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Abstract

Graph Generating Dependencies (GGDs) informally express constraints between two (possibly different) graph patterns which
enforce relationships on both graph’s data (via property value constraints) and its structure (via topological constraints). Graph
Generating Dependencies (GGDs) can express tuple- and equality-generating dependencies on property graphs, both of which find
broad application in graph data management. In this paper, we discuss the reasoning behind GGDs. We propose algorithms to solve
the satisfiability, implication, and validation problems for GGDs and analyze their complexity. To demonstrate the practical use of
GGDs, we propose an algorithm which finds inconsistencies in data through validation of GGDs. Our experiments show that even
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C\J though the validation of GGDs has high computational complexity, GGDs can be used to find data inconsistencies in a feasible

execution time on both synthetic and real-world data.
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r—1. Introduction

Constraints play a key role in data management research,
e.g., in the study of data quality, data integration and exchange,
S and query optimization [11 2} 3} 4] 15, 16 7, [8]. The use of graph-
i structured data sets has increased in different domains, such as
social networks, biological networks and knowledge graphs.
As consequence, the study of graph dependencies is also of
increasing practical interest [9} 4] and it also raises new chal-
lenges as graphs are typically schemaless and relationships are
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To address this practical need, recently, different classes

- of dependencies for graphs have been proposed, for example,

Graph Functional Dependencies (GFDs [6]), Graph Entity De-

Al pendencies (GEDs [5]) and Graph Differential Dependencies

C\J (GDDs [10]). However, these types of dependencies focus on

" generalizing functional dependencies (i.e., variations of equal-

2 ity-generating dependencies) and cannot fully capture tuple-
>< generating dependencies (tgds) for graph data [4]].

a As an example, we might want to enforce the constraint on
a human resources graph that “if two people vertices have the
same name and address property-values and they both have a
works-at edge to the same company vertex, then there should
be a same-as edge between the two people”. This is an example
of a tgd on graph data, as satisfaction of this constraint requires
the existence of an edge (i.e., the same-as edge), and when it
is not satisfied, the graph is repaired by generating same-as
edges where necessary. tgds are important for many applica-
tions, e.g., data cleaning and integration [3} [8]].

*Corresponding author
Email addresses: 1.capobianco.shimomura@tue.nl (Larissa C.
Shimomura), hush@tue.nl (Nikolay Yakovets), g.h.1l.fletcher@tue.nl
(George Fletcher)

Preprint submitted to Journal of BIEX Templates

Indeed, tgds arise naturally in graph data management ap-
plications. Given the lack of tgds for graphs in the current
study of graph dependencies, a new class of graph dependencies
called Graph Generating Dependencies (GGDs) have been pro-
posed [11]]. The GGDs fully support tgds for property graphs
(i.e., tgds for graphs where vertices and edges can have asso-
ciated property values, such as names and addresses in our ex-
ample above — a very common data model in practical graph
data management systems) and generalize earlier graph depen-
dencies. The main contribution of the GGDs is the ability to
extend tgds to graph data. Informally, a GGD expresses a con-
straint between two (possibly different) graph patterns enforc-
ing relationships between property (data) values and a topolog-
ical structure.

In this paper, we study three reasoning problems on property
graphs with GGDs: satisfiability, implication and validation.
By studying these problems we can understand how GGDs be-
have in applications and what are their limitations. In our ex-
periments, we show how the validation algorithm can be used
to identify data inconsistencies according to GGDs. Our results
show scenarios in which GGDs can be used in practice.

2. Related Work

We place GGDs in the context of relational and graph de-
pendencies. In the following subsections, we present the main
types of relational and graph dependencies proposed in the lit-
erature related to aspects proposed for GGDs.

2.1. Relational Data Dependencies

The classical Functional Dependencies (FDs) have been
widely studied and extended for contemporary applications in
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data management. Related to the GGDs, other classes of depen-
dencies proposed for relational data are the Conditional Func-
tional Dependencies (CFDs [2} 3]]) and the Differential Depen-
dencies (DDs [12]). CFDs were proposed for data cleaning
tasks where the main idea is to enforce an FD only for a set
of tuples specified by a condition, unlike the original FDs in
which the dependency holds for the whole relation [13]].

DDs extend the FDs by specifying looser constraints accord-
ing to user-defined distance functions between attribute val-
ues [12]. That is, given two tuples #; and #,, if the distance &
between two tuple attributes x, 6{z;(x),#>(x)} agree on a spec-
ified difference/threshold then the distance between their at-
tributes y, 6{t;(y), £2(y)} should also agree on a specified dif-
ference/threshold. Since DDs are defined according to thresh-
olds, previously proposed algorithms for FDs discovery can-
not be applied, hence, new discovery algorithms were proposed
for this class of dependencies [14, [15, [16]. Besides the new
approaches of the discovery algorithms, Song et. al [12] also
addressed its difference from previous classes of dependencies
and analyzed the consistency problem of a set of DDs, the im-
plication problem, and defined the minimal cover of a set of
DDs.

Tuple-generating dependencies (tgds) are a well-known type
of dependency with applications in data integration and data ex-
change [17, [18]]. Special cases of tgds and its extensions also
have a wide range of applications [19], e.g., the inclusion de-
pendencies (INDs). An IND states that all values of a certain
attribute combination are also contained in the values of an-
other attribute combination [20]. Kruse et al. [21]] studied the
discovery of INDs, more specifically, conditional inclusion de-
pendencies (CINDs) for RDF data [21]. In this work, we use
their discovery algorithm for generating input GGDs for our
experiments.

An example of an extension of tgds are the constrained tuple-
generating dependencies (ctgds) [22]] which add a condition
(a constraint) on variables. The paper by Maher and Srivas-
tava [22]] proposes two Chase procedures to solve the implica-
tion problem for ctgds and the conditions in which these pro-
cedures can be terminated early.

2.2. Graph Dependencies

Graph dependencies proposed for the property graphs in-
clude the graph functional dependencies (GFDs), graph en-
tity dependencies (GEDs), and graph differential dependen-
cies (GDDs) [6} 5, [10]. GFDs are formally defined as a pair
(QO[x], X — Y) in which Q[X] is a graph pattern that defines
a topological constraint while X, Y are two sets of literals that
define the property-value functional dependencies of the GFD.
The property-value dependency is defined for the vertex at-
tributes present in the graph pattern. GEDs [5] subsume GFDs
and can express FDs, GFDs, and equality-generating dependen-
cies (egds). Besides the property-value dependencies present
in GFDs, GEDs also carry special literals to enable identifi-
cation of vertices in the graph pattern. GDDs extend GEDs
by introducing distance functions instead of equality functions,
similar to DDs for relational data but defined over a topological
constraint expressed by a graph pattern.

Similar to the definition of our proposed GGDs, Graph Re-
pairing Rules (GRRs [23]) were proposed to express auto-
matic repairing semantics for graphs. The semantics of a GRR
is: given a source graph pattern it should be repaired to a
given target graph pattern. The graph-pattern association rules
(GPARs [24]) is a specific case of tgds and has been applied
to social media marketing. A GPAR is a constraint of the form
O(x,y) = q(x,y) which states that if there exists an isomor-
phism from the graph pattern Q(x,y) to a subgraph of the data
graph, then an edge labeled g between the vertices x and y is
likely to hold.

Other types of dependencies recently proposed for prop-
erty graphs include Temporal Graph Functional Dependen-
cies (TGFDs) [25] and Graph Probabilistic Dependencies
(GPDs) [26]. The main idea of TGFDs is to extend GFDs
by adding a time constraint. Semantically, a TGFD enforces
a topological constraint and a dependency to hold within a time
interval. GPDs extend GFDs by including a probability value
P in which the sets of literal Y is defined by X. Even though
GPDs also introduce more relaxed constraints, their approach
has a different semantic to the use of differential/similarity con-
straints of GDDs and GGDs.

The main differences of the proposed GGDs compared to
previous works are: (i) the use of differential constraints, (ii)
edges are treated as first-class citizens in the graph patterns (in
alignment with the property graph model) and, (iii) the ability
to entail the generation of new vertices and edges (see Section
E]for details). With these new features, GGDs can encode rela-
tions between two graph patterns as well as the (dis)similarity
between its vertices and edges properties values. In general,
GGD is the first constraint formalism for property graphs sup-
porting both egds and tgds.

In the first study of GGDs [L1]], the authors introduced the
definition and semantics of the this new class of dependencies.
In this paper, we focus on three fundamental reasoning prob-
lems of GGDs over property graphs and show how GGDs can
be used in practice to detect data inconsistencies.

