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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 known as the multiple source network coding problem is a challenging
topic, and has attracted significant attention from the network coding community. In this paper, we study the encoding complexity
for intersession network coding with two simple multicast sessions. The encoding complexity is characterized from twoaspects:
the number of encoding links and the finite field size for achieving a solution. We prove that(1) the number of encoding links
required to achieve a solution is upper-bounded by2N − 1; and (2) the size of the field required to achieve a linear solution is
upper-bounded by⌊

√

4N − 31/4 + 3/2⌋, where|E| is the number of edges andN is the number of sinks of the network.

Index Terms

Network coding, encoding edge, information flow, region decomposition.

I. I NTRODUCTION

WE investigate the multiple source network coding problem, of which the underlying network is assumed to be a finite,
directed, acyclic multigraph. A number of messages are generated at some nodes, namedsourcesand demanded by

some other nodes, namedsinks. The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finite alphabet, usually a finite field. A
directed edge represents a communication link with unit capacity, i.e., 1 symbol per transmission. A multiple source network
coding problem is calledsolvableif all the source messages can be successfully recovered at the corresponded sinks; otherwise,
it is called unsolvable. It is well known that the multiple source network coding problem is in general very challenging [8].
Koetter and Mdard [3] showed that to find a solution of a multiple source network coding problem is NP-complete. The recent
work of [9] showed that to characterize the achievable rate region is very hard even for the simplest case, i.e., the two simple
multicast sessions.

The multicast network coding problem have been extensivelystudies after the seminal work of Ahlswede, Cai, Li, and
Yeung [1] and Liet. al [2]. The encoding complexity is obviously an important issue for network coding, which attracted
many researchers[3], [4], [5], [6], [7]. In previous works,the encoding complexity is generally studied from two aspects: the
number of encoding links, and the encoding field size for achieving a network solution.

In [5], the authors first categorized the network links into two classes, i.e., theforwarding linksand theencoding links. The
forwarding links only forward the data of its incoming links. While, the encoding links transmit new packets by combining date
from its incoming links, and hence more expensive due to the computing process and the equipping of encoding capabilities.
It is shown that, in an acyclic multicast network, the numberof encoding links required to achieve the capacity of the network
is independent of the size of the underlying network and bounded byh3N2, whereN is the number of the sinks andh is
maximal flow from the source to each of the sinks.

The second issue of encoding complexity is the size of the encoding fields, and this issues have been addressed in many
literatures [3], [6], [4], [7]. As stated in [6], large encoding field size may cause difficulties, i.e., either large delays or large
bandwidth for implementation of network coding, hence a small alphabet is more preferred. For a multicast network, the
required alphabet size to achieve a solution is upper bound by

√

2N + 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 simple multicast sessions was first investigated by C. C. Wang and N. B.

Shroff in [9], where they characterized the solvability by usingcontrolled path overlapsconditions and under the assumption of
sufficient large encoding fields. They derive a polynomial time algorithm using pebbling games [10] to determine the solvability
of such networks. However, they did not consider the issues of the encoding complexity.

In this study, we determine the encoding complexity for intersession network coding with two simple multicast sessions.
We will prove that the number of encoding links required to achieve a solution is upper-bounded by2N − 1; and(2) the size
of the field required to achieve a linear solution is upper-bounded by⌊

√

4N − 31/4 + 3/2⌋, where|E| is the number of the
edges andN is the number of sinks of the network.

We obtain the encoding complexity by using aregion decomposition method, which is an extension of the information
flow decomposition approach of C. Fragouli and E. Soljanin [4]. Unlike their method, which decomposes a subgraph of the
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underlying network and does not yield unique decompositionin general, the region decomposition method decomposes the
whole network uniquely into mutually disjoint regions and can be applied to arbitrary multiple multicast sessions. When the
network is divided into particular regions, the messages ineach region can then be totally decided by one link, namely, the
headof the region. Then, the solution of the network problem can be obtained by a simplelabelling operation. To obtain the
number of the encoding links and the finite field size for a network solution, we define theregion graph, the labelled region
graph, the feasible region graphand obtain theminimal feasible region graphby contractionoperations over the feasible
region graph. It can be illustrated that the information of the encoding 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 II, we introduce the network models, the notations and the
methodology. In Section III, we discussion the encoding complexity from the aspect of encoding links and encoding field
respectively. Finally, the paper is concluded in Section IV.

