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RANK FLUCTUATIONS OF MATRIX PRODUCTS AND A MOMENT METHOD FOR

GROWING GROUPS

HOI H. NGUYEN AND ROGER VAN PESKI

Abstract. We consider the cokernel Gn = Cok(Ak · · ·A2A1) of a product of independent n × n random
integer matrices with iid entries from generic nondegenerate distributions, in the regime where both n and k
are sent to ∞ simultaneously. In this regime we show that the cokernel statistics converge universally to the
reflecting Poisson sea, an interacting particle system constructed in [37], at the level of 1-point marginals. In
particular, corank(Ak · · ·A2A1 (mod p)) ∼ logp k, and its fluctuations are O(1) and converge to a discrete

random variable defined in [36].
The main difference with previous works studying cokernels of random matrices is that Gn does not

converge to a random finite group; for instance, the p-rank of Gn diverges. This means that the usual
moment method for random groups does not apply. Instead, we proceed by proving a ‘rescaled moment
method’ theorem applicable to a general sequence of random groups of growing size. This result establishes
that fluctuations of p-ranks and other statistics still converge to limit random variables, provided that certain
rescaled moments E[#Hom(Gn,H)]/C(n,H) converge.

Contents

1. Introduction 1

2. The rescaled moment method for groups and the moment method for random signatures 8

3. Supporting lemmas for a single matrix 21

4. Counting surjections 25

5. Proof of Theorem 1.1 30

References 34

1. Introduction

1.1. Preface. This paper concerns three kinds of objects: random abelian groups, discrete random matrices,
and continuous-time interacting particle systems. Our goal is to (1) develop a general-purpose ‘rescaled
moment method’ for computing limiting fluctuations of random groups of growing size, and (2) apply this
machinery to establish universality of a connection between limits of random matrix cokernels and a new
interacting particle system constructed in [37].

While this interacting particle system limit is new, relations between random abelian groups and discrete
random matrices are simple and well-known: given a nonsingular matrix A ∈ Matn(Z), its cokernel

Cok(A) := Zn/AZn
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is a finite abelian group, so a random matrix yields a random group. By the structure theorem, such a group
is isomorphic to

⊕n
i=1 Z/aiZ for some collection of positive integers ai. Often such random groups converge

to a universal random (finite, abelian) group as n → ∞, regardless of the finer details of the matrix entry
distribution. Such universal distributions arise in many contexts (either proved or unproven):

• The Cohen-Lenstra heuristics [10] in arithmetic statistics, see Friedman-Washington [15], Ellenberg-
Venkatesh-Westerland [13, 14], Bhargava-Kane-Lenstra-Poonen-Rains [5], Maples [25], Wood [40, 41,
42], Lipnowski-Sawin-Tsimmerman [23];

• Jacobians or sandpile groups of random graphs, see Clancy-Kaplan-Leake-Payne-Wood [9], Wood
[39], Mészáros [26], Nguyen-Wood [32];

• (Co)homology groups of random simplicial complexes, see Kahle [21], Kahle-Lutz-Newman-Parsons
[22], Mészáros [27, 28, 30].

There is relatively new—but by now standard—machinery to prove universal convergence of matrix cokernels
to such distributions, the moment method first developed for finite abelian groups by Wood [39].

However, there remain many interesting sequences of random groups (Gn)n→∞ which do not converge to
a random finite group G, but for which one might still hope to say something about the asymptotics of
quantities associated to Gn such as its p-rank. Our motivating example is cokernels of products of random
matrices; we mention a few others at the end of the Introduction.

In the related and simpler p-adic setting, recent works [36, 37] considered the sequence of cokernels

Cok(AkAk−1 · · ·A1), k ∈ Z≥0 (1.1)

of products of iid matrices A1, A2, . . .. These works viewed (1.1) as defining a discrete-time stochastic
process on the set of finite p-abelian groups

⊕n
i=1 Z/p

aiZ, or equivalently on the numbers {ai}1≤i≤n, with
k playing the role of time. This process cannot converge to a limiting random group as k increases, since by
multiplicativity of the determinant

|Cok(AkAk−1 · · ·A1)| =
k∏

i=1

|Cok(Ai)|.

Unexpectedly, the result of [37] finds that the numbers ai evolve in a particularly simple manner when i is
large, according to an interacting particle system dubbed the reflecting Poisson sea there. In particular as
n, k → ∞, they converged to the distribution the reflecting Poisson sea at a fixed time ([36, Theorem 10.1]
and [37, Theorem 8.2]). Note this is not a limit of random finite groups, which cannot exist, but rather a
certain limit of the numbers ai as a point process. This limit as both n, k → ∞, given in [36, Theorem 10.1
and 10.2], has only been shown in special examples, using delicate techniques originating from harmonic
analysis on p-adic groups and integrable probability which are specific to these cases1.

Meanwhile, if the number of products k is fixed independent of the matrix size n, then previous work by the
authors [31] shows that for any nondegenerate distribution on the matrix entries, Cok(Ak · · ·A1) converges
to a limiting universal random group as the matrix size n is sent to ∞, as was established for a single matrix
by Wood [41]. This work showed convergence to a random group using the moment method, but as soon
as k is sent to ∞, the limiting cokernel no longer exists as a random finite group and the standard moment
method no longer applies.

In our first main result (Theorem 1.1) below, we nonetheless manage to prove universality of the limiting
results of [36, Theorem 10.1] in the setting of generic iid matrix entries, despite the fact that the limiting
cokernels do not exist. To do so we prove a second main result (Theorem 1.2), a ‘rescaled moment method’
applicable to sequences of random abelian groups (Gn)n≥1 which do not converge to a limit random group

1Oddly, universality could be shown for the dynamics by which the ai evolve in time in [37, Theorem 1.4], but not for their
distribution at a fixed time.
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G. More specifically, for abelian p-groups Gn, our result determines the limits and joint distribution of
fluctuations of the ranks rank(pi−1Gn), i = 1, 2, . . .. These are natural statistics to study: not only does
the sequence rank(pi−1Gn), i = 1, 2, . . . determine Gn up to isomorphism, but the truncated sequences
rank(pi−1Gn), i = 1, . . . , d determine the isomorphism type of the quotientsGn/p

dGn, for any d. Theorem 1.2
is a general result for random abelian groups, and broadly applicable beyond the matrix product case.

1.2. Universal discrete limits for matrix product cokernels. Fix a prime p, for a finite abelian group
G let G[p∞] denote its p-Sylow subgroup, also called its p∞-torsion part. Consider the random abelian
p-group

Gn = Cok(A
(n)
k · · ·A

(n)
2 A

(n)
1 )[p∞] (1.2)

where A
(n)
i are iid random matrices in Matn(Z), and k = k(n) is some sequence depending on n which goes

to ∞ along with n.

Fix a positive integer d. The sequence (rank(pi−1Gn))1≤i≤d mentioned before is a decreasing sequence of d
nonnegative integers, i.e. an integer partition of length at most d. We denote the set of such partitions by
Yd, and refer to the integers themselves as the parts of the partition. In fact, defining

Gλ :=
⊕

i

Z/pλiZ (1.3)

and the conjugate partition as in Figure 1, we see that the set of all isomorphism classes of pd-torsion abelian
groups is just {Gλ′ : λ ∈ Yd}.

Figure 1. The Young diagram of λ = (5, 2, 2, 1) ∈ Y4 (left), and that of its conjugate
partition λ′ = (4, 3, 1, 1, 1) ∈ Y5 obtained by flipping the diagram across the diagonal. In
general λ′

i := #{j : λj ≥ i}.

Though this is certainly not trivial to see a priori, these p-ranks all grow logarithmically:

rank(pi−1Gn) ≈ logp k(n) + (fluctuations) as n → ∞, (1.4)

provided the number of products k(n) does not grow too fast (for instance, (1.4) clearly cannot hold if
k(n) ≫ pn since the ranks are bounded by n). However, the much more interesting finding is that the
fluctuations after centering are of order O(1) and can be determined explicitly. Even the order of growth in
(1.4) was not previously known in a universal setting, but in this work we are able to show universality even
at the level of the exact fluctuations, finding the same random variables discovered in [36] in exactly-solvable
cases.

Hence we would like to show

rank(Gn)− logp k(n) → X in distribution as n → ∞ (1.5)

for some discrete Z-valued random variable X , and similarly for the other rank(pi−1Gn) and their joint
distribution. The limiting joint distribution of (rank(pi−1Gn))1≤i≤d after centering should thus live on the
set of integer signatures

Sigd := {(λ1, . . . , λd) ∈ Zd : λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λd}. (1.6)
3



For later we define the size of a signature

|λ| :=
d∑

i=1

λi, (1.7)

and note also that the set of nonnegative signatures

Sig≥0
d := {(λ1, . . . , λd) ∈ Zd : λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λd ≥ 0} (1.8)

is just Yd.

Unless k(n) is chosen very carefully, there is a trivial obstruction to the convergence (1.5), which is that
rank(Gn) is an integer while logp k(n) is in general not. This is not just an issue with this example, but a
general issue with convergence of finite fluctuations of rank(Gn) for other Gn, in fact with convergence of
recentered Z-valued random variables. We treat it in Theorem 1.1 by requiring that the fractional part of
the shift logp k(n) converges to some ζ ∈ [0, 1], as ζ may then simply be subtracted off to obtain a Z-valued
random variable. This convergence of the fractional part can always be achieved by passing to a subsequence
of n; this is not just a technical restriction, and one actually obtains a one-parameter family of related but
nontrivially distinct limit random variables for different subsequences.

Definition 1.1. For p prime and G an abelian p-group, we write nmax(G) to be the number of chains of
proper subgroups 0 = H0 � H1 � . . . � Hk = G of maximal length k = logp |G|. For d ∈ Z≥1, and χ ∈ R>0,
we define Ld,p−1,χ to be the unique Sigd-valued random variable with moments given by

E[pλ·Ld,p−1,χ ] =
((p− 1)χ)|λ|

|λ|!
nmax(Gλ′ ) (1.9)

for every λ ∈ Yd.

It is not at all obvious that Definition 1.1 defines a unique random variable, but we show this is true in
Proposition 5.3. We also show it matches the quite different definition in [36, Theorem 6.1], which gave
explicit formulas for the probabilities P(Ld,p−1,χ = µ). As an example, for the random variable L1,p−1,χ

which governs the limiting fluctuations of rank(Gn) = corank(A
(n)
k(n) · · ·A

(n)
1 (mod p)), the formula reads

P(L1,p−1,χ = x) =
1∏

i≥1(1− p−i)

∑

m≥0

e−χpm−x (−1)mp−(
m
2 )

∏m
j=1(1 − p−j)

for any x ∈ Z. (1.10)

As d grows the explicit formulas for Ld,p−1,χ are much more complicated than the formulas for the moments
in Definition 1.1. An interesting feature of L1,p−1,χ is that as χ varies over [1, p) the real-valued random

variables χ−1pL1,p−1,χ form a family of solutions to the indeterminate Stieltjes moment problem

E[Xm] =

∏m
i=1(p

i − 1)

m!
, m = 0, 1, 2, . . . , (1.11)

with disjoint discrete supports χ−1pZ; this is a simple consequence of (1.9).

We may now state the theorem. We will always denote the fractional part of a real number x by {x} = x−⌊x⌋,
and we denote by

⌊x⌉ = argminy∈Z
|x− y| (1.12)

the nearest integer to x; it does not matter what convention is chosen for half-integers.

Theorem 1.1. Fix p prime, let ξ be a Z-valued random variable such that ξ (mod p) is nonconstant. For

each n ∈ Z≥1 let A
(n)
i , i ≥ 1 be iid n× n matrices over Z with iid ξ entries. Let (k(n))n≥1 be a sequence of

natural numbers such that k(n) → ∞ as n → ∞ and k(n) = O(e(log n)1−ε

) for some 0 < ε < 1. Define

Gn = Cok(A
(n)
k(n) · · ·A

(n)
1 )[p∞], (1.13)
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and let (nj)j≥1 be any subsequence for which the fractional part {− logp k(nj)} converges to some ζ ∈ [0, 1].
Then for any d ∈ Z≥1,

(rank(pi−1Gnj )− ⌊logp(k(nj)) + ζ⌉)1≤i≤d → Ld,p−1,p−ζ/(p−1) (1.14)

in distribution as j → ∞, where L is as in Definition 1.1. Furthermore, the exact same result holds for
matrices over the p-adic integers Zp.

To our knowledge, this is the first universality result for matrix cokernels which do not converge to a
fixed random group, and in particular the first one for Cok(Ak · · ·A1) where k is not fixed. Furthermore,
recalling that the sequence rank(pi−1Gn), i = 1, . . . , d determines Gn/p

dGn, we have that for fixed d the
above completely determines the asymptotics this group. The condition that the entry distribution be
nonconstant modulo p applies to very generic distributions including 0 − 1 matrices, matrices with entries
chosen uniformly from [−b, b], and others, in addition to the additive Haar measure on Zp considered in [36].
Though it establishes very fine information on the fluctuations of rank(pi−1Gn), it is quite different from
previous results on convergence of random finite groups (Gn)n≥1 to a random finite group G.

