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Abstract—This paper presents a new achievable scheme for
the Linear Computation Broadcast Channel (LCBC), which is
based on a generalized subspace decomposition derived from
representable polymatroid space. This decomposition enables the
server to serve user demands with an approach of effective
multicast and interference elimination. We extend existing results
by introducing a linear programming framework to optimize
multicast opportunities across an arbitrary number of users.

I. INTRODUCTION

The linear computation broadcast channel (LCBC) was first
introduced by Sun and Jafar in [1]. It is a canonical model
motivated by distributed computing, where each cache-aided
user requests some linear functions of data from the server.
The goal is to find the capacity of LCBC defined as minimum
communication load from the server to the users, while all
users’ demands are satisfied. [[1] and [2]] characterized the exact
capacity of LCBC for the case of 2 and 3 users, respectively.
The optimal scheme is derived from linear rank inequalities
over a representable polymatroid space with no more than
three variables [3]. The structure of LCBC is closely related
to various problems in information theory, such as coded
caching [4] and index coding [3]]. Fig. [l illustrates an LCBC
example with 2 users, where the users demand {A;, A2} and
{Bi, B>} while caching A; + B; and As+ Bs, respectively. In
this example, the users can not infer any piece of the desired
information from what they locally cache. The optimal scheme
is to send {Bj, A2}, which serves two users simultaneously
with load of one file. The capacity of LCBC may be hard
to track especially when the number of user is large. On the
contrary, by neglecting a fraction of instances, [6] shows the
capacity of generic LCBC exists if certain conditions holds.

Coded caching is closely related to LCBC, however: 1) the
cache size is uniform across users; 2) the cache contents are
set before users request a file from the server, 3) the goal in
coded caching is to characterize the worst-case load, that is
to minimize the worst communication load among all possible
users” demands. Fig. [Tl is also a coded caching system, where
A, and B, are the two files demanded by the users. In [7],
the optimal worst-case load was characterized by an index
coding approach under the assumption that the cache contents
are uncoded and there are more files than users. In [8], [9],
the optimal coded caching scheme was found for all system
parameters when the cache contents are uncoded, and to within
a factor of 2 for general cache contents. In [10], instead of
a single file, users may request a linear function of files,
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Fig. 1: The optimal scheme for LCBC with K = 2 users,
where user 1 wants A, and knows A; + Bi; user 2 wants
B, and knows Ay + Bs.

namely scalar linear function retrieval. In [11]], coded caching
with heterogeneous cache size was introduced, and the optimal
scheme is found if the cache contents are uncoded. In [12],
a scheme based on linear coding cache placemnt is proposed,
which achieves a better worst-case load when the cache size
is small and there are more users than files than [S].

The fundamental limit of coded caching with linear coded
cache placement remains a relatively uncharted territory, es-
pecially with some relaxed heterogeneous features on file
and cache. Therefore, the fundamental limit of LCBC sheds
light on the optimal load for coded caching under linear
coding placement, including the exact capacity in [1], [2] and
proposed scheme in Theorem

a) Contributions: Inspired by [2], we introduce a general
achievable scheme for the LCBC with a general number of
users, by solving the linear programming problem in Theo-
rem[[V.Il which is based on a general subspace decomposition
of representable polymatroids. The novelty of the scheme is
to leverage linear dependency among subspaces related to
information demanded and cached by users, making multicast
and interference elimination possible for load saving.

b) Paper Organization: Section [[Il introduces the LCBC
model; Section explains the general subspace decomposi-
tion; Section [[V] introduces the proposed achievable scheme
for general LCBC. Section [V] provides an examples of our
proposed scheme when 4 users present. Section [Vl concludes
this paper.
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c) Notation Convention: Calligraphic symbols denote
sets, bold lowercase symbols vectors, bold uppercase symbols
matrices, and sans-serif symbols system parameters. | - |
is the cardinality of a set or the length of a vector. For
integers a and b, ({) is the binomial coefficient, or 0 if
a > b > 0 does not hold. For integers a < b, we let
[@ :b] :== {a,a+1,...,b} and [b] := [1 : b]. For sets S
and Q, we let S\ Q :={k: k€ S,k ¢ Q}). We denote the
collection of subsets from set S with cardinality ¢ as Q%. For

example, 9[23} ={{1,2},{1,3},{2,3}}.
II. SYSTEM MODEL

Most adopted notations follows [2], however some variables
have been renamed to aligne with the notation conventions in
coded caching.

Given (Fq, K,d, (mk, m;q)ke[K]v (Vk, V;{;)ke[K])’ the LCBC
is defined as:

« A server stores a data stream f(t),Vt € N, where

£(t) = [f1(2), f2(t).- ., falt)] € FEY,

where f;(t),Vt € [d] is a i.i.d. uniform random variable
on [Fy.

o K users are connected to the server via error-free shared
link. Each user k € [K] has side information

’
dxmj,

wi(t) = £(t)V], € FYX™ where VI, € F

« Each user k € [K] demands
wi(t) = £(t)Vy € F*™*, where V), € ngm’“.

