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Abstract

This paper introduces a novel and general algorithm for approximately
counting the number of orbits under group actions. The method is based
on combining the Burnside process and importance sampling. Specializing
to unitriangular groups yields an efficient algorithm for estimating the
number of conjugacy classes of such groups.

1 Introduction

The problem of enumerating unlabeled objects has garnered significant interest
across various fields including mathematics, statistics, and computer science.
Such enumeration problem can be formulated in terms of Pélya theory. Con-
cretely, let X’ be a finite set and G a finite group acting on X'. This group action
splits X into orbits, which represent unlabeled objects. Understanding the or-
bits under group actions is a huge, unfocused problem with many interesting
special cases. See the survey [24]. Pdlya theory [33] gives an exact formula for
counting the number of group orbits.

In practice, however, the computational complexity of exactly counting the
number of group orbits based on Pélya theory can be huge when the cardinalities
of X and G are large. This is connected to the computational Pélya theory
developed by Jerrum and Goldberg [14, 2], [16]. In particular, they showed that
for many natural problem instances, exactly counting the number of orbits are
#P-complete and hence are hard. Therefore, we have to resort to approximately
counting the number of orbits.

This paper introduces a novel and general algorithm for approximately count-
ing the number of group orbits. The algorithm is based on combining the Burn-
side process and importance sampling. The Burnside process, introduced by
Jerrum [20], is a Markov chain whose stationary distribution is given by the
uniform distribution on the set of group orbits. Running the Burnside process
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for long enough time gives an approximately uniform sample from the set of or-
bits. Importance sampling [6] is a widely used technique for approximating the
expectation of a function with respect to a probability distribution v given sam-
ples from another distribution x. Section[2]below gives background materials on
the Burnside process and importance sampling. Besides these two ingredients,
the algorithm also makes use of a nested sequence of sets and groups.

A primary application of our general counting algorithm is to count the
number of conjugacy classes of unitriangular groups. For n € N* = {1,2,---}
and ¢ a prime power (namely, ¢ = p' for some prime number p and [ € N¥),
the unitriangular group U, (F,) consists of n X n upper triangular matrices over
the finite field F; with ones on the diagonal. It is the Sylow p-subgroup of
the general linear group GL,(F,). There has been significant interest in the
number of conjugacy classes of U, (F,) (denoted by k(U,,(F,)) herafter) within
the group theory and combinatorics communities. In [I9], Higman made the
following famous conjecture:

Conjecture 1.1. For every n € N*, k(U,,(F,)) is a polynomial in q.

See [31] for a report of the current status of this conjecture. Higman [I9] also
showed the following bound on k(U (F,)):

g1z (on (D) < k(U (F,)) < ¢'F (+on(), (1)
where 0,(1) denotes a function of n that is independent of ¢ and approaches 0
as n — oo. Improvements to Higman’s bound were obtained in [42] 28] [38] [39],
and Soffer [38] B9] conjectured that the lower bound in is sharp. See also
[10, 29| [31] for further results related to conjugacy classes of U, (Fy).

In light of those developments, it is important to calculate k(U,(F,)) for
concrete values of n and ¢q. However, this remains a challenging task given the
super-exponential growth of k(U,(F,)) indicated by (I). The currently best-
known exact values of k(U,,(F,)) are only up to n < 16 [31, 39]. Our counting
algorithm, when specialized to the case where X = G = U, (F,;) and G acts
on itself by conjugation, provides an efficient method to estimate k(U, (Fy)). It
gives estimated values of k(U,(F2)) up to n < 36, and the estimated values for
n < 16 match the known exact values closely (see Section for details).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section [2| reviews the back-
ground on the Burnside process and importance sampling. The general orbit
counting algorithm is introduced in Section |3} Section {4 discusses the applica-
tion of the algorithm to count the number of conjugacy classes of unitriangular
groups. Section [5| concludes with final remarks.

2 Background

This section presents background materials on the Burnside process and impor-
tance sampling.



