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XML document markup is highly repetitive and therefore wampressible using grammar-based
compression. Downward, navigational XPath can be exeawed grammar-compressed trees in
PTIME: the query is translated into an automaton which iscated in one pass over the grammar.
This result is well-known and has been mentioned before e er present precise bounds on the
time complexity of this problem, in terms of big-O notatidfor a given grammar and XPath query,

we consider three different tasks: (1) to count the numbeaodks selected by the query (2) to ma-
terialize the pre-order numbers of the selected nodes,3rtd erialize the subtrees at the selected
nodes.

1 Introduction

An XML document represents the serialization of an orderediedlabeled unranked tree. These trees
are typically highly repetitive with respect to their imtat node labels. This was observed by Buneman,
Koch, and Grohe when they showed that the minimal DAGs of tneds (where text and attribute values
are removed) have only 10% of the number of edges of the {B}e3ie DAG removes repeating sub-
trees and represents each distinct subtree only once. Agatwre of such a “factorization” of repeated
substructures, is that many queries can be evaluatedlgicecthe compressed factored representation,
without prior decompression|[2, 6]. The sharing of repeatdutrees can be generalized to the sharing of
repeated (connected) subgraphs of the tree, for instanmug e sharing graphs of Lampind [9], or the
straight-line (linear) context-free tree (SLT) grammaf®8asatto, Lohrey, and Manethl[3]. The recent
“TreeRePair” compressdr [11] shrinks the (edge) size atgipXML document trees by a factor of four,
with respect to the minimal unranked DAG (cf. Table 4lin/[11])

It was shown by Lohrey and Maneth |10] that tree automata amdjational XPath can be evaluated
in PTIME over SLT grammars, without prior decompressionistsiused to build a system for selectivity
estimation for XPath by Fisher and Maneth [5]. Roughly spegkthe idea is to translate the XPath
query into a certain tree automaton, and to execute thisraait;m over the SLT grammar. In this paper
we make these constructions more precise and give complexitnds in terms of big-O notation. We
use the “selecting tree automata” of Maneth and Nguyeh e alsd[i1]), in their deterministic variant.
Similar variants of selecting tree automata have been derei in[15/ 16, 17]. We explain how XPath
gueries containing the child, descendant, and followibtirg) axes can be translated into our selecting
tree automata. Itis achieved via a well-known translatiotsuch XPath queries into DFAs, due to Green,
Gupta, Miklau, Onizuka, and Suciul[7]. We then study thrdfedint tasks: (1) to count the number of
nodes that a deterministic top-down selecting tree automsglects on a tree represented by a given SLT
grammar, (2) to materialize the pre-order numbers of thecsadl nodes, and (3) to serialize, in XML
syntax, the depth-first left-to-right traversal of the $abs rooted at the selected nodes. The first problem
can be solved i©(|Q||G|) whereQis the state set of the automaton, &the SLT grammar. The second
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and third problem can be solved in tind¥|Q||G| +r) and timeO(|Q||G| + s), respectively, where is
the number of selected nodes axid the length of the serialization of the selected subtrBese that the
lengths can be quadratic in the size of the tree represented (®/g., if every node is selected). Thgs,
is of Iength(Z‘G‘)2 if G compresses exponentially. We show how to obtain a comptespeesentation
of this serialization by a straight-line string gramn@rof sizeO(|Q||G|r).

Most of the constructions of this paper are implementederTinyT” system. TinyT and a detailed
experimental evaluation is given by Maneth and Sebastidh [1

2 Preliminaries

XML trees. XML defines several different node types, such as elemextt, aétribute, etc. Here we
are only concerned with element nodes. Our techniques cily éa applied to other types of nodes.
An unranked XML tregs a finite node-labeled ordered unranked tree. The noddslabe non-empty
words over a fixed finite alphabek Thefirst-child next-sibling encodingf an unranked XML tre¢ is
the binary tree obtained fromas follows: if a node irt has a first child, then this first child becomes
the left child in the binary tree. If a node has a next sibling,ithen this next sibling becomes the
right child in the binary tree. If a node has no first child fresext sibling) then in the binary tree its left
(resp. right) child is a leaf labeled with the special labélhere is a one-to-one correspondence between
unranked XML trees and binary trees with internal nodeslébim U* and leaves labeled(and with a
root whose right child is a-leaf). We only deal with such binary trees from now on, arfdrrto them as
XML trees Figure[1 shows an unranked XML tree on the left (albeit afyit@e itself), and is first-child
next-sibling encoded tree on the right.

