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The Encoding Complexity of Network Coding for
Two Simple Multicast Sessions

Wentu Song, Kai Cai, Rongquan Feng, and Wang Rui

Abstract

The intersession network coding problem, which is also kna the multiple source network coding problem is a chaileng
topic, and has attracted significant attention from the ngtweoding community. In this paper, we study the encodinguexity
for intersession network coding with two simple multicasssions. The encoding complexity is characterized fromasmects:
the number of encoding links and the finite field size for aghig a solution. We prove thafl) the number of encoding links
required to achieve a solution is upper-bounde®by — 1; and (2) the size of the field required to achieve a linear solution is
upper-bounded by./4N — 31/4 4+ 3/2|, where|E| is the number of edges amd is the number of sinks of the network.

Index Terms

Network coding, encoding edge, information flow, regionataposition.

I. INTRODUCTION

E investigate the multiple source network coding problefmybich the underlying network is assumed to be a finite,

directed, acyclic multigraph. A number of messages are rgéek at some nodes, nhamsdurcesand demanded by
some other nodes, namsihks The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finitdbetpbaually a finite field. A
directed edge represents a communication link with unitcay i.e., 1 symbol per transmission. A multiple sourcénoek
coding problem is calledolvableif all the source messages can be successfully recoverkd abtresponded sinks; otherwise,
it is calledunsolvable It is well known that the multiple source network coding Iplem is in general very challengingl[8].
Koetter and Mdard [3] showed that to find a solution of a midtigource network coding problem is NP-complete. The recent
work of [9] showed that to characterize the achievable raggon is very hard even for the simplest case, i.e., the twiple
multicast sessions.

The multicast network coding problem have been extensistlgies after the seminal work of Ahlswede, Cai, Li, and
Yeung [1] and Liet. al [2]. The encoding complexity is obviously an important issior network coding, which attracted
many researchefs[3],1[4].[5].[6].][7]. In previous workbke encoding complexity is generally studied from two aspeihe
number of encoding links, and the encoding field size foreghg a network solution.

In [5], the authors first categorized the network links inimtclasses, i.e., thiarwarding linksand theencoding links The
forwarding links only forward the data of its incoming link&/hile, the encoding links transmit new packets by comlgjrdate
from its incoming links, and hence more expensive due to treputing process and the equipping of encoding capabsilitie
It is shown that, in an acyclic multicast network, the numbkencoding links required to achieve the capacity of thevoek
is independent of the size of the underlying network and dednby 23 N2, where N is the number of the sinks arfd is
maximal flow from the source to each of the sinks.

The second issue of encoding complexity is the size of theding fields, and this issues have been addressed in many
literatures [[3], [[6], [[4], [7]. As stated in_[6], large endod field size may cause difficulties, i.e., either large gelar large
bandwidth for implementation of network coding, hence a lbmiphabet is more preferred. For a multicast network, the
required alphabet size to achieve a solution is upper boyng'®N + 1/4 —1/2 (see[[7]). In [4], the authors showed that an
finite field with size /2N — 7/4 + 1/2 is sufficient for achieving a solution of a multicast network

The intersession network coding problem with two simpletioast sessions was first investigated by C. C. Wang and N. B.
Shroff in [9], where they characterized the solvability ksing controlled path overlapsonditions and under the assumption of
sufficient large encoding fields. They derive a polynomiaktialgorithm using pebbling gamés [10] to determine theadnlity
of such networks. However, they did not consider the issdigeenencoding complexity.

In this study, we determine the encoding complexity for risg¢ssion network coding with two simple multicast sessions
We will prove that the number of encoding links required tbiage a solution is upper-bounded BV — 1; and(2) the size
of the field required to achieve a linear solution is uppeurted by| /4N — 31/4 + 3/2|, where|E| is the number of the
edges andV is the number of sinks of the network.