WLOG, we assume V. and Vj, are linearly independent for
every k € [K], otherwise, some desired information of user k&
can be fulfilled from its local cache.

An achievable (L, N, ¢, (¢r)rejk]) coding scheme consists
of:

o The server aggregates L instances of the data, denoted
by

F = [£(1),... M

For every user k € [K|, we define the aggregated side
information and the desired information at user’s side as

)
3)

o The server uses the encoding function ¢ : FgXL — Fév ,
and sends the message X = ¢(F) to the users. ,

o User k € [K], given a decoding function ¢y, : fom’“ X
]Fév — Féxmk, recovers its desired information as W, =
or(Wy, X).

o The rate of a coding scheme is defined as R = N/L.

Let the set of all achievable coding scheme be denoted by

€. The LCBC capacity is

£(L)] € F3"E.

Wk = [Wk(l)a cee 7Wk(L)] € ]ngmka
W, = [wh(1),..., wi(L)] € FX*™%,

C= )

inf

N/L.
(L,N,¢,(er)rek))€C

Related works on the capacity of general LCBC, [1, Theo-
rem 2] and [2| Theorem 2], are specical cases of our proposed
Theorem Both are showed optimal when K is 2 or 3
respectively.

Let g = p™ where p is a prime number and n is a positive
integer, fix K,d and all (my,m})rek), we define £, is all
instances of LCBC (IFp», K, d, (mg, m},)rek))- [6] derives the
capacity of generic LCBC, i.e. the capacity of almost all LCBC
instances of £,, when n goes to infinity. Due to space limit
we skip its details in this paper.

III. GENERAL SUBSPACE DECOMPOSITION

Before we present our main results, we summarize some
important preliminary background. We define the rank of
a matrix M as rk(M). If all columns of M are linear
independent, we denote the subspace spanned by M as (M)
and M is refered to as the basis. Given two matrices M; and
M, from the same linear space, we define the conditional rank
as

rk(M1|M2) = rk([Ml, MQ]) — rk(Mg) (5)

Let 7 be a ground set and (My)reT be a collection of
matrices. For a subset S C 7T, we denote the union and
intersection of matrices as follows

Ms == [ (Mg), M) = [ (Mq),
keS keS

(6)

that is, Ms consists of basis contained by all (My)res
subspaces, and M(s) consists of basis contained by the
joint ((My, : k € S]) subspaces. For examples, Mya3 :=
(M) N (M) N (Ms) [, that is, (Myas) C (My) for
all k € [3]; M2y == (M;) U (M3) U (M3), that is,
(M(123)) = ([M1, M, M3]).

Given S C T and k € T\ S, we define the composition of
both operators as follows

M(s) = (M) N <U <Me>> :

Les

)

for example, M (23) := (M1) N ((Mg) U (M3)).

Next we introduce a subspace decomposition for any ar-
bitrary K matrices, inspired by [2]. Given any K matrices
(Uk)ke[k]» there exists V := V; UV, U V3 subspaces, where

Vi ={Us : S C [K],[S] > 2}, ®)
Vo ={Upri : T S KLIT|=3,keT}, )
V3 = {Uk, ke [K]} (10)

For any V' € V, we define a function LS(V') as
o if V= U[K], then LS(V) = (Z);
o if VeV \{Uy}, thatis V =Us and S| < K -1,

LS(V) = {Usuqn : £ € [K]\ S};

ITo keep notation light, we use 123 as a subscript to denote the set
{1, 2,3}; we often adopt this notation when the context is clear.



Fig. 2: The decomposition of (Uy), (Us), (Us) into
subspaces, labeled by corresponding bases, from [2].

o if VEV,, thatis V = Uk(g), then
LS(V) = {Uks\p) : £ € S};
o if V € V3, that is V = Uy, then
LS(V) = {U(kp xn }-

LS(V) yields those “closest” subspaces attached to V. Simi-

larly, we define the basis which spans the subspace V' only,
but not included LS(V) as

B(V):=V\ (J @

QELS(V)

Y

For example, as shown in Fig. 2l when K = 3,

Big := Uz \ Uy,
Bi(23) := Uj(23) \ (U2 UUss),
By :=U; \ Uyey),
where, with a slight abuse of notation, in order to keep notation
simple, we let B, = B(U,) .

We define C(V) as the set of bases covered by V, alterna-
tively, the recursive definition is as follows,

cvy=BWV)u| U

UeLs(v

C(U) (12)
)

Lemma 1. [2 Lemma 2] {B1(23)7 B2(13), B3(12)} have iden-
tical dimension, and they are pairwise linearly independent.