Our motivation to establish such a result comes instead from complex random matrix theory and the inter-
acting particle system perspective. For any nonsingular A ∈ Matn(Z), the cokernel decomposes into cyclic
factors

Cok(A) ∼=

n⊕

i=1

Z/pλiZ (1.15)

for some nonnegative signature λ = (λ1, . . . , λn). An equivalent description of λ is that by Smith normal
form, there always exist U, V ∈ GLn(Z) such that UAV = diag(a1, . . . , an) and pλi is the highest power of
p dividing ai. This is analogous to singular value decomposition, and the numbers λi are often called the
singular numbers of A in the related p-adic setting. The present work as well as previous ones [35, 31, 36, 37]
are partially inspired by the broad literature on singular values of matrix products, which begins with Bellman
[4] and Furstenberg-Kesten [16] in the 1950s and continues to recent works such as Akemann-Burda-Kieburg
[2, 3], Crisanti-Paladin-Vulpiani [12], Liu-Wang-Wang [24], and others, see [36, Appendix A] for a more
thorough survey and comparison with the discrete case.

If one fixes n and lets k vary, the cokernel

Cok(A
(n)
k · · ·A

(n)
1 ) ∼=

n⊕

i=1

Z/pλi(k)Z (1.16)

yields a stochastic process (λ1(k), . . . , λn(k)) in discrete time k = 0, 1, 2, . . .. One can visualize (λ1(k), . . . , λn(k))
by a Young diagram as in Figure 1; as k increases, this gives a growth process on such Young diagrams.

The surprising observation of [37] was that when n is large, each of the singular numbers λi(k), i ≫ 1 behaves
as though it has a ‘clock’ which rings at random intervals independent of all of the others. The singular
number lies dormant until this ‘clock’ rings, and then increases by 1 unless λi(k) = λi−1(k), in which case
it is ‘blocked’ by the next singular number, and certain simple interactions between them occur. These
random dynamics by which the singular numbers λi(k), i ≫ 1 evolve as k increases are encapsulated in a
continuous-time interacting particle system, the reflecting Poisson sea mentioned earlier, for which we refer
to [37, Sections 1.2 and 2] for definitions. Its distribution at a single time T was shown to be determined
by marginals distributed as Ld,p−1,χ in [37, Theorem 8.2]. Theorem 1.1 thus shows that the convergence of
matrix product cokernels to the reflecting Poisson sea is universal at the level of single-time marginals.

Remark 1.1. In particular, the d = 1 case of Theorem 1.1 implies that when k(n) grows, the matrix

A
(n)
k(n) · · ·A

(n)
1 is getting closer to being singular, and that the corank of A

(n)
k(n) · · ·A

(n)
1 (mod p) is likely to

grow relatively fast (with order logp(k(n))). In the complex case, when A
(n)
i are independent matrices of iid

standard gaussian, the results of Burda-Jarosz-Livan-Nowak-Swiech [7] also support a similar situation that

A
(n)
k(n) · · ·A

(n)
1 is close to being singular, by showing that the least singular value of Gn is likely to decay to

5



zero relatively fast (with order n−k(n)/2). To the best of our knowledge, there has been no universality result

in the literature concerning the spectrum of A
(n)
k · · ·A

(n)
1 in the complex setting for matrices with generic iid

entries and n, k → ∞, though for unitarily-invariant distributions such universality was established by Ahn
[1].

1.3. Fluctuations of random abelian groups of growing size. The aforementioned works on the mo-
ment method for finite groups show that the so-called H-moments #Sur(Gn, H) converge,

lim
n→∞

#Sur(Gn, H) = #Sur(G,H), (1.17)

for all H from the appropriate class of groups. Under suitable conditions on the growth of #Sur(G,H) as
H ranges, see for instance [39, Theorems 8.2 and 8.3], this is sufficient to conclude Gn → G in distribution.
This is very useful tool because asymptotics of #Sur(Gn, H) can be computed when Gn is the cokernel of a
random matrix, for several broad classes of matrix distributions including products of random matrices with
iid entries.

In our setting, limn→∞ #Sur(Gn, H) = ∞ for any nontrivial abelian p-group H , so this method of course
does not apply. What is surprising, in our opinion, is that a similar method based on H-moments does work.
Namely, though the moments #Sur(Gn, H) diverge as n → ∞ and there is no limiting finite group G, we
show that convergence of certain rescalings of these moments is enough to conclude convergence of the ranks
rank(pi−1Gn) to Sigd-valued random variables, as we describe now.

For our general results, it is better to work on a completion of Sigd to avoid issues with escape of mass:

Definition 1.2. For any d ∈ N we define the set of extended integer signatures

Sigd :=
{
(λ1, . . . , λd) ∈ (Z ∪ {−∞})d : λ1 ≥ . . . ≥ λd

}
(1.18)

with the convention a > −∞ for every a ∈ Z.

When speaking of weak convergence of measures on Sigd, we will always mean with respect to the topology
whose open sets generated by singleton sets {a} and intervals [−∞, a] := {−∞} ∪ Z≤a for a ∈ Z; likewise,

measures on Sigd will always mean measures with respect to the Borel σ-algebra associated to the topology,
which is just the discrete σ-algebra.

To state our moment growth condition, we will say that a function ξ : R → R has superlinear growth (or
simply is superlinear) if

lim
x→∞

ξ(x)− αx = ∞ (1.19)

for every α ∈ R+.

Definition 1.3. For fixed constant q > 1 and d ∈ Z≥1, we say that a collection of constants {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d }

is nicely-behaved (with respect to q) if for any fixed integers λ2 ≥ . . . ≥ λd ≥ 0, there exists F > 0 and ξ of
superlinear growth for which

C(λ1,...,λd) ≤ Fq
1
2λ

2
1−ξ(λ1) (1.20)

for all integers λ1 ≥ λ2. If d = 1, this should be interpreted as the condition that

|C(λ1)| ≤ Fq
1
2λ

2
1−ξ(λ1) (1.21)

for all λ1 ∈ Z≥0.

The main result is the following.

Theorem 1.2 (Rescaled moment method). Fix p prime and d ∈ Z≥1. Let (Gn)n≥1 be a sequence of random
finitely-generated abelian p-groups and (cn)n≥1 a sequence of real numbers such that the following hold:

(i) For every λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)]/p|λ|cn has a finite limit as n → ∞,

6



(ii) The limiting fractional part limn→∞{−cn} =: ζ exists, and

(iii) The collection {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d }, defined by

Cλ := p−ζ|λ| lim
n→∞

E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)]

p|λ|cn
, (1.22)

is nicely-behaved with respect to p.

Then there exists a unique Sigd-valued random variable X = (X1, . . . , Xd) with moments E[p
∑d

i=1 λiXi ] = Cλ

for all λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , and the Sigd-valued random variables X(n) := (rank(pi−1Gn)−⌊cn + ζ⌉)1≤i≤d converge in

distribution to X as n → ∞.

Remark 1.2. In later work, Sawin-Wood [34] showed how to extract the distribution of random algebraic
structures, including groups2, from their moments. We give a partial analogue in Theorem 2.2 in the next
section.

Remark 1.3. In some cases such as the matrix product case of Theorem 1.1, it is not actually necessary to
pass to subsequences; one may instead show that the limiting cokernels are asymptotically well-approximated
by Ld,p−1,χ for appropriate χ = χ(n) as n → ∞, see [36, Theorem 1.2]. Such a statement can be deduced
from the subsequence version in Theorem 1.1, but this requires in addition the continuity of the probabilities
in the parameter χ. In that context this continuity follows from explicit formulas, but the analogue in the
general setting of Theorem 1.2 is not so clear. Hence we stick to the subsequence formulation in this work.

1.4. Methods. Since
#Hom(Gµ′ , Gλ′) = p

∑
i µiλi ,

the Hom-moment E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)] is an exponential mixed moment in the usual sense of the random
variables rank(pi−1Gn), i = 1, 2, . . .. It might seem that one could obtain results such as Theorem 1.2 from

classical probability, but in fact the condition that {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d } be nicely-behaved is much weaker than

what is needed to ensure that these exponential moments determine a unique random variable, i.e. the
classical moment problem is indeterminate. However, rank(pi−1Gn) is always an integer, giving access to
techniques which do not apply for arbitrary real-valued random variables. The basic technique we use was
developed for rank(Gn) by Heath-Brown [19, 20] in the case when rank(Gn) converges without recentering
to a random Z≥0-valued random variable, and extended by Wood [39] to convergence of Gn to a random
group G. Weaker versions of those results are recovered from Theorem 1.2 in the case when cn does not go
to ∞, since then the convergence of X(n) above implies convergence of Gn/p

dGn to a random group. In
this case, a weaker growth condition on the moments3 suffices, see [39, Theorem 8.2]. Thus Theorem 1.2
naturally extends the moment method of [39, Theorem 8.3] to the case when rank(Gn) diverges. Our proof
of Theorem 1.2 is heavily inspired by [39], but many additional complications arise when rank(Gn) diverges,
see the discussion directly before Section 2.1.

To apply Theorem 1.2 to any specific sequence (Gn)n≥1, the scaling constants cn must be chosen appropriately
to obtain a meaningful statement: if cn ≫ rank(Gn) then the limits Cλ in (1.22) will always be 0 except
for λ = (0, . . . , 0), and the conclusion of the theorem will simply be that X(n) converges weakly to the
point mass δ(−∞,...,−∞). One must take cn ≈ E[rank(Gn)]: to obtain Theorem 1.1 for example, one must
take cn = logp k(n). After doing so, the convergence in distribution stated in Theorem 1.1 is reduced to a

statement about the limiting normalized Hom-moments4 E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)]. This is nontrivial, but luckily

for fixed k the asymptotics of the moments of Gn = Cok(A
(n)
k · · ·A

(n)
1 )[p∞] were computed in [31], and so

we are able to modify those computations to keep track of the dependence on k. More precisely, as the

2In the abelian group case, there is also an alternative proof from symmetric function theory [38].
3Called ‘well-behaved’ in [34], hence our terminology in Definition 1.3.
4We remark that the Hom-moments E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)] are always given by finite linear combinations of Sur-moments

E[#Sur(Gn, H)] as H ranges over subgroups of Gλ′ ; provided rank(pd−1Gn) → ∞ as n → ∞, the proportion of homomorphisms
to a fixed pd-torsion group which are surjections always goes to 1, so one can replace Hom by Sur in Theorem 1.2. The reason
we state it this way is so that it uniformly covers the case when rank(pd−1Gn) 6→ ∞.
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dependence over k is crucial to us, in Section 3 we will reintroduce the key ingredients from [39, 41] with
explicit constants. Later in Section 4 we will exploit these tools by introducing two key parameter sequences
εk,n, ε

′
k,n (see Proposition 4.2) to control the growth rates in terms of k.

1.5. Other growing random groups? Though our only application of Theorem 1.2 in this paper is to
cokernels of random matrix products, random groups of diverging size occur in natural examples beyond
these. We conclude by mentioning a few.

Example 1.3. Recent work of Mészáros [29] treats n × n banded matrices A(n) with iid entries on the
central band of width wn and all other entries 0; the iid entries are taken in the p-adic integers, though the
same proofs work over the integers. In particular, [29, Theorem 5] shows that if wn − logp n → −∞, then

the random variables corank(A(n) (mod p)) do not form a tight sequence, i.e. there is escape of mass. No
results on the growth or limiting fluctuations of these random variables are currently known; to the best of
our knowledge [29] is the first work to treat banded matrices in this discrete setting.

Example 1.4. Let A(n) be the adjacency matrix of an Erdös-Rényi random graph on n vertices, in the
critical regime where each edge is taken with probability ∼ 1/n. In this case, it is shown by Glasgow-
Kwan-Sah-Sawhney [17, 18] that the corank of A(n) over R has order const · n, and its fluctuations are
Gaussian. The literature on random groups has never treated the critical regime to our knowledge, however:
we are not even aware of any work on corank(A(n) (mod p)), much less for Cok(A(n))[p∞], though it is
believed [33] that corank(A(n) (mod p)) is also order n and also has Gaussian fluctuations. This matrix
A(n) is just a symmetric 0 − 1 matrix with sparse entry distribution, and one may ask the same question
for nonsymmetric sparse matrices, alternating sparse matrices, etc. in the critical regime where entries are
nonzero with probability ∼ 1/n. Blömer-Karp-Welzl [6] and Coja-Oghlan-Ergür-Gao-Hetterich-Rolvien [11]
have also studied other sparse matrix distributions over Fp in and shown the corank goes to ∞ with n in
their regimes, but without treating the fluctuations.