2.1 Burnside process

Let X be a finite set, and let G be a finite group that acts on X. For any g € G
and x € X, define

Xy={yeX:y =y}, G,:={hecG:a"=uz}.

The Burnside process, introduced by Jerrum [20], is a Markov chain on X whose
each iteration can be described as follows:

e From z € X, sample g € GG, uniformly at random.

e Given g, sample y € &, uniformly at random. Then move to the new
state y.

Thus the transition matrix of the Burnside process is given by

1 1
K = —— 11 X.
(’Ly) Z |Xg||GI|’ orall z,y €
geGLNGy

For any = € X, denote by O(x) the orbit containing x. It can be checked that
the Burnside process is an ergodic, reversible Markov chain with stationary
distribution

Z—l

() = @

for all x € X, with z = #orbits.

By Dynkin’s criterion (see [25]), the Burnside process can be lumped onto
orbits. The stationary distribution of the lumped chain is the uniform distri-
bution on the set of orbits. Thus the Burnside process provides a method for
obtaining approximately uniform samples from the set of orbits.

There has been much recent interest on the rates of convergence of the
Burnside process. We refer to [20 5] [T}, 8] [7, 13| 12, B4, B0] for relevant results
in the literature.

2.2 Importance sampling

Let p and v be two probability measures on a set &' such that v is absolutely
continuous with respect to u, and let f be a measurable real-valued function on
X. Suppose that independent random values X7, Xo,---, X,, are drawn from
p. Importance sampling aims to estimate the integral I(f) = [, fdv based on
X1, X0, -, Xy

Let ¢ be the Radon-Nikodym derivative of v with respect to . Importance
sampling estimates I(f) by

I(f) =

It can be shown that



—

Therefore, when the sample size n is sufficiently large, I(f) gives a precise
estimate of I(f).

We refer the reader to [I8], 4], B 26] for detailed accounts of importance
sampling. The reader is also referred to [6] for a recent work on the sample
size required in importance sampling. For the counting algorithm introduced
in Section 3| the random values X, Xs, -+, X,, are samples from an ergodic
Markov chain. Performance guarantees for importance sampling in this context
are discussed in [27]; see also [35] [26].

3 General algorithm for orbit counting

This section gives the general algorithm for approximately counting the number
of orbits under group actions. Assume that a finite group G acts on a finite set
X. Denote by O1, -+, Op(x,¢) the orbits under this group action, where k(X, G)
is the number of such orbits. The aim is to approximately count the number of
orbits k(X, G). The algorithm is an extension of the basic tools of computational
complexity relating counting and approximate sampling [3], 23], 37].

To proceed, make the following assumptions on X and G:

e There is a sequence of finite sets {X;}Y, with Xy = X and ||| = 1,
together with a sequence of finite groups {G;}Y, with Gy = G and
(G1 being the trivial group, such that the group G; acts on the set AX;.
Moreover, there is a sequence of maps {qﬁi}ij\!ll such that ¢; is a surjection
from X1 to X;.

e There is an efficient algorithm which for a given element x € X returns
the size of the stabilizer of z in G, for every 1 <i < N.

The assumptions are easily seen to be satisfied in many natural examples (see
Section [4] for an example on unitriangular groups). Note that, while X; C X is
usually assumed (where 1 <i < N), X; can be more general and does not have
to be a subset of X'. In practice, it is required that the ratios |T}j‘1| and |C|¥C’j|1‘
are not too large for every 1 <i < N — 1. /

In what follows, for any 1 < ¢ < N and z € X}, denote by O;(z) the orbit
(under the group action of G;) in X; that contains z, and by Stab;(x) the
stabilizer of  in the group G;. The number of orbits of X; under the group
action of G; is denoted by k(X;, G;).

The first idea of the orbit counting algorithm is to split the (possibly very
large) quantity k(X, @) into the product of N — 1 ratios (note that |X;| = 1):

T k(X1 Gign)

k(X,G) = Hl TG (2)

In order to estimate k(X, G) precisely, it suffices to estimate the ratios %&)ﬂ)

forevery 1 <i < N — 1.



