arXiv:2404.11241v1 [math.CO] 17 Apr 2024

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS

SEYED HASSAN ALAVI, CARMEN AMARRA, ASHRAF DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Abstract. It was shown in 1989 by Delandtsheer and Doyen that, for a 2-design with v points and block size k, a block-transitive group of automorphisms can be pointimprimitive (that is, leave invariant a nontrivial partition of the point set) only if v is small enough relative to k. Recently, exploiting a construction of block-transitive point-imprimitive 2-designs given by Cameron and the last author, four of the authors studied 2-designs admitting a block-transitive group that preserves a two-dimensional grid structure on the point set. Here we consider the case where there a block-transitive group preserves a multidimensional grid structure on points. We provide necessary and sufficient conditions for such 2-designs to exist in terms of the parameters of the grid, and certain ‘array parameters’ which describe a subset of points (which will be a block of the design). Using this criterion, we construct explicit examples of 2-designs for grids of dimensions three and four, and pose several open questions.

MathScinet classification (2010): 05B05; 05B25; 20B25 Keywords: 2-design; block-transitive; cartesian decomposition; grid; product action; direct products of groups

1. Introduction

A seminal result of Delandtsheer and Doyen [9] from 1989 showed that, provided the number v of points of a 2-(v, k, λ) design is large enough relative to the block-size k, then a block-transitive group of automorphisms cannot leave invariant a nontrivial partition of the point-set, that is to say, it cannot be point-imprimitive. For smaller values of v relative to k, general constructions of block-transitive, point-imprimitive 2-designs were given by Cameron and the last author [8] in 1993. These results inspired numerous efforts over the decades to identify the kinds of point-imprimitive, block-transitive 2-designs which might exist, in particular seeking to understand the structure of their lattices of invariant point partitions. Several constructions were given for 2-designs with a block-transitive subgroup of automorphisms preserving a 2-dimensional grid structure on the point set [2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 15, 16, 17]. Here we consider the possibility of a block-transitive group preserving a multi-dimensional grid structure on points. We show by explicit constructions that this is possible for grids of dimensions three and four, and our work raises several open questions. We say that a permutation group H on a set P is s-grid-imprimitive, where s ≥ 2, if P can be identified with an s-dimensional grid, that is, a Cartesian product

(1) P = E_1 × E_2 × . . . × E_s, where the sets E_i satisfy |E_i| = e_i > 1,

in such a way that H ≤ G, where

(2) G := Sym(E_1) × Sym(E_2) × . . . × Sym(E_s) = S_{e1} × S_{e2} × . . . × S_{es} ,

Date: April 18, 2024. 1

2 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

acting naturally in its product action on P, that is, (g_1, . . . , g_s) ∈ G maps

(3) (δ_1, . . . , δ_s) → (δ^{g1}_1 , . . . , δ^{gs}_s ), for (δ_1, . . . , δ_s) ∈ P.

Here is a broad-brush summary of the results in this paper:

(i) We construct an infinite family of block-transitive, 3-grid-impimitive, 2-designs (Construction 7.7 and Proposition 7.9).

(ii) We construct in Example 7.10 a block-transitive 4-grid-imprimitive 2-(v, k, λ) design with

v = 2^{16} + 2^8 + 1, k = 257, and λ = 7! · 3! · 13! · 241!/(v · 2^{127} · 3^2 · 5 · 7).

(iii) We introduce in (4) the notion of the array of a point-subset B ⊆ P, and in Definition 1.2 define an incidence structure D(B, G) on P based on B. The array is a multi-dimensional version of the 1-dimensional parameter tuple x used in [8, Section 2] to construct and analyse point-imprimitive designs based on a single invariant partition.

(iv) We give in Theorem 1.3 necessary and sufficient conditions in terms of the array of B for D(B, G) to be a block-transitive s-grid-imprimitive 2-design.

Definition 1.1. Let I := {1, 2, . . . , s}, and for each J ⊆ I, let E_J := ∏ i∈J E_i, with the convention that E_∅ = {δ_∅} is a singleton set, and let π_J be the natural projection from P to E_J . For a nonempty subset B ⊆ P, define the function

(4) χ_B : ⋃ J⊊I E_J → N_{≥0} , where ∀ J ⊊ I and δ_J ∈ E_J , (δ_J )χ_B := |{ε ∈ B | επ_J = δ_J }| .

We call χ_B the array function of B; and by the array of B we mean the multi-set of images (δ_J )χ_B , for δ_J ∈ E_J , J ⊊ I. In particular, (ε)π_∅ = δ_∅ for all points ε, and hence (δ_∅)χ_B = |B| for all subsets B.

The incidence structures that are the focus of our study are constructed from a given subset B ⊆ P and group H as follows.

Definition 1.2. Let P = ∏_s i=1 E_i as in (1), let B ⊆ P with |B| = k, and let

(_P k ) denote the set of all k-element subsets of P. Let G be the group defined in (2). For any H ≤ G, define the point-block incidence structure D(B, H) by

(5) D(B, H) := ( P, B(B, H) ) , where B(B, H) := B^H = {B^g | g ∈ H} .

The paper [2] investigates the case where s = 2 and H = G. In that case, developing ideas from [8, Section 3], the point set P = E_1 × E_2 was interpreted as the edge set of the complete bipartite graph K_{e1,e2} , and each subset B as a subgraph B(Δ) of K_{e1,e2} . Necessary and sufficient graph-theoretic conditions in order for D(B, G) to be a 2-design were obtained. For s ≥ 3, we could similarly envisage P as the set of maximal cliques of the complete multipartite graph K_{e1,...,es} , but it becomes unwieldy to visualise design conditions in terms of graph theoretic constraints. Instead we have chosen to work with the array function of point subsets. In particular, we have identified necessary and sufficient conditions, in terms of the array function χ_B of B, under which D(B, G) is a 2-design, which are stated in Theorem 1.3. Observe that by construction the group G is blocktransitive on D(B, G).

Theorem 1.3. Let P be as in (1), let G be as in (2), let B and D(B, G) be as in Definition 1.2, and let χ_B be as in (4).

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 3

(a) The incidence structure D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if (6) ∑ δ_J ∈E_J ((δ_J )χ_B)^2 = k + k(k − 1) v − 1 (( ∏ i∈J^c e_i ) − 1 ) for all J ⊊ I with J ≠ ∅,

where J^c := I \ J.

(b) Let H ≤ G such that D(B, H) is a 2-(v, k, λ) design, where v = |P| = ∏ i∈I e_i and k = |B|. Then

(i) H is transitive on P;

(ii) condition (6) holds for each proper nontrivial subset J of I; and (iii) λ =^{k(k−1)}_{v(v−1)} · |H : H_B |, where H_B is the setwise stabiliser of B in H.

The proof of Theorem 1.3 is derived from Theorem 4.1 that gives different criteria for a 2-design which are more difficult to apply in practice (see our comments before Lemma 4.2).

We show, by describing an explicit construction (see Construction 7.7) that there are infinitely many values of e_1, e_2, e_3 and k for which conditions (6) hold with s = 3, and hence that there are infinitely many block-transitive, 3-grid-imprimitive 2-designs D(B, G). The input to our construction is an integer p ≥ 2, and the output is a block-transitive, 3-gridimprimitive 2-design. Using a somewhat analogous method, we were able to construct an example of a block-transitive, 4-grid-imprimitive 2-design corresponding to the integer p = 2, and it remains an open problem to extend this construction to arbitrary p ≥ 3 and/or s ≥ 5.

Theorem 1.4. There exist infinitely many block-transitive, 3-grid-imprimitive 2-designs, and at least one block-transitive, 4-grid-imprimitive 2-design.

In [8, p. 39] an example of a block-transitive, 2-grid-imprimitive 3-design was given, while in [2, Section 5] several more examples were constructed and an approach to searching for and classify them was discussed. However only a finite number of block-transitive, 2-grid-imprimitive 3-designs were found, and it was asked [2, Problem 1] whether or not infinitely many such designs exist. Moreover, we have not found any 3-designs which are block-transitive and 3-grid-imprimitive. We summarise our open questions about block-transitive grid-imprimitive designs as follows:

Question 1.5. Do there exist (a) infinitely many block-transitive, 4-grid-imprimitive 2-designs? (b) any block-transitive, s-grid-imprimitive 2-designs with s ≥ 5? (c) any block-transitive, 3-grid-imprimitive 3-designs?

Using the conditions (6), we are able to obtain necessary conditions in terms of the array function χ_B of B, in order for D(B, G) to be a flag-transitive 2-design. These are presented in Proposition 6.2. None of the designs in Constructions 7.4 or 7.7, or in Example 7.10, is flag-transitive, and while infinitely many flag-transitive 2-grid-imprimitive 2-designs D(B, G) are known (see [2, Example 4.4 and Lemma 4.5]), the only flag-transitive 2- design we have found which admits a block-transitive s-grid-imprimitive subgroup of automorphisms, with s ≥ 3, is a 2 − (16, 6, 2) biplane with s = 3, see Section 5:

Question 1.6. Do there exist any 2-designs admitting a flag-transitive, s-grid-imprimitive subgroup of automorphisms with s ≥ 3?

4 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

2. Properties of subset arrays and their equivalence

In this section, we investigate properties of the array function χ_B of a point subset B. Recall from the definition (4) that χ_B is a map with domain ⋃ J⊊I E_J , where E_J = ∏ j∈J E_j. We note the properties mentioned in Definition 1.1 for J = ∅.

The natural product action of G on P induces an action of G on E_J , for any J ⊆ I, namely,

(7) for any δ_J ∈ E_J and g = (g_1, . . . , g_s) ∈ G, (δ_J )^g := ( δ^{gj}_j ) j∈J . It follows, for any ε ∈ P, J ⊆ I, and g ∈ G, that (ε^g)π_J = (επ_J )^g. This gives rise in Lemma 2.1 to a relationship between the array functions χ_B and χ_Bg .

Lemma 2.1. Let P be as in (1), let B ⊆ P, and let χ_B be as in (4). Then, for any J ⊆ I, δ_J ∈ E_J , and g ∈ G, (δ_J )χ_B = ((δ_J )^g)χ_Bg .

Proof. By the definition (4) of the array function χ_B , we have

((δ_J )^g)χ_Bg = |{ε ∈ B^g επ_J = (δ_J )^g}| .

For any ε ∈ B^g, let γ ∈ B such that γ^g = ε. Then επ_J = (γ^g)π_J = (γπ_J )^g. So επ_J = (δ_J )^g if and only if (γπ_J )^g = (δ_J )^g, which is in turn equivalent to γπ_J = δ_J . Thus

((δ_J )^g)χ_Bg = |{γ ∈ B γπ_J = δ_J }| = (δ_J )χ_B ,

as asserted. □

Definition 2.2. Let P be as in (1). For any B ⊆ P and g ∈ G, define the function χ^g_B : ⋃ J⊊I E_J → N_{≥0} by

for any J ⊊ I and any δ_J ∈ E_J , (δ_J )χ^g_B := ( (δ_J )^{g−1} ) χ_B . We shall say that two array functions χ_B and χ_B′ are G-equivalent if, for some g ∈ G, χ_B′ = χ^g_B .

Corollary 2.3. Let P be as in (1), let B ⊆ P, and let D(B, G) and B(B, G) be as in (5). (a) For g ∈ G, the array function χ_Bg = χ^g_B ; and (b) if B^′ ∈ B(B, G), then χ_B′ and χ_B are G-equivalent.

Proof. (a) Let g ∈ G, J ⊊ I, and δ_J ∈ E_J . Then, using Lemma 2.1 and Definition 2.2,

(δ_J )χ^g_B = ( (δ_J )^{g−1} ) χ_B = ( (δ_J )^{g−1} ) χ_{(Bg )g}−1 = (δ_J )χ_Bg ,

and hence χ^g_B = χ_Bg , proving part (a).

