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Abstract

The classic Yannakakis framework proposed in 1981 is still the state-of-the-art approach for tackling
acyclic join-aggregate queries [28], [19] defined over commutative semi-rings. It has been shown that
the time complexity of the Yannakakis framework is O(N 4+ OUT) for any free-connex join-aggregate
query, where N is the input size of database and OUT is the output size of the query result. This is
already output-optimal. However, only a general upper bound O(N - OUT) on the time complexity of
the Yannakakis framework is known for the remaining class of acyclic but non-free-connex queries.

We first show a lower bound 2 (N .OUT!~ aiw + OUT) for computing an acyclic join-aggregate
query by semi-ring algorithms, where outw is identified as the out-width of the input query, N is the
input size of the database, and OUT is the output size of the query result. For example, outw =
2 for the chain matrix multiplication query, and outw = k for the star matrix multiplication query
with k relations. We give a tighter analysis of the Yannakakis framework and show that Yannakakis
framework is already output-optimal on the class of aggregate-hierarchical queries. However, for the
large remaining class of non-aggregate-hierarchical queries, such as chain matrix multiplication query,
Yannakakis framework indeed requires (N - OUT) time. We next explore a hybrid version of the
Yannakakis framework and present an output-optimal algorithm for computing any general acyclic join-
aggregate query within 9] (N -OUT'~aww + OUT) time, matching the out-width-dependent lower bound
up to a poly-logarithmic factor. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first polynomial improvement
for computing acyclic join-aggregate queries since 1981.

1 Introduction

We study the class of join-aggregate queries defined over commutative semi-rings, which has wide applications
in data analytical tasks. The Yannakakis framework proposed in 1981 is still the state-of-the-art approach for
tackling acyclic join-aggregate queries [28, [19]. A few fundamental questions remain after 40 years: What is
the minimum number of semi-ring operations required for computing an acyclic join-aggregate query? What
is the theoretical limitation of the classic Yannakakis framework? What is an output-optimal algorithm for
computing acyclic join-aggregate queries? In this paper, we will answer these challenging questions.

1.1 Problem Definition

Join Queries. A (natural) join is defined as a hypergraph ¢ = (V,&), where the set of vertices V =
{x1,...,7,} model the attributes and the set of hyperedges & = {e1,...,ex} C 2Y model the relations. Let
dom(zx) be the domain of attribute € V. Let dom(X) =[],y dom(x) be the domain of a subset X CV
of attributes. An instance of ¢ is a set of relations R = {R,. : e € £}. Each relation R, consists a set of
tuples, where each tuple is an assignment that assigns a value from dom(z) to x for every attribute x € e. If
every relation R, is distinct, then Q does not contain self-joins. The full join result of ¢ on R, denoted as
q(R), is defined as
qR) ={t € dom(V) : Ve € €, 7.t € R},

i.e., all combinations of tuples, one from each relation, such that they share same values on their common
attributes.
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Figure 1: An illustration of the CLEANSE and DECOMPOSE procedures [16].

For ¢ = (V, &), a fractional edge covering is defined as a function p : £ — [0,1] such that » . ,.. p(e) > 1
holds for each attribute A € V. The fractional edge covering number of ¢, denoted as p*(q), is defined as the
minimum sum of weight over all possible fractional edge coverings for ¢, i.e.,

p(q) = min > nle).

p:p is a fractional edge covering for g
ecf

Join-Aggregate Queries. To study join-aggregate queries, we consider annotated relations [13, 19]. Let

(R, @, ®) be a commutative semi-ring. Every tuple ¢ is further associated with an annotation w(t) € R. The

annotation of a full join result ¢ € ¢(R) is w(t) := ®w(7ret). A join-aggregate query is defined as a triple
eef

Q=V,E,y), where ¢ = (V, ) is a (natural) join query, and y C V is the set of output attributes (a.k.a. free

attributes). For simplicity, let y =V — y be the set of non-output attributes (a.k.a. existential attributes).

The query result of Q on R, denoted as Q(R), is defined as

Q(R) = ®ya(R) = { (ty, wlty)) : ty € myq(R), w(ty) = @ w(t) o,
teq(R):myt=ty

In plain language, a join-aggregate query (semantically) first computes the full join result ¢(R) and the
annotation of each result, which is the ®-aggregate of the tuples comprising the join result. Then it partitions
¢(R) into groups by the attributes in y. Finally, for each group, it computes the ®-aggregate of the
annotations of the join result in that group. Join-aggregate queries include many commonly-seen database
queries as special cases. For example, if we ignore the annotations, then it becomes a join-project query
yq(R), also known as a conjunctive query. If we take R be the domain of integers and set w(t) = 1 for
every tuple ¢, it becomes the COUNT (*) GROUP BY y query; in particular, if y = ), the query computes the
full join size |¢(R)|. If we take V = {A, B,C} with y = {4,C}, and £ = {{A, B}, {B, C}}, it becomes the
matrix multiplication problem.

We use N = ) ¢ |R.| to denote the input size and OUT = |Q(R)| to denote the output size. Let
Qy = (y,{eNy : e e &}) be the sub-query derived by output attributes. For any instance of input size
N, it has been shown [3] that the largest output size is © (N p*(Qy)). We study the data complexity of
this problem by considering the query size (i.e., k and ¢) as constants, and measuring the time complexity
of algorithms by data-dependent quantities, such as N and OUT. Similar to [25], we confine ourselves to
algorithms that work with semi-ring elements as an abstract type, and can only copy them from existing
semi-ring elements, or combine them using semi-ring operations.

Other Notations. In a join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y), we use £4 = {e € £ : A € e} to denote
the set of relations containing attribute A. An attribute A € V is unique if it appears only in one relation,
i.e., |4l = 1, and joint otherwise. Given an instance R, for a subset of attributes A C V, we define the
active domain of A as the collection of tuples in dom(A) that appears in at least one full join result of ¢ on
R, i.e., maq(R). For any n € Z*, we use [n] to denote {1,2,--- ,n}. For a pair of sets S; and Sy, we use
S1— Sy ={x €85;:x¢ Ss} to denote the set minus operation.

Classification of Join-Aggregate Queries. We introduce the following three important classes of
join-aggregate queries that will be frequently discussed throughout the paper.

e Acyclic Query [7, 1, I7] There are many equivalent definitions of acyclic queries, and we use the
one based on generalized join tree [I7]. A generalized relation R, is defined on the projection of one



input relation R,/ for ¢’ € £ onto a subset of attributes e C €’. A join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y)
is acyclic if there exists a tree T such that (1) each node in T corresponds to an input relation or a
generalized relation; (2) every input relation in £ corresponds to a node in T (3) for every attribute
A €V, the set of nodes containing it forms a connected subtree of 7. 7T is called a generalized join
tree of Q.

e Free-connex Query [4] A join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,€,y) is free-connex if Q is acyclic and
(V,EU{y},y) is also acyclic.

e Hierarchical Query [26] A join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y) is hierarchical if for any pair of
attributes A, B € V, either £4 C Ep, or Eg C E4, or E4NER = 0.

A hierarchical query must be acyclic, and a free-connex query must also be acyclic. But, there is no
containment relationship between of free-connex and hierarchical queries. See Figure

1.2 Previous Upper Bounds

The Yannakakis framework can be slightly adapted for computing acyclic join-aggregate queries [28), [19]. As
shown in Algorithm EI, it picks an arbitrary join treeﬂ T for Q rooted at node r. It first removes all dangling
tuples in the input instance R, i.e., those won’t appear in any full join result, in O(N) time via a bottom-up
and then a top-down phase of semi-joins. If OUT = 0, i.e., Q(R) = 0, all input tuples will be removed as
dangling tuples. After done with semi-joins, Yannakakis framework performs joins and aggregations in a
bottom-up way. Specifically, it takes two relation R, and R such that e is a leaf and ¢’ is the parent of e,
aggregate over non-output attributes that only appear in e but not in €’ by replacing R, with ©yn(c—er)Re,
and replaces R.s with R, X R./. Then R, is removed and the step repeats until only one relation remains, say
R.. It will output ©gn.R, as the final result. The running time of the Yannakakis framework is proportional
to the largest intermediate join size (after dangling tuples are removed), which is no larger than the full
join size. Hence, Yannakakis framework is always better than the naive solution of computing the full join
results and then projecting out non-output attributes. We note that the largest intermediate join size could
differ drastically on different query plans, i.e., each query plan of the Yannakakis framework corresponds
to a specific rooted join tree together with a specific sequence of joins and projections in the bottom-up
computation.

If Q is free-connex, there is a query plan that only generate at most O(OUT) intermediate join results
[19, 5], hence free-connex queries can be computed in O(N + OUT) time. Note that any acyclic full join
query is free-connex. For non-free-connex queries, Yannakakis gave an upper bound of O(N - OUT) on the
largest intermediate join size. For matrix multiplication query,

Qmatrix = @Rl(AvB) X R2(B7C)7
B

the simplest acyclic but non-free-connex query, this bound has been improved to O (N -/ OUT) [2] by a
better analysis. This is also tight, since as there are instances with intermediate join result (which is also
the full join result for Omatix) as large as © (N RV OUT). This bound also extends to star queries (a.k.a.

star matrix multiplication),

Qutar = EP Ri (A1, B) % Ra(Az, B) X -+ x Ri(Ag, B),
B

on which the tight bound is O (N . OUTl_%). But, for line queries (a.k.a. chain matrix multiplication),

Qine= P  Ri(A1, A2) X Ro(Ag, Ag) % -+ x Ry(Ag, Appa)
Az, Az, Ag

this bound O(N - OUT) is already tight [16].

