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While classical skyline queries identify interesting data within large datasets,
flexible skylines introduce preferences through constraints on attribute weights,
and further reduce the data returned. However, computing these queries can be
time-consuming for large datasets. We propose and implement a parallel com-
putation scheme consisting of a parallel phase followed by a sequential phase,
and apply it to flexible skylines. We assess the additional effect of an initial
filtering phase to reduce dataset size before parallel processing, and the elim-
ination of the sequential part (the most time-consuming) altogether. All our
experiments are executed in the PySpark framework for a number of different
datasets of varying sizes and dimensions.
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1 Introduction

With the growth of big data, efficiently finding interesting data within large
datasets has become essential. Skyline queries are a method to select a subset
of data by returning tuples that are not dominated by any other tuple. A tuple t
dominates another tuple s if t is not worse than s in any attribute and is strictly
better in at least one. Top-k queries, on the other hand, reduce multi-objective
problems to single-objective ones using a scoring function that incorporates pa-
rameters like weights to reflect user preferences for different attributes. While
skylines provide a global view of potentially interesting data, they do not con-
sider user preferences and may return too many tuples, making it difficult for
users to make decisions.

To address these issues, Flexible Skylines combine the concepts of skyline and
top-k queries by applying constraints to attributes in order to specify preferences
and give different importance to each. The concept of F-dominance is the key
idea to extend dominance: a tuple t F-dominates another tuple s if t is always
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better than or equal to s according to all scoring functions in F . Flexible skylines
identify a subset of the skyline and exist in two flavors: the non-dominated
flexible skyline (ND), which returns the subset of non-F-dominated tuples, and
the potentially optimal flexible skyline (PO), which returns a subset of ND
representing all tuples that are top-1 with respect to a scoring function in F .
Although, as mentioned, the cardinality of interesting tuples is typically smaller
than in the case of skylines, flexible skylines are still computationally intensive
operators.

In order to tackle the unmanageability of centralized algorithms in the face
of very large datasets, we propose a parallel scheme that partitions the data
and then treats every partition in parallel. Each partition processes a part of
the dataset and returns a so-called “local” result, which is then merged in a
sequential phase to find the “global” result.

Other works have attempted the adoption of partitioning strategies for com-
puting skylines, but this is the first attempt for flexible skylines, which have
inherent difficulties of their own. We also assess the effect of an initial filtering
phase to decrease the load on the parallel part, as well as methods to eliminate
the sequential phase entirely. The algorithms are implemented in PySpark,
a parallel environment based on Spark, and tested on virtual machines on a
datacloud with up to 30 cores.

2 Background

We focus on on numeric attributes in R+ and generally refer to a schema S of
attributes {A1, . . . , Ad} over such a domain. We use the notion of tuple and
relation over S in accordance with the standard relational model, so that t[Ai]
is the value of tuple t over attribute Ai.

The skyline [3] of a relation r is the set of non-dominated tuples in r, where
we say that t dominates s, denoted t ≺ s, if, for every attribute A ∈ S, t[A] ≤
s[A] holds and there exists an attribute A′ ∈ S such that t[A′] < s[A′] holds:

Sky(r) = {t ∈ r | ∄s ∈ r . s ≺ t}. (1)

The score of t through scoring function f is the value f(t[A1], . . . , t[Ad]) ∈ R+,
also indicated f(t). We conventionally assume, for both scores and attribute
values, that smaller values are preferable.

The skyline can be equivalently defined as the set of tuples that are top-1
results for at least one monotone scoring function.

Sky(r) = {t | t ∈ r ∧ ∃f ∈ MF . ∀s ∈ r . s ̸= t =⇒ f(s) > f(t)}, (2)

where MF indicates the set of all monotone functions.
The notion of flexible skyline was introduced in [14] as a generalization of

Equations (1) and (2):
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ts ch
a 0.30 0.80
b 0.55 0.45
c 0.70 0.30
d 0.40 0.90
e 0.60 0.20
f 0.60 0.90
g 0.90 0.15
h 0.50 0.70
i 0.80 0.10

(a) Dataset in tabular form.
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(b) 2D depiction of the locations.

