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Abstract

A decentralized coded caching scheme based on indeperadefdm content placement has been proposed by
Maddah-Ali and Niesen, and has been shown to achieve an-opdienal memory-load tradeoff when the file size goes
to infinity. It was then successively shown by Shanmugsdral. that in the practical operating regime where the file
size is limited such scheme yields much less attractive @gd. In this paper, we propose a decentralized random
coded caching scheme and a partially decentralized seguentled caching scheme with different coordination
requirements in the content placement phase. The propasgdnt placement and delivery methods aim at ensuring
abundant coded-multicasting opportunities in the condetivery phase when the file size is finite. We first analyze
the loads of the two proposed schemes and show that the sedsmmeme outperforms the random scheme in
the finite file size regime. We also show that both our propasgtemes outperform Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s and
Shanmuganet al’s decentralized schemes for finite file size, when the nunobeisers is sufficiently large. Then,
we show that our schemes achieve the same memory-load fradeMaddah-Ali-Niesen’s decentralized scheme

when the file size goes to infinity, and hence are also ordemaptFinally, we analyze the load gains of the two
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proposed schemes and characterize the correspondinge@dile sizes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The rapid proliferation of smart mobile devices has triggean unprecedented growth of the global
mobile data traffic. It is predicted that global mobile datdfic will increase nearly eightfold between 2015
and 2020 [1]. Recently, to support the dramatic growth ofeleiss data traffic, caching and multicasting
have been proposed as two promising approaches for massivent delivery in wireless networks. By
proactively placing content closer to or even at end-usaring the off-peak hours, network congestion
during the peak hours can be greatly reduced [2]-[6]. On therchand, leveraging the broadcast nature
of the wireless medium by multicast transmission, poputartent can be delivered to multiple requesters
simultaneously [7]. For this reason, wireless multicastias been specified in 3GPP standards known as
evolved Multimedia Broadcast Multicast Service (eMBMS). [8

Note that in [2]-[7], caching and multicasting are consedeseparately. In view of the benefits of
caching and multicasting, joint design of the two promisteghniques is expected to achieve superior
performance for massive content delivery in wireless netaioFor example, in [9], the optimization of
caching and multicasting, which is NP-hard, is considened small cell network, and a simplified solution
with approximation guarantee is proposed. In [10], the angtlpropose a joint throughput-optimal caching
and multicasting algorithm to maximize the service rate muti-cell network. In [11] and [12], the authors
consider the analysis and optimization of caching and asting in large-scale wireless networks modeled
using stochastic geometry. However, [9]-[12] only consjdat design of traditional uncoded caching and
multicasting, the gain of which mainly derives from makingntent available locally and serving multiple
requests of the same contents concurrently.

Recently, a new class of caching schemes, referred to@esd cachinghave received significant interest,
as they can achieve order-optimal memory-load tradeoffutjin wise design of content placement in the
user caches. The main novelty of such schemes with respecntentional approaches (e.g., as currently
used in content delivery networks) is that the messagesdiorthe user caches are treated as “receiver
side information” in order to enable network-coded mublioag, such that a single multicast codeword
is useful to a large number of users, even though they areemutesting the same content. In [13] and
[14], Maddah-Ali and Niesen consider a system with one secomnected through a shared error-free
link to L users. The server has a databaseVofiles, and each user has an isolated cache memory of

M files. They formulate a caching problem consisting of twoggsa i.e., content placement phase and



content delivery phase. The goal is to minimize the worskecéover all possible requests) load of the
shared link in the delivery phase. In particular, in [13], entralized coded caching scheme is proposed,
which requires a centrally coordinated placement phasedidy@ends on the knowledge of the number of
active users in the delivery phase. Although this centdlizcheme achieves an order-optimal memory-
load tradeoff, it has limited practical applicability seathe server does not know, in general, how many
users will actually be active during the delivery phase. 14][ a decentralized coded caching scheme is
proposed, which achieves an order-optimal memory-loadetti in the asymptotic regime of infinite file
size (i.e., the number of packets per file goes to infinity)wieeer, it was successively shown in [15] that
this decentralized coded caching scheme can achieve atarioat gain of 2 over conventional uncoded
caching! if the file size is less than or equal @3% exp (L%) The main reason for this negative result is
that the random content placement mechanism in MaddatlNAdsen’s decentralized scheme causes large
variance of the lengths of messages involved in the codedicasi XOR operations, leading to a drastic
reduction of coded-multicasting opportunities.

In [16]-[23], the goal is to reduce the average load of thereshdink in the delivery phase under
heterogenous file popularity. Specifically, in [16]-[19]aftah-Ali-Niesen’s decentralized scheme [14] is
extended in order to reduce the average load under the assurtipat file popularity is known in advance.
In [20], Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s decentralized scheme is ed&zl to an online caching scheme, which is
to reduce the average load by placing content on the fly anldowitknowledge of future requests. The
decentralized random coded caching schemes in [16]-[Z@rsiiom the same drawback of the original
scheme in [14] when the file size is limited. In [21]-[23], thethors propose decentralized random coded
caching schemes based on chromatic number index codinglteedehe average load. The schemes based
on greedy algorithms can achieve order-optimal loads inaenptotic regime of infinite file size with
manageable complexity, but again suffer from the finitegtbnfile problem. The main reason for this
negative result is that the greedy algorithms assign cdtonsncolored vertices in a randomized manner,
which cannot maximize the number of messages involved ih eaded multicast XOR operation.

In [15], Shanmuganet al. propose a decentralized user grouping coded caching schedthanalyze its

For future reference, in this paper, we refer to “load gaifagarticular coded caching scheme as the ratio between drst-sase load
achieved by conventional uncoded caching and the worstdo@sl achieved by that particular scheme. Since codingldhmrovide a lower

load, the gain is some number larger than 1.



performance in the finite file size regime. In particular, iI@hagamet al. consider the load gain achieved
by this scheme as a function of required file size. This schacméeves a larger load gain than Maddah-
Ali—-Niesen’s decentralized scheme when the file size istéichibut a smaller asymptotic load gain when
the file size goes to infinity. The undesirable performancéheasymptotic regime of infinite file size is
mainly caused by the penalty in the “pull down phase” of thedman delivery algorithm, which reduces
the number of messages involved in the coded multicast XOfRatipns, and hence leads to a reduction
of coded-multicasting opportunities.

Therefore, it is desirable to design decentralized codetiing schemes that can achieve good perfor-
mance when the file size is finite, while maintaining good genfance when the file size grows to infinity.
In this paper, we consider the same problem setting as in jtj the focus on reducing the worst-case
load of the shared link when the file size is finite, while aelig order-optimal memory-load tradeoff

when the file size grows to infinity. Our main contributiong @aummarized below.

« Motived by the content placement of Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’stcaized scheme, we construct a cache
content base formed by a collection of carefully designesheacontents, from which the users choose
their content placement. This avoids the high variance eflthsic decentralized random placement,
and yet ensures a large number of coded-multicasting appites in the finite file size regime.

« We propose a decentralized random coded caching scheme padialy decentralized sequential
coded caching scheme, that share the same delivery precaddrdiffer by the way the users choose
their content placement from the cache content base. Thestlvemes have different coordination
requirements in the placement phase, and can be appliedfecedi scenarios.

« We analyze the loads achieved by the two proposed schemeshand that the sequential coded
caching scheme outperforms the random coded caching sdnetime finite file size regime. We also
show that the two proposed decentralized schemes outpeN@ddah-Ali—-Niesen’s and Shanmugam
et al’s decentralized schemes in the finite file size regime, whennumber of users is sufficiently
large. Then, we analyze the asymptotic loads of our schenmes \the file size goes to infinity and
show that both schemes achieve the same memory-load tfadeldiaddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentralized
scheme, and hence are also order-optimal in the memoryttaddoff.

« We analyze the load gains of the two proposed schemes in tite file size regime, and derive an

upper bound on the required file size for given target loach geider each proposed scheme. We



further show that the load gains of the two proposed schewmgeoge to the same limiting load gain,
when the number of users goes to infinity. For each propodeehse, we also analyze the growth of
the load gain with respect to the required file size, when tleesize is large.

« Numerical results show that the two proposed coded cacloimgnses outperform Maddah-Ali—-Niesen'’s
and Shanmugaret al’s decentralized schemes in the finite file size regime, whemumber of users

is sufficiently large.

[I. PROBLEM SETTING

As in [14], we consider a system with one server connecteautiit a shared, error-free link th € N
users, whereN denotes the set of all natural numbers. The server has atcesslatabase oV € N
(N > L) files, denoted byW, ..., Wy, consisting of F € N indivisible data unitg. The parameter”
indicates the maximum number of packets in which a file can ibiglet. Let A" = {1,2,..., N} and
L = {1,2,...L} denote the set of file indices and the set of user indicesgotisply. Each user has an
isolated cache memory dff F' data units, for some real numbgf < [0, N].

The system operates in two phases, i.e., a placement phdse delivery phase [14]. In the placement
phase, the users are given access to the entire databaséle$. Each user is then able to fill the content of
its cache using the database. kgtlenote the caching function for udemwhich maps the filesl;, ..., Wy
into the cache content

Z = g (W, ..., Wy)

for userl € £. Note thatZ, is of size M F' data units. LeZ = (Z,,--- , Z) denote the cache contents of
all the L users. In the delivery phase, each user requests one file¢aessarily distinct) in the database.
Let d; € N denote the index of the file requested by user £, and letd £ (dy,--- ,d;) € N'* denote

the requests of all thé users. The server replies to theseequests by sending a message over the shared
link, which is observed by all thé users. Let) denote the encoding function for the server, which maps

the filesWy, ..., Wy, the cache contentd, and the requestd into the multicast message

Y 2p(Wy,..., Wy, Z,d)

The indivisible data units may be “bits” or, more practigatlata chunks dictated by some specific memory or storageedéarmat (e.g.,

a hard-drive sector formed by 512 bytes), that cannot bédurdivided because of the specific read/write scheme.



sent by the server over the shared link. Lgtdenote the decoding function at uderwhich maps the

multicast messag¥ received over the shared link, the cache contérdnd the request;, to the estimate
Wa, £ (Y, Zy, dy)

of the requested filéV,;, of user! € L. Each user should be able to recover its requested file fr@n th
message received over the shared link and its cache comterg, we impose the successful content delivery
condition

Wy, =W, YIEL. (1)

Given the cache siz&/, the cache conten and the requesi$ of all the L users, letR(M, Z, d) F' be the
length (expressed in data units) of the multicast mes$agehere R(M, Z, d) represents the (normalized)
load of the shared link. Let

R(M,Z) £ max R(M.Z,d)
c L

denote the worst-case (normalized) load of the shared Nioke that if M/ = 0, then in the delivery phase
the server simply transmits the union of all requested fiker the shared link, resulting ihF' data units
being sent in the worst case of all distinct demands. HeneehaveR(0,Z) = L. If M = N, then all files

in the database can be cached at every user in the placenssd. gfence, we havk(N,Z) = 0. In this
paper, for allAM/ € (0, N), we wish to minimize the worst-case (over dlie A'%) load of the shared link in
the delivery phase. The minimization is with respect to ttec@ment strategy (i.e., the caching functions
{¢1: 1 € L}), the delivery strategy (i.e., the encoding functioy and the decoding functiong, : [ € L},
subject to the successful content delivery condition in [Bter, we shall use slightly different notations
for the worst-case load to reflect the dependency on the fapecheme considered. In the following, for

ease of presentation, we shall use “load” to refer to waastdoad.

[I[l. DECENTRALIZED CODED CACHING SCHEMES

In this section, we propose a decentralized random coddurgascheme and a partially decentralized
sequential coded caching scheme. The two schemes haveediffeequirements on coordination in the

placement phase, but share the same procedure in the gglivase.



A. Cache Content Base and User Information Matrix

First, motived by Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s centralized codeatting scheme [13], we introduce a cache
content base, which is parameterized By € {2,3,---}, and is designed to ensure abundant coded-
multicasting opportunities in content delivery, espdgialhen the file size is not large. The construction
of the cache content base is similar to that of the cache otst® K users in Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s
centralized coded caching scheme [13].

For givenK, we consider special values of cache sizes My = {N/K,2N/K,...,(K—-1)N/K}. The
remaining values of/ € (0, N) can be handled by memory sharing [13]. 8ét KM/N € {1,2,..., K —

1}. Given K andt, each file is split into([f) nonoverlapping packets (%1% data units. In this paper, we

assume thafs satisfies% € N. We label the packets of fil&/, as

t

Wy,=W,r:TCK,|T|=1),

where € = {1,2,...,K}. The cache content base consists of a collectionkotache contents, i.e.,
C = {C,Cy,...,Ck}, where

Ck:(Wn7T:n€N,]€€T,TC]C,‘T|:t).

Thus, each cache contefit contains/V (If_‘ll) packets, and the total number of data units in cache content
Ck is
K—-1\ F Nt
N ——=F—=FM
(F20) Gy = =ru
t
which is the same as the cache size. Note that, sometimes|soveeder to cache contert; as cache
contentk. Note that the cache content base is carefully designedemteethe same coded-multicasting
opportunities for every possible set of requests in thevepliphase, to reduce the worst-case load.
Example 1 (Cache Content Bas&}onsiderN = 5, M = 2 and K = 5. Then,t = KM /N = 2, and

the cache content base consists of the following cache ©tnte
Cr = Wai2r Wagisr Wagiay, Waqisy i n € N)
Cy = (Wn,{1,2}7 W23 Wa 2,4y, W5y 11 € N)
Cs = (W31 Wag2sr Wagsay, Wagssy :n € N)

04 = (Wn7{1,4}7 Wn,{2,4}7 WTL,{374}7 Wn,{4,5} n E N)



C5 = (Wn,{l,S}a Wn,{275}7 Wn,{3,5}, Wn7{475} ne N)

Later, we shall see that in the two proposed coded cachingnse$, each user chooses one cache content
from this cache content base. In addition, the valud<oaffects the loads of the two proposed schemes.

Next, we introduce a user information matrix, which will bged in content delivery of the two proposed
coded caching schemes. L&t denote the number of users which stafg. Note thatX £ (Xj)iex

reflects content placement. Denalg,,, = max X;,. We now introduce ak x X,.. matrix D £

(Dk.j ) kek,j=1, Xmax» Fe€ferred to as the user fn_l‘;}f}i(ation matrix, to describectiehe contents and requests
of all the users. Specifically, for tHeth row of this matrix, seD; ; € A to be the index of the file requested
by thej-th user who store§’, if j € {1,2,..., X}, and setD, jto be 0, ifj € {Xy+1, X;+2,..., Xpax }-
Let IEJ- = {k € K : Dy, # 0} denote the index set of the cache contents stored at the insts j-th
column. Thusf(j £ |I€j| < K also represents the number of users in fkté column. Note thaif(j IS
non-increasing withj and Zjil IA(]- = L.