Just as the limiting cokernel distributions of non-sparse matrices depend on the symmetry class but are
universal within symmetry classes, it is natural to wonder to what extent the cokernel fluctuations of random
matrix models with diverging corank (modulo p) depend on the matrix distribution. We are not aware of
any works apart from the present one which treat the full cokernel for matrix distributions where the growth
of the corank (modulo p) is unbounded, but hope that Theorem 1.2 and the ideas behind it can help begin
to answer some of these basic questions in the future.

1.6. Outline. In Section 2 we prove Theorem 1.2, along with another result (Theorem 2.2) which extracts
the probabilities of a Sigd-valued random variable from its moments; we do not use the latter in our random
matrix context, but it is a basic result which may be useful in the future. In Section 3 we record various
supporting lemmas for a single matrix from [39]. In Section 4 we establish asymptotic control of the moments
of matrix products, and in Section 5 we combine these ingredients to prove Theorem 1.1.

2. The rescaled moment method for groups and the moment method for random signatures

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 2.2. Our proof of Theorem 1.2 also mostly takes
place in the setting of random extended signatures: we prove the more general result Theorem 2.1 where the
prime p is replaced by a real parameter q, and only specialize to groups at the last possible moment. We
expect these more general statements may be useful elsewhere: for instance, we remark that one may use
Theorem 2.1 to give an independent proof of a certain result [36, Theorem 10.2] regarding convergence of an
interacting particle system, which is defined without reference to groups and features a parameter analogous
to p which does not have to be prime.

The more general result is the following, and for the sake of exposition we explain immediately below how
it implies the statement Theorem 1.2 regarding Hom-moments of abelian p-groups.
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Theorem 2.1. Fix q ∈ R>1 and d ∈ Z≥1, and let {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d } be nicely-behaved with respect to q (see

Definition 1.3). Let (X(n))n≥1 be any sequence of Sigd-valued random variables such that

lim
n→∞

E[q
∑d

i=1 λiX
(n)
i ] = Cλ (2.1)

for every λ ∈ Sig≥0
d . Then there exists a unique Sigd-valued random variable X = (X1, . . . , Xd) with moments

E[q
∑d

i=1 λiXi ] = Cλ, (2.2)

and X(n) → X in distribution as n → ∞.

Proof of Theorem 1.2 from Theorem 2.1. Since

#Hom(G,Gλ′ ) = p
∑d

i=1 λi·rank(p
i−1G) (2.3)

for λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , the hypothesis (1.22) yields that

lim
n→∞

E[p
∑d

i=1 λi·(rank(p
i−1Gn)−cn−ζ)] = Cλ. (2.4)

By hypothesis,

lim
n→∞

cn + ζ − ⌊cn + ζ⌉ = 0. (2.5)

Hence letting

X(n) := (rank(pi−1Gn)− ⌊cn + ζ⌉)1≤i≤d (2.6)

as in the theorem statement, (2.4) and (2.5) together imply

lim
n→∞

E[p
∑d

i=1 λiX
(n)
i ] = Cλ. (2.7)

Now Theorem 2.1 implies that X(n) → X in distribution, where X is the unique Sigd-valued random variable
with

E[p
∑d

i=1 λiXi ] = Cλ. (2.8)

�

We also prove explicit formulas in this setting which allow one to extract the weights and the ‘cumulative
distribution function’ with respect to the dominance partial order, which we now define.

Definition 2.1. Given µ, ν ∈ Sigd, the dominance order ≤ is the partial order defined by

µ ≤ ν ⇐⇒
i∑

j=1

µj ≤
i∑

j=1

νj for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, (2.9)

where as usual we take the convention −∞ + a = −∞ < a for every a ∈ Z when working with extended
signatures.

Theorem 2.2. Let q ∈ R>1, d ∈ Z≥1, and M be a probability measure on Sigd such that the moments
∑

µ∈Sigd

M({µ})q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =: Cλ (2.10)

exist and {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d } is nicely-behaved with respect to q. Then it is the unique such measure, and its

weights and ‘cumulative distribution function’ on ν ∈ Sigd are given by

M({ν}) =
∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi−
∑

i
j=1 νj−βj

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)Cλ

9



and

M({µ ∈ Sigd : µ ≤ ν}) =
∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj+1

2
)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi−
∑i

j=1 νj−βj

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)Cλ

where aβ(λ) is as defined in Lemma 2.3, and the q-Pochhammer symbol (a; q)k is
∏k−1

i=0 (1− aqi).

Remark 2.1. Note that the formulas in Theorem 2.2 do not make sense for ν ∈ Sigd \ Sigd.

Remark 2.2. Let us also explain why it is important to work over Sigd rather than Sigd. Even in the case
d = 1, the Dirac measure δ(n)(·) on Sig1 = Z has moments which converge (to 0) as n → −∞, but the
measure itself converges weakly (with respect to the discrete topology) to the zero measure. With respect to
the topology of Definition 1.2, however, it converges weakly to δ(−∞)(·), which is still a probability measure.
Naively, one might thus try to write a robustness theorem where the limit measure may have total mass less
than 1, which is no big issue. However, one still runs into problems for d ≥ 2. For instance, the measure
δ(0,n)(·) converges weakly (with respect to the discrete topology) to the zero measure, but the marginal
distribution of the first coordinate is δ(0). Hence the operations of taking marginals and taking limits do not

commute, which seems not ideal. This is repaired by considering Sig2, as then the weak limit is δ(0,−∞)(·),
and this seems to be the best way to treat the escape of mass issue.

Remark 2.3. It is somewhat surprising that the formulas for the weights and the CDF are almost identical,
differing only in one power of q; this takes its origin in the elementary result Lemma 2.5. Note that in [34],
they also prove existence of probability measures provided that the sums defining M({ν}) are nonnegative.
The reason we do not state a result of this type is that our formulas are only valid for ν ∈ Sigd, and while
one can use these to extract formulas for general ν ∈ Sigd (this is implicitly done in Proposition 2.8), they
are more complicated.

The strategy to prove Theorem 2.1 is the following. The λ-moment

Cλ =
∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi (2.11)

is an infinite linear combination of probabilities P(X = µ). So, one wants to explicitly invert this system and
write each P(X = µ) in terms of the Cλ, in such a way that the coefficients are provably small enough that

no analytic difficulties arise. The method of [39] is to introduce a family of functions Ĥd,q,β(µ) of µ ∈ Sigd
which are indexed by β ∈ Sigd. These are certain infinite linear combinations of functions µ 7→ q

∑d
i=1 λiµi ,

and their key property is that Ĥd,q,β(µ) is nonzero if and only if µ ≤ β in the dominance order5. In other
words, these functions triangularize the system of equations (2.11).

If the law of X were supported on nonnegative signatures, as it is in [39] and other moment method works,

the expectations of these functions Ĥd,q,β are enough to determine the probabilities by taking finite linear
combinations, and the coefficients featured in those linear combinations do not matter. However, in our case
this is no longer true: the linear combinations are infinite, and so issues with interchanging sums arise. To
deal with this, we explicitly invert the system, and write the indicators 1(µ = ν) as an explicit infinite linear

combination of Ĥd,q,β(µ) as β ranges (Proposition 2.7). It is not at all obvious that the functions Ĥd,q,β(µ) of
[39] would be explicitly invertible in this manner, nor that the coefficients appearing in the inversion would
be small enough not to create analytic difficulties. Thankfully this is true—provided one assumes slightly
more stringent moment growth conditions than in [39], as we do in Definition 1.3, c.f. [39, Theorem 8.2].

The fact that the entries in Sigd are not bounded below creates difficulties elsewhere in the proof. Extra work
(Proposition 2.8) is required after proving the explicit formulas in Proposition 2.7, since these are only valid
on Sigd rather than Sigd. To prove Theorem 2.1, it also not enough to extract the probabilities P(X = µ),

5[39, Lemma 8.1] proves a slightly weaker statement in terms of the lexicographic order, which is implied by this one. We

mention also that the notation Ĥ is not used in [39], only the function H of Lemma 2.3.
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as one must commute the limit as n → ∞ through this inversion to obtain P(X(n) = µ) → P(X = µ) from
convergence of moments of X(n) to X . An argument of this type is given in the proof of [39, Theorem 8.3],

but it breaks down once one considers Sigd instead of Sig≥0
d ; in order to repair it, one must introduce a cutoff

parameter c and divide the space Sigd into subsets in a nontrivial manner. We now proceed to the proof.

2.1. Proof of Theorem 2.1.

Lemma 2.3. Given a positive integer d, a real q > 1, and β ∈ Sigd, define the power series

Hd,q,β(z1, . . . , zd) :=

∏

j≥β1+1

(
1−

z1
qj

) 2β1∏

j=β1+β2+1

(
1−

z2
qj

) β1+2β2∏

j=β1+β2+β3+1

(
1−

z3
qj

)
· · ·

β1+···+βd−2+2βd−1∏

j=β1+···+βd+1

(
1−

zd
qj

)

=
∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)z
λ1−λ2
1 zλ2−λ3

2 · · · zλd

d

(2.12)

in z1, . . . , zd. Then the Taylor coefficients of Hd,q,β satisfy the bound

|aβ(λ)| ≤ Eq−β1(λ1−λ2)−(λ1−λ2+1
2 ), (2.13)

for a constant E depending on d, q, and β.

Proof. The bound (2.13) is shown in [39, Lemma 8.1] (the statement there assumes q is prime, but the proof
does not use this). �

Lemma 2.4. For µ ∈ Sigd set

Ĥd,q,β(µ) := Hd,q,β(q
µ1 , qµ1+µ2 , . . . , qµ1+···+µd)

= (q−(β1−µ1+1); q−1)∞(q−(β1+β2−µ1−µ2+1); q−1)β1−β2 · · · (q
−(|β|−|µ|+1); q−1)βd−1−βd

(2.14)

where H is as in Lemma 2.3. Then for all µ ∈ Sigd,

0 ≤ Ĥd,q,β(µ) ≤ 1 (2.15)

and
Ĥd,q,β(µ) is nonzero if and only if µ ≤ β (2.16)

where ≤ is the dominance order.

Proof. For the forward direction of (2.16), suppose Ĥd,q,β(µ) 6= 0. Then each of the q-Pochhammer symbols
in (2.14) is nonzero. The nonvanishing of the first implies that µ1 ≤ β1. The nonvanishing of the second
implies that either µ1 + µ2 ≤ β1 + β2, or µ1 + µ2 > 2β1. However, µ1 + µ2 ≤ 2µ1 ≤ 2β1, so the second
cannot occur, hence µ1 +µ2 ≤ β1 + β2. Continuing like this, the nonvanishing of all q-Pochhammer symbols

implies that
∑i

j=1 µj ≤
∑i

j=1 βj , i.e. µ ≤ β.

For the backward direction, suppose µ ≤ β. The ith q-Pochhammer symbol in (2.14) is nonzero if
∑i

j=1 βj −

µj ≥ 0, hence all are nonzero, so Ĥd,q,β(µ) 6= 0.

To establish (2.15), note that we have already established it when µ 6≤ β since the expression is 0. This

leaves the case µ ≤ β, and in this case
∑i

j=1 µj ≤
∑i

j=1 βj for each i, from which it is easy to see that each

q-Pochhammer symbol in (2.14) lies between 0 and 1. �

The triangularity property (2.16) is a slightly stronger version of a similar statement in [39, Lemma 8.1].
It implies that in principle, for any fixed ν ∈ Sigd one may write the indicator µ 7→ 1(µ = ν) as some

infinite linear combination of the functions µ 7→ Ĥd,q,β(µ) on Sigd for different β. Lemma 2.6 gives this
linear combinations explicitly, and Lemma 2.10 gives a different formula for the function µ 7→ 1(µ ≤ ν).
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Each of these results is essentially just an extension to signatures of the following result for integers, which
is an application of the q-binomial theorem.

Lemma 2.5. For any n ∈ Z,m ∈ Z,

1

(q−1; q−1)2∞

∑

b∈Z

(−1)n−bq−(
n−b
2 )(q−(n−b+1); q−1)∞(q−(b−m+1); q−1)∞ = 1(n = m) (2.17)

and

1

(q−1; q−1)2∞

∑

b∈Z

(−1)n−bq−(
n−b+1

2 )(q−(n−b+1); q−1)∞(q−(b−m+1); q−1)∞ = 1(m ≤ n) (2.18)

where we take the usual convention q−∞ := 0, −∞ < k for each k ∈ Z, and −∞+ k = −∞.

Proof. First note that for k ∈ Z,

(q−k; q−1)∞ =

{
0 k ≤ 0
(q−1;q−1)∞
(q−1;q−1)k−1

k > 0.
(2.19)

Hence the only nonzero terms in the sum in (2.17) comes when m ≤ b ≤ n, so if n < m the sum is 0 and
equality holds. If n ≥ m, the sum becomes

∑

b∈Z

m≤b≤n

(−1)n−bq−(
n−b
2 )

(q−1; q−1)n−b(q−1; q−1)b−m
=

1

(q−1; q−1)n−m
(1; q−1)n−m = 1(n = m) (2.20)

by the q-binomial theorem (this formula still makes sense when m = −∞ with our conventions).