Figure 1: A set r of locations and their distances to given points of interest.

Definition 1 For a set F of monotone scoring functions, t F-dominates s,
denoted t ≺F s, iff, ∀f ∈ F . f(t) ≤ f(s) and ∃f ∈ F . f(t) < f(s). The non-
dominated flexible skyline ND(r;F) is the set {t ∈ r | ∄s ∈ r . s ≺F t}. The
potentially optimal flexible skyline PO(r;F) is the set {t ∈ r | ∃f ∈ F . ∀s ∈
r . s ̸= t =⇒ f(s) > f(t)}.

We observe thatND generalizes skylines as in Equation (1) (with ≺F instead
of ≺), while PO generalizes Equation (2) (with F instead of MF). The F-
dominance region DR(t;F) is the set of all points F-dominated by t. As a
general property, PO(r;F) ⊆ ND(r;F) ⊆ Sky(r).

Example 1 Consider the dataset r in Figure 1a, showing locations with their
distance from points of interest. The non-dominated options in r are a, b, h, e,
i: this is Sky(r). Consider now the set F to be the scoring functions of the form
f(x, y) = w1x + w2y, where w1 > w2, i.e., linearly combining distances, with
more importance given to the train station. Under F , h and i are F-dominated
by a and e, respectively, so only a, b and e are in ND(r;F). The gray area in
Figure 1b represents the union of F-dominance regions DR(a;F)∪DR(b;F)∪
DR(e;F). Finally, b can never be top-1, since no linear combination of its
scores can make it better than a or e; so, PO(r;F) consists of just a and e.

Among the ways to test F-dominance when F is a set of functions under
a set of linear constraints C on the weights, the most efficient one consists in
determining the F-dominance region of the candidate F-dominant tuple and
checking whether the other tuple belongs to it. This approach, described in
Theorem 4.2 in [18], requires enumerating the vertices of the convex polytope
defined by C. We will then consider the implementation denoted SVE1F [18],
which uses vertex enumeration and also exploits pre-sorting of the dataset (as
in SFS [10]). Additionally, SVE1F is a one-phase algorithm, in that it com-
putes its result directly from r instead of first computing Sky(r) (which would
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Algorithm 1: Algorithmic pattern for parallel skyline computation.

Input: relation r, functions F via constraints C, number of partitions p
Output: a flexible skyline ND(r;F) or PO(r;F)

1. ls := ∅ // the local result
2. (r1, . . . , rp,meta) := Partition(r, p) // partitions and meta-information
3. parallel for each ri in r1, . . . , rp do
4. ls := ls ∪ ComputeLocalSet(ri,meta)
5. return ND(ls;F) or PO(ls;F)

be possible, since ND(r;F) = ND(Sky(r);F)) – an approach that has been
recognized to be more efficient if the constraints are tight enough.

Computing PO can also be done through an LP problem. Testing whether
t ∈ PO requires solving an expensive LP problem involving all the tuples. An
incremental approach is, however, possible: smaller LP problems with only a
part of the tuples may be used to discard tuples. With this, we can solve LP
problems of increasing sizes, starting from just two tuples, and then doubling
such a number at each round, until all tuples are included. We will adopt the
implementation known as POPI2[18], which is incremental and works in two
phases, i.e., computes its result from ND(r;F) instead of r, observing that
PO(r;F) = PO(ND(r;F);F) and that for PO this is much more efficient than
a single phase.

3 Parallel computation of flexible skylines

A general scheme for parallelizing the computation of flexible skylines is based
on the idea that the dataset can be partitioned and each partition is processed
independently and in parallel. This produces a “local” result; the union of all
local results still has some redundancies that can be eliminated by applying a last
(sequential) round of removal. This approach has been described for skylines,
e.g., in [20], and is correct, since, when r = r1 ∪ . . . ∪ rp, with ri ∩ rj = ∅ for
i ̸= j, we have Sky(r) = Sky(Sky(r1) ∪ . . . ∪ Sky(rp)). A similar principle
applies to F-skylines by replacing in the above formula Sky(·) with ND(·;F)
or PO(·;F).