Example 2 (User Information Matrix)Consider the same setting as in Example 1. In addition, ssepo
L = 10 and the cache contents of these users are as follows: Cs, 7, = C, Z3 = C3, Z, = C, Z5 =
Ci,Zg = O3, 27 = Cy, Zyg = Cs,Zg = Cy, Z1g = Cy. Then, we haveX; = 3, Xy, =3, X3 =2, X, =

1, X5=1, Ky = {1,2,3,4,5}, Ky = {1, 2,3}, Ky = {1,2}, and the user information matrix is

dy di ds)
di dr dy
D = (Dyj)keicj=1, Xmax = | d3 dg 0] - 2)
diy 0 0O
ds 0 0

Later, we shall see that based on the user information makrxrequests of users in the same column
are satisfied simultaneously using coded-multicastinglenthe requests of users in different columns are

satisfied separately.



B. Decentralized Random Coded Caching Scheme

In this part, we present the placement and delivery pro@sdof our proposed decentralized random
coded caching scheme. Specifically, in the placement pleash,uset € £ independently stores one cache
content from the cache content base of cardinalityvith uniform probability%. Note that the placement
procedure does not require any coordination and can be tegeiraa decentralized manner. For example,
the number of active users in the delivery phase is not reduiluring the placement phase.

In the delivery phase, the users in each column are serveditameously using coded-multicasting.
Consider thej-th column. Denote £ min{t + 1, K} and7; £ max{1,¢+1— (K — K;)}. Consider any
7 € {1, 75 +1,...,7}. We focus on a subsei} C K; with |S;j| = 7; and a subse§; C K — K; with
\SJ?| =t+1—17;.3 Observe that every; — 1 cache contents irSJl share a packet that is needed by the user
which stores the remaining cache contenS}n More precisely, for any € S}, the packeWDS’j,(S}\{s})USJz
is requested by the user storing cache con¢esince it is a packet dfi’p, ;. At the same time, it is missing
at cache content sinces ¢ S; \ {s}. Finally, it is present in the cache contentc S} \ {s}. For any
subsetS; of cardinality|S;| = 7; and subses; of cardinality|S?| = ¢+ 1 —7;, the server transmits coded

multicast message

Daest Wb, ;. (s3\(s))us?:

where® denotes bitwise XOR. Note that the delivery procedure aedctirresponding load are the same
over all possible requests. In Algorithm 1, we formally dése the delivery procedure for the users in
the j-th column of the user information matrix. Note that WW@p: IC, the proposed delivery procedure
for the j-th column in Algorithm 1 reduces to the one in Maddah-Aliedén’s centralized scheme [13].
The delivery procedure for thgth column is repeated for all columns=1, ..., X,,.,, and the multicast
message” is simply the concatenation of the coded multicast messtges| columns; = 1,..., X ax.
Example 3 (Content Delivery)Consider the same setting as in Example 2. According to Algor1l,
the coded multicast messages for the three columns in tlienfigemation matrix given in (2) are illustrated
in Table I, Table Il and Table Ill, separately. By comparihg three tables, we can observe that for given

K, coded-multicasting opportunities in each colushdecrease aﬁ?j decreases.

®By taking all values ofr; in {7j,7 +1,...,77}, we can go through all subsey C IEJ- andS; C K — IEJ-, such thatS; # 0 and
IS] US| =t+1.
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Algorithm 1 Delivery Algorithm for Columny

1: initialize 75 < min{t + 1, K}, 7 < max{l,t+1— (K — K;)} andt « £

2. for 7, =1;:7; do
3. foral S} CK;,S?CK-K;:|S}=1,|S?=t+1-1; do

4: server Send@segjl WDSJ,(S;\{S})USJZ

5. end for

6: end for
1 St S? Coded Multicast Message
3 | {123} | 0 | Wp, (23 ®Wby, {13 ® Wby, (1.2}
3 {124} | 0 | Wp (2.4 9Wny (1,4 W, 1 (1,23
3 | {1,2,5} | 0 | Wpy (25 ®Wpy, (1,5 ® Wb,y (1,2
3 | {134} | 0 | Wp, (34 ® Wby, {1,.4) ® Wb, (1.3}
3 | {135} | 0 | Wpy 35 ®Wbs, {150 ©Wbs (1,3}
3 | {1,455 | 0 | Wpy (a5 ®Wp, {15 ® Wb,y (1,4
3 | {234} | 0 | Wp,, (34 ® Wby, {2.4) Wb, (2.3}
3 | {235} | 0 | Wp,, (351 Wby, {25 © Wbs (2.3}
3 | {2,455} | 0 | Wp,, (a5 ® Wb, (2.5 © Wb, | (2.4
3 | 13,45} | 0 | Wpyy (a5 ®Wp, 1 (35 @ Wb, | (3.4

TABLE [: Coded multicast message for colummf matrix D in (2). 71 = 3, and 7, = 3, t = 2, andK; = {1,2,3,4,5}.

Now, we argue that each user can successfully recover iteested file. Consider the user in theh
column which stores cache conteint Consider subsets; C K; and S C K- K;, such thatk e S;
and |$J1 U 832| =t + 1. Since cache conterit € 831 already contains the packeWDsyj,(S;\{s})Usjz for all

s € S} \ {k}, the user storing cache contdntan SOIVeWDkTJ-,(S}\{k})USf from the coded multicast message

EBSES; WDS,j?(S;\{S})USJZ

sent over the shared link. Since this is true for every sutfsetsS! C K; andS? C K — K; satisfying
ke S} and|8;USf| = t+1, the user in thg-th column storing cache contehis able to recover all packets
of the form (W, | (st pusz : S} € K, 82 C K =Ky, k € 81, |(S)\ {k}) US?| = 1), which is equivalent
to the form (Wp, ,7: T C K\ {k},|T| =t) of its requested fildVp, .. The remaining packets are of

the form (WDM,T ckeT, TCK,|T|= t) . But these packets are already contained in cache cohtent
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T2 S1 S2 Coded Multicast Message
3 | {1,2,3} 0 Wb, 5.(2,3) ® Wby 5,{1,3 ® Wby 5.{1,2}
2 | {12} {4} Wp15,42,43 ®Wns 5 (1,4}
2 {1,2} {5} WDl,z,{275} @WD2,2’{175}
2 {1,3} {4} WDl,z,{374} @ WD3,2,{174}
2 | {13} {5} W1 5,351 ® Wps 5 .{1,5}
2 | {23} {4} Wn,5,(3,43 ® Whs 5 (2,4}
2 {2,3} {5} Wby 5.43.5) © Wby 5.{2,5)
1 {1} {4,5} WD1,2»{415}

1 {2} {4,5} WD2,2»{415}

1 {3} {4,5} WD3,2,{475}

TABLE II: Coded multicast message for colurof matrix D in (2). 73 =3, o =1, t = 2, andK, = {1,2,3}.

T3 Sk 82 Coded Multicast Message
2 1 {L2} | {3} | Whysq23 @ Wb, q13)
2 | {1,2} {4} Wb, 5,(2,4} ® Wby 541,43
2 {62} | {5} | Woysq250 @ Wb, 5.q15)
1] {1} {3,4} Wpi5.(3.4)
1 {1} {3,5} Wb, 5,(3,5}
1] {1 {4,5} Wb, 5.{4.5)
1] {2} {3,4} Wps5.(3.4)
1 {2} {3,5} Wb, 5,{3,5}
1] {2} {4,5} Wb, 5.{4,5)

TABLE lll: Coded multicast message for coludmof matrix D in (2). 73 =2, 73 =1, t =2, andKs = {1,2}.

Hence, the user in thg-th column storing cache contehtcan recover all packets of its requested file
Who, ;-

Finally, we formally summarize the decentralized randordetbcaching scheme in Algorithm 2. Note
that different from Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentralizedl&hanmuganet al’s decentralized schemes, for
any K € {2,3,---}, in the proposed decentralized random coded caching s¢libemkengths of messages
involved in the coded multicast XOR operations are the samalf content placementX and all possible
requestsl; the number of coded multicast messages is random, and depanrandom content placement
X.
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Algorithm 2 Decentralized Random Coded Caching Scheme
Placement Procedure

1. for l € £ do
2. Z; + (Y}, wherek is chosen uniformly at random froik
3: end for
Delivery Procedure
1: for j=1,---, X doO
2:  Run Algorithm 1 for the users in thgth column

3. end for

C. Decentralized Sequential Coded Caching Scheme

Here we consider also a partially decentralized sequettidéd caching scheme. The delivery procedure
of this scheme is the same as that of the decentralized randded caching scheme described in Section IlI-
B. Therefore, we only present the sequential placementepoe. As illustrated in Example 3, for given
K, coded-multicasting opportunities within each columnrdase with the number of users in the column.
For given K and L, to maximally create coded-multicasting opportunitiesoama fixed number of users,
it is desired to regulate the number of users in each colunbetid as much as possible. Based on this key
idea, we propose the following sequential placement praeedSpecifically, in the placement phase, each
user! € L chooses cache contefit— 1) mod K + 1, and stores it in its cache. Thus, we ha‘A@e: K for
all j € N satisfyingl < j < [L/K] — 1, andf(j =L—([L/K]—-1)K for j = [L/K]. For K > L we
have obviously only one column and;, = L. Note that the number of active users in the delivery phase
is not required during the placement phése.

Finally, we formally summarize the partially decentratizeequential coded caching scheme in Algo-

“The partially decentralized sequential coded cachingraehean be applied to a dynamic network where users can joiteand arbitrarily.
SupposeL _ users leave the network ard, users join the network. We can allocatén{L, L_} of the cache contents stored in the
leaving users tanin{L, L_} of the Ly new users, and continue to allocate the cache contents teethaining L, — min{L,L_}
new users (if there are any) using the proposed sequentiabmplent procedure. Note thatifif, > L_, the load analysis of the partially

decentralized sequential coded caching scheme stilleppbtherwise, the load analysis provides a lower boundeofattiual load.
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rithm 3. Note that for any< € {2,3,-- -}, in the proposed partially decentralized sequential cadething
scheme, the lengths of messages involved in the coded amiltkOR operations are the same for all
possible requestd.

Remark 1:In Section V of [15], a centralized coded caching schemedas@iser groupings proposed
in order to limit the required file size for a given target lagain. Specifically, thd. users are divided into
groups of sizek’, and Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s centralized coded caching seh&mapplied for each user
group separately. The main difference from what we do hethasthe centralized user grouping scheme
in Section V of [15] assumes thdt is divisible by K, such that all groups are perfectly balanced. In the
proposed sequential coded caching schefmas given apriori andL can be any natural number. If is
indivisible by K, the load of the residual users forming the last group witkefthe overall load in general.
Note that the impact is significant whér/ K is small. Hence, here we carefully consider the user graupin

scheme and analyze also the load whers indivisible by K.

Algorithm 3 Decentralized Sequential Coded Caching Scheme
Placement Procedure

1: for [ € £ do
2. Z; < Ck, wherek = ((I — 1) mod K) +1
3: end for
Delivery Procedure
1: for j=1,--+, X dO
2:  Run Algorithm 1 for the users in thgth column
3: end for

IV. PRELIMINARIES

First, consider one column. DenateM/, K, IA{j) as the load for serving th§’j users in thej-th column.

Lemma 1 (Per-column Load)The per-column load for servinﬁ’j users is given by

(KM7N+1)I_<(KI;{7/§11)7 [?j +1< K(1—-M/N)
r(M, K, K;) = Cresty ) 3)

K ~
eajsr) K;+1>K(1—M/N).
(KJ\VI/N)




14

Proof: Please refer to Appendix A. [ |
Based on Lemma 1, we now obtain the load for serving all thesug@ecall thatX, denotes the number
of users storing cache conteltlLet Xy < X9 <... X(x—1) < X(x) be theX}’s arranged in increasing

order, so that;, is the k-th smallest. Note thal k) = X,... Set X = 0. For all j € N satisfying

X1y < j < Xy, we havek; = K — &k + 1, wherek = 1,--- , K. We denote
Xmax
R(Mv K7L7X) = Z T(M7K7 [?j)

j=1
as the load for serving all the users for giv&n Note thath{:1 X, = L. Thus, based on Lemma 1, we
can obtainR(M, K, L, X).

Lemma 2 (Load for All Users)The load for serving all the users for givéa is given by

K

1 k—1

R(M,K,L,X) = ——— § j X(k)< ) (4)
(KM/N) k=KM/N+1 KM/N

Proof: Please refer to Appendix B. [ |

V. LOAD ANALYSIS

In this section, we first analyze the loads of the two propas#emes. Then, we analyze the asymptotic

loads of the two proposed schemes, when the file size is large.

A. Load

1) Loads of Two Proposed Schemé® emphasize the dependence of the load on memory Mize
design parametek” and number of userg, let R, (M, K, L) = Ex|[R(M, K, L, X)] denote the average
load under the proposed decentralized random coded caskimgme for givenV/, K, and L, with X
given by this scheme. Here, the averdgg is taken over random content placeme&t which follows a
multinomial distribution. Based on Lemma 2, we have theofeihg result.

Theorem 1 (Load of Decentralized Random Coded Caching S)héiar N < N files, a cache content

base of cardinalityx” € {2,3,---}, and L € N users each with cache si2é € My, we have
K

L 1 1 E—1
RT(M’K’L): Z (xlxg...xK)ﬁxW Z x(k)<KM/N)’ (5)

(z1,22,.., TR )EXK, L KM/N/) k=KM/N+1
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where Xy 2 {(x1, 7o, ..., 2x)| b, 7% = L}
Proof. Please refer to Appendix C. [ |
To emphasize the dependence of the load on memoryMdizdesign parametek” and number of users
L, let R,(M,K,L) = R(M, K, L,X) denote the load under the proposed partially decentraizgdential
coded caching scheme for givén, K, and L, with X given by this scheme. Based on Lemma 2, we have
the following result.
Theorem 2 (Load of Decentralized Sequential Coded CachthgrBe):For NV € N files, a cache con-

tent base of cardinalitys’ € {2,3,---}, andL € N users each with cache si2é € M, we have

Rs(M,K, L)
T R R — A T e B L ([L/K] = 1)K +1 < K(1 = M/N) ©)
1L/ K1 S L—([L/K]=1DK +1> K(1— M/N).

Furthermore, forNV e N, K € {2,3,---} and L € {2,3,---}, we haveR,(M, K, L) increases withx" for
K > L, andargmingegss,...} Rs(M, K, L) = L.
Proof. Please refer to Appendix D. [ |

We now compare the loads of the two proposed schemes.

