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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 G, = Cok(Ay --- A2 A1) of a product of independent n X n random
integer matrices with iid entries from generic nondegenerate distributions, in the regime where both n and k
are sent to oo 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(Ay -+ A2A1 (mod p)) ~ log, 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 G, does not
converge to a random finite group; for instance, the p-rank of G, 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(Gr, H)]/C(n, H) converge.
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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 € Mat, (Z), its cokernel

Cok(A) = Z"/AZ"
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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 @@, Z/a;Z for some collection of positive integers a;. Often such random groups converge
to a universal random (finite, abelian) group as n — oo, regardless of the finer details of the matrix entry
distribution. Such universal distributions arise in many contexts (either proved or unproven):

e The Cohen-Lenstra heuristics [I0] in arithmetic statistics, see Friedman-Washington [15], Ellenberg-
Venkatesh-Westerland [13}[14], Bhargava-Kane-Lenstra-Poonen-Rains [5], Maples [25], Wood [40], 4T],
42, Lipnowski-Sawin-Tsimmerman [23];

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

e (Co)homology groups of random simplicial complexes, see Kahle [2I], Kahle-Lutz-Newman-Parsons
[22], Mészaros [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 (G, )n—oo 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 G, 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], 7] considered the sequence of cokernels
COk(AkAk,1 s Al), ke ZZO (11)

of products of iid matrices Ay, As,.... These works viewed (1)) as defining a discrete-time stochastic
process on the set of finite p-abelian groups @@, Z/p“Z, or equivalently on the numbers {a;}1<;<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
k
|Cok(ArAg_1--- A1) = [ ICok(4,)].

i=1
Unexpectedly, the result of [37] finds that the numbers a; 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 — oo, 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 a; as a point process. This limit as both n, k — oo, 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 cased].

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(Ay, - - - A1) converges
to a limiting universal random group as the matrix size n is sent to co, 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 0o, 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 [[T]) 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 [[2]), a ‘rescaled moment method’
applicable to sequences of random abelian groups (G;,)n>1 which do not converge to a limit random group

1Oddly, universality could be shown for the dynamics by which the a; 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 G, our result determines the limits and joint distribution of
fluctuations of the ranks rank(p~1G,,),i = 1,2,.... These are natural statistics to study: not only does
the sequence rank(p~'G,),i = 1,2,... determine G,, up to isomorphism, but the truncated sequences
rank(p*~'G,,),i = 1,...,d determine the isomorphism type of the quotients G,, /p?G,,, for any d. Theorem[L.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

G = Cok(A[" -+ ALY A(V) [p™] (1.2)
where Agn) are iid random matrices in Mat,, (Z), and k = k(n) is some sequence depending on n which goes

to oo along with n.

Fix a positive integer d. The sequence (rank(p’~1G,,))1<i<a 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
Y4, and refer to the integers themselves as the parts of the partition. In fact, defining

Gr=EPz/rz (1.3)

and the conjugate partition as in Figure[Il we see that the set of all isomorphism classes of p®-torsion abelian
groups is just {Gy : A € Yy}

FIGURE 1. The Young diagram of A = (5,2,2,1) € Y4 (left), and that of its conjugate
partition A = (4,3,1,1,1) € Y5 obtained by flipping the diagram across the diagonal. In
general \] := #{j : \; > i}.

Though this is certainly not trivial to see a priori, these p-ranks all grow logarithmically:
rank(p' "' G,,) ~ log, k(n) + (fluctuations) as n — 00, (1.4)

provided the number of products k(n) does not grow too fast (for instance, (4] clearly cannot hold if
k(n) > p™ 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
([I4)) 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(Gy,) — log, k(n) — X in distribution as n — oo (1.5)

for some discrete Z-valued random variable X, and similarly for the other rank(p'~'G,) and their joint
distribution. The limiting joint distribution of (rank(p*~'Gy))1<i<a after centering should thus live on the
set of integer signatures
Sigy = {(\,...,\a) €Z4: N > ... > A} (1.6)
3



For later we define the size of a signature
d
A=)\, (1.7)
i=1
and note also that the set of nonnegative signatures

Sig7% == {(\1, .., Aa) €Z4 N > > N\ >0} (1.8)

is just Yg.

Unless k(n) is chosen very carefully, there is a trivial obstruction to the convergence (L], which is that
rank(G,,) is an integer while log,, 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(G,,) for other G, in fact with convergence of
recentered Z-valued random variables. We treat it in Theorem [[.I] by requiring that the fractional part of
the shift log, k(n) converges to some ¢ € [0, 1], as ¢ 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 m; 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 N4, (G) to be the number of chains of
proper subgroups 0 = Ho < Hy < ... < Hy, = G of maximal length k& = log,, |G|. For d € Z>1, and x € Ry,
we define £, ,-1 ,, to be the unique Sig,-valued random variable with moments given by

— (Al

for every A € Y.

It is not at all obvious that Definition [[L1] defines a unique random variable, but we show this is true in
Proposition B3] We also show it matches the quite different definition in [36, Theorem 6.1], which gave

explicit formulas for the probabilities P(Ly -1, = #). As an example, for the random variable £y ,-1

which governs the limiting fluctuations of rank(G,,) = corank(Al(;(lZL) -+ A" (mod p)), the formula reads

1 —xp™ T (—1)mp_(7§)

PLi,-1,=2)==——"""—"— e —_ for any x € Z. 1.10
( Lp~tx ) Hizl(l —p) mzzo Hj:1(1 —p9) Y ( )

As d grows the explicit formulas for £y ,-1 , are much more complicated than the formulas for the moments

in Definition [Tl An interesting feature of £y ,-1 , is that as x varies over [1,p) the real-valued random

variables Y~ 'p1r~1x form a family of solutions to the indeterminate Stieltjes moment problem

H;11(pi -1)

m/!

E[X™] = , m=0,1,2,..., (1.11)

with disjoint discrete supports x ~'p%; this is a simple consequence of (9.

We may now state the theorem. We will always denote the fractional part of a real number x by {z} = z—|z],
and we denote by

|z] = argmin, ¢z |z — y| (1.12)

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

Theorem 1.1. Fiz p prime, let £ be a Z-valued random variable such that & (mod p) is nonconstant. For
each n € Z>1 let Agn),i > 1 be #d n x n matrices over Z with #d & entries. Let (k(n))n>1 be a sequence of
natural numbers such that k(n) — oo as n — oo and k(n) = O(e!1°8 ")175) for some 0 < e < 1. Define

G = Cok(Aj) -+ AT [p], (1.13)
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and let (nj)j>1 be any subsequence for which the fractional part {—log, k(n;)} converges to some ¢ € [0,1].
Then for any d € Z>1,

(rank(pi_lan) - Ung(k(nj)) + <—|)1§igd — ‘Cd,pfl,pfc/(pfl) (114)

i distribution as j — oo, where L is as in Definition [I1l. Furthermore, the exact same result holds for
matrices over the p-adic integers Zy.

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(Ay --- A1) where k is not fixed. Furthermore,
recalling that the sequence rank(p'~'G,),i = 1,...,d determines G, /p?G,, 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 Z, considered in [36].
Though it establishes very fine information on the fluctuations of rank(p'~1G,,), it is quite different from
previous results on convergence of random finite groups (G)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 € Mat,,(Z), the cokernel decomposes into cyclic
factors

Cok(A) = P z/p*Z (1.15)
i=1
for some nonnegative signature A = (A1,...,A,). An equivalent description of A is that by Smith normal

form, there always exist U,V € GL,(Z) such that UAV = diag(ay,...,a,) and p*¢ is the highest power of
p dividing a;. This is analogous to singular value decomposition, and the numbers \; 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" - A = P z/pM Pz (1.16)
i=1

yields a stochastic process (A1 (k), ..., A\ (k)) in discrete time & = 0,1, 2,. ... One can visualize (A1 (k), ..., A\ (k))
by a Young diagram as in Figure[Il 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 \;(k), ¢ > 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 A;(k) = A;—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 \;(k),7 > 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 L4 ,-1 , in [37, Theorem 8.2]. Theorem [[T] 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] implies that when k(n) grows, the matrix

A,(;(li) . -Agn) is getting closer to being singular, and that the corank of A,(;(li) . -Agn) (mod p) is likely to

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

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

A,(;(l;) .- -Agn) is close to being singular, by showing that the least singular value of G,, is likely to decay to
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zero relatively fast (with order n—km)/ 2). To the best of our knowledge, there has been no universality result

in the literature concerning the spectrum of A,(c") e Ag") in the complex setting for matrices with generic iid
entries and n, k — oo, though for unitarily-invariant distributions such universality was established by Ahn

[].

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(G,,, H) converge,

nlirrgo# Sur(Gp, 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 G,, — G in distribution.
This is very useful tool because asymptotics of # Sur(G,,, H) can be computed when G,, 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, lim,,—, o # Sur(G,, H) = oo 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(G,,, H) diverge as n — oo 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(p*~1G,,) to Sig,-valued random variables, as we describe now.

For our general results, it is better to work on a completion of Sig,; to avoid issues with escape of mass:
Definition 1.2. For any d € N we define the set of extended integer signatures
Siga = {(Ato s Aa) € (ZU{=00) s 1 > .. 2 Aaf (1.18)

with the convention a > —oo for every a € Z.

When speaking of weak convergence of measures on Sig,, we will always mean with respect to the topology
whose open sets generated by singleton sets {a} and intervals [—o0,a] := {—00} U Z<, for a € Z; likewise,
measures on Sig, will always mean measures with respect to the Borel o-algebra associated to the topology,
which is just the discrete o-algebra.

