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Abstract

We prove that d(G) log |G| = O(n2 log q) for irreducible subgroups
G of GL(n, q), and estimate the associated constants. The result is
motivated by attempts to bound the complexity of computing the au-
tomorphism groups of various classes of finite groups.

1 Introduction

All groups in this paper are finite. For a group G, we denote the smallest
size of a generating set of G by d(G). All logarithms are to the base 2.

The complexity of a straightforward algorithm to compute the automor-
phism group Aut(G) of a finite group G is O(|G|d(G)) and, frustratingly,
no tighter bound than this has been proved in general. This motivates at-
tempts to bound this quantity or, equivalently, its logarithm d(G) log |G| in
the various classes of groups that arise in Computational Group Theory.

It is proved by the second author in [21, Theorem 1.7] that transitive
subgroups G ≤ Sym(n) satisfy d(G) log |G| = O(n2/

√
log n). Here we prove

an analogous result for finite irreducible linear groups.

Theorem 1.1. Let G ≤ GL(n, q) be irreducible. Then

1. d(G) log |G| = O(n2 log q).

2. More precisely, we have d(G) log |G| ≤ Dn2 log q, where D := C+ 10 log 3
9 +

1
2 ≃ 4.39, and C = 3 log 96

4 log 5 .

3. If, in addition, G is (weakly quasi)-primitive, then Part 2 holds with
D = 2, and this result is optimal.
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The proof is split into two parts in which the primitive and imprimitive
cases are handled. In particular, we prove a stronger version of Part 3 in
Proposition 2.5.

For the benefit of readers who are only interested in the bounds as orders
of magnitudes, we shall prove them initially in this form, in Sections 2 and
3, and then proceed to estimate the constants, which we do in Section 5.
We suspect that the optimal bound for D is 2. We could probably improve
our current estimate by a more detailed study of critical situations, but we
see no immediate prospect of getting close to the best possible result, so this
does not seem worthwhile.

As a first step in bounding the constants, Section 4 is devoted to the
proof of Theorem 4.1, which establishes a bound on the composition length
of a (weakly quasi)-primitive linear group over a finite field, and may be of
independent interest.

Note that the optimal asymptotic upper bounds for d(G) and log |G| are
respectively O(n log q/

√
log n) [14, Theorem A] and O(n2 log q) (the bound

for GL(n, q)). Our main result relies on the fact that, in irreducible linear
groups, when one of these two terms is large, the other is relatively small.

We thank Colva Roney-Dougal for initially bringing this problem to our
attention. Indeed, part of our original motivation for Theorem 1.1 was to
improve the bounds in [18] for the complexity of computing normalizers
in the symmetric group of affine-type primitive permutation groups from
2O(log3 n) to 2O(log2 n) (though the authors of [18] ultimately found a more
direct and straightforward way of achieving this). We are grateful also to
David Craven for assistance with the proof of Lemma 2.2.

2 The primitive case

We start with some preliminary lemmas, and then deal with the weakly
quasiprimitive case of Theorem 1.1 in Proposition 2.5. The first lemma is
attributed to Peter Neumann.

Lemma 2.1. [4] Let G ≤ Sym(t). Then d(G) ≤ t/2, except for d(Sym(3)) =
2.

Lemma 2.2. Let G = H ◦K be a central product of subgroups H and K,
and let ρ be an absolutely irreducible representation of G over a finite field
F . Then ρ is equivalent to ρ1⊗ρ2, where ρ1 and ρ2 are absolutely irreducible
representations of H and K, respectively.
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Proof. (This is also proved in [1, 3.16].) This result would follow from [9,
Chapter 3, Theorem 7.2] if the field F were a splitting field for each of the
central factors H and K of G.

If not, then let E be a finite extension field of F which does have this
property. Then the natural extension ρE of ρ to a representation over E is
absolutely irreducible (since ρ is absolutely irreducible), and so it is equiva-
lent to ρ1⊗ ρ2 for absolutely irreducible representations ρ1 and ρ2 of H and
K over E. We need to prove that ρ1 and ρ2 are equivalent to representations
over F , since the result will then follow from [6, Theorem 29.7], according
to which two equivalent representations of a group over a field E that can
both be written over a subfield F of E are equivalent as representations over
F .

By [5, Theorem 74.9], an absolutely irreducible representation of a finite
group over a field E of characteristic p > 0 can be written over a subfield
F if and only if the traces of the images of all group elements under the
representation lie in F . Now the restriction ρH of ρ to the subgroup H
is equivalent to kρ1, where k is the degree of ρ2, so kρ1 is equivalent to a
representation over F . So the condition on traces is satisfied by kρ1 and
hence also by ρ1, and similarly for ρ2. This completes the proof.

Aschbacher [1] showed that maximal subgroups of classical groups over
finite fields lie in one of nine classes, which he called C1 – C8 and S. We
extend (or abuse) this notation by applying it to arbitrary subgroups of
maximal subgroups in classes C1 – C7. For example, we view every semilinear
subgroup of GL(n, q) a member of class C3. Viewed in this way, the main
result of [1] is that every subgroup G of GL(n, q) either lies in at least one
of C1 – C7, or it lies in C8 or S, in which case G has a normal absolutely
irreducible subgroup that is simple modulo scalars, and G does not lie in
class C5 (that is, it is not defined over a proper subfield of Fq modulo scalars).

For divisors e of n, there are natural embeddings of the group ΓL(n/e, qe)
into GL(d, q), and we shall denote their images by ΓL(n/e, qe). (These
images are all conjugate in GL(d, q).) The semilinear subgroups of GL(n, q)
are exactly the conjugates of subgroups of ΓL(n/e, qe) for some e > 1.

The following lemma describes a useful condition for a group G to be
semilinear. This is proved in a much more general setting in [1, 11.5]. There
is also an informal proof in [10, Section 2], which describes an algorithm for
computing the associated embedding of ΓL(n/e, qe) into GL(d, q). We shall
give a sketch proof here, which is essentially the same as the one in [1].

Lemma 2.3. Let N✂G, let φ : G → GL(n, q) be a representation, and sup-
pose that the associated FqN -module V is homogeneous, and that the cen-
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tralizing field of its irreducible constituents is Fqe. Then φ(N) ≤ GL(n/e, qe)
with φ(G) ≤ ΓL(n/e, qe) (so G is semilinear).

Furthermore, the action of φ(N) on its natural module is homogeneous
with absolutely irreducible constituents.

Proof. Let C := CGL(n,q)(φ(N)), H := 〈C,φ(N)〉, and Z := Z(C) = Z(H).
By [9, Chapter 3, Theorem 5.4 (iii)] (the assumption that HomG(V1, V1) =
F is not needed in the proof) or [1, 3.10 (2)], we have C ∼= GL(t, qe),
where t is the number of irreducible consituents of V . Furthermore, by
[9, Chapter 3, Theorem 5.5] (which also does not make use of the assump-
tion HomG(V1, V1) = F ), C acts transitively on the set of irreducible FqN -
submodules of V , so H acts irreducibly, and its centre Z, which is cyclic of
order qe − 1, must act homogeneously.

Since Fqe is also the centralizing field of the constituents of the associated
FqZ-module, we have CGL(n,q)(Z) ∼= GL(n/e, qe) and, since CGL(n,q)(Z) acts
irreducibly, it can be identified with the image of the natural embedding of
GL(n/e, qe) into GL(n, q). So, in particular, we have φ(N) ≤ GL(n/e, qe).
Since φ(G) normalizes φ(N), it must also normalize C, Z, and CGL(n,q)(Z),
so φ(G) ≤ ΓL(n/e, qe) as claimed.