Tree grammars. A ranked set consists of a s&ttogether with a mappingank which associates
the non-negative integesnk(a) to eacha € A. We fix a special set of symbo¥= {yi,y,,...} called
parameters

A straight-line (linear) tree grammaffor short,SLT grammayis a tupleG = (N, S P) whereN is a
finite ranked set of nonterminalSe N is the start nonterminal of rank 0, aRdnaps eacl\ € N of rank
k to an ordered finite tree Int there is exactly one leaf labelgg for each 1< i <k, and they,. ..,y
appear in pre-order af Nodes irt are labeled by nonterminals I, by words inU™, and by the special
leaf symbol_. If a node is labeled by a nonterminal of rakikthen it has exactlk children. If a node
is labeled by a word it then it has exactly two children. B(A) =t then we also writeA — t or
A(yi,...,Yk) — t and refer to this assignment as a “production” or a “rule”. Mguire that the relation
Hg, called thehierarchical order of G and defined as

He = {(A,B) € N x N | B occurs inP(A)}

is acyclic and connected. The gramn@mproduces exactly one tree, denotedvay(G). It can be
obtained by repeatedly replacing nonterminals N by their definitionP(A), starting with the initial
treeP(S). Replacements are done in the obvious way: a subdtfge. .. ,ty) is replaced by the trele(A)
in whichy; is replaced by; for 1 <i < k. We define theank of the grammar as the maximum of the
ranks of all its nonterminals. We extend the mapping val tot@oninalsA and defineval(A) as the tree
obtained fromA(yi, ..., Yk) by applying the rules o6 (and treating thg; as terminal symbols). The tree
val(A) is a binary tree with internal nodes " and leaves labeledor y;. Eachy; with 1 <i < k occurs
once, andy, ..., Yk occur in pre-order ofal(A).

Thesize of an SLT grammar (S defined as the sum of sizes of the right-hand side tree$ nfles.
Thesize of a treas defined as its number of edges.
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Figure 1: Unranked XML tree and its encoded binary tree.

Example. Consider the SLT grammds, with three nonterminal§, B, andT, of ranks zero, one,
and zero, respectively. It consists of the following prdares:

S = lib(B(B(),.)
B(y:) — bookT,yi)
T — title(_,author_,.))

It should be clear that the treal(G;) produced by this grammar is the binary tree shown on the afjht
Figure[1.

3 XPath to Automata

We consider XPath queriagithout filters In Sectior b we explain how filters can be supported. Such
gueries are of the form

Q=/aty/apity/ - Jan ity

whereg; € {child, descendanfollowing-sibling} andt; € {x} UU™. Thus, we support two types of node
tests (i) a local (element) name and (ii) the wildcard “*” dasupport three axes: child, descendant, and
following-sibling. For a quen@ and XML treet we denote byQ(t) the set of nodes th& selects on.

We do not define this set formally here.

It was shown by Green, Gupta, Miklau, Onizuka, and Suciuli@ any XPath quer® containing
only the child and descendant axes can be translated intteamiristic finite state automaton DFR).
Note that their queries and automata also allow to compateatedl attribute values against constants.
The DFA constructed for a given query, is evaluated over titdgof the unranked XML input tree.
When a final state is reached at a node, then this node isestlbgtthe query. Their translation is
a straightforward extension of the “KMP-automata” for irimatching, explained for instance in the
chapter on string matching inhl[4]. If there are no wildcanmdshe query, then Green et al show that the
size of the obtained DFA is linear in the size of the query.hmpresence of wildcards, the DFA size is
exponential in the maximal number of *'s between any two dadant steps (see Theorem 4.1[6f [7]).
To understand their translation, consider the followingragle query:

Q1= //a/x/b//c/d

where “//” denotes the descendant axis (more precisely, it denoteguhbry string /descendant ::”),
and “/” denotes the child axis. The corresponding automaton @A is shown in Figuré]2. For a
sequence of children steps, the idea is similar to KMP [8]emwheading a new symbol that fails, we
compute the longest current postfix (including the failethisgl; this is the difference to KMP) that is
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Figure 2: DFA for the XPath quer®; = //a/*/b//c/d..

a prefix of the query string and add a transition to the cooedjpg state. Care has to be taken for
wildcards, because then (in general) we need to remembeythieol read; in the example (at state 1) it
suffices to know whether it is aa or not.