1Below, we always use “join tree” to denote “generalized join tree” for simplicity.



People have incorporated generalized hypertree decomposition techniques [14] together with worst-case
optimal join algorithms [23}, 27] into the Yannakakis framework to handle cyclic join-aggregate queries.
Khamis et al. [20] showed that an arbitrary join-aggregate query Q can be computed in O (N #subw . QUT )
time, where #subw > 1 is the #sub-modular width of Q [22]. And #subw = 1 if and only if Q is acyclic.
If restricting the generalized hypertree decompositions to be free-connex, one can also compute an arbitrary
join-aggregate query Q in O (N #Hfe-subw OUT) time, where #fc-subw is the #free-connex sub-modular
width of Q [20]. Moreover, #fc-subw = 1 if and only if Q is free-connex. It is not hard to see that #fc-
subw > #subw for any join-aggregate query. These two results are incomparable, unless we know the value
of OUT.

There are some other works using fast matrix multiplication to speed up conjunctive queries [2], 10, [, 16]
or graph pattern search (as a special case of self-joins) [8], 18], [9], but these techniques cannot be applied
to general join-aggregate queries. There are also some other systematic works studying sparse chain matrix
multiplication [12), 24}, [6], [2T], but without any theoretical guarantees on the output-optimality. We won’t
pursue these dimensions further.

1.3 Previous Lower Bounds

Before reviewing the lower bounds, we mention two important primitives proposed for join-project queries [16],
which have been adapted to join-aggregate queries below.

Cleanse(Q,R). For a join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,€,y) and an instance R, the cleanse procedure
iteratively (i) removes a unique non-output attribute A € ¥V —y (suppose £4 = {e}) and replaces relation R,
with € 4 R.; or (ii) removes a relation e € £ if there is another relation e’ € £ such that e C e’ and updates
the annotation of each tuple t € R.s by w(t) @ w (met).

The complete procedure is described in Algorithm @ which takes O(N) time. Q is called cleansed if no
more attribute or relation can be removed, and non-cleansed otherwise. In a cleansed query Q, every unique
attribute must be an output attribute.

Decompose(Q,R). The existential connectivity of a join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y) is defined as a

graph Gzé, where each e € £ is a vertex, and there is an edge between e, ¢’ € £ if they share some non-output

attribute(s), i.e., eNe’ —y # 0. Let £1,&,--- , &, C € be the connected components of G%. Each &; defines

a sub-query Q; = ( U e, &, U eNy) and a sub-instance R; = {R, : e € &;}. For a cleansed query Q, every
e€eé; e€&;

sub-query Q; is also cleansed.

Now, we are ready to review a non-trivial lower bound of computing acyclic join-aggregate queries by
semi-ring algorithms [16], which is built on the notion of free-width of the input query:

Definition 1 (free-width [16]). For any acyclic join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,E€,y), its free-width freew(Q)
is defined as follows:

o If Q is existentially disconnected with Q1, Qa, -+ , Qn as sub-queries defined by G%,

freew(Q) = max freew(Q;).
i€[h]

o If Q is existentially connected but not cleansed, freew(Q) = freew(Q') where Q' is the cleansed version

of Q.

o If Q is existentially connected and cleansed,

freew(Q) = ST,

= max
SCE:VeeS,eNVe #£D
where Vo denotes the set of unique attributes in Q.

Lemma 1 ([I6]). For an arbitrary acyclic join-aggregate query Q without self-joins, given any 1 < N and
1 < OUT < Nfreew  there is an instance R of input size O(N) and output size ©(OUT) such that any
semi-ring algorithm computing Q(R) requires §2 (N CQUT! e 4 OUT) time, where freew is the free-width
of Q.
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Figure 2: The left table shows the comparison between Yannakakis framework and our new algorithm. N is
the input size and OUT is the output size. k is the number of relations. #subw is the #sub-modular width
of the input query [20]. #fc-subw is the #free-connex sub-modular width of the input query [20]. outw is
the out-width of the input query (see Deﬁnition. The right figure shows the relationship between different
classes of queries.

o output attribute e non-output attribute
Figure 3: An illustration of free-width and out-width of a join-aggregate query. The example query has
freew = 5, with five relations (as shown in blue) that exclusively contain some output attribute(s). But, it
has outw = 6 with an optimal fractional edge covering for Q,, where both blue and red relations are assigned
with weight 1. (D and (2) are illustrated for the SEPARATE procedure in Section [i}

1.4 Our Results

We focus on acyclic join-aggregate queries where the output attributes can be arbitrary. Our results are
summarized in Figure 2}

New Lower Bound. We start with proving a higher lower bound by identifying a new query-dependent
quantity noted as out-width for the input acyclic join-aggregate query. This lower bound has been matched
by our new upper bound (to be introduced soon).

Definition 2 (out-width). For any acyclic join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,E.,y), its out-width outw(Q) is
defined as follows:

o If Q is existentially disconnected with Q1, Qa, -, Qp as sub-queries defined by Gé,

outw(Q) = max outw(Q;).
i€[h]

e If Q is existentially connected but not cleansed, outw(Q) = outw(Q’) where Q' is the cleansed version

of Q.

o If Q is existentially connected and cleansed, outw(Q) = p*(Qy ), where Qy = (y,{eNy : e € £}) is the
sub-query derived by output attributes.

Remark 1. In Appendix[A] we show outw(Q) = 1 if and only if Q is free-connex; and freew(Q) < outw(Q)
for any acyclic query Q. Moreover, freew(Qgar) = outw(Qstar) = k, and freew(Qjine) = outw(Qjine) = 2. In
Figure |3} we give an example of Q on which freew(Q) < outw(Q).

Theorem 1. For an arbitrary ezistentially-connected acyclic join-aggregate query Q without self-joins, given
any 1 < N and OUT < N°“™  there exists an instance R of input size O(N) and output size ©(OUT) such



that any semi-ring algorithm for computing Q(R) requires at least §) (N SQUT! ~aw + OUT) time, where
outw is the out-width of Q.

Theorem 2. For an arbitrary acyclic join-aggregate query Q = (V, E,y) without self-joins, given any 1 < N
and OUT < NP (9y) with the fractional edge covering number P (Qy) of Qy = (y,{eNy : e € £}), there
exists an instance R of input size O(N) and output size O(OUT) such that any semi-ring algorithm for

computing Q(R) requires at least €2 (min {N"““’",N -OUT' " am }) time, where outw is the out-width of Q.

New Upper Bound. As observed in [2], Yannakakis framework is optimal on star queries by matching the
lower bound in Lemma [I] In Appendix [B.I] we extend the optimality of Yannakakis framework to general
aggregate-hierarchical queries:

Definition 3 (Aggregate-Hierarchical Query). An acyclic join-aggregate query Q is aggregate-hierarchical
if the cleansed version of every connected sub-query in G% is hierarchical.

However, Yannakakis framework is ©(v/N)-factor away from optimal on any non-aggregate-hierarchical
query, such as line queries. In this paper, we show new upper bound for acyclic but non-aggregate-hierarchical
queries. Our main contribution is an output-optimal algorithm for computing existentially-connected queries,
as shown in Theorem Bk

Theorem 3. For an arbitrary existentially-connected acyclic join-aggregate query Q, and any instance R
of input size N and output size OUT, the Q(R) can be computed within 9] (N SOUT! " aw + OUT) time,
where outw is the out-width of Q.

For a general acyclic join-aggregate query Q and an arbitrary instance R, we can apply the CLEANSE and
DECOMPOSE procedures as pre-processing. Then, it suffices to compute the query results for each connected
sub-query and combine them via join as the post-processing step. The whole framework is described in
Algorithm [l The pre-processing and post-processing steps only take linear time in terms of the input and
output size. Combine this observation with Theorem [3] we obtain Theorem [

Theorem 4. For an arbitrary acyclic join-aggregate query Q, and any instance R of input size N and output

size OUT, the Q(R) can be computed within O (N : m?}f]( |7y, Q(R)\lff’“ltw + OUT> time, where Q1, Qa,- -+, 9,
1€

are the connected sub-queries defined by GHQ, andy; is set of output attributes in Q; for i € [h].