To state our moment growth condition, we will say that a function £ : R — R has superlinear growth (or
simply is superlinear) if
lim £(z) — ax = o (1.19)

xr—r 00
for every a € Ry

Definition 1.3. For fixed constant ¢ > 1 and d € Z>1, we say that a collection of constants {C : A € Sigfo}
is nicely-behaved (with respect to ¢) if for any fixed integers Ao > ... > Ay > 0, there exists F' > 0 and & of
superlinear growth for which

Conng < Fg#ti=é0w (1.20)
for all integers A\; > Ao. If d = 1, this should be interpreted as the condition that
|| < FghimtO) (1.21)

for all \; € Zzo.

The main result is the following.
Theorem 1.2 (Rescaled moment method). Fiz p prime and d € Z>1. Let (Gn)n>1 be a sequence of random

finitely-generated abelian p-groups and (cp)n>1 a sequence of real numbers such that the following hold:

(i) For every \ € Sigfo, E[# Hom(G,,,Gx)]/per has a finite limit as n — oo,
6



(i) The limiting fractional part lim,_,oo{—c,} =:  exists, and

(iii) The collection {Cy : X € Sig3°}, defined by
E[# Hom(G,, G )]

— = CIAl 5
Cy:=p nll)rrgo e , (1.22)
1s nicely-behaved with respect to p.
Then there exists a unique Sig,-valued random variable X = (X1, ..., Xq) with moments E[ngzl Xl = Oy

for all X € Sigfo, and the Sig,-valued random variables X ™ := (rank(p'~'G,,) — |en +(])1<i<a converge in
distribution to X as n — oo.

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

Remark 1.3. In some cases such as the matrix product case of Theorem [[T] it is not actually necessary to
pass to subsequences; one may instead show that the limiting cokernels are asymptotically well-approximated
by L4 -1, for appropriate x = x(n) as n — oo, see [36, Theorem 1.2]. Such a statement can be deduced
from the subsequence version in Theorem [[.T], but this requires in addition the continuity of the probabilities
in the parameter y. In that context this continuity follows from explicit formulas, but the analogue in the
general setting of Theorem is not so clear. Hence we stick to the subsequence formulation in this work.

1.4. Methods. Since
# Hom(G, Gy) = p i,

the Hom-moment E[# Hom(G,,,Gx)] is an exponential mixed moment in the usual sense of the random
variables rank(p'~1G,,),i = 1,2, .... It might seem that one could obtain results such as Theorem from
classical probability, but in fact the condition that {C) : A € Siggo} 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(p'~1G,,) 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(G,,) by Heath-Brown [19, 20] in the case when rank(G,,) converges without recentering
to a random Zx¢-valued random variable, and extended by Wood [39] to convergence of G,, to a random
group G. Weaker versions of those results are recovered from Theorem [[.2 in the case when ¢, does not go
to oo, since then the convergence of X (™ above implies convergence of G, /p?G,, to a random group. In
this case, a weaker growth condition on the moments] suffices, see [39, Theorem 8.2]. Thus Theorem
naturally extends the moment method of [39, Theorem 8.3] to the case when rank(G,,) diverges. Our proof
of Theorem [[2is heavily inspired by [39], but many additional complications arise when rank(G,,) diverges,
see the discussion directly before Section 211

To apply Theorem[L2to any specific sequence (G5, ), >1, the scaling constants ¢, must be chosen appropriately
to obtain a meaningful statement: if ¢, > rank(G,,) then the limits Cy in (I22]) will always be 0 except
for A = (0,...,0), and the conclusion of the theorem will simply be that X (™) converges weakly to the
point mass §(_o,.. —oc). One must take ¢, ~ E[rank(G,)]: to obtain Theorem [Tl for example, one must
take ¢, = log, k(n). After doing so, the convergence in distribution stated in Theorem [L.1] is reduced to a
statement about the limiting normalized Hom-moments] E[# Hom(G,,, Gx/)]. This is nontrivial, but luckily
for fixed k the asymptotics of the moments of G,, = Cok(Aggn) -+ A{"™)[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

4We remark that the Hom-moments E[# Hom(Gn,G,/)] are always given by finite linear combinations of Sur-moments
E[# Sur(Gy, H)] as H ranges over subgroups of G'ys; provided rank(p?—1G,,) — oo as n — oo, the proportion of homomorphisms
to a fixed p-torsion group which are surjections always goes to 1, so one can replace Hom by Sur in Theorem The reason
we state it this way is so that it uniformly covers the case when rank(p®—1G,) /4 oo.

7



dependence over k is crucial to us, in Section Bl we will reintroduce the key ingredients from [39] [41] with
explicit constants. Later in Section [ we will exploit these tools by introducing two key parameter sequences
€kons € n (see Proposition 2)) to control the growth rates in terms of k.

1.5. Other growing random groups? Though our only application of Theorem 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 Mészdiros [29] treats n x n banded matrices A" with iid entries on the
central band of width wy, 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 w, — log, n — —oo, then
the random variables corank(A(") (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™ be the adjacency matriz of an Erdés-Rényi random graph on n wvertices, 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™ 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™ (mod p)), much less for Cok(A™)[p™], though it is
believed [33] that corank(A™ (mod p)) is also order n and also has Gaussian fluctuations. This matriz
A™M s just a symmetric 0 — 1 matriz 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. Blémer-Karp-Welzl [6] and Coja-Oghlan-FErgiir-Gao-Hetterich-Rolvien [11]
have also studied other sparse matriz distributions over F), in and shown the corank goes to oo 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 [[.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 [[.2 along with another result (Theorem [22]) which extracts
the probabilities of a Sig;-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 Bl we record various
supporting lemmas for a single matrix from [39]. In Section M we establish asymptotic control of the moments
of matrix products, and in Section Bl we combine these ingredients to prove Theorem [l

2. THE RESCALED MOMENT METHOD FOR GROUPS AND THE MOMENT METHOD FOR RANDOM SIGNATURES

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem[[.2]and Theorem[Z2] Our proof of Theorem[I.2 also mostly takes
place in the setting of random extended signatures: we prove the more general result Theorem 2.1l where the
prime p is replaced by a real parameter ¢, 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] 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 regarding Hom-moments of abelian p-groups.
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Theorem 2.1. Fiz ¢ € Ry1 and d € Z>1, and let {Cy: X € Siggo} be nicely-behaved with respect to q (see
Definition [I3). Let (X(™),>1 be any sequence of Sig,-valued random variables such that

lim E[gZ M X" = 0y (2.1)

n—roo
for every A € Sigfo. Then there exists a unique Sig,-valued random variable X = (X1, ..., X4) with moments
E[ngl:1 kiXi] — O)\, (22)

and X™ = X in distribution as n — oo.

Proof of Theorem from Theorem[21]. Since

# HOIH(G, G)\,) = ngzl Xi-rank(p'T1G) (23)
for A € Siggo, the hypothesis ([L22)) yields that
lim E[pXi-1 X @ank(®' ™ Gn)=ea=0)] = . (2.4)
n—oo
By hypothesis,
nh_)ngo en+C¢—len+ (] =0. (2.5)
Hence letting
X™ = (rank(p''Gn) — |en + (])1<i<d (2.6)
as in the theorem statement, (2.4]) and (28] together imply
lim E[pSia XM = o, (2.7)
n—oo

Now Theorem 2 Ilimplies that X (") — X in distribution, where X is the unique Sig-valued random variable
with

E[p=i= Y] = 0. (2.8)

O

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 u,v € Sig,, the dominance order < is the partial order defined by

i i
uSV@ZujSZijoralllgigd, (2.9)
j=1 j=1
where as usual we take the convention —oo + a = —oo < a for every a € Z when working with extended

signatures.
Theorem 2.2. Let ¢ € R5q, d € Z>1, and M be a pmbability measure on Sig, such that the moments
> M{ph)g=im i = Cy (2.10)
neSigy

exist and {Cy : X € Siggo} is nicely-behaved with respect to q. Then it is the unique such measure, and its
weights and ‘cumulative distribution function’ on v € Sig, are given by

{y} Z H 71 ;qil)ﬁi—lfﬁi* i Z aﬂ()\)Ck

€S<1gd i= 1 J 1Vi— ﬁil( j=1 vi—B; )\ESig§0
Bsv A2<B1—Pa

1)23:1 vi=B; g~ (%=1 7%)

-1



and

M({peSigg:p<vh)= H =

. ca—1 .
562% i= 1 =13 =P (4754 )Bi’l_'@i_Z;:l vi=Pi Aesigy %
B=v A2<B1—PBa

]7Bj+1)

1)23:1 vi—B; qf(Z;ZI Ué
—1

ag(A\)Cx

where ag(N) is as defined in LemmalZ.3, and the q-Pochhammer symbol (a;q)y is Hi:ol(l —aq’).
Remark 2.1. Note that the formulas in Theorem 22l do not make sense for v € Sig, \ Sig,.

Remark 2.2. Let us also explain why it is important to work over Sig, rather than Sig,. Even in the case
d = 1, the Dirac measure d(,)(-) on Sig; = Z has moments which converge (to 0) as n — —oo, but the
measure itself converges weakly (with respect to the discrete topology) to the zero measure. With respect to
the topology of Definition [L2, however, it converges weakly to d(_o)(-), 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
(0,n)(+) converges weakly (with respect to the discrete topology) to the zero measure, but the marginal
distribution of the first coordinate is d(¢y. Hence the operations of taking marginals and taking limits do not
commute, which seems not ideal. This is repaired by considering Sig,, as then the weak limit is 8(0,—00) (),
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 ¢; this takes its origin in the elementary result Lemma Note that in [34],
they also prove existence of probability measures provided that the sums defining M ({r}) are nonnegative.
The reason we do not state a result of this type is that our formulas are only valid for v € Sig,, and while
one can use these to extract formulas for general v € Sig, (this is implicitly done in Proposition 8, they
are more complicated.