Selecting Tree Automata

Selecting tree automatare like ordinary top-down tree automata operating oveatyitrees. They use
special “selecting transitions” to indicate that the catreode should be selected. In this paper we
use deterministic selecting automata. Similar such nemotistic automata have been considered by
Maneth and Nguyen [13]. Since the XML trees may contain aatyitlabels inU™, we require that each
state of the automaton has amefault rule The default rule is applied if no other rule is applicable.

Definition 1 A deterministic selecting top-down tree (DST) automatoa triple &/ = (Q, go, R) where
Q is a finite set of statesge Q is the initial state, and R is a finite set of rules. Each r@d®i one of
these forms:

— (01, 0)
(qw) = (d1,02)

where qqp, gz € Q and we {%}UU™. The symbdb is a special symbol not ibl. Let qe Q. We require
that (1) there is exactly one rule in R with left-hand s{de%), called thedefault rule ofg, and (2) for
any we U™ there is at most one rule in R with left-hand sidgw).

A rule of the first form is calledhon-selecting rulend of the secondelecting rule The semantics
of a DST automaton should be clear. It starts reading & regs initial stateqq at the root node df. In
stateq at a nodeu of t labeledw € U™ it moves to the left child into statg; and to the right child into
stateqp, if there is a rulg(q,w)B(a1,q2) with B € {—,=}. If B ==, i.e., the rule is selecting, thenis
a result node. If has no such rule, then the default rule is applied (in the s&ay®. The unique run
of o on the tree determines the se¥(t) of result nodes.

Assume we are given an XPath qué&ywith child and descendant axes only and consider its trans-
lated automaton DFAY). It is straightforward to translate the DFA into a DST auttona If the DFA
moves frong to g upon reading the symbal then the DST automaton has the transifigra) — (d/, q);
this is because the right child corresponds to the nexigjlaf the unranked XML tree, and at that node
we should still remain in statgand not proceed tq. The DST automaton that corresponds to the DFA
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of Figure[2 is:
(Q,a) — (G1,%)  (9a.C) — (05,04)
(00,%) — (Qo,%) (G, %) — (C4,04)
(q,@) — (G,q) (95.¢) — (05,05
(1,%) — (g3,q1)  (G5,d) = (06, 0s5)
(@) — (G2,02)  (95,%) — (04,05)
(2,b) — (4, %2) (96,C) — (05,06)
(2,%) — (03,02)  (Gs,%) — (Cla,06)
(43,8 — (G, 03)
(a3,b) — (04,03)
(03,%) — (03, 03)

Consider now a general XPath query in our fragment, i.e.tlwatecontains child, descendaahdthe
following-sibling axes. Consider each maximal sequenc®ltdwing-sibling steps. We can transform
it to a DFA by simply treating them as descendant steps andingrthe translation of Green et al.
The obtained DFA is transformed into a DST automaton by singpkrying out the recursion on the
second child only, i.e., if the DFA moves forgqto g on input symbola, then the DST automaton has
the transition(q,a) — (deadq'), where “dead” is a sink state. We merge the resulting autnnathe
obvious way to obtain one final DST automaton for the queryg. tr XPath query

/a/following-sibling ::b/c

we obtain the following DST automaton:

(0,a) — (deadl)
(0,%) — (dead0)
(L) — (@1
(1,%) — (deadl)
(2,0 = (dead2)
(2,%) — (dead2)
(dead%) — (deaddead

Theorem 1 For an XPath query Q we can construct a DST automatdrsuch thates (t) = Q(t) for
every tree t. The size af can be bounded according to Theorem 4.1.6f [7]. In particuiathere are
no wildcards, then the siZe7| of «7 is in O(|Q)).