We obtain the encoding complexity by usingregion decomposition methpavhich is an extension of the information
flow decomposition approach of C. Fragouli and E. Soljanln Phlike their method, which decomposes a subgraph of the
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underlying network and does not yield uniqgue decompositiogeneral, the region decomposition method decomposes the
whole network uniquely into mutually disjoint regions anghcbe applied to arbitrary multiple multicast sessions. kvt
network is divided into particular regions, the messagesaoh region can then be totally decided by one link, nambégy, t
headof the region. Then, the solution of the network problem carobtained by a simpl&belling operation. To obtain the
number of the encoding links and the finite field size for a eknsolution, we define theegion graph the labelled region
graph the feasible region graphand obtain theminimal feasible region graplby contraction operations over the feasible
region graph. It can be illustrated that the information leé £ncoding links and the encoding field can be derived by the
minimal feasible region graph of the original network.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section B, mtroduce the network models, the notations and the
methodology. In Section Ill, we discussion the encoding plexity from the aspect of encoding links and encoding field
respectively. Finally, the paper is concluded in Section IV

II. NETWORK MODEL, NOTATIONS, AND METHODOLOGY
A. Network Model

In this paper, a network is a finite, directed, acyclic mgtaph G = (V, E) with node setl” and edge seF. Two
mutually independent messag&s, X, are generated at source nodgsand s; and are demanded by sink node séts—
{t11, - ,t1,n, } @andTy = {t21, t2,2, - - ,t2 N, } respectively, where; ¢ T;(: = 1,2). We denote such network as2alURS
network The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finité*fidldlirected edge (linky = (u,v) € E can transmit
one symbol fromu to v per transmission. We add one imaginary incoming edge to gadalled theX;-source link and one
imaginary outgoing edge to each of the sink«/in called theX;-demand link X;-source link andX;-demand link are called
X;-link. And when we say that is a source (demand) link we mean thais an X;-source (demand) link or aXs-source
(demand) link. We use to denote the union off and the imaginary links.

I1l. M ODEL AND BASIC NOTIONS

We consider a communication network modeled as a finitecttice acyclic multi-grapléz = (V, E), whereV is the set of
nodes andv is the set of edges. There are two source nagesids, and two groups of receiver nod@&s = {¢; 1, -+ ,t1. 5, }
andTy = {to1,t2,2, - ,t2 N, } Such thats; ¢ T;, i = 1,2. The messagé&; is generated at source nogdeand are demanded
by receiver nodes iff;. The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finité'fidldlirected edge = (u,v) € E can
transmit one symbol from to v per transmission. We denote such network as a TSMS netwofik. + 75, such networks
are known as a multicast network, which have been well stubliethe research community up to now.f = {¢; ;} and
T, = {t2,1}, the network is called a 2-pair network.

We add one imaginary incoming edge to eaghcalled theX; source edgeand one imaginary outgoing edge to each of
the receiver nodes ifi;, called X; receiver edgeWe uses to denote the union of and the imaginary edges.

Remark 3.1:Throughout this paper, we mean that the number of receivdens N, + No, i.e., if a receiver node receives
two messages, it is counted two times. Thus, the number efuercedges is equal to the number of receiver nodes.

For each edge = (u,v) € ¢, v andv are termed as the tail and the headeofnd are denoted by = head(e) and
u = tail(e) respectively. Note that the source edges have no tail ancettever edges have no head. But it does’t matter in
our discussion. Foty, es € e, we calle; anincoming edgef e, if head(e1) = tail(ez). Denote byln(e) the set of incoming
edges ofe. We assume thakn(e) # 0 if e € ¢ is not a source edge. Otherwiséhas no impact on the network and can be
removed fromG. A path is an ordered set of edgés;,,--- ,e;, } such that the head of the previous edge is the tail of the
next one. It is well known that can be totally ordered such that < e; if e; is an incoming edge od;.

Definition 3.2: A valid network code of5 over the fieldF is a collection of non-zero vectors = {d, € F?: e € ¢} such
that
(1) If e is an X; source edge or a; receiver edge, thed. = «;, wherea; = (1,0) andas = (0, 1);

(2) If e is not a source edge, theh is an F-linear combination ofd,, : u € In(e)}.

The vectord, is called thecoding vectorof edgee. GG is said to besolvableif G has a valid network code.

A valid network code of7 specifies a mechanism for message transmission over thenedw follows. Letr;, xo € F' be
any instances oX; and Xs. If d. = (¢1, ¢2), then the message transmitted©is c1x1 + coxz, Which is a linear combination
of the messages transmitted on edgegsife) if e is not a source edge. The message transmitted oXthreceiver edge(s)
is z;. By this mechanism, each receiver node can get its demandssgage through the network. We require that the coding
vector of each edge is non-zero. Otherwise, the message transmitted isrzero. Thuse has no impact on the network and
can be removed front.