In order to estimate the individual ratios % for1 <7< N —

1, we propose a method that combines the Burnside process with importance
sampling. The importance sampling step is based on the following proposition:

Proposition 3.1. Suppose that 1 <i < N — 1. Let T;11 be a random element
of the set X1 such that

1 1
P(Tii1 =x) = . , forallze Xy.
T =) = G 0@ .
Then
Giri] g |Stabi(¢i(Ti+1))] _ k(A Gi)
|G |Stab; 1 (Tipa)||¢y (0 (Tig)) ] k(Xigr, Giva)
Proof. By the orbit-stabilizer theorem, for any = € X1,
|Gt |G
— = Ol x)|, —_— = Ol ()|
Therefore,
|Gt -E{ |Stab;(¢i(Ti+1))|
|G |Stabi1 (Tix1)l|¢;  (0i(Tig))]
_ 1 > |Stabi(Ps(@)||Gipal 1
k(Xit1,Git1) eyl |Gi|Stabi1 ()| (#i(2))]  |0is1()]
_ 1 3 0i1(2)] 1
F(Xis1,Givr) 5 10:(@i(@)lé; H(9a@))] - [0 (w)]
1 1
= = oy ()]
k(Xit1,Git1) yg 0s(y) 167 (v)]
_ k(Xi, Gi)
E(Xit1,Gir)’
where the third equality uses the fact that ¢; is surjective. O

Now note that the distribution of T;y; in Proposition [3.1] is the stationary
distribution of the Burnside process for the set X;;11 and the group G;+1. To

estimate % (where 1 < ¢ < N — 1), run this Burnside process for

B; + N; steps, where the first B; samples are burn-in samples. Suppose that the
samples obtained are {M; ; }f:"J{N i. Using Propositionestimate %
by
B;+N;
7o Gl L 3 |Stabi(¢i(Mi,;))| . (3)
Gil  Ni, S |Stabipa(Mig)llo7 " (6:(My)))
Finally, based on , estimate k(X,G) by
- N-1
kX,G) =[] = (4)
=1 El



A summary of the orbit counting algorithm is presented in Algorithm

Algorithm 1 General algorithm for orbit counting
For 1 <i < N — 1, we do the following:

Run the Burnside process for the set X;;1 and the group Gy for

B; + N; steps. Suppose the samples obtained are {M; ,j}B i+ N
. k(X;,Gy)
Estimate R G by
+
= . |G1+1| 1 |Stab;(¢i(Mi,;))|
Gil ‘. |Stabi (M )]|67 (¢4(Mi ;)]

Finally, estimate k(X,G) by

i
)~

A simple example. Consider the symmetric group .S,, acting on the set X, =
C3 = all 2™ binary n-tuples. The orbits are

0, ={x € X, with || =i}, 0<i<n (Jz|=# ones).

The Burnside process for this example is developed and carefully analyzed in
[8L[12]. Let us use it to illustrate Algorithm

Take &;,S;,1 < i < n to be the Sequence of sets and groups required by
Algorithm [T} For each 1 <i<n—1,let ¢; : X;11 — & be

di((x1, 22, @ig1)) = (21,22, -+, T5).

Thus Xl — 2, Sital _ 4 + 1. For z € X1, the statistic is

[ B
Stabi(i(DIG+1)
[Stabir @)]6; (@)

From the definitions,
|Stab1(x)| = [2!(i+1 = |zl |y (di(2))] = 2,

(el =D = (el =) i =1
|x|!(i — |x])! if ;01 =0

|Stabi(éi(x))| = {

Thus, the statistic is

i+1 3 . —
{2|x if Tit1 = 1

i+l P
iy % =0



In [8, 2], it is proved that the Burnside process on X,,, started at (0,0,--- ,0),
converges in a bounded number of steps, independent of n.

