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ABSTRACT
Data analytics over normalized databases typically requires com-
puting and materializing expensive joins (wide-tables). Factorized
query execution models execution as message passing between
relations in the join graph and pushes aggregations through joins
to reduce intermediate result sizes. Although this accelerates query
execution, it only optimizes a single wide-table query. In contrast,
wide-table analytics is usually interactive and users want to apply
delta to the initial query structure. For instance, users want to slice,
dice and drill-down dimensions, update part of the tables and join
with new tables for enrichment. Such Wide-table Delta Analytics
offers novel work-sharing opportunities.

This work shows that carefully materializing messages during
query execution can accelerateWide-table Delta Analytics by >105×
as compared to factorized execution, and only incurs a constant
factor overhead. The key challenge is that messages are sensitive to
the message passing ordering. To address this challenge, we borrow
the concept of calibration in probabilistic graphical models to ma-
terialize sufficient messages to support any ordering. We manifest
these ideas in the novel Calibrated Junction Hypertree (CJT) data
structure, which is fast to build, aggressively re-uses messages to
accelerate future queries, and is incrementally maintainable under
updates. We further show how CJTs benefit applications such as
OLAP, query explanation, streaming data, and data augmentation
for ML. Our experiments evaluate three versions of the CJT that run
in a single-threaded custom engine, on cloud DBs, and in Pandas,
and show 30×–105× improvements over state-of-the-art factorized
execution algorithms on the above applications.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Schema normalization is a foundational concept in databases, and
is used to minimize redundancy, potential data inconsistencies, and
storage costs. It is widely used in practice and taught in nearly
every database course. Unfortunately, normalized schemas present
a number of usability challenges in modern data analytics. First,
analyses often access data from disparate tables that necessitate
joining across the normalized schema (called join graph). These
massive joins are difficult to optimize [8, 55, 65], expensive to mate-
rialize, and dominate analytics costs. Second, joins are notoriously
confusing to students and programmers [18, 32, 47, 62].

As such, there is increasing advocacy for a wide-table abstrac-
tion [16, 64, 64], where users directly perform analytics over a fully
denormalized schema. Unfortunately, materializing a denormalized
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(d) Upward message passing. The absorption result is in green.

Figure 1: Example database with three relations, its join
graph (also JT), naive query execution for total count, and
factorized query execution by upward message passing.

schema incurs exponential space overhead O(n× fr), where f is the
fanout along edges in a join graph with r relations each of size n.

To address this challenge, factorized query execution [5, 77]
accelerates queries over a large join graph using early marginaliza-
tion. In the spirit of projection pushdown, early marginalization
pushes down aggregation through the joins to reduce intermediate
result sizes. Abo et al. [6] established the equivalence between early
marginalization and message passing in Probabilistic Graphical
Model [49] (PGM). Factorized query execution can then be mod-
eled as passing messages between relations in the join graph. The
messages are of size O(n), so the space overhead (for acyclic join)
is only linear: O(rn).

Example 1. Figure 1(a,b) list example relations (duplicates are
tracked with a cnt “annotation”) and the join graph, respectively.
Figure 1c naively computes the total count over the full join result
(wide-table) using message passing, where each message is the inter-
mediate result so far. For instance, AB sends itself to AC, which sends
the join result to AD, which computes the full join before summing the
counts. This clearly requires exponential space. In contrast, factorized
query execution distributes the summation through joins, so that each
node first sums out (marginalizes) attributes irrelevant downstream,
and then emits a smaller message. In Figure 1d, AB marginalizes out
B and AC marginalizes out C, so that the final result has only 2 tuples.

ar
X

iv
:2

21
0.

03
85

1v
1 

 [
cs

.D
B

] 
 7

 O
ct

 2
02

2

https://doi.org/10.1145/nnnnnnn.nnnnnnn
https://doi.org/10.1145/nnnnnnn.nnnnnnn


This concept has been extended to handle arbitrary join graph
structures [68]; identify good message passing orders [77]; and
support complex aggregations over semi-ring structures such as
factorized learning [21, 78], where the aggregation function trains
a ML model. These properties make factorized execution promising
for wide-table analytics.

However, common wide-table analytics starts with an initial
(pivot) query, and then applies deltas to the query structure (delta
queries) —these may modify selection or grouping clauses, update
or remove tables, or join new tables. Further, these use cases de-
mand interactive response times [29, 81]. For instance, users may
incrementally slice, dice and drill down along dimensions [34]; ap-
ply predicate-based deletion interventions on the input tables to
understand their effects [73, 88]; or join with new tables as part of
ML augmentation [17] or data enrichment [24]. Although factorized
execution reduces individual query latencies, it does not leverage
materialization during query processing to exploit work-sharing
across them (either from the pivot query, or between pre-computed
data structures). Our experiments show thatWide-table Delta
Analytics can be >105× slower than need be.

Our core question is: what intermediates should be materi-
alized for Wide-table Delta Analytics? First, which messages
can be shared between the pivot query and delta queries? Delta
queries only differ from the pivot query in a subset of selection,
projection, join or aggregation clauses, and most messages from the
pivot query could be re-used. To this end, we introduce an efficient
method to check the equivalence of intermediate messages.

Second, given the pivot query, which of its messages are sufficient
to support re-use forWide-table Delta Analytics? The key challenge
is that simply caching the messages emitted when executing the
pivot query is insufficient because message re-usability is sensitive
to the message-passing order. This would force future delta queries
to either use the same ordering or forgo message re-use. To address
this, we observe that query execution passes messages across all
edges in the join graph along a single direction, and show that
sending and materializing messages in reverse for the pivot query
are sufficient to support arbitrary orderings in future delta queries.
We relate this to calibration in probabilistic graphical models [79],
which similarly shares computation between interactive queries
over posterior distributions.

Third, we bring these ideas together in theCalibrated Junction
HyperTree (CJT). Given a pivot query, the novel data structure
manages message materialization and re-use. Building the data
structure only takes up to twice the time as executing the pivot
query, but supports re-use for arbitrary message passing orders.

Finally, we apply CJT to three important classes of wide-table
applications. CJT accelerates Data Cube construction by re-using
messages from low-dimensional cuboids to answer higher dimen-
sional OLAP queries, and avoiding the exponential cost of con-
structing high dimensional cuboids directly. CJT enables interactive
Data Augmentation for ML by reducing the time to add a new
relation (features) to the join graph and update an ML model by
> 102× compared to prior approaches. CJT can directly use Factor-
ized IVM [7, 67] to accelerate Data Explanation and Streaming
applications, and we further reduce IVM maintenance overheads
by >92× by lazily maintaining messages.

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:
• Conceptually, we expand the connection between factorized
queries and PGM by drawing on the idea of calibration.

• Practically, we design the novel CJT data structure, which uses
calibration to enable work-sharing forWide-table Delta Analytics.
The cost of materializing the data structure is within a constant
factor of the pivot query execution, but accelerates future queries
by multiple orders of magnitude.

• We apply CJT to data cube, data augmentation for ML, streaming
and explanation applications, and describe additional application-
specific optimizations.

• To illustrate the algorithmic benefits of our ideas, we implement
and evaluate three versions of CJT: a custom single threaded
query engine and middleware compilers to SQL and Pandas data
frame operations. Our custom engine out-performs the state-
of-the-art LMFAO factorized engine by ∼30× on OLAP queries;
compared to factorized execution algorithms, our SQL experi-
ments onAWSRedshift reduce execution by up to 103× on TPC-H
queries, while Pandas experiments accelerate data augmentation
for ML by >100×.

2 BACKGROUND
This section provides a brief overview of annotated relations, early
marginalization and variable elimination to accelerate join-aggregation
queries, and the junction hypertree join representation. Our goal in
this paper is to keep the content accessible. To this end, we avoid
technical concepts (e.g., hypergraphs) that are needed for deriv-
ing bounds but not needed for developing intuition, and limit the
discussion to COUNT queries. However, our work generalizes to
any commutative semi-ring aggregation query [35], and the full
technical details can be found in the technical report [39].

Data Model. Let uppercase symbol A be an attribute, dom(A) is its
domain, and lowercase symbol a ∈ dom(A) be a valid attribute value.
By default, we assume categorical attributes. Numerical attributes
are usually part of the semi-ring annotation discussed below. How-
ever, we can easily support numerical attributes by introducing a
domain with infinite size. Given relation R, its schema SR is a set of
attributes, and its domain dom(R) = ×A∈Sdom(A) is the Cartesian
product of its attribute domains. An attribute is incident of R if
A ∈ SR. Given tuple t, let t[A] be its value of attribute A.

Annotated Relations. Since relational algebra (first-order logic)
does not support aggregation, it has been extended with the use of
commutative structures to support aggregation. The main idea is
that tuples are annotated with values from a semi-ring, and when
relational operators (e.g., join, project, group-by) concatenate or
combine tuples, they also multiply or add the tuple annotations,
such that the final annotations correspond to the desired aggrega-
tion results.

A commutative semi-ring (D, +,×, 0, 1) defines a set D, binary
operators + and × closed over D where both are commutative,
and the zero 0 and unit 1 elements. For simplicity, the text will
be based on COUNT queries and the natural numbers semi-ring
(N, +,×, 0, 1), which operates as in grade school math. However,
our work extends to arbitrary commutative semi-ring structures
that support aggregation queries containing common statistical
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functions (mean, min, max, std), as well as machine learning models
(e.g., linear regression, regression trees, etc). Our applications and
experiments illustrate these use cases, and the technical report
presents a full treatment [39]. Each relation R annotates each of
its tuples t ∈ dom(R) with a natural number, and R(t) refers to this
annotation for tuple t [35, 41, 67]. We will use the terms relation
and annotated relation interchangeably.
Semi-ring Aggregation Query. Aggregation queries are defined
over annotated relations, and the relational operators are extended
to add or multiple tuple annotations together, so that the output
tuples’ annotations are the desired aggregated values1.

Consider the query 𝜑S’ = γS–{A},COUNT(R1 1 R2... 1 Rn) that
joins n relations, groups by all attributes except A: S’ = S – {A}, and
computes the COUNT . The operators that combine multiple tuples
are join and groupby (projection under set semantics corresponds
to groupby), and they compute the output tuple annotations as
follows:

(R 1 T)(t) = R(πSR (t)) × T(πST (t)) (1)

(
∑︁
A

R)(t) =
∑︁

{R(t1)| t1 ∈ DS, t = πSR\{A}(t1)} (2)

The first statement states that given a join output tuple t, its anno-
tation is defined by multiplying the annotations of the pair of input
tuples, where SR and ST are R and T’s schemas. The second defines
the count for output tuple t, and

∑
A R denotes that we marginalize

over A and remove it from the output schema. This corresponds to
summing the annotations for all input tuples that are in the same
group as t.

To summarize, join and groupby correspond to × and +, respec-
tively, and the query can be rewritten as 𝜑S’ =

∑
A∈S’(R1 1 R2... 1

Rn). This lets us distribute summations across multiplications as in
simple algebra, as we discuss next.
Early Marginalization. In simple algebra (as well as semi-rings),
multiply distributes over addition, and can allow us to pushmarginal-
ization through joins, in the spirit of projection push down [36].

Consider Figure 1, which computes γA;COUNT (R 1 S 1 T). We
can rewrite it as marginalizing B, C, and D from the full join result∑︁

B

∑︁
C

∑︁
D

R[A, B] 1 S[A, C] 1 T[A, D].

Although the naive cost is O(n3) where n is the cardinality of rela-
tions, we can push down the marginalizations to derive the follow-
ing, where the largest intermediate result, and thus the join cost, is
O(n): ∑︁

D
(
∑︁
C
((
∑︁
B

R[A, B])1 S[A, C]) 1 T[A, D])

Join Ordering and Variable Elimination. Variable elimination
is a class of query execution plans that combines early marginaliza-
tion with join ordering. Early marginalization is applied to a given
join order, thus we may also reorder the joins to cluster relations
that involve a given attribute, so that it can be safely marginal-
ized. Consider the query

∑
A R[A, B] 1 S[B, D] 1 T[A, C]. We can

1Note that this means different aggregation functions are defined over different semi-
ring structures, and our examples will focus on COUNT queries.

reorder the joins so that A can be marginalized out earlier:

S[B, D] 1
∑︁
A
(R[A, B] 1 T[A, C]).

The above procedure, where for each marginalized attribute A,
we first cluster and join relations incident to A, and then marginal-
ize A, is called variable elimination [20] and is widely used for
inference in Probabilistic Graphic Models [49]. The order in which
attribute(s) are marginalized out (by clustering and joining the in-
cident relations) is called the variable elimination order. Note that a
given order is simply an execution plan. The complexity of variable
elimination is dominated by the intermediate join result size of the
clustered relations (using worst-case optimal join [66]). It is well
known that finding the optimal order (with the minimum interme-
diate join size) is NP-hard [28]. Prior work [6] has shown that the
intermediate result size of optimal order is bound by the fractional
hypertree width of the join graph, which we introduce in Appen-
dix A. However, common database queries are over acyclic join
graph, whose optimal order could be found efficiently as discussed
below.
Junction Hypertree. The Junction Hypertree2 (JT) is a represen-
tation of a join query that is amenable to complexity analysis [6, 43]
and semi-ring aggregation query optimization [5]. In the next sec-
tion, we will show how JT can be materialized and maintained
to provide work sharing and optimization opportunities for join-
aggregation queries, and how to extend it to balance storage costs
and query benefits. For now, we simply define the structure.