The strategy to prove Theorem 211 is the following. The A-moment

= > P(X=p)yq )qiimr diki (2.11)
neSig,

is an infinite linear combination of probabilities P(X = u). So, one wants to explicitly invert this system and
write each P(X = p) in terms of the C), 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 H,, a.5(1) of € Sigy
which are indexed by S € Sig,;. These are certain infinite linear combinations of functions p — qzw 1 Aiki
and their key property is that Hd,q, (u) is nonzero if and only if 4 < B in the dominance ordeffl. In other
words, these functions triangularize the system of equations (ZIT).

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 ]?Id,q,g 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(u = v) as an explicit infinite linear
combination of Hy 4 5(p) as B ranges (Proposition27). Tt is not at all obvious that the functions Hy 4 5(u) 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 [3] c.f. [39, Theorem 8.2].

The fact that the entries in Sig, 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 Sig, rather than Sig,;. To prove Theorem 2] it also not enough to extract the probabilities P(X = p),

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 H is not used in [39], only the function H of Lemma [2:3]

10



as one must commute the limit as n — oo through this inversion to obtain P(X (™ = ) — P(X = p) from
convergence of moments of X (™) to X. An argument of this type is given in the proof of [39, Theorem 8.3],
but it breaks down once one considers Sig, instead of Siggo; in order to repair it, one must introduce a cutoff
parameter ¢ and divide the space Sig, into subsets in a nontrivial manner. We now proceed to the proof.

2.1. Proof of Theorem [2.71
Lemma 2.3. Given a positive integer d, a real ¢ > 1, and S € Sig,, define the power series

Hagqp(21,. .., 24) =

5 261 5 B1+2p62 5 Bi++Pa—2+2Ba—1 2
1 2 3

|| 1—— II 1——= II 1——=]--- II 1—-——

( ) _ ( qj) ( QJ> ( qj) (2.12)

jizp1+1 ¢ j=B1+p2+1 Jj=B1+B2+B3+1 j=B1++PBa+1
SR T S
AeSigZ’
A2<p1—Ba
in z1,...,2q. Then the Taylor coefficients of Hy q g satisfy the bound
lag(\)| < Bq A= (1722, (2.13)

for a constant E depending on d,q, and (3.
Proof. The bound (ZI3)) is shown in [39, Lemma 8.1] (the statement there assumes ¢ is prime, but the proof

does not use this). O

Lemma 2.4. For u € S_igd set
Haqp(1) = Haqp(q" ¢ 72, gt tia)

(g B, 1) (BB, o1y Bl oy (2.14)
where H is as in LemmalZ3. Then for all u € Sig,,
0 < Hygp(n) <1 (2.15)
and .
Hgqq8(1) s nonzero if and only if p < f8 (2.16)

where < is the dominance order.

Proof. For the forward direction of (ZI6), suppose Hy 4 5(1t) # 0. Then each of the g-Pochhammer symbols
in (2I4) is nonzero. The nonvanishing of the first implies that p; < 8;. The nonvanishing of the second
implies that either p; + ps < By + B2, or w1 + ps > 261. However, puy + po < 2u1 < 201, so the second
cannot occur, hence p1 + p2 < 81 + 2. Continuing like this, the nonvanishing of all g-Pochhammer symbols

implies that >>._, u; <375, Bj, ie. p < B.

For the backward direction, suppose 1 < 3. The i*" g-Pochhammer symbol in ([2.14) is nonzero if Z;:l B —
5 > 0, hence all are nonzero, so ﬁd,q,ﬁ(u) # 0.

To establish (ZT5]), note that we have already established it when p £ 3 since the expression is 0. This
leaves the case p < 3, and in this case Z;Zl i < 22:1 B; for each 4, from which it is easy to see that each
g-Pochhammer symbol in (ZI4]) lies between 0 and 1. O

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 v € Sig; one may write the indicator u — 1(x = v) as some

infinite linear combination of the functions p — Hg, (1) on Sig, for different 3. Lemma gives this

linear combinations explicitly, and Lemma gives a different formula for the function p — 1(p < v).
11



Each of these results is essentially just an extension to signatures of the following result for integers, which
is an application of the g-binomial theorem.

Lemma 2.5. For anyn € Z,m € Z,

1 n—b, —("5"° —(n— — —(b—m —
T D g g O g e =t =) (217)
’ ® bez
and
1 P —(n— — —(b—m —
(@ LaHz S (1) () (D ) (¢ O g = 1(m < ) (2.18)
’ ® bez
where we take the usual convention ¢q—*>° := 0, —oo < k for each k € Z, and —oco + k = —o0.

Proof. First note that for k € Z,

(¢ %q¢™h {0 k=0 (2.19)
9 59 Joo = (a7hig Yoo :
(a5 k-1 k> 0.

Hence the only nonzero terms in the sum in (2I7) comes when m < b < n, so if n < m the sum is 0 and
equality holds. If n > m, the sum becomes

n—b
§ : (—1)"_bq_( 2 ) 1 »
- Lg Vpm=1(n=m 9.90
= (@5 Dl em (@75 qfl)nfm( ) ( ) (2.20)
m<b<n
by the ¢-binomial theorem (this formula still makes sense when m = —oo with our conventions).

Similarly to (ZI7), the left hand side of ([ZI8) has all terms 0 if n < m, which checks that case of the
equality. If n > m it is

n—b+1
(~1)rbg (2T 1 1. -1
1. _ 1. _ =7 — 4 59 In—m =1, 2.21
é (@ Dnsl@ a7 o-m  (¢7h5¢ 1)n7m( ) (2.21)
m<b<n
again by the g-binomial theorem, and again this makes sense when m = —oo. O

The next two results, Lemma and Lemma 2.I0 upgrade the two parts of Lemma from integers to
signatures. We remark that each part of Lemma[ZF] can be proven from the other by a calculation (the right
hand sides of (2I7) and [2I8) are related by summation/Mobius 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 v € Sigy, ju € Sigy and Ha g p as in Lemma[Z4), we have

d i ,23:1'@*51‘) —(Bio1—Bi=3_ vi—B)—1. —1
()Tt () BB T g
Z H (5 ¢ Veo(q 5 g Vs Haqp(p) =1(p =v), (2.22)
BeSigy: i=1 ’ o0 ) G=1Vi—Bi
B<v

where for the i = 1 term in the product we take the convention that By + 11 = oo for any v1 € Z. Here we
note that u may be an extended signature while v may not, and adopt the usual convention ¢~ := 0.
12



Proof. The case d = 1 is exactly (ZI1), taking v = (n) and u = (m). For the general case we induct using
the same argument. We claim that for any d > 2.

v q7(2§:12vj*5j) (q7(5i7175i72§:1 vj—B;)—1
(@750 Deole™ 507 Dy g,

7
J

0 )0

d—1
1)z
sz -y &Y
_ BeSiggy: =1
B<(v1seova—1)

d
x del,q,B((:ulv e 7/Ld—1))1(z My = vi). (2.23)

d
=1

J
First note that by the triangularity property of fld% 3, the sum on the left hand side of (2:22) may be taken
to be over 8 for which 8 > u, as all other terms are 0. This in particular implies that

lul < 18] < v (2.24)
for all § which are summed over. Additionally, the summands on the left hand side of [222]) are bounded

St vi—8;
above by (q_l;q_l);qu_( =177) by 2I5) in LemmaZdand the trivial bound (g7 ¢7 1), > (¢ ¢7 ) oo-
Hence the sum converges absolutely, so we may reorder terms however desired. Splitting the sum over § into
a sum over (f1,...,04-1) =: B and B4 =: b and taking into account the restriction on b given by (2:24)), we
have

(2.25)

a1 vy =B (P TR (B =B S, v -1, 1
(D)D) SRR
LHS@222) = > 1T TP P - Hy_y o5,
BesSig, ,: =1 T 54 e\l 9 )i w5,
@S(lenwydfl)
BZ(p1seeespbd—1)
; o prsd=1 5 _ B _
(_1)vd7b+2?;11 l’j*ﬁjq_( 4 b+212:1 ’ B])(q*(ﬁd—lde*E?:} Vj*ﬁj)*l;qfl)oo =Bl —b—1. —1
oy ("0 Doolg™ 507 a1, 3 (@ AR
beZ: B ’ ©0 ’ Vd_b+zj:1 Vj_Bj
b<|v|-8],
b>|ul—18]
Since B+ b — |u| > 0, we may write
5 (@ a5+ 5
—18]=b-1.,—1 _ ’ |l +18]+Ba—
(q|ﬂ| 18l 1 q ),éd—l—b_ ( —1. 71) - - 1' (226)
T 59 ) —jul+ 1Bl
ow the same g¢-binomial trick as for the d = 1 case yields for the second sum in a
N h bi ial trick as for the d = 1 yields for th d i that
_ o pasd=1 5 _ B :
Z (_1)Ud_b+zg;llyj_6jq_( ' HZ];l ' BJ)(Q_(Bdfl_Vd_E?ZIIUj_ﬂj)_l;q_l)oo( |1l —18]—b—1 )
1. — 1. — q yq B, 1—b
1. ,—1 1. ,—1 ~ B
beZ: (q 4 )oo(q 4 )Vd—b‘f‘zgl;ll”j—ﬂj d—1
b<|v|—|Bl,
b>|ul—|B]
~ d—1 A\ Y- ~ vl—18|—
- (q—l;q—l)_lul+‘Bl+Bd71(qf(ﬁdflfl’d*zjzl vi—B;) L Do vgﬁl (_1)\V|—|,8|—bq—(‘ I=151-)
(@15 ¢ oo b=l al— 1] ((J*l;qfl)b7(|#|7|5|)(q71§qfl)h,\f\mfb

—(Bdfl—Ud—Z}i;ll Vj—Bj)_l; d

(q_l§q_1)_ +|B|+Ba_ (g q_l)oo d
= e 1Q 1= )
=1

Jj=1

d
= 1(2 Hj = ZVj)a

(2.27)
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which shows ([2:23]).