Similarly to (2.17), the left hand side of (2.18) has all terms 0 if n < m, which checks that case of the
equality. If n ≥ m it is

∑

b∈Z

m≤b≤n

(−1)n−bq−(
n−b+1

2 )

(q−1; q−1)n−b(q−1; q−1)b−m
=

1

(q−1; q−1)n−m
(q−1; q−1)n−m = 1, (2.21)

again by the q-binomial theorem, and again this makes sense when m = −∞. �

The next two results, Lemma 2.6 and Lemma 2.10, upgrade the two parts of Lemma 2.5 from integers to
signatures. We remark that each part of Lemma 2.5 can be proven from the other by a calculation (the right
hand sides of (2.17) and (2.18) are related by summation/Möbius inversion, and one just has to calculate
how this changes the coefficients on the left hand sides). The same is true of deriving the next two results
from one another, but we find it easier to prove them independently as above.

Lemma 2.6. For any ν ∈ Sigd, µ ∈ Sigd and Ĥd,q,β as in Lemma 2.4, we have

∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)(q−(βi−1−βi−
∑i

j=1 νj−βj)−1; q−1)∞
(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)∑i

j=1 νj−βj

Ĥd,q,β(µ) = 1(µ = ν), (2.22)

where for the i = 1 term in the product we take the convention that β0 + ν1 = ∞ for any ν1 ∈ Z. Here we
note that µ may be an extended signature while ν may not, and adopt the usual convention q−∞ := 0.
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Proof. The case d = 1 is exactly (2.17), taking ν = (n) and µ = (m). For the general case we induct using
the same argument. We claim that for any d ≥ 2.

LHS(2.22) =
∑

β̃∈Sigd−1:

β̃≤(ν1,...,νd−1)

β̃≥(µ1,...,µd−1)

d−1∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j
2

)(q−(β̃i−1−β̃i−
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞
(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j

× Ĥd−1,q,β̃((µ1, . . . , µd−1))1(

d∑

j=1

µj =

d∑

j=1

νj). (2.23)

First note that by the triangularity property of Ĥd,q,β , the sum on the left hand side of (2.22) may be taken
to be over β for which β ≥ µ, as all other terms are 0. This in particular implies that

|µ| ≤ |β| ≤ |ν| (2.24)

for all β which are summed over. Additionally, the summands on the left hand side of (2.22) are bounded

above by (q−1; q−1)−2d
∞ q−(

∑i
j=1 νj−βj

2
) by (2.15) in Lemma 2.4 and the trivial bound (q−1; q−1)n ≥ (q−1; q−1)∞.

Hence the sum converges absolutely, so we may reorder terms however desired. Splitting the sum over β into
a sum over (β1, . . . , βd−1) =: β̃ and βd =: b and taking into account the restriction on b given by (2.24), we
have

LHS(2.22) =
∑

β̃∈Sigd−1:

β̃≤(ν1,...,νd−1)

β̃≥(µ1,...,µd−1)

d−1∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j
2

)(q−(β̃i−1−β̃i−
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞
(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j

Ĥd−1,q,β̃((µ1, . . . , µd−1))

×
∑

b∈Z:
b≤|ν|−|β̃|,

b≥|µ|−|β̃|

(−1)νd−b+
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
νd−b+

∑d−1
j=1

νj−β̃j
2

)(q−(β̃d−1−νd−
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞
(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)νd−b+

∑d−1
j=1 νj−β̃j

(q|µ|−|β̃|−b−1; q−1)β̃d−1−b.

(2.25)

Since β̃ + b− |µ| ≥ 0, we may write

(q|µ|−|β̃|−b−1; q−1)β̃d−1−b =
(q−1; q−1)−|µ|+|β̃|+β̃d−1

(q−1; q−1)−|µ|+|β̃|+b

. (2.26)

Now the same q-binomial trick as for the d = 1 case yields for the second sum in (2.25) that

∑

b∈Z:
b≤|ν|−|β̃|,

b≥|µ|−|β̃|

(−1)νd−b+
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
νd−b+

∑d−1
j=1

νj−β̃j

2
)(q−(β̃d−1−νd−

∑d−1
j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)νd−b+
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃j

(q|µ|−|β̃|−b−1; q−1)β̃d−1−b

=
(q−1; q−1)−|µ|+|β̃|+β̃d−1

(q−(β̃d−1−νd−
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞

|ν|−|β̃|∑

b=|µ|−|β̃|

(−1)|ν|−|β̃|−bq−(
|ν|−|β̃|−b

2 )

(q−1; q−1)b−(|µ|−|β̃|)(q
−1; q−1)|ν|−|β̃|−b

=
(q−1; q−1)−|µ|+|β̃|+β̃d−1

(q−(β̃d−1−νd−
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞
1(

d∑

j=1

µj =

d∑

j=1

νj)

= 1(

d∑

j=1

µj =

d∑

j=1

νj),

(2.27)
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which shows (2.23).

Applying (2.23) iteratively yields that

RHS(2.22) =
d∏

i=1

1(
i∑

j=1

µj =
i∑

j=1

νj) = 1(µ = ν), (2.28)

completing the proof. �

The next two results, Proposition 2.7 and Proposition 2.8, show that probabilities may be extracted from
moments. The reason we have broken this into two results is that the probability of a signature ν ∈ Sigd
has an explicit expression in terms of moments given in Proposition 2.7, while for an extended signature
ν ∈ Sigd \ Sigd this formula does not hold, and we simply show that the moments determine the probability
without giving an explicit formula (Proposition 2.8).

Proposition 2.7. Fix a positive integer d and real q > 1. Let {xµ : µ ∈ Sigd} be a set of complex numbers
such that the sums ∑

µ∈Sigd

|xµ| (2.29)

and
Cλ :=

∑

µ∈Sigd

xµq
∑d

i=1 λiµi (2.30)

are convergent for every λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , and {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0

d } is nicely-behaved with respect to q. Then for any
ν ∈ Sigd,

xν =
∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi−
∑i

j=1 νj−βj

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)Cλ (2.31)

where aβ(λ) is as defined in Lemma 2.3. Note (2.31) is not valid in general for ν ∈ Sigd.

Proof of Proposition 2.7. First consider a fixed β ∈ Sigd with β ≤ ν. With aβ(λ) defined as in Lemma 2.3,
we have

Ĥd,q,β(µ) =
∑

λ∈Sig
≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi . (2.32)

We wish to show that the sum ∑

µ∈Sigd

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµixµ (2.33)

converges absolutely. First, by rewriting as
∑

µ∈Sigd

∑

(λ2,...,λd)∈Yd−1:
λ2≤β1−βd

∑

λ1≥λ2

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµixµ, (2.34)

the sum over λ2, . . . , λd is finite and may be commuted past the sum over µ, so it suffices to show that for
all β ∈ Sigd and all choices of λ2, . . . , λd summed over in (2.34), the sum

∑

µ∈Sigd

∑

λ1:
λ1≥λ2

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµixµ (2.35)

converges absolutely. By the bound Lemma 2.3, it suffices to show
∑

λ1:
λ1≥λ2

Eq−β1(λ1−λ2)−(λ1−λ2+1
2 )|Cλ| < ∞, (2.36)
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which follows straightforwardly from the nicely-behaved hypothesis (see Definition 1.3). Hence the sum
(2.33) converges absolutely, so by Fubini’s theorem the sums over µ and λ may be exchanged. This together
with (2.32) and the definition of Cλ yields

∑

µ∈Sigd

xµĤd,q,β(µ) =
∑

µ∈Sigd

xµ

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)Cλ. (2.37)

We now consider the sum over β, rather than fixing β as above, and show (2.31). By (2.15) in Lemma 2.4,
and the trivial bound

1

(q−1; q−1)k
≤

1

(q−1; q−1)∞
, (2.38)

we have

∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

∑

µ∈Sigd

∣∣∣∣∣∣

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi−
∑i

j=1 νj−βj

Ĥd,q,β(µ)xµ

∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤
∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

∑

µ∈Sigd

1

(q−1; q−1)2d∞

d∏

i=1

q−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)|xµ|

=
1

(q−1; q−1)2d∞



∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

q−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)





 ∑

µ∈Sigd

|xµ|


 < ∞

(2.39)

by the hypothesis on absolute summability of xµ. Hence by Fubini’s theorem, the two sums in (2.31) can be
interchanged, so

RHS(2.31) =
∑

µ∈Sigd

xµ

∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj
2

)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi+
∑

i
j=1 νj−βj

Hd,q,β(q
µ1 , . . . , qµ1+...+µd).

(2.40)

The proof of (2.31) now follows from (2.40) together with Lemma 2.6. �

Proposition 2.8. Fix a positive integer d and real q > 1. Let {xµ : µ ∈ Sigd} and {yµ : µ ∈ Sigd} be two
sets of nonnegative real numbers such that

∑
µ∈Sigd

|xµ| < ∞ and similarly for yµ. Suppose that for each

λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , the sums

∑

µ∈Sigd

xµq
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
∑

µ∈Sigd

yµq
∑d

i=1 λiµi =: Cλ (2.41)

are equal, and {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d } is nicely-behaved in the sense of Definition 1.3. Then xµ = yµ for all

µ ∈ Sigd.

Proof. We show by induction on ℓ that for each ℓ = 0, . . . , d and (ν1, . . . , νd−ℓ) ∈ Sigd−ℓ,

x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ,−∞,...,−∞) = y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ,−∞,...,−∞). (2.42)

The base case ℓ = 0 follows directly from Proposition 2.7, so assume 1 ≤ ℓ ≤ d. We first claim that for any
(ν1, . . . , νd−ℓ) ∈ Sigd−ℓ,

x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ) :=
∑

−∞≤νd≤...≤νd−ℓ+1

x(ν1,...,νd) =
∑

−∞≤νd≤...≤νd−ℓ+1

y(ν1,...,νd) =: y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ). (2.43)
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By taking λ in (2.41) with λd−ℓ+1 = 0, we have
∑

(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)∈Sigd−ℓ

x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)q
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λiνi =
∑

ν∈Sigd

xνq
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λiνi , (2.44)

hence the equality
∑

(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)∈Sigd−ℓ

x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)q
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λiνi =
∑

(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)∈Sigd−ℓ

y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ)q
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λiνi (2.45)

is a special case of (2.41). It easily follows from our hypothesis on absolute summability of xµ and yµ
that the numbers x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ) and y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ) are absolutely summable, hence (2.43) follows by applying
Proposition 2.7 with the d in that result given by our d − ℓ; note that we have only shown (2.43) when
(ν1, . . . , νd−ℓ) ∈ Sigd−ℓ, not Sigd−ℓ. But now

x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ,−∞,...,−∞) = x(ν1,...,νd−ℓ) −
∑

−∞≤νd≤...≤νd−ℓ+1

νd−ℓ+1>−∞

x(ν1,...,νd)

= y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ) −
∑

−∞≤νd≤...≤νd−ℓ+1

νd−ℓ+1>−∞

y(ν1,...,νd)

= y(ν1,...,νd−ℓ,−∞,...,−∞),

(2.46)

where we applied (2.43) and the inductive hypothesis in ℓ for the middle equality. This completes the
induction and hence the proof. �

The below lemma is precisely our reason for working on the compactification Sigd rather than Sigd, as it gives
us tightness without having to show lower tail bounds for X(n) (upper tail bounds follow from convergence
of Hom-moments, as we see in the lemma’s proof).

Lemma 2.9. Let {Cλ : λ ∈ Sig≥0
d } be any nonnegative real numbers, and let (Mn)n≥1 be a sequence of

probability measures satisfying (2.1) for all λ ∈ Sig≥0
d . Then the sequence (Mn)n≥1 is uniformly tight with

respect to the topology of Definition 1.2.