Theorem 3 (Load Comparison of Two Proposed Schentem):V € N files, a cache content base of
cardinality K € {2,3,---}, and L € N users each with cache siZd € My, we haveR, (M, K,L) =
R(M,K,L)=1—M/N whenL =1, andR,(M,K,L) > R{(M, K,L) whenL € {2,3,---}.

Proof: Please refer to Appendix E. [ |

Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 show the loads of the two proposedtielteed coded caching schemes
for finite K, respectively. Theorem 3 further compares the loads ofwiweproposed decentralized coded
caching schemes for finit&. Note that for finiteK’, each proposed scheme achieves the same load for all
possible requestd, which is different from Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s decentralizand Shanmugamt al’s
decentralized schemes. In addition, the partially deeénéd sequential coded caching scheme outperforms
the decentralized random coded caching scheme. When {2, 3, ---}, the minimum (over allK €
{2,3,---}) load of the partially decentralized sequential coded icarkcheme is achieved & = L.

2) Load Comparison with Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s and Shanmugtal’s Decentralized SchemeBirst,

we compare the loads of the two proposed decentralized sshemh Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentralized
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scheme. LetF, (M, K) £ (Kﬁ/N), F,(M,K) & (KE/N) and F,, denote the number of packets per file
(also referred to as the file size) under the proposed dedizetl random coded caching scheme, the
proposed partially decentralized sequential coded cgcbiheme and Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s decentralized
scheme, respectively. Lét,, (M, E,, L) denote the average load under Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s delered
scheme, where the average is taken over random conteningateBy comparing the loads of the two
proposed decentralized schemes with the lower bound onotit df Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s decentralized
coded caching scheme given by Theorem 5 of [15], we have tl@viag result.

Theorem 4 (Load Comparison with Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s Deadéined Scheme)For N € N files, a
cache content base of cardinality € {2,3,---} and cache sizel/ € My, the following two state-
ments hold. (i) There exist&, (M, K) > 0, such that whenl. > L,(M, K), we haveR,,(M, F,,, L) >
R.(M,K, L), whereF,, = F,(M, K). (i) There existsL,(M, K) > 0, such that wher, > (M, K), we
haveR,,(M, F,,, L) > R,(M, K, L), whereF,,, = F,(M, K).

Proof: Please refer to Appendix F. [ |

Theorem 4 indicates that, when the number of users is abokieeahiold, given the same file size, the
load of each proposed scheme is smaller than that of Maddiahlidsen’s decentralized scheme. This
demonstrates that the two proposed decentralized schamgsrform Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s decentralized
scheme in the finite file size regime, when the number of usessifficiently large.

Next, we compare the loads of the two proposed decentrakobgmes with Shanmugaet al’s
decentralized user grouping coded caching scheme [15]13tLdEnote the number of packets per file under
Shanmuganet al’s decentralized scheme. L&, (M, E,g, L) denote the average load under Shanmugam
et al’s decentralized scheme, where the average is taken oveomagontent placement and the system
parametery € N satisfiesm € N. For purpose of comparison, we need a lower bound on the
load and a lower bound on the required file size of Shanmuegiaal.s decentralized scheme, which are
given by the following lemma.

Lemma 3 (Lower Bounds on Load and Required File Size of Stganmet al's Decentralized Scheme):

For N € N files andL € N users each with cache si2é € (0, N), when® > 8, we have

Ry(M,Fy g,L) > (M, F,, g), @)

g+1
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and

wherec(M, F, g) 2 (1— %) (1 - M) (1— M), K" 2 [[8] 3910 (2)],d(M, g) 2 4(39(%1;;(%)1 |

F\t 3g[M—|
K
A 1 a [ e \TN/MI N
(5—1—m| and@(M,g)— (m) K/M
Proof: Please refer to Appendix G. [ |

By comparing the required file sizes of the two proposed deakred schemes with the lower bound on
the required file size of Shanmugaehal’s decentralized scheme given by (8) and using (7), we hawe th
following result.

Theorem 5 (Load Comparison with Shanmugam et al's DedergthScheme)for N € N files, a cache
content base of cardinaliti( € {2,3,---} and cache siz&/ € M, the following two statements hold. (i)
There exists;, > 0 and L,(M, K) > 0, such that wher > ¢, and L > L,(M, K), for R,(M, F}, g, L) =
R.(M, K, L) to hold, we need’; > ﬁr(M, K). (ii) There existsy; > 0 andZs(M, K) > 0, such that when
% >q, and L > ES(M, K), for R,(M, E,g,L) = Ry(M, K, L) to hold, we need, > ﬁS(M, K).

Proof: Please refer to Appendix H. [ |

We refer to% as the normalized local cache size. Theorem 5 indicates ilnn the number of users
is above a threshold and the normalized local cache sizelasviee threshold, to achieve the same load,
the required file size of Shanmugaeh al's decentralized scheme is larger than that of each proposed
scheme. This demonstrates that the two proposed deceattachemes outperform Shanmugetral.s
decentralized scheme in the finite file size regime, when theber of users is large and the normalized
local cache size is small.

3) Numerical ResultsFig. 1 illustrates the average loads of the two proposedrdesdzed coded caching
schemes, Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s centralized and decemdi@dltoded caching schemes as well as Shanmugam
et al's decentralized user grouping coded caching scheme vdtswhen N = 60 and M = 20. For
the proposed decentralized random coded caching schemerdposed partially decentralized sequential
coded caching scheme, Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentrabzbeéme and Shanmugash al's decentralized

scheme, each file is split int(qﬂfj/N) nonoverlapping packets of equal size, while for Maddahk-Miesen’s
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Fig. 1: Load versusk when N = 60 and M = 20. The megenta curve and the brown curve indicate the avecmgts lof
the proposed random coded caching scheme and Maddah-AfieNs decentralized scheme, respectively. The red soficec
indicates the average load of Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s deetinéd scheme when each file is split into infinite number afkpés.
The green curve indicates the average load of Shanmwejaah's decentralized scheme at= 2 (implying K’ = 20). The

numerical results of the two proposed schemes coincide théhanalytical results.

centralized scheme, each file is split ir(tgjvﬁ/N) nonoverlapping packets of equal size. All the schemes
are operated at the level of packets. In the following, weuls the observations made from Fig. 1.

First, we compare the loads of these coded caching schemes.

« Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s centralized coded caching scheMaddah-Ali-Niesen’s centralized scheme
achieves the minimum load among all the schemes. This isusecassuming the number of usérs
in the delivery phase is known in the placement phase, thealeed scheme carefully designs the
content placement to maximize coded-multicasting oppaties among all users in the delivery phase.

. Partially decentralized sequential coded caching scheifige proposed sequential coded caching
scheme achieves the smallest load among the four deceattadchemes in the whole region. This
is because the sequential placement procedure can ensueecoted-multicasting opportunities than
the random placement procedures of the other (random) ttatized coded caching schemes.

« Decentralized random coded caching schekivden L is moderate or large, the proposed random coded
caching scheme achieves smaller load than Maddah-Ali-eNiesind Shanmugast al’s decentralized

schemes, which verifies Theorem 4 and Theorem 5. In additidven K is small, the proposed
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random coded caching scheme achieves smaller load thanadlig&ld-Niesen’s decentralized scheme.
This is because in these two regimes, the random placemecgeguires in Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s and
Shanmuganet al’s decentralized schemes yield large variance of the lengtimessages involved in

the coded multicast XOR operations, leading to a drastiaatoh of coded-multicasting opportunities.

« Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s and Shanmugam et al’s decentralibeléd caching schemed/hen K is small,
Shanmuganet al.s decentralized scheme achieves larger load than Maddiahtasen’s decentralized
scheme. This is because the “pull down phase” in Shanmugfaah’s decentralized scheme causes
cache memory waste wheld is small. WhenK is large, Shanmugarat al’s decentralized scheme
achieves smaller load than Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s decan&@lscheme. This is because the “pull down
phase” and the user grouping mechanism in Shanmugfaal.’s decentralized scheme can provide
enough coded-multicasting opportunities whnis large.

Next, we explain the trend of the load change with respedktéor each decentralized coded caching

scheme.

. Partially decentralized sequential coded caching schewben K < L, there are[L/K| columns.
Note that coded-multicasting opportunities do not existusers in different columns. Thus, in this
case, the load decreases [ds/K| decreases, as more users can make use of coded-multicasting
opportunities. Whenk' = L € {2,3,---}, the sequential coded caching scheme reduces to Maddah-
Ali—-Niesen’s centralized scheme, and coded-multicastipgprtunities can be fully exploited, resulting
in the minimum load over alK € {2,3,---}. WhenK > L, there is only one column witlh users,
some coded-multicasting opportunities are wasted duedo @& users. Thus, in this case, the load
increases withi', as the waste of coded-multicasting opportunities in@gagth K.

« Decentralized random coded caching schelvien K increases, the chance that all the users lie in the
1st column increases, and hence more users can make useedfmadticasting opportunities. On the
other hand, wherk further increases after reachidg the waste of coded-multicasting opportunities
increases due to lack of users. However, overall, wReimcreases, coded-multicasting opportunities
among all users increase, and hence the load decreases.

« Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s and Shanmugam et al's decentralzatked caching schemeSVhen K in-
creases, the variance of the lengths of messages involvéldeirtoded multicast XOR operations

decreases, and hence coded-multicasting opportunities@rall users increase. Thus, whéh in-
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creases, the loads of the two schemes decrease.

From the above discussion, we can see that for the partigtentralized sequential coded caching
scheme, the design paramet€rcan be chosen to minimize the average worst-case load inchasttic
network where the number of usefsmay change randomly according to certain distribution.ei¢ne
average is taken over the random variableWe shall consider the optimal design by optimiziAgin

future work.

B. Asymptotic Load

Let
Roo(M,L) & (N/M —1) (1 — (1 - M/N)") (9)

denote the limiting load of Maddah-Ali—Niesen’s decensedl scheme. In the following, we study the
asymptotic loads of the two proposed schemes, respectively
Lemma 4 (Asymptotic Load of Decentralized Random Codedi@a8ctheme)For N € NandL € N,

~

we havePr[K; = L] — 1 as K — oo, and whenN, M, and L are fixed, we have

R, oo(M,L) 2 lim R,(M,K,L)= R, (M,L), (10)

K—o0

where R..(M, L) is given by (9). Furthermore, foNV € NandL € {2,3,---}, whenN, M, and L are

fixed, we have

R.(M,K,L) < Ryo(M, L) + A(]\f{’ L +o (%) , as K — oo, (11)
where
~ N [N L1 (L+2)(L—-1)M L(L—-—1)M (LM
A(M, L) M(M 1) ((1 M/N) (1+ N 14 N N 1 >0
(12)
Proof: Please refer to Appendix I. [ |

Lemma 5 (Asymptotic load of Decentralized Sequential C&bathing Scheme)For N € N and L €

N, when N, M, and L are fixed, we have

R oo(M, L) é[}im Ry(M,K,L) = Roo(M, L), (13)
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Fig. 2: Load versusk at L = 4, N = 4 and M = 2. ExpressionsR.. (M, L) + 2L and R (M, L) + ZOLL) indicate the
dominant term of the upper bound d?.(M, K, L) and the dominant term ak,(M, K, L), respectively.

where R (M, L) is given by (9). Futhermore, foN € N andL € {2,3,---}, when N, M, and L are

fixed, we have

B(M, L 1
RS(M,K,L):ROO(M,L)—F%—FO(?), as K — oo, 14

where

M\ M N 2N
Proof. Please refer to Appendix I.

B(M, L) 2 NN 1) ((1 — M/N)*! (1 L L-M (1 + LM)) — 1) < 0. (15)

Lemmas 4 and 5 show that & — oo, the loads of the two proposed schemes converge to the same
limiting load as that of Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s decentratizecheme, i.e.R, (M, L) = Ry (M,L) =
R..(M, L). By Theorem 2 of [14], we know that no scheme (centralizedemredtralized) can improve by
more than a constant factor upon the two proposed schemes Whe> co. In other words, Lemmas 4
and 5 imply that the two proposed schemes attain order-aptmemory-load tradeoff whel — oc.
Furthermore, Lemma 4 indicates that the upper boundReof\/, K, L) decreases withk for large K
(due to A(M,L) > 0), and R,(M,K,L) = Rw(M,L) + O (+) as K — co. Lemma 5 indicates that
Rs(M, K, L) increases withK for large K (due to B(M, L) < 0), and Ry(M, K, L) is asymptotically

equivalent toR (M, L) + % as K — oo. Fig. 2 verifies Lemmas 4 and 5.
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VI. LOAD GAIN ANALYSIS

In this section, we first analyze the load gains of the two psepl schemes and characterize the
corresponding required file sizes. Then, for each proposkdnse, we analyze the growth of the load

gain with respect to the required file size, when the file sizkaige.

A. Load Gain

1) Load Gains of Two Proposed Schemest R, (M, L) = L (1 — 4) denote the load of the uncoded
caching scheme [13]. In the following, we study the load gamh the two proposed schemes over the
uncoded caching scheme, respectively.

First, we consider the (multiplicative) load gain of the posed decentralized random coded caching

A Ru(M,L)
- R”‘ (M7K7L)

ship betweeny, (M, K, L) and F,.(M, K) is summarized in the following theorem.
Theorem 6 (Load Gain of Decentralized Random Coded Cachthgrse): (i) For N ¢ N, K € {2,3,---}
andL € {2,3,---}, we have

scheme over the uncoded caching scheme, denoted(by, K, L) . For finite K, the relation-

KM
1< g (MK, L) <14+ =

For N e Nand K € {2,3,---}, we have

A

(i) For N eN, K € {2,3,---} andL € {[1(3)*], [3(&)*] +1,--- }, we have

(9r(M,K,L)—1)v/2L

N gr(M,K,L)~1 A N V2L—gr (M,K,L)N/M
— F.(M K)<|—
B <sauns ()

for all g, (M, K, L) € [1,min{\/%M, 1+ %})
Proof: Please refer to Appendix J. [ |
Note thatF} (M, K) increases with, and R, (M, L) does not change with'. In addition, from Fig. 1, we
can observe thak, (M, K, L) decreases witl . Thus, we know thaf, (M, K) increases withy, (M, K, L).
We can easily verify that the lower bound and the upper bounncﬁcﬁM, K) given in Theorem 6 also

increase withy, (M, K, L), whenL € {[3(£)%], [5(£5)*] + 1,--- }. Fig. 3 verifies Theorem 6.
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Fig. 3: Number of packets per file of decentralized random codedicgatheme versus load gain&t= 4, M =2, L = 48
andK = 2,4,6,8.