The algorithmic pattern in Algorithm 1 does this in three phases: first r is
partitioned into r1, . . . , rp (line 2), with possible meta-information to be used
later; then, (local) results are computed independently (line 3) and in parallel,
possibly using the meta-information; finally, all the local results are merged
(line 4) and processed sequentially (line 5).

We shall adopt for flexible skylines the same partitioning strategies used in
the literature for computing skylines, which are summarized next: Grid Parti-
tioning, Angular Partitioning and Sliced Partitioning. We refrain from consid-
ering Random Partitioning [22], which simply randomly distributes the tuples
across the various partitions, and is therefore too simple a baseline to receive
further attention.
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Figure 2: Partitioning Strategies.

3.1 Partitioning Strategies

3.1.1 Grid Space Partitioning

Grid Partitioning [59] (Grid) divides the space into a grid of equally sized
cells. Each dimension is divided into m parts, resulting in a total of p = md

partitions, where d denotes the total number of dimensions. We can also leverage
dominance between grid cells to avoid processing certain partitions completely
(Grid Filtering). In particular, let ci.min and ci.max represent the corners
of cell ci with the lowest (best) or respectively highest (worst) values on all
dimensions. If ci.max dominates cj .min then all tuples in ci dominate all tuples
in cj , so if ci contains some tuple, cj can be disregarded.

With values in [0, 1], the partition for a tuple t can be computed as follows:

p(t) =

d∑
i=1

⌊t[Ai] ·m⌋ ·mi−1

where Ai is the i-th attribute and m are the slices per dimension. Figure 2a
shows m = 2 partitions per dimension, with a total of 4 partitions (grid cells).

3.1.2 Angle-based Space Partitioning

Angle-based Partitioning [70] (Angular) partitions the space based on angular
coordinates, after converting Cartesian to hyper-spherical coordinates. Unlike
Grid, Angular does not support any kind of grid dominance.

The partition of tuple t is computed based on hyper-spherical coordinates,
including a radial coordinate r and d− 1 angular coordinates φ1, . . . , φd−1:

p(t) =

d−1∑
i=1

⌊
2φi

π
m

⌋
mi−1 (3)

where m is, again, the number of slices in which each (angular) dimension is
divided, which amounts to grid partitioning on angular coordinates. Figure 2b
shows Angular at work.
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3.1.3 Sliced Partitioning (One-dimensional Slicing)

Sliced Partitioning (Sliced) sorts the dataset on one dimension. The i-th tuple
t in the ordering is assigned to a partition in the following way:

p(t) =

⌊
(i− 1) · p
N − 1

⌋
,

where N is the number of tuples and p the number of partitions. Figure 2c
shows the effect of Sliced.

3.2 Improvements

A number of improvements are possible on top of the previously described algo-
rithmic pattern. The first one regards the choice of a selected set of tuples with
a high potential for F-dominating other tuples, which might be shared across
all partitions from the start. The second improvement consists in trying to
eliminate the final sequential pass, which is typically the most time consuming.

3.2.1 Representative Filtering

A set of potentially “strong” tuples (the representatives) from the entire dataset
can be selected before entering the parallel phase. These are shared as meta-
information across all partitions, so that any tuple dominated by a representa-
tive can be deleted with no further ado. A simple selection criterion consists
in selecting the first few tuples in each partition after sorting: by virtue of the
topological sort property, they cannot be F-dominated by subsequent tuples
and therefore are likely to F-dominate many of them.

3.2.2 Elimination of sequential phase

A way to eliminate the final sequential phase is, instead of computing the
global set sequentially from the union U of the local sets, to re-partition U
into u1, . . . , up for a new parallel phase and also pass to each partition the en-
tire U as meta-information. With this, we can eliminate from each partition ui

the (globally) F-dominated tuples (i.e., those that are dominated by some tuple
in U). We call this scheme NoSeq.

4 Experiments

In this section, we measure the efficiency of the proposed algorithmic pattern for
the computation of both ND and PO. We measure our indicators of efficiency
in different settings according to the operating parameters described in Table 1.
In particular, we target anticorrelated datasets, which are the most challenging
in any skyline-like scenario. The set F of functions considered for computing
flexible skylines is simply characterized by the constraint w1 ≥ w2, which prunes
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Figure 3: Performance of SVE1F on an anticorrelated dataset with d = 4 dimen-
sions and varying sizes: total execution times (a); time for the parallel phase
(b).

