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Abstract

In this paper we study the controllability problem for a symmetric-top molecule, both for its classical
and quantum rotational dynamics. The molecule is controlled through three orthogonal electric fields
interacting with its electric dipole. We characterize the controllability in terms of the dipole position:
when it lies along the symmetry axis of the molecule neither the classical nor the quantum dynamics
are controllable, due to the presence of a conserved quantity, the third component of the total angular
momentum; when it lies in the orthogonal plane to the symmetry axis, a quantum symmetry arises, due
to the superposition of symmetric states, which has no classical counterpart. If the dipole is neither
along the symmetry axis nor orthogonal to it, controllability for the classical dynamics and approximate
controllability for the quantum dynamics are proved to hold. The approximate controllability of the
symmetric-top Schrödinger equation is established by using a Lie–Galerkinmethod, based on block-wise
approximations of the infinite-dimensional systems.

Keywords: Quantum control, Schrödinger equation, rotational dynamics, symmetric-top molecule, bi-
linear control systems, Euler equation

1 Introduction
The control of molecular dynamics takes an important role in quantum physics and chemistry because
of the variety of its applications, starting from well-established ones such as rotational state-selective
excitation of chiral molecules ([15, 16]), and going further to applications in quantum information ([29]).
For a general overview of controlled molecular dynamics one can see, for example, [22].
Rotations can, in general, couple to vibrations in the so-called ro-vibrational states. In ourmathematical

analysis, however, we shall restrict ourselves to the rotational states of the molecule. Due to its discrete
quantization, molecular dynamics perfectly fits the mathematical quantum control theory which has been
established until now. In fact, the control of the Schrödinger equation has attracted substantial interest
in the last 15 years (see [3, 5, 9, 18, 21, 25] and references therein). Rigid molecules are subject to the
classification of rigid rotors in terms of their inertiamoments 𝐼1 ≤ 𝐼2 ≤ 𝐼3: one distinghuishes asymmetric-
tops (𝐼1 < 𝐼2 < 𝐼3), prolate symmetric-tops (𝐼1 < 𝐼2 = 𝐼3), oblate symmetric-tops (𝐼1 = 𝐼2 < 𝐼3),
spherical-tops (𝐼1 = 𝐼2 = 𝐼3), and linear-tops (𝐼1 = 0, 𝐼2 = 𝐼3).
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The problem of controlling the rotational dynamics of a planar molecule by means of two orthogonal
electric fields has been analyzed in [7], where approximate controllability has been proved using a
suitable non-resonance property of the spectrum of the rotational Hamiltonian. In [8] the approximate
controllability of a linear-top controlled by three orthogonal electric fields has been established. There, a
new sufficient condition for controllability, called the Lie–Galerkin tracking condition, has been introduced
in an abstract framework, and applied to the linear-top system.
Here, we study the symmetric-top (prolate, oblate, or spherical) as a generalization of the linear one,

characterizing its controllability in terms of the position of its electric dipole moment. While for the
linear-top two quantum numbers 𝑗 , 𝑚 are needed to describe the motion, the main and more evident
difference here is the presence of a third quantum number 𝑘 , which classically represents the projection of
the total angular momentum on the symmetry axis of the molecule. This should not be a surprise, since the
configuration space of a linear-top is the 2-sphere 𝑆2, while the symmetric-top evolves on the Lie group
SO(3), a three-dimensional manifold. As a matter of fact, by fixing 𝑘 = 0, one recovers the linear-top
as a subsystem inside the symmetric-top. It is worth mentioning that the general theory developed in
[7, 13, 25] is based on non-resonance conditions on the spectrum of the internal Hamiltonian. A major
difficulty in studying the controllability properties of the rotational dynamics is that, even in the case of the
linear-top, the spectrum of the rotational Hamiltonian has severe degeneracies at the so-called 𝑚-levels.
The symmetric-top is even more degenerate, due to the additional presence of the so-called 𝑘-levels.
The Schrödinger equation for a rotating molecule controlled by three orthogonal electric fields reads

i
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝜓(𝑅, 𝑡) = 𝐻𝜓(𝑅, 𝑡) +

3∑︁
𝑙=1

𝑢𝑙 (𝑡)𝐵𝑙 (𝑅, 𝛿)𝜓(𝑅, 𝑡), 𝜓(·, 𝑡) ∈ 𝐿2 (SO(3)),

where 𝐻 = 1
2

(
𝑃21
𝐼1
+ 𝑃22

𝐼2
+ 𝑃23

𝐼3

)
is the rotational Hamiltonian, 𝐼1, 𝐼2, 𝐼3 are the moments of inertia of the

molecule, 𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3 are the angular momentum differential operators, and 𝐵𝑖 (𝑅, 𝛿) = −〈𝑅𝛿, 𝑒𝑖〉 is the
interaction Hamiltonian between the dipole moment 𝛿 of the molecule and the direction 𝑒𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3.
Finally, 𝑅 ∈ SO(3) is the matrix which describes the configuration of the molecule in the space.

(a) (b) (c)

We shall study the symmetric-top, and set 𝐼1 = 𝐼2. Anyway, our analysis does not depend on whether
𝐼3 ≥ 𝐼2 or 𝐼3 ≤ 𝐼2, so we are actually treating in this way both the cases of a prolate or oblate symmetric-
top. The principal axis of inertia with associated inertia moment 𝐼3 is then called symmetry axis of the
molecule. The position of the electric dipole with respect to the symmetry axis plays a crucial role in our
controllability analysis: a symmetric molecule with electric dipole collinear to the symmetry axis will
be called genuine, otherwise it will be called accidental ([19, Section 2.6]). Most symmetric molecules
present in nature are genuine. Nevertheless, it can happen that two moments of inertia of a real molecule
are almost equal, by “accident", although the molecule does not possess a 𝑛-fold axis of symmetry with
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𝑛 ≥ 31For instance, the inertia moments of the chiral molecule HSOH are 𝐼1 ∼ 𝐼2 � 𝐼3, while its dipole
components are 𝛿1 > 𝛿2 = 𝛿1/2 � 𝛿3 ≠ 0 ([27]). Such slightly asymmetric-tops are often studied in
chemistry and physics in their symmetric-top approximations (see, e.g., [27],[19, Section 3.4]), which
correspond in general to accidentally symmetric-tops. In this case, closed expression for the spectrum and
the eigenfunctions of 𝐻 are known. The case of the asymmetric-top goes beyond the scope of this paper,
but we remark that accidentally symmetric-tops may be used to obtain controllability of asymmetric-tops
with a perturbative approach. The idea of studying the controllability of quantum systems in general
configurations starting from symmetric cases (even if the latter have more degeneracies) has already been
exploited, e.g., in [10, 23].
The position of the dipole moment turns out to play a decisive role: when it is neither along the

symmetry axis, nor orthogonal to it, as in Figure 1(b), then approximate controllability holds, under some
non-resonance conditions, as it is stated in Theorem 13. To prove it, we introduce in Theorem 10 a new
controllability test for the multi-input Schrödinger equation, closely related to the Lie–Galerkin tracking
condition. We then apply this result to the symmetric-top system. The control strategy is based on the
excitation of the system with external fields in resonance with three families of frequencies, corresponding
to internal spectral gaps. One frequency is used to overcome the 𝑚-degeneracy in the spectrum, and
this step is quite similar to the proof of the linear-top approximate controllability (Appendix A). The
other two frequencies are used in a next step to break the 𝑘-degeneracy, in a three-wave mixing scheme
(Appendix B) typically used in quantum chemistry to obtain enantio- and state-selectivity for chiral
molecules ([4, 17, 28]).
The two dipole configurations to which Theorem 13 does not apply are extremely relevant from the

physical point of view. Indeed, the dipole moment of a symmetric-top lies usually along its symmetry
axis (Figure 1(a)), and if not, for accidentally symmetric-tops, it is often found in the orthogonal plane
(Figure 1(c)). Here two different symmetries arise, implying the non-controllability of these systems, as
we prove, respectively, in Theorems 11 and 20. These two conserved quantities stimulated and motivated
the study of the classical dynamics of the symmetric-top, presented in the first part of the paper: the
first conserved quantity, appearing in Theorem 11, corresponds to a classical observable, that is, the
component of the angular momentum along the symmetry axis, and it turns out to be a first integral
also for the classical controlled dynamics, as remarked in Theorem 3. The second conserved quantity,
appearing in Theorem 20, is more challenging, because it does not have a counterpart in the classical
dynamics, being mainly due to the superposition of 𝑘 and −𝑘 states in the quantum dynamics. We show
that this position of the dipole still corresponds to a controllable system for the classical-top, while it
does not for the quantum-top. Thus, the latter is an example of a system whose quantum dynamics are
not controllable even though the classical dynamics are. The possible discrepancy between quantum and
classical controllability has been already noticed, for example, in the harmonic oscillator dynamics ([24]).
It should be noticed that the classical dynamics of a rigid body controlled with external torques (e.g.,
opposite pairs of gas jets) or internal torques (momentum exchange devices such as wheels) as studied in
the literature (see, e.g., [2, Section 6.4], [6],[14], [20, Section 4.6]) differ from the ones considered here,
where the controlled fields (i.e., the interaction between the electric field and the electric dipole) are not
left-invariant and their action depends on the configuration of the rigid body in the space.
The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we study the controllability of the classical Hamilton

equations for a symmetric-top. The main results are Theorems 3 and 4, where we prove, respectively, the
non-controllability when the dipole lies along the symmetry axis of the body and the controllability in
any other case. In Section 3 we study the controllability of the Schrödinger equation for a symmetric-top.
The main controllability result is Theorem 13, where we prove the approximate controllability when
the dipole is neither along the symmetry axis, nor orthogonal to it. In the two cases left, we prove the
non-controllability in Theorems 11 and 20.

1The existence of a 𝑛-fold axis of symmetry (i.e., an axis such that a rotation of angle 2𝜋/𝑛 about it leaves unchanged the
distribution of atoms in the space) with 𝑛 ≥ 3, implies that the top is genuine symmetric.
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2 Classical symmetric-top molecule
2.1 Controllability of control-affine systems with recurrent drift
We recall in this section some useful results on the controllability properties of (finite-dimensional)
control-affine systems.
Let 𝑀 be an 𝑛-dimensional manifold, 𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ a family of smooth (i.e., 𝐶∞) vector fields on 𝑀 ,

𝑈 ⊂ Rℓ a set of control values which is a neighborhood of the origin. We consider the control system

¤𝑞 = 𝑋0 (𝑞) +
ℓ∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑢𝑖 (𝑡)𝑋𝑖 (𝑞), 𝑞 ∈ 𝑀, (1)

where the control functions 𝑢 are taken in 𝐿∞ (R,𝑈). The vector field 𝑋0 is called the drift. The reachable
set from 𝑞0 ∈ 𝑀 is

Reach(𝑞0) :={𝑞 ∈ 𝑀 | ∃ 𝑢, 𝑇 s.t. the solution to (1) with 𝑞(0) = 𝑞0

satisfies 𝑞(𝑇) = 𝑞}.

System (1) is said to be controllable if Reach(𝑞0) = 𝑀 for all 𝑞0 ∈ 𝑀 .
The family of vector fields 𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ is said to be Lie bracket generating if

dim(Lie𝑞{𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ }) = 𝑛

for all 𝑞 ∈ 𝑀 , where Lie𝑞{𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ } denotes the evaluation at 𝑞 of the Lie algebra generated by
𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ .
The following is a basic result in geometric control theory (see, for example, [20, Section 4.6]). Recall

that a complete vector field 𝑋 on 𝑀 is said to be recurrent if for every open nonempty subset 𝑉 of 𝑀 and
every time 𝑡 > 0, there exists 𝑡 > 𝑡 such that 𝜙𝑡 (𝑉) ∩𝑉 ≠ ∅, where 𝜙𝑡 denotes the flow of 𝑋 at time 𝑡.

Theorem 1. Let𝑈 ⊂ R𝑚 be a neighborhood of the origin. If 𝑋0 is recurrent and the family 𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ

is Lie bracket generating, then system (1) is controllable.

A useful test to check that the Lie bracket generating condition holds true is given by the following
simple lemma, whose proof is given for completeness.

Lemma 2. If the family of analytic vector fields 𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ is Lie bracket generating on the complement
of a subset 𝑁 ⊂ 𝑀 and Reach(𝑞) ⊄ 𝑁 , for all 𝑞 ∈ 𝑁 , then the family is Lie bracket generating on 𝑀 .