4 Automata over SLT Grammars

This section describes how to perform counting, mateaébn, and serialization for the set of nodes
</ (t) selected by the DST automate# on the tre¢ = val(G) given by the SLT grammaB. Note that
the case of counting was already described by Fisher and tM{fsie they consider queries with filters
and containing more axes than in our fragment (e.g., supgdtte following axes), and therefore obtain
higher complexity bounds (cf. Sectibh 5).

4.1 Counting

We build a “count evaluator” which executes in one pass dvegtammar, counting the number of result
nodes of the given XPath query. The idea is to memoize th&e*giwhavior” of each nonterminal of the
SLT grammar, plus the number of nodes it selects.
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Theorem 2 Given an SLT grammar G and a DST automat#gn= (Q,qo, R), and assuming that oper-
ations on integers of sizg |val(G)| can be carried out in constant time, we can compute the number
|7 (val(G))| of nodes selected by onval(G) in time Q(|Q||G|).

Proof. LetG=(N,SP)and letHg be its hierarchical ordefic = {(A,B) € N x N | B occurs inP(A)}.
We compute a mapping in one pass through the rules @f in reverse order oflg, i.e., starting with
those nonterminalé for which P(A) does not contain nonterminals. For each nontermdnal rank k
and statey € Q we defineg (A,q) = (d,...,0,N) whereq; € Q andn is a non-negative integer. The
g are chosen in such a way that if we ran on P(A) then we reach thg-leaf in stateg;, andn is the
number of selected nodes of this run. We start in st the root node oP(A), and set our result
counter for this run to zero. If we meet a nontermiBaluring this run, say, in sta@, then its¢ value
is already defined; thug,(B,q) = (qj, ..., 0y, ). We continue the run at staggat thei-th child of this
nonterminal inP(A). We also increase our result counterdandA by r'. If we meet a selected terminal
node, then we increase the result counter by one. The finat @sunt is stored as the numbein the
last component of the tuple ip(A,q). Finally, when we are at the start nontermigalve compute its
entry ¢ (S go) = (n). This numbenm is the desired valugZ (G)|. Since we proces®)|-times each node
of a right-hand side of the rules &, we obtain the stated time complexity. O

4.2 Materializing

Here we want to produce an ordered list of pre-order numtelsee nodes that are selected by a given
DST automaton over an SLT gramnfar Clearly, this cannot be done in tin@|Q||G|) because the list
can be of lengthval(G)|.

First we produce a new SLT gramm@f that represents the tree obtained freah(G) by marking
each node that is selected by the automaton For each occurrence of a nontermiiln the right-
hand sides of the rules @, there is at most one new nonterminal of the fdwrmB, s, ..., 0k), where
9,01, .-.,0k are states af7. The construction is similar to the proof of Theoren 2: iastef computing
#(A,q) = (qu,.-..,0,n), we construct a rule of the new grammnf@r of the form (q,A,qs,...,0) — t,
wheret is obtained fromP(A) by replacing every nontermin® met in stateq by the nonterminal
(d,B,d,...,qy) whereg (B, ) = (d, . . ., G, n) for somen. When during such a run a selecting rule of
< is applied to a terminal symbal then we relabel it by."Finally, to be consistent with our definition
of SLT grammars (which does not allow non-reachable (usglesnterminals because the hierarchical
order is required to be connected), we remove all non-rédehenterminals in one run througi.

Lemma 1 Let G be ak-SLT grammar and a DST automaton. An SLT grammafréan be constructed
in time (|Q||G|) so thatval(G') is the relabeling of/al(G) according to<'.

Note that in Theorem 5 of [10] it is shown that membership @ tieeval(G) with respect to a
deterministic top-down tree automaton (dtta) can be ctoeakgpolynomial time. The idea there is to
construct a context-free grammar for the “label-paths/adfG); for a tree with root noda and left child
leaf b, a;b is a label path. It then uses the property that the label-lzatpuage of a dtta is effectively
regular.

Example. Figure[3 shows an SLT gramm@ with val(G) = (aa)®(e) and the DST automaton’
for the XPath query

Q2 = //*[countancestor::¥mod 3= 2|.