Given a join graph R1 1 . . . 1 Rn using natural joins for simplic-
ity, a Junction Hypertree is a pair (E, V), where each vertex v ∈ V
is a subset of attributes in the join graph, and the undirected edges
form a tree that spans the vertices. The join graph may be explicitly
defined by a query, or induced by the foreign key relationships in
a database schema. Following prior work [6], a JT vertex is also
called a bag. A JT must satisfy three properties:

• Vertex Coverage: the union of all bags in the tree must be equal
to the set of attributes in the join graph.

• Edge Coverage: for every relation R in the join graph, there
exists at least one bag that is a superset of R’s attributes.

• Running intersection: for any attribute in the join graph, the
bags containing the attribute must form a connected subtree. In
other words, if two bags both contain attribute A, all bags along
the path between them should also contain A.
The last property is important because JTs are related to variable

elimination and are used for query execution. Given an elimination
ordering, let each join cluster be a bag in the JT, and adjacent clus-
ters be connected by an edge. In this context, executing the variable
elimination order corresponds to traversing the tree (path); when
execution moves beyond an attribute’s connected subtree, then it
can be safely marginalized out. Note that since the JT is undirected,
it can induce many variable elimination orders (execution plans)
from a given JT, all with the same runtime complexity.

Finally, there are many valid JT for a given join graph, and the
complexity (query execution cost) of a JT is dominated by the largest
bag (the join size of the relations covered by the bag). Although
2JT is also called Hypertree Decomposition [6, 43], Join Tree, Join Forest [40, 77] in
databases and Clique Hypertree in probalistic graphical models [49].
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(b) Moving the root increases
message reuse.

Figure 2:Work sharing opportunities betweenqueriesQ1 (to-
tal count query) and Q2 with additional predicate applied to
S(A,C). Dotted blue edges are reusable messages and solid
red edges are non-reusable edges.

finding the optimal JT for an arbitrary join graph is NP-hard [28],
we can trivially create the optimal JT for an acyclic join graph by
creating one bag for each relation (e.g., the JT is simply the join
graph) and the size of each bag is bounded by its corresponding
relation size. We refer readers to FAQ [6] for a complete description.
Message Passing for Query Execution. Message Passing was
first introduced by Judea Pearl in 1982 [69] (known as belief propa-
gation) in order to efficiently perform inference (compute marginal
probability) over probabilistic graphical models. In database terms,
each probability table corresponds to a relation, the probabilistic
graphical model corresponds to the full join graph in a database
(as expressed by a JT), the joint probability over the model corre-
sponds to the full join result, and marginal probabilities correspond
to grouping over different sets of attributes. To further support
semi-ring aggregation, Abo et al. [6] established the equivalence
between variable elimination, factorized execution of a single query,
and (upward) message passing. Below, we illustrate how message
passing over a JT is used for query execution, and the next section
leverages the ability to reuse messages across queries.

The procedure first determines a traversal order over the JT—
since the JT is undirected, we can arbitrarily choose any bag as
the root and create directed edges that point towards the root—and
then traverses from leaves to root. We first compute the initial
contents of each bag by joining the necessary tables based on the
bag’s attributes. When we traverse an outgoing edge from a bag
l to its parent p, we marginalize out all attributes that are not in
their intersection—the result is the Message between l and p. The
parent bag then joins the message with its contents. Each bag waits
until it has received messages from all incoming edges before it
emits along its outgoing edges, and once the root has received all
incoming messages, its updated contents correspond to the query
result.

Example 2 (Message Passing). Consider the relations in Fig-
ure 1a, and the JT in Figure 1b where each bag is a base relation. We
wish to execute

∑
ABCD R(A, B) 1 S(A, C) 1 T(A, D) by traversing

along the path AB → AC → AD (Figure 1d). We first marginalize
out B from AB, so the message to AC is a single row with count 5. The
bag AC joins the row with its contents, and thus multiplies each of
its counts by 5. It then marginalizes out C, so its message to AD is a
single row with count (3 + 5)× 5. Finally, bag AD absorbs the message
(Figure 1d) and marginalizes out A and D to compute the final result.

Scope. Following prior factorized query execution work [67, 68, 77],
we use the acyclic join graph as the JT, or assume a good JT has
already been determined from standard hypertree decomposition

[6, 43] for cyclic join graphs. Although CJT supports any commu-
tative semi-ring, theta joins with arbitrary conditions, outer joins,
and any factorized machine learning model3, we try keep the ideas
accessible to a general database audience and base our examples on
natural numbers (a semi-ring), COUNT queries, with natural joins,
and the linear regression model.

3 CALIBRATED JUNCTION HYPERTREE
While message passing over JT exploits early marginalization to
accelerate query execution, it has traditionally been limited to use
in complexity analysis and single-query execution. This section in-
troduces the Calibrated Junction Tree (CJT) to enable work-sharing
for efficientWide-table Delta Analytics. The idea is to materialize
messages over the JT for the wide-table pivot query, and reuse a
subset of its messages for future delta queries. This section will focus
on the basis for the CJT data structure and how it is used to execute
delta queries. The next section will describe how to customize CJT
for a range of useful wide-table applications.

Our novelty is 1) to use JTs as a concrete data structure to support
message reuse across queries, and 2) to borrowCalibration [79] from
probabilistic graphical models to ensure that sufficient messages are
materialized to efficiently support arbitrary SPJA queries over the
full join graph. Although CJT is widely used across engineering [72,
92], ML [15, 23], and medicine [53, 70], we are the first to introduce
CJT in the context of query execution and generalize it to semi-ring
aggregation queries.

3.1 Motivating Example
We first illustrate work sharing examples between a pivot query
Q1 =

∑
ABCD AB 1 AC 1 AD (whose messages are materialized)

and a delta query Q2 =
∑

ABCD AB 1 σc=1(AC) 1 AD. Q1 computes
the total count, and Q2 applies an additional predicate C=1.

Example 3. The JTs in Figure 2a both assign AD as the root and
traverse along the path AB → AC → AD. Although the message
AB → AC will be identical (blue edges), the additional filter over
AC means that its outgoing message (and all subsequent messages)
will differ from Q1’s and cannot be reused (red edges). In contrast,
Figure 2b uses AC as the root, so both messages can be reused and the
AC bag simply applies the filter after joining its incoming messages.

This example shows that message reuse depends on how the
root bag is chosen in the pivot query, and for different delta queries,
we may wish to choose different roots. Since we may not know the
exact join, grouping, and filter criteria of future delta queries, it is
not effective to simply materialize messages for a single root. The
CJT data structure addresses these limitations, and the following
text describes the CJT data structure, message reuse, and query
execution given a CJT.

3.2 Junction Hypertree as Data Structure
A naive approach to re-use messages is to execute an aggregation
query over a JT, and store the messages; when a future query tra-
verses an edge in the JT, it simply reuses the correspondingmessage.
Unfortunately, this is 1) inaccurate, because messages generated
3Including ridge regression, classification tree, regression tree [77], k-means (RK-
means), support vector machine [48] and factorization machine [77].
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Figure 3: The same JT over relations R(A,B), S(A), T(B,C) can
have different relation mappings (X) and each mapping re-
sults in different messages (m). For each bag, its attributes
are at the top and mapped relations are at the bottom.
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Figure 4: The join graph and JT of TPC-DS (simplified).
Adding an empty bag can accelerate queries group-by Time
and Stores.

along an edge are not symmetric, so that message contents depend
on the specific traversal order during message passing, 2) insuffi-
cient, because it cannot directly express all filter-group-by queries
over the JT, and 3) leaves performance on the table. To do so, we
extend the JT data structure as follows:
Directed Edges. To support arbitrary traversal orders, we replace
each undirected edge with two directed edges, and use Y(i → j) to
refer to the cached message for the directed edge i → j.
Relation Mapping.X(R) maps each base relation R to exactly one
bag containing R’s schema. Although different mappings can lead
to different messages (Figure 3), acyclic join graphs have a good de-
fault mapping where each relation maps to a single bag4. Relations
mapped to the same bag are joined during message passing.
Empty Bags. To avoid large paths during message passing it can
help to add custom Empty bags to create “short cuts”. Empty bags
are not mapped from any relations and simply a mechanism to
materialize custom views for work sharing. They join incoming
messages, marginalize using standard rules, and materialize the
outgoing messages. Empty bags are a novel addition in this work:
previous works [5, 6, 89] focus on non-redundant JTwithout empty
bags in the context of single query optimization.

Example 4 (Empty Bag). Consider the simplified TPC-DS JT in
Figure 4a. Store Sales is a large fact table (2.68M rows at SF=1), while
the rest are much smaller. To accelerate a query that aggregates
sales grouped by (Store,Time), we can create the empty bag Time
Stores between Store_Sales, Time and Stores (Figure 4b). The
message from Store_Sales to the empty bag is sufficient for the
query and is 17.3× smaller (154K rows) than the fact table.

Note that leaf empty bag may result in an empty output message;
we avoid this special case by mapping the identity relation I5 to it,
such that R 1 I = R for any relation R. Essentially, the empty bag
is “pass-through” and doesn’t change the join results nor the query
4Heuristics for the general case have been studied by the greedy variable elimination
in Probabilistic Graphical Model [49].
5The schema is the same as the bag and all tuples in its domain are annotated with 1
element in the semiring.
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Figure 5: Message Passing and Calibration

result. When the bag is a leaf node, its message is simply I. We do
not materialize the identity relation, as it’s evident from the JT.

Example 5 (JT Data Structure). Figure 5b illustrates the JT
data structure for the example in Figure 1. Each relation maps to
exactly one bag (orange dotted arrows), and each directed edge between
bags (black arrows) stores its corresponding message (purple dashed
arrows). Bag D (dotted rectangle) is an empty bag and materializes
the view of "count group by D". I is the identity relation.

3.3 Message Passing Over Annotated Bags
We now describe support for general SPJA queries over JT. Al-
though each query JT has the same structure, we annotate the
bags based on the query’s SPJA operations. We then modify mes-
sage passing rules to accommodate the bag annotations. These
annotations will come in handy when determining work sharing
opportunities for a new delta query given a pivot query.

Given the database R = {R1, R2, ..., Rn} and JT = ((E, V),X,Y),
we focus on queries of the following form, where any semi-ring
aggregation is acceptable:

SELECT G, COUNT(*) FROM J
WHERE [JOIN COND] AND P GROUP BY G

where G is the grouping attributes, J ⊆ R is the set of relations
joined in the FROM clause, and P is the set of single-attribute predi-
cates6. Query execution is based on message passing as in Section 2,
however the processing at each bag differs based on its annotations.
We propose 4 annotation types, summarized in Table 1:
• GROUP BY G. For each attribute A ∈ G, we annotate exactly one
bag u that contains this attribute with γA. Messages emitted by
the annotated bag and all downstream bags do not marginalize
out A. Since all bags containing A form a connected subtree,
which bag we annotate does not affect correctness, however
we will later discuss the performance implications of different
choices when we use the annotated JT to execute delta queries.

• Joined Relations J. The query may not join all relations
in the join graph, or the joined relations are updated. For each
relation R not included (resp. updated) in the query, we annotate

6Multi-attributes predicates have interesting optimization opportunities [48] but is not
our focus. We rewrite them into group-by those attributes followed by the predicate.

5



Annotation Effect Applicability Section
γA Prevent A from being marginalized out for all downstream messages. Any bag containing A. Section 3.3∑

A Marginalize out A. “Cancels” γA for downstream messages. Any bag containing A. Section 3.4.2
R Exclude relation R from the bag during message passing. The bag X(R). Section 3.3
R∗ver. Update relation R in the bag to the specified version duringmessage passing. The bag X(R). Section 3.3
σid Apply selection specified by id to relations during message passing. Any bag σid is applied to. Section 3.3

Table 1: Table of annotations, their effects and applicability.

the corresponding bag u = X(R) with R (resp. R∗ver.). When com-
puting messages from this bag, R will be excluded from X–1(u)7
(resp. R will be updated in X–1(u)). We allow only exclusions of
relations that don’t violate JT properties. The query could further
apply IVM or join with new relations as discussed in Section 4.1.

• PREDICATES P. Let predicate σ ∈ P be over attribute A. If A is
not in any relation in J , we can skip it. Otherwise, we choose
a bag u that contains A, and annotate it with σid—the effect is
that the predicate filters all messages emitted by u. The choice
of bag to annotate is important—for a single query, we want to
pick a bag far from the root in the spirit of selection push down,
whereas to maximize message re-usability, we want to pick the
bag near the root. We discuss this trade-off in the next section.