II. N ETWORK MODEL, NOTATIONS, AND METHODOLOGY

A. Network Model

In this paper, a network is a finite, directed, acyclic multi-graphG = (V,E) with node setV and edge setE. Two
mutually independent messagesX1, X2 are generated at source nodess1 and s2 and are demanded by sink node setsT1 =
{t1,1, · · · , t1,N1

} andT2 = {t2,1, t2,2, · · · , t2,N2
} respectively, wheresi /∈ Ti(i = 1, 2). We denote such network as a2-IURS

network. The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finite fieldF . A directed edge (link)e = (u, v) ∈ E can transmit
one symbol fromu to v per transmission. We add one imaginary incoming edge to eachsi, called theXi-source link, and one
imaginary outgoing edge to each of the sinks inTi, called theXi-demand link. Xi-source link andXi-demand link are called
Xi-link. And when we say thate is a source (demand) link we mean thate is anX1-source (demand) link or anX2-source
(demand) link. We useε to denote the union ofE and the imaginary links.

III. M ODEL AND BASIC NOTIONS

We consider a communication network modeled as a finite, directed, acyclic multi-graphG = (V,E), whereV is the set of
nodes andE is the set of edges. There are two source nodess1 ands2 and two groups of receiver nodesT1 = {t1,1, · · · , t1,N1

}
andT2 = {t2,1, t2,2, · · · , t2,N2

} such thatsi /∈ Ti, i = 1, 2. The messageXi is generated at source nodesi and are demanded
by receiver nodes inTi. The messages are assumed to be elements of a fixed finite fieldF . A directed edgee = (u, v) ∈ E can
transmit one symbol fromu to v per transmission. We denote such network as a TSMS network. If T1 = T2, such networks
are known as a multicast network, which have been well studied by the research community up to now. IfT1 = {t1,1} and
T2 = {t2,1}, the network is called a 2-pair network.

We add one imaginary incoming edge to eachsi, called theXi source edge, and one imaginary outgoing edge to each of
the receiver nodes inTi, calledXi receiver edge. We useε to denote the union ofE and the imaginary edges.

Remark 3.1:Throughout this paper, we mean that the number of receiver nodes isN1+N2, i.e., if a receiver node receives
two messages, it is counted two times. Thus, the number of receiver edges is equal to the number of receiver nodes.

For each edgee = (u, v) ∈ ε, u and v are termed as the tail and the head ofe and are denoted byv = head(e) and
u = tail(e) respectively. Note that the source edges have no tail and thereceiver edges have no head. But it does’t matter in
our discussion. Fore1, e2 ∈ ε, we calle1 an incoming edgeof e2 if head(e1) = tail(e2). Denote byIn(e) the set of incoming
edges ofe. We assume thatIn(e) 6= ∅ if e ∈ ε is not a source edge. Otherwisee has no impact on the network and can be
removed fromG. A path is an ordered set of edges{ei1 , · · · , ein} such that the head of the previous edge is the tail of the
next one. It is well known thatε can be totally ordered such thatei < ej if ei is an incoming edge ofej .

Definition 3.2: A valid network code ofG over the fieldF is a collection of non-zero vectorsC = {de ∈ F 2 : e ∈ ε} such
that
(1) If e is anXi source edge or anXi receiver edge, thende = αi, whereα1 = (1, 0) andα2 = (0, 1);
(2) If e is not a source edge, thende is anF -linear combination of{du : u ∈ In(e)}.

The vectorde is called thecoding vectorof edgee. G is said to besolvableif G has a valid network code.
A valid network code ofG specifies a mechanism for message transmission over the network as follows. Letx1, x2 ∈ F be

any instances ofX1 andX2. If de = (c1, c2), then the message transmitted one is c1x1 + c2x2, which is a linear combination
of the messages transmitted on edges inIn(e) if e is not a source edge. The message transmitted on theXi-receiver edge(s)
is xi. By this mechanism, each receiver node can get its demanded message through the network. We require that the coding
vector of each edgee is non-zero. Otherwise, the message transmitted one is zero. Thus,e has no impact on the network and
can be removed fromG.

