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ON ENTROPIC AND ALMOST MULTILINEAR REPRESENTABILITY OF
MATROIDS

LUKAS KUHNE AND GEVA YASHFE

ABSTRACT. This article studies two notions of generalized matroid representations moti-
vated by algorithmic information theory and cryptographic secret sharing. The first (entropic
representability) involves discrete random variables, while the second (almost-multilinear
representability) deals with approximate subspace arrangements. In both cases, we prove
that determining whether an input matroid has such a representation is undecidable. Con-
sequently, the conditional independence implication problem is also undecidable, providing
an independent answer to a question posed by Geiger and Pearl, recently resolved by Cheuk
Ting Li. These problems are also closely related to characterizing achievable rates in net-
work coding and constructing secret sharing schemes. For example, another corollary of
our work is that deciding whether an access structure admits an ideal secret sharing scheme
is undecidable. Our approach reduces undecidable problems from group theory to matroid
representation problems. Specifically, we reduce the uniform word problem for finite groups
to entropic representability and the word problem for sofic groups to almost-multilinear rep-
resentability. A key part of this reduction involves modifying group presentations into forms
where linear or sofic representations are generic in an appropriate sense when restricted to
the generating set.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Main results. A matroid is a combinatorial abstraction of linear independence in vec-
tor spaces and forests in graphs. Classically, a matroid is said to be representable over a field
if there exists a set of vectors in some vector space over that field such that the subsets of
linearly independent vectors are exactly the independent subsets of the matroid. This article
investigates entropic and multilinear representations.

1.1.1. Entropic matroids.

Problem 1.1. The entropic matroid representation problem asks the following:

Instance: A matroid M on a finite ground set E with rank function r.

Question: Does there exist a family of discrete random variables {X.}.cr and a positive
scalar X such that for all A C E the joint entropy H(X 4) of the variables { X, }aca
equals \ - r(A)?

Matroids for which the answer is positive are called entropic. The class of entropic ma-
troids contains the ones that are representable over a field (also called linear matroids) and
multilinear matroids. Entropic matroids possibly go back to Fujishige [Fuj78] and these
representations are equivalent to matroid representations by partitions [Mat99] and almost
affine codes [SA98].

The first main result of this article is the following:

Theorem 1.2. The entropic matroid representation problem is algorithmically undecid-
able.

(This is restated and proved as Theorem 7.3) In contrast, representability over some field
can be decided using Grobner bases [Ox111, Thm. 6.8.9]. Generalized matrix representabil-
ity over a division ring and multilinear representability are also undecidable [KPY23, KY22].
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Entropic matroids are related to ideal secret sharing schemes: In the theory of secret shar-
ing schemes one wants to distribute shares of a secret amongst a number of participants.
The goal is that only certain authorized subsets of the participants can recover the secret
by combining their shares, while other subsets of the participants can recover no informa-
tion about the secret. See [Sti92] for a detailed explanation. The family of subsets of the
participants that can jointly recover the secret is called the access structure.

A secret sharing scheme is ideal if the size of the share given to each participant equals
the size of the secret. Brickell and Davenport observed that the access structure of an ideal
secret sharing scheme determines a matroid, and called matroids arising in such a way secret
sharing matroids [BD91]. These are the same as the entropic matroids [Mat99]. Martin
extended this bijection to connected monotone access structures that potentially don’t admit
an ideal secret sharing scheme [Mar91], and Seymour proved that the Vamoés matroid is not
a secret sharing matroid [Sey92].

Martin asked which connected monotone access structures admit an ideal secret sharing
scheme [Mar91]. Theorem 1.2 show that this question is undecidable.

1.1.2. Almost multilinear matroids. Almost-multilinear matroids are matroids approximately
representable by subspace arrangements. See below for a precise definition.

Problem 1.3. The almost multilinear matroid representation problem asks the following:

Instance: A matroid M on a finite ground set E with rank function r and a field F.
Question: Is it true that for every € > ( there exists a vector space V over F together with
a collection of subspaces {W,}ccr and a ¢ € N such that

1.
max r(S) — Edlm <€€ZS We> <e?

Matroids for which this problem has a positive answer are called almost multilinear. This
class generalizes the class of linear and multilinear matroids and is defined analogously to
the class of almost entropic matroids studied by Matu§ [Mat07, Mat24]. Almost multilin-
ear matroids are elements of the closure of the cone of realizable polymatroids defined by
Kinser [Kin11]. Our second main result of the article is the following.

Theorem 1.4. The almost multilinear matroid representation problem is algorithmically
undecidable.