Next, we consider the (multiplicative) load gain of the ppepd partially decentralized sequential coded

caching scheme over the uncoded caching scheme, denotedMyK, L) £ %. For finite K, the

relationship between, (M, K, L) and F,(M, K) is summarized in the following theorem.
Theorem 7 (Load Gain of Decentralized Sequential Coded i@gcBcheme)(i) For N e N, K € {2,3,---}
andL € {2,3,---}, we have

LA M

— N MK, L)<1+L—

1_(_M)L<98( ’ Y )— + N
N

when K > L, and
M
U< gu(M K L) <1+ K

whenK < L. For N e NandK € {2,3,---}, we have

. KM
L11—I>2098<M’K’L) _1+T'

(i) For N e N, K €{2,3,---},andL € {2,3,---}, we have
N M/N N . M/N
9s(M,K,L)/L—M/N ~ 1—-(1-M/N)L)gs(M,K,L)/L—M/N

M
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M
Ly

1_<1_%)L7

for all g,(M, K, L) € ( 1+ L%] whenK > L, and we have

[L/K]
N\ SMEL=1 N\ (MK e -1
— <F,(MK)<|—
() << ()
for all (M, K, L) € [1,1+ K¥] whenK < L.
Proof. Please refer to Appendix K. [ |

Note that F,(M, K) increases withk, and R,(M, L) does not change with. In addition, from
Theorem 2, we know that wheR > L, R,(M, K, L) increases withic. Thus, we know that,(M, K)
decreases witlhy, (M, K, L) when K > L. We can easily verify that the lower bound and the upper bound
on ﬁs(M, K) given in Theorem 7 also decrease witli M, K, L), when K > L. On the other hand, when
K < L € {2K,3K,4K,---}, we haveR,(M,K,L) = Llﬁi;{iw decreases with. Thus, we know that
F,(M, K) increases withy,(M, K, L) when K < L € {2K,3K,4K,---}. We can easily verify that the
lower bound and the upper bound EQ(M, K) given in Theorem 7 also increase wigh( M, K, L), when
K <L e {2K,3K,4K,---}. Fig.4 verifies Theorem 7.

Theorems 6 and 7 show that, whén— oo, for given K, M and N, the load gains of the two proposed
schemes converge to the same limiting load gain. This is duthé fact that the two proposed coded
caching schemes perform similarly whénis large, as illustrated below. Recall that under the pregos
decentralized random coded caching scheXhéllows multinomial distribution. Thus, we hai&X,] = £
and VafX,] = L=(1—+) for all k € K. By Chebyshev's inequality, we haWe[| X}, —E[X,]| > cE[X,]] <
ggg[fggi} {;‘Ll for every constant > 0. Thus, we know thafX}, concentrates aroun[X;| = % for all

k € K, when L is large. On the other hand, under the proposed partiallgrideslized sequential coded

caching scheme, we have

v [L/K1, k=1,2,--- K —(][L/K|K — L)

|L/K|-1, k=K—-(|[L/K|K-L)+1,K—-(|[L/K|K—-L)+2,---,K,
implying lim; L)f—‘;{ = 1, for all £ € K. Therefore, for any giverk(, M and N, when L is large, the
average loads of the two proposed schemes are the sameingfiiat the load gains of the two proposed
schemes are the same.
We now compare the file size of the two proposed schemes fogiaey load gain, ag, — oo. Based

on the above result, we know that, for any givehand /V, to achieve the same load gain, the two proposed
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schemes have the samd& when L — oo. Thus, for any givenV/ and /V, to achieve the same load gain,
the two proposed schemes have the same required file size, Whe cc.

2) Load Gain Comparison with Maddah-Ali-Niesen’s and Shagem et al's Decentralized Schemes:
First, we compare the load gains of the two proposed dedemelaschemes with Maddah-Ali-Niesen'’s
decentralized scheme. Theorem 5 of [15] shows that to aehéeload gain larger thap, the required
file size under Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentralized schem@ (%ezL%(l‘A—z@) as L — oo, and hence
the required file size goes to infinity whdn— oo. In contrast, Theorems 6 and 7 indicate that, for each
proposed scheme, to achieve the same load gain as Maddakidden’s decentralized scheme, the required
file size is finite whenl. — oc. Therefore, to achieve the same load gain, the required ifits of the
two proposed schemes are much smaller than that of Maddahlidken’s decentralized scheme, when the
number of users is large.

Next, we compare the load gains of the two proposed decaadatchemes with Shanmugaehal’s
decentralized user grouping coded caching scheme. Basédthemrem 5, we know that to achieve the
same load, the required file sizes of the two proposed schemeesmaller than that of Shanmugasn
al.’s decentralized scheme, when the number of users is lady¢gh@normalized local cache size is small.
Therefore, to achieve the same load gain, the required files0f the two proposed schemes are smaller
than that of Shanmugast als decentralized scheme, when the number of users is ladjghamormalized

local cache size is small.

B. Asymptotic Load Gain

Let

SIS

s RUM L) L 16)

9oo(M, L) Reo(M,L) 1 (1-40)F

A_

denote the limiting load gain of Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decalized scheme. Denoté (p) = —plnp— (1 —
p) In(1—p). In the following, we study the asymptotic load gains of twe proposed schemes, respectively.
Lemma 6 (Asymptotic Load Gain of Decentralized random Cdgieching Scheme)For N € N and

L e N, whenN, M, and L are fixed, we have

gT,OO(M7 L) é I}l—r)noogr<M7 K7 L) = gOO(M7 L)? (17)
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F (M, K) ‘ —A— F(M, K)
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(@) K > L at K = 14,16, 18, 20, 22. (b) K < LatK =2,4,6,10,12.

Fig. 4: Number of packets per file of decentralized sequential cadetiing scheme versus load gainfat= 4, M = 2 and
L =14.

where g..(M, L) is given by (16). Furthermore, fav € N andL € {2,3,---}, whenN, M, and L are
fixed, we have

g (M, K, L) > goo(M, L) <1 ] L)fi(%) ) +o (%) , as F.(M,K) — oo,
Roo(M, L) In F(M, K) In F,.(M, K)

(18)

where R, (M, L) is given by (9) andA(M, L) is given by (12).
Proof: Please refer to Appendix L. [ |
Lemma 7 (Asymptotic Load Gain of Decentralized Sequentidle@ Caching Schemelor N € N and
L € N, whenN, M, and L are fixed, we have

gS,OO(M7 L) é I%I_l;noogS(Ma K7 L) = gOO(M7 L)7 (19)

whereg..(M, L) is given by (16). Furthermore, fav € N and L € {2,3,---}, when N, M, and L are

fixed, we have

9s(M, K, L) = goo (M, L) (1 — B, L)[i<%) ) +o (%) . as F,(M,K)— oo,
Roo(M, L) In Fy(M, K) In (M, K)

(20)
where R, (M, L) is given by (9) andB(M, L) is given by (15).
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(a) Decentralized random coded caching(b) Decentralized sequential coded caching
scheme. scheme.

Fig. 5: Load gain versusk at L = 4, N = 4, and M = 2. Expressionsg..(M, L) (1— - ?j\yiflﬁﬁ(tﬁ;){ K)) and

B(M,L)H (L) N . )
oo (M, L) (1 ~ R ﬁsévM,K)) indicate the dominant term of the lower bound @M, K, L) and the dominant term of

gs(M, K, L), respectively.

Proof. Please refer to Appendix L. [ |
When the file size is large, Lemmas 6 and 7 show the growth ofidhd gain with respect to the
required file size. Lemma 6 indicates that the lower bound; @i/, K, L) increases with?, (M, K) for
large F.(M, K) (due to A(M, L) > 0), andgeo(M, L) = g,(M, K, L)+ O <m) asF, (M, K) — oo.
Lemma 7 indicates that,(M, K, L) decreases witlt;(M, K) for large F(M, K) (due toB(M, L) < 0),

B(ML)H(M) ~
ROO(M,L)lnﬁjM,K)) as Fy(M,K) — oc.

and g,(M, K, L) is asymptotically equivalent tg., (M, L) (1 —

Fig. 5 verifies Lemmas 6 and 7.

VIlI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed a decentralized random codedngasbheme and a partially decentralized
sequential coded caching scheme, both basing on a cachentdgise to ensure good coded-multicasting
opportunities in content delivery. We characterized thestvoase loads of the two proposed schemes and
showed that the sequential coded caching scheme outperfimenrandom coded caching scheme in the
finite file size regime. We also showed that the two proposegrmtealized schemes outperform Maddah-

Ali-Niesen’s and Shanmugast al.s decentralized schemes in the finite file size regime, whemumber
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of users is sufficiently large. Then, we showed that our s@seachieve the same memory-load tradeoff
as Maddah-Ali—-Niesen’s decentralized scheme when theifilegoes to infinity, and hence are also order
optimal. On the other hand, we analyzed the load gains ofwleproposed schemes over the uncoded
caching scheme, and characterized the correspondingreddfilie sizes. For each proposed scheme, we
also analyzed the growth of the load gain with respect to ¢dggiired file size when the file size is large.
Numerical results showed that each proposed scheme cutpariMaddah-Ali-Niesen’s and Shanmugam

et als decentralized schemes when the file size is limited.

APPENDIX A: PROOF OFLEMMA 1

First, we derive the expression of the total number of codedticast messages sent by the server for
serving theIA(j users in thej-th column. Consider any; satisfyingr; < r; <7;. For any subset§} and

S? of cardinalities|S;| = 7; and|S7| = t + 1 — 75, the server sends one coded multicast message, i.e.,
F

t

SESIWDSJ Sl\{s})U82 which is Of<
such82 is (tJrl

K» users in thej-th column is( J) (

) data units. Since the number of sughis ( ) and the number of

) for givenr;, the number of coded muticast message sent by the serveerfong the

KK

e T) Summing over alt;, we can obtain the total number of coded

multicast messages sent by the server for servindithesers in thg-th column, i.e.>7 . () (fHKT])

Note that this holds for all € A%, Next, we calculat@?_n (ij‘) (t’frlKT) by considering the following

four cases.
1) WhenK — K; >t + 1 andIA(j > t+ 1, we haver; = max{l,t + 1 — (K—IA{]-)} =1 and
7 = min{t + 1, K;} = ¢ + 1. Then, we have
i K, K —K; _tii K, K —K; _tii K, K —K; K - K;
= 7']' t—|—1—7'] _T':l Tj t-'—l—Tj _T':O Tj t+1—7'j t-'—l ’
By Vandermonde identity, wheli — K; > t+1 and; > t+1, we havey "L, (AJ‘) (5 KTJ) = (1)
Thus, in this case, we ha\ETJ_TJ (59y - (KoRa) = (5) = (KoK,

7 t+1—7; t+1 t+1
2) WhenK—Kj >t+1 andKj < t+1, we haver; = max{l,t +1— (K — Kj)} = 1 and

7; = min{t + 1,}?]-} = IA(]-. Then, we have
K\ (K-EK;\ (K-K,

K;

z_: K\ (K-K, 5" K\ (K-KY _
7']' t—|—1—7'j Tj t—|—1—7'j

Ti=Tj ;=1

K;

Tj:(]
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By a special instance of Chu-Vandermonde identity, when K >t+1 andK <t+1, we have

SR () (55) = (X,). Thus, in this case, we hag7_, (%) (X,5) = () — ().
3) WhenK — K; < t+1andk; > t+1, we haver; = max{1,t+1—(K—f(j)} —t+1—(K—-K;)
and7; = min{t + 1, K;} = ¢ + 1. Then, we have

T ~ 1 ~ ~ K-K; . & ~
3 K\ (K=K _ tz*: K\ (K-FK\w E; \ (K-K,
Tj t+1—7'j = Tj t+1—Tj . t"—l—l l ’

Ti=T4 ’Tj:t-l-l—(K—Kj)

)

Il
o

where (a) is obtained by making the change of variables +1 — ;. By a special instance of Chu-
Vandermonde identity, whel — K; < t+1 and K, > t+1, we have}_;., (tﬁf_l)(K‘lkf) = (1)
Thus, in this case, we ha\ETJ_TJ (Ifj) : (filKTJ) = ()

4) WhenK—Kj <t+1 andKJ <t+1, we haver; = max{l,t+1— (K—f(j)} =t+1-— (K—IA{]-)
and7; = min{t + 1, K;} = K,. Then, we have

R 7 K > 7%
3 K\ (K=K _ 3 K\ (KE-KY)
— Tj t"—l—Tj . Tj t+1—Tj
Ti=Ti ri=t+1—(K-K;)

Using a similar combinatorial proof to that for Vandermomdientity, we can shovE J_
(57 KJ) = (,41)- Thus, in this case, we haje”_ ([?J) (57 Kf) = (X))

t+1—7; T t+1—7; t+1

t+1—(K—K;) (IT(J])

From 1) and 2), we can see that, whkn- K, > t+1, i.e., K;+1 < K(1—M/N), we haVeZT — (A’)‘

75

(t"_ilfj) = (tfl) (th ). Thus, in this case, the total number of data units sent Adnﬂeshared link for

. K _ KfKJ-
serving thek; users in thej-th column is% ((tfl) (Ktjfﬂ)) = F(KM/Ngﬁ/(NK)M/N“) On the other

hand, from 3) and 4), we can see that, when- K <t+1,le., K +1> K(1 - M/N), we have

T Kpy . (K-K;y . Thus, in this case, the total number of data units sent txeshared link for
Tj=Tj \Tj t+1—7; t+1
K
serving theK users in thej-th column |s( )(tffl) = F% Therefore, we can obtain( M, K, K; ;)
KM/N

in (3) and complete the proof of Lemma 1.
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APPENDIX B: PROOF OFLEMMA 2

We prove Lemma 2 as follows.

R(M,K,L,X) = Z (M, K,K;) © Z Xy — X)) r(M, K, K — k+1)

(i) = (1)

= E?)) > Ky — Xgemn) — Y Xy = X)) (E?))
() ) () — (1 (1)

gékilx(k(k;l)(:)(;) Z X (;M/N>

M/N) k=KM/N+1

where (a) is due to the fact that K —k+1forall j € N satisfying X,_1) < j < X, (b) is due to
Lemma 1, (c) is due to Pascal’s identity, i.€:7") = (¥) + (,*,), and (d) is due t@ = K M/N. Therefore,

t
we complete the proof of Lemma 2.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OFTHEOREM 1

First, we calculate the expectatidix[R(M, K, L,X)] = > v, , Px(x)R(M, K, L,x), wherex £
(z1)rex and Px(x) = Pr[X = x|. Note thatR(M, K, L, X) is given by Lemma 2. It remains to calculate
Pr[X = x|. Recall that there aré users, and each user independently chooses od¢ cdiche contents
with uniform probability%. Thus, random vectoK = (Xj)rex follows a multinomial distribution. The

probability mass function of this multinomial distributias given by

L 1
Px(x) = —
x (%) (xlxg...xK) KL’

where(. * )£ L. Thus, we can show (5).