Applying ([2.23)) iteratively yields that

d i
REHS@22) = [[1Q _wy =D vj) = 1(u=v), (2.28)

i=1 j=1 j=1

completing the proof. O

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 v € Sig,
has an explicit expression in terms of moments given in Proposition 7] while for an extended signature
v € Sig, \ Sig, 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. Fiz a positive integer d and real ¢ > 1. Let {x, : p € Sig,} be a set of complex numbers

such that the sums
> ol (229)

neSigy

3 wugTi (2.30)

neSig,

and

are convergent for every A € Sigfo, and {Cy : X € Siggo} is nicely-behaved with respect to q. Then for any
v € Sig,,

S RC R

= > H e > as(NCx (2.31)

(¢hq7t) :
BESigy: i= 1 Z i—1 Vi—Bj ’ Bi—1=Bi=35_1vi—B; AESig2"
B<v A2<B1—Ba

where ag()\) is as defined in Lemma[Z3. Note [Z31) is not valid in general for v € Sig,.

Proof of Proposition [2_7 First consider a fixed 8 € Sig, with 8 < v. With ag()) defined as in Lemma 23]

we have A .
Hogp(p)= Y as(Ng=i=rm, (2.32)

AeSigF0:
A2<B1—Ba

oY asNgE e, (2.33)

n€Sig, Aesigs":
A2<B1—Pa

We wish to show that the sum

converges absolutely. First, by rewriting as

> > D apNg=i= i, (2.34)

ueSig, (>\2, Ad)EYg_1: A>A2
A2<p1—Ba

the sum over As, ..., \s is finite and may be commuted past the sum over u, so it suffices to show that for
all 5 € Sig, and all choices of Az, ..., Aq summed over in (I?EZI) the sum

> Z ag(\)g=i=1 Nitig, (2.35)

Sig,
ne 1gd>\ )\2

converges absolutely. By the bound Lemma 23] it suffices to show

Z Eq*ﬁl(hf)a)f(*l*;%rl)|C>\| < 0, (2.36)

)\1:
A12>A2
14



which follows straightforwardly from the nicely-behaved hypothesis (see Definition [[3]). Hence the sum
[233) converges absolutely, so by Fubini’s theorem the sums over ;1 and A may be exchanged. This together
with ([2232)) and the definition of Cy yields

Z 2, Ha g p(pt) = Z x, Z aﬂ()\)ngzl’\i’“: Z ag(A)Ch. (2.37)

1ueSig, neSig, Aesig=?: Aesigs?:
A2<B1—Pa A2<B1—Pa

We now consider the sum over g, rather than fixing 8 as above, and show (231)). By (2.15) in Lemma 2.4
and the trivial bound
1 1

<
(ha Dk ~ (50 Yo

(2.38)
we have

1)23:1 v —qu*(m:lzurﬁj)

1. —
Zj lvj'fﬁj(q 14 )ﬁz 1—Bi— Z 1V =B

: Z 2 ng e (2.39)

1 L (Shevi—B;
= 1. —1y2d Z q 5 ) Z |zl | <00

(g7t q71)2d pesie: =3
B<v

by the hypothesis on absolute summability of x,,. Hence by Fubini’s theorem, the two sums in (Z31]) can be
interchanged, so

RHS@3D) = > au Y. H =

1)22:1 vi—Bj q—(z3:1§j’ﬁf)

Hygp(q", ... gt tr),

1. -1 :
ucSig,  BeSigyi= 1 Z —B; (a7%5q )6171—614-2;:1 vi—B;
B<v
(2.40)
The proof of ([Z3T)) now follows from (2:40) together with Lemma [Z6l O

Proposition 2.8. Fiz a positive integer d and real ¢ > 1. Let {z, : u € Sig,} and {y, : p € Sigy} be two
sets of nonnegative real numbers such that EuES_igd |z,| < oo and similarly for y,. Suppose that for each
A€ Siggo, the sums
DEF T S RS 2
peSig, ueSig,
are equal, and {Cy : A € Siggo} is nicely-behaved in the sense of Definition [[.3 Then x, = y, for all
p € Sigg.

Proof. We show by induction on ¢ that for each £ =0,...,d and (v1,...,v4—r) € Sig,_y,

x(Vl ----- Vg—g,—00,..., —o0) — y(l’l »»»»» Vg—g,—00,..., —00)* (2'42)

The base case £ = 0 follows directly from Proposition 2.7 so assume 1 < £ < d. We first claim that for any
(V1, .y Vd—ie) € Sigy_p,

T(uy,.vag) = Z Ty, va) = Z Yor,.va) = Y(wi,evae)- (2.43)

—0o<vg<...<Vg—r41 —0o<vg<...<vg—rt1
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By taking A in (Z41) with Ag—¢41 = 0, we have

d—£y d—2 e
Z L(vy,..., ud,@)quzl A — Z @, g2 MY (2.44)
(le"'vudff)esiigd—l VE%d
hence the equality
S =\,
Z L(v,...,va—r)4 Z Y= Z y(ul,...,yd,g)qz vi (245)
(U17~~~;Vd—f)6S_Gdfe (Vl,...,ud,g)eS_igdie

is a special case of (2A4I]). It easily follows from our hypothesis on absolute summability of z, and y,
that the numbers z(,, . ., ,) and Y, ., ,) are absolutely summable, hence (2.43)) follows by applying
Proposition 277 with the d in that result given by our d — ¢; note that we have only shown (243) when
(1, .., Va—s) € Sigy_y, not Sig,_,. But now

L(v1,vgmg,—00,.,—00) — L(v1,.va_g) 2 : L(vy,...,va)

—00<vg<... Vg1
Vdg—g41>—00

= y(ljl ..... I/d,[) - Z y(ljl ..... Vd)

—0o<vg<...<vg—rt1
Vd—¢41>—00

(2.46)

where we applied [243) and the inductive hypothesis in ¢ for the middle equality. This completes the
induction and hence the proof. O

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

Lemma 2.9. Let {Cy : X € Sigfo} be any nonnegative real numbers, and let (M,)n>1 be a sequence of

probability measures satisfying 2I)) for all X € Siggo. Then the sequence (My)n>1 is uniformly tight with
respect to the topology of Definition [1.2.

Proof. Suppose the conclusion is false. Then there exists some ¢ > 0 for which there does not exist any
compact set K C Sig; with M, (K) > 1 — ¢ for all n. In particular, for any u € Z the set

wi={\€Sig,: \ <u} (2.47)
is compact, hence for any u
lim sup M, (Sig,; \K.) > €. (2.48)
n—oo

By @.I) with A = (1,0,...,0), we have that }_ g7 ¢"* Mn(u) converges as n — oo, hence it is in particular
bounded above by some D. Hence by the Chernoff bound,
D

a

My ({p € Sigg : 1 = a}) < (2.49)

Q

for all n. Choosing a € Z large enough that D/q* < e and setting v = a — 1 yields a contradiction with
248)), completing the proof. |

Proof of Theorem[2]l First, by Prokhorov’s theorem and Lemma we may choose a subsequence of N
along which X (") converges weakly in distribution to some probablhty measure M on Sig,. For notational
convenience we let X be a Sig-valued random variable with law M. Below, we use lim/ to denote the

limit as n — oo along this chosen subsequence.

n— oo
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We wish to show, for any A\ € Siggo, that

ST P(X = )i = 0y, (2.50)
peSigy
for which it suffices to show
(n) _ Sy Nipi
nlgrolo > P = p)g=im > P(X =p)yq (2.51)
neSig, neSigy

since the left hand side is Cy by (ZI). We assume without loss of generality that Ay > 0, since if

A= (M,...,A;,0,...,0) then both sides of (Z5I) are independent of Xyi)v . X(n) and of X]+1, X4

respectively, so we may give the same proof with d replaced by j and X (™), X replaced by (Xl("), ceey X;n))
and (X ¢ i). We note that the assumption Ay > 0 guarantees that the only contributions to the sum
on the right hand side of 251 come from u € Sig,, which is what we need to use later; if \; were equal to

0, then terms with uy = —oo 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 ¢ € Z, we write

LHS@E) = lim S P = (m)ghm + Y PXM = (m))gM (2.52)

n—00

m>c m<c
(the summand when m = —oo is 0, see the previous paragraph). We first treat the first sum. Note that by
hypothesis, the moment
> P = (m)g@ (2.53)
(m)€Sig,

converges as n — 00, hence in particular it is bounded above by some constant D}, and so since all summands
are positive

> PXM = (m))g®M ™ < D, (2.54)
m>c
Hence
A1m
wazmmfm:—iL—mxw:mmwam
(2>\1+1)m
q( A—1)m Z P ))q(2)\1+1)m/ (2'55)
m' €L
<gt=M-bmp,y.
Since Zm>c —A=Dm converges, this shows that m +— P(X (™) = (m))¢*™ is dominated by an integrable

function m — ¢(=*1=YV™ D, on Z>.. Hence dominated convergence applied to the first sum yields

RHSE52) = > P(X = (m))g™™ + nhl& > P = (m))ghm. (2.56)
m>c m<c

This argument of course does not work for the second sum, since the right hand side of (Z57)) is not summable
over m < c. This is the reason for introducing the cutoff, as in lieu of dominated convergence we may simply
send ¢ — —oo to kill the second sum. To do this, we note the trivial bound

Y P(X™ = (m))gh™ < ¢ (2.57)

m<c
17



since the left hand side is maximized when X (™) = ¢ — 1 with probability 1 (recall \; > 1). Because ¢ does
not appear in (ZXE]]), we may insert lim., . to obtain

LHSE5I) = lim LHSEB5I)

c——00

— >\1m (n) _ Aim

2.58

meZ

= 3 P(X = (m)gh™

mezZ

where we used monotone convergence on the first summand, the bound (Z57) on the second sum, and then
in the last line noted that P(X = (m))¢™™ = 0 when m = —oo because A\; > 0. This establishes (Z51])
when d = 1.