Multilinear matroids found applications to network coding capacity: In [ESGI10], El
Rouayheb et al. constructed linear network capacity problems equivalent to multilinear ma-
troid representability. Our previous result in [KY22] implies that the question whether an
instance of the network coding problem has a linear vector coding solution is undecidable.
Theorem 1.4 implies that it is also undecidable whether an instance of the network coding
problem has an approximate linear vector coding solution.

A natural extension of both theorems is the question whether almost entropic repre-
sentability is also undecidable. This will be shown to be the case in the upcoming pa-
per [Yas24], which crucially relies on our work here for the almost-multilinear case.

1.2. Conditional independence implications. Given a finite ground set F, a conditional
independence (CI) statement is a triple (A L. B | C') of subsets A, B, C' C E which encodes
the statement “A is independent from B given C”’. We say that a family of discrete random
variables { X, }.cp realizes a ClI statement (A L B | C) if X4 and X are probabilistically
independent given X . Here X 4 is the random variable given by the tuple (X, ),c 4, so that
its distribution is the joint distribution of variables with indices in A.

Problem 1.5. The conditional independence implication problem (CII) is:
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Instance: A set A of CI statements on a finite ground set E and a CI statement c.
Question: Does
/\ A=c

hold for every family {X.}.cr of discrete random variables? In other words, is it
true that whenever a family {X.}e.cr of discrete random variables realizes all CI
statements in A it also realizes the CI statement c.

In the literature, the sets appearing in CI statements are sometimes defined to be pairwise
disjoint. In this paper, we do not make this assumption but note that both formulations are
equivalent as shown by Cheuk Ting Li [Li21].

In the 1980s, Pearl and Paz conjectured that there exists a finite set of axioms charac-
terizing all valid CI implication statements [PP86]. This conjecture was later refuted by
Studeny [Stu90]. Subsequently, Geiger and Pearl proved that the CII problem is decidable
under certain conditions on the CI statements and asked whether it is undecidable in gen-
eral [GP93]. Partial results concerning the CII problem were obtained in [NGSVG13, Li21]
and it was shown in [KKNS20] that the CII problem is co-recursively enumerable. Recently
Cheuk Ting Li showed that the CII problem is undecidable [Li23].

An oracle to decide the CII problem can also decide the EMR problem. Therefore we
obtain a second independent solution of the long-standing CII problem.

Corollary 1.6. The conditional independence implication (CII) problem is algorithmi-
cally undecidable.

1.3. Related work. We attempt to give a concise summary of that part of the literature that
is most relevant to this paper, and apologize for any omissions.

Very recently Cheuk Ting Li proved that the conditional independence implication prob-
lem is undecidable, as well as that the networking coding problem is undecidable [Li23]. His
work became available very late in our writing. The methods used in both papers are related
to each other, and also to the methods of [KY22]: all three papers reduce a representability
problem to the uniform word problem for finite groups. The similarity in methods seems to
end there: the proof in [Li23] uses different (though related) combinatorial configurations of
random variables, and is significantly shorter than ours. We do not know whether it can be
used to prove that entropic representability of matroids is undecidable (and thus be applied
to show that it is undecidable whether an access structure admits an ideal secret scheme). It
also does not cover approximate results like almost-multilinear representability.

Multilinear representations of Dowling geometries were studied by Beimel, Ben-Efraim,
Padré, and Tyomkin in [BBEPT14]. This work was extended by Ben-Efraim and Matds to
entropic matroids [MBE20] building on Matis§’ earlier work on these matroids in [Mat99].
We previously used generalized Dowling geometries to prove that the representability prob-
lem of multilinear matroids is undecidable [KY22] and, with Rudi Pendavingh, we used
more general von Staudt constructions to compare the multilinear matroid representations
with representations over division rings [KPY?23]. Almost entropic matroids featured promi-
nently in Matds’ recent article where he proved that algebraic matroids are almost en-
tropic [Mat24].

1.4. Methods and structure of the article. We first sketch the structure of the main argu-
ment and then describe the paper section by section. Undefined terms can be found in the
preliminaries (Section 2).

The basic idea is that given a finitely presented group G = (S | R) and one of the
generators s € S, we construct a finite family of matroids M (in an explicit, computable
way). These satisfy:
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o At least one of the matroids M € M is entropic if and only if G has a finite quotient
in which s maps to a nontrivial element.

e If GG is a sofic group, then at least one of the matroids M € M is almost-multilinear
if and only if s is nontrivial in G.

