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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a subnetwork decomposition/combination approach to investigate the single rate

2-pair unicast problem. It is shown that the solvability of a2-pair unicast problem is completely determined

by four specific link subsets, namely,A1,1, A2,2, A1,2 and A2,1 of its underlying network. As a result, an

efficient cut-based algorithm to determine the solvabilityof a 2-pair unicast problem is presented.

Index Terms

Network coding, Capacity,2-pair unicast problem,A-set.

I. I NTRODUCTION

It is an important issue to decide the admissible rate regionfor a multi-source multi-sink communication

network in network information theory. The history of the research can be traced back to the earlier work of

Elias et al. [1], as well as Ford and Fulkerson [2] in 1956. It was shown that the capacity of every one-source

one-sink (point-to-point) network can be characterized byits minimum cut (Max-flow Min-cut Theorem). In

[3]-[5], Yeung and Zhang presented the inner and outer bounds of the admissible rate region for a distributed

source coding system. Based on these works, Ahlswedeet al. [6] showed that the Max-flow Min-cut capacity

can be achieved for multicast networks by using a coding strategy in their seminal work on network coding.

Later on, Liet al. [7] proved that linear network coding is sufficient to achieve the Max-flow Min-cut capacity

for multicast networks.

Unlike the one source networks, for a general multi-source multi-sink network with arbitrary transmission

requirements, the Max-flow Min-cut capacity bound can be quite loose. Although some outer and inner bounds

[8]-[12], and an entropy characterization [13] have been proposed, the explicit evaluation of the rate region

for a general multi-source multi-sink network is very challenging. So many previous studies concentrated on

the k-pair networks.

Thek-pair communication problem, which is also known as the multiple unicast sessions, aims at supporting

k independent point-to-point communications. Without network coding, i.e., just using pure routing strategy, it

is the conventional multi-commodity flow (MCF) problem. Forthe MCF problem, a fractional achievable rate

can be found using linear programming, but it is generally NP-hard to find an integral solution, except for the

directed acyclic case, for which there is a polynomial algorithm of using the pebbling game [14], which is of

http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.0465v1
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extraordinary complexity. When considering network coding, it is conjectured that there is no more advantage

than using fractional routing in undirected networks. Thisis known as theundirectedk-pair conjecture[15]

and has been verified just for a few classes (see [8], [15] and [16]). In contrast, network coding can provide

a significant rate increase in directedk-pair networks [15]. Except for the undirected2-pair networks (and a

few other families, see [15] for reference), whose capacityregions can be characterized by the cut condition,

it is very difficult to evaluate the exact rate region for ak-pair network in general.

In this paper, we propose a subnetwork decomposition/combination approach to investigate the underlying

graph structure of thedirected acyclic 2-pair unicast networks. Our result shows that the solvability of a2-pair

unicast problem is completely determined by four particular link subsets of the underlying network, namely,

A1,1, A2,2, A1,2 andA2,1, which can be considered as the most “important” links of the2-pair network. As

a result, we show that a2-pair unicast problem is solvable if and only if the underlying network contains a

copy of one of the four networks shown in Fig.1. Consequently, an efficient cut-based algorithm to determine

the solvability of a2-pair unicast problem is presented. In addition, a new proofthat nonlinear network coding

is unnecessary for a2-pair unicast problem is obtained1.
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Fig. 1: Four underlying networks of 2-pair unicast networks.

Our method is based on the following two steps: Firstly, decompose an-sourcem-sink network intonm

point-to-point subnetworks (for the2-pair network,n = m = 2). Since the properties of a point-to-point

network can be easily inferred, this step simplify the initial multi-source multi-sink network coding problem.

Secondly, consider the cut set relations of these point-to-point subnetworks. Such relations are shown to contain

valuable information of the whole network structure. The first step can simplify the initial problem and the

second step can yield a global picture of the original network. A number of “path operations” are used in this

paper. That is, a desired path is usually constructed by joining a number of path sections, and conversely, a

path will be decomposed into different sections according to particular demands. Our method finally provides

an efficient cut-based algorithm to determine the solvability of the 2-pair unicast problem.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II, some notations and results which will be used in

1When we finished the first version of this paper, another independent work by Chih-Chun Wang and Ness B. Shroff [18] was published
in the ISIT 2007 proceedings. They also derived the four configurations of Fig.1 and presented another characterizationas well as a
polynomial algorithm of using pebbling games to determine the solvability of2-pair unicast networks.
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the sequel are given. The underlying structure of the2-pair network is presented in Section III. The solvability

of the 2-pair unicast problem is analyzed in Section IV. The paper isconcluded in Section V.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this paper, most of the discussions are from a graph theoretical point of view. As a preparation, we

introduce some basic definitions as well as some simple but frequently used results in this section.

A. Communication Network, Minimum Cut, andA-Set

A communication networkN = (V,E, S, T ) consists of a directed acyclic graph (DAG)G = (V,E), a

source node setS ⊆ V , a sink node setT ⊆ V , and a nonnegative capacityc(e) for each linke ∈ E. When

S = {s} and T = {t}, i.e., the network has a single source node and a single sink node, it is calleda

point-to-pint networkand denoted by(V,E, s, t). Givensi ∈ S andtj ∈ T , it yields a point-to-point network

Ni,j = (V,E, si, tj) by considering the other source and sink nodes as internal nodes. Thus there are totally

|S| × |T | point-to-point networks underlying the networkN = (V,E, S, T ).

Let N = (V,E, s, t) be a point-to-point network and letV = A ∪ Ā be a vertex partition ofG = (V,E)

such thats ∈ A andt ∈ A = V \A. An s-t cut C is a collection of all the edges fromA to A. The capacity

of C is defined as
∑
e∈C

c(e). The minimum of the cut capacities for alls-t cuts is called theminimum cut

capacityand denoted byCN (s, t) or C(s, t) when there is no ambiguity.A minimum cutis a cut with the

minimum cut capacity. Noticing that there may be a number of minimum cuts within a point-to-point network,

the union of those minimum cuts is called theA-set (or thecut set) of the network (see [20]). Note that the

A-set plays an important role in this work.