Definition 3.3: Let C' = {d. € F? : e € ¢} be a valid network code of'. ¢ € ¢ is said to be an encoding edge Gfif d.
is an F-linear combination of d,, : u € In(e)} with at least two coefficients not being zero. Elses said to be a forwarding
edge ofC.

If e is a forwarding edge o€, thend. = A\d, for some)\ € F andu € In(e). Without loss of generality, we can let
de = dy.
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IV. REGIONDECOMPOSITION

In this section, we develop a region decomposition apprdechetwork coding of TSMS networks. Our approach can be
viewed as a generalization of the information flow decomjmsimethod|[[4] for multicast networks and is an efficient host
for designing the optimal network codes for TSMS networks.

Definition 4.1: A region is a subseR of ¢ with aney € R such that any € R\ {ey} has an incoming edge iR. Or,

equivalently, there is a patfeo, e;,, - ,e;,,e} such that{eg,e;,, - ,e;,,e} C R.
The edgee is called theneadof R and is denoted by, = head(R). A region decompositionf G is a partition ofe into
mutually disjoint regiond) = {R;, Ra,--- , Rx}. R € D is called anX; source regionX; receiver regiofiif R contains the

X, source edgeX; receiver edge). It is possible that a region contains B6tlsource edge and’; receiver edge. Hence, an
X, source region may be ai; receiver region simultaneously. For the sake of converigwe call R a non-source region
if R is not a source region.

Definition 4.2: Let D and D’ be two region decompositions 6f. D’ is said to be a contraction db if any region in D’
is either a region inD or the union of some regions k.

For eache € ¢, let R, = {e}. Then R, is a region ofG with head(R.) = e and Dy = {R. : e € £} is a region
decomposition ofG. We call D, the trivial region decompositionf G. Any region decomposition of/ is a contraction of
Dy.

It is more transparent to work with the so-called region grapG. Let D be a region decomposition 6¢f. A region graph
of G with respect toD, denoted byRG(D), is defined as a directed graph with node Betind edge sef(R;, R;) € D? :
head(R;) has an incoming edge iR;}. R; is said to be garentof R; (R; is achild of R;) if (R;, R;) is an edge oRG(D).
Denoted byPar(R;) the set of all parents aR;. Clearly, RG(D) is acyclic and simple. S@ can be totally ordered such
that R; < R; if R; is a parent ofR;. RG(D,) coincides with the so-called line graph &% where D, is the trivial region
decomposition of5. If D’ is a contraction ofD, we say thatRG(D') is a contraction ofRG(D).

Definition 4.3: Let D be a region decomposition @f. RG(D) is said to be feasible if there is a collection of non-zero
vectorsC = {dp € F?: R € D} such that
(1) If R is anX; source region or aiX; receiver region, thedr = «;, wherea; = (1,0) andas = (0,1);

(2) If R is not a source region, thefy is an F-linear combination ofdp : P € Par(R)}.

The vectordy, is called thecoding vectorof region R and C is called avalid network codeof RG(D).

Clearly, a valid network code dRG(D,) is exactly a valid network code @, whereD is the trivial region decomposition
of G. Ingeneral, ifC = {d. : e € ¢} is a valid network code off andD is a region decomposition &f such thatl, = djcqa(r)
forall R € D ande € R, thenC = {dr : dr = dpeqq(r), R € D} is a valid network code ofRG(D). Conversely, suppose
D is a region decomposition @ andC = {dr : R € D} is a valid network code oRG(D). LetC = {d, : e € £} be such
thatd. = dr if e€ R andR € D. Then(C is a valid network code of-.