.

50% of the space of weights and can be applied to any dataset with at least d ≥ 2
dimensions.

Our experiments are conducted on a computational infrastructure with Spark
comprising virtual machines equipped with a total of 30 cores and 8GB of RAM.

Table 1: Operating parameters for testing efficiency (defaults in bold).

Full name Tested value
Dataset size (N) 200K, 500K, 1M, 2M, 5M, 10M
# of dimensions (d) 2, 4, 6, 7
# of partitions (p) 10, 50, 100, 150, 200, 300
# of cores (c) 5, 10, 20, 30

Varying the dataset size. Our first experiments test how efficiency varies
as we vary the dataset size N and keep all other parameters set to a default
value, i.e., d = 4 dimensions, p = 100 partitions, and c = 30 cores.

Figure 3a shows that, while of course execution times grow as the size grows,
the Sliced strategy is much more efficient than Angular and, especially, Grid
in exploiting parallelism during the computation of ND with SVE1F. In particu-
lar, Figure 3b shows the time spent during the parallel phase, highlighting how
Grid goes astray and is inefficient in that many partitions are unbalanced, while
the other two partitioning strategies are much more balanced in this respect.
Finally, Figure 4 shows the percentage of tuples that are removed during the
parallel phase, highlighting again that Grid is the least efficient choice, while
Angular has the highest trimming power, although it is overall less efficient
than Sliced because it pays an overhead due to the partial imbalance between
partitions (which are perfectly balanced in case of Sliced).

Table 2 shows the breakdown of the execution times between the parallel
and the sequential phase, along with the number of tuples surviving after the
parallel phase, for a 4d dataset with 2M tuples, confirming the highest benefits
of the Sliced strategy.
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Figure 4: Percentage of removed tuples during the parallel phase by SVE1F on
an anticorrelated dataset with d = 4 dimensions and varying sizes.

Table 2: Time of parallel and sequential phases with the SVE1F Algorithm using
a 4d anticorrelated dataset with 2 million points and 16781 ND points.

Partitioning |
⋃
NDi| parallel phase (s) sequential phase (s)

Grid 39946 325.6 970.0
Angular 33971 68.3 776.9
Sliced 28051 14.8 679.3

We perform a similar analysis with PO using POPI2. We do not include
results regarding Grid here, because, for solving LP problems of this size, we
need partitions to be as balanced as possible, while Grid produces extremely
unbalanced partitions (especially with anticorrelated data), with consequently
very poor results. Figure 5a shows the times required to compute PO from ND
by using POPI2 (the time to compute ND is thus not included in the total). We
observe that, in this case, Sliced performs much more poorly than Angular,
and this although Sliced still incurs lower execution times during the parallel
phase, as shown in Figure 5b. The reason is that the partitioning along one
single dimension effected by Sliced is not particularly efficient at removing
tuples during the parallel phase, as Figure 6 shows, with Angular removing
as many as 85% of the tuples with a 4d anticorrelated dataset with 2M tuples,
while Sliced only attains 62% in that case. To be precise, PO is a very small set
compared to ND (with |ND| = 16, 781 and |PO| = 150 with the 4d dataset of
2M tuples), and this might be the source of ineffectiveness of sorting the dataset
in one dimension as in Sliced. Table 3 shows the execution times of the parallel
and the sequential phase for a 4d dataset with 2 million tuples, highlighting that
the Sliced strategy incurs a very high overhead in the sequential phase, due
to a much worse ability to remove tuples during the parallel phase, with more
than three times as many tuples remaining with the Sliced strategy than with
the Angular strategy.