T1X2...TK zylzol.xi!”
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APPENDIX D: PROOF OFTHEOREM 2

First, we prove (6). Under the sequential coded cachingrseh&ve haveX,,.. = [L/K] and

. K, 0<j< Xpax—1
K; = (21)

_([L/K—I_l)K7 j:Xmax-
Thus, we have

XII\(IX
MK L) = Y r(M K K) = (Xunax — Dr(M, K, K) + 7(M, K, Kx,,.). (22)

J=1

In addition, by (3) and (21), we have

K
r(M, K, K;) = w 0<j< Xpax — 1. (23)
(KM/N)
K _([L/K1K—L .
R (K]VI/N+(1) K( K)]M/N+1 )7 KXmaX _'_ 1 S K(l _ M/N)
T(M7 K? K—Xmax) = ( K S{A{/N e (24)
KM/ Ky, +1>K(1—M/N).

(KM/N) '
Now, based on (22), (23), and (24), we calcul&g M, K, L) by considering the following two cases. (i)
Whenf(xmax +1>K(1—-M/N),ie,L—(|[L/K|]—-1)K+1>K(1—- M/N), by substituting (23) and
(24) into (22), we have

(KMI;{NH) (KM[/{N—H) K(1—-M/N)

Ry(M, K, L) =(Xuax — 1) = (L/fﬂm-

(25)
(o) Greargw)

(i) When Ky, +1< K(1— M/N),ie.,L—([L/K]—1)K+1< K(1 - M/N), by substituting (23)
and (24) into (22), we have
( K ) ( K ) . ([L/K]K—L)

Ry(M, K, L) =(Xypay — 1)~y MR, 3 KA
(KM/N) (KM/N)
(s (Raiver)
=L/ K= = (26)
(KM/N) (KM/N)

K(1—M/N) K(1— M/N) K‘Wﬁ[{“‘l K~ KM/N —1

=IL/K] 1+ KM/N 1+ KM/N K —i

(27)
=0
Thus, combining (25) and (27), we can show (6).
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Next, we prove whenl € {2,3,---}, we haveargmingeas,...; Rs(M,K,L) = L by proving the
two statements: (i) wherk' > L € {2,3,---}, we haveR,(M,K,L) > R,M,L,L), and (ii) when
K< Le{23,---}, we haveR (M, K,L) > Rs(M, L, L).

1) First, we prove statement (i) by showing that wheén> L € {2,3,---}, R, (M, K, L) increases with

K. WhenK > L, we haveX,,.. = [L/K] =1, i.e., Kx,. = K, = L. Thus, by (22), we have

R{(M,K,L) = (Xyax — 1)r(M, K, K) +7r(M, K, IA(XMX) =r(M,K,L). (28)

Then, consider the following two cases. Whén< K < 1_L]\J;}N, ie., IA(XW +1=L+1>
K(1— M/N), by (3) and (28), we have

va1)
( 1— M/N
Ry(M,K,L) =r(M,K, L) = ~SMNtU .
(n)  U/K+M/N

Note that -2/ increases withi. When K > L5, ie., Ky, +1=L+1<K(1—M/N),
by (3) and (28), we have

R(M,K,L) = (KMI/(N+1) - (Kﬁ/_]\fﬂ)

(reatyw)
@ 1 i (k—l): i (Klz\jl/lN)
(KE/N) k=K—L-+1 KM/N k=K—L+1 (KZ\I;/N)

where (a) is due to Pascal’s identity, i.¢"") = (¥) + (,*,), and (b) is obtained by making the

change of variables = K — k. Note that whenl, € {2,3,---}, .7 T, <1 — %) increases
with K, as (1 — %) increases with. Combining the above two cases, we can show that, when

K >Le{23, -}, R(M, K, L) increases withX'. Thus, we have
Ry(M,K,L)> Ry(M,L,L), K>Lec{23, -} (29)

2) Next, we prove statement (ii). Wheli < L € {2,3,---}, we haveKy, . < K < L. By (22), we
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have

RS(M7 Kv L) - (XmaX - 1)T(M7 K7 K) + T(Mv K7 [?Xmax)
K(1— M/N)
14+ KM/N
(L — Kx,..)(1 — M/N) >

s max M K K
1+ KM/N +r(M, K, K
(L — Kx,..)(1 — M/N)
1+ KM/N
(L — Kxpo)(1 = M/N)  Kx,..(1— M/N)
1+ KM/N 1+ Ky, M/N
_L(1—M/N) M/N(1—M/N)(L+ Kx,,.. — K+ LKx,,)(L— Kx,..)
1+ LM/N (14 LM/N)(1+ KM/N)(1+ Ky,_M/N)
@L(1 — M/N)
1+ LM/N
where (c) is due to (3), (d) is due IEX =L—(Xnax— 1)K, (e)isdueta(M,K,L) > r(M,L, L)
whenK > L, i.e.,r(M,K,Kx,.)>r(M,Kx,. Ky, )whenK > Ky__ (obtained by (28) and

(29)), and (f) is due td‘A{Xmax < K < L. Thus, we have

—

[

:(Xmax - 1)

~

+ T(M7 K? err\ax)

—
=

—
@
~

v

_I_ T(M7 RVXH\ax’ [?Xmax)

= RS(M7 L7 L)7

Ry(M,K,L)> Ry(M,L,L), K<Le{23,}. (30)

By (29) and (30), we can show whdne {2,3,---}, we haveargmingcqo 3.3 Rs(M, K, L) = L.
Therefore, we complete the proof of Theorem 2.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OFTHEOREM 3
First, we show thatR,.(M,K,L) = Rs(M, K, L) holds for L = 1 by calculatingR,.(M, K,1) and
Ry (M, K, 1), respectively.
« We calculateR, (M, K, 1) as follows. When = 1, we haver, =0 forallk =1,2,--- | K —1 and

z(ky = 1. In addition, whenL = 1, we haveXy; = {(21,22,...,2x)| Zle x, = 1}. Thus, when
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L =1, by (5), we have

U AU [ S oY

(1‘17502 ..... SCK)EXKJ N k‘ZKM/N-i-l

SRR 2t m PSR (7Y

("E17:B2 7777 xK)GXK,l KM/N k:KM/N—‘rl

S St oy

=

((El,wg ..... wK)GXK,l (KM/N
@ 1 ( K -1 )
=7 =1— M/N, (31)
(KM/N) KM/N
where (a) is due to, ' ) = ooy = oo = b (D) is due toxg) = 0 for all

k=1,2,---, K —1andzg) =1, and (c) is due tqXx ;| = K
« We calculateR,(M, K, 1) as follows. WhenZ = 1, we have[L/K| = 1. Thus, whenL = 1, by (6),

we have

)
K(-M/N)  K(1-M/N) Q_ K-KM/N-1—i 2<K(1—-—M/N
Ry(M, K, 1) ={ "WKM/N = THEM/N [Ti=o K= = K ™

K(1—M/N
1S-KM§N)’ 2> K(1—-M/N)

\

(1 M/N, 2<K(1—MJ/N) . |1-M/N, 2<K(1—M/N)

6

e 2> K- M/N) (1= M/N, M =N

—1— M/N, (32)

where (e) is due to that > K (1 — M/N) andM € Mg = {N/K,2N/K,...,(K —1)N/K} imply
M = KN, and A8 = 1 — M/N when M = £21N.
By (31) and (32), we can show,. (M, K, L) = R,(M, K, L) holds for L = 1.
Next, we show that for all € {2,3,---}, M € Mg andL € {2,3,---}, we haveR,(M,K,L) >
Rs(M, K, L). To prove this, we need the following two lemmas.
Lemma 8:For all K € {2,3,---}, M € Mg, L € {2,3,---}, X € Xk satisfying X,,.x = 2 and
f(l,f(g satisfying0 < Ky < K, < K5 we haveR(M, K, L, X) > R,(M, K, L), with strict inequality for

someX € Xk .

5Note thatf(j is determined byX, as illustrated in Section IV.
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Proof: Since X,,.x = 2, we havef{l + f(z = L. Since0 < IA{Z < [A{l < K, we havel < L < 2K.
Since M € My, we havet = KM/N € {1,2,..., K — 1}. Thus, based on (4), we first have

( —
St T e (1)

(%) ’

0<I?2§]?1<K—t,]?1+[?2:[/

S i 207 TR (1) - - 5P
R(M, K, L,X) = q Zh=K-Fah1 (tK) SR K-t<K <KO0O<Ky<K-—tK +Koy=1L
K k—1 ! o~ o~ o~ ~
Zk—%() K-t<Ky<K <KFEK +Ky=1L.
(33)
In addition, for the sequential coded caching scheme, we gy, = [L/K|. Based on (4) and (21), we
have
(—Zf—K(?)l ) 0<L<K-—t
Sier (7)) K_t< <K

)
S h ok 1412 ( (t §+ZiKt+Li (’“Zl)
K )
K k—1 !
72’6—7;{2;( 0 9K —t < L <2K.
\ t
Based on (33) and (34), we prov& M, K, L, X) > R (M, K, L) by considering the following three cases.

Ry(M,K,L) = (34)

K< L<2K —t

1) Wheno0 < IA(Q < IA(l < K —t, we have0 < L < 2K — 2t. Thus, consider the following three
subcases. (i) Whed < K, < K, < K —t and0 < L < K — t, by (33) and (34), we have
K - K-K _
Zk:K—f(g+1 (ktl) - k:K—lL—H (ktl)
K
(%)

(i) When0 < Ky < K; < K —tandK —t < L < K, by (33) and (34), we have
K k— K—Ki (k—
Zk:K—f{QH ( tl) - k:t+i ( tl)
K
(%)

(iii) When 0 < Ky <K <K-—tandK < L < 2K — 2t, by (33) and (34), we have

2K—L (k—l) KK (k—l)
R(M, K, L,X) = R,(M, K, L) = ZA==tetl 2 Lo S0t o !
(+)
2) WhenK —t < K, < K and0 < K, < K —t, we haveK —t < L < 2K — t. Thus, consider the
following two subcases. ()\WheR — ¢ < Ki<K O0<Ky<K-tandK —t<L<K, by (33)

R(M,K,L,X)— Ry(M,K,L) = > 0.

R(M,K,L,X) — Ry(M,K,L) = > 0.

> 0.
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and (34), we have
K k—
ZK:K—IA{Q—H ( tl)
()
t
(ilWhen K —t < Ki<K, 0<Ky<K-—tandK <L <2K —t, by (33) and (34), we have
2K—L N (k—l)
ROM, K, LX) = Ry(M, K, I) = =520
t
3) WhenK —t < ]?2 < [A(l < K, we have2K — 2t < L. < 2K. Thus, consider the following three
subcases. (i) Whek —t < Ky <K, <K and2K —2t < L< K, by (33) and (34), we have

R(M,K,L,X) = Ry(M,K,L) = > 0.

> 0.

ZK (k—l)
R(M,K,L,X)— R(M, K, L) ===t ] 5
(%)
(i) When K —t < Ky, < Ky < K andK < L < 2K —t, by (33) and (34), we have
2K—L (lc—l)
o _ Zak=t+1 \ ¢
R(M,K,L,X)— R,(M,K,L) = ) > 0.

(iil) When K —t < K, < K, < K and2K —t < L < 2K, by (33) and (34), we have
R(M,K,L,X)— Ry(M,K,L) =0.

Combining the above three cases, we can obtain Lemma 8. [ |
Based on Lemma 8, we have the following result.

Lemma 9:Forall K € {2,3,---}, M € Mg, L €{2,3,---},andX € Xk 1, we haveR(M, K, L,X) >
R,(M, K, L), with strict inequality for som&X € X 1.

Proof: We first construct a sequence of content placeméXitn) : n = 0,1,--- ,nyax} USING
Algorithm 4. Note that in Algorithm 4D(n) denotes the user information matrix correspondingia);
[A(j(n) denotes the number of users in thi¢h column of D(n); and X,,..(n) denotes the number of
columns of D(n). Using Lemma 8, we can easily show that for all= 0,1,--- ,nyu.. — 1, we have
R(M,K,X(n)) > R(M,K,X(n + 1)), with strict inequality for someX(n). Note thatX(n,..) is the
sequential placement for giveR’, M and L. Thus, we haveR(M,K,L,X) = R(M, K, L,X(0)) >
R(M, K, L, X (nmax)) = R(M, K, L), with strict inequality for soméX € X . =
By Lemma 9, when/ € My, K € {2,3,---} andL € {2,3,---}, we have

R,(M,K.L)= > Px(X)R(M,K,L,x)> >  Px(X)R(M,K,L)=R,(MK, L)

XGXKTL XEXK,L

Therefore, we complete the proof of Theorem 3.
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Algorithm 4 Load Reduction
Initialize Setn = 0 and X (0) = X.

1. while there existj andj’ (j # j') satisfying0 < f{j(n) < f{j/ (n) < K do

2. Construct ak X X,,.«(n) matrix D(n + 1) based orD(n), using Algorithm 5.

3. Let K;(n+1) denote the number of non-zero elements injitie column of D(n +1). Let IN((l)(rH— 1)< f((g) (n+1) <
o < K (xpa()-1)(n+ 1) < K(x,..(n))(n + 1) be theK;(n + 1)’s arranged in increasing order, so tHat;)(n + 1)
is the j-th smallest. Using Algorithm 6, construct/d x (Xmax(n) -1 [f{(l)(n +1)= OD user information matrix
D(n + 1) based orD(n + 1), where1 [-] denotes the indicator function.

4:  ObtainX(n + 1) based orD(n + 1).

5 n<+<n+1

6: end while

7 Setngax = n.

APPENDIX F: PROOF OFTHEOREM 4
Proof of Statement (i)

First, we calculate an upper bound on the load under the peapdecentralized random coded caching
scheme. In obtaining the upper bound, we require the folguemma from Proposition 2 in [24].

Lemma 10 (Upper Bounds on Expectations of Linear SysterS#ditstics): [24] SupposeKk random
variables X, X5, --- , X are not necessarily independent or identically distriduté X, X, -+, Xy
are jointly distributed with common expectatignand variances?, i.e., E[X;] = px and VafX;] = o?
forall k € {1,2,--- K}, we haveEx [ X < ,u+<f\/% forall k € {1,2,---,K}, whereX £
(X1, Xo, +, Xk).