Remark 2. For Theorem [ as it is inherently challenging to compute or estimate OUT efficiently, we
follow the same framework as [16] by computing an O(1)-approximation of OUT on the fly, which only
increases the overall complexity by a logarithmic factor. More specifically, we obtain OUT of OUT such that
OUT < OUT < 2-0UT, when invoking algorithms in Sections and

Remark 3. For Theorem@ consider an arbitrary sub-query Q; in GHQ, which is existentially connected. For

an arbitrary instance R of input size N and output size OUT, the largest output size for Q; is © (N°U™(<1)),
On the other hand, |my, Q(R)| < |my Q(R)| = OUT. Together with the fact that outw(Q;) < outw(Q) for
i € [h], we have

N i [y, Q(R)|'™ 5 < min [ o N ouT! - )
i€

Hence, the upper bound in Theorem [7]is optimal by matching the lower bound in Theorem [2}
2 Line Query

We start with the line queries (a.k.a. chain matrix multiplication):

P Ri(A1, Az) x Ra(As, Ag) % -+ Ri(Ap, Agpa).
Az, Az, Ap

Suppose we are given OUT such that OUT < OUT < 2- OUT. Our algorithm consists of five steps:



Algorithm 1: ACYCLICJOINAGGREGATE(Q, R)
Input : an acyclic join-aggregate query Q and instance R;
Output: query result Q(R);

1 (91,R1),(9Q2,Ra), -+ ,(Qn, Rn) < DECOMPOSE(Q, R);

2 foreach i € [h] do

3 (Qi, R;) < CLEANSE(Q;,R;) » Algorithm |6

4 (Q}.R;}) < SEPARATE(Q;, R:); » Section

5 | S;« HYBRIDYANNAKAKIS(Q}, R)); » Algorithm [8}
6 return X;c(y Si;

Algorithm 2: LINE(Q“ne, R, OfJT)

Input : A line query Qjine, an instance R of input size N and output size OUT, and parameter
OUT such that OUT < OUT < 2-OUT;

Output: Query result Qjine(R);

foreach i € [k — 1] do

if i =1 then Tl(Al, AQ) — Rl(Al, AQ),

else T; (A1, Ait1) < ®a,Si—1(A1, 4;) X R; (Ai, Aig1);

4 Aliiihlt — {a € dom(A4;41) : ’UAz'H:aTi} = \/ﬁ},
5 A?ialvy < {a € dom(Aiyq) : ’UAHFGTZ" = m}’

ligh ligh
6 | R« Rix A~

N o=

o | R Ry AR,
light heavy k .
8 | Qi Oy (Mje[i—l] R; ) MR (WG Rj);
light
9 | Si(A1, Aigr) < Ti(Ar, Air) x AR

s

11 return Q1 H Qo P -+ P Qp_1 B Oy

light
10 9, < DAy Ag,o A (Nje[/c—l] Rjg ) X Ry

Step 1: Compute data statistics. For each value a € dom(As3), we define its degree as the number
of tuples in Ry that displays value a in attribute As, ie., Ala) = |oa,=aR1]. A value a € dom(As) is
heavy if A(a) > VOUT, and light if 1 < A(a) < VOUT. Let A}, A" be the set of heavy and light
values in Ay. Let RI®Y = R; x A} and RE"™ = R, x A" be the set of heavy and light tuples in R,
respectively. Then, we iteratively partition relations in an ordering of Rg, R3,--- , Ri. Suppose relation R;

is partitioned into R?eavy and Rl;ght, for every j € [i — 1]. We next partition relation R; as follows. For each

value a € dom(A;41), we define its degree as the number of distinct values in dom(A;) that can be joined

. . . . light light light . .
with a via tuples in relations R®", R®™,--- | R/®}, which is denoted as

Aa) = ’“l {(Mje[i—u R'}ght) 8 ("A“F“R")H

A value a € dom(A;41) is heavy if A (a) > VOUT, and light if 1 < A (a) < VOUT. Let A;‘f{'y, Alii_%_hlt be the
set, of heavy, light values in A; respectively. Let R'*™ = R; i A?flv Y and RUE™ = R; i zﬁlli'Jgrhlt be the set of
heavy, light tuples in R; respectively. Note that there could be some tuples undefined.

We compute A(-) as described in Algorithm [2| For simplicity, we define two intermediate relations:

Ti (A1, Aipr) = @ (Nje[i—l] Rl;ght> x R,

Az, Az, Ay
Si(An, Ai) = P (Nje[i] Rl;ght)
A27A37... 7Ai



and compute them in an recursive way as follows (with Ty = Ry):
T; (A1, Aigr) = @ Si—1 (A1, Ay) x Ri(Aq, Aiya)
A;

Si (A1, Aiy1) = T; (A1, Aip1) X ALiihf

Once we have computed T; for some i € {1,2,--- ,k—1}. We can identify the heavy and light values in 4,11,
Le., AT and AT We can use A%Y, A/ to partition R; into R}, R{®™. Then, S; can be computed

based on T; and A;if_hlt . Furthermore, T;,1 can be computed based on S; and R;1.
We next analyze the cost. Tj can be computed within O(N) time and |T1| = O(N). Consider any

i € {2,3,--+,k}. As there are N tuples in R;, and each of them can be joined with at most V ouT
tuples in S;_1, implied by the definition of R?fhlt , T; can be computed within O (N RV OUT) time. Also,
T = O (N : \/OUT). The cost of computing S; is O(|T}]) = O (N : \/OUT).

Step 2: Partition Qjne. After all relations are partitioned, we partition Qjne into & sub-queries:
ligh h
Qi = @AQ,A37"'7AIC ([x]je[i—l] R;g t) X Rieavy X ([X]‘];-;:i+1 RJ)

for i € [k — 1], and Qu = By 4y 4, (Mje[k_u R']?ght) M Ry,

Step 3: Compute Q; for each i € [k —1]. We invoke the Yannakakis framework over a join tree rooted
at Ry and compute Q;:

EBA2R|1ight M e (EBAiHR?eavy N (@Ai+2Ri+1 VI (@AkJrle X Rk+1)))

heavy
i s

hence can be joined with at least v OUT values in A, implied by the definition of A?j_alv Y. As there are

After all dangling tuples are removed, each value in dom(Ay11) can be joined with some tuple in R

OUT results in total, the active domain size of Ay is at most O (\/ OUT). The Yannakakis framework
materializes an intermediate relation w4, 4, a,., @i in each step, for j =k, k—1,--- ,1, whose size can be
bounded by

‘ﬂAj;Aj+17Ak+1 Ql‘ < |R47‘(Aj’Aj+1)| : ‘WAk+1 Ql‘ =0 (N v OUT)

Hence, this step takes O <N -/ OUT) time.

Step 4: Compute Q.. Note that we have computed Si_1(A1, Ax) in Step 1. We next simply compute
@a,Sk—1(A1,Ar) X Ri(Ag, Agy1) for Q.. As there are N tuples in Rj and each of them can be joined
with at most v/ OUT tuples in Sj,_1, the total number of intermediate join result is O (N -/ OUT). Hence,

this step takes O (N -V OUT) time. It is equivalent to invoking the Yannakakis framework over a join tree
rooted at Ry.
Step 5: Aggregate all subqueries. Finally, we aggregate the results of all subqueries. As each subquery

produces at most OUT results, the total number of results is O(OUT). Hence, this step takes O(OUT) time.

Theorem 5. For Qe and an arbitrary instance R of input size N and output size OUT, if a O(1)-
approzimation of OUT is known, the Qjne(R) can be computed in O (N -/ OUT) time.

3 Fat Star Query

We next consider a fat star query Qgar, which is a generalization of the star queries (a.k.a. star matrix
multiplication):
D  Ro(Bi,Bs,---,Bi) @ Ri(A1,By) % -+ x Ri(Ay, By)
B1,B2,,Byg



Moreover, outw(Qsstar) = k. Now, suppose we are given OUT such that OUT < OUT < 2-OUT. Our
algorithm consists of five steps:

Step 1: Compute data statistics. Consider an arbitrary ¢ € [k]. We first compute for each value b €
dom(B;) its degree d;(b) in R;, defined as d;(b) = |op,=pR;|. A value b € dom(B;) is heavy if d;(b) > OUT*,
and light otherwise. Let B/**Y, B be the set of heavy and light tuples in attribute B; respectively. Let
R — R, x Blh aw, R'i'ght = R; X Bl'ght be the set of heavy and light tuples in relation R; respectively. This

(3
step can be done within O(N) time. We point out two straightforward observations:

Lemma 2. For any tuple t € Ry, [];c( di (mp,t) < OUT.
Lemma 3. For any b € dom(B;), d;(b) - |op,=pX;| < OUT, where X; = ©y_(p,} Ro ([xlje[k]_{,;} Rj),

Step 2: Partition Qgga. Similarly, we can partition Qgsar into the k + 1 sub-queries:

Qi = @ Ry ™ (Mje[i_l] R';ght) M RI™™ i (xb_; ) Rj), for i € [K]
B1,Ba2,:+, By
Q, = @ Ry ~ (Mje[k] le?ght)'
B1,Bs, By
Step 3: Compute Q; for each i € [k]. We invoke the Yannakakis framework over a join tree rooted

at R;. To analyze the cost of this step, we need to unravel the execution of Yannakakis framework on Q;,
which computes

® Roew(Bis A, s A1, Aiga, oo Ag) = @ Ry w (Nje[z‘q] Rl;ght) M (Mb_iy Ry);
By, ,Bi—1,Bit1, ,Bg

(] R?eavy (A“ B?eavy) X Rnew (B’La A17 e 7Ai717 Ai+17 e 7Ak?);
B;

.1
After removing dangling tuples, each tuple ¢ € Ry can be joined with at least d;(mp,t) > OUT" tuples
in R?eavy. Implied by Lemma each tuple ¢ € Ry can participate in at most O (OUTl_%> join results.