Proof. Let 𝑞 ∈ 𝑁 and 𝑞1 ∈ Reach(𝑞) \𝑁 . By the Orbit theorem applied to the case of analytic vector fields
(see, e.g., [2, Chapter 5]) the dimension of Lie𝑞{𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ } and Lie𝑞1 {𝑋0, 𝑋1, . . . , 𝑋ℓ } coincide. By
assumption the latter is equal to 𝑛, which implies that the same is true for the former. �

2.2 The classical dynamics of a molecule subject to electric fields
Since the translational motion (of the center of mass) of a rigid body is decoupled from the rotational
motion, we shall assume that themolecule can only rotate around its center ofmass. In detail, for any vector
𝑣 ∈ R3, denoting by 𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3 a fixed orthonormal frame of R3 and by 𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3 a moving orthonormal
frame with the same orientation, both attached to the rigid body’s center of mass, the configuration of
the molecule is identified with the unique 𝑔 ∈ SO(3) such that 𝑔 (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)𝑇 = (𝑋,𝑌, 𝑍)𝑇 , where (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)
are the coordinates of 𝑣 with respect to 𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3, and (𝑋,𝑌, 𝑍) are the coordinates of 𝑣 with respect to
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𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3. In order to describe the equations on the tangent bundle SO(3) × 𝔰𝔬(3), we shall make use of
the isomorphism of Lie algebras

𝐴 : (R3,×) → (𝔰𝔬(𝟠), [·, ·]), 𝑃 =
©«
𝑃1
𝑃2
𝑃3

ª®¬ ↦→ 𝐴(𝑃) = ©«
0 −𝑃3 𝑃2
𝑃3 0 −𝑃1
−𝑃2 𝑃1 0

ª®¬
where × is the vector product. As external forces to control the rotation of the molecule, we consider three
orthogonal electric fields with intensities 𝑢1 (𝑡), 𝑢2 (𝑡), 𝑢3 (𝑡) and directions 𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3. We assume that

(𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3) ∈ 𝑈 ⊂ R3, (0, 0, 0) ∈ Interior(𝑈),

that is, the set 𝑈 ⊂ R3 of admissible values for the triple (𝑢1, 𝑢2, 𝑢3) is a neighborhood of the origin.
Denoting by 𝛿 the dipole of themolecule written in themoving frame, the three forces due to the interaction
with the electric fields are 𝑢𝑖 (𝑡) (𝑔−1 (𝑡)𝑒𝑖) × 𝛿, 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3. Then, the equations for the classical rotational
dynamics of a molecule with inertia moments 𝐼1, 𝐼2, 𝐼3 controlled with electric fields read(

¤𝑔
¤𝑃

)
= 𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃) +

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑢𝑖 (𝑡)𝑌𝑖 (𝑔, 𝑃), (𝑔, 𝑃) ∈ SO(3) × R3, 𝑢 ∈ 𝑈, (2)

where
𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃) :=

(
𝑔𝐴(𝛽𝑃)
𝑃 × (𝛽𝑃)

)
, 𝑌𝑖 (𝑔, 𝑃) :=

(
0

(𝑔−1𝑒𝑖) × 𝛿

)
, 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, (3)

and 𝑃 = (𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3)𝑇 , 𝛽𝑃 = (𝑃1/𝐼1, 𝑃2/𝐼2, 𝑃3/𝐼3)𝑇 . Similarly to [20, Section 12.2] (where this is done
for the heavy rigid body), these equations can be derived as Hamilton equations corresponding to the
Hamiltonian

𝐻 =
1
2

(
𝑃21
𝐼1
+
𝑃22
𝐼2
+
𝑃23
𝐼3

)
+𝑉 (𝑔), 𝑉 (𝑔) = −

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑢𝑖 〈(𝑔−1𝑒𝑖), 𝛿〉

on SO(3) × R3. System (2) can be seen as a control-affine system with ℓ = 3 controlled fields.
Rotating molecule dynamics can also be represented in terms of quaternions, lifting the dynamics from

SO(3) to the 3-sphere 𝑆3, as follows. We denote by H the space of quaternions and we identify 𝑆3 ⊂ R4
with {𝑞0 + i𝑞1 + j𝑞2 + k𝑞3 ∈ H | 𝑞20 + 𝑞

2
1 + 𝑞

2
2 + 𝑞

2
3 = 1}. We also identify R

3 with {i𝑃1 + j𝑃2 + k𝑃3 ∈ H |
(𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3) ∈ R3}. Via this identification, the vector product 𝑃 × Ω becomes 12 [𝑃,Ω] :=

1
2 (𝑃Ω − Ω𝑃),

for any 𝑃,Ω ∈ R3. Moreover, given 𝑞 = cos(𝛼) + (𝑞1, 𝑞2, 𝑞3) sin(𝛼) ∈ 𝑆3 and 𝑃 ∈ R3, the quaternion
product 𝑞𝑃𝑞 is in R3 and corresponds to the rotation of 𝑃 of angle 2𝛼 around the axis (𝑞1, 𝑞2, 𝑞3). Hence,
𝑆3 can be seen as a double covering space of SO(3) (see [1, Section 5.2] for further details). System (2)
is lifted to 𝑆3 × R3 to the system

𝑑𝑞(𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

=𝑞(𝑡)𝛽𝑃(𝑡),
𝑑𝑃(𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

=
1
2
[𝑃(𝑡), 𝛽𝑃(𝑡)] + 𝑢1 (𝑡)

2
[𝑞(𝑡)i𝑞(𝑡), 𝛿] + 𝑢2 (𝑡)

2
[𝑞(𝑡)j𝑞(𝑡), 𝛿]

+ 𝑢3 (𝑡)
2
[𝑞(𝑡)k𝑞(𝑡), 𝛿] .

(4)

We are going to use the quaternion representation in order to prove that the vector fields characterizing
(4) form a Lie bracket generating family. As a consequence, the same will be true for (2).
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2.3 Non-controllability of the classical genuine symmetric-top
Inmost cases of physical interest, the electric dipole 𝛿 of a symmetric-topmolecule lies along the symmetry
axis of the molecule. If 𝐼1 = 𝐼2, the symmetry axis is the third one, and we have that 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 ,
𝛿3 ≠ 0, in the body frame. The corresponding molecule is called a genuine symmetric-top ([19, Section
2.6]).

Theorem 3. The third angular momentum 𝑃3 is a conserved quantity for the controlled motion (2) of the
genuine symmetry-top molecule.

Proof. In order to compute the equation satisfied by 𝑃3 in (2), notice that

𝑃(𝑡) × 𝛽𝑃(𝑡) = ©«
𝑃1 (𝑡)
𝑃2 (𝑡)
𝑃3 (𝑡)

ª®¬ × ©«
𝑃1 (𝑡)/𝐼2
𝑃2 (𝑡)/𝐼2
𝑃3 (𝑡)/𝐼3

ª®¬ =

©«
(
1
𝐼3
− 1

𝐼2

)
𝑃2 (𝑡)𝑃3 (𝑡)(

1
𝐼2
− 1

𝐼3

)
𝑃1 (𝑡)𝑃3 (𝑡)
0

ª®®®¬ .
Moreover, 𝑢𝑖 (𝑡) (𝑔−1 (𝑡)𝑒𝑖) × 𝛿 = 𝑢𝑖 (𝑡) (𝑔−1 (𝑡)𝑒𝑖) × (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 = (★,★, 0)𝑇 . Hence, for a genuine
symmetric-top, the equation for 𝑃3 becomes 𝑑𝑃3 (𝑡)

𝑑𝑡
= 0. �

As a consequence, the controlled dynamics live in the hypersurfaces {𝑃3 = const} and hence system
(2) is not controllable in the 6-dimensional manifold SO(3) × R3.

2.4 Controllability of the classical accidentally symmetric-top
In Theorem 3we proved that 𝑃3 is a first integral for equations (2), using both the symmetry of themass and
the symmetry of the charge, meaning that 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 . We consider now a symmetric-top
molecule with electric dipole 𝛿 not along the symmetry axis of the body, that is, 𝛿 = (𝛿1, 𝛿2, 𝛿3)𝑇 , with
𝛿1 ≠ 0 or 𝛿2 ≠ 0. This system is usually called accidentally symmetric-top ([19, Section 2.6]).

Theorem 4. For an accidentally symmetric-top molecule system (2) is controllable.

Proof. The drift 𝑋 is recurrent, as observed in [2, Section 8.4]. Thus, byTheorem1, to prove controllability
it suffices to show that, for any (𝑔, 𝑃) ∈ SO(3) × R3, dim

(
Lie(𝑔,𝑃) {𝑋,𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑌3}

)
= 6. Actually, we

will find six vector fields in Lie{𝑋,𝑌1, 𝑌2, 𝑌3} whose span is six-dimensional everywhere but on a set
of positive codimension, and we will conclude by applying Lemma 2. Notice that [𝑋,𝑌𝑖] (𝑔, 𝑃) =(
−𝑔𝑆(𝛽[(𝑔−1)𝑒𝑖 × 𝛿])

★

)
. Denote by ΠSO(3) the projection onto the SO(3) part of the tangent bundle, that

is, ΠSO(3) : 𝑇 (SO(3) × R3) → 𝑇SO(3). Then we have

span{ΠSO(3)𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌3] (𝑔, 𝑃)}

= 𝑔𝑆

(
𝛽[{𝛿}⊥ ⊕ span{𝑃}]

)
.

Hence, if 〈𝑃, 𝛿〉 ≠ 0, we have

dim
(
span{ΠSO(3)𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑔, 𝑃),

ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌3] (𝑔, 𝑃)}
)
= 3. (5)
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To go further in the analysis, it is convenient to use the quaternion parametrization (4) in which every
field is polynomial. We have, in coordinates 𝑞 = (𝑞0, 𝑞1, 𝑞2, 𝑞3) ∈ 𝑆3, 𝑃 = (𝑃1, 𝑃2, 𝑃3) ∈ R3,

𝑋 (𝑞, 𝑃) =
(

𝑞𝛽𝑃
1
2 [𝑃, 𝛽𝑃]

)
=

©«

−𝑞1 𝑃1𝐼2 − 𝑞2
𝑃2
𝐼2
− 𝑞3 𝑃3𝐼3

𝑞0
𝑃1
𝐼2
+ 𝑞2 𝑃3𝐼3 − 𝑞3

𝑃2
𝐼2

𝑞0
𝑃2
𝐼2
− 𝑞1 𝑃3𝐼3 + 𝑞3

𝑃1
𝐼2

𝑞0
𝑃3
𝐼3
+ 𝑞1 𝑃2𝐼2 − 𝑞2

𝑃1
𝐼2(

1
𝐼3
− 1

𝐼2

)
𝑃2𝑃3(

1
𝐼2
− 1

𝐼3

)
𝑃1𝑃3

0

ª®®®®®®®®®®®®®¬
,

𝑌1 (𝑞, 𝑃) =
(

0
1
2 [𝑞i𝑞, 𝛿]

)
=

©«

0
0
0
0

(𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3)𝛿3 − (𝑞1𝑞3 + 𝑞0𝑞2)𝛿2
(𝑞1𝑞3 + 𝑞0𝑞2)𝛿1 − 12 (𝑞

2
0 + 𝑞

2
1 − 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3)𝛿3

1
2 (𝑞

2
0 + 𝑞

2
1 − 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3)𝛿2 − (𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3)𝛿1

ª®®®®®®®®®¬
,

𝑌2 (𝑞, 𝑃) =
(

0
1
2 [𝑞j𝑞, 𝛿]

)
=

©«

0
0
0
0

1
2 (𝑞

2
0 − 𝑞

2
1 + 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3)𝛿3 − (𝑞2𝑞3 − 𝑞0𝑞1)𝛿2

(𝑞2𝑞3 − 𝑞0𝑞1)𝛿1 − (𝑞1𝑞2 + 𝑞0𝑞3)𝛿3
(𝑞1𝑞2 + 𝑞0𝑞3)𝛿2 − 12 (𝑞

2
0 − 𝑞

2
1 + 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3)𝛿1

ª®®®®®®®®®¬
.