Example 4.4:Let G be a TSMS network shown in Fig.1 (a). The mess&geés generated at source nosleand is demanded
by receiver nodeg; andts;. The messag&, is generated at, and is demanded bg andts;. The imaginary edges, and
eo are theX; source edge and’s> source edge respectively. The imaginary edggsandess are theX; receiver edges. The
imaginary edgess, andes; are theX, receiver edges. A valid network code= {d. : e € ¢} of G is shown in Fig.1 (b).
Let Ry = {e1,es,e5,€s,€9,€e11}, Ro = {e2,eq,€7,€10}, Rs = {es, €13, €14}, Ry = {e12,€16,€21}, Rs = {e15, €17, €18, €23},
Rs = {ea0}, Rr={e19}, Rs={ean}. ThenD = {Ry, Rs, R3, R4, R5, Rs, R7, Rg} is a region decomposition @¥. The region
graph RG(D) is shown in Fig. 2 (a) and the valid network code= {dp : R € D} of RG(D) derived fromC is shown in
Fig.2 (b). Conversely(' can be derived fronC' by lettingd, = dy if e € R andR € D.
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Fig.1: (a) is a feasible TSMS netwoﬂi (b) shows a valid network code @f.
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Fig.2: (a) is the region grapRG (D) of G; (b) shows a valid network oRG (D).
Lemma 4.5:Let D’ be a contraction oD. If RG(D’) is feasible, therRG(D) is feasible.

Proof: Suppos&’ = {dr : R’ € D'} is a valid network code oRG(D’). LetC = {dgr : R € D} be such thatlp = dp/
if RC R andR’ € D'. C is well defined becaus®’ is a contraction ofD. It is easy to see that' is a valid network code
of RG(D). Hence,RG(D) is feasible. [ |

Lemma 4.6:Let D be a region decomposition ¢f and P, Q € D be adjacent inRG(D). Suppose’ = {dr : R € D} is
a valid network code oRRG(D) such thatdp = dg. Let P’ = PUQ and D’ = {P'} U D\ {P,Q}. thenD’ is a contraction
of D and RG(D') is feasible.

Proof: Without loss of generality, we can assume tlfatis a parent ofQ. Clearly, P U @ is a region of G with
head(P U Q) = head(P) (definition[41) andD’ = {PUQ}U D\ {P,Q} is a region decomposition @. By definition[4.2,
D’ is a contraction ofD. Note thatdp = dg. Letting dpug = dp and keeping the coding vectors of regionsin\ { P, Q}
unchanged results in a valid network codeRf(D’). HenceRG(D') is still feasible. [ |

Example 4.7:We consider again the netwotk in exampld 4. Note thatr, = dr, and Ry, R4 are adjacentir, = dg,
and Rs3, R; are adjacent. LeD’ = {R; U R4, Ro, Rs U R7, R5, Rg, Rs}. Then D’ is a contraction ofD and D’ is still
feasible. The region grapRG(D’) and the corresponding valid network codeRd(D’) are shown in Fig.3 (a) and Fig. (b)
respectively. Note thaR; U R, is both X; source region and(; receiver region ofRG(D’).
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Fig.3: (a) is the region grapRG(D’) of G; (b) shows a valid network oRG(D’), where D’ is a contraction ofD.

By definition[4.3,G is solvable if and only ifG has a feasible region graph. We remark that this result ifulilbecause
there is a simple method to determine wether a region grafdaisble (theorerh 4.11). However, we are more interested in
the problem that if we can find the "simplest” feasible reg@gmaphs ofG and what properties the "simplest” feasible region
graphs may have. This is an issue we shall discuss in sedfioWé now give a characterization of feasible region graph of
G. The following definition is needed.

Definition 4.8: Let D be a region decomposition ¢f andi € {1,2}. The X;-type region ofRG(D) is defined recursively
as follows.

(1) An X; source region or atX; receiver region is arX;-type region;
(2) A region whose parents are ail;-type region is anX;-type region.

A region which is neithetX-type region norX,-type region is called @oding region A region which is bothX;-type
region andX,-type region is called aingular region The following lemma is obvious.

Lemma 4.9:SupposeD is a region decomposition @ and RG(D) is feasible. LelC = {dr : R € D} be a valid network
code of RG(D). Thendr = «; for all X;-type regionR, i € {1,2}. In particular,RG(D) has no singular region.

Lemma 4.10:Let D be a region decomposition @f. Then RG(D) is feasible if the following two conditions hold.

(1) RG(D) has no singular region;
(2) Any non-source region i has at least two parents RG(D).