Varying size: improved strategies. Figure 7 shows the effect of apply-
ing the improvements discussed in Section 3.2. Representative Filtering causes
slight improvements in terms of execution times with both Sliced and An-
gular, as can be seen in Figure 7a for the computation of ND, where the

8



0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0

100

200

300

400

500

size × 106

tim
e
(s
)

Sliced

Angular

(a) Total time

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

size × 106

tim
e
(s
)

Sliced

Angular

(b) Parallel time

Figure 5: Performance of POPI2 on an anticorrelated dataset with d = 4 dimen-
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Table 3: Time of parallel and sequential phases with the POPI2 Algorithm using
a 4d anticorrelated dataset with 2 million points and 16781 ND points and 150
PO points.

Partitioning |
⋃
POi| parallel phase (s) sequential phase (s)

Angular 1544 72.4 48.9
Sliced 5108 46.5 504.5
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Figure 6: Percentage of removed tuples during the parallel phase by POPI2 on
an anticorrelated dataset with d = 4 dimensions and varying sizes.
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Figure 7: Performance of improved variants on an anticorrelated dataset with
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.

improved versions are indicated as Sliced+ and Angular+. We also applied
the NoSeq scheme on top of the Sliced partitioning strategy (with represen-
tatives), which has determined significant improvements in the computation of
ND. It turns out that NoSeq largely outperforms the other strategies, with
overall execution times that are more than 7 times smaller than the second best
strategy (Sliced+). Grid Filtering, available for Grid partitioning, takes too
long to return the local set and is overall disadvantageous in terms of duration
compared to the basic version, so we will not consider it in the experiments.

As for the computation of PO with POPI2, Figure 7b reports the NoSeq
strategy along with Sliced and Angular (representatives prove to be ineffec-
tive for computing PO and thus not reported). We observe that applying the
NoSeq scheme on top of Sliced makes it even more efficient than Angular,
which was be the best option for this kind of problem.

In order to complete our analysis as the size varies, we also tested the be-
havior of the NoSeq strategy with even larger dataset sizes. Figure 8 shows
that, from 1M to 10M tuples, execution times incurred with NoSeq follow an
almost perfectly linear growth with the dataset size, both for ND and for PO,
confirming scalability of the approach.

Varying dimensions. Increasing the number of dimensions d results in a
notable rise in execution time due to the significantly larger number of tuples
in the output. As the number of dimensions increases, the probability of a
tuple being F-dominated decreases substantially. Figure 9 illustrates that, for
anticorrelated datasets, NoSeq is also affected by the “curse of dimensionality”,
with execution times increasing at a rate greater than linear as the number of
dimensions grows.

Varying number of partitions. The lowest execution times are reached
when the number of partitions p is a small multiple of the number of available
cores (30). For larger values of p, there is an increase in execution time due
to synchronization overhead between nodes. Figure 10 shows this for several
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values of p, with the extra observation that, while for Sliced (and NoSeq,
which is built on top of Sliced+) all values of p are possible, Angular and
Grid are constrained to have a number of partitions that equals md and md−1,
respectively, where m is the number of slices per dimension. The best value
for p is around 150 (i.e., five times the number of available cores), after which
performances start degrading. The NoSeq strategy consistently outperforms
the others for the computation of ND.

Varying number of cores. In our last experiment, we assess the effect of
the number of cores c on the execution time. Figure 11 shows benefits from the
increased availability of cores, with the most visible effects near the beginning
of the increase, when doubling the number of cores from 5 to 10. Adding further
resources keeps improving execution times, but with more moderate benefits.
Overall, the NoSeq strategy manages to improve its execution time by three
times for computing ND and by 3.4 times for computing PO when moving from
5 to 30 cores.
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5 Related Work

There is an abundant literature that has studied and proposed sequential algo-
rithms for the computation of the skyline, including Block-Nested Loop (BNL)
and Divide-and-Conquer [3], Sort Filter Skyline (SFS) [10], Bitmap [68], Branch-
and-Bound [61, 62], and Sort and Limit Skyline algorithm (SaLSa) [1]. The
pre-sorting imposed by SFS is a suitable strategy for exploiting the topological
sort property of dominance, which extends to F-dominance, and has there-
fore been exploited in the sequential algorithms for computing flexible sky-
lines [18, 14, 16, 15, 2, 17, 57]), including SVE1F and POPI2, which we used
here.