3. Preliminaries

In this section, we summarize standard notation and concepts
that will be used throughout the paper [5, 12,9, [11]]. Let O be a
set of objects, L be a finite set of labels, K be a set of property
keys, and N be a set of values. We assume these sets to be
pairwise disjoint. A property graph is a structure (V, E, 5, 1, v)
where:

e V C Ois afinite set of objects, called vertices;
e E C Ois afinite set of objects, called edges;

e nn: E — V xV is function assigning to each edge an
ordered pair of vertices;

e 1: VUE — P(L) is a function assigning to each object
a finite set of labels (i.e., P(S) denotes the set of finite
subsets of set S). Abusing the notation, we will use 4,
for the function assigning labels to vertices and A, for the
function that assigns labels to the edges; and



e v: (VUE) X K — N is partial function assigning values
for properties/attributes to objects, such that the object sets
V and E are disjoint (i.e., VN E = 0) and the set of domain
values where v is defined is finite.

A graph pattern is a directed graph Q[x] = (Vp, Eg, 49, 10)
where V and Ej are finite sets of pattern vertices and edges,
respectively, and A is a function that assigns a label Ap(u) to
each vertex u € Vg or edge e € Eg, and 19 assigns to each edge
an ordered pair of vertices. Abusing notation, we use 4, as a
function to assign labels to vertices and A, to assign labels to
edges. Additionally, X is a list of variables that include all the
vertices in Vj and edges in Ey.

We say a label / matches a label I’ € L, denoted as [ < [,
ifle Land! =1 orl = ‘-’ (wildcard) . A match denoted as
h[x] of a graph pattern Q[x] in a graph G is a homomorphism of
O[] to G such that for each vertex u € Vg, A, o(u) < 4,(h(1));
and for each edge e = (u,u’) € Ey, there exists an edge e’ =
(h(u), h(u)) and A, p(e) < Ac(€).

We denote as [Q[x], ¢]c the evaluation results of the graph
pattern query Q[x] on the graph G, such that the results of this
evaluation also satisfy constraints in ¢, i.e., Q[x] E ¢.

A differential function ¢[A] on attribute A is a constraint of
difference over A according to a distance metric [12]. Given
two tuples t1,%, in an instance I of relation R, ¢[A] is true if
the difference between #;.A and #,.A agrees with the constraint
specified by ¢[A], where #;.A and £,.A refers to the value of at-
tribute A in tuples #; and 1,, respectively. We use the differential
constraint idea to define constraints over attributes in GGDs.

4. GGD: Syntax and Semantics

In this section, we review the syntax and semantics of the
GGDs in [11]. A Graph Generating Dependency (GGD) is a
dependency of the form

Os[x], @5 = OilX, 3], ¢4

where:

e (O([x] and Q[x,y] are graph patterns, called source graph
pattern and target graph pattern, respectively;

e ¢, is a set of differential constraints defined over the vari-
ables x (variables of the graph pattern Q); and

e ¢, is a set of differential constraints defined over the vari-
ables xUY, in which X are the variables of the source graph
pattern Qg and y are any additional variables of the target
graph pattern Q;.

A differential constraint in ¢ on [x] (resp., in ¢; on [x,y]) is
a constraint of one of the following forms [[10} [12]]:

1. 4(x.A,c) <ty
2. 6A]A2(X.A1,)C’.A2) < 1A, A,

3. x=xorx#x

where x, x' € X (resp. € x Uy) for Q,[x] (resp. for Q/[x,y]),
04 is a user-defined similarity function for the property A and
x.A is the property value of variable x on A, c is a constant
of the domain of property A and #4 is a pre-defined threshold.
The differential constraints defined by (1) and (2) can use the
operators (=, <, >, <, >, #).

The constraint (3) x = x’ states that x and x’ are the same
entity (vertex/edge) and it can also use the inequality opera-
tor stating that x # x’. An important feature of GGDs is that
both vertices and edges are considered variables (in source and
target graph patterns), which allows to compare vertex-vertex
variables, edge-edge and vertex-edge variables.

Consider a graph pattern Q[z], a set of differential constraints
¢, and a match of this pattern represented by A[z] in a graph G.
The match A[z] satisfies ¢,, denoted as h[z] E ¢, if the match
h[z] satisfies every differential constraint in ¢,. If ¢, = 0 then
h[z] E ¢, for any match of the graph pattern Q[z] in G.

Given a GGD Q[x], ¢; — O,[x,y], ¢; we denote the matches
of the source graph pattern Q,[x] as h;[x] while the matches of
the target graph pattern Q;[x,y] are denoted by A,[x,y] which
can include the variables from the source graph pattern x and
additional variables y particular to the target graph pattern.

A GGD o = Q[x],¢; — Oi[x,y], ¢, holds in a graph G,
denoted as G [ o, if and only if for every match h[x] of the
source graph pattern Q,[x] in G satisfying the set of constraints
¢, there exists a match A,[x, y] of the graph pattern Q;[x,y] in G
satisfying ¢, such that for each x in x it holds that h,(x) = h,(x).
If a GGD does not hold in G then it is violated. Such viola-
tions can be fixed by generating new vertices/edges in graph G
according to the violated GGD.

5. Properties of GGDs

In this section, we define properties and concepts of GGDs
that are used in the proposed algorithms to solve the reasoning
problems we will study in Section[7]

Subjugation. To define subjugation for GGDs, we adapt the
subjugation definition on the sets of differential constraints
from the GDDs [10]] and subsumption of DDs [12]. A differ-
ential function ¢ subjugates a second differential function ¢, if
for any graph pattern match h[x], if h[x] satisfies ¢, (h[x] E ¢»),
then A[x] also satisfies ¢; (h[x] E ¢1) [12].

A set of GGD differential constraints 7 subjugates another set
of GGD differential constraints w, denoted as 7 > w, iff:

1. for every constraint d4(x.A,c) < t4 € T, there exists
Oa(x.A,c) <ty €wand ity > 1);

2. for every constraint 04,4,(x.A1,x".A2) < a4, € T, there
exists

6A]A2(X.A1,)C,.A2) < tglAz € wand aa, 2 t/’4

IAZ;
3. for every constraint x = x” € 7 there exists x = x’ € w;

Given the transitivity and properties of differential con-
straints studied by [12], we have the following proposition.

Proposition 1. Suppose 1, w and  are sets of differential con-
straints in GGDs, if T > Yy and > w then T > w [lI2)].



Graph query containment. Graph pattern queries can be ex-
pressed as conjunctive queries (CQs) [9]. According to Chan-
dra and Merlin [27], given two conjunctive queries g1, g2, g1 &
q» is equivalent to the existence of a homomorphism 4 from ¢,
to g;. Given this definition, we have the following proposition.

Proposition 2. A graph pattern query Q) is contained in a
graph pattern query Q, denoted as Q1 E Q», if the answer
set of Q1 is contained in the answer set of Q; for every possible
property graph G, which means that there exists a homomor-
phism h from Q; to Q.

Qo O—-C—0O—® bo = {64(u.A4,9) <5

0a(v.Ajx.A) > 1}

op = {6a(u'.A,9) < 7.
da(v'. A 2’ A) > 0}

s @O

Figure 1: Containment Example

Example 1. Consider the graph patterns Q, and Qg and its
respective sets of differential constraints ¢, and ¢g in
Observe that exists an homomorphic mapping of the
nodes h(x') = x,h(’) = u,h(v) = v in Q, to the nodes
in Qg, therefore we can conclude that Q, T Qp. Consider-
ing this homomorphic mapping from Q. to Qp, the differen-
tial constraint of ¢p, 64(u’.A,9) < 7 subjugates the differential
constraint 64(u.A,9) < 5 of ¢, and the differential constraint
of ¢p, 0a(V'.A, x".A) > 0 subjugates the differential constraint
0A(v.A, x.A) > 1 of ¢, as any value that satisfies the differential
constraints of ¢, also satisfies the differential constraints of ¢g.
Consequently, we can conclude that ¢g > ¢,.

Infeasibility and disjoint differential constraints. A set of
constraints ¢ is infeasible if there does not exist a nonempty
graph pattern match A[X] of a graph pattern Q[x] over any
nonempty graph G, such that h[x] E ¢. Two differential con-
straints ¢, and ¢, are disjoint if their intersection (conjunction)
is infeasible (¢, A ¢p=infeasible). The conjunction of a differ-
ential constraint ¢, with its complement ¢, (¢, A ¢,), is always
infeasible [12]].

Example 2. Consider the GGD o, of and the
set of differential constraints ¢ = {Opours(s.hours,10) >

5, Onours(s.hours, 10) < 5}, the set ¢ is infeasible as the differen-
tial constraints Opours(s.hours, 10) > 5 and 6p,y,5(s.hours, 10) <
5 are disjoint. In conclusion, there are no nonempty matches of
the graph pattern that can satisfy the set ¢.