Proof: We are to construct a valid network code Bf7(D) as follows. First, letdr = «; for all X;-type regionR,

i € {1,2}. This is reasonable becauf&7(D) has no singular region. Next, we select a coding vector foh eading region
of RG(D). Assume thaf Ry, Rs,--- , Rk} is the set of coding regions &G (D).

Letdg, be any fixed vector of %\ ((a1)U{az)). For2 < k < K, supposel, has been determined for glke {1,--- ,k—1},
letdp, € F?\ ((a1) U(a2)) be such that for any € {1,--- ,k—1}, dg, anddg, are linearly independent i®;, andR; have
a common child. We can selegf;, correctly if the size of field? is sufficiently large. We now prove that = {dr: R € D}
is a valid network code oRG(D).

Clearly, by the construction af’, dr = «; if R € D is an X; source region or aiX; receiver region. IfR is not a source
region, by condition (2)R has at least two parents RG(D). We have the following two cases.

Case 1: The parents at are all X;-type region for a fixed € {1,2}. By definition[4.8, R is an X;-type region. By the
construction ofC, dr = dp = «; for all P € Par(R).

Case 2: There are two parents Bf say P, and P, such thatP; and P, are both coding regions aP, and P, are of
different types. By the constructiodp, anddp, are linearly independent, hence spéih. Sody is a linear combination of
dp1 and dp2.

By definition[4.3,C is a valid network code oRG(D) and RG(D) is feasible. [ |

Theorem 4.11:Let D be a region decomposition 6f. Then RG(D) is feasible if and only ifD has a contractio®’ such
that
(1) D’ contains no singular region;

(2) Any non-source region i)’ has at least two parents RG(D’).
In particular, if the two conditions holdRG(D’) is feasible.

Proof: SupposeRG(D) is feasible. LetC' = {dg : R € D} be a valid network code aRG(D). If Q € D has only one
parentP in RG(D), then by definitiori 4134, is a linear combination of p. Without loss of generality, we can assume that
dg = dp. By lemma4.8,D' = {P'}UD\ {P,Q} is a contraction ofD and RG(D’) is feasible, where?’ = Q U P. So D’
contains no singular region (lemrha}4.9). This operator capdrformed continuously until any non-source regiorinhas
at least two parents iRG(D'), which completes one direction of the proof.

Conversely, supposP’ is a contraction oD satisfying conditions (1) and (2). By lemrma 4.1 (D’) is feasible. Hence,
by lemma4b,RG(D) is feasible. [ ]

Corollary 4.12: Let D be a region decomposition @f such thatRG(D) is feasible. Suppos®&, € D is a coding region
and: € {1,2} is a fixed number such that any child &, not being anX;-type region has a parent not being Ai-type
region. ThenRG (D) has a valid network cod€” = {dr € F? : R € D} such thatdr, = o;, Whereq; is the vector ofF
with the ith component being one and the other component being zero.
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Proof: Consider a valid network cod€ = {dr € F?: R € D} of RG(D) constructed as in lemnia4]10. We al@by
letting dr, = «; and keeping the rest of coding vectors unchanged. We shavitibaesulted cod€” is still a valid network
code of RG(D). Clearly, condition (1) of definition 413 still holds. Forymon-source regiotk € D, we have the following
four cases.

Case 1:R = R,. SinceR is a coding region, by the constructiély R has two parents, sa§; and P, such thatdp, and
dp, are linearly independent and form a basisF. Hence,dr, = «; is a linear combination ofip, anddp,.

Case 2:R is a child of Ry and R is an X;-type region. By the construction @, dr = ;. Thusdy, is a linear combination
of dRo = .

Case 3:R is a child of Ry and R is not anX;-type region. By the assumption of this lemnfa has a parenP not being
an X;-type region. By the construction @, dp and«a; are linearly independent and form a basisF#¥. Hence,dy is a
linear combination oflp anddgr, = «;.

Case 4:R # R, andR is not a child ofR. SinceC is a valid network code oRG(D) and the coding vector(s) dt and
R’s parent(s) keep unchangetk; is a linear combination of the coding vector(s) Bs parent(s).