Definition 3.3: Let C = {de ∈ F 2 : e ∈ ε} be a valid network code ofG. e ∈ ε is said to be an encoding edge ofC if de
is anF -linear combination of{du : u ∈ In(e)} with at least two coefficients not being zero. Else,e is said to be a forwarding
edge ofC.

If e is a forwarding edge ofC, then de = λdu for someλ ∈ F and u ∈ In(e). Without loss of generality, we can let
de = du.
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IV. REGION DECOMPOSITION

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

Definition 4.1: A region is a subsetR of ε with an e0 ∈ R such that anye ∈ R \ {e0} has an incoming edge inR. Or,
equivalently, there is a path{e0, ei1 , · · · , eik , e} such that{e0, ei1 , · · · , eik , e} ⊆ R.

The edgee0 is called theheadof R and is denoted bye0 = head(R). A region decompositionof G is a partition ofε into
mutually disjoint regionsD = {R1, R2, · · · , RK}. R ∈ D is called anXi source region(Xi receiver region) if R contains the
Xi source edge (Xi receiver edge). It is possible that a region contains bothXi source edge andXi receiver edge. Hence, an
Xi source region may be anXi receiver region simultaneously. For the sake of convenience, we callR a non-source region
if R is not a source region.

Definition 4.2: Let D andD′ be two region decompositions ofG. D′ is said to be a contraction ofD if any region inD′

is either a region inD or the union of some regions inD.
For eache ∈ ε, let Re = {e}. Then Re is a region ofG with head(Re) = e and D0 = {Re : e ∈ ε} is a region

decomposition ofG. We callD0 the trivial region decompositionof G. Any region decomposition ofG is a contraction of
D0.

It is more transparent to work with the so-called region graph of G. Let D be a region decomposition ofG. A region graph
of G with respect toD, denoted byRG(D), is defined as a directed graph with node setD and edge set{(Ri, Rj) ∈ D2 :
head(Rj) has an incoming edge inRi}. Ri is said to be aparentof Rj (Rj is achild of Ri) if (Ri, Rj) is an edge ofRG(D).
Denoted byPar(Rj) the set of all parents ofRj . Clearly,RG(D) is acyclic and simple. SoD can be totally ordered such
that Ri < Rj if Ri is a parent ofRj . RG(D0) coincides with the so-called line graph ofG, whereD0 is the trivial region
decomposition ofG. If D′ is a contraction ofD, we say thatRG(D′) is a contraction ofRG(D).

Definition 4.3: Let D be a region decomposition ofG. RG(D) is said to be feasible if there is a collection of non-zero
vectorsC̃ = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} such that

(1) If R is anXi source region or anXi receiver region, thendR = αi, whereα1 = (1, 0) andα2 = (0, 1);
(2) If R is not a source region, thendR is anF -linear combination of{dP : P ∈ Par(R)}.

The vectordR is called thecoding vectorof regionR and C̃ is called avalid network codeof RG(D).
Clearly, a valid network code ofRG(D0) is exactly a valid network code ofG, whereD0 is the trivial region decomposition

of G. In general, ifC = {de : e ∈ ε} is a valid network code ofG andD is a region decomposition ofG such thatde = dhead(R)

for all R ∈ D and e ∈ R, thenC̃ = {dR : dR = dhead(R), R ∈ D} is a valid network code ofRG(D). Conversely, suppose
D is a region decomposition ofG andC̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} is a valid network code ofRG(D). Let C = {de : e ∈ ε} be such
that de = dR if e ∈ R andR ∈ D. ThenC is a valid network code ofG.

Example 4.4:LetG be a TSMS network shown in Fig.1 (a). The messageX1 is generated at source nodes1 and is demanded
by receiver nodest1 and t3. The messageX2 is generated ats2 and is demanded byt2 and t3. The imaginary edgese1 and
e2 are theX1 source edge andX2 source edge respectively. The imaginary edgese21 ande23 are theX1 receiver edges. The
imaginary edgese20 ande22 are theX2 receiver edges. A valid network codeC = {de : e ∈ ε} of G is shown in Fig.1 (b).
Let R1 = {e1, e3, e5, e8, e9, e11}, R2 = {e2, e4, e7, e10}, R3 = {e6, e13, e14}, R4 = {e12, e16, e21}, R5 = {e15, e17, e18, e23},
R6 = {e20}, R7={e19}, R8={e22}. ThenD = {R1, R2, R3, R4, R5, R6, R7, R8} is a region decomposition ofG. The region
graphRG(D) is shown in Fig. 2 (a) and the valid network codeC̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} of RG(D) derived fromC is shown in
Fig.2 (b). Conversely,C can be derived from̃C by letting de = dR if e ∈ R andR ∈ D.
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Fig.1: (a) is a feasible TSMS networkG; (b) shows a valid network code ofG.
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Fig.2: (a) is the region graphRG(D) of G; (b) shows a valid network ofRG(D).