A)

s # e in some finite quotient of G/ Some M € M is entropic  /
s#einG Some M € M is almost-multilinear

(B)

Figure 1. The two “if and only if” statements above, put together. The first lines of
both boxes describe the first statement, the second lines describe the second.

Hence, the so-called uniform word problem for finite groups can be reduced to the en-
tropic matroid representation problem. In the same way, the word problem for sofic groups
can be reduced to the almost-multilinear representation problem. Both of these word prob-
lems are known to be undecidable (see Sections 2.6 and 2.7).

The construction of the finite family of matroids M is the same in both cases. Schemati-
cally, the process is described by Figure 2.

[Input: G=(S|R)ands € S}

Section 6

Y
{Construct the augmented scrambling}

G" = (S"| R") of G

Section 3

Y

{Construct the Dowling groupoid of G” }

Definition 3.9

Y
Construct the set M = Mgn g
of matroids subordinate
to the Dowling groupoid

Figure 2. Construction of the finite matroid family M.
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In this schematic, the Dowling groupoid is an intermediate object between G” = (S” | R")
and a matroid called the generalized Dowling geometry of the presentation.

Using the construction of M, we prove the two “if and only if” statements of Figure 1.
Implication (A) of Figure 1 is relatively straightforward, and does not require the scrambling
construction. It would be enough to bring the given presentation (S | R) to our symmetric
triangular form (Definition 3.1) and work with Mg . For entropic matroids and the uni-
form word problem for finite groups, this is proved in Section 4.1. For almost-multilinear
matroids and the word problem for sofic groups, this is proved in Theorem 9.12.

Implication (B) is somewhat more delicate and (together with the construction of aug-
mented scramblings, which was designed for this purpose) takes up much of the paper. See
Section 6 and Section 9. In the proof it is useful to have some linear algebraic tools, so even
for the statement on entropic matroids we work specifically with multilinear representations
(multilinear matroids are entropic, so finding a multilinear representation suffices).

The paper is organized as follows.

(a) We start by recalling definitions and setting up basic notions and notation in Sec-
tion 2.

(b) Given a finite group, one can define an associated matroid, the so-called Dowl-
ing geometry, whose representations are closely related to the representation the-
oretic properties of the group [Dow73]. We work with a generalization of this
construction to finitely presented groups which we present in Section 3. We call
the resulting matroids generalized Dowling geometries (GDG). We first used them
in [KY22, KPY23]. They are special cases of frame matroids as studied by Za-
slavsky in [Zas03]. The idea is to encode group presentations via the von Staudt
constructions.

(c) After defining entropic matroids in Section 4 as well as the essentially equivalent (but
more convenient) notion of probability space representations, we prove in Section 4.1
that the existence of an entropic representation of the GDG of a symmetric triangular
presentation (S | R) implies the existence of a group homomorphism from (S | R)
to a finite group such that images of some elements are nontrivial.

(d) In Section 5 we discuss multilinear matroid representations and introduce an equiv-
alent (but more convenient) notion we call vector space representations, as part of
our preparation for proving implication (B) of Figure 1.

(e) In Section 6 we introduce the scrambling and augmentation constructions and prove
that the resulting groups have linear representations with desirable properties.

(f) In Section 7 we put together our tools to show that the entropic representation prob-
lem is undecidable.

(g) In Section 8 we briefly discuss the conditional independence implication problem.

(h) In Section 9 we discuss almost-multilinear matroids. The discussion parallels the
earlier sections: first we introduce approximate vector space representations in Sec-
tion 9.1. Then we discuss almost-multilinear representations of generalized Dowling
geometries in Section 9.2. In Section 9.3 we discuss approximate linear representa-
tions of scrambled groups, and in Section 9.4 we prove the almost-multilinear repre-
sentation problem is undecidable.

(1) In Appendix A we prove a mild generalization of a theorem of Matus [Mat93], which
states that a matroid is entropic if and only if it has a probability space representation.
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2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Notation for probability spaces and random variables. An indexed collection of
random variables on a probability space (€2, F, P) consists of a set F, a collection of mea-
surable spaces { (€2, F¢)} .. p» and a collection of measurable functions { X, : Q@ — Q.}, .

For convenience, we often write “let {X.} ., be a collection of random variables on
(€2, F, P),” and use the notation { (2., F¢)},. for the codomains of the random variables
without explicitly naming them. We also denote by { P, } ., the probability measures de-
fined by P, = (X.), P. By definition this implies that each of the transformations

Xe: (QF,P)— (Q, Fe, P.)

1S measure-preserving.