Proof. Suppose the conclusion is false. Then there exists some ε > 0 for which there does not exist any
compact set K ⊂ Sigd with Mn(K) > 1− ε for all n. In particular, for any u ∈ Z the set

Ku := {λ ∈ Sigd : λ1 ≤ u} (2.47)

is compact, hence for any u

lim sup
n→∞

Mn(Sigd \Ku) ≥ ε. (2.48)

By (2.1) with λ = (1, 0, . . . , 0), we have that
∑

µ∈Sigd
qµ1Mn(µ) converges as n → ∞, hence it is in particular

bounded above by some D. Hence by the Chernoff bound,

Mn({µ ∈ Sigd : µ1 ≥ a}) ≤
D

qa
(2.49)

for all n. Choosing a ∈ Z large enough that D/qa < ε and setting u = a − 1 yields a contradiction with
(2.48), completing the proof. �

Proof of Theorem 2.1. First, by Prokhorov’s theorem and Lemma 2.9 we may choose a subsequence of N
along which X(n) converges weakly in distribution to some probability measure M̃ on Sigd. For notational

convenience we let X̃ be a Sigd-valued random variable with law M̃ . Below, we use lim′
n→∞ to denote the

limit as n → ∞ along this chosen subsequence.
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We wish to show, for any λ ∈ Sig≥0
d , that

∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X̃ = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi = Cλ, (2.50)

for which it suffices to show

′

lim
n→∞

∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X̃ = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi , (2.51)

since the left hand side is Cλ by (2.1). We assume without loss of generality that λd > 0, since if

λ = (λ1, . . . , λj , 0, . . . , 0) then both sides of (2.51) are independent of X
(n)
j+1, . . . , X

(n)
d and of X̃j+1, . . . , X̃d

respectively, so we may give the same proof with d replaced by j and X(n), X̃ replaced by (X
(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
j )

and (X̃1, . . . , X̃j). We note that the assumption λd > 0 guarantees that the only contributions to the sum
on the right hand side of (2.51) come from µ ∈ Sigd, which is what we need to use later; if λd were equal to
0, then terms with µd = −∞ would potentially contribute to the sum.

For the sake of exposition, we first show (2.51) in the case d = 1. For any cutoff parameter c ∈ Z, we write

LHS(2.51) =
′

lim
n→∞

∑

m≥c

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m +
∑

m<c

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m (2.52)

(the summand when m = −∞ is 0, see the previous paragraph). We first treat the first sum. Note that by
hypothesis, the moment

∑

(m)∈Sig1

P(X(n) = (m))q(2λ1+1)m (2.53)

converges as n → ∞, hence in particular it is bounded above by some constantDλ, and so since all summands
are positive

∑

m≥c

P(X(n) = (m))q(2λ1+1)m ≤ Dλ. (2.54)

Hence

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m =
qλ1m

q(2λ1+1)m
P(X(n) = (m))q(2λ1+1)m

≤ q(−λ1−1)m
∑

m′∈Z

P(X(n) = (m′))q(2λ1+1)m′

≤ q(−λ1−1)mDλ.

(2.55)

Since
∑

m≥c q
(−λ1−1)m converges, this shows that m 7→ P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m is dominated by an integrable

function m 7→ q(−λ1−1)mDλ on Z≥c. Hence dominated convergence applied to the first sum yields

RHS(2.52) =
∑

m≥c

P(X̃ = (m))qλ1m +
′

lim
n→∞

∑

m<c

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m. (2.56)

This argument of course does not work for the second sum, since the right hand side of (2.55) is not summable
over m < c. This is the reason for introducing the cutoff, as in lieu of dominated convergence we may simply
send c → −∞ to kill the second sum. To do this, we note the trivial bound

∑

m<c

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m ≤ qcλ1 , (2.57)
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since the left hand side is maximized when X(n) = c− 1 with probability 1 (recall λ1 ≥ 1). Because c does
not appear in (2.51), we may insert limc→−∞ to obtain

LHS(2.51) = lim
c→−∞

LHS(2.51)

= lim
c→−∞

∑

m≥c

P(X̃ = (m))qλ1m + lim
c→−∞

′

lim
n→∞

∑

m<c

P(X(n) = (m))qλ1m

=
∑

m∈Z

P(X̃ = (m))qλ1m + 0

=
∑

m∈Z

P(X̃ = (m))qλ1m

(2.58)

where we used monotone convergence on the first summand, the bound (2.57) on the second sum, and then

in the last line noted that P(X̃ = (m))qλ1m = 0 when m = −∞ because λ1 > 0. This establishes (2.51)
when d = 1.

Now we prove (2.51) for general d, which uses the same trick, with a more complicated version of the
decomposition (2.52). For any cutoff parameter c ∈ Z, we may split into d+ 1 sums via

LHS(2.51) =
′

lim
n→∞



∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

+
∑

µ∈Sigd
µd<c≤µd−1

+
∑

µ∈Sigd
µd−1<c≤µd−2

+ . . .+
∑

µ∈Sigd
µ1<c


 (P(X(n) = µ)q

∑d
i=1 λiµi). (2.59)

We first treat the first sum, which will be the only one to contribute in the limit when c → −∞ that we take
later: we claim that

′

lim
n→∞

∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

P(X̃ = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi , (2.60)

which we will show by dominated convergence.

To this end let λ̃ = (2λi + 1)1≤i≤d ∈ Sig≥0
d , and note that

∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

q
∑

d
i=1 λ̃iµi

= qc(|λ|−|λ̃|)
∑

µ1≥...≥µd≥0

q
∑d

i=1 µi(−λi−1) (2.61)

converges. There exists a constant Dλ such that
∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λ̃iµi < Dλ (2.62)

for all n, since the left hand side converges as n → ∞ by (1.22). Thus the summands in (2.60) are bounded
by

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

q
∑d

i=1 λ̃iµi

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λ̃iµi

≤
q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

q
∑

d
i=1 λ̃iµi

∑

ν∈Sigd

P(X(n) = ν)q
∑d

i=1 λ̃iνi

≤
q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

q
∑d

i=1 λ̃iµi

Dλ.

(2.63)

Furthermore, the sum over {µ ∈ Sigd : µd ≥ c} of this expression converges as we just showed, so (2.60)
follows by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem.
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Now we treat the other sums in (2.59), so let 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ d− 1 and consider the sum

∑

µ∈Sigd
µℓ+1<c≤µℓ

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
∑

ν∈Sigℓ
νℓ≥c

P((X
(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑ℓ
i=1 λiνi

×
∑

ρ∈Sigd−ℓ
ρ1<c

P((X
(n)
ℓ+1, . . . , X

(n)
d ) = ρ|(X

(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑d−ℓ
i=1 λi+ℓρi , (2.64)

where when ℓ = 0 we ignore the c ≤ µℓ inequality (or take µ0 := ∞). For the inner sum we have the bound
∑

ρ∈Sigd−ℓ
ρ1<c

P((X
(n)
ℓ+1, . . . , X

(n)
d ) = ρ|(X

(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑d−ℓ
i=1 λi+ℓρi ≤ qc

∑d−ℓ
i=1 λi+ℓ (2.65)

by bounding the q
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λi+ℓρi factors by the above and then noting the probabilities must sum to 1. Hence

RHS(2.64) ≤ qc
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λi+ℓ

∑

ν∈Sigℓ
νℓ≥c

P((X
(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑ℓ
i=1 λiνi . (2.66)

But
∑

ν∈Sigℓ
νℓ≥c

P((X
(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑ℓ
i=1 λiνi ≤

∑

ν∈Sigℓ

P((X
(n)
1 , . . . , X

(n)
ℓ ) = ν)q

∑ℓ
i=1 λiνi → E[q

∑ℓ
i=1 λiνi ] (2.67)

by the hypothesis (1.22) with the partition (λ1, . . . , λℓ, 0, . . . , 0). Hence there is a constant Cℓ independent
of c such that

0 ≤ RHS(2.64) ≤ qc
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λi+ℓCℓ (2.68)

for all n. Since the limit on the left hand side of

′

lim
n→∞

∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi =
′

lim
n→∞

∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi+
′

lim
n→∞

d−1∑

ℓ=0

∑

µ∈Sigd
µℓ+1<c≤µℓ

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

(2.69)
exists by (1.22), and the first limit on the right exists by (2.60), the second limit on the right exists also.
However, by (2.68),

′

lim
n→∞

d−1∑

ℓ=0

∑

µ∈Sigd
µℓ+1<c≤µℓ

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi ≤
d−1∑

ℓ=0

qc
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λi+ℓCℓ. (2.70)

Because we assumed λd > 0,

qc
∑d−ℓ

i=1 λi+ℓ ≤ qc (2.71)

for all 0 ≤ ℓ ≤ d− 1 and all c ≤ 0. Because the left hand side of (2.69) is manifestly independent of c (and
hence so is the right hand side, less obviously),

LHS(2.69) = lim
c→−∞

RHS(2.69)

= lim
c→−∞

∑

µ∈Sigd
µd≥c

P(X̃ = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi + lim
c→−∞

′

lim
n→∞

d−1∑

ℓ=0

∑

µ∈Sigd
µℓ+1<c≤µℓ

P(X(n) = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi

=
∑

µ∈Sigd

P(X̃ = µ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµi + 0

(2.72)

where we used (2.60) for the second line, and then used monotone convergence (all summands are clearly
nonnegative) for the first limit in c, and the bound (2.70) together with the observation (2.71) for the second
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limit. Combining (2.59) with (2.72) yields (2.51). This, in particular, shows that there exists a probability

measure (M̃) with λ-moments Cλ.

Now suppose for the sake of contradiction that

lim
n→∞

P(X(n) = µ) (2.73)

did not exist for at least some µ ∈ Sigd. Then by tightness (Lemma 2.9) and a diagonalization argument,
there exist two subsequences of N along which the limits (2.73) exist for every µ, but differ for at least
one µ. We know that the λ-moments of (2.1) converge when the limit in n in (2.1) is replaced with the
limit along one of our subsequences. However, we may apply the above argument to each subsequence and
obtain convergence in distribution to another limit law M̃ ′, with M̃ ′({µ}) 6= M̃({µ}). This contradicts
Proposition 2.8. Hence the limits (2.73) exist for each µ ∈ Sigd, completing the proof. �

2.2. Proof of Theorem 2.2. This section mainly consists of CDF versions of Lemma 2.6 and Proposi-
tion 2.7, given as Lemma 2.10 and Proposition 2.11 below. The proofs are the same as their counterparts,
using the second part of Lemma 2.5 instead of the first.

Lemma 2.10. For any ν ∈ Sigd, µ ∈ Sigd and Ĥd,q,β as in Lemma 2.4, we have

∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj+1

2
)(q−(βi−1−βi−

∑i
j=1 νj−βj)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

Ĥd,q,β(µ) = 1(µ ≤ ν), (2.74)

where for the i = 1 term in the product we take the convention that β0 + ν1 = ∞ for any ν1 ∈ Z. Here we
note that µ may be an extended signature while ν may not, and adopt the usual convention q−∞ := 0.

Proof. The case when d = 1 is exactly the second part of Lemma 2.5, and as with Lemma 2.6, the strategy
is to use it inductively for general d. As in that proof, we may write

LHS(2.74) =
∑

β̃∈Sigd−1:

β̃≤(ν1,...,νd−1)

β̃≥(µ1,...,µd−1)

d−1∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−β̃j+1

2
)(q−(β̃i−1−β̃i−

∑i
j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−β̃j

Ĥd−1,q,β̃((µ1, . . . , µd−1))

×
∑

b∈Z:
b≤|ν|−|β̃|,

b≥|µ|−|β̃|

(−1)νd−b+
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃jq−(
νd−b+

∑d−1
j=1

νj−β̃j+1

2
)(q−(β̃d−1−νd−

∑d−1
j=1 νj−β̃j)−1; q−1)∞

(q−1; q−1)∞(q−1; q−1)νd−b+
∑d−1

j=1 νj−β̃j

(q|µ|−|β̃|−b−1; q−1)β̃d−1−b.

(2.75)

The second part of Lemma 2.5 yields that the second line of (2.75) is 1(
∑d

j=1 µj ≤
∑d

j=1 νj), and the
argument can be continued inductively as with Lemma 2.6. �

Proposition 2.11. In the same setup of Proposition 2.7, for any ν ∈ Sigd

∑

µ≤ν

xµ =
∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj+1

2
)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi−
∑i

j=1 νj−βj

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)Cλ (2.76)

Proof of Proposition 2.11. As shown in the proof of Proposition 2.7, the sum
∑

µ∈Sigd

∑

λ∈Sig≥0
d :

λ2≤β1−βd

aβ(λ)q
∑d

i=1 λiµixµ (2.77)
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converges absolutely, and by the same Fubini argument as for (2.39) (the only difference is the power of q)
we have

RHS(2.76) =
∑

µ∈Sigd

xµ

∑

β∈Sigd:
β≤ν

d∏

i=1

(−1)
∑i

j=1 νj−βjq−(
∑i

j=1 νj−βj+1

2
)

(q−1; q−1)∑i
j=1 νj−βj

(q−1; q−1)βi−1−βi+
∑i

j=1 νj−βj

Ĥd,q,β(µ). (2.78)

The proof now follows from Lemma 2.10. �

Proof of Theorem 2.2. Uniqueness follows from Proposition 2.8, and the explicit formulas follow from Propo-
sition 2.7 and Proposition 2.11 respectively.

�

3. Supporting lemmas for a single matrix

Throughout this section fix a ∈ Z>1 and set6 R = Z/aZ. Let V = Rn with standard basis vi, 1 ≤ i ≤ n.
For σ ⊂ [n] we denote by Vσc the submodule generated by {vi : i ∈ σc}. Throughout the paper, to declutter
notation we will write (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn for usual (column) vectors, and similarly for vectors in e.g. Gn

where G is a group, rather than using the notation (x1, . . . , xn)
T .