3.3.1 Message Passing. We nowmodify howmessage passing, gen-
eration, and absorption work to take the annotations into account.
Upward Message Passing. Traditional message passing chooses
a root bag and traverses edges from leaves to the root. Since the
JT data structure uses bidirectional edges, we call this procedure
upward message passing, as it materializes messages along edges
that point towards the root.
Message Generation Y(b→p). The message Y(b→p) from bag
b to parent p is defined as follows. Let M(b) = {Y(i→b)|i→b ∈
E∧ i ≠ p} be the set of incoming messages (except from p). We join
between all relations (updated to the specified versions) in M(b)
and X–1(b), and marginalize out all attributes not in p. Given anno-
tations, we exclude relations in R from the join, apply predicates σ
(with appropriate push-down), and exclude attributes in γ.

Y(b → p) =
∑︁

b–(p∩b)–γ
σ
(
1 (M(b) ∪ X–1(b) – R)

)
b’s message to p is ready iff all its messages from child bags are re-
ceived. During message passing, if b contains group-by annotation
γ, we temporarily annotate all its parent bags also with γ.
Absorption. Absorption is when the root bag r consumes all in-
coming messages. It is identical to the join and filter during mes-
sage generation: Absorption(r) = σ

(
1 (M(r) ∪ X–1(r) – R)

)
where

M(r) = {Y(i→r)|i→r ∈ E}. To generate the final query results, we
marginalize away all attributes not in the query’s grouping condi-
tions G.

Example 6. Consider database and JT in Figure 1. Suppose we
want to query the total count filter by C = 1 and group by B. This
requires us to annotate bag AB with γB and bag AC with σ (id is
omitted). Figure 6 shows the upward message passing over the anno-
tated JT to root AD, where attribute B is not marginalized out and the

7Rigorously, X doesn’t have an inverse function. We define X–1 to be a mapping from
one bag to a set of base relations such that X–1(u) = {i|X(i) = u}.
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1Figure 6: Filter-group-by query with annotated JT.

predicate C = 1 is applied to S. After upward message passing, bag AD
performs absorption and marginalizes out AD to answer the query.

Single-query Optimization. For a given SPJA query, we can
choose different bags to annotate, and different roots for upward
message passing. We make these choices based on heuristics that
minimize the worst-case query complexity. Since relation removal
annotation R and update anntation R∗ver. can be only placed onX(R),
and the placement of group-by don’t affect the message passing, the
only factor is the choice of root bag and selection annotations. We
enumerate every possible root bag, greedily push down selections,
and choose the root with the smallest complexity; the total time
complexity to find the root is polynomial in the number of bags.

3.3.2 Message Reuse AcrossQueries. Messages reuse between queries
requires that the message along edge u → v only depends on the
annotated sub-tree rooted at u. Thus, a new query can reuse materi-
alized messages in the pivot query’s JT that have the same subtree
(and annotations).

Proposition 1 (Message Reusability). Given a JT and annota-
tions for two queries, consider directed edge u → v present in both
queries. Let Tu be the subtree rooted at u. If the annotations for Tu
are the same for both queries, then the message along u → v will be
identical irrespective of the traversal order nor choice of the root.

This proposition is well established in probabilistic graphical
models [79], and follows for message passing over JT. The proof
sketch is as follows: leaf nodes send messages that only depend on
its outgoing edges, base relations and annotations, while a given
bag’s outgoing message only depends on its mapped relations in X,
annotations and its incoming messages. None of these messages
depend on the traversal order nor the root.

Proposition 1 implies that an annotation can “block” reuse along
all of its downstream messages. For group-by annotation, we greed-
ily push down it to the leaf of the connected subtree closest to the
root to maximize reusability. However, pushing selections down
trades-offs potentially smaller message sizes for limited reusability:

Example 7. Suppose we have materialized messages for Q1 in
Figure 7, and want to execute Q2, which has an additional predicate
over C. If we annotated bag BC with σ, this may reduce the message
size but we cannot reuse the message in BC → CD. If we annotate CD
(Q′

2), we can reuse the message but risk larger message sizes.
6
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Figure 7: Message size vs reuse trade-off. Given total count
query Q1, Q2 adds a predicate to C. Pushing down selection
as in Q2 may reduce message size but hinders reuse as com-
pared to Q′

2. Dotted blue edges are reusable messages and
solid red edges are non-reusable edges.

In practice, we prioritize reuse by pulling annotations close to the
root—reuse helps avoid scan, join, and aggregation costs, whereas
larger message sizes simply increase scan sizes.

3.4 Calibration
We saw above that message reuse depends on choosing a good
root for message passing, however upward message passing only
materializes messages for a single root bag. Calibrationmaterializes
messages along edges in the opposite direction, and thus lets future
delta queries pick arbitrary roots.

3.4.1 Calibration. Given an edge u → v, u and v are calibrated iff
their marginal absorption results are the same in both directions:∑︁

u–(v∩u)
Absorption(u) =

∑︁
v–(v∩u)

Absorption(v)

The JT is calibrated if all pairs of adjacent bags are calibrated. We
call this a Calibrated Junction Hypertree (CJT), which is achieved by
Downward Message Passing.
DownwardMessage Passing. Upwardmessage passing computes
messages along half of the edges (from leaves to root). Calibration
simply reverses the edges and runs upward message passing from
root (now the leaf) to leaves (now all roots). Now, all edges store
materialized messages. Our algorithm extends Shafer–Shenoy in-
ference algorithm [79] in PGM to semiring aggregation, and is fully
described in the technical report [39]. If the semi-ring is also a
semi-field, the Hugin algorithm [56] can further avoid redundant
multiplications. This benefits common aggregation functions such
as sum, stddev, and even gram matrix computation for training
linear models [78].

Example 8. Consider the example in Figure 5a. During upward
message passing, AD is the root and has received all incoming message
from leaf AB. After that, we send messages back from AD to AB. We
can verify that the JT is calibrated by checking the equality between
marginal absorptions.

Calibration means all bags are ready for absorption. This im-
mediately accelerates the class of queries that adds one grouping
or filtering attribute A to the pivot query8. We simply pick a bag
containing A and apply the filter/group-by to its absorption result.
Generalization of Prior Work. Calibration generalizes the two-
pass semi-join reduction in Yannakakis’s algorithm [90], which

8These queries correspond to marginal posterior probability (group-by) and incremen-
tal update (filter) in PGM [49].
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Figure 8: Given CJT with pivot query Qp, the Steiner Tree to
executeQ is highlighted (green is Steiner Tree root and red is
Steiner Tree non-root nodes.). Q∗ is the optimal query with
minimum Steiner Tree size and run time complexity.

is simply calibration over a 0/1 semi-ring. Similarly, the upward-
downward passes to compute local sensitivities [84] is calibration
for COUNT over an acyclic join graph.

3.4.2 Query Execution Over a CJT. How do we execute a new delta
query Q over the CJT of a pivot query Qp? Since they share the
same JT structure, they only differ in their annotations. The main
idea is that query execution is limited to the subtree where the
annotated bags differ between the two queries, while we can reuse
messages for all other bags in the CJT.

LetAp andA be the set of annotations for Qp and Q, respectively;
note that the annotations in Ap are bound to specific bags in the
CJT, while the annotations in A are not yet bound. Further, let BD
be the subset of bags whose annotations differ between the two
queries. The steiner tree T is the minimal subtree in the CJT that
connects all bags in BD. From Proposition 1, edges that cross into
T have the same messages as in the CJT and can be reused. Thus,
we only need to perform upward message passing inside of T. Let
us first start with an illustrative example:

Example 9 (Steiner Tree). In Figure 8, the pivot queryQp groups
by D and filters by B = 1, and so its annotations are Ap = {σ1, γD}.
Suppose query Q (row 2) instead groups by A and filters by C = 1
so A = {σ2, γA}, and we place its annotations σ2 and γA on AC. The
two queries differ in bags BD ={BC, AC, DE}, and we have colored
their steiner tree. Naively, we can reuse the message BF → BC, but
otherwise re-run upward message passing along the steiner tree.

Although the example allows us to re-use one message, it is a
sub-optimal execution plan because the steiner tree is not minimal,
and the root is poorly chosen. Instead, we use a greedy procedure to
find the minimal steiner tree; we arbitrarily place the annotations
on valid bags to create an initial steiner tree, and then greedily
shrink it. Given the minimal steiner tree, we find the optimal root
following Section 3.3.

Initialization. For annotations only in A, they are added to Q’s
JT based on the single-query optimization rules in Section 3.3. For
annotations only in Ap, we need to compensate for their effects.
For σp and R, we remove the annotation, while for γD, we introduce
the compensating annotation

∑
D, which marginalizes out D, and

place it on the same bag. A key property of
∑

D is that we can freely
place it on any bag that contains D. For all of the above annotations,
we add their bags to BD. This defines the initial steiner tree (Q with
compensating annotations in Figure 8).
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Example 10. The third row in Figure 8 adds the compensating
annotation

∑
D to DE. Its execution is as follows: BC does not apply

B = 1, AC applies C = 1 and groups by A, and DE maginalizes out D
and E.

Shrinking.Given the leaves of the steiner tree, we try tomove their
annotations towards the interior of the tree. Recall that σ, γ, and

∑
can be placed on any bag containing the annotation’s attribute. We
greedily choose the bag with the largest underlying relation and
try to move its annotations first. Once a leaf bag does not have any
annotations that differ from the pivot CJT, it is removed from the
steiner tree.

Example 11. Q∗ in Figure 8 shows the optimal execution plan over
the minimal steiner tree for Q. It has moved

∑
D to CD, and made AC

the root. CD will marginalize out D, and AC performs the filter and
group-by. In this way, we also reuse the message DE → CD.

After the optimization procedure above, the execution plan over
the CJT will always be as efficient (or in many cases much more
efficient than) executing the query without the CJT. Our proof
sketch analyzes two scenarios. If the optimal root without the CJT
is within the steiner tree, we can reuse messages outside the steiner
tree. If the optimal root is outside the steiner tree, we can still move
the root to the closest bag within the steiner tree. In both cases, all
messages within the steiner tree are the same. Calibration is the
key mechanism that allows us to freely move the root.

4 APPLICATIONS
Semi-ring structures are highly expressive, and also support a wide
range ofWide-table Delta Analytics. We now describe how to choose
good9 pivot queries and leverage CJT for four popular classes of ap-
plications: OLAP, Explanation, Streaming and Data Augmentation
for ML. We note that CJT also applies to differential privacy [84],
web table analysis [75] and what-if analysis [52], and leave elabo-
rations to future work.

4.1 OLAP Data Cubes
OLAP data cubes [34] materialize a lattice of data cuboids parame-
terized by the set of attributes that future queries will filter/group
by. Traditionally, the data structure is built bottom-up in order to
share computation—each cuboid is built by marginalizing out ir-
relevant attribute(s) from a descendant cuboid. If the cube is over
a join graph, then there is the additional cost of first materializ-
ing the (potentially very large) join result to compute the bottom
cuboid. Although prior work explored many optimizations (par-
allelization [22, 83, 87], approximation [85], partial materializa-
tion [37, 86], early projection [50]), neither early marginalization
nor work-sharing based on CJTs have been explored.

CJTs are a particularly good fit for building data cubes because,
in practice, they are restricted to a small number of attributes in
order to avoid exponentially large cuboids. In this setting, we can
build CJTs for a carefully selected set of pivot queries to accelerate
cube construction by 1) not materializing the full join graph when
building the cuboids, and 2) aggressively reuse messages to answer
OLAP queries not directly materialized by a cuboid.

9In general, finding the optimal pivot query and JT structure is NP-hard.
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Figure 9: Augmenting the join graph with relation DE. The
Steiner Tree is AD → DE with root DE and only requires one
message in solid red.

4.1.1 Complexity Analysis. Let us first analyze the complexity of
using CJTs to answer OLAP queries. This will provide the tools
to trade-off between OLAP query performance and space require-
ments for materialization.

Let the database contain r relations each with O(n) rows, the
domain of each attribute is O(d), and the join graph contains m
unique attributes. Suppose we have calibrated each cuboid with k
group-by attributes (the pivot queries). Calibration costs O(rndk)
for each pivot query where the cost per bag is O(ndk) (cross product
between relation size n and incoming messages). Since the output
message size is also bound by O(ndk) due to marginalization, we
incur this cost for each of r bags in the CJT. Thus the total cost is
O(rn(dm)k) to calibrate all

( k
m
)
= O(mk) pivot queries.

To simplify our analysis, let us also materialize the absorption
results (join result of all incoming messages and relations mapped
to a given bag) for each bag during calibration (Section 3.3.1). This
does not change the worst-case runtime complexity, and increases
the storage cost by at most the size of the base relations.

Notice that these absorption results can be directly used to an-
swer OLAP queries with k + 1 attributes with no cost in complexity
(Section 3.3.2). Thus, materializing cuboids of up to k + 1 attributes
only requires the cost to calibrate cuboids with k attributes.