GGDs interaction. A GGD oy = Q4 [x], 051 — Onlx, ¥, du
interacts on the source (resp. on the target) with a GGD
oy = 0plx],¢n — Onlx,y], ¢, if and only if the intersec-
tion between Qsl[}]¢sl and QJZ[E](ZSSZ (I'CSp. Qtl[)_ca y](ﬁll and
Onlx,yl¢rn) is not empty. Considering Qg1 = {Vi1, Es1, A1, 151}
and Qpn = {Vu,En,A0,10), we define the intersec-
tion of Qy[x]¢s; and Qpn[X]p,, as a graph pattern Qn =
{Vas En, An,nn} in which Qpn is the maximal graph pattern
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Figure 2: Example GGDs

(maximal set of subgoals of a conjunctive query) of Q; and
Qj, such that there exists a homomorphic mapping from Qn to
Qs and from Qn to Qy,. We define O as:

e V. isthe set of nodes v € V such that there exists A, (v) <
Ap(V') or (V) < A5 (v), where v € V. Additionally,
the differential constraints in ¢, that refer to v € V; are
feasible to the differential constraints in ¢, that refer to
Vv € V.

e E is the set of edges e € E; such that there exists
Asi(e) < Ap(e) or Ap(e’) =< Az (e), where ¢ € Eg.
The labels of the source and target of ¢ and ¢’ also match,
formally, considering n51(e) = (vi,Vv2) and ny = (v3,v4),
As1(v1) < Ap(v3) and Ag(vy) < A, (v4) are true. Addition-
ally, the differential constraints in ¢y that referto e € Ej;
are feasible to the differential constraints in ¢, that refer
toe’ € Eg.

e A is the function A which assigns the labels to the nodes
and edges in O (in this case, same labels as in Qg [x]).

® 71 is the function 75; which assigns a pair of vertices in Vi,
to En.

The graph pattern Q, is not empty if V, # {0} or E, # {0}.
Informally, two GGDs interact if their sources or targets can
possibly match some of the same nodes and/or edges in a graph
G.

Example 3. Consider the GGDs in[Figure 2|with empty ¢, and
¢, In this example, the GGD o, interacts on the source with
the GGD o3. The GGD o, and the GGD o5 can both match
the same nodes in a graph G to the node project p present in
the source of both GGDs.

Transitive GGDs. Given a set of GGDs X, we say that a GGD
o1 € X is transitive if there exists a GGD o, € X in which
the target side of o, interacts with the source side of ;. For-
mally, consider o7y = Qg [x],¢s1 — Onlx,¥], ¢ and o =
OnlX], ¢ — Onlx,¥], ¢, o1 is transitive if Qp[X,y], ¢ =
04 [x], ¢51 ([QnlX.3), d2lc C [QlX], ¢s1]c). Informally, o
is transitive in X if there exists a 0, in which its target side can
trigger the source side of o

Example 4. Consider the GGDs in[Figure 2|with empty ¢, and
¢ In this example, we can clearly see that the GGD o3 is
transitive as what is enforced by the target of o, interacts with
the source side of o3. When repairing a graph G according to
o, we can possibly generate new matches of the source graph
pattern of o3. Which means that the repairing of a GGD can
also trigger the repairing of another GGD.



6. The Chase Procedure for GGDs

The Chase procedure was originally proposed for testing log-
ical implication between sets of dependencies [17] and has
gained attention due to its application in data exchange, query
optimization and data repair [8]]. In this section, we define the
Chase procedure for GGDs to solve the satisfiability and impli-
cation problems. Our Chase procedure is based on the standard
Chase procedure for tgds and GEDs [22} 15]].

The Chase procedure for ctgds and GEDs were both defined
considering the equality of attributes. Given the differential
constraints in ¢, and ¢, of the GGDs, we use the idea of range
of values in this Chase procedure. We use the graph G and the

GGD o, in as a running example in this section.

6.1. The Chase for GGDs

Following the Chase methods designed for GEDs [5]] and
tgds [28], we define the Chase method according to range rela-
tions. Consider a graph G = (V, E,n, 4,v) and a set £ of GGDs,
we define the Chase for GGDs as a sequence of Chase steps
on G. Next, we define the concept of range classes and Chase
steps.

Range Class. For each x € (V U E), its range class (denoted
as [x]g,) is a set of nodes or edges y € (V U E) of G that are
identified as x. The node or edge y can be identified as x because
of the enforced constraints on GGDs of the type x = y (see
GGDs definition on Section ). For each attribute A of x €
(V U E) formally denoted as v(x, A) , its range class is denoted
as [x.A]g,. Informally, the range class refers to the possible set
of values that an attribute can have enforced by a GGD in X.

According to a GGD, the differential constraints defines the
possible values of an attribute, as a consequence, we use the
same semantics of the differential constraints to define the at-
tribute range class. For each attribute A of x € (VUE), its range
class [x.A]g, contains a set of range class quadruples named
rcq = (04, vala, ta, ops) that refers to the differential constraints
of a GGD involving x.A, in which:

e (4 is the distance used in the differential constraint;

e valy is the set of attribute values that v(x.A) is compared
to;

e 1, is the threshold used in the differential constraint and,

e opy, is the operator of the differential constraint that is be-
ing compared to (<, >, <, >, =, #)

A rcqr = (8a,vals,ts,ops) subsumes a second rcqg, =
(6B, valg, tg, opp) according to the same subjugation properties
of a differential constraint (see Section(5). A range class [x.A]g,
subsumes a range class [y.B]g,, denoted as [x.Alg, > [y.Blg,
if (i)x and y are the same node or edge on G and, (ii) ev-
ery rcq (0p,valg,tg,opp) € [v.Blg, is subsumed by a rcq
(04, vala,ta,0pa) € [x.Alg,.

Chasing - Initialization. - Given a graph G = (V,E, 1, 4,v) and
a set ¥ of GGDs, we start the Chase procedure by initializing
the range classes of each node and edge of G. For each x €
(V U E), [x]g, = {x} and each attribute range class [x.A]g, =
{(, x.A, 0, =)}, that means initializing each range class with a rcq
that indicates its own value.

Example 5. To run Chase over the graph G in|Figure 3} we
initialize the range classes of each node and vertex of G as well
as the range classes of its attributes (see [Figure 4). As men-
tioned, we initialize each range class with an rcq that indicates
its own value. Observe that, in this case, each rcq is initialized
without a distance function attached, to represent the attribute
value. In case this attribute was built according to a differen-
tial constraint, the rcq would be initialized according to this
differential constraint.

Chasing - Match. - After initializing the range classes of each
node and edge in G, to apply each Chase step according to a
GGD o € X, we need to find matches of the source side and
the target side of o in G. In the Chase, a match A [x] of a
graph pattern Q[x] is a homomorphism of Q[x] to G such that
for each vertex u € Vg, 4,o(u) < A,(h(u)); and for each edge
e = (u,u') € Eg, there exists an edge ¢’ = (h(u), h(u’')) and
Aegle) = A.(e’). And, we check if hs[X] F ¢ according to
the information in the range classes of each vertex and edge of
h[x]. Formally, for each vertex and edge u in hy[X] E ¢y, if its
range class [u]g, subsumes the possible values of u constrained
by ¢, and its attributes range classes [u.A] R, subsumes the pos-
sible values of u.A constrained by ¢;.

Chasing - Step. The Chase procedure is a sequence of Chase
steps denoted as:
G Lo
A Chase step according to a GGD o € X can be applied if
there exists a match of its source side, A[x] E ¢, in G. Each
Chase step expands G by generating new nodes or edges and
performs a set of updates on the range classes of nodes and
edges according to o and a match Ag[x] of the source graph
pattern of o, the result of these updates is a graph G’. These
updates are executed according to the following steps:

1. Update the range classes of the nodes and edges in 4[]
according to ¢, (see[Range Classes Updates - ¢, and ¢,);

2. Search for a match of the target side of the GGD o: (1)
If there are no matches of the target side, we add new
nodes and edges to G and initialize its range classes ac-
cording to ¢,. (2) If there are matches of the target side,
for each match we update its range classes according to ¢,
(see|Generation of new nodes and edges).

3. Check if the Chase step is consistent. If the step is not
consistent then stop the Chase (see [Consistency).

Next, we give details on each one of the mentioned updates.
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Range Classes Updates - ¢ and ¢;. Given hy(x), for each node
or edge x matched in /,[x], get the differential constraints in ¢,
that refer to x, denoted as ¢,.

e Consider that x’ is the variable names of x. If a constraint
of the type 6(x".A,c) < t4 or 8(x".A,y.B) < t4p is in ¢y,
rewrite it as a rcq of the type @ = (3, val, t,op). If exists a
req (0a,valy, ta,0pa) in [x.A]Rq that is subsumed by ©, we
update the rcq(d4, vala,ta,o0ps) € [x.A]Rq with the values
of ®. Else, if such subsumption does not exist, add ® to
[xAlg, (LxAlg, = [xAlg, U{®}).

Consider that x” and y’ are the variable names of x and y.
If a constraint of the type x* = y’ is in ¢,, in which y is
a node or edge in hy(x). Add y to the range class of x,
[xIr, = [x]g, Y y.

Informally, we update each node or edge range class with the
loosest threshold from ¢, hence each attribute has the largest
number of possible values.

In case there exists a target match, i,[x,y] = ¢,, we enforce
the constraints in ¢; in G by updating the range classes of the
nodes and edges that were matched in #,[x,y]. We update the
range classes in the same way as we do with ¢, on i[x].