We now prove the upper bound based on Lemma 10. Recall that timel proposed decentralized random
coded caching schem& follows multinomial distribution. Thus, we havB[X,] = £ and VafX,] =

K
L+(1— &) for any k € K. By Lemma 10, we have

1 1 K

L
Vit s

< —
Ex[Xw] < 4 7 %

(35)
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Algorithm 5 Construction ofD(n + 1) based orD(n)

Input: 7, ', a K X Xpax(n) user information matrixD(n)

output: a K x Xpax(n) matrix D(n + 1)

1 Foralli e K, 1€ {1,2, -, Xmax(n)} andl # j, j', setD; (n+ 1) = Dy (n).

2: LetVj(n) £ {i € K: D; ;(n) =0} andV; (n) £ {i € K : D, j(n) # 0}. Choose any/;(n) C V;(n) andl; (n) C Vj:(n)
satisfying|U;(n)| = |V;:(n)| and |U; (n)| = |V;(n)|, respectively.

3. if K;(n)+ Kj (n) < K then

4. set (Di,j (n + 1)) e (n) = (Di,j (n))iEIC\Vj (n)’ (Di,j (n + 1)) i1t () = (Di,j/ (n))ievj, (n)’
( s+ 1) i€V; (n)\U; (n) a(n+) i€k

5: else

6 set (Dijn+ 1))i€’c\vj(n) = DMy (Disn+ 1))ievj(n) = (Dry ()icrr, (o
ﬁi i’ 1 = (Dy, i . and (.51 i’ 1 ) =0
( s (n+1) i€V, (n)\U;r (n) (Dg (n))levﬂ"(")\uj’(") g (n+1) i€RN\(Vyr (n)\Uyr (n))

7: end if

Algorithm 6 Construction ofD(n + 1) based orD(n + 1)
Input: a K X Xmax(n) matrix D(n + 1)
Output: a K x (Xmax(n) -1 [f((l)(n +1) = OD user information matribXD(n + 1)
1: if Kqy(n+ 1) = 0 then
2: forall j=2,3,--+, Xiax(n), set (Dl-_yxmx(n),jﬂ(n + 1))1.6,C = (f)l-_,(j)(n + 1))
3: else

i€

4 forall j =1,2,-, Xmax(n), S€t(D; x, 0 (m)—ji1(n+1), 0 = (f)i’(j) (n + 1)) , where(j) represents the index
of the column with thej-th smallest number of non-zero eIemeﬁgj)(n +1)in D(n +1)
5: end if

By (4), we have
K

1 k—1
(KZ\I;/N) k=KM/N+1 KM/N
K
1 k—1
=K 2. ( )EX[X(M
(KM/N) k=KM/N+1 KM/N
@ L 1 ZK: (k—1)+ Lz(l- %) XK: <k—1) K
= 77 K T/ K\ NI _ L1 1)
K (i) sesarias VEM/N (o) osares EM/NJ\2(K =k +1)
“L 1 i( )x/——%/ Z(k—l)
= 77 K
K (KM/N) k=KM/N+1 KM/N KM/N 2 k=KM/N+1 KM/N
L
0 <£ P i)> eativsr) _ (L +EyF) 0 - M/ o5
K 2 K (Kﬁ/N) - 1+ KM/N
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where (a) is due to (35), (b) is due W‘ﬁ < \/g forall ke {EX +1, £ 4 2... K} and (c)is

due to Pascal’s identity, i.e(; ") = (¥)+(,",). Therefore, by (36), we havk, (M, K, L) < R*(M, K, L),

where

L+ K\@) (1— M/N)
1+ KM/N '

In addition, a lower bound on the load under Maddah-Ali—Miés decentralized scheme is obtained in

Theorem 5 of [15], i.e. R (M, F,,, L) > R (M, F,,, L), where

R“(M,K,L) = <

(37)

~ M ~ M
R (M, F L) £ L1~ ) — FmL2ﬁe‘2L%(l‘%)(1‘%). (38)
Substitutingfm = ﬁr(M , K) into (38), we have
~ M K M
R®(M,F,,, L) = L(1 — ~) - (KM)LQW(;%%U—%)@—%). (39)
N
When L is above a threshold, we show,, (M, ﬁm,L) > R.(M, K, L) by showing R (M, ﬁm,L) >
R*(M,K,L), where F,, = F.(M,K). Denote(L) 2 1 — M — (5, )M2x0-F) [ 2R 0~ —
N
(14+K /77 ) (1-M/N) I o ub
TTRATN . Note thatR,, (M, F,.(M,K),L) — R*(M, K, L) = Lo(L). WhenL — oo, we have
M K M um M L (1 + KlimL—mo %) (1 - M/N)
hm QO(L) - 1 - s — M _€2F(1_W) hm M M -
L—o0 N Kﬁ N L—oo eZW(l_W)L 1 + KM/N
K(1—-M/N)M/N K \M 1
@ ( /N)M/ _ < M)_ez%u—%) lim S
1+ KM/N Kﬁ L—o0 2%(1—%)62W(1_W)L
K(1—M/N)M/N
_ K- M/NMN “0)
1+ KM/N

where (d) is due to L'Hospital's Rule. By (40), we know thagté exists.,. (M, K) > 0, such that wherd, >
L,(M, K), we havep(L) > 0. Thus, wherl, > L,(M, K), we haveR™ (M, F,(M, K), L) > R*(M, K, L).
By noting thatR,, (M, F.(M, K), L) > R (M, F,(M, K), L) and R*(M, K, L) > R,(M, K, L), we thus
haveR,,(M, F,(M,K),L) > R,(M, K, L).

Proof of Statement (ii)

First, by (6), we obtain an upper bound on the load under tbpgsed partially decentralized sequential
coded caching scheme, i.&k,(M, K, L) < R*(M, K, L), where
K(1— M/N)

R“(M,K,L) 2 [L/K] L RMN

(41)
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Similarly, when F,, = F,(M, K), we haveR,,(M, F,,, L) > R®(M, F,,, L), where R (M, F,,,, L) is
given by (39).

When L is above a threshold, we sho,, (M, ﬁm,L) > R,(M, K, L) by showing R (M, ﬁm,L) >
R'"(M,K,L), where F,,, = F,(M,K). Denotey(L) £ 1 — M _ (Kfiﬁf)%eZ%(l_%)Le_z%(l_%)L -

LELELZA . Note thatRY (M, F, (M, K), L) — R*(M, K, L) = Li(L). When L — oo, we have

_ M ([ KN\M yuy [L/K] K(1— M/N)
M M ooyvaoay gy, L
fim e(L)=1-5 <K%) N I Sy M T T T RN
M (K N\NM yug L _ L/K+1K(1— M/N)
>1- 2 LN fim ]
='TN (K%) Ne U AR T T ST L 1+ KMJN
© KQ=M/N)M/N (K \NM a0 g 1
1+ KM/N K4 L0 QM (1 _ My 23 (1-{)L
K(1— M/N)M/N
- 42
T RN (42)

where (e) is due to L'Hospital’s Rule. By (42), we know thatti existsL, (M, K) > 0, such that wherd, >
L,(M, K), we have)s(L) > 0. Thus, wher. > L (M, K), we haveR™ (M, F,(M, K), L) > R*(M, K, L).
By noting thatR,,(M, F,(M, K), L) > R (M, F,(M,K), L) and R**(M, K, L) > R,(M, K, L), we thus
have R, (M, F,(M,K),L) > R,(M, K, L).

APPENDIX G: PROOF OFLEMMA 3
Proof of Inequality(7)

To prove (7), we require the following results.

Lemma 11 (Closure Under Convolutions of Multivariate Ststlt Order): [25, Theorem 6.B.16] Let
(Xs)seq12,-,5) be a set of independent random variables, and &)< »,...,5y be another set of inde-
pendent random variables. Hr[ X < z] < Pr[X] < z] for s € {1,2,---,S} andz € (—o0, c0), for any
non-decreasing function : RS — R, we haveE[y) (X, Xo, -+, Xg)] > E[(X], X5, -, X5)].

Based on Lemma 11, we have the following Corollary.

Corollary 1 (Expectations of Maximum of Independent BiradrRandom Variables)SupposeX,, s €

{1,2,---,S}, are independent random variables, wh&tdollows the binomial distribution with parameters

ns andp. SupposeX}, s € {1,2,---, S}, are independent random variables, wh&tefollows the binomial
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distribution with parameters’, andp. If ny > n/ for all s € {1,2,---, S}, we have

E [max { Xy, X, -+, Xs}] > E [max {X], X3, -+, Xg}]. (43)
Proof of Corollary 1:Let Y;, i € {1,2,---} be ii.d. Bernoulli random variables with parameigri.e.,
Pr[Y; = 1] = p. By noting thatX, and X/ can be written as\, = ", ¥; and X/ = E;ﬁl Y;, we have

/
N Ns

=Pr|Y Yi<e— ) Y

i=1 i=nl+1

Ns

ZY;'SI'

1=1

Pr[X; <z] =Pr

:ijpr ZY<3:— Z ) Z Y; =y| Pr i Y, =y
y=0 i=n/+1 i=n/+1 i=nl+1

SisPr i:Yiéx Pr i Yi=y| =Pr i:Yigx =Pr[X, <. (44)
y=0 | i=1 i=nl+1 i=1

Thus, by Lemma 11, we can obtain (43).

Lemma 12 (Lower Bounds on Expectations of Linear Syster8#ditstics): [24, Proposition 2] Sup-
poseK random variablesy;, k € {1,---, K} are not necessarily independent or identically distridute
Xk, k€ {1,---, K} are jointly distributed with common expectatkpnand variancey2 e, E[Xg] = u
and VafX;] = o2 for all k € {1,2,---, K}, we haveEx[X)] > pu— o1/ % 2k2 ) for all k > 1K, where
X2 (X, Xy, -, Xg).

We now prove (7) based on Corollary 1 and Lemma 12. RgfM, E,g, L) denote the load for serving
the K’ = [[4%] 3¢gIn (1) ] users in thej-th group. Note thatz,; (1, F,, g, L) is random. The average load

under Shanmugaret als decentralized user grouping coded caching scheme is diye

L/K’

L .
M, Fiig,L) =E | Y Ry(M, Frog. L) | = 5B [Riy(M, Frog, 1)] (45)

7j=1

Thus, to obtain a lower bound d®y (M, ﬁt, g, L) is equivalent to obtain a lower bound En[Rtj(M, E, g, L)] .
Let K’ denote the index set of the users in thth group. LetV; s\(x; denote the set of packets of file
dy, stored in the cache of the users in set {k} after the “pull down phase” in Shanmugaeh al’s

decentralized scheme. As the “pull down phase” brings tloigta above levej to level ¢,° all the packets

bIf a packet is stored ip € {1,2,--- , K’} cache of users, then the packet is said to be on lej&b].
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E A ) maxges |Vis\ (k]
R SE{SCIC;- |S<g+1,kzes}
E|:Rtj<M7Ft7g7L)] = [
Fy
E ~ ~ ) maxges [Vis\ iy E ~ - ) maxges |Vis\ (k|
SE{SCIC;- |S=g+1,kzes} SE{SCIC;- |S|<g,kes}
- — A~ = + ~
Ft Ft
E . ) maxges |Vis\ (i
Se{ QICQ |S:g+1,kes} 1
> - = — = = E |max Vk75 k } . (46)
: A R e
Se{§c1c;. |§:g+1,ke§}

Thus, to derive a lower bound dih [Rtj(M, F,.g, L)], we can derive a lower bound di r£12§<|vk75/k| :

Let Z,, denote the number of users who store packef file n before the “pull down phase”. Note
that Z, ; is random. LetB, , 2 lie{l,2-- ,ﬁt}\Zn,i > g} denote the set of packets of fite each

of which is stored in no less than users before the “pull down phasel3, , also represents the set
of packets stored on level of file n after the “pull down phase”. Note thd, , is random,|B, ,| =
Eil 1[Zy; > g] € {0,1,--- ,F}, and|B, |, n € N are independent. From the proof of Theorem 8 in
[15], we have the following two results: (iY,, ; follows the binomial distribution with parameters’
and W

and ﬁ whereS € {§§ K
B, £ (|Bdk’79|)k’elc’, e {0,1,---,F}¥, and b, = (|ﬁdk,,g\)k,€,@ € {0,1,---,F,}%". Let b denote a
.-, F,}. Then, for anyb € {0,1,---,F,}, we

(i) Given By, g = Bay.gr |Vis\qxy| follows the binomial distribution with parametef8,, |

S| =g+1,ke 5} Note that|V} s\(x}|, £ € S are independent. Denote

K’-dimensional vector with each element being {0, 1, -
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have

E {r}ggg IVk,S\{k}I] =) B {fggg Vies\ x| ‘Bg = bg} Pr[B, = by]
bye{0,1,- ,F;} K’

Z E {r]?ezgc [Ve,s\(k] ‘Bg = bg] Pr[By = by

bye{b,bt1, - F}K’

v

(d)
>
E | max [Vis\iy|[By

I
-

Z Pr[B, = by]

)  bye{bb+1, - F}K

=l Iga§(|vk,$\{k}| Bg = h Pr |:B9 € {Q7Q+ ]-7 e 7ﬁt}K/:|
S
©n |
<E |max |Vi.s\gr) By = b ,I,IC Pr [|Ba, o > 0], (47)
L - e ;

where (d) is due to Corollary 1, and (e) is due to tfa, 4|, &' € K are independent.