More generally, given an OLAP query that groups by h attributes
(so it contains h group-by annotations Ah), it is executed over a
CJTwith k attributes by finding the annotations that differ between
the pivot and new query Ah–k, and performing message passing
over the associated steiner tree (Section 3.4.2). Further, since the
calibrated pivot queries span all combinations of k attributes, we
simply need to find the pivot query that results in the steiner tree
that spans the fewest bags. The optimal pivot query that minimizes
the steiner tree could be found in time polynomial in r through
dynamic programming, and the algorithm is in Appendix C.

To summarize, calibration of all pivot queries with k attributes
costs O(rn(dm)k), and cost to execute an OLAP query with h > k
attributes is O(s(Ah–k)×φ), where s(Ah–k) is the number of bags in
the steiner tree spanning Ah–k, and φ is the size of the absorption
result in O(ndh–1), which upper bounds the message size.

4.1.2 OLAP Construction Procedure. Suppose we wish to materi-
alize all cuboids with up to h attributes. Our complexity analysis
shows that there is a space-time tradeoff. To minimize the time
complexity, we calibrate pivot queries with h – 1 attributes, so that
materializing cuboids with h attributes is O(1). However, calibrat-
ing pivot queries with fewer attributes reduces build sizes at the
expense of larger steiner trees during cuboid computation.

4.1.3 ComparisonWith Data Cubes. From an algebraic perspective,
data cubes exploit the addition operator of the aggregation semi-
ring to marginalize out unwanted attributes. CJT further exploits
the multiply operator to join relations, as well as its distributive
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properties for early marginalization. In terms of complexity, join
materialization alone costs O(nr) under traditional cube construc-
tion, which dominates the total costs of using CJTs.

4.2 Machine Learning Augmentation
Data and feature augmentation [17] is used to identify datasets
to join with an existing training corpus in order to provide more
informative features, and is a promising application on top of data
lakes and markets [17, 26, 27]. However, the major bottleneck is
the cost of joining each augmentation dataset and then retraining
the ML model.

The state-of-the-art approach uses factorized learning [21, 67,
77, 78] to avoid join materialization when training models over join
graphs. First, it designs semi-ring structures for commonMLmodels
(linear regression [78], factorization machines [76], k-means [21]),
and then performs early marginalization by pushing the aggre-
gation (training) through the join. This is equivalent to upward
message passing through the join graph. If we augment with rela-
tion r, then factorized learning approaches execute message passing
through the whole augmented join graph again.

In contrast, the CJT allows us to choose any bag b that contains
the join keys, construct an edge b → r, and perform message
passing using r as the root. In this setting, the steiner tree is exactly
2 bags, and the rest of the messages in the CJT can be reused. For
instance, Figure 9 shows a join graph AB → AC → AD that we
augment with DE. The steiner tree is simply AD and DE, and we only
need to send one message to compute the updated ML model.

Although the above is likely the common case, the augmentation
relation may have join keys that span multiple bags in the CJT. In
these cases, the steiner tree spans the bags containing the join keys
as well as the new relation. We discuss details in Appendix B.

4.3 Additional Extensions
A benefit of the CJT data structure is that it composes with exist-
ing optimizations. Below we outline two extensions as examples:
incremental maintenance and lazy calibration.

Incremental Maintenance.We may wish to incrementally main-
tain the CJT data structure as the base relations are updated. For
instance, stream processing continuously appends records [4], while
counterfactual query explanations [74, 88] delete records (interven-
tion) that satisfy a predicate (explanation) to evaluate their effects
on an aggregation result. We directly apply Factorized-IVM [67] to
maintain the CJT—deltas over the base relations are sent as upward
and downward delta messages. If the delta records are deletions,
then the aggregation must be a ring that supports minus operator.

Lazy Calibration. Calibration is the dominant cost of using CJTs,
particularly if we wish to maintain CJTs under updates, because
each base relation update will invalidate half of the messages and
they need to be re-calibrated. In the spirit of lazy view mainte-
nance [19, 91], we implement lazy calibration. When a relation
is updated, its corresponding bag sends an invalidation message.
A query over the CJT checks the validity of the messages in its
steiner tree, and recalibrates the invalid messages by sending mes-
sages from the updated base relation to the invalid bag. There is
an interesting trade-off between the frequency of eager calibration,

and recalibration during query processing. The experiment in Sec-
tion 5.2.4 shows that lazy calibration can improve performance by
2000× for write-heavy workloads.

5 EXPERIMENTS
Does CJT really accelerate Wide-table Delta Analytics including
OLAP, query explanation, and ML augmentation applications? We
have implemented three versions of CJT: as a custom C++ query
engine that uses worst-case optimal join [33], as a middleware
compiler for cloud databases (Redshift), and as a compiler to Pandas
DataFrame operations. We use them to study the above questions.

5.1 Single-node Custom-engine Experiments
We first study the benefits of worksharing and Factorized-IVM by
comparing our custom CJT engine with LMFAO [77], the state-of-
the-art factorized query compiler using the wide-table applications
in Section 4 (OLAP, intervention, ML augmentation).
Setup. We compare CJT, LMFAO [77], and a variation of our im-
plementation that doesn’t perform calibration (JT-IVM). JT-IVM
uses a similar query execution algorithm as LMFAO (message pass-
ing) but, for intervention queries, it also maintains the total count
and executes intervention queries using Factorized-IVM [67]. How-
ever, IVM is not applicable to OLAP queries (the aggregation query
changes) nor augmentations (the join graph changes). The current
implementation of LMFAO only supports queries for a specific ap-
plication (e.g. linear regression) but not general SPJA queries, so
we modified its query compiler to support SPJA queries. Queries in
LMFAO are run one-by-one because we focus on Wide-table Delta
Analytics rather than a batch of queries, and because the current
optimizer does not batch SPJA queries (verified with their authors).

We use the IMDB [1] movie dataset (Figure 10), a popular bench-
mark dataset in query optimization [54, 59, 60]. Following prior
works [5, 71], we preprocess the dataset to dictionary encode strings
into 32-bit unsigned integers. The resulting data is 1.2GB over 11
relations, and the Cast Info relation dominates (∼1GB). For space
reasons, results on 3 additional datasets (Favorita [2], Lego [3], and
TPC-DS [63]) can be found in [39].

We run the systems single threaded on a GCP n1-standard-16 VM,
running Debian 10, Xeon 2.20GHz CPU, and 60GB RAM. Because
we focus on query processing and for a fair comparison, we exclude
the time of reading files from disk and compilation time for LMFAO,
but include all the time to build data structures and run queries. All
experiments fit and run in memory.
Workloads. Our goal is to study the algorithmic benefits of work
sharing, so count aggregation queries are sufficient. Our experi-
ment will calibrate the total count query (count with no grouping
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Figure 10: IMDB schema. CastInfo is the largest relation. Aug
Person and Aug Comp are augmentation relations.
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attributes) as the pivot query, and execute representative queries for
each application class. For OLAP, we execute two group-by queries
Q1 = γCOUNT(·),Person(1), and Q2 = γCOUNT(·),MovieσCompany(1)
over the join graph1. For interventions, we remove 10 records from
the Person (Person-10) or MovieKey (MovieKey-10) relations and
refresh the pivot query result. For augmentation, we create two-
attribute augmentation relations where the first attribute is the
primary key of Person (Aug Person) or Company (Aug Comp) and
the second is a random integer, and refresh the pivot query result.
Results. Figure 11 reports the calibration time along with the query
times. For the calibration overhead of only ∼2× the cost of running
the pivot query using LMFAO, CJT executes OLAP queries ∼30×
faster than LMFAO. The calibration cost is due to the downward
message pass and write overheads, but allows later queries to avoid
messages that span the large Cast Info relation.

Similarly, CJTs accelerate augmentation from ∼15s (LMFAO) to
∼1s (CJT); augmenting Person (18MB) is 3.1× larger than Company
(5.8MB), and so takes ∼4× longer to augment. JT-IVM is algorith-
mically identical to LMFAO for each OLAP query, and is 1.2∼1.7×
slower than LMFAO due to implementation differences.

CJT accelerates intervention queries over LMFAO by >105× be-
cause the steiner tree is simply the intervened relation/bag, and no
messages are passed. JT-IVM naturally out-performs LMFAO as it ap-
plies factorized IVM, however it still needs to send messages across
the join graph, and is dominated by message sizes (Persons-10
is ∼128× faster than MovieKeys-10). This highlights the fact that
IVM relies on low fan-out paths to achieve performance.

5.2 SQL Compiler Cloud Experiments
We now evaluate CJT (the compiler middleware) on AWS Redshift
using SPJA queries over wide-tables. CJT is initialized with the join
graph, and translates the pivot query into a set of CREATE TABLE
statements—after picking a random root, each message during up-
ward and downward message passing generates a query with the
corresponding join, filter, and aggregation logic. Delta queries over
the CJT are similarly translated.
Setup. We use three datasets: TPC-H (SF=10), TPC-DS (SF=1), and
synthetic. Following prior JT work [89], synthetic contains r ∈
[2, 8] relations with a chain schema:

R(A1, A2), R(A2, A3), . . . , R(Ar, Ar+1).

We vary the fanout f between adjacent relations (low=2, mid=5,
high=10), and the attribute domain size d. For each value of Ai in
R(Ai, Ai+1), we assign f unique values to Ai+1 with fanout f being
implemented by, for each value in Ai, assigning f sequential values
to Ai+1, such that the nth value is n%d. Thus, the fanout f is in both
directions. We vary the fanout (and domain) and keep the total join
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Figure 12: Run time of total count query with (JT)/without
message passing (No-JT) in seconds (log scale). High, Mid,
and Low are for different fanouts.

size d × f8 fixed to be 109. The domain sizes d for different fanouts
are dlow = 3906250, dmid = 2560, and dhigh = 10.

We used an AWS redshift cluster (one dc2.large node, 2 vCPU,
15 GB memory, 0.16TB SSD, 0.60 GB/s I/O). All experiments warm
the cache by pre-executing queries until the runtime stabilizes.

5.2.1 Message Passing Costs. We first evaluate the benefits of mes-
sage passing (but not calibration) in cloud settings. The compiler
generates CREATE VIEW statements, so that messages are notmateri-
alized. We execute the total count query as a large join-aggregation
query (No-JT) or as an upward message passing (JT).

Figure 12 varies the number of relations (x-axis) and fanout (line
marker). Message passing reduces the runtimes from exponential to
linear due to early marginalization, but incurs a small overhead to
perform marginalization when there are few relations. Low fan-out
has the largest runtime because we fix the total join size and hence
the low fan-out has the largest domain size. Note that the x-axis is
also interpretable as the steiner tree size.
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0 1 2 0 1 2
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Figure 13:We vary the dimensionality of the calibrated pivot
queries k ∈ {0, 1, 2} and measure calibration runtime and im-
pact on 4-attribute OLAP queries. Horizontal line represents
the average runtime with JT.

5.2.2 Cubes in the Cloud. CJTs help developers build data cubes to
explicitly trade-off build costs and query performance. To evaluate
this, we use the synthetic dataset with f = 10 (high) fanout and
r = 8 relations, and calibrate all cuboids with k ∈ [1, 3] grouping
attributes. For each k, we use the cuboids to execute 100 random
OLAP queries with 4 grouping attributes.

The results are in Figure 13. Although calibration cost increases
exponentially (as expected), message passing is still significantly
faster than naive query execution: computing all 2-attribute cuboids
(through calibration of all 1 group-by attribute Pivot Qs in 8.8s)
is substantially faster than naively computing a single 0-attribute
cuboid (22.6s for No-JT in Figure 12). At the same time, increasing
the dimensionality of the cuboids (k) significantly reduces the query
runtimes (2.71× speedup for k = 1, and 33.73× speedup for k = 2)
due to the smaller steiner tree.
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5.2.3 TPC-H. TPC-H queries contain parameterized queries that
can benefit from CJT. We use a subset of TPC-H queries (Q3-5,7,8)
that can be re-written as acyclic SPJA queries (see Appendix G).
For each parameterized query, we calibrate the pivot query with
random parameter values, and then vary the parameters one at a
time as delta queries.

Figure 14 reports the calibration and query execution costs.
Naive simply runs the query on Redshift. For CJT, we report cali-
bration execution cost (Calib-R) separately from the calibration
materialization cost (Calib-W), since writes on Redshift are particu-
larly expensive. We also attempted to compare CJT against previous
factorized systems [68, 77] like LMFAO, but they are not distributed.
Therefore, we report JT, which uses message passing and is algo-
rithmically similar to LMFAO for individual queries. The remaining
bars correspond to varying corresponding parameter value.

Calibration (Calib-W) takes 4∼7× longer than Naive. As ex-
pected, upward and downwardmessage passing alone is∼2× slower
(Calib-R), and the rest is dominated by high write overheads; Q8
groups by 2 attributes, so its message sizes are ∼2× larger, and
4× slower overall. JT is about 2× faster than calibration alone
(Calib-R). This is because, for a single query, JT is equivalent to
upward message passing. However, we can see that factorized ex-
ecution alone does not execute the TPC-H queries tangibly faster
than Naive. This is because factorization is optimized for many-to-
many joins, however TPC-H is dominated by one-to-many joins,
so the benefits are minimal.