Generation of new nodes and edges. Given the Chase step
(0, hy[x] E o), we generate new nodes and edges in the graph G
if there are no matches of the target side Q,[x, y]¢;. We generate
nodes and edges that refer to the set y of variables in Q;[x,y] of
the target graph pattern, as the set x refers to the source vari-
ables and exist in the graph (match A [x]). For each variable
y €y, if y refers to an node in Q,[x,y], we create a new node
or edge u in which: (i)Ag,(u) = A(u) (4 is a label assigning
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Figure 5: Chase Application of o,

functions of the target graph pattern and for the graph G re-
spectively), (ii) initialize its range class [u]g, = {u} and if there
exist a differential constraint in ¢, that refers to an attribute of
u, suppose u.C, we create a range class [u.C]g, and initialize it
with a rcq with the information of this differential constraint.
Finally, we add u to the graph G, in case uisanode V = V U u,
orin case itis anedge E = E U u.

Consistency. - We say that a Chase step is not consistent in G
if:

1. there exists a node or an edge y in [x]g, in which the A(x) #*
A(y) and A(y) * A(x) (label conflict) or,

there exists a rcq w = (0, valg, tg, opp) on an attribute y.B
in [x.A]g, in which w A [x.A]g, = not feasible.

Otherwise, the Chase step is consistent. When the Chase step
is consistent, it means that there are no contradictions and the
target side of the GGD was correctly enforced. By the end of
the step, we can merge each node and each edge in [x]g, and
also its range classes [x.A]g, .

Chase - Termination. - The Chase procedure terminates if and
only if one of the following conditions holds:

1. There are no possible updates/expansions on G according
to any o € X. In this case, the Chase terminates and the
Chase steps sequence is valid.

2. A Chase step is inconsistent. In this case, the Chase termi-
nates and the Chase steps sequence is invalid.



Example 6. [Figure 3|shows the final results of the graph G af-
ter the application of o,. Observe that, to enforce the GGD o,

new nodes of the label “Place” and new edges of the label “is-
LocatedIn” were generated. Since in o, the target differential
constraints ¢; = 0, then the nodes and edges were generated
without attributes.

The Problem of Chase Termination. Analogous to tgds and
ctgds, given the generating property of the GGDs, the Chase
might not terminate even when there are no inconsistent Chase
steps [22]. Termination of different versions of the Chase
procedure for tgds have been long studied in the literature
[29] 130, 28]. In general, the Chase termination problem for
tgds is not decidable but there are positive results on sets of
tgds with specific syntactic properties [29].

A well-known property that has been proven that the Chase
procedure terminates is when the set of tgds is weakly-acyclic.
Informally, a set of tgds is weakly-acyclic if there is no cascad-
ing of generating null values during the Chase procedure [31].
The problem of checking if a set of tgds is weakly-acyclic is
polynomial in the size of the set [28] as it is verified by build-
ing a directed graph called dependency graph derived from the
set of tgds (see details in [31]). Besides weak-acyclicity, other
generalizations and properties of sets of tgds that can ensure
Chase termination have been identified in the literature (see [28]]
for a survey).

Use of Chase for Repairing Graphs with GGDs. The Chase
procedure is often used in the literature as a method to repair
data according to a set of dependencies [4] 8] 2]]. The repairing
problem for the GGDs can also be seen as a method to enforce
the target constraints of each GGD in a graph, which is the goal
of the proposed Chase for GGDs. However, the Chase will al-
ways generate new nodes and edges which is a naive solution
and might not always generate useful information. Therefore,
new strategies should be proposed to choose when to generate
and when to modify the existing graph. The problem of graph
data repair using GGDs will be addressed in future work.

7. Reasoning for GGDs

In this section, we discuss the three following fundamental
problems and their complexity:

o Validation - Given a set of GGDs X and a non-empty graph
G, does the set of GGDs X hold in G, denoted as G | X?

o Satisfiability - A set of GGDs X is satisfiable if (i) there
exists a graph G which is a model of X (G | X) and (ii)
for each GGD o € X there exists a match of Q,[x] in G.
Given a set X, is X satisfiable?

e [mplication - Given a set of GGDs X and a GGD o, does
Y imply o, i.e. is o a logical consequence of X, (denoted
by X [ o) for every non-empty graph G that satisfies £?

7.1. Validation

We first study the validation problem for GGDs. This prob-
lem has already been discussed in [[11]. The validation prob-
lem for GGDs is defined as: Given a finite set £ of GGDs and
graph G, does G [ X (i.e., G [ o for each o € £)? An algo-
rithm to validate a GGD o = Q[x], ¢, — O:[x, Y], ¢, was pro-
posed in [I1]. This algorithm returns true if the o is validated
and returns false if o is violated. Algorithm [I] summarizes the
steps of the validation algorithm.

Algorithm 1 Validation of Graph Generating Dependency

1: procedure VaLpaTioN(o- = Q[X]ps — O/[x,y]¢;, Graph
G)

2: Search for matches of the source graph pattern,
[0,[%1]6

3: for each match i,[x] € [Q;[*]] do

4: if hg[x] satisfies the source differential constraints

(ie., hs[x] E ¢5) then
5: Search for matches of the target graph pattern
[O:[x,¥]]c where for a match h,(X,y) for all x € X there is
hs(x) = hy(x).
if [0/[%,¥]]c = 0 then
return false
if #[%. 5] € [Q.[%.7]c F ¢ then
return false
10: return true »> If the for loop ended without returning a
value then it means that the GGD is validated

R A

Algorithm [T] is repeated for each o € X. For each match
on which o is violated, new vertices/edges can be generated in
order to repair it (i.e, in order to make the GGD o valid on G).

A problem in Hf complexity is a problem solvable by a non-
deterministic Turing machine with an oracle for a coNP prob-
lem [32]]. Given the complexity of evaluation of the source and
target side of a GGD and its semantics, to prove the complexity
of the validation problem for GGDs we can directly reduce it to
a Y-QSAT problem by adapting the reduction presented in [33]]
for the evaluation of tgds.

Graph pattern matching queries can be expressed as con-
junctive queries (CQ) [9] which are well-known to have NP-
complete evaluation complexity [33]. This complexity has been
proven in the literature by reducing the graph pattern matching
problem into a SAT problem [34} 135! 136]. Considering that the
complexity of evaluating the set of source and target differential
constraints, ¢, and ¢, is in P, the the cost of evaluating if a graph
pattern match satisfies a set of differential constraints is linear to
the number of differential constraints in this set. Hence, overall,
the complexity of evaluating the source and target constraints of
a GGD separately is dominated by the complexity of the evalu-
ation of the graph patterns.

The V-QSAT problem has been proven to be in H‘; complex-
ity [331132} 371, hence, the following theorem.

Theorem 1. The validation algorithm of GGDs is in 1'[‘2D com-
plexity.
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Figure 6: Graph patterns in GGDs.

The graph pattern matching problem is solvable in PTIME
when the graph pattern has bounded treewidth [6, [33]], which
corresponds to graph patterns covering over 99% of graph pat-
terns observed in practice [38]. Suppose that both source and
target graph pattern matching are both treewidth bounded. In
this case, we can substitute the NP complexity of evaluating the
graph patterns by a P complexity, and the overall complexity in
this case drops to coNP complete (see similar proof in [33]]).

7.2. Satisfiability

A set of GGDs X is satisfiable if: (i) there exists a graph G
which is a model of £ (G E X) and (ii) for each GGD o €
Y there exists a match of Q,[x] in G. Then, the satisfiability
problem is to determine if a given set of GGDs X is satisfiable.

Before considering the general satisfiability problem as out-
lined above, we discuss if a single GGD o of the set  is sat-
isfiable or not. The satisfiability of a GGD o depends on the
satisfiability of the sets of differential constraints ¢, and ¢, and
not on the topological constraints (source and target graph pat-
terns).

The satisfiability problem for differential constraints was
studied by [12] in the context of differential dependencies
(DDs) for relational databases. A set ¢ of differential con-
straints is unsatisfiable if the intersection of any two differen-
tial constraints in ¢ is infeasible (see infeasibility definition in
Section[5)). Observe an example of this case in Example

Assuming that the set of source (and target) differential con-
straints ¢, (and ¢,) of each GGD o in the set X is satisfiable, we
discuss the satisfiability of the set of GGDs X, as defined at the
beginning of the section. Informally, the satisfiability problem
is to check if the GGDs defined in X conflict with each other.
Similar to the previously proposed graph dependencies [6} 5], a
set £ of GGDs may not be satisfiable.

Example 7. Consider the graph pattern Q; shown in [Fig-
Suppose ¢; = {(Snype(b.type,*full — time”) = 0),
(Orype(b.type, *“ full — time”) > 1)}. Observe that the differential
constraints in ¢ are disjoint. This means that it is not possible
to agree on all differential constraints of ¢, so ¢, is infeasible.

Example 8. Consider the graph patterns shown in
and the following two GGDs: o1 = Qila,b,c|{0} —
03[b, c, xl{oa(b.A,@) > 10} and o = QOslk,I,m,n,y]{0} —
Os[b, c, x){oa(b.A,@) < 10} in which « is a constant value.
There might exist matches of Q1 and Q» that map to the same
nodes and edges for the labels {project, managedBy, employee},

even though this implies the same target graph pattern, the con-
straints ¢, of o1 and o, are disjoint. In consequence, these two
GGD:s are not satisfiable.