(b) Let B^′ ∈ B(B, G). Then by (5), B^′ = B^g for some g ∈ G, and by part (a), χ_B′ = χ_Bg = χ^g_B . Hence χ_B′ and χ_B are G-equivalent. □

Remark 2.4. The converse of Corollary 2.3(b) is not true in general, that is, there may exist point subsets B and B^′ which belong to different G-orbits but whose array functions are G-equivalent, see Example 2.5. Recall that the block set of D(B, G) is the G-orbit of B, so D(B, G) is not necessarily characterised by the arrays of its blocks. Rather, it is possible for two structures D(B, G) and D(B^′, G), where χ_B and χ_B′ are G-equivalent, to have disjoint block sets. For such D(B, G) and D(B^′, G), if D(B, G) is a 2-design, then it follows from Theorem 1.3 that χ_B satisfies the conditions of (6), and hence χ_B′ also satisfies these conditions, so D(B^′, G) is also a 2-design. This means moreover that the structure ( P, B^G ∪ B^{′G} ) is also a 2-design but is not G-block-transitive.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 5

In Example 2.5, we illustrate the discussion in Remark 2.4 after introducing the following notation. For each J ⊆ I and δ_J ∈ E_J , define C_{δJ} to be the set of all points which agree in their J-coordinates, that is,

(8) C_{δJ} := {ε ∈ P | επ_J = δ_J },

and let

(9) C_J := { C_{δJ} | δ_J ∈ E_J } . Then C_J is a partition of P, and in particular C_∅ = {P}, and C_I =

(_P 1 ) , the partition into singletons. The partition C_J is nontrivial whenever ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I, and it follows from (4) and (8) that

(10) (δ_J )χ_B = | |B ∩ C_{δJ} | |. The partition C_J has d_J classes, each of size c_J , where, letting J^c := I \ J,

(11) c_J := ∏ i∈J^c e_i and d_J := ∏ i∈J e_i with the convention that the empty products c_I := 1 and d_∅ := 1. Thus v = |P| = c_J d_J . Note that if J^′ ⊊ J, then C_J is a refinement of C_J ′ , that is, each C_J ′ -class is a disjoint union of C_J -classes. For each C ∈ C_J ′ , the number of C_J -classes contained in C is c_J ′ c_J = ∏ i∈J^{′c} ei ∏ i∈J^c ei = ∏ i∈J\J^′ e_i. The G-action on E_J defined in (7) induces a G-action on C_J by (C_{δJ} )^g = C_{(δJ )}g , and each partition C_J is G-invariant. Moreover, the group G is the full pointwise stabiliser of this set of partitions, that is to say, G is the largest subgroup of Sym(P) leaving invariant each of the C_J .

We now give an example to illustrate the comments in Remark 2.4.

Example 2.5. Let P = Z_4 × Z_4, B = {00, 01, 11, 12, 22}, and B^′ = {01, 02, 11, 12, 20}. We arrange the points of P as a 4 × 4 grid C × R, with points in the same column having the same first coordinate, and points in the same row having the same second coordinate. The sets B and B^′ are illustrated in Figure 1. Also, as in [2], we interpret the 4 × 4 grid C × R as the edge-set of the complete bipartite graph K_{4,4} with vertex bipartition C ∪ R such that each of C and R is identified with Z_4, and an edge between i ∈ C and j ∈ R is denoted by the pair ij. Thus each subset of C × R corresponds to the edge-set of a subgraph of K_{4,4}. In particular, the subgraphs Δ and Δ^′ corresponding to the given subsets B and B^′ are Δ = P_5 (a path of length 5) and Δ^′ = C_4 +K_2 (a disconnected graph with components a cycle C_4 of length 4 and an edge K_2), respectively. Now B and Δ are as in [2, Example 4.1] with k = 5 and m = 4, and hence by [2, Lemma 4.2], D(B, G) is a 2-design, where G = S_4 × S_4. Recall that (δ_∅)χ_B = |B| = 4; and for J ≠ ∅ the array values of χ_B are listed in Table 1. Since I = {1, 2}, the only non-empty proper subsets J are {1} and {2}, so we only need to list the values of (δ_{{1}})χ_B and (δ_{{2}})χ_B . We can deduce these values from the grid on the left in Figure 1 since, by the discussion above, (δ_{{1}})χ_B is the number of points of B in the column C_{δ{1}} and (δ_{{2}})χ_B is the number of points of B in the row C_{δ{2}} . Similarly, we obtain the values of (δ_J )χ_B′ from the grid on the right in Figure 1, and we find that χ_B = χ_B′ . So B and B^′ have G-equivalent array values, and it follows from Theorem 1.3 that D(B^′, G) is also a 2-design. However, since G ≤ Aut(K_{4,4}) and Δ and Δ^′ are non-isomorphic subgraphs, there is no element

6 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

01230123 B B^′

Figure 1. Blocks B and B^′ in Example 2.5

of G that sends B to B^′, so D(B, G) and D(B^′, G) have disjoint block sets. Finally, as discussed above, the incidence structure (P, B(B, G) ∪ B(B^′, G)) obtained by taking the union of these block sets is also a 2-design which is not G-block-transitive.

δ_{{1}} 0 1 2 3 (δ_{{1}})χ_B 2 2 1 0 δ_{{2}} 0 1 2 3 (δ_{{2}})χ_B 1 2 2 0

Table 1. Array values (δ_{{i}})χ_B for B in Example 2.5

3. Preliminary comments on D(B, G)

The incidence structure D(B, G) in Definition 1.2 is a 1-design since it admits an automorphism group G which is point-transitive and block-transitive (by construction). The case s = 2 was studied in [2] using a graph theoretic approach. In this paper we consider the case where s ≥ 3. We first observe that these incidence structures are not 4-designs; this is a consequence of [8, Proposition 1.2].

Lemma 3.1. The design D(B, G) in Definition 1.2 is not a 4-design.

Proof. Suppose that D(B, G) is a 4-design. Then, by [8, Proposition 1.2], the blocktransitive group G of automorphisms is 2-homogeneous on P, and hence is primitive on P by [13, Lemma 2.30]. This is a contradiction. □

In order to determine conditions for these designs to be 2-designs, we will use the following result referred to in [8] as a ‘folklore result’.

Proposition 3.2. [8, Proposition 1.3] Let t ∈ {2, 3} and let H be a permutation group on a v-element set P, having orbits O_1, . . . , O_r on

(_P t ) . Let B ∈

(_P k ) , set B := {B^g | g ∈ H}.

Then for each i = 1, . . . , r, there is an integer n_i such that n_i = | |(^{B′}_t )∩O_i | | for any B′ ∈ B.

Moreover, the incidence structure (P, B) is a t-design if and only if there exists a constant c such that n_1 |O_1| = n_2 |O_2| = · · · = n_r |O_r| = c; moreover, c = (_k t ) (_v t ) = λ |B| . The group H acts block-transitively on (P, B), and is flag-transitive if and only if the setwise stabiliser H_B of B acts transitively on B.

We note that the equality c = (_k t ) / (_v t ) follows from the equations n_i = c|O_i|, for i = 1, . . . , r, and the facts that ∑ i n_i = (_k t ) and ∑ i |O_i| = (_v t ) . The second value for c follows from double-counting the number of incident (t-set, block) pairs.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 7

We consider the action of G on D(B, G), and, in particular, we record properties which follow from Proposition 3.2.

Lemma 3.3. Let P be as in (1), let G be as in (2), let B be a k-subset of P for some k ≤ |P|, and let D(B, G) be as in Definition 1.2. Then D(B, G) is a 1-(v, k, λ_1)-design, for some λ_1, and G is transitive on points and on blocks of D(B, G).

Proof. This follows from the fact that G is point-transitive and block-transitive by Definition 1.2. □

4. Criteria for D(B, G) to be a 2-design

Let P and G be as in (1) and (2) and D(B, G) as in Definition 1.2, for some subset B ⊆ P. Then D(B, G) is a 1-design by Lemma 3.3. We use Proposition 3.2 to derive conditions for D(B, G) to be a 2-design. These depend on the G-orbits on the set

(_P 2 ) of unordered pairs of distinct points. There are precisely 2^s − 1 such G-orbits, namely, for each non-empty subset J of I := {1, 2, . . . , s}, the set (12) O_J = {{δ, ε} | δ and ε differ in exactly their J-coordinates}; for each such subset J let (13) n_J = | |O_J ∩ (^B_2 ) | | . Theorem 4.1. Let s ≥ 2, let P, G, B, D(B, G), I, O_J , n_J be as above, and let k = |B|. Then the following are equivalent: (a) D(B, G) is a 2-design;

(b) for every non-empty subset J of I, we have

(14) n_J = k(k − 1) 2(v − 1) ∏ j∈J (e_j − 1);

(c) for all but one non-empty subset J of I condition (14) holds.

Moreover, D(B, G) is flag-transitive if and only if the setwise stabiliser G_B of B is transitive on B.

Proof. First note that, for each J ⊆ I, since G is block-transitive, n_J = | O_J ∩ (_{B′} 2 )| for each B^′ ∈ B, and recall that |P| = v = ∏ i∈I e_i. By Proposition 3.2, D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if, for each non-empty subset J of I,^{nJ}_{|OJ |} = (_k 2 ) / (_v 2 ) =^{k(k−1)}

v(v−1) . Moreover, for each J, counting ordered pairs (δ, ε)

with {δ, ε} ∈ O_J , we have 2 · |O_J | = v · ∏ j∈J (e_j − 1). It follows that D(B, G) is a 2- design if and only if, for each non-empty subset J, n_J =^{k(k−1)}_{2(v−1)} · ∏ j∈J (e_j − 1). Thus statements (a) and (b) are equivalent. Note that statement (b) involves 2^s − 1 conditions. Since ∑ ∅≠J⊆I nJ = (_k 2 ) , any 2^s − 2 of these conditions imply the remaining one. Thus statements (a), (b), and (c) are pairwise equivalent.

The condition for flag-transitivity is clear. □

In the next results, we show that a straightforward approach to evaluating the parameters n_J leads to a double summation involving an alternating sum (Lemma 4.3), and therefore a double summation in each of the conditions for verifying we have a 2-design (Corollary 4.4). Our goal (Theorem 1.3) is to replace these conditions by more efficiently check-able conditions (6) in terms of array values of B. To start with, we need the following identities:

8 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Lemma 4.2. For any nonempty finite set T , the following identities hold: (a) ∑ S⊆T (−1)^{|S|} = 0 (b) ∏ i∈T (e_i − 1) = ∑ S⊆T ( (−1)^{|T \S|} ∏ i∈S e_i ) Proof. (a) Let |T | = n. Then by the Binomial Theorem [1, 3.8], 0 = (1 − 1)^n = ∑_n m=0(−1)^m (_n m ) . Clearly, for each m = 0, . . . , n, there are precisely (_n m ) subsets S ⊆ T of size m, and hence the summand (−1)^m (_n m ) is equal to ∑ S⊆T, |S|=m(−1) |S|. Part (a) now follows immediately.

(b) The proof of (b) is similar. Expanding the left hand side ∏ i∈T (e_i − 1) = (e_1 − 1) . . . (e_n − 1), we obtain the sum, over all subsets S ⊆ T , of (−1)^{|T \S|} times ∏ i∈S e_i (the product of e_i for all i ∈ S and a factor of −1 for each i ∉ S). □

For brevity, and when there is no ambiguity, we shall use the notation

(15) x_{δJ} := (δ_J )χ_B for J ⊊ I and δ_J ∈ E_J = ∏ j∈J E_j,

where χ_B is the array function of B defined in (4). Hence, in particular, x_{δ∅} = k, and the array of B is the multiset of all numbers x_{δJ} , for all J and δ_J , as in (15). We shall frequently extend this notation to the case where J = I. For this case δ_I = δ ∈ P = E_I , and since επ_I = ε for any ε ∈ P, x_δ is defined as x_δ := |{ε ∈ B | ε = δ}| = { 1 if δ ∈ B; 0 otherwise.

Finally, for any δ ∈ P, we define

δ|_J := δπ_J , and note that δ|_J ∈ E_J .

The following observation will be useful in later proofs. In the sum ∑ δ∈B x_{δ|J} , the term x_{δ|J} occurs as many times as the the number of points in B that belong to the set C_{δ|J} , and this number is equal to x_{δ|J} . So ∑ δ∈B x_{δ|J} = ∑ δ∈Bπ_J x 2 δ, and since x_δ = 0 for all δ ∈ E_J \ Bπ_J , we have

(16) ∑ δ∈B x_{δ|J} = ∑ δ∈E_J x^2_δ.

Lemma 4.3. Let s ≥ 2 and I = {1, 2, . . . , s}, and let P be as in (1). For a given subset B ⊆ P and any subset J ⊆ I, let J^c = I \ J, let the parameter n_J be as in (13), and for any δ ∈ ⋃ J⊊I E_J , let x_δ be as in (15). Then

(17) n_J = 1 2 ∑ S⊆J ∑ δ∈E_Jc_{∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ. Proof. By (12), the orbits O_J are the sets O_J = {{δ, ε} | δ_j ≠ ε_j ∀ j ∈ J and δ_i = ε_i ∀ i ∈ J^c}. It follows from (8) that the condition “δ_i = ε_i for all i ∈ J^c” implies that δ and ε belong to the same C_J c -part, and the condition “δ_j ≠ ε_j for all j ∈ J” implies that δ and ε belong to different C_J c_{∪{j}}-parts for each j ∈ J. Conversely, if δ and ε belong to the same C_J c -part but different C_J c_{∪{j}}-parts for j ∈ J, then δ_j ≠ ε_j. Thus

(18) O_J = {{δ, ε} ∀ j ∈ J, δ, ε in same C_J c -part but in different C_J c_{∪{j}}-parts}.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 9

Setting O^B_J (δ) := { ε ∈ B \ {δ} | |{δ, ε} ∈ O_J }, it follows from (13) that

(19) n_J = | |O_J ∩ B^{{2}} | | = 1 2 · | |{(δ, ε) | |{δ, ε} ∈ O_J ∩ B^{{2}}} | | = 1 2 ∑ δ∈B |O^B_J (δ)|. Fix δ ∈ B, and for each J^′ ⊆ I, let Q^B_J ′ (δ) := {ε ∈ B \ {δ} | |δ, ε are in the same C_{J ′} -part }.