The fact that φ(N) acts homogeneously with absolutely irreducible con-
stituents as a subgroup of GL(n/e, qe) follows easily from the fact that its
centralizer in GL(n/e, qe) is isomorphic to GL(t, qe).

We recall from [11] that, for a field K, a subgroup of GL(n,K) is said
to be weakly quasiprimitive if all of its characteristic subgroups act homoge-
neously. Asubdirect subgroup of a direct product of groups is defined to be
a subgroup that projects onto each of the direct factors.

Lemma 2.4. Let G ≤ GL(n, q) be weakly quasiprimitive. Then there exists
a divisor e ≥ 1 of n such that G ≤ ΓL(n/e, pe), and K := G ∩ GL(n/e, qe)
has the properties listed below. We regard K as a subgroup of GL(n/e, pe),
and denote its associated module of dimension n/e over Fqe by V .

1. |G : K| divides e, and K is either normal or 2-step subnormal in G,
with all associated quotient groups cyclic.

2. Z(K) = K∩Z(GL(n/e, qe)), and K/Z(K) is isomorphic to a subdirect
subgroup of K1×· · ·×Ku, where each Ki satisfies one of the following:

(a) Ki has shape N.S, where N is elementary abelian of order r2mi

i ,
with ri a prime dividing qe − 1, and S is a completely reducible
subgroup of Sp(2mi, ri) acting naturally on N ; or
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(b) there exists si ≥ 2 and a finite simple group S with an absolutely
irreducible projective representation ρ of dimension si over Fqe,
and a subgroup A of the stabilizer of ρ in AutS, such that Ki is a
subgroup of A ≀ Sym(ti) containing Sti .

Moreover, setting f(Ki) := rmi

i if Ki is as in (a), and f(Ki) := stii if
Ki is as in (b), we have that

∏u
i=1 f(Ki) divides n/e. Finally, if r is a

fixed prime, then there is at most one value of i in the range 1 ≤ i ≤ u
with the property that Ki is as in (a) with ri = r.

Proof. The proof is an adaptation of that of [11, Theorem 1.2, Part 2].
Essentially the same results are established in [23, Lemmas 5.1 and 5.2, and
the proof of Corollary 5.3]

By [15, proof of Lemma 3.1], if G has an abelian non-scalar characteristic
subgroup, then there is a divisor d > 1 of n such that G has a characteristic
subgroup M that can be identified with a subgroup of GL(n/d, qd), where
G/M is cyclic of order dividing d. (So G is semilinear.) Furthermore, M is
weakly quasiprimitive and has no abelian nonscalar characteristic subgroups.
In particular, the centre Z := Z(M) of M is equal to the scalar subgroup of
M .

Let L be the generalized Fitting subgroup F ∗(M) of M . Then L is a
central product of the non-central subgroups Ori(M) for a (possibly empty)
list of distinct primes r1, r2, . . . , rv, and a (possibly empty) list of normal
subgroups Tv+1, Tv+2, . . . , Tu of M , where each Ti is a central product of ti
copies of a quasisimple group Si, and M (acting by conjugation) permutes
these copies transitively. By the standard properties of F ∗(M), we have
CM (F ∗(L)) = Z(F ∗(L)) and, since this is a characteristic abelian subgroup
of M , it must be equal to Z.

Since the groups Or(M) with r = ri are non-central and have no non-
central abelian characteristic subgroups, it follows from [15, Lemma 1.7]
that Or(M) is the central product of a (cyclic) Sylow r-subgroup of Z and
an extraspecial group with centre contained in Z. Furthermore, we have

CM (Or(M/Z))/CM (Or(M)) = Or(M)Z/Z,

and M/(Or(M)CM (Or(M)) is isomorphic to a completely reducible sub-
group of Sp(2m, r), where |Or(M)Z/Z| = r2m.

Since M is weakly quasiprimitive, L is homogeneous. If its restric-
tion to its irreducible constituents is not absolutely irreducible then, by
by Lemma 2.2 there is a divisor e/d of n/d, and a normal subgroup K ≤
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GL(n/e, qe) of M with L ≤ K and M/K cyclic of order dividing d/e. So we
have proved that K satisfies Condition 1 in the statement of the lemma.

Note that, since L ≤ K ✂M , for each i ≤ v we have Ori(K) = Ori(M)
and K/(Or(K)CK(Or(K)) is isomorphic to a completely reducible subgroup
of Sp(2m, r). It is possible that K fails to act transitively on the ti copies of
Si for some i > v, and in that case we increase u and redefine the subgroups
Ti to reimpose this condition. Note also that Z(K) ≤ CM (L), which is con-
tained in the scalar subgroup of GL(n/d, qd), so Z(K) = K∩Z(GL(n/e, qe)).

By Lemma 2.2, L remains homogeneous as a subgroup of GL(n/e, qe)
and acts absolutely irreducibly on its irreducible constituents. Let V be one
such constituent. So dimV divides n/e. It follows from Lemma 2.2 that
V is isomorphic to a tensor product of a one-dimensional Z(K)-module,
absolutely irreducible modules Vi for each Ori(K), and absolutely irreducible
modules VTi

for each Ti.
Note that, if the lists of central factors Ori(K) and Ti of L are both

empty, then n = e and there is nothing to prove. So we may assume that at
least one of them is non-empty.

We define Ki = K/CK(Ori) for 1 ≤ 1 ≤ v and Ki = K/CK(Ti) for
v + 1 ≤ i ≤ u. Since CK(L) = Z(L) = K ∩ Z(GL(n/e, qe), the natural map
G → K1 × · · · ×Kt has kernel Z(K) and its image is a subdirect subgroup
of K1 × · · · ×Ku.

We have already proved that Ki has the shape described in Condition
2 (a) in the statement of the lemma for 1 ≤ i ≤ u. By [9, Chapter 5,
Theorem 5.5], the faithful absolutely irreducible representations of Ori(K)
have dimension rmi

i , and we define f(Ki) = rmi

i . So dimVi = f(Ki). Since
Z(Ori(K)) has order ri and is a subgroup of the scalar subgroup Z(K), we
have ri|qe − 1.

Lemma 2.2 tells us that, for i > u, the module VTi
decomposes as a

tensor product of absolutely irreducible representations of its quasisimple
central factors. Since these central factors are permuted transitively under
the conjugaction action of L, they must all have the same dimension si with
si ≥ 2, and then dimVTi

= stii , and we define f(Ki) = stii .

So now we have dimV =
∏f

i=1(Ki), and this divides n/e, which com-
pletes the proof of the lemma.

Proposition 2.5. Let H be a subnormal subgroup of a weakly quasiprimitive
group G ≤ GL(n, q). Then d(H) log |G| ≤ Cn2 log q for some constant C.

In fact this result is true with C = 3 log(96)
4 log(5) ≃ 2.127, and d(G) log |G| ≤

2n2 log q. Both of these results are optimal.
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Proof. The bound with C = 3 log(96)
4 log(5) is attained with G equal to the nor-

malizer of a 2-group H of symplectic type (with d(H) = 3) in GL(2, 5). The
optimality of d(G) log |G| ≤ 2n2 log q arises from the groups G = GL(n, q)
for large n.

As we said earlier, we shall initally prove only that the orders of mag-
nitude are as claimed, and postpone the estimation of the constants until
Section 5.

Suppose that H is a subnormal subgroup of the weakly quasiprimitive
group G ≤ GL(n, q). Since G acts homogeneously, we may assume that it
acts irreducibly. The result is clear if n = 1, so assume that n > 1.

We apply Lemma 2.4 to the group G. If the result holds for the subnor-
mal subgroup H ∩K of K, then

d(H) log |G| ≤ (d(H ∩K) + 2)(log |K|+ log e)

≤ C
n2

e
log q + (d(H ∩K) + 2) log e+ 2 log |K|.