Now we prove (251 for general d, which uses the same trick, with a more complicated version of the
decomposition ([252). For any cutoff parameter ¢ € Z, we may split into d + 1 sums via

’
LHSEED = lim [ D™ + >+ 3 4 D | (P =gt (259)
neSigy neSigy neSigy neSigy
maze  pa<cSpg—1  pd—1<c<pd—2 p1<c

We first treat the first sum, which will be the only one to contribute in the limit when ¢ — —oo that we take
later: we claim that

i

1 (n): i= 'LH'L: z llJ’i

lim z_:P(X ) qi=1 > P(X = p)gi= i (2.60)
HESigy neSigy
Hda=c pa>c

which we will show by dominated convergence.

To this end let A = (2A; + 1)1<i<d € Siggo, and note that

i1 ANk

>4 -
Z q — qc(\AlfI/\\) Z quzlm(diq) (2.61)
uGSIgd = H12...2pa>0
Ha=>c

converges. There exists a constant Dy such that
ST PX™ = )¢ < Dy (2.62)
peSig,
for all n, since the left hand side converges as n — oo by ([L22)). Thus the summands in (260) are bounded
by

S i -
n d s q—i 1 n d s

P(X () = iz Mot = S P(X () = )i M
q2ei=1 ik
S N -
q—i=1 n d Vi

< s DL P =gz (2.63)

q i=1 Ves_igd
S Aips
1~ " p,.

< —
qu:l i

Furthermore, the sum over {y € Sig, : g > ¢} of this expression converges as we just showed, so (Z.60)
follows by the Lebesgue dominated convergence theorem.
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Now we treat the other sums in ([2.59)), so let 0 < ¢ < d — 1 and consider the sum

d n ¢
Do P =gt = 3T P(( ) = v

neSig, veSig,
per1<c<pe ve>e
n n n d—t . 1
S P(X LX) = pl(x (LX) = v)gi Aee - (2,64)
pESigy_,
p1<c

where when ¢ = 0 we ignore the ¢ < p, inequality (or take pp := 00). For the inner sum we have the bound

Z P thj-lv . ,Xlgn)) = p|(X1(n), . 7)(tg")) — V)qugf Aitepi < qCZf;f Aite (2.65)

PESigy_;
p1<c

by bounding the qu;f Aitepi factors by the above and then noting the probabilities must sum to 1. Hence

RHSEE) < ¢ Zi=i Mee 37 P, X{) = v)gZima v, (2.66)
v€Sig,
vp>c
But
n n £ Ui n n £ U £ v
ST P, LX) = )R < ST P, XY) = )i M BfgRie A (2.67)
veSig, vESig,
ve>c

by the hypothesis (IL22]) with the partition (A1,...,A¢,0,...,0). Hence there is a constant Cy independent
of ¢ such that
d—2£
0 < RHSEZBE) < ¢°Zi=1 M+, (2.68)
for all n. Since the limit on the left hand side of

!
1 (n) _ Z-L Aipi — (n) _ 21 Aipi (") — Z?: Ai i
nhﬁngo Z P(X"™ = p)g&i=1 hm Z P(X'"™ = p)g&=1 +nlgrlgoz Z P(X p)gi=1

— n—oo
HESigy neSig, - peSigy
pHa>e pep1<c<pig

(2.69)
exists by ([22), and the first limit on the right exists by (Z60), the second limit on the right exists also.

However, by (268,

, d—1
lim » Y P(x™ = p)g=im Mim < chZI 1 it O, (2.70)
n_)ooé 0 HESlgd =0
pe1<c<pe

Because we assumed A\g > 0,

¢ SIS e < ¢ (2.71)
for all 0 < ¢ < d—1 and all ¢ < 0. Because the left hand side of (Z69) is manifestly independent of ¢ (and
hence so is the right hand side, less obviously),

LHS@ZGY) = lim RHSEEI)

= lim Z P X = M) S N +C_11moonh_)n;oz Z P(X(n) _N) S i

c——0Q

n€eSig, = neSig, (272)
na>c Hep1<c<pie
— Y RO g
neSig,

where we used (Z.60) for the second line, and then used monotone convergence (all summands are clearly
nonnegative) for the first limit in ¢, and the bound 2.70) together with the observation (Z.71)) for the second
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limit. Combining [Z59) with (Z72) yields (Z5I). This, in particular, shows that there exists a probability

measure (M) with A-moments C'.

Now suppose for the sake of contradiction that

lim P(X™ = p) (2.73)

n—oo
did not exist for at least some u € Sig,. Then by tightness (Lemma ZJ) and a diagonalization argument,
there exist two subsequences of N along which the limits ([Z73) exist for every u, but differ for at least
one u. We know that the A-moments of (ZI]) converge when the limit in n in (ZI)) 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 M’, with M’({u}) # M({u}). This contradicts
Proposition 8 Hence the limits (Z773) exist for each u € Sig,, completing the proof. O

2.2. Proof of Theorem This section mainly consists of CDF versions of Lemma and Proposi-
tion 27 given as Lemma .10 and Proposition 2.11] below. The proofs are the same as their counterparts,
using the second part of Lemma instead of the first.

Lemma 2.10. For any v € Sig,, p € Sig, and IA{dﬁqﬁg as in Lemma 24, we have

> e

BESig,: i=1
B<v

;.:1 uj_ﬂjq_(Z}:1 Vé'*ﬂj+1) (q—(ﬂi—l_ﬁi_zj':l uj—ﬂj)—l; q—l)
g eolg g ) 0

(q 2 Hygqp(n) =1(p<v), (274)

where for the i = 1 term in the product we take the convention that By + 11 = oo for any vy € Z. Here we
note that u may be an extended signature while v may not, and adopt the usual convention ¢~ := 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

1)2;:1 VJ‘*BJ‘ q_(Z;ZI 275]*1) (q*(Bi—lfgi*Z;zl Vj*Bj)*l; q*l)oo
(@550 eola7 Y07 Vi 0y 5,

d—1
msgm - Y [[©
~ BGSigd—l: i=1
B<(v1,5va—1)
B>(p1yemsbta—1)

del,q,B((,u‘lv s 7,UJd71))

_ -1, 5 _ vd7b+24;11v1-75j+1 T Cosd=1 3 _
(_1)Vd b+ ,@]q ( = )(q (Ba—1—va—=32521 vi—Bj) 1;(] l)oo (qlul—|ﬂ~|—b—1;q—1)~

<D

bez: (@750 ool 47, gtz 4 Pa-1-b
b<Ivl- 13,
b> |||
(2.75)

The second part of Lemma yields that the second line of (275) is ]l(Z;l:l i < E‘;—l:l vj), and the
argument can be continued inductively as with Lemma [2.0] O

Proposition 2.11. In the same setup of Proposition [2.7, for any v € Sig,

1)23’_:1 v; 7ﬁjq_(2;:1 Vg*ﬁj#’l)

d
Zxﬂ: Z H(ql;ql)(_, Z ag(A)Cx (2.76)

i (¢ %q7h) i
p<v ﬂeiigdt i=1 j=1vi—Bi ’ Bi—1=Bi=3 51 vi=b; Aesigs?:
p=v A2<B1—Pa

Proof of Proposition[2.11. As shown in the proof of Proposition 2.7, the sum
S asgE M, (2.77)

neSig, )\ESing:
A2<B1—Ba
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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

)b v - (B

d
RSETD = Y 5 3 [] o

: (¢hq7h) i
ueSig, 5%S<igd:i:1 G=1Vi—hj ) Bi—1—Bi+325_1 vi—B;
<v

Hogp(p).  (2.78)

The proof now follows from Lemma O

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

O

3. SUPPORTING LEMMAS FOR A SINGLE MATRIX

Throughout this section fix a € Z~; and setﬁ R =17Z/aZ. Let V = R"™ with standard basis v;,1 < i < n.
For o C [n] we denote by V. the submodule generated by {v; : i € 0°}. Throughout the paper, to declutter
notation we will write (z1,...,2,) € R"™ for usual (column) vectors, and similarly for vectors in e.g. G"
where G is a group, rather than using the notation (z1,...,z,)7.

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

T]ér%a/?ZP(g =r (modp)) <1-a. (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 o C [n] with
lo| < w we have F(V,) = G.

Sometimes it is convenient to identify F' with the vector (F'(vy),..., F(vy,)) € G™, and we will usually abuse
notation and view F' as a vector rather than a map. In particular, if X = (x1,...,2,) € R™ is a vector, we
write (F, X) := > | ;F(v;); note this is not a usual dot product because (F(v1),...,F(v,)) € G" and
(z1,...,zn) € R™ live in different spaces, though the formula is the same. If M is an n x n matrix with
entries in R, then for any R-module G, M defines a linear map G" — G™ by usual matrix multiplication,
and we write M F for the image of the vector (F(v1),...,F(v,)) € G" under this map.