As a consequence of Lemma [Il [2] shows the subspace
decomposition for any K = 3 matrices as in Fig. 2] where the
yellow bases are mutually independent with identical rank. An
intuitive construction of for those yellow bases as showed in
Figllis a MDS code with rate 2/3.

Now we introduce such linear independent relationship on
any arbitrary K matrices.

Lemma 2. Givenany 7 C [K]and t := |[T| > 3, {By(\(x}) :
k € T} have identical dimension, and any ¢ — 1 of these bases
are linearly independent.

We provide the proof of Lemma 2l in Appendix [B] and the
further remark in Appendix [Al

O (@)
© ﬁ%’

Fig. 3: Coefficients associated to each basis when K = 3.

IV. ACHIEVABLE SCHEME FOR THE K USER LCBC

The achievability is derived from a linear programming
problem. To do that, first we need to specify our optimizing
variables, whose essence is coding gain from linear coding.

Given any K matrices, we assign a coefficient to each basis.
Specifically, for every Ug € V; defined in (8), we assign \s
to Bs; for every Uyg(s) defined in ©), we assign A({RIUS)
to By s); for every Uy defined in (0D, we assign Ay to By.
Fig.Blshows an example on coefficient assignments for K = 3.
We explain later the reason of these yellow subspaces share
the same coefficient A(123).

Recall (I2), for every V' € V, we define a function C, which
returns a set of coefficients covered by V. For examples, when
K=3,

Ca(Ui2) = { A2, Mias},

Ca(Ui(2,3)) = {A123), M2, A3, A2z},
Ca(U1) = {1, Aa23), M2, A13, A1z}

Theorem IV.1. For a LCBC system with K users, given
their side information (V) )yck; and desired information
(Vi)kelk- let Uy = [V}; Vi ]. The capacity is upper bounded
by the minimum of

Z )\s-l—z Z (t—l))\(g),

SCIK] t=3 Set

13)

where A\, are coefficients associated to bases for Vi, V> and
V5 respectively. The constraints for A, are generated in three
stages separately,

"Sum of Cy(Us)" < rk(Us | V),

"Sumof | J Cx(V)" < rk(Ls | V}),
VeLs

where Ls C LC(Ug), for every Us € V; and k € S; and
"Sum of CA(Uk(S))" < rk(Uk(S) | V;C), (1521)

"Sumof | J Ca(V)" < rk(Lics) | Vi), (15b)
Veﬁk(s)

(14a)
(14b)

where L5y € LC(Uys)), for every U, s € Vo; and
"Sum of Cy(Ug)" = rk(Uy | V},) = rk(Vg), (16)
for all U, € V3. ]



Remark 1. Since the equality of (T6) always hold, we can
further simplify (13} as,

K
> rk(Uk|V) Z Y t-1Drs—
t= 2SeQK]

>

SCIK],|S>3

A@s)-
k=1

a7

In (7, the first term is the load of uncoded transmission
when users are served individually. Each A\, can be viewed
as a coding gain for different multicast messages. The goal
is to find multicast messages which satisfy multiple users at
one time. Constraints (I4) implies that there exists a message
with rank \s, which serves users S, thus the load is reduced
by (t — 1)As as shows in (7). Constraints (I3) implies that,
for every t > 3 and S € Q’EK] (i.e., any t users indexed
by S), there exists ¢ messages, of which ¢ — 1 are linearly
independent, to serve the users S. Each message is with the
same rank A(s), thus the load reduces by A(s) as shown
in (I7). Constraints (@9) implies that the server sends unicast
messages with the remaining symbols of V, for every user &k
which are not transmitted in the previous multicast messages.

Proof of Theorem[[V1lis provided in Appendix[D] where we
aim to show the existence of such multicast messages and de-
coding correctness. Section [V] provides a detailed example on
Theorem [V.1] when K = 4. When K = 2 or 3, Theorem [V.1]
reduces to [I, Theorem 2] or [2, Theorem 2] respectively,
which both achieves the optimal capacity. O

V. EXAMPLE FOR THEOREM[IV.I]

In this section, we explain how to formulate the linear
programming problem in Theorem [Vl when K = 4.

A. Linear Programming when K =4

For the sake of simplicity, we only consider the perspective
of user 1, similar for the remaining 3 users.
Stage 1: Let t = 4, starting from the multicast message
that benefits all ¢ = 4 users, denoted by Uf,s,. It is a
submatrix of Ujg34. we derive the constraint from (14a)

Ai234 < rk(Uia34| V7). (18)

(I8) shows the upper bound of the rank of Ufyq,. As
LS(Uja34) = 0, the constraint from (I4B) does not exist.