Now d(H ∩K) ≤ 2 log(n/e) + 1 by [11, Theorem 1.2, Part 2], and log |K| ≤
n2

e log q, so

d(H) log |G| ≤ n2(C + 2)

e
log q +

(
2 log

n

e
+ 3
)
log e = O(n2 log q). (1)

So we can assume that K = G and e = 1 in the conclusion of Lemma 2.4,
and we shall rename the direct factors Ki of G/Z(G) as Gi. We shall refer to
the two possibilities for Gi that are described in Cases 2 (a) and 2 (b) of the
conclusion of Lemma 2.4 as the solvable and non-solvable cases, respectively.

Since G/Z(G) is a subdirect subgroup of G1 × · · · × Gu and H is a
subnormal subgroup of G, there are subnormal subgroupsHi of Gi such that
d(H) ≤∑u

i=1 d(Hi)+1. We also have log |G| ≤∑u
i=1 log |Gi|+log(q−1). In

the proof of [11, Theorem 1.2, Part 2], it is proved that d(Hi) ≤ 2 log f(Gi)
in both the solvable and non-solvable cases.

We shall prove first that

(d(Hi) + 1)(log(q−1) + log |Gi|) ≤ C1f(Gi)
2 log q or C2f(Gi)

2 log q (2)

for suitable constants C1 and C2 in the solvable and non-solvable cases.
Consider first the solvable case and, with the notation of 2 (a) of Lemma 2.4,

put r = ri and m = mi. Then Gi = N.S with N an elementary abelian
r-group of order r2m and S ≤ Sp(2m, r), where r|q−1, and that f(Gi) = rm.
Since |Sp(2m, r)| ≤ r2m

2+m, we have |Gi| ≤ r2mr2m
2+m, so log |Gi| ≤

7



(2m2 + 3m) log r ≤ 2 (log f(Gi))
2 + 3 log f(Gi). Then, since (as observed

above) d(Hi) ≤ 2 log f(Gi), we have

(d(Hi) + 1)(log(q−1) + log |Gi|) ≤
(2 log f(Gi) + 1)(log(q−1) + 2 (log f(Gi))

2 + 3 log f(Gi))) ≤
C1f(Gi)

2 log q (3)

for some constant C1.
Consider now the non-solvable case and, with the notation of 2 (b) of

Lemma 2.4, put s = si and t = ti. Then St ≤ Gi ≤ A ≀ Sym(t) where A =
AutS with S nonabelian simple, and f(Gi) = st, where Si has an absolutely
irreducible projective representation of degree s over Fq. So |Gi| ≤ qts

2

t!
and log |Gi| ≤ ts2 log q + t log t.

Now, since d(Hi) ≤ 2 log f(Gi), when t > 1 we have

(d(Hi) + 1)(log(q−1) + log |Gi|) ≤
(2t log s+ 1)((1 + ts2) log q + t log t) ≤ C2s

2t log q = C2f(Gi)
2 log q (4)

for some constant C2.
When t = 1, the group Gi is almost simple and so Hi is either trivial or

almost simple, and we have d(Hi) ≤ 3. So

(d(Hi) + 1)(log(q−1) + log |Gi|) ≤ 4f(Gi)
2 log q. (5)

This completes the proof of our claims in (2) for the individual factors
Gi and of the theorem statement in the case u = 1, and we now proceed to
the proof of the theorem in the case u > 1.

So we have proved already that (d(Hi) + 1)(log(q− 1) + log |Gi|) ≤
max(C1, C2)f(Gi)

2 log q for 1 ≤ i ≤ u.
Now, using d(Hi) ≤ ⌊2 log f(Gi)⌋ ≤ f(Gi) and log |Gi| ≤ f(Gi)

2 log q,
we have

d(H) log |G| ≤
(
1 +

u∑

i=1

d(Hi)

)(
log(q−1) +

u∑

i=1

log |Gi|
)

≤
u∑

i=1

(1 + d(Hi)) (log(q−1) + log |Gi|) +
u∑

i,j=1
i6=j

d(Hi) log |Gj |

≤


max(C1, C2)

u∑

i=1

f(Gi)
2 +

u∑

i,j=1
i6=j

f(Gi)f(Gj)
2


 log q.
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Now, since
∏u

i=1 f(Gi) divides n and f(Gi) ≥ 2 for all i, we have f(Gi) ≤
n/2u−1 for all i, and f(Gi)f(Gj)

2 ≤ n2/22u−3 for all i 6= j, and so

d(H) log |G| ≤
(
max(C1, C2)u

22u−2
+

u(u− 1)

22u−3

)
n2 log q, (6)

which is at most Cn2 log q for sufficiently large C.

3 The general case

In this section we complete the proof of Part 1 of Theorem 1.1. A subgroup
of a wreath product H ≀T , with T a permutation group, is said to be large if
it projects onto T and if the stabiliser of a block in the natural imprimitive
action projects ontoH. For a groupG, we denote the length of a composition
series of G by a(G).

Let G ≤ GL(n, q) be irreducible. It is proved in [19] that G can be
identified with a large subgroup of H ≀ T with H ≤ GL(s, q) primitive and
T ≤ Sym(t) transitive, where n = st and either H = G is primitive and
t = 1; or G is imprimitive with minimal blocks of dimension s, H is the
action of a block stabiliser on that block, and T is the induced action of G
on the set of blocks.

When t = 1, the group G is primitive, and the result follows from Propo-
sition 2.5. So assume now that t > 1.

Let K ≤ Ht be the kernel of the action of G on the blocks of the wreath
product decomposition. Let H1 be the projection of K onto the first of the
direct factors of Ht and, for 2 ≤ i ≤ t, let Hi be the projection onto the ith
direct factor of the subgroup of K that induces the identity on each of the
first i− 1 factors. So each Hi is isomorphic to a subnormal subgroup of the
primitive group H ≤ GL(s, q).

We have G/K ∼= T , and so log |G| = log |K| + log |T |, and hence
d(G) log |G| ≤ d(G) log |K|+d(G) log |T |. We shall prove the required bound
for the two terms d(G) log |K| and d(G) log |T | separately.

We start by proving that d(G) log |T | = O(n2) log q, for which the proof
is similar to that of [21, Theorem 1.7].

Now T can be identified with a subgroup of T1 ≀ · · · ≀Tm, where each Ti is
a primitive permutation group of degree ti > 1, and

∏m
i=1 ti = t. If none of

the the groups Ti with ti ≥ 3 contains Alt(ti) then, by [16, Corollary 1.4], we
have |T | ≤ ct with c = 2.8349. Furthermore, since by [11, Theorem 1.2], we
have d(Hi) ≤ 2 log s + 1 for each of the subnormal subgroups Hi of H and
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d(T ) < t by Lemma 2.1, we have d(G) ≤ t(2 log s+1)+d(T ) < 2t(log s+1),
and so d(G) log |T | = O(t2 log s) = O(n2), as claimed.

Otherwise, choose k with 1 ≤ k ≤ m such that tk is maximal with tk ≥ 3
and Alt(tk) ≤ Tk. Then, by [21, Proposition 6.9(i)], we have d(G) < a(R)v,
where R = H ≀ T1 ≀ · · ·Tk−1, S = Tk ≀ · · · ≀ Tm, and v =

∏m
i=k+1 ti.

Also, by [15, Theorem C], we have

a(R) = O(degR log q) = O(s

k−1∏

i=1

ti log q) = O

(
n log q

tkv

)
,

and so d(G) = O
(
n log q
tk

)
. Now, by [20, Proposition 1.9], we have |T | ≤ ttk,

and then d(G) log |T | = O(nttk log tk log q) = O(n2 log q) as claimed.