Thus condition (2) of definitioh 413 also holds. 88 is a valid network code oRG(D) anddg, = «;. [ |

Corollary 4.13: Let D be a region decomposition @ such thatRG(D) is feasible. Suppos®, @ € D are two coding
regions such thaP and Q@ have no common child. TheRG(D) has a valid network cod€” = {dr € F?: R € D} such
that dp = dQ.

Proof: Consider a valid network codé' = {dr € F? : R € D} of RG(D) constructed as in lemma4]10. Let
a € F%\ ({(a1) U (a2)) be such that for any coding regidd € D, o anddp are linearly independent i and R have a
common child orQ and R have a common child. We alté¥ by letting dp = dg = o and keeping the rest of coding vectors
unchanged. Sincé and Q have no common child, it is easy to see that the resulted ¢ddis a valid network code of
RG(D). [ |

V. ENCODING COMPLEXITY

In this section, we investigate the encoding complexity efwork coding for TSMS networks. We shall prove an upper
bound on the number of encoding edges as well as an upper loyuttee field size needed to achieve a valid network code
of a TSMS network. The following definition is needed.

Definition 5.1: Let D be a region decomposition @} such thatRG(D) is feasible.RG(D) is said to be minimal feasible
if the following two conditions hold.

(1) Deleting any edge oRG(D) results in a subgraph d®G(D) which is not feasible.
(2) For any proper contractio®’ of D (i.e., D’ is a contraction ofD and D’ # D), RG(D') is not feasible.

Lemma 5.2:SupposeRG(D) is minimal feasible and” = {dr € F? : R € D} is a valid network code oRG(D). If
P,Q € D are adjacent or have a common child, thinanddg are linearly independent.
Proof: Supposeip anddg are linearly dependent. Without loss of generality, we cssume thatlp = dg.
If Pis a parent of), by lemmd4.16,D has a proper contractioR’ and RG(D') is feasible, which contradicts to definition
5.1.
If P and@Q have a common childk,, then the subgraph obtained by deleting the edge betdgeandQ hasC as a valid
network code, hence is still feasible, which contradictslédinition[5.1. [ |
For the sake of convenience, we say that a redjois an X;-parent(or an X;-child) of a regionR if @ is a parent (or a
child) of R and@ is an X;-type region.
Theorem 5.3:Let D be a region decomposition ¢f such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. The following items hold.
1) Any non-source region i) has exactly two parents iRG(D).
2) Two regions which are adjacent or have a common child danbothX;-type region (or bothX,-type region).
3) Two adjacent coding regions have a common child.
4) If a coding region has atX;-parent or anX;-child, then it has a child not being ai;-type region and having an
X;-parent, where € {1,2} is a fixed number.

Proof: 1) SinceRG(D) is minimal feasible, by theorem 4]11, any non-source re@dras at least two parents RG(D).
Let C = {dr € F? : R € D} be a valid network code oRG(D). Since the dimension of? is 2, there are two parents of
Q, say P, and Pz, such that{(dp,,dp,) = ({dp : P € Par(Q)}). If @ has more than two parents, then deleting the edge(s)
betweenQ and all of its parents buP, and P, results in a subgraph which h@sas a valid network code and is still feasible,
which contradicts to definition 5.1.

2) This claim is a direct consequence of lemimd 4.9 and lem&a 5.

3) Suppose the converse is true, i.e., there are two adjaoelinig regionsP, ) € D such thatP and @ have no common
child. By corollary[4.IB,RG(D) has a valid network codé’ = {dr : R € D} such thatdp = dg, which contradicts to
lemmal5.D.

4) Suppose the converse is true, i.e., there is a codingne@joc D such thatR, has anX;-parent (or anX;-child) P
and any child@ of R, which is not anX;-type region has nd{;-parent. By claim 1){) has two parents ilRG(D). SoQ
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has a parent not being;-type region. By corollarf Z12RG(D) has a valid network codé€ = {dr € F? : R € D} such
thatdgr, = ;. But dp = o; (lemmal49) andP, Ry are adjacent, which contradicts to lemmal 5.2. ]

Corollary 5.4: Let D be a region decomposition @f such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. The following items hold.

1) An X;-type region is either alX; source region or atX; receiver regioni e {1,2}).
2) A coding region has at lest two children being receiveiaesg
3) There exists a coding region which has two children, Bayand R», such that for each € {1, 2}, R; is an X, receiver

region andR; has anX;-parent,j € {1,2} andj # i.