In this paper, the edges of the network are assumed to have unit capacity, i.e.,c(e) = 1. In this case, the

well-known Max-flow Min-cut Theorem indicates that themaximum flowf , i.e., the number of edge-disjoint

paths froms to t equals toC(s, t), the minimum cut capacity. We call a family ofk (k ∈ N) edge-disjoint

paths with common source and sink nodes as anedge-disjointk-path, and denote it byP (k). For a point-to-

point network(V,E, s, t) with the maximum flowf , it may generally have a number of edge-disjointf -paths

from s to t. Those edge-disjointf -paths will be denoted byP (f)
1 , P (f)

2 , and so on.

Proposition 2.1:Let N = (V,E, s, t) be a point-to-point network with maximum flowf . Let P (f)
1 , P (f)

2 ,

· · · , andP (f)
k be all the edge-disjointf -paths froms to t. Then we have

A =

k⋂

i=1

P
(f)
i ,

whereA is theA-set ofN andP (f)
i is considered as the collection of its edges.

Proof: Let e ∈ A. Then there exist a minimum cutC = {e1, e2, · · · , ef} such thate ∈ C. Let V = A∪Ā

be the vertex partition corresponding toC. SinceC consists of all the edges fromA to Ā, each path ofP (f)
i

intersectsC for any i = 1, 2, · · · , k. The edge-disjoint condition yields|P (f)
i ∩ C| = f . Since|C| = f , we

haveC ⊂ P
(f)
i for i = 1, 2, · · · , k, and thuse ∈

k⋂
i=1

P
(f)
i . ThereforeA ⊆

k⋂
i=1

P
(f)
i .

On the other hand, lete ∈
k⋂

i=1

P
(f)
i and considerN ′ = N\{e}, the network deduced by deletinge from

N . We declare thatCN ′(s, t) = f − 1. In fact, if CN ′(s, t) = f , then there will be an edge-disjointf -path
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from s to t which does not pass throughe, which contradicts to the assumptione ∈
k⋂

i=1

P
(f)
i . Also, CN ′(s, t)

can not be less thanf − 1 sinceN ′ is formed by deleting just one edge fromN . Now take a minimum cut

C′ = {e′1, e
′
1, · · · , e

′
f−1} of N ′ and letV = B ∪ B̄ be the vertex partition corresponding toC′. Consider the

tail and the head of the edgee, denoted bytail(e) andhead(e), respectively. If both of them are inB, or

both are inB̄, or tail(e) ∈ B̄ andhead(e) ∈ B, thenC′ also yields a cut ofN , which contradicts to that

CN (s, t) = f . Thustail(e) ∈ B andhead(e) ∈ B̄, which implies that{e} ∪ C′ is a (minimum) cut ofN .

Hencee ∈ A which gives
k⋂

i=1

P
(f)
i ⊆ A.

Obviously, a2-source2-sink network yields four point-to-point networksNi,j = (V,E, si, tj), for i, j = 1, 2.

In the following part, we useAi,j to denote theA-set ofNi,j .

B. 2-pair Unicast Network Coding Problem

Definition 2.2: A 2-pair unicast problem is specified as follows.

1) A communication networkN = (V,E, {s1, s2}, {t1, t2}).

2) Two desired unit flows fromsi to ti for i = 1, 2.

Note that the underlying networkN = (V,E, {s1, s2}, {t1, t2}) is usually calleda 2-pair (unicast) network

in this paper. The desired flows, which are generated insi and to be recovered inti, for i = 1, 2, are considered

as independent random variables with unit entropies and denoted byX1 andX2, respectively. The information

transformation is assumed to be delay-free and error-free.The information transmitted over an edgee and an

edge setA are considered as random variables and denoted byXe andXA, respectively. The entropies ofXe

andXA are simply denoted byH(e) andH(A), respectively.

Without loss of generality, we add an auxiliary source node with a single out-edge (denoted byS(i) for

i = 1, 2) to each source node and add an auxiliary sink node with a single in-edge (denoted byT (i) for

i = 1, 2) from each sink node. For convenience, the edges ofS(i) andT (i) are calledthe information edges,

since they are responsible for delivering and/or recovering the original information. Thus in this paper, each

source nodesi is assumed to have one out-edge and no in-edge, and each sink node ti is assumed to have

one in-edge and no out-edge. We also assume that each node except si and ti, for i = 1, 2, has at least one

in-edge and one out-edge.

The information edgesS(i) andT (i) can be assumed to have capacityC(si, ti) in order to maintain the

maximum flows fromsi to ti for i = 1, 2. But in Section IV-B, information edges are assumed to have unit

capacity since the desired information flows have unit rates. Except for the information edges, all the other

edges are assumed to have unit capacity.

A network codeassigned to a 2-pair unicast networkN = (V,E, {s1, s2}, {t1, t2}) is defined as a collection

of functions{fe : e ∈ E} such thatXe = fe(XIn(e)), whereIn(e) = {e′ ∈ E : head(e′) = tail(e)} (when

e = S(i), thenIn(e) = ∅, and letXS(i) = Xi for i = 1, 2). A network coding solutionfor a 2-pair unicast

network is a network code such thatH(S(i)|T (i)) = 0 for i = 1, 2. A 2-pair unicast problem is calledsolvable

when a network coding solution exists (the underlying 2-pair unicast network is calledavailable), and called

unsolvable(the underlying 2-pair unicast network is calledunavailable) otherwise.

Remark 2.3:By the definition, for any network code{fe : e ∈ E}, the condition thatXe is a function of

XIn(e) indicates thatH(Xe|XIn(e)) = 0.
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Unlike the definition of a network coding solution in [8], where an arbitrary positive network coding rate

is considered, the 2-pair unicast problem here aims at supporting two unit rate flows. Hence, the definition of

a network coding solution has been slightly changed. In fact, it corresponds to the network coding solution

in [8] with rate≥ 1 .

C. Path Combination/Decomposition

A (simple) path can be represented as a string of ordered edges, P = (e1, e2, · · · , en), with head(ei) =

tail(ei+1) for i = 1, 2, · · · , n − 1, whereei is called anup-link (down-link) of ej if i < j (i > j). We use

e ∈ P to denote an edgee lies in a pathP . For a DAG, it is widely known that there exists atopological

order for the edges according to the up- (or down-) link relation, that is, if ei is an up-link ofej for some

pathP , thenei is an up-link ofej for any pathQ for ei, ej ∈ Q. This topological order of the edges of a

DAG will always be used in this paper.