In the following, to derive a lower bound d {r}rglag{|vk7g\{k}@ , we derive lower bounds o] Pr [|By,, 4| > b]
< ke,

andE {maX\Vk,g\{k}WBg = b}, separately. We first derive a lower bound o Pr [|B,,, 4| > b].
k/elcl

Since Z;,, ; follows the binomial distribution with parameters’ and by Chernoff bound, we

T
have
Pr[Z Pr|Z K e i 48
N (X
whered = 1 — g andd(M, g) = W WhenZ > 8, we can easily show

e /T N
0(M,g) = <7(1 — 5)1-5) K'— <1. (49)

From (48) and (49), wher! > 8, we have
Pr Z]_ de,z ’VFte( -‘ <PI‘ Z]- Zd/z ’VFte(Mmg)-‘

F} At
%)E [Zizl 1[Za, < 9]} S Pr[Za, < 9] ©w M (50)

[Foarg]  [Reang] KN
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where (f) is due to Markov's inequality, i.eBr [X > a] < @

a >0, and (g) is due to (48) and (49). Choosihg- F}, — [E@(M, g)-‘, from (50), we have

, for nonnegative random variabl¥ and

ﬁt ﬁt
~ M
Pr[|By, 4 > b] = Pr {21 (Zai > g] > b} = Pr {21 (Za, i < g] < F b] >1- o (51)

Thus, whens: > 8, we have

M\ M
H Pr[|Ba, | > b] > (1 - K’N) > 1= (52)

/
k' ek

Next, we derive a lower bound oA [rllcla§<|Vk75\{k}|‘Bg = h} Based on Lemma 12 (by choosirig) in
S
Lemma 12 to bd K)), we have

b
E [Tlglgg( |Vk,8\{k}|’Bg = h} >E [|Vk,8\{k}|)Bg — h} = (1;) (53)
By (47), (52) and (53), wher; > 8, we have
b M
E |:II£1€8§( |Vk,8\{k}‘ > m (1 - N) . (54)
g
Finally, we prove (7). By (46) and (54), whe} > 8, we have
~ 1 K’ b M
elronhan]>z X Elmbisol> ()@ (-F)

t
SG{§gc; ) §|=g+1,k€§}

kg (. [Feang)] M
. (1_E (pﬁ). (55)

By (45) and (55), we have

o~

1C(M7Ftag)' (56)

~ L ~ L
Rt(MyFtvg7L):F [Rtj(Mthvg7L) >g+

Therefore, we complete the proof of (7).
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Proof of Inequality(8)
To prove (8), we first derive another lower boundE)riiRtj(M, ﬁt, g, L)} . By (46) and (47), we know that

to derive a lower bound of [Rtj(M, E. g, L)] , we can derive a lower bound o] Pr [|Bq,, > b] and a
k'eKc;

lower bound orE {rl?agqvk,‘g\{m ‘Bg = h} , separately. Here, we use the lower bound ph Pr [|B,, 4| > b]
€ k€K,

given by (52). It remains to derive a new lower bound EV|EI£1&§(|V]€7S\{]€}|‘B9 = h} We considerS €
€
{§ C K

let Y. s\(xy € {0,1} denote whether packeton levelg of file d; is stored in the cache of the users in set

|§| =g+ 1,ke §} After the “pull down phase” in Shanmugaet al’s decentralized scheme,

S\ {k}, whereY} ; s\(xy = 1 indicates that packeton levelg of file dj, is stored in the cache of the users in
setS\ {k}, andY}; s\(ry = 0 otherwise. Note thal},; s\ x) are i.i.d. with respect té& andi, andY, ; s\ (1}
follows Bernoulli distribution with paramet %,), i.e.,Pr [Yk,i,s\{k} = 1} = (T:) Recall that after the “pull
down phase”V; s\ indicates the set of packets on levebf file d; stored in the cache of the users in

setS\ {k}, andB;,, , indicates the set of packets on leyelThus, we havgV;, s\ x| = ZieBd Y i, S\{k}-
k9
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Then, we have

()
I [fggg Vis\iyl ‘Bg = h} > Pr [r;ggg Vis\iy| > 1‘Bg = h}

ol
= Pr r]?easx ‘Vk,s\{k}‘ > 1‘Bg = b, Bdkug = Bdk/,g7Vk/ € K;]
()
=Prmax > Yiis\p) > 1‘Bg =b, By, = Bu,.9, VK € Kj| > Pr U Wiiswy = 1
] icBa o k€S i€Ba, g Bay,q1=b
(k)
> Z Pr [Viis\ ey > 1]
k€S i€Buy, 9:|Bay,,q1=0
N 3 Pr [{Yiirs\pnt = 1} N {Vigins\phay > 1}]
kl,kzesjleﬁdkl7g,i2€ﬁdk2yy'ﬁdkl,g‘:|ﬁdk2,g|:g(k1,il)#(k2,i2)
I
O > Pr [Viis\ry > 1]
keS i€ By, g:|Bay,,q|=b
_ Z Pr [Ykl,h,S\{kl} > 1} Pr [Ykz,i275\{k2} > 1}

klkaESJleBdkl,gviQEBdkz,gvlﬁdkl,g‘zlﬁdk2,glzév(k17i1)¢(k27i2)
>|S|bPr [Yiis\e > 1] — (|S[p)* Pr Vi ivs\iet = 1] Pr [Yig i s\ oy > 1]

(m) (9 ;DQ (1 (g +/1)b> |
() (5)
where (h) is due to conditional Markov’s inequality, i.By [ X > a|F] < w, for any eventF, nonneg-
ative random variableX’ anda > 0, (i) is due toPr[X[A] = Pr[X|B], for all A = UB;, B;N B; = 0

(57)

andPr[X|B;] = Pr[X|B,], for all i # 5, (j) is due to that the occurrence of U {Yiis\y >
kesvieﬁdk,gv‘ﬁdk,g‘:b
1} implies the occurrence (]f}flag( > Yiis\ky = 1, (K) is due to Bonferroni inequality, i.e.,
€

ieBdk,g?‘/Bdkyg‘:l—)

Pr{UL, Ail > >, PriA] — >0, Pr{A;n Aj], for eventsA;, i € {1,2,---,n}, () is due to that
Yiyir.S\(ki} @ndYe, 5, s\(,) @re independent for akty, ke € S,i1 € By, g,%2 € Bay, g0 |Bar, ol = [Bary ol =
b, (k1,i1) # (ks,i2), and (m) is due tdS| = g+ 1 andPr [V, s\ = 1] = (71)

"This result is due td®r[X|A] Pr[A] = Pr[X, A] = > Pr[Bi] Pr[X|Bi] = Pr[X|B;]}_ Pr[Bi] = Pr[X|B:] Pr[A].



By (47), (52) and (57), we have

a7

1)b 1)b M
E [T]?gng,s\{kH > (g(%,))_ (1 - (g(—l};))_) (1 - ﬁ) : (58)
By (46) and (58), we have
E [Rtj(M, ﬁt, g, L)} > i Z E {I?Eagi |Vk78\{k}@
tSe{S‘oc;. |§|:g+1,k6§}
K'\(g+1b( (g+1b ( _ﬂ)
() 5w (1 ) ) ) >
Thus, we have
RJ(M,F, g, L) = %Eﬂ [Rtj(M, F.g, L)}
>L(1N)(1K/)(1ﬁt I R GO RV R

Thus, we can obtain inequality (8).

APPENDIX H: PROOF OFTHEOREM 5

Proof of Statement (i)

First, we derive a lower bound on the required file size of &agamet al’s decentralized scheme
based on (7) and (8). BY}) > (%)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (8), we have

)

Le(M,Fyg)
-‘ Re(M, Fy,9,L)

Y

F>]1- P it(M[;?(gl’ L)@gggﬂ) i (1 _1 m) (5)
o (}i(Mj(]l i) ) ) g+ 1>(Z§M’%) (e
- L(1- 2 i{M;’é’ f) L ”;ﬁfl’gﬂ) (9+1) (<h11 (—ﬁ[);zgm) <3 [%

(61)
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where (a) is due t@()M, g) > In () and (7).
Next, WhenRt(M,ﬁt,g,L) = R,(M,K, L), we compare the lower bound ofi given in (61) with
F.(M,K). WhenR,(M, F,,g,L) = R.(M, K, L), by (61), we have

Ai . R, (M, K, L) (In (2))*
F.(M,K) L(1-2)(1-L) (1_W) (9+1)<1_W)
N\ RS -1
(K%)
In addition, we have
N\
lim 1— RT(M7K>L) (IH(M)) (i;OO (63)

A1) (00,00 Fif(M.,g) Fif(M.g)
(L, 37 )—(00,00) L(l—%)(l—%)(l—hiﬂ) (g—l—l)(l—[ Aﬂ)

and

Le(M,Fy,g) Le(M,Fy.g)

N1\ mrorkL L Hevace .
lim (3 ’—JV-‘) @ lim <3 [E—D ey (—; 0, (64)
)

(L, 45)—(00,00) (KK%) (Ly37) (00,00 M

S

. . B R.(M,K L) ; NYYY
where (c) is due to  lim <1 Y )> >0 and(L lim  (In(g7))" — oo,

Fo(M,
(L, 25)—(00,00) 1--2) (1—MF%” 2)—5(00,00)

) . K . . Le(M,EFy,
(d) is due to %113100(1(%) — 1, and (e) is due K@g%ﬁl&,m)ﬁ — 1> 0. By (62), (63) and (64), we

have
B
lim ——— — . (65)
(L3~ (o0.00) Fy(M, K)
Thus, we know that, at the same given load, there exists 0 andg, > 0, such that wherl. > L, and

% > ¢, We haveF, > ﬁT(M, K). Thus, we complete the proof of Statement (i).
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Proof of Statement (ii)

WhenR,(M, F,, g, L) = R,(M, K, L), we compare the lower bound df given in (61) withF, (M, K).
When R,(M, F;, g, L) = Ry(M, K, L), by (61), we have

R RAMKL) Ua o))
Fy(M, K) L-§)(1-#) (“W) G+1) (“M>
Le(M.Fyg) _
 BL RS 9
(K%)

In addition, we have

lim 1-—

7ﬂ)_>(oo7oo) [ﬁtG(M7g)—| [ﬁtG(Myg)—l
’ -4 (- ) (1- B2l gy (1 - gl

(L
t
and

Le(M,Fy,0) ¢ Le(M.Fy.g) ¢

N\ Rs(M,K,L) s(M,K,
i Blal) 2 Jim <3 {ﬁDR Y, (68)
)

(L, )~ (00,00) (KK%) (L, )= (00,00 M

where (f) is due to  lim 1— R.(M.K.L) _ >0and lim In I 0,
S0 ) (1) 5Ty " (31)

<=

(L,47)—(c0,00)

(9) is due to lim (KK%) — 1, and (h) is due t(?L N%l_{r(l )%% —1> 0. By (66), (67), and (68), we
i i 00,00

have
F
lim = — 00 (69)
(L, 35— (00,00) F(M, K)
By (69), we know that, at the same given load, there exists- 0 and ¢, > 0, such that wherl > L,

and % > (s, WE haveF, > ﬁs(M, K). Thus, we complete the proof of Statement (ii).

APPENDIX |: PROOF OFLEMMA 4 AND LEMMA 5
Proof of Lemma 4

First, we show thaPr[f(l = L] — 1, asK — oo. Note thatf(l = L if and only if X; € {0, 1} for all
ke K. Thus,K, = L andx € A, 2 {(x1,22,...,2K)] Zszl xr = L,ag € {0,1}} C Xk imply each
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other® When K > L, we have

. = . ®) .. K\ L!
= = '—: -
i PR =11 = i S e g 3 i g () o
xEXLd XEXLd
L—-1 . L—-1 . L—-1 .
) K —1 . K- . )
- 15 = T —Q(l—;@mg)—> 0
L

where (a) is due taP’x(x) = (
[Xral = (1)

Then, we show thai, .. (M,L) = (N/M — 1) (1 — (1 — M/N)"). Denote X4 £ X \ Xpa. We
separateR, (M, K, L) into two parts, i.e. R, (M, K,L) = Ry(M,K,L)+ R;(M, K, L), where

Ry(M,K, L)% " Px(x)R(M, K, L,x), (71)
xXEXLq

RyM.K.L)2 Y Px(x)R(M,K,L,x). (72)
XEX_Ld

To calculateR, (M, L), we calculatdimg o, Rq(M, K, L) andlimg_,., Rz(M, K, L), respectively.

1) First, we calculatéimy_, Rq(M, K,L). WhenL +1 < K(1 - M/N), i.e., K > 5 LA;}N, we have

K

R(M,K,L,X) = +— Y. W“Q@b})

(KJ\[;/N) k=KM/N+1
(K]IW{/N) k=K —L+1 KM/N

@ (KMI/(N+1) B (KJ\I;/_]\?—H)

K ) X &€ XLda (73)
(KM/N)

where (c) is due to
0, k=1,2,---,K—L

T(ky =
l, hk=K-L+1,K—L+2,--- K

8Note thatXy = 0 if and only if K < L.
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and (d) is due to Pascal’s identity, i.¢%"") = (1) + (,*,). Note that whenk > i the values

of R(M, K, L,x),x € X4 are the same. Taking limits of both sides of (73), we have
Coonn) = (it
lim R(M,K,L,x)= lim KM/N+1 KM/N+1

K—oo K—o0 (KZ\I;/N)

o KL= M/N) (1_1:IK—KM/N—1—7L>

" Koo 1+ KM/N 11 K —i

B 1—M/N L —(i+1)/(1—=M/N)
=AM R M (1_(1_M/N HK%O K—i )

=(N/M-1)(1-(1-M/N)"), x€ X (74)
Thus, from (71), we have

lim Ry(M,K,L) = lim > Px(x)R(M,K,L,x)

xEXLq
[}gnoo}z (M, K,L,x) Y  Px(x = lim R(M,K,L,x) lim > Px(x)
xXEXLq XEXLq
)
=(N/M —1)(1—(1—-M/N)"), (75)

where (e) is due to the fact that whén > % the values ofR(M, K, L,x),x € X4 are the
same, and (f) is due to (70) and (74).
2) Next, we calculatéimg ., Rz(M, K, L). We have

1 K k—1
R(M,K,L,x) = — > x(k)( )
(KM/N) k=KM/N+1 KM/N

© (k) d 9
S Tk Z T = (1= M/N) Z gy < L(1—M/N), x¢€ Xk, (76)
(KM/N) k=KM/N+1 k=KM/N+1

where (g) is due to tha(tKM/N) < (KM/N) holds for allk € N satisfying K M/N +1 < k < K, and
(h) is due toZk:KM/N-i-l ) <O agy = L. Thus, from (72), we have

(i) :
RyM,K,L)= Y Px(x)R(M,K,L,x) < L(1-M/N) > Px(x) Yo, asK — oo, (77)

XEXLd x€XLq
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where (i) is due to (76), and (j) is due bony_, erXLd x(x) =1 —limg o erXLd Px(x) = 0.
On the other hand, we know th&t;(M, K, L) > 0. Thus, we have

lim Rz(M,K,L) = 0.
K—oo

(78)
By (75) and (78), we have

Rroo(M, L) = lim Ry(M,K,L)+ lim Ry(M,K,L)=(N/M—1)(1—(1-M/N)").  (79)

Then, we derive the asymptotic approximation of an uppentd@mn R.(M, K, L), asK — co. By (76)
we have

W(M,K,L) =Y Px(x)R(M, K, L,x)

xXEXT,

<R(M K, L)2 S Px(x)R(M,K,Lx)+ Y Px(x)

xeXq

L(1 — M/N). (80)