While we do not translate queries using count and ancebtautomaton for this particular query is easy
to construct: it uses three sta@sgy, gz to count the number of nodes modulo three. For simplicity the
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SLT grammaiG:

Ao — A1(Ac(€))

Ao Ry T

Az( ) —>A3(
As(y) =

(y
(
aa(y))

XPath Node Selection over Grammar-Compressed Trees

DST automaton:

0, % — Q2

q37%:> 1

relabeling SLT gramma®':

(a1, A0)
(Q1,A1,03
(Q1.A2,0
(Q1,A3,03
(03, A3, 02
(02,A2,03
(G2, A3, 01
(03,A1, 02
(g3, A2,01

—— ~—— — o~ —

Figure 3: A relabeling SLT gramm&' with start production/qs, Ay

Ll

A

respect to a DST automatae# for queryQ».

(d1,A1,03)((0s, A1, 02) (€))
(01, A2, 02) (G2, A2,03) (Y))
(01, A3, 03) ({3, A3, O2) (Y))
a(a(y))
aa(y))
(02,A3,01) ((a1,A3,03) (Y))
a(a(y))
(03,A2,01) ((A1,A2,02) (Y))
(03, A3, 02) ({2, A3, 01) (Y))

), for a given SLT gramma® with

example is on a monadic tree, not an XML tree; therefore thesrof.<7 are of the formg, % — ¢, i.e.,
the right-hand side contains only one state instead of tw figure also shows the SLT gramn@l;
representing the relabeling according to Leniina 1. One cafy ieat G’ produces the correct relabeled

tree, by computingal(G') :

(01,A0) —

(a1,A2,02)
(01,A3,03)
(a3, Az, 02)
a(a(a(a(a(a

Theorem 3 Let G be an SLT grammar and’ be a DST automaton. Let= |</(val(G))|.

(d1,A1,03)((gs, A1, 02) (€)) —

(G2, A2,03) ({3, A2, G ) ({01, A2, O2) (€)))) —
((as, A3, o)

({02,A3,0q1) ({01, A3,03) ({03, A3, O2) (€)....) —
(a(a(a(a(a(a(a(a(a(a(e)...)

(( ((
((G2, A3, q1) ({1, A3, G3) (
(( ((

We can

compute an ordered list of pre-order numbers of the nodeg {mal(G)) in time Q(|Q||G| +r).

Proof. LetG=

N,SP). By Lemmdl we obtain in tim&®(|Q||G|) an SLT grammaf’ whose tree

val(G@) is the relabeling ofal(G) with respect toz. The list of pre-order numbers is constructed during
two passes through the gramn@ir First we compute bottom-up for each nontermiAgbf rankk) the
off-sets of all relabeled nodes that appeaP{A). An offset is a pair of integeré&c, 0) where 0< ¢ <k

is a chunk number, andis the position of a node within a chunk. ¢gaunkis the part of the pre-order
traversal ofP(A) that is before, between, or after parameters. l.e. whenof rankk, then there are
k+ 1 chunks: the chunk of the traversal from the rooP@A) to the first parametey; which has chunk
number 0, the chunks of the traversal between two paramgtensly;. 1 (with number), and the chunk
after the last parametgg with numberk. We construct a mappingy that maps a nontermind|, a stateg,
and a chunk numberto a pair(n,L) wheren is the total number of nodes in the chunk dnd the list of
off-sets, in order. We now do a complete pre-order travetsaligh the gramma®g’, while maintaining
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the current-preorder numbaiin a counter. When we meet a nontermiAah chunkc with a non-empty
list L of off-sets, we addi to each offset and append the resulting list to the outptit lis O

4.3 Serialization

Here we want to output the XML serialization of the resulttses rooted at the result nodes of a query
(given by a DST automaton). Again, we want the output in poep

Theorem 4 Let G be an SLT grammar and a DST automaton. Lets be the sum of sizes of all subtrees
rooted at the nodes in7 (val(G)). We can output all result subtrees.af(val(G)) in time Q(|Q||G| +9).