Finally we prove that d(G) log |K| = O(n2 log q). Now d(G) ≤ d(K) +
d(T ) ≤∑s

i=1 d(Hi) + (t+ 1)/2 by Lemma 2.1, and log |K| ≤ t log |H| so by
Proposition 2.5 we have

d(G) log |K| ≤
(

t∑

i=1

d(Hi) +
t+ 1

2

)
t log |H|

≤ Cs2t2 log q + s2t
t+ 1

2
log q = O(n2 log q), (7)

which completes the proof.

4 Composition length in weakly quasiprimitive lin-

ear groups

Recall that for a finite group G, we write a(G) for the composition length
of G. As mentioned in the introduction, the purpose of this section is to
find upper bounds on a(G) when G is a weakly quasiprimitive subgroup of
GL(n, q). To state our main result, we note that the group GL(4, 2) has a
weakly quasiprimitive subgroup X of shape Sym(3) ≀Sym(2) with a(X) = 5,
and that X has three subgroups X1,X2 and X3 of index 2 which are also
weakly quasiprimitive. Our main result can now be stated as follows.

Theorem 4.1. Let q be a power of a prime, and let G ≤ GL(n, q) be weakly
quasiprimitive. Then a(G) ≤ log n+ n log q, except when either:

(i) (n, q) = (2, 3) and G = GL(2, 3), in which case a(G) = 5;

(ii) (n, q) = (2, 5) and G has shape 4◦21+2.Sym(3), in which case a(G) = 6;
or
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(iii) (n, q) = (4, 3) and G has shape G = 21+4.L, where either L ∼= X (as
defined above), in which case a(G) = 10; or L ∈ {X1,X2,X3}, in
which case a(G) = 9.

Note that the bound in Theorem 4.1 is almost best possible. Indeed, if
n is a power of 2, then the semilinear group G := ΓL(1, 2n) ≤ GL(n, 2) is
weakly quasiprimitive of shape (2n − 1) : n, and composition length ω(2n −
1) + log n where ω(m) is the number of prime divisors of m, counted with
multiplicities.

To prove Theorem 4.1, we shall start by proving the following two propo-
sitions, and then use these together with Lemma 2.4 to complete the proof.

Proposition 4.2. Let G be a group of shape N.L, where N is an elementary
abelian group of order r2m, with r prime, and L is a completely reducible
subgroup of Sp(2m, r) acting naturally on N . Suppose that Theorem 4.1
holds in dimensions n ≤ 2m, and let q be a prime power with r dividing
q − 1. Then we have:

(i) If (m, r, q) 6= (1, 2, 3), (1, 2, 5), (1, 2, 7), (1, 3, 4), (2, 2, 3), or (2, 2, 5), then
a(G) ≤ m log r + (rm − 1) log q. In the exceptional cases, we have
a(G) = 4, 4, 4, 6, 9, or 9, respectively.

(ii) If (m, r, q) 6∈ {(1, 2, 3), (2, 2, 3)}, then a(G) ≤ m log r + rm log q.

Proposition 4.3. Let S be a nonabelian finite simple group, let q be a
prime power, and let s be the dimension of a non-trivial projective irreducible
representation ρ of S over Fq. Also, let A be a subgroup of AutS which
stabilizes ρ, and let G be a subgroup of A ≀Sym(t) ∼= At

⋊ Sym(t) containing
St. Then a(G) ≤ t log s+ (st − 1) log q.

We begin our preparations toward the proofs of Propositions 4.2 and
4.3 with an easy lemma concerning certain subgroups of direct products of
groups. Indeed, let G1, . . . , Gt be groups, and write πi : G1 × · · · ×Gt → Gi

for the natural projection maps. Recall that a subgroup G of the direct
product G1 × · · · ×Gt is called a subdirect subgroup if Gπi = Gi for all i.

Lemma 4.4. Let G1, . . . , Gt be finite groups, and let G be a subdirect sub-
group of the direct product G1 × · · · ×Gt. Then a(G) ≤∑t

i=1 a(Gi).

Proof. We prove the lemma by induction on t. If t = 1 then the result is
trivial, so assume that t ≥ 2. Let K be the kernel of the projection map
πt. Then K is isomorphic to a subdirect subgroup of the direct product
(Kπ1)× · · · × (Kπt−1). The inductive hypothesis then implies that a(K) ≤
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∑t−1
i=1 a(Kπi). Also, Kπi✂Gπi = Gi. Thus, since a(N) ≤ a(N)+a(X/N) =

a(X) for finite groups N and X with N ✂X, we have a(K) ≤∑t−1
i=1 a(Gi).

Since G/K ∼= Gt, the result follows.

Next, we need an upper bound on composition lengths of subgroups of
Sym(n), proved in [8, Theorem 1.2].

Proposition 4.5. [8, Theorem 1.2] Let G ≤ Sym(n) be a permutation group
of degree n. Then a(G) ≤ 4(n− 1)/3.

We remark that the bound in Proposition 4.5 is best possible, even if
one restricts to transitive groups. Indeed, as shown in [8], if n = 4b, then
the iterated wreath product of b copies of Sym(4) embeds as a (transitive)
subgroup of Sym(n), and has composition length 4(n − 1)/3.

The following corollary of Proposition 4.5 will be needed for our proof
of Proposition 4.2.

Corollary 4.6. Let q be a power of a prime p, and let G ≤ GL(k, q) be
completely reducible. Suppose that Theorem 4.1 holds in dimensions less
than or equal to k. Then

(i) a(G) ≤ 4(k − 1)/3 + k log q if q 6∈ {3, 5};

(ii) a(G) ≤ 19k/6 − 4/3 if q = 3; and

(iii) a(G) ≤ 22k/6 − 4/3 if q = 5.

In particular, a(G) ≤ (7/3)k log q.

Proof. Write V for the natural Fq[G]-module. Since G is completely re-
ducible, V may be written in the form V = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vr, where each Vi is
an irreducible Fq[G]-module. It follows that G embeds as a subdirect sub-
group of GV1 × · · · ×GVr , where GVi is the irreducible linear group induced
by G on Vi. We deduce from Lemma 4.4 that a(G) ≤ ∑r

i=1 a(G
Vi). Since

k =
∑r

i=1 dimVi, we may therefore assume that G is irreducible.
So assume that G is irreducible. The result follows quickly from the

hypothesis of the corollary and Theorem 4.1 if G is primitive, so assume
that G is imprimitive, and let W ≤ V be a minimal non-trivial block for G.
Set S := StabG(W )W be the linear group induced by the (setwise) stabilizer
StabG(W ) of W on W , and let Σ be the set of G-translates of W . Write
m = dimW and t = |Σ|, so that k = mt. Then S ≤ GL(m, q) is primitive,
since W is a minimal block for G, and GΣ ≤ Sym(t) is transitive, since G
is irreducible. Moreover, G embeds as a subgroup in the wreath product

12



S ≀ GΣ in such a way that the intersection K := G ∩ St of G with the base
group of the wreath product is a subdirect subgroup in a direct product
of t copies of a normal subgroup A of S. It follows from Lemma 4.4 that
a(K) ≤ a(A)t, and so a(G) ≤ a(A)t+a(G/K). Now Proposition 4.5 applied
to a(G/K) give a(G) ≤ a(A)t+4(t− 1)/3, and we can apply the hypothesis
of the corollary and Theorem 4.1 to bound a(A).

When q 6∈ {3, 5}, we find using some straightforward calculus that, for
fixed q and k, and subject to the condition mt = k, the function t(logm+
m log q) + 4(t − 1)/3 is is decreasing in m and is therefore maximized at
m = 1. So a(G) ≤ k log q + 4(k − 1)/3, which completes the proof in this
case.