Then it follows from (15) that |Q^B_J ′ (δ)| = x_{δ|J′} − 1. Also, from the definition of O^B_J (δ) and (18), we have

O^B_J (δ) = Q^B_J c (δ) \ ( ⋃ j∈J Q^B_J c_{∪{j}}(δ) ) . By the Principle of Inclusion and Exclusion [14, Formula 10.1 in Theorem 10.1], | | | ⋃ j∈J Q^B_J c_{∪{j}}(δ) | | | = ∑ ∅≠S⊆J (−1)^{|S|+1} | | | ⋂ j∈S Q^B_J c_{∪{j}}(δ) | | |, and by the definition of the sets Q^B_J ′ (δ), we have ⋂ j∈S Q^B_J c_{∪{j}}(δ) = Q^B_J c_{∪S} (δ), which is of cardinality x_{δ|Jc∪S} − 1. Thus | | ⋃ j∈J Q^B_J c_{∪{j}}(δ) | | = ∑ ∅≠S⊆J (−1)^{|S|+1} ( x_{δ|Jc∪S} − 1 )

= − ( ∑ ∅≠S⊆J (−1)^{|S|}x_{δ|Jc∪S} ) + ∑ ∅≠S⊆J (−1)^{|S|} and by Lemma 4.2(a), the second summand is equal to −1. Since |Q^B_J c (δ)| = x_{δ|Jc} − 1, we conclude that | |O_{BJ} (δ) | | = (x_{δ|Jc} − 1) + ( ∑ ∅≠S⊆J (−1)^{|S|}x_{δ|Jc∪S} ) + 1 = ∑ S⊆J (−1)^{|S|}x_{δ|Jc∪S} . It follows from this equation and (19) that

(20) n_J = 1 2 ∑ δ∈B ∑ S⊆J (−1)^{|S|}x_{δ|Jc∪S} = 1 2 ∑ S⊆J ∑ δ∈B (−1)^{|S|}x_{δ|Jc∪S} where, by (16), ∑ δ∈B x_{δ|Jc∪S} = ∑ δ∈E_Jc_{∪S} x 2 δ. The value of n_J in (17) now follows immediately from this equation and (20). □

Corollary 4.4. Let s ≥ 2 and I = {1, 2, . . . , s}, let P be as in (1), let B be a k-subset of P, and let D(B, G) be as in Definition 1.2. For any δ ∈ ⋃ J⊊I E_J let x_δ be as defined in (15). Then D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if

(21) ∑ S⊆J^c ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = k(k − 1) v − 1 ∏ j∈J^c (e_j − 1) for all J ⊊ I.

Proof. By replacing n_J on the left side of (14) with the equivalent expression in (17), and simplifying, we see that the set of conditions in (14) is equivalent to the conditions ∑ S⊆J ∑ δ∈E_Jc_{∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = k(k − 1) v − 1 ∏ j∈J (e_j − 1) for all ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I.

Note that as J ranges over all nonempty subsets of I, its complement J^c ranges over all proper subsets of I. Therefore the above is equivalent to condition (21). □

10 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Before proving Theorem 1.3 we establish a simple fact concerning the equations in (6) which is used in the proof, and also in our work in Section 7.

Lemma 4.5. With notation as in Definition 1.1, the equation in (6) holds for J = ∅ and J = I, for any k-element subset B ⊆ P = ∏_s i=1 Z_{ei} , where v = |P|.

Proof. If J = ∅, then J^c = I so the right hand side of (6) is equal to k +^{k(k−1)}_{v−1} (v − 1) = k^2, and the summation on the left hand side of (6) is over the singleton set δ_∅ and is ((δ_∅)χ_B )^2 = |B|^2 = k^2, as noted in the paragraph after (4). Thus (6) holds for J = ∅. Next, if J = I, then J^c = ∅, so the right hand side of (6) is k +^{k(k−1)}_{v−1} · 0 = k, and the summation on the left hand side is ∑ δ∈P((δ)χ_B )^2 = |B| = k. Thus (6) also holds for J = I. □ We now prove Theorem 1.3, which gives us an alternative set of conditions to (21) that are easier to use in computations.

Proof of Theorem 1.3(a). By Corollary 4.4, D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if condition (21) holds for all J ⊊ I. Thus it is sufficient to show that this set of conditions (21) is equivalent to the set of conditions (6) for ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. For each T ⊆ I, define the notation

(22) E_T = ∏ i∈T e_i with the convention that E_T = 1 when T = ∅. For an arbitrary subset J ⊆ I it follows from (15) that ∑ δ_J ∈E_J ((δJ )χB )

2 is equal to ∑ δ_J ∈E_J x 2 δ_J , so the equation in (6) for J is:

(23) ∑ δ_J ∈E_J x^2_{δJ} = k + k(k − 1) v − 1 (E_J c − 1) .

Also for any proper subset J ⊊ I, and any subset S such that ∅ ⊆ S ⊆ J^c, let

(24) X_S = (−1)^{|S|} ( k + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( E_{(J∪S)}c − 1 ) ) . As the sum ∑ S⊆J^c XS will appear repeatedly in the proof below, we begin by proving the

following:

Claim 1. For any J ⊊ I,

(25) ∑ S⊆J^c X_S = k(k − 1) v − 1 ∏ i∈J^c (e_i − 1).

Indeed, we can write ∑ S⊆J^c X_S = ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|} ( k + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( E_{(J∪S)}c − 1 ))

= k ( ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|} ) + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|}E_{(J∪S)}c − ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|} ) . Since J ⊊ I, its complement J^c is nonempty, so that, by Lemma 4.2(a), the sum ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)

|S| = 0. Thus we have

(26) ∑ S⊆J^c X_S = k(k − 1) v − 1 ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|}E_{(J∪S)}c .

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 11

For S ⊆ J^c, let S^′ := (J ∪ S)^c. Then S^′ = J^c ∩ S^c = J^c \ S, and as S ranges over all subsets of J^c so does S^′. Hence ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|}E_{(J∪S)}c = ∑ S^′⊆J^c (−1)^{|J c\S′|}E_S′ = ∏ j∈J^c (e_j − 1)

where the last equality follows from Lemma 4.2(b). Substituting this into (26) yields (25). This proves Claim 1.

Claim 2. If Condition (6) holds for all J such that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I, then Condition (21) holds for all J ⊊ I.

Assume that equation (6) holds for all subsets J such that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. By Lemma 4.5, equation (6) also holds for J = ∅, so these equations hold for all subsets J ⊊ I. It follows that, for any J such that J ⊊ I and any S ⊆ J^c, ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} x^2_δ = k + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( E_{(J∪S)}c − 1 ) .

Thus, for any J ⊊ I, recalling (24), we can write

(27) ∑ S⊆J^c ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = ∑ S⊆J^c (−1)^{|S|} ( k + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( E_{(J∪S)}c − 1 )) = ∑ S⊆J^c X_S .

Substituting the expression on the right side of (25) into (27) yields condition (21) for J. This proves Claim 2.

Claim 3. If Condition (21) holds for all J ⊊ I, then Condition (6) holds for all J such that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I.

Assume that Condition (21) holds for all proper subsets J ⊊ I. We will prove by induction that, for n = 0, 1, . . . , s, the equations in (6) hold for all subsets J such that |J^c| = n. This assertion holds for n = 0 and n = s by Lemma 4.5, and so we assume that 1 ≤ n ≤ s − 1 and that the assertion is true for all integers less than n.

To complete the proof of the inductive step let J ⊆ I be such that |J^c| = n. Since 1 ≤ n ≤ s − 1, this means that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. For any S ⊆ J^c let X_S be as defined in (24). If S = ∅ then (J ∪ S)^c = J^c, so that E_{(J∪S)}c = E_J c and

X_∅ = k + k(k − 1) v − 1 (E_J c − 1).

(28)

On the other hand, if ∅ ≠ S ⊆ J^c, then J ⊊ J ∪ S, so the complement (J ∪ S)^c ⊊ J^c and |(J ∪ S)^c| < |J^c| = n. Therefore, by the inductive hypothesis, equation (6) holds for the set J ∪ S, that is, ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} x^2_δ = k + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( E_{(J∪S)}c − 1 ) = (−1)^{|S|}X_S. Summing over these subsets we have,

(29) ∑ ∅≠S⊆J^c ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = ∑ ∅≠S⊆J^c X_S = −X_∅ + ∑ S⊆J^c X_S .

12 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Thus, substituting into (29) the formulas (25) for ∑ S⊆J^c XS and (28) for X∅, we get ∑ ∅≠S⊆J^c ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = − ( k + k(k − 1) v − 1 (E_J c − 1) ) + k(k − 1) v − 1 ∏ i∈J^c (e_i − 1)

= k(k − 1) v − 1 ( ∏ i∈J^c (e_i − 1) − (E_J c − 1) ) − k. (30)

Note that if S = ∅ then ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1) |S|x^2_δ = ∑ δ∈E_J x 2 δ. This together with (30) yields ∑ S⊆J^c ∑ δ∈E_{J∪S} (−1)^{|S|}x^2_δ = ∑ δ∈E_J x^2_δ + k(k − 1) v − 1 ( ∏ i∈J^c (e_i − 1) − (E_J c − 1) ) − k. Since we assume that (21) holds for J, this equality implies, on solving for ∑ δ∈E_J x 2 δ, that (23) holds for J, and hence that (6) holds for J. Thus, by induction, (6) holds for all subsets J ⊆ I, and Claim 3 is proved.

We conclude from Claims 2 and 3 that Condition (6) holds for all J such that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I if and only if Condition (21) holds for all J ⊊ I. Thus, by Corollary 4.4, D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if Condition (6) holds for all J such that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. This proves part (a) of Theorem 1.3. □

Proof of Theorem 1.3(b). (i) The design D(B, H) is H-block-transitive by construction, so by a result of Block [4], the group H acts transitively on P. This proves part (i).

(ii) Since H ≤ G, the block set B^H ⊆ B^G. Thus, if D(B, H) is a 2-design then D(B, G) is also a 2-design. It follows from part (a) that condition (6) holds for all proper nontrivial subsets J of I. Therefore part (ii) holds.

(iii) The values of v and k can be obtained from the definition of D(B, H). To compute the parameter λ, recall from Proposition 3.2 that λ = | B^H | · (_k 2 ) / (_v 2 ) . Since H is blocktransitive, we have that | |BH | | = |H : H_B |, and hence the result follows. □

5. Examples of 3-grid imprimitive 2-designs D(B, G) with small block-size

For s = 3, Theorem 4.1 yields six conditions which together are necessary and sufficient for D(B, G) to be a 2-design. These six conditions, namely the ones corresponding to the singleton subsets {j} ⊂ {1, 2, 3}, imply the following three divisibility conditions:

2(v − 1) divides k(k − 1)(e_j − 1), for j = 1, 2, 3, where v = e_1e_2e_3.

An exhaustive search using Magma shows that the possibilities for [e_1, e_2, e_3, k] with smallest k are [2, 2, 4, 6], [4, 4, 4, 7], [2, 4, 7, 11], and [3, 3, 5, 12]. Again using Magma, we find all examples of 2-designs D(B, G) with these parameters, up to isomorphism. We list in Table 2 the values of λ and, for each design, a block B from which the block set B(B, G) can be computed.

We make several observations about these data:

• None of these examples belongs to the infinite family of 2-designs that we describe in Section 7, so there is still much to learn about 3-grid imprimitive block-transitive 2-designs.

• Table 2 lists four pairwise non-isomorphic 2-designs for which [e_1, e_2, e_3, k] = [2, 2, 4, 6]. For these designs D(B, G), the parameters n_J are n_{{1}} = n_{{2}} = n_{{1,2}} = 1 and n_{{3}} = n_{{1,3}} = n_{{2,3}} = 3. The example in line 1 has the smallest value for λ and hence the largest block stabiliser G_B (see Theorem 1.3(iii)); it is a biplane, that

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 13

e_1 e_2 e_3 v k λ B 1 2 2 4 16 6 2 {000, 113, 111, 010, 100, 112} 2 6 {000, 002, 103, 001, 012, 112} 3 12 {002, 113, 101, 001, 012, 003} 4 12 {013, 101, 102, 001, 012, 003} 5 4 4 4 7 144 {000, 100, 312, 130, 013, 333, 102} 6 {000, 100, 012, 122, 311, 301, 121} 7 {000, 100, 122, 321, 312, 011, 102} 8 {000, 100, 131, 312, 011, 332, 102} 9 2 4 7 11 4320 {000, 001, 002, 003, 010, 020, 034, 100, 111, 125, 136} 10 3 3 5 12 288 {000, 011, 012, 013, 020, 101, 102, 103, 111, 122, 200, 213}

Table 2. Examples of 2-designs D(B, G) with s = 3 and small k

is, a symmetric 2-design with λ = 2. Up to isomorphism there are exactly three 2-(16, 6, 2) biplanes, see [11, 12], and the example in line 1 is the only one which admits a 3-grid imprimitive, block-transitive subgroup of automorphisms. It is isomorphic to the biplane with point set Z^4_2, and blocks the set of Z^4_2-translates of {0000, 1000, 0100, 0010, 0001, 1111}. The full automorphism group Aut(D(B, G)) of this biplane is 2^4.S_6, while the largest subgroup H ≤ Aut(D(B, G)) leaving invariant the 2 × 2 × 4 grid structure (and permuting the two factors in the 2 × 2) is permutationally isomorphic to (S_2 ≀ S_2) × S_4, and contains G = S_2 × S_2 × S_4. Although Aut(D(B, G)) acts flag-transitively, a computation with Magma [5] confirms (unsurprisingly) that the subgroup H is not flag-transitive. We note that this biplane D(B, G) is the only flag-transitive 2-design we have found which admits a block-transitive, 3-grid-imprimitive subgroup of automorphisms.