Let us consider the six vector fields 𝑋,𝑌1, 𝑌2, [𝑋,𝑌1], [𝑋,𝑌2], [[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑌1]: we have that the determinant
of the matrix obtained by removing the first row from the 7 × 6 matrix

(𝑋 (𝑞, 𝑃), 𝑌1 (𝑞, 𝑃), 𝑌2 (𝑞, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑞, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑞, 𝑃), [[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑌1] (𝑞, 𝑃))

is equal to 𝑆(𝑞, 𝑃) := 𝑆1 (𝑞)𝑆2 (𝑞)𝑆3 (𝑞)𝑆4 (𝑞)𝑆5 (𝑃), where

𝑆1 (𝑞) :=
𝐼2 − 𝐼3

32𝐼32 𝐼
2
3
𝑞1,

𝑆2 (𝑞) := (−2𝑞1𝑞2𝛿1 + 2𝑞0𝑞3𝛿1 + 𝑞20𝛿2 + 𝑞
2
1𝛿2 − (𝑞

2
2 + 𝑞

2
3)𝛿2),

𝑆3 (𝑞) := (𝑞0 (−2𝑞2𝛿1 + 2𝑞1𝛿2) + 2𝑞3 (𝑞1𝛿1 + 𝑞2𝛿2) + (𝑞20 − 𝑞
2
1 − 𝑞

2
2 + 𝑞

2
3)𝛿3)

2,

𝑆4 (𝑞) := (−2(𝑞0𝑞2 + 𝑞1𝑞3) (𝛿21 + 𝛿
2
2) + ((𝑞

2
0 + 𝑞

2
1 − 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3)𝛿1 + 2(𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3)𝛿2)𝛿3),

𝑆5 (𝑃) := 𝑃1𝛿1 + 𝑃2𝛿2 + 𝑃3𝛿3 = 〈𝑃, 𝛿〉.

Hence, for all (𝑞, 𝑃) such that 𝑆(𝑞, 𝑃) ≠ 0,

dim
(
span{𝑋 (𝑞, 𝑃), 𝑌1 (𝑞, 𝑃), 𝑌2 (𝑞, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑞, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑞, 𝑃),

[[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑌1] (𝑞, 𝑃)}
)
= 6,

that is, outside the set 𝑁 := {(𝑞, 𝑃) ∈ 𝑆3×R3 | 𝑆(𝑞, 𝑃) = 0} the family 𝑋,𝑌1, 𝑌2 is Lie bracket generating.
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Now we are left to prove that Reach(𝑞, 𝑃) ⊄ 𝑁 for every (𝑞, 𝑃) ∈ 𝑁 , and then to apply Lemma 2. Let
us start by considering the factor 𝑆5 of 𝑆 and notice that, for any fixed 𝑞 ∈ 𝑆3, {𝑆5 = 0} defines a surface
inside {𝑞}×R3. Denote byΠR3 : 𝑇 (𝑆3×R3) → 𝑇R3 the projection onto the R3 part of the tangent bundle.
The vector field ΠR3𝑋 is tangent to {𝑆5 = 0} when

〈∇𝑃𝑆5,ΠR3𝑋〉 =
1
2
〈𝛿, [𝑃, 𝛽𝑃]〉 = 0,

that is, if and only if 𝑃3 = 0 or 𝑃2𝛿1 − 𝑃1𝛿2 = 0. Notice that one vector between ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3 is
not tangent to {𝑃3 = 0}, otherwise

span{ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3} ⊂ {𝑃3 = 0} =
©«
0
0
1

ª®¬
⊥

.

However, span{ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3} = 𝛿⊥, which would imply that 𝛿 is collinear to (0, 0, 1)𝑇 , which is
impossible since the molecule is accidentally symmetric.
Concerning the hypersurface {𝑃2𝛿1 −𝑃1𝛿2 = 0}, we consider againΠR3𝑋 , which is tangent to it when

〈∇𝑃 (𝑃2𝛿1 − 𝑃1𝛿2),ΠR3𝑋〉 = 0, that is, if and only if 𝑃3 = 0 or 𝑃1𝛿1 + 𝑃2𝛿2 = 0. We treat the second
case, being 𝑃3 = 0 already treated. Hence, we consider the intersection{

𝑃2𝛿1 − 𝑃1𝛿2 = 0,
𝑃1𝛿1 + 𝑃2𝛿2 = 0.

The only solution of the system is 𝑃1 = 𝑃2 = 0, because the molecule is accidentally symmetric. Finally,
when 𝑃1 = 𝑃2 = 0, we consider the two-dimensional distribution span{ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3}, which
cannot be tangent to the 𝑃3 axis.
Summarizing, if 𝛿 is not collinear to (0, 0, 1)𝑇 , we have

Reach(𝑞, 𝑃) ⊄ {𝑆5 = 0}, ∀(𝑞, 𝑃) ∈ {𝑆5 = 0}.

To conclude, if (𝑞, 𝑃) ∈ {𝑆𝑖 = 0}, 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 4, then we fix 𝑃 and we get two-dimensional strata
{𝑞 ∈ 𝑆3 | 𝑆𝑖 (𝑞) = 0} ⊂ 𝑆3. Now the projections of the vector fields 𝑋, [𝑋,𝑌1], [𝑋,𝑌2], [𝑋,𝑌3] on the
base part of the bundle span a three-dimensional vector space if 〈𝑃, 𝛿〉 ≠ 0, as observed in (5). So, by
possibly steering 𝑃 to a point where 〈𝑃, 𝛿〉 ≠ 0, it is possible to exit from the union of {𝑆𝑖 = 0}. This
concludes the proof of the theorem. �

2.5 Reachable sets of the classical genuine symmetric-top
Theorem 3 states that each hypersurface {𝑃3 = const} is invariant for the controlled motion. Next we
prove that the restriction of system (2) to any such hypersurface is controllable.

Theorem 5. Let 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 , 𝛿3 ≠ 0. Then for (𝑔0, 𝑃0) ∈ SO(3)×R3, 𝑃0 = (𝑃01, 𝑃02, 𝑃03),
one has

Reach(𝑔0, 𝑃0) = {(𝑔, 𝑃) ∈ SO(3) × R3 | 𝑃3 = 𝑃03}.

Proof. From Theorem 3 we know that {𝑃3 = const} is invariant. Since the drift 𝑋 is recurrent, it suffices
to prove that system (2) is Lie bracket generating on the 5-dimensional manifold {𝑃3 = const}.
We recall from (5) that, if 〈𝑃, 𝛿〉 ≠ 0, that is, if 𝑃3 ≠ 0, we have

dim
(
span{ΠSO(3)𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑔, 𝑃),ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑔, 𝑃),

ΠSO(3) [𝑋,𝑌3] (𝑔, 𝑃)}
)
= 3.
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Moreover, since ΠR3𝑌𝑖 (𝑞, 𝑃) = (𝑔−1𝑒𝑖) × 𝛿 for 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, we have that

dim
(
span{ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3}

)
= 2 (6)

everywhere. Thus, if 𝑃3 ≠ 0, it follows that

dim
(
span{𝑋 (𝑔, 𝑃), 𝑌1 (𝑔, 𝑃), 𝑌2 (𝑔, 𝑃), 𝑌3 (𝑔, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑔, 𝑃), [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑔, 𝑃),

[𝑋,𝑌3] (𝑔, 𝑃)}
)
= 5.

So the system is Lie bracket generating on the manifold {𝑃3 = const ≠ 0}.
We are left to consider the case 𝑃3 = 0. Notice that ΠR3𝑌1,ΠR3𝑌2,ΠR3𝑌3 span a two-dimensional

distribution for any value of 𝑃3. So we consider in the quaternion parametrization the projections of
𝑋, [𝑋,𝑌1], [𝑋,𝑌2], [[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑋] on the 𝑆3 part of the bundle and we obtain

dim
(
span{Π𝑆3𝑋 (𝑞, 𝑃),Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌1] (𝑞, 𝑃),Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌2] (𝑞, 𝑃),

Π𝑆3 [[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑋] (𝑞, 𝑃)}
)
= 3,

for 𝑃3 = 0, except when 𝑞3 [2𝑃2 (𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3) + 𝑃1 (𝑞20 + 𝑞
2
1 − 𝑞22 − 𝑞23)] = 0. This equation defines the

union of two surfaces inside 𝑆3. (Notice that we can assume 𝑃1 ≠ 0 and 𝑃2 ≠ 0 because (6) gives local
controllability in (𝑃1, 𝑃2)). On {𝑞3 = 0}, we have that Π𝑆3𝑋 is tangent if and only if 𝑞1𝑃2 − 𝑞2𝑃1 = 0.
On the curve 𝛾 ⊂ 𝑆3 of equation {

𝑞3 = 0,
𝑞1𝑃2 − 𝑞2𝑃1 = 0,

we can consider the two-dimensional distribution spanned by Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌1],Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌2], Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌3], which
is clearly not tangent to 𝛾. Following Lemma 2, the system is Lie bracket generating also on {𝑞3 = 0}.
Analogously, on {2𝑃2 (𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3) + 𝑃1 (𝑞20 + 𝑞21 − 𝑞22 − 𝑞23) = 0} we consider the vector field

Π𝑆3 [[[𝑋,𝑌1], 𝑋], 𝑌2] which is tangent if and only if (𝑞0𝑞2+𝑞1𝑞3) (𝑃1𝑞0𝑞1+𝑃2𝑞0𝑞2−𝑃2𝑞1𝑞3+𝑃1𝑞2𝑞3) =
0. Again, since the distribution spanned by Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌1],Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌2], Π𝑆3 [𝑋,𝑌3] is two-dimensional, we
can exit from the set of equations{

2𝑃2 (𝑞1𝑞2 − 𝑞0𝑞3) + 𝑃1 (𝑞20 + 𝑞
2
1 − 𝑞

2
2 − 𝑞

2
3) = 0,

(𝑞0𝑞2 + 𝑞1𝑞3) (𝑃1𝑞0𝑞1 + 𝑃2𝑞0𝑞2 − 𝑃2𝑞1𝑞3 + 𝑃1𝑞2𝑞3) = 0,

whose strata have dimension at most one. Thus, applying again Lemma 2, we can conclude that the
restriction of the system to the manifold {𝑃3 = 0} is Lie bracket generating. �

3 Quantum symmetric-top molecule
3.1 Controllability of the multi-input Schrödinger equation
Let ℓ ∈ N and 𝑈 ⊂ Rℓ be a neighborhood of the origin. Let H be an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space
with scalar product 〈·, ·〉 (linear in the first entry and conjugate linear in the second), 𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ be
(possibly unbounded) self-adjoint operators onH , with domains 𝐷 (𝐻), 𝐷 (𝐵1), . . . , 𝐷 (𝐵ℓ). We consider
the controlled Schrödinger equation

i
𝑑𝜓(𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

= (𝐻 +
ℓ∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑢 𝑗 (𝑡)𝐵 𝑗 )𝜓(𝑡), 𝜓(𝑡) ∈ H , 𝑢(𝑡) ∈ 𝑈. (7)
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Definition 6. • We say that the operator 𝐻 satisfies (A1) if it has discrete spectrum with infinitely
many distinct eigenvalues (possibly degenerate).
Denote by B a Hilbert basis (𝜙𝑘 )𝑘∈N ofH made of eigenvectors of 𝐻 associated with the family of
eigenvalues (_𝑘 )𝑘∈N and let L be the set of finite linear combination of eigenstates, that is,

L = span{𝜙𝑘 | 𝑘 ∈ N}.

• We say that (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfies (A2) if 𝜙𝑘 ∈ 𝐷 (𝐵 𝑗 ) for every 𝑘 ∈ N, 𝑗 = 1, . . . , ℓ.

• We say that (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfies (A3) if

𝐻 +
ℓ∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑢 𝑗𝐵 𝑗 : L → H

is essentially self-adjoint for every 𝑢 ∈ 𝑈.

• We say that (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfies (A) if 𝐻 satisfies (A1) and
(𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfies (A2) and (A3).

If (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfies (A) then, for every (𝑢1, . . . , 𝑢ℓ) ∈ 𝑈, 𝐻 +
∑ℓ

𝑗=1 𝑢 𝑗𝐵 𝑗 generates a one-

parameter group 𝑒−i𝑡 (𝐻+
∑ℓ

𝑗=1 𝑢 𝑗𝐵 𝑗 ) inside the group of unitary operators 𝑈 (H). It is therefore possible
to define the propagator Γ𝑢

𝑇
at time 𝑇 of system (7) associated with a piecewise constant control law

𝑢(·) = (𝑢1 (·), . . . , 𝑢ℓ (·)) by composition of flows of the type 𝑒−i𝑡 (𝐻+
∑ℓ

𝑗=1 𝑢 𝑗𝐵 𝑗 ) .

Definition 7. Let (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfy (A).