Hence, the number of intermediate join result materialized for computing Rpew is at most O (N .QUT 7).

~ 1
Moreover, each value b € dom(B;) can be joined with d;(b) > OUT" tuples in R'**”. Implied by Lemma

each b € B can appear in at most O (OUTl_ k) tuples in Rpew. As there are at most N tuples in R
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the number of intermediate join result materialized is at most O (N . OUTl_%). Together, this steps takes
O (N -OUT'7#) time.

Step 4: Compute Q.. For each i € [k], we compute the following intermediate query result

Si(Biy Avy -+ Aic, Air, 0 Ag) = &y Ry ([x]je[k]—{z’} R';ght) :

Bi,+,Bi—1,Bit1, Bk

We compute for each value b € dom(B;), its degree A(b) in relation S;, defined as A(b) = |op,=p5;|. A value
1

b € dom(B;) is large if A(b) > 2 - OfJTl_E, and small otherwise. Let B Bs™! be the set of large and

small values in Byght respectively. Let Rf"ge = Ryght % B;arge, Rgmall — R'iight x Bsmall be the set of large and
small tuples in RL'ght respectively. This way, we can further reduce Q, into following k + 1 sub-queries:

Q*i = @ R?mall (sz B?mall) X Sz (B“ Al, e ,Ai717 Ai+17 e ;Ak)
B;

for i € [k], and Q.. = @®B,,Bs, By fl0 X (lxlje[k] Rlaree

g ) However, we don’t need to compute Q.. due to the

following fact:



Algorithm 3: FATSTAR(QfStar, R, OfJT)

Input : A fat star query Qfstar, an instance R of input size N and output size OUT, and
parameter OUT such that OUT < OUT < 2- OUT;

Output: Query result Qfsiar(R);

foreach i € [k] do

: .1
2 BIEM {b € dom(B;) : 1 < |op,=pR;| < OUT* };

-

3 B {b € dom(B;) : |op,—pR;| > OUT* }

4 | R R, x B

5 R?eavy «— R1 X B?eavy;

6 | Qi P Rom (Mé;ﬁ Rl;ght) ) R s (wF_i g Ry);
B1,B2, ,Byg

7 foreach i € [k] do

8 | Si« S Ro (N]‘em—{z’} R'}ght);

By, ,Bi—1,Bit1, ,Bg
. light ok
9 | Bymall o {b € B®" : |op,=S;| < OUT * }5
ligh
10 R?ma” “ Rilg 1t X Bgmall;

11 | Qu+ @p,R™ xS
12 return Q1@ POy 1P Q1B -+ P Qo ;

Lemma 4. Q.. = 0.
Proof of Lemma [4) Con51der an arbitrary ¢ € [k]. After removing all dangling tuples, each value in dom(A4;)

appears in at least 2 - OUT F query results via some value in dom(B;). Hence, the active domain size of

A; is at most —2UL__ < OUT < OUT%. Suppose Q.. # 0. Let ¢t be an arbitrary join result of the
200T' "k T 2(99E) TR

underlying join. Hence, 7p,t € Bi»arge for every i € [k]. Consider an arbitrary j € [k]. The tuple t' = np;t
appears in at most

k—1 - 1

los,—0Si| < [ Idom(4,)] < (OUT%) —OUT " * <2.00T" *
i€lk]—{j}
distinct tuples in S;, contradicting the fact that 7p,t € B;-arge. Hence, such a join result ¢ does not exist,
and Q.. = 0. O
We show that S; can be computed in O (N . OUT17%> time. There are at most N tuples in Ry. Each
g1 .
tuple t € Ry can be joined with at most H d; (ﬂ'Bjt) < OUT1 * tuples in (Mje[k],{i} Rl;ght). Hence,
jelk]—{i}
the intermediate join size as well as the input size of 5;, can be bounded by O (N . OUTl_%). All other
data statistics can be computed in O (N . OUT17%> time. For computing Q,;, we note that each tuple
.11
t € R?m! can be joined with at most OUT1 " tuples in S;. As there are at most N tuples in R$™' the
number of intermediate join result materialized is at most O (N . OUTl_%).

Step 5: Aggregate all subqueries. =~ We aggregate the results of all subqueries. As each subquery
produces at most OUT results, and there are O(1) subqueries, this step takes O(OUT) time.

Theorem 6. For Q. of k relations and an instance R of input size N and output size OUT, if a O(1)-
approximation of OUT is known, the Qgstar(R) can be computed in 19) (N . OUTP%) time.
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4 Acyclic Query

4.1 Framework

Component 1: Separate(Q,R). We start with transforming an arbitrary acyclic query Q into a well-
separated one with nice properties:

Definition 4 (Well-separated Query). An acyclic join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,E,y) is well-separated, if it
is cleansed and existentially connected while satisfying the following two conditions:

@ every output attribute in 'y is a unique attribute;
@) for each relation e € € with eNy # (0, there exists some other relation ¢’ € € —{e} such thate—y C ¢’

Lemma 5. For any cleansed and existentially-connected acyclic join-aggregate query Q and an instance R of
input size N, there is an algorithm that can construct within O(N) time a well-separated acyclic join-aggregate
query Q' and an instance R’ of input size O(N), such that outw(Q) = outw(Q’) and Q(R) = Q'(R').

The high-level idea behind the transformation is as follows. See a running example in Figure Let
Ye C y be the set of unique output attributes.

(D As proved in Lemma @ it is always feasible to find a subset & C £ of outw relations, such that for
each output attribute A € y, there exists some relation e € &, with A € e. We assign each attribute
A € y to an arbitrary relation e € &, with A € e. Let 7 : y — &, be the assignment function. For each
joint output attribute A € y — y,, we simply add a unique attribute x4 to relation m(A) and “turn”
A into a non-output attribute. To preserve the equivalence of the query results, we force a one-to-one
mapping between dom(A) and dom(mw(A)). The annotations of all tuples stay the same.

(2 Now we are left with a cleansed and existentially connected acyclic join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,€,y),
such that each output attribute x € y is a unique attribute. Consider an arbitrary relation e € £ with
eNy # 0. If there exists no other relation e’ € £ such that e —y C €/, we just add another relation
e’ such that eNe” = eNy and the remaining attribute in €’ — e is a unique output attributes, and
“turn” all attributes in e N e’ into non-output attributes. Similarly, to preserve the equivalence of the
query results, we force a one-to-one mapping between the domain of attributes in e N e’ and that of
attribute in €’ — e. The annotation of each tuple in such newly added relations is always 1.

It can be easily checked that in both steps of transformation, the out-width of the queries does not
change. If there is an algorithm that can compute an arbitrary instance R’ for @' of input size N and

output size OUT within O (N . OUTqutw}Q’) + OUT) time, then there is an algorithm that can compute
an arbitrary instance R for Q of input size ©(N) and output size OUT within O (N .QUT!~ wme +O0UuT

time. Below, we focus on well-separated queries. The complete procedure is given in Algorithm Al Suppose
we are given OUT such that OUT < OUT < 2-OUT.

Component 2: Join Tree and Edge Label. Let Q = (V,€,y) be an arbitrary well-separated query.
Since @ is cleansed, every unique attribute is an output attribute. Moreover, as Q is well-separated, each
output attribute is also unique. Let £, = {e € £ : eNy # 0} denote the set of relations that contain some
(unique) output attribute. In an arbitrary join tree T of Q, a node e; is a neighbor to another node e5 € T
if there is an edge between e, ez in 7. For a node e, let N, denote the set of neighbors of e in 7. A node is
a leaf if |IN;| = 1. We show an important observation for any well-separate join-aggregate query:

Lemma 6. For any well-separated query Q, there exists a join tree T for Q such that E, is exactly the set
of leaf nodes of T .

For a pair of incident nodes ey, ez, we use {e1,e2} to denote the undirected edge between them, use
(e1,e2) (resp. (ez,e1)) to denote the directed edge from e; to ez (resp. from es to e;). Removing the
edge {e1, ez} separates 7 into two connected subtrees Te, ., and 7, .,, which contains e; and e separately.
Moreover, Te, ., defines a join-project query over relations residing in this subtree as:

Qel,ez (R) = TyU(eiNes) (MeeTel,ez Re)
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Figure 4: An illustration of our general framework on line query and fat star query.

[£eNT2y ey
outw

For simplicity, we define ¢¢, ¢, = as the fraction of the number of relations containing some output
attribute(s) from the subtree T¢, ¢,-

We next introduce the “label” to edges in T, with respect to instance R. An edge (e1,e2) is large if
|0e1nes=t ey en (R)| > OUT”"* holds for every tuple t € e, ne, Re,, and small otherwise. Furthermore, we

identify a more constrained label for small edges. An edge (e1, ez2) is limited if |my Qc, ¢,(R)| < oUT 2,
Note that a limited edge must be small, but not vice versa.

Component 3: Easy Instance for Yannakakis Framework. We point out a critical observation on
the connection between small edges and the Yannakakis framework (see Section :

Lemma 7. For a well-separated join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y), given any instance R of input size N
and output size OUT, if there is a join tree T with a leaf node e1 € E whose unique in-going edge is small,

the Q(R) can be computed within O (N -OUT'~aw + OUT) time, where outw is the out-width of Q.