In contrast, CJT accelerates TPC-H queries by nearly 1000× over
Naive for multiple parameters including Segment, Region and Type.
The speedup for other parameters is less significant. Naturally,
the speedup depends linearly on the size of the bag that contains
the parameterized attribute (Figure 15a). We note that the space
overhead for calibration is only <500MB compared to the original
database size 4172MB (Figure 15b). This is because messages are
aggregated results from these relations.

5.2.4 Lazy Calibration. Wenowuse TPC-DS (SF=1) on a read-write
workload (100 queries) to showcase the trade-offs of lazy calibration
(Lazy-IVM) compared to lazy re-evaluation w/out IVM (No-IVM) or
eager calibration (Eager-IVM). The database contains 9 relations.
Each write query inserts a random row into the Store Sales
relation (largest relation, 181MB), and each read query randomly
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Figure 16: Runtime for read-write workload (100 Qs).

chooses one of the other relations (1 – 42MB) and computes count
grouped by its primary key.

Figure 16 reports total workload cost with varying read-write
mixtures. Eager-IVM linearly improves as it contains fewer writes,
while both lazy approaches increase in cost with read %. No-IVM
is more expensive due to full message sizes rather than deltas.
The costs are near-zero at the extremes when there are no reads
(no message passing) or no writes (no maintenance needed). Eager
calibration w/out IVM is not plotted because it is >1hr at 20% writes.

5.3 Pandas Dataframe Compiler
Python and Pandas is one of the dominant programming environ-
ments for ML. Thus we evaluate the Pandas [61] dataframe compiler
for an ML data augmentation task using linear regression [78]. The
compiler takes the join graph and relations (as Pandas dataframes)
as input, and then translates calibration, model training, model
evaluation and data augmentation into Pandas merge (join), group-
by aggregation and array operations. We also report the model
training time using LMFAO [77] for reference.
Setup. We use the Favorita [2] dataset of purchasing and sales
forecasts, used in prior factorized learning works [77, 78] (schema
in Figure 17). Sales is the largest relation (241MB), and the oth-
ers are < 2MB. The model uses (Sales.unit_sales, Stores.type,
Items.perishable) as features, and Trans.transactions (number of
transactions for each store, date) as the target Y variable.

To simulate a data lake with augmentation data of varying effec-
tiveness, we generate synthetic data to join with (augment) Dates,
Stores, and Items. For each relation R (e.g., Dates), we first gen-
erate a predictive feature Ŷ as the average of Y grouped by R’s pri-
mary key. Then we create 10 augmentation relations with schema
(key,val), where key is the join attribute and val varies in correla-
tion Ŷ [44]. The correlation coefficient φ is drawn from the inverse
exponential distribution: min(1, 1/Exp(10)), and the values are the
weighed average between Ŷ and a random variable, weighed by φ.
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Figure 17: Favorita schema. Sales is the largest relation. Aug
Stores, Aug Dates and Aug Items are augmentation relations.

We individually evaluate the model for each of the 30 augmen-
tation relations, and measure the cumulative runtimes and model
accuracy (R2). We used the GCP machine in Section 5.1.
Results. Figure 18a reports the cumulative costs to augment and
retrain the model. Factorized learning (JT) takes >1.5 min, while
CJT takes ∼10 sec: calibration dominates the cost, and is ∼2× the
cost of training a single model because join costs dominate. After
calibration, CJTs can simply evaluate all 30 augmentations in <1
sec. LMFAO takes ∼2× less time than JT for model training due to
implementation differences (see Section 5.1). Even with the CJT
build cost, CJT is ∼6× faster than LMFAO after 30 augmentations.
Figure 18b reports the accuracy improvement above the baseline
(0.031) after each augmentation, and we see a wide discrepancy
between good and bad augmentations (+0 to +0.61).

6 RELATEDWORK
Wide-Table and Factorized Join.Thewide-table in-memory colum-
nar engine [58] shows that denormalized query execution can speed
TPC-H queries by up to 10×. However, it is limited to in-memory
relations, and denormalized relations can be too large to fit in the
memory. Kumar et al. [51] use user-defined aggregate functions
to push ML computations over factorized join [68] and show im-
provement in run time and storage. However, their algorithm only
improves the space but not time complexity, and performs worse
than the naive approach when the data fits in the memory.
EarlyMarginalization. EarlyMarginalizationwas first introduced
by Gupta et al. [36] as a generalized projection for simple e.g., count,
sum, max queries. It was extended by factorized databases to com-
pactly store relational tables [68] and quickly execute semi-ring
aggregation queries [41, 77]. Abo et al. [6] generalize early marginal-
ization and establish the equivalence between early marginaliza-
tion and variable elimination in Probabilistic Graphical Models [49].
However, prior works don’t exploit work sharing for Wide-table
Delta Analytics. LMFAO [77] shares work within a query batch but
not between batches; IFAQ [80] iteratively performs batch gradient
descent, but the key aggregation (covariance) is computed before
iteration; and FIVM [67] focuses on a single query.
Calibrated Junction Tree. Calibration Junction Tree is first pro-
posed by Shafer and Shenoy [79] to compute inference over proba-
bilistic graphical models. Calibration Junction Tree has been widely
used across engineering [72, 92], ML [15, 23], and medicine [53,
70], but they are limited to probabilistic tables. Yannakakis’s algo-
rithm [90] applies two-pass semi-join reduction to relations, but
is limited to 0/1 semi-ring. We generalize the Calibration Junction
Tree to semi-ring aggregation and extend it to support SPJA queries.
Constant Delay Enumeration. Efficient enumeration of conjunc-
tive queries (w/boolean semi-ring) is widely studied. For free-connex
queries [13], we can build JT in O(n) to enumerate results in O(1);
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Figure 18: Augmentation run time and model performance.

under updates, we can build and maintain simple generalized join
trees (SGJT) [40] in O(n). Q-hierarchical queries [14, 46] reduce
maintenance to O(1) by building view trees (VT). The main idea
in both is to maintain materialized views that exploit the query
structure and create short-cuts for enumeration. SGJT and VT can
be expressed by CJT using empty bags. For SGJT (resp. VT), each
leaf node (resp. atom node) is a bag containing the relation, and
each interior node (resp. view node) is an empty bag with the same
schema; CJT calibration materializes the views and performs semi-
join reduction for SGJT and VT. Note that CJT is more expressive and
expresses optimizations [45] for cyclic queries as well (Appendix E).
Materialized View. Previous materialized view works [11, 57]
focus on the optimization of view selections given workloads; these
works have significant overhead and rely on heuristics to solve the
intractable optimization. CJT is lightweight with the same complex-
ity of pivot query. CJT is closely related to and generalizes data
cube [34] as it materializes views of the full join result; as shown
in Section 5.2, CJT is much more efficient than data cube. Recent
higher-order IVM [7] and Factorized-IVM [67] exploit the semi-ring
structure to optimize IVM, which also benefits CJT (Section 5.1).
Machine Learning Systems. Traditional ML systems only accept
a single relation as input [31, 38] and require the materialization
of wide-table. Structure-aware ML systems [77, 78] apply early
marginalization to train model over wide-table efficiently. CJT con-
tributes toMachine Learning Systems in twoways: (1). CJT supports
efficient ML augmentation. (2). CJT shares computations between
tree-based models like Random Forest by re-using messages from
low-dimensional cuboids discussed in Section 4.1.

7 CONCLUSIONS
This work presented CJT, a novel data structure based on calibration
to materialize and manages messages forWide-table Delta Analytics.
Delta queries are able to re-use messages to accelerate execution
by orders of magnitude as compared to factorized query execution.
To do so, we developed an annotation-based analysis to identify
reusable messages. We showed how CJTs accelerate OLAP work-
loads, query explanation, streaming data, and data augmentation
for ML; and benefits from incremental view maintenance and lazy
calibration. We evaluated three implementations of CJT—a single-
node query engine and middleware compilers to SQL and Pandas
dataframe operations—on local and cloud databases. Single-node
engine accelerates OLAP queries by ∼30× and intervention queries
by over 105× over the state-of-the-art factorized engine LMFAO;
cloud compiler accelerates TPC-H queries on Redshift by up to 103×
compared to factorized execution; and Pandas compiler accelerates
data augmentation for ML by >100×.
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Algorithm 1Message Passing and Calibration Algorithm
1: // Pass Message from bag u to v where u, v ∈ V
2: function PassMessage(((E, V),X,Y), u, v)
3: // All the neighbours
4: N(u) = {c|c → u ∈ E}
5: // All incoming messages from in-neighbours except v
6: M(u) = {Y(i → u)|i ∈ N(u) ∧ i ≠ v}
7: // Compute and store message from u to v
8: Y(u → v) =

∑
u–v∩u 1

(
M(u) ∪ X–1(u)

)
9: end function
10:
11: // Upward Message Passing to root r ∈ V
12: function Upward(((E, V),X,Y), r)
13: for all Bag c ∈ V – r from leaves to root r bottom up do
14: p = parent of c
15: PassMessage(((E, V),X,Y), c, p)
16: end for
17: end function
18:
19: // Downward Message Passing from root r ∈ V
20: function Downward(((E, V),X,Y), r)
21: for all Bag p ∈ V from root r to leaves top down do
22: for all child bag c of p do
23: PassMessage(((E, V),X,Y), p, c)
24: end for
25: end for
26: end function
27:
28: // Calibrate Junction Hypertree
29: function Calibration(((E, V),X,Y))
30: // choose a random bag as root
31: r ∈ V
32: Upward(((E, V),X,Y), r)
33: Downward(((E, V),X,Y), r)
34: end function

Algorithm 2 Join Algorithms

1: functionWorst Case Optimal Join implements Join(R)
2: // Apply worst-case optimal join algorithm
3: return 1R∈R
4: end function
5:
6: function Indicator Projection implements Join(R,Rdb)
7: // Find all attributes in join result
8: U =

⋃
R∈R SR

9: // Find all relations whose schema intersect with U and
build indicator projection for them

10: Rind = {πindSR∩U(R)|R ∈ Rdb}
11: returnWorst Case Optimal Join(R ∪ Rind)
12: end function

A COMPLEXITY OF CALIBRATED JUNCTION
HYPERTREE

In this section, we study the complexity of CJT. We start with the
background of Fractional HypertreeWidth, which is the complexity

of for general semiring aggregation query [6, 41, 68]. The analysis
of complexity of CJT is, however, complicated by three factors:
• SPJA queries over CJT will change the relations or the variables
to eliminate, which in turn affect the complexity.We use modified
JT to analyze the effect of SPJA queries.

• CJT shared computations by re-using the messages, such that
only a sub-hypertree needs to be used for additional messages.

• CJT additionally supports for dynamic workloads (e.g., updating
current relations, and augmenting new relations). These dynamic
workloads have a larger complexity as "dangling tuples" can’t
be removed for future workloads. We use the sub-hypergraph to
analyze the effect of danling tuples.

A.1 Fractional Hypertree Width
We start from Fractional Edge Cover, which takes join graph and
the size of each relation as input and outputs the complexity of
join result. Quantifying the complexity of final join result is not
directly useful because, with Early Marginalization, we can avoid
the full join result. We then discuss Fractional Hypertree Width,
which outputs the complexity of intermediate join result given the
Early Marginalization optimization opportunity.
Hypergraph: Hypergraph is graph G with vertices V and hyper-
edges E, where each hyperedge connects non-empty subset ofV .
Hypergraph has been widely used to represent join graph, where
each vertex represents attribute and hyperedge represents relation.

Given a set of annotated relations R = {R1, R2..., Rn}, we assume
that attributes to join share the same name and consider natural
join R1 1 R2... 1 Rn. We then build hypergraph (V , E) for the join,
where V is the set of all attributes SR1 ∪ SR2 ... ∪ SRn and E are the
schemas of relations SR1 , SR2 , ..., SRn .

By default, we assume that the set of annotated relations R =
{R1, R2..., Rn} will result in a connected hypergraph. It’s possible that
user wants to compute aggregation queries over relations, where
there aren’t join keys connecting them, a set of hypergraph will be
generated and Cartesian Products have to be computed. Our data
structure and applications could be easily extended to support this
special case. However, this situation is rare for real-world use case,
and we don’t discuss this special case here.
Fractional EdgeCover. (aka AGMbound [12]). GivenHypergraph
G = (E,V) where each hyperedge e ∈ E is associated with the size
of corresponding relation |Re|, the Fractional Edge Cover number ρ∗
is the cost of an optimal solution of the following linear program:

min
∑︁
E∈E

log2(|RE|)xE

s.t.
∑︁
E:V∈E

xE ≥ 1,∀V ∈ V

xE ≥ 0,∀E ∈ E

(3)

Fractional Edge Cover ρ∗ has been proved to be tight output size
bound of join result O(|R1 1 R2... 1 Rn|) = O(2ρ∗ ).