Proof: 1) This claim is a direct consequence of Definition] 4.8 andfZJleoren{5.B.

2) let R be a coding region oRG(D). By Theoren 5B has two parents, sa¥; and P, such thatP; and P, can't be
both X;-type region or bothX,-type region. We have the following three cases.

Case 1:P; is an X;-type region for some € {1,2} and P, is a coding region. First, considé} and R. By 4) of theorem
5.3, R has a childQ; such thatQ; is not anX;-type region and), has anX;-parent. IfQ; is an X;-type region for some
j €{1,2}, by claim 1),Q; is an X;-receiver region. 1fQ; is a coding region, then by 3) of theorém]58,andQ; have a
common child, sayy.. Similarly, eitherQ is an X ;-receiver region oz and@Q, have a common child@s. SinceRG(D) is
a finite graph, we can finally find @,, such thatQ),,, is an X;-receiver region. Next, considé?, and R. By 3) of theorem
B3, P, and R have a common child¥;. Also, eitherWW; is an X;-receiver region for somée {1,2} or R andW; have a
common childW,. Similarly, we can finally find a@¥,, such thatlV,, is an X;-receiver region. Note thaPar(Q,) contains
an X;-type region butPar(Wy) = { P2, R}. SoQ; # W;. We can prove inductively tha,,, # W,,. HenceQ,,, andW,, are
two children of R being receiver regions.

Case 2: BothP;, and P, are coding regions.

Case 3:P; is an X;-type region andP, is an X,-type region.

In the latter two cases, by the similar analysis, we can fina ¢hildren of R being receiver regions.

3) Without loss of generality, we can assume that each cadigipn R has at least one child. Otherwisg, has no impact
on the network and can be removed frddd7(D). Since RG(D) is a finite graph, we can find a coding regi® such that
no child of R, is coding region. Let) be a child ofRy. Then@ is an X;-type region for some € {1,2}. Without loss of
generality, we can assume th@tis an X;-type region. By 4) of Theorefi 8.3, has a childR,, such thatR, is not an
X -type region and?, has anX;-parent. Similarly, since no child aRy is coding regionR; is an Xs-type region. By claim
1), R, is an X receiver region. Again, by 4) of Theordm b.B, has a childR; such thatR, is an X; receiver region and
Ry has anXs-parent. [ |

Theorem 5.5:Let D be a region decomposition @ such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. Then the number of coding
regions is smaller than the number of receiver regions.

Proof: Let K be the number of coding regions and be the number of receiver regions. Denoted.byhe number of
edges inRG(D) from a coding region to a receiver region. We courih two different ways. By 1) of theorem 5.3/ receiver
regions have N incoming edges. By 3) of corollafy 5.4, there are two reaeiegions each of which have a incoming edge
not being from a coding regions. Sb< 2N — 2. On the other hand, by 2) of corollary 5.&, coding regions have at least
2K outgoing edges pointing to receiver regions. 36 < J. Thus,2K <2N —2and K < N — 1. [ ]

Theorem 5.6:Let G be a solvable TSMS network, ther has a valid network with at most\2-1 encoding edges, where
N is the number of receiver nodes.

Proof: By remark 3.1, we only need to prove tlGthas a valid network with at most\?-1 encoding edges, wher€ is the
number of receiver edges. L&t be a region decomposition 6f such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. LeC' = {dr : R € D}
be a valid network code aRG(D) andC = {d. : e € <} be the valid network code af derived fromC by lettingd. = dr
if e RandR € D. Clearly, an edge is an encoding edge & if and only if e = head(R) for some non-source regiaR.
By 1) of Corollary[5.4, the number of non-source regions &ttital number of coding regions and receiver regions. Nuié t
the number of coding regions is smaller than or equaNte- 1 (theoren{5.b) and the number of receiver regions is smaller
than or equal taV. The conclusion follows. [ ]

We finally investigate the problem of the field size of a valetwork code of a solvable TSMS network. L@&tbe a solvable
TSMS network andD be a region decomposition @¢f such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible and haK coding regions, say
Ry, R, -+, Ri. As in the proof of lemma4.10, constructing a valid netwookle of RG(D) is equivalent to findk vectors
{dr,,dRry, + ,dr, } € F?\ ((a1) U{a2)) such thatlr, anddp, are linearly independent i®; and R; have a common child,
wherea; = (1,0) andas = (0,1). By lemma5.RdR, anddg, are linearly independent iR; and R; are adjacent. However,
we need not worry about this case separately since by thdbrigntwo adjacent coding regions have a common child.