• Each of the four pairwise non-isomorphic 2-designs with [e_1, e_2, e_3, k] = [4, 4, 4, 7] has parameters n_{{1}} = n_{{2}} = n_{{3}} = 1 and n_{{1,2}} = n_{{1,3}} = n_{{2,3}} = 3. Moreover, for each of them the group G ≤ Aut(D(B, G)) is block-regular, that is, G_B = 1, and λ = 144.

6. Necessary conditions for D(B, G) to be flag-transitive

In this section, we investigate restrictions on the array function χ_B required for the design D(B, G) = (P, B(B, G)) to be G-flag-transitive. If in fact D(B, G) is G-flag-transitive, then, by Theorem 4.1, the block stabiliser G_B is transitive on B. It follows that for any J ⊆ I, every C_J -class C which intersects B non-trivially contains a constant number of points of B, that is to say, using array notation (4),

for each J ⊊ I and each δ_J ∈ E_J , (δ_J )χ_B = x_{δJ} = | |B ∩ C_{(δJ )} | | ∈ {0, y_J } for some positive integer y_J which depends only on J, and we set y_I := 1. In this case, we say that the subset B has uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I). Since D(B, G) is G-block-transitive, it follows from Corollary 2.3 that the array function of all blocks of D(B, G) are G-equivalent to χ_B . Thus, if D(B, G) is G-flag-transitive, then every block in B(B, G) also has uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I).

First, we examine arithmetical properties of certain synthetically defined quantities y_J which in the G-flag-transitive context turn out to be equal to the design parameters y_J .

14 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Lemma 6.1. Let s, k, e_1, . . . , e_s be integers, all at least 2 such that k < v, where v = ∏_s i=1 e_i. Let D := gcd(e_1 − 1, . . . , e_s − 1), and for each J ⊆ I, let J^c := I \ J, let c_J be as in (11), and let

(31) y_J := 1 + k − 1 v − 1 (c_J − 1) (so in particular y_∅ = k and y_I = 1).

Assume that v − 1 divides (k − 1) · D.

(a) Then u :=^{(k−1)D}_{v−1} ∈ Z and each y_J is a positive integer coprime to u. Also for ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and j ∈ J, the difference y_{J\{j}} − y_J =^{k−1}_{v−1} (e_j − 1)c_J .

(b) Moreover if, for each ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and each j ∈ J, the integer y_J divides^{(ej −1)cJ}_D then, for each ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and each j ∈ J, y_J divides y_{J\{j}} and 1 <^{yJ\{j}}_{yJ} < e_j .

Proof. By assumption v − 1 divides (k − 1) · D, and so u :=^{(k−1)D}_{v−1} ∈ Z. Let ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I. If J = I, then c_J = c_I = 1, so that y_J = y_I = 1, which is coprime to u. On the other hand, if J ≠ I, then J^c = {j_1, j_2, . . . , j_{s−n}}, where |J| = n < s. Also c_J = ∏ i∈J^c ei, and

for any j ∈ J^c, c_{J∪{j}} · e_j = ( ∏ i∈J^c\{j} ei ) e_j = c_J . Hence c_J − 1 = c_{J∪{j1}}(e_{j1} − 1) + · · · + c_{I\{js−n}}(e_{js−n−1} − 1) + (e_{s−n} − 1), and it follows that D = gcd(e_1 − 1, . . . , e_s − 1) divides c_J − 1. Thus we can write (31) as

y_J = 1 + u · c_J − 1 D for each non-empty subset J ⊆ I,

proving that y_J ∈ Z^+ and y_J is coprime to u. This proves the first assertion of part (a). Now, for ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and j ∈ J, using the latter equation and noting that c_{J\{j}} = c_J e_j , we have y_{J\{j}} − y_J = u · c_{J\{j}} − c_J D = u · (e_j − 1)c_J D = k − 1 v − 1 (e_j − 1) ∏ i∈J^c e_i. This completes the proof of part (a), noting that the product is ‘empty’ if J = I.

Now assume, in addition, that for each ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and each j ∈ J the integer y_J divides (e_j − 1)c_J /D. Thus, since u ∈ Z, it follows that y_J divides y_{J\{j}} − y_J , and therefore y_J divides y_{J\{j}}, as in part (b). To prove the inequalities on the integer^{yJ\{j}}_{yJ} , note that y_{J\{j}} > y_J > 1 by the definition of the y_J in (31), so^{yJ\{j}}_{yJ} > 1. Also, since y_J = 1 + u(c_J − 1)/D,

y_J e_j = e_j + u ·

(c_J − 1)e_j D = e_j ( 1 − u D ) + u · c_J e_j D = e_j ( 1 − u D ) + u · c_{J\{j}} D . Now k < v implies that^u_D =^{k−1}_{v−1} < 1, so 1 −^u_D > 0. Then, since e_j ≥ 2, e_j ( 1 − u D ) + u · c_{J\{j}} D > ( 1 − u D ) + u · c_{J\{j}} D = 1 + u · c_{J\{j}} − 1 D = y_{J\{j}}, where the last equality uses the second displayed equation of the proof, so^{yJ\{j}}_{yJ} < e_j . □ We now derive a set of necessary conditions on the uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I) of a subset B for D(B, G) to be G-flag-transitive.

Proposition 6.2. Let P be as in (1), let G be as in (2), and let B and D(B, G) be as in Definition 1.2. Let D := gcd(e_1 − 1, . . . , e_s − 1), and for each J ⊆ I let J^c := I \ J and let y_J be as in (31). If D(B, G) is a G-flag-transitive 2-design, then the following conditions hold:

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 15

(i) v − 1 divides (k − 1) · D, the subset B has uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I); and (ii) for each ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I, y_J is a positive integer dividing^{DJ}_D ∏ i∈J^c ei, where DJ :=

gcd(e_j − 1 | j ∈ J).

Moreover, for each J ⊆ I, each class C ∈ C_J , and each block B^′ ∈ B, the intersection size |B^′ ∩ C| ∈ {0, y_J }. Proof. Assume that D(B, G) is a flag-transitive 2-design. Then by the discussion at the beginning of this section, for each J ⊊ I and δ_J ∈ E_J , we have (δ_J )χ_B ∈ {0, y^′_J } for some integer y^′_J which is the same for all choices of δ_J ∈ E_J , depending only on J, and we set y^′_I = 1.

Claim 1. For each J ⊆ I, y^′_J = y_J with y_J as in (31). If J = I, then y^′_I = 1, and y_I = 1 by (31). Also if J = ∅ then, by Definition 1.1, y^′_∅ = (δ_∅)χ_B = |B| = k = y_∅ as in (31). Thus we may assume that ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. Since D(B, G) is a 2-design, condition (6) in Theorem 1.3 holds for J. By (16) we can write ∑ δ_J ∈E_J ( (δ_J )χ_B

)_2 = ∑ δ∈B (δ|_J )χ_B , and by the previous paragraph (δ|_J )χ_B = y^′_J for all δ ∈ B since δ|_J ∈ E_J . Thus ∑ δ∈B (δ|_J )χ_B = ∑ δ∈B y^′_J = ky^′_J , and by substituting this into the left side of (6) and simplifying, we obtain

y^′_J = 1 + k − 1 v − 1 (( ∏ i∈J^c e_i ) − 1 ) = y_J ,

where the last equality holds by (31). This proves Claim 1.

Claim 2. Part (i) holds. That B has uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I) follows from Claim 1. Further, it follows from Claim 1 and Lemma 6.1(a) that, for each J ⊆ I, y^′_J = y_J is a positive integer and thus, by (31),^{k−1}_{v−1} (( ∏ i∈J^c ei ) − 1 ) ∈ Z. Hence v − 1 divides (k − 1) · (( ∏ i∈J^c ei ) − 1 ) for all J ⊆ I. As J ranges over all subsets of I so does J^c and hence, in particular, v − 1 divides (k − 1) · (e_i − 1) for all i ∈ I. Thus v − 1 divides (k − 1) · D. Hence part (i) holds, and Claim 2 is proved.

Claim 3. Part (ii) holds. It follows from Claims 1 and 2 that the hypotheses of Lemma 6.1 hold, and in particular u :=^{(k−1)D}_{v−1} ∈ Z^+. Let ∅ ≠ J ⊆ I and let j ∈ J. Then by Lemma 6.1(a), each y_J is a positive integer coprime to u, and y_{J\{j}} − y_J = k − 1 v − 1 (e_j − 1)c_J = u · e_j − 1 D c_J . Since each C_{J\{j}}-class is a disjoint union of C_J -classes, the number y_J divides y_{J\{j}}. So y_J divides y_{J\{j}} −y_J = u(e_j −1)c_J /D, and since y_J is coprime to u, it follows that y_J divides (e_j − 1)c_J /D. This is true for all j ∈ J. Hence y_J divides gcd ((e_j − 1)c_J /D | j ∈ J) = gcd(e_j − 1 | j ∈ J) ·^1_D · c_J =^{DJ}_D ∏ i∈J^c ei. Therefore part (ii) holds and Claim 3 is proved.

The final assertion of Proposition 6.2 follows from the fact that G-block-transitivity implies that each block has uniform array (y_J : J ⊆ I). □

7. Some infinite families of examples

In this section, we give explicit constructions of infinite families of 2-designs with point set and block set as in Definition 1.2, for s = 2 and s = 3. In particular, the input for these constructions are two integers s and p, both greater than 1 (with p not necessarily prime), and the output are parameters e_1, e_2, . . . , e_s, a generating block B, and a design D(B, G) as in Definition 1.2 with point set P = ∏_s i=1 Z_{ei} .

16 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

7.1. Recursive approach. In our recursive approach, we construct the s-grid-imprimitive 2-design D(B, G) starting from an (s − 1)-grid imprimitive 2-design D(B^′, G^′), where G^′ := S_{e1} × . . . × S_{es−1} , with point set P^′ = ∏_{s−1} i=1 Z_{ei} and ‘base block’ B^′ ⊂ P^′ such that B contains B^′ × {0} ⊂ P, say B = (B^′ × {0}) ∪ B_s.

We show in Proposition 7.3 that, provided B_s satisfies certain restrictions, this approach halves the number of conditions which are necessary to be checked to confirm that the structure D(B, G) is a 2-design.

We have successfully used this method to construct a new infinite family of 2-gridimprimitive 2-designs D^2_p, for each integer p > 1 (Construction 7.4), an infinite family of 3-grid-imprimitive 2-designs D^3_p (Construction 7.7) starting from the 2-grid-imprimitive 2-design D^2_p for each integer p > 1. In addition, we managed to construct a single 4- grid-imprimitive 2-design D^4_2 extending the 3-grid-imprimitive design D^3_2 (Example 7.10). This suggests that it may be possible to extend the example D^4_2 to a family D^4_p by finding a suitable set B_4 that satisfies the conditions of Proposition 7.3(b).

Question 7.1. Is there an infinite family of 4-grid-imprimitive 2-designs D^4_p constructible as above from the 3-grid-imprimitive 2-designs D^3_p in Construction 7.7?

Throughout this section the parameters e_1, . . . , e_s are defined as follows:

(32) e_1 := p^2 + p + 1, e_i := p^{2i−1} − p^{2i−2} + 1 for 2 ≤ i ≤ s.

Then setting q_i := p^{2i−2} , for each i ≥ 2 we have

e_i = q^2_i − q_i + 1 = q^3_i + 1 q_i + 1 . Note that q_i = q^2_{i−1} for each i ≥ 3. We summarise in Lemma 7.2 other arithmetic properties of the numbers e_i, which will be used frequently in later proofs.

Lemma 7.2. Let p, s > 1 and let e_1, . . . , e_s be as in (32). (a) For any i ≥ 1, i∏ j=1 e_j = q^3_{i+1} − 1 q_{i+1} − 1

= p^{2i} + p^{2i−1} + 1.