Let t = 3, we consider multicast messages that benefit every
t = 3 users including user 1, denoted by {U’ 53, U}y,, Ulsy}
They are submatrices of {U123, U124, U134} respectively. We
attain the constraints from (I4a) respectively

A1234 + A23 < rk(Uia3| V7)), (19)
A1234 + A124 < rk(Ui4|VY), (20)
A234 + Aiga < rk(Uqss|VY), (21
(@9)-@1I) show the upper bound of the rank of Ulys, Uy,

U/, respectively. Note that LS(Ujas) = LS(Uja4) =
LS(Uj34) = LS(Uja34), their constraints from (I4b) is
equivalent to (I8).

Let t = 2, we consider some multicast messages that benefit
every t = 2 users including user 1, denoted by U’,, U}, Uj,.

They are submatrices of Ujo, Uy, Uy respectively. We first
attain the constraints from (I4a) respectively

A1234 + A2 + A124 + A2 < rk(Usa|VY), (22)
A1234 4+ A2 + A1za + Az < rk(Uy3|VY), (23)
A1234 + A124 + Mza + Mg < rk(Uq4|VY). (24)

(22)-(@24) show the upper bound of the rank of U',, U},, U},
respectively. We focus on Uj,, note that LS(Ujz) =
{Uj23, U124}, the constraint (T4D) is

A1234 + A123 + Ai24 < rk(Ujas, Ugag|[VY). (25)

(23) is upper bounded the rank [U’ 55, U},,]. similar for Uy
and U14.

Stage 2: Let t = 3, consider the submatrix of U1(23),
denoted by Uy (23, the constraints from (I3a) and (ISB) are
derived

A1234 + ..
A1234 + ...

4 A2+ Az + Aags) < rk(Uyeg) V7)),
+ A2 4+ Aig < rk(Usg, Ugs|VY),

(26)
27)

respectively. Note that LC(Uj(a3)) {U12,U;3}. Sim-
ilar for Uja4) and Uy(syy. [2] states that there exists
{U1(23),U’2(13),Ug(12)} with rank A(q23), which are sub-
matries of {Uj 23y, Up(13), Us(12)} respectively, as shown
in 26). @7) provides the upper bound of the rank of
(U, Ujs).

Let t = 4, consider the submatrix of Uy (34) € V2, denoted
by U’(123 e the constraint from (I3a) is derived,

A1234 + ..+ Aq123) + Aq124)

+ Aasay + Aazzay < rk(Uygase[V).  (28)
For (I3b), note that LS(Uy(234)) = {U1(23), U1(24), U134) }

A1234 + ..+ Aa2s) + Aaz2a) < rk(Usasy, Ugaa)| V1),
(29)
Ai23a + ..+ Aa2s) + Aasa) < rk(Usgasy, Uiyl VY),
(30)
Ai23a + -+ Aa2a) + Aasa) < rk(Ugaay, Uiyl VY),
(3D
A1234 + .o+ Aqies) + Aqi24)
+ )\(134) < rk(Uy 23y, Uy 24y, U aay [VY). (32)

Stage 3: We consider U; € Vs, from constraint (I6), we
attain a unicast message which serves user 1 only

AL+ Ai2sg 4 -+ Aazge) = k(UL V). (33)

Similar for user 2 and 3.
In summary, the capacity is the sum of rank of all messages
sent by server, that is,

ZAS“LZ > t—-1)A

SC[4] t=3 seqt,

(34)

is the same as (I3) when K = 4.



B. Construct Messages when K = 4

Stage 1: For every V = Ug € Vi, we let Mg €
]Frk(Us)X)\s U/ . U M . .

q , s0 Ug = sMs is a multicast message to
satisfy the users in S. For examples, we have these multicast
messages, U5, = U1234Mi234, Uly3 = U1a3Mi23, Uj, =
U;oM;5. We omit others for the sake of simplicity.

Stage 2: Let T C [3] and ¢ := |T| > 3, we can always
find the multicast messages for user S, such that,

' _
> Uk =0
keT

where U;(T\{k}) is a submatrix of Uy 1\ (x})- [2] prove th.is
that when ¢ = 3, by the general subspace decomposition in
Section [l For ¢ = 4, we know Uj(234) can be expressed as
a linear span of

[Ui2,Uis, Uiy, By(23), Bi(24), Bi(34), Bi(2sa |-
Similarly, Ujy(134), Us(124), Us(123) have respectively

[Ui2, Uas, Uzg, Bo(13), Ba(14), Ba(sa), Ba(i3) ]+
[Uis, Uas, Usg, By(12), By(14), B3(24), B(124) ]+
[Ut4, Uss, Usy, By(12), Bagis), Ba(as), Baios) -
The multicast messages U’1(234) , U’2(134)7 Ug(124), UZ;(123)
can be found by
U934y = U12Ni2 + U1aNi3 + U1sNig + Byo3)Nizg
+ B124)N124 + By (34)N134 + By(234)N1234, (35)
U12(134) = —U2N12 + U23Na3 + U24Noy + Bo(13)Nios
+ Bo(14)N124 + By (34)Noss + By(134)Ni234, (36)
Uj(124) = —U13Niz — UgNag + Uza N3y — B(12)Nios
+ B3(14)N134 + B3(24)Noss + B3(124)Ni234, (37)
U123y = U1aNig + U24Nog + UssN3s + By12)Ni2s
+ By(13) N34 + By(23)Nags + By(123)Ni2ss