A frequently used technique in this paper is path combination/decomposition. We denoteP [vi, vj ] as the

section ofP from nodevi to nodevj . Similarly, P [ei, ej ] is used to denote the section ofP from tail(ei)

to head(ej), whereei andej are two different edges inP . We also useP [ei, vj ] andP [vi, ej ] to denote the

sections ofP from tail(ei) to nodevj , and from nodevi to head(ej), respectively. LetP1 = (e1, e2, · · · , en)

and P2 = (e′1, e
′
2, · · · , e

′
m) be two paths such thathead(P1) = tail(P2) (that is, head(en) = tail(e′1)).

We denote the pathP = (e1, e2, · · · , en, e′1, · · · , e
′
m) as P1-P2. Similarly, we useP -P (k) to denote the

configuration by joining a simple pathP and an edge-disjointk-pathP (k). An edge-disjointk-path composed

by s-t pathsP1, P2, · · · , Pk is sometimes denoted asP (k) = P1 ∪P2 ∪ · · · ∪Pk. Moreover, a path is usually

regarded as a collection of edges. For example, we useP ∪ Q andP ∩ Q to represent the union and the

intersection ( of the edges ) of pathsP andQ, respectively.

III. N ETWORK STRUCTURE ANALYSIS

In this section, we explore the underlying structure of 2-pair unicast networks. In the following, the2-pair

network will be assumed withC(s1, t1) = C(s2, t2) = 1. For the caseC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) ≥ 2, it will be

discussed later (IfC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 0, then there is no path froms1 to t1 or from s2 to t2, and the

2-pair unicast problem is unsolvable obviously.).

Throughout the paper, the terms “N has underlying networkN0,” “ N contains a copy ofN0,” or simply

“N containsN0” will be equivalently used to indicate the existence of a same topology between paths ofN

and edges ofN0. Formally, we give the following definition.

Definition 3.1: Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) and N0 = (V ′, E′, {s′1, t
′
1}, {s

′
2, t

′
2}) be two 2-pair

unicast networks. We sayN contains a copy ofN0 if there exists a functionf from the edges ofN0 to

the paths ofN satisfying:

(1) If tail(e′) = s′i, thentail(f(e′)) = si, for e′ ∈ E′ and i = 1, 2;

(2) If head(e′) = t′i, thenhead(f(e′)) = ti, for e′ ∈ E′ and i = 1, 2;

(3) If head(e′1) = tail(e′2), thenhead(f(e′1)) = tail(f(e′2)), for e′1, e
′
2 ∈ E′;

(4) If e′1 6= e′2, thenf(e′1) andf(e′2) are edge-disjoint, fore′1, e
′
2 ∈ E′.
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Obviously, this definition can be generalized to an arbitrary multi-source multi-sink network, as similar

to the notion ofsubgraph homeomorphismin graph theory (see [14]). Generally, paths under the subgraph

homeomorphism are needed to be node-disjoint, which is naturally loosened here to edge-disjoint since the

network information flow problem concentrates on the link capacity constrains. Before illustrating the main

results, we give a lemma.

Lemma 3.2:Let N = (V,E, s, t) be a point-to-point network such thatC(s, t) = 1. DenoteA as itsA-set.

Assume thats has a unique out-edge,S(1), andt has a unique in-edge,T (1). Then the following items hold.

1) For any edgee ∈ A and anys-t pathP , we havee ∈ P ;

2) For edgee /∈ A, there exists ans-t pathP such thate /∈ P ;

3) N has a subnetworkN0 = P1-P (2)
1 -P2-P (2)

2 -· · · -P (2)
n -Pn+1 such thatA = P1 ∪P2 ∪· · · ∪Pn+1, where

tail(P1) = s, head(Pn+1) = t, and pathPi is regarded as the collection of edges.

Proof: The first two items are obvious by Proposition 2.1. Now we prove 3) by constructingN0. Let

A = {e1, e2, · · · , em} such thatei is an up-link of ej for i < j (where,e1 = S(1), and em = T (1)).

Let ei, ei+1 ∈ A and head(ei) 6= tail(ei+1). Note that(V,E, head(ei), tail(ei+1)) is also a point-to-point

network.

ConsiderC(head(ei), tail(ei+1)). If C(head(ei), tail(ei+1)) = 1, then there exists ahead(ei)-tail(ei+1)

minimum cut which contains only one edge, namely,{e}. Sincee is a down-link ofei and an up-link ofei+1,

we havee /∈ A. On the other hand, by Proposition 2.1, anyhead(ei)-tail(ei+1) path must pass throughe.

Thus anys-t path must pass throughe. By Proposition 2.1,e ∈ A, which contradicts toe /∈ A. Therefore

C(head(ei), tail(ei+1)) ≥ 2.

Take an edge-disjoint 2-path fromhead(ei) to tail(ei+1), and denote it asQ(2)
i . Suppose thatei1 , ei2 , · · · , ein

are all the links ofA with head(eik) 6= tail(eik+1). Let P1 = (e1, · · · , ei1), Pk = (eik−1+1, · · · , eik), for

k = 2, 3, · · · , n, Pn+1 = (ein+1, · · · , em), andP
(2)
k = Q

(2)
ik

for k = 1, 2, · · · , n. ThenN0 = P1-P (2)
1 -P2-

P
(2)
2 -· · · -P (2)

n -Pn+1 satisfies the desired conditions. The proof is done.

By observing the proof process of Lemma 3.2, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 3.3: Let N = (V,E, s, t) be a point-to-point network such thatC(s, t) = 1 with A-set A =

{e1, e2, · · · , en}. If head(ei) 6= tail(ei+1) for some1 ≤ i < n, then there exists an edge-disjoint 2-path from

head(ei) to tail(ei+1).

Now we start to discuss the characteristics of a 2-pair unicast network withA1,1∩A2,2 = ∅. Note thatAi,j

is theA-set of the point-to-point networkNi,j = (V,E, si, tj), for i, j = 1, 2.

Theorem 3.4:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network withA1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅. Then

there is either ans1-t1 path disjoint withA2,2 or ans2-t2 path disjoint withA1,1.

Proof: Let A1,1 = {e1, e2, · · · , en} such thatei is an up-link ofej for i < j and letP1 be ans1-t1 path.

If P1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅, then we are done. Now supposeP1 contains an edgee∗ ∈ A2,2. Fix m, 0 ≤ m ≤ n, such

that e∗ is a down-link ofei for i ≤ m and an up-link ofei for i > m. We can construct ans2-t2 path disjoint

with A1,1 as follows.