Lemma 4.5:Let D′ be a contraction ofD. If RG(D′) is feasible, thenRG(D) is feasible.
Proof: SupposeC̃′ = {dR′ : R′ ∈ D′} is a valid network code ofRG(D′). Let C̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} be such thatdR = dR′

if R ⊆ R′ andR′ ∈ D′. C̃ is well defined becauseD′ is a contraction ofD. It is easy to see that̃C is a valid network code
of RG(D). Hence,RG(D) is feasible.

Lemma 4.6:Let D be a region decomposition ofG andP,Q ∈ D be adjacent inRG(D). SupposeC̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} is
a valid network code ofRG(D) such thatdP = dQ. Let P ′ = P ∪Q andD′ = {P ′} ∪D \ {P,Q}. thenD′ is a contraction
of D andRG(D′) is feasible.

Proof: Without loss of generality, we can assume thatP is a parent ofQ. Clearly, P ∪ Q is a region ofG with
head(P ∪Q) = head(P ) (definition 4.1) andD′ = {P ∪Q}∪D \ {P,Q} is a region decomposition ofG. By definition 4.2,
D′ is a contraction ofD. Note thatdP = dQ. Letting dP∪Q = dP and keeping the coding vectors of regions inD \ {P,Q}
unchanged results in a valid network code ofRG(D′). HenceRG(D′) is still feasible.

Example 4.7:We consider again the networkG in example 4.4. Note thatdR1
= dR4

andR1, R4 are adjacent;dR3
= dR7

and R3, R7 are adjacent. LetD′ = {R1 ∪ R4, R2, R3 ∪ R7, R5, R6, R8}. Then D′ is a contraction ofD and D′ is still
feasible. The region graphRG(D′) and the corresponding valid network code ofRG(D′) are shown in Fig.3 (a) and Fig. (b)
respectively. Note thatR1 ∪R4 is bothX1 source region andX1 receiver region ofRG(D′).
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Fig.3: (a) is the region graphRG(D′) of G; (b) shows a valid network ofRG(D′), whereD′ 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 is useful because
there is a simple method to determine wether a region graph isfeasible (theorem 4.11). However, we are more interested in
the problem that if we can find the ”simplest” feasible regiongraphs ofG and what properties the ”simplest” feasible region
graphs may have. This is an issue we shall discuss in section IV. We now give a characterization of feasible region graph of
G. The following definition is needed.

Definition 4.8: Let D be a region decomposition ofG andi ∈ {1, 2}. TheXi-type region ofRG(D) is defined recursively
as follows.
(1) An Xi source region or anXi receiver region is anXi-type region;
(2) A region whose parents are allXi-type region is anXi-type region.

A region which is neitherX1-type region norX2-type region is called acoding region. A region which is bothX1-type
region andX2-type region is called asingular region. The following lemma is obvious.

Lemma 4.9:SupposeD is a region decomposition ofG andRG(D) is feasible. LetC̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} be a valid network
code ofRG(D). ThendR = αi for all Xi-type regionR, i ∈ {1, 2}. In particular,RG(D) has no singular region.

Lemma 4.10:Let D be a region decomposition ofG. ThenRG(D) is feasible if the following two conditions hold.
(1) RG(D) has no singular region;
(2) Any non-source region inD has at least two parents inRG(D).

Proof: We are to construct a valid network code ofRG(D) as follows. First, letdR = αi for all Xi-type regionR,
i ∈ {1, 2}. This is reasonable becauseRG(D) has no singular region. Next, we select a coding vector for each coding region
of RG(D). Assume that{R1, R2, · · · , RK} is the set of coding regions ofRG(D).