Given a collection of random variables {X.},_; on (€, F, P) as above and a tuple S =
(s1,...,sn) with elements in E, we define a measurable space (Qg, Fs) by Qs = [[;—; Qs
and Fs = Q);_, Fs, the o-algebra generated by measurable boxes (which are the sets
[T, A; with A; € F, for each 7). We then define a random variable Xg : Q@ — Qg
by

Xs (@) = (X, @)L,
If the order is inessential, the same notation can be used if S is a set. On (g, Fg) we define
the probability measure Ps = (Xg), P, the pushforward of P.

2.2. Entropy functions of discrete random variables. Let { X.}.cg be a collection of dis-
crete random variables on (2, F, P). For each S C F we denote by H(Xg) the (Shannon)
entropy of the random variable Xg:

H(Xs) == ) Ps(w)log Ps(w).
w€ENg
We set H(Xg) = oo if the sum does not converge. The base of the logarithm is irrelevant
for this article; for consistency we work with the natural logarithm throughout.

2.3. Matroids. We frequently use standard terminology from matroid theory, as for in-
stance explained in Oxley’s textbook [OxI11]. For the reader’s convenience we briefly recall
some basic definitions.

Definition 2.1. A matroid M = (FE,r) is a pair consisting of a finite ground set E
together with a rank function r : P(E) — Z> such that
(a) r(A) < |A|forall A C E,
(b) r(A) < r(B) forall A C B C E (r is monotone), and
() r(AUB)+r(ANB) <r(A)+r(B) forall A, B C F (r is submodular).
A function r : P(E) — R satisfying (b) and (c) is called a polymatroid.
Given a matroid M = (E,r) we use the following terms:

Independent and dependent sets: A set A C F is called independent if r(A) = |A| and
dependent otherwise.

Bases: An independent set of maximal cardinality is called a basis. They are all of the same
cardinality (£, and this cardinality is called the rank of the matroid.

Circuits: A circuit C' is a minimal dependent subset of £. That is, C' is dependent and
every proper subset of C'is independent.

Flats and closure: A subset F' C E is called a flat if r(F') < r(F U {e}) foralle € E'\ F.
Every set A C FE is contained in a unique minimal flat

cl(A) ={ec E|r(Aud{e}) =r(A)}.
The flat cl(A) is called the closure of A.
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Loops: An element e € E is a loop if the set {e} is dependent.

Simple matroids: A matroid is simple if every pair {e,e’} C FE is contained in a basis.
This occurs if and only if there are no loops and every subset of cardinality 2 has
rank 2.

Connected matroids: A matroid is connected if every pair {e,e¢'} C E is contained in a
circuit.

A matroid is uniquely determined by its ground set together with any one of the following
families of subsets: the independent subsets, the dependent subsets, the bases, the circuits,
and the flats.

2.4. Matroid representations. Matroid theory is the combinatorial study of various no-
tions of dependence and independence, analogous to those in linear algebra. A well-studied
subclass of matroids is the class of linearly-representable matroids, in which the rank func-
tion is actually given by linear-algebraic rank: A matroid M = (E,r) is representable
over a field F if there exists a family of vectors {v. }.c in a vector space over F such that
r(S) = dim(span({ve }ees)) for all S C E. The matroid M is also called linear over F in
this case.

When studying any notion of matroid representability, it is desirable to be able to decide
whether a given matroid is representable. For example, using Grobner bases one can decide
whether a matroid is linear over an algebraically closed field [Ox111, Theorem 6.8.9]. The
question of whether one can decide representability over Q is equivalent to the solvability
of Diophantine equations in Q [Stu87]. This is a variant of Hilbert’s tenth problem and
still open. In this paper we study generalized notions of matroid representability and the
associated decision problems.

In this section we define the notions of representability that we will investigate throughout
the article.

Definition 2.2 ([SA98]). A matroid M = (FE,r) is multilinear over a field F if there exist
an integer ¢ and a vector space V' over F with subspaces {IV. } ., such that for each S C £

r(S) = %dim (Z W6> .

eeS

In this case the vector space V' and the indexed family of subspaces {W.}, ., are called a
multilinear representation of M, or a representation of M as a c-arrangement. (We learned
the term “c-arrangement” from [GM88].) Observe that if we add the constraint ¢ = 1 we
recover the definition of linear representability.