Example 12 (Fractional Edge Cover). Consider the triangle
query

∑
A,B,C(R(A, B) 1 S(B, C) 1 T(A, C)). Suppose that the size of

each relation is O(n), Its fractional edge cover number ρ∗ = log2(n)1.5
and the join size of all three relations is bounded by O(n1.5).
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Worst case optimal join. Even if the join result is bounded by
Fractional Edge Cover, traditional binary join may result in inter-
mediate result asymptomatically larger. Consider the triangle query∑

A,B,C(R(A, B) 1 S(B, C) 1 T(A, C)) whose join size is is bounded
by O(n1.5). However, joining any pair of relations will result in in-
termediate result with size O(n2). To bound the intermediate result
size during the execution of join, worst case optimal join [66] has
been proposed to guarantee that the time complexity of evaluating
join is proportional to the worst-case output size O(2ρ∗ ). The basic
idea of to join multiple relations together and carefully skip tuples
impossible to appear in join result.
Fractional Hypertree Width. For semiring aggregation query
over join graph, we don’t need to fully compute the join result, as
we can apply early marginalization to eliminate attributes. Given
Junction Hypertree (T ,X,Y,Z) of hypergraph (E,V), we only
need to join relations in each bag during Message Passing. Frac-
tional Hypertree Width [6, 41] of a given Junction Hypertree is just
computing the maximum Fractional Edge Cover placed on bags
instead of the whole hypergraph. The fractional hypertree width
of Junction Hypertree fhtw((T ,X,Y,Z)) is maxt∈VTρ∗t where ρ

∗
t

is the Fractional Edge Cover of each bag:

min
∑︁
E∈E

log2(|RE|)xE

s.t.
∑︁
E:V∈E

xE ≥ 1,∀V ∈ X(t)

xE ≥ 0,∀E ∈ E

(4)

Given hypergraph (E,V), fractional hypertree width of hyper-
graph fhtw((E,V)) is the minimum of the fractional hypertree
widths over all possible Junction Hypertrees. Finding the minimum
fractional hypertree width is known to be NP-hard [28].

Notice that, to achieve the time complexity of Fractional Hyper-
tree Width for semiring aggregation, using worst case optimal join
alone during message passing is not enough.

Example 13 (Wost Case Optimal Join insufficient for Frac-
tional Hypertree Width). Consider the Junction Hypertree in the
right of ?? for the triangle query

∑
A,B,C(R(A, B) 1 S(B, C) 1 T(A, C)).

While the Fractional Hypertree Width is O(n1.5), message from bag
ABC to any other bag is O(n2).

Indicator Projection. Indicator projection has been introduced [6]
to remove redundant tuples inside message and achieve Fractional
Hypertree Width for semiring aggregation. The detailed algorithm
of Indicator Projection is in Algorithm 2. Basically, besides relations
needed to join for message, we need to further add relations whose
schema intersects with join result’s to remove redundant tuples.
For worst case optimal join, adding more relations to join will make
the linear program result smaller as long as their shcema has been
covered by other relations.

While Indicator Projection is effective to guarantee that semiring
aggregation is bounded by Fractional Hypertree Width, it aggres-
sively eliminates all dangling tuples which might be useful for fu-
ture queries and reduces the reusability of messages. We introduce
Static Calibrated Junction Hypertree, which imposes constraints
on the use cases to ensure that Indicator Projection could be safely
Indicator Projection while ensure the work sharing opportunities

of messages. For use case goes beyond Static Calibrated Junction
Hypertree, Indicator Projection is not recommended.
Static Calibrated Junction Hypertree. Calibrated Junction Hy-
pertree is static if the set of relations R = {R1, R2..., Rn} stored is
unchanged, tuples inside relations won’t be updated, and queries
over only a subset of relations is disallowed. Therefore, all queries
over Static Calibrated Junction Hypertree are over the join of a fixed
set of relations R1 1 R2... 1 Rn, and dangling tuples eliminated by
Indicator Projection will never be used.

Besides limiting work sharing opportunities of messages, In-
dicator Projection also doesn’t improve performance empirically
because of the large overhead of projection [10]. Because of these
limitations, we will only use Indicator Projection for theoretic anal-
ysis and we assume that we use worst case optimal join without
Indicator Projection to compute message in this paper unless oth-
erwise specified.
Dangling Tuple Free. We start with Junction Hypertree whose
bags are dangling tuple free. This assumption is made to ensure
that message passing inside Junction Hypertree is always bounded
by its Fractional Hypertree Width even without Indicator Projec-
tion, so that we can keep focus on the SPJA annotations and work
sharing opportunities inside of Junction Hypertree. We will relax
this assumption and discuss general cases later.

Calibrated Junction Hypertree (T ,X,Y,Z) over a set of rela-
tions R = {R1, R2..., Rn} is dangling tuple free if it doens’t contain
empty bag and, for each bag v ∈ VT , the join of relations in v
doesn’t contain dangling tuples: 1R∈Y–1(v) R = πX(v)(R1 1 R2... 1
Rn) under 0/1 semiring. When Calibrated Junction Hypertree is
dangling tuple free, we don’t have to apply Indicator Projection
and can still achieve Fractional Hypertree Width for calibration.

For the next two sections, wewill aasume that the CJT is dangling
tuple free, but relaxes this assumption later.

A.2 SPJA Query
To support SPJA queries over CJT, we previously use annotations
to highlight the changes necessary for the message computations.
These changes, however will affect the complexity of the queries:
Annotations in SPJA queries. We consider the effects of all an-
notations for a given JT:

• γA : Group-by will increase the complexity as the attributes can’t
be early marginalized out. Naturally, if its incoming messages
contain additional attributes not contained by this bag, the join
size of this bag naturally grows by the product of the domain
sizes for attributes. This bound considers the worst case when
the cartesian product of group-by attributes has to be computed.
However, for group-by attributes from the same relation, their
join size could be bounded by the relation size, which could be
smaller than the product of domain sizes.

• ∑
A: In contrast to γA, canceling out the group-by may decrease

the complexity as attributes are early marginalized out.
• R: Exclusion of relations may decrease (e.g., for bag containing
two relations whose schema are different and share join key,
removing one of them reduces the bag size from O(n2) to O(n)) or
increase the complexity (e.g., for bag containing three relations
with triangle join, removing one of them increases the bag size
from O(n1.5) to O(n2)).
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Figure 19: Message Reuse Example

• R∗: Updating relations will change the size of relation |R|.
• σid: Similar to update, selection will reduce the size of relation
given its selectivity. More complex bounds [42] could be used to
study the degree of attributes, which we will leave as a future
work.

To provide a bound of query over annotated relations, we modify
the JT based on the annotations: for γA, we add attribute A to all
bags, and for R we remove the relation R from JT. We note modified
JT without annoatations achieved the same effect of the original
JT with annotations: attribute A is not marginalized out as A is
contains by all bags, and R is removed during join. The SPJA queries
are thus bounded by the fhtw of the modified JT.

We note that the increase in complexity is not because CJT’s
algorithms have a higher complexity, but because of the different
treatments of SPJA queries. For instance, previous works support
group-by attributes by creating the a large JT similar to themodified
JT with a higher fhtw, where the group-by attributes are not elimi-
nated during variable elimination [6]. In this work, we reuse the
(potentially smaller) JTwhere future group-by attributes could have
been eliminated, then increase the complexity to support group-by.
If the same JTwhose group-by attributes are not eliminated is used,
we achieve the same complexity.

For the rest of the section, we consider queries without annota-
tions for simplicity, but the analysis could be similarly extended to
annotated JT using the modified JT.

A.3 Fractional Sub-Hypertree Width for work
sharing

We study the work sharing opportunities of Calibrated Junction
Hypertree. Note that we are discussing more general cases than
before: in Section 3 we discuss message re-use between different
queries in the same CJT; here we discuss message re-use between
two different queries from potentially different CJT. Given Cali-
brated Junction Hypertree φ∗, and aggregation query Q over the
same semiring, we first consider (not calibrated) Junction Hyper-
tree φ in which we can execute query Q through message passing
to root r. We assume that both φ∗ and φ are dangling tuple free.
Without φ∗, the message passing algorithm takes ftw(φ), whose
bottleneck is the maximum of the fractional edge cover of bags in
φ: maxV∈VTρ∗(Y–1(v)).

Now let’s consider how we can reuse messages from φ∗ for φ.
Unlike previous works of junction tree [49] where the underlying
probabilistic graphical model is assumed to be fixed, we consider
cases when we have different join graphs but share some join
relations. At a high level, we want to find part of sub-Hypertrees
of φ∗ and φ that are equivalent, such that their messages are the
same and we can directly reuse messages. We start by defining the

equivalence of Junction Hypertree, and study when the messages
can be reused.

Definition 1 (Eqivalence of bags.). Bag u and v (potentially
from different Junction Hypertree) are equivalent iffY–1(u) = Y–1(v).
That is, the set of relations mapped to them are the same.

Weuse the equivalence of bags to define isomorphism of Junction
Hypertree.

Definition 2 (Isomorphism of Junction Hypertree). Given
two Junction Hypertrees (T1,X1,Y1,Z1) and (T2,X2,Y2,Z2), they are
isomorphic if there exists a bijection between the vertex f : VT1 → VT2
such that bags are equivalent: ∀u ∈ VT1 , u = f(u), the edges are
equivalent: ∀u, v ∈ VT1 , [u, v] ∈ ET1 ⇔ [f(u), f(v)] ∈ ET2 , and the
attributes of bags are equivalent X1 = X2 ◦ f .

Definition 3 (Junction sub-Hypertree.). Given Junction Hy-
pertree φ1 = (T1,X1,Y1,Z1) which is symmetric directed and un-
rooted and φ2 = (T2,X2,Y2,Z2) with root r2 ∈ VT2 , φ2 is Junction
sub-Hypertree of φ1 if there exists root in φ1 such that T2 rooted in r2
is a subtree of T1 rooted in r1 (r2 is a node in r1 and T2 contains all r2’s
descendants in r1), andX2,Y2,Z2 are equivalent to their counterparts
but their domains are restricted to bags and edges in T2.

We can use the isomorphism of Junction Hypertree to share the
messages between φ∗ and φ:

Proposition 2. Given Calibrated Junction Hypertree φ∗, and
Junction Hypertree φ which we want to perform message passing to
root r, let u and v be bags in φ where u is the parent of v. Then, the
message from v to u could be reused from φ∗ iff:

(1). the Junction Sub-Hypertree φsub of φ rooted in v is isomorphic
to some Junction Sub-Hypertree φ∗sub of φ

∗ rooted in r∗.
(2). the intersection of schema between v and u is equivalent to

the intersection of schema between r∗ and parent p∗ of r∗ in φ∗:
X(v) ∩ X(u) = X(r∗) ∩ X(p∗)

The first condition ensures that the join result is the same, and
the second condition ensures that the marginalization attributes
are the same. Therefore, the message between u and v is the same
as the message between r∗ and p∗: Z([v, u]) = Z([r∗, p∗]).

Example 14 (Message Reuse). Consider three Junction Hyper-
trees in Figure 19, where the first one is calibrated and the rest two are
not. For all three Junction Hypertree, the subtrees AB-AC are isomor-
phic. For the third Junction Hypertree, the message from AC to AD
can be reused. For the second Junction Hypertree, the message from
AC to CD can’t be reused as the second condition is not satisfied (first
Junction Hypertree has intersection {A}, while second has intersection
{C}).

Fractional Sub-HypertreeWidth Finally, we study the time com-
plexity of message passing in φ given the message sharing oppor-
tunities. Because of the simplicity of tree structure, we can check
which message could be reused from φ∗ efficiently and there are
only messages linear to the number of relations to check. We as-
sume that the number of relations is much smaller than the number
of rows in relations. Then, the bottleneck of message passing in φ
is the largest bag which can’t share computations with φ∗.

Let SharedMessages(φ∗, φ, r) be the set of messages from leaves
to root r in φ that could be reused fromφ∗ and let SubHypertree(φ∗, φ, r)
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be the set of bags in φ where there exists some message from this
bag not in SharedMessages(φ∗, φ, r) plus the root of message pass-
ing for absorption. The bags in SubHypertree(φ∗, φ, r) form a con-
nected tree because if message could be shared between node v to u,
so can messages between any descendants of v. We need to perform
join and marginalization to bags in SubHypertree(φ∗, φ, r) because
some of their messages can’t reused. The Fractional Sub-Hypertree
Width of φ rooted in r with respect to φ∗ is then the maximum
of Fractional Edge Cover placed on these bags: fhstwφ∗ (φ, r) =
maxt∈SubHypertree(φ∗ ,φ,r)ρ∗t .

Example 15 (Fractional Sub-Hypertree Width). Continue
with the example in Figure 19. Given the first Calibrated Junction
Hypertree φ∗, for the second Junction Hypertree, its Fractional Sub-
Hypertree Width fhstwφ∗ (φ, r) is the maximum of Fractional Edge
Cover placed on bag AC and CD since the message from AC to CD
can’t be reused and we have to join all relations in AC. For the third
Junction Hypertree, its Fractional Sub-Hypertree Width fhstwφ∗ (φ, r)
is only the Fractional Edge Cover placed on bag AD.