Let dR1
be any fixed vector ofF 2\(〈α1〉∪〈α2〉). For2 ≤ k ≤ K, supposedRj

has been determined for allj ∈ {1, · · · , k−1},
let dRk

∈ F 2 \ (〈α1〉∪〈α2〉) be such that for anyj ∈ {1, · · · , k−1}, dRk
anddRj

are linearly independent ifRk andRj have
a common child. We can selectdRk

correctly if the size of fieldF is sufficiently large. We now prove that̃C = {dR : R ∈ D}
is a valid network code ofRG(D).

Clearly, by the construction ofC, dR = αi if R ∈ D is anXi source region or anXi receiver region. IfR is not a source
region, by condition (2),R has at least two parents inRG(D). We have the following two cases.

Case 1: The parents ofR are allXi-type region for a fixedi ∈ {1, 2}. By definition 4.8,R is anXi-type region. By the
construction ofC, dR = dP = αi for all P ∈ Par(R).

Case 2: There are two parents ofR, sayP1 andP2, such thatP1 andP2 are both coding regions orP1 andP2 are of
different types. By the construction,dP1

anddP2
are linearly independent, hence spanF 2. So dR is a linear combination of

dP1
anddP2

.
By definition 4.3,C̃ is a valid network code ofRG(D) andRG(D) is feasible.
Theorem 4.11:Let D be a region decomposition ofG. ThenRG(D) is feasible if and only ifD has a contractionD′ such

that
(1) D′ contains no singular region;
(2) Any non-source region inD′ has at least two parents inRG(D′).
In particular, if the two conditions hold,RG(D′) is feasible.

Proof: SupposeRG(D) is feasible. LetC̃ = {dR : R ∈ D} be a valid network code ofRG(D). If Q ∈ D has only one
parentP in RG(D), then by definition 4.3,dQ is a linear combination ofdP . Without loss of generality, we can assume that
dQ = dP . By lemma 4.6,D′ = {P ′} ∪D \ {P,Q} is a contraction ofD andRG(D′) is feasible, whereP ′ = Q∪ P . SoD′

contains no singular region (lemma 4.9). This operator can be performed continuously until any non-source region inD′ has
at least two parents inRG(D′), which completes one direction of the proof.

Conversely, supposeD′ is a contraction ofD satisfying conditions (1) and (2). By lemma 4.10,RG(D′) is feasible. Hence,
by lemma 4.5,RG(D) is feasible.

Corollary 4.12: Let D be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is feasible. SupposeR0 ∈ D is a coding region
and i ∈ {1, 2} is a fixed number such that any child ofR0 not being anXi-type region has a parent not being anXi-type
region. ThenRG(D) has a valid network codẽC′ = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} such thatdR0

= αi, whereαi is the vector ofF 2

with the ith component being one and the other component being zero.
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Proof: Consider a valid network codẽC = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} of RG(D) constructed as in lemma 4.10. We alterC̃ by
letting dR0

= αi and keeping the rest of coding vectors unchanged. We show that the resulted codẽC′ is still a valid network
code ofRG(D). Clearly, condition (1) of definition 4.3 still holds. For any non-source regionR ∈ D, we have the following
four cases.

Case 1:R = R0. SinceR is a coding region, by the constructioñC, R has two parents, sayP1 andP2, such thatdP1
and

dP2
are linearly independent and form a basis ofF 2. Hence,dR0

= αi is a linear combination ofdP1
anddP2

.
Case 2:R is a child ofR0 andR is anXi-type region. By the construction of̃C, dR = αi. ThusdR is a linear combination

of dR0
= αi.

Case 3:R is a child ofR0 andR is not anXi-type region. By the assumption of this lemma,R has a parentP not being
an Xi-type region. By the construction of̃C, dP andαi are linearly independent and form a basis ofF 2. Hence,dR is a
linear combination ofdP anddR0

= αi.
Case 4:R 6= R0 andR is not a child ofR. SinceC̃ is a valid network code ofRG(D) and the coding vector(s) ofR and

R’s parent(s) keep unchanged,dR is a linear combination of the coding vector(s) ofR’s parent(s).
Thus condition (2) of definition 4.3 also holds. SõC′ is a valid network code ofRG(D) anddR0

= αi.
Corollary 4.13: Let D be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is feasible. SupposeP,Q ∈ D are two coding

regions such thatP andQ have no common child. ThenRG(D) has a valid network codẽC′ = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} such
that dP = dQ.