(a)

U’ (234) + U134y + Uj g4y, (38)

where (a) follows from Lemma[2] and

, W{i, 5} < [4],
VS C 4], [S[ =3,k e S.

rk(Uy;) XA
Nzg GF (Uiz) X A(1234)

Ms € Fq kK(Br(s\{k})) X A(1234)

Stage 3: For every k € [K], let M € F;k(Uk)X)‘k,
the server sends the unicast message U; = UgMy, so the
user k can decode the remaining information of V, which is
transmitted in previous multicast messages.

Thus, the multicast messages X is

X = {FU%:S C [4]}

(J "any ¢ — 1 of {FUj 51y : S € Ay} |,

t>3

and the capacity is as shown in (34).

C. Toy Example

Some examples are provided in [2, Section 6] to illustrate
the construction of multicast messages when K = 3. Coding
technique mentioned in [2| Section 6], including vector coding
and field extension, is possible to design the achievable scheme
when K > 4. Next we give a quick example when A(1234) is
non-zero.

Suppose that f = [A, B, C, D], and user 1 wants B, knows
A; user 2 wants C, knows B; user 3 wants D, knows C; user 4
wants A, knows D. The subspace decomposition yields,

B, =B, By =C, B3y=D, Biu=A4,

and other bases are zeros.
Stage 1: (I8)-@2I) are trival as they are all zeros. (22)-
become,

A2 £1, A3 <0, Mg <0.

Furthermore, we have,

M2 < rk(U12|V3) = rk([B, B]) — rk([B]) = 0,
A2z < rk(Uas|V3) = rk([C, C]) — rk([C]) = 0,
Az4 < k(U |VY) = rk([D, D]) — rk([D]) = 0.

Thus, for S C [4] and |S| > 2, As = 0, that is, no multicast
messages have been found.
Stage 2: (26) yields A(123) < 1, however,

Aa23) < rk(Usg)[V3) = rk([C, CT) — rk([C]) =0,
which implies A(;23) = 0. Similarly

A(124) < rk(Ug14)|V3) = rk([B, B]) — rk([B]) =

A1a) < rk(Uyaqg)|V7) = rk([A, A]) — rk([4]) =

A23a) < tk(Ug(sq)| V) = rk([B, B]) — rk([B]) =

Therefore, A(124) = A(134) = A(234) = 0. For A(1234), we have
)\(1234) < I’k(U1(23)4)|V ) = rk([A, B]) — rk([4]) = 1,
A(1234) < "k(U2(134)|V2) rk([B, C1) — rk([B]) = 1,
A1234) < rk(Us(i24)|V3) = rk([C, D]) — rk([C]) = 1,
A1234) < "k(U4(123)|V4) rk([A, D]) — rk([D]) = 1,

thus, )\(1234) = 1.
Stage 3: Since all users have been served, Ay = 0. That
is, rk(Ug|V7},) = A1234) = 1 for every k € [4].
In summary, the server sends,

X =(A+B,B+C,C+D), withq=2,

which aims to serve the first 3 users respectively. By the sum
of all transmissions, user 4 can attain A + D and decode A.
Thus, we serve 4 users by only 3 transmissions, and save 1
transmission comparing to serving users individually.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a new scheme for LCBC system for any
arbitrary K users, and provides a upper bound on the capacity.
This new scheme is based on the subspace decomposition in
a linear space. Future work includes to find converse on the
capacity.
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APPENDIX A
REMARK OF LEMMA 2]

When K = 3, The bases in Fig. 2l where {e1,eq,e3} are
pairwise independent, can be represented by a convex cone
in the space R”, whose extreme rays are listed in Table [Il
Each row in Table [l shows the coordinate of extreme ray for
Bl, BQ, ]337 Blg, B13, ng, B123 and (Bl(gg) s Bg(lg), Bg(lg))
respectively. Such a convex cone is derived from a repre-
sentable polymatroid, which is constructed by non-shannon
type inequalities. It is exactly the entropic space with 3 random
variables in [3]].

Similarly, the subspace decomposition for any arbitrary K
matrices can be represented as a convex cone in the space
of RQK_l, where exhaustive search for those extreme rays is
possible.