Wenote that fhstwφ∗ (φ, r) ≤ fhtwφ(φ) because SubHypertree(φ∗, φ, r)
is a subset of bags in φ. The gap between fhstwφ∗ (φ, r) and fhtwφ(φ)
could be as large as the Fractional Edge Cover of bags in φ.

A.4 Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree
Width for dynamic workloads

We consider the general case where Junction Hypertree is not dan-
gling tuple free and messages between bags are computed without
Indicator Projection. We first define Fractional Sub-Hypergraph
Hypertree Width, which quantifies the time complexity of calibra-
tion for Junction Hypertree without Indicator Projection. Then, we
define Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width, which
further exploits the work sharing opportunities.
Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Hypertree Width. Previously, we
use Fractional Hypertree Width to study the time complexity of
calibration for Junction Hypertree, where Indicator Projection is
used to quantify the effect of relations in whole hypergraph. As
discussed before, Indicator Projection is not practical and limits the
ability of work sharing. Therefore, we consider the time complexity
of calibration without Indicator Projection. The main extensions
are: (1). consider the join inside a sub-hypergraph instead of whole
hypergraph (2). consider the join for each message instead of bag.

Fractional Hypertree Width is defined as the maximum Frac-
tional Edge Cover of bags because join is the most expensive part
and all messages sent from each bag has size smaller than the join re-
sult (as they are marginalization over join result). However, without
marginalization, different messages from the same bag may incur
different join sizes, and we need to consider the join separately for
different messages.

Given Calibrated JunctionHypertree (T ,X,Y,Z) of hypergraph
(E,V) and directed edge [v, u] ∈ ET , we define SubHypergraph(φ, [v, u])
to be the hypergraph of relations in the bags of subtree Tsub of T
where T has root u and Tsub has root v. SubHypergraph(φ, [v, u])
is the hypergraph of relations involved with the join when com-
puting messages from v to u. Then, Fractional Sub-Hypergraph
Hypertree Width of Junction Hypertree is computing the max-
imum Fractional Edge Cover of edges over its SubHypergraph:

fsghtw(T ,X,Y,Z) = maxe∈ETρ∗e where ρ∗e is the Fractional Edge
Cover of each bag over (Esub,Vsub) = SubHypergraph(φ, e):

min
∑︁

E∈Esub

log2(|RE|)xE

s.t.
∑︁
E:V∈E

xE ≥ 1,∀V ∈ X(u)

xE ≥ 0,∀E ∈ Esub

(5)

GivenHypergraph (E,V), Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree
Width fsghtw((E,V)) is the minimum of the Sub-Hypergraph Sub-
Hypertree Width over all possible Junction Hypertrees.
Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width. Equipped
with Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Hypertree Width, we study the
time complexity of message passing in φ = (T ,X,Y,Z) to root r
given Calibrated Junction Hypertree φ∗. Let Er

T be a subset of di-
rected edges in φ when the root is r ∈ VT . The messages we need to
compute formessage passing to r are: Er

T–SharedMessages(φ
∗, φ, r).

Then, the Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width of φ
rooted in r with respect to φ∗ is the maximum Fractional Edge
Cover placed on these bags over sub-hypergraph for all edges e
plus the Fractional Edge Cover of root
fsghstwφ∗ (φ, r) = max(maxe∈Er

T–SharedMessages(φ∗ ,φ,r)ρ∗e , ρ∗root).
Finally, given a semiring aggregation query Q, the Fractional

Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width of Q with respect to φ∗ is
the minimum of the Fractional Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree
Width of all pairs of Junction Hypertree and root capable of execut-
ing this query. In general, finding the minimum of Fractional Sub-
Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width for given query is intractable be-
cause there are exponential pairs of JunctionHypertree and root.We
can prove that finding the minimum of Fractional Sub-Hypergraph
Sub-Hypertree Width is NP-hard: finding the minimum fractional
hypertree width is known to be NP-hard [28] and we can reduce
this problem to finding the minimum of Fractional Sub-Hypergraph
Sub-Hypertree Width by considering an empty φ∗. However, for
most applications below where there are interactive queries over
the original join graph, we can directly reuse the same Junction
Hypertree. When Junction Hypertree and root are fixed, Fractional
Sub-Hypergraph Sub-Hypertree Width could be found efficiently.

B OPTIMIZE FEATURE AUGMENTATION
WITH CJT.

While feature augmentations over single join key are efficient, those
over multiples multiple join keys are complex. We need to query
the CJT group-by all join keys, which might result in a large Steiner
Tree and we need to re-design the JT after augmentation.
Feature Augmentation over Multiple Bag. For Feature Aug-
mentation over multiple, we want to query the aggregation group-
by the join keys from CJT. This could be considered as a SPJA query
with group-by annotations, and can be computed through Upward
Message Passing in the Steiner tree.
Connect Augmentation Relation to JT. To connect augmenta-
tion relation to JT where the join key is distributed over multiple
bag, we have to add all the join key to the bags of Steiner tree, create
an augmentation bag containing augmentation relation, and con-
nect the augmentation bag to any of the bag in Steiner tree. Notice
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that the JT with added attributes in the bags can be inefficient, and
we may redesign JT to find a better one.
Optimize CJT design. To optimize CJT for feature augmentation,
we create empty bags for common join keys. Consider TPC-DS as
an example, whose (simplified) join graph (also JT) is shown in
Figure 4a. We can cluster time and stores in an empty bag shown
in Figure 4b to support efficient augmentation of spatio-temporal
features.

C MINIMIZE STEINER TREE
In this section, we present the algorithm that, given the JT with r
bags and h group-by annotations, find the minimum Steiner tree
of k annotations in time polynomial to r. We simplify the problem
by assuming that each bag has the same size, so the problem is to
identify the minimum Steiner tree in terms of the number of bags;
our algorithm can be easily extended to the general case.

In JT, each group-by annotation could be applied to a set of
bags containing group-by attributes. We first solve the problem
where each annotation could be placed to exactly one bag, then
generalizes the algorithm.
Single bag annotation. If each annotation could only be placed
on single bag, the problem reduced to: given JT with r bags and h
annotated bags, find the minimum Steiner tree of k annotated bags
in terms of the number of bags. We solve the problem by recursion
and dynamic programming. We make the edges in JT bidirectional.
For each directed e, it keeps track of x[e][n] defined as "In the
sub-tree this edge directs to, what is the minimum number of bags
in the Steiner tree that contains the target bag of this edge and n
annotated bags (including the target bag if it’s annotated)", where
n is from 0 to k. This can be computed as follows:

• Base Case: For edge e whose target bag is leaf bag, then x[e][1]
= 1 and x[e][n] = Inf for n > 1. For all edges, x[e][0] = 0

• Recursive Case: Given edge e and target bag b, let E be the set
of edges from b but is not e. One naive way to compute x[e][n] is
to consider all possible assignment of the number of annotated
bags in to E. This is inefficient as the number of assignments

is exponentially large. Instead we combine edges in E one-by-
one into one edge. Given two directed edges e1 and e2 in E, we
combine them into one directed edge e∗ as follows:
x[e∗][n] = min(x[e1][m] + x[e2][n – m] for m = 0...n)
Given the final e∗ that combines all edges in E, we add the target
bag. If the target bag is annotated, x[e][n] = x[e∗][n – 1] + 1 for
n = 1...k. Otherwise, x[e][n] = x[e∗][n] + 1.
After we compute the x[e][n] for all directed edges and n from 0

to h, we can find the minimum Steiner tree size by iterating over
all edge and compute the minimum Steiner tree containing any
end node of this edge. For edge whose two directed edges are e1
and e2, the minimum Steiner tree has size min(x[e1][m] + x[e1][j –
m] for m = 0...n).

We analyze the time complexity of the algorithm. We assume
both h and k is O(r). For each recursion, each combine takes time
O(r2) (as each x[e∗][n] takes O(r) and there are O(r) n to consider)
and there are O(r) combines so O(r3) in total. There are O(r) directed
edges, so O(r4) to compute all x[e][n]. To find the minimum Steiner
tree with x, we iterate O(r) edges and each iteration takes O(r).
Therefore, the algorithm takes O(r4) in total.
Multiple bags annotation. In general, each annotation could be
placed on multiple bags. One naive solution is to consider all possi-
ble placements, which is exponential in r. Instead, we consider the
case where each bag is the root such are all annotations are greed-
ily placed to the bags closest to the root in O(r2). There are O(r)
possible roots, each could be solved using the previous algorithm
in O(r4), so the final algorithm takes O(r5).

Runtime (ms) Size (MB)

0 50 100 150 0 50 100 150

Empty
Bag

Sales

Build
Empty Bag

Query
Empty Bag

Query
Sales

Figure 20: Runtime to build and query the empty bag and
Store_Sales table, and their storage sizes.
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N N-IVM R R-IVM
Space n1.5 n1.5 n2 n2
Latency n1.5 n 1 1
Calibration n n n2 n2 initial, n update
Table 2: Design trade-off. R stands for redundant and N
stands for non-redundant.

D EMPTY BAG EXPERIMENT
Empty bags are a novel CJT extension to materialize custom views.
We evaluate the costs and benefits of empty bag using TPC-DS
(SF=1). We create empty bag (Store,Time) as illustrated in Fig-
ure 4b. Then, we query the maximum count of sales for all stores
and times: Q = γMAX(COUNT)(γCOUNT(·),Store,Time(1)) in two unique
ways: (1). Without Empty Bag, Q is executed by first aggregat-
ing the count over the absorption result of Store_Sales, since
Store_Sales is the only bag contains both Store and Time dimen-
sions, then computing the max sales. (2). With Empty Bag, Q is
executed directly over the absorption result of the empty bag, which
is sufficient to answer aggregation queries over (Store,Time).

Figure 20 shows the runtimes and sizes. Empty bag takes <200ms
to build, while accelerates Q by ∼8×. The space overhead of empty
bag is 15× smaller than Store_Sales.

E OPTIMIZE LATENCYWITH CJT

Optimize latency with CJT. F-IVM provides a trade-off between
the size of CJT and update latency for cyclic join graph. The key
insight is that, when there aremultiple relationsmapped to the same
bag, we can create a new bag for individual relation and connect
them with an empty bag, which might increase space but reduces
latency. This trade-off is critical for StreamQuery Processing, where
latency is an important metric [4]. Consider the counting triangles
under update [9, 25, 45]:

Example 16 (Count Triangle Under Update). Given the tri-
angle relations R(A,B), S(B,C), T(A,C) each with size O(n), we want
to count the total triangle count under update (one tuple is added to
one relation). The CJT with the minimum size is shown in Figure 21a,
where the bag size is O(n1.5). We call this CJT the non-redundant
design. The alternative design is to place relations in different bags
and connect them with an empty bag as shown in Figure 21b. We
call this CJT the redundant design, which has a larger time and space
complexity as the messages from the empty bag are O(n2).

While redundant design has a larger space complexity, it has a
smaller update latency. Table 2 demonstrates the trade-off. Redundant
design has an initial overhead of O(n2) to build CJT, but after that,
each update takes O(1) latency to see the updated query result and the
O(n) calibration could take place in the background. On the contrary,
for non-redundant design, calibration and update query result happens
together, and users have to wait O(n) for the updated result.

While previous works [6, 67, 77] focus on non-redundant de-
sign to optimize single query, the combination of CJT and F-IVM
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(a) Non-redundant design.
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(b) Redundant design.

Figure 21: Different design for count triangle.
presents a novel trade-off. As a rule of thumb, when users are in-
terested in the live streaming result, we should place frequently
updated relations in different bags for low latency.

Task Reduced Redundant

B

Calibration + γCOUNT(·)(1) 126.18 621.65
Update BC (1) 5.27 0.02
Update BC (100) 6.45 0.05
Augment BC (10000) 154.66 6.41

U

Calibration + γCOUNT(·)(1) 11.24 28332.29
Update BC (1) 5.28 0.01
Update BC (100) 6.14 0.05
Augment BC (10000) 13.56 6.57

Table 3: Dataset result in millisecond. B for balanced. U for
unbalanced.

Experiment setup. We compare two Junction Hypertree designs
for counting triangle problem γCOUNT(R[A, B] 1 S[B, C] 1 T[A, C])
on local C++ implemented query engine. There are two designs
for cyclic join graph. The first design Reduced uses one unified
tree node for all relations to retain the cycle. The second design
Redundant breaks the cycle using one tree node for each relation,
which are connected by an empty node in the middle. These two
designs have different complexity for different tasks.