XEX_Ld
L+1
When K > 575, we have
(k) (KMI/(N—H) - (K]\I;/_]\%J,-l)
(MK L) 2 7 S7 Pl + L1 - M/N) 3 Px(x)

xEXq
i+1
) [ K(1— M/N) ( v K= L/N
2= (1-(1-M/N) H — L(1—M/N) | Y Px(x)+ L(1— M/N),
< 1+ KM/N K — =
(81)
K _( K-L
where (k) is due to the fact that(M, K, L,x) = Gearjess)=Cerijcan
and (I) is due to)

() ) for all K > 1_@;}]\, andx € X4,
XEXL ( ) = 1 - ZXEXLd PX(X)

To obtain the asymptotic approximation E“b

(M, K, L) using (81), we now derive the asymptotic
it
approximation of [}, ==, 200 and Y, Px(x) , separately. First, we have
1:[ K= thll/N B Ll—[_l 1+ i— 1_i1t11/N ezf o 1n<1+i = M/N>
Py K —1
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where (m) is due tdn(1 + z) = x + o(z) asxz — 0, (n) is due to— =1—x+o(x) asz — 0, and (0) is
due toe® = 1+ z + o(x) asz — 0. In addition, we have
K(1— M/N) 1

_ ®) N 1
T KIN _(N/M—1)1+% 2 (N/M —1) (1—W)+0<?>,K—>oo, (83)

where (p) is due t% =1—x+ o(x) asz — 0. Further, based on (70), we have

S Plx) = eTiz n(1=4/1)
XGXLd i=0

@ S —i/Kto() — o= g +o( )

r L(L—1 1

where (q) is due tdn(l + z) = z + o(x) asx — 0, and (r) is due toe” = 1 +z + o(z) asx — 0.
Substituting (82), (83) and (84) into (81), we have

R/(M,K,L) <" (M,K,L) = Roo (M, L) + A(Af{’ b, (%) , (85)

as K — oo. Here, A(M, L) 2 M.(X _ 1) ((1 — M/N)E! (1 + %) 14 LL-DM (% - 1)).
Finally, we showA(M, L) > 0. Denoteg(z, L) & (1 — z)(t-1(1 4 WAL=y g PECD (7,
1). Note that A(M,L) = (& — 1)g(M/N,L) and g(M/N,2) = 0. To prove A(M, L) > 0, we
now proveg(M/N,L) > g(M/N,2) = 0 by showingg(M/N,L + 1) — g(M/N,L) > 0, for L €

{2,3,---}. Denoteh(z, L) 2 EH3L(1 — )b — LHL(] _ )L-1 [, 4 ;1431 Note thatg(M/N, L +
1) — g(M/N,L) = 4 (%( — M/N)F — BHL(] — M/N)E — L+ %%) = Mn(M/N, L) and
OEl) — BLALY (1 o)l D2L(y - 5)l=2 4 LE3L% \We can easily show thaf=lt) » 322427 (1

2)E g BEL () Bl LABEE  LABLY (1 (1 5)L-1) s o forall 2 € (0,1) and L € {2,3,-- - }. Thus,

whenz € (0,1) andL € {2,3, -}, h(z, L) increases with, implying thatg(M /N, L+1)—g(M/N, L) =
Mh(M/N,L) > Xn(0,L) = 0. Thus, whenL € {2,3,---}, we haveA(M, L) = &(& —1)g(M/N, L) >
M = 1)g(M/N,2) = 0.

Therefore, we complete the proof of Lemma 4.
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Proof of Lemma 5

First, we proveR, (M, K) = (N/M — 1) (1 — (1 - M/N)"). When K > 575, we haveX,,. =
[L/K] =1, Kx,, =LandKy,. +1<K(1—M/N).Thus, by (27), we have

K(1—M/N) K(1—M/N) K‘WﬁK“‘l K~ KM/N —1—i

1+KM/N 1+ KM/N K—i

R{(M,K,L)=[L/K]

1=0

K(1— M/N) <1_L1—[_1K—KM/N.—1—1'>. (36)

" 1+ KMJ/N K —i

Taking limits of both sides of (86), we have

. K(1-— M/N) K- KM/N—1—i
Rsoo(M,L) = lim 1+ KM/N (1_11 K—i )
. 1-M/N M K —(i+1)/(1— M/N)
—éinmm<1‘<1‘M/N>Lgéinm K—i )
=(N/M —1)(1-(1-M/N)"). (87)
Next, we show (14). Wher > 1_L;\2}N, by (86), we have
~ K(1- M/N) K- KM/N-—1—i
Ro(M, K, L) = 1+ KM/N (1_211 K—i )
 K(1— M/N) e Vi
RN (““‘M/N)Lgﬁ - (68)
Substituting (82) and (83) into (88), we have
B B(M, L) 1
Ry(M, K, L) = Roo(M, L) + === +0 (?) : (89)

Thus, we can obtain (14).

Finally, we showB(M, L) < 0. Denotef(z, L) £ (1—z)“"*(1+(L—1)z(1+%£2)). Note thatB(M, L) =
NN _1)(f(M/N,L) —1) and 28 — _32(1 — 5)L-2L=DLEHD e can easily show tha/ 22 < o
for z € (0,1) and L € {2,3,---}. Thus, whenL € {2,3,---} andz € (0,1), f(z, L) decreases with,
implying f(M/N,L) < f(0,L) =1for L € {2,3,---}. Thus, whenL € {2,3,---}, we haveB(M, L) =
NN _1)(f(M/N,L) ~1) <0.

Therefore, we complete the proof of Lemma 5.
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APPENDIX J: PROOF OFTHEOREM 6
Proof of Statement (i)

First, we proveg,.(M, K, L) > 1. By (76), we have

with X given by the proposed decentralized random coded cachhese Thus, we have
R,(M, L)
L(1— M/N)
Next, we provey,. (M, K, L) < 1+ KM/N. To proveg, (M, K,L) < 1+ KM/N, we first derive a lower
bound onR, (M, K, L). Based on Theorem 3, whéne {2,3,---}, we haveR, (M, K,L) > R,(M, K, L).
Thus, to derive a lower bound oR,.(M, K, L), we can derive a lower bound aR,(M, K, L). By (25)

and (26), we have
( K ) ([L/K]K—L)
RS(M, K, L) Z [L/K—‘ KM[/{N+1 B KJ\/[;{N+1
(KM/N) (KM/N)

K(1—M/N) K(1— M/N) KﬁN LJKK —L—i

1+KM/N 1+ KM/N K—i
L(1— M/N)
1+ KM/N

=[L/K]

—=R,(M,K,L)—

KM/N

_([L/K]K — L)1 — M/N) (1_ 1T (L/K}K—L—z) «g()’

- 1+ KM/N 11 K —i

where (a) is due td& > [L/K|K —L >0 (asL/K+1> [L/K]). Thus, whenL € {2,3,---}, we have

L1 - M/N)

R.(M,K,L)> Ry(M,K,L)> LT RMN

(92)

By (92), we have
R.(M, L) L(1 — M/N)

R (M K L) < L(1-M/N)
TR T+ K M/N

g (M, K, L) = =1+ KM/N. (93)

Finally, we prove lim g-(M,K,L) =1+ EX. We have
—00

=

L(1— M/N) ¢
R.(M,K,L)

) L(1 + K M/N)

L+K\/7

— 1+ KM/N, asL — oo, (94)

| \/

9-(M,K, L) =



56

where (b) is due to (36). On the other hand, we have

_ L(1—-=M/N) (
gr(M,K,L)_W 1+KM/N (95)
where (c) is due to (92). By (94) and (95), we have
lim g, (M, K,L) =1+ KM/N. (96)

L—o0

Proof of Statement (ii)

First, we proveF, (M, K) > (X)s(MKL-1 By (93), we have
N
By (}) > (2)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (97), we have
R K N K N gr(M,K,L)—1
= > (= — .
- () ()"~ (2
~ (o (M.K.L)~1) V3L
Next, we provel, (M, K) < (&) Var-oGruN . SubstitutingR, (M, K, L) = (]&KL into (36), we
have
V2LM
( N —g,(M,K,L))KS(gT(M,K,L)—l)VQL. (99)

When £ € {[3(4)?], [1(4)?] + 1, -} andg, (M, K, L) € (1,min {¥2R 1 4 KU L) we have

. (9(M, K, L)-1) V2L

. (100)
M — g (M, K, L)
By (;) < (Ze)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (100), we have
K N \K¥ N \ESGrRDa
~ 2L—gr(M,K,LYN/M
F(M.K) = ( ) < (_) < (_) | (101)
KX M M
for all g,.(M,K,L) € (1,min{ 2LM 7+ %})
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APPENDIX K: PROOF OFTHEOREM 7

Proof of Statement (i)

First, we prove— < gs(M,K,L) <1+L%,whenK > L € {2,3,---}. According to Theorem 2,

M L

whenK > L € {2,3 } Rs(M, K, L) increases with'. Thus, we haveR (M, L, L) < Ry(M,K,L) <
Roo(M, L), where R,(M, L, L) = 02 and R, (M, L) = (N/M —1) (1 — (1 — M/N)%). Thus, we

1+LM/N
have y
LM R, (M, L) R, (M, L) M
N = M MK L)< ———1_—14+[L—.
- Rearn) MDD S R S Y

Next, we provel < g,(M,K,L) <1+ KM/N, whenK < L. By (76), we have
Ry(M,K,L) 2 R(M,K, L,x) < L(1 - M/N), (102)

with x given by the proposed partially decentralized sequentidked caching scheme. Thus, we have

R,(M,L)
> 2 T 1,
Furthermore, by (92), we have
R,(M, L)
=17 < .
9s(M, K, L) ROLEL > 1+ KM/N (104)
Thus, by (103) and (104), we have
1< g,(M,K,L) <1+ KM/N. (105)
Finally, we provel hm gS(M K,L)=1+ £ wWe have
L(1—M/N) @ L(1+ KM/N) (
— > .
0:(M, K, 1) = o = S Y9y KM/N, asL — (106)
where (@) is due to (41) and (b) is due h_j};o Z? = 1. On the other hand, we have
L(1— M/N) (e
=1/ <
gs(M, K, L) R.OLE.L) 1+ KM/N, (107)
where (c) is due to (92). By (106) and (107), we have
lim gs(M,K,L)=1+ KM/N. (108)

L—o0
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Proof of Statement (ii)

~ /

First, when X' > L, we prove F,(M,K) > (%)%(MK%)I/LM/N. By (6), when K > L, we have
RJ(M, K, L) < 58308, implying g.(M, K, L) = #0255 > L(% + 45). Thus, whenk > L, we
have

1
K2 0L K DL /N 1o9)

By (}) > (%)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (109), whed > L, we have

k
R % N ¥ N\ GOrRD =N
Fy(M,K) = (KM) > (M) > (M) : (110)
N

M/N

Next, whenk > L, we proveF,(M, K) < (27e) O-G-m/mBbe0LrnD/L-M/N By (6), whenK > L, we

have
K- M/N) K(1-M/N) 7 K- KM/N—1-i
R.(M, K, L) 2 1+ KM/N 1+ KM/N 11 K —i
 K(1- M/N) P iy
“TRMN (““‘Mm H<1_T>> -

To boundR,(M, K, L) from below, we bound [~ (1 — = %/N i) from above. Ag1— = %/N i) increases

with K, we have[["'(1 — L_NZ < limg e [15(1 — % = 1. Thus, by (111) we have
i 0 K—i 7 0 K—i

0K 1 S (1 1), i 31, 1 — 2 < I T
K (1-(1- ))

when K > L, we have

1
K < . (112)

(1 —(1- %)L) 9.(M, K, L)L — M/N

By (}) < (%e)k for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (112), wheik > L, we have

M/N

M
~ K N \ 5~ N \ (a5, .
F(M, K) = (w) < (Me) - <M€)< CR Jprmamirsizary, (113)

Then, whenk < L, we proveF, (M, K) > (X)s(MKL-1 By (104), we have

K > (MK, L)~ 1). (114)

§|2
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By (}) > (2)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (114), we have

R K N K N\ 9 (MK L)=1
F(M,K) = (KM) > (M) > (M) | (115)
Finally, when K < L, we prove Fy(M, K) < (¥¢)% 50 7", By (6), we haveR, (M, K, L) <
[L/ K5, implying g, (M, K, L) = 7 > Sl Thus, we have
L/K N
K< < (MK, L) [L§K1 1) = (116)
By (}) < (Ze)* for all n,k € N andn > k as well as (116), wheilk < L, we have
) K\ (N Yy s
(M, K) = ( ) < (—e) < <—e) . (117)
k) =\ M

APPENDIX L: PROOF OFLEMMA 6 AND LEMMA 7

First, we prove (17). We have

R, (M, L) R,(M, L)
M,L)=1 M,K,L)= lim = = M, L 11
Groo(M, L) = lim g, ( )= dm 5 (M,K,L)  Re(M, L) 9o(M, L), (118)
where (@) is due to (10).
Next, we prove (18). By (11), we have
R.(M, L) R.(M, L) R.(M, L) 1
gT M7 KaL = Z =
LB L) = 5 MK D)~ (i, 1) + AUtL) +0(%) " R <M L>1+ AT 15 (L)
() Ry (M, L) AM,L) 1 1 1 1
“Ro(M,L) (1 R.OLD)E TO\K arnk) o\x) (@19
where (b) is due tqﬁ =1—z+o(z) asz — 0. By Stlrllng S approximation, wherk  is large, we have
- K © 1 N\~ [ N \FEE
F.(M,K) = = (1+0(1 — — . (120
W) = Ty — gy — U+l ))\/zm%< -y () () (120

where (c) is due to Stirling’s approximation, i.e, ~ v27mn(%2)", for n — oo. Taking the logarithm of
(120) gives

1 H(gy) 1
K WmE(MK) e (mﬁr(M, K)) ' (120)

Substituting (121) into (119), we can obtain (18).
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Then, we prove (19). We have

, R.,(M,L) (@ R,(M,L)
M,L)= 1l M K,L)=1 @ = M, L 122
where (d) is due to (13).
Finally, we prove (20). By (14), we have
R, (M, L) R, (M L) RU(M L) 1
gs(M, K, L) = - -
(© Ry(M,L) B L) 1 i 1 i
R\ rLornE TO\R b )K tolx) (23
where (e) is due tqﬁ =1—z+o0(x) asz — 0. By Stlrllng S approximation, wherk is large, we have
KM
5 K! ) 1 N\'~™ [ N ‘&%
Fo(M, K) = = (1 1 — —_ , (124
W) = (i —mny — U+l ))\/2WK%(1 .y () () (124)

where (f) is due to Stirling’s approximation, i.ex] ~ +/2an(2)", for n — oo. Taking the logarithm of
(124) gives

1 HGD 1
K WnF,(MK) " (1 F,(M, K)) (125)

Substituting (125) into (123), we can obtain (20).
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