Let Qp be an undirected graph withR;, Ro,--- , Rk} being vertex set. We connect two vertices{ip with an edge
if the corresponding coding regions RG(D) have a common child. Then constructing a valid network cdd&@ (D) is
equivalent to vertex coloring of2p with vectors inF? \ ({(a1) U (az)). It is known that the number of mutually linearly
independent coding vectors is the chromatic numbétp).

Lemma 5.7:Let F' be a field of sizeg, then there argy — 1 vectors inF2? \ ({a1) U {az)) which are mutually linearly
independent.
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Proof: SupposeF’ = {0,z1 = 1,22, -+ ,x¢q—1}. Let B = (L,zx), k = 1,2,--- ,¢ — 1. Then{B1, B2, -+, Bq-1} C

F2\ ({a1) U () are mutually linearly independent. [ |
By lemmal5Y, a field of size = k + 1 is sufficient to achieve a valid network code Bt3(D), wherek is the chromatic
numbery (Qp).

Lemma 5.8:[17, Ch. 9] Everyk-chromatic graph has at leakstvertices of degree at least— 1.
Lemma 5.9:Let G be a TSMS network and be a region decomposition @f. There are two coding regions &G(D)
which are not the common child of any two coding regions.

Proof: Let Ry, Ro, - - , Rk be the set of coding regions &G (D). Without loss of generality, we can assume that ;
if R; is a parent ofR;. Clearly, R; and R, can’'t be the common child of any two coding regions. [ ]

Theorem 5.10:For any solvable TSMS network with N receiver edges, there exists a valid network codé&: afver the
field of size|\/4N —39/4+ 3/2].

By lemmal5.y, a field of size = k + 1 is sufficient to achieve a valid network code B(D), wherek is the chromatic
numbery (2p).

Lemma 5.11:[17, Ch. 9] Everyk-chromatic graph has at leaktvertices of degree at leakt— 1.

Lemma 5.12:Let G be a TSMS network and be a region decomposition ¢f. There are two coding regions &G(D)
which are not the common child of any two coding regions.

Proof: Let Ry, Ro, - - , Rk be the set of coding regions &G (D). Without loss of generality, we can assume that j
if R; is a parent ofR;. Clearly, R, and R, can’'t be the common child of any two coding regions. ]

Theorem 5.13:For any solvable TSMS network with N receiver nodes, there exists a valid network codé/ajver the
field of size|\/4N —39/4+ 3/2].

Proof: By remark[3.1,N is the number of receiver edges. LBtbe a region decomposition @f such thatRG(D) is
minimal feasible withK coding regions. Lek be the chromatic numbey(Q2p) and J be the number of edges 6. We
count.J in two different ways. By lemmBA5.11, we have

k(k—1)/2<J. 1)
On the other hand, a region is a common child of two coding dfnllyis a non-source region, i.e., it is a coding region or
a receiver region (corollafy 5.4). By the assumption, tremeK coding regions and at mo3f receiver regions of which two
coding regions and two receiver regions are not the commia chany two coding regions (lemnia’5]12 and corollary 5.4).
So there are at most’ + N — 4 regions which are the common child of two coding regions.sThu

J<LK+N—4. 2
From (1) and (2), we obtain
k(k—1)/2< K+ N —4. 3
But K < N — 1 (theoreni55). So (3) implies
k(k—1)/2 < 2N —5. (4)

Solving the inequality (4) fok we have

k< /AN —39/4+1/2
g=k+1< /4N —39/4+3/2. [

VI. CONCLUSION
In this paper, we consider the encoding complexity of nekwaording for solvable TSMS networks. We proved that the
number of encoding edges is upper bounded®by— 1 and a field of sizel /4N — 39/4 + 3/2] is sufficient for a valid
network code, wheréV is the number of the receiver nodes and a receiver node istembuwo times if it receives both
messages.

and
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