When q = 3 we find that a(G) ≤ t(logm + m log q) + 4(t − 1)/3 when
m 6∈ {2, 4}; that a(G) ≤ 5t+4(t−1)/3 = 19k/6−4/3 when m = 2; and that
a(G) ≤ 10t + 4(t − 1)/3 = 34k/12 − 4/3 when m = 4. As in the previous
paragraph above, it is easy to show that the largest of these three quantities
is always 19k/6− 4/3. The argument for q = 5 is almost identical, and this
completes the proof.

We can see from the last paragraph of the proof of Corollary 4.6, and
the remark after the statement of Proposition 4.5, that the bound in the
corollary is best possible for q = 3. Note also that the bound in Corollary
4.6 is almost best possible for q 6= 3. Indeed, if q = 2a+1 is a Fermat prime,
k = 4b is a power of 4, Y is the iterated wreath product of b copies of Sym(4),
and X := GL(1, q) ∼= Cq−1, then G := X ≀ Y is an irreducible subgroup of
GL(k, q) of composition length ka+ 4(k− 1)/3 = k log (q − 1) + 4(k− 1)/3.

We can now prove Propositions 4.2 and 4.3.

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Let G, N , L, r, m, and q be as in the statement of
the proposition. Then a(G) = a(N) + a(L) = 2m+ a(L). If (m, r) = (1, 2),
(1, 3), or (2, 2), then we can quickly see that, respectively, a(L) ≤ 2, 4 or 5,
so a(G) ≤ 4, 6 or 9. Parts (i) and (ii) follow in these cases, and it remains
only to prove (i) in the non-exceptional cases.

Assume now that (m, r) 6∈ {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 2)}. Suppose also that r 6=
3. Then a(G) = 2m + a(L) ≤ 2m + 8m/3 + 2m log r, by Corollary 4.6.
Since q ≥ r + 1, this gives a(G) ≤ log rm + (rm − 1) log q for (m, r, q) 6∈
{(3, 2, 3), (3, 2, 5)}. We can check by direct computation in the completely
reducible subgroups of Sp(6, 2) that a(L) ≤ 8 for (m, r) = (3, 2). This gives
a(G) ≤ log rm+(rm−1) log q for (m, r) ∈ {(3, 2, 3), (3, 2, 5)}, and completes
the proof of (i) for r 6= 3.
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Continuing to assume that (m, r) 6= (1, 3), suppose now that r = 3.
Then a(G) ≤ 2m+38m/6−4/3, by Corollary 4.6. Since r = 3 divides q−1,
it is easy to see that this is less than m log 3+(3m−1) log q whenever m ≥ 2.
This completes the proof.

Proof of Proposition 4.3. Let S, A, s, and t be as in the statement of the
proposition. Then since S embeds as a subgroup of PGLs(q), S has a non-
trivial permutation representation of degree (qs − 1)/(q − 1) < qs. It then
follows from [12, Lemma 2.6] that |A/S| ≤ |OutS| ≤ 3s log q.

Now, G has a normal series 1 < N < K < G where N ∼= St, K/N is a
subgroup of At, and G/K ≤ Sym(t). It follows that

a(G) = t+ a(K/N) + a(G/K) ≤ t+ t log (3s log q) + 4(t− 1)/3,

where the last inequality follows from Proposition 4.5 and the paragraph
above. Since s, q ≥ 2, we quickly see that t+ t log (3s log q) + 4(t − 1)/3 is
less than t log s+ (st − 1) log q when t ≥ 4.

We may therefore assume that t = 1, 2 or 3. Hence, a(G/K) ≤ 0, 1, or 2,
respectively. Replacing the bound a(G/K) ≤ 4(t−1)/3 with these improved
bounds in the inequalities above then gives us what we need, unless (s, t, q) ∈
{(2, 2, 4), (2, 2, 5), (2, 2, 7), (2, 1, q)(4 ≤ q ≤ 29), (3, 1, 2), (3, 1, 3)} (note here
that (s, q) 6∈ {(2, 2), (2, 3)}, since GL(2, 2) and GL(2, 3) are soluble).

Since s ∈ {2, 3} and the relevant values of q are small, we can deal
with these cases by hand by examining the nonabelian simple subgroups
of PGLs(q) for each of the listed values of q and s. In particular, we see
that A/S must be cyclic of order 1, 2 or 3 in each case. It follows that
a(G) ≤ t+ t+ a(G/K) = 2t+ a(G/K). Inserting the bound a(G/K) ≤ 0, 1,
or 2 when t = 1, 2, or 3, respectively, we get what we need in each case.

We are now ready to prove Theorem 4.1.

Proof of Theorem 4.1. We remark first that if (n, q) ∈ {(2, 3), (2, 5), (4, 3)},
then we can useMAGMA to check that the only weakly quasiprimitive sub-
groups G of GL(n, q) failing to satisfy a(G) ≤ log n+ n log q are those sub-
groups listed in the statement of the theorem. So we will assume throughout
the proof that (n, q) 6∈ {(2, 3), (2, 5), (4, 3)}.

Now, let G be a counterexample to the theorem with n minimal, and
write V for the natural Fq[G]-module. By Lemma 2.4, there exists a divisor
e of n and a subnormal subgroup K of G such that each of the following
holds:

(1) a(G) ≤ a(K) + log e;
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(2) K is isomorphic to a subgroup of GL(n/e, qe); and

(3) K/K ∩Z(GL(n/e, qe)) is isomorphic to a subdirect subgroup of a direct
product H1 × · · · ×Hu, where Hi satisfies one of the following:

(a) Hi has shape N.L, where N is elementary abelian of order r2mi

i ,
with ri a prime dividing qe − 1, and L is a subgroup of Sp(2mi, ri)
acting naturally on N ; or

(b) There exists a finite simple group S with an absolutely irreducible
projective representation ρ of dimension si ≥ 2 over Fqe , and a
subgroup A of the stabilizer of ρ in AutS, such that Hi is a subgroup
of A ≀ Sym(ti) containing St.

Moreover, setting f(Hi) := rmi

i if Hi is as in (a), and f(Hi) := stii if Hi

is as in (b), we have that
∏u

i=1 f(Hi) divides n/e. Finally, if r is a fixed
prime, then there is at most one value of i in the range 1 ≤ i ≤ t with
the property that Hi is as in (a) with ri = r.

Now

a(K) = a(K/K ∩ Z(GL(n/e, qe))) + a(K ∩ Z(GL(n/e, qe)))

≤ a(K/K ∩ Z(GL(n/e, qe))) + e log q,

since |Z(GL(n/e, qe))| = qe − 1. Hence, by (3) above, we have

a(K) ≤ e log q +
u∑

i=1

a(Hi). (8)

Suppose first that u = 1. Then the result follows from Propositions 4.2 and
4.3, unlessH1 is as in (3)(a) above, and (m1, r1, q

e) = (1, 2, 3), (1, 2, 5), (1, 2, 7),
(1, 3, 4), (2, 2, 3), or (2, 2, 5). So assume that we are in one of these cases.
Then e = 1, G = K, and we can use MAGMA to check that a(Cq−1) +
a(H1) ≤ 5, 6, 6, 7, 10, or 11 respectively. Since a(G) = a(K) ≤ a(Cq−1) +
a(H1) and rm1

1 divides n, this gives a(G) ≤ log n + n log q, unless rm1

1 = n
and (m1, r1, q) ∈ {(1, 2, 3), (1, 2, 5), (2, 2, 3)}. Since we are assuming that
(n, q) 6∈ {(2, 3), (2, 5), (4, 3)}, this completes the proof of the theorem when
u = 1.