(b) For any i ≥ 2, i∑ j=2 (e_j − 1) = p^{2i−1} − p and (p + 1) + i∑ j=2 (e_j − 1) = p^{2i−1} + 1.

(c) For any i ≥ 3, e_i − 1 = (e_{i−1} − 1) (q_i + q_{i−1}) .

Proof. (a) Note that q_2 = p, so that e_1 = q^2 + q_2 + 1 = (q^3_2 − 1)/(q_2 − 1). Thus part (a) holds for i = 1. If i ≥ 2 and ∏_{i−1} j=1 e_j =^{q3(i−1)+1−1}

q_{(i−1)+1}−1 , then inductively, we have i∏ j=1 e_j = (_{i−1} ∏ j=1 e_j ) e_i = q^3_i − 1 q_i − 1 · q^3_i + 1 q_i + 1 = q^6_i − 1 q^2_i − 1 = q^3_{i+1} − 1 q_{i+1} − 1

= q^2_{i+1}+q_{i+1}+1 = p^{2i} +p^{2i−1} +1.

Thus part (a) holds for all i ≥ 1 by induction.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 17

(b) For the first assertion we have, for each i ≥ 2, i∑ j=2 (e_j − 1) = i∑ j=2 (q^2_j − q_j ) = i∑ j=2 (q_{j+1} − q_j) = q_{i+1} − q_2 = p^{2i−1} − p.

The second assertion follows immediately.

(c) For i ≥ 3,

e_i − 1 = q^2_i − q_i = q^2_i − q^2_{i−1} = (q_i − q_{i−1})(q_i + q_{i−1}) = (q^2_{i−1} − q_{i−1})(q_i + q_{i−1}) = (e_{i−1} − 1)(q_i + q_{i−1}). □

7.2. Setting up the inductive step. The incidence structure D^s_p will have point set P = ∏_s i=1 Z_{ei} and block size k = p^{2s−1} +1 and be defined as an incidence structure D(B, G) as in Definition 1.2. To show that D^s_p is a 2-design we will need to verify that condition (6) holds for each proper nonempty subset J of I. Note that v := ∏_s i=1 e_i = p^{2s} + p^{2s−1} + 1 by Lemma 7.2(a), and that k(k − 1) v − 1 = ( p^{2s−1} + 1 ) p^{2s−1} p^{2s} + p^{2s−1}

= 1.

Thus for each each ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I, condition (6) is equivalent, using (15), to ∑ δ∈E_J x^2_δ = ( p^{2s−1} + 1 ) + (( ∏ i∈J^c e_i ) − 1 ) = p^{2s−1} + ∏ i∈J^c e_i. By Theorem 1.3, we will need to show that condition (6) holds for each ∅ ≠ J ⊊ I. There are 2^s −2 such subsets J, and hence 2^s −2 conditions to check. We show in Proposition 7.3 that, if the generating block B satisfies certain additional hypotheses, then the number of conditions that need to be verified can be reduced by half to 2^{s−1} − 1.

Proposition 7.3. Let s, p > 1 and let the numbers e_i, 1 ≤ i ≤ s, be as in (32). Let P = ∏_s i=1 Z_{ei} and let B ⊆ P be the disjoint union B = (B^′ × {0}) ∪ B_s, where B^′ ⊂ P^′ = ∏_{s−1} i=1 Z_{ei} and B_s ⊂ P have the following properties:

(a) |B^′| = p^{2s−2} + 1, and the incidence structure D(B^′, G^′) with point set P^′ = ∏_{s−1} i=1 Z_{ei} and G^′ = ∏_{s−1} i=1 S_{ei} is a 2-design;

(b) B_s comprises exactly one element of the C_{{s}}-part C_δ, for each δ ∈ Z_{es} \ {0}; in particular |B_s| = e_s − 1.

Then |B| = p^{2s−1} + 1, and D(B, G) is a 2-design if and only if conditions (6) hold for all subsets J ⊊ I such that s /∈ J.

Proof. Assume that P and B are as described and that hypotheses (a)–(b) hold. Then |B_s| = e_s − 1, so by (32), k := |B| = |B^′| + |B_s| = ( p^{2s−2} + 1 ) + (e_s − 1) = p^{2s−1} + 1. If D(B, G) is a 2-design, then it follows from Theorem 1.3(a) that condition (6) holds for all proper nonempty subsets J ⊆ I such that s /∈ J, and (6) also holds for J = ∅ by Lemma 4.5.

Suppose conversely that condition (6) holds for all proper subsets J ⊂ I that do not contain s. To prove that D(B, G) is a 2-design, we show that condition (6) also holds for all proper subsets of I containing s. Let J be such a subset, and let J^′ := J \ {s}.

18 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Then E_J = E_J ′ × E_s is the disjoint union X_# ∪ X_0, where X_# := E_J ′ × (E_s \ {0}) = {δ ∈ E_J | δπ_{{s}} ≠ 0} and X_0 := E_J ′ × {0} = {δ ∈ E_J | δπ_{{s}} = 0}. Thus we can write

(33) ∑ δ∈E_J x^2_δ = ∑ δ∈X_# x^2_δ + ∑ δ∈X_0 x^2_δ,

and we evaluate each summand separately.

Claim 1: The first summand of (33) satisfies ∑ δ∈X_# x 2 δ = p^{2s−1} − p^{2s−2} . It follows from the definition of X_# that (with C_δ and C_γ as in (8) for δ ∈ E_J and γ ∈ E_s, respectively) ⋃ δ∈X_# C_δ = P^′ × (E_s \ {0}) = {ε ∈ P | ε_s ≠ 0} = ⋃ γ∈E_s\{0} C_γ . Since s ∈ J, the partition C_J in (9) is a refinement of the partition C_{{s}}, so each C_J -part C_δ with δ ∈ X_# is contained in the C_{{s}}-part C_γ with γ = δπ_{{s}} ∈ E_s \ {0}. (Note that C_J and C_{{s}} are equal in the case J = {s}.) Therefore x_δ = |B ∩ C_δ| ≤ |B ∩ C_γ | = x_γ . By the definition of B, the subset B_s is B ∩ ( ⋃ δ∈X_# Cδ), so by condition (b), for any

γ ∈ E_s \ {0}, the parameter x_γ = |B ∩ C_γ | = |B_s ∩ C_γ | = 1. Therefore x_δ ≤ 1, so in particular x_δ ∈ {0, 1} and x^2_δ = x_δ. Therefore since the sets B ∩ C_δ are pairwise disjoint, we have ⋃ δ∈X_# (B ∩ Cδ) = B ∩ ( ⋃ δ∈X_# Cδ ) = B ∩ ( ⋃ γ∈E_s\{0} Cγ ) = B_s and ∑ δ∈X_# x^2_δ = ∑ δ∈X_# x_δ = ∑ δ∈X_# |B ∩ C_δ| = | | | | ⋃ δ∈X_# (B ∩ C_δ) | | | | = |B^s| = e^s − 1. Recalling that e_s = p^{2s−1} − p^{2s−2} + 1 by (32), we conclude that ∑ δ∈X_# x 2 δ = p^{2s−1} − p^{2s−2} , proving Claim 1.

Claim 2: The second summand of (33) satisfies ∑ δ∈X_0 x 2 δ = p^{2s−2} + ∏ i∈J^c ei. Let I^′ := I \ {s}. It follows from the definition of X_0 and (9) that ⋃ δ∈X_0 C_δ = P^′ × {0} = {ε ∈ P | ε_s = 0} =: C_{0s} ∈ C_{{s}}.

Therefore the restriction to C_{0s} of the projection map π_I′ : P → P^′ is a bijection C_{0s} → P^′. Since the sets C_δ (for δ ∈ X_0) are pairwise disjoint, the set F := {C_δ | δ ∈ X_0} forms a partition of the C_{{s}}-part C_{0s} . We see from the definition of B that B ∩ C_{0s} = B^′ × {0}, so the bijection π_I′ |_{C0s} sends B ∩ C_{0s} → B^′. Moreover the image Fπ_I′ := {(C_δ)π_I′ | δ ∈ X_0} of F under this map is a partition of P^′.

For each δ ∈ X_0, let δ^′ := δπ_J ′ , and observe that (C_δ)π_I′ = {ε^′ ∈ P^′ | ε|_J ′ = δ^′} =: C^′_δ′ . As δ varies over X_0 its projection δ^′ varies over E_J ′ , so Fπ_I′ = {C^′_δ′ | δ^′ ∈ E_J ′ }. Let y_δ′ := |B^′ ∩ C_δ′ |. Then y_δ′ = |(B ∩ C_δ)π_I′ |, and since π_I′ |_{C0s} is a bijection C_{0s} → P^′, we have |(B ∩ C_δ)π_I′ | = |B ∩ C_δ|, so y_δ′ = x_δ. Thus

(34) ∑ δ∈X_0 x^2_δ = ∑ δ^′∈E_J′ y^2_δ′ . Furthermore, by our assumption (a) the structure D(B^′, G^′) is a 2-design. Hence by Theorem 1.3, the parameters y_δ′ satisfy the condition (6) for each nonempty proper subset

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 19

J^′ of I^′, and also for J^′ = ∅ by Lemma 4.5. Note that J^′ ⊊ I^′ because J ⊊ I. Setting k^′ := |B^′|, v^′ := |P^′|, and I^′ := I \ {s}, we then have ∑ δ^′∈E_J′ y^2_δ′ = k^′ + k^′(k^′ − 1)

v^′ − 1 ( ∏ i∈I^′\J^′ e_i ) − 1 .

Now k^′ = p^{2s−2} + 1 by assumption (a), and v^′ = ∏_{s−1} i=1 e_i = p^{2s−1} + p^{2s−2} + 1 by Lemma 7.2 (a). Thus v^′ − 1 = k^′(k^′ − 1), and substituting into the above equation gives

(35) ∑ δ^′∈E_J′ y^2_δ′ = p^{2s−2} + ∏ i∈I^′\J^′ e_i. Note that I^′ \ J^′ = (I \ {s}) \ (J \ {s}) = I \ J = J^c. Thus Claim 2 follows from (34) and (35).

Note that k(k − 1) = ( p^{2s−1} + 1 ) p^{2s−1} = p^{2s} + p^{2s−1} = ( ∏_s i=1 e_i ) − 1 = v − 1, by Lemma 7.2(a). Then, using (33) and Claims 1 and 2, we have ∑ δ∈E_J x^2_δ = ( p^{2s−1} − p^{2s−2} ) + ( p^{2s−2} + ∏ i∈J^c e_i ) = p^{2s−1} + ∏ i∈J^c e_i = k+ k(k − 1) v − 1 ( ∏ i∈J^c e_i − 1 ) . Thus equation (6) holds for J. This completes the proof that (6) holds for any proper subset of I containing s. Hence D(B, G) is a 2-design, completing the proof of Proposition 7.3. □

7.3. The case s = 2. For the construction with s = 2, we follow a somewhat degenerate form of the approach outlined in Subsection 7.1, in that we take the input design D(B^′, G^′) to be a complete design on P^′ = Z_{e1} , where e_1 = p^2 + p + 1, with all (p + 1)-subsets as blocks. We note that Proposition 7.3(a) holds for this design.

Construction 7.4. Let p > 1 and let e_1 and e_2 be as in (32). Let P = Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} and take B = B_1 ∪B_2 to be the set of points with coordinates listed in Table 3. Thus B_1 = B^′ ×{0} with B^′ a block of the complete design D(B^′, G^′) mentioned above. Define D^2_p = D(B, G) as in Definition 1.2.

C_{{1}} e_1 columns C_{{2}} e_2 rows

Figure 2. Partitions C_J of P =

∏_2 i=1 Z_{ei} for ∅ ≠ J ⊊ {1, 2} We visualise the point set P as a grid with e_1 columns and e_2 rows, where each column is a C_{{1}}-part and each row is a C_{{2}}-part, and illustrate the block B in Figure 3. The only proper nonempty subsets of I are the singletons J = {i} for i ∈ {1, 2}, and for each of these E_J = Z_{ei} .

20 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Subset Points Conditions B_1 (a, 0) 0 ≤ a ≤ p B_2 (p + a, 2a − 1) 1 ≤ a ≤^{p2−p}_2 (p + a, 2a) Table 3. Coordinates of points of B in Construction 7.4

p + 1 p^2−p 2 cols.

p^2 − p rows

B_1B_2 e_1 columns e_2 rows

Figure 3. Block B for Construction 7.4

The nonzero array values x_δ, for δ ∈ Z_{e1} ∪ Z_{e2} , are listed in Table 4. These can be obtained by referring to Table 3 or Figure 3. Recall that if δ ∈ Z_{e1} (respectively, δ ∈ Z_{e2} ), the parameter x_δ is the number of points of B that lie in the column (respectively, row) C_δ. We omit from the table those columns and rows which contain no point of B.

