resulting state is off by an energy
F (r+ s) compared to the original configuration. Finally, the left particle hops a distance r+ s to the left, resulting in the final
configuration that has the same energy and the same center-of-mass as the original state. (b) Another process, now involving
a longer hop of distance 2r + s. The effective amplitude Jeff of these processes can be obtained by multiplying the interaction
strength ∝ |i− j|−ν by the energy denominator 1/E: For example in the case of (a), we have Jeff = J

rν
1
Fr

J
sν

1
F (r+s)

J
(r+s)ν

. The

resulting expressions for Jeff agree with effective Hamiltonian obtained using the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation in Eq. (S27).
Note that there exist additional third-order processes that yield a nonzero contribution, similar to the ones shown here, as well
as their symmetric mirrored versions.

to ensure Heff is block-diagonal at order λ. We note that [D,Tδ] = δTδ, so, remembering that T is defined as
T ≡∑δ 6=0 CδTδ, we have that

S0 =
∑

δ 6=0

Cδ
Tδ
δ

(S7)

is a purely off-block-diagonal solution to Eq. (S6).
From Eq. (S6), we can simplify Heff to

Heff

F
= D + λ2

(
1

2
[S0, T ] + [S1, D]

)
+ (S8)

λ3

(
1

3
[S0, [S0, T ]] +

1

2
([S1, T ] + [S0, [S1, D]]]) + [S2, D]

)
+O(λ4) (S9)

To find a solution for S1, note first that

[S0, T ] =
∑

δ 6=0

∑

δ′ 6=0

Cδ
δ
Cδ′Kδ,δ′ (S10)

where K is defined via

Kδ,δ′ ≡ [Tδ, Tδ′ ] =
∑

i

σ+
i+δ+δ′σ

−
i

(
σzi+δ − σzi+δ′

)
(S11)

From the commutator [D,Tδ] = δTδ, it follows that [D,Kδ,δ′ ] = (δ+ δ′)Kδ,δ′ . That is, Kδ,δ′ changes an eigenvector of
D into another eigenvector with eigenvalue shifted by δ + δ′. This is purely off-block-diagonal except for terms with
δ′ = −δ. However, such terms with δ′ = −δ vanish:

Kδ,−δ =
∑

i

σ+
i σ
−
i

(
σzi+δ − σzi−δ

)
(S12)

=
∑

i

1 + σzi
2

(
σzi+δ − σzi−δ

)
(S13)

=
1

2

∑

i

(
σzi+δ − σzi−δ

)
+

1

2

∑

i

(
σzi σ

z
i+δ − σzi−δσzi

)
(S14)
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The final expression is the sum of two telescoping series, Kδ,−δ = 0. That is, [S0, T ] is purely off-block-diagonal. As
[S0, T ] is off-block-diagonal, so we must have

[D,S1] =
1

2
[S0, T ] (S15)

to ensure Heff is block-diagonal at order λ2. Using Eq. (S10), [D,Kδ,δ′ ] = (δ + δ′)Kδ,δ′ , it follows that

S1 =
∑

δ 6=0

∑

δ′ 6=0

CδCδ′Kδ,δ′

2δ(δ + δ′)
(S16)

is a purely off-block-diagonal solution to Eq. (S15).

From Eq. (S15), we can simplify Heff to

Heff

F
= D + λ3

(
1

12
[S0, [S0, T ]] +

1

2
[S1, T ] + [S2, D]

)
+O(λ4) (S17)

S2 will be chosen to cancel the off-diagonal pieces of 1
12 [S0, [S0, T ]] + 1

2 [S1, T ], so we have that

Heff

F
= D + λ3

(
1

12
[S0, [S0, T ]] +

1

2
[S1, T ]

) ∣∣∣∣
BD

+O(λ4) (S18)

where |BD is shorthand meaning that only the block-diagonal piece is included. Using Eqs. (S7), (S10), (S16), we
have

H
(3)
eff =

∑

δ 6=0

∑

δ′ 6=0

∑

δ′′ 6=0

CδCδ′Cδ′′

(
1

4δ(δ + δ′)
− 1

12δδ′′

)
Mδ,δ′,δ′′

∣∣∣∣
BD

(S19)

where Mδ,δ′,δ′′ ≡ [Kδ,δ′ , Tδ′′ ]. Evaluating the commutators and shifting summation indices freely yields:

Mδ,δ′,δ′′ =
∑

i

(
σ+
i+δ+δ′+δ′′(σ

z
i+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′) + σzi+δ′′(σ

z
i+δ′+δ′′ − σzi+δ+δ′′))σ−i

+ 2σ+
i+δ+δ′(σ

+
i+δσ

−
i+δ−δ′′ + σ+

i+δ′+δ′′σ
−
i+δ′ − σ+

i+δ′σ
−
i+δ′−δ′′ − σ+

i+δ+δ′′σ
−
i+δ)σ

−
i

) (S20)

Note that [D,Tδ] = δTδ implies [D,Mδ,δ′,δ′′ ] = (δ+ δ′ + δ′′)Mδ,δ′,δ′′ . It follows that the only block-diagonal pieces of
M are those for which δ′′ = −(δ + δ′). That is, we have

H
(3)
eff =

∑

δ 6=0

∑

δ′ 6=0

CδCδ′Cδ+δ′

3δ(δ + δ′)
Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′ (S21)

We can simplify Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′ , starting from the expression

Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′ =
∑

i

(
σ+
i (σzi+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′) + σzi−δ−δ′(σ

z
i−δ − σzi−δ′))σ−i

+ 2σ+
i+δ+δ′(σ

+
i+δσ

−
i+2δ+δ′ + σ+

i−δσ
−
i+δ′ − σ+

i+δ′σ
−
i+δ+2δ′ − σ+

i−δ′σ
−
i+δ)σ

−
i

) (S22)

Note that in the first line, σ−i commutes with the terms in parentheses as each of those terms is on a different site
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TABLE I. Left: r and s in terms of δ and δ′ for the term
∑
i σ

+
i+δ+δ′σ

+
i+δσ

−
i+2δ+δ′σ

−
i and its Hermitian conjugate in Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′

for sets partitioning the (δ, δ′) plane. The contribution to Ds,r from summing over such a set is given in the rightmost column.
Right: r and s in terms of δ and δ′ for the term

∑
i σ

+
i+δ+δ′σ

+
i+δ′σ

−
i+2δ′+δσ

−
i and its Hermitian conjugate in Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′ .

r s 3
2
Ds,r

δ>0,δ′>0 δ δ′ −1
rνsν+1(r+s)ν+1

δ>|δ′|,δ′<0 δ+δ′ −δ′ −1
rν+1sν+1(r+s)ν

|δ′|>δ>|δ′|/2,δ′<0 −(δ+δ′) 2δ+δ′ 1
rν+1(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν

|δ′|/2>δ>0,δ′<0 δ −(2δ+δ′) 1
rν(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν+1

δ′>2|δ|,δ<0 −δ 2δ+δ′ 1
rν(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν+1

2|δ|>δ′>|δ|,δ<0 δ+δ′ −(2δ+δ′) 1
rν+1(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν

|δ|>δ′,δ<0 −(δ+δ′) δ′ −1
rν+1sν+1(r+s)ν

δ<0,δ′<0 −δ δ′ −1
rνsν+1(r+s)ν+1

r s 3
2
Ds,r

δ>0,δ′>0 δ δ′ −1
rνsν+1(r+s)ν+1

δ>|δ′|,δ′<0 δ+δ′ −δ′ −1
rν+1sν+1(r+s)ν

|δ′|>δ>|δ′|/2,δ′<0 −(δ+δ′) 2δ+δ′ 1
rν+1(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν

|δ′|/2>δ>0,δ′<0 δ −(2δ+δ′) 1
rν(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν+1

δ′>2|δ|,δ<0 −δ 2δ+δ′ 1
rν(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν+1

2|δ|>δ′>|δ|,δ<0 δ+δ′ −(2δ+δ′) 1
rν+1(2r+s)ν+1(r+s)ν

|δ|>δ′,δ<0 −(δ+δ′) δ′ −1
rν+1sν+1(r+s)ν

δ<0,δ′<0 −δ −δ′ −1
rνsν+1(r+s)ν+1

(δ, δ′, δ + δ′ 6= 0); we will use such arguments freely to simplify expressions. Commuting that term over, we have

∑

i

(
σ+
i (σzi+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′) + σzi−δ−δ′(σ

z
i−δ − σzi−δ′))σ−i

)

=
1

2

∑

i

(
(σzi+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′) + σzi−δ−δ′(σ

z
i−δ − σzi−δ′))

)
+

1

2

∑

i

(
σzi (σzi+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′) + σzi−δ−δ′(σ

z
i−δ − σzi−δ′))