Proof: Consider a valid network codẽC = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} of RG(D) constructed as in lemma 4.10. Let
α ∈ F 2 \ (〈α1〉 ∪ 〈α2〉) be such that for any coding regionR ∈ D, α and dR are linearly independent ifP andR have a
common child orQ andR have a common child. We alter̃C by letting dP = dQ = α and keeping the rest of coding vectors
unchanged. SinceP andQ have no common child, it is easy to see that the resulted codeC̃′ is a valid network code of
RG(D).

V. ENCODING COMPLEXITY

In this section, we investigate the encoding complexity of network coding for TSMS networks. We shall prove an upper
bound on the number of encoding edges as well as an upper boundon the 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 ofG such thatRG(D) is feasible.RG(D) is said to be minimal feasible
if the following two conditions hold.

(1) Deleting any edge ofRG(D) results in a subgraph ofRG(D) which is not feasible.
(2) For any proper contractionD′ of D (i.e., D′ is a contraction ofD andD′ 6= D), RG(D′) is not feasible.

Lemma 5.2:SupposeRG(D) is minimal feasible and̃C = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} is a valid network code ofRG(D). If
P,Q ∈ D are adjacent or have a common child, thendP anddQ are linearly independent.

Proof: SupposedP anddQ are linearly dependent. Without loss of generality, we can assume thatdP = dQ.
If P is a parent ofQ, by lemma 4.6,D has a proper contractionD′ andRG(D′) is feasible, which contradicts to definition

5.1.
If P andQ have a common childR0, then the subgraph obtained by deleting the edge betweenR0 andQ hasC̃ as a valid

network code, hence is still feasible, which contradicts todefinition 5.1.
For the sake of convenience, we say that a regionQ is anXi-parent (or anXi-child) of a regionR if Q is a parent (or a

child) of R andQ is anXi-type region.
Theorem 5.3:Let D be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. The following items hold.

1) Any non-source region inD has exactly two parents inRG(D).
2) Two regions which are adjacent or have a common child can’tbe bothX1-type region (or bothX2-type region).
3) Two adjacent coding regions have a common child.
4) If a coding region has anXi-parent or anXi-child, then it has a child not being anXi-type region and having an

Xi-parent, wherei ∈ {1, 2} is a fixed number.
Proof: 1) SinceRG(D) is minimal feasible, by theorem 4.11, any non-source regionQ has at least two parents inRG(D).

Let C̃ = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} be a valid network code ofRG(D). Since the dimension ofF 2 is 2, there are two parents of
Q, sayP1 andP2, such that〈dP1

, dP1
〉 = 〈{dP : P ∈ Par(Q)}〉. If Q has more than two parents, then deleting the edge(s)

betweenQ and all of its parents butP1 andP2 results in a subgraph which has̃C as a valid network code and is still feasible,
which contradicts to definition 5.1.

2) This claim is a direct consequence of lemma 4.9 and lemma 5.2.
3) Suppose the converse is true, i.e., there are two adjacentcoding regionsP,Q ∈ D such thatP andQ have no common

child. By corollary 4.13,RG(D) has a valid network codẽC = {dR : R ∈ D} such thatdP = dQ, which contradicts to
lemma 5.2.

4) Suppose the converse is true, i.e., there is a coding region R0 ∈ D such thatR0 has anXi-parent (or anXi-child) P
and any childQ of R0 which is not anXi-type region has noXi-parent. By claim 1),Q has two parents inRG(D). SoQ
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has a parent not beingXi-type region. By corollary 4.12,RG(D) has a valid network codẽC = {dR ∈ F 2 : R ∈ D} such
that dR0

= αi. But dP = αi (lemma 4.9) andP,R0 are adjacent, which contradicts to lemma 5.2.
Corollary 5.4: Let D be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. The following items hold.

1) An Xi-type region is either anXi source region or anXi receiver region (i ∈ {1, 2}).
2) A coding region has at lest two children being receiver regions.
3) There exists a coding region which has two children, sayR1 andR2, such that for eachi ∈ {1, 2}, Ri is anXi receiver

region andRi has anXj-parent,j ∈ {1, 2} andj 6= i.