Proof. The proof is similar to the proof of Theoremh 3 in that it runswo passes over grammar
G’ whose treeval(G') is the relabeled one according to Lemipha 1. During the botipman through the
grammar, we construct a mappiggthat maps a nontermind, a stateg, and a chunk numberto a
sequencé of opening and closing brackets of the pre-order traveimabsponding t@, g, andc. Then
during the complete pre-order traversal thoughwe construct a sequen& of opening and closing
brackets containing only result subtreesezgtval(G)) and pointers to marked elements for nested result
nodes. At a nontermind, in a stateg, and a chunk we first start appending 8 if ¢ (A, g,c) contains a
marked node. Then when meeting nontermidgli stateq, and chunkc inside marked nodes subtrees
we always append (A, g, c) to S, and we store pointers to marked nodes. Finally, based oobtfaéned
sequenceS, the selected subtrees are serialized by following|t4éval(G))| pointers to their roots in
S. O

We can do better, if we are allowed to output a compresseéseptation of the concatenation of all
result subtrees. In fact, the result stated in Thedrem Kvislfrom Theorenls.

We can construct a straight-line string grammar (SLP) iret|G|) that generates the pre-order
traversal of the tre@al(G), see Figurél4 for an example. But, what about an SLP that tuthe
concatenation of all pre-order traversals of tharked subtreésWhat is the size of such a grammar? If
every node is marked, and the original tree Nasodes, then the length of the represented string is in
O(N?).

Theorem 5 Given an SLT grammar G and a subset R of the nodesl@®), an SLP P for the concate-
nation of all subtrees at nodes in R (in pre-order) can be tmicted in time Q|G||R|).

Proof. We assume that the nodesRrare given as pre-order numbers. Let us first observe that for a
given SLT grammaH, an SLP grammar of the pre-order traversavafH ), using opening and closing
labeled brackets (for instance in XML syntax) can be corséa in time and spac®(|H|), following

the proof of Theorem 3 of [3] (they sta@®(|G|k) because they count the number of nonterminals of the
SLP). In one preprocessing pass thro@tve compute the length of every chunk of every nonterminal.
Let nowu be a pre-order number iR. Using the information of the chunk lengths, we can deteemin
starting at the right-hand side of the start nonterminaictvhonterminal generates the nadeNe keep

the respective subtree of the right-hand side, and conbinilding a larger sentential tree, until we obtain
a sentential form that has the desired terminal node affits root. The obtained sentential trteis of
sizeO(|G|). We introduce a new nonterming} with rule §, — t. This process is repeated for each node
in R. Finally we construct a new start rule which in its right-taside has the concatenation of §lis
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S — (1130)(3120) <e>< /e>(3121)(113 1)

(1130) — (1220)(2230)
(3120) — (321,0)(1220)
(3121) — (1221)(3211)
(1131) — (2231)(1221)
(1220) — (1330)(3320)
(1221) — (3321)(1331)
(2230) — (231,0)(1330)
(2231) — (1331)(231,1)
(321,0) — (3320)(231,0)
(321,1) — (231,1)(3321)
(1330) — <a><a>

(1331 — </a></a>
(3320) — <éa><a>

(3321 — </a></a>
(23100 — <a><é&>

(2311 — </a></a>

Figure 4: SLP gramma®” for the pre-order traversal afl(G') of Figure[3, wherglijk,l) is a new
nonterminal ofG” denoting the pair of a nonterminéd;, A, ax) of G’ andl the number of its chunk.

with u € R. The size of the resulting grammar@|G||R|). Finally, we produce the SLP for the traversal
strings, as mentioned above. O

Let us consider milder tree compression via DAGs [2], by G-§tammars that do not use parameters
yj. In this case we can improve the result of Theofém 5 as follows

Theorem 6 Given a0-SLT grammar G and a subset R of the nodealif5), an SLP Gfor the concate-
nation of all subtrees at nodes in R (in pre-order) can be tmieted such that Gs of size Q|G|+ |R)|).