)

=
1

2

∑

i

(
σzi+δ+δ′σ

z
i+δ + σzi−δσ

z
i−δ−δ′

)
− 1

2

∑

i

(
σzi+δ+δ′σ

z
i+δ′ + σzi−δ′σ

z
i−δ−δ′

)

+
1

2

∑

i

(
σzi+δ+δ′σ

z
i+δσ

z
i − σzi σzi−δ′σzi−δ−δ′

)
− 1

2

∑

i

(
σzi+δ+δ′σ

z
i+δ′σ

z
i − σzi σzi−δσzi−δ−δ′

)

=
∑

i

(
σzi+δ+δ′(σ

z
i+δ − σzi+δ′)

)

=
∑

i

(
(σzi+δ − σzi+δ′)σzi

)
.

(S23)

Furthermore, noticing that
∑
i σ

+
i+δ+δ′σ

+
i−δσ

−
i+δ′σ

−
i =

∑
i σ

+
i+2δ+δ′σ

+
i σ
−
i+δ+δ′σ

−
i+δ =

(∑
i σ

+
i+δ+δ′σ

+
i+δσ

−
i+2δ+δ′σ

−
i

)†
,

and that M is antisymmetric on its first two indices, we can simplify

Mδ,δ′,−δ−δ′ =
∑

i

(σzi+δ − σzi+δ′)σzi + 2

((
σ+
i+δ+δ′σ

+
i+δσ

−
i+2δ+δ′σ

−
i + h.c.

)
− (δ ↔ δ′)

)
(S24)

Our aim is to relate the hopping terms involving δ and δ′ to
∑
i σ

+
i σ
−
i+rσ

−
i+r+sσ

+
i+2r+s with r and s positive; that is,

we want to find Ds,r in

∑

s>0

∑

r>0

Ds,r

∑

i

(σ+
i σ
−
i+rσ

−
i+r+sσ

+
i+2r+s+h.c.) ≡

∑

δ 6=0

∑

δ′ 6=0

2CδCδ′Cδ+δ′

3δ(δ + δ′)

∑

j

((
σ+
j+δ+δ′σ

+
j+δσ

−
j+2δ+δ′σ

−
j + h.c.

)
−(δ ↔ δ′)

)

(S25)
We do this by breaking up the sums on δ and δ′ onto sets partitioning the (δ, δ′) plane, each of which has a simple
relationship between (r, s) and (δ, δ′). We write out these relationships in Table I.

Summing up all the contributions to Ds,r from the columns of Tables I, we have that
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Ds,r =
4

3

(
2

rν+1sν(r + s)ν+1
− 2

rν+1(2r + s)ν(r + s)ν+1
− 1

rνsν+1(r + s)ν+1

+
1

rν+1sν+1(r + s)ν
− 1

rν+1(2r + s)ν+1(r + s)ν
− 1

rν(2r + s)ν+1(r + s)ν+1

)

= 4

(
1

rν+1sν(r + s)ν+1
− 1

rν+1(2r + s)ν(r + s)ν+1

)
(S26)

That is, we have

Jeff =
4J3

F 2

(
1

rν+1sν(r + s)ν+1
− 1

rν+1(2r + s)ν(r + s)ν+1

)
(S27)

Note that this expression can also be motivated by directly considering the kinds of virtual processes in Fig. S1.

II. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR SYSTEMS
WITH MODERATE LATTICE TILTS

Studying the transport properties of many-body quan-
tum systems, especially with long-range interactions, is
quite challenging. Therefore, instead of a quantum sys-
tem, we here consider a classical spin chain where larger
system sizes are accessible. Specifically, we consider a
tilted XXZ chain with open boundary conditions,

H =
L−1∑

`=1

L∑

`′>`

J

|`′ − `|ν (Sx` S
x
`′ + Sy` S

y
`′ + ∆Sz`S

z
`′)

+ F
∑

`

`Sz` , (S28)

where the real three-component vectors S` = (Sx` , S
y
` , S

z
` )

have unit length, ν ≥ 0.5 controls the range of interac-
tions, ∆ is an anisotropy in the z-direction, and we set
J = 1.