It is convenient to work with codes because the random walk Sj = Ele x; F(v;) (in discrete time indexed
by k=1,2,...,n) spreads out in G very fast, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 3.1 ([4Il Lemma 2.1]). Assume that x; € R are #d copies of & satisfying BI)). Then for any code
F of distance on and any g € G,

P((F,X) = g) - ﬁ < exp(—adn/a?),

where X = (z1,...,%y).

6Although it suffices to focus only on a = p?, 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,...,x,) where
x; are iid copies of & satisfying (B)) as in Lemma Bl
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 € satisfying B1). For code F of
distance én, for any vector A € G"

1 2n|G| exp(—adn/a?
P(MF:A)_|G|n < G| |C§|" /a%)

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

We will also need the following useful result, where for short by writing = y £ z with z > 0 we mean
T €ly—2zy+z. (3.2)

Lemma 3.3. Let § < 1/8. Assume that F' € Hom(V,G) is a code of distance on. Assume that the entries
of the matriz M of size n are #id copies of & satisfying BI). Then for any H < G

1 + 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?)

P(MF is a code of distance on in H) = |H|" G )

provided that n > 8(log, |G|)?2.

Proof of Lemmal[3.3 First, by Lemma [B.2] for each A a code of distance dn of H we have
1 < 2n|G| exp(—adn/a?)

[CI GI" '
It remains to count the number of codes of distance dn in H.

Claim 3.4. Let C(H) be the number of codes (defined as F(V)) of distance én in H. Then
C(H)| = (1 £ (1/2)"/2)| H]".

IP(MF = A)

Proof. Tt suffices to show that a uniform element of H™ has probability > 1 — (1/2)™/? of being a code.
Let g1,...,9n be chosen independently uniformly from H. For each I C [n] an index set of size n — |[dn],
and for each H' a proper subgroup of H, let & s be the event that g; € H' for all i € I. Then clearly

P(Er.m) = (|[H'|/|H|)!!. Taking a union bound over the choices of I € (n—[ﬁ]snj) and over H' < H (noting

that] the number of subgroups of index i of H is at most i**(1°82 ‘H‘)z) we obtain a bound
P((g1,--.,9n) not code) < Z 31+ (logs |H|)2(1/2')"_L6"J (" < (1/2)"/2,
illHi22 Lo

as we assumed that § < 1/8 and n > 8(log, |G|)? (in which case the first factor is bounded by 2, and the
bound follows from (}) < (en/k)*). O

To complete the proof of Lemma we note that
( 1 L 2n|G| exp(—adn/a?) 1 =+ 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?)
G| G| G| ’

as dafa® < 1/32. O

) < (14 (1/2")|H|" = |H]"

"This is a weaker version of Problem 4 of the 1996 Miklés 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 GG. However it is likely to be uniform over the subgroup where the restriction of F' is a code.

Definition 3.3. For D =[], p;’ let
K(D) = Z €;.

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

Definition 3.4. For a real § > 0, the d-depth of FF € Hom(V,G) is the maximal positive integer D such
that there exists o C [n] with |o| < ¢(D)dn such that D = |G/F(V,<)|, or is 1 if there is no such D.

So roughly speaking the depth is large if there exists such o where F(V,) 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 d-depth D > 1, and o C [n] is such that D = |G/F(V,c)| and
|o| < €(D)én, then the restriction Fly,. € Hom(Vye, F(Vye)) is a code of distance 6|c°|.

Proof. Suppose for the sake of contradiction that F|y, . is not a code of distance §|c¢|. Then there exists a
set n C o¢ with
[l < élof i
such that Im(Flv,,,,.) & Im(Fv,.). Hence D := [G : Im(F|y,, .. )] > D, and of course D|D. So
InUo| <d(n—|o|)+]o] =dn+ (1 —=19)|o| <dn+ (1 —=38)E(D)on < §((D)+ 1)n
and £(D) > £(D) + 1, therefore

[nUao| < £(D)én.
But this means that D satisfies the condition in the definition of depth, and is larger than D, contradicting
maximality, which completes the proof. 0

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

n I )
K<[£(D)5n1_1)IG| DD,

where we can take K = |G[\°821C1,

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 maxpg<g # Hom(H, G*).

Lemma 3.7. Let F € Hom(V,G) have 6-depth D > 1 and |G/F (V)| < D. Then for any g € G
D

P(F,X)=¢9g)<(1-«) <@ +exp(—a5n/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 [4Il Lemma 2.7]. Pick o C [n] with |o| < £(D)dn such that
D =|G/F(Vye)|. Let H=F(Vye). As |G/F(V)| < D, we have o # (). We write

P(F,X)=g)=P (Z%‘fi‘f' > =9> =P (chifi €HyAY wifi Zg—zfﬂifi)

€0 i€0C €0 1€0° €0
=P (Z xzfl S Hg> P <Z xzfl =g — lefl| Z.szl S Hg> ,
i€o 1€o° 1€0 1€0
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where H, is the coset of H containing g. Now as |G/F (V)| < D, there exists iy € o such that f;, ¢ H.

Since x;, is a-balanced, for any fixed values of z;,7 € o \ i we have using the randomness of z;, that

Pzi0 (Z Ilfz S Hg> <l-oa.

€0
Furthermore, by Lemma B35 F'(V,.) is a code of distance dn over H. Hence

P (Z $1f1 =g - Z :EZf1|Z{EZf1 S Hg> — |_I:’lf|

< exp(—adn/a?).

1€o° 1€o° €0

Putting together we have

P (szfl € Hy A Z xifi =g— Z:CJ}) <(1-a) <|_13| +exp(—a6n/a2)> )

€0 i€oc €0

O

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 6-depth D > 1 and |G/F(V)| < D as in the previous lemma, then for

any A € G™,

n

P(MF=A4)< Kexp(—an)w,

where
K = K(n7 G, a,d, a) .— ¢(nlGl/2) exp(—aén/u?)'

Proof. By Lemma 3.7

PMF=A)=P((F,X;)=a;,1<i<n) < ((1 — ) (% + eXp(—oz5n/a2))>n.

This is bounded above by

n

exp(—an) (%)" exp (n(|G|/D) exp(—adn/a*)) < K exp(—an) Q%)

In the regime we will consider later, the constant K is in fact bounded.
Lemma 3.9. Fiz o,a and let ¢ = a/16a°. Let

Ky = max K(n,G,a,6,a)
n>1
d€[n™°,1]
G:|G|<exp(n/®)

with K from B3). Then Ky is a finite constant depending on c.

Proof. The proof follows directly from the explicit formula (B3)).
24
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4. COUNTING SURJECTIONS

This part mainly follows [31I] 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 ni(G) denote the number of sequences of nested subgroups

0=Ho<H  <Hy<---<Hp 1 <H,=0G.

Let a, R,V be as in Section Bl 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 Mat,,(R) and their respective cokernels are

Cok(M) = R"/MR",

4.1. Set-up. We know from [4I] 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)]= Y  PFMV)=0inG)= > PMF=0inG), (4.1)
FeSur(V,G) FeSur(V,G)
where we view F' as a column vector F' = (F(vy),...,F(v,)) € G™. By the independence of columns, we
have
P(MF =0) = [[P((F, X;) =0),
j=1

where X7, ..., X, are rows of M. So in the case of a single matrix, ones must estimate these probabilities
P(F(X;) = 0), which give the desired moments. In our situation we have random matrices My, Mo, ..., My,

and want to study P(M;Ms --- My F = 0) for surjections F : V — G.

Recall ng(G) from Definition Bl Our key results in this section are generalizations of Lemma and
Lemma 3.8

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

c = a/16a®.
We will assume that n is sufficiently large (given «, a) and that
d=n"¢ (4.2)
and
|G| < exp(n</®). (4.3)

Let us first define two sequences ¢; ,, €7 ,, as follows.
Definition 4.2. Set
E1p = 2exp(—a5n/2a2),5’l7n = Kpexp(—an),
where K is as in Lemma B0 In general for i > 2, set
€in = 2n|G|exp(—adn/2a%) + ;_1.n + 2n|Glei_1 ., exp(—adn/2a?) + 25;_17n(n|G|)1+5” log, |G
and
€im = 1ot (n|G)*HOM 8 191 4 Ko exp(—an)(1 + ei-1.0).

Claim 4.1. Let n be sufficiently large given o, a, then for k < n®/® we have

/ 4
€k €k < exp(_nC/ )
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Proof. Note that e, = 2exp(—8cn'~¢) and €} ,, = Ko exp(—an), and hence with n sufficiently large
E1n+ e}, < exp(—nl=A=oW)e).
With § and G satisfying [@2]) and 3],
Ein+ a’m < 35’1-711n(n|G|)2+5" logz 1G] [1 + Koexp(—an) + 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?)]gi—1.n

+ 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?) + Ko exp(—an)
<3(gi—1n +¢ )(n|G|)2+5" log [G] 4 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?) + Kqexp(—an)

i—1l,n

< (Eimtm + £hy,p) exp(n' (10 L ep(—(1— o(1))n! ).

It follows that &; ,+&} ,, +exp(—(1—o(1))n'~¢) < exp(nl_(l_o(l))?’c/‘l)[si_lm+5;_17n+exp(—(1—o(l))nl_c)],
from which we deduce that e + €}, ,, < exp(—n®/*) as long as k < n/® B. O

Proposition 4.2. The following holds for n sufficiently large:

(i) (Code) assume that F spans Hy, = G and is a code of distance én in G. Then

S €k,n .
|G| G|

P(M, - MyF =0) —

(i) (Non-code) Assume that F' spans Hi, = G and the §-depth of F is Dy, > 2. Then
/ Dy

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 B2 and Lemma B.8 respectively with

€1,n = 2exp(—adn/2d?),& ,, = Koexp(—an).
Next we consider k > 2.
Codes. We first prove (i) by working with F' a code of distance dn.