Component 4: Partition Procedure. However, such a leaf node with an in-going small edge may
not always exist. Also, it could be time-consuming to “check” whether an edge is small or not, since the
corresponding subquery may need to materialize a large number of intermediate results. The most interesting
part of this framework is an efficient way to partition the input instance such that every sub-instance is “easy”,
i.e., admits a join tree containing a leaf node with the unique in-going edge as small. More specifically, we
aim to obtain (in Section {4.3)):

Lemma 8. For a well-separated query Q and an arbitrary instance R, there is an algorithm that can partition
R into O(1) sub-instances R1,Ra,- - ,R¢ within O (N : OUTl_ﬁ> time such that Q(R) = @, ¢y LR,

and for each R;, there exists a join tree T with a leaf node e € E, such that the edge (x,¢e) is small, where
outw is the out-width of Q and where Eg ={ec €& :eNy # (0}.

Combine Lemma [5} Lemma [§] and Lemma [7], we obtain:

Theorem 7. For any existentially-connected acyclic join-aggregate query Q and an arbitrary instance R of
input size N and output size OUT, if a O(1)-approzimation of OUT is known, the Q(R) can be computed

in O (N SOUT ~am + OUT) time, where outw is the out-width of Q.

4.2 Proof of Lemma [T

We simply invoke the Yannakakis framework along the join tree 7 rooted at e;. Let ey be the unique node
_ 1
outw

-1

incident to e;. As edge (e, eq) is small, every tuple ¢t € dom(e; N eg) appears in no more than OUT

query result in Qe, ¢, , since |E¢ N Tey er| = [Eo| = |[Ee N Tey e, | = outw —1. Consider any node e with its parent
1

~ 1-—_1
e’ in T (rooted at eq). It is easy to see that every tuple ¢’ € dom(eNe’) appears in no more than QOUT™ ™
query result in Q... Suppose not, assume there exists some tuple ¢’ € dom(e N e’) appears in more than

OUT e query result in Q. .. After removing all dangling tuples, there must exist some full join result ¢
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such that mener = t'. We note that me,ne,t € Teyne, Rey; and moreover, the tuple e, ne,t Will appear in at
_1

~ 1—
least OUT  **™ query result in Q, ., via t, contradicting the fact that edge (e, e1) is small.
Now, we are ready to analyze the cost of Yannakakis framework on T (rooted at e1). Each time, it equiv-
alently picks an internal node e’ whose children are all leaves, say £, and materializes Rer X (Meeg Qe er)-
1

~  1--1
As there are at most N tuples in R./, and each tuple can be joined with at most OUT °*™ tuples in

Mecr Qe,er, the number of intermediate join result materialized is always bounded by O (N - OUTl_ﬁ).
Hence, Yannakakis framework takes O (N - OUTl_ou%W) time.

4.3 Proof of Lemma

At last, we come to the most technical part of Algorithm fl We start with an input instance R and an
unlabeled join tree 7. We iteratively partition R until all sub-instances fall into the “easy case” as captured
by Lemmal[7]in line 5-9. In general, we can always apply two rules to label edges in line 10 and line 11-12,
as described in Lemma [0l and Lemma

Lemma 9 (Large-Reverse-Limited). For a pair of incident nodes {e1,es}, if edge (e1,ea) is large, edge
(e2,e1) must be limited.

Lemma 10 (Limited-Imply-Limited). For any node e; with its neighbors N, , if edge (e3,e1) is limited for
every node e3 € N, except ea € N, , then edge (e, es) must be limited.

If no more edges can be labeled, we can further partition the input instance R as line 13-18. Consider an
unlabeled edge (e1, e2) such that (es, eq) is small for every node e3 € N, —{e2}. We first compute Q., ., by
invoking the Yannakakis framework with the join tree 7e, ¢, rooted at e;. A tuple t € dom(ey Nes) is heavy if

it can be joined with at least OGT%MQ query result in Q, .,, and light otherwise. We also partition tuples
in R, as heavy and light, by attributes e; N ea. Now, we can partition the instance into two sub-instances,
which contains heavy and light tuples in R,, separately, and two copies of 7 in which edge (eq, e2) is labeled
as large and small separately. We continue applying this procedure recursively to every sub-instance, until
all of them falls into the case in line 5-9. At last, we just aggregate all these sub-queries. See two examples
in Figure [

Example 1. For Qe with k =5, E¢ = {e1,e5}. We start with an arbitrary leaf node say e1, and partition
Ry into R R For Qi, edge (ey,es) is large. Implied by LemmaB edge (ez,e1) is limited. We next
choose ez. As edge (e1,e2) is small, we further compute Qe, e, (i-€., S2) and partition Ry into Rgeavy, Rgght.
We continue this process until obtaining k sub-queries as in Section[3. Consider an arbitrary sub-query Q;
in which edge (e;,e;+1) 1s large. Implied by Lemma E edge (ei41,€;) is limited. Applying Lemma to
edges (e;,€i—1), (€i—1,€i—2), -, (ea,e1) iteratively, we conclude that edge (e, e1) is limited. Consider the
remaining sub-instance Q. such that (e;,e;11) is small for every i € [4]. It automatically falls into the “easy
case”, since es € E, 15 a leaf node.

Example 2. For Qg with k = 4, E, = {e1,ea,e3,e4}. We start with an arbitrary leaf node say ey, and
partition Ry into R and R\E™. For Q, edge (ey,eo) is small. We continue to visit ey and further
partition Re. After visiting all leaf nodes, we are left with a sub-instance in which (eg,e;) is large for every
i € [4]. Implied by Lemma[9, (e;,eq) is limited for every i € [4]. We pick an unlabeled edge (eg,e1) and
further partition Re, by Qe, e, (i-€., S1). For Q.1, edge (eq, e1) is small. It continues to consider (eg, e2) and
further partitions the remaining sub-instance. At last, we are left with Q.., where (eg, e;) is labeled as large
for every i € [4]. Implied by Lemma@ edge (e;, eq) must be limited for every i € [4]. Implied by Lemma
edge (eq, e4) must be limited, which contradicts the fact that (eg,ey) is large. Hence, Quu =0

Correctness. Although the Algorithm []is non-deterministic, we can show that Algorithm ] quickly termi-
nates after running the while-loop at line 4-19 for at most 2 - |€] iterations.

Lemma 11. Algorithm terminates after running the while-loop at line 3-20 for at most 2 - |E| iterations.
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Algorithm 4: HYBRIDYANNAKAKISWITHOUT (Q,R,0UT)

Input : A well-separated query Q, an instance R of input size N and output size OUT, and
parameter OUT such that OUT <OoUT<2. OfJT;
Output: A set of sub-instances as described in Lemma [§
1 T <+ a unlabeled join tree of Q@ whose leaf nodes correspond to Es ={e € £ :eNy # 0};
2 P+« {(T.R)}, S+ 0;
3 while P # 0 do

4 | foreach (T,R) e P do

5 if 3 a leaf node e in T s.t. edge (x,¢e) is small then

6 P«—P-{(T,R)};

7 L + Q(R) computed by Yannakakis framework along 7 rooted at e;

8 if S=0 then S <+ L;

9 else S+ S L;
10 if 3 unlabeled (e1,e2) in T’ s.t. (e2,e1) is large then label (e, eq) as limited,;
11 if 3 unlabeled (e1,e2) in T’ s.t. (es,e1) is limited for every e3 € N, — {e2} then
12 | label (e1,ez) as limited;
13 if 3 unlabeled (e1,e2) s.t. (e3,e1) is small for every ez € N, — {e2} then

14 He, e, + {t € dom(ey Ne2) : [Teynen=t Qeyen| > ouT? e };

15 R (*R*{Rel}‘i’{Rel X Hel,e2}§

16 Ro+ R—{Re;} +{Rey > Hey e };

17 Ti, T2 < T with (e1,es) labeled as large, small separately;

18 Pelp_{(TaR)}+{(ﬂ7Rl)a(E7R2)}7

19 return S;

Proof of Lemma In each iteration of the while-loop, for every sub-instance that do not fall into the base
case, one unlabeled edge gets labeled. Below, we will prove that for a sub-instance with an arbitrary partial
labeling, if no labeling rule can be applied further, it must fall into the base case at line 6. As there are
most 2 - || unlabeled edges in the beginning, the while-loop runs at most 2 - |£] iterations until all edges
are labeled. Hence, Algorithm [] will terminate after running the while-loop for at most 2 - |£] iterations.
Consider any sub-instance R’ with an arbitrary partial labeling on 7. By contradiction, we assume that
there exists no unlabeled edge to which line 9-10, or line 11-12, or line 13-14 of Algorithm [ can be applied.
In Algorithm [5, we show how to identify a leaf node e € T such that (*,e) is small, hence this sub-instance
always falls into the easy case.

The high-level idea of Algorithm [f]is to conceptually remove nodes in 7, until a single node is left, which
is exactly the leaf node as desired. We root 7 at an arbitrary node r € &, NT. Let p. be the parent of e in
this rooted tree. If there exists a node e such that the edge (e, p.) is large, but the edge (€', pes) is small for
every node ¢’ residing in the subtree rooted at e, we simply remove the whole subtree 7, and continue.
Otherwise, every (e, p.) is small, including the edge (*,7) incident to r, hence r is returned.