• Given 𝜓0, 𝜓1 in the unit sphere S of H , we say that 𝜓1 is reachable from 𝜓0 if there exist a time
𝑇 > 0 and a piecewise constant control law 𝑢 : [0, 𝑇] → 𝑈 such that 𝜓1 = Γ𝑢

𝑇
(𝜓0). We denote by

Reach(𝜓0) the set of reachable points from 𝜓0.

• We say that (7) is approximately controllable if for every 𝜓0 ∈ S the set Reach(𝜓0) is dense in S.

As a byproduct of the techniques used to prove approximate controllability of (7) for our problem, we
will actually obtain a slightly stronger controllability property. For this reason, let us introduce the notion
of module-tracker (m-tracker, for brevity) that is, a system for which any given curve can be tracked up
to (relative) phases. The identification up to phases of elements of H in the basis B = (𝜙𝑘 )𝑘∈N can be
accomplished by the projection

M : 𝜓 ↦→
∑︁
𝑘∈N
|〈𝜙𝑘 , 𝜓〉|𝜙𝑘 .

Definition 8. Let (𝐻, 𝐵1, . . . , 𝐵ℓ ,B) satisfy (A). We say that system (7) is anm-tracker if, for every 𝑟 ∈ N,
𝜓1, . . . , 𝜓𝑟 in H , Γ̂ : [0, 𝑇] → 𝑈 (H) continuous with Γ̂0 = IdH , and 𝜖 > 0, there exists an invertible
increasing continuous function 𝜏 : [0, 𝑇] → [0, 𝑇𝜏] and a piecewise constant control 𝑢 : [0, 𝑇𝜏] → 𝑈

such that
‖M(Γ̂𝑡𝜓𝑘 ) −M(Γ𝑢

𝜏 (𝑡)𝜓𝑘 )‖ < 𝜖, 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑟,

for every 𝑡 ∈ [0, 𝑇𝜏].

Remark 9. We recall that if system (7) is an m-tracker, then it is also approximately controllable, as
noticed in [8, Remark 2.9].
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Following [8] and [11], we now introduce some objects that we later use to state a sufficient condition
for a system to be an m-tracker. The proposed sufficient condition can be seen as a generalization of
the main controllability result in [8]. The main difference is that here, instead of testing a sequence of
finite-dimensional properties on an increasing sequence of linear subspaces of H , we test them on a
sequence of overlapping finite-dimensional spaces, not necessarily ordered by inclusion. This allows the
sufficient condition to be checked block-wise.
Let {𝐼 𝑗 | 𝑗 ∈ N} be a family of finite subsets of N such that ∪ 𝑗∈N𝐼 𝑗 = N. Denote by 𝑛 𝑗 the cardinality

of 𝐼 𝑗 . Consider the subspaces
M 𝑗 := span{𝜙𝑛 | 𝑛 ∈ 𝐼 𝑗 } ⊂ H

and their associated orthogonal projections

ΠM 𝑗
: H 3 𝜓 ↦→

∑︁
𝑛∈𝐼 𝑗
〈𝜙𝑛, 𝜓〉𝜙𝑛 ∈ H .

Given a linear operator 𝑄 on H we identify the linear operator ΠM 𝑗
𝑄ΠM 𝑗

preservingM 𝑗 with its
complex matrix representation with respect to the basis (𝜙𝑛)𝑛∈𝐼 𝑗 . The set Σ 𝑗 = {|_𝑙 − _𝑙′ | | 𝑙, 𝑙 ′ ∈ 𝐼 𝑗 }
is then the collection of the spectral gaps of ΠM 𝑗

𝐻ΠM 𝑗
. We define 𝐵

( 𝑗)
𝑖
:= ΠM 𝑗

𝐵𝑖ΠM 𝑗
for every

𝑖 = 1, . . . , ℓ.
If the element (𝐵𝑖)𝑙,𝑘 is different from zero, then a control 𝑢𝑖 oscillating at frequency |_𝑙 −_𝑘 | induces

a population transfer between the states 𝜙𝑙 and 𝜙𝑘 ([12]). The dynamics of such a population transfer
depend on the other pairs of states 𝜙𝑙′ , 𝜙𝑘′ having the same spectral gap and whose corresponding element
(𝐵𝑖)𝑙′,𝑘′ is different from zero. We are interested in controlling the induced population dynamics within
a spaceM 𝑗 . This motivates the definition of the sets

Ξ0𝑗 = {(𝜎, 𝑖) ∈ Σ 𝑗 × {1, . . . , ℓ} | (𝐵𝑖)𝑙,𝑘 = 0 for every 𝑙 ∈ N, 𝑘 ∈ N \ 𝐼 𝑗
such that |_𝑙 − _𝑘 | = 𝜎},

and

Ξ1𝑗 = {(𝜎, 𝑖) ∈ Σ 𝑗 × {1, . . . , ℓ} | (𝐵𝑖)𝑙,𝑘 = 0 for every 𝑙 ∈ 𝐼 𝑗 , 𝑘 ∈ N \ 𝐼 𝑗
such that |_𝑙 − _𝑘 | = 𝜎}.

While the set Ξ1
𝑗
compares only with pairs of states 𝜙𝑙 , 𝜙𝑘 with 𝜙𝑙 inM 𝑗 , such a requirement is not present

in the definition if Ξ0
𝑗
. This means that for (𝜎, 𝑖) ∈ Ξ0

𝑗
the induced population dynamics obtained by a

control 𝑢𝑖 oscillating at frequency 𝜎 not only does not produce population transfer out ofM 𝑗 , but also is
trivial within the orthogonal complement toM 𝑗 .
For every 𝜎 ≥ 0, and every square matrix 𝑀 of dimension 𝑚, let

E𝜎 (𝑀) = (𝑀𝑙,𝑘𝛿𝜎, |_𝑙−_𝑘 |)𝑙,𝑘=1,...,𝑚,

where 𝛿𝑙,𝑘 is the Kronecker delta. The 𝑛 𝑗 × 𝑛 𝑗 matrix E𝜎 (𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖
) corresponds to the activation in 𝐵 ( 𝑗)

𝑖
of

the spectral gap 𝜎 ∈ Σ 𝑗 : every element is 0 except for the (𝑙, 𝑘)-elements such that |_𝑙 − _𝑘 | = 𝜎. A
control 𝑢𝑖 oscillating at frequency 𝜎 can induce the dynamics inM 𝑗 described by the matrix E𝜎 (𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖

),
and also, by phase modulation, those described by the matrix𝑊b , b ∈ 𝑆1 ⊂ C, defined by

(𝑊b (𝑀))𝑙,𝑘 =


b𝑀𝑙,𝑘 , _𝑙 < _𝑘 ,

0, _𝑙 = _𝑘 ,

b̄𝑀𝑙,𝑘 , _𝑙 > _𝑘 .

(8)
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Let us consider the sets of excited modes

a𝑠𝑗 := {𝑊b (E𝜎 (i𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖
)) | (𝜎, 𝑖) ∈ Ξ𝑠

𝑗 , 𝜎 ≠ 0, b ∈ 𝑆1}, 𝑠 = 0, 1. (9)

Notice that a0
𝑗
⊂ a1

𝑗
⊂ 𝔰𝔲(𝑛 𝑗 ). Indeed, we have the following picture:

E𝜎 (i𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖
) ∈ a0𝑗 ⇒ E𝜎 (Π 𝑗−1, 𝑗 , 𝑗+1i𝐵𝑖Π 𝑗−1, 𝑗 , 𝑗+1) =


0 0 0
0 E𝜎 (i𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖

) 0
0 0 0


E𝜎 (i𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖

) ∈ a1𝑗 ⇒ E𝜎 (Π 𝑗−1, 𝑗 , 𝑗+1i𝐵𝑖Π 𝑗−1, 𝑗 , 𝑗+1) =

∗ 0 ∗
0 E𝜎 (i𝐵 ( 𝑗)𝑖

) 0
∗ 0 ∗


where Π 𝑗−1, 𝑗 , 𝑗+1 denotes the projection ontoM 𝑗−1 ⊕M 𝑗 ⊕M 𝑗+1.
We denote by Lie(a𝑠

𝑗
) the Lie subalgebra of 𝔰𝔲(𝑛 𝑗 ) generated by the matrices in a𝑠

𝑗
, 𝑠 = 0, 1, and

define T𝑗 as the minimal ideal of Lie(a1𝑗 ) containing a0𝑗 .
Finally, we introduce the graph G with vertices V = {𝐼 𝑗 | 𝑗 ∈ N} and edges E = {(𝐼 𝑗 , 𝐼𝑘 ) | 𝑗 , 𝑘 ∈

N, 𝐼 𝑗 ∩ 𝐼𝑘 ≠ ∅}. We are now in a position to state a new sufficient condition for a system to be an
m-tracker, and thus, approximately controllable.

Theorem 10. Assume that (A) holds true. If the graph G is connected and T𝑗 = 𝔰𝔲(𝑛 𝑗 ) for every 𝑗 ∈ N,
then (7) is an m-tracker.

Proof. The proof works by applying Theorem 2.8 in [8], which guarantees that (7) is an m-tracker if
a suitable condition, called Lie–Galerkin tracking condition ([8, Definition 2.7]), holds true. In terms
of the notation introduced here, the Lie–Galerkin tracking condition is true if there exists a sequence
{ �̃� 𝑗 | 𝑗 ∈ N} of finite subsets of N, strictly increasing with respect to the inclusion, such that ∪ 𝑗∈N �̃� 𝑗 = N
and T𝑗 = 𝔰𝔲(𝑛 𝑗 ) for every 𝑗 ∈ N.
Up to reordering the sets 𝐼 𝑗 , we can assume that

𝐼 𝑗+1 ∩ (∪ 𝑗

𝑘=1𝐼𝑘 ) ≠ ∅, ∀ 𝑗 ∈ N. (10)

For 𝑗 ∈ N, let �̃� 𝑗 = ∪ 𝑗

𝑖=1𝐼𝑖 andZ 𝑗 =
∑ 𝑗

𝑘=1M𝑘 .

The Lie–Galerkin tracking condition holds true if

Lie(∪𝑚𝑗=1T̃𝑗 ) = 𝔰𝔲(dim(Z𝑚)), 𝑚 ∈ N, (11)

where the set of operators T̃𝑗 is obtained similarly to T𝑗 , replacing a𝑠𝑗 , 𝑠 = 0, 1, by

{𝑊b (E𝜎 (iΠZ𝑚
𝐵𝑖ΠZ𝑚

)) | (𝜎, 𝑖) ∈ Ξ𝑠
𝑗 , 𝜎 ≠ 0, b ∈ 𝑆1}, 𝑠 = 0, 1.

We proceed by induction on 𝑚. For 𝑚 = 1, (11) is true, since we have that Lie(T1) = T1 = 𝔰𝔲(𝑛1) =
𝔰𝔲(dim(Z1)). Assume now that (11) is true for 𝑚, and consider the vertex 𝐼𝑚+1 ∈ V. Consider
𝑡, 𝑝 ∈ ∪𝑚+1

𝑗=1 𝐼 𝑗 and let us prove that 𝐺𝑡 , 𝑝 := 𝑒𝑡 , 𝑝 − 𝑒𝑝,𝑡 is in Lie(∪𝑚+1𝑗=1 T̃𝑗 ), where 𝑒𝑎,𝑏 is the matrix with all
entries equal to 0 except for the one in row 𝑎 and column 𝑏, which is equal to 1 (and the indices in ∪𝑚+1

𝑗=1 𝐼 𝑗
are identified with the elements of {1, . . . , dim(Z𝑚+1)}). DecomposingZ𝑚+1 as a direct orthogonal sum
𝑉1 ⊕ (Z𝑚 ∩M𝑚+1) ⊕ 𝑉2 with 𝑉1 ⊂ Z𝑚 and 𝑉2 ⊂ M𝑚+1, a matrix in T̃𝑚+1 has the form

0 0 0
0 𝑄11 𝑄12
0 𝑄21 𝑄22

 ,
[
𝑄11 𝑄12
𝑄21 𝑄22

]
∈ 𝔰𝔲(𝑛𝑚+1),
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as it follows from the definition of Ξ0
𝑗
and Ξ1

𝑗
and the fact that T̃𝑚+1 is the ideal generated by a0𝑗 inside

Lie(a1
𝑗
). Similarly, a matrix in ∪𝑚

𝑗=1T̃𝑗 has the form
𝑄11 𝑄12 0
𝑄21 𝑄22 0
0 0 0

 ,
[
𝑄11 𝑄12
𝑄21 𝑄22

]
∈ 𝔰𝔲(dim(Z𝑚)).