If m > 0, then we can find ans2-t2 pathP2 not containingem sinceem /∈ A2,2. ( if m = 0, thenP2 can

be anys2-t2 path.) Sincee∗ ∈ A2,2, e∗ lies onP2. The pathP2[s2, e
∗] cannot contain edgesei for i < m,
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because, if it did, thenP1[s1, ei]-P2[head(ei), e
∗]-P1[head(e

∗), t1] would be ans1-t1 path not containingem,

which contradicts toem ∈ A1,1. Also P2[s2, e
∗] cannot contain any edgeej with j > m because this would

makeej an up-link ofe∗ in P2 and a down-link ofe∗ in P1. ThusP2[s2, e
∗] ∩ A1,1 = ∅.

Similarly, if m < n, we can find ans2-t2 pathP ′
2 not containingem+1. (If m = n, P ′

2 can be anys2-t2

path.) A similar argument as above shows thatP ′
2[e

∗, t2] ∩A1,1 = ∅.

CombiningP2[s2, e
∗] andP ′

2[e
∗, t2] together, we have ans2-t2 pathP2[s2, e

∗]-P ′
2[head(e

∗), t2], which is

disjoint with A1,1. The proof is completed.

Theorem 3.5:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network. IfA1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅, then the

network contains Fig.1(a), Fig.1(b), or Fig.1(c).

Proof: By Theorem 3.4, we first assume that there exists ans2-t2 path disjoint withA1,1, and prove that

the network contains Fig.1(a) or Fig.1(b).

By Lemma 3.2, letN0 =P1-P (2)
1 -P2-P (2)

2 -· · · -P (2)
n−1-Pn be a subnetwork ofN such thatA1,1 = P1 ∪

P2 ∪ · · · ∪ Pn with P
(2)
i = Qi ∪ Q′

i for i = 1, 2, · · · , n − 1. Let P be ans2-t2 path disjoint withA1,1. If

P ∩ N0 = ∅, thenN contains Fig.1(a) sinceP1-Q1-P2-Q2-· · · -Qn−1-Pn andP are edge-disjoints1-t1 and

s2-t2 paths. IfP ∩ N0 6= ∅, then assumee∗ ∈ P ∩ N0 and lete∗ ∈ Qm for some1 ≤ m ≤ n− 1. We now

prove thatN contains Fig.1(a) or Fig.1(b).

We claim first thatP ∩P
(2)
i = ∅ for i 6= m. If it is not true, without loss of generality, assumee′ ∈ P ∩Qi

and consider the following two cases.(1) i < m. Sincee′ is an up-link ofe∗ in P1-Q1-P2-Q2-· · · -Qn−1-Pn,

e′ is an up-link ofe∗ according toP . SoP1-Q1-· · · -Qi[tail(Qi), e
′]-P [e′, e∗]-Qm[e∗, head(Qm)]-Pm+1-· · · -

Pn is ans1-t1 path disjoint withPm, which contradicts toPm ⊂ A1,1. (2) i > m. Similarly, one can see that

s1-t1 pathP1-Q1-· · · -Qm[tail(Qm), e∗]-P [e∗, e′]-Qi[e
′, head(Qi)]-Pi+1-· · · -Pn is disjoint withPi ⊂ A1,1, a

contradiction.

Now assume thatN0 ∩ P = P
(2)
m ∩ P = (Qm ∪ Q′

m) ∩ P = {e1, e2, · · · , er} such thatej is a down-link

of ei for 1 ≤ i < j ≤ r. Consider the following cases:

1) If e1, er ∈ Qm, as shown in Fig.2(a), thens2-t2 path P [s2, tail(e1)]-Qm[e1, er]-P [head(er), t2] is

edge-disjoint withs1-t1 pathP1-Q1-· · · -Pm-Q′
m-Pm+1-· · · -Qn−1-Pn. The network contains Fig.1(a).

2) If e1 ∈ Qm and er ∈ Q′
m, then letk be an index such thatek ∈ Qm, and ek′ ∈ Q′

m for all k′ >

k, as shown in Fig.2(b). It can be checked that the network contains Fig.1(b) with the functionf :

(s1, v1) 7→ P1-Q1-· · · -Pm; (s2, v2) 7→ P [s2, tail(e1)]; (v6, t1) 7→ Pm+1-Qm+1-· · · -Pn; (v5, t2) 7→

P [head(er), t2]; (v1, v2) 7→ Qm[tail(Qm), tail(e1)]; (v1, v4) 7→ Q′
m[tail(Q′

m), tail(ek+1)]; (v2, v3) 7→

Qm[tail(e1), head(ek)]; (v3, v4) 7→ P [head(ek), tail(ek+1)]; (v4, v5) 7→ Q′
m[tail(ek+1), head(er)];

(v5, v6) 7→ Q′
m[head(er), head(Q

′
m)]. The imaged paths are edge-disjoint because any two disjoint

sections ofP ( andN0 ) are edge-disjoint, andP ∩N0 = P ∩ P
(2)
m .

3) If e1, er ∈ Q′
m, the discussion is similarly to that of case 1). The network contains Fig.1(a).

4) If e1 ∈ Q′
m ander ∈ Qm, the discussion is similar to that of case 2). The network contains Fig.1(b).

In the case where there exists ans1-t1 path disjoint withA2,2, one can prove symmetrically that the network

contains Fig.1(a) or Fig.1(c).
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Pm Pm+1
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Pm Pm+1

s2

t2

(b)

e1 ek

ei ek+1 er

Fig. 2: The relationship betweenP andN0.

(a): The case ofe1, er ∈ Qm. (b): The case ofe1 ∈ Qm, er ∈ Q′

m.

In the above discussions, we have deduced the underlying structure of the 2-pair unicast network with

A1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅. Now we deal with the2-pair networks withA1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅. Firstly, we need a lemma.

Lemma 3.6:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network such thatA1,1 ∩A2,2 6= ∅, and

let A1,1 = {e1, e2, · · · , en}. If ei, ej ∈ A1,1 ∩A2,2 (i < j), theneℓ ∈ A1,1 ∩ A2,2 for i < ℓ < j.

Proof: Assumeeℓ /∈ A2,2 and letQ be ans2-t2 path not containingeℓ. Then, for anys1-t1 pathP , we

have ans1-t1 pathP ′ = P [s1, tail(ei)]-Q[ei, ej ]-P [head(ej), t1] not containingeℓ. Thereforeeℓ /∈ A1,1, a

contradiction.