GGDs defined with different graph patterns may interact with
each other. Additional challenges of the GGDs satisfiability
compared to the proposed graph dependencies in the litera-
ture are: (i) dealing with additional complexity of GGDs tar-
get graph pattern Q,[x,y] which is an extension of the source
graph pattern and (ii) the checking of the feasibility of differ-
ential constraints in ¢, in the cases in which the graph pattern
variables are mapped to the same nodes or edges of the graph
G. To analyse the satisfiability of a set of GGDs, we use the
Chase procedure presented in Section [6]

A set X is said to be satisfiable if there exists a graph G which
is a model of X (G E X) and for each GGD o € X there exists a
match of Q;[X]¢, in G. To verify the satisfiability of X, we build
a canonical graph Gy which contains one match of the source
side of each one of the GGDs in X. The graph Gy is defined as
(Vs, Es, As,m3,vs). Each vertex v € Vy and each e € Ey are a
tuple of (I, v, [v.R,;]) in which [ and v is the label and the variable
alias of the vertex/edge, respectively, and [v.R,] is the set of
range classes attached to this vertex/edge ([v]g, and attribute
range classes, i.e. [v.A]g,). For each variable x in Q;[x]¢; of
o € X, we add x to Gy according to the following steps:

1. If Gy is empty: (a) For each variable x € X, create a range
class for the variable x, [x]g,. Search for differential con-
straints in ¢ that involve the variable x. For each of one of
the differential constraints, create a rcqg and add it to [x] R,
In case the rcq refers to a property of x, i.e. x.A, create
and add the rcq to [x.A]g,. (b) If x € Vg of Qs[x], add
anode x' = (dg(x), x,[x.Ry]) to Vg, Vs = Vs U X. (c) If
x € Eg of Q,[x], add an edge x" = (1g(x), x, [R,]) to Ex,
Ez = EZ Ux’.

2. If Gy is not empty: (a) Check if Q;[x]¢, interacts with
Gs. (b) If there are no interactions, then repeat step 1 for
O;[x]¢s. (c) If there are vertices and edges in Gy that in-
teract which Q,[x]¢,, for each variable x € Q[x]¢; that
interacts with Gy to a node or edge which the variable alias
is x’, rename the variable x to x" in ¢, then update the set
[x".R;] in Gs.

Theorem 2. A set X is satisfiable if and only if every Chase
step of the Chase procedure over Gy is consistent and the Chase
terminates.

Proof Sketch. - First, we show that given a set of consistent
Chase steps, there exists a graph G that can be derived from Gy,
and is a model of X.

We assume that the Chase terminates and prove that every
Chase step should be consistent for a set to be Satisfiable. By
contradiction, assume that there exists a Chase step (o7, h,[x])
on Gs, in which o; € X and h[x] is a match of the source on
Gy, that is not consistent, we try to prove that X is satisfiable.
If the Chase step (o7, hi5;[X]) is not consistent, according to the
Chase procedure it means that (1) there is a label conflict or



(2) the enforced differential constraints ¢, of o; are not feasi-
ble with the range classes of the matched nodes or edges in Gsx.
If there is a label conflict then there exists two nodes/edges x
and x’ in Gy, Az(x) # Az(x’) and consequently x # x’, there-
fore the set X is not satisfiable, contradicting our assumption. If
the enforced differential constraints are not feasible then there
are no values that can satisfy all the enforced constraints there-
fore the set X is not satisfiable (see consistency on differential
constraints [12]]), contradicting our assumption.

If Z is satisfiable and Chase terminates and every Chase step
is consistent, assuming that G5 is the final graph after applying
the Chase steps, we show that there exists a graph G that can be
derived from G that is a model of X. For each u € (V U E) in
Gg:

1. if u € V, create a node v with the same label as u and add
it to G. Respectively, if u € E, create an edge e with the
same label and connect the same nodes as u in Gy and add
it to G. Next, we populate v or e attributes;

2. for each node or edge x in [u]g,, update x attribute range
classes with [u.A] R, This means for every attribute A in x
and u, [u.Alg, = [x.Alg,;

3. for each attribute A range class [u.A]g,, assign a distinct
constant values c to u.A such that ¢ |= [u.A]g, . That means,
assign a value c that can satisfy all the enforced differential
constraints that are represented in [u.A] R,

Next, it suffices to show that the graph G derived from G,
G E X. Assume by contradiction that there exists a GGD o =
O[xlds — O:x,yl¢; € T such that o = G, that is, exists a
match h;[x] E ¢, of o in G but there does not exist a match of
the target ,[x, y]¢, of o in G. Since Gy is built according to the
source graph pattern of X, we can ensure that all GGDs in X will
be applied at least once in Gy, if every Chase step is consistent
and terminates, it means that G | X. Given the G construction
procedure, we can conclude that G and Gy, are isomorphic and
consequently G | X, contradicting our assumption that there
exists a GGD o such that o £ G.

Now, assume by contradiction that the Chase does not ter-
minate and the set X is satisfiable. We are also assuming that
every Chase step is consistent, as if a Chase step is inconsistent
then the Chase procedure terminates. Given this assumption, if
the Chase does not terminate, then, according to the procedure
in Section [f] it means that there is always a GGD o € X than
can be applied and the Chase step will either update or generate
new nodes or edges in Gy. In practice, it means that there is
always a match of the source of o in Gy that is not validated.
As a consequence, given that it is possible to derive a model
graph G from Gs, if we construct G from Gy at any point of the
non-terminating Chase procedure the built G [~ X and therefore
X is not satisfiable, contradicting our assumption.

Assume by contradiction that X is not satisfiable, the Chase
terminates and every Chase step on Gy is consistent. Since X is
not satisfiable it means that there does not exist a graph model G
such that G = X. If the model graph does not exist it also means
that either does not exist Gy, or it is not possible to derive a graph

G from the canonical graph Gs. Considering that the Chase
terminates, if it is not possible to derive a graph G from Gs, it
is not possible to satisfy all enforced differential constraints for
all nodes or edges to be created in G from Gy, which means that
there are range classes in nodes or edges that are not feasible.
From this, we can affirm that there exists a Chase step that is
not consistent, contradicting our assumption. If Gy does not
exist, then it means that the set X is empty, as Gy is initially
built from the source graph patterns of the GGDs in X. If the set
X is empty, then it is not possible to apply the Chase procedure
therefore there does not exists any Chase step, contradicting our
assumption.

7.3. The Satisfiability Problem for Weakly-Acyclic GGDs

As mentioned previously, the Chase for GGDs might not al-
ways terminate (see Section [6.I). Given the relationship be-
tween tgds and GGDs, we can also affirm that deciding if the
Chase will terminate for a set of GGDs is also undecidable.
As presented, knowing if the Chase can terminate is key for
checking the satisfiability of a set of GGDs and therefore we
can deduce that the satisfiability problem for GGDs is also un-
decidable.

However, research on tgds has identified that if a set of tgds
is weakly-acyclic (see Subsection [6.T) then all Chase versions
and all sequences of tgds will terminate [31,128]]. We can adapt
such results from tgds on GGDs, as a consequence, if a set
of GGDs is weakly-acyclic then the Chase procedure proposed
terminates.

Theorem 3. The satisfiability problem of weakly-acyclic
GGD:s is in coNP.

Before checking the satisfiability, we need to check if a set of
GGDs is weakly-acyclic to ensure the termination of the Chase
procedure. To check if a set of GGDs is weakly acyclic we
adapt the proposed algorithm in PTIME by the authors in [31]]
for checking if a set of tgds is weakly acyclic. The main dif-
ference is that GGDs also have differential constraints, so for
building the dependency graph proposed in [31], each node
refers to an entity, and the set of differential constraints refer-
ring to that entity according to a set of GGDs. The alterations
needed on the dependency graph construction do not increase
the complexity of the algorithm, therefore, the complexity re-
mains in PTIME.

Lemma 1. The complexity of checking if a set of GGDs is
weakly-acyclic is in PTIME.

Proof Sketch of - We can summarize the process

described for checking satisfiability of a set £ as an coNP algo-
rithm (an algorithm that checks disqualifications in polynomial
time) in which the two main steps are: (1) Build a canonical
graph Gy and, (2) given any GGD o € X, apply each exist-
ing match A [x] of the source graph pattern as a Chase step
chase(hg[x],0) in Gy and check if the Chase step is consistent
or not. If there exists a Chase step that is not consistent, the

algorithm rejects X (according to [Theorem 2)).



To prove its complexity is in coNP, we analyse each step of
the algorithm. To build the canonical graph Gs, we need to
check the interaction on the source of the GGDs in X (see in-
teraction definition on Section[3)). The interaction on the source
(or the target) of the two GGDs can be defined as the maximal
subgraph pattern in which the source graph patterns of these
GGDs have in common. The maximal subgraph problem is a
problem studied and proven to be NP-hard [39].