The algorithm allows the flexibility of choosing the sequence of sets {X;}X,
and the sequence of groups {G;}¥,. Suitable choices of such sequences in con-
crete problems lead to efficient algorithms. Standard large deviations estimates
show that for rapidly mixing Markov chains and practically bounded ratios,
the estimate in converges in a polynomial number of steps. See [22], B36]
for background. There is a close connection between approximate counting
and approximate sampling for a special class of problems called “self-reducible
problems” [37]. However, there is no known self-reducible structure for general
orbit counting problems (including the counting problem discussed in Section
. In the algorithm, the use of importance sampling is a crucial step for reduc-
ing approximate counting to approximate sampling (which is then done via the
Burnside process).

4 Counting the number of conjugacy classes of
unitriangular groups

This section considers the problem of approximately counting the number of
conjugacy classes of the unitriangular group U, (F,). The general orbit counting
algorithm is specialized to the setting where X = G = U, (F,) and G acts on
itself by conjugation. A key idea in this specialized algorithm is to use pattern
groups to construct the sequences of sets and groups. Throughout this section,
for any finite group G, denote by k(G) the number of conjugacy classes of G.

A brief introduction to pattern groups is in Section This also discusses
the Burnside process for sampling uniformly from conjugacy classes of pattern
groups. The counting algorithm for U, (F,) is introduced in Section[£.2} Section
M presents results (Theorem and Corollary which show that the
fluctuation in the importance sampling step of the algorithm is well-controlled.
The proof of Theorem is deferred to Section Numerical results based
on the algorithm are shown in Section which demonstrate the accuracy and
computational efficiency of the algorithm.

4.1 Pattern groups and Burnside process

Pattern groups are certain subgroups of the unitriangular group U, (F,) which
can be described as follows. We say that a set J C {(,5) : 1 <i < j < n}is
closed if it satisfies the property that (i,7) € J and (4, k) € J implies (i, k) € J.
For any closed set J C {(4,5) : 1 <1i < j < n}, the pattern group U; is defined
as

Us = {(wj) € Up(Fy) : uij; = 0 for every (4, j) such that
1<i<j<nand(ij) ¢ J}



The class of pattern groups covers many interesting subgroups of U, (F,); refer
to [I0] for a detailed account of pattern groups. These groups will form building
blocks of the nested sequence in the counting algorithm in Section [4:2]

The Burnside process for sampling from conjugacy classes of the pattern
group U; can be done by specializing the Burnside process to the setting where
X = G = Uy and G acts on itself by conjugation (see Section . For this
case, the Burnside process simplifies to the following Markov chain: for each
step, from x € Uy, pick y uniformly from the centralizer of z in U; (defined as
Cu,(z) ={z €Uy : z& = xz}), and move from z to y.

For any pattern group Uy, the problem of picking y uniformly from the
centralizer Cy,(x) given z € Uy can be done efficiently: First note that for any
x,y € Uy, the condition xy = yx is equivalent to

(= In)(y — In) = (y — In)(x — In),

where [, is the n x n identity matrix. Let

G = {9-1I,:9€U;}
= {(uiy) € Fy™" :uy; = 0 for every (i, j) such that
1<i,j<nand (i,j) ¢ J},

and note that
Ve={yegG :ylx—1I,)=(z—1,)y}

is a linear space over Fy. A basis of V,, denoted by €1,€a,--- ,€eq (where d is
the dimension of V,.), can be efficiently computed using Gaussian elimination.
Sample ai, a9, - ,aq iid. from the uniform distribution on F,;. Then the

random element J
y=1In+ Z Qi€
i=1

is uniformly distributed on Cy, ().

Hereafter, for any pattern group Uy and any x € Uy, let Oy, (x) denote
the conjugacy class of U; that contains x. Note that once the dimension of V,
(denoted by d) is computed, by the orbit-stabilizer theorem, the sizes of Cy, ()
and Oy, (z) can be calculated as

‘CU.I (:L‘)‘ = qd’ |OUJ (1')| = C% = C]‘J‘_d. (5)

Specializing to U, (F,), the Burnside process thus provides a method for visu-
alizing the size distribution of conjugacy classes of U, (IF,). This is achieved by
collecting samples from the Burnside process, calculating the sizes of the conju-
gacy classes containing these samples using , and constructing a histogram
of the conjugacy class sizes.