Given a collection {X,}.cr of discrete random variables, Fujishige observed that the
assignment H : P(E) — R given for each S C E by the entropy H(Xs) is a poly-
matroid [Fuj78]. Polymatroids arising this way are called entropic. Subsequently entropic
polymatroids were studied by various authors, and entropic matroids were defined, for in-
stance by Matus, who called them “strongly probabilistically representable matroids” in
[Mat99]:

Definition 2.3. A matroid M = (E,r) is entropic if there exists a family {X,}.cp of
random variables on a discrete probability space (€2, F, P) and areal A > 0 such that for all
subsets A C

r(A) = AH(Xa).

We now introduce approximate notions of multilinear and entropic matroid representa-
tions.
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Definition 2.4. A polymatroid (E, r) is linear over a field F if there exists a vector space
V and a collection of subspaces {W.} ., of V satisfying that for all S C E:

r(S) = dim (Z We) :

ecS
A matroid M = (E,r) is almost multilinear if for every ¢ > 0 there exists a linear
polymatroid <E, ?) and a ¢ € N such that

1.
r—-r
&

r(8) - 27 (9)

c

= max < E.

SCE

Note that we may always assume the ambient vector space V' of a linear polymatroid
(E,r) is finite dimensional: if the representation is given by the subspaces {W.} . of V,
we may replace V by > _p W, which has dimension r (E).

Definition 2.5 ([Mat07]). A matroid (F,r) is almost entropic if for every ¢ > 0 there
exists a collection of discrete random variables { X, }.cr on a probability space (X2, F, P)
and a real A > 0 such that

max I (S) — AH(Xs)| < e.
2.5. Hamming and rank distance.

Definition 2.6. Let n € N. The normalized Hamming distance dy ., is the metric on
the symmetric group .S,, defined by

drann(0,7) = 13 € [n] | () % 7()}
forall o, 7 € S,,.
The normalized Hamming distance satisfies that if o, o/, 7 € .S,, then
Ahamm (0, 0") = dpamm (0 0 7,0" 0 T) = dpamm (7 0 0, 7 0 7).

Definition 2.7. Let A, B € M,, (F) be matrices. Their normalized rank distance is
1
drk (A, B) = —rk (A — B) .
n

More generally, if 77,75 : V' — W are linear maps between finite dimensional vector
spaces V, W over a field, define

B 1
~ dim(W)

where the rank of a linear map is the dimension of its image.

drk(T17 TQ) . I'k(Tl — TQ),

By abuse of notation, we denote all these functions dy : Hom(V, W) x Hom(V, W) — R
(or M,,(F) x M, (F)) by the same name. It will always be clear from the arguments which
function we mean.

By representing maps with respect to a fixed basis, it is clear that any result on the metric
dyy defined on M, (F) extends to End (1) = Hom (W, W) for any finite dimensional vector
space W over F and vice versa.

Proposition 2.8. The function dy, : Hom(V, W) x Hom(V,W) — R is a metric on
Hom(V, W). In particular, d,y : M,,(F) x M,(F) — R is a metric.

Proof. Symmetry and positivity are obvious. Let us prove the triangle inequality: for
Ty, T,, T3 € Hom(V, W), we want to show

du (Th,T3) < dw (11, T3) + du (T, T3) .
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This is equivalent to

rk (Tl — Tg) S rk (Tl — TQ) + rk (T2 — T5) .
Now, for any vector subspaces Wy, Wy of V' we have dim (W) + W3) < dim (W;) +
dim (W3). Therefore:
and the space im (77 — 1) + im (75 — T3) contains im (7} — T3), since (T} — T3) v equals
(Ty — T2) v + (Ty — T3) v for each v € V. O

Remark 2.9. Note that d,y is left- and right-invariant under composition with invertible
transformations, in the sense that if 77,7, € Hom(V,W) and S, @ are invertible linear
transformations such that S has domain W and () has codomain V', then

A (Th, T2) = d (S0 T1 0 Q, S 0Ty 0 Q).
If the requirement that S, () are invertible is dropped and S : W — U, we obtain instead

dim W
7 du (T, T5).

d(So0T10Q,S0T,0Q) <

To see this, observe that
tk(SoTioQ —SoTyoQ) =1k(So(Th —Tz) 0o Q) < k(T — T3).
In particular, if A, B,C € M,,(F) and d,x(A, B) < ¢ then also d,x (CA,CB) < e.

2.6. The uniform word problem for finite groups. The uniform word problem for finite
groups (UWPFGQG) is the following decision problem.

Instance: A finite presentation (S | R) of a group GG and an element w € S.
Task: Decide whether there exists a finite group H and a homomorphism ¢ : G — H such
that w ¢ ker(y).