Assuming that a GGD o can be applied to Gy (there exists
a match of the source graph pattern of o in Gy), at each Chase
step we enforce the target side of o either by generating new
nodes and edges and initializing its range classes (in case a
match of the target does not exist) or by updating the existing
range classes of the matched nodes and edges according to ¢,
of o.

A Chase step is consistent if for all existing matches of the
source of o~ and matches of the target of o~ (generated or not),
the range classes of the matched nodes and edges are feasible.
Given a GGD o and Gy, we can rewrite the problem of check-
ing if Chase steps are consistent as:

V(hs[x] A b [X, YI(Rg(he[X, 1)) ey

in which, abusing of the notation, R,(h;[X,y]) refers to the
range classes of the matched nodes and edges of Ai[x,y]. It is
known that matching a graph pattern to a graph G is equivalent
to evaluating a conjunctive query in G, which is proven to be in
NP [27] by a reduction to a 3-SAT problem. Checking if range
classes are infeasible is comparable to checking if two differen-
tial constraints are feasible. According to [12]], the complexity
of checking if two differential functions on the same attribute of
arelation are feasible is in P by a reduction to a 2-SAT problem.
Given these results, we can reduce (E]) to a TAUTOLOGY prob-
lem. A TAUTOLOGY problem is defined as, given a Boolean
formula, determine if every possible value assignment to vari-
ables of this formula results in a true statement [37]. The TAU-
TOLOGY problem is proven to be in coNP, proving that the
complexity of the satisfiability problem is in coNP.

7.4. Implication

The implication problem for GGDs is defined as: assuming
a finite set X of GGDs and a GGD o = Q,[x], ¢, — O/[x,V]¢:,
does  E o?

The implication problem is to define whether the GGD o is
a logical consequence of the set £. We use implication to min-
imize dependencies and optimize data quality rules [5]. Here,
we assume that the GGD set X and the GGD o are satisfiable,
and the set X is irreducible. That means that there is no GGD
0, € X that can be implied from the set {X—0o,}. Note that since
we are assuming that {XUc} are satisfiable, the Chase procedure
for this set of GGDs always terminates (see Section [7.2).

Similar to the satisfiability problem, the implication needs to
consider the interaction between the GGD o and the GGDs in
Y. However, the satisfiability problem only needs to verify if
there are any conflicts regarding the source variables on the tar-
get side of the GGDs. On the other hand, to solve the implica-
tion problem, we need to verify if it is possible to derive/imply
o source and target constraints from the GGDs in X.
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Figure 7: Implication Example in GGDs

To solve the implication problem, we use the Chase proce-
dure we proposed earlier. Here, we build a graph named G, 5e
and use it as a tool to identify if the implication holds. In
G losure, Similar to Gy in Section each node and edge of
Geiosure 18 a triple (1, v, [v.R;]). We initialize Gjosure With the
source graph pattern of o using the same procedure proposed
to build Gy. The main idea here is to use the Chase method
to enforce the GGDs of X on Gy, and check if all possible
matches of the target side of o are covered in G,z If this is
true, then it means that the same result of o is enforced by the
GGDs in X.

We say that o is deducible from G g, if there exists a
match of Q,[x,y]¢; of o in G jpgur. in Which the range classes of
the matched nodes/edges subsumes the differential constraints
in ¢;. Observe that in G5, We do not set attribute values but
instead use range classes that express all the possible values an
attribute can be assigned to.

Theorem 4. X = o if and only if there exists a sequence of
consistent Chase steps on Chase(G cjpsure, ), and Q[x,y1¢; of
o is deducible from G jpsyre-

Proof Sketch. Assuming that £ = o, to prove the above theo-
rem we first consider two cases and prove it by contradiction:
(1) there does not exist a sequence of consistent Chase steps
and (2) there exists a sequence of consistent Chase steps and
0O:[x,y]¢; is not deducible from G jyg,.. If there does not ex-
ist a sequence of consistent Chase steps and {o, X} is satisfi-
able (there is a sequence of consistent Chase steps in Gy, see
Section then it means that there are no o; € X, in which
there a match of the source of o, i, [X] that can be applied as
a Chase step in Gjysure.- Therefore, Yo; € X, ﬂhxi [X] in Geosure
and X [£ o, contradicting our first assumption.

Considering that there exists a sequence of consistent Chase
steps, we prove that if we can deduce the target of o from
G closure> that means for any possible graph G in which the set
¥ is valid, the set of matches of the target of o are contained
in Gepsure- We prove it by contradiction, so assuming that



2 E o and there exists a sequence of consistent Chase steps
((O-O, hso [)_C]), [ (O-x’ hsx [76])) on Gcloxure) in which (0-0’ ceee o-x) €
X, we prove that there exists a graph G that (o, ..., o) | G and
[[Qtﬁ’ y](ﬁt]]G ;t— Gclosure~

If £ E o, and there exists a sequence of consistent Chase
steps, then G jpsure F {£ U 0} (see Section . That means
G losure contains at least one match of the source side of - and
there exists a match A, [X,y] of the target side of o in Gejpsure-
Since X [ o, then according to the Chase procedure, the range
classes of the nodes and edges in the match A, [x,y] subsume
¢;. This subsumption means that every possible value in ¢, it
is covered by the range classes of the match i, [x,y] in G osure-
Conclusively, for every graph G that £ = G any matches of the
target side of o~ in G can be represented by the match &, [X,y]
in Gclusure'

Assume that there exists a sequence of consistent Chase steps
and the target Q,[x, y]¢, is deducible from G jy5re and Z | o,
we prove by contradiction that this is not correct. Given the
Chase procedure and that there exists a sequence of consistent
Chase steps, we can affirm that GGDs from the set £ were ap-
plied to G¢jysure and o was not. Now, if the target of o is de-
ducible from G jygure it means that for every match of the source
of o in Gy there exists a match of the target of o in G jpgyres
if o was not applied during Chase we can confirm that X = o,
contradicting our assumption that X = o.

Example 9. Given the GGDs in in which « and 3 are
two constant values, does ¥ = {04,05} | 06? Observe [Fig]
in which we apply the Chase procedure to solve this prob-
lem. For the means of presentation, in the figure, we show only
the range classes of properties used during Chase.

To verify if {04, 05} |E 0, the first step is to initialize G .jpsure
with the source side of o, since the ¢; = {0} in o6, we initial-
ize all range classes with 0. The next step is to apply a GGD
in {04,035} to Gepsure- In this case, both GGDs o4 and o5 are
applicable, so we can choose to apply o4 first. Given that the
source constraint ¢; = {0y.qr(s.year, @) > 2} is subsumed by the
range class of student in G jysre, We create a rcq for this con-
straint and add it to the range class of student. Next, we check
if there exists a match of the target of o 4. Since the target does
not exist, we create a new edge and a new node and initialize
its range classes according to ¢; of o 4.

Next, we use the same process and apply os, observe that
the range class of s.year subsumes the source constraint of s
because of the O, making os possible to apply. Following the
same procedure as in o4, we create a rcq for ¢ and add it to the
s.year range class. Next, we check the target of o5 in Gejosure,
which we can easily verify that there exists a match and that the
range class of the node labeled " learning activity” is subsumed
by the ¢, in 0s5. Given the subsumption property, we update the
range class of the node learning activity with the constraint in
¢, In this case, the Chase terminates as applying any GGDs in
{04, 05} will not cause any updates on Gejygure. Given the final
G losure» We can easily verify that the answer to this implication
is true as it is possible to deduce o from G jpsyre-

Example 10. In[Figure 7] we used as an example a set of GGDs
with the same source and target graph patterns. Here, we show
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an example of when we do not have the same graph patterns.
Given the GGDs o3 and 03 in we rewrite it with differ-
ential constraints 0y = ¢; = {Opours(a.hours, @) < 4} and o3 =
s = {Onours(a.hours, ) < 8}, ¢ = {6duratian(c~duration’ﬁ) <1}
does {oy,03} E 07(¢s = {0}, ¢: = {Sawrarion(c.duration, ) <
2}) (Figure 7)? Observe in the initial G jpsure and the
final Gjp5ure after the Chase procedure. From the final version
of Gelosure We can verify that {oy, 03} | 07 is true.

Theorem 5. The implication problem for GGDs is in coNP.

Proof Sketch. - We can summarize the steps of the complexity
algorithm as:

1. Build Gejogure.

2. Execute the Chase procedure Chase(Z, G jysure) until it ter-
minates and verify if each Chase step is consistent. If a
Chase step is not consistent, then return false and reject X.

3. Verify if it is possible to deduce the target side of o from
the resulting G jpsure- If yes, then return true. Otherwise,
return false and reject X.

To analyse the complexity of this Chase procedure, we anal-
yse the complexity of the each step. G jysure 1S initialized by
just the source graph pattern of o, which means that there is no
need to check for interaction in case G jygyre 1S NOt empty and
consequently the initialization of Gy is in PTIME. After
initializing G josure, the next step is to apply Chase(Z, Geiosure)
and check if each Chase step is consistent or not. This step are
the exact same steps as shown in the proof of and
proved to be in coNP.