4.2 Counting algorithm

This subsection applies the general orbit counting algorithm introduced in Sec-
tion [3] to the problem of counting the number of conjugacy classes of unitri-
angular groups. The specialization involves a slight modification that helps to
reduce the variance in the importance sampling step.

First set up the nested sequence: for every (i, j) such that 1 <i < j <mn, let
Ji; be the set of (k,1) (with 1 <k <1 < n) such that either k > 4, or k =i and
[ > j. The resulting N = w pattern groups {Uy, ; }1<i<j<n form a nested
sequence

HoC Hy C Hy C--- C Hy =Upn(F,), (6)
where Hp is the unit group consisting of the identity matrix, and H,, = Uy, ,
form=1,2,---, N, where k,,,l,, are such that
—kn)n—ky,—1
(n )(7; >—|—n—lm—|—1:m, 1<k, <l <n.

For example, when n = 4 and ¢ = 2, the nested sequence of pattern groups
is given by

1 0 0 O 1 0 0 O 1 0 0 O 1 0 0 O
01 0 O 01 0 O 01 0 = 0 1 *= =
0 01 0l’(0 01 «[’]10 O 1 *|2[0 0 1 x|’
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

1 0 0 = 1 0 * = 1 * * =

0 1 * = 0 1 =*= = 0 1 x =*

0 01 «{’]0 O 1 =%[’(0 0 1 =

0O 0o 0 1] [0 O 1{ 10 0 0 1

Here, * means either 0 or 1 can be taken in the particular position.

Next comes the importance sampling step: for every 1 < m < N, run the
Burnside process on the pattern group H,, (as described in Section for
By + Ny, steps. The first By, samples are burn-in samples. Suppose this gives
the samples My, 1, M2, , My B, +N,, -

Define the statistic K, on the group H,, for 1 < m < N, which is a slight

modification of the statistic used in the general algorithm, as follows. For every
c

g€ Hpy,if g¢ Hyq, take K, (g) = 0; if g € Hy—q, take K, (g) = llg;”i’(lgl)l.

Note that both |Cy,,_,(g)] and |Cg,, (g)] can be efficiently computed based on

1) Then calculate the following estimate for k;f;[";)l)
q By +Np,
B =5 > KoMy ). (7)
m j=B7n+1

Finally, use the following estimate of k(U,,(F,)):



The validity of the algorithm is justified by the following proposition. Note
that the distribution of T, is the stationary distribution of the Burnside process
for sampling from conjugacy classes of H,,.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose that 1 < m < N. Let T,, be a random element of
the group H,, such that

1 1

P(T,, = g) = mm, for all g € Hy,.
Then k(H 1)
GE[Kn (Trm)] = TR

Proof. By the orbit-stabilizer theorem, for any = € H,,_1,

\Honl = O, (2)]|Crt, (@), [Hones| = |01, (@)]|Crry(2)]. (9)
Hence
g Corp (@) 1
EEn Tl = gy 2 (e @) 10m.@)

Op,y (@) k(Hm)

1 1 k(Hpm—1
> | ( )

TEHm 1

O

4.3 Controlling the fluctuation for the importance sam-
pling step

In importance sampling, it is important to control the fluctuation of the resulting
estimate so that it gives a close approximation of the desired expectation [26] [6].
For each pair of adjacent pattern groups H,,—1, H,, (where 1 < m < N) in the
nested sequence (@, the following results demonstrate that the variance for the
importance sampling step is well-controlled.