δ_1 #δ_1 x_{(δ1 )} δ_1 ≤ p p + 1 1 p < δ_1 ≤^{p2+p}_2^{p2−p}_2 2 δ_2 #δ_2 x_{(δ2 )} 0 1 p + 1 δ_2 ≥ 1 p^2 − p 1

Table 4. Array values of B in Construction 7.4

Remark 7.5. The design D^2_p could have been constructed using the combinatorial construction developed in [2]: that construction is based on a subgraph Δ of the complete bipartite graph K_{e1,e2} isomorphic to^{p2−p}_2 P_2 + K_{1,p+1} +^{p2+p}_2 K_1, where the part of the bipartition of size e_1 = p^2 + p + 1 consists of the^{p2+p}_2 isolated vertices, the^{p2−p}_2 centralvertices of the paths P_2, and the p + 1 non-central-vertices of the K_{1,p+1}; and the part of size e_2 = p^2 − p + 1 consists of the p^2 − p end-vertices of the paths P_2 and the centralvertex of the claw K_{1,p+1}. The automorphism group of this graph Δ is a subgroup of G = S_{e1} × S_{e2} , namely G_Δ = S_{p+1} × S_{(p}2_{+p)/2} × (S_2 ≀ S_{(p}2_{−p)/2}).

We show in Proposition 7.6 that D^2_p is a 2-design with v = k(k − 1); given that result it follows from [2, Proposition 3.1(a)] that the value of λ is λ = (e_1 − 1)! · (e_2 − 1)! |G_Δ| = (p^2 + p)! · (p^2 − p)!

(p + 1)! · ((p^2 + p)/2)! · 2^{(p2−p)/2}((p^2 − p)/2)! . We have not been able to find this family of designs in the literature; it appears to be new.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 21

Proposition 7.6. For each integer p > 1, the design D^2_p in Construction 7.4 is a 2- grid-imprimitive, block-transitive 2 − (p^4 + p^2 + 1, p^2 + 1, λ) design relative to G, λ as in Remark 7.5.

Proof. By construction G acts 2-grid-imprimitively and block-transitive on D^2_p. By Theorem 1.3, to prove that D^2_p is a 2-design it suffices to show that conditions (6) hold for all proper, nonempty subsets J of I = {1, 2}. The only such subsets are the singletons. We can see from Table 4 that points in the subset B_1 all have the same values of x_{δ|J} for J = {1} or J = {2}, and likewise for points in B_2. The set B is the disjoint union of B_1 and B_2, so k := |B| = |B_1| + |B_2| = (p + 1) + (e_2 − 1) = p^2 + 1. Also v = |P| = e_1e_2 = p^4 + p + 2 + 1, so v = k(k − 1). Moreover, for any i ∈ {1, 2}, the quantity ∑ (δ_i)∈E_{{i}} x 2 (δ_i) = ∑ δ_i∈Z_{ei} x 2 (δ_i) can be obtained by taking the sum of the products

of the entries in the column ‘# C_{(δi)}’ with the squares of the entries in the column ‘x_{(δi)}’ of Table 4. Thus, using (32) to simplify the resulting sums, we get ∑ δ_1∈Z_{e1} x^2_{(δ1)} = (p + 1) · 1^2 + ( e_2 − 1 2 ) · 2^2 = (p + 1) + (p^2 − p) · 2 = k + (e_2 − 1)

which is condition (6) for J = {1}, and ∑ δ_2∈Z_{e2} x^2_{(δ2 )} = 1 · (p + 1)^2 + (e_2 − 1) · 1^2 = (p^2 + 2p + 1) + (p^2 − p) = k + (e_1 − 1),

which is condition (6) for J = {2}. Therefore, by Theorem 1.3, the design D^2_p is a 2-design. □

7.4. The case s = 3. To illustrate the construction with a nondegenerate input design D(B^′, G^′), we use the designs D^2_p to construct 3-grid-imprimitive designs with the approach of Subsections 7.1 and 7.2.

Construction 7.7. Let p > 1 and let e_1, e_2, and e_3 be as in (32). Let P = Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} × Z_{e3} and take B := (B^′ × {0}) ∪ B_3, where B^′ is the set of points in Table 3 and B_3 is as follows: for p = 2,

B_3 := {(3 + a, b, c − 1), (3 + a, b, c) | 1 ≤ a ≤ 3, 1 ≤ b ≤ 2, c = 2(a + 3(b − 1))}

and for p > 2, B_3 :=

⋃_4 i=1 B_{3,i} where the sets B_{3,i} consist of points with coordinates listed in Tables 5 (for odd p) or 6 (for even p > 2). We abuse notation slightly and, for B_1 and B_2 the two-dimensional sets given in Table 3, we also denote the three-dimensional sets B_1 × {0} and B_2 × {0} by B_1 and B_2, respectively. Define D^3_p := D(B, G) as in Definition 1.2, with G = S_{e1} × S_{e2} × S_{e3} .

We visualise P as a three-dimensional grid, with e_3 “layers” labelled by elements of Z_{e3}, each of which is a two-dimensional grid with e_1 columns labelled by Z_{e1} and e_2 rows labelled by Z_{e2} . A C_{{3}}-part C_{(δ3)} is the set of all points in the same layer δ_3, a C_{{1}}-part C_{(δ1)} is the set of all points in the same column δ_1 and any layer, and a C_{{2}}-part is the set of all points in the same row δ_2 and any layer. A C_{{1,3}}-part C_{(δ1,δ3)} is the set of all points in column δ_1 and layer δ_3, a C_{{2,3}}-part C_{(δ2,δ3)} is the set of all points in row δ_2 and layer δ_3, and a C_{{1,2}}-part C_{(δ1,δ2)} is the set of all points in column δ_1 and row δ_2 (and any layer). These partitions are illustrated in Figure 4.

The generating block B is illustrated in Figure 5 (for p = 2), Figure 6 (for odd p), and Figure 7 (for even p > 2). To save space, each of these figures shows the projection

22 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Subset Points Conditions B_{3,1} (a, b, c − 1) (a, b, c) 1 ≤ a ≤ p, 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−1}_2 , c = 2 ( a + (b − 1)p )

B_{3,2} (p+a, b+δ, c−1) (p + a, b + δ, c) 1 ≤ a ≤^{p2−p}_2 , 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−p}_2 , c = 2p (_{p2−1} 2 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)(p^2 − p) ) , δ =^{p2−p}_2 if 1 ≤ a ≤ ⌊^{p2−p+2}_4 ⌋ and b ∈ {2a−1, 2a}, and δ = 0 otherwise B_{3,3} (_{p2+p} 2 + a,^{p2−1}_2 + b, c − 1 ) (_{p2+p} 2 + a,^{p2−1}_2 + b, c ) 1 ≤ a ≤ p, 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−2p+1}_2 ,

c = 2 (_{p4+p2−2p} 4 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)p ) B_{3,4} (_{p2+3p} 2 + a, b + δ, c − 1 ) (_{p2+3p} 2 + a, b + δ, c ) 1 ≤ a ≤^{p2−p}_2 , 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−p}_2 ,

c = 2 (_{p4+2p3−3p2} 4 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)(p^2 − p) ) , δ =^{p2−p}_2 if a = 1 and δ = 0 otherwise

Table 5. Coordinates of points in

⋃_4 i=1 B_{3,i} in Construction 7.7 for odd p

Subset Points Conditions B_{3,1} (a, b, c − 1) (a, b, c) 1 ≤ a ≤ p, 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−2p}_2 , c = 2 ( a + (b − 1)p )

B_{3,2} (p + a, b + δ, c − 1) (p + a, b + δ, c) 1 ≤ a ≤^{p2−p}_2 , 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−p}_2 , c = 2p (_{p2−2p} 2 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)(p^2 − p) ) δ =^{p2−p}_2 if 1 ≤ a ≤ ⌊^{p2−p}_4 ⌋ and b ∈ {2a − 1, 2a}, and δ = 0 otherwise B_{3,3} (_{p2+p} 2 + a,^{p2−2p}_2 + b, c − 1 ) (_{p2+p} 2 + a,^{p2−2p}_2 + b, c ) 1 ≤ a ≤ p, 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2}_2 ,

c = 2 (_{p4−3p2} 4 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)p ) B_{3,4} (_{p2+3p} 2 + a, b + δ, c − 1 ) (_{p2+3p} 2 + a, b + δ, c ) 1 ≤ a ≤^{p2−p}_2 , 1 ≤ b ≤^{p2−p}_2 ,

c = 2 (_{p4+2p3−3p2} 4 ) + 2 ( a + (b − 1)(p^2 − p) ) , δ =^{p2−p}_2 if a = 1 and δ = 0 otherwise

Table 6. Coordinates of points in

⋃_4 i=1 B_{3,i} in Construction 7.7 for even p > 2

of B onto a single two-dimensional grid representing Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} . In Figure 5 the five points in B^′ × {0} = B_1 ∪ B_2 all lie in the layer δ_3 = 0. Each dot in B_3 represents two points with the same (δ_1, δ_2)-coordinates but which lie in different δ_3-layers, and each layer δ_3 ∈ {1, . . . , 12} contains exactly one point of B_3. In Figures 6 and 7, the subsets of B are represented as regions, which indicate a point in every intersection of a row and a column inside that region. (For instance, the region B_{1,2} consists of one row that intersects p columns, so the subset B_{1,2} contains p points that lie in the same row in consecutive columns.) The set B_1 is divided into two smaller subsets B_{1,1} and B_{1,2}. Again the points in B^′ × {0} lie in the layer δ_3 = 0. Each point (δ_1, δ_2) in the regions corresponding to

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 23

e_1e_2e_3C_{{2,3}}e_1e_2e_3C_{{1,3}}e_1e_2e_3C_{{1,2}}

e_1e_2e_3C_{{1}}e_1e_2e_3C_{{2}}e_1e_2e_3C_{{3}}

Figure 4. Partitions C_J of P =

∏_3 i=1 Z_{ei} for ∅ ≠ J ⊊ {1, 2, 3}

0120123456

B_1 × {(0, 0)} B_2 × {0} B_3

Figure 5. Block B for Construction 7.7 with p = 2, projected onto Z_7 ×Z_3

B_3 =

⋃_4

i=1 B_{3,i} represents two elements (δ_1, δ_2, δ_3) of B_3 that lie in distinct δ_3-layers, and each layer δ_3 ∈ {1, . . . , e_3 − 1} contains exactly one point of B_3.

In view of Proposition 7.3, to show that D^3_p is a 2-design we only need to verify conditions (6) for the subsets J = {1}, {2}, and {1, 2}. First we determine the array values of B for these subsets.

Lemma 7.8. The array values of the subset B in Construction 7.7 corresponding to the subsets J = {1}, {2}, and {1, 2}, are listed in Table 7 for p = 2, Table 8 for odd p, and Table 9 for even p > 2 (where in Tables 8 and 9, B_{1,1} = {(0, 0, 0)} and B_{1,2} = {(a, 0, 0) | 1 ≤ a ≤ p}). Proof. These values are obtained by referring to Construction 7.7, or they may be seen visually by referring to Figures 5, 6, and 7, as well as Tables 3, 5 and 6.

(a) The parameter x_{(δ1,δ2)}, for each (δ_1, δ_2) ∈ Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} , is the number of points of B that belong to row δ_1 and column δ_2 and to any layer, so in the figures this is the number

24 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER Subset #δ|_{{1,2}} x_{δ|{1,2}} B^′ × {0} 5 1

B_3 6 2 δ_2 #δ_2 x_{δ2} 0 1 3 1, 2 2 7 δ_1 #δ_1 x_{δ1} 0, 1, 2 3 1

3 1 2 4, 5, 6 3 4

Table 7. Array values for B in Construction 7.7 with p = 2 δ = δ|_{{1,2}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B^′ × {0} p^2 + 1 1

δ ∈ B_3^{e3−1}_2 2 δ_2 #δ_2 x_{δ2} 0 1 p + 1 δ_2 ≥ 1 p^2 − p e_1 δ_1 #δ_1 x_{(δ1 )} 0 1 1 0 < δ_1 ≤ p p p^2 p < δ_1 ≤^{p2+p}_2^{p2−p}_2 e_2 + 1

p^2+p

2 < δ_1 ≤^{p2+3p}_2 p (p − 1)^2

p^2+3p

2 < δ_1 ≤ p^2 + p^{p2−p}_2 e_2 − 1

Table 8. Array values for B in Construction 7.7 with odd p δ = δ|_{{1,2}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B^′ × {0} p^2 + 1 1

δ ∈ B_3^{e3−1}_2 2 δ_2 #δ_2 x_{δ2} 0 1 p + 1 δ_2 ≥ 1 p^2 − p e_1 δ_1 #δ_1 x_{δ1} 0 1 1 1 ≤ δ_1 ≤ p p (p − 1)^2 p < δ_1 ≤^{p2+p}_2^{p2−p}_2 e_2 + 1

p^2+p

2 < δ_1 ≤^{p2+3p}_2 p p^2

p^2+3p

2 < δ_1 ≤ p^2 + p^{p2−p}_2 e_2 − 1

Table 9. Array values for B in Construction 7.7 with even p > 2

of points of B represented by each dot (δ_1, δ_2). For (δ_1, δ_2) ∈ B^′, this number is 1, and for (δ_1, δ_2) ∈ (B_3)π_{{1,2}} =

⋃_4

i=1(B_{3,i})π_{{1,2}}, this number is 2.