Suppose now that u > 1, and let X be the set of those (mi, ri, q
e) such

that there exists 1 ≤ i ≤ u with Hi as in (3)(a) above and f(Hi) = rmi

i . Let
Y := {(1, 2, 3), (1, 2, 5), (1, 2, 7), (1, 3, 4), (2, 2, 3), (2, 2, 5)}. Since each fixed
prime r can be equal to ri for at most one value of i, the set X ∩ Y has
cardinality at most 1.
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Assume first that X ∩ Y is not {(1, 2, 3)} or {(2, 2, 3)}. Then by Propo-
sitions 4.2 and 4.3, together with (8), we have

a(K) ≤ e log q +

u∑

i=1

(log f(Hi) + g(Hi)e log q),

where g(Hi) ∈ {f(Hi), f(Hi)− 1}, and g(Hi) = f(Hi) if and only if Hi is as
in (3)(a) above and X ∩Y = {(mi, ri, q

e)}. In particular, g(Hi) = f(Hi)− 1
for all but at most one value of i. Since u > 1, we deduce that

a(K) ≤
u∑

i=1

(log f(Hi) + f(Hi)e log q).

Moreover, since f(Hi) > 1 for all i, we have
∑u

i=1 f(Hi) ≤ ∏t
i=1 f(Hi) ≤

n/e. Since a(G) ≤ log e+ a(K), the theorem follows.
Finally, suppose that X ∩ Y is either {(1, 2, 3)} or {(2, 2, 3)}. Note then

that qe = 3, so we must have e = 1 and G = K. Without loss of generality,
assume that X ∩ Y = {(m1, r1, q)} (that is, H1 is as in (3)(a) above with
f(H1) = 21 or 22). Also, set m :=

∏u
i=2 f(Hi). Then by arguing as in the

previous paragraph, we quickly see that log q+
∑u

i=2 a(Hi) ≤ logm+m log q.
Hence, a(K) ≤ log q +

∑u
i=1 a(Hi) ≤ a(H1) + logm+m log q by (8). Note

that, since GL(2, 3) is solvable and |X ∩ Y| = 1, we cannot have m = 2.
Suppose first that (r1,m1, q) = (1, 2, 3). Then f(H1) = 2 (so 2m divides

n), a(H1) ≤ 5. and a(G) = a(K) ≤ 5 + logm +m log 3. Since 5 + logm+
m log 3 ≤ log 2m+ 2m log 3 for all m ≥ 3, we deduce that a(G) ≤ log 2m+
2m log 3 ≤ log n+ n log q, as required.

Otherwise X ∩Y = {(2, 2, 3)}, in which case f(H1) = 4, a(H1) ≤ 10, and
a(G) = a(K) ≤ 10+logm+m log 3. Again we find that 10+logm+m log 3 ≤
log 4m+ 4m log 3 ≤ log n+ n log q for m ≥ 3, as required.

5 Estimating the constants

In this final section, we attempt to estimate the constants involved in The-
orem 1.1. Many of these arguments require machine computations to check
small cases. These were done in MAGMA [2], but they are not difficult,
and could equally easily be done in GAP [7].

Lemma 5.1. Let G ≤ GL(n, q) be irreducible and almost simple mod scalars,
and suppose that G does not lie in Aschbacher class C8 (that is, it is not
contained in the normalizer of a quasisimple classical group in its natu-
ral representation). Then log |G| ≤ 5

8n
2 log q, except for the cases G =
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A7 ≤ GL(4, 2), 2.A5Z ≤ GL(2, 9), and 2.A5Z ≤ GL(2, 11), with Z :=
Z(GL(n, q)), and in those three cases we have log |G| ≤ 0.71n2 log q.

Proof. The assumptions imply that G lies in one of the Aschbacher classes
C3, C5 and S. The structure of the groups in classes C3 (subgroups of
ΓL(n/e, qe)Z for divisors e > 1 of n) and C5 (subgroups of GL(n, q1/e)Z
for e > 1) is well understood, and it it is routine to verify that the largest
values of log |G|/(n2 log q) arise from the C5-subgroups GL(2, q1/2)Z with
n = 2 and q square, and these values tend to the supremum 5/8 for large q.

By [13], Aschbacher class S-groups have order at most q3n except for
certain representations of Am and Sm with m ∈ {n + 1, n + 2}. In the Am

and Sm cases we have log |G| ≤ 0.6 log q, with the largest value arising with
S6 ≤ GL(4, 2).

We can use the tables in [3] to check the result for class S-groups when
n ≤ 4, and for n ≥ 5 Liebeck’s result gives us log |G| ≤ 0.5n2 log q.

5.1 The constants in the proof of Proposition 2.5 and the

proof of Part 3 of Theorem 1.1

In this subsection we refer back to the numbered inequalities in the proof of
Proposition 2.5, and estimate the constants involved.

(1) Note first that when e is prime and, in particular, when e < 4, we have
d(H) ≤ d(H ∩K)+1, and so we can replace the terms C+2 and 2 log n

e +3
in inequality (1) by C + 1 and 2 log n

e + 2, respectively.
With that modification, we claim that the right hand side of inequality

(1) is at most Cn2 log q for all prime powers q and all n, e ≥ 2 with e|n,
provided that C ≥ 2, which proves the result in this case.

To see this, note first that it is not difficult to show that the expression,
both in its original and modified form, is decreasing in e, so we can take
e = 4 in general and e = 2 with the modified expression. In both cases it is
again easy to see that we need only consider the case q = 2.

When e = 2 the expression becomes n2(C+1)/2+2(log(n/2)+1), so we
need to check n2/2 ≥ 2(log(n/2)+1), which is true for n ≥ 2. When e = 4, it
becomes n2(C+2)/4+4 log(n/4)+6, so we have to check n2 ≥ 4 log(n/4)+6,
which is true for n ≥ 4.

(2) We shall prove inequality (2) with C2 = 3, and C1 = 3 log(24)
4 log(3) ≃ 2.167,

where this bound is attained with n = 2, q = 3, G = GL(2, 3) and H = Q8.
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Furthermore, in the solvable case with u = 1 (when f(G1) divides n), we
shall prove that d(G) log |G| ≤ 2n2 log q and d(H) log |G| ≤ Cn2 log q with

C = 3 log(96)
4 log(5) ≃ 2.127 (as in the statements of Theorem 1.1 and Proposi-

tion 2.5), where this bound is attained when n = 2, q = 5 and |G| = 96, and
H is a symplectic type group of order 16.

In the non-solvable case with u = 1, we shall prove that d(H) log |G| ≤
2n2 log q.

(3) We find that inequality (3) holds with C1 = 2, whenever q ≥ 8
or n ≥ 13, so our claimed results hold in all but finitely many cases.
For the exceptional cases, we use the more accurate bound on |Gi| re-
sulting from |Gi| ≤ r2m.Sp(2m, r) when r is odd or q ≡ 1 mod 4 and
|Gi| ≤ r2m.GO±(2m, r) when r = 1 and q ≡ 3 mod 4. Then we find that the
bound holds with C1 = 2 except when (f(Gi), q) = (2, 3), (2, 5), (3, 4), (4, 3)
or (4, 5). In these cases we can compute all subgroups and verify the claims
directly.

(4) We find that inequality (4) holds with C2 = 2 except when s = t = 2.
In that case we have S = PSL(2, r) for some prime power r (equal to either
a root of q or to 5), and PSL(2, r)2 ≤ Gi ≤ PΓL(2, r) ≀ C2, Its subnormal
subgroup Hi must either be trivial or contain PSL(2, r)2, and we find that
d(Hi) ≤ 2 for all possible Hi. Now, by using the fact that q ≥ 4 when s = 2,
we find that the result holds with C2 = 2.

(5) For inequality (5), note that, when S is an Aschbacher C8-group (sim-
ple classical group in its natural representation), we have d(Hi) ≤ 2 and
d(G) ≤ 2 if u = 1, so all claims hold. So suppose not.