Let Hy_1 be a subgroup of Hy = G. We consider the event (in the o-algebra generated by M}) that M, F
spans Hy_1 in two ways

(1) MyF is a code of distance on in Hy_1;
(2) MyF is not a code of distance dn, and hence has §-depth Dy_; > 2 in Hy_1.

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

ng—1(Hr—1) ng—1(Hk-1)

P ooy, (Mr ... Mg_1 (Mg F) = 0| M F is 0n code in Hy_1) — T S Ek—1.n A

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

n
Dkfl

Puar,oomy (Ml .. -Mk—l(MkF) = O| M F has §-depth D1 > 2 in Hk—l) < Ekflﬁnnk—l(Hk—l) |Hk 1|n.

81t should follow that Ekn + €, < exp(—nt~(1=o())e) but we don’t need this fact.
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Hence

k
P (H M;F =0, M F spans H;C_1> =P, v (My... My_1(MyF) = 0|MF is 0n-code in Hy_1)X
i=1
X P(MF is dn-code in Hy_1)
+ > Py, (My.. My (MF) = 0| MiF has 6-depth Dy_y in Hy_1)
Dy_122
Dk—1|‘Hk—l‘

X P(MkF has d-depth Dg_1 in kal)
= Si(He1)+ Y, Sa(Hie1,Di1).

Dy _12>2
Dk—l“Hk—ll

For the first sum, by ClaimB.4] and then by LemmalB3 and the inductive hypothesis for (i) we have (recalling
the + notation from (3.2))

ng—1(Hg—1 ng—1(Hg—1 » 1% 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a®
sty = (M et e (M) ) i LR et
_ np—1(Hig—1)

G (1 + 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a*) + ex 1. £ 2n|Gler_1.1n exp(—aén/4a2)>.

For the second sum, for each Dy_; we apply Lemma and Lemma to bound

) n _en 1+ 2n|G|exp(—adn/2a?)
P (M, F has d-depth Dy_; in Hy_,) < |G]°52 /€] " Hy_y "Dy Pr0°
( k as ¢ €p k—1 1 Mg 1) = |G| W(Dkfl)én] 1 | k 1| k—1 |G|n
(4.4)
and apply the inductive hypothesis for (ii) to bound
D
PM17,,,7Mk71(M1 e Mk_l(MkF) = 0| MkF has 5—depth Dk—l in Hk—l) S 5;9_17nnk—1(Hk—1) |H: 11|n.
(4.5)
Combining (@) with (1) yields
! Dg—l
So(Hg—1,Dr-1) < €1 pnk—1(Hr—1) —X
[ Hp—1]
n _on 1+ 2n|G| exp(—adn/2a?)
G|log2 |G| n Ho |7 D" H(De-1)8
x16] [6(Dg_1)on] —1 [ Hiea[" Dy |G|™

n f(Dkfl)(;’ﬂ 1
[0(Dg_1)on] — 1) k-1 |G|™
1
G

< 2 1 (Hiy)| G52 16 (
< 25271,n("|G|)5n10g2 Gl 1 (Hy—1)

where we used the fact that £(Dy_1) < log, Di—1 < log, |G| and (ff(ijll)évﬂ—l) < pléDk-1)671-1 and 1 is
sufficiently large, with § and G from [@.2]) and ([43]) respectively.

Summing over divisors Dy_1 of |Hg—1]| (for which we generously bound it from above by |G]),

1
>, Sa(Hy—1, Di—1) < |G|2¢),_y |G| %2 ‘G‘nkfl(kal)W
Dk—lZZDk—l"Hk—l'
n 10 1
< 2}y, (n|G|)tHOm o8 'G'nk—l(Hk—l)W-
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Summing over Hy_1 < Hj we thus obtain

k k
P (H M,F = 0) = Z P (H M;F = 0 A MiF spans H“)
=1

Hp_y i=1

Z S1(Hp—1) + Z So(Hy—1,Dp—1)
Hk—l Dk7122
Dk—l}‘Hk—ﬂ

G

(1 + 2n|G| exp(—adn/4a®) + ex_1.n £ 2n|Glex_11 exp(—aén/4a2)> (4.6)
£ 26}y, (n] G+ s 11 2C)

) |G|n
_ m(G)
R
+2|Gle_1,n exp(—adn/da?) + 26}, | (n|G|)1 o105 \G\).

(1 + 2n|G| exp(—adn/4a®) + ex_1.n

Substituting in the recurrence for ey, in Definition completes the inductive step for part (i).

Non-codes. We next prove (ii) by working with F of d-depth Dy > 2, where Dy, also divides |Hy| = |G|.
Let Hi—1 be a subgroup of Hy. Similarly to the previous part, we again compute the probability that MyF
spans Hy_1 in the two possible ways:

(1) MyF is a code of distance on in Hy_1;
(2) MyF is not a code of distance dn, and hence has §-depth Dy_; > 2 in Hy_1.

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

n

D
Py, (M F is a code of distance on in Hy_1) < Ko|Hy—1]" exp(—an) |Gr”

by bounding the number of codes by |Hk—1|™ and applying Lemma B8 Hence, by induction and by the
independence of My, ..., My

P(My--- MyF =0 and M,F is code of distance dn in Hy_1)
_1(Hp— _1(Hp—

< <nk 1( k 1)+5k71,nnk 1( k 1)
| H—1[" | H—1["

ng—1(Hi—1)D}
|G|

n

D
) X Ko|Hgk—1|" exp(—an) |Gr"

< Kopexp(—an)(1 4+ ex—1.n)

Summing over the subgroups Hj_1, we obtain

G|
(4.7)

P(My---MpF =0 and MF is a én code in Hy_1 for some Hy_1 < Hy) < Kgexp(—an)(l+ex_1,n)

For the second case (2), the probability with respect to My, by Lemma and Lemma [3.§] is bounded by

|Hr—1 |”D,:f;re(Dk’1)5n><Ko exp(—an) |Gr”

. . o n
Py, (M F is of Dy_i-depth in Hi_1) < |G|1 2 |G| (W(Dk o] — 1)
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Hence, by induction (applied to My - - - My_1 with the starting vector (M F))

P(M;-- - MpF =0 and M F is of 6-depth Dy in Hy_1)
= P(Ml c ~MkF = 0|MkF is of 5—depth Dk,1 in kal) . P(MkF is of 5—depth Dk,1 in kal)

Dy n —n£(Di_1)6 D
< (H._ k—1 G log, |G| H. {I"D n+£4(Di—1)0n K _ k
< €11 (Hy 1)|Hk—1|" x G| (U(Dp_1)on] — 1 |Hp—1|" D, x Ko exp( om)|G|n

Dy

< €f1,(n|G|)1HOm 108 |G|nk—1(Hk—l)Wv

provided that n is sufficiently large.

Summing over Dy_1 a divisor of |Hy_1| (for which, very generously, there are at most |G| of such), and then
over the subgroup Hy_1

P(My - MyF =0 and MpF is of Dy_1-depth in Hy_; for some Dy_1 > 2 and subgroup Hy_1)
D7 4.8
< eh1,,(n|Gl)HOM 082 ‘G‘nk(@ﬁ’ Y

proving our upper bound for non-codes F. Combining (1) with ([A8) and the recurrence for & , in
Definition completes the inductive step for part (ii). |

Using the proof of Proposition and Claim [.J] 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 My, ..., My be random matrices in Mat,, (R) with #id «-balanced
entries. Let ¢ = a/16a® and assume that

|G| < exp(n/®)
and
k < ne/s.

Then

c/4

E [# Sur(Cok(M; --- M), Q) —ni(G)] | < e™ ni(G),

for sufficiently large n.

Proof of Theorem[{.3 By (@I)) and using Claim 1] to bound the right hand side below, it suffices to show
that

] Y P(Mi---MF=0in G)—nk(G)’ < nk(G)(25k7n+K0 exp(—an) (n|G|)"" 1082 1G4l (n|G|)2F20m 1oz IGI).
FeSur(V,G)
(4.9)
From Proposition @2 (i) and Claim B4 we sum over F' as codes of distance dn in G to obtain

k
o . n n/2 M
> P <HMZF‘°> —torax e (fgRasan)

F code of distance on in G i=1
= nk(G)(l + 25k,n);

where we used the fact that, as 6 = n"°, e, > €1, = 2exp(—adn/2a?) > (1/2)"/> 1.
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From (1) and Lemma [3.6] for each Dy, as divisor of |G|, summing over non-codes F' of é-depth Dy,
P( 3F of depth Dy in G such that Mj --- MpF = 0 and MF is a én code in Hy_ for some Hy_1)
nk(G) Dy

n —n n
< |G|log2 |G|< _| B 1> |G|nDk +£(Dy)o Ko exp(—om) |G|n

< Kgexp(—an)(n|G|)om 821Gy, (@).
(4.11)
provided that n is sufficiently large.

Also, from ([@8) and Lemma B.6]
P(3F of depth Dy in G with My --- MiF = 0 and MpF is of depth Dy_; in Hy_1

n

for some D1 > 2, Hp—1 < Hg) < |G|10g2 G| <V(Dk)5n

_| B 1> |G|nDk_n+é(Dk)6nE;€_l7n(TL|G|)2+6" log, \G\nk(G) |G|n

< eh1,a(n]G))P TP I08 [l (@),
(4.12)

as n is sufficiently large.