Given a2-pair unicast networkN = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}), an s1-t1 pathP and ans2-t2 pathQ, by

Lemma 3.2, one can have thatP ⊇ A1,1 andQ ⊇ A2,2, and thusP ∩ Q ⊇ A1,1 ∩ A2,2. Moreover, when

A1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅, one can prove further that there exist ans1-t1 path P and ans2-t2 path Q such that

P ∩Q = A1,1 ∩ A2,2 as the following theorem shows.

Theorem 3.7:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network such thatA1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅.

Then there exist ans1-t1 pathP and ans2-t2 pathQ such thatP ∩Q = A1,1 ∩ A2,2.

Proof: We constructP and Q by using the technique of path combination (see Fig.3(a)). By Lemma

3.6, one can letA1,1 = {e1, e2, · · · , en} andA1,1 ∩ A2,2 = {em, em+1, · · · , em+j}. Moreover, we have that

m ≥ 2 andm + j ≤ n − 1 by the assumptions thatsi has a single out-edge andti has a single in-edge.

Denotetail(em) = s andhead(em+j) = t. We claim that there exist ans1-s pathP̂ and ans2-s pathQ̂ such

that P̂ ∩ Q̂ = ∅.

To prove this, letP̂ ′ be an arbitrarys1-t1 path. By Lemma 3.2, one can take ans2-t2 path Q̂′ such that

em−1 /∈ Q̂′. If there is ane∗ ∈ P̂ ′[s1, em−1]∩Q̂′[s2, s], thenP̂ ′[s1, e
∗]-Q̂′[head(e∗), s]-P̂ ′[s, t1] is ans1-t1 path

not containingem−1. So em−1 /∈ A1,1, resulting in a contradiction. Thus there exist ans1-head(em−1) path

P̂ ′[s1, em−1] and ans2-s pathQ̂′[s2, s] with P̂ ′[s1, em−1]∩Q̂′[s2, s] = ∅. If head(em−1) = s, then we are done

by letting P̂ = P̂ ′[s1, s] and Q̂ = Q̂′[s2, s]. Now suppose thathead(em−1) 6= s. By Lemma 3.2, there exists

an edge-disjoint 2-pathP (2) from head(em−1) to s. Let P (2) = Q1 ∪Q2. If Q̂′ ∩P (2) = ∅, then we are done

by letting P̂ = P̂ ′[s1, em−1]-Q1 andQ̂ = Q̂′[s2, s]. If Q̂′∩P (2) 6= ∅, let {ẽ1, ẽ2, · · · , ẽℓ} ∈ Q̂′∩P (2) such that

ẽj is a down-link ofẽi for i < j. Without loss of generality, assume thatẽ1 ∈ Q1. ThenP̂ = P̂ ′[s1, em−1]-Q2

is ans1-s path andQ̂ = Q̂′[s2, ẽ1]-Q1[head(ẽ1), s] is ans2-s path satisfyP̂ ∩ Q̂ = ∅.

Similarly, one can find at-t1 path P̌ and at-t2 path Q̌ with P̌ ∩ Q̌ = ∅.

Let ei1 , ei2 , · · · , ein be all the links such thathead(eik) 6= tail(eik+1) for m ≤ ik < m + j. Noticing

that eik , eik+1 ∈ A1,1, there exist an edge-disjoint 2-path, namely,P̄
(2)
k = Q̄k ∪ Q̄′

k from head(eik) to
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tail(eik+1) by Corollary 3.3. LetP̄1 = (em, · · · , ei1), P̄k = (eik−1+1, · · · , eik) for k = 2, 3, · · · , n, and

P̄n+1 = (ein+1, · · · , em+j). Set P̄=P̄1-Q̄1-P̄2-Q̄2-· · · -Q̄n-P̄n+1 and Q̄=P̄1-Q̄′
1-P̄2-Q̄′

2-· · · -Q̄′
n-P̄n+1. We

haveP̄ ∩ Q̄ = {em, em+1, · · · , em+j} = A1,1 ∩ A2,2.

Let P = P̂ -P̄ -P̌ andQ = Q̂-Q̄-Q̌. ThenP is an s1-t1 path andQ is an s2-t2 path such thatP ∩ Q =

A1,1 ∩ A2,2, which completes the proof.

Corollary 3.8: Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network such thatA1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅.

ThenN contains a copy of the network as shown in Fig.3(b).

Proof: Using the notations in the proof of Theorem 3.7, a functionf can be assigned from the edges

of Fig.3(b) to the paths of Fig.3(a) such that(s1, v1) 7→ P̂ ; (s2, v1) 7→ Q̂; (v1, v2) 7→ P̄ ; (v2, t1) 7→ P̆ ; and

(v2, t2) 7→ Q̆. The imaged paths are edge-disjoint because:(1) the edges inP̂ and in Q̂ are up-links of the

edges inP̄ ; (2) the edges inP̄ are up-links of the edges in̆P and in Q̆; and (3) P̂ ∩ Q̂ = P̌ ∩ Q̌ = ∅.

s1 t2

s t

s2 t1

P̄

Q̄

em em+k

P̂

Q̂ P̆

Q̆ s1 t2

v1 v2

s2 t1

(a) (b)

Fig. 3: The caseA1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅.

(a): The construction of pathsP andQ such thatP ∩Q = A1,1 ∩ A2,2 with P in bold line andQ in dashed line.

(b) : The underlying network for the2-pair unicast network withA1,1 ∩A2,2 6= ∅.

Based on Theorem 3.7, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.9:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network such thatA1,1 ∩A2,2 6= ∅ and

there exist ans1-t2 pathP1 and ans2-t1 pathP2 with Pi ∩ (A1,1 ∩A2,2) = ∅ for i = 1, 2. ThenN contains

Fig.1(d).

Proof: Let A1,1 ∩ A2,2 = {e1, e2, · · · , ek}. By Theorem 3.7, there exist ans1-t1 pathP and ans2-t2

path Q such thatP ∩ Q = {e1, e2, · · · , ek}. Let P1 be ans1-t2 path andP2 be ans2-t1 path such that

Pi ∩ A1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅ ( i = 1, 2 ). We prove firstly the following properties ofP , Q, P1 andP2 and then

proveN contains Fig.1(d).