In the case u = 1, G is a nearly simple group, and Lemma 5.1 gives
log |G| ≤ 2

3n
2 log q, giving d(G) log |G| ≤ 2n2 log q, except in three specific

examples. Since d(H) ≤ 3 in general, and d(H) = 2 in each of the exceptional
cases, we have d(H) log |G| ≤ 2n2 log q in all cases, which proves the claims.

Otherwise (when u > 1), Lemma 5.1 gives log |S| ≤ 5
8f(Gi)

2 log q except
in three examples, and since Gi/S is isomorphic to a subgroup of OutS and
|OutS| ≤ 6 log |S|/7 by [17, Lemma 3.2], this gives (d(Hi) + 1)(log(q − 1) +
log |Gi|) ≤ 4(58f(Gi)

2 log q+log(6/7)) (or (d(Hi)+1)(log(q−1)+log |Gi|) ≤
3(0.71f(Gi)

2 log q+log(6/7)) in the exceptional case), and it can be checked
that this is less than 3f(Gi)

2 log q in all cases.
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(6) For inequality (6), we find that d(H) log |G| ≤ 2n2 log q in all cases.
Using max(C1, C2) = 3, the final inequality gives this when u > 2, and the
penultimate inequality gives it when u = 2, except when f(G1) = f(G2) = 2.
When u = 2 and f(G1) = f(G2) = 2, we derive the result by considering
the solvable and non-solvable cases for G1 and G2 individually, noting that
|Gi| ≤ 24 in the solvable case.

5.2 The constants in Section 3 and the proof of Part 2 of

Theorem 1.1

It remains to prove Part 2 of Theorem 1.1. The following lemma, which es-
sentially follows from [21], bounds the minimal number of elements required
to generate a large subgroup in a wreath product H ≀ T .

Lemma 5.2. Let H be a finite group, let T ≤ Sym(t) be a permutation
group of degree t ≥ 2, and let G be a large subgroup of the wreath product
H ≀ T . Set b :=

√
2/π. Then

(i) We have

d(G) ≤ a(H)bt
√
2√

log t
+ d(T ).

(ii) Suppose that T contains Alt(t). Then

d(G) ≤ 2a(H) + 1.

(iii) Suppose that H is a large subgroup of a wreath product R ≀ D, where
D ∈ {Alt(d),Sym(d)} with d ≥ 3. Then

d(G) ≤ 2a(R)t+
bt
√
2√

log t
+ d(T ).

Proof. Write pa11 , . . . , pakk for the orders of the abelian chief factors of H,
and let E(t, pi) and Esol(t, pi) be as defined in [21, Definition 4.21], and
note that Esol(t, pi) ≤ E(t, pi). Write cnonab(H) for the number of non-
abelian chief factors of H. Then by [21, Corollary 5.10(i)], we have d(G) ≤∑k

i=1 aiE(t, pi) + cnonab(H) + d(T ). Moreover, [21, Corollary 4.27] implies
that E(t, pi) is bounded above by bt

√
2/

√
log t for t ≥ 1261. One can check

using the definition of E(t, p) that this is also true for 2 ≤ t ≤ 1260. Since∑k
i=1 ai + cnonab(H) ≤ a(H), part (i) follows.
We now prove (ii). So assume that Alt(t) ≤ T . Then d(T ) ≤ 2. If

t ≤ 4, then T is soluble, so d(G) ≤ ∑k
i=1 aiEsol(t, pi) + cnonab(H) + 2 by
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[21, Corollary 5.10(i)]. We can also compute from the definition of Esol

that Esol(t, pi) ≤ 2 for t ∈ {2, 3, 4}. Since cnonab(H) + 1 ≤ 2cnonab(H), and∑k
i=1 ai+ cnonab(H) ≤ a(H), the result follows. So assume that t ≥ 5. Then

[21, Proposition 4.30(i) and Corollary 5.9] imply that d(G) ≤ ∑k
i=1 2ai +

cnonab(H) + 2. The result then follows as above.
Finally, we prove (iii). So assume that H is a large subgroup of a wreath

product R ≀D, where D ∈ {Alt(d),Sym(d)} with d ≥ 3. By [21, Proposition
4.30(i) and Proposition 6.9 and its proof], we have d(G) ≤

∑k
i=1 2ait +

cnonab(R) + 1 + iE(t, 2) + d(T ), where i := 0 if D = Alt(d), and i :=
1 otherwise. Since

∑k
i=1 2ait + cnonab(H) + 1 ≤ 2a(H)t, and E(t, 2) ≤

bt
√
2/
√
log t by the first paragraph of the proof, the result follows.

Proof of Theorem 1.1, Part 2. Since Theorem 1.1 Part 2 follows from Part
3 in the case G primitive, we may assume that G is imprimitive. Then
as mentioned in Section 3, we may view G as a large subgroup of a wreath
productH ≀T , whereH ≤ GL(s, t) is primitive, and T ≤ Sym(t) is transitive.
Write K := G ∩ Hs for the intersection of G with the base group of H ≀
T . Then d(G) log |G| = d(G) log |K| + d(G) log |T |. As in Section 3, we
will bound each of the quantities d(G) log |K| and d(G) log |T | spearately,
beginning with the latter.

Now, when bounding d(G) log |T | in Section 3, we identified T with a
subgroup of T1 ≀ · · · ≀ Tm, where each Ti is a primitive permutation group
of degree ti > 1, and we considered first the case when none of the the
groups Ti with ti ≥ 3 contains Alt(ti). In that case, we have |T | ≤ ct with
c := 2.8349, by [16, Corollary 1.4], and so log |T | ≤ t log c. Assume first that
(s, q) 6∈ {(2, 3), (2, 5), (4, 3)}. Then a(H) ≤ log s + s log q by Theorem 4.1.
Also, setting c1 :=

√
3/2, we have d(T ) ≤ c1t/

√
log t, by [22]. It follows from

Lemma 5.2 and the above that d(G) log |T | ≤ log c(t2/
√
log t)(b

√
2 log s +

bs
√
2 log q + c1). Set β0 := 0.6164. When s ≥ 3, the bound noted yields

d(G) log |T | ≤ β0s
2t2 log q for t ≥ 7, and all values of q. When 2 ≤ t ≤ 6,

then we can use MAGMA to check that d(T ) ≤ i, where i = 2 if t > 2,
and i = 1 if t = 2. So we have d(G) log |T | ≤ log c(t2/

√
log t)(b

√
2 log s +

bs
√
2 log q)+ it log c. This again yields d(G) log |T | ≤ β0s

2t2 log q apart from
some small values of s and q (and it can be easily checked by hand that
the bound d(G) log |T | ≤ β0s

2t2 log q still holds in these cases). A similar
argument deals with the cases s ≤ 2, and (s, q) ∈ {(2, 3), (2, 5), (4, 3)}.

Otherwise, we chose k with 1 ≤ k ≤ m such that tk is maximal with
the property that tk ≥ 3 and Alt(tk) ≤ Tk. Suppose first that k = m.
An easy argument then shows that G has a block Wm−1 of dimension r :=
st1 . . . tm−1. Write Hm−1 := StabG(Wm−1)

Wm−1 ≤ GL(Wm−1) for the image
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of the induced action of StabG(Wm−1) on Wm−1. Then d(G) ≤ 2a(Hm−1)+
1, by Lemma 5.2(ii).

Set
β := 10 log (3)/9 = 1.76107 . . . and γ := β − 1/6.