If 𝑡, 𝑝 ∈ ∪𝑚
𝑗=1𝐼 𝑗 or 𝑡, 𝑝 ∈ 𝐼𝑚+1 the conclusion follows from the induction hypothesis and the identity

T𝑚+1 = 𝔰𝔲(𝑛𝑚+1). Let then 𝑡 ∈ 𝐼𝑚+1\ (∪𝑚𝑗=1𝐼 𝑗 ) and 𝑝 ∈ ∪
𝑚
𝑗=1𝐼 𝑗 . Fix, moreover, 𝑟 ∈ 𝐼𝑚+1∩(∪

𝑚
𝑗=1𝐼 𝑗 ), whose

existence is guaranteed by (10). Again by the induction hypothesis and the identity T𝑚+1 = 𝔰𝔲(𝑛𝑚+1),
we have that 𝐺 𝑝,𝑟 and 𝐺𝑟 ,𝑡 are in Lie(∪𝑚+1𝑗=1 T̃𝑗 ). The bracket [𝐺 𝑝,𝑟 , 𝐺𝑟 ,𝑡 ] = 𝐺 𝑝,𝑡 is therefore also in
Lie(∪𝑚+1

𝑗=1 T̃𝑗 ). By similar arguments, we deduce that every element of a basis of 𝔰𝔲(dim(Z𝑚+1)) is in
Lie(∪𝑚+1

𝑗=1 T̃𝑗 ). �

3.2 The Schrödinger equation of a symmetric-top subject to electric fields
We recall in this section some general facts about Wigner functions and the theory of angular momentum
in quantum mechanics (see, for instance, [26, 19]).
We use Euler’s angles (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) ∈ [0, 2𝜋) × [0, 𝜋] × [0, 2𝜋) to describe the configuration space SO(3)

of the molecule. More precisely, the coordinates of a vector change from the body fixed frame 𝑎1, 𝑎2, 𝑎3
to the space fixed frame 𝑒1, 𝑒2, 𝑒3 via three rotations

©«
𝑋

𝑌

𝑍

ª®¬ = 𝑅𝑒3 (𝛼)𝑅𝑒2 (𝛽)𝑅𝑒3 (𝛾)
©«
𝑥

𝑦

𝑧

ª®¬ =: 𝑅(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) ©«
𝑥

𝑦

𝑧

ª®¬ (12)

where (𝑥, 𝑦, 𝑧)𝑇 are the coordinates of the vector in the body fixed frame, (𝑋,𝑌, 𝑍)𝑇 are the coordinates
of the vector in the space fixed frame and 𝑅𝑒𝑖 (\) ∈ SO(3) is the rotation of angle \ around the axis 𝑒𝑖 .
The explicit expression of the matrix 𝑅(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) ∈ SO(3) is

𝑅 =
©«
cos𝛼 cos 𝛽 cos 𝛾 − sin𝛼 sin 𝛾 − cos𝛼 cos 𝛽 sin 𝛾 − sin𝛼 cos 𝛾 cos𝛼 sin 𝛽
sin𝛼 cos 𝛽 cos 𝛾 + cos𝛼 sin 𝛾 − sin𝛼 cos 𝛽 sin 𝛾 + cos𝛼 cos 𝛾 sin𝛼 sin 𝛽

− sin 𝛽 cos 𝛾 sin 𝛽 sin 𝛾 cos 𝛽

ª®¬ . (13)

In Euler coordinates, the angular momentum operators are given by

𝐽1 = i cos𝛼 cot 𝛽
𝜕

𝜕𝛼
+ i sin𝛼 𝜕

𝜕𝛽
− i cos𝛼
sin 𝛽

𝜕

𝜕𝛾
,

𝐽2 = i sin𝛼 cot 𝛽
𝜕

𝜕𝛼
− i cos𝛼 𝜕

𝜕𝛽
− i sin𝛼
sin 𝛽

𝜕

𝜕𝛾
,

𝐽3 = −i
𝜕

𝜕𝛼
.

(14)

These are linear operators acting on the Hilbert space 𝐿2 (SO(3)), self-adjoint with respect to the Haar
measure 18𝑑𝛼𝑑𝛾 sin 𝛽𝑑𝛽. Using (14), the self-adjoint operator 𝑃3 := −i

𝜕
𝜕𝛾
can be written as 𝑃3 =

sin 𝛽 cos𝛼𝐽1 + sin 𝛽 sin𝛼𝐽2 + cos 𝛽𝐽3, that is,

𝑃3 =

3∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑅𝑖3 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝐽𝑖 ,
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where 𝑅 = (𝑅𝑖 𝑗 )3𝑖, 𝑗=1 is given in (13).
In the same way we define 𝑃1 =

∑3
𝑖=1 𝑅𝑖1 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝐽𝑖 , 𝑃2 =

∑3
𝑖=1 𝑅𝑖2 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝐽𝑖 . The operators 𝐽𝑖

and 𝑃𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, are the angular momentum operators expressed in the fixed and in the body frame,
respectively. Finally, we consider the square norm operator 𝐽2 := 𝐽21 + 𝐽

2
2 + 𝐽

2
3 = 𝑃21 + 𝑃

2
2 + 𝑃

2
3. Now,

𝐽2, 𝐽3, 𝑃3 can be considered as the three commuting observables needed to describe the quantum motion
of a molecule. Indeed, [𝐽2, 𝐽3] = [𝐽2, 𝑃3] = [𝐽3, 𝑃3] = 0, and hence there exists an orthonormal Hilbert
basis of 𝐿2 (SO(3)) which diagonalizes simultaneously 𝐽2, 𝐽3 and 𝑃3. In terms of Euler coordinates, this
basis is made by the so-called Wigner functions

𝐷
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) := 𝑒i(𝑚𝛼+𝑘𝛾)𝑑 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛽), 𝑗 ∈ N, 𝑘, 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , (15)

where the function 𝑑
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
solves a suitable Legendre differential equation, obtained by separation of

variables (see, e.g., [19, Section 2.5] for the separation of variables ansatz and [26, Chapter 4] for a
detailed description of the properties of these functions).
Summarizing, the family ofWigner functions {𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
| 𝑗 ∈ N, 𝑘, 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗} forms an orthonormal

Hilbert basis for 𝐿2 (SO(3)). Moreover,

𝐽2𝐷
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
= 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1)𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, 𝐽3𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
= 𝑚𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, 𝑃3𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
= 𝑘𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
.

Thus,𝑚 and 𝑘 are the quantum numbers which correspond to the projections of the angular momentum
on the third axis of, respectively, the fixed and the body frame.
The rotational Hamiltonian of a molecule is 𝐻 = 1

2

(
𝑃21
𝐼1
+ 𝑃22

𝐼2
+ 𝑃23

𝐼3

)
, which is seen here as a self-adjoint

operator acting on the Hilbert space 𝐿2 (SO(3)). From now on, we impose the symmetry relation 𝐼1 = 𝐼2,
which implies that 𝐻 = 𝐽 2

2𝐼2 +
(
1
2𝐼3 −

1
2𝐼2

)
𝑃23. Thus,

𝐻𝐷
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
=

( 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1)
2𝐼2

+
( 1
2𝐼3
− 1
2𝐼2

)
𝑘2

)
𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
=: 𝐸 𝑗

𝑘
𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
. (16)

Hence, the Wigner functions are the eigenfunctions of 𝐻. Since the eigenvalues of 𝐻 do not depend on 𝑚,
the energy level 𝐸 𝑗

𝑘
is (2 𝑗 + 1)-degenerate with respect to 𝑚. This property is common to every molecule

in nature: the spectrum 𝜎(𝐻) does not depend on 𝑚, just like in classical mechanics kinetic energy does
not depend on the direction of the angular momentum. Moreover, when 𝑘 ≠ 0 the energy level 𝐸 𝑗

𝑘
is also

2-degenerate with respect to 𝑘 . This extra degeneracy is actually a characterizing property of symmetric
molecules. Breaking this 𝑘-symmetry will be one important feature of our controllability analysis.
The interaction Hamiltonian between the dipole 𝛿 inside the molecule and the external electric field

in the direction 𝑒𝑖 , 𝑖 = 1, 2, 3, is given by the Stark effect ([19, Chapter 10])

𝐵𝑖 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) = −〈𝑅(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝛿, 𝑒𝑖〉,

seen as a multiplicative self-adjoint operator acting on 𝐿2 (SO(3)). Thus, the rotational Schrödinger
equation for a symmetric-top molecule subject to three orthogonal electric fields reads

i
𝜕

𝜕𝑡
𝜓(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾; 𝑡) = 𝐻𝜓(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾; 𝑡) +

3∑︁
𝑙=1

𝑢𝑙 (𝑡)𝐵𝑙 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝜓(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾; 𝑡), (17)

with 𝜓(𝑡) ∈ 𝐿2 (SO(3)) and 𝑢(𝑡) ∈ 𝑈, for some neighborhood𝑈 of 0 in R3.
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3.3 Non-controllability of the quantum genuine symmetric-top
We recall that the genuine symmetric-top molecule is a symmetric rigid body with electric dipole 𝛿 along
the symmetry axis: 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 in the principal axis frame on the body. We then introduce the
subspaces 𝑆𝑘 := span{𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
| 𝑗 ∈ N, 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗}, where span denotes the closure of the linear hull in

𝐿2 (SO(3)).

Theorem 11. The quantum number 𝑘 is invariant in the controlled motion of the genuine symmetric-top
molecule. That is, if 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 , the subspaces 𝑆𝑘 are invariant for any propagator of the
Schrödinger equation (17).

Proof. We have to show that 𝐻 and 𝐵1, 𝐵2, 𝐵3, do not couple different levels of 𝑘 , that is,{
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐻𝐷

𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′〉𝐿2 (SO(3)) = 0, 𝑘 ≠ 𝑘 ′,

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵𝑙𝐷

𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′〉𝐿2 (SO(3)) = 0, 𝑘 ≠ 𝑘 ′, 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3.
(18)

The first equation of (18) is obvious since the orthonormal basis {𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
} diagonalizes 𝐻. Under the

genuine symmetric-top assumption, the second equation of (18) is also true: for 𝑙 = 1 and 𝑘 ≠ 𝑘 ′ we
compute

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
,i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′〉𝐿2 (SO(3))

= −
∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑑𝛼

∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑑𝛾

∫ 𝜋

0
𝑑𝛽 sin(𝛽)𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)i𝐵1 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)𝐷 𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′ (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾)

= i𝛿3
(∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑑𝛾𝑒i𝑘𝛾𝑒−i𝑘

′𝛾

) (∫ 2𝜋

0
𝑑𝛼 cos(𝛼)𝑒i𝑚𝛼𝑒−i𝑚

′𝛼

)
(∫ 𝜋

0
𝑑𝛽 sin2 (𝛽)𝑑 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛽)𝑑 𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′ (𝛽)
)
= 0,

using the orthogonality of the functions 𝑒𝑖𝑘𝛾 and the explicit form (13) of the matrix 𝑅, which yields

𝐵1 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) = −〈
©«
0
0
𝛿3

ª®¬ , 𝑅−1 (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) ©«
1
0
0

ª®¬〉 = −𝛿3 sin 𝛽 cos𝛼.
The computations for 𝑙 = 2, 3 are analogous, since the multiplicative potentials 𝐵𝑙 do not depend on 𝛾. �

Remark 12. Equation (18) also shows that, for a genuine symmetric-top, the third component of the
angular momentum 𝑃3 commutes with 𝐻 and 𝐵𝑙 , 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3, hence[

𝑃3, 𝐻 +
3∑︁
𝑙=1

𝑢𝑙𝐵𝑙

]
= 0, ∀𝑢 ∈ 𝑈.

Thus, 〈𝜓(𝑡), 𝑃3𝜓(𝑡)〉 is a conserved quantity, where 𝜓 is the solution of (17).

3.4 Controllability of the quantum accidentally symmetric-top
So far we have studied the dynamics of a symmetric-top molecule with electric dipole moment along its
symmetry axis and we have proven that its dynamics are trapped in the eigenspaces of 𝑃3.
Nevertheless, for applications tomolecules charged in the laboratory, or to particular molecules present

in nature such as 𝐷2𝑆2 (Figure 3.6) or 𝐻2𝑆2, it is interesting to consider also the case in which the dipole
is not along the symmetry axis: this case is called the accidentally symmetric molecule.
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Under a non-resonance condition, we are going to prove that, if the dipole moment is not orthogonal
to the symmetry axis of the molecule, the rotational dynamics of an accidentally symmetric-top are
approximately controllable. To prove this statement, we are going to apply Theorem 10 to (17).