TABLE I: Extreme ray of convex cone for subspace
decomposition with K = 3 from [3].

subspaces extreme ray
o)
MmO |0 | ™
<m0 |22 |
Al B | c |E|E|X|E|¥|X|X
{e1} 0 0 T 10O 1T 1]o0]1
0 {e1} 0 0] 1 ]O0 1T ]o1]1
0 0 fead O] O] T[0T ] 1]1
e1} | {e1) 0 T 1o 1T 1] 11
e} 0 feay T ] O] 1T [T 1] 11
0 feiy [{ea) J O] 1T [T [T ] 1T 11
e1} | {ei} | {e1} 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
e} {ea} {e3} 1 1 1 2 2 2 2

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LEMMA 2]

We first redefine of the subspace in (7). Given a ground set
T, for any two disjoint subsets S, £ from 7, we define,

Us)c) = Us) N Uy, (39)

where U ) is define in (6). When S or £ only contain one
element, we omit the parathesis for the sake of simplicity. That
is, if § = {k}, then it is equivalent to Uy,). For example,
U(1,2)(3,4) denotes a subspace spanned by both U, 5y and
U s,4). Similarly, we extend the definition of basis in ) in
this fashion.

We use a graphical method as an aide of proof. Let ¢ be a
integer, when ¢ = 3, {By(2,3), B2(1,3), B3(1,2)} are pairwise
linear independent, that is, any two of them can derive the
remaining one, as stated in Lemma [[I We can use a binary
tree to represent such a linear dependency as shown in Q).

Bi1,2)

Bi2,3) | | B21,3)

(40)

alternatively, (@0) states that if we know two leaf nodes,
Bi(2,3) and By(y 3, then their parent node Bj(; o) is known.

For the sake of simplicity, we denote that node S, where
S C [t] raises a basis Bgn(\s). Both node S or [t] \ S
represent the same basis. Fig. al shows a binary tree which
we aim to construct when ¢ = 5. All nodes {k}, where
k € [4] represents the basis Byp\(x}). and node {1,2,3,4}
represents the basis By(1 2 3 4), as defined in Section We
define the cardinality of a node is the size of set represented
by this given node, for example, the cardinality of node {1}
and {1,2} is 1 and 2 respectively.

We connect node 1 and 2 to node {1, 2}, since by Lemmal[Il
these three bases are pairwise linear independent. Moreover,
we always make nodes with cardinality 1 as leaf nodes,
and place nodes with larger cardinality on higher level. In
such a topography, if any two children nodes are known,
then automatically their parent node is known as the lienar



{1,2,3,4}

{1,2,3}| [{4}

{1,2}

{3}

{1} {2}

(a) Binary tree generated for ¢t = 5 by {1, 2, 3,4}.

{2,3,4,5}

{2,3,4} {5}

{2,3}

{4}

{2} {3}

(b) Binary tree generated for ¢t = 5 by {2, 3,4, 5}.

Fig. 4: Generated binary trees reveals dependency relationship among bases.

dependency exists. For examples, in Fig. dal node {1} (rep-
resenting By(2345) and {2} (By(13,4,5)) together reveal
node {1,2} (B(1,2)(3,4,5)); node {1,2} (B(1,2)(3,4,5)) and {3}
(Bs(1,2,4,5)) together reveal node {1,2,3} (B(1,2,3)(4,5)); node
{1,2,3} (B(1,2,3)(4,5)) and {4} (By(1,2,3,5)) together reveal
node {1, 2, 3, 4} (B5(1_’273_’4)).

For any arbitrary ¢, if we know all information of leaf nodes,
that is, all bases By,g\(x}) Where k € [t], we can derive the
root node, representing the basis By(; 5. ;1) Note that we
can permute the order of node index, for example, Fig.
shows another binary tree generated by ¢ = 5, with different
leaf nodes. Therefore these ¢ — 1 bases, represented by leaf
nodes, are linearly independent, as claimed in Lemma 21

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 3]

We prove Lemma [3] by induction. When ¢ = 1, it states that
we can find a submatrix of By, denoted by B} € ]ng’“, such
that [A,BY] is a full rank matrix, if n; < rk(By|A). This
claim is correct and is proved in [2| Corollary 2].

Let p be a positive integer and 2 < p < ¢, we assume
we have found the first p — 1 eligible submatrices, that is

[A,BY,...,B_;] is a full rank matrix. Next we aim to find
the p-th submatrix B/, € Fq "™, such that [A,Bf,...,B]] is
a full rank matrix. It implies that, for every £ = [¢1,...¢;] C

[p—1], [A,B},,..., BQj,B;] is a full rank matrix, then

np < rk(By|A,By,,...,By) 41)

=rk(B,, By,,.... B} |A) — k(B],,...,B| |A) (42)

=rk(By,B),,..., B} [A) = > ny (43)
kel

<rtk(By, Bey,. . By |A) = ) g (44)
kel

We continue this process until p = ¢, as claimed in Lemma 3

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM [[V.1]

Lemma 3. Given a d-dimension vector space, let A € nga
and any ¢ matrices {By, € F2*"},c(y with full rank. There
exist submatries {Bj, } ,c[q where B}, C By, and rk(Bj,) = ny,
such that [A,BY,...,B}] is a full rank matrix, if for every

L={l,....0;} C [t], rk(By,.... By [4) = Dpcpmn <
I’k(Bgl,...7ng|A).