Summing (£I1]), [@I2) over all divisor Dy of |G|, together with (£I0) we obtain ([£3) as claimed. O

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

Corollary 4.4. Let M,..., My have iid entries in Z or Z, which are a-balanced modulo p. Then for any
p-groups G with exponent p~ and

|G| < exp(n®/(1287°))

and
k< po/(28p%")

we have
_po/ (6ap2E)

E(# Sur(Cok(M; --- My),G)) —ni(G)| < e ng(G).

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

#Sur(H,G) = # Sur(H/p"H,G), (4.13)

as any surjection from H to G automatically annihilates p“H. Note also, with the notation M =M

(mod pl) € Mat,,(Z/p*Z) for M € Mat,(Z,), that Cok(M) = Cok(M)/p*Cok(M). Combining with
([AI3) yields that

# Sur(Cok(M; - - MyZL), G) = # Sur(Cok(M - - - My(Z/p"Z)"), G). (4.14)
The result now follows from Theorem applied with R = Z/plZ and ¢ = «a/(16p?L) and matrices
My, ..., My, which are a-balanced. O

5. PROOF OF THEOREM [I.1]

The only missing basic ingredient is some simple bounds and asymptotics on the function ny(G) defined in
Definition 1] We will prove these, then prove Theorem [[LI} and finally prove that Definition [[.I] indeed
defined a valid random variable.

We first require the following estimate (see [8] and [39, Lemma 7.4]). Assume that x4 < v. Then the number
|G| of subgroups isomorphic to G, of G, satisfies
30




Lemma 5.1. We have
)\1 o0

pEit ki) < |G| < pZ?:ll 1 (vi—pg)

In particular
IS TACATTAN

P ) <@, | <

(HiZl (1- 27i)) le

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

Lemma 5.2. Recalling the notations ny and Nmax from Definition [{.1] and Definition [I 1] respectively, we

have
G
lim ”’“(k \) = Nmax(G2).- (5.1)
Furthermore, the bounds
Pt () < (@) < d A ¥) (5.2)
k:l

hold for all A € Y with X € Y.

Proof. For each tuple 0 < i1 < -+ < ip—1 < |A|, let M, . ;. , be the collection of all sequences of nested
p-groups {0} = Gy < G1 < G2 < --- < Gp—1 < G, where G; has size p'. For a given sequence of {G } in
My, in 1, the number of nested sequences (in the definition of ny(G)) of form {0} = Hy < Hy < Hy < --- <
Hj, = G whose “skeleton” is exactly the sequence {G;} (that is, as sets { Hy, ..., Hy} = {Go,...,Gm-1, GA})
is (:1) Thus the total number of nested group sequences H; whose skeleton are in M

(:’L) |Mi17"')7;m71 |

Note that if & is sufficiently large given |A| then

Z Z <:L)|Mi1 »»»»» im1|—(1+0A|(1/k))(|)\|>|/\/11 2, A =1l

1<m <A 0<iy <+ <im -1 <|A|

is exactly

D1y bm—1

where the implied constant might depend on |\| (for instance we can take it very crudely to be |A|l). But
M2, 1x=1] = Nmax(GA), which proves (G.1).

For the bounds (5.2]) we must enumerate M 5 IA|—1, S0 we need to count the number of nested partitions
(corresponding to the nested p-subgroups) of types AV < ... < X < \O+D < ... < XA = X\ where
INEFD| = 1 4+|A®)|. 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 pXit #i(vi—r) < |Gl < H (2 == p L )pZitimivimi) | where the later
=) pzz VR Vi— D) if 1y < d

can be bounded from above by (]~ 1= —

Now if we look at the (multiplicative) contribution (over 1 < j < |A| — 1) of pXit1 # (=1 over cach pair
(1, v) = A9, AT from (any) sequence AV < - < X&) < \0FD < ... < NIAD = )| we see that

IA|—1 N

[T p=i st = p=i (3),

j=1
Indeed, as [v| — |u| = 1, we have v; = pj for all i except at one index ig where v; — p; = 1. In this case
SOV M = 1) = iy As such, [T pTita H s = pIOG Db OG- D 2 2 (F),
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Finally, if A; < d, the total of such nested partition sequences A1) < ... < XD < \OFD < ... < NIAD) = )
is trivially bounded from above by dl*!. O

Before we prove Theorem [LT] we mention two loose ends with the definition we gave in Definition [[I] of our
limiting random variables. The first is that in Definition [[.I] we stated that the random variable L ,-1
is Sig,-valued, while Theorem (which we will shortly invoke) only has the power to show that a unique
Sig,-valued random variable exists with a given set of moments. We will have to prove this simultaneously
with Theorem [[.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 [ defines a unique Sig,-valued random variable. Furthermore, this random
variable is the same as Lq as defined in [36, Theorem 6.1] when t = 1/p.

Proof of Theorem [I1] and Proposition [5.3. We first show that there exists a unique Sig,-valued random
variable £ -1, solving the moment problem in Definition [[T] and that Theorem [[.T] 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 [Tl makes sense and we have actually proven Theorem [[LT] holds as stated.

Letting G, be as in Theorem [T and ¢, := log, k(n), we claim that
E[# Hom(G,,Gx)]  Nmax(G)

By factoring homomorphisms into a surjection and an injection, for any A\, v € Sigg0 we have
# SU.I'(GV/, GH’)# In.] (Gu’u G)\’)
Hom(G,/,Gy) = . 5.4
# Hom(Gur, Gx) 2 #Aut(Grr) (5.4)
nesigz":
HZS)\Z for all ¢
To show (53) it suffices to show
E[# Sur(G,,, Gy max (G

n—ro0 TR Y]
(the denominators are the same in both, we have just rewritten it), since if we expand # Hom(-,-) in (53]
using (5.4]), we obtain a finite number of terms with coefficients depending only on the fixed signature A,
and if (&3] holds for all A then only the leading term in this sum survives.
As k(n) < ellos ”)175, Corollary [4.4] is applicable and implies that

_ e/ (6ap2a

E(# Sur(G,),Gx)) — nk(n)(G)\/) <e nk(n)(G)\/). (5.6)
By (&) in Lemma[5.2] nk(n)(G)\/)/k(n)W = O(1) as n — oo, hence
Bl Sur(Gr, Gu)l _ () 4 (1) P lOx) (5.7)

k(n) k()

as n — oo due to the exponential factor in (56). Now, (57) and (Bl together imply (5H), which shows
B3) as discussed above.

We now claim that the constants

_ —¢A Pmax(G)
C>\ =p |>\|'

are nicely-behaved in the sense of Definition[I.3] where ( is as in Theorem[I.Il The upper bound in Lemmal5.2]
gives a bound

(5.8)

A2
ZL fconst -\

p,<|)\‘ nmax(G)\’> Pz
AL T AL

(5.9)



and the 1/|)\|! provides the needed superlinear function in the exponent. Hence Theorem applies after
passing to the subsequence (n;);>1 of Theorem [Tl so that the fractional part {—c,,} converges as j — oo,
with the j in Theorem [[.1] playing the role of n in Theorem

Hence Theorem applies, so there exists a unique Sig,-valued random variable with moments C, and
(rank(p' ' Gn,) — |log, (k(n;))+(])1<i<a converges to it. When x = p~¢/(p—1), the moments C) are exactly
the ones in Definition [LIlwhen y = p~¢/(p—1). We refer to this limiting random variable as Lip-1p—</(p=1)
even though we have not yet shown that it is supported on Sig, as claimed in Definition [Tl We will do this
now.

The appearance of x!* on the right hand side of (T9) implies that if Ly p
problem for a given y, then taking for the moment as a definition

 solves the requisite moment

Lgp-1p-iy:i=Lgp1,+(1,...,1 5.10
d,p~1p=1x d,p~1,x ( ) ( )
d times
and
L. - =Lg,1,—(1,...,1), 5.11
d,p~1,px d,p~1,x (d. ) ( )
times

these random variables solve the moment problems for p~!y and px respectively. Hence our existence and
uniqueness statement for x of the form y = p=¢/(p — 1) for ¢ € [0,1] extends to existence and uniqueness
for all Y € Rsg. So it remains to show that these a priori Sig,-valued random variables solving the moment
problem in Definition [T are in fact supported on the smaller set Sig,;. The random variable in [36, Theorem
6.1] is Sigs-valued by definition, so it suffices to show they are the same.

To avoid confusion, we refer to the random variable called L4, in [36, Theorem 6.1] as Ly . Taking the
matrices in the setup of Theorem [[I] to be distributed by the additive Haar measure on Z,,, we have by [36]
Theorem 10.1]@ that

(rank(p' ' Gn,) — [log,(k(n;)) + (1)1<ica = Lap-1 p—</(p-1) (5.12)

in distribution as 57 — co. Though we wrote the initial argument of this proof for random matrices over Z,
the same one applies over Z, because Corollary [£.4] holds in either setting. Combining this fact with (5.12)
yields that L ,-1 , = L4,-1 , whenever x = p~¢/(p—1),¢ €0,1]. Because both translation symmetries

Lapin=Laprpix— 1.1 (5.13)
d times
Lapin="Laprpix—1...,1) (5.14)
d times
hold (the first we just established, while the second is noted in [36] (1.20)], it follows that
Lap-x= Ed,p*%x (5.15)
for all x € R+, completing the proof. O

Remark 5.1. Although our proof works for some sequences k(n) — oo, 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) < p™. This is mainly due to the limitation of the method in Section[d] and it is an interesting problem
to extend the range to p®"* for some ¢ < 1.

Remark 5.2. One may also make sense of Definition [Tl 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.

90ur k(n) corresponds to sy 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 ¢, but in particular ¢ there may be chosen in [0, 1].
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