If there are only consistent steps, it suffices to check if the tar-
get of o can be deduced from the resulting Gy, after Chase
terminates (observe that we assume that {£ U ¢} is satisfiable
and, therefore, the Chase procedure terminates for this set).
This procedure is comparable to checking if there exists a match
of the target of o in Gjy5e Which can be done in polynomial
time. If it does not exist, then the implication is false and X is
rejected. Therefore, the implication problem is in coNP.

8. GGDs for Data Inconsistencies: An Experimental Study

In this section, we discuss and demonstrate the practical
use and the feasibility of GGDs to find data inconsistencies
(matches of the source graph pattern that are not validated).
Finding inconsistent data is the first step to identifying data in
the graph that should be repaired.

Given a set of GGDs X, we define as inconsistent data ac-
cording to X as: set of graph pattern matches of the source side
of each GGD in which the target does not hold.

In the following subsections, we give details on the imple-
mentation and experiments setup (Subsection[8.1]) and an anal-
ysis on the impact in execution time according to different as-
pects of using GGDs.
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8.1. Implementation and Experiment Set Up

From the definition of inconsistent data we can observe that
this problem is related to check if a set of GGDs, X, is violated
or not. For this reason, to identify inconsistent data, we modify
the previously introduced validation algorithm (Algorithm
to, instead of returning true or false if the set is validated or not,
return which matches of the source (h,(Q[x) E ¢5) were not
validated. Algorithm [2] presents the modified validation algo-
rithm for identifying data inconsistencies.

Algorithm 2 Inconsistent Data Identification according to
GGDs

1: procedure DatalNcoNnsIsTENCY(0- = O [x]ds — O:[X, Yoy,
Graph G)

2: Violated « 0 > Set of Violated source matches

3: Search for matches of the source graph pattern,
[0,[F]c

4: for each match i,[x] € [Q,[x]]c do

5: if h,[x] satisfies the source differential constraints

(ie., hy[x] E ¢;) then

6: Search for matches of the target graph pattern
[O:[*,¥]]¢ where for a match A, (X,y) for all x € X there is
hy(x) = hi(x).

7: if [Q/[x,Y]]¢ = 0 then

8 Violated < Violated U h,[x]

9: if (%, 5] € [Q/[X, 3]G E ¢, then

10: Violated < Violated U h,[x]

11: return Violated » If the GGD o is validated then the

Violated set is empty

Previous works proposed such algorithm in their own scenar-
ios using a parallel algorithm [6]. Following the same strategy,
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we implement our algorithm using Spark frameworkﬂ more
specifically, using the capabilities of SparkSQL to query and
handle large scale data.

We used real-world datasets to verify the feasibility of using
GGDs on real-world data and a synthtetic dataset to verify the
impact of different aspects of GGDs on execution time. The
LinkedMDB and the DBPedia datasets are real-world RDF [40]]
datasets, to use it in our implementation, we transformed it into
property graphs. For DBPedia, we extracted a subset of nodes
and relationships that refer to sports athletes, events and teams.
We named this subset as DBPedia Athlete. The LDBC SNB
(Social Network Benchmark) dataseﬂis a synthetic dataset that
can be generated with different scale factors. The scale factor
indicates the size of the dataset, the numbers in(Table 1|are the
total number of edges and nodes according to scale factor (SF)
= 3. See[Table Il for details about the datasets.

We manually defined the GGDs according to the schema of
each graph. In the case of LinkedMDB and DBPedia Athlete,
besides the schema information of when we transformed it into
a property graph, we also used the results of the RDFind al-
gorithm. RDFind [Zlﬂ is an algorithm for finding conditional
inclusion dependencies on RDF data. As mentioned in Sec-
tion 2] conditional inclusion dependencies are a special case of
tgds.

Given the differences of the RDF and the property graph
model, we cannot translate directly one CIND on RDF to a
GGD on property graphs, instead, we included the main infor-
mation given by the CINDs into the graph pattern of a GGD.

'https://spark.apache.org/

“https://github.com/1ldbc/1dbc_snb_datagen_spark

3https://hpi.de/naumann/projects/repeatability/
data-profiling/cind-discovery-on-rdf-data.html


https://spark.apache.org/
https://github.com/ldbc/ldbc_snb_datagen_spark
https://hpi.de/naumann/projects/repeatability/data-profiling/cind-discovery-on-rdf-data.html
https://hpi.de/naumann/projects/repeatability/data-profiling/cind-discovery-on-rdf-data.html

Dataset Number of Nodes Number of Edges  Number of GGDs
DBPedia Athlete  1.3M 1.7M 4
LinkedMDB 2.2M 11.2M 6
LDBC SNB 11M 66M 6
Table 1: Datasets used in our experiments
Qs Qi stdent Algorithm 3 LerrAnTiJoin-Validation
Student
O] from procedure DatalNconsISTENCY(0m = Qs[X]ps — Oi[X,y]o, €
> Y) » This procedure is repeated for each GGD in the set
o ©® source_df « {h(Q,[x)} > Search for matches of the
@s = Veypela-type, niversi
“gradStudent”) = 0} i — m‘; source graph pattern

Figure 10: Including constraint information from a CIND in RDF into a GGD

Given an example CIND (s, (p = rdf A o = gradStudent)) C
(s, p = underGradFrom), we show on [Figure T0[how we used
the information of this CIND in a GGD.

For the LDBC dataset we manually defined a set of 6 dif-
ferent GGDs, in which 3 of them are fully validated and, 3 of
them are highly violated. For the LinkedMDB and the DBPe-
dia dataset, we defined a set of 6 and 4, respectively, of different
GGDs, each taking into consideration the RDFind algorithm re-
sults. The set of GGDs defined for each dataset can be found on
Appendix. We defined as our input, GGDs in which the target
graph pattern has at least one common variable to the source
graph pattern.

To implement the GGDs data inconsistencies algorithm, we
used the G-Core language interpretelﬂ [41] to query graph pat-
terns using SparkSQL and implemented the algorithm in Scala
using the Spark framework. The G-Core language is used for
querying the graph patterns, the G-Core language interpreter
is responsible for rewritting the G-Core queries into Spark-
SQL queries. We use a relational representation of the property
graphs in which each table represents a label.

Given this setup, we implemented two versions of the vali-
dation for data inconsistencies algorithm using SparkSQI_ﬂ We
show both versions as a simplified set of commands in Spark-
SQL dataframe API in Algorithms [3]and 4]

In the first version, we used “left anti joins” to check for data
inconsistencies and in the second version we used “left outer
joins”. This choice of operators was based on the works on val-
idation over tgds of the literature in the scenario of validating
schema mapping [42, 143]]. These works use the EXISTS oper-
ator in SQL to verify if the schema mapping can be validated,
in our case we translate it to left-anti and left-outer joins since
in here we are dealing with (possibly) different graph patterns.
While there is room for optimization and improvement on the
implementation, the goal is to show how GGDs are feasible
even when using an available query engine such as SparkSQL.

For checking the differential constraints, we applied two
strategies: (1) if the differential constraint compares two at-

4https://1dbcouncil.org/gcore-spark/
SOur  implementation available  at
smartdatalake/gcore-spark-ggd

is https://github.com/
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source_df filter(¢;) > Checks which matches of the
source graph pattern holds the constraints in ¢,

target_df « {h(Q,[x, Y]}

target_df filter(¢;) > Set of matches
of the target graph pattern that holds the constraints in ¢, that
are exclusively constraints of variables that are present only
in the target graph pattern

source_target_df « source_df INNER JOIN target_df ON
X
> All validated matches
LEFT ANTI JOIN

source_target_df filter(¢,,)

violated_df source_df
source_target_df ON x

return violated

«—

Algorithm 4 LErrOuterJoin-Validation

procedure DatalnconsiSTENCY(0m = Qs[X]¢s — Oi[X,y]d; €
Y) » This procedure is repeated for each GGD in the set =
source_df « {h(Q,[x)} > Search for matches of the
source graph pattern
target_df « {h(Q,[x, Y]}
source_target_df « source_df LEFT OUTER JOIN tar-
get_ df ON x
source_target_df filter(¢;)
that should be validated
violated_df « source,target,df.ﬁlter(alI(itl?))
return violated

> All matches of the source

tributes (properties) of two different nodes or edges which are
connected in the graph pattern, or, the differential constraint
compares an attribute (property) to a constant value, then we
check if the differential constraint holds on each graph pattern
match (linear scan of the graph pattern match table); (2) if the
differential constraints compare two attributes (properties) of
two different nodes of edges that are not connected. To avoid a
Cartesian product, we include similarity search and joins oper-
ators to speed up the process. In the implementation, we used
Dima’s system [44] operators and integrated them into Spark-
SQL for both Jaccard and Edit distance. In this case, we use the
similarity join between the matches of each disconnected part
of the graph pattern.


https://ldbcouncil.org/gcore-spark/
https://github.com/smartdatalake/gcore-spark-ggd
https://github.com/smartdatalake/gcore-spark-ggd

Dataset GGD  Source matches Violated matches LerrANTI  LEFTOUTER
LDBC 1 3182834 3078209 5.66 6.38
LDBC 2 270602 0 0.48 0.53
LDBC 3 3835041 0 3.39 4.6
LDBC 4 634081 0 1.21 4.93
LDBC 5 10477317 9387084 73.41 205.73
LDBC 6 27133 26265 1.76 3.33
LinkedMDB 1 21966 3603 3.04 348
LinkedMDB 2 15220 0 4.11 4.54
LinkedMDB 3 98816 98812 2.94 3.31
LinkedMDB 4 71734 71547 2.52 2.84
LinkedMDB 5 1613873 329718 6.72 7.41
LinkedMDB 6 196367 194841 4.18 4.48
DBPedia 1 9495 9495 7.61 7.59
DBPedia 2 2388 1089 5.42 5.41
DBPedia 3 17 17 4.9 4.87
DBPedia 4 389 386 4.63 4.55

Table 2: Number of source matches to be validated and number of violated matches according to the GGDs of the tested dataset. The execution time shown in

LertAnTt and LEFTOUTER are in minutes.