Our undecidability results in the entropic setting rely on the following consequence of Slo-
bodskoi’s work [Slo81].

Theorem 2.10. The uniform word problem for finite groups is undecidable.

Slobodskoi’s result is stronger: it shows that in fact the word problem for finite groups is
undecidable for some specific (S | R) (in the notation above, it is only the word w that is
not fixed).

Note that this problem is semi-decidable: there exists an algorithm which halts and returns
the answer whenever it is positive, and otherwise runs forever.

2.7. Sofic groups. For an introduction to sofic groups see the survey by Pestov [Pes08].

The following is one of several equivalent definitions of sofic groups (see for instance
[ES06]). To see its equivalence to the characterization in [PesO8, Theorem 3.5], one uses
the amplification trick described in the proof of the same theorem.

Definition 2.11. A group G is sofic if for every finite /' C G and for every € > 0 there
exist an n € N and a mapping ¢ : F' — .S,, such that

(@) If g, h, gh € F then dpamm(0(g)0(h),0(gh)) < &,

(b) If the neutral element e is in F' then dpamm(6(e),id) < €, and

(c) If z,y € F are distinct then dyamm (0(x),0(y)) > 1 —c.

Our proof that the existence of almost multilinear matroid representations is undecidable
relies on the following theorem.

Theorem 2.12. There exists a finitely presented sofic group with an undecidable word
problem.
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This follows from the standard result that a solvable group is sofic, together with the
theorem of Kharlampovich [Kha81] that there exists a finitely presented solvable group
with undecidable word problem.

The following simple lemma will be useful.

Lemma 2.13. Let G be a sofic group, let F' C G be a finite subset, and let ¢ > 0. Then
there exists an n € N and a mapping 0 : ' — S, satisfying the conditions in Defini-
tion 2.11 with the following additional property: for each g € F, 0(g) is either the identity
permutation or a derangement.

Proof. If e ¢ F, replace F with F'U {eg}. Let§ : FF — S, be a mapping satisfying the
conditions of Definition 2.11 with ¢’ = min(1/7,¢/7).

Construct 0 : ' — S,, as follows: set §(e¢) = id, and for each = € F which is not the
neutral element of GG define 0(x) to be a derangement satisfying

i (0(2), 0(2)) < 2.
There exists such a derangement: we have

dhamm<§7 ld) 2 dhamm(é/a g(eG)) - dhamm(g(eG)7 ld) Z 1— 25/7

50 f(x) has at most 2e’'n < 2n fixed points. We can take 6(z) to be the composition of 6(x)
with a cycle on these fixed points.

That 0 satisfies the conditions of Definition 2.11 with the given € follows from the triangle
inequality. U

2.8. Approximate representations of groups. In order to study almost-multilinear Dowl-
ing geometries we need a “linear version” of soficity. This has been studied by Arzhantseva
and Paunescu in [AP17]. Our definitions are specialized to the finitely presented case and
avoid metric ultraproducts.

Definition 2.14. Let G = (S | R) be a finitely presented group and let ¢ > 0. An
g-approximate representation of the presentation (S | R) of GG over a field F is a function

p: S — GL,(F)
satisfying:
(a) If r = s} -... s is arelator in R then dy (1, p(si,) - - .- p(83,)*) < ¢ (in this case
we say that p e-satisfies r).
(b) If the neutral element e is in S then dy(p(e), I) < e.

An e-approximate representation of (S | R) naturally extends to all words on S: if w =
w(S) = s;! -...-s;" is any word in S, we denote p(w) = p (s;,)" - ... - p(si,)*

Lemma 2.15. Let G ~ (S | R) be a sofic group. Then for each ¢ > 0 there exists n € N
and an e-approximate representation p : S — GL,,(C) such that for each s € S:

(a) If s = eq in G then p(s) = I,,.

(b) If s # eq in G then p(s) is the permutation matrix of a derangement, and

1

drk(P(S), In) Z §

Proof. Let m : Fg — G be the projection of the free group on S to GG. Let B be a finite
subset of Fg such that S U S~ C B and each prefix of each relator of R is in B (including
the relator itself and the empty word).

Take a map 6 : 7(B) — S, as in Lemma 2.13, applying the lemma with £/2L where L
is the maximal length of a relator in R, and define p to be the composition of 6 o 7 with the
homomorphism S,, — GL,(C) that takes each permutation to its permutation matrix.
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It is clear from Lemma 2.13 that each s € S such that w(s) # eg is mapped to the
permutation matrix of a derangement, and if 7(s) = eq then p(s) = I,. Further, if r =
s, +...s; is arelator in ! then since each prefix of r and each element of S U S ~lisin B,
we have

Ahamm ((0 0 m)(s5! - ... STY - (Bom)(st), st - .. 57T < g/2L.