Theorem 4.1. For all 1 < m < N and any prime power q,

L kH
k(Hp—1)

Corollary 4.1.1. For all 1 < m < N and any prime power q,

Var(qKm(Tm)) < ¢* - EBlgKm(Tn)] = ¢ - W

where T, is defined as in Proposition [{.1]

10



Remark. Note that for each 1 < m < N, ¢K,,(T},) is the statistic used in the
importance sampling step for the pair of pattern groups H,,_1, H,,. For the
application here, ¢ is fixed and n can be large. Corollary [£.1.1] thus implies that
the standard deviation of the statistic ¢K,,(T},) is at most of the same order as

the target ratio kl(f({g:)l) Therefore, the variance for the importance sampling

step of the counting algorithm is well-controlled.

Proof of Corollary (based on Theorem[{.1]). Note that for any g € Hy,—1,
|Ch,,_.(9)] <|CHw,,(9)|- Hence K,,(g) € [0,1] for any g € H,,. By Proposition

2 _ k(Hm-1)
E[(Km(Tm))?] < E[Kn(Tin)] = WHml)'
Hence by Theorem [£.1]
Vel T)) < VBT, < [ 1t
< ¢ k(Hpm-1) @ - E[qKm(Ton)]

The proof of Theorem [£.1] will be presented in Section Interestingly, the
proof of this deterministic result relies on a probabilistic interpretation of the
Burnside process for sampling from conjugacy classes of pattern groups.

4.4 Numerical results

This subsection presents some numerical results based on the implementation
of the counting algorithm. Concretely, we take ¢ = 2 and n = 1,2,--- , 36,
and implement this algorithm to estimate k(U,(F,)). When estimating the

ratio k,g?g‘;)l) based on , take By, = 50000 (the number of burn-in samples)
and N,, € {50000, 100000, 150000} (the number of samples used for importance
sampling). The starting state of the Burnside process is taken to be the identity
matrix.

The estimated values of log, (k(U, (F2))) and log,y (k(U,, (F2)))/(n?) are plot-
ted in Figures [I] and [2] for the three choices of N,,. For reference, the plot
indicates the true values of log,(k(U,(F2))) and log,(k(U,(F2)))/(n?) for n =
1,2,---,16 (based on [31] [39]). Observe that the estimated values for different
N,, match closely with each other, which implies that the chosen sample sizes
are sufficient for giving reliable estimates. For n = 1,2, --- 16, the estimated
values are very close to the true values, which demonstrates the accuracy of our
algorithm.

In Figure [2| observe that log, (k(U,(F2)))/(n?) appears to approach 1/12 as
n increases. This provides numerical evidence for the conjecture that the lower
bound in (1)) is sharp (|38, [89]). A refinement of Higman’s conjecture ([42] and

11



[39, Section 10.4]) postulates that for every n € N*, k(U,,(F,)) is a polynomial
in ¢ of degree |n(n + 6)/12]. In light of this conjecture, the values

nn+6) n+6

12n2 12n
are also indicated in Figure
Iogz(k(Un(Fz))) versus n
150
—&— Estimated values: 150000 samples )
-=— Estimated values: 50000 samples
— {&— Estimated values: 100000 samples
—#— True values

100 -

log, (KU, (F,))

50 -

20 25 30 35 40
Figure 1: Plot of log, (k(Up(F2))) for n =1,2,--- ,36

4.5 Proof of Theorem [4.7]

This subsection gives the proof of Theorem based on a probabilistic inter-
pretation of the Burnside process for sampling from conjugacy classes of pattern
groups (as described in Section . We focus on the case where m = N; the
proof for other cases is similar and omitted. Without loss of generality, assume
that n > 3.

Below, take G = Hy = U, (F,) and H = Hy_1. By Burnside’s lemma,
1
k(G) = @ Z ICa(g)]- (10)
9geG

Consider the following probabilistic interpretation of : let A be sampled
from G uniformly at random, then

k(G) = E[{X € G : AX = XA}|]. (11)

12



log,,(k{U, (F ))/(n’) versus n

0.6
! —&— Estimated values: 150000 samples
| 2 Estimated values: 50000 samples
— {— Estimated values: 100000 samples
: —%— True values
25l —-—-112
— - — - (n+6)/(12n)
0.4

log, (K(U_(F ))V(n?)
@

s
S

0.1

Figure 2: Plot of logy(k(U,(F2)))/(n?) for n =1,2,---,36

Given A, the quantity {X € G : AX = XA}| can be represented based on
a probabilistic interpretation of the Burnside process. A similar interpretation
can be provided for k(H).