We claim that d(G) log |T | ≤ γn2 log q. To see this, suppose first that q 6∈
{3, 5}. Then a(Hm−1) ≤ r log q + 4(r − 1)/3 by Corollary 4.6. Arguing as
above, this yields d(G) log |T | ≤ (2r log q + 8r/3− 1/3)t log tm = (2r log q +
8r/3 − 1/3)(n/s) log tm. Since n = rtm, q ≥ 2, and tm ≥ 3, one can then
quickly see that if either s ≥ 2, tm ≥ 10, or q ≥ 7, the claim follows. So
assume that s = 1, q ≤ 5, and tm ≤ 9. Then q > 2, since G is irreducible,
so q = 4, since we are assuming that q 6∈ {3, 5}. It follows that R is a large
subgroup of C3 ≀T0 for some transitive T0 ≤ Sym(r). Hence, a(R) ≤ r+4(r−
1)/3 by Proposition 4.5. We then have d(G) log |T | ≤ (7r/3 − 1/3)n log tm,
and this quickly yields d(G) log |T | ≤ γn2 log 4, as needed.

Suppose next that q = 3. Then a(R) ≤ 19r/6 − 4/3 by Corollary 4.6.
Moreover, if s = 1, then R is a large subgroup of C2 ≀T0, where T0 ≤ Sym(r)
is transitive. It follows from Proposition 4.5 that a(R) ≤ r + 4(r − 1)/3 in
this case. Replacing the bounds for a(R) in the paragraph above with these
new bounds for a(R), and arguing in the same way, we get d(G) log |T | ≤
γn2 log q. If q = 5, then a(R) ≤ 22r/6 − 4/3 by Corollary 4.6, and the
argument is entirely similar.

We have proved that d(G) log |T | ≤ γn2 log q when k = m. Suppose
next that k < m. We will prove that d(G) log |T | ≤ βn2 log q. To this end,
note first that G has a block Wk of dimension rtk, where r := st1 . . . tk−1.
Write Hk := StabG(Wk)

Wk ≤ GL(Wk) for the image of the induced action
of StabG(Wk) on Wk. It is then routine to check that Hk is a large subgroup
of a wreath product R ≀ Tk, where R is an irreducible subgroup of GL(r, q).
Further, G is a large subgroup of Hk ≀ T̃ , where T̃ is transitive of degree
t̃ := tk+1 . . . tm. Since Tk ∈ {Alttk ,Sym(tk)}, we then have d(G) ≤ 2a(R)t̃+

bt̃
√
2/
√

log t̃+ d(T̃ ), by Lemma 5.2(iii). Also, setting c1 :=
√
3/2 as above,

we have d(T̃ ) ≤ c1t̃/
√

log t̃, by [22]. Since |T | ≤ ttk by [20, Proposition 1.9],
we deduce that

d(G) log |T | ≤ t log tk

(
2a(R)t̃+

(b
√
2 + c1)t̃√
log t̃

)
. (9)

Suppose first that q 6∈ {3, 5}. Then by Corollary 4.6, we have a(R) ≤
4(r−1)/3+r log q. If t ≤ n/2, then since n = rtk t̃, the bound d(G) log |T | ≤
βn2 log q follows quickly from (9). Assume, then, that t = n. Then we can
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again use (9) to deduce that d(G) log |T | ≤ βn2 log q if either q ≥ 13 or
tk ≥ 15. So assume further that q ≤ 11 and tk ≤ 14. Now, since t = n,
we have that G is a large subgroup of C ≀ T for some C ≤ Cq−1. It follows
that d(G) ≤ n + 2n/3 = 5n/3, whence d(G) log |T | ≤ (5/3)n2 log tk. If
tk ≤ q, then the bound d(G) log |T | ≤ βn2 log q follows. So assume that
tk > q. Note also that q 6= 2, since G is irreducible. (Thus, q ≥ 4 since we
are assuming that q 6= 3). Note that R is isomorphic to a large subgroup
of C0 ≀ T0, for some C0 ≤ Cq−1, and some transitive T0 ≤ Sym(r). Thus,
a(R) ≤ rω(q − 1) + (4/3)(r − 1) by Proposition 4.5, where ω(q − 1) denotes
the number of prime divisors of q − 1, counted with multiplicities. For each
choice of tk ≤ 14 and q ≤ 11 with q 6∈ {2, 3, 5} and q < tk, the bound
d(G) log |T | ≤ βn2 log q then follows from (9).

The cases q ∈ {3, 5} are dealt with in an entirely similar way, using (9)
and the bounds on a(R) from Corollary 4.6.

We complete the proof by bounding d(G) log |K|. Set C := 3 log(96)
4 log(5) , and

suppose first that (T, t) 6= (Sym(3), 3) (so that the bound d(T ) ≤ t/2 holds).
Then from (7) in Section 3, we see that d(G) log |K| ≤ (C + 1/2)n2 log q.
It follows from our work above that d(G) log |G| ≤ Dn2 log q with D ≤
C + β + 1/2 = 4.38806 . . ..

Suppose finally that (T, t) = (Sym(3), 3). Then we see from (7) in
Section 3 and our analysis in the case k = m above (and from the fact
that d(T ) = 2t/3 in this case) that d(G) log |G| ≤ D1n

2 log q with D1 ≤
C + γ + 2/3 = C + β + 1/2 = 4.38806 . . .. This completes the proof.

References

[1] M. Aschbacher. On the maximal subgroups of the finite classical groups.
Invent. Math. 76 (1984), 469–514.

[2] W. Bosma, J. Cannon & C. Playoust. The Magma algebra system. I.
The user language. J. Symbolic Comput. 24 (3–4) (1997), 235–265.

[3] J.N. Bray, D. F. Holt & C.M. Roney-Dougal. The Maximal Subgroups
of the Low-Dimensional Finite Classical Groups. London Mathematical
Society Lecture Note Series 407. Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, 2013.

[4] P. J. Cameron, R.G. Solomon & A. Turull. Chains of subgroups in
symmetric groups. J. Algebra 127 (1989) 340–352.

22



[5] C.W. Curtis and I. Reiner. Methods of Representation Theory. Vol.
II. With applications to finite groups and orders. John Wiley & Sons,
Inc., New York, 1987.

[6] C.W. Curtis and I. Reiner. Representation Theory of Finite Groups
and Associative Algebras. Reprint of the 1962 original. Wiley Classics
Library. John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1988.

[7] The GAP Group, GAP – Groups, Algorithms, and Programming, Ver-
sion 4.11.1, 2021. http://www.gap-system.org.

[8] S. P. Glasby, C. E. Praeger & K. Rosa, G. Verret. Bounding the compo-
sition length of primitive permutation groups and completely reducible
linear groups. J. London Math. Soc. 98 (2) (2018), 557–572.

[9] D. Gorenstein. Finite Groups. Harper and Row, New York, 1968.

[10] D. F. Holt, C.R. Leedham-Green, E.A. O’Brien, and S. Rees. Comput-
ing matrix group decompositions with respect to a normal subgroup.
J. Algebra 184 (1996), 818–838.

[11] D. F. Holt and C. M. Roney-Dougal. Minimal and random generation
of permutation and matrix groups, J. Algebra 387 (2013), 195–214.

[12] A. Jaikin-Zapirain & L. Pyber. Random generation of finite and profi-
nite groups and group enumeration, Ann. of Math. 173 (2011), 769–814.

[13] M.W. Liebeck. On the orders of maximal subgroups of the finite clas-
sical groups. Proc. London Math. Soc. 50 (3) (1985), 426–446.

[14] A. Lucchini, F. Menegazzo & M. Morigi. Asymptotic results for primi-
tive permutation groups and irreducible linear groups. J. Algebra 223
(1) (2000), 154–170.

[15] A. Lucchini, F. Menegazzo & M. Morigi. On the number of genera-
tors and composition length of finite linear groups. J. Algebra 243 (2)
(2001), 427–447.
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