Definition 3.1. Given real α ∈ (0, 1/2], we say an R-valued random variable ξ is α-balanced if for every
prime p|a we have

max
r∈Z/pZ

P(ξ ≡ r (mod p)) ≤ 1− α. (3.1)

Most of the results below are from [39, 41]. However, for later application, we will have to work out the
constants as explicitly as possible.

3.1. Codes.

Definition 3.2. Given w ≤ n, we say that F ∈ Hom(V,G) is a code of distance w if for every σ ⊂ [n] with
|σ| < w we have F (Vσc ) = G.

Sometimes it is convenient to identify F with the vector (F (v1), . . . , F (vn)) ∈ Gn, and we will usually abuse
notation and view F as a vector rather than a map. In particular, if X = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn is a vector, we
write 〈F,X〉 :=

∑n
i=1 xiF (vi); note this is not a usual dot product because (F (v1), . . . , F (vn)) ∈ Gn and

(x1, . . . , xn) ∈ Rn live in different spaces, though the formula is the same. If M is an n × n matrix with
entries in R, then for any R-module G, M defines a linear map Gn → Gn by usual matrix multiplication,
and we write MF for the image of the vector (F (v1), . . . , F (vn)) ∈ Gn under this map.

It is convenient to work with codes because the random walk Sk =
∑k

i=1 xiF (vi) (in discrete time indexed
by k = 1, 2, . . . , n) spreads out in G very fast, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 3.1 ([41, Lemma 2.1]). Assume that xi ∈ R are iid copies of ξ satisfying (3.1). Then for any code
F of distance δn and any g ∈ G,

∣∣∣∣P(〈F,X〉 = g)−
1

|G|

∣∣∣∣ ≤ exp(−αδn/a2),

where X = (x1, . . . , xn).

6Although it suffices to focus only on a = pd, in this section for generality we allow a to be product of powers of many
primes.
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In what follows, if not specified otherwise, X is always understood as the random vector (x1, . . . , xn) where
xi are iid copies of ξ satisfying (3.1) as in Lemma 3.1.

Using the above result, it is not hard to deduce the following matrix form.

Lemma 3.2. Assume that the entries of M of size n are iid copies of ξ satisfying (3.1). For code F of
distance δn, for any vector A ∈ Gn

∣∣∣∣P(MF = A)−
1

|G|n

∣∣∣∣ ≤
2n|G| exp(−αδn/a2)

|G|n
.

Proof. This is exactly the equation at the bottom of page 390 (two equations before Equation (5)) in [41],
with u = 0 in the notation of that paper. �

We will also need the following useful result, where for short by writing x = y ± z with z ≥ 0 we mean

x ∈ [y − z, y + z]. (3.2)

Lemma 3.3. Let δ < 1/8. Assume that F ∈ Hom(V,G) is a code of distance δn. Assume that the entries
of the matrix M of size n are iid copies of ξ satisfying (3.1). Then for any H ≤ G

P(MF is a code of distance δn in H) = |H|n
1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)

|G|n
,

provided that n ≥ 8(log2 |G|)2.

Proof of Lemma 3.3. First, by Lemma 3.2, for each A a code of distance δn of H we have

|P(MF = A)−
1

|G|n
| ≤

2n|G| exp(−αδn/a2)

|G|n
.

It remains to count the number of codes of distance δn in H.

Claim 3.4. Let C(H) be the number of codes (defined as F (V )) of distance δn in H. Then

|C(H)| = (1 ± (1/2)n/2)|H |n.

Proof. It suffices to show that a uniform element of Hn has probability ≥ 1 − (1/2)n/2 of being a code.
Let g1, . . . , gn be chosen independently uniformly from H . For each I ⊂ [n] an index set of size n − ⌊δn⌋,
and for each H ′ a proper subgroup of H , let EI,H′ be the event that gi ∈ H ′ for all i ∈ I. Then clearly

P(EI,H′) = (|H ′|/|H |)|I|. Taking a union bound over the choices of I ∈
( [n]
n−⌊δn⌋

)
and over H ′ < H (noting

that7 the number of subgroups of index i of H is at most i1+(log2 |H|)2) we obtain a bound

P((g1, . . . , gn) not code) ≤
∑

i||H|,i≥2

i1+(log2 |H|)2(1/i)n−⌊δn⌋ ×

(
n

⌊δn⌋

)
≤ (1/2)n/2,

as we assumed that δ < 1/8 and n ≥ 8(log2 |G|)2 (in which case the first factor is bounded by 2, and the
bound follows from

(
n
k

)
≤ (en/k)k). �

To complete the proof of Lemma 3.3 we note that
(

1

|G|n
±

2n|G| exp(−αδn/a2)

|G|n

)
× (1 + (1/2)n/2)|H |n = |H|n

1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)

|G|n
,

as δα/a2 < 1/32. �

7This is a weaker version of Problem 4 of the 1996 Miklós Schweitzer competition.
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3.2. Non-codes. Next, for non-code F , the random walk 〈F,X〉 does not converge quickly to the uniform
distribution on G. However it is likely to be uniform over the subgroup where the restriction of F is a code.

Definition 3.3. For D =
∏

i p
ei
i let

ℓ(D) :=
∑

i

ei.

In all results introduced below we remark that F is not necessarily a surjection.

Definition 3.4. For a real δ > 0, the δ-depth of F ∈ Hom(V,G) is the maximal positive integer D such
that there exists σ ⊂ [n] with |σ| < ℓ(D)δn such that D = |G/F (Vσc )|, or is 1 if there is no such D.

So roughly speaking the depth is large if there exists such σ where F (Vσc) is a small subgroup of G. The
reason for this definition of depth is the following lemma, which shows that depth encodes how much one
has to restrict F to obtain a code.

Lemma 3.5. If F ∈ Hom(V,G) has δ-depth D > 1, and σ ⊂ [n] is such that D = |G/F (Vσc)| and
|σ| < ℓ(D)δn, then the restriction F |Vσc ∈ Hom(Vσc , F (Vσc)) is a code of distance δ|σc|.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that F |Vσc is not a code of distance δ|σc|. Then there exists a
set η ⊂ σc with

|η| < δ|σc|

such that Im(F |V(η∪σ)c
) ( Im(FVσc ). Hence D̃ := [G : Im(F |V(η∪σ)c

)] > D, and of course D|D̃. So

|η ∪ σ| < δ(n− |σ|) + |σ| = δn+ (1− δ)|σ| < δn+ (1− δ)ℓ(D)δn < δ(ℓ(D) + 1)n

and ℓ(D̃) ≥ ℓ(D) + 1, therefore

|η ∪ σ| < ℓ(D̃)δn.

But this means that D̃ satisfies the condition in the definition of depth, and is larger than D, contradicting
maximality, which completes the proof. �

Lemma 3.6. [41, Lemma 2.6][39, Lemma 3.1] The number of F ∈ Hom(V,G) with depth D is at most

K

(
n

⌈ℓ(D)δn⌉ − 1

)
|G|nD−n+ℓ(D)δn,

where we can take K = |G|log2 |G|.

We also note that the above is similar to [31, Lemma 2.6], whose proof follows from [39, Lemma 3.1] where
K can be taken to be maxH≤G #Hom(H,G∗).

Lemma 3.7. Let F ∈ Hom(V,G) have δ-depth D > 1 and |G/F (V )| < D. Then for any g ∈ G

P(〈F,X〉 = g) ≤ (1− α)

(
D

|G|
+ exp(−αδn/a2)

)
.

We remark that the assumption above is automatically true if F is a surjection. This result is different from
[41, Lemma 2.7] in that g is any element instead of just 0.

Proof of Lemma 3.7. We follow the proof of [41, Lemma 2.7]. Pick σ ⊂ [n] with |σ| < ℓ(D)δn such that
D = |G/F (Vσc)|. Let H = F (Vσc). As |G/F (V )| < D, we have σ 6= ∅. We write

P(〈F,X〉 = g) = P

(
∑

i∈σ

xifi +
∑

i∈σc

xifi = g

)
= P

(
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg ∧
∑

i∈σc

xifi = g −
∑

i∈σ

xifi

)

= P

(
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg

)
P

(
∑

i∈σc

xifi = g −
∑

i∈σ

xifi|
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg

)
,
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where Hg is the coset of H containing g. Now as |G/F (V )| < D, there exists i0 ∈ σ such that fi0 /∈ H .
Since xi0 is α-balanced, for any fixed values of xi, i ∈ σ \ i0 we have using the randomness of xi0 that

Pxi0

(
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg

)
≤ 1− α.

Furthermore, by Lemma 3.5 F (Vσc) is a code of distance δn over H . Hence
∣∣∣∣∣P
(
∑

i∈σc

xifi = g −
∑

i∈σc

xifi|
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg

)
−

1

|H |

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ exp(−αδn/a2).

Putting together we have

P

(
∑

i∈σ

xifi ∈ Hg ∧
∑

i∈σc

xifi = g −
∑

i∈σ

xifi

)
≤ (1− α)

(
1

|H |
+ exp(−αδn/a2)

)
.

�

Using this result, we can obtain similar bound in matrix form, the same way [41, Lemma 2.8] was deduced
from [41, Lemma 2.7].

Lemma 3.8. If F ∈ Hom(V,G) has δ-depth D > 1 and |G/F (V )| < D as in the previous lemma, then for
any A ∈ Gn,

P(MF = A) ≤ K exp(−αn)
Dn

|G|n
,

where

K = K(n,G, α, δ, a) := e(n|G|/2) exp(−αδn/a2). (3.3)

Proof. By Lemma 3.7,

P(MF = A) = P(〈F,Xi〉 = ai, 1 ≤ i ≤ n) ≤

(
(1 − α)

(
D

|G|
+ exp(−αδn/a2)

))n

.

This is bounded above by

exp(−αn)

(
D

|G|

)n

exp
(
n(|G|/D) exp(−αδn/a2)

)
≤ K exp(−αn)

(
D

|G|

)n

.

�

In the regime we will consider later, the constant K is in fact bounded.

Lemma 3.9. Fix α, a and let c = α/16a2. Let

K0 := max
n≥1

δ∈[n−c,1]

G:|G|≤exp(nc/8)

K(n,G, α, δ, a) (3.4)

with K from (3.3). Then K0 is a finite constant depending on c.

Proof. The proof follows directly from the explicit formula (3.3). �
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4. Counting surjections

This part mainly follows [31] but makes the constants explicit. We first introduce a definition that will be
crucial to our work.

Definition 4.1. For a given k ≥ 0 we let nk(G) denote the number of sequences of nested subgroups

0 = H0 ≤ H1 ≤ H2 ≤ · · · ≤ Hk−1 ≤ Hk = G.

Let a,R, V be as in Section 3. Throughout the section we write Hom(A,B) and Sur(A,B) for the set of
homomorphisms and surjective homomorphisms, respectively, from A to B. All of our matrices M in this
section, if not specified otherwise, are in Matn(R) and their respective cokernels are

Cok(M) = Rn/MRn.

4.1. Set-up. We know from [41] that to understand the distribution of Cok(M), it suffices to determine
the moments of Cok(M), i.e. the quantities E[# Sur(Cok(M), G)] for each finite abelian group G. To
investigate each such moment, we recognize that each such surjection lifts to a surjection V → G and so we
have

E[# Sur(Cok(M), G)] =
∑

F∈Sur(V,G)

P(F (MV ) = 0 in G) =
∑

F∈Sur(V,G)

P(MF = 0 in G), (4.1)

where we view F as a column vector F = (F (v1), . . . , F (vn)) ∈ Gn. By the independence of columns, we
have

P(MF = 0) =

n∏

j=1

P(〈F,Xj〉 = 0),

where X1, . . . , Xn are rows of M . So in the case of a single matrix, ones must estimate these probabilities
P(F (Xj) = 0), which give the desired moments. In our situation we have random matrices M1,M2, . . . ,Mk,
and want to study P(M1M2 · · ·MkF = 0) for surjections F : V → G.

Recall nk(G) from Definition 4.1. Our key results in this section are generalizations of Lemma 3.2 and
Lemma 3.8.

For the rest of this section we fix α, a and let

c = α/16a2.

We will assume that n is sufficiently large (given α, a) and that

δ = n−c (4.2)

and

|G| ≤ exp(nc/8). (4.3)

Let us first define two sequences εi,n, ε
′
i,n as follows.

Definition 4.2. Set

ε1,n := 2 exp(−αδn/2a2), ε′1,n := K0 exp(−αn),

where K0 is as in Lemma 3.9. In general for i ≥ 2, set

εi,n = 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2) + εi−1,n + 2n|G|εi−1,n exp(−αδn/2a2) + 2ε′i−1,n(n|G|)1+δn log2 |G|

and

ε′i,n = ε′i−1,n(n|G|)2+δn log2 |G| +K0 exp(−αn)(1 + εi−1,n).