Lemma 12 (Not-All-Heavy). For an arbitrary connected subtree Ty of T, let Ty be the resulted subtree after
removing T1 from T. If T5 is disconnected, then there must exist a pair of nodes e; € T1,es € To such that
(e1,e2) is an edge in T but not large.

It remains to show that line 6 will always be triggered by Algorithm |5} In the execution, 7 is always a
connected subtree. Moreover, T NE, # 0. To show this, we need an important observation in Lemma[l2] By
contradiction, assume T N &, = (. Let 7’ be the subtree(s) removed from the initial 7. As 7T is connected
and T N&, = 0, T’ must be disconnected. Moreover, for each pair of nodes e; € T, es € T’, the subtree
Tes.e; has been removed due to the fact that edge (e1,ez) is large. This way, Lemma is violated on T,
coming to a contradiction. Hence, T N &, # ) always holds in the execution process. This means that it is
always feasible to root 7 at some node in 7 N &,, and further shrink 7. As 7 has limited size, it will finally
ends with the case that every edge (e, p.) is small for any e € T, i.e., triggering line 6. O

14



Algorithm 5: IDENTIFYLEAF(Q, R, T)

Input : A well-separated query Q = (V,€,y), an instance R and a labeled join tree 7 with leaf
nodes & = {e € £ : eNy # 0}, in which no more edges can be labeled by line 9-19 in
Algorithm [

Output: A leaf node as described in Lemma [7}

while true do

Root T at an arbitrary node r € T N &,;

foreach ¢ € T do p. < the parent node of e;

if 3 a node e € T such that (e, p.) is large but (¢/,per) is small for every node €' in the subtree

rooted at e then
| T« T—Tep.:

6 else return r;

W N =

Time Complexity. When an unlabeled edge gets labeled in line 13-18, the associated instance R will
be partitioned into two sub-instances Ri,Ra. As each edge will be labeled once, and there are O(1) edges
to be labeled, the total number of sub-instances returned at last is still O(1). The cost of Algorithm [ is
dominated by that of computing Q., ., We invoke the Yannakakis framework along the join tree e, e,
rooted at e;. Following the similar analysis of Lemma Iﬂ for an arbitrary node es € N, — {e2}, the

subquery Q. ., can be computed within O (N . OUT%S‘“) time. Then, Qg ., is computed as follows:
Qe s = TyU(ernes) Be; X (MegeNel,{ez} Qes’el). There are at most IV tuples in R.,. Each of them can

Frrn®es,e St ®Per e C. T .
be joined with at most HeseNel }OUT¢ e — oUT 2 < oUT! tuples in (Me,ens, —es Qesier)s

—{es
hence the Q, ., can be computed within O (N . OUTl_o%M) time. All other statistics can be computed
within asymptotically same time complexity. From Lemma line 13-19 will be invoked at most O(1) times.
Hence, the total time complexity of Algorithm H can be bounded by O (N . OUTlfﬁ).

5 Lower Bound

In [2], it has been shown that for the sparse matrix multiplication problem, and parameters N, OUT < N2
there exists an instance R of input size ©(N) and output size ©(OUT) such that any semi-ring algorithm
has to incur a cost of (N -/ OUT). The similar argument can be extended to star queries. We will also

rely on this existing lower bound to establish our new lower bound.

Lemma 13 ([2]). For the star join-aggregate query Qsar of k relations, parameters N,OUT < N*, there
exists an instance R of input size N and output size OUT such that any semi-ring algorithm for computing

Q(R) requires at least (N : OUTI_%> time.

Proof of Lemma[I3 We construct a hard instance R of input size ©(NN) and output size OUT for Qgar =
@pR1(A1,B) x Ry(As,B) X -+ X Ry (A, B) as follows. There are OUTY* distinct values in each attribute
A; for i € [k]. There are N-OUT~'/* distinct values in attribute B. Each relation R; is a Cartesian product
between A; and B. It can be checked that each relation contains exactly N tuples. Any semi-ring algorithm

has to compute all full join result, which is as large as © (N -ouT'~V k) for this hard instance, hence
requires at least () (N . OUTlfl/k) time. O

Proof of Theorem[], Consider an arbitrary existentially-con-nected acyclic join-aggregate query Q, with
parameters 1 < N and OUT < N°'", We show a reduction from Q to Qg with outw relations. Suppose
we are given a hard instance R for Q.. We distinguish two cases. First, we assume Q is cleansed for
simplicity.

Implied by Lemma let S C y be the set of output attributes such that no pair of them appears
in the same relation, and |S| = outw. Each output attribute A € y — S contains one distinct value {x}.
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Each output attribute A € S contains OUT#w distinet values. Each non-output attribute B € y contains
1
N -OUT ™ @w distinct values. For each relation R, |e N S| < 1. The projection of R, onto all non-output

attributes contains tuples in a form of (b;, b;,--- ,b;), for i € [N - OUTlfﬁ} . The projection of R, onto all

output attributes is the full Cartesian product. Moreover, R. = (myR.) X (7y R.). For each output attribute
A € S, we choose an arbitrary relation e € £ such that A € e. Note that all chosen relations are also
distinct. Let Eg be the set of chosen relations. We specify an arbitrary one-to-one mapping from relations in
Ostar and relations in Eg, say R; corresponds to .S;. From our construction above, there is also a one-to-one
mapping between tuples in R; and S;. We just set the annotation of a tuple ¢ € S; as the same as ' € R;,
if ¢ corresponds to t. For every remaining relation R, in R, we simply set the annotation of each tuple as 1.
As |en S| <1 for each relation e € &, it can be checked that each relation contains at most N tuples. The
output size of this query is exactly OUT.

It is not hard to see By_sQ(R) = Qstar(Rstar). Any semi-ring algorithm that can compute Q(R)

1 1

within O (N . OUTPW) time, can also compute Qgar(Rstar) within O (N . OUTPW) time. Hence, this

automatically follows Lemma [T3]

Now, we consider the second case where Q = (V, £,y) is not cleansed. Let Q" = (V',£’,y’) be the cleansed
version of @, and R’ be the instance constructed for Q' as the first case. Implied by the cleanse procedure,
y =y’. Each non-output attribute B € ¥V — V'’ contains one distinct value {x}. For each e’ € £ — &', there
must exist a relation e € £’ such that ¢/ C e. The relation R is just a projection of R, onto attribute €',
where each tuple has its annotation as 1. The argument for the first case applies here. O

Proof of Theorem[3 Consider an arbitrary acyclic join-aggre-gate query Q = (V,&,y), with parameters
1 < N and OUT < N*(2), Let outw be the out-width of Q. The case when Q is existentially connected
has been proved by Theorem We next assume that Q is existentially disconnected. Let Qp, Qa, -, Op
be the connected sub-queries in GHQ. Without loss of generality, assume outw(Q;) = outw. We can construct
an instance as Theorem [I| with parameters N and min {OUT, N°*™}. Suppose Q1 = (V1,&1,y1). More
specifically, each attribute in V—V; contains one distinct value {*}. Consider an arbitrary relation e € £—¢&;.

If enV; = (), relation R, only contains one tuple in a form of (*,x,--- ,*). Otherwise, eNV; Cy. In this
case, R. = (myR.) x (mgR.). Note that each tuple in R, has its annotation as 1. The following argument in
Theorem [1| applies here. O
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A Missing Materials in Section

Algorithm 6: CLEANSE(Q = (V,&,y),R)

1 Let 7 be a join tree of Q;

2 while visit nodes a bottom-up way (excluding the root) do
3 foreach node e visited do

e’ + the parent of e;

R + R X Re;

while wvisit nodes a top-down way (excluding the root) do
foreach node e visited do

e’ + the parent of e;

Re < R. X Res;

10 while true do

11 if 3B ey s.t. |Eg| =1 then

© o N O ooh

12 R, + ®BR,;

13 e+ e— {B};

14 V<« V- {B};

15 if Je,e’ € £ s.t. e C €’ then

16 R <+ Re X Rg;

17 &+ &—{e};

18 if Q does not change from last iteration then break;

19 return updated Q,R;

Algorithm 7: YANNAKAKIS(Q = (V,€),y,R) |28, 19|

1 Let 7 be a join tree of Q rooted at r;
2 while wvisit nodes a bottom-up way (excluding the root r) do

3 foreach node e visited do

4 e’ + the parent of ¢;

5 R, + R X Ryg;

6 while visit nodes a top-down way (excluding the root r) do
7 foreach node e visited do

8 e’ + the parent of e;

9 R, < R. X Re/;
10 while visit nodes a bottom-up way (excluding the root r) do
11 foreach node e visited do
12 e’ + the parent of e;
13 Re < @yﬂ(efe’)Re;
14 R +— Re X Res;

15 return @©yn, R, for the root r;

Lemma 14. For an acyclic join-aggregate query Q, outw(Q) = 1 if and only if Q is free-connez.