(b) The parameter x_{(δ2 )} is the number of points of B that belong to the column δ_2 and to any layer, so in the figures x_{(δ2 )} is the number of points of B that belong to row δ_2. The top row δ_2 = 0 contains all points B_1 × {(0, 0)} and nothing else, so for δ_2 = 0, we have x_{(δ2)} = |B_1| = p + 1 (likewise x_{(δ2 )} = 3 = 2 + 1 for p = 2). Each row δ_2 ∈ {1, . . . , e_2 − 1} contains exactly one point of B_2 × {0} and a certain number of points of B_3. If p = 2, then there are exactly 2 · 3 = 6 = e_1 − 1 points of B_3 in each of these rows, so in this case x_{(δ2)} = 7 = e_1 for δ_2 ∈ {1, 2}. If p > 2 then, by adding the widths of the regions B_{3,i} in Figures 6 and 7 that intersect any row δ_2 > 0, we find that the number of points of B_3 is 2 · ( p + ( p^2 − p 2 − 1 ) + 1 ) = 2 · p^2 + p 2 = p^2 + p = e_1 − 1.

Hence, if p > 2, then x_{(δ2)} = 1 + (e_1 − 1) = e_1 for any δ_2 ∈ {1, . . . , e_2 − 1}.

(c) The parameter x_{(δ1 )} is the number of points of B that belong to the column δ_1 and to any layer, so in the figures x_{(δ1)} is the number of points of B that belong to the column δ_1.

The case p = 2: We see in Figure 5 that each of the columns 0, 1, 2 contains exactly one point of B_1, column 3 contains the two points of B_2, and each of the columns 4, 5, 6 contains four points of B_3. This gives the values in Table 7.

The case p > 2: We see in Figures 6 and 7 that the column 0 contains only the unique point of B_{1,1}, so x_{(δ1 )} = 1 for δ_1 = 0. Each of the next p columns contains one point of

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 25

B_{1,2} and 2m points of B_{3,1}, where (see Tables 5 and 6) m = {_{p2−1} 2 if p is odd p^2−2p 2 if p is even.

So for δ_1 ∈ {1, . . . , p} we have x_{(δ1 )} = 2m+1 = p^2 or (p−1)^2, for p odd or even, respectively. Each of the next (p^2 − p)/2 columns contains two points of B_2 and 2 · (p^2 − p)/2 = p^2 − p points of B_{3,2}, so x_{(δ2 )} = p^2 − p + 2 = e_2 + 1 for δ_2 ∈ {p + 1, . . . , (p^2 + p)/2}. Each of the next p columns contains 2n points of B_{3,2}, where (see Tables 5 and 6) n = {_{p2−2p+1} 2 =^{(p−1)2}_2 if p is odd

p^2

2 if p is even.

So for δ_1 ∈ {(p^2 + p)/2 + 1, . . . , (p^2 + 3p)/2} we have x_{(δ1 )} = 2n = (p−1)^2 or p^2, if p is odd or even, respectively. Each of the remaining (p^2 − p)/2 columns contains 2 · (p^2 − p)/2 = p^2 − p points of B_{3,4}, so x_{(δ1)} = p^2 − p = e_2 − 1 for δ_1 ∈ {(p^2 + 3p)/2 + 1, . . . , p^2 + p}. This completes the proof. □

Proposition 7.9. For each integer p > 1 and G as in Construction 7.7, the design D^3_p as in Construction 7.7 is a 3-grid-imprimitive, block-transitive 2 − (v, k, λ) design with v = p^8 + p^4 + 1 and k = p^4 + 1, for some λ.

Proof. The values for v = |P| and k = |B| follow from Construction 7.7 and Lemma 7.2, and we note that k(k − 1) = v − 1. Also G acts as a 3-grid-imprimitive, block-transitive group of automorphisms. We see from the definition of the block B = (B^′ × {0}) ∪ B_3 in Construction 7.7 that B^′ is the generating block in Construction 7.4 with the coordinates listed in Table 3, and D(B^′, G^′) = D^2_p is a 2-design by Proposition 7.6. Thus B satisfies condition (a) of Proposition 7.3. Moreover since each δ_3-layer, with δ_3 ∈ Z_{e3} \{0}, contains a unique point of B_3, the set B_3 satisfies condition (b) of Proposition 7.3. Therefore by Proposition 7.3, in order to show that D^3_p is a 2-design, we only need to verify that condition (6) holds for all nonempty subsets J of {1, 2, 3} that do not contain 3, namely, for J = {1}, {2}, and {1, 2}.

Case J = {2}: In this case, the right hand side of (6) is k+e_1e_3 −1 since k(k−1) = v−1. By Lemma 7.8 (Tables 7, 8, and 9), for any value of p (including p = 2), the p^2 − p rows δ_2 > 0 each contain the same number of points of B. Thus the sum ∑ δ_2∈Z_{e2} x 2 (δ_2 ) can be

written as ∑ δ_2∈Z_{e2} x^2_{(δ2)} = ∑ δ_2=0

x^2_{(δ2)} + ∑ δ_2>0

x^2_{(δ2)} = 1 · (p + 1)^2 + (p^2 − p) · e^2_1.

Since e_1 − 1 = p^2 + p and e_2 − 1 = p^2 − p, we have (e_1 − 1)(e_2 − 1) = p^4 − p^2 = e_3 − 1, so

(p^2 − p) · e^2_1 = (e_2 − 1)(e_1 − 1 + 1)e_1 = (e_3 − 1)e_1 + (e_2 − 1)e_1.

Also (p + 1)^2 = p^2 + 2p + 1 = e_1 + p and (e_2 − 1)e_1 = (p^2 − p)(p^2 + p + 1) = p^4 − p, so ∑ δ_2∈Z_{e2} x^2_{(δ2 )} = (p + 1)^2 + (e_3 − 1)e_1 + (e_2 − 1)e_1 = (e_1 + p) + (e_1e_3 − e_1) + (p^4 − p)

= p^4 + e_1e_3 = k + e_1e_3 − 1.

Thus condition (6) holds for J = {2}.

Case J = {1, 2}: Since, for δ = (δ_1, δ_2) ∈ Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} , the parameter x_δ = 0 whenever δ /∈ Bπ_{{1,2}}, the sum ∑ δ∈Z_{e1}×Z_{e2} x 2 δ = ∑ δ∈Bπ_{{1,2}} x 2 δ. Since the image Bπ_{{1,2}} is the

26 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

disjoint union of B^′ and (B_3)π_{{1,2}}, and since by Lemma 7.8 (Tables 7, 8, and 9) distinct points in either of these subsets have the same array values x_δ, the sum ∑ δ∈Z_{e1}×Z_{e2} x 2 δ can be written as ∑ δ∈Z_{e1}×Z_{e2} x^2_δ = |B^′| · ( x^2_δ for δ ∈ B^′ ) + |(B_3)π_{{1,2}}| · ( x^2_δ for δ ∈ (B_3)π_{{1,2}} ) . Note that k = p^4 + 1, that |B^′| = |B_1| + |B_2| = (p + 1) + (p^2 − p) = p^2 + 1, and that |B_3π_{{1,2}}| =^{|B3|}_2 =^{e3−1}_2 =^{p4−p2}_2 (see Construction 7.7 and Lemma 7.2). Thus, using the array values listed in the tables, we obtain (for all p including p = 2) ∑ δ∈Z_{e1}×Z_{e2} x^2_δ = (p^2 + 1) · 1^2 + ( e_3 − 1 2 ) · 2^2 = p^4 + 1 + e_3 − 1 = k + e_3 − 1.

Therefore condition (6) holds for J = {1, 2}.

Case J = {1}: When p = 2, we have k = 2^4 + 1 = 17 and e_2e_3 = 3 · 13 = 39, and by Lemma 7.8 (Table 7) the parameter x_{(δ1 )} is constant over the columns δ_1 ∈ {0, 1, 2} and over the columns δ_1 ∈ {4, 5, 6}. Thus ∑ δ_1∈Z_7

x^2_{(δ1 )} = 3 · 1^2 + 1 · 2^2 + 3 · 4^2 = 3 + 4 + 48 = 55 = k + e_2e_3 − 1,

so condition (6) for J = {1} is satisfied. If p > 2, then by Lemma 7.8 (Tables 8 and 9) the columns δ_1 ∈ Z_{e1} can be partitioned into five subsets, listed in the first column of these tables, such that distinct columns in each of these subsets have the same array value x_{(δ1)}. Observe that for any p > 2, x^2_{(δ1 )} = 1 if δ_1 = 0, ∑ 0<δ_1≤p x^2_{(δ1 )} + ∑ p2+p 2 <δ_1≤^{p2+3p}_2

x^2_{(δ1)} = p · ( p^2

)_2 + p · ( (p − 1)^2

)_2

= p^5 + p(p − 1)^4

and ∑ p<δ_1≤^{p2+p}_2

x^2_{(δ1 )} + ∑ p2+3p 2 <δ_1≤p^2+p

x^2_{(δ1)} = p^2 − p 2 · (e_2 + 1)^2 + p^2 − p 2 · (e_2 − 1)^2

= (e_2 − 1)(e^2 + 1).

Therefore ∑ δ_1∈Z_{e1} x^2_{(δ1 )} = 1 + p^5 + p(p − 1)^4 + (e_2 − 1)(e^2 + 1).

So, to complete the proof, it remains to show, for any p > 2, that

(36) 1 + p^5 + p(p − 1)^4 + (e_2 − 1)(e^2 + 1) = k + e_2e_3 − 1 = p^4 + e_2e_3.

The right hand side of (36) satisfies

RHS = p^4 + (p^2 − p + 1)(p^4 − p^2 + 1) = p^6 − p^5 + p^4 + p^3 − p + 1.

To evaluate the left hand side of (36), we first note that

e^2 + 1 = (e_2 − 1)^2 + 2e_2 = (p^2 − p)^2 + 2(p^2 − p + 1) = p^4 − 2p^3 + 3p^2 − 2p + 2,

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 27

and hence

LHS = 1 + p^5 + (p^2 − p)((p − 1)^3 + p^4 − 2p^3 + 3p^2 − 2p + 2)

= 1 + p^5 + (p^2 − p)(p^4 − p^3 + p + 1) = 1 + p^6 − p^5 + p^4 + p^3 − p.

Thus (36) holds also when p > 2.

We conclude that, for any integer p > 1, the incidence structure D^3_p is a 2-design. □

7.5. The case s = 4. When s = 4, we were only able to carry out this construction method for p = 2: we use the design D^3_2 to construct a 4-grid-imprimitive 2-design.

Example 7.10. Let p = 2 and let e_1, e_2, e_3, and e_4 be as in (32). Then e_1 = 7, e_2 = 3, e_3 = 13, and e_4 = 241. Let P =

∏_4 i=1 Z_{ei} and take B = (B^′ × {0}) ∪ B_4, where B^′ is the set of points in Figure 5 and B_4 =

⋃_6 i=1 B_{4,i} is the set of points listed in Table 10.

Again we abuse notation and, for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, we denote by the symbol B_i the fourdimensional subset B_i × {0}, where B_i is the three-dimensional subset in Figure 5. Define D^4_2 := D(B, K) as in Definition 1.2.

We visualise P as a set of e_4 copies of the three-dimensional grid P^′ := Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} × Z_{e3} . We see, from the coordinates listed in Table 10, that the 240 points of B_4 are distributed among the 240 grids P^′ × {δ_4} with 1 ≤ δ_4 ≤ 240, such that each P^′ × {δ_4} contains a unique point of B_4. To save on space, we illustrate B by projecting it onto P^′, as in Figure 8, and for clarity we show P^′ as a set of e_3 two-dimensional grids Z_{e1} × Z_{e2} . The points in B_1 ∪ B_2 ∪ B_3 all belong to P^′ × {0}; the subsets B_1 and B_2 in the layer δ_3 = 0 are as labelled, and the square dots in the layers δ_3 = 1, . . . , 12 denote the points of B_3. The remaining unlabelled circular dots are the points of B_4; each of these dots represents two points of B_4 that have the same (δ_1, δ_2, δ_3)-coordinates but which belong to different grids P^′ × {δ_4}.

The set B_4 is divided into subsets which are shown in the three diagrams in the bottom row of Figure 8. The subsets B_{4,i}, 1 ≤ i ≤ 6, are defined according to the (δ_1, δ_2)- coordinates (with no restriction on δ_3 and δ_4), and B_4 is the disjoint union of these subsets. We also divide the points of B_4 with δ_2 > 1 into subsets B_{4,7} and B_{4,8} according to the (δ_2, δ_3)-coordinates, with no restriction on δ_1 and δ_4. Note that the points in B_{4,7} are those which have the same (δ_2, δ_3)-coordinates as a point in B_3; indeed, in the figure the subset B_{4,7} consists of the points which belong to the same δ_3-layer and to the same row as a point in B_3. The points in B_{4,8} are those which do not have this property.