Recall that the dimension of a single data stream is d. We
focus on user 1 and explain how to derive the constraints (14),
(d3) and (16).

Stage 1: By Lemma[3] we can find a multicast message

UEK] S FiX)\[K], which is a submatrix of U[K], such that,

rk([V1, Ulql) = mi + A < mj + k(U [V, (45)

We continue to the next subspace. For every 7 € Q'[f(fl and

1 € T, we can find a multicast message U’ € F3**7, which
is a submatrix of Uy, such that,

rk([V1, Ulk), UT]) = mi + A + A7
< mj, +rk(Ur|V]). (46)

Note that LC(U7) = {Uy;}, then @3) and @) are cor-
responding to the constraints (I4a) and (I4B) respectively,
induced by Uy € V. That is, let t = K first, for every
{Us : S € QfK],l € S8} C Vi, this process starts from
Ul (that is ¢t = K), keeps iterating with ¢ decreasing, until
t = 2, we attain the constraints and with £k = 1
respectively.

Stage 2: Similarly, let ¢ = 3 first, for every {Uy(r) :
T e Q’Eg]l}, says Uy (23), by Lemma[3] we can find a multicast

message U’1(23) € ]F:Xk(m), which is a submatrix of Uy (a3),
such that
rk([V1, EK]? -, U, Uy, /1(23)])

= mj, + Aa3) + AT
TCIKLITIZ2,{1,2}CT {1,3}CT
= m;c + "sum of C>\(U1(23))"

< mj + k(U 23| V7). 47)

rk([V1, fK]a ..., Uy, Uls))

= mﬁc + A
TCIKLITI>2,{1,2}CT {1,3}CT

= m}, + "sum of Cy(Uyz) UCy(Uj3z)"

< mj, + rk(Uja, U3 V1), (48)

where and are equivalent to (I3a) and (I3B) induced

by Uj(23) respectively. We continue this similar process with



t increasing, until ¢ = K. Thus we attain the constraints (I3a)
and with k£ = 1.

Stage 3: In the end, some data are demanded by each
user itself, multicast is not possible and it must be transmitted
individually. Therefore, by Lemmal[3l we can find a submatrix
of Uy, namely Uj € F$**, such that

k([V1, Ulyps- -, Ulgagys > UL)

= m; + As + Z
Se[K],1€8 SCIK],|S|>3,1€8

= mj}, + "sum of Cy(Uy)"

=mj, + rk(U|V)),

As)

(49)

where (49) is equivalent to (I8) induced by k = 1.
We repeat all stages over for every user k € [K], thus we
attain the constraints as shows in (14), (13) and (16).
Construct messages: For every V = Ug € V, we let
Mgs e F;k(US)X)‘S, so Us = UsMyg is a multicast message
to serve the users in S. For every V' = Uy s) € V2, by the
general subspace decomposition in Section [l we know

(Uk(sy) = (C(Up(s)))
= [Uj:j €S| U [Byp) : P CS,|P| >2].

Thus, U;C( s) can be rewritten as,

D

PCB,|P|>2

> al(c?)Nijkj + O‘I(c‘,s%M{k}UPB’“(”’ (50

jes

where o, are coefficients either —1 or +1, and

Ny, € FUsl X g e s, 1)
My (p) € By PHPVAR yp C 5 1P| >2. (52)

In general, for any 7 C [K] and |T| :=¢ > 3, we can always
construct multicast messages for users 7, such that

' _
> Uk =0
keT

More specifically, in the LHS of (33), we notice that,
o N;;U;; appears twice for every {i,j} C T;
o forevery P C T and [P| > 3, {MpByp\(x}) : k € P}
appear only once.

(53)

Therefore, by Lemma[2] and alternating those sign coefficients
. properly, (33) holds true.

For every V = U, € Vs, we let U, = UM, be the
unicast message for user k only, where My, € ]Fak(Uk)X)‘k.
U;c contains information of Vj, which does not deduce from
the previous multicast messages.

Thus, the multicast messages X is

X = {FU%: S C [K]}

U [ any ¢ =1 of {FU s\ 4y : S € Q)" |

t>3

and the capacity is as shown in (I3).

Decoding correctness: When K = 3, [2, Section 8.5]
states a random coding technique. Let P, be a polynomial
with elements of all N, and N, as variables,

Plzdetlihv-/l7 EK]""’U/1(23)""7U9.7Z1}’ (54)

where Z; € F@™™ ™4 is 4 submatrix of 19%¢. Similar
for Py,..., Px. Let P = er[K] Py, the degree of P at most
Kd. If all M, and N, are chosen i.i.d uniformly from [Fg-,
where z < log,(Kd), the probability of P = 0 vanishes, that
is, all users can restore their desired info. This claim holds
true for our construction.