Lemma 15 ([, Lemma 21). For any free-connex join-aggregate Q = (V,E,y), there exists a join tree T’
for (V,EU&y,y) and a subset of relations Econ C € UEy such that the corresponding nodes of Econ form a

connex subtree of T', i.e., Econ includes the root of T', y = Ueefm e and the subtree is connected.
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Proof of Lemma We mention an equivalent definition of free-connex join-aggregate queries based on join
tree, in Lemma [T5]

If Direction. For a free-connex join-aggregate query Q, if applying the cleanse procedure, we will it-
eratively remove all non-output attributes and be left with . Let Qon = (Uee&on e,Scon,y). As Econ
only contains output attribute, in the existential-connectivity graph of Gagm, every single relation forms a
connected subquery with out-width 1. Hence, Q has out-width as 1.

Only-If Direction. Consider an arbitrary acyclic join-aggregate query Q = (V,€,y) with outw(Q) = 1.
Let Q" = (V',&',y) be the cleansed version of Q. Note that outw(Q’) = 1. Moreover, for each connected
subquery Q; in G, outw(Q}) = 1. We note that Q) is cleansed, is existentially connected, and has
outw(Q}) =1, Q; must be a single relation with all attributes as output attributes. Putting all sub-queries
together, @ must be an acyclic full join query. We next build a join tree for Q as follows.

e We build a join tree 7' for Q’.

e For each relation e € &', if there is some non-output unique attribute from e, we create a relation e’
such that e’ contain all non-output unique attribute from e, as well as all remaining attributes in e,
and add ¢’ as a child of e.

e We revisit the cleanse procedure on Q in Algorithm [f] For each relation e removed in line 20 due to
the fact that e C ¢’ for some e’ € £, we add e (or the subtree rooted at e) as a child of e’.

Let T be the resulted tree. It can be easily checked that T is a valid join tree for Q, satisfying all properties
in Lemma Hence, Q is free-connex, which completes the whole proof. O

Lemma 16. For any acyclic query Q, freew(Q) < outw(Q).

Proof. If Q is non-cleansed, then freew(Q) = freew(Q’) and outw(Q) = outw(Q’) for the cleansed version
Q’. Below, it suffices to assume that Q is cleansed. Let & C &£ be the set of relations that contain a
unique output attribute, such that || = freew(Q). We note that any fractional edge covering of Q must

assign weight 1 to every relation in £’; otherwise, some unique output attribute is not covered. Hence,
outw(Q) > |&'| = freew(Q). O

B Yannakakis Framework Revisited

B.1 Aggregate-Hierarchical Query

Theorem 8. For any aggregate-hierarchical query Q and an instance R of input size N and output size
OUT, there is a query plan of Yannakakis framework that can compute the query result Q(R) within

o) (N .OUT' & + OUT) time.

Given an aggregate-hierarchical query Q@ = (V,£,y) and an instance R of input size N and output size
OUT, we can first apply the cleanse and decompose procedures. It suffices to compute the results for each
connected sub-query first and then combine them over all sub-queries via join. These pre-processing and
post-processing steps take O(N + OUT) time. In the remaining, we assume that Q is cleansed, existentially
connected and hierarchical.

We mention that such a query @ = (V,£,y) has an attribute tree H, such that (i) there is a one-to-one
correspondence between attributes in V and nodes in H; (ii) each relation corresponds to a leaf-to-root
path; (iii) every leaf node (that corresponds to a unique attribute) must be an output attribute. Note that
|€] = outw. In H, let H, be the subtree of H rooted at attribute x € V. Let Q. be the sub-query derived
by relations that contain attribute x, i.e., Q, = Vi, &, yz), Where V, = Ueesz eand y, = yNV,. Let
path(z1, z2) denote the set of nodes lying on the path between z1 and x5 in H. We build a join tree T for
Q as follows. Consider the children of the root attribute in #. Let {&1,&s,--- ,&;} be a partition of £ such
that all relations in &; shares one common child attribute. We build a join tree 7; for each group &;, and
then add 7; for every ¢ < j as the last (j — 1) child nodes of the root of 7;. See an example in Figure
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We apply the Yannakakis framework along such a join tree by traversing nodes in a post order. Below, we
aim to bound the number of intermediate join results materialized by this specific query plan of Yannakakis
framework. For simplicity, we define

fay R(@) = |Tpath(z,muiyni.) (R

for an attribute z € V. The number of intermediate join result that materialized is exactly O (ma;{( foy.r()
re

Let I(Q, N,OUT) denote the class of all input instances of input size N and output size OUT for Q. We
can further rewrite the size bound above as:

ma. < max
RELQ.N.OUT) 2EH 5 foy (@) < 261 REI(Q.N.0UT) fayr()

Then, it suffices to prove for an arbitrary attribute x € H:

.OUT! ™ TEaT
Reﬂ(g%),{OUT) fayr(@) <

As |&;] < outw, we come to the desired result. Let’s take a closer look at the sub-query f,y =(x) derived,
which is captured by the class of generalized star query below. Implied by Lemma [I7, we complete the whole
proof.

Definition 5 (Generalized Star Query). A cleansed, existentially-connected and hierarchical query Q =
(V,E€,y) is a generalized star if V —y C [),c¢ €.

Lemma 17. For a generalized star query @ = (V,E,y) of k relations, given any parameter 1 < N and
OUT < N*, we have  max___ |Xece Re| = O (N OUTI_’)
Rel(Q,N,0UT)
Proof. We distinguish two cases. If (,cce C ¥y, [Xeeg Rer| = OUT holds for an arbitrary instance R €
I(Q, N,0UT). As OUT <[] ¢ |Rel, this result automatically holds. In the following, we assume (), ¢ € —
y#£0. Let z = Nece € Ny. Our proof consists of two steps:
Step 1. Consider a derived sub-query Q" = (V',&’,y’) where V' =V —2z, & = {enNV :e € £} and
y' =y —z. We will prove
_1
max [Mece Re| = O (N .OUT! IS’\)
ReI(Q’,N,0UT)
with a similar argument made in [2].

Let ().cgre = {B} be the unique non-output attribute appearing in all relations from Q’. Suppose
dom(B) = {b1,ba,--- ,bs}. We introduce a variable A; for each value b; to denote the number of input
tuples that display b; in attribute B. A closely related sub-problem is to produce as many as full join
result. If |[op—p,Re| # |0B=p,Re’| for any pair of relations e # €', there always another solution where
loB=v; Re| = |0p=p; Rer| = 3 - (|0 B=p, Re| + |0B=p, Rer|). It can be easily shown that the transformed solution
satisfies the input size constraint while producing larger (or at least no smaller) number of full join result.

1€’
Moreover, the largest number of full join result can be produced is (%) . Hence, our overall optimization

problem can be optimized as follows:

1\ /€ &)
max. (|g/|) . Z Ai

Sy
subject to. Z A; <N
1€[{]

A; < OUTTT Vi € [{]

is a valid solution with larger number of full join result produced. The optimal solution N - OUTlfﬁ is

achieved when A; = OUTﬁ and ¢ = N
ouTI€l
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H I J K

o output attribute e non-output attribute
Figure 5: An illustration of the attribute tree (left) and join tree (right) of a cleansed, existentially connected
and hierarchical join-aggregate query Q = @4 ¢,p gR1(A,B,D,H) X Ry(A,B,D,I) x R3(A,B,E,J) x
R4(147 B,E’7 K) X R5(A, C, F) X RG(A, C, G)

~N ouT
1 ¥ ouUT =5

Figure 6: An illustration of hard instance for Yannakakis framework on line-3 query [16].

Step 2. Consider an arbitrary instance R of Q. Let 21,23, -, 2¢ be the values in the active domain of
zin R. Let N; = Z |oz=2, R;| and OUT; = H |oz=2, R;|. Implied by Step 1, the largest number of full
Jeld Jjele]

1
join result can be produced is at most O (Ni : OUT; k ) Given the following two constraints

> N;=N, and )  OUT,; = OUT,
i€l €[]

the largest number of full join result produced can be bounded by

SN, -OUT;
1€[{)

1

<3 N;-OUT! "k < N-OUT' .
1€[{]

As |€| = k, this is exactly O (N . OUTl’%), _

B.2 Non-Aggregate-Hierarchical Query

As shown in [16], Yannakakis framework indeed incurs ©(N - OUT) time for line queries. We first revisit
the hard instance constructed for line-3 query as shown in Figure [fl Consider an arbitrary acyclic but non-
aggregate-hierarchical join-aggregate query Q. Let Q' be its cleansed version. Let Qp, Qa,---, 9y be the
connected sub-queries in GHQ,. As @ is acyclic, every sub-query Q; is also acyclic. As Q is non-aggregate-
hierarchical, at least one sub-query is not hierarchical, say Q;. There must exist a pair of attributes z, z’
and three relations e, e’,e” such that z € eNe’ —e” and 2’ € e’ Ne” —e. Let T be a join tree of Q1. As Q;
is cleansed, every leaf node must contain some unique attribute.