We consider two synthetic datasets: Balanced vs unbalanced. For
balanced workload, each relation is cartesian product [100] × [100],
where n is a unary relation with tuples from 1 to n. Each relation
has size 10000 and the join size 100001.5 which reaches the worst
case bound. For unbalanced dataset, we generates [1] ∗ [10000] for
AB and AC where A is highly biased, and [100] × [100] for BC. The
join result is then only 10000. However, the message from empty
tree node ABC to BC is 100002. We consider three tasks: Calibration
for count, update count when 1 or 100 tuples in BC is updated, and
augement BC. We choose BC is because BC is same in two datasets,
and we want to fix the relation to study how other datasets affect.
The task over other tables will scale proportional to their sizes.
Takeaways. The experiment result is in Table 3. For calibration, we
find that unbalanced dataset is much larger for redundant, which
is expected as it has larger theoretic bound. The calibration time
for reduced is much smaller because small join size as expected.
However, redundant design significantly reduces update latency by
> 100×. If calibration could be computed offline, it is worthwhile to
place relation that is frequently updated and queried into a single
bag.

F EXPLORATORY QUERY
We first study the performance improvement of queries over cali-
brated junction hypertree.

20



Datasets.We concisder four datasets: (1). Favorita [2] is a public
dataset for purchasing and sales forecasting. Favorita has also been
used by LMFAO [77] for factorized learning. (2). Lego [3] is a
public dataset for the inventories of every official LEGO set. (3).
IMDB [1] is a public dataset containing information about movies
and related facts about actors, production companies, etc. IMDB has
been widely used as a benchmark for query optimizer [54, 59, 60].
(4). TPC-DS [63] (scale factor 1) is a synthetic dataset for decision
support benchmark with star schema.

Similar to other works [5, 71], we apply dictionary encoding
as preprocess to map original data values to 32-bit unsigned inte-
gers. Dictionary encoding eliminates fields with large strings and
simplifies the operator design.
Competitors. We consider two competitors to Calibrated Junc-
tion Tree: (1). LMFAO [77] which is the state-of-art system that
use junction tree to optimize for semi-ring aggregation queries.
LMFAO generate efficient codes to execute queries, but it destroys
all the intermediate results after query execution and can’t apply
IVM to maintain them. (2). Junction Hypertree-IVM is a variant of
Calibrated Junction Hypertree, which doesn’t calibrate the junction
hypertree and, for each query, it passes message across the whole
hypertee. However, it applies factorisied incremental view main-
tainance [67] to pass delta messages for what-if queries. Similar to
LMFAO, we need to choose root for the junction tree to which all
messages converge. For the experiment, we try all possible roots
and report the one with the smallest run time.
Workloads. For all queries, we use COUNT as the semi-ring ag-
gregation for simplicity. More complex aggregation has a large
constant overhead, which won’t affect the relative performance.
Each query involves dimension tables, and we choose dimension ta-
bles popular in related queries for IMDB and TPC-DS, or in Kaggle
notebook for Favorita and Lego. We consider three types of queries
as workloads for experiment: (1). OLAP queries: we query the total
count of join result, and add group by and dummy selection (se-
lection doesn’t exclude any tuple but force message passing) over
the primary keys of dimension tables. (2). Data Explanation: we
query the total count of join result after removing a small number
of tuples in dimension tables. We choose 10 as the number of tuples
to remove, and report the percentage of 10 tuples in the original
dimension table. (3). Augmentation: we choose dimension table for
augmentation and query the total count after augmentation. We
generate an augmented table which maps primary key to random
generated numbers.
Takeaways. The experiment result is shown in Table 4. Calibrated
Junction Hypertree has the overhead of calibration, but it’s orders
of magnitudes faster for all three workloads by aggressively reusing
the messages. We note that the calibration overhead of TPC-DS
dataset is large compared (×20 compared to single query in LMFAO).
This is because TPC-DS has star schema, where store_sales, the
large fact table, is connected with many dimension tables, and all
messages from store_sales are expensive. However, the expensive
cost of calibration is one-time, and IVM could be applied to maintain
the calibration for future updates to fact tables, as analyzed in the
next section.

LMFAO outperforms Junction Hypertree-IVM for most OLAP
and Augementation workloads. This is because of the implemen-
tation difference: We implement hash-based worst case optimal
join [30], which has the overhead of iterating through trie, while
LMFAO uses naive sort-merge join. LMFAO requires all the cyclic
join to be pre-computed and only consider acyclic join graph as
junction hypertree. LMFAO doesn’t work for the common count
and maintain triangles problem [82]. Besides, LMFAO is heavily
optimized with efficient code generations.

Even if LFMAO is heavily optimized, Junction Hypertree-IVM
outperforms Lego for some OLAP and Augmentation queries. This
is mainly because LMFAO makes poor root choice in junction hy-
pertree. The Inventory relation in Lego dataset is sparse, which
causes the messages size asymmetric. LMFAO chooses root based
on simple heuristics, which doesn’t consider the sparsity of relation.

Finally, for what-if query, factorized IVM has a significant perfor-
mance improvement especially when the ratio of tuples in original
relation is small and calibration further improves the performance
on top of factorized IVM. While factorized IVM allows the mes-
sages to be smaller, calibration further avoids unnecessary passing
of messages.

Task LMFAO JT-IVM CJT

F

Calibration 2108.32
γCOUNT(·)(1) 179.88 943.12 0.07
γCOUNT(·),Store(1) 180.20 1151.70 0.06
γCOUNT(·),OilσStore(1) 179.71 1211.48 1.54
Remove 10 Items (0.24%) 176.25 2.76 0.05
Remove 10 Stores (18.86%) 177.33 24.21 0.03
Remove 10 Transactions (0.01%) 179.24 5.63 0.02
Augment Items (4100) 181.80 973.51 3.12
Augment Holiday (1734) 180.74 1197.44 0.27

L

Calibration 393.64
γCOUNT(·)(1) 54.15 13.84 0.09
γCOUNT(·),Set(1) 53.31 369.42 0.15
γCOUNT(·),Partσ97.10%Color(1) 56.39 14.38 0.65
Remove 10 Color (7.46%) 54.61 127.75 0.02
Remove 10 Themes (1.63%) 52.15 5.47 0.03
Augment Color (135) 55.91 30.74 0.09

I

Calibration 43796.63
γCOUNT(·)(1) 14722.10 18273.66 0.05
γCOUNT(·),Person(1) 14854.87 24173.64 552.02
γCOUNT(·),MovieσCompany(1) 13599.41 17039.82 682.48
Remove 10 Person (0.0002 %) 14753.22 18.11 0.12
Remove 10 Movie-key (0.007%) 14833.76 2315.08 0.15
Augment Person (4167491) 14953.03 24932.62 932.25
Augment Company (234997) 14784.58 18567.45 275.66

T

Calibration 9402.95
γCOUNT(·)(1) 482.53 653.70 0.06
γCOUNT(·),Store(1) 483.13 1737.36 0.12
γCOUNT(·),YearσStore(1) 478.75 1236.53 638.61
Remove 10 Item (0.06%) 480.83 22.01 0.15
Remove 10 Customer (0.1%) 484.98 18.25 0.05
Augment Date (201) 484.61 652.39 0.12
Augment Address (1920800) 498.53 1931.30 305.53

Table 4: Exploratory query. In millisecond.
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G TPC-H DETAILS
We discussed how we rewrite TPC-H queries into semi-ring SPJA
queries.
Query 3.We remove top and order-by.We also remove LORDERKEY
group-by because otherwise the result has too many groups.
SELECT SUM(L_EXTENDEDPRICE*(1-L_DISCOUNT)) AS REVENUE,
O_ORDERDATE, O_SHIPPRIORITY
FROM CUSTOMER, ORDERS, LINEITEM
WHERE C_MKTSEGMENT = 'FURNITURE' AND
C_CUSTKEY = O_CUSTKEY AND L_ORDERKEY = O_ORDERKEY AND
O_ORDERDATE < '1995-03-28' AND L_SHIPDATE > '1995-03-28'
GROUP BY O_ORDERDATE, O_SHIPPRIORITY;

Query 4. We rewrite the nested query and remove order-by and
distinct.
SELECT O_ORDERPRIORITY, count(distinct O_ORDERKEY)
FROM LINEITEM, ORDERS
WHERE O_ORDERDATE >= '1997-04-01' AND
O_ORDERDATE < cast (date '1997-04-01' + interval '3 months' as date)
AND L_ORDERKEY = O_ORDERKEY AND L_COMMITDATE < L_RECEIPTDATE
GROUP BY O_ORDERPRIORITY;

Query 5. For query 5, we break cycle with additional optimization.
SELECT N_NATIONKEY,
SUM(L_EXTENDEDPRICE*(1-L_DISCOUNT)) AS REVENUE
FROM CUSTOMER, ORDERS, LINEITEM, SUPPLIER, NATION, REGION
WHERE C_CUSTKEY = O_CUSTKEY AND L_ORDERKEY = O_ORDERKEY AND
L_SUPPKEY = S_SUPPKEY AND C_NATIONKEY = S_NATIONKEY AND
S_NATIONKEY = N_NATIONKEY AND N_REGIONKEY = R_REGIONKEY AND
R_NAME = 'MIDDLE EAST' AND o_orderdate >= date '1994-01-01' AND
o_orderdate < cast (date '1994-01-01' + interval '1 year' as date)
GROUP BY N_NATIONKEY;

Break cycle for Q5. Q5 joins customer and supplier by nation,
which makes the join graph cyclic and JT expensive. Luckily, Q5
also group-by nation. We discuss the technique to break cycle:
rewrite join + group-by as a set of selections.

Consider the cyclic join of R(A,B), S(A,C), T(B,C). If we know
that all future queries will group-by attribute A, we can break the
cycle through query rewriting. The original join query is:

SELECT A, COUNT(*)
FROM R(A,B), S(A,C), T(B,C)
WHERE R.A = S.A AND R.B = T.B AND S.C = T.C
GROUP BY R.A
The group by query could be considered as a set of smaller

queries, each select a value of A in its domain dom(A). Therefore,
for each a ∈ dom(A), we query

SELECT COUNT(*)
FROM R(A,B), S(A,C), T(B,C)
WHERE R.A = S.A AND R.B = T.B AND S.C = T.C AND R.A

= a AND S.A = a
The rewritten query has acyclic join graph. This optimization is

closely related to conditioning in Probabilistic graphical model [49].

Query 7.We rewrite the nested query and remove order-by.
SELECT N1.N_NAME AS SUPP_NATION,
N2.N_NAME AS CUST_NATION,
extract(year from L_SHIPDATE) as L_YEAR,
SUM(L_EXTENDEDPRICE*(1-L_DISCOUNT)) AS VOLUME
FROM SUPPLIER, LINEITEM, ORDERS, CUSTOMER, NATION N1, NATION N2
WHERE S_SUPPKEY = L_SUPPKEY AND
O_ORDERKEY = L_ORDERKEY AND C_CUSTKEY = O_CUSTKEY AND
S_NATIONKEY = N1.N_NATIONKEY AND C_NATIONKEY = N2.N_NATIONKEY AND
( (N1.N_NAME = 'UNITED STATES' AND N2.N_NAME = 'JAPAN') OR
(N1.N_NAME = 'JAPAN' AND N2.N_NAME = 'UNITED STATES')
) AND L_SHIPDATE BETWEEN '1995-01-01' AND '1996-12-31'
GROUP BY SUPP_NATION, CUST_NATION, L_YEAR

Query 8.We only consider the inner query, as outer query is cheap
to compute.
SELECT extract(year from o_orderdate) as o_year,
SUM(L_EXTENDEDPRICE * (1-L_DISCOUNT)), N2.N_NATIONKEY
FROM PART, SUPPLIER, LINEITEM, ORDERS,
CUSTOMER, NATION N1, NATION N2, REGION
WHERE P_PARTKEY = L_PARTKEY AND S_SUPPKEY = L_SUPPKEY AND
L_ORDERKEY = O_ORDERKEY AND O_CUSTKEY = C_CUSTKEY AND
C_NATIONKEY = N1.N_NATIONKEY AND N1.N_REGIONKEY = R_REGIONKEY AND
R_NAME = 'ASIA' AND S_NATIONKEY = N2.N_NATIONKEY AND
O_ORDERDATE BETWEEN '1995-01-01' AND '1996-12-31' AND
P_TYPE = 'MEDIUM ANODIZED COPPER'
GROUP BY N2.N_NATIONKEY, o_year;

H SPACE OVERHEAD OF DATA CUBE
The total Redshift table sizes created during calibration is exponen-
tial in k, and consistent with the analysis in Section 4.1.1. Redshift
appears to pad small tables to >6MB, hence the large sizes (∼4GB
for k = 2). Unfortunately. the tables cannot be naively compacted
(by unioning into a single table) because their schemas are dif-
ferent. Thus we report the actual Data Size by adding tuple size
times cardinality across the tables. The overhead is only 0.17× for
k = 0, 5× for k = 1 and 127.73× for k = 2. Given the significant
query performance improvement, the space-time trade-off may be
worthwhile.
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Figure 22: RedShift pads tables to be at least 6MB, which pe-
nalizes many small tables. So we report the total RedShift
table size, and actual data size. Horizontal lines represent,
from left-to-right: base DB table size, base DB actual data
size, and average runtime with JT
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