1) P1 ∩ P [e1, t1] = ∅, P1 ∩Q[s2, ek] = ∅;

2) P2 ∩ P [s1, ek] = ∅, P2 ∩Q[e1, t2] = ∅;

3) P1 ∩ P2 = ∅.

We prove them one by one.

1) Suppose thatP1 ∩ P [e1, t1] 6= ∅. Let e ∈ P1 ∩ P [e1, t1]. Then P1[s1, e]-P [head(e), t1] is an s1-t1

path not containinge1 ∈ A1,1, resulting in a contradiction. ThusP1 ∩ P [e1, t1] = ∅. Similarly, if

e ∈ P1 ∩ Q[s2, ek] for some edgee, then Q[s2, e]-P1[head(e), t2] is an s2-t2 path without passing

throughe1, which contradicts toe1 ∈ A2,2.

2) It can be proved similarly.
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3) Suppose thatP1 ∩ P2 6= ∅, and lete′ ∈ P1 ∩ P2. Then,P1[s1, e
′]-P2[head(e

′), t1] is an s1-t1 path not

containinge1, which is a contradiction toe1 ∈ A1,1.

By property1), we can assume thatP1 ∩ P = P1 ∩ P [s1, tail(e1)] = {ê1, ê2, · · · , ên} andP1 ∩Q = P1 ∩

Q[head(ek), t2] = {ĕ1, ĕ2, · · · , ĕm}, (both in the topological order). It can be seen that(1) {ê1, ê2, · · · , ên} 6=

∅ and{ĕ1, ĕ2, · · · , ĕm} 6= ∅; and (2) head(ên) 6= tail(e1) andhead(ek) 6= tail(ĕ1). In fact, (1) holds since

ê1 = S(1) is the unique out-edge ofs1 and ĕm = T (2) is the unique in-edge oft2. For the property

(2), if head(ên) = tail(e1), thenQ[s2, tail(e1)]-P1[head(ên), t2] is an s2-t2 path disjoint withA2,2, while

if head(ek) = tail(ĕ1), thenP1[s1, tail(ĕ1)]-P [head(ek), t1] is an s1-t1 path disjoint withA1,1. Both are

contradictions.

Similarly, one can prove thatP2∩Q = P2∩Q[s2, tail(e1)] 6= ∅ andP2∩P = P2∩P [head(ek), t1] 6= ∅. Let

P2 ∩Q = P2 ∩Q[s2, tail(e1)] = {ê′1, ê
′
2, · · · , ê

′
u} and letP2 ∩P = P2 ∩ P [head(ek), t1] = {ĕ′1, ĕ

′
2, · · · , ĕ

′
v}.

We havehead(ê′u) 6= tail(e1) andhead(ek) 6= tail(ĕ′1).

Now we can define a functionf from the edges of Fig.1(d) to the pathsP,Q, P1, Q1 of N (see Fig.4):

(s1, v1) 7→ P [s1, ên]; (s2, v2) 7→ Q[s2, ê
′
u]; (v1, v3) 7→ P [head(ên), tail(e1)]; (v2, v3) 7→ Q[head(ê′u), tail(e1)];

(v3, v4) 7→ P [e1, ek]; (v1, v5) 7→ P1[head(ên), tail(ĕ1)]; (v2, v6) 7→ P2[head(ê
′
u), tail(ĕ

′
1)]; (v4, v5) 7→

Q[head(ek), tail(ĕ1)]; (v4, v6) 7→ P [head(ek), tail(ĕ
′
1)]; (v6, t1) 7→ P [tail(ĕ′1), t1]; (v5, t2) 7→ Q[tail(ĕ1), t2].

Obviously,f results in disjoint paths. The theorem is proved.

s1 t2

v3 v4

s2 t1

v1 v5

v2 v6

P [e1, ek]

P2[head(ê
′
u), tail(ĕ

′
1)]

P1[head(ên), tail(ĕ1)]

e1 ek

ê1

ên

ĕ1

ĕm

ê′1

ê′u
ĕ′1

ĕ′v

Fig. 4: The figure illustrating the proof of Theorem 3.9.

In the figure, the path sections ofP andQ (P1 andP2) are shown in bold (dashed) lines.

We discussed the structures of 2-pair unicast networks withC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 1 previously. For the

network withC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) ≥ 2, its structure can be deduced directly from Theorem 3.5.

Corollary 3.10: Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a2-pair unicast network. IfC(s1, t1) ·C(s2, t2) ≥ 2,

thenN contains a copy of the networks Fig.1(a), Fig.1(b), or Fig.1(c).

Proof: Without loss of generality, we assume thatC(s1, t1) ≥ 2. By the prior assumptions,si (ti) has

the unique out-edgeS(i) (in-edgeT (i)) with capacityC(si, ti) for i = 1, 2, and except for these four edges,

all the other edges have unit capacities. Then the Max-flow Min-cut theorem implies that there exist an

edge-disjoint 2-pathP (2) from head(S(1)) to tail(T (1)). Let P (2) = Q ∪ Q′ and take ans2-t2 pathP . If

P (2) ∩ P = ∅, thenN contain Fig.1(a) by noticing thatS(1)-Q-T (1) andP are edge-disjoint. Now assume

P (2) ∩ P = {e1, e2, · · · , er}. Similar to the latter part of the proof of Theorem 3.5, thereare 4 cases need to

be discussed (A figure to illustrate these cases is a minor modification on Fig.2 by replacingQm, Q′
m, Pm

andPm+1 with Q, Q′, S(1), andT (1) respectively):
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1) If e1, er ∈ Q, thenS(1)-Q′-T (1) is ans1-t1 path which is edge-disjoint with thes2-t2 pathP [s2, tail(e1)]-

Q[e1, er]-P [head(er), t2]. The network contains Fig.1(a).

2) If e1 ∈ Q and er ∈ Q′, let k be the maximum index such thatek ∈ Q and ek+1 ∈ Q′ and letf be

defined as(s1, v1) 7→ S(1); (s2, v2) 7→ P [s2, tail(e1)]; (v6, t1) 7→ T (1); (v5, t2) 7→ P [head(er), t2];

(v1, v2) 7→ Q[tail(Q), tail(e1)]; (v1, v4) 7→ Q′[tail(Q′), tail(ek+1)]; (v2, v3) 7→ Q[e1, ek]; (v3, v4) 7→

P [head(ek), tail(ek+1)]; (v4, v5) 7→ Q′[ek+1, er]; (v5, v6) 7→ Q′[head(er), head(Q
′)]. The network

contains Fig.1(b).