% i1/ 70 Tj+1
By the triangle inequality it follows that
Ahamm (0 0 T)(53)) - .- (B om)(s5F), (B om)(si) - ...8F)) < ke/2L < ¢/2,

where 7(s;! - ... s;") is the identity permutation. Hence

duc(p(siy) - -+ p(siy), In) < /2.
Since dpamm((@ o 7)(s) - (B om)(s71)),0(eq)) < /2L,

Ahamm (0 0 T)(s71), (o m)(s)™) < e/2L.

Using the triangle inequality (together with Remark 2.9) to replace each p(s;’) with p(s;;),
we thus obtain

duc(p(si)t - oo p(si )™, 1) < e.
Therefore p [ is an e-approximate representation of (S | R).

It follows from [Lupl4, Lemma 13] (or [KY22, Lemma 3.7]) that if A € M,,(C) is the
permutation matrix of a derangement then d,y (A, I,,) > % O

Lemma 2.16. Let G = (S | R) be a finitely presented group. Denote the normal closure
of R by N. Let wi,ws € Fg be two elements in the free group on S and suppose wy, wo
map to the same element of G ~ Fs/N. Then there exists k € N such that for any € > 0
and every e-approximate representation p : S — GL,, (C) of G = (S | R):

dy (p (w1) , p (w2)) < ke.

Proof. By assumption wiw, * € N, so it can be written in the form

w=girigr" - gar2gs " - GeThGy
with r; or ri_l in R and g; € Fg foreach 1 < ¢ < k. We have d,y (p (girigi_l) ,In) < ¢ for
each 1 < ¢ < k, and an induction on k using the inequality d, (AB, B) = dy (A, I) (for
invertible B) together with the triangle inequality shows that d,y (p (u) , I,) < ke. Therefore
also

duc (p (w1) , p (wa)) = duc (p (uw2) , p (w2)) = duc (p (u) , In) < ke. O

Corollary 2.17. Let G = (S | R) be a finitely presented group, let wy,wy € Fg, and let
¢ > 0. If for each ¢ > 0 there exists an c-approximate representation p : S — GL,,(C) of
G = (S| R) such that

dic(p(wr), p(w2)) = ¢
then wy, wo map to different elements of G.

Proof. By the previous lemma, if w; and wy map to the same element of G then for all
small enough € > 0 each e-approximate representation p : S — GL,(C) of G satisfies

du(p(w1), p(we)) < c. B

Lemma 2.18. Let G = (S | R) be a finitely presented group. Let (I' | Rr) be a presen-
tation of G with'T' O S such that the diagram
T

Y

S ——

N

idg
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commutes, where the map S — T is the inclusion map, and the vertical maps are the natural
maps into G.

Then for every € > 0 there exists 6 > 0 such that if p : S — GL,, (F) is a §-approximate
representation of (S | R), then there exists an e-approximate representation

5:T = GL, (F)
of (T' | Rr) which extends p in the sense that p (s) = p(s) forall s € S.

Proof. For eacht € T\ S choose w; € Fg that maps to the same element as ¢ in G. Let
r =ty -...-t;" € Frbearelatorin Ry. The the word w, = w;ll Co wg:; € Fg maps to
the identity of G. So by Lemma 2.16 there exists k, € N such that dyx (p (w,), I) < k.0 for
any d-approximate representation p of (S | R).

Take £ = max,cr, k. and 6 = 7. Given a d-approximate representation p : S —
GL, (C)of (S| R),extend pto p: T'— GL, (C) by setting p (t) = p (w,) forallt € T'\ S.
If » € Ry then

duc ( (1), 1) = dwc (p(wy) , In) < kd =€

as desired. O

2.9. Finitely presented categories. Finitely presented categories are to finitely presented
monoids as groupoids are to groups. We use these in our discussion of almost-multilinear
representations.

For the following definitions see also Awodey’s book [Awo10]. All our directed graphs
may have multiple edges between the same pair of edges.

Definition 2.19 (free categories). The free category on a directed graph G is the category
C (G) in which objects are the vertices of GG, morphisms are (directed) paths in G, and
composition is given by concatenating paths.

Definition 2.20. A congruence on a category C is an equivalence relation ~ on the mor-
phisms of C such that:

(a) If f ~ g then f, g have the same domain and the same codomain.
(b) If f ~gthenao fob~ aogobforall morphisms a with codomain the domain of
f, g and all morphisms b with domain the codomain of f, g.