8.2. Impact of the selectivity of each GGD

In this section, we analyse the selectivity of each GGD, this
means how the number of matches of the source and number
violations can affect the execution time. To do so, we executed
each one of the GGDs of each one of the datasets separately
in both of the implementations we presented earlier. Table
shows the results of this experiment.

From these results, we can observe that overall the greater
the number of source matches and the smaller the number of
violations the more time it takes to execute the validation algo-
rithm. It also depends not only on the number of matches but
also on the graph pattern in itself. This is related to conjunctive
query evaluation mentioned in Section (see also [43] for a
study of the main aspects that can affect the execution time of a
SPARQL [45] graph query).

We can also observe that in the case of DBPedia Athlete,
which is the smallest graph we used in these experiments, the
difference in execution time between the validation using the
LerTANTI algorithm and the LEFTOuTER algorithm are very sim-
ilar, being the LErrOuTER algorithm faster than than the LerT-
AnTI. However, if we compare the execution time of both algo-
rithms in the LinkedMDB dataset or the LDBC dataset, in both
cases, the left outer algorithm is slower. This difference is more
pronounced when the number of source graph patterns matched
are higher (see GGD number 5 of LDBC and LinkedMDB in

8.3. Impact of the differential constraints threshold

Next, we used three different GGDs to test their behavior ac-
cording to the increase of the threshold in the differential con-
straints. The three different GGDs tested are in and
its respective execution time are presented in The
GGDs (a) and (b) are GGDs in which there is a connection in
the graph pattern between the nodes/edges. In this case, the
constraint checking procedure is to check match by match of the
graph pattern if the differential constraint holds for that match.
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Observe in (a) and (b) the execution time results according to
the increase of the threshold for both of these GGDs.

A special case of GGD is the GGDs represented by (c) in
which the only connection between the nodes in the graph pat-
tern is the differential constraint. In this case, when searching
for the source graph pattern matches alone would result in the
execution of a cartesian product. To avoid this expensive oper-
ation, we use a similarity join operator to search for the source
graph patterns. We first match each disconnected part of the
graph pattern separately and then use the similarity join opera-
tor to find the matches of the source side.

Observe that the difference in execution time according to the
threshold of the cases (a) and (b) are very small compared to (c).
This happens because, since the constraint checking procedure
is done match per match, the number of times the constraint
will be checked is the same, as the number of matches of the
graph pattern, independently of the threshold. This is aligned
with the complexity analysis of the validation algorithm in Sec-
tion|/.1)in which the graph pattern is the most expensive part”
of matching the source or the target. In this case, the increase in
execution time is because of the number of source matches that
need to be validated, as the threshold increases the number of
source matches to be validated also increases. As an example,
shows the number of source matches to be validated
according to GGD (a).

However, when there is a need for the similarity join opera-
tor, the increase in execution time is more accentuated by the
increase of the threshold because, besides the consequent in-
crease in the number of sources to be validated, the cost of per-
forming a similarity join increases as well (see [46] for more
details on string similarity join algorithms).

8.4. Impact of the size of the data

To analyze the scalability of the validation algorithm we an-
alyzed how the same set of GGDs affects time execution ac-
cording to the increasing size of data. We generated the LDBC
Social Network dataset with different scale factors to simulate
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Figure 12: Execution time of the GGDs in according to the differen-
tial constraint threshold (Left Anti Join)

the increasing size of data. The Table [4] contains information
about the approximate number of nodes and edges according to
the different scale factors.

The results in[Figure 13|shows that as the data size grows the
execution time also grows, as expected. We can see in special
an substantial increase in the execution time for both versions
between the scale factor 0.3 and 1 as both number of nodes and
edges have almost quadruplicated.

Lastly, we run the full validation on the set of GGDs in each
one of the datasets. The execution time for all of the datasets
are in Table 5} In all of the datasets, the full validation of the
set of GGDs was completed in a feasible time for both versions
of implementation. For DBPedia Athlete and LinkedMDB, the
execution time was similar, while for LDBC the execution time
for the Left Outer algorithm was significantly worst, following
the results reported in Subsection [8.4] Given the expressivity
power of GGDs and the ability to use user-defined differential
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Source matches  Violated matches  Threshold (Edit distance)

27133 26265 0
50018 48952 2
187709 185247 4
493646 488217 6
650125 643051 8
688305 680805 10

Table 3: Number of Source Matches to be Validated and Number of Violated
Matches according to GGD (a) of for LDBC Dataset (scale factor =
3)

Scale Factor ~ Number of Nodes = Number of Edges
0.1 500.000 2M

0.3 IM 6M

1.0 4M 22M

3.0 11M 66M

Table 4: LDBC Size according to different Scale Factors

constraints a small set of GGDs, such as the ones tested in these
experiments, depending on the data, can be enough to represent
the interesting constraints for different practical applications.

8.5. Experimental Results Conclusion

In the experiments presented in this section, we showed that
even though the validation algorithm has high complexity (Sec-
tion [7.1]), we showed that using GGDs for identifying data in-
consistency is feasible. Thus, the algorithm can be easily im-
plemented using an available platform/framework.

There are, nevertheless, a lot of space for optimizing the al-
gorithm presented, for example, new techniques for graph pat-
tern matching, similarity searching (for the differential con-
straints), and the use of other types of frameworks or archi-
tectures that are more suitable to the problem (improving the
Spark framework setup instead of running in a single machine,
for example). To understand the behavior and which aspects



Dataset Number of GGDs  LeftAnti (in min.)  Outer (in min.)
DBPedia Athlete 4 22.48 22.46
LinkedMDB 6 25.75 25.77

LDBC 6 78.25 222.37

Table 5: Execution time for full validation of the GGDs
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Figure 13: Scalability of the validation according to the Scale Factor of LDBC

of GGDs can affect the execution time (and should later be
taken into consideration in algorithm optimizations), we eval-
uated three main aspects: (1) how the number of source graph
pattern matches affects time, (2) how the threshold in the differ-
ential constraint affects time, and (3) how the algorithm scales
(according to this implementation).

From the results, we could observe that the higher the num-
ber of source matches to be evaluated the higher the execution
time. This also correlates to the differential constraints thresh-
old as the bigger the threshold in the differential the higher the
number of source matches to evaluate. However, it also depends
on the cost of the source graph pattern evaluation, i.e., a GGD
that has a more costly source graph pattern takes more time to
execute compared to a less costly one even when the number the
of source matches and violated are the same. These two aspects
(1) number of source matches and (2) cost of the graph pattern
evaluation should be taken into consideration when proposing
optimization techniques. We also verified that for the same set
of GGDs, the algorithm that uses left-anti joins scales better
than the one that uses left-outer joins, giving some indication
on which operators/strategy fits better in terms of implementa-
tion for a better scalable algorithm. In future work, we plan
take these results into consideration and propose an optimized
version of the evaluated algorithm.

9. Conclusion and Future Work

Motivated by practical applications in graph data manage-
ment, we studied three main reasoning problems for a new class
of graph dependencies called Graph Generating Dependencies
(GGDs). GGDs are inspired by the tuple-generating dependen-
cies and the equality-generating dependencies from relational
data, where constraint satisfaction can generate new vertices
and edges.

In this paper, we proposed algorithms for solving three fun-
damental reasoning problems of GGDs, satisfiability, implica-
tion, and validation. To prove the complexity of such algo-
rithms we propose a Chase procedure for GGDs based on the
standard Chase for tgds and GEDs. Even though our results
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show that the reasoning problems of GGDs have high complex-
ity, in our experimental results we verify how GGDs are feasi-
ble to be used in practice to identify data inconsistencies. In our
experimental results, we also analysed the impact of the size of
the data and the differential constraints on a set of GGDs. In
future work, we plan to study the discovery of GGDs and their
applications in graph data profiling and cleaning.
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