3) If e1, er ∈ Q′, then the network contains Fig.1(a), which is similar to case 1).

4) If e1 ∈ Q′ ander ∈ Q, then the network contains Fig.1(b), which is similar to case 2).

Likewise, if C(s2, t2) ≥ 2, similar discussions can conclude that the network contains Fig.1(a) or Fig.1(c).

IV. SOLVABILITY ANALYSIS

In this section, we apply those structural results in Section III to analyze the capacity of 2-pair unicast

networks. Those results deduce a complete classification ofthe 2-pair unicast available networks (Theorem

4.3), and an efficient algorithm to determine the solvability of a 2-pair unicast problems (Algorithm 4.5). It

meanwhile provides a new proof that linear network coding issufficient for solving the 2-pair unicast problem

(Corollary 4.6). Most importantly, It is showed that the solvability of a 2-pair unicast problem is completely

decided by four subsets,Ai,j for i, j = 1, 2 of the underlying network (Theorem 4.8).

A. Solvability of2-pair Unicast Problem

The results of this part are based on the technique ofinformational dominancein [8].

Definition 4.1 ([8]): Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a 2-pair unicast network. We say an edge setA

informationally dominates an edge setB if XB is a function ofXA (or equivalently,H(B|A) = 0) for all

network coding solutions, and denoted byA i B.

The informational dominance has the following properties [8]:

1) T (i) i S(i), for i = 1, 2.

2) A i A, for A ⊆ E.

3) If A i B, andA i C, thenA i B ∪ C.

4) If A i B, andB  i C, thenA i C.

5) If B is downstream ofA, then A  i B, whereB is downstreamof A if there is no path from

S = {s1, s2} to B in N \A.

In the above,1) holds by the definition of network coding solution;2)-4) hold by the definition of

informational dominance; As to5), edge setB is called downstreamof edge setA if there is no path

from S = {s1, s2} to B in N \ A, the deduced network formed byN deletingA (see [8]), and this item

holds by observing thatXe = fe(XIn(e)) for all e ∈ E and all the paths fromS = {s1, s2} to B intersectA

(a detailed proof can be found in Lemma 11, p.2353 of [8]).
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Fig. 5: Network coding solutions for Fig.1.

Given an arbitrary 2-pair unicast networkN = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}). If C(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) ≥ 2, it

contains a copy of Fig.1(a), Fig.1(b) or Fig.1(c). ThusN is available by extending the network solution of

Fig.5(a), Fig.5(b), or Fig.5(c) to the whole network. That is, to transmitXe over the pathf(e) of N , and

not to transmit any signal over the other edges. WhenC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 1 andA1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅, the

network contains Fig.1(a), Fig.1(b), or Fig.1(c), and thenit is available. WhenC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 1 and

A1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅, we have,

Theorem 4.2:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a 2-pair unicast network such thatC(s1, t1)·C(s2, t2) =

1 andA1,1 ∩A2,2 6= ∅. ThenN is available if and only if there exist ans1-t2 pathP1 and ans2-t1 pathP2

with (P1 ∪ P2) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅.

Proof: Let N contain ans1-t2 pathP1 and ans2-t1 pathP2 with (P1 ∪ P2) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅. By

Theorem 3.9,N contains Fig.1(d). Then a network coding solution (shown inFig.5(d)) can be extended to

N (by the aforementioned manner), and the sufficiency holds.

SupposeN is available, and by Theorem 3.7, we take ans1-t1 path P and ans2-t2 path Q such that

P ∩Q = A1,1 ∩A2,2. Without loss of generality, assume that nos1-t2 path is disjoint withA = A1,1 ∩A2,2,

we prove the result by deduce a contradiction.

Let A = {e1, e2, · · · , en} (with the topological order) and takeei ∈ A, we claim thatT (2) is downstream

of {ei}. Firstly, there is no path forms2 to t2 in N \ {ei} since ei ∈ A2,2. Secondly, suppose that there

exists ans1-t2 path P1 in N \ {ei}, then P1 intersectsA. Let ej ∈ P1 ∩ A. If i < j, then P1[s1, ej ]-

P [head(ej), t1] is an s1-t1 path without passing throughei ∈ A1,1, which is a contradiction. Ifi > j, then

Q[s2, ej ]-P1[head(ej), t2] is ans2-t2 path without passing throughei ∈ A2,2, which is again a contradiction.

Hence, there is neithers2-t2 path nors1-t2 path inN \ {ei}, which implies thatT (2) is downstream of{ei}.

Moreover, one can have thatT (1) is downstream of{ei}∪S(2) since alls1-t1 paths intersectei and alls2-t1

paths intersectS(2).

Now we have already shown that{ei} i T (2), and{ei}∪S(2) i T (1). Moreover, sinceT (2) i S(2),

one can have{ei} i S(2) by property4). Thus{ei} i {ei}∪S(2) i T (1) by properties2)-4). Using3)
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again, we have{ei} i T (1)∪ T (2), which contradicts to thatei has unit capacity. The contradiction yields

the necessity of the theorem.

The above discussions can conclude the following theorem.

Theorem 4.3:The 2-pair unicast problem is solvable if and only if the underlying network contains Fig.1(a),

Fig.1(b), Fig.1(c) or Fig.1(d).

Remark 4.4:This theorem has been independently obtained by Chih-Chun Wang and Ness B. Shroff

(Theorem 3 of [19]) by using different techniques. In [19], these underlying configurations were derived based

on thepath overlap conditions(Theorem 1 of [18]), which says that a 2-pair unicast problemis solvable if

and only if it satisfies some path overlap conditions. Unlike[18], [19], we formulate the network structures

by cut set (A-set) relations. The technical differences led to different algorithms fordeciding the solvability

of a 2-pair unicast problem, as follows.

Algorithm 4.5: (Checking the solvability of a2-pair unicast problem.)

Input: A 2-pair unicast networkN = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}).

Output: The solvability of the2-pair unicast problem.

(1) : Find C(s1, t1) andC(s2, t2), then calculateC(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2).

If C(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 0, N is unavailable.

If C(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) > 1, N is available.

If C(s1, t1) · C(s2, t2) = 1, goto (2).

(2) : Find A1,1 andA2,2, then calculateA = A1,1 ∩ A2,2.