Proof. We first bring the grammdg into “node normal form”. This means that the right-hand sifle
each rule contains exactly one terminal symbol. Note thatttay increase the number of nonterminals,
but does not change the size of the grammar. Now, each sudftked(G) is represented by a unique
nonterminal. The grammd®’ is obtained fromG by consideringG as a string grammar in the obvious
way, and then changing the start production such that itg¢-hignd side is the concatenation (in pre-
order) of the nonterminals corresponding to nodeR.in Oltis easy to

extend Theoremm] 6 to slightly more general compression grasinthe hybrid DAGs of Lohrey, Maneth,
and Noeth[[1R]. A hybrid DAG of an unranked tree is obtaineditst building the minimal unranked
DAG, then constructing its first-child next-sibling encegi(seen as a grammar), and then building the
minimal DAG of this grammar. The hybrid DAG of an unrankedetie guaranteed smaller (or equal
to) the minimal unranked DAG and the minimal binary DAG (= DAfirst-child next-sibling encoded
binary trees). Theoref] 6 is extended by bringing the uniduidG into node normal form.
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5 XPath Filters

An XPath filter (in our fragment) checks for the existence q@a#h, starting at the current node. It is
written in the form[./p| wherep is an XPath query as before. For instance, the query

//0l.//c/d/€l[./a/b]/f/g

first selects thosé-nodes that have somewhere below the path c/d/e, and wisohhalve ara-child
that has @-child. Starting from suclp-nodes, the query selects tifiechildren, and then thg-children
thereof.

It is well-known that such filters can be evaluated usideterministic bottom-up tree automatgor
each filter pathp in the query we build one bottom-up automaton (this consitads very similar to
our earlier construction of DST automata), in time lineathte size of thep. We then build the product
automatone? of all the filter automata. The size of this automaton is thadpct of the sizes of all filter
paths in the query. If we run this automaton over a given iripaé, then it will tell us for each node
of the tree, which filter paths are true at that node. Thusafgiven SLT grammag, if we build the
intersection grammar with our bottom-up filter automatgnthen the new nonterminals (and terminals)
are of the form

(p7A7 pla"'7pm)

wheremis the rank ofA andp, py, . .., pm aren-tuples of filter states. Such a tupteells us the states of
each filter automaton and hence the truth value of all thedilte

Given an XPath query with filters, we first build the combindfiautomatonz’. We then build for
a given SLT gramma@, the bottom-up intersection gramm@y,. We remove the filters from the query
and build the DST automatao® as before. However, now we annotate the rules of this automaly
information about filters: if at a step of the query that cep@nds to statq of the 4 the filtersfy,. ..,
appear in the query, then tlgerule is annotated by these filters; when we evaluate topadeer check
whether the filters are true, using the annotated informaifdhe intersection gramm&.,,. It is shown
in Theorem 1 of[[10] that for a bottom-up automaton and3LT grammar, the intersection grammar
can be produced in tim®(|Q|<*1|G|).

Theorem 7 Let G be an SLT grammar and a DST automaton with filter automata,F. ., F,; the sets
of states are QQ1,...,Qn, respectively. Let & |.<7(val(G))| and k be the rank of G. We can construct a
grammar G which representsal(G) with all result nodes marked, in time(@)]|(|Q1|- - - |Qn|)¥*1|G|).

The complexity stated in Theorelh 7 is rather pessimisticwwadelieve that it can be improved.
We are applying a result about deterministic bottom-up raata from [10]. We do want to execute our
filter automata bottom-up, but, they are indeed deterniinisp-down automata. In future research we
would like to improve the worst-case complexity stated mftieorem above by taking this into account.
Consider filters over the child axis only, e.g/a/b/c|. Instead of using a bottom-up automaton for the
filter and constructing an intersection grammar accordinfiL@] in time O(|Q|**1|G|), we use a top-
down automaton for the “relative” querya/b/c; it can be constructed similar as our DST automata.
Via Lemmall we obtain a marking gramm@f in time O(|Q||G|). We now want to transform this
grammar so that instead of tlienodes, their grandpareatnodes are marked. How expensive is this
transformation? It seems n the worst case that each occeradra nonterminal i’ must be changed
into a distinct copy (and recursively for the new right-haides). This would run in tim®(|G'|?). Can
it be improved? How can be handle other axes such as desd¢@ridamhich cases is this solution more
efficient than the one of Theordm 77
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