Proof of Theorem[{.1l Let random matrices A, B € G' and B € H be sampled
via the algorithm to follow, where B and B only differ in the first row. Let
#(A) € H be obtained from A by setting the (1,2) entry of A to 0. Represent
A,B,B as

1 a1p a3 -+ aip-1 a1n
0 1 a3 -+ azp-1 aon
A= )
0 0 0 - 1  apin
0 0 0 cee 0 1
1 bio b1z -+ bip_1 bin
0 1 boz -+ bap-1 bon
B = . 7
0 0 0 1 by
0 O 0 0 1

13



10 51,3 e Z~71,n71 El,n

0 1 bag -+ bon—1 b2y
B= .

0 0 0 e 1 bn—l,n

00 0 - 0 1

Note that AB = BA if and only if for all 1 <i <mn — 2,

0 0
. o

0 0
> ai = > bis ; (12)
e e == R

bln aln

)

where both sides are in F?~'~1. Moreover, ¢(A)B = B¢(A) if and only if
holds for all 2 <3 <n — 2 and

0 0
. N .

0 ~ 0
> an = b , (13)
= L =R s

bl,n Ql.n

where both sides are in F} 3. For every 1 <4 < n — 2, define

Ai+1,i4+2  Ai+1,54+3 - Gitln
A, = 0 Ai2,i+3 " Giy2n 7

0 0 o Gp_in

bit1i+2 bit1,i43 -0 biyin

B, = 0 bit2,i4+3 -+ biyon

0 0 o bpiim
The algorithm sequentially generates the ith rows of A and B for i =
n—1,---,2,1. For ¢ = n — 1, independently sample a,,—1, and b,_1,, from

Unif(F,;), the uniform distribution on F,. For ¢ = n —2,---,2, in updating
the ith rows of A and B given A; and B; (assuming no rejection has occurred

previously), sample a; j41,- - ,a;,, i.i.d. from Unif(F,). If
0
- Qig1,i42 0
Z (2N b € Span al+.1',.l+3 "y 0 ) (14)
ol 1i+1
ce Ait1,n Qn—1,n
bl,n

14



the algorithm accepts and chooses (b; 11, - - ,bi’n)—r uniformly from the ele-
ments in Fg_i that satisfy ; otherwise it rejects. For ¢ = 1, assuming no
rejection has occurred previously, first sample a1 2, - - - , a1, 1.1.d. from Unif(F,).
Then there are two versions: for version 1, if holds with ¢ = 1, the algorithm
accepts and chooses (by 2, - - ,blﬁn)T uniformly from the elements in ng that
satisfy with ¢ = 1; otherwise it rejects. For version 2, if

0
as. 4 0
n! 0 aa
Z al,l S Span 3,5 y Ty 9 (15)
pt bri+1 e 0
e a3 n An—1,n
bl,n
the algorithm accepts and chooses (51,3, cee Bl,n)T uniformly from the elements

in IFZ;’2 that satisfy , independent of (by 2, ,b1.,)"; otherwise it rejects.
Once the algorithm rejects, it samples the remaining entries of A that are strictly
above the diagonal i.i.d. from Unif(FF,), and outputs A without B.

Note that A is uniformly distributed on G and ¢(A) is uniformly distributed
on H. Moreover, conditional on A and the event of no rejection for version 1,
the distribution of B is the same as that of the state obtained by running the
Burnside process on G for one iteration starting from A. Similarly, conditional
on A and the event of no rejection for version 2, the distribution of B is the
same as that of the state obtained by running the Burnside process on H for
one iteration starting from ¢(A).