If A1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅, N is available.

If A1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅, goto (3).

(3) : Check the connectivity ofs1 to t2 ands2 to t1 in N ′ = N \ A.

If CN ′(s1, t2) · CN ′ (s2, t1) = 0, N is unavailable.

If CN ′(s1, t2) · CN ′ (s2, t1) 6= 0, N is available.

End.

In Algorithm 4.5, steps(1) and (2) can be finished in timeO(|V ||E|2) ([21]), andO(|V ||E|3) ([20]),

respectively. Step(3) can be done by a conventional breadth (or depth) first search algorithm with time

O(|V |2). Note that the algorithm proposed in [18] and [19] (Corollary 1 of [18] and Corollary 1 of [19]) are

based on the approach of [14] for findingk edge-disjoint paths. According to [14], one need to first calculate

the levelsof all the nodes, and then use a pebbling game for the path finding process. Comparing with this

approach, Algorithm 4.5 is easier to implement.

Theorem 4.3 yields the following result, which was also independently pointed out in Corollary 2 of [18]

and Corollary 3 of [19].

Corollary 4.6: Linear network coding is sufficient to solve the 2-pair unicast problem.

B. The2-pair Unicast Networks withC(si, tj) = 1

In this part, we consider the2-pair unicast networks withC(si, tj) = 1, for i, j = 1, 2.
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Lemma 4.7:LetN = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a 2-pair unicast network withC(si, tj) = 1 for i, j = 1, 2,

andA1,1∩A2,2 6= ∅. Then there exist ans1-t2 pathP1 and ans2-t1 pathP2 such that(P1∪P2)∩(A1,1∩A2,2) =

∅ if and only if (A1,2 ∪ A2,1) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅.

Proof: Suppose that there exist ans1-t2 pathP1 and ans2-t1 pathP2 such that(P1∪P2)∩(A1,1∩A2,2) =

∅. Noting thatA1,2 ⊆ P1 andA2,1 ⊆ P2, we have(A1,2 ∪ A2,1) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅, which proves the

necessity.

Now we prove the sufficiency. Without loss of generality, suppose all thes1-t2 paths intersectA = A1,1 ∩

A2,2 = {e1, e2, · · · , en}=P ∩Q for somes1-t1 pathP and somes2-t2 pathQ, where the existence ofP and

Q is guaranteed by Theorem 3.7. Now take an arbitrarys1-t2 pathP1, and letei ∈ P1 for some1 ≤ i ≤ n.

One can prove thatej ∈ P1 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ n. In fact, whenj < i, P1[s1, ei]-P [head(ei), t1] is an s1-t1

path and hence containsA, which implies thatej lies in P1 for any 1 ≤ j < i. Whenj > i, thenQ[s2, ei]-

P1[head(ei), t2] is an s2-t2 path and hence containsA. Thereforeej ∈ P1 for any i < j ≤ n. The above

discussions show thatA ⊆ P1. SinceP1 is chosen arbitrarily, one can have thatA is contained in all thes1-t2

paths, which meansA ⊆ A1,2, and thusA1,2 ∩ A = A 6= ∅. Similarly, when alls2-t1 paths intersectA, we

haveA2,1 ∩ A = A 6= ∅. Therefore(A1,2 ∪ A2,1) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = (A2,1 ∪ A1,2) ∩ A = A 6= ∅, and the

sufficiency holds.

Now we give our main result.

Theorem 4.8:Let N = (V,E, {s1, t1}, {s2, t2}) be a 2-pair unicast network such thatC(si, tj) = 1 for

i, j = 1, 2. Then the following statements are equivalent:

(1) N is available.

(2) N contains one of the four networks depicted in Fig.1.

(3) (A1,2 ∪A2,1) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅

Proof: The equivalency between(1) and (2) has already been obtained by Theorem 4.3. Also, we have

shown thatN is available if and only ifA1,1 ∩ A2,2 = ∅ or A1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅ and there exist ans1-t2 path

P1 and ans2-t1 pathP2 such that(P1 ∪ P2) ∩ (A1,1 ∩A2,2) = ∅, which is equivalent toA1,1 ∩A2,2 = ∅ or

A1,1 ∩ A2,2 6= ∅ and (A1,2 ∪ A2,1) ∩ (A1,1 ∩ A2,2) = ∅ by Lemma 4.7. Thus(1) and (3) are equivalent.

Note that the2-pair unicast problem just aims at supporting two unit flows.It is adequate to assume the

information edges,S(i) and T (i) to have unit capacities.Under such an assumption,N always satisfies

C(si, tj) = 1 for i, j = 1, 2. Thus, the solvability of a2-pair unicast problem is completely determined by

the relations ofA1,1, A2,2, A1,2, andA2,1 of the underlying network.

V. CONCLUSIONS ANDDISCUSSIONS

In this paper, we proposed a subnetwork decomposition/combination approach and decomposed a2-pair

network into four point-to-point subnetworksNi,j , for i, j = 1, 2. It showed that the solvability of a2-pair

unicast problem is completely determined by four link subsets, A1,1, A2,2, A1,2, andA2,1 of the underlying

network. The structure of the2-pair unicast networks was developed by analyzing the relations of theA-sets.

As a result, it deduced four specific simple available networks, such that any available 2-pair unicast network

contains one copy of them and vice versa. Our results yieldedan efficient algorithm to determine the solvability
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of the 2-pair unicast problem and a new proof that nonlinear networkcoding is unnecessary for solving the

2-pair unicast problem.

According to [22], theA-set of a point-to-point network is composed by the links with capacity rank1. It is

reasonable to conjecture that the rate region of a general multi-source multi-sink network is merely determined

by the “ important links,” i.e., the links with small capacity ranks. Moreover, it will be valuable to obtain an

equation similar to(3) of Theorem 4.8 for the generalk-pair unicast networks.

The four proposed underlying networks have the property that any available 2-pair unicast network contains

one copy of them. From such a sense, we call them aminimum available family under network codingfor

the 2-pair unicast networks. To decide such minimum available family for 3-pair ork-pair unicast networks

in general is still open.

We focused on directed acyclic 2-pair unicast networks in this paper. For the undirected networks, it is

conjectured that network coding have no more advantages than fractional routing, which is known as the

undirectedk-pair conjecture[15]. To find out theminimum available family under fractional routingfor

undirectedk-pair networks is also a more challenging topic.
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