The time evolution is governed by the classical equa-
tions of motion

∂

∂t
S` =

∂H

∂S`
× S` , (S29)

and we study the infinite-temperature spin-spin correla-
tion function

C(r, t) = 〈Sz`+r(t)Sz` 〉 , (S30)

where the brackets indicate averaging over random ini-
tial spin configurations, and r is the distance between
the involved spins. Numerically solving Eq. (S29) can be
challenging due to the tilt F > 0, which leads to large
terms that require an extremely small time step to guar-
antee an accurate iterative time evolution. Therefore, we
here consider an “even-odd” time evolution inspired by
Ref. [2]. In the first half time-step, the odd spins are
held stationary and the even spins precess in an effective
field generated by the odd spins and the local tilt, while in
the second half time-step the even spins are fixed and the
odd spins rotate. This approach is numerically more sta-
ble and preserves conservation laws even for larger time
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1 10 100 1000
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∝ t−1/4

C
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,t
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1
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r/t1/z

t = 400
600

1000

FIG. S2. (a) Autocorrelation function C(0, t) in the long-
range classical spin chain with ν = 0.5, tilt F = 1, anisotropy
∆ = 0, and system size L = 50. Dashed curves indicates a
power-law ∝ t−1/4. (b) Full spatial profile C(r, t) at different

times t. Data and distance are rescaled by t1/z with z ≈ 4.

steps. However, the downside is that for long-range inter-
actions as in Eq. (S28), it discards interactions between
spins on sites with the same parity, i.e., we effectively
consider a model where J = 0 if ` and `′ are both even
(both odd). Given the universality of hydrodynamics, we
nevertheless expect that the emerging transport behavior
will be the same as in the original model in Eq. (S28), at
least on long time and length scales.

First, in Fig. S2, we consider the case of ∆ = 0, i.e.,
a classical XY chain. Choosing a moderate tilt F = 1
and long-range couplings with ν = 1/2, we find in Fig.
S2 (a) that the autocorrelation function C(0, t) develops
a hydrodynamic tail that is consistent with a dynamical
exponent z = 4, C(0, t) ∝ t−1/4. Correspondingly, the
full spatial profiles C(r, t) for different times t collapse
onto each other when data and distances are appropri-
ately rescaled by t1/z [Fig. S2 (b)]. Moreover, C(r, t) ex-
hibits anticorrelated regions where C(r, t) < 0, in good
agreement with z = 4 subdiffusion in short-range models.
These numerical results for the classical spin chain are
consistent with our findings for the strongly-tilted XY
quantum spin chain discussed in the main text, where
the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation was used to predict
the stability of z = 4 down to small ν. In particular, the
data in Fig. S2 suggests that the same holds true even
for weak lattice tilts.

Finally, let us consider the case ∆ 6= 0. Specifically, we
here choose ∆ = 1.5 for which it is well established that
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FIG. S3. (a) Autocorrelation function C(0, t) in the long-
range classical spin chain with ν = 2, 1, 0.5, tilt F = 2,
anisotropy ∆ = 1.5, and system size L = 100. Dashed curves
are power-law fits ∝ t−1/z. [(b),(c),(d)] Full spatial profile
C(r, t) at different times t for the three values of ν. Data and

distance are rescaled by t1/z leading to convincing data col-
lapses. The values of z used for the data collapse are extracted
from the fits in (a) and are indicated in the panels.

the short-range model (ν → ∞) exhibits diffusive spin
transport at zero tilt F = 0 [3]. In Fig. S3 (a), we show
C(0, t) for ν = 2, 1, 0.5 and fixed tilt F = 2. We observe
that C(0, t) exhibits a power-law tail ∝ t−1/z, where z
now appears to vary with ν (in contrast to the case of
∆ = 0 in Fig. S2). Specifically, we find subdiffusion with
z ≈ 4 at ν = 2, analogous to tilted short-range models,
and z ≈ 3 at ν = 1. At ν = 0.5, z ≈ 2.3 appears to
approach the diffusive value, although our numerically
extracted value of z is still slightly higher.

The full spatial profiles C(r, t) for the three values of ν
are found to collapse onto single curves when rescaled by
t1/z using the corresponding values of z [Fig. S3 (b)-(d)].
Moreover, the shapes of C(r, t) in Fig. S3 are qualita-
tively similar to the behavior of n(x, t) in the classical
hydrodynamic model discussed in the main text. Thus,
in contrast to the tilted XY model, the numerical results
for the classical XXZ chain in Fig. S3 suggest that it
might indeed be possible to realize a regime with con-
tinuously varying z in tilted systems if one additionally
includes zz interactions. We leave further exploration of
this for future work.
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