Claim 4.1. Let n be sufficiently large given α, a, then for k ≤ nc/8 we have

εk,n, ε
′
k,n ≤ exp(−nc/4).

25



Proof. Note that ε1,n = 2 exp(−8cn1−c) and ε′1,n = K0 exp(−αn), and hence with n sufficiently large

ε1,n + ε′1,n ≤ exp(−n1−(1−o(1))c).

With δ and G satisfying (4.2) and (4.3),

εi,n + ε′i,n ≤ 3ε′i−1,n(n|G|)2+δn log2 |G| + [1 +K0 exp(−αn) + 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)]εi−1,n

+ 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2) +K0 exp(−αn)

≤ 3(εi−1,n + ε′i−1,n)(n|G|)2+δn log2 |G| + 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2) +K0 exp(−αn)

≤ (εi−1,n + ε′i−1,n) exp(n
1−(1−o(1))3c/4) + exp(−(1 − o(1))n1−c).

It follows that εi,n+ε′i,n+exp(−(1−o(1))n1−c) ≤ exp(n1−(1−o(1))3c/4)[εi−1,n+ε′i−1,n+exp(−(1−o(1))n1−c)],

from which we deduce that εk,n + ε′k,n ≤ exp(−nc/4) as long as k ≤ nc/8 8. �

Proposition 4.2. The following holds for n sufficiently large:

(i) (Code) assume that F spans Hk = G and is a code of distance δn in G. Then

∣∣∣P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0)−
nk(G)

|G|n

∣∣∣ ≤ εk,n
nk(G)

|G|n
.

(ii) (Non-code) Assume that F spans Hk = G and the δ-depth of F is Dk ≥ 2. Then

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0) ≤ ε′k,nnk(G)
Dn

k

|G|n
.

Proof. We prove (i) and (ii) together by induction on k, assuming both (i) and (ii) hold for k − 1 as the
inductive hypothesis. When k = 1, (i) and (ii) follow from Lemma 3.2 and Lemma 3.8 respectively with

ε1,n = 2 exp(−αδn/2a2), ε′1,n = K0 exp(−αn).

Next we consider k ≥ 2.

Codes. We first prove (i) by working with F a code of distance δn.

Let Hk−1 be a subgroup of Hk = G. We consider the event (in the σ-algebra generated by Mk) that MkF
spans Hk−1 in two ways

(1) MkF is a code of distance δn in Hk−1;
(2) MkF is not a code of distance δn, and hence has δ-depth Dk−1 ≥ 2 in Hk−1.

For the first case, we apply the induction hypothesis for (i) to obtain

∣∣∣PM1,...,Mk−1
(M1 . . .Mk−1(MkF ) = 0|MkF is δn code in Hk−1)−

nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n

∣∣∣ ≤ εk−1,n
nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n
.

For the second case, we also apply the induction hypothesis for (ii) to obtain

PM1,...,Mk−1
(M1 . . .Mk−1(MkF ) = 0| MkF has δ-depth Dk−1 ≥ 2 in Hk−1) ≤ ε′k−1,nnk−1(Hk−1)

Dn
k−1

|Hk−1|n
.

8It should follow that εk,n + ε′
k,n

≤ exp(−n1−(1−o(1))c) but we don’t need this fact.
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Hence

P

(
k∏

i=1

MiF = 0,MkF spans Hk−1

)
= PM1,...,Mk−1

(M1 . . .Mk−1(MkF ) = 0|MkF is δn-code in Hk−1)×

×P(MkF is δn-code in Hk−1)

+
∑

Dk−1≥2

Dk−1

∣∣|Hk−1|

PM1,...,Mk−1
(M1 . . .Mk−1(MkF ) = 0| MkF has δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1)

×P(MkF has δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1)

=: S1(Hk−1) +
∑

Dk−1≥2

Dk−1

∣∣|Hk−1|

S2(Hk−1, Dk−1).

For the first sum, by Claim 3.4, and then by Lemma 3.3 and the inductive hypothesis for (i) we have (recalling
the ± notation from (3.2))

S1(Hk−1) =

(
nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n
± εk−1,n

(
nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n

))
|Hk−1|

n 1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)

|G|n

=
nk−1(Hk−1)

|G|n

(
1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)± εk−1,n ± 2n|G|εk−1,n exp(−αδn/4a2)

)
.

For the second sum, for each Dk−1 we apply Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.2 to bound

P(MkF has δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1) ≤ |G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉ − 1

)
|Hk−1|

nD
−n+ℓ(Dk−1)δn
k−1

1 + 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)

|G|n

(4.4)
and apply the inductive hypothesis for (ii) to bound

PM1,...,Mk−1
(M1 . . .Mk−1(MkF ) = 0| MkF has δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1) ≤ ε′k−1,nnk−1(Hk−1)

Dn
k−1

|Hk−1|n
.

(4.5)
Combining (4.4) with (4.5) yields

S2(Hk−1, Dk−1) ≤ ε′k−1,nnk−1(Hk−1)
Dn

k−1

|Hk−1|n
×

× |G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉ − 1

)
|Hk−1|

nD
−n+ℓ(Dk−1)δn
k−1

1 + 2n|G| exp(−αδn/2a2)

|G|n

≤ 2ε′k−1,nnk−1(Hk−1)|G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉ − 1

)
D

ℓ(Dk−1)δn
k−1

1

|G|n

≤ 2ε′k−1,n(n|G|)δn log2 |G|nk−1(Hk−1)
1

|G|n
,

where we used the fact that ℓ(Dk−1) ≤ log2 Dk−1 ≤ log2 |G| and
(

n
⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉−1

)
≤ n⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉−1, and n is

sufficiently large, with δ and G from (4.2) and (4.3) respectively.

Summing over divisors Dk−1 of |Hk−1| (for which we generously bound it from above by |G|),

∑

Dk−1≥2,Dk−1

∣∣|Hk−1|

S2(Hk−1, Dk−1) ≤ |G|2ε′k−1,n|G|δn log2 |G|nk−1(Hk−1)
1

|G|n

≤ 2ε′k−1,n(n|G|)1+δn log2 |G|nk−1(Hk−1)
1

|G|n
.
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Summing over Hk−1 ≤ Hk we thus obtain

P

(
k∏

i=1

MiF = 0

)
=
∑

Hk−1

P

(
k∏

i=1

MiF = 0 ∧MkF spans Hk−1

)

=
∑

Hk−1

S1(Hk−1) +
∑

Dk−1≥2

Dk−1

∣∣|Hk−1|

S2(Hk−1, Dk−1)

=
nk(G)

|G|n

(
1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/4a2)± εk−1,n ± 2n|G|εk−1,n exp(−αδn/4a2)

)

± 2ε′k−1,n(n|G|)1+δn log2 |G|nk(G)

|G|n

=
nk(G)

|G|n

(
1± 2n|G| exp(−αδn/4a2)± εk−1,n

± 2|G|εk−1,n exp(−αδn/4a2)± 2ε′k−1,n(n|G|)1+δn log2 |G|
)
.

(4.6)

Substituting in the recurrence for εk,n in Definition 4.2 completes the inductive step for part (i).

Non-codes. We next prove (ii) by working with F of δ-depth Dk ≥ 2, where Dk also divides |Hk| = |G|.
Let Hk−1 be a subgroup of Hk. Similarly to the previous part, we again compute the probability that MkF
spans Hk−1 in the two possible ways:

(1) MkF is a code of distance δn in Hk−1;
(2) MkF is not a code of distance δn, and hence has δ-depth Dk−1 ≥ 2 in Hk−1.

For the first case, the probability with respect to Mk is bounded by

PMk
(MkF is a code of distance δn in Hk−1) ≤ K0|Hk−1|

n exp(−αn)
Dn

k

|G|n

by bounding the number of codes by |Hk−1|n and applying Lemma 3.8. Hence, by induction and by the
independence of M1, . . . ,Mk

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is code of distance δn in Hk−1)

≤

(
nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n
+ εk−1,n

nk−1(Hk−1)

|Hk−1|n

)
×K0|Hk−1|

n exp(−αn)
Dn

k

|G|n

≤ K0 exp(−αn)(1 + εk−1,n)
nk−1(Hk−1)D

n
k

|G|n
.

Summing over the subgroups Hk−1, we obtain

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is a δn code in Hk−1 for some Hk−1 ≤ Hk) ≤ K0 exp(−αn)(1+εk−1,n)
nk(G)Dn

k

|G|n
.

(4.7)

For the second case (2), the probability with respect to Mk, by Lemma 3.6 and Lemma 3.8, is bounded by

PMk
(MkF is of Dk−1-depth in Hk−1) ≤ |G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉ − 1

)
|Hk−1|

nD
−n+ℓ(Dk−1)δn
k−1 ×K0 exp(−αn)

Dn
k

|G|n
.
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Hence, by induction (applied to M1 · · ·Mk−1 with the starting vector (MkF ))

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is of δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1)

= P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0|MkF is of δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1) ·P(MkF is of δ-depth Dk−1 in Hk−1)

≤ ε′k−1,nnk−1(Hk−1)
Dn

k−1

|Hk−1|n
×G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk−1)δn⌉ − 1

)
|Hk−1|

nD
−n+ℓ(Dk−1)δn
k−1 ×K0 exp(−αn)

Dn
k

|G|n

≤ ε′k−1,n(n|G|)1+δn log2 |G|nk−1(Hk−1)
Dn

k

|G|n
,

provided that n is sufficiently large.

Summing over Dk−1 a divisor of |Hk−1| (for which, very generously, there are at most |G| of such), and then
over the subgroup Hk−1

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is of Dk−1-depth in Hk−1 for some Dk−1 ≥ 2 and subgroup Hk−1)

≤ ε′k−1,n(n|G|)2+δn log2 |G|nk(G)
Dn

k

|G|n
,

(4.8)

proving our upper bound for non-codes F . Combining (4.7) with (4.8) and the recurrence for ε′k,n in

Definition 4.2 completes the inductive step for part (ii). �

Using the proof of Proposition 4.2 and Claim 4.1 above we obtain

Theorem 4.3 (Asymptotic moments of matrix products). Let a ≥ 2 and R = Z/aZ, G be any finite abelian
group whose exponent is divisible by a, and M1, . . . ,Mk be random matrices in Matn(R) with iid α-balanced
entries. Let c = α/16a2 and assume that

|G| ≤ exp(nc/8)

and

k ≤ nc/8.

Then ∣∣∣E [# Sur(Cok(M1 · · ·Mk), G)) − nk(G)]
∣∣∣ ≤ e−nc/4

nk(G),

for sufficiently large n.

Proof of Theorem 4.3. By (4.1) and using Claim 4.1 to bound the right hand side below, it suffices to show
that
∣∣∣

∑

F∈Sur(V,G)

P(M1 · · ·MkF = 0 in G)−nk(G)
∣∣∣ ≤ nk(G)

(
2εk,n+K0 exp(−αn)(n|G|)δn log2 |G|+ε′k−1,n(n|G|)2+2δn log2 |G|

)
.

(4.9)
From Proposition 4.2 (i) and Claim 3.4, we sum over F as codes of distance δn in G to obtain

∑

F code of distance δn in G

P

(
k∏

i=1

MiF = 0

)
= |G|n(1± (1/2)n/2)×

(
nk(G)

|G|n
(1± εk,n)

)

= nk(G)(1 ± 2εk,n),

(4.10)

where we used the fact that, as δ = n−c, εk,n ≥ ε1,n = 2 exp(−αδn/2a2) ≥ (1/2)n/2−1.
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From (4.7) and Lemma 3.6, for each Dk as divisor of |G|, summing over non-codes F of δ-depth Dk

P( ∃F of depth Dk in G such that M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is a δn code in Hk−1 for some Hk−1)

≤ |G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk)δn⌉ − 1

)
|G|nD

−n+ℓ(Dk)δn
k K0 exp(−αn)

nk(G)Dn
k

|G|n

≤ K0 exp(−αn)(n|G|)δn log2 |G|nk(G).

(4.11)

provided that n is sufficiently large.

Also, from (4.8) and Lemma 3.6,

P(∃F of depth Dk in G with M1 · · ·MkF = 0 and MkF is of depth Dk−1 in Hk−1

for some Dk−1 ≥ 2, Hk−1 ≤ Hk) ≤ |G|log2 |G|

(
n

⌈ℓ(Dk)δn⌉ − 1

)
|G|nD

−n+ℓ(Dk)δn
k ε′k−1,n(n|G|)2+δn log2 |G|nk(G)

Dn
k

|G|n

≤ ε′k−1,n(n|G|)2+2δn log2 |G|nk(G),

(4.12)

as n is sufficiently large.

Summing (4.11), (4.12) over all divisor Dk of |G|, together with (4.10) we obtain (4.9) as claimed. �

We then deduce the following, showing how moment bounds for finite rings can be applied for infinite ones
such as Z and Zp.