Theorem 13. Assume that 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and 𝐼2
𝐼3

∉ Q. If 𝛿 = (𝛿1, 𝛿2, 𝛿3)𝑇 is such that 𝛿 ≠ (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 and
𝛿 ≠ (𝛿1, 𝛿2, 0)𝑇 , then system (17) is an m-tracker, and in particular approximately controllable.

Proof. First of all, one can check, for example in [19, Table 2.1], that the pairings induced by the interaction
Hamiltonians satisfy

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵𝑙𝐷

𝑗′

𝑘′,𝑚′〉 = 0, (19)

when | 𝑗 ′ − 𝑗 | > 1, or |𝑘 ′ − 𝑘 | > 1 or |𝑚′ −𝑚 | > 1, for every 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3. Equation (19) is the general form
of the so-called selection rules.
We then define for every 𝑗 ∈ N the set 𝐼 𝑗 := {𝜌(𝑙, 𝑘, 𝑚) | 𝑙 = 𝑗 , 𝑗 + 1, 𝑘, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙} ⊂ N, where

𝜌 : {(𝑙, 𝑘, 𝑚) | 𝑙 ∈ N, 𝑘, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙} → N is the lexicographic ordering. The graph G whose vertices
are the sets 𝐼 𝑗 and whose edges are {(𝐼 𝑗 , 𝐼 𝑗′) | 𝐼 𝑗 ∩ 𝐼 𝑗′ ≠ ∅} = {(𝐼 𝑗 , 𝐼 𝑗+1) | 𝑗 ∈ N} is linear. In order
to apply Theorem 10 we shall consider the projection of (17) onto each spaceM 𝑗 := H 𝑗 ⊕ H 𝑗+1, where
H𝑙 := span{𝐷𝑙

𝑘,𝑚
| 𝑘, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙}. The dimension ofM 𝑗 is (2 𝑗 +1)2 + (2( 𝑗 +1) +1)2, and we identify

𝔰𝔲(M 𝑗 ) with 𝔰𝔲((2 𝑗 + 1)2 + (2( 𝑗 + 1) + 1)2).
According to (19), the three types of spectral gaps inM 𝑗 , 𝑗 ∈ N, which we should consider are

_
𝑗

𝑘
:= |𝐸 𝑗+1

𝑘+1 − 𝐸
𝑗

𝑘
| =

��� 𝑗 + 1
𝐼2
+

( 1
2𝐼3
− 1
2𝐼2

)
(2𝑘 + 1)

���, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , (20)

corresponding to pairings for which both 𝑗 and 𝑘 move (see Figure 1),

[𝑘 := |𝐸 𝑗

𝑘+1 − 𝐸
𝑗

𝑘
| =

���( 12𝐼3 − 12𝐼2 ) (2𝑘 + 1)���, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , (21)

and
𝜎 𝑗 := |𝐸 𝑗+1

𝑘
− 𝐸

𝑗

𝑘
| = 𝑗 + 1

𝐼2
, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , (22)

for which, respectively, only 𝑘 or 𝑗 moves (see, Figures 2(a) and 2(b)).

Figure 1: Graph of the transitions associated with the frequency _
𝑗

𝑘
between eigenstates | 𝑗 , 𝑘〉 =

| 𝑗 , 𝑘, 𝑚〉 := 𝐷
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝑚 fixed). Same-shaped arrows correspond to equal spectral gaps.

We now classify the spectral gaps in terms of the sets Ξ0
𝑗
and Ξ1

𝑗
introduced in Section 3.1.

Lemma 14. Let 𝐼2/𝐼3 ∉ Q. Then (_ 𝑗

𝑘
, 𝑙), (𝜎 𝑗 , 𝑙) ∈ Ξ0

𝑗
, and ([𝑘 , 𝑙) ∈ Ξ1𝑗 , for all 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3.
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: Transitions between states: (a) at frequency [𝑘 ; (b) at frequency 𝜎 𝑗 . Same-shaped arrows
correspond to equal spectral gaps.

Proof. Because of the selection rules (19), we only need to check if there are common spectral gaps in
the spacesM 𝑗 andM 𝑗′ for 𝑗 ′ ≠ 𝑗 .
We start by proving that (_ 𝑗

𝑘
, 𝑙), (𝜎 𝑗 , 𝑙) ∈ Ξ0

𝑗
by showing that a spectral gap of the type _ 𝑗

𝑘
(respectively,

𝜎 𝑗 ) is different from any spectral gap of the type _ 𝑗′

𝑘′ , 𝜎
𝑗′ , or [𝑘′ unless _

𝑗

𝑘
= _

𝑗′

𝑘′ and (𝑘, 𝑗) = (𝑘
′, 𝑗 ′)

(respectively, 𝜎 𝑗 = 𝜎 𝑗′ and 𝑗 = 𝑗 ′).
Using the explicit structure of the spectrum (16), any spectral gap of the type _ 𝑗′

𝑘′ , 𝜎
𝑗′ , or [𝑘′ can be

written as ���𝑞1
𝐼2
+ 𝑞2

( 1
𝐼3
− 1

𝐼2

)���, 𝑞1, 𝑞2 ∈ Q.

Since, moreover, 1
𝐼2
and

(
1
𝐼3
− 1

𝐼2

)
areQ-linearly independent, one easily deduces that, indeed, (_ 𝑗

𝑘
, 𝑙), (𝜎 𝑗 , 𝑙) ∈

Ξ0
𝑗
.
Notice that the gaps of the type [𝑘 correspond to internal pairings in the spaces H 𝑗 . Henceforth, in

order to prove that ([𝑘 , 𝑙) ∈ Ξ1𝑗 it is enough to check that [𝑘 is different from any gap of the type _
𝑗

𝑘′ , 𝜎
𝑗 .

This fact has already been noticed in the proof of the first part of the statement. The proof of the lemma
is then concluded. �

Next, we introduce the family of excited modes associated with the spectral gap _ 𝑗

𝑘
, that is,

F𝑗 := {E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵𝑙),𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵𝑙)) | 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗},

where the operators E` and𝑊b are defined in Section 3.1, and where, with a slight abuse of notation, we
write 𝐵𝑙 instead of ΠM 𝑗

𝐵𝑙ΠM 𝑗
. Notice that F𝑗 ⊂ a0

𝑗
as it follows from Lemma 14, where a0

𝑗
is defined

as in (9).
In order to write down the matrices in F𝑗 , we need to study the resonances between the spectral gaps

insideM 𝑗 . We claim that there are no internal resonances except those due to the degeneracy 𝐸
𝑗

𝑘
= 𝐸

𝑗

−𝑘 .
Indeed, we already noticed in Lemma 14 that a spectral gap of the type _ 𝑗

𝑘
is different from any spectral

gap of the type _ 𝑗′

𝑘′ , 𝜎
𝑗′ , or [𝑘′ unless _

𝑗

𝑘
= _

𝑗′

𝑘′ and (𝑘, 𝑗) = (𝑘
′, 𝑗 ′). We collect in the lemma below

also the similar observations that 𝜎 𝑗 is different from any spectral gap of the type _ 𝑗′

𝑘′ , 𝜎
𝑗′ , or [𝑘′ unless

𝜎 𝑗 = 𝜎 𝑗′ and 𝑗 = 𝑗 ′, and that [𝑘 ≠ [𝑘′ if 𝑘 ≠ 𝑘 ′.

Lemma 15. Let 𝐼2/𝐼3 ∉ Q. Then

1. _
𝑗

𝑘
-resonances: the equation

|𝐸 𝑗+1
𝑘+1 − 𝐸

𝑗

𝑘
| = |𝐸 𝑗′′

𝑠+ℎ − 𝐸
𝑗′
𝑠 |, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑗 ′′ ≤ 𝑗 + 1, − 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑠 ≤ 𝑗 ′, ℎ ∈ {−1, 0, 1},
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implies that 𝑗 ′ = 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′′ = 𝑗 + 1, 𝑠 = ±𝑘 , 𝑠 + ℎ = ±(𝑘 + 1);

2. [𝑘 -resonances: the equation

|𝐸 𝑗

𝑘+1 − 𝐸
𝑗

𝑘
| = |𝐸 𝑗′′

𝑠+ℎ − 𝐸
𝑗′
𝑠 |, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑗 ′′ ≤ 𝑗 + 1, − 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑠 ≤ 𝑗 ′, ℎ ∈ {−1, 0, 1},

implies that 𝑗 ′ = 𝑗 ′′ = 𝑗 or 𝑗 ′ = 𝑗 ′′ = 𝑗 + 1 and 𝑠 = ±𝑘 , 𝑠 + ℎ = ±(𝑘 + 1);

3. 𝜎 𝑗 -resonances: the equation

|𝐸 𝑗+1
𝑘
− 𝐸

𝑗

𝑘
| = |𝐸 𝑗′′

𝑠+ℎ − 𝐸
𝑗′
𝑠 |, 𝑗 ≤ 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑗 ′′ ≤ 𝑗 + 1, − 𝑗 ′ ≤ 𝑠 ≤ 𝑗 ′, ℎ ∈ {−1, 0, 1},

implies that 𝑗 ′ = 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′′ = 𝑗 + 1, ℎ = 0, 𝑠 = ±𝑘 .

Denote by L 𝑗 := Lie(F𝑗 ) the Lie algebra generated by the matrices in F𝑗 . Let us introduce the
generalized Pauli matrices

𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑘 = 𝑒 𝑗 ,𝑘 − 𝑒𝑘, 𝑗 , 𝐹𝑗 ,𝑘 = i𝑒 𝑗 ,𝑘 + i𝑒𝑘, 𝑗 , 𝐷 𝑗 ,𝑘 = i𝑒 𝑗 , 𝑗 − i𝑒𝑘,𝑘 ,

where 𝑒 𝑗 ,𝑘 denotes the (2 𝑗 + 1)2 + (2( 𝑗 + 1) + 1)2-square matrix whose entries are all zero, ex-
cept the one at row 𝑗 and column 𝑘 , which is equal to 1. Consider again the lexicographic or-
dering 𝜌 : {(𝑙, 𝑘, 𝑚) | 𝑙 = 𝑗 , 𝑗 + 1, 𝑘, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙} → N. By a slight abuse of notation,
also set 𝑒 (𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙′,𝑘′,𝑚′) = 𝑒𝜌(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) ,𝜌(𝑙′,𝑘′,𝑚′) . The analogous identification can be used to define
𝐺 (𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙′,𝑘′,𝑚′) , 𝐹(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙′,𝑘′,𝑚′) , 𝐷 (𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙′,𝑘′,𝑚′) . The next proposition tells us how the elements in L 𝑗

look like. For a proof, see Appendix A.

Proposition 16. Let𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 and 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 with 𝑘 ≠ 0. Then the matrices 𝑋( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚)−
𝑋( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) and 𝑋( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚±1) − 𝑋( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚±1) are in L 𝑗 , where 𝑋 ∈ {𝐺, 𝐹}.

To break the degeneracy between 𝑘 and −𝑘 which appears in the matrices that we found in Proposi-
tion 16, and obtain all the elementary matrices that one needs to generate 𝔰𝔲(M 𝑗 ), we need to exploit the
other two types of spectral gaps that we have introduced in (21) and (22) (see Figure 2).
Let us introduce the family of excited modes at the frequencies 𝜎 𝑗 and [𝑘 ,

P 𝑗 := {E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵𝑙),𝑊i (E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵𝑙)), E[𝑘
(i𝐵𝑙),𝑊i (E[𝑘

(i𝐵𝑙)) | 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗},

and notice that, by Lemma 14, P 𝑗 ⊂ a1
𝑗
(cf. (9)). Therefore,

P̃ 𝑗 := {𝐴, [𝐵,𝐶] | 𝐴, 𝐵 ∈ L 𝑗 , 𝐶 ∈ P 𝑗 } ⊂ T𝑗 ,

where we recall that T𝑗 is the minimal ideal of Lie(a1𝑗 ) containing a0𝑗 .
The following proposition, whose proof is given in Appendix B, concludes the proof of Theorem 13.

Proposition 17. Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ) = 𝔰𝔲(M 𝑗 ).