Systematic approaches for parallelizing the computation of skylines have
been attempted for both vertical partitioning (essentially following Fagin’s mid-
dleware scenario for top-k queries [31, 69, 9]) and horizontal partitioning [24],
which we considered in the present work. Horizontal partitioning strategies for
computing the skyline have found their way to practical implementations with
the advent of computation paradigms such as Map-Reduce and Spark, which al-
low seamless data distribution and processing through Mappers and Reducers,
as demonstrated in [64, 25, 63, 20], together with optimization opportunities
given by representative tuples and the elimination of the final sequential round,
which was partially advocated in [59].

While other works have considered flexible skylines in the context of vertical
distribution [16, 46], the case of horizontal partitioning is, to the best of our
knowledge, novel.

While classical skylines have no support for preferences, top-k queries are
the alternative (and, typically, preferred) ranking tool that not only supports
preferences through scoring functions, but also controls the output size and
accommodates various kinds of queries [41, 50, 51]. Many attempts are known
that have tried to amalgamate top-k queries and skylines so as to get the most
out of these tools [14, 57].

Partitioning schemes similar to those that we have used in this paper have
been successfully employed also for the computation of indicators of strength
of skyline tuples, i.e., numeric values that can be adopted for endowing skyline
tuples with further attributes to be used for ranking purposes. These indicators
include, e.g., the count of dominated tuples [61], the stability to perturbations
in the scoring functions [67], and the best possible rank of a tuple when using
a linear scoring function [58]. Several other indicators are introduced in [19],
some requiring to build the convex hull of a dataset [60, 71, 42], or to compute
complex volumes [40, 5]; one of these indicators, called grid resistance, can be
computed through parallel partitioning schemes similar to those discussed in
this paper [47, 48],

Skylines, and more so flexible skylines, are common components of complex
data preparation pipelines, typically followed by Machine Learning or Clustering
algorithms [52, 54, 55, 56] applied to data that might be collected by hetero-
geneous sources like RFID [33, 32], pattern mining [53], crowdsourcing appli-
cations [34, 4, 43], and streaming data [23]. In particular, the role of (flexible)
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skylines and top-k queries is orthogonal to and typically integrated with that of
query optimization and query explanation, which may rely on semantic proper-
ties of data expressible, e.g., through Query Containment (QC) [8, 66, 7, 6] and
integrity constraints [45, 12, 13, 44, 65, 49, 11].

While the preferences expressible with scoring functions and constraints on
weights are of a quantitative nature, it would be interesting to know the extent
to which qualitative preferences [21] could also be integrated in the flexible
skyline framework.

Other possible research avenues regard the stability of the results of a flexible
skyline in the face of inconsistent or missing values [27, 26, 28, 29], rather than
uncertainty in the scoring function, and how this depends on the amount of
such an inconsistency in the data [35, 30, 36, 37, 38, 39].

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we tackled the problem of computing flexible skylines by exploit-
ing common partitioning schemes that divide a dataset horizontally and send
each partition to a different compute node for an initial round of computation
of the result. The partial results, after this parallel phase, are collected and
ultimately processed for a final, sequential round that eliminates all redundan-
cies. While this consolidated scheme has been successfully used for computing
the classical skyline operator, ours is the first attempt to apply it to the case of
flexible skylines — an extension of skylines that accommodates user preferences
expressed through constraints on weights.

Our results show that the partitioning is generally beneficial, especially with
schemes that divide the dataset into more balanced subsets, such as Angular
and Sliced. In addition to optimization opportunities based on the notion
of representative tuples, we also adopted another optimization, indicated as
NoSeq, that removes the final sequential round completely, which is typically
the most expensive part of the entire computation. Indeed, NoSeq proves to
be the most robust of all tested algorithmic solutions.

The computation of the two flexible skyline operators, ND and PO, differs in
the ability of the partitioning strategy to effectively reduce the set of candidates
before the final round. We noticed that, while Sliced does its job egregiously
in the case of ND, the smaller sizes involved in the computation of potentially
optimal tuples make Sliced a less suitable candidate than Angular for PO.
In both cases, however, the NoSeq strategy proves to be the best option.

Future research might try to address the impact of the constraints on weights
on the effectiveness of the partitioning strategy.
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