Corollary 4.4. Let M1, . . . ,Mk have iid entries in Z or Zp which are α-balanced modulo p. Then for any
p-groups G with exponent pL and

|G| ≤ exp(nα/(128p2L))

and

k ≤ nα/(128p2L)

we have ∣∣∣E(#Sur(Cok(M1 · · ·Mk), G)) − nk(G)
∣∣∣ ≤ e−nα/(64p2L)

nk(G).

Proof. Let pL be the exponent of G. First note that for any abelian p-group H ,

# Sur(H,G) = #Sur(H/pLH,G), (4.13)

as any surjection from H to G automatically annihilates pLH . Note also, with the notation M̃ := M

(mod pL) ∈ Matn(Z/p
LZ) for M ∈ Matn(Zp), that Cok(M̃) = Cok(M)/pLCok(M). Combining with

(4.13) yields that

#Sur(Cok(M1 · · ·MkZ
n
p ), G) = #Sur(Cok(M̃1 · · · M̃k(Z/p

LZ)n), G). (4.14)

The result now follows from Theorem 4.3 applied with R = Z/pLZ and c = α/(16p2L) and matrices

M̃1, . . . , M̃k, which are α-balanced. �

5. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The only missing basic ingredient is some simple bounds and asymptotics on the function nk(G) defined in
Definition 4.1. We will prove these, then prove Theorem 1.1, and finally prove that Definition 1.1 indeed
defined a valid random variable.

We first require the following estimate (see [8] and [39, Lemma 7.4]). Assume that µ ≤ ν. Then the number
|Gµ,ν | of subgroups isomorphic to Gµ of Gν satisfies
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Lemma 5.1. We have

p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i) ≤ |Gµ,λ| ≤ p
∑λ1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i)
λ1∏

i=1

(

∞∏

k=1

1

1− p−k
).

In particular

p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i) ≤ |Gµ,ν | ≤
1(∏

i≥1(1− 2−i)
)ν1 p

∑ν1
i=1 µ′

i(ν
′
i−µ′

i).

The following result explains the appearance of nmax in the moments of our limiting random variable.

Lemma 5.2. Recalling the notations nk and nmax from Definition 4.1 and Definition 1.1 respectively, we
have

lim
k→∞

nk(Gλ)(
k
|λ|

) = nmax(Gλ). (5.1)

Furthermore, the bounds

p
∑λ1

i=1 (
λ′
i
2 ) ≤ nmax(Gλ) ≤ d|λ|(

∞∏

k=1

1

1− p−k
)d|λ|p

∑λ1
i=1 (

λ′
i
2 ) (5.2)

hold for all λ ∈ Y with λ′ ∈ Yd.

Proof. For each tuple 0 < i1 < · · · < im−1 < |λ|, let Mi1,...,im−1 be the collection of all sequences of nested

p-groups {0} = G0 < G1 < G2 < · · · < Gm−1 < Gλ, where Gj has size pij . For a given sequence of {Gi} in
Mi1,...,im−1 , the number of nested sequences (in the definition of nk(G)) of form {0} = H0 ≤ H1 ≤ H2 ≤ · · · ≤
Hk = Gλ whose “skeleton” is exactly the sequence {Gi} (that is, as sets {H0, . . . , Hk} = {G0, . . . , Gm−1, Gλ})
is
(
k
m

)
. Thus the total number of nested group sequences Hi whose skeleton are in Mi1,...,im−1 is exactly(

k
m

)
|Mi1,...,im−1 |.

Note that if k is sufficiently large given |λ| then

∑

1≤m≤|λ|

∑

0<i1<···<im−1<|λ|

(
k

m

)
|Mi1,...,im−1 | = (1 +O|λ|(1/k))

(
k

|λ|

)
|M1,2,...,|λ|−1|,

where the implied constant might depend on |λ| (for instance we can take it very crudely to be |λ||λ|). But
|M1,2,...,|λ|−1| = nmax(Gλ), which proves (5.1).

For the bounds (5.2) we must enumerate M1,2,...,|λ|−1, so we need to count the number of nested partitions

(corresponding to the nested p-subgroups) of types λ(1) < · · · < λ(i) < λ(i+1) < · · · < λ(|λ|) = λ, where
|λ(i+1)| = 1+ |λ(i)|. These are just standard Young tableaux, for which exact formulas exist, but all we need
here is a crude bound.

Recall from Lemma 5.1 that p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i) ≤ |Gµ,ν | ≤
∏ν1

i=1(
∏∞

k=1
1

1−p−k )p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i), where the later

can be bounded from above by (
∏∞

k=1
1

1−p−k )
dp

∑ν1
i=1 µ′

i(ν
′
i−µ′

i) if ν1 ≤ d.

Now if we look at the (multiplicative) contribution (over 1 ≤ j ≤ |λ| − 1) of p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i) over each pair
(µ, ν) = (λ(j), λ(j+1)) from (any) sequence λ(1) < · · · < λ(i) < λ(i+1) < · · · < λ(|λ|) = λ, we see that

|λ|−1∏

j=1

p
∑ν1

i=1 µ′
i(ν

′
i−µ′

i) = p
∑

i (
λ′
i
2 ).

Indeed, as |ν| − |µ| = 1, we have ν′i = µ′
i for all i except at one index i0 where ν′i0 − µ′

i0 = 1. In this case
∑ν1

i=1 µ
′
i(ν

′
i − µ′

i) = µ′
i0
. As such,

∏|λ|−1
j=1 p

∑ν1
i=1 µ′

i(ν
′
i−µ′

i) = p[(λ
′
1−1)+···+1]+[(λ′

2−1)+···+1]+... = p
∑

i (
λ′
i
2 ).
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Finally, if λ1 ≤ d, the total of such nested partition sequences λ(1) < · · · < λ(i) < λ(i+1) < · · · < λ(|λ|) = λ
is trivially bounded from above by d|λ|. �

Before we prove Theorem 1.1 we mention two loose ends with the definition we gave in Definition 1.1 of our
limiting random variables. The first is that in Definition 1.1 we stated that the random variable Ld,p−1,χ

is Sigd-valued, while Theorem 1.2 (which we will shortly invoke) only has the power to show that a unique
Sigd-valued random variable exists with a given set of moments. We will have to prove this simultaneously
with Theorem 1.1, so that all objects in the theorem are well-defined. Along the way we also check that our
definition agrees with the quite different one given previously in [36].

Proposition 5.3. Definition 1.1 defines a unique Sigd-valued random variable. Furthermore, this random
variable is the same as Ld,t,χ as defined in [36, Theorem 6.1] when t = 1/p.

Proof of Theorem 1.1 and Proposition 5.3. We first show that there exists a unique Sigd-valued random
variable Ld,p−1,χ solving the moment problem in Definition 1.1 and that Theorem 1.1 holds for this random
variable. Then we show the second part of Proposition 5.3, which implies the first part, and thus shows that
Definition 1.1 makes sense and we have actually proven Theorem 1.1 holds as stated.

Letting Gn be as in Theorem 1.1 and cn := logp k(n), we claim that

lim
n→∞

E[#Hom(Gn, Gλ′)]

p|λ|cn
=

nmax(Gλ′)

|λ|!
. (5.3)

By factoring homomorphisms into a surjection and an injection, for any λ, ν ∈ Sig≥0
d we have

#Hom(Gν′ , Gλ′) =
∑

µ∈Sig≥0
d :

µi≤λi for all i

#Sur(Gν′ , Gµ′)# Inj(Gµ′ , Gλ′)

#Aut(Gµ′)
. (5.4)

To show (5.3) it suffices to show

lim
n→∞

E[# Sur(Gn, Gλ′)]

k(n)|λ|
=

nmax(Gλ′ )

|λ|!
(5.5)

(the denominators are the same in both, we have just rewritten it), since if we expand #Hom(·, ·) in (5.3)
using (5.4), we obtain a finite number of terms with coefficients depending only on the fixed signature λ,
and if (5.5) holds for all λ then only the leading term in this sum survives.

As k(n) ≤ e(logn)1−ε

, Corollary 4.4 is applicable and implies that
∣∣∣E(#Sur(Gn), Gλ′)) − nk(n)(Gλ′ )

∣∣∣ ≤ e−nα/(64p2|λ
′|)

nk(n)(Gλ′ ). (5.6)

By (5.1) in Lemma 5.2, nk(n)(Gλ′ )/k(n)|λ| = O(1) as n → ∞, hence

E[# Sur(Gn, Gλ′ )]

k(n)|λ|
= (1 + o(1))

nk(n)(Gλ′ )

k(n)|λ|
(5.7)

as n → ∞ due to the exponential factor in (5.6). Now, (5.7) and (5.1) together imply (5.5), which shows
(5.3) as discussed above.

We now claim that the constants

Cλ := p−ζ|λ|nmax(Gλ′)

|λ|!
(5.8)

are nicely-behaved in the sense of Definition 1.3, where ζ is as in Theorem 1.1. The upper bound in Lemma 5.2
gives a bound

p−ζ|λ|nmax(Gλ′)

|λ|!
≤ F

p
λ2
1
2 +const·λ1

|λ|!
, (5.9)
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and the 1/|λ|! provides the needed superlinear function in the exponent. Hence Theorem 1.2 applies after
passing to the subsequence (nj)j≥1 of Theorem 1.1 so that the fractional part {−cnj} converges as j → ∞,
with the j in Theorem 1.1 playing the role of n in Theorem 1.2.

Hence Theorem 1.2 applies, so there exists a unique Sigd-valued random variable with moments Cλ, and
(rank(pi−1Gnj )−⌊logp(k(nj))+ζ⌉)1≤i≤d converges to it. When χ = p−ζ/(p−1), the moments Cλ are exactly

the ones in Definition 1.1 when χ = p−ζ/(p−1). We refer to this limiting random variable as Ld,p−1,p−ζ/(p−1),
even though we have not yet shown that it is supported on Sigd as claimed in Definition 1.1. We will do this
now.

The appearance of χ|λ| on the right hand side of (1.9) implies that if Ld,p−1,χ solves the requisite moment
problem for a given χ, then taking for the moment as a definition

Ld,p−1,p−1χ := Ld,p−1,χ + (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d times

) (5.10)

and

Ld,p−1,pχ := Ld,p−1,χ − (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d times

), (5.11)

these random variables solve the moment problems for p−1χ and pχ respectively. Hence our existence and
uniqueness statement for χ of the form χ = p−ζ/(p − 1) for ζ ∈ [0, 1] extends to existence and uniqueness
for all χ ∈ R>0. So it remains to show that these a priori Sigd-valued random variables solving the moment
problem in Definition 1.1 are in fact supported on the smaller set Sigd. The random variable in [36, Theorem
6.1] is Sigd-valued by definition, so it suffices to show they are the same.

To avoid confusion, we refer to the random variable called Ld,t,χ in [36, Theorem 6.1] as L̃d,t,χ. Taking the
matrices in the setup of Theorem 1.1 to be distributed by the additive Haar measure on Zp, we have by [36,
Theorem 10.1]9 that

(rank(pi−1Gnj )− ⌊logp(k(nj)) + ζ⌉)1≤i≤d → L̃d,p−1,p−ζ/(p−1) (5.12)

in distribution as j → ∞. Though we wrote the initial argument of this proof for random matrices over Z,
the same one applies over Zp because Corollary 4.4 holds in either setting. Combining this fact with (5.12)

yields that Ld,p−1,χ = L̃d,p−1,χ whenever χ = p−ζ/(p− 1), ζ ∈ [0, 1]. Because both translation symmetries

Ld,p−1,χ = Ld,p−1,p−1χ − (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d times

) (5.13)

L̃d,p−1,χ = L̃d,p−1,p−1χ − (1, . . . , 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
d times

) (5.14)

hold (the first we just established, while the second is noted in [36, (1.20)], it follows that

Ld,p−1,χ = L̃d,p−1,χ (5.15)

for all χ ∈ R>0, completing the proof. �

Remark 5.1. Although our proof works for some sequences k(n) → ∞, the growth is rather slow, while
in the additive Haar case of [36, Theorem 10.1], the result applies to any k(n) satisfying the condition
k(n) ≪ pn. This is mainly due to the limitation of the method in Section 4, and it is an interesting problem
to extend the range to pcn for some c < 1.

Remark 5.2. One may also make sense of Definition 1.1 for a general real parameter p > 1 by extrapolating
nmax as a function of p, and one may check this agrees with the definition in [36] for all such real p, not
necessarily prime. However, for the moment we resist this diversion.

9Our k(n) corresponds to sN in that result. Also, [36, Theorem 10.1] is stated in terms of the singular numbers of the
matrix, see [36, (1.12)] for the equivalence with our notation. Finally, [36, Theorem 10.1] was stated in terms of convergence in
R/Z, which allows freedom of integer shifts in choosing ζ, but in particular ζ there may be chosen in [0, 1].
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[29] András Mészáros. A phase transition for the cokernels of random band matrices over the p-adic integers. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2408.13037, 2024. (Cited on page 8.)
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