�

Remark 18. The assumption 𝐼2/𝐼3 ∉ Q on the moments of inertia appearing in Theorem 13 is technical,
and prevents the system from having both external resonances (as we saw in Lemma 14) and internal ones
( Lemma 15). Anyway, we have not proven that controllability fails if the ratio 𝐼2/𝐼3 is rational.
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3.5 Reachable sets of the quantum genuine symmetric-top
In (18) we see that, when 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 , transitions 𝑘 → 𝑘 ′ are forbidden if 𝑘 ≠ 𝑘 ′. Thus, if the quantum
system is prepared in the initial state 𝜓(0) with 𝑃3𝜓(0) = 𝑘𝜓(0), the wave function 𝜓 evolves in the
subspaces 𝑆𝑘 = span{𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
| 𝑗 ∈ N, 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗}. The next theorem tells us that the restriction of (17)

to this subspace is approximately controllable.

Theorem 19. Let 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and fix 𝑘 ∈ Z. If 𝛿 = (0, 0, 𝛿3)𝑇 , 𝛿3 ≠ 0, then the Schrödinger equation (17) is
an m-tracker in the Hilbert space 𝑆𝑘 . In particular, Reach(𝜓) is dense in 𝑆𝑘 ∩ S for all 𝜓 ∈ 𝑆𝑘 ∩ S.

Proof. For every integer 𝑗 ≥ |𝑘 |, let 𝐼 𝑗 ,𝑘 := {𝜌(𝑙, 𝑚) | 𝑙 = 𝑗 , 𝑗 + 1, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙}, where 𝜌 : {(𝑙, 𝑚) |
𝑙 ≥ |𝑘 |, 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙} → N is the lexicographic ordering. Then the graph G𝑘 with vertices {𝐼 𝑗 ,𝑘 }∞𝑗= |𝑘 |
and edges {(𝐼 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐼 𝑗′,𝑘 ) | 𝐼 𝑗 ,𝑘 ∩ 𝐼 𝑗′,𝑘 ≠ ∅} is linear.
In order to apply Theorem 10 to the restriction of (17) to 𝑆𝑘 , we should consider the projected dynamics

ontoN𝑗 ,𝑘 := L 𝑗 ,𝑘 ⊕ L 𝑗+1,𝑘 , where L𝑙,𝑘 := span{𝐷𝑙
𝑘,𝑚
| 𝑚 = −𝑙, . . . , 𝑙}. The only spectral gaps in 𝑆𝑘 are

𝜎 𝑗 = |𝐸 𝑗+1
𝑘
− 𝐸

𝑗

𝑘
| = 𝑗+1

𝐼2
, 𝑗 ≥ |𝑘 |. Notice that (𝜎 𝑗 , 𝑙) ∈ Ξ0

𝑗
.

We write the electric potentials projected onto N𝑗 ,𝑘 :

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵1) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚+1) + 𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿3𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚−1) ,

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵2) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚+1) − 𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚−1) ,

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵3) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
−𝑏 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) ,

having used the explicit pairings (35), which can be found inAppendixB, andwhich describe the transitions
excited by the frequency 𝜎 𝑗 . Note that here the sum does not run over 𝑘 since we are considering the
dynamics restricted to 𝑆𝑘 . We consider the family of excited modes

F𝑗 ,𝑘 = {E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵𝑙),𝑊i (E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵𝑙)) | 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3} ⊂ a0𝑗 .

We claim that the Lie algebra generated by F𝑗 ,𝑘 , seen as a subset of 𝔰𝔲((2 𝑗 + 1)2 + (2( 𝑗 + 1) + 1)2),
is equal to 𝔰𝔲((2 𝑗 + 1)2 + (2( 𝑗 + 1) + 1)2). Such an identity has been proved in [8, Section 3.3], since the
projection to N𝑗 ,𝑘 is isomorphic to an analogous projection for the linear molecule. Hence, we conclude
that system (17) is an m-tracker in 𝑆𝑘 . �

3.6 Non-controllability of the quantum orthogonal accidentally symmetric-top
Let us consider separately the case where 𝛿 = (𝛿1, 𝛿2, 0)𝑇 , left out by Theorem 13. The situation in
which the dipole lies in the plane orthogonal to the symmetry axis of the molecule (that is, the orthogonal
accidentally symmetric-top) is interesting from the point of view of chemistry, since the accidentally
symmetric-top molecules present in nature are usually of that kind (see Figure 3.6). In order to study this
problem, let us introduce the Wang functions [19, Section 7.2]

𝑆
𝑗

0,𝑚,0 := 𝐷
𝑗

0,𝑚, , 𝑆
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
:=
1
√
2
(𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
+ (−1)𝛾𝐷 𝑗

−𝑘,𝑚), 𝑘 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 ,

for 𝑗 ∈ N, 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , and 𝛾 = 0, 1. Due to the 𝑘-degeneracy 𝐸
𝑗

𝑘
= 𝐸

𝑗

−𝑘 in the spectrum of the
rotational Hamiltonian 𝐻, the functions 𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
still form an orthogonal basis of eigenfunctions of 𝐻.
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Figure 3: Diagram of the orthogonal accidentally symmetric-top approximation of the molecule 𝐷2𝑆2.
The electric dipole 𝛿 lies in the orthogonal plane to the symmetry axis.

Then we consider the change of basis 𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
→ 𝑒−i𝑘 \𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, and we choose \ ∈ [0, 2𝜋) such that

𝑒−i\ (𝛿2 + i𝛿1) = i
√︃
𝛿21 + 𝛿

2
2,

𝑒i\ (𝛿2 − i𝛿1) = −i
√︃
𝛿21 + 𝛿

2
2.

(23)

System (23) describes the rotation of angle ∓\ in the complex plane of the vector 𝛿2 ± i𝛿1. The com-
position of these two changes of basis gives us the rotated Wang states 𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
(\) := 1√

2
(𝑒−i𝑘 \𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
+

(−1)𝛾𝑒i𝑘 \𝐷 𝑗

−𝑘,𝑚), for 𝑘 ≠ 0, and 𝑆 𝑗

0,𝑚,0 = 𝐷
𝑗

0,𝑚.
In the next theorem we express in this new basis a symmetry which prevents the system from being

approximately controllable.

Theorem 20. Let 𝐼1 = 𝐼2 and 𝛿 = (𝛿1, 𝛿2, 0)𝑇 . Then the parity of 𝑗 +𝛾 + 𝑘 is conserved, that is, the spaces
span{𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
| 𝑗 + 𝛾 + 𝑘 is odd} and span{𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
| 𝑗 + 𝛾 + 𝑘 is even} are invariant for the propagators of

(17).

Proof. We need to prove that the pairings allowed by the controlled vector fields 𝐵1, 𝐵2 and 𝐵3 conserve
the parity of 𝑗 + 𝛾 + 𝑘 . To do so, let us compute

〈𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
(\), i𝐵1𝑆 𝑗+1

𝑘+1,𝑚+1,𝛾 (\)〉 = −𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝑒
−i\ (𝛿2 + i𝛿1) + 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝑒

i\ (𝛿2 − i𝛿1)

= −2i𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚

√︃
𝛿21 + 𝛿

2
2, (24)

〈𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
(\), i𝐵1𝑆 𝑗+1

𝑘+1,𝑚+1,𝛾′ (\)〉 = −𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝑒
−i\ (𝛿2 + i𝛿1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝑒

i\ (𝛿2 − i𝛿1)
= 0, 𝛾 ≠ 𝛾′,

having used the expression of the Wang functions as linear combinations of Wigner functions, the explicit
pairings (27) which can be found in Appendix A, and the choice of \ made in (23). Then we also have

〈𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
(\), i𝐵1𝑆 𝑗

𝑘+1,𝑚+1,𝛾 (\)〉 = 0,

〈𝑆 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚,𝛾
(\), i𝐵1𝑆 𝑗

𝑘+1,𝑚+1,𝛾′ (\)〉 = −2iℎ 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚

√︃
𝛿21 + 𝛿

2
2, 𝛾 ≠ 𝛾′,

(25)

20



having used this time the pairings (34), which can be found in Appendix B. From (24) and (25) we can
see that the allowed transitions only depend on the parity of 𝑗 + 𝛾 and 𝑘; indeed, we have either transitions
between states of the form {

𝑗 + 𝛾 even
𝑘 even

←→
{
𝑗 ′ + 𝛾′ odd
𝑘 ′ odd,

or transitions between states of the form{
𝑗 + 𝛾 even
𝑘 odd

←→
{
𝑗 ′ + 𝛾′ odd
𝑘 ′ even.

The same happens if we replace 𝑚 + 1 with 𝑚 − 1 and 𝑘 + 1 with 𝑘 − 1 in (24) and (25). Because of the
selection rules (19), these are the only transitions allowed by the field 𝐵1. One can easily check, in the
same way, that every transition induced by 𝐵2, 𝐵3 also conserves the parity of 𝑗 + 𝛾 + 𝑘 . �

A Proof of Proposition 16
As a consequence of Lemma 15, part 1, if 𝐼2/𝐼3 ∉ Q, the only transitions driven by the fields i𝐵𝑙 , 𝑙 = 1, 2, 3,
excited at frequency _ 𝑗

𝑘
, are the ones corresponding to the following matrix elements (written in the basis

ofM 𝑗 given by the Wigner functions) and can be computed using, e.g., [19, Table 2.1]:

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘+1,𝑚±1〉 = −𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 + i𝛿1),

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘−1,𝑚±1〉 = 𝑐 𝑗 ,−𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 − i𝛿1),

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵2𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘+1,𝑚±1〉 = ∓i𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 + i𝛿1),

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵2𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘−1,𝑚±1〉 = ±i𝑐 𝑗 ,−𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 − i𝛿1),

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵3𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘±1,𝑚〉 = ±i𝑑 𝑗 ,±𝑘,𝑚 (𝛿2 ± i𝛿1),

(26)

where

𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[( 𝑗 + 𝑘 + 1) ( 𝑗 + 𝑘 + 2)]1/2 [( 𝑗 + 𝑚 + 1) ( 𝑗 + 𝑚 + 2)]1/2

4( 𝑗 + 1) [(2 𝑗 + 1) (2 𝑗 + 3)]1/2
,

and

𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[( 𝑗 + 𝑘 + 1) ( 𝑗 + 𝑘 + 2)]1/2 [( 𝑗 + 1)2 − 𝑚2]1/2

2( 𝑗 + 1) [(2 𝑗 + 1) (2 𝑗 + 3)]1/2
.

Now, using a symmetry argument, we explain how to get rid of one electric dipole component between
𝛿1 and 𝛿2.
By the very definition of the Euler angles, one has that the rotation of angle \ around the symmetry

axis 𝑎3 is given by 𝛾 ↦→ 𝛾 + \. This rotation acts on the Wigner functions in the following way

𝐷
𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) ↦→ 𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾 + \) = 𝑒i𝑘 \𝐷

𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾) =: 𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(\) (𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾),

having used the explicit expression of the symmetric states (15). Note that these rotated Wigner functions
form again an orthogonal basis for 𝐿2 (SO(3)) of eigenfunctions of the rotational Hamiltonian 𝐻, so we
can also analyze the controllability problem in this new basis. In this new basis the matrix elements
(corresponding to the frequency _ 𝑗

𝑘
) of the controlled fields are{

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(\), i𝐵1𝐷 𝑗+1

𝑘+1,𝑚+1 (\)〉 = −𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝑒
−i\ (𝛿2 + i𝛿1),

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
(\), i𝐵1𝐷 𝑗+1

𝑘−1,𝑚+1 (\)〉 = 𝑐 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚𝑒i\ (𝛿2 − i𝛿1),
(27)
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and the same happens for all the other transitions described in (26). So, the effect of this change of basis
is that we are actually rotating the first two components of the dipole moment, by the angle \. We can
now choose \ ∈ [0, 2𝜋) such that

𝑒−i\ (𝛿2 + i𝛿1) =
√︃
𝛿21 + 𝛿

2
2 = 𝑒i\ (𝛿2 − i𝛿1).

In other words, thanks to this change of basis, we can assume without loss of generality that 𝛿1 = 0, since
we can rotate the vector 𝛿2 ± i𝛿1 and get rid of its imaginary part (note that in (23) and in the proof of
Theorem 20 we are rotating the vector 𝛿2 ± i𝛿1 in the other sense, i.e., to get rid of its real part). This will
simplify the expression of the controlled fields. Note that

𝑊i (𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑛) ) = −𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑛) ,
𝑊i (𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑛) ) = 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑛) .

From the identity [𝑒 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝑒𝑛,𝑚] = 𝛿𝑘𝑛𝑒 𝑗 ,𝑚 − 𝛿 𝑗𝑚𝑒𝑛,𝑘 we get the bracket relations

[𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐺𝑘,𝑛] = 𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑛, [𝐹𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐹𝑘,𝑛] = −𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑛, [𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐹𝑘,𝑛] = 𝐹𝑗 ,𝑛,

[𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐹𝑗 ,𝑘 ] = 2𝐷 𝑗 ,𝑘 , [𝐹𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝐷 𝑗 ,𝑘 ] = 2𝐺 𝑗 ,𝑘 .

Moreover, two operators coupling no common states commute, that is,

[𝑌 𝑗 ,𝑘 , 𝑍 𝑗′,𝑘′] = 0 if { 𝑗 , 𝑘} ∩ { 𝑗 ′, 𝑘 ′} = ∅,

with 𝑌, 𝑍 ∈ {𝐺, 𝐹, 𝐷}.
Finally, we can conveniently represent the matrices corresponding to the controlled vector field

(projected ontoM 𝑗 ) in the rotated basis found with the symmetry argument. So, for each 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 ,
because of Lemma 15, part 1, and (26), we have

E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
−𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚+1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚−1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1) + 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1) , (28)

E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
−𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚+1) + 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚−1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1) , (29)

E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵3) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , (30)

where, with a slight abuse of notation, we write 𝐵𝑙 instead of ΠM 𝑗
𝐵𝑙ΠM 𝑗

.
Now we show how the sum over𝑚 in (28), (29) and (30) can be decomposed, in order to obtain that the

matrices 𝑋( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚±1) + 𝑋( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚±1) and 𝑋( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝑋( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚)
are in L 𝑗 , for any 𝑚, 𝑘 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 , where 𝑋 ∈ {𝐺, 𝐹}. Let us first fix 𝑘 ≠ 0 and consider

𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵3))

=
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ,
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and the brackets

ad2𝑠E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵3) (𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵3))) =
∑︁

𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
(−1)𝑠22𝑠𝑑2𝑠+1𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿

2𝑠+1
2 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚)

+ (−1)𝑠22𝑠 (−𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚)2𝑠+1𝛿2𝑠+12 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ,

for 𝑠 ∈ N, where ad𝐴(𝐵) = [𝐴, 𝐵] and ad𝑛+1𝐴 (𝐵) = [𝐴, ad
𝑛
𝐴(𝐵)]. Since 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 = 𝑑 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚, the invertibility

of the Vandermonde matrix gives that

𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−𝑚)
−𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,−𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−𝑚) ∈ L 𝑗 , (31)

for 𝑚 = 0, . . . , 𝑗 . In particular, 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0) is in L 𝑗 . Hence,[ [E_𝑘
(i𝐵1) −𝑊i (E_𝑘

(i𝐵2))
2

, 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0)
]
, (32)

𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0)
]
= 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,0𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,1) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,0𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−1)

− 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,1) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0)

is also in L 𝑗 . Define

𝑄0 =𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,0𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−1) + 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,1) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0)

− 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,0𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,1) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0) ,

𝑄𝑚 =𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−𝑚−1) + 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚+1) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚)

− 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,−𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−𝑚−1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚−1𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚+1) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ,

if 0 < 𝑚 < 𝑗 , and

𝑄 𝑗 = 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗−1) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗𝛿2𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗−1) .

We have [ [ ∑︁
𝑚=𝑠,..., 𝑗

𝑄𝑚, 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑠) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−𝑠) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑠)

− 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,−𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−𝑠)
]
, 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑠) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,−𝑠)

− 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑠) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,−𝑠) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,−𝑠)
]
= 𝑄𝑠 ,

for 𝑠 = 1, . . . , 𝑗 . By iteration on 𝑠 and because of (31), it follows that 𝑄𝑠 ∈ L 𝑗 for every 𝑠 = 0, . . . , 𝑗 .
Now, since

𝑄 𝑗

𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗𝛿2
= 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗−1) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗−1) ∈ L 𝑗 ,

then

ad2𝐺( 𝑗,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗−1)−𝐺( 𝑗,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗−1) (𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘, 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1, 𝑗)
+ 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘, 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1, 𝑗) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗) )
= 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗) ∈ L 𝑗 ,
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which, in turns, implies that

ad2𝐺( 𝑗,𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗)−𝐺( 𝑗,−𝑘,− 𝑗) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗) (𝑄 𝑗−1)

= 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗+1𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗+1) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,− 𝑗) − 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,− 𝑗+1𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,− 𝑗+1) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,− 𝑗) ∈ L 𝑗 .

Iterating the argument,

𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ∈ L 𝑗 , 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 (33)

and 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚−1) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1) are in L 𝑗 for 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 .

By the same argument as above, with
E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1)−𝑊i (E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2))

2 replaced by

E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1) +𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2))

2
=

∑︁
𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗

−𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚+1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1)

in (32) we also have that 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚+1) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1) is in L 𝑗 for all 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 .

If we now replace
E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1)−𝑊i (E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2))

2 with

E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2) +𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1))

2
=

∑︁
𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗

−𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚−1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1)

or
E
_
𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵2) −𝑊i (E_ 𝑗

𝑘

(i𝐵1))

2
=

∑︁
𝑚=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗

−𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚+1)

+ 𝑐 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1) ,

the arguments above prove that both 𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚)−𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) and 𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚±1)−
𝐹( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚±1) are in L 𝑗 for all 𝑚 = − 𝑗 , . . . , 𝑗 .

B Proof of Proposition 17
Using again [19, Table 2.1] we write the pairings

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗

𝑘+1,𝑚±1〉 = ∓ℎ 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 + i𝛿1),
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗

𝑘−1,𝑚±1〉 = ∓ℎ 𝑗 ,−𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 − i𝛿1),
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵2𝐷

𝑗

𝑘+1,𝑚±1〉 = −iℎ 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 + i𝛿1),
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵2𝐷

𝑗

𝑘−1,𝑚±1〉 = −iℎ 𝑗 ,−𝑘,±𝑚 (𝛿2 − i𝛿1),
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵3𝐷

𝑗

𝑘±1,𝑚〉 = −i𝑞 𝑗 ,±𝑘,𝑚 (𝛿2 ± i𝛿1),

(34)

where

ℎ 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[ 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1) − 𝑘 (𝑘 + 1)]1/2 [ 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1) − 𝑚(𝑚 + 1)]1/2

4 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1) ,

𝑞 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[ 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1) − 𝑘 (𝑘 + 1)]1/2𝑚

2 𝑗 ( 𝑗 + 1) .
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Moreover, 
〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵1𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘,𝑚±1〉 = 𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚𝛿3,

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵2𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘,𝑚±1〉 = ±i𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,±𝑚𝛿3,

〈𝐷 𝑗

𝑘,𝑚
, i𝐵3𝐷

𝑗+1
𝑘,𝑚
〉 = −i𝑏 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3,

(35)

where

𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[( 𝑗 + 1)2 − 𝑘2]1/2 [( 𝑗 + 𝑚 + 1) ( 𝑗 + 𝑚 + 2)]1/2

2( 𝑗 + 1) [(2 𝑗 + 1) (2 𝑗 + 3)]1/2
,

𝑏 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚 :=
[( 𝑗 + 1)2 − 𝑘2]1/2 [( 𝑗 + 1)2 − 𝑚2]1/2

( 𝑗 + 1) [(2 𝑗 + 1) (2 𝑗 + 3)]1/2
.

Note that the 𝑘 → 𝑘 transitions are driven by 𝛿3. Recall that, up to a rotation, we can assume that
𝛿1 = 0. Because of Lemma 15, parts 2 and 3, the expression of the controlled fields excited at the
frequencies [𝑘 and 𝜎 𝑗 are

E[𝑘
(i𝐵1) =

∑︁
𝑙= 𝑗 , 𝑗+1,

𝑚=−𝑙,...,𝑙−1

−ℎ𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 (𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚+1) − ℎ𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐺 (𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1)

+
∑︁

𝑙= 𝑗 , 𝑗+1,
𝑚=−𝑙+1,...,𝑙

ℎ𝑙,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 (𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚−1) + ℎ𝑙,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐺 (𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1) , (36)

E[𝑘
(i𝐵2) =

∑︁
𝑙= 𝑗 , 𝑗+1,

𝑚=−𝑙,...,𝑙−1

−ℎ𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚+1) − ℎ𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚+1)

+
∑︁

𝑙= 𝑗 , 𝑗+1,
𝑚=−𝑙+1,...,𝑙

−ℎ𝑙,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚−1) − ℎ𝑙,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚−1) , (37)

E[𝑘
(i𝐵3) =

∑︁
𝑙= 𝑗 , 𝑗+1,
𝑚=−𝑙,...,𝑙

−𝑞𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝑞𝑙,𝑘,𝑚𝛿2𝐹(𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , (38)

and

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵1) =
∑︁

𝑚,𝑘=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚+1) + 𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿3𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚−1) , (39)

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵2) =
∑︁

𝑚,𝑘=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚+1) − 𝑎 𝑗 ,𝑘,−𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚−1) ,

E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵3) =
∑︁

𝑚,𝑘=− 𝑗 ,..., 𝑗
−𝑏 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚𝛿3𝐹( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) .

Note that in E[𝑘
(−𝑖𝐵3) the term for 𝑚 = 0 vanishes, since 𝑞 𝑗 ,𝑘,0 = 0 for every 𝑗 , 𝑘 .

To decouple all the 𝑚-degeneracies in the excited modes, we just consider double brackets with the
elementary matrices that we have obtained above. As an example, using (33) we can decouple the 𝑚 → 𝑚

transitions corresponding to the frequency 𝜎 𝑗 by considering

[[𝑊i (E𝜎 𝑗 (i𝐵3)), 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ],
𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,𝑚) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,𝑚) ]
= 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ).

25



Considering every possible double brackets as above, we obtain, for 𝑋 ∈ {𝐺, 𝐹}, that

𝑋( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) + 𝑋( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ), 𝑘 ≠ 0, (40)

when we start from the matrices in (39), and that

𝑋(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚) + 𝑋(𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , 𝑋(𝑙,𝑘,𝑚) , (𝑙,𝑘+1,𝑚±1) + 𝑋(𝑙,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,𝑚±1)

are in Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ), 𝑙 = 𝑗 , 𝑗 + 1, 𝑚, 𝑘 ≠ 0, when we start from the matrices in (36), (37), (38). Now we can
also generate the missing 𝑘 = 0 elements of (33) by taking double brackets with 𝑋( 𝑗+1,1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,2,𝑚) +
𝑋( 𝑗+1,−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−2,𝑚) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ). As an example, we have that

[[E
_
𝑗

0
(i𝐵3), 𝐹( 𝑗+1,1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,2,𝑚) + 𝐹( 𝑗+1,−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−2,𝑚) ],

𝐹( 𝑗+1,1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,2,𝑚) + 𝐹( 𝑗+1,−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−2,𝑚) ]
= 𝐹( 𝑗 ,0,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,1,𝑚) − 𝐹( 𝑗 ,0,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−1,𝑚) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ).

Moreover, also the 𝑚 = 0 elements in the transitions (38) are in Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ), as one can check by considering
a bracket between two transitions obtained in (33) and (40). For example,

[𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0) , 𝐺 ( 𝑗+1,𝑘+1,0) , ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,0)
+ 𝐺 ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘−1,0) , ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,0) ] = 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,0) − 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,0) , ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,0) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ).

Finally, we apply a three-wave mixing argument (Figure B) in order to decouple the sum over 𝑘 and −𝑘
in every elementary matrices: consider the bracket between the following elements in Lie(P̃ 𝑗 )

Figure 4: Three-wave mixing around 𝑘 = 1,−1. The same-shaped arrows correspond to equal spectral
gaps, and thus, coupled transitions. The goal of the three-wave mixing is to decouple those arrows.

[𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) ]
= 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) + 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) ∈ Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ), 𝑘 ≠ 0,

and notice that from (33) we already have that 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) −𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) is in Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ),
and hence 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,𝑘+1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,𝑘,𝑚) and 𝐺 ( 𝑗 ,−𝑘−1,𝑚) , ( 𝑗+1,−𝑘,𝑚) are in Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ). In this way we can break every
𝑘-degeneracy, and finally obtain that Lie(P̃ 𝑗 ) = 𝔰𝔲(M 𝑗 ), which concludes the proof.
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