A congruence on C is precisely an equivalence relation ~ on morphisms such that there
is a quotient category C/ ~ with the same objects as C and such that home,(z,y) =
home(x,y)/ ~ for all x,y € ob(C). The composition in C/ ~ is induced from that of C,
and the identity morphisms are the images through the quotient map of those in C.

Definition 2.21 (finitely presented categories). LetC be a category andlet R = {f; = gi},;
be a set of formal expressions (“relations”) such that for each ¢ € I, f;, g; : ©; — y; are two
morphisms between the same two objects of C. Denote by ~  the minimal congruence sat-
isfying that f; ~p g, for each i € I. We call ~p the congruence generated by the relations
in R.

A finitely presented category is a category of the form C (G) / ~pg, where G is a finite
directed graph and R is a finite set of relations between morphisms of C (G).

In this situation we denote (G | R) = C (G) / ~g. As far as we are aware this notation is
nonstandard, but it gives us a convenient way to refer to the finite set 1, rather than just to
the congruence ~p.

Remark 2.22. In the notation above, the congruence ~p, is precisely the equivalence relation
in which hq, hsy are equivalent if and only if they may be written in the form

hi=a10 fiy0az0 fi;o...0a,0 fi, 0ani1,
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hy =ajog;, 0a30¢;,0...00a,0 g, ©any1,
where n € N and “f;, = g;,” is arelation in R foreach 1 < j < n.
To verify this, it suffices to note that ~ is indeed a congruence and that it contains the
relations f; ~g g; forall i € I.

Remark 2.23. To construct a functor F' from a finitely presented category C = C (G) / ~g
into a category D, it suffices to define F' on the objects and morphisms of C corresponding to
vertices and edges of G, and to show that if ¢; = ¢ is arelation in R then F' (¢1) = F (ip2)
in D (see [Awo10]).

Definition 2.24. A groupoid is a category in which every morphism has a two-sided
inverse. A finitely-presented groupoid is a finitely-presented category that happens to be a
groupoid.

Remark 2.25. For a finitely presented category C(G)/ ~p to be a groupoid it suffices that
each generating morphism (i.e. corresponding to an edge of () is invertible.

2.10. Approximate representations of groupoids. In some situations it is more natural to
produce approximate representations of Dowling groupoids (see Section 3 below) than of
the corresponding groups. It is useful to have some results applicable in this situation.

Definition 2.26. Let ¢ > 0. An e-representation p of a finitely presented groupoid C =
(G | R) over afield F is a functor p from C(G) to the category of finite dimensional F-vector
spaces such that

(a) If “f = ¢” is arelation in R then dy (p(f), p(g)) < e.
(b) If x, y are vertices in the same connected component of GG then dim p(z) = dim p(y).

Remark 2.27. Note that by Remark 2.23 it suffices to specify an approximate representation
of (G | R) on the vertices and edges of the graph G.

Condition (b) can be omitted more-or-less harmlessly, in the sense that approximate e-
“representations” that do not satisfy it can be approximated by ones that do (with slightly
larger €, depending on the particular presentation). But it shortens some proofs.

Lemma 2.28. Let C = (G | R) be a finitely presented groupoid. Denote the congruence
generated by R by ~pg. Let hy, hy be two morphisms in the free category C(G) that map to
the same morphism of C (note that in particular they have the same domain and codomain).
Then there exists k € N such that for any € > 0 and every e-approximate representation p

of (G| R):
duc(p(h1), p(h2)) < ke.

Proof. By Remark 2.22, we may write
hi=ai0 fiy0az0 fi;0...0a,0 fiy 0 a1,
h2:a1 03gi ©A20(0;, ©...00k O G; O Agy1,

where £ € N and “fl-]. =gi;” is arelation in R foreach 1 < j < k.
Since

drk(p(fij)a P(gzg)) <é
for each 1 < j < k, the result follows by Remark 2.9. ]

Corollary 2.29. Let C = (G | R) be a finitely presented groupoid, let hy, hy be mor-
phisms in the free category C(G) with the same domain and codomain, and let o« > 0. If for
each € > ( there exists an e-approximate representation p of (G | R) such that

duc(p(h1), p(h2)) > a
then hy, ho map to different elements of C.
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Proof. By the previous lemma, if hy, ho map to the same element of C then for all small
enough ¢ > 0 each s-approximate representation p of (G | R) satisfies dy(h1, ho) < a. O

2.11. Some algebra