Proof: 1) This claim is a direct consequence of Definition 4.8 and 2) of Theorem 5.3.
2) let R be a coding region ofRG(D). By Theorem 5.3,R has two parents, sayP1 andP2, such thatP1 andP2 can’t be

bothX1-type region or bothX2-type region. We have the following three cases.
Case 1:P1 is anXi-type region for somei ∈ {1, 2} andP2 is a coding region. First, considerP1 andR. By 4) of theorem

5.3,R has a childQ1 such thatQ1 is not anXi-type region andQ1 has anXi-parent. IfQ1 is anXj-type region for some
j ∈ {1, 2}, by claim 1),Q1 is anXj-receiver region. IfQ1 is a coding region, then by 3) of theorem 5.3,R andQ1 have a
common child, sayQ2. Similarly, eitherQ2 is anXj-receiver region orR andQ2 have a common childQ3. SinceRG(D) is
a finite graph, we can finally find aQm such thatQm is anXj-receiver region. Next, considerP2 andR. By 3) of theorem
5.3, P2 andR have a common childW1. Also, eitherW1 is anXl-receiver region for somel ∈ {1, 2} or R andW1 have a
common childW2. Similarly, we can finally find aWn such thatWn is anXl-receiver region. Note thatPar(Q1) contains
anXi-type region butPar(W1) = {P2, R}. SoQ1 6= W1. We can prove inductively thatQm 6= Wn. HenceQm andWn are
two children ofR being receiver regions.

Case 2: BothP1 andP2 are coding regions.
Case 3:P1 is anX1-type region andP2 is anX2-type region.
In the latter two cases, by the similar analysis, we can find two children ofR being receiver regions.
3) Without loss of generality, we can assume that each codingregionR has at least one child. Otherwise,R has no impact

on the network and can be removed fromRG(D). SinceRG(D) is a finite graph, we can find a coding regionR0 such that
no child ofR0 is coding region. LetQ be a child ofR0. ThenQ is anXi-type region for somei ∈ {1, 2}. Without loss of
generality, we can assume thatQ is anX1-type region. By 4) of Theorem 5.3,R0 has a childR2, such thatR2 is not an
X1-type region andR2 has anX1-parent. Similarly, since no child ofR0 is coding region,R2 is anX2-type region. By claim
1), R2 is anX2 receiver region. Again, by 4) of Theorem 5.3,R0 has a childR1 such thatR1 is anX1 receiver region and
R1 has anX2-parent.

Theorem 5.5:Let D be a region decomposition ofG 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 andN be the number of receiver regions. Denoted byJ the number of
edges inRG(D) from a coding region to a receiver region. We countJ in two different ways. By 1) of theorem 5.3,N receiver
regions have2N incoming edges. By 3) of corollary 5.4, there are two receiver regions each of which have a incoming edge
not being from a coding regions. SoJ ≤ 2N − 2. On the other hand, by 2) of corollary 5.4,K coding regions have at least
2K outgoing edges pointing to receiver regions. So2K ≤ J . Thus,2K ≤ 2N − 2 andK ≤ N − 1.

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

Proof: By remark 3.1, we only need to prove thatG has a valid network with at most 2N -1 encoding edges, whereN is the
number of receiver edges. LetD be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible. Let̃C = {dR : R ∈ D}
be a valid network code ofRG(D) andC = {de : e ∈ ε} be the valid network code ofG derived fromC̃ by letting de = dR
if e ∈ R andR ∈ D. Clearly, an edgee is an encoding edge ofC if and only if e = head(R) for some non-source regionR.
By 1) of Corollary 5.4, the number of non-source regions is the total number of coding regions and receiver regions. Note that
the number of coding regions is smaller than or equal toN − 1 (theorem 5.5) and the number of receiver regions is smaller
than or equal toN . The conclusion follows.