Note that, according to the probabilistic interpretation of Burnside’s lemma

(see (11)),
E(G) = E[{XeG:AX = XA}

= IE[q1+25:12(n_i_mnk(A"))IP’(no rejection for version 1]4)],

k(H) =E[{X € H: ¢(A)X = X¢(A)}]

= E[qHZZZQ("_i_rank(Ai))H”_Q_rank(A?))IP’(no rejection for version 2|A)].

Let .
f(A) =1+ Z(n — i — rank(4;)),
g(41): =1+ i(n — i —rank(4;)) + (n — 2 — rank(A4s)).
i=2
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Denote by Y the set of (n—2) x (n—2) upper triangular matrices over F,. Then

kKG) = Z ¢’ YE[14,—yP(no rejection for version 1|A)]
Yey
= Z qf(Y)]E[]P’({no rejection for version 1} N {A; = Y}|A)]
Yey
= Z qf(Y)]E[]P’(no rejection for version 1|41, B1)1la,=y].
Yey
Similarly,
k(H) = Z ¢?YE[14,—yP(no rejection for version 2|A)|
Yey
= Z ¢?YE[P(no rejection for version 2|A;, By)14,—y].
Yey

Before sampling the first rows of A, B, B, either rejection occurs for both
versions or for neither version. In the following, we assume the latter case, and
condition on Ay, B;. Below, for each 2 <7 < n — 1, write

0 =0, 0,041, ,ain) €R"Z,
0= (0, ,0,biiq1, -+ bin) €R"Z
The event of no rejection for version 1 is equivalent to

n—1

Z aiim € Span{n& T »77;171}’
=2

and the event of no rejection for version 2 is equivalent to

n—1
> aym € Span{n, -+ 0,1}
1=3
Let
Ui = Span{na, -+ ,n—1}, Uz =Span{ns, -+ ,nn_1};
Wi = Span{né; to ’77%—1}’ Wy = Span{ﬁéa e 777’:L—1}'
Now
dim(Ul/Ul N Wl) = dlm(Ul) — dim(Ul N Wl),
dlIIl(UQ/UQ N WQ) = dlm(UQ) - dlm(UQ N WQ)
Hence

dim(Ul/Ul n Wl) — dim(Ug/Ug n WQ) S dlm(Ul) — dlm(Uz) S 1. (16)

To bound dim(U; N Wy /U N W7), suppose there are two linearly independent
elements 4,7 € Uy N W1 /Us N Wy. Let w = aing + u1, v = asne + ug, where
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ui,ug € Us. If a1 = 0, then v = u; € Uy N Wy, a contradiction to the fact
that w,v are linearly independent. Hence a; # 0. Similarly ay # 0. Now
asu — a1v = asuy — ajus € Uy N Wy, hence asti — a1© = 0. This again leads
to a contradiction. Therefore, dim(U; N W7 /Uy N W) < 1. A similar argument
shows that dim(Us N W1 /Uy N Wa) < 1. Thus

dim(U1/U1HW1)—dim(U2/UgﬂW2) Z dim(U2ﬁW2)—dim(U1ﬂW1) Z —2. (17)

Now

P(no rejection for version 1|Ay, By) = ¢~ 4mU/UinWa)
=4q

P(no rejection for version 2|A;, By) ~dim(Uz/U2nW2)

Hence we conclude that
q 2P(no rejection for version 1|A;, By)

P(no rejection for version 2|A;, By)

<
< ¢P(no rejection for version 1|41, By)
Finally, from f(A;) — 1 < g(A;) < f(A1), it follows that

¢ 3k(G) < k(H) < qk(G).

5 Final remarks

The approach of this paper seems broadly useful for the many applications of
the Burnside process: partitions [I1], trees [2], and contingency tables [I3] Q]
should all work well.

There are many further approaches to estimating totals given a sample:
capture-recapture [32], Good-Turing estimates for the number of species [I7],
and Bayesian approaches [4, 40]. We hope to try these in future work.

An important theoretical problem is to find useful rates of convergence for
the Burnside process in this application. For preliminary efforts, see [T}, 43].
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