In view of Proposition 7.3, to verify that D^4_2 is a 2-design we only need to show that condition (6) holds for each nonempty subset J of I = {1, 2, 3, 4} which does not contain 4. The array values x_{δJ} , for each such subset J and each δ ∈ B, are listed in Table 11, and these can be deduced from Figure 8 and from the definition of B. Thus each of these parameters can be interpreted as the following numbers in Figure 8:

• x_{(δ1 ,δ2,δ3)} = number of points that appear in the same δ_3-layer as δ; • x_{(δ2 ,δ3)} = number of points that appear in the same row and same δ_3-layer as δ; • x_{(δ1 ,δ3)} = number of points that appear in the same column and same δ_3-layer as δ; • x_{(δ1 ,δ2)} = number of points that appear in the same column and the same row, and in any layer, as δ;

• x_{(δ3 )} = number of points that appear in the same δ_3-layer as δ; • x_{(δ2 )} = number of points that appear in the same row, and in any layer, as δ; • x_{(δ1 )} = number of points that appear in the same column, and in any layer, as δ.

28 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

Subset Coordinates Conditions on c and d B_{4,1} (0, 0, c, d − 1), (0, 0, c, d) c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2(c − 8) (1, 0, c, d − 1), (1, 0, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, d = 2c + 8 (2, 0, c, d − 1), (2, 0, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, d = 2c + 8 B_{4,2} (0, 1, c, d − 1), (0, 1, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, d = 2c + 16 c ∈ {11, 12}, d = 2c + 12 (1, 1, c, d − 1), (1, 1, c, d) c ∈ {3, 4}, d = 2c + 32 c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 24 (2, 1, c, d − 1), (2, 1, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, d = 2c + 48 c ∈ {7, 8}, d = 2c + 44 (0, 2, c, d − 1), (0, 2, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 10}, d = 2c + 52 (1, 2, c, d − 1), (1, 2, c, d) c ∈ {1, 2}, d = 2c + 72 c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 60 (2, 2, c, d − 1), (2, 2, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 6}, d = 2c + 84 B_{4,3} (3, 0, c, d − 1), (3, 0, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 96 B_{4,4} (3, 1, c, d − 1), (3, 1, c, d) c ∈ {3, 4}, d = 2c + 116 c ∈ {7, 8}, d = 2c + 112 c ∈ {11, 12}, d = 2c + 108 (3, 2, c, d − 1), (3, 2, c, d) c ∈ {1, 2}, d = 2c + 132 c ∈ {5, 6}, d = 2c + 128 c ∈ {9, 10}, d = 2c + 124 B_{4,5} (4, 0, c, d − 1), (4, 0, c, d) c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 128 (5, 0, c, d − 1), (5, 0, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, d = 2c + 152 (6, 0, c, d − 1), (6, 0, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, d = 2c + 152 B_{4,6} (4, 1, c, d − 1), (4, 1, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, d = 2c + 160 c ∈ {11, 12}, d = 2c + 156 (5, 1, c, d − 1), (5, 1, c, d) c ∈ {1, 2}, d = 2c + 180 c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 168 (6, 1, c, d − 1), (6, 1, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, d = 2c + 192 c ∈ {7, 8}, d = 2c + 188 (4, 2, c, d − 1), (4, 2, c, d) c ∈ {5, . . . , 10}, d = 2c + 196 (5, 2, c, d − 1), (5, 2, c, d) c ∈ {1, 2}, d = 2c + 216 c ∈ {9, . . . , 12}, d = 2c + 212 (6, 2, c, d − 1), (6, 2, c, d) c ∈ {1, . . . , 6}, d = 2c + 228 Table 10. Coordinates of points in

⋃_6 i=1 B_{4,i} in Example 7.10

Arguing as in the proof of Proposition 7.9 in the three-dimensional case, the sum ∑ δ∈B x_{δJ} can be obtained from Table 11 by taking the sum of the products of the entry in the column “#δ” and the square of the corresponding entry in the column “x_{δJ} .” For example, for J = {1, 2, 3}, ∑ (δ_1 ,δ_2,δ_3)∈Z_7×Z_3×Z_{13}

x^2_{(δ1 ,δ2,δ3)} = 17 · 1^2 + 120 · 2^2 = 497 = 257 + 240 = k + e_4 − 1.

So condition (6) holds for J = {1, 2, 3}. The other conditions can be verified in a similar way, thus proving that D^4_2 is a 2-design.

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 29 δ = δ|_{{1,2,3}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B^′ × {0} 17 1 δ ∈ B_4 120 2 δ_3 #δ_3 x_{(δ3 )} 0 1 5 δ_3 ≥ 1 12 21 δ_2 #δ_2 x_{(δ2 )} 0 1 75 1, 2 2 91 δ_1 #δ_1 x_{(δ1)} 0, 1, 2 3 33 3 1 50 4, 5, 6 3 36 δ = δ|_{{1,3}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B_1 3 1 δ ∈ B_2 1 2 δ ∈ B_3 12 1 δ ∈ B_4 60 4 δ = δ|_{{2,3}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B_1 1 3 δ ∈ B_2 2 1 δ ∈ B_3 ∪ B_{4,7} 12 5 δ ∈ ⋃ i∈{1,3,5} B{4,i} 12 6 δ ∈ B_{4,8} 12 10 δ = δ|_{{1,2}} #δ x_δ δ ∈ B_1 ∪ B_{{4,1}} 3 9 δ ∈ B_{{4,2}} 6 12 δ ∈ B_{{4,3}} 1 24 δ ∈ B_2 ∪ B_{{4,4}} 2 13 δ ∈ B_{{4,5}} 3 8 δ ∈ B_3 ∪ B_{{4,6}} 6 14

Table 11. Array values for B in Example 7.10

8. Acknowledgements

The first and third authors (Alavi and Daneshkhah) are grateful to Alice Devillers and Cheryl E. Praeger for supporting their visit to UWA (The University of Western Australia) during February-June 2023. They also thank Bu-Ali Sina University for the support during their sabbatical leave.

This work forms part of the Australian Research Council Discovery Grant project DP200100080.

References

[1] M. Aigner, Combinatorial theory. Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences], 234. Springer-Verlag, Berlin-New York, 1979. [2] S.H. Alavi, A. Daneshkhah, A. Devillers and C.E. Praeger, Block-transitive two-designs based on grids. Bull. London Math. Soc. 55 (2023), 592–610. DOI: 10.1112/blms.12744. [3] A. Betten, G. Cresp, and C. E. Praeger, Line-transitive, point-imprimitive linear spaces: the grid case. Innovations in Incidence Geometry, 8 (2009), 117–135.

[4] R.E. Block, On the Orbits of Collineation Groups, Math. Zeitschr. 96 (1967), 33–49. [5] W. Bosma, J. Cannon, and C. Playoust, The Magma algebra system. I. The user language. J. Symbolic Comput., 24 (1997), 235–265.

[6] S. Braić, J. Mandić, and T. Vučičić, Flag-transitive block designs with automorphism group S_n wr S_2, Discrete Math. 341 (2018), 2220–2230.

[7] S. Braić, J. Mandić, A. Šubašić, T. Vojković and T. Vučičić, Groups S_n × S_m in Construction of Flag-transitive Block Designs. Glas. Mat. 56 (76) (2021), 225–240.

[8] P.J. Cameron and C.E. Praeger, Block-transitive t-designs I: point-imprimitive designs. Disc. Math. 118 (1993), 33–43.

[9] A. Delandtsheer and J. Doyen, Most block-transitive t-designs are point-primitive. Geom. Dedicata 29 (1989), 307–310.

[10] J.D. Dixon and B. Mortimer, Permutation Groups. Vol. 163 of Graduate Texts in Mathematics, Springer Science and Business Media, 1996.

[11] Q. M. Husain, On the totality of the solutions for the symmetrical incomplete block designs: λ = 2, k = 5 or 6. Sankhyā. The Indian Journal of Statistics, vol. 7 (1945), 204–208. [12] E. O’Reilly-Regueiro, On primitivity and reduction for flag-transitive symmetric designs, J. Combin. Theory Ser. A 109 (2005), 135–148.

[13] C. E. Praeger and C. Schneider, Permutation Groups and Cartesian Decompositions, London Mathematical Society Lecture Note Series, Cambridge 2018: Cambridge University Press. [14] R.M. Wilson and J.H. van Lint, A course in combinatorics. United Kingdom, Cambridge University Press, 2001.

30 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

[15] Xiaoqin Zhan, Shenglin Zhou, and Guangzu Chen, Flag-transitive 2-(v, 4, λ) designs of product type, J Comb. Designs 26 (2018), 455-462.

[16] Zhilin Zhang and Shenglin Zhou, On 2-(v, k, λ) designs with flag-transitive automorphism groups of product action type, Algebra Colloq. 30, (2023), 351–360 [17] Chuyi Zhong and Shenglin Zhou, Flag-transitive and point-imprimitive designs with wreath product, J. Algebraic Combin. 58 (2023), 231–245.

Seyed Hassan Alavi, Department of Mathematics, Faculty of Science, Bu-Ali Sina University, Hamedan, Iran.

Email address: alavi.s.hassan@basu.ac.ir and alavi.s.hassan@gmail.com

Carmen Amarra^a, Centre for the Mathematics of Symmetry and Computation, School of Mathematics and Statistics, The University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, 6009 W.A., Australia. Permanent address: Institute of Mathematics, University of the Philippines Diliman, C.P. Garcia Avenue, Quezon City 1101, Philippines Email address: mcamarra@math.upd.edu.ph

Ashraf Daneshkhah, Department of Mathematics, Faculty of Science, Bu-Ali Sina University, Hamedan, Iran.

Email address: adanesh@basu.ac.ir

Alice Devillers, Centre for the Mathematics of Symmetry and Computation, School of Mathematics and Statistics, The University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, 6009 W.A., Australia.

Email address: alice.devillers@uwa.edu.au

Cheryl E. Praeger, Centre for the Mathematics of Symmetry and Computation, School of Mathematics and Statistics, The University of Western Australia, 35 Stirling Highway, Crawley, 6009 W.A., Australia.

Email address: Cheryl.Praeger@uwa.edu.au

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 31

=1 row1 col p cols p^2−p 4 cols 4 p cols1 p^2−p 2 − 1

B_{1,1}B_{1,2}B_2B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,4} B_{3,4} p^2−p 2 rows p−1 p^2−2p+1

B_{3,1}B_{3,3}

(a) Case p ≡ 1 (mod 4)

=1 row1 col p cols p^2−p 4 cols 4 p cols1 p^2−p 2 − 1

B_{1,1}B_{1,2}B_2B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,4} B_{3,4} p^2−p 2 rows p−1 p^2−2p+1

B_{3,1}B_{3,3}

(b) Case p ≡ 3 (mod 4)

Figure 6. Block B for Construction 7.7 with odd p, projected onto Z_{e1} × Z_{e2}

32 S.H. ALAVI, C. AMARRA, A. DANESHKHAH, ALICE DEVILLERS, AND CHERYL E. PRAEGER

=1 row1 col p cols p^2−p 4 cols 4 p cols1 p^2−p 2 − 1

B_{1,1}B_{1,2}B_2B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,4} B_{3,4} p^2−2p 2 rows p 2 rows p^2−p B_{3,1}B_{3,3}

(a) Case p ≡ 0 (mod 4)

=1 row1 col p cols

p^2−p+2 4 cols p^2−p−2 4 p cols1 p^2−p 2 − 1

B_{1,1}B_{1,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,2}B_{3,4} B_{3,4} p^2−2p 2 rows p p^2−p B_{3,1}B_{3,3}

(b) Case p ≡ 2 (mod 4)

Figure 7. Block B for Construction 7.7 with even p > 2, projected onto Z_{e1} × Z_{e2}

HIGHER-DIMENSIONAL GRID-IMPRIMITIVE BLOCK-TRANSITIVE DESIGNS 33

0120123456δ^3 = 0

B_1B_2

0120123456δ^3 = 10120123456δ^3 = 20120123456δ^3 = 30120123456δ^3 = 4

0120123456δ^3 = 50120123456δ^3 = 60120123456δ^3 = 70120123456δ^3 = 8

0120123456δ^3 = 90120123456 δ_3 = 100120123456δ_3 = 110120123456δ_3 = 12

0120123456B4,1B^{4,3}

B_{4,5}B_{4,2}B_{4,6}B_{4,4}0120123456B_{4,7}B_{4,8} δ_3 ∈ {1, 2, 5, 6, 9, 10} 0120123456B4,8 B_{4,7} δ_3 ∈ {3, 4, 7, 8, 11, 12}

Figure 8. Block B for Example 7.10, projected onto Z_7 × Z_3 × Z_{13}.