We finally investigate the problem of the field size of a valid network code of a solvable TSMS network. LetG be a solvable
TSMS network andD be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is minimal feasible and hasK coding regions, say
R1, R2, · · · , RK . As in the proof of lemma 4.10, constructing a valid network code ofRG(D) is equivalent to findK vectors
{dR1

, dR2
, · · · , dRK

} ⊆ F 2 \ (〈α1〉∪〈α2〉) such thatdRi
anddRj

are linearly independent ifRi andRj have a common child,
whereα1 = (1, 0) andα2 = (0, 1). By lemma 5.2,dRi

anddRj
are linearly independent ifRi andRj are adjacent. However,

we need not worry about this case separately since by theorem5.3, two adjacent coding regions have a common child.
Let ΩD be an undirected graph with{R1, R2, · · · , RK} being vertex set. We connect two vertices inΩD with an edge

if the corresponding coding regions inRG(D) have a common child. Then constructing a valid network code of RG(D) is
equivalent to vertex coloring ofΩD with vectors inF 2 \ (〈α1〉 ∪ 〈α2〉). It is known that the number of mutually linearly
independent coding vectors is the chromatic numberχ(ΩD).

Lemma 5.7:Let F be a field of sizeq, then there areq − 1 vectors inF 2 \ (〈α1〉 ∪ 〈α2〉) which are mutually linearly
independent.
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Proof: SupposeF = {0, x1 = 1, x2, · · · , xq−1}. Let βk = (1, xk), k = 1, 2, · · · , q − 1. Then {β1, β2, · · · , βq−1} ⊆
F 2 \ (〈α1〉 ∪ 〈α2〉) are mutually linearly independent.

By lemma 5.7, a field of sizeq = k + 1 is sufficient to achieve a valid network code ofRG(D), wherek is the chromatic
numberχ(ΩD).

Lemma 5.8:[17, Ch. 9] Everyk-chromatic graph has at leastk vertices of degree at leastk − 1.
Lemma 5.9:Let G be a TSMS network andD be a region decomposition ofG. There are two coding regions ofRG(D)

which are not the common child of any two coding regions.
Proof: Let R1, R2, · · · , RK be the set of coding regions ofRG(D). Without loss of generality, we can assume thati < j

if Ri is a parent ofRj . Clearly,R1 andR2 can’t be the common child of any two coding regions.
Theorem 5.10:For any solvable TSMS networkG with N receiver edges, there exists a valid network code ofG over the

field of size⌊
√

4N − 39/4 + 3/2⌋.
By lemma 5.7, a field of sizeq = k + 1 is sufficient to achieve a valid network code ofRG(D), wherek is the chromatic

numberχ(ΩD).
Lemma 5.11:[17, Ch. 9] Everyk-chromatic graph has at leastk vertices of degree at leastk − 1.
Lemma 5.12:Let G be a TSMS network andD be a region decomposition ofG. There are two coding regions ofRG(D)

which are not the common child of any two coding regions.
Proof: Let R1, R2, · · · , RK be the set of coding regions ofRG(D). Without loss of generality, we can assume thati < j

if Ri is a parent ofRj . Clearly,R1 andR2 can’t be the common child of any two coding regions.
Theorem 5.13:For any solvable TSMS networkG with N receiver nodes, there exists a valid network code ofG over the

field of size⌊
√

4N − 39/4 + 3/2⌋.
Proof: By remark 3.1,N is the number of receiver edges. LetD be a region decomposition ofG such thatRG(D) is

minimal feasible withK coding regions. Letk be the chromatic numberχ(ΩD) andJ be the number of edges ofΩD. We
countJ in two different ways. By lemma 5.11, we have

k(k − 1)/2 ≤ J . (1)
On the other hand, a region is a common child of two coding onlyif it is a non-source region, i.e., it is a coding region or

a receiver region (corollary 5.4). By the assumption, thereareK coding regions and at mostN receiver regions of which two
coding regions and two receiver regions are not the common child of any two coding regions (lemma 5.12 and corollary 5.4).
So there are at mostK +N − 4 regions which are the common child of two coding regions. Thus

J ≤ K +N − 4. (2)
From (1) and (2), we obtain

k(k − 1)/2 ≤ K +N − 4. (3)
But K ≤ N − 1 (theorem 5.5). So (3) implies

k(k − 1)/2 ≤ 2N − 5. (4)
Solving the inequality (4) fork we have

k ≤
√

4N − 39/4 + 1/2
and

q = k + 1 ≤
√

4N − 39/4 + 3/2.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we consider the encoding complexity of network coding for solvable TSMS networks. We proved that the
number of encoding edges is upper bounded by2N − 1 and a field of size⌊

√

4N − 39/4 + 3/2⌋ is sufficient for a valid
network code, whereN is the number of the receiver nodes and a receiver node is counted two times if it receives both
messages.
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