It is always feasible to find a pair of leaf nodes ey, e, in T such that e, e’ € path(ey, e,), e € path(ey, e”)
and ¢” € path(e’,e,). Tt could be possible that e = e; or ¢’ = e,. Let Ay, A,41 be an arbitrary unique
output attribute in e, e, separately. As Q; is existentially connected, there must exists a subset S of m
relations in path(ey,e,) (including e; and e,) and a subset of non-output attributes By, Ba, -+ , By, such
that By € e1, By, € en, B;, Bit1 € e; for some relation e; € path(ey,e,), and there exists no relation e’ such
that B;, B; € €’ for any [j —i| > 1. Otherwise, Q; is not existentially connected.

Give an instance Rjine of line-3 query Qjine, we construct an instance R for Q as follows. We set dom(z) =
{x} for every attribute x € V — {Cy,Cs, By, Ba, - ,B,,,}. We use C to simulate A, use Cs to simulate
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Algorithm 8: HYBRIDYANNAKAKIS(Q = (V,€,y), R)

Input : A well-separated query Q and an instance R;
Output: Query result Q(R);

1 if |€] =1, say € = {e} then return $yR.;

2 &« f{ecf:eny #0};

3 e+ an arbitrary relation in € &y;

4 Put an ordering on elements in 7eny R as a1, ag,as3,---;
5 Séo) — Re, i+ 1;

6 while true do

7 S 0;

8 foreach t € Sézfl) do

9 Suppose Tenyt = a;;
10 t' < a tuple with mnyt’ = a1 and wat' = wat for any attribute A € e — y;
11 S gy {t'};
12 if weﬂysé” =1 then break;
13 141+ 1;

14 Ry + Ry X Séi);

15 @« (V—eny,&—{e},y—e);

16 JW (nemysg“) x HYBRIDYANNAKAKIS (Q', R — {R.});

17 while ¢ > 0 do

18 J=1) « HYBRIDYANNAKAKISWITHOUT (Q,R —{R.} + {Sé’;l)} ,2- |j(i)|); >

Algorithm @;
19 41— 1;
20 return J(©;

A4, By to simulate As and all remaining attributes Bs, Bs,--- , B,, to simulate As. For any relation e,
such that |e N {By, Bs, -, By }| > 1, the projection of R, onto {Bs, Bs,- -, By} should be a one-to-one
mapping. The argument for line-3 query can be applied for Q similarly, i.e., any query plan of the Yannakakis
framework requires ©(N - OUT) time.

C Missing Proofs in Section

Lemma 18. There exists a subset £ C & of relations such that |Ey| = outw and for each output attribute
A €y, there exists some relation e € &, with A € e.

Proof of Lemma[I8 Consider the sub-query Qy, = (y,{e Ny : e € £}) derived by output attributes. As Q
is acyclic, Qy is also acyclic. As shown in [I5], every acyclic query has an optimal fractional edge covering
p* that is also integral, i.e., p*(e) = 1 or p*(e) = 0 for any relation e € £. Let & C £ be the set of relations
for which p*(e) = 1 holds for every e € &,. For every attribute A € y, there must exist a relation e € &,
such that A € e. Implied by the definition of out-width, |&,| = outw. O

Lemma 19. For an existentially-connected and cleansed acyclic join-aggregate query Q@ = (V,E)y) of out-
width outw, there exists a subset S of outw attributes such that no pair of them appear in the same relation
from E.

Proof of Lemma[I9 Consider the sub-query Qy = (y,{eNy : e € £}) derived by output attributes, which
is also acyclic, and an arbitrary join tree T. Initially, we set S = (). As shown in [I5], the following greedy
strategy leads to an optimal fractional edge covering that is also integral. It iteratively performs the following
two procedures: (i) removes a relation e if there exists another relation e’ such that e C €’; (ii) if there exists
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Figure 7: A join tree constructed for the join-aggregate query in Figure [3| where £, = {ea, €9, €3, €10, €6, €5}

a relation e containing some unique attribute, we remove relation e as well as all attributes in e, and add an
arbitrary attribute in e to S. It can be easily checked that |S| = outw, and no pair of them appears in the
same relation from £. O

Proof of Lemma[5. Below, we show the separate procedure with two steps. See Figure

Step 1. Consider a cleansed and existentially connected acyclic join-aggregate query @ = (V,€,y). Let
Ye C y be the set of unique output attributes. Let y — y, be the set of joint output attributes.

Suppose &, C £ is the subset of relations identified in Lemma@ We assign each attribute A € y to an
arbitrary relation e € & with A € e. Let 7 :y — & be the assignment function.

We construct a query @ = (V',&’,y) based on Q as follows. First, V' includes all attributes in V. For
each output attribute A € y —y., we add a distinct attribute 4 ¢ V to V’'. For each relation e € £, we add
a relation e, to £ as follows. If e € &, e, includes all attributes in e as well as the new attribute x4 for
each joint output attribute A € eN (y — yo). Otherwise, e, includes all attributes in e by replacing every
joint output attribute A € eN (y — yo) with 24 if there exists any. More precisely,

en=14 ¢ + (UAG@Q(Y—y.):ﬂ(A)Ze{xA}) ifecéy
e—y+{za:Acen(y—ye.)} otherwise

It is not hard to see outw(Q) = outw(Q’). Moreover, each output attribute in y is unique in Q'.
Given an arbitrary instance R for Q, we construct an instance R’ for Q" as follows. For each relation
e € &, we add a relation R._ to R’ by distinguishing the following three cases:

- Case l: enNy=0oreNn(y —ye) = 0. In this case, e = e,, and we just add R, to R’.

- Case 2: eN(y —ye.) # 0 and e € &,. For each tuple t € R, we add a new tuple ¢’ to R, with the
same annotation, such that m.t’ = m.t, and 7, ,t' = wat for each A € e N (y — y).

- Case 3: eN(y —y.) # 0 and e ¢ &,. For each tuple t € R, we add a new tuple ¢’ to R, with the
same annotation, such that m._yt’ = me_yt, and 7, ,t" = w4t for each A € en —y.

From our construction above, there is a one-to-one correspondence between Q(R) and Q'(R).

Step 2. Now, suppose we are given a cleansed and existentially connected acyclic join-aggregate query
Q = (V,€,y), such that [{e € £:z € e}| = 1 holds for each output attribute x € y. Let y. = {z € y :
x €Ee, Ae’ €&, such that e —y C e¢’'}. We next construct a well-separated query Q' = (V', &', y) as follows.
First, V' include all attributes in V. For each output attribute A € y., we add a distinct attribute z4 ¢ V
to V. For each relation e € £ with eNy* = (), we add ¢’ = e to £'. For each relation e € £ with eNy* # (),
weadde =e—y+{za: Aceny.},and e’ = (eNy*) +{za: A€ eny.} to &' It is not hard to see that
outw(Q) = outw(Q’). Moreover, each relation ¢” € & with ¢” Ny # ) is now an ear in Q'.

Given an arbitrary instance R for Q, we construct an instance R’ for @’ as follows. Consider an arbitrary
relation e € £.

- Case 1: eNy* = (). In this case, we just add R, to R’.

- Case 2: eNy* # (. For each tuple t € R, we add a new tuple #’ to R., with the same annotation,
such that m._yt = me_yt’ and mat = 7, ,t' for each attribute A € e Ny*. For each tuple t € mny- Re,
we add a new tuple t” to R, with annotation as 1, such that meny+t = Teny«t” and mat = m,,t" for
each attribute A € eNy™.
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From our construction above, there is a one-to-one correspondence between Q(R) and Q'(R’). O

Proof of Lemma[6. By definition, |£,| = outw. Let 7 be a join tree of @ = (V,&,y) built as follows: (i) we
first build a join tree T’ for relations in & — &,; (ii) for each relation e € &,, we pick an arbitrary relation
e € £ — &, such that e —y, C ¢ and add e as a child of €. It can be easily checked that T is a valid join
tree for Q. See Figure m We next show that &, is exactly the set of leaf nodes of 7. By the construction
above, each relation e; € &, is added as a leaf of 7. On the other hand, consider a leaf node e in 7 but
ey € £ — &,. Let e3 be the unique node incident to es. Implied by the property of join tree, there must be
e3—Ye C €. If e3Ne =), e3 C ey, which contradicts the fact that Q is cleansed. Otherwise, e3 € &,, which
contradicts the assumption ez ¢ &,. Together, &, is exactly the set of leaf nodes of 7. O

Proof of Lemma[9. Consider an arbitrary tuple ¢ € dom(e; Ne2). As (e1,e2) is large, ¢ can be joined
with at least OUT?¢1 <2 query result of Qe, e, After removing dangling tuples, every tuple t' € myQe, ¢,
can appear together with at least OUT?1¢2 tuples from Ty—e; Dey,e, in the final query result. This way,
1Ty Qep.er| £ OUT Perea = QUT?*2:¢1. Hence, (eg,e;) is limited. O

Proof of Lemma[I0, For Q., .,, we observe the following:

|7ryQ€1762| < H ‘WYQ€3,61| < H OU’TQ&ES’e1 < OIJT(z)el’62

636./\/61—{62} GBENel_{€2}
where the first inequality follows that U (eny) = U U (eNy) and the second inequality
e€Teq ey e3€ENe, —{e2} e€ETey ey
follows that Z o(es,e1) = ¢(e1, ). By definition, (e, e2) must be limited. O

e3€Ne, —{e2}
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