APPENDIX E
CONNECTION TO CODED CACHING

In this section, we derive a feasible scheme of coded
caching from Theorem with some extra assumptions on
cache content. We first review the problem setting of coded
caching. Given (N, K, M), the coded caching under linear
coding placement has the following roles

e A centralized server with N files, each file has B i.i.d.

uniform symbols over Iy, denoted by f, € ]Fg3 where
n € [N]. The concatenation of all files is denoted by

f=[f,..  fn] €FY°.

o K users connect to server and each user k € [K] can
store no more than MB symbols, the cache for user £ is
denoted by

wj, = Vif € FY'®, where Vj, € FY/®*N8,
o Each user k£ € [K] demands a single file
wy = fy,, where dj, € N.

We aim to find an achievable coding scheme, where

o The server populates cache content for each user without
any information of future demands.

« Given users’ demand d = [dy,...,dk], the server uses
a encoding function ¢q : FQB — F?B, and sends the
message X = ¢q(f) to users.

e For every k € [K], given a decoding function ¢ :
FMB x FRE — FP, each user attains its desired file
fa, = SO(W;@?X)'

The goal is to characterize the worst-case load R*,

(55)

R*(M) = limsup min max R.
B—oo ViV d
Note that when we permute the order of files or users, the
worst-case load is unchanged, such symmetries refered as file
symmetry and user symmetry respectively [13].

By two symmetry properties, when we have more files than
users (K < N) , that is, each user must request a distinct file.
The worst-case load defined in (33) is equivalent to the
capacity of LCBC normalized by the file length in (@)
when all users demand distinct files. Moreover, all A, in
Theorem ([V.I) follow

Br:=As: S C[K],t =S|,



To attain a solution from Theorem IVl we consider K
cache projection matrices {V} }rek) into the subspace de-
composition, and specify the design explicitly as follows. For
every subspace V € V, we write B(V) as,

[PV, 0 0 0
0 Ply, - 0 0
0 0 PN K
0 0o .. 0 Pl

P¥1,2},1 P}/Lz}z 0 0 )

P¥N—1,N},N—1 P}/N—I,N},N
| Phs Pl PKI]N 1 PKIJ

where P%n, for 7 C [N] and n € T, is a linear encoding
matrix involving 7T files for the nth file. If V = st €V,
let i =|T|, j =|S|, we define the normalized rank of P%n,
Tij = rk(P¥7n)/B IfV = V;C(S) € Vo, let 1 = |7d|7 ] =
S| + 1, then, g;; := rk(P¥ ,)/B.

To keep the linear programming trackable, we assume that
every P, matrix are linearly independent, so we have the
additional constraints on cache and file respectively,@

NCOANY (L K- K O/K-1
> (%) Z(j—l)”’”%(j—l)‘“ =

o )] oty RSy I

=1

When K = N = 3, we assume the users’ demand is [1,2, 3],
the linear programming in Theorem [V.1] is
381 + 382 + B3 + 273, (562)
subject to,
B3 <11, (56b)
Ba+ B3 < q31+2q32+71,1+2r12
+ro1 + 3r22 + 1732, (56¢)
282+ 3 < g3 +4qz2+ 211 + 412
+ 12,1 + 67122 + 273 2, (564d)
V3 + 262 + ﬁ3 < qs,1 + 4(]372 + 2(]3 + 2’/‘1,1
+ 67’1,2 + 37’1,3 + 7o+ 67’212 + 37’213
+ 27’312 + 73,3, (566)

2We made a false claim in [14] that independent P, would keep optimality
when K = 3, thus the combination of [§]] and [12] is optimal under the linear
coding placement. The conterexample is [15] which points out P, may not
be linear independent.

3oR —e— Theorem [[V] with independent P,
Exact result [[15] with LinP
(0.5, %)
2 41 Q
——— S———
11 (06,1.5) :
(L1 °

w IIg

05 1 15 2 25
Fig. 5: The memory-load tradeoff for N = K = 3.

Br+v3+2B2+83=1—q31—r1,1 —2ro1 — 13,1, (56f)

and additional file and cache constraints,
3

N
Z <]) (lej + 27“273' + 713+ Q37j) <M, (56g)

Jj=1

Z <‘7 _ 1) 37”1_]j + 37”2_]j + ’I”3_’j + 2(]37j) S 1. (56h)

By solving (36), we attain the lower convex envelope of [9]

and [12], as shown in Fig. |5l The gray solid line is the exact
memory-load tradeoff for linear coding placement [15]], and
the red solid line is the result we attained, which is a lower
convex envelope of all red cycles.
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